arXiv:2405.11226v1 [cs.LG] 18 May 2024

The Power of Active Multi-Task Learning in Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback

Ruitao Chen^∗ Liwei Wang^†

Abstract

Reinforcement learning from human feedback (RLHF) has contributed to performance improvements in large language models. To tackle its reliance on substantial amounts of human-labeled data, a successful approach is multi-task representation learning, which involves learning a highquality, low-dimensional representation from a wide range of source tasks. In this paper, we formulate RLHF as the contextual dueling bandit problem and assume a common linear representation. We demonstrate that the sample complexity of source tasks in multi-task RLHF can be reduced by considering task relevance and allocating different sample sizes to source tasks with varying task relevance. We further propose an algorithm to estimate task relevance by a small number of additional data and then learn a policy. We prove that to achieve ε−optimal, the sample complexity of the source tasks can be significantly reduced compared to uniform sampling. Additionally, the sample complexity of the target task is only linear in the dimension of the latent space, thanks to representation learning.

1 Introduction

Recent advancements in large language models (LLMs) have significantly improved performance across various tasks. Many breakthroughs in large language models, including the notable language model application ChatGPT, are based on reinforcement learning from human feedback (RLHF) (Christiano et al., 2017; Stiennon et al., 2020; Wu et al., 2021; Ouyang et al., 2022; Chen et al., 2022a; Bai et al., 2022; Xiong et al., 2023; Zhu et al., 2023; Zhong et al., 2024; Rafailov et al., 2024), a method that learns from human preference. The process of RLHF is to learn a reward from data in the form of pairwise or K-wise comparisons between responses. The data typically consists of multiple potential responses to prompts from human users, along with ranks of all responses according to user preferences. A reward model is then trained based on a maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) using the data.

A challenge with this approach is its reliance on substantial amounts of expensive human-labeled data. Typically, we have a wide range of tasks, but only a small amount of data for each task. We can take advantage of multi-task representation learning (Caruana, 1997) to address this issue. To be specific, with data labeled by different criteria of different users (different but similar tasks), we can learn a common lowdimensional representation. Thus, given only a limited amount of data for a target task, we can achieve high performance with the aid of the high-quality low-dimensional representation learned from a wide range of data of different but related source tasks. This idea is successful in natural language processing (Ando et al., 2005; Devlin et al., 2018; Radford et al., 2019; Liu et al., 2019; Brown et al., 2020).

Previous works typically only consider uniform sampling from each source task. However, as pointed out in Chen et al. (2022b), the total sample complexity of source tasks can be further reduced if we consider the priority and relevance of source tasks and allocate different sample sizes for different source tasks. Intuitively, we should include more task data from high-quality sources or task data more relevant to the target tasks. In this paper, we aim to formally propose an algorithm to figure out the importance (task relevance) of different source tasks and show how to allocate sample size to reduce the total sample complexity of source tasks in multi-task RLHF.

∗Peking University. Email: chenruitao@stu.pku.edu.cn †Peking University. Email: wanglw@pku.edu.cn

In this paper, we consider two settings. We formulate RLHF as the contextual dueling bandit problem and assume a common linear representation. We also assume that the user preference in the target task is a linear mixture of that in the source tasks. If we know the task relevance of source tasks, we can allocate a sample size proportional to the task relevance for each source task. We further consider the case that we do not know the task relevance. We only need a small number of additional sample complexity of the source tasks and the target task to estimate the task relevance. Then we can use a similar approach as in the first case. We prove that in both cases, to find an ε−optimal policy, the sample complexity of the source tasks can be largely reduced compared with uniform sampling and the sample complexity of the target task is only linear in the dimension of the latent space, with the aid of representation learning. We remark that our results can be easily extended to active multi-task learning in logistic regression or logistic bandits settings.

1.1 Related Works

Contexual Dueling Bandits. In the context of the Dueling Bandit setting, one learns the reward model by getting feedback from pairwise or K-wise comparisons (Yue and Joachims, 2009, 2011; Yue et al., 2012; Ailon et al., 2014; Zoghi et al., 2014; Komiyama et al., 2015; Gajane et al., 2015; Saha and Gopalan, 2019a,b; Saha and Krishnamurthy, 2022; Ghoshal and Saha, 2022; Zhu et al., 2023). In the pairwise comparison setting, it is similar to the logistic bandits setting which is one Generalized Linear Bandits of crucial practical interest. The Generalized Linear Bandits setting was first studied by Filippi et al. (2010). Then several algorithms and regret guarantees were proposed (Russo and Van Roy, 2013, 2014; Li et al., 2017; Abeille and Lazaric, 2017; Jun et al., 2017; Dong and Van Roy, 2018; Dumitrascu et al., 2018). Particularly for logistic bandits, the bound normally depends on a factor κ which characterizes the degree of non-linearity of the logistic function. Faury et al. (2020) improved the dependency and finally Abeille et al. (2021) proved the optimal dependency.

Multi-task Learning. Learning a common low-dimensional representation among related tasks to facilitate learning is known as multi-task representation learning. Representation learning has been highly successful in various applications (Bengio et al., 2013), for instance in reinforcement learning (Wilson et al., 2007; Teh et al., 2017; D’Eramo et al., 2024). Theoretical results for multi-task learning date back to Baxter (2000). Many theoretical results showed the benefit of representation learning in a variety of settings (Maurer et al., 2016; Du et al., 2020; Tripuraneni et al., 2021), especially in reinforcement learning (Brunskill and Li, 2013; Arora et al., 2020; Hu et al., 2021; Bose et al., 2024; D’Eramo et al., 2024). Chen et al. (2022b) and Wang et al. (2023) focused on active multi-task learning. The idea is to learn the task relevance of source tasks to the target task and set uneven sample sizes for each source task, in order to further reduce the sample complexity of source tasks.

1.2 Notations

For any positive integer M, we denote the set {1, 2, · · · , M} by [M]. We use O and ≲ to hide absolute constants, and ~O to further hide logarithmic factors. For any matrix A, its operator norm and Frobenius norm are denoted by ‖A‖ and ‖A‖_F , respectively. For any positive definite matrix A, denote the Mahalanobis norm with regards to A by ‖x‖_A = √ x^⊤Ax. The ψ_2−norm of a random variable x is defined as

‖x‖_{ψ2} = inf{t > 0 : E exp(x^2/t^2) ≤ 2},

and that of a d−dimensional random vector X is defined as ‖X‖_{ψ2} = sup_{x∈Sd−1} ‖⟨X, x⟩‖_{ψ2} , S^{d−1} = {x ∈ R^d : ‖x‖_2 = 1}. 2 Preliminaries

Reinforcement learning from human feedback (Christiano et al., 2017; Ouyang et al., 2022) is often formulated as the contextual dueling bandit problem (Yue et al., 2012; Saha, 2021). A contextual bandit can be described by a tuple (S, A, r^∗), where S is the context set, A is the action set, and r^∗ : S × A → [0, 1] is the reward function. Given an context s ∈ S and two actions (a^1, a^2) ∈ A × A, the environment generate the preference feedback y ∈ {0, 1} according to the Bradley-Terry model (Bradley and Terry, 1952):

P(y = 1) = exp(r^∗(s, a^1)) exp(r^∗(s, a^1)) + exp(r^∗(s, a^2)) = μ ( r^∗(s, a^1) − r^∗(s, a^2) ) , (2.1)

where the link function

μ(t) = 1/(1 + exp(−t))

is the sigmoid function. In the application of RLHF in LLMs, each context s in S represents a prompt, while (a^1, a^2) denotes two potential responses, and y signifies the preference provided by a human evaluator.

We focus on the multi-task RLHF setting, where each task is a contextual dueling bandit problem. Specifically, we have M source tasks {1, 2, . . . , M} and one target task M + 1, where each task T_m is a contextual during bandit (S_m, A_m, r^∗_m).

Specifically, we assume that the reward is linear in features of the context and action pair. That is, for all m ∈ [M + 1], there exists a known common feature map ϕ : S × A → R^d where S, A are unions of all context set and action set, respectively. We also assume that there exists a d-dimensional parameter θ^∗_m such that r^∗(s_m, a_m) = ϕ(s_m, a_m)^⊤θ^∗_m for all (s_m, a_m) ∈ S_m × A_m. For notation convenience, we use x_m = ϕ(s_m, a^1_m) − ϕ(s_m, a^2_m) to denote the different of features of the context and action pair. Then, given (s_m, a^1_m, a^2_m), (2.1) specifies the distribution of the preference feedback y_m

P(y_m = 1) = μ(x^⊤_mθ^∗_m), m ∈ [M + 1].

Throughout this paper, we may drop the corner mark M +1 for terms related to the target task for simplicity, for instance, notation r^∗ = r^∗_{M+1} and θ^∗ = θ^∗_{M+1}. We impose the following assumption for the parameters across tasks, which is standard in the literature of multi-task learning (Du et al., 2020; Tripuraneni et al., 2021; Chen et al., 2022b; Wang et al., 2023).

Assumption 2.1. There exists a linear feature extractor B ∈ R^{d×k} and k-dimensional coefficients {w^∗_m}^{M+1}_{m=1} such that θ^∗_m = Bw^∗_m for all m ∈ [M + 1], where k ≤ d. In addition, there exists ν = {ν_m}^M_{m=1} ∈ R^M such that the linear parameter θ^∗ of target task can be represented as

θ^∗ = M∑ m=1 ν_mθ^∗_m. Assumption 2.1 posits two essential conditions for the parameter space: (i) all parameters {θ^∗_m}_{m∈[M+1]} lie in a common k dimensional subspace. This, when k ≪ d, harnesses the potential for greater sample efficiency in multi-task learning due to the utilization of a common representational framework across various tasks (Du et al., 2020). And (ii) the true parameter θ^∗ of the target task can be expressed as a linear combination of the true parameters from all source tasks. The coefficients {ν_m}_{m∈[M]} quantifies the degree of relevance between the target task and the source tasks.

