arXiv:2306.11928v2 [stat.ML] 16 Nov 2023

[Vision Paper] Learning with Variational Objectives on Measures

Vivien Cabannes Meta AI, FAIR Labs New York City, USA vivc@meta.com

Abstract—The theory of machine learning has predominantly focused on variational objectives expressed on functions. Yet, the advent of big data has exposed limitations in these formulations: functions struggle to capture uncertainty arising from data veracity issues; and the assumption of data independence often conflicts with data variety. In this vision paper, we propose a shift towards measures as the basis for variational objectives, highlighting their advantages to quantify uncertainty, to generalize out of training distribution, and to deal with scarce annotations. We aim to inspire and stimulate further research in adapting conventional machine learning algorithms to optimize these new objectives, without compromising statistical efficiency.

Index Terms—Statistical learning, distribution learning, measure spaces.

I. INTRODUCTION Historically, machine learning has focused on learning functions. Statistical learning theory has provided a relatively clear understanding of the error to expect when utilizing those functions based on the number of samples seen at training time. However, with the rise of big data, machine learning applications have grown large-scale, tackling more complex problems, and the guarantees offered by this theory have lost their sharpness (Xiang, 2023; Roose, 2023). Several factors come into play.

• Variety: utilization environments can differ significantly from training and testing ones, those latter sometimes hiding hard-to-mitigating biases (Caliskan et al., 2017; Benjamin, 2019).

• Veracity: datasets are too large to be fully annotated, enforcing engineers to turn to new learning frameworks such as self-supervised (Doersch and Zisserman, 2017) or weakly supervised learning (Ratner et al., 2020).

• Value: the functional point-of-view is not ideal to describe new machine-learned algorithms, such as large language models (Touvron et al., 2023; OpenAI, 2023) or diffusion models (Song et al., 2021; Rombach et al., 2022), whose ultimate goal is to generate content resembling the input it was trained on.

To address these limitations, this paper proposes to cast statistical learning theory into a theory that encompasses variational objectives on measures. This approach aims to provide a more effective description of real-world machine learning scenarios. It enables the design of robust algorithms that can handle data variety, to cope with missing data annotations, and to model large language models and diffusion models ultimate goals. While this paper exposes the motivation and rationale behind this new framework, it leaves the practical construction of this framework as an open problem. We believe that exploring this research direction will lead to advancements in addressing the challenges of modern machine learning applications and pave the way for new algorithmic developments.

The paper is organized in three sections. The first section lays out an abstract vision on learning with variational objectives on measure. The second section provides research directions to ensure the statistical soundness of those objectives. The third section discusses the potential applications of such objectives, motivating our vision with many concrete examples.

II. THE PROBLEM

This section delves into the foundation of measure-based learning theory. It recalls classical perspectives on learning theory, centered around functions. It then offers a counterpart based on measures, before exposing open problems whose solutions would advance the frontier of knowledge in learning theory.

A. Classical Learning Theory

The theory of statistical learning has focused on the learning of functions (Vapnik, 1995; Steinwart and Christmann, 2008; Devroye et al., 2013; Mohri et al., 2018; Bach, 2023). In essence, it models any algorithm as a rule to map inputs (in a space X ) to outputs (in a space Y). Learning an algorithm consists in learning a mapping f : X → Y that captures the relationship between inputs and outputs. It is useful to model data point (X, Y ) as coming from a distribution ρ ∈ Δ_{X ×Y} over input/output pairs. This distribution can equally be understood through its marginal distribution over inputs X ∼ ρ_X ∈ Δ_X , which will be fed to the machine at inference time, and the conditional distributions (Y | X) ∼ ρ|_x ∈ Δ_Y that generate the outputs y given the inputs x, and that we would like the machine to be able to predict. The notion of optimal mapping is defined through the variational objective

f^∗ ∈ arg min f :X →Y R(f) := E_{(X,Y )∼ρ}[ℓ(f(X), Y )], (1) where ρ ∈ Δ_{X ×Y} is the resulting distribution on input-output pairs,^1 and ℓ : Y × Y → R quantifies the error cost ℓ(f(x), y) associated with predicting f(x) when the desired output was actually y.

