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In this paper some methods to use the empirical bootstrap approach for stochastic gradient
descent (SGD) to minimize the empirical risk over a separable Hilbert space are investigated
from the view point of algorithmic stability and statistical robustness. The first two types
of approaches are based on averages and are investigated from a theoretical point of view.
A generalization analysis for bootstrap SGD of Type 1 and Type 2 based on algorithmic
stability is done. Another type of bootstrap SGD is proposed to demonstrate that it is
possible to construct purely distribution-free pointwise confidence intervals of the median
curve using bootstrap SGD.

1 Introduction

Bootstrap is an effective statistical method to improve the generalization of machine learning models by
resampling. The basic idea is to first use sampling with replacement to produce B bootstrap samples
from the original training data set. Then, for the b-th bootstrap sample (b = 1, . . . , B), a learning
algorithm is applied to produce a model h(b). Finally, an aggregation method is used to combine these
local models for prediction. There exists a huge literature on bootstrap, and we refer to [7–9] and the
references therein.

Depending on the aggregation method, we have different types of bootstrap methods. In this paper,
we consider three types of bootstrap methods for stochastic gradient descent (SGD) methods, which
become the workhorse behind the success of many machine learning applications and have received a
lot of attention [14, 22, 24]. For bootstrap of Type 1, we take an average of weight parameters and
use the model associated to the averaged weight parameter for prediction. For bootstrap of Type 2,
we first use each local model for prediction, and then take an average of these predicted outputs as
the final prediction. For bootstrap of Type 3, we also first predict by each local model but then use
the highly robust median of these predicted output values to obtain pointwise confidence intervals for
the median and pointwise tolerance intervals.

Due to the resampling and the aggregation scheme, bootstrap can be useful to improve the stability
and robustness, which intuitively means the ability to withstand perturbations and outliers, which are
both common in many applications and in routine data. We say an algorithm is stable if the output
of the algorithm is not sensitive to the perturbation of a training dataset [1, 14, 20, 27]. Pioneering
stability analysis rigorously shows the improvement of stability by bootstraping [10]. However, their
analysis treated multiple copies of a training example as a single example, which is not the choice in
practice. Furthermore, bootstrap is also useful to do inference such as building confidence intervals
for some parameters of interest [7]. This inference is useful to understand how reliable the prediction
is [4, 12].

In this paper, we study the algorithmic stability and robustness of bootstrap SGD. Our main
contributions are summarized as follows.
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• We study the ℓ1- and ℓ2-argument stability of bootstrap SGD applied to convex, smooth and
Lipschitz problems. Our ℓ2-argument stability analysis shows how the bootstrap samples improve
the generalization behavior. We consider bootstrap SGD of Type 1 and Type 2. For bootstrap
SGD of Type 1, our analysis is able to handle multiple copies of a training example in a bootstrap
sample, which was treated as a single example in the existing analysis [10]. We give the first
stability analysis for bootstrap SGD of Type 2.

• Using a well-known result from order statistics, one can easily construct pointwise confidence
intervals for the median and pointwise tolerance intervals. From our point of view, this enlarges
the options of bootstrap SGD. Although we do not investigate these intervals from a theoretical
point of view, we show their usefulness in a numerical example.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. We introduce the background in Section 2.
We study the stability of bootstrap SGD in Section 3, and the distribution-free confidence intervals
in Section 4. We present numerical analysis to illustrate the behavior of bootstrap SGD in Section 5,
and conclude with a short discussion in Section 6. The proofs are given in Section 7.

2 Background

2.1 Algorithmic Stability

Let P be a probability measure defined over a sample space Z = X × Y, where X is an input space
and Y is an output space. Let S = (z1, . . . , zn) ∈ Zn be a training dataset of size n, based on which
we aim to build a function h : X 7→ Y for prediction. We assume the prediction function h is indexed
by a parameter w ∈ W, where W is a normed space and has the role of a parameter space. Let
ℓ : R × R 7→ R+ be a loss function, and we denote ℓ(hw(x), y) the loss suffered by using hw to do
prediction on z = (x, y). For brevity, we denote f(w; z) := ℓ(hw(x), y). The behavior of a model on
training and testing is then measured by the empirical and population risk as follows

FS(w) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

f(w; zi), F (w) := Ez[f(w; z)],

where Ez[·] denotes the expectation with respect to (w.r.t.) the distribution of z. We often apply a
(randomized) learning algorithm A to (approximately) minimize the empirical risk, and we denote by
A(S) the model derived by applying A to the dataset S. We will assume in this paper – if not otherwise
mentioned – that W is a separable Hilbert space and that the (measurable)1 learning algorithm maps
into a separable Hilbert space. Examples are of course Rd or separable reproducing kernel Hilbert
spaces. The relative behavior of A(S) as compared to the best model w∗ = argminw∈W F (w) is
referred to as the excess population risk F (A(S))− F (w∗), which can be decomposed as follows

F (A(S))− F (w∗) = F (A(S))− FS(A(S)) + FS(A(S))− FS(w
∗) + FS(w

∗)− F (w∗).

We refer to the first term F (A(S)) − FS(A(S)) and the third term FS(w
∗) − F (w∗) as the general-

ization gap, as they measure the difference between training and testing. We refer to the second term
FS(A(S)) − FS(w

∗) as the optimization error as it measures the suboptimality of A(S) as measured
by the training error. The optimization error is a central concept in optimization theory and has been
extensively studied in the literature [24]. The generalization gap is a central concept in statistical
learning theory, which is closely related to the stability [16, 23, 26, 32] and robustness [3, 15, 29, 31] of
the learning algorithm. In this paper, we will leverage the algorithmic stability to study the stability
of boostrap algorithms. We first introduce several popular stability concepts. We denote S ∼ S̃ if they
are neighboring datasets, i.e., S and S̃ differ by a single example. Let ϵ > 0 and ∥ · ∥2 denote the ℓ2
norm.

1We will always assume that the learning algorithm A is measurable, i.e., for all n ≥ 1, the map (X ×Y)n ×X → R,
(S, x) 7→ A(S)(x) is measurable with respect to the universal completion of the product σ-algebra on (X × Y)n × X ,
where A(S)(·) denotes the decision function of the learning algorithm A.
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Definition 1 (Uniform stability [1]). Let A be a (randomized) learning algorithm. We say A is

uniformly stable with parameter ϵ if supS∼S̃ supz EA[f(A(S); z)−f(A(S̃); z)] ≤ ϵ, where EA[·] denotes
the expectation w.r.t. the distribution of the algorithm A.

Definition 2 (Argument stability). Let A be a (randomized) learning algorithm. We say A is ℓ1-

argument stable with parameter ϵ if supS∼S̃ EA[∥A(S) − A(S̃)∥2] ≤ ϵ. We say A is ℓ2-argument

stability with parameter ϵ if supS∼S̃ EA[∥A(S)−A(S̃)∥22] ≤ ϵ2.

It is clear that ℓ2-argument stability is stronger than ℓ1-argument stability, which further implies
uniform stability if f is Lipschitz continuous.

Definition 3. Let g : W 7→ R, where W is a normed space. Let L,G ≥ 0.

• We say g is G-Lipschitz continuous if for any w,w′ ∈ W we have |g(w)− g(w′)| ≤ G∥w−w′∥2.

• We say g is L-smooth if for any w,w′ ∈ W we have ∥∇g(w)−∇g(w′)∥2 ≤ L∥w −w′∥2, where
∇ denotes the gradient operator.

