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This paper studies sample average approximation (SAA) in solving convex or strongly convex stochastic
programming (SP) problems. Under some common regularity conditions, we show — perhaps for the first
time — that SAA’s sample complexity can be completely free from any quantification of metric entropy (such
as the logarithm of the covering number), leading to a significantly more efficient rate with dimensionality d
than most existing results. From the newly established complexity bounds, an important revelation is that
SAA and the canonical stochastic mirror descent (SMD) method, two mainstream solution approaches to
SP, entail almost identical rates of sample efficiency, rectifying a persistent theoretical discrepancy of SAA
from SMD by the order of O(d). Furthermore, this paper explores non-Lipschitzian scenarios where SAA
maintains provable efficacy but the corresponding results for SMD remain mostly unexplored, indicating the

potential of SAA’s better applicability in some irregular settings.
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1. Introduction. This paper is focused on a convex or strongly convex stochastic program-
ming (SP) problem of the following form:

min F(x) := E[f(x, )], (1)

XEX

where X C R? is a non-empty convex feasible region with integer d being the number of decision
variables (a.k.a., dimensionality), £ is a random vector of problem parameters whose probability
distribution P is supported on ® C R™, and the cost function f: X x ©® — R is deterministic and
measurable. Throughout this paper, we assume that f(-,&) is everywhere differentiable for every
¢ € O, the expectation E [f fo x,§) dP(&) is well defined for every x € X, and F' admits a

finite minimizer x* on X with a finite optimal cost.

* This paper is an extended version of the conference paper Liu, H., Tong, J. (2024) New Sample Complexity Bounds
for Sample Average Approximation in Heavy-Tailed Stochastic Programming, in Proceedings of the 41st International

Conference on Machine Learning (ICML), Vienna, Austria. PMLR 235, 2024.
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The SP problem above has been widely applied and much discussed (e.g., by IShamrw_alJ IZQZJJ,

|Birgs“19_9j, IB_mge_a‘nd_LmummJbﬂl]J, Www, IL&DHZQZLJ, to name only a

few). Particularly, it has extensive connections with many statistical and machine learning problems
(as per, e.g., IB_aLtJ_ejm_alJ IZD_O_A, ILm_ei_alJ IZD_L(J) Indeed, the suboptimality gap in solving ()

can often be interpreted as the excess risk, an important metric of generalizability, when the SP

problem is constructed for fitting/training a statistical or machine learning model.

This paper revisits one of the most traditional but popular solution methods for the SP

called sample average approzimation (SAA). Following its literature } |l9&‘i

m,ww,wm,wﬁ

IZQZLJ, IK.lIlgj.I]dﬂeIA 19_9JJ, among many others), we particularly focus on both the canonical for-

mulation of SAA and one of its simple, regularized variations:

(i)

In particular, the canonical SAA is as below:
N
min Fy(x):= N> f(x,§), (2)

xXEX
Jj=1

where §, y:=(§;: j=1,...,N)is anii.d. random sample of {. Our analysis on this formulation
is centered around its effectiveness for strongly convex SP problems.
On top of (), we also consider the SAA variation that incorporates a Tikhonov-like regular-

ization in the following:
ineigg Fyg N (%) :=Fy(x) + A Vg (x), (3)

where Ay > 0 is a tuning parameter, and V, : X — R, given a user’s choice of ¢’-norm (with

q € (1,2]), is defined as
Vo (%) = 5 llx = x5, (4)

for any initial guess x” € X (though many of our results can be easily extended to the case

with x° € R?). Particularly in the case of ¢’ =2 and x° =0, we have V,(x) = 0.5|/x||2, which

becomes the canonical Tikhonov regularization ) commonly employed in

ridge regression dﬂ&&dﬁnd_]&eumm Ilﬂd) The same type of regularization approach has

been discussed in the SAA theories for (general) convex SP, among others, byl]:m_eijl,l (|2£Bd),
IEddman_ade&mdr_aJsl (|ZDJ£J), IShalmaShﬂmrLz_@le (|2£)Jd, |29119) and ILﬂ_&Dd_YJD.g (|2in).

Similarly in this paper, we also study SAA (B]) in convex SP problems.

Throughout this paper, we refer to both formulations (2]) and ([B) as SAA; or, if there is ambiguity,
“SAA [2))” and “SAA ([@)”, respectively. Both versions of SAA avoid the multi-dimensional integral



involved in (1) and thus render the SP problem to be solvable as a “deterministic” nonlinear
program (Shapiro et all2021)), often leading to a substantial improvement in tractability.
Hereafter, consistent with the literature (e.g.,|Shapiral1993), we refer to the vector-valued random

variable,
x:=x(& y) X, (5)

with X : ©Y — X being a deterministic and measurable function such that X(& y) €
arg minyex Fiv(x) (or X(&, y) € arg mineecx Fi,n(x)) given sample &, y, as an optimal solution
to SAA (@) (or SAA (3), resp.). Sufficient conditions for the measurability of xX(-) has been dis-
cussed (e.g., by IShapiro et all 2021, [Rockafellar and Wets 2009, [Kratschmer 2023). Meanwhile,
the quality of solution X in approximating the solution to the genuine SP problem has also been
much studied (e.g., by |Artstein and Wets 11995, [Dupacova and Wets 11988, King and Rockafellax
1993, King and Wets 1991/, [Pflug 1995, 11999, 12003, [Shapiro 1989, 11993, 2003, [Shapiro et _all 2021,
Liu et alll2016,[2022). Following many works in this body of literature, this current paper is focused
on SAA’s (non-asymptotic) sample complexity; namely, how large the sample size N should be in
order to ensure that X approximates the optimal solution x* to ([Il), meeting the user-prescribed
thresholds for accuracy and probability. Although this is a well-visited topic, existing sample com-

plexity bounds commonly carry an undesirable term of metric entropy, such as the example below.

Typical non-asymptotic sample complexity under light-tailed-ness (when results,
e.g., by Shapiro et al. 2021, |Shapird 12003, [Shapiro and Nemirovski 2005, are applied
to our settings): Under the Lipschitz assumption that, for all x,y € X and every £ € O,

[f(x,8) = F(y, I <M(&) - [Ix =yl (6)

where M : © — R, is some deterministic and measurable function and |||, is the g-norm (¢>1),

the optimal solution X to SAA ([2)) satisfies the following: For any given € >0, € (0,1):

Prob[F(R) — F(x) <d>1-8, if N>O (C"QDS [FE(X) +1In %D , (7)

€2

Here, T'.(X) is the logarithm of the covering number of the feasible region — one common form of
the said metric entropy, D, is the g-norm diameter of the feasible region, and ¢ is the parameter

related to the sub-Gaussian distribution assumed for M (§).

Other than the logarithm of covering number above, in some other concurrent works, metric

entropy may be calculated in different ways, including the “generic chaining”-based complexity
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measures as in the analysis by (Oliveira and Thompson (2023). Regardless of how the metric entropy
is quantified, it generally causes the sample complexity bounds to exhibit an elevated dependence
on problem dimensionality d. For example, because the covering number grows exponentially with d
in general, the logarithm of covering number I'.(X) is then polynomial in d, leading to the following

more explicit representation of the complexity rate than ([7)):

0 (£ 11 (22) +ul]). o

Changing ways to account for the metric entropy, such as via the said “generic chaining”-based

argument, does not avoid the aforementioned polynomial growth rate with d, except for few sce-
narios under special structural assumptions (e.g., when the feasible region is a simplex).

The influence of metric entropy such as in (7]) (and thus in (8)) seems particularly overt when
SAA is compared with the stochastic mirror descent (SMD) methods (aka, the stochastic approx-
imation or the stochastic first-order methods) as discussed, e.g., by [Nemirovski et all (2009),
Ghadimi and Lan (2013), and [Lan (2020). SMD is a mainstream alternative to SAA in solving an
SP problem. Under comparable, and sometimes weaker, assumptions than those of SAA, SMD can
often achieve metric entropy-free sample complexity rates. As a consequence, comparisons between
the current theories for both methods would suggest a significant performance gap in sample effi-
ciency — SMD would be substantially more efficient than SAA by a margin of order O(d). With
such a stark contrast, one would expect SMD to exhibit a significantly better solution quality than
SAA in practice, when both methods are operating under the same sample size constraints. Yet,
this theoretical discrepancy, though being persistent in the literature, seems to have never been
confirmed in empirical studies. On the contrary, in many reported experiments (such as those by
Nemirovski et all 2009), SAA achieves comparable, if not better, solution accuracy than SMD,
given the same sample size. The aforementioned inconsistency between the theoretical predictions
and numerical results underscores a critical literature gap, to which this paper seeks to respond by

focusing on a directly related research question:

The open question of our focus: Does SAA, orits simple variations, admit sample complexity

bounds that are completely free from any quantification of metric entropy?

Our answer to this question is affirmative, as demonstrated by the following three sets of results:
(a) We show, perhaps for the first time, that SAA’s sample complexity matches exactly with
that of the canonical SMD (Nemirovski et al/l2009, |Ghadimi and Lan 2013, [Lan [2020), under

comparable assumptions commonly imposed for the latter. More specifically, when the variance



of Vf(-,§) is bounded by 012, — thus the underlying randomness is heavy-tailed — and the
population-level objective function F' comprises of an L-smooth term and an M-Lipschitz

term, we prove in Theorems [I] and [2] of Section B.I] that, for any given € € (0, 1],

E[F(x) — F(x)] <e,

2 2
0] (max {%, ik :/:[ }) for SAA (@) in p-strongly convex SP;
if N> (9)
x* o2 2 .
@) (V‘;l,(_l) -max{%, p:QM }) for SAA (@) in convex SP,

where we recall the definition of V,/ in (). This set of results provide perhaps the first theoret-
ical explanation on the comparable empirical performance between SAA and SMD. Further-
more, ([9) also exhibits advantages when compared with the existing SAA’s sample complexity
benchmark by [Oliveira and Thompson (2023). In particular, with the aforementioned assump-
tion on the bounded-ness of variance, our results apply to the “most heavy-tailed” scenario
considered by |Oliveira and Thompson (2023). In this scenario, as explained in Remark [7]later,
@) significantly improves over the said benchmark in terms of the rate with dimensionality d
and, for some cases, additionally in terms of the rates with e and/or M.

(b) In Theorem [3] of Section B:2] under comparable conditions as in the typical non-asymptotic
results for SAA, we prove what seems to be the first, large deviations-type sample complexity
bound completely free from any metric entropy terms in the light-tailed settings: Suppose
that (@) holds and M (&) therein is sub-Gaussian with a parameter ¢ > 0. For any ¢ € (0,1]
and 3 € (0,1), the solution X to SAA (3] satisfies that

Prob [F(X) — F(x*) <€ >1-3,

D2,’ 2
ifNZO<(q/i$-min{ln3§, ln<dq>ln%>-ln2%}>, (10)
D

where ® := O ( L ) and D, is the ¢"-norm diameter of the feasible region for the same

(q'—1)-e

q : ¢ <q (with ¢ defined in (6)) as a hyper-parameter of SAA (B]). Compared to the typical
SAA results, such as those in (7)) and (), the avoidance of metric entropy in (I0) leads to a
significantly better growth rate with problem dimensionality d. Also, in comparison with the
existing large deviations bounds for canonical SMD as discussed by INemirovski et all (2009),
Eq. (I0) presents an almost identical rate up to some (poly-)logarithmic terms. (More detailed
discussions are provided in Remark[@llater). Our results in Proposition[Iland Theorem 3] (both
in Section [3.2)) further extend (I0) to metric entropy-free bounds for both the sub-exponential
settings (where the tails of the underlying distribution vanishes no slower than those of an

exponential random variable) and the heavy-tailed settings (namely, when the pth central
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moment of M (&) is bounded for any given p > 2). These results complement our findings for
the case of bounded variance (and thus p =2) in (a) above.

(¢) In Theorems M and [l of Section 3.3l We additionally identify cases where SAA’s theoretical
efficacy may even outperform those of SMD. In particular, we consider a non-Lipschitzian
scenario where neither F’ nor VF admits a known upper bound on the Lipschitz constant. In
this case, except for some recent SAA results by [Milz (2023) that apply to a special case of
our discussion, whether SMD or SAA can still be effective seems largely unknown from the
literature thus far. In response, we show that, for any ¢ >0 and g € (0,1), when the p-strong
convexity holds w.r.t. the g-norm (¢ > 1) and the pth central moment of V f(-,£) is bounded
by 1, (for some p < oo such that 1 <p <gq/(¢—1)), the optimal solution X to SAA (2)) satisfies
that

Prob [[x —x*[2<9] >1-8, fN>O <M~ﬂ‘2/p>. (11)

w20

Such a complexity bound does not depend on any Lipschitz constant. Meanwhile, in the
convex case, for any given € >0, ¥ >0 and [ € (0,1), the optimal solution X to SAA (B]) with
hyper-parameter ¢’ > 1 satisfies that

P Ve (O
(@10

Prob [|[x — x|, <9] >1-3, ifNZO< ﬂ%> , (12)

where x* is some e-suboptimal solution to the genuine SP problem (). Here, (I2)) provides
the sample requirement for X to reside in the ¥-neighborhood of an e-suboptimal solution with
probability at least 1 — 8 and is, again, invariant to any Lipschitz constant.

