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Abstract

We study the combinatorial semi-bandit problem un-
der matroid constraints. The regret achieved by
recent approaches is optimal, in the sense that it
matches the lower bound. Yet, time complexity re-
mains an issue for large matroids or for matroids with
costly membership oracles (e.g. online recommenda-
tion that ensures diversity). This paper sheds a new
light on the matroid semi-bandit problem by exploit-
ing its underlying unimodal structure. We demon-
strate that, with negligible loss in regret, the number
of iterations involving the membership oracle can be
limited to O(log log T ). This results in an overall im-
proved time complexity of the learning process. Ex-
periments conducted on various matroid benchmarks
show (i) no loss in regret compared to state-of-the-
art approaches; and (ii) reduced time complexity and
number of calls to the membership oracle.

1 Introduction

The semi-bandit framework models the interaction of
an online learner that repeatedly selects one or mul-
tiple items to play from a known, and usually finite,
groundset E. Stochastic feedback in terms of rewards
is received for each selected item at each round. The
goal is to maximize the sum of expected rewards,
which is equivalent to minimizing the sum of regret
for not selecting the optimal subset at each round.
Matroid bandit problems constrain the subsets of E

that can be played. Applications range from learning
routing networks [Kveton et al., 2014] and advertise-
ment [Streeter et al., 2009], to task assignment [Chen
et al., 2016], learning maximum spanning trees [Pa-
padimitriou and Steiglitz, 1998], and leader-follower
multi-agent planning [Clark et al., 2012, Lin et al.,
2011].

The bandit algorithms designed for combinatorial
problems with linear objective functions, such as
CUCB [Chen et al., 2013] and ESCB [Combes et al.,
2015] apply to matroid bandit problems. Their ver-
sions leveraging the strong matroid structure, respec-
tively OMM [Kveton et al., 2014] and KL-OSM [Talebi
and Proutiere, 2016], achieve better asymptotic re-
gret, and KL-OSM is even optimal. However, time
complexity still remains an issue, particularly for ma-
troids with costly membership oracles [Tzeng et al.,
2024]. The main bottleneck is the call to the greedy
algorithm at each iteration. The latter suffers a
O(|E|(log |E| + Tm)) time complexity, where Tm is
the time complexity of the membership oracle deter-
mining whether a set I ∪ {x} belongs to the ma-
troid, given that I ⊂ E does. Recently, Tzeng
et al. [2024] proposed FasterCUCB, a first attempt
to reduce the overall time complexity. The authors
approximate the greedy procedure using a dynamic
maintenance of maximum-weight bases. Yet, this
comes at the cost of a loss in regret; the introduc-
tion of domain-dependent update oracles; and an ad-
ditional polylog(T ) term in the per-round time com-
plexity.
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Contributions We present MAUB, a unimodal ban-
dit algorithm tailored for matroid optimization. Our
main contributions are:

1. with negligible loss in regret, MAUB requires only
O(log log(T )) calls to the matroid structure,
leading to a reduced overall time complexity
compared to OMM, KL-OSM and FasterCUCB;

2. MAUB does not require instance-specific matroid
oracles, which makes it more general; and

3. our alternative approach to matroid optimiza-
tion highlights the interest of unimodal struc-
tures for both the analysis of combinatorial ban-
dit problems, and practical implementation of
simple, yet efficient, learning algorithms.

The article is organized as follows: Section 2
presents the related work and Section 3 gives the nec-
essary background. Next, we introduce our proposed
algorithm, namely MAUB, in Section 4. Its theoretical
guarantees are studied in Section 5, and Section 6
illustrates its empirical behavior in numerical exper-
iments.

2 Related Work

Unimodal Bandit Unimodality considers graph-
structured bandit problems. It is assumed that un-
less the current arm is optimal, there always exists
a strictly better one in its neighborhood. It defines
an important subclass of the general bandit prob-
lem [Cope, 2009, Yu and Mannor, 2011, Combes and
Proutiere, 2014, Trinh et al., 2020]. To handle this
class of problems, Combes and Proutiere [2014]’s al-
gorithm, namely OSUB, splits the optimization prob-
lem at each round into two parts: (i) determining
the best arm so far; and (ii) deciding what to play
to ensure optimism. The first problem is solved by
examining mean-statistics, and the second one only
looks at arms within the neighborhood of the current
best arm. Trinh et al. [2020], Gauthier et al. [2021,
2022] extended OSUB to the semi-bandit setting to
handle their target application, multiple-play online
recommendation systems (ORS).

The restricted exploration set has been leveraged
by Trinh et al. [2020], Gauthier et al. [2021, 2022] to
design regret-optimal algorithms, by aligning neigh-
borhood structures with the gap-dependent terms ap-
pearing in the logarithmic regret bound. While they
did it to simplify algorithm design and regret analy-
sis, in current paper we demonstrate that unimodal-
ity also path the way toward the reduction of compu-
tational costs. This reduction relies on two key fac-
tors: first, the neighborhood rarely changes, which
minimizes the need for combinatorial optimization;
and second, most of the time, decisions are restricted
to a small neighborhood, keeping the per-step com-
putation low.

Optimal Regret in Matroid Linear Optimiza-
tion Table 1 summarizes regret upper-bounds and
time complexities of state-of-the-art matroid bandit
algorithms. Both optimistic matroid maximization
(OMM) [Kveton et al., 2014] and KL-based efficient sam-
pling for matroids (KL-OSM) [Talebi and Proutiere,
2016] rely on repeated calls to the greedy algorithm
that computes the arm B∗ with the highest expected
value according to optimistic statistics. OMM corre-
sponds to the direct application of CUCB [Chen et al.,
2013] to matroids. It uses UCB-like bonuses, and
achieves a O

(
|E|−D
∆min

log(T )
)

regret, where D is the
rank of the matroid, and ∆min is the minimum gap
between the mean value of an element in the optimal
arm and any element outside it. KL-OSM addresses
an extraneous multiplicative factor in this regret by
replacing UCB bonuses with KL indices, yielding an
optimal algorithm that matches the lower bound of
Kveton et al. [2014]. However, reducing regret comes
at a price: it limits applicability to reward distribu-
tions on [0, 1] and increases computational cost.

Approximation to Reduce Time Complexity
Having these regret-optimal algorithms, the remain-
ing question is computation complexity. Tzeng et al.
[2024] introduced FasterCUCB, an algorithm focusing
on this aspect. The approach maintains a maximum-
weight basis, which is updated across iterations.
Calls to the membership oracle are thus replaced with
calls to an update oracle, for which class-dependent
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Table 1: Overall regret and time complexity achieved
by OMM, KL-OSM, FasterCUCB and MAUB for the matroid
bandit problem. Tu is the time complexity of up-
dating maximum-weight bases in FasterCUCB. Tzeng
et al. [2024, Section 3] detail Tu for uniform, graphic,
partition, and transversal matroids. The mapping σ
is defined in Section 4.1, and poly is a polynomial.

Regret Time Complexity (in O())
CUCB/OMM 1

∑
e/∈B∗

16·log T
mini∈B∗,µi>µe µi−µe

|E|(log |E|+ Tm)T

KL-OSM 9
∑

e/∈B∗
(µe−µσ(e)) log T

kl(µe,µσ(e))
|E|(log |E|+ Tm)T

FasterCUCB 10
∑

e/∈B∗
12maxi |supp(µi)|·log T
mini∈B∗,µi>µe µi−µe

DTuTpolylog T

MAUB (Th.5.5)
∑

e/∈B∗
8·log T

µσ(e)−µe
|E|T +

(|E|
D

)
poly(|E|, D)Tm log log T

efficient implementations exist. The cost, however, is
the introduction of a multiplicative constant in the
overall regret, and the per-round time complexity
suffers an additional multiplicative polylog(T ) fac-
tor. Furthermore, while the-round time complexity
of FasterCUCB is sublinear in |E| for various classes of
matroids, it also contains a polylog(T ) factor, which
makes it slower than MAUB on the long run (as soon
as DTupolylog(T ) > |E|).

