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Sharper Concentration Inequalities for Multi-Graph Dependent Variables

Xiao Shao 1 Guoqiang Wu 1

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( 1√
n
), 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( logn
n
). 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( 1√
n
), 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 their analyses, which can produce a better result of

O( logn
n
).

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; Yang et al., 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( 1√
n
). Nevertheless, this result is comparatively weaker

than that achieved under the i.i.d. scenario. Naturally, a

question then arises:

• Q1: can we obtain a better risk bound thanO( 1√
n
) in

MTL with the multi-graph dependent data?

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; Mohri 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, Wu et al.

(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( logn
n
)

than the one of O( 1√
n
) 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 ∼ I.

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 ofO( 1√
n
). Furthermore, Local Rademacher complex-

ity (LRC) (Yousefi et al., 2018; Watkins et al., 2023) has

been applied, achieving a generalization bound of O( 1
n
)

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( 1
n
) (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 i-th row by bi, the j-th column

by bj , and the element at position (i, j) as bij . Simi-

larly, for a vector c, ci denotes its i-th component, and

the p-norm is represented as ∥ ⋅ ∥p. The notation [M]
defines the set {1, . . . ,M}, with ∣ ⋅ ∣ indicating the size

or cardinality of a set. ΠN denotes a set, which satisfies

ΠN ∶= {(p1, . . . , pN) ∶ ∑i∈[N] pi = 1 and pi ≥ 0,∀i}. For

a set A = {a, b, c}, the notation xA ∶= (xa,xb,xc) is em-

ployed, and thus x[N] ∶= (x1,x2, . . . ,xN ). The notation

x
/i
[N] ∶= (x1, . . . ,xi−1,xi+1, . . . ,xN ) represents the vector

that omits the i-th element, with a similar format applied to

the matrix XA, X
/i
A. The symbols P and E are used to de-

note probability and expectation, respectively, exemplified

by expressions such as P(x ≥ ǫ) = 1
2

and E(x). fg = f ○ g
represents the composite of two functions. The variance

var(f) = E[f(x)2] − (E[f(x)])2 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)}mi=1 that is organized into

K blocks (or tasks), such that S = (S1, . . . , SK). Each

block Sk = {(xki, yki)}mk

i=1 is drawn from a distribution

Dk (for k ∈ [K]) over the domain X × Y and is associ-

ated with a dependency graphGk, which will be explained

in subsection 2.3, with ∑k∈[K]mk = m. Let a hypothe-

sis be h ∶= (h1, . . . , hK), where each individual mapping

hk ∶ X → Ỹ corresponds to a particular task k ∈ [K]. De-

note H ∶= {h} as the hypothesis space. For each k ∈ [K],
Hk ∶= {hk ∣ hk ∶ X → Ỹ}, and denote a loss function as

L ∶ X ×Y ×Hk → R+. For each h ∈ H, define its empirical
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risk on dataset S as

R̂S(h) = 1

K

K

∑
k=1

1

mk

mk

∑
i=1

L(xki, yki, hk), (1)

and the expected risk as R(h) = ES [R̂S(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 = (Xi)Ni=1 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 xj and xk 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 {(Ij , ωj)}j and the fractional chro-

matic number χf(G), where Ij ⊆ V and ωj ∈ [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, . . . ,XN ) ∈ 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

decompositionDG(f) = {(fj, Ij , ωj)}j∈[J], satisfying:

(1) the set {(Ij, ωj)}j∈[J] constitutes a fractional indepen-

dent vertex cover of the graph G (see details in Defini-

tion 6 in Appendix A.2);

(2) the function f can be decomposed as f(X) =
∑j∈[J] ωjfj(xIj ) , where fj ∶ X ∣Ij ∣ → R, ∀j ∈ [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,X2, . . . ,XK) with

K blocks, where for each k ∈ [K], random variables Xk

is associated with a dependency graph Gk = ([mk],Ek),
and ∑k∈[K]mk = m. A function f ∶ Xm → R is multi-

fractionally sub-additive w.r.t. {Gk}Kk=1 if it can be ex-

pressed as f(X) = ∑k∈[K] fk(Xk), where each fk ∶
Xmk → R is fractionally colorable w.r.t. Gk with a decom-

position DGk
(fk) = {(fkj , Ikj , ωkj)}j∈[Jk], where Jk de-

notes the number of independent subsets I associated with

the k-th block partition of Gk, and each fkj 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,X2, . . . ,XK)
with K blocks, where for each k ∈ [K], random vari-

ables Xk is associated with a dependency graph Gk =([mk],Ek), and ∑k∈[K]mk = m. Besides, a func-

tion f ∶ Xm → R is multi-fractionally sub-additive

w.r.t. {Gk}Kk=1 with the corresponding decomposition

DGk
(fk) = {(fkj , Ikj , ωkj)}j∈[Jk] for each k ∈ [K] (see

Definition 3).

For simplified writing, we provide the following expression

for each k ∈ [K], j ∈ [Jk]:
Z = f(X), Zk = fk(Xk), (2)

Zkj = fkj(xIkj
), Z

/i
kj
= fkj(xI/{i}

kj

).
The following three important functions are provided for

the proof and analysis presented in this paper:

G(λ) = logE[exp(λ(Z −E[Z]))], (3)

ψ(x) = exp(−x) + x − 1, (4)

ϕ(x) = (1 + x) log(1 + x) − x. (5)

Then, we introduce the following to streamline our analy-

sis:

Pm(Lh) = R̂S(h), P (Lh) = R(h).
3
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If g is an arbitrary function about the dependent variables

X, Pm(g) and P (g) can be defined as follows, respec-

tively,

Pm(g) = 1

K
∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈Jk

ωkj

mk
∑
i∈Ikj

g(xi), (6)

P (g) = E[Pm(g)].
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.r.t. {Gk}Kk=1 (see Definition 3), then for every

fk has a decompositionDGk
(fk) = {(fkj , Ikj , ωkj)}j∈[Jk].

Besides, assume every k ∈ [K], j ∈ [Jk] satisfy the follow-

ing conditions:

(1) for every xIkji
, where i ∈ Ikj , there exists a σ(xIkj

)-
measurable random variable Ykji associated with it.

Moreover, Ykji satisfies the following:

P(Ykji ≤ Zkj −Z/ikj ≤ 1) = 1,
P (Ekji[Ykji] ≥ 0) = 1,

where Ekji represents the expectation relative to the

σ-algebra formed by (x
I
/{i}
kj

);
(2) for every xIkj

, there exists constraint values bkj , σ
2
kj ∈

R, satisfying P(Ykji ≤ bkj) = 1, and

P
⎛⎝σ2

kj ≥ ∑
i∈Ikj

Ekji[Y 2
kji]⎞⎠ = 1;

(3) let vkj
def= (1 + bkj)E[Zkj] + σ2

kj , and vkj ∈ 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 distributionD, there exists h∗ ∈ H, satisfying

E(Lh∗) = infh∈HE(Lh), where Lh = L ○ h;

(2) L is µ-Lipschitz continuous, i.e., ∀k ∈ [K], i ∈[mk], ∣L(xki, yki, h′k)−L(xki, yki, h′′k)∣ ≤ µ∣h′k(xki)−
h′′k(xki)∣, where h′k, h

′′
k ∈ Hk;

Notably, in contrast to h∗ in the following discussion, ĥ sat-

isfies Em(Lĥ) = infh∈H Em(Lh), where Em denotes the

empirical average. Intuitively, ĥ 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 =
∑k∈[K]∑j∈[Jk] ωkjZkj . Suppose Assumption 1 is holds,

and for each k ∈ [K], j ∈ [Jk], bkj = b is holds. Then,

(1) for every t > 0,

P(Z ≥ E[Z] + t) ≤ exp(− v
W
ϕ( tW

Uv
))

≤ exp(− v

∑k∈[K] χf(Gk)ϕ(
4t

5v
)) , (7)

where ϕ is defined in Eq.(5), v = (1+b)E[Z]+σ2,W =
∑k∈[K] χf(Gk) = ∑k∈[K] ωk, and U = ∑k∈[K]Uk;

(2) for every t > 0,

P(Z ≥ E[Z] +√2cvt + 2ct

3
) ≤ e−t, (8)

where c = 5
2

42 ∑k∈[K] χf(Gk).
Remark. Technically, Eq. (8) is due to the employing of

various common shrinking techniques, i.e., ϕ(x) ≥ x2

2+ 2x
3

. 1

This is a more general Bennett inequality, encompassing

the results presented in Ralaivola & Amini (2015) when

K = 1. Especially, if ωkj = 1 for k ∈ [K], j ∈ [Jk], then a

special Bennett’s inequality can be obtained (see detailed

in Theorem 5 of Appendix C.1).

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.

1Note that, using the existing literature (Yousefi et al., 2018;
Watkins et al., 2023), we can only derive a constant of 2

3
instead

of 1

3
(owing to the original literature (Bousquet, 2002) does not

provide detailed steps to prove this), but this does not affect the
order of bounds.

