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MULTILEVEL MONTE CARLO IN SAMPLE AVERAGE APPROXIMATION:

CONVERGENCE, COMPLEXITY AND APPLICATION

DEVANG SINHA * SIDDHARTHA P. CHAKRABARTY
†

Abstract

In this paper, we examine the Sample Average Approximation (SAA) procedure within

a framework where the Monte Carlo estimator of the expectation is biased. We also intro-

duce Multilevel Monte Carlo (MLMC) in the SAA setup to enhance the computational

efficiency of solving optimization problems. In this context, we conduct a thorough analy-

sis, exploiting Cramér’s large deviation theory, to establish uniform convergence, quantify

the convergence rate, and determine the sample complexity for both standard Monte Carlo

and MLMC paradigms. Additionally, we perform a root-mean-squared error analysis uti-

lizing tools from empirical process theory to derive sample complexity without relying on

the finite moment condition typically required for uniform convergence results. Finally,

we validate our findings and demonstrate the advantages of the MLMC estimator through

numerical examples, estimating Conditional Value-at-Risk (CVaR) in the Geometric Brow-

nian Motion and nested expectation framework.

Keywords: Sample Average Approximation, Multilevel Monte Carlo, Complexity, CVaR

1 INTRODUCTION

The Sample Average Approximation (SAA) method is a numerical algorithm grounded in Monte

Carlo principles, designed to address optimization problems, where the input data is uncertain. Specifi-

cally, it targets approximating the optimal solution for optimization problems, formulated as follows:

min
x∈X

{F (x) := E[f(x, ζ)]} (1)

Here, X ⊆ R
d is assumed to be a finite-dimensional compact set, and f(·, ζ) denotes the cost

function, with ζ being a random vector. Typically, this optimization doesn’t lend itself to analytical

solutions, necessitating a Monte Carlo-based approach for approximation. The SAA method, known for

its simplicity and robustness, has become a preferred tool among practitioners. SAA operates by solving

an approximation of the original problem, defined as:

min
x∈X

{

FN (x) :=
1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζk)

}

(2)

where, ζ1, . . . , ζN represent independent and identically distributed (i.i.d) samples of the random vector

ζ , drawn from its distribution. Extensive literature has documented the convergence of the approximate

solution to the optimal one, with numerous references discussing the convergence and providing com-

prehensive surveys on SAA. In this domain the seminal work by in [1] demonstrated that if f(·, ζ) is
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Lipschitz continuous, SAA requires a computational complexity of O((d + γ)ǫ−2 log(ǫ−1)) to achieve

an ǫ-optimal solution with probability ǫγ , for some γ > 0. Similar results were obtained for constrained

stochastic programs and two-stage stochastic optimization problems in subsequent studies [2].

However, existing studies inherently assumed that the Monte Carlo estimator is unbiased i.e.

E

[

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζk)

]

= F (x) ∀ x ∈ X .

This paper explores the impact on the computational complexity of the SAA procedure due to bias

introduced in the estimator while sampling the random variable from its approximate distribution. The

primary motivation for studying the SAA in the biased framework bears testimony to the fact that in most

practical scenarios, the sampling of the random variable from its exact distribution is not always possible.

For example, portfolio selection problems in finance [3], robust supervised learning in computer vision

and speech recognition [4], reinforcement learning in policy evaluation [4], all belong to a class of

conditional stochastic optimization problem, defined as,

min
x∈X

{

F (x) := Eζ

[

f

(

Eη|ζ [gη(x, ζ)]

)]}

. (3)

In the above setup, approximating the inner expectation using a Monte Carlo procedure introduces a

bias in estimating the expectation. As the problem belonging to the class of stochastic composition

optimization has been a long-standing challenge in science and engineering, extensive research studying

SAA to solve them is available in the literature, see, e.g.[5, 6, 7, 8]. However, for the most part, the

primary focus of their discussion is towards studying the asymptotic properties of the estimator, deriving

central limit formulae [8] and establishing the rate of convergence [7]. The study performed in [4] shows

that the computational complexity required for solving the conditional stochastic optimization problem

is O((d+γ)ǫ−4 log(ǫ−1)), if the cost function is Lipschtiz continuous and is O((d+γ)ǫ−3 log(ǫ−1)), if

the cost function is smooth, where the increase in the computational complexity can be attributed to the

Monte Carlo approximation of the inner expectation, which in turn induces bias in the estimator. Another

problem of practical importance falls in the realm of risk management. It has been well-documented in

the literature that problems related to risk estimation can be composed as the optimization problem,

see, e.g.[9, 10]. For example, Conditional Value-at-Risk (CVaR), a highly sought-after coherent risk

measure, can be formulated as,

CVaRθ(ζ) = min
x∈R

{

F (x) = E

[

x+
1

1− θ
(ζ − x)+

]}

. (4)

Taking cues from the studies performed by in [11, 12], the above problem can be seen as a conditional

stochastic optimization problem. Moreover, from the perspective of finance, if we assume that the

underlying asset driving the loss function is modelled on a stochastic differential equation, then using

the numerical approximation technique to approximate the loss would induce bias in the Monte Carlo

estimation, affecting the performance of the SAA procedure. To our knowledge, a generalised study on

the biased approximation of the random variable in the SAA paradigm has not been explored. We intend

to fill this gap in the paper. The significant contribution of the paper is presented below.

(1) In section 3.1, we conduct a thorough analysis of the SAA framework that operates by solving

the approximation of the original problem (1) given by,

min
x∈X

{

FN
h (x) :=

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζkh)

}

(5)

where ζkh’s are i.i.d sample of ζh and h is a bias parameter. Gaining insights from the study

in [4], we state and prove the uniform convergence result and analyse the sampling complexity

associated with achieving ǫ−optimal solution.
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(2) We further extend the analysis to the MLMC paradigm in section 3.2. The supremacy of MLMC

over standard Monte Carlo has well been established in the literature, see, e.g.[13, 14, 15, 16].

Therefore, the extension to the multilevel framework appears natural. The underlying idea behind

the MLMC-SAA is solving the approximation to the original optimization problem given by

min
x∈X







FL(x) =

L
∑

ℓ=0

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

j=1

(

f(x, ζjℓ )− f(x, ζjℓ−1)
)







, (6)

where, ζℓ is the level ℓ approximation of the random variable ζ . We observe that under some mild

regularity conditions, MLMC-SAA appears to have computational complexity equivalent to that

achieved under the unbiased framework.

(3) In section 4, we undertake a root-mean-squared error (RMSE) analysis of the optimal values

obtained by solving the SAA problem both in the standard Monte Carlo and MLMC context. To

our knowledge, such analysis is not available in the existing literature. In this regard, we borrow

tools from empirical process theory, which we briefly review in section 2. We also extended

the result to estimate the root-mean-squared error of the optimal gap estimator, which deals with

assessing the quality of a candidate solution. Consequently, we also derive the sample complexity

necessary to obtain the optimal value with ǫ−RMSE.

In section 2, we recall the assumptions, definitions and results required to analyse the remainder of the

work. Finally, in section 5, we perform numerical illustrations studying the efficacy of our discussed

procedure both in the standard Monte Carlo and MLMC paradigm.

2 ASSUMPTIONS AND PRELIMINARIES

Let (Ω,F ,P) be the complete probability space. In this space, let us consider the following stochas-

tic optimization problem,

min
x∈X

{F (x) = E[f(x, ζ)]} (7)

where X ⊂ R
d is a finite-dimensional compact set, ζ is a random vector whose distribution is supported

on the set Θ ∈ R
s, and f :X ×Θ → R is the cost function. Throughout our discussion, we assume that

for all x ∈ X , f(·, ζ) is Borel-measurable in ζ and is also Lipschitz continuous, i.e.,

Assumption 1. For all x1, x2 ∈ X ,

|f(x1, ζ)− f(x2, ζ)| ≤ Lf‖x1 − x2‖ (8)

where Lf is the Lipschitz constant for any given ζ .

Since we will be working in the bias framework, we let B be the set of bias parameters with B∪{0}
being the compact set and

∀m ∈ N,
B
m

⊂ B.

We let ζh be an approximation of the random variable ζ for some h ∈ B defined on the same prob-

ability space. Also, for a given x ∈ X , we have the random variable f(x, ζh) and f(x, ζ) such that

E[f(x, ζh)] → E[f(x, ζ)] as h → 0. In order to strengthen the bias condition, for a x ∈ X , we define

the weak expansion error as,

E[f(x, ζh)] = E[f(x, ζ)] + c1h
α + o(hα) (9)

where α > 0 and we assume consistency of the expansion i.e. c1 6= 0. Lastly, we assume the existence

of a unique solution to the optimization problem 7. Below, we present the definitions that would be

relevant throughout our analysis and discussion.
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Definition 1. Let p∗ := min
x∈X

{F (x) = E[f(x, ζ)]}, then xǫ ∈ X is said to the ǫ-optimal solution if

F (xǫ) ≤ p∗ + ǫ

Definition 2. For v ∈ (0, 1) and ‖·‖ defined on X , {xk}Q(v,‖·‖,X )
k=1 is said to be a v-net of X if

• xk ∈ X for all k ∈ {1, . . . , Q(v, ‖·‖,X )}.

• ∀x ∈ X there exists k(x) ∈ {1, . . . , Q(v, ‖·‖,X )}, such that ‖x− xk(x)‖ ≤ v.

In empirical process theory, Q(v, ‖·‖,X ) is considered as the covering number, with ball size v, on

the space X . The following result gives an upper bound of the covering number.

