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Minimization Problems Based on
Relative a-Entropy I: Forward Projection

M. Ashok Kumar and Rajesh Sundaresan

Abstract

Minimization problems with respect to a one-parameter farof generalized relative entropies are studied. Thesativel
entropies, which we term relative-entropies (denoted?,, ), arise as redundancies under mismatched compressionauharants
of compressed lengths are considered instead of expectepressed lengths. These parametric relative entropiea gemeral-
ization of the usual relative entropy (Kullback-Leibleveligence). Just like relative entropy, these relativentropies behave like
squared Euclidean distance and satisfy the PythagoregenyoMinimizers of these relativa-entropies on closed and convex
sets are shown to exist. Such minimizations generalize teémum Rényi or Tsallis entropy principle. The minimizipgobability
distribution (termed forward#,-projection) for a linear family is shown to obey a power-la®ther results in connection with
statistical inference, namely subspace transitivity aadated projections, are also established. In a comparaperpa related
minimization problem of interest in robust statistics thedids to a reverseZ,-projection is studied.

Index Terms

Best approximant; exponential family; information geomeKullback-Leibler divergence; linear family; powerdafamily;
projection; Pythagorean property; relative entropy; YRa&mtropy; Tsallis entropy.

|I. INTRODUCTION

Relative entro;ﬂr or Kullback-Leibler divergences (P||Q) between two probability measures is a fundamental quantity
that arises in a variety of situations in probability theatatistics, and information theory. In probability thgait arises as
the rate function for estimating the probability of a largevidtion for the empirical measure of independent samplirhig
statistics, for example, it arises as the best error exganateciding between two hypothetical distributions folsebved data.

In Shannon theory, it is the penalty in expected compressegth, namely the gap from Shannon entrdpyP), when the
compressor assumes (for a finite-alphabet source) a misethfirobability measur€ instead of the true probability measure
P.

Relative entropy also brings statistics and probabiligotly together to provide a foundation for the well-known maxm
entropy principle for decision making under uncertainthisTis an idea that goes back to L. Boltzmann, was popularized
by E. T. Jayned ]3], and has its foundation in the theory ajdadeviation. Suppose that an ensemble average measurement
(say sample mean, sample second moment, or any other siméar statistic) is made on the realization of a sequence of
independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) randoariables. The realization must then have an empirical nreathat
obeys the constraint placed by the measurement — the ealpineasure must belong to an appropriate convex setEsay
Large deviation theory tells us that a special membeE,oflenotedP*, is overwhelmingly more likely than the others. If the
alphabefX is finite (with cardinality|X]), and the prior probability (before measurement) is théarm measurd/ on X, then
P* is the one that minimizes the relative entropy

J(P||U) =log|X| = H(P),

which is the same as the one that maximizes (Shannon) ensapject toP € E. This explains why the principle is called
maximum entropy principle. In Jaynes’ words, it is maximally noncommittal to the missing informatio [3].
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1The relative entropy ofP with respect toQ is defined as

A(PIQ) =3 P(x)log ?

zeX )

and the Shannon entropy &t is defined as
H(P):= - P(x)log P(z
zeX

The usual convention ig logg =0if p=0and+oo if p>¢g=0.
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As a physical example, let us tag a particular molecule inatmosphere. LefX denote the height of the molecule in
the atmosphere. Then the potential energy of the moleculegi&. Let us suppose that the average potential energy is held
constant, that isE[mgX] = ¢, a constant. Then the probability distribution of the heéighthe molecule is taken to be the
exponential distributiom exp (—Az), where\ = mg/c. This is also the maximum entropy probability distributismbject to
first moment constraint [4].

More generally, if the prior probability (before measurem)és @, then P* minimizes.# (P||Q) subject toP € E. Something
more specific can be sai®* is the limiting conditional distribution of a “tagged” parte under the conditioning imposed by
the measurement. This is calléte conditional limit theorenor the Gibbs conditioning principlesee for example Campenhout
and Coverl[[5] or Csiszat [6] for a more general result.

It is well-known that.# (P||Q) behaves like “squared Euclidean distance” and has the &ggtlean property” (Csiszar
[7]). In view of this and sinceP* minimizes.# (P||Q) subject toP € E, one says thaP* is “closest” toQ in the relative
entropy sense amongst the measure&,jiror in other words, P* is the forward.7-projection of @ on E”. Motivated by
the above maximum entropy and Gibbs conditioning prinsipl€-projection was extensively studied by Csiszar [6], [7],
Csiszéar and Matus$ [8], Csiszar and Shields [9], andZ@siand Tusnady [10]. More recently, minimizations of egh entropy
functionals with convex integrands were studied by Csism@ MatlUS[[11]. These include Bregman'’s divergences@sisizar’'s
f-divergences.# -minimization also arises in the contraction principle amge deviation theory (see for example Dembo and
Zeitouni’'s [12, p.126]).

This paper is on projections or minimization problems asged with a parametric generalization of relative entrofyy
see how this parametric generalization arises, we retuoutaemark on how relative entropy arises in Shannon thdeoy.
this, we must first recall how Rényi entropies are a paramggneralization of the Shannon entropy.

Rényi entropiesd,, (P) for a € (0,1) play the role of Shannon entropy when thermalized cumulanbf compression
length is considered instead of expected compressionHe@gtmpbell[[13] showed that

min nip log B [exp{pLa(X™)}] — Ha(P) (asn — o)

for an i.i.d. source with marginaP. The minimum is over all compression strategigs that satisfy the Kraft inequallﬂy
a=1/(1+p), andp > 0 is the cumulant parameter. We also have,_,; H,(P) = H(P), so that Rényi entropy may be
viewed as a generalization of Shannon entropy.

If the compressor assumed that the true probability medsuie instead ofP, then the gap in the normalized cumulant’s
optimal value is an analogous parametric divergence qy{g,n\ti/hich we shall denoteZ,, (P, Q) [15]. The same quant[ﬂyalso
arises when we study the gap from optimality of mismatchexbging exponents. See Arikan[16] and Hanawal and Sunaaresa
[17] for general results on guessing, and see Sundaresn[IB3 on how .7, (P, Q) arises in the context of mismatched
guessing. Recently, Bunte and Lapidath|[19] have shownttteatZ,, (P, Q) also arises as redundancy in a mismatched version
of the problem of coding for tasks.

As one might expect, it is known that (see for example, Sussdar [[15, Sec. V-5)] or Johnson and Vignat![20, A.1])
lim,—1 Zo(P, Q) = Z(P||Q), so that we may think of relative entropy & (P, Q). Thus.7, is a generalization of relative
entropy, i.e., aelative a-entropy.

Not surprisingly, the maximum Rényi entropy principle lie®n considered as a natural alternative to the maximuromntr
principle of decision making under uncertainty. This pijahe is equivalent to another principle of maximizing thecadled
Tsallis entropy which happens to be a monotone function efR@ényi entropy. Rényi entropy maximizers under moment
constraints are distributions with a power-law decay (whex 1). See Costa et al._[22] or Johnson and Vignat [20]. Many
statistical physicists have studied this principle in to@dthat it may “explain” the emergence of power-laws in maaturally
occurring physical and socio-economic systems, beginwittg Tsallis [23]. Based on our explorations of the vastréitere on
this topic, we feel that our understanding, particularly dhat ought to involve a modeling of tlilg/namicsof such systems
with the observed power-law profiles as equilibria in thenagtotics of large time, is not yet as mature as our understignd
of the classical Boltzmann-Gibbs setting. But, by notingttt?,, (P, U) = log |X| — H,(P), we see that both the maximum
Rényi entropy principle and the maximum Tsallis entropiyngiple are particular instances of a “minimum relativeentropy
principle”;

minimize .7, (P, Q) over P € E.

We shall call the minimizingP* as the forward#,-projection of@Q on E.
The main aim of this paper is to study forward,-projections in general measure spaces. Our main coribitgiare on
existence, uniqueness, and structure of these projecigmdave several motivations to publish our work.

2A compression strategf, : X — {0,1,2,...} assigns a target codeword length, (z™) to each stringe™ € X™.

3Blumer and McEliece[[14], in their attempt to find better uppad lower bounds on the redundancy of generalized Huffnmating, were indirectly
bounding this parameterized divergence.

“We suggest the pronunciation “I-alpha” fof,.

5This terminology is from Lutwak, et al [21].



« We provide a rather general sufficient condition on the cairgt set under which a forward,-projection exists and is
unique. This can enable statistical physicists to speak@fRényi entropy maximizer and explore its properties afen
the maximizer is not known explicitly. While the existensedauniqueness o¥,,-projection for closed convex sefswas
shown for the finite alphabet case by Sundaresan [15], herstwdy more general measure spaces (for exafp)e

« Unlike relative entropy, its generalization relatiweentropy does not, in general, satisfy the well-known datzgssing
inequality, nor is it in general convex in either of its argemts. Nevertheless, there is a remarkable parallelismewsgtw
relative entropy and relativei-entropy. In particular, they share the “Pythagorean pitypeand behave like squared
Euclidean distance. This too was explored by Sundaresgnf¢t3he finite alphabet case, and we wish to extend the
parallels to more general alphabet spaces.

« We provide information on the structure of the Rényi emgropaximizer, under linear statistical constraints, whemev
the maximizer exists. This can provide statistical phgsica quick means to check if their empirical observationa in
particular physical setting conform to the maximum Rényirepy principle. It also provides a means to estimate the
appropriatex for a particular physical setting. Interestingly, the Réntropy maximizers belong to a “power-law family”
of distributions that are the natural parametric geneatins of the Shannon entropy maximizers, namely the exgiate
family of distributions.

