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Abstract
Learned indexes leverage machine learning models to accelerate query answering in databases,
showing impressive practical performance. However, theoretical understanding of these methods
remains incomplete. Existing research suggests that learned indexes have superior asymptotic
complexity compared to their non-learned counterparts, but these findings have been established
under restrictive probabilistic assumptions. Specifically, for a sorted array with n elements, it has
been shown that learned indexes can find a key in O(log(log n)) expected time using at most linear
space, compared with O(log n) for non-learned methods.

In this work, we prove O(1) expected time can be achieved with at most linear space, thereby
establishing the tightest upper bound so far for the time complexity of an asymptotically optimal
learned index. Notably, we use weaker probabilistic assumptions than prior work, meaning our
results generalize previous efforts. Furthermore, we introduce a new measure of statistical complexity
for data. This metric exhibits an information-theoretical interpretation and can be estimated in
practice. This characterization provides further theoretical understanding of learned indexes, by
helping to explain why some datasets seem to be particularly challenging for these methods.
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1 Introduction

Query answering is of central importance in database systems, and developing efficient
algorithms for this task is a key research problem. These algorithms often use an index
structure to access records faster, at the cost of higher space usage to store the index.
Arguably, the most common scenario in query answering involves point queries, where the
aim is to retrieve all tuples where an attribute has an exact value [12, 20]. Also common are
range queries, which ask for all tuples where an attribute is within a given interval.

Solutions based on hash tables can answer point queries efficiently [5], but are ineffective
in handling range queries. To generalize well to these cases, the relevant attribute is usually
stored as a sorted array A. In this configuration, answering point and range queries essentially
comes down to finding an element in a sorted array. A point query for value q can be answered
by finding the position of q in the array if it exists. A range query matching an interval [q, q′]
can be answered by finding the first element bigger than or equal to q, and then scanning
the array A from that position until an element greater than q′ is found, or the array ends.
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Figure 1 Predictive and corrective steps of a learned index.

Since the array A is sorted, binary search can be used to find q or the first element greater
than q. If A has n elements (also called keys), binary search takes O(log n) operations. This
is asymptotically optimal in a random-access machine (RAM) model of computation, for
comparison-based searching [16]. However, other index structures such as B+Trees [13, 18]
are preferred in practice. They have the same asymptotic complexity but make use of
hardware and cache properties to improve performance.

It was suggested by [17] that classical index structures can be understood as models that
take a key as an input and predict its position in the sorted array. From this perspective,
indexes such as B+Tree are potentially suboptimal because they do not take advantage of
patterns in the data to improve performance. This has led to the introduction of learned
indexes [17, 15, 9], which use machine learning models to predict the position of a key.

Learned indexes usually combine predictive and corrective steps, as illustrated in Figure
1. In the predictive step, a machine learning model is used to estimate the position of a key.
Since this estimation may be wrong, a corrective step is needed to find the exact position.
Usually, this is done by searching around the position estimated by the model. Intuitively,
the improvement in performance comes from searching over a small range, determined by the
prediction error, rather than searching over the whole array. If the prediction error is small,
a learned index can improve upon classical methods. Most learned indexes stick to simple
machine learning models, such as piecewise linear functions, which are fast to compute.

While learned indexes exhibit impressive experimental performance [7, 11, 14, 15], their
theoretical understanding is still at an early stage. Existing research shows that specific
learned indexes can achieve better asymptotic space or time complexity than traditional
structures [30, 8], but these results rely on disparate and potentially restrictive assumptions.
Furthermore, some datasets are notoriously challenging for learned indexes [21], and no
theoretical analysis has yet offered an adequate explanation for this.

In this work, we analyze the asymptotic expected complexity of learned indexes. Spe-
cifically, we prove that learned indexes can achieve constant expected query time using at
most linear space, which constitutes the best upper bound so far for the performance of an
asymptotically optimal learned index. Our proof is constructive, meaning we can provide a
specific index that achieves this asymptotic complexity. Compared to previous work, our
complexity bounds hold under a more general probabilistic model, and in particular, our
results do not require any independence assumptions for the data generating process.

We also address the question of why certain datasets are challenging for learned indexes.
It has been suggested that, for those cases, the data distribution is inherently hard to learn
[21], and different metrics have been introduced to capture this difficulty [30, 8]. We introduce
a new measure of data complexity ρf with better mathematical properties. Our metric is
related to Rényi entropy in information theory, helping to provide a theoretical grounding
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for ρf . Also, ρf can be statistically estimated, making it potentially useful in practice to
predict a priori how well a learned index will perform. Our experiments support this idea.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Data
Learned indexes use statistical models. Therefore, theoretical analysis of learned indexes is
done under a probabilistic model of some kind [30, 8]. In general, keys are assumed to come
from a data generating process with specified properties. For instance, in [30] it is assumed
that the n keys are independent and identically distributed, while [8] uses a completely
different model. We strive to generalize the probabilistic setting as much as possible.

Formally, we model a database attribute X as a stochastic process X = {Xi}i∈N. We
assume all random variables Xi have the same cumulative distribution function F . For any
time n ∈ N, we can observe the data X1, X2, . . . , Xn generated so far. Sorting the {Xi}n

i=1
gives rise to a new set of random variables, usually called the order statistics [6], which we
denote X(1), X(2), . . . , X(n). We consider the array A at time n to be formed by this last
group of random variables, such that A[i] = X(i) for all i = 1, . . . , n. Duplicate keys are
possible in principle, and do not constitute a problem. In that case, X(i+1) = X(i) for some i

and all analysis remains the same.
That way, in our setting there is a stochastic process generating the data in attribute X.

For each n ∈ N, there is a sorted array A with n keys originated from this process, and a
learned index can be constructed to search this array. For now, we do not assume anything
about F . Also, we do not assume independence of the {Xi}n

i=1 variables. In Sections 3 and
4, we analyze our results under certain probabilistic assumptions. In Section 5, we compare
our model with that of previous work.

