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A B S T R A C T

Multi-task reinforcement learning and meta-reinforcement learning have been developed to quickly
adapt to new tasks, but they tend to focus on tasks with higher rewards and more frequent occurrences,
leading to poor performance on tasks with sparse rewards. To address this issue, GFlowNets can be
integrated into meta-learning algorithms (GFlowMeta) by leveraging the advantages of GFlowNets
on tasks with sparse rewards. However, GFlowMeta suffers from performance degradation when
encountering heterogeneous transitions from distinct tasks. To overcome this challenge, this paper
proposes a personalized approach named pGFlowMeta, which combines task-specific personalized
policies with a meta policy. Each personalized policy balances the loss on its personalized task and the
difference from the meta policy, while the meta policy aims to minimize the average loss of all tasks.
The theoretical analysis shows that the algorithm converges at a sublinear rate. Extensive experiments
demonstrate that the proposed algorithm outperforms state-of-the-art reinforcement learning algorithms
in discrete environments.

1. Introduction
Reinforcement learning (RL) methods aim to find a policy

that maximizes expected returns through interactions with
the environment [36, 41]. While RL has been successfully
applied in various fields [24, 33, 13, 1, 22, 18], it often
struggles to adapt to new tasks, leading to suboptimal
performance. This is because the optimal policy for a new
task may differ significantly from that of a previously learned
task. Moreover, RL methods typically require a large number
of interactions with the environment to learn an effective
policy, which can be time-consuming and impractical in
certain scenarios.

To adapt to new tasks quickly with minimal additional
training, Multi-task reinforcement learning (Multi-task RL)
and meta-reinforcement learning (meta-RL) have been devel-
oped. Early research on Multi-task RL is based on transfer
learning [42, 4], which transfers knowledge between related
sources and target tasks to improve the performance of policy
used in the target task. Subsequent works proposed common
representation [28, 7, 40, 44], gradients similarity [45, 6],
and policy distillation [43, 26, 38]. Additionally, Meta-RL
methods such as MAML [11], E-MAML [35], and PEARL
[27] aim to enable the model to acquire a "learning to learn"
ability by leveraging existing knowledge to quickly learn new
tasks. However, all of these methods tend to focus on tasks
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Figure 1: Averaged Empirical 𝐿1 Error of GflowMeta on similar
and distinct tasks in “Frozen lake” environment.

with higher rewards and more frequent occurrences, ignoring
tasks with fewer rewards and less frequent occurrences.
Consequently, the model may perform poorly on tasks with
sparse rewards [39, 48].

To adapt to new tasks quickly and improve the perfor-
mance on tasks with sparse rewards, a possible solution
is to integrate Generative Flow Networks (GFlowNets)
[2, 19, 16, 3] into meta-learning, leading to a variant called
GFlowMeta. Compared with existing works, GFlowMeta
can combine the advantages of GFlowNets and Multi-task
RL. It can find multiple objects within the limitation return
function and adapt to unseen tasks. However, it is important to
note that GFlowMeta demonstrates significant performance
improvements primarily when the trained tasks are similar.
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Figure 2: System diagram for pGFlowMeta. Consider a meta-learning problem in which there are 𝑁 tasks. In each task, the agent
learns two policy models: the Personalized policy 𝜃𝑖 and the Meta policy 𝑤. The training process involves alternating updates
between the Personalized policy and Meta policy models for a specified number of iterations (𝑅). Following the updates, the Meta
policy models are aggregated using the formula 𝑤𝑡+1 = (1 − 𝛽)𝑤𝑡 + 𝛽

𝑁

∑𝑁
𝑖=1 𝑤

𝑡
𝑖, where 𝛽 is a weighting parameter, and 𝑁 represents

the number of tasks. This framework enables the agent to learn both personalized policies for individual tasks and a meta-level
policy that captures common knowledge across tasks.

Unfortunately, in cases where the tasks are distinct, the perfor-
mance improvements achieved by GFlowMeta are relatively
limited. In Fig. 1, we present a performance comparison
of training with GFlowMeta on similar and distinct tasks
across “Frozen Lake” environments. The example of distinct
tasks can be found in Fig. 3. In contrast to distinct tasks,
similar tasks are supposed from the same domain, (i.e. the
same transition distribution). The results clearly demonstrate
a disparity in performance between the two scenarios.

In this paper, we propose a framework, as shown in
Fig. 2, called Personalized Meta Generative Flow Networks
(pGFlowMeta) to address the challenge posed by distinct
tasks. We formulate a bilevel optimization problem to op-
timize two policies simultaneously: the Meta Policy (MP),
which aims to learn a generalized policy that can quickly
adapt to new tasks, and the Personalized Policy(PP), which
focuses on improving the performance over each distinct
task. To achieve this, we introduce a proximal operator in
the lower-level objective function to penalize the difference
between the meta policy and the personalized policy. This
allows us to balance the model aggregation on all tasks while
also improving the performance of each task individually.

1.1. Main Contributions
Our main contributions are threefold: First, we propose

a personalized framework named pGFlowMeta to improve
the performance of GFlowMeta on distinct tasks, which
learns a meta policy for all tasks and personalized policies for
specific tasks, respectively. In particular, meta policy seeks
to minimize the sum of all tasks by aggregating personalized
policies while each personalized policy aims to balance the
loss on its own task and the difference from the meta policy.

Second, an alternating minimization algorithm for
pGFlowMeta is proposed to achieve personalization on

distinct tasks. The personalized policies are updated by
solving the corresponding personalized lower-level problems
inexactly while the auxiliary policies used to aggregate
the meta policy are updated by using the gradient descent
algorithm. Furthermore, a convergence analysis is established
for the proposed algorithm, which proves that the algorithm
converges sublinearly as the number of iterations increases.
Besides, we provide the convergence of personalized policies
to meta policy: the personalized policies on average converge
to a neighborhood of the meta policy with a sublinear
rate. Moreover, to understand how different hyperparameters
affect the convergence of pGFlowMeta, we conduct various
experiments on the “Grid World” environment.

Finally, we make numerical experiments to compare
the performance of pGFlowMeta with other well-known
algorithms on three discrete reinforcement environments:
“Grid World”, “Frozen Lake”, and “Cliff Walking”. The
experimental results show that the proposed pGFlowMeta
can achieve better performance than GflowMeta on distinct
tasks. Compared to other previous reinforcement learning
algorithms, the proposed pGFlowMeta algorithm can achieve
the highest average rewards, obtain the lowest empirical 𝐿1
error, and find the largest number of modes with the greatest
likelihood in the three environments. Moreover, to understand
how different hyperparameters affect the convergence of
pGFlowMeta, we also conduct various experiments on the
“Grid World” environment.

1.2. Related Works
This section introduces some works that are related to our

research including meta-reinforcement learning, multi-task
learning, and GFlowNets.
Meta-reinforcement Learning. Meta-reinforcement learn-
ing (meta-RL) is a subfield of reinforcement learning (RL)
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that focuses on learning how to learn in the context of RL [17,
8, 37]. Specifically, meta-RL aims to develop algorithms and
models that can quickly adapt to new tasks and environments
by leveraging knowledge learned from previous tasks[11, 27].
Different approaches have been proposed in the meta-RL
literature, including model-free and model-based methods.
Model-free methods such as RL2, MAML, ProMP, E-MAML,
MAESN, ES-MAML, et al. [9, 11, 29, 35, 12, 34] directly
learn a policy that can adapt to new tasks without explicitly
modeling the environment. Model-based methods, on the
other hand, learn a model of the environment and use it to
simulate different scenarios and generate training data for the
meta policy. For instance, PEARL [27] and CaDM [20] learn
a neural network with task latent variables to represent a meta
model of state transitions and a task inference network. They
plan agent policies by inferring task information and adapting
the state transition model accordingly. The aforementioned
methods achieve fast adaptation to new tasks by training on
multiple similar tasks. However, they often encounter model
divergence when applied to tasks with low similarity due to
environmental heterogeneity.
Multi-task Learning & Multi-task Reinforcement Learn-
ing. Multi-Task Learning (MTL) is a machine learning
approach that aims to improve the performance of a model
by jointly learning multiple related tasks [5, 30, 47, 48]. In
the context of reinforcement learning, leveraging MTL is
one direction to enhance the efficiency of RL agents. By
simultaneously training the agent to perform multiple related
tasks, it can potentially learn to generalize better and more
efficiently than a single-task agent. Several approaches and
techniques have been developed to improve the effectiveness
of RL agents, with an increasing focus on using Multi-
task RL. Much of the research in this area, such as that
by [42, 4, 31, 10] has centered around transfer learning or
continual learning, which aims to transfer knowledge between
related source and target tasks to improve the performance
of machine learning (ML) algorithms for the target task.
For example, Policy Distillation [38, 43] and Actor-Mimic
[26] leverage the concept of distillation to achieve multi-task
deep reinforcement learning. The key idea is to compress the
features learned by a complex model into a smaller and faster
model.
Generative Flow Networks. Generative Flow Networks
(GFlowNets) were initially introduced by Bengio in 2021
[2] as a generative modeling framework for sampling from a
distribution. Since then, GFlowNets have been extensively
studied [25, 21, 46, 15, 23, 16]. Madan et al. [23] addressed
the bias-variance tradeoff challenge by enabling the training
of GFlowNets in environments with longer action sequences
and sparser reward landscapes. Jain et al. [15] proposed an
active learning algorithm that combines epistemic uncertainty
estimation and GFlowNets to generate diverse and useful can-
didate solutions for designing biological sequences. Zhang et
al. [46] proposed a framework that establishes connections
between existing deep generative models and the GFlowNet
framework, providing a unifying viewpoint through the lens

of learning with Markovian trajectories. Li et al. [21] ad-
dressed the challenge of handling continuous control tasks in
generative modeling by proposing generative continuous flow
networks (CFlowNets). Their work introduced a theoretical
formulation, and a training framework, and demonstrated
the superior exploration ability of CFlowNets compared
to reinforcement learning methods through experimental
results.

