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Sharper Concentration Inequalities for Multi-Graph Dependent Variables
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Abstract

In multi-task learning (MTL) with each task in-
volving graph-dependent data, generalization re-
sults of existing theoretical analyses yield a sub-
optimal risk bound of O(\/iﬁ), where n is the
number of training samples. This is attributed
to the lack of a foundational sharper concentra-
tion inequality for multi-graph dependent ran-
dom variables. To fill this gap, this paper pro-
poses a new corresponding Bennett inequality,
enabling the derivation of a sharper risk bound of
O( 1°§ ™). Specifically, building on the proposed
Bennett inequality, we propose a new correspond-
ing Talagrand inequality for the empirical pro-
cess and further develop an analytical framework
of the local Rademacher complexity to enhance
theoretical generalization analyses in MTL with
multi-graph dependent data. Finally, we apply
the theoretical advancements to applications such
as Macro-AUC Optimization, demonstrating the
superiority of our theoretical results over previ-
ous work, which is also corroborated by experi-
mental results.

1. Introduction

As a crucial task within machine learning, Multi-Task
Learning (MTL) (Caruana, 1997; Zhang & Yang, 2021),
has recently attracted significant attention in various fields,
including natural language processing (Liu et al., 2019;
Chen et al., 2024) and computer vision (Wong et al., 2023).

Theoretically, most studies have made significant progress
in generalization analyses within the context of MTL under
the assumption that the data of each task is independently
and identically distributed (i.i.d.). For example, Baxter
(1995); Maurer (2006a); Maurer et al. (2016) analyzed the
generalization bounds by utilizing the Rademacher Com-
plexity (RC) (Bartlett & Mendelson, 2002) and Covering
Number (CN) (Zhang, 2002), resulting in a risk bound of
O(\/iﬁ), where n is the number of training samples. To
achieve tighter bounds, Yousefi et al. (2018); Watkins et al.
(2023) employed the Local Rademacher Complexity (LRC)
in tlheir analyses, which can produce a better result of
O(~2%).

However, in practical learning scenarios of MTL, there are
some non-i.i.d. situations, particularly when the data for
each task exhibits a graph-dependent structure (Wu et al.,
2022; Yangetal., 2021; Wu et al., 2023), referred to as
multi-graph dependence, which is the focus of this paper.
(See related work of other dependent structure cases in Ap-
pendix I). Recently, Wu et al. (2023) (Appendix A therein)
have conducted generalization analyses of MTL with the
multi-graph dependent data, resulting in a risk bound of
O( \/Lﬁ) Nevertheless, this result is comparatively weaker
than that achieved under the i.i.d. scenario. Naturally, a
question then arises:

* Ql: can we obtain a better risk bound than O(
MTL with the multi-graph dependent data?

ﬁ)in

From a technical standpoint, answering the above question
is quite challenging, as it necessitates revisiting the founda-
tional tools of risk bounds in learning theory (Vapnik, 1999;
Shalev-Shwartz & Ben-David, 2014; Mobhri et al., 2018),
specifically the concentration inequality (Boucheron et al.,
2013), in the context of graph-dependent random variables.
For single-task learning, Janson (2004); Usunier et al.
(2005); Zhang et al. (2019); Ralaivola & Amini (2015) pro-
posed the versions of the Hoeffding, McDiarmid, and Ben-
nett inequalities for different function forms of the (sin-
gle) graph-dependent random variables (Zhang & Amini,
2024), respectively. In contrast, for MTL, Wuetal.
(2023) proposed a McDiarmid-type concentration inequal-
ity for multi-graph dependent variables. Then, a natural
fundamental question arises:

¢ Q2: can we obtain a new Bennett concentration in-
equality for the multi-graph dependent random vari-
ables?

This paper provides an affirmative answer to the above
question (Q2) and subsequently addresses the question Q1
affirmatively. See the next subsection for details.

1.1. Contributions and Organizations

Contributions. Firstly, we propose a new Bennett concen-
tration inequality (i.e., Theorem 1) for multi-graph depen-
dent variables, which can cover the result of single-graph
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dependent variables (Ralaivola & Amini, 2015) as a spe-
cial case. Notably, a specific case of the Bennett inequality
we propose (i.e., Theorem 5 in Appendix C.1) can encom-
pass the one in (Bartlett et al., 2005) under the i.i.d. case,
while (Ralaivola & Amini, 2015) cannot.

Secondly, building on this new Bennett inequality, we pro-
pose the new corresponding Talagrand inequalities for the
empirical process (see Theorem 2 in Section 3.2, and Corol-
lary 4 in Appendix C.2) and further develop a new analyti-
cal framework of LRC for theoretical generalization analy-
ses in MTL with multi-graph dependent data.

Finally, we apply the theoretical advances to the analysis
of Macro-AUC Optimization, and other applications (see
Section 4 and Appendix F). Notably, for Macro-AUC Op-
timization, we can obtain a sharper risk bound of O( 10%)
than the one of O(ﬁ) provided by Wu et al. (2023), in-
dicating the superiority of our theory results, which is also

verified by experimental results (see Appendix G).

Organizational structure. Section 2 clarifies the problem
setup that this study aims to address; subsequently, Sec-
tion 3 presents the main theoretical results, including new
concentration inequalities and key findings on risk bounds,
which are essential to understand the following content.
Then, Section 4 provides specific application cases, includ-
ing the generalization analysis of Macro-AUC Optimiza-
tion. Detailed contents can be found in Appendix A ~ 1.

1.2. Related Work

Concentration inequalities. The development of concen-
tration inequalities (Boucheron et al., 2013) is paramount
in both statistical learning (Cherkassky, 1997) and prob-
ability theory (Rényi, 2007). A methodology analogous
to the Hoeffding inequality was introduced to address the
summation of graph-dependent random variables (Janson,
2004). Building upon this foundational work, Usunier et al.
(2005) and Ralaivola & Amini (2015) proposed new con-
centration inequalities that not only extended the results of
(Janson, 2004) but also broadened their applicability. Fur-
thermore, Zhang (2022) provided additional proofs that fur-
ther reinforced the theoretical framework surrounding these
inequalities.

Generalization. In the realm of multi-task learning
(MTL) generalization bounds, research has leveraged tools
such as Rademacher Complexity (RC) (Maurer, 2006b;a;
Kakade et al., 2012), Vapnik-Chervonenkis (VC) dimen-
sion (Baxter, 2000b), and Covering Numbers (CN) (Baxter,
2000a; Maurer et al., 2016) to establish convergence re-
sults of O( ﬁ ). Furthermore, Local Rademacher complex-
ity (LRC) (Yousefi et al., 2018; Watkins et al., 2023) has
been applied, achieving a generalization bound of O(%)
under optimal conditions, albeit primarily in independent

and identically distributed (i.i.d.) settings. Motivated
by the work of Janson (2004); Ralaivola & Amini (2015);
Wu et al. (2023), this paper introduces a new concentra-
tion inequality tailored for multi-graph dependent variables,
thereby yielding a risk bound with several significant theo-
retical implications. In particular, when applied to Macro-
AUC Optimization, the proposed concentration inequality
exhibits a convergence rate of O(%) (see Appendix I for
additional related work).

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we will clarify several notations, outline the
problem setting of MTL, and introduce essential notions of
empirical risk and expected risk. These concepts will serve
for the analysis presented in the following sections.

2.1. Notations

Let boldfaced lowercase letters (e.g., a) denote vectors,
while uppercase letters (e.g., A) represent matrices. For
a matrix B, denote the ¢-th row by b;, the j-th column
by b, and the element at position (4,5) as b;;. Simi-
larly, for a vector c, c; denotes its i-th component, and
the p-norm is represented as | - |,. The notation [M ]
defines the set {1,..., M}, with |- | indicating the size
or cardinality of a set. IIy denotes a set, which satisfies
Hn = {(p1,---,PN) * LNy Pi = Land p; > 0, Vi}. For
aset A = {a,b,c}, the notation x4 := (Xq,Xp,X.) is em-
ployed, and thus x[y7 = (X1,X2,...,Xx). The notation
X}E\/] = (X1,...,%Xi-1,Xi+1,- - -, X ) Tepresents the vector
that omits the i-th element, with a similar format applied to
the matrix X 4, XX. The symbols P and E are used to de-
note probability and expectation, respectively, exemplified
by expressions such as P(z > €) = z and E(z). fy = fog
represents the composite of two functions. The variance
var(f) = E[f(x)?] - (E[f(x)])? for a random variable x.

2.2. Problem Setting

Here, we introduce the learning setup of multi-task learn-
ing (MTL) with multi-graph dependent data. Given a
training dataset S = {(x,y)}/?, that is organized into
K blocks (or tasks), such that S = (Sy,...,Sk). Each
block Sk = {(Xki,Yri)}.ot is drawn from a distribution
Dy, (for k € [K]) over the domain X x ) and is associ-
ated with a dependency graph G, which will be explained
in subsection 2.3, with }; g mk = m. Let a hypothe-
sis be h := (hy,...,hk), where each individual mapping
hy : X - Y corresponds to a particular task k € [K]. De-
note H := {h} as the hypothesis space. For each k € [K],
Hp = {hk | hi : X — 37}, and denote a loss function as
L: X xYxHy —R,. Foreach h € H, define its empirical
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risk on dataset S as

g

1
K

1
—_ L(xkiaykiahk)a (1)

1Mk 4

M=

Rg(h) =

Il
—

and the expected risk as R(h) =Eg [Rs(h)]

The objective is to learn a mapping function (or hypothesis)
that minimizes the expected risk as much as possible.

2.3. Dependency Graph

To characterize the dependency structure of random vari-
ables, we need to introduce some background about depen-
dency graphs (Janson, 2004), which will aid in deriving
and understanding the concentration inequalities discussed
later.

Definition 1 (Dependency graph, Definition 4 in
Ralaivola & Amini (2015)). A series of random vari-
ables X = (X;)X, over X, can be associated with a
corresponding dependency graph G = (V,E) that illus-
trates the dependencies between the variables. Then, the
graph G satisfies the following:

(1) V =[N];

(2) an edge (j,k) € E exists if and only if the random
variables x; and Xy, are dependent.

Definition 1 clarifies the relationship between the construc-
tion of dependency graphs and the input variables. For a
dependency graph G = (V, E'), we can get its fractional in-
dependent vertex cover {(I;,w;)}; and the fractional chro-
matic number x ¢(G), where I; € V and w; € [0,1] (see
Definition 6 in Appendix A.2 for details). This method
of modeling the dependence structure of variables proves
to be effective for the new concentration inequalities intro-
duced in this work (see related work in Appendix I).

Since we deal not only with the sum of dependent random
variables but also with more complex functions of depen-
dent variables, we need to introduce the definition of the
fractionally colorable function for the following analysis.

Definition 2 (Fractionally colorable function, Definition 5
in Ralaivola & Amini (2015)). Given a series of random
variables X = (X1,...,Xx) € XN with its dependency
graph G = (V,E). A function f : XN — R is a fraction-
ally colorable function w.r.t. the graph G if there exists a
decomposition Da(f) = {(fj, 1j,w;)} je[), satisfying:
(1) the set {(Ij,w;)}je[1) constitutes a fractional indepen-
dent vertex cover of the graph G (see details in Defini-
tion 6 in Appendix A.2);

(2) the function [ can be decomposed as f(X) =
ielJ] w; fi(x1;) , where f; : Xl SR Vje [J].

Using Definition 2, we can further decompose the func-
tion of single graph-dependent random variables into a

weighted sum of functions of independent random vari-
ables, facilitating the theoretical analysis. Besides, we ex-
tend the above definition to the following version for the
function of multi-graph dependent random variables, which
serves for analyzing MTL in the context of multi-graph de-
pendent data.

Definition 3 (Multi-fractionally sub-additive function).
Given m random variables X = (X1,Xo,...,X ) with
K blocks, where for each k € [ K], random variables Xy,
is associated with a dependency graph Gy, = ([my], Ex),
and Yy me = m. A function f 2 X™ — R is multi-
fractionally sub-additive w.rt. {Gy}K,| if it can be ex-
pressed as f(X) = Yyex) fr(Xk), where each fi :
X™* — R is fractionally colorable w.r.t. Gy, with a decom-
position Dg, (fr) = {(frj, Ixj,Wkj) }je[ s, Where Jy de-
notes the number of independent subsets I associated with
the k-th block partition of G, and each f; is sub-additive
(see the detailed definition in Appendix A.1).

