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Abstract

Shape-constrained optimization arises in a wide range of problems including distributionally

robust optimization (DRO) that has surging popularity in recent years. In the DRO literature,

these problems are usually solved via reduction into moment-constrained problems using the Cho-

quet representation. While powerful, such an approach could face tractability challenges arising

from the geometries and the compatibility between the shape and the objective function and mo-

ment constraints. In this paper, we propose an alternative methodology to solve shape-constrained

optimization problems by integrating sample average approximation with importance sampling,

the latter used to convert the distributional optimization into an optimization problem over the

likelihood ratio with respect to a sampling distribution. We demonstrate how our approach, which

relies on finite-dimensional linear programs, can handle a range of shape-constrained problems

beyond the reach of previous Choquet-based reformulations, and entails vanishing and quantifi-

able optimality gaps. Moreover, our theoretical analyses based on strong duality and empirical

processes reveal the critical role of shape constraints in guaranteeing desirable consistency and

convergence rates.

Keywords— shape constraint, distributionally robust optimization, sample average approximation, strong

duality, empirical process

1 Introduction

This paper studies optimization problems in the form

sup
f

Ef [ϕ0(X)]

subject to Ef [ϕj(X)] ≤ µj , j = 1, . . . ,m (1)

Ef [ϕj(X)] = µj , j = m+ 1, . . . , l

f ∈ F
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where the decision variable is a probability density f that controls the expectation Ef [·] on the random variable

X ∈ X ⊂ Rn. The functions ϕj , j = 0, . . . , l are known functions from X to R that give rise to the objective

and moment constraints. In particular, one of these ϕj in the moment constraints is chosen to be the indicator

function I(x ∈ X ) to assert a total mass. Importantly, and as our main focus, the function class F contains

shape information on f , such as monotonicity, convexity and various forms of unimodality. Note that one

could generalize formulation (1) to allow probability distributions without densities, but at the expense of

more technicality that we avoid digressing to in this paper.

Our primary motivation for studying (1) is that it gives rise to sharp worst-case bounds on expectation-

type performance measures Ef [ϕ0(X)] when only partial information on f is known. This problem arises

generically in distributionally robust optimization (DRO) (Delage and Ye [2010], Goh and Sim [2010], Kuhn

et al. [2019]), a methodology to tackle optimization under uncertainty that can be viewed as a generalization

of classical robust optimization (Ben-Tal et al. [2009], Bertsimas et al. [2011]) when the uncertain parameter

refers to the underlying probability distribution in a stochastic problem. Like classical robust optimization,

DRO advocates decision-making that optimizes the worst-case scenario, and thus leads to a minimax problem

where the outer minimization is over the decision and the inner maximization is over the uncertain probability

distribution. In this regard, formulation (1) is precisely the inner maximization of a DRO, or can simply

represent a worst-case estimation without reference to a decision. Here, the feasible region, known as the

ambiguity set or uncertainty set, captures partial information on the uncertain distribution via moment and

distributional shape constraints.

1.1 Background and Existing Challenges

Let us elaborate further and explain the challenges on the aforementioned problem that motivates this paper.

First of all, the uncertainty sets in the DRO literature can be generally categorized into two major types.

The first type is a neighborhood ball surrounding a baseline distribution, where the ball size is measured via

a statistical distance. Common choices of distance include the class of ϕ-divergence (Ben-Tal et al. [2013],

Bertsimas et al. [2018], Bayraksan and Love [2015], Iyengar [2005], Hu and Hong [2013]) which also covers

particular cases like the Renyi divergence (Atar et al. [2015], Dey and Juneja [2012]) and total variation

distance (Jiang and Guan [2018]), and the Wasserstein metric (Esfahani and Kuhn [2018], Blanchet and

Murthy [2019], Gao and Kleywegt [2023], Xie [2021], Chen and Paschalidis [2018]). This type of DRO originates

from stochastic control (Petersen et al. [2000]), and since then has found applications in various disciplines

in economics (Hansen and Sargent [2008]), finance (Glasserman and Xu [2014]), queueing (Jain et al. [2010])

and simulation output analysis (Lam [2018]). More recently, it has been shown to have close connections

with regularization and solution generalization behaviors (Lam and Zhou [2017], Duchi et al. [2021], Gotoh

et al. [2018], Lam [2016, 2019], Gupta [2019], Blanchet and Kang [2021], Blanchet et al. [2022], Gao [2022],

Shafieezadeh-Abadeh et al. [2019]), and as such gains surging popularity in machine learning and statistics.

The second major type of uncertainty sets, which is the focus of this paper, represents partial information

on the distribution through moments and support (Delage and Ye [2010], Bertsimas and Popescu [2005],

Wiesemann et al. [2014], Goh and Sim [2010], Ghaoui et al. [2003], Hanasusanto et al. [2015], Zhang et al.

[2018], Xie and Ahmed [2018]), marginal constraints (Doan et al. [2015], Dhara et al. [2021]), and shape

constraints (Van Parys et al. [2016], Li et al. [2019], Lam and Mottet [2017], Chen et al. [2021]). These

uncertainty sets are especially useful in limited data situations or when data are partially unobservable due to
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limitations in the data collection process. Moment constraints are intuitive and easy to calibrate from either

expert knowledge or data. On the other hand, shape constraints acts as an important complement to moments,

one reason being that moment constraints alone can lead to unrealistic worst-case distributions, namely with

sparsely discrete support and thus becoming overly conservative. Another reason is that shape constraints

need no calibration and hence can be used with little or no data. Thanks to these advantages, shape constraints

have been demonstrably useful in, for instance, extremal estimation where the objective function denotes a

tail probability or related risk quantity (Van Parys et al. [2016], Lam and Mottet [2017]). In this situation, by

the very definition of a tail, data are scarce and shape constraints offer plausible extrapolations that balance

conservativeness and obtainable statistical information. It is worth noting that both moments and shape are

important: Using moments alone can lead to unrealistically pessimistic distributions concentrated on a small

handful of points (Popescu [2005]), while using shape alone can lead to the density being too “free” and does

not conform to the natural boundary of the considered problem (Lam and Mottet [2017]). In our main problem

(1), we thus consider the shape and the moment constraints both as integral parts of the formulation.

To this end, various types of shape constraints have been considered in the literature, including mono-

tonicity, unimodality and convexity (Popescu [2005]) in the one-dimensional case, and α-unimodality (with

star-unimodality as a special case; Dharmadhikari and Joag-Dev [1988], Van Parys et al. [2016], Li et al.

[2019]), block unimodality (Dharmadhikari and Joag-Dev [1988]) and orthounimodality (Lam et al. [2021])

in the multidimensional case. In terms of methodologies to solve these shape-constrained problems, a major

technique is to use the Choquet representation theorem. This theorem asserts that probability measures with

a shape constraint can be represented as a mixture of more “elementary” distributions. More concretely,

given a cumulative distribution function F in a convex shape-constrained class of distributions, the Choquet

representation establishes that:

F (x) =

∫
Uz(x)dµ(z), (2)

where Uz(x) are the more “elementary” distributions (indexed by z) in this class and µ(z) is the mixing

distribution. In this representation, Uz(x) are fixed (as the extreme points of this convex class) and the

mixing distribution varies as F varies. Such a representation helps to reformulate the objective function and

moment constraints in (1) as mixtures of moments over these elementary distributions, i.e.,

EF [ϕ(X)] = EZ [EUZ
[ϕ(X)]],

which turns the decision variable into the mixing distribution. When the inner expectation EUZ
[ϕ(X)] can

be easily computed, the resulting optimization with respect to the mixing distribution (i.e., the distribution

of Z) could be reducible to a solvable optimization problem (e.g., semidefinite program) and hence the exact

optimal value can be obtained.

While powerful, there are two main challenges of the Choquet representation that can hammer ultimate

solvability. First is that the index z in (2) can still be infinite-dimensional depending on the shape constraint

(e.g., orthounimodality; Lam et al. [2021]), and thus the optimization problem with respect to the mixing

distribution is still infinite-dimensional. In this case, unless a further finite-dimensional reduction can be

found, the problem can remain intractable. Another more important challenge is that the moments in the

objective function and constraints must be in certain restrictive forms so that the inner expectation EUZ
[ϕ(X)]

can be easily computed. Consequently, in Popescu [2005] which focuses on one-dimensional shapes including

convexity and unimodality, the functions ϕj(x) in the objective and moment constraints must be piecewise
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Table 1: Comparison between existing literature and our approach in terms of conditions on ϕj(x)

in the objective and additional moment constraints. ∗ denotes one-dimensional shapes and † denotes
multidimensional shapes.

Existing literature IW-SAA

Shape constraints Objective Additional moment

constraints

Objective Additional moment

constraints

monotonicity*

piecewise polynomial

(Popescu [2005])

piecewise polynomial

& Slater’s condition

(Popescu [2005])
mild integrability

condition

(Corollaries 1-5)

mild integrability

condition

& Slater’s condition

(Corollaries 1-5)

convexity* (bounded domain)

unimodality*

orthounimodality†

indicator of the

epigraph of a function

(Lam et al. [2021])

indicator of

hyperrectangles

(Lam et al. [2021])

polynomial. In Lam et al. [2021] that considers orthounimodality, the constraints must be expressed as

probabilities but not general moments, and the objective function must be the probability of a set that is

expressed as an epigraph of a function. Additionally, both Van Parys et al. [2016] and Li et al. [2019] can only

handle the first and second moment constraints for α-unimodality, with the objective function in Van Parys

et al. [2016] restricted to the probability of the random vector falling outside a prescribed polyhedron, and the

objective function in Li et al. [2019] being either the probability of the random vector lying in a hyperplane

or a special function derived from the conditional value-at-risk. The left half of Table 1 summarizes the

requirements in this existing literature for all the shape constraints that we contribute to in this paper.

1.2 Contributions

Motivated by the above challenges, we propose an alternative sampling-based approach to solve shape-

constrained distributional optimization. Rather than using the mixture idea in the Choquet representation,

our approach first conducts a change of measure from the underlying distribution to a pre-selected sampling

distribution. Then, by drawing Monte Carlo samples from this latter distribution, we formulate a suitable

sample average approximation (SAA) (Shapiro et al. [2021]) where the decision variable is now the importance

weights between the original and the sampling distributions.

We call our approach importance-weighted (IW) SAA. The change of measure idea underpins the tech-

nique of importance sampling, which is especially useful as a variance reduction method (Bucklew and Bucklew

[2004], Juneja and Shahabuddin [2006], Blanchet and Lam [2012]) and in Bayesian inference (Liu [2001]). In

our setting, importance sampling is used to translate the decision variables from the underlying distribution

in (1) to the importance weights, so that we can now sample from a known distribution to conduct SAA.

In this regard, the closest works to our approach are Glasserman and Xu [2014] and Ghosh and Lam [2019],

which like us consider worst-case distributional optimization problems. In particular, Glasserman and Xu

[2014] considers uncertainty sets constructed as divergence-based neighborhood balls surrounding a baseline

distribution, while Ghosh and Lam [2019] considers additionally moment-based uncertainty sets and essen-

tially discrete distributions. Nonetheless, when shape constraints are present, challenges arise regarding the
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representability of these shapes in terms of SAA. Moreover, the SAA solution may violate the feasibility of the

additional moment constraints in (1), which adds complications in convergence analyses as it necessitates the

consideration of both optimality and feasibility. These challenges motivate us to develop strong duality results

for both the original and SAA counterparts in order to remove the need to check feasibility for the moment

constraints. With this, we study statistical consistency and convergence rates of our IW-SAA, by leveraging

tools from empirical processes (van der Vaart and Wellner [1996]) that critically hinge on the functional com-

plexities of the shape constraints. Our study on this interplay of duality and empirical process machinery to

analyze shape-constrained optimization appears to be the first in the literature. It ultimately leads to solution

schemes for problems that are beyond the reach of existing Choquet-based approaches; see the right half of

Table 1.

