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ABSTRACT
Multi-task learning (MTL) aims at solving multiple related tasks

simultaneously and has experienced rapid growth in recent years.

However, MTL models often suffer from performance degeneration

with negative transfer due to learning several tasks simultaneously.

Some related work attributed the source of the problem is the con-

flicting gradients. In this case, it is needed to select useful gradient

updates for all tasks carefully. To this end, we propose a novel op-

timization approach for MTL, named GDOD, which manipulates

gradients of each task using an orthogonal basis decomposed from

the span of all task gradients. GDOD decomposes gradients into

task-shared and task-conflict components explicitly and adopts a

general update rule for avoiding interference across all task gradi-

ents. This allows guiding the update directions depending on the

task-shared components. Moreover, we prove the convergence of

GDOD theoretically under both convex and non-convex assump-

tions. Experiment results on several multi-task datasets not only

demonstrate the significant improvement of GDOD performed to

existing MTL models but also prove that our algorithm outperforms

state-of-the-art optimization methods in terms of AUC and Logloss
metrics.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Computing methodologies → Multi-task learning; Trans-
fer learning.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Multi-task learning (MTL) aims to build a shared model that learns

multiple related tasks simultaneously. Compared to single-task

learning, it can significantly improve learning efficiency and pre-

diction accuracy through knowledge sharing between tasks [1].

This allows MTL models to deploy to a wide range of real-world

applications, such as computer vision [15], natural language pro-

cessing [4], online recommendation and advertising systems [31].

Recently, MTL has acted as a regularizer during network learn-

ing, leading to more meaningful neural representations and better

generalization [29].

In practice, the training process of the MTL network is not al-

ways ideal. Since the competition of shared parameter updates may

harm individual tasks. The MTL approach often leads to networks

that accurately improve the performance of a subset of the tasks,

while the rest suffer, a phenomenon referred to as negative transfer
or destructive interference [24]. Minimizing the negative transfer

is a key goal for MTL models. To mitigate this problem, several

works [28, 34] opted to cluster tasks into groups based on prior

beliefs about their similarity or relatedness.

Alternatively, some related work attributed the source of the

problem to the gradient conflict [33]. Several approaches have been

proposed to minimize conflict between the updates across multiple

tasks. In this context, we split these approaches into two categories.

On one hand, gradients with different magnitudes lead to parameter

updating dominated by a subset of tasks. Consequently, a number
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of approaches have been developed to tune a set of task-weighting

parameters to balance relative gradient magnitudes for different

tasks [2, 11]. However, these approaches do not solve the problem of

task gradients canceling out due to them pointing towards different

directions. On the other hand, some approaches [14, 26, 33] find

a common gradient descent direction for all tasks so that they

do not cancel each other. However, such solutions either cannot

distinguish the conflicting gradients explicitly or cannot mitigate

conflicting gradients completely.

Here, we argue the gradient conflict problem and reveal an ad-

vanced problem: how to distinguish the conflicting gradients and

mitigate their impact on each task. For this purpose, we instead

present an approach that straightly manipulates gradients and mit-

igates the interference across tasks. Specifically, we decompose the

gradient by the orthogonal basis in the subspace spanned by all

task per-example gradients. We analyze the updates of each task

according to its impact on other tasks. So that each task gradients

can be decomposed into two components: 1) task-shared compo-

nent which is helpful for all tasks; and 2) task-conflict component

which interferes with other tasks. Only the task-shared component

is used to update the network. To achieve a tractable approach, we

introduce a novel and robust algorithm, named GDOD, to estimate

the subspace spanned by all task gradients and decompose each task

update appropriately. As a result, we can integrate our approach

with existing MTL models. To evaluate the performance of GDOD,

we conduct extensive experiments on three available public multi-

task datasets and a large-scale industrial dataset. Consequently,

GDOD guarantees convergence in theory and outperforms other

state-of-the-art optimization methods across all datasets in experi-

ments.

In light of the above background, the main contributions of this

paper are the following:

• We propose an optimization approach, named GDOD, to ma-

nipulate each task gradient using an orthogonal decomposi-

tion built from the span of all task gradients. GDOD decom-

poses gradients into task-shared and task-conflict compo-

nents explicitly and adopts a general update rule for avoiding

interference across all task gradients.

• We prove the convergence of GDOD theoretically under

both convex and non-convex assumptions.

• We conduct extensive experiments on several multi-task

datasets to evaluate the effectiveness of GDOD. Experiment

results not only demonstrate the significant improvement

of GDOD performed to existing MTL models but also out-

perform state-of-the-art optimization methods across all

datasets in terms of AUC metric.

2 RELATEDWORK
Efficient multi-task learning models and optimization approaches

of MTL models are two research areas related to our work.

2.1 Multi-Task Learning Models
The learning conception of MTL that modeling the shared repre-

sentation for related tasks brings many benefits. However, MTL

may suffer from negative transfer due to task conflicts as parame-

ters are straightforwardly shared between tasks. To deal with task

conflicts, many works design different network architectures that

allow optimal knowledge sharing between tasks.

Cross-stitch network [21] and sluice network [25] propose to

learn weights of linear combinations to fuse representations from

different tasks selectively. However, the shared representations are

combined with the same static weights in these models and the neg-

ative transfer is not addressed. More studies apply the gate structure

and attention network for representation fusion. MOE [10] splits

the shared bottom layer into experts and combines experts through

a gating network. MMoE [18] and PLE [31] extend MOE to utilize

different gate nets to aggregate experts for each task. Similarly,

MARN [35] employs multi-head self-attention to learn different

representations with different feature sets for each task. However,

none of the above works has explicitly addressed the issues of joint

optimization of shared representation learning.

There are also some works utilizing neural architecture search

(NAS) approaches to find a good MTL network architecture. SNR

framework [17] controls connections between sub-networks by

binary random variables and applies NAS [37] to search for the

optimal structure. Similarly, Gumbel-matrix routing framework [19]

learns to route MTL models formulated as a binary matrix with the

Gumbel-Softmax trick. Moreover, [23] models the routing process

as MDP and employs MARL [27] to train the routing network. In

contrast to these methods, we propose an approach to address the

negative transfer problem in multi-task learning that allows us

to learn the tasks simultaneously without the need for specific

network design.

2.2 Optimization Methods in MTL
Similar to our work, several prior researchers utilize some optimiza-

tion methods to address the negative transfer problem in multi-task

learning. A very common solution is to balance the impact of indi-

vidual tasks on the training of the network by adaptively weighting

the task-specific losses or gradients. There have been some stud-

ies developing a set of task-weighting parameters to balance the

training procedure. Uncertainty Weights [11] devises a weighting

method dependent on the homoscedastic uncertainty inherently

linked to each task. These weights for each loss function are trained

together with the MTL model parameters. GradNorm [2] reduces

the task imbalances by weighting task losses so that their gradients

are similar in magnitude. There are several methods dynamically

weighting the loss functions of tasks by the learning speed. [15]

and [16] explicitly set a weight to a task loss using a ratio of the

current loss to the previous loss. However, these loss weighting

methods do not work well all the time in practice. Moreover, the for-

mulation design of the weighing calculation is generally empirical

and lacks theoretical derivation.