« In a companion paper, we shall show that a robust paramediarati®n problem is a “reverse,-projection” problem,
where the minimization is with respect to teecondargument ot 2, . If this reverse projection is on a power-law family,
then one may turn the reverse projection into a forward ptimje of a specific distribution on an appropriate linear fgm
In that paper we shall also explore the geometric relatipnsbtween the power-law and the linear families.

« One may think of the maximum entropy principle or the miniatian of relative entropy as a “projection rule”; see Seattio
[VTIfor projection rules with some desired properties. Thoé¢hese properties are “regularity”, “locality”, and “ssfiace-
transitivity”. It turns out that the#,-based projection rule is regular, subspace-transitivenwh < 1, but “nonlocal”.
Any regular, subspace-transitive, and local projectide is generated by Bregman'’s divergences of the sum-forrth [24
In our, as yet not very successful, attempt to charactetizegular, subspace-transitive, but possibly nonlocalgution
rules, we wished to understand as much as we could about iayt@rtnonlocal projection rule. The understanding we
have gained may be of use to the wider community interesteXimmatic approaches to abstract inference problems.

It is known (see for examplé [15]) thaf,, (P, Q) is the more commonly studied Rényi divergence of ordér, not of the

original measure® and@, but of their escort measuré¥ andQ@’, whereP’(x) = P(xz)*/Z(P), andZ(P) is the normalization
that makesP’ a probability measure)’ is similarly defined. While the Rényi divergences arisaurgdty in hypothesis testing
problems (see for example Csiszar|[25}), arises more naturally as a redundancy for mismatched casipre as discussed
earlier. Moreover, 7, (P, Q) is a certain monotone function of Csiszaf'sdivergence betwee®’ and(Q’. As a consequence
of the appearance of the escort measures, the data-progessperty satisfied by thg-divergences does not hold for the
J,-divergences. It is therefore all the more intriguing thaisineither thef-divergences nor the Rényi divergences but the
4,-divergences that share the Pythagorean property withivelantropy. However, quite recently, van Erven and Hagésn
[26] showed that Rényi divergences have a Pythagorearegsowhen the forward projection is on a so-calleadtonvex set
The paper is organized as follows. In Sectioh Il, we formalbfine .7, and establish some of its basic algebraic and
topological properties, those desired of an informatioredjence. In Section 1ll, we establish the existencefgfprojection
on closed (in an appropriate topology) and convex sets. Toef ffor the casex < 1 is analogous to that for relative entropy
[7, Th. 2.1]. The proof for the case > 1 exploits some functional analytic tools. In Sectlod 1V, wegent the Pythagorean
property in generality and derive some of its immediate egagnces in connection with the forward projection. In Bect
[Vl we characterize the forward,-projection on a linear family of probability measures, wheer it exists. In Sectiop VI,
we establish a desirable subspace transitivity properdyfarther prove the convergence of an iterative method faliffig the
forward .#,-projection on linear families. In the concluding Sectioff]Wve highlight some interesting open questions.

The companion paper [27] will explore the orthogonalityvibetn the power-law and the linear families, will exploitsthi

orthogonality in a robust parameter estimation problend, waill study the reverseZ,-projection in detail.

Il. THE RELATIVE - ENTROPY

We begin by defining relative-entropy on a general measure space fornalt 0 excepta = 1. As o — 1 our definition
will approach the usual relative entropy or Kullback-Leibtlivergence.

Let P and@ be two probability measures on a measure sg&cet’). Let a € (0, 00) with « # 1. Let p be a dominating
o-finite measure orfX, X') with respect to whichP and@ are both absolutely continuous, denofed« p and@ < u. Write
p =dP/du andq = dQ/dp and assume that and ¢ belong to the complete topological vector spdc¥ 1) with metric

dthg) = 4 U= gldp)’" i a1,
’ [ |h—g|*dp if a<1.

o= ( | |h|adu)l/a

We shall use the notation



even thoughH| - ||, as defined, is not a norm fer < 1. For convenience we suppress the dependendé-of) and|| - || on «;
but this dependence should be borne in mind. Throughout & strict attention to probability measures whose désssi
with respect tou are in L*(u). The Rényi entropy ofP of ordera (with respect tou) is defined to be

1
Ho(P) = - log ( / p“du) . o)
DY .
Consider the escort measurBsand @’ having densitiep’ andq’ with respect tou defined by
/ (o] !/ fe]
ar’ _ P a2 _ q @)

— p o= and — = .

dp [ pedp dp Jqxdu
Once again, the dependencebindg’ on « is suppressed for convenience. By setting ﬁ, we have the re-parametrization
in terms ofp with —1 < p < o0, p # 0, andp = a~! — 1. Define

f(u):=sgn(p) - ('™~ 1), u>0.
Csiszar’'sf-divergencel[28] between two probability measufeand @, both absolutely continuous with respect;tpis given
by
1PQ) = [af (%) a &)

In the above definition we use the following conventions:
0
0-f(=)=0,
/(c)

a oo if p>0,
0-f(=)=
/ (O) {O if p<0.
Since f is strictly convex wherp # 0, by Jensen’s inequality,; (P, @) > 0 with equality if and only ifP = Q.

Definition 1 (Relativex-entropy): The a-entropy ofP relative toQ (or relativea-entropy of P with respect tap, or simply
relative a-entropy) is defined as

and fora > 0,

SEP,Q) = %log [sar(p) - 1;(P', Q') +1]. @)

7+ depends on the reference measureecause the densitigs and ¢’ defined in [[2) do. However, for brevity, we omit the
superscriptu and ask the reader to bear the dependence @mmind. For the information theoretic and statistical ghgs
motivating examples in Section 4, is the counting measure or the Lebesgue measure dependingetherX is finite or R,

From the conventions used to defifig we have.Z, (P, Q) = co when either

e a<landP £ Q, or

« a>1andP and@ are mutually singular.
Abusing notation a little, when speaking of densities, wallskome times write#, (p, q) for .7, (P, Q). Let us reemphasize
that implicit in our definition of.7, (P, Q) is the assumption that and ¢ are both inL*(u).

The following are some alternative expressionssf that are used in this paper:

a—1
« p q
Z.(PQ) = -2 1o /—(—) d 5
BQ = =3l [ i \per) ®)
1
1og/po‘du+log/q°‘du. (6)

—
WhenX is discrete (withu being the counting measure &), the probability measures may be viewed as finite or colytab
infinite dimensional vectors. In this case, we may write

(0%

= 1 a=1lg, _
1_a0g/pq H=q

. « o P(,T) Q(x) a—1
A = 7|t (o) ] )
= gl X rmewe - 1ia log ) | P(x)* +1log ) Q(x)". (8)

We now summarize some properties of relativentropy.
Lemma 2: The following properties hold.

a) (Positivity). 7, (P, Q) > 0 with equality if and only ifP = Q.



b) (Generalization of relative entropylLet .7, (P, Q) < oo for somea = o < 1 and simultaneously for some = «,, > 1.
Then .7, (P, Q) is well-defined for alle € [y, ] \ {1}, and

lim 7,(P,Q) = 7 (P]Q),
where . (P||Q) is the relative entropy oP with respect toQ.

¢) (Relation to Rnyi divergence
fa(Pa Q) = Dl/a(P/HQI)7

where

1 _
I%UNQ%=ﬂ_1bg/p%lﬂm

is the Rényi divergence of ordér.

d) (Relation to Rnyi entropy. Let |X| < oo and letU be the uniform probability measure @d. Then .7, (P,U) =
log |X| = Ha(P).

e) (Rényi entropy maximizer under a covariance constjaihet X = R” and lety be the Lebesgue measure Bft. For
a > n/(n+2) anda # 1, define the constarit, = (1 — a)/(2a — n(1 — «)). With C' a positive definite covariance
matrix, the function

1
ba,c(x) = Z5" [1 4 ba .xchlxk,l 7

with [a]+ := max{a,0} and Z,, the normalization constant, is the density function of ebpiulity measure ofR™ whose
covariance matrix i€”. Furthermore, ifg is the density function of any other random vector with caee matrixC,
then

cﬂa(ga ¢a,C) = Ha(¢a,C) - Ha(g)- (9)

Consequentlyp, ¢ is the density function of the Rényi entropy maximizer amall R"-valued random vectors with
covariance matrixC'.
Proof: See AppendiXA. ]

Remark 1:For relative entropyd = 1), the analog of{{(9) under a covariance constraint is

S (gllo) = H(o) — H(g),

where H is differential entropy and is the Gaussian distribution with the same covariance & Th. 8.6.5]. In Sectiofh VvV
we shall study Rényi entropy maximizers under more gergrahr constraints.

Remark 2:While the numerical value of relative entrop§(P|/@Q) does not depend on the dominating measureecall
that .7, (P, Q) does depend op in general.

Analogous to the property that — .#(p||q) is lower semicontinuous in the topology dit(u) arising from the total
variation metric([[29, Sec. 2.4, Assertion 5], we have théofoing.

Proposition 3 (Lower semicontinuity in the first argumenfpr a fixedq, considerp — .#,(p, q) as a function onL“(u).
This function is continuous fosv > 1 and lower semicontinuous fer < 1.
Proof: See AppendiXB. [ |

Remark 3:Whena < 1, .7, (-, Q) is lower semicontinuous, but not necessarily continuoossée this, leK be finite. Let
P,, P, @ be probability measures a¥ such that allP,,’s have full support, i.e.P,(x) > 0 for all x € X, but Q(xy) = 0 for
somezy € X, P <« @, and finally P, — P. Then %, (P,,Q) = oo for all n, but .#,(P,Q) < oco.

Remark 4:If howeverX is finite and@ has full support, thenZ, (-, Q) is indeed continuous and this can be seen by taking
the limit term by term in[{I7).

