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Abstract.

The challenge of effectively transferring knowledge across multi-
ple tasks is of critical importance and is also present in downstream
tasks with foundation models. However, the nature of transfer, its
transitive-intransitive nature, is still an open problem, and negative
transfer remains a significant obstacle. Selection of beneficial aux-
iliary task sets in multi-task learning is frequently hindered by the
high computational cost of their evaluation, the high number of plau-
sible candidate auxiliary sets, and the varying complexity of selection
across target tasks.

To address these constraints, we introduce BandiK, a novel three-
stage multi-task auxiliary task subset selection method using multi-
bandits, where each arm pull evaluates candidate auxiliary sets by
training and testing a multiple output neural network on a single ran-
dom train-test dataset split. Firstly, BandiK estimates the pairwise
transfers between tasks, which helps in identifying which tasks are
likely to benefit from joint learning. In the second stage, it constructs
a linear number of candidate sets of auxiliary tasks (in the number
of all tasks) for each target task based on the initial estimations,
significantly reducing the exponential number of potential auxiliary
task sets. Thirdly, it employs a Multi-Armed Bandit (MAB) frame-
work for each task, where the arms correspond to the performance
of candidate auxiliary sets realized as multiple output neural net-
works over train-test data set splits. To enhance efficiency, BandiK
integrates these individual task-specific MABs into a multi-bandit
structure. The proposed multi-bandit solution exploits that the same
neural network realizes multiple arms of different individual bandits
corresponding to a given candidate set. This semi-overlapping arm
property defines a novel multi-bandit cost/reward structure utilized
in BandiK.

We validate our approach using a drug-target interaction bench-
mark. The results show that our methodology facilitates a computa-
tionally efficient task decomposition, making it a scalable solution
for complex multi-task learning scenarios.

1 Introduction

The availability of foundation models in multiple domains, starting
with vision and culminating in linguistic tasks redefined the scope
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of multitask learning as omni-task learning towards artificial general
intelligence [28, 6]. Still, detailed quantitative evaluations of mul-
titask learning are frequently grappling with the presence of nega-
tive transfer effects, i.e., the intricate, complex pattern of beneficial-
detrimental effects of certain tasks on others [36]. It is by no sur-
prise as the nature of transfer learning is multi-factorial and trans-
fer effects can be attributed to (1) shared data, (2) shared latent
representations, and (3) shared optimization; thus transfer effects
are contextual and depend on the sample sizes, task similarities,
sufficiency of hidden representations, and stages of the optimiza-
tion [8, 23, 35, 15, 18, 34, 32, 37, 31, 12, 27, 10].

An alternative paradigm suggests selecting the beneficial auxiliary
task subsets for each target task or eliminating the detrimental aux-
iliary tasks; however, evaluation of candidate auxiliary task subsets
can be computationally demanding and statistically leads to loss of
power due to multiple hypothesis testing.

To address these constraints, we introduce BandiK, a novel three-
stage multi-task auxiliary task subset selection method using multi-
bandits, where each arm pull evaluates candidate auxiliary sets by
training and testing a multiple output neural network on a single ran-
dom train-test dataset split (the problem setup is shown in Figure 1).

Multi-armed, Multi-Bandits (M)
“bandit,y, arms bandity,arms bandity,arms

Target, tasks (M)

——Overlapping arms}—————

Possible combination of tasks(K = 2") Preselectedcandidate sets

Figure 1: The multi-task subset selection problem as a multi-bandit:
The selection of a multi-task neural network implies both the selec-
tion of a target set and their respective auxiliary task set.

