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Abstract

Stochastic programming models can lead to very large-scale optimization problems for which it
may be impossible to enumerate all possible scenarios. In such cases, one adopts a sampling-based
solution methodology in which case the reliability of the resulting decisions may be suspect. For such
instances, it is advisable to adopt methodologies that promote variance reduction. One such approach
goes under a framework known as “compromise decision”, which requires multiple replications of the
solution procedure. This paper studies the reliability of stochastic programming solutions resulting
from the “compromise decision” process. This process is characterized by minimizing an aggregation
of objective function approximations across replications, presumably conducted in parallel. We refer
to the post-parallel-processing problem as the problem of “compromise decision”. We quantify the
reliability of compromise decisions by estimating the expectation and variance of the “pessimistic
distance” of sampled instances from the set of true optimal decisions. Such pessimistic distance is
defined as an estimate of the largest possible distance of the solution of the sampled instance from
the “true” optimal solution set. The Rademacher average of instances is used to bound the sample
complexity of the compromise decision.

Keywords: Stochastic Programming, Sample Average Approximation, Rademacher Average

1 DMotivation

Artificial Intelligence, Machine Learning, and Data Science (AMD) have become major sources of appli-
cations of stochastic optimization. In general, the class of AMD models are often based on the idea of

Empirical Risk Minimization (ERM) in which vast amounts of data can be characterized via a class of
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functions (e.g., affine, convex etc.) which can be used for predictive purposes. Concomitantly, we are
also witnessing the growth of decision and design (DD) optimization for new applications in sustainable
energy, environment, and even health-care decisions using Sample Average Approximation (SAA) [23].
These two classes of “applications” (AMD and DD) tend to have slightly different algorithmic require-
ments: AMD problems tend to seek functions which perform well across a range of plausible data using
ERM, while DD seeks a finite dimensional vector which is predicted to perform well across a sampled
collection of plausible scenarios using SAA. Statistically speaking, ERM and SAA are cousins of each
other, drawing from the same “well” of sample complexity theory developed within the statistical learn-
ing (SL) literature. However, there are real-world implications associated with models of predictive and
prescriptive analytics: in case of the former, small errors in predictions are often “easily forgiven,” (e.g.,
errors in predicting precipitation) whereas, errors in DD can often represent loss of coordination among
multi-variate choices (e.g., different product lines), and can lead to operational havoc. Because coordi-
nation across multiple facets may contribute to much of the value-proposition of DD, it is important to
have plans which dovetail well, even in the presence of significant uncertainty. For these reasons, choices
which are recommended in the DD setting often call for greater reliability, especially because uncertainty
has the potential to up-end the entire plan. To accommodate such coordination, our prior work has
put forward the concept of “compromise decisions” for various versions of stochastic programming (SP)
structures (e.g., Stochastic LPs [35], Stochastic Multi-Stage LPs [41], and Stochastic MIPs [42])). While
the specifics of compromise decisions for each class is designed to address the specific structure of the
model, they are all intended to enhance the reliability of decisions. However unlike the above papers,
which are computationally motivated, this paper is envisioned as one providing mathematical/statistical
foundations for the concept of Compromise Decisions.

There are several challenges which present barriers to overcoming the goals outlined above: a) Tra-
ditional SAA (as well as ERM) focuses on sample complexity based on probability estimates of approx-
imation quality, b) it is not obvious how multiple sampling-based runs should be combined to provide
one decision for the purposes of implementation, c¢) it is also burdensome to characterize the worst-case
scenario (in distribution) of the estimated solution generated by a given SP algorithm. One recommen-
dation (due to Nesterov) is to simply average outputs resulting from parallel runs (e.g., using multiple
Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) runs). The challenge here is that it is unclear whether the variability
associated with decisions are to be considered in some way. In this paper, we plan to provide sample
complexity of DD associated with convex SP models. We expect that future papers will present more
comprehensive theory to accommodate integer as well as other non-convex settings.

Importance sampling is one popular approach to reduce the variance associated with objective func-

tion estimates (of values as well as gradient/subgradient estimates) when using Monte Carlo sampling



[8]. It has been widely used to reduce variance in gradient estimates for portfolio [44l [T9] and credit
risk optimization [I3]. Kozmik and Morton [24] also propose an importance sampling methodology to
reduce the variance of the upper bound estimate of optimal cost from the Stochastic Dual Dynamic
Programming (SDDP) algorithms in a risk-averse setting. Carson and Maria [7] summarized that the
key to the success of importance sampling lies in the appropriate change of the probability measure used
for rare event simulation.

Additionally, other popular variance reduction methods include linear control random variables
method ([36]), in which a correlated random variable with mean zero is added to the objective func-
tion, as well as using common random numbers for variance reduction approach ([I5], [22]). For a review
of modern variance reduction techniques in stochastic optimization, we refer the readers to a survey by
Homem-de-Mello and Bayraksan [17].

Other than the above-mentioned variance reduction techniques, Pasupathy and Song [29] propose an
adaptive sequential SAA framework where the inner loop stopping criterion depends on the optimality
gap and pointwise variance estimates and the outer loop utilizes previously estimated solution as a warm
start.

When memory and computational time are no longer the bottleneck in computation (e.g. [43]),
performing several replications of sampling procedures, perhaps in parallel, becomes an alternative to
improve the objective function estimate and/or optimal solution estimate. Sen and Liu [35] propose a
closed-loop methodology based on a composite function which aggregates the sum of piecewise linear
objective function approximations (from multiple independent runs), together with a regularizing term
which measures deviation from a sample average of decisions. The above approximation is what [35] refers
to as the compromise problem, and the optimum solution of that problem is referred to as the compro-
mise decision. The computational results reported in the aforementioned paper illustrates the power of
aggregated approximations for stochastic linear programming problems, and their computational results
demonstrate the variance reduction due to the compromise decision approach.

At approximately the same time as the publication of [35], the International Conference on SP (ICSP-
13 in 2016) was held in Buzios, Brazil where several SP luminaries made the case for recommending
general-purpose methodologies which could support low variance decisions for SP problems. During
that session it was noted that while SP methodology was strongly supported by SAA-based theory,
most SP algorithns were not designed to provide computational support for establishing the reliability
of decisions proposed by SP software.

Motivated by the “disconnect” between SP theory and computations, we aim to present a theory which
is based on a small set of principles that can be used to explain the computational success reported in the

above-mentioned papers. Indeed, we focus on studying the finite-sample complexity of the Compromise



Decision approach to solve the following generic stochastic program

min f(z) £ EE[F(:C, 5)], (1)

zeX

where 5 : Q + Z C R? is a random variable with distribution x defined on a probability space (2, ¥q, P),
X C RP is the feasible region of z, and F : X x 2 — R is a Carathéodorian function (i.e., continuous in
X and measurable for almost every £ € =2).

Given m (m > 2) replications, we let £, Frlas &) and #(€") denote the sampled data sets (each of
size n), objective function approximations (based on sampling-based estimates), and decision estimate
in the i*" replication of Monte Carlo sampling to recommend an approximate solution to the problem in
(D, respectively. The compromise decision problem for convex SP, based on m replications is formulated

as follows:

A

=1

ol P
min ;fn<sc,§i)+2

zeX M “

: (2)

The addition of the quadratic regularizer to the objective function has been widely used in SP algorithms
such as the proximal point method [32], proximal bundle method [2I], mirror descent method [27],
regularized SD [I6], regularized SDDP [I] 4], and more recently, SDLP [I2]. Furthermore, the use of
the decision-based regularizer in (2] can be interpreted as one way of countering overfitting. SP models
in our setting often involve multi-dimensional random variables and the sampling distribution fiy often
involves N which is so large, as to be untenable for constrained optimization. In this sense, the size of

n which we use in SP is relatively small as to be similar to the case of overfitting in statistics .

Algorithm 1 Compromise Decision Approach

Initialization: Set sample size n € Z, replication number m € Z,, p € (0,400), and an Algorithm T
for the replication step.

Replication Step: Fori =1,2,...,m, use Algorithm T compute estimated decision, Z:(¢"), and function
estimation, f,,(z;£"), of the i*" replication.

Aggregation Step: Aggregate function estimates % > fn(z, &) with certain augmentation. Aggre-
gate estimated decisions as # Yot #n(&l"). Obtain the e-optimal solution of the compromise decision
problem in (2)).

The compromise decision problem consists of an estimated aggregation of sampled value function
approximations, and a penalty based on a distance to the average decision estimate. It can also be
interpreted as performing one step of the proximal point method for solving # > fn(x,fz”) given
that the initial estimate is = 3" 2,(&"). Let Zn(EN) = 237 #&") and let 25 (V) denote the

optimal solution of (). It is obvious that if Zyx(¢V) and 25,(¢€Y) agree, then both are optimal to

916122 % > fn (x;&M). This observation has been transformed into a stopping rule for compromise SD

“Eg[F(2,0)] = [o F(x,€w))dP = [5 F(z,6)u(dE).




([35]). In short, the Compromise Decision approach consists of two steps: a replication step and an
aggregation step. We summarize the Compromise Decision approach in Algorithm [Tl

Motivated by the computational evidence of successful use of the Compromise Decision problem
[35] [411, [42], this paper aims to expound on a mathematical foundation for those successes. In particular,
we shall address the following questions which will support a mathematical (as opposed to computational)

basis for Compromise Decisions:
1. How should one quantify the reliability of the estimated decisions of stochastic programs?

2. What is the reliability of a compromise decision when a particular algorithm is used in each

replication?

3. More specifically, what is the reliability of compromise decisions with SD algorithm involved in

each replication of a stochastic QP?

The above agenda is not only novel, but it provides a theoretical justification for reliable decision-
making using SP. It is important to recognize that in the absence of such a theory, sampling-based
computational algorithms for SP (including traditional SDDP [30]) are likely to lead to both sub-optimality
and/or lower reliability (i.e., greater variability). Computational evidence of such risks, especially for
multi-stage SP, are presented in [41].

This paper is organized as follows. In section 2] we review Rademacher complexity and its use in
bounding the sample complexity of point estimates of the objective function and its variance. In section
Bl we present both exact and inexact compromise decision problem formulation and its quantitative
reliability. In section M, we discuss the sample complexity analysis of the compromise decision when a
cutting-plane-type algorithm is used to solve each replication of the approximation problem. Finally,
we provide the theoretical evidence of the success of using SD algorithms for the compromise decision

problem in section

1.1 Notations

We let «f : Q + = C R? denote a random vector defined on a probability space (2, o, P) and let £ denote
one realization of «f . Let 51,52, . ,én denote independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) copies of
£ Fori=1,2,...,n, we let & denote the realization of & and let € £ {&;,&,,...,&,} denote the set
of realizations of n i.i.d. copies of £&. Let X C RP be a nonempty compact set of decisions, and let
F: X X E = R be a Carathéodorain function. We let Pr{-} denote the probability of an event, and let
| - || denote the Euclidean norm.

Without further specification, we let n denote the sample size of each replication and let m denote the



number of replications. We let £# denote the sample set with size n in the it! replication. In particular,
we let &' = {{i—1)ntj}j—1- We let N = mn denote the total sample size and let N = um & denote
the mega-sample set. Without loss of generality, we consider the case in which the sample size for each
replication is the same, although it is straightforward to extend the analysis to the case of heterogeneous
sample sizes among the replications.

As for the notations in the Rademacher complexity, we let &1, 69, ...,d, be i.i.d. random variables
with &; for ¢ = 1,2,...,n being equally likely to be 1 or —1. That is, Pr(¢ = 1) = Pr(c¢ = —1) = %
Furthermore, we require that &; are independent of «f foralli=1,2,...,n.

To study e-optimality of a solution, we shall define the following metric to measure the pessimistic

distance between two sets (see [10} 11} [29] for similar uses).

Definition 1 (Pessimistic Distance). Let A and B be two sets from an Euclidean space. The pessimistic

distance of A to B is defined as follows:
A(A, B) £ sup inf —b|. 3
(A, B) iepbleB lla— 0 (3)

An interpretation of A(A, B) is that it is the largest distance from a point of set A to set B. For
instance, if A is the set of possible estimated solutions and B is the set of optimal solutions. Then
A(A, B) is the farthest distance from the estimated solution to the optimal solution set.

