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Abstract

We study the multi-agent multi-armed bandit (MAMAB)
problem, where m agents are factored into ρ overlapping
groups. Each group represents a hyperedge, forming a hy-
pergraph over the agents. At each round of interaction, the
learner pulls a joint arm (composed of individual arms for
each agent) and receives a reward according to the hyper-
graph structure. Specifically, we assume there is a local re-
ward for each hyperedge, and the reward of the joint arm
is the sum of these local rewards. Previous work introduced
the multi-agent Thompson sampling (MATS) algorithm (Ver-
straeten et al. 2020) and derived a Bayesian regret bound.
However, it remains an open problem how to derive a fre-
quentist regret bound for Thompson sampling in this multi-
agent setting. To address these issues, we propose an effi-
cient variant of MATS, the ϵ-exploring Multi-Agent Thomp-
son Sampling (ϵ-MATS) algorithm, which performs MATS
exploration with probability ϵ while adopts a greedy policy
otherwise. We prove that ϵ-MATS achieves a worst-case fre-
quentist regret bound that is sublinear in both the time hori-
zon and the local arm size. We also derive a lower bound
for this setting, which implies our frequentist regret upper
bound is optimal up to constant and logarithm terms, when
the hypergraph is sufficiently sparse. Thorough experiments
on standard MAMAB problems demonstrate the superior per-
formance and the improved computational efficiency of ϵ-
MATS compared with existing algorithms in the same setting.

1 Introduction
Reinforcement learning (RL) is a fundamental problem in
machine learning, where an agent learns to make optimal
decisions in an environment by trial and error. A specific in-
stance of RL is the multi-armed bandit (MAB) problem, in
which an agent must choose between a set of arms, and each
of the arms has a random reward distribution. The agent’s
goal is to maximize its total reward over time. In standard
MAB problems, an agent is provided with a set of arms
[K] := 1, 2, ...,K, and each arm, when pulled, generates
a reward following a 1-subgaussian distribution with an un-
known mean. The agent’s objective is to maximize its overall
rewards within a specified time frame.

We consider the multi-agent MAB (MAMAB) problem,
where there are m agents. At each round of the interaction,
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each agent chooses an arm from its own arm set [K]. We
define the concatenation of these arms as the joint arm. The
bandit learner aims to coordinate with all agents and choose
joint arms that maximize the cumulative rewards obtained
from pulling those joint arms. It is important to note that
the size of the joint arm space is exponential in the number
of agents, specifically A = Km. This exponential growth
poses computational challenges in coordination and arm se-
lection. To address this issue, it was proposed to factor all
agents into ρ possibly overlapping groups (see wind farm
application), which forms a hypergraph over the agents with
each agent representing a node and each group representing
a hyperedge (an illustration can be found in Section 2 and
Figure 1). Instead of pulling the joint arm, the learner only
needs to pull the local arms, where each pulled local arm is
defined as the concatenation of the arms chosen by agents
within the same group. We assume each group has d agents,
and thus the total number of local arms Aloc is at most ρKd,
which is much smaller than the number of joint arms when
the groups are small. This approach gives rise to MAMAB
problems with specific coordination graph structures, which
have found practical applications in various domains such as
traffic light control (Wiering et al. 2000), warehouse com-
missioning (Claes et al. 2017), and wind farm control (Ge-
braad and van Wingerden 2015; Verstraeten et al. 2019).

We evaluate a learning strategy based on its cumulative
rewards obtained by interacting with the environment for a
total of T rounds. This evaluation can be equivalently mea-
sured by calculating the regret of the strategy compared to an
oracle algorithm that always selects the arm with the high-
est reward. Mathematically, the regret is defined as RT =

Tµ∗−E[
∑T

t=1 f(At)], where µ∗ is the mean of the optimal
arm and f(At) represents the reward obtained when pulling
the joint arm At at time t according to the given strategy.
The goal of the algorithm (or learner) is to coordinate with
all agents to determine the joint arm to pull in order to min-
imize this regret.

Thompson sampling (Thompson 1933), introduced by
Thompson in 1933, has emerged as an attractive algorithm
for bandit problems. It is favored for its simplicity of imple-
mentation, good empirical performance, and strong theoret-
ical guarantees (Chapelle and Li 2011; Agrawal and Goyal
2017; Jin et al. 2021a). The key idea behind Thompson sam-
pling is to sample reward estimates for each possible arm
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from a posterior distribution and select the arm with the
highest estimated value for pulling. In the single-agent set-
ting, Thompson sampling has been shown to achieve near-
optimal regret with respect to the worst possible bandit in-
stance (Agrawal and Goyal 2017). In the context of multi-
agent MAB with a coordination graph, the MATS (Multi-
Agent Thompson Sampling) algorithm was proposed by
Verstraeten et al. (2020). Unlike traditional Thompson sam-
pling, where estimated rewards are sampled for each joint
arm, MATS samples rewards for each local arm. This ap-
proach reduces the computational complexity, particularly
in cases where the coordination hypergraph is sparse. Ver-
straeten et al. (2020) provided a Bayesian regret bound for
MATS, which measures the average performance given the
probability kernel of the environment. However, in practi-
cal scenarios, it may not always be feasible for the learner
to possess knowledge or access to the probability kernel of
the environment. In such cases, the frequentist regret bound,
which measures the worst-case performance across all envi-
ronments, is often considered. It is worth noting that a fre-
quentist regret upper bound implies a Bayesian regret bound,
but not vice versa. Deriving a frequentist regret bound for
the MATS algorithm in the multi-agent MAB problem with
a coordination hypergraph remains an open question.

There are several technical challenges in the analysis of
the frequentist regret for MATS. The first challenge emerges
when applying the regret analysis of single-agent Thomp-
son Sampling (Agrawal and Goyal 2012) to our context.
This occurs due to a dependence issue among different joint
arms. Although rewards for each local arm are indepen-
dently drawn from their respective reward distributions, the
average rewards of the joint arms might be influenced by the
other joint arms when they share some local arms (see Sec-
tion 4 for detailed discussion). As a result, it is difficult to
analyze the distribution of the average reward of the optimal
arm or apply any concentration/anti-concentration inequali-
ties, while all existing frequentist regret analyses of Thomp-
son sampling (Agrawal and Goyal 2012, 2017; Jin et al.
2021a, 2022; Korda, Kaufmann, and Munos 2013; Kauf-
mann, Korda, and Munos 2012) heavily rely on the specific
form of the distribution of the average reward of the optimal
arm. A naive method of removing the dependence involves
maintaining a posterior distribution for each joint arm and
updating the distribution only when this joint arm is pulled.
However, this method could result in significant computa-
tional complexity and regret due to the large joint arm space.

In this paper, we tackle the issue using two strategies: 1)
We carefully partition the entire arm set into subsets, en-
suring each arm within a subset shares the same local arms
with the optimal arm, and 2) We conduct a regret analysis
at the level of local arms. Specifically, let 1 denote the op-
timal joint arm. We consider two events: 1) The local arm
1e of the optimal arm 1 is not underestimated, meaning the
posterior sample of 1e is larger than 1e −∆/ρ, and 2) The
local arm ae of the suboptimal arm a is not overestimated,
meaning the posterior sample of ae is lower than ae−∆/ρ.
Crucially, these events ensure that the sum of posterior sam-
ples for any suboptimal joint arms is lower than the sum of
posterior samples of 1, which leads to a lower regret.

Another challenge in our local arm level analysis arises
when we aim to establish a lower bound for the proba-
bility that the posterior sample of all local arms of 1 ex-
ceeds their means by ∆/ρ. Leveraging the original Thomp-
son Sampling analysis, we can establish this probability’s
lower bound as (∆/ρ)2ρ, leading to (ρ/∆)2ρ suboptimal
arm pulls. In terms of worst-case regret, this amounts to
O
(
T

2ρ−1
2ρ
)
. We improve this result by applying two innova-

tive techniques (for ease of presentation, these are elaborated
in full detail in Section 4), reducing the number of pulls to
Cρ, where C is a universal constant. Using these novel tech-
niques, we are able to offer a

√
T -type worst-case regret.

Main contributions. We summarize our main contribu-
tions as follows.
• We propose the ϵ-exploring Multi-Agent Thompson Sam-

pling (ϵ-MATS) algorithm, which only samples from the
posterior distribution with probability ϵ and acts greedily
with probability 1− ϵ. When ϵ = 1, our algorithm reduces
to the MATS algorithm (Verstraeten et al. 2020). When
ϵ ≪ 1, our algorithm ϵ-MATS only needs a small amount
of exploration, and thus is much more computationally ef-
ficient than MATS in practice.