We would like to re-iterate that all our results share the advantage of being independent from
any form of metric entropy, implying a new level of SAA’s innate, SMD-comparable dimension-
insensitivity that, to our knowledge, has not been uncovered thus far. While |Guigues et all (2017)
have shown that SAA’s polynomial dependence on d is unavoidable in general, their lower sample
complexity bound is not at odds with our findings. Indeed, a closer examination would reveal that
quantities such as o, ¢, M, and 1, may all depend on d (implicitly) at some polynomial growth
rate in less favorable scenarios. Nonetheless, our results also point to important special cases, such

as illustrated in Remark [§ below, where d is allowed to be larger than N (sometimes substantially).

1.1. Organizations The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Section [2] summarizes
related works. Our main theorems are presented in Section Bl and their proofs are provided in
Sectionl. Finally, Section[Blconcludes the paper. Appendix[Al discusses some preliminary properties

about V,, as a component of SAA (B]). Some useful lemmata are presented in Section [Bl



1.2. Notations Denote by R the collection of all real numbers, and by R, and R, , those of
the non-negative and strictly positive real numbers, respectively. 0 is the all-zero vector of some
proper dimension. We at times use (x;) or (x;: i =1, ...,d) to denote a vector x = (z1,-++ ,14)" € R?
for convenience. For a function g, denote by Vg the gradient and by V,g its ith element. For any

1/p
vector v=(v;: i=1,...,d) € R?, denote by |- ||, := (Z?:l |vi|”> the p-norm (p > 1). Meanwhile,

1/p
d
we define the LP-norm of a random vector ¢ = ((;) € R? to be ||||zr := (Zi:l E, [|Ci|p]> . For
any random variable/vector y, we also denote by E,[-] the expectation of “” over y, except that
E[-] denotes the expectation over all the randomness in “”. Finally, “w.r.t.” and “a.s.” are short-

hands for “with respect to” and “almost surely”, respectively.

2. Related works. There is a rich body of literature on (2) and (3)). Asymptotic analy-
sis of SAA has been provided by, e.g., [Artstein and Wets (1995), [Dupacova and Wets (1988),
i ),IK.mgjnd_WQtS 1991), [Pflug (1995, 1999, 2003), andS_h@p_inJ 1989).
Meanwhile, non-asymptotic (finite-sample) complexity bounds are also made available by works

of, e.g., |S.h.a4mm| (IZDDA), |Shaniro and Nemirovski (2005) and ISbamrm_aJ.J <|2Q2J.|) in light-tailed

settings and the work of, e.g., |Oliveira and Thompson ( ) in heavy-tailed settings. However, to

our knowledge, the state-of-the-art sample complexity results in both light-tailed or heavy-tailed
scenarios carry metric entropy terms that measure the complexity of the feasible region, such
as I'.(X) in (). These terms typically grow rapidly with d, elevating the dependence of SAA’s
predicted sample requirement on the problem dimensionality.

Sample complexities free from the said metric entropy terms have been made available for

machine learning algorithms, e.g., by Bousquet and Elisseeff’ (2002), |[Shalev-Shwartz et all (2010
| 009), |Feld an and Vondrak (2018, 12019), Bousquet and Elisseefl (2002), [Feldman and Vondra

\2!!1§) and Klochkov and Zhivotovskiy (2021). Their results can also provide metric entropy-

free complexity bounds for SAA under the stipulation of more critical conditions. More specif-
ically, through the argument of uniform stability or its variations, it has been proven (e.g., by

Bousquet and Elisgggd IZ(KA Shalev-Shwartz et alJ IZ(id, |2de, Hu et alJ M) that an optimal

solution X to SAA satisfies the below:

O() for SAA (@) in p-strongly convex SP;
E[F(X)— F(x*)]<e, if N> (13)
MVq/(x*)

O(—*%—) for SAA (@) in general convex SP,

where V,/(-) is defined as in () with x° =0, when the following, what we call, uniform Lipschitz
condition holds: For all x,y € X and £ € O, there exists some £-invariant constant M > 0 such

that, for some q > ¢'.

1f(,8) = (¥, O <M -[[x = yllg- (14)
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Furthermore, high probability bounds that are logarithmic in 1/8 are also obtained under

the same condition (e.g., by [Feldman and Vondrak 2018, 2019, Bousquet and Elissggd Iﬁﬁﬁ,

Feldman and Vondrak 2!)1§, Klochkov and Zhivotovskiy [2021), when their results are applied to the

analysis of ([2) or (B])). Nonetheless, the uniform Lipschitz condition in (I4]) can be overly critical

for many applications of the SP; because M is &-invariant, this quantity can be undesirably large
and even unbounded under the more common conditions, such as (@), in the SAA literature. To
see this, one may consider a simple stochastic linear program of min{E[a"x]: x € [-1,1]?}, where
a € R? is some Gaussian random vector. While many applications can be subsumed by simple
variations of this SP problem, it hardly satisfies (I4]) for a finite M. In contrast, our results are
based on more flexible conditions common to the SP literature.

Some recent works on SAA for high-dimensional SP study the implications of special problem
structures in reducing the growth rate of the metric entropy terms w.r.t. their dependence on d.
Along this direction, |[Liu et al M M) and [Lee et alJ M) study the implications of sparsity

and low-rankness. [Lam and ]I 2022) consider the influence of low Vapnik-Chervonenkis (VC)

dimensions. |Bugg and Aswan ) investigate the dimension-independent budget constraints.

As is also discussed by |Olivei ), when the feasible region is (representable
by) a simplex, the generic chaining-based metric entropy exhibits a logarithmic growth rate with
d. Nonetheless, to our knowledge, those results may not apply beyond the corresponding special
structural assumptions.

) shows that simple designs with sub-sample estimates can promote sample efficiency
particularly in terms of the dependence on the number of random parameters. Yet, the current

theories therein are mostly focused on some more special (but still widely applicable) SP problems.
Shapiro et al]

This current paper frequently refers to the existing complexity bounds, e.g., by

(2021)), ShapirJ M), Shapiro and Nemirovski M), and |Oliveira and Thompson (2023) as

benchmarks in order to explain the claimed advantages of our results. Yet, it is worth noting that

those concurrent works apply to more general settings than this paper. For instance, the SAA

theories by IS_h&ersLej_alJ (|2£Bl|) and Ii)imelm_a‘ndjlhm.pmti <|2Q23) can handle nonconvex prob-

lems. The findings by |Ohve1ra and ThomDson| M further admit stochasticity in the feasible

region. The analyses by |S apiro et alJ <|2Q2J.| IShﬁp.lﬂJ <|20_Q(‘J IS_h.agp_lrmnd_N_Qmmm&kJ <|2mﬁ and

liveira and Thom 2023) cover the scenarios where the SAA formulation is solved inexactly.

Nonetheless, when applied to the settings of our consideration — the exact solutions to SAA for the

convex SP problems with deterministic constraints — the results by [Shapiro et alJ 2021)), [Shapir

(IMJ), Shapiro and Nemirovski (IM), and |Oliveira and Thompson (2023) are known to be the

best available benchmarks. We would like to also argue that the SP problems considered herein are

still flexible enough to cover a very wide spectrum of applications, the consideration of the exact



SAA solutions follows many previous discussions (such as by [Shapiro (1993, [Shalev-Shwartz et al.
2010, Hu et al. 2020, Bugg and Aswani [2021), and our proof arguments, which seem to differen-
tiate from most SAA literature, may be further extended to inexact SAA solutions, nonconvex

problems, and scenarios with uncertain constraints.

3. Main Results. This section presents the formal statements of our three sets of results.
First, Section Bl provides the sample complexity bounds that match with those of the canonical
SMD under comparable assumptions. Second, Section [3.2] shows our large deviations-type, metric
entropy-free bounds under the standard Lipschitz condition as in (). Lastly, Section B3] discusses

our findings in non-Lipschitzian settings. All our proofs are postponed till Section Ml

3.1. SMD-comparable sample complexity of SAA. We will start by introducing our
assumptions. To that end, we first formalize the aforementioned structure of a composite objective

function in the genuine SP problem (I):

ASSUMPTION 1. Given ¢ > 1, let 0=q/(q—1). There exist two deterministic and everywhere
differentiable functions, denoted by Fy: X - R and Fy5: X — R such that

F(x) = F1(x) + F2(x), (15)
where Fy and Fy satisfy the below:
(a) For some LER,,
IVEF(31) = VE(x2)ll, < £ [[x1 = Xallg, V(x1, Xa) € X (16)
(b) For some M eR,,
IVEy(x)||, <M, VxeX. (17)

We sometimes refer to this condition as “Assumption [Il w.r.t. the ¢g-norm”. Here, (I6) means
that the first component of the population-level objective function F; is L£-smooth; that is, it
admits an £-Lipschitz continuous gradient. Meanwhile, (7)) essentially imposes that the second
component of the population-level objective function F, is M-Lipschitz continuous. Results that
apply to such a composite objective function subsume the special cases of F' being smooth (with
F, =0) and F being Lipschitz (with F; = 0). Conditions closely similar to, if not more critical
than, Assumption [Tl have been considered in much SP literature (such as|Ghadimi and Lan 2012,
2013, Nemirovski et al. 2009, [Rakhlin et al. 2011, Lan [2020).

Our assumption on the underlying randomness is the everywhere bounded-ness of the variance

of Vf(-,€). We formalize this condition below:
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ASSUMPTION 2. For a given p > 1, there exists a scalar o, > 1 such that
E|[|Vf(x,6) = VEX)|5| <o’ for every x € X. (18)

Hereafter, this condition is sometimes called “Assumption2w.r.t. the p-norm”, which is common
in the SP literature, especially in the discussions of SMD (e.g., by |(Ghadimi and Lan 2013, 2016,
Lan 2020). The stipulation of o, > 1 is non-critical; it is only for the simplification of notations in
our results.

We formalize our assumptions of strong convexity and convexity in Assumptions[3]and @ respec-

tively, in the following;:

ASSUMPTION 3. The following inequality holds for every pair of solutions (xi, Xs) € X? and

almost every £ € ©:

FOx1,6) = F2,€) > (V. (x2,6), 31 = %2) + 5 - 1 = 2, (19)

for some given >0 and ¢ > 1.

REMARK 1. We refer to the above as “AssumptionBw.r.t. the g-norm” or “u-strong convexity”,
which is common in the SAA literature (e.g., in [Milz 2023, [Shalev-Shwartz et all2010). Some SP
literature (e.g., by |Ghadimi and Lan 2012) assumes a relatively more flexible version of strong

convexity than Assumption [J as in the following:
F(x)) = F(x) > (VF(x3), X1 — X3) + gux1 — %2, V(1 %) € X2, (20)

This condition is considered mostly in the discussions of SMD. We argue that the seemingly higher
stringency in Assumption [B] relative to (20) does not make the SP problem much easier. Indeed,
lower complexity bounds for SMD (such as by [Rakhlin et al.l2011,|Agarwal et al.2009) are derived
based on the identification of adversarial problems that satisfy Assumption Bl Thus, when solving
an SP problem that satisfies AssumptionBlinstead of (20)), the typical SMD schemes cannot achieve
faster sample complexity rates in general.

Some results in this section (as well as in the latter part of this paper) consider the condition of

convexity below:

ASSUMPTION 4. The following inequality holds for every (x;, x3) € X% and all £ € O:

f(x1,8) = f(%2,8) 2 (V f(x2,8), x1 —Xa).

We would like to compare the above with a counterpart assumption that the population-level

objective F'(-) is convex, which is, again, a common condition in the literature on SMD (e.g., by
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Nemirovski et all2009, (Ghadimi and Lan 2013). Relative to this counterpart condition, the incre-
mental stringency in Assumption ] does not make the SP problems much easier; this is because,
again, the adversarial problem instances used to prove lower performance limits for SMD in solving
the convex SP problems (such as those constructed by |Agarwal et all2009) often satisfy Assump-
tion Ml From such analysis, one can see that switching from the assumption of F' being convex into
Assumption @ does not allow SMD to achieve a better sample efficiency in general.

We are now ready to formalize the promised sample complexity bounds in both strongly convex

and convex cases below.

THEOREM 1. Suppose that Assumptions[dl and[3 hold both w.r.t. the g-norm for a given q¢ > 1,
and that AssumptionlQ holds w.r.t. the p-norm for somep: 1 <p< #. Then any optimal solution
X to SAA ([2)) satisfies the below for any given € > 0:

N 2+M2
EIF® - Foc)] <e i N2 Cromax{ £, 2220, (21)
po e
and, meanwhile, for any given € >0 and € (0,1),
2+M2
Prob |F(X) — F(x*) <e| >1— 4, iszC’l'max{S,UpﬂT}. (22)
€

Here, Cy >0 is some universal constant.