This definition plays an important role in subsequent analy-
ses involving multi-graph dependent data.

3. Main Results

In this section, building on previous work (Janson, 2004;
Ralaivola & Amini, 2015; Zhang & Amini, 2024), we es-
tablish a new Bennett-type inequality and employ it to
conduct a theoretical analysis of the risk bounds for MTL
with multi-graph dependent variables. (See Figure 1 in Ap-
pendix B for a proof structure of the main results).

Consider m random variables X = (X1,Xo,...,Xk)
with K blocks, where for each k € [K], random vari-
ables X, is associated with a dependency graph Gj =
([mi], Ex), and ¥iqgxyjmr = m. Besides, a func-
tion f : X™ — R is multi-fractionally sub-additive
wrt.  {Gg}i, with the corresponding decomposition
Da,, (fx) = {(frj Irj Wrj)} je[g,] for each k € [K] (see
Definition 3).

For simplified writing, we provide the following expression
foreach k € [K], j € [Ji]:

Z=f(X), Z=fr(Xy), 2
ij = fkj(xlkj)’ Z]y] = fkj(le\e{j”)'

The following three important functions are provided for
the proof and analysis presented in this paper:

G(A) =logE[exp(M(Z - E[Z]))], ©)
P(x) = exp(-z) +z -1, ©)
p(x) = (1+2)log(1+2) -z )

Then, we introduce the following to streamline our analy-
sis:

Pu(Ly) = Rs(h), P(Ly) = R(h).
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If g is an arbitrary function about the dependent variables
X, P,(g) and P(g) can be defined as follows, respec-
tively,

Z ) “EOS g(xa), ©6)

ke[K]jedr Tk iely;

P(g) =E[Pn(9)]

3.1. Some Assumptions

To address the dependence relationships among variable
functions, we adopt a graph-dependent approach. Follow-
ing the methodology outlined in Ralaivola & Amini (2015),
we introduce the following assumptions about the function
f to facilitate our analysis:

Assumption 1. Suppose f is multi-fractionally sub-
additive w.rt. {G1}I, (see Definition 3), then for every
[r has a decomposition Dg, (f1.) = {(frj, Irj, Wrj)} e[ i ]-
Besides, assume every k € [ K], j € [Ji] satisfy the follow-
ing conditions:

(1) for every xy, ,,, where i € Iyj, there exists a o(Xy,, )-
measurable random variable Y),;; associated with it.
Moreover, Yy.j; satisfies the following:

P(Yiji < Zuj - 2y < 1) =1,
P (Bkji[Yrji] 2 0) = 1,

where Ey;; represents the expectation relative to the
o-algebra formed by (xll\cgi} ),

(2) forevery xy, ., there exists constraint values by, U,%j €
R, satisfying P(Yy;; < byj) =1, and

P(a,zj > ) Ekﬁ[yﬁji]) =1,

i€l
(3) let vy € (1+ by )E[Zyj] + 0}, and vy € R.

This assumption plays a role in the proof of the concentra-
tion inequality presented in the following subsection. To
achieve a tighter excess risk bound for MTL, we introduce
the following mild assumptions regarding the loss function,
which are essential for our theoretical analysis.

Assumption 2. Suppose a loss function L satisfies the fol-
lowing conditions:

(1) for every distribution D, there exists h* € ‘H, satisfying
E(Lp+) =infpey E(Ly,), where Ly, = Lo h;

(2) L is p-Lipschitz continuous, ie, Yk € [K],i ¢
[mk]’ |L(X/€7,7 Ykis h;g)_L(Xku Yki, h;g,)| < ,u'|h;g(xk7,)_
hy (xki)|, where by, hy € Hy,

Notably, in contrast to h* in the following discussion, h sat-
isfies E,,,(L;,) = infpepy By (L1,), where E,, denotes the
empirical average. Intuitively, h represents the hypothesis
that achieves the minimal empirical error, which can be ob-
tained by real learning algorithms based on the Empirical
Risk Minimization (ERM) rule in practice.

3.2. Concentration Inequality of Multi-graph
Dependent Variables

Building on the prior work (Ralaivola & Amini, 2015), we
propose a new Bennett-type inequality tailored for the anal-
ysis of multiple graph-dependent variables. This new in-
equality not only extends the existing framework but also
seamlessly incorporates scenarios involving single-graph
dependence, thereby broadening its applicability.

Theorem 1 (A new Bennett’s inequality for multi-graph
dependent variables, proof in Appendix E.2.1). Assume
Z is defined as Eq.(2), and can be described as Z =
Yke[K] Lje[J] WkiZkj- Suppose Assumption 1 is holds,
andfor eachk € [K], j € [Jx], by = bis holds. Then,

(1) foreveryt >0,

P(Z >E[Z] +1) <6XP(‘%¢(%))

v 4t
— o=, @
ke[K] Xf(Gk)(p(&))) @

where ¢ is defined in Eq.(5), v = (1+b)E[Z]+02, W =
Zke Xf(Gk) Zke[ Wk, and U = Zkg Uk;

(2) foreveryt >0,

< exp (—

P(Z > E[Z] + \V2cut + %) <e™, )

where ¢ = i_sze 1X7(Gr)-

Remark. Techmcally, Eq. (8) is due to the employmg of

1
2+2I'

This is a more general Bennett inequality, encompassing
the results presented in Ralaivola & Amini (2015) when
K =1. Especially, if wi; = 1 fork € [K], j € [Ji], thena
special Bennett’s inequality can be obtained (see detailed
in Theorem 5 of Appendix C.1).

various common shrinking techniques, i.e., p(x) >

Next, leveraging the above theorem, we derive a new
Talagrand-type inequality for the empirical process. This
inequality serves as a key tool for establishing LRC bounds
and, consequently, improving the risk bounds for MTL in
the context of multi-graph dependent data.

"Note that, using the existing literature (Yousefi et al., 2018;
Watkins et al., 2023), we can only derive a constant of % instead
of % (owing to the original literature (Bousquet, 2002) does not
provide detailed steps to prove this), but this does not affect the
order of bounds.
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Theorem 2 (A new corresponding Talagrand’s inequality
for empirical process, proof in Appendix E.1). Let a func-
tion class F = {f = (f1, f2,..., fKx)}, where each fy :
X = R, and assume that all functions fj, are measurable,
square-integrable, and fulfill the conditions E[ fi(xx;)] =
0 for all k € [K] and j € [my]. Furthermore, we require
that | fx| <1, i.e., supy |fr(x)| < 1. Define Z as follows:

dEf5up Z Z Whj Z fe(xi).

fffke[ 17€[Jx] i€l

Furthermore, for each k € [K] and j € [Jg], let
okj represent a positive real value such that cr,gj >

Yiel,, SUPfer E[f%(x;)]. Then, for everyt >0,

v 4t
S —
Y ke[ K] Xf(Gk)(p(5U)) ®

where v = ¥per k] X je[ ] wkjcr,%j-FZIE[Z]. Also, with prob-
ability at least 1 — et

P(Z>E[Z]+t) <exp (—

2ct
Z <E[Z] +V2eul + % (10)
2
where ¢ = 2—2 Zrei] Xf (Gr).
In contrast to previous work (Wuetal., 2023;
Watkins et al., 2023), the above theorem serves as an

important component in our analysis of the risk bound and
enables us to derive valuable insights and conclusions.

3.3. Risk Bounds for MTL with Multi-graph
Dependent Data

The previously proposed Talagrand inequality will be ap-
plied in conjunction with the LRC technique to analyze the
risk bounds of MTL under non-i.i.d. conditions. First, we
give the following function class considered within this sub-
section:

f:{f: (flaf?a"'afK)|fk:X_>RaVk€ [K]} (11)
Then, we define the LFRC of the function class F as fol-
lows.

Definition 4 (Local fractional Rademacher complexity
(LFRC)). Assuming F is defined in Eq. (11). 2 For a fixed
r, the LFRC of F can be defined as

R(F,r) =Eg. D [ (.7-' )], (12)

where S ~ DE” K] denotes Sy ~ D", 5o ~ e SE o~
D} for simplicity. Addltlonally, the emplrlcal LFRC
7@(}', r) can be defined as

7?,(.7:,7’)

Note that, the function class can cover the widely-used hy-
pothesis space and loss space.

= iE< sup z L Z Wkj Z Qufi(xi) |

K feF var(f)sr ke[K] T jeJ,, ielr;
(13)

where C = (ClaCQv"
Rademacher variables: P((; = 1) =P((; =

.»Gn) is a sequence of independent
-1) = 1.

Notably, this definition is different from the i.i.d. case
(Bartlett et al., 2005), as the variable wy; addresses the
treatment of dependent variables. Besides, it is distinct
from the non-i.i.d. definition of Rademacher Complexity
(RC) (Wu et al., 2023), incorporating additional informa-
tion about variance.

Then, based on the definition of FLRC and the Talagrand in-
equality, we can derive the first risk bound for multi-graph
dependent variables.

Theorem 3 (A bound of multi-graph dependent variables
with small variance, proof in Appendix E.2.3). Assume the
function class F is defined in Eq. (11). Then for every t > 0,
with probability at least 1 — e,

sup(Pf = P f)
feF

2ert 2 1. ct
— 1t (z+)=].

K 3 a' K
Moreover, the same results hold for the quantity
supser(Pnf — Pf). For every t > 0, with probability at

2crt
- (_

least 1 — et
Ly
K 3 ’

< ing (2(1 +a)R(F,r) +

sup(Ppn f - Pf)
feF
< irlfo’ (2(1 +a)R(F,r) +

where P,,(f) and P(f) are defined in Eq. (6). Addition-
ally, R(F,r) is defined in Eq.(12).

Remark. We can analyze the tightness of our results: when
K =1, our result is one more constant 42, which cannot
cover the i.i.d. case. But if we use Theorem 5 (see Ap-
pendix C.1), our result can cover i.i.d. case. This theorem
shows the maximum difference between the empirical and
the expected value, which is associated with FLRC and the
small variance of the class. This theorem is the main basis
of the following theoretical results.

Howeyver, the function class in Theorem 3 lacks true local-
ity due to the arbitrariness of the parameter r. This lim-
itation restricts its practical applicability. To address this
issue, we introduce the concept of a sub-root function (see
Appendix A.3), which enables us to derive an improved and
more practically useful bound.

Theorem 4 (An improved bound of multi-graph dependent
variables with sub-root function, proof in Appendix E.2.4).



Sharper Bound for Multi-Graph Dependent Variables

Assume that there are some functional T : Fj, -~ R* and
some constant B, for all f € F,T(fi) € [var(fx), BEfx].
If a sub-root function ® and its fixed point r* satisfy: 3

, ®(r) > BR{f e F,T(fx) <7}
Then for each f € F, M > 1 and t > 0, with probability at

Vr>r” (14)

least 1 —e*, thefollowing holds:
M
Png P.f+ r +(cQBM+22) , (15)
M M t
Puf < 57 Pf+Cl r*+(czBM+22)C—, (16)

where ¢ = 704, ¢ = 26, and ¢ = 42 ZkeK Xf(Gk).

Remark. We can notice that c is approximately of O( %)
in Eq.(14). The subsequent analysis of the fixed point com-
plexity facilitates the practical application of inequalities.
Addltlonally, if K =1, x;(Gk) = 1, our bound has a con-

sistency 42 compared to Bartlett et al. (2005). However, if
we use Theorem 5 (see Appendix C.1) to create a similar
bound, we can cover its result.

Furthermore, based on Theorem 4, we can analyze the ex-
cess risk bound of MTL in the non-i.i.d. case.

Corollary 1 (An excess risk bound of p-Lipschitz loss
function, proof in Appendix E.1). Assume that the loss
function satisfies Assumption 2, and there exists a sub-root
function ® and its fixed point r*, satisfying

Vr>r*, ®(r) > BuR{h e H, u’E(h - h*)* <r}.