• We establish a frequentist regret bound for ϵ-MATS in the
order of Õ(

√
(C/ϵ)ρAlocT ), where C is some universal

constant and Õ(·) ignores constant and logarithmic fac-
tors. Here ρ denotes the number of hyperedges, Aloc rep-
resents the total number of local arms, and T is the time
horizon. Remarkably, when ϵ = 1, our result also provides
the first frequentist regret bound for MATS (Verstraeten
et al. 2020). Despite having A joint arms, our regret bound
grows as O(

√
Aloc), which is much smaller than the total

number of joint arms.
• We also derive an Ω(

√
AlocT/ρ) lower bound for the

worst-case regret in our setting, showing that ϵ-MATS is
minimax optimal in terms of the total number of local
arms and the time horizon when the the number of groups
ρ is small. When ϵ = 1, we show that the regret bound of
MATS has an unavoidable Cρ dependence on the number
of groups ρ, which further implies that the regret bound
Õ(
√
(C/ϵ)ρAlocT ) is optimal in terms of the number of

groups as well.
• We further conduct extensive experiments on various

MAMAB problems, including the Bernoulli 0101-Chain,
the Poisson 0101-Chain, the Gem Mining problem, and
the Wind Farm Control problem (Roijers, Whiteson, and
Oliehoek 2015; Bargiacchi et al. 2018; Verstraeten et al.
2020). Through empirical evaluation, we demonstrate that
the regret of ϵ-MATS can be significantly lower compared
to MATS as ϵ decreases, outperforming existing methods
in the same setting. We also find that ϵ-MATS exhibits im-
proves computational efficiency compared to MATS.

2 Preliminary and Background
In this section, we present the preliminary details of our set-
ting. We also provide a notation table in Table 1 for the
convenience of our readers. We adopt the MAMAB (Multi-
Agent Multi-Armed Bandit) framework introduced by Ver-
straeten et al. (2020), where there are m different agents,



who are grouped into ρ potentially overlapping groups. Each
group can be represented as a hyperedge in a hypergraph,
where the agents correspond to the nodes. Figure 1 provides
an example for easier visualization. During each round, ev-
ery agent i ∈ [m] selects an arm from their respective arm
set Ai, which is referred to as the ”individual” arm played
by agent i. For simplicity, we assume that each agent i has
the same number of arms, denoted as K = |Ai|. However, it
is straightforward to extend the framework to accommodate
varying numbers of arms |Ai|. The arms chosen by all agents
are concatenated to form a ”joint” arm denoted by a, which
belongs to the set A1 × · · · × Am. Consequently, the total
number of joint arms is defined as A := |A1 × · · · × Am|.

We define a ”local” arm as the concatenation of individ-
ual arms for a specific group e ∈ [ρ]. In other words, if
agents i1, . . . , id ∈ [m] form a hyperedge, then the local
arm ae ∈ Ai1 × · · · × Aid represents the d-tuple of arms
selected by these agents. We shall denote the set of local
arms for group e as Ae. Let Aloc be the total number of lo-
cal arms. It is straightforward to see that Aloc ≤ ρKd, with
equality when the groups don’t overlap. It is important to
note that the arm space grows exponentially with the num-
ber of agents, leading to computational challenges in arm
selection. To address this combinatorial complexity, we em-
ploy variable elimination techniques, which will be further
explained in the subsequent sections.

In this paper, the global reward f(a) associated with each
joint arm a is decomposed into ρ local rewards fe(ae),
where ae represents the local arm for group e. This de-
composition takes advantage of the hypergraph structure.
Specifically, for a given hypergraph with ρ hyperedges, we
have the relationship f(a) =

∑ρ
e=1f

e(ae). The mean re-
ward of a group e is denoted as µae = E[fe(ae)]. Con-
sequently, the mean reward of a joint arm a is given by
µa =

∑ρ
e=1µae = E[f(a)]. We assume the local rewards

fe(ae) to be 1-subgaussian, i.e. P(|fe(ae)| ≥ ϵ) ≤ 2e−ϵ2 .
As a result, the global reward f(a) is

√
ρ-subgaussian.

Our objective is to maximize the expected cumulative
global rewards obtained over a horizon of T rounds of inter-
action with the environment. Without loss of generality, we
assume that 1 is the optimal joint arm that yields the highest
expected global reward. It is important to note that the goal
is defined based on the performance of the best joint arm. In
other words, even if a local arm ae has a high local reward,
it may not be selected frequently by an optimal policy if it is
not part of joint arms with high mean rewards. To quantify
the performance of a bandit strategy, we use the concept of
regret denoted by RT , defined as the expected difference be-
tween the cumulative rewards obtained by always selecting
the optimal joint arm 1 and the actual rewards obtained by
following a specific strategy. Mathematically, the regret RT

is given by:

RT = E
[∑T

t=1(µ1 − f(At))
]
=
∑T

t=1(µ1 − µAt
), (2.1)

where At represents the joint arm selected at round t. The
regret captures the deviation from the cumulative rewards
that would have been obtained if the optimal joint arm was
chosen at each round. Minimizing regret is a key objective in

1

2

3

4

5
6

7

Figure 1: The hypergraph representation of a bandit envi-
ronment with 8 agents and 3 groups. Each agent is repre-
sented by a vertex numbered by {1, 2, . . . 7} and each group
is represented by a hyperedge. In this case, there are three
hyperedges with each with size 3. Letting ai be the action
taken by player i, the reward for the joint action (a1, . . . , a7)
is decomposed as f(a1, a2, . . . , a7) = f1(a1, a2, a6) +
f2(a2, a3, a4) + f3(a5, a6, a7), where ai is the individual
arm picked by agent i.

designing effective strategies for the hypergraph MAMAB
problem.

Remark 2.1. Although the results of our paper hold true re-
gardless of the coordination hypergraph structure between
the agents, they are most meaningful when the graph is
sparse (i.e. the number of agents in each group is small). In
particular, as there are A joint arms, if one were to consider a
different reward function for each arm, the regret and imple-
mentation complexity would be on the order of A. However,
our results exploit the fact that there are only Aloc local re-
ward functions, and thus our regret bound is in terms of Aloc,
which is much smaller than A when the groups are small.

3 The ϵ-Exploring Multi-Agent Thompson
Sampling Algorithm

In this section, we present the ϵ-exploring Multi-Agent
Thompson Sampling Algorithm (ϵ-MATS), whose pseudo-
code of ϵ-MATS is displayed in Algorithm 1. ϵ-MATS is
a combination of the MATS algorithm (Verstraeten et al.
2020) and a greedy policy. The idea of adding a greedy
policy to Thompson Sampling was initially proposed in Jin
et al. (2022) and subsequently explored in Jin et al. (2023).
In ϵ-MATS, at each round t ∈ [T ], similar to MATS, Algo-
rithm 1 maintains a posterior distribution N (µ̂ae(t), c

nae (t) )

for each local arm ae, e ∈ [ρ], where µ̂ae(t) is the aver-
age reward of arm ae, nae(t) represents the number of pulls
of arm ae, and c is a scaling parameter. Both MATS and ϵ-
MATS maintain estimated rewards θae(t) for each local arm,
and select the joint arm that yields the highest sum of esti-
mated local rewards, i.e., At = argmaxa∈A

∑
e∈[ρ] θae(t).

After receiving the true rewards, the algorithms update the
average reward µ̂ae(t) and the number of pulls of At ac-
cordingly.

The difference between MATS and ϵ-MATS lies in the way
they construct the estimated rewards θae(t) for each local



arm. In particular, MATS samples θae(t) from the respec-
tive posterior distribution for local arm ae. In contrast, the
proposed ϵ-MATS algorithm only samples θae(t) from the
posterior distribution with a probability of ϵ, and it directly
sets θae(t) = µ̂ae(t), i.e., as the empirical mean reward.
Here ϵ ∈ (0, 1] is a user-specified parameter that controls
the level of exploration. For small values of ϵ, ϵ-MATS sig-
nificantly reduces the level of exploration in MATS, which
leads to improved computational efficiency.

ϵ-Exploring. The idea of ϵ-exploring is inspired from the
recent work of Jin et al. (2023). We prove in the next sec-
tion that ϵ-MATS achieves the same order of finite-time re-
gret bound as the MATS algorithm, even though it only
needs to perform a small fraction of TS-type exploration.
Furthermore, this algorithm runs faster since it doesn’t have
to sample each local arm from the Gaussian distribution as
frequently as MATS. We also show that for specific appli-
cations the regret of ϵ-MATS converges much faster than
MATS and other algorithms in the same setting.

Variable Elimination. In Line 9 of Algorithm 1, ϵ-MATS
needs to find the joint arm a that maximizes the sum of the
estimated local rewards. However, this step can be compu-
tationally expensive if naively implemented, as it would re-
quire considering all possible joint arms, resulting in a com-
plexity of O(Km) since the joint space size is Km. Fol-
lowing (Verstraeten et al. 2020), we use variable elimination
(Guestrin, Koller, and Parr 2001) to reduce this computation
burden. The key idea behind variable elimination is to opti-
mize over one agent at a time instead of summing all esti-
mated local rewards for each joint arm and then performing
the maximization. By doing so, we can significantly reduce
the computational burden. To explain how variable elimi-
nation works, let us rewrite the maximum sum of the local
estimates as follows:

max
a

f(a) = max
a

ρ∑
e=1

fe(ae) = max
a

[ ∑
ae∈a:am /∈ae

fe(ae)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
I1

+ max
ae:am∈ae

∑
ae∈a:am∈ae

fe(ae)︸ ︷︷ ︸
I2

]
, (3.1)

where am represents an individual arm of agent m. In Equa-
tion (3.1), we decompose the sum of the rewards into two
cases based on the optimization variable a. In I1, we con-
sider all the groups ae that do not contain agent m. The
maximization in this case is performed independently of the
selection of individual arm am. Thus, the remaining agents
can be optimized separately, resulting in a smaller optimiza-
tion problem involving at most m−1 agents. In I2, we focus
on the groups that contain agent m. Here, we aim to find the
individual arm am that maximizes the sum of the local re-
wards for the joint arms containing am. This sum depends
on the individual arms of the other agents that share a group
with agent m. After determining the optimal am, the rest of
the maximization is performed independently on the remain-
ing agents in I1. For more examples and details on variable
elimination, please refer to (Guestrin, Koller, and Parr 2001).