2.2 Learning Problem
Assume array A has n keys. The learning problem can be formalized by the introduction of
a rank function. For any number q ∈ R, rankA(q) is defined as the number of elements in
A that are smaller than or equal to q, that is

rankA(q) =
n∑

i=1
1X(i)≤q,

where 1 is the indicator function. We omit the subscript A if it is clear from context. For a
point query with value q, rank(q) gives the position of q in the array if it exists. For a range
query matching an interval [q, q′], the relevant records are found by scanning the array A,
starting at position rank(q) and ending when an element greater than q′ is found. Since
rank is sufficient to answer these queries, we focus on the problem of learning the rank
function, under certain probabilistic assumptions.

2.3 Model of Computation
The model of computation we use is the Random Access Machine (RAM) under the uniform
cost criterion [1]. In this model, each instruction requires one unit of time and each register
(storing an arbitrary integer) uses one unit of space. This is in contrast to part of the existing
literature. [30] uses a computation model where O(log n) space units are needed to store
an integer n. On the other hand, [8] considers an I/O model of computation [19], which
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assumes the existence of an external memory (e.g., disk) from which data is read and written
to. Under this model, time complexity consists only of the number of I/O operations.

We argue the RAM model under the uniform cost criterion is better suited for analysing
learned indexes than either of these two. On the one hand, numbers are usually represented
as data types with a fixed number of bits (e.g., long int in C++). On the other hand, most
learned indexes work in main memory and avoid the use of disk storage. To make results
comparable, in Section 5 we restate all previous complexity results using our RAM model.

Regarding space complexity, we take the standard approach of only counting the redundant
space introduced by the index, and not the space necessary to store the array A in the first
place [9]. Regarding time complexity, we do not consider the time needed to train the model,
just for finding the keys. We focus the asymptotic analysis on expected time, where the
expectation is taken over the realizations of the stochastic process and the choice of query.

For any n ∈ N, let Rn be a procedure that takes the sorted array A = [X(1), . . . , X(n)] as
input, and outputs an index structure Rn(A). Denote by S(Rn(A)) the space overhead of
Rn(A). Also, for any q ∈ R denote by T (Rn(A), q) the query time for q over array A when
using the index Rn(A). We are interested in bounds for S and T that do not depend on A

or q. With that in mind, we denote

Sn = sup
A=[X(1),...,X(n)]

S(Rn(A)), T n = E [T (Rn(A), q)] .

In the next section, we prove asymptotic results for Sn and T n.

3 Main Results and ESPC Index

3.1 Complexity Bounds
We mentioned above that all the Xi share the same cumulative distribution. Formally,
we consider that the Xi are defined in a probability space (Ω,F ,P), such that FXi

(x) :=
P (Xi ≤ x) is the same for all i, and is denoted by F . Now, assume F can be characterized
by a square-integrable density function f and define ρf as:

ρf = ∥f∥2
2 =

∫
R

f2(x)dx.

The main complexity results are stated in Theorems 1 and 2. Both are attained by
the ESPC index, which we introduce in Section 3.2. Both theorems assume that the query
parameter follows the same probability distribution as the keys. In Section 4.3.1 we prove
that the result can be generalized to include the case when that assumption does not hold.

▶ Theorem 1. There is a procedure Rn for building learned indexes such that Sn = O(n) and
T n = O(ρf ). In other words, for any array A with n keys a learned index can be built with
space overhead O(n) and expected query time O(ρf ). Since ρf is independent of n, expected
time is asymptotically O(1).

▶ Theorem 2. There is a procedure Rn for building learned indexes such that Sn = O
(

n
log n

)
and T n = O(log(ρf log n)). In other words, for any array A with n keys a learned index can
be built with space overhead O

(
n

log n

)
and expected query time O(log(ρf log n)). Since ρf is

independent of n, expected time is asymptotically O(log(log n)).

Theorems 1 and 2 are corollaries of a more general result for the ESPC index proved in
Section 4. The specific versions in Theorems 1 and 2 are used to facilitate comparison with
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Figure 2 Partition of key range into four equal-length intervals, with constant approximator of
rank for each interval.

previous results. This comparison is presented in detail in Section 5, but one point is worth
mentioning here. Theorems 1 and 2 do not require any independence assumptions. This
is in direct contrast with previous work, where either the keys [30] or the gaps Xi+1 −Xi

between keys [8] are assumed to be independent.

3.2 Equal-Split Piecewise Constant Index
All the complexity results from Section 3.1 are achieved by the Equal-Split Piecewise Constant
(ESPC) index, which we describe here. As explained in Section 1, learned indexes usually
combine predictive and corrective steps. The ESPC index follows this general pattern, and is
remarkably simple to define and implement.

The general idea is to learn a function r̂ to approximate the rank function up to some
error. Then rank can be computed exactly by first evaluating r̂ and then correcting the
error by use of an exponential search algorithm [2]. If the prediction error is small, this
gives a procedure for computing rank exactly in low expected time. The approximator
function r̂ is built as a piecewise constant function defined over equal-length subintervals.
This equal-length property ensures that r̂ can be evaluated in constant time.

Without loss of generality, we assume that the density f has bounded support [a, b] for
some a, b ∈ R. That is, f(x) = 0 for any x ̸∈ [a, b]. This assumption is only made for ease of
presentation, and our results can be extended with the exact same form to the case of f with
unbounded support (see Section 4.2). We now describe how the piecewise approximator r̂ is
defined. Take an array A formed by the sorted keys X(1), . . . , X(n). For a positive integer K,
divide the range [a, b] into K subintervals of equal length. We denote these K subintervals
as {Ik}K

k=1. Figure 2 illustrates this type of partition for a dataset with 40 keys and K = 4.
Notice that all intervals have the same length, but not necessarily the same number of keys.
Formally, for each k = 1, . . . , K the k-th subinterval is defined as Ik = [tk−1, tk] where

tk = a + kδ with δ = b− a

K
.