In practice, to minimize the risk R, it is usual to collect n examples (x_i, y_i) that are thought of as independent realizations of the random variable (X, Y ) ∼ ρ, and to minimize the empirical approximation

f_n ∈ arg min f ∈F R_n(f) := 1 n n∑ i=1 [ℓ(f(x_i), y_i)], (2)

where f is constrained to belong to a class of function F which implicitly encodes how the learned function f should generalize to unseen example X ∼ ρ_X based on the training examples (x_i, y_i)_{i∈[n]}.

This perspective has laid the foundation of learning theory. It has established a solid ground to design learning procedures based on training data, particularly in the context of relatively small datasets. However, as machine learning applications have expanded in the era of big data, new uncharted territories have emerged, requiring new tools and methodologies.

B. Measure-based Statistical Learning

In this vision paper, we propose revisiting the skeleton of statistical learning in order to apply it to measure-based variational objectives. Instead of learning the mapping f : X → Y, we shift our attention to learning a distribution μ ∈ Z over some space Z. This is achieved through a principled population objective as

μ^∗ ∈ arg min μ∈Δ_Z E(μ); E : Δ_Z → R̄, (3)

where R̄ = R ∪ {+∞}. Hear our goal is to find the optimal distribution μ^∗ that minimizes a function E over measure. Note that any hard constraints μ ∈ C can be added to the objective E by adding a barrier regularization χ_C , where χ_C (μ) = 0 if μ satisfy the constraints μ ∈ C and χ_C (μ) = +∞ otherwise.

In practical scenarios, it might not be feasible to directly access this population objective E and work with its exact form. Instead, one may only be able to work with an approximation Ê of the objective. This approximation may arise due to modeling limitations, to the sole access of samples instead of distribution, or to optimization constraints that necessitate the usage of a surrogate objective. As a consequence in practice, one might only be limited to optimize for

μ_n ∈ arg min μ∈Δ_Z E_n(μ); E_n : Δ_Z → R̄, (4)

where E_n is an approximation of the original E.

1To build ρ from the marginal ρ_X and the conditionals (ρ|_x)_{x∈X} , recall that E_{(X,Y )∼ρ}[F (X, Y )] = E_{X∼ρX} [E_Y [F (X, Y ) | X]], and that we also have E_Y [F (x, Y ) | X = x] = E_{Y ∼ρ|x} [F (x, Y )].

C. Open Problems

Our vision leads to the following theoretical problem:

Can we define abstract classes of objectives E and of their (random) approximations E_n, such that E(μ_n) converges to E(μ^∗) as n goes to infinity? Can we give rates of convergence of such a convergence under some well-specified model assumptions? Do those abstract classes describe problems of practical interest?

Addressing these questions would give insights into the conditions under which one could design measure-based variational frameworks of practical interests. This analysis would shed light on the applicability and practical utility of these objective classes and guide the development of innovative methodologies in machine learning.

Those questions could equally be explored from the practical side.

Can we define objectives E and of their (random) approximations E_n, such that trying to minimize E_n leads to distribution μ_n with favorable practical properties? Can we find examples where this perspective advances the state-of-the art of a machine learning application?

Finding successful examples would provide crucial clues into a generic learning framework to uncover, paving the way to a holistic approach to tackle a wide range of practical problems. Overall, the discovery of a successful measurebased variational framework would help to chart the landscape of machine learning in the big data era.

III. THEORETICAL RESEARCH DIRECTIONS

This section proposes directions to lay the theoretical foundations of learning with measure-based approaches.

