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Minimization Problems Based on
Relative a-Entropy Il: Reverse Projection

M. Ashok Kumar and Rajesh Sundaresan

Abstract

In part | of this two-part work, certain minimization probls based on a parametric family of relative entropies (dmhot
#,) were studied. Such minimizers were called forwafd-projections. Here, a complementary class of minimizaposblems
leading to the so-called reversg&,-projections are studied. Reversgé,-projections, particularly on log-convex or power-law
families, are of interest in robust estimation problems 1) and in constrained compression settings< 1). Orthogonality
of the power-law family with an associated linear family isfiestablished and is then exploited to turn a revefseprojection
into a forward.#,-projection. The transformed problem is a simpler quasierrminimization subject to linear constraints.

Index Terms

Best approximant; exponential family; information geomgeKullback-Leibler divergence; linear family; powendafamily;
projection; Pythagorean property; relative entropy; YR@&mtropy; robust estimation; Tsallis entropy.

I. INTRODUCTION

This paper is a continuation of our study of minimizationlgeans based on a parametric generalization of relativepiets,
denoted.,. See [(IR) for the definition of7, (P, Q), whereP and(Q are probability measures on an alphabet3§etWe say
“parametric generalization of relative entropy” becalise, , -7, (P, Q) = .7 (P||Q), the usual relative entropy or Kullback-
Leibler divergence. In part [ 2], we showed haw, arises and studied the problem ofaward .7, -projection namely

min .%, (P, R),
PeE

whereR is a fixed probability measure af andE is a convex set of probability measures¥nlin this paper, we shall study
reverse.#,-projection namely

min .%, (R, P).

PEE

The minimization now is with respect to the second arguméntZp. Such problems arise in robust parameter estimation
and constrained compression settings. The farfilys usually a parametric family such as the exponential fgnat its
generalization, called the-power-law family

We shall bring to light the geometric relation between dhpower-law familyand alinear famil)@ of probability measures.
We shall turn the reverse,-projection problem on an-power-law family into a forward#,-projection problem on a linear
family. The latter turns out to be a minimization of a quasiagx objective function subject to linear constraints.

The outline of the paper is as follows. In Sectloh I, we mati/ reverses,-projections for the cases > 1 anda < 1.
In SectionTll, we define the required terminologies and hgjtt the contributions of the paper. In Sectionl 1V, we stubyg
existence of a revers#,-projection on general log-convex sets. In Seclidn V, wevigl® simplified proofs of some essential
results from([2] on the forward?,,-projection. Our simplified proofs also serve the purposkegping this paper self-contained.
In Section V], we explore the geometric relation betweendkhgower-law and the linear families, and then exploit it todst
reverse.#,-projection ona-power-law families. The paper ends with some concludimgardks in Sectiof V]I.

II. MOTIVATIONS

The purpose of this section is to motivate reverge-projections. The motivation fott > 1 comes from robust statistics.
The motivation fora. < 1 comes from information theory as well as from a strong siritjleof the outcomes with ther = 1
(relative entropy) setting.
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!Example linear families are (1) the set of probability measu on X such thaty"_ P(z)f(z) = 0 for somef: X — R, and (2) finite intersections of
such sets. If there is an additive structureXna concrete example is the set of all probability measurdls avifixed mean.
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A. Reverse#-projection
Let X be a finite alphabet set and [Bt= {F,: § € ©} denote a family of probability measures &indexed by the

elements of the index s& c R* for somek. Let 21, s,...,z, ben samples drawn independently and with replacement

from X according to an unknown probability measurg belonging toE. The maximum likelihood estimate (MLE) df,
denoted, is the element of the index sét that maximizes the likelihood (if it exists), i.e.,

6= Py(z;). 1
arg max ]:[1 5 (:) 1)
Let P denote the empirical measure of thesamplesry, ..., z,, i.e.,
. 1<
pP:=— Oz,
n

whered,, denotes the Dirac mass @t One may then write

[Lio, Po(zi) ﬁpe(xi)

H?:l P(Il) i=1 P(xl)
_ o\x
-1 <P<w>>

where P)
X
S (P||Q) := P(x)lo
(PIQ) = 3 P@)les g
is the relative entro@/of P with respect toQ). Hence the MLE is the minimizer (if it exists)
0 = argmin .7 (P|| Pp), 2

and the corresponding probability measurg is known as thereverse.#-projection of P on the familyE. Such reverse
projections, particularly those related to robustificasi@f the MLE, are the subject matter of this paper.

Observe that the MLE depends on the samples only through ehgpirical measure. Let us write the MLE as a function
of the empirical measure in a different way. Assume that &milly E is sufficiently smooth in the parametéron account of
which we can define thecore functiorass(- ;0) := Vg log Py(-), the gradient ofog Py(-) with respect tod. The first order
optimality criterion applied to[{1) after taking logaritisnyields the so-called estimating equation for the MLE:

1 n
— " s(2i;0) = 0;
" i=1

the MLE 6 solves this equation. Writ&'p[- - -] for expectation with respect t&. Noting that the score function satisfies
Ep,[s(X;0)] =0 VP,

the estimating equation for the MLE can be rewritten as

n

S s(aisb) = B, [s(X:6)], ©
=1
which is the same as
Epls(X;0)] = Ep,[s(X;0)]. 4)

If we write T'(P) for the § that solves[{4), we then have= T'(P). The estimatofl’(P) is Fisher consistefif a fact that can
be easily checked usinfl(4).

2The usual convention iglog § =0if p=0and+coif p>¢qg=0.
3An estimator that maps an empirical measure to an eleme6t is Fisher consistentf it is continuous and map#®y to the true parametef. See [[3,
Sec. 5c.1]



B. Reverse#,-projection: o > 1

Though the MLE is known to possess many good properties, ptfin efficiency being an example, it is not appropriate
when some of the data entries;] are contaminated by outliers. To achieve robustness, aneaonsider scaling the scores
s(z;;0) in the left-hand side of{3) by weights(z;;6) that weigh down outlying observations “relative to the mbdsee
for example Basu et all_[4]). This type of robustificatiomprad with the requirement of Fisher consistency, is acccshpti
by the estimator that maps the empirical measir® thed that solves the equation

Ep[w(X;0)s(X;0)] = Ep, [w(X;0)s(X;0)]. (5)

Basu et al.[[4] proposed the natural weighti¢r; 6) = Py(x)¢ wherec > 0. As another robustification procedure, Basu et
al. [4] proposed a weighting of the modey itself motivated by the works of Field and Smith [5] and Windham [&jor to
solving the estimating equation. Their procedure is aoWil Given a measur@, its weighting with respect to a parameter
¢> 0 and a modeb € ©, denotedQ(>?), is given by

Q(c,@)(x) — ’U}(.I'; O)Q(CE) zeX,

> w(y;0)Qy)’

yeX

where the dependence eris through the weightingu(z; 6) = Py (x)¢ as before. Observe théP,)(«?) weighs P, by itself,
namely the weighting parameters arandé, and (P,)(“?) is the probability measure proportional °". The Basu et al.
procedu@ [4] is to find thed that solves the equation

Epyen [8(X;0)] = E(p)co[s(X;0)]; (6)

the P and P, of (@) are replaced by the model reweightde)(©?) and(P;)(<?), respectively. It is clear that the corresponding
estimator is Fisher consistent. Nol (6) can be rewritten as