We have the following result for variable elimination.

Lemma 3.1. Let G1, . . . , Gρ be the set of agents that be-
long to group 1, . . . , ρ respectively. Then we have Aloc =∑ρ

e=1

∏
i∈Ge

|Ai|. At every round in Algorithm 1, follow-
ing the above variable elimination procedure, the com-
plexity of searching for the optimal arm is O(Aloc) =
O
(∑ρ

e=1

∏
i∈Ge

|Ai|
)
.

As we discussed, without variable elimination, one would
naively add up all the estimated local rewards θae for each
joint arm a and find the joint arm with the largest poste-
rior θa, leading to computational complexity in the order of
O(A) := O (

∏ρ
i=1 |Ai|) at each round, which grows expo-

nentially in the number of agents. In contrast, Lemma 3.1
indicates that by using variable elimination, ϵ-MATS only
needs Aloc computation to find the joint arm with the largest
estimated reward. Note that this theoretical guarantee is of
independent interest to MATS as well since none was given
in the original paper (Verstraeten et al. 2020).

Algorithm 1: ϵ-Exploring Multi-Agent Thompson Sampling

1: Input: number of agents m, joint arm set ×m
i=1Ai, hy-

perparameters c and ϵ
2: for e ∈ [ρ],ae ∈ Ae do
3: Set nae(1) = 0 and µ̂ae(1) = 0
4: end for
5: for t = 1, ..., T do
6: for e ∈ [ρ],ae ∈ Ae do
7:

θae(t) =

{
∼ N (µ̂ae(t), c

nae (t)+1
) w.p. ϵ

= µ̂ae(t) w.p. 1− ϵ

8: end for
9: Pick At = argmaxa∈×m

i=1Ai

∑ρ
e=1θae(t)

10: Observe rewards fe(Ae
t ) for all e ∈ [ρ]

11: for e ∈ [ρ] do
12: Update µ̂Ae

t
(t) =

(
nAe

t
(t)µ̂Ae

t
(t) +

fe(Ae
t )
)
/(nAe

t
(t) + 1)

13: Set nAe
t
(t) = nAe

t
(t) + 1

14: end for
15: end for

4 Finite-Time Frequentist Regret Analysis
In this section, we present the proof of the frequentist regret
bound for ϵ-MATS.

Finite-Time Frequentist Regret Bound of ϵ-MATS
For convenience, we use ∆a = µ1 − µa to denote the sub-
optimality gap between joint arm a and the optimal joint
arm. We let ∆min = mina∈×m

i=1Ai\{1} ∆a and ∆max =
maxa∈×m

i=1Ai ∆a be the minimum and maximum gap re-
spectively. Moreover, let ∆ae = min{∆a | ae ∈ a} be the
minimum reward gap between joint arm a which contains
ae and 1. We present the regret of ϵ-MATS as follows.

Theorem 4.1. Let c = log T. The regret of ϵ-MATS satisfies
the following results.



1. There exists some universal constant C1 such that

RT ≤ C1(C1/ϵ)
ρρ2 log2(TAloc)

∆min

+ C1

∑
e∈[ρ]

∑
ae∈Ae\{1e}

ρ2 log2(TAloc)

∆ae
+ C1∆max.

2. There exists some universal constant C2 such that

RT ≤ C2∆max + C2ρ

√
((C2/ϵ)ρ +Aloc)T log2(TAloc).

Note that when ϵ = 1, ϵ-MATS reduces to MATS, which
gives the first frequentist regret bound of MATS. In partic-
ular, our bound is in the same order as the Bayesian regret
bound (Verstraeten et al. 2020, Theorem 1) in terms of the
order of T and Aloc. Compared with the Bayesian regret in
Verstraeten et al. (2020), our worst-case regret has an addi-
tional

√
log T factor because we inflate the variance of pos-

terior distribution by log T , which is a common trick in de-
riving the worst case regret bound of Thompson sampling
(Agrawal and Goyal 2017; Jin et al. 2021a). The derivation
of (C2/ϵ)

ρ is provided in the following subsection.

Technical Challenges in Frequentist Regret
Analysis and the Proof Outline
For simplicity, this part assumes ϵ = 1 (which reduces to
MATS given in Verstraeten et al. (2020)). First, let’s in-
troduce some notations to simplify our discussion. We de-
note Sr as the set of joint arms with gaps in the interval
(2−r, 2−r+1] and let δr = 2−(r+2). The regret incurred by
pulling the arms in Sr is represented as R(Sr). Furthermore,
we define Sr(t) as the set of joint arms not overestimated at
time t, formally given by:

Sr(t) = {a | a ∈ Sr,∀e ∈ [ρ]

and ae ̸= 1e, θae(t) ≤ µae + δr/ρ}.

The regret R(Sr) can be expressed as

R(Sr) ≤ 8δr ·
(∑T

t=1 1{At ∈ Sr(t)}︸ ︷︷ ︸
I1

+
∑T

t=1 1{At /∈ Sr(t)}︸ ︷︷ ︸
I2

)
.

The term I2 is relatively straightforward. It’s important to
note that whenever we pull the arm At /∈ Sr(t), we in-
evitably pull a local arm whose posterior sample has not yet
converged to its true mean. After sufficient pulls of each lo-
cal arm (due to pull At with At /∈ Sr(t)), and by employ-
ing the maximal inequality for the reward distribution along
with the concentration bound for the posterior distribution,
we can demonstrate that the event At /∈ Sr(t) occurs with
an exceedingly small probability.

We now discuss how to bound term I1 and the associated
challenges. In the regret analysis for single agent Thomp-
son Sampling (TS) by Agrawal and Goyal (2012); Jin et al.
(2022), the term I1 is bounded as follows.

T∑
t=1

1{At ∈ Sr(t)} ≤ Eµ̂1,s

[
1/P(θ1,s ≥ µ1 − δr)

]
, (4.1)

where µ̂1,s is the empirical mean of arm 1 after being pulled
s times, θ1,s is the posterior sample from N (µ̂1,s, cρ/s),

and 1/P(θ1,s ≥ µ1 − δr) represents the expected maximum
number of posterior samples from N (µ̂1,s, cρ/s) such that
one sample is larger than µ1 − δr.

However, in a multi-agent setting, we can’t decompose it
in the same way due to two main reasons:
1. Since arm 1 might share some local arms with other joint

arms, the number of pulls of each local arm of 1 could be
different at time t. This contrasts with µ̂1,s in Equation
(4.1), where we assume that arm 1 is pulled exactly s
times.

2. More importantly, while the samples of each local arm
are independently drawn from their respective reward
distributions, a dependency issue arises in the case of the
joint arm. To explain, if each local arm 1e is pulled a
fixed number of times, Ne, the mean reward of 1 fol-
lows the

(√∑
e∈[ρ](Ne)

−1
)

-subgaussian with a mean

of
∑

e∈[ρ]µ̂1e,Ne. Leveraging the properties of subgaus-
sian random variables, it can be demonstrated that the
mean reward of joint arm 1 converges to its true mean as
the number of pulls increases. However, this is not true
when the pulls of local arms are history-dependent. In
such cases, MATS is more likely to pull suboptimal arms
that share overestimated local arms of 1 (the posterior
samples from these local arms could surpass those from
other underestimated local arms of 1). If this situation
occurs, µ̂1(t) is likely to be underestimated, making its
distribution challenging to ascertain. Therefore, it will be
difficult to derive the concentration results for µ̂1(t) and
consequently, the probability of θ1(t) ≥ µ1 − δr would
also be hard to establish.

We solve the above issues by 1: carefully dividing Sr into
subsets, where the arms in each subset share the same local
arms with 1 (total 2ρ subsets); and 2: bounding term I1 in
local arms level. These two methods allow us to prove that

T∑
t=1

1{At ∈ Sr(t)}

≤2ρ
τ∑

s=1

ρ∏
e=1

Eµ̂1e,s
[1/P(θ1e,s ≥ µ1e − δr/ρ)] + Θ(1). (4.2)

In the right hand of inequality, 2ρ is due to the existence of
2ρ subsets, and τ is defined as Θ(ρ2(log(TAloc))

2/(δr)
2).

The term Θ(1) exists because after each local arm is pulled
more than τ times, the event P (θ1e,s ≥ µ1e − δr/ρ) is
highly likely to occur. The cost for the non-occurrence of
this event can be bounded by Θ(1). Follow Agrawal and
Goyal (2012); Jin et al. (2022), one can show that

ρ∏
e=1

Eµ̂1e,s

[
1/P

(
θ1e,s ≥ µ1e − δr

ρ

)]
≤

(ρ√log T

δr

)2ρ
.

The above results are underwhelming, particularly in re-
gards to the worst-case regret, which is Õ(T 2ρ/(2ρ−1)). In
order to enhance these outcomes, we are introducing two in-
novative techniques:
1. First, deriving from the concentration bound, we obtain

that with high probability µ̂1e,s ≥ µ1e −
√
2 log T/s.