We now address the behavior as a functionyof

Proposition 4: Fix a > 0, « # 1. For a fixedp, the mapping; — Z,(p, q) is lower semicontinuous i (u).
Proof: See AppendixC [ |

Remark 5:When X is finite, with +o0o as a potential limiting value,Z, (P, -) is continuous for alle > 0, o # 1, as is
easily seen by taking term-wise limits in the summationin (7
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Fig. 1:Lh)e usual Apollonius theorem would be, with= 1, %|R—P1>|2 + %|R—PS|2 = L R1 P> + |R1,0P0|? + |R170?2|2.
Here, |[RP;|* is replaced by the asymmetrig (P/, R'), etc., and the equality by an inequality whose directionesels on
a<lora>1l.

__We next establish quasi-convexity of, in the first argument, i.e., for every fixedand real number, the lower level sets
B(q, 1) :=={p: Ha(p,q) < 7} (Or “.#,-balls”) are convex.

Proposition 5: Fix a > 0, « # 1. For a fixedg, the mapping — 7, (p, q) is quasi-convex inL*(u).
Proof: See AppendixD [ |

Remark 6:In general, for bothn < 1 anda > 1, .#, is not convex in either of its arguments. Moreovef, does not
satisfy the data processing inequality while relative @pyrand more generally Csiszarfsdivergences do.

IIl. EXISTENCE AND UNIQUENESS OF THEFORWARD .%,-PROJECTION

In this section, we shall introduce the notion of a forwafg-projection of a probability measure on a subset of proligbil
measures. We shall also prove a sufficiency result for thetenxte of the forward”,, -projection. We begin by first proving a
useful inequality relatingf-divergences. This is an inequality that turns out to be thedam of the parallelogram identity of
[7] for relative entropy & = 1) and the analog of the Apollonius Theorem in plane geometeg (for e.g., Bhatia [30, p. 85]).
While these analogs show an equality, our generalizatiat the cost of a weakening of the equality to an inequality.

Proposition 6 (Extension of Apollonius Theorenbet o < 1. Let Py, P1, R be probability measures that are absolutely
continuous with respect ta, and let the corresponding Radon-Nikodym derivatipgsp;, and » be in L%(u). Assume
0 < X < 1. We then have

Ay (Pl, R') 4 (1 = NI (Py, R') = My (Py, Ry o) — (1 = NI (Py, Ry o) > Ir(Ry o, R'), (10)
where
D+ T Fo
Riop="—F5—"7>5— (11)
Torl T Teoll

Whena > 1, the reversed inequality holds ih{10).

Proof: See Figuréll for an interpretation @f {10) as an analog of thelldnius Theorem. We first recognize that

Con = o (a T,
(@) = sare) V |p|(||q||> an 1]' (12)

Let r1,0 = dRy,0/du. Using [12), the left-hand side df([10) can be expanded to
/\pl r a—1 o a—1
saro) [ o | ()~ () |
") J Tl l o] el
(1= X)po ( T )a_l ( T1,0 )a_l
s / U=Mpo | fr N Mo d
90) [ ol |\ Trrol .
o r a—1 o a—1
sao) [ e ()~ () |
) ] Tl l ol vl
A 1—A
x ool

HPlH HPOH

(b) [ A 1—)\] , ,
— + | IrLoll - Lp(Ry 0, R,
ol ol AR

—~
s}
=




where (a) follows from[(T1) and after a multiplication andigigion by the scalaf|ry o||; (b) follows from [12). The lemma
would follow if we can show
A 1—-A
< + ) 710l > 1

HP1|| HPOH

for @ < 1, and the reversed inequality far > 1. But these are direct consequences of Minkowski’'s inetj@alfor o < 1
anda > 1 applied to [(T1). [

Let us now formally define what we mean by a forwafg-projection.

Definition 7: If E is a set of probability measures ¢K, X') such that#, (P, R) < oo for someP € E, a measure) € E
satisfying

Jo(Q,R) = Iijn% Io(P,R) =: Z,(E,R) (13)
S
is called a forward?,-projectionof R onE.

For a setE of probability measures ofX, X), let

dP
5:—{p—d—:P€E}
m

be the corresponding set pfdensities. We shall assume thatc L(u).
We are now ready to state our first main result on the existandeuniqueness of the forward,,-projection.

Theorem 8 (Existence and uniqueness of the forwggeprojection): Fix o > 0, o # 1. Let E be a set of probability
measures whose corresponding set of density funciassconvex and closed ih*(r). Let R be a probability measure (with
densityr) and suppose tha¥, (P, R) < oo for someP € E. ThenR has a unique forward,-projection onE.

Remark 7:This is a generalization of Csiszar’s projection resultTr. 2.1] for relative entropyq = 1). The analog of £

is closed inL>(u)" for relative entropy is closure in the topology arisingifrdghe total variation metric, one of the hypotheses
in [Z, Th. 2.1]. The proof ideas are different for the two ase< 1 anda > 1. The proof fora < 1 is a modification of
Csiszar's approach in]7], and is similar to the classigalop of existence and uniqueness of thest approximantf a point

(in a Hilbert space) from a given closed and convex set of titieeH space. (See, for e.g., [30, Ch. 11, Th. 14]). The pfoof

a > 1 exploits the reflexive property of the Banach spdcd ). This alternative approach is required because the inigual
in the extension of Apollonius Theorem (Propositidn 6) isaimirection that renders the classical approach inappécale
are indebted to Pietro Majer for suggesting some key stepthé&x > 1 case on therat hover f | ow. net forum.

Remark 8:In general, wherw # 1, the forward.#,-projection depends on the reference meagur&he casen = 1 of
relative entropy is however special in that the forwafg-projection does not depend on the reference megsure

Remark 9: The above result was established by Sundaresan [15, PrpfarZBite X. That proof relied on the compactness
of E. The current proof works for general measure spaces.

Proof: (a) We first consider the case< 1.
Existence of forward projectiorPick a sequencépP,) in E such thatl;(P),, R') < co and

/ /! . / /
Iy(Py, B) = inf I;(P', R'). (14)
Apply Propositior 6 with\ = % to get
Ly (Pl RY) + 517 (P R = 51y (P R, ) = 51(P R ) = 1p(Ry Y, (15)
where
ol 2+ ot P
R — Pm pn”
m,n 1 + 1
om Il " Tpnll
R, » € E on account of the convexity d. Using I;(-,-) > 0 and then rearranging (IL5), we get
0 < SIp(Ph. R p) + 515 (P Ry ) (16)
< 3lp(Pr, R + 515 (P BY) = 1y (R, RY)- (17)

Now let m,n — oo. We claim the expression on the right-hand side[of (17) mppt@ach 0. Indeed, that the liminf of the
right-hand side of[(17) is at least O is clear from the ineigesl (18) and[(1l7). But the limsup is at most O because both
Iz(P;,,R') andI;(P}, R") approach the infimum value, ang(R;, ,,, R') is at least this infimum value for each andn.
This establishes the claim.



Consequently, the right-hand side bf](16) converges to thdJthis and the nonnegativity df (-, -), we get
lim [I;(Py,, R, ,)=0. (18)

m,mn—0o0
From [31, Th. 1], a generalization of Pinsker’s inequality §-divergence undexw < 1, and with|P — Q|7 denoting the
total variation distance between probability measuPeand @, we have

lim |P7/n — R;n n|TV =0.
m,n— 00 ’

The triangle inequality for the total variation metric thgields
|Py, = Prlrv < | Py = Ry, lrv + 1Py — Ry nlmv — 0

asm,n — oo, i.e., the sequenc@/,) is a Cauchy sequence ' (). It must therefore converge to somen Li(p), i.e.,
lim /Ip; —gldu=0. (19)
n—oo

It follows that [ p/,di — [ gdu, and since[ p/,du = 1 for all n, we must havef gdu = 1.

From theL!(x) convergence in[(19), we also hayg — g in [u]-measure.

We will now demonstrate that the probability measure witdensity proportional tg;'/ is in E and is a forward?,-
projection, thereby establishing existence.

In view of the convergence ifu]-measure and the upper bound

‘(p;)l/"‘ — gl <2%[pl, + 4],

we can apply the generalized version of the dominated cgewee theorem (_[32, Ch. 2, Ex. 20] or [33, p.139, Problem 19])
to get
= ()M = gt in L (p).
1Pl
We next claim that
|pn|| is bounded. (20)

Suppose not; then working on a subsequence if needed, we||pajle= M,, — cc. As [ p,du = 1, given anye > 0,

1
p({ph >e}) =n ({pn > e”“Mn}) < G 0asn o,

and hence, — 0 in [u]-measure, oy = 0 except on a set ofu]-measure 0 (i.eg = 0 a.e[u]) . But this is a contradiction
since [ g dp = 1. Thus [2D) holds, and we can pick a subsequence of the sezj(lgngd|) that converges to some Reindex
and work on this subsequence to ggt— cg/® in L(u).