For the sake of completeness, Perrault et al. [2019]
study the matroid semi-bandit problem when there
is a submodular function to optimize. The ratio-
nale is that such function is either the primary objec-
tive, or arises from the design of the optimistic term
(e.g. ESCB [Degenne and Perchet, 2016]). Solv-
ing the corresponding combinatorial problem at each
iteration would be too prohibitive, so they (approxi-
mately) solve it using either local search or a variant
of the greedy algorithm. Yet, the time complexity is
at least O(D|E|), and each submodular maximiza-
tion does not decrease the number of calls to the
membership oracle compared to OMM. In current paper
we limit ourselves to linear objective for which such
fancy optimism is not required to get regret-optimal
algorithms.

3 Background

The following provides background and notations on
general combinatorial bandit problems, the matroid
structure, and the corresponding greedy algorithm.

We use bold symbols to denote collections (e.g. µ
stands for (µe)e∈E). Also, for any set I and element
e, we write I + e (resp. I − e) for I ∪ {e} (resp.
I \ {e}).

Combinatorial Semi-Bandit Setting We con-
sider a combinatorial semi-bandit problem in which
arms are subsets of a groundset E of elementary ac-
tions. For any e in E, Xe(t) is the random variable
associated with the reward of e at time step t. All
random variables (Xe(t))t≥1 are assumed i.i.d., with
unknown mean µe ∈ (0,∞). We further assume that
∀x, y ∈ E, µx ̸= µy. For any subset I ⊆ E, we
define at time step t XI(t) ≜

∑
e∈I Xe(t), and the

corresponding expectation µI ≜
∑

e∈I µe. Random
variables (XI(t))I⊆E are consequently correlated.

Semi-bandit interactions are done as follows: there
is a set of allowed combinations I ⊆ 2E such that at
each time step t, the player plays a subset P (t) ∈ I,
observes (Xe(t))e∈P (t) and is rewarded XP (t)(t). In
this scenario, learning algorithms aim at minimizing
the (pseudo-)regret

R(t) ≜
∑
s≤t

max
I∈I

µI − µP (s). (1)

Matroids Matroids are constraining the set I.
Definition 3.1 (Matroid, groundset, independent
subsets, rank, bases). A matroidM is a pair (E, I),
where E is a set of items, called the groundset, and
I ⊆ 2E is a subset of the powerset of E. Subsets I in
I are said independent.

The matroid structure requires that (i) ∅ ∈ I, (ii)
hereditary property: every subset of an independent
set is also independent, and (iii) augmentation prop-
erty: for all I, J in I, |I| = |J |+ 1 implies that there
exists e ∈ I \ J such that J + e ∈ I.

Axioms (ii) and (iii) imply that all maximal sets
(for the inclusion order) have equal size, which de-
fines the rank D of M. These sets are the bases
B ∈ B of M.

From these axioms, it follows the basis exchange
property, which underpins the unimodal graph ex-
plored by MAUB to identify an optimal independent
set.

3



Lemma 3.2 (basis exchange property [Schrijver,
2003, Th. 10.2 p.177], [Talebi and Proutiere, 2016,
Prop. 1]). For any matroid M = (E, I), it holds that:

∀X,Y ∈ B =⇒ ∀x ∈ X\Y, ∃y ∈ Y \X, X−x+y ∈ B.

Linear Optimization in Matroids All means µe

for e in E being non-negative, and since B is finite, an
independent set B∗ with highest value must be a base
(namely B∗ ∈ B). In the following, we thus restrict
the arms of the bandit problem to bases B ∈ B. We
further assume that B∗ is uniquely defined.

If values µ where known, one could compute the
optimal base B∗ through the greedy algorithm (Al-
gorithm 1). In essence, greedy iteratively constructs
an optimal basis B∗ by considering elements ei ∈ E
in decreasing order. At a step i, ei is added to B∗

if and only if it does not make B∗ dependent (i.e.
B∗ + ei ∈ I).

Algorithm 1 Greedy Algorithm [Edmonds, 1971]

Require: element values µ
B∗ ← ∅
Find an ordering µe1 ⩾ · · · ⩾ µe|E|

for i = 1, . . . ,K do
if B∗ + ei ∈ I then B∗ ← B∗ + ei end if

end for
Return B∗

Each independence property is tested by querying
a membership oracle with the subset B∗ + ei. Hence
the O (T |E|(log |E|+ Tm)) time complexity of OMM
and KL-OSM, which are calling greedy at each time
step (on optimistic estimates of µ).

4 Unimodal Approach to Learn
in Matroids

Unimodal bandits enable decoupling the optimistic
selection rule from the combinatorial optimization
over the matroid. Concretely, optimization is per-
formed on empirical means and only when the leader
changes. Since leader changes are rare, this results
in very few membership-oracle queries and thus low

computational cost. The arm to play is then chosen
optimistically within a small candidate set of neigh-
bors.

The following formally describes the underlying
unimodal structure in matroid bandit problems as
well as our unimodal bandit algorithm that leverages
it.

4.1 Unimodality
Let us first define the graph associated to a matroid
and then prove that it is unimodal. Let M = (E, I)
be a matroid of bases B, whose elements are as-
sociated to expectations µ. Let B ∈ B and de-
fine the mapping σB,µ : E \ B → B such that
∀e ∈ E \ B, σB,µ(e) = argmin{x∈B:B−x+e∈B} µx.
σB,µ maps the external elements e to the element
x in B with lowest value among those that can be
swapped with e. For the sake of conciseness, we de-
note σ the mapping σB∗,µ.

Using these mappings, we define the graph Gµ =
(S,A), where S = B, and the neighbors of a basis B
is NB,µ ≜ ∪e∈E\BB − σB,µ(e) + e. We below show
that unimodality holds in Gµ.

Theorem 4.1 (Unimodality 1). Let M = (E, I) be a
matroid of bases B, and let µ denote the expectations
on elements E. For any basis B ∈ B such that µB ̸=
maxI∈I µI , there exists B+ ∈ NB,µ with µB+ > µB.

Proof. Let B be a basis of M and denote B∗ the
optimal basis. As µB ̸= maxI∈I µI , B ̸= B∗ and by
rank-property of matroids, B \ B∗ is non-empty. let
x = argminx̃∈B\B∗ µx̃ be the element in B \B∗ with
lowest value. We shall prove that one can create a
subset B − x+ α (belonging to the neighborhood of
B) with higher value than B.

Using Lemma 3.2, ∃α ∈ B∗\B such that B−x+α ∈
B. By definition of x, σB,µ(α) = x, and therefore
B − x+ α ∈ NB,µ.

It holds that µB−x+α − µB = µα − µx, hence we
wonder the sign of µα − µx. Assume µα < µx. The
matroid axiom (iii) implies that ∃β ∈ B \ (B∗ −

1Talebi and Proutiere [2016] implicitly use this result,
within the regret analysis of KL-OSM, when showing that sets
Ki = {l ∈ B∗, B∗ − l + i ∈ B} are non-empty, allowing to
consider their minima li, which satisfies µli > µi.
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α), B∗ − α + β ∈ B. But then, µβ ⩾ µx (by
definition of x), so that µβ ⩾ µx > µα. Conse-
quently, µB∗−α+β > µB∗ , which is absurd. Hence
µα ⩾ µx, and even µα > µx as α ̸= x. Therefore
µB−x+α > µB , which concludes the proof.

4.2 MAUB

We now introduce MAUB, which follows the unimodal
bandit framework of Combes and Proutiere [2014]:
it maintains a leader (i.e., the best arm identified
so far), and plays optimistically within its neighbor-
hood.

In contrast to OSUB, the graph Gµ̂(t) used by MAUB
(defined below) is not static and may fail to be
unimodal with respect to the true—only partially
known—optimization problem. Nevertheless, we es-
tablish in the regret analysis (see Lemma 5.2) that
Gµ̂(t) most of the time contains the correct neighbor-
hood. Before moving on to a detailed description of
MAUB, we define several statistics of interest.