1 2:: w(x;;0)s(x;; 6)

i=1 _ Ep, [w(X;0)s(X;0)]
LY w(ay;0)

Ep, [w(X;0)]

N
Il
-

which expands to

ZP@(xi)cs(xi;O) Z Py(x)ts(x;0)

i=1 _ zex ' )
Xn:PH(ZCi)C ZP"(:C)CH
reX
i=1

Jones et al[]7] compare the robustness properties of dstisnarising from[(b) and (7). According to Jones et [al. [786],
the former is more efficient, but the latter has better raesgt with respect to a mixture model of contamination wittiens.
Equation[(¥) can be recognized as an estimating equatisimgfrom the first order optimality criterion for the maximation

1 1 & )1 Lie
max lglog <E;P0(xz) ) 1+010gZPe(w) : (8)

zeX

We shall soon see why it ought to be a maximization. The oldtinction in [8) is calledmean power likelihoof. The
corresponding estimator is called the maximum mean poweliiood estimate (MMPLE) by Eguchi and Kafd [8]; we shall
denote itéc+1. (The appearance of 1 in the subscﬁml will soon become clear.) When= 0, we see that; becomes the
MLE 4. The parameter in (8) can thus be used to trade-off robustness for asynepediiciency as observed ifl[6].1[7].

4This procedure may be viewed as a generalization of thewssitfnting procedure suggested by Windham [6, p. 604].
5To see why the objective function ifl(8) is callesean power likelihoadverify that [7) is equivalent to

1 n
— Zsc(xi;ﬁ) =0
)

where

se(w; 0) := Pg(x)c[s(x;e) - 1-1F v9<10gz Pe(x)cH)]_

¢ zeX

The quantitys.(z;;0) is a generalization of the power-weighted and centeredesfiorction. The centering ensures Fisher consistency: A$), we have
se(x;0) — s(z;0).



Let us now bring in the connection to a parametric family détiee entropies. Recall tha? is the empirical measure of
the data. The argumefite © that maximizes the objective i](8) is the same as minimizing

1 1 .
_ot < ZPg ;) ) + ElogZP(x)cH +logZP9(a:)c+1

zeX zeX
_c+ 1
— 1 c+1 c+1
. gZP )Py (x 1ogZP —HOgZPg
zeX zeX zeX
= Fon1(P, Fa), ®)
where.#. ., in (@) is a parametric extension of relative entropies ayestudied in our companion papél [2]. We thus have

fer1 = in 7,1 (P, P, 10
+1 arg gél(g S Jrl( ) 9)a ( )

and the probability measurEéc+1 corresponding to the MMPLEH is called thereverse.#., -projection of the empirical

measureP on the familyE. It is known (see for examplé][2, Lemma 1-b)]) that, o .71 (P, Q) = .# (P||Q), as it should
be, for we already saw that= 0 yields 6, = 6, the MLE, which is also the reversé-projection of the empirical measure
P on E. This operational continuity intuitively suggests that meist have minimization if {10) and maximization o (8).

Let us now use large sample asymptotics to justify the mipation in [I0) (and maximization i](8)). L&t be the true
parameter and letq,...,x, be drawn independently and according®p.. As the number of samples goes to infinity,
almost surely, the empirical meadiir® converges (point-wise) to the true probability measiye. For a fixed candidate
estimated, by virtue of the continuity of#.,1(-, Pp) in the first argument when > 0, see [2, Prop. 2], we have (almost
surely)

Iei1(P, Py) "5 Ii1(Pye, Pg) > Ioi1(Pye, Py-),

where the last inequality follows from the fact that, (Py-, Py) > 0 with equality if and only ifd = 6* [2, Lem. 1-a)]. From
this, it is clear that one must minimize ovére © (and not maximize) in[{10) in order to identify the true paetend*.

Some historical remarks are now called for. Basu et[al. [4Hisd a nonnormalized version of the estimating equation
(@), namely [(5) withw(z; ) = Py(x)°. They also identified an associated divergence which is ralled3-divergence([9],
[10]. The g-divergences belong to the class of Bregman divergencédsJates et al[[7] proposed the normalized estimating
equation [(¥) and identified a divergence associated Withs@® [7, Eq. (2.8)]. Fujisawa and Eguchi [9] found tbét,; is
another divergence associated with the estimating equ@jcand termed it-divergence. They also established an approximate
Pythagorean relation fo.,; (which is quite different from what we shall discuss in Sex{M) and used it to bound the
error between estimates arising with and without contatiinay outlierf. Recently, Cichocki and Amari [10] surveyed the
properties of the3- and the.7,-divergences and their connection to other divergences.

Earlier Sundaresan [12] and |13] arrived .4, -divergences in the context of redundancy in compressiah garessing
problems (fora < 1). Let us now turn to this.

C. Reverse#,-projection: o < 1

We now motivate reverse,,-projection fora. < 1. Rényi entropies play a role similar to Shannon entropywiiee wishes
to minimize the normalized cumulant of compressed lengshgpposed to expected compressed lengths. More precistly, w
p=a"t—1>0, Campbell [14] showed that

min i logE[exp{an(X")}] — Ho(P) (asn — )

for an i.i.d. source with margindP. The minimization is taken over all length functiofs that satisfy the Kraft inequality:
is the cumulant parameter. As1 1, we havep | 0, and it is well known thatim,, H.(P) = H(P), the Shannon entropy,
so that Rényi entropy can be viewed as an operational géeratian of Shannon entropy.

Suppose now that the compressor is forced to use for conmpneswt the true probability measuie, but a probability
measurePy from a family parameterized by € ©. Let us denote, as beforE,= {Fy: 6 € ©}. As an exampIeP may be
a generic measure a = {0, 1, ..., L}, but the compressor may wish to pick the best representafldh among binomial
distributionsP, havingé € (0,1) as parametlrlf the compressor pick®; instead of the trué”, then the gap in the resulting
normalized cumulant from the optimal valuef@(P Py) [13]. It follows that the best compressor from witHinhas parameter

0, = arg min I4(P, Py) (11)

5The dependence @ on n is understood and suppressed.

"The outliers are generated using a mixture model.

8More sophisticated examples are possible. Téke {0,1}%, P any fixed, stationary, and ergodic probability measurélomndEE the class of stationary
Markov measures ok of fixed Markov order. Since thiX is not finite, such examples are beyond the scope of this paper



and the probability measut®; is the reverse/,-projection of P on the familyE. While (I0) defines reverse, -projection
for > 1, (1) defines such a projection for< 1. As one expectdimay; o (P, Py) = .7 (P||Py), the penalty for mismatch
in compression whemxpected lengthare considered, and one has the operational continuityjf(di’HPg) is the usual
limiting penalty for mismatch as 1 1.

4, also arises as the gap from optimality due to mismatch inoperdnce of guessing schemes (Arikan|[15], Hanawal and
Sundaresari [16], Sundaresan|[13]) and more recently inéhflermance of coding for tasks (Bunte and Lapidath [17]).