Proof. See Section 4. 1.1l

REMARK 2. The theorem above confirms the promised sample complexity in (@) for SAA (2]
when it is applied to the strongly convex SP problems. In comparison with the concurrent results
on SMD, e.g., as discussed by [Lanl (2020), the rates in (21I]) and (22) are identical to the best known
rates for the canonical SMD algorithms in terms of the sample size requirement N to achieve
the same solution accuracy. Nonetheless, it is worth noting the presence of an accelerated SMD
variation, called AC-SA (Lan 2012, |Ghadimi and Lan 2012, [Lan2020), which provably achieves a
better rate on £ with some careful choice of hyper-parameters.

REMARK 3. The formulation of SAA for solving a pu-strongly convex SP problem does not
require estimating the value of p, nor is it necessary to assess o,, M, or L. This feature may

sometimes lead to convenience in solving an SP problem.

Our next theorem is focused on convex SP. Before its statement, we first introduce some choice
of hyper-parameters for the Tikhonov-like penalty in (B)) given some ¢ > 1 and a user-specified
accuracy threshold e > 0:

€

¢e2:q < R Zmax{l, Vy(x)}h  and  No=oo

(23)
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THEOREM 2. Let ¢ > 1. Suppose that the hyper-parameters q', R*, and Ay are specified as in
23). Assume that (i) Assumption [1 w.r.t. the g-norm, (ii) Assumption [4 w.r.t. the p-norm for
somep: 1<p< #, and (iii) Assumption[f) hold. Any optimal solution X to SAA (3)) satisfies the

following inequalities: For any given € € (0,1],

E[FR) - F(x')] <e UNZbe;mw{f,ﬁiff}; (24)

! € 62

and, meanwhile, for any given € € (0,1] and g € (0,1),

* 2 MQ
Prob |F(X)— F(x*) <e| >1-—7, ifNZ?QRl-maX{E, %}. (25)
q — € €

Here, Cy >0 is some universal constant.

Proof. See Section 4.1.2]

REMARK 4. Noting that R* is comparable to V,(x*), we may then observe that Theorem
confirms the promised sample complexity in (@) for SAA (3) when it is applied to solving a convex
SP problem. Similar to Remark ] for the strongly convex case above, this theorem shows that
the rate of SAA’s sample complexity matches exactly with that of the canonical SMD methods as
discussed by INemirovski et al. (2009), Ghadimi and Lan (2013) and [Lan (2020) in solving convex
SP problems. Nonetheless, it is worth noting here that an accelerated variation of SMD, called
AC-SA (Lan 2012), achieves a better rate on £ with some more careful design.

REMARK 5. The stipulation of ¢ > 1 (and thus not including the choice of ¢ = 1) is non-critical.
Indeed, in the non-trivial case with d > 1, following the existing discussions of SMD in the 1-norm
setting (Nemirovski et all2009), the case where Assumption [Il holds for ¢ =1 can be subsumed by
the consideration of the case with ¢g=1+ ﬁ > 1 by the fact that

Wy o < IVl < e vl s (26)

where e is the base of natural logarithm.

A proper selection of A\, for this theorem relies on R*, an overestimate of V/(x*), which is equal
to half of the squared ¢-norm distance between the optimal solution x* and any user-specified
initial guess x°. Assuming (straightforward variations of) the knowledge of such a distance is not
uncommon in related literature (e.g., as in ILoh and Wainwright/ 2011, [Loh 2017, [Liu et al. [2022).
In practice, when little is known about the SP’s problem structure, one may choose x° to be any
feasible solution and specify R* to be coarsely large; for instance, one may let R* be half of the
squared ¢’-norm diameter of X, if it is bounded. Starting from this coarse selection, one may then

perform some empirical hyper-parameter search for better values of R* (and thus \) with the aid
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of cross validation. Meanwhile, if some problem structure about the SP problem is known, one
may incorporate such a priori knowledge into the construction of V. For instance, if it is known
that x* satisfies the weak sparsity condition (or the budget/capacity constraint) that ||x*||; <r for
some known r (Negahban et al. 2012, Bugg and Aswani2021), then, in view of (26]) above, we may
construct the regularization term with ¢’ =1+ &= and x° = 0. Correspondingly, R* = - ¢* - 7%,

REMARK 6. In the results of both Theorems [1l and 2] the complexity bounds are completely
free from any metric entropy terms, leading to new complexity rates that are significantly better
dependence on d than the complexity benchmark (). Furthermore, while () is applicable to light-
tailed SP problems, our results hold under heavy-tailed-ness with only a bounded second moment
of the underlying randomness. To complement Theorems [1l and 2l above, we are to additionally
discuss our metric entropy-free results specifically under light-tailed-ness and their comparison with
([®) later in Section

REMARK 7. In comparison with the state-of-the-art benchmark for the sample complexity
bounds under heavy-tailed-ness by |Oliveira and Thompson (2023), our results above are focused
on the “most heavy-tailed” cases considered by the benchmark — only the second moment is

assumed to be bounded. In this case, the said benchmark is summarized below: Let X*¢ be the

set of e-suboptimal solutions; namely,
X ={x: F(x) < F(x*)+€}. (27)
Suppose that X*€ is bounded and
(%, = f(y, ) <M(E) - Ix—ylly VX yed™, €0, (28)
then it holds that

M, - [(fy(x*=€))2 + (D)2 In %}

€2

Prob[F(X) — F(x*)<e]|>1—-8—-2p, if N>O . (29

where D*€ is the diameter of X*¢ and ~(X*°) is a generic chaining-based metric entropy term
that grows at the rate of O(v/d-D*) in general — elevating the dependence on d in the sample
complexity again. Meanwhile, M, is the second moment of M ({) and the probability term p is

given as

p = max {]P [Nl > (M(g))2 > 2M2] P [Nl D16, 8) ~ Fx) > 2%*] } ,

for vy« being the variance of f(x*,&). To facilitate comparison between our results and (29)),

we consider some conversions of notations below. First, by definition, it is verifiable that M, ~
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maxyey+e E[||V f(x,£)]]2], which is comparable to o) + M? in general. Second, it is also worth
noting that D*° is generally comparable to D,, the g-norm diameter of the feasible region X
Indeed, one may easily construct scenarios where the largest distance between any two e-suboptimal
solutions can be insignificantly different from the largest possible distance between any two feasible
solutions. One such example is for the expected objective function to be close to a constant along
the affine subspace that includes the pair of feasible solutions with the largest distance between
them. Likewise, in general, M (&) has to be large enough to apply globally for all x, y € X. Thus,
([28) is also comparable to ([6]), which is verifiably more stringent than Assumption [Tl for our results.

With the conversion of notations above, one may see that our complexity bounds as presented

in Theorems [I] and [2] entail three potential advantages as summarized below:

e First, similar to Remark[@, the bounds provided in the said theorems also exhibit non-trivially
better rates with dimensionality d than (29), now that, as mentioned above, [y(X*)]? therein
grows polynomially with d in general.

e Second, our results make use of the potential smoothness of the objective function to obtain
sharper bounds. In the more adversarial case of £ =0, our derived complexity grows linearly
with M?, leading to comparable rates to (29). Nonetheless, when £ is more dominant than
M, our new complexity bounds become potentially more efficient. Particularly, in the more
desirable case of M =0 and ¢ is reasonably small, the rates in (22)) and (23] of our theorems

above can be simplified into

Prob [F(X) — F(x*) <€ >1- 3,

2
0] <u(-r56) for SAA (@) in p-strongly convex SP;
if N > (30)
O (422 35) for SAA @) i
S or @) in convex SP,

showing a region of parameters to allow SAA’s sample complexity to be free from the impact
of Lipschitz constants of VF; and F.

e Third, our bounds in (22]) and (25]) provide explicit dependence on the significance level 3,
while, in contrast, (29]) carries a more opaque quantity p.

REMARK 8. In some applications, the variance af) may also depend on dimensionality d. This
dependence can be further explicated under the additional assumption that, for some ¢, > 0,
it holds that ||V,f(x,§) — V,F(x)||,» < ¢, for all x € X and every i =1,...,d. Intuitively, this
additional assumption means that the component-wise pth central moment of V f(x,¢) is bounded
by ¢b everywhere. Because for p > 2, the function (-)2/? is concave in ‘. Thus, one may easily see

that the following should hold:

d

2/p
E[|Vf(x,§) - VF(x)|;]=E (Z Vif(x,§) — ViF(X)\”>

i=1
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2/p
< (IE ) <dr-gr.

Namely, in this case, one may let af) =d?/P. d)f, in our bounds, whose dependence on dimensionality

Z IVif(x,€) — ViF(X)VD

reduces when p increases. Particularly, when it is admissible to let p > cInd for some constant
¢ >0, the quantity aﬁ becomes dimension-free.

An important component of our proofs resorts to a seemingly novel argument based on the
“average-replace-one (average-RO) stability” (Shalev-Shwartz et al|2010), which is related to the
average stability (Rakhlin et al.[2005), uniform-RO stability (Shalev-Shwartz et al!2010), and uni-
form stability (Bousquet and Elisseeff 2002). While it is known that the average-RO stability can
lead to error bounds for learning algorithms (Shalev-Shwartz et al.2010), seldom is there a sample
complexity bound for SAA based on such a stability type in comparable settings of our consid-
eration. In contrast, as mentioned in Section [2, most existing SAA theories are based on either
the “uniform convergence” theories, such as the e-net (Shapiro et al!2021) or the generic chaining
(Oliveira and Thompson 2023), or the variations of uniform (RO-) stability theories, such as by
Feldman and Vondrak (2019), [Shalev-Shwartz et all (2010, 2009), and [Klochkov and Zhivotovskiy
(2021)). Therefore, we think that our average-RO stability-based proof approach may also be of
independent interest to some readers. One may see more discussions on how the average-RO sta-

bility is incorporated in our proofs from Remark [[H] later in Section [£1]

3.2. Large deviations-type, metric entropy-free complexity bounds. Eq. (22) and (25)
in the previous subsection provide sample complexity bounds at the rate of O(1/f3) in ensuring a
significance level of 8 € (0,1). While we expect this rate to be hardly improvable given only the
assumption of a bounded variance, imposing stronger conditions such as the bounded-ness of higher
moments should expectedly lead to a better dependence on 3. In particular, when the underlying
randomness is light-tailed, many concurrent results, such as in (@) and (), are (poly-)logarithmic
in 1/8 (although most of these results are polynomial in some metric entropy terms). It then
prompts the question whether metric entropy-free bounds can also be derived while preserving a
(poly-)logarithmic rate with 1/8 under similar conditions. Our affirmative answer to this question
is presented in this subsection.

The assumptions of consideration include a formalized statement of the Lipschitz condition in

([6) and that of the underlying randomness, both provided in the below:

ASSUMPTION 5. Let M :© — R, be a deterministic and measurable function.

(a) Given q>1, for any (x,y) € X? and every £ € O,

1f(%,8) = f(y, ) < M(E) - Ix = ylly- (31)



16 Author: Article Short Title

(b) It holds that ||M(§)||zr < for some ¢y € Ry and p>2.

Assumption[fl(a) is a very common condition in the SAA literature (Shapiro et alll2021], [Shapiro
2003, [Shapiro and Nemirovski 2005). Compared to the uniform Lipschitz condition as in Eq. (I4]),
Assumptionf5l(a) does not impose that M (§) should be ¢-invariant and thus is more flexible. Mean-
while, Assumption [5(b) means that M () should have a finite pth moment, though this random
variable can still be heavy-tailed. A related condition is also imposed by |Oliveira and Thompson
(2023). The specification that ¢ > 1 (and thus excluding the case of ¢ =1) is non-critical due to
the same argument as in Remark [l

For perhaps more interesting results of this section, we impose light-tailed counterparts to the

above as stated in Assumptions [6] and [ below:

ASSUMPTION 6. Let M :0© — R, be a deterministic and measurable function.
(a) Assumption[d. (a) holds; and
(b) For some ¢ >1, it holds that

P[M (&) > t] <exp (—%) , V>0,

Assumption 6l (b) imposes subexponential tails, a common form of light-tailed-ness, for the under-
lying distribution and is comparable to, if not weaker than, the counterpart conditions imposed by

Shapiro (2003), [Shapiro and Nemirovski (2005) and [Shapiro et all (2021)).

ASSUMPTION 7. Let M :© — R, be a deterministic and measurable function.
(a) Assumption[d.(a) holds; and
(b) For some ¢ >1, it holds that

PIM (&) >t] <exp <—;—22> , Vt>0.

Assumption [7l(b) imposes sub-Gaussian tails, which is another form of light-tailed-ness assump-
tions for the underlying distribution and is relatively stronger than Assumption[@l(b). This assump-
tion is closely similar to the counterpart conditions imposed by [Nemirovski et al! (2009) in estab-
lishing a large deviations bound for SMD.

We are now ready to formally state our sample complexity below, where we recall the notation

that D, is the ¢’-norm diameter of the feasible region.