The following theorem describes the Lipschitzian behavior of the e-optimal solution set in terms of

the metric defined in (3).

Theorem 1.1. [10] Assume that X is a nonempty compact conver set and f : X — R is a lower
semicontinuous convex function. Let the following definitions hold: Dx = max, gex ||z — 2||; 6* =
mingex f(z); € >e>0, Xe={zr e X : f(z) <0*+¢c}, and Xe ={x € X : f(x) <0*+€'}. Then the

following holds:

e —e€

AXe, X)) < Dx.

€

Proof. See [10, Theorem 3.11]. ]

The results of Theorem [[1] relate the perturbation of the objective function (e.g., estimation error

from sampling) to the e-solution set. It will be one of the major tools for studying the reliability of the

compromise decisions. When ¢ =€ > 0, A(X,X.) = 0 and ele_ﬁDX = 0. Hence, the inequality in
Theorem [I.1] still holds when ¢ = € > 0.

Finally, we summarize key notations and their use in computation and/or analysis in Appendix [Al



1.2 Contributions

The contributions of this paper are two-fold: (1) We propose a unifying framework to compute com-
promise decisions by aggregating information from multiple replications of SP runs; (2) We provide a
quantitative way to measure the reliability of the compromise decision.

Here, we summarize our contribution to the reliability of the compromise decisions when a class of SP
methods are involved in solving each replication in Table Il We say that if one compromise decision has
better reliability than another compromise decision, then the former one has a faster convergence rate in
both expectation and variance of the pessimistic distance (in Definition[I]) to the (e-)optimal solution set.
Thus we use a 2-tuple to describe the reliability of the compromise decision. In particular, the first ele-
ment (of the 2-tuple) will denote the expectation of the pessimistic distance, whereas, the second element
of the 2-tuple measures the variance of the pessimistic distance to the (e-)optimal solution set. Due to
the sublinear convergence rate of SD for SQQP problems, we observe that the compromise decision using
SD (in section () has a higher reliability than the one using SAA (in section B]) or cutting-plane-type
methods (in section H]). It is also expected that deterministic cutting-plane methods (such as Benders
Decomposition or L-shaped method) and SAA have the same reliability because a deterministic method

can only deliver what is permissible within the SAA setup.

Method in the replication step Problem type Reliability
SAA Convex (0(%),0(= +=ix))), A €(0,1)
Cutting-plane-type methods Convex Same as above
SD Two-stage SQQP (0(2),0(== + =5))

Table 1: Reliability of Compromise Decisions

2 Background on Sample Complexity: Point Estimates and
Rademacher Average

In order to set the stage for the goals outlined earlier, we begin by reviewing the notion of Rademacher
average and its use in bounding a sample average approximation of the objective function and a sample
variance of the random cost function.

As mentioned by [3], “Rademacher complexity is commonly used to describe the data-dependent
complexity of a function class”. One key advantage of (empirical) Rademacher average (or complexity)
is that it can be measured from a finite sample set (see [3] for i.i.d. cases, and [26] for non-i.i.d. cases).
As a result, it can be used to estimate the finite-sample error of a function class. Rademacher average

has been widely used in neural networks ([2]), support vector machine ([39]), and decision trees ([I8]).



The common finite-sample approximation of (I is known as the sample average approximation
(SAA), and is written as follows.

min f, (z;&") £ %ZF@,@). (4)

reX

Since we will study multiple replications of sampling, we write the sample set explicitly in the argument of
the fn(x;-) to distinguish different sample sets. A similar notational style will apply to sample variance,
estimated solutions and compromise decisions.

The variance of the random cost function, F'(z, «f ), parameterized by the decision z, is defined as

A€ & —= 3 [F6) — )] )

We let Y denote a convex compact set in R, and define a compound function H : X x Y x =+ R with
H(x,y,&) = (F(z,€) —y)?. As suggested in [I1], the variance of F(z,€) can be written as a compound

function as follows:

Var[F (2, )] = Eg [H (e, B¢[F(x,8)],€)| = B |(F(x,€) — E[F(2,6))?].

B = 3 Y H(, L F,6),6). (6)

Throughout the paper, we make the following assumptions:

Assumption 2.1. Let X C RP be a nonempty compact set of decisions, and let F : X X Z +— R be a

Carathéodorain function.
1. X C R? is a nonempty compact convex set contained in a cube whose edge-length is D.

2. F(x,€) is Holder continuous in x with constant Ly and v € (0,1] for all £ € Z. That is, |F(x,§) —

F(y,8)| < Lp|lx —y||” for allz,y € X and £ € E.

3. There exists Mp € (0,00) such that sup,cy ¢cz |[F(2,8)| < Mp. Let Y CR be Y £ [-Mp, Mp).



We note that the assumption of boundedness of the feasible region and the objective function is
common in the SP literature [38, 27, [TT]. Also, the Holder continuity condition of the objective function
is a generalization of its Lipschitzian counterpart. The introduction of the soundness parameters and
Holder continuity-related parameters are later used to bound the Rademacher average of the random
cost function and its variance.

Next we introduce the definition of the Rademacher average of a finite set of vectors.

Definition 2 ([6]). Let 61,69,...,6, be i.i.d. random variables with &; fori=1,2,... ,n being equally

likely to be 1 or —1 (i.e., Pr(d; = 1) =Pr(d; = —1) = 3 fori € {1,...,n}). Let A C R"™ be a bounded

set of vectors a = (a1, ...,ay), the Rademacher average associated with A is defined below:
Ru(4) = B, [sup 375 )
n = lLs [SUP — g;a; .
“eg "=

The following lemma yields an upper bound of the Rademacher average of a finite set. Note that it

is a modification of [6, Theorem 3] which requires a slight re-orientation.

Lemma 2.1. If A= {a™M,...,a™} C R"™ is a finite set, then

N v/21log 2N
Rn(A) < max Ha(])Hi

Jj=1,....,N n

(8)

Proof. See the Appendix [B11 [ |

Lemma 2.1 is fundamental to the study of the upper bound of the Rademacher average of a function

class. The Rademacher average of a function class is defined as follows.

Definition 3 ([I1]). Let 61,62,...,0, be i.i.d. random variables with &; for i = 1,2,...,n being
equally likely to be 1 or —1. For a set of points (§1,...,&,) = &" in 2 and a sequence of functions

{F(-,&) : X = R}, the Rademacher average of a function class is defined as:

] . 9)

Furthermore, the Rademacher average of a family of functions {F(-,€) : X — R}ecz is defined as:

1

Fe") 2 R, 5 F (2, &
Rn( ’6 ) g Sup nzzzlo-l (‘r)gl)

rzeX

R,(F,Z) 2 sup R, (F,&"). (10)

§1€5,... . n€EE

The following lemma provides upper bounds of Rademacher average of a sequence of functions studied

by [11], although we modify the affected constant resulting from Lemma 2.1l Note that the lemma below



assumes that the feasible region is discrete and it is free of the Assumption I} Moreover, it should be

regarded as a building block for further results.

Lemma 2.2 ([11]). Let the set X C RP be discrete and contain a finite number of elements | X| < mP,

and assume sup,¢c x |[F(x,&)] < M(&) < maxi<i<n M (&) = My (€7), then the following holds:

Rn(F,€") < Mp(€")v/21og 2| X[ /n < M, (§")+/2p(log 2m) /n (11)

With the help of Lemma 2.2] we can derive the upper bound of Rademacher average of the random

cost function, F(x, ), in the following lemma.

Lemma 2.3 ([I1]). Suppose that Assumption 2] holds. Then

Ro(F,¢") < (LFmp% + Mﬁzaow +Z 1ogn>) NG (12)

where Ly and 7 are the constants in the Holder continuity of F(-,€), n is the sample size, p is the
dimension of the decision, x, and D is the edge length of the cube that contains the feasible region, X.

Furthermore, for X € (0,3), we have

ny - NF
R, (F, ") < oy (13)
where Np = LFD"Yp% + Mp+/2(log2) + \/%.
Proof. See the Appendix [ |

Since the constant N in Lemma 23] stays the same for any £ € Z, we conclude that

Nr
nr’

Rn(Fa E) = sup Rn(Fa €n) <

£1€E,...,6n€EE

To derive the upper bound of Rademacher average of the compound function, H(z,y,§) = (F(x,§) —
y)?, we need to show that H(z,y, &) is Lipschtiz continuous in (z, 2) given that F(z,&) is Holder contin-

uous in & and F(x,&) is uniformly bounded.

Lemma 2.4. Suppose that Assumption[Z1 holds. Then H(x,y,&) = (F(x,&)—y)? is Lipchitz continuous

in (x,y) with Lipschitz constant AMp\/L% + 1 (i.e., |H(z1,y1,&)—H (22,y2, )| < AMp+\/L% + 1||(z1,y1)—
(2, y2)l, V (21,91), (z2,y2) € X x Y ). Furthermore, H(x,y,&) is Lipschitz continuous in y with Lips-

chitz constant AMp and H(z,y,£) is uniformly bounded by 4M3.

Proof. See Appendix [B.3 [ |

10



The upper bound of the Rademacher average of the compound function H (z,y,§) follows from Lem-

mas and [Z4] which is summarized below.

Lemma 2.5. Let 61,02,...,0, be i.i.d. random variables with &; for i =1,2,...,n being equally likely

to be 1 or —1. Let the Rademacher average of the set of sequences of H be

1N
Rn(Hagn):E& sup EZ%’H(%%&) .

Suppose that Assumption [2] holds. Let Ly = AMp+/L% +1 and My = 4M%. For any X € (0, %), we
have the following result:
Ny

B 1 Mp(p+1)'/?
where Ny = L D(p+1)2 + Mpy+/2(log2) + N

Proof. This is a direct result of combining Lemmas 23] and 224 |

In the following, we will use the Rademacher average to study the sampling error of the objective
function estimates. Given a sample set £, we define the supremum of sampling error of the objective

function estimate below.

Definition 4. Let £" = {&1,&,...,&n} denote the realizations of n i.i.d. copies of €. The supremum of

sampling error of the objective function estimate is defined as follows:

n

51(€") = sup |~ 3 Fla,&) — BelP(x,€)]|. (15)

n
zeX |10

In Appendix [C] we explain how to use the Rademcaher average of a function class, shadow ran-
dom variables (i.e., &1, ...,&), so that &,...,&),&1,...,&, are i.1.d.), and symmetric argument to bound
E[6/ (€")]. For more details about the symmetric argument, please see [6].

We summarize the bound of §7(£") derived by Ermoliev and Norkin [T1] using Rademcaher average

of a function class in the following theorem.

Theorem 2.6. Suppose that Assumption [Z1] holds. Let Np be a constant defined in Lemma [Z3 For

any A € (0, %), then the following holds:

E[0{(")] < 2R.(F,E) < ——,

~ 12
Pr {nA5£(§n> >2Nfp + t} < exp (W) .
F

11



Proof. See [11], Corollary 3.2]. |
By Assumption 2] we observe that |1 Y% | F(z,&) — E[F(z,€)]| < 2Mp, which implies that

55 (&™) < 2Mp. One direct consequence of Theorem 2.6 is that

Var[6] (€")] = E[(67(€")?] — E[6](€"))?

< E[(6{(£))%] < E[2Mpdf(€™)]

(16)
_ AMpNp.

>
We derive the sample complexity of the sample variance in the next lemma.