Definition 4.2 (Unimodal Bandit Statistics). We
respectively denote by L(t) and P (t) the leader and
the arm played at time step t. Additionally, let:

• lB(t) ≜
∑t

s=1 E[1L(s)=B ] be the number of times
B was leader up to time t;

• µ̂e(t) the average value of (Xe(s)) for all time
steps s ≤ t at which e was played.

Let us then define µ̄B(t, L) ≜
∑

e∈B [µ̂e(t − 1) +√
2 · log(lL(t))/Ne(t− 1)] be the optimistic estima-

tor of B, where Ne(t) =
∑t

s=0 1e∈P (t) is the number
of times e was in a basis that was played at some
time step s ≤ t. lL(t) is a “local time”, in compari-
son with the classical log(t) term in UCB bonuses. It
indicates how much time was spent on the current
leader, and is tighter than using total time spent to
decide whether external elements e ∈ E \L(t) should
be tested in comparison with elements of the leader.

A pseudocode of MAUB is given in Algorithm 3. It
repeatedly performs three steps: (i) if needed, com-
pute the new current leader and its corresponding
neighborhood (Algorithms 3 to 3); (ii) optimistically
pick an arm to play within the current neighborhood

(Algorithms 3 to 3), and (iii) observe the results and
update statistics (Algorithms 3 to 3).

Leader Computations Leader computations aim
at identifying the best arm, according to current
mean statistics. They boil down to a call to greedy.
Whenever a new leader is computed, neighborhood
shall also be updated, meaning that Algorithm 2 is
called.

Algorithm 2 Neighborhood Computation
Require: base B, element values µ
1: Neighbors← ∅
2: NotMapped← E \B
3: for x ∈ B in order µx1

⩽ · · · ⩽ µxD
do

4: for e ∈ NotMapped do
5: if B − x+ e ∈ B then
6: Neighbors← Neighbors ∪ {B − x+ e}
7: NotMapped← NotMapped− e
8: end if
9: end for

10: end for
11: Return Neighbors

Picking the Arm to Play Identifying the arm to
play within the current neighborhood of size at most
γ (Line 17) can be implemented in linear time O(γ)
by remarking that, ∀t,∀B = L(t)−x+y ∈ NL(t),µ̂(t),∑

e∈L(t)

µ̄e(t)−
∑
e∈B

µ̄e(t) = µ̄x(t)− µ̄y(t). (2)

Leader Changes and Neighborhood Updates
A significant difference with previous unimodal ban-
dits ([Combes and Proutiere, 2014, Gauthier et al.,
2021, 2022]) is that MAUB does not recompute a leader
at each iteration. Instead, and based on the regret
analysis, it is sufficient to stick with the same leader
L(t) as in previous iterations, as long as according to
mean statistics µ̂ it has highest value within its neigh-
borhood (Line 7). Additionally, as long as the leader
remains the same, the neighborhood stays valid pro-
vided the order µ̂e1 ⩽ · · · ⩽ µ̂e|L| of the leader’s ele-
ments is unchanged (Line 10). Verifying the validity
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Algorithm 3 MAUB

1: Play every element once
2: Denote µ̂(0) current estimates of µ
3: L← greedy(µ̂(0))
4: N ← ComputeNeighbors(L, µ̂(0))
5: for t = 1, 2, . . . do
6: /∗ Update leader and neighborhood ∗/
7: if µ̂L(t− 1) < maxB∈N µ̂B(t− 1) then
8: L← greedy(µ̂(t− 1))
9: N ← ComputeNeighbors(L, µ̂(t− 1))

10: else if for the elements of L, the order
µ̂e1⩽ . . .⩽µ̂eD has changed then

11: N ← ComputeNeighbors(L, µ̂(t− 1))
12: end if
13: /∗ Choose the arm to play ∗/
14: if lL(t)− 1 ≡ 0[|E| −D + 1] then
15: P ← L
16: else
17: P ← argmaxB∈{L}∪N µ̄B(t, L)
18: end if
19: /∗ Play and update statistics ∗/
20: Observe Xe for all e ∈ P
21: ∀e ∈ P, Ne(t)← Ne(t− 1) + 1

22: ∀e ∈ P, µ̂e(t)← Ne(t−1)·µ̂e(t−1)+Xe

Ne(t)

23: L(t)← L, N (t)← N , P (t)← P
24: end for

of the leader and neighborhood is crucial, as it re-
spectively saves O(|E|) and O(D(|E| − D)) oracle
calls whenever they remain unchanged.

5 Theoretical Analysis
Let now analyze both the regret and the time com-
plexity of MAUB.

5.1 Regret Upper-bound
We start by restating the concentration inequality
introduced by Combes and Proutiere [2014], that is
at the core of the analysis of MAUB. It allows bound-
ing the expected deviation of an arm at specific time
steps.

Lemma 5.1. [Combes and Proutiere, 2014, Lemma
B.1] Let k ∈ E and ϵ > 0. Define Fn the σ-algebra
generated by (Xk(t))t≤n,k∈E. Let Λ ⊆ N be a random
set of instants. Assume that there exists a sequence
of random sets (Λ(s))s≥1 such that (i) Λ ⊆ ∪s≥1Λ(s),
(ii) ∀s ⩾ 1, ∀n ∈ Λ(s), tk(n) ≥ ϵs, (iii) ∀s, |Λ(s)| ≤
1, and (iv) the event {n ∈ Λ(s)} is Fn-measurable.
Then, ∀δ > 0:

E

∑
n≥1

1{n ∈ Λ, |µ̂k(n)− µk| > δ}

 ≤ 1

ϵδ2
(3)

The following lemma builds upon this result to
bound the number of time steps for which unimodal-
ity is not satisfied. In light of Theorem 4.1, this can
only happen whenever the order according to mean
statistics within the elements of current leader L(t)
is wrong.

Lemma 5.2. (Number of iterations with incorrect
neighborhood, proof in App. B) Let B ∈ B. Let
x∗ = argminx̃∈B\B∗ [µx̃]. Let y∗ ∈ {ỹ ∈ B∗ \B, B −
x∗ + ỹ ∈ B}. It holds that

E[

T∑
s=1

1{L(s)=B, B−x∗+y∗ /∈NB,µ̂(s)}] = OT→∞(1).

Lemma 5.2 permits following a similar proof archi-
tecture as Combes and Proutiere [2014], since we may
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now stick with iterations satisfying unimodality, and
bound the average time spent in suboptimal arms.

Theorem 5.3. (Time spent in suboptimal arms,
Proof in App. C) Any suboptimal arm is the leader
O(log log(T )) times in expectation.

The regret coming from suboptimal arms being
leaders is thus negligible compared to the regret when
B∗ is the leader, which resembles a regular bandit
problem on the neighborhood of B∗. The final regret
analysis of MAUB follows from this observation and is
formalized in the following theorem.

Theorem 5.4. (Proof in App. D) The regret of MAUB
up to time step T is

O
(∑

e/∈B∗

8

µσ(e) − µe
log(T )

)
= O

( |E| −D

∆min
log T

)
,

with ∆min ≜ mine/∈B∗ µσ(e) − µe.

The constant
∑

e/∈B∗
8

µσ(e)−µe
is slightly better

than OMM’s constant
∑

e/∈B∗
16

mini∈B∗,µi>µe µi−µe
since

for any element e /∈ B∗, σ(e) ∈ B∗. Yet, we believe
that a finer analysis of OMM’s behavior would show
that OMM actually achieves the same regret as MAUB.

5.2 Time Complexity

The time complexity analysis of MAUB mainly builds
upon Theorem 5.3: suboptimal arms can only be
leaders for a negligible amount of time steps. Hence
B∗ is the leader for most time steps, and there are
few iterations involving a leader change or a neighbor-
hood update, which drastically decreases the overall
number of oracle calls compared to state of the art.

Corollary 5.5. The expected overall time complexity
of MAUB is

O(|E| · T + |B|(|E| −D)2 log log T

· [|E|(log |E|+ Tm) +D(|E| −D)Tm])

= O(|E| · T + |B|poly(|E|, D)Tm log log(T )),

where |B| ⩽
(|E|
D

)
.

