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Abstract

In question answering (QA), different questions can be ef-
fectively addressed with different answering strategies. Some
require a simple lookup, while others need complex, multi-
step reasoning to be answered adequately. This observation
motivates the development of a dynamic method that adap-
tively selects the most suitable QA strategy for each ques-
tion, enabling more efficient and effective systems capable
of addressing a broader range of question types. To this aim,
we build on recent advances in the orchestration of multi-
ple large language models (LLMs) and formulate adaptive
QA as a dynamic orchestration challenge. We define this as
a contextual multi-armed bandit problem, where the context
is defined by the characteristics of the incoming question and
the action space consists of potential communication graph
configurations among the LLM agents. We then train a lin-
ear upper confidence bound model to learn an optimal map-
ping between different question types and their correspond-
ing optimal multi-LLM communication graph representation.
Our experiments show that the proposed solution is viable for
adaptive orchestration of a QA system with multiple modules,
as it combines the superior performance of more complex
strategies while avoiding their costs when simpler strategies
suffice.

1 Introduction
Large language models (LLMs) have facilitated the devel-
opment of diverse question answering (QA) systems and
pipelines, each with distinct performance across domains
(Cuconasu et al. 2024; Jeong et al. 2024; Li et al. 2024;
Ram et al. 2023; Xu et al. 2024). The increasing complexity
of these QA pipelines stems from the integration of vari-
ous steps, each designed to either mitigate particular errors
introduced by a module (or interactions between them) or
to address questions of different types or with varying re-
quirements (Jeong et al. 2024; Trivedi et al. 2023). Although
these complex modular designs aim to enhance overall sys-
tem robustness and accuracy in generating answers, it sub-
stantially increases inference costs. Additionally, a single so-
phisticated answering strategy may not be the most suitable
solution for all types of questions (Jeong et al. 2024).

Complex LLM-based QA systems. The large vari-
ety of recent retrieval augmented generation (RAG) ap-
proaches (Ram et al. 2023) provides a good example of the

increasing complexity of QA systems. RAG enables the use
of external knowledge during inference without re-training
or modifications to the LLM-architecture. To improve its ef-
fectiveness, many additional parameters and modules have
been proposed for RAG, e.g., retrieving subgraphs from a
structured knowledge base alongside or instead of passages
(BehnamGhader, Miret, and Reddy 2023; Dai et al. 2024;
Pan et al. 2023, 2024), employing summarization techniques
(Edge et al. 2024), introducing noise to retrieval results (Cu-
conasu et al. 2024), and natural language inference modules
that preprocess the retrieved content for the LLM (Yoran
et al. 2024a). Another example of complex QA systems are
those designed to cater to more complex questions, such as
multi-hop questions (Yang et al. 2018), which require the in-
tegration of several pieces of knowledge. In such contexts,
techniques have been proposed to enhance the deductive ca-
pabilities of LLMs, including CoT (Wei et al. 2022), ToT
(Yao et al. 2023), LINC (Olausson et al. 2023), and inter-
leaved retrieval CoT (Trivedi et al. 2023). Various recent
studies on LLM orchestration propose to automate the in-
tegration of multiple steps in a QA system pipeline (Li et al.
2023; Park et al. 2023; Zhuge et al. 2023, 2024). However,
complex approaches to QA systems do not always improve
performance since LLMs can struggle to effectively use the
expanded context (Liu et al. 2024).

Adaptive QA Systems. In real-world use cases, not all
types of questions that a QA system receives require the
same amount of computation or the same sophisticated an-
swering strategy. Accordingly, the complexity of building
a reliable LLM-based QA system has increased, since it
requires effective collaboration between different modules,
such as LLMs, IR modules, and any intermediate process-
ing steps (Li et al. 2024; Xu et al. 2024). The rise in mod-
ule count also greatly increases inference time and compu-
tational costs. Consequently, there is a growing emphasis on
creating adaptive QA frameworks that dynamically adjust
to varying question characteristics (Asai et al. 2024; Jeong
et al. 2024; Mallen et al. 2023).