Lemma 2.7. Denote

She =sp |~ S B (0= SR 6),6 |~ Be [H (2Bl P 6)1.6)]

zex [T -

and
n

bu(€") = sup 12H<m,y,«si>—Eg[H(x,y,£>}|.

n
rzeX,yeY i—1

Suppose that Assumption [21] holds. Then the following holds:

1.
Oh(€") < AMpf(€") +8n(€")
2.
E[0" ()] < 8MpR,,(F,Z) + 2R, (H, E)
S8MpNy +2Np
S——5—
n
where A € (0, %), Ny is a constant defined in LemmalZ3, and Ny is a constant defined in Lemma
Z3
Proof. See Appendix [B.4l [ |

With a slight abuse of the notation, we let o(x) = Var[F(z,£)]. We observe that

n n

H, + 3" Fla&), &) - (@)

=1 =1

n 1

[92(2) - 0*(a)| = | "=

y ZH(:C’ % ZF(xafk),fi) — ()

n- :
i=1 i=1

Sy H Y )6
=1 =1

<

1

+n—1

12



By Lemmas 24 and 27, it follows from (I7)) that

: - . 4 M2
sup [s2 (@, ") — 0 (@) | < 4Mpf(€") + 6, (6" + L. (18)
rzeX n—1
and hence,
~ SMpNy + 2N AM?
E [sup (2,8 —ﬂz)” e
zeX n n—1

Let Z;_a be the Z score of two-sided 1 — « confidence interval (i.e., Z1—a = ®7!(1 — §), where ®~'(-)
is the inverse of the cumulative distribution function of standard normal distribution). Let s2(x;¢&") be
the sample variance of F(z,&) in the i*! replication. With the bound in (&), we could derive the sample

complexity of the margin of error with m replications as follows (see Appendix [Dlfor detailed derivation):

E

1—a

1 /2 S%(x;E?)Zl o< o?(x) + 8MpNy +2Np AM3
N mn mn(1+A) mn(n — 1) 2 (19)

m n

< O((mn)2).

The upper bound given in (I9) not only agrees with the common sense, which is (O ((mn)’%)), but

8MprpNu+2NF + 4MZ

Gy mn(n—l)) diminishes faster than the unbiased term

also indicates that the bias term (

o? ()

mn

3 Sample Complexity of Compromise Decisions

In this section, we shall formulate an exact compromise decision problem and its inxeact counterpart.
We aim to study the quantitative reliability of the associated compromise decisions. We make one
additional convexity assumption of the random cost function, F'(x, &), and one additional assumption on

the sampling scheme, below:
Assumption 3.1. F(z,€) is convex in © € X for every & € E.

Assumption 3.2. Given integer replication number m € Z, and integer sample size per replication
n € Zy. Let N & mn denote the total sample size. Assume that 51,«52,...,51\/ are i.4.d. random
variables which follow the distribution of £.

Furthermore, Let EN £ {51,52, ... ,éN} denote the collection of all samples. Fori € {1,2,...,m}, let

51" = {én(i71)+laén(i71)+2a e ,«fm-} denote the collection of samples used in the i*" replication.

We start with a basic formulation where we can solve each replication of the SAA problem to opti-

mality and use it to give a brief introduction to the compromise decision methodology. The compromise

13



decision methodology consists of two key steps, which are replication step and aggregation step (see

Algorithm ). In the replication step, we build a SAA function for each replication,

1 « ,
fn($7€:l) = ; ZF(‘r)g(ifl)T%Fj)a 1= 1325 cee, M. (20)
j=1

Then we solve the SAA problem to obtain the minimizer of f,,(z;£}"), which is denoted by x,(£*). The

problem below illustrates the replication step.
a(€)) € argmin fu(w:€)), i =1,2,...,m.
rzeX

In the aggregation step, we find the compromise decision that minimizes the aggregation of the infor-
mation from SAA functions and their corresponding minimizers. Given a regularizer p € (0, 00), this
aggregation problem (which we refer to as exact compromise decision problem) can be formulated as

follows:
Z zn (&)

We let Zn,(¢V) denote the optimal solution of the exact compromise decision problem in (ZI)). Let

(21)

On,,(€N) and 0* denote the optimal values of exact compromise decision problem in (21]) and true problem

in (), respectively. We shall show that E[|fx ,(EN) — 6*|] < Sm—d Np and Var [|9N1p(§~N) —0*|| <

2
% + BGJZVAF, for X € (0, —) and a problem-specific constant Np defined in Lemma 23]

In the second part of this section, we will focus on a more general case in which only inexact optimal
solutions from m replications are accessible to us. Let X, (&) denote an e-optimal solution set of the

b replication of the SAA problem:

X (&) = {:I: €X: folz; &) < minimum{fn(x;fz’-’)m € X} + 6} (22)

We let z,, (&) denote one element of X, (§7) (i-e., Zn, () € Xne(§)). As a result, the inexact

compromise decision problem which allows a collection of e-optimal solutions from all the m replications
is written below:

p

- » Lt 23

min Z fo(z; EY) 2 (23)

2
1 m .
ig - xn,e(gi )

Let X N.p,e and X denote e-optimal solution sets of inexact compromise decision problem in (23) and

true problem in (IJ), respectively. We shall measure the reliability of the compromise decisions to (23]

by showing that
L. E[A(X,pe(€V), X0)] < BaNeSmad 49, /e/

14



en? % ‘. * m?2t?
2. PY{EA(XN,p,e(fN%Xe) Z C+t} S mexp{—m} for p=n.

3. Var[A(Xn, o (EV), X7)] < BDEMeNe | (8DxNe 4 g, feTp)2,

mesn E’Il)‘

3.1 Sample Complexity of the Exact Compromise Decision Problem

In this subsection, we focus on deriving the sample complexity of the optimal cost of the exact compromise

decision problem (21)). Recall that we let f(z) denote the expectation of the random cost function (i.e.,

f(z) = E¢[F(z, €)] ) and let 6* denote the optimal cost of the true problem (i.e., 6* = mingex f(z)).
We start with introducing several notations in the replication step. We let 8,,(£!") denote the optimal

cost of the i*" SAA problem:
Gn(ff):migfn(x;ff), 1=1,2,...,m. (24)
re

In the last section, we have defined the estimation error of objective function estimate in each replication

as follows:

SH(EF) = sup |fa(w; &) = f(2)], i =1,2,...,m. (25)
reX

With a symmetric argument (see [6, 1] or (I06) in Appendix [C)), we have shown that E[6](£7)] <
2R, (F,Z) < 22 for any A € (0,1).

Next, we provide a relation for deriving the upper bound of the variance of interest. Given two
non-negative random variables X,Y so that 0 < X <Y a.s., we have the following relationship between
Var[X] and Var[Y]:

Var[X] = E[X?] - (E[X])* < E[X?] < E[Y?] = Var[Y] + (E[Y])*, (26)

Theorem 3.1. Suppose that Assumptions21, [31], and[TZ hold. Let N be a constant defined in Lemma

[Z3 Then the following hold:

6m —4 - 6m — 4

E [[oy.,(6") - "] <

36MpNp | 36N7
mn? n2A ’

Var[[0n,,(EV) - 0°)] <

where R, (F,Z) is the Rademacher average associated with F and sample size n in Definition [3, and

Ae(0,3).
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Proof. To begin with, we give an overview of the proof strategy. The proof consists of three steps. In step
1, we aim to use the supremum of the sampling error defined in () to bound |6y ,(€Y)—6*|. The idea is

based on the convexity of the objective function in Assumption Bl and triangular inequality. By convex-

ity, we observe that fu (£ 327, e (€):€1) < 2 X2 fu (2a(§)s€0). Note that |fu (w3€1) = ()
is bounded above by 5,{(&’) and |f, (z,éy) — f(z)| is bounded above by 5,{(5}”) Then by triangular
inequality, |fn, (x; 57) — fn (x; 5;1) | is bounded above by & (£7) + 61 (f}’)

In step 2, we utilize Theorem to derive the upper bound of the supremum of the sampling error
in expectation. In step 3, we use the variance relation in (26) and the upper bound of the variance of

supremum of the sampling error in (IB) to get the upper bound of Var || ,(EN) — 9*@

(Step 1: Upper Bound of |9N,p(§~N) — 6*|). We aim to derive the upper bound and lower bound of

ON,p(éN) — 6* separately. By optimality of the problem (21I), we have

O o€ = =3 (Ewp @) + 5

n(f;’),é") by convexity of fy,(-;&]").

IA
§M|H
NE
-
=

On the other hand, for 4,j € {1,2,...,m} and ¢ # j, we have

Fo (e @) = fu (0 @)5E0) + u (20 (E0E0) = fu (w0 (E0:67)

< 0(E) + | fu (20 (E0:E0) = Fu (20(E:67)
< 0a(E) + |fu (2a(€:€1) — £ (&) (28)
| fu (20 @0:67) = £ (20ED)]

< 0n(&)) +61(E) + 01(E), by @),

Let a* € argmingex f(z), then we have

0n(EF) — 0° < fo(2*;€") —0° by the definition of 6,,(£") in (24)
= fal@™; &) = f(a¥) (29)

< sup |ful(@; &) — f(2)] = 65(E]).
rzeX
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Furthermore, we have

0u(E) =0 = fu (2(€): ) = £ (2a(ED)) by £ (2a(§)) 2 0°

) (30)
Fal@: &) = J(@)] = ~34(E").

> —sup
xeX

The combination of 7)) and (28] implies that

DFGIETS YA Z (sh&m +o1@). (31)
i=1 #

By subtracting 6* from both sides of ([Z1]), we have the upper bound of HNﬁp(éN) — 6* shown below:

~ 1
9N,p(§N) -0 S —_

3
.MS

=1

(0nE) —07) +— i CIGIERAGI)
;e

(32)

SIH
H'Ms

A&+ Z CIGRET AR
;é
As for the lower bound of Oy, p(EN ) — 6*, we observe that

y an i€ E) + B | p(E) = > an(€)

Hence, this implies that

€)= L3 (0,080 )

i=1

Combining (32)) and B3] we derive the upper bound of ‘HNﬁp(fN) — 0*| below:

m

<SS aE) s O (SE +alE). (34)

i=1 i,j=1,

’9N,p(§~N) -0

(Step 2: Upper bound of E HoN,p(EN) —0*

} ). Taking expectation on both sides of (34)) and applying

17



Theorem 2.6, we get

- _ dm(m —1 —
E HGva(fN) — 6" } <2R,(F,2) + %Rn(ﬂ:)
—4
_ 6m . Ny
mn
(Step 3: Upper bound of Var [ eN,p(éN) - 0* }) Next, we will derive the upper bound of the

variance of [0y ,(€N) — 0*|. According to (34)), we have

owut@ - <3 (2 + 2 st@n < Y- 2ateen (39)

: m
i=1

By Assumption 3.2] 5;1 is independent of é}’ for ¢ # j. Hence, we have

mn

3> 24t ] 3 v )] < 2 )

The last inequality in (B8) is obtained by using the upper bound of the variance of 87 (£") in (I6). Again,

by Assumption B2l we have

E li —5f<5">] o (37)

i=1

Hence, using the relation in (26]), and combining [B3)) - (B7), we have

9N7p(éN) -0

36MFpN, 36Nz
}S b F+ 2)\F.

Var [

mn? n
]

In Theorem [B1] the upper bound of the variance of |0, p(éN ) — 6*| consists of two components, where

% is due to the average of m replications of sample average approximation of the true function

36NZ . . S
and =53 is due to the sampling error from each replication.

3.2 Sample Complexity of the Inexact Compromise Decision Problem

Here, we aim to study the reliability of the e—optimal compromise decisions, Zx,.(£V), to the inexact
compromise decision problem (23)). To achieve this goal, we first need to find a suitable upper bound of
the pessimistic distance, A(X Nope(€N), X7). With the help of theorem of the Lipschtizan behavior of
the e-optimal solution set (Theorem [[T]), we will show that such upper bound could be further bounded

by a function of the supremum of the sampling error of the objective function estimate (see Definition

).

18



To begin with, we introduce several notations in the aggregation step to ease the analysis. Let

I (z;€N) denote the average of SAA functions across m replications:
_ 1 & "
(i) == falw:€]). (38)

i=1

We then let Oy (¢Y) denote the minimum of fy(z;¢V) over X:
On (&™) = min fx(w;€Y). (39)
We further let Xy (¢V) denote e-optimal solution set of the aggregated SAA problem in (3J):
Xne(€) ={r e X : fn(a;:6") <On(EN) + €} (40)

We now proceed to introduce several notations for the inexact compromise decision problem in (23).
Given z, (£") € X, (€1), i = 1,...,m, defined in 22), we let O, ((V) denote the optimal cost of
the inexact compromise decision problem:

2

O,p.c(¢™) = min fi (5 €V) + £ (41)

i=1

The associated e-optimal solution set of the inexact compromise decision problem is defined as follows:

< 9N1p1€ +€;. (42)

Recall that 6* is the optimal cost of the true problem in (). We let X denote the e-optimal solution set
of the true problem:

X' ={reX:fz)<0 +e. (43)

The following lemma sets up the relationship among elements of e-optimal solution set of the inexact

compromise decision problem, m replications of SAA problems, and the true problem.