The first term comes from identifying the arm to
play in the neighborhood and the second one corre-
sponds to neighborhood computations. In fact, all
iterations take at least O(|E| − D), and there are
O(log log(T )) iterations such that the per-round time
complexity suffers an additional time, which is de-
tailed in the proof.

Proof. First, the identification of the arm to play re-
quires at each iteration: the computation of |E| op-
timistic terms, and |E| −D comparisons of two opti-
mistic terms. This induces a total computation com-
plexity of O(|E| · T ). Other tests and updates of
statistics have the same computational complexity.

Second, let us account for the changes of leader.
Let T ∈ N∗ \ {1} and let CT = {n ≤ T | L(n− 1) ̸=
L(n)}. Because of the assumption that all bases have
distinct values, CT ⊆ DT ∪ ET , where:

• DT = {n ≤ T | µL(n−1) > µL(n)} is the number
of suboptimal leader changes;

• ET = {n ≤ T | µL(n−1) < µL(n)} is the number
of leader changes improving current value.

The proof relies on Theorem 5.3 and remarking
that in both DT and ET , the leader changes either
come from a suboptimal arm or lead to a suboptimal
arm. It holds that DT ⊆ {n ≤ T | L(n) ̸= B∗},
and ET ⊆ {n ≤ T | L(n − 1) ̸= B∗}. Hence,
from Theorem 5.3, the expectation of the size of both
DT and ET is O(γ2|B| log log(T )), and then, there
are O(γ2|B| log log T ) leader changes, each requiring
O(|E|(log |E|+ Tm) +D(|E| −D)Tm) time.

Finally, let us upper-bounds the expected compu-
tation cost of neighborhood updates without leader
change (Line 11). The proof follows the same struc-
ture as the one on leader changes, except that we use
Lemma 5.2. It leads to a O(D(|E| −D)Tm) cost for
T iterations, which is negligible with respect to other
terms.

6 Experiments
In this section, MAUB is evaluated against OMM on four
different matroid benchmarks, namely uniform, lin-
ear, graphic, and transversal matroids. Section 6.3
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Table 2: Overall time complexity of oracle calls for
different types of matroids.

Matroid Time Comp. Oracle

Uniform O(1) cardinal test
Graphic O(log(|E|)) cycle test
Transversal O(D|E|) augmenting path on matching
Linear O(D2) Gaussian pivot step

discusses the experimental results, but we first detail
the experimental protocol in Section 6.1, and give
usefull background on benchmarked matroids in Sec-
tion 6.2.

6.1 Experimental protocol

For each matroid, the learning algorithm observes,
at time step t, realizations of Gaussian distributions
(Xe)e∈P (t), where ∀e, Xe ∼ N (µe, σ

2). Mean values
µ are randomly set in [0.5, 1] (except for linear ma-
troid, see corresponding paragraph) at the beginning
of the experiment and the standard deviation σ is set
to 0.2 for all distributions.

Each experiment ran with 20 different seeds, and
we capture (i) the regret (see Equation (1)), as a func-
tion of iterations, given in Figure 1; and (ii) overall
time complexity, number of oracle and greedy calls,
and MAUB’s number of order change within current
leaders (Line 11) provided in Table 3.

Reproducibility The code to reproduce the ex-
periments is available in supplementary material. All
algorithms are implemented using Python3.11. We
use the Sagemath library [The Sage Developers, 2025]
to handle matroids. Graphic and uniform matroids
are taken from Sagemath’s database, while the linear
and transversal matroids are constructed as Sage-
math matroids using external data. More detail is
given in their corresponding paragraphs. The exper-
iments were run using one core of a 2.20 GHz Intel®
Xeon® Gold 5320 CPU, part of a cluster with 384 GiB
available RAM.

6.2 Experimental Domains
We detail here the matroids considered in the exper-
iments. The time complexity Tm of the membership
oracle for the four classes of matroid are given in Ta-
ble 2.

Uniform Matroids In these experiments, all sub-
sets of size at most D are independent, so the prob-
lem reduces to identifying the D elements with the
highest values.

For such matroids, the independence oracle simply
checks the size of a subset I, which is done in O(1)
time.

Linear Matroid Learning in linear matroids is il-
lustrated here by searching for set of independent
movies with highest rating. Similarly to Kveton et al.
(2014) 100 movies from the dataset Movielens are
considered. The database attributes types, among
18 possible ones, to each movie. A set of movies I is
independent if and only if the characteristic vectors
{ue ∈ {0, 1}18, e ∈ I} form a linearly independent
family of R18. The latter constraint ensures diversity
to some extent. Values of movies are given by users’
average ratings µ, with ∀e, µe ∈ [0, 5].

The independence oracle for linear matroids in-
volves one step in Gaussian pivot, which takes O(D2)
time.

Graphic Matroids For any graph G = (S,A), a
graphic matroid is defined by the set of spanning trees
of the graph. µ As Talebi and Proutiere (2016), we
consider the graphic matroid KN associated to the
complete graph of size N .

Checking whether adding an element x to an in-
dependent set I creates a circuit can be done in
O(log(|E|) time, using union-find data structure.

Transversal Matroid Given a bipartite graph
G = (X ∪ Y,A), one can define a matroid where the
groundset is the vertices in X, and a subset B ⊆ X
is independent if and only if it admits a matching
with Y . An arbitrary graph, available in supplemen-
tary material, with |X| = 7, |Y | = 6, and 17 edges is
considered.
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Table 3: Time statistics for MAUB and OMM on several matroids. Computation time is in seconds and other
metrics correspond to numbers of calls (averaged over 20 runs). Neigh. Up. denotes the number of
neighborhood updates performed by MAUB while the leader remains stable. MAUB significantly reduces the
number of oracle calls compared to OMM, which translates into lower overall computation time.

(a) Uniform matroids

Algorithm Time Oracle Calls Greedy Calls Neigh. Up.

Uniform (D = 7, |E| = 10, |B| = 120)

OMM 3.45 s 7 · 105 1 · 105 -
MAUB 1.92 s 4.97 · 102 1.38 · 101 1.22 · 102

Uniform (D = 7, |E| = 15, |B| = 6435)

OMM 4.44 s 7 · 105 1 · 105 -
MAUB 3.84 s 2.68 · 103 4.82 · 101 2.47 · 102

Uniform (D = 15, |E| = 20, |B| = 15504)

OMM 6.87 s 1.5 · 106 1 · 105 -
MAUB 3.50 s 3.33 · 103 4.02 · 101 5.07 · 102

Uniform (D = 15, |E| = 30, |B| = 1.55 · 108)
OMM 8.84 s 1.5 · 106 1 · 105 -
MAUB 7.51 s 1.28 · 104 7.61 · 101 7.05 · 102

(b) Graphic matroids

Algorithm Time Oracle Calls Greedy Calls Neigh. Up.

K5 (D = 4, |E| = 10, |B| = 125)

OMM 11.28 s 6.56 · 105 1 · 105 -
MAUB 7.83 s 7.97 · 102 2.31 · 101 6.04 · 101

K7 (D = 6, |E| = 21, |B| = 16807)

OMM 22.24 s 1.44 · 106 1 · 105 -
MAUB 18.02 s 7.03 · 103 6.47 · 101 1.66 · 102

K15 (D = 14, |E| = 105, 1.95 · 1015)
OMM 131.89 s 8.84 · 106 1 · 105 -
MAUB 108.43 s 5.82 · 105 1.85 · 102 1.58 · 103

K20 (D = 19, |E| = 190, 2.22 · 1023)
OMM 262.55 s 1.67 · 107 1 · 105 -
MAUB 235.67 s 3.5 · 106 3.57 · 102 3.77 · 103

(c) Linear matroid

Algorithm Time Oracle Calls Greedy Calls Neigh. Up.