Approach. In this paper, we build on the recently-
introduced concept of graph-based LLM orchestration to de-
velop an adaptive QA system. Zhuge et al. (2024) approach
the problem of orchestrating multiple LLMs as a graph op-
timization problem, where each LLM-based module is de-
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fined as a sub-graph (or a node) and communication among
them is formulated as edges in the final graph. We propose a
novel framework for the adaptive selection and execution of
graph configurations that are best-suited for the complexity
level of each given question. We frame the adaptive orches-
tration of collaboration in multi-agentic systems as a con-
textual multi-armed bandit (CMAB) problem where the de-
cision points are incoming questions and their characteris-
tics serve as context to the CMAB, the action space con-
sists of the set of all possible graph configurations. In other
words, the CMAB chooses which pipeline to apply per ques-
tion, and thus, adapts its complexity and inference costs dy-
namically. We evaluate our proposed adaptive orchestration
framework in a QA setup.

Contributions. Our main contributions are the following:

• We propose an Adaptive Question Answering (AQA)
framework for the adaptive orchestration of multi-agent
LLM-based QA systems, that enables the execution of the
most suitable answering strategy based per question.

• Our framework uniquely frames the orchestration of
multi-agent LLM-based systems as a contextual multi-
armed bandit (CMAB) problem, motivated by the high ef-
fectiveness of CMABs in limited action spaces. This sets it
apart from the policy gradient methods in previous work.

• To the best of our knowledge, our adaptive orchestra-
tion framework AQA is the first to optimize a combina-
tion of effectiveness and inference cost, enabling it to bal-
ance efficiency and performance when selecting answer-
ing strategies over varying question complexities.

• We provide an experimental evaluation of the AQA frame-
work over a multi-complexity-level QA dataset. Our re-
sults indicate that AQA successfully recognizes and ap-
plies an optimal mapping between question types and the
most-suitable answering strategies.

2 Related Work
2.1 Adaptive Retrieval Augmented Generation
Adaptive-Retrieval for RAG was first addressed by Mallen
et al. (2023), who propose a dynamic model that decides
whether to retrieve external documents per incoming ques-
tion. Specifically, Mallen et al. (2023) propose a binary
threshold-based framework that tries to distinguish whether
questions contain popular or long-tail entities, and decides
whether to retrieve accordingly. Inspired by reinforcement
learning reward models, Asai et al. (2024) introduced Self-
RAG, a language model that generates text interleaved with
pre-embedded reflection tokens to critique and guide the
generation process in real-time. Jeong et al. (2024) propose
Adaptive-RAG, a language model trained as a complexity
classifier to predict question complexity, and subsequently,
select the most suitable model accordingly. Our framework
is similar, but instead of assuming the optimal strategy for
each complexity label, a CB is applied to learn which strat-
egy works best. Thereby, we also avoid relying on training
language models for decision making, in contrast with previ-
ous work (Asai et al. 2024; Jeong et al. 2024), which can be

prone to the hallucinations and unfaithful reasoning (Siegel
et al. 2024) that is common in LLMs.

2.2 Multi-Agentic LLM Orchestration

Several studies have tried to create an effective framework
for letting multiple LLMs and related modules communi-
cate to solve tasks (Hong et al. 2024; Wu et al. 2023). Most
existing work focuses on orchestration without further op-
timization of the structure of these agents (Wu et al. 2023;
Zhuge et al. 2023). Inspired by Minsky’s society of minds
(SoM) (Minsky 1988), which describes how smaller parts
of a system can collaborate to achieve a goal, Zhuge et al.
(2023) suggest a shift from relying on optimizing a single
model for solving a task to the optimization of information
flow between two or more models. This approach reveals a
wide variety of possible orchestrations of (agentic) models,
from which a selection can be made to match the task at
hand.