Thenfor every t >0 and r > ®(r), with probability at least
1-e

t
P(L; - Ly < %r+(023+22)%, (17)

where c1 =704, co =26 and c = 2—2 Yohek %C:")

Remark. This corollary provides the risk bound for MTL
when dealing with multi-graph dependent random vari-
ables. Moreover, it achieves a more refined bound by in-
corporating additional conditions (Assumption 2) that are

easily satisfied by the loss function.

From inequality (17), it is evident that the convergence rate
of the risk bound is intrinsically linked to the complexity
associated with the parameter r. Furthermore, the relation-
ship between r and FLRC is clearly established. Since
the classical significance and theoretical importance of ker-
nel hypothesis spaces, we will proceed to analyze the risk
bound of MTL specifically under the kernel hypothesis
space framework. To begin with, we propose the follow-
ing proposition.

?Note that, here the content in {} of R{} means adding some
conditions to the function class (e.g., T'(fx) < 7).

Proposition 1 (The upper bound of FLRC in kernel hypoth-
esis, proof in Appendix E.2.5). Define k : X x X - R as
a Positive Definite Symmetric (PDS) kernel and let its in-
duced reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) be H. As-
sume for every k € [K], fi, = 0} ¢(xx), where |0y |2 < M,
is a weight vector, and ¢ : X — H. For every r > 0, the
FLRC of function class F satisfies

R{feF,Ef*<r}
2Xf(Gk)Z

nr,M(f)\kl %,
o, 2 i )

ke[ K]

where for every k € [K], the eigenvalues (Api)iS,
are arranged in a nonincreasing order, which satisfies

Rk (%, %) = 2% Aagpra (%) T o (x1).
Moreover, if for every k € [K], A1 > m Then for

everyr > % and'm = Yy k] Mk
R{feF Ef* <r}
G 1
>c ) (Xf( k)z min{r, M2\ })2,

ke[K] Kmy A

where c is a constant.

Remark. This proposition provides both upper and lower
bounds for R(F,r). The upper bound is relatively tight,
while the lower bound is more approximate. Nevertheless,
these results can still give a rough indication of the com-

plexity bounds of R(F,r).

Naturally, with Proposition 1, we can obtain a specific ex-
cess risk bound in the kernel space.

Corollary 2 (An excess risk bound of loss space in kernel
hypothesis, proof in Appendix E.2.6). Assume that supy. y
k(x,x) < 1, and loss function L satisfies Assumption 2.
Besides, C is a constant about B, u, and C' is a constant
about xf(G) Then for all t > 0, with probability at least
1-e

P(L; Lh*)<CB“(r +C! t) (18)

xs(G) |
where

*

r < 7def(Gk) + M,

xs(Gx)
Lo o Akt | -
ke[K] 0<dp<my, ( Kmy, Kmy l>2dk kl)
19
Remark. We observe that if we take di = 0 for every
k € [K], where d = (d1,...,dx), then v* is at most of
order O(y/ %), while it can be of order O(%) if the

eigenvalues decay exponentially quickly.

Furthermore, the linear hypothesis space can be viewed as
a special case of the kernel hypothesis space. We have con-
ducted a detailed analysis of this scenario, yielding conclu-
sions that align closely with those derived for the kernel
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case (see Proposition 3 and Corollary 6 in Appendix D.2).
Additionally, for other hypothesis spaces, such as Neural
Networks (NNs), we provide a comprehensive discussion
in Section 5.

4. Applications

In this section, we apply previous theoretical results to
Macro-AUC Optimization (Lu et al., 2021; Wu et al., 2023;
Lietal.,, 2024) and other applications (details in Ap-
pendix F).

4.1. Macro-AUC Optimization
4.1.1. PROBLEM SETUP

Following (Wu et al., 2023) (Appendix B.1.1 therein), we
can transform the Macro-AUC Optimization in multi-label
learning into MTL with multi-graph dependent data. This
requires constructing a multi-task dataset .S from the origi-
nal dataset S = {X:,¥i},, where §; = {%k}szl Each la-
bel is treated as an individual task, leading to .S = {Sk}kK: 1
with S; = {(xkj,ykj)};z’j. For each label (or task) k ¢
[K], each instance xx; (j € [ms]) is formed from pos-
itive and negative samples, yi; = 1, and the total num-
ber of instances is my = njng = n?me(1 - 7¢), where
Ty = %ﬁnk} is the imbalance level factor, and n}; and
ny, are the number of positive and negative samples for the
label k, respectively. Our goal is to learn the best hypoth-
esis h = (hy, ha,...,hi) € H from a finite training set to
maximize the Macro-AUC metric. From previous results in
bipartite ranking (Ralaivola & Amini, 2015), we can note
that

Vk e [K], xf(Gr) = max{[n*|,|n7|} = (1 - 7 )n.

4.1.2. THEORETICAL RESULTS

Leveraging the theoretical results and techniques devel-
oped in Section 3, we derive several key theoretical in-
sights, which are detailed in Appendix F.1.1. In the fol-
lowing, we present bounds associated with the Macro-AUC
Optimization under the kernel hypothesis space and con-
duct a comprehensive analysis of the convergence rates of
these bounds in the context of bipartite ranking.

Corollary 3 (Kernel case excess risk bound of Macro-AUC,
proof in Appendix E.1). Assume that for every k, ||0) ]2 <
M, and the loss function L satisfies Assumption 2. Besides,

C'is a constant about B and u. Then, with probability at

least 1 —e7t,

!
T1,72,...TK t )

P(Lﬁ—Lh*)SOB_#(T*+ K ol

(20)

where

. 1 dg
r* < min (— - ——
kE[K] 0<dg<myi N KT]C

Intuitively, to fairly compare the bounds, we use some tech-
niques (Mohri et al., 2018) to obtain the excess risk bound

of Wu et al. (2023), i.e., P(Lj — Lp+) < O(\/Lﬁ)

By Eq.(20) and Eq.(21), we can notice that P(Lj, — Lp+) =
O(r*)+0(55 ), where ™ = O(++1 /= 3, \;). So the risk
bound depends on O(r*), especially the tail sum of ker-
nel eigenvalues, i.e., Yy KTk Zbd’ Akl, where

! _ : 1 dk
dj, = argmanSdkSmk( Ko T

and dj, € N. Then we can get

oy Sisdy ML)

DN FE PR CEN DS DR

n Tk 1>d, ke[K] Tk ke[K]1>d),

(See Proposition 5 in Appendix F.1 for detailed proofs). In
the following, we discuss the sample complexity of r*.

(1) When for each k ¢ [K],d}, = 0, we can obtain
r* = O(\/g) Specifically, in this case, r* <

M\/% Lhe[K] Lisd;, Akt» Where M = m

and thus r* = O(\/g ). Therefore, the convergence
rate is the same as that of Global RC, which is the worst
case for our risk bound.

(2) When for some k, d;c # 0, and the rank of kernel matrix
Rank(xx) < oo, we can obtain r* = O(%) Specifi-
cally, we can obtain dj, < oo and Zbd% Akt = 0, thus

7S Che[r] = I‘(i—’jk. Furthermore, 7* < MQ%, where
d. = max(d,dj,...,d% ) (proof details in Proposition
6, Appendix F.1). Thus, the convergence rate of r* is
O( % ). There are many kernels of finite rank, such as
the linear Kernel, we can take d, = a, where a is a

constant (see details in Appendix F.1.1).

(3) When for every k € [K], {\i},o, has the prop-
erty of exponential decay, i.e., ¥jsa Awr = O(e %)
(e.g., the Gaussian Kernel), we can obtain r* =

(log") Specifically, in this case, r* < M? - log” +
MaM\/; ke[ K] Lied], Mkl S W + M, M\/_
where C' is constant. Then, we can take d, = log n,

and thus we can obtain 7* = O(1%2).

Remark. We can analyze the superiority of our risk bound:
in terms of the order of sample size n, the analysis above

indicates that our worst-case convergence rate is O (\/Lﬁ),
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which is consistent with the findings in Wu et al. (2023).
However, under typical conditions, our rate can reach
O (1‘)% ) indicating an improvement over their results.

In addition, similar results and analyses are obtained regard-
ing linear hypothesis spaces (see Appendix F.1). Moreover,
we provide experimental validation of the linear hypothesis
(see Appendix G), supporting our results’ superiority.

4.2. Other Applications

It can be observed that the Macro-AUC optimization prob-
lem in Multi-Class Learning (MCL) (Yang et al., 2021) is a
special case of the aforementioned applications. Our focus
remains on the same mapping function h, so the theoretical
results mentioned above still hold in multi-class learning.
Moreover, another related application is Area Under the
Uplift Curve (AUUC) - Maximization (Betlei et al., 2021),
which has a conversion relationship with Macro-AUC Opti-
mization. We provide a detailed analysis of this application
and present main results there (see details in Appendix F.2).

5. Discussion

In the following, we discuss the limitations of our work and
our vision for future work (see others in Appendix H).

The tightness and generality of Bennett’s inequality.
The Bennett inequality (Theorem 1, 5) we propose is tight
and general. Especially, in Theorem 1, our Bennett inequal-
ity is for multi-graph dependent variables. In particular, the
result of Ralaivola & Amini (2015) for the (single) graph-
dependent case is a special instance of our inequality (i.e.,
K =1). In addition, in Theorem 6 (Appendix C.3), we
complement Theorem 1 by providing the two-sided con-
straint of the Bennett inequality, i.e., P(|Z - EZ| > t) <
2 exp(—mgp(g—i)). This helps explain the tight-
ness of our bound to some extent, as the coefficients are the
same. Besides, Bartlett et al. (2005) (i.i.d.) is also a special
case of ours; however, our result does not encompass its
conclusion, though there is a constant (i.e., % .

To address these scenarios, we provide a specific Bennett
inequality (i.e., w = 1, detailed in Appendix C.1), which
includes Bartlett et al. (2005). However, due to the coarser
scaling in its derivation, this inequality may not be optimal,
particularly when K # 1, resulting in relatively loose out-
comes. Our rigorous calculations indicate that this result is
only somewhat close to Theorem 1, which remains tighter.

Thus, we need to employ scaling or function approximation
techniques to optimize the Bennett inequality for non-i.i.d.
variables, enhancing its generality and tightness, especially
in case w = 1 to ensure continuity of the inequality.

The tightness of our risk bound. Our risk bound is rel-

atively tight on the order of sample size n. Especially, re-
garding the upper bound for MTL, we obtained a bound of
0] (1"%) in terms of the sample size n. Furthermore, we
computed the upper and lower bounds (see in Proposition 1
(see Section 3.3), 3 (see Appendix D.2)) for FLRC, which
indicates that our bounds are relatively tight and the ex-
perimental results corroborate our theoretical findings (see
Appendix G for details). However, for the lower bound,
we only provided a somewhat vague estimate and did not
conduct a detailed investigation or discussion about the
constant ¢, suggesting that there is still room for improve-
ment in our boundary values. Moreover, in deriving the
generalization bounds, we repeatedly utilize the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality and other coarse scalings, which re-
sulted in bounds that are not sufficiently tight. These limi-
tations highlight areas for further research in future work.

Other hypothesis space. For Neural Networks (NN), sim-
ilar theoretical results may be achieved, but non-trivial. Es-
pecially, in i.i.d. case, some papers have utilized classical
methods such as CN (Marion, 2023) and RC (Xiao et al.,
2024) to analyze the generalization bound of NN and
obtain the best convergence result of O(ﬁ) How-
ever, based on our proposed new method, this general-
ization bound is expected to be theoretically improved.
Nevertheless, the study still faces numerous challenges
(Allen-Zhu et al., 2018), including some optimization prob-
lems that are non-convex and have significant overparam-
eterization phenomena. Additionally, to facilitate analy-
sis, research (Daniely & Granot, 2019) typically assumes
explicit regularization using p-norm, whereas, in practi-
cal neural network applications, regularization is often im-
plicit, which may lead to a deviation between the assumed
constraints (Golowich et al., 2018) and the actual applica-
tion, thereby making the generalization analysis bound ap-
pear even broader. Furthermore, the application of the LRC
technique in the analysis of generalization bound in the i.i.d.
case has not yet been completed. Despite the presence of
these difficulties, We believe that our proposed new concen-
tration inequality will have a positive impact on the gener-
alization analysis of neural networks, and can be extended
to other theoretical analysis fields, providing more possibil-
ities for future research work.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we provide a new Bennett inequality specif-
ically designed for multi-graph dependent variables. This
newly proposed inequality provides a fresh theoretical ba-
sis for the study of MTL problems. Furthermore, a tighter
excess risk bound was achieved, with a convergence rate
of O( k’% ). Additionally, we explore several concrete ap-
plication scenarios and analyze their convergence bounds
to demonstrate the efficacy and potential impact of the pro-
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posed inequality in practical problems.

