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Abstract

Multitask Representation Learning (MRL) has emerged as a prevalent technique to improve
sample efficiency in Reinforcement Learning (RL). Empirical studies have found that training
agents on multiple tasks simultaneously within online and transfer learning environments can
greatly improve efficiency. Despite its popularity, a comprehensive theoretical framework that
elucidates its operational efficacy remains incomplete. Prior analyses have predominantly
assumed that agents either possess a pre-known representation function or utilize functions
from a linear class, where both are impractical. The complexity of real-world applications
typically requires the use of sophisticated, non-linear functions such as neural networks as
representation function, which are not pre-existing but must be learned. Our work tries
to fill the gap by extending the analysis to unknown non-linear representations, giving
a comprehensive analysis for its mechanism in online and transfer learning setting. We
consider the setting that an agent simultaneously playing M contextual bandits (or MDPs),
developing a shared representation function ϕ from a non-linear function class Φ using our
novel Generalized Functional Upper Confidence Bound algorithm (GFUCB). We formally
prove that this approach yields a regret upper bound that outperforms the lower bound
associated with learning M separate tasks, marking the first demonstration of MRL’s efficacy
in a general function class. This framework also explains the contribution of representations
to transfer learning when faced with new, yet related tasks, and identifies key conditions for
successful transfer. Empirical experiments further corroborate our theoretical findings.

Keywords: Multitask, Representation Learning, Reinforcement Learning, Transfer
Learning, Sample Complexity.

1 Introduction

Recently, reinforcement learning (RL) has achieved many successful applications in games
(Berner et al., 2019; Silver et al., 2017), robotics (Levine et al., 2016), and many other
fields. However, due to the large cardinality of state/action space in real-world problems,
the large sample complexity has been a major problem for employing these RL algorithms

1

ar
X

iv
:2

50
3.

00
34

5v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 1

 M
ar

 2
02

5
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in reality. A popular method called multitask representation learning (MRL) tries to tackle
this problem by extracting a shared low-dimensional representation function among multiple
related tasks, then using a simple function (for example, linear) on top of this common
representation to solve each task (Baxter, 2000; Caruana, 1997; Li et al., 2010).

Multitask Representation Learning has become a standard practice and an important
method in RL to accelerate the training procedure. The agent is trained simultaneously on
a collection of multiple related but different tasks (Yu et al., 2020b; Chebotar et al., 2023;
Sodhani et al., 2021; Vithayathil Varghese and Mahmoud, 2020). Training an agent across
multiple, distinct yet related tasks has shown to boost sample efficiency for each task and
yields a robust representation that, with minimal adjustments, adapts to new tasks.

Despite its practical success, a comprehensive theoretical framework for MRL, particu-
larly regarding its advantages in online and transfer learning, remains underdeveloped. A
series of studies (Teh et al., 2017; Taylor and Stone, 2009; Lazaric and Restelli, 2011; Rusu
et al., 2015; Liu et al., 2016; Parisotto et al., 2015; Hessel et al., 2019; Arora et al., 2020;
D’Eramo et al., 2020; Cheng et al., 2022; Yang et al., 2022; Papini et al., 2021) give results
on function approximation in bandits and RL, which permits a representation. In these
frameworks, an agent is considered playing M related tasks concurrently. Each task is a
distinct contextual bandit or linear MDP problem1, and all these M tasks share a common
representation ϕ ∈ Φ where Φ = {ϕ : S×A 7→ Rk} is representation function class extracting
a k-dimensional representation vector from state-action pair. Such representation function
can reduce the complexity of problem from a huge space S×A to a simple regression problem
in k-dimensional space. The value approximation function class is defined by F = L◦Φ, here
◦ means composition and L means linear function, which means the value of any state-action
pair (s, a) is linear in its representation ϕ(s, a).

However, previous analyses either assume Φ is linear (Yang et al., 2021), or assume that
the agent already knows the concrete function ϕ (Hu et al., 2021; Jin et al., 2019; Agarwal
et al., 2023), which equivalently reduces to learning linear weight parameters. This limits
their applicability, since general non-linear value estimation is ubiquitous and is the essence
for the success of multitask representation learning. For instance, DQN(Mnih et al., 2013)
achieves great success by employing a deep network to approximate Q-value function. Also,
assuming the agent already knows a good representation function is unrealistic in practice.
Therefore, we aim to extend the analysis to unknown general non-linear representation
functions. This would not only reveal the more essential benefit of multitask representation
learning, but also inspire and facilitate future practice.

Previous focus on linear functions is not without merit; the simplicity of linear models
bypasses numerous analytical challenges and generally guarantees generalization. The
construction of a confidence set for linear parameters, for example, is straightforward,
encompassing a simple ellipsoidal shape with updates via covariance matrix. (Hu et al.,
2013; Yang et al., 2019; Lu et al., 2021; Jin et al., 2019) This ensures that with a sufficient
sample spread across the input space, the covariance matrix converges, allowing for a
consistent prediction error across the entire space. Nonetheless, such generalization becomes
considerably more complex in non-linear contexts, which requires further investigation.

1. Although the name of linear MDP contains term “linear”, it actually has infinite degrees of freedom
because the representation function ϕ could be general non-linear function.
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1.1 Our Contribution

In summary, our work makes following contributions, which solves the challenges for previous
works and extends the analysis for the role of representation function in a more general setting.

Non-linear Function Class Analysis: We first determine the concrete upper con-
fidence form for general function class online algorithms and propose a straightforward
algorithm called Generalized Functional Upper Confidence Bound (or GFUCB in abbrevia-
tion) for general non-linear function class approximation. We use Eluder dimension(Russo
and Van Roy, 2013) to measure the complexity of the function class Φ to analyze the
generalization and give a sharp regret bound. It is proved that our algorithm enjoys

Õ
(√

MT dimE(F)(Mk + logN (Φ))
)
regret bound, where T is the number of steps, M is

the number of tasks and N (Φ) means the covering number of function space Φ. We also
extend the algorithm and analysis to multitask episodic RL with general value approximation
under low inherent Bellman error. By simultaneously solving M different but correlated
MDP tasks, our method is sample-efficient with regret

Õ
(√

MTH dimE(F)(Mk + logN (Φ) +MTHI2)
)

where T is the number of episodes, H is planning horizon and I denotes the inherent Bellman
error. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first provably sample efficient algorithm
for general representation function bandits and linear MDP. It is comparable to the most
optimal regret bound when Φ is specialized to linear representation and is better than the
bounds which solve each task independently.

Comprehensive Analysis and Explanation: We address critical questions regarding
the mechanisms of MRL, its indispensability for learning multiple related tasks, and its
role in transfer learning. Our work highlights the accelerated convergence of the confidence
set due to joint training of the shared feature extractor, which is the main reason for the
reduction of regret and sample complexity. We establish that under certain conditions any
algorithm will exhibit higher regret than MRL, and we provide insights into the conditions
required for successful knowledge transfer in transfer learning.

Technical Contribution: We introduce the multihead function class, capturing the
relationship between different task functions and enabling the analysis of the efficiency of
learning these correlated functions. This structure is critical for characterizing the shared
knowledge among tasks and is absent in previous single-task works.

Empirical Verification: We substantiate our theoretical assertions with empirical
evidence by applying the GFUCB algorithm within neural network-based bandit and MDP
settings, affirming MRL’s capacity to improve sample efficiency in non-linear value bandits
and MDPs. Our research bridges theory and practice, with empirical validation underpinning
our theoretical results. The congruence between our theoretical and empirical results provides
valuable insights and can potentially inspire the development of more refined RL algorithms.
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2 Related Work

In the supervised learning setting, a line of works have been done on multitask learning and
representation learning with various assumptions (Baxter, 2000; Du et al., 2017; Ando and
Zhang, 2005; Ben-David and Schuller, 2003; Maurer, 2006; Cavallanti et al., 2010; Maurer
et al., 2016; Du et al., 2020; Tripuraneni et al., 2020). These results assumed that all tasks
share a joint representation function. It is also worth mentioning that (Tripuraneni et al.,
2020) gave the method-of-moments estimator and built the confidence ball for the feature
extractor, which inspired our algorithm for the infinite-action setting.

The benefit of representation learning has been studied in sequential decision-making
problems, especially in RL domains (Cella et al., 2023; Modi et al., 2022; Yang et al., 2019;
Uehara et al., 2021; Pacchiano et al., 2022; Agarwal et al., 2020). Previous work (Arora et al.,
2020) proved that representation learning could reduce the sample complexity of imitation
learning. (D’Eramo et al., 2020) showed that representation learning could improve the
convergence rate of the value iteration algorithm. Both require a probabilistic assumption
similar to that in (Maurer et al., 2016), and the statistical rates are of similar forms as those
in (Maurer et al., 2016). Following these works, we study a special class of MDP called
Linear MDP. Linear MDP (Yang and Wang, 2019; Jin et al., 2019) is a popular model in RL,
which uses linear function approximation to generalize large state-action space. (Zanette
et al., 2020) extends the definition to low inherent Bellman error (or IBE in short) MDPs.
This model assumes that both the transition and the reward are near-linear in given features.

Recently, (Yang et al., 2021) showed multitask representation learning reduces the regret
in linear bandits, using the framework developed by (Du et al., 2020). Moreover, some
works (Hu et al., 2021; Lu et al., 2021; Jin et al., 2019) proved results on the benefit of
multitask representation learning RL with generative model or linear representation function.
However, these works either restrict the representation function class to be linear, or the
representation function is known to agent. This is unrealistic in real world practice, which
limits these works’ meaning.

The most relevant works that need to be mentioned is general function class value
approximation for bandits and MDPs. (Russo and Van Roy, 2013) first proposed the concept
of eluder dimension to measure the complexity of a function class and gave a regret bound
for general function bandits using this dimension. (Wang et al., 2020) further proved that
it can also be adopted in MDP problems. (Dong et al., 2021) extended the analysis with
sequential Rademacher complexity. Inspired by these works, we adopt eluder dimension and
develop our own analysis.

It should be pointed out that all those works focus on single task setting, which give a
provable bound for just one single MDP or bandit problem. They lack the insight for why
simultaneously dealing with multiple distinct but correlated tasks is more sample efficient.
Our work aim to establish a framework to explain this. By locating the ground truth value
function in multihead function space F⊗M (see detailed definition in Section 4), we are
able to theoretically explain the main reason for the boost of sample efficiency. Informally
speaking, the shared feature extraction backbone ϕ receives samples from all the tasks,
therefore accelerating the convergence for every single task compared with solving them
separately. Although many works (Lu et al., 2021, 2022; Hu et al., 2021; Zhang and Wang,
2021) have demonstrated the power of MRL in reducing sample complexity by proving an
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upper bound for the regret of some proposed MRL algorithm, these results only convey
the message that there exists an algorithm that is theoretically guaranteed to suffer low
regret. Nevertheless, current literature lacks a comprehensive analysis to answer the following
questions:

• What is the mechanism that MRL actually reduces sample complexity?

• Does MRL contains indispensable benefit for learning multiple related tasks?

• Why does the representation learned from MRL also help in transfer learning? Which
condition does it requires to successfully transfer the knowledge?

In our work, we aim to delve into these questions and provide explanations. For the first
question, our work reveals that the joint training for the shared feature extractor plays an
important role in accelerating the convergence of the confidence set, which contributes to
the reduction of regret and sample complexity. Moreover, we prove that when the optimal
policy is complicated enough, any algorithm must suffer a strictly worse regret than MRL,
which gives an affirmative answer to the second question. We also give results on transfer
learning to provide information for the third question.

3 Preliminaries

In this section, we will introduce our basic notations and definitions that are needed for
further analysis on contextual bandits and linear MDPs.

3.1 Notations

We use [n] to denote the set {1, 2, . . . , n} and ⟨·, ·⟩ to denote the inner product between two
vectors. We use f(x) = O(g(x)) to represent f(x) ≤ C · g(x) holds for any x > x0 with
some C > 0 and x0 > 0. Ignoring the polylogarithm term, we use f(x) = Õ(g(x)). Similarly,
f(x) = Ω(g(x)) means f(x) ≥ C · g(x) holds for any x > x0.

3.2 Multitask Contextual Bandits

We first study multitask representation learning in contextual bandits. Each task i ∈ [M ] is
associated with an unknown function f (i) ∈ F from certain function class F . At each step
t ∈ [T ], the agent is given a context vector Ct,i from certain context space C and a set of
actions At,i selected from certain action space A for each task i. The context is provided
either stochastic or adversarial. The agent needs to choose one action At,i ∈ At,i for each
task i, and then receives a reward as Rt,i = f (i)(Ct,i, At,i) + ηt,i, where ηt,i is the random
noise sampled from some i.i.d. distribution. The agent’s goal is to locate function f (i) and
maximize the cumulative reward by selecting the action correspondingly. This is equivalent
to minimizing the total regret from all M tasks in T steps defined as below.

Reg(T )
def
=

T∑
t=1

M∑
i=1

(
f (i)(Ct,i, A

⋆
t,i)− f (i)(Ct,i, At,i)

)
,

where A⋆
t,i = argmaxA∈At,i f

(i)(Ct,i, A) is the optimal action with respect to context Ct,i in
task i.
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3.3 Multitask MDP

Going beyond contextual bandits, we also study how this shared low-dimensional rep-
resentation could benefit the sequential decision making problem like Markov Decision
Process (MDP). In this work, we study undiscounted episodic finite horizon MDP prob-
lem. Consider an MDP M = (S,A,P, r,H), where S is the state space, A is the action
space, either finite or bounded. And P is the transition dynamics, r(·, ·) is the reward
function and H is the planning horizon. The agent starts from an initial state s1 which
can be either fixed or sampled from a certain distribution, then interacts with environ-
ment for H rounds. In the single task framework, at each round (also called level) h, the
agent needs to perform an action ah according to a policy function ah = πh(sh) . Then
the agent will receive a reward Rh(sh, ah) = r(sh, ah) + ηh where ηh again is the noise
term. The environment then transits the state from sh to sh+1 according to distribution
P(·|sh, ah). The estimation for action value function given following action policy π is

defined as Qπ
h(sh, ah) = r(sh, ah) + E

[∑H
t=h+1Rt(st, πt(st))

]
, and state value function is

defined as V π
h (sh) = Qπ

h(sh, πh(sh)). Note that there always exists a deterministic optimal
policy π⋆ for which V π⋆

h (s) = maxπ V
π
h (s) and Qπ⋆

h (s, a) = maxπ Q
π
h(s, a), we will denote

them by V ⋆
h (s) and Q⋆

h(s, a) for simplicity.