There have also been some optimization methods to improve

MTL performance by mitigating conflicting gradients. The problem

of conflicting gradients has been previously explored in multi-task

learning as well as continual learning. [7] and [5] choose to ignore

the gradients of auxiliary tasks if the direction is not similar to the

main task. [22] overcomes catastrophic forgetting by maximizing

the dot product between task gradients. MGDA [6] employs the

condition of the Pareto stationary point for multi-objective opti-

mization. It finds a linear combination of gradients that reduces
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(a) Gradient Descent (b) GDOD

Figure 1: The overview of two optimizationmethods. (a) Nor-
mal gradient descent. (b) Gradient manipulation example in
the 2-D plane with GDOD.

every loss function simultaneously. PCGrad [33] projects conflict-

ing gradients to each other, which achieves a similar simultaneous

descent effect as MGDA. CAGrad [14] looks for an update vector

that maximizes the worst local improvement of any objective in a

neighborhood of the average gradient. And the performance can

shift from GD-like to MGDA-like by a hyper-parameter. These

methods deal with the gradient decent independent of the model

structure and can be combined with normal optimizers such as SGD

and Adam. However, the above methods either cannot distinguish

the conflicting gradients explicitly or cannot mitigate conflicting

gradients completely.

3 MULTI-TASK LEARNING USING GDOD
In this section, to realize effective gradient descent, we present a

novel optimization approach that mitigates conflicting gradients

across all tasks.

3.1 Preliminaries: Notation and Problem
Consider anMTLmodel with𝐾 different tasks that we want to learn

simultaneously. For simplicity, we assume that they share an input

spaceX and a collection of task spaces {Y𝑖 }𝑖∈[𝐾 ] . Each of the inputs
in X is associated with a set of labels for all 𝐾 tasks, forming a large

dataset of i.i.d. data points {𝑥 𝑗 , 𝑦1𝑗 , ..., 𝑦
𝐾
𝑗
} 𝑗 ∈[𝑁 ] of 𝑁 observations.

The MTL model can be divided into two parts: a backbone and

multiple heads. The backbone contains the shared parameters \

and transforms the input X into a shared representation. Next, this

representation is fed to each task-specific head to produce output.

We consider the empirical loss for each task 𝑖 asL𝑖 (\, \𝑖 ) =
∑
𝑗 ∈𝑁 𝑙

𝑗
𝑖
,

where 𝑙
𝑗
𝑖
is the loss for the 𝑗-th observation and \𝑖 are task-specific

head parameters. We aim to find both the backbone parameters \

and the task-specific parameters \𝑖 to minimize the loss L𝑖 . More

formally, for a set of 𝐾 tasks, the final goal is to minimize the

multi-task loss as:

𝑚𝑖𝑛
\,\1,...,\𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

L𝑖 (\, \𝑖 ). (1)

During training, each task competes for updating backbone pa-

rameters \ to minimize the loss for each individual task, this leads

to the occurrence of negative transfer [24]. Therefore, we focus

on the learning of the backbone parameters \ in this work. The

task-specific parameters \𝑖 are updated by normal gradient descent.

For simplicity, we omit the task-specific parameters \𝑖 in loss L𝑖 .

Generally, the gradient of the loss with respect to a particular shared

parameter \ from task 𝑖 is 𝑔𝑖 = ∇\L𝑖 (\ ). Using gradient descent

to minimize the multi-task loss, we obtain the update rule for a

task-shared parameter \ as:

\ = \ − 𝛾
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

∇\L𝑖 (\ ) . (2)

The above expression shows that the overall success of an MTL

model is dependent on the individual task gradients and their rela-

tionship to each other. However, task gradients might cancel each

other. Or a subset of tasks might dominate the gradients and point

towards a direction that does not improve any of the individual

tasks.

In this paper, we provide an approach that straightly manipulates

gradients to mitigate the conflicting gradient problem in MTL mod-

els. Our approach decomposes each gradient by an orthogonal basis

which is a subspace spanned by all task per-example gradients. It

decomposes the gradients of all the tasks into two components, and

only the helpful component is used to update the model parameters.

3.2 Gradient Descent using Orthogonal
Decompotision

This section introduces a new optimization method to improve

generalization for all tasks. Figure 1 shows an illustration of the core

idea of GDOD which manipulates each task gradients to maximize

their usefulness to all tasks. To ensure the convergence and stability

of the optimization process, wemodify the gradients for each task so

as to minimize negative conflict with other task gradients. Exactly,

we decompose each task gradients into two components: 1) task-

shared component which is helpful for all tasks; and 2) task-conflict

component which interferes with other tasks. Then, GDOD only

utilizes the task-shared components from all tasks to update model

parameters.

At each training step, suppose there are𝑚 samples in a mini-

batch of data. GDOD first collects the gradients of the losses with

respect to \ for individual examples from all tasks as

M𝑇 = {{∇\L
𝑗

1
}𝑇 , ..., {∇\L

𝑗

𝐾
}𝑇 }∀𝑗 ∈[𝑚] , (3)

where ∇\L
𝑗
𝑖
∈ R𝑚×𝐷 and 𝐷 is the dimension of the model pa-

rameters. Then, we define a subspace S by the span of the gradi-

ent vectors inM𝑇
. Any linear combination of each task gradients

lies in this subspace, e.g., 𝑔𝑖 = E(∇\L
𝑗
𝑖
) ∈ S. Note that, the di-

mension of the subspace S is 𝑟 , which is the rank of the matrix

M ∈ R𝑟×𝐷 (𝑟 ≤ 𝑚𝐾 << 𝐷). Third, we project each task gradi-

ents onto S. This allows distinguishing between the directions of

each task update which helps other task losses and those which

have a negative impact. Consequently, we can decompose each task

gradients as

𝑔𝑖 = 𝑔
𝑠ℎ
𝑖 + 𝑔

𝑐𝑜𝑛
𝑖 , (4)

where 𝑔𝑠ℎ
𝑖
∈ S is the portion of the gradient that improves all task

results and 𝑔𝑐𝑜𝑛
𝑖
∈ S is the portion of the gradient that damages

some task results.
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In order to decompose each task gradient, we define an orthog-

onal basis for subspace S as {𝑏𝑢 }𝑢∈[𝑟 ] . On the orthogonal basis,

we can measure whether the components of each gradient is agree

or disagree with each other. It is said that the two gradients agree

along 𝑏𝑢 if and only if 𝑠𝑖𝑔𝑛(𝑔𝑇
𝑖
· 𝑏𝑢 ) = 𝑠𝑖𝑔𝑛(𝑔𝑇𝑗 · 𝑏𝑢 ) for task 𝑖 and

𝑗 . This mean that the gradient components {𝑔𝑠ℎ
𝑖
}𝑖∈[𝐾 ] refer to the

projections of {𝑔𝑖 }𝑖∈[𝐾 ] onto the basis vectors where all task gra-

dients agree. On the contrary, {𝑔𝑐𝑜𝑛
𝑖
}𝑖∈[𝐾 ] refer to the gradient

components where the directions are disagree. By this decomposi-

tion, 𝑔𝑠ℎ
𝑖

helps for all task, i.e., (𝑔𝑠ℎ
𝑖
)𝑇 · 𝑔 𝑗 > 0 for any other task 𝑗 ,

while 𝑔𝑐𝑜𝑛
𝑖

interferes with some tasks, i.e., (𝑔𝑐𝑜𝑛
𝑖
)𝑇 · 𝑔𝑘 < 0 for task

𝑘 .