A. Following the classical path

A natural direction to establish convergence guarantees of a measure-based approach is to follow the path of classical statistical learning. First of all, remarking that E_n(μ^∗) ≥ E_n(μ_n) leads to the inequality

E(μ_n) − E(μ^∗) ≤ E(μ_n) − E_n(μ_n) + E_n(μ^∗) − E(μ)

When E_n is a random variable, the convergence of E[E_n (μ)] to E(μ) is usually simple to establish through variations of the law of large numbers; the speed of the convergence can be derived with variations of central-limit theorem, or more generally the tail of E_n(μ) − E(μ) can be studied with concentration inequalities. The part in E(μ_n) − EE_n (μ_n) is more tricky as μ_n is also a random variable. It is classical to bound this term with sup_{μ∈C} E[E(μ_n ) − E_n(μ_n)] for C ⊂ Δ_Z a set of measure that μ_n is known to belong to. From there, one could cover the space C with some balls, and control the deviation of interest on each ball, before performing some union bound, eventually with “chaining” to reduce redundant events in the union bound (Sen, 2022).

B. Lifting measures into functions

When the space of probability is endowed with a Hilbertian metric (Hein et al., 2004), the objective E_Z [ℓ(μ, δ_Z )] with ℓ(μ, μ^′) = ‖μ − μ^′‖^2 is minimized for μ = E_Z [δ_Z ].^2 When the law of Z is replaced by an empirical approximation, concentration inequalities can be used to ensure the convergence of the resulting μ_n towards μ^∗ in probability with respect to the underlying Hilbertian metric (Yurinskii, 1970). In some sense this approach lifts a measure space into a function space where outputs are linear combinations of atoms δ_z. This is reminiscent of classification problems, which are characterized by ℓ(y, z) = 1_{y≠z} in (1) (Fisher, 1936), where categorical outputs y ∈ Y = {1, . . . , m} are encoding as a one-hot vector φ(y) = (1_{y=y}′ )_y′_{∈Y} (Bartlett et al., 2006a), and the minimization of the mean square error with the data (X, φ(Y )) leads to the estimate f^∗(x) = (P (Y = y | X = x))_{y∈Y} .

C. Some interesting facts on sigma-fields

In essence, the fact that one can not directly get μ^∗ but has to satisfy oneself with μ_n is due to some coarseness of the approximation of E by E_n which does not allow to retrieve as much information as in the ideal case. The notion of coarseness of information is naturally captured by sigma-fields. Let Σ_n be a sigma field on X . Ideally, for any f : X → R, we would like E [f | Σ_n] to be f itself. Yet in some cases, Σ_n might not be rich enough, and one will only retrieve coarse information on f through E [f | Σ_n] (for example, this could be due to missing information, or only accessing weak information as detailed in the next section). As Σ_n grows larger, this approximation will get finer. A natural way to build E_n would be by considering E_n = E + χ_{Σn} where Σ_n converges to the Borel algebra on X in some sense (e.g. Kudo, 1974). In particular, if E displays some continuity properties with respect to this convergence topology (see e.g. Björklund et al., 2020, for concrete examples), this would ensure that convergence properties on the Σ_n can be cast on the difference E(μ_n) − E(μ).

D. Looking at the abstract topological picture

At an abstract level, one could try to leverage abstract topological facts on measure spaces^3 and on specific variational objectives in order to directly draw conclusions on the good behavior of some methods that work with variational objectives on measures. For example, when E_n is deterministic, the consistency of the estimator μ_n is nothing but the epiconvergence of E_n towards E (Rockafellar and Wets, 1998; Feinberg et al., 2022).

Interestingly, such a procedure does not only identify the solution of the pure classification problem, but equally provides estimates on how much an input x ∈ X is expected to produce different outputs y ∈ Y.

2Similar statements are true for other “smooth losses” (Nowak-Vila et al., 2020)._3

While there exists many measure to quantify the distance between measures (Rachev et al., 2013), some of them metricizing the weak convergence of measures (see Theorem 6.9 in Villani, 2009, for example), ultimately it is sufficient to focus on the topology induced by the objective function E.

IV. PRACTICAL EXAMPLES

The goal of our vision paper is not only to build an abstract mathematical framework, but also to make sure that such a framework actually helps advance the state-of-the-art of machine learning by answering the need to formulate better objectives on concrete practical problems. This section gives examples of the variational formulations of important machine learning problems with a measure-based objective.