In the multitask setting, the agent gets a batch of states {s(i)h,t}
M
i=1 simultaneously from

M different MDP tasks {M(i)}Mi=1 at each round h in episode t, then performs a batch of

actions {πi
t(s

(i)
h,t)}

M
i=1 for each task i ∈ [M ]. Every H rounds form an episode, and the agent

will interact with the environment for T episodes. The goal for the agent is minimizing the
regret defined as

Reg(T ) =
T∑
t=1

M∑
i=1

V
(i)⋆
1

(
s
(i)
1,t

)
− V

πi
t

1

(
s
(i)
1,t

)
,

where V
(i)⋆
1 is the optimal value of task i and s

(i)
1,t is the initial state for task i at episode t.

To let representation function play a role, it is assumed that all tasks share the same state
space S and action space A. Moreover, there exists a representation function ϕ : S×A 7→ Rk

such that action and state value function of all tasks M(i) is always (approximately)
linear in this representation. For example, given a representation function ϕ, the ac-
tion value approximation function at level h is parametrized by a vector θh ∈ Rk as

Qh[ϕ,θh]
def
= ⟨ϕ(s, a),θh⟩, similar for Vh[ϕ,θh](s)

def
= maxa⟨ϕ(s, a),θh⟩. We denote all

such action value functions as Qh = {Qh[ϕ,θh] : ϕ ∈ Φ,θh ∈ Rk}, also value function
approximation space as Vh = {Vh[ϕ,θh] : ϕ ∈ Φ,θh ∈ Rk}. Each task M(i) is a lin-
ear MDP, which means Qh is always approximately closed under the Bellman operator

Th(Qh+1)(s, a)
def
= rh(s, a) + Es′∼Ph(·|s,a)maxa′ Qh+1(s

′, a′).

Linear MDP Definition. A finite horizon MDPM = (S,A,P, r,H) is a linear MDP, if
there exists a representation function ϕ : S ×A 7→ Rk and its induced value approximation
function class Qh, h ∈ [H], such that the inherent Bellman error (Zanette et al., 2020)

Ih
def
= sup

Qh+1∈Qh+1

inf
Qh∈Qh

sup
s∈S,a∈A

|(Qh − Th (Qh+1)) (s, a)| ,

6
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is always smaller than some small constant I.
The definition essentially assumes that for any Q-value approximation function Qh+1 ∈

Qh+1 at level h+ 1, the Q-value function Qh at level h induced by it can always be closely
approximated in class Qh, which assures the accuracy through sequential levels.

3.4 Eluder Dimension

To measure the complexity of a general function class f , we adopt the concept of eluder
dimension (Russo and Van Roy, 2013). First, define ϵ-dependence and independence.

Definition 1 (ϵ-dependent). An input x is ϵ-dependent on set X = {x1, x2, . . . , xn} with
respect to function class F ⊆ {f : Rd 7→ R}, if any pair of functions f, f̃ ∈ F satisfying√∑n

i=1(f(xi)− f̃(xi))2 ≤ ϵ also satisfies |f(x) − f̃(x)| ≤ ϵ. Otherwise, we call x to be
ϵ-independent of dataset X.

Intuitively, ϵ-dependence captures the exhaustion of interpolation flexibility for function
class F . Given an unknown function f ’s value on set X = {x1, x2, . . . , xn}, we are able to
pin down its value on some particular input x with only ϵ-scale prediction error.

Definition 2 (ϵ-eluder dimension). The ϵ-eluder dimension dimE(F , ϵ) is the maximum
length for a sequence of inputs x1, x2, . . . xd ∈ X , such that for some ϵ′ ≥ ϵ, every element is
ϵ′-independent of its predecessors.

This definition is similar to the definition of the dimensionality of a linear space, which
is the maximum length of a sequence of vectors such that each one is linearly independent
to its predecessors. For instance, if F = {f(x) : Rd 7→ R, f(x) = θ⊤x, ∥θ∥ ≤ 1}, we have
dimE(F , ϵ) = O(d log 1/ϵ) since any d linear independent input’s estimated value can fully
describe a linear mapping function. We also omit the ϵ and use dimE(F) when it only has a
logarithm-dependent term on ϵ.

4 Main Results for Contextual Bandits

In this section, we will present our theoretical analysis on the proposed GFUCB algorithm
for contextual bandits.

4.1 Assumptions

This section will list the assumptions that we make for our analysis. The main assumption
is the existence of a shared feature extraction function from class Φ = {ϕ : C × A 7→ Rk}
that any task’s value function is linear in this ϕ.

Assumption 1.1 (Shared Space and Representation) All the tasks share the same
context space C and action space A. Also, there exists a shared representation function
ϕ ∈ Φ and a set of k-dimensional parameters {θi}Mi=1 such that each f (i) has the form
f (i)(·, ·) = ⟨ϕ(·, ·),θi⟩. We also assume that the reward is within range [−1, 1].

Following standard regularization assumptions for bandits (Hu et al., 2021; Yang et al.,
2021), we make assumptions on noise distribution and function parameters.

7
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Assumption 1.2 (Conditional Sub-Gaussian Noise) Denote Ht,i = σ(C1,i, A1,i, . . . , Ct,i, At,i)
to be the σ-field summarizing the history information available before reward Rt,i is observed
for every task i ∈ [M ]. We have ηt,i is sampled from a 1-Sub-Gaussian distribution, namely

E [exp(ληt,i) | Ht,1, . . . ,Ht,M ] ≤ exp
(
λ2

2

)
, ∀λ ∈ R

Assumption 1.3 (Bounded-Norm Feature and Parameter) We assume that the
parameter θi and the feature vector for any context-action pair (C,A) ∈ C ×A is constant
bounded for each task i ∈ [M ], namely ∥θi∥2 ≤

√
k for ∀i ∈ [M ] and ∥ϕ(C,A)∥2 ≤ 1 for

∀C ∈ C, A ∈ A.
Apart from these assumptions, we add assumptions to measure and constrain the com-

plexity of value approximation function class F = L◦Φ, where L is the bounded norm linear
class L = {f(x) : Rd 7→ R, f(x) = θ⊤x, ∥θ∥ ≤ B} for some bound B.

Assumption 1.4 (Bounded Eluder Dimension). We assume that function class F
has bounded Eluder dimension d, which means for any ϵ, dimE(F , ϵ) = Õ(d). Moreover,
representation should be more compact so we assume d ≥ k.

4.2 Algorithm Details

Algorithm 1 Generalized Functional UCB Algorithm

1: for step t : 1→ T do
2: Compute Ft according to (∗)
3: Receive contexts Ct,i and action sets At,i, i ∈ [M ]

4: ft, At,i = argmaxf∈Ft, Ai∈At,i

∑M
i=1 f

(i)(Ct,i, Ai)
5: Play At,i for task i, and get reward Rt,i for i ∈ [M ].
6: end for

The details of the algorithm is in Algorithm 1. At each step t, the algorithm first solves
the optimization problem below to get the empirically optimal solution f̂t that best predicts
the rewards for context-input pairs seen so far.

f̂t ← argmin
f∈F⊗M

M∑
i=1

t−1∑
k=1

(
f (i)(Ck,i, Ak,i)−Rk,i

)2
Here we abuse the notation of F⊗M as

F⊗M =
{(

f (1), . . . , f (M)
)
: f (i)(·) = ϕ(·)⊤wi, ϕ ∈ Φ,w1, . . . ,wM ∈ Rk

}
to denote the M-head prediction version of F , parametrized by a shared representation
function ϕ(·) and a weight matrix W = [w1, . . . ,wM ] ∈ Rk×M . We use f (i) to denote the ith
head of function f which specially serves for task i. For those readers who have concerns in
argmax operation, we omit the technical details and assume the set {(x, f(x)) : f ∈ F , x ∈
S ×A} is compact, so that any limiting point is achievable.

8
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After obtaining f̂t, we maintain a functional confidence set Ft ⊆ F⊗M for possible value
approximation functions

Ft
def
=

{
f ∈ F⊗M :

∥∥∥f̂t − f
∥∥∥2
2,Et

≤ βt, |f (i)(x)| ≤ 1,∀x ∈ C ×A, i ∈ [M ]

}
(∗)

Here, for the sake of simplicity, we use
∥∥∥f̂t − f

∥∥∥2
2,Et

=
∑M

i=1

∑t−1
k=1

(
f̂
(i)
t (xk,i)− f (i)(xk,i)

)2
to denote the empirical 2-norm of function f̂t−f =

(
f̂
(1)
t − f (1), . . . , f̂

(M)
t − f (M)

)
. Basically,

(∗) contains all the functions in F⊗M whose value estimation difference on all collected
context-action pairs xk,i = (Ck,i, Ak,i) compared with empirical loss minimizer f̂t does not
exceed a preset parameter βt. We show that with high probability, the real value function fθ
is always contained in Ft when βt is carefully chosen as Õ(Mk + log (N (Φ, α, ∥ · ∥∞)),
where N (Φ, α, ∥ · ∥∞) is the α-covering number of function class Φ in the sup-norm
∥ϕ∥∞ = maxx∈S×A ∥ϕ(x)∥2. It means finding a set N ⊆ Φ such that for any ϕ ∈ Φ
there exists a ϕ̄ ∈ N such that ∥ϕ− ϕ̄∥∞ ≤ α. Here, α is set to be a small number as 1

kMT
(see detailed definition and proof in Lemma 1).

For the action choice, our algorithm follows OFUL, which estimates each action value
with the most optimistic function value in our confidence set Ft, and chooses the action
whose optimistic value estimation is the highest. In the multitask setting, we choose one
action from each task to form an action tuple (A1, A2, . . . , AM ) such that the summation of
the optimistic value estimation

∑M
i=1 f

(i)(Ct,i, Ai) is maximized by some function f ∈ Ft.

GFUCB algorithm solves the exploration problem in an implicit way. For a context-action
pair x = (C,A) in task i which has not been fully understood and explored yet, the possible
value estimation f (i)(x) will vary in large range with regard to constraint ∥f − f̂t∥22,Et

≤ βt,
since there are many possible function value on this x within Ft while agreeing on all past
context-action pairs’ value. Therefore, the optimistic value f (i)(x) will become high by
getting a significant implicit bonus, encouraging the agent to try such action A under context
C, which achieves natural exploration.

Intractability. Some may have concerns on the intractability of building the confidence
set (∗) and solving the optimization problem to get f̂t, ft, At,i. The solution comes as two
folds. From the theoretical perspective, since the focus of problem is sample complexity
rather than computational complexity, a computational oracle can simply be assumed to
give the solution of the optimization. This is the common practice for theoretical works (Jin
et al., 2021; Sun et al., 2018; Agarwal et al., 2014; Jiang et al., 2017) in order to focus on the
sample complexity analysis. From empirical perspective, there are great chances to optimize
it with gradient methods. For example, solving f̂t is a standard empirical risk minimization
problem, and can be effectively solved with gradient methods (Du et al., 2019a). As for ft
and At,i, note that it is not necessary to explicitly build the confidence set Ft by listing all
the candidates. The approximation algorithm just need to search within the confidence set
via gradient method to optimize objective

∑M
i=1 f

(i)(Ct,i, Ai). The start point is f̂t, and the

algorithm knows that it approaches the border of Ft when ∥f̂t − f∥22,Et
approaches βt. The
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details of implementation are in Appendix E.

4.3 Regret Bound

Based on the assumptions above, we have the regret guarantee as below.

Theorem 1.1 Based on assumption 1.1 to 1.4, denote the cumulative regret in T steps as
Reg(T ), with probability at least 1− δ we have

Reg(T ) = Õ
(√

MdT (Mk + logN (Φ, αT , ∥ · ∥∞))
)
.

Here, d := dimE(F , αT ) is the Eluder dimension for value approximation function class
F = L◦Φ, and αT is discretization scale which only appears in logarithm term thus omitted.
The detailed proof is left in appendix.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first regret bound for general function class
representation learning in contextual bandits. To get a sense of its sharpness, note that
when Φ is specialized as linear function class as Φ = {ϕ(x) = Bx,B ∈ Rk×d}, we have
logN (Φ, αT , ∥ · ∥∞) = Õ(dk) and dimE(F) = d, then our bound is reduced to Õ(M

√
dTk +

d
√
MTk), which is the same optimal as the current best provable regret bound for linear

representation class bandits in (Hu et al., 2021).

4.4 Lower Bound

In this section, we will demonstrate the essential benefit of the multitask representation
learning from the other side. We prove that when the action set A, function space F
satisfy certain conditions which will be clarified later, there will exist bandit instance
with a proper action set that any algorithm will suffer strictly larger sample complexity if
it learns each task independently. The detailed definition of the perplex condition is as below.

Perplex Condition. Denote d = dimE(F), we say an instance f⋆ ∈ F satisfies perplex
condition, if it has Ω(d) policy eluder dimension (Foster et al., 2020), namely there exists
m = Ω(d) different functions fi ∈ F and contexts c(i) ∈ C, such that for all i ∈ [m]

π(i)
(
c(i)
)
= a(i) ̸= π⋆

(
c(i)
)
, π(i)

(
c(j)
)
= π⋆

(
c(j)
)
∀j < i : c(j) ̸= c(i),

where π(i)(c) = argmaxa∈A fi(c, a) is the policy function induced by value function fi, and
π⋆(c) = argmaxa∈A f⋆(c, a) is the optimal policy.

Essentially, the perplex condition ensures that the optimal policy is confused with at
least Ω(d) different policies. These policies give identical actions as optimal policy in many
contexts, and each requires a novel context to discriminate it from optimal policy. The agent
needs to figure out the authentic f⋆ from these fi.

Based on the perplex condition, we have the following result.

Theorem 1.2 Given a function f⋆ ∈ F which satisfies the perplex condition. For any
algorithm that reaches Õ(

√
T ) average regret dependency on timestep T for all possible

10



Towards Understanding the Benefit of MRL

instances, there will always exist a fθ ∈ F and a list of contexts that make the agent suffer

the regret which is at least Ω̃
(
Md
√
T
)

The detailed proof is left in appendix. Note that GFUCB only has

Õ
(√

MdT logN (Φ, ∥ · ∥∞)
)
,

which is upper bounded by Õ(d
√
MTk) (see lemma 2.2) and sublinear in M . This means

having more tasks can result in a lower average regret for each task, which confirms the
benefit of multitask representation learning.

4.5 Mechanism Behind Multitask Learning

The reduction of regret is achieved through joint training for function ϕ. If we solve these
tasks independently, the confidence set width βt is at scale M log (N (Φ, α, ∥ · ∥∞)) because
it needs to cover M representation function space respectively. By involving ϕ in the
prediction for all tasks, our algorithm reduces the size of confidence set by M times, since
now the samples from all the tasks can contribute to learning the representation ϕ. Usually
log (N (Φ, α, ∥ · ∥∞)) is much greater than k and M , hence our confidence set shrinks at a
much faster speed.