Zhuge et al. (2024) propose GPTSwarm to optimize a so-
ciety of language models. GPTSwarm structures the QA sys-
tem pipeline as a graph, and every computational operation,
e.g., querying a large language model with a prompt, is rep-
resented as a node within that graph. The dual-level opti-
mization approach of GPTSwarm optimizes prompts at the
node level while also enhancing the flow of information by
pruning out edges and nodes that are not found useful.

Similar to Zhuge et al. (2024), our orchestration frame-
work is focused on graph optimization to improve the com-
munication between modules. However, Zhuge et al. (2024)
apply policy gradients and produce a single graph structure
for all questions, whereas we use a CMAB approach that can
adapt the graph per individual question.

3 Method: The Novel Adaptive Question
Answering Framework

We frame adaptive question answering (AQA) as a contex-
tual multi-armed bandit (CMAB) problem (Langford and
Zhang 2007; Slivkins 2019). Accordingly, our objective is to
train a CMAB to select the answering strategy for each in-
coming question that optimizes effectiveness and efficiency.

3.1 Question Context Vector

Various features of a question can be important when choos-
ing answering strategies, e.g., semantic information about
the content of the question, or more miscellaneous features
such as the length of its text, its knowledge domain, etc. Let
Qt denote an incoming question at timestep t; we represent
Qt by a context vector xt ∈ Rd with dimensionality d where
each element xti represents a feature of Qt:

xt = [xt1, xt2, . . . , xtd].

The context vector xt is all the information on which the
CMAB bases its decision at timestep t. For this work, we
assume that the question-complexity of Qt can be inferred
from xt.



Algorithm 1: Adaptive question answering via a contextual
multi-armed bandit algorithm for multi-agent LLM orches-
tration.
1: Input: the set of agents L, exploration parameter α
2: V← ∅
3: for each agent li ∈ L do
4: vi ← Node(li)
5: V← V ∪ {vi}
6: end for
7: vfinal ← MajorityVoting()
8: V← V ∪ {vfinal}
9: E← {(vi, vj) | vi, vj ∈ V ∧ i ̸= j ∧ vi ̸= vfinal}

10: G← (V,E)
11: G ← {Gi | E(Gi) ⊆ E(G) ∧ DAG(Gi) ∧ deg−(vfinal) > 0

∧ (∀vi ∈ V, deg(vi) = 0 ∨ Path(vi, vfinal))}
12: for each action a ∈ G do
13: Aa ← Id
14: ba ← 0
15: end for

16: for each timestep t do
17: Wait for next question Qt and observe xt ∈ Rd

18: for each action a ∈ G do
19: θa ← A−1

a ba

20: pt,a ← θTa xt + α
√

xT
t A

−1
a xt

21: end for
22: at ← argmaxa pt,a
23: Apply answering strategy at and observe performance Pt

24: rt ← β · Pt − γ · Tt

25: Aat ← Aat + xtx
T
t

26: bat ← bat + rtxt

27: end for

3.2 Agents
Let L = {l1, l2, . . . , ln} be the set of agents employed to
generate an answer to a given question. L can include a
variety of LLMs, both standard and augmented with ad-
vanced capabilities, e.g., retrieval (Ram et al. 2023) or rea-
soning (Trivedi et al. 2023; Wei et al. 2022), in addition to
other auxiliary modules that feature a natural language in-
terface (Zhuge et al. 2023) such as query rewriters (Chan
et al. 2024), NLI models (Yoran et al. 2024b), and theorem
provers (Olausson et al. 2023). While our framework works
for any arbitrary L, the experiments in this work follow the
setup proposed by Trivedi et al. (2023) and used by Jeong
et al. (2024) and concern the following three agents:

L′ = {NoR,OneR, IRCoT}. (1)

Each of these agents are designed to handle questions of spe-
cific complexity levels. We describe them in increasing order
of their targeted complexity level:
• NoR: An LLM with no retrieval augmentation. NoR an-

swers questions without additional external data, making
it most suited for simple non-knowledge-intensive ques-
tions that match its encoded parametric knowledge.

• OneR: An LLM augmented by one-time retrieval. Upon
receiving a question, an IR module is called once to pro-
vide n potentially relevant documents alongside the ques-
tion for the LLM. OneR is most suited for questions that
require access to external knowledge.