PROPOSITION 1. Let e € (0,1] and 5 € (0,1) be any fized scalars. Suppose that (i) N >3, (ii)
Assumption [§] holds (namely, f(-,€) is convez), and (iii) X is bounded with Dy being its q'-norm
diameter. Denote by X an optimal solution to SAA (3.
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(a) Under Assumption[d w.r.t. the g-norm, if the hyper-parameters of ([3) are specified as

€

Q’G(l,Q]I q/éq, R*Zmax{l,pgl}, a,nd )\0:2—R*’

then it holds that
PF(X)—F(x")<e>1-23,

2 = ) 21
if Nz<03-¢—3”-B.R*> -5p—zf+<cg- 2 ”’—M> B, (33)
€ p—1 €

1
q—1

where B := InN -In % and C3 >0 is some universal constant.

(b) Under Assumption[@ w.r.t. the g-norm, given the same hyper-parameter choices for [B)) as in
B2), it holds that

> InN-In*(N/B)

PIF(R) - F(x*)<d>1-8, if N204-R*-f—2 : (34)

q¢—1
where Cy > 0 is some universal constant.

(c) Under Assumption[] w.r.t. the g-norm, given the same hyper-parameter choices for [B)) as in
B2), it holds that

> InN-In*(N/B)

PIF) - F() <215, if N2Cy R S i, (35)

where C5 > 0 is some universal constant.

Proof. See Section d.2.11

The results in Proposition [l are implicit; the sample requirement is that N should be greater than
some poly-logarithmic function of N itself. While we would like to argue that these are informative
enough to assess the sample efficiency of SAA, we present some more explicit complexity bounds

in the theorem below.

THEOREM 3. Let X be an optimal solution to SAA ().

(a). Under the same set of assumptions as in Proposition[dl (b), for some universal constant Cg >0,

PIF(R)~F(x')<d>1-8, if Nzca-R*-(q,_@f),EQ'ln“[(qf‘ifi.ﬁ], (36)

given any € € (0,1] and B € (0,1).

(b). Under the same set of assumptions as in Proposition[dl.(¢), for some universal constant C; > 0,

PIF(X) - F(x") <¢ef21-6.

. *. 2
if NZ(C;/_RTZ-min{IHS%, ln(d@ln%)-an%}, (37)

where @ := C128 gnd e is the base of natural logarithm, given any € € (0,1] and B € (0,1).

I CES
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Proof.  See proof in Section [4.2.2]

Both parts of Theorem Bl provide sample complexity bounds as further explications of Proposition
@ In particular, if we note that R* can be comparable to D2, Part (b) of this theorem confirms
the promised complexity in (I0).

Again, the sample complexity rates from Theorem Bl are completely free from any metric entropy
terms. As a result, given light-tailed underlying distributions, our bounds are more appealing in
terms of the dependence on dimensionality d as compared to the benchmark (§)). In addition,
barring some other (poly-)logarithmic terms, the said improvement w.r.t. d is achieved at some
arguably small compromise: the logarithmic rate on 1/ in (§)) has now become poly-logarithmic. In
further comparison with the results of Bugg and Aswani (2021) for high-dimensional SP problems
under the structural assumption that the feasible region is representable by a simplex, our bounds
seem to entail comparable insensitivity to d without any structural assumption alike.

REMARK 9. Under comparable sub-Gaussian assumptions as Part (b) of Theorem Bl large
deviations bounds for canonical SMD (e.g., Eq (2.65) of INemirovski et al! 2009) are available as
the below, after some straightforward conversion of notations:

2,2
O (Z)Z—f -In? %) : (38)
Up to some (poly-)logarithmic terms, the complexity bound in Part (b) of Theorem [ is almost
identical to (B8). This is — in addition to what has been discussed as in Remarks 2] and [ —
yet another theoretical evidence that the solution accuracy of SAA is theoretically ensured to be
comparable to canonical SMD under similar conditions.

In the heavy-tailed case under the conditions including (i) convexity, (ii) Assumption[bl(a), and

(iii) the bounded-ness of the p’th central moment of [M(£)]?, the state-of-the-art benchmark by

Oliveira and Thompson (2023) is as the following: For a given p’ > 2,

Prob[F(X) — F(x*) <€ >1- 3,

2
. *,€ *,e)2  p L —
| M, ((Wc ) + (D) lnﬁ> (M, ne
if N>O +p | S =2
M2 Ux*

62 ) : /8_2/p * (39)
where the notations follow the same as those for (29), except that Mp/ and Uy~ are the p'th
central moments of [M(£)]? and (f(x*,£) — F(x*))?, respectively. Note that the case with a fixed
p' > 2 in ([BYI) corresponds to our results with p:=2p’ >4 in Assumption Bl (b). Under comparable

assumptions, we first observe that Part (a) of Proposition [l is, again, more advantageous in the
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dependence on dimensionality d due to the avoidance of metric entropy terms such as (y(X **6))2,
which is polynomial in d in general. Meanwhile, the comparison in terms of the dependence on €
is more subtle, as discussed in the following:

It is worth noting that, when p = 2p’ > 4 is relatively small, the benchmark result in (39) presents
more appealing dependence on € — with a rate of O(e~?) in ([39) versus O(E_Q_P_ff) = 0(6_2_ﬁ)
in Proposition [l (a). Yet, when p > cln% + 2 for some universal constant ¢ > 0, that is, p is larger
than some relatively small threshold, the said two rates on € become comparable. We leave closing
the remaining difference between those two results for p € [4, cIn +2) to future research.

REMARK 10. Our settings of discussion as stated in Section [ assumes everywhere differ-
entiability of f(-,£) for every £ € ©. This assumption is non-critical and can be dropped with
some further analysis. Specifically, for a given £ € O, the Lipschitz continuity of f(-,£) implies its
almost everywhere differentiability. Furthermore, for any choice of § > 0, we may always associate
f(x,€) with its “smoothed” approximation of fs(x,§) := E,[f(x+ du,&)]|, where the expectation
in E, is over u, a standard Gaussian distribution on R?. According to [Nesterov and Spokoiny
(2017), fs(x,€) is everywhere differentiable, and, now that f(-,£) is M (§)-Lipschitz, fs(x,§) is also
M (§)-Lipschitz. Then the (unique) solution to SAA (B) can be viewed as the limiting solution
to min,ey N1 Zjvzl f5(x,6;) + XoVy(x) as 6 — 07, allowing our results under differentiability of
f(-,€) to be directly applicable to the scenarios where f(-,§) is M (§)-Lipschitz but not necessarily
everywhere differentiable. A similar argument is discussed by (Guigues et all (2017) to justify a

related differentiability condition for an analysis of the SAA’s confidence bounds.

3.3. Sample complexity beyond Lipschitz conditions. This section is focused on non-
Lipschitzian scenarios where there is not necessarily a known upper bound on the (global) Lipschitz

constant for either F' or (any part of) its gradient VF. Our assumptions are discussed as below.

ASSUMPTION 8. There exists an optimal solution x* to ([{l) such that the following two condi-
tions hold for some q € [1,2] and p€ [2,00): p<q/(qg—1):
(a) Let k: © =R be some deterministic and measurable function. There exists some p >0 such

that, for every x € X and almost every £ € ©,

F.) = £, 2 (VA &) x=x) + 5 = x| = w(9).

Furthermore, E[x(£)] =0.
(b) There exists some 1, > 0 such that |V f(x*,§) — VF(x*)|| ., < ¥y

REMARK 11. Assumption[8l(a) non-trivially relaxes Assumption 3] while the latter is the same

strong convexity assumption as in some SAA literature, e.g., by Milz (2023). (Additional discussions
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on the applicability of Assumption Bl is in Remark [Il). If we change x* into every y € X and
impose that x(£) =0 for almost every &, then Assumption Bl(a) is reduced to Assumption Bl Our
assumption on the underlying randomness in Assumption Bl(b) is also flexible, as it only imposes
the pth central moment of the gradient V f(x*,&) — merely at one optimal solution x* — to be
finite.

For part of our results in this section, we also consider a stronger version of Assumption [8(b)

as the below, where we recall the definition of the set of e-suboptimal solutions X** as in (27):
ASSUMPTION 9. For given p € [2, 00) and € > 0, there exists a scalar 1, € Ry such that, for all

X" € X

IVf(x,8) = VFX") | < ¢y (40)

Intuitively, this assumption means that the underlying randomness admits a bounded pth central
moment for all the e-suboptimal solutions.

We are now ready to present our results.

THEOREM 4. Let X be any optimal solution to SAA ([2). Suppose that Assumption [8 holds.

There exists some universal constant Cg >0 such that

B[l %] <0, Nz L g (41)
Prob [[x" — X2 < 9] >1— 8, @sz%.g—g. (42)
for any given ¥ >0 and B € (0,1).
Furthermore, if k(§) =0 for almost every £ € ©, we then have
Prob [|[x* —X|2<9] >1-8, if NE%.g.gﬁ, (43)

for any given ¥ >0 and B € (0,1).

Proof. See Section 4.3.11

REMARK 12. It is worth mentioning that our result here only ensures a controlled g-norm
distance from the SAA solution to a genuine optimal solution x*. While it is unknown whether
suboptimality gaps can also be controlled from our results, we argue that the said distance from x*
is a reasonable metric of optimization performance and has been considered in related literature
(e.g., by Milz 2023, Rakhlin et al)2011).

Based on Theorem [l one may further obtain the results for SAA (B) in solving a convex SP

problem as below.
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THEOREM 5. Let € > 0. Denote by X an optimal solution to ([Bl) with some ¢’ € (1,2]. Let Ao :=
5= for an arbitrary choice of R* > max{1, 5 -V, (x*)}. Under Assumption [§| and Assumption
w.r.t. the p-norm for some p < oo such that 2<p<q'/(q — 1), there exists some x*¢ € X** that
satisfies the following for any ¥ >0 and g € (0,1):

Cg'p'¢127 ) (R*)Q.

Bl %Iz <0, N2 LELEEN and ()
e _ % : Co-p-ihy-(R)* >
Prob [||x* =X|2<d] >1-4, if N> (i]’—l)g-ez-ﬁ 7P, (45)

where Cy > 0 is some universal constant.

Proof. See Section 4.3.2]

REMARK 13. TheoremsH and [l above provide formal statements of the promised sample com-
plexity as in ([II]) and (I2) of Section [l respectively. Again, no metric entropy term is in presence.

Another potentially desirable feature of these complexity bounds is that they do not depend on
any Lipschitz constants of F' and f(-,£), nor those of their gradients. This result predicts SAA to be
effective even if the Lipschitz constants are undesirably large and even potentially unbounded. In
contrast, most existing SAA’s sample complexity bounds, e.g., by IShapiro et al. (2021), [Hu et al.
(2020), IShalev-Shwartz et al. (2010), and Oliveira and Thompson (2023), grow polynomially with
the some Lipschitz constants. To our knowledge, the only SAA result under similar conditions is
provided by Milz (2023), whose findings imply the same error bound of Theorem [ in the 2-norm
setting. Nonetheless, our analysis in Theorem [ presents an alternative proof and generalizes from
the 2-norm setting to more general g-norm (1 < ¢ < 2) settings. Further, Theorem [ applies to SP
problems not necessarily strongly convex, which are not discussed by Milz (2023).

To our knowledge, there currently is little theory for SMD’s effectiveness when none of the
Lipschitz constants of F', f(-,£), or their gradients is bounded. Comparing with SMD, our results
show SAA’s potential for better applicability to the SP problems in less desirable settings.

REMARK 14. Tt is also worth noting that both Theorems [ and [Bl explicate the evolution of the
complexity rate w.r.t. 5, as the underlying distribution gradually admits more and more bounded
central moments (and thus the tail becomes lighter and lighter). Once it is admissible to let p >
cIn(1/pB) for some constant ¢, the complexity then becomes logarithmic in 1/8.

Similar to Remark 12, Theorem [B] does not provide a guarantee on the solution’s suboptimality
gap. Yet, such a guarantee is, as we suspect, hardly available due to the limited regularities in the

non-Lipschitzian settings of consideration.
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4. Technical Proofs. This section presents the technical proofs of our results, indexed as
below: First, Section 1] shows the SMD-comparable complexity bounds from Section [B.1} then,
Section£.2]demonstrates the large deviations-type, metric entropy-free sample bounds from Section
B2t and finally, Section[4.3] provides the proofs for the results in non-Lipschitzian settings in Section
B3l All our proofs are aimed at demonstrating the promised complexity rates; we have not sought

to optimize the constants.

4.1. Proof of SMD-comparable complexity bounds in Section[3.1l SectionsZ.I.1land
below provide proofs of Theorems [l and 2 respectively.

4.1.1. Proof of Theorem [I. We first prove (2I]) through two steps.
Step 1. Observe that

E[F(X) - F(x")] =E[F(X) - Fy(x")] <E[F(X) - Fy(X)]- (46)

Therefore, it suffices to establish an upper bound on E [F'(X) — Fi(X)], which is the focus of Step
2 in this proof.