Firstly, BandiK estimates the pairwise transfers between tasks,
which helps in identifying which tasks are likely to benefit from
joint learning [33, 5, 20, 37]. In the second stage, it constructs a lin-
ear number of candidate sets of auxiliary tasks (in the number of all
tasks) for each target task based on the initial estimations, signifi-
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cantly reducing the exponential number of potential auxiliary task
sets [27]. Thirdly, it employs a Multi-Armed Bandit (MAB) frame-
work including the tasks, where the arms correspond to the perfor-
mance of candidate auxiliary sets realized as multiple output neural
networks over train-test data set splits [11, 22]. The major steps are
summarized in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 The main contribution of the BandiK multi-bandit
method: pairwise transfer effect-based candidate (auxiliary) task sets
as arms in bandits for each target task, and multi-task neural networks
as semi-overlapping arms.

procedure BANDIK

STAGE 1.: Estimation of pairwise transfer learning effects be-
tween tasks and building positive and negative transfer graphs
based on different tests for transfer

STAGE 2.: Construction of candidate auxiliary sets for each
task by applying search methods in the graphs

STAGE 3.: Definition and simulation of a multi-bandit using
the adaptive GapE-V method; selection of best performing multi-
task neural network for each target task.

In this paper, we adopt the auxiliary task subset selection approach
using hard parameter sharing networks and investigate (1) the con-
struction methods of auxiliary sets, (2) the efficiency of a multi-bandit
approach, and (3) the effects of the novel semi-overlapping arms in
a multi-bandit. We answer the following questions:

Q1 Baseline performance: What are the best performances of single,
pairwise, and multi-task learning scenarios per tasks?

Q2 Pairwise task landscape: What are the performances of pairwise
target-auxiliary learning scenarios per tasks?

Q3 Uncertainty and heterogeneity of task performances: What are the
variances of task performances? What is their heterogeneity and
relation to task properties, such as task sample size?

Q4 Heuristics for candidate auxiliary sets: What is the landscape
of candidate auxiliary sets based on heuristics, such as greedy
pairwise, filtered pairwise, pairwise-based transitive closures and
cliques, incremental-decremental approaches?

QS5 Multi-bandit dynamics: What are the distributions of pulls and
convergence rates over individual bandits throughout learning, es-
pecially regarding their performance gaps and variances?

Q6 Semi-overlapping arms: What are the effects of semi-overlapping
arms between bandits, i.e., the massive multiple presence of
shared networks and pulls?

Q7 Performance of candidate auxiliary task sets: What are the per-
formances of candidate auxiliary task sets, especially regarding
their types and the availability of shared candidates (is there any
cross-gain)?

Q8 Nature of transfer: What are the implications of the results for the
nature of transfer, i.e., transfer by shared samples, latent features
or optimization?

Q9 Applicability of foundation models: What are the implications for
foundation models in special quantitative domains, e.g., in drug-
target interaction prediction?

We demonstrate our methods on a drug-target interaction (DTI)
prediction problem [30].

2 Related works

MABS are successfully applied in hyper-parameter optimization and
neural architecture search, though we go a step deeper: a pull of an

arm corresponds to a single train-test split evaluation in our case (see
e.g., [13]). The selection of multiple tasks for joint learning moti-
vated a series of sequential learning methods [16]. Combinatorial
multi-armed bandits (MABs) allow the pull of multiple arms simul-
taneously resulting in an aggregate reward of individual arms [7].
Notably, the ’top-k’ extension considers the subsets up to size k and
allows variants whether the rewards for the individual arms are avail-
able or only their non-linear aggregations [21, 1]. Another relevant
extension to our formalization with multiple auxiliary task subset se-
lection problem for each task is the multi-bandit approach, also al-
lowing overlap between the arms [11], [22]. Finally, recent MAB
extensions investigated the use of task representations and learning
task relatedness [9, 19, 24].

3 Problem setup

Consider a Multi-Task Learning problem with M tasks, in which one
should decide among K = 2™~ options for auxiliary task sets for
each task,, to reach optimal performance. (2 ~! being the number
of possible sets surely containing task,,, which number we propose
to significantly reduce in the first two stages of BandiK.) This prob-
lem can be formulated as the best arm identification over M multi-
armed bandits with K arms each. In the setting each target task cor-
responds to a multi arm bandit and each set in the power set of tasks
containing the target task,, is considered an arm. (We use indices m,
p, q for the bandits and k, 4, j for the arms.) Pulling an arm induces
the training of a neural network on this set of tasks, and we are asked
to recommend an arm for each bandit after a given number of pulls
(budget).

