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Abstract
We study learning-augmented binary search trees (BSTs) and B-Trees via Treaps with com-

posite priorities. The result is a simple search tree where the depth of each item is deter-
mined by its predicted weight wx. To achieve the result, each item x has its composite priority
−⌊log log(1/wx)⌋ + U(0, 1) where U(0, 1) is the uniform random variable. This generalizes the
recent learning-augmented BSTs [Lin-Luo-Woodruff ICML‘22], which only work for Zipfian dis-
tributions, to arbitrary inputs and predictions. It also gives the first B-Tree data structure that
can provably take advantage of localities in the access sequence via online self-reorganization.
The data structure is robust to prediction errors and handles insertions, deletions, as well as
prediction updates.

1 Introduction
The development of machine learning has sparked significant interest in its potential to enhance
traditional data structures. First proposed by Kraska et al. [KBCDP18], the notion of learned
index has gained much attention since then [KBCDP18; DMYWDLZCGK+20; FV20]. Algorithms
with predictions have also been developed for an increasingly wide range of problems, including
shortest path [CSVZ22], network flow [PZ22; LMRX20], matching [CSVZ22; DILMV21; CI21],
spanning tree [ELMS22], and triangles/cycles counting [CEILNRSWWZ22], with the goal of ob-
taining algorithms that get near-optimal performances when the predictions are good, but also
recover prediction-less worst-case behavior when predictions have large errors [MV20].

Regarding the original learned index question, which uses learning to speed up search trees,
developing data structures optimal to the input sequence has been extensively studied in the field
of data structures. Melhorn [Meh75a] showed that a nearly optimal static tree can be constructed in
linear time when estimates of key frequencies are provided. Extensive work on this topic culminated
in the study of dynamic optimality, where tree balancing algorithms (e.g. splay trees [ST85b], Tango
trees [DHIP07]), as well as lower bounds (e.g. Interleave lower bounds) are conjectured to be within
constant factors of optimal.

This paper examines the performance of learning augmented search trees in both static and dy-
namic settings. Specifically, we show how to incorporate learned advice to build both near-optimal
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static search trees, as well as dynamic search trees whose performances match the working set
bound of the access sequence. We start by presenting a composite priority function that integrates
learned advice into Treaps, a family of binary search trees. Given an oracle that can predict the
number of occurrences of each item (up to a generous amount of error), the tree produced via these
composite priorities is within constants of the static optimal ones. (Section 4). A major advantage
of this priority-based approach is it naturally extends to B-Trees via B-Treaps [Gol09], leading to
the first B-Tree with access-sequence-dependent performance bounds.

We then study these composite priorities based Treaps in the dynamic setting, where the tree
can undergo changes after each access. We show that given a learned oracle can correctly predict the
time interval until the next access, B-Treaps with composite priorities can achieve the working set
bound (Section 6). This bound can be viewed as a strengthening of the static optimality/entropy
bound that takes temporal locality of keys into account. Previous analyses of B-Trees only focus
on showing an O(logB n) cost per access in the worst case. (Section 5) Finally, we show that our
data structure is robust to prediction errors (Section 6). That is, the performances of B-Treaps
with composite priorities degrade smoothly with the mean absolute error between the generated
priorities and the ground truth priorities.

The composite priority function takes the learned advice and perturbs it with a small random
value. The depth of each item in the tree is related to the learned advice and is worst-case O(log n)
and O(logB n) in the BST and the B-Tree case. This generalizes the result of [LLW22] and removes
their assumption on the inputs. On the other hand, in the setting of dynamic predictions, our data
structure achieves bounds unknown to any existing binary search trees.

2 Overview
In this section, we give a brief overview of our data structures and analyses. Our starting point is
the learning-augmented Treap data structure from Lin, Luo, and Woodruff [LLW22]. They directly
incorporated predictions of node frequencies as the node priorities in the Treap data structure.

Learning Augmented Treaps via Composite Priority Functions Treap is a tree-balancing
mechanism initially designed around randomized priorities [AS89]. One of its central observations
is that requiring the heap priority among unique node priorities gives a unique tree: the root must
be the one with maximum priority, after which both its left and right subtrees are also unique by
a recursive/inductive application of this reasoning. Aragon and Siedel show that when a node’s
priority is modified, the new unique tree state can be obtained by rotations along the current
path [AS89], and such a rebuilding can also be done recursively/functionally [BR98]. Therefore,
the cost of accessing this Treap is precisely the depth of the accessed node in the unique tree
obtained.

When the priorities are assigned randomly, the resulting tree is balanced with high probability.
Intuitively, this is because the root is likely to be picked among the middle elements. However,
if some node is accessed very frequently (e.g. 10% of the time), it’s natural to assign it a larger
priority. Therefore, setting the priority to a function of access frequencies, as in [LLW22], is a
natural way to obtain an algorithm whose performances are better on more skewed access patterns.
However, when the priority is set directly to access frequency, the algorithm does not degrade
smoothly to O(log n): if elements 1, 2, . . .

√
n are accessed with frequency

√
n,

√
n − 1, . . . 1, setting

priorities as such will result in a path of Θ(
√

n). Partly as a result of this, the analysis in [LLW22]
was limited only to when frequencies are from the Zipfian distribution.

Building upon these ideas, we introduce the notion of a composite priority function, and choose
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it to be a mixture of the randomized priority function from [AS89] and the frequency-based priority
from [LLW22]. This function can be viewed as adding back a uniformly random adjustment between
[0, 1] to the resulting priorities to ensure that nodes with the same priorities are still balanced as
in worst-case Treaps.

However, for keys with large access frequencies, e.g. n1/2 vs 1
2n1/2, the additive [0, 1] is not able

to offset differences between them. Therefore, we need to reduce the range of the priorities so that
this [0, 1] is still effective in handling nodes with similar priorities. Here, a natural candidate is to
take the logarithm of the predicted frequencies. However, we show in Section 4.4 that this is also
problematic for obtaining a statically optimal tree. Instead, we obtain the desired properties by
taking logs once again. Specifically, we show in Theorem 4.4 that by setting the priority to

−
⌊
log log 1

wx

⌋
+ U (0, 1) ,

the expected depth of node x is O(log(1/wx)).
One way to intuitively understand the choice of this composite priority scheme is to view it as

a bucketing scheme on log(1/wx), and apply the intuition that a randomized Treap over a set of
m items has height O(log m). Let St to be the set of elements such that ⌊log log(1/wx)⌋ = t, every
tree path towards the root has O(log |St|) elements in St in expectation. Since the total weights∑

x wx ≤ 1, we can bound the size of St by |St| ≤ 22t+1 and thus log |St| ≤ 2t+1. Moreover, every
x-to-the-root path only consists of nodes in St, St−1, . . . , S0 and we can bound the expected depth
by

log |St| + log |St−1| + . . . + log |S0| ≤ 2t+1 + 2t + . . . + 21 ≤ 2t+2 ≤ 4 log(1/wx)

up to a constant factor. We discuss counterexamples to other ways of setting priorities in Section 4.4.