2. Preliminaries
This section introduces some important concepts in

reinforcement learning and GFlowNets.

2.1. Reinforcement learning
Reinforcement learning (RL) [17, 37] algorithms are

designed to address sequential decision-making problems.
In the RL, an Agent learns the optimal Policy through
interactions with the Environment to take Actions on the
Observation to maximize the cumulative Reward over a
long-term horizon. RL can be formulated as a standard
Markov decision process (MDP), represented by a tuple
 = ⟨ ,, ,, 𝛾⟩, where  is a finite set of states, 
is a finite set of actions, 𝑟 ∈ (𝑠, 𝑎) ∶  ×  → ℝ is the
reward function with (𝑠, 𝑎) = 𝔼

[

𝑅𝑡+1 ∣ 𝑡 = 𝑠,𝑡 = 𝑎
]

,
(𝑠′ |𝑠 , 𝑎) ∶  ×× → [0, 1] denotes the state transition
function, and 𝛾 ∈ [0, 1) is the discount factor. The goal of RL
is to find the optimal policy 𝜋∗(𝑎 ∣ 𝑠) = ℙ

(

𝑡 = 𝑎 ∣ 𝑡 = 𝑠
)

by maximizing the expected long-term reward.

2.2. Generative Flow Network
Let 𝑋 ∈  represent the set of terminal states. The

primary objective of GFlowNets is to address the machine
learning problem of transforming a given positive reward
or return function into a generative policy 𝜋(𝑎|𝑠) ∝ 𝑅(𝑥).
This policy allows for the sampling of actions, as shown in
Equation 1, by assigning probabilities proportional to the
expected reward associated with each action

𝜋(𝑥) ≈
𝑅(𝑥)
𝑍

=
𝑅(𝑥)

∑

𝑥′∈𝑋 𝑅 (𝑥′)
, (1)

where 𝑅(𝑥) > 0 is a reward for a terminal state 𝑥. GFlowNets
sees the MDP as a flow network, that is, leverages the DAG
structure of the MDP. Define 𝑠′ = 𝑇 (𝑠, 𝑎) as the transition
(𝑠, 𝑎) leads to state 𝑠′ and 𝐹 (𝑠′) as the total flow going
through 𝑠′. For the state 𝑠′, it may have multiple parents, i.e.
|

|

|

{

(𝑠, 𝑎) ∣ 𝑇 (𝑠, 𝑎) = 𝑠′
}

|

|

|

≥ 1, except for the root, which has no
parent. Define an edge/action flow𝐹 (𝑠, 𝑎) = 𝐹 (𝑠 → 𝑠′) as the
flow through an edge 𝑠 → 𝑠′. The training process of vanilla
GFlowNets needs to sum the flow of parents and children
through nodes (states), which depends on the discrete state
space and discrete action space. The framework is optimized
by the following flow consistency equations, where 𝑅(𝑠) = 0
for interior nodes and (𝑠) = ∅ for leaf (sink/terminal)
nodes:

∑

𝑠,𝑎∶𝑇 (𝑠,𝑎)=𝑠′
𝐹 (𝑠, 𝑎) = 𝑅

(

𝑠′
)

+
∑

𝑎′∈(𝑠′)
𝐹
(

𝑠′, 𝑎′
)

, (2)
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Algorithm 1 GFlowMeta: A Meta Generative Flow Network

1: Input: training tasks
{

𝑖
}𝑁
𝑖=1 sampled from 𝑝 ( ), 𝑤0, 𝜂

2: for 𝑡 = 1,⋯ , 𝑇 do
3: for 𝑖 = 1,… , 𝑁 parallel do
4: 𝑤𝑡

𝑖,1 = 𝑤𝑡

5: for 𝑟 = 1,⋯ , 𝑅 do
6: Sample trajectories {𝜏𝑘𝑖 }

𝐾
𝑘=1 from Task 𝑖

7: Evaluate ∇𝑖(𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟) using {𝜏𝑘𝑖 }

𝐾
𝑘=1

8: Compute updated parameters by solving Eq. (7)
with gradient descent:𝑤𝑡

𝑖,𝑟+1 = 𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟−𝜂∇𝑖(𝑤𝑡

𝑖,𝑟)
9: end for

10: end for
11: Update meta parameters 𝑤𝑡+1 = 1

𝑁
∑𝑁

𝑖=1𝑤
𝑡
𝑖,𝑅

12: end for
13: Output: meta parameters 𝑤𝑇

where 
(

𝑠′
)

is the set of all sequences of actions allowed
after state 𝑠′. It means that for any node 𝑠′, the incoming flow
equals the outgoing flow, which is the total flow 𝐹 (𝑠′) of node
𝑠′. With 𝐹 being a flow, 𝐹 (𝑠, 𝑎) > 0,∀𝑠, 𝑎. We parameterize
the unknown function 𝐹 with parameters 𝑤 and denote it as
𝐹𝑤. This could yield the following objective for a trajectory
𝜏:

(𝑤) =
∑

𝑠′∈𝜏≠𝑠0

(

∑

𝑠,𝑎∶𝑇 (𝑠,𝑎)=𝑠′
𝐹𝑤(𝑠, 𝑎) − 𝑅

(

𝑠′
)

−
∑

𝑎′∈(𝑠′)
𝐹𝑤

(

𝑠′, 𝑎′
)

)2
. (3)

3. Personalized Meta Generative Flow
Networks
In this section, we propose a personalized meta generative

flow network model (pGFlowMeta) for distinct tasks in
reinforcement learning. To make this easier to follow, we first
present a meta generative flow network model (GFlowMeta)
for similar tasks. The algorithms for GFlowMeta and
pGFlowMeta are shown in Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2,
respectively.

3.1. Meta Generative Flow Networks
The Meta Generative Flow Network (GFlowMeta) is a

framework that focuses on learning a meta stochastic policy
capable of adapting to new tasks with limited samples in
reinforcement learning. The objective is to ensure that the
generated objects from the policy have probabilities that are
proportional to the corresponding given rewards associated
with the new tasks. Let the tasks {𝑖} follow the distribution
𝑝( ), i.e., 𝑖 ∼ 𝑝( ). Assuming that 𝑁 tasks are sampled
from the task distribution 𝑝( ). Our goal is to learn a good
policy 𝜋(𝑎|𝑠) that can be easily adapted to new tasks. Since
the policy in GFlowNets satisfies 𝜋(𝑎|𝑠) = 𝐹 (𝑠, 𝑎)∕𝐹 (𝑠),
it’s enough to learn a parameterized flow function 𝐹𝑤 that

minimizes the following objective function:

min
𝑤∈ℝ𝑑

{

(𝑤) ∶= 1
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1
𝑖(𝑤)

}

, (4)

where

𝑖(𝑤) = 𝔼𝜏∼𝑝𝑖(𝜏)

[

∑

𝑠′∈𝜏≠𝑠0

(

∑

𝑠,𝑎∶𝑇 (𝑠,𝑎)=𝑠′
𝐹𝑤(𝑠, 𝑎) − 𝑅

(

𝑠′
)

−
∑

𝑎′∈(𝑠′)
𝐹𝑤

(

𝑠′, 𝑎′
)

)2
]

. (5)

Here, 𝑤 ∈ ℝ𝑑 denotes the parameter of the flow function 𝐹𝑤
to be learned, and 𝑝𝑖(𝜏) denotes the trajectory distribution of
the task 𝑖.

Assuming𝐾 trajectories are sampled from each trajectory
distribution 𝑝𝑖(𝜏), then the objective function becomes

min
𝑤∈ℝ𝑑

{

(𝑤) ∶= 1
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1
̃𝑖(𝑤)

}

, (6)

where

̃𝑖(𝑤) = 1
𝐾

𝐾
∑

𝑘=1

[

∑

𝑠′𝑖∈𝜏
𝑘
𝑖 ≠𝑠𝑖,0

(

∑

𝑠,𝑎∶𝑇 (𝑠𝑖,𝑎𝑖)=𝑠′𝑖

𝐹𝑤(𝑠𝑖, 𝑎𝑖)

− 𝑅
(

𝑠′𝑖
)

−
∑

𝑎′𝑖∈
(

𝑠′𝑖
)

𝐹𝑤
(

𝑠′𝑖, 𝑎
′
𝑖
)

)2
]

. (7)

Here, 𝜏𝑗𝑖 denotes the 𝑗-th trajectory of the task 𝑖.
For non-convex objectives (4) and (5), GFlowMeta has

the potential to learn a shared prior over model parameters,
resulting in a global model by averaging models in the
parameter space based on the tasks. The complete pseudo-
code for GFlowMeta can be found in Algorithm 1. The
training process of GFlowMeta primarily consists of two
loops: an outer loop for the aggregation of the meta policy
model and an inner loop for the updates of the meta policy
model for each task. In the 𝑡-th round of the outer loop, every
task 𝑖 samples trajectories {𝜏𝑘𝑖 }

𝐾
𝑘=1 and the meta policy

model is updated in the inner loop based on 𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟 to optimize

objective (7). The updated meta policy model after the 𝑟-th
update in the 𝑡-th round is denoted as 𝑤𝑡

𝑖,𝑟+1. Once all tasks
have completed the inner loop training procedure, the new
meta policy model 𝑤𝑡+1 is obtained by aggregating the inner
updates of the tasks through averaging.