• We say g is convex if for any w,w′ ∈ W we have g(w) ≥ g(w′) + ⟨w −w′,∇g(w′)⟩, where ⟨·, ·⟩
denotes the dot product.

Example 1. Let X = Rd, Y ⊂ R, and z = (x, y) ∈ X × Y.

(i) The least squares loss function f = fLS is defined by f(w; z) = 1
2 (y − hw(x))2.

(ii) The logistic loss function f = fc-logis for binary classification is defined by f(w; z) = ln
(
1 +

exp(−yhw(x))
)
, where Y = {−1,+1}.

(iii) The logistic loss function f = fr-logis for regression is defined by f(w; z) = − ln 4ey−hw(x)

(1+ey−hw(x))2
[28].

Basic computations show that

∇fLS(w; z) = (hw(x)− y)∇hw(x),

∇fc-logis(w; z) = − y

1 + exp(yhw(x))
∇hw(x),

∇fr-logis(w; z) = tanh
(
(hw(x)− y)/2

)
∇hw(x).

Note, that these three loss functions are convex with respect to hw(x). To clearly see the property
of these loss functions, we consider a linear model hw(x) = w⊤x and assume ∥x∥2 ≤ 1 for all x ∈ X
and w⊤ means the transpose of w. In this case, it can be directly checked that all these loss functions
are smooth. Furthermore, the logistic loss for both regression and binary classification is Lipschitz
continuous. For example, it is clear that∥∥∇fc-logis(w; z)

∥∥
2
=

|y|
1 + exp(yhw(x))

·
∥∥∇hw(x)

∥∥
2
≤ ∥x∥2 ≤ 1.

However, the least square loss is not Lipschitz continuous since

∥∇fLS(w; z)∥2 = |hw(x)− y| · ∥∇hw(x)∥2 = |w⊤x− y| · ∥x∥2,

which goes to infinity as the norm of w goes to infinity.

The following lemma shows the quantitative connection between stability and generalization. The
first part shows the connection between generalization and ℓ1-argument stability, while the second part
shows the connection between generalization and ℓ2-argument stability.

Lemma 1 (Stability and Generalization [17]). Let A be an algorithm. Let G,L, ϵ > 0.

• Suppose A is ℓ1-argument stable with parameter ϵ. If for any z, the map w 7→ f(w, z) is G-
Lipschitz continuous, then E[F (A(S))− FS(A(S))] ≤ Gϵ.

• Suppose A is ℓ2-argument stable with parameter ϵ. If for any z, the map w 7→ f(w, z) is L-
smooth, then

E[F (A(S))− FS(A(S))] ≤ Lϵ2

2
+ ϵ

(
2LE[FS(A(S))]

) 1
2 .
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2.2 Bootstrap SGD

Bootstrap methods were introduced by [7, 8] and can be used to estimate standard errors of estimators
in a nonparametric manner. There exists a huge literature on bootstrap methods, see e.g. [9] and the
references therein, and for specific bootstrap results for machine learning methods based on kernels we
refer to [2] and [4]. Bootstrapping can in particular be used to construct distribution-free confidence
intervals and distribution-free tolerance intervals.

Let S = (z1, . . . , zn). Bootstrap methods first build B ∈ N bootstrap samples by repeatedly
drawing samples from S, each of which is of size m. Let

Ib = (ib,1, . . . , ib,m), b = 1, . . . , B,

be bootstrap indices which are drawn independently from the uniform distribution over [n] = {1, . . . , n}
with replacement. Then, the b-th bootstrap sample is

S(b) = (zib,1 , . . . , zib,m). (2.1)

Definition 4 (Bootstrap method). Let S(b) be defined as Eq. (2.1). Then, we apply an algorithm
to S(b) and get a model w(b). The bootstrap method outputs one of the following models for final
prediction:

• Type 1: h
(1)
S = hw̄, where w̄ = 1

B

∑B
b=1 w

(b).

• Type 2: h
(2)
S = 1

B

∑B
b=1 hw(b) .

• Type 3: h
(3)
S (x) = median1≤b≤B{hw(b)(x)}, x ∈ X .

Definition 5 (Bootstrap SGD). For the b-th data set, at the t-th iteration, bootstrap SGD first selects

jb,t from the uniform distribution over [m] and then update w
(b)
t as follows

w
(b)
t+1 = w

(b)
t − ηt∇f(w

(b)
t ; zib,jb,t ),

where (ηt)t∈N is a sequence of positive step sizes. After T iterations, bootstrap SGD outputs A(S) =
1
B

∑B
b=1 w

(b)
T+1. If not otherwised mentioned, we use w

(b)
1 = 0 as the starting value.

3 Algorithmic Stability of Bootstrap SGD

3.1 Stability Analysis for Bootstrap SGD of Type 1

Let S̃ = (z̃1, . . . , z̃n) be a neighbouring dataset of S, i.e., S and S̃ only differ by a single example.
We will assume in this paper, if not mentioned otherwise, that the learning algorithm is permutation
invariant. Hence without loss of generality, we can assume that S and S̃ differ by the last example,
i.e.,

zi = z̃i, if i < n.

We assume z1, . . . , zn, z̃n are independently drawn from the same distribution. The proofs of results
in this subsection are given in Section 7.1.

Lemma 2. Let (w
(b)
t ) and (w̃

(b)
t ) be produced by bootstrap SGD based on S and S̃, respectively. Assume

the map w 7→ f(w; z) is convex and L-smooth. If ηt ≤ 1/L, then

∥∥w(b)
T+1 − w̃

(b)
T+1

∥∥
2
≤

T∑
t=1

ηtδt,bI[ib,jb,t = n],

where we introduce
δt,b = ∥∇f(w

(b)
t ; zn)−∇f(w

(b)
t ; z̃n)∥2

and I[ib,jb,t = n] is the indicator function, taking value 1 if ib,jb,t = n, and 0 otherwise.

4



As we will show in Lemma 10, EA[I[ib,jb,t = n]] = 1
n . Therefore, we can apply Lemma 2 to get the

following theorem on the stability of bootstrap SGD.

Theorem 3 (Stability bounds). Let assumptions in Lemma 2 hold. Then

EA

[
∥A(S)−A(S̃)∥2

]
≤

T∑
t=1

ηtEA[δt,1I[i1,j1,t = n]]

and

EA

[
∥A(S)−A(S̃)∥22

]
≤ 2

mB

m∑
r=1

rCr
m(n− 1)m−r

nm
· EA

[ T∑
t=1

η2t δ
2
t,1

∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]
+

2

m2B

m∑
r=0

r2Cr
m(n− 1)m−r

nm
·EA

[( T∑
t=1

ηtδt,1

)2∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]
+(1− 1

B
)
(
EA

[ T∑
t=1

ηtδt,1I[i1,j1,t = n]
])2

.

Remark 1. The hypothesis stability of bootstrap methods has been studied in [10]. Specifically,
assume the base machine has hypothesis stability γk for learning with a dataset of size k and m = n.
Then, the hypothesis stability parameter β of the bootstrap method satisfies [10]

β ≤ G

n∑
k=1

kγk
n

Pr
{
d(I) = k

}
,

where I = (i1, . . . , in) and d(I) denotes the number of distinct sampled points in one bootstrap sample.
Here ij , j ∈ [n] follows the uniform distribution over [n]. However, the analysis there treats multiple
copies of a training point as one point, which is not the case in practice. It is also indicated there how
to extend their results to the case where multiple copies of a point are treated is an open question [10].
As a comparison, our analysis does not require this simplifying assumption and therefore provides an
affirmative solution to their open question. It should be mentioned that the analysis in [10] considers
bootstrap with a general base machine. As a comparison, this paper considers bootstrap with the base
algorithm being SGD.