Instead of considering the expectation over the entire real
line for µ̂1e,s, we confine µ̂1e,s to the interval (µ1e −√

2 log T/s,∞).



2. Secondly, we marginally increase the variance of the
posterior distribution by log T . According to the anti-
concentration bound of the Gaussian posterior, the likeli-
hood of θ1e,s exceeding µ̂1e,s+

√
2 log T/s remains con-

stant. In conjunction with the condition µ̂1e,s ≥ µ1e −√
2 log T/s, we can ascertain that P(θ1e,s ≥ µ1e) is also

a constant.
With the above two methods, we can prove I1 ≤ τ · Cρ,
where C is some constant. Finally, by summing over all
possible values of r (i.e.,

∑
r R(Sr)), we derive our regret

bound.

Lower Bound on the Worst-Case Regret Bound
We now present some lower-bound results on the worst-case
regret in our setting. The first theorem states a lower bound
in terms of the horizon length T and the total number of
local arms across all groups Aloc when ρ > 0 is treated as a
fixed constant.
Theorem 4.2. For any policy π, there exists a mean vector
µ ∈ [0, 1]Aloc (where each component corresponds to the
mean of a local arm) such that Rn(π, νµ) = Ω(

√
AlocT/ρ).

Recall that our worst-case regret bound in Theorem 4.1
is Õ(

√
CρAlocT ), with C representing a universal constant.

According to Theorem 4.2, when the number of groups ρ
is constant, indicating a sparse hypergraph, our worst-case
regret for ϵ-MATS is nearly optimal up to constant and loga-
rithmic terms.

The next theorem shows the worst possible dependence of
the regret bound of ϵ-MATS on the number of groups, i.e., ρ.
Theorem 4.3. For c = ϵ = 1, there is a bandit instance
such that the regret of Algorithm 1 is Ω(Cρ), where C > 1
is some constant.

Theorem 4.3 shows that Cρ regret is unavoidable for orig-
inal Multi-Agent Thompson Sampling, which further proves
the optimality of our regret bound Õ(

√
CρAlocT ).

Figure 2: The hypergraph on a 0101-Chain with 10 agents.
Each hyperedge (a group of two agents) is denoted by a
black oval.

5 Experiments
In this section, we evaluate the proposed ϵ-MATS algorithm
on benchmark MAMAB problems including the Bernoulli
0101-Chain and the Poisson 0101-Chain. We also conducted
experiments on the Gem Mining problem and the Wind
Farm Control problem, which can be found in Appendix G
(Roijers, Whiteson, and Oliehoek 2015; Bargiacchi et al.
2018; Verstraeten et al. 2020). We compare ϵ-MATS with
the vanilla MATS (Verstraeten et al. 2020), MAUCE (Bar-
giacchi et al. 2018), and the random policy. We also pro-
vide a thorough ablation study of ϵ-MATS to find the opti-
mal trade-off between greedy and Thompson sampling ex-
ploration in practice. We run all our experiments on Nvidia

RTX A5000 with 24GB RAM and each experiment setting
is averaged over 50 trials. Please refer to Appendix G for
detailed experimental setup, ablation studies, and more ex-
perimental results. The implementation of our ϵ-MATS algo-
rithm is available at https://github.com/panxulab/eps-Multi-
Agent-Thompson-Sampling.

Bernoulli and Poisson 0101-Chain
In this subsection, we conduct experiments on the Bernoulli
and Poisson 0101-Chain problems, which are commonly
studied in the MAMAB literature (Bargiacchi et al. 2018;
Verstraeten et al. 2020). An illustration is provided in Figure
2, where the agents are positioned along a 1-dimensional
path forming a graph. Specifically, the graph consists of m
agents and m − (d − 1) edges (or groups), where d is the
number of agents within each hyperedge. The agents i to
i + d − 1 in the group i are connected to a local reward
function f i(ai, ai+1, ..., ai+d−1), where ai denotes the indi-
vidual arm of agent i. Each agent can has two arms: 0 and
1.

We consider two settings where d = 2 and d = 3 re-
spectively. For each setting, we conduct experiments for
two types of reward distributions (Bernoulli and Poisson),
which results in the Bernoulli 0101-Chain problem and the
Poisson 0101-Chain problem respectively. Due to the space
limit, we defer the details of the reward generation to Ap-
pendix G.

We first perform an ablation study to show the effect of
different ϵ on the performance of ϵ-MATS. The results are
presented in Figures 3(a) and 3(b). It can be seen that with ϵ
decreasing from 1 (this corresponds to the MATS algorithm)
to 0.1, the cumulative regret of ϵ-MATS also becomes lower.
When ϵ gets smaller than 0.1, the regret rapidly increases
due to insufficient exploration. In the rest of the experiments
in this subsection, we fix ϵ = 0.1 for the best performance.
We also compare the runtime complexity of ϵ-MATS for dif-
ferent ϵ, which is presented in Figures 3(c) and 3(d) for the
setting d = 2 and d = 3 respectively. In particular, we cal-
culate the ratio between the runtime of ϵ-MATS and MATS
(ϵ = 1) for running 1000 iterations. Figure 3(c) shows that
lower value of ϵ decreases the runtime complexity of ϵ-
MATS in both Bernoulli 0101 and Poisson 0101 problems.
Comparing Figure 3(c) and Figure 3(d), we can see that the
computational efficiency is adversely affected by the size of
each group. In Figure 4, we compare the regret of ϵ-MATS
with MATS, MAUCE, and Random for both Bernoulli 0101
and Poisson 0101 tasks, which demonstrate that ϵ-MATS can
significantly outperform baseline methods.

6 Conclusion and Future Work
In this paper, we studied the problem of multi-agent multi-
armed bandits. We proposed ϵ-MATS which combines the
MATS exploration with probability ϵ and greedy exploita-
tion with probability 1 − ϵ. We provided a frequentist fi-
nite time regret bound for ϵ-MATS, which is in the or-
der of Õ(

√
CρAlocT ). When ϵ = 1, our result yields the

first frequentist regret bound for MATS in the coordination
hypergraph setting (Verstraeten et al. 2020). We also de-

https://github.com/panxulab/eps-Multi-Agent-Thompson-Sampling
https://github.com/panxulab/eps-Multi-Agent-Thompson-Sampling
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Figure 3: Ablation study on ϵ-MATS. (a) and (b): Regret performance (m = 10, and d = 2) with different ϵ in Bernoulli 0101
and Poisson 0101 tasks. Note when ϵ = 1.0, ϵ-MATS reduces to MATS. (c) and (d): The relative computational time of ϵ-MATS
with different ϵ compared with MATS.
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Figure 4: Regret performance compared with other algorithm baselines in Bernoulli 0101 and Poisson 0101 with different
agents in a group (d = 2 or d = 3).

rived a lower bound for this environment in the order of
Ω(
√
AlocT/ρ), implying ϵ-MATS is near optimal when ρ

is assumed to be small, i.e., the coordination hypergraph is
sparse. Empirical evaluations demonstrate the superior per-
formance of ϵ-MATS compared with existing algorithms for
MAMAB problems with a coordination hypergraph.

Our experimental findings present a notable observation:
the performance of ϵ-MATS frequently surpasses that of
MATS. Nevertheless, the regret bound presented in our main
theorem suggests that MATS has a slightly better worst-
case regret bound compared to ϵ-MATS. This discrepancy
offers a compelling avenue for future research to explore the
potential for ϵ-MATS to achieve the same regret bound as
MATS. Additionally, while this paper focuses on the worst-
case regret bound, it would be intriguing to investigate if ϵ-
MATS could exhibit a more favorable regret bound in some
easier bandit instances, leading to the analysis of instance-
dependent regret bounds. Finally, it would be intriguing to
investigate the potential of applying the core concepts of co-
ordination hypergraph and epsilon-exploring in our paper to
enhance Thompson sampling-based algorithms within more
complex settings, such as linear bandits, neural contextual
bandits, and Markov decision processes (Xu et al. 2022b,a;
Zhang et al. 2020; Ishfaq et al. 2023).
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A Related Works
There is a rich literature on multi-agent bandits, particularly focusing on scenarios governed by dependency graphs, similar to
the one studied in this paper (Bargiacchi et al. 2018; Wang et al. 2020b; Landgren, Srivastava, and Leonard 2016; Sankararaman,
Ganesh, and Shakkottai 2019; Agarwal, Aggarwal, and Azizzadenesheli 2022; Zhu et al. 2021; Szorenyi et al. 2013). These
works utilize coordination graphs, where agents can communicate and coordinate their arms. Each agent is represented as a
vertex, and edges between agents indicate coordination possibilities. These coordination graph schemes have also been applied
to multi-agent Markov decision processes (Guestrin, Koller, and Parr 2001; Kok and Vlassis 2006; Stranders et al. 2012;
De Hauwere, Vrancx, and Nowé 2010; Scharpff et al. 2016; Zhang et al. 2023). The applications of such frameworks include
wind turbine optimization (Verstraeten et al. 2021), generative flow models (Hayes et al. 2022), contextual bandits (Han and
Arndt 2021; Elahi et al. 2021), and latent bandits (Pal et al. 2023).