Step 2. With the observation from Step 1, we construct a sequence of alternative formulations
of SAA @) with F{(x) := % <f(x,£;-)+z#j f(x, @)), where £ is an i.i.d. copy of &, for all
j=1,...,N. Let .’Eg]?v = (&1, -&5-1,€,8541, -, &) Correspondingly, we let X X0 = x(&; (J) ) following
the notation in (). By definition, we then have

x1) € argmin F9(x). (47)
xe

Below, we establish an overestimate on N ™! ZjvzlE [[x) —x][|?]. This overestimate is to play a
key role in bounding E [F(X) — Fy(X)].
To that end, we first observe that

Fy(x7) = Fy(X)

_f®EY.) - f(X,€) fEDE) - F(%E)
¥ +§_ N (48)
_f(ﬁ(j)agj) f(X 53) f(i(j)ag) f( EI) = 5) r~
- - N FY/&9) - FY ®) (49)
fEY.) - fxE)  fEYE) - )
< - - - (50)

Here, (@R) and (@J) are by the definitions of Fyy and F’. Meanwhile, (50) is due to the fact that

%) minimizes F{’
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By Assumption B, we have f(X),¢;) — f(X,&;) < (VF(XY),§;), X9 —X) for almost every &; € O,
as well as f(X,)) — f(x(J),g’) (Vf(x,8), X~ X)) for almost every §; € ©. Combining this with
(B0) leads to the below:

Fy(RY) — Fy(%)

% <Vf( 757')7 ﬁ(j) > <Vf(X § ) X—X 7)> a.s.
-5 < FED, &) - VRED), <”—x>+— (VI&&) - VFE),x=x")
4 N . <VF(§(J‘)) —VF(%), 9 — §> ) (51)

Since Assumption [ leads to

(VF(xY))-VF(x —X)
= (VR (V) - VF1<x), X0 — %)+ (VR(ERD) - VA(R), XV - %)
LR =2+ 2M|x = x|, (52)

we may continue from the above to obtain, through Hélder’s and Young’s inequalities, for all o > 0,

oy ~ 1 oy (s 112
Fo(R9) = Fy(®) S5 [VFR,6) - VPG + o [V (R6) VPR
L , 16M? s
= <) g2 () )12
+ (5 +an) 1RO %2+ 2T 4 g Rz, s (53)

By strong convexity of Fiy as in Assumption [3 as well as the fact that X minimizes Fy on X, we

have that

=

Fy(®D) = Fy(®) 2 5|8V =2, a.s. (54)

Combining (53)) and (B4]), we immediately obtain the below after some re-organization and simpli-

fication:

TN L] e 1 ) NONIE
(5 ) - ] IR =R < g VR 6) ~ TG

~ 2 1eM?
2N2m.va(x,gj)—VF(x)HerW, a.s. (55)

Note that X and ¢; are independent, so are X and §;. We therefore have E[|Vf(xY,¢;) —
VF(X)|2] < o2 and E[||V f(X,£;) — VF(X)||?] < o2 under Assumption 2l Further because we may
let «=1/4 and it is assumed that N > % (where we may as well let C; > 8), we then have

—1
E[IR? -] < [(~—a) u-Z| o), 16M?\ _ Gdo] | 256M°
B AN N N?pa ' pN? ) = N2p2 " N2

. 640> 256 M2
— N~ ZE %9 —x)2] < N2p TN

+

j=1
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Because f(X,&}) and f(XY),¢;) are identically distributed — so are f(X,¢;) and f(X),&}) — we

then obtain that E[f(X,&})] = E[f(XY,¢;)] and that E[f(X,£;)] = E[f (XY, £])]. Therefore,
E[F(X) — Fn(X)] (57)

>_IF&) - f(x@] NZ (®.€) - [(%8)]

E[f(%,£)— f(RY ZE [f&ED,&) - fR,€)]

=E

)
2=

MH
2l -

1

<
Il

E[(Vf(®€), % —x")] + ﬁ Z E[(VF(EP,g), %9 )] (58)

<
Il
—

IA
[N}
2l -

E[(Vf(X,&) - VF(x),x—x")]

<
Il
—

wll
2l -

1 & » o
+ﬁ ;E [(vf(xmafj) — VF(xW),x _X>]
1 N
+on Z;E [(VFR) - VFERY), % —x9)]

N
< L3 [% IVf&€)-VFE)|+ ]\% [VFEY) = V&)

2N < N

Jj=1

N ~ (i ~ (i

+ <£+ 1—5) Jx— x| +2MHX—X(J)Hq:| (59)
1 16 17 Sy M2
<— )Y E|— L Nup || —xD)2 + —— 60
<ov LE |3 2 (Lo g ) IR -2+ 3 (60)

or 4+ M?
<C--Z 1
<C =5 (61)

for some universal constant C' > 0. Here, (58)) is based on the (strong) convexity of f(-,£) for almost
every £ € © as per Assumption 3 (59) is by Assumption [ (which leads to (52))) as well as Young’s
inequality, (60) is the result of invoking both Assumption 2l and Young’s inequality, and (61l) is
obtained by employing (56]) and the assumption that N > Cl£

Eq. (61) above combined with (6] leads to E[F(X) — F( D <C- U”;
desired result in (2I) after some simple re-organization. Then (22]) is an immediate result by

Markov’s inequality. Q.E.D.

w0

REMARK 15. An important component of this proof is to establish an upper bound on
N1 Z?’Zl E [|x9 —x[?] as in (B0) with X defined as in (@T). This upper bound ensures that, if
one data point is changed to a different i.i.d. copy of £ in SAA, the output solution does not change

much, on average, in terms of the squared distance w.r.t. the g-norm. This is the manifestation of
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the innate average-RO stability of SAA when it is applied to solving a strongly convex SP problem.
The concept of average-RO stability is introduced by [Shalev-Shwartz et al. (2010). To our knowl-
edge, our proof may be the first to use the average-RO stability to analyze the non-asymptotic

sample complexity of SAA.

4.1.2. Proof of Theorem[2l The proof below follows that of Theorem [l with some important
modifications. First, SAA (B]) can be considered as SAA (2) to the following new SP problem:

min Fy, (x) := F(x) + A Vy ().

xXEX

We may repeat (@8] to show that E [F\ (X) — F),(x*)] < E[F\,(X) — F), ~(X)] with F}, v as defined
in ([B). Then, by the definition of F),, where \g = 0.5¢/R* < 0.5¢/V,(x*), an immediate result is
that

E[F(X) +AVy (X) = F(x7) = AoV (x7)] SE[F) (X) — Fig,n(X)]
= E[F(X) = F(x)] S E[F (%) = Fyon (X)]+ AoV (x7) SE[F, (%) = Fyy v ()] + % (62)
Let 683\[ = (Ela “‘75]‘*1’&‘3?5]‘4’1’ "'agN) with E; being an iid. COpy of ga define f)\()("é-) = f(ag) +
AoV (+), and denote that X7 := i(g%) € argmin,ey N * [f,\o(x,fg) + 20z Fro (X §L)]. Under

Assumption [, we can follow the same argument for (5Il) in the proof of Theorem [l to obtain

Fyyn(X9) = Fyy n(X)
1 (i (N () 1 ., S
SN : <Vf)\o(X(J)an) - VFAO(X(J))a X —X> + N <Vf,\o(xafj) — VE) (), X—X(J)>

+ % (VF,,(XY) = VF (%), XY -%). (63)
Observe that
(VF(xY) = VE\ (%), X7 — %)
=(VF(XY) - VI (%), Y - %) + (VF,(XY)) - VE(), V) - )
+ Ao VVy (XD) = A VVy (%), XV — %)
<L[x? —in +2MR =R, + Ao - (IR = x gy + % = %) - XD =Ry, (64)

where (64)) is due to Assumption [l and a property of Vi (-) = 0.5]| - —x°||?, (as shown in (I34) of

Appendix [A)); that is, [|[VVy ()|l = - =x | for p' =¢'/(¢' —1).
Note that X9 and &; are independent, so are X and &;. Assumption 2 then implies that
E [HVf,\O(ﬁ(j),{J — VE, XD } <o) and E [HVf,\O(ﬁ,ﬁ’ —VE, &) ] o2. Further noting

that ¢’ < ¢, we may then continue from (63) above to obtain, for any a > 0:

E[Fyg.v (X7) = Fag v (%))
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1 ) 1
e, 30)
[m(q,_mm V50 &,6) = VE &)+ 5

L 1 - 16,M2

= 2 ) M- (o = DI EIRGD — )12 — —7
#5+ (55 +20) Ao (@ =) BIRD =2+ 0

Ao

S <) 0 S 0 2
+4ozN2-(q’—1) E[(HXJ =X |l F X =x"lg) ]

0,2

L , 16, M2
< P ~ (A <) g 2 _
Sold —aNE T {N * <16 ”O‘) Yo (g 1)] B =Xl + =
I N
aN?-(¢ —1)

<E ||V Fao (%, €)= VE (X H

E[lIx —x°[17], (65)

where (65) invokes the aforementioned implications of Assumption [2] the relationship that E[||x —
x%||2] = E[|[x%) — x°[|2], and the assumption that 1< ¢’ <gq. Note that V(-) is (¢ — 1)-strongly
convex w.r.t. the ¢"-norm (Ben-Tal et al.2001) for ¢’ € (1,2]. Thus, by Assumption @ F, n entails

[(¢' — 1) Ao]-strong convexity in the sense of Assumption [3l This strong convexity — when combined

with the fact that X minimizes F), x as well as the assumption that N > % leads to, for
some straightforward choice of o and some universal constant C>0:
FUPR . oi4+M? C -
E[[xY -x|2] < C—* + E[l|x —x"[|2]. (66)

(¢ —1)?A3N? ~ N3(¢'—1)
We observe that fy,(X,§;) and fy, (x),¢;) are identically distributed, so are the pair of fy,(X,¢;)
and f, (X, &). Therefore,

E[Fxo (X) = Fo, v (X)]

=E F)\o f)x()X& ]

Z Fro(®.€)) = fr, (%,6;)]

on X E) on( v) 5 2N ZE f)\o ’gj)_fko(igj)]

[N}
2l -

i 2\ S
HMZHMZ Mz

N
[<Vf>\o (i 5/) - VF>\o (ﬁ)a X — i(j)ﬂ + % ;E [<vf>\o (ﬁ(j)>£j) - VF>\o (ﬁ(j))a ﬁ(j) - §>]

N
1 o~ ~ ~(a
—Nz:: VFAO VFAO(X(])), X_X(])>]
N
S ¢/ ~\ (12 8 Ny Ny 9
_NZ [ vaA()(Xan)_VFAO(X)HP—FWHVF)\O(X(J))_vaO(X(J)’é“j)Hp
o N(q -1 L
FIMIR—EDy + (@176” +L) IR -5
+ 0 (%Y = x|y + % = x°|r) - 1% —iuq’] (67)
N
1 8 o !/ ~ 2 8 ( . 2
5N > E [m [V 20 (X,) = VPR + N D IVE0&ED) = V&, 6]
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8M? N(¢ —1)A .
M +< (q4 )°+£>||x_x<ﬂ>||§,

N(g —1)Xo
4\ » ~
* N(q/‘z iy (R =X+ ”X—XOHq')Q} ’ (68)

where (67) is due to (64, Young’s inequality, and the assumption that ¢’ <g. Recall that (i) it has
been assumed that N > /71»; (i) ) and X are identically distributed; and (iii) Assumption
holds. We then may continue from (66) and (68) above to obtain

E[F), (X) — Fy, n(X)]

., 0o+ M? Ay A -

<C (qlp_l))\ON-i-C N'(q?_l)E[Hx—XOH;] (69)
., 0o+ M? , Ao -

=C (q,”_l)AON +2C Vg _UE[V:Z/(X)], (70)

for some universal constant ¢’ > 0, where (63) holds as a result of (66), and (70) holds by the
definition of V. In view of the definition of X,
0 ZE[Fy v (X) = Fag.n (X)] = E[Fy (X) + AoV (X) = Fn (X7) = AV (X7)]
=E[Fy(X) + A Vy (X) = F(X") = Ao Vi (x7)]

Fo. 0 LoOREME
> E[F(X)+ AV (X) — F(x*) = AV (x*)] = C'—2 —20" 0 RIV.(x
> E[F(X) 4+ Vg (X) — F(x*) = AoV (x7)] C(q’—l))\ON CN(q’—l) V(%))
., O+ M? A
>E (R) — () — e T o O RmIV.(%
S L v VPV A T R
Note that AV (x*) = 55 - Vy (x*) < £ Tn view of th tion that N > C, @ 0F > ¢ 1
ote that AV (x*) = 35 - Vi (x*) < §. In view of the assumption that N > Cy 25— > Ca sy

where we have utilized the assumption that 0, > 1, R* > 1, and 0 < e <1, and we may as well also
p y

let Cy > 1OCA")7 we can re-arrange the inequality above into the below:

4 A 024+ M? € OntM?
e (RN <E (<t e T < T
SEDVy (R)) < EDoVy ()] + O s < 5+ 0 gy

This inequality, combined with (70), leads to
.y 02+ M? 20" 5 50" oi4M?
E[F (X) - F X)) <’ Z e BLRAGS
[F (%) 2oon (X)) <C (¢ — 1))\0]\[ N(q — 1) 86+ 4 (¢ —1)\N
oy o+ M? L€

1"

= (q—l))\oN 8

(71)

for some universal constant C” > 0, where the last inequality above invokes N > C'Qﬁ > 10" q,il
again. Then, combining (62]) and (71]), after some re-organization, we obtain the first inequality of
this theorem in (24)).