• IRCoT: An LLM augmented with retrieval and prompted
to apply chain-of-thought (COT) reasoning. The retrieved
documents are interleaved in several back-and-forth rea-
soning steps. As the most complex and time-consuming
strategy, IRCoT is most-suited for questions where NoR
and OneR are expected to fail, i.e., ones that demand ex-
tensive knowledge or a synthesis of multiple pieces of
knowledge to produce an accurate answer.

3.3 Graph Design
We define a graph as G = (V,E), where V represents the
set of nodes and E the set of directed edges. Following the
experimental setup outlined in (Zhuge et al. 2024) for the
MMLU dataset (Hendrycks et al. 2021), we choose V to be
L with the addition of a final decision node vfinal:

V = {l1, l2, . . . , ln, vfinal}. (2)

The node vfinal aggregates the outputs of connected nodes
through a majority vote, so that the most frequent answer
from the agents becomes the final response.1 The edges E
represent the interactions between nodes, and, thus, are de-
fined according to what interactions are possible between
the specific agents. To guarantee the graph is executable, we
constrain the edges so that no cycles are allowed.

To summarize, our graph describes how multiple agents
can collaborate to generate a response, where nodes repre-
sent agents and a final aggregation of their responses, and
edges the interactions between them. Correspondingly, the
goal of our AQA framework is to learn the most suitable
graph configuration for each incoming question.

3.4 Action Space
Our action space is the set of all possible answer strategies,
each represented by a different graph G. Therefore, select-
ing an answer strategy can be reformulated as choosing the
edges E of the graph. Zhuge et al. (2024) apply a policy gra-
dient approach with a graph sampling method to this prob-
lem; we differ by taking a CMAB approach.

Our motivation for this difference stems from the follow-
ing two observations: (i) the number of agents and their pos-
sible interactions is generally limited; and (ii) many possible
graphs have equivalent execution patterns. Therefore, the set
of graphs with unique answering strategies is finite and often
of a manageable size for CMAB algorithms. This is benefi-
cial, since it avoids the high variance of policy gradients and
their associated sampling, which can make CMABs more
effective.

In order to apply the CMAB algorithm, we first need to
compute the set of possible actions. Luckily, this only has
to be done once, as answering strategies are not question
specific. The set of graphs that represent unique answering
strategies are defined by any edges E that meet the following
constraints: (i) the resulting graph is a directed acyclic graph
(DAG); (ii) the final decision node has at least one incom-
ing edge and no outgoing edges; and (iii) every agent node
either has no edges or there exists a path from it to the final

1See (Zhuge et al. 2024) for other possible final decision nodes.



Figure 1: LinUCB expected rewards for individual agents action Space, dashed lines depict the real rewards per action.

node. We note that the final constraint prevents islands of in-
teracting agents that do not affect the final response. The set
of all graphs that meet these constraints is defined as G; for
the CMAB this is simply the set of possible discrete actions.

3.5 AQA: Adaptive QA via Contextual Bandit for
Multi-Agents Orchestration

Finally, we describe our complete AQA approach analogous
to Algorithm 1. We start with the set of agents L (Line 1),
and subsequently, pre-compute the set of possible actions G:
every graph that meets the conditions in Section 3.4 (Line 2–
11). As a result, G now represents every unique answer-
ing strategy possible through the collaboration between the
agents in L. For the CMAB algorithm, G contains the finite
set of discrete actions for the setting. We note that AQA al-
lows for more constraints on the graphs, e.g., on what agents
can interact directly, or a maximum on the number of agents
involved to bound computational costs.