This setting is a special case of the multi-bandit best arm identifi-
cation problem [11]. To acquire the reward of an arm,, of bandit,,,
we train a neural network on the tasks covered by arm,, (al-
ways containing at least task,, itself) that we denote armset,,.
Notice that for a given task subset 7, at pulling any arm,,; with
armset,,r = 7T of bandit,, corresponding to target task,, € T,
an identical network can be constructed, just there are |7 | varia-
tions which is the target task in 7 and which is the (complement)
auxiliary task set. Being the target task or an auxiliary one is only
a matter of evaluation. Thus, if armset,,, = armset,; the cost of
training the underlying network is incurred only once for arm,, and
army;, however, the corresponding rewards, depending on the target
tasks (task,, vs. tasky), are different. Hence, we call such arm,,
and army,; semi-overlapping arms (as opposed to (fully) overlapping
arms with the same reward, e.g., in [22]). Therefore, in our case joint
optimization of the auxiliary task selection problem is not only rea-
sonable for optimal resource allocation among the bandits, but more
importantly each bandit, having a semi-overlapping arm,; with
arm,, can also make an update about the arm’s reward whenever
arm,, is pulled in bandit,,, because the neural network trained
once can be evaluated for any included task, so the cost of the reward
has to be paid only once.

Following the notation of [11], let M be the number of bandits
and K = 2™~ be the number of possible arms of each bandit. Each
arm,, of a bandit,, is characterized by a distribution v/,,,, bounded
in [0, 1] with mean fim,. We denote by p., the mean and k;, the
index of the best arm of bandit,,. In each bandit,,, we define the
gap for each arm as A, = |max;£k mj — tmk|-

At each round of the game t = 1,...,n, the forecaster pulls a
bandit-arm pair 1(t) = (m, k) and observes a sample drawn from
each distribution in {vp; : armsetp; = armsety, } independent of
the past. Let 15,1 (t) be the number of times that a sample from v,k



has been observed by the end of round ¢, meaning Ty (t) = Tpi(t)
throughout the whole game if armset,,, = armsety,;. Let us note
that, in contrast of the non-overlapping case, the final number n of
rounds is not equal to the sum of Ty, (n)’s for all m and k, leading
to a massive relative budget increase. We use the adaptive GapE-V
algorithm of [11] with the same values Zimg (£), Ak (£), 52,5 () 2
Buni(t), and H? (t) as derived in [11].

In each ¢ time step, an arm,,; is pulled and an f(t) =
f(Dtrain(t), T (t)) hard parameter sharing neural network is trained,
from random initialization, to predict the 7 (t) = armsetm,i set
of tasks, utilizing a random train split of the data. Monte Carlo
Subsampling [25] is used to split the dataset into Derain(t) and
Dyest(t) in each round, with sizes 80% and 20%, respectively. All
bandit,, corresponding to a task, € 7 (t) receives a sample X p;(t)
by evaluating the performance of the network separately: X,;(t) =
L,(f(t), Diest(t)), where 7 is chosen so that armset,; = T ().
Monte Carlo Cross Validation has been shown asymptotically con-
sistent [25]. Let L (T) = L (f (Dtrain(w), T), Dsest (u)) denote
the loss corresponding to task,, of a network trained and evaluated
on a random data split, to predict the tasks in 7. L can be any stan-
dard loss function, but throughout this paper we use the Area Under
the Receiver Operating Curve (AUROC, LAY %) and the Area Under
the Precision-Recall Curve (AUPR, LAYF) metrics.

4 Data and methods
4.1 Data set

Following [30], we use the NURA-2021 data set binarized as ’strong
binder’ versus other labels. It includes 22 targets and 31006 com-
pounds. Since completely random train/test splits suffer from the
compound series bias, leading to overoptimistic performance estima-
tions [17], we utilize a more realistic, scaffold-based train/test split
in the spirit of [26], which resulted in 6441 scaffolds.