This explains how GFUCB achieves lower regret. Because the suboptimality gap at each
step t is proportional to the width of the confidence set and joint training enables it to shrink
at a O(

√
M) faster speed. It also provides insight into why multitask representation learning

has important benefits for reducing sample complexity. Essentially, GFUCB captures the
core mechanism for why MRL reduces sample complexity, which is the shared backbone ϕ.
During the online learning, the learned representation ϕ̂ has to be responsible for the value
prediction of all the tasks. This in turn forms a faster learning process for the representation
ϕ. Figure1 illustrate this mechanism by dandelions. Learning in a more compact function
space naturally results in better efficiency, and it can easily extend to relevant new tasks by
plugging in a new head (seed of dandelion).

5 Main Results for MDP

5.1 Assumptions

For multitask Linear MDP setting, we adopt Assumption 3 from (Hu et al., 2021) which
generalizes the inherent Bellman error (Zanette et al., 2020) to multitask setting.

Assumption 2.1 (Low IBE for multitask) Define multi-task IBE is defined as

Imul
h

def
= sup{

Q
(i)
h+1

}M

i=1
∈Qh+1

inf{
Q

(i)
h

}M

i=1
∈Qh

sup
s∈S,a∈A,i∈[M ]

∣∣∣(Q(i)
h − T

(i)
h

(
Q

(i)
h+1

))
(s, a)

∣∣∣ .
We have I def

= suph Imul
h is small for all Qh, h ∈ [H].

Assumption 2.1 generalize low IBE to multitask setting. It assumes that for every task
i ∈ [M ], its Q-value function space is always close under the Bellman operator.

Assumption 2.2 (Parameter Regularization) We assume that

11
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Figure 1: The illustration of the mechanism behind multitask representation learning. Train-
ing separately on each task essentially learns in space FM = (L ◦ Φ)M , which
requires samples to independently locate M different representation backbone ϕis,
while MRL like GFUCB learns in space F⊗M = LM ◦Φ that is much more compact
by sharing the same backbone. Therefore, MRL requires much less sample to
learn representation ϕ and its total regret enjoys a sublinear dependency on task
number M .

• ∥ϕ(s, a)∥ ≤ 1, 0 ≤ Qπ
h(s, a) ≤ 1 for ∀(s, a) ∈ S ×A, h ∈ [H],∀π.

• There exists a constant D such that for any h ∈ [H] and θ
(i)
h , it holds that ∥θ(i)

h ∥2 ≤ D.

• For any fixed
{
Q

(i)
h+1

}M

i=1
∈ Qh+1, the random noise z

(i)
h

def
= R

(i)
h (s, a)+maxaQ

(i)
h+1(s

′, a)−

T (i)
h

(
Q

(i)
h+1

)
(s, a) is bounded in [−1, 1] and is always independent to all other random

variables for ∀(s, a) ∈ S ×A, h ∈ [H], i ∈ [M ].

These assumptions are widely adopted in linear MDP analytical works (Zanette et al., 2020;
Hu et al., 2021; Lu et al., 2021), which regularizes the parameter, feature, and noise scale. If
the noise or reward scale increases, the final regret bound just linearly scaled correspondingly
and requires quadratically more samples to achieve similar average regret. So it does not
make any essential difference. Again we add bounded Eluder dimension constraint for the
Q-value estimation class.

Assumption 2.3 (Bounded Eluder Dimension). We assume that function class Qh

has bounded Eluder dimension d for any h ∈ [H].

5.2 Algorithm Details

The algorithm for multitask linear MDP is similar to contextual bandits as above. The
optimization problem in line 4 of Algorithm 2 is finding the empirically best solution for

12
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Algorithm 2 multitask Linear MDP Algorithm

1: for episode t : 1→ T do

2: Q
(i)
H+1 = 0, i ∈ [M ]

3: for h : H → 1 do
4: ϕ̂h,t, θ̂

(i)

h,t ← solving (1)

5: Q
(i)
h (·, ·) = ϕ̂h,t(·, ·)⊤θ̂

(i)

h,t, V
(i)
h (·) = maxaQ

(i)
h (·, a)

6: end for
7: for h : 1→ H do
8: Compute Fh,t according to Lemma 4

9: Receive states
{
s
(i)
h,t

}M

i=1
, f̃h,t, a

(i)
h,t = argmaxf∈Fh,t,a(i)∈A

∑M
i=1 f

(i)
(
s
(i)
h,t, a

(i)
)

10: Play a
(i)
h,t and get reward R

(i)
h,t for task i ∈ [M ].

11: end for
12: end for

Q-value estimation at level h in episode t as below

ϕ̂h,t, Θ̂h,t ← argmin
ϕ∈Φ,Θ=[θ(1),...,θ(M)]

L(ϕ,Θ) (1)

s.t. ∥θ(i)∥ ≤ D,∀i ∈ [M ]

0 ≤ ϕ(s, a)⊤θi ≤ 1, ∀(s, a) ∈ S ×A, i ∈ [M ],

where L(ϕ,Θ) is the empirical loss function defined as

M∑
i=1

t−1∑
j=1

(
ϕ
(
s
(i)
h,j , a

(i)
h,j

)⊤
θ(i) −R

(i)
h,j − V

(i)
h+1

(
s
(i)
h+1,j

))2

.

The framework of our work resembles LSVI (Jin et al., 2019) and (Lu et al., 2021) which
learns the Q-value estimation in reverse order, at each level h, the algorithm uses just-learned

value estimation function Vh+1 to build the regression target value as R
(i)
h,j + V

(i)
h+1

(
s
(i)
h+1,j

)
and find empirically best estimation f̂

(i)
h,t = ϕ̂⊤

h,tθ̂
(i)

h,t for each task i ∈ [M ]. The optimistic
value estimation of each action is again searched within confidence set Fh,t which is centered

at f̂h,t and shrinks as the constraint ∥f − f̂h,t∥22,Et
≤ βt becomes increasingly tighter. Note

that the contextual bandit problem can be regarded as a 1-horizon MDP problem without
transition dynamics, and our framework at each level h is indeed a copy of procedures in
Algorithm 1.

5.3 Regret Bound

Based on assumptions 2.1 to 2.3, we prove that our algorithm enjoys a regret bound guaran-
teed by the following theorem. The detailed proof is left in appendix.

Theorem 2. Based on assumption 2.1 to 2.3, denote the cumulative regret in T episodes as
Reg(T ), we have the following regret bound for Reg(T ) holds with probability at least 1− δ
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for Algorithm 2

Õ
(
MH
√
Tdk +H

√
MTd logN (Φ, α) +MHTI

√
d
)
,

where α is discretization scale smaller than 1
kMT .

Remark. Compared to the naive implementation of the general value function approxi-
mation algorithm of a single task (Wang et al., 2020) for M tasks, whose regret bound is
Õ(MHd

√
T logN (Φ)), to achieve the same average regret, our algorithm outperforms this

naive algorithm with a boost in sample efficiency by Õ(Md). Similarly to what we found in
bandit, this benefit mainly attributes to learning in function space F⊗M = LM ◦ Φ instead
of FM = (L ◦ Φ)M , the former is more compact and requires much fewer samples to learn.

6 Knowledge Transfer Ability

Apart from boosting sample efficiency in online scenarios, the power of multitask repre-
sentation learning (MRL) is also manifested in its ability to effectively transfer knowledge
from multiple trained tasks to another unseen but relevant task (Zhu et al., 2023). For
example, when learning MDPs, the agent is trained on multiple training tasks to learn a
representation function ϕ : S ×A 7→ Rk that extracts a low-dimensional representation to
compactly encode the knowledge of the state and action. Empirically, this representation
function can be obtained by removing the final linear layer of a complicated non-linear value
prediction network. The agent only needs to train a new value prediction head to learn a
new task.

Algorithm 3 Transfer Learning Algorithm for Bandit

1: Input: Regularization λ, Failure probability tolerance δ
2: Initialization: V0 = λI
3: Run GFUCB for T steps and get solution f̂T = ϕ̂⊤

T Ŵ T

4: Play an arbitrary action A0 ∈ A0 with respect to context C0

5: for step s : 1→ t do
6: Receive context Cs and action set As

7: θ̂s := V −1
s−1

∑s
i=1 ϕ̂T (Ci, Ai)Ri

8: βs :=
√
λk +

√
2 log(1/δ) + k log

(
1 + s

kλ

)
9: select Ai = argmaxA∈As ϕ̂T (Cs, A)

⊤θ̂s +
√
βsϕ̂T (Cs, A)

⊤V −1
s−1ϕ̂T (Cs, A)

10: Play As and get reward Rs

11: Vs = Vs−1 + ϕ̂T (Cs, As)ϕ̂T (Cs, As)
⊤

12: end for

However, similar to the situation in the online setting, the theoretical study of transfer
learning with a general representation function is also limited. Thus, our goal also includes
a thorough understanding of MRL’s advantages in transfer learning. Our transfer learning
framework operates as follows: first perform online algorithm 1 (or algorithm 2) and obtain
the final set of functions FT at timestep T that is centered at f̂T = ϕ̂⊤

TW . Then we fix

ϕ̂T as our feature representation and formalize the transfer learning procedure as a simple
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linear regression problem on top of ϕ̂T with uncertainty of the underlying linear parameter.
The new task is denoted as task M + 1, whose value prediction function is f (M+1)(·). Note
that this task becomes a misspecified linear bandit problem, where a standard Linear UCB
algorithm can be directly applied to play a role. We denote training steps (or episodes) as
T and training steps for transferring to a new task as t. The detailed algorithm procedure
is presented in Algorithm 3. The metric for the whole pretraining and transfer learning is
denoted as

Reg(T, t) =

t∑
i=1

f (M+1)(Ci, A
∗
i )− f (M+1)(Ci, Ai),

A∗
i =arg max

A∈Ai

f (M+1)(Ci, A).

6.1 Assumptions

Before starting our analysis, several additional assumptions are required.

Assumption 3.1 (Task Transferability) We assume that the new task share the same
representation function with M training tasks. Also, its weight parameter wM+1 lies in the

span of W . It means that we can write f (M+1) as f (M+1)(·) = ϕ∗(·)⊤
(∑M

i=1 λiwi

)
,where

we assume that
∑M

i=1 |λi| = O(1). This also implies that f (M+1) =
∑M

i=1 λif
(i).

Assumption 3.2 (Training Data Coverage) For any ϵ > 0 and any test input x =
(Cs, As) during solving the M + 1 task, there exists a universal constant κ > 0, such that x
is ϵ-dependent on at least κT/ dimE(F) disjoint sequences in the pertaining dataset.

Assumption 3.1 essentially states that the new task’s parameter and its value prediction
can be represented from a linear combination of training tasks’ value functions. Assumption
3.2 then ensures that every test input has a sufficient dependency on the training dataset, so
there is no significant discrepancy between the training tasks’ data distribution and the new
task. For the total T samples, there are T/dimE(F) sequences on expectation. Assumption
3.2 states that test input x is always dependent on no less than a constant than this order.
These two assumptions are widely adopted (Lu et al., 2021; Du et al., 2019b) and necessary
for transferring knowledge from training tasks to new tasks. Conceptually, there will be no
guarantee if the new task either contains totally unexplored functionalities or outlier input
points that have almost no relation to training data.

6.2 Results

Based on the basic assumptions in previous sections plus these two, we establish the transfer
guarantee as the following theorem.

Theorem 3. Based on assumption 1.1 to 1.4 and 3.1, 3.2, we have the following cumu-
lative regret bound holds with probability at least 1− δ for applying a simple Linear UCB
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algorithm(Lattimore and Szepesvári, 2018) on the novel bandit task to be transferred

Reg(T, t) = Õ

(√
Md(Mk + log(N (Φ, αT ))

κT
· t+ k

√
t

)
.

Remark The regret consists of two terms. The first term is the misspecification error, which
measures the intrinsic error that we use ϕ̂⊤

Tw to represent the value function, since linear

combination f̂
(i)
T , i ∈ [M ] is imperfect to fit the novel task to be transferred. We bound

this error by finding a specific f̃ =
∑M

i=1 f̂
(i)
T and prove that its prediction is bounded by a

polynomial of T .
Our findings suggest that the quality of the representation is intrinsically linked to the

extent of pretraining. For the transfer task to benefit, the pretraining phase must meet three
criteria: (i) Adequate task skill coverage, ensuring that the representation encompasses the
knowledge required by the new task, allowing its value function to be ascertained through
a linear amalgamation of various tasks. (ii) Ample Data Recall, meaning that the states
encountered in the new task are sufficiently represented in the pretraining data, facilitating
learning through simple linear regression. Note that if this condition is not satisfied, which
means κ is small, then the overall regret guarantee becomes uselessly loose. (iii) Extensive
Pretraining Steps. Note that the first term is linear in t, inversely proportion to the squre
root of T . This necessitates a significant number of pretraining steps to make this term
negligible, otherwise a sub-optimal linear regret is still expected. These conditions are also
corroborated by our experimental data in Section 7. Our analysis can also be easily extended
to MDPs, since there is no essential technical barrier, we leave it to future work.

7 Experiments

To corroborate our theoretical insights, we performed experiments on non-linear neural
network in bandit and MDP tasks. We executed two sets of experiments to validate GFUCB’s
capability in multitask learning and transfer learning, respectively. It is essential to mention
that this is a proof-of-concept experiment. Our primary objective is to implement the
GFUCB algorithm and evaluate its effectiveness, rather than outperform advanced real-
world algorithms. We aim to showcase that the sample efficiency of GFUCB scales with the
number of tasks and surpasses naive exploration.

7.1 Regret and Transfer for Bandits

Task Design. To test the efficacy of our algorithm, we use the MNIST dataset (Deng,
2012) to build a bandit problem that involves non-linear value approximation. The reward
function of the bandit environment maps the same digit into the same base reward rb, which
ranges from 0 to 1, plus a noise ηh sampled from a zero-mean Gaussian with a standard
deviation of 0.01. At every round, each task will present the agent a context C consists of K
different digit images and ask the agent to take action as an integer j ∈ [K] meaning which
image to choose, then return the reward according to the agent’s choice.

For the multitask setting, we construct M different tasks using different digit-to-reward
mappings σi : {0, . . . , 9} 7→ [0, 1], i ∈ [M ], where σi(k) will give a unique reward for all
images of digit k in task i. Different tasks have different reward mapping function σi(·).
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Figure 2: Bandit experiments. (a) Multitask Learning. Cumulative regret over steps for
M = 1, 5, 10. (b) Transfer Learning. The representation is pretrained on M = 5, 10
tasks with varying training steps. Then we run LinUCB on new M ′ = 3 tasks
respectively and the average regret is reported.

By designing the environment this way, it requires to learn a common representation ϕ to
recognize digits for different tasks.