We want r̂ to be defined as a piecewise constant function. If q ∈ R does not belong
to any Ik, this means that with probability 1 either q < a ≤ X(1) or q > b ≥ X(n), so
that rank(q) = 0 or rank(q) = n, respectively. On the other hand, for each subinterval
Ik the ESPC index stores a constant value r̂k, which is used to approximate rank over Ik.
Combining these ideas, we define the piecewise constant approximator r̂ as

r̂(q) =



0 if q < a

r̂1 if q ∈ I1...
r̂K if q ∈ IK

n if q > b.
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Figure 2 represents this type of piecewise approximator over equal-length subintervals. It
remains to define the {r̂k} values. By definition, it can be seen that rank is an increasing
function. That means that for all q ∈ Ik, it holds that rank(tk−1) ≤ rank(q) ≤ rank(tk).
This motivates a natural candidate for r̂k in the form of

r̂k = 1
2 (rank(tk−1) + rank(tk)) = rank(tk−1) + nk

2 ,

where nk = rank(tk)− rank(tk−1) is the number of keys in Ik. As we prove in Section 4.1,
this means that r̂k can approximate rank(q) for any q ∈ Ik with error at most nk/2, so that
the quality of r̂ as an approximator depends on the expected number of keys per interval.
Algorithm 1 details the index construction, based on our definitions for {Ik} and {r̂k}.

Algorithm 1 Construction of ESPC index

Input: Sorted array A, positive integer K

Output: ESPC index for A with K equal-length subintervals
1. n← length(A)
2. δ ← (b− a)/K

3. N ← array of length K with all zeros
4. // Compute number of keys in each subinterval, store in N

5. for i = 1 to n do
6. k ←

⌈ 1
δ (A[i]− a)

⌉
7. N [k]← N [k] + 1

end
8. r ← array of length K

9. r[1]← 1
2 N [1]

10. // Compute rank estimator r̂k for each subinterval, store in r

11. for k = 2 to K do
12. r[k]← r[k − 1] + 1

2 N [k]
end

13. return R = (r, δ)

The rank approximator r̂ can be evaluated in constant time for any q ∈ R. If q < a then
r̂(q) = 0, and if q > b then r̂(q) = n. If neither condition is true, then q belongs to some
interval Ik. In that case, r̂(q) = r̂k where k is given by k =

⌈
K q−a

b−a

⌉
=
⌈ 1

δ (q − a)
⌉
. To find

rank(q) exactly, the ESPC index then performs an exponential search on array A around
position ⌈r̂(q)⌉. We prove in Section 4 that the expected approximation error |rank(q)− r̂(q)|
is low enough to establish the results of Section 3.1. Algorithm 2 formalizes this evaluation
process. It assumes the existence of a procedure ExponentialSearch(A, i, q) which uses
exponential search around index i to find the position of q in array A. If q is not in A, it
returns the position of the greatest key lower than q.

4 Complexity Proofs and Analysis

4.1 Preliminary Results
We now turn to an analysis of the space and time complexity of the ESPC index. In the
following, assume the sorted array A has n elements and the index is built with K subintervals
{Ik}K

k=1. As seen from Algorithm 1, an ESPC index can be represented as a tuple R = (r, δ)
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Algorithm 2 Evaluation of ESPC index

Input: Sorted array A, q ∈ R, ESPC index R = (r, δ)
Output: Exact value of rank(q)

1. if q < a then return 0;
2. else if q > b then return n;
3. else
4. k ←

⌈ 1
δ (q − a)

⌉
5. i← ⌈r[k]⌉
6. return ExponentialSearch(A, i, q)

end

where r is an array of length K storing the approximators {r̂k}K
k=1. For q ∈ R recall that

r̂(q) denotes the approximation for rank(q) before the exponential search (see Algorithm 2).
For the RAM model under the uniform cost criterion, each stored value uses 1 unit of

space. Hence, the total space used to store an ESPC index R = (r, δ) is K + 1 = O(K).
On the other hand, as seen from Algorithm 2, the evaluation for any q ∈ R takes constant
time, plus the time needed for the exponential search. An exponential search takes time
O(2 log ε) = O(log ε) [2], where ε is the difference between the starting position and the
correct position. This is summarized in the following result.

▶ Proposition 3. Let A be a sorted array with n entries, and R be an ESPC index for A

with K subintervals. Then, R uses O(K) space and given q ∈ R, the ESPC index R can be
used to find rank(q) in O(log ε) time, where ε = |rank(q)− r̂(q)|.

In light of Proposition 3, a way to estimate the time complexity of the ESPC index is
to bound the expected value of ε as a function of K. Hence, our focus is on finding an
expression for the approximation error ε = |rank(q) − r̂(q)|. We start with the following
result, which was mentioned in Section 3.2.

▶ Lemma 4. Let k ∈ {1, . . . , K} and q ∈ Ik. Then, it holds that |rank(q) − r̂(q)| ≤ nk/2
where nk is the number of keys that fall on interval Ik.

Proof. Since q belongs to subinterval Ik = [tk−1, tk], we know that r̂(q) = r̂k. Also, since
rank is an increasing function, it holds that rank(tk−1) ≤ rank(q) ≤ rank(tk). Subtracting
r̂k from this inequality, we get

rank(tk−1)− r̂k ≤ rank(q)− r̂k ≤ rank(tk)− r̂k. (1)

It can be seen directly from the definition of rank that rank(tk) is equal to rank(tk−1) + nk.
On the other hand, as described in Section 3.2, r̂k can be written as r̂k = rank(tk−1) + nk/2.
This means that rank(tk−1)− r̂k = −nk/2, and similarly

rank(tk)− r̂k = rank(tk−1) + nk − r̂k = nk

2 .

Substituting into equation (1), we get the desired result:

−nk

2 ≤ rank(q)− r̂k ≤
nk

2 .