It is now that we use the hypothesis tiatis closed inL<(u). We remind the reader that is the set ofu-densities of
members offl. The closedness implies that the limiting functiayt/* = ¢ for someq € £, and sog must be the density of a
probability measure, sa§). Since we also havé gdu = 1, it follows thatc = ||q|| andg = ¢/|q||*. AS p, — ¢ in L¥(p),
lower semicontinuity of#,(-,r) (Propositior 8) implies

Z.(Q, R) < liminf .Z,(P,, R) = Z4(E, R). (21)
n—00

SinceQ € E, 4,(Q, R) > #,(E, R), and therefore equality must hold ih{21), afds a forward.#,-projection of R on E.
UniquenessOur proof of uniqueness is analogous to the usual proof afusmess of projection in Hilbert spaces |[30,
p. 86]. A simpler proof, after the ‘Pythagorean propertyeitablished, can be found at the end of Sedfign IV.
Write d for the infimum value in the right-hand side &f{14) and d¢t and Q, attain the infimum. Apply Propositidn 6
with A = 1/2 and with @, andQ, in place of P, and P, to get

s (QL R) + 515(Q6, R) — 517(Q4, R o) — 517(Q0, R o) = (R o, R'), (22)

where . L
 Tan @t Tt e @o
== 1

TarT T+ Taol

Since Ry o € E we havel;(R] ,, R') > d. Use this in[(2R), substituté; (Q;, R') = d, i = 0,1, and we get

% + % - %If(Q/lv /1,0) - %IJ"(Q&R&,O) > d,

Rio

and this implies
If(Qlla Rll,o) + If(Qé)a R/Lo) <0.



The nonnegativity of each of the terms then implies that eagkt be zero, and 3@, = R0 = Qo. The forward.#,-projection
is unique.
This completes the proof for the case wherc 1.

(b) We now consider the case whar> 1.
Existence of forward projectiorEquation [IB) can be rewritten (usifdg (5)) as

. 1 p r a—1
inf Z,(P,R) = —log sup/— <—) du (23)
PEE p peeJ ol \ 7|l
1
= —log sup/hg dul, (24)
p heé
where
&= {| |p€50<s<1}

andg = (r/||7])*"", an element of the dual spa¢&®(x))*. Allowing s € [0,1] makesE convex (as we shall soon show),
but does not change the supremum.
We now claim that
¢ is a closed and convex subset of (u). (25)

Assume the claim. Sincé“(u) is a reflexive Banach space far > 1, the convex and closed sétis also closed in the
weak topologyf34, Ch. 10, Cor. 23]. Using the Banach-Alaoglu theorem drafact thatL.*(u) is a reflexive Banach space,
we have that the unit ball is compact in the weak topologyc&ihis a (weakly) closed subset of a (weakly) compact &et,
is (weakly) compact. The linear functional— [ hgdy is continuous in the weak topology, and hence the supremuem ov
the (weakly) compact set is attained. Since the linear functional increases wijtthe supremum is attained when= 1, i.e.,
there exists @ € £ for which the supremum i _(23) is attained.

We now proceed to show the claiin {25). To see convexityplepy € £, let0 < 51,59 < 1, and letd < X < 1. The convex
combination ofsyp1 /||p1|| @and sopo/||pol| is

Po
(1 /\)80 .
llp 1H [Pol|

If both As; and (1 — \)s, are zero, then this convex combination is 0 which is triyiall £. Otherwise, we can write the
convex combination as

/\81

Asp L (1= N)sp22 = gy 22 (26)
||p1|\ llpol] 2
where
As1 (1=X)so
TPt Ter Po
Px = 1)\81 n (1— ;)So B (27)
o1l T " Tpol
AS 1-—
- ( L, (L= Vs ) Ipall (28)
[z llpoll

To show that the convex combination is & it suffices to show thapy € £ ands) € [0,1].
The convexity of€ immediately implies thap, € £. It is also clear that, > 0. From Minkowski's inequality (fora > 1),

we have
b 1—-M\)s
o= (! “)-mu
lIp1]] Hpoll
= p1+ Po
[[p1]] Hp |
As1 (I =N)so
< Alprll + ——— " lIpoll
lIpall [poll
= Asy + (1 — )\)So
< 1 (29)

This establishes that is convex. )
To see that is closed inL*(u), let (g,) be a sequence ifi such thatg, — g for someg € L(u). We need to show
g €é€.
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Fig. 2: Pythgorean property with inequality Fig. 3: Pythgorean property with equality

Write g, = sppn/||pn|, wherep,, € € and0 < s,, < 1. Sinceg,, — g in L*(u), take norms to get,, = |g»| — |lg/|, and
SO [|g|l < 1. .

If |lg]] = 0, theng = 0 a.e[u], and sog trivially belongs to&. We may therefore assumgy|| > 0. It follows that
Pu/llpnll = gn/llgnll = g/llgll in L (p).

Again, as in[(2D), we claim thdp, || is bounded. Suppose not. As in the proof[of] (20), move to aesyEnce if needed
and assumép, || := M,, — o<. As [ p,du =1, we have

I ({ﬁ > e}) = p({pn > eMy,}) < d\bn

asn — oo, andp,,/||p,|| — 0 in u-measure, or its limiy/||g|| = 0 a.e[u]. But this contradicts the fact thdt(g/||g||)* du = 1.
Thus||p,|| is bounded.

Focusing on a subsequence, if needed, we may as§pmie— ¢ for somec > 0. Hencep,, — cg/||g|| in L*(x). Since&
is closed, we must hawegy/||g|| = p for somep € &, whencec = ||p|| andg = ||g|| - p/|Ip||. Since we already established that
lgll <1, it follows thatg € £.

UniquenessWe now proceed to show uniqueness.

Let po, p1 attain the supremum if_(R3). Sbt) = sopo/HpoH and hy = s1p1/||p1]| with sg = s1 = 1. Clearly hy and hy
attain the supremum i {(24). By convexity 6f shi+3 ho belongs tof. This and the linearity of the integral il (24) in the
h variable imply that1h1 + 1h0 attains the supremum ih_(24). Noticing th]@hl + 5 ho = 51p1/Hp1 || as in [26), withp,
and51 as in [27) and[(ZS) respectlvely, we gather that_ 1. Consequently, all the mequalltles in the chain] (29) muest b
equalmes But them; andp, are scalings of each other’ (which is the condition for edquali Minkowski's inequality). Since
po andp; are densities of probability measures with respegt,tove deduce that the scaling factor must be 1, pg+ p;.
This completes the proof. ]

—0

IV. PYTHAGOREAN PROPERTY

In this section, we state and prove the Pythagorean propertselative a-entropy. We define theZ,,-ball with centerR
and radiusr to be B(R,7) := {P: ,(P,R) < 7}, 0 < 7 < co. By virtue of quasi-convexityB(R, 7) is a convex set.

Theorem 9 (The Pythagorean propertyet « > 0 and« # 1.

(a) Let.#,(P,R) and.#,(Q, R) be finite. The segment joining§ and@ does not intersect the,-ball B(R, ) with radius
= 2,(Q,R), i.e., Z,(P\,R) > #,(Q, R) for

Py=AP+(1-X))Q, e o,1],
(see figuré R) if and only if
Io(P,R) > J,(P,Q) + 7,(Q, R). (30)
(b) Let
Q = AP+ (1 —X\)S, for some fixed\ € (0, 1), (32)

and let.7,(Q, R) be finite. The segment joining and .S does not intersecB(R, 7) with 7 = .7, (Q, R) (see figuré )
if and only if the following two equalities hold:

fa(PvR) = ja(PvQ)‘Ffa(QaR)} (32)
Jo(S,R) = Fu(S,Q) + Sa(Q, R).

Proof: Our proof proceeds as in_[115], where the above result is pkdge the finite alphabet case, with appropriate
functional analytic justifications to account for the gealigy of the alphabet.
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(a) We begin with the “only if” part. AssumeZ, (P, R) and .%,(Q, R) are finite, and that the segment joinidgand @

does not intersect the,-ball B(R, 7) with radiusT = .,(Q, R). To show [[3D), since
/
I;}(P,R) = /r’f (71/) dp
T
sario) | [+ - 07) 21|
sartp) | [ o+ 07y =1,

which follow from (2), [3), andx(1 + p), it suffices to show that

Sgr(p)/p~ (r')"Pdp > S?;ﬁp) /p- (Q’)’pdu-/m (r')"Pdp.

We have
DR = o) | [ 2 ) e 1]
Let
s = [ ()
tA) = llpall
Clearly, 7, (P, R) > 7,(Q, R) for A € (0,1) implies that

If(P)/\aR/) B If(P(;aR/)
A

>0 for Ae(0,1).

(33)

(34)

Therefore, by taking the limit a& — 0, the derivative ofl;(P5, R’) with respect to\ evaluated at\ = 0, should be> 0.

Observe that

L O ; 0 _ % {/P,\ (r')"Pdp — /q' (r/)pdﬂ]

()

= -0

= Up- (T’)”du—/q%r’)”du]-

S05(0) := limy o(s(A) — s(0))/A exists and equals the above expression.
Let us now identify/(0). Fora > 1 (i.e., p > 0), we have

0
x| = al) =l < a0,
while for a < 1, notice that for any) < I < % we have
9\ a1 alp —q| a(p+q)
il = —q| = <
‘BA (®3) )" lp—d Ap+ (1= XN)g]'=e = min{\, (1 =N}~ (p+qg)t-e
a(p+9)®
< VYae (I,1-1),

and both upper bounds are it (11). Therefore by chain rule and [32, Th. 2.27], we get

13

i = fooran] " [o0ro-ga
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for A e (I,1—1). As A\ | 0 (by moving! closer to0), we get

i(0) = (/qadu)él-/q‘”(p—fﬁdu
(/ qadu)lTa : (/pqo‘_ldu— /q“du)
= Jo(gi) e (fora)
&

-(q")"Pdp — |lql-
Since
_ 1 s(A\) — 5(0)
X Rﬁ”‘ﬁﬁ}‘tuﬁm>P@) o 0T }’

it follows that the derivative ofs(\)/t(\) exists atA = 0 and is given by(t(0)$(0) — s(0)£(0))/¢2(0). Equation [(34) and
t(0) > 0 imply that

1{4& 5(0)

5(0) — s(0) - tgoi >0. (35)

Consequentlyi(0) is necessarily finite. Substituting the valuess@), $(0),¢(0) and#(0) in (35) we get the required inequality
@33

To prove the converse “if” part, let us assume that
Jo(P,R) 2 Jo(P,Q) + Fa(Q, R),

which is the same a§ (B3). Sincé, (P, R) and .7, (Q, R) are finite, it follows that#, (P, Q) is also finite. From the trivial
statement

ja(QaR):ja(QaQ)_Fja(QvR)a (36)
we get the following analog of (33) but with equality (repacin (33) with ¢):
. 7,/ — — Sgr(p) . I\ — . . T/ —
Sgr(p)/q (')~ Pdp Tl /q (¢')"dp /q (r')""dp. 37)

The X and (1 — \) weighted linear combination of (B3) anld {37), respectivgiglds,
_ S _ _
Sgr(p)/m-(r') b > 2912 /px-(q’) ”du-/m(r’) Pdyp,

llal
ie.,
fa(P)\,R) 2 ja(P)\vQ)—i_ja(QvR)
> Ju(Q,R).