Static Learning Augmented B-Trees Our Treap-based scheme generalizes to B-Trees, where
each node has B instead of 2 children. These trees are highly important in external memory systems
due to the behavior of cache performances: accessing a block of B entries has a cost comparable to
the cost of accessing O(1) entries.

By combining the B-Treaps by Golovin [Gol09] with the composite priorities, we introduce a
new learning-augmented B-Tree that achieves similar bounds under the External Memory Model.
We show in Theorem 5.2 that for any weights over elements w, by setting the priority to

−⌊log4 logB(1/wx)⌋ + U(0, 1),

the expected depth of node x is O(logB(1/wx)).
This gives the first optimal static B-Trees if we set w to be the marginal distribution of elements

in the access sequence. That is, if we know f1, f2, . . . , fn the frequencies of each element that appears
in the access sequence, we can build a static B-Tree such that the total number of tree nodes touched
is roughly ∑

i∈[n]
fi logB

m

fi

where m =
∑

i fi, the length of the access sequence.
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Figure 1: Sketch for static and dynamic learning augmented B-Trees. Since item 3 has a higher
frequency around time i, the dynamic B-Trees adjust the priority accordingly.

Dynamic Learning Augmented B-Trees We also consider the dynamic setting in which we
continually update the priorities of a subset of items along with the sequence access. Rather than
a fixed priority for each item, we allow the priorities to change as keys get accessed. The setting
has a wide range of applications in the real world. For instance, consider accessing data in a
relational database. A sequence of access will likely access related items one after another. So even
if the entries themselves get accessed with fixed frequencies, the distribution of the next item to
be accessed can be highly dependent on the set of recently accessed items. Consider the access
sequence

4, 2, 3, 4, 5, 2, 3, 4, 5, 2, 3, 4, 5, 1, 4

versus the access sequence
5, 2, 4, 2, 1, 4, 4, 5, 3, 3, 3, 4, 5, 4, 2.

In both trees, the item 4 is accessed the most frequently. So input dependent search trees should
place it near the root. However, in the second sequence, the item 3 is accessed three consecutive
times around the middle. An algorithm that’s allowed to modify the tree dynamically can then
modify the tree to place 3 closer to root during those calls. An illustration of this is in Figure 1.

Thus, it is natural for the item priorities to vary as more items get accessed. We attempt to
adapt Treaps and B-Treaps to this setting, specifically one where the predictions can change as
more items get accessed.

Both Treaps and B-Treaps can handle updates to priorities efficiently. In particular, updating
the priority of an element from wx to w′

x takes O(| log2(wx/w′
x)|) time for the Treap case and

O(| logB(wx/w′
x)|) memory accesses for the B-Treap case. Denote U(i) as the subset of items that

update scores at time i and wi,j as the score for item j at time i. We show in Theorem 6.1 that the
total cost for accessing the sequence X with the dynamic Treaps consists of two parts. The first
part O(n logB n +

∑
i∈[m] logB

1
wi,x(i)

) is the same as the static optimal bound and the second part
O(
∑m

i=2
∑

j∈U(i) | logB
wi,j

wi−1,j
|) comes from updating scores. Hence, here is a trade-off between the

costs of updating items and the benefits from the time-varying scores.
We study ways of designing composite priorities that cause this access cost to match known

sequence-dependent access costs of binary trees (and their natural generalizations to B-Trees).
Here, we focus on the working set bound, which says that the cost of accessing an item should be
at most the logarithm of the number of distinct items until it gets accessed again. To obtain this
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bound, we propose a new composite priority named interval set priority, based on the number of
distinct elements between two occurrences of the same item around accessed at step i. We give
the guarantees for the dynamic Treaps with the interval set priority in Theorem 6.8. The dynamic
B-Treaps further show the power of learning scores from data. While we have more data, we can
quantify the dynamic environment in a more accurate way and thus improve the efficiency of the
data structure.

Robustness to Prediction Inaccuracy Finally, we provide some preliminary work on the
robustness of our data structures to inaccuracies in prediction oracles.

In the static case, we can directly relate the overhead of having inaccurate frequency predictions
to the KL divergences between the estimates and the true frequencies. This is because our composite
priority can take any estimate, so plugging in the estimates qx gives that the overall access cost is
exactly

m ·
∑

x

qx log2

( 1
px

)
,

which is exactly the cross entropy between p and q. On the other hand, the KL divergence
between p and q is exactly the cross entropy minus the entropy of p. So we get that the overhead
of building the tree using noisy estimators q instead of the true frequencies p is exactly m times
the KL-divergence between p and q. We formalize the argument above in Section 4.3.

In the online/dynamic setting, we incorporate notions from the analyses of recommender sys-
tems: each prediction can be treated as a recommendation/score of the item for future access.
Recommender systems are widely studied in statistics, machine learning, and data mining. A vari-
ety of metrics have been proposed for them, and we follow the survey by Zangerle and Bauer [ZB22],
specifically the notion of mean-average-error. In Theorem 6.9, we show that if the mean average
error of the predicted priority vector is ϵ, our learned B-Trees handle an access sequence with an
additional overhead of m logB(1 + nε/m).

3 Related Work
Learned Index Models In recent years, there has been a surge of interest in integrating machine
learning models into algorithm designs. A new field called Algorithms with Predictions [MV20] has
garnered considerable attention, particularly in the use of machine learning models to predict input
patterns to enhance performance. Examples of this approach include online graph algorithms with
predictions [APT22], improved hashing-based methods such as Count-Min [CM05], and learning-
augmented k-means clustering [EFSWZ21]. Practical oracles for predicting desired properties, such
as predicting item frequencies in a data stream, have been demonstrated empirically [HIKV19;
JLLRW20].

Capitalizing on the existence of oracles that predict the properties of upcoming accesses, re-
searchers are now developing more efficient learning-augmented data structures. Index structures
in database management systems are one significant application of learning-augmented data struc-
tures. One key challenge in this domain is to create search algorithms and data structures that
are efficient and adaptive to data whose nature changes over time. This has spurred interest in
incorporating machine learning techniques to improve traditional search tree performance.

The first study on learned index structures [KBCDP18] used deep-learning models to predict the
position or existence of records as an alternative to the traditional B-Tree or hash index. However,
this study focused only on the static case. Subsequent research [FV20; DMYWDLZCGK+20;
WZCWCX21] introduced dynamic learned index structures with provably efficient time and space

5



upper bounds for updates in the worst case. These structures outperformed traditional B-Trees
in practice, but their theoretical guarantees were often trivial, with no clear connection between
prediction quality and performance.