Lemma 1. Let X has a finite diameter DX , then for any v ∈ (0, 1), there exists a v-net of X and size of

that v-net is bounded, i.e., Q(v, ‖·‖,X ) ≤ O((DX /v)
d).

Moreover, the Cramér’s large deviation theorem will frequently used throughout our analysis and

we state it here as a lemma based on the discussion in [17, 4].

Lemma 2. Let X1, . . . ,XN be i.i.d samples of zero-mean random variable X with finite variance σ2.

For any ǫ > 0, it holds that

P





1

N

N
∑

j=1

Xj ≥ ǫ



 ≤ exp(−NI(ǫ)),

where I(ǫ) is the rate function defined as I(ǫ) := sup
t∈R

{tǫ− log(M(t))}, with M(t) := E[etX ] being

the moment generating function of X. Further, for any δ > 0, there exists ǫ1 > 0, such that for any

ǫ ∈ (0, ǫ1), I(ǫ) ≥
ǫ2

(2 + δ)σ2
.

Further, since RMSE analysis relies heavily on results from the empirical process theory, we present

below a brief overview and state the pertinent results without proof.

2.1 EMPIRICAL PROCESS THEORY

In this section, we present some results from the empirical process theory that would be pertinent to

RMSE analysis. To begin with, let us denote by.

F := {f(x, ·)− E[f(x, ·)] : x ∈ X}

the class of centred cost function indexed on x ∈ X . Under the assumption that the function f(x, ·) is

Lipschitz with respect to x, it is fairly easy to observe that the centred cost function f(x, ·)−E[f(x, ·)] is

also Lipschitz albeit with a larger Lipschitz constant. Further, let ℓ∞(X ) be a metric space of all bounded

functions from X to R endowed with the supremum norm, i.e., ‖f − g‖∞ := supx∈X |f(x)− g(x)| for

all f, g ∈ ℓ∞(X ). If we define,

FN (·) =
√
N

(

1

N

N
∑

k=1

(f(·, ζ̄k)− E[f(·, ζ̄)])
)

then FN is an empirical process indexed on the decision set X and FN ∈ ℓ∞(X ). Since our study

heavily relies on moment bounds, we present the results below that provide the necessary bounds. As

the concept of covering numbers and bracketing numbers are relevant to these results, we present the

definition of the bracketing numbers, where the covering number is already defined above.

Definition 3 (Bracketing numbers [18]). Given two functions f1 and f2, the bracket [f1, f2] is the set

of all functions f with f1 ≤ f ≤ f2. An v−bracket is a bracket [f1, f2] such that ‖f1 − f2‖ < v. The

bracketing number Q[](v,F, ‖·‖) is the minimum number of v−brackets needed to cover F.
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The next result gives an upper bound for the bracketing number.

Lemma 3 (Theorem 2.7.1 [18] and Lemma EC.7 [19]). If the cost function f(x, ζ̄) is Lipschtiz with

respect to x, and the decision space X ⊆ R
d is compact, then for any v > 0

Q[](4v‖Lζ
f‖2,F, ‖·‖) ≤ Q(v,X , ‖·‖)

Further, because of Lemma 1, we have an upper bound of the bracketing numbers. The following

two results provide the relevant moment bound necessary for our analysis.

Lemma 4 (Lemma EC.9 [19]). Let f̄(x, ζ̄) := supx∈X |f(x, ζ̄)− E[f(x, ζ̄)]|. Then, for all N , we have

√
NE

[

sup
x∈X

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζ̄k)− E[f(x, ζ̄)]

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

]

≤ C‖f̄(x, ζ̄)‖2
∫ 1

0

√

1 + log(Q[](v‖f̄(x, ζ̄)‖2,F, ‖·‖2))

Lemma 5 (Lemma EC.10 [19]). For any p ≥ 2 it holds that

√
N

(

E

[

sup
x∈X

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζ̄k)− E[f(x, ζ̄)]

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

p]) 1
p

≤ C

(

√
NE

[

sup
x∈X

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζ̄k)− E[f(x, ζ̄)]

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

])

+C
(

N
1
p
− 1

2 ‖f̄(x, ζ̄)‖p
)

In both the lemmas above C is a universal constant.

3 UNIFORM CONVERGENCE AND SAMPLE COMPLEXITY

In this section, we state and prove the uniform convergence of the biased Monte Carlo SAA and

the MLMC-SAA. Further, we derive the sample complexity results to illustrate the preponderance of

MLMC-SAA over Monte Carlo SAA and estimate the desired probability.

3.1 MONTE CARLO SAA

This section starts by stating the assumptions necessary for our discussion.

Assumption 2. sup
x∈X

|E[f(x, ζh)− f(x, ζ)]| ≤ c1h
α for some h ∈ B and α > 0.

Assumption 3. σ2 := sup
h∈B

E[sup
x∈X

|f(x, ζh)|2] < ∞.

The above two assumptions illustrate the boundedness of the bias and variance, respectively. In the

literature, these assumptions are commonly used for computational complexity analysis. Now, recall the

optimization problem (1), i.e.,

min
x∈X

{F (x) = E[f(x, ζ)]} ,

the Monte Carlo SAA approximation of the above problem is given as

min
x∈X







FN
h (x) :=

1

N

N
∑

j=1

f(x, ζjh)







. (10)

Suppose we let x∗ and x∗h be optimal solutions to (1) and (10) respectively, then we are interested in

determining the probability of x∗h being an ǫ-optimal solution to (1). More specifically, we intend to

determine P(F (x∗h)− F (x∗) ≤ ǫ) for some ǫ > 0. In order to do so, we begin by establishing the

uniform convergence property based on concentration inequality. For the proof of the next result, we

follow the approach in [2, 4]
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Theorem 1. (Uniform Convergence) Suppose assumptions 1, 2 and 3 are satisfied, then for any δ > 0,

there exists an ǫ1 > 0 such that for all ǫ ∈ (0, ǫ1),

P

(

sup
x∈X

|FN
h (x)− F (x)| > ǫ

)

≤ O(1)

(

4LfDX

ǫ

)d

exp

(−Nc21h
2α

(δ + 2)σ2

)

(11)

Proof. We begin with the construction of a v-net in order to get rid of the supremum over x. For this

consider a v-net on X such that, v =
ǫ

4Lf
and thus Q ≤ O(1)

(

4LfDX

ǫ

)d

. Further, by invoking the

Lipschitz continuity of f(·, ζ), we have

|f(x, ζh)− f(xk, ζh)| ≤
ǫ

4
and |F (x)− F (xk)| ≤

ǫ

4

Therefore, for any x ∈ X we have,

|FN
h (x)− F (x)| ≤ ǫ

2
+ |Fh(xk)− F (xk)| ≤

ǫ

2
+ max

k=1,...,Q
|Fh(xk)− F (xk)|

Consequently, we have,

P

(

sup
x∈X

|FN
h (x)− F (x)| > ǫ

)

≤ P

(

max
k=1,...,Q

|FN
h (xk)− F (xk)| >

ǫ

2

)

≤
Q
∑

k=1

P

(

|FN
h (xk)− F (xk)| >

ǫ

2

)

In order to examine the P

(

|FN
h (xk)− F (xk)| >

ǫ

2

)

, we define the random variable Zj
h(k) as Zj

h(k) := Y j
h (xk)− F (xk)

and let E[Zh(k)] be its respective expectation. It is easy to observe that Zj
h(k)− E[Zh(k)] is zero-mean

random variable. Now if 0 < E[Zh(k)] ≤ c1h
α ≤ ǫ/4, then

P

(

FN
h (xk)− F (xk) >

ǫ

2

)

= P

(

1

N

N
∑

j=0

Zj
h(k) >

ǫ

2

)

≤ P

(

1

N

N
∑

j=0

(Zj
h(k)− E[Zh(k)]) >

ǫ

4

)

≤ P

(

1

N

N
∑

j=0

(Zj
h(k)− E[Zh(k)]) > c1h

α

)

.

Now, as a consequence of lemma 2 and our assumption on the variance, we have,

P

(

1

N

N
∑

j=0

(Zj
h(k)− E[Zh(k)]) > c1h

α

)

≤ exp

( −Nc21h
2α

(δ + 2)V[Zh(k)]

)

≤ exp

(−Nc21h
2α

(δ + 2)σ2

)

Similarly, if 0 < −E[Zh(k)] ≤ c1h
α ≤ ǫ/4, then,

P

(

1

N

N
∑

j=0

(E[Zh(k)] − Zj
h(k)) > c1h

α

)

≤ exp

(−Nc21h
2α

(δ + 2)σ2

)

Finally, putting everything together, we have,

P

(

sup
x∈X

|FN
h (x)− F (x)| > ǫ

)

≤ O(1)

(

4LfDX

ǫ

)d

exp

(−Nc21h
2α

(δ + 2)σ2

)

6



The following corollary is the immediate consequence of the above result,

Corollary 1. Let assumptions of Theorem 1 hold, and additionally assume c1h
α ≤ ǫ/8, then for any

δ > 0, there exists ǫ1 > 0 such that for all ǫ ∈ (0, ǫ1),

P

(

F (x∗h)− F (x∗) > ǫ

)

≤ O(1)

(

8LfDX

ǫ

)d

exp

(−Nc21h
2α

(δ + 2)σ2

)

(12)

Proof. To begin with, observe that Fh(x
∗
h)− Fh(x

∗) ≤ 0. Now

P

(

F (x∗h)− F (x∗) ≥ ǫ

)

= P

(

[F (x∗h)− FN
h (x∗h)] + [FN

h (x∗h)− Fh(x
∗)] + [FN

h (x∗)− F (x∗)] ≥ ǫ

)

≤ P

(

F (x∗h)− FN
h (x∗h) ≥ ǫ/2

)

+ P

(

FN
h (x∗)− F (x∗) ≥ ǫ/2

)

.

