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Abstract. Density-based directed distances — particularly known as di-
vergences — between probability distributions are widely used in statis-
tics as well as in the adjacent research fields of information theory, ar-
tificial intelligence and machine learning. Prominent examples are the
Kullback-Leibler information distance (relative entropy) which e.g. is
closely connected to the omnipresent maximum likelihood estimation
method, and Pearson’s χ2´distance which e.g. is used for the celebrated
chisquare goodness-of-fit test. Another line of statistical inference is built
upon distribution-function-based divergences such as e.g. the prominent
(weighted versions of) Cramer-von Mises test statistics respectively Anderson-
Darling test statistics which are frequently applied for goodness-of-fit in-
vestigations; some more recent methods deal with (other kinds of) cumu-
lative paired divergences and closely related concepts. In this paper, we
provide a general framework which covers in particular both the above-
mentioned density-based and distribution-function-based divergence ap-
proaches; the dissimilarity of quantiles respectively of other statistical
functionals will be included as well. From this framework, we structurally
extract numerous classical and also state-of-the-art (including new) pro-
cedures. Furthermore, we deduce new concepts of dependence between
random variables, as alternatives to the celebrated mutual information.
Some variational representations are discussed, too.

1 Divergences, Statistical Motivations and Connections
to Geometry

1.1 Basic Requirements on Divergences (Directed Distances)

For a first view, let P and Q be two probability distributions (probability mea-
sures). For those, we would like to employ real-valued indices DpP,Qq which
quantify the “distance” (respectively dissimilarity, proximity, closeness, discrep-
ancy, discrimination) between P and Q. Accordingly, we require Dp¨, ¨q to have
the following reasonable “minimal/coarse/wide” properties

(D1) D
´
P,Q

¯
ě 0 for all P , Q under investigation (nonnegativity),
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(D2) D
´
P,Q

¯
“ 0 if and only if P “ Q (reflexivity; identity of indis-

cernibles3),

and such Dp¨, ¨q is then called a divergence (in the narrow sense) or dispar-

ity or contrast function. Basically, the divergence D
´
P,Q

¯
of P and Q can

be interpreted as a kind of “directed distance from P to Q”; the corre-
sponding directness stems from the fact that in general one has the asymmetry

D
´
P,Q

¯
‰ D

´
Q,P

¯
. This can turn out to be especially useful in contexts

where the first distribution P is always/principally of “more importance” or of
“higher attention” than the second distribution Q; moreover, it can technically

happen that D
´
P,Q

¯
ă 8 but D

´
Q,P

¯
“ 8, for instance in practically impor-

tant applications within a (say) discrete context where P and Q have different
zero-valued probability masses (e.g. zero observations), see e.g. the discussion in
Subsection 1.3 below.

Notice that we don’t assume that the triangle inequality holds for Dp¨, ¨q.

1.2 Some Statistical Motivations

To start with, let us consider probability distributions P and Q having strictly
positive density functions (densities) fP and fQ with respect to some measure λ
on some (measurable) space X . For instance, if λ :“ λL is the Lebesgue measure
on (some subset of) X “ R then fP and fQ are “classical” (e.g. Gaussian) den-
sity functions; in contrast, in the discrete setup where X :“ X# has countably
many elements and is equipped with the counting measure λ :“ λ# :“ ř

zPX#
δz

(where δz is Dirac’s one-point distribution δzrAs :“ 1Apzq (where here and in
the sequel 1Ap¨q which stands for the indicator function of a set A), and thus
λ#rtzus “ 1 for all z P X#), then fP and fQ are probability mass functions
(counting-density functions, relative-frequency functions, frequencies).

For such kind of probability measures P and Q, let us start with the widely used
classDφp¨, ¨q of Csiszar-Ali-Silvey-Morimoto (CASM) divergences (see [48],[6],[133])
which are usually abbreviatorily called φ´divergences and which are defined by

0 ď DφpP,Qq :“
ż

X

fQpxq ¨ φ
ˆ
fP pxq
fQpxq

˙
dλpxq , (1)

“
ż

X

φ

ˆ
fP pxq
fQpxq

˙
dQpxq , (2)

where φ : s0,8r ÞÑ r0,8r is a convex function which is strictly convex at 1
and which satisfies φp1q “ 0. It can be easily seen that this Dφp¨, ¨q satisfies the
above-mentioned requirements/properties/axioms pD1q and pD2q. In the above-
mentioned discrete setup with X “ X#, (1) turns into

0 ď DφpP,Qq “
ÿ

xPX#

fQpxq ¨ φ
ˆ
fP pxq
fQpxq

˙
,

3 see e.g. Weller-Fahy et al. [202]
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whereas in the above-mentioned real-valued absolutely-continuous case, the in-
tegral in (1) reduces (except for rare cases) to a classical Riemann integral
with integrator dλLpxq “ dx. Notice that — depending on X , φ etc. — the
divergence DφpP,Qq in (1) may become 8. For comprehensive treatments of
φ´divergences (CASM divergences), the reader is referred to e.g. Liese & Va-
jda [109], Read & Cressie [160], Vajda [196], Liese & Vajda [110], Pardo [151],
Liese & Miescke [108], and Basu et al. [25]. Important prominent special cases of
(1) are the omnipresent Kullback-Leibler divergence/distance (relative entropy)
with φKLptq :“ t logptq ` 1 ´ t and thus

DφKL
pP,Qq “

ż

X

fP pxq ¨ log
ˆ
fP pxq
fQpxq

˙
dλpxq ,

the reverse Kullback-Leibler divergence/distance with φRKLptq :“ ´ logptq`t´1
and hence

DφRKL
pP,Qq “

ż

X

fQpxq ¨ log
ˆ
fQpxq
fP pxq

˙
dλpxq “ DφKL

pQ,P q , (3)

(half of) Pearson’s χ2´distance with φPCptq :“ pt´1q2

2
and consequently

DφPC
pP,Qq “ 1

2

ż

X

pfP pxq ´ fQpxqq2
fQpxq dλpxq , (4)

(half of) Neyman’s χ2´distance with φNCptq :“ pt´1q2

2
and thus

DφPC
pP,Qq “ 1

2

ż

X

pfP pxq ´ fQpxqq2
fP pxq dλpxq ,

the (double of squared) Hellinger distance — also called (half of) Freeman-Tukey
divergence — with φHDptq :“ 2p

?
t ´ 1q2 and hence

DφPC
pP,Qq “ 2

ż

X

ˆa
fP pxq ´

b
fQpxq

˙2

dλpxq ,

the total variation distance with φTV ptq :“ |t´ 1| and consequently

DφTV
pP,Qq “

ż

X

|fP pxq ´ fQpxq | dλpxq ,

and the power divergences Dφα
pP,Qq (also known as alpha-divergences, Cressie-

Read measures/distances, and Tsallis cross-entropies) with φαptq :“ tα´α¨t`α´1
α¨pα´1q

(α P Rzt0, 1u). Notice that (in the current setup of probability distributions with
zero-free density functions) DφPC

pP,Qq resp. DφNC
pP,Qq resp. DφHD

pP,Qq are
equal to Dφα

pP,Qq with α “ 2 resp. α “ ´1 resp. α “ 2, and that one can
prove DφKL

pP,Qq “ limαÒ1Dφα
pP,Qq “: Dφ1

pP,Qq as well as DφKL
pP,Qq “

limαÓ0Dφα
pP,Qq “: Dφ0

pP,Qq; henceforth, we will use this comfortable contin-
uous embedding to a divergence family

`
Dφα

pP,Qq
˘
αPR

which covers important
special cases.
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From a statistical standpoint, the definition (1) finds motivation in the far-
reaching approach by Ali & Silvey [6]: by noting that in a simple model —
where a random variable X takes values on a finite discrete set X “ X# and its
distribution is either P or Q having probability mass function fP or fQ — the

statistics fP pXq
fQpXq is a sufficient statistics (meaning that P

`
X “ x

ˇ̌
fP pXq
fQpXq “ t

¯
“

Q
`
X “ x

ˇ̌
fP pXq
fQpXq “ t

¯
for all x and t) they argue that any measurement aiming

at inference on the distribution of X should be a function of the likelihood ratio
LR :“ fP pXq

fQpXq . Thus, a real-valued coefficient DpP,Qq of closeness/dissimilarity

between P and Q should be considered as an aggregation/expectation — over
some measure (typically P or Q) — of a function φ of LR, hence formally leading
to (1) with not necessarily convex function φ. This construction is compatible
with the following set of four axioms/requirements which bear some fundamen-
tals for the construction of a discrimination index between distributions, and
which (amongst other things) imply the convexity of φ:

(A1) DφpP1, P2q should be defined for all pairs of probability distributions P1, P2

on the same sample space X .
(A2) Let x ÞÑ tpxq a measurable transformation from pX ,F q onto a measure

space pY ,G q then there should hold

DφpP1, P2q ě DφpP1t
´1, P2t

´1q, (5)

where Pit
´1 denotes the induced measure on Y corresponding to Pi. No-

tice that (5) is called data processing inequality or information processing
inequality, and — as shown in [6] — it implies that φ should be a convex
function.

(A3) DφpP1, P2q should take its minimum value when P1 “ P2 and its maximum
value when P1 K P2 (i.e., P1 and P2 are singular, in the sense that the
supports of the distributions P1 and P2 do not overlap (are disjoint)).

(A4) A further axiom of statistical nature should be satisfied in relation with a
statistical notion of separability of two distributions in a given model.
Assume that for a given family of parametric distributions pPθqθPΘ and for
any small risk α the following property holds: if Pθ0 is rejected vs. Pθ1 with
risk ď α optimally (Neyman-Pearson approach), then Pθ0 is rejected vs. Pθ2
with risk ď α (meaning Pθ3 is further away from Pθ1 than Pθ2 is).
Then one should have

Dφ pPθ0 , Pθ2q ě Dφ pPθ0 , Pθ1q .

Notice that in (A4) we use a slight extension of the original requirements of [6]
(who employ a monotone likelihood ratio concept).

As a second use-of-divergence incentive stemming from considerations in statis-
tics (as well as in the adjacent research fields of information theory, artificial
intelligence and machine learning), we mention parameter estimation in terms
of φ´divergence minimization. For this, let Y be a random variable taking val-
ues in a finite discrete space X :“ X#, and let fP pxq “ P rY “ xs be its
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strictly positive probability mass function under an unknown hypothetical law
P . Moreover, we assume that P lies in — respectively can be approximated
by — a model Ω :“ tQθ : θ P Θu (Θ Ă R) being a class of finite discrete
parametric distributions having strictly positive probability mass functions fQθ

on X#. Moreover, let P empN :“ 1
N

¨
řN
i“1 δYi

r¨s be the well-known data-derived
empirical distribution/measure of an N´size independent and identically dis-
tributed (i.i.d.) sample/observations Y1, . . . , YN of Y ; the according probability
mass function is fP emp

N
pxq “ 1

N
¨ #ti P t1, . . . , Nu : Yi “ xu which reflects the

underlying (normalized) histogram; here, as usual, #A denotes the number of
elements in a set A. In the following, we assume that the sample size N is large
enough such that fP emp

N
is strictly positive (see the next subsection for a relax-

ation).
If the data-generating distribution P lies in Ω, i.e. P “ Qθtr for some “true”
unknown parameter θtr P Θ, then (under some mild technical assumptions) it is

easy to show that the corresponding maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) pθ is
EQUAL to

ppθ :“ argmin
θPΘ

Dφ0
pQθ, P empN q

where φ0 :“ ´ logptq`t´1 andDφ0
p¨, ¨q is the the reverse Kullback-Leibler diver-

gence already mentioned above. Due due its construction,
ppθ is called minimum

reverse-Kullback-Leibler divergence (RKLD) estimator, and Qppθ
is the RKLD-

projection of P empN on Ω. In the other — also practically important — case
where P does not lie in the model Ω (but is reasonably “close” to it), i.e. the
model is misspecified, then Qppθ

is still a reasonable proxy of P if the sample size

N is large enough.

In the light of the preceding paragraph, it makes sense to consider the more
general minimum φ´divergence/distance estimation problem

ppθ :“ arg inf
θPΘ

DφpQθ, P empN q (6)

where φ is not necessarily equal to φ0; for instance, through some comfortably
verifiable criteria on φ one can end up with an outcoming minimum φ´divergence/distance

estimator
ppθ which is more robust against outliers than the MLE pθ (see e.g. the

residual-adjustment-function approach of Lindsay [113], its comprehensive treat-
ment in Basu et al. [25], and the corresponding flexibilizations in Kißlinger &

Stummer [102], Roensch & Stummer [163]). Usually,
ppθ of (6) is called mini-

mum φ´divergence estimator (MDE), and Qppθ
is the phi´divergence-projection

of P empN on Ω.

A further useful generalization is the “distribution-outcome type” minimum di-
vergence/distance estimation problem

pQ :“ arg inf
QPΩ

DφpQ,P empN q (7)
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where P empN stems from a general (not necessarily parametric, unknown) data
generating distribution P and Ω may be a “fairly general” model being a class
of finite discrete distributions having strictly positive probability mass functions
fQ on X# (and, as usual, (7) can be rewritten as a minimization problem on

the p#Ω´ 1q´dimensional probability simplex). The outcoming pQ of (7) is still
called (distribution-type) minimum φ´divergence estimator (MDE), and can be
interpreted as phi´divergence-projection of P empN on Ω. Problem (7) is in partic-
ular beneficial in non- and semi-parametric contexts, where Ω reflects (partially)
non-parametrizable model constraints. For instance, Ω may consist (only) of con-
straints on moments or on L-moments (see e.g. Broniatowski & Decurninge [37]);
alternatively, Ω may be e.g. a tubular neighborhood of a parametric model (see
e.g. Liu & Lindsay [117], Ghosh & Basu [76]).

The closeness — especially in terms of the sample size N — of the data-derived
empirical distribution from the model Ω is quantified by the corresponding min-
imum

DφpΩ,P empN q :“ inf
QPΩ

DφpQ,P empN q (8)

of (7); thus, it carries useful statistical information. Moreover, under some mild
assumptions, DφpΩ,P empN q converges to

DφpΩ,P q :“ inf
QPΩ

DφpQ,P q (9)

where P is the (unknown) data generating distribution. In case of P P Ω one
obtains DφpΩ,P q “ 0, whereas for P R Ω the φ´divergence minimum DφpΩ,P q
— and thus its approximation DφpΩ,P empN q — quantifies the adequacy of the
model Ω for modeling P ; a lower DφpΩ,P q´value means a better adequacy (in
the sense of a lower departure between the model and the truth, cf. Lindsay
[114], Lindsay et al. [115], Markatou & Sofikitou [120], Markatou & Chen [119]).

Hence, especially in the context of model selection/choice (and the related issue
of goodness-of-fit testing) within complex big-data contexts, for the search of ap-
propriate models Ω and model elements/members therein, the (fast and efficient)
computation of DφpΩ,P q respectively DφpΩ,P empN q constitutes a decisive first
step, since if the latter two are “too large” (respectively, “much larger than”
DφpΩ,P q respectively DφpΩ,P empN q for some competing model Ω), then the
model Ω is “not adequate enough” (respectively “much less adequate than” Ω).
For tackling the computation of DφpΩ,P q respectively DφpΩ,P empN q on fairly
general (e.g. high-dimensional, non-conex and even highly disconnected) con-
straint sets Ω, a “precise bare simulation” approach has been recently developed
by Broniatowski & Stummer [43].

For the sake of a compact first glance, in this subsection we have mainly dealt
with finite discrete distributions P and Q having zeros-free probability mass
functions. However, with appropriate technical care, one can extend the above
concepts also to general discrete distributions with zeros-carrying probability
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mass functions and even to non-discrete (e.g. absolutely continuous) distribu-
tions with zeros-carrying density functions. (Only) The correspondingly neces-
sary generalization of the basic φ´divergence definition (1) is addressed in the
next subsection.

1.3 Incorporating density function zeros

Recall that in our first basic φ´divergence definition (1),(2) we have employed
probability distributions P and Q having strictly positive density functions fP
and fQ with respect to some measure λ on some (measurable) space X , and
consequently P and Q are equivalent. However, in many applications one has to
allow fP and/or fQ to have zero values. For instance, in the above-mentioned
empirical distribution P

emp
N for small/medium sample size N (or even large

sample size for rare-events) one may have fP emp

N
prxq “ 0 for some rx4, even though

the candidate-model probability mass satisfies fQθ
prxq ‰ 0 for some θ P Θ5.

Accordingly, we employ the following extension: for probability distributions
P and Q having density functions fP and fQ with respect to some measure
λ on some (measurable) space X one defines the Csiszar-Ali-Silvey-Morimoto
(CASM) divergences — in short φ´divergences — by

0 ď DφpP,Qq :“
ż

tfP ¨fQą0u

φ

ˆ
fP pxq
fQpxq

˙
dQpxq

`φp0q ¨QrfP “ 0s ` φ˚p0q ¨ P rfQ “ 0s (10)

with φp0q ¨ 0 “ 0 and φ˚p0q ¨ 0 “ 0 (11)

(see e.g. Liese & Vajda [110]). Here, we have employed (as above) φ : s0,8r ÞÑ
r0,8r to be a convex function which is strictly convex at 1 and which sat-
isfies φp1q “ 0; moreover, we have used the (always existing) limits φp0q :“
limtÓ0 φptq Ps0,8s and φ˚p0q :“ limtÓ0 φ

˚ptq “ limtÑ8
φptq
t

of the so-called
˚´adjoint function φ˚ptq :“ t ¨ φp1

t
q (t Ps0,8r). It can be proved that Dφp¨, ¨q

satisfies the above-mentioned requirements/properties/axioms pD1q and pD2q;
even more, one gets the following range-of-value assertion (cf. Csiszar [48], [49]
and Vajda [195], see e.g. also Liese & Vajda [110]):

Theorem 1. There holds

0 ď DφpP,Qq ď φp0q ` φ˚p0q for all P , Q

where (i) the left equality holds only for P “ Q, and (ii) the right equality holds
always for P K Q (singularity, i.e. the zeros-set of fP is disjoint from the zeros-
set of fQ) and only for P K Q in case of φp0q ` φ˚p0q ă 8.

A generalization of Theorem 1 to the context of finite (not necessarily proba-
bility) measures P and Q is given in Stummer & Vajda [187]; for instance, in a

4 which corresponds to an empty histogram cell at rx
5 if fQθ

prxq “ 0 for all θ P Θ one should certainly reduce the space X by removing rx
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two-sample test situation P and Q may be two generalized empirical distribu-
tions which reflect non-normalized (rather than normalized) histograms.

As an example, let us illuminate the upper bounds φp0q ` φ˚p0q of — the
zeros-incorpating versions of — of the above-mentioned important power diver-
gence family

`
Dφα

pP,Qq
˘
αPR

with φαptq :“ tα´α¨t`α´1
α¨pα´1q (α P Rzt0, 1u), φ1ptq :“

φKLptq “ t logptq ` 1 ´ t and φ0ptq :“ φRKLptq :“ ´ logptq ` t ´ 1. It is easy to
see that for P K Q one gets

φαp0q “ φ˚
1´αp0q “

#
8, if α ď 0,
1
α
, if α ą 0,

(12)

and hence

Dφα
pP,Qq “ φαp0q ` φ˚

αp0q “
#

8, if α R s0, 1r,
1

α¨p1´αq , if α P s0, 1r. (13)

Especially, for P K Q one gets for the Kullback-Leibler divergenceDφKL
pP,Qq “

Dφ1
pP,Qq “ 8 whereas Dφ0.99

pP,Qq “ 10000
99

one achieves a finite value; thus, in
order to avoid infinities it is more convenient to work with the well-approximating
divergence generator φ0.99 of φ1. Similarly, for the reverse Kullback-Leibler diver-
gence we obtain DφRKL

pP,Qq “ Dφ0
pP,Qq “ 8 whereas Dφ0.01

pP,Qq “ 10000
99

.
Furthermore, for P K Q one gets for Pearson’s χ2´divergence Dφ2

pP,Qq “ 8,
for Neyman’s χ2´divergence Dφ´1

pP,Qq “ 8 and for the (squared) Hellinger
distance Dφ1{2

pP,Qq “ 4.

Returning to the general context, notice that the upper bound φp0q ` φ˚p0q in
Theorem 1 is independent of P and Q, and thus DφpP,Qq is of no discriminative
use in statistical situations where P and Q are singular (i.e. P K Q). This is the
case, for instance, in the following commonly encountered “crossover” context:

(CO1) Y is an univariate (absolutely continuous) random variable with unknown
hypothetical probability distribution P having strictly positive density func-
tion fP with respect to the Lebesgue measure λL on X “ R (recall that this
means that fP is a “classical” (e.g. Gaussian) probability density function),

(CO2) the corresponding model Ω :“ tQθ : θ P Θu (Θ Ă R) is a class of parametric
distributions having strictly positive probability density functions fQθ

with
respect to λL, and

(CO3) P empN :“ 1
N

¨
řN
i“1 δYi

r¨s is the data-derived empirical distribution of an
N´size independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) sample/observations
Y1, . . . , YN of Y ; recall that the according probability mass function is fP emp

N
pxq “

1
N

¨ #ti P t1, . . . , Nu : Yi “ xu which is the density function with respect to
the counting measure λ# on the distinct values of the sample.

This contrary density-function behaviour can be put in an encompassing frame-
work by employing the joint density-building (i.e. dominating) measure λ :“

8



λL ` λ#. Clearly, one always has the singularity P empN K Qθ and thus, due to
Theorem 1 one gets

DφpQθ, P empN q “ φp0q ` φ˚p0q for all θ P Θ, inf
θPΘ

DφpQθ, P empN q “ φp0q ` φ˚p0q . (14)

Accordingly, in such a situation one can not obtain a corresponding minimum
φ´divergence estimator.

Also notice that for power divergences Dφα
pP,Qq with α R s0, 1r it can happen

that Dφα
pP,Qq “ 8 even though P and Q are not singular (which due to (13) is

consistent with Theorem 1). For instance, consider a situation with two different

i.i.d. samples Y1, . . . , YN of Y having distribution P and rY1, . . . , rYM of rY having
distribution Q with (say) Q „ P (equivalence); in terms of the corresponding

empirical distributions P empN :“ 1
N

¨ řN
i“1 δYi

r¨s and rP empM :“ 1
N

¨ řN
i“1 δ rYi

r¨s one
obtains Dφα

pP empN , rP empM q “ 8 if the set of zeros of the corresponding prob-
ability mass function fP emp

N
is strictly larger (for α ď 0) respectively smaller

(for α ě 1) than the set of zeros of f rP emp

M

(i.e. rP empN rfP emp
M

“ 0 s ą 0 re-

spectively P
emp
N rf rP emp

M

“ 0 s ą 0), to be seen by applying (10), (11), (12).

As above, in such a non-singular situation it is e.g. better to use the (in fact,

even sample-dependent !) power divergence Dφ0.99
pP empN , rP empM q instead of the

Kullback-Leibler divergence Dφ1
pP empN , rP empM q “ 8. Similar infinity-effects can

be constructed for the above-mentioned other important special cases α “ 0 (re-
verse Kullback-Leibler divergence), α “ 2 (Pearson’s χ2´divergence), α “ ´1
(Neyman’s χ2´divergence) whereas for the case α “ 1{2 (square Hellinger dis-
tance) everything works out well. Such an approach serves as an alternative
to the approach of “lifting/unzeroing/adjusting” (from sampling randomly ap-
pearing) zero probability masses6 by pseudo-counts or “smoothing (in a discrete
sense)”, see e.g. Fienberg & Holland [69], as well as e.g. Section 4.5 (respectively
Section 3.5) in Jurafsky & Martin [93] and the references therein.

Next, we briefly indicate two ways to circumvent the problem described in the
above-mentioned crossover context (CO1),(CO2),(CO3):

(GR) grouping (partitioning, quantization) of data: convert7 the model Ω into
a purely discrete context, by subdividing the data-point-set X “ Ťs

j“1 Aj
into countably many – (say) s P NY t8uzt1u – (measurable) disjoint classes
A1, . . . , As with the property λLrAjs ą 0 (“essential partition”); proceed
as in above general discrete subsetup with X new :“ tA1, . . . , Asu and thus
the i-th data observation Yipωq and the corresponding running variable x
manifest (only) the corresponding class-membership (see e.g. Vajda & van

6 e.g. which correspond to empty cells in sampled histograms, e.g. for rare events and
small-or medium-sized sample sizes

7 in several situations, such a conversion can appear in a natural way; e.g. an institution
may generate/collect data of “continuous value” but mask them for external data
analysts to group-frequencies, for reasons of confidentiality (information asymmetry)
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der Meulen [197] for a survey on different choices). Some corresponding
thorough statistical investigations (such as efficiency, robustness, types of
grouping, grouping-error sensitivity, etc.) of the corresponding minimum-
φ´divergence-estimation can be found e.g. in Victoria-Feser & Ronchetti [199],
Menendez et al. [124,125,126], Morales et al. [131,132], Lin & He [111].