Another area of research focuses on collision sensing in bandits, where agents receive no rewards if they choose the same
arm. Numerous algorithms have been proposed to find optimal matchings given collision sensing information (Magesh and
Veeravalli 2019; Nayyar, Kalathil, and Jain 2016; Mehrabian et al. 2020; Shi et al. 2021; Wang et al. 2020a). There are also
works that consider scenarios where collision sensing information is not available (Shi et al. 2020; Lugosi and Mehrabian 2022;
Huang, Combes, and Trinh 2022), as well as cases involving statistical sensing (Boursier and Perchet 2020; Wei and Srivastava
2018; Besson and Kaufmann 2018). In statistical sensing, agents cannot detect collisions directly but can sense the quality of
an arm before taking it. Additionally, there are multi-agent studies on information asymmetry (Chang, Jafarnia-Jahromi, and
Jain 2022), where agents independently select arms to form a joint arm without communication, aiming to identify the optimal
joint arm despite differing feedback for each agent.

In our study, the graph structure is a hypergraph, where vertices represent agents and hyperedges correspond to groups.
There are other types of graph structures considered in bandit problems as well. For example, in works such as (Gentile, Li, and
Zappella 2014; Ma, Huang, and Schneider 2015; Li, Karatzoglou, and Gentile 2016; Yang, Toni, and Dong 2020; Gupta et al.
2021; Thaker et al. 2022; Deng et al. 2023), the graphs capture the similarity between arm rewards. By utilizing the graph, the
agent can infer arm rewards without extensive sampling. Specifically, they often employ the graph Laplacian, where vertices
represent arms and weighted edges indicate similarity. This type of graph structure is also seen in spectral bandits (Kocák
and Garivier 2021; Yang, Toni, and Dong 2020; Valko et al. 2014), where vertices represent signals and edges represent the
proximity of means.

Frequentist regret bounds for Thompson sampling have been extensively studied in the single-agent setting. One line of work
focuses on the minimax optimality of Thompson sampling (Agrawal and Goyal 2017; Jin et al. 2021a, 2022, 2023), analyzing
the optimality of gap-independent frequentist regret bounds. Another line of research examines the asymptotic optimality of
Thompson sampling (Kaufmann, Korda, and Munos 2012; Korda, Kaufmann, and Munos 2013; Agrawal and Goyal 2017),
investigating the optimality of gap-dependent frequentist regret bounds.

B Table of notations
In Table 1 we listed the most commonly used notations and their definitions.

C Frequentist Regret Analysis of MATS
In this section, we provide the proof of Theorem 4.1. Following the notations in Verstraeten et al. (2020), we let Aloc be the
number of local arms, that is Aloc =

∑
e∈[ρ]

∑
ae∈Ae 1. For any r = 0, 1, . . ., let δr = 2−(r+2) and

Sr = {a | ∆a ∈ (2−r, 2−r+1]}.

We then decompose the regret as follows,

RT =

∞∑
r=0

T∑
t=1

∑
At∈Sr

∆At .

For simplicity, we let R(Sr) =
∑T

t=1

∑
At∈Sr

∆At . In what follows, we focus on bounding the term R(Sr). Let Ft be the
history up to time t. We define Sr(t) to be the set of arms that are not overestimated at time t by the local prior θae(t).

Sr(t) =

{
a

∣∣∣∣ a ∈ Sr,∀e ∈ [ρ] and ae ̸= 1e, θae(t) ≤ µae +
δr
ρ

}
.

Start with regret decomposition

R(Sr) ≤8δr

T∑
t=1

E[1{At ∈ Sr}]



Table 1: Table of notations.

Symbol Description

m total number of agents.
K number of arms per agent
A number of joint (global) arms (i.e., Km)
ρ number of (possibly overlapping) groups.
d number of agents in each local group

Aloc number of local arms, i.e.,
∑ρ

e=1

∑
ae: for some joint arm a 1

a joint arm across m agents.
1 optimal joint arm.
At joint arm taken at time t.
Ai set of individual arms for agent i ∈ [m].
Ae set of local arms for group e ∈ [ρ].
ae local arm of a corresponding to group e.

fe(ae) stochastic reward for local arm ae.
f(a) sum of local stochastic rewards for arm a, ie.

∑ρ
e=1 f

e(ae).
µae true mean of local reward for local arm a corresponding to group e.
µa sum of local true mean rewards for joint arm a, ie.

∑
e µae .

µ̂ae,s the empirical mean of local arm ae after its s-th pull.
∆ae the minimum reward gap between joint arm a which contains ae and 1, i.e., ∆ae =

min{∆a | ae ∈ a}.
∆a gap between global reward of joint arm a and optimal arm 1.
∆min minimum reward gap across all joint arms, i.e. mina∈×m

i=1Ai\{1} ∆a.
∆max maximum reward gap across all joint arms, i.e. maxa∈×m

i=1Ai ∆a.
θae(t) sampling posterior corresponding to local arm ae at time t.
θa(t) sum of posteriors for joint arm a, i.e.

∑
e θae .

nae(t) number of times local arm ae has been pulled up to time t.
na(t) number of times joint arm a has been pulled up to time t.
RT regret up to time T .



≤8δr

T∑
t=1

E[1{At ∈ Sr(t)}]︸ ︷︷ ︸
I1

+8δr

T∑
t=1

E[1 {At ∈ Sr,At /∈ Sr(t)}]︸ ︷︷ ︸
I2

, (C.1)

where the first inequality is because for any a ∈ Sr, it holds that ∆a ≤ 8δr. Now, we bound these terms separately.

Bounding term I1
This part requires the following supporting lemma.
Lemma C.1. Let µ̂s be the empirical mean of s random variable i.i.d from N (µ, 1). Then

P

(
∃s ∈ [T ], µ̂s +

√
2 log(ρT )

s
≤ µ1

)
≤ 1

ρT
.

Let E3 be the event that for any s ≤ T and e ∈ [ρ], µ̂1e,s ≥ µ1e −
√

2 log(ρT )
s , i.e.,

E3 =
⋂

s∈[T ]

⋂
e∈[ρ]

{
µ̂1e,s ≥ µ1e −

√
2 log(ρT )

s

}
.

From Lemma C.1, we have

P(E3) ≥ 1− 1

T
.

Now, we bound term I1. We have

I1 =

T∑
t=1

E
[
1{At ∈ Sr(t)}

]

≤ T · P((E3)c) +
T∑

t=1

E
[
1{At ∈ Sr(t)} · 1{E3}

]

≤ 1 +

T∑
t=1

E
[
1{At ∈ Sr(t)} · 1{E3}

]
. (C.2)

We first define some useful notations. Suppose J is a subset of 2[ρ]. Subsequently, we define SrJ as a specific subset of Sr,
characterized by the condition that every arm in Sr exclusively shares local arms of 1 for groups in J , i.e.,

SrJ =
{
a
∣∣ a ∈ Sr,∀e ∈ J,ae = 1e and ∀e ∈ [ρ] \ J,ae ̸= 1e

}
.

We also define

SrJ(t) = {a | a ∈ SrJ ,a ∈ Sr(t)}.

Let E1(t) be the event that the local arms of the optimal joint arm are not underestimated. Namely,

E1(t) =
ρ⋂

e=1

{
θ1e(t) ≥ µ1e − δr

ρ

}
.

Similar to SrJ(t), we define

E1J(t) =
⋂

e:e∈[ρ]\J

{
θ1e(t) ≥ µ1e − δr

ρ

}
.

Additionally, we introduce E2J(t), which represents the event where arms that are associated with local arms labeled by 1 in
[ρ] \ J are not overestimated.

E2J(t) =
⋂

a:a∈SrJ

{
∀e ∈ [ρ] \ J, θae(t) ≤ µae +

δr
ρ

}
.



Let At(J) = maxa∈SrJ
θa(t). For term 1{At ∈ Sr(t)}, we bound it as follows.

2ρ · P(At = 1 | Ft−1) ≥
∑

J⊆2[ρ]

P
(
∀a ∈ SrJ ,

∑
e∈[ρ]\J

θ1e(t) ≥
∑

e∈[ρ]\J

θae(t)

∣∣∣∣ Ft−1

)
≥
∑

J⊆2[ρ]

P(At(J) ∈ SrJ(t), E1J(t) | Ft−1)

≥
∑

J⊆2[ρ]

(
P(At ∈ SrJ(t) | Ft−1) · P(E1(t) | Ft−1)

)
≥ P(E1(t) | Ft−1) ·

∑
J⊆2[ρ]

P(At ∈ SrJ(t) | Ft−1)

= P(E1(t) | Ft−1) · P(At ∈ Sr(t) | Ft−1). (C.3)

The first inequality is due to the fact that if there exists a ∈ SrJ ,
∑

e∈[ρ]\J θ1e(t) <
∑

e∈[ρ]\J θae(t), then θ1(t) < θa(t)
1,

which means At ̸= 1. The second inequality is due to the fact that if the events At(J) ∈ SrJ(t) and E1J(t) occur, then for any
a ∈ SrJ , ∑

e∈[ρ]\J

θ1e(t) ≥
∑

e∈[ρ]\J

(
µ1e − δr

ρ

)

≥
∑

e∈[ρ]\J

(
µ(At(J))e +

δr
ρ

)
≥

∑
e∈[ρ]\J

θ(At(J))e(t)

≥
∑

e∈[ρ]\J

θae(t), which means At ∈ SrJ(t) occur

where the first inequality is from the definition of the event E1J(t) and the second inequality is due to At(J) ∈ SrJ and
∆At(J) ≥ 4δr. The third inequality of (C.3) is due to At(J) ∈ SrJ(t), as well as E1J(t) and At(J) ∈ SrJ(t) being condition-
ally independent given Ft−1. Rearranging (C.3), we obtain

P(At ∈ Sr(t) | Ft−1) ≤
2ρ · P(At = 1 | Ft−1)

P(E1(t) | Ft−1)
. (C.4)

Let τ = 8ρ2 log2(TAloc)
δ2r

. Continuing on inequality (C.2), we further bound I1 as follows.