Furthermore, if we invoke Markov’s inequality together with (62)) and (1]), we then obtain (25)
as the second inequality of this theorem. Q.E.D.
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4.2. Proof of large deviations-type, metric entropy-free complexity bounds in Sec-
tion We prove Proposition[I]and Theorem Blin Sections 2.1l and 4.2.2] respectively, making
use of a pillar proposition in Section [4.2.3]

4.2.1. Proof of Proposition [Il The core of the proof is to extend a pillar result (by
Feldman and Vondrak 2019) formally stated in Proposition[2of Section[£.2.3]below, which has been
previously utilized to derive generalization bounds for machine learning algorithms. The canoni-
cal form of this proposition assumes the aforementioned uniform stability (also stated in (II9])),
whose satisfaction currently stipulates a uniform Lipschitz condition; namely, (I4]) should hold for
all possible realizations of the random parameters. In contrast, the extension made in our proof
weakens this stipulation into the condition that (I4]) should hold with high probability. As a result,
Proposition 2] becomes applicable to SAA (3]) in our settings.

We start by introducing a few notations. Let fy,(x,§) := f(x,£) + AV (x) for (x,£) € X x O.
For any given t > 0, denote that

E:={¢€O: M(&) <t} (72)

and that &Y :={€ = (&,...,&y) €O : M(&;) <t, Vj=1,...,N}. Furthermore, we use the following
notations related to a family of (y,..., (5, ..; Cvy C1soees GGy ooy Gy € O
e We denote that ¢y y = ((1,...,¢v) and ¢y = ({],..,¢y); namely, ¢; y is the collection of all
¢; and ¢} y is that of all (/.
e We also denote that

U = (G Gt G Gt oonn C) (73)

for all 7 =1,..., N. With this notation, all but one components of nggv are the same as ¢, y
and the only difference is in the jth component. Namely, by switching the jth component of
¢,y with (7, one obtains C%

[To prove Part (a)]: Our proof is in four steps. Step 1 establishes a Lipschitz-like property of
function fy,(X(-),-), with X(-) defined as in (&) w.r.t. SAA ([B]). Using this property in Step 2, we
construct a surrogate function g and prove that it satisfies all the conditions needed to invoke
Proposition [, with the intention that the resulting inequalities of this proposition on g can infer
those on f,(X(-),-). The necessary correspondence to enable the said inference is proven in Step
3, which establishes the equivalence between g and f,,(X(-),-) when their arguments are within a
set that defines a high-probability event. Step 4 then finally invokes Proposition 2l and collects all

the proceeding steps to prove the desired result.



29

Step 1. Recall the notation of X(-) as defined in (B) w.r.t. SAA (B]). For some v >0 (to be
explicated in (78)), define by d.(¢;,¢,) the Hamming distance between ¢; = (¢;;: j=1,...,N) and
Cy=1((;:7=1,...,N) in the following sense:

N
dy(C1,C) =D 7 LGy #Cay),  for (¢,,¢,) €O (74)
j=1
We would like to first show that

|f>\o Cl N) C)_f/\o( (ClN |<d Cl NaClN) (75)

for all ({1 n, ¢ n:C) € EN x EY x &; that is, when ( € &, the function fy,(X(),¢) is Lipschitz
continuous on &Y w.r.t. the hamming distance defined in (74). This is an important property to
facilitate us in constructing the aforementioned surrogate function g.

To show ([T5), we first observe the below for all j=1,...,N, and all (¢, y,C) n) €EN x EN:

2

_Zf)\o C1 N <j) Jif on (N(Cl N)agj)

Jj=

on (X Cl N ) Z on (;((C/ljv)agj) - on (SE(CLN)aCj)

Z Fro (R(S1n):65) —

Gi#CG N Ji¢i=¢; N
Cl N) C] f 0 i(Cl,N)?Ci f 0 (Cl N) C f 0 (Cl,N)?C&
Z )N 2o ( ) s b (% )N 2o (X )
G#CG 3165 #¢;
f>\o (Cl N)< f)xo (Cl,N)aCJ/' on SE(CILN%@ _f)\o i(Cl,N))(j
Ly ) PuGEn.G) , S )t )
3: G #C G ¢ =¢}
f>\o SE(CII,N%@ _f)\o i(Cl,N))(j f)xo (Cl N) C f)\o (Cl,N)ag
- ( )N ( ) 3 (% )N (X ;)
3165 #¢; j'CﬂéC’
+ Z f/\o (CIN) C)Nf/\o( (Cl N) + Z f/\o (Cl N) C)Nf/\o( (ClN)?C;)
3: G5 #C 3:¢5=¢;
_ Z f/\o (ﬁ(c/lN%C])]:[f)\o (i(CLN)?Cj) . Z f/\o( (Cl N) C)Nf/\o( (ClN)7CJ/)
3: G #C] 3: G #C]

NZf/\o ClN NZf/\o ClN

—on( (Cl,N)?gj) . Z on( (CIN) C) f/\o( (CLN)’G)

_ N _ N ’
3: G #C] 3: G #C]

-y on( (€in)G)

(76)

where ([76) is due to the fact that X(¢} y), by definition, minimizes N~ [Zi\;l Do (,QJ’)] over the

feasible region X.
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Invoking Assumption Bl (a) (and noting that ¢’ < ¢) and the Lipschitz condition of V; (as shown
in (I38) of Appendix [Al for completeness), we further obtain

N
T3 o (}(¢w) ) - me %(C1):G)

j=1

(M(6) £ M(G) + 2Dy [5G -6l G AG)

2 (t+XDy) - IX(Cn) X )l o=,
N 'Z;]I(Cj7é<j)7 (77)

where the last inequality is due to the assumption that (¢; y,¢h n) €& x &Y.

Note that Vi (x) := 3|x — x°||2, with ¢’ € (1,2] is (¢’ — 1)-strongly convex w.r.t. the ¢-
norm (Ben-Tal et all 2001) in the sense of (I33) in Appendix [Al Thus, if we additionally
invoke Assumption 4 and the definition of X(-) we have 0 < Aq - ‘1/—2_1 1%(¢1n) —%(¢y N)| , <
%Z;\;f/\o (x(¢in) G) — ;Zjvlf,\o (X(¢1.v),¢;)- Combining this with (77), we obtain

IR(CH2) = Z(C )], < o -0 (¢ # ). Let

_ 4- (t+ AODq’)2

NN (g —1) (")
Thus, for ¢ € &, we have
’f/\o (§(C1 N) C) - f/\o (i(C'l N) C)‘ < (t + )‘Dq’) ' H;{(C;N) - i(Cl,N) q
I Zﬂ £ =73 UG # ) =y (G o), (79)

_N Ao (

=1

which proves the desired result in Step 1.

Step 2. Define the aforementioned surrogate function g: ©Y x © — R as

g(Cl,N? C) = min {2Dq’ ' ()‘ODq’ + t)a
1(¢e&): inf { £ K200+, (G 2) + Dy Dy +1) = f, <>}} . (80)

Below, we would like to show that Proposition 2] applies to g, using the result from Step 1. To that
end, we will verify that g satisfies the conditions for the said proposition.

Step 2.1. We would like to first show that the following inequality holds for every j=1,.... N
and for all ({y,...,¢n, (], ..., () €OV (€ O:

19(¢1x Q) = 9(CN, O <, (81)
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where we recall the definition of ¢ 573\, (as well as its relations with ¢, y and ¢}) as in (Z3) and 7 is
defined as in (78).

To that end, we first observe that ({9) immediately implies the below, for every j=1,..., N and
for all (¢, ¢}, C) €EN x & x &, with ¢V defined as in (T3):

[0 (€10).0) + Dy (D )= )
[0 (X(€0)1€) + Dy (AeDy +8) = fa(x7,0)]| <7 (82)

By the same Lipschitz extension argument as in(Combes (2015) (Section 3.2 therein, which invokes

results by IMcShane 11934), we have that (82]) leads to:

inf {fko(x(z%C) +Dq’ : ()‘ODQ’ +t) - fko(X*7C) +dV(C1,N7z)}

zeEtN

- ian {fko(x(z%C) +Dq’ ’ ()‘ODQ’ +t) - fko(X*7C) +dV(C§];3\/7z)} <7

z€E;

V(Cl,N,Q—,C) coVxOx&,Vji=1,..,N,

which further leads to

L(Ce&) zlef;fN {fAO(X(z),C) + Dy - (MDy +1) = f1,(x7,C) +dv(C1,Naz)}

—]1((65,5)- in {on(X(z)><)+Dq"(AODQ'_‘_t)_on(X*aC)_{_d’Y( gj,g\faz)} <7, (83)

zeEtN

for every (¢, n,¢},¢) €OY x© x O and all j=1,...,N. Comparing (83) with the definition of ¢ in
(B0), we know that the desired relationship in (8I]) holds.

Step 2.2. We would like to secondly show that the range of g obey g(-,-) € [0, 2Dy (t + AoDy)].
To that end, we first observe that the upper bound to the range is evident by the definition
of g. To prove the lower bound (namely, non-negativity of g), we observe that, for any x € X,
when ¢ € &, then Assumption [l (a) implies that |fy,(x,() — fr, (X", Q)| < (t+ XDy) - [|[x —x* || <
(t4+XoDy) Dy = 0< fr,(x,() + (t+ XoDy) - Dy — fr,(x*,() = g(-,¢) > 0. Meanwhile, in the
case where ( ¢ &, we have g(-,{) =0. Combining both cases, we have established that the range
of g(+,-) meets the desired criteria. Steps 2.1 and 2.2 together have now verified all the conditions
needed to apply Proposition 21

Step 3. In this step, we will show that g(-,-), as defined in (80) is equivalent to f\, (X(-),-)

everywhere on £V x © in the sense that the identity below holds:

9(Cin: Q) =LCEE)  [Fao(x(€1,n),€) + Dy - (AoDy +1) = fro (x5 Q)] 5 V(€1 ¢) €N x O, (84)
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This ensures that, when Proposition 2 is invoked on g, the implications will infer the desired results
for fy, (X(),-). To that end, we will consider two complementary cases: ¢ ¢ &; or ¢ € &,.

Step 3.1. We first observe that (84) holds trivially for the case of ¢ ¢ &,.

Step 3.2. We consider the case of ( € & below. Observe that due to (@), f\,(X(z),¢) +
dy (x> %) = fao (X(Cy ), Q) for any (¢, y,z) € EYN x EN. Thus, it holds that

nﬁ{ho 2),0) +dy (o n: 2)} = Fro(X(Cn)s Q)5 Vi w € EN.
<<e€t : mf {fAO 2),¢) +d,(C ns2) + Dy - (NDy +1) = fro (x*,0) }
<<e&»[ﬁ4 (Cin)s Q) + Dy - (ADy +1) = fro (x7,0)] s V¢ v €EY. (85)
Meanwhile, in the same case of ¢ € £, Assumption [l (a) implies that, for every x € X', we have

[F30(%,€) = Fro (X5 O < (E+X0Dy) - [x = X7l < (E+ ADy) - Dy = 2(t+ AoDyr) = fr (%, Q) + (£ +
XoDy) Dy — fr,(x*,¢). This immediately leads to

2(t+XDy) > 1(CEE)  [frg(3,C) + (t+XNDy) - Dy — fro (X5, 0], V(x,0) € X x &, (86)

Therefore, in the case for ¢ € & of our consideration, for any (¢ y) € &,

[]l(C €&)- inf {fxo(ﬁ(Z),C) +d’y(C1,N7z) + Dy - (MNDy +1) — f/\o(X*ao}] }

zEt

= min {mq, oDy +1), [1CEE) { Sro®(G1):Q) + Dy (oD +8) = fro (", ) | }
B &) {Fu®(Cin) O+ Dy (AoDy +8) = fi ("0

which is immediately the desired equality in (84]) for the case of ( € &;.
Combining Steps 3.1 and 3.2, we have the desired result of Step 3.
Step 4. We are now ready to apply Proposition[2lon g. Steps 1 and 2 have verified the conditions

for the said proposition, which then immediately implies that

N
Eelg 511\/»5 Z 511\/’@ >CAW(75)]§§, (87)

where ¢ is some universal constant, &, y = (&1,...,6n) € O collects N-many ii.d. copies of &, 7 is

defined as in (78), and A, (¢) is a short-hand notation defined as

N \/Dg,()\qu/ +)2

A, (t):=yInN- IHF I, In(2/8). (88)
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This combined with Eq. (84) in Step 3 leads to the following for X :=X(&, y):
P B [0 (R.6) — (67, €0} L€ € ED] < 00 0)

2P _EE {20 (68) = fr (X5 -1 e &) <c- Ay (1), & v € gN]

j=1

>P E&[{fko(§7§)_f>\o( 75)} ]1 56& Zon ng) Non( a§J)< cA () 51,N€5tN]
_ (89)

Ee[[f30(%,€) = fao (x7,6)] - L(E € &)

__ZfAOXEJ — &5 E)] -1 eé)| <c

A,(t), & v € 5tN] (90)

|
|

Ef[f,\oxf‘f‘p (AoDy +1) = oy (x",6)] - 1 € E)]

N
Zf)\o ng +D (AODq’_{'t)_on(X*an)]']l(gjth) <c

Jj=1

A’Y“)) El,N € gtN]

ZIH

IE

Elg(€13-6)] — 1 D 96w §)| <

J

A’Y“)) El,N € gtN]

>1-P [ Belg€n:O) — 3 D 0(En:6)| 2 ¢ Av<t>] - Pl ¢ & (91)
g ip gj ¢ gt (92)

where (R9)) is due to %Zj\;l[ﬁo(ﬁ,@) — fro(x,€;)] £0, by the definition of X :=Xx(&§, ), (@0)
employs the fact that & y € &Y =& €& forall j=1,..., N, and (@) is due to the combination
of the union bound and the De Morgan’s law.