4
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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, . . . , fK)}, where each fk ∶
X → R, and assume that all functions fk are measurable,

square-integrable, and fulfill the conditions E[fk(xkj)] =
0 for all k ∈ [K] and j ∈ [mk]. Furthermore, we require

that ∥fk∥∞ ≤ 1, i.e., sup
x
∣fk(x)∣ ≤ 1. Define Z as follows:

Z
def= sup

f∈F
∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[Jk]

ωkj ∑
i∈Ikj

fk(xi).
Furthermore, for each k ∈ [K] and j ∈ [Jk], let

σkj represent a positive real value such that σ2
kj ≥

∑i∈Ikj
supf∈F E[f2(xi)]. Then, for every t ≥ 0,

P(Z ≥ E[Z] + t) ≤ exp(− v

∑k∈[K] χf(Gk)ϕ(
4t

5v
)) , (9)

where v = ∑k∈[K]∑j∈[Jk] ωkjσ
2
kj+2E[Z]. Also, with prob-

ability at least 1 − e−t,
Z ≤ E[Z] +√2cvt + 2ct

3
, (10)

where c = 5
2

42 ∑k∈[K] χf(Gk).
In contrast to previous work (Wu et al., 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 ∶ (f1, f2, . . . , fK) ∣ fk ∶ X → R,∀k ∈ [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) = ES∼Dm
[K]
[R̂(F , r)], (12)

where S ∼ Dm
[K] denotes S1 ∼ Dm1

1 , S2 ∼ Dm2

2 , ..., SK ∼
DmK

K for simplicity. Additionally, the empirical LFRC

R̂(F , r) can be defined as

R̂(F , r)
2Note that, the function class can cover the widely-used hy-

pothesis space and loss space.

= 1

K
Eζ

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣ sup
f∈F ,var(f)≤r

∑
k∈[K]

1

mk
∑
j∈Jk

ωkj ∑
i∈Ikj

ζlfk(xi)⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ ,
(13)

where ζ = (ζ1, ζ2, ..., ζm) is a sequence of independent

Rademacher variables: P(ζl = 1) = P(ζl = −1) = 1
2

.

Notably, this definition is different from the i.i.d. case

(Bartlett et al., 2005), as the variable ωkj 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−t,
sup
f∈F
(Pf −Pmf)

≤ inf
α>0

⎛⎝2(1 + α)R(F , r) +
√

2crt

K
+ (2

3
+ 1

α
) ct
K

⎞⎠ .
Moreover, the same results hold for the quantity

supf∈F(Pmf − Pf). For every t > 0, with probability at

least 1 − e−t,
sup
f∈F
(Pmf −Pf)

≤ inf
α>0

⎛⎝2(1 + α)R(F , r) +
√

2crt

K
+ (2

3
+ 1

α
) ct
K

⎞⎠ ,
where Pm(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 5
2

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.

However, 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).

5
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Assume that there are some functional T ∶ Fk → R
+ and

some constant B, for all f ∈ F , T (fk) ∈ [var(fk),BEfk].
If a sub-root function Φ and its fixed point r∗ satisfy: 3

∀r ≥ r∗, Φ(r) ≥ BR{f ∈ F , T (fk) ≤ r}. (14)

Then for each f ∈ F , M > 1 and t > 0, with probability at

least 1 − e−t, the following holds:

Pf ≤ M

M − 1Pmf + c1MB r∗ + (c2BM + 22) ct
K
, (15)

Pmf ≤ M

M − 1Pf + c1MB r∗ + (c2BM + 22) ct
K
, (16)

where c1 = 704, c2 = 26, and c = 5
2

42 ∑k∈K χf (Gk)
mk

.

Remark. We can notice that c is approximately of O( 1
m
)

in Eq.(14). The subsequent analysis of the fixed point com-

plexity facilitates the practical application of inequalities.

Additionally, if K = 1, χf(Gk) = 1, our bound has a con-

sistency 5
2

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 µ-Lipschitz loss

function, proof in Appendix E.1). Assume that the loss

function satisfies Assumption 2, and there exists a sub-root

function Φ and its fixed point r∗, satisfying

∀r ≥ r∗, Φ(r) ≥ BµR{h ∈ H, µ2
E(h − h∗)2 ≤ r}.

Then for every t > 0 and r ≥ Φ(r), with probability at least

1 − e−t,
P (L

ĥ
−Lh∗) ≤ c1

B
r + (c2B + 22) ct

K
, (17)

where c1 = 704, c2 = 26 and c = 5
2

42 ∑k∈K χf (Gk)
mk

.

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.

3Note that, here the content in {} ofR{} means adding some
conditions to the function class (e.g., T (fk) ≤ r).

Proposition 1 (The upper bound of FLRC in kernel hypoth-

esis, proof in Appendix E.2.5). Define κ ∶ 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], fk = θTk φ(xk), where ∥θk∥2 ≤Ma

is a weight vector, and φ ∶ X → H. For every r > 0, the

FLRC of function class F satisfies

R{f ∈ F ,Ef2 ≤ r}
≤ ∑
k∈[K]

(2χf(Gk)
Kmk

∞
∑
l=1

min{r,M2
aλkl}) 1

2 ,

where for every k ∈ [K], the eigenvalues (λkl)∞l=1
are arranged in a nonincreasing order, which satisfies

κk(x,x′) = ∑∞l=1 λklϕkl(x)Tϕkl(x′).
Moreover, if for every k ∈ [K], λk1 ≥ 1

mkM2
a

. Then for

every r ≥ 1
m

and m = ∑k∈[K]mk,

R{f ∈ F ,Ef2 ≤ r}
≥ c ∑

k∈[K]
(χf(Gk)
Kmk

∞
∑
l=1

min{r,M2
aλkl}) 1

2 ,

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 ofR(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 sup
x∈X

κ(x,x) ≤ 1, and loss function L satisfies Assumption 2.

Besides, C is a constant about B,µ, and C′ is a constant

about χf(G). Then for all t > 0, with probability at least

1 − e−t,
P (L

ĥ
−Lh∗) ≤ CB,µ (r∗ +C′χf (G)

t

K
) , (18)

where

r
∗ ≤ ∑

k∈[K]

min
0≤dk≤mk

⎛
⎝
dkχf(Gk)

Kmk

+Ma

¿ÁÁÀχf(Gk)
Kmk

∑
l>dk

λkl

⎞
⎠ .
(19)

Remark. We observe that if we take dk = 0 for every

k ∈ [K], where d = (d1, . . . , dK), then r∗ is at most of

order O(√ 1
m
), while it can be of order O( log(m)

m
) 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

6
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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;

Li et al., 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 S̃ = {x̃i, ỹi}ni=1, where ỹi = {ỹik}Kk=1. Each la-

bel is treated as an individual task, leading to S = {Sk}Kk=1,

with Sk = {(xkj , ykj)}mk

j=1. For each label (or task) k ∈[K], each instance xkj (j ∈ [mk]) is formed from pos-

itive and negative samples, ykj = 1, and the total num-

ber of instances is mk = n+kn−k = n2τk(1 − τk), where

τk = min{n+k,n−k}
n

is the imbalance level factor, and n+k and

n−k are the number of positive and negative samples for the

label k, respectively. Our goal is to learn the best hypoth-

esis h = (h1, h2, . . . , hK) ∈ 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

∀k ∈ [K], χf (Gk) =max{∣n+∣, ∣n−∣} = (1 − τk)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, ∥θk∥2 ≤
Ma, and the loss functionL satisfies Assumption 2. Besides,

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

least 1 − e−t,
P (L

ĥ
−Lh∗) ≤ CB,µ(r∗ + C′τ1,τ2,...τK

K

t

n
), (20)

where

r∗ ≤ ∑
k∈[K]

min
0≤dk≤mk

( 1
n
⋅
dk

Kτk
+Ma

¿ÁÁÀ 1

n
⋅

1

Kτk
∑
l>dk

λkl).
(21)

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 (L
ĥ
−Lh∗) ≤ O( 1√

n
).

By Eq.(20) and Eq.(21), we can notice that P (L
ĥ
−Lh∗) =

O(r∗)+O( 1
Kn
), where r∗ = O( 1

n
+
√

1
n ∑l λl). So the risk

bound depends on O(r∗), especially the tail sum of ker-

nel eigenvalues, i.e., ∑k∈[K]
√

1
n
⋅ 1
Kτk
∑l>d′

k
λkl, where

d′k = argmin0≤dk≤mk
( 1
n
⋅ dk
Kτk
+Ma

√
1
n
⋅ 1
Kτk
∑l>dk λkl)

and d′k ∈ N. Then we can get

∑
k∈[K]

¿ÁÁÀ 1

n
⋅

1

Kτk
∑
l>d′

k

λkl ≤
¿ÁÁÀ ∑

k∈[K]

1

τk
⋅
√
∑
k∈[K]

∑
l>d′

k

λkl.

(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′k = 0, we can obtain

r∗ = O(√ 1
n
). Specifically, in this case, r∗ ≤

M
√

1
n ∑k∈[K]∑l>d′k λkl, where M =

√
∑k∈[K] 1

τk
,

and thus r∗ = O(√ 1
n
). 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′k ≠ 0, and the rank of kernel matrix

Rank(κk) < ∞, we can obtain r∗ = O( 1
n
). Specifi-

cally, we can obtain d′k < ∞ and ∑l>d′
k
λkl = 0, thus

r∗ ≤ ∑k∈[K] 1
n
⋅
d′k
Kτk

. Furthermore, r∗ ≤M2 d∗
n

, where

d∗ = max(d′1, d′2, ..., d′K) (proof details in Proposition

6, Appendix F.1). Thus, the convergence rate of r∗ is

O(d∗
n
). 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], {λkl}∞l=1 has the prop-

erty of exponential decay, i.e., ∑l>d′
k
λkl = O(e−d′k)

(e.g., the Gaussian Kernel), we can obtain r∗ =
O( logn

n
). Specifically, in this case, r∗ ≤ M2 ⋅ logn

n
+

MaM
√

1
n ∑k∈[K]∑l∈d′k λkl ≤ M2

logn

n
+ MaM

√
C
n

,

where C is constant. Then, we can take d∗ = logn,

and thus we can obtain r∗ = O( logn
n
).

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 ( 1√
n
),

7
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which is consistent with the findings in Wu et al. (2023).

However, under typical conditions, our rate can reach

O ( logn
n
), 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(− v

∑k∈[K] χf (Gk)ϕ( 4t5v )). 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., 4
5

).