This completes the proof of (a).
(b) The “if” part is a trivial consequence of (a). We proceedotove the “only if” part.
The finiteness of7, (Q, R) implies that.7,, (P, R) and.Z, (S, R) are also finite. Indeed, froh (1), it is clear thak A\ ~'¢
and thusp/r < A\~'¢/r. As a consequence, we have
<g)a _ o Il
v HpH

ﬁl"@

[l

IA
>/
=

o
I

q—> dR' < .
r

Integrating with respect td&’, we get

p\* llgll
/<—,) dR < \7!
r Il



13

Fig. 4: Subspace-transitivity

From [4), we have )
1 p/ o I
ulP.Q) =1 log lsgr(m [(&) a 1} .

Hence %, (P, R) < .,(Q, R) + c for some constant, and therefore#, (P, R) is finite. Similarly .7, (S, R) is also finite.
Applying the first part of the theorem, we get

Juo(P, R) Fu(P,Q) + Fu(Q, R)

Ja (S, R) Ia(5,Q) + Ha(Q, R).
The first inequality is the same ds133) while the second ialiguis the same a$ (83) with, the density ofS, in place ofp.
Suppose one of these were a strict inequality. Thentiaed (1 — \) weighted linear combination of these two inequalities,

along with@ = AP + (1 — \)S, yields [3T) with a strict inequality, which is the same &8)(%ith a strict inequality, a
contradiction. So the two inequalities must be equalifidss proves the “only if” part and completes the proof of (b).m

>
>

Once Theorem]9 is established for general measure spaeeprdbfs of the following results are exactly as [in][15]. We
provide them for the benefit of the reader and for ease ofentar. Let us first recall that ardy € E is said to be amlgebraic
inner pointof E if for every P € E there existsS € E and0 < ¢ < 1 such thatQ = tP + (1 —t)S.

Theorem 10:The following statements hold.

(a) (Projection and the Pythagorean propextyA probability measur&) € EN B(R, o) is a forward.7,-projection of R on
the convex selE of probability measures if and only if evefy € ENB(R, co) satisfies[(3D). If the forward?, -projection
is an algebraic inner point df thenE C B(R, o) and [32) holds for every’ € E.

(b) (Subspace-transitivijyLet E andlE; C E be convex sets of probability measures. Eehave the forwards,-projection

Q@ on E and the forward#,,-projection@; on E;, and suppose thdfi{32) holds for evdfyc E. Then@, is the forward
S.-projection of@Q on E,. (See figuré ).

Remark 10:Th.[1I0 (a) essentially says that the forward projection éstthique point iriE that has the Pythagorean property.
The importance of TH_10 (b) will be made clear in secfioh VI.

Proof: (a) Consider the first part of the statement. The “if” partrigial from the nonnegativity of#,. The “only if”
part easily follows from Theorefd 9-(a). Indee@,€ E N B(R, co) is the forward.#,-projection of R implies that for every
P € E, we haves, (P, R) > 7,(Q, R) where P, = AP + (1 — X\)Q. Hence by Theorerhnl 9-(af._(80) holds.

If the forward .7, -projection( is an algebraic inner point df then for everyP € E, there existsS € E and A € (0,1)
such thatQ = AP + (1 — X\)S. Hence by Theorern 9-(b), (B2) holds.
(b) Applying Theorenf_10-(a) t@,, we have for every? € E;

Jo(PR) > Io(P,Q1) + Fa(Q1, R)
= fa(P,Ql)‘i‘(ja(leQ)+ﬂa(QaR))7

where the second equality follows from the equality hypsthéhat [[3R) holds. Using this same equality hypothesisalse
have
fa(PaR) = fa(PaQ) +j0t(Q7R)'
Thus
ja(Pv Q) > ja(Ple) + ja(leQ)
for every P € E,. Applying Theoreni 10-(a) once again, we conclude thatis the forward.#,-projection of@Q onE;. m

Theoren{ID-(a) yields a simple proof of the uniqueness ofeption on a conveXt, if the projection exists. Indeed, let
1 and @2 be two projections of a probability measuReon a convexXE. Then.7,(Q1, R) = #,(Q2, R) < oo. By Theorem
@-(a)i

Fa(Q2, R) > I(Q2,Q1) + Fu(Q1, R).
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Canceling.7,(Q2, R) and .#,(Q1, R), we get.Z,(Q2, Q1) = 0 which further implies@; = Q-.

V. EXAMPLE: FORWARD .%,-PROJECTION FOR A LINEAR FAMILY

In this section we provide an explicit characterizationfed forward.7, -projection on a linear family.
Let I' be an arbitrary index set and I¢}: X — R, for v € I', be measurable functions. The family of probability measur
defined by

L_{P:/fvdP_O,veF}, (38)

if nonempty, is called dinear famil)ﬁ.

Our next result is that the forward,,-projection on a linear family is a member of an associatqubwer-law familﬂ just
as forward.#-projection on a linear family is a member of an associatggbegntial family [7, Th. 3.1]. The proof far < 1
is similar with only minor changes. The proof far> 1 involves some additional conditions. We will explore theoetric
relationship between the linear family and thgpower-law family in a companion paper [27].

Theorem 11:Let o > 0 anda # 1. Let L be a linear family of probability measures as[inl(38). Ikehave p-densityr.
(a) If @ is the forward.Z,-projection of R on L then theu-densityq of @) satisfies

¢(@)° = c (@)™ + g(a), Vo ¢ N (39)
q(x) =0, Vx € N, (40)
where N C X is such that, for every? € LN B(R, ),
P(N) = 0, if o<1

c/ relgp < / gdP, if a>1, (41)

N X\N

Ja%dp
= 42
fqra71 du’ ( )

and g belongs to thel.'(Q)-closure of the linear space spanned{l }cr.

(b) Conversely, if there is & € L whoseu-density satisfied (39)-(#1) for some scataand somey in the linear span of
{fy}~er, thenQ is the forward.7,-projection of R on L, (30) holds for everyP € L N B(R, c), and further,[(30) holds
with equality whena < 1.

Proof: (a) Let@ be the forward#,-projection of R on L with p-densityq. Let N = {z € X: ¢(z) = 0}. By definition
of the forward.#,-projection, we haves,(Q, R) < co. Whena < 1, if P € L. N B(R, ), then Theoreni 10-(a) implies
(30), which further implies#, (P, Q) < oo, P < Q, and thusP(N) = 0. We will soon defingg on X\ N and will show the
inequality in [41) fora > 1 later in this proof.

From .7,(Q, R) < oo, using [®), it is also easy to verify that< [ ¢r® ' du < cc. Define

L, :={PeL: p(x) < 2q(z)a.e[u]}.

Obviously,LL; is convex and) € L,. For any P € L, define P, to have the density,(z) = 2¢(z) — p(z). We then have
P € L, and@ = ££2 Hence( is an algebraic inner point dt,. By Theoren{ID-(a)[{30) holds with equality for all
P € 1.,. This equality can be simplified, based an (5), to

/pr‘“*ldu = /pq‘“*ldu- “Lojldu (43)
Jadp
= ¢! /pqo‘_ldu, (44)
wherec is given by [42). This can be rewritten as
/p. (¢ —er® ) du=0 VP €L, (45)
which with g(z) := q(z)*~ — cr(z)*~ !, z € X\ N, is the same as
/pgduzO VP e l;. (46)

6Let us reiterate the standing assumptioRsx 1 and theu-densityp € L (i) for every P € L.
7A parametric family of probability distributions that aré the form [39).
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We have leftg undefined forz with ¢(x) = 0, but this is inconsequential because we now shobelongs to thel.!(Q)-
closure of the linear span dff., } er.
From [48), we get

/g-%-szo VP e Ly, 47
and by setting? = Q in (@7) we get
/ gdQ =0. (48)
Combining [4Y) and[(48) yields
/g(j—S—l)dQ—O VP e L;. (49)
If h: X — R is a measurable function such that < 1, a.e[Q], and further
/th =0, and /fvh dQ =0 for everyy €T, (50)
then P defined according tdP = (h + 1) dQ belongs tal,, and from [[49), it follows that
/ ghdQ = 0. (51)

It immediately follows after scaling that if € L°>°(Q), the dual of L!(Q), and [G0) holds, thei (51) must also hold. In other
words, any continuous linear functional,: L*(Q) — R given by F},(f) = [ fhdQ that vanishes on the linear subspace
spanned byl and thef,’s also vanishes af = g. By the Hahn-Banach theorem [32, Th. 5.8@]s in the L' (Q)-closure of
that linear subspace. Frofm {48), it follows thats in the L'(Q)-closure of the subspace spanned by fhis alone.