Beyond Worst-Case Analyses of Binary Trees Binary trees are among the most ubiqui-
tous pointer-based data structures. While schemes without re-balancing do obtain O(log2 n) time
bounds in the average case, their behavior degenerates to Ω(n) on natural access sequences such
as 1, 2, 3, . . . , n. To remedy this, many tree balancing schemes with O(log2 n) time worst-case
guarantees have been proposed [AL63; GS78; CLRS09].

Creating binary trees optimal for their inputs has been studied since the 1970s. Given access
frequencies, the static tree of optimal cost can be computed using dynamic programs or clever
greedies [HT70; Meh75b; Yao82; KLR96]. However, the cost of such computations often exceeds
the cost of invoking the tree. Therefore, a common goal is to obtain a tree whose cost is within a
constant factor of the entropy of the data, multiple schemes do achieve this either on worst-case
data [Meh75b], or when the input follows certain distributions [AM78].

A major disadvantage of static trees is that their cost on any permutation needs to be Ω(n log2 n).
On the other hand, for the access sequence 1, 2, 3, . . . , n, repeatedly bringing the next accessed el-
ement to the root gives a lower cost O(n). This prompted Allen and Munro to propose the notion
of self-organizing binary search trees. This scheme was extended to splay trees by Sleator and Tar-
jan [ST85b]. Splay trees have been shown to obtain many improved cost bounds based on temporal
and spatial locality [ST85b; CMSS00; Col00; Iac05]. In fact, they have been conjectured to have
access costs with a constant factor of optimal on any access sequence [Iac13]. Much progress has
been made towards showing this over the past two decades [DHIKP09; DS09; CCS19; BCIKL20]

From the perspective of designing learning-augmented data structures, the dynamic optimality
conjecture almost goes contrary to the idea of incorporating predictors. It can be viewed as saying
that learned advice do not offer gains beyond constant factors, at least in the binary search tree
setting. Nonetheless, the notion of access sequence, as well as access-sequence-dependent bounds,
provides useful starting points for developing prediction-dependent search trees in online settings.
In this paper, we choose to focus on bounds based on temporal locality, specifically, the working
set bound. This is for two reasons: the spatial locality of an element’s next access is significantly
harder to describe compared to the time until the next access; and the current literature on spatial
locality-based bounds, such as dynamic finger tends to be much more involved [CMSS00; Col00].
We believe an interesting direction for extending our composite scores is to obtain analogs of the
unified bound [Iac01; BCDI07] for B-Trees.

B-Trees and External Memory Model Parameterized B-Trees [BF03] have been studied to
balance the runtime of read versus write operations, and several bounds have been shown with
regard to the blocks of memory needed to be used during an operation. The optimality is discussed
in both static and dynamic settings. Rosenberg and Snyder [RS81] compared the B-Tree with the
minimum number of nodes (denoted as compact) with non-compact B-Trees and with time-optimal
B-Trees. Bender et al. [BEHK16] considers keys have different sizes and gives a cache-oblivious
static atomic-key B-Tree achieving the same asymptotic performance as the static B-Tree. When
it comes to the dynamic setting, the trade-off between the cost of updates and accesses is widely
studied [OCGO96; JNSSK97; JDO99; BGVW00; Yi12].

B-Treap were introduced by Golovin [Gol08; Gol09] as a way to give an efficient history-
independent search tree in the external memory model. These studies revolved around obtaining
O(logB n) worst-case costs that naturally generalize Treaps. Specifically, for sufficiently small B
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(as compared to n), Golovin showed a worst-case depth of O( 1
α logB n) with high probability, where

α > 0 a parameter relating the limit on B to n. The running time of this structure has recently
been improved by Safavi [SS23] via a two-layer design.

The large node sizes of B-Trees interact naturally with the external memory model, where
memory is accessed in blocks of size B [BF03; Vit01]. The external memory model itself is widely
used in data storage and retrieval [MA13], and has also been studied in conjunction with learned
indices [FLV20]. There are a number of previous results discussing the trade-off between update
and storage utilization [Bro14; Bro17; FHM19].

4 Statically Optimal Binary Trees via Learning
In this section, we show that the widely taught Treap data structure can, with small modifications,
achieves the static optimality conditions typically sought after in previous studies of learned index
structures [LLW22; HIKV19].
Definition 4.1 (Treap, [AS89]). Let T be a Binary Search Tree over [n] and priority ∈ Rn be a
priority assignment on [n]. We say (T, priority) is a Treap if priorityx ≤ priorityy whenever x is a
descendent of y in T.

Given a priority assignment priority, one can construct a BST T such that (T, priority) is a Treap.
T is built as follows: Take any x∗ ∈ arg maxx priorityx and build Treaps on [1, x∗ − 1] and [x∗ + 1, n]
recursively using priority. Then, we just make x∗ the parent of both Treaps. Notice that if priorityx’s
are distinct, the resulting Treap is unique.
Observation 1. Let priority ∈ Rn, which assigns each item x to a unique priority. There is a
unique BST T such that (T, priority) is a Treap.

From now on, we always assume that priority has distinct values. Therefore, when priority is
clear from the context, the term Treap is referred to the unique BST T. For each node x ∈ [n], we
use depth(x) to denote its depth in T.

Given any two items x, y ∈ [n], one can determine whether x is an ancestor of y in the Treap
without traversing the tree. In particular, x is an ancestor of y if x’s priority is the largest among
items [x, y].
Observation 2. Given any x, y ∈ [n], x is an ancestor of y if and only if priorityx = maxz∈[x,y] priorityz.

A classical result of [AS89] states that if priorities are randomly assigned, the depth of the
Treap cannot be too large.
Lemma 4.2 ([AS89]). Let U(0, 1) be the uniform distribution over the real interval [0, 1]. If
priority ∼ U(0, 1)n, each Treap node x has depth Θ(log2 n) with high probability.
Proof. Notice that depth(x), the depth of item x in the Treap, is the number of ancestors of x in
the Treap. Linearity of expectation yields

E[depth(x)] =
∑

y∈[n]
E[1 if y is an ancestor of x or 0]

=
∑

y∈[n]
Pr (y is an ancestor of x)

=
∑

y∈[n]
Pr
(

priorityy = max
z∈[x,y]

priorityz

)
=
∑

y∈[n]

1
|x − y + 1|

= Θ(log2 n).
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Treaps can be made dynamic and support operations such as insertions and deletions.

Lemma 4.3 ([AS89]). Given a Treap T and some item x ∈ [n], x can be inserted to or deleted
from T in O(depth(x))-time.

4.1 Learning-Augmented Treaps

In this section, we present the construction of composite priorities and prove the following theorem.