I1 ≤ 1 +
∑

t:t∈[T ]

E
[
1{At ∈ Sr(t)}1{E3}

]

≤ 1 +
∑

t:n1(t)≤τ

E
[
1{At ∈ Sr(t)}1{E3}

]
+

∑
t:n1(t)>τ

E
[
1{At ∈ Sr(t)}

]

≤ 1 +
∑

t:n1(t)≤τ

E
(

2ρ

P(E1(t) | Ft−1)
1{E3} · 1[At = 1]

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

I11

+
∑

t:n1(t)>τ

E
[
1{At ∈ Sr(t)}

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

I12

, (C.5)

where the last inequality is due to (C.4).
We bound I11 and I12 separately.

1This follows from the fact that θae = θ1e for e ∈ J when a ∈ SrJ .



Bounding term I11. We have

1{E3}
P(E1(t) | Ft−1)

=

ρ∏
e=1

1

P
(
θ1e(t) ≥ µ1e − δr

ρ

∣∣∣∣ µ̂1e(t) ≥ µ1e −
√

2 log T
n1e (t)

)
≤

ρ∏
e=1

1

P
(
θ1e(t) ≥ µ1e

∣∣∣∣ µ̂1e(t) ≥ µ1e −
√

2 log T
n1e (t)

) . (C.6)

Note that with probability ϵ, θ1e(t) ∼ N (µ̂1e(t), log T/(n1e(t) + 1)). By letting z =
√
2(n1e(t) + 1)/n1e(t) ≤ 4 and

σ =
√
log T/(n1e(t) + 1) in Lemma F.1, we have

P

(
θ1e(t) ≥ µ1e

∣∣∣∣ µ̂1e(t) ≥ µ1e −

√
2 log T

n1e(t)

)

≥ P

(
θ1e(t) ≥ µ̂1e(t) +

√
2 log T

n1e(t)

)
≥ ϵ

3× 104
. (C.7)

By substituting (C.7) to (C.6), we obtain

1

P(E1(t) | Ft−1)
1{E3} ≤ (3× 104/ϵ)ρ.

Finally, we can bound I11 as

I11 =
∑

t:n1(t)≤τ

E
(

2ρ

P(E1(t) | Ft−1)
1{E3} · 1[At = 1]

)

≤
∑

t:n1(t)≤τ

E
(
(6× 104/ϵ)ρ · 1[At = 1]

)
≤ τ · (6× 104/ϵ)ρ.

Bounding term I12. If n1(t) is pulled more than τ times, the posterior sample of each local arm 1e is concentrated on µ1e and
thus we can prove the following lemma.
Lemma C.2. We have ∑

t:n1(t)>τ

E
[
1{At ∈ Sr(t)}

]
≤ 2.

From the above lemma, I12 ≤ 2. By combining the results of term I11 and I12 together and then substituting them into (C.5),
we obtain

I1 ≤ 3 + τ · (6× 104/ϵ)ρ. (C.8)

Bounding term I2
Let E be the event that if any local arm ae has been pulled more than τ times at t, then for this arm (which belongs in Sr) and
any t, we have |θae(t)− µae | ≤ δr

ρ , i.e.,

E(t) =
ρ⋂

e=1

⋂
ae:nae (t)≥τ

{
|θae(t)− µae | < δr

ρ

}
.

The following lemma shows that E happens with high probability.
Lemma C.3. We have

Pr(E(t)) ≥ 1− 4

T
.



Let Yr(t) be the indicator on the event such that the joint arm taken at time t belongs in Sr and there exists a group such that
the local arm of this group pulled less than τ times, i.e.,

Yr(t) = 1{At = a,a ∈ Sr,∃e ∈ [ρ] s.t. nae(t) < τ}.

Recall that Aloc is the total number of local arms. Intuitively, if Yr(t) = 1, then there is at least one local arm with nae(t) < τ
that has been pulled one more time at round t. Since there are a total Aloc local arms, after at most τ · Aloc number of rounds t
such that Yr(t) = 1, the number of pulls of every local arm exceeds τ . Therefore, Yr(t) can only be 1 for at most τ · Aloc time
steps and is 0 for the rest of them. Therefore,

T∑
t=1

Yr(t) ≤ τ ·Ar,

where Ar is the number of local arms ae which satisfies ∃a ∈ Sr, ae ∈ a. Finally, we can bound I2 as follows,

I2 =

T∑
t=1

E
[
1{At ∈ Sr,At /∈ Sr(t)}

]

=

T∑
t=1

E
[
1{At ∈ Sr,At /∈ Sr(t), E(t)}

]
+

T∑
t=1

E
[
1{At ∈ Sr,At /∈ Sr(t), (E(t))c}

]

≤
T∑

t=1

Yr(t) +

T∑
t=1

P((E(t))c)

≤τ ·Ar + 4. (C.9)

We use the following facts in the first inequality. From the definition of Sr(t), we have for any At ∈ Sr\Sr(t),

∃e ∈ [ρ],Ae
t ̸= 1e, θAe

t
(t) > µAe

t
+

δr
ρ
. (C.10)

Moreover, if E(t) happens, (C.10) implies that

∃e ∈ [ρ], nAe
t
(t) < τ, (C.11)

which means Yr(t) = 1. Therefore, 1{At ∈ Sr,At /∈ Sr(t), E} ≤ Yr(t).

Putting Everything Together
By combining (C.8) and (C.9) together and then substituting them into (C.1), we obtain that there exists some universal constant
C such that

R(Si) ≤ 8δr · τ
(
Ar +

(
6 · 104/ϵ

)ρ)
+ 80δr.

Therefore, by letting ∆min = mina:a̸=1 ∆a and ∆max = maxa ∆a, then there exists some universal constant C such that

RT =
∑
r

R(Sr)

≤
∑
r

(
8δr · τ

(
Ar +

(
6 · 104/ϵ

)ρ)
+ 80δr

)
=
∑
r

(
64ρ2 log2(TAloc)

δr
·
(
Ar +

(
6 · 104/ϵ

)ρ)
+ 80δr

)
≤ C(C/ϵ)ρρ2 log2(TAloc)

∆min
+ C∆max +

∑
i

Cρ2Ar log
2(TAloc)

δr
,

where in the last inequality C∆max is from
∑

r 80δr. We let S(ae) = {r | ∃a ∈ Sr,a
e ∈ a} and ∆ae = min{∆a | ae ∈ a}.

For the last term
∑

i
Cρ2Ar log2(TAloc)

δr
, we can rewrite it in the following way.∑

r

Cρ2Ar log
2(TAloc)

δr
=
∑
e∈[ρ]

∑
ae∈Ae\{1e}

∑
r∈S(ae)

Cρ2 log2(TAloc)

δr



≤ 8
∑
e∈[ρ]

∑
ae∈Ae\{1e}

Cρ2 log2(TAloc)

∆ae

. (C.12)

Therefore, there exists some universal constant C1 such that

RT ≤ C1(C1/ϵ)
ρρ2 log2(TAloc)

∆min
+ C1

∑
e∈[ρ]

∑
ae∈Ae\{1e}

ρ2 log2(TAloc)

∆ae

+ C1∆max.

Worst Case Regret. We have that there exists some universal constant C2 such that

RT ≤ min

{
T∆min,

C1(C1/ϵ)
ρρ2 log2(TAloc)

∆min
+ C1∆max +

∑
i

C1ρ
2Ai log

2(TAloc)

δi

}

≤ min

{
T∆min,

C1(C1/ϵ)
ρρ2 log2(TAloc)

∆min
+ C1∆max +

C1ρ
2Aloc log

2(TAloc)

∆min

}
.

Note that when ∆min <

√
C1((C1/ϵ)ρ+Aloc)ρ2 log2(TAloc)

T , we have

T∆min ≤
√
C1((C1/ϵ)ρ +Aloc)ρ2T log2(TAloc),

and when ∆min ≥
√

C1((C1/ϵ)ρ+Aloc)ρ2 log2(TAloc)
T , we have

C1(C1/ϵ)
ρρ2 log2(TAloc)

∆min
+

C1ρ
2Aloc log

2(TAloc)

∆min
≤
√
C1((C1/ϵ)ρ +Aloc)ρ2T log2(TAloc).

Therefore, the worst-case regret of ϵ-MATS is bounded as follows.

RT ≤ C2∆max + C2ρ

√
((C2/ϵ)ρ +Aloc)T log2(TAloc).

D Proof of Supporting Lemmas
In this section, we provide the proofs for the technical lemmas we used in our main paper and the proof of the main theorem.

Proof of Lemma 3.1
Let G1, . . . , Gρ be the sets of agents belonging to group e ∈ [ρ], respectively. To simplify notation, we denote G as the
hypergraph where G1, . . . , Gρ represent the hyperedges. Then, Aloc =

∑ρ
e=1

∏
i∈Ge

|Ai|. We can prove the desired results by
induction on the number of agents.