Next, we define our objective to be optimized. As stated
before, we wish to balance the performance of a strategy
with the costs of its execution, on a per-question level. For
a question Qt at timestep t, let Pt denote performance, i.e.,
the correctness of the generated answer; and let Tt denote
the cost for generating it. Our reward signal is a linear com-
bination of Pt and Tt with parameters β ∈ [0, 1]:

rt = β · Pt − (1− β) · Tt. (3)

Our choice of CMAB algorithm is LinUCB (Li et al. 2010);
with the pre-computed action space, our problem matches
the LinUCB setting. Accordingly, we initialize LinUCBs

model parameters Aa and ba (Line 12–14). During training,
Aa aims to capture the covariance of context vectors xt, i.e.,
the correlation between different features, and ba the lin-
ear relationship between the features and rewards received.
The algorithm enters an indefinite loop (Line 16–27), that
repeats the following process: First, an incoming question
Qt is received and its features xt are observed (Line 17). A
context-specific upper bound on the reward for each action
is computed and the action with the highest value is selected
(Line 18–22). The corresponding answering strategy is exe-
cuted; the generated answer is presented to the user and the
performance Pt is observed (Line 23). The reward is com-
puted as a weighted average of Pt and the generation costs
Tt (Line 24). LinUCB updates its parameters accordingly
(Line 25–26) and the loop repeats. Over time, the param-
eters will converge such that the upper bounds of the best
answering strategies are greater than those of other actions.
Consequently, LinUCB can recognize and execute the best
answering strategy for every xt, given enough training time.
Importantly, because the answering strategies are selected
according to xt, AQA dynamically adapts its strategies to
the properties of each individual question.

4 Experiments
4.1 Agents
For all our experiments, the base LLM of all agents is Flan-
T5-XL which is also the model incorporated by Trivedi et al.
(2023) and Jeong et al. (2024). Our implementation of the
agents mirrors the exact setup, roles, prompts, retrieval mod-
els, and parameters used by Jeong et al. (2024).



Figure 2: LinUCB expected rewards for the collaborative action space, dashed line depicts real reward for the optimal action.

4.2 Dataset
We use the dataset developed by Jeong et al. (2024) for
building and evaluating RAG for QA systems. It features
a diverse array of questions, categorized into varying levels
of complexity. Each question has one of three complexity
labels that were generated using Flan-T5-XL: Label A in-
dicates that the question can be answered directly without
retrieval; label B requires single-step retrieval; and label C
necessitates multiple reasoning steps along with retrieval.

For our study, we randomly selected 210 questions and
their labels from this dataset for training purposes and 51
questions for testing. We maintained an equal distribution of
the three complexity labels in the sets to ensure a balanced
representation for training a CMAB. The complexity labels
are used as the contextual features xt for the CMAB.

4.3 Action Spaces
We perform two sets of experiments:
• Individual agents action space. Our first set covers a

simpler setting where graphs are limited to a single edge.
Consequently, the action space represents the responses
of individual agents, mimicking the setup of Jeong et al.
(2024). We use this setting to verify whether the CMAB
can learn the optimal context-agent mapping, without any
orchestration.

• Collaborative agents action space. The second set of ex-
periments places no additional limitations on the allowed
graph structures. This allows us to evaluate how well the
CMAB can optimize when collaboration and dynamic or-
chestration.

NoR OneR IRCoT

F1 Time (s) F1 Time (s) F1 Time (s)

Context A 0.914 0.66 0.677 6.46 0.730 189.78
Context B 0.061 0.66 0.518 7.34 0.580 192.30
Context C 0.066 0.67 0.146 6.41 0.458 184.85
Overall 0.347 0.66 0.447 6.74 0.589 188.97

Table 1: Performance of each individual agent on the train-
ing set (by F1-score and average time in seconds).

4.4 Setup and Hyperparameters
We train the LinUCB model for 20 and 50 epochs for the
individual and collaborative action spaces respectively, with
exploration parameter α = 2. For the reward, we set β = 0.5
and base the computation costs on execution time. We add
the multiplicative penalties: with St as execution time in sec-
onds, for the individual setting we set Tt = St

I[St>1]
1000 ; and

for the collaborative Tt = St

( I[1<St≤10]
10000 + I[St>10]

50

)
. Each

of our models (different setups of AQA and GPTSwarm)
are trained once by setting a fixed random seed. The experi-
ments are ran on a machine with two NVIDIA GeForce RTX
3090 GPUs, each with 24 GB of memory. Computational re-
sources are primarily used for hosting the LLMs and not for
training the CB models.