1.3 Other Related Works

We close this introduction by comparing our study with several lines of related works. First is shape-

constrained nonparametric M -estimation in statistics, which concerns the optimization of likelihood function

or empirical loss function subject to shape constraints as a means to obtain estimators for statistical quantities.

Royset and Wets [2015], Pavlides and Wellner [2012], and Sager [1982] and Polonik [1998] study density esti-

mation under one-dimensional shape constraints, the so-called scale mixture of uniform class of distributions,

and orthounimodal constraints respectively. Royset and Wets [2020] and Royset [2020] investigate consistency

and convergence rates. Seijo and Sen [2011], Guntuboyina and Sen [2015], Mukherjee et al. [2024] study

(quasi)convex least squares estimation. Fang et al. [2021] study multivariate extensions of isotonic regression

and total variation denoising. Compared with this literature, our shape-constrained distributional optimiza-

tion bears two key differences. First is our focus on the optimal value instead of the optimal solution, which

arises from our disparate motivation from nonparametric M -estimation. In DRO, the optimal value of (1)

is the worst-case value of the objective function, which signifies and provides an upper bound on the actual

decision performance. In contrast, the optimal solution in nonparametric M -estimation corresponds to the

statistical estimator and is thus of primary interest in statistics. The second difference is the lack of moment

constraints in nonparametric M -estimation, compared to our formulation (1) that critically comprises both

moments and shape constraints as discussed above. These differences lead us to develop new results on the

interaction of duality with empirical processes and convergence guarantees for optimal values that are not

studied in the nonparametric M -estimation literature.

Our work is also related to functional optimization that, like our problem, is infinite-dimensional in nature,

but its decision variable is not necessarily a density. In contrast to deterministic calculus of variation prob-

lems (Gelfand and Fomin [2000]), some recent work studies stochastic counterparts. Singham and Cai [2017]

first propose to use SAA to approximate functional optimization formulations motivated from principal-agent

problems that are analytically intractable. Singham [2019] further studies bootstrapping to estimate the opti-

mal value, though without consistency guarantees. Singham and Lam [2020] investigates bounding techniques

(Mak et al. [1999], Bayraksan and Morton [2006]) for optimal values and theoretical convergence. Similar to

our work, these studies involve SAA problems with decision variables of growing dimensions. On the other

hand, they focus on essentially one-dimensional monotonic functions as decision variables, and do not include

auxiliary moment constraints or distributional variables that necessitate changes of measure. As such, they do

not investigate duality theory and the elaborate usage of empirical processes for general shapes. Lastly, Zhou
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et al. [2022] studies the convergence of SAA in functional optimization that is driven by Gaussian processes.

However, their sampling is on the underlying Gaussian variable that is different from our change of measure

and subsequent developments to address shape-constrained problems.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 gives an overview of our IW-SAA approach

and theoretical guarantees. Section 3 specializes our main guarantees to various shape constraints, and dis-

cusses our scope of applicability and limitations. Section 4 discusses computational challenge and remedies

associated with the number of constraints. Section 5 presents numerical results to validate our theorems and

demonstrates our empirical performances. The Appendix contains additional technical details and proofs for

all results in this paper.

2 IW-SAA and General Theoretical Guarantees

We present our IW-SAA to solve (1). First, we select a suitable known and simulatable (i.e., allows the

generation of random copies) positive probability density g on X , and rewrite (1) via a change of measure

from f to g as

(P) : sup
L

Eg[ϕ0(X)L(X)]

subject to Eg[ϕj(X)L(X)] ≤ µj , j = 1, . . . ,m (3)

Eg[ϕj(X)L(X)] = µj , j = m+ 1, . . . , l

L ∈ L

where L = f/g is the likelihood ratio and L = {f/g : f ∈ F} contains the corresponding shape constraints for

L. We require the positivity of g to ensure the existence of the likelihood ratio. Now, since the probability

density g is known and simulatable, we can draw n i.i.d. samples X1, . . . , Xn from g and formulate the SAA

counterpart of (P) as

(Pn) : sup
L

1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕ0(Xi)L(Xi)

subject to
1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕj(Xi)L(Xi) ≤ µj , j = 1, . . . ,m (4)

1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕj(Xi)L(Xi) = µj , j = m+ 1, . . . , l

L ∈ L

Note that the SAA problem (Pn) is potentially infinite-dimensional, since its decision space L is the same

as that of problem (P). To obtain a finite-dimensional reduction of (Pn), we need to discretize the shape

constraint L ∈ L in terms of samples X1, . . . , Xn that leads to what we call finite-dimensional reducibility. To

explain, consider the example where F is the class of monotonically increasing functions. The space L can be

written as L = {L : L(x1)g(x1) ≤ L(x2)g(x2) for x1 ≤ x2}. A corresponding discretized version, denoted by

Ln, can be written as Ln = {(L(X1), . . . , L(Xn)) : L(Xi)g(Xi) ≤ L(Xj)g(Xj) for Xi ≤ Xj} which is a subset

of Rn. This discretized version is invertible in the sense that, given any discrete values (L1, . . . , Ln) ∈ Ln, we
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Table 2: Finite-dimensional reducibility and statistical guarantees of IW-SAA. ✓ means it has this

property. means there is a counterexample showing that it does not have this property. Blank

means this is an open question.

Shape constraints Finite-dimensional reducibility Consistency Canonical convergence rate

monotonicity ✓ ✓ ✓

convexity (bounded domain) ✓ ✓ ✓

convexity (unbounded domain) ✓ ✓

unimodality ✓ ✓ ✓

α-unimodality

block unimodality ✓

orthounimodality ✓ ✓

can recover a function L ∈ L such that L(Xi) = Li for all i by interpolation:

L(x) =


Li1g(Xi1)/g(x), x ∈ (−∞, Xi1 ]

Li2g(Xi2)/g(x), x ∈ (Xi1 , Xi2 ]

· · ·
Ling(Xin)/g(x), x ∈ (Xin−1 ,∞)

,

where (i1, . . . , in) is a permutation of (1, . . . , n) such that Xi1 ≤ · · · ≤ Xin . Consequently, we can replace

L ∈ L by (L(X1), . . . , L(Xn)) ∈ Ln in (Pn) without changing its optimal value, and the resulting optimization

problem is a finite-dimensional linear program with decision variables (L(X1), . . . , L(Xn)). In general, we say

the SAA problem (Pn) has a finite-dimensional reduction if the discretization of L ∈ L like above is invertible,

in which case the decision variable can be chosen as (L(X1), . . . , L(Xn)) without loss of generality. The left

half of Table 2 displays, for various shape constraints, whether (Pn) has a finite-dimensional reduction. In

particular, the four constraints listed in Table 1 are finite-dimensionally reducible and result in readily solvable

linear programs. Details of these reformulations will be presented in Section 3.

In the next two subsections, we present our main theoretical results on IW-SAA, including strong duality

(Section 2.1) and statistical guarantees (Section 2.2).

2.1 Strong Duality

We prove strong duality to transform (P) and (Pn) into unconstrained optimization problems. The Lagrangian

dual problems of (P) and (Pn) are given by

(D) : inf
λ∈Rm

+ ×Rl−m
sup
L∈L

Eg[ϕ0(X)L(X)]−
l∑

j=1

λj(Eg[ϕj(X)L(X)]− µj)

 , (5)

(Dn) : inf
λ∈Rm

+ ×Rl−m
sup
L∈L

1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕ0(Xi)L(Xi)−
l∑

j=1

λj(ϕj(Xi)L(Xi)− µj)

 . (6)

The following assumptions are needed to establish strong duality.
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Assumption 1. For any L ∈ L, the random variables ϕj(X)L(X), j = 0, . . . , l are integrable with respect to

g.

Assumption 2. L is a convex set.

Assumption 3. There exists a feasible function L0 ∈ L s.t.

Eg[ϕj(X)L0(X)] < µj , j = 1, . . . ,m, Eg[ϕj(X)L0(X)] = µj , j = m+ 1, . . . , l.

Additionally, (µm+1, . . . , µl) is an interior point of the following set

{(Eg[ϕm+1(X)L(X)], . . . ,Eg[ϕl(X)L(X)]) : L ∈ L}.

Assumption 1 ensures the dual problem is well-defined. Assumption 2 guarantees the optimization problem

is convex, which is the usual assumption when establishing strong duality. Assumption 3 is a Slater condition

for the distributional optimization problem, similar to the conditions in, e.g., Karlin and Studden [1966], Smith

[1995], Shapiro [2001], Bertsimas and Popescu [2005], Popescu [2005]. Note that whether Assumptions 1-3

hold or not depends only on ϕj(X) and F but not the choice of sampling distribution g.

Under these assumptions, we develop strong Lagrangian duality in both the distributional optimization

problem and its SAA counterpart. We use val(·) to denote the optimal value of optimization problems. Since

the SAA optimal value is the supremum of possibly an uncountable number of random variables, it may not

be measurable. As such we employ outer (with a superscript ∗) and inner (with a subscript ∗) probabilities

and expectations to handle the measurability issue. Stochastic convergence is understood under the outer

expectation. We delegate these technical measurability details to Appendix A.

Theorem 1 (Strong duality for P). If Assumption 1 holds, then weak duality holds, i.e., val(P) ≤ val(D).

Furthermore, if Assumptions 2 and 3 also hold, then strong duality holds, i.e., val(P) = val(D).

Theorem 2 (Strong duality for Pn). For any sample size n, weak duality for IW-SAA holds, i.e., val(Pn) ≤
val(Dn) for any realization of X1, . . . , Xn. If Assumptions 1-3 hold, then strong duality holds at all but finitely

often n, i.e.,

P∗

( ∞⋃
n=1

∞⋂
k=n

{val(Pk) = val(Dk)}

)
= P∗(∃N0 ∈ N s.t. val(Pn) = val(Dn),∀n ≥ N0) = 1

as well as asymptotically, i.e., as n → ∞, P∗(val(Pn) = val(Dn)) → 1.

2.2 Statistical Guarantees

We prove the consistency and canonical convergence rate of IW-SAA. We first introduce some notation. We

write Pg as the probability measure induced by g and define the corresponding empirical distribution Pn based

on n observations from g as Pn = (1/n)
∑n

i=1 δXi , where δXi is the point mass at Xi. Following the convention

in empirical processes, the expectations of h(X) under Pg and Pn are written as Pgh := Eg[h(X)] and Pnh :=

(1/n)
∑n

i=1 h(Xi). An envelope of a function class F is any function F (x) such that suph∈F |h(x)| ≤ F (x).

We write ||Q||F := sup{|Qh| : h ∈ F} for any signed measure Q and function class F . We define the empirical

process Gn as Gn =
√
n(Pn − Pg).

Now we state our assumptions. We begin with the finiteness of the optimal value.
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Assumption 4. val(P) is finite.

The next assumption states that the function in the objective and constraints in (P) are so-called Pg-

Glivenko-Cantelli (Pg-GC), i.e., they satisfy the uniform law of large numbers.

Assumption 5. The function classes Fj := {ϕj(x)L(x) : L ∈ L}, j = 0, . . . , l have integrable envelopes and

are Pg-GC, i.e., ||Pn − Pg||Fj

a.s.*→ 0, for any j = 0, . . . , l.

With these, we have the consistency of IW-SAA.

Theorem 3 (Consistency). Suppose Assumptions 1-5 hold. Then we have |val(Pn)− val(P)| a.s.*→ 0.