In the transfer learning scenario, we generate an additional set of M ′ tasks, each having
distinct mappings compared to the original M tasks. We use the representation extractor ϕ
from the training on the M tasks – specifically the Q-value network excluding its final layer
– as the initial setup for the new M ′ tasks. With such a fixed ϕ, value function f is linear.
Therefore, LinUCB (Li et al., 2010) is adopted on new M ′ tasks respectively.

Implementation Details. We use a simple CNN as our feature extraction function ϕ,
which takes a digit image as input and outputs a 10-dimensional normalized vector as
representation. It consists of two 3x3 convolution layers and two fully-connected layers,
followed by ReLU activation and a normalization procedure. In principle, finding parameters
for a neural network to achieve the (near) minimal empirical error is an NP-Hard problem.
We approximately solve the complex optimization problem in general functional space by
the gradient-based method. The next major challenge is estimating the optimistic value for
each action within the abstract function set Ft in Equation (∗). To identify this optimistic
value, we employ a clipping mechanism as described by (Schulman et al., 2017), which aims
to searche an approximately optimal value with a constraint. Additionally, the computed βt
is substituted with the fine-tuned value Bt. More details can be found at Appendix E.

Multitask Results. We test the performance of our algorithm against a naive eps-greedy
baseline that solves each task independently by training the same CNN value prediction
module. We show our results with number of tasks M = 1, 5, 10 in Figure 2(a). Firstly,
we randomly generate 10 different digit-value mapping functions σi(·), i = 1, . . . , 10. The
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total 10 tasks are divided into 10/M groups; each group forms a M -task problem and is
solved by an individual copy of some algorithm. At each step t, the cumulative regret from
all 10 tasks is averaged to estimate the method’s performance. Our result in Figure 2(a)
verified that the multitask training does accelerate learning, which empirically validates our
theoretical analysis. The multitask training uses the samples from all M tasks to jointly
learn a good representation ϕ, which significantly accelerates the learning procedure of the
CNN backbone. Also, the improvement in GFUCB algorithm’s performance with M = 1
validates the effect of our finetune procedure for getting a bonus. Detailed dissection and
discussion are left in appendix.

Figure 3: The 4x4 grid
MDP task.

Transfer Results. To evaluate the transfer capability, we
generated an additional set of M ′ = 3 tasks. The represen-
tation extractor, ϕ, acquired from training on the original M
tasks, was used as the initialization for these new M ′ tasks.
Furthermore, we employed ϕ from varying training steps T .
In general terms, a ϕ derived from extended training peri-
ods tends to offer superior representation until the network
achieves convergence. To be specific, we extracted ϕ from
configurations with M = 5, 10 and T = 50, 100, 350. With a
fixed ϕ and subsequently a linear value function f , we executed
LinUCB (Li et al., 2010) on the new set of M ′ tasks. Beyond
the eps-greedy approach, we also introduced a randomly ini-
tialized ϕ to serve as an additional baseline. As depicted in
Figure 2(b), LinUCB, when paired with a ϕ obtained from M training tasks, substantially
outperforms the baselines. Observably, as the number of training tasks or training steps
increases, the regret rate tends to converge more swiftly. These outcomes substantiate the
transfer capabilities of the good representations derived from the training tasks.

7.2 Regret and Transfer for MDPs

Task Design. As shown in Figure 3, we construct an MDP problem using a 4x4 grid maze.
The agent navigates through the maze grids to locate an exit. The action space comprises
movements: up, down, left, and right. The agent receives a reward upon reaching the exit
(denoted by a red star) and incurs a penalty upon encountering lava, which is not visually
depicted. The detailed reward and transition design can be found at Appendix F. The value
function translates the input image and the selected action into its respective value.

Our value function uses a CNN comprising 3 convolutional layers and two MLP layers.
The first four layers serve as the representation extraction ϕ with an output dimension of
d = 256. For the multitask framework, we designM distinct tasks by varying the starting grid
and lava grid positions. Besides, the number of lava in each task fluctuates between 0 to 2. As
a result, each task is characterized by a distinct value mapping. Through this environmental
design, the shared ϕ across all tasks is tasked with discerning the agent’s position. Subsequent
linear functions then project this position into varying values based on the task’s unique
configuration. In the transfer learning paradigm, the representation extractor ϕ acquired
from training on the M tasks is used. The implementation details including addressing the
optimization problem within a general functional space and estimating the optimistic value
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Figure 4: MDP experiments. (a) Multitask Learning. Cumulative regret over steps for M =
1, 5, 10. (b) Transfer Learning. The representation is pretrained on M = 1, 5, 10
tasks. Then average regret on new M ′ tasks is reported.

for each action within the abstract function set, align closely with the procedures employed
in the bandit setting.

Multitask Results. To assess the performance of our algorithm, we devised 10 unique grid
maze environments, each characterized by its own value function mapping. Similar tp the
bandit setting, these 10 tasks are grouped into 10/M clusters, with each cluster representing
an M -task challenge. The cumulative regret across these tasks is subsequently averaged to
determine our method’s effectiveness. As illustrated in Figure 4(a), our findings underscore
the benefits of multitask training in expediting learning, offering empirical corroboration
for our theoretical insights. By harnessing samples from all M tasks, multitask training
cultivates an universal representation ϕ, markedly boosting the learning efficiency of the
CNN architecture. Moreover, it’s evident that groups encompassing a greater number of
tasks exhibit superior performance compared to their lesser-inclusive counterparts, implying
that broader coverage of function class fosters swifter convergence.

Transfer Results. To assess transferability, we introduced an additional set of M ′ = 3
tasks. Specifically, we obtained ϕ from configurations at M = 1, 5, 10. Using a fixed ϕ and
the resultant linear value function f , we addressed the new tasks by employing a LinUCB
variant that substitutes the regression target with bootstrap, as aligned with Section 5.2.
As illustrated in Figure 4(b), the LinUCB combined with a ϕ derived from M training tasks
markedly surpasses the baseline. Notably, with an increase in the number of training tasks,
the regret rate exhibits a quicker convergence. For M = 1 (represented by the purple curve),
the transfer algorithm lacks a discernible convergence trend even over long training steps.
This might be attributed to the limited task spectrum, causing the learned representation ϕ̂
to be more specific rather than generalized. Consequently, the value function for the new
task may not be expressible as a linear combination of ϕ̂.
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8 Conclusion

In this paper, we have advanced the understanding of Multitask Representation Learning
(MRL) in Reinforcement Learning (RL) by extending the analysis to general function
class representations and proposing the Generalized Functional Upper Confidence Bound
(GFUCB) algorithm. Our theoretical contributions validate the advantages of MRL in
settings with bandits and linear Markov Decision Processes, highlighting its indispensable
role in enhancing sample efficiency and shedding light on its mechanisms in transfer learning.
On the technical side, we introduced the multihead function class, F⊗M , capturing the
shared structure among tasks and facilitating a more efficient learning process. Our extensive
experiments with neural network-based environments validate the theoretical promises of
MRL, showcasing the GFUCB algorithm’s effectiveness in boosting sample efficiency. This
work sets the stage for future exploration in more complex representation classes and real-
world applications, continuing the quest for deeper understanding and innovation in MRL
and RL.
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S. S. Du, J. Koushik, A. Singh, and B. Póczos. Hypothesis transfer learning via transformation
functions. In Proceedings of the 31st International Conference on Neural Information
Processing Systems, pages 574–584, 2017.

S. S. Du, A. Krishnamurthy, N. Jiang, A. Agarwal, M. Dud́ık, and J. Langford. Provably effi-
cient RL with rich observations via latent state decoding. arXiv preprint arXiv:1901.09018,
2019b.

S. S. Du, W. Hu, S. M. Kakade, J. D. Lee, and Q. Lei. Few-shot learning via learning the
representation, provably. arXiv preprint arXiv:2002.09434, 2020.

D. J. Foster, A. Rakhlin, D. Simchi-Levi, and Y. Xu. Instance-dependent complexity of
contextual bandits and reinforcement learning: A disagreement-based perspective. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2010.03104, 2020.

M. Hessel, H. Soyer, L. Espeholt, W. Czarnecki, S. Schmitt, and H. van Hasselt. Multi-task
deep reinforcement learning with popart. In Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on
Artificial Intelligence, volume 33, pages 3796–3803, 2019.

J. Hu, X. Chen, C. Jin, L. Li, and L. Wang. Near-optimal representation learning for linear
bandits and linear rl. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 4349–4358.
PMLR, 2021.

21

https://openreview.net/forum?id=rkgpv2VFvr


Towards Understanding the Benefit of Multitask Representation Learning

Y. Hu, D. Zhang, J. Ye, X. Li, and X. He. Fast and accurate matrix completion via
truncated nuclear norm regularization. Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, IEEE
Transactions on, 35(9):2117–2130, 2013.

N. Jiang, A. Krishnamurthy, A. Agarwal, J. Langford, and R. E. Schapire. Contextual
decision processes with low bellman rank are PAC-learnable. In Proceedings of the 34th
International Conference on Machine Learning-Volume 70, pages 1704–1713. JMLR. org,
2017.

C. Jin, Z. Yang, Z. Wang, and M. I. Jordan. Provably efficient reinforcement learning with
linear function approximation. arXiv preprint arXiv:1907.05388, 2019.

C. Jin, Q. Liu, and S. Miryoosefi. Bellman eluder dimension: New rich classes of rl problems,
and sample-efficient algorithms. Advances in neural information processing systems, 34:
13406–13418, 2021.
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Appendix A. Bandit Regret Bound Analysis

A.1 Algorithm Procedure

At each round s ∈ [t] , after performing a list of actions {As,i}Mi=1 with respect to correspond-
ing context vectors {Cs,i}Mi=1, the agent receives a list of rewards ys,i associated with input
xs,i = (Cs,i, As,i) for i ∈ [M ]. Note that we will use f(Ct, At) or f(xt) where xt = (Ct, At)
in different contexts. The algorithm first solves the following regression problem to obtain
the empirical minimizer function f̂t(·) = ϕ̂t(·)⊤Ŵ t based on samples collected.

ϕ̂t, Ŵ t = argmin
ϕ∈Φ,W=[w1,...,M ]

M∑
i=1

∥∥∥yt−1,i − ϕ(Xt−1,i)
⊤wi

∥∥∥2
2

s.t. |ϕ(x)⊤wi| ≤ 1, ∀i ∈ [M ],x ∈ C × A.

Here, Xt−1,i = [x1,i,x2,i, . . . ,xt−1,i] is the selected context-action pair for task i in the first
t− 1 rounds, and yt−1,i = [R1,i, R2,i, . . . , Rt−1,i]

⊤ ∈ Rt−1 stacks all the received reward into
a vector accordingly. We use ϕ(X) to compactly represent feeding each column xi of X
into ϕ(·) and get concatenated output as [ϕ(x1), ϕ(x2), . . . , ϕ(xt−1)].

After obtaining the best empirical estimator function f̂
(i)
t (·) = ϕ̂t(·)⊤ŵt,i at round t ∈ [T ]

for each i ∈ [M ], we maintain a function confidence set Ft ⊆ F⊗M for representation
function and parameters.

Ft
def
=

{
f ∈ F⊗M :

∥∥∥f̂t − f
∥∥∥2
2,Et

≤ βt, |f (i)(x)| ≤ 1,∀x ∈ C ×A, i ∈ [M ]

}
(∗)

Here we abuse the notation of F⊗M as F⊗M =
{
f =

(
f (1), . . . , f (M)

)
: f i(·) = ϕ(·)⊤wi ∈ F

}
to denote the M-head prediction version of F , parametrized by a shared representation
function ϕ(·) and a weight matrix W = [w1, . . . ,wM ] ∈ Rk×M . We use f (i) to denote the
ith head of function f . For the sake of simplicity, we use∥∥∥f̂t − f

∥∥∥2
2,Et

=

M∑
i=1

t−1∑
s=1

(
f̂
(i)
t (xs,i)− f (i)(xs,i)

)2
to denote the empirical 2-norm of function f̂t−f =

(
f̂
(1)
t − f (1), . . . , f̂

(M)
t − f (M)

)
. Another

important hyperparameter for our algorithm is the confidence set width term βt, which is a
function of representation function class Φ, probability δ and discretization scale parameter
α.

βt(Φ, α, δ) = 12Mk + 12 log (N (Φ, α, ∥ · ∥∞)/δ) + 8α
√
Mtk(Mt+ log(2Mt2/δ))

here N (F , α, ∥ · ∥∞) is the α-covering number of function class Φ in the sup-norm
∥ϕ∥∞ = maxx∈S×A ∥ϕ(x)∥2 and α can be set to be some small scale number, like 1

kMT .

A.2 Main Proof sketch

In this section we will give a theoretical guarantee for the performance of our algorithm.
Before diving into details, we first explain the overall idea and structure of our proof. First,
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we decompose the regret into the summation of confidence set width at different rounds
plus a small term which accounts for the possibility that confidence function set Ft fails to
contain ground truth function fθ.

Lemma 0. Fix any sequence of confidence set {Ft, t ∈ N} which is measurable with
respect to history Ht, denote the induced policy by Algorithm 1 as π = {πi}Mi=1 where each
πi : C 7→ A, i ∈ [M ] is for task i, then for any T ∈ N we have

Regret(T ) :=
M∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

[
f
(i)
θ

(
x⋆
t,i

)
− f

(i)
θ (xt,i)

]
≤

T∑
t=1

[wFt(Xt) + C · I(fθ ̸∈ Ft)]

where xt,i = (Ct,i, πi(Ct,i)) is the context-action pair that actually happened. A⋆
t,i =

argmaxA f
(i)
θ (Ct,i, A) is the optimal action for each task i ∈ [M ] at round t ∈ [T ], and

x⋆
t,i = (Ct,i, A

⋆
t,i) is the corresponding optimal context-action pair, C is a universal large

enough constant. We use Xt = [xt,1, . . . ,xt,M ] to stack xt,i into a matrix, similar for
X⋆

t = [x⋆
t,1, . . . ,x

⋆
t,M ]. The confidence set width wFt(Xt) is defined by

wFt(Xt) := sup
f,f∈Ft

M∑
i=1

[
f
(i)
(xt,i)− f (i)(xt,i)

]
.

Essentially, it measures the largest total difference of value estimation among all the
functions in f ∈ Ft for the fixed inputs xt,i where i ∈ [M ]. Apart from the constant term
accounting for the case that Ft fails to contain fθ, which we will prove happen with small
probability, this regret is then bounded by the sum of width over time step t.

Next, we will show that our construction of confidence set Ft makes all of them contain
real value function with high probability.

Lemma 1. For all δ ∈ (0, 1) and α > 0, if Ft is defined by Ft = {f ∈ F⊗M : ∥f − f̂∥2,Et ≤√
βt(Φ, δ, α)} for all t ∈ N, where f̂ is the solution to the empirical error minimization.