Impact Statement

This paper presents a theoretical study on Multi-Task learn-
ing (MTL), aimed at providing theoretical support and guid-
ance for algorithms, to facilitate their development. There
are many potential societal consequences of our work, none
of which we feel must be specifically highlighted here.
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A. Background Knowledge

In this section, we will introduce some preliminary knowledge, including concepts related to handling dependent variables
and basic graph theory.

A.1. Additional material on sub-additive functions

Definition 5 (Sub-additive functions, Definition 1.1 in Bousquet (2003)). Given a function f : XV - R, it is
sub-additive when the following holds: there exists N functions, ie., fi,...,fn, where f; : XNl - R Vi
[N], such that ¥, (f(X)- fi(X\i)) < f(X), where the definition of X\ can be seen in Section 2, i.e., XV
(Xla---,Xi—laxi+17---7xN)-

I m

A.2. Additional knowledge related to the graph theory

Definition 6 (Fractional independent vertex cover, and fractional chromatic number (Zhang & Amini, 2024)). Given a
graph G = (V, E), where V and E represent the set of vertices and the set of edges of the graph G, respectively. Then,
there exists a set {(I;,w;)};, where I; €V and w; € [0,1], which is a fractional independent vertex cover of G, if satisfying
the following:

(1) each vertex is painted thoroughly, ensuring there are no overlaps or omissions, i.e., Vv € V, 3 ;. cp wj = 1;
(2) every I; is an independent set of vertices, which means that no two vertices in I; are connected.

Define the fractional chromatic number x ;(G) = miny ¥ ; wj, which is the minimum value among all fractional indepen-
dent vertex covers of G.

A.3. Material on sub-root function

Definition 7 (Sub-root function, Definition 3.1 in Bartlett et al. (2005)). A function ® : [0,00) — [0, 00) is said to be

sub-root if it is nonnegative, nondecreasing, and for every r > 0, the mapping function r — ~/7 is nonincreasing. We will

only focus on nontrivial sub-root functions, meaning those that are not the constant function ® = 0.

Lemma 1 (The property of sub-root function, Lemma 3.2 in Bartlett et al. (2005)). If a function ¥ : [0,00) — [0,00) is a
nontrivial sub-root function, then it is continuous throughout the interval [0, 00), and the equation ®(r) = r has a solitary
positive solution r*, which is called fixed point. Furthermore, for every positive value of r, it follows that r > ®(r) <
rt <,

B. A big picture of the main results

In this section, we present a diagrammatic framework outlining the proofs of the main theorems and corollaries, providing a
concise overview of the content in Sections C ~ F. This will facilitate an understanding of the primary theoretical outcomes
of this paper and their relationship to previous results.

C. Additional Concentration Inequalities

This section serves as a supplement to Section 3, discussing specific cases of the new Bennett inequality proposed in this
paper, as well as some direct applications, such as the Talagrand inequality.

C.1. A Special Bennett’s Inequality

Theorem 5 (A new refined Bennett’s inequality for a special case of multi-graph dependent variables, proof in Appendix
E22). Z = Yre(r] Xje[s,]WhkjZkj (see details in Eq. (2), Section 3). Suppose Assumption 1 is holds, and for every
ke [K],j € [Jk], bkj = b, Wgj = 1. Then

(1) foreveryt >0,

P(Z>E[Z]+t) <exp (—wp(m)), (22)
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Lemma 2 [Theorem 1, (Bousquet, 2002; 2003D

Theorem 1
New Bennett inequality
Theorem 2 C - j Corollary 4
New Talagrand inequality dhsorem,6.1,(Bousguel,2003) [Special Talagrand inequality}

Theorem 3 Theorem 7
The base theorem of MTL The base theorem of Macro-AUC

w=1

Theorem 5
Special Bennett inequality

Proposition 2

Lemma 1
Properties of
sub-root function

Assumption 2
Some conditions
of loss function

Theorem 4
Improved bound of MTL

Corollary 7
Improved bound
of Macro-AUC

Proposition 3
Linear FLRC of MTL

Corollary 6
Linear bound of MTL

Corollary 1
p-Lipschitz loss bound

Proposition 1 Corollary 3 [ Corollary 8 }
y inea acro-
Kemel FLRC of MTL, Kernel bound of Macro—AUC} Linear bound of Macro-AUC

Corollary 2
Kernel bound of MTL

Corollary 5
Bounded loss function

Figure 1. The proof structure diagram of the main results. The blue node denotes previous results (or assumptions) and others are our
contributions.

where v = (1+b)E[Z] + 0% W = Lre[] Xf (GE) = Lpe[ ] Whr and wy = |y,
seen in Eq.(5), i.e., o(x) = (1 +z)log(1+x) — x;

, U = Zke[K]. Additionally, ¢ can be

(2) foreveryt >0,
2ct
P(Z > E[Z] + cv/20t + ?C)ge*t, (23)

where ¢ = ¥k X1 (G ) (details in Appendix E.2).

Remark. This theorem serves as a complement to Theorem 1 and represents a specific instance of the Bennett inequality,
applicable to i.i.d random variables. A detailed analysis and discussion of its implications will follow.

Discussion: then we discuss the above inequality in two cases, and in contrast to the i.i.d. case (Bartlett et al., 2005;
Yousefi et al., 2018; Watkins et al., 2023) and the single graph (Ralaivola & Amini, 2015).

(1) inthe ii.d. case, x;(Gk) = x7(G) =1, we take K = 1 to contrast to single-graph,
the result in the single-graph case is

4t

P(Z-EZ > t) <e @760 - moeld),
while our result is
P(Z -EZ > t) < e_wp(”zke[;(;xf(Gk)) _ e*”@(%).

For a fixed ¢, we observe that the smaller P(Z-EZ > t) this term, the better. Since (%) > ( g—f} ), e (3) < emve(50),
our bound is tighter, and Bennett’s inequality in prior work can be viewed as a special case.
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(2) in the graph-dependent case, xs(G) # 1, we also take K = 1 to contrast to the single-graph. In this case,

T X1 (Gr) = xp(G) 22,
the result in Ralaivola & Amini (2015) is

P(Z-EZz>t)<e Xf<c>%"(su)’
while our result is
P(Z-EZ>t)<e P Tmmamen) - @)

Denote #; = —Xf(G)gp(M) and &5 = —vp( vxft(G)), cy = Xf%G)’ co = %, T = %, then

& — &g =vp(c1x) — crvp(caz) = v(p(c1z) — c1p(cax))
=(1+c1x)log(l+ 1) — c1(1 + cox) log(1l + caz) — (¢1 — c1¢2).

We can notice that as x ;(G) increases, #1 — #2 becomes smaller and smaller, i.c., #; — #2 ~ 0. Thus our result in
Theorem 5 is equivalent to the result in Ralaivola & Amini (2015).

Similar to Theorem 2, we can derive the special Talagrand-type inequality from Theorem 5.

C.2. A Special Talagrand-type Inequality

Corollary 4 (A new refined Talagrand-type inequality for empirical process with a special case of multi-graph dependent
variables, proof in Appendix E.1). Denote X as some random variables, which are divided in the same way as the Section
2, ie, X = (X1,Xg,...,Xg). Forevery k € [K], X, = (Xk1,Xk2, - - - s Xlemy, )» Withm = Y ke[ K] M- Assume that each
Xy, is linked to a dependence graph Gy, where {(Ixj,wkj)}je[s,] constitues a fractional independent vertex cover of G,

and define x y(Gr,) = L je[ ] Whij-

Let F={f,f=(f1,--.,[K)}, where each fi, : X - Y, and assume that all functions f}, are measurable, squareintegrable,
and fulfill the conditions E[ fi,(xx;)] =0, wij = 1 for all k € [K] and j € [my). Additionally, we require that | fi| e < 1.
Define Z as follows:

dEfsup Z Z Z fe(x:).

fffke K] je[Jy] iely;

Moreover, for every k € [K, j € [Ji], donate a positive real value oy, satisfying O'ij > Yicr,,, SUPfer E[f%(x;)]. Then,
for everyt >0,

P(Z > E[Z]+1) < exp(—vtp(ﬁ)), 24)

where v = Y1k e[ ] U}%j +2E[Z], W = ¥y X7 (Gr), and the definition of other variables in Theorem 5. Also,
with probability at least 1 — e,
2ct
Z<E[Z]+c 20t+?c, (25)
where ¢ = ¥y k1 X7 (Gr).-
Remark. This result is specific to Theorem 2 and represents an inequality directly derived from Theorem 5. It can be used

to further develop the form of LRC and applies to the generalized boundary analysis of MTL, encompassing the case of
i.i.d. (detail information and in E.1).

C.3. Supplement to Bennett Inequality

Theorem 6 (The lower bound of Bennett’s inequality for a special case of multi-graph dependent variables). Given Z =
Yhe[K] LjelJn] WhiZkj (see details in Eq.(2), Section 3). Suppose Assumption 1 is holds, and for every k € [K], j € [ J],
brj = b wyj = 1. Then for all t > 0,

]P’(ZSE[Z]—t)Sexp(—%tp(%))Sexp(—m@(:—f))), (26)
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2

where  is defined as above, i.e., p(z) = (1 + z)log(1 +x) - z. Owing to the fact x > 0, p(x) > 575, we can get
3
2ct —t
P(Z <E[Z]-Vacwi- ) <€, 7)

where ¢ = i—z L ke[ K] X f(G&). The definition of v, W, U can be seen in Theorem 1.

Remark. This theorem supplements the Bennett inequality and can be used to analyze the lower bounds of the gen-
eralization bounds discussed later. Furthermore, this theorem can be combined with the results of Theorem 1, then
P(|Z -E[Z]| > t) < 2exp(- m(p(Sv)) The equivalence of the upper and lower bounds implies that the

bound obtained is relatively tight. However, the result does not cover the i.i.d. case. This indicates that the result is not
optimal and that there is still a gap % to be bridged.

Proof. We can define some constants as Theorem 1, then
@
P(Z -E[Z] < -t) =P(E[Z] - Z > t) = P(*ElZ1-2) 5 M) <R (AEZ]-2)) oo A

@ is owing to the fact, i.e., Va > 0, P[z > a] < ]E[a ], The result can then be obtained using the same technique as in the
proof of Theorem 1. O

D. Theoretical Results for MTL with Multi-graph Dependent Data

In this section, we will provide some results on the generalization bounds of MTL in the case of graph-dependent case, to
supplement the content of Section 3 in the main text.

D.1. Supplemental definition and proposition

Definition 8 (The FLRC of the loss space). Define H = {h = (h1,ha,...,hi)|hg : X — Y.k e [K]} as the hypothesis
space, Hy = {hy : X = YV}, and L : X x Y x Hy, > R*, L € [0, M.]. According to Definition 4, the empirical FLRC of

loss space is defined as

- 1 1
Rs(LoH)=—=E, sup Y — > wry . GiL(xi,yi he) |
K het var(h)<r ke[ K] Mk je, i€l

Furthermore, the FLRC of L o H is defined as
Rm(L o H) = ESNDE?(] [Rs(L o H)]

Proposition 2. For every r > 0,

Esgsup Y Y —L Y (fo(x)) - fr(x:)) < 2R(F, 7). (28)

FeF ke[K) jelon] Mk i,

we can prove this inequality due to the property of the Rademacher Complexity and the symmetry.