Theorem 4.4 (Learning-Augmented Treap via Composite Priorities). Denote w = (w1, · · · , wn) ∈
Rn as a score associated with each item in [n] such that ∥w∥1 = O(1). Consider the following
priority assignment of each item:

priorityx
def= −

⌊
log2 log2

1
wx

⌋
+ δx, δx ∼ U(0, 1), x ∈ [n]

where δx is drawn uniformly from (0, 1) via a 11-wise independent hash function. The depth of any
item x ∈ [n] is O(log2(1/wx)) in expectation.

Remark 4.5. The data structure supports insertions and deletions naturally. Suppose the score of
some node x changes from w to w′, the Treap can be maintained with O(| log2(w′/w)|) rotations in
expectation.

For any item x ∈ [n], we define x’s tier, τx, to be the integral part of its priority, i.e.,

τx
def=
⌊
log2 log2

1
wx

⌋
= −⌊priorityx⌋. (1)

In addition, we define St = {x ∈ [n] | τx = t} for any t. For simplicity, we assume that τx ≥ 0 for
any x WLOG. This is because τx < 0 implies wx = Ω(1) which can hold for only a constant number
of items. We can always make them stay at the top of the Treap. This only increases the depths
of others by a constant.

Let x start at any node and approach the root. The tier τx decreases. In other words, the
smaller the τx, the smaller the depth depth(x). However, there may be many items of the same
tier τx. The ties are broken randomly due to the random offset δx ∼ U(0, 1). Similar to the
ordinary Treaps, where every item has the same tier, any item has O(log2 |St|) ancestors with
tier w in expectation. To prove the desired bound, we will show that log2 |St| = O(2t). Since
each ancestor of item x has weight at most τx, the expected depth E[depth(x)] can be bound by
O(20 + 21 + . . . + 2τx) = O(2τx) = O(log2(1/wx)). First, let us bound the size of each Sw.

Lemma 4.6. For any non-negative integer t ≥ 0, |St| = O(2O(2t)).

Proof. Observe that x ∈ St if and only if

t ≤ log2 log2(1/wx) ≤ t + 1, and 22t ≤ 1
wx

≤ 22t+1
.

However, there are only O(poly(22t+1)) = O(2O(2t)) such items because the total score ∥w∥1 =
O(1).

Next, we bound the expected number of ancestors of item x in Sw, w ≤ wx.

Lemma 4.7. Let x ∈ [n] be any item and t ≤ τx be a non-negative integer. The expected number
of ancestors of x in St is at most O(log2 |St|).

8



Proof. First, we show that any y ∈ St is an ancestor of x with probability no more than 1/|St∩[x, y]|.
Observation 2 says that y must have the largest priority among items [x, y]. Thus, a necessary
condition for y being x’s ancestor is that y has the largest priority among items in St ∩ [x, y].
However, priorities of items in St ∩ [x, y] are i.i.d. random variables of the form −t + U(0, 1). Thus,
the probability that priorityy is the largest among them is 1/|St ∩ [x, y]|.

Now, we can bound the expected number of ancestors of x in St as follows:

E[number of ancestors of x in St] =
∑
y∈St

Pr (y is an ancestor of x)

≤
∑
y∈St

1
|St ∩ [x, y]|

≤ 2 ·
|St|∑
u=1

1
u

= O(log2 |St|),

where the second inequality comes from the fact that for a fixed value of u, there are at most two
items y ∈ St with |St ∩ [x, y]| = u (one with y ≤ x, the other with y > x).

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 4.4.

Proof of Theorem 4.4. Let x ∈ [n] be any item. Linearity of expectation yields

E[depth(x)] =
τx∑

t=0
E[number of ancestors of x in St]

≲
Lemma 4.7

τx∑
t=0

log2 |St|

≲
Lemma 4.6

τx∑
t=0

2t ≲ 2τx .

We conclude the proof by observing that

τx ≤ log2 log2
1

wx
≤ τx + 1, and 2τx ≤ log2

1
wx

.

4.2 Static Optimality

We present a priority assignment for constructing statically optimal Treaps given item frequencies.
Given any access sequence X = (x(1), . . . , x(m)), we define fx for any item x, to be its frequency in
X, i.e. fx := | {i ∈ [m] | x(i) = x} |, x ∈ [n]. For simplicity, we assume that every item is accessed at
least once, i.e., fx ≥ 1, x ∈ [n]. We prove the following technical result which is a simple application
of Theorem 4.4:

Theorem 4.8 (Static Optimality). For any item x ∈ [n], we set its priority as

priorityx := −
⌊
log2 log2

m

fx

⌋
+ δx, δx ∼ U(0, 1).

In the corresponding Treap, each node x has expected depth O(log2(m/fx)). Therefore, the total
time for processing the access sequence is O(

∑
x fx log2(m/fx)), which matches the performance of

the optimal static BSTs up to a constant factor.
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Proof. Given item frequencies f , we define the following w assignment:

wx := fx

m
, x ∈ [n]. (2)

One can verify that ∥w∥1 = O(1), therefore Theorem 4.4 yields that the expected depth of each
item x is O(log2(m/fx)).

4.3 Robustness Guarantees

In practice, one could only estimates qx ≈ px = fx/m, x ∈ [n]. A natural question arises: how
does the estimation error affect the performance? In this section, we analyze the drawback in
performance given estimation errors. As a result, we will show that our Learning-Augmented
Treaps are robust against noise and errors.

For each item x ∈ [n], define px = fx/m to be the relative frequency of item x. One can view p
as a probability distribution over [n]. Using the notion of entropy, one can express Theorem 4.8 as
the following claim:
Definition 4.9 (Entropy). Given a probability distribution p over [n], define its Entropy as
Ent(p) :=

∑
x px log2(1/px) = Ex∼p[log2(1/px)].

Corollary 4.10. In Theorem 4.8, the expected depth of each item x is O(log2(1/px)) and the
expected total cost is O(m · Ent(p)), where Ent(p) =

∑
x px log2(1/px) measures the entropy of the

distribution p.

The appearance of entropy in the runtime bound suggests that some more related notations
would appear in the analysis. Let us present several related notions.
Definition 4.11 (Cross Entropy). Given two distributions p, q over [n], define its Cross Entropy
as Ent(p, q) :=

∑
x px log2(1/qx) = Ex∼p[log2(1/qx)].

Definition 4.12 (KL Divergence). Given two distributions p, q over [n], define its KL Divergence
as DKL(p, q) = Ent(p, q) − Ent(p) =

∑
x px log2(px/qx).

First, we analyze the run time given frequency estimations q.

Theorem 4.13. Given an estimation q on the relative frequencies p. For any item x ∈ [n], we
draw a random number δx ∼ U(0, 1) and set its priority as

priorityx := −
⌊
log2 log2

1
qx

⌋
+ δx.