Establishing canonical convergence rates requires an additional maximal inequality holds for Gn, which

helps bound the probability P∗(|
√
n(val(Pn)− val(P))| ≥ K).

Assumption 6. ∃ a constant C > 0 s.t. E∗||Gn||Fj
≤ C, ∀j = 0, . . . , l,∀n ∈ N.

Theorem 4 (Convergence rate). Suppose Assumptions 1-6 hold. Then we have
√
n(val(Pn) − val(P)) =

OP∗(1), i.e., ∀ε > 0, ∃ K > 0 s.t.

lim sup
n→∞

P∗(|
√
n(val(Pn)− val(P))| ≥ K) ≤ ε.

In deriving Theorems 3 and 4, we leverage tools from empirical processes to bound the uniform discrepancy

between expectations and their sample averages over a class of functions signified by the likelihood ratios.

This class of functions are defined by the feasible region specified by both the moment and shape constraints.

However, an issue arises that the moment constraints in (P) and (Pn) may not be the same due to the

discretization in (Pn), and in fact the moment constraints in (Pn) can even change with the sample size n.

Thus, a likelihood ratio that satisfies the moment constraints in (P) may not satisfy the ones in (Pn) and vice

versa. To this end, strong duality helps move the moment constraints to the objective function and thus unifies

the feasible region to be L ∈ L in both (D) and (Dn), which makes the empirical process theory applicable

to our problem. With this remedy, the shape constraints are instrumental in reducing the complexity of the

feasible decision space and rendering Assumptions 5 and 6 verifiable.

In the next section, we specialize our general results obtained in this section to various shape constraints.

In particular, we demonstrate how we are able to handle objectives and moment constraints beyond the

existing Choquet-based technique, which is a key implication in this paper.

3 Applications to Various Shape Constraints

We apply Theorems 3 and 4 to the shape constraints in Table 1, and also discuss the limitations of our approach

to other remaining constraints in Table 2. First of all, note that our shape constraints are imposed on the

unknown density f ∈ F but Assumptions 5 and 6 are imposed on the function classes Fj , j = 0, . . . , l. So we

need a lemma that can verify Assumptions 5 and 6 by the conditions on F . We first introduce some notation

(from van der Vaart and Wellner [1996] Section 2.1.1). Let (F , || · ||p) be a normed function space, where || · ||p
is the Lp-norm, i.e., ||f ||p = (Pg|fp|)1/p. For two functions l ≤ u (not necessarily in F), the bracket [l, u] is

the class of functions f satisfying l ≤ f ≤ u. The bracket is called an ε-bracket if ||l||p < ∞, ||u||p < ∞ and

||u− l||p < ε. We define the bracketing number N[ ](ε,F , || · ||p) as the minimum number of ε-brackets to cover

F . For γ > 0, we define Fγ = {fγ(x) : f ∈ F}.
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Lemma 1. Let F (x) be an envelope of the function class F with ||F ||∞ := supx∈X F (x) < ∞. If for each

ϕj(x), j = 0, . . . , l, either (7) or (8) holds:

∃ δ > 0 s.t. N[ ](ε,F , || · ||1+1/δ) < ∞ ∀ε > 0, and ||ϕj/g||1+δ < ∞, (7)

∃ γ ∈ (0, 1), δ > 0,M > 0 s.t.

{
N[ ](ε,Fγ , || · ||1+1/δ) < ∞,∀ε > 0

F 1−γ(x) ≤ Mg(x) ∀x ∈ X , and ||ϕj ||1+δ < ∞
, (8)

then Assumption 5 holds. If for each ϕj(x), j = 0, . . . , l, either (9) or (10) holds:

∃ δ > 0 s.t.

∫ x

0

√
logN[ ](ε,F , || · ||2(2+δ)/δ)dε < ∞ ∀x ∈ R+, and ||ϕj/g||2+δ < ∞, (9)

∃ γ ∈ (0, 1), δ > 0,M > 0 s.t.

{ ∫ x

0

√
logN[ ](ε,Fγ , || · ||2(2+δ)/δ)dε < ∞ ∀x ∈ R+

F 1−γ(x) ≤ Mg(x) ∀x ∈ X , and ||ϕj ||2+δ < ∞
, (10)

then Assumption 6 holds.

Lemma 1 provides two types of conditions to verify Assumptions 5 and 6. One is based on the moment

conditions on ϕj/g, i.e., (7) and (9). Recall that in our formulation one of the functions ϕj must be the

indicator function I(x ∈ X ) to represent the total mass constraint on f . Therefore, (7) and (9) can hold only

when X is bounded. The other type, i.e., (8) and (10), is based on the moment conditions on ϕj but with an

additional condition F 1−γ(x) ≤ Mg(x) ∀x ∈ X . This type of condition can be applied when X is unbounded

and the additional condition essentially says the sampling distribution g should be heavier-tailed than any

f ∈ F . A common situation (also used in the following examples) of the second type is that the density

f ∈ F is known to be lighter-tailed than some density g0, i.e., f
1−γ ≤ Mg0 for any f ∈ F and some constant

M > 0. Then the envelope F can be chosen as F = (Mg0)
1/(1−γ) with the sampling distribution g = g0. In

data-driven settings, this can be conducted by estimating the tail index from the data and choosing g0 that is

heavier-tailed than the true distribution with high confidence.

Now we are ready to study the six shape constraints in Table 2. In particular, all finite-dimensional

reductions, if available, will be in the following form:

(P ′
n) : sup

L(Xi),i=1,...,n

1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕ0(Xi)L(Xi)

subject to
1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕj(Xi)L(Xi) ≤ µj , j = 1, . . . ,m

1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕj(Xi)L(Xi) = µj , j = m+ 1, . . . , l

L(Xi), i = 1, . . . , n satisfy the discrete shape constraint.

To avoid repetition, we will only specify the “discrete shape constraint” in the following subsections. As

discussed above, we will distinguish between bounded domains and unbounded domains since they require

different conditions.

3.1 Compact Domain

We first consider three one-dimensional shapes: monotonicity, convexity and unimodality (a function f is said

to be unimodal about a mode c if f(x) is non-decreasing when x ≤ c and f(x) is non-increasing when x ≥ c).

More precisely, letting X(1) ≤ · · · ≤ X(n) be the order statistics of X1, . . . , Xn, we have the following:
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Corollary 1 (One-dimensional shapes). Let X = [a, b], M > 0 and the shape-constrained function class

be one of the following:

(Monotonicity)

(Convexity)

(Unimodality)

F = {f : 0 ≤ f(x) ≤ M ∀x ∈ X , f is non-increasing on X}
F = {f : 0 ≤ f(x) ≤ M ∀x ∈ X , f is convex on X}
F = {f : 0 ≤ f(x) ≤ M ∀x ∈ X , f is unimodal about c on X}

,

where c ∈ (a, b) is a fixed point. Suppose the sampling distribution g satisfies infx∈X g(x) > 0, the functions ϕj

satisfy
∫
X |ϕj(x)|2+δdx < ∞, j = 0, . . . , l for some δ > 0 and Assumption 3 holds. Then the IW-SAA problem

(Pn) with one of the above F is equivalent to the linear program (P ′
n) with the corresponding discrete shape

constraint: {
L(X(i+1))g(X(i+1)) ≤ L(X(i))g(X(i)), i = 1, . . . , n− 1

0 ≤ L(Xi)g(Xi) ≤ M, i = 1, . . . , n
,

{
L(X(i+1))g(X(i+1))−L(X(i))g(X(i))

X(i+1)−X(i)
≤ L(X(i+2))g(X(i+2))−L(X(i+1))g(X(i+1))

X(i+2)−X(i+1)
, i = 0, . . . , n− 1

0 ≤ L(Xi)g(Xi) ≤ M, i = 0, 1, . . . , n+ 1
,


L(X(i−1))g(X(i−1)) ≤ L(X(i))g(X(i)), if X(i) ≤ c

L(X(i+1))g(X(i+1)) ≤ L(X(i))g(X(i)), if X(i) ≥ c

0 ≤ L(Xi)g(Xi) ≤ M, i = 1, . . . , n

,

i.e., (Pn) is finite-dimensionally reducible. Additionally, |val(Pn)−val(P)| a.s.*→ 0 and
√
n(val(Pn)−val(P)) =

OP∗(1).

Corollary 1 concludes that under our assumptions, the three one-dimensional shapes elicit IW-SAAs that

are finite-dimensionally reducible and exhibit consistency and
√
n-convergence. Corollary 1 can be also ap-

plied to the non-decreasing shape constraint and concave shape constraint with obvious modifications. For

unimodality, the mode c must be pre-specified. Otherwise the function spaces F and L are no longer convex,

in which case Assumption 2 fails.

Note that the shape constraint F in Corollary 1 contains an upper bound M . The impact of this bound

can be divided into two cases. First is that the optimization problem without this boundedness constraint

admits a bounded density as an optimal solution. In this case, selecting a large enough M as the upper

bound retains the optimal solution and optimal value. Another possibility is that either the problem without

this boundedness constraint has no optimal solution or any optimal solution must be unbounded. In this

situation, including an upper bound M affects the optimal value. However, this situation itself indicates that

the starting formulation can be problematic, as the worst-case scenario is achieved by an unbounded density

that is typically unrealistic in practice. This discussion also carries over to the subsequent shape constraints

that we study.

Next we discuss orthounimodality, which is a generalization of unimodality to the multidimensional case. A

function f on Rd is said to be orthounimodal about the mode a = (a1, . . . , ad) ∈ Rd, if for each i = 1, . . . , d and

any fixed xj ∈ R, j ̸= i, the function xi 7→ f(x) is non-decreasing on (−∞, ai] and non-increasing on [ai,∞).

Orthounimodality is recently studied in Lam et al. [2021] as a multidimensional shape constraint well-suited

to model tail distributional behaviors and thus is attractive for extreme event analysis. For two vectors

a, b ∈ Rd, a ≤ b and a < b are interpreted in the component-wise sense and [a, b] denotes the hyperrectangle
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{x ∈ Rd : a ≤ x ≤ b} (similar for (a, b], [a, b) and (a, b)). We show that orthounimodality entails a consistent

IW-SAA.

Corollary 2 (Orthounimodality). Let X = [a, b] ⊂ Rd (d ≥ 2) be a hyperrectangle, M > 0 and the

shape-constrained function class F = {f : 0 ≤ f(x) ≤ M ∀x ∈ X , f is orthounimodal about a on X}. Sup-

pose the sampling distribution g satisfies 0 < infx∈X g(x) ≤ supx∈X g(x) < ∞, the functions ϕj satisfy∫
X |ϕj(x)|1+δdx < ∞, j = 0, . . . , l for some δ > 0 and Assumption 3 holds. Then the IW-SAA problem (Pn)

is equivalent to the linear program (P ′
n) with the following discrete shape constraint:

L(Xi)g(Xi) ≤ L(Xj)g(Xj), if Xi ≥ Xj component-wise

0 ≤ L(Xi)g(Xi) ≤ M, i = 1, . . . , n
,

i.e., (Pn) is finite-dimensionally reducible. Additionally, |val(Pn)− val(P)| a.s.*→ 0.

In Corollary 2, for ease of exposition, we assume the mode a is a vertex of the domain X = [a, b]. When

a is in a general position, the discrete shape constraint can be modified accordingly and the same conclusion

holds. This observation also carries over to the subsequent cases with unbounded domain. Note that, although

val(Pn) is consistent, unlike in Corollary 1, orthounimodality may not have a
√
n convergence rate because

Assumption 6 may not hold. In fact, the lower bound in Theorem 1.1 of Gao and Wellner [2007] implies that

if infx∈X g(x) > 0, then for any fixed p ≥ 1, logN[ ](ε,F , || · ||p) ≥ Cε−2 for some constant C > 0 when ε ≤ 1.