D.2. Supplemental risk bounds

Corollary 5 (An excess risk bound of learning multiple tasks with graph-dependent examples, proof in Appendix E.1). Let
h and h* denote the prediction functions, which correspond to the minimum empirical loss and the minimum expected loss,
respectively. Assume a bounded loss function L € [0, M.]. Assume:

a sub-root function ® and its fixed point r* satisfied the following:

Vr>r*, &(r) > McR{h e H,E(Lj — L+ )* <r}.
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Then for every t > 0, with probability at least 1 — e*,

P(L; - Ly <

(29)

where c1 = 704, co = 26, and c = 42 ZkeK Xf(Gk)_

This corollary gives the risk bound of a general bounded loss function, which can be improved if some properties of the
loss function and the hypothesis class are taken into account.

Proposition 3 (The upper bound of FLRC in linear hypothesis, proof in Appendix E.2.7). Assume that supy.» |x[3 < M2,
My, > 0. The function class F = {f, f = (f1, f2, -+ fx), [ = 0% Xk, |0k |2 < My }. For everyr >0,

R{fe F,Ef*<r}

S( Z Mim {MQaMQ)‘ })E7

ke[k] T =1

where singular values (\;){2, in a nonincreasing order; and © = ¥.1°, wjvl \;, where © is a weight matrix.

oY M}
Moreover; if \3 > then for every r > -, m = Y[ k] Mks

M2y

R{fe F,Ef*<r}

ZC( Z Xf(Gk)Z min {_ MQ/\I})
ke[ K]

=

my

where c is a constant. The above gives the lower bound for linear space.

Remark. A more refined upper bound for the FLRC within linear hypothesis spaces is presented here. Furthermore, the
relationship between this upper bound and the fixed point v* is examined to facilitate a detailed analysis of the complexity
associated with the generalization bound.

Corollary 6 (An excess risk bound of loss space in linear hypothesis, proof in Appendix E.2.8). Assume that supy.y
|x[3 < MZ, My, > 0, |0k]2 < M,, and loss function L satisfies Assumption 2, C' is a constant about B, i, and C" is a
constant about x §(G). Then for all t > 0, with probability at least 1 — e,

t
P(L Lh*) < OB #(7’ + OXf(G) K) (30)
where
< mln( d2 Z Xf(Gk) Xf(Gk) Z)\2 31
d>0 ke[ K I>d

where d is the division of singular values of matrix ©, and P(L; — Ly~ ) can be seen in Theorem 1.

E. Proofs

In this section, we will give detailed proofs of some major theorems and corollaries, as well as some simple proof techniques
for corollaries, so that readers can understand and sort out the main results.

E.1. Proof Sketches
This section outlines the main ideas and techniques used in the proofs of several theorems and corollaries.

(1) Proof of Theorem 2, we can use Theorem 6.1 in (Bousquet, 2003) and Theorem 1 to get the following:
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* Yij < Zy; - Z;;l} < 1, these inequalities are owing to

> i) =sup Y (), Yig= £ (),

iel; \ {1} TeF jen  \ {1}

ijl < ij - Zlg-l} < f,:j(xl) <1, Ekjl [ijl] =0.

2 2
* Okj 2 Liery; Bri, [Yy; ], because

> K, [Ykzjl] = > Ep, [flka(xl)] < > supE[f*x))].

lely; lely; lely; feF

(2) Proof of Corollary 4, similar to above, we can use Theorem 5 and Theorem 6.1 in Bousquet (2003) to get the results,
and we can observe b = 1.

(3) Proof of Corollary 5, let g = L; — Ly, T(g) = Eg* and we notice g € [-M., M,], then var(g) = Eg? - (Eg)? < Eg?,
ie., var(g) < T(g), T(g) = Eg* < M_Eg, then we can use Theorem 4 to g, and since P,,g < 0, we can omit the term
M

-1 Fmg-

(4) Proof of Corollary 1, according to Assumption 2, then E(Ly, — L})? < p*E(h — h*)?, let T(Ly, — Ly+) = E(Lp, -
Ly+)? < Bu*E(Ly, — Ly ), and we know uR{h, p?’E(h - h*)? <7} > R{Lj, — L+, p*E(h - h*)? < r}. And we notice
Pm(L;L — Lp+) <0, then use Theorem 4 to get the results.

(5) Proof of Theorem 7, we can use Theorem 3 and the value of my, x f(Gk), i.e., my = n*me(1-71), xf(Gr) = (1-)n,
to obtain the results.

(6) Proof of Corollary 7, we can prove the corollary by using Theorem 7 and Theorem 4, the value of my, x r(G}), that is,
mi =121 (1 - 78), X7 (Gr) = (1 - 7).

(7) Proof of Corollary 3, we can use Corollary 7 and Proposition 1 (the upper bound of r*), 2 (the risk bound in the kernel
hypothesis) to get the results and use the value of mg, x £ (Gy), i-e., mp = n*7(1 = 71), X £ (Gx) = (1 — 7 )n. Also, if we

use one kernel matrix, we can get 7* < minp<g<m (% Y ke[ K] %d + Ma\/% Dke[ K] % Yisd )\l).

(8) Proof of Corollary 8, we can use Corollary 7 and Proposition 3 (the upper bound of r*), 6 (the risk bound in linear
hypothesis), and use the value of my, x r(Gr), i.e., my = n?me(1 - 7r), Xf(Gr) = (1 -m)n.

E.2. Proof Details

This section provides a detailed explanation of the proof procedures for several key theorems and lemmas, aiming to
facilitate understanding of their underlying reasoning.

E.2.1. PROOF OF THEOREM 1

Here we give the proof of Theorem 1 (A new Bennett’s inequality for multi-graph dependent variables), and review
Z = Ve K] Ljel ] WhiZkj» Where Zij = fij (o, ).

Proof. Define some constants as follows:

2
def
a?= Y Y WOk v:(1+b)]E[Z]+02,c:E Y xp(Gr), xp(Gr) =Y wiy,
ke[ K] je[Jx] ke[ K] JelJIr]
—
1 1 1
U wi; max(1,v2. Wzy~2)
Ph =~ iy = — = U= 3 UkUk= ) wiymax(l, 8),
U Uk ke[K] jedy
W= 3 xs(Go)= 3 wieoi= D) whjoijwi= Y, WijyUk= ), WiV = (1+0)E[Z] + o}
ke[K] ke[ K] jelg, JelJx] gelJk]
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Then

@
<

P(Z -EZ > t) = P(eMZED) » MY < E(MEED) g7

—_———
eG(N)

G( ) ( A(Zf]EZ))
_ (SAZkE[K]Pk—(Zk ]Exk[Zk]))
g E(

wp s
_ A ke[ K] Pki Zje[.fk]ijﬁ(ij—Exlkj [ij]))

e

IN®

log > pk Y. Gk E(e”"’w( Bl
ke[K]  je[Jk]

Gy (N) = log (e #4:757)),

® ij(ﬂ)
G <log 35 pe 2o arj(e ™ 77)
ke[K]  je[Jk]

@ ons
<log > pr Y. aqrje T ))
ke[ K] jelJk]

)

@ is due to the Markov Inequality, i.e., P[z > a] < @, and we define e = E(eM?7E2)) @ is due to the Jensen
inequality, and ® is due to the assumption 1, the last inequality @ is due to Theorem 1 (Bousquet, 2002; 2003), i.e.,

G(X) < 9(=A)v). We can observe that vy (- A ) < 7w ¢ (=AU) (proof in Lemma 2),

Prkdkj

then we have
P(Z-EZ >t) < eWwP(AAL (32)

ln(l+%)

we solve the minimum optimization problem with respect to A, for A = 2=, then
P(Z-EZ >t) < e welir), (33)
Then
Up= Y. wyjmax(l,2)
JelJk]
@) kjW ’U;gW
< z wkj(l + ) = wg + ,
iel7e] v 4v
w w
U= Y Up= 3 (wp+ 22y =W+ =2w,
ke[ K] ke[ K] 4v 4

@ is according to the fact that Vo e R,z <1+ £, ie, max(1,A) <1+ U’” . Thus

P(Z > E[Z] +1) <exp(‘%‘p(%))

Sexp( Che[K z;f(Gk) (4t))'

Since z > 0, p(x) > 2fzz , inequality ((8)) is deduced. O

3

Lemma 2. If we define py, qi; as Theorem 1, then we can get vka/J(—;‘;q’f ) < Y (=AU).
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Proof. » A <1, then

w
qrj = U—k:,v > v W,
then
AW v
vk (= ) = v (=AU) < —(=AU);
Dkqk; w
e A >1,then
wkjvé.W%vfé
- J W,
qkj Us , U< Ug; W,
then
AW v2 v
vk (- =) = Vg (-AU —/——) < —¢(-AU).
Prkj v, W3 w

E.2.2. PROOF OF THEOREM 5

Here we give the proof of Theorem 5 (A new refined Bennett’s inequality for a special case of multi-graph dependent
variables).

Proof. Because of wg; = 1, we can get wy, = |Ji| € [1,my], every x; in only one independent set. Then we can define
Dk, qk; and some constants as the following:

U,
= Y Y ol v=(L+DEZ] ot = S5 U= Y U,

ke[K] je[Jk] ke[ K]
def 1
c= > x#(Gr), x5 (Gr) T Y wij,qus = U—,Uk = Y =w
ke[K] jelJx] k jelJx]

Review the proof of the Theorem 1, we can get:

P(Z-EZ>t)< e(log Zhe[ K] Pk Zje[7] ij(vkjw(_pk#qkj))_kt)’ (34)

then

Ut ) = v (=AU € wih(~AD),

Prk;
the inequality @ is due to every vg; > 0, v = Tpe[] Lje[s,] Vkj 2 Vkj- Then the inequality (34) can be written as the
following:

P(Z -EZ > t) < "V

In(1+-4

We solve the minimum optimization problem with respect to A, for A = 7 ) , then

P(Z-EZ >t) < e "¢G0).

Since U = Y] Uk = Lrexrywr = W, and we noticed W' = 3.1 x X 1 (G}). Finally, we can get the one part in Theorem

5, and the second part in Theorem 5 is due to the fact x > 0, p(x) > O

_Z__
2x *
2+
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E.2.3. PROOF OF THEOREM 3

Here we give the proof of Theorem 3 (A risk bound of multi-graph dependent variables with small variance).

Proof. We can define some variables, V* = sup; z(Pf - Pnf), Fr = {f,f € F,var(f) < r}, and f =
Zke de [Jr] Wkj Zzelk] fk(xl) then

1 Wki Wi
V" =sup(Pf - Pnf)=sup Ex[(— — > f(x )—— —= > f(x)]
feFr feFr K i jE[ZJ:k] mg zg,zj K ke%:(] jEZJ:k mg ig,zj
1 Wki Wi
<Exfsup(z ¥ ¥ 2% f(x)- z > S )]
feFr ke[K] je[Ju] Tk iely; K1jed, Mk iely;
1 Wik
= Ex[sup (- > —= 2 (f(x) - fFx))],
feFr B pe[K] je[Ji] Tk icly;

which has differences bounded by K;mk in the sense of the Z in Theorem 2, then with probability at least 1 — e,

1 %t
VESEV+ Vel + % (35)

where ¢ = 5 S50 X9 and v = Sy 2 $es, wrjod; + 2KEVY < Kr+ 2KEV. Then

V<RV + [2¢(r + 2EV*)t +ﬁ
K 3K

@ +
e 4cEV t+ 2crt+y
K K 3K
® 2ert 1. ct
<(1+a)EV* +1/2L (— T
a ' K
® 2ert 2 ct
<2(1+a)R(F,r) + —+—)—=
(1+ )R(F.7) PG

where @ is due to the fact Va + b < Ja + Vb, i.e., \/QC(H?;EW)t < \/4‘3]2/” +1/ 2%” and @ is due to the fact Vo >

0,2vab < £ + ab, and we can combine similar items. @ is due to the proposition 2. O

E.2.4. PROOF OF THEOREM 4

Here we give the proof of Theorem 4 (An improved bound of multi-graph dependent variables with sub-root func-
tion).