In addition to the aforementioned assumption, we also need a set of standard regularity conditions for logistic bandits or linear contextual dueling bandits (Faury et al., 2020; Abeille et al., 2021; Ji et al., 2024). For ease of presentation, for all m ∈ [M + 1], we define the domain Θ_m encompasses linear coefficients θ_m associated with task m, ensuring that the true coefficient θ^∗_m ∈ Θ_m.

Assumption 2.2. All linear contextual dueling bandits satisfy the following conditions:

• There exists an absolute constant constant L > 0, in all M + 1 tasks, for all data features x_m in task m, and all θ_m ∈ Θ_m, we have θ^⊤_mx_m ≤ L.

• There exists bounds B_x, B_θ > 0, in all M + 1 tasks, for all data features x_m in task m, we have ‖x_m‖_2 ≤ B_x, and the true parameter ‖θ^∗_m‖_2 ≤ B_θ. And we have B^2_xB^2_θ ≲ kd.

We define a function κ as follows: κ(L) = sup_{|t|≤|L|}(1/μ^′(t)) = O(exp(|L|)), L ∈ R. (2.2) The sample complexity normally depends on κ, which scales exponentially.

Active Multi-task Learning. We have access to sample from a fix distribution μ_m of x_m and get a random feedback y_m corresponding to x_m sampled from μ_m, for all tasks m ∈ [M + 1]. To reduce the total sample size, we shall set uneven sample numbers for M source tasks according to the task relevance ν in Assumption 2.1. The main idea in Active Multi-task Learning is the two steps. First estimate the task relevance ν by using a small number of data from the source tasks and the target task, and then set uneven sample size for M source tasks according to the preceding estimation to reduce the total sample complexity.

We set the sample complexity of source task m to be n_m and collect n_m i.i.d. samples expressed as {(s_{m,i}, a^1_{m,i}, a^2_{m,i})}^{nm}_{i=1}, while the corresponding features are {x_{m,i}}^{nm}_{i=1}, from source task m. By construction, {x_{m,i}}^{nm}_{i=1} are generated i.i.d from distribution μ_m. Using these samples, we can learn the feature extractor B and the subspace spanned by θ^∗_m equivalently. Finally, the sample size needed to estimate θ^∗ of the target task is reduced with the aid of the estimation of the subspace. We mainly concerned about the total sample number of the source tasks.

For n_m i.i.d. samples {(s_{m,i}, a^1_{m,i}, a^2_{m,i})}^{nm}_{i=1}, while the corresponding features are {x_{m,i}}^{nm}_{i=1}, from source task m. We rewrite data to matrix form, X_m ∈ R^{nm ×d} with rows representing x^⊤_{m,1}, . . . , x^⊤_{m,nm} and y_m ∈ R^{nm} representing corresponding feedback term.

Fisher Information Assumption. Following the RLHF pipeline (Ouyang et al., 2022), we estimate the reward function parameter θ^∗_m via Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE). For all tasks m ∈ [M + 1], the log-likelihood for data features x_m and feedback y_m is represented as ℓ ( x^⊤_mθ^∗_m, y_m ) = y_m log μ(x^⊤_mθ^∗_m) + (1 − y_m) log(1 − μ(x^⊤_mθ^∗_m)). (2.3)

With direct computation, we have that the Fisher information matrix of θ_m is

E_m = E [ μ^′(x^⊤_mθ^∗_m)x_mx^⊤_m ] , ∀m ∈ [M + 1], (2.4)

where the expectation with respect to x_m is always under distribution μ_m. The Fisher information matrix E_m can measure the information of θ_m we get from task m. To perform efficient multi-task estimations, we assume the following to ensure that the Fisher information matrices are almost the same across tasks and the normalized data is well-distributed.

Assumption 2.3. There exists a positive definite d × d matrix E and constants C_1 ≤ 1 ≤ C_2, such that

C_1E ⪯ E_m ⪯ C_2E, ∀m ∈ [M + 1].

We also assume there exists ρ_x > 0, such that E^{−1/2}_m √ μ^′(x^⊤_mθ^∗_m)x_m are mean zero random variables with ψ_2−norm less than ρ_x.

Assumption 2.3 is a more general form of previous standard assumptions on multi-task learning (Du et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2022b; Wang et al., 2023), which state that either distribution μ_m or the covariance matrices E[x_m x^⊤_m] were identical across tasks. In particular, when all μ_m or E[x_m x^⊤_m] are the same for every task, we can set E = E[x_m x^⊤_m]. It can be shown that Assumption 2.3 holds for C_1 = 1/κ(L) and C_2 = 1, where κ(L) is defined in Assumtpion 2.2.

Learning Objective. Our goal is to find a near-optimal policy for the target task using data from source tasks and the target task. Given a policy π, its optimality under the task task is defined as

SubOpt(π) = E_{s∼ρ} [r^∗(s) − r^∗(s, π(s))],

where the expectation is taken over a fix distribution ρ of s, π^∗(s) = argmax_{a∈A} r^∗(s, a) represents the optimal action, and r^∗(s) = r^∗(s, π^∗(s)) denotes the maximum reward for context s. We assume, without loss of generality, that r^∗(s) > 0 for all s ∈ S. A policy π is considered ε−optimal if SubOpt(π) ≤ ε.

3 Algorithm and Theory

In this section, we present our main algorithms for solving multi-task RLHF problems, followed by theoretical guarantees.

3.1 Results for the Known Task Relevance Setting

In this section, we present the multi-task algorithm when the task relevance coefficient ν defined in Assumption 2.1 is known.

To reduce the total sample size, we set uneven sample numbers for M source tasks. Intuitively, we need to sample more data from the task m that |ν_m| is large, which means this task is more relevant to the target task. We collect n_m i.i.d. samples from source task m, with matrix form (X_m, y_m). Specifically, given the total sample size N, the sample size for each source task is computed as Active-Sample(N, ν) ∈ Z^M, where n_m is almost proportional to |ν_m| and the 1/2M term is a technique to avoid small sample size,

{n_m}^M_{m=1} = Active-Sample(N, ν) := {( |ν_m| 2‖ν‖_1 + 1 2M ) N }_M m=1 . (3.1)

Using the prespecified regions Θ_m, and the subspace assumption, it is natural to set the region of solution (θ_1, . . . , θ_M ) as

Θ_s = {(θ_1, . . . , θ_M )|rank(span{θ_1, . . . , θ_M }) ≤ k, θ_m ∈ Θ_m, ∀m ∈ [M]} .

Given data, the low-rank region, and a properly chosen penalty term λ > 0 (specified in Appendix B), we can estimate (θ^∗_1 , . . . , θ^∗_M ) as regularized MLE constrained in the region,

(^θ_1, . . . , ^θ_M ) = argmax_{Θs} M∑ m=1 n_m∑

i=1 ℓ ( x^⊤_{m,i}θ_m, y_{m,i} ) − λ M∑ m=1 n_m‖θ_m‖^2, (3.2)

where ℓ is defined in (2.3). With the estimation (^θ_1, . . . , ^θ_M ) in (3.2) and the known task relevance coefficient ν = {ν_m}^M_{m=1}, the parameter of the target task is estimated by ^θ = ∑_M i=1 ν_m ^θ_m. We can construct a confidence set for θ^∗ with proper parameter α > 0, that is C = { θ : ‖ ‖ ‖θ − ^θ ‖ ‖ ‖_Λ ≤ αε } , where Λ = 1 N M∑ m=1 n_m∑

i=1 μ^′(x^⊤_{m,i} ^θ_m)x_{m,i}x^⊤_{m,i} + λI, (3.3) where Λ is an estimation of H := E + λI. Based on the confidence set, we give policy π as the policy that maximizes the pessimistic expected value (Zhu et al., 2023),

π = argmax_{π′} min_{θ∈C} { E_{s∼ρ} [ϕ(s, π^′(s))^⊤θ] } . (3.4)

Algorithm 1 Multi-Task Low-Rank RLHF in Known Task Relevance Setting. Require: Total sample size N, task relevance ν = {ν_m}^M_{m=1}. 1: Initialize λ satisfying (B.3) and compute sample size n_m via (3.1). 2: Estimate (^θ_1, . . . , ^θ_M ) by regularized MLE in (3.2). 3: Let ^θ = ∑_M i=1 ν_m ^θ_m and construct the confidence set C as (3.3).

4: return π = argmax_π′ min_{θ∈C} { E_{s∼ρ} [ϕ(s, π^′(s))^⊤θ] } . Below, we give the sample complexity bound for Algorithm 3.1. See Appendix B for a formal version of the theorem and its detailed proof.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 hold. Then for any sufficiently small ε > 0, Algorithm 3.1 outputs an ε-optimal policy with probability at least 1 − δ when N = ~O ( C^∗‖ν‖^2_1k(d + M)ε^{−2} ) , where the coverage coefficeint C^∗ is defined as

C^∗ = ‖E_{s∼ρ} [ϕ(s, π^∗(s))]‖^2_{H−1} , H = E + λI. (3.5)

Remark 3.2. If sampled uniformly from M source tasks, then ‖ν‖^2_1 will be replaced by M‖ν‖^2, which is no less than ‖ν‖^2_1. The ‖ν‖^2_1 measures the imbalance of source tasks, the improvement M‖ν‖^2/‖ν‖^2_1 is large if source tasks are imbalance.

Remark 3.3. While κ defined in (2.2) can scale exponentially, we should consider the dependency on κ. The dependency on κ is represented in E and H. Specifically, the μ^′(x^⊤_mθ^∗_m) term in the definition (2.4) of E_m is at least 1/κ(L). We find that the estimation error bound matches the results in Abeille et al. (2021) and the sample complexity matches the results of learning a single task in Zhu et al. (2023).