A. Generative modeling

The first type of problems that are natural to express with a variational objective on distributions are sampling problems, where one wants to learn to generate samples according to a given distribution μ^∗ while only accessing samples (z_i) ∼ (μ^∗)^{⊗n}. The original samples could be high-resolution natural images to train image generators, or high-quality sentences found on the internet to train LLMs. For example, one can look for the following population principle

μ^∗ ∈ arg min μ∈Δ_Z D(μ^∗‖μ) which could be translated into the empirical approximation

μ̂ ∈ arg min μ∈Δ_Z D( 1 n n∑ i=1 δ_{zi} ‖μ) + χ_C (μ), where D : Δ_Z × Z → R_+ is some divergence, the (z_i) are independent realization sampled accordingly to μ^∗, and C ⊂ Δ_Z capture a class of measure that μ̂ is searched in.

Currently, approaches to generative AI are distinct when it comes to text or images. Regarding natural language processing (Touvron et al., 2023; OpenAI, 2023), large language models learn to generate a sentence one token after the other with a model that assigns probability scores to the different potential completion tokens. For images, it consists in learning a function f, that maps a random variable Z that one knows how to generate (e.g., Z is Gaussian) into a random variable X whose law resembles the target measure μ. In GANs (Goodfellow et al., 2014), f is learned with some discriminator to make sure that the generated sample f(Z) are indistinguishable from original ones X ∼ μ. In flow matching (Lipman et al., 2023), f is learned by integrating a vector field that has been fitted to guarantee the consistency of this approach, replicating the solution of an ordinary differential equation. Diffusion models (Ho et al., 2022) provide a slight variation of this process: f is split into different modules, with noise added to each modules in order to simulate the evolution of some reserve stochastic process, replicating the solution of an stochastic differential equation. Those approaches might provide useful clues to develop a generic framework concerned with learning distributions. On the other hand, clear statistical guidelines to generalize from empirical samples to population distribution would prove useful to counter memorization problems, where f only generates samples that were already seen at training time.

B. Uncertainty Quantification

A second natural reason to look at the prediction of distributions instead of functions is given by the practical approach to classification, where rather than learning a function from X to a set Y of classes, practitioners prefer to learn a “score” function from X to Δ_Y (Friedman, 1994; Bartlett et al., 2006b; Murphy, 2012). Such a procedure does not only identify the solution of the pure classification problem (defined with the 0-1 loss ℓ(y, z) = 1_{y≠z}), but equally provides estimates on how much an input x ∈ X is expected to produce different outputs y ∈ Y. Indeed, even in regression settings, it might be preferable to learn (Y | X), the law of Y conditioned on X, instead of only learning the conditional expectation E [Y | X], since this could help to quantify the uncertainty that the output associated with X should be f(X). As such, formulating learning at the level of measure offers a more comprehensive approach to extract meaningful insights and make informed predictions regarding big data filled with noisy information. Recent advances in conformal prediction have provided interesting directions to leverage when formulating the problem of quantifying a predictor uncertainty from a measure point of view (Vovk and Shafer, 2008; Angelopoulos and Bates, 2022).

C. Out-Of-Distribution Generalization

While machine learning usually needs curated data in order to be trained efficiently, one may be interested in using the learned algorithm under a distribution which is quite different from the training one. This is particularly true in the era of big data, where the likelihood of encountering shifts in distributions increases significantly. There are two potential sources of variations between training to utilization settings: either the conditional distributions ρ|_x are changing, which might be due to a change of confounding variables (e.g., x corresponds to geographic locations, y to some atmospheric conditions, but training took place in winter only), or the marginal ρ_X is changing (e.g., training took place in the Western world, but utilization is done worldwide), which is known as covariate shift (Gretton et al., 2008). Eventually, one could have a prior μ ∈ C on future distributions in utilization settings, and try to minimize the worse performance over utilization environment,

μ ∈ arg min μ∈Δ_Z − inf_{f :X →Y} E_{(X,Y )∼ρ} [ℓ(f(X), Y )] + χ_C (μ)

= arg max μ∈C R^∗(μ), where R^∗(μ) is the minimum risk in (1) one can suffer when the data are sampled accordingly to μ.