4.5 Evaluation Metric
In all experiments, we measure performance (Pt) using the
F1-score, calculated by comparing each agent’s generated



Figure 3: LinUCB action selection distribution for the collaborative action space.

response to the gold standard answer for the question. For
computation costs, we report the average execution time per
query, indicating the time it took for the executed action
(agent or collaborative graph) to generate the final response.

5 Experimental Results
To be able to interpret the results of our CMAB experiments,
we first assess the individual performance of each agent de-
fined in L′ on the training dataset (shown in Table 1). This
evaluation reveals distinct performance levels for each agent
across different complexity levels. The NoR agent excels
in the simplest scenarios, while IRCoT surpasses all others
at complexity levels B and C. At level B, IRCoT slightly
outperforms OneR (.580 versus .518), albeit at a signifi-
cantly higher time cost (192.30 versus 6.41 seconds). This
increase is due to IRCoT’s potential for up to 10 rounds of
retrieval and CoT, potentially enhancing document relevance
and “reasoning” toward the right answer, but at the expense
of greater response time in practical applications. In real-
world, the time cost translates to the waiting time for the
user to get a potential correct response from the system.

5.1 Optimization of Individual Agents Setup
In this set of experiments, we aim to verify whether CMAB
can learn to map the complexity level of incoming ques-
tions to the most optimal action in the individual action
space (where each action consists of choosing among possi-
ble set of agents L). To test this hypothesis, we need to verify
whether training LinUCB causes the expected reward for the

best action to converge toward the actual reward for that ac-
tion. We perform our experiments in both time-agnostic and
time-based modes to assess the effect of time consideration
in our framework:
• Time-agnostic reward. The first row of Figure 1 de-

picts the estimated reward for time-agnostic optimization
progress. Looking at this figure, we can see the results of
Table 1 also depicted here, as the CMAB learns to choose
the best-performing action for each relevant context (NoR
for context label A and IRCoT for context labels B and C).

• Time-based reward. Incorporating the time cost into the
reward calculation, we observe from the second row of
Figure 1 that the model progressively selects efficient ac-
tions for context B. Specifically, it favors the OneR agent,
which balances robust performance with reasonable pro-
cessing time.

5.2 Optimization of Collaborative Agents Setup
In this step, our goal is to verify whether AQA is able to
learn an optimal mapping between the complexity level of
questions and the suitable collaborative graph configuration.

• Time-agnostic reward. In Figures 2 and 3, the top rows
depict the expected rewards and action selection distri-
bution for LinUCB, without considering time in the re-
ward. These results reveal optimal actions identified for
each complexity label; NoR for context A, and IRCoT for
contexts B and C, based on F1-scores. The dotted lines in
the figures depict the real reward calculated for the best
possible action per context.



Figure 4: Edge probabilities distribution among NoR, OneR,
IRCoT, and FinalDecision nodes before (left) and after
(right) optimization using GPTSwarm. (Zhuge et al. 2024).

• Time-based reward. The bottom rows of Figures 2 and 3
depict results for training while including time cost in the
reward calculation. Considering both performance and the
time cost, the real reward for best actions per labels are
shown in the plots as dotted red lines. Including time in
reward calculation, we observe that the model preferen-
tially selects actions that balance efficacy with reason-
able execution times. Specifically, in context B, it prior-
itizes the configuration with OneR linked to the vfinal over
the configuration with IRCoT or a combination of better-
performing agents (i.e., OneR+IRCoT) connected to vfinal.

The results presented above demonstrate that our proposed
setup is useful in adaptive orchestration in both a disjoint
LLM setup, where the task is to choose the best agent for a
specific task, but also in an orchestration setup where mul-
tiple nodes/modules might be involved to answer a question
and the task there is to choose the best communication con-
figuration between these modules considering the character-
istics of the incoming question.