Below, we will invoke several observations to simplify the probability bound in (02)) into the

desired results. Firstly, we observe that

Ee{[f0(%,6) = f1o (", )] LE € E)} =Ee | £1, (%) = fr(x",§)| § € &] - Plg e &)
=E¢ [£30(%:8) = fro (X", )] ~Ee | fro (%) = Hro(x", )| ¢ &] -Ple £ &1,
=Fy (%) — Py (x) — B¢ | o (R,6) — o, (x,6)| € £ & -PlE £ €1, (93)

where we may achieve further explication of the second term by invoking (i) Assumption [l (a), (ii)

the choice of pararameter that ¢’ <g¢, and (iii) the definition of D:

Ee | fra(%:) = oo (X" )| € £ &) -PlE ¢ E] <Ee [ Dy - M(&)| M(€) > ] - PIM(€) > 1],
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Here, we introduce a short-hand Z(§) := M (&) - 1(M(§) > t), which is a non-negative random

variable. We may continue from the above to obtain:
Be [ Fu(%8) (6| €26 Ple ¢ <Dy B2 =Dy - [ Pl2(0) > lds
0
—Dq,-/ P [M(g)-]l(M(g) >t) > s} ds—Dq,/ P [M(g) 25} ds
0 t
o P , p
Spq,/ Vg Do Yur (94)
. SP p—1 tr=t
where the first inequality in Eq. ([@4]) is due to Markov’s inequality under Assumption [l (b).
Invoking (i) Equations (33) and (@4), (ii) the choice of parameter such that R* > max{1,D} },
(iii) the relationship that -V (x*) = 2R* 757+ Vo (x*) < 5, (iv) the definition of F) , and (v) for every
j=1,...,N, the fact that P[¢; ¢ &] < < MM o any given ¢t >0 (which is due to Markov’s inequality
under Assumption [B5l(b)), we can re-organize (92) into the below:

Dq’ 1/};;\7/[
p—1 =V’

Fx) - F(x") - i SE(X) = F(X7) = AV (X7) < Fy (%) = Fi (x7) < - Ay () + (95)

with probability at least

N
B_Nyi
= Pl 2 &) S

MIQ

Jj=1

Here, we recall that A, (-) is defined as in (88).

1/
Recall that Ay = 55 and 7 is chosen as in ([78). We may as well let ¢ = (%) p¢M in ([@3) to
achieve
N 2N D B\
_ <c R
F®) - Flx) < A(( 2N wM>+ (35) +erd
~ 1/p 2
* 2N
oo () o]
< -InN -In —
N-e-(¢—1)

1/p 2
oy o (3)" 0]
N

~

+C In(2/8) +

1-1/p
<2€V> +e€/4,

for some universal constant C > 0, with probability at least 1 — 3. Re-organizing the above in view
of e € (0,1] and the specified choice of parameter A\, we obtain the desired in Part (a).

[To prove Part (b)]: The proof argument is exactly the same as that for Part (a), except that the
inequalities used starting from (@4]) vary due to the assumption of light-tailed-ness (Assumption

[6l(b)). More specifically, ([94]) should be modified into
Be [ £(&.6) — (9| €26 Ple g &1 =Dy [ PIM(©) > shis
<D, / exp <——> ds <Dy -exp(—t/p). (96)
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where the first inequality in (@) is the direct result of Assumption[@l(b). Then, the same argument
as in obtaining (95]) implies that

F(R) = F(x") = 7 SeAy () +¢- Dy -exp(—t/9), (97)

with probability at least 1 — £ — N exp(—t/¢). Here, we recall again that A, (-) is as defined in (88).
We may as well let ¢ := pIn(2N/3) in ([@1). After re-organizing the above based on the assumption
that R* >D?, we then immediately obtain that P[F'(X) — F(x*) <¢] > 1 — 3 holds when

[p-In(2N/B)]* <R* ‘In N -1In(2N/pB)
€2 qg—1

N>C'- +D§,-ln(2/5)>+6’-2)q/-%ﬂ.
for some universal constant C’ > 0. This can then be further simplified into the desired for Part
(b) by further noting that N >3 (such that InN >1), ¢ > 1, R* > max{1,D;’}, 8 € (0, 1), and
e€ (0, 1].

[To show Part (c)]: The proof is closely similar to that for Part (b), except that (@) should be

modified into the below:

B 1 %6~ S ()¢ 6] Pl gl = [T PM© 2 s <Dy [T e (<35 ) as.
(99

Observe that, by some simple algebra,

/too exp (—%) ds = “”\ferfc (é) : (99)

where erfc(-) is the complementary error function associated with a standard Gaussian distribution.

By the well known inequality that erfc <£> < 2exp(—t?/p?) as per, e.g., [Chiani et all (2003), we
can utilize the above in the same argument as in (7)) to obtain the below:

F(R) = F(x7) = 7 < ey () + ov/T- Dy -exp(—t/¢?), (100)

with probability at least 1 — £ — N exp(—t2/¢?). If we let t = ¢/In(2N/B) in (I00), we can obtain
the desired result in Part (c) after re-organization and simplification based on the observation that

N >3 (such that InN >1), ¢ > 1, R* >max{1,D;’}, B€ (0, 1), and e< (0, 1]. Q.E.D.

4.2.2. Proof of Theorem [Bl This current theorem is to explicate the sample requirement
in Proposition [l More specifically, the said proposition requires that the sample size N should be
greater than some poly-logarithmic function of IV, leading to implicit sample complexity estimates.
In achieving explication, both parts of this theorem are proven in two steps. In Step 1, we find
“coarse” sample complexity bounds in the format of the below: whenever N > N , for some N

independent from N, SAA (8] provably achieves the desired efficacy. Then, in Step 2, we show that
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the sample complexity bounds in Proposition [l can be reduced to requiring N to be greater than
some poly-logarithmic functions of N (substituting “poly-logarithmic of N” by “poly-logarithmic
of N” in the original error bounds from the said proposition). Then immediately follow the claimed
explicit results.

Our proof employs the following notations: For any x € X', we let f,(-,&) := f(x,£) + A Vy (%),
define F\, y(x) := Zjvzl Fr(x,€;), and denote F),(x) := F(x) + X\Vy/(x), throughout this proof.
Also let

X3, € argergin Fy, (x).

[To show Part (a)]: Our proof has two steps as mentioned: Step 1 derives a coarse sample
complexity bound based on the result by Theorem 2} then, Step 2 combines this coarse bound with
Proposition [Il to obtain the desired result.

Step 1. Under Assumption [6l(a), it is well-known that sup,. ||V f(x,8)|, < M (&) for p =
q/(g—1) and all £ € ©. Here, ¢ is defined as in Assumption [0l (a). This combined with Assumption
[6l(b) implies that, for all £ >0 and all x € X', we have P [HVf(x, Ellp Zt] <exp(—t/p). Thus, if
we let T'(+) denote the gamma function (namely, I'(z) = [~ t*~'e~*dt for z € R;.), we have, for all

xeX:
BV 012 = [ PIIVAx 22 1] d

—2/ ]P’[HVf(x,{)szs]-sds§2'/ exp <—£> -sds—2'/ prexp(—s') s’ ds'
0 0 ' 0
=2-¢* T (2) < Cy?, (101)

for some universal constant C > 0.

Note that E [[|[Vf(x,8)[2] > [[E[V f(x,)] 2 = [VF(x)||Z. This combined with (I0I) then also
implies that |[VF(x)|? < Cy®. Thus, it must hold that E[|VF(x) — Vf(x,¢)[2] < 4C¢?. Thus,
we can invoke Theorem ] (where we may let £, M?, and o7 therein to be zero, C?, and 4C 2,

respectively) to obtain:

alR* (’02 .

Prob |F(X)— F(x")<e|>1-p8, if N>

for some universal constant C’ > 0.
Step 2. Below, we will show the desired result by considering two different cases when comparing
the sample requirement in (I02) and that in Proposition [l (b):
Case 1. Consider the case where
2.InN; - In®(N; /8)

N N . « P
N2 Nee= O R =5

(103)
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In this case, there are two scenarios to study as the below:

Scenario 1.1. Let Nl > N. Whenever N > C,- R*- W’ it must hold that

©?-InN-1In®*(N/pB)
(¢ —1)
Then, based on Proposition [l (b), we have Prob [F(ﬁ) —F(x*) < e} >1-p.
Scenario 1.2. Alternatively, let N > N,. Then the outcome of Step 1 as in ([I02) ensures

Prob |F(X)— F(x*) <e| >1-0.

Case 2. Consider the case where Nl < NQ. Thus, whenever N > NQ, it must hold that N > Nl.
Then, the result of Step 1 as in (I02)) ensures that Prob [F(ﬁ) —F(x*) < e} >1-p.

Combining both Cases 1 and 2 above and invoking the definition of N, as in ([I03), we have the

N>C, R - (104)

desired result after some simplification.

[To show Part (b)]: Again, our proofs are in two steps: Step 1 provides two coarse sample
complexity bounds, among which the first bound is a direct counterpart to that of Part (a); Step
2 of this proof then follows the same argument as the second step of Part (a) to show the desired
result.

Step 1. This step derives two “coarse bounds” for the sample complexity.

Step 1.1. To derive the first “coarse bound” under Assumption [{, we first notice that, with
p=4¢q/(qg—1), it holds that sup,c, [|Vf(x,)|, < M(§). Thus, for all x e X

2

PIVf(x,&)|2>t] <exp <_<,0i> , forall t>0. (105)

Here, ¢ is defined as in Assumption [7l(a). Correspondingly, following a closely similar argument as

in Step 1 for Part (a), we observe that
oo o0 t
BV O] = [ PIVIxOR 2 d< [ ew (—;) ds=¢*  (106)
0 0

Consequently, [|[VF (x)[12 = [|E [V f(x, 9] |2 <E[[|Vf(x,€)]2] <. As aresult, we can invoke The-
orem [2] (where we may let both o2 and M? therein to be ¢?, and we also let £=0) to obtain

al/R* (’;2
q — 1 ,362 ’

for some universal constant C” > 0. This is the first “coarse bound” as desired.

Prob [F(ﬁ) ~F(x*) < e} >1-8, ifN> (107)

Step 1.2. Now, to derive the second “coarse bound”, we notice that, under Assumption [, the

same argument as for (I00)) leads to, for all ¢ >0, all x € X, and 75 :=max{2, 2In(1/5)},

2
=

T 5
P[||Vf(x,6)|;° >t] <exp (_tgﬁ ) , for all ¢ >0. (108)
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Consequently, if we recall that I'() is the gamma function, we have

dE[|Vf(x9I%5] <E[IIVF(x.)l:"] = / TPV 2] dt

7B - t r5/2—1
<55 ) el
T2 /0 exp( 902>

_Ts Tﬂ.p(T_ﬁ)<3ﬂ.<T_ﬁ)Tﬁ/z. s 1
@ 5) <5 (3 @, (109)
where the last inequality is due to I'(x) < 3z” for all z > 0.5. Additionally because 75 > 2,

IV £(x,8)]| 75 < Cdrsep, (110)

for some universal constant C > 0.
In view of the fact that 75 > 2 again, it holds that E [|Vf(x,€)[7] > [E[Vf(x,8)][7 =
IVF(x)||75. This combined with (II0) then also implies that

IVE)l|7 < Cdrgep. (111)
By almost the same argument based on (I09), it also holds that
Crap 2 E (V.6 ] 2 IE[V £ (. )] I = IV E ()l (112)

By (¢’ — 1)-strong convexity of V,; (w.r.t. the ¢’-norm) in the sense of (I33) in Appendix [A]

Assumption [, as well as the definition of x} , in the beginning of this proof, we know that

o~ * * ~ * >\ : (ql - 1) ~ *
0>Fy n(X) = Fag v (x3,) = (VFy n(X5,), X—X3,) + Of %= x5, 1%
* * < * >\0 ) (ql B 1) P * 2 * P *

:<VF)\O;N(X)\0) - VF}‘O(XA())7 X = X)\0> + f ’ ”X - X)\O ”ql + <VF)\O (X)\())7 X = X)\0>
2<VF)‘O)N(X>\()) - VFXO(XA0)7 X = X)\0> + Of ' ”X - X)\O ”3/7 (113)
where (I13) is due to the definition of X3, By invoking Holder’s inequality, it holds, for ¢’ < g, that

~ . 2 . .
1% — x5, o Sm“VFAo,N(XAO) — V5 (x3,)lp (114)
2 * *

§m d-||VEFy n(X3,) = VEy (X3) |75 (115)

Observe that
Pl[VF,n(x3,) = V(33 [l 2 t] = P[[VEy w(X3,) = VE (33,17, = ]

T TB

vemmal  [[Vfr0 (x50, €) = VEA () e | _ [ Va0 (63, Ollms + IV EN (5,
B t\/Tﬂfl-N B t1/Tgl-N

_ 5
- QCdTg'f’gp |
—\ t-V/N
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for some universal constant C' > 0, where the last inequality is due to ([I0) and (III). This,

combined with (II%]), then leads to, for some universal constant C' >0,

= 3e ~ d4<,047'§ 1
P —x3 |l < — >1- if N>C'- . . 11
[N SH [P e B, it N2C X2 (¢ —1)2 g (116)
This combined with (I12]) implies that, with probability at least 1 — 3,
-~ * o~ o~ * o~ = * -~ o~ * 36
FR) - F(3,) <(VFE), X =x35,) < IVE&)ll, - % =35, lg < Omslx =35, llg < 7. (117)

Since A\g = g5z with R* >D? > 2V, (x) for all x € X, it must hold that \Vy/(x) < { for all x € X.