PVOOf. We can define gT = {g = (911927"'79K)7gk = ﬁfaf € fk} ‘F(‘T y) = {f € ‘F T(f) € [‘Tay]}’ where
w(f) = min{rA®,a e N;rA* > T(f), f € Fi}, V," = sup,eg, (Pg — Png). We can notice g € [0,1], then for each
9 €Gr, |9l <1, and we found var(g) < r. Because

e T(f) <, then
a=0,w(f)=1,VgeG,,g=fvar(g) = var(f) <r;
e T(f)>r,then

g= %,T(f) € (r)\“_l,r/\“],var(g) =

var(f)
AQa

<r.
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Then we can apply Theorem 3 for G,., for all x > 0, with probability 1 —e~*,

V*<2(1+a)R(G,) +1/ 22’7 (§ l)c_t.

Then

R(Gr) =% ExE;  sup > 1 > wrs . Ggla) |

g€G,.,var(g)<r ke[K] m jedg iely;

L)

Let T'(f) < Bb, define ag to be the smallest integer that rA%*! > Bb and partition F(0, Bb), i.e., F(0,7) + F(rA%, rAl) +
F(rAhrA?), ... (rA% r %+ then

a< sup Z = Z Whj Z Cigr(xi) + sup z =S Z Wj Z Cigr(xs)

9€Gr, T()e[0,7] ke[K] Tk jed, ielr; gegr,T(f)E[r Bb] ke[K] Tk jedy ielr;
1
= sup  », — > wkj . Gfe(zi)+ sup Y — Z wij Y G fr(w;)
FeF(0,r) ke[K] Tk jeT,, iely; feF (r,Bb) ke[K] Tk jeT,, ieln; ( k)
1 2o 1
< sup Y, — > wky Y, Gfr(m)+ D) sup Yoo— > wky Y, Cz - fr(z)
FeF(0,r) ke[K] T jeT,, iely,; §=0 FeF(rAd,rAi* 1) ke[ K] "k jed, iely;
1 1 1
= sup oy, — > wkj », lek(xl)+ o sup Yoo — > wky Y Gifw(ws).
FeF(0,7) ke[ K] Mk je, iely; =0 FeF (NI, r A1) ke[ K] Mk jeg, iely;

Since the property in Lemma 7, i.e., Vy > 1, ®(yr) < \/7®(r), then we can get:

(r) 189 1

ag 1 . ) .
R(G,) <RF(0,r) + Z ER}'(T)\J’T)\J+1) < B Z )\J@(r/\”l)

<I> &1 A5 <I>(r)
—\z 1+VA
FE 5[5 5]
then taking A\ = 4, we can get:
5(I>(7°)
R(Gr) < ——
(G) <=
Since the property in Lemma 7 and Lemma 1, i.e., ®(r*) = r*, and ( ) is nonincreasing, thus
t 2 1. ct
VE<o(l+a)> 2ert (2oL
K 3 a’ K
10(1+a /20rt 2 1)ct
a K 3

Then let A = w\ﬂ:+ 2L C=(2+1)% thus
VI<AVr+C.

Then we can apply lemma 3.8 in Bartlett et al. (2005), i.e., if V" <
use a technique, i.e., V3 > 0,Vab < §(ﬁa + 3), then

M
Pf<
f_M_

/\BM,thenPfg 113 Pmf + xBar> Where A = 4, and

P.f+ABMA?+2C
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100(1 + a)?r* . 20(1+a) [2crt . 2ct 2 1 20t

M
- p.f+\BM EE
a1/ PABM(— 53 B K6 I%
2%
< Pof + ABM 100(1 + a)*r 20(1+a)(1 5r* +20.Bt)) 2ct (_ l)y
M-1 B? B 2° B 5K K’
leta—m,then
M 1217’ 22 ¢Bt b5r* 2ct 3220t
Pf=—~F, ANBM —(—
P Pmf S ABM(—p+ G+ o)t o)t
i me+(121+55)AMT*+(32ABM+%)_
M-1 B 5 3/ K
< M pogs 7O4M P+ (26BM +22) <L,
M-1 K

where ¢ = % ke[ K] %C;’“) Let c; = 704, c2 = 26, then we can get inequality (15). In the same way, we can define
V.~ =sup,g, (Png - Pg), and then get inequality (16). O

T

E.2.5. PROOF OF PROPOSITION 1

Here we give the proof of Proposition 1 (The upper bound of FLRC in kernel hypothesis).

Proof. We can observe that R{f € F,EfZ <r} = R{f € F,E(|fxl2) < V7} < R{f € F,E(| fx]1) < v/7}. Donate

R(F) € R(F2,1), Far = {f = (f1, fas-s fr):k € [KLE(|frl)1 < /7). and Fpy {fr = x > OT¢(x), [6k]2 <
Ma,E(|f]1) < /r}. Then we fix d = (dy, da, .., dx ), dy, € N, dj, € [0,m1],

% > L Yo owry Y. G <O, (%) >

ke[K] Tk je[ ] iely;

X7 (Gr) Whj
= Gi <Ok, d(xi) >
ke%:q Kmy, je[ka]Xf(Gk)ie[%j]

— z <9k’Xf(Gk) Z Wkj Z <1 XZ

ke[ K] Kmy, je[Jk] Xf(Gk i€l
K

ke[K]
1 (G

= > [ Z\/)\k <Ok, pr1 > <Pklaz < MCW(Xk),%z > Q1 >

ke[ K] Akl Kmy,

+< Ok, ). <X Ck¢(xk) Okt >, Pkl >]
l>d;c

1 G
< >0 z\/)\kz <Ok, Pri >(Pklaz < MCW(M)#PM > Qg1 >
kK] Ak Ky,

+< O, Y < K
I>dy my

CeP(Xk), Pr1 >, Pt >]-

Let ¢ = % ¥ e[k m%c Y jeln] Whi Liely, Gi < Ok, (i) >,

dg G
Esup(¢) < sup ), (O Mt < O, 010 >2)( Xj( 0§ Z —E [< o (xk), rt >2])
feF 1% |2<Ma ke[ K] =1 my |z
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W|JX“@)2E<QMM)WWH

I>dy

since Zl 1 Akt < Gk, %} >2< r, E[( de)(xk) Pl > ] Ak, then

Esup(¢) < Z 7rdef(Gk) + M 7Xf(Gk) Z Akl
feF ke[ K] Kmy Kmy 53,

S0 R(F) < Fa,1 < Xe[ k] MiNo<dy <my, \/ %wfk) + Mo/ 25 Xf(Gk) Lisdy, Akl- O

Proposition 4 (The upper bound of FLRC in kernel hypothesis with special case). Assume for each k € [ K],
Forallr >0,

R{fe]-',Engr}s( > Mimm{r,MgAl}) , (36)
=1

ke[K] Tk

where eigenvalues (\){2, are in a nonincreasing order; and satisfy x(x,x") = Yoy w1 (x)T o1 (x). In this theorem, we
consider the data for all tasks to share a kernel matrix, which is used more commonly in practical applications.

Proof. We can use a similar method (eigenvalue decomposition) to the Proposition 1, then

= Z - Zwk] Z <1<9ka¢(xz)

mk jeJ i€l

d 1 xs(Gr)
VA< Ok, 010> 01, Ck¢(xk) o> Q>
ke%:( ; Z;\/l Km
1
0 .
+< k7§i< Kmkém(xk)ﬁpl >, @1 >]

Leto= % Zk}E[K] mLk Z]GJk Wik Ziélk]‘ CZ < 9k7 (b(Xl) >, then

E[< (up(xx), 1 >2])

>/|}—n

d
Esup(O) < sup Z Z)\l <O, 01 >2)( Xj Z
feF [6x2<Ma ke[ K =1 =1

|9|¢XAQJZE<@MM)WQJ

I>d

< sup Z)\l<9k,901 >2. \}(Xf(Gk) ZE[<C1€¢(X1€)7<P1 >2])

105 2<Ma ke[i] N i=1 Kmy,

xs(Gr)
+ M, z]\J Ko ZE<Qk¢(Xk) o1 >?]

ke[ K I>d

d d 1
< sup )y, \JZ)\Z<9ka‘Pl >2. Z —E[< ep(xk), 01 >2])
[0kll2<Ma ke[K] N I=1 [K] 0N
NI Xf (Gr) )
+ M, p— 2E<§k¢(xk) @1 >2]
I>d
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[0xll2<Ma ke[K] N =1 ke[K] Tk ke[K] =1

< sup )y, \sz:)\l<9ka‘ﬁl>2’\l( > Xs(Gr) (Z Zd:)\iE<Ck¢ (%K), <Pl>2])

+Ma\l( 3 M)( S S E[< Geo(xn), 01 >2]
k

ke[K] T e[K]1>d

< s ¥ \JiAmok,er( 3 MO (5 Lafco0.002)

[6xll2<Ma ke[k] N I=1 ke[K] T =1

MJ( » M)(ZER 8(x), 01 >2]).

ke[K] Tk I>d

Since Zk)E[K] \/Zld=1 A < Ok, >2 < \/7_", E[< gb(x), ©1 >2] = A;, then

(G G
Esup(¢) < > xs(Gi) rd+ Moy | ) x7(Ge) > A
JeF ke[k] Tk ke[k] % i>d

50 R(F) < mingedem \/ Shepr) L2 rd + Mon/Sepse) 292 50 N O

E.2.6. PROOF OF COROLLARY 2

Here we give the proof of Corollary 2 (A risk bound of FLRC in kernel hypothesis).

Proof. We can notice that

TV =R{h-h* he HE(h-h")? < )
e "
T

4 42

R{heH, j*B(h-h*)*<r}=R{heH,E(h-h*)*<

<R{h-g.h,g e H,E(h-g)> < —} = 2R{h,h e H,Eh’ <
12

since the property in Lemma 1, i.e., the fixed point r* satisfied r* = ¥(r*), Then we can use the Corollary 1 and the
Theorem 1 to get the results. According to the Theorem 1,

1 d G (Gr)
> min |[— TORX7 k) £Xs (Gr) + M, Xj L) > A
ke[K] 0<dp<my 2/,L Kmk Kmk 1>dy,

where C'is a constant about B, ui. Also, if we share a kernel matrix, we can use Theorem 4, then

53|
M\ ke[K]

0<d<m myg ke[K] mrg >4

r*<C

r <C

In this case, we can observe that the fixed point r* satisfies,

r* < min ( z Xf(Gk)d M, Z Xf Z/\)
ke[ K]

Mk ke[k] % i>d

E.2.7. PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3

Here we give the proof of Proposition 3 (The upper bound of FLRC in linear hypothesis).
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Proof. Similarly, we can get R{f ¢ F,Ef? <r} = R{f e F,E(|f|3) <7} = R{f ¢ F,E[xTOO0Tx] <r} = R{f €
F,E[|eeT]] < A_\/fi} Then we donate the above as R(F) = R(Fz,2), and consider the SVD composition of ©, i.e.,

N N Ed . . . .
0=, ulvlT/\l, where {\;},_; are the singular values of © and are sorted in a nonincreasing order. Then

Y wk Y, Gxi>

k je[Jx] iely;

@
NPT R [|zuw 1S X + [0 |Zx;c<uluf|]
=1

ke[ K] ke[K i>d

1 1 1
e > T Y Wiy ) Gi<OrXi>= ) <O, 7

ke[K] Tk je[Jy]  ielyy ke[K]

where the inequality @ due to donate the x¢ = K#mk 2 je[ I ] Whi Liery,; GiXi- Let ¢ = % L ke[ K] mik D je[Jn] Whi Liieny, Gi <
01, x; >, then

Esup(0)<E sup 3 [|Zuw?Al I |\ZXk<ulul X+ 10| S xucural |]

feF [0k l2<Ma ke[ K] I>d

d —~ o~
< S I w N Y ]EHZXMUWEF/\Z”HMCL' > B[ Y xpcwn] |

ke[k] I=1 ke[K] =1 ke[K]  i>d
<) \IZUzva/\z |-EVE-| Y Zkaulul NI+ Mo -BVE - 3 3 xicuuf |]-
kefk] i1 ke[K]1=1 ke[K]1>d

Since Yy | Sy wof X2| < A5 B[ Sy Stk xecund |1 €/ Spepre S22 d, then R(F) <

miNg<d<m m\/ ke[ K] de;;i(ka) + Mo/ Zke[ K] %C:k)j\?, thus
1

R{fe]—",IEfzgr}s( 3 2Xf(G’“)Z in{——, M2X2 })

ke[k] Tk =1 My’

E.2.8. PROOF OF COROLLARY 6

Here we give the proof of Corollary 6 (An excess risk bound of loss space in linear hypothesis).
Proof. Similarly, we can prove the Corollary 6 likely the Corollary 2.
R{h e H,u?E(h - h*)? <r} =R{h e H,E(h~h*)? < o} =R{h—h*.h e H,E(h-h*)* < 5}
ju 0

<R{h-g,h,geHE(h-g)?<—)=2R{h heH,Er2< —}.
112 A2

Owing to the property in Lemma 1, i.e., the fixed point r* satisfies r* = W(r*), Then we can use the Corollary 1 and
Proposition 3 to get the results. According to the Proposition 3,

* Tdef Gk Xf N ]
rs<C z 0<ds o o M, \/ il
ke[r]OSHRsme \ 2p b Kmy 5g, ]

where C'is a constant about B, . If we use the second decomposition of ©, then

G
Xf( k)dM zXf ’“zv .
0<d<m Q/L Mb UL N
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Furthermore, r* satisfies

r* < min (i2 3 Xi(G) 3 L(G’“)ZX;). (37)

Osdsm \ My Sy ke[K] ™Mk isd

F. Other Applications

This section provides further applications of Section 4, which includes detailed theoretical results for Macro-AUC Opti-
mization and AUUC-maximization.