While GFlowMeta can be effective for similar tasks, it
may encounter significant performance degradation when
applied to tasks that are not closely related. For instance, if
the tasks involve disparate datasets or exhibit different input
features, GFlowMeta may struggle to capture the underlying
data structure and yield subpar performance. Similarly, if
the tasks involve distinct control dynamics, GFlowMeta may
struggle to generalize to new tasks with different dynamics.
As a result, GFlowMeta might not be suitable for different
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tasks. It is crucial to carefully consider the task characteristics
and assess the compatibility between GFlowMeta and the
specific task requirements before applying this approach.

3.2. Personalized Meta Generative Flow Networks
To deal with distinct tasks, we propose a personalized

meta Generative Flow Network (pGFlowMeta), where we
learn a meta policy that can be adapted to multiple distinct
tasks and learn a personalized policy for each task. Assuming
that 𝑁 distinct tasks are sampled from the task distribution
𝑝( ). The goal of pGFlowMeta is to optimize the following
objective function

min
𝑤∈ℝ𝑑

{

(𝑤) ∶= 1
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1
𝑖(𝑤)

}

, (8)

where

𝑖(𝑤) = min
𝜃𝑖

𝓁𝑖(𝜃𝑖) + 𝜆𝑓 (𝑤, 𝜃𝑖) (9)

and

𝓁𝑖(𝜃𝑖) = 𝔼𝜏𝑖∼𝑝𝑖(𝜏)

[

∑

𝑠′𝑖∈𝜏𝑖≠𝑠0

(

∑

𝑠𝑖,𝑎𝑖∶𝑇𝑖(𝑠𝑖,𝑎𝑖)=𝑠′𝑖

𝐹𝜃𝑖 (𝑠𝑖, 𝑎𝑖)

−𝑅(𝑠′𝑖) −
∑

𝑎′𝑖∈(𝑠′𝑖)
𝐹𝜃𝑖

(

𝑠′𝑖, 𝑎
′
𝑖
)

)2
]

.

(10)

Here, 𝑓 (𝑤, 𝜃𝑖) =
1
2‖𝑤 − 𝜃𝑖‖2 is a regularization term that

penalizes the difference between 𝑤 and 𝜃𝑖, 𝑤 ∈ ℝ𝑑 is
the parameter of the meta flow function 𝐹𝑤 and 𝜃𝑖 is the
parameter of the personalized flow function 𝐹𝜃𝑖 . Let 𝜃⋆𝑖 be
the solution of (9), i.e.,

𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤) = arg min
𝜃𝑖∈ℝ𝑑

𝓁𝑖(𝜃𝑖) + 𝜆𝑓 (𝑤, 𝜃𝑖). (11)

Assuming𝐾 trajectories are sampled from each trajectory
distribution 𝑝𝑖(𝜏), then the objective function in (9) becomes

̃𝑖(𝑤) = min
𝜃𝑖

𝓁𝑖(𝜃𝑖) + 𝜆𝑓 (𝑤, 𝜃𝑖) (12)

and

𝓁𝑖(𝜃𝑖) =
1
𝐾

𝐾
∑

𝑘=1

[

∑

𝑠′𝑖∈𝜏
𝑘
𝑖 ≠𝑠0

(

∑

𝑠𝑖,𝑎𝑖∶𝑇𝑖(𝑠𝑖,𝑎𝑖)=𝑠′𝑖

𝐹𝜃𝑖 (𝑠𝑖, 𝑎𝑖)

−𝑅(𝑠′𝑖) −
∑

𝑎′𝑖∈(𝑠′𝑖)
𝐹𝜃𝑖

(

𝑠′𝑖, 𝑎
′
𝑖
)

)2
]

.

(13)

Define 𝜌𝑖𝑤(𝜃𝑖) = 𝓁𝑖(𝜃𝑖)+𝜆𝑓 (𝑤, 𝜃𝑖) and 𝜌̃𝑖𝑤(𝜃𝑖) = 𝓁𝑖(𝜃𝑖)+
𝜆𝑓 (𝑤, 𝜃𝑖). Let 𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤) be the inexact solution of Eq. (12)

𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤) ≈ arg min
𝜃𝑖∈ℝ𝑑

𝜌̃𝑖𝑤(𝜃𝑖). (14)

such that 𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤) is the 𝜁-approximation of 𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤), i.e.,
𝔼
[

‖𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤) − 𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤)‖2
]

≤ 𝜁2. The gradient of ̃𝑖(𝑤) with
respect to 𝑤 used for the updates of meta policy model is

∇̃𝑖(𝑤) = 𝜆(𝑤 − 𝜃𝑖(𝑤)). (15)

Algorithm 2 pGFlowMeta: A Personalized Meta Generative
Flow Network

1: Input: training tasks
{

𝑖
}𝑁
𝑖=1 sampled from 𝑝 ( ), 𝑤0, 𝜂,

𝛽
2: for 𝑡 = 1,⋯ , 𝑇 do
3: for 𝑖 = 1,… , 𝑁 parallel do
4: 𝑤𝑡

𝑖,1 = 𝑤𝑡

5: for 𝑟 = 1,⋯ , 𝑅 do
6: Sample trajectories {𝜏𝑘𝑖 }

𝐾
𝑘=1 from Task 𝑖

7: Evaluate ∇𝓁𝑖(𝜃𝑖) using {𝜏𝑘𝑖 }
𝐾
𝑘=1

8: Update personalized parameters by solving Eq.
(14) inexactly to obtain a 𝜁 -approximate 𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤𝑡

𝑖,𝑟)
9: Update auxiliary meta parameters

𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟+1 = 𝑤𝑡

𝑖,𝑟 − 𝜂𝜆(𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟 − 𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤𝑡

𝑖,𝑟))
10: end for
11: end for
12: Update meta parameters 𝑤𝑡+1 = (1 − 𝛽)𝑤𝑡 +

𝛽
𝑁
∑𝑁

𝑖=1𝑤
𝑡
𝑖,𝑅

13: end for
14: Output: meta parameters 𝑤𝑇 and personalized parame-

ters {𝜃𝑇𝑖,𝑅}
𝑁
𝑖=1

As illustrated in Algorithm 2, the training process of
pGFlowMeta consists of two main steps. In the outer loop,
the meta policy is aggregated, while in the inner loop, both
the auxiliary meta policy model and the personalized policy
are updated for each task. In the 𝑟-th inner update of the 𝑡-th
round, every task 𝑖 samples trajectories {𝜏𝑘𝑖 }

𝐾
𝑘=1 and firstly

updates the personalized policy by solving (14) inexactly.
Then the auxiliary meta policy model is updated by using
gradient descent, i.e.,

𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟+1 = 𝑤𝑡

𝑖,𝑟−𝜂∇𝑖(𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟) = 𝑤𝑡

𝑖,𝑟−𝜂𝜆(𝑤
𝑡
𝑖,𝑟−𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤

𝑡
𝑖,𝑟)). (16)

After 𝑅 rounds of inner updates, the new meta policy model
𝑤𝑡+1 is aggregated by 𝑤𝑡+1 = (1 − 𝛽)𝑤𝑡 + 𝛽

𝑁
∑𝑁

𝑖=1𝑤
𝑡
𝑖,𝑅,

where 𝛽 > 0 is introduced to accelerate the convergence
of the algorithm. These steps are executed repeatedly until
reaching the 𝑇 th round.

For ease of analysis, we rewrite the updates with concise
symbols

𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟+1 = 𝑤𝑡

𝑖,𝑟 − 𝜂𝜆(𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟 − 𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤𝑡

𝑖,𝑟)) = 𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟 − 𝜂𝜆𝑔𝑡𝑖,𝑟 (17)

𝑤𝑡+1 = (1 − 𝛽)𝑤𝑡 +
𝛽
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1
𝑤𝑡

𝑖,𝑅

= 𝑤𝑡 − 𝜂𝛽𝑅 1
𝑁𝑅

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1

𝑅
∑

𝑟=1
(𝑤𝑡

𝑖,𝑟 − 𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟))

≜ 𝑤𝑡 − 𝜂̃𝑔𝑡, (18)

where 𝑔𝑡𝑖,𝑟 = 𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟 − 𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤𝑡

𝑖,𝑟), 𝜂̃ ≜ 𝜂𝛽𝑅 and 𝑔𝑡 ≜
1

𝑁𝑅
∑𝑁

𝑖=1
∑𝑅

𝑟=1(𝑤
𝑡
𝑖,𝑟− 𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤𝑡

𝑖,𝑟) ≜
1

𝑁𝑅
∑𝑁,𝑅

𝑖,𝑟=1 𝑔
𝑡
𝑖,𝑟. Here, 𝜂̃ and

𝑔𝑡 can be regarded as the step size and the approximate
gradient of the outer loop, respectively.
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4. Theoretical analysis
In this section, we provide the convergence guarantee for

the proposed personalized approach pGFlowMeta. The proofs
are presented in the Appendices. To facilitate the following
analysis, we make some reasonable assumptions.