◀
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4.2 Main Probabilistic Bound
Recapping, by Proposition 3 the ESPC index time complexity for input q depends on the
approximation error ε = |rank(q)− r̂(q)|. By Lemma 4, the error ε critically depends on
the number of keys in the subintervals {Ik}. We now state and prove the key results which
provide bounds for the approximation error.

We start by introducing the remaining necessary notation. When a set of subintervals
{Ik}K

k=1 is established, a discrete random variable is implicitly defined. This random variable
models how the {Xi}n

i=1 are distributed among the subintervals. For this distribution, the
main parameter can be denoted as (p1, . . . , pK) such that pk = P (Xi ∈ Ik). Notice that pk

is not indexed by i because all Xi follow the same distribution. In this context, the core of
the time complexity analysis is contained in the following theorem.

▶ Theorem 5. Let A be an array consisting of the {Xi}n
i=1 sorted in ascending order. Let

r̂ be the approximator of the ESPC index with K subintervals, as described in Section 3.2,
and denote the approximation error for q ∈ R as ε(q) = |rank(q)− r̂(q)|. Then, if the query
parameter q has the same density function f as the {Xi}, it holds that E [ε] ≤ n

2
∑K

k=1 p2
k.

Proof. We know that E [ε] = E [E [ε |X1, . . . , Xn]], by the tower property for conditional
expectation. The random nature of the error depends on both the choice of q and the values
of {Xi}n

i=1. To see this, recall that the variables X1, . . . , Xn determine the value of both
rank and r̂. The inner expected value gives

E [ε |X1, . . . , Xn] =
∫
R

ε(q)f(q)dq =
∫ b

a

ε(q)f(q)dq,

where the last equality comes from the fact that ε(q) = 0 if q /∈ [a, b]. Replacing ε(q) =
|rank(q)− r̂(q)| and noticing that the {Ik} form a partition of [a, b]:

E [ε |X1, . . . , Xn] =
K∑

k=1

∫
Ik

|rank(q)− r̂(q)|f(q)dq

By Lemma 4 we can bound the error within each Ik:

E [ε |X1, . . . , Xn] ≤ 1
2

K∑
k=1

nk

∫
Ik

f(q)dq = 1
2

K∑
k=1

nkpk.

This means that E [E [ε |X1, . . . , Xn]] ≤ 1
2
∑K

k=1 pkE [nk]. On the other hand, we have

E [nk] = E

[
n∑

i=1
1Xi∈Ik

]
=

n∑
i=1

E [1Xi∈Ik
] =

n∑
i=1

P (Xi ∈ Ik) = npk.

Replacing in the expression for E [ε], we get the desired result:

E [ε] = E [E [ε |X1, . . . , Xn]] ≤ 1
2

K∑
k=1

pkE [nk] = n

2

K∑
k=1

p2
k.

◀

Theorem 5 is the key tool for proving our results. We now clarify some points about it.
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Unbounded support

Theorem 5 can be extended to f with unbounded support. In that case, we know there exist
values of a, b such that P (Xi ∈ [a, b]) ≥ 1− 1/

√
n. Moreover, such values of a, b can often be

derived by using concentration inequalities. For instance, for finite expectation µ and variance
σ2, we can set a = µ− σn1/4 and b = µ + σn1/4 to guarantee P (Xi ∈ [a, b]) ≥ 1− 1/

√
n via

Chebyshev’s inequality.
Now, for any positive integer K, the ESPC index can be built in the same way as before,

with the addition of two new subintervals I0 = (−∞, a] and IK+1 = [b,∞). The approximator
r̂ is built as described in Section 3.2, that is, by defining r̂k = 1

2 (rank(tk−1) + rank(tk)).
The approximators r̂0, r̂K+1 for intervals I0, IK+1 are defined in the same way using
rank(−∞) := 0 and rank(∞) := n. The space overhead of the index is O(K) as before, and
r̂ can still be evaluated in constant time. Moreover, Lemma 4 holds with the same form.
This means that the proof of Theorem 5 can be repeated exactly to yield

E [ε] ≤ n

2

K+1∑
k=0

p2
k = n

2 (p2
0 + p2

K+1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤ 1

2 (⋆)

+n

2

K∑
k=1

p2
k ≤

1
2 + n

2

K∑
k=1

p2
k

where (⋆) is due to the fact that 1− p0 − pK+1 = P (Xi ∈ [a, b]) ≥ 1− 1/
√

n. So for the case
of unbounded support, the index uses a fixed interval [a, b] which concentrates most of the
probability, and we get essentially the same bound for the expected error. The extra 1

2 term
is negligible and does not change the asymptotic analysis.

Fixed data

It is natural to consider what happens when the keys {Xi}n
i=1 are given and only q is modeled

as a random variable. This essentially corresponds to an analysis of the conditional expected
error E [ε |X1, . . . , Xn]. As seen in the proof of Theorem 5, this expression can be upper
bounded by 1

2
∑K

k=1 nkpk. If the data is given and the {pk} can be estimated, then this
bound can be computed exactly, essentially corresponding to a weighted average of the {nk}.

4.3 Proof of Asymptotic Complexity
We now use Theorem 5 to prove the results stated in Section 3.1. For this, we need to relate
the error bound in Theorem 5 with ρf = ∥f∥2

2. For this, notice that

pk =
∫

Ik

f(x)dx ≤ sup
x∈Ik

f(x)(tk − tk−1) = 1
K

sup
x∈Ik

f(x).

Substituting this in the error bound from Theorem 5 we obtain

E [ε] ≤ n

2

K∑
k=1

p2
k ≤

n

2K

K∑
k=1

(
sup
x∈Ik

f(x)
)2 1

K
(2)

Since f is square-integrable:

E [ε] ≤ n

2K

(∫
R

f2(x)dx + δ(K)
)

, (3)

where δ(K) = o(1). Here, δ(K) represents the difference between the Riemann Sum in (2)
and the integral in (3). It is o(1) because the Riemann sum converges as K →∞, but the
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rate of convergence cannot be estimated without additional assumptions. For instance, if
f is Lipschitz continuous then the difference between the Riemann sum and its integral is
O(1/K). In any case, the specific rate of convergence does not change the main result.