F.1. Macro-AUC -Optimization in MTL

Here, we provide additional information on the theoretical results of Macro-AUC Optimization presented in the main text.

Theorem 7 (The base theorem of Macro-AUC, proof in Appendix E.1). Assume that the loss function L : X x X xH, - R,
is bounded by M., and H;, = {h: h € H,var(L(h,Xy;)) < r}, where Xiy = (X, X},;)- For eachh € H;,, > 0andt >0,
with probability at least 1 — e,

P(Lp) = Pp(Lp) <2(1+ a)R(Hir )+
N L A D

4 n Kke[K] T, 42 kE[K] N

where P(Ly), P (L) can be obtained by Eq.(6), i.e., Pry(Lp) = % Lke[K] 2je[Ji] ‘:n—kg Yier, L(Xisyishi) and P, =
E(P (L))

Remark. This theorem is the basis and core of the derivation of subsequent boundaries, where we can derive more detailed
generalization bounds.

The sub-root function can subsequently be introduced to derive an improved risk bound for Macro-AUC, similar to The-
orem 4, as well as a risk bound for the bounded loss function. This development facilitates the establishment of the risk
bound (see Appendix F) for the loss function under Assumption 2. Following this, generalization bounds are presented for
two types of hypothesis spaces: kernel and linear. A comprehensive discussion on the convergence of these bounds is also
provided.

Corollary 7 (A risk bound of Macro-AUC, proof in Appendix E.1). Assume that the loss function L satisfies Assumption
2, and h satisfies By, (L;, ) = infpey E(Lp,). Assume:

®(r) > BuR{h e H,’’E(h—h*)* <r},
then for every h € H, with probability at least 1 — e,
t
P(L; - Ln+) < %r* e,
2
where c1 = T04, ¢z = (26B +22)c, ¢ = 25+ Y ke[ K] % We can notice that cy is O(+).

Corollary 8 (Linear case excess risk bound of Macro-AUC, proof in Appendix E.1). Assume that sup,. ., ||x|3 <
MZ, My, > 0. The hypothesis H = {h,h = (h1,...,hr), hi = 0Fxp, |0k|l2 < M,}. And the loss function L satisfies
Assumption 2, C'is a constant about B, 1. Then with probability at least 1 — e,

4

C"r T e t
P(Lh—Lh*) SCB”UI(T*‘F%;), (38)

where

1 d
T <min(— - — /\2 39
S TR \jZ P (39

where d is the division of singular values of matrix ©.
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Proposition 5.
@

Z L ¥ VR Z 2, Au <

1
Sl X = > > A
n Ky, ki>d), K] KTk kl>d), ke[K] Tk ke[ K] ki>d),

@ is due to the Cauchy Schwartz inequality, i.e., Zﬁl iy < \/Zﬁl xf . \/Zﬁl yf Lety;, =1, N = K, we can get the
results. @ is due to the fact that ZZJ-ZI iy < Zij\il i - ZZJ-ZI Yi, and we merge some terms. Let M = /3 pek T—lk, then
D ke[K] \/% K hisd, Akl < M\/% ke[ K] Lkisd, Mkl

Proposition 6.
d*
Z dp < ]\42
n’

where M = /Zke[K] %, and d, = max(dy,ds, ...,dx ). @ is due to the fact ZZJ-ZI T;y; < Zij\il T; - ZZJ-ZI y; and the value of
M. @ is due to for every k € [K], dj, < d..

Some examples of the second case (see Section 4.1.2) for kernel case are as follows: the Polynomial Kernel, i.e., x(x,x’) =
(xTx' + ¢)%, whose rank is at most a + 1, then d, = a + 1. Many combinatorial kernels are of finite rank, such as the
combination of additive and multiplicative kernels, and can create finite-dimensional feature space in an abounded way.

Moreover, although some kernels are infinite dimensional, within a certain error range, finite kernels can be approximated
by truncation on finite data points, such as Laplacian Kernel, and Gaussian Kernel.

F.1.1. SOME GENERALIZATION ANALYSIS OF LINEAR HYPOTHESIS

Next, we will analyze in detail the convergence rate of the generalization boundary in linear space (Corollary 8).

With inequality (38), we can notice that P(Lj,— Ly« ) = O(r*)+O(3 ), similarly, 7* € [O(+), O(\/%)] in inequality (39).

Then we analyze 1", i.e., I\L{f ’ % Y ke[ K] % + Ma\/% Y ke[ K] % Yisdr Xlz, by the value of d’, where d’ = argmindZO(A—% .
% Zke[K] % + Ma\/% Zke[K] % Yisd )\lQ), d eN.

(1) d’ =0, in this case, then

I/\@

1 ~
< May | — —z/\ M M( z/\Q)
M ke[k] Tk 150

S0

where M =\ /¥ 1] %, thus we can get the inequality @. And we can notice that r* = O(\/g ), which is the worst
case scenario for the convergence of our generalization bounds. But we know that the generalization bound of GRC

analysis is also \/% . This at least shows that our convergence rate is not worse than GRC.

(2) 7(©) is finite, where 7(O) refers to the rank of matrix ©. then there exists d’ < oo for Y50 A? = 0, then

.1 1o M2 d
rt < — . — — =,
Mg n k(K] T M n
where d’ = argmin,, M2 -4 ®isdueto M = ke[ K] % (we donate). We can notice that r* = O(%). If r(©) <,

b
ie.,d <a,thenr* = (n ), where a is a constant.

(3) The eigenvalues of the SVD decomposition of the © matrix decay exponentially. In this case, we have ;. 4 X? =
O(e~®). By setting the truncation threshold at d’ = logn, then

1 1 logn 1 1 ~
r* <( —) = + Mg\ | — — Y X
ké%:(] Tk M1>2 n \} n ke%:(] Tk gd:, !
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M? logn C

<— + M M —
sz n l>Zd:' n?
M? 1

A2 logn 0 VO
Mb n n

where C is a constant. @ is due to the known condition and some simple deflating method used earlier. Through the
above analysis, we can see that r* = O(l"%).

F.2. Area Under the Uplift Curve (AUUC) - Maximization
F.2.1. PROBLEM SETTING

Let X € R% x € X be a feature vector, and output Y € {0,1}. We need to introduce treatment variables G' = {T,C'}

that indicate whether (¢ = T) or (¢ = C) not each individual received treatment. Assume a dataset (Xx;, Yri, ki) i
Dxy.c;X1G. To simplify the representation of S, we use S to represent a subset of S, i.e., S can be ST or S°.
Then we can describe the setting: given dataset S = {S¢, ST}, where S = {S{,55,...,5%}. Foreach k € [K], S{ =

{(xki,yki,g)}Z’f. Also forevery k € [K], my, = mg + mf, Che[K] Mk = Lke[K] mg + Yke[K] m{ =n®+nT = N. The

goal is to learn a mapping function h = (h1, ha, ..., hx ).

F.2.2. SOME THEORY RESULTS

Definition 9 (AUUC-max in multi-tasks learning). For k € [K], define hy(S}, 55mi) and hy(SS, 55my,) as the first

p percentiles of ST and S¢ i » respectively, when arranged according to the predictions of each hy. Furthermore, for ST
and S€, we have h(Sg #n?) = Yer hie(S7, 55m7). Then empirical AUUC of h on S can be defined as

» 100 k> 100
o 1 K 1 K 100
ATTC(h, S) = E;;/o V (B, x)dx kleZl 100
where V (hy, 155) satisfies the following:
V(h, 1—) = LT > YpiT — Lc > Ypic
007 My i epy (ST, 2mT) M i€ ey (ST, 25 mC)

Moreover, the expected AUUC of his Es[AUUC(h, S)].

Since we use AUUC as the evaluation metric and bipartite ranking as the algorithm training data, we need to establish a
relationship between them using the following proposition.

Proposition 7. (The relationship between AUUC-max and the bipartite ranking loss in multitask learning.) The
definition of AUUC(h, S) and AUUC in Definition 9. Then AUUC and ranking loss satisfied the following :

AUUC(h) > TTC - (ATEgr [R(h, ST)] + A°Egc[R(h,59)]),
where T = Es[ % Sic, (7 = 505 + (@5)°)] A2 = 235, 95 (1-58), 97 = E[Vi|G = g].

Proof. From Definition 9, we know the empirical AUUC of h, then

ATTC(h S)_Ekzlf ()i 2 L / Y (x ))dx_Ek 1(f PG dX+/OlF}f;C(x)dx)
C'\2
g% Z (gk(l_gk)'AUO(hk,Sg)+(yk) - Ui (1_?jk)'AUC(hk,Sg)—(y];) )
e[ K]
e
P T GO aUCn s+ R 50 56)- (- v 5 -
e[K]
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o1 _ _ A @) _ - ol (75)?
% Gr (1=95) - (1= Re(ha, SE)) + ’; ~gr (1-gg)- (1= (1= Rie(ha, SY)) - ’“ )
ke[ K]
1 & -+ 1, 4 2, & _T 7 Ty | -C _C\ B <
:E Z(yk - 5((%) yk) ) - ? Z Uk (1_.% )Rk(hkask ) + Yk (1_yk )Rk(hkask )
k=1 k=1 “——— —_—
7o N x¢

SPTC (AT R(h, ST) + ACR(h, §°)).

@ is due to Bet1e1 et al. (2021); Surry & Radcliffe (2011), i.e., F (x) F, S¢ * (x) can be induced by %, and V' (hy,x) =
hk (:c) —Fhk (x). @is due to Betlei et al. (2021); Tufféry (2011),1.e.,a relatlonshlp between Fhk , Gini(h, D) and AUC,
where D represents a dataset. Then we can get fol F,fi (x)dx =gp(1 —gD) AUC(h,D)+ 422 (qu)2 , and then substitute it to @.