Proof Sketch of Theorem 3.1. We first prove three auxiliary lemmas. The first is the core method to handle the log-likelihood function ℓ(t, y), that is to approximate it by a quadratic function in a bounded region (Lemma B.2). Using this lemma, we can change the form form MLE to a form similar to a square loss. Secondly, we have that the Hessian Matrix is concentrated around its mean (Lemma B.3). Through the proof, we will apply this lemma many times to different kinds of data and the corresponding regularized likelihood function. The third is that the noise of a single task can be bounded with high probability(Lemma B.4). Similar concentration bounds are presented as Theorem 1 in Faury et al. (2020). Because the noise η is bounded by 1 and has a small variance, we should use Matrix Bernstein’s inequality for rectangular matrices (Lemma D.2) to set up the concentration of the noise. Compared with previous works, we get a clean bound and a simple proof.

To deal with noise from different source tasks uniformly, we define

g_m = ^H^{− 12}_m X^⊤_mη_m, (3.6)

as the normalized noise, and G as a d × M matrix with columns g_m. Apply a union bound, the norm of g_m can be uniformly bounded with high probability (Lemma B.5), ‖g_m‖_2 ≤ ~O (√ d log(1/δ) ) , ∀m ∈ [M]. (3.7) By truncating g_m and applying Matrix Bernstein’s inequality again, we can bound ‖G‖ (Lemma B.6), ‖G‖ ≤ ~O (√ d + M log(1/δ)^2 ) . (3.8)

Now, we can prove the main result that the estimation error of the weighted sum of θ^∗_m is small, with high probability (Lemma B.7). We first use the approximation of the log-likelihood function. Then bound the noise term and the regularization term. Finally, we apply Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to complete the proof. Specifically, we have ‖ ‖^θ − θ^∗ ‖ ‖^2_H = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ M∑ m=1 ν_m(^θ_m − θ^∗_m) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

H ≤ (_M ∑ m=1 ν^2_m n_m ) ~O (k(d + M) log(1/δ)^4) ≤ ~O ( ε^2 C^∗ ) . Results in Lemma B.7 set up guarantees for the confidence set. Theorem B.1 is then proved in Lemma B.8, by first ensuring the accuracy of Λ and then bounding the gap using the coverage C^∗.

3.2 Results for the Unknown Task Relevance Setting

Based on the results in the previous section, now we present the algorithm when ν is unknown. Since there may exist many ν satisfying θ^∗ = ∑ ν_mθ^∗_m, we fix ν^∗ to have minimum ℓ_1−norm and thus have the minimum sample complexity under known ν setting, namely

ν^∗ = argmin

θ^∗= ∑ ν_m θ^∗_m ‖ν‖_1. (3.9)

The algorithm can be divided into two steps, estimating ν^∗ and estimating θ^∗. Under this setting, we need access to sample data from the target task. In the first step, we use a small number of data from the source tasks and target tasks to estimate (θ^∗_1 , . . . , θ^∗_M ) and θ^∗. The sample size of each source task is determined by a prior of ν^∗. Using these estimations, we can get an estimation of ν^∗ by Lasso Programming (Tibshirani, 1996). In the second step, we determine the sample size of each source task based on the estimated ν^∗ similar to the algorithm of the known ν setting. At the same time, these estimations provide a learned subspace for estimating θ^∗. Estimating θ^∗ based on the learned subspace reduces the sample size needed for the target task.

Estimating ν^∗. Without loss of generality, we assume access to a prior, ν^0 = {ν^0_m}^M_{m=1} ∈ R^M satisfying ‖ν^0‖_1 = 1, for the ν^∗ defined in (3.9). If we have no information about the relevance of each task, we can set each element of ν^0 equal to 1/M, which represents a non-informative prior. The prior ν^0 is accurate when ν^0 is just ν^∗ multiplied by a scalar.

Firstly, we set the total number of samples of source tasks to be N^{pre}_s , and allocate the sample size of m task similar to methods in the previous section (cf. (3.1)) based on the prior ν^0, that is (n^{pre}_1 , . . . , n^{pre}_M ) =

Active-Sample(N^{pre}_s , ν^0). We sample n^{pre}_m samples i.i.d from source task m and let X^{pre}_m and y^{pre}_m to be the

matrix of features of samples and vector of feedback from task m. Same as that in the known ν setting, given data and a proper penalty term λ^{pre}_s (all proper parameters are specified in Appendix C), we estimate (θ^∗_1 , . . . , θ^∗_M ) as regularized MLE,

(^θ^{pre}_1 , . . . , ^θ^{pre}_M ) = argmax_{Θs} M∑ m=1 n^{pre}_s∑

i=1 ℓ ( (x^{pre}_{m,i})^⊤θ_m, y^{pre}_{m,i} ) − λ^{pre}_s M∑ m=1 n^{pre}_m ‖θ_m‖^2. (3.10)

Secondly, we sample n^{pre} i.i.d samples from the target task. With X^{pre} and y^{pre} as the sample and feedback, and with a proper penalty term λ^{pre}, we can estimate θ^∗ as regularized MLE,

^θ^{pre} = argmax Θ n^{pre}∑

i=1 ℓ ( (x^{pre}_i )^⊤θ, y^{pre}_i ) − n^{pre}λ^{pre}‖θ‖^2. (3.11)

Finally, we estimate ν^∗. Before that, we estimate H := E + min(λ^{pre}_s , λ^{pre}, λ_s, λ)I (where λ^{pre}_s , λ^{pre}, λ_s, λ are prespecified proper regularization terms). With a slight abuse of notation, we also use Λ to denote the estimation. Λ = 1 N^{pre} M∑ m=1 n^{pre}_m∑

i=1 μ^′((x^{pre}_{m,i})^⊤ ^θ^{pre}_m )x^{pre}_{m,i}(x^{pre}_{m,i})^⊤ + min(λ^{pre}_s , λ^{pre}, λ_s, λ)I.

Now, based on the estimation of θ^∗_m and θ^∗, we can estimate ν^∗. We set a proper parameter R satisfying R ≥ ∑_M m=1(ν^∗_m)^2/|ν^0_m| as a bound, and define a region Θ_ν of ν ensuring that the true ν^∗ lies in the region, that is ν^∗ ∈ Θ_ν . Since the sample complexity in Theorem 3.1 is related to ‖ν‖_1, thus we should penalize the loss with ℓ_1−norm of ν. Specifically, we use Lasso Programming (Tibshirani, 1996) with a proper penalty β,

^ν^{pre} = argmin ν∈Θ_ν 1 2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ M∑ m=1 ν_m ^θ^{pre}_m − ^θ^{pre} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 Λ + β‖ν‖_1, Θ_ν = { ν : M∑ m=1 (ν_m)^2 |ν^0_m| ≤ R } . (3.12)

Estimating θ^∗. We set the total sample number of source tasks as N_s, and compute sample size for each source task as follows, based on the estimation ν^{pre}, we can get the sample size (n_1, . . . , n_M ) =

Active-Sample(N_s, ^ν^{pre}). After sampling n_m samples (X_m, y_m) from source task m, given a proper λ_s,

we estimate (θ^∗_1 , . . . , θ^∗_M ) as regularized MLE,

(^θ_1, . . . , ^θ_M ) = argmax_{Θs} M∑ m=1 n_m∑

i=1 ℓ ( x^⊤_{m,i}θ_m, y_{m,i} ) − λ_s M∑ m=1 n_m‖θ_m‖^2. (3.13)

Lastly, we sample n samples {(x_i, y_i)}^n_{i=1} with matrix form (X, y) from the target task and estimate θ in the estimated latent space ^S provided by (^θ_1, . . . , ^θ_M ). With proper λ,

^θ = argmax ^S∩Θ n∑ i=1 ℓ ( x^⊤_i θ, y_i ) − nλ‖θ‖^2, where ^S = span{^θ_1, . . . , ^θ_M }. (3.14) Same as in the previous section, we construct a confidence set for θ^∗ with proper parameter α > 0 and give the policy π. Precisely,

π = argmax_{π′} min_{θ∈C} { E_{s∼ρ} [ϕ(s, π^′(s))^⊤θ] } , where C = { θ : ‖ ‖θ − ^θ ‖ ‖_Λ ≤ αε}. (3.15)

Now, we can state the main theorem. See Appendix C for a formal version of the theorem and its detailed proof.

Algorithm 2 Active Multi-Task Low-Rank RLHF. Require: Total sample size N, prior task relevance ν^0.

1: Initialize N^{pre}_s , n^{pre}, N_s, n satisfying (3.16) λ^{pre}_s , λ^{pre}, λ_s, λ satisfying (C.2), β satisfying (C.3).

Phase 1: Estimating ν^∗:

2: Let {n^{pre}_m }^M_{m=1} = Active-Sample(N^{pre}_s , ν^0) and estimate (^θ^{pre}_1 , . . . , ^θ^{pre}_M ) via (3.10). 3: Estimate ^θ^{pre} and ^ν^{pre} via (3.11) and (3.12), respectively.

Phase 2: Estimating θ^∗:

4: Let {n_m}^M_{m=1} = Active-Sample(N_s, ^ν^{pre}) and estimate (^θ_1, . . . , ^θ_M ) via (3.13). 5: Estimate ^θ by MLE via (3.14). 6: return Policy π from (3.15).

Theorem 3.4 (Informal). Let Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 hold. Then for any sufficiently small ε > 0, Algorithm 3.2 outputs an ε-optimal policy with probability at least 1 − δ when

N_s = ~O ( C^∗‖ν^∗‖^2_1k(d + M)ε^{−2} ) , n = ~O ( C^∗kε^{−2} ) , (3.16)

and N^{pre}_s , n^{pre} above certain thresholds that are unrelated to ε and only depend on other problem-dependent parameters such as d and k. Here the coverage C^∗ is defined as follows if we abuse notation H,

C^∗ = ‖E_{s∼ρ} [ϕ(s, π^∗(s))]‖^2_{H−1} , H = E + min(λ^{pre}_s , λ^{pre}, λ_s, λ)I. (3.17)

Remark 3.5. We remark following good properties possessed by multi-task learning.

• We can find that the sample complexity of N_s is the same as that in the case when ν is known. The additional sample complexity used to estimate ν^∗ is unrelated to ε, which is just lower-order terms.

• For the same reason stated in the previous section, if samples are drawn uniformly from each task, the sample complexity should be much larger.