Lemma 3.2. Let Xy, (6Y), Xno(€N), X7, and X, (€]) be defined in (2), {D), @3), and (23),
respectively. Let in ,pc(EN) € Xnpe(€N), Tno(€N) € Xno(EN), ¥ € X7, Tne(E]) € Xne(€}), § =

1,2,...,m. Then the following relation holds:

|

1 «— 1 «—
i'N,p,E(fN)fz:H < ZZ'N,E(gN)f Ezzn,e(g;n) + Ezzn,e(g;n)fz: +2\/ f/p
Jj=1 j=1
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Proof. We provide a brief sketch here, and postpone the details to Appendix In essence, we use the

optimality of the compromise decision problem in (@Il to bound HiN,p,e(fN) -+ ZT:1 zne(éj”)H The

m

final result follows from an application of the triangle inequality. . |

With the upper bound of ||Zy,,((Y) — 2} obtained in Lemma B2, we derive the upper bound of

pessimistic distance of Xy, (6N) to X*, A(Xn ,.c(€N), X7), in the next lemma.

Lemma 3.3. Let Xy, (6Y), Xno(€N), X7, and X, (€]) be defined in ({3), {D), @3), and (23),

respectively. Let &, (V) € XN,p,e(gN), Tne(EN) € XN (&N), o € X7, Tne(€]) € Xne(€}), § =
1,2,...,m. Then the following relation holds:

A (XN (3 X*) li

,P,E s e m &

- zeXN (sN)

1 m
+ inf Ezlzn,e(gy)—:c +2/¢/p.
‘7:

reX*

Proof. See Appendix [B.6l [ |

In the next result, we aim to use Theorem [[LT] and estimation errors defined in (IH) to bound
i 1 m n
1 X&) — x|
ol I T () 2
Lemma 3.4. Let Xy (§N) and X, (€}') be defined in ({0) and (22), respectively. Let 55(-) be defined

in Definition [l Let v, (£]) € Xne(§}), J = 1,2,...,m. Suppose that Assumptions 21, [2.1, and[3.2
hold. The following relation holds:

. L3 [l + 6]
1 Z i#j
_ < Dx.
m & €

zGXN e( EN)

Proof. We first provide a proof sketch, which consists of two steps. In Step 1, we show that -+ Z 1 %n E(f}’)
is an ¢’-optimal solution of the problem in [BJ), where ¢ = € 4+ =3 > i%=1(6n (&) + 0n(£]')). The key

i#]
part of the proof is to derive the following relation,

fo(@n,e(€7); €") < On(E5) + €+ 0n(&F") + 0n(&7),

where 0,,(£}') is defined in ([24]). Note that if we evaluate f,,(z;&]") at the point ,, ((£}'), it should depend
on three factors: (1) the minimum of f, (z;£") over X; (2) the systematic error ¢; (3) the sampling errors
from f,,(2;&") and fn(2;€}'). In Step 2 of the proof, we can apply Theorem [L1] to derive the upper

bound on ianEXN,e(fN) H% Z;nzl xn,e(&?) - ‘TH
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(Step 1: To show Z;nzl Tp(§}') is an ¢’-optimal solution of the problem in (39)). We let
Zn(EN) € argmingex fn(z;€Y), where fi(z;¢V) is defined in ([B8). First, by convexity assumption in

Assumption 3.1 we observe that

Z xn,e(&?); 5?)

SIH

25 (3

fr(nc(€7);€) by convexity in Assumption 311 (44)

IA
SM‘H
e
Ms

s
Il
-

<.
Il
-

3=
e
[NgE

s
Il
-

<.
Il

[fn( NEVSEN) + Fr(@ne(€);€8) = fa(@n(EV); €])] -
Similar to the derivation in (28] from Theorem B for i # j, we have

fn(zn,e(gjn),gzn) = fn(xn,e(gjn)agjn) + fn(xn,e(gjn)agln) - fn(xn,e(gjn)agjn)
< On(§7) + €+ sup | fu(z; ") — ($)|+Sg§|fn(z;§§l)*f($)|

reX

= 0n (&) + €+ 5(&7) + 51(E])-
The combination of () and () implies that
E;fn (E;xn,g<sj>;si)sm—gzlfn IN(EY):€]) + 0n(E]) + e
+ (&) + aL(EN)IGE # 5) — fn(i'N(gN);f}l)‘|

=ON(EN) e+

Ms

i 1[ A - F(an )] g

J
i RAGRERAGH]
J:
i

m

<On(EN Jtet— Z {5f (€M) + 51( 5")}
7,j=1
i#£]

Hence, equation (46]) shows that ZT:1 Tn,(&}') is the €’-optimal solution of the problem minge x I (z; M),
where ¢ = e+ .15 327=1[0] (€) + 6/ (€])].

1#]
Step 2: To derive upper bound of inf 1 T T — z|| using Theorem Let
2€XN,e Jj=1

€ =€+ 3 Zzéﬁ;(c;f(f") +6/(&7)), then L ZJ L Zne(€]) € Xy (§N). Hence, by Theorem [ we
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have

o w—}:xnﬁel—xn<zwxwe@NxXM4éﬁ>
€ ] 1 ) . (47)
) iz =1 (G5 (™ (&) + 04 (7))
< Dy < ‘2 Dx.
€ €

Similar to the proof of Lemma B4l we will apply Theorem [L1] to obtain the upper bound of

% ZT:l x%,e - ‘T”

reX*
Lemma 3.5. Let X, ((§}') and X7 be defined in (22) and ({{3), respectively. Let xn (£]) € Xn e(€]),

j=1,2,...,m. Let §/(-) be defined in Definition[J} Suppose that Assumptions 21}, (31, and[F2 hold.
Then the following relation holds:

o Zm L&)
. n o < m J:
Ilergg: § Tp,e(&f) — 2| < ——————Dx.
Proof. The proof strategy is similar to Lemma B.4l See Appendix [ |

With the bounds obtained in Lemmas [3.3] - B, we now present the finite-sample complexity of the

compromise decisions in the following theorem.

Theorem 3.6. Suppose that Assumptions[Z1], [, and[32 hold. Let XNﬁpﬁe(éN) be defined in ({2). Let

A € (0,1) and Np be a constant defined in Lemma[Z3. Let 5{(-) be defined in Definition [f} Then the
following hold:

DN AAE D Dl AGORRIA ]

A(XN,p,e(‘fN)aX:) < c 2 Dx +2+/¢/p. (48)

E[A(XN,p,ﬁ(gN)aX:)] < DxNp 8m — 4 + 2+/¢/p.

€ mn?

3
3. Further let p=mn and C = % + w, then we have

p [ AXn V), X) > C+th <me __mt
Fl2Dy — e e = =P T2 em - 12

Proof. As with some of the previous results, we begin with an overview of the proof. Part 1 [{8]) of the
theorem follows by directly combining the results of Lemmas B3] 3.4l and Hence, we will skip the

proof of Part 1. Part 2 of the theorem follows by taking the expectation of both sides of (@8] and then
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applying Theorem 2.611. Part 3 of the theorem follows by applyi
(Proof of Part 2) By Theorem 28] note that E[6/ (£7)] < 2R, (

ng Theorem 262 into ([4T).

F,=) fori=1,2,...,m. By taking the

expectation of both sides of (@8] and by the i.i.d assumption in Assumption B2 we have

) N AR, (F,E) + odmp (F =)
EIA (X e (6¥), X7)] < T2 B e
D Np 8 4
< ZXF m- — +2Ve/p by Theorem 2.6
€ mn
(Proof of Part 3) Equation (48) implies that
en? A N
Pr A(Xnpe(€Y), X)) >C+t
2D x e
<Pr{ N 6E + 51 + o] + —5 = C+1
mia ij=1 xnz
oy
(49)
"yl > [54(E) + o] + 5 "
<Prq¢— ol (&) + {5 «E” )+ 4 «E”} >C+1tp because — <1
™ 2 Z . =
175]
s (2m 1) (4m —2)N
<P o (én t
e
Given two random variables X1, X» and constants €, we have Pr(X;+Xs > €) < Pr(X; > §)+Pr(Xz > 5)
(see [37, equation (5)] for a similar argument). Hence it follows from ([@9) that
" onr2m—1) (4m — 2)Np
p () > L it
{3 Dy > Lm0
i nr2m —1) ;= (4m —2)Np ¢
<> prd BT U steny > IR —}
= 2 n\Si ) = 2
P m m m (50)
i - t
=N " Pr{n6f(€") > 2Np + —
> P { W@ 2 28e + |
m2t?
< mexp {_QM}%(Qm — 1>2} by Theorem 2612 .
|

Finally, we close this section by deriving the upper bound on t

he variance of A(Xy (&), X7) (ie.,

the largest distance from the e-optimal solution set of the compromise decision problem to the e-optimal

solution set of the true problem).

Theorem 3.7. Suppose that Assumptions 21, [31, and hold. Let XN,p,e(fN) and X} be defined

in (2) and (3), respectively. Let A € (0,1) and Np be a cons
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following holds:

A - oy 64D% MpNe  (8DxNr 2
VarlA(Xn,p,e(€V), X)) < Y < oy +2\/e/p)

Furthermore, let K be a positive constant. Letting p > Kn, we have E[A()A(N,pje(éN), X7)] = O0(:x) and
VarlA(Xnp.e(€V), X2)] = O(ix + 7x)-

mn

Proof. Here is a proof sketch: we use the relation in Theorem B.61, relation in (26), and, bound of
variance of estimation error in (I6) to derive the upper bound of Var[A(Xy ,(€N), X*)]. In particular,
we make use of the assumption that the sample set in replication 7 is independent of the sample set in
replication j (given ¢ # j) to decompose the variance.

Next, we shall give the details of the proof. It follows from Theorem that

) 25 (€N + L T 646 + 0L (€M)
A(Xnpe(€V), X7) < 2] Dx +2\/e/p o
¢ 51

gzwxaf ) +2V/e/

i=1

According to (IB), we have Var[0](£")] < AMeNE - Hence, by ii.d. assumption in Assumption B2 we

can derive the upper bound of the variance of the right-hand side of 5] as follows:

ADx g1 o 162 .
Var Z — 1)+ 2ve/ Z XVa [5f(])]
i=1 i=1 (52)
64D2 MpNp
me2nr

Using equations (&Il), (52)), and Theorem [2.611, we can derive the upper bound of the variance of
A(XN,p,e(gN),X:) as follows:

Var [A(Xwp.e(€V), X >}

m

an Dx6,(€8) +2V/¢/p| +

i=1

m

Zmlia +2\/_D (53)

i=1

< Var

e

64D2 MpN 8Dy N 2
< XFF+( ezAF—i_Q /_e/p>

me2n?

Finally, the big O results follows by plugging p > Kn into Theorem B.6l2 and (B3)). |
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4 Algorithms for Compromise Decision Problems

In the previous section, we have discussed the reliability of the compromise decision using SAA in the
replication step. There are two issues which remain unresolved: (1) How should we solve the SAA
problems in the replication step? (2) How should we simplify the aggregated objective function estimate
without losing reliability?

In this section, we will continue studying the case in which a proper algorithm is applied to solve each
replication of the SAA problem. We aim to provide a framework to combine the computational objects
which are created during a replication of a cutting-plane-type algorithm, and then use such information
to formulate an algorithm-augmented compromise decision problem.

Given a sample set {", we let &, (£") and fn(x, &™) denote the estimated solution and approximated
objective function of SAA objective function f,(2;£") (i.e., fu(2;€") = L 31 | F(x,&;)) output by the
algorithm. We assume that the algorithm constructs a piecewise linear outer approximation of the SAA

objective function.

Condition 1 (Outer Approximation). fn(x;fn) is a convex piecewise linear approximation of fn(x; &™)
(i.e., folz;:€m) = I?ag({ag + (Be,x)}, where L is the index set of the pieces of fn(x;€™)), such that
€

Fal@:€") < ful2:€7) for allz € X.
When the algorithm terminates, we assume that the following condition holds.