To address these scenarios, we provide a specific Bennett

inequality (i.e., ω = 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

O ( logn
n
) 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 c, 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( 1√
n
). 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( logn
n
). 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 ∶ XN → R, it is

sub-additive when the following holds: there exists N functions, i.e., f1, . . . , fN , where fi ∶ XN−1 → R,∀i ∈[N], such that ∑Ni=1 (f(X) − fi(X/i)) ≤ f(X), where the definition of X/i can be seen in Section 2, i.e., X/i =(x1, . . . ,xi−1,xi+1, . . . ,xN).
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 {(Ij, ωj)}j , where Ij ⊆ V andωj ∈ [0,1], which is a fractional independent vertex cover ofG, if satisfying

the following:

(1) each vertex is painted thoroughly, ensuring there are no overlaps or omissions, i.e., ∀v ∈ V, ∑j∶v∈Ij ωj = 1;

(2) every Ij is an independent set of vertices, which means that no two vertices in Ij are connected.

Define the fractional chromatic number χf(G) = minI ∑j ωj , 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 Φ ∶ [0,∞) → [0,∞) is said to be

sub-root if it is nonnegative, nondecreasing, and for every r > 0, the mapping function r ↦ Φ(r)√
r

is nonincreasing. We will

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

Lemma 1 (The property of sub-root function, Lemma 3.2 in Bartlett et al. (2005)). If a function Ψ ∶ [0,∞) → [0,∞) is a

nontrivial sub-root function, then it is continuous throughout the interval [0,∞), and the equation Φ(r) = r has a solitary

positive solution r∗, which is called fixed point. Furthermore, for every positive value of r, it follows that r ≥ Φ(r)⇐⇒
r∗ ≤ r.

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

E.2.2). Z = ∑k∈[K]∑j∈[Jk] ωkjZkj (see details in Eq. (2), Section 3). Suppose Assumption 1 is holds, and for every

k ∈ [K], j ∈ [Jk], bkj = b, ωkj = 1. Then

(1) for every t > 0,

P(Z ≥ E[Z] + t) ≤ exp(−vϕ( t

v∑k∈[K] χf(Gk))) , (22)
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Lemma 2 Theorem 1, (Bousquet, 2002; 2003)

Theorem 1

New Bennett inequality
Theorem 5

Special Bennett inequality

Theorem 2

New Talagrand inequality
Theorem 6.1, (Bousquet, 2003)

Corollary 4

Special Talagrand inequality

Theorem 3

The base theorem of MTL

Proposition 2

Theorem 7

The base theorem of Macro-AUC

Theorem 4

Improved bound of MTL

Lemma 1

Properties of

sub-root function

Corollary 1

µ-Lipschitz loss bound

Assumption 2

Some conditions

of loss function

Corollary 5

Bounded loss function

Corollary 7

Improved bound

of Macro-AUC

Proposition 1

Kernel FLRC of MTL

Corollary 2

Kernel bound of MTL

Corollary 3

Kernel bound of Macro-AUC

Proposition 3

Linear FLRC of MTL

Corollary 6

Linear bound of MTL

Corollary 8

Linear bound of Macro-AUC

ω = 1

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] + σ2, W = ∑k∈[K] χf(Gk) = ∑k∈[K] ωk, and ωk = ∣Jk ∣, U = ∑k∈[K]. Additionally, ϕ can be

seen in Eq.(5), i.e., ϕ(x) = (1 + x) log(1 + x) − x;

(2) for every t > 0,

P(Z ≥ E[Z] + c√2vt + 2ct

3
) ≤ e−t, (23)

where c = ∑k∈[K] χf(Gk) (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) in the i.i.d. case, χf(Gk) = χf(G) = 1, we take K = 1 to contrast to single-graph,

the result in the single-graph case is

P(Z − EZ ≥ t) ≤ e− v
χf (G)

ϕ( 4t
5v
) = e−vϕ( 4t

5v
),

while our result is

P(Z − EZ ≥ t) ≤ e−vϕ( t
v∑k∈[K] χf (Gk)

) = e−vϕ( t
v
).

For a fixed t, we observe that the smaller P(Z−EZ ≥ t) this term, the better. Since ϕ( t
v
) > ϕ( 4t

5v
), e−vϕ( t

v
) < e−vϕ( 4t

5v
),

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, χf(G) ≠ 1, we also take K = 1 to contrast to the single-graph. In this case,

∑k∈[K] χf(Gk) = χf(G) ≥ 2,

the result in Ralaivola & Amini (2015) is

P(Z −EZ ≥ t) ≤ e− v
χf (G)

ϕ( 4t
5v
)
,

while our result is

P(Z −EZ ≥ t) ≤ e−vϕ( t
v∑k∈[K] χf (Gk)

) = e−vϕ( t
vχf (G)

)
.

Denote ♣1 = − v
χf (G)ϕ( 4t5v ), and ♣2 = −vϕ( t

vχf (G)), c1 = 1
χf (G) , c2 = 4

5
, x = t

v
, then

♣1 − ♣2 =vϕ(c1x) − c1vϕ(c2x) = v(ϕ(c1x) − c1ϕ(c2x))
=(1 + c1x) log(1 + c1x) − c1(1 + c2x) log(1 + c2x) − (c1 − c1c2)x.

We can notice that as χf(G) increases, ♣1 − ♣2 becomes smaller and smaller, i.e., ♣1 − ♣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, i.e., X = (X1,X2, . . . ,XK). For every k ∈ [K], Xk = (xk1,xk2, . . . ,xkmk
), with m = ∑k∈[K]mk. Assume that each

Xk is linked to a dependence graph Gk, where {(Ikj , ωkj)}j∈[Jk] constitues a fractional independent vertex cover of Gk,

and define χf(Gk) def= ∑j∈[Jk] ωkj .

LetF = {f, f = (f1, . . . , fK)}, where each fk ∶ X → Y , and assume that all functions fk are measurable, squareintegrable,

and fulfill the conditions E[fk(xkj)] = 0, ωkj = 1 for all k ∈ [K] and j ∈ [mk]. Additionally, we require that ∥fk∥∞ ≤ 1.

Define Z as follows:

Z
def= sup

f∈F
∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[Jk]

∑
i∈Ikj

fk(xi).
Moreover, for every k ∈ [K], j ∈ [Jk], donate a positive real value σkj , satisfying σ2

kj ≥ ∑i∈Ikj
supf∈F E[f2(xi)]. Then,

for every t ≥ 0,

P(Z ≥ E[Z] + t) ≤ exp(−vϕ( t

vW
)) , (24)

where v = ∑k∈[K]∑j∈[Jk] σ
2
kj + 2E[Z], W = ∑k∈[K] χf(Gk), and the definition of other variables in Theorem 5. Also,

with probability at least 1 − e−t,

Z ≤ E[Z] + c√2vt + 2ct

3
, (25)

where c = ∑k∈[K] χf(Gk).
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 =
∑k∈[K]∑j∈[Jk] ωkjZkj (see details in Eq.(2), Section 3). Suppose Assumption 1 is holds, and for every k ∈ [K], j ∈ [Jk],
bkj = b, ωkj = 1. Then for all t > 0,

P(Z ≤ E[Z] − t) ≤ exp(− v
W
ϕ( tW

Uv
)) ≤ exp(− v

∑k∈[K] χf(Gk)ϕ(
4t

5v
)) , (26)
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where ϕ is defined as above, i.e., ϕ(x) = (1 + x) log(1 + x) − x. Owing to the fact x ≥ 0, ϕ(x) ≥ x2

2+ 2x
3

, we can get

P(Z ≤ E[Z] −√2cvt − 2ct

3
) ≤ e−t, (27)

where c = 5
2

42 ∑k∈[K] χf(Gk). 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) ≤ 2 exp(− v

∑k∈[K] χf(Gk)ϕ( 4t5v )). 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 5
4

to be bridged.

Proof. We can define some constants as Theorem 1, then

P(Z − E[Z] ≤ −t) = P(E[Z] −Z ≥ t) = P(eλ(E[Z]−Z) ≥ eλt) ①≤ E(eλ(E[Z]−Z)) ⋅ e−λt,
① is owing to the fact, i.e., ∀a > 0, P[x > a] ≤ E[X]

a
. The result can then be obtained using the same technique as in the

proof of Theorem 1.

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, h2, ..., hK)∣hk ∶ X → Ỹ, k ∈ [K]} as the hypothesis

space, Hk = {hk ∶ X → Ỹ}, and L ∶ X × Y ×Hk → R
+, L ∈ [0,Mc]. According to Definition 4, the empirical FLRC of

loss space is defined as

R̂S(L ○H) = 1

K
Eζ

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣ sup
h∈H,var(h)≤r

∑
k∈[K]

1

mk
∑
j∈Jk

ωkj ∑
i∈Ikj

ζiL(xi, yi, hk)⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ .
Furthermore, the FLRC of L ○H is defined as

Rm(L ○H) = ES∼Dm
[K]
[RS(L ○H)].

Proposition 2. For every r > 0,

ES,S′ sup
f∈F

∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[Jk]

ωkj

Kmk
∑
i∈Ikj

(fk(x′i) − fk(xi)) ≤ 2R(F , r). (28)

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

ĥ 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,Mc]. Assume:

a sub-root function Φ and its fixed point r∗ satisfied the following:

∀r ≥ r∗, Φ(r) ≥McR{h ∈ H,E(Lh −Lh∗)2 ≤ r}.
17
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Then for every t > 0, with probability at least 1 − e−t,

P (L
ĥ
−Lh∗) ≤ c1

Mc

r∗ + (c2Mc + 22) ct
K
, (29)

where c1 = 704, c2 = 26, and c = 5
2

42 ∑k∈K χf (Gk)
mk

.