In ®, we revert labels in Skc for Vk € [K], i.e., Sk = {Xpi, 1 - y;”,C} . Thus AUC(hk,SC) =1- AUC(hk,SC) and
substitute it to @. Moreover, @ is due to the relationship between AU C’ and empirical ranking risk, i.e., AUC(hy, D) =
1 - Ry(hy, D), where Ry (hy, D) = D+”D | 2 (304,305 )eD*x D [hr(xki) < he(xg;)]]. The last inequality ® is due to
Yie[n] @ibi < Xi € [n]a; - ¥ i € [n]b;. Finally, we take expectations from both sides, then

AUUC(h) > TTC — (ATEgr [R(h,ST)] + A°Egc[R(h, S9)]).
Then we can define our empirical risk of h as follows:

L(xkiayki7g7hk)ag € {T,C}

The expected risk of h satisfies R(%) = Eg[h]. And according to the definition of FLRC in Definition 4, we can define the
empirical FLRC of SY for g € {T,C'} as

N 1 1
Rsy (7‘{,7’) = gEg sup Z _g Z Z kzhk(xkz
k eJy

heH var(h)<r ke[ K] g

Theorem 8 (The base theorem of AUUC-max in multi-tasks learning). For eacht > 0, with probability at least 1 — 2¢7t

AUUC(R) > T™C — (ATR(L o h,ST) + ACR(L o h, S)) - Rgr s (H, ST, 5) - [(g

1op 2 1ot
c T G )L
where Rgr gc(H,ST,SY) is related to the FLRC of ST and S°, i.e., Rgr go(H,ST,59) = 2(1 + aT)Rgr (H,r) +

25 +2(1+ aC)Rge (H,r) +\/ 222 Additionally, ¢f = i—i ke[ K] Xh'ri—éc)forg e {T,C}.

G. Experiment Results

Because our results differ from the form presented in Wu et al. (2023), the following derivation is needed for a more fair
comparison.

h* represents the minimum value of the expected risk, using techniques similar to Mohri et al. (2018), then for arbitrarily
€ > 0, there exists he, such that P(Ly,_) < P(Lp+) + €. Then

P(Lj, = L) = P(Ly,) = P(Ln.) + P(Ln.) = P(Ln+)
<P(Ly)-P(Ly,) +e
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Table 1. the mean upper bound values of different dataset

DATA SET BOUND (PA) BOUND (PA)! SAMPLE SIZE LABEL NUMBER
EMOTIONS 2.479 17.473 593 6
CALS500 101.142 22.852 502 174
IMAGE 1.406 53.281 2000 5
SCENE 13.829 24.985 2407 6
YEAST 4.404 5.406 2417 14
CORELS5K 63.123 37.675 5000 374
RCVISUBSETI 13.658 38.779 6000 101
BIBTEX 4.155 33.758 7395 159
DELICIOUS 4.168 14.753 16105 983

! PA ALGORITHM ANALYZED USING RC IN (WU ET AL., 2023).

= P(L;) - Pu(L;) + Po(L;) - P(Lp.) + e

<P(Lh) Py (L;) + Pp(Lp.) - P(Lp,) +€
§222£|P(Lh)_Pm(Lh)|

where P(L; — Lp+) can be seen in Corollary 1. @ is due to P,,,(L;,) < Py, (Lp, ). The two bounds we want to compare
are as follows:

1
P(L;L—Lh*)3704/ﬂ‘*+7—5 z —

t
K ke[ K] Tk N

ApMyM,

lo
P(L}}_Lh*)gz[ Vi (_Z )3 g2+t(\/;k§(]%)l, (41)

1 d
e B |5 5 22

n ke " ke[k] Tk I>d

thus we should calculate and compare the right-hand sides of Eq. (40) and Eq. (41). If the result of the former is smaller
than that of the latter, we can approximately conclude that our bound is tighter.

We calculate the average value of the Macro-AUC generalization bound (see Table 1). The experimental results show that
there is still a noticeable gap between this bound and the actual generalization error (with computed results exceeding 1).
However, it can still inspire the development of algorithms with better performance. Moreover, in many datasets, such
as Emotions and Image, the upper bound approaches 1. When the dataset size exceeds 10,000, our bound value on pa is
smaller than that reported in Wu et al. (2023).

H. Supplementary Discussion

The optimization of the fixed point *. Our bounds are related to the complexity of *; however, we followed the approach
of other literature by setting it as a hyperparameter in our experiments, resulting in approximate results. This has created
a gap between the experimental and theoretical results. Additionally, the computed risk bound from the experiments is
not non-empty (i.e., greater than 1), which is also a limitation of our study. However, compared to Wu et al. (2023), our
bounds are tighter in most datasets, and these theoretical results still provide valuable guidance for algorithm design.

Other applications. Some applications involve processing a large graph, such as when nodes in a social network need
to be labeled with different labels. In this case, it is necessary to address classification problems that depend on multiple
nodes (Bhagat et al., 2011), which will serve as an application of the theoretical results presented in this paper.
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1. Additional Related Work

Concentration inequalities. Zhang & Amini (2024) delineates the evolution of concentration inequalities, continuously
refining aspects such as universality, adaptability, and tightness. First, McDiarmid (1989) introduced the McDiarmid in-
equality, applicable to independent random variables, establishing a theoretical framework for analyzing generalization
error; however, its limitation lies in its inability to address practical problems involving dependent variables. Subsequently,
Janson (2004) proposed a concentration inequality tailored for partially dependent random variables, drawing from Ho-
effding’s inequality, which primarily handles graph-dependent random variables, but is constrained to functions involving
summation operations. To mitigate this limitation, Usunier et al. (2005) further extended the study of concentration in-
equalities by introducing a universal concentration inequality applicable to functions of random variables of any form,
thereby providing broader theoretical support for subsequent research.

Building on this foundation, Ralaivola & Amini (2015) advanced the discourse by extending the Bennett inequality for
application in LRC analysis, facilitating the exploration of generalization bounds, and maturing the application of con-
centration inequalities in datasets with complex dependency structures. Moreover, Lampert et al. (2018) considered weak
dependence relationships and introduced a method to measure dependencies within unordered sets, presenting a concen-
tration inequality applicable to any set of random variables, a contribution that significantly expands the applicability of
concentration inequalities. Furthermore, Zhang et al. (2019) proposed a concentration inequality for Lipschitz continuous
functions specifically addressing tree-structured dependency graphs and demonstrated that this inequality exceeds previous
studies in terms of applicability and boundary tightness, illustrating the robust adaptability of concentration inequalities
within complex data environments.

Furthermore, Zhang (2022) provided a comprehensive theoretical enhancement to Zhang et al. (2019) and discovered that
the bounds for independent random variables were tighter than those established in Janson (2004). In addition, Combes
(2024); Tanoue (2024) proposes new concentrated inequalities for parameter extension and data-dependent structures of
concentrated inequalities. Inspired by the concentration inequalities related to graph dependencies, the work (Wu et al.,
2023) proposed a concentration inequality aimed at addressing multi-label learning, subsequently deriving Rademacher
complexity for analyzing generalization bounds. In light of these insights, we are inspired to build on the contributions
of Usunier et al. (2005); Ralaivola & Amini (2015); Wu et al. (2023) by proposing a Bennett inequality based on graph
dependencies, from which we aim to derive LRC, which is expected to yield improved risk bounds compared to work
(Wu et al., 2023).

Multi-task generalization. In recent years, Multi-Task Learning (MTL) (Zhang & Yang, 2021) has garnered significant
attention in both theoretical and applied domains, particularly in addressing challenges related to insufficient labeled data
and inter-task information sharing. The theoretical analysis of MTL predominantly focuses on frameworks such as covering
Numbers (CN), Rademacher Complexity (RC), and VC-dimension (VCd). For instance, Ando et al. (2005) proposed a
framework that leverages the structural information inherent in MTL, achieving a convergence bound of O( %) through
a joint empirical risk minimization approach, where this bound is related to the number of tasks C'. In contrast, the paper
(Crammer & Mansour, 2012) utilized VCd to perform an in-depth analysis of shared hypotheses, generating a convergence

bound of O(4/ % ), despite its somewhat limited exploration of data feature impacts.

In addition, Baxter (1995) modeled internal representation learning as a multi-task learning scenario and acquired a conver-
gence bound of O(ﬁ) using CN. Subsequently, Baxter (2000a) integrated a bias learning model with MTL, employing

VCd to derive a convergence bound of O(\/g ). Furthermore, Maurer’s previous work (2006a; 2006b) applied RC to

analyze MTL within linear hypothesis spaces, resulting in respective convergence bounds of O(ﬁ)’ indicating data-
dependent convergence rates.

In exploring task-relatedness, Ben-David & Borbely (2008) introduced the concept of inter-task connections and analyzed
generalization boundaries using VC dimension techniques, achieving O( ﬁ) results. Notably, many of the aforementioned

bounds exhibit a linear dependence on the number of tasks K, which may lead to relaxation or even failure when K
significantly exceeds n. To address this, Juba (2006); Kakade et al. (2012) employed compression and regularization
techniques, significantly tightening the convergence bounds to O(\%) and O(y/ W), respectively, where C is
associated with the compression coefficient. Following the trajectory of regularization techniques, Pontil & Maurer (2013)

used trace norm regularization to attain a convergence bound of O(min(\/g A/ l‘)i—?(K) + # ).
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Furthermore, studies (Pentina & Ben-David, 2015; Zhang, 2015; Maurer et al., 2016) have utilized CN, concentration in-
equalities, Gaussian averages, and other analyses to examine various algorithmic applications of MTL, achieving conver-
gence rates of the order of O(ﬁ ). To further enhance the convergence rates, Yousefi et al. (2018); Watkins et al. (2023)
1
Furthermore, Wu et al. (2023) proposed more comprehensive concentration inequalities, which, when cgmbined with RC,
analyzed the generalization bounds under non-independent and identically distributed (non-i.i.d.) conditions, producing
a convergence behavior of O(%) and highlighting the potential implications of this research in practical applications.
Finally, to improve MTL efficacy, Qi et al. (2024) introduced the MultiMatch method, which significantly improved exper-
imental outcomes by integrating MTL with high-quality pseudo-label generation, demonstrating a convergence boundary
of O( %) Therefore, following works (Yousefi et al., 2018; Watkins et al., 2023; Wu et al., 2023), we continue to explore
this trajectory employing LRC in conjunction with Hoeffding’s inequality, aiming to derive tighter convergence bounds
than those presented in Wu et al. (2023).

employed LRC (Bartlett et al., 2005) to analyze theoretical bounds, resulting in convergence rates of O(-=5) (0.5 < a < 1).

Approaches to dependent data. The research on methods for handling dependent random variables focuses mainly on
three strategies: mixing models, decoupling, and graphical dependence. Rosenblatt (1956) introduce the simple boundary
mixing conditions, which led to the establishment of the central limit theorem for dependent random variables, revealing
that results under independently and identically distributed (i.i.d.) conditions can encompass Hoeffding inequality. Sub-
sequent work (Volkonskii & Rozanov, 1959; Ibragimov, 1962; Kontorovich, 2007; Steinwart & Christmann, 2009) further
proposed extreme limit theorems that satisfy stronger mixing conditions, providing a wealth of theoretical results for the
study of dependent random variables. The mixing coefficients within this approach allow for the quantitative characteri-
zation of the dependencies between data. However, this quantitative treatment is relatively complex and requires strong
assumptions, which impose limitations on its practical applications. Furthermore, de la Pefia & Giné (1999) proposed a
decoupling approach, which transformed dependent random variables into combinations of independent random variables.
This work explored extreme limit theorems related to U-processes and summative dependent variables, subsequently lead-
ing to the introduction of more general decoupling inequalities, thus paving new avenues for subsequent research. Despite
the theoretical richness of the decoupling methods, there are still practical challenges associated with their application.

In contrast to mixing conditions, the graphical dependence offers a more straightforward and intuitive method to present
the dependencies among data. Research conducted in Janson (2004) utilizing the method of graph coloring provided a
qualitative perspective to understand the dependencies between random variables, significantly simplifying the description
of these relationships and facilitating theoretical analysis and empirical validation. Furthermore, Janson (1988) analyzed
the convergence of summative dependent variables using graphical constructions, further corroborating the efficacy of the
graphical dependence approach. In recent years, related studies (Janson, 2004; Usunier et al., 2005; Ralaivola & Amini,
2015; Wu et al., 2023) have extensively employed graphical dependence methods to address dependent random variables,
introducing various types of concentration inequalities and providing theoretical support for related algorithms. Con-
sequently, we will also adopt the graph coloring method to analyze the generalization error of MTL in the context of
dependent random variables.
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