Invoking Theorem 1 with the condition c1h
α ≤ ǫ/8, we get the desired result.

Now, let us assume the cost of generating a single sample of Yh(x) is η̄/h with η̄ begin some

proportionality constant. As the simulation requires generating N samples, the total computational cost

will be C := Nη̄/h. Also, let the probability of the solution to the Monte Carlo SAA problem being

ǫ-optimal to the original problem defined in (1) be at least (1 − ǫγ) for some γ > 0. The next result

illustrates the computational complexity required to achieve an ǫ-optimal solution.

Theorem 2. (Computational Complexity) Let ǫ < 1/e and γ > 0. Then the computational complexity

for achieving the ǫ-optimal solution with the probability at least 1− ǫγ is O
(

(d+ γ) log(ǫ−1)ǫ−(2+
1
α)
)

.

Proof. Since we require P

(

F (x∗h)− F (x∗) ≤ ǫ

)

≤ 1− ǫγ , we need P

(

F (x∗h)− F (x∗) > ǫ

)

< ǫγ .

Observe that if we take,

N =

⌈O(1)(δ + 2)σ2

c21h
2α

[

d log

(

8LfDX

ǫ

)

+ log

(

1

ǫγ

)]⌉

,

then

O(1)

(

8LfDX

ǫ

)d

exp

(−Nc21h
2α

(δ + 2)σ2

)

≤ ǫγ

and as a consequence of corollary 1, we have the desired probability. Now, the computational cost is

defined as C = Nη̄/h. Therefore, taking,

N =
O(1)(δ + 2)σ2

c21h
2α

[

d log

(

8LfDX

ǫ

)

+ log

(

1

ǫγ

)]

+ 1,

we get

C = η̄

(O(1)(δ + 2)σ2

c21h
2α+1

[

d log

(

8LfDX

ǫ

)

+ log

(

1

ǫγ

)]

+
1

h

)

.

If h = c2ǫ
1/α, so that c1h

α ≤ ǫ/8 (required to achieve the bound in corollary1), then for ǫ <
1

e
, observe

that
1

h
< c3(γ + d) log(ǫ−1)ǫ−(2+

1
α),

where, c3 =
1

c2
. Further, observe that, for ǫ <

1

e
,

d log

(

8LfDX

ǫ

)

+ log

(

1

ǫγ

)

< c4(d+ γ) log(ǫ−1)

7



where c4 = (1 + max{0, log(8LfDX )}). Finally, putting everything together, we get

C < η̄

(O(1)(δ + 2)σ2

c21h
2α+1

c4(d+ γ) log(ǫ−1) + c3(γ + d) log(ǫ−1)ǫ−(2+
1
α)
)

.

Substituting h = c2ǫ
1/α in the above inequality, we get

C < c5

(

(γ + d) log(ǫ−1)ǫ−(2+
1
α)
)

with c5 = η̄

(O(1)(δ + 2)σ2

c21c
2α+1
2

c4 + c3

)

.

The above analysis shows the effect bias parameter h and the convergence rate α have on the com-

putational complexity of the Monte Carlo SAA. It is easy to observe that as α → ∞, i.e. as the bias

converges to zero, the computational complexity tends to O
(

(γ + d) log(ǫ−1)ǫ−2
)

, same as the one

observed with an unbiased estimator. The complexity results for the conditional stochastic optimization

can also be recreated in the context of the above analysis. For instance, the mean-squared-error analy-

sis performed by in section 3.2 of [4] shows that the order of bias convergence is 1/2, i.e. α = 1/2.

Substituting this α in our above analysis, we obtained the computational complexity similar to the one

achieved by authors, i.e., O
(

(γ + d) log(ǫ−1)ǫ−4
)

.

3.2 MULTILEVEL MONTE CARLO SAA

The idea of Multilevel Monte Carlo (MLMC) originated from the work of Heinrich [20] and was

furthered in the seminal work in [13]. The primary aim of the MLMC algorithm is to improve the

computational complexity required by the standard Monte Carlo to achieve the desired root-mean-square

error. The idea is to use the various levels of approximation of the random variable and construct a

telescoping sum so that the approximation of the coarser level acts as a control variate for the finer level.

Mathematically speaking, if we are to estimate Ef(ζ), where the level ℓ approximation of the random

variable ζ is available for ℓ = 0, . . . , L, then the MLMC approximation of the expectation is given as,

E[f(ζ)] ≈
L
∑

ℓ=0

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

j=1

(f(ζℓ)− f(ζℓ−1)) , where f(ζ−1) ≡ 0. (13)

The analysis undertaken in [13] shows the effect of variance convergence, i.e. V(f(ζℓ) − f(ζℓ−1)), on

the computational complexity of the multilevel estimator. In particular, suppose β denotes the order of

variance convergence. The authors proved that the MLMC achieve the complexity of O(ǫ−2) if β > 1,

O(ǫ−2 (log(ǫ))2) if β = 1, and O(ǫ−(2+
1−β
α )) if β < 1, where α is weak error rate. This research was

paramount as the subsequent investigations were directed toward constructing estimators with β > 1.

In this regard, various studies were performed to improve the computational complexity for the applica-

tions other than one discussed in [13]. For example, [21, 22] extended the nested expectation algorithm

examined in [12] to the multilevel framework. From the optimization perspective, studies in [23, 24, 25]

developed a multilevel extension of the stochastic approximation algorithm. All these studies showed

how extending the multilevel framework can help with computational savings. Drawing motivation from

these studies, we develop a multilevel extension of the Monte Carlo SAA to improve the computational

cost associated with achieving the ǫ-optimal solution. In this paper, we do not aim to construct an es-

timator with higher order variance convergence but rather study the effect of MLMC approximation of

the expectation in the optimization problem (1). In the subsequent section, we define the MLMC-SAA

optimization problem and extend the analysis from section 3.1 to the MLMC framework.

The basic idea behind the multilevel extension of the Monte Carlo SAA deals with the multilevel ap-

proximation of expectation associated with the minimisation problem. To this end, we assume the avail-

ability of level ℓ approximation of the random variable ζ , denoted by ζℓ, such that as ℓ → ∞, ζℓ → ζ .
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Therefore, the multilevel extension of the optimization problem is given as

min
x∈X







FL(x) =
L
∑

ℓ=0

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

j=1

(

f(x, ζjℓ )− f(x, ζjℓ−1)
)







.

Let x∗L solve the optimization problem stated above and x∗ solve the original problem i.e.,(1). As before,

we aim to determine the probability of x∗L being the ǫ-optimal solution. We conduct an analysis similar

to the one performed in section 3.1 to study the uniform convergence and computational complexity in

the MLMC paradigm. We begin our discussion by stating some technical assumptions,

Assumption 4. Eℓ := sup
x∈X

|E (f(x, ζℓ)− f(x, ζ))| ≤ c1h
α
ℓ ,

Assumption 5. Vℓ := E[ sup
x∈X

|f(x, ζℓ)− f(x, ζℓ−1)|2] ≤ c2h
β
ℓ .

Theorem 3. (Uniform Convergence) Suppose 1,4 and 5 holds. Then for any r > 0,

P

(

sup
x∈X

|FL(x)− F (x)| > ǫ

)

≤ O(1)

(

4(2L+ 1)LfDX

ǫ

)d L
∑

ℓ=0

exp

(

−Nℓǫ
2(mr − 1)2

16(m2rm2rℓ(δ + 2)c2h
β
ℓ

)

.

(14)

Proof. We begin with the construction of a v-net in order to get rid of the supremum over x. We first pick

a v-net on X such that, v =
ǫ

4(2L + 1)Lf
; thus Q ≤ O(1)

(

4(2L+ 1)LfDX

ǫ

)d

. Further, by invoking

the Lipschitz continuity of h(·, ζ), we have

|fL(x)− fL(xk)| ≤
ǫ

4
and |F (x)− F (xk)| ≤

ǫ

4

Therefore, for any x ∈ X we have,

|FL(x)− F (x)| ≤ ǫ

2
+ |FL(xk)− F (xk)| ≤

ǫ

2
+ max

k=1,...,Q
|FL(xk)− F (xk)|

Consequently, we have,

P

(

sup
x∈X

|FL(x)− F (x)| > ǫ

)

≤ P

(

max
k=1,...,Q

|FL(xk)− F (xk)| >
ǫ

2

)

≤
Q
∑

k=1

P

(

|FL(xk)− F (xk)| >
ǫ

2

)

.