In the corresponding Treap, each node x has expected depth O(log2(1/qx)). Therefore, the total time
for processing the access sequence is O(m · Ent(p, q)).
Proof. Define score s(x) = 1/qx for each item x ∈ [n]. Clearly, s is smooth and we can apply
Theorem 4.4 to prove the bound on the expected depths. The total time for processing the access
sequence is, by definition,

O

∑
x∈[n]

fx log2
1
qx

 = O

m ·
∑

x∈[n]
px log2

1
qx

 = O (m · Ent(p, q)) .

Using the theorem, one can relate the drawback in the performance given q in terms of KL
Divergence.
Corollary 4.14. In the setting of Theorem 4.13, the extra time spent compared to using p to build
the Treap is O(m · DKL(p, q)) in expectation.
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4.4 Analysis of Other Variations

We discuss two different priority assignments. For each assignment, we construct an input distri-
bution that creates a larger expected depth than Theorem 4.8. We define the distribution p as
px = fx/m, x ∈ [n].

The first priority assignment is used in [LLW22]. They assign priorities according to px entirely,
i.e., priorityx = px, x ∈ [n]. Assuming that items are ordered randomly, and p is a Zipfian distri-
bution, [LLW22] shows Static Optimality. However, it does not generally hold, and the expected
access cost could be Ω(n).

Theorem 4.15. Consider the priority assignment that assigns the priority of each item to be
priorityx := px, x ∈ [n]. There is a distribution p over [n] such that the expected access time,
Ex∼p[depth(x)] = Ω(n).

Proof. We define for each item x, px := 2(n−x+1)
n(n+1) . One could easily verify that p is a distribution

over [n]. In addition, the smaller the item x, the larger the priority priorityx. Thus, by the definition
of Treaps, item x has depth x. The expected access time of x sampled from p can be lower bounded
as follows:

Ex∼p[depth(x)] =
∑

x∈[n]
px · depth(x)

=
∑

x∈[n]

2(n − x + 1)
n(n + 1) · x

= 2
n(n + 1)

∑
x∈[n]

x(n − x + 1)

≳
2

n(n + 1) · n3 ≳ n.

Next, we consider a very similar assignment to ours.

Theorem 4.16. Consider the following priority assignment that sets the priority of each node x as
priorityx := −⌊log2 1/px⌋+ δx, δx ∼ U(0, 1). There is a distribution p over [n] such that the expected
access time, Ex∼p[depth(x)] = Ω(log2

2 n).

Proof. We assume WLOG that n is an even power of 2. Define K = 1
2 log2 n. We partition [n] into

K + 1 segments S1, . . . , SK , SK+1 ⊆ [n]. For i = 1, 2, . . . , K, we add 21−i · n/K elements to Si.
Thus, S1 has n/K elements, S2 has n/2K, and SK has

√
n/K elements. The rest are moved to

SK+1.
Now, we can define the distribution p. Elements in SK+1 have zero-mass. For i = 1, 2, . . . , K,

elements in Si has probability mass 2i−1/n. One can directly verify that p is indeed a probability
distribution over [n].

In the Treap with the given priority assignment, Si forms a subtree of expected height Ω(log2 n)
since |Si| ≥ n1/3 for any i = 1, 2, . . . , K (Lemma 4.2). In addition, every element of Si passes
through Si+1, Si+2, . . . , SK on its way to the root since they have strictly larger priorities. Therefore,
the expected depth of element x ∈ Si is Ω((K − i) log2 n). One can lower bound the expected access
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time (which is the expected depth) as:

Ex∼p[depth(x)] ≳
K∑

i=1

∑
x∈Si

px · (K − i) · log2 n

=
K∑

i=1
p(Si) · (K − i) · log2 n

=
K∑

i=1

1
K

· (K − i) · log2 n ≳ K log2 n ≳ log2
2 n,

where we use p(Si) = |Si| · 2i−1/n = 1/K and K = Θ(log2 n). That is, the expected access time is
at least Ω(log2

2 n).

5 Learning-Augmented B-Trees: Static Optimality
We now extend the ideas above, specifically the composite priority notions, to B-Trees in the
External Memory Model, and also obtain static optimality in this model. This model is also the
core of our analyses in the online settings in the next section (Section 6).

We first formalize this extension by incorporating our composite priorities with the B-Treap
data structure from [Gol09] and introducing offsets in priorities.

5.1 Learning-Augmented B-Treaps

Lemma 5.1 (B-Treap, [Gol09]). Given the unique binary Treap (T, priorityx) over the set of items
[n] with their associated priorities, and a target branching factor B = Ω(ln1/(1−α) n) for some α > 0.
Assuming priorityx are drawn uniformly from (0, 1) using an 11-wise independent hash function, we
can maintain a B-Tree T B, called the B-Treap, uniquely defined by T . This allows operations such
as Lookup, Insert, and Delete of an item to touch O( 1

α logB n) nodes in T B in expectation.
In particular, if B = O(n1/2−δ) for some δ > 0, all above performance guarantees hold with

high probability.

The main technical theorem is the following:

Theorem 5.2 (Learning-Augmented B-Treap via Composite Priorities). Denote w = (w1, · · · , wn) ∈
Rn as a score associated with each element of [n] such that ∥w∥1 = O(1) and a branching factor
B = Ω(ln1/(1−α) n), there is a randomized data structure that maintains a B-Tree T B over U such
that

1. Each item x has expected depth O( 1
α logB(1/wx)).

2. Insertion or deletion of item x into/from T touches O( 1
α logB(1/wx)) nodes in T B in expec-

tation.

3. Updating the weight of item x from w to w′ touches O( 1
α | logB(w′/w)|) nodes in T B in expec-

tation.

We consider the following priority assignment scheme: For any x and its corresponding score wx,
we always maintain:

priorityx := −⌊log4 logB

1
wx

⌋ + δ, δ ∼ U(0, 1).
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In addition, if B = O(n1/2−δ) for some δ > 0, all above performance guarantees hold with high
probability 1 − δ.

The learning-augmented B-Treap is created by applying Lemma 5.1 to a partition of the binary
Treap T . Each item x has a priority in the binary Treap T , defined as:

priorityx = −
⌊
log4 logB

1
wx

⌋
+ δx, δx ∼ U(0, 1), for all x ∈ U (3)

We then partition the binary Treap T based on each item’s tier. The tier of an item is defined as
the absolute value of the integral part of its priority, i.e., τx

def= ⌊log4 logB(1/wx)⌋.

Proof of Theorem 5.2. To formally construct and maintain T B, we follow these steps:

1. Start with a binary Treap (T, priorityx) with priorities defined using equation (3).

2. Decompose T into sub-trees based on each item’s tier, resulting in a set of maximal sub-trees
with items sharing the same tier.

3. For each Ti, apply Lemma 5.1 to maintain a B-Treap T B
i .

4. Combine all the B-Treaps into a single B-Tree, such that the parent of root(T B
i ) is the B-Tree

node containing the parent of root(Ti).