The remaining problem is how to select an orthogonal basis for

the span of all task gradients. There are multiple methods, such as

Schmidt Decomposition, singular vector decomposition (SVD) and

randomized approximate matrix decomposition [9], to obtain the

basis {𝑏𝑢 }𝑢∈[𝑟 ] at each training time step. The method is critical

since the two components of 𝑔𝑠ℎ
𝑖

and 𝑔𝑐𝑜𝑛
𝑖

are helpful or harmful de-

pending on how they agree with the projection of all task gradients

onto this basis.

As some work [20] proved that along the directions associated

with singular vectors of a neural network Jacobian can generalize

well. In this paper, the subspace S is constructed from a mini-batch

of all task gradients. In brief, we select the singular vectors of the

matrix of M as the basis. We also compare the impact of different

decomposition methods mentioned above in Section 4.4.

Algorithm 1 GDOD Update At Each Training Step

Require: \ , 𝛾 : model parameters shared with all tasks, learning

rate

Require: M𝑇 = {{∇\L
𝑗

1
}𝑇 , ..., {∇\L

𝑗

𝐾
}𝑇 }∀𝑗 ∈[𝑚] : gradients with

respect to \ for each task

1: 𝑔𝑖 =
1

𝑚

∑𝑚
𝑗=1 ∇\L

𝑗
𝑖
,∀𝑖 ∈ [𝐾]

2: 𝐵 ← 𝑆𝑉𝐷_𝑃𝑟𝑜 (M)
3: 𝑝𝑖 = 𝐵(𝑔𝑖 )𝑇 ,∀𝑖 ∈ [𝐾]
4: 𝑝𝑠ℎ

𝑖
, 𝑝𝑐𝑜𝑛
𝑖

=

(
1[𝑝1⊙...⊙𝑝𝐾 ≥0]

)
⊙ 𝑝𝑖 ,

(
1[𝑝1⊙...⊙𝑝𝐾<0]

)
⊙ 𝑝𝑖 ,∀𝑖 ∈

[𝐾] // ⊙ is the hadamard product operator
5: 𝑔𝑠ℎ

𝑖
, 𝑔𝑐𝑜𝑛
𝑖

= (𝑝𝑠ℎ
𝑖
)𝑇𝐵, (𝑝𝑐𝑜𝑛

𝑖
)𝑇𝐵,∀𝑖 ∈ [𝐾]

6: return update \ = \ − 𝛾 ∑𝐾𝑖=1 𝑔𝑠ℎ𝑖
We summarize the full update procedure in Algorithm 1. Sup-

pose the gradient for task 𝑖 is 𝑔𝑖 . GDOD proceeds as follows: At

each training step, it first obtains the orthogonal basis 𝐵 from the

span of all task gradientsM by SVD. The 𝑆𝑉𝐷_𝑃𝑟𝑜 is the procedure

of SVD and 𝐵 ∈ R𝑟×𝐷 is the non-zero and right-singular vectors

ofM. Secondly, GDOD decomposes each task gradient on the or-

thogonal basis 𝐵. Thirdly, it obtains the helpful component 𝑔𝑠ℎ
𝑖

and

harmful component𝑔𝑐𝑜𝑛
𝑖

for each task gradient respectively. Finally,

it utilizes the helpful components from all tasks to update model

parameters.

Algorithm 1 shows that this procedure is simple to implement

and ensures that the modified gradients we update for each task

have no conflict with the other tasks in each training step. Hence,

GDOD mitigates the conflicting gradient problem in MTL models.

Moreover, to reduce the computational complexity, the rank of the

matrix M can be reduced by grouping gradients. For example, the

gradients are divided into different groups and an average pooling

is performed on the gradients in the same group. We also examine

the impact of different dimensions of subspace S in Section 4.5.

Furthermore, by replacing the original gradients

∑𝐾
𝑖=1 𝑔𝑖 with the

task-shared gradients

∑𝐾
𝑖=1 𝑔

𝑠ℎ
𝑖
, GDOD can be combined with any

other gradient-based optimizer, such as SGD with momentum and

Adam.

3.3 Discussion
Several gradient-based approaches have been proposed to manip-

ulate each task gradients to obtain a new update vector and have

shown improved performance on existing MTL models. MGDA [6]

finds a linear combination of gradients that reduces every loss

function simultaneously. It proposes to minimize the following

combination of task gradients:

min

1

2

∥
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑤𝑖𝑔𝑖 ∥2, 𝑠 .𝑡 .

𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑤𝑖 = 1 and ∀𝑖, 𝑤𝑖 ≥ 0. (5)

From equation 5, MGDA seeks the linear combination of gradients

that results in the smallest norm. Tasks that have larger gradients

will become attenuated by MGDA. For example, if an MTL model

has two tasks where task 1 is under-optimized and task 2 is near a

local optimum. The model has a large gradient for task 1 and a rela-

tive small gradient for task 2. In this situation, even if it is possible

to improve task 1 a lot while not affecting the performance of task

2, MGDAmay not take that move because the best improvement on

task 1 is bounded by its improvement on task 2. This often causes

slow improvement of MGDA in practice.

Moreover, PCGrad [33] projects conflicting gradients to the or-

thogonal direction of each other. It sets a universal gradient simi-

larity objective of zero for any two tasks explicitly. Consequently,

if 𝑔𝑖 · 𝑔 𝑗 < 0, PCGrad projects these conflicting gradients to each

other. It replace 𝑔𝑖 (𝑔 𝑗 ) by its projection onto the normal plane of

𝑔 𝑗 (𝑔𝑖 ):

𝑔𝑖 = 𝑔𝑖 −
𝑔𝑖 · 𝑔 𝑗
| |𝑔 𝑗 | |2

𝑔 𝑗 . (6)

It is not effective for the case of positive gradient similarities with

𝑔𝑖 · 𝑔 𝑗 ≥ 0. In fact, the two tasks share positive cosine similarities

such that the precondition for PCGrad would never be satisfied.

However, GDOD alters gradients more preemptively under both

positive and negative cases, taking more proactive measurements

in updating the gradient.

CAGrad [14] finds a linear combination of a new updated vector𝑑

that is a linear combination of the original individual task gradients.

It obtains the updated vector𝑑 by solving the following optimization

problem:

max

𝑑∈𝑅
min

𝑖∈[𝐾 ]
< 𝑔𝑖 , 𝑑 >, 𝑠 .𝑡 . ∥𝑑 − 𝑔0∥ ≤ 𝑐 ∥𝑔0∥ . (7)

The difference betweenMGDA and CAGrad is that the new updated

vector 𝑑 is searched around the 0 vector for MGDA and 𝑔0 (average

gradient vector) for CAGrad. CAGrad chooses the average loss

over all tasks as the main objective. Nevertheless, we find that

CAGrad is not robust with different task weights in Section 4.6.