Therefore, the sufficient condition (9) for Assumption 6 does not hold. Even if one would like to directly verify

Assumption 6, one may still need to show the bracketing integral condition
∫ x

0

√
logN[ ](ε,Fj , || · ||2)dε < ∞

for some x and all j = 0, . . . , l (or the finiteness of the uniform entropy integral; see, e.g., Van der Vaart [2000]

Chapter 19) since these conditions may give the easiest way to prove the maximal inequality (see, e.g., the

results in Van der Vaart [2000] Chapter 19 starting from Lemma 19.34). However, recall that one of ϕj , say ϕ1,

is the indicator function I(x ∈ X ) which denotes the total mass condition. Therefore, when supx∈X g(x) < ∞,

the lower bound in Theorem 1.1 of Gao and Wellner [2007] also implies logN[ ](ε,F1, || · ||2) ≥ Cε−2, which

makes the bracketing integral condition fail for the function class F1 associated with ϕ1. The uniform entropy

integral condition is also likely not to hold because the lower bound in Theorem 1.1 of Gao and Wellner [2007]

also applies to the covering number.

3.2 Unbounded Domain

For unbounded domains, as we discussed previously following Lemma 1, (8) and (10) should be used to justify

Assumptions 5 and 6. Conditions (8) and (10) are naturally applied to the case where the densities f ∈ F
are known to be lighter-tailed than some density g0, i.e., f

1−γ ≤ Mg0 for any f ∈ F because the sampling

density g ≡ g0 will automatically satisfy the requirements. We will focus on this case in the following.

Corollary 3 (Monotonicity with unbounded domain). Let X = [a,∞) and the shape-constrained func-

tion class F = {f : 0 ≤ f(x) ≤ (Mg0(x))
1/(1−γ) ∀x ∈ X , f is non-increasing on X}, where M > 0, γ ∈ (0, 1)

and g0 is a non-increasing positive probability density on X with g0(a) < ∞. Let g0 be the sampling distri-

bution. Suppose the functions ϕj satisfy ||ϕj ||2+δ < ∞, j = 0, . . . , l for some δ > 0 and Assumption 3 holds.

Then the IW-SAA problem (Pn) is equivalent to the linear program (P ′
n) with the following discrete shape
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constraint:
L(X(i+1))g0(X(i+1)) ≤ L(X(i))g0(X(i)), i = 1, . . . , n− 1

0 ≤ L(Xi)g0(Xi) ≤ (Mg0(Xi))
1/(1−γ), i = 1, . . . , n

,

i.e., (Pn) is finite-dimensionally reducible. Additionally, |val(Pn)−val(P)| a.s.*→ 0 and
√
n(val(Pn)−val(P)) =

OP∗(1).

We comment that the requirement of g0 being non-increasing and positive is without loss of generality.

Suppose g0 is not non-increasing. We define g1(x) := infy∈[a,x] g0(y). It is easy to see F is unchanged if g0

is replaced by g1. We can also normalize g1 to make it a probability density with a corresponding change

of M (g1 has finite integral since it is bounded by g0). Moreover, if g1(b) = 0 for some b ∈ (a,∞), we can

see the effective domain is actually X ′ = [a, b] because f(x) = 0 for any x ∈ (b,∞), f ∈ F . In this case, we

can take X ′ as the new domain and apply Corollary 1. Similar discussion also applies to the remaining shape

constraints in this subsection.

Corollary 4 (Unimodality with unbounded domain). Let X = (−∞,∞) and the shape-constrained

function class F = {f : 0 ≤ f(x) ≤ (Mg0(x))
1/(1−γ) ∀x ∈ X , f is unimodal about c on X}, where M > 0,

γ ∈ (0, 1), c ∈ R and g0 is a positive unimodal (about c) probability density on X with g0(c) < ∞. Let g0

be the sampling distribution. Suppose the functions ϕj satisfy ||ϕj ||2+δ < ∞, j = 0, . . . , l for some δ > 0

and Assumption 3 holds. Then the IW-SAA problem (Pn) is equivalent to the linear program (P ′
n) with the

following discrete shape constraint:

L(X(i−1))g0(X(i−1)) ≤ L(X(i))g0(X(i)), if X(i) ≤ c

L(X(i+1))g0(X(i+1)) ≤ L(X(i))g0(X(i)), if X(i) ≥ c

0 ≤ L(Xi)g0(Xi) ≤ (Mg0(Xi))
1/(1−γ), i = 1, . . . , n

,

i.e., (Pn) is finite-dimensionally reducible. Additionally, |val(Pn)−val(P)| a.s.*→ 0 and
√
n(val(Pn)−val(P)) =

OP∗(1).

Corollary 4 still holds if X is the half line [a,∞) or (−∞, b].

Corollary 5 (Orthounimodality with unbounded domain). Let a ∈ Rd (d ≥ 2), X = [a,∞) and the

shape-constrained function class F = {f : 0 ≤ f(x) ≤ (Mg0(x))
1/(1−γ) ∀x ∈ X , f is orthounimodal about a on X},

where M > 0, γ ∈ (0, 1) and g0 is a positive orthounimodal (about a) probability density on X with g0(a) < ∞.

Let g0 be the sampling distribution. Suppose the functions ϕj satisfy ||ϕj ||1+δ < ∞, j = 0, . . . , l for some δ > 0

and Assumption 3 holds. Then the IW-SAA problem (Pn) is equivalent to the linear program (P ′
n) with the

following discrete shape constraint:

L(Xi)g(Xi) ≤ L(Xj)g(Xj), if Xi ≥ Xj component-wise

0 ≤ L(Xi)g0(Xi) ≤ (Mg0(Xi))
1/(1−γ), i = 1, . . . , n

,

i.e., (Pn) is finite-dimensionally reducible. Additionally, |val(Pn)− val(P)| a.s.*→ 0.

Corollaries 3, 4 and 5 together stipulate that under the corresponding assumptions, monotonic and

unimodal densities in single dimension, and orthounimodal densities in multiple dimension, elicit finite-

dimensional reducibility. Moreover, the single-dimensional solutions exhibit consistency and canonical con-

vergence rates, while the orthounimodal solutions exhibit only consistency and there is no guarantee on the

canonical rate, much like the situation in the bounded domain case presented in Section 3.1.
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3.3 Limitations

While our approach works for the cases presented in Sections 3.1 and 3.2, it bears limitations when applying

to some other shape constraints, either due to a failure of finite-dimensional reducibility or consistency. We

discuss these limitations as follows. Note that, while these are negative results at the moment, they also open

up potential future developments along our current direction that can remedy these issues.

3.3.1 Convexity in unbounded domain.

Let X = [a,∞). Note that a convex function can be a density on X only if it is non-increasing. As discussed

in Lemma 1, a shape-constrained function class in an unbounded domain should be chosen to be F = {f : 0 ≤
f(x) ≤ (Mg0(x))

1/(1−γ) ∀x ∈ X , f is non-increasing and convex on X}, where M > 0, γ ∈ (0, 1) and g0 is a

positive probability density on X . Unfortunately, in this case, convexity does not allow a finite-dimensional

reduction of (Pn) even though val(Pn) is still consistent and has
√
n-convergence. Notice that for the discrete

points X1, . . . , Xn, the constraint L ∈ L is naturally expressed in the following way as in Corollary 1:
L(X(i+1))g0(X(i+1))−L(X(i))g0(X(i))

X(i+1)−X(i)
≤ L(X(i+2))g0(X(i+2))−L(X(i+1))g0(X(i+1))

X(i+2)−X(i+1)
, i = 0, . . . , n− 1

L(X(i+1))g0(X(i+1)) ≤ L(X(i))g0(X(i)), i = 1, . . . , n− 1

0 ≤ L(Xi)g0(Xi) ≤ (Mg0(Xi))
1/(1−γ), i = 1, . . . , n

(11)

However, (11) is not an equivalent reformulation of L ∈ L since we may not be able to extend the discrete

values f(Xi) = L(Xi)g0(Xi) to a real function f ∈ F . Although we can use, e.g., linear interpolation to

get a convex function f , the constraint f(x) ≤ (Mg0(x))
1/(1−γ) ∀x ∈ X could be violated. In other words,

the requirement f(x) ≤ (Mg0(x))
1/(1−γ) imposes a special structure on the convex functions f ∈ F , but the

simple discrete version (11) cannot capture it. Therefore, (Pn) may not admit a finite-dimensional reduction.

3.3.2 α-unimodality.

A function f is said to be α-unimodal about the mode a ∈ Rd (also called star unimodal if α = d) if

td−αf(tx + a) is non-increasing in t ∈ (0,∞) for any nonzero vector x ∈ Rd. The problem with the function

class of α-unimodality is that it is too large to satisfy Assumptions 5 and 6. More precisely, α-unimodality

neither has a finite bracketing number nor satisfies Assumptions 5 or 6 even if assumed to be bounded when

α ≥ d (α-unimodal functions cannot be bounded when α < d unless it is zero almost everywhere with respect

to the Lebesgue measure).

Proposition 1 (Failure of sufficient conditions for α-unimodality). Let X = [a, b] ⊂ Rd (d ≥ 2)

be a hyperrectangle and M > 0 be an arbitrary constant. Define the α-unimodal function class as F =

{f : f(x) ≥ 0 ∀x ∈ X , f is α-unimodal about a on X} if α < d, and F = {f : 0 ≤ f(x) ≤ M ∀x ∈
X , f is α-unimodal about a on X} if α ≥ d. Let g be any probability density on X that is equivalent to

the Lebesgue measure, i.e., they are absolutely continuous with respect to each other. Then for any p ≥ 1,

N[ ](ε,F , || · ||p) = ∞ for all sufficiently small ε > 0. Also, if ϕj is not almost everywhere zero (with respect

to Lebesgue measure), then Fj does not satisfy Assumptions 5 or 6.

Proposition 1 stipulates that α-unimodality fails to satisfy the sufficient conditions for consistency and
√
n-

convergence. Next, we provide a counterexample to directly show the IW-SAA optimal value for α-unimodality

may not be consistent.
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Consider the following two-dimensional α-unimodal shape-constrained problem

(Pα) : sup
f

Ef [I(X ∈ S)]

subject to Ef [I(X ∈ X )] = 1

f ∈ F

where X = {x ∈ R2 : x ≥ 0, ||x|| ≤ 2}, S = {x ∈ R2 : x ≥ 0, 1 ≤ ||x|| ≤ 2}, || · || denotes the usual Euclidean

norm, and the shape constraint is F = {f : f(x) ≥ 0 ∀x ∈ X , f is α-unimodal about (0, 0) on X} if α < 2

and F = {f : 0 ≤ f(x) ≤ M ∀x ∈ X , f is α-unimodal about (0, 0) on X} for any M > 4/(3π) if α ≥ 2. Given

a sampling distribution g on X , the corresponding IW-SAA problem is given by

(Pα.n) : sup
L

1

n

n∑
i=1

I(Xi ∈ S)L(Xi)

subject to
1

n

n∑
i=1

I(Xi ∈ X )L(Xi) = 1

L ∈ L

where L = {f/g : f ∈ F}. For this example, we have:

Proposition 2 (Lack of consistency for α-unimodality). The optimal value of (Pα) satisfies val(Pα) ≤
(2α−1)/2α. For any sampling distribution g, the IW-SAA optimal value satisfies P∗(∃N0 ∈ N s.t. val(Pα.n) =

1,∀n ≥ N0) = 1. Consequently, the IW-SAA optimal value is not consistent.