Assumption 1. The variance of stochastic gradients of each
task is bounded

𝔼
[

‖

‖

‖

∇𝓁𝑖(𝜃𝑖) − ∇𝓁𝑖(𝜃𝑖)
‖

‖

‖

2 ]
≤ 𝜅2

1 . (19)

The variance of each local gradient to the average of all local
gradients is bounded

‖

‖

‖

‖

∇𝓁𝑖(𝑤) − 1
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑗=1
∇𝓁𝑗(𝑤)

‖

‖

‖

‖

2
≤ 𝜅2

2 . (20)

Remark 1. Since we know 𝔼[𝓁𝑖(𝜃𝑖)] = 𝓁𝑖(𝜃𝑖) for 𝐾 = 1,
and the variance 𝔼[‖∇𝓁𝑖(𝜃𝑖) −∇𝓁𝑖(𝜃𝑖)‖2] decreases with the
increase of 𝐾 , the assumption (19) can be easily satisfied for
arbitrary 𝜅1 with a sufficiently large 𝐾 . The assumption (20)
is standard to bound the diversity of all tasks.

Assumption 2. The functions {𝐹𝜃𝑖}
𝑁
𝑖=1 are 𝐵-bounded, 𝐿0-

Lipschitz continuous and 𝐿1-Lipschitz gradients, i.e.,

‖𝐹𝜃𝑖‖ ≤ 𝐵, (21)
‖𝐹𝜃𝑖 − 𝐹𝜃′𝑖

‖ ≤ 𝐿0‖𝜃𝑖 − 𝜃′𝑖‖, (22)

‖∇𝐹𝜃𝑖 − ∇𝐹𝜃′𝑖
‖ ≤ 𝐿1‖𝜃𝑖 − 𝜃′𝑖‖. (23)

Remark 2. The assumption (21) is due to the flow consistency
equations (1) and the boundness of the rewards. The assump-
tion (22) and (23) are assumed to guarantee the function 𝐹𝜃𝑖
is Lipschitz continuous and smooth, which limits the function
to not fluctuate too much.

Considering reinforcement learning environments with
discrete action spaces, we assume the states and rewards are
limited as follows.

Assumption 3. The states in the GFlowNets are finite. The
maximum length of the trajectories sampled from {𝑖}𝑁𝑖=1 is
𝐻1 and the maximum number of parent nodes and child nodes
for all states is 𝐻2, where 0 < 𝐻1,𝐻2 < ∞ are positive
integers.

Assumption 4. The rewards are finite with a maximum 𝐻0.

Next, we present some important properties for the lower-
level and upper-level objective functions, which show their
smoothness respectively.

Lemma 1. Assuming the Assumptions 2, 3 and 4 are true,
then 𝓁𝑖(⋅) is 𝐿𝓁-smooth, where

𝐿𝓁 = 𝐻1

[

(𝐻0 + 2𝐻2𝐵)2𝐻2𝐿1 + 4𝐻2
2𝐿

2
0

]

. (24)

Lemma 2. If 𝜆 > 2𝐿𝓁 , then the function  and 𝑖 are
𝐿-smooth with 𝐿 ≜ 𝜆.

This following theorem shows that we can get the 𝜁-
approximation of 𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤) once 𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤) satisfy ‖∇𝜌̃𝑖𝑤(𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤))‖ ≤
𝛿, which can serves as a stopping criterion of solving (14)
inexactly.

Theorem 1. Let 𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤) be the solution of (11), and 𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤)
satisfy ‖∇𝜌̃𝑖𝑤(𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤))‖ ≤ 𝛿, if 𝜆 > 𝐿𝓁 , then we have

𝔼
[

‖𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤) − 𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤)‖2
]

≤ 𝜁2 ≜
2(𝜅2

1 + 𝛿2)

(𝜆 − 𝐿𝓁)2
. (25)

Finally, we provide the convergence analysis of the
proposed pGFlowMeta algorithm.

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumpsions 1-4 are true. Let
the step size satisfy 𝜂 ≤ min

{

𝜂̃𝑜
𝛽𝑅 ,

1
2𝐿

√

(1+𝑅)𝑅

}

, where

𝜂̃𝑜 ≜
1

70𝐿𝜆2
and 𝜆2 − 8𝐿2

𝓁 ≥ 1. Let 𝑡 be sampled uniformly
from the index set {1,… , 𝑇 }. Then the following inequalities
hold

𝔼[‖∇(𝑤𝑡)‖2]

≤ 
(

Δ
𝜂̃𝑜𝑇

+
3

√

Δ2𝐿2
(𝜆

2𝜁2 + 𝜅2
)

𝛽2𝑇 2
+

√

Δ𝐿𝜅2


𝑇
+𝜆2𝜁2

)

,

(26)

and

1
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1
𝔼
[

‖𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤𝑡) −𝑤𝑡‖
2
]

≤ 
(

𝜁2 +
𝜅2

𝜆2

)

+ 
(

𝔼
[

‖∇(𝑤𝑡)‖2
]

)

, (27)

where 𝜅2
 =

𝜆2𝜅22
𝜆2−8𝐿2

𝓁

, Δ ≜ (𝑤1) − (𝑤⋆) and 𝑤⋆ is the

optimal solution of (𝑤).

Remark 3. Theorem 2 demonstrates that the algorithm con-
verges with a sublinear convergence rate 1∕

√

𝑇 . Besides, the
personalized policies converge in average to a neighborhood
of the meta policy with a sublinear rate. The radius of the
neighborhood is determined by the regularization parameter
𝜆, the approximation error 𝜁 , and the parameter 𝜅.

5. Experiments
In this section, we comprehensively verify the per-

formance of pGFlowMeta with three goals in mind: 1.
pGFlowMeta finds higher rewards and more diverse end
states faster than state-of-art baselines. 2. Highlighting that
pGFlowMeta can effectively solve the problem of perfor-
mance degradation when encountering distinct tasks. 3.
Exploring the effect of 𝛽 and 𝜆.
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Figure 3: Two examples illustrating the generation of distinct tasks. (a) Distinct tasks in the “Frozen Lake” environment. These
tasks were characterized by variations in the location of holes. Different tasks may have holes placed at different positions, resulting
in varying levels of difficulty. (b) Distinct tasks in the “Cliff Walking” environment. These tasks were characterized by variations in
the length of the cliff. Each task may have a different cliff length, leading to varying levels of risk and difficulty. On distinct tasks,
the agent’s transitions would differ across tasks despite using the same policy.

5.1. Environments Setting
We consider three environments: the environment “Grid

World” defined in [2] and two Gym Toy Text environments,
namely “Frozen Lake” and “Cliff Walking”. We modify
the settings of “Frozen Lake” and “Cliff Walking” to have
sparse positive rewards and trajectories forming Directed
Acyclic Graphs (DAGs), as shown in Table 1. Additionally,
we introduce two additional goal locations in “Frozen Lake”
to test the L1 distribution error. Table 1 shows the different
physical parameters we set for each environment to induce
distinct transitions as different tasks. For the “Grid world”
environment, we set different 𝑅0 for distinct tasks. For
“Frozen Lake”, we set the different positions of the hole for
distinct tasks. For “Cliff Walking”, we set different lengths of
cliff walking for distinct tasks. Fig. 3 provides two examples
that illustrate the generation of distinct tasks.

Frozen Lake The original Frozen Lake environment is
represented as a grid where each cell can be one of four
possible types: Start (S), Goal (G), Frozen (F), or Hole (H).
The agent’s objective is to navigate from the start cell to the
goal cell while avoiding falling into any of the holes. The
agent can only move in four directions: up, down, left, or
right, and each move has a chance of slipping and moving
the agent in a direction different from the intended direction.
The episode ends when the agent reaches the goal or falls
into a hole. The rewards are set as follows: reaching a hole
(H) or a frozen cell (F) yields a reward of 0, while reaching
the goal (G) yields a reward of 1.

We modify the original Frozen Lake environment to make
the rewards positive and the trajectories form DAG. In this
modified version, the agent is restricted to taking actions that
only move downwards or to the right. The episode ends when
the agent reaches the goal, falls into a hole, or reaches the
boundary of the lake. We set the rewards for reaching a hole

(H) or a frozen cell (F) as 0.1, and the reward for reaching
the goal (G) as 1. It should be noted that we create different
valid maps to generate distinct tasks, ensuring that each task
has a valid path from the start to the goal and defined valid
parents for each state.

Cliff Walking In the original Cliff Walking environment, an
agent is placed in a grid-world environment represented as a
grid of cells. The objective of the agent is to navigate from a
starting position to a goal position while avoiding falling off a
cliff. The board is a 4×12 matrix, with (using NumPy matrix
indexing): [3, 0] as the start at bottom-left, [3, 11] as the goal
at bottom-right, and [3, 1...10] as the cliff at bottom-center.
The agent can take actions to move in four directions: up,
down, left, or right. If the agent steps on the cliff, it returns
to the start. An episode terminates when the agent reaches
the goal. Each time step incurs a reward of −1, and stepping
into the cliff incurs a reward of −100. Note that there are
3× 12+ 2 possible states in the original environment. In fact,
the agent cannot step on the cliff; it can occupy all positions
of the first 3 rows, as well as the bottom-left cell and the goal
position.

We modify the original Cliff Walking environment to
make the rewards positive and the trajectories form DAG. In
the modified environment, the starting position is [0, 0] at
the top-left, and the agent is restricted to taking actions that
only move downwards or to the right. The episode ends when
the agent reaches the goal, falls into the cliff, or reaches the
boundary of the grid world. We set the rewards to reach the
cliff as 0.01, the goal as 1, and other positions as 0.1. We vary
the length of the cliff from 5 to 11 to generate distinct tasks.

5.2. Experiments Details
We conducted our experiments on the NVIDIA Tesla K80

environment. For detailed information on the distinct tasks
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Table 1
The parameters to generate different tasks in different environments.