For our method, we find an updated vector guided by the singular
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vectors of the Jacobian matrix. As some works [20] point out that

using the principal vectors as directions of descent instead of the

mean induces a more robust algorithm since the mini-batch average

gradient is susceptible to outliers and skews from replicated data

points.

3.4 Theoretical Analysis of GDOD
In this section, we analyze the convergence of GDOD with the

following theorem.

Theorem 1. Let L(\𝑡 ) represents the full batch losses of all 𝐾
tasks at training step 𝑡 . Suppose the gradients {𝑔𝑖 }𝑖∈[𝐾 ] of all 𝐾 tasks
are Lipschitz continuous with 𝐿 > 0. Then, the GDOD update rule
\𝑡+1 = \𝑡 − 𝛾 ∑𝐾𝑖=1 𝑔𝑠ℎ𝑖 with learning rate 𝛾 ≤ 1

𝐿
will converge to

either (1) the optimal value if L(\ ) is convex or (2) a stationary point
if L(\ ) is non-convex.

Proof. According to the Lipschitz smoothness assumption, we

obtain the following inequality:

L(\𝑡+1) ≤ L(\𝑡 ) + ∇\L(\𝑡 )𝑇 (Δ\ ) +
1

2

𝐿∥Δ\ ∥2
2

Now,we can plug in the GDODupdate by replacingΔ\ = \𝑡+1−\𝑡 =
−𝛾 ∑𝐾𝑖=1 𝑔𝑠ℎ𝑖 . We then obtain:

L(\𝑡+1) ≤ L(\𝑡 ) + 𝛾 (
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑔𝑖 )𝑇 (−
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑔𝑠ℎ𝑖 ) +
1

2

𝐿∥𝛾
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑔𝑠ℎ𝑖 ∥
2

2

= L(\𝑡 ) + 𝛾 (
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑔𝑠ℎ𝑖 +
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑔𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑖 )
𝑇 (−

𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑔𝑠ℎ𝑖 )

+ 1

2

𝐿𝛾2∥
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑔𝑠ℎ𝑖 ∥
2

2

= L(\𝑡 ) − 𝛾 (
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑔𝑠ℎ𝑖 )
2 − 𝛾 (

𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑔𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑖 )
𝑇 (

𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑔𝑠ℎ𝑖 )

+ 1

2

𝐿𝛾2∥
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑔𝑠ℎ𝑖 ∥
2

2
(8)

= L(\𝑡 ) − 𝛾 (
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑔𝑠ℎ𝑖 )
2 + 1

2

𝐿𝛾2∥
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑔𝑠ℎ𝑖 ∥
2

2
(9)

= L(\𝑡 ) − (1 − 1

2

𝐿𝛾)𝛾 ∥
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑔𝑠ℎ𝑖 ∥
2

2

Note that in going equation 8 to 9 in the above proof, we use the fact

that (𝑔𝑐𝑜𝑛
𝑖
)𝑇𝑔𝑠ℎ

𝑗
= 0 for any two tasks 𝑖 and 𝑗 due to orthogonality.

We define the updated gradient at training step 𝑡 is 𝑔𝑠ℎ𝑡 =
∑𝐾
𝑖=1 𝑔

𝑠ℎ
𝑖
.

Using 𝛾 ≤ 1

𝐿
, we know that

− (1 − 1

2

𝐿𝛾) = 1

2

𝐿𝛾 − 1 ≤ 1

2

𝐿( 1
𝐿
) − 1 = −1

2

.

Plugging this into the last expression above, we can conclude the

following:

L(\𝑡+1) ≤ L(\𝑡 ) − 1

2

𝛾 ∥𝑔𝑠ℎ𝑡 ∥22 (10)

≤ L(\𝑡 )

Thus, the above theorem ensures that GDOD is minimizing L(\𝑡 ).
If L(\ ) is convex and differentiable, hence repeatedly applying

GDOD process can reach the optimal value.

Assume L(\ ) is non-convex, using telescope sum to equation 10,

we have

L(\𝑇 ) − L(\0) ≤ −1
2

𝛾

𝑇−1∑︁
𝑡=0

∥𝑔𝑠ℎ𝑡 ∥22 (11)

Thus, we have:

min

0≤𝑡 ≤𝑇
∥𝑔𝑠ℎ𝑡 ∥22 ≤

1

𝑇

𝑇−1∑︁
𝑡=0

∥𝑔𝑠ℎ𝑡 ∥22

≤ 2(L(\0) − L(\𝑇 ))
𝑇𝛾

≤ 2(L(\0) − L∗)
𝑇𝛾

(12)

whereL∗ is the minimal function value. Therefore, GDOD updating

with gradients 𝑔𝑠ℎ𝑡 can converge to a stationary point in O( 1
𝑇
)

steps. □

Therefore, we prove GDOD converges to either the optimal value

if L(\ ) is convex or a stationary point if L(\ ) is non-convex.

4 EXPERIMENTS
In this section, we evaluate the performance and effectiveness of

GDOD with four multi-task datasets from different domains. We

first evaluate the performance of GDOD as well as several state-

of-the-art optimization methods. Then, we verify that GDOD is

model-agnostic and can improve performance for any MTL models

with shared parameters. Finally, we present ablation experiments

to explain the impact of hyper-parameter selection.

Table 1: The statistics of the four datasets.

Dataset Phase Users Items Samples

BookCrossing

Train 92,792 239,029 919,824

Test 42,194 99,404 229,956

IJCAI-15

Train 237,295 274,709 2,142,528

Test 106,023 127,772 544,025

Alipay Advertising

Train 7,579,571 1,098 14,298,291

Test 5,822,077 835 10,740,289

Census-Income

Train - - 199,523

Test - - 99,762

4.1 Datasets and Settings
4.1.1 Datasets. We use three public multi-task datasets from dif-

ferent domains and a large-scale real-world advertising dataset to

verify the effectiveness of GDOD. The statistics of the datasets are

listed in Table 1. These datasets are described as follows:

• BookCrossing Dataset [36] collects user ratings in the

Book-Crossing community. It includes 278,858 users who

provide 1,157,112 ratings about 271,379 books. As suggested

in the original paper [36], we define the following two related
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prediction tasks based on this dataset: 1) predict whether a

user has rated a book; 2) predict whether a rating score from

a user on a book is higher than or equal to 9.

• IJCAI-15 Dataset [32] is collected from the E-commerce

website Tmall.com. It is a public dataset used in the IJCAI2015

repeat buyers prediction competition hosted by Alibaba

Group. It contains 241,093 users with 2,295,706 instances on

237,564 items. We model two related prediction tasks involv-

ing CVR (Conversion Rate): 1) predict whether a user adds

an item to his favourites after clicking; 2) predict whether a

user buys an item after adding it to his favourites.

• AlipayAdvertising Dataset is collected over three months

from user traffic logs of a commercial advertising system

in the Alipay App. It contains 7,630,003 users who produce

25,038,580 samples about 1,120 advertisements. One CTR

task to predict whether a user clicks an item and two CVR

tasks similar with IJCAI-15 dataset are modeled.