3.3.3 Block unimodality.

A function f is said to be block unimodal about the mode a ∈ Rd on [a,∞), if it is orthounimodal and satisfies

a nonnegativity condition: for any vectors b1, b2 with a ≤ b1 < b2, the alternating sum satisfies∑
v∈V

(−1)# of components of b1 in vf(v) ≥ 0, (12)

where V are the vertices of the hyperrectangle [b1, b2]. This nonnegativity condition is similar to that for

a cumulative distribution function, i.e., if f denotes a cumulative distribution function, then this condition

means that f has nonnegative mass in the hyperrectangle [b1, b2]. Let X = [a, b] ⊂ Rd (d ≥ 2) and F =

{f : 0 ≤ f(x) ≤ M ∀x ∈ X , f is block unimodal about a on X}. Since block unimodality contains fewer

functions than orthounimodality, condition (7) in Lemma 1 must hold for block unimodality when it holds

for orthounimodality. Therefore, we can show val(Pn) is consistent with proper conditions as in Corollary

2. However, the equivalent reformulation of L ∈ L using discrete values X1, . . . , Xn in (Pn) is hard to

obtain. In fact, condition (12) vanishes if it is restricted to discrete values X1, . . . , Xn because any subset of

{X1, . . . , Xn} with cardinality 2d cannot constitute the vertices of any hyperrectangle with probability 1. If

this condition is ignored in the IW-SAA, then the problem (Pn) for block unimodality reduces to the same

linear program for orthounimodality in Corollary 2. However, it is not guaranteed that each discrete feasible

solution L(Xi), i = 1, . . . , n in this linear program can be extended to a function L ∈ L that satisfies block

unimodality. Thus, there is no equivalent reformulation of L ∈ L for block unimodality that only involves

X1, . . . , Xn.
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Finally, we note that in the multidimensional case, Lam et al. [2021] explains how orthounimodality can

be more well-suited for extreme event applications compared to α-unimodality and block unimodality. This

is due to the sensitivity of α-unimodality with respect to its mode and the difficulty in interpretability for

block unimodality. Orthounimodality, on the other hand, is demonstrably less sensitive to the mode and easy

to intuit. From this perspective, while currently IW-SAA faces limitations in applying to α-unimodality and

block unimodality, it encouragingly applies to the important case of orthounimodality.

3.4 Summary of Results for the Considered Shape Constraints

We close this section by connecting all our derived results back to Table 2. Corollaries 1-5 in Sections 3.1 and 3.2

show that IW-SAAs applied to monotonicity, convexity (bounded domain), unimodality and orthounimodality

are finite-dimensionally reducible to linear programs, which are indicated as the checks in the second column in

Table 2. Moreover, these corollaries show that their IW-SAAs are consistent and, except for orthounimodality,

exhibit canonical convergence rates, which are indicated as the checks in the third and fourth columns in Table

2. The remaining cases are discussed in Section 3.3. Although IW-SAA applied to convexity (unbounded

domain) is consistent and has canonical convergence rate, we have not found its finite-dimensional reduction.

For α-unimodality, Proposition 2 provides a counterexample to show its IW-SAA may not be consistent, let

alone have canonical convergence rate. Hence, there is no reason to study its finite-dimensional reduction.

For block unimodality, the only property we can obtain is consistency as explained in Section 3.3.3. All these

results are indicated by the checks, crosses and blanks in the corresponding rows in Table 2.

4 Complexity in the Number of Constraints

We have so far focused on the convergence properties of our IW-SAA. On the other hand, as the simulated

scenario size n increases, IW-SAA requires an increasing number of decision variables and constraints, making

the linear program harder to solve. In this section, we discuss computationally efficient ways to encode our

IW-SAA and the corresponding complexity with respect to the number of constraints therein.

First, for one-dimensional shape constraints, by using order statistics, the number of discrete shape con-

straints is Θ(n) as in Corollary 1, which is not improvable.

For orthounimodality, the above sorting method does not work because orthounimodality relies on a partial

order. In this case, a naive approach is to construct an orthounimodality constraint L(Xi)g(Xi) ≤ L(Xj)g(Xj)

for each pair Xi ≥ Xj . To study the complexity of this approach, we assume that the components of Xi are

continuously distributed and mutually independent. Let N1(n, d) denote the number of orthounimodality

constraints constructed from n samples in Rd using this approach. We have

Eg[N1(n, d)] = Eg

 ∑
1≤i̸=j≤n

I(Xi ≥ Xj)

 =
∑

1≤i̸=j≤n

Pg(Xi ≥ Xj) =
n(n− 1)

2d
,

where Pg(Xi ≥ Xj) = 1/2d is due to the mutually independent and continuously distributed components. We

observe that the complexity of this naive approach is Θ(n2) for a fixed dimension, which is larger than that

of the one-dimensional shapes. Additionally, the complexity is decreasing in d because the condition Xi ≥ Xj

is harder to achieve for higher dimensions.

16



One clear drawback of the above naive approach is that it includes many redundant constraints. For

example, if we have a chain X1 ≥ X2 ≥ X3, then it suffices to specify the constraints for X1 ≥ X2 and

X2 ≥ X3 but the naive approach still includes the redundant constraint X1 ≥ X3. In fact, if we have such an

inequality chain with length k, then this approach will specify k(k − 1)/2 orthounimodality constraints from

the chain while only k− 1 of them are non-redundant. Removing such redundant constraints can significantly

reduce the complexity, especially for low dimensions when the chain tends to be long. This removal procedure

is known as transitive reduction in graph theory. Here we explain how this can be done via adjacency matrix

multiplication. We construct a direct graph G = (V (G), E(G)) where the vertices V (G) = {1, . . . , n} denote

all samples and a directed edge i → j exists (i ̸= j) if and only if Xi ≥ Xj . We notice that a orthounimodality

constraint for Xi ≥ Xj is non-redundant if and only if there is no other sample that is in between them, or

equivalently, there is no path of length two that is from i to j. Let A be the adjacency matrix (a boolean

matrix) of graph G. Then we compute the “two-step adjacency matrix” A2 via boolean matrix multiplication

and notice that the (i, j) element in A2 is 0 if and only if there is no path of length two that is from i to

j. Therefore, it suffices to pick all pairs (i, j) whose element in A is 1 but 0 in A2 and they correspond

to all non-redundant orthounimodality constraints. We summarize this algorithm in Algorithm 1. Its time

complexity is O(n2.3729) using the best exact algorithms for matrix multiplication (Le Gall [2014]). However,

if we leverage the sparse structure of A and use a sparse matrix to represent A and do matrix multiplication,

the algorithm can be accelerated.

Algorithm 1 Construction of non-redundant orthounimodality constraints

Inputs: Samples Xi, i = 1, . . . , n and sampling density g

Construct a sparse n×n boolean matrix A where Aij = 1 if Xi ≥ Xj , i ̸= j and Aij = 0 otherwise

Compute A2 as a boolean matrix

return Select all (i, j) pairs satisfying Aij = 1 and A2
ij = 0 and construct the orthounimodality

constraint L(Xi)g(Xi) ≤ L(Xj)g(Xj) accordingly

Let N2(n, d) denote the number of non-redundant orthounimodality constraints from n samples in Rd after

the transitive reduction. We have:

Theorem 5. Suppose the IW-SAA samples Xi ∈ Rd, i = 1, . . . , n are i.i.d. from g which have continuously

distributed and mutually independent components. Then

Eg[N2(n, d)] = n(n− 1)

n−2∑
k=0

(
n−2
k

)
(−1)k

(k + 1)d(k + 2)d
.

In particular, when d = 2, Eg[N2(n, 2)] can be simplified as

Eg[N2(n, 2)] = (n+ 1)

n∑
i=1

1

i
− 2n = Θ(n log n).

Additionally, we have
1

2
Eg[N2(n, d− 1)] ≤ Eg[N2(n, d)] ≤

n(n− 1)

2d
, ∀d ≥ 2.
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Theorem 5 shows how the dependence of the number of orthounimodality constraints on n can be re-

duced via Algorithm 1. In particular, for d = 2, the dependence is reduced from Eg[N1(n, 2)] = Θ(n2) to

Eg[N2(n, 2)] = Θ(n log n).

5 Numerical Experiments

We present numerical results to validate our theory and demonstrate the performances of our IW-SAA.

Section 5.1 first verifies the consistency and
√
n convergence rate of the IW-SAA optimal value for the one-

dimensional case, and suggests a similar rate even for the multidimensional case. Section 5.2 investigates the

influence of the choice of sampling distribution. Section 5.3 demonstrates the capability of our IW-SAA in

solving a complicated multidimensional orthounimodal distributional optimization problem with more than

50 constraints. Finally, Section 5.4 uses our IW-SAA to solve shape-constrained distributional optimization

motivated from rare-event estimation. Each experiment is replicated 100 times without further clarification.

5.1 Validation of Convergence Rates

We first use a relatively simple unimodal distributional optimization problem to validate our theoretical

consistency and convergence rate. Then we investigate these convergence behaviors for a 4-dimensional or-

thounimodal distributional optimization problem. Specifically, we consider the following two problems:

sup

subject to

Pf (−3 ≤ X ≤ 3)

Pf (−5 ≤ X ≤ 5) = 1

Pf (−1 ≤ X ≤ 1) = 1/4

Ef [XI(|X| ≤ 5)] = 0

Ef [X
2I(|X| ≤ 5)] ≤ 6

f is unimodal about 0 on X1

0 ≤ f ≤ 1

sup

subject to

Pf (||X|| ≤ 2, X ∈ R4
+)

Pf (||X|| ≤ 2.5, X ∈ R4
+) = 1

Pf (||X|| ≤ 1.5, X ∈ R4
+) = 1/5

f is orthounimodal about 0 on X2

0 ≤ f ≤ 1/4

where X1 = [−5, 5], X2 = {x ∈ R4
+ : ||x|| ≤ 2.5} and ||·|| denotes the usual Euclidean norm. For these problems,

by calculus and direct usage of the shape properties, we can obtain their optimal values, with the first one being

3/4 attained by the uniform distribution on [−4, 4], and the second one being 256/405 attained by the uniform

distribution on {x ∈ R4
+ : ||x|| ≤ 1.5 4

√
5}. On the other hand, note that both problems cannot be handled

by existing Choquet-based solutions. The first problem contains inequality moment constraints together with

the density constraint 0 ≤ f ≤ 1, while the second problem violates both the epigraph requirements for the

objective and the hyperrectangle requirements for the moment functions; see Table 1.

For IW-SAA, the sampling distributions are chosen as uniform distributions on X1 and X2 respectively.

Figure 1 shows the boxplots of the normalized estimation errors of our IW-SAA outputs against the true

optimal values, i.e.,
√
n times the difference between the IW-SAA output and optimal value. We observe that

the normalized estimation errors in both problems mostly lie in bounded regions as n grows. These validate

our consistency results in Corollaries 1 and 2 since they imply that the unnormalized estimation errors shrink

to 0 as n grows. More precisely, for the unimodal distributional optimization problem, bounded normalized

estimation errors validate the
√
n convergence rate, i.e.,

√
n(val(Pn) − val(P) = OP∗(1) in Corollary 1. For
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the orthounimodal distributional optimization problem, the similar trend hints that this rate may continue to

apply to this case even though no rate result has been established for this setting.
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Figure 1: Normalized estimation errors of a single-dimensional unimodal and a 4-dimensional or-

thounimodal distributional optimization problem, for different sample sizes and over 100 experimen-

tal repetitions.