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 sup
x∈X ∥x∥22 ≤M2

b ,

Mb > 0. The function class F = {f, f = (f1, f2, . . . , fK), fk = θTk xk, ∥θk∥2 ≤Ma}. For every r > 0,

R{f ∈ F ,Ef2 ≤ r}
≤ ⎛⎝ ∑k∈[K]

2χf(Gk)
mk

∞
∑
l=1

min{ r

M2
b

,M2
a λ̃

2
l }⎞⎠

1

2

,

where singular values (λ̃l)∞l=1 in a nonincreasing order, and Θ = ∑∞l=1 ulvTl λ̃l, where Θ is a weight matrix.

Moreover, if λ̃21 ≥ 1
mM2

a
, then for every r ≥ M2

b

m
, m = ∑k∈[K]mk,

R{f ∈ F ,Ef2 ≤ r}
≥ c⎛⎝ ∑k∈[K]

χf(Gk)
mk

∞
∑
l=1

min{ r

M2
b

,M2
a λ̃

2
l }⎞⎠

1

2

,

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 r∗ 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 sup
x∈X∥x∥22 ≤ M2

b ,Mb > 0, ∥θk∥2 ≤ Ma, and loss function L satisfies Assumption 2, C is a constant about B,µ, and C′ is a

constant about χf(G). Then for all t > 0, with probability at least 1 − e−t,

P (L
ĥ
−Lh∗) ≤ CB,µ(r∗ +C′χf (G)

t

K
), (30)

where

r
∗ ≤min

d≥0
( d

M2

b

∑
k∈[K]

χf(Gk)
mk

+Ma

¿ÁÁÀ ∑
k∈[K]

χf(Gk)
mk

∑
l>d

λ̃2

l
), (31)

where d is the division of singular values of matrix Θ, and P (L
ĥ
−Lh∗) 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:

18
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• Ykjl ≤ Zkj −Z/{l}kj
≤ 1, these inequalities are owing to

∑
i∈Ikj/{l}

f
kj
l
(xi) = sup

f∈F
∑

i∈Ikj/{l}
f(xi), Ykjl = fkjl (xl),

Ykjl ≤ Zkj −Z/{l}kj
≤ f∗kj(xl) ≤ 1, Ekjl[Ykjl] = 0.

• σ2
kj ≥ ∑l∈Ikj

EIkj
[Y 2
kjl], because

∑
l∈Ikj

EIkj
[Y 2
kjl] = ∑

l∈Ikj

EIkj
[fkj2
l
(xl)] ≤ ∑

l∈Ikj

sup
f∈F

E[f2xl)].
(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
ĥ
− Lh∗ , T (g) = Eg2 and we notice g ∈ [−Mc,Mc], then var(g) = Eg2 − (Eg)2 ≤ Eg2,

i.e., var(g) ≤ T (g), T (g) = Eg2 ≤ McEg, then we can use Theorem 4 to g, and since Pmg ≤ 0, we can omit the term
M
M−1Pmg.

(4) Proof of Corollary 1, according to Assumption 2, then E(Lh − L∗h)2 ≤ µ2
E(h − h∗)2, let T (Lh − Lh∗) = E(Lh −

Lh∗)2 ≤ Bµ2
E(Lh − Lh∗), and we know µR{h,µ2

E(h − h∗)2 ≤ r} ≥ R{Lh − Lh∗ , µ2
E(h − h∗)2 ≤ r}. And we notice

Pm(Lĥ −Lh∗) ≤ 0, then use Theorem 4 to get the results.

(5) Proof of Theorem 7, we can use Theorem 3 and the value ofmk, χf(Gk), i.e.,mk = n2τk(1−τk), χf(Gk) = (1−τk)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 mk, χf(Gk), that is,

mk = n2τk(1 − τk), χf(Gk) = (1 − τk)n.

(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 mk, χf(Gk), i.e., mk = n2τk(1 − τk), χf(Gk) = (1 − τk)n. Also, if we

use one kernel matrix, we can get r∗ ≤min0≤d≤m ( 1n ∑k∈[K] 1
τk
d +Ma

√
1
n ∑k∈[K] 1

τk
∑l>d λl).

(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 mk, χf (Gk), i.e., mk = n2τk(1 − τk), χf(Gk) = (1 − τk)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 = ∑k∈[K]∑j∈[Jk] ωkjZkj , where Zkj = fkj(xIkj
).

Proof. Define some constants as follows:

σ2 = ∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[Jk]

ωkjσ
2
kj , v = (1 + b)E[Z] + σ2, c = 52

42
∑
k∈[K]

χf(Gk), χf(Gk) def= ∑
j∈[Jk]

ωkj ,

pk = Uk
U
, qkj =

ωkjmax(1,
△³¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹·¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹µ

v
1

2

kjW
1

2 v−
1

2 )
Uk

, U = ∑
k∈[K]

Uk, Uk = ∑
j∈Jk

ωkjmax(1,△),
W = ∑

k∈[K]
χf(Gk) = ∑

k∈[K]
ωk, σ

2
k = ∑

j∈IJk

ωkjσ
2
kj , ωk = ∑

j∈[Jk]
ωkj , vk = ∑

j∈[Jk]
ωkjvkj = (1 + b)E[Zk] + σ2

k.
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Then

P(Z − EZ ≥ t) = P(eλ(Z−EZ) ≥ eλt) ①≤ E(eλ(Z−EZ))´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶
eG(λ)

⋅e−λt.

G(λ) = logE(eλ(Z−EZ))
= logE(eλ∑k∈[K] pk

1

pk
(Zk−EXk

[Zk]))
= logE(eλ∑k∈[K] pk

1

pk
∑j∈[Jk]

qkj

ωkj
qkj
(Zkj−EXIkj

[Zkj ]))
②≤ log ∑

k∈[K]
pk ∑

j∈[Jk]
qkjE(e λωkj

pkqkj
(Zkj−E[Zkj])),

Gkj(λ) = logE(eλ(Zkj−EZkj)),
G(λ) ③≤ log ∑

k∈[K]
pk ∑

j∈[Jk]
qkj(eGkj(

λωkj

pkqkj
))

④≤ log ∑
k∈[K]

pk ∑
j∈[Jk]

qkj(evkjψ(−
λωkj

pkqkj
)).

① is due to the Markov Inequality, i.e., P[x > a] ≤ E[x]
a

, and we define eG(λ) = E(eλ(Z−EZ)). ② is due to the Jensen

inequality, and ③ is due to the assumption 1, the last inequality ④ is due to Theorem 1 (Bousquet, 2002; 2003), i.e.,

G(λ) ≤ ψ(−λ)v). We can observe that vkjψ(− λωkj

pkqkj
) ≤ v

W
ψ(−λU) (proof in Lemma 2),

then we have

P(Z −EZ ≥ t) ≤ e v
W
ψ(−λU)−λt, (32)

we solve the minimum optimization problem with respect to λ, for λ = ln(1+ tW
vU
)

U
, then

P(Z −EZ ≥ t) ≤ e− v
W
ϕ( tW

vU
). (33)

Then

Uk = ∑
j∈[Jk]

wkjmax(1,△)
①≤ ∑
j∈[Jk]

wkj(1 + vkjW
4v
) = wk + vkW

4v
,

U = ∑
k∈[K]

Uk = ∑
k∈[K]

(wk + vkW
4v
) =W + W

4
= 5

4
W,

① is according to the fact that ∀x ∈ R, x ≤ 1 + x2

4
, i.e., max(1,△) ≤ 1 + vkjW

4v
. Thus

P(Z ≥ E[Z] + t) ≤ exp(− v
W
ϕ( tW

Uv
))

≤ exp(− v

∑k∈[K] χf(Gk)ϕ(
4t

5v
)) .

Since x ≥ 0, ϕ(x) ≥ x2

2+ 2x
3

, inequality ((8)) is deduced.

Lemma 2. If we define pk, qkj as Theorem 1, then we can get vkjψ(− λωkj

pkqkj
) ≤ v

W
ψ(−λU).
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Proof. • △ ≤ 1, then

qkj = ωkj
Uk

, v ≥ vkjW,

then

vkjψ(− λωkj
pkqkj

) = vkjψ(−λU) ≤ v

W
ψ(−λU);

• △ > 1,then

qkj =
ωkjv

1

2

kj
W

1

2 v−
1

2

Uk
, v < vkjW,

then

vkjψ(− λωkj
pkqkj

) = vkjψ(−λU v
1

2

v
1

2

kj
W

1

2

) ≤ v

W
ψ(−λU).

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 ωkj = 1, we can get ωk = ∣Jk ∣ ∈ [1,mk], every xkj in only one independent set. Then we can define

pk, qkj and some constants as the following:

σ2 = ∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[Jk]

ωkjσ
2
kj , v = (1 + b)E[Z] + σ2, pk = Uk

U
,U = ∑

k∈[K]
Uk,

c = ∑
k∈[K]

χf(Gk), χf(Gk) def= ∑
j∈[Jk]

ωkj , qkj = 1

Uk
, Uk = ∑

j∈[Jk]
= ωk.

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

P(Z −EZ ≥ t) ≤ e(log∑k∈[K] pk∑j∈[Jk]
qkj(vkjψ(− λ

pkqkj
))−λt)

, (34)

then

vkjψ(− λ

pkqkj
) = vkjψ(−λU) ①≤ vψ(−λU),

the inequality ① is due to every vkj ≥ 0, v = ∑k∈[K]∑j∈[Jk] vkj ≥ vkj . Then the inequality (34) can be written as the

following:

P(Z −EZ ≥ t) ≤ evψ(−λU)−λt.
We solve the minimum optimization problem with respect to λ, for λ = ln(1+ t

vU
)

U
, then

P(Z −EZ ≥ t) ≤ e−vϕ( t
vU
).