Corollary 4. Let assumptions in Lemma 2 hold. Assume that the map w 7→ f(w; z) is G-Lipschitz
continuous. Then

EA

[
∥A(S)−A(S̃)∥2

]
≤ 2G2

n

T∑
t=1

ηt

and

EA

[
∥A(S)−A(S̃)∥22

]
≤ 8G2

Bn

T∑
t=1

η2t +
8G2

Bn

( 2

n
+

1

m

)( T∑
t=1

ηt

)2

+
8G2(B − 1)

n2B

( T∑
t=1

ηt

)2

.

Remark 2. Since m ≤ n, we get

EA

[
∥A(S)−A(S̃)∥22

]
≲

G2

Bn

T∑
t=1

η2t +G2
( 1

Bmn
+

1

n2

)( T∑
t=1

ηt

)2

,

where we denote A ≲ B if there exists a universal constant C such that A ≤ CB. We also denote
A ≳ B if there exists a universal constant C such that A ≥ CB. We denote A ≍ B if A ≲ B and
A ≳ B.

We can combine the above stability bounds and Lemma 1 to derive generalization bounds in
Theorem 5. We omit the proof for brevity.

Theorem 5 (Generalization bounds). Let A be the bootstrap SGD with T iterations. Suppose for any
z, the map w 7→ f(w; z) is convex, G-Lipschtiz continuous and L-smooth. Then

E[F (A(S))− FS(A(S))] ≤ 2G2

n

T∑
t=1

ηt

5



and

E[F (A(S))− FS(A(S))] ≲
LG2

Bn

T∑
t=1

η2t +
(LG2

n2
+

LG2

Bmn

)( T∑
t=1

ηt

)2

+

G
(
LE[FS(A(S))]

) 1
2

( 1

Bn

T∑
t=1

η2t +
( 1

n2
+

1

Bmn

)( T∑
t=1

ηt

)2) 1
2

. (3.1)

Remark 3. If we choose ηt ≍ 1/
√
T and T ≍ n, then Eq. (3.1) further implies

E[F (A(S))− FS(A(S))] ≲
LG2

n
+

LG2

Bm
+G

(
LE[FS(A(S))]

) 1
2

( 1

n
+

1

Bm

) 1
2

,

which is a decreasing function of Bm. This shows that the bootstrap helps improve the generalization
behavior of SGD, which is reasonable since sampling and averaging intuitively improves the stability
of a learning algorithm. The above generalization bound also involves the empirical risk and therefore
can benefit from a small training error. That is, if E[FS(A(S))] is very small, then the generalization

bound can improve to the order of LG2

n + LG2

Bm .

3.2 Stability Analysis for Bootstrap SGD of Type 2

In this section, we consider stability and generalization bounds for bootstrap SGD of Type 2. The
following theorem gives the stability bounds. The proofs of results in this subsection are given in
Section 7.2.

Theorem 6 (Stability bound). Let (w
(b)
t ) and (w̃

(b)
t ) be produced by bootstrap SGD based on S and S̃,

respectively. Denote by h
(2)
S the bootstrap output of Type 2. Assume the map w 7→ f(w; z) is convex

and L-smooth. Assume hw is Gh-Lipschitz continuous in the sense that∣∣hw(x)− hw′(x)
∣∣ ≤ Gh∥w −w′∥2, ∀x ∈ X . (3.2)

If ηt ≤ 1/L, then

EA

[
sup
x

∣∣h(2)
S (x)− h

(2)

S̃
(x)

∣∣] ≤ Gh

T∑
t=1

ηtEA[δt,1I[i1,j1,t = n]] (3.3)

and

EA

[
sup
x

(
h
(2)
S (x)− h

(2)

S̃
(x)

)2] ≤ 2G2
h

mB

m∑
r=1

rCr
m(n− 1)m−r

nm
· EA

[ T∑
t=1

η2t δ
2
t,1

∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]
+

2G2
h

m2B

m∑
r=0

r2Cr
m(n− 1)m−r

nm
·EA

[( T∑
t=1

ηtδt,1

)2∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]
+G2

h(1−
1

B
)
(
EA

[ T∑
t=1

ηtδt,1I[i1,j1,t = n]
])2

.

Theorem 6 requires h to be Lipschitz continuous. Below we give two examples of such h.

Example 2 (Linear models). Consider a linear model hw(x) = w⊤x. Then, it is clear that

|hw(x)− hw′(x)| =
∣∣(w −w′)⊤x

∣∣ ≤ ∥w −w′∥2 sup
x∈X

∥x∥2.

Therefore, Eq. (3.2) holds with Gh = supx∈X ∥x∥2. It is clear that Eq. (3.2) also holds for kernel
models with bounded kernels.

Example 3 (Shallow neural networks). Consider a shallow neural network (SNN) with N nodes in
the hidden layer

hW(x) =

N∑
j=1

αjσ(w
⊤
j x),

6



where αj ∈ {−1/
√
N, 1/

√
N} are fixed, σ : R 7→ R is an activation function and W = (w1, . . . ,wN )

are trainable weights with wj ∈ Rd. If σ is Gσ-Lipschitz continuous, then, for any W,W′, we have

∣∣hW(x)− hW′(x)
∣∣ = ∣∣∣ N∑

j=1

αj

(
σ(x⊤wj)− σ(x⊤w′

j)
)∣∣∣ ≤ 1√

N

N∑
j=1

∣∣σ(x⊤wj)− σ(x⊤w′
j)
∣∣

≤ Gσ√
N

N∑
j=1

∣∣x⊤(wj −w′
j

)∣∣ ≤ Gσ supx ∥x∥2√
N

N∑
j=1

∥∥wj −w′
j

∥∥
2

≤ Gσ supx ∥x∥2√
N

√
N
( N∑

j=1

∥∥wj −w′
j

∥∥2
2

) 1
2

= Gσ sup
x

∥x∥2∥W −W′∥2,

where ∥ · ∥2 denotes the Frobenius norm of a matrix. Therefore, Eq. (3.2) holds for SNNs with
Gh = Gσ supx ∥x∥2. Although a SNN is not convex, it was shown that it is µ-weakly convex with
the weak convexity parameter µ (the smallest eigenvalue of a Hessian matrix) being of the order of
1/

√
N [25, 30]. Then, our stability analysis still applies for sufficiently large N [18, 25].

As a corollary, we present the following generalization bounds. It shows that bootstrap SGD of
Type 2 enjoys similar stability and generalization bounds of bootstrap SGD of Type 1.