5.2 Influence of the Sampling Distribution

We examine the influence of the sampling distribution g on the quality of the IW-SAA optimal value. We

consider the following unimodal distributional optimization problem

sup Ef [e
XI(|X| ≤ 5)]

subject to Pf (−5 ≤ X ≤ 5) = 1

Ef [X
iI(|X| ≤ 5)] = µi, i = 1, 2, 3, 4

f is unimodal about 0 on X and 0 ≤ f ≤ 2

where X = [−5, 5] and the values of µi are calibrated by N(0, 2)|X , with N(0, 2)|X being the distribution

of N(0, 2) conditional on that it is in X (same for the following without further clarification). We test four

sampling distributions: uniform distribution on X , N(0, 1)|X , N(0, 4)|X and N(0, 9)|X . We use a sample size

5 × 104. Note that, like in Section 5.1, this example cannot be handled by existing Choquet-based solutions

as the objective function is not semi-algebraic; see Table 1.

Figure 2 displays the results. We observe that IW-SAA using the uniform distribution, N(0, 4)|X and

N(0, 9)|X converge to almost the same value with the considered sample size, while IW-SAA using N(0, 1)|X
has not. On one hand, the similar convergences using N(0, 4)|X and N(0, 9)|X are coherent with the con-

sistency of IW-SAA in Corollary 1. On the other hand, it appears that using N(0, 1)|X underestimates the

optimal value with as large as 5 × 104 samples, since N(0, 1)|X is too concentrated and cannot explore the

whole domain [−5, 5] broadly enough. This suggests that, in order to ensure IW-SAA results in a good-quality

solution, the sampling distribution needs to be chosen suitably to be able to sufficiently explore the domain.
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Figure 2: Optimal values obtained from different sampling distributions.

5.3 High-Dimensional Many-Constraints Orthounimodal Distributional Optimiza-

tion

While the previous two subsections have exemplified problems that cannot be solved by existing Choquet-

based methods, some of these problems could still be viewed as somewhat simple as we can find other means to

obtain their true optimal values. In this section, we consider a significantly more complicated 10-dimensional

orthounimodal distributional optimization problem with more than 50 moment constraints. We demonstrate

how IW-SAA is capable of solving it. Specifically, consider the following problem:

sup Ef

[(
10∑
i=1

Xi

)
I(X ∈ X )

]
subject to Pf (X ∈ X ) = µ1

Pf (0 ≤ Xi ≤ 1/2, X ∈ X ) = µ2, i = 1, . . . , 10

Pf (0 ≤ Xi ≤ 1, X ∈ X ) = µ3, i = 1, . . . , 10

Ef [X
j
i I(X ∈ X )] = µ3+j , i = 1, . . . , 10, 1 ≤ j ≤ 3

f is orthounimodal about 0 on X and 0 ≤ f ≤ (Mg0)
2

where X = (X1, . . . , X10), X = [0,∞)10, µj are calibrated by the true density f0 ∼ N(0, 16I10×10) (I10×10

is the identity matrix in R10), g0 is the density of N(0, 32I10×10)|X and M = 2maxx∈X
√
f0(x)/g0(x) =

217/2π5/2. We use 105 samples from g0 to drive the IW-SAA problem. The result is displayed in Figure 3. We

see that the range of the boxplot is quite small, suggesting the convergence of our IW-SAA and coherence with

Corollary 5. This result demonstrates that our IW-SAA is able to solve high-dimensional many-constraints

distributional optimization problems.

5.4 Extreme Event Analysis

In this experiment, we use our IW-SAA to solve a shape-constrained distributional optimization problem

motivated from extreme event estimation. Suppose we have samples (X1,k, . . . X10,k), k = 1, . . . , 107 from
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Figure 3: Optimal values obtained in a 10-dimensional orthounimodal distributional optimization

problem with more than 50 constraints.

the unknown true distribution N(0, 16I10×10). Suppose we want to estimate the 10-dimensional rare-event

probability P(min1≤i≤10 Xi ≥ 3,max1≤i≤10 Xi ≥ 12) whose true value is around 2.07 × 10−8. The empirical

distribution cannot be used to estimate such a tiny probability because typically none of 107 samples will fall

into target region. Instead, following the argument in Lam et al. [2021], we find an upper bound on the true

probability by imposing the following orthounimodal distributional optimization problem

sup Pf

(
min

1≤i≤10
Xi ≥ 3, max

1≤i≤10
Xi ≥ 12

)
subject to l0 ≤ Pf (X ∈ X ) ≤ u0

li,j ≤ Pf (1 ≤ Xi ≤ q̂i(j/10), X ∈ X ) ≤ ui,j , i = 1, . . . , 10, j = 1, . . . , 9

l11,j ≤ Pf

(
1 ≤ min

1≤i≤10
Xi ≤ q̂11(j/10), X ∈ X

)
≤ u11,j , j = 1, . . . , 9

l12,j ≤ Pf

(
1 ≤ max

1≤i≤10
Xi ≤ q̂12(j/10), X ∈ X

)
≤ u12,j , j = 1, . . . , 9

f is orthounimodal about 1 on X and 0 ≤ f ≤ (Mg0)
2

where X = (X1, . . . , X10), X = [1,∞)10, g0 is the density of N(1, 32I10×10)|X and M = 217/2π5/2. The

moment constraints can be calibrated via the confidence intervals constructed from data. In particular, the

first one l0 ≤ Pf (X ∈ X ) ≤ u0 is directly obtained from the usual two-sided normal confidence interval,

while the remaining ones are calibrated from the Kolmogorov–Smirnov (KS) two-sided statistic that gives a

simultaneous confidence band for Pf (1 ≤ X1 ≤ x|X ∈ X ),∀x ≥ 1 using the conditional empirical distribution

of X1,k given (X1,k, . . . X10,k) ∈ X . Then taking x = q̂1(j/10), j = 1, . . . , 9 and multiplying the confidence

bounds of Pf (X ∈ X ) leads to the desired confidence intervals in the DRO constraints, where q̂1(p) is the

100p%-quantile of the conditional empirical distribution of X1,k. Other constraints are calibrated in the same

way where q̂i(·), i = 1, . . . , 12 are the quantiles of the conditional empirical distributions of Xi,k, i = 1, . . . , 10,

min1≤i≤10 Xi,k and max1≤i≤10 Xi,k. In particular, we calibrate each constraint with level 1 − α/13 and the

Bonferroni correction ensures that all moment constraints simultaneously hold with level 1 − α (α = 0.05 in
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our experiment).

We independently generate 20 different data sets. For each data set, we calibrate the constraints as in the

above and run IW-SAA using 105 samples from g0 20 times. Figure 4 shows the boxplot of the IW-SAA optimal

values (the x-axis denotes different data sets and the y-axis denotes different IW-SAA runs for each data set).

We see that the IW-SAA optimal values deliver an upper bound the true rare-event probability. Moreover,

considering the tiny magnitude of the the true objective value, the estimated values appear reasonably tight.
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Figure 4: Estimated upper bounds for a 10-dimensional extreme event estimation problem over 20

experimental repetitions.

6 Conclusion and Discussion

This paper proposes a new approach, which we call IW-SAA, to solve shape-constrained distributional opti-

mization that arises prominently in DRO. Our approach is motivated from the tractability challenges faced

by the existing Choquet-based method, which uses a mixture representation whose resulting solvability is

confined by the geometries and the compatibility between the shape and the objective function and moment

constraints. Instead of using such a mixture idea, IW-SAA uses a change of measure to convert the distri-

butional decision variable into likelihood ratio with respect to a known sampling distribution, and uses SAA

to approximate the objective and constraints. In order to analyze the consistency and canonical convergence

rate of our approach, we develop a strong duality theory to remedy the mismatch of feasibility between orig-

inal and sampled problems, and couple the duality with empirical processes, where the geometries of shape
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constraints are shown to play a critical role in controlling the corresponding function class complexities. We

apply IW-SAA to various one-dimensional shape-constrained distributional optimization and a recent multi-

dimensional orthounimodal distributional optimization, and show that these formulations can be reduced to

finite-dimensional linear programs and exhibit desirable convergence behaviors.

We view our study as a starting point in researching this new IW-SAA approach to tackle shape-constrained

optimization. While our IW-SAA applies to a range of shapes, it also incurs limitations in some contexts,

which prompt several immediate future directions. First, convexity (unbounded domain) and block unimodal-

ity lack finite-dimensional reducibility although they have statistical guarantees. To make IW-SAA applicable,

an approach is to develop tractable reduction of the current infinite-dimensional sample problems by possibly

leveraging specific function structure and shapes. Second, the convergence rate of IW-SAA for orthounimodal-

ity is still open, even though the numerical results in Section 5.1 hint that it could continue to be canonical.

To either prove or disprove this conjecture, a more refined maximal inequality for empirical processes needs

to be developed. Third, we have proved that IW-SAA for α-unimodality is not consistent. Hence, solving

α-unimodal distributional optimization may still rely on the Choquet representation theorem like the exist-

ing literature. However, it is possible that by injecting further suitable constraints into the formulation that

reduces the corresponding function class complexity, we can obtain consistency or even canonical convergence

rates for such shape-constrained problems.
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Güzin Bayraksan and David K Love. Data-driven stochastic programming using phi-divergences. In The

Operations Research Revolution, pages 1–19. INFORMS, 2015.
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A Measurability

We employ the outer and inner probability and expectation to handle the measurability issue (see van der

Vaart and Wellner [1996] Section 1.2). Let (Ω,G,P) be a probability space. The outer probability P∗ and the

inner probability P∗ of an arbitrary subset B ⊂ Ω are defined as

P∗(B) = inf{P(A) : A ⊃ B, A ∈ G}, P∗(B) = sup{P(A) : A ⊂ B, A ∈ G}.

The inner and outer probability are related via P∗(B) = 1− P∗(Bc), where Bc denotes the complement of B.

Similarly, for an arbitrary map T : Ω 7→ R̄ := R ∪ {±∞}, its outer expectation is defined as

E∗[T ] = inf{E[U ] : U ≥ T,U : Ω 7→ R̄ measurable and E[U ] is well-defined on R̄}.

The inner expectation can be defined similarly. For the map T , there is a measurable map (unique up to a

null set) T ∗ : Ω 7→ R̄ called the minimal measurable majorant of T satisfying (i) T ∗ ≥ T ; (ii) T ∗ ≤ U a.s. for

any measurable map U : Ω 7→ R̄ with U ≥ T a.s.; (iii) E∗[T ] = E[T ∗] provided E[T ∗] exists. The existence of

T ∗ can be found in van der Vaart and Wellner [1996] Lemma 1.2.1. It also satisfies P∗(T > x) = P(T ∗ > x)

for any x ∈ R.
We next introduce stochastic convergence under the outer expectation (van der Vaart and Wellner [1996]

Section 1.9). Let Xn, X : Ω 7→ R̄ be arbitrary maps. We say Xn converges outer almost surely to X, denoted

Xn
a.s.*→ X, if |Xn −X|∗ → 0 a.s., where |Xn −X|∗ is the minimal measurable majorant of |Xn −X|. We say

Xn converges in outer probability to X, denoted Xn
P∗

→ X, if |Xn−X|∗ → 0 in probability, which is equivalent

to P(|Xn −X|∗ > ε) = P∗(|Xn −X| > ε) → 0 for any ε > 0. Clearly, Xn
a.s.*→ X implies Xn

P∗

→ X.

B Proofs

Proof of Theorem 1. We first prove weak duality val(P) ≤ val(D). For any feasible solution L ∈ L of the

problem (P) (3), we have

Eg[ϕj(X)L(X)] ≤ µj , j = 1, . . . ,m, Eg[ϕj(X)L(X)] = µj , j = m+ 1, . . . , l. (13)

Thus, for any λ ∈ Rm
+ × Rl−m, we have

Eg[ϕ0(X)L(X)] ≤ Eg[ϕ0(X)L(X)]−
l∑

j=1

λj(Eg[ϕj(X)L(X)]− µj)

≤ sup
L∈L

Eg[ϕ0(X)L(X)]−
l∑

j=1

λj(Eg[ϕj(X)L(X)]− µj)

 .