We now show the inequality ifi(#1) far > 1. For any P € I.N B(R, c0), where such aP may be outsidd.,, let us
observe that

0 < /pqo‘fldu—c/pro‘fld,u (52)

X X

= / pq“*ldu—C/pr“*ldu (53)
X\N X

= / p-(er® "t +g) dp — C/pr‘)"ldu (54)
X\N X

= / pg dp — C/ protdp, (55)
X\N N

where [[52) follows from the combination df] (6]._{30), andl)(4@onsequently[(83) follows from the fact thatr) = 0 for
x € N, (B4) follows from the definition of;(x) on the setr € X\ N, and [55) follows from the cancellation of a portion of
the last integral term on the right-hand side [of] (54). Indiué4T) for o > 1 follows from (58). This completes the proof of
(a).

(b) Let @ € L havep-densityg which satisfies[(39)-(41) whereis some scalar ang is a linear combination of th¢,’s;
so [gdP =0 for all P € L. Integrating [(3D){(40) with respect 1 and using/ ¢ dQ = 0, we get

/qo‘ dy = c/qr‘lf1 dp
from which the following are clear:

e 0< [gro~tdu < oo, and s0.7,(Q, R) < oo;

e ¢ > 0 and satisfied(42).
Fix any P € L with .7, (P, R) < co. As claimed at the beginning of the proof of part (a), we thame) < [ pr*—!du < cc.
Integrating [(3D){(40) with respect tB, we now get

/pq“_1 dp > C/pr‘”_l du,
where

« equality holds whemv < 1 because of the assumptidh N) = 0,

« inequality holds whem > 1 because of the inequality assumption[inl(41); indeed, thésimption is the same as saying
that the right-hand side of (55) is 0, and one proceeds in the reverse direction in that sequdnegualities to obtain
the inequality [(BR) which is the same as the above inequality
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Sincec satisfies[(4R), we have thaf {30) holds (with equality whea 1). By TheoreniID-(a) (in the “if” direction}) is the
forward .7, -projection of R on L. ]

Remark 11:As in the case of relative entropy (& 1), in Theoreni_IlL-(a), it is possible that the inequality[if)(® strict for
someP in the linear family, and in Csiszar's words [7, p.152], ither the necessary nor the sufficient condition of Theorem
[I1 is both necessary and sufficient, in general.” Csiszéisterexamples in [7, pp.152-153], but wigh=! = ¢- 7>~ 1 + ¢
instead ofg = ¢ - r - exp{g}, continue to serve as counterexamples for our paramettiogé¢see AppendikIE).

However, under an additional assumption, Theoreim 11 caevezdged to provide a necessary and sufficient condition for
a @ €L to be the forward#,-projection.

Corollary 12: Let & > 0 and« # 1. Let I be the linear family as defined ib{38). Suppose that the lispace spanned
by {f,}-er is L' (P)-closed for everyP € L. Consider & € L. Q is the forward.7,-projection of R on L if and only if
the u-densityq of Q satisfies[(39)E(41) for some scalaand somg; in the span of f, },cr. Moreover, the inequality if(41)
for o > 1 is equivalent to

/ (er* ' 4¢9)dP <0, o>1. (56)
N

Proof: The forward direction is immediate from the forward direatiof Theoreni 11 and the hypothesis that the linear
space spanned blyf, },cr is L'(Q)-closed; sog is in the span of f,},r. The reverse direction is the same as the reverse
direction in Theoreni 11.

To prove [(56), let us observe that becaysis in the span of /. }.er, it is well-defined for allz € X and consequently
satisfies| g dP = 0 for every P € L. Adding fN g dP to both sides of{{41) and usinfig dP = 0, we get [56). ]

One example where the linear space spanned by cr is L'(P)-closed for everyP € L is whenT is finite, i.e.,
I ={1,2,...,k} for some finitek. If Q is the forward.#,-projection of R on L, then the expression

k
g(@)* "t =cor(@)* T >0, fy (@),

where (61, ...,0;) € R¥, holds for allz with ¢(z) > 0. Moreover, [3D) holds for alPP € L. N B(R, ), and it holds with

equality whena < 1.

For relative entropyr = 1, Csiszar provides another example: the family of proligbiheasures on a product space
X = X; x X, with the associated produetalgebra, having specified marginals. We leave the questiavhether Corollary
[12 is applicable or not to this setting as an open question.

Even though Corollary 12 characterizes the forwafgprojection to some extent, existence of the projectiorisassured,
and one appeals to Theorémh 8 or other means to guaranteenedst et us note in passing two instances when the crucial
hypothesis of Theorem 8, that the set;eflensities isL*(u)-closed, holds.

@ Ifa>1, u(X) < 400, and f, € L>=(u) for v = 1,...,k, then a simple application of Lyapunov’s inequalitgnd
the dominated convergence theorem suffices to show Ahahe set ofu-densities of probability measures I, is
L*(p)-closed.

(b) If X is finite, point-wise convergence suffices to establish tha L<(u)-closed.

Let us now exploit the understanding we have gained to génerdaemma2-e) on Rényi entropy maximizers.

Corollary 13: Let o > 0 and«a # 1. Let L be the linear family as defined ih{38).1f has a membef) whosep-density
q satisfies[(39)E(41) for some scalarsomeyg in the span of f,},cr, and withr(z) = 1, then

Ja(P,Q) < Ha(Q) — Ha(P) VP €L, (57)
with equality whena < 1. Furthermore() is the Rényi entropy maximizer ih.

Proof: It suffices to prove[(37). The second statement immediatdlgvfs.
Using [8), [1), and after a simple rearrangement, we get

Jo(P,Q) = % [log/pqo‘_ldu—log/qadu] + Ho(Q) — Ho(P).

8Lyapunov's moment inequality states thatifX) < oo, 0 < r < s < oo, andu € L*(y), then ||ull, < [Jul|sp(X)/ (/%) and consequently
L3(p) C L ().
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Let us note from[{39)E(40) thaf ¢ du = c. So [ET) will hold if we can establish
/pq“_ldu = ¢ YPel, ifa<l,
/pqa*ldu > ¢ YPel, ifa>1l.

Both of these are obvious from the hypotheses of the coyoltar (39)-(41), the assumption thatz) = 1, and the fact that
P and @ are both probability measures belonginglto ]

Remark 12:When0 < u(X) < oo, with r(z) = 1, define the probability measuie with z-density

We then have fron({6) tha¥,, (P, R) = H,(R) — H,(P) = log u(X) — H,(P), and so the Rényi entropy maximizer tnis
the forward.7,-projection of R on L. From [B), it is clear that scale factors are irrelevant, émee allow the second argument
of .7, to be positive measures, not just probability measures, titve Rényi entropy maximizer dn can be interpreted as the
“forward .7, -projection ofy, onL”. When u(X) is not finite, there is no probability measure Erwith the uniformy-density.
Nevertheless, Corollafy_13 shows that the Rényi entropyimmizer is the “forward.#,-projection of . on IL”.

Remark 13:Student-t and Student-r distributions are maximizers @fiy® entropy under a covariance constraint [20]. Since
a Student-r distribution has a compact support, it can basho be the forward#,-projection of the uniform distribution
as described above, when> 1. The support of a Student-t distribution is the wholeRsf. However, it can also be seen as
a limit of forward .7, -projections of uniform distributions on an increasingsence of compact subsets Rf, whena < 1.

VI. TRANSITIVITY AND ITERATED PROJECTIONS FOR A LINEAR FAMILY

In this section we assuni¥ is finite. LetP(X) be the space of all probability measuresXnin a remarkable papelr [24]
on an axiomatic approach to inference, Csiszar exploredespatural axioms foselectionand projection rules and their
consequences on linear families.

A projection ruleis a mapping that (in our context) takes a probability meaguand a linear familyL. and maps them to
a probability measur&l(L|R) in L, such that ifR € L thenII(L|R) = R. II(L|R) is then called the projection a® on L.

A projection rule is said to be generated by a functiofP|R), P € P(X), R € P(X), if for each R, II(L|R) is the unique
element of. where F'(P|R) is minimized subject ta® € L. A projection rule may be interpreted as follows: a “prioregg”
R is updated tdI(IL|R) upon information that the “feasible set” is

Clearly, the forward#,-projection of R on a linear familyL is an example of a projection rule that is generated by the
function F(P|R) = “,(P, R). Csiszar [[24, Th. 1] showed that amggular and local projection rule, seel [24, Def. 2-3]
for the definitions, is generated by a separable funcfig®|R) = > ¢.(P(x)|R(x)), for some component functions
¢z (-|-), z € X, with the value 0 atP = R.

Another desired property of a projection rule is subspaaesitivity ( [24, Def. 6]). A projection rule isubspace-transitive
if for any I’ C L, both of which are linear families, and any probability meask, we have

I(L|R) = II(L/|II(L|R)).

This can be interpreted as follows: if a “prior gues®”is updated tdI(IL|R) upon information that the “feasible set” Is,
and further information restricts the possibilities to aa#ler feasible sel.’, then updating the “current guesH(IL|R) on
the basis of all available information yields the same ommecas updating the “prior gues® directly on the basis of all
available information. Csiszar showed [24, Th. 3] that asgular, local, and subspace-transitive projection rslganerated
by Bregman’s divergence of the sum-form, i.e.,

F(P|R) = ®(P) — ®(R) — (grad®(R), P — R),

where®(P) = Y~ ¢.(P(x)). Squared Euclidean distance and relative entrgfpyare examples of such divergences.

4, is, in general, neither of the sum-form nor a Bregman’s djeece. Yet wherv < 1, the projection rule generated
by .Z.(P, R) is subspace-transitive. The property fails in general whex 1, but holds even in this case in the special
circumstance when the projection is an algebraic innertp@ime main goal of this section is to establish subspacesitraity.
This suggests that if one is willing to forgo the locality @xi of a projection rule, then there is at least one other fawiil
projection rules, those generated l#%,, that are regular and subspace-transitive.

