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ABSTRACT

Bandit optimization usually refers to the class of online optimization problems with limited feed-
back, namely, a decision maker uses only the objective value at the current point to make a new
decision and does not have access to the gradient of the objective function. While this name ac-
curately captures the limitation in feedback, it is somehow misleading since it does not have any
connection with the multi-armed bandits (MAB) problem class. We propose two new classes of
problems: the functional multi-armed bandit problem (FMAB) and the best function identification
problem. They are modifications of a multi-armed bandit problem and the best arm identification
problem, respectively, where each arm represents an unknown black-box function. These problem
classes are a surprisingly good fit for modeling real-world problems such as competitive LLM train-
ing. To solve the problems from these classes, we propose a new reduction scheme to construct
UCB-type algorithms, namely, the F-LCB algorithm, based on algorithms for nonlinear optimiza-
tion with known convergence rates. We provide the regret upper bounds for this reduction scheme
based on the base algorithms’ convergence rates. We add numerical experiments that demonstrate
the performance of the proposed scheme.

Keywords multi-armed bandit problem · UCB algorithm · online convex optimization

1. Introduction

The Multi-Armed Bandit problem (MAB) and Online Convex Optimization (OCO) are frameworks to model and solve
sequential decision problems with a deep connection. Thus, it is only expected that there exist both bandit optimization
and online optimization algorithms to solve MAB problems. What we find surprising is that there seem to be no works
that generalize the multi-armed bandit setup on functions, i.e., to the case where one models an unknown function as
an arm instead of a random variable with an unknown reward distribution. This paper aims to fill this gap.

The lack of this kind of problem statement is probably related to the OCO setup, where the new loss function is
generated by the environment or by the adversary at each time step. This contradicts the main idea of MAB, where arms
could be chosen at any time, and the main aim is to find a policy that balances the exploration of arms and the costs that
this exploration incurs. What’s there to explore if an arm is available only once? The answer is that there is plenty to
explore if functions (arms) are fixed, i.e., if we work in the paradigm of classical black-box optimization. For example,
consider the problem of training an ML model. If the model size is moderate, one can train it without concerns.
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However, if the model is extremely large or a particular model has to be chosen according to costly quality metrics,
the training process becomes more tricky. This kind of practical problem motivates the introduced modifications of
the standard settings.

Consider black-box functions f1, . . . , fK accessed via oracles Oi, i = 1, . . . ,K (exact or inexact). We want to find
the best function i∗ = argmin1≤i≤K minx∈Di

fi(x) as fast as possible, but we can iterate only one function it at each
time step t and observe the oracle response Oit(x

it
t ).

1.1 Our contributions
• Theory I: In Section 2, we introduce novel problem statements, namely, functional multi-armed bandit

(FMAB) and best function identification (BFI) problems. We also show examples of real-world problems
that could be modeled as special cases of proposed problem classes.

• Theory II: In Section 3 we introduce our novel algorithm F-LCB for FMAB and BFI problems. We also
prove regret rates for general FMAB and deterministic BFI problems based on convergence rates for base
algorithms.

• Practice: In Section 4, we demonstrate the performance of the proposed algorithm for the FMAB problem in
the series of experiments that included synthetic problems (deterministic and stochastic) and real (competitive
training of neural networks on CIFAR10 dataset).

1.2 Related works

This section briefly describes OCO and MAB frameworks and discusses the Bandit convex optimization (BCO) in
more detail.

OCO model. The online convex optimization model was first introduced in [1]. We refer to [2, 3, 4] as the best
introductory material. The OCO learning protocol could be defined as follows: an agent at each time step t = 1, . . . , T
chooses decision vector xt ∈ K from a given convex feasible set K and suffers loss ft(xt), where the loss function
ft ∈ F : K → R is convex and unknown to the agent before he makes his choice. Here, F is the bounded family of
cost functions available to the environment or adversary.

In the OCO model, it is usually assumed that the agent has access to oracle Ot(xt), which provides information about
the already-revealed loss function. It could be either gradient ∇ft(xt) (exact or inexact), Hessian, or some other
information. The agent’s goal is to minimize regret:

R(T ) = sup
{f1,...,fT }∈F

[
T∑

t=1

ft(xt)−min
x∈K

T∑
t=1

ft(x)

]
.

The OCO model can be implemented in many important applications, such as portfolio selection, algorithms for model
training in machine learning, and many others. Some applications assume that we have restricted access to the loss
functions. This inspires the development of so-called bandit convex optimization (BCO).

BCO model. Consider a case where the agent only observes the value of the loss function (i.e., ft(xt)) and does
not know the loss had she chosen a different point x ∈ K at time t. This setting was introduced in [5]. On the other
hand, most standard OCO algorithms use first-order oracles that return gradient vectors, and thus, their direct usage
is hindered. The primary solution for this case is to construct the required oracle artificially by approximating the
gradient using loss function values. This scheme is used to construct algorithms for the MAB problem by reducing it
to the OCO model.

MAB problem. The multi-armed bandit problem has a history going back to the works [6] and [7]. An enormous
body of works has accumulated over time, various subsets of which have been covered in several books [8, 9, 10, 11].