Linear (D = 16, |E| = 100, |B| unknown)
OMM 72.69 s 9.7 · 106 1 · 105 -
MAUB 60.49 s 2.28 · 105 4.96 · 101 2.03 · 102

(d) Transversal matroid

Algorithm Time Oracle Calls Greedy Calls Neigh. Up.

Transversal (D = 6, |E| = 7, |B| = 7)

OMM 83.42 s 6 · 106 1 · 106 -
MAUB 17.44 s 2.28 · 102 2.56 · 101 5.08 · 101
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(c) Unif. matroid U(15,20)
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(h) Graphic matroid K20
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Figure 1: Regret vs iterations for uniform, linear, graphic and transversal matroids (the smaller, the better).
U(D,|E|) is the uniform matroid of rank D on |E| elements. KN it the graphic matroid associated to the
complete graph of size N . Our algorithm MAUB consistently matches or outperforms OMM.

Assuming that I is independent, and that a match-
ing M is stored, deciding whether I + x is indepen-
dent can be reduced to checking if an augmenting
path in G with respect to M can be found. The in-
dependence oracle for transversal matroid thus takes
O(D|E|) time.

6.3 Results

Figure 1 shows no loss in regret of MAUB compared
to OMM in asymptotic regime, and an improved regret
in early iterations for large matroids (e.g. U(15; 30),
linear matroid, K15, K20). We believe that this phe-
nomenon is due MAUB’s restricted exploration, while
OMM might test several suboptimal elements in the

same iteration.
The number of oracle calls given in Table 3 is dras-

tically reduced compared to OMM (ranging from one
order of magnitude (e.g. K20, Linear) to three (e.g.
K3,3, transversal)). This is due to the number of
iterations performed by MAUB requiring calls to the
matroid structure (i.e. number of greedy calls plus
number of order change requiring neighborhood com-
putations) being significantly lower than the number
of greedy calls performed by OMM. As expected, this
smaller number of oracle calls translates into lower
computation time.

A side observation is that constant CM in Theo-
rem 5.5 is largely overestimated, as pointed out by
the relatively low number of greedy calls performed
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by MAUB in experiments on matroids with intractable
total number of bases (e.g. U(15, 20), K20, linear).

7 Discussion and Perspectives

We introduced MAUB, a unimodal bandit approach for
learning in matroid combinatorial semi-bandit prob-
lems. While optimal regret is already achieved by
the state of the art for this combinatorial structure,
repeated queries to the underlying optimization prob-
lem can be a major computational bottleneck for cer-
tain classes of matroids. As supported by the theoret-
ical analysis and the empirical experiments on various
classes of matroids, MAUB leverages the unimodality of
matroids to drastically reduce the number of oracle
calls which results in an improved overall time com-
plexity (for no loss in terms of regret). Beyond our
study, we believe that the present contribution lays
down a promising path to tackle time-complexity re-
duction in other semi-bandit problems.

Our work also underscores that the current uni-
modal bandit analysis lacks a fine-grained character-
ization of actual early trajectories taken by the learn-
ing algorithm. For instance, current theoretical anal-
yses of combinatorial unimodal bandits ignore corre-
lation between suboptimal arms, leading to a large
overestimation of some constant terms in the over-
all regret and time complexity. Filling this theoret-
ical gap would widen the relevance of the unimodal
approach to the non-asymptotic regime, beyond the
specific matroid structure considered in this paper.
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To help the reader, we provide below (Figure 2) a proof diagram summarizing the finite-time analysis of
MAUB conducted in the appendix.

iterationsOO(1)

suboptimal B
is leader

B∗ leader

Regular bandit
on NB∗,µ

↓
O( (|E|−D) log(T )

∆ )
Aϵ

tB2
(n) ≥ ϵlB(n)

O(1)

BT
ϵ

tB2
(n) ≤ ϵlB(n)

Cϵ

O(1)

Dϵ

O(1)

ET
ϵ

O(1)

Th. 5.4

incorrect
neighbors

Lemma 5.2

B2 played enough

Lem.A.1

B2 not
played enough

Lem.A.1

Lem.A.1
Hoeffding

B badly
estimated

P (n) = J, J ̸= B,B2

J badly estimated

µ̄B2
not

optimistic enough

unimodality
holds in NB,µ̂(t)

Figure 2: Proof diagram of finite-time analysis of MAUB. We remind the reader that whenever unimodality
is satisfied, B2 is an arm in NB,µ such that µB2

> µB .

A Concentration Inequality

We start by restating two core lemmas introduced by Combes and Proutiere [2014]. They allow bounding
the expected number of high deviations of mean statistics at specific time steps.

Lemma A.1. [Combes and Proutiere, 2014, Lemma B.1] Let k ∈ E and ϵ > 0. Define Fn the σ-algebra
generated by (Xk(t))t≤n,k∈E. Let Λ ⊆ N be a random set of instants. Assume that there exists a sequence of
random sets (Λ(s))s≥1 such that (i) Λ ⊆ ∪s≥1Λ(s), (ii) ∀s ⩾ 1, ∀n ∈ Λ(s), tk(n) ≥ ϵs, (iii) ∀s, |Λ(s)| ≤ 1,
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and (iv) the event {n ∈ Λ(s)} is Fn-measurable. Then, ∀δ > 0:

E

∑
n≥1

1{n ∈ Λ, |µ̂k(n)− µk| > δ}

 ≤ 1

ϵδ2
(4)

Lemma A.2. [Combes and Proutiere, 2014, Lemma B.2] Let k, k′ ∈ E, k ̸= k′ and ϵ > 0. Define Fn the
σ-algebra generated by (Xk(t))t≤n,k∈{1,...,[E|}. Let Λ ⊂ N be a random set of instants. Assume that there
exists a sequence of random sets (Λ(s))s≥1 such that (i) Λ ⊂ ∪s≥1Λ(s), (ii) ∀s ≥ 1, ∀n ∈ Λ(s), tk(n) ≥ ϵs,
and tk′(n) ≥ ϵs, (iii) ∀s, |Λ(s)| ≤ 1 almost surely, (iv) ∀n ∈ Λ, E[µ̂k(n)] ≤ E[µ̂k′(n)] −∆k,k′ , and (v) the
event {n ∈ Λ(s)} is Fn-measurable. Then, ∀δ > 0:

E[
∑
n≥1

1{n ∈ Λ, µ̂k(n) > µ̂k′(n)}] ≤ 8

ϵ∆2
k,k′

(5)

B Incorrect Neighborhood
This section proves that the number of iterations for which unimodality is not ensured is finite, in expectation.
The proof relies on remarking that Th.4.1 is not guaranteed to hold only for wrong ordering µ̂ei1

< · · · <
µ̂ei|L(t)|

of items in the current leader L(t).

Lemma 5.2. (Number of iterations with incorrect neighborhood, originally stated on page 6) Let B ∈ B.
Let x∗ = argminx̃∈B\B∗ [µx̃]. Let y∗ ∈ {ỹ ∈ B∗ \B, B − x∗ + ỹ ∈ B}. It holds that

E[

T∑
s=1

1{L(s)=B, B−x∗+y∗ /∈NB,µ̂(s)}] = OT→∞(1).

Proof. Let us define

O ≜ {s ≤ T | L(s) = B, B − x∗ + y∗ /∈ NB,µ̂(s)},
and denote δ = mina,b∈E,a̸=b |µa−µb| the minimal gap between two elements in E. By design of Algorithm 2,

O = {s ≤ T | B = L(s), ∃x ∈ {x̃ ∈ B, B − x̃+ y∗ ∈ B}, µ̂x∗(s) > µ̂x(s)}
⊆ ∪x∈B−x∗{s ≤ T | L(s) = B, µ̂x∗(s) > µ̂x(s)}

⊆ ∪x∈B−x∗{s ≤ T | L(s) = B, |µ̂x∗(n)− µx∗ | > δ

2
∨ |µ̂x(n)− µx| >

δ

2
}

⊆
⋃
x∈B

{s ≤ T | L(s) = B, |µ̂x(n)− µx| >
δ

2
}.