Condition 2 (Termination Condition). Let &,((") € arg gg)r{l fula;€™). There exists e, € (0,00) such
that fo (in(€");6") = fu (2n(€");€") < 1.

Condition [l ensures that it outputs an outer approximation of the SAA of the objective function.
Condition 2] is often used as a stopping criterion for Benders’ type decomposition-based algorithms
(see [, Chapter 6.5] for an example). For instance, Kelley’s Cutting Plane Methods (J20]) and other
Benders’ type decomposition-based algorithms (|28} BT, B3} 40] ) will satisfy the conditions above. Overall,
Conditions[Iland Blaltogether ensure that an algorithm yields an e;-optimal solution of the SAA problem.
To see why, let x,(£") € argglei)r(l fulx;€™), 0,(E™) = Crbnel)r(l fulz;€™), and 0, (€)= gg{lfn(x,fn) Then

by Conditions [l and 2] we derive the following relation:

On(€") = fr(@n(€7);€") = fr (@n(€7);€") 2 0n(€") = fn (2a(67);€7). (54)
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Hence, by Condition 2] and inequality in (B4]), we have

Fo (@a(€");€7) = fa (20(67);€7) + fu (8n(€");€") = fu (Ea(€7):€")

S Hn(gn) + €1

To answer the second question, we discuss a necessary pre-processing in the aggregation step. For

i=1,2,...,m, welet &,(&") and fn(x &) denote the estimated solution of min f,,(z;£") and surrogate
z€X

function of f,,(z; &) (i-e., fn(x;&") is defined in (20))), respectively. Given ez > 0, in the pre-processing

step, we augment fn(x,fzn) by letting

fn(x;fi)fmaX{fn(wé) max {f, (& D360 F (Une (8:€7), 2 — 2,) — €2} } (55)

.....

where vy, ¢, (295 € is the ex-subgradient of f,,(+; ") at 2. This pre-processing controls the deviation of
the augmented function from its associated SAA function at the candidate solution from each replication.
With the augmented functions and candidate solution from each replication, we can set up the

compromise decision program below:

2

minian(x; R R (56)

To distinguish (B0) from previously introduced compromise decision problems in section Bl we shall refer
to the problem (B0l as algorithm-augmented compromise decision problem.
We let Oy (¢V) denote the minimum of the average of the approximation functions across m replica-

tions:
On(¢Y) = min — an 23 €7, (57)

reX m

Given a constant e > 0, we then let Xy (€V) denote the e-optimal solution set of the problem in (57):
., 1 . _

Xn.(N) = X:— (2 67) < On(eN 58

Ne(€Y) {ze m;mm_mgwe} (58)

We let 9AN7P7E(£N ) and denote Xx ,(¢V) the optimal cost and e-optimal solution set of algorithm-

augmented compromise decision problem in (G0]):
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2
<6

Xnpel€) = {ae X s =S € + 5 o= =3 aa (@) b bep. (59

By the same proof technique in Lemma [323] we can derive the upper bound of the pessimistic distance

of Xnpe(€N) to X}

We derive the upper bounds of infgex» || = >y @n(§)) — x| and inf ¢ (EN) |L >y @n(€]) — x| in

the following two lemmas.

Lemma 4.1. Let X* be defined in [£3). Let &, (EJ”) be the candidate solution in the j*" replication, for
j=1,2,...,m. Let §/(-) be defined in Definition[J} Suppose that Assumptions 21}, (31, and [F2 hold.

Further, suppose that Conditions[dl and[2 hold. If € < €1, then the following relation holds:

1 1 Z 1 n( )
i f — An n - J D 3
m m E x ( ) x X

where 1 = €1 — €.

Proof. We aim to show that % ZT:1 #,(&}') is an €'-optimal solution of true problem in (), where
€ =€+ = ZJ 1 n( ™). Next, we can utilize Theorem [[1] to finish the proof. See Appendix [B.F] for

detailed proof. |

Lemma 4.2. Let Xy (€N) be defined in (B8). Let In(E}) be the candidate solution in the j™ replication,
for j = 1,2,...,m. Let 6{(-) be defined in Definition[J] Suppose that Assumptions 21, [31), and [32
hold. Further suppose that Conditions [l and[Q hold. If € < €1 + mTfleg, then the following relation holds:

o T+ 22 Yo (4(68) + 64 (60))
- E : € —z| < 2] Dx,
€

IEXN e(ﬁN) m

where T9 = €1 + WT_leg — €.

Proof. Here, we aim to show that % 27:1 #,,(§}') is the ¢”-optimal solution of the aggregated problem
in (7)), where €’ = 75 + L5 >7—1 (6/(¢") + 5,{(5}’)) Then we can apply Theorem [[T] to derive the
i#]

upper bound of its associated pessimistic distance. See Appendix [B.9] for detailed proof. |

27



We derive the finite-sample complexity of the algorithm-augmented compromise decision problem

(6] in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.3. Let XN,p,C(éN) and X} be defined in (53) and {43), respectively. Suppose that Assump-
tions (21, [Z1], and [32 hold. Further suppose that Conditions [l and[3 hold. Let X € (0, %) and N be a

constant defined in LemmalZ3. If € < €1, then the following hold:

- ~ DxNp 8m —4 + 12)D
E A(XN,p,e(fN)7X:) < X6 F Zn)\ +(7'1 :2) X+2 /6/,

where 71 = €1 — € and T = €1 + ’"T_leg — €.

3
2. Furthermore, if €1 =€, e =0, p=mn, and C = Ei Jr%, then
€TLA - ~ m2t2
p AXn o, (EN), X*) > C 41 < R LN
{ SEo AN €).X0) > C o] < mesp{ -~ rmtit—r |

Proof. The proof strategy is similar to the Theorem By Lemmas 1] and £.2] we have

T+ o ZT15£( )DX

ot mz@@l CHGIRRAL)

€

A (XN,p,e(gN)a Xe*)

+

Dx +2+/¢€/p

According to Theorem 26 we have E[5] (5}’)] < 2Nr . Hence, by taking the expectation of both sides of

[©0), we have

+2+/¢/p.

€

)} < DxNp 8m —)\4 . (11 +m2)Dx

E[A(Xw,pe(€V), X

€ mn €

3
Pick ¢; = ¢, €2 =0, and C' = 5- + %. Then 7 = 7 = 0. Hence, we have

DxNF 8m—4
A

E[A(Xn e (€),X2)] < +2y/e/n.

€ mn

Then rest of the proof is the same as the proof of Theorem |

To end this section, we obtain the upper bound of the variance of A(Xy , (€V), X*) in the following

theorem.

Theorem 4.4. Suppose that Assumptions[21) [31, and[3.2 hold. Further suppose that Conditionsl and

[@ hold. Let X\ € (0, %) and Np be a constant defined in Lemmal2.3 If € < €1, then the following hold:

1.

v ;. * 64D MFNF 8l)X]VF (7'1 +7'2)DX 2
VGT[A(XN,P,G(gN)aXe)} S T +< Y + p +2y/¢/p
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where 71 = €1 — € and T2 = €1 + mT_leg — €.

2. Furthermore, let K1 be a positive constant. For e =€, e2 =0, and p > Kin, we have

E[A(X e (€Y), X2)] = O(—

€

ﬁ)’ VaT[A(XN,p,e(gN)’X:)] = O(W ﬁ)

Proof. The proof strategy is similar to Theorem [3.7l It follows from Theorem that

4D
=o(er

)+ (7‘1 +T2)DX
m

n
A(XN,p,e(fN)aX:) < Z +2/¢/p.

i=1
Compared with Theorem [B.7] the only difference is that we have an extra term @, which
bounds the systematic error in the algorithm. Furthermore, when ¢; = ¢, e = 0, the upper bound

of A(Xn p.e(€N), X}) is reduced to the one of Theorem B.71 |

Inspired by the above results, we end this section with a mean-variance optimization problem which
summarizes the reliability of decisions in terms of statistical estimates of the pessimistic distance to the

set of optimal decisions.

min E[A (X (), X)) + 0Var [A(Xy o€, X0) o

s.t. (@3) and B9, a.s.

Here ¥ > 0 is a parameter which reflects a decision-maker’s desire for a choice which is near-optimum,
even though it may be difficult (or even impossible) to verify optimality (of the decision) with certainty.
Nevertheless, the mean and variance of the pessimistic distance provide a statistical measure of optimality.

The SSN instance [34] of the SP literature is one such case.

5 Stochastic Decomposition for Compromise Decision Problem

In the previous two sections, we have discussed the reliability of the compromise decisions for general
convex stochastic programs. In this section, we focus on deriving the sample complexity of compromise
decisions for two-stage stochastic quadratic programs with quadratic programming recourse (SQQP)
[25]. In particular, we consider that SD Algorithm is used to (approximately) solve the SQQP problem
in the replication step. We will later show that the associated compromise decision has higher reliability

under certain assumptions.
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First, we formulate the SQQP problem as follows:

min f(x) = %.TTQ,T + ¢z + Elh(z, €)] ©2)

where b and ¢ are n; dimensional vectors, A is a m; X ny matrix, () is a n1 X n; symmetric and positive

definite matrix, and h(z, &) is the minimum cost of the following second-stage problem:

h(z,€&) = min %yTPy +d'y (63a)
st. Dy=e(§) — C(&z, [N, (63b)
y>0, [v] (63c)

Here, P is a no X ng symmetric and positive definite matrix, d is a no-dimensional vector, D is a mo X ng
matrix, e(§) a mo-dimensional random vector that depends on £, and C(£) is a mo X n; random matrix
that also depends on . We let A and v denote the dual multipliers of constraints (630) and (63d).

According to [25], we make the following assumptions:

Assumption 5.1. Let X and h(z,£) denote the first-stage feasible region and second-stage recourse

function, respectively.
1. Q and P are symmetric and positive definite matrices.

2. The first-stage feasible region X = {x € R™ : Ax < b} is compact. The set of possible realizations

= 15 compact.
3. The second-stage problem satisfies relatively complete recourse condition.
4. The second-stage recourse function is uniformly bounded below by 0.
5. Linear independence constraint qualification holds at the optimal solution x* of (62).
6. There exists Ly € (0,00) such that |h(x1,&) — h(xz2,&)| < Lp||lz1 — a2|| for almost every & € E.

7. There exists a neighborhood B(x*,d) with § € (0,00), such that h(x,€) is differentiable for all

x € X and for almost every € € =.
8. The unique optimal solution x* is sharp.

9. Strict complementarity holds at z*.
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Under the assumptions above, the optimal solution to the SQQP problem (62]) is unique. Let z*
denoe the optimal solution to (62]) and let X* = {z*}. For the discussion about the validation of those
assumptions, we refer the readers to [25].

A sketch of the Stochastic Decomposition algorithm for SQQP is provided below. In Algorithm 2]
minorant generated in the k' iteration is an inexact lower bound approximation of %Zle h(z,&;).
SD stores previously visited faces of the polyhedral set to accelerate the minorant construction. SD
also rescales the previously generated minorants to adapt to the incremental sampling scheme. The
incumbent selection rule in SD is used to maintain a sequence of incumbents with certain probabilistic
improvement in terms of minimizing the true objective function. Please see [25] Algorithm 3.3] for

detailed descriptions of the minorant construction and incumbent selection rule.

Algorithm 2 Stochastic Decomposition for SQQP
Initialize {ay}tk, 0 € X, ho(x) =0, k =0, and Jp = {0}.
Set fo(z) = 32" Qz + ¢z + max{hf(z),j € Jo}.
while Stopping criterion is not satisfied do

Let k< k+ 1.
_ ) 1 Afo—
Compute zj, = arg min fo-1(@) + g5 lle — 2 1.

Construct J to store active minorants at .
Sample & ~ Pg.
Compute dual optimal solutions (Ag, i) of subproblem (G3)) at (x, k).
Store visited dual faces for accelerating computing future lower bounds.
Construct minorants, hf(xy, &) and h* ) (zr, &), of £ SF L h(x,&) at &1 and
x*, respectively.
for j € J do
Update minorant h¥(z) < %h‘jﬂ(z)
end for
Update Ji + Jr U {—k,k}.
Update @* according to the incumbent selection rule.
end while

The following theorem due to [25] derives the convergence rate of SD algorithm for solving SQQP

problems.