Let us suppose E[FL(xk)− F (xk)] ≤ ǫ/4, then

P

(

FL(xk)− F (xk) >
ǫ

2

)

≤ P

(

FL(xk)− F (xk)− E[FL(xk)− F (xk)] >
ǫ

4

)

Now, under the multilevel paradigm, we define the random variable Zj
ℓ (k) as follows,

Zj
ℓ (k) =

{

f(xk, ζ
j
0)− F (xk), ℓ = 0

f(xk, ζ
j
ℓ )− f(xk, ζ

j
ℓ−1), ℓ = 1, . . . , L.

and denote E[Zℓ(k)] as its expectation. Now, with the above notational considerations, we have

P

(

FL(xk)− F (xk)− E[FL(xk)− F (xk)] >
ǫ

4

)

= P

( L
∑

ℓ=0

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

j=1

(Zj
ℓ (k)− E[Zℓ(k)]) >

ǫ

4

)

.
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Now, consider the following sets,

O =







L
∑

ℓ=0

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

j=1

(Zj
ℓ (k)− E[Zℓ(k)]) >

ǫ

4







and Oℓ =







1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

j=1

(Zj
ℓ (k)− E[Zℓ(k)]) >

ǫ

4

(mr − 1)

mr

1

mrℓ







and further observe that O ⊆
L
⋃

ℓ=0

Oℓ. Then, by finite sub-additivity of the probability measure, we have,

P(O) ≤
L
∑

ℓ=0

P(Oℓ). As Zℓ − E[Zℓ(k)] is a zero-mean random variable, and observing that V[Zℓ(k)] ≤

c2h
β
ℓ , we have,

P(Oℓ) ≤ exp

(

−Nℓǫ
2(mr − 1)2

16(m2rm2rℓ(δ + 2)c2h
β
ℓ

)

Therefore, we have,

P

(

FL(xk)− F (xk) >
ǫ

2

)

≤
L
∑

ℓ=0

exp

(

−Nℓǫ
2(mr − 1)2

16m2rm2rℓ(δ + 2)c2h
β
ℓ

)

.

Similarly if E[FL(xk)− F (xk)] ≥ −ǫ/4, then

P

(

F (xk)− FL(xk) >
ǫ

2

)

≤
L
∑

ℓ=0

exp

(

−Nℓǫ
2(mr − 1)2

16m2rm2rℓ(δ + 2)c2h
β
ℓ

)

,

and hence, we have,

P

(

|FL(xk)− F (xk)|>
ǫ

2

)

≤
L
∑

ℓ=0

exp

(

−Nℓǫ
2(mr − 1)2

16m2rm2rℓ(δ + 2)c2h
β
ℓ

)

.

Putting everything together, we have,

P

(

sup
x∈X

|FL(x)− F (x)| > ǫ

)

≤ O(1)

(

4(2L+ 1)LfDX

ǫ

)d L
∑

ℓ=0

exp

(

−Nℓǫ
2(mr − 1)2

16m2rm2rℓ(δ + 2)c2h
β
ℓ

)

.

The following corollary is the immediate consequence of the above result.

Corollary 2. Let assumptions of Theorem 3 holds, and additionally assume sup
x∈X

|E[FL(x)− F (x)]| ≤
ǫ/8, then for any δ > 0, there exists ǫ1 > 0 such that for all ǫ ∈ (0, ǫ1) and for some r > 0,

P

(

F (x∗L)− F (x∗) > ǫ

)

≤ O(1)

(

8(2L+ 1)LfDX

ǫ

)d L
∑

ℓ=0

exp

(

−Nℓǫ
2(mr − 1)2

64m2rm2rℓ(δ + 2)c2h
β
ℓ

)

. (15)

The proof of the above corollary follows the line of argument similar to the proof of corollary 1 and

is therefore skipped.

Now that we have established the convergence results, we pivot our focus towards the central motif

of this article, namely, computational cost (sampling complexity). As previously indicated, let η̄/hℓ
denote the cost associated with generating a single sample of f(x, ζℓ) at level ℓ. Thus, the computational
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expenditure for generating Nℓ samples would amount to η̄Nℓ/hℓ. Given that we generate samples across

levels ℓ = 0, . . . , L, the aggregate computational cost is delineated as:

Csaa
mlmc := η̄

L
∑

ℓ=0

Nℓ

hℓ
. (16)

The following result estimates the computational complexity associated with the multilevel estimator.

Theorem 4. (Computational Complexity) Let the probability of the solution to the multilevel SAA prob-

lem being ǫ-optimal to the original problem be at least 1 − ǫγ , for some γ > 0. Further, let the

assumptions of Theorem 3 and corollary 2 hold. Also, assume the existence of positive constants α, β,r
and m with α ≥ 1/2 and m > 2. Then, the computational complexity associated with achieving the

ǫ-optimal solution is

Csaa
mlmc =



















O
(

(γ + d)ǫ−2 log(ǫ−1)
)

, for β > 1.

O
(

(γ + d)ǫ
−
(

2+
log(2)

α log(m)

)

log(ǫ−1)

)

, for β = 1.

O
(

(γ + d)ǫ−(2+
1−β
α ) log(ǫ−1)

)

, for β < 1.

(17)

Proof. Following the same line of argument as in Theorem 2, observe that if

Nℓ =

⌈

64m2rm2rℓ(δ + 2)c2h
β
ℓ

ǫ2(mr − 1)2
log

(A
ǫγ

(L+ 1)

)

⌉

, where A = O(1)

(

8(2L+ 1)LfDX

ǫ

)d

,

then P

(

F (x∗L)− F (x∗) > ǫ

)

≤ ǫγ . Therefore, we now have a formulation for the number of samples

required on various levels of resolution. As for the number of levels and computational complexity, we

separately analyse different cases. We present below a general expression for the computational cost

based on the formulation in (16) that would be relevant throughout our analysis.

Csaa
mlmc ≤ η̄

(

64m2r(δ + 2)c2
ǫ2(mr − 1)2

log

(A
ǫγ

(L+ 1)

) L
∑

ℓ=0

m2rℓhβ−1
ℓ +

L
∑

ℓ=0

1

hℓ

)

(18)

To begin with, let,

L =

⌈

log(8c1h
α
0 ǫ

−1)

α log(m)

⌉

,

then,

L+ 1 ≤ log(8c1h
α
0 ǫ

−1)

α log(m)
+ 2 ≤ c3(log(ǫ

−1))

where c3 =

(

1

α log(m)
+ max

{

0,
log(8c1h

α
0 )

α log(m)

}

+ 2

)

. Also, for the above L, it is easy to observe

that,
ǫ

8c1mα
≤ hαL <

ǫ

8c1
,

thereby satisfying the bias conditions required for uniform convergence. Further,

log

(A
ǫγ

(L+ 1)

)

≤ c4(γ + d) log(ǫ−1)

where c4 = (3 + log(c316LfDX )). And also, for α ≥ 1/2 and ǫ < 1/e,

L
∑

ℓ=0

1

hℓ
< ǫ−2c5 < (γ + d)ǫ−2 log(ǫ−1)c5

11



with c5 =
(8c1)

1/αm2

m− 1
. Now all that is left for us to analyse is

L
∑

ℓ=0

m2rℓhβ−1
ℓ . We will handle this case

by case.

Case 1 (β = 1): For β = 1, we have

L
∑

ℓ=0

m2rℓhβ−1
ℓ =

m2r(L+1) − 1

m2r − 1
≤ m2r(L+1)

m2r − 1
. Substituting the

upper bound of L+ 1, we get

m2r(L+1)

m2r − 1
≤ (8c1h

α
0 )

2r/αǫ−2r/α m2r

m2r − 1
.

Choosing r =
log(2)

2 log(m)
we get that

m2r

m2r − 1
= 2. Consequently, we have,

m2r(L+1)

m2r − 1
≤ c6ǫ

− log(2)
log(m)α

where c6 = 2(8c1h
α
0 )

log(2)
log(m)α .

Case 2 (β > 1): For this case we assume 2r < β − 1. Then we have

L
∑

ℓ=0

m2rℓhβ−1
ℓ = hβ−1

0

L
∑

ℓ=0

1

m(β−1−2r)ℓ

≤ hβ−1
0 (1−m−(β−1−2r))−1.

As before, choosing r =
β − 1

2
− log(2)

log(m)
, we get (1−m−(β−1−2r))−1 = 2. Consequently, we have

L
∑

ℓ=0

m2rℓhβ−1
ℓ ≤ 2hβ−1

0 .

Case 3 (β < 1): In this case choosing r =
1− β

2
− log(2)

log(m)
, we have,

L
∑

ℓ=0

m2rℓhβ−1
ℓ = h

−(1−β)
L

L
∑

ℓ=0

1

m(1−β−2r)ℓ

< h
−(1−β)
L (1−m−(1−β−2r))−1

≤ 2ǫ−(1−β)/α(8c1)
(1−β)/α

By collating everything together, we get the desired result.

The above analysis illustrates how the Multilevel approximation of expectations can yield enhance-

ments in computational complexity. We observe how the MLMC-SAA performs better than the Monte

Carlo SAA, achieving the unbiased level of performance for β > 1. As in the case of the standard

MLMC analysis, we see the effect of variance convergence on the computational cost, i.e., introducing

the estimator with high order variance convergence can affect the overall performance of the MLMC-

SAA. For instance, the variance analysis carried out in [4] shows that β = 1/2 and as α = 1/2, con-

sequently we observe the computational complexity of O
(

(γ + d)ǫ−3(log(ǫ−1))
)

, similar to the one

achieved by a smooth function.

Despite the theoretical analysis elucidating the uniform convergence of both standard and multilevel

Monte Carlo in the biased framework, the practical realisation of such integration poses notable chal-

lenges. One challenge stems from relatively strong but unavoidable assumptions of the existence of a
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finite valued moment-generating function in the neighbourhood of zero. This assumption is not nec-

essary to prove the convergence but is essential in order to determine the sample complexity required

to achieve an exponential rate of convergence. Although in [26] studied the convergence in the almost

sure sense, the extension to the biased setup is beyond the scope of this paper. For now, we direct our

attention to RMSE analysis, consequently deriving sample complexity without such strong assumptions.

4 ROOT MEAN SQUARED ERROR ANALYSIS

In this section, we undertake the RMSE analysis of the biased SAA problem both in the context of

standard as well as multilevel Monte Carlo setting. We start our discussion with a technical lemma that

would be essential in the remainder of the study.