I1l. THE SETTING AND CONTRIBUTIONS
In this section, we formalize the notions of projections dimel families of interest. We then highlight our contribuiso
We begin by recalling the definition o, and its alternate expressions.
Definition 1: The relative a-entropyof P with respect taQ is defined as
1

F2P.Q) = ——log| > P@)Q@)" | - T log ) P(a)" +1log > Q(a)” (12)
_ Pl) (Q)\"
= T8 | 2T (To1) ] 13)

where

1l =[S ew] "

Equation [(IPR) is the same (9) but with the parameter spaesded toa > 0, # 1. Equation [(IB) follows after
regrouping of terms using the definition pP| and||Q||. For anyr > 0, sinceQ/| Q|| = 7Q/||7Q||, it follows that [13) can
be extended to any pair of positive measufesand @ on X, and not just probability measures &n

For eacha > 0,a # 1, #,(P, Q) > 0 with equality iff P = Q.

Note that.7, (P, Q) = oo if and only if either

« a < 1 andP is not absolutely continuous with respect@(notation P « @), or

e a>1andP and(Q are singular, i.e., the supports 8fand @ are disjoint.

Let P(X) be the set of all probability measures &n For a probability measur® on X, let SupgP) = {z : P(x) > 0}
denote the support dP. For a seff of probability measures, write Sufd) for the union of the supports of the members of
E

Let us now formally define what we mean by a revergegprojection fora: > 0, o # 1.

Definition 2 (ReverseZ,-projection): Let R be a probability measure aX. Let E be a set of probability measures &n
such that#, (R, P) < oo for someP € E. A probability measuré) < E satisfying

Jo(R,Q) = inf Jo(R,P)=: Ju(R,E) (14)

is called areverse.7,-projectionof R on E. If there is no sucl®) € E, a probability measuré in the closure off satisfying
(I4) is called ageneralized reverseZ,,-projectionof R on E.

In a previous papef [2], we studied tf@ward .7, -projection of a probability measurd& on a family. We reproduce [2,
Defn. 6] here for it plays a crucial role in this paper.

Definition 3 (Forward.#,-projection): Let R be a probability measure aX. Let E be a set of probability measures &n
such that#, (P, R) < oo for someP < E. A probability measure) € E satisfying

Z.(Q,R) = Iign% Jo(P,R) =: Z,(E, R) (15)
S
is called aforward .7, -projectionof R on E.

In Definition[2, the minimization is with respect to the sedargument, while in DefinitioR]3 the minimization is with
respect to the first argument. The focuslin [2] was on forwagjegtion on convex families and general alphabet spaces. W
provided sufficient conditions for existence of the forwardjection and argued that if the forward projection extben it is
unigue. Convex families arise naturally from constraingecpd by measurements of linear statistics. Examples ¢f fanilies
are linear families which we now define.

Definition 4 (Linear family): A linear family characterized by functionsf; : X — R, 1 < i < k, is the set of probability
measures given by

L= {PEP(X): Zp(x)fi(x)zo,z':l,..w}. (16)



Reverse.7,-projections, however, correspond to maximum likelihoodabust estimations, and are often on exponential
families which we now define.

Definition 5 (Exponential family)An exponential family characterized by a probability meask andk functionsf;: X —
R, 1 <i <k, is the set of probability measures given by

M:={Ps: 0 € © CR"},

where

k
Py(z)™t = Z(G)exp[log (R(a:)*l)_,_zeifi(:c)}

= Z(O)R(z) *exp {i Hifi(a:)] Vo e X

with Z(#) being the normalization constant a@dbeing the subset dR” for which P, is a valid probability measufle

Examples of exponential families include

« Bernoulli distribution ¥ = {0,1}, © = (0, 1)),

« Binomial distribution ¥ = {0,1,...,L}, © = (0,1)),

« Poisson distributionX = {0, 1, ...}, © = (0, 0)), and

« Gaussian distributiofX = R?, the parametef denotes the pair of mean and covariance).
The last two are given only as illustrative examples for tdeynot satisfy the finite&X assumption of this paper. We will take
up the study of reverse,-projection on the more genertalg-convextamilies which we now define.

Definition 6 (Log-convex family)A setlE of probability measures on a finite alphabet Xeis said to bdog-convexf for
any two probability measureB and @ in E that are not singular, and anye [0, 1], the probability measur@Q'—* defined

by
o P Q@
PrRiHe) - > P(y)tQy)t an

also belongs tde.

Exponential families are log-convex, a fact that is easkgaked.
We will also take up reverse projections on analogs of exptalefamilies. To define these analogs, let us first define the
generalized logarithm and the generalized exponentiaitfoms [18]. LetR; = R U {+o0} and letR = R U {400, —o0}.

Definition 7: For o > 0, the a-logarithm function, denoteth,,: R, — R, is defined to be

ul”—1
Ing (u) := . a7l
log(u) a=1

where the log function is the natural logarithm. Its funotibinverse, thex-exponential function, denoted,: R — R, is

defined to be
{ (max{1+ (1 — a)u,0})/0-*) o #£1
ea(u) =
exp(u) a=1.

It is easy to check that, (In,(v)) = u for v > 0 and thatln, (e, (u)) = v whenevel) < e, (u) < co.
The analogs of exponential families are the so-caflegower-law families which we now define. (Compare Definitifh

and(8.)

Definition 8 @-power-law family): Let R be a probability measure such thabif> 1 then SuppR) = X. An a-power-law
family characterized by the probability measuteand £ functions f;: X — R, 1 < i < k, is the set of probability measures
given by

M) :={Py: 0 € © CR*},

where
k
Py(a)"t = Z(0)ea [ma (R)) +>_ 6, fi(:c)} Vz € X, (18)

°If R(x) equals0, then so doess(z).



provided
k
1+(1-a) [lna (R(z)™") + Zelfz(:v)] >0 VreX,
i=1

with Z(6) being the normalization constant agdbeing the subset dk* for which P, is a valid probability measure.
Equivalentljd,

k
Py(z)* = Z(9)'-@ [R(a:)a_l +(1-a)> 0 fi(x)] >0 VreX. (19)

When we wish to be explicit about the characterizing erstitige shall writeM(®) (R, f1, ..., fx) for the family. In Appendix
[22, we show thab(®) depends orR in only a weak manner. Any membé&y- € M(® may equally well play the role oR
and this merely corresponds to translation and scaling efoirameter space.

M(®) is not closed. Sometimes it will be required to consider ltsare c(M(®)),

One has the more general notionlof,-convex family as well (see van Erven and Harremoé:if_fhg]

Definition 9 (n,-convex family):A setE of probability measures is said to be,-convexf for any two probability measures
P andQ in E (that are not singular when < 1), and anyt € [0, 1], the probability measur®& defined by

R':=Zey (tIng(P71) + (1 —t)Ing(Q1)) (20)
also belongs td. The quantityZ is the normalization constant that makRsa probability measure.

Substitution of the definitions of,, andln,, indicate that the probability measufedefined in [2D) can be rewritten as
Z7 [Pl (1 - Qe 1)

Whena = 1, In,-convexity is just log-convexity, thereby justifying thht,-convexity is an extension of log-convexity. Just
as exponential families are log-convexpower-law families arén,-convex, a fact that can be easily checked using (21).
While forward projections of interest are on convex fansilieeverse projections of interest, particularly thosesi@agi in
estimation problems, are on log-convex, and by analogyingrconvex families. Log-convex dmn,-convex families are not

necessarily convex in the usual sense.

Definition[9 is given only to complete the picture. We shalitriet attention in this paper to the-power-law family.