Theorem 5.1. Suppose that Assumption [5.1] holds and samples used in SD are i.i.d random variables
following the distribution of €. Let {Zn}n denote the sequence of incumbent solutions generated by SD.

Choose the initial stepsize T > 0 so that T0min(Q) > 1, where Omin(Q) is the smallest eigenvalue of Q.

Set the sequence of step sizes of SD to be -5=. Then there exists a constant K > 0 such that for large
enough n, we have
" X K
E [t —2°l] < =
Proof. See [25 Theorem 4.9]. |

We leave a detailed explanation of the constant K in Appendix [El In short, the constant K depends
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on the Lipschitz modulus of the objective function as well as the Hessians of the first-stage objective and
the quadratic pieces of the second-stage recourse function.

By Markov’s inequality, given t € (0, 00), we can further get the following probabilistic bound from
Theorem BTt

Pr{|#, — "] > t} <

Elli o o)

S
We let &7 denote the incumbent decision generated by SD in the ;" replication and let ffl denote the
local approximation of fJ also generated by SD. Let L; = max Qx| + ||c|| + L. Then both f(z) and
{ ffl}Z are Lipschitiz continuous with a constant L;. Hence, we observe that with probability at least
1=

f(@n) = f(@%) < Lyp||Zn — 2. (65)

Combining ([64)) and (63), we observed that &, is a L st-optimal solution of problem (62)) with probability
at least (1 — £).

Compared with cutting-plane-type methods mentioned in section [ which creates a global approxi-
mation of the SAA objective function in each replication, SD only creates a local approximation of the
counterpart. As a result, the function augmentation approach proposed in Section Ml is no longer valid
here. Alternatively, we augment the SD’s function approximation by including a lower bound estimate
of the optimal cost of (62]). The following explains how we augment the function estimate by SD. First

of all, we pick a tolerance constant ¢ > 0. Then for i = 1,2...,m, we augment ffl by letting
fi(x) = max{fi(x), f1 (&) - €}, (66)

where f}L (2%) — ¢ provides the estimate of the lower bound of the optimal cost while ensuring the stability
of the later aggregation of the function estimates.
The augmentation of the function estimate ensures that the incumbent solution from the ‘" repli-

7
n?

cation, Z!, is the e-optimal solution of the problem min,c x ffl(x), which further helps bound the later-

introduced pessimistic distance. Note that

and

Hence, we have

L (#) — min fi(2) < ¢ (67)
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We introduce the following condition on the estimated solution of (62) as an intermediate piece to
derive the probabilistic bound of the reliability of the compromise decision. At the end of this section,

we will derive the probability that such an intermediate condition holds.

Condition 3 (Intermediate Condition). Given t > 0, we have |2}, — z*|| < t, Vj € {1,...,m}, where

x* is the unique optimal solution of problem (63).

With the incumbent solution and augmented location function approximation of each replication

introduced, we formulate the SD-augmented compromise problem below:
mianfi(:c)JrB iiiz —x (68)
. n 2 m n *

We let Xy, . denote the e-optimal solution set of the SD-augmented compromise decision problem (G8)).

The aggregated problem without the regularizer is written below:
1 m
min — Z fo(x). (69)
i=1

We let X . denote the e-optimal solution set of the problem (G3).

We start with deriving the upper bound of the pessimistic distance of X N,p,e to X,

Lemma 5.2. The following relation holds:

A(XN,p,Ga X*) S

Proof. Since X* = {z*}, we have A(Xn,p.e, X*) = sup,cx, ... llz = 2*||. By following the same proof

technique of Lemma (see Appendix [BA), we can get

R 1< .
TNpe — oy ZHUZ < &N — - Z:Eil +24/€¢/p. (70)
i=1 i=1
Hence, inequality ({0 implies that
1 m 1 m
I pe = 27| < |[ENe = — Dl +|[— D, — 27| +2v/e/p (71)
i=1 i=1

We take the infimum of the right-hand side of (1)) over Zn . € XN@ and get

%Zﬁc;—x

i=1

[E8,p,e — 27| < (72)

+2Ve/p+ inf
TELN,e

’ m

m
1 E 0 *
— Ty, — T
m <

i=1
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The final results follow by taking the supremum of the left-hand-side of (T2) over iy, € Xy pe. B

By the construction of augmented local function approximation fﬁ in (GGl), we can derive the upper

m a
xl

i . 1 —
bound of inf ¢ 5 . H D iy A, :I:H

Lemma 5.3. In the i iteration (i € {1,2,...,m}), let &¢ be the incumbent generated by the SD

(Algorithm[3). Suppose that Condition[3 holds. If ¢ < 2Lyt + €', then the following relation holds:

€

1 &, 2Lst+ ¢ —
_Z%zHS&DX
m “

Proof. This proof consists of two steps. In the first step, we will show that L > 2% is a (2Lst + €)-
optimal solution of the aggregated problem in (69). In the second step, we can use Theorem [[T]to obtain
the upper bound of its associated pessimistic distance.

Here is the detailed proof. By Condition[3 for j € {1,...,m}, we have

1N 1 &
=D En ) <
i=1 =1
1 m
< =Y (& — 2|l + (122, — 2*]))
m
=1
<2t

which implies that

< 2Lft. (73)

%i f] (E‘]

Let y € arg mig LS fF(2) and let Oy = mingex = 37", fi(x), then we have
EdS

a (@) +2Lst by ()

3~
N
;‘3
3
&
IA
3=
Ms

=1 Jj=1 =1
1 - Y i i (74)
<= Ual@) = fuw) + Fa)] +2Lgt
=1
<Oy +2Lst+¢ by [@1).
The inequality above implies that % S =1 #J is the (2L st + €')-optimal solution of the problem
w LS i)
min — x
zeX M = naTn
Then the final result follows by Theorem [IL1] |
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In the following theorem below, we aim to derive the lower bound of probability that Condition [

holds and provide the probabilistic bound of A(Xn ., X*) < 224D 4 42, /e/p.

Theorem 5.4. Suppose that Assumptions and 5] hold. If e < 2Lyt + €, then the following holds:

. 2Lt + € — ¢ mK
PY{A(XN,,M,X*)S 7Dx+t+2\/e/p} > exp - tnK
€

tn

Proof. First, we note that 1 —y > exp(—%) for 0 <y < 1. By (@4), for n > %, we first note that

. K\™
Pr ||z} —a*|| <t, Vie{l,....m}} > <l—>

tn

i (75)
o (i

tn

Given |28, — z*|| < t, Vi € {1,...,m}, it follows from Lemmas [5.2] and [5.3] that,

TEXN e

. 1 <N 1 _
AXNpe, X*) < inf ||— 7 il s _ el 49
(X, )< in m;x" x|+ mzx" || +2/€/p
2Lt+6
< Dy +t+2e

Thus, the final result follows from combining (75)) and (7G]). |

Remark: We observe that there exists some freedom to choose parameters in Theorem 5.4l We now

let t € (0,1), « € (0,3), ¢ =Lyst, p= %, € = (3 —a)Lst. Then it follows from Theorem [5.4] that

mK
¥ * o “in_
PI‘{A(XNJLE,X ) S mDX + 3t} Z exp ( t K) ,

mK

where exp (— Lo ) goes to 1 as n — oo.
tn

In the next result, we aim to study the compromise decision’s impact on variance reduction. We let

m

di, = || &%, — x*|], for i = 1,2,...,m. We start with bounding inf ¢ H% > ie & — :I:H using d¢, in the

lemma below.

Lemma 5.5. Suppose that Assumptions[3.2 and[51] hold. If € < €, then the following relation holds:

Proof. The proof is similar to Lemma (3 We show that L 3" 27 is (¢ + 2Lf S, di)-optimal

j=
solution of the problem in ([69) and then use Theorem [Tl to finish the proof. See Appendix [B.I( for the
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complete proof. |

Finally, we conclude this section by providing the upper bounds on the expectation and variance of

the pessimistic distance of XN,p,e to X, A(XN,p,e, X*).

Theorem 5.6. Suppose that Assumptions[ZZ and 51 holds. Let T3 = E,ZEDX +2/¢/p. If e <€, then
the following hold:

_+7-3)
n

E[A(X N pe, X¥)] < (1+ M) K

€

. 2L;Dx\> KD 2L¢+D K 2
Var [A(Xn,p,e, X*)] < <1+ / X> X4 [<1+ M) _+7—3:| .
€ mn € n

3. Furthermore, let K| be a positive constant. Let € = € and p > Kin?. Then we have
. 1 .
E [A(XNJM,X*)] = O(E), Var [A(XN%E,X*)} =0(—+ =).

Proof. Generally speaking, the proof strategy is similar to Theorem .7l At first, we show that the
upper bound of the variance of the pessimistic distance, A(X N.pe, X"), can be expressed as a linear
combination of d¢, plus some systematic error. Then we can use the fact that d?, is independent of d,
given i # j by Assumption [3.2to decompose the upper bound of the variance of the pessimistic distance.
Finally, we make use of the compactness of the feasible region and the convergence rate of the first

moment of d, (by Theorem [B.1)) to finish the proof.

Let 73 = 6/zeDX + 24/€¢/p. By Lemma 55 it follows from Lemma that,

€

> 1 & e’feJr%L m di}
A(XpN,pe, X7) < EZd;—l— D1 Dy +2\/6/_p
=1

m (77)
1 2L¢D ,
= _Z<1+#> d:l+7—3_
m - €
=1
Furthermore, since d.,d2,...,d™ are independent of each other by Assumption and 73 is a
constant, the variance of the right-hand-side of (7)) is
i 2LfDX ; W | 2L;Dx \° ;
Var Z )i+ 73| = Z; — (1 + =) Varld,]. (78)

Since 0 < d!, < Dx, we have E[(d})?] < E[di,Dx] < £LX for large enough n by Theorem 5.1 This
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implies that Var[di] < E[(d},)?] < £2x_ Hence, it follows from (Z8) that

1 & 2L¢Dx . . 2LDx\> KD
Var | =Y (1 + Z55)dl 4+ §(1+ ! X) X (79)
mizl € € mn
On the other hand,
1 w— 2L;Dx ., 2L;Dx K
E|=Y 1+ 225 < (14 =252 80
lm;(+ —)d, + 73| < (14 )+ (80)

Finally, using (@8)), (79), and (80), we derive the upper bound of the variance of A(Xx ¢, X*) below:

; 2L;Dx\*> KD 2L;Dx\ K ?
Var [A(Xy pe, X*)] < (1+ ! X) X 4 [(1+ M) = +73:| . (81)
€ mn € n
Finally, the big O argument follows from direct algebraic derivation based on (B0)) and (&T). [ |

In Theorem [B£.6], the reliability of the compromise decision could be understood in the following way.
The first part of the upper bound (i.e., (14 @)2%) of Var [A(Xn,p,c, X*)] derives from the effect
of averages of the solution and function estimate. The second part of the upper bound of the variance is
due to the systematic error from the e-optimal solution and the expected distance of estimated solution
by SD to the optimal solution set. We also observe that smaller € is prone to have a more conservative
(larger) upper bound on the variance. That is, smaller ¢ tends to make the compromise decision more

adapted to the particular realization of the regularized objective in the Compromise Decision problem.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we have presented a theory of reliability for compromise decisions in stochastic program-
ming problems under one unifying framework. Our theoretical findings not only validate the compu-
tational observations provided in [35] and [41], but also extend the previous stopping rule to seeking a
non-dominated solution of an estimated mean-variance problem (61]). From a computational perspective,
we suggest using parallel computing to implement stopping rules which would lead to greater reliability
as mentioned in [35]. These developments also underscore the differences between deterministic opti-
mization and truly large-scale stochastic optimization.

Based on our theory, we also provide some implementable guidance for choosing the regularization
coefficient, p, and tolerance, € based on the sample size, n. Let K; be a positive constant. If the “repli-

cation” step involves a cutting-plane-type method, we require that p > Kin, e = ¢, and e = 0. On the
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other hand, if the “replication” step involves SD, we require that p > Kin? and € = €.