Since U = ∑k∈[K]Uk = ∑k∈[K] ωk =W , and we noticedW = ∑k∈[K] χf(Gk). Finally, we can get the one part in Theorem

5, and the second part in Theorem 5 is due to the fact x ≥ 0, ϕ(x) ≥ x2

2+ 2x
3

.

21



Sharper Bound for Multi-Graph Dependent Variables

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 + = supf∈F(Pf − Pmf), Fr = {f, f ∈ F ,var(f) ≤ r}, and f =
∑k∈[K]∑j∈[Jk] ωkj∑i∈Ikj

fk(xi). then

V + = sup
f∈Fr

(Pf − Pmf) = sup
f∈Fr

Ex
′[( 1
K
∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[Jk]

ωkj

mk
∑
i∈Ikj

f(x′i) − 1

K
∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈Jk

ωkj

mk
∑
i∈Ikj

f(xi))]
≤ Ex

′[ sup
f∈Fr

( 1
K
∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[Jk]

ωkj

mk
∑
i∈Ikj

f(x′i) − 1

K
∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈Jk

ωkj

mk
∑
i∈Ikj

f(xi))]
= Ex

′[ sup
f∈Fr

( 1
K
∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[Jk]

ωkj

mk
∑
i∈Ikj

(f(x′i) − f(xi))],

which has differences bounded by 1
Kmk

in the sense of the Z in Theorem 2, then with probability at least 1 − e−t,

V + ≤ EV + + 1

K

√
2cvt +

2ct

3K
, (35)

where c = 5
2

42 ∑k∈[K] χf(Gk)
mk

and v = ∑k∈[K] 1
mk
∑j∈Jk

ωkjσ
2
kj + 2KEV + ≤Kr + 2KEV +. Then

V + ≤ EV + +
√

2c(r + 2EV +)t
K

+
2ct

3K

①≤ EV + +
√

4cEV +t

K
+

√
2crt

K
+
2ct

3K

②≤ (1 + α)EV + +
√

2crt

K
+ (2

3
+
1

α
) ct
K

③≤ 2(1 + α)R(F , r) +
√

2crt

K
+ (2

3
+
1

α
) ct
K
,

where ① is due to the fact
√
a + b ≤ √a +√b, i.e.,

√
2c(r+2EV +)t

K
≤
√

4cEV +t
K

+
√

2crt
K

, and ② is due to the fact ∀α >
0,2
√
ab ≤ a

α
+ αb, and we can combine similar items. ③ is due to the proposition 2.

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).

Proof. We can define Gr = {g = (g1, g2, ..., gK), gk = r
w(f)f, f ∈ Fk}, F(x, y) ∶= {f ∈ F , T (f) ∈ [x, y]}, where

w(f) = min{rλa, a ∈ N, rλa ≥ T (f), f ∈ Fk}, V +r = supg∈Gr (Pg − Pmg). We can notice r
w(f) ∈ [0,1], then for each

g ∈ Gr , ∥g∥∞ ≤ 1, and we found var(g) ≤ r. Because

• T (f) ≤ r, then

a = 0,w(f) = 1,∀g ∈ Gr, g = f,var(g) = var(f) ≤ r;
• T (f) > r, then

g = f

λa
, T (f) ∈ (rλa−1, rλa],var(g) = var(f)

λ2a
≤ r.
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Then we can apply Theorem 3 for Gr, for all x > 0, with probability 1 − e−t,

V +r ≤ 2(1 + α)R(Gr) +
√

2crt

K
+ (2

3
+
1

α
) ct
K
.

Then

R(Gr) = 1

K

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
ExEζ sup

g∈Gr ,var(g)≤r
∑
k∈[K]

1

mk
∑
j∈Jk

ωkj ∑
i∈Ikj

ζlg(xi)
´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶

♠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
.

Let T (f) ≤ Bb, define a0 to be the smallest integer that rλa0+1 ≥ Bb and partition F(0,Bb), i.e., F(0, r)+F(rλ0, rλ1)+
F(rλ1, rλ2), ...(rλa0 , rλa0+1), then

♠ ≤ sup
g∈Gr ,T (f)∈[0,r]

∑
k∈[K]

1

mk
∑
j∈Jk

ωkj ∑
i∈Ikj

ζigk(xi) + sup
g∈Gr ,T (f)∈[r,Bb]

∑
k∈[K]

1

mk
∑
j∈Jk

ωkj ∑
i∈Ikj

ζigk(xi)
= sup
f∈F(0,r)

∑
k∈[K]

1

mk
∑
j∈Jk

ωkj ∑
i∈Ikj

ζifk(xi) + sup
f∈F(r,Bb)

∑
k∈[K]

1

mk
∑
j∈Jk

ωkj ∑
i∈Ikj

ζi
r

w(fk)fk(xi)
≤ sup
f∈F(0,r)

∑
k∈[K]

1

mk
∑
j∈Jk

ωkj ∑
i∈Ikj

ζifk(xi) + a0

∑
j=0

sup
f∈F(rλj,rλj+1)

∑
k∈[K]

1

mk
∑
j∈Jk

ωkj ∑
i∈Ikj

ζi
r

rλj
fk(xi)

= sup
f∈F(0,r)

∑
k∈[K]

1

mk
∑
j∈Jk

ωkj ∑
i∈Ikj

ζifk(xi) + a0

∑
j=0

1

λj
sup

f∈F(rλj,rλj+1)
∑

k∈[K]

1

mk
∑
j∈Jk

ωkj ∑
i∈Ikj

ζifk(xi).
Since the property in Lemma 7, i.e., ∀γ ≥ 1,Φ(γr) ≤√γΦ(r), then we can get:

R(Gr) ≤ RF(0, r) + a0

∑
j=0

1

λj
RF(rλj , rλj+1) ≤ Φ(r)

B
+

1

B

a0

∑
j=1

1

λj
Φ(rλj+1)

≤ Φ(r)
B
+

1

B

a0

∑
j=1

1

λj
λ

j+1
2 Φ(r) = Φ(r)

B

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎣1 +
√
λ
a0

∑
j=0

1√
λj

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎦ ,
then taking λ = 4, we can get:

R(Gr) ≤ 5Φ(r)
B

.

Since the property in Lemma 7 and Lemma 1, i.e., Φ(r∗) = r∗, and
Φ(r)√
r

is nonincreasing, thus

V +r ≤ 2(1 + α)5Φ(r)B
+

√
2crt

K
+ (2

3
+
1

α
) ct
K

≤ 10(1 + α)
B

√
rr∗ +

√
2crt

K
+ (2

3
+
1

α
) ct
K
.

Then let A = 10(1+α)
B

√
r∗ +
√

2ct
K

, C = ( 2
3
+ 1
α
) ct
K

, thus

V +r ≤ A
√
r +C.

Then we can apply lemma 3.8 in Bartlett et al. (2005), i.e., if V +r ≤ r
λBM

, then Pf ≤ M
M−1Pmf +

r
λBM

, where λ = 4, and

use a technique, i.e., ∀β > 0,√ab ≤ 1
2
(βa + b

β
), then

Pf ≤ M

M − 1
Pmf + λBMA2 + 2C
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= M

M − 1
Pmf + λBM(100(1+ α)2r∗

B2
+
20(1 + α)

B

√
2cr∗t

K
+
2ct

K
) + (2

3
+
1

α
)2ct
K
,

≤ M

M − 1
Pmf + λBM [100(1+ α)2r∗

B2
+
20(1 + α)

B
(1
2
(5r∗
B
+
2cBt

5K
)) + 2ct

K
] + (2

3
+
1

α
)2ct
K
,

let α = 1
10

, then

Pf = M

M − 1
Pmf + λBM(121r∗

B2
+
22

B
(cBt
5K
+
5r∗

2B
) + 2ct

K
) + 32

3

2ct

K

= M

M − 1
Pmf +

(121 + 55)λM
B

r∗ + (32λBM
5

+
64

3
) ct
K

≤ M

M − 1
Pmf +

704M

B
r∗ + (26BM + 22) ct

K
,

where c = 25
2

162 ∑k∈[K] χf (Gk)
mk

. Let c1 = 704, c2 = 26, then we can get inequality (15). In the same way, we can define

V −r = supg∈Gr(Pmg −Pg), and then get inequality (16).

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 ,Ef2
k ≤ r} = R{f ∈ F ,E(∥fk∥2) ≤ √r} ≤ R{f ∈ F ,E(∥fk∥1) ≤ √r}. Donate

R(F) ≤ R(F2,1), F2,1 = {f = (f1, f2, ..., fk), k ∈ [K],E(∥fk∥)1 ≤ √r}, and Fk2,1{fk ∶ x → ΘTφ(x), ∥θk∥2 ≤
Ma,E(∥f∥1) ≤√r}. Then we fix d = (d1, d2, ..., dK), dk ∈ N, dk ∈ [0,mk],

1

K
∑
k∈[K]

1

mk
∑

j∈[Jk]
ωkj ∑

i∈Ikj

ζi < θk, φ(xi) >
= ∑
k∈[K]

χf(Gk)
Kmk

∑
j∈[Jk]

ωkj

χf(Gk) ∑i∈[Ikj ]
ζi < θk, φ(xi) >

= ∑
k∈[K]

< θk, χf(Gk)
Kmk

∑
j∈[Jk]

ωkj

χf(Gk) ∑i∈Ikj

ζiφ(xi) >
≤ ∑
k∈[K]

< θk, χf(Gk)
Kmk

ζkφ(xk) >
= ∑
k∈[K]

[< dk∑
l=1

√
λkl < θk, ϕkl > ϕkl,

dk

∑
l=1

1√
λkl
< χf(Gk)

Kmk

ζkφ(xk), ϕkl > ϕkl >
+ < θk, ∑

l>dk

< χf(Gk)
Kmk

ζkφ(xk), ϕkl >, ϕkl >]
≤ ∑
k∈[K]

[< dk∑
l=1

√
λkl < θk, ϕkl > ϕkl,

dk

∑
l=1

1√
λkl
< χf(Gk)

Kmk

ζkφ(xk), ϕkl > ϕkl >
+ < θk, ∑

l>dk

< 1

Kmk

ζkφ(xk), ϕkl >, ϕkl >].