A. A closer look at our contributions.

For a givenR and a giverE with someP such that#, (R, P) < co, we obviously have#, (R, E) < co. If we consider a
sequencéP,,) C E such thatim,,_, . -Z,(R, P,,) = .7, (R, E), by virtue of the continuity of#, (P, -) in the second argument
(see [2, Rem. 5]), all subsequential limits @,,) are generalized reversé,-projections. In this paper, we study example
settings when the generalized revergg-projection is unique, when it is not, and how one may charas it, sometimes,
as a forward#,-projection. Specifically, we do the following.

« In Section[1V, we study reverseZ,-projections on log-convex families. We show an example ofuniqueness of
generalized reverse,,-projections on an exponential family when> 1. However uniqueness holds far< 1.

« In Sectior Y, our focus will be on the forwar#,,-projection on certain convex families, in particulardar families. We
identify the form of the forward#,-projection on a linear familj. and prove a necessary and sufficient condition for a
Q € L to be the forwards,-projection onl.. We consider the cases> 1 anda < 1 separately in two subsections. The
proof for thea < 1 case is similar to Csiszar and Shields’ proof for= 1 case [[20]. For the proof of the > 1 case,
we resort to the Lagrange multiplier technique. The stmgctf the forward 7, -projection naturally suggests a statistical
model, namely thex-power-law familyM().

« In Section V), we study reverse,-projections orM(®), and show uniqueness of the generalized reverse projefction
all @ > 0, # 1. To show this, we establish an orthogonality relationsképMeenM(®) and an associated linear family.
We then use this geometric property to turn a revefgeprojection onM(®) into a forward.#,-projection on the linear
family. It will turn out that, sometimes, we may need to caiesia larger family than just @1(®)),

10A definition such as[{18) is fraught with pesky issues of wielfinedness. We have verified the equivalencd_df (19). Bueptiskl reader may simply
take [I9) as the starting point to defibé(®). The definition in [(IB) is given only to highlight its similgr with Definition [3. Observe that, fronf (19), if
a <1, R(z) = 0 implies Py(z) = 0.

Hyan Erven and Harremog&s [19] gave a different name to whatalién,,-convex family; they called thiga — 1)-convex family. Our convention follows
the notation for and parametrization of the generalizectitigm.



IV. REVERSE PROJECTION ONTO LOGONVEX SETS
We consider the cases > 1 anda < 1 separately in the next two subsections. Before that, weeptes lemma of some

independent interest. This is an extension of a result flative entropy { = 1); see Csiszar and MatUs [21, Eq. (3)], where
(22) below is an equality.

Lemma 10:Let P and@ be probability measures aX that are mutually absolutely continuous. Lietbe any probability
measure orX that is not singular with respect t8 or Q. Let¢ € [0, 1].
(a) If a <1, then

t.72(R, P) + (1 — )Ia(R,Q) > u(R, PIQTT) —log Y P'(x)'Q’(x)' ", (22)
where P’ is the escort probability measure associated vidtgiven by
P(x)*
Pl Xr) == —=—
W= P
Yy

and @’ is the escort probability measure associated wjth
(b) If a > 1, the inequality in[(2R) is reversed.

Proof: Let us first observe that it < 1 and R « P*Q'~*, then, by the assumption th& and @ are mutually absolutely
continuous, both sides df (22) afsexo, and so[(2R) holds. We may thus assume fRat PtQ1—* whena < 1. Also, notice
that the hypotheses imply that is not singular with respect t&#*Q*~t. Hence, for botho < 1 anda > 1, we may take all
the terms in[(2R) to be finite.

Let us write

Using this in [I8) we get

a—1

ja(R, Pthft)

! R(z)
—log
a2 ]

- e [ (8T e (5 (G

_ o s [B@ (PN TR® (N T S pra ot
LY ( ) E (n ||) +log ) P()' Q@)

&l 0
1—t
R(z) (Q)\"™ e S PV O (1
<|Q|> +log) P Q'(@)

R(z) [ Px)\* ]
log | 2 Ty (7#1) ] 2 Tm

= tI,(R,P)+ (1 —t)Iu( Q—i—logZP' -

(67

1 —«

?U’U

for &« < 1, where the penultimate inequality follows by applymg Hiél's inequality to the inner-product within the first
logarithm term, with exponents/t and1/(1 — t). For « > 1, the inequality is obviously reversed because the muigion
factora/(1 — «) is negative. [ |

A. Reverse#,-projection fora > 1

Recall that the MMPLE on a log-convex family is the revergg-projection of the empirical measure on the family for the
case wherw > 1. For log-convex families, it is possible that multiple rese. 7, -projections may exist, and we provide an
explicit example.

Example 1l:Let X = {0, 1,2}, let R be the uniform probability measure df, and letE be the log-convex family of
binomial distributions orX with paramete® € (0,1). A memberPy of the family is given by

Pp(0) = (1 —0)%, Py(1) =20(1 —0), Pp(2) = 6>
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Fig. 1. Multiple reverse#,-projections are possible when> 1.

Figure[l plots#, (R, Py) as a function of) for o = 2 (plot on the left-hand side) and = 4 (plot on the right-hand side). Since
“.(R, Py) has mirror-symmetry around the poifit= 1/2, a fact that can be easily checked, if there is a global mininat
0* € (0, %), then we have another global minimumlat- 6* € (3,1). This is the situation with the plot on the right-hand
side.

Eguchi and Kato[[B] consider the problem sjfontaneouslustering for a Gaussian mixture model with an unknown
number of components, and put the possibility of multipleimia to good use. Very briefly, their procedure operates en th
data as follows, and we refer the interested readel lto [8fddher details. They first choose the parametewith some
care using either the maximum range of the data or the Akaifa@rnation criterion. They then identify the resulting rimra
of .7, (R, Py) over the parameter € ©. Here R is the empirical measut® of the data andv is as chosen. They interpret
each minimum point as the parameter of a “discovered” corapbaf the mixture. Finally, they associate each data point t
a nearby component, among those discovered, therebyrayrtia clustering. If the number of components is unknowa, th
number of minima is apontaneoushoice for the number of components of the mixture.

Exampldl suggests a sequeliég) C E that satisfies?, (R, P,) — Z.(R,E), and yetP,, does not converge: take = 4,

P, = Py~ for oddn, and P,, = P,_4- for evenn. All subsequential limits are of course generalized revefs-projections.

B. Reverse#,-projection fora < 1
For o < 1, the generalized reversé,-projection is unique, unlike the situation in the previcussection.

Theorem 11:Let o < 1. Let E be a log-convex set of mutually absolutely continuous pbdlig measures orX. Let R be
a probability measure oK such that#,(R,E) < co. Under these conditions, there exists a unique probabiigasure)
such that, for every sequen¢®,) in E satisfying.7, (R, P,) — Z4(R,E), we haveP, — Q and.%,(R,Q) = .%,(R,E).