Taking the supremum over the feasible solutions of the problem (P) (3), we have

val(P) ≤ sup
L∈L

Eg[ϕ0(X)L(X)]−
l∑

j=1

λj(Eg[ϕj(X)L(X)]− µj)

 .

Then we take the infimum over λ ∈ Rm
+ × Rl−m on the right hand side and get val(P) ≤ val(D).
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Next, we prove strong duality. Notice that if val(P) = ∞, then weak duality implies strong duality. Also,

val(P) > −∞ must hold because Assumption 3 ensures the existence of a feasible solution. So in the following,

we assume val(P) ∈ R. We will prove val(P) ≥ val(D). We define a set

C ={(r, s, t) ∈ R× Rm × Rl−m : ∃ L ∈ L s.t. Eg[ϕ0(X)L(X)] ≥ r,Eg[ϕj(X)L(X)]− µj ≤ sj ,

j = 1, . . . ,m,Eg[ϕj+m(X)L(X)]− µj+m = tj , j = 1, . . . , l −m}.

By Assumption 2, we can see C is a convex set. Note that (val(P),0,0) is a boundary point of C. By the

supporting hyperplane theorem, there exists (λ0, λ1, λ2) ̸= 0 in R× Rm × Rl−m such that

λ0val(P) ≥ sup
(r,s,t)∈C

(λ0r − λ⊤
1 s− λ⊤

2 t). (14)

We claim that λ1 ≥ 0 (component-wise) and λ0 > 0. First, if λ1 ≥ 0 doesn’t hold, we assume without

loss of generality that λ1,1 < 0. We choose any feasible solution L ∈ L satisfying (13), then by setting

r = Eg[ϕ0(X)L(X)], s = (s1,0) (with s1 > 0), t = 0 we have (r, s, t) ∈ C. Letting s1 → ∞, we can see

sup(r,s,t)∈C(λ0r − λ⊤
1 s − λ⊤

2 t) = ∞, which contradicts (14). Second, if λ0 > 0 doesn’t hold, we have either

λ0 < 0 or λ0 = 0. If λ0 < 0, we know that (r,0,0) ∈ C for r < val(P). Letting r → −∞, we obtain

sup(r,s,t)∈C(λ0r − λ⊤
1 s− λ⊤

2 t) = ∞ again, which contradicts (14). If λ0 = 0, we consider two cases depending

on λ1: λ1 = 0 or λ1 ≥ 0 with at least one positive component. If λ0 = 0 and λ1 = 0, we must have λ2 ̸= 0

because (λ0, λ1, λ2) ̸= 0. By Assumption 3, we know that t = 0 is an interior point of

{(Eg[ϕm+1(X)L(X)]− µm+1, . . . ,Eg[ϕl(X)L(X)]− µl) : L ∈ L}.

Thus, there exists (r1, s1, t1) ∈ C s.t. λ⊤
2 t1 < 0. In this case (recall that λ0 = 0, λ1 = 0), we have λ0val(P) = 0

but sup(r,s,t)∈C(λ0r − λ⊤
1 s − λ⊤

2 t) = sup(r,s,t)∈C(−λ⊤
2 t) ≥ −λ⊤

2 t1 > 0, which contradicts (14). If λ0 = 0 and

λ1 ≥ 0 with at least one positive component, by Assumption 3, there exists L0 ∈ L s.t.

Eg[ϕj(X)L0(X)] < µj , j = 1, . . . ,m, Eg[ϕj(X)L0(X)] = µj , j = m+ 1, . . . , l.

Therefore, we have λ0val(P) = 0 (by λ0 = 0) but

sup
(r,s,t)∈C

(λ0r − λ⊤
1 s− λ⊤

2 t) = sup
(r,s,t)∈C

(−λ⊤
1 s− λ⊤

2 t) ≥ −
m∑
j=1

λ1,j(Eg[ϕj(X)L0(X)]− µj) > 0,

which contradicts (14). Therefore, we must have λ0 > 0.

Now by (14), we have

val(P) ≥ sup
(r,s,t)∈C

(
r − λ⊤

1

λ0
s− λ⊤

2

λ0
t

)

= sup
L∈L

Eg[ϕ0(X)L(X)]−
m∑
j=1

λ1,j

λ0
(Eg[ϕj(X)L(X)]− µj)

−
l−m∑
j=1

λ2,j

λ0
(Eg[ϕj+m(X)L(X)]− µj+m)


≥ inf

λ∈Rm
+ ×Rl−m

sup
L∈L

Eg[ϕ0(X)L(X)]−
l∑

j=1

λj(Eg[ϕj(X)L(X)]− µj)


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= val(D).

Combining it with weak duality, we have strong duality, i.e., val(P) = val(D).

Proof of Theorem 2. We notice that the proof of Theorem 1 does not rely on a specific choice of g. Therefore,

to prove Theorem 2, it suffices to verify the empirical version of Assumptions 1-3 where the distribution

g is replaced by the empirical distribution of X1, . . . , Xn. Since the empirical version of Assumptions 1-

2 automatically holds, weak duality automatically holds. To prove strong duality, it remains to show the

empirical version of Assumption 3 holds with probability approaching 1.

We first assume that in the distributional optimization formulation, 1 ≤ m < l, i.e., both the equality and

inequality moment constraints exist. The challenge will be to show there exists a feasible solution meeting the

equality constraints. By Assumption 3, there exists a small δ > 0 s.t.

Eg[ϕj(X)L0(X)] ≤ µj − δ, j = 1, . . . ,m, Eg[ϕj(X)L0(X)] = µj , j = m+ 1, . . . , l,

and the 2l−m different vectors (µm+1, . . . , µl) + (±δ, . . . ,±δ) are contained in the set

{(Eg[ϕm+1(X)L(X)], . . . ,Eg[ϕl(X)L(X)]) : L ∈ L},

say, they are achieved by L1, . . . , L2l−m ∈ L. We define M1 = maxj=1,...,m,k=1,...,2l−m |Eg[ϕj(X)Lk(X)] − µj |
and M2 = 2 + 4M1/δ. Now we consider the event

An =



∑n
i=1 ϕj(Xi)L0(Xi)/n ≤ µj − δ/2, j = 1, . . . ,m,

|
∑n

i=1 ϕj(Xi)L0(Xi)/n− µj | ≤ δ/(2M2), j = m+ 1, . . . , l,

|
∑n

i=1 ϕj(Xi)Lk(Xi)/n− µj | ≤ 2M1, j = 1, . . . ,m, k = 1, . . . , 2l−m,

|
∑n

i=1 ϕj(Xi)Lk(Xi)/n− Eg[ϕj(X)Lk(X)]| < δ/2, j = m+ 1, . . . , l, k = 1, . . . , 2l−m.

 ,

By the strong law of large numbers, for almost all samples X1, X2, . . ., An happens when n is large enough.

In other words,

P
(
lim inf
n→∞

An

)
= P

( ∞⋃
n=1

∞⋂
k=n

Ak

)
= 1. (15)

Next, we will show on the event An, the empirical version of Assumption 3 holds. By the last requirement in

An and the choice of Lk, we know that there is one and only one vector(
n∑

i=1

ϕm+1(Xi)Lk(Xi)/n, . . . ,

n∑
i=1

ϕl(Xi)Lk(Xi)/n

)

among k = 1, . . . , 2l−m in each orthant with respect to the center (µm+1, . . . , µl). Additionally, they are all

outside the hyperrectangle (µm+1, . . . , µl) + [−δ/2, δ/2]l−m, that is,∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑

i=1

ϕj(Xi)Lk(Xi)− µj

∣∣∣∣∣ > δ

2
, j = m+ 1, . . . , l, k = 1, . . . , 2l−m.

Consequently, we know that

(µm+1, . . . , µl) + [−δ/2, δ/2]l−m

⊂


(
1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕm+1(Xi)L(Xi), . . . ,
1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕl(Xi)L(Xi)

)
: L =

2l−m∑
k=1

λkLk,

2l−m∑
k=1

λk = 1, λk ≥ 0

 (16)
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⊂

{(
1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕm+1(Xi)L(Xi), . . . ,
1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕl(Xi)L(Xi)

)
: L ∈ L

}
,

where the last inclusion is due to the convexity in Assumption 2. This proves the interior point condition in

the empirical version of Assumption 3. Then it remains to show the existence of a strictly feasible solution to

the IW-SAA problem. We define

v =

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕm+1(Xi)L0(Xi)− µm+1, . . . ,
1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕl(Xi)L0(Xi)− µl

)
.

According to the second requirement in An, v ∈ [−δ/(2M2), δ/(2M2)]
l−m, which implies −(M2 − 1)v ∈

[−δ/2, δ/2]l−m. By (16), there exists a convex combination L̃0 =
∑2l−m

k=1 λkLk such that(
1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕm+1(Xi)L̃0(Xi), . . . ,
1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕl(Xi)L̃0(Xi)

)
= (µm+1, . . . , µl)− (M2 − 1)v.

We claim that the convex combination (1−1/M2)L0+L̃0/M2 ∈ L is a strictly feasible solution for the IW-SAA

problem. First, it satisfies the inequality constraints since for j = 1, . . . ,m

1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕj(Xi)

((
1− 1

M2

)
L0(Xi) +

1

M2
L̃0(Xi)

)
− µj

=

(
1− 1

M2

)(
1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕj(Xi)L0(Xi)− µj

)
+

1

M2

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕj(Xi)L̃0(Xi)− µj

)

=

(
1− 1

M2

)(
1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕj(Xi)L0(Xi)− µj

)
+

1

M2

2l−m∑
k=1

λk

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕj(Xi)Lk(Xi)− µj

)

≤ −δ

2

(
1− 1

M2

)
+

1

M2
2M1 =

−δ

2M2
< 0,

by the first and third requirements in An and the definition of M2. It also satisfies the equality constraints

since for j = m+ 1, . . . , l

1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕj(Xi)

((
1− 1

M2

)
L0(Xi) +

1

M2
L̃0(Xi)

)
− µj

=

(
1− 1

M2

)(
1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕj(Xi)L0(Xi)− µj

)
+

1

M2

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕj(Xi)L̃0(Xi)− µj

)

=

(
1− 1

M2

)
vj−m − M2 − 1

M2
vj−m = 0.

Hence, (1 − 1/M2)L0 + L̃0/M2 ∈ L is a strictly feasible solution for the IW-SAA problem, which proves the

empirical version of Assumption 3. Therefore, the above argument and the proof of Theorem 1 shows the

inclusion An ⊂ {empirical version of Assumptions 1-3 holds} ⊂ {val(Pn) = val(Dn)}. Then we deduce that

∞⋃
n=1

∞⋂
k=n

Ak ⊂
∞⋃

n=1

∞⋂
k=n

{val(Pk) = val(Dk)} ≡ {∃N0 ∈ N such that val(Pn) = val(Dn),∀n ≥ N0},

which implies (because val(Pn) may be non-measurable) P∗(∃N0 ∈ N such that val(Pn) = val(Dn),∀n ≥
N0) = 1 by (15). Finally, by the weak law of large numbers, P(An) → 1 which implies P∗(val(Pn) =

val(Dn)) ≥ P(An) → 1.
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If there is no inequality constraint in the distributional optimization formulation, the above argument

still holds by removing the part regarding the inequality constraint. If there is no equality constraint in the

distributional optimization formulation, then L0 is a strictly feasible solution (when n is large) for the IW-

SAA problem by the law of large numbers, which again proves the empirical version of Assumption 3. This

completes our proof.