Denote the ground truth value function as fθ(·), then we have

P

(
fθ ∈

T⋂
t=1

Ft

)
≥ 1− 2δ.

After that, we prove that

Lemma 2.
T∑
t=1

I (wFt(Xt) > ϵ) ≤
(
4MβT
ϵ2

+ 1

)
dimE(F , ϵ)

Then plug it into lemma 0, we get our main result for the regret bound as

Reg(π, T ) ≤ 1

T
+min {dimE(F , αT ), T}+ 4

√
M dimE(F , αT )βTT (1)
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Usually αT is set to be a small number like 1
kMT , or the minimizer for βT (Φ, α, δ). We

know that dimE(F , αT ) is a polylogarithmic function of T , which means the final regret
bound is dominant by term

√
M dimE(F , αT )βTT when T →∞. This further becomes√

MT (Mk + log (N (Φ, (kMT )−1, ∥ · ∥∞))) dimE(F , (kMT )−1) (2)

For example, if Φ is specialized as linear function class parametrized by matrix Θ ∈
Rd×k, then log

(
N (Φ, (kMT )−1, ∥ · ∥∞)

)
= O(kd log(kMT )) and dimE(F , (kMT )−1) =

O(d log(kMT )), hence the regret bound becomes

O(
√
MT (Mk + kd)d log(kMT )) = Õ(M

√
kdT + d

√
MkT )

which reduces to result in (Hu et al., 2021) by a poly-logarithm factor.

A.3 Detailed Proof

Proof of Lemma 0. Define the upper and lower bounds Ut(Xt) = sup
{∑M

i=1 f
(i)(xt,i) : f ∈ Ft

}
and Lt(Xt) = inf

{∑M
i=1 f

(i)(xt,i) : f ∈ Ft

}
.

If fθ ̸∈ Ft, then the error will be bounded by a large constant C since all f(x) is constant
bounded. Otherwise fθ ∈ Ft, we have

Lt(Xt) ≤
M∑
i=1

f
(i)
θ (xt,i) ≤ Ut(Xt)

M∑
i=1

f
(i)
θ (x⋆

t,i) ≤ Ut(X
⋆
t )

where Xt and X⋆
t is defined in lemma 0. Also, by the optimality of Xt with respect to

Ft, we know Ut(X
⋆
t ) ≤ Ut(Xt), therefore

M∑
i=1

[
f
(i)
θ (x⋆

t,i)− f
(i)
θ (xt,i)

]
≤C · I(fθ ̸∈ Ft) + [Ut(X

⋆
t )− Lt(Xt)]

=C · I(fθ ̸∈ Ft) +

M∑
i=1

[Ut(X
⋆
t )− Ut(Xt) + Ut(Xt)− Lt(Xt)]

≤C · I(fθ ̸∈ Ft) +
M∑
i=1

[Ut(Xt)− Lt(Xt)]

=C · I(fθ ̸∈ Ft) + wFt(Xt)

Take summation over t ∈ [T ] and complete the proof.

Lemma 1. For all δ ∈ (0, 1) and α > 0, if Ft is defined by

Ft =
{
f ∈ F⊗M : ∥f − f̂∥2,Et ≤

√
βt(Φ, δ, α)

}
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for all t ∈ N, where f̂ is the solution to the empirical error minimization. Denote the ground
truth value function as fθ, then we have

P

(
fθ ∈

T⋂
t=1

Ft

)
≥ 1− 2δ.

Proof of Lemma 1. Denote L2,t(f) =
∑M

i=1

∑t
s=1 |f (i)(xs,i)−Rs,i|2 and f̃t = f̂t−fθ, we have

L2,t(f̂)− L2,t(fθ) =

M∑
i=1

t∑
s=1

∣∣∣f̂ (i)
t (xs,i)−Rs,i

∣∣∣2 − ∣∣∣f (i)
θ (xs,i)−Rs,i

∣∣∣2 (3)

=
M∑
i=1

t∑
s=1

∣∣∣f̂ (i)
t (xs,i)− f

(i)
θ (xs,i)− ηs,i

∣∣∣2 − η2s,i (4)

=
∥∥∥f̂t − fθ

∥∥∥2
2,Et

−
M∑
i=1

t∑
s=1

2ηs,i · f̃ (i)
t (xs,i) (5)

By the optimality of f̂ , we know (5) ≤ 0, hence

∥∥∥f̂t − fθ

∥∥∥2
2,Et

≤
M∑
i=1

2
〈
ηt,i, f̃

(i)
t (Xt,i)

〉
(6)

here f̃
(i)
t (Xt,i) = [f̃

(i)
t (x1,i), f̃

(i)
t (x2,i), . . . , f̃

(i)
t (xt,i)]

⊤ and ηt,i = [η1,i, η2,i, . . . , ηt,i]
⊤ are

both in Rt. We can represent each function f̃
(i)
t (·) in form f̃

(i)
t (·) =

[
ϕ⋆(·)⊤, ϕ̂t(·)⊤

] [ w⋆
t,i

−ŵt,i

]
=

ϕ⋆(·)⊤w⋆
t,i − ϕ̂t(·)⊤ŵt,i, which is exactly fθ − f̂t. Denote ϕ̃t(·) =

[
ϕ⋆(·)
ϕ̂t(·)

]
∈ Φ2 and w̃t,i =[

w⋆
t,i

−ŵt,i

]
∈ R2k, then f̃

(i)
t (·) = ϕ̃t(·)⊤w̃t,i. Since the output of ϕ̃t(xs,i) ∈ R2k, we can take

following decomposition for each i ∈ [M ]

ϕ̃t(Xt,i) =
[
ϕ̃t(xs,i)

]t
s=1

, ϕ̃t(Xt,i)
⊤ = U iQi, U i ∈ Ot×2k,Qi ∈ R2k×2k.

For regret bound, we only need to care about t ≥ 2k by a constant regret difference,
hence this decomposition is possible. Plug it into (6) and we get

1

2

∥∥∥f̂ − fθ

∥∥∥2
2,Et

≤
M∑
i=1

〈
ηt,i, f̃

(i)
t (Xt,i)

〉
(7)

=

M∑
i=1

η⊤
t,i · ϕ̃t(Xt,i)

⊤w̃t,i (8)

=

M∑
i=1

η⊤
t,i ·U iQiw̃t,i (9)
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Notice that, however, U t is obtained from optimization problem, which further depends
on concrete sampled noise ηt,i, hence the concentration bound based on i.i.d. assumption

cannot be applied directly. If we fix function f̃t = f̄t, which induces corresponding ϕ̄t(·) and
ϕ̄t(Xt,i) = Ū i(ϕ̄)Q̄i, Ū i(ϕ̄) means Ū i is a function determined by ϕ̄. According to standard
sub-exponential random variable concentration bound, each Ū i(ϕ̄) has 2k independent
degrees of freedom, hence we know that with probability at least 1− δ1

M∑
i=1

∥Ū⊤
i ηt,i∥2 ≤ 2Mk + log(1/δ1) (10)

Denote Φ2 = {g(x) = [ϕ1(x)
⊤, ϕ2(x)

⊤]⊤ : ϕ1, ϕ2 ∈ Φ}, Φ2
α is an α-cover of Φ2 such that

for any ϕ ∈ Φ2, there is a ϕα ∈ Φ2
α such that

max
x∈C×A

∥ϕ(x)− ϕα(x)∥2 ≤ α. (11)

For ϕ̃, find a closest ϕ̄ ∈ Φ2
α from α-cover net to satisfy the requirement above, then denote

f̄
(i)
t (·) = ϕ̄(·)⊤w̃t,i. By union bound, we know that with probability at least 1− |Φ2

α|δ1, for
any ϕ̄ ∈ Φ2

α, the induced Ū i(ϕ̄) satisfy inequality (10), therefore

1

2

∥∥∥f̂t − fθ

∥∥∥2
2,Et

≤
M∑
i=1

〈
ηt,i, f̃

(i)
t (Xt,i)

〉
(12)

=

M∑
i=1

η⊤
t,i ·U iQiw̃t,i =

M∑
i=1

η⊤
t,i · (U i − Ū i + Ū i)Qiw̃t,i (13)

=
M∑
i=1

η⊤
t,i · Ū iQiw̃t,i +

M∑
i=1

η⊤
t,i · (U i − Ū i)Qiw̃t,i (14)

≤

√√√√ M∑
i=1

∥∥∥Ū⊤
i ηt,i

∥∥∥2 ·
√√√√ M∑

i=1

∥Qiw̃t,i∥2 +
M∑
i=1

〈
ηt,i, f̃t − f̄t

〉
(15)

≤

√√√√ M∑
i=1

∥∥∥Ū⊤
i ηt,i

∥∥∥2 ·
√√√√ M∑

i=1

∥U iQiw̃t,i∥2 +
M∑
i=1

〈
ηt,i, f̃t − f̄t

〉
(16)

=

√√√√ M∑
i=1

∥∥∥Ū⊤
i ηt,i

∥∥∥2 · ∥∥∥f̃∥∥∥
2,Et

+

M∑
i=1

〈
ηt,i, f̃t − f̄t

〉
(17)

≤
√

2Mk + log(1/δ1) ·
∥∥∥f̃∥∥∥

2,Et

+

√√√√ M∑
i=1

∥ηt,i∥2 ·
∥∥∥f̃t − f̄t

∥∥∥
2,Et

(18)

The first term of (18) comes from (10), and the second term is from Cauchy inequality. We
assign δt =

δ2
T failure probability for event

ωt :
M∑
i=1

∥ηt,i∥2 ≥Mt+ log(2Mt/δt).
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By union bound, we have

P

(
∃t ∈ [T ] :

M∑
i=1

∥ηt,i∥2 ≥Mt+ log(2Mt2/δ2)

)
≤

T∑
t=1

δt ≤ δ2. (19)

Next we will give a bound for ∥f̃t − f̄t∥2,Et .∥∥∥f̃t − f̄t

∥∥∥2
2,Et

=
M∑
i=1

t∑
s=1

∣∣∣ϕ̃t(xs,i)
⊤w̃s,i − ϕ̄t(xs,i)

⊤w̃s,i

∣∣∣2 (20)

=

M∑
i=1

t∑
s=1

∣∣∣(ϕ̃t(xs,i)− ϕ̄t(xs,i))
⊤w̃s,i

∣∣∣2 (21)

≤
M∑
i=1

t∑
s=1

∥∥∥ϕ̃t(xs,i)− ϕ̄t(xs,i)
∥∥∥2
2
· ∥w̃s,i∥22 (22)

According to our assumption, we know ∥w̃s,i∥2 ≤ 2∥ws,i∥2 + 2∥ŵs,i∥2 ≤ 4k, from (11) we

know
∥∥∥ϕ̃t(xs,i)− ϕ̄t(xs,i)

∥∥∥
2
≤ α, hence∥∥∥f̃t − f̄t

∥∥∥2
2,Et

≤4Mtkα2 (23)

Plug (19) and (23) back into (18), we know with probability at least 1− δ2 − |Φ2
α|δ1, for any

t ∈ N
1

2

∥∥∥f̃t∥∥∥2
2,Et

≤
√
2Mk + log(1/δ1) ·

∥∥∥f̃t∥∥∥
2,Et

+
√
Mt+ log(2Mt2/δ2) ·

√
4Mtkα2 (24)

Some simple algebraic transform gives∥∥∥f̂t − fθ

∥∥∥2
2,Et

=
∥∥∥f̃t∥∥∥2

2,Et

≤ 6(2Mk + log(1/δ1)) + 8α
√
Mtk(Mt+ log(2Mt2/δ2)) (25)

Let δ1 = δ/|Φ2
α|, δ2 = δ, and notice log |Φ2

α| ≤ 2 log (N (Φ, α, ∥ · ∥∞)), we conclude that with
probability at least 1− 2δ, for every t ∈ N∥∥∥f̂t − fθ

∥∥∥2
2,Et

≤ 12Mk + 12 log (N (Φ, α, ∥ · ∥∞)/δ) + 8α
√
Mtk(Mt+ log(2Mt2/δ)) (26)

where the right handside is exactly our defined βt(Φ, α, δ), hence our conclusion holds.

Lemma 2. If (βt ≥ 0 | t ∈ N) is a nondecreasing sequence and

Ft :=
{
f ∈ F⊗M : ∥f − f̂LS

t ∥2,Et ≤
√
βt

}
.

Also, denote F = L ◦ Φ : C × A 7→ [0, 1], we have

T∑
t=1

I (wFt(Xt) > ϵ) ≤
(
4MβT
ϵ2

+ 1

)
dimE(F , ϵ)
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Proof. The main structure of this proof is similar to proposition 3, section C in Eluder
dimension’s paper (Russo and Van Roy, 2013), and we will only point out the subtle details
that makes the difference. We will show that if wFt(Xt) > ϵ , thenXt is ϵ-dependent on fewer
than 4MβT /ϵ

2 disjoint subsequences of (X1, . . . ,Xt−1). Note that if wFt(Xt) > ϵ, there

are f, f ∈ Ft such that
∑M

i=1 f
(i)
(xt,i)− f (i)(xt,i) > ϵ. By definition, if Xt is ϵ-dependent

on a subsequence (Xt1 ,Xt2 , . . . ,Xtk) of (X1, . . . ,Xt−1), then we know

k∑
j=1

(
M∑
i=1

f
(i)
(xtj ,i)− f (i)(xtj ,i)

)2

> ϵ2

It follows that, if Xt is ϵ-dependent on K disjoint subsequences of (X1, . . . ,Xt−1), then

∥f − f∥22,Et
=

t∑
s=1

M∑
i=1

(
f
(i)
(xs,i)− f (i)(xs,i)

)2
(27)

≥ 1

M

t∑
s=1

(
M∑
i=1

f
(i)
(xs,i)− f (i)(xs,i)

)2

(Cauchy Inequality)

>
Kϵ2

M
(28)

By triangle inequality we have

∥f − f∥2,Et ≤ ∥f − f̂LS
t ∥2,Et + ∥f̂LS

t − f∥2,Et ≤ 2
√
βt ≤ 2

√
βT (29)

and it follows that K < 4MβT /ϵ
2.

Notice that essentially we are analyzing scalar output function g(Xt) =
∑M

i=1 f
(i)(xt,i)

where f ∈ F⊗M . Hence if we denote any f ∈ F⊗M as f(·) = ϕ(·)⊤Θ, then g(·) = ϕ(·)⊤w ∈
F ,w = Θ · 1. Hence from original eluder dimension paper we know in any action sequence
(X1, . . . ,Xτ ), there must exist some element Xj that is ϵ-dependent on at least τ/d − 1
disjoint subsequences of (X1, . . . ,Xτ ), where d := dimE(F , ϵ). Finally we select X1, . . . ,Xτ

as those actions that wFt > ϵ, combine these two facts above and get τ/d− 1 ≤ 4MβT /ϵ
2.