• If we directly sample from the target task, since we do not have the learned low-rank subspace, the sample complexity of n should be C^∗dε^{−2}. With the aid of an estimated feature extractor, the sample complexity of the target task only scales linearly in k.

Detailed analysis for N^{pre}_s , n^{pre} can be found in Remark C.3 in Appendix C.

Proof Sketch of Theorem 3.4. The proof is separated into two parts according to Algorithm 3.2.

Estimating ν^∗. We first bound the error of source tasks (Lemma C.4) and the target task (Lemma C.5) by ε_θ, which is defined as

ε_θ = ‖ν^∗‖_1 √ MC_θ . (3.18)

Here, C_θ is defined in Definition C.1. The techniques used are similar to that of the proof of Lemma B.7. Based on the error bound in Lemma C.4, we can guarantee that Λ is a good approximation of H with high probability (Lemma C.6).

After that, we turn to give two good properties of ^ν^{pre}. The first is low l_1−norm that can be used to bound the sample complexity in the next step (Lemma C.7), namely ‖^ν^{pre}‖_1 ≲ ‖ν^∗‖_1. The second states that ^ν^{pre} can represent the task relevance of source tasks well (Lemma C.8). Specifically, there exists ~ν ∈ R^M very close to ^ν^{pre}, such that ~ν precisely represents the proportion of source tasks, M∑ m=1 ~ν_mθ^∗_m = θ^∗. The proof of this lemma is based on the term in Definition C.1.

Estimating θ^∗. With ~ν defined in Lemma C.8, we can define the auxiliary estimation of θ^∗, ~θ =^M ∑ m=1 ~ν_m ^θ_m. (3.19)

The term ~θ is close to θ^∗ (Lemma C.9), and, based on that result, we bound the error of estimating θ^∗ (Lemma C.11). To be specific, with high probability, ‖ ‖ ‖~θ − θ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖_H ≲ ε √ C^∗ , ‖ ‖ ‖^θ − θ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖_H ≲ ε √ C^∗ . During the proof, we need another approximation of the log-likelihood function from another direction (Lemma C.10), different from that in Lemma B.2. Finally, the main result is proved in Lemma C.12 using similar techniques from the proof of Lemma B.8.

4 Conclusion

In this paper, we study the power of active multi-task learning in RLHF. We formulate the RLHF problem as a contextual dueling bandit problem, assuming a common linear representation. Our work demonstrates that the sample complexity of source tasks in multi-task RLHF can be decreased by considering task relevance and assigning different sample sizes to source tasks based on their relevance. We develop an algorithm to estimate task relevance using additional data and then learn a policy. We prove the sample complexity of the proposed algorithm to output an ε−optimal policy.

There are two directions for future investigation. First, it is important to empirically demonstrate the effectiveness of active multi-task learning in RLHF with large language models. Also, it will be interesting to extend active multi-task learning to other tasks.

Acknowledgements. Ruitao Chen is partially supported by the elite undergraduate training program of the School of Mathematical Sciences, Peking University.

References

Abeille, M., Faury, L. and Calauzenes, C. (2021). Instance-wise minimax-optimal algorithms for logistic bandits. In Proceedings of The 24th International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics (A. Banerjee and K. Fukumizu, eds.), vol. 130 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research. PMLR.

Abeille, M. and Lazaric, A. (2017). Linear thompson sampling revisited. In Artificial Intelligence and Statistics. PMLR.

Ailon, N., Karnin, Z. and Joachims, T. (2014). Reducing dueling bandits to cardinal bandits. In International Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR.

Ando, R. K., Zhang, T. and Bartlett, P. (2005). A framework for learning predictive structures from multiple tasks and unlabeled data. Journal of machine learning research, 6.

Arora, S., Du, S., Kakade, S., Luo, Y. and Saunshi, N. (2020). Provable representation learning for imitation learning via bi-level optimization. In International Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR.

Bai, Y., Jones, A., Ndousse, K., Askell, A., Chen, A., DasSarma, N., Drain, D., Fort, S., Ganguli, D., Henighan, T. et al. (2022). Training a helpful and harmless assistant with reinforcement learning from human feedback. arXiv preprint arXiv:2204.05862.

Baxter, J. (2000). A model of inductive bias learning. Journal of artificial intelligence research, 12 149–198.

Bengio, Y., Courville, A. and Vincent, P. (2013). Representation learning: A review and new perspectives.

IEEE transactions on pattern analysis and machine intelligence, 35 1798–1828.

Bose, A., Du, S. S. and Fazel, M. (2024). Offline multi-task transfer rl with representational penalization.

arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.12570.

Bradley, R. A. and Terry, M. E. (1952). Rank analysis of incomplete block designs: I. the method of paired comparisons. Biometrika, 39 324–345.

Brown, T., Mann, B., Ryder, N., Subbiah, M., Kaplan, J. D., Dhariwal, P., Neelakantan, A., Shyam, P., Sastry, G., Askell, A. et al. (2020). Language models are few-shot learners. Advances in neural information processing systems, 33 1877–1901.

Brunskill, E. and Li, L. (2013). Sample complexity of multi-task reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1309.6821.

Caruana, R. (1997). Multitask learning. Machine learning, 28 41–75.

Chen, X., Zhong, H., Yang, Z., Wang, Z. and Wang, L. (2022a). Human-in-the-loop: Provably efficient preference-based reinforcement learning with general function approximation. In International Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR.

Chen, Y., Jamieson, K. and Du, S. (2022b). Active multi-task representation learning. In International Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR.

Christiano, P. F., Leike, J., Brown, T., Martic, M., Legg, S. and Amodei, D. (2017). Deep reinforcement learning from human preferences. Advances in neural information processing systems, 30.

D’Eramo, C., Tateo, D., Bonarini, A., Restelli, M. and Peters, J. (2024). Sharing knowledge in multi-task deep reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2401.09561.

Devlin, J., Chang, M.-W., Lee, K. and Toutanova, K. (2018). Bert: Pre-training of deep bidirectional transformers for language understanding. arXiv preprint arXiv:1810.04805.

Dong, S. and Van Roy, B. (2018). An information-theoretic analysis for thompson sampling with many actions. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 31.

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

Dumitrascu, B., Feng, K. and Engelhardt, B. (2018). Pg-ts: Improved thompson sampling for logistic contextual bandits. Advances in neural information processing systems, 31.

Faury, L., Abeille, M., Calauzènes, C. and Fercoq, O. (2020). Improved optimistic algorithms for logistic bandits. In International Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR.

Filippi, S., Cappe, O., Garivier, A. and Szepesvári, C. (2010). Parametric bandits: The generalized linear case. Advances in neural information processing systems, 23.

Gajane, P., Urvoy, T. and Clérot, F. (2015). A relative exponential weighing algorithm for adversarial utilitybased dueling bandits. In International Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR.

Ghoshal, S. and Saha, A. (2022). Exploiting correlation to achieve faster learning rates in low-rank preference bandits. arXiv preprint arXiv:2202.11795.

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

Ji, K., He, J. and Gu, Q. (2024). Reinforcement learning from human feedback with active queries. arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.09401.

Jun, K.-S., Bhargava, A., Nowak, R. and Willett, R. (2017). Scalable generalized linear bandits: Online computation and hashing. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 30.

Komiyama, J., Honda, J., Kashima, H. and Nakagawa, H. (2015). Regret lower bound and optimal algorithm in dueling bandit problem. In Conference on learning theory. PMLR.

Li, L., Lu, Y. and Zhou, D. (2017). Provably optimal algorithms for generalized linear contextual bandits.

In International Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR.

Liu, X., He, P., Chen, W. and Gao, J. (2019). Multi-task deep neural networks for natural language understanding. arXiv preprint arXiv:1901.11504.

Maurer, A., Pontil, M. and Romera-Paredes, B. (2016). The benefit of multitask representation learning.

Journal of Machine Learning Research, 17 1–32.

Ouyang, L., Wu, J., Jiang, X., Almeida, D., Wainwright, C., Mishkin, P., Zhang, C., Agarwal, S., Slama, K., Ray, A. et al. (2022). Training language models to follow instructions with human feedback. Advances in neural information processing systems, 35 27730–27744.

Radford, A., Wu, J., Child, R., Luan, D., Amodei, D., Sutskever, I. et al. (2019). Language models are unsupervised multitask learners. OpenAI blog, 1 9.

Rafailov, R., Sharma, A., Mitchell, E., Manning, C. D., Ermon, S. and Finn, C. (2024). Direct preference optimization: Your language model is secretly a reward model. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 36.

Russo, D. and Van Roy, B. (2013). Eluder dimension and the sample complexity of optimistic exploration.

Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 26.

Russo, D. and Van Roy, B. (2014). Learning to optimize via posterior sampling. Mathematics of Operations Research, 39 1221–1243.

Saha, A. (2021). Optimal algorithms for stochastic contextual preference bandits. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 34 30050–30062.

Saha, A. and Gopalan, A. (2019a). Active ranking with subset-wise preferences. In The 22nd International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics. PMLR.

Saha, A. and Gopalan, A. (2019b). Pac battling bandits in the plackett-luce model. In Algorithmic Learning Theory. PMLR.

Saha, A. and Krishnamurthy, A. (2022). Efficient and optimal algorithms for contextual dueling bandits under realizability. In International Conference on Algorithmic Learning Theory. PMLR.

Stiennon, N., Ouyang, L., Wu, J., Ziegler, D., Lowe, R., Voss, C., Radford, A., Amodei, D. and Christiano, P. F. (2020). Learning to summarize with human feedback. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33 3008–3021.

Teh, Y., Bapst, V., Czarnecki, W. M., Quan, J., Kirkpatrick, J., Hadsell, R., Heess, N. and Pascanu, R.

(2017). Distral: Robust multitask reinforcement learning. Advances in neural information processing systems, 30.

Tibshirani, R. (1996). Regression shrinkage and selection via the lasso. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Methodological), 58 267–288.

Tripuraneni, N., Jin, C. and Jordan, M. (2021). Provable meta-learning of linear representations. In International Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR.

Vershynin, R. (2020). High-dimensional probability. University of California, Irvine, 10 11.