(SM) smoothing of the empirical density function: convert everything to a purely
continuous context, by keeping the original data-point-set X and by “contin-
uously modifying” (e.g. with the help of kernels) the empirical density func-
tion fP emp

N
p¨q to a function fP emp,smo

N
p¨q ą 0 (a.s.) such that

ş
X
fP emp,smo

N
pxqdλLpxq “

1. Some corresponding thorough statistical investigations (such as efficiency,
robustness, information loss, etc.) of the corresponding minimum-φ´divergence-
estimation can be found e.g. in Beran [26], Basu & Lindsay [23], Park &
Basu [154], Chapter 3 of Basu et al. [25], Kuchibhotla & Basu [107], Al
Mohamad [7], and the references therein.

In contrast to the above, let us now encounter a crossover situation where (CO1)
and (CO3) still hold, but the parametric-model-assumption (CO2) is replaced
by

(CO2’) the corresponding modelΩ :“ tQ : Q satisfies some nonparametric constraintsu
is a class of distributions Q which contains both (i) distributions Q having
strictly positive probability density functions fQ with respect to λL, as well
as (ii) all “context-specific appropriate” finite discrete distributions Q (hav-
ing ideally the same (or at least, smaller or equal) support as P empN ).

The subclasses of Q P Ω which satisfy (i) respectively (ii) are denoted by Ωac

respectively Ωdis. Widely applied special cases of (CO2’) are nonparametric
contexts where Ω is the class of all distributions on X “ R satisfying pregiven
moment conditions. Suppose, that we are interested in the corresponding model-
adequacy problem (cf. (9))

DφpΩac, P q :“ inf
QPΩac

DφpQ,P q (15)

where P is the (unknown) data generating distribution (cf. (CO1)). Recall that
in case of P P Ωac one obtains DφpΩac, P q “ 0, whereas for P R Ωac the
φ´divergence minimum DφpΩac, P q quantifies the adequacy of the model Ωac

for modeling P ; a lower DφpΩac, P q´value means a better adequacy. Since in
the current setup the empirical distribution P empN of (CO3) satisfies P empN K Q

for all Q P Ωac we obtain (analogously to (14))

DφpQ,P empN q “ φp0q ` φ˚p0q for all Q P Ωac,
DφpΩac, P empN q :“ inf

QPΩac
DφpQ,P empN q (16)

“ φp0q ` φ˚p0q .
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Hence, statistically it makes no sense to approximate (15) by (16). Let us dis-
cuss an appropriate alternative, e.g. for the case of the reverse Kullback-Leibler
divergence Dφ0

pQ,P q with generator φ0ptq “ φRKLptq “ ´ logptq` t´1 (cf.(3)).
By (12), we have φ0p0q “ 8 as well as φ˚

0 p0q “ 1 and thus φ0p0q ` φ˚
0 p0q “ 8

as well as (by (10), (11))

Dφ0
pQ,P empN q “

ż

tfQ¨f
P

emp
N

ą0u

φ0

˜
fQpxq

fP emp
N

pxq

¸
dP empN pxq ` 8 ¨ P empN rfQ “ 0s

“ 1

N
¨

ÿ

tiPt1,...,Nu:fQpYiq¨f
P

emp
N

pYiqą0u

φ0

˜
fQpYiq

fP emp

N
pYiq

¸
` ` 8 ¨ P empN rfQ “ 0s ă 8

for all Q in ΩdisN which is defined as the class of distributions in Ωdis such that
Q ăă P

emp
N (and thus QrfP emp

N
“ 0s “ 0); also recall that the last term becomes

8 ¨ 0 “ 0 in case that Q and P
emp
N have the same support. Hence, under the

assumption that ΩdisN is non-void, one can approximate the φ “ φ0´version of
(15) by

Dφ0
pΩdisN , P

emp
N q :“ inf

QPΩdis
N

Dφ0
pQ,P empN q

This is the basic idea of the divergence-minimization formulation of the so-called
“empirical likelihood” principle of Owen [146], [147], [148], which leads to many
variations according to the choice of the divergence generator φ; see e.g. Baggerly
[15], Judge & Mittelhammer [92], Bertail et al. [27], and Broniatowski & Keziou
[40], and references therein.

Other ways to circumvent the crossover problem (CO1),(CO2),(CO3) respec-
tively (CO1),(CO2’),(CO3) can be found e.g. in Section VIII of Liese & Vajda
[110] and Section 4 of Broniatowski & Stummer [42]; moreover, some variational-
representation-method approaches will be discussed in Section 6 below.

As a third statistical incentive, let us mention that with the help of φ´divergence
minimization one can build generalizations of exponential families with pregiven
sufficient statistics (see e.g. Pelletier [157], Gayen & Kumar [73]). In the special
case of Kullback-Leiber divergence (i.e., the divergence generator φ is taken to
be φ1ptq “ φKLptq “ t logptq ` 1 ´ t) one ends up with classical exponential
families.

1.4 Some Motivations From Probability Theory

Another environment where DφpQ,P q appears in a natural way is probability
theory, in the area of the large deviation paradigm; the celebrated Sanov theorem
states that, up to technicalities,

lim
nÑ8

1

n
logP pPn P Ωq “ ´Dφ1

pΩ,P q

11



where Pn is the empirical distribution of a sample of n independent copies under
P , and Ω is a class of probability dstributions on pX ,Bq, and Dφ1

pΩ,P q :“
infQPΩ Dφ1

pQ,P q. Therefore, the Kullback-Leibler divergence measures the rate
of decay of the chances for Pn to belong to Ω as n increases, in case that P
does not belong to Ω. Other divergences inherit of the same character: assume
that the function φ is the Fenchel-Legendre transform of a moment generating
function Λptq, namely

φpxq “ sup
t
tx´ Λptq

where Λptq :“ logEretW s for some random variableW defined on some arbitrary
space. With pX1, .., Xnq being an i.i.d. sample under P and pW1, ..,Wnq being
an i.i.d. sample of copies of W , we define the associated weighted empirical
distribution as

PWn :“ 1

n

nÿ

i“1

WiδXi
.

The following type of conditional Sanov theorem holds:

lim
nÑ8

1

n
logP

`
PWn P Ω

ˇ̌
X1, .., Xn

˘
“ ´DφpΩ,P q,

where Ω is a class of signed measures on pX ,Bq satisfying some regularity as-
sumptions. This result characterizes DφpΩ,P q as a rate of escape of PWn from
Ω when P does not belong to Ω. We refer to Najim [134], Trashorras & Winten-
berger [194], and Broniatowski & Stummer [43] where the latter consider several
applications of this result for (deterministic as well as statistical) optimization
procedures by bootstrap.

Of course, there are connections between statistical inferences and φ´divergence-
based large deviations results. For instance, the large deviations properties of
(types of) the empirical distribution of a sample from its parent distribution is
the cornerstone for the asymptotic study of tests. In this realm, the φ´divergences
play a significant role while testing between some parametric null hypothesis
θ P Θ0 vs. an alternative η P Θ1; the corresponding Bahadur slope of a given test
statistics indicates the decay of its p´value under the alternative. In “standard”
setups, this is connected to the Kullback-Leibler divergence infθPΘ0

Dφ1
pPη, Pθq

(between the alternative η and the set of all null hypotheses) which qualifies
the asymptotic efficiency of the statistics at use; see Bahadur [16] [17], Hoadley
[89], and also e.g. Groeneboom & Oosterhoff [78], and Nikitin [142]. As far as
other setups is concerned, Efron & Tibshirani [65] generally suggest the weighted
bootstrap as a valuable approach for testing. In some concrete frameworks, it
can be proved that testing in parametric models based on appropriate weighted-
bootstrapped φ´divergence test statistics enjoys maximal Bahadur efficiency
with respect to any other weighted-bootstrapped test statistics (see Bronia-
towski [36]); the corresponding Bahadur slope is related to the specific weight-
ing procedure, and substitutes the Kullback-Leibler divergence by some other
φ´divergence, specific of the large deviation properties of the weighted empirical
distribution.
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1.5 Divergences and Geometry

For this section, we return to the general framework of Section 1.1 where we
have defined divergences to satisfy the two properties the two properties

(D1) D
´
P,Q

¯
ě 0 for all P , Q under investigation (nonnegativity),

(D2) D
´
P,Q

¯
“ 0 if and only if P “ Q (reflexivity; identity of indiscernibles).

Being interpreted as “directed” distances, the divergences Dp¨, ¨q can be con-
nected to geometric issues in various different ways. For the sake of brevity, we
mention here only a few of those.

To start with an “all-encompassing view”, following the lines of e.g. Birkhoff [29]
and Millmann & Parker [130], one can build from any set S , whose elements can
be interpreted as “points”, together with a collection L of non-empty subsets of
S , interpreted as “lines” (as a manifestation of a principle sort of structural con-
nectivity between points), and an arbitrary symmetric distance dp¨, ¨q on S ˆS ,
an axiomatic constructive framework of geometry which can be of far-reaching
nature; therein, dp¨, ¨q plays basically the role of a marked ruler. Accordingly,
each triplet pS ,L , dp¨, ¨qq forms a distinct “quantitative geometric system”; the
most prominent classical case is certainly S “ R

2 with L as the collection of
all vertical and non-vertical lines, equipped with the Euclidean distance dp¨, ¨q,
hence generating the usual Euclidean geometry in the two-dimensional space.
In the case that dp¨, ¨q is only an asymmetric distance (divergence) but not a
distance anymore, we propose that some of the outcoming geometric building
blocks have to be interpreted in a direction-based way (e.g. the use of dp¨, ¨q as
a marked directed ruler, the construction of points of equal divergence from a
center viewed as distorted directed spheres, etc.). For Dp¨, ¨q one has to work
with S being a family of real-valued functions on X .

Secondly, from any symmetric distance dp¨, ¨q on a “sufficiently rich” set S

and a finite number of (fixed or adaptively flexible) distinct “reference points”
si (i “ 1, . . . , n) one can construct the corresponding Voronoi cells V psiq by

V psiq :“ tz P S : dpz, siq ď dpz, sjq for all j “ 1, . . . , n u.
This produces a tesselation (tiling) of S which is very useful for classification
purposes. Of course, the geometric shape of these tesselations is of fundamental
importance. In the case that dp¨, ¨q is only an asymmetric distance (divergence),
then V psiq has to be interpreted as a directed Voronoi cell and then there is also
the “reversely directed” alternative

rV psiq :“ tz P S : dpsi, zq ď dpsj , zq for all j “ 1, . . . , n u.
Recent applications where S Ă R

d and dp¨, ¨q is a Bregman divergence or a
more general conformal divergence, can be found e.g. in Boissonnat et. al [33],
Nock et al. [144] (and the references therein), where they also deal with the
corresponding adaption of k-nearest neighbour classification methods.

Moreover, with each (say) asymmetric distance (divergence) dp¨, ¨q one can
associate a divergence-ball Bdps, ρq with “center” s P S and “radius” ρ Ps0,8r,
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defined by Bdps, ρq :“ ts P S : dps, zq ď ρu, whereas the corresponding
divergence-sphere is given by Sdps, ρq :“ ts P S : dps, zq “ ρu; see e.g. Csiszar
& Breuer [51] for a use of some divergence balls as a constraint in financial-risk re-
lated decisions. Of course, the “geometry/topology” induced by divergence balls
and spheres is generally quite non-obvious; see for instance Roensch & Stum-
mer [163], who describe and visualize different effects in a 3D-setup of scaled
Bregman divergences (which will be covered below). Moreover, the generaliza-
tion of

DpΩ,P empN q :“ inf
QPΩ

DpQ,P empN q, pQ :“ arg inf
QPΩ

DpQ,P empN q

of the above-mentioned statistical minimum divergence/distance estimation prob-
lems (7), (8) can e.g. be (loosely) achieved by blowing up the divergence sphere
SDps, P empN q through increasing the radius ρ until it first touches the model
Ω. Accordingly, there may be an interesting interplay between the geomet-
ric/topological properties of both SDps, P empN q and the (e.g. non-convex, respec-
tively non-smooth, respectively non-intersection-of-hyperplanes type, respectively
complicated-manifold-type) boundary BΩ of Ω (see e.g. Roensch & Stummer
[163]).

Thirdly, consider a framework where P :“ rPθ1 and Q :“ rPθ2 depend on some pa-

rameters θ1 P Θ, θ2 P Θ. The way of dependence of the function (say) S¨p rPθq on
the underlying parameter θ from an appropriate space Θ of e.g. manifold type,
may show up directly e.g. via its operation/functioning as a relevant system-

indicator, or it may be manifested implicitly e.g. such that S¨p rPθq is the solution
of an optimization problem with θ-involving constraints. In such a framework,
one can induce divergences D

`
Sp rPθ1q, Sp rPθ2q

˘
“: fpθ1, θ2q and – under suffi-

ciently smooth dependence – study their corresponding differential-geometric
behaviour of fp¨, ¨q on Θ. An example is provided by the Kullback-Leibler diver-
gence between two distributions of the same exponential family of distributions,
which defines a Bregman divergence on the parameter space. This and related
issues are subsumed in the research field of “information geometry”; for com-
prehensive overviews see e.g. Amari [4], Amari [2], Ay et al. [14]. Moreover,
for recent connections between divergence-based information geometry and op-
timal transport the reader is e.g. referred to Pal & Wong [149,150], Karakida &
Amari [96], Amari et al. [3], Peyre & Cuturi [158], and the literature therein.

Further relations of divergences with other approaches to geometry can be over-
viewed e.g. from the wide-range-covering research-article collections in Nielsen
& Bhatia [141], Nielsen & Barbaresco [136], [137], [138], [139], [140], [20] and
Nielsen [135].

Moreover, geometry also enters as a tool for visualizing quantitative effects on
divergences. A more detailed discussion (including also other approaches) on the
interplay between statistics and geometry is beyond the scope of this chapter;
they will appear in other parts of this book.
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1.6 Some Incentives for Extensions

φ´Divergences Between Other Statistical Objects: Recall that for prob-
ability distributions P and Q having strictly positive density functions fP and
fQ with respect to some measure λ on a data space X (which covers as special
cases both the classical density functions respectively the probability mass func-
tions), we have defined the φ´divergences (Csiszar-Ali-Silvey-Morimoto (CASM)
divergences) by

0 ď DφpP,Qq :“
ż

X

fQpxq ¨ φ
ˆ
fP pxq
fQpxq

˙
dλpxq “: Dφ,λpfP , fQq , (17)

where the last notation-type term in (17) indicates the interpretation as φ´divergence
between density functions, measuring their similarity. However, e.g. for X Ă R

and the Lebesgue measure λ “ λL (and hence almost always dλLpxq “ dx), it
makes also sense to quantify the dissimilarity — in terms of φ´divergences — be-
tween other related “statistical objects”, most notably between the information-
aggregating cumulative distribution functions FP and FQ of P and Q. For in-

stance, formally, DφPC ,QpFP , FQq “ 1
2

ş
X

pFP pxq´FQpxqq2

FQpxq dQpxq, (cf. (4) with

fP ,fQ replaced by FP ,FQ and λ “ Q) is — in case of employing the empirical
measure P “ P

emp
N — a special member of the family of weighted Cramer-von

Mises test statistics (in fact it is a modified Anderson-Darling test statistics of
e.g. Ahmad et al. [1] and Scott [169], see also Shin et al. [174] for applications
in environmental extreme-value theory).

As another incentive, let us mention the use of φ´divergences between quan-
tile functions respectively between “transformations” thereof. For instance, they
can be employed in situations where the above-mentioned classical minimum
φ´divergence/distance estimation problem (7) and (8)— which involves φ´divergences
between density functions — is theoretically and practically intractable; this is
e.g. the case when the model Ω is defined by constraints on the expectation
of a L´statistics (e.g. describing a tubular neighborhood of a distribution with
prescribed number of given quantiles; such constraints are not linear with re-
spect to the underlying distribution of the data, but merely with respect to
their quantile measure). In such a situation, one can transpose everything to a
minimization problem for the φ´divergence between the corresponding empiri-
cal quantile measures where the constraint can also be stated in terms of quantile
measures (see Broniatowski & Decurninge [37]).

Further examples of φ´divergences between other statistical objects can be
found in Subsection 2.5.1.2 below.

Some Non-φ´Divergences between Probability Distributions: In con-
trary to the preceding subsection, instead of replacing the probability distribu-
tions P and Q, let us keep the latter two but consider now some other diver-
gences DpP,Qq (of non´φ´divergence type) of statistical interest. For instance,
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there is a substantially growing amount of applications of the so-called (ordi-
nary/classical) Bregman distances/divergences OBD

0 ď DOBD
φ pP,Qq

:“
ż

X

„
φpfP pxqq ´ φpfQpxqq ´ φ1pfQpxqq ¨ pfP pxq ´ fQpxqq


dλpxq , (18)

(see e.g. Csiszar [50], Pardo & Vajda [152],[153], Stummer & Vajda [188]) where
φ1 is the derivative of the supposedly differentiable φ. The class (18) includes as
important special cases e.g. the density power divergences (also known as Basu-
Harris-Hjort-Jones distances, cf. [22]) with the squared L2´norm as a subcase.
The principal types of statistical applications of OBD are basically the same as
for the φ´divergences (minimum divergence estimation, robustness etc.); how-
ever, the corresponding technical details may differ substantially.

Concerning some recent progress of divergences, Stummer [182] as well as Stum-
mer & Vajda [188] introduced the concept of scaled Bregman divergences/distances
SBD

0 ď DSBD
φ pP,Qq :“ DSBD

φ,λ,m pP,Qq

:“
ż

X

«
φ

ˆ
fP pxq
mpxq

˙
´ φ

ˆ
fQpxq
mpxq

˙
´ φ1

ˆ
fQpxq
mpxq

˙
¨
ˆ
fP pxq
mpxq ´ fQpxq

mpxq

˙ff
mpxqdλpxq

which (by using a scaling function mp¨q) generalizes all the above-mentioned
(nearly disjoint) density-based φ´divergences (17) and OBD divergences (18) at
once. Hence, the SBD divergence class constitutes a quite general framework for
dealing with a wide range of data analyses, in a well-structured way.

Some Non-CASM Divergences between Other Statistical Objects: Of
course, for statistical applications it also makes sense to the combine the extension-
ideas , of the two preceding subsections. For instance,

0 ď DSBD
φPC ,Q,m

pFP , FQq “ 1
2

¨
ş
R

pFP pxq´FQpxqq2

mpxq dQpxq

constitutes — in case of employing the empirical measure P “ P
emp
N — the

family of weighted Cramer-von Mises test statistics (see [47], [200], as well as
Smirnov [176]).

In the following, for the rest of the paper we work out an extensive toolkit
of divergences between statistical objects, which goes far beyond the above-
mentioned concepts.
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2 The Framework

2.1 Statistical functionals S and their dissimilarity

Let us assume that the modeled respectively observed random data take values
in a state space Y (with at least two distinct values), which is equipped with a
system A of admissible events (σ´algebra). On this, we consider two probability
distributions (probability measures) P and Q of interest. By appropriate choices
of pY ,A q, such a general context also covers modeling of series of observations,
functional data as well as stochastic process data (the latter by choosing Y as
an appropriate space of paths, i.e., whole scenarios along a set of times).

In this paper, we deal with situations where – e.g. in face of the dichotomous
uncertainty P versus Q – the statistical decision (inference) goal can be e.g.

expressed by means of “dissimilarity-expressing relations” R
´
SpP q, SpQq

¯

between univariate real-valued “statistical functionals” Sp¨q of the form SpP q :“
tSxpP quxPX

and SpQq :“ tSxpQquxPX
for the two distributions P and Q 8,

where X is a set of (at least two different) “functional indices”. As correspond-
ing preliminaries, in this section we broadly discuss examples of statistical func-
tionals which we shall employ later on to recover known — respectively create
new — divergences between them.

In principal, one can distinguish between unit-free (e.g. “percentage-type”) func-
tionals Sp¨q and unit-dependent (e.g. monetary) functionals Sp¨q. For the real line
Y “ X “ R, the most prominent examples for the former are the cumulative
distribution functions (cdf) tSxpP quxPR :“ tFP pxquxPR :“ tP rp´8, xssuxPR “:
ScdpP q, the survival functions (suf) tSxpP quxPR :“ t1 ´ FP pxquxPR :“ tP rpx,8qsuxPR “:
SsupP q (which are also called reliability functions or tail functions), the “classi-

cal” probability density functions (pdf) tSxpP quxPR :“ tfP pxquxPR :“
!

dFP pxq
dx

)
xPR

“:

SpdpP q, the moment generating functions (mgf) tSxpP quxPR :“ tMP pxquxPR :“ ş
Y
exy dP pyq

(
xPR

“: SmgpP q, and for finite/countable Y “ X Ă R the prob-
ability mass functions (pmf) tSxpP quxPX

:“ tpP pxquxPX
:“ tP rtxusuxPX

“:
SpmpP q; furthermore, we also cover the centered rank function (cf. e.g. Ser-
fling [172], Serfling & Zuo [173], also called “center-outward distribution func-
tion” in e.g. Hallin [84], Hallin et al. [86]) tSxpP quxPR :“ t2 ¨ FP pxq ´ 1uxPR “:
Scr,1pP q.
Continuing on the real line, in contrast to the above discussion on unit-free
statistical functionals, let us now turn our intention to unit-dependent statistical
functionals. For the latter, in case of Y “ R and X “s0, 1r, the most prominent

8 the statistical functional Sp¨q can also be thought of as a function-valued “plug-in
statistics” respectively as a real-valued function on X which carries a probability-
distribution-valued parameter ¨ ; accordingly SpP q, SpQq are two different functions
corresponding to the two different parameter constellations P ,Q; accordingly SxpP q,
SxpQq are the corresponding function values at x P X
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examples are the univariate quantile functions

tSxpP quxPs0,1r :“ tFÐ
P pxquxPs0,1r :“ tinftz P R : FP pzq ě xuuxPs0,1r “: SqupP q;

for Y “ r0,8q we take

tSxpP quxPs0,1r :“ tFÐ
P pxquxPs0,1r :“ tinftz P r0,8q : FP pzq ě xuuxPs0,1r “: SqupP q.

Of course, if the underlying cdf z Ñ FP pzq is strictly increasing, then x Ñ
FÐ
P pxq is nothing but its “classical” inverse function. Let us also mention that

in quantitative finance and insurance, the quantile FÐ
P pxq (e.g. quoted in US

dollars units) is called the value-at-risk for confidence level x ¨ 100%. A detailed
discussion on properties and pitfalls of univariate quantile functions can be found
e.g. in Embrechts & Hofert [66]; see also e.g. Gilchrist [77] for a comprehensive
survey on quantile functions for practitioners of statistical modelling.

Similarly, the generalized inverse of the centered rank function amounts to
so-called median-oriented quantile function (cf. Serfling [171]) tSxpP quxPs´1,1r :“ 

p2 ¨ FP p¨q ´ 1q´1pxq
(
xPs´1,1r

“
 
FÐ
P

`
1`x
2

˘(
xPs´1,1r

“: SmqupP q. The sign of x

indicates the direction from the median MP :“ FÐ
P

`
1
2

˘
.

If the distribution P is generated by some univariate real-valued random variable,
say Y , then (with a slight abuse of notation) one has the obvious interpretations
FP pxq “ P rY ď xs, pP pxq “ P rY “ xs and FÐ

P pxq “ inftz P R : P rY ď zs ě xu.
Let us mention that for X “ Y “ R we also cover “integrated statistical func-

tionals” of the form SpP q :“ tSxpP quxPR :“
!şx

´8 S̆zpP qdλ̆pzq
)
xPR

“: Sλ̆,S̆pP q

where λ̆ is a σ´finite measure on R and S̆pP q :“
!
S̆zpP q

)
zPR

is a non-negative

respectively λ̆´integrable statistical functional. For special cases SQ,S
cdpP q (i.e.

λ̆ “ Q and S̆ “ Scd) as well as SQ,S
cdpQq in a goodness-of-fit testing context,

see e.g. Henze & Nikitin [88].

For the multidimensional Euclidean space Y “ X “ R

d (d P N), unit-free-type
examples are the “classical” cumulative distribution functions (cdf) tSxpP quxPRd :“
tFP pxquxPRd :“ tP r s ´ 8, xs suxPRd “: ScdpP q (which are based on marginal
orderings), the “classical” probability density functions (pdf) tSxpP quxPRd :“
tfP pxquxPRd “: SpdpP q (such that P r¨s :“

ş
¨ fP pxqdλLpxq with d´dimensional

Lebesgue measure λL), the moment generating functions (mgf) tSxpP quxPRd :“
tMP pxquxPRd :“

 ş
Y
eăx,yą dP pyq

(
xPRd “: SmgpP q, and for finite/countable

Y “ X Ă R

d the probability mass functions (pmf) tSxpP quxPX
:“ tpP pxquxPX

:“
tP rtxusuxPX

“: SpmpP q. Furthermore, we cover statistical depth functions
tSxpP quxPRd :“ tDP pxquxPRd “: SdepP q and statistical outlyingness functions
tSxpP quxPRd :“ tOP pxquxPRd “: SoupP q e.g. in the sense of Zuo & Serfling [210]
(see also Chernozhukov et al. [46]): basically, x ÞÑ DP pxq ě 0 9 provides a
P´based center-outward ordering of points x P Rd (in other words, it measures

9 there are also version allowing for negative values, not discussed here
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how deep (central) a point x P Rd is with respect to P ), where the point MP of
maximal depth (deepest point, if unique) is interpreted as multidimensional me-
dian and the depth decreases monotonically as x moves away from M along any
straight line running through the deepest point; moreover,DP p¨q should be affine
invariant (in particular, independent on the underlying coordinate system) and
vanishing at infinity; in practice, DP p¨q is typically bounded. In essence, higher
depth values represent greater “centrality”. A corresponding outlying function
OP p¨q is basically OP p¨q :“ fODpDP p¨qq for some strictly decreasing (but not nec-
essarily bounded) nonnegative function fOD of DP p¨q, such as OP p¨q :“ 1

DP p¨q ´1

or OP p¨q :“ c ¨ p1 ´ DP p¨q
sup

zPRd DP pzq q for some constant c ą 0 (in case that DP p¨q
is bounded). Accordingly, OP p¨q provides a P´based center-inward ordering of
points x P R

d: higher values represent greater “outlyingness”. Since fOD is in-
vertible, one can always “switch equivalently” between DP p¨q and OP p¨q. Several
examples for DP p¨q respectively OP p¨q can be found e.g. in Liu et al. [118], Zuo
& Serfling [210,211], Serfling [170].