The stochastic MAB problem could be defined as follows: an agent (decision maker) at each time step t = 1, . . . , T
chooses action (arm) At from the given action set S = {a1, . . . , ak} and suffers stochastic loss lt(At). The agent
can observe losses only for the chosen action at each step. This is called bandit feedback. For each arm a, the reward
distribution Da with expectation Ex∼Da [x] = µ(a) is fixed but unknown to the agent. At each round t when action a
is chosen (i.e. At = a) stochastic loss lt(At) is sampled from distribution DAt independently. The agent’s goal is to
construct a learning algorithm that minimizes regret

E[R(T )] =

T∑
t=1

[µ(At)− µ∗] ,

2
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where µ∗ = argmina∈A µ(a).

Another important setting is adversarial MAB [12], where losses are not stochastic but chosen by an adversary to harm
the agent. One of the leading research topics has recently been the so-called best-of-two-worlds algorithms [13, 14],
which achieve optimal regret bounds in stochastic and adversarial settings. This class of algorithms usually uses a
reduction of the MAB problem to the prediction with expert advice problem [8] (i.e., from bandit feedback to full
feedback) followed by the use of the online mirror descent, which is one of the primary OCO algorithms.

There were a few different attempts to generalize the MAB framework. Most of the proposed models do not change
the idea that each arm corresponds to a random variable with an unknown distribution but change the feedback struc-
ture. For example, X -bandits, proposed in [15, 16], generalize the MAB problem on arbitrary measurable space of
arms. In functional bandits [17], the agent plays arm i, the random variable Xi is sampled, say xt

i, and the value
f(xt

i) is observed. The aim is to find the arm that maximizes the expected functional value. In the contextual MAB
(CMAB) problem [18, 19, 20, 21], at each step t the agent first observes context θt, then chooses arm xt and receives
payoff, typically in the form f(xt, θt) + ζt. Other problem formulations, such as Lipschitz bandits [22, 23], gener-
alized linear bandits [24], and others also follow the scheme, where each arm corresponds to a random variable or
vector. The interpretation of optimized functions as arms appears in [25, 26]. In both works, the goal is to optimize
multiple functions simultaneously with a limited compute budget. The mutli-armed bandit framework selects a poorly
optimized function to optimize in every round. In the next section, we present the functional multi-armed bandit and
best function identification problems, where an arm corresponding to unknown functions is equipped with a black-box
oracle.

2. Problem statement

This section presents the functional modification of the MAB problem and best function identification problem. In
addition, we discuss the particular applications that best fit the presented problem statements.

2.1 Functional Multi-Armed Bandit problem (FMAB)

Given convex objective functions f1 : Rn1 → R, . . . , fK : RnK → R and convex decision sets D1, . . . ,DK at each
t ∈ [0, T ] round, the agent chooses index it ∈ {1, . . . ,K} and the decision vector xt,it ∈ Dit ⊆ Rnit ; the agent
receives oracle feedback Oit(x

t,it). The regret is defined as:

RO(T ) =

T∑
t=1

[
l(it, x

t,it)− f∗] = T∑
t=1

[
fit(x

t,it)− f∗] , (1)

where f∗ = min
1≤i≤K

min
x∈Di

fi(x). The agent aims to minimize regret RO through a specific rules for selection index it

and decision vector xt,it .

2.2 Best Function Identification problem (BFI)

Given convex objective functions f1 : Rn1 → R, . . . , fK : RnK → R and convex decision sets D1, . . . ,DK at each
t ∈ [0, T ] round, the agent chooses index it ∈ {1, . . . ,K} and the decision vector xt,it ∈ Dit ⊆ Rnit ; the agent
observes the loss fit(x

t,it). We assume that the agent has access to the oracles Oi(x) for each objective function fi
and the oracle is the only source of information provided for each subproblem Pi defined by fi and Di (i.e., we use
the black-box assumption). At the end of T rounds, the agent selects an arm, denoted by JT . After that, regret RB

is evaluated as the difference between the reward of the minimum of the optimal function and the reward of JT , or
formally:

RB(T ) = min
x∈DJT

fJT
(x)− f∗, (2)

where f∗ = min
1≤i≤k

min
x∈Di

fi(x). The subscript B in the regret expression RB(T ) represents the regret for the BFI

(best function identification) problem. Note that the BFI problem is analog for the well-known best arm identification
problem [27].

2.3 Applications

Competitive large language models training. The most cost-efficient model is usually unknown beforehand for
many new application domains. At the same time, large language models and other modern NN-based models are

3
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very costly to train [28]. This makes the standard trial-and-run approach very inefficient. Within our framework,
the model selection problem for minimizing training cost could be represented as follows. Assume that there are
k candidate models. Each model i ∈ {1, . . . , k} is denoted by the number of parameters ni, feasible decision set
Di ⊆ Rni and domain-specific quality metric w.r.t. training cost fi : Di → R. Then regret represents the sum of
training costs for the optimal model and additional costs for experiments for other models:

RO(T ) =

T∑
t=1

[
fit(x

t,it)− f∗]
=

∑
it=i∗

[
fi∗(x

t,i∗)− f∗
]
+

∑
it ̸=i∗

[
fi∗(x

t,i∗)− f∗
]
,

where i∗ = argmin
1≤i≤k

min
x∈Di

fi(x) is the index of the optimal model.