Hence τ ≤ (4MβT /ϵ
2 + 1)d, which is our desired conclusion.

Appendix B. Lower Bound

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Note that since the agent learns each task separately, we just need to
establish the lower bound for a single task, and the final bound is simply timed by M .

Fix a timestep T . According to Theorem 2.11 in (Foster et al., 2020), by setting
∆ = O(

√
1/T ) we know for any agent that achieves O(

√
T ) average regret, there must exist

an instance that makes the agent suffer Ω

(
epol
π⋆ (Π)

∆

)
= Ω(d

√
T ) regret. Because the agent

learns each task independently, it implies a Ω(Md
√
T ) lower bound for any algorithm on M

tasks.
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Lemma 2.2 Let Φ,F as defined in section 3. Then we have

logN (Φ, ϵ, ∥ · ∥∞) = Õ(k · dimE(F , ϵ))

Proof. Consider the longest sequence x1,x2, . . . ,xd that witnesses the eluder dimension
d = dimE(F , ϵ). Denote matrix Mϕ as

Mϕ =
[
ϕ(x1), ϕ(x1), . . . , ϕ(xd)

]
Then it is easy to see the logarithm for the covering number of the space of Mϕ ∈ Rk×d

is Õ(kd). Next we will prove that it automatically forms an
√
kϵ-covering of Φ under

∥ · ∥∞. We prove that for any two functions ϕ1, ϕ2 ∈ Φ, if ∥Mϕ1 − Mϕ2∥F ≤ ϵ, then
∥ϕ1(x)− ϕ2(x)∥ ≤

√
kϵ.

Suppose the opposite is true, then we have
∑d

i=1 ∥ϕ1(xi)− ϕ2(xi)∥2 ≤ ϵ, while the same
time there exist a xd+1 that makes ∥ϕ1(xd+1)− ϕ2(xd+1)∥ >

√
kϵ.

According to the condition that ϕ1 and ϕ2 shares similar Mϕ, we know that

d∑
i=1

(ϕ1(xi)[j]− ϕ2(xi)[j])
2 (30)

≤
d∑

i=1

∥ϕ1(xi)− ϕ2(xi)∥2 ≤ ϵ (31)

holds for every j ∈ [k] where ϕ1(xi)[j] means the jth entry of ϕ1(xi). Since k entries of
ϕ1(xd+1)− ϕ2(xd+1) contributes total norm of

√
k, there must exists one index s ∈ [k] that

satisfies

|ϕ1(xd+1)[s]− ϕ2(xd+1)[s]| > ϵ. (32)

Now we focus on sequence x1,x2, . . . ,xd,xd+1. Denote f1 = ϕ⊤
1 es, f2 = ϕ⊤

2 es. Then
by (31) and (32) we know, xd+1 becomes ϵ-independent of its predecessors, which means
we find a longer independent sequence. This contradicts the definition of eluder dimension.
Hence we know it is impossible. Therefore the whole lemma holds.

Appendix C. Linear MDP Regret Analysis

Apart from the notations section 3, we add more symbols for the regret analysis. We use Q[f ]
or Q[ϕ ◦ θ] to denote the Q-value function parametrized by function f as Q[f ](s, a) = f(s, a)
or Q[ϕ ◦ θ](s, a) = ϕ(s, a)⊤θ (similar for V [f ] as state’s value estimation function). Also,

based on assumption 2.1, for any
{
Q

(i)
h+1

}M

i=1
, there always exists ḟh [Qh+1] ∈ F⊗M such

that

∆
(i)
h

(
Q

(i)
h+1

)
(s, a) = T i

h

(
Q

(i
h+1)

)
(s, a)− ḟ

(i)
h (s, a) (33)

where the approximation error
∥∥∥∆(i)

h

(
Q

(i)
h+1

)∥∥∥ ≤ I for ∀ i ∈ [M ]. Here ḟh[Qh+1] indicates

that function ḟh has dependence on Q-value function Qh+1 on next level h+ 1. In following
analysis, we will use different annotations for different function approximation as below
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• f
(i)∗
h (·, ·) = ϕ∗(·, ·)⊤θ(i)∗

h is the “best” Q-value function approximation in Qh for task i
at level h.

• f̂
(i)
h (·, ·) = ϕ̂(·, ·)⊤θ̂i is the empirical least-square minimizer solution for task i at level
h.

• ḟ
(i)
h (·, ·) = ϕ̇(·, ·)⊤θ̇i is the value approximation function T (i)

h Q
(i)
h+1 induced by Q

(i)
h+1

for task i at level h.

• f̃
(i)
h (·, ·) = ϕ̃(·, ·)⊤θ̃i is the optimism Q-value approximation function for task i at level
h.

• f̄
(i)
h (·, ·) = ϕ̄(·, ·)⊤θ̄i is the nearest neighbor in covering set for task i at level h.

C.1 Main Proof sketch

The overall structure is similar to bandits, the main difference here is that we need to take
care of the transition dynamics.

Firstly, we decompose the total regret into following terms

Reg(T ) =

T∑
t=1

M∑
i=1

(
V

(i)⋆
1 − V

πi
t

1

)(
s
(i)
1,t

)
(34)

=
T∑
t=1

M∑
i=1

(
V

(i)⋆
1 − V

(i)
1

[
f̃
(i)
1,t

])(
s
(i)
1,t

)
+

T∑
t=1

M∑
i=1

(
V

(i)
1

[
f̃
(i)
1,t

]
− V

πi
t

1

)(
s
(i)
1,t

)
(35)

≤
T∑
t=1

M∑
i=1

(
V

(i)
1

[
f̃
(i)
1,t

]
− V

πi
t

1

)(
s
(i)
1,t

)
+MHTI. (36)

The inequality is because according to lemma 3, we have at each episode t ∈ [T ]

M∑
i=1

(
V i⋆
1 − V

(i)
1

[
f̃
(i)
1,t

])(
s
(i)
1,t

)
≤MHI

=⇒
T∑
t=1

M∑
i=1

(
V i⋆
1 − V

(i)
1

[
f̃
(i)
1,t

])(
s
(i)
1,t

)
≤MHTI.

Denote a
(i)
h,t = πi

t

(
s
(i)
ht

)
, Q

(i)
h [f̃

(i)
h,t] = Q̃

(i)
h,t and V

(i)
h [f̃

(i)
h,t] = Ṽ

(i)
h,t for short. We have for any

t ∈ [T ], h ∈ [H]

M∑
i=1

(
Ṽ

(i)
h,t − V

πi
t

h,t

)(
s
(i)
h,t

)
=

M∑
i=1

(
Q̃

(i)
h,t −Q

πi
t

h,t

)(
s
(i)
h,t, a

(i)
h,t

)
(37)

=

M∑
i=1

(
Q̃

(i)
h,t − T

(i)
h Q̃

(i)
h+1,t

)(
s
(i)
1,t, a

(i)
h,t

)
(38)

+

M∑
i=1

(
T (i)
h Q̃

(i)
h+1,t −Q

πi
t

h,t

)(
s
(i)
h,t, a

(i)
h,t

)
(39)
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Since the failure event
⋃T

t=1

⋃H
h=1Eht only happens with probability δ according to

lemma 6, and the addition of regret when it happens is constant bounded, we will simply
assume that it does not happen. Then applying lemma 5, we have

M∑
i=1

(
Q̃

(i)
h,t − T

(i)
h Q̃

(i)
h+1,t

)(
s
(i)
h,t, a

(i)
h,t

)
≤MI + 2wFh,t

(xh,t) . (40)

where xh,t =
[
(s

(1)
h,t , a

(1)
h,t), . . . , (s

(M)
h,t , a

(M)
h,t )

]
denotes the stacked input for all state-action pair

at level h, episode t.
Next, we expand the second summation in (39) and have

M∑
i=1

(
T (i)
h Q̃

(i)
h+1,t −Q

πi
t

h,t

)(
s
(i)
h,t, a

(i)
h,t

)
=

M∑
i=1

E
s′∼P(i)

h

(
·|s(i)h,t,a

(i)
h,t

) [(Ṽ (i)
h+1,t − V

πi
t

h+1

)
(s′)
]

(41)

=

M∑
i=1

(
Ṽ

(i)
h+1,t − V

πi
t

h+1

)(
s
(i)
h+1,t

)
+

M∑
i=1

ζ
(i)
h,t (42)

where ζ
(i)
h,t is a martingale difference with respect to history Hh,t defined by

ζ
(i)
h,t

def
= E

s′∼P(i)
h

(
·|s(i)h,t,a

(i)
h,t

) [(Ṽ (i)
h+1,t − V

πi
t

h+1

)
(s′)
]
−
(
Ṽ

(i)
h+1,t − V

πi
t

h+1

)
(s′) (43)

According to assumption 2.2 we know that |ζ(i)h,t| ≤ 4, hence by Azuma-Hoeffding’s inequality,
we know that with probability at least 1− δ/2, for any t ∈ [T ] and i ∈ [M ]

t∑
j=1

ζ
(i)
h,t ≤ 4

√
2t log

2T

δ
. (44)

We can then apply (42) recursively from h = 1 to H, which gives

Reg(T ) ≤
T∑
t=1

M∑
i=1

(
Ṽ

(i)
1,t − V

πi
t

1

)(
s
(i)
1,t

)
+MHTI (45)

≤2MHTI +
T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

2wFt(xh,t) +
M∑
i=1

H∑
h=1

T∑
t=1

ζ
(i)
h,t (46)

According to lemma 2 we know that

T∑
t=1

wFt(xh,t) ≤
(
4Mβh,T

α2
+ 1

)
dimE(F , α) (47)

where βh,t = Õ(Mk + logN (Φ, α, ∥ · ∥∞) +MTI2). Summarizing all inequality above we
have the final regret bound as

Reg(T ) =2MHTI +
T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

2wFt(xh,t) +

M∑
i=1

H∑
h=1

T∑
t=1

ζ
(i)
h,t (48)

=Õ
(
MHTI +H

√
Mk + logN (Φ, α, ∥ · ∥∞) +MTI2

√
MT dimE(F , α) +MH

√
T
)

(49)
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Set α = 1
kMT , we have

Õ
(
H
√
dimE(F , (kMT )−1)

(
M
√
Tk +

√
MT logN (Φ, (kMT )−1, ∥ · ∥∞) +MTI

))
.

C.2 Detailed Lemma Proof

Lemma 3. Let V i⋆
1 be the value of optimal policy and V i

1

[
f̃
(i)
1,t

]
be the optimistic value

estimation defined in main proof. We have the accuracy guarantee as

M∑
i=1

(
V

(i)⋆
1 − V

(i)
1

[
f̃
(i)
1,t

])(
s
(i)
1,t

)
≤MHI. (50)

Proof. Recursively define the closest value approximator function f∗
h = (ϕ∗

h)
⊤Θ∗

h at level h
within function class F⊗M as

ϕ∗
h,Θ

∗
h

def
= argmin

ϕ∈Φ,Θ=[θ1,...,θM ]∈Rk×M

sup
s,a,i

∣∣∣ϕ(s, a)⊤θ(i)
h − T

(i)
h Q

(i)
h+1

[
ϕ∗
h+1 ◦ θ

(i)∗
h+1

]
(s, a)

∣∣∣ (51)

with θ
(i)
H+1 = 0 for any i ∈ [M ] and Θ∗

h =
[
θ
(1)∗
h , . . . ,θ

(M)∗
h

]
. By lemma 6 in (Zanette et al.,

2020) we have

sup
(s,a)∈S×A,i∈[M ]

∣∣∣Q(i)⋆
h (s, a)− ϕ∗

h(s, a)
⊤θ

(i)∗
h

∣∣∣ ≤ (H − h+ 1)I. (52)

where Q
(i)⋆
h is the optimal value function for task i.

Next, we will show that f∗
h is a feasible solution for the optimization of Ft. This is

achieved via inductive construction. For h = H + 1 we know it holds trivially because

f̃
(i)
H+1 = f

(i)∗
H+1 = 0. Now we suppose that βh,t for k = h + 1, . . . ,H satisfies that we can

always find f̃
(i)
k = f

(i)∗
k . Then from the definition of f

(i)∗
h we can always properly set Fh,t

(to be specified later) to let it contain

ḟ
(i)
h

[
V

(i)
h+1

[
f
(i)∗
h+1

]]
= f

(i)∗
h . (53)

By lemma 4, we have

∥∥∥f̂h [Vh+1

[
f∗
h+1

]]
− ḟh

[
Vh+1

[
f∗
h+1

]]∥∥∥2
2,Et

≤ βh,t. (54)

Therefore, set βh,t as the function we set does let f
(i)∗
h ∈ Fh,t.

35



Towards Understanding the Benefit of Multitask Representation Learning

Finally, we can finish the proof from showing that

M∑
i=1

V
(i)
1

[
f̃
(i)
1,t

] (
s
(i)
1,t

)
(55)

=

M∑
i=1

max
a∈A

f̃
(i)
1,t

(
s
(i)
1,t, a

)
(56)

≥
M∑
i=1

max
a∈A

f
(i)∗
1,t

(
s
(i)
1,t, a

)
(because f

(i)∗
1 ∈ Ft)

≥
M∑
i=1

f
(i)∗
1,t

(
s
(i)
1,t, π

i⋆
1

(
s
(i)
1,t

))
(57)

≥
M∑
i=1

Q
(i)⋆
1

(
s
(i)
1,t, π

i⋆
1

(
s
(i)
1,t

))
−MHI (By (48))

≥
M∑
i=1

V
(i)⋆
1

(
s
(i)
1,t

)
−MHI. (58)

Lemma 4. For any episode t ∈ [T ], level h ∈ [H] and any Q-value function at next level

{Q(i)
h+1}

M
i=1 ∈ Qh+1, denote ḟh,t as the best fit Q-value estimation induced by Q

(i)
h+1 minimizing

Bellman error, we have∥∥∥f̂h,t [Qh+1]− ḟh,t [Qh+1]
∥∥∥2
2,Et

≤ βh,t
def
=
(
Bh,1 +

√
MTI +

√
Bh,2

)2
. (59)

The Bh,1 and Bh,2 are from Lemma 6. Equivalently saying, this means that ḟh,t is contained
in set Fh,t defined as

Fh,t
def
=

{
f ∈ F⊗M :

∥∥∥f − f̂h,t [Qh+1]
∥∥∥2
2,Et

≤ βh,t

}
.