Wang, Y., Chen, Y., Jamieson, K. and Du, S. S. (2023). Improved active multi-task representation learning via lasso. In International Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR.

Wilson, A., Fern, A., Ray, S. and Tadepalli, P. (2007). Multi-task reinforcement learning: a hierarchical bayesian approach. In Proceedings of the 24th international conference on Machine learning.

Wu, J., Ouyang, L., Ziegler, D. M., Stiennon, N., Lowe, R., Leike, J. and Christiano, P. (2021). Recursively summarizing books with human feedback. arXiv preprint arXiv:2109.10862.

Xiong, W., Dong, H., Ye, C., Wang, Z., Zhong, H., Ji, H., Jiang, N. and Zhang, T. (2023). Iterative preference learning from human feedback: Bridging theory and practice for rlhf under kl-constraint. In ICLR 2024 Workshop on Mathematical and Empirical Understanding of Foundation Models.

Yue, Y., Broder, J., Kleinberg, R. and Joachims, T. (2012). The k-armed dueling bandits problem. Journal of Computer and System Sciences, 78 1538–1556.

Yue, Y. and Joachims, T. (2009). Interactively optimizing information retrieval systems as a dueling bandits problem. In Proceedings of the 26th Annual International Conference on Machine Learning.

Yue, Y. and Joachims, T. (2011). Beat the mean bandit. In Proceedings of the 28th international conference on machine learning (ICML-11). Citeseer.

Zhong, H., Feng, G., Xiong, W., Zhao, L., He, D., Bian, J. and Wang, L. (2024). Dpo meets ppo: Reinforced token optimization for rlhf. arXiv preprint arXiv:2404.18922.

Zhu, B., Jordan, M. and Jiao, J. (2023). Principled reinforcement learning with human feedback from pairwise or k-wise comparisons. In International Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR.

Zoghi, M., Whiteson, S. A., De Rijke, M. and Munos, R. (2014). Relative confidence sampling for efficient on-line ranker evaluation. In Proceedings of the 7th ACM international conference on Web search and data mining.

A Notations

In this section, we define the notation of mean zero noise and the Hessian Matrix of the regularized likelihood that we use through the proof.

We define the mean zero noise as η_{m,i} = y_{m,i} − μ(x^⊤_{m,i}θ^∗_m). In the following proofs, we always use η to denote noise or vector of noise corresponding to data feature x with the same subscript and superscript. The noise has the following properties: |η_{m,i}| ≤ 1, E[η^2_{m,i} ] = μ^′(x^⊤_{m,i}θ^∗_m). Define the Hessian Matrix of the regularized likelihood as

^H_m = n_m∑

i=1 μ^′(x^⊤_{m,i}θ^∗_m)x_{m,i}x^⊤_{m,i} + n_mλI.

We will also define ^H with different subscripts and superscripts denoting the Hessian Matrix of corresponding data in the rest of the proof.

B Proof of Theorem 3.1

We provide the formal version of Theorem 3.1.

Theorem B.1 (Formal Version of Theorem 3.1). Suppose Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 hold. Then for sufficiently small ε > 0, with probability at least 1 − δ, Algorithm 3.1 outputs an ε-optimal policy when

N ≳ max ( ~O (C^∗‖ν‖^2_1k(d + M) log(1/δ)^4ε^{−2}) , ρ^4_xM(d + log(M/δ)) ) , (B.1)

where the coverage C^∗ is defined as

C^∗ = ‖E_{s∼ρ} [ϕ(s, π^∗(s))]‖^2_{H−1} , H = E + λI, (B.2)

and proper parameters satisfy B^2_x/d ≲ Nλ/M ≲ k/B^2_θ , α = O ( 1/ √ C^∗ ) . (B.3)

B.1 Auxiliary Lemmas

Lemma B.2 (Approximation of log-likelihood). Assume real numbers |t| ≤ L_1, |t^∗| ≤ L_2, y ∈ {0, 1}, where L_1 ≥ max{L_2, 1}, then ℓ(t, y) ≤ ℓ(t^∗, y) + (y − μ(t^∗))(t − t^∗) − 1 20L_1κ(L_2)

(t − t^∗)^2.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that t ≥ t^∗, otherwise replace t, t^∗ by −t, −t^∗. Now we fix t^∗, y and denote f(t) = ℓ(t, y) − ℓ(t^∗, y) − (y − μ(t^∗))(t − t^∗) + 1 20L_1κ(L_2)

(t − t^∗)^2.

The derivative of f can be expressed as

f^′(t) = (y − μ(t)) − (y − μ(t^∗)) + 1 10L_1κ(L_2)

(t − t^∗) = ∫_t t^∗ g(s)ds, where g(s) = −μ^′(s) + 1/(10L_1κ(L_2)). For 0 ≤ ε ≤ 1, we have

g(t^∗ + ε) = −μ^′(t^∗ + ε) + 1 8L_1κ(L_2) ≤ − 1 eκ(L_2) + 1 10L_1κ(L_2) ≤ − 1 5κ(L_2) .

Which means that for t^∗ ≤ t ≤ t^∗ + 1, we have g(t) ≤ 0, and thus, f^′(t) ≤ 0. For t^∗ + 1 ≤ t ≤ L_2, We obtain

f^′(t) =

∫_t∗_{+1} t^∗ g(s)ds + ∫_t t^∗+1 g(s)ds ≤ − 1 5κ(L_2)

+ (2L_1) 1 10L_1κ(L_2) ≤ 0. Thus, f(t) ≤ f(t^∗) = 0, for all t^∗ ≤ t ≤ L_1.

Lemma B.3 (Hessian estimation). Since n_m ≳ ρ^4_x(d + log(M/δ)), ∀m ∈ [M], we have, with probability at least 1 − δ/8,

0.9C_1H ⪯ 1 n_m ^H_m ⪯ 1.1C_2H, ∀m ∈ [M].

Proof. For all m ∈ [M], by assumption, E^{− 12}_m √ μ^′(x^⊤_{m,i}θ^∗_m)x_{m,i} are mean zero random variables with ψ_2−norm

less than ρ_x. Apply Lemma D.1 to above random variables and denote ^E_m = ∑ i μ^′(θ^∗_m^⊤x_{m,i})x_{m,i}x^⊤_{m,i}, P ( 0.9C_1H ⪯ 1 n_m ^H_m ⪯ 1.1C_2H ) ≥ P ( 0.9E_m ⪯ 1 n_m ^E_m ⪯ 1.1E_m ) ≥ 1 − δ/8M. The lemma is proved by taking a union bound over m ∈ [M].

Lemma B.4 (Concentration of single task). Assume {x_i}^n_{i=1} are samples of a single task satisfying Assumption 2.2 and 2.3, with corresponding noise η_i. Let σ^2_i to be the variance of noise σ^2_i = Var(η_i), and

H_x = n∑ i=1 σ^2_i x_ix^⊤_i + nλI,

where nλ ≳ B^2_x/d. Then with probability at least 1 − δ, the following inequality holds, ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ n∑ i=1 η_iH^{− 12}x x_i ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 ≤ O (√ d log(d/δ) ) .

Proof. Step 1: Checking prerequisites of Matrix Bernstein’s inequality. Let A_i = η_iH^{− 12}_x x_i to be a d × 1 matrix, we have A_1, . . . , A_n are independent and mean zero. ‖A_i‖ is bounded by ‖A_i‖ = ‖ ‖ ‖ηiH^{− 12}x xi ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖H^{− 12}x xi ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ Bx/ √ nλ ≤ O( √ d). (B.4)

Because n∑ i=1 EA_i A^⊤_i = H^{− 12}_x (_n ∑ i=1 (Eη^2_i )x_ix^⊤_i ) H^{− 12}_x ⪯ I.

We also have ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ n∑ i=1 EA^⊤_i A_i ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ = tr (_n ∑ i=1 EA^⊤_i A_i ) = tr (_n ∑ i=1 EA_i A^⊤_i ) ≤ d, ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ n∑ i=1 EA_i A^⊤_i ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ 1. Step 2: Applying Matrix Bernstein’s inequality. Take K = O( √ d) and σ^2 ≤ d in Lemma D.2. Let t = O( √ d log(d/δ)). This completes the proof.

B.2 Concentration of Noise of Multi-Task

Lemma B.5 (Concentration of the norm of g_m). We have, with probability at least 1 − δ/(16N), ‖g_m‖_2 ≤ ~O (√ d log(1/δ) ) , ∀m ∈ [M], where g_m is defined in (3.6).

Proof. Fix m ∈ M and use results in Lemma B.4. Easy to check all the assumptions. We change the

probability δ to δ/(16MN) and get P(‖g_m‖_2) ≤ δ/(16MN). We complete the proof by taking a union bound.

Lemma B.6 (Concentration of ‖G‖). We have, with probability at least 1 − δ/8, ‖G‖ ≤ ~O (√ d + M log(1/δ)^2 ) , where G is defined in (3.6).

Proof. Step 1: Truncation. Let E to be the event of the statement in Lemma B.5. To prove the theorem,

we need to assume event E happens and use Matrix Bernstein’s inequality conditioned on that event.

We can bound g_m by (B.4), which gives ‖g_m‖_2 ≤ n_m∑

i=1 ‖ ‖η_{m,i} ^H−^1_{2m} x_{m,i} ‖ ‖ ≤ NO (√d) .

Denote p = 1 − P(E), μ_m = E [g_m|E] , ḡ_m = g_m − μ_m. Then E [ ḡ_mḡ^⊤_m|E ] ⪯E [ g_mg^⊤_m|E ] = ( E [ g_mg^⊤_m ] − pE [ g_mg^⊤_m|E^c ]) /(1 − p) ⪯ 2E [ g_mg^⊤_m ] ⪯ 2I. (B.5)

Step 2: Checking prerequisites of Matrix Bernstein’s inequality. In the following proofs, prob-

abilities and expectations are all conditioned on event E.