Now, let’s analyze the depth of each item x. Keep in mind that any item y in the same B-Tree
node shares the same tier. Therefore, we can define the tier of each B-Tree node as the tier of its
items.

Suppose x1, x2, . . . are the B-Tree nodes we encounter until we reach x. The tiers of these nodes
are in non-increasing order, that is, τxi ≥ τxi+1 for any i. We’ll define Ct as the number of items of
tier t for any t. As per the definition (refer to equation (3)), we have:

Ct = O(B4t), for all t

Using Lemma 5.1 and the fact that B = O(C1/4
t ), t ≥ 1, we find that the number of nodes

among xi of tier t is O( 1
α logB Ct) = O(4t/α) with high probability. As a result, the number of

nodes touched until reaching x is, with high probability:

τx∑
t=0

O(4t/α) = O(4τx/α) = O

( 1
α

logB

1
wx

)

This analysis is also applicable when performing Lookup, Insert, and Delete operations on item
x.

The number of nodes touched when updating an item’s weight can be derived from first deleting
and then inserting the item.

We also show that this mechanism is robust to noisy predictions of item frequencies. Let
x(1), x(2), . . . , x(m) represent an access sequence of length m. We define the density of each item
x as follows:
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px
def= | {i ∈ [m] | x(i) = x} |

m

Note that p ∈ Rn
+ defines a probability distribution over all items. A static B-Tree is statically

optimal if the depth of each item x is:

depth(x) = O

(
logB

1
px

)
, for all x ∈ [n]

5.2 Static Optimality

If we are given the density p, we can achieve Static Optimality using Theorem 5.2 with weights
wx

def= px.

Lemma 5.3 (Static Optimality for B-Treaps). Given the density p of each item over the access
sequence x(1), x(2), . . . , x(m), and a branching factor B = Ω(ln1.1 n), there exists a randomized
data structure that maintains a B-Tree T B over [n] such that each item x has an expected depth
of O(logB 1/px). That is, T B achieves Static Optimality (SO), meaning the total number of nodes
touched is O(OPT static

B ) in expectation, where:

OPT static
B

def= m ·
∑

x∈[n]
px logB

1
px

(4)

Furthermore, if B = O(n1/2−δ) for some δ > 0, all above performance guarantees hold with high
probability.

In practice, we would not have access to the exact density p but an inaccurate prediction
p̃ ≈ p. We assume WLOG that |p(x)|, |p̃(x)| ≥ Θ(1/n). Nevertheless, we will show that B-Treap
performance is robust to the error. Specifically, we analyze the performance under various notions of
error in the prediction. The notions listed here are the ones used for learning discrete distributions
(refer to [Can20] for a comprehensive discussion).

Corollary 5.4 (Kullback—Leibler (KL) Divergence). If we are given a density prediction p̃ such
that dKL(p; p̃) =

∑
x px ln(px/p̃x) ≤ ε, the total number of touched nodes is

O

(
OPT static

B + εm

ln B

)
Proof. Given the inaccurate prediction p̃, the total number of touched nodes in T B is

O

(∑
x

m · px logB

1
p̃x

)
= O

(∑
x

m · px logB

1
px

+ m ·
∑

x

px logB

px

p̃x

)
= O(OPT static

B + m
dKL(p; p̃)

ln B
)

Corollary 5.5 (χ2). If we are given a density prediction p̃ such that χ2(p; p̃) =
∑

x(px −p̃x)2/p̃x ≤
ε, the total number of touched nodes is

O

(
OPT static

B + εm

ln B

)
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Proof. The corollary follows from Corollary 5.5 and the fact dKL(p; p̃) ≤ χ2(p; p̃) ≤ ε.

Corollary 5.6 (L∞ Distance). If we are given a density prediction p̃ such that ∥p − p̃∥∞ ≤ ε, the
total number of touched nodes is

O
(
OPT static

B + m logB(1 + εn)
)

Proof. For item x with its marginal probability smaller than 1/1000n, its expected depth in the
B-Treap is O(logB n) using either px or p̃x as its score. If item x’s marginal probability is at least
1/1000n, the L∞ distance implies that

px

p̃x
= 1 + px − p̃x

p̃x
≤ 1 + ε

1/(1000n) = 1 + 1000(1 + εn)

Therefore, item x’s expected depth in the B-Treap with score p̃ is roughly

O

(
logB

1
px

+ logB

px

p̃x

)
≤ O

(
logB

1
px

+ logB(1 + εn)
)

The corollary follows.

Corollary 5.7 (L2 Distance). If we are given a density prediction p̃ such that ∥p − p̃∥2 ≤ ε, the
total number of touched nodes is

O
(
OPT static

B + m logB(1 + εn)
)

Proof. This claim follows from Corollary 5.6 and the fact ∥p − p̃∥∞ ≤ ∥p − p̃∥2 ≤ ε.

Corollary 5.8 (Total Variation). If we are given a density prediction p̃ such that dT V (p, p̃) =
0.5∥p − p̃∥1 ≤ ε, the total number of touched nodes is

O
(
OPT static

B + m logB(1 + εn)
)

Proof. This claim follows from Corollary 5.6 and the fact ∥p − p̃∥∞ ≤ ∥p − p̃∥1 ≤ 2ε.

Corollary 5.9 (Hellinger Distance). If we are given a density prediction p̃ such that dH(p, p̃) =
0.5∥√

p −
√

p̃∥2 ≤ ε, the total number of touched nodes is

O
(
OPT static

B + m logB(1 + εn)
)

Proof. This claim follows from Corollary 5.6 and the fact ∥p − p̃∥∞ ≤ 2
√

2dH(p, p̃) ≤ 2
√

2ε.

6 Dynamic Learning-Augmented B-Trees
In this section, we first construct the dynamic B-Treaps and give the guarantees when we have
access to the real-time priorities for each item. Then we show that our Treaps are robust to the
estimation error of the time-varying priorities. Finally, we consider a specific score that is highly
related to the working-set theorem [ST85a].
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6.1 General Results for Dynamic B-Trees

Dynamic B-Trees Setting. Given n items, denoted as [n] = {1, · · · , n}, and a sequence of
access sequence X = (x(1), . . . , x(m)), where x(i) ∈ [n]. At time i ∈ [m], there exists some
time-dependent priority wij for each item j, j ∈ [n]. Denote w(i) = (wi,1, · · · , wi,n) ∈ Rn as the
time-varying priority vector, and w̃(i) = (w̃i,1, · · · , w̃i,n) as its estimator. We aim to maintain a
data structure that achieves a small total cost for accessing the sequence S given inaccurate score
estimators w̃i, i ∈ [m].