Lemma 6. Suppose 0 < γ < ∞ and c, d > 0 ∈ R. Then for all x ∈ (0, d], there exist a constant K such

that

x

(

1 +

√

c log

(

d

x

)

)

≤ Kx
1

1+γ

Proof. Let γ̄ = 1− 1

1 + γ
then 0 < γ̄ < 1. Consider the function,

g(x) =







xγ̄
(

1 +
√

c log
(

d
x

)

)

, x ∈ (0, d]

0 , x = 0

then it is easy to see that g(x) ≥ 0 is continuous on [0, d]. Since [0, d] is compact, we have x∗ ∈ [0, d]
such that g(x∗) = max

x∈[0,d]
g(x). The results follows by letting K = g(x∗).

4.1 STANDARD MONTE CARLO PARADIGM

The next result provides an RMSE bound for the optimal value of the SAA problem defined in

equation (5), defined as,

RMSE :=

∥

∥

∥

∥

min
x∈X

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζkh)− p∗
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

(19)

where p∗ is the optimal value of the original SAA problem.

Theorem 5. Suppose assumptions 1, 2 and 3 holds. Then for any N ∈ N.

∥

∥

∥

∥

min
x∈X

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζkh)− p∗
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ c1h
α + c3

σ√
N

.

Proof. Let p∗,h = min
x∈X

E[f(x, ζh)]. Observe that,

∥

∥

∥

∥

min
x∈X

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζkh)− p∗
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

min
x∈X

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζkh)− p∗,h + p∗,h − p∗
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤
∥

∥

∥

∥

min
x∈X

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζkh)− p∗,h
∥

∥

∥

∥

+

∥

∥

∥

∥

p∗,h − p∗
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

For the second term in the above inequality, we have,

∥

∥

∥

∥

p∗,h − p∗
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤
(

E

[

sup
x∈X

|E[f(x, ζh)]− E[f(x, ζ)]|2
])1/2

≤ c1h
α.
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As for the first term, we have,

∥

∥

∥

∥

min
x∈X

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζkh)−min
x∈X

E[f(x, ζh)]

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

=



E





(

min
x∈X

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζkh)−min
x∈X

E[f(x, ζh)]

)2








1/2

≤



E



sup
x∈X

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζkh)− E[f(x, ζh)]

∣

∣

∣

∣

)2








1/2

Now for a given h ∈ B, we define F
h
N as,

F
h
N(·) =

√
N

(

1

N

N
∑

k=1

(f(·, ζkh)− E[f(·, ζh)])
)

,

is an empirical process. Then, under the assumptions 2 and 3 and a direct application of Lemma 3,4 and

5, we have
√

√

√

√

√E



sup
x∈X

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζkh)− E[f(x, ζh)]

∣

∣

∣

∣

)2


 ≤ c3
σ√
N

.

where c3 = C

∫ 1

0

√

1 + log(Q[](v‖f̄ (x, ζ̄)‖2,F, ‖·‖2)) < ∞. By collating everything and reassigning

constants, we get the desired result.

Corollary 3. The computational complexity required for

∥

∥

∥

∥

min
x∈X

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζkh)− p∗
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ ǫ is O
(

ǫ−(2+
1
α)
)

.

Proof. Take h = O(ǫ−
1
α ) and N = O(ǫ−2). Since the computational cost is given as

N

h
, we get the

desired result.

4.2 MULTILEVEL MONTE CARLO PARADIGM

In the multilevel setting, we let, let g(x, ζ̄ℓ) := f(x, ζℓ)−f(x, ζℓ−1), and define p∗,L := minx∈X E[f(x, ζL)] =
minx∈X

∑L
ℓ=0 E[g(x, ζ̄ℓ)]. Further, we define,

p̂∗,L := min
x∈X

L
∑

ℓ=0

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

g(x, ζ̄kℓ )

as the Monte Carlo approximation of p∗,L. The RMSE error in this case is given as,

RMSEMLMC :=

∥

∥

∥

∥

min
x∈X

L
∑

ℓ=0

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

g(x, ζ̄kℓ )− p∗
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

p̂∗,L − p∗
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

. (20)

The following result provides an RMSE error bound for the optimal value obtained by solving MLMC-

SAA defined in (7).

Theorem 6. Suppose assumptions 1, 4 and 5 holds. Then for any 0 < a < ∞, L ≥ 2.

∥

∥

∥

∥

p̂∗,L − p∗
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ c1h
α
L + 2c2c̄

L
∑

ℓ=0

h
β̄/2
ℓ√
Nℓ

where β̄ = β 1
1+a .

14



Proof. To begin with, observe that from triangle inequality, we have,
∥

∥

∥

∥

p̂∗,L − p∗
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤
∥

∥

∥

∥

p̂∗,L − p∗,L
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

+

∥

∥

∥

∥

p∗,L − p∗
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

.

As before, we have,
∥

∥

∥

∥

p∗,L − p∗
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤
(

E

[

sup
x∈X

|E[f(x, ζL)]− E[f(x, ζ)]|2
])1/2

≤ c1h
α
L.

Now let us analyse

∥

∥

∥

∥

p̂∗,L − p∗,L
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

. Observe that,

∥

∥

∥

∥

p̂∗,L − p∗,L
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

min
x∈X

(

L
∑

ℓ=0

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

g(x, ζ̄kℓ )

)

−min
x∈X

L
∑

ℓ=0

E[g(x, ζ̄ℓ)]

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤
∥

∥

∥

∥

sup
x∈X

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

L
∑

ℓ=0

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

g(x, ζ̄kℓ )−
L
∑

ℓ=0

E[g(x, ζ̄ℓ)]

∣

∣

∣

∣

)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤
∥

∥

∥

∥

sup
x∈X

(

L
∑

ℓ=0

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

(g(x, ζ̄kℓ )− E[g(x, ζ̄ℓ)])

∣

∣

∣

∣

)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤
∥

∥

∥

∥

L
∑

ℓ=0

sup
x∈X

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

(g(x, ζ̄kℓ )− E[g(x, ζ̄ℓ)])

∣

∣

∣

∣

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤
L
∑

ℓ=0

∥

∥

∥

∥

sup
x∈X

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

(g(x, ζ̄kℓ )− E[g(x, ζ̄ℓ)])

∣

∣

∣

∣

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

.

In order to study

∥

∥

∥

∥

sup
x∈X

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

(g(x, ζ̄kℓ )− E[g(x, ζ̄ℓ)])

∣

∣

∣

∣

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

, we extract tools from empirical process

theory. For a given ℓ ≥ 0, if we define,

F
ℓ
Nℓ
(·) =

√

Nℓ

(

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

(g(·, ζ̄ℓk)− E[g(·, ζ̄ℓ)])
)

then F ℓ
Nℓ

is an empirical process. Further, since f(·, ζℓ) is Lipschitz continuous, we conclude that is

g(·, ζ̄ℓ) is also Lipschitz. Thereby applying Lemma 3,4 and 5 and under the assumption 5, we have

√

Nℓ

∥

∥

∥

∥

sup
x∈X

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

(g(x, ζ̄kℓ )− E[g(x, ζ̄ℓ)])

∣

∣

∣

∣

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ C‖ḡ(x, ζ̄ℓ)‖2
∫ 1

0

√

1 + log(Q[](v‖ḡ(x, ζ̄ℓ)‖2,F, ‖·‖2))dv

where ḡ(x, ζ̄ℓ) = supx∈X |g(x, ζ̄ℓ) − E[g(x, ζ̄ℓ)]|. Referring to the calculations in [19] (Proposition

EC.3), we have

C‖ḡ(x, ζ̄ℓ)‖2
∫ 1

0

√

1 + log(Q[](v‖ḡ(x, ζ̄ℓ)‖2,F, ‖·‖2))dv ≤

C ′

(

‖ḡ(x, ζ̄ℓ)‖2 +
√

d log

(

max

{

3,
12DXLf

‖ḡ(x, ζ̄ℓ)‖2

})

min
(

4DXLf , ‖ḡ(x, ζ̄ℓ)‖2
)

)

.

Now if,
12DXLf

‖ḡ(x, ζ̄ℓ)‖2
≤ 3,then we have,

C ′

(

‖ḡ(x, ζ̄ℓ)‖2 +
√

d log

(

max

{

3,
12DXLf

‖ḡ(x, ζ̄ℓ)‖2

})

min
(

4DXLf , ‖ḡ(x, ζ̄ℓ)‖2
)

)

≤ C ′‖ḡ(x, ζ̄ℓ)‖2(1 +
√

d log(3))
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Otherwise, we have

C ′

(

‖ḡ(x, ζ̄ℓ)‖2 +
√

d log

(

max

{

3,
12DXLf

‖ḡ(x, ζ̄ℓ)‖2

})

min
(

4DXLf , ‖ḡ(x, ζ̄ℓ)‖2
)

)

≤ C ′‖ḡ(x, ζ̄ℓ)‖2
(

1 +

√

d log

(

12DXLf

‖ḡ(x, ζ̄ℓ)‖2

)

)

≤ cℓ(‖ḡ(x, ζ̄ℓ)‖2)
1

1+a

where the last inequality is the consequence of Lemma 7 for 0 < a < ∞ and for some constant cℓ.

Observe that as a consequence of assumption 5, we have,

‖sup
x∈X

|g(x, ζ̄ℓ)− E[g(x, ζ̄ℓ)]|‖2 ≤ ‖sup
x∈X

|f(x, ζℓ)− f(x, ζℓ−1)|‖2 + ‖sup
x∈X

|E[f(x, ζℓ)− f(x, ζℓ−1)]|‖2

≤ 2c2h
β/2
ℓ

Further, letting c̄ = max
0≤ℓ≤L

cℓ and collating everything together we have

∥

∥

∥

∥

p∗,L − p̂∗,L
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ 2c2c̄
L
∑

ℓ=0

h
β̄/2
ℓ√
Nℓ

where β̄ = β 1
1+a . Putting everything together, we get the desired result.