For m ∈ [M], let A_m to be d × M random matrix with mth column equals to ḡ_m = g_m − μ_m and other

columns all zeros. A_1, . . . , A_M are independent and mean zero. ‖A_m‖ is bounded by

‖A_m‖ = ‖g_m − μ_m‖_2 ≤ ‖g_m‖_2 + ‖Eg_m ‖_2 ≤ ~O (√ d log(1/δ) ) . Because of (B.5), it follows that ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ M∑ m=1 EA^⊤_m A_m ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ = max_m { Eḡ^⊤_mḡ_m } = max_m { tr(Eḡ_m ḡ^⊤_m) } ≤ 2d, ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ M∑ m=1 EA_m A^⊤_m ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ M∑ m=1 Eḡ_m ḡ^⊤_m ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ 2M. Step 3: Applying Matrix Bernstein’s inequality. Let K = ~O( √ d log(1/δ)) and σ^2 = 2(d + M)in

Lemma D.2. We take t = ~O( √ d + M log(1/δ)^2), then P (‖G‖ ≥ t|E) ≤ δ/16. Combining results in Lemma

B.5, we get P (‖G‖ ≥ t) ≤ P (‖G‖ ≥ t|E) + P (E^c) ≤ δ/8.

B.3 Estimation Error of Multi-Task

Lemma B.7 (Estimation error of multi-task). Let Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 hold. For m ∈ [M], sample

n_m samples from source task m, and let X_m, y_m be the matrix of data features and feedback. The estimation

of parameters is via (3.2), where λ satisfies B^2_x/d ≲ Nλ/M ≲ k/B^2_θ . The matrix H = E + λI. If the sample

size n_m ≳ ρ^4_x(d + log(M/δ)), then, with probability at least 1 − δ, we have ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ M∑ m=1 ν_m(^θ_m − θ^∗_m) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

H ≤ (_M ∑ m=1 ν^2_m n_m ) ~O (k(d + M) log(1/δ)^4) .

Proof. We assume that statements of Lemma B.3 and B.6 hold.

Step 1: Using the definition of ^θ. The optimality of ^θ_m states that M∑ m=1 n_m∑

i=1 ℓ ( x^⊤_{m,i} ^θ_m, y_{m,i} ) − λ M∑ m=1 n_m‖^θ_m‖^2 ≥ M∑ m=1 n_m∑

i=1 ℓ ( x^⊤_{m,i}θ^∗_m, y_{m,i} ) − λ M∑ m=1 n_m‖θ^∗_m‖^2.

Now apply Lemma B.2 (t^∗ = x^⊤_{m,i}θ^∗_m, t = x^⊤_{m,i} ^θ_m) to all terms in the summation, we get 1 20L M∑ m=1 n_m∑

i=1 μ^′(x^⊤_{m,i}θ^∗_m) ( x^⊤_{m,i} ^θ_m − x^⊤_{m,i}θ^∗_m )_2 + λ M∑ m=1 n_m‖^θ_m − θ^∗_m‖^2

≤ M∑ m=1 n_m∑

i=1 ( y_{m,i} − μ(x^⊤_{m,i}θ^∗_m) ) ( x^⊤_{m,i} ^θ_m − x^⊤_{m,i}θ^∗_m ) + 2λ M∑ m=1 n_mθ^∗_m^⊤ ( ^θ_m − θ^∗_m ) . (B.6)

Let Δ_m = ^θ_m − θ^∗_m and rewrite the above to matrix form to get M∑ m=1 ‖Δ_m‖^2_{^Hm} ≲ M∑ m=1 η^⊤_mX_mΔ_m + 2λ M∑ m=1 n_mΔ^⊤_mθ^∗_m. (B.7)

Step 2: Bounding the right side. Now we can bound two terms on the right side.

For the first, we denote E as the space spanned by vectors H^{12} θ_1, . . . , H^{12} θ_M , H^{12} ^θ_1, . . . , H^{12} ^θ_M , that

satisfies rank(E) ≤ 2k due to Assumption 2.1. Let U be the rank(E) × d projection matrix, such that

x → Ux is the projection from R^d to E. Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we continue our bound as follows: M∑ m=1 η^⊤_mX_mΔ_m ≲ M∑ m=1 ⟨ ^H^{− 1}2_m X^⊤_mη_m, √n_mH^12 Δ_m ⟩ = M∑ m=1 ⟨ g_m, √ n_mH^{12} Δ_m ⟩

= M∑ m=1 ⟨ Ug_m, √ n_mH^{12} Δ_m ⟩ ≤ (_M ∑ m=1 ‖Ug_m‖^2

)^1_2 (_M ∑ m=1 n_m‖Δ_m‖^2_H

)^1_2 . The noise term above can be bounded by the concentration inequality and low-rank assumption, M∑ m=1 ‖Ug_m‖^2 = ‖UG‖^2_F ≤ rank(E)‖UG‖^2 ≤ 2k‖G‖^2 ≤ ~O ( k(d + M) log(1/δ)^4 ) . For the second term, we have M∑ m=1 n_mΔ^⊤_mθ^∗_m ≤ (_M ∑ m=1 n_m‖θ^∗_m‖^2_H−1

)^1_2 (_M ∑ m=1 n_m‖Δ_m‖^2_H

)^1_2

≲ (_M ∑ m=1 n_mB^2_θ λ^{−1}

)^1_2 (_M ∑ m=1 n_m‖Δ_m‖^2_H

)^1_2

≲ λ^{−1} (kM)^{12} (_M ∑ m=1 n_m‖Δ_m‖^2_H

)^1_2 . Step 3: Finishing the proof. Given ∑_M m=1 ‖Δ_m‖^2_{^Hm} ≳ ∑_M m=1 n_m‖Δ_m‖^2_H, we conclude that M∑ m=1 n_m‖Δ_m‖^2_H ≤ ~O ( k(d + M) log(1/δ)^4 ) . (B.8)

By applying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we get ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ M∑ m=1 ν^m(^θ_m − θ^∗_m) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

H = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ M∑ m=1 ν_mΔ_m ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

H ≤ (_M ∑ m=1 ν^2_m n_m ) (_M ∑ m=1 n_m‖Δ_m‖^2_H )

≤ (_M ∑ m=1 ν^2_m n_m ) ~O (k(d + M) log(1/δ)^4) . This completes the proof.

B.4 Proof of Main Theorem

Lemma B.8. Suppose Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 hold. Then for sufficiently small ε > 0, with probability at least 1 − δ, Algorithm 3.1 outputs an ε-optimal policy when all parameters are chosen properly.

Proof. Step 1: Accuracy of Λ. Because of (B.8) in Lemma B.7, for sufficiently small ε, we have that the norm of ^θ_m − θ^∗_m is also sufficiently small and thus |x^⊤_{m,i} ^θ_m − x^⊤_{m,i}θ^∗_m| ≤ 1, ∀m ∈ [M], i ∈ [n_m]. This yields 1 e μ^′(x^⊤_{m,i}θ^∗_m) ≤ μ^′(x^⊤_{m,i} ^θ_m) ≤ eμ^′(x^⊤_{m,i}θ^∗_m) Therefore,

0.3 ^H_m ⪯ n_m∑

i=1 μ^′(x^⊤_{m,i} ^θ_m)x_{m,i}x^⊤_{m,i} + n_mλI ⪯ 3 ^H_m. Combining results in Lemma B.3, we have, with probability at least 1 − δ,

0.2C_1H ⪯ Λ ⪯ 4C_2H.

Step 2: Bounding the gap. We have, with probability at least 1 − δ,

‖^θ − θ^∗‖^2_Λ ≲ ‖^θ − θ^∗‖^2_H = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ M∑ m=1 ν_m(^θ_m − θ^∗_m) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

H ≤ ~O ( ε^2 C^∗ ) .

With proper choices of parameters, ‖^θ − θ^∗‖_Λ ≤ αε holds, namely θ^∗ ∈ C. Let

θ̇ = argmin θ∈C { E_{s∼ρ} [ϕ(s, π(s))^⊤θ] } , ~θ = argmin_{θ∈C} { E_{s∼ρ} [ϕ(s, π^∗(s))^⊤θ] } . Therefore, we continue our bound as follows: E_{s∼ρ} [ ϕ(s, π^∗(s))^⊤θ^∗ − ϕ(s, π(s))^⊤θ^∗ ] =E_{s∼ρ} [ ϕ(s, π^∗(s))^⊤θ^∗ − ϕ(s, π^∗(s))^⊤ ~θ ] + E_{s∼ρ} [ ϕ(s, π^∗(s))^⊤ ~θ − ϕ(s, π(s))^⊤θ̇ ]

+E_{s∼ρ} [ ϕ(s, π(s))^⊤θ̇ − ϕ(s, π(s))^⊤θ^∗ ] ≤ ‖E_{s∼ρ} [ϕ(s, π^∗(s))]‖_{H−1} ‖θ^∗ − ~θ‖_H + 0 + 0 ≤ √ C^∗2αε ≲ ε. This completes the proof.

C Proof of Theorem 3.4

To get the precise sample complexity in the estimating ν^∗ step, we need the following term. It is similar to the diverse task assumption mentioned in Du et al. (2020), Tripuraneni et al. (2021) and Wang et al. (2023). We define a term C_θ and state it more explicitly. Intuitively, C_θ is a measure of how well the linear combinations of θ^∗_m cover all directions in the space spanned by θ^∗_m. What we need is that any θ^′ with unit H−norm (H is defined in (3.17)) in the space can be represented by a linear combination of θ^∗_m with small coefficients. The term C_θ only affects sample complexity in the step that estimates ν^∗, which is independent of ε.

Definition C.1. Let C_θ > 0 be the minimal number that makes the following true.

For any θ^′ ∈ span{θ^∗_1 , . . . , θ^∗_M } with norm ‖θ^′‖_H = 1, there exists α ∈ R^M with norm ‖α‖_2 ≤ C_θ, such that θ^′ = ∑_M m=1 α_mθ^∗_m.