Proof: The proof broadly follows the proof of Csiszarls [21, Th. 1]
Consider a sequendé>,) C E such thatlim,, %, (R, P,) = (R, E). Since.%, (R, E) is finite, we may assume without
loss of generality that?,, (R, P, ) is finite for all n. Hence, for alln, R is not singular with respect t&,,; indeed,R < P,

12The empirical measur® and the GaussiaR, are singular. Following the formal definition inl[2, Sec, Hlrictly speaking, we have the relativeentropy
Ja(R, Py) = oo. The expansion however does provide a valid expression gomiation although one cannot interpret it as the retativentropy, and
Eguchi and Kato[[B] minimize the expression to get the MMPLE.
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for all n. Apply Lemmal10 withP = P,,, Q = P, to get
t.I0(R, P) + (1 —t)Iu(R,P,) > Ju(R,PLPIT) 1ogZP’ )P (x (23)

x

> —log Z P! (2) P (z)' ", (24)

where last inequality follows from the hypothesis tb}a,;Pﬁ’t € E. Also observe that, by Holder’s inequality,
S R @ P < () (S Rw) =1 (25)
Let m,n — oo in (24) and use[(zZS) to get i ’
mlgoologZP’ z)t P (z)' =t = 0.
Sett = 1/2 in this limit and undo the logarithm to get

lim Z VP!, ()P (x

m,n—oQ

so that

> (VB -VE@) = 2-2- Y VE@h®

— 0 asm,n — oo.

Thus (P/) is a Cauchy sequence. It must converge to s@éean escort of some probability measupe Given our finite
alphabet assumption, we must then h&ve— Q.

If (@») C E is another sequence such thét (R, Q,) — (R, E), then sinceP, and@,, can be merged togethdiR),,)
must also converge to the sar@e The generalized reversg, projection is therefore unique.

By continuity of .%, (R, -), see[[2, Rem. 5], we also hav&, (R, Q) = Z,(R,E). [ |

The proof fails foro > 1 because the inequality i (R4) is in the opposite directaorg one cannot conclude th@e,) is
a Cauchy sequence. Indeed, the previous subsection psoaideunterexample for lack of convergence and nonuniqaesfes
reverse.Z,-projection on a log-convex family, whem > 1.

V. FORWARD .%,-PROJECTION

In this section, we will recall some results on forwa# -projection from[2] along with some refinements for our rieséd
finite alphabet setting. The proofs here use elementarg ol exploit the finite alphabet assumption. The resultstiagin
be used to turn a reversg,-projection on am-power-law family into a forward#,-projection on a linear family.

A a<l:
The result fora < 1 is the following. It establishes the form of the forwaid,-projection on a linear family.

Theorem 12:Let a < 1. Let L be a linear family characterized b, = 1,..., k. Let R be a probability measure with
full support. Then the following hold.

(&) R has a forward#,-projection onL. Call it Q).
(b) Supg@) = SupgLL) and the Pythagorean equality holds (see Figuire 2):

Z.(P,R) = 7,(P,Q) + 7.(Q,R) VP eL. (26)

(c) The forward.7,-projection( satisfies

k
Z°71Q(2)* P = R(2)* + (1 — «) Z@;‘fi(a:) Va € Supdl), (27)

wheref;, ..., 0; are scalars and is the normalization constant that makgsa probability measure.
(d) The forward.#,-projection is unique.

Proof: (a) The mappingP? — 7, (P, R) is continuous[[2, Rem. 5] anfl is compact. Hence the forward,,-projection
exists.
(b) This follows from [2, Props. 14-15, Th. 10-a].
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Fig. 2. Pythagorean property

(c) Our proof follows the proof of Csiszar and Shields prémfthe casen = 1 [20, Th. 3.2].

From [186), it is clear that the probability measufes L, when considered dSupflL)|-dimensional vectors, belong to the
orthogonal complemenf " of the subspacé of RISUHL)| spanned by the vectorg(-),i = 1, ..., k, restricted to Sup(f.).
TheseP ¢ L actually spanF. (This follows from the fact that if a subspace RfS“PHL)| contains a vector all of whose
components are strictly positive, hefg then it is spanned by the probability vectors of that spadsing [13), one can see

(28) same as
R(CL‘ a—1 B Q(CL‘)O‘_I -
2.7 “”(z Qla) () 2@(@&) =0 el

Consequently, the vector

RO QU
S QR Q"

belongs to(F+)+ = F, that is,

R(z)*~! Q' ¢
- = Aifi(z) Va € SupglL
S O@R@T S Qe 2= HL)
for some scalars;,: = 1,...,k . This verifies[(2IF) for obvious choices &f and ;.
(d) This follows from [2, Th. 8]. ]

One can also state a converse.

Theorem 13:Let o < 1. Let Q € L be a probability measure of the forin {27). Th@nsatisfies [[26) and is the forward
Z,-projection of R on LL.

Proof: This follows from [2, Th. 11-b]. ]

B. a>1:

We now establish the form of the forward,-projection on a linear family whear > 1. The following result may be seen
as a refinement of [2, Th. 10(a)].

Theorem 14:Let o > 1. Let L be a linear family characterized b, = 1,..., k. Let R be a probability measure with
full support. Then the following hold.
(&) R has a forward#,-projection onL. Call it Q.
(b) The forward.7,-projection( satisfies

k
2071Q@)* ! = [R@)* T + (1-a) Y0 filw)| Ve eX, (28)
=1 +
wherefs, ..., 0; are scalarsZ is the normalization constant that mak@sa probability measure, arffd] = max{u, 0}.
(c) The Pythagorean inequality holds:
Ia(P,R) > I4(P.Q) + F.(Q,R) YPe€L. (29)

(d) The forward.7,-projection is unique.
(e) If Supd@) = SupgL), then [29) holds with equality.

Proof: (a) The mapping®? — 7, (P, R) is continuous[[2, Prop. 2] anfl is compact. Hence the forward,,-projection
exists.
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(b) The optimization problem for the forward,,-projection is

mlgn Jo(P, R) (30)
subject to» P(z)fi(x) =0, i=1,....k (31)
> P)=1 (32)

P(z)>0 VzeX (33)

We will proceed in a sequence of steps.
(i) Observe that#, (-, R), in addition to being continuous, is also continuously eténtiable. Indeed, we have

0 a R(z)*~! B P(x)*!
op@ =15 SP@R@ TSP

Both denominators are bounded away from zero because foPany., we havemax, P(z) > 1/|X|, and therefore

(34)

ZP(CL)R( Yoot > % mmR( >0,

1
P(a)® > —— > 0.
2P 2

and

Consequently, the partial derivatiie 134) exists everywhan R‘X‘, and is continuous because the terms involved are

continuous. (The numerator of the second tern{ig (34) isicoaus because > 1).

(i) Since the equality constraints ih (31) and](32) arismfraffine functions, and the inequality constraintdin (3I&eafrom
linear functions, we may apply [22, Prop. 3.3.7] to concltldat there exist Lagrange multipliera;(i = 1,...,k), v,
and (u(z), 2z € X) associated with the constraints31).1(32), dnd (33), @y, that satisfy:

a T a—1 R(x)¥— 1
—a %Q)(a) zcx( ) Z”l J+v Ve (35)
' (@) >0 Vo (36)
@)Q) =0 Ve, 37)

In writing (33), we have substituted (34) f%r—f (P, R).
(iii) Multiplying (B5) by Q(z), summing over allz € X using@ € L, and using[(37), we see that=0
(iv) If Q(x) > 0, we must have:(z) = 0 from (317), and its substitution if_(B5) yields, for all sueh

Qxafl R(z)e1 1_ak
Z(Q)(a)a = ZQ(é))R(a)a_l + o Zl)\zfz(x) (38)

If Q(x) =0, @8) implies that

R(x)*"! )
QW R@ ZA filz) = u(a) <0, (39)

where the last inequality holds because[of (36) and 1. Therefore,[(38) and_(89) may be combined as

k
2°71Q)" ™ = [R@)™ + (1= ) Y01 4iw)] | Vaex,

where the choices of and#; are obvious. This verifie$ (28) and completes the proof of (b)

(c) This follows from [2, Th. 10-a].
(d) Follows from [2, Th. 8].
(e) This can be shown using the proof bf [2, Prop. 15] and u2hgdh. 10-a]. ]

As in thea < 1 case, one has a converse.