Based on the above formulation of the root-mean-squared error, we give below the result that shows

the computational cost associated with the multilevel optimal gap estimator.

Corollary 4. Suppose assumptions 1,4 and 5 holds. Then, for any ǫ < 1
e the computational complexity

required for ‖p̂∗,L − p∗‖2 ≤ ǫ is

Cp
mlmc =



















O(ǫ−2), for β̄ > 1.

O
(

ǫ−2 log(ǫ−1)
)

, for β̄ = 1.

O
(

ǫ
−
(

2+ 1−β̄
α

))

, for β̄ < 1.

(21)

The proof of the above result follows the line of argument similar to the one observed by in [13, 16]

and is therefore skipped.

4.3 OPTIMAL GAP ESTIMATOR

Another aspect of SAA that is paramount among practitioners is the Optimal Gap estimator. As the

name suggests, the primary aim of this estimator is to assess the quality of a candidate solution of the

optimization problem (1). Mathematically, let x̂ be a candidate solution. The quality of this solution is

assessed using the optimality gap defined as

G(x̂) := F (x̂)− p∗ (22)

where p∗ := min
x∈X

F (x). The Monte Carlo approximation of G(x̂) is given as,

ĜN (x̂) :=
1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x̂, ζk)−min
x∈X

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζk), (23)

where {ζk}1≤k≤N are i.i.d realisation of the random variable ζ that is common in both the terms in the

above equation. In an unbiased realisation of the samples, the underlying mechanism is to statistically
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estimate the upper and lower bound of ĜN (x̂) by performing M independent estimation of ĜN (x̂) and

determining the one-sided confidence interval. This approach is well-documented and is readily used in

various practical applications. Interested readers may refer to [1, 27, 28] for a thorough discussion of this

procedure. However, instead of estimating an upper and lower bound of the optimal value based on the

optimal gap estimator, we undertake an RMSE analysis formulating the RMSE bound as a function of

the bias parameter h and the number of samples N . The following two propositions provide the RMSE

bound in the context of Monte Carlo and MLMC paradigms, respectively.

Let x̂ be a candidate solution obtained by solving an SAA problem. Further let, p∗,h = min
x∈X

F h(x)

and define,

Gh(x̂) := Fh(x̂)− p∗,h

Gh
N (x̂) :=

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x̂, ζkh)−min
x∈X

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζkh)

The following result gives a root-mean-squared error formulation for the estimator defined above.

Proposition 1 (Monte Carlo SAA). Suppose assumptions 1,2 and 3 holds. The for N ∈ N and x̂ ∈ X ,

‖Gh
N (x̂)−G(x̂)‖2 ≤ 2c1h

α + c2
σ√
N

Proof. See Appendix B.

In the multilevel paradigm, the optimal gap estimator is defined as

GL(x̂) = E[f(x̂, ζL)]−min
x∈X

E[f(x, ζL)]

=
L
∑

ℓ=0

E[f(x̂, ζℓ)− f(x̂, ζℓ−1)]−min
x∈X

L
∑

ℓ=0

E[f(x, ζℓ)− f(x, ζℓ−1)]

with the Monte Carlo approximation being defined as,

ĜL(x̂) =
L
∑

ℓ=0

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

(f(x̂, ζkℓ )− f(x̂, ζkℓ−1))−min
x∈X

(

L
∑

ℓ=0

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

(f(x, ζkℓ )− f(x, ζkℓ−1))

)

For the sake of notational convenience let g(x, ζ̄ℓ) := f(x, ζℓ)−f(x, ζℓ−1), p
∗,L := minx∈X

∑L
ℓ=0 E[g(x, ζ̄ℓ)]

and let p̂∗,L be its monte carlo approximation. Then,

ĜL(x̂) =
L
∑

ℓ=0

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

g(x̂, ζ̄kℓ )−min
x∈X

L
∑

ℓ=0

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

g(x, ζ̄kℓ )

Proposition 2 (MLMC-SAA). Suppose assumptions 1,4 and 5 holds. Then for any 0 < a < ∞, L ≥ 2
and any x̂ ∈ X ,

‖ĜL(x̂)−G(x̂)‖2 ≤ 2c1h
α
L + c3

L
∑

ℓ=0

h
β̄/2
ℓ√
Nℓ

where β̄ = β 1
1+a .

Proof. See Appendix B.
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5 NUMERICAL ILLUSTRATION

In this section, we undertake numerical experimentation to illustrate the impact of biased approxi-

mation of ζ on sample average approximation. To this end, we consider two minimization problems in

the coherent risk measure paradigms,i.e., Conditional Value at Risk or CVaR. Recall that,

CVaRθ(ζ) = min
x∈R

{

F (x) = E

[

x+
1

1− θ
(ζ − x)+

]}

where θ is the confidence level. For our first example, we consider a portfolio consisting of a single put

option where the asset price is driven by a geometric Brownian Motion(gBm) given as,

dXt = rXtdt+ σXtdWt (24)

where r and σ denote the risk-free rate of return and the volatility, and Wt denotes the standard Brownian

Motion. As for the second example, we look into the scenario simulation paradigm developed by in [11]

leading to a nested simulation framework. Before we dwell on the numerical simulation, we make

certain observations on the function f(x, ζ) := x+ 1
1−θ (ζ − x)+, and discuss the underlying algorithm

in order to undergo numerical experimentation. To begin with, let ζℓ and ζℓ′ be two approximation of

the random variable ζ , then,

|f(x, ζℓ)− f(x, ζℓ′)| ≤
1

1− θ
|ζℓ − ζℓ′ | (25)

for all x ∈ X . Therefore,

sup
x∈X

|f(x, ζℓ)− f(x, ζℓ′)| ≤
1

1− θ
|ζℓ − ζℓ′ |. (26)

Consequently, we have,

sup
x∈X

E[|f(x, ζℓ)− f(x, ζℓ′)|] ≤
1

1− θ
E|ζℓ − ζℓ′ | (27)

E

[

sup
x∈X

|f(x, ζℓ)− f(x, ζℓ′)|2
]

≤ 1

(1− θ)2
E[|ζℓ − ζℓ′ |2]. (28)

The above two inequalities help us determine α and β, i.e. the bias and variance convergence rate,

essential for our multilevel simulation. The next step in our simulation is determining the number of

samples to achieve a root-mean-squared error of ǫ. In the multilevel paradigm, the theoretical analysis

undertaken in the previous section suggests that taking,

Nℓ =









16

ǫ2
(c2c̄)

2h
β̄+2
3

ℓ

(

L
∑

ℓ=0

h
β̄−1
3

ℓ

)2








and L =

⌈

log(2c1h
α
0 ǫ

−1)

α log(m)

⌉

would lead to root-mean-squared error of O(ǫ). However, the formulation requires us to estimate various

constants, which, given one is able to calculate, leads to very conservative numbers for Nℓ, whereas, in

the application, we often do not have the computational budget to perform simulations based on these

estimates. Then, how does one go about reaping the benefits of the multilevel approximation in the SAA

paradigm? We resolve this question by roughly approximating the optimal solution by solving an SAA

problem with very few samples, subsequently generating more samples based on this estimate for an

accurate approximation. The idea is not particularly novel, with a similar approach being studied by in

[29], where they intend to progressively increase the sample size based on some performance criteria of

the previous estimation, discussion about which is beyond the scope of this paper. Here, we consider

a version of the procedure where instead of progressively increasing the sample size, we estimate the

number of samples based on the formulas presented in Chapter 9 of [16] both in the context of MLMC

and Monte Carlo estimation. The formula and algorithm, both in the context of Monte Carlo SAA and

MLMC-SAA, are presented in Appendix A.
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5.1 GEOMETRIC BROWNIAN MOTION

For our first example, we shall consider an investment consisting of a short position in a single put

option, where the loss is defined as

ζ := (K −XT )+ − erTP0,

with P0 being the initial price at which the option was sold. We assume the underlying stock Xt follows

gBm, i.e.,

dXt = rXtdt+ σXtdWt

and further assume X0 = 100, r = 0.05, σ = 0.2, T = 1, P0 = 10.7 and (strike price) K = 110 for our

simulation [30]. In order to undergo our simulation, we discretize the gBm using Euler-Maruyama and

Milstein numerical scheme, given as,

Xn+1 = Xn + rXnh+ σXn∆Wn (Euler-Marumaya) (29)

Xn+1 = Xn + (r − 1

2
σ2)hXn + σXn∆Wn +

1

2
σ2Xn(∆Wn)

2 (Milstein), (30)

where h = T/m is the step size and ∆Wn = Wn+1−Wn. Here, we take m = 4 as the refinement factor

h0 = T for the purpose of our simulation. The value of α and β can be estimated based on equation

(27) and (28). Referring to the analysis in [31], we have, α = 1 and β = 1 for Euler-Maruyama scheme

and α = 1 and β = 2 for Milstein Scheme. Also, we take a = 10−3. Based on these parameters, we

undertake our simulation where we perform a 100 independent run of algorithm 1 and 2 (see Appendix

A), performing minimization over the interval X = [23, 25] for θ = 0.95. Finally, we estimate the

optimal value as the average of all the independent simulations. We also estimate the RMSE and the

P(|p̂∗,· − p∗| > ǫ), for a given ǫ. For θ = 0.95, the value of CVaR(ζ) is approximately equal to 30.347.