4.2 Models and computations

Every time a network train is mentioned, the SparseChem [3] model,
a multiple output MLP is used. Architecture and other hyperparam-
eters were determined by grid search and apart from the number of
neurons in the last layer these values were always unchanged. Con-
sequently, ADAM optimizer was used with a learning rate of 10~*
and weight decay of 10~°. Trainings run for 25 epochs with 10%
batch ratio. Following the 32000 neuron-wide input layer, and two
1000 neuron-wide hidden layers, the width of the output layer was
always |7|. ReLU activation and 0.7 dropout ratio were used in the
hidden layers. Sigmoid and 0.2 dropout in the last layer.

4.3 BandiK

We introduce BandiK, a novel three-stage method using multi-
bandits for solving the multi-task auxiliary task subset selection
problem described in Section 3.

4.3.1 Estimating pairwise transfer and building transfer
graphs

In the first stage, we discover multi-task transfer effects, by training
on a number of base case candidate task sets. There are four main

2 Note that there is a missing T}, (t)/(Timx (t) — 1) factor in the definition
of the unbiased sample variance 52 , (t) in [11].

training scenarios: single task learning (STL, 7., = {m}), pairwise
learning (PW, Tpq = {p, q}), full multitask learning (FMTL, 77 =
{1,..., M}) and leave-one-out learning (LOO, Tr,— = Tr \ {m}).
We train all possible scenarios on 500 random dataset splits to ac-
quire a sample of the network performances.

Using the results of the base cases, we construct directed positive
tranfer graphs (P™¢'"*®'¢%y and directed negative tranfer graphs
(INmetrietesty The existence of a (p,q) directed edge in a given
graph indicates that task,, has a (positive or negative) transfer effect
on task,. To construct the positive transfer effect matrices we check
if PW options perform better than STL. The edges of negative trans-
fer matrices are derived from comparing LOO to FMTL, e.g., if a
taskq performs better with 7,_ than trained with 7, it means that
task, has a clear individual negative transfer effect on task,.

PAUszff 1 LAUP( pq) L?UP(E) >0
PAUR diff __ =1 <— LAUR( pq) L:?UR(/]:I) >0
NAUP diff __ =1 <— LAUP(:]; L?UP(TF) >0
NAUR diff __ -1 LAUR('E) ) LAUR(TF) >0

In addition to using the difference to indicate better performance,
we propose two kinds of significance tests to assess transfer effect:

- t-test: PAUP,U, PAUR,tt’ NAUP,tt \fAUR, 8t

_ nemenyi-thrd: PAUP,nEm,7 PAUR,nem’ NAUP,nem’ NAUR,nem

where the existence of a (p, ¢) edges of the graphs in the t-test list
are calculated using Student t-test with p = 0.05, e.g., if the hypoth-
esis ho : L3P (Tpqe) < L2VF(T,) can be rejected. Nemenyi-thrd:
for each task,,, firts, Friedman Chi? test is run to check if there are
signifficant differences between the STL, PW, FMT and LOO par-
formances (44 distributions per task) and if so this is followed by
Nemenyi test to search pair-wise significant performance differences
between .

4.3.2 Construction of candidate auxiliary task sets

In the second stage, using transfer graphs constructed in Stage 1.,
we propose to construct a fixed number of candidate sets for each
taskm, by running different heuristic based graph search algorithms
to find connected tasks with positive/negative transfer. These heuris-
tics closely resemble forward and backward methods used in the fea-
ture subset selection problem [2]. In the case of positive transfer the
initial candidate set is always 7' = Ty,, which is inflated with newly
found nodes. When negative transfer graphs are searched, results are
removed from the initial 7' = Tr.
Candidate sets are generated using the following methods.

The final candidate sets genereted by GENERATEARMS({
pAUPdif§ PAUR rivff NAUP,dif f NAUR, dsz pAUP, ¢,

B
PAUR tt NAUP tt’ NAUR tt PAUP nem

NAUP nem NAUR nenL} M)

398 unique candidate sets are generated in Stage 2. using 4 search
methods that utilize different suppositions about the transitivity of
pairwise transfer effects.