Let x ∈ B and bound the expected size of Ox ≜ {s ≤ T | L(s) = B, |µ̂x(n) − µx| > δ
2}. Let Λ ≜

{n ≤ T, L(n) = B}. It holds that Ox = {n ∈ Λ, |µ̂x(n) − µx| > δ
2}. For all s, let us define Λ(s) = {n ≤

T, L(n) = B, lB(n) = s} so that Λ ⊆ ∪sΛ(s). Since lB is increased each time B is the leader, ∀s, |Λ(s)| ≤ 1.
x being in B, and by design of MAUB forcing the leader to be played enough, for any s ⩾ 1 and n ∈ Λ(s),
tx(n) ≥ tB(n) ≥ lB(n)/(γ + 1) = s/(γ + 1). Then, by Lemma A.1, for ϵ ≜ 1/(γ + 1)

E [|Ox|] = E
[∑

n

1{n∈Λ, |µ̂x(n)−µx|> δ
2}

]
≤ 4

ϵδ2
.
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Since this holds for any x,

E[|O|] ⩽
∑
x

E [|Ox|] ⩽ |B|
4

ϵδ2
= O(1).

C Suboptimal Arms

We are now ready to prove the key theorem for the regret analysis, stating that suboptimal arms can only
be leaders for a O(log log T ) amount of time. The rest of the time then must be spent with the optimal arm
being the leader, which resembles a regular bandit.

Theorem 5.3. (Time spent in suboptimal arms, originally stated on page 7) Any suboptimal arm is the
leader O(log log(T )) times in expectation.

Proof. Let B be a suboptimal arm, and let B∗ = argmaxB∈B µB be the global optimum. Let B2 ≜
B − x∗ + y∗ = argmaxJ∈NB,µ

µJ be the best arm in the neighborhood of B.
It holds that

{n ≤ T | L(n) = B} ⊆ V ∪Aϵ ∪BT
ϵ , (6)

where:

• V ≜ {n | L(n) = B, ∃x, y ∈ L(n), µ̂x(n) > µ̂y(n), µx < µy}; and

• for any n /∈ V , it holds that B2 ∈ NB,µ̂(n), and Aϵ and BT
ϵ can be defined as follows:

– Aϵ ≜ {n /∈ V | L(n) = B, tB2
(n) ≥ ϵlB(n)};

– BT
ϵ ≜ {n ≤ T, n /∈ V | L(n) = B, tB2

(n) ≤ ϵlB(n)}.

Remark C.1. Note that V resembles O, the number of iterations which do not satisfy unimodality. We
artificially also include in O the time steps with wrong ordering for at least two elements in B. The proof
should hold using O, but V allows for a static neighborhood when bounding BT

ϵ , which circumvents technical
details, with no loss in asymptotic regret.

Similarly to bounding |O|, we show that |V | = O(1). We use the following decomposition:

V ⊆
⋃

x,y∈B2,µx<µy

{n ∈ Λx,y | µ̂x > µ̂y}; (7)

where ∀x, y, ∀s,Λx,y(s) ≜ {n | L(n) = B, lB(n) = s}. For all x, y,

• ∀s, |Λx,y(s)| ≤ 1;

• ∀s, ∀n ∈ Λ(s), tx(n) ≥ tB(n) ≥ lB(n)/(γ + 1) = s/(γ + 1) ≥ ϵs, for some ϵ < 1/(γ + 1), and similarly
for y.
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Then, it holds that:

V ⊆
⋃

x,y∈B2,µx<µy

{n ∈ Λx,y | µ̂x > µx +
δ

2
∨ µ̂y < µy −

δ

2
} (8)

⊆
⋃

x,y∈B2,µx<µy

{n ∈ Λx,y | µ̂x > µx +
δ

2
} ∪ {n ∈ Λx,y | µ̂y < µy −

δ

2
}, (9)

where δ = mina,b∈E,a̸=b |µa − µb|. It follows from Lemma A.1 that |V | ≤ D2 8
ϵδ2 = O(1).

We below bound the number of iterations at which a suboptimal arm B is the leader, given that B2 ∈
NB,µ̂(t).

E[Aϵ] <∞ for any T Let n ∈ Aϵ, and let s ≜ lB(n). By design of Alg. 3, tB(n) ≥ s/(γ + 1), and by
definition of Aϵ, tB2

(n) ≥ ϵlB(n) = ϵs. In light of those observations, the following applies Lemma A.2. For
any s, let Λ(s) = {n ∈ Aϵ|lB(n) = s}, and Λ = ∪s≥1Λ(s).

• As any n in Aϵ is required to verify L(n) = B, and since lB(·) increases each time B is leader, |Λ(s)| ≤ 1
(the time step such that B is leader for the s-th time is unique).

• At any p ∈ Aϵ, either B was already leader before, either a leader change occurred and led to B.
In case of a leader change, a greedy algorithm was performed (Line 8) and µ̂B was therefore better
than µ̂B2. In case of B staying leader, µ̂B was better than µ̂B2

(Line 7). It therefore holds that
p ∈ Aϵ =⇒ p ∈ {k ∈ Λ, µ̂B(k) ≥ µ̂B2

(k)}, meaning that Aϵ ⊂ {k ∈ Λ, µ̂B(k) ≥ µ̂B2
(k)}. Using the

fact that B2 = B − x∗ + y∗, we have Aϵ ⊆ {p ∈ Λ, µ̂x∗(p) ≥ µ̂y∗(p)}.

• Let n ∈ Λ(s), for some s. By definition, lB(n) = s. MAUB forces the leader to be played at least
⌊1/(γ + 1)⌋ · s times, so that tB(n) ≥ ⌊1/(γ + 1)⌋ · s. Picking2 epsilon sufficiently small with respect to
the fixed γ constant, it holds that tB(n) ≥ ϵ · s. It follows that tx∗(n) ≥ tB(n) ≥ ϵ · s.

• Let n ∈ Λ(s) ⊂ Aϵ, for some s. By definition of Aϵ, n is such that tB2
(n) ≥ ϵlB(n) = ϵ · s. It follows

that ty∗(n) ≥ tB2
(n) = ϵ · s.

• Let n ∈ Λ(s). By assumption on the bandit problem, E[µ̂B2
]−E[µ̂B ] = E[µ̂y∗ ]−E[µ̂x∗ ] = µy∗−µx∗ ≥ δ

(with δ = mina,b∈E,a̸=b |µa − µb|).

• Finally, by design of MAUB, the event {n ∈ Λ(s)} clearly is measurable w.r.t. (Xe(t))e∈E,1≤t≤T .

We thus apply Lem. A.1, and get E[|Aϵ|] <∞, for any ϵ, T .

E[BT
ϵ ] <∞ for any T Let:

• Cδ ≜ {n /∈ V | L(n) = B, ∃e ∈ B, |µ̂e(n)−µe| > δ} be the set of instants at which B is badly estimated
on at least one element e;

• Dδ ≜ ∪J∈NB,µ\{B2}Dδ,J , where ∀J, Dδ,J ≜ {n /∈ V | L(n) = B,P (n) = J, ∃w ∈ J, |µ̂w(n)− µw| > δ}
is the set of instants at which B is the leader, J is chosen to be played while being badly estimated on
at least one element w;

2Later, another constraint shall be put on the choice of ϵ, but both are coherent.
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• ET ≜ {n ≤ T, n /∈ V | L(n) = B,∃e ∈ B2, µ̄e(n) ≤ µe} be the set of instants at which B is the leader
and the optimistic statistic µ̄ underestimates at least one value µe for e in B2.