▶ Proposition 6. Under the conditions of Theorem 5, it holds

E [ε] ≤ n

2K
(ρf + δ(K)) where δ(K) = o(1).

The main complexity results introduced in Section 3.1 are essentially corollaries of
Proposition 6. The proofs for both theorems are included in Appendix A. In Section 5, we
present further analysis of our findings and provide a comparison to previous results.

4.3.1 Distribution of query parameter
As can be seen from the statement of Theorem 5, we have assumed that q has the same
probability density function f as the {Xi}. We believe this to be a reasonable approximation
in many contexts, but our analysis can be extended to q otherwise distributed, which
constitutes an important generalization with respect to previous work [30].

▶ Proposition 7. Assume the conditions of Theorem 5. Additionally, suppose the search
parameter q distributes according to a density function g. Further suppose that g is square-
integrable and denote ρg = ∥g∥2

2. Then, it holds that

E [ε] ≤ n

2K

(√
ρf ρg + δ(K)

)
where δ(K) = o(1).

The proof of this result is in Appendix B. As can be seen, for the general case where
q does not distribute according to f , we get a result with essentially the same form. For
ease of presentation, all our analyses from this point on assume the case where g = f . By
Proposition 7 we know this does not result in any loss of generality. All results hold with the
same form for the case of q otherwise distributed, by substituting √ρf ρg in place of ρf .

5 Analysis and Benchmarking

We now take a careful look at the expected time complexity and ρf . Let A be a sorted array
with n keys and let an ESPC index be built with K subintervals. Then, by Theorem 5 and
Jensen’s inequality:

E [log ε] ≤ logE [ε] ≤ log
(

n

2

K∑
k=1

p2
k

)
= log

(n

2

)
+ log

(
K∑

k=1
p2

k

)
(4)

where pk = P (Xi ∈ Ik). Recall that (p1, . . . , pK) constitutes an induced discrete probability
distribution, describing the probabilities of the {Xi} falling on the different subintervals.

5.1 Analysis of alternative index design
As detailed below in Section 5.2.2, log

(∑K
k=1 p2

k

)
is related to a notion of entropy and is

minimized when (p1, . . . , pK) is a uniform distribution. Hence, we could conceivably get
better performance with an alternative design where the {Ik} subintervals are defined so as to
enforce pk = 1/K for all k. This would refine the intervals where data is more concentrated,
which seems to be a reasonable strategy. However, there is a trade-off.
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Choosing the {Ik} so that pk = 1/K for all k means that the subintervals will not
be equal-length, unless the {Xi} distribute uniformly. Consequently, for a given query
parameter q, we can no longer find its subinterval in constant time, as we did before with
k ←

⌈ 1
δ

(
q − a

)⌉
. This version of the index would need a new strategy to find the relevant

subinterval Ik such that q ∈ Ik.
A standard strategy would be to create a new array A′ formed by the left endpoints

of the {Ik}, that is, A′ = [t0, . . . , tk−1]. Now, for a given search parameter q we can find
the relevant subinterval Ik by using k = rankA′(q). After computing k, we can use r̂k to
predict the position of q and use exponential search to correct the error. Notice that the
index is now hierarchical, with A′ at the top and A (segmented into the Ik) at the bottom.
We can analyze the time complexity involved. Following equation (4), the expected time at
the bottom layer is dominated by

E [log εbot] ≤ log
(

n

2

K∑
k=1

p2
k

)
= log

(
n

2

K∑
k=1

1
K2

)
= log

( n

2K

)
.

On the other hand, the top layer has K keys {t0, . . . , tk−1}. Since the subintervals {Ik}
are chosen such that pk = 1/K, this means that F (ti) = i/k. As a consequence, the keys in
A′ approximately follow the distribution characterized by F , with a better approximation
as K →∞. Suppose we use an ESPC index with K ′ subintervals to speed up computation
of rankA′ . By Proposition 6 the expected time at the top layer will be dominated by
E [log εtop] ≲ log ((Kρf )/(2K ′)) and the total expected time can be bounded as

E [log εbot] + E [log εtop] ≲ log
( n

2K

)
+ log

(
Kρf

2K ′

)
= log

( nρf

4K ′

)
.

Notice that ρf is still present in this expression. Now, for instance, taking K = K ′ = n

we get twice the space usage compared to Theorem 1 and a constant additive improvement in
expected time. This type of trade-off may be of interest for practical index design, and tree-
like structures are common in learned indexes [17, 9]. However, the asymptotic complexity
remains the same, so the basic ESPC index gives a simpler proof for our results.

5.2 Bounds for Expected Query Time
5.2.1 Complexity due to number of keys
Equation (4) provides an interesting insight. We see that the expected log-error (and hence,
the expected query time) can be decomposed into two separate sources of complexity. The
first is due exclusively to the number of keys n, which suggests that the query problem
gets increasingly difficult when new keys are inserted, even if the underlying distribution of
the data remains the same. This helps to explain why learned indexes evidence a need for
updating [29, 24] in the face of new keys arriving, even when the same dataset is used to
simulate the initial keys and the subsequent arrivals.

5.2.2 Information-theoretical considerations
The sum

∑K
k=1 p2

k is related to the concept of Rényi entropy [22]. For a discrete random
variable P with possible outcomes 1, . . . , K with correspondent probabilities {pk}K

k=1, the
Rényi entropy of order α is defined as

Hα(P ) = 1
1− α

log
(∑K

k=1 pα
k

)
.
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for any α > 0, α ̸= 1. The cases α = 0, 1,∞ are defined as limits. In particular, limα→1 Hα(P )
gives the Shannon entropy of P [22]. The Rényi entropy can be understood as a generalization
of the Shannon entropy which preserves most of its properties, including its additive nature.
In our case, P is the random variable describing the probabilities for a key Xi of falling on
the different subintervals {Ik}. As a consequence, starting from equation (4) we can write

E [log ε] ≤ log
(n

2

)
−H2(P ). (5)

H2(P ) is close to the Shannon entropy but it is more influenced by events of larger probability.
Due to its relationship with the collision probability

∑K
k=1 p2

k, it has found use in cryptography
[4, 25, 3]. Same as the Shannon entropy, H2 is maximized by the uniform distribution [25],
that is, when pk = 1/K for all k.