According to the “D-O-Q-R paradigm” of Serfling [172], one can link to the
univariate/one-dimensional P´characteristicsDP p¨q, OP p¨q twomultivariate/d´dimensional
P´characteristics, namely a centered rank function RP p¨q (also called center-
outward distribution function in Hallin [84], Hallin et al. [86]) and a quantile
function (also called center-outward quantile surface in Liu et al. [118], and
center-outward quantile function in Hallin [84], Hallin et al. [86]), which are in-
verses of each other. Such a linkage works e.g. basically as follows: firstly, one
chooses some bounded set B Ă R

d of “indices”, often the d´dimensional unit ball
B :“ Bdp0q which we henceforth use for the following explanations. Secondly, a
P´based quantile function QP : Bdp0q ÞÑ R

d with “full” range R pQP q “ R

d

is such that it generates contour sets (level sets) Cc :“ tQP puq : ||u|| “ cu,
0 ď c ă 1 (where || ¨ || denotes the Euclidean norm on R

d) which are nested
(as c varies increasingly). The most central point MP :“ QP p0q is interpreted
as d´dimensional median. The magnitude c represents a degree of outlyingness
for all data points in Cc, and higher c´values corresponding to “more extreme
data points” 10. Thirdly, RP is taken to be the (possibly multi-valued) inverse
of QP . For technical purposes, one attempts to use quantile functions QP such
that the contour sets Cc are “strictly nested” (in the sense that the do not
intersect for different c’s) such that the inverse function RP : Rd ÞÑ Bdp0q is
determined by uniquely solving the equation y “ QP puq for u P Bdp0q, for
all y P R

d. Finally, as a naturally corresponding outlyingness function one can
e.g. take the magnitude OP pyq :“ ||RP pyq|| (i.e. the c for which y P Cc) and
derive the associated depth function DP pyq “ fÐ

ODpOP pyqq. Since our diver-
gence framework deals with univariate statistical functionals, we shall work

10 notice that this kind of outlyingness concept is intrinsic (with respect to P ), as
opposed to the “relative outlyingness” defined as a degree of mismatch between the
frequency of certain data-observation points compared to the corresponding (very
much lower) modelling frequency; see e.g. Lindsay [113], Basu et al. [25], and the
corresponding flexibilization in Kißlinger & Stummer [102]
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with the i´th components tSxpP quxPRd :“
!
Q

piq
P pxq

)
xPB

“: Scqu,ipP q and

tSxpP quxPRd :“
!
R

piq
P pxq

)
xPRd

“: Scr,ipP q (i P t1, . . . , du) and finally aggre-

gate the results by adding up the correspondingly outcoming d divergences over
i (see e.g. (57) and (58) below).

There are several ways to build up concrete “D-O-Q-R” setups. A recent one
which generates centered d´dimensional analogues of the univariate quantile-
transform mapping and the reciprocal probability-integral transformation – and
which uses Brenier-McCann techniques connected to the Monge-Kantorovich
theory of optimal mass transporation – is constructed by Chernozhukov et
al. [46] and Hallin [84], Hallin et al. [86] (see also Figalli [70], Faugeras &
Rüschendorf [67]): indeed, for absolutely continuous distributions P on Rd with
nonvanishing (Lebesgue) density functions they define RP as the unique gra-
dient ∇ψ of a convex function ψ – mapping R

d to Bdp0q and – “pushing P

forward to” the uniform measure U pBdp0qq on Bdp0q (i.e., the distribution of
∇ψ under P is U pBdp0qq); as corresponding quantile function they take the
inverse QP :“ RÐ

P of RP . As indicated above, this implies the transformations
Z „ P if and only if RP pZq „ U pBdp0qq as well as U „ U pBdp0qq if and only
if QP pUq „ P . Depth functions for P can be generated from depth functions
DU pBdp0qqp¨q by DP pxq :“ DU pBdp0qqpRP pxqq (x P Rd). For d “ 1, one arrives at

the univariate RP pxq “ R
p1q
P pxq “ 2 ¨ FP pxq ´ 1, Q

p1q
P pxq “ FÐ

P

`
1`x
2

˘
, and thus

there are the consistencies Scr,1pP q :“
!
R

p1q
P pxq

)
xPR

“ ScrpP q, Scqu,1pP q :“
!
Q

p1q
P pxq

)
xPr´1,1s

“ ScqupP q.

There are also several other different approaches to define multidimensional ana-
logues of quantile functions, see e.g. Serfling [170,172], Galichon & Henry [71],
Faugeras & Rüschendorf [67]. All those multivariate quantile functions are also
covered by our divergence toolkit, componentwise.

Let us finally mention that for general state space Y , as unit-free statistical
functionals one can also take for instance families tSxpP quxPX

:“ tP rExsuxPX

of probabilities of some particularly selected concrete events Ex P A of purpose-
driven interest, where X is some set of indices.

As needed later on, notice that these statistical functionals SpP q “ tSxpP quxPX

have the following different ranges R pSpP qq: R
`
ScdpP q

˘
“ R pSsupP qq “

R pSpmpP qq Ă r0, 1s, R
`
SpdpP q

˘
Ă r0,8r, R pSmgpP qq Ă r0,8s, R pSqupP qq Ă

s ´ 8,8r (respectively R pSqupP qq Ă r0,8r for non-negative random variable
Y ě 0), R

`
SdepP q

˘
Ă r0,8s, R pSoupP qq Ă r0,8s, R

`
Scr,ipP q

˘
Ă r´1, 1s,

R
`
Scqu,ipP q

˘
Ăs ´ 8,8r (i P t1, . . . , du), and R

´
Sλ̆,S̆pP q

¯
depends on the

choice of λ̆ and S̆.

The above-mentioned “dissimilarity-expressing functional relations”

R
´
SpP q, SpQq

¯
can be typically of (i) numerical nature or (ii) graphical/plotting
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nature, or hybrids thereof. As far as (i) is concerned, for fixed x P X the dissim-
ilarity between the real-valued SxpP q and SxpQq can be expressed by (weighted)
ratios close to 1, (weighted) differences close to 0, and combinations thereof;
these informations on “pointwise” dissimilarities can then be compressed to a
single real number e.g. by means of aggregation (weighted summation, weighted
integration, etc.) over x or by taking the maximum respectively minimum value
with respect to x. In contrast, for X “ R one widespread tool for (ii) is to

draw a two-dimensional scatterplot
´
SxpP q, SxpQq

¯
xPX

and evaluate – visually

by eyeballing or quantitatively – the dissimilarity in terms of sizes of devia-
tions from the equality-expressing diagonal pt, tq. In the above-mentioned spe-
cial case of SxpP q “ FP pxq “ P rp´8, xss, SxpQq “ FQpxq “ Qrp´8, xss this
leads to the well-known “Probability-Probability-Plot” (PP ´ Plot), whereas
the choice SxpP q “ FÐ

P pxq “ inftz P R : FP pzq ě xu, SxpQq “ FÐ
Q pxq “ inftz P

R : FQpzq ě xu, amounts to the very frequently used “Quantile-Quantile-Plot”
(QQ´Plot). Moreover, the choice SxpP q “ DP pxq and SxpQq “ DQpxq for some
P´based respectively Q´based depth function generates the DD´Plot in the
sense of Liu et al. [118].

2.2 The divergences (directed distances) D

Let us now specify the details of the divergences (directed distances)D
´
SpP q, SpQq

¯

which we are going to employ henceforth as dissimilarity measures between the
statistical functionals SpP q :“ tSxpP quxPX

and SpQq :“ tSxpQquxPX
. To begin

with, we equip the index space X with a σ´algebra F and a σ´finite measure λ
(e.g. a probability measure, the Lebesgue measure, a counting measure, etc.); fur-
thermore, we assume that x Ñ SxpP q P r´8,8s and x Ñ SxpQq P r´8,8s are
correspondingly measurable functions which satisfy SxpP q Ps ´ 8,8r, SxpQq P
s ´ 8,8r for λ-almost all (abbreviated as λ-a.a.) x P X . For such a context,
we quantify the (aggregated) divergence DpSpP q, SpQqq :“ Dc

βpSpP q, SpQqq be-
tween the two statistical functionals SpP q and SpQq in terms of the “parameters”
β “ pφ,m1,m2,m3, λq and c by

0 ď Dc
φ,m1,m2,m3,λ

pSpP q, SpQqq

:“
ż

X

«
φ

ˆ
SxpP q
m1pxq

˙
´ φ

ˆ
SxpQq
m2pxq

˙
´ φ1

`,c

ˆ
SxpQq
m2pxq

˙
¨
ˆ
SxpP q
m1pxq ´ SxpQq

m2pxq

˙ff
m3pxqdλpxq,

(19)

where the meaning of the integral symbol
ş
– as a shortcut of the integral over an

appropriate extension of the integrand – will become clear in (21) below. Here,
in accordance with the BS distances of Broniatowski & Stummer [42] — who
flexibilized/widened the concept of scaled Bregman distances of Stummer [182]
and Stummer & Vajda [188] — we use the following ingredients:
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(I1) (measurable) scaling functions m1 : X Ñ r´8,8s and m2 : X Ñ r´8,8s
as well as a nonnegative (measurable) aggregating function m3 : X Ñ r0,8s
such that m1pxq Ps ´ 8,8r, m2pxq Ps ´ 8,8r, m3pxq P r0,8r for λ´a.a.
x P X . In analogy with the above notation, we use the symbols mi :“ 
mipxq

(
xPX

to refer to the whole functions. Let us emphasize that we also
allow for adaptive situations in the sense that all three functions m1pxq,
m2pxq, m3pxq (evaluated at x) may also depend on SxpP q and SxpQq, see
below. In the following, R

`
G
˘
denotes the range (image) of a function G :“ 

Gpxq
(
xPX

.

(I2) the so-called “divergence-generator” φ which is a continuous, convex (finite)
function φ : E Ñs ´ 8,8r on some appropriately chosen open interval

E “sa, br such that ra, bs covers (at least) the union R

´
SpP q
m1

¯
Y R

´
SpQq
m2

¯

of both ranges R

´
SpP q
m1

¯
of

!
SxpP q
m1pxq

)
xPX

and R

´
SpQq
m2

¯
of

!
SxpQq
m2pxq

)
xPX

; for

instance, E “s0, 1r, E “s0,8r or E “s´8,8r; the class of all such functions
will be denoted by Φpsa, brq. Furthermore, we assume that φ is continuously
extended to φ : ra, bs Ñ r´8,8s by setting φptq :“ φptq for t Psa, br as well
as φpaq :“ limtÓa φptq, φpbq :“ limtÒb φptq on the two boundary points t “ a

and t “ b. The latter two are the the only points at which infinite values may
appear (e.g. because of division by m1pxq “ 0 for some x). Moreover, for any
fixed c P r0, 1s the (finite) function φ1

`,c :sa, brÑs ´ 8,8r is well-defined by
φ1

`,cptq :“ c ¨ φ1
`ptq ` p1 ´ cq ¨ φ1

´ptq, where φ1
`ptq denotes the (always finite)

right-hand derivative of φ at the point t Psa, br and φ1
´ptq the (always finite)

left-hand derivative of φ at t Psa, br. If φ P Φpsa, brq is also continuously
differentiable – which we denote by φ P ΦC1

psa, brq – then for all c P r0, 1s
one gets φ1

`,cptq “ φ1ptq (t Psa, br) and in such a situation we also suppress `
as well as c in all the following expressions. We also employ the continuous
continuation φ1

`,c : ra, bs Ñ r´8,8s given by φ1
`,cptq :“ φ1

`,cptq (t Psa, br),
φ1

`,cpaq :“ limtÓa φ
1
`,cptq, φ1

`,cpbq :“ limtÒb φ
1
`,cptq. To explain the precise

meaning of (19), we also make use of the (finite, nonnegative) function ψφ,c :
sa, brˆsa, brÑ r0,8r given by ψφ,cps, tq :“ φpsq ´ φptq ´ φ1

`,cptq ¨ ps ´ tq ě 0

(s, t Psa, br). To extend this to a lower semi-continuous function ψφ,c : ra, bsˆ
ra, bs Ñ r0,8s we proceed as follows: firstly, we set ψφ,cps, tq :“ ψφ,cps, tq for
all s, t Psa, br. Moreover, since for fixed t Psa, br, the function s Ñ ψφ,cps, tq is
convex and continuous, the limit ψφ,cpa, tq :“ limsÑa ψφ,cps, tq always exists
and (in order to avoid overlines in (19)) will be interpreted/abbreviated as
φpaq´φptq´φ1

`,cptq¨pa´tq. Analogously, for fixed t Psa, br we set ψφ,cpb, tq :“
limsÑb ψφ,cps, tq with corresponding short-hand notation φpbq´φptq´φ1

`,cptq¨
pb´tq. Furthermore, for fixed s Psa, br we interpret φpsq´φpaq´φ1

`,cpaq¨ps´aq
as

ψφ,cps, aq :“
!
φpsq ´ φ1

`,cpaq ¨ s ` lim
tÑa

´
t ¨ φ1

`,cpaq ´ φptq
¯)

¨ 1s´8,8r

´
φ1

`,cpaq
¯

` 8 ¨ 1t´8u

´
φ1

`,cpaq
¯
,
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where the involved limit always exists but may be infinite. Analogously, for
fixed s Psa, br we interpret φpsq ´ φpbq ´ φ1

`,cpbq ¨ ps´ bq as

ψφ,cps, bq :“
"
φpsq ´ φ1

`,cpbq ¨ s` lim
tÑb

´
t ¨ φ1

`,cpbq ´ φptq
¯*

¨ 1s´8,8r

´
φ1

`,cpbq
¯

` 8 ¨ 1t`8u

´
φ1

`,cpbq
¯
,

where again the involved limit always exists but may be infinite. Finally, we
always set ψφ,cpa, aq :“ 0, ψφ,cpb, bq :“ 0, and ψφ,cpa, bq :“ limsÑa ψφ,cps, bq,
ψφ,cpb, aq :“ limsÑb ψφ,cps, aq. Notice that ψφ,c is lower-semicontinuous but
not necessarily continuous. Since ratios are ultimately involved, we also con-
sistently take ψφ,c

`
0
0
, 0
0

˘
:“ 0.

With (I1) and (I2), we define the BS divergence (BS distance) of (19) pre-
cisely as

0 ď Dc
φ,m1,m2,m3,λ

`
SpP q, SpQq

˘
“
ş
X
ψφ,c

´
SxpP q
m1pxq ,

SxpQq
m2pxq

¯
¨m3pxqdλpxq (20)

:“
ş
X
ψφ,c

´
SxpP q
m1pxq ,

SxpQq
m2pxq

¯
¨ m3pxqdλpxq, (21)

but mostly use the less clumsy notation with
ş
given in (19), (20) henceforth,

as a shortcut for the implicitly involved boundary behaviour. ˝

As a side remark let us mention that, we could further generalize (19) by adapting
a wider divergence (e.g. non-convex generators φ covering) concept of Stummer
& Kißlinger [184] who also deal even with nonconvex nonconcave divergence
generators φ; for the sake of brevity, this is omitted here.

Notice that by construction one has the following important assertion (cf. Bro-
niatowski & Stummer [42]):

Theorem 2. Let φ P Φpsa, brq and c P r0, 1s.
Then there holds Dc

φ,m1,m2,m
c
3,λ

pSpP q, SpQqq ě 0 (i.e. the above-mentioned de-

sired property (D1) is satisfied).

Moreover, Dc
φ,m1,m2,m

c
3,λ

pSpP q, SpQqq “ 0 if SxpP q
m1pxq “ SxpQq

m2pxq for λ´almost all

x P X .
Depending on the concrete situation, Dc

φ,m1,m2,m3,λ
pSpP q, SpQqq may take infi-

nite value.

To get a “sharp identifiability”, i.e. the correspondingly adapted version of the
above-mentioned desired reflexivity property (D2) in the form of

Dc
φ,m1,m2,m3,λ

pSpP q, SpQqq “ 0 if and only if
SxpP q
m1pxq “ SxpQq

m2pxq for λ´a.a. x P X ,

(22)
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one needs further requirements on φ P Φpsa, brq and c P r0, 1s; for the rest of the
paper, we assume the validity of (22) holds.

For instance, the latter is satisfied in a setup wherem3pxq “ w
´
x,

SxpP q
m1pxq ,

SxpQq
m2pxq

¯

for some (measurable) function w : X ˆ ra, bs ˆ ra, bs Ñ r0,8s, and the (corre-
spondingly adapted) Assumptions 2 respectively Assumptions 3 of Broniatowski
& Stummer [42] hold (cf. Theorem 4 respectively Corollary 1 therein); in partic-

ular, this means that R
`
SpP q
m1

˘
Y R

`
SpQq
m2

˘
Ă ra, bs and that for all s P R

`
SpP q
m1

˘

and all t P R
`
SpQq
m2

˘
the following conditions hold:

– φ is strictly convex at t;
– if φ is differentiable at t and s ‰ t, then φ is not affine-linear on the interval

rminps, tq,maxps, tqs (i.e. between t and s);
– if φ is not differentiable at t, s ą t and φ is affine linear on rt, ss, then we

exclude c “ 1 for the (“globally/universally chosen”) subderivative φ1
`,cp¨q “

c ¨ φ1
`p¨q ` p1 ´ cq ¨ φ1

´p¨q;
– if φ is not differentiable at t, s ă t and φ is affine linear on rs, ts, then we

exclude c “ 0 for φ1
`,cp¨q.

In the following, we discuss several important (classes of) special cases of β “
pφ,m1,m2,m3, λq in a well-structured way. Let us start with the latter.

2.3 The reference measure λ

In (19), λ governs the principle aggregation structure. For instance, if one chooses
λ “ λL as the Lebesgue measure on X Ă R, then the integral in (19) turns out to
be of Lebesgue-type and (with some rare exceptions) consequently of Riemann-
type with dλpxq “ dx. In contrast, in the discrete setup where the index set X “
X# has countably many elements and is equipped with the counting measure
λ :“ λ# :“ ř

zPX#
δz (where δz is Dirac’s one-point distribution δzrAs :“ 1Apzq,

and thus λ#rtzus “ 1 for all z P X#), then (19) simplifies to

0 ď Dφ,m1,m2,m3,λ#
pSpP q, SpQqq

:“
ÿ

zPX

«
φ

ˆ
SzpP q
m1pzq

˙
´ φ

ˆ
SzpQq
m2pzq

˙
´ φ1

`,c

ˆ
SzpQq
m2pzq

˙
¨
ˆ
SzpP q
m1pzq ´ SzpQq

m2pzq

˙ff
m3pzq ,

(23)

which we interpret as
ř
zPX

ψφ,c
`
SzpP q
m1pzq ,

SzpQq
m2pzq

˘
¨m3pzq with the same conventions

and limits as in the paragraph right after (19).

2.4 The divergence generator φ

We continue with the inspection of interesting special cases of β “ pφ,m1,m2,m3, λq
by dealing with the first component. For divergence generator φ P ΦC1

psa, brq (re-
call that then we suppress the obsolete c and subderivative index `), the formula
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(19) turns into

0 ď Dφ,m1,m2,m3,λpSpP q, SpQqq

:“
ż

X

«
φ

ˆ
SxpP q
m1pxq

˙
´ φ

ˆ
SxpQq
m2pxq

˙
´ φ1

ˆ
SxpQq
m2pxq

˙
¨
ˆ
SxpP q
m1pxq ´ SxpQq

m2pxq

˙ff
m3pxqdλpxq ,

(24)

whereas (23) becomes

0 ď Dφ,m1,m2,m3,λ#
pSpP q, SpQqq

:“
ÿ

xPX

«
φ

ˆ
SxpP q
m1pxq

˙
´ φ

ˆ
SxpQq
m2pxq

˙
´ φ1

ˆ
SxpQq
m2pxq

˙
¨
ˆ
SxpP q
m1pxq ´ SxpQq

m2pxq

˙ff
m3pxq.

Formally, by defining the integral functional gφ,m3,λpξq :“
ş
X
φpξpxqq¨m3pxqdλpxq

and plugging in e.g. gφ,m3,λ

´
SpP q
m1

¯
“

ş
X
φ
´
SxpP q
m1pxq

¯
¨m3pxqdλpxq, the divergence

in (24) can be interpreted as

0 ď Dφ,m1,m2,m3,λpSpP q, SpQqq

“ gφ,m3,λ

ˆ
SpP q
m1

˙
´ gφ,m3,λ

ˆ
SpQq
m2

˙
´ g1

φ,m3,λ

ˆ
SpQq
m2

,
SpP q
m1

´ SpQq
m2

˙
(25)

where g1
φ,m3,λ

pη, ¨ q denotes the corresponding directional derivate at η “ SpQq
m2

.

An important special case is the following: consider the “nonnegativity-setup”

(NN0)
SxpP q
m1pxq ě 0 and

SxpQq
m2pxq ě 0 for all x P X ;

for instance, this always holds for nonnegative scaling functions m1, m2, in com-
bination with Scd, Spd, Spm, Ssu, Smg, Sde, Sou, and for nonnegative real-valued
random variables also with Squ. Under (NN0), one can take a “ 0, b “ 8, i.e.
E “s0,8r, and employ the strictly convex power functions

φ̃ptq :“ φ̃αptq :“ tα ´ 1

αpα ´ 1q Ps ´ 8,8r, t Ps0,8r, α P Rzt0, 1u ,

φptq :“ φαptq :“ φ̃αptq ´ φ̃1
αp1q ¨ pt´ 1q “ tα ´ 1

αpα ´ 1q ´ t ´ 1

α´ 1
P r0,8r, t Ps0,8r,

α P Rzt0, 1u , (26)

The perhaps most important special case is α “ 2, for which (26) turns into

φ2ptq :“ pt´ 1q2
2

, t Ps0,8r“ E. (27)
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Also notice that the divergence-generator φ2 of (27) can be trivially extended to

φ̄2ptq :“ pt ´ 1q2
2

, t Ps ´ 8,8r“ Ē, (28)

which is useful in the general setup

(GS)
SxpP q
m1pxq P r´8,8s and

SxpQq
m2pxq P r´8,8s for all x P X ;

which appears for nonnegative scaling functions m1, m2 in combination with
Squ for real-valued random variables.

Further examples of everywhere strictly convex divergence generators φ for
the nonnegativity-setup (NN0) (i.e. a “ 0, b “ 8, E “s0,8r) can be obtained
by taking the α´limits

φ̃1ptq :“ lim
αÑ1

φαptq “ t ¨ log t P r´e´1,8r, t Ps0,8r, (29)

φ1ptq :“ lim
αÑ1

φαptq “ φ̃1ptq ´ φ̃1
1p1q ¨ pt ´ 1q “ t ¨ log t ` 1 ´ t P r0,8r, t Ps0,8r,

(30)

φ̃0ptq :“ lim
αÑ0

φαptq “ ´ log t Ps ´ 8,8r, t Ps0,8r,

φ0ptq :“ lim
αÑ0

φαptq “ φ̃0ptq ´ φ̃1
0p1q ¨ pt ´ 1q “ ´ log t` t ´ 1 P r0,8r, t Ps0,8r.

(31)

A list of extension-relevant (cf. (I2)) properties of the functions φα with α P R
can be found in Broniatowski & Stummer [42]. The latter also discuss in detail
the important but (in our context) technically delicate divergence generator

φTV ptq :“ |t´ 1| (32)

which is non-differentiable at t “ 1; the latter is also the only point of strict
convexity.

As demonstrated in [42], φTV can – in our context – only be potentially

applied if SxpQq
m2pxq “ 1 for λ´a.a. x P X , and one generally has to exclude c “ 1

and c “ 0 for φ1
`,cp¨q (i.e. we choose c Ps0, 1r); the latter two can be avoided

under some non-obvious constraints on the statistical functionals SpP q, SpQq,
see for instance Subsection 2.5.1.2 below.