Context-aware adaptive ads recommendation. Most ads were static banners or static texts in the early internet era.
This setup was perfect for MAB algorithms that aim to capture the exploration-exploitation tradeoff for algorithms
that choose from a discrete set of options (ads), each with fixed but unknown and noisy rewards. Later, when user
information and query history became available, new context-aware models, such as contextual MAB or NN-based
recommendation systems, became the new focus. Currently, many ads are not static and could be adapted to user
preferences by a set of parameters or generated according to user preferences by gen-AI models. Thus, each session
is an opportunity to train the model (for a specific ad poster), assess the model, and utilize the model. This paradigm
could be modeled with our framework, where every candidate function fi corresponds to the i-th target metric for ads
recommender system Fi(x, θ) : Di → R, where θ is a user-specific context.

3. F-LCB algorithm

Let us consider the optimization problem
min
x∈D

f(x),

where the function f : Rn → R and feasible set D ⊂ Rn are accessible through the oracle O (possibly inexact).
Oracles were initially introduced in [29] as an appropriate routine to model algorithms’ complexity in the black-box
case. Oracles are an information bridge between general algorithmic schemes and particular optimization problems.
Namely, after the algorithm gives a new testing point, the oracle takes this point as input and returns problem-specific
information at this testing point, such as objective value, objective gradient, Hessian, etc., and feeds this information
back to the algorithm to get a new testing point. For example, the first-order oracle corresponding to the unconstrained
nonlinear optimization problems typically works as follows: O(x) = {f(x),∇f(x)}.

Denote optimal point x∗ = argminx∈D f(x).
Definition 1. An algorithm

xk+1 = A (x0,O(x0), . . . , xk,O(xk))

is called g(k, δ)-bounding algorithm if for any k ∈ N and δ > 0 inequality

f(xk)− f(x∗) ≤ g(k, δ)

holds with a probability of at least 1− δ.

If there exists a function g(k) such that f(xk)− f(x∗) ≤ g(k), we say that algorithm A is g(k)-bounding.

Function g(k, δ) (or g(k) in the deterministic case) represents the convergence rate for algorithm A. The notation
g(k) is more convenient for deterministic algorithms with exact oracles, such as the gradient descent algorithm. In
contrast, g(k, δ) is more appropriate for stochastic methods or methods utilizing inexact oracle. Now, we are ready
to present our F-LCB algorithm, which constructs UCB-type algorithms for both FMAB and BFI problems, taking
g(k, δ) (g(k))-bounding algorithm as the main ingredient.
Remark 1. If f(x) is also noisy, the function must be sampled multiple times at each point. The number of samples
must be sufficient to ensure that the inaccuracy in the function evaluation is smaller than the uncertainty in proximity
to the optimal point.

The main idea of Algorithm 1 is to treat base optimization algorithms’ convergence rates as confidence intervals
to construct the lower confidence bound on the objective value of the chosen arm. So, the overall scheme is as

4
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Algorithm 1 F-LCB algorithm

Require: g(k, δ)-bounded optimization method A, number of functions K, period T , initial estimates xP1
0 , . . . , xPK

0 ,
parameter δ (δ = 0 for deterministic setup).

1: Run A for each function i (i = 1, . . . ,K) to compute xPi
1 = A(xPi

0 ,OPi
(xPi

0 )).
2: For each function i (i = 1, . . . ,K) set ki = 1 and initialize LCBi(ki, δ) = fi(x

Pi
1 )− g(ki, δ).

3: for t = 1, . . . , T do
4: Choose function it = argmin

1≤i≤K
LCBi(ki, δ).

5: Compute
x
Pit

kit+1 = A(x
Pit
0 ,OPit

(x
Pit
0 ), . . . , x

Pit

kit
,OPit

(x
Pit

kit
)).

6: Update LCB index of the played function and preserve others:

LCBit(ki + 1, δ) =

{
LCBi(ki, δ), i ̸= it,

fit(x
Pit

kit+1)− g(kit + 1, δ), i = it.

7: Increase iteration counter for the played arm: kit := kit + 1.
8: end for

follows: each optimization problem Pi defined by (fi,Di) equipped with gi(k, δ)-bounded algorithm Ai, suitable
for Pi problem class. Then, at each time step t, our algorithm chooses the it-th arm. Therefore, we run an iteration of
Ait based on the current optimistic estimation LCBi(x

Pi
t ) of the corresponding objectives’ optimal values f∗

it
.

This is a direct application of ideas introduced in the seminal paper [30] if one uses convergence rates for optimization
algorithms instead of concentration rates of statistical estimators. This approach was proposed in [31] for MAB with
heavy tails. Note that one could use different base optimization algorithms Ai for different i. Next, we present the
regret rates for F-LCB algorithm in Table 1.