Environment Parameters Goal position RangePosition 1 Position 2 Position 3 Position 4
Grid world 𝑅0 [0, 0] [0, 7] [7, 0] [7, 7] [0, 0.1)

Frozen Lake 𝐻𝑜𝑙𝑒 𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 [0, 7] [7, 4] [7, 7] – [0, 7] × [0, 7]
Cliff Walking 𝑐𝑙𝑖𝑓𝑓 𝑙𝑒𝑛𝑔𝑡ℎ [3, 7] – – – [8, 11)

Table 2
The hyperparameter settings of pGFlowMeta on diffrent environments.

Hyperparameters Value
Grid World Frozen Lake Cliff Walking

Personalized Learning rate 1𝑒−3 1𝑒−3 1𝑒−3
Global update round 𝑇 30 30 30
Batch size 16 16 16
Policy network [256, 256] [256, 256] [256, 256]
Personalized update round 𝑅 20 20 20
Parameter 𝜆 15 15 15
Learning rate 𝜂 0.005 0.005 0.005
Discount factor 𝛾 0.99 0.99 0.99

and parameters used in pGFlowMeta, please refer to Table 1
and Table 2. It is important to note that “Batch Size” refers
to the size of trajectories rather than individual transitions.
Additionally, we provide the key hyperparameter settings
for pGFlowMeta in the three environments: “Grid World”,
“Frozen Lake”, and “Cliff Walking”. The other parameters of
pGFlowMeta are basically set to be the same as in [2]. The
other compared algorithms were trained for the same number
of training steps as pGFlowMeta. As baselines, we considered
the native GFlowNets [2], non meta-RL methods PPO [32],
GFlowMeta, and meta-RL methods like PEARL [27] to
compare their performance pGFlowMeta, which includes
both the meta policy (MP) and personalized policy (PP).

We use the Empirical 𝐿1 Error [2] to test whether the
algorithm generates transitions proportional to the given
positive returns. The Empirical 𝐿1 Error is calculated by Em-
pirical 𝐿1 Error = 𝔼[|𝑝(𝑥) − 𝜋(𝑥)|], where 𝑝(𝑥) = 𝑅(𝑥)

∑

𝑥∈ 𝑅(𝑥)
represents the known distribution of positive rewards in the
environment, and 𝜋(𝑥) is estimated by repeated sampling and
counting frequencies for each possible end state 𝑥. Modes
Found [2] is used to evaluate the exploration performance.
It represents the number of modes with at least one visited
state as a function of the total number of visited states. The
Averaged Rewards metric is used to measure the performance
of an agent in a specific task or environment. It is calculated
by taking the mean of the batch end-state rewards from
sampled trajectories of test tasks. These evaluation metrics
provide valuable insights into the algorithm’s performance
and its ability to generate appropriate transitions, explore the
environment effectively, and achieve high rewards in distinct
tasks.

5.3. Comparison to the State-Of-The-Art Methods
In this section, we compare the performance of state-of-

the-art methods with the proposed pGFlowMeta methods on

three environments. We have described these environments
in detail in the 5.1.

Empirical 𝐿1 Error Fig. 4 shows the evaluation results
of Empirical 𝐿1 Error on three environments. The figure
demonstrates that GFlowNets, GFlowMeta, pGFlowMeta
achieve lower Empirical 𝐿1 Error compared to PEARL and
PPO methods. This suggests that the methods within the
GFlowNets class have the capability to generate transitions
proportional to positive rewards, which is valuable in ex-
ploration tasks. Traditional RL methods typically generate
transitions associated with the highest reward, while these
methods can generate transitions proportional to positive
rewards. Among the methods compared, pGFlowMeta shows
the lowest Empirical 𝐿1 Error, which aligns with the experi-
mental expectations. It shows that pGFlowMeta effectively
adapts to distinct tasks compared to GFlowMeta.

Modes Found Fig. 5 illustrates the Modes Found in three
different environments. It depicts the number of modes visited
at least once for various methods, as the number of visited
states increases. It is important to note that the total number
of Modes Found is primarily influenced by the specific design
of the reward function. If there are 𝑛 end states with positive
rewards, the total number of Modes Found equals 𝑛. From
Fig. 5, we can find that: (1) pGFlowMeta can almost achieve
faster visits to all the end states in different environments.
(2) PPO almost achieved the slowest visits to all the end
states in different environments. That is, pGFlowMeta has the
best exploration in general situations, and the PPO algorithm
usually shows less exploration than other methods.

Rewards In addition to exploration and sampling transitions
proportional to positive rewards, the average rewards of differ-
ent methods are shown in Fig. 6. The figure demonstrates that
pGFlowMeta achieves the best average rewards compared to
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Figure 4: Empirical L1 Error of various algorithms in the environment ‘Grid World’ (left), ‘Frozen Lake’ (middle), ‘Cliff Walking’
(right).
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Figure 5: Modes Found of various algorithms in the environment ’Grid World’ (left), ’Frozen Lake’ (middle), ’Cliff Walking’ (right).
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Figure 6: Averaged rewards of various algorithms in the environment ‘Grid World’ (left), ‘Frozen Lake’ (middle), ‘Cliff Walking’
(right).

other methods. While the primary objective of pGFlowMeta
is to sample transitions proportional to positive rewards, it
can also be configured to prioritize achieving goals with the
highest rewards. It is important to note that this prioritization
differs from the exploration setting. In contrast, pGFlowMeta
has the capability to sample transitions using a deterministic
policy when applied to test tasks.

5.4. Effect of 𝛽 and 𝜆 values
Another important aspect that requires investigation is

the impact of the 𝛽 and 𝜆 values on pGFlowMeta. We run
these experiments in the ‘Grid World’ environment. In Fig.
7, observe the performance of pGFlowMeta with different
values of 𝜆 while keeping 𝐵 = 16, 𝑅 = 20, 𝜂 = 0.005, 𝛽 = 1.
The graph indicates that a larger 𝜆 value (𝜆 = 15) leads to
faster convergence for pGFlowMeta. Therefore, we select 𝜆
= 15 for this paper. However, it is worth noting that larger 𝜆
can also cause pGFlowMeta to diverge. Hence, it is essential
to carefully select 𝜆 for different environments.

In Fig. 8, we explore the influence of 𝛽 (𝛽 ≥ 1) on both
the personalized and meta policies in pGFlowMeta, using
𝐵 = 16, 𝑅 = 20, 𝜂 = 0.005, 𝜆 = 15. Here, 𝛽 = 1 implies
that the aggregation of the meta policy in pGFlowMeta is
the same as that in GFlowMeta. As depicted in the figure,
different evaluation indices exhibit distinct optimal 𝛽 values.
Notably, a 𝛽 value of 3 yields the best performance in terms

of Empirical L1 Error, while 𝛽 = 1 demonstrates the optimal
performance for test loss. Hence, the selection of 𝛽 should be
done thoughtfully, taking into account the specific use case
or objective at hand. Furthermore, it is important to highlight
that the personalized policy consistently outperforms the
meta policy in pGFlowMeta, regardless of the chosen metric.
This can be attributed to the fact that the personalized policy
is capable of adapting to the unique characteristics and
requirements of individual tasks, whereas the meta policy
serves as a general policy applied to all tasks.

5.5. Ablation Experiments
We conducted a comparison of the performance of

pGFlowMeta with GFlowNets, GFlowNets∗, and GFlowMeta,
and the results are presented in Table 3, which shows the
averaged rewards achieved by each algorithm. GFlowNets∗
represents the averaged rewards obtained by the optimal
GFlowNets policy for each task, while GflowNets represents
the averaged rewards achieved by the GFlowNets policy
across multiple tasks.

From the table, we can observe that our personalization
policy (PP) is closer to the optimal policy, indicating that
it performs well in adapting to the specific requirements
of individual tasks. Additionally, our meta policy (MP)
outperforms the other algorithms, suggesting that it exhibits
superior overall performance. Fig. 4, 5, 6 provides further
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Figure 7: Effect of 𝜆 on the convergence of pGFlowMeta in ‘Grid World’ environment. 𝑅 = 20, 𝛽 = 1.
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Figure 8: Effect of 𝛽 on the convergence of pGFlowMeta in ‘Grid World’ environment. 𝑅 = 20, 𝜆 = 15.

Table 3
The averaged reward comparison results for each algorithm.

Algorithms Grid World Frozen Lake Cliff Walking
GFlowNets∗ 2.42 ± 0.03 1.00 ± 0.00 0.77 ± 0.04
GFlowNets 1.42 ± 0.07 0.86 ± 0.07 0.11 ± 0.02
GFlowMeta 1.92 ± 0.07 0.94 ± 0.04 0.32 ± 0.06
pGFlowMeta (MP) 2.34 ± 0.03 1.00 ± 0.00 0.75 ± 0.03
pGFlowMeta (PP) 2.38 ± 0.03 1.00 ± 0.00 0.76 ± 0.04

insights into the comparison, showing that the personalized
policy is more suitable for its specific task than the meta
policy. This highlights the generalization ability of the
personalized policy within the constraints imposed by the
meta policy. Furthermore, the performance of meta policy
in pGFlowMeta is better than that in GFlowMeta, indicating
that personalized policy can improve the performance of meta
policy in pGFlowMeta.

5.6. Performance on Similar / Distinct Tasks
In this experiment, we conducted a comparison between

pGFlowMeta and GflowMeta methods on two types of
tasks: distinct tasks and similar tasks. The purpose was to
assess the performance difference between GFlowMeta and
pGFlowMeta in these task scenarios. The experiments were
repeated five times, and the results were averaged. For each
run, we generated distinct tasks according to the instructions
provided in Section 5.1 and Table 1. To be fair, we used the
different parameters of tasks to create similar tasks for each
experiment run.