2.5 The scaling and the aggregation functions m1, m2, m3

In the above two Subsections 2.3 and 2.4, we have presented special cases of the
first and the last component of the “divergence parameter” β “ pφ,m1,m2,m3, λq,
whereas now we focus onm1,m2, m3. To start with, in accordance with (19), the
aggregation function m3 tunes the fine aggregation details (recall that λ gov-
erns the principle aggregation structure). Moreover, the function m1p¨q scales
the statistical functional S¨pP q evaluated at P and m2p¨q the same statistical
functional S¨pQq evaluated at Q. From a modeling perspective, these two scaling
functions can e.g.
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– “purely direct” in the sense that m1pxq, m2pxq are chosen to directly reflect
some dependence on the index-state x P X (independent of the choice of
S), or

– “purely adaptive” in the sense that m1pxq “ w1pSxpP q, SxpQqq, m2pxq “
w2pSxpP q, SxpQqq for some appropriate (measurable) “connector functions”
w1, w2 on the product RpSpP qq ˆ RpSpQqq of the ranges of tSxpP quxPX

and tSxpQquxPX
, or

– “hybrids” m1pxq “ w1px, SxpP q, SxpQqq m2pxq “ w2px, SxpP q, SxpQqq.

In the remainder of Section 2, we illuminate several important sub-setups of
m1, m2, m3, and special cases therein. As a side effect, this also shows that
our framework (19) generalizes considerably all the concrete divergences in the
below-mentioned references (even for the same statistical functional such as e.g.
S “ Scd); for the sake of brevity, we mention that only at this point, collectively.

2.5.1 m1pxq “ m2pxq :“ mpxq, m3pxq “ rpxq ¨ mpxq P r0,8s for some (mea-
surable) function r : X Ñ R satisfying rpxq Ps ´ 8,0rYs0,8r for λ´a.a.
x P X

In such a sub-setup, the scaling functions are strongly coupled with the aggrega-
tion function. In order to avoid “case-overlapping” and “uncontrolled boundary
effects”, unless otherwise stated we assume here that the function rp¨q does not
(explicitly) dependent on the functions mp¨q, S¨pP q and S¨pQq, i.e. it is not of
the adaptive form rp¨q “ hp¨,mp¨q, S¨pP q, S¨pQqq. From (19) one can derive

0 ď Dc
φ,m,m,r¨m,λpSpP q, SpQqq

:“
ż

X

«
φ

ˆ
SxpP q
mpxq

˙
´ φ

ˆ
SxpQq
mpxq

˙
´ φ1

`,c

ˆ
SxpQq
mpxq

˙
¨
ˆ
SxpP q
mpxq ´ SxpQq

mpxq

˙ff
mpxq ¨ rpxqdλpxq ,

(33)

which for the discrete setup pX , λq “ pX#, λ#q (recall λ#rtxus “ 1 for all
x P X#) simplifies to

0 ď Dφ,m,m,r¨m,λ#
pSpP q, SpQqq

“
ÿ

xPX

«
φ

ˆ
SxpP q
mpxq

˙
´ φ

ˆ
SxpQq
mpxq

˙
´ φ1

`,c

ˆ
SxpQq
mpxq

˙
¨
ˆ
SxpP q
mpxq ´ SxpQq

mpxq

˙ff
mpxq ¨ rpxq .

(34)

Remark 1. (a) In a context of “λ´probability-density functions” with gen-
eral X and P r¨s :“

ş
¨ fP pxqdλpxq, Qr¨s :“

ş
¨ fQpxqdλpxq satisfying P rX s “

QrX s “ 1, one can take the statistical functionals Sλpdx pP q :“ fP pxq ě 0,
Sλpdx pQq :“ fQpxq ě 0; accordingly, for rpxq ” 1 (abbreviated as function 1

with constant value 1) and M r¨s :“
ş

¨
mpxqdλpxq the divergence (33) can be
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interpreted as

0 ď Dc
φ,m,m,1¨m,λ

`
SλpdpP q, SλpdpQq

˘

“
ż

X

«
φ

ˆ
fP pxq
mpxq

˙
´ φ

ˆ
fQpxq
mpxq

˙
´ φ1

`,c

ˆ
fQpxq
mpxq

˙
¨
ˆ
fP pxq
mpxq ´ fQpxq

mpxq

˙ff
mpxqdλpxq

“: Bφ pP,Q |Mq , (35)

11 where the scaled Bregman divergence Bφ pP,Q |Mq has been first defined in
Stummer [182], Stummer & Vajda [188], see also Kisslinger & Stummer [100], [101], [102]
for the “purely adaptive” case mpxq “ w

`
fP pxq, fQpxq

˘
and indications on non-

probability measures. Notice that this directly subsumes for X “ Y “ R

the “classical density” functional Sλpdp¨q “ Spdp¨q with the choice λ “ λL
(and the Riemann integration dλLpxq “ dx), as well as for the discrete setup
Y “ X “ X# the “classical probability mass” functional Sλpdp¨q “ Spmp¨q
with the choice λ “ λ# (recall λ#rtxus “ 1 for all x P X#); for the latter, the
divergence (35) reads as

0 ď Dc
φ,m,m,1¨m,λ#

`
Sλ#pdpP q, Sλ#pdpQq

˘
“ Dc

φ,m,m,1¨m,λ#
pSpmpP q, SpmpQqq

“
ÿ

xPX#

«
φ

ˆ
pP pxq
mpxq

˙
´ φ

ˆ
pQpxq
mpxq

˙
´ φ1

`,c

ˆ
pQpxq
mpxq

˙
¨
ˆ
pP pxq
mpxq ´ pQpxq

mpxq

˙ff
mpxq

“: B#

φ pP,Q |Mq . (36)

For the important special case of the above-mentioned power-function-type gen-
erator φptq :“ φαptq “ tα´α¨t`α´1

α¨pα´1q (α Ps0,8rzt1u), Roensch & Stummer [164]

(see also Ghosh & Basu [75] for the unscaled special case mpxq “ 1) employed
the corresponding scaled Bregman divergences (35) in order to obtain robust
minimum-divergence-type parameter estimates for the setup of sequences of in-
dependent random variables whose distributions are non-identical but linked by
a common (scalar or multidimensional) parameter; this is e.g. important in the
context of generalized linear models (GLM) which are omnipresent in statistics,
artificial intelligence and machine learning.

Returning to the general framework, for the important special case α “ 2

leading to the above-mentioned generator φ2ptq :“ pt´1q2

2
, the scaled Bregman

divergences (35) respectively (36) turn into

0 ď Bφ2
pP,Q |Mq “

ş
X

pfP pxq´fP pxqq2

2¨mpxq dλpxq

respectively

0 ď B
#

φ2
pP,Q |Mq “ ř

xPX#

ppP pxq´pP pxqq2

2¨mpxq . (37)

11 in a context where P and Q are risk distributions (e.g. Q is a pregiven reference
one) the SBD Bφ pP,Q |Mq can be interpreted as risk excess of P over Q (or vice
versa), in contrast to Faugeras & Rüschendorf [68] who use hemimetrics rather than
divergences

28



For instance, in (36) and (37), if Y is a random variable taking values in the
discrete space X#, then pQpxq “ QrY “ xs may be its probability mass func-
tion under a hypothetical/candidate law Q, and pP pxq “ 1

N
¨ #ti P t1, . . . , Nu :

Yi “ xu “: pP emp

N
pxq is the probability mass function of the corresponding data-

derived “empirical distribution” P :“ P
emp
N :“ 1

N
¨ řN

i“1 δYi
r¨s of an N´size

independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) sample Y1, . . . , YN of Y which is
nothing but the probability distribution reflecting the underlying (normalized)
histogram; moreover, mp¨q is a scaling/weighting.
In contrast, within a context of clustered multinomial data, we can basically
rewrite the parametric extension of the Brier’s consistent estimator of Alonso-

Revenga et al. [8] as c ¨řL
ℓ“1B

#

φ2

´
P
emp,ℓ
N , P

emp
N |Ppθ

¯
where P emp,ℓN is the empir-

ical distribution of the ℓ´th cluster, P empN “ 1
L

řL
ℓ“1 P

emp,ℓ
N , Ppθ is a (minimum-

divergence-)estimated distribution from a (log-linear) model class, and c is an
appropriately chosen multiplier (under the assumption of equal cluster sizes,
which can be relaxed in a straightforward manner).
(b) In contrast to (a), for the context Y “ X “ R, rpxq ” 1, one obtains
in terms of the cumulative distribution functions Scdx pP q “ FP pxq, Scdx pQq “
FQpxq the two non-probability measures µ1¨λ,cdr¨s :“

ş
¨
FP pxqdλpxq ď λr¨s

and ν1¨λ,cdr¨s :“
ş

¨ FQpxqdλpxq ď λr¨s with – possibly infinite – total masses

µ1¨λ,cdrRs, ν1¨λ,cdrRs. The latter two are finite if λ is a probability measure or
a finite measure; for the non-finite Lebesgue measure λ “ λL and for intervals
rx1, x2s one can interpret µ1¨λL,cdr rx1, x2s s as the corresponding area (between
x1 and x2) under the distribution function FP p¨q. Analogously to (35), one can
interpret

0 ď Dc
φ,m,m,1¨m,λ

`
ScdpP q, ScdpQq

˘

“
ż

X

«
φ

ˆ
FP pxq
mpxq

˙
´ φ

ˆ
FQpxq
mpxq

˙
´ φ1

`,c

ˆ
FQpxq
mpxq

˙
¨
ˆ
FP pxq
mpxq ´ FQpxq

mpxq

˙ff
mpxqdλpxq

“: Bφ
`
µ1¨λ,cd, ν1¨λ,cd |M

˘

as scaled Bregman divergence between the non-probability measures µ1¨λ,cd and
ν1¨λ,cd.
(c) In a context of mortality data analytics (which is essential for the calculation
of insurance premiums, financial reserves, annuities, pension benefits, various
benefits of social insurance programs, etc.), the divergence (34) (with rpxq “ 1)
has been employed by Krömer & Stummer [106] in order to achieve a realistic
representation of mortality rates by smoothing and error-correcting of crude
rates; there, X is a set of ages (in years), SxpP q is the so-called data-based
crude annual mortality rate by age x, SxpQq is an — optimally determinable
— candidate model member (out of a parametric or nonparametric model) for
the unknown true annual mortality rate by age x, and mpxq is an appropriately
chosen scaling at x.
This concludes the current Remark 1.
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In the following, we illuminate two important special cases of the scaling (and
aggregation-part) function mp¨q, namely mpxq :“ 1 and mpxq :“ SxpQq:

2.5.1.1 m1pxq “ m2pxq :“ 1, m3pxq “ rpxq for some (measurable) func-
tion r : X Ñ r0,8s satisfying rpxq Ps0,8r for λ´a.a. x P X

In this sub-setup, (33) becomes

0 ď Dc
φ,1,1,r¨1,λpSpP q, SpQqq

:“
ż

X

„
φpSxpP qq ´ φpSxpQqq ´ φ1

`,cpSxpQqq ¨ pSxpP q ´ SxpQqq

rpxqdλpxq ,(38)

which for the discrete setup pX , λq “ pX#, λ#q turns into

0 ď Dc
φ,1,1,r¨1,λ#

pSpP q, SpQqq

:“
ÿ

xPX

„
φpSxpP qq ´ φpSxpQqq ´ φ1

`,cpSxpQqq ¨ pSxpP q ´ SxpQqq

rpxq . (39)

For reasons to be clarified below, in case of differentiable generator φ (and thus
φ1

`,c “ φ1 is the classical derivative) one can interpret (38) and (39) as weighted
Bregman distances between the two statistical functionals SpP q and SpQq.
Let us first discuss the important special case φ “ φα (α P R, cf. (26), (30), (31),
(28)) together with SxpP q ě 0, SxpQq ě 0 – as it is always the case for Scd, Spd,
Spm, Ssu, Smg, Sde, Sou, and for nonnegative real-valued random variables also
with Squ. By incorporating the above-mentioned extension-relevant (cf. (I2))
properties of φα (see Broniatowski & Stummer [42]) into (38), we end up with

0 ď Dφα,1,1,r¨1,λpSpP q, SpQqq
“

ş
X

rpxq
α¨pα´1q ¨

”
pSxpP qqα ` pα ´ 1q ¨ pSxpQqqα ´ α ¨ SxpP q ¨ pSxpQqqα´1

ı
dλpxq , (40)

“
ş
X

rpxq
α¨pα´1q ¨

“
pSxpP qqα ` pα ´ 1q ¨ pSxpQqqα ´ α ¨ SxpP q ¨ pSxpQqqα´1

‰

¨1s0,8r

`
SxpP q ¨ SxpQq

˘
dλpxq

`
ş
X
rpxq¨

“ pSxpP qqα

α̈pα´1q ¨1s1,8rpαq`8¨1s´8,0rYs0,1rpαq
‰
¨1s0,8r

`
SxpP q

˘
¨1t0u

`
SxpQq

˘
dλpxq

`
ş
X
rpxq¨

“ pSxpQqqα

α
¨1s0,1rYs1,8rpαq`8¨1s´8,0rpαq

‰
¨1s0,8r

`
SxpQq

˘
¨1t0u

`
SxpP q

˘
dλpxq ,

for α P Rzt0, 1u, (41)
0 ď Dφ1,1,1,r¨1,λpSpP q, SpQqq
“

ş
X
rpxq ¨

“
SxpP q ¨ log

`
SxpP q
SxpQq

˘
` SxpQq ´ SxpP q

‰
dλpxq (42)

“
ş
X
rpxq ¨

“
SxpP q ¨ log

`
SxpP q
SxpQq

˘
` SxpQq ´ SxpP q

‰
¨ 1s0,8r

`
SxpP q ¨ SxpQq

˘
dλpxq

`
ş
X
rpxq ¨ 8 ¨ 1s0,8r

`
SxpP q

˘
¨ 1t0u

`
SxpQq

˘
dλpxq

`
ş
X
rpxq ¨ SxpQq ¨ 1s0,8r

`
SxpQq

˘
¨ 1t0u

`
SxpP q

˘
dλpxq (43)
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0 ď Dφ0,1,1,r¨1,λpSpP q, SpQqq
“

ş
X
rpxq ¨

”
´ log

`
SxpP q
SxpQq

˘
` SxpP q

SxpQq ´ 1
ı
dλpxq (44)

“
ş
X
rpxq ¨

”
´ log

`
SxpP q
SxpQq

˘
` SxpP q

SxpQq ´ 1
ı

¨ 1s0,8r

`
SxpP q ¨ SxpQq

˘
dλpxq

`
ş
X
rpxq ¨ 8 ¨ 1s0,8r

`
SxpP q

˘
¨ 1t0u

`
SxpQq

˘
dλpxq

`
ş
X
rpxq ¨ 8 ¨ 1s0,8r

`
SxpQq

˘
¨ 1t0u

`
SxpP q

˘
dλpxq , (45)

0 ď Dφ2,1,1,r¨1,λpSpP q, SpQqq “
ş
X

rpxq
2

¨
”
SxpP q ´ SxpQq

ı2
dλpxq ; (46)

as a recommendation, one should avoid α ď 0 whenever SxpP q “ 0 for all x
in some A with λrAs ą 0, respectively α ď 1 whenever SxpQq “ 0 for all x
in some Ã with λrÃs ą 0. As far as splitting of the integral e.g. in (43) resp.

(45) is concerned, notice that
ş
R

rSxpQq ´ SxpP qs ¨ rpxqdλpxq resp.
ş
X

”
SxpP q
SxpQq ´

1
ı

¨ rpxqdλpxq may be finite even in cases where
ş
X
SxpP q ¨ rpxqdλpxq “ 8

and
ş
X
SxpQq ¨ rpxqdλpxq “ 8 (take e.g. X “ r0,8r, λ “ λL, rpxq ” 1,

and the exponential distribution functions SxpP q “ FP pxq “ 1 ´ expp´c1 ¨ xq,
SxpQq “ FQpxq “ 1 ´ expp´c2 ¨ xq with 0 ă c1 ă c2). Notice that (46) can
be used also in cases where SxpP q P R, SxpQq P R, and thus e.g. for Squ for
arbitrary real-valued random variables.
As before, for the discrete setup pX , λq “ pX#, λ#q all the terms

ş
X
. . . dλpxq

in (41) to (46) turn into
ř
xPX

. . . .

Distribution functions. For Y “ X “ R, SxpP q “ Scdx pP q “ FP pxq,
SxpQq “ Scdx pQq “ FQpxq, let us illuminate the case α “ 2 of (46). For in-
stance, if Y is a real-valued random variable and FQpxq “ QrY ď xs is its
probability mass function under a hypothetical/candidate law Q, one can take
FP pxq “ 1

N
¨ #ti P t1, . . . , Nu : Yi ď xu “: FP emp

N
pxq as the distribution func-

tion of the corresponding data-derived “empirical distribution” P :“ P
emp
N :“

1
N

¨ řN
i“1 δYi

r¨s of an N´size i.i.d. sample Y1, . . . , YN of Y . In such a set-up, the
choice (say) λ “ Q in (46) and multiplication with 2N lead to the weighted
Cramer-von Mises test statistics (see [47], [200], Smirnov [176], and also Darling
[52] for a historic account)

0 ď 2N ¨ Dφ2,1,1,r¨1,QpScd pP empN q , ScdpQqq “ N ¨
ş
R

”
FP emp

N
pxq ´ FQpxq

ı2
¨ rpxqdQpxq

(47)

which are special “quadratic EDF statistics” in the sense of Stephens [178] (who
also uses the term “Cramer-von Mises family”). The special case rpxq ” 1 is
nothing but the prominent (unweighted) Cramer-von Mises test statistics; for
some recent statistical insights on the latter, see e.g. Baringhaus & Henze [21].
In contrast, if one chooses the Lebesgue measure λ “ λL and rpxq ” 1 in
(46), then one ends up with the N´fold of the “classical” squared L2´ distance
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between the two distribution functions FP emp
N

p¨q and FQp¨q, i.e. with

0 ď 2N ¨ Dφ2,1,1,1,λL
pScd pP empN q , ScdpQqq “ N ¨

ş
R

”
FP emp

N
pxq ´ FQpxq

ı2
dλLpxq

(48)

where one can typically identify dλLpxq “ dx (Riemann-integral).

In a similar fashion, for the special case Y “ X “ R, and the above-mentioned

integrated statistical functionals (cf. Section 2.1) SxpP q “ SQ,S
cd

x pP q “
şx

´8
FP pzqdQpzq,

SxpQq “ SQ,S
cd

x pQq “
şx

´8 FQpzqdQpzq, we get from (38) (analogously to (46))

0 ď Dφ2,1,1,r¨1,λ

´
SQ,S

cdpP q, SQ,ScdpQq
¯

“
ş
R

rpxq
2

¨
”
SQ,S

cd

x pP q ´ SQ,S
cd

x pQq
ı2

dλpxq ,

for which the choice rpxq ” 2N , P :“ P
emp
N , λ “ Q leads to the divergence used

in a goodness-of-fit testing context by Henze & Nikitin [88].

λ´probability-density functions. If for general X one takes the special case
rpxq ” 1 together with the “λ´probability-density functions” context (cf. Re-
mark 1(c)) SxpP q “ Sλpdx pP q :“ fP pxq ě 0, SxpQq “ Sλpdx pQq “ fQpxq ě 0,
then the divergences (38) and (39) become

0 ď Dc
φ,1,1,1,λpSλpdpP q, SλpdpQqq

:“
ż

X

„
φpfP pxqq ´ φpfQpxqq ´ φ1

`,cpfQpxqq ¨ pfP pxq ´ fQpxqq

dλpxq , (49)

and

0 ď Dc
φ,1,1,1,λ#

pSλpdpP q, SλpdpQqq

:“
ÿ

xPX

„
φpfP pxqq ´ φpfQpxqq ´ φ1

`,cpfQpxqq ¨ pfP pxq ´ fQpxqq

. (50)

In case of differentiable generator φ (and thus φ1
`,c “ φ1 is the classical deriva-

tive), the divergences in (49) and (50) are nothing but the classical Bregman dis-
tances between the two probability distributions P and Q (see e.g. Csiszar [50],
Pardo & Vajda [152],[153], Stummer & Vajda [188]). If one further specializes
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φ “ φα, the divergences (40), (42), (44) and (46) become

0 ď Dφα,1,1,1,λpSλpdpP q, SλpdpQqq

“
ż

X

1

α ¨ pα ´ 1q ¨
”

pfP pxqqα ` pα ´ 1q ¨ pfQpxqqα ´ α ¨ fP pxq ¨ pfQpxqqα´1
ı
dλpxq ,

for α P Rzt0, 1u, (51)

0 ď Dφ1,1,1,1,λpSλpdpP q, SλpdpQqq

“
ż

X

”
fP pxq ¨ log

ˆ
fP pxq
fQpxq

˙
` fQpxq ´ fP pxq

ı
dλpxq , (52)

0 ď Dφ0,1,1,1,λpSλpdpP q, SλpdpQqq

“
ż

X

”
´ log

ˆ
fP pxq
fQpxq

˙
` fP pxq
fQpxq ´ 1

ı
dλpxq , (53)

0 ď Dφ2,1,1,1,λpSλpdpP q, SλpdpQqq “
ş
X

1
2

¨
”
fP pxq ´ fQpxq

ı2
dλpxq . (54)

Analogously to the paragraph after (46), one can recommend here to exclude
α ď 0 whenever fP pxq “ 0 for all x in some A with λrAs ą 0, respectively
α ď 1 whenever fQpxq “ 0 for all x in some Ã with λrÃs ą 0. As far as
splitting of the integral e.g. in (43) resp. (45) is concerned, notice that the
integral

`
µ1¨λ,λpd ´ ν1¨λ,λpd

˘
rX s “

ş
X

rfQpxq ´ fP pxqs dλpxq “ 1 ´ 1 “ 0

but
ş
X

”
fP pxq
fQpxq ´ 1

ı
dλpxq may be infinite (take e.g. X “ r0,8r, λ “ λL,

and the exponential distribution density functions fP pxq :“ c1 ¨ expp´c1 ¨ xq,
fQpxq :“ c2 ¨ expp´c2 ¨ xq with 0 ď c1 ď c2). The choice α ą 0 in (51) coincides
with the “order´α” density power divergences DPD of Basu et al. [22]; for their
statistical applications see e.g. Basu et al. [24], Ghosh & Basu [74], [75] and the
references therein, and for general α P R see e.g. Stummer & Vajda [188].

The divergence (52) is the celebrated “Kullback-Leibler information divergence
KL” between fP and fQ (respectively between P and Q); alternatively, instead
of KL one often uses the terminology “relative entropy”. The divergence (54)
(cf. α “ 2) is nothing but half of the squared L2´ distance between the two
λ´density functions fP p¨q and fQp¨q.
Notice that for the classical case X “ Y “ R, rpxq ” 1, λ “ λL – where one
has fP pxq “ fP pxq, SλpdpP q “ SpdpP q, and FP pxq “

şx
´8

fP pzqdλLpzq – (51)

is essentially different from (40) with SpP q “ ScdpP q, SpQq “ ScdpQq which is
explicitly of the “doubly aggregated form”

0 ď Dφα,1,1,1,λpScdpP q, ScdpQqq

“
ż

R

1

α ¨ pα ´ 1q ¨
”ˆż x

´8

fP pzqdλLpzq
˙α

` pα ´ 1q ¨
ˆż x

´8

fQpzqdλLpzq
˙α

´α ¨
ż x

´8

fP pzqdλLpzq ¨
ˆż x

´8

fQpzqdλLpzq
˙α´1 ı

dλLpxq , for α P Rzt0, 1u,

with the usual dλLpxq “ dx.
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In contrast, for the discrete setup pX , λq “ pX#, λ#q with X# Ă R (recall
λ#rtxus “ 1) one has fP pxq “ pP pxq for all x P X#) and the divergences (51)
to (54) simplify to

0 ď Dφα,1,1,1,λ#
pSpmpP q, SpmpQqq

“
ÿ

xPX

1

α ¨ pα ´ 1q ¨
”

ppP pxqqα ` pα ´ 1q ¨ ppQpxqqα ´ α ¨ pP pxq ¨ ppQpxqqα´1
ı

for α P Rzt0, 1u,

0 ď Dφ1,1,1,1,λ#
pSpmpP q, SpmpQqq “

ÿ
xPX

”
pP pxq ¨ log

ˆ
pP pxq
pQpxq

˙
` pQpxq ´ pP pxq

ı
,

0 ď Dφ0,1,1,1,λ#
pSpmpP q, SpmpQqq “

ÿ
xPX

”
´ log

ˆ
pP pxq
pQpxq

˙
` pP pxq
pQpxq ´ 1

ı
,

0 ď Dφ2,1,1,1,λ#
pSpmpP q, SpmpQqq “ ř

xPX

1
2

¨
”
pP pxq ´ pQpxq

ı2
,

where again one should exclude α ď 0 whenever pP pxq “ 0 for all x in some A
with λ#rAs ą 0, respectively α ď 1 whenever pQpxq “ 0 for all x in some Ã

with λ#rÃs ą 0. For example, take the context from the paragraph right after
(36), with discrete random variable Y , pQpxq “ QrY “ xs, pP pxq “ pP emp

N
pxq.

Then, the divergences 2N ¨ Dφα,1,1,1,λ#
pSpmpP empN q, SpmpQqq (for α P R) can

be used as goodness-of-fit test statistics; see e.g. Kißlinger & Stummer [102] for
their limit behaviour as the sample size N tends to infinity.

Classical quantile functions. The divergence (38) with SpP q “ SqupP q,
SpQq “ SqupQq can be interpreted as a quantitative measure of tail risk of
P , relative to some pregiven reference distribution Q 12.