The first step to bound BT
ϵ is to show that for a properly chosen ϵ, |BT

ϵ | = 2γ(1+γ) · [|Cδ|+ |Dδ|+ |ET |]+
OT→∞(1). Let n ∈ BT

ϵ be a time step, let B be the leader at n, and let B2 be the best arm in NB,µ. It
holds that

lB(n) = tB,B2
+

∑
J∈NB,µ∪{B}

tB,J(n). (10)

In other words, the number of time that B was leader equals the sum, for all J in NB,µ, of the number of
times J was chosen while B was the leader. Some information are known for B2 and B: tB2(n) ≤ ϵlB(n) as
n ∈ BT

ϵ , and tB(n) ≥ lB(n)/(γ + 1). It follows that

(1− ϵ)lB(n) ≤
∑

J∈NB,µ∪{B}\{B2}
tB,J(n). (11)

Let ϵ < 1
2·(γ+1)

34. We show that it is impossible that both:

• ∀J ∈ NB,µ \ {B2}, tB,J < lB(n)/(γ + 1); and

• tB,B < (3/2)lB(n)/(γ + 1) + 1

hold. Assume that both hold. Then, we show that the right-hand side of Eq.11 can be strictly upper-bounded
by (1− ϵ)lB(n), which creates an absurdity.∑

J∈NB,µ\{B2}
tB,J(n) < (3/2)

lB(n)

(γ + 1)
+ 1 +

∑
J∈NB,µ\{B2}

tB,J(n) (12)

< (3/2)
lB(n)

(γ + 1)
+ 1 + (γ − 1) · lB(n)

(γ + 1)
(since γ = |NB,µ|) (13)

≤ lB(n)

(γ + 1)
· [(3/2) + (γ − 1)] (14)

=
lB(n)

2(γ + 1)
· [2 · γ + 1]. (15)

By assumption on ϵ, it also holds that:

(1− ϵ)lB(n) > (1− 1

2(γ + 1)
)lB(n) (16)

= (
2γ + 1

2(γ + 1)
)lB(n). (17)

We conclude that
∑

J∈NB,µ∪{B}\{B2} tB,J(n) < (1− ϵ)lB(n), which is absurd, given Equation (11).

3Note that this choice is coherent with the previous constraint on ϵ (ϵ < 1/(γ + 1))
4The following aims at knowing either that B was played enough for it to be unlikely that it was chosen over B2 (while B2

is not overestimated, else, n ∈ ET holds!) or another J was played enough for it to be unlikely that J was picked over B2. B
and J must be treated differently as tB,B(n) ≥ s/(γ + 1) by design of MAUB.
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(a) Assume that ∃J ∈ NB,µ \ {B2}, tB,J(n) ≥ lB(n)/(γ + 1). Let J be such neighbor. Let ϕ(n) be the
unique time step such that L(ϕ(n)) = B, P (ϕ(n)) = J , and tB,J(ϕ(n)) = ⌊lB(n)/2 · (γ+1)⌋. ϕ(n) < n exists
as (i) tB,J is only incremented when B is the leader and J is selected; and (ii) n 7→ lB(n) is increasing. The
unicity of ϕ comes from tB,J(·) being increased at ϕ(n). In the following, we assume ϕ(n) /∈ Cδ ∪Dδ ∪ ET .
Let (x∗

B2
, y∗B2

, xJ , yJ) ∈ [B ×B2]× [B × J ] be uniquely defined by:

B2 = B − x∗
B2

+ y∗B2
, and (18)

J = B − xJ + yJ . (19)

The comparison between J and B2 boils down to a study of those four elements at ϕ(n). Note that there is
no reason for B2 to be in NJ,µ, and conversely. Yet, ϕ(n) not belonging to Cδ ∪Dδ ∪ ET implies that (i)
xJ , yJ , and xB2 are correctly estimated up to the constant δ, and (ii) µ̄e > µe for all e in B2. By definition,

µ̄J(ϕ(n)) =
∑
e∈J

µ̂e(ϕ(n)) +
∑
e∈J

√
2 · log(lB(ϕ(n)))

te(ϕ(n))
, (20)

so that

µ̄J(ϕ(n))− µ̄B2
(ϕ(n)) (21)

= −µ̂xJ
(ϕ(n)) + µ̂yJ

(ϕ(n)) + µ̂x∗
B2

(ϕ(n))− µ̂y∗
B2

(ϕ(n)) (22)

−
√

2 · log(lB(ϕ(n)))
txJ

(ϕ(n))
+

√
2 · log(lB(ϕ(n)))

tyJ
(ϕ(n))

+

√
2 · log(lB(ϕ(n)))

tx∗
B2

(ϕ(n))
−
√

2 · log(lB(ϕ(n)))
ty∗

B2
(ϕ(n))

(23)

< −(µxJ
− δ) + µyJ

+ δ + µx∗
B2

+ δ − µ̂y∗
B2

(ϕ(n)) (24)

−
√

2 · log(lB(ϕ(n)))
txJ

(ϕ(n))
+

√
2 · log(lB(ϕ(n)))

tyJ
(ϕ(n))

+

√
2 · log(lB(ϕ(n)))

tx∗
B2

(ϕ(n))
−
√

2 · log(lB(ϕ(n)))
ty∗

B2
(ϕ(n))

(25)

= −µxJ
+ µyJ

+ 3δ + µx∗
B2
− µ̂y∗

B2
(ϕ(n)) (26)

−
√

2 · log(lB(ϕ(n)))
txJ

(ϕ(n))
+

√
2 · log(lB(ϕ(n)))

tyJ
(ϕ(n))

+

√
2 · log(lB(ϕ(n)))

tx∗
B2

(ϕ(n))
−
√

2 · log(lB(ϕ(n)))
ty∗

B2
(ϕ(n))

(27)

(↓ since µ̄y∗
B2

> µy∗
B2

by assumption on ϕ)

(28)
< µxJ

− µyJ
+ µx∗

B2
+ 3δ − µy∗

B2
(29)

−
√

2 · log(lB(ϕ(n)))
txJ

(ϕ(n))
+

√
2 · log(lB(ϕ(n)))

tyJ
(ϕ(n))

+

√
2 · log(lB(ϕ(n)))

tx∗
B2

(ϕ(n))
(30)

< −µxJ
+ µyJ

+ µx∗
B2

+ 3δ − µy∗
B2

+

√
2 · log(lB(ϕ(n)))

tyJ
(ϕ(n))

+

√
2 · log(lB(ϕ(n)))

tx∗
B2

(ϕ(n))
(31)

= µyJ
− µxJ

+ µx∗
B2
− µy∗

B2
+ 3δ +

√
2 · log(lB(ϕ(n)))

tyJ
(ϕ(n))

+

√
2 · log(lB(ϕ(n)))

tx∗
B2

(ϕ(n))
(32)

(33)
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But now, since µB2 > µJ , one can pick δ such that δ < ([µy∗
B2
− µx∗

B2
]− [µyJ

− µxJ
])/5.

By design of MAUB, and by assumption (a), it respectively holds that tx∗
B2

(ϕ(n)) ≥ lB(ϕ(n))/(γ + 1) ≥
lB(ϕ(n))/2(γ + 1), and tyJ

(ϕ(n)) ≥ tJ(ϕ(n)) ≥ tB,J(ϕ(n)) ≥ lB(ϕ(n))/2(γ + 1), we have:√
2 · log(lB(ϕ(n))

tx∗
B2

<

√
2 · log(lB(ϕ(n))
lB(n)/(2(γ + 1)

<

√
2 · log(lB(n))
lB(n)/2(γ + 1)

, and (34)√
2 · log(lB(ϕ(n))

ty∗
J

<

√
2 · log(lB(ϕ(n))
lB(n)/2(γ + 1)

<

√
2 · log(lB(n))
lB(n)/2(γ + 1)

. (35)

But then, n 7→
√

2·log(lB(n))
lB(n)/2(γ+1)) converges to 0 as n goes to ∞. Therefore, there must exist l0 such that

lB(n) ≥ l0 implies that
√

2·log(lB(n))
lB(n)/2(γ+1) < δ.

(b) Now assume that tB,B ≥ (3/2)lB(n)/(γ + 1) + 1. B and B2 can directly be compared through
x∗
B2

and y∗B2
. There are at least lB(n)/2(γ + 1) + 1 instants ñ such that B was selected normally (i.e.

not forced). By the same reasoning as in (a), there exist a ϕ(n) such that L(ϕ(n)) = B, P (ϕ(n)) = B,
tB,B(ϕ(n)) = ⌊lB(n)/2(γ+1)⌋ and (lB(ϕ(n))−1) is not a multiple of 1/(γ+1). Thus, µ̄B(ϕ(n)) ≥ µ̄B2

(ϕ(n)).
Similar derivations as in (a), with J = B produce an absurdity, which finally gives ϕ(n) ∈ Cδ ∪Dδ ∪ ET .