D. Weak Information Disambiguation

A final example is provided by a situation where one only has access to weak information on the real data distribution ρ. This could be due to missing data (Little and Rubin, 1987), or to only accessing label proportions (Quadrianto et al., 2009), weak supervision on the labels (Ratner et al., 2020). Once again, this problem can be formulated as needing to find a candidate measure for what ρ should be, given only underdetermined constraints ρ ∈ C ⊂ Δ_Z provided by the weak information. In this setting, it is natural to fill the missing information by looking at the simplest distribution in the set of potential distributions. This notion of simplicity can eventually be captured by the entropy of the distribution, leading to

μ^∗ ∈ arg min_{μ∈C} H(μ) := E_{Z∼μ} [log ( dμ dτ (Z) ) ], for some base measure τ ∈ Δ_Z , with dμ/ dτ denoting the Radon–Nikodym derivative. Interestingly, this has been the approach taken by Cabannes et al. (2021), who capture the notion of simplicity through a loss-based variance defined as E(ρ) = inf_{f :X →Y} E_{(X,Y )∼ρ}[ℓ(f(X), Y )], and leverage kernel mean embedding techniques to translate this objective into an empirical one. The need to better understand learning with missing data or incomplete information is crucial for big data, especially when data is collected from various heterogeneous sources.

V. CONCLUSION In this vision paper, we have explained how it could be beneficial to derive a new theory of statistical learning, where instead of focusing on the input-output mappings, one focuses on distributions. In particular, it would be convenient to derive a mathematical framework to cast principled population objectives on measures into approximate objectives (the approximation being eventually due to limited access to empirical data samples or to computation constraints), while making sure that as the approximation gets finer, one retrieves an optimal measure. We have motivated such a theory with several examples where it could have a deep impact to solve some of the key challenges of nowadays machine learning, which has entered the era of big data.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT V. C. would like to thank Léon Bottou for raising a question on out-of-distribution generalization, and mentioning Vladimir Vapnik’s interest to foster his theory with a measure oriented point-of-view.

REFERENCES Anastasios Angelopoulos and Stephen Bates. A gentle introduction to conformal prediction and distribution-free uncertainty quantification. Technical report, ArXiv 2107.07511, 2022.

Francis Bach. Learning Theory from First Principles. To appear at MIT press, 2023.

Peter Bartlett, Michael Jordan, and Jon McAuliffe. Convexity, classification, and risk bounds. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 101(473):138–156, 2006a.

Peter Bartlett, Michael Jordan, and Jon McAuliffe. Convexity, classification, and risk bounds. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 2006b.

Ruha Benjamin. Race After Technology: Abolitionist Tools for the New Jim Code. Polity, 2019.

Michael Björklund, Yair Hartman, and Hanna Oppelmayer.

Kudo-continuity of entropy functionals. Technical report, ArXiv 2208.03805, 2020.

Vivien Cabannes, Alessandro Rudi, and Francis Bach. Disambiguation of weak supervision with exponential convergence rates. In International Conference on Machine Learning, 2021.

Aylin Caliskan, Joanna Bryson, and Arvind Narayanan. Semantics derived automatically from language corpora contain human-like biases. Science, 2017.

Luc Devroye, Làslzó Györfi, and Gábor Lugosi. A probabilistic theory of pattern recognition. Springer, 2013.

Carl Doersch and Andrew Zisserman. Multi-task selfsupervised visual learning. In International Conference on Computer Vision, 2017.

Eugene Feinberg, Pavlo Kasyanov, and Johannes Royset. Epiconvergence of expectation functions under varying measures and integrands. Technical report, ArXiv 2208.03805, 2022.

Ronald Fisher. The use of multiple measurements in taxonomic problems. Annals of Eugenics, 7(2):179–188, 1936.

Jerome Friedman. Flexible metric nearest neighbor classification. Technical report, Department of Statistics, Stanford University, 1994.