Especially, for Y “ R and X “ p0, 1q, SxpP q “ Squx pP q “ FÐ
P pxq, SxpQq “

Squx pQq “ FÐ
Q pxq, and the Lebesgue measure λ “ λL (with the usual dλLpxq “

dx), we get from (46) the special case

0 ď Dφ2,1,1,r¨1,λpSqupP q, SqupQqq “
ş

p0,1q

`
FÐ
P pxq ´ FÐ

Q pxq
˘2

dλLpxq (55)

which is nothing but the 2´Wasserstein distance between the two probability
measures P and Q. Corresponding connections with optimal transport are dis-
cussed in Section 2.7 below. Notice that (55) does generally not coincide with
its analogue

Dφ2,1,1,r¨1,λpScdpP q, SdpQqq “
ş
R

pFP pxq ´ FQpxqq2 dλLpxq ; (56)

to see this, take e.g. 0 ă c2 ă c1 (e.g. c1 “ 2, c2 “ 1) and the exponential quantile
functions FÐ

P pxq “ ´ 1
c1

¨ logp1 ´ xq, FÐ
Q pxq “ ´ 1

c2
¨ logp1 ´ xq for which (55)

becomes 2 ¨ p 1
c2

´ 1
c1

q2, whereas for the corresponding exponential distribution

12 hence, such a divergence represents an alternative to Faugeras & Rüschendorf [68]
where they use hemimetrics (which e.g. have only a weak identity-property, but
satisfiy triangle inequality) rather than divergences
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functions FP pxq “ 1´ expp´c1 ¨xq, FQpxq “ 1´ expp´c2 ¨xq the divergence (56)
becomes 1

2c2
´ 2

c1`c2
` 1

2c1
.

Depth, outlyingness, centered rank and centered quantile functions.
As a special case one gets

Dc
φ,1,1,r¨1,λL

pSdepP q, SdepQqq,
Dc
φ,1,1,r¨1,λL

pSoupP q, SoupQqq,
dÿ

i“1

Dc
φ,1,1,r¨1,λL

pScr,ipP q, Scr,ipQqq, (57)

dÿ

i“1

Dc
φ,1,1,r¨1,λL

pScqu,ipP q, Scqu,ipQqq, (58)

all of which have not appeared elsewhere before (up to our knowledge); recall
that the respective domains of φ have to take care of the ranges R

`
SdepP q

˘
Ă

r0,8s, R pSoupP qq Ă r0,8s, R
`
Scr,ipP q

˘
Ă r´1, 1s, R

`
Scqu,ipP q

˘
Ăs ´ 8,8r

(i P t1, . . . , du). Notice that these divergences differ structurally from the Breg-
man distances of Hallin [85] who uses the centered rank function RP p¨q (also
called center-outward distribution function) as a multidimensional (in general
not additionally separable) generator φ, and not as points between which the
distance is to be measured between.

2.5.1.2 m1pxq “ m2pxq :“ SxpQq, m3pxq “ rpxq ¨ SxpQq P r0,8s for some
(measurable) function r : X Ñ R satisfying rpxq Ps ´ 8,0rYs0,8r for λ´a.a.
x P X

In such a context, we require that the function rp¨q does not (explicitly) depend
on the functions S¨pP q and S¨pQq, i.e. it is not of the adaptive form rp¨q “
hp¨, S¨pP q, S¨pQqq. The incorporation of the zeros of S¨pP q, S¨pQq can be adapted
from Broniatowski & Stummer [42]: for instance, in a non-negativity set-up
where for λ-almost all x P X one has rpxq Ps0,8r as well as SxpP q P r0,8r,
SxpQq P r0,8r (as it is always the case for Scd, Spd, Spm, Ssu, Smg, Sde, Sou,
and for nonnegative real-valued random variables also with Squ), one can take
E “sa, br“s0,8r to end up with the following special case of (33)

0 ď Dc
φ,SpQq,SpQq,r¨SpQq,λpSpP q, SpQqq

“
ż

X

«
φ

ˆ
SxpP q
SxpQq

˙
´ φp1q ´ φ1

`,cp1q ¨
ˆ
SxpP q
SxpQq ´ 1

˙ff
SxpQq ¨ rpxqdλpxq , (59)

“
ż

X

«
SxpQq ¨ φ

ˆ
SxpP q
SxpQq

˙
´ SxpQq ¨ φp1q ´ φ1

`,cp1q ¨ pSxpP q ´ SxpQqq
ff
rpxqdλpxq ,

(60)
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“
ş
X
rpxq ¨

“
SxpQq ¨ φ

`
SxpP q
SxpQq

˘
´ SxpQq ¨ φ

`
1
˘

´ φ1
`,c

`
1
˘

¨
`
SxpP q ´ SxpQq

˘‰

¨1s0,8r

`
SxpP q ¨ SxpQq

˘
dλpxq

`
“
φ˚p0q ´ φ1

`,cp1q
‰

¨
ş
X
rpxq ¨ SxpP q ¨ 1s0,8r

`
SxpP q

˘
¨ 1t0u

`
SxpQq

˘
dλpxq

`
“
φp0q ` φ1

`,cp1q ´ φp1q
‰

¨
ş
X
rpxq ¨ SxpQq ¨ 1s0,8r

`
SxpQq

˘
¨ 1t0u

`
SxpP q

˘
dλpxq

“
ş
X
rpxq ¨

”
SxpQq ¨ φ

`
SxpP q
SxpQq

˘
´ SxpQq ¨ φ

`
1
˘

´ φ1
`,c

`
1
˘

¨
`
SxpP q ´ SxpQq

˘ı

¨1s0,8r

`
SxpP q ¨ SxpQq

˘
dλpxq

`
“
φ˚p0q ´ φ1

`,cp1q
‰

¨
ş
X
rpxq ¨ SxpP q ¨ 1t0u

`
SxpQq

˘
dλpxq

`
“
φp0q ` φ1

`,cp1q ´ φp1q
‰

¨
ş
X
rpxq ¨ SxpQq ¨ 1t0u

`
SxpP q

˘
dλpxq , (61)

with φ˚p0q :“ limuÑ0 u ¨φ
`
1
u

˘
“ limvÑ8

φpvq
v

. In case of
ş
X
SxpQq ¨rpxqdλpxq ă

8, the divergence (61) becomes

0 ď Dc
φ,SpQq,SpQq,r¨SpQq,λpSpP q, SpQqq

“
ş
X
rpxq ¨

”
SxpQq ¨ φ

`
SxpP q
SxpQq

˘
´ φ1

`,c

`
1
˘

¨
`
SxpP q ´ SxpQq

˘ı
¨ 1s0,8r

`
SxpP q ¨ SxpQq

˘
dλpxq

`
“
φ˚p0q ´ φ1

`,cp1q
‰

¨
ş
X
rpxq ¨ SxpP q ¨ 1t0u

`
SxpQq

˘
dλpxq

`
“
φp0q ` φ1

`,cp1q
‰
¨
ş
X
rpxq ¨ SxpQq¨1t0u

`
SxpP q

˘
dλpxq ´ φp1q¨

ş
X
rpxq ¨ SxpQqdλpxq . (62)

Moreover, in case of φ
`
1
˘

“ 0 and
ş
X

`
SxpP q ´ SxpQq

˘
¨ rpxqdλpxq Ps ´ 8,8r

(but not necessarily
ş
X
SxpP q ¨ rpxqdλpxq ă 8,

ş
X
SxpQq ¨ rpxqdλpxq ă 8), the

divergence (61) turns into

0 ď Dc
φ,SpQq,SpQq,r¨SpQq,λpSpP q, SpQqq

“
ş
X
rpxq ¨ SxpQq ¨ φ

`
SxpP q
SxpQq

˘
¨ 1s0,8r

`
SxpP q ¨ SxpQq

˘
dλpxq

`φ˚p0q ¨
ş
X
rpxq¨SxpP q¨1t0u

`
SxpQq

˘
dλpxq ` φp0q ¨

ş
X
rpxq¨SxpQq¨1t0u

`
SxpP q

˘
dλpxq

´φ1
`,c

`
1
˘

¨
ş
X
rpxq ¨

`
SxpP q ´ SxpQq

˘
dλpxq . (63)

To obtain the sharp identifiability (reflexivity) of the divergence
Dc
φ,SpQq,SpQq,r¨SpQq,λpSpP q, SpQqq of (61), one can either use the conditions for-

mulated after (22) in terms of s P R
`
SpP q
SpQq

˘
and t P R

`
SpQq
SpQq

˘
“ t1u, or the strict

convexity of φ at t “ 1 together with

ş
X

`
SxpP q ´ SxpQq

˘
¨ rpxqdλpxq “ 0 (64)

13 see Broniatowski & Stummer [42] for corresponding details. Additionally, in

the light of (62) let us indicate that if one wants to use Ξ :“
ş
X
SxpQq¨φ

`
SxpP q
SxpQq

˘
¨

rpxqdλpxq (with appropriate zero-conventions) as a divergence, then one should
employ generators φ satisfying φp1q “ φ1

`,cp1q “ 0, or employ models fulfilling
the assumption (64) together with generators φ with φp1q “ 0. On the other

13 and thus, c becomes obsolete
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hand, if this integral Ξ appears in your application context “naturally”, then
one should be aware that Ξ may become negative depending on the involved
set-up; for a counter-example, see e.g. Stummer & Vajda [187].

An important generator-concerning example is the power-function (limit) case
φ “ φα with α P R (cf. (26), (30), (31), (28)) under the constraint

ş
X

`
SxpP q ´

SxpQq
˘

¨ rpxqdλpxq Ps ´ 8,8r. Accordingly, the “implicit-boundary-describing”
divergence (60) resp. the corresponding “explicit-boundary” version (63) turn
into the generalized power divergences of order α (cf. Stummer & Vajda [187]
for rpxq ” 1)

0 ď Dφα,SpQq,SpQq,r¨SpQq,λpSpP q, SpQqq

“
ş
X

1
α¨pα´1q ¨

”`
SxpP q
SxpQq

˘α ´ α ¨ SxpP q
SxpQq ` α ´ 1

ı
¨ SxpQq ¨ rpxqdλpxq (65)

“ 1
α¨pα´1q ¨

ş
X
rpxq¨SxpQq¨

”`
SxpP q
SxpQq

˘α´α¨ SxpP q
SxpQq `α´ 1

ı
¨1s0,8r

`
SxpP q¨SxpQq

˘
dλpxq

`φ˚
αp0q¨

ş
X
rpxq¨SxpP q¨1t0u

`
SxpQq

˘
dλpxq`φαp0q¨

ş
X
rpxq¨SxpQq¨1t0u

`
SxpP q

˘
dλpxq

“ 1
α¨pα´1q

ş
X
rpxq ¨

”
SxpP qα ¨ SxpQq1´α ´ SxpQq

ı
¨ 1s0,8r

`
SxpP q ¨ SxpQq

˘
dλpxq

` 1
1´α ¨

ş
X
rpxq¨pSxpP q´SxpQqqdλpxq`8¨1s1,8rpαq¨

ş
X
rpxq¨SxpP q¨1t0u

`
SxpQq

˘
dλpxq

`
`

1
α¨p1´αq ¨ 1s0,1sYs1,8rpαq ` 8 ¨ 1s´8,0rpαq

˘
¨
ş
X
rpxq ¨ SxpQq ¨ 1t0u

`
SxpP q

˘
dλpxq, 14 (66)

0 ď Dφ1,SpQq,SpQq,r¨SpQq,λpSpP q, SpQqq

“
ş
X

”
SxpP q
SxpQq ¨ log

`
SxpP q
SxpQq

˘
` 1 ´ SxpP q

SxpQq

ı
¨ SxpQq ¨ rpxqdλpxq (67)

“
ş
X
rpxq ¨ SxpP q ¨ log

`
SxpP q
SxpQq

˘
¨ 1s0,8r

`
SxpP q ¨ SxpQq

˘
dλpxq

`
ş
X
rpxq ¨ pSxpQq ´ SxpP qqdλpxq ` 8 ¨

ş
X
rpxq ¨ SxpP q ¨ 1t0u

`
SxpQq

˘
dλpxq, (68)

0 ď Dφ0,SpQq,SpQq,r¨SpQq,λpSpP q, SpQqq “
ş
X

“
´ log

`
SxpP q
SxpQq

˘
` SxpP q

SxpQq ´ 1
‰

¨ SxpQq ¨ rpxqdλpxq (69)

“
ş
X
rpxq ¨ SxpQq ¨ log

`
SxpQq
SxpP q

˘
¨ 1s0,8r

`
SxpP q ¨ SxpQq

˘
dλpxq

`
ş
X
rpxq ¨ pSxpP q ´ SxpQqqdλpxq ` 8 ¨

ş
X
rpxq ¨ SxpQq ¨ 1t0u

`
SxpP q

˘
dλpxq, (70)

0 ď Dφ2,SpQq,SpQq,r¨SpQq,λpSpP q, SpQqq “
ş
X

1
2

¨ pSxpP q´SxpQqq2

SxpQq ¨ rpxqdλpxq (71)

“ 1
2

ş
X
rpxq ¨ pSxpP q´SxpQqq2

SxpQq ¨ 1r0,8rpSxpP qq ¨ 1s0,8rpSxpQqqdλpxq
`8 ¨

ş
X
rpxq ¨ SxpP q ¨ 1t0u

`
SxpQq

˘
dλpxq , (72)

which is an adaption of a result of Broniatowski & Stummer [42].
Another important generator-concerning example is the total variation case

φTV ptq :“ |t ´ 1| (cf. (32)) together with c “ 1
2
. Accordingly, the “implicit-

boundary-describing” divergence (60) resp. the corresponding “explicit-boundary”
version (63) turn into

0 ď D
1{2
φTV ,SpQq,SpQq,r¨SpQq,λpSpP q, SpQqq “

ş
X
SxpQq ¨

ˇ̌
ˇSxpP q
SxpQq ´ 1

ˇ̌
ˇ ¨ rpxqdλpxq

“
ż

X

|SxpP q ´ SxpQq| ¨ rpxqdλpxq , (73)
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which is also an adaption of a result of Broniatowski & Stummer [42]. Notice
that (73) – which is nothing but the r´weighted L1´distance between the two
statistical functionals SpP q and SpQq – can be used also in cases where SxpP q P
R, SxpQq P R, and thus e.g. for Squ for arbitrary real-valued random variables.

As usual, for arbitrary discrete setup pX , λq “ pX#, λ#q all the terms
ş
X
. . . dλpxq

(respectively
ş
X
. . . dλpxq) in the divergences (61) to (73) turn into

ř
xPX

. . .

(respectively
ř
xPX

. . .).

As far as concrete statistical functionals is concerned, let us briefly discuss sev-
eral important sub-cases.

λ´probability-density functions. First, in the “λ´probability-density func-
tions” context of Remark 1 one has for general X the statistical functionals
Sλpdx pP q :“ fP pxq ě 0, Sλpdx pQq :“ fQpxq ě 0, and under the constraints φp1q “
0, the corresponding special caseDφ,SλpdpQq,SλpdpQq,r¨SλpdpQq,λpSλpdpP q, SλpdpQqq
of (61) turns out to be the (r´)“local φ´divergence of Avlogiaris et al. [12,13];
in case of rpxq ” 1 (where (64) is satisfied), this reduces to the classical Csiszar-
Ali-Silvey-Morimoto [48],[6],[133] φ´divergence 15

0 ď Dφ,SλpdpQq,SλpdpQq,1¨SλpdpQq,λpSλpdpP q, SλpdpQqq

“
ż

X

fQpxq ¨ φ
ˆ
fP pxq
fQpxq

˙
¨ 1s0,8r pfP pxq ¨ fQpxqq dλpxq

`φ˚p0q ¨
ż

X

fP pxq ¨ 1t0u pfQpxqq dλpxq ` φp0q ¨
ż

X

fQpxq ¨ 1t0u pfP pxqq dλpxq

´φ1
`,cp1q ¨

ż

X

pfP pxq ´ fQpxqq dλpxq

“
ż

X

fQpxq ¨ φ
ˆ
fP pxq
fQpxq

˙
¨ 1s0,8r pfP pxq ¨ fQpxqq dλpxq

`φ˚p0q ¨ P rfQpxq “ 0s ` φp0q ¨ QrfP pxq “ 0s (74)

16 which coincides with (10); if φp1q ‰ 0 then one has to additionally subtract
φp1q (cf. the corresponding special case of (61)). The corresponding special cases
Dφα,SλpdpQq,SλpdpQq,1¨SλpdpQq,λpSλpdpP q, SλpdpQqq (α P R) of (65) to (72) are

called “power divergences” (between the λ´density functions Sλpd¨ pP q :“ fP p¨q,
S
λpd
¨ pQq :“ fQp¨q); if the latter two are strictly positive, the subcase α “ 1

respectively α “ 0 respectively α “ 2 is nothing but the (classical) Kullback-
Leibler divergence (relative entropy) respectively the reverse Kullback-Leibler
divergence (reverse relative entropy) respectively the Pearson chisquare diver-
gence. The special case

0 ď D
1{2
φTV ,SλpdpQq,SλpdpQq,1¨SλpdpQq,λ

pSλpdpP q, SλpdpQqq “
ş
X

|fP pxq ´ fQpxq| dλpxq

15 see e.g. Liese & Vajda [109], Vajda [196] on comprehensive studies thereupon
16 notice that c has become obsolete
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of (73) is the total variation distance or L1´distance (between the λ´density

functions Sλpd¨ pP q :“ fP p¨q, Sλpd¨ pQq :“ fQp¨q).
Analogously to Subsection 2.5.1.1, for X “ Y “ R the current context subsumes
the “classical density” functionals Sλpdp¨q “ Spdp¨q with the choice λ “ λL (and
the Riemann integration dλLpxq “ dx). In contrast, for the discrete setup Y “
X “ X# it covers the “classical probability mass” functional Sλpdp¨q “ Spmp¨q
with the choice λ “ λ# (recall λ#rtxus “ 1 for all x P X#); accordingly, all the
terms

ş
X
. . . dλpxq in the divergences (61) to (74) turn into

ř
xPX

. . . .

Distribution and survival functions. Let us first consider the context Y “
X “ R, SxpP q “ Scdx pP q “ FP pxq, SxpQq “ Scdx pQq “ FQpxq, and the Lebesgue
measure λ “ λL (with the usual dλLpxq “ dx), and rpxq ” 1. Therein, the
special case

0 ď D
1{2
φTV ,ScdpQq,ScdpQq,1¨ScdpQq,λL

pScdpP q, ScdpQqq “
ş
R

|FP pxq ´ FQpxq| dλLpxq
(75)

of (73) is the well-known Kantorovich metric (between the distribution func-
tions FP p¨q,FQp¨q). It is known that the integral in (75) is finite provided thatş
X
xdFP pxq Ps ´ 8,8r and

ş
X
xdFQpxq ăs ´ 8,8r (if the distribution P resp.

Q is generated by some real-valued random variable, say X resp. Y , this means
that ErXs resp. ErY s exists and is finite). To proceed, let us discuss the special
case

0 ď Dφ1,ScdpQq,ScdpQq,1¨ScdpQq,λL
pScdpP q, ScdpQqq

“
ş
R

”
FP pxq
FQpxq ¨ log

`
FP pxq
FQpxq

˘
` 1 ´ FP pxq

FQpxq

ı
¨ FQpxqdλLpxq (76)

of (67), (68). For the special subsetup of nonnegative random variables (and
thus Y “ X “s0,8r) with finite expectations and strictly positive cdf, (76)
simplifies to the so-called “cumulative Kullback-Leibler information” of Park et
al. [156] (see also Park et al. [155] for an extension to the whole real line, Di
Crescenzo & Longobardi [59] for an adaption to possibly smaller support as well
as for an adaption to a dynamic form analogously to the explanations in the
following lines). In contrast, we illuminate the special case

0 ď Dφ1,SsupQq,SsupQq,1¨SsupQq,λL
pSsupP q, SsupQqq

“
ş
R

”
1´FP pxq
1´FQpxq ¨ log

`
1´FP pxq
1´FQpxq

˘
` 1 ´ 1´FP pxq

1´FQpxq

ı
¨ p1 ´ FQpxqqdλLpxq (77)

of (67), (68). This has been employed by Liu [116] for the special case of
P “ P

emp
N and Q “ Qθ in order to obtain corresponding minimum-divergence

parameter estimator of θ (see e.g. also Yari & Saghafi [205], Yari et. al [204],
and Mehrali & Asadi [123] for follow-up papers). For the general context of non-
negative, absolutely continuous random variables (and thus Y “ X “s0,8r)
with finite expectations and strictly positive cdf, (77) simplifies to the so-called
“cumulative (residual) Kullback-Leibler information” of Baratpour & Habibi
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Rad [19] (see also Park et al. [156] for further properties17 and Park et al. [155]
for an extension to the whole real line); the latter has been adapted to a dynamic
form by Chamany & Baratpour [44] as follows (adapted to our terminolgy): take
arbitrarily fixed “instance” t ě 0, Y “ X “st,8r and replace in (77) the

survival function Ssux pP q :“ t1 ´ FP pxquxPR by Ssu,tx pP q :“
!

1´FP pxq
1´FP ptq

)
xPst,8r

being essentially the survival function of a random variable (e.g. residual life-
time) rX ´ t|X ą ts under P , and analogously for Q; accordingly, the integral
range is st,8r. We can generalize this by simply plugging in Ssu,tpP q, Ssu,tpQq
into our general divergences (59) and (38) — and even (19) — (with λ “ λL).
An analogous dynamization can be done for density-functionals, by plugging

Sλpd,t :“
!

fP pxq
1´FP ptq

)
xPst,8r

instead of Sλpd “ tfP pxquxPR into (59) and (38)

— and even (19) — and thus covering the corresponding dynamic Kullback-
Leibler divergence of Ebrahimi & Kirmani [63] as well as the more general
φ´divergences between residual lifetimes of Vonta & Karagrigoriou [201] as spe-
cial cases; notice that Sλpd,t is essentially the density function of the random
variable Xt :“ rX´ t|X ą ts under P , where e.g. X is typically a (non-negative)
absolutely continuous random variable which describes the residual lifetime of a
person or an item or a “process” and hence, Xt is called residual lifetime (at t)
which is fundamentally used in survival analysis and systems reliability engineer-
ing. In risk management and extreme value theory, Xt describes the important
notion of random excess (e.g. of a loss X) over the threshold t, which is e.g.
employed in the well-known peaks-over-threshold method.

Analogously, we can plug in rSλpd,t :“
!
fP pxq
FP ptq

)
xPst,8r

instead of Sλpd “
tfP pxquxPR into (59) and (38) — and even (19) — and thus covering the cor-
responding dynamic Kullback-Leibler divergence of Di Crescenzo & Longob-
ardi [58] as well as the more general φ´divergences between past lifetimes of

Vonta & Karagrigoriou [201] as special cases; notice that rSλpd,t is essentially the
density function of the random variable rX |X ď ts under P .
Classical quantile functions. The divergence (59) with SpP q “ SqupP q,
SpQq “ SqupQq can be interpreted as a quantitative measure of tail risk of
P , relative to some pregiven reference distribution Q 18.

For Y “ R and X “ p0, 1q, we get for the quantiles context

0 ď D
1{2
φTV ,SqupQq,SqupQq,1¨SqupQq,λL

pSqupP q, SqupQqq “
ş
X

ˇ̌
FÐ
P pxq ´ FÐ

Q pxq
ˇ̌
dλLpxq

(78)

which is nothing but the 1´Wasserstein distance between the two probability
measures P and Q. It is well-known that the right-hand sides of (75) and (78)

17 in this subsetup, they also introduce an alternative with φ̃1ptq of (29) together with
Ssu,var
x pP q :“ 1´FP pxqş8

0
p1´FP pξqqdξ

– rather than with φ1ptq of (30) together with Ssu
x pP q :“

1 ´ FP pxq – (and analogously for Q)
18 hence, such a divergence represents an alternative to Faugeras & Rüschendorf [68]

where they use hemimetrics rather than divergences

40



coincide, in contrast to the discussion on the “L2´case” right after (56). Corre-
sponding connections with optimal transport are discussed in Section 2.7 below.

Let us briefly discuss some other connections between φ´divergences and quan-
tile functions. In the above-mentioned setup of Baratpour & Habibi Rad [19]
(under the existence of strictly positive probability density functions), Sunoj et
al. [189] rewrite the cumulative Kullback-Leibler information (cf. the special case
of (77)) equivalently in terms of quantile functions. In contrast, in a context of
absolutely continuous probability distributions P and Q on X “ R with strictly
positive density functions fP and fQ, Sankaran et al. [167] rewrite the classical

Kullback-Leibler divergence
ş
X

”
fP pxq ¨ log

´
fP pxq
fQpxq

¯
` fQpxq ´ fP pxq

ı
dλLpxq “

Dφ1,S
λLpdpQq,SλLpdpQq,1¨SλLpdpQq,λLpSλLpdpP q, SλLpdpQqq (cf. (67)) equivalently in

terms of quantile functions; in the same setup, for α Ps0, 1rYs1,8r Kayal &
Tripathy [97] rewrite the classical α´order power divergences (in fact, the clas-
sical α´order Tsallis cross-entropies which are multiples thereof)

ş
X

1
α¨pα´1q ¨”`

fP pxq
fQpxq

˘α´α¨ fP pxq
fQpxq `α´1

ı
¨fQpxqdλpxq “ Dφα,S

λLpdpQq,SλLpdpQq,1¨SλLpdpQq,λLpSλLpdpP q, SλLpdpQqq
(cf. (65)) equivalently in terms of quantile functions, where they also emphasize
the advantage for distributions P and Q having closed-form quantile functions
but non-closed-form distribution functions.