Corollary 7 (Generalization bound). Let assumptions in Theorem 6 hold. Assume a 7→ ℓ(a, y) is
Gℓ-Lipschitz continuous for any y and w 7→ f(w; z) is G-Lipschitz continuous for any z. Then

EA[ℓ(h
(2)
S (x), y)]− 1

n

n∑
i=1

EA[ℓ(h
(2)
S (xi), yi)] ≤

2GGhGℓ

n

T∑
t=1

ηt. (3.4)

Furthermore, if for any y, the function a 7→ ℓ(a, y) is Lℓ-smooth, then

EA[ℓ(h
(2)
S (x), y)]− 1

n

n∑
i=1

EA[ℓ(h
(2)
S (xi), yi)] ≲ GℓGGh

(
1

Bn

T∑
t=1

η2t +
( 1

Bmn
+

1

n2

)( T∑
t=1

ηt

)2
) 1

2

+
G2G2

hLℓ

Bn

T∑
t=1

η2t +G2G2
hLℓ

( 1

Bmn
+

1

n2

)( T∑
t=1

ηt

)2

. (3.5)

Remark 4. If we choose ηt ≍ 1/
√
T and T ≍ n, then Eq. (3.4) implies that

EA[ℓ(h
(2)
S (x), y)]− 1

n

n∑
i=1

EA[ℓ(h
(2)
S (xi), yi)] ≲

GGhGℓ√
n

,

which, however, does not show the effect of the bootstrap. For the same step size and iteration number,
Eq. (3.5) shows that

EA[ℓ(h
(2)
S (x), y)]− 1

n

n∑
i=1

EA[ℓ(h
(2)
S (xi), yi)] ≲ GℓGGh

( 1

Bm
+

1

n

) 1
2

+G2G2
hLℓ

( 1

Bm
+

1

n

)
.

This shows that increasing B would improve the generalization behavior of the output model.

4 Distribution-free Confidence and Tolerance Intervals for Boot-
strap SGD of Type 3

It is well-known that distribution-free confidence intervals for quantiles and distribution-free tolerance
intervals can be constructed by certain intervals, where the endpoints are defined by order statistics,

7



see David and Nagaraja [5, Chap. 7]. We will use this result for the special case of the median, although
the generalization to other quantiles is possible in the same manner.

Table 1 lists some values of B, the corresponding pair of order statistics determining the confidence
interval, the lower bound of the actual confidence level which is 0.5B

∑s
j=r(

B
j ), and the finite sample

breakdown point (see Definition 6) ε∗B = min{r − 1, B − s}/B of the confidence interval.

1− α B r s lower bound of finite sample
confidence level breakdown point

0.90 8 2 7 0.930 0.125
10 2 9 0.979 0.100
18 6 13 0.904 0.278
30 11 20 0.901 0.333
53 21 33 0.902 0.377
104 44 61 0.905 0.413

0.95 9 2 8 0.961 0.111
10 2 9 0.979 0.100
17 5 13 0.951 0.235
37 13 25 0.953 0.324
51 19 33 0.951 0.353
101 41 61 0.954 0.396

0.99 10 1 10 0.998 0.000
12 2 11 0.994 0.083
26 7 20 0.991 0.231
39 12 28 0.991 0.282
49 16 34 0.991 0.306
101 38 64 0.991 0.366

Table 1: Selected pairs (r, s) of order statistics for non-parametric confidence intervals at the (1− α)-
level for the median.

The finite sample breakdown point proposed by Donoho and Huber [6] measures the worst case
behaviour of a statistical estimator. We use the replacement version of this breakdown point, see
Hampel et al. [13, p.98]. If two estimators are compared w.r.t. the finite sample breakdown point,
the one with the higher value is more robust than the other one. The influence function proposed by
Hampel [11, 12] measures the impact on the estimation due to an infinitesimal small contamination of
the distribution P in the direction of a Dirac-distribution.

Definition 6 (Finite-sample breakdown point). Let Sn = (z1, . . . , zn) be a data set with values in Z.
The finite-sample breakdown point of learning method A for the data set Sn is defined by

ε∗n(A(Sn)) = max
{m

n
; Bias(m;A(Sn)) is finite

}
, (4.1)

where
Bias(m;A(Sn)) = sup

S′
n

∥A(S′
n)−A(Sn)∥2 (4.2)

and the supremum is over all possible samples S′
n that can be obtained by replacing any m of the

original data points by arbitrary values in Z.

Table 2 lists pairs (r, s) of indices for order statistics (Xr, Xs) which yield distribution-free tolerance
intervals [X(r), X(s)] such that at least a proportion of γ of the population is covered with probability
β. Here, s = B − r + 1. In the table the guaranteed lower bounds of the probability and the finite
sample breakdown points are given, too.
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Table 2: The pairs of order statistics X(r) and X(s) from X1, . . . , XB yield distribution-free tolerance
intervals [X(r), X(s)], i.e. Pr(

∫
[X(r),X(s)]

dP ≥ γ) ≥ β. The final sample breakdown points are min{r−
1, B − s+ 1}/B.

γ β B r s prob ≥ finite sample
breakdown point

0.9 0.9 38 1 38 0.9047 0
0.9 0.95 46 1 46 0.9519 0
0.9 0.99 64 1 64 0.9904 0
0.9 0.999 89 1 89 0.9990 0
0.95 0.90 77 1 77 0.9026 0
0.95 0.95 93 1 93 0.9500 0
0.95 0.99 130 1 130 0.9900 0
0.95 0.999 181 1 181 0.9990 0
0.99 0.90 388 1 388 0.9003 0
0.99 0.95 473 1 473 0.9502 0
0.99 0.99 662 1 662 0.9900 0
0.99 0.999 920 1 920 0.9990 0

0.9 0.9 65 2 64 0.9004 0.031
0.9 0.95 76 2 75 0.9530 0.026
0.9 0.99 97 2 96 0.9901 0.021
0.9 0.999 126 2 125 0.9990 0.016
0.95 0.90 132 2 131 0.9007 0.015
0.95 0.95 153 2 152 0.9505 0.013
0.95 0.99 198 2 197 0.9902 0.010
0.95 0.999 257 2 256 0.9990 0.008
0.99 0.90 667 2 666 0.9004 0.003
0.99 0.95 773 2 772 0.9500 0.003
0.99 0.99 1001 2 1000 0.9900 0.002
0.99 0.999 1302 2 1301 0.9990 0.002

0.9 0.9 164 6 159 0.9037 0.037
0.9 0.95 179 6 174 0.9514 0.034
0.9 0.99 210 6 205 0.9902 0.029
0.9 0.999 249 6 244 0.9990 0.024
0.95 0.90 330 6 325 0.9017 0.018
0.95 0.95 361 6 356 0.9505 0.017
0.95 0.99 425 6 420 0.9901 0.014
0.95 0.999 505 6 500 0.9990 0.012
0.99 0.90 1658 6 1653 0.9004 0.004
0.99 0.95 1818 6 1813 0.9501 0.003
0.99 0.99 2144 6 2139 0.9900 0.003
0.99 0.999 2552 6 2547 0.9990 0.002

It is possible to construct distribution-free prediction intervals based on order statistics in a very
similar manner. We refer for details to David and Nagaraja [5, Chap. 7.3].

5 Numerical Example for the 3 Types

In this section, we present experimental results to show the behavior of bootstrap SGD with different
types.

For illustration purposes only, let us demonstrate how the bootstrap methods behave in a one
dimensional toy example. The data set is generated as follows. The sample size is n = 1000. The
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input values xi are generated in an i.i.d. manner from a uniform distribution on the interval [0, 33]. The
output values yi are generated in the usual signal plus noise manner, i.e. as realisations of stochastically
independent random variables Yi such that yi is the observed value Yi|(Xi = xi) having distribution
f(xi) + εi(x). To consider several cases of the “true” function f and of the error distribution ε
simultaneously, we have chosen

f(x) =


0.7x if x ∈ [0, 3]

10 + x+ 1
100 sin(10x)x

4 if x ∈ (3, 6]

5 if x ∈ (6, 30]

−20− 0.4(x− 27)2 if x ∈ (30, 33]

and

ε(x) ∼


Unif(−1,+1) if x ∈ [0, 3]

Exp(0.5)−median(Exp(0.5)) if x ∈ (3, 6]

Cauchy(0, 1) if x ∈ (6, 30]

N(0, 4) if x ∈ (30, 33].