The results from these simulations are tabulated in Table 1,2,3 and 4. Figure 1 depicts the graphical

representation of the tabulated results where we observe the computational saving achieved by MLMC-

SAA.

ǫ h0 Bias Variance RMSE P(|p̂∗,· − p∗| > ǫ) Cost Value

0.5000 1.00000 2.7188e-01 3.0176e-01 0.6129 0.420 1.8381e+05 30.619

0.2500 1.00000 5.5760e-02 7.9016e-02 0.2866 0.420 1.2872e+06 30.403

0.1250 1.00000 4.9798e-02 2.0944e-02 0.1530 0.420 9.2293e+06 30.397

0.0625 1.00000 1.1595e-02 5.8147e-03 0.0771 0.440 7.5802e+07 30.359

0.0312 1.00000 2.2947e-02 1.3838e-03 0.0437 0.420 4.8290e+08 30.370

Table 1: MLMC SAA estimation of CVaR - Euler Maruyama Scheme

ǫ h0 Bias Variance RMSE P(|p̂∗,· − p∗| > ǫ) Cost Value

0.5000 0.50000 2.3638e+00 5.0417e-01 2.4682 0.990 1.0498e+04 32.711

0.2500 0.25000 1.1381e+00 5.8845e-02 1.1637 1.000 8.7483e+04 31.485

0.1250 0.12500 5.4815e-01 1.1016e-02 0.5581 1.000 6.6049e+05 30.895

0.0625 0.06250 2.8821e-01 2.9261e-03 0.2932 1.000 5.6448e+06 30.635

0.0312 0.03125 1.5071e-01 7.7410e-04 0.1533 1.000 4.4189e+07 30.498

Table 2: Monte Carlo SAA estimation of CVaR - Euler Maruyama Scheme
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Figure 1: (a) Euler-Maruyama Approximation- Computational Cost as a function of RMSE log-log scale. (b)

Milstein Approximation- Computational Cost as function of RMSE log-log sclae

ǫ h0 Bias Variance RMSE P(|p̂∗,· − p∗| > ǫ) Cost Value

0.5000 0.50000 9.4734e-01 1.3697e-01 1.0171 0.900 1.7462e+04 29.400

0.2500 0.25000 3.8208e-01 2.5882e-02 0.4146 0.820 1.3750e+05 29.965

0.1250 0.12500 1.8202e-01 7.8050e-03 0.2023 0.690 1.0405e+06 30.165

0.0625 0.06250 8.2207e-02 1.9756e-03 0.0935 0.690 8.4570e+06 30.265

0.0312 0.03125 3.9240e-02 5.6320e-04 0.0459 0.610 7.3093e+07 30.308

Table 3: Monte Carlo SAA estimation of CVaR - Milstein Scheme

ǫ h0 Bias Variance RMSE P(|p̂∗,· − p∗| > ǫ) Cost Value

0.5000 1.00000 1.7175e-01 1.5618e-01 0.4309 0.280 2.0223e+04 30.175

0.2500 1.00000 7.9033e-02 4.3766e-02 0.2236 0.310 8.7559e+04 30.268

0.1250 1.00000 3.2663e-02 8.4547e-03 0.0976 0.230 6.1980e+05 30.314

0.0625 1.00000 1.1434e-02 2.4114e-03 0.0504 0.200 2.6256e+06 30.336

0.0312 1.00000 3.1578e-04 5.4172e-04 0.0233 0.200 1.9655e+07 30.347

Table 4: MLMC SAA estimation of CVaR - Milstein Scheme

5.2 NESTED SIMULATION

For the second example, we refer to the research carried out in [11, 21], where the authors formulated

the estimation of CVaR as a nested expectation problem. Consequently, for our simulation, we define ζ
as follows,

ζ := −1− E[φ(Y,Z)|Y ] (31)

where, φ(y, z) := −τy2 − 2
√

τ(1− τ)yz − (1− τ)z2 and y, z ∈ R. Also, Y,Z are independent fol-

lowing normal distribution N (0, 1). The above formulation considers an option with payoff −W 2
T at

time T = 1. The value of the option at a time t is given by P (t, y) := E[−W 2
T |Wt = y] and the loss ζ
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is given as, ζ := P (0, 0) − P (τ,Wτ ), where τ ∈ (0, 1) is the time horizon. For further information on

the above formulation and the analytical calculations, refer to [21, 25]. For now, observe that the above

formulation leads to a conditional optimization problem. Therefore, the Monte Carlo approximation of

F (x) is based on generating inner and outer samples. Let the bias parameter h = 1/M where M is the

number of inner samples and let N denote the number of outer samples; then,

F h
N (x) =

1

N

N
∑

k=1



x+
1

1− θ



−1− 1

M

M
∑

j=1

φ(Zj , Yk)− x





+



 (32)

gives the Monte Carlo approximation of F (x). We take τ = 0.5 and θ = 0.975 for our numerical

simulation. For the practical implementation, we minimize over the interval [1, 4]. For the multilevel

approximation, let

ÊMℓ
(Yk) = −1− 1

Mℓ

Mℓ
∑

j=1

φ(Zj , Yk)

and further define,

f(x, ÊMℓ
(Yk)) := x+

1

1− θ

(

ÊMℓ
(Yk)− x

)

+
.

Then F̂L(x), is given as

F̂L(x) :=
L
∑

ℓ=0

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

(

f(x, ÊMℓ
(Yk))− f(x, ÊMℓ−1

(Yk))
)

. (33)

To this end, observe that for a given Y , we have,

sup
x∈[1,4]

∣

∣

∣

∣

f(x, ÊMℓ
(Y ))− f(x, ÊMℓ−1

(Yk))

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

≤ 1

(1− θ)2

∣

∣

∣

∣

ÊMℓ
(Y )− ÊMℓ−1

(Y )

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

where the right-hand side of the above inequality is independent of x. Therefore, we have

E

[

sup
x∈[1,4]

∣

∣

∣

∣

f(x, ÊMℓ
(Y ))− f(x, ÊMℓ−1

(Yk))

∣

∣

∣

∣

2
]

≤ 1

(1− θ)2
E

[

∣

∣

∣

∣

ÊMℓ
(Y )− ÊMℓ−1

(Y )

∣

∣

∣

∣

2
]

.

Now, as a consequence of Proposition 9.2 (a) in [16], Proposition 3 in [11] and equation (27) and (28),

we have β = 1 and α = 1 albeit under some regularity assumptions. For multilevel simulation, we take

h0 = 1/64, i.e., M = 64 and take a = 10−3. As before, we perform 100 independent simulation and

estimate the RMSE and P(|p̂∗,· − p∗| > ǫ). Table 5 and 6 tabulate the results obtained through MLMC-

SAA and Monte Carlo SAA, respectively. Finally, in figure 2, we provide a graphical representation

depicting the computational saving achieved by MLMC-SAA in the nested simulation framework.

ǫ h0 Bias Variance RMSE P(|p̂∗,· − p∗| > ǫ) Cost Value

0.5000 0.01562 3.3295e-02 1.5839e-01 0.3994 0.210 4.6912e+04 2.877

0.2500 0.01562 7.5835e-03 5.0063e-02 0.2239 0.290 1.5027e+05 2.918

0.1250 0.01562 9.4439e-03 1.1780e-02 0.1089 0.210 5.9360e+05 2.901

0.0625 0.01562 2.2478e-03 3.1485e-03 0.0562 0.260 3.7132e+06 2.912

0.0312 0.01562 4.3228e-04 6.5439e-04 0.0256 0.250 2.0315e+07 2.910

Table 5: MLMC SAA estimation of CVaR - Nested
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Figure 2: Nested Simulation-Computational Cost as a function of RMSE. log-log scale.

ǫ h0 Bias Variance RMSE P(|p̂∗,· − p∗| > ǫ) Cost Value

0.5000 0.01562 1.7884e-02 2.5430e-01 0.5046 0.320 2.1908e+04 2.892

0.2500 0.00781 1.1132e-02 6.4929e-02 0.2551 0.290 1.6616e+05 2.899

0.1250 0.00391 2.6002e-03 1.9075e-02 0.1381 0.320 1.2272e+06 2.913

0.0625 0.00195 1.3558e-03 4.6695e-03 0.0683 0.350 9.5507e+06 2.911

0.0312 0.00098 9.7929e-03 1.3391e-03 0.0379 0.390 8.1160e+07 2.900

Table 6: Monte Carlo SAA estimation of CVaR - Nested

6 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this paper, we looked into a discussion about the Sample average approximation problem, where

the random variable ζ is sampled from an approximate distribution, introducing bias in the Monte Carlo

estimation of the expectation. We extended the conventional SAA setup to the multilevel framework to

enhance the computational cost associated with performing the optimization procedure. Following the

traditional analysis, we undertook the uniform convergence analysis, establishing the rate of convergence

and the sampling complexity results both in the standard and multilevel context. We further analysed

RMSE and derived the sample complexity results to achieve ǫ−RMSE. Finally, we demonstrated the

benefits of incorporating MLMC via a series of numerical examples.

Although the results in the section 5 do illustrate the advantages of MLMC incorporation, the un-

derlying algorithm presented (Appendix A) is heuristic and does require an extensive study. In this

regard, one can look into the Retrospective Approximation studied in [29], developing a more rigor-

ous mathematical foundation for our algorithm. Also, the presented study provides a framework for

further enhancements of the procedure in future works. For instance, Multilevel Richardson-Romberg

extrapolation (ML2R), developed in [32] can be incorporated to improve the computational complexity

associated with β(β̄) ≤ 1. One can further enhance the cost by incorporating variance reduction tech-

niques in the studied framework, such as Antithetic sampling [15], importance sampling [33, 34]. These

are various topics that we will explore in future research.
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A APPENDIX

Algorithm 1: Monte Carlo SAA

Input: ǫ, N̂0, α

Step 1: h0 = O(ǫ
1
α )

Step 2: Generate ζ1h0
, ζ2h0

, . . . , ζ N̂0
h0

independent and identically distributed sample of

the random variable ζh0 .