S1 DIRECTNEIGHBOURS: the most conservative, choosing only the
inward pointing star graph of the direct neighbors of task,

S2 TRANSITIVE: supposes that the pairwise transfer effects are fully
transitive and so all the task, nodes in the graph with a connected
(directed) path from task, to task,, are chosen

S3 FILTEREDTRANSITIVE: supposes that the dense transfer effect
graph has a sparse generator, therefore, before running S2 it re-
duces the graph to its maximum weight spanning tree

PAUR nem

> s s



S4 CLIQUE: supposes that the pairwise transfer is not only transitive,
but should also be symmetric, so the biggest subset of fully con-
nected nodes containing task., is chosen as the candidate set

4.3.3 Multi-Armed Bandit (MAB)

In the final stage, the problem of task-wise auxiliary task set selec-
tion is mapped to a Multi-Armed Multi-Bandit, where each task has
a corresponding bandit and the arms give performance estimations
of candidate auxiliary sets. The 276 base cases from Stage 1. and
398 Stage 2. candidate sets give us a total of 674 semi-overlapping
arms. In this stage the A-GapE-V algorithm [11] is run with a total
of 22 bandits and 398 semi-overlapping arms, where the arm set of
bandit,, is chosen to be the set of candidate sets containing tasky,.
After the termination of the algorithm each bandit/task is presented
with the best arm/auxiliary task set.

5 Results

We present results about the multi-task properties of the DTI pre-
diction problem, the properties of the multi-bandit architecture, its
dynamics, and its performance.

5.1 Domain characterization

We explored the performance landscape of the DTI domain and the
possibility of multi-task improvements by estimating the base case
scenarios of Section 4.3.1 (see Figure 2) .

AUPR

Figure 2: Task-by-task comparison of AUPR performances of the
single-task (horizontal axis), multi-task and the best and worst of the
pairwise and leave-one-out cases (vertical axis).

The detailed pairwise transfer effects are illustrated in Figure 3.

The variances of the performance metrics have a major impact on
the number of necessary train-test data splits for reliable performance
estimation and model selection. Figure 4 shows the sample sizes and
the standard deviations of the tasks, which are a major factor deter-
mining their variances.

5.2 Static properties of BandiK

The generated candidate auxiliary subsets (see Section 4.3.2) for a
given task are illustrated in Figure 5 and 6. A histogram of the sizes
of all generated candidate auxiliary subsets are shown in Figure 7.

5.3 Dynamics of BandiK

The performances of the individual bandits corresponding to the tar-
get tasks are shown in Figure 8. The final best arms are used as refer-
ences and the simple regret, the selection error of a non-optimal arm
in a given bandit, and the selection error of any non-optimal arm in
the multi-bandit [11, 22] are shown.

We also investigated the effects of the semi-overlapping arms in
BandiK, i.e., the effect of shared neural networks between the bandits
in the multi-bandit structure. Figure 9 shows the number of pulls per
bandits and the ratio of own pulls versus other pulls originating from
such semi-overlapping arms.

The learning process in the GapE-V method is driven by the gaps
between the expected values of the arms, specifically by the gap be-
tween the two top arms, and their variances. Figure 10 illustrates the
relation between the number of pulls, gaps, and variances. The pulls
are separated according to their origin: coming from the pull of the
arm of the actual bandit or from the pull of a semi-overlapping arm
of another bandit. Table 1 shows the ratios of own and total pulls for
each bandits/tasks.

task own pulls  induced pulls  ratio of own pulls

0 12630 60273 20.95%
1 2848 60293 4.72%
2 2263 69719 3.25%
3 1344 64094 2.10%
4 22035 61406 35.88%
5 7805 61119 12.77%
6 808 58277 1.39%
7 5533 54378 10.18%
8 8136 68726 11.84%
9 4134 60873 6.79%
10 872 68127 1.28%
11 3716 69973 5.31%
12 1721 60494 2.84%
13 4379 58220 7.52%
14 2076 70694 2.94%
15 3215 60287 5.33%
16 1804 69516 2.60%
17 7122 68042 10.47%
18 9867 58904 16.75%
19 6176 57290 10.78%
20 32224 56309 57.23%
21 9292 68301 13.60%
TOTAL 150000 1385315 10.83%

Table 1: The number of own and total pulls and their ratio for each
task.
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Figure 3: The pairwise transfer effects between tasks (difference of
the AUROC and AUPR metrics, between the paired and single-task
cases) The differences for the full multi-task case are also included
in the column denoted by "M’.
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Figure 7: Histogram of the size of the candidate auxiliary task subsets.
Blue represents the heuristic candidate sets, while orange denotes the
base-cases: single, pairwise, leave-one-out and full multi-task.