Theorem 15:Let o > 1. Let Q € LL be a probability measure of the forin{28). Th@nsatisfies[(29) for every € L, and
Q is the forward.#,-projection of R on LL.
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N
-

Fig. 3. Orthogonal intersection of ampower-law family and a linear family

Proof: Follows from [2, Th. 11-b]. [ ]

Whena > 1, in general, Sup@) # SupgdLL) as shown by the following counterexample, and the Pythagomeequality
(Z29) may be strict.

Example 2:Let o« = 2. Let X = {1,2,3,4}. Write P = (p1, p2, p3,p4) for a probability measure oK. Define the linear
family L. to be
L ={PeP(X): 81 +4ps+2p3 +ps=T}.

Let R be the uniform probability measure b We claim that the forward?,-projection of R on L is Q = (3/4,1/4,0,0).
First, @ € L becaus&q; + 4g2 + 2q3 + g4 = 8 X 3/a+4 x 1/4a+ 0+ 0 = 7. Second(y is of the form [28). To see this, let us
note thatf,(-) = (1, -3, =5, —6). Takef; = —1/20 and Z = 2/5. Then
RO+ (-0 fi()] . = [R() =01 A0+
= ([Y/a+Y20]4, [Y/a = 3/20] 1, [V/a — 5/20] ., [1/a — 6/20].)
(6/20,2/20,0,0)
= Z-Q().
ThatQ is the forward.#,-projection now follows from Theorein 15.
Clearly Supp@) & Supgl). Also for P = (0.8227,0.0625,0.0536,0.0612) € 1L, numerical calculations yield a strict
inequality in [29) since the left-hand side and the rightdhaide of [2D) evaluate tb.0114 and0.9871, respectively. See also

[2, Rem. 13] where this counterexample showed that traitgitdf projections does not hold fat > 1. In both situations,
the issue is that Sug@) # SupfL).

VI. ORTHOGONALITY BETWEEN THEQ-POWERLAW FAMILY AND THE LINEAR FAMILY

The focus of this section is on the geometry of th@ower-law family with respect to its associated linear fgnand its
exploitation. See Figurie] 3. We treat the cases 1 anda > 1 separately. Theorems]18 and 21 are the main contributions.

A a<l1:

This case is the simpler of the two. The core result of thisisecone on which the main result Theorém 18 hinges, is the
following that shows that the cage< 1 is similar toa = 1 [20, Th. 3.2].

Theorem 16:Let o < 1. Let L be a linear family characterized bf,i = 1,...,k, as in [16). LetR be a probability
measure with full support. LeM(® be the a-power-law family, as in Definitiof]8, characterized By and the same:
functionsf;,i = 1,..., k. Let @ be the forward#,-projection of R on L. Then the following hold.

(@ Lncl(M®) = {Q}.
(b) For everyP € L, we have

Jo(P,R) = Jo(P,Q) + Ju(Q, R). (40)
(c) If SupplL) = X, thenL. N M(®) = {Q}.
Proof: Statement (b) is the same as Theolferh 12-(c). Let us obsewwe Theoreni 12 that when Sufip = X, the

forward .7, -projection@ of R on L satisfies

k
Zo7'Q)* ! = R(x)* '+ (1—a) ) 0] fi(z) VoeX
=1
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for some scalars, 05, . . ., 0;. HenceQ € M(®). SinceQ is also inL, we haveQ € L N M(®).

Thus, in general, when Suflp) is not necessaril, if we can show that (i) every member hfn cl(M(®)) satisfies [(4D0),
and (i) LN cl(M(®)) is nonempty, then, since any member satisfying (40) is aswdrd.#,,-projection and since the forward
Z,-projection is unique, the theorem will be established. Wk proceed to show (i) and (ii).

(i) Every Q € L N cl(M(®) satisfies(@D). (41)

Let (Q,) c M(® be such thaf),, — Q. Then, for each, there exist(") = (9@, o 91@) € R* and a constang,, such
that

k
Zg_lQn(x)o‘_l = R(:v)o‘_l +(1-a) Z@f")fl(gc) Vz € X. (42)

Since, for anyP € L, we have

Zp(iﬂ)fi(iﬂ) = ZQ(iE)fi(:E) =0, i=1,...,k,
by taking expectation with respect # andQ on both sides of[{42), we get

Zi Y P@)Qu(2)* ™ =Y P(x)R(x
22N Q@)Qu(2)* = Qa)R(x

respectively. Using the above two equations to elimirate !, we get

> Q(x)R(x)* !

3 PR = SRR 3P

Letting n — oo, and then by usind (12), we g€t {40) with replaced byQ. This proves (i).

and

(i) Lncl(M(®)) is nonempty.
Let

fi() = £() =7 ROTY, i=1,.. K,
and define the sequence of linear families

L, {PeP ZP :1,...,k}.

The Ti(”)’s are chosen so thdt — %)Q + %R e L,, and so SupfL,) = X. Let Q,, be the forward.7,-projection of R on
L,. Then, by virtue of Theorefnr12-(b), we have S(pp) = X, and by virtue of Theorerin12-(c), we have

k
Z871Qu(x)* = R@)'+(1-a)) 6" fi(x)
=1
k
- [1 —(1-a) Zeﬁ%}")]fz(:@)a*l +(1-a)Y 0 fi(z) VreX. (43)
i=1 =1

Taking expectation with respect 9 on both sides, and using, Q(z)fi(z) =0,i=1,...,k, we get

k
Ze' Y Q@)Qu@) " = [1- (1-a) 2 07" 3 Qu)RG

As the summations on either side are finite and strictly pasifor eachn, the term within square brackets in the above
equation is also strictly positive for each Rescaling[{43) appropriately, we see tiggt € M(®). Note also thab—i(") — 0 as
n — oo for i = 1,...,k. Hence the limit of any convergent subsequencé@f) belongs toL N cl(M(®)). This verifies (ii)
and concludes the proof of the theorem. [ ]
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We now argue that the family @1(*)) andLL are “orthogonal” to each other, in a sense made precise isttiement of
the next result.

Corollary 17: Under the hypotheses of Theorén 16, the following additistetements hold.
(@) For everyP € L and everyS < cl(M(®)), we have

Fa(P,S) = Ia(P,Q) + Hu(Q, 5). (44)
(b) For anysS € cl(M(®), the forward.#,-projection of S on L is Q.

Proof: Since any member dfI(®) can play the role of? by Prop.[22 (in the Appendix), and since, by Theofemh 16,
L Ncl(M@®) = {Q}, Q is the forward.#,-projection of any member df1(*) on LL. Therefore [44) holds for every € L
and everyS € M(® . Furthermore,[{44) holds for the limit of any sequence of mera ofM(®), and hence (a) and (b) hold
for members of ¢M(®)) \ M(® as well. [ |

Let us now return to the compression problem discussed inidBdd-C| and show the connection between the reverse
Z,-projection on am-power-law family and a forward?,-projection on a linear family.