Table 1: Regret estimates for BFI and FMAB problems in deterministic case.
Function Cost per iter. Base optimizer # iter for RB ≤ ε RO(T )

Convex M -Lipschitz 1 ∇, 1 proj. PGD
K∑
i=1

⌈
M2

i R
2
i

max(f∗
i −f∗− ε

2 ,
ε
2 )

2

⌉
O
(
RM

√
KT

)
Convex L-smooth 1 ∇ AGD

K∑
i=1

⌈√
LiR2

i

max(f∗
i −f∗− ε

2 ,
ε
2 )

⌉
O
(
KLR2

)
µ-convex M -Lipschitz 1 ∇, 1 proj. PGD

K∑
i=1

⌈
M2

i

µi max(f∗
i −f∗− ε

2 ,
ε
2 )

⌉
O
(

M2

µ K log T
K

)
µ-convex L-smooth 1 ∇ AGD

K∑
i=1

⌈√
Li

µi
log

(
µiR

2
i

max(f∗
i −f∗− ε

2 ,
ε
2 )

)⌉
O
(
KR2 exp

{
− T

K
√
κ

})

3.1 Notations

Let us recap here the main notations used below. We denote f∗ = min
1≤i≤K

min
x∈Di

fi(x) and let i∗ be the corresponding

index. Suppose the function fi is optimized by the algorithm Ai on set Di. Denote by Ri = sup
x,y∈Di

∥x− y∥ the

diameter of the optimization set. Let ki,t be the number of calls to the algorithm for the i-th function at time t. Denote
by xi,t the point of i-th function at time t.

Further, we introduce the following parameters of convex function. Let fi be a convex function. Then

µi

2
∥x− y∥22 ≤ fi(y)− fi(x)− ⟨∇fi(x), y − x⟩ ≤ Li

2
∥x− y∥22 +Mi∥x− y∥2. (3)

Here, some values may be zeroed, and then we get different classes of optimization problems. Denote by µi a strongly
convexity constant of fi, Mi is a Lipschitz constant of fi, and Li is a Lipschitz constant of function gradient ∇fi.
Also denote by M = max1≤i≤K Mi, L = max1≤i≤K Li, µ = min1≤i≤K µi, κ = min1≤i≤K

Li

µi
.

5
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3.2 Deterministic FMAB

Theorem 1. Consider a deterministic FMAB problem. Then the following regret bound holds for Algorithm 1 for all
τ ∈ 1, T :

RO(τ) ≤
τ∑

t=1

git(kit,t) =

K∑
i=1

ki,τ∑
k=1

gi(k). (4)

Proof. Let it denote the arm selected at time t. Then, its LCB value is the smallest one among the arms. That is, for
all j:

LCBit(kit,t) = fit(x
it,kit,t)− git(kit,t) ≤ fj(x

j,kj,t)− gj(kj,t) ≤ f∗
j . (5)

In particular, this holds w.r.t. the best arm, yielding an estimate of the per-step regret:

fit(x
it,kit,t)− git(kit,t) ≤ f∗ ⇒ fit(x

it,kit,t)− f∗
(⋆)

≤ git(kit,t). (6)

Summing up inequality (⋆) for t = 1, τ we get regret rate:

τ∑
t=1

fit(x
it,kit )− f∗

(1)

≤
τ∑

t=1

git(kit)
(2)
=

K∑
i=1

ki,τ∑
t=1

gi(t). (7)

The equality (2) is obtained by grouping terms over arms.

3.3 Deterministic BFI

In the deterministic case, algorithm A has access to an exact oracle. Also, here we use deterministic algorithms, for
which the bound inequality fi(x

t,i) − f∗
i ≤ gi(ki,t) holds at all steps. This is usually a version of the algorithm that

adjusts learning rate-like parameters.
Theorem 2. Consider a deterministic BFI problem. We denote by f∗ the minimum value among f∗

i for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k.
To achieve regret bound RB(T ) = min

x∈DJT

fJT
(x)− f∗ ≤ ε, Algorithm 1 requires at most

T = 1 +

k∑
i=1

g−1
i

(
max

[
f∗
i − f∗ − ε

2
,
ε

2

])
(8)

testing points, where g−1
i (ε) = min{τ : fi(xt)− f∗

i ≤ ε ∀t ≥ τ}.

Proof. Let’s assume without loss of generality that f∗ = f∗
1 . Let ki,t be the number of oracle Oi calls to the Algo-

rithm 1 for the i-th function at time t. Note that, for all k1,t ≥ 1, we have f1(x
1,t)− g1(k1,t) ≤ f∗.

Consider the step T − 1. There exists a subproblem Pi (1 ≤ i ≤ k) for which the oracle Oi was called at least
k∗i = g−1

i (max(f∗
i − f∗

1 − ε
2 ,

ε
2 )) times, i.e. ki,T−1 ≥ k∗i . We consider two steps.

Step 1. If at step T the algorithm chooses to optimize fi, then the following inequality holds:

fi(x
i,T−1)− gi(ki,T−1) ≤ f1(x

1,T−1)− g1(k1,T−1) ≤ f∗
1 .

If f∗
i − f∗ > ε, then:

fi(x
i,T−1)− gi(ki,T−1) ≥ fi(x

i,T−1)− (f∗
i − f∗

1 − ε

2
) = f∗

1 + (fi(x
i,T−1)− f∗

i ) +
ε

2
≥ f∗

1 +
ε

2
.