Figure 5: The candidate auxiliary task subsets for a given target task
(task 19) illustrated in a trie. The octagon-shaped node represents
the root task from which the graph searches were started, rectangular
nodes denote leaf nodes (i.e. endings of candidate sets).

5.4  Output of BandiK

The best performances of various types of candidate auxiliary task
subsets for each task are shown in Figure 11 for the AUPR and AU-
ROC measures.

Figure 12 shows the distributions of the performances of the arms
for each multi-armed bandit (corresponding to tasks), again using the
single-task case as reference point.

candidate sets for target task 19

Figure 6: Candidate auxiliary task subsets (i.e. neural networks) in
a matrix for target 19 (columns correspond to sets/networks, rows

correspond to auxiliary tasks.)

s (simple regret, red line) of individual bandits
corresponding to the target tasks throughout learning and the number
of own (orange) and induced (purple) pulls on the best arm and their
sum (green).

The best candidate auxiliary subsets, are shown in Figure 13. Note
that the cross signs in the diagonal indicate when the best network
comes from its own candidate set.

The distribution of the best candidate auxiliary sets according to
the origin of candidate set generation is shown in Figure 14. The
properties of the best candidate auxiliary sets are summarized in Ta-
ble 2.
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6 Discussion

The exploration of the baseline performances (Q1), the single, pair-
wise, and multi-task learning scenarios indicated the possibility of
improvements (Q1), see Figure 2.

The pairwise task landscape (Q2) confirmed other studies about
the existence of central auxiliary tasks, which are useful auxiliary
tasks for many other tasks, tasks, which can utilize many other tasks,
and the existence of tasks, which seems unrelated to all other tasks
using a pairwise task-task similarity approach (see task 4, 20 Fig-
ure 3.

The variances of the task performances were surprisingly high,
which could be related to the highly incomplete and missing-not-at-
random property of the DTI domain; furthermore, the variances were
highly varying (Q3), see Figure 4.

We explored a wide range of heuristics to generate a fixed list
of candidate auxiliary subsets (Q4); however, their redundancy in-
dicated a high-level consistency in the domain, see Figure 5 and 6.

The distributions of pulls and convergence rates over individual
bandits throughout learning were in line with the theoretical expec-
tations and confirmed the sufficiency of the applied simulation length
(QS), see e.g. Figure 8 and 10.

The novel feature of BandiK, the semi-overlapping arms between
bandits, proved to be extremely useful, also in the training process
(Q6). Figure 9 and Table 1 show the ratio of such overlap pulls (dom-
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Figure 10: The relation between the number of pulls, gaps, and vari-
ances (the pulls are separated according to their origin corresponding
to its own arm or to a semi-overlapping arm).
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Figure 12: Distribution of performances of arms (corresponding to
cadidate auxiliary sets) for each multi-armed bandit for the AUPR
metric.

inated by external pulls).

The performances of candidate auxiliary task sets and the fi-
nal results also confirmed the fundamental importance of the semi-
overlapping nature of BandiK: Figure 14 shows that 18 of the 22
tasks have an externally generated best network (Q7).

The types of the best networks indicate that complex generation
methods, including aspects of multi-task consistency, positive and
negative tranfer, and filtering are all useful (Q8), see Table 2 and
Figure 14. This suggests that shared latent features, and not shared
data, are behind large parts of the transfer effects (we minimized the



0(4) X%
1 (20} A X
2 (20} A X
3(15) A X
4 (7) A X
5(14) A X
6 (20) 4%
7 (20) A X
8(19)4 X
9(19) X
10 (16) A 4
11 (10) A X
12 (16) X
13 (18) x
14 (19) A x
15 (19) A X
16 (20) X
17 (17) 4 %X
18 (7) X
19 (3) X
20 (2) A b
21 (4) A X

LI B B B B B B B B E B B N B E B R B B N B
012345678 9101112131415161718192021
aux

target

Figure 13: The best candidate auxiliary subset for each task. Rows
correspond to target tasks, cross sign indicates the origin (the gener-
ator) of the candidate auxiliary subset, red denotes the members of
the set (network). Set sizes are displayed in parentheses.