Theorem 18:Let o < 1. Let P be a probability measure ok. Let M(® be characterized by the probability measiite

and the functions;,i = 1, ..., k. Let L be the associated linear family characterizedfhy = 1, ..., %, and assume that it
is nonempty. Let? have full support.
DefinelL as R R
Li={PePX): Y P@)filx) =0}, (45)
where }
fi() = fi() =7 R(-)* (46)
with .
> P(x)fi(x)
A S—— R S (47)

Let Q be the forward?, -projection of R on L.

(@) If Supg@) = X, then(@ is the unique reverse/,-projection of P on M(®),
(b) If Supp@) ;é X thenP does not have a reversé,-projection onM(®) . However,Q is the unique reverse, -projection
of P on cl(M(®).

Proof: L is constructed so thdt € L (which is easy to check) and, furth&rjs orthogonal taVI(®) in the sense of Corollary
[I7. We now verify the latter statement. For concretenessyileindex the the a-power-law family by its characterizing
entities. By Corollary 17[L is orthogonal toM ()(R, fi,.. .,fk) It therefore suffices to show that(*) (R, fi,.. .,fk) =
M()N(R, f1,..., fr). Take anyPy € M(®) (R, f1,..., fx). Then, for each: € X, we have

k
Z0)* " Py(2)*" = R(@)*+(1-a) Z 0ifi(x)

k
= (14+(1-a)brHR@)* "+ (1 -a) Z@ifi(:c).

Taking expectation with respect @ on both sides, and using, P(:c)ﬁ»(x) =0,i=1,...,k we get
0)°"1 > " P(x)Pp(2)* ! = [14 (1 — )bt ZP

Since Py and R have full support, it follows thafl + (1 — «)8;7%] > 0, and hencePy € M (R, f1,..., fi). This
showsM (R, f1,..., fr) C M)(R, fi,..., fi). Similarly, using the assumption that is nonempty, one can show that
M (R, fi,..., fr) C MR, f1,..., fr).
By Corollary[l'{ we have
Iu(P,S) = 7, (P,Q) + Z,(Q,S) VS € cl(M®). (48)

(a) If SupAQ) = X, then by Th[IB(c)@ € M(®), and from [4B), the minimum of/, (P, S) over S € M(®) is attained at
S = Q. To prove the uniqueness, 1&. ¢ M(® also attain the minimum. Then, froff_{48), we have

ja(paPO*):fa(PvQ)'i_fa(QaPO*)' (49)
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Since .7, (P, Py-) = .7,(P,Q), we have.Z,(Q, Ps-) = 0, and soP- = Q.

(b) Let SuppQ) # X. Then, by Th[IB(@)Q € cl(M®)\ M(®. Uniqueness on the closure follows just as in (a)
immediately above If? has a reverseZ,-projection onM(®), say P;-, then by continuity of.Z, (P,) ([2, Rem. 5]), we
have.7, (P, Q) = 7,(P, Py.). This contradicts the uniqueness. [ |

B. a>1:

Let us begin with a counterexample that shows that Thedrémo&s not hold whem > 1; cl(M(®)) need not intersect
the associatedl.

Example 3:Let a, X, L, and R be as in ExamplE]l2. The associateghower-law family and its closure are
M = {PQ; 0 € (~1/, 1/4)},
and
(M@ = {P9: o€ [-1/2, 1/4]},

where

Py = (1/4 — 0,14+ 30,14+ 50,1/4 + 69).

1+139

We assert that no suchy, either of M(®) or cl(M(®), is in L. Furthermore, the forward/,-projection of every member in
cl(M(@) on L is Q = (3/4,1/4,0,0) which, of course, is not in @M(®)).

One must therefore exted(®) beyond its closure to identify the family that is orthogotmlL and intersectd. at Q. An
appropriate extension ofl(®) that intersectd. turns out to be the following.

Definition 19: The family Mﬂf‘) characterized by a probability measuReand k£ functions f;: X — R,¢ = 1,...,k, is

defined as follows. Lety = Py~ be the forwardﬂa-projectioﬁ of R on L. Define M@ to be the set of all probability
measures’y satisfying (a), (b), and (c) below.

@
k
200 Py @) = [R@) T+ (- a) Yo 0ifila)| | vaeX,

where Z(#) is the normalization constant that makes a valid probability measure oK.
(b) SupgFs-) < SUpHFy);

(©) ;ﬂfi(ﬂ?) < ;@‘fi(a?) VY ¢ SUpiFy).

The following is the analog of the combined Theordemh 16 anco(Cany [17.

Theorem 20:Let o > 1. Let L be a linear family characterized by,i = 1,...,k as in [16). LetM(®) be as in Definition

[8, characterized by: and thek functionsf;,i = 1,...,k. Let Q be the forward#,-projection of R on L. Let Mﬁf‘) be the
extension ofM(®) as in Definitior[ ID. We then have the following.

(@ LNM = {Q} and
Iu(P,Py) > I,(P,Q) + Z.(Q, Pp) (50)

for every P € L and everyP, € M(o‘)
(b) If Q € cl(M(®)), thenL. N cI(M(a)) = {Q} and [50) holds with equality for everi? € I and everyP, < cl(M(®).
(¢) If Q e M@, thenL "M = {Q} and [B0) holds with equality for ever € L. and everyPy € M(®),

Proof: (a) By virtue of Theoreni 14-(b), we havg € L.N Mf). Furthermore, by Theorem1l5, any membeiLof Mﬁf)
is a forward.#,-projection of R on L. Since the forward projection is uniquk,N I\A/JISE’) must be the singletofiQ}.

Let Py € I\A/JISE‘). We claim thatP, has Py- = @ as its forward projection ofi.. Assuming the claim, by Theoreml14-(c),
inequality [50) holds.

Let us now proceed to show the claim. By Theolerh 15, it suffioegerify that Py~ can be written as
k
Z(6)°~L Py ()2t = [Pg(x)afl +(1-a)) 6, fi(a:)} Va (51)
=1 +

13By virtue of Th.[I3(b),Q is of the form [28) for somé&* and hence may be written & = Pp«.



17

for someZ(#) andd = (., ...,6;). To see this, by definition oPy, we have
Z0)° " Po(@)* ™ = [R(@)* " + (1 - a) iem@)} L (52)
and, by Theoreri 14-(b), we have )
Z(0)° 1 Py ()2 = [R(a:)afl +(1-a) ﬁ:@;‘fi(a:)} e (53)
=1

Let z € Supd Py~ ). By Definition[19-(a),z € Supg P) as well. Hence, we can remove thp. operation in[(5R) and ($3) to
get

k
Z(0)* Py(x)* " = R(2)* " + (1 - a) Z&fi(w)

k
2(0%)°7 Py ()" = R@) ™ 4 (L= ) 361 fila)

Eliminating R(x)*~* from the preceding equations, we get

k
Z(0%) Py () = Z(0)* 1 Py() (1—a)> (6;
equivalently, )
Z0)\" e e £ (0 - 0)
< 70 ) Pp«(2)*" = Py(z) +(1—a);Wfi($)- (54)

This suggests that () = Z(6*)/Z(0) andd; = (6 — 6,)/Z(6)>~" should work. Let us now verify that they do, that is, that
(1) holds for allz with these choices of andé.