Obviously, the function f is non-continuous and therefore not an element of the RKHS of any Gaussian
RBF kernel. Furthermore the function is constant, linear, polynomial of order 2, and more complex
in different intervals. We used the uniform distribution on the interval (−1, 1) as an example of
a symmetrical distribution with a compact support, the Gaussian distribution as an example of a
symmetrical distribution with thin tails, the Cauchy distribution with median 0 and scale parameter 1
as an extreme example of a symmetrical distribution with heavy tails, and the exponential distribution
shifted by its median as an example of a skewed distribution with median equal to zero.

We used the classical Gaussian radial basis function kernel with K(x, x′) = exp
(
− (x−x′)2/(2σ2)

)
and σ = 1/

√
20. We used simple random sampling with replacement to generate B = 101 bootstrap

samples. For the b-th bootstrap sample, we applied SGD with ηt = 10/
√
t and 400 passes over the

data to generate a model w
(b)
T+1, which was then used to compute the predicted output h

(b)
wT . We then

applied the bootstrap methods in Definition 4 to compute the final prediction. Since kernel models
are linear in the corresponding reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces, Type 1 and Type 2 are the same in
our setup.

In Figure 1, we illustrate the behavior of bootstrap methods of Type 2. We also plot the pointwise
0.95-confidence interval predictions on the dataset to show the variation of the predictions.

In Figure 2, we illustrate the behavior of bootstrap methods of Type 3. As we used B = 101, we
used r = 41 and s = 61 to construct pointwise distribution free confidence intervals with 1−α = 0.95,
see Table 1.

It is clear that for this toy example both methods yield very similar results from an applied point
of view and that both bootstrap methods are robust in producing reliable predictions. We like to
emphasize that we had to zoom in on the y-axis, as we even allowed Cauchy-distributed errors. The
minimum and maximum of the y-values in the data set are −261.69 and 1726.99, respectively. Of
course, all computations and all bootstrap replications were done using all data points, even these
extreme values.

6 Discussion

In this paper three methods to use the empirical bootstrap approach for SGD to minimize the empir-
ical risk over a separable Hilbert space were investigated from the view point of algorithmic stability
and statistical robustness. In Type 1 and Type 2 one simply computes the average from the bootstrap

approximations which yield h
(1)
S = hw̄, where w̄ = 1

B

∑B
b=1 w

(b)
T+1, and h

(2)
S = 1

B

∑B
b=1 hw

(b)
T+1

, respec-

tively. These two types of bootstrap SGD have the property that the estimated functions h
(1)
S and h

(2)
S

are both elements of the Hilbert space. In Type 3, one computes the pointwise median of the bootstrap

approximations which yields h
(3)
S (x) = median1≤b≤B{hw

(b)
T+1

(x)}, x ∈ X . Our results show that these

bootstrap SGD methods have some desirable algorithmic stability and robustness properties if the loss
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n = 1000,B = 101, blue=true function, pink=0.95 confidence interval, red=median
Figure 1: Behavior of Bootstrap Method of Type 2, n = 1000 and B = 101. The shaded scattered
points show the training examples, the blue plot shows the true function, the cyan line shows the SGD
approximation of the true data, the pink area shows the pointwise 0.95-confidence intervals, and the
red line shows the average of the bootstrap approximations.
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Figure 2: Behavior of Bootstrap Method of Type 3, n = 1000 and B = 101. The shaded scattered
points show the training examples, the blue plot shows the true function, the cyan line shows the SGD
approximation of the true data, the pink area shows the pointwise 0.95-confidence intervals for the
median, and the red line shows the median of the bootstrap approximations.
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function has some easy to check properties, e.g. convexity, smoothness and Lipschitz continuity. In
our toy example we demonstrated that it can even handle Cauchy distributed errors.

We presented generalization analysis for bootstrap SGD of Type 1 and Type 2 based on algorithmic
stability. We considered both ℓ1- and ℓ2-argument stability. For SGD of Type 1, the ℓ1-argument
stability does not show the effect of bootstrap. The underlying reason is that the ℓ1-argument stability
fails to incorporate the second-order information such as the variance. As a comparison, the ℓ2-
argument stability analysis yields stability bounds of the order of( 1

Bn

T∑
t=1

η2t

)1/2

+
( 1

Bmn
+

1

n2

)1/2 T∑
t=1

ηt .

This shows that the increasing the number of bootstrap samples improves the stability and generaliza-
tion behavior of the output models. Our ℓ2-argument stability analysis exploits the variance reduction
property by bootstrapping. The pioneering work [10] studied the hypothesis stability of bootstrap
methods, which, however treated multiple copies of a training point as one point. It was posed as an
open question there on how to handle multiple copies as different training points. Our stability analysis
provides an affirmative solution to this open question. For bootstrap SGD of Type 2, we impose an
additional assumption on the Lipschitz continuity of the prediction function, which holds for many
models such as linear models and shallow neural networks. To our knowledge, this is the first stability
analysis for bootstrap SGD of Type 2.

Bootstrap SGD of Type 3 allows the construction of pointwise distribution-free confidence and
distribution-free tolerance intervals using a well-known fact from order statistics. This type of bootstrap
SGD has the property that the estimated median regression curve is not necessarily an element of the
Hilbert space of functions which is used as the hypothesis space. Whether this property may be
considered as an advantage or as a disadvantage probably depends on the specific application. E.g., if
the Hilbert space only contains very smooth functions, which is true if a classical Gaussian RBF kernel
is used, but the Bayes function is non-continuous, this property may be considered as an advantage.

It seems possible to enhance the robustness and stability properties of bootstrap SGD even more.
Although the random variables in each bootstrap sample are drawn in an independent and identically
distributed manner from the empirical distribution computed from the training data set, it can hap-
pen that a few bootstrap samples are “untypical” in the sense that the empirical distribution of the
bootstrap sample differs a lot from the empirical distribution of the training data set. This can happen
e.g. if just by chance some data points do occur very often in a specific bootstrap sample with index

b′. In this case, it can happen that for this specific bootstrap sample the quantities w
(b′)
T+1 (or h

w
(b′)
T+1

)

differ a lot from the majority of the other values of w
(b)
T+1 (or h

w
(b)
T+1

), b ̸= b′. This phenomenon can

have some undesired consequences in particular to data sets with a small to moderate sample size n.
Then an empirical bootstrap estimate can be strongly influenced by this outlying value, if one uses

the classical average of the values w
(b)
T+1 in Type 1 or of the values h

w
(b)
T+1

in Type 2. For example,

imagine that in the toy example given in Section 5, the extreme y-value 1726.99 occurs in a bootstrap
sample several times. One idea to robustify the empirical bootstrap SGD in this case is to replace the
average by a more robust estimator. One example is to use a one-step W-estimator, see Hampel et al.
[13, p. 116]. Let us briefly sketch this approach although it is beyond the scope of this paper. First,

we use SGD to compute w
(tr)
T+1 and h

(tr)
wT+1 for the training data set. Then a one-step W-estimator for

bootstrap SGD of w based on the bootstrap samples can be defined by

ŵOS =

∑B
b=1 w

(b)
T+1 · u1(w

(b)
T+1 −w

(tr)
T+1)∑B

b=1 u1(w
(b)
T+1 −w

(tr)
T+1)

, (6.1)

where u1 : Rd → (0, 1] is an appropriately chosen positive weight function which downweights outlying
quantities. In a similar manner one can define a one-step W-estimator for bootstrap SGD of h by

ĥOS =

∑B
b=1 hw

(b)
T+1

· u2(hw
(b)
T+1

− h
w

(tr)
T+1

)∑B
b=1 u2(hw

(b)
T+1

− h
w

(tr)
T+1

)
. (6.2)
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This generalizes the bootstrap SGD estimators considered in this paper, as is obvious from the special
case that the functions u1 and u2 are equal to the constant function 1. A statistical analysis of such
one-step W-estimators will probably require a modification of the first inequality in (7.2). Please
note that these one-step W-estimators in (6.1) are different, but have a similar structure than the
multivariate M-estimators investigated in Maronna et al. [21, p. 184, (6.16)].