As explained in Section 5.1, maximizing the entropy at the bottom layer implies that the
{Ik} are not equal-length, which make it necessary to train further machine learning models
and gives rise to hierarchical structures [9, 30]. This explains why negative entropy might be
a good measure of statistical complexity for learned indexes, beyond the specific ESPC index.
It essentially captures a notion of statistical distance to the uniform distribution U , which is
easy to learn for the type of simple models commonly used in learned indexes. This notion
of distance can be formalized by writing −H2(P ) = D2(P ||U)− log K, where D2(P ||U) is
the Rényi divergence of order 2, defined analogously to the KL divergence [27].

5.2.3 Characterization via the stochastic process
There is a similar insight using the density function f . By Proposition 6, we know

E [log ε] ≲ log
( n

2K

)
+ log ρf = log n− log(2K)− h2(Xi),

where we use hα(X) = 1
1−α log(∥f∥α

α) to define the Rényi entropy for continuous random
variables [28], similar to how differential entropy is defined in analogy to the Shannon entropy.
This last expression provides a useful bound for the expected log-error, by separating the
effect of the number n of keys, the number K of subintervals (which represent space usage),
and an inherent characteristic h2(Xi) of the stochastic process. As can be seen, for K = 1
subintervals the expected query time is O(log n), consistent with binary search and other
non-learned methods.

5.3 Comparison with Existing Methods
In this section, we compare our probabilistic model and complexity bounds to previous work.
All results are stated in terms of our RAM model. Table 1 summarizes the main points.

5.3.1 Non-learned methods
There are many classical algorithms for searching an array. They tend to be comparison-based
and none achieve expected time lower than O(log n), unless very strong assumptions are
made (e.g., interpolation search uses O(log(log n)) time on average if the keys are uniformly
distributed [16]). We use B+Tree as a representative for our analysis.

A B+Tree has space overhead O(n/b) where b is the branching factor. Since b does
not depend on n, asymptotically this is just O(n). The number of comparisons required to
find a key is O(log n). This represents both worst-case and average-case complexity. No
probabilistic assumptions are needed to guarantee this performance.
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Method Space Expected time Parameters Probabilistic Model

B+Tree O
(

n
b

)
O(log n) Branching

factor b
None

PGM-index O
(

n
ε2

)
O(log n) Maximum

error ε

Gaps {Xi+1 − Xi} i.i.d.
with finite mean µ and
variance σ2, ε ≫ σ/µ

PCA Index O
(

ρ1+δ
1 n1+ δ

2

)
O
(
log 1

δ

)
δ > 0 {Xi} i.i.d. with density f ,

f(x) ≤ ρ1 < ∞ for all x

RDA Index O
(

ρ1
ρ2

n
)

O(log(log n)) None Same as PCA Index, plus
0 < ρ2 ≤ f(x) for all x

ESPC index
O(n)

O
(

n
log n

) O
(
ρf

)
O(log(ρf log n))

K intervals Variables {Xi} have same
density f , ρf = ∥f∥2

2 < ∞

Table 1 Space and expected time complexity for learned indexes. The non-learned B+Tree index
is also included for comparison. The probabilistic assumptions are not necessary for the index to
work, but they are necessary to guarantee the stated performance.

5.3.2 PGM-index
In the absence of probabilistic assumptions, space overhead of the PGM-index is O(n/ε) and
expected time is O(log n). Here, ε is a hyperparameter of the method and is independent
of n, so this constitutes the same asymptotic complexity as B+Trees. Under certain
assumptions, space overhead can be strengthened to O(n/ε2) [8], representing a constant
factor improvement (i.e., same asymptotic space complexity).

In contrast to [30] and our work, the assumptions in [8] concern the gaps between keys.
Specifically, the {Xi+1 − Xi} are assumed to be independent and identically distributed
(i.i.d.), with finite mean µ and variance σ2. It is also assumed that ε≫ σ/µ. This setting is
not directly comparable to ours, in the sense that neither is a particular instantiation of the
other. However, the assumptions described above are very strong in our view and seem hard
to justify for most practical applications. Also, the ε≫ σ/µ condition constrains the choice
of this key hyperparameter.

5.3.3 PCA Index and RDA Index
In [30] several indexes are presented. The two most relevant for comparison are the PCA and
RDA indexes. The PCA Index is essentially identical to the ESPC index defined in Section
3.2. The RDA Index is similar to the Recursive Model Index (RMI) from [17]. All results
below are stated in terms of the RAM model under the uniform cost criterion.

For any δ > 0, there is a PCA Index with space overhead O(ρ1+δ
1 n1+δ/2) and expected

time complexity O(log 1
δ ). Here, ρ1 is an upper bound for f . Since it is independent of n,

space overhead is asymptotically O(n1+δ/2). A direct comparison to the ESPC index is
possible through Theorem 1, which provides a strictly stronger result, with expected constant
time and truly linear space overhead.

On the other hand, the RDA Index has space overhead O( ρ1
ρ2

n), where ρ2 is a lower bound
for f and ρ1 is an upper bound (as before). Asymptotically in n, this is O(n). Expected
query time in this case is O(log(log n)). A direct comparison to the ESPC index is possible
through Theorem 2, which provides a strictly stronger result, with O(log(log n)) expected
time and sublinear space overhead.