As a result, we have F(x3} ) < F(x5) + Ao - Vo (x5,) < Fio (x7) = F(X*) + Ao - Vi (x*) < F(x*) + 5.
This combined with (II7) and the fact that 75 := max{2, 2In(1/8)} implies that

d*p*max{1, In’(1/B8)}
et (¢—-1)2

P[F(X)—F(x*)<¢>1-4, if N>C"(R")?- (118)

for some universal constant C” > 0.
Step 2. We may now invoke the same argument as in Step 2 of the proof for Part (a), except

that now we let

S —mmd B9 s (R)?- d'¢" max{1, In"(1/5)}
et (¢ — 1)
N . * <p2 1nN1~1n2(ﬁ1/5) . . . . .
and Ny :=C5 - R*- % - — Also different from Part (a) of this proof in this analysis, we
invoke Proposition [Il(c) instead of Proposition [l (b). Then, we obtain the desired result for Part

(b) of Theorem [3] after some re-organization and simplification. Q.E.D.

4.2.3. Useful lemmata for Proposition [

PROPOSITION 2. Let 3 € (0,1) be any scalar. Let A : ON x © — [0,U] be a meau-
rable and deterministic function for some U > 0. Denote that &, y = (&1,...,6n) and 5573\, =
(&1, &5-1,8, 85115 -, En); that s, the two vectors are different only in the jth entry. For a given

v >0, assume that
A& v ) — AT O <7, V(& €0 €OV xOx O, j=1,.,N. (119)

Then, it holds that

N

EA(E O 1 D0 Al &)

j=1

P

2c<vlnN-1n%+U- ln(]lv/ﬁ)” <B, (120)

for some universal constant ¢ > 0.

Proof. This is an immediate result of Theorem 1.1 by [Feldman and Vondrak (2019). Q.E.D.
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4.3. Proof of sample complexity beyond Lipschitz conditions in Section[3.3l Sections

4311 and [4.3.2] present the proofs for Theorems [ and [, respectively, utilizing two lemmata from
Appendix Bl

4.3.1. Proof of Theorem M. To show the first part of this theorem, we first observe that
Eq. (2] is an immediate result of (4I]) due to Markov’s inequality. Below, we prove (@Il). By the

definition of solution X in solving SAA (2)) and Assumption [§ w.r.t. the g-norm, we have
0>Fy(X) — Fn(x") (121)

>(VEy(x), R =x") + 5[l “XG =N oR(G), as

=(VFy(x") - VF(x"),x—x")+(VF(x"),x—x") + g - |Ix* —in - N Zm(fj).

By the fact that x* minimizes F', which is differentiable, we have (VF(x*), X —x*) > 0. We thus

may continue from the above to obtain:
I N
B =R < ~(VEy(x) - VE(C), R=x) + N Y k(E),  as. (122)
j=1

Taking expectations on both sides and noting that E[N~! Zj\;l k(&;)] =0, we have
% E[|lx* —x[2] < —E[(VFn(x*) = VF(x*), X —x")]. (123)

Now we observe the following general relationships for any pair of d-dimensional random vectors
u=(u;) € R and v e R%. Let (p,q,n) be any tuple of numbers such that p~*+n~'=1,p>1,q€
[1,n],n € (1, 2]. Then, by Hélder’s and Young’s inequalities, for any given scalar b > 0, it holds
that

2/n
b 1 1
E[(u,v)] <[luflzn - [[v]lrr < 2|!11Hm !VHLp = (ZE Jui | ) + Z—bHVHip

b d 2/n ) ) .
< Pk <;|“i|n> + 55 lIvlize = SE [l[ull;] + 57 IIvIZe (124)
b 1

where the inequality in (I24)) is due to the fact that (-)*7 is convex as 2/n > 1. Combining this
observation with (I23) immediately leads to:

I * 1 * * Hois *
5 Bl ~ R BV ENG) = VO] + E [ 1R =71

=E[lx" - Xl < %E[HVFN(X*) = VEE)|Lo)- (126)
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By Lemma [l in Section Bl since 2 < p < oo,

2/p
IVFy(x") = VE(x")|1, = (ZE ViFn(x") — ViF(x *)lp]>

d 2/p
= (Z 9.5 (x") —vl-F<x*>||Lp]p)

i=1

d e Ay
g((éW)pZ[uw 6) ~ ViF(x *)M”) <y

=1 N
(127)
for some universal constant C' > 0. We may then continue from (I26) to obtain
NP Cp
E[|lx" —x[g] < EN , (128)

for some universal constant C' > 0, which immediately leads to the desired result in (41)) (and thus
the first part of the theorem).

To show (3] in the second part of the theorem, we may continue from ([I22]) (where we note
that x(&;) =0 for all j, a.s., under the assumption of this part of the theorem), as well as Holder’s

and Young’s inequalities, to obtain:
22 < 4 VEy(x") — VF(x*)|? 129
[x" =X < MQH N(X) = VE()|;, as. (129)

Now, we can invoke Lemma [2] and Assumption 8l (b) w.r.t. the p-norm to obtain, for any ¢ >0

Prob[|V Fy (x*) — VF(x")|? > 1] < <5wp\/%>p

for some universal constant C' > 0. This combined with (I29) implies that

Pz M s [P\
Prob |:HX -x|2< E} >1- <C'Qj}p m) , (130)

which evidently leads to the desired result in ([43]) after some simple re-organization. Q.E.D.

4.3.2. Proof of Theorem[5l Observe that SAA (B]) can be viewed as the SAA (2)) formulation
to an SP problem of the below:

min F'(x) + X\ Vy (x). (131)

xXEX
Denote by y the optimal solution to this new SP problem. It must hold that

F(y) + MV (v) S FG) 4 AV () = F) + g Vo () SF(x) e (182)
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where we recall that x* denotes the optimal solution to the SP problem (II). Therefore, y is an

e-suboptimal solution to the original SP problem in (Il). As a result, Assumption [0 implies that

[{3 30

Assumption [8(b) holds at y, an optimal solution of (I31]), with the same constant ,. Here, “x
in Assumption [8l(b) should be equal to y for this current proof.

Meanwhile, by Assumption @ and the (¢’ — 1)-strong convexity of V; w.r.t. the ¢-norm in the
sense of (I33) in Appendix[Al (Ben-Tal et al|2001), we know that the objective function of SAA (B
must be \y(¢’ — 1)-strongly convex. Therefore, the SP problem in (I3I)) admits a unique solution

y and Assumption Bl(a) holds with modulus p:= A\o(¢' — 1) = 55 (¢’ — 1) w.r.t. the ¢’-norm for

k(-) =0. Again, “x*” in Assumption Bl (a) should be equal to y for this current proof.

In view of the above, we may invoke Eq. (Il of Theorem [} treating (I31]) as the target SP
problem and treating SAA (3]) as the corresponding SAA (2]) formulation, whose optimal solution
is denoted by X. The result of Theorem [ then implies that

Cpy2  C'p(R)? -4
Mg =120 (g =12’

E[% -yl <v, if N>

for some universal constants 6’, C’ >0 and any given ¥ > 0. Combining this with (I32)—that is,
y must be an e-suboptimal solution to the original SP problem in (I)— we immediately have the
desired result in Eq. (44).

Similarly, the result in Eq. ([45]) holds as a result of (@3] from Theorem[d Q.E.D.

5. Conclusion. This paper revisits the sample complexity bounds for SAA in both strongly
convex and general convex SP problems. Under regularity conditions that are common to (if not
weaker than) the literature, our findings show, perhaps for the first time, that SAA achieves sam-
ple complexity rates completely free from any metric entropy terms. This represents a significant
deviation from the benchmark results where the inclusion of those metric entropy terms has been
seemingly inevitable. Generally, as these terms elevate the dependence of the sample requirement
on the problem dimensionality, our newly established sample complexity bounds are less sensitive
to the increase of dimensionality compared to the state-of-the-art results in many scenarios. In par-
ticular, under the common assumptions for the SMD methods, an mainstream alternative solution
approach to SP, part of our results provides the first revelation that SAA and the canonical SMD
entail identical sample efficiency, closing a seemingly persistent theoretical gap of the order O(d)
between these two methods. Furthermore, we also identify some non-Lipschitzan cases where SAA
can be shown to retain effectiveness but, in contrast, the results for SMD are currently unavailable

to our knowledge.
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A. Appendix: Some useful properties of V; in Eq ([B). We discuss some properties of
Vi for ¢’ € (1,2] in this section. Note that this function is differentiable and (¢’ — 1)-strongly convex
w.r.t. the ¢’-norm, according to Ben-Tal et al. (2001). Therefore,

!

—1
‘G’(Xl) - ‘G/(Xg) - <V‘/;1/(X2), X1 — X2> Z 4 ”X1 —Xg”i/, Vxl, Xo € X. (133)

As a result of (I33)), when Fy(-) is convex, F\, y(-) is also (¢’ — 1)-strongly convex w.r.t.the
same norm. Then, if we recall that X denotes the minimizer of F, y on X, we have the following
inequality:

/

Fryn(x) = Py v (%) > 1=

1 -
[x—x[%, VxeX.

Another important property of V,, is its Lipschitz continuity under mild conditions. To see this,

one may observe that, for any (x, x°) € X2, the below holds with o=¢'/(¢' —1):

IVVy ()1,

d 1/e
= ||x —x° (Z z; — 2" (q1)9>

=1
d (d-1/d
=|lx—x° (Z |z — z7]) )
=1
= [lx ="l (134)

Thus, when the ¢-norm diameter of the feasible region is bounded by D, we can tell that V,, is

Lipschitz continuous in the following sense:
Vo (%) = Vo) <Dy - x=ylly, VX yeX. (135)

B. Additional lemmata

LEMMA 1. Let p €[2,00). Denote by &;,....,ENER an i.i.d. sequence of random variables with
E[¢1]=0. Then HN*1 Zj\;l &Nl <C-VpN=1- &, for some universal constant C > 0.
Lp

Proof of Lemmalll This lemma is largely based on the proof embedded in Proposition 1 by

Oliveira and Thompson (2023). By Marcinkiewicz’ inequality, for some universal constant C' > 0,

N
> &

j=1

1/2

<N7'C-/p

N
j=1

N
SN S (8]

Lpr/2

N
=NT'C-Vp [ D & =C- V- N[l (136)
j=1

Lp

as desired. Q.E.D.
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LEMMA 2. Letp€[2,00). Denote by vy,...,vy€R? an i.i.d. sequence of d-dimensional random
vectors with Elv,] = 0. Then, for any t >0, it holds that
2

p
Prob 2t <(C Ml f2:)
p

Nﬁlzvj

Jj=1

| N

for some universal constant C>0.

Proof of Lemmal2. The proof slightly strengthens that of Proposition 1 by
Oliveira and Thompson (2023) and is a quick result of the Markov’s inequality.

Let v;; be the ith component of v;. Then, it holds, for any ¢ > 0, that

2 p\ 2/p
>t| =Prob (Z ) >t

p

d 1N P d N-15N P 4
Markov’s E Zi:l N Zj:l Vij Zi:l Zj:l Uij o Lemma[l ~ P P
= 72 - 72 = z; O\ wgllvaler

P d P
~ p ~ p
= (0-ywr) Dttt = (E-/55) it (137)

for some universal constant C' > 0, which immediately leads to the desired result. Q.E.D.

Prob

N71 ZVJ'

Jj=1

N71 Z’Uij

J=1

| N
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