Table 4
The averaged reward comparison results on similar and distinct
tasks for each algorithm.

Environments Algorithms Similar Tasks Distinct Tasks

Grid World
GFlowMeta 1.96 ± 0.08 1.92 ± 0.07
pGFlowMeta (MP) 2.36 ± 0.03 2.34 ± 0.03
pGFlowMeta (PP) 2.38 ± 0.04 2.38 ± 0.03

Frozen Lake
GFlowMeta 0.96 ± 0.05 0.94 ± 0.04
pGFlowMeta (MP) 1.00 ± 0.00 1.00 ± 0.00
pGFlowMeta (PP) 0.99(8) ± 0.00(2) 1.00 ± 0.00

Cliff Walking
GFlowMeta 0.36 ± 0.13 0.32 ± 0.06
pGFlowMeta (MP) 0.78 ± 0.01 0.75 ± 0.03
pGFlowMeta (PP) 0.76 ±0.04 0.76 ± 0.04

Similar Tasks
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Policy on Task 1 Meta Policy Policy on Task K

Figure 9: Illustration of the weight divergence for the policy
with similar tasks and distinct tasks.

Table 4 presents the averaged rewards for GFlowMeta
and pGFlowMeta, with the best results on each environment
highlighted in bold. As expected, both pGFlowMeta and
GFlowMeta experienced a decrease in performance when
dealing with distinct tasks. This decrease can be attributed
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to the differences between the task distributions. Fig. 9
provides an illustration to help understand this phenomenon.
When tasks are similar, the divergence between the Policy
on Task 𝑘 and Meta Policy is small. Even after the 𝑚-th
synchronization, the Policy on Task 𝑘 remains still close to
Meta Policy. However, when tasks are distinct, the divergence
between Policy on Task 𝑘 and Meta Policy becomes much
larger and accumulates rapidly due to the differences in
data distribution. This results in a significant increase in
divergence. Furthermore, pGFlowMeta demonstrates lower
performance degradation compared to GflowMeta, indicating
its higher robustness to distinct tasks. This showcases the
advantage of pGFlowMeta in adapting and maintaining
performance even when faced with varying and diverse task
scenarios.

6. Conclusion
In this paper, we propose a novel approach called

pGFlowMeta, which is a personalized Meta Generative Flow
Network designed to achieve personalization on distinct tasks.
The objective of pGFlowMeta is to learn both a meta policy
and personalized policies for all tasks and specific tasks,
respectively. To achieve this, we incorporate a personalization
constraint into the objective function, encouraging the devel-
opment of personalized policies within the framework of the
meta policy. The primary aim of pGFlowMeta is to generate
samples proportional to specific positive rewards, ensuring
that each task’s policy is tailored to its unique requirements.
An alternating minimization method is proposed to separate
the learning processes of personalized and meta policies.
Additionally, theoretical analysis demonstrates that our
algorithm converges sublinearly with the iteration number
and provides an upper bound on the difference between the
personalized policies and the meta policy. Experimental
results showcase the effectiveness of pGFlowMeta, as it
outperforms several advanced algorithms in discrete control
tasks. These results highlight the capability of pGFlowMeta
to achieve superior performance and demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of personalizing policies for individual tasks within
the meta policy framework.
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A. Proof of Main Theorems
A.1. Some Useful Results
Fact 1 (Jensen’s inequality). For arbitrary vector 𝑥𝑖 ∈
ℝ𝑑 , 𝑖 = 1,⋯ ,𝑀 , the following inequalities hold
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(28)

Fact 2 (Young’s inequality). For any vector 𝑥1, 𝑥2 ∈ ℝ𝑑 and
any 𝜀 > 0, we have

2 ⟨𝑥1, 𝑥2⟩ ≤
1
𝜀
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2
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A.2. Useful Lemmas
Lemma 3. If 𝜂̃2 ≤ 𝛽2𝑅

4(1+𝑅)𝐿2


, the task drift error is upper-
bounded

𝔼
[
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]
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Lemma 4. If Assumption 1 holds and 𝜆 > 2
√

2𝐿𝓁 , then we
have
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where 𝜅2
 =

𝜆2𝜅22
𝜆2−8𝐿2

𝓁

.

A.3. Proof of Theorem 1
Since 𝓁𝑖(⋅) is 𝐿𝓁-smooth and 𝑓𝑖(⋅, 𝑤) is 𝜆-strongly-

convex, we get the 𝜌𝑖𝑤(⋅) is (𝜆−𝐿𝓁)-strongly convex. Besides,
we have that 𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤) is the unique solution of 𝜌𝑖𝑤(𝜃) and
∇𝜌𝑖𝑤(𝜃

⋆
𝑖 (𝑤)) = 0. Together with the strongly-convexity of

𝜌𝑖𝑤(𝜃), we obtain

‖

‖

‖

𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤) − 𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤)‖‖
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2
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where the second inequality uses Jensen’s inequality and
the last uses the assumption ‖∇𝜌̃𝑖𝑤(𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤))‖ ≤ 𝛿. Taking the
expectation over the trajectories implies
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which completes the proof.

A.4. Proof of Theorem 2
Proof. Since (⋅) is 𝐿-smooth, then we have
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By using the fact that 2| ⟨𝑥, 𝑦⟩ | ≤ ‖𝑥‖2 + ‖𝑦‖2 for any
vectors 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ ℝ𝑑 , we obtain
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By using AM-GM inequality and Jensen’s inequality, we
have
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Incorporating (35) into (34) and using Jensen’s inequality,
we get
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By using Lemma 3, we obtain
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[

‖

‖

‖

∇𝑖(𝑤𝑡) − ∇(𝑤𝑡)‖‖
‖

2]

+
𝜂̃(1 + 3𝜂̃𝐿)

2

(

2𝜆2𝜁2 +
32𝜂̃2𝐿2


𝛽2

( 1
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1
𝔼
[

‖∇𝑖(𝑤𝑡)

− ∇(𝑤𝑡)‖2
]

+ 𝔼
[

‖∇(𝑤𝑡)‖2
]

+ 2𝜆2𝜁2
)

)

= 𝜂̃(1 + 3𝜂̃𝐿)𝜆2𝜁2
(

1 +
32𝜂̃2𝐿2


𝛽2

)

+
(16𝜂̃3(1 + 3𝜂̃𝐿)𝐿2


𝛽2

−
𝜂̃(1 − 3𝐿𝜂̃)

2

)

𝔼[‖∇(𝑤𝑡)‖2]

+
(16𝜂̃3(1 + 3𝜂̃𝐿)𝐿2


𝛽2

+
3𝜂̃2𝐿

2

)(

1
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1
𝔼
[

‖

‖

‖

∇𝑖(𝑤𝑡)

− ∇(𝑤𝑡)‖‖
‖

2]
)

.

(38)

By using Lemma 4, we get

𝔼[(𝑤𝑡+1) − (𝑤𝑡)]

≤ 𝜂̃(1 + 3𝜂̃𝐿)𝜆2𝜁2
(

1 +
32𝜂̃2𝐿2


𝛽2

)

+
(32𝜂̃3(1 + 3𝜂̃𝐿)𝐿2


𝛽2

+ 3𝜂̃2𝐿

)

𝜅2

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+ 𝜂̃
[16𝜂̃2(1 + 3𝜂̃𝐿)𝐿2


𝛽2

𝜆2

𝜆2 − 8𝐿2
𝓁

−
(1 − 3𝐿𝜂̃)

2
+

12𝜂̃𝐿𝐿2
𝓁

𝜆2 − 8𝐿2
𝓁

]

𝔼[‖∇(𝑤𝑡)‖2]

≤ 2𝜂̃𝜆2𝜁2 + 3𝜂̃2𝐿𝜅
2
 +

64𝜂̃3𝐿2
(𝜆

2𝜁2 + 𝜅2
)

𝛽2

− 𝜂̃
[

1
2
−𝜂̃𝐿

(

3
2
+ 16𝜆2

𝜆2 − 8𝐿2
𝓁

+
12𝐿2

𝓁

𝜆2 − 8𝐿2
𝓁

)]

𝔼[‖∇(𝑤𝑡)‖2],

(39)

where the second inequality uses 𝜂̃ ≤ 𝛽
2𝐿

, 𝛽 ≥ 1 and

1+3𝜂̃𝐿 ≤ 1+ 3
70𝜆2 < 2 since 𝜂̃ ≤ 1

70𝐿𝜆2
and 𝜆2−8𝐿2

𝓁 ≥ 1.
Using 𝜆2 − 8𝐿2

𝓁 ≥ 1 again implies

𝐿

(

3
2
+ 16𝜆2

𝜆2 − 8𝐿2
𝓁

+
12𝐿2

𝓁

𝜆2 − 8𝐿2
𝓁

)

≤ 𝐿

(

3
2
+ 16𝜆2 + 12𝐿2

𝓁

)

≤ 35
2
𝐿𝜆

2. (40)

Using the assumption that 𝜂̃ ≤ 1
70𝐿𝜆2

≜ 𝜂̃𝑜 yields

1
2
− 𝜂̃𝐿

(

3
2
+ 16𝜆2

𝜆2 − 8𝐿2
𝓁

+
12𝐿2

𝓁

𝜆2 − 8𝐿2
𝓁

)

≥ 1
4
, (41)

then we obtain

𝔼[(𝑤𝑡+1) − (𝑤𝑡)

≤ 2𝜂̃𝜆2𝜁2 + 3𝜂̃2𝐿𝜅
2
 +

64𝜂̃3𝐿2
(𝜆

2𝜁2 + 𝜅2
)