5.3 AQA vs GPTSwarm for Orchestration
Here, we aim to assess how a non-adaptive orchestration op-
timization affects the performance. To this aim, we compare
AQA and GPTSwarm (Zhuge et al. 2024) in collaborative
mode, train them both, and assess them on our test set. Both
models are trained and tested using the same graph structure
described in Section 3.3. As GPTSwarm does not allow for
the inclusion of either context or time cost in the proposed
framework, in our setup (similar to what Zhuge et al. (2024)
do in their MMLU experiment) at both training and test time
we feed each question to the framework and the optimization
gradually converges to the most optimal graph configuration
by optimizing towards better performance (F1-score).

The edge probability distribution of the graph before and
after REINFORCE optimization is shown in Figure 4. As
we can see, after training for 200 epochs, the final optimized
graph consists of both NoR and IRCoT agents, and the OneR
agent’s edge to the FinalDecision node is pruned out (edges
with probabilities lower than .5 are pruned out based on the
implementation by Zhuge et al. (2024)). This shows, as ex-
pected, that this static framework fails to adapt to different
complexity levels by routing for a good enough answering
strategy that is also time-efficient, as it only favors higher
accumulative F1 scores across time.

AQA (NT) AQA (T) GPTSwarm

F1 Time F1 Time F1 Time

Context A 1.0 6.18 1.0 6.18 0.862 12.78
Context B 0.568 12.04 0.539 8.73 0.327 12.79
Context C 0.523 11.75 0.523 11.75 0.317 12.76
Overall 0.697 9.99 0.687 8.89 0.502 12.78

Table 2: Evaluation of AQA (NT: Time-agnostic reward, T:
Time-based reward) and GPTSwarm (Zhuge et al. 2024) on
the test set by F1-score and time (log-transformed, in ms).
Both have been trained on the training set. For GPTSwarm,
the final optimized graph configuration is used for evalua-
tion.

The evaluation results on the test set are shown in Table 2.
The first two columns show the CMAB model (LinUCB)
with and without time considered in the reward implemen-
tation respectively and the last column is the final optimized
graph using REINFORCE. Using a fixed orchestration by
GPTSwarm, we observe a fall in performance for different
complexity levels, as it is not possible to adapt the strategy
based on the characteristics of the question, which leads to
a lower overall performance compared to AQA (NT and T).
Also, as the fixed configuration in GPTSwarm is also more
sophisticated (i.e. both NoR and IRCoT have edges to the
final decision node), the time cost is constantly higher com-
pared to AQA.

6 Discussion and Conclusion
In this study, we introduced AQA, a novel adaptive QA
framework that uniquely frames the adaptive QA problem
as a contextual multi-armed bandit problem, where the ac-
tion space is a set of graph structures among LLM agents
that describe their interactions. Thereby, the AQA frame-
work dynamically orchestrates the collaboration of multiple
agents in response to specific question characteristics. We
evaluated our approach using a multi-complexity-level QA
dataset and validated that our approach can successfully rec-
ognize the optimal mapping for each question type.

Future work could consider integrating additional mod-
els into the graph component and employing more advanced
contextual features for the questions, such as semantic rep-
resentations or predefined textual features. This direction
could also explore more advanced CB methods than the
LinUCB to enhance the scalability and applicability of our
framework. Another avenue for the future work is the com-
parison of our setup which is based on the society of mind
(SoM) theory (Minsky 1988; Zhuge et al. 2023), to mixture
of experts (MoE) based setups (Jiang et al. 2024; Zhou et al.
2022) as there are clear similarities but also distinctions such
as the agent roles definition, the routing strategy, and the
decision space. In SoM, each agent role is predefined and
no specific learning is happening at the agent (LLM) level.
Also, SoM allows for explicit natural language-based com-
munication between agents, which is not the case in MoE
architectures. It is interesting to compare the two setups to
understand how they potentially outperform or complement
each other for future LLM-based system designs.



Resources
The code and other resources needed to reproduce the re-
sults of this paper are publicly available at https://github.
com/informagi/AQA.
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