• Census-Income(KDD) Dataset [13] is a dataset extracted
from the 1994 census database. It contains 199,523 instances

with 42 demographic and employment related features. Given

a person, we model six related prediction tasks based on this

dataset contains: 1) predict whether the person’s income

exceeds $50K; 2) predict whether the person’s marital status

has never married; 3) predict whether the person’s education

level is at least college; 4) predict whether the person’s em-

ployment status is full time; 5) predict whether the person’s

gender is male; and 6) predict whether the person’s race is

white.

4.1.2 Comparative Optimization Methods. We compare GDOD

with seven SOTA optimization methods.

• Adam is used as the baseline to compute the performance

gains of other methods.

• UncertaintyWeights (Uncert) [11] uses a joint likelihood
formulation to derive task weights based on the intrinsic

uncertainty in each task.

• GradNorm [2] reduces the task imbalances by weighting

task losses so that their gradients are similar in magnitude.

• MGDA [6] applies a multiple-gradient descent algorithm for

MTL. It finds a linear combination of gradients that reduces

every task loss simultaneously.

• Gradient Regularization (GradReg) [30] proposes a gra-
dient regularization term that minimizes task interference

by enforcing near orthogonal gradients.

• PCGrad [33] projects conflicting gradients to the orthogonal

direction of each other, so that achieving a similar simulta-

neous descent effect.

• CAGrad [14] looks for an update gradient vector in the

neighborhood of the average gradient that minimizes the

average loss and leverages the worst local improvement of

individual tasks.

4.1.3 Baseline MTL models. We evaluate the effect of our GDOD

with the following representative MTL models.

• Shared-Bottom [1]. Shared-Bottom shares the embedding

layers and a low-level feature extraction layer (MLP) for all

tasks and each task has its own task-specific high-level layers

built on top of the shared layers.

• Cross-Stitch [21]. It fuses the tower layers of tasks by linear

transformation based on the Shared-Bottom model.

• MMOE [18]. MMOE transforms the shared low-level layers

into sub-networks and uses different gating networks for

tasks to utilize different sub-networks.

• SNR [17]. SNR modularizes the shared low-level layers into

parallel sub-networks and uses a transformation matrix mul-

tiplied by a scalar coding variable to learn their connections.

• PLE [31]. PLE separates shared components and task-specific

components and adopts a progressive routing mechanism to

achieve more effective information sharing.

4.1.4 Evaluation Metrics . For fair comparisons, we employ AUC
and Logloss as our evaluation metrics.

• AUC is the Area Under the ROC Curve over the test set.

It measures the goodness of order by ranking all the items

with predicted CTR in the test set. It is noticeable that a

slightly higher AUC at 0.001-level is regarded as significant

for CTR/CVR prediction tasks, which has been pointed out

in existing works [3, 8, 21]. Note that, the larger AUC shows

better performance.

• Logloss is the loss value on the test set. The smaller Logloss

means better performance.

4.1.5 Implementation Details. For all the baseline MTL models,

there are trained by the Adam optimizer [12] with an initial learning

rate of 1e-3. The mini-batch size is fixed to 256. The embedding

size of each sparse feature is set to 8. The hidden sizes of the two

shared hidden layers in shared-bottom model are [256, 32]. The

number of sub-networks/experts in SNR, PLE and MMoE is set to

8 and the hidden size of each sub-network/expert is 32. There are

two specific tower hidden layers with the size of [16, 1] for each

task.

Moreover, the weights in GradReg is tuned in [1e-1, 1e-2, 1e-3,

1e-4]. For GradNorm, the hyper-parameter 𝛼 is tuned in [0.5, 1.5].

The hyper-parameter 𝑐 in CAGrad is tuned in [0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7,

0.9]. All hyper-parameters are settled with the best performance on

each dataset. For GDOD, the training examples are divided into 16

groups in a mini-batch at each training step. For PCGrad, CAGrad

and GDOD, they are combined with Adam by passing the computed

update to replace the original gradient. We repeat all experiments

5 times and report the averaged results.

4.2 Optimization Method Comparison
Table 2 shows theAUCof the comparative results on the BookCross-

ing dataset, IJCAI-15 dataset and Advertising dataset. Focusing on

the detail, the shared-bottommodel combined with GDOD achieves

higher AUC compared to other optimization methods. Moreover,

we have the following four observations: 1) GDOD, PCGrad and

CAGrad outperform other five optimization methods. This indi-

cates that optimization methods manipulated per-task gradients

are more practical. 2) GDOD achieves better performances than

PCGrad and CAGrad, e.g., GDOD achieves 0.0064 and 0.0084 AUC

gains compared to PCGrad and CAGrad in task2 with BookCrossing

dataset respectively. The magnitude of this improvement is fairly
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Table 2: Performance comparisons of different optimization methods. The baseline MTL model is Shared-Bottom. Gain mea-
sures the AUC improvement between Adam with other optimization methods.

Optimization Method
BookCrossing IJCAI-15 Alipay Advertising

Task1 Task2 Task1 Task2 Task1 Task2 Task3

AUC Gain AUC Gain AUC Gain AUC Gain AUC Gain AUC Gain AUC Gain

Adam 0.7838 - 0.7633 - 0.6968 - 0.7451 - 0.7505 - 0.7387 - 0.8237 -

Uncert 0.7814 -0.0024 0.7663 0.0030 0.6631 -0.0337 0.7327 -0.0124 0.7599 0.0094 0.7475 0.0088 0.8264 0.0027

GradReg 0.7696 -0.0142 0.7466 -0.0167 0.6775 -0.0193 0.7321 -0.0130 0.7635 0.0130 0.7513 0.0126 0.8273 0.0036

GradNorm 0.7857 0.0019 0.7677 0.0044 0.7125 0.0157 0.7477 0.0026 0.7649 0.0144 0.7505 0.0118 0.8238 0.0001

MGDA 0.7811 -0.0027 0.7593 -0.0040 0.7122 0.0154 0.7548 0.0097 0.7600 0.0095 0.7440 0.0053 0.8300 0.0063

PCGrad 0.7912 0.0074 0.7753 0.0120 0.7188 0.0220 0.7524 0.0073 0.7630 0.0125 0.7431 0.0044 0.8335 0.0098

CAGrad 0.7900 0.0062 0.7733 0.0100 0.7204 0.0236 0.7542 0.0091 0.7699 0.0194 0.7456 0.0069 0.8384 0.0147

GDOD 0.7922 0.0084 0.7817 0.0184 0.7268 0.0300 0.7555 0.0104 0.7723 0.0218 0.7571 0.0184 0.8390 0.0153

(a) BookCrossing task1 loss. (b) BookCrossing task2 loss. (c) IJCAI-15 task1 loss. (d) IJCAI-15 task2 loss.

Figure 2: Test loss comparisons about several optimizationmethods on BookCrossing and IJCAI-15 datasets. In all cases GDOD
outperforms all other optimization methods.

(a) Task1 on BookCrossing (b) Task2 on BookCrossing (c) Task1 on IJCAI-15 (d) Task2 on IJCAI-15

Figure 3: Test AUC comparisons about several optimization methods on BookCrossing and IJCAI-15 datasets. In all cases
GDOD outperforms all other optimization methods.

significant. Because GDOD implements a decomposition method

that can distinguish the conflicting gradients effectively. 3) Several

situations with Uncert and GradReg are proven to be worse than

Adam, showing the applicability of re-weighting methods is poor. 4)

MGDA seems to perform worse than some re-weighting methods in

some tasks. This is because MGDA will attenuate the performance

of tasks that have higher gradients. Overall, these results verify

that GDOD is a highly effective optimization method to avoid task

competition.