We have a contradiction inequality f∗
1 + ε

2 ≤ f∗
1 . Thus, we have obtained that the algorithm requests an oracle Oi

more than k∗i times only if f∗
i − f∗ ≤ ε.

Step 2. If at step T − 1 there does not exist any subproblem Pi such that the oracle Oi was invoked more than k∗i
times, then it follows that the oracle Oi has been called exactly ki,T−1 = k∗i times for each subproblem Pk by step
T − 1, for all i : 1 ≤ i ≤ k. This is due to the fact that:

ki,T−1 = k∗i = g−1
i

(
max

[
f∗
i − f∗ − ε

2
,
ε

2

])
∀i : 1 ≤ i ≤ k.

6
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Moving to step T , the algorithm chooses arm fi with ki,T > k∗i . This is possible only if f∗
i − f∗

1 ≤ ε, which we have
proven above at Step 1. Therefore, we have:

R(T ) = f∗
i − f∗

1 ≤ ε.

3.4 Stochastic FMAB with inexact oracle

To bound the expected regret, we define a clean event as follows:

Eclean =
{
∀i ∈ 1,K, ∀t ∈ 1, T : fi(xi,t)− f∗

i ≤ g(δ1, ni,t)
}

(9)

The probability of this event can be bounded from below. Indeed, if the concentration inequality holds with probability
P [fi(xi,t)− f∗

i ≥ g(ki,t, δ)] ≤ δ. Then, applying the union bound, we get: P[Eclean] ≥ 1− Tkδ.
Assumption 1. Functions are bounded above, i.e. max1≤i≤K maxxi∈Di fi(xi) ≤ A.

With Assumption 1, we get the following regret bound:

E[R(T )] = E[R(T ) | Eclean] · P[Eclean] + E[R(T ) | Eclean] · P[Eclean] (10)

≤ E[R(T ) | Eclean] +KT 2Aδ. (11)

Theorem 3. Consider a stochastic FMAB problem. Let A be a g(k, δ)-bounded algorithm with gi(k, δ) being the
bounding functions for the corresponding problem minx∈Di

fi(x). Then for Algorithm 1 the following inequality
holds:

RO(T ) ≤
K∑
i=1

ki,T∑
t=1

gi (t, δ) + δKT 2 ·A, (12)

where A = max1≤i≤K maxxi∈Di fi(xi).

Proof. Expected regret under a bad event is lower than δKT 2A. In the conditions of a clean event, the regret is
bounded as in Theorem 1. It only remains to add them up according to the inequality (12).

We introduce the following assumptions about the oracle noise to obtain regret bounds.
Assumption 2. Feasible sets Di are compact. The algorithm Ai can access a noisy first-order oracle of function fi.
For any x ∈ Di, algorithm Ai utilizes a gradient estimate Gi(x, ξ) such that:

∇fi(x) = EGi(x, ξ), (13)

E∥Gi(x, ξ)−∇fi(x)∥2 ≤ σ2
i , (14)

∥∇fi(x)∥ ≤ M. (15)

Assumption 3. For any x we have:

E exp{∥Gi(x, ξ)−∇fi(x)∥2/σ2
i } ≤ 1. (16)

Denote σ = max1≤i≤K σi. Next, let us look at different classes of optimization problems.

M -Lipschitz, L-smooth, convex functions. Stochastic AGD from section 4 in [32] is used for this class of functions.
From proposition 4.5, which requires Assumptions 2 and 3, we get:

P
[
f(xt)− f∗ ≥ 4LR

t(t+ 1)
+ 2

γR√
t

M2 + σ2

γ
√
t

+

(
σR√
t
+

σ2

γ
√
t

)
log

(
1

δ

)]
≤ δ (17)

Hence for δ = 1
KT 3/2 we get the following regret bound:

RO(T ) ≤ O

(
LR+

√
KT

(
γR+

M2 + σ2

γ
+

(
σR+

σ2

γ

)
log (KT )

)
+A

√
T

)
(18)

7
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M -Lipschitz, µ-strongly convex, nonsmooth functions. For this setup, we use the Stochastic AGD algorithm from
section 4 in [32]. From proposition 4.6, we get:

P
[
f(xt)− f∗ ≥ 4LR

t(t+ 1)
+

M2 + σ2

µ(t+ 1)
+

(
σR√
t
+

4σ2

µt

)
log

(
KT

δ

)]
≤ δ (19)

Hence for δ = 1
KT 3/2 the following regret bound is satisfied:

RO(T ) ≤ O

(
LR+

M2 + σ2

µ
+ log (KT ) +

σ2

µ
log2 (KT ) +

√
KTσR log (KT ) +A

√
T

)
. (20)

4. Numerical experiments

To illustrate the performance of the proposed approach, we consider synthetic test cases for convex smooth and non-
smooth functions. The case of smooth convex functions with inexact first-order oracles is also included in our experi-
mental evaluation. Finally, we consider the CIFAR10 image classification task and use F-LCB algorithm to automat-
ically identify the best architecture of neural network to solve this task. To reproduce the presented results, a reader
can use the source code from the GitHub repository https://github.com/IAIOnline/multiobjective_opt.