We first show the guarantees when we are given the accurate time-varying priorities w(i), i ∈
[m] in Theorem 6.1. The proof is an application of Theorem 5.2, where the priority function
dynamically changes as time goes on, rather than the Static Optimality case where the priority is
fixed beforehand. Here for any vector w, we write log w as the vector taking the element-wise log
on w.

Theorem 6.1 (Dynamic B-Treap with Given Priorities). Given the time-varying priority vector
w(i) ∈ Rn, i ∈ [m] satisfying ∥w(i)∥1 = O(1) and a branching factor B = Ω(ln1.1 n), there is
a randomized data structure that maintains a B-Tree T B over [n] such that when accessing the
item x(i) at time i, the expected depth of item x(i) is O(logB

1
wi,x(i)

). The expected total cost for
processing the whole access sequence X is

cost(X, w) = O

(
n logB n +

m∑
i=1

logB

1
wi,x(i)

+
m∑

i=2
∥logB w(i) − logB w(i − 1)∥1

)
.

Furthermore, for δ > 0, by setting B = O(n1/2−δ), the guarantees hold with probability 1 − δ.

Proof. Initially, we set the priority for all items to be 1, and insert all items into the Treap. For
any time i ∈ [n], for j ∈ [n] such that wi−1,j ̸= wi,j , we set

priority(i)
j := −⌊log4 logB

1
wi,j

⌋ + δij , δij ∼ U(0, 1).

Since ∥w(i)∥1 = O(1), i ∈ [m], by Theorem 5.2, the expected depth of item s(i) is O(logB
1

wi,x(i)
).

The total cost for processing the sequence consists of both accessing x(i) and updating the priorities.
The expected total cost for all the accesses is

O

(
m∑

i=1
logB

1
wi,x(i)

)
.

Then we will calculate the cost to update the Treap. Updating the priority of j from wi−1,j to wi,j

has cost O(| logB(wi−1,j/wi,j)|) Hence we can bound the expected total cost for maintaining the
Treap by

O

n logB n +
m∑

i=2

n∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣logB

wi−1,j

wi,j

∣∣∣∣∣
 .

Together the expected total cost is

O

(
n logB n +

m∑
i=1

logB

1
wi,x(i)

+
m∑

i=2
∥logB w(i) − logB w(i − 1)∥1

)
.

The high probability bound follows similarly as Theorem 5.2.

16



Next, we will give the guarantees for the dynamic B-Treaps with predicted priorities learned by
a machine learning oracle.

Theorem 6.2 (Dynamic B-Treap with Predicted Scores). Given the time-varying priority vector
w(i) ∈ Rn, i ∈ [m] and its estimator w̃(i) ∈ Rn

+ satisfying ∥w̃(i)∥1 = O(1), w̃i,j ≥ 1/poly(n).
Denote εi,j = w̃i,j − wi,j. Then for a branching factor B = Ω(ln1.1 n), there is a randomized data
structure that maintains a B-Tree T B over [n] such that when accessing xs(i) at time i, the expected
depth of item x(i) is O

(
logB

(
1

wi,x(i)

(
1 + n|εi,x(i)|

)))
. The expected total cost for processing the

whole access sequence X given the predicted priority w̃ is

cost(X, w̃) = O

(
n logB n +

m∑
i=1

logB

(
1

wi,x(i)

(
1 + n|εi,x(i)|

))
+

m∑
i=2

∥logB w̃(i) − logB w̃(i − 1)∥1

)
.

Furthermore, for δ > 0, by setting B = O(n1/2−δ), the guarantees hold with probability 1 − δ.

Proof. For any i ∈ [m], j ∈ [n], we have the following bounds.

O

(
logB

1
w̃i,j

)
= O

(
logB

1
wi,j

+ logB

(
1 − εi,j

w̃i,j

))
≤ O

(
logB

1
wi,j

+ logB (1 + |εi,j |n)
)

Then we apply Theorem 6.1 with priority w̃, and get the expected depth of x(i) is

O

(
logB

1
w̃i,j

)
= O

(
logB

1
wi,x(i)

+ logB

(
1 + |εi,x(i)|n

))

The expected total cost is

cost(X, w̃) = O

(
n logB n +

m∑
i=1

logB

(
1

wi,x(i)

(
1 + n|εi,x(i)|

))
+

m∑
i=2

∥logB w̃(i) − logB w̃(i − 1)∥1

)

6.2 Interval Set Priority

It is worth noting that the total cost depends on the items that change priorities at each time. If
the priorities for all items keep changing throughout accessing, logB w̃(i) − logB w̃(i − 1) is a dense
vector, thus leading to a high cost to update priorities. So an ideal time-varying priority should only
change the scores of a constant number of items at each time. Denote U(i) = {wi−1,j ̸= wi,j , j ∈ [n]}
as the set of items that change priorities at time i. We define a priority, named interval priority,
based on the number of distinct elements between two neighbor occurrences of the same item. We
can show that at each time i, |U(i)| = 1.

Given an access sequence X = (x(1), · · · , x(m)), at any time i ∈ [m], we first define the previous
and next access of item j in Definition 6.3, and then define the interval-set size as the number of
distinct items between previous and next access of j in Definition 6.4. We also define the working-
set size as the number of distinct items between the previous access of j to time i in Definition 6.5.
Finally, we define the interval set priority in Definition 6.6. See Figure 2 for the illustration.

Definition 6.3 (Previous and Next Access prev(i, x) and next(i, x)). Let prev(i, x) be the previous
access of item x at or before time i, i.e, prev(i, x) := max {i′ ≤ i | x(i′) = x} . Let next(i, x) to be
the next access of item x after time i, i.e, next(i, x) := min {i′ > i | x(i′) = x} .
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1 2 3 1 2 31 2 3!(#)

% 1 42 53 86 97

1
2
3

1
2
3

work %, + = +(% + /),⋯ , +(next(%, +))
3 1 33 32 1
1 2 21 13 2
2 3 12 21 3

3 1 33 33 3
3 3 23 23 3
3 3 33 23 3

interval %, + = + prev %, + + / , ,⋯ , + next %, +

! !

! next(!, ()prev(!, ()

work !, ( : # of distinct elements

interval !, ( : # of distinct elements

Figure 2: An example of n = 3, X = (1, 2, 3, 1, 1, 2, 3, · · · ). For any i, x, work(i) is a permutation
of [n]; interval(i, x) ≥ work(i, x); interval(i, x) changes only when x(i) = x (highlighted in orange).

Definition 6.4 (Interval-Set Size interval(i, x)). Define the Interval-Set Size interval(i, x) to be the
number of distinct items accessed between the previous access of item x at or before time i and the
next access of item x after time i. That is,

interval(i, x) := |{x(prev(i, x) + 1), · · · , x(next(i, x))}|.

If x does not appear after time i, we define interval(i, x) := n.