Moreover, Figure 2 illustrates the test loss curves during the train-

ing procedure on BookCrossing and IJCAI-15 datasets. From these

curves, GDOD can be shown to achieve the lowest LogLoss than

any other optimization method with a fixed step size. Therefore,

these results demonstrate that GDOD can accelerate convergence

and achieve good performance at the same step. We also show the

AUC curves during the training procedure on the BookCrossing

dataset and IJCAI-15 dataset in Figure 3. It is observed that GDOD

achieves the highest AUC compared to all the other optimization

methods. Moreover, with a fixed training step, GDOD performs

the best performance in most experiments. These results demon-

strate that GDOD outperforms other compared SOTA optimization

methods.

4.3 GDOD with Multi-task Models
Table 3 shows the AUC and Logloss of the comparison results on

BookCrossing, IJCAI-15 and Alipay Advertising datasets. Focusing

on the detail of Table 3, all MTL models combined with GDOD

achieve higher AUC and lower Logloss compared to the original

MTLmodels. These results confirm that GDOD improves the perfor-

mance for multi-task learning benchmarks by avoiding interference

across all task gradients. For example, the Cross-Stitch model with

GDOD optimization achieves 0.0287 AUC gain compared to the
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Table 3: Performance of GDOD with MTL models on three datasets. The metrics are the average AUC and the average Logloss
on the test dataset.

Method
BookCrossing IJCAI-15 Alipay Advertising

Task1 Task2 Task1 Task2 Task1 Task2 Task3

Basemodel Optimizer AUC LogLoss AUC LogLoss AUC LogLoss AUC LogLoss AUC LogLoss AUC LogLoss AUC LogLoss

Shared-Bottom

Adam 0.7838 0.7068 0.7633 0.7251 0.6968 0.7257 0.7451 0.7187 0.7505 0.7096 0.7387 0.6994 0.8237 0.6992

GDOD 0.7922 0.6969 0.7817 0.7211 0.7268 0.7231 0.7555 0.7159 0.7723 0.6991 0.7571 0.6951 0.8390 0.6956

Cross-Stitch

Adam 0.7771 0.7093 0.7543 0.7333 0.6932 0.7286 0.7421 0.7217 0.7518 0.7023 0.7436 0.6975 0.8256 0.6971

GDOD 0.7954 0.6860 0.7830 0.7203 0.7114 0.7248 0.7567 0.7142 0.7708 0.6992 0.7577 0.6953 0.8384 0.6975

MMoE

Adam 0.7772 0.7097 0.7519 0.7386 0.6933 0.7302 0.7463 0.7182 0.7646 0.7030 0.7481 0.6954 0.8286 0.6964

GDOD 0.7912 0.7019 0.7789 0.7216 0.7169 0.7243 0.7532 0.7157 0.7716 0.6997 0.7596 0.6944 0.8353 0.6973

PLE

Adam 0.7810 0.7078 0.7595 0.7300 0.6945 0.7315 0.7481 0.7173 0.7686 0.7060 0.7494 0.6950 0.8308 0.6973

GDOD 0.7905 0.7032 0.7751 0.7243 0.7196 0.7239 0.7578 0.7132 0.7739 0.6989 0.7535 0.6968 0.8417 0.6955

SNR

Adam 0.7807 0.7067 0.7630 0.7278 0.7017 0.7278 0.7479 0.7180 0.7692 0.7014 0.7424 0.6985 0.8305 0.6967

GDOD 0.7895 0.7033 0.7736 0.7246 0.7103 0.7251 0.7541 0.7161 0.7745 0.7003 0.7566 0.6955 0.8388 0.6959

Table 4: AUC comparisons of different decompositionmethods. The baseline MTLmodel is Shared-Bottom. Diff measures the
AUC gap between the decomposition method used in GDOD and other decomposition methods.

Decomposition Method
BookCrossing IJCAI-15 Alipay Advertising

Task1 Task2 Task1 Task2 Task1 Task2 Task3

AUC Diff AUC Diff AUC Diff AUC Diff AUC Diff AUC Diff AUC Diff

Random 0.5897 -0.2025 0.5848 -0.1969 0.5623 -0.1645 0.5477 -0.2078 0.5584 -0.2139 0.5434 -0.2137 0.6303 -0.2087

QR 0.7927 0.0005 0.7720 -0.0097 0.7091 -0.0177 0.7449 -0.0106 0.7630 -0.0093 0.7422 -0.0149 0.8287 -0.0103

RandDec 0.7926 0.0004 0.7776 -0.0041 0.7210 -0.0058 0.7538 -0.0017 0.7711 -0.0012 0.7495 -0.0076 0.8322 -0.0068

SVD 0.7922 - 0.7817 - 0.7268 - 0.7555 - 0.7723 - 0.7571 - 0.8390 -

original model in task2 with the BookCrossing dataset. The magni-

tude of this improvement is fairly significant. Moreover, some MTL

networks also have addressed the negative transfer phenomenon.

For example, PLE separates shared components and task-specific

components and adopts a progressive routing mechanism to reduce

negative transfer. We can see that PLE outperforms other networks,

such as MMOE and Cross-Stitch. PLE with GDOD also achieves

0.01 AUC gain compared to the original model in most tasks. It

validates the effectiveness of GDOD and proves that mitigating

conflicting gradients can boost the performance of MTL models.

4.4 Ablation Study: Effect of Different
Decomposition Methods

In this section, we examine the effect of different decomposition

methods in GDOD. Our approach relies on the singular vectors

from SVD to define the basis to identify the positive and negative

components of each task gradients. We compare SVD with several

decomposition methods:

• Random obtains the basis spanned by 𝑟 randomly chosen

orthogonal vectors in R.
• QR Decomposition is directly to decompose a matrix and

seek the matrix column space as the orthogonal basis. Gram-

Schmidt is a commonly used method to achieve this decom-

position.

• RandomizedApproximateMatrixDecomposition (Rand-
Dec) [9] follows the framework that usually projects the orig-

inal matrix to a low-rank sample space and then computes

the approximate decomposition of the original matrix.

(a) AUC on BookCrossing (b) AUC on IJCAI-15

Figure 4: Performance with different dimensions of sub-
space S on BookCrossing and IJCAI-15 datasets.

Table 4 shows the AUC comparisons of different decomposi-

tion methods on BookCrossing, IJCAI-15 and Alipay Advertising

datasets. From Table 4, we can see that SVD performs the best in

most situations and Random achieves the worst performance. We

also observed a phenomenon that the magnitude of AUC diff about

task2 is greater than task1 in the BookCrossing dataset. It demon-

strates that a good choice of decomposition methods can mitigate

the negative transfer across all tasks.