4.1 FMAB: smooth convex functions

We consider the following set of smooth convex functions:

fi(x) =
√
1 + (x− x∗

i )
⊤Σi(x− x∗

i ) + ci, (21)

where Σi ∈ Rd×d is a diagonal matrix with nonnegative values in the diagonal. We set the first diagonal element equal
to one and generate other diagonal components as a exp(−5ξ) where ξ ∼ U [0, 1]. The minima of the i-th function is
at x∗

i and equal to fi(x
∗
i ) = ci. In this case, functions are not strongly convex but have a Lipschits gradient with Li

equal to the maximum diagonal element. We use accelerated gradient descent (AGD) [33, 34] as a base optimizer in
this setup.

According to [35], the function g has the following form for this base optimizer: gi(t) =
2Li∥x0,i−x⋆∥2

t2+5t+6 and hense the
regret is bounded by constant O(KLR2). We generate K = 3 instances of functions and run the algorithm for T =
200 steps. The dimension of the target variable x is d = 20 for generated K instances. Figure 1 presents the regret,
convergence rate, and functions values curves for this setup. These plots show that our F-LCB algorithm automatically
selects the function with the smallest optimal value. After some iterations, it minimizes only this function, while
the target variables for other functions are not updated. The stepwise decreasing of f3 in Figure 1c illustrates such
behavior. Thus, our algorithm identifies the smooth convex function f1 among other similar functions {f2, f3} such
that its minimal value f∗

1 is smaller than f∗
2 and f∗

3 .

0 25 50 75 100 125 150
# iteration, i

20

40

60

80

Re
gr

et
,R

O

(a) Cumulative regret

0 25 50 75 100 125 150
# iteration, i

10 4

10 3

10 2

10 1

100

101

f k
(x

i)
f* k

f *
1 =0.5

f *
2 =1.0

f *
3 =1.5

(b) Convergence rate

0 25 50 75 100 125 150
# iteration, i

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

f k
(x

i)

f *
1 =0.5

f *
2 =1.0

f *
3 =1.5

(c) Function values

Figure 1: Dependence of cumulative regret (left), convergence rate (center), and function values (right) on iterations of
F-LCB algorithms for FMAB setup with smooth convex functions (21). We see that regret stops growing after some
iterations, and our algorithm minimizes only the function with the smallest minimal value.
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4.2 FMAB: nonsmooth convex functions

The next testing scenario for our algorithm is the nonsmooth convex setup. We consider piece-wise linear functions:

fi(x) = max
k=1,...,p

(a⊤kix+ bik) + ci (22)

and the corresponding feasible sets Di = [−4, 4]di . We consider K = 3 functions and run the algorithm for T = 1000
steps. We use p = {5, 10, 12} linear functions for given minimal values [0.5, 1, 1.5] respectively. The dimension of the
target variable x is d = 20. We use the Subgradient Method with Triple Averaging (SGMTA) [36] as a base optimizer
for such functions. For this base optimizer, we have the following gi(t) =

MiRi√
t

. Hence, cumulative regret is bounded

by O
(
RM

√
KT

)
. The resulting cumulative regret and function values are presented in Figure 2. The convergence

of our F-LCB algorithm demonstrates that the minimization process for the target objective function f1 leads to faster
convergence to the minimum. In addition, other functions f2 and f3 are stuck quite far from the minimal values since
the better function f1 is identified.
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Figure 2: Dependence of cumulative regret (left), convergence rate (center), and functions values (right) on the number
of iterations of F-LCB for FMAB setup with nonsmooth convex functions (22). The function with the smallest minimal
value among other functions is identified and the smallest minimum is achieved.

4.3 FMAB: smooth convex functions with inexact oracle

To emulate the inexact oracle for the smooth convex setup, we again consider functions (21) but add noise to the
gradients. In particular, the gradient estimate is computed as Gi(x, ξ) = ∇fi(x) +

σi√
d
ξ, where ξ ∼ N (0, I). We use

stochastic accelerated gradient descent (SAGD) as a base optimizer and parameters from proposition 4.5 in [32] that
give E[f(xt)] − f∗ ≤ O(1)

(
2γR+ 4

√
2(M2+σ2)

3γ

)
1√
t
. Therefore, regret is bounded as (18). We consider K = 3

functions and T = 1500 steps. The dimension of the target variable is d = 20, and the variance in the noise is σ = 2.
Since setup is stochastic, we run the optimization process 20 times, plot mean values of considered metrics, and show
[0.05, 0.95] percent confidence interval by shaded area. Figure 3 shows that despite the noise in the gradient estimate,
our algorithm finds the best arm. The main difference with the deterministic setup is that the convergence curves
shown in Figure 3b are less distinguished. However, Figure 3c demonstrates that our F-LCB algorithm pays more
attention to the minimization of f1 rather than f2 and f3.