The foregoing showd (51) holds for atl € Supg Py~). Next, letz € SupgPy) \ Supg Py-). The right-hand side of (34),
upon substitution of{82) without th] operation, becomes

R@)™ + (1 - a) 32 6:fi(a ) o @)™ + (1 a) 3" 07 fi(2)
- =1 1 o Z Vi — Vi) _ _ =1
Z(o) - Z<9> Z(o)

< 0,

as is required for ¢ Supg Py~ ). Hence[(5lL) holds fox € Supg FPy) \ Supf Ps-) as well, and therefore for at € Supg P).
Finally, whenz ¢ Supd FPy),

k
R(z)* '+ (1—0a)Y 0ifi(x) <0
i=1
The right-hand side of ($4) then satisfies
-y i@ <

1=1
because of condition (b) in Definitidn 19 and> 1. This establishes tha¥- is of the form [51), and is therefore the forward
S,-projection of Py on L.
Proofs of (b) and (c) are the same asiin< 1 case considered in Theorém] 16. ]

Having established the orthogonality between a linearlfaamd its associated-power-law family, let us now return to the
problem of robust estimation discussed in secfion]ll-B. Ashie case ofr < 1, we show a connection between the MMPLE
on the extended.-power-law faminMSr“), which is a reverseZ,-projection onMSf‘), and the forward#,-projection on the
related linear family.

Theorem 21:Let a > 1. Let P be a probability measure df. Let M(®) be characterized by the probability meas#rand
the functionsf;,7 = 1,..., k. Let R have full support. Lel. be the associated linear family characterizedfthy =1, ..., k,
and assume that it is nonempty. Defiheas in [45) usingf; and 2 as defined in[(46) and(47), respectively. ligtbe the
forward .7, -projection of R on L. Then the following hold.

(@) If Q € M@, thenQ is the unique reverse?,-projection of P on M(*).
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(b) If Q € cI(M(®))\ M(®), then P does not have a reversé,-projection onM(®). However,Q is the unique reverse
J,-projection of P on cl(M(®)),

(c) If Q ¢ cl(M(®), then
(i) P does not have a reversg,-projection onM(®). ) )
(i) M can be extended Mf)(R, fi,--., fx), andQ is the unique revers¢, -projection of P oan)(R, fiseeoy fr)-

Proof: Only (c)-(i) needs a proof. Proofs of all others follow ther@aarguments in the proof of Theorém 18, but now
one uses Theorem 20 instead of Corollary 17.
Let us now prove (c)-(i) by contradiction. SuppaBehas a reverseZ, -projection onM (). Call it Py-. Since P;- has full
support, there is a neighborhodd of 6* such thatd € N implies Py, € M(®). The first order optimality condition applies,
namely

) .
a—eifa(P,Pg)eze*—O,Z—l,. ,k
We claim that this implies
> Po-(x)fi(z) =0, i=1,....k (55)

But thenPy. € L and soPs- = @, a contradiction taQ ¢ cl(M()).
We now proceed to prove the claifn {55). Observe that, siice M(®), by Definition[8, we have

2(0)" " Py()* " = R(@)° 7N+ D0 f5(@), (56)

and so

0)°~1 > P(x)Pp(x)*~

I
N

Q

+)—'

>
~—
N
=

= Y P@R@), (57)
where the last equality holds becauBes L. Also,

ZP@(?L‘)O‘ = Z[Pg(l‘)a_l}m

= 200y [R(x)a-l +30; fj(x)} o (58)
z J
Substituting [(BI7) and_(58) int¢ (IL2) and taking the partiatichtive, we get
0 . B a 0 - O a1 7 =21
5_9ija(P7 Fo) = 1-a 89 log Z(0) T W log Z(0) logz [ + ; 0;f; (17)}

= 8_91 logz [R(a:)‘kl + Zﬁjfj(:r)} -
.1faz[ a1+zof7 } fil®)
03 nie

whered =3~ [R(:z:)a_l + Zejfj(:c)} “~T and the last equality follows fronl (b6). Thus,
J

=0 = ZP@*(I)f T) =

thereby proving the claim. [ ]

h>|>—‘ | =

0

8_9,L_fa(P7P9)

0=0*
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VIl. EPILOGUE

We now provide some concluding remarks. Our focus has pilyrtagen on the geometric relation between thpower-law
and the linear families. This geometric relation enabletbusharacterize the reversg,-projection on amx-power-law family
M(®) .= M()N(R, f1,..., fr) as a forward#,-projection on a linear family. The procedure is as follows.

“Given the family M(®), sweep through a collection of linear familigs(45Y}(47)hogonal to M(®) by varying
i i=1,...,k, and find the linear familyL that contains”. Then find the forward#,-projection of R on L; call

it Q. If Q e M@, thenQ is the reverseZ,-projection of P on theM(®). If Q € cl(M(®))\ M(®, then P does not
have a reverseZ,-projection onM(®). But () attains the minimum in the closure.”

The casesy < 1 anda > 1 have different characteristics. The < 1 case is similar tox = 1 and one always has
L Ncl(M®) = {Q}. On the other hand, when > 1, it is possible thafl N cl(M(®)) = (), and@ ¢ cl(M(®). Then P
does not have a reversé,-projection onM(®) . One then needs to extefid(® to make it intersecL. We showed that the
extensionVl(”) is just right and satisfies N M = {Q}. However,Q, in the intersectior. N MI(™, is no longer the reverse
J,-projection of P on cl(M(@)). 1t would be interesting to see @) can be used to simplify the computation of the true reverse
,-projection of P on cl(M()).

Our characterization has algorithmic benefits since thevdod .7, -projection is a minimization of a quasiconvex function
subject to linear constraints. Standard techniques aiiéablgato solve such problems, for example, via a sequenc®iex
feasibility problems|[[23, Sec. 4.2.5], or via a sequenceimfpker forward projections on single-constraint lineamfies [2,

Th. 16, Rem. 13].

APPENDIXA
WEAK DEPENDENCE OF THEx-POWERLAW FAMILY ON R

The following result shows that the-power-law family depends o® only in a weak manner, and that any member of
M(®) could equally well play the role oR. The same result is well-known for an exponential family.

Proposition 22:I1f o > 1, let R have full support. Consider thBI(®) (R, fi,..., fx) as in Definition[B. Fix Py €
MR, f1,..., fr). ThenM®) (Py., f1, ..., fr) = MO(R, f1,..., fx).

Proof: Write M(*) for M(®) (R, f1,..., fi) andM(® for M(®)(Pp-, f1,..., fi). We will check that an arbitrary element
Py € M@ is an element oM(®). This will establishM(®) ¢ M(®). The converse holds by symmetry.
From the formula forP,-, observe that

k
P,. (x)a_l _ Z(G*)l_a [R(I)a—l +(1-a) Z@:fz(a?)} Ve,
=1

and so

k
R(z)*™' = Z(0")* 1Py (2)* ' — (1 — ) Ze;f fi(z) V. (59)

Substitute this into the formula faP, in (I9) to get

where¢ = (0 — 0*)/Z(0*)*~1, and Z(¢) = Z(0)/Z(6*). Thus, Py € M(®), ]

Change of reference fromR to Py~ merely amounts to a translation and rescaling of the paemsgtace.
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