Let us define BT
ϵ,l0

= {n ≤ T | n ∈ BT
ϵ , lB(n) ≥ l0}. We have |BT

ϵ,l0
| ≤ l0 + |BT

ϵ |. ϕ : n 7→ ϕ(n) is a
mapping from BT

ϵ,l0
to Cδ ∪Dδ ∪ ET . To bound the size of BT

ϵ,l0
, we use the following decomposition:

{n | n ∈ BT
ϵ,l0 , lB(n) ≥ l0} ⊆ ∪n′∈Cδ∪Dδ∪ET {n | n ∈ BT

ϵ,l0 , ϕ(n) = n′}.

Let us fix n′. If n ∈ BT
ϵ,l0

and ϕ(n) = n′, then ⌊lB(n)/2(γ + 1)⌋ ∈ ∪J∈NB,µ\{B2}{tB,J(n
′)} and lB(n) is

incremented at time n because L(n) = B. Therefore:

|{n | n ∈ BT
ϵ,l0 , ϕ(n) = n′}| ≤ 2γ(γ + 1)

Using union bound, we obtain the desired result:

|BT
ϵ | ≤ l0 + |BT

ϵ,l0 | ≤ O(1) + 2γ(γ + 1)(|Cδ|+ |Dδ|+ |ET |).

Bound on Cδ We apply Lem. A.1 with Λ(s) ≜ {n ≤ T |L(n) = B, lB(n) = s}, and Λ ≜ ∪s≥1Λ(s). It holds
that:

Cδ = {n ∈ ∪sΛ(s) | ∃x, |µ̂x(n)− µx| > δ} (36)
⊆ ∪x{n ∈ ∪sΛ(s) | |µ̂x(n)− µx| > δ} (37)

≜ ∪xCδ,x. (38)

Since each time B is leader, lB(n) increases, ∀s, |Λ(s)| ≤ 1. By design of MAUB, it holds that tB(n) ≥
1/(γ + 1) · lB(n), so that ∀s, tB(s) > ϵ · s for some ϵ < 1/(γ + 1). Thus, for all n, x ∈ Cδ ∪ B, tx(n) ≥ ϵs.
For all x ∈ B, Lem. A.1 gives E[|Cδ,x|] = E[

∑
n 1{n∈Λ | |µ̂x(n)−µx|>δ}] = O(1). We thus get E[|Cδ|] ≤∑

x∈B E[|Cδ,x|] = O(1).
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Bound on Dδ For any J ∈ NB,µ, for any x ∈ J we apply Lem. A.1 with ΛJ,x(s) ≜ {n ≤ T |L(n) =
B,P (n) = J, tJ(n) = s}. Then:

Dδ ⊆ ∪J ∪x {n ∈ ΛJ,x(s) | |µ̂x − µx| > δ} (39)

Since each time B is leader and J is played, tJ(n) increases, ∀s, ∀x, |ΛJ,x(s)| ≤ 1. By definition of ΛJ,x, it
holds that ∀n ∈ Λ(s), tx(n) = s > ϵ · s, for some ϵ < 1. For all J, x, Lem.A.1 gives E[

∑
n{n ∈ ΛJ,x(s) | |µ̂x−

µx| > δ}] = O(1). Summing over the finite set J , and over the finite neighborhood NB,µ, we finally get
E[|Dδ|] = O(1).

Bound on ET It holds that ET = O(log log(T )). For all x∗ in B2, and for all t in N∗, it holds that:

P(µ̂x∗(t) ≤ µx∗ −
√

2 log(lB(t))

Nx∗(t)
) ≤ exp(−2Nx∗(t)2 log(lB(t))

Nx∗(t)
) (Hoeffding’s inequality) (40)

= exp(−4 log(lB(t))) (41)

= lB(t)
−4. (42)

For all s, let Λ(s) ≜ {n ≤ T | lB(n) = s, L(n) = B} be the set of unique time step where B is the leader
for the s-th time. We define Λ ≜ ∪sΛ(s) For all s, let {ϕs} = Λ(s) if {1, . . . , T} ∩ Λ ̸= ∅ and ϕs = T + 1
otherwise.

E[

T∑
n=1

1{L(n) = B, µ̄x∗(n) < µx∗}] (43)

= E[

T∑
n=1

1{n ∈ Λ, µ̄x∗(n) < µx∗}] (44)

≤ E[
T∑

s≥1

1{µ̂x∗(ϕs) +

√
2 log(lB(ϕs))

tx(ϕs)
< µx∗ , ϕs ≤ T}] (45)

≤ E[
∑
s≥1

1{µ̂x∗(ϕs) +

√
2 log(s)

tx(ϕs)
< µx∗}] (46)

(47)

All this put together gives E[BT
ϵ ] = O(log log(T )), and adding the bound on E[Aϵ] yields E[lB(T )] =

O(log log(T )), which concludes the proof.

D Regret
Theorem 5.4. Originally stated on page 7 The regret of MAUB up to time step T is

O
(∑

e/∈B∗

8

µσ(e) − µe
log(T )

)
= O

( |E| −D

∆min
log T

)
,

with ∆min ≜ mine/∈B∗ µσ(e) − µe.
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Proof. Given Th. 5.3, we restrict the study to the iterations for which B∗ is the leader. MAUB behaves as a
classical UCB on the finite neighborhood of B∗. We therefore lightly adapt [Auer et al., 2002]’s proof to our
case. Let B = B∗ − µσ(e) + µe.

Let us upper bound the number of times tB(n) that a suboptimal arm B was played up to time step n.
Let ℓ ∈ N∗.

tB(n) =

n∑
t=1

1{P (t)=B} (48)

≤ ℓ+

n∑
t=1

1{P (t)=B, tB(t)≥ℓ}. (49)

But now, for B to be played at time step t, it must hold that µ̄B(t) > µ̄B∗(t), so that the event {P (t) = B}
is a subset of the event {µ̄B(t) > µ̄B∗(t)}. It follows that:

E[tB(n)] ≤ ℓ+ E[

n∑
t=1

1{µ̄B(t)>µ̄B∗ (t), tB(t)≥ℓ}] (50)

≤ ℓ+

n∑
t=1

P(µ̂e(t) +

√
2 log(lB∗(t))

Ne(t)
> µ̂σ(e)(t) +

√
2 log(lB∗(t))

Nσ(e)(t)
, tB(t) ≥ ℓ). (51)

The event {µ̂e(t) +
√

2 log(lB∗ (t))
Ne(t)

> µ̂σ(e)(t) +
√

2 log(lB∗ (t))
Nσ(e)(t)

, tB(t) ≥ ℓ)} is included in the event⋃n
s=1

⋃n
si=ℓ{µ̂e +

√
2 log(lB∗ (t))

si
> µ̂σ(e) +

√
2 log(lB∗ (t))

s }. Now observe that {µ̂e +
√

2 log(lB∗ (t))
si

> µ̂σ(e) +√
2 log(lB∗ (t))

s } implies that at least one of the following must hold:

µ̂σ(e) ≤ µσ(e) −
√

2 log(lB∗(t))

s
(52)

µ̂e ≥ µe +

√
2 log(lB∗(t))

si
(53)

µσ(e) < µe + 2

√
2 log(lB∗(t))

si
. (54)

For ℓ ≥ ⌊8 log(lB∗(n))/|µσ(e) − µe|2⌋+ 1, the last event can not happen.
Both other events are bounded as before (Equations 43 to 47) using Hoeffding’s inequality. It follows

that for all B ∈ NB∗,µ, tB(n) = O(8 log(n)/|µσ(e) − µe|). Summing over NB∗,µ gives the overall regret
O(∑e/∈B∗

8·log T
µσ(e)−µe

)
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