Theorem C.2 (Formal Version of Theorem 3.4). Let Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 hold. Then for any sufficiently small ε > 0, Algorithm 3.2 outputs an ε-optimal policy with probability at least 1 − δ when

N^{pre}_s ≳ max ( ~O ( max(C^2_θ R ‖ν^∗‖^2_1 , B^2_x σ_{min}(E)

)Mk(d + M) log(1/δ)^4 ) , ρ^4_xM(d + log(M/δ)) ) , n^{pre} ≳ max ( C^2_θ (M/‖ν^∗‖^2_1)d log(d/δ)^2, ρ^4_x(d + log(1/δ)) ) , N_s ≳ max ( ~O (C^∗‖ν^∗‖^2_1k(d + M) log(1/δ)^4ε^{−2}) , ρ^4_xM(d + log(M/δ)) ) , n ≳ max ( C^∗k log(d/δ)^2ε^{−2}, ρ^4_x(d + log(1/δ)) ) .

(C.1)

Here, σ_{min}(E) is the smallest singular value of E. The proper penalties λ^{pre}_s , λ^{pre}, λ_s, λ are chosen satisfying

B^2_x/d ≲ N^{pre}_s λ^{pre}_s /M, n^{pre}λ^{pre}, N_sλ_s/M, nλ ≲ k/B^2_θ , (C.2)

and the penalty term for the Lasso Programming and parameter α of the confidence set are β = O ( ‖ν^∗‖_1/C^2_θ M ) , α = O ( 1/ √ C^∗ ) . (C.3)

Remark C.3. We remark the following detailed analysis for terms in N^{pre}_s , n^{pre}.

• The term R/‖ν^∗‖^2_1 ≥ 1 is a kind of distance between prior ν^0 and the true value ν^∗. When ν^0 is just ν^∗ multiplied by a scalar, then R can be 1.

• The term C_θ in Definition C.1 only appears in the sample complexity of the first step, which is not related to ε, and thus not the main sample complexity term. This term is used in the proof of Lemma C.8 to bound the estimation error of ^ν^{pre}.

• The term σ_{min}(E) is used to guarantee that Λ is a good approximation of H with high probability (Lemma C.6). It is hard to estimate θ^∗_m when σ_{min}(E) is small, and thus hard to estimate H using samples.

C.1 The First Step

Lemma C.4 (Bounding error of source tasks). The term C_θ is defined in (3.18). For both ν = ν^∗ and ν = ^ν^{pre}, with probability at least 1 − δ/8, we have ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ M∑ m=1 ν_m(^θ^{pre}_m − θ^∗_m) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_H ≤ ε_θ. Proof. Using results in Lemma B.7 (the only different is the λ in the definition of H, this H−norm is smaller than that of Lemma B.7), we get, with probability at least 1 − δ/8, ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ M∑ m=1 ν_m(^θ^{pre}_m − θ^∗_m) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

H ≤ (_M ∑ m=1 ν^2_m n^{pre}m ) ~O(k(d + M) log(1/δ)^4).

For both ν = ν^∗ and ν = ^ν^{pre}, we have ν ∈ Θ_ν . This completes the proof.

Lemma C.5 (Bounding error of target task). The term C_θ is defined in (3.18). With probability at least 1 − δ/8, we have ‖ ‖ ‖^θ^{pre} − θ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖_H ≤ εθ. Proof. Step 1: Using the definition of ^θ^{pre}. We have

n^{pre}∑

i=1 ℓ((x^{pre}_i )^⊤ ^θ^{pre}, y^{pre}_i ) − n^{pre}λ^{pre}‖^θ^{pre}‖^2 ≤

n^{pre}∑

i=1 ℓ((x^{pre}_i )^⊤θ^∗, y^{pre}_i ) − n^{pre}λ^{pre}‖^θ^∗‖^2.

Now apply Lemma B.2 to all terms in the summation and rewrite the above to matrix form as in (B.6), (B.7), let Δ = ^θ^{pre} − θ^∗, we obtain ‖ ‖^θ_{pre} − θ_∗ ‖ ‖^2 ^Hpre ≲ (η

pre)^⊤X^{pre}Δ + 2n^{pre}λ^{pre}Δ^⊤θ^∗,

where

^H^{pre} =^n pre ∑ i=1 μ^′(θ^{∗⊤}x^{pre}_i )x^{pre}_i (x^{pre}_i )^⊤ + n^{pre}λ^{pre}I, η^{pre}_i = y^{pre}_i − μ ( (x^{pre}_i )^⊤θ^∗ ) . Step 2: Bounding the right side. The first term can be bounded by

(η^{pre})^⊤X^{pre}Δ ≤ ‖( ^H^{pre})^{− 12} (X^{pre})^⊤η^{pre}‖_2‖Δ‖_{^Hpre} ≲ √ d log(d/δ)‖Δ‖_{^Hpre} .

The last inequality holds with probability at least 1 − δ/16 using the bound of the noise of a single task, that is Lemma B.4.

The second term can be bounded by

n^{pre}λ^{pre}Δ^⊤θ^∗ ≤ n^{pre}λ^{pre}‖( ^H^{pre})^{− 12} θ^∗‖_2‖Δ‖_{^Hpre} ≤ √ n^{pre}λ^{pre}‖θ^∗‖_2‖Δ‖_{^Hpre} ≲ √ d‖Δ‖_{^Hpre} .

Step 3: Finishing the proof. Because of well concentration of the Hessian matrix, which is given by Lemma B.3, we have, with probability at least 1 − δ/16, ‖Δ‖^2_{^Hpre} ≳ n^{pre}‖Δ‖^2_H. Combining all bounds above, we obtain that, with probability at least 1 − δ/8,

‖Δ‖^2_H ≲ 1 n^{pre} d log(d/δ)^2.

This completes the proof.

Lemma C.6 (Accuracy of Λ). Since

N^{pre} ≥ ~O ( B^2_x σ_{min}(E)

Mk(d + M) log(1/δ)^4 ) , with probability at least 1 − δ/16, we have

0.2C_1H ⪯ Λ ⪯ 4C_2H.

Proof. Because of (B.8) in Lemma B.7, we have with high probability,

‖^θ^{pre}_m − θ^∗_m‖^2_H ≤ ~O ( M N^{pre} k(d + M) log(1/δ)^4 ) ≤ ~O ( σ_{min}(E) B^2_x ) . With proper parameters, we obtain

|(x^{pre}_{m,i})^⊤ ^θ^{pre}_m − (x^{pre}_{m,i})^⊤θ^∗_m| ≤ B_x‖^θ^{pre}_m − θ^∗_m‖_2 ≤ B_x √ σ_{min}(E)

‖^θ^{pre}_m − θ^∗_m‖_H ≤ 1,

for all m ∈ [M], i ∈ [n_m]. Therefore, we can finish the proof using the same arguments in Step 1 of the proof of Theorem B.8.

Lemma C.7 (Bounding sample complexity). Let the statements of Lemmas C.4 and C.5 hold, We have

‖^ν^{pre}‖_1 ≲ ‖ν^∗‖_1.

Proof. The Lasso Programming (3.12) and Lemma C.6 imply that 1 2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ M∑ m=1 ^ν^{pre}_m ^θ^{pre}_m − ^θ^{pre} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

H + β‖^ν^{pre}‖_1 ≲ 1 2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ M∑ m=1 ν^∗_m ^θ^{pre}_m − ^θ^{pre} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

H + β‖ν^∗‖_1. (C.4)

We can bound the first term on the right by ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ M∑ m=1 ν^∗_m ^θ^{pre}_m − ^θ^{pre} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

H ≲ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ M∑ m=1 ν^∗_m(^θ^{pre}_m − θ^∗_m) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

H + ‖ ‖ ‖θ^∗ − ^θ^{pre} ‖ ‖ ‖^2_H ≲ ε^2_θ ≲ β‖ν^∗‖1. (C.5)

Combining (C.4) and (C.5), we get the statement of the lemma.

Lemma C.8 (Well estimation ^ν^{pre}). Suppose the statements of Lemmas C.4 and C.5 hold. There exists

~ν ∈ R^M , such that M∑ m=1 ~ν_mθ^∗_m = θ^∗, M∑ m=1 ~ν^2_m ^α_m ≲ ‖ν^∗‖^2_1,

where ^α_m = |^ν^{pre}_m |/2‖^ν^{pre}‖_1 + 1/2M.

Proof. Combining (C.4) and (C.5), we obtain that ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ M∑ m=1 ^ν^{pre}_m ^θ^{pre}_m − ^θ^{pre} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

H ≲ ε^2_θ. Thus, we have bound ‖ ∑ ^ν^{pre}_m θ^∗_m − θ^∗‖_H ≲ ε_θ because ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ M∑ m=1 ^ν^{pre}_m θ^∗_m − θ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_H ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ M∑ m=1 ^ν^{pre}_m (θ^∗_m − ^θ^{pre}_m ) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_H + ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ M∑ m=1 ^ν^{pre}_m ^θ^{pre}_m − ^θ^{pre} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_H + ‖ ‖ ‖^θ^{pre} − θ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖_H .

Assumption C.1 states that, there exists α ∈ R^M , such that ‖α‖_2 ≲ C_θε_θ and M∑ m=1 α_mθ^∗_m = M∑ m=1 ^ν^{pre}_m θ^∗_m − θ^∗.

Let ~ν = ^ν^{pre} − α, we can check the second statement by M∑ m=1 ~ν^2_m ^α_m ≲ M∑ m=1 |^ν^{pre}_m |^2 + α^2_m ^α_m ≲ M∑ m=1 |^ν^{pre}_m |^2 |^ν^{pre}m |/‖^ν^{pre}‖_1 + M∑ m=1 α^2_m 1/M ≤ ‖^ν^{pre}‖^2_1 + MC^2_θ ε^2_θ ≲ ‖ν^∗‖^2_1,

where the last inequality utilizes Lemma C.7.

C.2 The Second Step

Lemma C.9 (Bounding error of source tasks). The term ~θ is defined in (3.19). Assume that the statements

of Lemmas C.4, C.5 and C.8 hold, then with probability at least 1 − δ/8, ‖ ‖~θ − θ^∗ ‖ ‖_H ≲ ε √ C^∗ . Proof. Using results in Lemma B.7, we obtain that, with probability at least 1 − δ/8, ‖ ‖ ‖~θ − θ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2_H ≤ (_M ∑ m=1 ~ν^2_m n_m ) ~O(k(d + M) log(1/δ)^4).