Even as we improve the complexity bounds, we also generalize the domain of application
for our result. As part of the probabilistic model for the PCA and RDA indexes, it is assumed
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that the {Xi} are i.i.d. with density f . PCA index assumes f is upper bounded, that is,
there exists some fixed ρ1 < ∞ such that f(x) ≤ ρ1 for all x. Notice that this condition
implies that f is square-integrable:

ρf =
∫
R

f2(x)dx ≤ ρ1

∫
R

f(x)dx = ρ1 <∞.

The RDA index further assumes that f is bounded away from 0, that is, there exists some
ρ2 > 0 such that f(x) ≥ ρ2. This is not true of many standard distributions, such as normal
or exponential. The case of f with unbounded support is only considered for sub-exponential
distributions. In conclusion, our results hold more generally, since we do not need the {Xi}
to be independent, and the condition on f is only that it be square-integrable.

6 Experimental Findings

We implement the ESPC index and evaluate the results in light of the theoretical analysis.

6.1 Data
In our experiments, we use four datasets from the Searching on Sorted Data (SOSD)
benchmark [21], which has become standard in testing learned indexes [26]. Each dataset
consists of a sorted array of keys, which can be used to build an index and simulate queries.
Two of the datasets we use (usparse, normal) are synthetically generated. The other two
(amzn, osm) come from real-world data. In particular, osm is known to be challenging for
learned indexes [21].

6.2 Experimental Design
Our complexity bounds (Theorems 1 and 2) are corollaries of Propositions 3 and 6, which
are the key results to validate empirically. We do this in the following way. Each dataset
consists of a sorted array of 20 × 107 keys. We use a subsample of n = 107 keys, so that
experiments run faster and we can test more configurations. For a fixed subsample, we take
different values of K and for each:

1. We build the ESPC index with K subintervals. We estimate the space overhead by
reporting the amount of memory used by the index. From Proposition 3, this should be
O(K). In terms of experiments, we expect to see a linear relationship when we report
memory overhead versus K.

2. We sample Q keys from A. We compute rank for these keys using the index and measure
the prediction error. We then average these values to estimate the expected error. From
Proposition 6, this should be smaller than n

2K

(
ρ̂f + δ(K)

)
where δ(K) = o(1). For

experiments, we plot the average prediction error alongside (nρ̂f )/(2K), as functions of
K. We expect the average error curve to be below (nρ̂f )/(2K). Here, ρ̂f is an estimate
for ρf (see Section 6.4).

We use Q = 30× 106. For K we use values of 103, 5× 103, 104, 5× 104, 105 and 2× 105.

6.3 Results
In terms of storage, our experiments show a perfect linear relationship between memory
overhead and K, where memory overhead = 32K bytes. This result is in accordance to
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Figure 3 Average experimental error and theoretical bound for expected error, as functions of the
number K of subintervals. Top row shows synthetic datasets, bottom row shows real-world datasets.
The plots use a logarithmic scale for both axes, which prevents clustering of the points.

the O(K) estimate in Proposition 4.1. The agreement between experiments and theory is
to be expected here, because the space overhead of the ESPC index does not depend on
probabilistic factors.

On the other hand, Figure 3 shows how the prediction error changes with the number of
subintervals K. We plot the average experimental error along with the theoretical bound
for the expected error. In accordance with Proposition 6, this theoretical bound is given by
(nρ̂f )/(2K). As expected, for all datasets this expression serves as an upper bound for the
average experimental error, and both curves have a similar shape. The results show that
Proposition 6 has good predictive power, even for real-world data.

6.4 Analysis of ρf

As seen in Figure 3, the average experimental error follows the overall shape described by the
theoretical bound in Proposition 6. According to the theory, the constants involved (e.g., the
intercept of the curves) should depend on ρf . Hence, it is crucial to have estimates available
for this metric. In Appendix C we describe a procedure that can provide an estimate ρ̂f of
ρf . The values computed with this method are (usparse, 1.20), (normal, 3.89), (amzn, 1.72),
(osm, 32.57). The value of ρ̂f for the osm dataset is an order of magnitude greater than the
rest, meaning it is farther away from the uniform distribution as measured by the Rényi
divergence, and helping to explain why it is challenging. The dataset with the lowest value
is usparse. Since its underlying distribution is uniform, this is consistent with the analysis in
Section 5.2.2. Figure 3 shows that higher values of ρ̂f result in a higher experimental error.

7 Conclusions

Theoretical understanding of learned indexes has not kept up with their practical development.
We narrow this gap by proving that learned indexes exhibit strong theoretical guarantees
under a very general probabilistic model. In particular, we prove learned indexes can achieve
O(1) expected query time with at most linear space. We introduce a specific index that
achieves this performance, and we find a general bound for the expected time in terms of
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the number of keys and the Rényi entropy of the distribution. From this result, we derive a
metric ρf that can be used to characterize the difficulty of learning the data. We describe a
procedure for estimating ρf for real data, and we show that the complexity bounds hold in
practice. Our results help explain the good experimental performance of learned indexes,
under the most general conditions considered so far in the literature. As future work, it
is theoretically important to prove lower bounds for expected query time. We believe this
type of result may hinge on information-theoretical properties, which our analysis shows
are relevant for learned indexes. Also, it is important to extend our analysis to the case of
dynamic datasets, where the probability distribution may exhibit drift over time. This is an
important case in applications, and has not been considered in theoretical analysis.
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A Proofs of Main Complexity Bounds

Proof of Theorem 1. Let n ∈ N and consider the following procedure Rn for generating an
index: given a sorted array A = [X(1), . . . , X(n)], the output Rn(A) consists of an ESPC index
built with K = n subintervals. This means that space overhead is S(Rn(A)) = O(K) = O(n).
As this is independent of the specific values stored in A, we have Sn = O(n).

On the other hand, by Theorem 5 and Proposition 6

E [ε] ≤ n

2n
(ρf + δ(n)) = ρf

2 + δ(n)
2 ,

where δ(n) = o(1). This means that E [ε] = O(1). Furthermore, Jensen’s inequality implies

E [log ε] ≤ logE [ε] = O(1).