𝛽2

−
𝜂̃
4
𝔼[‖∇(𝑤𝑡)‖2], (42)

By reorganizing the above inequality and telescoping, we
obtain

1
4𝑇

𝑇
∑

𝑡=1
𝔼[‖∇(𝑤𝑡)‖2]

≤ 𝔼[(𝑤1) − (𝑤𝑇+1)]
𝜂̃𝑇

+
64𝜂̃2𝐿2

(𝜆
2𝜁2 + 𝜅2

)

𝛽2
+ 3𝜂̃𝐿𝜅

2
 + 2𝜆2𝜁2, (43)

Let 𝑤⋆ be the optimal solution of (𝑤) and define
Δ ≜ (𝑤1) − (𝑤⋆). It’s obvious that

Δ ≜ (𝑤1) − (𝑤⋆) ≥ 𝔼[(𝑤1) − (𝑤𝑇+1)]. (44)

We discuss the upper bound in two cases: 1) if 𝜂̃𝑜 ≥

min
{

√

Δ
3𝑇𝐿𝜅2

, 3

√

𝛽2Δ
64𝑇𝐿2

(𝜆
2𝜁2+𝜅2)

}

≜ 𝑐𝑜, choosing 𝜂̃ = 𝑐𝑜

implies

1
4𝑇

𝑇
∑

𝑡=1
𝔼[‖∇(𝑤𝑡)‖2]

≤ 2
3

√

64Δ2𝐿2
(𝜆

2𝜁2 + 𝜅2
)

𝛽2𝑇 2
+ 2

√

3Δ𝐿𝜅2


𝑇
+ 2𝜆2𝜁2

(45)

2) if 𝜂̃𝑜 ≤ 𝑐𝑜, choosing 𝜂̃ = 𝜂̃𝑜 implies

1
4𝑇

𝑇
∑

𝑡=1
𝔼[‖∇(𝑤𝑡)‖2]

≤ Δ
𝜂̃𝑜𝑇

+
3

√

64Δ2𝐿2
(𝜆

2𝜁2 + 𝜅2
)

𝛽2𝑇 2

+

√

3Δ𝐿𝜅2


𝑇
+ 2𝜆2𝜁2. (46)

Therefore, combining (45) and (46) implies that

1
𝑇

𝑇
∑

𝑡=1
𝔼[‖∇(𝑤𝑡)‖2] = 𝔼[‖∇(𝑤𝑡)‖2]

≤ 
(

Δ
𝜂̃𝑜𝑇

+
3

√

Δ2𝐿2
(𝜆

2𝜁2 + 𝜅2
)

𝛽2𝑇 2
+

√

Δ𝐿𝜅2


𝑇
+ 𝜆2𝜁2

)

,

(47)

where 𝑡 is sampled uniformly from the index set {1,… , 𝑇 }.
Next, we obtain

1
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1
𝔼
[

‖𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤𝑡) −𝑤𝑡‖
2
]

≤ 1
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1
2
(

𝔼
[

‖𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤𝑡)−𝜃⋆(𝑤𝑡)‖2
]

+𝔼
[

‖𝑤𝑡 − 𝜃⋆(𝑤𝑡)‖2
]

)

≤ 2𝜁2 + 2
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1

𝔼
[

‖∇𝑖(𝑤𝑡)‖2
]

𝜆2

= 2𝜁2 + 2
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1

𝔼
[

‖∇𝑖(𝑤𝑡) − ∇(𝑤𝑡)‖2 + ‖∇(𝑤𝑡)‖2
]

𝜆2

≤ 2𝜁2 +
2𝜅2


𝜆2

+ 2
𝜆2 − 8𝐿2

𝓁

𝔼[‖∇(𝑤𝑡)‖2], (48)

where the first inequality applies Jensen’s inequality, the
second inequality uses the 𝜁-approximation and Eq. (15),
the third line utilizes the fact that 1

𝑁
∑𝑁

𝑖=1
‖

‖

𝑥𝑖‖‖
2 = ‖𝑥̄‖2 +

1
𝑁
∑𝑁

𝑖=1
‖

‖

𝑥𝑖 − 𝑥̄‖
‖

2, and the last inequality follows from
Lemma 4.

By taking the average over 𝑡 from 1 to 𝑇 for Eq. (48), we
get

1
𝑇𝑁

𝑇
∑

𝑡=1

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1
𝔼
[

‖𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤𝑡) −𝑤𝑡‖
2
]
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≤ 2𝜁2 +
2𝜅2


𝜆2

+ 2
𝜆2 − 8𝐿2

𝓁

1
𝑇

𝑇
∑

𝑡=1
𝔼[‖∇(𝑤𝑡)‖2]. (49)

Together with Eq. (46), we finish the proof

1
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1
𝔼
[

‖𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤𝑡) −𝑤𝑡‖
2
]

≤ 
(

𝜁2 +
𝜅2

𝜆2

)

+ 
(

𝔼
[

‖∇(𝑤𝑡)‖2
]

)

. (50)

A.5. Proof of Important Lemmas
A.5.1. Proof of Lemma 1

Define

𝛿𝐹 (𝜃𝑖, 𝑠′)

=
∑

𝑠𝑖,𝑎𝑖∶𝑇𝑖(𝑠𝑖,𝑎𝑖)=𝑠′𝑖

𝐹𝜃𝑖 (𝑠𝑖, 𝑎𝑖) − 𝑅(𝑠′𝑖) −
∑

𝑎′𝑖∈(𝑠′𝑖)
𝐹𝜃𝑖

(

𝑠′𝑖, 𝑎
′
𝑖
)

,

𝛿∇𝐹 (𝜃𝑖, 𝑠′)

=
∑

𝑠𝑖,𝑎𝑖∶𝑇𝑖(𝑠𝑖,𝑎𝑖)=𝑠′𝑖

∇𝜃𝑖𝐹𝜃𝑖 (𝑠𝑖, 𝑎𝑖) −
∑

𝑎′𝑖∈(𝑠′𝑖)
∇𝜃𝑖𝐹𝜃𝑖

(

𝑠′𝑖, 𝑎
′
𝑖
)

.

(51)

For each 𝜃𝑖, 𝜃′𝑖 ∈ ℝ𝑑 , using triangle inequality yields

‖∇𝓁𝑖(𝜃𝑖) − ∇𝓁𝑖(𝜃′𝑖 )‖

= 𝔼𝜏𝑖∼𝑝𝑖(𝜏)

[

∑

𝑠′𝑖∈𝜏𝑖≠𝑠0

(

𝛿𝐹 (𝜃𝑖, 𝑠′)𝛿∇𝐹 (𝜃𝑖, 𝑠′)

− 𝛿𝐹 (𝜃′𝑖 , 𝑠
′)𝛿∇𝐹 (𝜃′𝑖 , 𝑠

′)
)]

= 𝔼𝜏𝑖∼𝑝𝑖(𝜏)

[

∑

𝑠′𝑖∈𝜏𝑖≠𝑠0

(

𝛿𝐹 (𝜃𝑖, 𝑠′)𝛿∇𝐹 (𝜃𝑖, 𝑠′)

− 𝛿𝐹 (𝜃𝑖, 𝑠′)𝛿∇𝐹 (𝜃′𝑖 , 𝑠
′) + 𝛿𝐹 (𝜃𝑖, 𝑠′)𝛿∇𝐹 (𝜃′𝑖 , 𝑠

′)

− 𝛿𝐹 (𝜃′𝑖 , 𝑠
′)𝛿∇𝐹 (𝜃′𝑖 , 𝑠

′)
)]

≤ 𝔼𝜏𝑖∼𝑝𝑖(𝜏)

[

∑

𝑠′𝑖∈𝜏𝑖≠𝑠0

(

‖

‖

‖

𝛿𝐹 (𝜃𝑖, 𝑠′) ⋅
[

𝛿∇𝐹 (𝜃𝑖, 𝑠′)

− 𝛿∇𝐹 (𝜃′𝑖 , 𝑠
′)
]

‖

‖

‖

+ ‖

‖

‖

[

𝛿𝐹 (𝜃𝑖, 𝑠′)

− 𝛿𝐹 (𝜃′𝑖 , 𝑠
′)
]

𝛿∇𝐹 (𝜃′𝑖 , 𝑠
′)‖‖
‖

)]

. (52)

Under Assumptions 2, 3 and 4, we have

‖𝛿𝐹 (𝜃𝑖, 𝑠′)‖ ≤ 𝐻0 + 2𝐻2𝐵, (53)
‖𝛿∇𝐹 (𝜃𝑖, 𝑠′) − 𝛿∇𝐹 (𝜃′𝑖 , 𝑠

′)‖ ≤ 2𝐻2𝐿1‖𝜃𝑖 − 𝜃′𝑖‖, (54)
‖𝛿𝐹 (𝜃𝑖, 𝑠′) − 𝛿𝐹 (𝜃′𝑖 , 𝑠

′)‖ ≤ 2𝐻2𝐿0‖𝜃𝑖 − 𝜃′𝑖‖, (55)
‖𝛿∇𝐹 (𝜃′𝑖 , 𝑠

′)‖ ≤ 2𝐻2𝐿0. (56)

Combining (53-56) with (52), we obtain

‖∇𝓁𝑖(𝜃𝑖) − ∇𝓁𝑖(𝜃′𝑖 )‖

≤ 𝐻1

[

(𝐻0 + 2𝐻2𝐵)2𝐻2𝐿1‖𝜃𝑖 − 𝜃′𝑖‖

+ 2𝐻2𝐿0‖𝜃𝑖 − 𝜃′𝑖‖2𝐻2𝐿0

]

= 𝐻1

[

(𝐻0 + 2𝐻2𝐵)2𝐻2𝐿1 + 4𝐻2
2𝐿

2
0

]

‖𝜃𝑖 − 𝜃′𝑖‖. (57)

A.5.2. Proof of Lemma 2
See the proof in Corollary 3.4 b) of [14].