The above-mentioned contexts differ considerably from that of Broniatowski
& Decurninge [37], who basically employ φ´divergences DφpQQ,QP q between
special quantile measures (rather than quantile functions) QQ and QP ; recall
that for any probability measure P on R, one can associate a (signed) quantile
measure QP on s0, 1r having as its generalized distribution function nothing
else but the quantile function FÐ

P of P . In more detail, similarly to the above-
mentioned empirical likelihood principle, [37] consider — in an i.i.d. context —
the minimization

DφpΩdisN ,QP
emp

N
q :“ inf

QQPΩdis
N

DφpQQ,QP
emp

N
q

of the φ´divergences DφpQQ,QP
emp
N

q, where ΩdisN is the subclass of quantile

measures QQ having support on
 
i
n
, 1 ď i ď n

(
of a desired model Ω of quantile

measures Q rQ having support on R; for example, the rQ’s may be taken from a
tubular neighborhood Λ — constructed through a finite collection of conditions
on L´moments (cf. e.g. Hosking [90]) — of some class of distributions on R`,
such as the Pareto- or Weibull-distribution class. Such tasks have numerous ap-
plications in climate sciences or hydrology. As a side remark, let us mention that
for the general context of quantile measures QQ and QP being absolutely con-
tinuous (with respect to the Lebesgue measure λL on r0, 1s), the φ´divergence
DφpQQ,QP q turns into to the divergenceDc

φ,SqdpP q,SqdpP q,SqdpP q,λL
pSqdpQq, SqdpP qq

(cf. (59)) between the quantile density functions SqdpP q :“
 
Sqdx pP q

(
xPs0,1r

:“!`
FÐ
P

˘1pxq
)
xPs0,1r

and SqdpQq. Thus, by applying our general divergences (19) to

SqdpQq and SqdpP q we end up with a completely new frameworkDc
φ,m1,m2,m3,λ

pSqdpQq, SqdpP qq
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(and many interesting special cases) for quantifying dissimilarities between quan-
tile density functions.

Depth, outlyingness, centered rank and centered quantile functions.
As a special case one gets Dc

φ,SdepQq,SdepQq,r¨SdepQq,λL
pSdepP q, SdepQqq,

Dc
φ,SoupQq,SoupQq,r¨SoupQq,λL

pSoupP q, SoupQqq,
řd
i“1D

c
φ,Scr,ipQq,Scr,ipQq,r¨Scr,ipQq,λL

pScr,ipP q, Scr,ipQqq,
řd
i“1D

c
φ,Scqu,i,Scqu,i,r¨Scqu,i,λL

pScqu,ipP q, Scqu,ipQqq,
all of which have not appeared elsewhere before (up to to our knowledge); recall
that the respective domains of φ have to take care of the ranges R

`
SdepP q

˘
Ă

r0,8s, R pSoupP qq Ă r0,8s, R
`
Scr,ipP q

˘
Ă r´1, 1s, R

`
Scqu,ipP q

˘
Ăs ´ 8,8r

(i P t1, . . . , du).

2.5.1.3 m1pxq “ m2pxq :“ wpSxpPq,SxpQqq, m3pxq “ rpxq ¨ wpSxpPq,SxpQqq P r0,8r
for some (measurable) functions w : RpSpPqq ˆ RpSpQqq Ñ R and r : X Ñ R

Such a choice extends the contexts of the previous Subsections 2.5.1.1 resp.
2.5.1.2 (where the “connector function” w took the simple form wpu, vq “ 1 resp.
wpu, vq “ v). This introduces a wide adaptive modeling flexibility, where (33)
specializes to

0 ď Dc
φ,wpSpP q,SpQqq,wpSpP q,SpQqq,r¨wpSpP q,SpQqq,λpSpP q, SpQqq

:“
ş
X

«
φ
´

SxpP q
wpSxpP q,SxpQqq

¯
´ φ

´
SxpQq

wpSxpP q,SxpQqq

¯

´φ1
`,c

´
SxpQq

wpSxpP q,SxpQqq

¯
¨
´

SxpP q
wpSxpP q,SxpQqq ´ SxpQq

wpSxpP q,SxpQqq

¯ff
¨ wpSxpP q, SxpQqq ¨ rpxqdλpxq ,

(79)

which for the discrete setup pX , λq “ pX#, λ#q (recall λ#rtxus “ 1 for all
x P X#) simplifies to

0 ď Dc
φ,wpSpP q,SpQqq,wpSpP q,SpQqq,r¨wpSpP q,SpQqq,λ#

pSpP q, SpQqq

“ ř
xPX

«
φ
´

SxpP q
wpSxpP q,SxpQqq

¯
´ φ

´
SxpQq

wpSxpP q,SxpQqq

¯

´φ1
`,c

´
SxpQq

wpSxpP q,SxpQqq

¯
¨
´

SxpP q
wpSxpP q,SxpQqq ´ SxpQq

wpSxpP q,SxpQqq

¯ff
¨ wpSxpP q, SxpQqq ¨ rpxq .

(80)

As a side remark, let us mention that by appropriate choices of wp¨, ¨q and φ

in (79) we can even derive divergences of the form (63) but with non-convex
non-concave φ: see e.g. the “perturbed” power divergences of Roensch & Stum-
mer [163].
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In the following, let us illuminate the important special case of (80) with φ “ φα
(α P R, cf. (26), (30), (31), (28)) together with SxpP q ě 0, SxpQq ě 0 (as it is
always the case for Scd, Spd, Spm, Ssu, Smg, Sde, Sou, and for nonnegative
real-valued random variables also with Squ):

0 ď Dφα,wpSpP q,SpQqq,wpSpP q,SpQqq,r¨wpSpP q,SpQqq,λpSpP q, SpQqq

“
ş
X

rpxq¨pwpSxpP q,SxpQqqq1´α

α¨pα´1q ¨
”

pSxpP qqα ` pα ´ 1q ¨ pSxpQqqα

´α ¨ SxpP q ¨ pSxpQqqα´1
ı
dλpxq , for α P Rzt0, 1u, (81)

0 ď Dφ1,wpSpP q,SpQqq,wpSpP q,SpQqq,r¨wpSpP q,SpQqq,λpSpP q, SpQqq
“

ş
X
rpxq ¨

“
SxpP q ¨ log

`
SxpP q
SxpQq

˘
` SxpQq ´ SxpP q

‰
dλpxq, (82)

0 ď Dφ0,wpSpP q,SpQqq,wpSpP q,SpQqq,r¨wpSpP q,SpQqq,λpSpP q, SpQqq

“
ş
X
rpxq ¨ wpSxpP q, SxpQqq ¨

”
´ log

`
SxpP q
SxpQq

˘
` SxpP q

SxpQq ´ 1
ı
dλpxq, (83)

0 ď Dφ2,wpSpP q,SpQqq,wpSpP q,SpQqq,r¨wpSpP q,SpQqq,λpSpP q, SpQqq
“

ş
X

rpxq
2

¨ pSxpP q´SxpQqq2

wpSxpP q,SxpQqq dλpxq . (84)

λ´probability-density functions. For general X , rpxq “ 1, and (cf. Remark
1(c)) SxpP q “ Sλpdx pP q :“ fP pxq ě 0, SxpQq “ Sλpdx pQq “ fQpxq ě 0, the di-
vergences (79), (80), (81) to (84) are due to Kisslinger & Stummer [100], [101],
[102] (where they also gave indications on non-probability measures). Recall
that this directly subsumes for X “ Y “ R the “classical density” func-
tional Sλpdp¨q “ Spdp¨q with the choice λ “ λL (and the Riemann integration
dλLpxq “ dx), as well as for the discrete setup Y “ X “ X# the “classical
probability mass” functional Sλpdp¨q “ Spmp¨q with the choice λ “ λ#.

Distribution functions. Recall that Y “ X “ R, SxpP q “ Scdx pP q “ FP pxq,
SxpQq “ Scdx pQq “ FQpxq. Let us illuminate (84), for the setup of a real-valued
random variable Y , FQpxq “ QrY ď xs under a hypothetical/candidate law Q,
FP pxq “ 1

N
¨#ti P t1, . . . , Nu : Yi ď xu “: FP emp

N
pxq as the distribution function

of the corresponding data-derived “empirical distribution” P :“ P
emp
N :“ 1

N
¨řN

i“1 δYi
r¨s of an N´size i.i.d. sample Y1, . . . , YN of Y . In such a set-up, the

choice λ “ Q in (84) and multiplication with 2N lead to

0 ď 2N ¨ Dφ2,wpScdpP emp
N q,ScdpQqq,wpScdpP emp

N q,ScdpQqq,r¨wpScdpP emp
N q,ScdpQqq,QpScdpP empN q, ScdpQqq

“ N ¨
ş
R

rpxq ¨
pF

P
emp
N

pxq´FQpxqq2

wpF
P

emp
N

pxq,FQpxqq dQpxq . (85)

The special case wpu, vq “ 1 reduces to the Cramer-von Mises (test statistics)
family (47), and the choice rpxq “ 1, wpu, vq “ v ¨ p1 ´ vq gives the Anderson-
Darling [5] test statistics. With (85), we can also imbed as special cases (together
with rpxq “ 1) some other known divergences which emphasize the upper tails :
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wpu, vq “ 1 ´ v (cf. Ahmad et al. [1]), wpu, vq “ 1 ´ v2 (cf. Rodriguez & Viollaz
[162], see also Shin et al. [174] for applications in environmental extreme-value
theory), wpu, vq “ p1 ´ vqβ with β ą 0 (cf. Deheuvels & Martynov [56], see also
Chernobai et al. [45] for the case β “ 2 together with a left-truncated version of
the empirical distribution function). Moreover, (85) covers as special cases (to-
gether with rpxq “ 1) some other known divergences which emphasize the lower
tails : wpu, vq “ v (cf. Ahmad et al. [1], Scott [169]), wpu, vq “ vβ with β ą 0 (cf.
Deheuvels & Martynov [56]), wpu, vq “ v ¨ p2´ vq (cf. Rodriguez & Viollaz [162],
see also Shin et al. [174]). In contrast, in a two-sample-test situation where Q is

replaced by the empirical distribution rP empL :“ 1
L

¨ řL
i“1 δ rYi

r¨s of a L´size i.i.d.

sample rY1, . . . , rYN of Y (under Q), some authors (e.g. Rosenblatt [166], Hajek et
al. [83]) choose divergences which can be imbedded (with the choice wpu, vq “ 1,

rpxq “ 1) in our framework as multiple of Dφ2,1,1,1,λpScdpP empN q, Scdp rP empL qq
where λ “ c1 ¨ P empN ` p1 ´ c1q ¨ rP empL is an appropriate mixture with c1 Ps0, 1r.
In further contrast, if one chooses the Lebesgue measure λ “ λL (with the usual
Riemann integration dλLpxq “ dx) and rpxq ” 1 in (85), then one ends up with
an adaptively weighted extension of (48).

Classical quantile functions.
The divergence (79) with SpP q “ SqupP q, SpQq “ SqupQq, λ “ λL,
i.e.Dc

φ,wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,r¨wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,λL
pSqupP q, SqupQqq – which

has first been given in Stummer [183] in an even more flexible form – can be
interpreted as a quantitative measure of tail risk of P , relative to some pregiven
reference distribution Q; corresponding connections with optimal transport are
discussed in Section 2.7 below.

Depth, outlyingness, centered rank and centered quantile functions.
As a special case of (79) one gets
Dc
φ,wpSdepQq,SdepQqq,wpSdepQq,SdepQqq,r¨wpSdepQq,SdepQqq,λL

pSdepP q, SdepQqq,
Dc
φ,wpSoupQq,SoupQqq,wpSoupQq,SoupQqq,r¨wpSoupQq,SoupQqq,λL

pSoupP q, SoupQqq,
řd
i“1D

c
φ,wpScr,ipQq,Scr,ipQqq,wpScr,ipQq,Scr,ipQqq,r¨wpScr,ipQq,Scr,ipQqq,λL

pScr,ipP q, Scr,ipQqq,
řd
i“1D

c
φ,wpScqu,i,Scqu,iq,wpScqu,i,Scqu,iq,r¨wpScqu,i,Scqu,iq,λL

pScqu,ipP q, Scqu,ipQqq,
all of which have not appeared elsewhere before (up to to our knowledge); recall
that the respective domains of φ have to take care of the ranges R

`
SdepP q

˘
Ă

r0,8s, R pSoupP qq Ă r0,8s, R
`
Scr,ipP q

˘
Ă r´1, 1s, R

`
Scqu,ipP q

˘
Ăs ´ 8,8r

(i P t1, . . . , du).

2.5.2 m1pxq “ S̃xpPq and m2pxq “ S̃xpQq with statistical functional
S̃ ‰ S, m3pxq ě 0

Recall SpP q :“ tSxpP quxPX
, SpQq :“ tSxpQquxPX

, and let S̃pP q :“
!
S̃xpP q

)
xPX

,

S̃pQq :“
!
S̃xpQq

)
xPX

for (typically) S̃ being “essentially different” to S (e.g.,

take S̃ and S as different choices from Scd, Spd, Spm, Ssu, Smg, Squ, Sde, Sou).
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For this special case, from (19) one can deduce

0 ď Dφ,S̃pP q,S̃pQq,m3,λ
pSpP q, SpQqq

“
ż

X

«
φ

ˆ
SxpP q
S̃xpP q

˙
´ φ

ˆ
SxpQq
S̃xpQq

˙
´ φ1

`,c

ˆ
SxpQq
S̃xpQq

˙
¨
ˆ
SxpP q
S̃xpP q

´ SxpQq
S̃xpQq

˙ff
m3pxqdλpxq,

(86)

which for the discrete setup pX , λq “ pX#, λ#q simplifies to

0 ď Dφ,S̃pP q,S̃pQq,m3,λ#
pSpP q, SpQqq

“
ÿ

xPX

«
φ

ˆ
SxpP q
S̃xpP q

˙
´ φ

ˆ
SxpQq
S̃xpQq

˙
´ φ1

`,c

ˆ
SxpQq
S̃xpQq

˙
¨
ˆ
SxpP q
S̃xpP q

´ SxpQq
S̃xpQq

˙ff
m3pxq .

As an example, take Y “ X “ r0,8r, λ “ λL, the probability (Lebesgue-
) density functions S “ Spd, i.e. SpP q “ tSxpP quxPr0,8r “ tfP pxquxPr0,8r “!

dFP pxq
dx

)
xPr0,8r

, as well as the survival (reliability, tail) functions S̃ “ Ssu,

i.e. S̃pP q “
!
S̃xpP q

)
xPr0,8r

“ t1 ´ FP pxquxPr0,8r “ tP rpx,8qsuxPr0,8r. Accord-

ingly, the function x Ñ SxpP q

S̃xpP q
“ fP pxq

1´FP pxq – with the convention c
0

“ 8 for all

c P R – can be interpreted as the hazard rate function (failure rate function,
force of mortality) under the model distribution P (and analogously under the
alternative model distribution Q) of a nonnegative random variable Y . Hence,
(86) turns into

0 ď Dφ,SsupP q,SsupQq,m3,λL

`
SpdpP q, SpdpQq

˘

“
ż

X

«
φ

ˆ
fP pxq

1 ´ FP pxq

˙
´ φ

ˆ
fQpxq

1 ´ FQpxq

˙

´φ1
`,c

ˆ
fQpxq

1 ´ FQpxq

˙
¨
ˆ

fP pxq
1 ´ FP pxq ´ fQpxq

1 ´ FQpxq

˙ff
m3pxqdλLpxq,

which can be interpreted as divergence between the two modeling hazard rate
functions at stake.

2.6 Auto-Divergences

The main-stream of this paper deals with divergences/distances between (fami-
lies of) real-valued “statistical functionals” Sp¨q of the form SpP q :“ tSxpP quxPX

and SpQq :“ tSxpQquxPX
stemming from two different distributions P and Q.

In quite some meaningful situations, P and Q can stem from the same funda-
mental underlying random mechanism P̆ . Take for instance the situation where
Y “ X “ R, λ “ λL and Y1, . . . YN are i.i.d. observations from a random vari-
able Y with distribution P̆ having (with a slight abuse of notation P̆ “ P̆ ˝Y ´1)
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distribution function F
P̆

pxq “ P̆ rY ď xs which is differentiable with a density

f
P̆

pxq “ dFP̆ pxq

dx
being positive in an interval and zero elsewhere. The corre-

sponding order statistics are denoted by Y1:N ă Y2:N ă . . . ă YN :N where
Yk:N is the k´th largest observation and in particular Y1:N :“ mintY1, . . . YNu,
YN :N :“ maxtY1, . . . YN u; the distribution P̆k of Yk:N (k P t1, . . . , Nu) has
distribution function F

P̆k
pxq :“ P̆ rYk:N ď xs with well-known density function

f
P̆k

pxq :“ N !

pN ´ kq! ¨ pk ´ 1q! ¨
`
F
P̆

pxq
˘k´1 ¨

`
1 ´ F

P̆
pxq

˘n´k ¨ f
P̆

pxq . (87)

(see e.g. Reiss [161], Arnold et al. [10], David & Nagaraja [53] for comprehensive
treatments of order statistics). In such a context, it makes sense to take P :“ P̆j ,

Q :“ P̆k (j, k P t1, . . . , Nu) respectively P :“ P̆ , Q :“ P̆k (or vice versa) and
study the divergences

0 ď Dφ,m1,m2,m3,λL

´
SpdpP̆jq, SpdpP̆kq

¯

:“
ż

X

«
φ

˜
f
P̆j

pxq
m1pxq

¸
´ φ

ˆ
f
P̆k

pxq
m2pxq

˙
´ φ1

`,c

ˆ
f
P̆k

pxq
m2pxq

˙
¨
˜
f
P̆j

pxq
m1pxq ´

f
P̆k

pxq
m2pxq

¸ff
m3pxqdλLpxq

respectively

0 ď Dφ,m1,m2,m3,λL

´
SpdpP̆ q, SpdpP̆kq

¯

:“
ż

X

«
φ

ˆ
f
P̆

pxq
m1pxq

˙
´ φ

ˆ
f
P̆k

pxq
m2pxq

˙
´ φ1

`,c

ˆ
f
P̆k

pxq
m2pxq

˙
¨
ˆ
f
P̆

pxq
m1pxq ´

f
P̆k

pxq
m2pxq

˙ff
m3pxqdλLpxq ,

(88)

or deterministic transformations thereof.

For instance, (some of) the divergences in Ebrahimi et al. [64], Asadi et

al. [11] can be imbedded here as the special casesDφ1,1,1,1,λL

´
SpdpP̆jq, SpdpP̆kq

¯
,

Dφ1,1,1,1,λL

´
SpdpP̆ q, SpdpP̆kq

¯
,

1
α´1

log
”
1 ` α ¨ pα ´ 1q ¨ Dφα,SpdpP̆kq,SpdpP̆kq,SpdpP̆kq,λ

´
SpdpP̆jq, SpdpP̆kq

¯ı
,

1
α´1

log
”
1 ` α ¨ pα ´ 1q ¨ Dφα,SpdpP̆kq,SpdpP̆kq,SpdpP̆kq,λ

´
SpdpP̆ q, SpdpP̆kq

¯ı
,

for α P Rzt0, 1u.

For other (non-auto type) scaled Bregman divergences involving distributions
of certain transforms of spacings between observations (i.e., differences of order
statistics), the reader is e.g. referred to Roensch & Stummer [165].

Vaughan & Venables [198], Bapat & Beg [18] and Hande [87] give some ex-
tensions of (87) for random observations Y1, . . . YN which are independent but
non-identically distributed, e.g. their distributions may be linked by a common
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(scalar or multidimensional) parameter; this is a common situation in contem-
porary statistical applications e.g. in data analytics, artificial intelligence and
machine learning (which employ GLM models, etc.). By employing (88) for these
extensions of (87), we end up with an even wider new toolkit for auto-divergences
between (distributions of) order statistics.

2.7 Connections with optimal transport and coupling

In this section we consider the context of Subsection 2.5.1.3 with X “ s0, 1r,
Lebesgue measure λ “ λL as well rpxq “ 1 for all x P X , and apply this to the
quantile functions SqupP q “ tSxpP quxPs0,1r :“ tFÐ

P pxqu
xPs0,1r

:“ tinftz P R : FP pzq ě xuuxPs0,1r respectively SqupQq of two random variables
X respectively Y on Y “ R having distribution P respectivelyQ; recall from Sec-
tion 2.1 that for Y “ r0,8q we take SqupP q “ tSxpP quxPs0,1r :“ tFÐ

P pxqu
xPs0,1r :“

tinftz P r0,8q : FP pzq ě xuuxPs0,1r instead. Accordingly, we quantify the corre-

sponding dissimilarity as the divergence (directed distance)

Dc
φ,wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,λL

pSqupP q, SqupQqq

:“
ş

s0,1r

«
φ
´

FÐ
P pxq

wpFÐ
P

pxq,FÐ
Q

pxqq

¯
´ φ

´
FÐ

Q pxq

wpFÐ
P

pxq,FÐ
Q

pxqq

¯

´φ1
`,c

´
FÐ

Q pxq

wpFÐ
P

pxq,FÐ
Q

pxqq

¯
¨
´

FÐ
P pxq

wpFÐ
P

pxq,FÐ
Q

pxqq ´ FÐ
Q pxq

wpFÐ
P

pxq,FÐ
Q

pxqq

¯ff

¨wpFÐ
P pxq, FÐ

Q pxqq ¨ rpxqdλLpxq (89)

“
ş

s0,1r
rψpFÐ

P pxq, FÐ
Q pxqqdλLpxq

with rψ : R
`
FÐ
P

˘
ˆ R

`
FÐ
Q

˘
ÞÑ r0,8s defined by (cf. (I2) and (21))

rψpu, vq :“ W pu, vq ¨ ψφ,c
´

u

W

`
u,v

˘ , v

W

`
u,v

˘
¯

ě 0 with

ψφ,c

´
u

W

`
u,v

˘ , v

W

`
u,v

˘
¯
:“

”
φ
`

u
W pu,vq

˘
´φ

`
v

W pu,vq

˘
´φ1

`,c

`
v

W pu,vq

˘
¨
`

u
W pu,vq ´ v

W pu,vq

˘ı
.

Under Assumption 1 (and hence under the more restrictive Assumption 2) of
Stummer [183] – who deals even with a more general context where the scaling
and the aggregation function need not coincide – one can adapt Theorem 4
and Corollary 1 of Broniatwoski & Stummer [42] to obtain the desired basic
divergence properties (D1) and (D2) in the form of

pNNqDc
φ,wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,λL

pSqupP q, SqupQqq ě 0

(RE) Dc
φ,wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,λL

pSqupP q, SqupQqq “ 0

if and only if FÐ
P pxq “ FÐ

Q pxq for λ-a.a. x P X .

In order to establish a connection between the divergence (89) and optimal
transport problems, we impose for the rest of this section the additional require-

ment that the function rψ is continuous (except for the point pu, vq “ p0, 0q) and
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quasi-antitone19 in the sense

rψpu1, v1q ` rψpu2, v2q ď rψpu2, v1q ` rψpu1, v2q for all u1 ď u2, v1 ď v2;

in other words, ´ rψp¨, ¨q is assumed to be continuous (except for the point pu, vq “
p0, 0q) and quasi-monotone20 21. For such a setup, one can consider the Kan-
torovich transportation problem (KTP) with the pointwise-BS-distance-type (pBS-

type) cost function pu, vq ÞÑ rψpu, vq; indeed, Stummer [183] recently obtained
(an even more general version of) the following

Theorem 3. Let rΓ pP,Qq be the family of all probability distributions P on Rˆ
R which have marginal distributions Pr ¨ ˆ Rs “ P r¨s and PrR ˆ ¨ s “ Qr ¨ s.
Moreover, we denote the corresponding upper Hoeffding-Fréchet bound (cf. e.g.
Theorem 3.1.1 of Rachev & Rüschendorf [159]) by Pcom having “comonotonic”
distribution function FPcompu, vq :“ mintFP puq, FQpvqu (u, v P R). Then

mintX„P,Y „Qu E

“ rψpX,Y q
‰

(90)

“ mintPP rΓ pP,Qqu

ş
RˆR

rψ dPpu, vq (91)

“
ş
RˆR

rψpu, vqdPcompu, vq (92)

“
ş

s0,1r
rψpFÐ

P pxq, FÐ
Q pxqqdλLpxq

“ Dc
φ,wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,λL

pSqupP q, SqupQqq ě 0, (93)

where the minimum in (90) is taken over all R´valued random variables X,
Y (on an arbitrary probability space pΩ,A ,Sq) such that PrX P ¨ s “ P r ¨ s,
PrY P ¨ s “ Qr ¨ s. As usual, E denotes the expectation with respect to P.