Let ♢ = 1
K ∑k∈[K] 1

mk
∑j∈[Jk] ωkj ∑i∈Ikj

ζi < θk, φ(xi) >,
E sup
f∈F
(♢) ≤ sup

∥θk∥2≤Ma

∑
k∈[K]

¿ÁÁÀ(dk∑
l=1

λkl < θk, ϕkl >2)(χf(Gk)
Kmk

dk

∑
l=1

1

λkl
E[< ζkφ(xk), ϕkl >2])
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+ ∥θk∥2
¿ÁÁÀχf(Gk)

Kmk
∑
l>dk

E[< ζkφ(xk), ϕkl >2],

since∑dkl=1 λkl < θk, ϕl >2≤ r, E[< ζkφ(xk), ϕkl >2] = λkl, then

E sup
f∈F
(♢) ≤ ∑

k∈[K]

√
rdkχf(Gk)
Kmk

+Ma

¿ÁÁÀχf(Gk)
Kmk

∑
l>dk

λkl.

SoR(F) ≤ F2,1 ≤ ∑k∈[K]min0≤dk≤mk

√
rdkχf (Gk)
Kmk

+Ma

√
χf (Gk)
Kmk

∑l>dk λkl.
Proposition 4 (The upper bound of FLRC in kernel hypothesis with special case). Assume for each k ∈ [K], ∥θk∥2 ≤Ma.

For all r > 0,

R{f ∈ F ,Ef2 ≤ r} ≤ ⎛⎝ ∑k∈[K]
2χf(Gk)
mk

∞
∑
l=1

min{r,M2
aλl}⎞⎠

1

2

, (36)

where eigenvalues (λl)∞l=1 are in a nonincreasing order, and satisfy κ(x,x′) = ∑∞l=1 λlϕl(x)Tϕl(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

1

K
∑
k∈[K]

1

mk
∑
j∈Jk

ωkj ∑
i∈Ikj

ζi < θk, φ(xi) >
≤ ∑
k∈[K]

[< d

∑
l=1

√
λl < θk, ϕl > ϕl,

d

∑
l=1

1√
λl
< χf(Gk)

Kmk

ζkφ(xk), ϕl > ϕl >
+ < θk,∑

l>d

< 1

Kmk

ζkφ(xk), ϕl >, ϕl >].
Let ◻ = 1

K ∑k∈[K] 1
mk
∑j∈Jk

ωkj∑i∈Ikj
ζi < θk, φ(xi) >, then

E sup
f∈F
(◻) ≤ sup

∥θk∥2≤Ma

∑
k∈[K]

¿ÁÁÀ( d∑
l=1

λl < θk, ϕl >2)(χf(Gk)
Kmk

d

∑
l=1

1

λl
E[< ζkφ(xk), ϕl >2])

+ ∥θk∥2
¿ÁÁÀχf(Gk)

Kmk
∑
l>d

E[< ζkφ(xk), ϕl >2]
≤ sup
∥θk∥2≤Ma

∑
k∈[K]

¿ÁÁÀ d

∑
l=1

λl < θk, ϕl >2 ⋅ ∑
k∈[K]

¿ÁÁÀ(χf(Gk)
Kmk

d

∑
l=1

1

λl
E[< ζkφ(xk), ϕl >2])

+Ma ∑
k∈[K]

¿ÁÁÀχf(Gk)
Kmk

∑
l>d

E[< ζkφ(xk), ϕl >2]
≤ sup
∥θk∥2≤Ma

∑
k∈[K]

¿ÁÁÀ d

∑
l=1

λl < θk, ϕl >2 ⋅
√
K

¿ÁÁÁÀ ∑
k∈[K]

(χf(Gk)
Kmk

d

∑
l=1

1

λl
E[< ζkφ(xk), ϕl >2])

+Ma

√
K

¿ÁÁÀ ∑
k∈[K]

χf(Gk)
Kmk

∑
l>d

E[< ζkφ(xk), ϕl >2]
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≤ sup
∥θk∥2≤Ma

∑
k∈[K]

¿ÁÁÀ d

∑
l=1

λl < θk, ϕl >2 ⋅
¿ÁÁÁÀ⎛⎝ ∑k∈[K]

χf(Gk)
mk

⎞⎠⎛⎝ ∑k∈[K]
d

∑
l=1

1

λl
E[< ζkφ(xk), ϕl >2]⎞⎠

+Ma

¿ÁÁÁÀ⎛⎝ ∑k∈[K]
χf(Gk)
mk

⎞⎠⎛⎝ ∑k∈[K]∑l>dE[< ζkφ(xk), ϕl >2]
⎞⎠

≤ sup
∥θk∥2≤Ma

∑
k∈[K]

¿ÁÁÀ d

∑
l=1

λl < θk, ϕl >2 ⋅
¿ÁÁÁÀ⎛⎝ ∑k∈[K]

χf(Gk)
mk

⎞⎠(
d

∑
l=1

1

λl
E[< φ(x), ϕl >2])

+Ma

¿ÁÁÁÀ⎛⎝ ∑k∈[K]
χf(Gk)
mk

⎞⎠(∑l>dE[< φ(x), ϕl >2]).

Since∑k∈[K]
√
∑dl=1 λl < θk, ϕl >2 ≤

√
r, E[< φ(x), ϕl >2] = λl, then

E sup
f∈F
(♢) ≤

¿ÁÁÀ ∑
k∈[K]

χf(Gk)
mk

rd +Ma

¿ÁÁÀ ∑
k∈[K]

χf(Gk)
mk

∑
l>d

λl,

so R(F) ≤min0≤d≤m

√
∑k∈[K] χf (Gk)

mk
rd +Ma

√
∑k∈[K] χf (Gk)

mk
∑l>d λl.

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

R{h ∈ H, µ2
E(h − h∗)2 ≤ r} = R{h ∈ H,E(h − h∗)2 ≤ r

µ2
} = R{h − h∗, h ∈ H,E(h − h∗)2 ≤ r

µ2
}

≤ R{h − g, h, g ∈ H,E(h − g)2 ≤ r

µ2
} = 2R{h,h ∈ H,Eh2 ≤ r

4µ2
},

since the property in Lemma 1, i.e., the fixed point r∗ satisfied r∗ = Ψ(r∗), Then we can use the Corollary 1 and the

Theorem 1 to get the results. According to the Theorem 1,

r∗ ≤ C
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣ ∑k∈[K] min

0≤dk≤mk

⎛⎝ 1

2µ

√
rdkχf(Gk)
Kmk

+Ma

¿ÁÁÀχf(Gk)
Kmk

∑
l>dk

λkl
⎞⎠
⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ ,

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

r∗ ≤ C
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣ min
0≤d≤m

⎛⎝ 1

2µ

¿ÁÁÀ ∑
k∈[K]

χf(Gk)
mk

rd +Ma

¿ÁÁÀ ∑
k∈[K]

χf(Gk)
mk

∑
l>d

λl
⎞⎠
⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ ,

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

r∗ ≤ min
0≤d≤m

⎛⎝ ∑k∈[K]
χf(Gk)
mk

d +Ma

¿ÁÁÀ ∑
k∈[K]

χf(Gk)
mk

∑
l>d

λl
⎞⎠ .

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 ,Ef2 ≤ r} = R{f ∈ F ,E(∥f∥22) ≤ r} = R{f ∈ F ,E[xTΘΘTx] ≤ r} = R{f ∈
F ,E[∥ΘΘT ∥] ≤ √r

Mb
}. Then we donate the above as R(F) = R(F2,2), and consider the SVD composition of Θ, i.e.,

Θ = ∑l=1 ulvTl λ̃l, where {λ̃l}∞l=1 are the singular values of Θ and are sorted in a nonincreasing order. Then

1

K
∑
k∈[K]

1

mk
∑

j∈[Jk]
ωkj ∑

i∈Ikj

ζi < Θk,xi >= ∑
k∈[K]

< θk, 1

Kmk
∑

j∈[Jk]
ωkj ∑

i∈Ikj

ζixi >

①= ∑
k∈[K]

< Θk,xkζ > ≤ ∑
k∈[K]

[∥ d

∑
l=1

ulv
T
l λ̃

2
l ∥ ⋅ ∥ d

∑
l=1

xkζulu
T
l λ̃
−1
l ∥ + ∥θk∥2 ⋅ ∥∑

l>d

xkζulu
T
l ∥] ,

where the inequality ① due to donate the xkζ = 1
Kmk

∑j∈[Jk] ωkj∑i∈Ikj
ζixi. Let♢ = 1

K ∑k∈[K] 1
mk
∑j∈[Jk] ωkj ∑i∈Ikj

ζi <
θk,xi >, then

E sup
f∈F
(♢) ≤E sup

∥θk∥2≤Ma

∑
k∈[K]

[∥ d

∑
l=1

ulv
T
l λ̃

2
l ∥ ⋅ ∥ d

∑
l=1

xkζulu
T
l λ̃
−1
l ∥ + ∥θk∥2 ⋅ ∥∑

l>d

xkζulu
T
l ∥]

≤ ∑
k∈[K]

∥ d

∑
l=1

ulv
T
l λ̃

2
l ∥ ⋅ ∑

k∈[K]
E∥ d

∑
l=1

xkζulu
T
l λ̃
−1
l ∥ +Ma ⋅ ∑

k∈[K]
E∥∑

l>d

xkζulu
T
l ∥

≤ ∑
k∈[K]

∥ d

∑
l=1

ulv
T
l λ̃

2
l ∥ ⋅E[√K ⋅ ∥ ∑

k∈[K]

d

∑
l=1

xkζulu
T
l λ̃
−1
l ∥] +Ma ⋅ E[√K ⋅ ∥ ∑

k∈[K]
∑
l>d

xkζulu
T
l ∥].