Definition 6.5 (Working-Set Size work(i, x)). Define the Working-Set Size work(i, x) to be the
number of distinct items accessed between time i and the next access of item x after time i. That
is,

work(i, x) := |{x(i + 1), · · · , x(next(i, x))}| .

If x does not appear after time i, we define work(i, x) := n.

Definition 6.6 (Interval Set Priority isp(i, x)). Define the time-varying priority as the reciprocal
of the square of one plus interval-set size. That is,

isp(i, x) = 1
(1 + interval(i, x))2

Next, we will show that the interval set priority is O(1) for any time i ∈ [m] in Lemma 6.7.
The proof has three steps. Firstly, the working-set size at time i is always a permutation of [n].
Secondly, for any i ∈ [m], x ∈ [n], the interval-set size is always no less than the working-set size.
Therefore, for any i ∈ [m],the l1 norm of interval set priority vector isp(i) =: (isp(i, 1), · · · , isp(i, n))
can be upper bounded by

∑n
j=1 1/(1 + j)2 = O(1).

Lemma 6.7 (Norm Bound for Interval Set Priority). Fix any timestamp i ∈ [m],

n∑
j=1

isp(i, j) = O(1).

Proof. We first show that at any time i ∈ [m], the working-set size is a permutation of [n]. By
definition, work(i, x) is the number of items y such that next(i, y) ≤ next(i, x). Let π1, · · · , πn be a
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permutation of all items [n] in the order of increasing next(i, x). Then for any item x, work(i, x) is
the index of x in π. So the sum of the reciprocal of squared work(i, x) is upper bounded by

n∑
j=1

1
(1 + work(i, j))2 =

n∑
j=1

1
(1 + j)2 = Θ(1).

Secondly, recall that prev(i, x) ≤ i, and hence for any i ∈ [m], x ∈ [n], interval(i, x) ≥ work(i, x). So
we have the upper bound for interval set priority as follows.

n∑
j=1

isp(i, j) =
n∑

j=1

1
(1 + interval(i, x))2 ≤

n∑
j=1

1
(1 + work(i, j))2 = O(1).

Since we have shown the interval set priority has constant l1 norm and in each timestamp, we
only update one item’s priority. We are ready to prove and show the efficiency of the corresponding
B-Treap.

Theorem 6.8 (Dynamic B-Treaps with Interval Set Priority). With known interval set priority
isp(i, x(i)), i ∈ [m] and a branching factor B = Ω(ln1.1 n), there is a randomized data structure that
maintains a B-Tree T B over [n] such that when accessing the item x(i) at time i, the expected depth
of item x(i) is O(logB(1 + interval(i, x(i)))). The expected total cost for processing the whole access
sequence X is

cost(X, isp) = O

(
n logB n +

m∑
i=1

logB(1 + interval(i, x(i)))
)

.

Furthermore, for δ > 0, by setting B = O(n1/2−δ), the guarantees hold with probability 1 − δ.

Proof. We apply Theorem 6.1 with wi,j = isp(i, x), i ∈ [m], x ∈ [n]. By Lemma 6.7, we know
∥w(i)∥ = O(1), for all i ∈ [m]. Also by definition of isp(i, x), for any x ∈ [n], isp(i−1, x) ̸= isp(i, x)
only when x(i) = x. So for each time i, at most one item (i.e., x(i)) changes its priority. So we
have the total cost

cost(X, isp) = O

(
n logB n + 2

m∑
i=1

logB(1 + interval(i, x(i))) + 4
m∑

i=1
logB(1 + interval(i, x(i)))

)

= O

(
n logB n + 6

m∑
i=1

logB(1 + interval(i, x(i)))
)

The last step comes from the definition of interval(i, x), which is no greater than n.

Remark. Consider two sequences with length m, X1 = (1, 2, · · · , n, 1, 2, · · · , n, · · · , 1, 2, · · · , n),
X2 = (1, 1, · · · , 1, 2, 2, · · · , 2, · · · , n, n, · · · , n). Two sequences have the same total cost if we have a
fixed score. However, X2 should have less cost because of its repeated pattern. Given the frequency
freq as a time-invariant priority, by Lemma 5.3, the optimal static costs are

cost(X1, freq) = cost(X2, freq) = O(m logB n).

But for the dynamic B-Trees, with the interval set priority, we calculate both costs from Theorem 6.8
as

cost(X1, isp) = O(m logB(n + 1)), cost(X2, isp) = O(n logB n + m logB 3).
This means that our proposed priority can better capture the timing pattern of the sequence and
thus can even do better than the optimal static setting.
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Theorem 6.9 (Dynamic B-Treaps with Predicted Interval Set Priority). With unknown interval
set priority isp(i, x(i)), i ∈ [m], there exists a machine learning oracle that gives their predictions
ĩsp(i, x(i)), i ∈ [m] satisfying |isp(i, x(i))| > 1/poly(n) and the mean absolute error (MAE) is less
than ε > 0, i.e.,

∑m
i=1 |isp(i, x(i)) − ĩsp(i, x(i))| ≤ ε. Let the branching factor B = Ω(ln1/(1−α) n).

Then there is a randomized data structure that maintains a B-Tree T B over [n] such that when
accessing the item x(i) at time i, the expected depth of item x(i) is O(logB(1 + interval(i, x(i)))).
The expected total cost for processing the whole access sequence X is

cost(X, ĩsp) = cost(X, isp) + O(m logB(1 + nε/m)).

Furthermore, for δ > 0, by setting B = O(n1/2−δ), the guarantees hold with probability 1 − δ.

Proof. By the definition of interval set priority, one item will change its priority at time i only
when it is accessed at time i. That is, for any x ∈ [n], ĩsp(i − 1, x) ̸= ĩsp(i, x) only when
x(i) = x. In other words, at time i, we only need to learn and update ĩsp(i, x(i)). Denote
isp = (isp(1, x(1), · · · , isp(m, x(m))), ĩsp = (ĩsp(1, x(1)), · · · , (m, x(m))). So we can bound the
l1 norm of ĩsp as

∥ĩsp∥1 ≤ ∥isp∥1 + |ĩsp(i, x(i)) − isp(i, x(i))| = O(1)

The last step comes from Lemma 6.7 and the bounded MAE of the prediction. Hence we can apply
Theorem 6.2 with w̃i,j = ĩsp(i, x), i ∈ [m], x ∈ [n]. Define εi,j = ĩsp(i, j) − isp(i, j), and we get the
total cost

cost(X, ĩsp) = O

(
n logB n + 2

m∑
i=1

logB

1
wi,x(i)

+ 2
m∑

i=1
logB

(
1 + n|εi,x(i)|

))

= cost(X, isp) +
m∑

i=1
logB

(
1 + n|εi,x(i)|

)
≤ cost(X, isp) + O(m logB(1 + nε/m))

The last step is derived from Jensen’s Inequality.
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