Step 3: Estimate x̂ = argmin
x∈X

1

N̂0

N̂0
∑

k=1

f(x, ζkh0
).

Step 4: Estimate σ2
x̂ = V





1

N̂0

N̂0
∑

k=1

f(x̂, ζkh0
)



.

Step 5: Estimate N =

⌈(

1 +
1

2α

)

σ2
x̂

ǫ2

⌉

.

Step 6: If N > N̂0, generate N − N̂0 extra samples of the random variable ζh0 .

Step 7: Solve the optimization problem,

p̂∗,h0 = min
x∈X

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζkh0
).

Return: p̂∗,h0.

m mℓ = mℓ, ℓ = 0, . . . , L

L = L∗(ǫ)
1 +













log

(

(1 + 2α)
1
2α

(

|c1|
ǫ

)
1
α

h0

)

log(m)













h = h∗(ǫ) h0
⌈

h0 (1 + 2α)
1
2α

(

|c1|
ǫ

)
1
α

m−L

⌉

q = q∗(ǫ)
q0(ǫ) =

1

q
†
ǫ

, qℓ(ǫ) =
λh

β
2

(

m−1
ℓ−1 −m−1

ℓ

)
β
2

q
†
ǫ
√
mℓ−1 +mℓ

, ℓ = 1, . . . , L,

with q†ǫ s.t.

L
∑

ℓ=0

qℓ(ǫ) = 1 and λ =
V1(x̂)

Vh(x̂)
.

N = N∗(ǫ)











(

1 + 1
2α

)

Vh(x̂)q
†
ǫ

(

1 + λh
β
2

∑L
ℓ=1

(

m−1
ℓ−1 −m−1

ℓ

)
β
2
√
mℓ−1 +mℓ

)

ǫ2











Nℓ = N∗
ℓ (ǫ) ⌈N∗(ǫ)qℓ(ǫ)⌉

Table 7: Parameters for MLMC-SAA

The reader may refer to the Practitioner’s Corner of section 9.5.2 in [16] for a discussion on the cali-

bration of the parameters V1(x̂),Vh(x̂) and c1. Remember that we do all the calculations after estimating

x̂ in step 2 in algorithm 2.
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Algorithm 2: MLMC SAA

Input: ǫ, h0, m, N̂0, α, β

Step 1: Generate ζ1h0
, ζ2h0

, . . . , ζ N̂0
h0

independent and identically distributed sample of

the random variable ζh0 .

Step 2: Estimate x̂ = argmin
x∈X

1

N̂0

N̂0
∑

k=1

f(x, ζkh0
).

Step 3: Estimate h, L, {Nℓ}0≤ℓ≤L using the formulas in Table 7.

Step 4: For ℓ = 0, 1, . . . , L, generate (ζ1ℓ , ζ
1
ℓ−1), (ζ

2
ℓ , ζ

2
ℓ−1), . . . , (ζ

Nℓ

ℓ , ζ
Nℓ

ℓ−1) independent

and identically distributed samples of (ζℓ, ζℓ−1).
Step 5: Solve the optimization problem,

p̂∗,L = min
x∈X

L
∑

ℓ=0

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

(

f(x, ζkℓ )− f(x, ζkℓ−1)
)

.

Return: p̂∗,L.

B APPENDIX

Proof (Proposition 1). Observe that as a consequence of the triangle inequality we have,

‖Gh
N (x̂)−G(x̂)‖2 = ‖Gh

N (x̂)−Gh(x̂)+Gh(x̂)−G(x̂)‖2 ≤ ‖Gh
N (x̂)−Gh(x̂)‖2+‖Gh(x̂)−G(x̂)‖2.

The second term in the above inequality is bounded as,

‖Gh(x̂)−G(x̂)‖2 ≤ ‖Fh(x̂)− F (x̂)‖2 + ‖p∗,h − p∗‖2
Now ‖Fh(x̂)− F (x̂)‖2 ≤ sup

x∈X
|E (f(x, ζh)− f(x, ζ))| ≤ c1h

α, and

‖p∗,h − p∗‖2 ≤
(

E

[

sup
x∈X

|E[f(x, ζh)]− E[f(x, ζ)]|2
])1/2

≤ c1h
α,

therefore, ‖Gh(x̂)−G(x̂)‖2 ≤ 2c1h
α. As for the first term i.e.,‖Gh

N (x̂)−Gh(x̂)‖2 observe that,

‖Gh
N (x̂)−Gh(x̂)‖2 ≤

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x̂, ζkh)−E[f(x̂, ζh)]

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

+

∥

∥

∥

∥

min
x∈X

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζkh)−min
x∈X

E[f(x, ζh)]

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

,

For the first term in the above equation, we have,

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζkh)− E[f(x, ζh)]

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

=



E





(

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x̂, ζkh)− E[f(x̂, ζh)

)2








1
2

=



E





(

1

N

N
∑

k=1

(

f(x̂, ζkh)− E[f(x̂, ζh)
)

)2








1
2

=



E





(

1

N

N
∑

k=1

Zh
k (x̂)

)2








1
2

≤ c2√
N

(

E[(f(x̂, ζh)− E[f(x̂, ζh)])
2]
)1/2

≤ c2√
N

σ
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where the last two inequalities are the consequence of [21](Lemma 2.5) and assumption 3. Further, from

the calculations in Theorem 5, we have,

∥

∥

∥

∥

min
x∈X

1

N

N
∑

k=1

f(x, ζkh)−min
x∈X

E[f(x, ζh)]

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ c3
σ√
N

.

By collating everything together and reassigning constants, we get the desired result.

Proof (Proposition 2). To begin with, observe that from triangle inequality, we have,

‖ĜL(x̂)−G(x̂)‖2 = ‖ĜL(x̂)−GL(x̂) +GL(x̂)−G(x̂)‖2 ≤ ‖ĜL(x̂)−GL(x̂)‖2 + ‖GL(x̂)−G(x̂)‖2
As before ‖GL(x̂)−G(x̂)‖2 ≤ 2c1h

α
L, therefore, we intend to study, ‖ĜL(x̂)−GL(x̂)‖2.

∥

∥

∥

∥

ĜL(x̂)−GL(x̂)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

L
∑

ℓ=0

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

g(x̂, ζ̄kℓ )−
L
∑

ℓ=0

E[g(x̂, ζ̄ℓ)] + p∗,L − p̂∗,L
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤
∥

∥

∥

∥

L
∑

ℓ=0

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

g(x̂, ζ̄kℓ )−
L
∑

ℓ=0

E[g(x̂, ζ̄ℓ)]

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

+

∥

∥

∥

∥

p∗,L − p̂∗,L
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

Now,

∥

∥

∥

∥

L
∑

ℓ=0

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

g(x̂, ζ̄kℓ )−
L
∑

ℓ=0

E[g(x̂, ζ̄ℓ)]

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤
∥

∥

∥

∥

1

N0

N0
∑

k=1

(

f(x, ζk0 )− Ef(x, ζ0)
)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

+

∥

∥

∥

∥

L
∑

ℓ=1

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

(

f(x, ζkℓ )− f(x, ζkℓ−1)− E[f(x, ζℓ)− f(x, ζℓ−1)]
)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

.

Let

Zℓ(x) =

{

f(x, ζ0)− Ef(x, ζ0), ℓ = 0

f(x, ζℓ)− f(x, ζℓ−1)− E[f(x, ζℓ)− f(x, ζℓ−1)], ℓ = 1, . . . , L

then it is easy to Zℓ(x) is a zero mean random variable, therefore by Lemma 2.5 in [21], we have,

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

N0

N0
∑

k=1

(

f(x, ζk0 )− Ef(x, ζ0)
)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ c2√
N0

(

E[Z0(x)]
2
)1/2

∥

∥

∥

∥

L
∑

ℓ=1

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

(

f(x, ζkℓ )− f(x, ζkℓ−1)− E[f(x, ζℓ)− f(x, ζℓ−1)]
)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ c2

L
∑

ℓ=0

1√
Nℓ

(

E[Zℓ(x)]
2
)1/2

.

Consequently, by assumption 5, we get,

∥

∥

∥

∥

L
∑

ℓ=0

1

Nℓ

Nℓ
∑

k=1

g(x̂, ζ̄kℓ )−
L
∑

ℓ=0

E[g(x̂, ζ̄ℓ)]

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤
L
∑

ℓ=0

c2√
Nℓ

(

E[Zℓ(x)]
2
)1/2 ≤

L
∑

ℓ=0

c2c2√
Nℓ

h
β/2
ℓ .

As for

∥

∥

∥

∥

p∗,L − p̂∗,L
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

, we have from calculations in Theorem 6, that,

∥

∥

∥

∥

p∗,L − p̂∗,L
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ 2c2c̄

L
∑

ℓ=0

h
β̄/2
ℓ√
Nℓ

where β̄ = β 1
1+a . Clearly, for any a > 0, β̄ < β, therefore we have,

∥

∥

∥

∥

ĜL(x̂)−GL(x̂)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ c3

L
∑

ℓ=0

h
β̄/2
ℓ√
Nℓ

for some constant c3. Hence, the result follows.
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