For the base case, when there is only one agent, the coordination graph consists of a single vertex with degree 0. Since we
have |A1| arms to optimize over, the complexity is |A1|, completing the base case.

For the induction step, let’s assume that the result in Lemma 3.1 holds for a hypergraph with n−1 vertices. Now we consider
a hypergraph G with n agents. Similar to (3.1), we decompose the optimization problem as follows:

max
a

f(a) = max
a

ρ∑
e=1

fe(ae)

= max
a

[ ∑
ae∈a:an /∈ae

fe(ae)︸ ︷︷ ︸
I1

+ max
ae:an∈ae

∑
ae∈a:an∈ae

fe(ae)︸ ︷︷ ︸
I2

]
, (D.1)

where an represents an individual arm of agent n. Without loss of generality, let’s assume that this agent belongs to l different
groups, namely G1, G2, . . . , Gl. Note that Term I2 in (D.1) is a function that involves agents within this group. All the values
for this function can be found in

∑l
e=1

∏
i∈Ge

|Ai| searches.
Now let’s consider the graph G′ = G\n, which has the same coordination graph as G but with vertex n and all its connections

removed. Let G′
1, . . . , G

′
ρ be the new groups resulting from this reduction. It is clear that ∀e ∈ [ρ], |Ge| ≥ |G′

e|. Since G′ has
only n− 1 vertices, by the inductive hypothesis, the complexity of finding the maximum of I1 (using all of the values already
given from computing I2) is

∑ρ
e=1

∏
i∈G′

e
|Ai| ≤

∑ρ
e=1

∏
i∈Ge

|Ai| ≤ Aloc. Adding these two upper bounds completes our
induction.



Proof of Lemma C.1
Note that

P

(
∃s ∈ [T ], µ̂s +

√
2 log(ρT )

s
≤ µ1

)
≤

T∑
s=1

P

(
µ̂s +

√
2 log(ρT )

s
≤ µ1

)

≤
T∑

s=1

e−2 log(ρT )

=
1

ρ2 · T
,

where the second inequality is due to Lemma F.2.

Proof of Lemma C.2
Each local arm of 1 has been pulled more than τ times if n1(t) ≥ τ . Besides,

P (∃s ≥ τ, µ̂1e,s ≤ µ1e − δr/(2ρ))

≤ exp

(
− τδ2r

8ρ2

)
≤ 1

Tρ
. (D.2)

Applying union bound for all e ∈ [ρ], we have

P
( ⋃

e∈[ρ]

{
∃s ≥ τ, µ̂1e,s ≤ µ1e − δr

2ρ

})
≤ 1

T
. (D.3)

Let E1 = ∩e∈[ρ]{∀s ≥ τ, µ̂1e,s > µ1e − δr/(2ρ)}. We have

∑
t:n1e (t)≥τ

P
(
∃e ∈ [ρ] : θ1e(t) ≤ µ1e − δr

ρ
,E1

)

≤ Tρ · P
(
θ1e(t) ≤ µ1e − δr

ρ

∣∣∣∣ n1e(t) ≥ τ, µ̂1e(t) > µ1e − δr
2ρ

)
≤ Tρ · P

(
θ1e(t) ≤ µ̂1e(t)− δr

2ρ

∣∣∣∣ n1e(t) ≥ τ

)
≤ Tρ

2
· exp

(
− δ2r · τ

8 log T

)
≤ 1

2
, (D.4)

where the third inequality is due to the fact that with probability 1−ϵ, θ1e(t) = µ̂1e(t) ≥ µ̂1e(t)−δr/(2ρ) and with probability
ϵ, θ1e(t) ∼ N (µ̂1e(t), log T/(n1e(t) + 1)) and then we use Lemma F.1 to bound the probability of θ1e(t) ≤ µ̂1e(t) − δr

2ρ .
Finally, ∑

t:n1(t)>τ

E
[
1{At ∈ Sr(t)}

]
≤T · Ec

1 +
∑

t:n1(t)≥τ

E
[
1{At ∈ Sr(t), E1}

]

≤1 +
∑

t:n1(t)>τ

P
(
∃e ∈ [ρ] : θ1e(t) ≤ µ1e − δr

ρ
,E1

)
≤2,

where the third inequality is due to (D.3) and the last inequality is due to (D.4).



Proof of Lemma C.3
Recall that

E(t) =
ρ⋂

e=1

⋂
ae:nae (t)≥τ

{
|θae(t)− µae | < δr

ρ

}
.

Similar to (D.3), we have

P
( ⋃

e∈[ρ]

⋃
ae:nae (t)≥τ

{
|µ̂ae,s − µae | > δr

2ρ

})
≤ 2

T
. (D.5)

Let E2 = ∩e∈[ρ] ∩ae:nae (t)≥τ {|µ̂ae(t)− µae | ≤ δr/(2ρ)}. Now, we have

P(E(t)) ≥ P(E(t), E2)

= P(E(t) | E2)P(E2)

≥
(
1− 2

T

)
·
(
1− P

(
∃ae : nae(t) ≥ τ, |θae(t)− µae | < δr

ρ

∣∣∣∣ E2

))
≥
(
1− 2

T

)
·
(
1− P

(
∃ae : nae(t) ≥ τ, |θae(t)− µae | < δr

ρ

∣∣∣∣ |µ̂ae(t)− µae | < δr
2ρ

))
≥
(
1− 2

T

)
·
(
1−AlocP

(
nae(t) ≥ τ, |θae(t)− µ̂ae(t)| < δr

2ρ

))
≥
(
1− 2

T

)
·
(
1−Aloc exp

(
− τδ2r

8ρ2

))
≥ 1− 4

T
,

where the third inequality is due to (D.5) and the fifth inequality is due to Lemma F.1.

E Proof of the Lower Bound of MAMAB with Coordination Hypergraph
In this section, we derive a worst-case lower bound on the MAMAB considered in this paper.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. For any given group structure on the agents, suppose group 1 was the largest group. It follows that the
number of local actions for this group satisfies |A1| ≥ Aloc

ρ . Furthermore, suppose that local arms in the other groups [ρ]\1
possess a mean reward of 0, allowing only the local arms in group 1 to have a nonzero mean reward. Moreover, let 11 signify
the local arm in group 1 possessing the highest mean. Since only group 1 has nonzero local mean rewards, the regret associated
with pulling a suboptimal arm a is calculated as follows:∑

e∈[ρ]

(µ1e − µae) = µ11 − µa1 .

With these considerations, the problem is effectively simplified to a K-armed bandit problem with K = |A1| ≥ Aloc
ρ . As

it is widely established, the worst-case lower bound for a K-armed bandit is Ω(
√
KT ) (Auer et al. 2002). Hence, a MAMAB

problem instance can be found where the regret is equivalent to Ω(
√
KT ) = Ω(

√
TAloc/ρ).

Proof of Theorem 4.3. Consider the following bandit instance: We have ρ groups. For each group, we have L + 1 local arms,
where L local arms have mean X and 1 local arm has mean X+∆. Now, we construct the joint arm set, where we only have in
total Lρ +1 joint arms, with Lρ joint arms having mean ρX and one joint arm having mean ρ(X +∆). For each Lρ joint arms
that have mean ρX , it is composed by ρ local arms with mean X . For the one joint arm with mean ρ(X+∆), it is composed by
ρ local arms with mean X +∆. It is easy to see the joint arm with mean ρ(X +∆) is the optimal one. We denote the optimal
joint arm as 1. All local arms follow the Gaussian reward distribution with unit variance. We use a normal distribution N (0, 1)
as the prior for all local arms. We aim to compute the number of pulls of suboptimal joint arms before pulling the optimal joint
arm for the first time. The posterior distribution of the optimal joint arm is N (0, ρ). From the concentration bound of Gaussian
(Lemma F.1), we obtain that the probability of the sample from the optimal arm 1 being larger than ρ is bounded by

P(θ1 ≥ ρ) ≤ e−ρ/2

2
.



When we pull a local arm i with mean X for s times, then its posterior distribution is N (sµ̂i,s/(s+ 1), 1/(s+ 1)), where µ̂i,s

is the empirical mean of local arm i after its s-th pull.
Assume X > 3. Note that µ̂i,s ∼ N (X, 1/s). Applying the maximum inequality (Lemma F.2), we obtain

P(∃s > 1, µ̂i,s < 2) ≤ 1/
√
e.

We let ye be the number of local arms with mean X in group e such that its empirical mean is always larger than 2. By
Hoeffding’s inequality,

P(ye ≤ L/(2
√
e)) ≤ exp

(
− L

2e

)
.

We let Ee be the event ye > L/(2
√
e) and E := ∩e∈[ρ]Ee. Then, by applying union bound, we obtain

P(E) ≥ 1− ρ exp

(
− L

2e

)
.

Let θ be a sample from N (0, 1) and θ′ be the sample from N (sµ̂i,s/(s+ 1), 1/(s+ 1)). When µ̂i,s > 2,

P(θ′ ≤ 1) ≤ 1

2
≤ P(θ ≤ 1).

Denote b = P(θ ≤ 1) and {ae1, · · · , aeL} for the local arms with mean X in group e. Let Ee be the probability that the maximum
sample from {ae1, · · · , aeL} is larger than 1. Then,

P(Ee | E) ≥ 1− bL/(2
√
e).