There remain several open questions about extensions of the compromise decision framework. The
first open question is whether it is possible to connect our decision-based regularizer to a class of Distri-
butionally Robust Optimization (DRO) problems. In connection with this question, we note that a study
of DRO and robust statistics (Blanchet et al. [3]), reveals that ¢-Divergence-Based DRO is related to
the variance regularization problem and optimal transport-based DRO is related to norm regularization
of the fitted parameters. In the context of SP, we observe that our decision-based regularizer shares some
properties which are similar to norm regularization. A second open question is about how one might
reformulate compromise decision problems for nonconvex SP problems and problems with constraint sets
that are specified by nonlinear equations/inequalities such as those arising in Neural Networks (NN).
The latter have the reputation of being reasonably good on average, and yet they can be unreliable.
Perhaps, a study of reliability of solutions for non-convex stochastic optimization models will lead to
greater reliability in algorithms for NN. In connection with these directions, one could also investigate

the impact of different regularizers (e.g., kernel methods [42]) for compromise decisions.
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Appendix A Table of Notations

Notations Description Usage
n Objective function of SAA problem given sample set & Computation and
fn($7£, ) Analvsi
ysis
Zn(€7) Optimal solution of SAA problem given sample set £ Computation and
nASE Analysis
Xn,e(E) e-optimal solution set of SAA problem given sample set £ Analysis
n e-optimal solution of SAA problem given sample set £’ Computation and
Tn,e(€§7) ¢ Analvsi
nalysis
XN’pye(fN) e-optimal solution of the Compromise Decision problem Analysis
XN,e(fN) e-optimal solution of the aggregated SAA problem Analysis

Table 2: Notations in Section [
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Notations Description Usage

Fn (€M) Estimated decision (by a deterministic algorithm) Computation and
S of SAA problem given sample set £ Analysis
: o em Piecewise linear approximation Computation and
In(z; €F) of SAA objective function given sample set £ Analysis
. .. . . Computation and
. en _ n
Un,ey (23 €]) | e2-subgradient of SAA objective function given sample set £ Analysis
2 em Augmented piecewise linear approximation Computation and
fr(z;€5) of SAA objective function given sample set £ Analysis
X, (eN) e-optimal solution of the problem ming ¢ x % >y f(z; &) Analysis
Xnpe(€ N ) e-optimal solution of the Compromise Decision problem Analysis
Table 3: Notations in Section [
Notations Description Usage
4i Incumbent solution at the n'® iteration Computation and
" of SD in the i*" replication Analysis
i (2) Approximation function at the n*" iteration Computation and
n of SD in the i*" replication Analysis
i (2) Augmented approximation function at the n' iteration Computation and
" of SD in the i*" replication Analysis
XNope e-optimal solution set of the Compromise Decision Problem Analysis
XN,e e-optimal solution set of the problem min,¢ x % S i) Analysis

Table 4: Notations in Section
Appendix B Some Proofs

B.1 Proof of Lemma 2.1

Proof. Let A be the symmetric hull of A4, i.e., A = AU{—a :a € A}. Then |A| < 2|A| = 2N and

maxqe 4 [|al|? = max,¢ 4 [|al|?. Furthermore,

1| 1| -
- 50| < - S Ac A
gleajl( - Z gia;| < gleag - Z 0ia; (AcC A
=1 =1 (82)
1 n
= ?Ea%( - Zl Gia; (A is symmetric)
1=

By taking the expectation over 61, ..., d, for both sides of (82) and by Definition [ we have
n

- 1
Ro(A) < Ro(A) = E; =N Gail 83
(4) < Ru(A) = By [max >~ da (53)

i=1
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We claim that the rest of the proof follows from the proof of [6, Theorem 3]. Here is why: for a € A and

s > 0, we have

G

1 n n
— 0;0; & Qi by ind d f {0}
exp (Sn ;O’ a )1 ];[ {exp s—0,a; )] (by independence of {o;}7 ;)

( 52 ) (by Hoeffding’s inequality) (84)
n

L < e

TP\ o2 )

exp (sRn(A)) < exp (sE lsup Z Uzaz‘|> (by B3)

acA T i—1

Hence,

1 n
< Es lexp (s sup — 51'6%)] (by Jensen’s inequality)

exp (s% -" 51‘%)] (85)

a€A

s?|la®
=2N
aea exp( 2n? )

The last equality of (85) follows because A is the symmetric hull of A. Take the logarithm of both sides

of (88, we have
R,(A) < 110 2N max ex M (86)
" =5 % aea P\ Top2
By minimizing the right-hand side of [86]) over s > 0, the final result follows. |

B.2 Proof of Lemma 2.3l

Proof. According to Lemma and the proof of [I1] Lemma B.2], we derive (I2).

For any A € (0,1), we have

Rn(F, ") < (LpDYp? + MF\/Q(logQ + % logn))/v/n
(LFD"’p% + Mpy/2(log2) + Mg, |2 logn) NG
v
1 [ LrD'p? + Mpy/2(log2) 12,172, | logn (87)
— + Mpp/*y Y

<3 T
Mppt/? 1
v(1—=2\)e

IN

IN

(LFD'Yp% + Mp+/2(log 2) +
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B.3 Proof of Lemma [2.4]

Proof. Pick (z1,y1),(x2,y2) € X x Y. Note that both (z1,y1) and (z1,y1) are (p + 1)-dimensional

vectors. For £ € =, we have

|H(‘T1ayla€) - H($2a9256)|
|(F(1‘1,§) - y1>2 - (F(:CQag) - y2>2|
= |F(21,€) —y1 + F(x2,8) — ya| [F(21,8) — 31 — F(22,8) + v

<AMp (|F(21,&) — F(x2,8)] + |y1 — y2l) (88)

< AMp (Lp||zr — x2]|” + [y1 — y2l)
< 4AMp (Lp||z1 — o2|| + |y1 — val)

<AMpy/L% + 1|[(z1,11) — (22, 92)]| -

The last inequality holds because

(L3 + D)||(21,91) — (22, 92) | = (Lpllzr — 2|l + [y1 — y2)”
= ||w1 — @2|> + LE(y1 — y2)° — 2Lp (@1 — 22| |ly1 — 2 (89)

= (|la1 — 22| — Lrlys — ya2))* > 0.

Also note that for x € X and y € Y, we have

H(:C,y,f) = (F(m,f) - y)2 < (2]\4F)2 = 4M1%‘

By following the same proof strategy as in the first part of Lemma [2.4] we can prove the rest of the

second claim. [
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B.4 Proof of Lemma 2.7

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of [I1, Lemma 3.4]. Note that

rex |n & =
< sup %z:H (m %éF@,@),@) - = éH(:v,Eg[Ftv,&)], )
+sup %éH(m,EE[F(x,f)],&) B¢ [H (o, ElF(x,9),
< sup My %; Fle.) - ngx,é)]‘
B G-

The second claim follows based on the symmetric argument [, [11].

B.5 Proof of Lemma

Proof. By the definitions in (39), ([@0), and (42), we have
Fn (@ne(EV);6N) < On(EN) + € < fiv (B (€Y ):EY) + ¢,

and
2

In (Enp,e(€V):N) + g

— €

1 m
N (€)= D (€]

j=1
< Onpe(€™)
. 2
< I (omeli€) 4 § om) = 0SS
=
The combination of @) and ([@I)) implies that
. 2
v (2 (€9):6%) 2 [ (€)= - D" nclg])| — e
j=1

2

1 m
i'N,e(gN) - E Zi'n,e(g;n)

j=1

< P (@npe€):€Y) + e+ &
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This further implies that

1 m
N (€)= — D anc(€])
j=1

Hence, we have

2

IN
81
=z
™~
=
\
3=
iM:
8
3
™
tE
[\v]
+
|

IN
8l
=2
™~
=
|
3=
M-
8
S
o
+
)
3
~
)

i3 €) = =€) < |[owel€) = = D anel€]) | + 21/ 02)
Jj=1 j=1

Finally, by triangular inequality and (@2]), we have

*

i'vayﬁ(gN) — T

IN

IN

) 1 & " 1 ay s
Z'N,p,e(gN) - E Zzn,e(gj ) + E Zzn,e(gj ) - :Ce
j=1 j=1

It is worth noting that the proof of Lemma does not specify the form of the approximation

function fy(x;&Y), which provides certain flexibility in the later analysis. For instance, fy(z;¢") may

be replaced by its piecewise linear approximation or even some local inexact approximation function.

B.6 Proof of Lemma 3.3

Proof. First, we observe that

By Lemma B.2] we have

inf
reX}

inf
reX}

jN,p,e(fN) fo

ENpe(€Y) — || < [|En e (€Y) — 27|

IN

< ||@we(€ )—%me( i) (94)
| D wne(g) | +2V/e/p
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Take the supremum of the left-hand side of @) over #n,.(EN) € Xy, (EN), we have

sup inf [|z' — x|
zlexN,P,e(fN) €

1 — 1 &
< fN,e(fN)fEZzn,e(éy) + EZ:E,M({;’)*:E: +2y/e/p.
Jj=1 j=1

Note that, by definition in (&), A(Xn.,.(EN), X7) = SUP,exy  (en) ifoex; [l2" — 2. Next, by mini-

€

mizing the right-hand side of [@3]) over z} € X*, we have

A (€9, X) < anc(€Y) = = D )
j=1

(96)
. 1« n
+ | e — | + 2Vl
J:
Finally, by taking the infimum of the right-hand side of (@8] over Zy ((¢V) € Xn (£V), we have
N 1 —
A(XN e N,XE* < inf — Tne(EM) —x
Rnpe€) X< inf T ; &)
+ mlenxf; — Zl Tn,e(€]) — || +2/€/p.
J:
|
B.7 Proof of Lemma [3.5
Proof. By ([29) from the proof of Theorem Bl we have
which implies that
1 « 1 «
- n * - fren
m_zlen@j)so +m_215n<§j>. (97)
j= j=
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By convexity in Assumption Bl we also observe that

S @) | € S (@)
j=1

IA
3~
Ms
@
+
m
SIH
NE
3°&
“5

|/\
3|m
HMS

g

Let € = e+ = Z] 1 n( "), then L Yot wne(€)) € X7 (ie., the average of the estimated decisions

across all the replications is an €-optimal solution of the true problem). Hence, by Theorem [[T], we have

2 Z] 1 n(gn)

il Z 7n.e(7) Dx. (99)
|
B.8 Proof of Lemma [4.1]
Proof. By Conditions [Il and 2l we observe that
By the inequality in (29) from the proof of Theorem B.I] we have
0u(E]) < 6"+ 61(E7)-
Furthermore, by the convexity of f(x) according to Assumption Bl we have
P50 ) < 237 e)
m = e —m = S
1 & R . e - (eny. en
== (o (@nl§58)) + £ (@0 () = fn (@n(€)):€]))
j=1
1 m
<= ; (0n(€)) + 1 + F(@n(€])) = fu(@n(&]):6])
<0+ +325,{( i)
j=1
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Let € =€+ 2 7" 04 (£7), then = 37", 2, (£7) € X7 and € > e. By Theorem [LT} we have

e —e+ 23" 5, (87
2| < 1 mZ]fl (gj)DX

€

inf
reX*

1™
j=1

B.9 Proof of Lemma

Proof. We let &n(¢V) € arg D Imn Zl 1 fu(x;€1). By the convexity of f! infered from Condition [} we

have
I [ 1. ") 1

P2 2t
- miii lfn En(EV): € (100)

For i # j, we have

By the definition of f, in (B5) and Condition [ we have 0 < Fn(@n(&]); 1) — fn(zn(f ;&) < €2 and

Fa(@n(€)):€0) = f(@n(€)) = ful@n(€)), €)= ful@a(€]): &)

< 6h(EM,
and
F@n(€)) = fal@n(€)):€]) = F(@n(€])) = Fu(@n(E]); €})
+ F(@n(€]):67) — Fal@n(€)):€])
< e+ (&),
we have

Fa@n(€1);€8) = Ful@n(€1); €7) < Fu(@n(€]); €7) — F(@a(€]))
< €24 00 (&) + n(E5)-
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On the other hand, by Condition @ and the property f,(z; 1) > fulx;€}) due to (BH), we have

Fu (en(€Y);67) = min fo (3 €]) > min fu(@:€7) = Falin(€]);€]), (101)

which implies that

Fu@n(€): €)= Fu(@n (EV):€0) < Ful@n(€);€) — ful(@n(€); €] (102a)
< fa(@n(€);€7) = Ful@a(€0):€1) (102b)
<e. (102¢)

The inequality in (I02a) holds due to (I0I). The inequality in ({02D) holds because of Condition [l The
inequality in (I02d) holds because of Condition 21 For ¢ # j, we have

Fo(@n(E);6") — fa(@N(EV)E7) < €1+ €2+ 6, (€) + 6a(E).