Remark 2. (i) Notice that Pcom is rψ´independent, and may not be the unique
minimizer in (91). As a (not necessarily unique) minimizer in (90), one can take
X :“ FÐ

P pUq, Y :“ FÐ
Q pUq for some uniform random variable U on r0, 1s.

(ii) In Theorem 3 we have shown that Pcom (cf. (92)) is an optimal transport
plan of the KTP (91) with the pointwise-BS-distance-type (pBS-type) cost func-

tion rψpu, vq. The outcoming minimal value is equal to
Dc
φ,wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,λL

pSqupP q, SqupQqq which is

typically straightforward to compute (resp. approximate).
(iii) Depending on the chosen divergence, one may have to restrict the support
of P respectively Q, for instance to (subsets of) r0,8r.
19 other names are: submodular, Lattice-subadditive, 2-antitone, 2-negative,

∆´antitone, supernegative, “satisfying the (continuous) Monge property/condition”
20 other names are: supermodular, Lattice-superadditive, 2-increasing, 2-positive,

∆´monotone, 2-monotone, “fulfilling the moderate growth property”, “satisfying
the measure property”, “satisfying the twist condition”

21 a comprehensive discussion on general quasi-monotone functions can be found e.g.
in Chapter 6.C of Marshall et al. [121]
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Remark 2(ii) generally contrasts to those prominently used KTP whose cost func-
tion is a power dpu, vqp of a metric dpu, vq (denoted as POM-type cost function)
which leads to the well-known Wasserstein distances. (Apart from technicalities)
There are some overlaps, though:

Example 1. (i) Take Y Ă r0,8q (and thus the support of P and Q is contained
in r0,8r) together with the non-smooth φptq :“ φTV ptq :“ |t ´ 1| (t P r0,8r),
c “ 1

2
, W pu, vq :“ v P r0,8r to obtain rψpu, vq “ |u´ v| “: dpu, vq (u, v P r0,8r).

For an extension to Y “ R see Stummer [183].

(ii) Take Y “ R, φptq :“ φ2ptq :“ pt´1q2

2
(t P R, with obsolete c), W pu, vq :“ 1

to end up with rψpu, vq “ pu´vq2

2
“ dpu,vq2

2
.

(iii) The symmetric distances dpu, vq and dpu,vq2

2
are convex functions of u ´ v

and thus continuous quasi-antitone functions. The correspondingly outcoming
Wasserstein distances are thus considerably flexibilized by our new much more
general distanceDc

φ,wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,wpSqupP q,SqupQqq,λL
pSqupP q, SqupQqq

of (93).

We give some further special cases of pBS-type cost functions, which are contin-
uous and quasi-antitone, but which are generally not symmetric and thus not of
POM-type:

Example 2. “smooth” pointwise Csiszar-Ali-Silvey-Morimoto divergences (CASM
divergences): take φ : r0,8rÞÑ R to be a strictly convex, twice continuously dif-
ferentiable function on s0,8r with continuous extension on t “ 0, together with

W pu, vq :“ v Ps0,8r, and c is obsolete. Accordingly, rψpu, vq “ v ¨ φ
`
u
v

˘
´ v ¨

φp1q ´ φ1p1q ¨ pu´ vq, and hence the second mixed derivative satisfies B2 rψ
BuBv “

´ u
v2
φ2

`
u
v

˘
ă 0 (u, v Ps0,8r); thus, rψ is quasi-antitone on s0,8rˆs0,8r. Accord-

ingly, (90) to (93) applies to such kind of (cf. Section 2.5.1.2) CASM divergences
concerning P ,Q having support in r0,8r. As an example, take e.g. the power

function φptq :“ tγ´γ¨t`γ´1

γ¨pγ´1q (γ P Rzt0, 1u). A different connection between op-

timal transport and other kind of CASM divergences can be found in Bertrand
et al. [28].

Example 3. “smooth” pointwise classical (i.e. unscaled) Bregman divergences
(CBD): take φ : R ÞÑ R to be a strictly convex, twice continuously differentiable

function W pu, vq :“ 1 and c is obsolete. Accordingly, rψpu, vq :“ φpuq ´ φpvq ´
φ1pvq ¨ pu´ vq and hence B2 rψpu,vq

BuBv “ ´φ2pvq ă 0 (u, v P R); thus, Υφ,c,W,W3
is

quasi-antitone on R ˆ R. Accordingly, the representation (90) to (93) applies
to such kind of (cf. Section 2.5.1.1) CBD. The corresponding special case of
(91) is called “a relaxed Wasserstein distance (parameterized by φ) between
P and Q” in the recent papers of Lin et al. [112] and Guo et al. [80] for a
restrictive setup where P andQ are supposed to have compact support; the latter
two references do not give connections to divergences of quantile functions, but
substantially concentrate on applications to topic sparsity for analyzing user-
generated web content and social media, respectively, to Generative Adversarial
Networks (GANs).
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Example 4. “smooth” pointwise Scaled Bregman Distances : for instance, con-

sider P and Q with support in r0,8r. One gets that rψ is quasi-antitone on
s0,8rˆs0,8r if the generator function φ is strictly convex and thrice continu-
ously differentiable on s0,8r (and hence, c is obsolete) and the so-called scale
connector W is twice continuously differentiable such that – on s0,8rˆs0,8r
– rψ is twice continuously differentiable and B2 rψ

BuBv ď 0 (an explicit formula of
the latter is given in the appendix of Kißlinger & Stummer [103], who also give
applications to robust change detection in data streams). Illustrative examples
of suitable φ and W can be found e.g. in Kißlinger & Stummer [102].

Returning to the general context, it is straightforward to see that if P does not
give mass to points (i.e. it has continuous distribution function FP ) then there
exists even a deterministic optimal transportation plan: indeed, for the map
T com :“ FÐ

Q ˝FP one has Pcomr ¨ s “ P rpid, T comq P ¨ s and thus (92) is equal to

ş
R

rψpu, T compuqqdP puq

“ mintTP pΓ pP,Qqu

ş
R

rψpu, T puqqdP puq (94)

“ mintX„P, T pXq„Qu E

“ rψpX,T pXqq
‰

where (94) is called Monge transportation problem (MTP). Here, pΓ pP,Qq de-
notes the family of all measurable maps T : R ÞÑ R such that P rT P ¨ s “ Qr ¨ s.

3 Aggregated/Integrated Divergences

Suppose that φ “ φz , P “ Pz, Q “ Qz, m1 “ m1,z m2 “ m2,z, m3 “ m3,z, λ “
λz depend on the same (!!) “parameter/quantity” z P Z . Then it makes sense to

study the aggregated/integrated divergence
ş
Z
Dφz,m1,z,m2,z,m3,z,λz

pSpPzq, SpQzqqdλ̆pzq
where λ̆ is a σ´finite measure on Z (e.g. the Lebesgue-measure λL, the counting
measure λ# or a probability measure, where in case of the latter one also uses
the terminology “expected divergence”).

Another interesting special case is the following family: recall first that for
the two-element space Y “ X “ t0, 1u we denote the corresponding prob-
ability mass functions as SpmpP q “ tP rtxusuxPX

“ t1 ´ P rt1us, P rt1usu; in
other words, P is a Bernoulli distribution Berpθq which is completely deter-
mined by its parameter θ P r0, 1s with interpretation θP “ P rt1us. Now suppose
that θP “ θP pzq depends on a real-valued parameter z P R. In such a situ-
ation it makes sense to study the the aggregated (integrated) divergence for
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φ P ΦC1
psa, brq

0 ď
ş
R

Dφ,m1,z,m2,z,m3,z ,λ#
pSpmpBerpθP pzqqq, SpmpBerpθQpzqqqqdλ̆pzq

“
ż

R

#«
φ

ˆ
1 ´ θP pzq
m1,zp0q

˙
´ φ

ˆ
1 ´ θQpzq
m2,zp0q

˙
´ φ1

ˆ
1 ´ θQpzq
m2,zp0q

˙
¨
ˆ
1 ´ θP pzq
m1,zp0q ´ 1 ´ θQpzq

m2,zp0q

˙ff
¨m3,zp0q

`
«
φ

ˆ
θP pzq
m1,zp1q

˙
´ φ

ˆ
θQpzq
m2,zp1q

˙
´ φ1

ˆ
θQpzq
m2,zp1q

˙
¨
ˆ
θP pzq
m1,zp1q ´ θQpzq

m2,zp1q

˙ff
¨ m3,zp1q

+
dλ̆pzq (95)

where λ̆ is a σ´finite measure on R (e.g. the Lebesgue-measure λL, the counting
measure λ# or a probability measure) and the scaling functions m1, m2 as well
as the aggregating function m3 are allowed to depend (in a measurable way) on
z (which is denoted by extending their indices with z). For the non-differentiable
case φ P Φ0psa, brq, the derivative φ1 has to be replaced by φ1

`,c.

In adaption of the discussion after formula (25), by defining the integral

functional g̃
φ,m3,λ̆

pξ̃q :“
ş
R

” ş
t0,1u

φpξ̃px, zqq ¨m3pxqdλ#pxq
ı
dλ̆pzq and plugging

in e.g.

g̃
φ,m3,λ̆

´
SpmpBerpθP p¨qqq

m1,¨

¯
“

ş
R

!
φ
´

1´θP pzq
m1,zp0q

¯
¨ m3,zp0q ` φ

´
θP pzq
m1,zp1q

¯
¨ m3,zp1q

)
dλ̆pzq,

(96)

the divergence in (95) can be (formally) interpreted as

0 ď 0 ď
ş
R

Dφ,m1,z,m2,z,m3,z,λ#
pSpmpBerpθP pzqqq, SpmpBerpθQpzqqqqdλ̆pzq

“ g̃
φ,m3,λ̆

ˆ
SpmpBerpθP p¨qqq

m1,¨

˙
´ g̃

φ,m3,λ̆

ˆ
SpmpBerpθQp¨qqq

m2,¨

˙

´g̃1
φ,m3,λ̆

´
SpmpBerpθQp¨qqq

m2,¨
,
SpmpBerpθP p¨qqq

m1,¨
´ SpmpBerpθQp¨qqq

m2,¨

¯
.

As an important special case, take λ̆ :“ λL (and we formally identify the
Lebesgue-integral with the Riemann-integral over dz), θP pzq :“ FP pzq “ P rp´8, zss “
Scdz pP q, θQpzq :“ FQpzq “ Qrp´8, zss “ Scdz pQq,m1,zp0q “ m2,zp0q “ m3,zp0q “
1´ θQpzq, m1,zp1q “ m2,zp1q “ m3,zp1q “ θQpzq, and accordingly (95) simplifies
to

0 ď
ş
R

Dφ,m1,z,m2,z ,m3,z,λpSpmpBerpθP pzqqq, SpmpBerpθQpzqqqqdλ̆pzq

“
ż

R

#«
φ

ˆ
1 ´ FP pzq
1 ´ FQpzq

˙
´ φp1q ´ φ1p1q ¨

ˆ
1 ´ FP pzq
1 ´ FQpzq ´ 1

˙ff
¨ p1 ´ FQpzqq

`
«
φ

ˆ
FP pzq
FQpzq

˙
´ φp1q ´ φ1p1q ¨

ˆ
FP pzq
FQpzq ´ 1

˙ff
¨ FQpzq

+
dz

“: CPDφpP,Qq ,
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which in case of φp1q “ 0 becomes

0 ď CPDφpP,Qq

“
ż

R

#
φ

ˆ
1 ´ FP pzq
1 ´ FQpzq

˙
¨ p1 ´ FQpzqq ` φ

ˆ
FP pzq
FQpzq

˙
¨ FQpzq

+
dz . (97)

If basically φp0q “ φp1q “ 0 and P , Q are generated by random variables,
say P “ PrrX P ¨ s, Q “ PrrY P ¨ s – and thus FP pzq “ PrrX ď zs,
FQpzq “ PrrY ď zs – then according to (97) the CPDφpP,Qq coincides with the
cumulative paired φ´divergence CPDφpX,Y q of Klein et al. [105]; the special
case CPDφα

pX,Y q with φ “ φα from (26) was employed by Jager & Well-
ner [91]. Notice that without the assumption φp1q “ 0 “ φ1p1q, the right-hand
side of (97) may become negative and thus is not a divergence anymore.

As a side remark, notice that in the “unscaled setup” λ̆ :“ λL, θP pzq :“ FP pzq,
m1,zp0q “ m3,zp0q “ m1,zp1q “ m3,zp1q “ 1, the formula (96) becomes

g̃
φ,m3,λ̆

´
SpmpBerpθP p¨qqq

m1,¨

¯
“

ş
R

!
φp1 ´ FP pzqq ` φpFP pzqq

)
dz

which corresponds to the cumulative φ´entropy of P introduced by Klein et
al. [105].

4 Dependence expressing divergences

Let the data take values in some product space Y “
Śd

i“1 Yi with product-

σ´algebra A “ Âd
i“1 Ai. On this, we consider probability distributions P hav-

ing marginals Pi determined by PirAis :“ P rY1 ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆAi ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ Yds (i P t1, . . . , du,
Ai P Ai). Furthermore, let Q :“ Âd

i“1 Pi be the product measure having the
same marginals as P . Typically, P r¨s :“ PrrpY1, . . . , Ydq P ¨ s is the joint distri-
bution of some random variables Y1, . . . , Yd; on the other hand, the latter are
independent under the (generally different) probability measure Q.
As usual, we also involve statistical functionals SpP q :“ tSxpP quxPX

and SpQq :“
tSxpQquxPX

, where X is an index space equipped with a σ´algebra F and a
σ´finite measure λ (e.g. a probability measure, the Lebesgue measure, a count-
ing measure, etc.). Accordingly, any of the above divergences (cf. (19))

0 ď Dc
φ,m1,m2,m3,λ

pSpP q, SpQqq

:“
ż

X

«
φ

ˆ
SxpP q
m1pxq

˙
´ φ

ˆ
SxpQq
m2pxq

˙
´ φ1

`,c

ˆ
SxpQq
m2pxq

˙
¨
ˆ
SxpP q
m1pxq ´ SxpQq

m2pxq

˙ff
m3pxqdλpxq

(98)

can be interpreted as a directed degree of dependence of P (e.g. of the above-
mentioned random variables Y1, . . . , Yd), since it measures the amount of dis-
similarity between the same statistical functional of P and of the independence-
expressing Q. Some special cases of (98) have already appeared in literature

52



(which we put into our notation):

(1) Micheas & Zografos [129] consider Csiszar-Ali-Silvey-Morimoto (CASM)
φ´divergences between λ´density functions, i.e. they take X :“ Y , a real con-
tinuous convex function on r0,8r, a product measure λ :“ Âd

i“1 λi, S
λpd
x pQq :“

fQpxq :“ śd
i“1 fPi

pxiq ě 0 where x “ px1, . . . , xdq and fPi
is the λi´density

function of the marginal distribution Pi, as well as S
λpd
x pP q :“ fP pxq ě 0 to be

the λ´density function of P , to end up with the following special case of (74):

0 ď Dφ,SλpdpQq,SλpdpQq,1¨SλpdpQq,λpSλpdpP q, SλpdpQqq

“
ż

X

dź

i“1

fPi
pxiq ¨ φ

˜
fP pxq

śd
i“1 fPi

pxiq

¸
¨ 1s0,8r

˜
fP pxq ¨

dź

i“1

fPi
pxiq

¸
dλpxq

`φ˚p0q ¨ P
«
dź

i“1

fPi
pxiq “ 0

ff
` φp0q ¨ QrfP pxq “ 0s ´ φp1q . (99)

In applications, one often takes X “ Y “ R

d, Yi “ R, λi :“ λL to be the
Lebesgue measure on R and thus λ “ λL is the Lebesgue measure on Rd (with a
slight abuse of notation), fP to be the classical joint (Lebesgue) density function
of Y1, . . . , Yd, and fPi

to be the classical (Lebesgue) density function of Yi.
By plugging φptq “ φ1ptq “ t ¨ log t` 1 ´ t P r0,8r t Ps0,8r (cf. (30)) into (99),
one obtains the prominent mutual information. References to further subcases
of (99) can be found e.g. in [129].
For d “ 2, X “ Y “ R

2, λ :“ λL, continuous marginal density functions fP1
,

fP2
, by Sklar’s theorem [175] one can uniquely rewrite the joint distribution func-

tion FP px1, x2q “ CpFP1
px1q, FP2

px1q in terms of a copula Cp¨, ¨q. Suppose fur-
ther that Cp¨, ¨q is absolutely continuous (with respect to the Lebesgue measure
on r0, 1sˆr0, 1s, and hence for its (Lebesgue) density function cp¨, ¨q – called cop-

ula density – one gets cpu1, u2q “ B2Cpu1,u2q
Bu1Bu2

for almost all u1, u2 P r0, 1s ˆ r0, 1s
(see e.g. p.83 in Durante & Sempi [61] and the there-mentioned references). Ac-
cordingly, fP px1, x2q “ fP1

px1q ¨ fP2
px2q ¨ cpFP1

px1q, FP2
px2qq and thus, in case

of strictly positive fP1
p¨q ą 0, fP2

p¨q ą 0 the divergence (99) rewrites as

0 ď Dφ,SλpdpQq,SλpdpQq,1¨SλpdpQq,λpSλpdpP q, SλpdpQqq

“
ż

R

ż

R

fP1
px1q ¨ fP2

px2q ¨ φ
ˆ

fP px1, x2q
fP1

px1q ¨ fP2
px2q

˙
dλLpx1qdλLpx2q ´ φp1q

“
ż 1

0

ż 1

0

φpcpu1, u2qq dλLpu1qdλLpu2q ´ φp1q,

which solely depends on the copula (density) and not on the marginals. For
φp1q “ 0 formula (114) was established basically in Durrani & Zeng [62] with-
out assumptions and without a proof; they also give some examples including
φ “ φα (α P Rzt0, 1u) of (26), as well as the KL-generator φ “ φ̃1ptq of (29)
leading to the “copula-representation of mutual information”. The latter also
appears in the earlier work of Davy & Doucet [54], as well as e.g. in Zeng &
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Durrani [206], Zeng et al. [207] and Tran [193]; in contrast, Tran also gives a
copula-representation of the Kullback-Leibler information divergence between
two general d´dimensional Lebesgue density functions SλLpd

¨ pP q :“ fP p¨q and

S
λLpd
¨ pQq :“ fQp¨q where P and Q are allowed to have different marginals, and
Q need not be of independence-expressing product type.
(2) For the special case X :“ Y “ R

2, continuous marginal distribution func-
tions FP1

and FP2
, product measure λ :“ P1 bP2, S

cd
x pQq :“ FQpxq “ FP1

px1q ¨
FP2

px2q P r0, 1s, as well as joint distribution function Scdx pP q :“ FP pxq P r0, 1s,
one gets the following special cases of (46) respectively (73):

0 ď Dφ2,1,1,1¨1,λpScdpP q, ScdpQqq

“
ż

R

ż

R

1

2
¨
”
FP px1, x2q ´ FP1

px1q ¨ FP2
px2q

ı2
dP1px1qdP2px2q

“
ż 1

0

ż 1

0

”
Cpu1, u2q ´ u1 ¨ u2

ı2
dλLpu1qdλLpu2q

(cf. Blum et al. [32], Schweizer & Wolff [168], up to constants and squares) and

0 ď D
1{2

φTV ,ScdpQq,ScdpQq,1¨ScdpQq,λ
pScdpP q, ScdpQqq “

“
ż

R

ż

R

|FP px1, x2q ´ FP1
px1q ¨ FP2

px2q| dP1px1qdP2px2q

“
ż 1

0

ż 1

0

|Cpu1, u2q ´ u1 ¨ u2| dλLpu1qdλLpu2q

(cf. Schweizer & Wolff [168], up to constants).

As a side remark, let us mention that other interplays between divergences and
copula functions can be constructed. For instance, suppose that P and Q are
two probability distributions on the d´dimensional product (measurable) space
pY ,A q having copula density functions cP respectively cQ; the latter can be
interpreted as special statistical functionals ScoppP q of P respectively ScoppQq
of Q, and thus, by employing the divergences (19) we obtain

0 ď Dc
φ,m1,m2,m3,λLd

pScoppP q, ScoppQqq

:“
ż

Y

«
φ

ˆ
cP pxq
m1pxq

˙
´ φ

ˆ
cQpxq
m2pxq

˙
´ φ1

`,c

ˆ
cQpxq
m2pxq

˙
¨
ˆ
cP pxq
m1pxq ´ cQpxq

m2pxq

˙ff
m3pxqdλLdpxq

(100)

where λLd denotes the d´dimensional Lebesgue measure and thus the inte-
gral in (100) turns out to be (with some rare exceptions) of d´dimensional
Riemann-type with dλLdpxq “ dx. The (CASM φ´divergences type) special
case Dc

φ,ScoppQq,ScoppQq,ScoppQq,λ
Ld

pScoppP q, ScoppQqq leads to a divergence which

has been used by Bouzebda & Keziou [34] in order to obtain new estimates
and tests of independence in semiparametric copula models with the help of
variational methods.
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5 Bayesian contexts

There are various different ways how divergences can be used in Bayesian frame-
works:

(1) as “direct” quantifiers of dissimilarities between statistical functionals of
various parameter distributions:
for instance, consider a n´dimensional vector of observable random quantities
z “ pZ1, . . . Znq whose distribution depends on an unobservable (and hence,
also random) multivariate parameter Θ :“ pΘ1, . . . , Θdq, as well as a real-valued
quantity Zn`1 (whose distribution also depends on Θ) to be predicted. Corre-
sponding candidates for distributions P , Q – to be used in DpSpP q, SpQqq –
are for example the following: the prior distribution PrΘr¨s :“ PrrΘ P ¨ s of
Θ (under some underlying probability measure Pr), the posterior distribution

PrΘ|z“zr¨s :“ PrrΘ P ¨
ˇ̌
ˇ z “ zs ofΘ given the data observation z “ z, the predic-

tive prior distribution PrZn`1
r¨s “ PrrZn`1 P ¨ s “

ş
R

d PrZn`1|Θ“θr¨s dPrΘpθq
of Zn`1, and the predictive posterior distribution PrZn`1|z“zr¨s “ PrrZn`1 P
¨
ˇ̌
ˇ z “ zs “

ş
R

d PrZn`1|Θ“θr¨s dPrΘ|z“zpθq of Zn`1. For instance, the diver-

gence DpSλpdpPrΘq, SλpdpPrΘ|z“zqq serves as “degree of informativity of the
new data-point observation on the learning of the true unknown parameter”.
Analogously, one can also consider more complex setups like e.g. a continuum
z “ tZt : t P r0, T su of observations, parameters Θ of function type, and Zu
(u ą T ) rather than Zn`1.

(2) as “decision risk reduction” (“model risk reduction”, “information gain”):
in a dichotomous Bayesian decision problem between the two alternative proba-
bility distributions P :“ PH and Q :“ PA , one takes Θ “ tH ,A u, PrΘr¨s :“
πH ¨ δH r¨s ` p1´ πH q ¨ δA r¨s for some πH Ps0, 1r. Within this context, suppose
we want to make decisions/actions d taking values in a space D. Furthermore,
for the case that H were true we attribute a real-valued loss LH pdq ě 0 to each
d; LH pdq “ 0 corresponds to a “right” decision d, LH pdq ą 0 to the amount of
loss taking the “wrong” decision d. In the same way, for the case that A were
true we use LA pdq ě 0. Prior to random observations Z, the corresponding prior
minimal mean decision loss (prior Bayes loss, prior Bayes risk) is given by

BpπH q :“ inf
dPD

tπH ¨ LH pdq ` p1 ´ πH q ¨ LA pdqu .

Based upon a concrete observation z, we decide for some “action” d P D, oper-
ationalized by a decision rule d from the space of all possible observations to D
(i.e. dpzq P D. The corresponding posterior minimal mean decision loss (posterior
Bayes loss, posterior Bayes risk) is defined by

BpπH , PH , PA q :“ infd
 
πH ¨

ş
LH pdpzqqdPH pzq ` p1 ´ πH q ¨

ş
LA pdpzqqdPA pzq

(

where the infimum is taken amongst all “admissible” decision functions d. Up to
technicalities, one can show that

BpπH , PH , PA q “
ş
Bpπpost

H
pzqq pπH ¨ dPH pzq ` p1 ´ πH q ¨ dPA pzqq ,
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with posterior probability (for H ) πpost
H

pzq :“ πH ¨fP pzq
πH ¨fP pzq`p1´πH q¨fQpzq in terms

of the λ´density functions fP p¨q and fQp¨q where λ is e.g. P`Q
2

(or any mea-
sure such that P and Q are absolutely continuous w.r.t. λ). The difference
I pπH , PH , PA q :“ BpπH q ´ BpπH , PH , PA q ě 0 can be interpreted as a
statistical information measure in the sense of De Groot [55], and as degree of re-
duction of the decision risk due to observation. Let us first discuss the special case
D “ r0, 1s with d interpreted as evidence degree, and LH pdq “ 1´d, LA pdq “ d

(Bayes testing). Hence, BpπH q “ πH ^ p1 ´ πH q. From this, Österreicher &
Vajda [145], Liese & Vajda [110] have shown that Csiszar-Ali-Silvey-Morimoto
divergences (i.e., f´divergences) can be represented as “average” statistical in-
formation measures, i.e. (in our notation)

ş
s0,1r IπH

pPH , PA q 1
πH

dgφpπH q “ D
φ,S

λpd
x pPA q,Sλpd

x pPA q,1¨Sλpd
x pPA q,λpSλpdx pPH q, Sλpdx pPA qq

(101)

where gφpπq :“ ´φ1
`

`
1´π
π

˘
is nondecreasing in π Ps0, 1r. If φ is twice differen-

tiable, then one can simplify 1
πH

dgφpπH q “ 1
pπH q3 φ

2
´

1´πH

πH

¯
dπH in (101).