Proof. By the empirical optimality of f̂h,t, we know

M∑
i=1

∥∥∥f̂ (i)
h,t(Xh,t)− y

(i)
h,t

∥∥∥2 ≤ M∑
i=1

∥∥∥ḟ (i)
h,t(Xh,t)− y

(i)
h,t

∥∥∥2 . (60)

Here we abuse the notation and use f̂
(i)
h,t(Xh,t) to denote function f̂

(i)
h,t’s output on all

the state-action pair Xh,t in the first t − 1 episodes at level h for task i, also y
(i)
h,t is the

corresponding target value label. This inequality implies that

M∑
i=1

∥∥∥f̂ (i)
h,t(Xh,t)− ḟ

(i)
h,t(Xh,t)

∥∥∥2 (61)

≤2
M∑
i=1

〈
∆

(i)
h,t, f̂

(i)
h,t(Xh,t)− ḟ

(i)
h,t(Xh,t)

〉
+ 2

M∑
i=1

〈
z
(i)
h,t, f̂

(i)
h,t(Xh,t)− ḟ

(i)
h,t(Xh,t)

〉
(62)
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where

∆
(i)
h,t

def
=
[
∆

(i)
h,1(Q

(i)
h+1)(s

(i)
h,1, a

(i)
h,2) ∆

(i)
h,2(Q

(i)
h+1)(s

(i)
h,2, a

(i)
h,2) . . . ∆

(i)
h,t−1(Q

(i)
h+1)(s

(i)
h,t−1, a

(i)
h,t−1)

]
is the Bellman error for Q-value approximation, each ∆

(i)
h,j(Q

(i)
h+1)(s

(i)
h,j , a

(i)
h,j)is defined in (30).

And

z
(i)
h,t

def
=
[
z
(i)
h,1(Q

(i)
h+1)(s

(i)
h,1, a

(i)
h,2) . . . z

(i)
h,t−1(Q

(i)
h+1)(s

(i)
h,t−1, a

(i)
h,t−1)

]
where

z
(i)
h,j

(
Q

(i)
h+1

)(
s
(i)
h,j , a

(i)
h,j

)
def
= R

(
s
(i)
h,j , a

(i)
h,j

)
+max

a∈A
Q

(i)
h+1

(
s
(i)
h+1,j , a

)
− T (i)

h

(
Q

(i)
h+1

)(
s
(i)
h,j , a

(i)
h,j

)
is the finite sampling noise.

Next, we are going to give an upper bound for the two terms in (58). For the first term,
we have

M∑
i=1

〈
∆

(i)
h,t, f̂

(i)
h,t(Xh,t)− ḟ

(i)
h,t(Xh,t)

〉
(63)

≤
M∑
i=1

∥∥∥∆(i)
h,t

∥∥∥ · ∥∥∥f̂ (i)
h,t(Xh,t)− ḟ

(i)
h,t(Xh,t)

∥∥∥ (64)

≤
√
TI ·

M∑
i=1

∥∥∥f̂ (i)
h,t(Xh,t)− ḟ

(i)
h,t(Xh,t)

∥∥∥ (65)

≤
√
MTI ·

∥∥∥f̂h,t − ḟh,t

∥∥∥
2,Et

(66)

By lemma 6, when the failure case does not happen, we have

M∑
i=1

〈
z
(i)
h,t, f̂

(i)
h,t(Xh,t)− ḟ

(i)
h,t(Xh,t)

〉
≤ Bh,1 ·

∥∥∥f̂h,t − ḟh,t

∥∥∥
2,Et

+Bh,2 (67)

where

Bh,1 =
√
2Mk + log(N (Φ, (kMT )−1, ∥ · ∥∞)/δ) + 1 (68)

Bh,2 =2
√

MT + log(2MT 2/δ) (69)

Adding the bound for two terms and we get∥∥∥f̂h,t − ḟh,t

∥∥∥2
2,Et

≤ (Bh,1 +
√
MTI) ·

∥∥∥f̂h,t − ḟh,t

∥∥∥
2,Et

+Bh,2 (70)

=⇒
∥∥∥f̂h,t − ḟh,t

∥∥∥2
2,Et

≤
(
Bh,1 +

√
MTI +

√
Bh,2

)2 def
= βh,t (71)

which completes the proof.
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Lemma 5. If the failure event in lemma 6 does not happen, for any feasible solution

Q
(i)
h

[
f̃
(i)
h

]
in the definition of Fh,t, and any h ∈ [H], t ∈ [T ], we have

M∑
i=1

∣∣∣(Q̃(i)
h,t − T

(i)
h Q̃

(i)
h+1,t

)(
s
(i)
h,t, a

(i)
h,t

)∣∣∣ ≤MI + 2wFh,t
(xh,t) , (72)

where xh,t =
[
(s

(1)
h,t , a

(1)
h,t), . . . , (s

(M)
h,t , a

(M)
h,t )

]
denotes the stacked input for all state-action pair

at level h, episode t. Proof.

M∑
i=1

∣∣∣(Q̃(i)
h,t − T

(i)
h Q̃

(i)
h+1,t

)(
s
(i)
h,t, a

(i)
h,t

)∣∣∣ (73)

=
M∑
i=1

∣∣∣Q̃(i)
h,t(s, a)− ḟ

(i)
h

[
Q̃

(i)
h+1

] (
s
(i)
h,t, a

(i)
h,t

)
−∆

(i)
h

(
Q̃

(i)
h+1

)(
s
(i)
h,t, a

(i)
h,t

)∣∣∣ (74)

≤MI +
M∑
i=1

∣∣∣f̃ (i)
h,t

(
s
(i)
h,t, a

(i)
h,t

)
− ḟ

(i)
h

[
Q̃

(i)
h+1

] (
s
(i)
h,t, a

(i)
h,t

)∣∣∣ (75)

≤MI +
M∑
i=1

∣∣∣f̃ (i)
h,t

(
s
(i)
h,t, a

(i)
h,t

)
− f̂

(i)
h

(
s
(i)
h,t, a

(i)
h,t

)∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣f̂ (i)
h

(
s
(i)
h,t, a

(i)
h,t

)
− ḟ

(i)
h

[
Q̃

(i)
h+1

] (
s
(i)
h,t, a

(i)
h,t

)∣∣∣
(76)

According to our construction, we know that both f̃
(i)
h,t and ḟ

(i)
h are contained in Fh,t,

therefore we have
∑M

i=1

∣∣∣f̃ (i)
h,t

(
s
(i)
h,t, a

(i)
h,t

)
− f̂

(i)
h

(
s
(i)
h,t, a

(i)
h,t

)∣∣∣ ≤ wFh,t
(xh,t) and

M∑
i=1

∣∣∣ḟ (i)
h,t

[
Q̃

(i)
h+1

] (
s
(i)
h,t, a

(i)
h,t

)
− f̂

(i)
h

(
s
(i)
h,t, a

(i)
h,t

)∣∣∣ ≤ wFh,t
(xh,t) ,

where xh,t =
[
(s

(1)
h,t , a

(1)
h,t), . . . , (s

(M)
h,t , a

(M)
h,t )

]
denotes the stacked input for all state-action pair

at level h, episode t.
Summarizing all the inequalities and the whole lemma holds.

Lemma 6. (Probability bound for failure event) In this lemma we denote f̂
(i)
h

[
Q

(i)
h+1

]
as

f̂
(i)
h for the sake of simplicity (similar for ḟ

(i)
h ). Define event Eh,t as

Eh,t
def
= I

[
∃{Q(i)

h+1}
M
i=1

M∑
i=1

〈
z
(i)
h,t, f̂

(i)
h (Xh,t)− ḟ

(i)
h (Xh,t)

〉
> Bh,1 ·

∥∥∥f̂ (i)
h − ḟ

(i)
h

∥∥∥
2,Et

+Bh,2

]
(77)

where Bh,1 and Bh,2 will be specified later. We have

P

(
T⋃
t=1

H⋃
h=1

Eh,t

)
≤ δ. (78)
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Proof. Similar to lemma 1, we can find a α-cover Φα for Φ such that for any Q-value function(
Q

(1)
h+1[ϕ ◦ θ1], Q

(2)
h+1[ϕ ◦ θ2], . . . , Q

(M)
h+1[ϕ ◦ θM ]

)
, we can find ϕ̄ ∈ Φα and θ̄i for i ∈ [M ] such

that for any (s, a) ∈ S ×A and any i ∈ [M ]

∣∣∣Q(i)
h+1(s, a)− ϕ̄(s, a)⊤θ̄i

∣∣∣ ≤ √kα. (79)

Define Q̄
(i)
h+1 = Q

(i)
h+1

[
ϕ̄ ◦ θi

]
and further let

z̄
(i)
h,t

def
=
[
z
(i)
h,1

(
Q̄

(i)
h+1

)(
s
(i)
h,1, a

(i)
h,1

)
. . . z

(i)
h,t−1

(
Q̄

(i)
h+1

)(
s
(i)
h,t−1, a

(i)
h,t−1

)]
∈ Rt−1

then we have

M∑
i=1

〈
z
(i)
h,t, f̂

(i)
h (Xh,t)− ḟ

(i)
h (Xh,t)

〉
(80)

=

M∑
i=1

〈
z̄
(i)
h,t, f̂

(i)
h (Xh,t)− ḟ

(i)
h (Xh,t)

〉
(81)

+

M∑
i=1

〈
z
(i)
h,t − z̄

(i)
h,t, f̂

(i)
h (Xh,t)− ḟ

(i)
h (Xh,t)

〉
(82)

(83)

Notice that for fixed f̄
(i)
h (·, ·) = ϕ(·, ·)⊤θ̄(i)

h+1, each z
(i)
h,1

(
Q̄

(i)
h+1

)(
s
(i)
h,1, a

(i)
h,2

)
is a zero-mean

1-sub-Gaussian random variable conditioned on past history. Therefore we can treat it as

ηt,i = z
(i)
h,t in Lemma 1 and get

M∑
i=1

〈
z̄
(i)
h,t, f̂

(i)
h (Xh,t)− ḟ

(i)
h (Xh,t)

〉
(84)

≤
√

2Mk + log(1/δ1)
∥∥∥f̂h,t − ḟh,t

∥∥∥
2,Et

+ 2α
√
Mtk(Mt+ log(2Mt2/δ2)). (85)

Setting δ1 =
δ

2|Φα| , δ2 = δ/2 and get

M∑
i=1

〈
z̄
(i)
h,t, f̂

(i)
h (Xh,t)− ḟ

(i)
h (Xh,t)

〉
(86)

≤
√
2Mk + log(N (Φ, α, ∥ · ∥∞)/δ) ·

∥∥∥f̂h,t − ḟh,t

∥∥∥
2,Et

+ 2α
√
MTk(MT + log(2MT 2/δ)).

(87)
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By union bound, we know it holds for any f̄h with probability at least 1− |Φα|δ1 = 1− δ.

Also, from
∣∣∣Q(i)

h+1(s, a)− ϕ̄(s, a)⊤θ̄i

∣∣∣ ≤ √kα′ we know that∣∣∣z(i)h,j

(
Q

(i)
h+1

)(
s
(i)
h,j , a

(i)
h,j

)
− z

(i)
h,j

(
Q̄

(i)
h+1

)(
s
(i)
h,j , a

(i)
h,j

)∣∣∣ (88)

=
∣∣∣max
a∈A

Q
(i)
h+1

(
s
(i)
h+1,j , a

)
− T (i)

h

(
Q

(i)
h+1

)(
s
(i)
h,j , a

(i)
h,j

)
− (89)

max
a∈A

Q̄
(i)
h+1

(
s
(i)
h+1,j , a

)
+ T (i)

h

(
Q̄

(i)
h+1

)(
s
(i)
h,j , a

(i)
h,j

) ∣∣∣ (90)

≤max
a∈A

∣∣∣Q(i)
h+1

(
s
(i)
h+1,j , a

)
− Q̄

(i)
h+1

(
s
(i)
h+1,j , a

)∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣T (i)
h

(
Q̄

(i)
h+1 −Q

(i)
h+1

)(
s
(i)
h,j , a

(i)
h,j

)∣∣∣ (91)

≤2
√
kα′ (92)

hence we have

M∑
i=1

〈
z
(i)
h,t − z̄

(i)
h,t, f̂

(i)
h (Xh,t)− ḟ

(i)
h (Xh,t)

〉
(93)

≤
M∑
i=1

∥∥∥z(i)
h,t − z̄

(i)
h,t

∥∥∥ · ∥∥∥f̂ (i)
h (Xh,t)− ḟ

(i)
h (Xh,t)

∥∥∥ (94)

≤2α′√MTk ·
∥∥∥f̂h,t − ḟh,t

∥∥∥
2,Et

(95)

holds for arbitrary {Q(i)
h+1} at any level h ∈ [H], t ∈ [T ].

Adding (85) and (92), we finally finish the proof by setting α = α′ = 1
MTk

Bh,1 =
√
2Mk + log(N (Φ, (kMT )−1, ∥ · ∥∞)/δ) + 1 (96)

Bh,2 =2
√

MT + log(2MT 2/δ) (97)

Appendix D. Transfer Learning Analysis

In this section, we are going to prove two main results for the effect of reducing sample
complexity by multitask representation pre-training. The structure of the proof is as
below. First, according to assumption 3.1, we can derive a transferred optimal model as

f̃ (M+1)(·) =
∑M

i=1 λif̂
(i)
T (·).

D.1 Bandit Transfer Regret Bound

Theorem 3. Based on assumptions 1.1 to 1.4 and 3.1, 3.2, with probability at least 1− δ,
we have the following cumulative regret bound holds for the novel bandit task to be transferred

Reg(T, t) = Õ

(√
Md(Mk + log(N (Φ, αT ))

κT
· t+ k

√
t

)
.
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Proof. We first decompose the regret Reg(T, t) into two components. Treat f̃ (M+1) as a
misspecified pseudo target. Lemma 7 gives a guarantee that f̃ (M+1) will give value prediction

with deviation at most ε =

√
Md(Mk+log(N (Φ,αT ))

κT . Then we can decompose every step’s
regret into

f (M+1)(x⋆)− f (M+1)(x)

=(f (M+1)(x⋆)− f̃ (M+1)(x⋆)) + (f̃ (M+1)(x⋆)− f̃ (M+1)(x)) + (f̃ (M+1)(x)− f (M+1)(x))

The first and last term is bounded by the approximation error ε, while the second term
is bounded by the regret of x with respect to function f̃ (M+1)’s approximation. This is
because f̃ (M+1)(x⋆) can be no better than the optimal action by f̃ ’s evaluation. Therefore,
we know the total regret will only inflate at most 2εt compared to the perfect linear
value model induced by feature ϕ̂T . The OFUL algorithm with upper confidence bound

βs =
√
λk +

√
2 log(1/δ) + k log

(
1 + s

kλ

)
as designed in algorithm 3 enjoys the regret at

most (Lattimore and Szepesvári, 2018)√
8dnβn log

(
dλ+ nL2

dλ

)
.

Here n is the total steps, L is the upper bound of ϕ̂(xi), d is the dimensionality of bandit.
Plug in n = t, d = k, L = 1 and we get the final regret bound as

Reg(T, t) ≤ 2εt+ Ck
√
t · log(t)

Plug in ε from lemma 7 and ignore the polylogarithm term, the whole theorem is vali-
dated.