Table 2: Final selected candidate sets per task. The columns corre-
spond to the metric used for evaluation, the type of transfer matrix
used, the test used for including edges in the graph (see 4.3.1) the
search algorithm to choose candidates and finally the original task
for which the candidate has been designed. If the first cell is empty it
means that the same candidate set as the previous was found twice.

Task Metric  Graph  Test Search  Start Search
0 AUPR + diff NEIGHBOURS 0
1 AUROC - diff CLIQUE 7
2 AUPR - tt  NEIGHBOURS 4
3 AUPR + nem TRANSITIVE 13
4 AUROC - diff FILTERED 4
5 AUPR - diff NEIGHBOURS 10
6 AUPR - diff CLIQUE 0
AUPR - diff CLIQUE 3

7 AUROC - diff CLIQUE 13
8 AUROC + tt FILTERED 1
9 AUROC - diff CLIQUE 9
10 AUPR + diff NEIGHBOURS 17
11 AUROC + nem FILTERED 12
12 AUROC + diff NEIGHBOURS 17
13 AUPR - diff NEIGHBOURS 14
14 AUPR diff NEIGHBOURS 2
15 AUPR - diff CLIQUE 5
16 AUPR - tt FILTERED 17
17 AUPR + tt FILTERED 1
AUPR + nem TRANSITIVE 1

18 AUROC + nem FILTERED 5
AUROC + nem  NEIGHBOURS 5

19 AUPR + diff CLIQUE 19
20 AUPR + diff NEIGHBOURS 7
21 AUPR + diff NEIGHBOURS 21

cross-optimization effects using sufficiently lengthy training). How-
ever, our results also indicate that in special quantitative domains,
such as in drug-target interaction prediction, explicit modeling of la-
tent features, specifically the modeling of drug-target mechanisms,
could be essential to understand, detect, and avoid negative transfer
(Q9) [14, 29, 4].
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Figure 14: The distribution of the best candidate auxiliary sets ac-
cording to the origin of its generation. The first group correspond to
the metric used for evaluation, the second group indicates the type of
transfer matrix used, and the third grouping is based on the test used
for including edges in the graph (see 4.3.1). The last group shows
the chosen candidates as a proportion of search algorithm used (see
4.3.2).

The performances of candidate auxiliary task sets resulted in a sig-
nificant improvement for each task, see Figure 11.

7 Conclusion

We introduced BandiK, a novel three-stage multi-task auxiliary task
subset selection method using multi-bandits, where each arm pull
evaluates candidate auxiliary sets by training and testing a multiple
output neural network on a single random train-test dataset split. To
enhance efficiency, BandiK integrates these individual task-specific
MABESs into a multi-bandit structure, which coordinates the selection
process across tasks and ensures a globally efficient task subset se-
lection for all the tasks. The proposed multi-bandit solution exploits
that the same neural network realizes multiple arms of different in-
dividual bandits corresponding to a given candidate set. This semi-
overlapping arm property defines a novel multi-bandit cost/reward
structure utilized in BandiK.

We validated our approach using a drug-target interaction bench-
mark. The results show that our methodology facilitates a computa-
tionally efficient task decomposition, making it a scalable solution
for complex multi-task learning scenarios. These could include more
advanced methods modeling the task dependency-independency
structure, usage of task similarity metrics, which can cope with
the high-level incompleteness, and the use of adaptive construction
methods already applied in neural architecture search. The compu-
tational efficiency of BandiK could be a key to scale up the current
approach using fixed candidate auxiliary task sets to a full-fledged
Monte Carlo Tree Search method.
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