For the divergence generators φα with α P R (cf. (26), (30), (31), (28)) one

gets 1
πH

dgφpπH q “ p1´πH qα´2

pπH qα`1 dπH ; see also Stummer [179,180,181] for an

adaption to a context of path-observations of financial diffusion processes. In
contrast, Österreicher & Vajda [145] have also given a “direct” representation
(in our notation)

I pπH , PH , PA q “ D
φ,S

λpd
x pPA q,Sλpd

x pPA q,1¨Sλpd
x pPA q,λpSλpdx pPH q, Sλpdx pPA qq

for some appropriately chosen loss functions LH p¨q, LA p¨q which depend on φ

and πH
22; see also Stummer [180,181] for an adaption of the case φ :“ φα with

α P R within a context of financial diffusion processes.

(3) as bounds of minimal mean decision losses:
In the context of (2), let us now discuss the binary decision space D “ tdH , dA u
where dH stands for an action preferred in the case that PH were true. Fur-
thermore, suppose that PH is absolutely continuous with respect to λ :“ PA

having density function fPH
p¨q; notice that fPA

p¨q ” 1. For the loss functions
LH pdq “ cH ¨1tdA updq and LA pdq “ cA ¨1tdH updq with some constants cH ą 0,
cA ą 0, the posterior minimal mean decision loss (posterior Bayes loss) is

BpπH , PH , PA q “
ş
mintΛH ¨ fPH

pzq, ΛA u dPA pzq

with constants ΛH :“ πH ¨ cH ą 0, ΛA :“ p1 ´ πH q ¨ cA ą 0. For this,
Stummer & Vajda [186] have achieved the following bounds in terms of CASD-
type power D :“ D

φχ,S
λpd
x pPA q,Sλpd

x pPA q,1¨Sλpd
x pPA q,λpSλpdx pPH q, Sλpdx pPA qq for

22 they also have shown some kind of “reciprocal”
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arbitrary χ Ps0, 1r

BpπH , PH , PA q

$
’’&
’’%

ě Λ
maxt1,

χ
1´χ

u

H
¨Λ

maxt1,
1´χ
χ

u

A

pΛH `ΛA q
maxt

χ
1´χ

,
1´χ
χ

u
¨
´
1 ´ χ ¨ p1 ´ χq ¨D

¯maxt 1
χ
, 1
1´χ

u

ď Λ
χ
H

¨ Λ1´χ
A

¨ p1 ´ χ ¨ p1 ´ χq ¨Dq

(in an even slightly more general form), which can be very useful in case that
the posterior minimal mean decision loss can not be computed explicitly. For
instance, Stummer & Vajda [186] give applications to decision making of time-
continuous, non-stationary financial stochastic processes.

(4) as auxiliary tools: for instance, in an i.i.d.-type Bayesian parametric model-
misspecification context, Kleijn & van der Vaart [104] employ the reverse-Kullback-
Leibler-distance minimizer

ppθ :“ arg inf
θPΘ

Dφ0
pQθ, Ptrq “ arg inf

θPΘ
Dφ,SλpdpQq,SλpdpQq,1¨SλpdpQq,λpSλpdpQθq, SλpdpPtrqq

(cf. (10) respectively (74) with φ “ φ0) in order to formulate and prove an asymp-
totic normality — under the unknown true out-of-model-lying data-generating
distribution Ptr — of the involved posterior parameter-distribution.

6 Variational Representations

Variational representations of (say) φ´divergences, often referred to as dual
representation, transform φ´divergence estimation into an optimization problem
on an infinite dimensional function space, generally, but may also lead to a
simpler optimization problem when some knowledge on the class of measures Q
whereDφ pQ,P q has to be optimized is available; moreover, as already mentioned
at the end of Section 1.3 above, such variational representations can also be
employed to circumvent the crossover problem (CO1),(C2),(CO3).

To begin with, in the following we loosely sketch the corresponding general set-
ting. We equip M , the linear space of all finite signed measures (including all
probability measures) on pX ,Bq with the so called τ -topology, the coarsest one
which makes the mapping f Ñ

ş
fdQ continuous for all measure Q in M when

f runs in the class Mb of all bounded measurable functions on pX ,Bq. As an
exemplary statistical incentive for the use of signed measures, let us mention the
context where one wants to estimate, respectively test for, a mixture probability
distribution c ¨Q1 ` p1 ´ cq ¨Q2 with probability measures Q1,Q2 and c P r0, 1s.
In such a situation, it is sometimes technically useful to extend the range of c
beyond r0, 1s which leads to a signed finite measure. As a next step, since the
mapping Q Ñ Dφ pQ,P q is convex and lower semi-continuous in the τ -topology
we deduce that the following result holds for all Q in M and P in P :

rDφ pQ,P q “ sup
gPMb

ż

X

gpxq dQpxq ´
ż

X

φ˚ pgpxqq dP pxq (102)
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where (cf. Broniatowski [35] in the Kullback-Leibler divergence case as well as
Broniatowski & Keziou [38] for a general formulation)

rDφ pQ,P q :“
#ş

X
φ
´
dQ
dP

pxq
¯
dP pxq, for Q ăă P,

8, else,

is a slightly adopted version of the φ´divergence defined in (10) (see also (74))
and φ˚pxq :“ suptpt ¨ x ´ φptqq designates the Fenchel-Legendre transform of
the generator φ, see [38] and Nguyen et al. [143]. The choice of the τ -topology
is motivated by statistical considerations, since most statistical functionals are
continuous in this topology; see Groeneboom et al. [79]. This choice is in contrast
with similar representations for the Kullback-Leibler divergences (see e.g. Dembo
& Zeitouni [57], under the weak topology on P, for which the supremum in (102)
is taken over all continuous bounded functions on pX ,Bq.

Representation (102) offers a useful mathematical tool to measure statistical
similarity between data collections or to measure the directed distance between
a distribution P (either explicit or known through sampling), and a class of
distributions Ω, as well as to compare complex probabilistic models. The main
practical advantage of variational formulas is that an explicit form of the proba-
bility distributions or their likelihood ratio, dQ{dP , is not necessary. Only sam-
ples from both distributions are required since the difference of expected values
in (102) can be approximated by statistical averages, in case both Q and P are
known through sampling. In practice, the infinite-dimensional function space has
to be approximated or even restricted. One attempt is the restriction of the func-
tion space to a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) and the corresponding
kernel-based approximation in Nguyen et al. [143]. In many cases of relevance,
however, some information can be inserted in the description of the minimiza-

tion problem of the form inf
!
rDφ pQ,P q ;Q P Ω

)
when some relation between

P and all members in Ω can be assumed. Such is the case in logistic models, or
more globally in two sample problems, when it is assumed that dQ{dP belongs
to some class of functions; for example we may assume that Ω consists in all
distributions such that x Ñ pdQ{dP q pxq belongs to some parametric class. This
requires some analysis around (102), which is handled now.

The supremum in equation (102) may not be reached, even in elementary

cases. Consider the case when φ “ φ1, hence the case when rDφ pQ,P q is the
Kullback-Leibler divergence between Q and P , and assume that both Q and P
are two Gaussian probability measures on R with same variance and different
mean values. Then it is readily checked that the supremum in (102) is reached
on a polynomial with degree 2, hence outside of Mb. For statistical purposes it
is relevant that formula (102) holds with attainment; indeed the supremum , in

case when rDφ pQ,P q is finite, is reached at g :“ φ1 pdQ{dP q, therefore, in case
when φ is differentiable, on a function which may not be bounded.

It is also of interest to consider (102) in the case when P is atomic and
Q is a continuous distribution; for example let pX1, .., Xnq be an i.i.d. sample
under some probability measure R on R, and consider Q a probability measure

58



absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure; consider the case
when rDφ “ rDφ1

is the (slightly modified) Kullback-Leibler divergence. Denote
by P empn the empirical measure of the sample. Taking gpxq :“ M ¨1tX1,..,Xnucpxq
for some arbitrary M , it holds by (102) that rDφpQ,P empn q ě M proving that
no inference can be performed about R making use of the variational form as
it stands. Some more structure and information has to be incorporated in the
variational form of the divergence in order to circumvent this obstacle. Assuming
that φ is a differentiable function in its domain, the supremum in (102) is reached
at g˚ :“ φ1 pdQ{dP q as checked by substitution 23. Let F be a class of functions
containing all functions φ1 pdQ{dP q pxq as Q runs in a given model Ω.Consider
the subspace MF of all finite signed measures Q such that

ş
|f |d |Q| is finite for

all function f in F , then similarly as in (102) we may obtained the following

variational form of rDφ pQ,P q, which is valid when Q belongs to MF and P

belongs to P

rDφ pQ,P q “ sup
gPxMbYFy

ż

X

gpxq dQpxq ´
ż

X

φ˚ pgpxqq dP pxq (103)

in which we substituted Mb by the broader class Mb Y F which may contain
unbounded functions; note that (103) is valid for a smaller class of measures Q
than (102).
For instance, in the above example pertaining to the Kullback-Leibler divergence
and both P is Gaussian on R and Q belongs to the class Ω of all Gaussian
distributions on R with same variance as P , then F consists of all polynomial
functions with degree 2, and the supremum in (103) is attained. Looking at
the case when P is substituted by Pn and Q is absolutely continuous , and since
rDφ pQ,Pnq does not convey any information from the data, we are led to define a
restriction to the supremum operation on the space xMb Y F y; since we assumed
that φ1 pdQ{dP q P F for any Q in Ω Ă MF we have

rDφ pQ,P q “ sup
gPF

ż

X

gpxq dQpxq ´
ż

X

φ˚ pgpxqq dP pxq (104)

which is valid only whenQ ăă P . We thus can define a new “pseudo divergence”,
say rDφ pQ,P q which coincides with rDφ pQ,P q in those cases, and which takes
finite values depending on the data when P is substituted by P empn . In that case
we define

rDφ pQ,P empn q :“ sup
gPF

ż

X

gpxq dQpxq ´ 1

n

nÿ

i“1

φ˚ pXiq , (105)

which is the starting point of variational divergence-based inference; see Bronia-
towski & Keziou [39]. Note that the above formula does not require any grouping

23 In case when φ is not differentiable at some point, then the supremum in (103) should
satisfy g˚pxq P Bφ pdQ{dP q pxq for all x in X , where Bφptq is the subdifferential set
of the convex function φ at point t, Bφptq :“ tz P R : φpsq ě φptq ` z ps ´ tq ,@s P Ru
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or smoothing. Also the resulting estimator of the likelihood ratio dQ˚{dP where

Q˚ :“ arg infQPΩ
rDφ pQ,P q results from a double optimization, the inner one

pertaining to the estimation of g˚pQq solving (105) for any Q in Ω. Assuming
that tφ˚pgq, g P Fu is a Glivenko-Cantelli class of functions in some appropri-
ate metrics provides the ingredients to handle convergence properties of the
estimators. The choice of the divergence φ may obey robustness vs efficiency
equilibrium, as exemplified in parametric models; see also Al Mohamad [7].

Formula (104) can be obtained through simple convexity considerations (see
p. 172 of Liese & Vajda [109] or Theorem 17 of Liese & Vajda [110]) and is
used when F consists in all the functions φ1 pdQ{dP q as Q and P run in some
parametric model. In a more general (semiparametric or nonparametric setting),
formula (103) is adequate for inference in models consisting in probability distri-
butions Q which integrate functions in F , and leads to numerical optimization
making use of regularity assumptions on the likelihood ratio dQ{dP.

7 Some Further Variants

Extending the (say) φ´divergence definition outside the natural context of prob-
ability measures appear as necessary in various situations; for example models
defined by conditions pertaining to expectations of order statistics (or more
generally of L-statistics) are ubiquitous in meteorology, hydrology or in finance
through constraints on the value at risk, for example on the Distortion Risk Mea-
sure (DRM) of index α, which is defined in terms of the quantile function FÐ

associated to the distribution function F on R` through
ş1
0
FÐpuq ¨ 1tuąαu du.

Note that this class of constraints are not linear with respect to F but with
respect to FÐ only; so characterization of the projection of some measure P on
such sets of measures are not characterized by exponential family types of distri-
butions. Inference on whether a distribution P satisfies this kind of constraints
leads to the extension of the definition of divergences between quantile measures,
which might be signed measures. Variational representations for inference can
be defined and projections on linear constraints pertaining to quantile measures
can be characterized; see Broniatowski & Decurninge [37]. Also in the statistical
frame, testing for the number of components in a finite mixture requires the ex-
tension of the definition of divergences to not-necessarily positive argument, such
as occurs for the Pearson χ2´divergence; this allows to replace the non-regular
statistical task of estimating (testing) a value of a parameter at the border of its
domain into a regular problem, at the cost of introducing mixtures with negative
weights; an attempt in this direction is made in Broniatowski et al. [41].

For large-dimensional spaces X , variational representations of φ´divergences
(i.e. CASM divergences) offer significant theoretical insights and practical ad-
vantages in numerous research areas. Recently, they have gained popularity in
machine learning as a tractable and scalable approach for training probabilistic
models and for statistically differentiating between data distributions; see e.g.
Birrell et al. [31].
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Explicit methods to estimate the φ´divergence and likelihood ratio between
two probability measures known through sampling (hence substituting Q and
P in (104) by their empirical counterparts) have been considered making some
hypothesis on its regularity, or adding some penalty term in terms of the assumed
complexity of the class F ; examples include Sobolev classes of functions or
Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space approximations; see Nguyen et al. [143] for
explicit methods and properties of the estimators.

Extensions of the basic divergence formula as given in (104) to include some extra
inner optimization term have been proposed in by Birrell et al. [30] under the
name of pf´Γ q´divergences; this new class encompasses both the φ´divergence
class and many integral probability metrics (see also Sriperumbudur et al. [177]
on the overlap of the latter two); they provide uncertainty quantification bounds
for misspecified models in terms of the φ´divergence between the truth and
the model, somehow in a similar way as considered in cryptology (see Arikan &
Merhav [9] and subsequent extensive literature). Also, [30] apply optimization
of those divergences to training Generative Adversial Networks (GAN).

Another area where extension of the φ´divergences (i.e. CASM divergences) to
signed measures is useful is related to general optimization problems, where one
aims at projecting a vector (or a function) on a class of vectors (or a class of
functions); we refer to Broniatowski & Stummer [43] for an extensive treatment
of such problems in the finite dimensional case.

As already indicated above, there are also divergences between stochastic pro-
cesses where X is the set of all possible paths (i.e. all time-evolution scenar-
ios). By nature, the analysis of the outcoming (say) φ´divergences between two
distributions on the path space X may become very involved. For instance,
power divergences between diffusion processes — and applications to finance,
Bayesian decision making, etc. — were treated in Stummer [179,180,181] as
well as in Stummer & Vajda [186] (see also the corresponding binomial-process-
approximations in Stummer & Lao [185]); in contrast, Kammerer & Stummer
[94] study power divergences between Galton-Watson branching processes with
immigration and apply the outcomes to optimal decision making in the presence
of a pandemics (such as e.g. COVID-19).

For continuous, convex, homogeneous functions φ : RK` ÞÑ R, general multivari-
ate φ´dissimilarities of the form

Dφ pQ, P q “
ż

X

φ

ˆ
dQ1

dP
pxq, . . . , dQK

dP
pxq

˙
dP pxq

(which need not necessarily be divergences in the sense of a multivariate ana-
logue of the above axioms pD1q, pD2q) have been first introduced by Györfi
& Nemetz [81] [82] and later on investigated by e.g. Zografos [208] for strati-
fied random sampling, by Zografos [209] for hypothesis testing, and by Garcia-
Garcia & Williamson [72] for multiclass classification problems. As noticed by
[81], the multivariate φ´dissimilarities cover as special cases Matusita’s affin-
ity [122], the more general Toussaint’s affinity [191] [192] (which by nature is
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a multivariate (form of a) Hellinger integral being also called Hellinger trans-
form in Liese & Miescke [108])., and — in the bivariate case K “ 2 — also the
φ´divergences(i.e the CASM divergences). Special multivariate φ´divergences
Dφ pQ, P q were e.g. employed by Toussaint [191] [192] (see also Menendez et al.
[128]) in form of an average over all pairwise Jeffreys divergences (where the lat-
ter are sum-symmetrized Kullback-Leibler divergences), by Menendez et al. [127]
in form of a convex-combination of “Kullback-Leibler divergences between each
individual probability distribution and the convex-combination of all probability
distributions” (i.e. multivariate extensions of the Jensen-Shannon divergence),
and by Werner & Ye [203] in form of integrals over the geometric mean of all
the integrands in pairwise φ-divergences (and they even flexibilize to compo-
nents of a RK` ´valued function φ, and call the outcome a mixed φ´divergence).
A general “natural multivariate” extension of a φ´divergence in the sense of
CASM — called multidistribution φ´divergence — has been given by Duchi et
al. [60] who employed this to multiclass classification problems (see also Tan &
Zhang [190] for further application to loss functions and regret bounds). The
general multivariate φ´dissimilarity between signed measures (rather than the
more restrictive probability distributions) — under assumptions which imply the
multivariate analogue of the above axioms pD1q, pD2q — has been introduced
by Keziou [98] and used for the analysis of semiparametric multisample density
ratio models (for the latter, see e.g. Keziou & Leoni-Aubin [99] and Kanamori
et al. [95]).
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68. Faugeras, O.P., Rüschendorf, L.: Risk excess measures induced by hemi-metrics.
Working Paper 18-922, Toulouse School of Economics (2018)

69. Fienberg, S.E., Holland, P.W.: Methods for eliminating zero counts in contingency
tables. In: Patil, G.P. (ed.) Random Counts in Scientific Work, vol.1 (Random Counts
in Models and Structures), pp. 233–260. Pennsylvania State Univ. Press, University
Park (1970)

70. Figalli, A.: On the continuity of center-outward distribution and quantile functions.
Nonlinear Anal., 177 B, 413–421 (2018)

71. Galichon, H., Henry, M.: Dual theory of choice with multivariate risks. J. Econ.
Theory 147, 1501–1516 (2012)

72. Garcia-Garcisa, D., Williamson, R.C.: Divergences and risks for multiclass exper-
iments. 25th Annual Conference on Learning Theory; JMLR Workshop and Confer-
ence Proceedings 23, 28.1–28.20 (2012)

65



73. Gayen, A., Kumar, M.A.: Projection theorems and estimating equations for power-
law models. J. Multiv. Anal. 184, No. 104734 (2021); doi:10.1016/j.jmva.2021.104734

74. Ghosh, A., Basu, A.: Robust Bayes estimation using the density power divergence.
Ann. Inst. Statist. Math. 68, 413–437 (2016)

75. Ghosh, A., Basu, A.: Robust estimation in generalized linear models: the density
power divergence approach. TEST 25, 269–290 (2016)

76. Ghosh, A., Basu, A.: A new family of divergences originating from model adequacy
tests and applications to robust statistical inference. IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory 64(8),
5581–5591 (2018)

77. Gilchrist, W.G.: Statistical Modelling with Quantile Functions. Chapman &
Hall/CRC, Boca Raton (2000)

78. Groeneboom, P., Oosterhoff, J.: Bahadur efficiency and probability of large devi-
ations. Statist. Neerlandica 31(1), 1–24 (1977)

79. Groeneboom, P., Oosterhoff, J., Ruymgaart, F. H.: Large deviation theorems for
empirical probability measures. Ann. Probab. 7(4), 553–586 (1979)

80. Guo, X., Hong, J., Lin, T., Yang, N.: Relaxed Wasserstein with application to
GANs. In: IEEE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal processing
(ICASSP 2021), pp. 3325–3329 (2021); doi:10.1109/ICASSP39728.2021.9414454

81. Györfi, L., Nemetz, T.: f-dissimilarity: a general class of separation measures of
several probability measures. In: Csiszar, I., Elias, P. (eds.) Topics in Information
theory (Second Colloq., Keszthely, 1975), pp. 309–321. Colloq. Math. Soc. János
Bolyai, Vol. 16. North-Holland, Amsterdam (1977)

82. Györfi, L., Nemetz, T.: f-dissimilarity: a generalization of the affinity of several
distributions. Ann. Inst. Statist. Math. 30, Part A, 105–113 (1978)

83. Hajek, J., Sidak, Z., Sen, P.K.: Theory of Rank Tests. Academic Press, San Diego
(1999)

84. Hallin, M.: On distribution and quantile functions, ranks and signs. ECARES
Working Paper 2017-34 (2017)

85. Hallin, M.: From Mahalanobis to Bregman via Monge and Kantorovich. Sankhya
80-B, Supplem. 1, S135–S146 (2018)

86. Hallin, M., Del Barrio, E., Cuesta-Albertos, J., Matran, C.: Distribution and quan-
tile functions, ranks and signs in dimension d; a measure transportation approach.
Ann. Statist. 49(2), 1139–1165 (2021)

87. Hande, S.: A note on order statistics for nondentically distributed variables.
Sankhya A 56(2), 365–368 (1994)

88. Henze, N., Nikitin, Y.Y.: A new approach to goodness-of-fit testing based on the
integrated empirical process. J. Nonparam. Statist. 12(3), 391–416 (2000)

89. Hoadley, A.B.: On the probability of large deviations of functions of several em-
pirical cdf’s. Ann. Math. Statist. 38, 360–381 (1967)

90. Hosking, J. R. M.: L-moments: analysis and estimation of distributions using linear
combinations of order statistics. J. Roy. Statist. Soc. Ser. B 52(1), 105–124 (1990)

91. Jager, L., Wellner, J.A.: Goodness-of-fit tests via phi-divergences. Ann. Statist.
35(5), 2018–2053 (2007)

92. Judge, G.G., Mittelhammer, R.C.: An Information Theoretic Approach to Econo-
metrics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge (2012)

93. Jurafsky, D., Martin, J.H.: Speech and Language Processing, 2nd ed. Pear-
son/Prentice Hall, Upper Saddle River (2009); see also 3rd ed. draft (2022) on
https://web.stanford.edu/„jurafsky/slp3

94. Kammerer, N.B., Stummer, W.: Some dissimilarity measures of branching pro-
cesses and optimal decision making in the presence of potential pandemics. Entropy
22(8), No. 874, 123 pages (2020); doi:10.3390/e22080874

66



95. Kanamori, T., Suzuki, T., Sugiyama, M.: f-divergence estimation and two-sample
homogeneity test under semiparametric density-ratio models. IEEE Trans. Inform.
Theory 58(2), 708–720 (2012)

96. Karakida, R., Amari, S.-I.: Information geometry of Wasserstein divergence. In:
Nielsen, F., Barbaresco, F. (eds.) Geometric Science of Information GSI 2017. Lecture
Notes in Computer Science, vol. 10589, pp. 119–126. Springer, International (2017)

97. Kayal, S., Tripathy, M.R.: A quantile-based Tsallis´α divergence. Physica A 492,
496–505 (2018)

98. Keziou, A.: Multivariate divergences with application in multisample density ratio
models. In: Nielsen, F., Barbaresco, F. (Eds.) Geometric Science of Information GSI
2015, Lecture Notes in Computer Science, vol. 9389, pp. 444–453. Springer, Berlin
(2015)

99. Keziou, A., Leoni-Aubin, S.: On empirical likelihood for semiparametric two-
sample density ratio models. J. Statist. Plann. Infer. 138(4), 915–928 (2008)

100. Kißlinger, A.-L., Stummer, W.: Some Decision Procedures Based on Scaled Breg-
man Distance Surfaces. In: Nielsen, F., Barbaresco, F. (Eds.) Geometric Science of
Information GSI 2013, Lecture Notes in Computer Science, vol. 8085, pp. 479–486.
Springer, Berlin (2013)

101. Kißlinger, A.-L., Stummer, W.: New model search for nonlinear recursive models,
regressions and autoregressions. In: Nielsen, F., Barbaresco, F. (Eds.) Geometric
Science of Information GSI 2015, Lecture Notes in Computer Science, vol. 9389, pp.
693–701. Springer, Berlin (2015)

102. Kißlinger, A.-L., Stummer, W.: Robust statistical engineering by means of scaled
Bregman distances. In: Agostinelli, C., et al. (eds.) Recent Advances in Robust Statis-
tics – Theory and Applications, pp. 81–113. Springer, New Delhi (2016)

103. Kißlinger, A.-L., Stummer, W.: A New Toolkit for Robust Distributional Change
Detection. Appl. Stochastic Models Bus. Ind. 34, 682–699 (2018)

104. Kleijn, B.J.K., van der Vaart, A.W.: The Bernstein-von-Mises theoremunder mis-
specification. Electron. J. Statist. 6, 354–381 (2012); doi:10.1214/12-EJS675

105. Klein, I., Mangold, B., Doll, M.: Cumulative paired φ´entropy. Entropy 18(7),
248 (2016)
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