To formalize the result, we begin with two simple propositoFor a probability measu® write SupgP) for the set of
x where P(z) > 0. For a family of probability measureB, write SupgE) for the union of the supports of all probability
measures ifE. We then have the following.
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Proposition 14:Let o < 1. Let @ be the forward.#,-projection of R on E. If E is convex, then Suf®) = SupgE) N
SupfR).

Proof: We may restrict attention to thogde € E such thatP <« R. For such aP, let P, = (1 —t)Q +tP, 0 <t < 1.
SinceE is convex,P € E implies thatP, € E. By the mean value theorem, for eachk (0, 1), there exists € (0,¢) such that

0< [ AulP )~ 7@ R)] = S (P R s (58)
The first inequality follows from the fact tha} is the projection. Using{8), we see that
d _ o [X.(P@) -Q@)R@)* 3, (P(r) — Qx))Py(x)* !
BB = T | e — - = (%)

Supposé&)(x) = 0 for anz € SupdP). Thena < 1 implies that right-hand side df(59) goes-tac ast | 0, which contradicts
the nonnegativity requirement ih {58). Hence SUppC SupfQ) for every P € L. Also, sinceQ is the .#,-projection of R,
Z,(Q, R) < oo, and as a consequence, SUPp C SupgR). This establishes the proposition. [ |

Consider now the linear family of probability measuresXmiven by
{ ZP )=0, forally=1,. k} (60)

SinceX is finite, we already saw at the end of the previous sectioh Ithes closed inL*(x), with x being the counting
measure. By Theoren 8, any probability measBraith .7, (P, R) < oo for someP € L has a forward#,-projection onlL.
Moreover, we have the following.

Proposition 15: Let « < 1. Let R have full support. Lef. be as in[(GD) and le© be the forward¢,-projection of R on
L. Then@ is an algebraic inner point df.

Proof: By Propositio T4, Suf()) = SupgL). Hence for everyP € L, one can find < 0 such that?, = (1-¢)Q+tP €

L. This implies that . .

-~ pP-—P
Q=g—h-17P

and hence) is an algebraic inner point df. ]
We are now ready to state the main result of this section.

Theorem 16 (Subspace-transitivit)et IL; < L be two linear families of probability measures. LBtbe a probability
measure with full support. LeR have the forward#,-projection@ on L and the forward#,-projection@; on L;. If either
(@) a<1or(b)a>1and@ is an algebraic inner point df, then@®; is the forward.Z,-projection of@ onL;.

Proof: If « < 1, then by Proposition 15 is an algebraic inner point df. If o > 1, by assumption (b)Y is an algebraic
inner point of L. Apply Theoren{ID-(a) to get thdt (32) holds for &l € .. Now apply Theoreni_10-(b) to conclude that
subspace-transitivity holds. [ ]

Remark 14:As can be observed from Theorém| 10-(b), and from the proo¥@bsubspace-transitivity follows whenever
there is equality in[{32). What is special about linear spasedera < 1 is that this equality comes for free, thanks to

Propositior1b.

Example 1:The following example shows that subspace-transitivitythe .7, -projection rule need not hold when> 1.
Takea =2 andX = {1,2,3,4}. Take R = (1/4,1/4,1/4,1/4). Consider the two linear families on the probability simpia
R4,

L = {PeP(X): 81 +4ps+2p3 +ps =T},
Li = {PeP(X): 81 +4ps+2ps+ps =T; p2 = /8}.

L= {PeP ZP e }

le{PeP ZP Vil _o,¢:1,2},

Thus

where f1 () = (1, -3, =5, —6) and f2(:) = (=1/8,7/s, =1/8, =1/8).
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We claim that the forward?,-projection of R on L is @ = (3/4,1/4,0,0). To check this claim, first note th& € L. Also,
with ¢ = 5/2 and ¢, = /8, we can check that

0 < Q@)=cR(z)+601fi(z), z=1,2,

0 = QB)=cR(3)+060f(3),

0 = Q(4)>cR(4)+01f1(4).
One can then easily verify that thi@ satisfies[(56) (which is equivalent tb {41) with > 1) for every P € LL. Hence, by
Corollary[12,Q is the forward.#,-projection of R on L.

Similarly one can show that the forward,,-projection of R on L, is Q1 = (19/24,1/8,1/12,0). Indeed, withf; = 17/144,
0, = —7/36 and ¢ = 187/72, we have

0 < Qi(z)=cR(x)+61f1(x)+02f2(x), x =1,2,3,
0 = Q1(4) > CR(4) + 91f1(4) + 92f2(4)

Again, ), satisfies[(56) for every’ € I; and, by Corollarf 12, must be the forward,-projection of R on LL;.
Numerical calculations show th&®.798,0.125,0.038,0.039) is in L; and

7,((0.798,0.125,0.038,0.039), Q) = 0.0323 < .Z.(Q1, Q) = 0.0382.

If Q is the forward.7,-projection ofQ on L, it must satisfyfa(c}l, Q) < 0.0323, which @ does not. Thus, the transitive
projection of R on L, via @ is different from@);.

The next theorem provides an iterative way of finding the fmdvs,,-projection fora < 1 when the seL is an intersection
of several linear families. A similar result is known for adVe entropy ¢ = 1); see [7, Th. 3.2].

Theorem 17 (lterated projections):et o < 1. Suppose thaky,...,L,,_1 are linear families of probability measures on
a finite setX and thatl. = ﬂ;’:OlLi # (). Let R be a probability measure aX with full support. Let@ be the forward
S,-projection of R on L. Write Qo = R and write@,, for the forward.#,-projection of@,,_; onL,,_;, where forn > m,
L, =L;, i =n (modm). Then@, — Q.

Proof: The proof largely follows Csiszar’s proof df|[7, Th. 3.2]twvithe main changes being the use of the generalization
of Pinsker’s inequality[[31, Th. 1] and some care to addressergence of the escort measures. Details follow.
First let us observe that if Sufip,) ¢ Sup@,—_1), in order to find the projection ap,,_; onL,,, one may restrict attention
to membersP € L,, with SupgP) C Supd@,_1). If not, 7, (P, Q,—_1) = oo. With this restrictedL,,, by Propositior 15,
@ is an algebraic inner point of the restricteg. Henceforth we call these simply,, and denote their intersection [y
Fix a natural numbefV. In view of Propositio 15, applying Theordml10-(a), we des for anyP € L. we have

Io(P,Qn-1) = Zo(P,Qn) + Fa(Qn,Qn-1), n=1,...,N. (61)

Summing all theN equations, we get

N
Io(P,R) = Io(P,QN) + Y Ia(Qn.Qu-1) VP EL.

n=1

Now let (Qu, ) be a subsequence ¢f),,) converging to, say(). Taking limit ask — oo along this subsequence, we get

Io(P,R) = Zo(P,Q) + > Fa(Qn,Qu-1) VPEL, (62)

n=1
which implies that the summation term is finite, and.$Q(Q.,, @n—1) — 0, or I#(Q’,,Q,,_;) — 0, asn — oo in view of
@). Hence, by[[31, Th. 1]|Q;, — Q;,_1l7v — 0 asn — oc. Hence all of the sequencég’y, ), (Qly, 11)s- - QN tm_1)
converge to samé&’. Now, for anyk, QN QN 11> QN 1m_1, ar€ém consecutive members of the sequereg,), and
by the periodic construction of th@,,’s, each is in one oL, ...,LL!,_,, whereL, = {P": P € L;} with P’ as in [2). Hence

Q' is in each of them which implie§’ € L’ andQ < L. Putting P = Q in (62), we get
ja(@v R) = Z fa(an Qn—l)
n=1
for this subsequential limi€). Substituting this back i (62), we see that
Sa(P,R) = Jo(P.Q) + 72(Q,R) VP eL.

By Theoreni ID() is the forward.#,-projection@ of R onL. By uniqueness of the forward,-projection, every subsequential
limit equals@, and so(@,,) converges tay). [ ]
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Remark 15:Again, the above theorem continues to hold for- 1 under the rather restrictive assumption that each of the
forward .#,-projections satisfies the Pythagorean propérty (61) wdjhaéty.

VII. CONCLUDING REMARKS
We end this paper with some concluding remarks.

1) The forward.Z,-projection, in general, depends on the reference measufée dependence om however disappears
asa — 1, and in this sense/; -projection or.#-projection is special.

2) Throughout this paper, motivated by constraints indulbgdinear statistics, we restrictel to be a convex set of
probability measures. But it is clear thatjifand ¢ are two p-densities of probability measures, and both belong to
L*(u), then, for positive constants; and co, we have.#,(c1p,caq) = F4(p,q) becauses, depends only on the
associated escort probability densities of the argumemid,scale factors do not affect these escort densities. utdvo
therefore be interesting to extend our theory of the forwaidprojection to general convex and closed subspaces of
L ().

3) The above remark on the insignificance of the scaling facsoggests that perhaps the theory ought to be developed
from the view point of escort distributions. However, coxitee of E which is a natural consequence of linear statistics,
may be lost in the escort domain.

4) Is there a “generalized” forward, -projection() for a convexE that is notL“(u)-closed? Further, ifP,) is a sequence
in E such that¥, (P,, R) — infpcg -7, (P, R) asn — oo, doesP,, converge to thig)? A careful examination of the
proof of Theoren B for the case when< 1 shows that while one can extractuaique probability measure) that
satisfies

7.(Q,R) < lim ,(P,,,R) = inf .7,(P,R)
k—o00 PcE

for any converging subsequence of densifigs,) in L*(), it is not clear ifp,, — ¢, the u-density of @, in L*(u).
However, each subsequential limit is always a scaled versfa;. Thus@ can serve ashe generalized forward?,,-
projection. This too suggests the benefit of a theory modcdtesfactors.