Note that to obtain a good representation, it is required that ε should be small enough
to o(1/t), which means the pertaining steps T need to be large. Another important point is
that although it seems to take T that is proportional to M to reach a low regret, κ is also a
function of number of tasks M . When there are plenty of tasks, κ can be Ω(M). So the
actual dependency on M for a sufficient T can be sublinear.
Lemma 7. Based on assumptions 1.1 to 1.4 and 3.1, 3.2, we have the following upper

bound for the pseudo target f̃ (M+1)(·) =
∑M

i=1 λif̂
(i)
T (·), namely for any x ∈ C × A we have

∣∣∣f̃ (M+1)(x)− f
(M+1)
θ (x)

∣∣∣ = Õ

(√
Md(Mk + log(N (Φ, αT ))

κT

)
.

Proof. According to assumption 3.1, we know that

∣∣∣f̃ (M+1)(x)− f
(M+1)
θ (x)

∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∣
M∑
i=1

λif̂
(i)
T (x)−

M∑
i=1

λif
(i)
θ (x)

∣∣∣∣∣ (98)

≤

∣∣∣∣∣
M∑
i=1

λi

(
f̂
(i)
T (x)− f

(i)
θ (x)

)∣∣∣∣∣ (99)
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By assumption 3.2, the test input x is ϵ-dependent on K ≥ κT/ dimE(F , ϵ) = Ω̃(κT/d)
disjoint sequences. Denote the kth sequence as xkj , j = 1, 2, . . . , lk where lk is the length of

the kth sequence. From lemma 1, we know with probability 1− δ, both f̂T and fθ are within

FT , we have ∥f̂T − fθ∥2Et,2 ≤ βT , which gives
∑T

s=1

∑M
i=1

(
f̃ (M+1)(xs,i)− f (M+1)(xs,i)

)2
≤

βT = Õ(Mk + log(N (Φ, αT ))). Therefore, we have the following inequalities

K∑
k=1

lk∑
j=1

(
M∑
i=1

f̂
(i)
T (xkj ,i)− f

(i)
θ (xkj ,i)

)2

(100)

≤M
K∑
k=1

lk∑
j=1

M∑
i=1

(
f̂
(i)
T (xkj ,i)− f

(i)
θ (xkj ,i)

)2
(101)

≤M
T∑

s=1

M∑
i=1

(
f̂
(i)
T (xs,i)− f

(i)
θ (xs,i)

)2
(Disjoint sequences)

≤MβT . (102)

By assumption, any x is ϵ-dependent on K disjoint sequences, we have Kϵ2 ≤ MβT ,

which yields ϵ ≤
√

MβT
K = Õ(

√
MβT d
κT ). Hence the deviation ϵ between

∑M
i=1 f̂

(i)
T (x) and∑M

i=1 f̂
(i)
θ (x). We can then give a uniform upper bound bound for (94) as∣∣∣∣∣

M∑
i=1

λi

(
f̂
(i)
T (x)− f

(i)
θ (x)

)∣∣∣∣∣ (103)

≤

(
M∑
i=1

|λi|

)∣∣∣∣∣
M∑
i=1

f̂
(i)
T (x)− f

(i)
θ (x)

∣∣∣∣∣ (104)

≤C · ϵ = Õ

(√
Md(Mk + log(N (Φ, αT ))

κT

)
. (

∑M
i=1 |λi| = O(1))

This holds for arbitrary x, therefore we know there is a linear parameter to combine the

learned f̂
(i)
T that can achieve at least Õ

(√
Md(Mk+log(N (Φ,αT ))

κT

)
value prediction error for

any input.

Appendix E. GFUCB Algorithm Implementation

Estimate the optimistic value within the abstract function set. To tackle the
problem in Equation (∗), we should enumerate all possible action tuples {Ai}Mi=1 and then
solve the equivalent optimization below to compute its optimistic estimated value

max
f∈Ft

M∑
i=1

f (i)(Ct,i, Ai) s.t.
∥∥∥f − f̂t

∥∥∥2
2,Et

≤ βt.

The complexity of enumerating all potential action tuples stands at O(|A|M ), making it
computationally prohibitive. As a result, we approximated the process by transitioning
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from maximizing the cumulative actions across M tasks to optimizing the value of each
action within individual tasks. Nevertheless, we procure the upper-bound values for all
potential actions within a task and select the one with the highest value. The basic intuition
is that, through optimizing individual actions with the same constraint, the algorithm will
try to maximize function value

∑M
i=1 f

(i)(Ct,i, Ai). Still, this is a complicated optimization
problem with a hard constraint within an abstract function set. Drawing inspiration from
PPO (Schulman et al., 2017), we employ clipping as an approximation to implement such
a stringent constraint. Specifically, we use gradient descent to minimize the loss function
ℓ(f) = −f (i)(Ct,i, Ai), and subsequently update the parameters. If the constraint is breached,
the update is clipped and the parameters remain unchanged. Also we adopt Bt = a log(b·t+c)
as an approximation for βt since βt includes N (Φ, α) which is intractable to be exactly
computed. As long as f satisfies ∥f̂t − f∥22,Et

≤ Bt, such constraint will not appear in the
loss term, thus has no effect on optimization. When f comes beyond the border of Ft, where
∥f̂t − f∥22,Et

exceeds Bt, the clipping mechanism prevents further parameter update and

preserves ∥f̂t− f∥22,Et
at a near-constant level around Bt. So we can approximately simulate

the optimistic value estimating procedure via searching in the neighborhood of f̂t.

Connection to Algorithm 1. The main difference between our practical version algorithm
and the theoretical one is that we did not list out all the functions in the whole confidence
set Ft explicitly, but just use gradient-based method to implicitly search within a very small
fraction of Ft with heuristics. Getting a candidate within the confidence set is much easier
and tractable than rigorously exhausting all functions in Ft to optimize. We can start from
the parameter of f̂t and use gradient method to approximately find ft and At,i.

Another difference is we do not rigorous compute βt which involves N (Φ), but directly
determine a parametrized function form. Rigorously speaking, our tuned value of βt is much
smaller than the theoretical guaranteed ones, so all the candidate functions that we search
along the trajectory of gradient method still satisfy the theoretical requirement (but it may
omit many other potential candidates). Therefore, our practical version algorithm should
be regarded as an inaccurate approximation to the theoretical algorithm. Moreover, it also
plays a role as regularization to enable the convergence of Ft since we only consider regular
ones in the neighborhood of f̂t.

Appendix F. Experiment Details

Gird maze MDP design. we construct an MDP problem using a 4x4 grid maze. The
agent navigates through the maze grids to locate an exit. The action space comprises
movements: up, down, left, and right. If an action is obstructed by a wall, it becomes invalid,
resulting in the agent’s position remaining unchanged. Each timestep incurs a slight negative
reward r = −0.01 until the exit (denoted by a red star) is reached. Encountering a lava
grid subjects the agent to a reward of r = −0.1. Upon reaching the exit, a reward of r = 1
is instantly given, and the agent remains stationary regardless of subsequent actions. An
episode concludes when the time limit L = 20 is met. Lavas are intentionally omitted from
the visual input. This decision is grounded in the fact that the quantity and positioning of
lavas vary across tasks. Ideally, by excluding them, the representation can predominantly
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focus on the agent’s position. Consequently, the value heads are implicitly tasked with
capturing specific details about the lavas pertinent to each individual task.

Multitask learning. In bandit experiments, for finding the empirically best f̂t, we use
Adam with lr = 1e − 3 to train for sufficiently long steps; in our setting, it is set to be
200 epochs at every step t, to ensure that the training loss is sufficiently low. We found
(a, b, c) = (0.4, 0.5, 2) to be a good parameter of UCB in single task. We use SGD with a
small learning rate (5e−4) to finetune the model f̂t for 200 iterations to search the optimistic
value function ℓ(f). In MDP experiments, we perform 2 times gradient descent at each
interaction step. For the epsilon-greedy baseline, we set the learning rate at lr = 1e− 4 to
optimize f̂t. In the case of the GFUCB algorithm, our empirical studies emphasized the
importance of employing distinct learning rates for the representation extractor and the
value heads. The learning rate for the value heads is designated at 1e− 4. Intriguingly, the
shared representation extractor might face gradient conflicts (Yu et al., 2020a), suggesting
that gradients from various tasks could counteract each other, impeding optimal progress. To
mitigate this gradient conflict, it’s advisable to employ a reduced learning rate. Conversely,
given that the shared component possesses a batch size multiplied by M , it should ideally
have a learning rate increased by the same factor in singular task learning. Balancing these
considerations, we determined a middle-ground learning rate of 1.5e − 4 for M = 5 and
3e− 4 for M = 10. For searching the optimistic value function ℓ(f), the parameters (a, b, c)
are set to (0.1, 0.5, 2) and we used a learning rate of 0.03 for fine-tuning the model f̂t.

Transfer learning. For the bandit experiments, we adhered closely to the LinUCB
algorithm implementation, determining the empirically optimal {θi}Mi=1 through linear
regression. We set the coefficient of the upper-confidence term to 0.1 to strike a balance
between exploitation and exploration. In the context of the MDP experiments, where target
bootstrapping is involved, we identified the best {θi}Mi=1 using gradient descent powered by
the Adam optimizer, with a learning rate set to lr = 3e− 4.

Appendix G. Experiment Dissection and Discussion

In this section, we will take a closer view of the learning procedure and analyze the
functionality of the UCB term in our algorithm. Usually, a reasonable UCB term should
embrace several properties. (i) It should let confidence set Ft contain the real parameter
with high probability. (ii) It should shrink at a reasonable speed to achieve low regret.

To check (i), we choose the model f̂t at step t = 200 which is trained on insufficient
data with only 2000 samples. We then sample 100 images from test set as unknown inputs
D = {(xi, yi)}100i=1, where xi is the digit image and yi is the corresponding target value. We
inspect the relationship between the original prediction error |f̂t(xi) − yi| and the added
bonus bi = f̄t(xi)− f̂t(xi) via finetuning on each input xi ∈ D. The result is presented as
scatter dots in Figure 5(a). We can clearly see that almost all the points lie above the line
y = x, meaning that bi = f̄t(xi)− f̂t(xi) ≥ |f̂t(xi)− yi| ≥ yi− f̂t(xi) for any i ∈ [100], which
further indicates that f̄t(xi) ≥ yi. This validates that we can always find some f̄ ∈ Ft to
give an optimistic estimation of the value for almost every x. Moreover, we can observe
an apparent correlated pattern between the test error and bonus, which implies that our
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(a) (b)

Figure 5: (a) The relationship between unknown data’s prediction error and the bonus it
gets from finetuning. The grey line is y = x. (b) The average bonus level of 100
test images with respect to the number of samples in training set, the shaded area
is the interval for ±1 standard deviation.

algorithm will give larger bonus for the data point whose prediction is not reliable, and only
give relatively small bonus for the data that it is confident with.

We also check (ii) by plotting the average bonus level (closely related to the width
of confidence set) against the number of samples the algorithm has been trained on. We
gradually increase the number of samples from 10 to 20000 and fix a set of test images D
as before to see how the average bonus level changes when the training set size increases.
The result is shown in Figure 5(b). Previous work (Dong et al., 2021) proves that the
eluder dimension of neural networks can be exponentially large in the worst case, which
means that it can give almost arbitrary output value even when it is constrained to give
a precisely accurate prediction for a large number of samples in the training set. In that
case, the average bonus level should have remained constant regardless of the size of the
training set. However, our experiment shows that the average bonus drops when the number
of training samples increases. We conjecture that it is because in reality, when the input
data are restricted to regular images with clear semantics, and the optimization procedure
of the model is conducted via gradient-based methods in a very close neighborhood, the
arbitrariness of the neural network’s output is substantially reduced.

Restricting the model’s training loss in the training set effectively limits the bonus
obtained from the finetune procedure, which realizes the desired fast-shrinking property from
our functional confidence set. Such a phenomenon sheds light on the unknown property of
neural network’s generalization capability and interpolation plasticity. We leave explaining
the underlying mechanism as future work.
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G.1 Visualize the Learned Representation

A natural and interesting question is what representation does our CNN backbone actually
learn. To investigate this problem and visualize the learned representation, we measure the
information of different digits within the learned representation. Interestingly, we find that
our model indeed learns an indicative representation for classification problem via multitask
value regression training.

The basic measurement for the quality of representation is evaluated with the kernel
function κ(xi,xj) = ⟨ϕ(xi), ϕ(xj)⟩ and see whether it has a strong diagonal. We take the
checkpoint of neural network model at final step (around 600 with more than 6000 samples),
and treat the module before the final linear layer as ϕ(·). Denote the MNIST test set as
D = {Di}9i=0 where Di is the images of digit i. Define the correlation between digit i and j
under representation ϕ as

C(i, j) =
1

|Di| × |Dj |
∑

xs∈Di

∑
xt∈Dj

⟨ϕ(xs), ϕ(xt)⟩ (105)

To accelerate the evaluation, notice that we can preprocess an “template vector” T i for each
digit i as

T i =
1

|Di|
∑
x∈Di

ϕ(x) (106)

so that the correlation can be computed through

C(i, j) =
1

|Di| × |Dj |
∑

xs∈Di

∑
xt∈Dj

⟨ϕ(xs), ϕ(xt)⟩ (107)

=
1

|Dj |
∑

xt∈Dj

 1

|Di|
∑

xs∈Di

⟨ϕ(xs), ϕ(xt)⟩

 (108)

=
1

|Dj |
∑

xt∈Dj

〈
1

|Di|
∑

xs∈Di

ϕ(xs), ϕ(xt)

〉
(109)

=
1

|Dj |
∑

xt∈Dj

⟨T i, ϕ(xt)⟩ (110)

= ⟨T i,T j⟩ (111)

We plot this 10x10 correlation map for single task training and multitask training with
M = 10. Notice that the single task reward mapping function is σ(i) = i/10, and to assure
the different tasks in multitask training are heterogeneous, we manually set that the best
digit for each task are distinct.

The result is in figure 6. We can see that since single task only needs to recognize the large
value digit, namely 9, 8 or 7, its representation function is not informative for distinguishing
digits. And interestingly, the multitask trained network’s representation demonstrates a
very strong diagonal, indicating that the representation vector is very specific to the digit’s
image, although the training process has no explicit definition for the classification task
but a regression problem instead. Actually, we found a simple linear layer append to this
representation can achieve over 95% accuracy on MNIST test set.
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(a) Single task (b) Multitask M = 10

Figure 6: The kernel function for the representation learned by single task and 10-tasks
multitask. It is clear that multitask representation learning obtains a more
comprehensive and interpretable pattern for the MNIST images.
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