4.5 Ablation Study: Effect of Different
Dimensions of Subspace S

In this section, we examine the effect of different dimensions of

subspace S in GDOD. Figure 4 depicts the task AUC varies with dif-

ferent dimension of the subspace S on BookCrossing and IJCAI-15

datasets. From Figure 4(b), we observe that it is better to decompose

all the task gradients in a larger dimensional subspace. In general, a
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Table 5: Performance comparisons of different optimization methods on Census-Income dataset. The baseline MTL model is
Shared-Bottom.

Method Task1 Task2 Task3 Task4 Task5 Task6

AUC Gain AUC Gain AUC Gain AUC Gain AUC Gain AUC Gain

Adam 0.93632 0.99350 0.90114 0.98416 0.83914 0.84135

Uncert 0.93997 0.00365 0.99351 0.00001 0.90711 0.00597 0.98429 0.00013 0.84424 0.0051 0.85916 0.01781

GradReg 0.94023 0.00391 0.99365 0.00015 0.90688 0.00574 0.98433 0.00017 0.85154 0.0124 0.86486 0.02351

GradNorm 0.94307 0.00675 0.99378 0.00028 0.90657 0.00543 0.98455 0.00039 0.83941 0.00027 0.87282 0.03147

MGDA 0.94060 0.00428 0.99390 0.00040 0.90480 0.00366 0.98440 0.00024 0.84690 0.00776 0.86000 0.01865

PCGrad 0.93781 0.00149 0.99382 0.00032 0.90309 0.00195 0.98431 0.00015 0.84728 0.00814 0.8712 0.02985

CAGrad 0.94145 0.00513 0.99415 0.00065 0.9067 0.00556 0.98437 0.00021 0.84979 0.01066 0.87646 0.03511

GDOD 0.94328 0.00696 0.99408 0.00058 0.90794 0.00680 0.98429 0.00013 0.8504 0.01126 0.87659 0.03524
Weighted-GDOD 0.94367 0.00735 0.99422 0.00072 0.90903 0.00789 0.98444 0.00028 0.85062 0.01148 0.88536 0.04401

(a) Task1 on BookCrossing (b) Task2 on BookCrossing

(c) Task1 on IJCAI-15 (d) Task2 on IJCAI-15

Figure 5: Methods comparison with different weights of
tasks. The sum of the weights of the two tasks is one.

larger dimensional subspace possibly captures a richer description

of the matrix M. However, Figure 4(a) holds the opposite phenom-

enon. This is because a larger dimensional also creates the risk of

over-fitting especially in a limited dataset, such as the Bookcrossing

dataset.

4.6 Ablation Study: Effect of Tasks with
Varying Weights

In this section, we examine the effect with varying weights for each

tasks. Figure 5 shows AUC varies with different weights for each

task on BookCrossing and IJCAI-15 datasets with several gradient-

based methods. The weight for each task is equally in the previous

setting. From Figure 5, we can see that a task with a higher weight

indication probability usually receives a higher AUC. It is obviously

that GDOD performs the best with varying task weights in most

situations. Moreover, for CAGrad, the performance of a task with a

smaller weight (the weight for task 2 is 0.1) reduces significantly.

This is because that CAGrad searches the new updated vector is

around 𝑔0 (average gradient vector). However, the reduction for

GDOD is smaller than other methods. It verify that GDOD is a more

robust algorithm.

4.7 GDOD with More Tasks
In Algorithm 1, GDOD uses the helpful components which refer to

the projections of original gradients onto the basis vectors where all

task gradients agree in the direction to update themodel parameters.

However, as the number of tasks increases, the components of all

tasks in the same direction will decrease. To deal with more tasks,

we propose a weighted-GDOD which defines a weight for task

components from the dimension of basis. For each basis vector, the

gradient components of all tasks are divided into two sets {𝑆+} and
{𝑆−} by the sign. Suppose {𝑆+} and {𝑆−} have 𝑎 and 𝑏 gradient

components respectively. The weight for each gradient component

is calculated as following:

• If 𝑎 ≥ 𝑏, the weights for gradient components in set 𝑆+ and
𝑆− are 𝑎−𝑏

𝐾
and 0.

• If 𝑎 < 𝑏, the weights for gradient components in set 𝑆+ and
𝑆− are 0 and 𝑏−𝑎

𝐾
.

We also examine the effect of weighted-GDOD with the Census-

Income dataset that has six tasks. As shown in Table 5, we observe

that weighted-GDOD and GDOD achieve the best performance

in most tasks. Especially, weighted-GDOD and GDOD realize sig-

nificant improvements for task 5 and 6. Moreover, all results with

weighted-GDOD are proven to be better than GDOD, showing that

GDOD with a weighted policy is more effective with more tasks.

5 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we present a novel optimization approach for MTL,

GDOD, which manipulates each task gradient using a decomposi-

tion built from the span of all task gradients. GDOD decomposes

gradients into task-shared and task-specific components explic-

itly and adopts a general update rule for avoiding interference

across all task gradients. Moreover, we present the convergence of

GDOD theoretically under both convex and non-convex assump-

tions. Experiment results on several multi-task datasets not only

demonstrate the significant improvement of GDOD performed to

existing MTL models but also outperform state-of-the-art optimiza-

tion methods in terms of AUC metric. Our future study would focus

on exploring other decomposition methods to optimize training

procedure for more effective and efficient multi-task learning.



CIKM ’22, October 17–21, 2022, Atlanta, GA, USA Xin Dong et al.

REFERENCES
[1] Rich Caruana. 1997. Multitask learning. Machine learning 28, 1 (1997), 41–75.

[2] Zhao Chen, Vijay Badrinarayanan, Chen-Yu Lee, and Andrew Rabinovich. 2018.

Gradnorm: Gradient normalization for adaptive loss balancing in deep multitask

networks. In International Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR, 794–803.

[3] Heng-Tze Cheng, Levent Koc, Jeremiah Harmsen, Tal Shaked, Tushar Chandra,

Hrishi Aradhye, Glen Anderson, Greg Corrado, Wei Chai, Mustafa Ispir, et al.

2016. Wide & deep learning for recommender systems. In Proceedings of the 1st
workshop on deep learning for recommender systems. 7–10.

[4] Ronan Collobert and Jason Weston. 2008. A unified architecture for natural lan-

guage processing: Deep neural networks with multitask learning. In Proceedings
of the 25th international conference on Machine learning. 160–167.

[5] Lucio M Dery, Yann Dauphin, and David Grangier. 2021. Auxiliary task update

decomposition: The good, the bad and the neutral. arXiv preprint arXiv:2108.11346
(2021).

[6] Jean-Antoine Désidéri. 2012. Multiple-gradient descent algorithm (MGDA) for

multiobjective optimization. Comptes Rendus Mathematique 350, 5-6 (2012),

313–318.

[7] Yunshu Du, Wojciech M Czarnecki, Siddhant M Jayakumar, Mehrdad Farajtabar,

Razvan Pascanu, and Balaji Lakshminarayanan. 2018. Adapting auxiliary losses

using gradient similarity. arXiv preprint arXiv:1812.02224 (2018).
[8] Huifeng Guo, Ruiming Tang, Yunming Ye, Zhenguo Li, and Xiuqiang He. 2017.

DeepFM: a factorization-machine based neural network for CTR prediction. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1703.04247 (2017).