Hence, it follows from (I00) that

1 m m _

m—ZZ NEE) + Ful@n (&) 6 = Fulin (€75 €7)]

i=1 j=1

1 - n 1 - n n n

1 m
- Z [Fa(n(€7); €)= Fulan (€V):€0)]
ko
<l tea+ Pl 1S e +olien)]
i
The rest of the proof is similar to Lemma [3.41 |

B.10 Proof of Lemma [5.5]

Proof. The proof is similar to the Lemma [5.3] We observe that

1 & 1 & 4
R Pt 30 _ 30
m;x i, Sm; &y, — a3
1 m
<= (=l + lla* = &)
=1
K3 1 .
7 _ 1
gdner;dn



This implies that

a1 & . Lf oo
3 — ~J < 4 g J X
7 mzxn>_ o) L+ LS
Jj=1 Jj=1
By (B7), we observe that fi (&%) — fi(y) < €. Let y and Oy be one optimal solution and the optimal

value of the problem 5 fl( , respectively. Then we have

3~
NE
;g
3~
NE
k2
IA
3=
INg
ﬁk‘g(
=
+
2| &
]
&

i=1 j=1 i=1 i=1
- LA~ i)+ ) + 223 (103)
<Oy+¢€+ 2mﬁ i d’,

Hence, the final result follows by Theorem [L11 ]

Appendix C Symmetric Argument of Rademacher Averages

Here, we aim to use symmetric argument to show that E[6f(£")] < 2R, (F, Z).

E[5](é")] = ug %gm,&) - Eg[Fu,é)JH
=E sg}p{ E[- :1 Fla,&) - éF(x,ma, &l ] (104a)
<E :EEEE[ DICHER WS [N ,én]] (1041)
<E :f‘QE % :1 F(z,€) — %i F(x,&) ] (104c)

The equality in (I04al) holds because &f,...,&),&1,...,&, are i.i.d. random variables. The inequality in
(I04D) holds due to Jensen’s inequality ([9, Theorem 1.6.2.]).The inequality in ({04d) holds is because of

the following observations:

1 - ~! 1 = nd 1 n > 1 n ~
E;F(x’ 1)7E;F(zagl) <51€l§ E;F(zagz)fﬁ;}?(x,gz)
implies that
I I N
Elﬁ;F(xvé)ﬁ;F(zagz) |§1a 7571]
1 — R
<EL§1€1§511F(%§)_E; (ac«fl) |§1,...7 ]
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which further implies that

1 — - 1 & ~ - -
sup E | |— F(x,&) — — F(x,&; ooy én
e |13 ) - 23 ) |
< |swp| LS P ) - LS R éo|iE, 6
— IEX n Z:1 751 n Z:1 b2 b rSn
The symmetric argument is based on the following observation. Since &1,...,&,,&], ...
random variables, for any J C {1,...,n}, we have
sup |— —
meg n i=1 n =1
su F(x F(zx, Z/)
B s |1 (S P+ Y Fed)
€T i=1,...,n
igJ
OIS F(sa@))”
jeTJ z_'l ..... n

By definition of 65, (F(ac, é’) — F(x, éj)) is equally likely to be F(z, é;)—F(.T, &) or F(x

Given {07}/, as one realization of {G;};_;. Let J* ={j € {1,...,n} : 0} = 1}, we have

32 (Fle.d) - Fo.6)

S reds ¥ red |- S reg s ¥ re)

n
jeT* i:'I,...,n JeET* i:ll,...,n
%

> o (F(a.8) - P o) |H

i=1

Zm

1
=K lEg lsup —
zex N

< 2E[ o lsup—
zex M

< 2R,(F,E)
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,& are i.i.d.
(105)

&)~ F(a,8)).
(106)



Appendix D Margin of Error: Sample Complexity

Recall that we let &' = {{(;_1)n;}j—; denote the it sample set with size n. Without replications, the

1 — « confidence interval of f(z) is given below:
[fn(x; ) - [EED g1 (12 2) e 1 [EE g (- g)] O am

where ®(-) denotes the cumulative distribution function of standard normal distribution and ®~1(-) is
its inverse. To further reduce the width of the confidence interval (margin of error), one could either
increase n or perform replications.

The SAA objective function of the i*® replication is
fn(z’gn é ZFzg(z l)n-l—]) 1=1,2,...,m,
and s2(z;£) is the sample variance of F(z,€) in the i*! replication:

sy (€)= F(2,&6-1ynts) — fni(@)]?. (108)

Let Z1—¢ = o1 (1 — g). With m replications, the margin of error of the 1 — « confidence interval of

f(z) is %\/mz

By ([8)), we have

1 [2 ) \/mUQ T+ AMp S BA(ER) + 8u(E)] (109)

m m2n

By Jensen’s inequality, we have

. wmz(z) + e L AME S ER) + 6u(ED)]

m2n
mo? (x) + “2ME 4 AMp Y7 [5(E7) + 8a(E)] (110)
<E T
< 0'2($) S8MprpNpg + 2Np 4M125.
- mn mn(1+2) mn(n —1)’
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where A € (0, %) Hence, the upper bound of the expected margin of error is

E 1 D Si(w?‘f?)zlig
m n 2

<

0'2(1') +8MFNH+2NF 4M12:. 7
mn mn(1+A) mn(n—1)"""%

< O((mn)"%).

Appendix E Properties of Two-stage Stochastic QPs with QP

Recourse (SQQP)

This appendix is intended to keep our presentation somewhat self-contained. According to [25, Theorem

4.9 and Proposition 4.2], the dominating term of the convergence rate of SD is ‘(114{0{\)4;, where M)
is the upper bound of the Lipschitz modulus of the objective function and M; is the upper bound
of the matrix norm of the Hessians of the quadratic pieces of the objective function inside the ball
B(z*,§). Hence, the quantity K in Theorem [5] could be multiples of MyM;. We have derived that
My=1Ls= max Qx| + ||l + Ln. So we now focus on deriving Mj.

First, we provide the dual form of the quadratic piece of the second-stage recourse function. Recall

that P € R"2*"2 ig a symmetric and positive definite matrix and D € R"2*"2 is a matrix with full row

rank. The quadratic recourse function is formulated as follows:

h(z,w) = min %yTPy +d'y
st. Dy =e(€) — C©)z, [N (111)

y>0, yeR"™, [y].

The dual multiplier notation associated with (ITI]) is shown in square brackets [-] above. Let g(z,&) =
e(§) — C(&)z. The dual of (ITI)) can be written as

h(ZC,W) = max 1/1(’7))‘7'1‘76) = _%(_d—’— DT}‘ +’Y)TP71(_d+ DT}‘ +’Y) +g($a€)T)‘ (112)

s.t. A e R™2 \is free, v € R"™, v > 0.

Proposition E.1. The dual problem in (I13) can be simplified to the following problem:

h(e,€) = 5905, (MMT) (e, ) — 2d7 Hd + max{~27" Hy + (2,) )
v=>0 2

o1



where M = DP™4, & = (I - MT(MMT)"'M), H = P~30P3, and

q(z,€) = Hd— P~5 M (MM ") g(x,€).

Proof. Given an 7, r, &, the maximizer of ¥(v, \;z,€) over X is \* = (DP™ D7)~ ~DP~Y(~d+ ) +
g(x,€)]. Let us denote M = DP~3.

By plugging A* = (DP~'D ") [=DP~(=d +7) + g(x,€)] into (7, X; z,£), we have

Y(y, N5 2,8)

Part 1

- f;H(I S MT MMy MYP 3y — (I - MT(MMT)"\M)P~3d (113)

FMTMMT) " g(a,6)| + o, T MMT) ™ [MPH(—d 4 ) + g(2.8)]

Part I

Part 1T

Note that [I — M T (MM T)~'M] is a symmetric matrix and

[I—-M"(MM") MM (MM ")~

=M" MM M (MM PMMT (MM ") 114
114
_ MT(MMT)—I _MT(MMT)—l

=0

Let us further denote ® = [I — M (MMT)~'M] and H = P~3®>P~3. By expanding Part I of
([I13), we have
1 1 1
_ §7Tp—5q>2p—57

- %HMT(MMT)_lg(%E) - ‘I’P_%dHQ
,VTP—%@{MT(MMT)‘lg(w,S)*@P_%d} (115)

1 1 L2
= 57 Hy T Hd =3 [MT UM T)g(e.€) ~ 2P

Part III
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By expanding Part III, we obtain

(Part IIT) = —%HJ\N(MMT)”Q(:E,E)II2

+d" PE(I—MT (MM )Y TMYMT (MM )" g(x,€)

1

1

equals to 0 due to (II4)

= I = MM )M PR ]

= 50, T (MM MM (MM ) g(a,€) — ZdT Hd

2

= ol &) (MMT) (&) — Sd" Hd

2

Hence, it follows from (II3]) that

1 1 1 _
(Part I) = — 2" Hy + 4 Hd = d"Hd — Sg(w,&) (MM ") g(2,€)

Thus, it follows from (II3)) that

W N2, 6) = g

2

(r,€)T (MMT) g, ) ~ 3d" H

+[Hd— P EMT (MM ") g(z,6)] Ty

2

1
— ~"Hy+~"Hd

We let g(x,&) = Hd— P~2 M T (MM ) g(x, &), then it follows from (II8) that

VX5 2,6) = 59,0 (MMT) (2, 6) = 2dT Hd +o(a,)

Hence, problem (II2)) can be simplified to the following problem:

hw,€) = 39(e, )T (MM ) g(0,) — 5d" Hd + max{~57" Hy + g, ) 1},
~v>0 2

Example 1.

h(z,€)

£ min iny
s.t.y=¢(§) — O

y>0, ycR™
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(117)

(118)

(119)

(120)
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In this example, P = I, xn,, d =0, D = I, xn,. Then M = I, xn,, H =0, q(z,w) = —g(z,w). Then
it follows from (I20) that
1
hw, €) = 5 llg(@, ) + max—g(w, &) ", (122)
v=>0

For x which satisfies g(x,&) = e(£)—C(&)x > 0, the optimal value of (IZ1) satisfies h(x,&) = 3||g(z, )%
On the other hand | g(z,&)||> = $llg(z,&)||* + max,>0 —g(z, &) Ty for g(z,£) > 0. So we have verified

that dual optimal values in [I2Z2) are equal to the primal optimal values ([I2I)).

Proposition E.2. Let M, P be the same form in Proposition [E1, Let A(€) = P~2 M T (MMT)=1C/(¢€)
and T(&) = C(E)T(MMT)ICE) + A()THA(E). Then the constant My in [25, Theorem 4.9] can be
written as follows:

My = [|P|[ +sup | T(§)]-
ez
Furthermore, let My = max Qx| + ||l + L, then K in Theorem [51l satisfies K = O(MoMy).
(S

Proof. Given z € X N B(z*, ). We consider the following maximization problem:
maxflfyTH'waq(:c,w)T'y (123)
¥>0 2
The KKT condition of the problem above is
—H~" + q(z,w) — 0" =0, (124)
where 6* is the Lagrange multiplier of the nonnegativity constraint v > 0. It implies that
57" = H ' (g(z,w) - 0%).
Hence, the value function at x can be written as
M@ €) = 9@ &) (MM ) g(o.6) — 2dHa+ Ha(e. &) +0) H g, ) —07)  (125)
Let A(€) = P2 MT(MMT)~1C(¢), the Hessian of h(xz,€) at x is
VEh(w,8) = C(§)T (MM T)~1C(€) + A€) T HTA(), (126)

which does not depend on . Hence, let T(§) = V?h(x, €), we can get My = [|Q|| + supgez | T(€)||. The

rest of the proof follows from [25] Theorem 4.9 and Proposition 4.2]. |
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