By Proposition 3, we know query time for q for the ESPC index is O(log ε(q)). Accordingly,
the expected query time is T n = O(E [log ε]) = O(1). This concludes the proof. ◀

Proof of Theorem 2. We use the same argument as the proof for Theorem 1, but using
K = n

log n subintervals instead of K = n. ◀

B Proof of Proposition 7

Proof of Proposition 7. The proof follows closely the argument used to prove Theorem 5
and Proposition 6. By the tower property for conditional expectation,

E [ε] = E [E [ε |X1, . . . , Xn]] .

The inner expected value gives

E [ε |X1, . . . , Xn] =
∫
R

ε(q)g(q)dq =
∫ b

a

ε(q)g(q)dq.

where the last equality comes from the fact that for q /∈ [a, b] we know the exact value
of rank(q), which is either 0 or n, and hence we have that ε(q) = 0. Replacing ε(q) =
|rank(q)− r̂(q)| and noticing that the {Ik} form a partition of [a, b]:

E [ε |X1, . . . , Xn] =
K∑

k=1

∫
Ik

|rank(q)− r̂(q)|g(q)dq

By Lemma 4 we can bound the error within each Ik:

E [ε |X1, . . . , Xn] ≤ 1
2

K∑
k=1

nk

∫
Ik

g(q)dq = 1
2

K∑
k=1

nkqk.

Here, qk is defined as P (q ∈ Ik) for each k = 1 . . . K, analogously to how the pk are defined
as P (Xi ∈ Ik). This last expression means that E [E [ε |X1, . . . , Xn]] ≤ 1

2
∑K

k=1 qkE [nk]. By
writing nk as a sum of indicator functions we get

E [nk] = E

[
n∑

i=1
1Xi∈Ik

]
=

n∑
i=1

E [1Xi∈Ik
] =

n∑
i=1

P (Xi ∈ Ik) = npk.
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Replacing in the expression for E [ε], we obtain:

E [ε] = E [E [ε |X1, . . . , Xn]]

≤ 1
2

K∑
k=1

qkE [nk]

= n

2

K∑
k=1

qkpk

≤ n

2

(
K∑

k=1
q2

k

)1/2( K∑
k=1

p2
k

)1/2

,

where the last part is due to Cauchy–Schwarz inequality. Now, since both f and g are
square-integrable functions, the same argument from Proposition 6 can be used to prove that

K∑
k=1

q2
k ≤

1
K

(∫
R

g2(x)dx + δ1(K)
)

, and

K∑
k=1

p2
k ≤

1
K

(∫
R

f2(x)dx + δ2(K)
)

,

where δ1(K) and δ2(K) are o(1). Putting everything together:

E [ε] ≤ n

2K

(∫
R

g2(x)dx + δ1(K)
)1/2(∫

R
f2(x)dx + δ2(K)

)1/2

= n

2K
(ρg + δ1(K))1/2 (ρf + δ2(K))1/2

= n

2K

(√
ρf ρg + δ(K)

)
,

where δ(K) = o(1). This concludes the proof. ◀

C Estimation of ρf metric

As the key measure of statistical complexity for the data generating process, ρf can help
explain the experimental differences in the performance of the ESPC index for different
datasets. In that sense, it is important to have an estimate for this metric. Notice that

ρf =
∫
R

f2(x)dx =
∫
R

f(x)f(x)dx = E [f ] ,

that is, ρf is equal to the expected value of the density function. In other words, if we can
1. Sample J values z1, . . . , zJ from the probability distribution defined by f , and
2. Evaluate f(zj) for all j ∈ {1, . . . , J},
then we can get an unbiased estimator for ρf via

ρ̂f = 1
J

J∑
j=1

f(zj).

If the {zj} are sampled independently, this corresponds to a Monte Carlo estimator and we
know its variance goes to 0 as J →∞.
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We can adapt this procedure for real datasets. On the one hand, Step (1) can be simulated
by sampling keys at random from array A. On the other hand, since f is usually not known,
for Step (2) we use an estimate f̂ of the density f . This estimate can be derived via several
methods (e.g., kernel density estimation [23]) with different properties in terms of mean
squared or uniform error.

We mostly use the histogram method, which under mild assumptions can be shown to
have vanishing bias as the bin width goes to 0 [10]. For this method, the mean squared error
is minimized with Ω(n−1/3) bin width, where n is the number of keys. One robust option in
practice is to choose the bin width using the Freedman–Diaconis rule [10]. For most datasets,
generated from either synthetic (usparse, normal) or real-world data (amzn), this method
exhibits the convergence expected from Monte Carlo estimation as the number of samples
increases. Figure 4 exemplifies this with the normal and amzn datasets.

2 4 6
log10 n
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2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0
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amzn

2 4 6
log10 n

20

30

40 osm

Figure 4 ρ̂f estimate for normal, amzn and osm datasets as number of samples n increases. The
estimation process uses the histogram method to approximate the density f .

For the osm dataset, this convergent behavior is not observed, as Figure 4 shows. It
may be that the variance of the estimator is higher and more samples are needed to get an
accurate estimate with this method. In light of this, we calculate ρ̂f by using a kernel density
estimator for the density f , which seems to be more robust than the histogram estimator.

Table 2 shows the estimates ρ̂f obtained through the use of our method. As can be seen,
most datasets exhibit low values for this metric, consistent with the good performance that
learned indexes have in general. Among these datasets, osm has the highest value of ρ̂f ,
consistent with the fact that it is considered a challenging benchmark for learned indexes.

Dataset ρ̂f

usparse 1.20
normal 3.89

amzn 1.72
osm 32.57

Table 2 Estimate ρ̂f for each dataset used in our experiments. Most have low values, consistent
with good performance of learned indexes. The osm dataset exhibits a high value of ρ̂f , an order of
magnitude greater than the rest, helping to explain why it is considered challenging.
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