4.4 BFI: neural networks for solving image classification problem

This section considers an application of the proposed F-LCB algorithm to the training neural network models on the
CIFAR10 dataset [37]. The main challenge in applying neural networks to sovle practical problem is the choice of
the proper architecture for given memory budget of available GPUs. In our experiment, we consider five different
models that have almost the same number parameters (≈ 11.5M) but structure them in a completely different manner.
In particular, we select the following models: ResNet18 [38], convolution neural network similar to VGG [39], which
we refer as VGG, shallow MLP with only two large linear layers, which we denote as ShallowMLP and deep MLP
with eight linear layers of moderate size, which we denote as DeepMLP. The number of trainable parameters in the
considered models is presented in Table 2. Note that DeepMLPNorm has the same structure as DeepMLP except the
intermediate normalization layers added to improve stability of the gradient propagation. More detailed description of
the considered model can be find in the source code. We expect that our F-LCB algorithm identifies the best neural
network architecture to solve image classification task.
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Figure 3: Dependence of cumulative regret (left), convergence rate (center), and functions values (right) on iterations
of the F-LCB algorithm in the FMAB setup for smooth convex functions with inexact oracles. The function with the
smallest minimum is found automatically even in the case of a poor initial guess.

Table 2: Number of trainable parameters in the considered candidate neural networks.
Model name # parameters

ShallowMLP 12.64M
DeepMLP 11.55M
DeepMLPNorm 11.57M
VGG 11.47M
ResNet18 11.17M

Training hyperparameters. We use a batch size of 64 and the Adam optimizer [40] with a learning rate of 10−4.
Each arm pull consists of 40 optimization steps. The budget for F-LCB is T = 200. We split the entire dataset into
three parts: train (45000 samples), validation (5000 samples), and test (10000 samples) sets.

LCB estimation. In this setup, we define the pull of the i-th arm as 40 optimization steps to update the parameters of
the i-th model based on the minibatches of samples from the training set. After that, validation set is used to evaluate
the loss and accuracy of the updated model and update the corresponding LCB. Due to the non-convex nature of the
neural network optimization, convergence guarantees do not directly apply. Therefore, we use a heuristic approach
motivating by the results from stochastic optimization theory [32] to define the function g. In particular, we define
g(t) = 4·fi(x1,i)√

t
, where a nominator corresponds to the estimate the maximum function devotion during the training

process, and x1,i is the parameter vector obtained after the first 40 updates of the initializations. Since neural network
training could lead to a large variance in validation losses, we compute the LCB based on the best validation loss for
each model obtained up to the current step.

Best model identification results. We run the proposed algorithm 10 times and report the averaged test loss and test
accuracy of the models in Figure 4. In addition, we show the [0.1, 0.9] quantile confidence interval via the shaded area.
Figure 4 demonstrates that the F-LCB algorithm confidently identifies the two best models. Moreover, the identified
models are ResNet18, and VGG which are convolutional neural networks and therefore more efficient in solving the
considered image classification problem [41]. In addition, note that ResNet18 dominates VGG during the first 150
iterations of our algorithm. Thus, we confirm that the proposed framework is relevant for the online identification of
the best neural network for a particular dataset.

We compare our approach with the naı̈ve baseline based on the early stopping technique. The early stopping technique
stops training if the model’s test accuracy does not improve by more than 1% over the consequent 5 epochs. We
subsequently train the considered neural networks with the early stopping technique and identify the best model based
on the best test accuracy. This baseline identifies the ResNet18 as the best model, too. However, it requires 19± 0.8
minutes averaged for five runs. At the same time, the proposed F-LCB algorithm identifies the best model only for
9 ± 0.5 minutes averaged over the same number of runs for 200 pulls, which is enough in our case to estimate best
arms. In addition, beyond accelerating model selection, our approach monitors the model training online and provides
real-time insights into confidence intervals for models’ learning curves.
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Figure 4: Test accuracy and loss of the considered models. The shaded area shows [0.1; 0.9] quantiles after running
for 10 times. ResNet18 and VGG models are the most efficient for solving the considered task that coincides with the
previous studies.

5. Conclusion

This work investigated strategies for the functional version of the multi-armed bandit problem (FMAB) and a strat-
egy for the best function identification (BFI). It has proposed a simple UCB-type algorithm, F-LCB, that uses basic
optimization methods with known large deviation bounds as a routine to construct LCB estimates on arms. It also
establishes regret rate guarantees for FMAB and deterministic BFI problems.

Extensions of this work may concentrate on the following problems. (i) What is the lower bound for stochastic FMAB?
(ii) Suppose that our subproblems are not purely black-box and we have access to the dual subproblem. It could be used
to construct new LCB estimates. Could we do better with this duality-based LCB? (iii) Usually, we cannot guarantee
convergence rates even when oracles are exact for the non-convex case. Could we use other estimation techniques to
supplement, for example, the Adam algorithm as a base for FMAB and make it usable to train LLM-type models?
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A. Lower bounds

Next we show that lower bounds for BFI problem setting could be derived from lower bounds for related optimization
problems. We establish them for deterministic algorithms. Next we proceed with a general reduction scheme to obtain
lower bounds for our problem based on lower bounds for respective optimization problems.