5) In SectionV, we considered projection on linear familiest us highlight an open question raised in that section. Is
Corollary[12 applicable to a family of distributions on a guzt space with specified marginals? While the answer is
true fora. =1 ( [[7} Cor. 3.2]), we have not been able to address the genasal afa. > 0, # 1.

6) Suppose that we have a nested sequénce L, O ... of convex sets of probability measures absolutely contiisuo
with respect to a commoa-finite measure. such that the respective set of densitigsis closed inL*(u). Let

L= ﬁ Ly,
n=1

and assume that is nonempty. Questions of interest are whether the forwéteprojections of a probability measure
R on the setd.,, converge to the forwardZ,-projection on the limiting sef. and whether the optimal values on these
sets converge to that on the limiting set. Questions of thisl kave been studied for entropy by Borwein and Lewis
[35] and for ¢-entropies by Teboulle and Vajda [36].

7) Can one characterize the set of all regular and subspasitive projection rules? We therefore wish to relax teality
axiom for projection rules. This ought to include all prdjea rules generated by Bregman’s divergences of the sum-fo
and additionally the projection rule generated.gy.

APPENDIX
A. Proof of Lemm&l2:

These properties are well-known. We provide the proofs of @) for completeness. For €) we provide a reference.
a) By Jensen’s inequality,
I; (P, Q') >0,

with equality if and only if P = @Q’, which holds if and only ifP = Q. Substituting this in[{4), we getZ,(P,Q) >
1/ -log(1) = 0 for both positive and negative with equality if and only ifP = Q.

b) Using [6), we get

J.,(P,Q) = -—alog </ qo‘ldP) o + log (/po‘ldP> o + (a—1)log (/ qo‘ldQ) - . (63)

By assumption,7,,, (P, Q) < oo, wherea,, > 1. From the fact thap andq are in L« (u), we have that/ p*~'dP = [ p*dpu
is finite and nonzero for allv € (1,,], and the same holds fof ¢®~'dQ. Using these facts in_(§3), we conclude that
J q>+~*dP is finite and nonzero, and consequently sofig*'dP for all o € (1,«,]. We shall now apply a result [32,
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Ch. 6, Ex. 8] which states that if ¢ L« (v) for somef, > 0 and a probability measung theng € L?(v) for 0 < 8 < 3.,

and
, 1/8
li d — 1 dv .
lim </Igl V> eXp{/( og |g]) V}

By setting3 = o — 1, and by lettinga | 1, we apply the above result on each of the terms on the right-lsale of [6B) and
conclude thatf (log¢) dP, [(logp) dP, and [(logq) dQ exist, and the right-hand side ¢f{63) goes to

—/(logq) dP+/(10gp) dP +0=27(P|Q).

A similar argument shows that whe#,, (P, Q) < co for someq; < 1, we havelim,t 2, (P, Q) = 4 (P||Q).
c) and d) follow directly from the definitions.

e) This was proved by Lutwak et al. [21, Th. 2] for the scalesecand by Costa et al. [22] for the vector case.

B. Proof of Propositior 13:
We shall first prove the lower semicontinuity far< 1: if p,, — p in L%(u) then

liminf .7, (pn, q) > Fa(p; 9)- (64)

Fix an a < 1; this fixes ap > 0. From [3), we may write
1
Faprg) = ;10g[ff(p’, q)+1],

where f(u) = u**? — 1 for u > 0.

Let p, — pin L*(x). Then||p,| — ||p|| > 0 and sinceps —p®| < |p,|* + |p|*. The generalized version of the dominated
convergence theorem states that (see [32, Ch. 2, Ex. 20]3rp[339, Problem 19)), ifu,} is a sequence of measurable
functions on a measurable spagg, X) such thatu, — u p-a.e. and ifv,,v € L'(u) are such thatu,| < v, pu-a.e. and
vy, — v in LY(p), thenu, — win L'(p). By taking, u, = p%, andv, = [p,|* + |p|*, the above theorem yields® — p* in
L'(u). From these, we have

(Pa/llpal)® = (/)™ in L' (p),

i.e., pl, — p’ in L'(u), which impliesp, /¢ — p'/q in L'(Q’). (Observe that the argument thus far does not use the
assumption thatv < 1 and is therefore equally applicable for ar> 1).

Teboulle and Vajda showed i [36, Lemma 1] that the mapging> [ f(h) dv = [h'™* dv is lower semicontinuous
in L(v) for a probability measure on (X, X). Puth, = p, /¢, h = p’'/q¢’, andv = Q'. Then, we just established in the
previous paragraph that, — h in L(v). Using [3) and the lower semicontinuity result of Tebouliela/ajda, we have

liminf I¢(p),,q") > I¢(p',q") > 0. (65)
n—oo

Sincel/plog(- + 1) is increasing and continuous jf, oo), using the definition in[{4)[(85) implie§ {(64) which estabks the
lower semicontinuity result forr < 1.

We now deal with the other case. Fix> 1. Observe that the dual space of the Banach spac¢g) is L*(u)* = L5 (1),
and therefordq/||q|)*~! € L*(u)*. Consequently, the mapping defined by

T: L) > b T(h) :/h~ <%)aldueR

is a bounded linear functional and therefore continuoys, K> pin L (u), then||p,|| — ||p||, and therefore,, /||p.|| — p/|p||
in L*(u). By the continuity ofT’, we have

[ (o) )™ e = 7 (5p)

— T(i), asn — oo,
Pl

- [ () (i) o

Taking 1/plog(-) on both sides, and usinf@l(5), we s&&(p,,q) — Za(p, q) where .7, (p,q) may possibly betoo.
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C. Proof of Proposition }4:
From [4), we may write

alp.a) = S logisartp) - I7(d' 1) + 1), (66)

where f(u) = sgn(p) - (u=" — 1), u > 0.

Let g, — ¢ in L*(p). Then, as in the proof of Propositich 3, we have #jgty’ — ¢’ /p’ in L'(P’). Following the argument
of Proposition 8, we apply the lower semicontinuity resultTeboulle and Vajdal[36, Lemma 1] witli playing the role of
f, and we have

liminf I¢(qy,,p") > I7(q’,p") = 0. (67)

n—00

If either (a)p < 0 andI:(¢',p') =1, or (b) p > 0 and;(¢’,p") = oo, then using the first inequality i (67) and usingl(66)
one easily verifies the limit

liminf ., (p, ¢n) = Za(p, q) = +o0. (68)
n—oo

For all other cases, we recognize thatlog[sgnp) - u + 1] is an increasing continuous function fare [0,1] whenp < 0
and foru € [0, 00) whenp > 0. Using this, the first inequality if(67), andl (4), we have fbkowing analog of [(64)

hrglnf ja (p7 Qn) 2 fa (p7 q)' (69)

Equations[(6B) and (69) together establish the lower samtifmaity in the second argument.

D. Proof of Proposition b:
Let po,p1 € B(q,7), i.e., using[(b),

a—1
sorp) [ 25 () dn<sarto) ¢ fora=o., (70)
oAl \llall
wheret = exp{7p}. Now, let us consideh € [0, 1], and define
px = Ap1 + (1= A)po. (71)

We then have the following chain of inequalities:

sgn(p) p—k( a )aldu

[l

o

(@ sgrip) g\ B g\
= [A/p1<|q|) n 03 [ () d“]
< T o+ 1= Wil

_ sty ¢, Al 0= Nl

[pAll
©
< sgnp)-t-1,

where (a) follows by plugging i (¥1), (b) follows frorh (7Gnd (c) follows because Minkowski’s inequality gives tHat;
a>1, [Ipall < Allpall + (1 = A)|lpo]| while for 0 < « < 1, this inequality is reversed.

Using [8) once again, this time to write the above inequdlityterms of .7, we get.#,(px,q) < 7, which implies
px € B(g,7) for A € ]0,1].

E. Counterexamples as indicated Renfark 11:
Let X = (0,1). Let u = @ be the Lebesgue measure BnlLet

L_{P:/fndP_O,n_1,2,3,...}, (72)
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where
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X
Then@ € L. Clearly lim,, .o fr, = % . 1{(07%)} — i . 1{&71)}. Now g = lim,,_,, f, is in the closure of the linear span of
{fn}n>1, but not in the linear span dff,,}.>1. Let R be a probability measure whogedensityr satisfiesg®~! = cr*=1 +g.
Thenc = [ ¢*du/ [ qr*~'. Notice that the inequality if(30), usin@l (5), is equivalem

/p(q‘)“1 —cer®* Ndpy > 0ifa>1 (74)
< 0ifa< 1. (75)
a > 1: Necessary condition is not sufficieiet P be a probability measure defined by
1 1
iP 57 << 1
- — 1 3
a0 (z) 0 ;<z<? (76)

2 ifi<z<l

It is easy to check thaP € L. The left-hand side of(74), for th® defined above, evaluates t0'/20 # 0. Therefore, by Th.
[IQ, @ cannot be the forward?,-projection of R on L.

a > 1: Sufficient condition is not necessaBefine R by settingg = — lim,,_,« f». The left-hand side of{(74) is

/gdP —/( lim f,)dP

n—oo

Y

— lim [ f,dP

n—00

= O7

where the last inequality follows by Fatou's lemma. Sinds tiolds for everyP € L, by Th.[10,Q is the .#,-projection of
R onL.

For o < 1, defineR by settingg = — lim, . fr andg = lim,,_, . f, respectively to show that the necessary condition
is not sufficient and vice-versa.
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