[9] Nathan Halko, Per-Gunnar Martinsson, and Joel A Tropp. 2011. Finding structure

with randomness: Probabilistic algorithms for constructing approximate matrix

decompositions. SIAM review 53, 2 (2011), 217–288.

[10] Robert A Jacobs, Michael I Jordan, Steven J Nowlan, and Geoffrey E Hinton. 1991.

Adaptive mixtures of local experts. Neural computation 3, 1 (1991), 79–87.

[11] Alex Kendall, Yarin Gal, and Roberto Cipolla. 2018. Multi-task learning using

uncertainty to weigh losses for scene geometry and semantics. In Proceedings of
the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition. 7482–7491.

[12] Diederik P Kingma and Jimmy Ba. 2014. Adam: A method for stochastic opti-

mization. arXiv preprint arXiv:1412.6980 (2014).
[13] Kohavi R Lane T. 2010. Census-Income (KDD) dataset. https://archive.ics.uci.

edu/ml/datasets/Census-Income+(KDD).

[14] Bo Liu, Xingchao Liu, Xiaojie Jin, Peter Stone, and Qiang Liu. 2021. Conflict-

Averse Gradient Descent for Multi-task Learning. Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems 34 (2021).

[15] Shikun Liu, Edward Johns, and Andrew J Davison. 2019. End-to-end multi-task

learning with attention. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition. 1871–1880.

[16] Shengchao Liu, Yingyu Liang, and Anthony Gitter. 2019. Loss-balanced task

weighting to reduce negative transfer in multi-task learning. In Proceedings of
the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, Vol. 33. 9977–9978.

[17] Jiaqi Ma, Zhe Zhao, Jilin Chen, Ang Li, Lichan Hong, and Ed H Chi. 2019. Snr:

Sub-network routing for flexible parameter sharing in multi-task learning. In

Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, Vol. 33. 216–223.
[18] Jiaqi Ma, Zhe Zhao, Xinyang Yi, Jilin Chen, Lichan Hong, and Ed H Chi. 2018.

Modeling task relationships in multi-task learning with multi-gate mixture-of-

experts. In Proceedings of the 24th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on
Knowledge Discovery & Data Mining. 1930–1939.

[19] Krzysztof Maziarz, Efi Kokiopoulou, Andrea Gesmundo, Luciano Sbaiz, Gabor

Bartok, and Jesse Berent. 2019. Gumbel-matrix routing for flexible multi-task

learning. (2019).

[20] Baharan Mirzasoleiman, Kaidi Cao, and Jure Leskovec. 2020. Coresets for robust

training of neural networks against noisy labels. arXiv preprint arXiv:2011.07451
(2020).

[21] Ishan Misra, Abhinav Shrivastava, Abhinav Gupta, and Martial Hebert. 2016.

Cross-stitch networks formulti-task learning. In Proceedings of the IEEE conference
on computer vision and pattern recognition. 3994–4003.

[22] Matthew Riemer, Ignacio Cases, Robert Ajemian, Miao Liu, Irina Rish, Yuhai Tu,

and Gerald Tesauro. 2018. Learning to learn without forgetting by maximizing

transfer and minimizing interference. arXiv preprint arXiv:1810.11910 (2018).
[23] Clemens Rosenbaum, Tim Klinger, and Matthew Riemer. 2017. Routing networks:

Adaptive selection of non-linear functions for multi-task learning. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1711.01239 (2017).

[24] Sebastian Ruder. 2017. An overview of multi-task learning in deep neural net-

works. arXiv preprint arXiv:1706.05098 (2017).
[25] Sebastian Ruder, Joachim Bingel, Isabelle Augenstein, and Anders Søgaard. 2017.

Sluice networks: Learning what to share between loosely related tasks. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1705.08142 2 (2017).

[26] Ozan Sener and Vladlen Koltun. 2018. Multi-task learning as multi-objective

optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:1810.04650 (2018).
[27] Yoav Shoham, Rob Powers, and Trond Grenager. 2003. Multi-agent reinforcement

learning: a critical survey. Technical Report. Technical report, Stanford University.
[28] Trevor Standley, Amir Zamir, Dawn Chen, Leonidas Guibas, Jitendra Malik, and

Silvio Savarese. 2020. Which tasks should be learned together in multi-task

learning?. In International Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR, 9120–9132.

[29] Sandeep Subramanian, Adam Trischler, Yoshua Bengio, and Christopher J Pal.

2018. Learning general purpose distributed sentence representations via large

scale multi-task learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1804.00079 (2018).
[30] Mihai Suteu and Yike Guo. 2019. Regularizing deep multi-task networks using

orthogonal gradients. arXiv preprint arXiv:1912.06844 (2019).
[31] Hongyan Tang, Junning Liu, Ming Zhao, and Xudong Gong. 2020. Progressive

Layered Extraction (PLE): A Novel Multi-Task Learning (MTL) Model for Per-

sonalized Recommendations. In Fourteenth ACM Conference on Recommender
Systems. 269–278.

[32] Michael Wooldridge and Qiang Yang. 2015. IJCAI-15 dataset. https://ijcai-

15.org/repeat-buyers-prediction-competition/.

[33] Tianhe Yu, Saurabh Kumar, Abhishek Gupta, Sergey Levine, Karol Hausman,

and Chelsea Finn. 2020. Gradient surgery for multi-task learning. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2001.06782 (2020).

[34] Amir R Zamir, Alexander Sax, William Shen, Leonidas J Guibas, Jitendra Malik,

and Silvio Savarese. 2018. Taskonomy: Disentangling task transfer learning. In

Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition.
3712–3722.

[35] Jiejie Zhao, Bowen Du, Leilei Sun, Fuzhen Zhuang, Weifeng Lv, and Hui Xiong.

2019. Multiple relational attention network for multi-task learning. In Proceedings
of the 25th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery & Data
Mining. 1123–1131.

[36] Freiburg Ziegler, C.N. 2004. BookCrossing dataset. http://www2.informatik.uni-

freiburg.de/~cziegler/BX/.

[37] Barret Zoph and Quoc V Le. 2016. Neural architecture search with reinforcement

learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1611.01578 (2016).

https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets/Census-Income+(KDD)
https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets/Census-Income+(KDD)
https://ijcai-15.org/repeat-buyers-prediction-competition/
https://ijcai-15.org/repeat-buyers-prediction-competition/
http://www2.informatik.uni-freiburg.de/~cziegler/BX/
http://www2.informatik.uni-freiburg.de/~cziegler/BX/

	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	2.1 Multi-Task Learning Models
	2.2 Optimization Methods in MTL

	3 Multi-Task Learning using GDOD
	3.1 Preliminaries: Notation and Problem
	3.2 Gradient Descent using Orthogonal Decompotision
	3.3 Discussion
	3.4 Theoretical Analysis of GDOD

	4 Experiments
	4.1 Datasets and Settings
	4.2 Optimization Method Comparison
	4.3 GDOD with Multi-task Models
	4.4 Ablation Study: Effect of Different Decomposition Methods
	4.5 Ablation Study: Effect of Different Dimensions of Subspace S
	4.6 Ablation Study: Effect of Tasks with Varying Weights
	4.7 GDOD with More Tasks

	5 Conclusion
	References