Ian Goodfellow, Jean Pouget-Abadie, Mehdi Mirza, Bing Xu, David Warde-Farley, Sherjil Ozair, Aaron Courville, and Yoshua Bengio. Generative adversarial nets. In Neural Information Processing Systems, 2014.

Arthur Gretton, Alex Smola, Jiayuan Huang, Marcel Schmittfull, Karsten Borgwardt, and Bernhard Schölkopf. Covariate shift by kernel mean matching. In Dataset Shift in Machine Learning. MIT Press, 2008.

Matthias Hein, Thomas Navin Lal, and Olivier Bousquet.

Hilbertian metrics on probability measures and their application in SVM’s. In Pattern Recognition, 2004.

Jonathan Ho, Ajay Jain, and Pieter Abbeel. Denoising diffusion probabilistic models. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2022.

Hirokichi Kudo. A note on the strong convergence of σalgebras. Annals of Probability, 1974.

Yaron Lipman, Ricky Chen, Heli Ben-Hamu, Maximilian Nickel, and Matt Le. Flow matching for generative modeling. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2023.

Roderick Little and Donald Rubin. Statistical Analysis with Missing Data. Wiley, 1987.

Mehryar Mohri, Afshin Rostamizadeh, and Ameet Talwalkar.

Foundations of Machine Learning. MIT press, 2018. Kevin Murphy. Machine Learning: A Probabilistic Perspective.

MIT Press, 2012.

Alex Nowak-Vila, Francis Bach, and Alessandro Rudi. A general theory for structured prediction with smooth convex surrogates. Technical report, ArXiv 1902.01958, 2020.

OpenAI. GPT-4 technical report, 2023.

Novi Quadrianto, Alexander Smola, Tibério Caetano, and Quoc V. Le. Estimating labels from label proportions. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 2009.

Svetlozar Rachev, Lev Klebanov, Stoyan Stoyanov, and Frank Fabozzi. The methods of distances in the theory of probability and statistics. Springer, 2013.

Alexander Ratner, Stephen Bach, Henry Ehrenberg, Jason Fries, Sen Wu, and Christopher Ré. Snorkel: rapid training data creation with weak supervision. The VLDB Journal, 2020.

Tyrrell Rockafellar and Roger Wets. Variational Analysis.

Springer, 1998.

Robin Rombach, Andreas Blattmann, Dominik Lorenz andatrick Esser, and Björn Ommer. High-resolution image synthesis with latent diffusion models. In Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition Conference, 2022.

Kevin Roose. A.i. poses ‘risk of extinction,’ industry leaders warn. The New York Times, 2023.

Bodhisattva Sen. A gentle introduction to empirical process theory and applications. Technical report, Columbia University, 2022.

Yang Song, Jascha Sohl-Dickstein, Diederik P. Kingma, Abhishek Kumar, Stefano Ermon, and Ben Poole. Scorebased generative modeling through stochastic differential equations. In International Conference on Representation Learning, 2021.

Ingo Steinwart and Andreas Christmann. Support vector machines. Springer, 2008.

Hugo Touvron, Thibaut Lavril, Gautier Izacard, Xavier Martinet, Marie-Anne Lachaux, Timothée Lacroix, Baptiste Rozière, Naman Goyal, Eric Hambro, Faisal Azhar, Aurelien Rodriguez, Armand Joulin, Edouard Grave, and Guillaume Lample. Llama: Open and efficient foundation language models. Technical report, ArXiv 2302.13971, 2023.

Vladimir Vapnik. The Nature of Statistical Learning Theory.

Springer, 1995.

Cedric Villani. Optimal Transport Old and New. Springer, 2009.

Vladimir Vovk and Glenn Shafer. A tutorial on conformal prediction. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 2008.

Chloe Xiang. Scientists increasingly can’t explain how ai works. Vice, 2023.

Vadim Vladimirovich Yurinskii. On an infinite-dimensional version of S. N. Bernstein’s inequalities. Theory of Probability and Its Applications, 15(1):108–109, 1970.