Since ∑k∈[K] ∥∑dl=1 ulvTl λ̃2l ∥ ≤
√
r

Ma
, E[∥∑k∈[K]∑dl=1 xkζuluTl ∥] ≤

√
∑k∈[K] χf (Gk)

Kmk
d, then R(F) ≤

min0≤d≤m
1
Mb

√
∑k∈[K] rdχf(Gk)

mk
+Ma

√
∑k∈[K] χf (Gk)

mk
λ̃2
l
, thus

R{f ∈ F ,Ef2 ≤ r} ≤ ⎛⎝ ∑k∈[K]
2χf(Gk)
mk

∞
∑
l=1

min{ r

M2
b

,M2
a λ̃

2
l }⎞⎠

1

2

.

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 ∈ H, µ2
E(h − h∗)2 ≤ r} = R{h ∈ H,E(h − h∗)2 ≤ r

µ2
} = R{h − h∗, h ∈ H,E(h − h∗)2 ≤ r

µ2
}

≤ R{h − g, h, g ∈ H,E(h − g)2 ≤ r

µ2
} = 2R{h,h ∈ H,Eh2 ≤ r

4µ2
}.

Owing to the property in Lemma 1, i.e., the fixed point r∗ satisfies r∗ = Ψ(r∗), Then we can use the Corollary 1 and

Proposition 3 to get the results. According to the Proposition 3,

r∗ ≤ C
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣ ∑k∈[K] min

0≤dk≤mk

⎛⎝ 1

2µ
⋅
1

Mb

√
rdkχf(Gk)
Kmk

+Ma

¿ÁÁÀχf(Gk)
Kmk

∑
l>dk

λ̃2
kl

⎞⎠
⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ ,

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

r∗ ≤ C
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣ min
0≤d≤m

⎛⎝ 1

2µ
⋅
1

Mb

¿ÁÁÀ ∑
k∈[K]

χf(Gk)
mk

rd +Ma

¿ÁÁÀ ∑
k∈[K]

χf(Gk)
mk

∑
l>d

λ̃2
l

⎞⎠
⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ .
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Furthermore, r∗ satisfies

r∗ ≤ min
0≤d≤m

⎛⎝ d

M2
b

∑
k∈[K]

χf(Gk)
mk

+Ma

¿ÁÁÀ ∑
k∈[K]

χf(Gk)
mk

∑
l>d

λ̃2
l

⎞⎠ . (37)

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 functionL ∶ X ×X ×Hk → R+
is bounded by Mc, andHl,r = {h ∶ h ∈ H,var(L(h, x̃kl)) ≤ r}, where x̃kl = (x̃+kl, x̃−kl). For each h ∈ Hl,r, α > 0 and t > 0,

with probability at least 1 − e−t,

P (Lh) − Pm(Lh) ≤ 2(1 + α)R(Hl,r)+
5

4

¿ÁÁÀ2rt

n
⋅
1

K
∑

k∈[K]

1

τk
+
52

42
(2
3
+
1

α
)( 1
K
∑
k∈[K]

1

τk
) t
n
,

where P (Lh), Pm(Lh) can be obtained by Eq.(6), i.e., Pm(Lh) = 1
K ∑k∈[K]∑j∈[Jk]

ωkj

mk
∑i∈Ikj

L(xi, yi, hk) and Ph =
E(Pm(Lh)).
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 ĥ satisfies Em(Lĥ) = infh∈H E(Lh). Assume:

Φ(r) ≥ BµR{h ∈ H, µ2
E(h − h∗)2 ≤ r},

then for every h ∈ H, with probability at least 1 − e−t,

P(L
ĥ
−Lh∗) ≤ c1

B
r∗ + c2

t

K
,

where c1 = 704, c2 = (26B + 22)c, c = 5
2

42
1
n ∑k∈[K] 1

τk
. We can notice that c2 is O( 1

n
).

Corollary 8 (Linear case excess risk bound of Macro-AUC, proof in Appendix E.1). Assume that sup
x∈X ∥x∥22 ≤

M2
b ,Mb > 0. The hypothesis H = {h,h = (h1, . . . , hK), hk = θTk xk, ∥θk∥2 ≤ Ma}. And the loss function L satisfies

Assumption 2, C is a constant about B,µ. Then with probability at least 1 − e−t,

P (L
ĥ
−Lh∗) ≤ CB,µ(r∗ + C′τ1,τ2,...τK

K

t

n
), (38)

where

r∗ ≤min
d≥0
( 1

M2
b

⋅
d

n
∑
k∈[K]

1

τk
+Ma

¿ÁÁÀ 1

n
∑
k∈[K]

1

τk
∑
l>d

λ̃2
l
), (39)

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

∑
k∈[K]

¿ÁÁÀ 1

n
⋅

1

Kτk
∑
kl>d′

k

λkl
①≤√K ⋅¿ÁÁÀ 1

n
∑
k∈[K]

1

Kτk
∑
kl>d′

k

λkl
②≤
¿ÁÁÀ ∑

k∈[K]

1

τk
⋅
√
∑
k∈[K]

∑
kl>d′

k

λkl,

① is due to the Cauchy Schwartz inequality, i.e., ∑Ni=1 xiyi ≤
√
∑Ni=1 x2i ⋅

√
∑Ni=1 y2i . Let yi = 1, N = K , we can get the

results. ② is due to the fact that ∑Ni=1 xiyi ≤ ∑Ni=1 xi ⋅∑Ni=1 yi, and we merge some terms. Let M =
√
∑k∈[K] 1

τk
, then

∑k∈[K]
√

1
n
⋅ 1
Kτk
∑kl>d′

k
λkl ≤M

√
1
n ∑k∈[K]∑kl>d′k λkl.

Proposition 6.

r∗
①≤M2 ⋅

1

nK
∑
k∈[K]

dk
②≤M2 d∗

n
,

where M =
√
∑k∈[K] 1

τk
, and d∗ =max(d1, d2, ..., dK). ① is due to the fact∑Ni=1 xiyi ≤ ∑Ni=1 xi ⋅∑Ni=1 yi and the value of

M. ② is due to for every k ∈ [K], dk ≤ d∗.
Some examples of the second case (see Section 4.1.2) for kernel case are as follows: the Polynomial Kernel, i.e., κ(x,x′) =(xTx′ + c)a, 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 thatP (L
ĥ
−Lh∗) = O(r∗)+O( 1

Kn
), similarly, r∗ ∈ [O( 1

n
),O(√ 1

n
)] in inequality (39).

Then we analyze r∗, i.e., 1
M2

b

⋅ d
′

n ∑k∈[K] 1
τk
+Ma

√
1
n ∑k∈[K] 1

τk
∑l>d′ λ̃2l , by the value of d′, where d′ = argmind≥0( 1

M2

b

⋅

d
n ∑k∈[K] 1

τk
+Ma

√
1
n ∑k∈[K] 1

τk
∑l>d λ̃2l ), d′ ∈ N.

(1) d′ = 0, in this case, then

r∗ ≤Ma

¿ÁÁÀ 1

n
∑
k∈[K]

1

τk
∑
l>0

λ̃2l
①≤MaM(

¿ÁÁÀ 1

n
∑
l>0

λ̃2l ),
where M =

√
∑k∈[K] 1

τk
, thus we can get the inequality ①. And we can notice that r∗ = O(√ 1

n
), 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
√

1
n

. This at least shows that our convergence rate is not worse than GRC.

(2) r(Θ) is finite, where r(Θ) refers to the rank of matrix Θ. then there exists d′ <∞ for ∑l>0 λ̃2l = 0, then

r∗ ≤ 1

M2
b

⋅
d′

n
∑
k∈[K]

1

τk

①≤ M
2

M2
b

⋅
d′

n
,

where d′ = argmind>0
1

M2

b

⋅ d
n

, ① is due to M =
√
∑k∈[K] 1

τk
(we donate). We can notice that r∗ = O(d′

n
). If r(Θ) ≤,

i.e., d′ ≤ a, then r∗ = O( a
n
), where a is a constant.

(3) The eigenvalues of the SVD decomposition of the Θ matrix decay exponentially. In this case, we have ∑l>d′ λ̃2l =
O(e−d′). By setting the truncation threshold at d′ = logn, then

r∗ ≤( ∑
k∈[K]

1

τk
) ⋅ 1

M2
b

⋅
logn

n
+Ma

¿ÁÁÀ 1

n
∑
k∈[K]

1

τk
∑
l>d′

λ̃2
l
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≤M
2

M2
b

⋅
logn

n
+MaM

¿ÁÁÀ∑
l>d′

C

n2

=M
2

M2
b

⋅
logn

n
+MaM

√
C

n
,

where C is a constant. ① is due to the known condition and some simple deflating method used earlier. Through the

above analysis, we can see that r∗ = O( logn
n
).

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

F.2.1. PROBLEM SETTING

Let X ∈ Rd, x ∈ X be a feature vector, and output Y ∈ {0,1}. We need to introduce treatment variables G = {T,C}
that indicate whether (g = T ) or (g = C) not each individual received treatment. Assume a dataset (xki, yki, gki) i.i.d.∼
DX ,Y,G;X�G. To simplify the representation of S, we use Sg to represent a subset of S, i.e., Sg can be ST or SC .