Denote by Pi (1 ≤ i ≤ k) optimization problem

min
x∈Di

fi(x),

and by f∗
i the value of the objective at the solution. For simplicity reasons, we assume that objective functions are

from the same class f1, . . . , fk ∈ F and that each function is equipped with the oracle from the same class and
feasibility sets Di are nonempty convex sets with the same difficulty for oracles. The complexity of each Pi (in
terms of [29]) is the same, i.e. each problem has the same lower bound. To make it more precise, there exists a
function g(H, t) such that for each algorithm A and resulting sequence of feasible test points {xt}∞t=1 defined as
xt+1 = A (x1,O(x1), . . . , xt,O(xt)) there exists a problem instance P defined by parameters H = (f,D) and
oracle O the following inequation holds:

f(xt)−min
x∈D

f(x) ≥ g(H, t). (23)

Function g(H, t) is much easier to comprehend if it can be factorized as g(H, t) = ϕ(H) · t−α and then used Ω(t−α)
notation instead. For example, in the case of unconstrained minimizing a smooth convex objective equipped with a
first-order oracle, in the seminal work [29] shows that optimal rates are t−2. We will call lower bound sharp and
uniform for an algorithm family W = {A} and problem family S = {P} such that for any algorithm A from W there
exists a problem P such that the following equality holds f(xt)−minx∈D f(x) ≥ g(HP , t) for each time t > 0.

We also need to introduce the concept of optimal algorithm, i.e. the algorithm A∗ with convergence rate same as lower
bound up to constant:

f(xt)−min
x∈D

f(x) ≤ CA∗g(H, t), (24)

where CA∗ > 0 is some known constant.

For the problem of unconstrained minimization of smooth convex objectives equipped with a first-order oracle, the
renowned Nesterov’s accelerated gradient descent (AGD) [34] is optimal. Actually, monotone version of AGD is
needed, since we introduce uniform lower bound, that holds for each time step t.

A.1 Best function identification problem

Assuming that the agent has access to the optimal algorithm A for the problem class of problems P1, . . . ,Pk with
exact lower bound defined by the function g(H, t), what is the lower bound for the optimal arm identification problem?

More formally, what number of testing points is needed to certify that R(T ) ≤ ε?

Let P1 and P2 be two problem instances from the same class with optimal values f∗
1 and f∗

2 respectively.

Denote by ti(ε) = t(ε,Hi) = {min t | g(Hi, t) ≤ ε} the vicinity hitting time for the problem defined by Hi and
tolerance level ε. In case of sharp lower bounds we assume that for each algorithm A there exists hard problem P
such that if t > ti(ε), then f(xt)− f∗ < ε.

Let A be an algorithm supported by the oracle O(x) and the sequence of points it generates {xt}∞t=1 such that xt+1 =
A (x1,O(x1), . . . , xt,O(xt)) for all t.
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Denote by L(G) = {Lt(G)}∞t=1 the sequence of problem sets, such that Lt(G) = {P | xP
s = xG

s , OG(x
G
s ) =

OP(x
P
s ), 1 ≤ s}, i.e. Lt is a set of problems that could not be distinguished by any algorithm A with supporting

oracle O until step t.

Let P1 and P2 be two problem instances from the same class.
Lemma 1. Consider the best function identification problem consisting of two problems from a given class with
uniform sharp lower bound function g(H, t). Then achieving regret RB(T ) ≤ ε requires at least

T ≥ 2 · t(ε)

testing points.

Proof. Note that to certify that RB(T ) ≤ ε one needs either to show that |f∗
1 − f∗

2 | ≤ ε or to identify the index of the
optimal function i∗ = argmini=1,2 f

∗
i .

Suppose that the algorithm tries to solve the best arm identification problem for P1 and P2, runs t̂1 and t̂2 iterations
for problem P1 and P2 respectively and then makes a decision. Then it must make the same decision for any problem
pair (P̂1, P̂2) such that P̂1 ∈ Lt̂1

(P1) and P̂2 ∈ Lt̂2
(P2).

Let P be hard problem for a given algorithm A, i.e. such that inequality 23 holds. Let f∗ be the optimal value in P
and t(ε) denote vicinity hitting time for (A,P).

Suppose that P1 ∈ Lt̂1−1(P) and P2 ∈ Lt̂2−1(P), i.e. problems could not be distingueshed by the algorithm.

Next let us fix computational budgets and show that there exist setup such that it would be not sufficient to guarantee
R(T ) ≤ ε.

Let us fix any positive numbers t̂1 and t̂2 such that t̂1 + t̂2 = T and assume that 2 · t(ε) > T . Then at least one
inequality holds: t̂1 < t(ε), or t̂2 < t(ε), or both t̂1 < t(ε) and t̂2 < t(ε).

W.l.o.g. assume that t̂1 < t(ε).

Suppose that the algorithm picks f1 as a solution. Then we can pick feasible problem pair P1 ∈ Lt̂1−1(P), f∗
1 =

f2(xt̂P1
) and P2 = P . For this problem pair it is known that optimal arm is P2, and regret could be estimated as

follows.
RB(T ) = f∗

1 − f∗
2 = f2(xt̂P1

)− f∗
2 ≥ g(P, t̂1) > ε

Suppose that algorithm picks f2 as a solution. Then we could pick feasible problem pair P1 ∈ Lt̂1−1(P), f∗
1 < f∗−ε

and P2 = P . In this case problem P1 mask itself as P until round t̂1 and is not restricted after.

This leads to a trivial corollary that the best function identification problem with k arms requires at least T ≥ k · t(ε)
iterations to guarantee RB(T ) ≤ ε.
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