Applying the union bound over all group e ∈ [ρ],

P(∩e∈[ρ]Ee | E) ≥ 1− ρbL/(2
√
e).

The above inequality means that conditional on event E, the probability that all samples from a joint arm with mean X are
larger than ρ is bounded by 1− ρbL/(2

√
e).

By choosing L = 2eρ log1/b 2 + 2e log1/b ρ, we have P(∩e∈[ρ]Ee | E) ≥ 1 − 1/2ρ, P(E) ≥ 1 − exp(−ρ). We note that
when θ1 ≤ ρ, E, and ∩e∈[ρ]Ee happen, then we do not pull the optimal arm.

Therefore, for such a bandit instance, the probability of pulling the suboptimal joint arm before pulling the optimal joint
arm is bounded by 2−ρ + e−ρ/2 + e−ρ. This means that the regret incurs by pulling the suboptimal is at least ∆

2−ρ+e−ρ/2+e−ρ ,
which is exponential in ρ.

F Auxiliary Lemmas
In this section, we present some useful inequalities that are useful in our proof.
Lemma F.1 (Abramowitz and Stegun (1964)). For a random variable Z ∼ N (µ, σ2),

e−z2/2

2
≥P(Z > µ+ zσ) ≥ 1√

2π

z

z2 + 1
e−

z2

2 ,

P(Z < µ− zσ) ≤ e−z2/2

2
.

Lemma F.2 (Lemma C.3 in Jin et al. (2021b)). Let N and M be two positive integers, let γ > 0, and let µ̂n be the empirical
mean of n random variable i.i.d from 1-subgaussian with mean µ. Then for any x ≤ µ,

P(∃N ≤ n ≤ M, µ̂n ≤ x) ≤ e−N(x−µ)2/2,

and for any x ≥ µ,

P(∃N ≤ n ≤ M, µ̂n ≥ x) ≤ e−N(x−µ)2/2.

G Additional Experimental Details
In this section, we provide detailed settings of the local reward distribution for Bernoulli 0101-Chain and Poisson 0101-Chain.
In addition to the experimental results shown in Section 5, we further investigate more ablation studies, including (i): a larger
number of agents and (ii): different ϵ condition sampling to evaluate the proposed ϵ-MATS algorithm on Bernoulli 0101-Chain
and Poisson 0101-Chain. Finally, we report our ϵ-MATS against other baselines in an additional real-world experiment: wind
farm control (Bargiacchi et al. 2018; Verstraeten et al. 2020).



Reward Generation for Bernoulli and Poisson 0101-Chains
As discussed in Section 5, for d = 2, the reward of a joint arm in the Bernoulli and Poisson chains depends on the local rewards
for each group of agents {ai, ai+1}, i = 1, . . . , n − 1. Each local reward follows Bernoulli or Poisson distributions with the
mean value f(ai, ai+1) given in Table 2(a) Table 2(b) respectively. It can be easily verified that the optimal joint arm for this
setting is an alternating sequence of zeros and ones, starting with 0, i.e., (0, 1, 0, . . .). For the setting where we have d = 3
agents in each group, the reward generation is given in Table 2(c), and the optimal joint arm is (1, 1, . . . , 1, 1).

Table 2: (a) and (b): The distribution of local reward f(ai, ai+1) for group i in the chain graph. Here i is an even number. The
table is transposed when i is odd. There are two agents (i, i+1) in each group, where i is even. Each entry shows the means for
each local arm of agents i and i + 1. (c): the unscaled local reward distributions of 3-agents (i, i + 1, i + 2) per group, where
i | 3. Each entry in the first 3 columns denotes the arm and the last column indicates the corresponding success probability for
each local arm of agents i, i+ 1 and i+ 2. The table is shifted symmetrically when i = 3c+ 1 or i = 3c+ 2, where c ∈ R.

(a) Bernoulli 0101-Chain, d = 2

f i ∼ B ai+1 = 0 ai+1 = 1

ai = 0 0.75 1
ai = 1 0.25 0.9

(b) Poisson 0101-Chain, d = 2

f i ∼ P ai+1 = 0 ai+1 = 1

ai = 0 0.1 0.3
ai = 1 0.2 0.1

(c) Bernoulli/Poisson 0101-Chain: d = 3

ai ai+1 ai+2 success probability

0 0 0 0.5
1 0 0 0.9
0 1 0 0.8
0 0 1 0.2
1 1 0 0.6
1 0 1 0.3
0 1 1 0.4
1 1 1 1.0

Bernoulli and Poisson 0101-Chains with 20 Agents
Following the problem description in Section 5, we still consider two settings where d = 2 and d = 3 but with a larger number
of agents: m = 20 agents in total. We demonstrate the improvement of regret performance with ϵ MATS in the Bernoulli 0101
and Poisson 0101 tasks with 20 agents compared with MATS, MAUCE, and Random in Figure 5, indicating the consistency of
benefits of lower ϵ across a different number of agents.
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(a) Bernoulli 0101: m = 20,
d = 2
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(b) Poisson 0101: m = 20, d =
2
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(c) Bernoulli 0101: m = 20,
d = 3
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(d) Poisson 0101: m = 20, d =
3

Figure 5: Regret performance compared with other algorithm baselines in Bernoulli 0101 and Poisson 0101 with different
agents in a group (d = 2 or d = 3) with 20 agents in total.

Gem Mining
Now we consider a real-world application of MAMAB, e.g., the Gem Mining problem (Bargiacchi et al. 2018), (Verstraeten
et al. 2020). In this problem, a mining company aims to maximize the total number of gems across multiple mines. The mine
workers are represented by separate villages, each acting as an agent in the MAMAB setup. There is only one van available per
village to transport all workers from that village to one of the nearby mines. This arrangement forms a coordination graph, where
each village is connected to a specific range of adjacent mines. The company must decide which mine to send its workers to, and
this decision corresponds to selecting a local arm in the MAMAB framework. Each mine is formulated as a single group, and
the reward for each mine follows a Bernoulli distribution. The probability of finding a gem in a mine is defined as 1.03w−1p,
where p represents the base probability of finding a gem (sampled uniformly from the interval [0, 0.5]), and w denotes the
number of workers at that mine. The cooperation among workers from multiple villages aims to maximize the probability of
finding gems in a mine. A number of workers sampled from {1, . . . , 5} live in the same village, and each village i is connected
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(a) Hypergraph illustration for Gem Mining
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(b) Regret comparison on Gem Mining: m = 5

Figure 6: Gem Mining experiment. (a): The hypergraph illustration. Each vertex is a village, and each hyperedge (group)
corresponds to a mine. In this figure, a village is denoted as a black house while a group is denoted by a green circle. Note that
there are some groups that contain the same agents (villages). (b): Regret performance compared with other algorithm baselines
in Gem Mining.

to the mine i to (i+mi−1), where mi is sampled from [2, 4] while the last village is always connected to 4 mines. We conduct
the experiments with 5 villages and 8 mines. The diagram for this is given in Figure 6(a). The agents, in this case, correspond
to the village, and the groups are determined by which villages have access to a particular gem mine. Since there are 5 villages
and 8 mines, therefore there are 5 agents and 8 groups.

Gem Mining is a more challenging problem due to the varying size of each group. We report the average cumulative regret
of ϵ-MATS against the other algorithms in Figure 6(b), which again shows that ϵ-MATS with a small ϵ outperforms all baseline
methods including vanilla MATS.

Wind Farm Control
We conducted additional experiments on a different real-world application known as the Wind Farm Control problem (Bargiac-
chi et al. 2018; Verstraeten et al. 2020). Following the settings of previous studies (Bargiacchi et al. 2018; Verstraeten et al.
2020), we developed a custom simulator to replicate the energy production of an 11-turbine wind farm (refer to Figure 7(a)).
Among the turbines, 4 downstream ones (2, 5, 8, 11) are not controlled by any agents, while the remaining 7 turbines each have
3 distinct arms (angles) representing different turning positions. In this problem, cooperation among the 7 turbines forming 7
groups is essential to maximize the overall power production, as turbulence generated by upstream turbines negatively affects
downstream ones, with the direction of turbulence depending on the angle between each turbine and the incoming wind vector.

To simulate the wind farm, we sample wind speeds from a normal distribution at each time step. The power production of
each turbine depends on the current wind speed, the turbine’s angle, and the net wind direction influenced by turbulence. We
normalize the overall reward by the maximum attainable reward at the highest wind strength and the minimum reward per
turbine at the lowest wind strength, as per the approach in Bargiacchi et al. (2018). It is important to note that this measure is
not an exact form of regret since choosing the optimal action does not guarantee zero regret on average.

The Wind Farm Control problem poses additional challenges due to the independent angles of the controllable agents and
the fixed angles of the 4 downstream turbines. However, even in this complex scenario, our ϵ-MATS algorithm outperforms
baseline methods, including MAUCE and MATS, as demonstrated by the smaller cumulative regret shown in Figure 7(b).
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(b) Wind Farm Control

Figure 7: Wind farm control experiment. (a): Wind farm setup. The incoming wind is denoted by an arrow. Agents (turbines) in
a local group are listed on the left. The controllable turbines are in blue while the remaining 4 turbines are in green connected
via dash lines. (b): Regret performance compared with baseline algorithms in Wind Farm Control.
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