7 Proofs

7.1 Proofs for Bootstrap SGD of Type 1

The following lemma establishes the non-expansiveness of gradient operator w 7→ w− η∇ℓ(w), which
was established by Hardt et al. [14].

Lemma 8 ([14]). Suppose the function ℓ is convex and L-smooth. Then for all w1, w2 ∈ W and
η ≤ 1/L, we have

∥w1 − η∇ℓ(w1)−w2 + η∇ℓ(w2)∥2 ≤ ∥w1 −w2∥2.

Proof of Lemma 2. According to Definition 5, we know that

w
(b)
t+1 − w̃

(b)
t+1 = w

(b)
t − w̃

(b)
t − ηt∇f(w

(b)
t ; zib,jb,t ) + ηtf(w̃

(b)
t ; z̃ib,jb,t ).

We consider two cases. If ib,jb,t ̸= n, then zib,jb,t = z̃ib,jb,t and therefore we can apply Lemma 8 to

show that ∥∥w(b)
t+1 − w̃

(b)
t+1

∥∥
2
=

∥∥w(b)
t − w̃

(b)
t − ηt∇f(w

(b)
t ; zib,jb,t ) + ηtf(w̃

(b)
t ; zib,jb,t )

∥∥
2

≤
∥∥w(b)

t − w̃
(b)
t

∥∥
2
.

Otherwise, we know∥∥w(b)
t+1 − w̃

(b)
t+1

∥∥
2
=

∥∥w(b)
t − w̃

(b)
t − ηt∇f(w

(b)
t ; zn) + ηtf(w̃

(b)
t ; z̃n)

∥∥
2

≤
∥∥w(b)

t − w̃
(b)
t

∥∥
2
+ ηt∥∇f(w

(b)
t ; zn)−∇f(w

(b)
t ; z̃n)∥2.

We combine the above two cases to derive that∥∥w(b)
t+1 − w̃

(b)
t+1

∥∥
2
≤

∥∥w(b)
t − w̃

(b)
t

∥∥
2
+ ηtδt,bI[ib,jb,t = n].

We apply the above inequality recursively and derive the stated bound (note w
(b)
1 = w̃

(b)
1 ). The proof

is completed.

Lemma 9. Let i1, . . . , im follow from the uniform distribution over [n]. Then for any r ∈ [m] we know

Pr
{ m∑

t=1

I[it = n] = r
}
=

Cr
m(n− 1)m−r

nm
.

Proof. Since it ∈ [n], the vector (i1, . . . , im) can take nm different possible values. Furthermore,
suppose

∑m
t=1 I[it = n] = r. We can first consider all possible {j1, . . . , jr} such that ijk = n for all

k ∈ [r], and there are Cr
m choices. For each k ̸∈ {j1, . . . , jr}, ik takes n− 1 possible values. Therefore,

the number of outcomes with
∑m

t=1 I[it = n] = r is Cr
m(n− 1)m−r. The stated inequality then follows

directly. The proof is completed.

Lemma 10. Let ib,jb,t be defined in Definition 5. Then

E[I[ib,jb,t = n]] =
1

n
.
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Proof. We know

E[I[ib,jb,t = n]] = Pr
{
ib,jb,t = n

}
=

m∑
r=0

Pr
{ m∑

k=1

I[ib,k = n] = r
}
· Pr

{
ib,jb,t = n

∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[ib,k = n] = r
}
.

It is clear that Pr
{
ib,jb,t = n

∣∣∑m
k=1 I[ib,k = n] = r

}
= r/m. Therefore, we can apply Lemma 9 to

derive that

E[I[ib,jb,t = n]] =
1

mnm

m∑
r=1

rCr
m(n− 1)m−r =

1

nm

m∑
r=1

Cr−1
m−1(n− 1)m−r

=
1

nm

m−1∑
r=0

Cr
m−1(n− 1)m−r−1 =

(1 + n− 1)m−1

nm
=

1

n
,

where we have used the following identity

Cr
m · r =

m!r

r!(m− r)!
=

(m− 1)!m

(r − 1)!(m− r)!
= mCr−1

m−1. (7.1)

The proof is completed.

We are now in a position to prove Theorem 3. Our analysis with the ℓ2-argument stability uses
the expectation-variance technique in [19].

Proof of Theorem 3. According to Lemma 2, we know

EA

[∥∥w(b)
T+1 − w̃

(b)
T+1

∥∥
2

]
≤

T∑
t=1

ηtEA[δt,bI[ib,jb,t = n]],

where we have used the fact that δt,b is independent of ib,jb,t . It then follows that

EA

[
∥A(S)−A(S̃)∥2

]
= EA

[∥∥∥ 1

B

B∑
b=1

w
(b)
T+1 −

1

B

B∑
b=1

w̃
(b)
T+1

∥∥∥
2

]
≤ 1

B

B∑
b=1

EA

[∥∥w(b)
T+1 − w̃

(b)
T+1

∥∥
2

]
≤ 1

B

B∑
b=1

T∑
t=1

ηtEA[δt,bI[ib,jb,t = n]] =

T∑
t=1

ηtEA[δt,1I[i1,j1,t = n]].

(7.2)

We now consider the ℓ2-model stability as follows

EA

[
∥A(S)−A(S̃)∥22

]
= EA

[∥∥∥ 1

B

B∑
b=1

w
(b)
T+1 −

1

B

B∑
b=1

w̃
(b)
T+1

∥∥∥2
2

]
≤ 1

B2
EA

[( B∑
b=1

∥w(b)
T+1 − w̃

(b)
T+1∥2

)2]
=

1

B2
EA

[( B∑
b=1

T∑
t=1

ηtδt,bI[ib,jb,t = n]
)2]

=
1

B2
EA

[ B∑
b=1

B∑
b′=1

( T∑
t=1

ηtδt,bI[ib,jb,t = n]
)( T∑

t=1

ηtδt,b′I[ib′,jb′,t = n]
)]

=
1

B2
EA

[ B∑
b=1

( T∑
t=1

ηtδt,bI[ib,jb,t = n]
)( T∑

t=1

ηtδt,bI[ib,jb,t = n]
)]

+
1

B2
EA

[∑
b ̸=b′

( T∑
t=1

ηtδt,bI[ib,jb,t = n]
)( T∑

t=1

ηtδt,b′I[ib′,jb′,t = n]
)]

. (7.3)
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For any b ̸= b′ and t, t′, the independence between different bootstrap samples implies

EA

[
∥A(S)−A(S̃)∥22

]
≤ 1

B
EA

[( T∑
t=1

ηtδt,1I[i1,j1,t = n]
)( T∑

t=1

ηtδt,1I[i1,j1,t = n]
)]

+
1

B2

∑
b ̸=b′

EA

[( T∑
t=1

ηtδt,bI[ib,jb,t = n]
)]

EA

[( T∑
t=1

ηtδt,b′I[ib′,jb′,t = n]
)]

.