Then we can describe the setting: given dataset S = {SC , ST }, where Sg = {Sg1 , Sg2 , ..., SgK}. For each k ∈ [K], Sg
k
=

{(xki, yki, g)}mg

k

i=1 . Also for every k ∈ [K], mk =mC
k +m

T
k , ∑k∈[K]mk = ∑k∈[K]mC

k +∑k∈[K]mT
k = nC + nT = N . The

goal is to learn a mapping function h = (h1, h2, ..., hK).
F.2.2. SOME THEORY RESULTS

Definition 9 (AUUC-max in multi-tasks learning). For k ∈ [K], define hk(STk , p

100
mT
k ) and hk(SCk , p

100
mC
k ) as the first

p percentiles of STk and SCk , respectively, when arranged according to the predictions of each hk. Furthermore, for ST

and SC , we have h(Sg, p

100
ng) = ∑k∈K hk(Sgk , p

100
m
g
k
). Then empirical AUUC of h on S can be defined as

ÂUUC(h,S) = 1

K

K

∑
k=1
∫

1

0
V (hk,x)dx ≈ 1

K

K

∑
k=1

100

∑
p=1

V (hk, p

100
),

where V (hk, p

100
) satisfies the following:

V (hk, p

100
) = 1

mT
k

∑
iT ∈hk(ST

k
,

p

100
mT

k
)
ykiT −

1

mC
k

∑
iC∈hk(SC

k
,

p

100
mC

k
)
ykiC .

Moreover, the expected AUUC of h is ES[ÂUUC(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 ÂUUC(h,S) and AUUC in Definition 9. Then AUUC and ranking loss satisfied the following :

AUUC(h) ≥ ΓT,C − (ΛTEST [R̂(h,ST )] +ΛCESC [R̂(h, S̃C)]) ,
where Γ = ES[ 1K ∑Kk=1(ȳTk − 1

2
((ȳTk )2 + (ȳCk )2))], Λg = ∑Kk=1 ȳgk(1 − ȳgk), ȳgk = E[Yk ∣G = g].

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

ÂUUC(h,S) = 1

K

K

∑
k=1
∫

1

0
V (hk,x)dx ①= 1

K

K

∑
k=1
∫

1

0
(FST

k

hk
(x) − FSC

k

hk
(x))dx = 1

K

K

∑
k=1

(∫ 1

0
F
ST
k

hk
(x)dx +∫ 1

0
F
SC
k

hk
(x)dx)

②= 1

K
∑
k∈[K]

(ȳTk (1 − ȳTk ) ⋅AUC(hk, STk ) + (ȳTk )22
− ȳCk (1 − ȳCk ) ⋅AUC(hk, SCk ) − (ȳCk )22

)
③= 1

K
∑
k∈[K]

(ȳTk (1 − ȳTk ) ⋅AUC(hk, STk ) + (ȳTk )2
2
− ȳCk (1 − ȳCk ) ⋅ (1 −AUC(hk, S̃Ck )) − (ȳCk )2

2
)
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④= 1

K
∑
k∈[K]

(ȳTk (1 − ȳTk ) ⋅ (1 − R̂k(hk, STk )) + (ȳTk )22
− ȳCk (1 − ȳCk ) ⋅ (1 − (1 − R̂k(hk, S̃Ck )) − (ȳCk )22

)
= 1

K

K

∑
k=1

(ȳTk − 1

2
((ȳTk )2 + (ȳCk )2)´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶

γ̂
T,C

k

) − 1

K

K

∑
k=1

(ȳTk (1 − ȳTk )´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶
λT
k

R̂k(hk, STk ) + ȳCk (1 − ȳCk )´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶
λC
k

R̂k(hk, S̃Ck ))
⑤≥Γ̂T,C − (ΛT R̂(h,ST ) +ΛCR̂(h, S̃C)) .

① is due to Betlei et al. (2021); Surry & Radcliffe (2011), i.e., F
ST
k

hk
(x), FSC

k

hk
(x) can be induced by h, and V (hk,x) =

F
S

T
k

hk
(x)−FSC

k

hk
(x). ② is due to Betlei et al. (2021); Tufféry (2011), i.e., a relationship betweenFDhk

,Gini(h,D) andAUC,

where D represents a dataset. Then we can get ∫
1

0
FDhk
(x)dx = ȳD(1−ȳD)⋅AUC(h,D)+ (ȳD)22

, and then substitute it to ①.

In ③, we revert labels in SCk for ∀k ∈ [K], i.e., S̃Ck = {xki,1 − yki,C}mC
k

i=1 . Thus AUC(hk, SCk ) = 1 −AUC(hk, S̃Ck ) and

substitute it to ②. Moreover, ④ is due to the relationship between AUC and empirical ranking risk, i.e., AUC(hk,D) =
1 − R̂k(hk,D), where R̂k(hk,D) = 1

∣D+∣∣D− ∣ ∑(xki,xkj)∈D+×D−[[hk(xki) ≤ hk(xkj)]]. The last inequality ⑤ is due to

∑i∈[n] aibi ≤ ∑ i ∈ [n]ai ⋅∑ i ∈ [n]bi. Finally, we take expectations from both sides, then

AUUC(h) ≥ ΓT,C − (ΛTEST [R̂(h,ST )] +ΛCESC [R̂(h, S̃C)]) .

Then we can define our empirical risk of h as follows:

R̂S =R̂ST + R̂SC ,

R̂Sg = 1
K

K

∑
k=1

1

m
g
k

m
g

k

∑
i=1

L(xki, yki, g, hk), g ∈ {T,C}.
The expected risk of h satisfies R(h) = ES[ĥ]. And according to the definition of FLRC in Definition 4, we can define the

empirical FLRC of Sg for g ∈ {T,C} as

R̂Sg(H, r) = 1

K
Eζ

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
sup

h∈H,var(h)≤r
∑
k∈[K]

1

m
g
k

∑
j∈J

g

k

ωkj ∑
i∈I

g

kj

ζkihk(xki)
⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
.

Theorem 8 (The base theorem of AUUC-max in multi-tasks learning). For each t > 0, with probability at least 1 − 2e−t,

AUUC(h) ≥ ΓT,C − (ΛT R̂(L ○ h,ST ) +ΛCR̂(L ○ h,SC)) −RST ,SC(H,ST , SC) − [(2
3
+

1

αT
)cT + (2

3
+

1

αC
)cC] t

K
,

where RST ,SC(H,ST , SC) is related to the FLRC of ST and SC , i.e., RST ,SC(H,ST , SC) = 2(1 + αT )RST (H, r) +√
2cT rt
K
+ 2(1 + αC)RSC (H, r) +√ 2cCrt

K
. Additionally, cg = 5

2

42 ∑k∈[K] χh,g(G)
m

g

k

for g ∈ {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

ǫ > 0, there exists hǫ, such that P (Lhǫ
) ≤ P (Lh∗) + ǫ. Then

P (L
ĥ
−Lh∗) = P (Lĥ) − P (Lhǫ

) +P (Lhǫ
) − P (Lh∗)

≤ P (L
ĥ
) − P (Lhǫ

) + ǫ
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Table 1. the mean upper bound values of different dataset

DATA SET BOUND (PA) BOUND (PA)
1

SAMPLE SIZE LABEL NUMBER

EMOTIONS 2.479 17.473 593 6
CAL500 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
COREL5K 63.123 37.675 5000 374
RCV1SUBSET1 13.658 38.779 6000 101
BIBTEX 4.155 33.758 7395 159
DELICIOUS 4.168 14.753 16105 983

1
PA ALGORITHM ANALYZED USING RC IN (WU ET AL., 2023).

= P (L
ĥ
) − Pm(Lĥ) +Pm(Lĥ) −P (Lhǫ

) + ǫ
①≤ P (L

ĥ
) −Pm(Lĥ) + Pm(Lhǫ

) − P (Lhǫ
) + ǫ

≤ 2 sup
h∈H
∣P (Lh) −Pm(Lh)∣ + ǫ,

where P (L
ĥ
− Lh∗) can be seen in Corollary 1. ① is due to Pm(Lĥ) ≤ Pm(Lhǫ

). The two bounds we want to compare

are as follows:

P (L
ĥ
−Lh∗) ≤ 704µr∗ + 75

K
∑
k∈[K]

1

τk
⋅
t

n
, (40)

P (L
ĥ
−Lh∗) ≤ 2⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

4µMbMa√
n
( 1
K
∑
k∈[K]

√
1

τk
) + 3
√

log 2 + t

2n
(
√

1

K
∑
k∈[K]

1

τk
)⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ , (41)

r∗ ≤min
d≥0
( 1

M2
b

⋅
d

n
∑
k∈[K]

1

τk
+Ma

¿ÁÁÀ 1

n
∑
k∈[K]

1

τk
∑
l>d

λ̃2l ),
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 r∗. Our bounds are related to the complexity of r∗; 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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I. 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( C√
n
) 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(√K logn

n
), 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( 1√
n
) using CN. Subsequently, Baxter (2000a) integrated a bias learning model with MTL, employing

VCd to derive a convergence bound of O(√C
n
). Furthermore, Maurer’s previous work (2006a; 2006b) applied RC to

analyze MTL within linear hypothesis spaces, resulting in respective convergence bounds of O( B√
n
), 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, achievingO( 1√
n
) 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( C√
n
) and O(√ logmin(K,d)

n
), 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(√C
n
,
√

lognK

nK
) +√ 1

nK
).
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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( 1√
n
). To further enhance the convergence rates, Yousefi et al. (2018); Watkins et al. (2023)

employed LRC (Bartlett et al., 2005) to analyze theoretical bounds, resulting in convergence rates of O( 1
nα ) (0.5 < α < 1).

Furthermore, Wu et al. (2023) proposed more comprehensive concentration inequalities, which, when combined with RC,

analyzed the generalization bounds under non-independent and identically distributed (non-i.i.d.) conditions, producing

a convergence behavior of O( B√
n
) 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

ofO( d√
n
). 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).

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 Peña & 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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