A.5.3. Proof of lemma 3
By using Jensen’s inequality, the smoothness of ∇𝑖 and

𝜁 -approximation between 𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟) and 𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤

𝑡
𝑖,𝑟), we obtain

𝔼
[

‖𝑔𝑡𝑖,𝑟 − ∇𝑖(𝑤𝑡)‖2
]

≤ 2𝔼
[

‖𝑔𝑡𝑖,𝑟 − ∇𝑖(𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟)‖

2 + ‖∇𝑖(𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟) − ∇𝑖(𝑤𝑡)‖2

]

≤ 2𝜆2𝔼
[

‖𝜃̂𝑖(𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟) − 𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤

𝑡
𝑖,𝑟)‖

2] + 2𝐿2
𝔼

[

‖𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟 −𝑤𝑡

‖

2]

≤ 2𝜆2𝜁2 + 2𝐿2
𝔼

[

‖𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟 −𝑤𝑡

‖

2]. (58)

Next, we give the upper bound of 𝔼
[

‖𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟−𝑤𝑡

‖

2]. Replacing
𝑤𝑡

𝑖,𝑟 with its update rule (17), using Young’s inequality and
Jensen’s inequality, for any 𝑞, we have

𝔼
[

‖𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟 −𝑤𝑡

‖

2]

= 𝔼
[

‖𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟−1 − 𝜂𝑔𝑡𝑖,𝑟−1 −𝑤𝑡

‖

2]

≤
(

1 + 1
𝑞

)

𝔼
[

‖𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟−1 −𝑤𝑡

‖

2] + (1 + 𝑞)𝜂2𝔼
[

‖𝑔𝑡𝑖,𝑟−1‖
2]

≤
(

1 + 1
𝑞

)

𝔼
[

‖𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟−1 −𝑤𝑡

‖

2]

+ 2(1 + 𝑞)𝜂2𝔼
[

‖∇𝑖(𝑤𝑡)‖2
]

+ 2(1 + 𝑞)𝜂2𝔼
[

‖𝑔𝑡𝑖,𝑟−1 − ∇𝑖(𝑤𝑡)‖2
]

. (59)

Incorporating Eq. (58) into (59), we obtain

𝔼
[

‖𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟 −𝑤𝑡

‖

2]

≤
(

1 + 1
𝑞

)

𝔼
[

‖𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟−1 −𝑤𝑡

‖

2] + 2(1 + 𝑞)𝜂2𝔼
[

‖∇𝑖(𝑤𝑡)‖2
]

+ 4(1 + 𝑞)𝜂2(𝜆2𝜁2 + 𝐿2
𝔼

[

‖𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟−1 −𝑤𝑡

‖

2])

=
(

1 + 1
𝑞
+ 4(1 + 𝑞)𝜂2𝐿2



)

𝔼
[

‖𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟−1 −𝑤𝑡

‖

2]

+ 2(1 + 𝑞)𝜂2𝔼
[

‖∇𝑖(𝑤𝑡)‖2
]

+ 4(1 + 𝑞)𝜂2𝜆2𝜁2. (60)

Let 𝑞 = 𝑅. Under the condition that 𝜂̃2 ≤ 𝛽2𝑅
4(1+𝑅)𝐿2


, we

have 4(1 + 𝑅)𝜂2𝐿2
 = 4(1 + 𝑅)𝐿2


𝜂̃2

𝛽2𝑅2 ≤ 1
𝑅 . Then we get

𝔼
[

‖𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟 −𝑤𝑡

‖

2]

≤
(

1 + 2
𝑅

)

𝔼
[

‖𝑤𝑡
𝑖,𝑟−1 −𝑤𝑡

‖

2]

+
4𝜂̃2

𝛽2𝑅
𝔼
[

‖∇𝑖(𝑤𝑡)‖2
]

+
8𝜂̃2𝜆2𝜁2

𝛽2𝑅

≤ 4𝜂̃2

𝛽2𝑅

(

𝔼
[

‖∇𝑖(𝑤𝑡)‖2
]

+ 2𝜆2𝜁2
) 𝑅−1
∑

𝑟=0

(

1 + 2
𝑅

)𝑟

≤ 16𝜂̃2

𝛽2

(

𝔼
[

‖∇𝑖(𝑤𝑡)‖2
]

+ 2𝜆2𝜁2
)

, (61)

where the last inequality applies that (1 + 𝑎∕𝑛)𝑛 ≤ 𝑒𝑎 for
all 𝑎 ∈ ℝ and 𝑛 ∈ ℕ and

∑𝑅−1
𝑟=0

(

1 + 2
𝑅

)𝑟
= (1+2∕𝑅)𝑅−1

2∕𝑅 ≤

X. Ji et al.: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 14 of 16



Meta Generative Flow Networks with Personalization for Task-Specific Adaptation

𝑒2−1
2∕𝑅 < 4𝑅. Combining Eqs. (58) and (61) completes the
proof.

A.5.4. Proof of lemma 4
Since the gradient of 𝑖(𝑤) is ∇𝑖(𝑤) = 𝜆(𝑤 − 𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤)),

we have

‖

‖

‖

∇𝑖(𝑤) − ∇(𝑤)‖‖
‖

2

=
‖

‖

‖

‖

𝜆(𝑤 − 𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤)) − 1
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑘=1
𝜆(𝑤 − 𝜃⋆𝑘 (𝑤))

‖

‖

‖

‖

2
(62)

The first-order optimal condition of Eq. (12) implies that
∇𝓁𝑖(𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤)) − 𝜆(𝑤 − 𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤)) = 0. Together with Jensen’s
inequality, we have

‖

‖

‖

∇𝑖(𝑤) − ∇(𝑤)‖‖
‖

2

=
‖

‖

‖

‖

∇𝓁𝑖(𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤)) − 1
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑗=1
∇𝓁𝑗(𝜃⋆𝑗 (𝑤))

‖

‖

‖

‖

2
(63)

≤ 2
‖

‖

‖

‖

∇𝓁𝑖(𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤)) − 1
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑗=1
∇𝓁𝑗(𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤))

‖

‖

‖

‖

2

+ 2
‖

‖

‖

‖

1
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑗=1
∇𝓁𝑗(𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤)) − 1

𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑗=1
∇𝓁𝑗(𝜃⋆𝑗 (𝑤))

‖

‖

‖

‖

2
. (64)

By taking the average over 𝑁 tasks, we obtain

1
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1

‖

‖

‖

∇𝑖(𝑤) − ∇(𝑤)‖‖
‖

2

≤ 2𝜅2
2 +

2
𝑁2

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1

𝑁
∑

𝑗=1

‖

‖

‖

‖

∇𝓁𝑗(𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤)) − ∇𝓁𝑗(𝜃⋆𝑗 (𝑤))
‖

‖

‖

‖

2

≤ 2𝜅2
2 +

2𝐿2
𝓁

𝑁2

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1

𝑁
∑

𝑗=1

‖

‖

‖

𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤) − 𝜃⋆𝑗 (𝑤)‖‖
‖

2

≤ 2𝜅2
2 +

2𝐿2
𝓁

𝑁2

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1

𝑁
∑

𝑗=1

[

2‖‖
‖

𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤)−𝑤‖

‖

‖

2
+ 2‖‖

‖

𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤)−𝑤‖

‖

‖

2]

= 2𝜅2
2 +

4𝐿2
𝓁

𝑁2𝜆2

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1

𝑁
∑

𝑗=1

[

‖

‖

‖

∇𝑖(𝑤)‖‖
‖

2
+ ‖

‖

‖

∇𝑗(𝑤)‖‖
‖

2]

= 2𝜅2
2 +

8𝐿2
𝓁

𝑁𝜆2

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1

‖

‖

‖

∇𝑖(𝑤)‖‖
‖

2

= 2𝜅2
2+

8𝐿2
𝓁

𝜆2

[

1
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1

‖

‖

‖

∇𝑖(𝑤)−∇(𝑤)‖‖
‖

2
+‖‖
‖

∇(𝑤)‖‖
‖

2
]

(65)

where the first inequality uses the assumption (19) and
Jensen’s inequality, the second inequality follows from
Lemma 1, the third inequality applies Jensen’s inequality,
the first equality uses ∇𝑖(𝑤) = 𝜆(𝑤 − 𝜃⋆𝑖 (𝑤)) and the
second equality uses the fact that 1

𝑁
∑𝑁

𝑖=1
‖

‖

𝑥𝑖‖‖
2 = ‖𝑥̄‖2 +

1
𝑁
∑𝑁

𝑖=1
‖

‖

𝑥𝑖 − 𝑥̄‖
‖

2, where 𝑥̄ = 1
𝑁
∑𝑁

𝑖=1 𝑥𝑖. When 𝜆 >

2
√

2𝐿𝓁 , reorganizing the above inequality yields

1
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1

‖

‖

‖

∇𝑖(𝑤) − ∇(𝑤)‖‖
‖

2

≤
2𝜆2𝜅2

2

𝜆2 − 8𝐿2
𝓁

+
8𝐿2

𝓁

𝜆2 − 8𝐿2
𝓁

‖

‖

‖

∇(𝑤)‖‖
‖

2
. (66)
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