That is,

EA

[
∥A(S)−A(S̃)∥22

]
≤ 1

B2
EA

[( B∑
b=1

∥w(b)
T+1 − w̃

(b)
T+1∥2

)2]
≤ 1

B
EA

[( T∑
t=1

ηtδt,1I[i1,j1,t = n]
)2]

+
B2 −B

B2

(
EA

[ T∑
t=1

ηtδt,1I[i1,j1,t = n]
])2

.

(7.4)

Using (a+ b)2 ≤ 2(a2 + b2) for a, b ∈ R we obtain

EA

[( T∑
t=1

ηtδt,1I[i1,j1,t = n]
)2]

=

m∑
r=0

Pr
{ m∑

k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
}
· EA

[( T∑
t=1

ηtδt,1I[i1,j1,t = n]
)2∣∣ m∑

k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]

≤ 2

m∑
r=0

Pr
{ m∑

k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
}
· EA

[( T∑
t=1

ηtδt,1
(
I[i1,j1,t = n]− r/m

))2∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]

+ 2

m∑
r=0

Pr
{ m∑

k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
}
· EA

[( T∑
t=1

ηtδt,1r/m
)2∣∣ m∑

k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]
. (7.5)

For any t ̸= t′ (we assume t < t′), we know

EA

[
δt,1

(
I[i1,j1,t = n]− r/m

)
δt′,1

(
I[i1,j1,t′ = n]− r/m

)∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]

= EA

[
δt,1

(
I[i1,j1,t = n]− r/m

)
δt′,1Ej1,t′

[(
I[i1,j1,t′ = n]− r/m

)∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]∣∣ m∑

k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]
= 0,

where we have used the fact that Ej1,t′

[(
I[i1,j1,t′ = n] − r/m

)∣∣∑m
k=1 I[i1,k = n] = r

]
= 0. It then

follows that

EA

[( T∑
t=1

ηtδt,1
(
I[i1,j1,t = n]− r/m

))2∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]

= EA

[ T∑
t=1

η2t δ
2
t,1

(
I[i1,j1,t = n]− r/m

)2∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]

+ EA

[∑
t ̸=t′

ηtηt′δt,1δt′,1
(
I[i1,j1,t = n]− r/m

)(
I[i1,j1,t′ = n]− r/m

)∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]

= EA

[ T∑
t=1

η2t δ
2
t,1

(
I[i1,j1,t = n]− r/m

)2∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]
≤ EA

[ T∑
t=1

η2t δ
2
t,1(I[i1,j1,t = n])2

∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]

=

T∑
t=1

η2tEA

[
δ2t,1I[i1,j1,t = n]

∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]
=

r

m
EA

[ T∑
t=1

η2t δ
2
t,1

∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]
,
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where we have used the fact that Ej1,t

[
I[i1,j1,t = n]

∣∣∑m
k=1 I[i1,k = n] = r

]
= r/m and E[(X−E[X])2] ≤

E[X2] in the inequality. We can combine the above discussions to derive that

EA

[( T∑
t=1

ηtδt,1I[i1,j1,t = n]
)2]

≤ 2

m

m∑
r=1

rPr
{ m∑

k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
}
· EA

[ T∑
t=1

η2t δ
2
t,1

∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]

+
2

m2

m∑
r=0

r2Pr
{ m∑

k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
}
· EA

[( T∑
t=1

ηtδt,1

)2∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]
.

We plug the above inequality back into Eq. (7.4), and derive

EA

[
∥A(S)−A(S̃)∥22

]
≤ 2

mB

m∑
r=1

rPr
{ m∑

k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
}
· EA

[ T∑
t=1

η2t δ
2
t,1

∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]

+
2

m2B

m∑
r=0

r2Pr
{ m∑

k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
}
· EA

[( T∑
t=1

ηtδt,1

)2∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]

+
B2 −B

B2
EA

[(
EA

[ T∑
t=1

ηtδt,1I[i1,j1,t = n]
])2]

.

The proof is completed by using Lemma 9 and Jensen’s inequality.

Proof of Corollary 4. Since w 7→ f(w; z) is G-Lipschitz continuous, we know δt,b ≤ 2G. It then follows
from Theorem 3 that

EA

[
∥A(S)−A(S̃)∥2

]
≤ 2G

T∑
t=1

ηtEA[I[i1,j1,t = n]] =
2G

n

T∑
t=1

ηt,

where we have used Lemma 10.
Since δt,b ≤ 2G, Theorem 3 implies

EA

[
∥A(S)−A(S̃)∥22

]
≤ 8G2

mB

m∑
r=1

rCr
m(n− 1)m−r

nm
· EA

[ T∑
t=1

η2t
∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]
+

8G2

m2B

m∑
r=0

r2Cr
m(n− 1)m−r

nm
·EA

[( T∑
t=1

ηt

)2∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]
+
8G2(B − 1)

B

(
EA

[ T∑
t=1

ηtI[i1,j1,t = n]
])2

.

By the identity
∑m

r=0
rCr

m(n−1)m−r

mnm = 1
n shown in the proof of Lemma 10, we further know

EA

[
∥A(S)−A(S̃)∥22

]
≤ 8G2

Bn

T∑
t=1

η2t +
8G2

m2B

m∑
r=0

r2Cr
m(n− 1)m−r

nm

( T∑
t=1

ηt

)2

+
8G2(B − 1)

Bn2

( T∑
t=1

ηt

)2

.

Furthermore, we know

m∑
r=0

r2Cr
m(n− 1)m−r

m2nm
≤ 1

nm
+

m∑
r=2

rCr−1
m−1(n− 1)m−r

mnm

=
1

nm
+ 2

m∑
r=2

Cr−2
m−2(m− 1)(n− 1)m−r

mnm
≤ 1

nm
+ 2

m−2∑
r=0

Cr
m−2(n− 1)m−r−2

nm

=
1

nm
+

2(1 + n− 1)m−2

nm
=

1

nm
+

2

n2
,

where we have used Eq. (7.1) and the following inequality for any r ≥ 2

(m− 1)!r

(r − 1)!(m− r)!
≤ 2(m− 1)!

(r − 2)!(m− r)!
=

2(m− 2)!(m− 1)

(r − 2)!(m− r)!
= 2Cr−2

m−2(m− 1).
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We then get that

EA

[
∥A(S)−A(S̃)∥22

]
≤ 8G2

Bn

T∑
t=1

η2t +
8G2

Bn

( 2

n
+

1

m

)( T∑
t=1

ηt

)2

+
8G2(B − 1)

n2B

( T∑
t=1

ηt

)2

.

The proof is completed.

7.2 Proofs for Bootstrap SGD of Type 2

Proof of Theorem 6. According to the definition of h
(2)
S and h

(2)

S̃
and the Gh-Lipschitz continuity of

hw, we know

∣∣h(2)
S (x)− h

(2)

S̃
(x)

∣∣ = 1

B

∣∣∣ B∑
b=1

(
h
w

(b)
T+1

(x)− h
w̃

(b)
T+1

(x)
)∣∣∣ ≤ Gh

B

B∑
b=1

∥w(b)
T+1 − w̃

(b)
T+1∥2.