Using results in Lemma C.8, M∑ m=1 ~ν^2_m n_m = 1 N_s (_M ∑ m=1 ~ν^2_m ^α_m ) ≲ ‖ν^∗‖^2_1

N_s .

Lemma C.10 (Approximation of log-likelihood). Assume real numbers |t−t^∗| ≤ C, y ∈ {0, 1}, where C > 1, then ℓ(t, y) ≥ ℓ(t^∗, y) + (y − μ(t^∗))(t − t^∗) − e^C κ(t^∗) (t − t^∗)^2.

Proof. Fix t^∗ and y, denote f(t) = ℓ(t, y) − ℓ(t^∗, y) − (y − μ(t^∗))(t − t^∗) + e^C κ(t^∗) (t − t^∗)^2.

The derivative of f can be expressed as

f^′(t) = (y − μ(t)) − (y − μ(t^∗)) + 2e^C κ(t^∗) (t − t^∗) = ∫_t t^∗ g(s)ds, where g(s) = −μ^′(s) + 2e^C /(κ(t^∗)). For |ε| ≤ C, we have

g(t^∗ + ε) = −μ^′(t^∗ + ε) + 2e^C κ(t^∗) ≥ −e^C μ^′(t^∗) + 2e^C κ(t^∗) ≥ 0. Therefore, f^′(t) ≥ 0, t^∗ ≤ t ≤ t^∗ + C and f^′(t) ≤ 0, t^∗ − C ≤ t ≤ t^∗. For any |t − t^∗| ≤ C, we have f(t) ≥ f(t^∗) ≥ 0. This completes the proof.

Lemma C.11 (Bounding error of target task). For sufficiently small ε > 0, with probability at least 1 − δ, we have ‖ ‖^θ − θ_∗ ‖ ‖ H ≲ ε √ C^∗ Proof. Here, we assume that the statements of Lemmas C.4, C.5, and C.9 hold.

Step 1: Using definition of ^θ. Because of Lemma C.9, since ε is sufficiently small, we have ~θ ∈ Θ for proper Θ. The optimality of ^θ states that n∑ i=1 ℓ(x^⊤_i ^θ, y_i) − λn‖^θ‖^2 ≥ n∑ i=1 ℓ(x^⊤_i ~θ, y_i) − λn‖~θ‖^2.

We set t^∗ = x^⊤_i θ^∗ in Lemmas B.2 and C.10. Apply Lemma B.2 to each term on the left, and since |x^⊤_i θ^∗ − x^⊤_i ~θ| ≲ ε‖x_i‖_H−1 / √ C^∗ ≲ 1 (Lemma C.9 and ε is sufficiently small), we can apply Lemma C.10 to each term on the right. It yields that there is an absolute constant C > 1 such that 1 20L n∑ i=1 μ^′(x^⊤_i θ^∗) ( x^⊤_i ^θ − x^⊤_i θ^∗ )_2 + λn‖^θ − θ^∗‖^2

≤C n∑ i=1 μ^′(x^⊤_i θ) ( x^⊤_i ~θ − x^⊤_i θ^∗ )_2 + n∑ i=1 ( y_i − μ(x^⊤_i θ^∗) ) (x^⊤_i ^θ − x^⊤_i ~θ) +λn‖~θ − θ^∗‖^2 − 2λn(^θ − ~θ)^⊤θ^∗. Rewrite the above inequality in matrix form as ‖ ‖^θ − θ^∗ ‖ ‖^2_{^H} ≲ C ‖ ‖~θ − θ^∗ ‖ ‖^2_{^H} + η^⊤X(^θ − ~θ) − 2λn(^θ − ~θ)^⊤θ^∗, (C.6) where

^H =^n ∑ i=1 μ^′(θ^{∗⊤}x_i)x_ix^⊤_i + λnI, η_i = y_i − μ(x^⊤_i θ^∗).

Apply Lemma B.3 (M = 1), because λ ≲ kM/(NB^2_θ ) is sufficiently small as ε is sufficiently small, we

have E ⪰ λI. Therefore, with probability 1 − δ/16, we have

0.9C_1H ⪯ 1 n ^H ⪯ 2.2C_2H. (C.7)

Step2: Bounding right side of (C.6). The first term can be bounded by (C.7) and Lemma C.9, ‖ ‖ ‖~θ − θ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2_{^H} ≲ n ‖ ‖ ‖~θ − θ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2_H ≲ nε^2/C^∗.

The third term can be bounded by Lemma C.9, E ⪰ λI, and the bounded assumption of θ^∗, λn(^θ − ~θ)^⊤θ^∗ ≤ λn‖θ^∗‖_H−1 ‖^θ − ~θ‖_H ≲ √ λnB_θ‖^θ − ~θ‖_H ≲ √ nk ( ‖^θ − θ^∗‖_H + ε/ √ C^∗ ) . Finally, we can bound the second term using low-rank property (Assumption 2.1) and the Matrix Bern-

stein’s inequality. There exists a k × d projection matrix U such that x → Ux is the projection from R^d to

span{ ^H^{12} ^θ_1, . . . , ^H^{12} ^θ_M }. Then

η^⊤X(^θ − ~θ) = ⟨ ^H^{− 12} X^⊤η, ^H^{12} (^θ − ~θ)⟩ = ⟨U ^H^{− 12} X^⊤η, ^H^{12} (^θ − ~θ)⟩ ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖U ^H^{− 12} X^⊤η ‖ ‖ ‖_2 ‖^θ − ~θ‖ ^_H ≲ ‖ ‖ ‖U ^H^{− 12} X^⊤η ‖ ‖ ‖_2 √ n ( ‖^θ − θ^∗‖_H + ε/ √ C^∗ ) . Step 3: Applying Matrix Bernstein’s inequality. Because {(x_i, y_i)}^n_{i=1} are independent of U, we

can view U as fixed. Let A_i = η_iU ^H^{− 12} x_i to be a d × 1 matrix, we have ‖ ‖ ‖U ^H^{− 12} X^⊤η ‖ ‖ ‖_2 = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ n∑ i=1 A_i ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ n∑ i=1 A_i ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ . The matrix A_i is bounded using (B.4), ‖A_i‖_2 ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖ηi ^H^{− 12} xi ‖ ‖ ‖_2 ≤ O( √ d). Also, let B_i = η_i ^H^{− 12} x_i, it follows that n∑ i=1 EB_i B^⊤_i = ^H^{− 12} (_n ∑ i=1 (Eη^2_i )x_ix^⊤_i ) ^H^{− 1}2 ⪯ I.

Therefore, we can bound ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ n∑ i=1 EA^⊤_i A_i ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ = tr ( E n∑ i=1 B^⊤_i U^⊤UB_i ) = tr ( U^⊤ (_n ∑ i=1 EB_i B^⊤_i ) U ) ≤ tr ( U^⊤U ) = k, ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ n∑ i=1 EA_i A^⊤_i ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ U (_n ∑ i=1 EB_i B^⊤_i ) U^⊤ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ ‖ ‖UU^⊤ ‖ ‖ ≤ 1. Apply Lemma D.2, we have, with probability at least 1 − δ/16, ‖ ‖ ‖U ^H^{− 12} X^⊤η ‖ ‖ ‖_2 ≲ √ k log(d/δ). Step 4: Finishing the proof. Summarizing all the bounds above, we have with probability at least 1 − δ/8, n‖^θ − θ^∗‖^2_H ≲ nε^2/C^∗ + (√ nk log(d/δ) + √ nk ) ( ‖^θ − θ^∗‖_H + ε/ √ C^∗ ) . We conclude that ‖^θ − θ^∗‖_H ≲ ε √ C^∗ . This completes the proof.

Lemma C.12. Let Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 hold. Then for any sufficiently small ε > 0, Algorithm 3.2 outputs an ε-optimal policy with probability at least 1 − δ when all parameters are chosen properly.

Proof. We first assume that ‖^θ − θ^∗‖_H ≲ ε √ C^∗ holds. Because of Lemma C.6, we can assume

0.2C_1H ⪯ Λ ⪯ 4C_2H.

The second step of the proof is the same as that of Theorem B.8. We can prove the theorem.

D Important Lemmas

Lemma D.1 (Covariance estimation). Let A be an n × d matrix whose rows A_i are independent, mean zero, sub-gaussian isotropic random vectors in R^d and ‖A_i‖_{ψ2} ≤ σ, σ ≥ 1. There is an absolute constant C such that the following holds. For any 0 < δ < 1, if n ≥ Cσ^4(d + log(1/δ)), then we have 0.9I ⪯ 1 n A^⊤A = 1 n n∑ i=1 A^⊤_i A_i ⪯ 1.1I, with probability at least 1 − δ.

Proof. We adopt the result in Theorem 4.6.1 of Vershynin (2020) and get ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 n A^⊤A − I ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ σ^2 max(ε, ε^2) where ε = c( √ d + t √ n ), with some constant c > 0 and probability at least 1 − 2 exp(−t^2). If we take t = √ log(2/δ), then √ n ≳ cσ^2( √ d + t). Thus, we have 0.9I ⪯ 1 n A^⊤A ⪯ 1.1I,

with probability at least 1 − δ. This completes the proof.

Lemma D.2 (Matrix Bernstein’s inequality for rectangular matrices). Let A_1, . . . , A_N be independent, mean zero, m × n random matrices, such that ‖A_i‖ ≤ K almost surely for all i. Then for t ≥ 0, we have P (‖ ‖ ‖ N∑ i=1 A_i ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ≥ t ) ≤ 2(m + n) exp ( − t^2/2 σ^2 + Kt/3 ) , where

σ^2 = max (‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ N∑ i=1 EA^⊤_i A_i ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ , ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ N∑ i=1 EA_i A^⊤_i ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ) . Proof. This lemma is just Exercise 5.4.15 of Vershynin (2020).