It then follows that

EA

[
sup
x

∣∣h(2)
S (x)− h

(2)

S̃
(x)

∣∣] ≤ Gh

B

B∑
b=1

EA[∥w(b)
T+1 − w̃

(b)
T+1∥2] ≤ Gh

T∑
t=1

ηtEA[δt,1I[i1,j1,t = n]],

where the last step follows from Eq. (7.2).
We now consider the ℓ2-stability. Similarly, we have

(
h
(2)
S (x)− h

(2)

S̃
(x)

)2
=

( 1

B

B∑
b=1

(
h
w

(b)
T+1

(x)− h
w̃

(b)
T+1

(x)
))2

≤
(Gh

B

B∑
b=1

∥w(b)
T+1 −w

(b)
T+1∥2

)2

.

It then follows from Eq. (7.4), Lemma 9 and the proof of Theorem 3 that

EA

[
sup
x

(
h
(2)
S (x)− h

(2)

S̃
(x)

)2] ≤ 2G2
h

mB

m∑
r=1

rCr
m(n− 1)m−r

nm
· EA

[ T∑
t=1

η2t δ
2
t,1

∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]
+

2G2
h

m2B

m∑
r=0

r2Cr
m(n− 1)m−r

nm
·EA

[( T∑
t=1

ηtδt,1

)2∣∣ m∑
k=1

I[i1,k = n] = r
]
+G2

h(1−
1

B
)
(
EA

[ T∑
t=1

ηtδt,1I[i1,j1,t = n]
])2

.

The proof is completed.

Before proving Corollary 7, we first present a lemma relating stability and generalization for a
randomized algorithm. It is a variant of Lemma 1. Let S = {z1, . . . , zn} and S′ = {z′1, . . . , z′n} be
independently drawn from the same distribution. For any i ∈ [n], define

Si = {z1, . . . , zi−1, z
′
i, zi+1, . . . , zn}. (7.6)

Lemma 11. For any i ∈ [n], let Si be defined in Eq. (7.6). Let hS be the output of an algorithm
applied to S. Then we have

EA[ℓ(hS(x), y)]−
1

n

n∑
i=1

EA[ℓ(hS(xi), yi)] ≤ EA

[
sup
z

max
i∈[n]

(
ℓ(hSi

(x), y)− ℓ(hS(x), y)
)]
.

Furthermore, if for any y, the function a 7→ ℓ(a, y) is Lℓ-smooth, then

EA[ℓ(hS(x), y)]−
1

n

n∑
i=1

EA[ℓ(hS(xi), yi)] ≤

( 1

n

n∑
i=1

EA[(ℓ
′(hS(xi), yi))

2]
) 1

2
( 1

n

n∑
i=1

EA

[(
hSi(xi)− hS(xi)

)2]) 1
2

+
Lℓ

2n

n∑
i=1

EA

[(
hSi(xi)− hS(xi)

)2]
.

17



Proof. Due to the symmetry between zi and z′i, we know

EA[ℓ(hS(x), y)]−
1

n

n∑
i=1

EA[ℓ(hS(xi), yi)] =
1

n

n∑
i=1

EA[ℓ(hSi
(x), y)]− 1

n

n∑
i=1

EA[ℓ(hS(xi), yi)]

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

EA[ℓ(hSi(xi), yi)− ℓ(hS(xi), yi)] ≤ EA

[
sup
z

max
i∈[n]

(
ℓ(hSi(x), y)− ℓ(hS(x), y)

)]
,

where we have used the fact that (xi, yi) is independent of hSi
. This finishes the proof of the first

inequality. We now turn to the smooth case. By using the smoothness property in the above inequality,
we know

EA[ℓ(hS(x), y)]−
1

n

n∑
i=1

EA[ℓ(hS(xi), yi)]

≤ 1

n

n∑
i=1

EA

[
ℓ′(hS(xi), yi)

(
hSi

(xi)− hS(xi)
)]

+
Lℓ

2n

n∑
i=1

EA

[(
hSi

(xi)− hS(xi)
)2]

≤ EA

( 1

n

n∑
i=1

(ℓ′(hS(xi), yi))
2
) 1

2
( 1

n

n∑
i=1

(
hSi

(xi)− hS(xi)
)2) 1

2

+
Lℓ

2n

n∑
i=1

EA

[(
hSi

(xi)− hS(xi)
)2]

≤
( 1

n

n∑
i=1

EA[(ℓ
′(hS(xi), yi))

2]
) 1

2
( 1

n

n∑
i=1

EA

[(
hSi

(xi)− hS(xi)
)2]) 1

2

+
Lℓ

2n

n∑
i=1

EA

[(
hSi

(xi)− hS(xi)
)2]

,

where we have used the Cauchy’s inequality. The stated bound follows directly.

Proof of Corollary 7. Since a 7→ ℓ(a, y) is Gℓ-Lipschitz continuous, Lemma 11 implies

EA[ℓ(h
(2)
S (x), y)]− 1

n

n∑
i=1

EA[ℓ(h
(2)
S (xi), yi)] ≤ GℓEA

[
sup
x

max
i∈[n]

∣∣h(2)
Si

(x)− h
(2)
S (x)

∣∣] (7.7)

and

EA[ℓ(h
(2)
S (x), y)]− 1

n

n∑
i=1

EA[ℓ(h
(2)
S (xi), yi)] ≤

Gℓ

(
EA

[
sup
x

(
h
(2)
Si

(x)− h
(2)
S (x)

)2]) 1
2

+ 2−1LℓEA

[
sup
x

(
h
(2)
Si

(x)− h
(2)
S (x)

)2]
. (7.8)

Eq. (7.7) together with Eq. (3.3) implies that

EA[ℓ(h
(2)
S (x), y)]− 1

n

n∑
i=1

EA[ℓ(h
(2)
S (xi), yi)] ≤ 2GGhGℓ

T∑
t=1

ηtEA[I[i1,j1,t = n]] ≤ 2GGhGℓ

n

T∑
t=1

ηt,

where the last step follows from Lemma 10.
Furthermore, Theorem 6 implies that

EA

[
sup
x

(
h
(2)
S (x)− h

(2)

S̃
(x)

)2] ≤ 8G2G2
h

mB

m∑
r=1

rCr
m(n− 1)m−r

nm

T∑
t=1

η2t+

8G2G2
h

m2B

m∑
r=0

r2Cr
m(n− 1)m−r

nm

( T∑
t=1

ηt

)2

+ 4G2G2
h(1−

1

B
)
(
EA

[ T∑
t=1

ηtI[i1,j1,t = n]
])2

.

Analogous to the proof of Corollary 4, we know that

EA

[
sup
x

(
h
(2)
S (x)− h

(2)

S̃
(x)

)2]
≲

G2G2
h

Bn

T∑
t=1

η2t +G2G2
h

( 1

Bmn
+

1

n2

)( T∑
t=1

ηt

)2

.
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We plug the above inequality back into Eq. (7.8), and derive

EA[ℓ(h
(2)
S (x), y)]− 1

n

n∑
i=1

EA[ℓ(h
(2)
S (xi), yi)] ≲ GℓGGh

(
1

Bn

T∑
t=1

η2t +
( 1

Bmn
+

1

n2

)( T∑
t=1

ηt

)2
) 1

2

+

G2G2
hLℓ

Bn

T∑
t=1

η2t +G2G2
hLℓ

( 1

Bmn
+

1

n2

)( T∑
t=1

ηt

)2

.

The proof is completed.
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