Now we prove Theorem 3. By strong duality, it suffices to consider val(Dn) and val(D). However, the outer

minimization over λ in (Dn) and (D) is conducted on a unbounded region on which the uniform law of large

numbers usually fails. Thus, we first establish the following technical lemma which ensures the minimization

over λ can be conducted on a compact set under certain conditions and thus quantifies the difference between

two Lagrangian dual problems.

Lemma 2. Let C(λ) = supi∈I(ai − λ⊤bi) and C̃(λ) = supi∈I(ci − λ⊤di) be two functions defined on λ ∈
Rm

+ × Rl−m and taking values in (−∞,∞], where I is an index set with arbitrary cardinality and ai, ci ∈
R, bi, di ∈ Rl. Assume that (i) λ∗ ∈ argminλ∈Rm

+ ×Rl−m C(λ) with C(λ∗) ∈ (−∞,∞), (ii) ∃ δ > 0 s.t. for any

(j1, . . . , jl−m) ∈ {1,−1}l−m, there exists an index i(j1, . . . , jl−m) ∈ I satisfying bi(j1,...,jl−m),k < 0, k = 1, . . . ,m

and bi(j1,...,jl−m),k = jk−mδ, k = m+ 1, . . . , l. (iii) supi∈I |ai − ci| < ∞ and supi∈I |bi − di| < η1, where

η1 = min
(j1,...,jl−m)∈{1,−1}l−m

min
1≤k≤l

|bi(j1,...,jl−m),k|.

Then we have infλ∈Rm
+ ×Rl−m C̃(λ) ∈ (−∞,∞) and∣∣∣∣∣ inf

λ∈Rm
+ ×Rl−m

C(λ)− inf
λ∈Rm

+ ×Rl−m
C̃(λ)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ sup
i∈I

|ai − ci|+M sup
i∈I

|bi − di|

≤ sup
i∈I

|ai − ci|+M

l∑
j=1

sup
i∈I

|bij − dij |,

where M is defined as

M = max

(
|λ∗|,

C(λ∗)− η2 + 2 supi∈I |ai − ci|+ |λ∗| supi∈I |bi − di|
η1 − supi∈I |bi − di|

)
,

and η2 = min(j1,...,jl−m)∈{1,−1}l−m ai(j1,...,jl−m).

Proof of Lemma 2. The proof includes two steps. The first step is to bound |C(λ) − C̃(λ)| and | inf C(λ) −
inf C̃(λ)| when the infimum is taken over compact sets of λ. The second step is to show the optimization

problem infλ∈Rm
+ ×Rl−m C̃(λ) can be restricted over a compact set.

For any i ∈ I, we have |(ai − λ⊤bi)− (ci − λ⊤di)| ≤ supi∈I |ai − ci|+ |λ| supi∈I |bi − di| < ∞, i.e.,

−
(
sup
i∈I

|ai − ci|+ |λ| sup
i∈I

|bi − di|
)
+ ai − λ⊤bi

≤ ci − λ⊤di

≤ ai − λ⊤bi +

(
sup
i∈I

|ai − ci|+ |λ| sup
i∈I

|bi − di|
)
.

By taking the supremum over i ∈ I, we have

−
(
sup
i∈I

|ai − ci|+ |λ| sup
i∈I

|bi − di|
)
+ C(λ) ≤ C̃(λ) ≤ C(λ) +

(
sup
i∈I

|ai − ci|+ |λ| sup
i∈I

|bi − di|
)
. (17)
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We can see the inequality (17) holds even if C(λ) = ∞ or C̃(λ) = ∞ (actually it tells us C(λ) = ∞ ⇔ C̃(λ) =

∞). Applying (17) to λ∗, we get

C̃(λ∗) ≤ C(λ∗) + sup
i∈I

|ai − ci|+ |λ∗| sup
i∈I

|bi − di| < ∞. (18)

When M ≥ |λ∗|, (17) implies that∣∣∣∣∣ inf
λ∈Rm

+ ×Rl−m,|λ|≤M
C̃(λ)− inf

λ∈Rm
+ ×Rl−m,|λ|≤M

C(λ)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ sup
i∈I

|ai − ci|+M sup
i∈I

|bi − di|. (19)

By assumption (i) in this lemma, we know that infλ∈Rm
+ ×Rl−m,|λ|≤M C(λ) = C(λ∗) ∈ (−∞,∞). Then it follows

from (19) that infλ∈Rm
+ ×Rl−m,|λ|≤M C̃(λ) ∈ (−∞,∞).

Now, let’s find the lower bound for C̃(λ) when λ is large. For any λ = (λ1, . . . , λl) ∈ Rm
+ ×Rl−m, consider

(j1, . . . , jl−m) = (− sgn(λm+1), . . . ,− sgn(λl)), where sgn(x) is the sign function. By assumption (ii), there

exists an index i(j1, . . . , jl−m) ∈ I satisfying bi(j1,...,jl−m),k < 0, k = 1, . . . ,m and bi(j1,...,jl−m),k = jk−mδ, k =

m+ 1, . . . , l. Thus, we have

C(λ) = sup
i∈I

(ai − λ⊤bi) ≥ ai(j1,...,jl−m) − λ⊤bi(j1,...,jl−m)

= ai(j1,...,jl−m) +

l∑
k=1

|λkbi(j1,...,jl−m),k| ≥ η2 + η1

l∑
k=1

|λk| ≥ η2 + η1|λ|, (20)

where

η1 = min
(j1,...,jl−m)∈{1,−1}l−m

min
1≤k≤l

|bi(j1,...,jl−m),k| > 0,

η2 = min
(j1,...,jl−m)∈{1,−1}l−m

ai(j1,...,jl−m).

By (17) and (20), we have

C̃(λ) ≥ C(λ)−
(
sup
i∈I

|ai − ci|+ |λ| sup
i∈I

|bi − di|
)

≥
(
η2 − sup

i∈I
|ai − ci|

)
+

(
η1 − sup

i∈I
|bi − di|

)
|λ|. (21)

Combining the bounds in (18) and (21), we can see if λ ∈ Rm
+ × Rl−m satisfies

|λ| ≥
C(λ∗)− η2 + 2 supi∈I |ai − ci|+ |λ∗| supi∈I |bi − di|

η1 − supi∈I |bi − di|
,

then C̃(λ) ≥ C̃(λ∗). Thus, by choosing

M = max

(
|λ∗|,

C(λ∗)− η2 + 2 supi∈I |ai − ci|+ |λ∗| supi∈I |bi − di|
η1 − supi∈I |bi − di|

)
,

we will get

inf
λ∈Rm

+ ×Rl−m,|λ|≤M
C(λ) = inf

λ∈Rm
+ ×Rl−m

C(λ), inf
λ∈Rm

+ ×Rl−m,|λ|≤M
C̃(λ) = inf

λ∈Rm
+ ×Rl−m

C̃(λ),

where the first equality follows from assumption (i) of this lemma and the second one follows from C̃(λ) ≥ C̃(λ∗)

when |λ| ≥ M . Moreover, (19) gives us a bound for the difference of the optimal values:∣∣∣∣∣ inf
λ∈Rm

+ ×Rl−m
C(λ)− inf

λ∈Rm
+ ×Rl−m

C̃(λ)

∣∣∣∣∣
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=

∣∣∣∣∣ inf
λ∈Rm

+ ×Rl−m,|λ|≤M
C̃(λ)− inf

λ∈Rm
+ ×Rl−m,|λ|≤M

C̃(λ)

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ sup

i∈I
|ai − ci|+M sup

i∈I
|bi − di|.

Finally, note that supi∈I |bi − di| ≤
∑l

j=1 supi∈I |bij − dij |. This concludes our proof.

Proof of Theorem 3. We make use of Lemma 2 by taking

C(λ) = sup
L∈L

Eg[ϕ0(X)L(X)]−
l∑

j=1

λj(Eg[ϕj(X)L(X)]− µj)

 ,

C̃(λ) = sup
L∈L

1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕ0(Xi)L(Xi)−
l∑

j=1

λj(ϕj(Xi)L(Xi)− µj)

 .

By Assumption 5, Fj have integrable envelopes (say Fj(x)) and thus C(λ) is a real-valued convex function.

Moreover, C(λ) is a Lipschitz continuous function by the triangular inequality |C(λ) − C(λ′)| ≤
∑l

j=1 |λj −
λ′
j |Eg[Fj(X)]. Now we verify the conditions (i)-(iii) in Lemma 2.

We first verify condition (ii). By Assumption 3, there exists a feasible function L0 ∈ L s.t.

Eg[ϕj(X)L0(X)] < µj , j = 1, . . . ,m, Eg[ϕj(X)L0(X)] = µj , j = m+ 1, . . . , l.

Additionally, 0 is an interior point of the following set

{(Eg[ϕm+1(X)L(X)]− µm+1, . . . ,Eg[ϕl(X)L(X)]− µl) : L ∈ L}.

Therefore, ∃ δ1 > 0 s.t. for any (j1, . . . , jl−m) ∈ {1,−1}l−m, there exists L(j1,...,jl−m) ∈ L with Eg[ϕk(X)L(j1,...,jl−m)(X)]−
µk = jk−mδ1, k = m+1, . . . , l. So we can choose δ2 > 0 small enough s.t. for any (j1, . . . , jl−m) ∈ {1,−1}l−m,

the kth component of the vector

(Eg[ϕi(X)[(1− δ2)L0(X) + δ2L(j1,...,jl−m)(X)]]− µi)
l
i=1 (22)

is negative for k = 1, . . . ,m and equal to jk−mδ1δ2 for k = m + 1, . . . , l. Additionally, (1 − δ2)L0(X) +

δ2L(j1,...,jl−m)(X) ∈ L since L is a convex set. This proves condition (ii).

Next, we verify condition (i). As in the statement of Lemma 2, we define

η1 = min
(j1,...,jl−m)∈{1,−1}l−m

min
1≤k≤l

|Eg[ϕk(X)[(1− δ2)L0(X) + δ2L(j1,...,jl−m)(X)]]− µk| > 0,

η2 = min
(j1,...,jl−m)∈{1,−1}l−m

Eg[ϕ0(X)[(1− δ2)L0(X) + δ2L(j1,...,jl−m)(X)]].

Then according to (20), we have C(λ) ≥ η2 + η1|λ|, which implies lim|λ|→∞ C(λ) = ∞. By strong duality and

Assumption 4, we know that infλ∈Rm
+ ×Rl−m C(λ) ∈ R, which implies the existence of a minimizer λ∗ due to

lim|λ|→∞ C(λ) = ∞ and continuity of C(λ).

Finally, we verify condition (iii) along with the main argument for this proposition. Notice that under our

choice of C(λ) and C̃(λ), we actually have

sup
i∈I

|ai − ci| = ||Pn − Pg||F0
≤ ||Pn − Pg||∗F0

,
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sup
i∈I

|bi − di| ≤
l∑

j=1

sup
i∈I

|bij − dij | =
l∑

j=1

||Pn − Pg||Fj ≤
l∑

j=1

||Pn − Pg||∗Fj
.

We consider the event{
max
0≤j≤l

||Pn − Pg||∗Fj
→ 0

}⋂
{∃N0 ∈ N s.t. val(Pn) = val(Dn),∀n ≥ N0}.

On this event, when n is large enough, we have val(Pn) = val(Dn) and max0≤j≤l ||Pn − Pg||∗Fj
≤ η1/(l + 1),

which implies condition (iii) in Lemma 2. Then by Lemma 2, we obtain that, on the above event and for n

large enough,

|val(Pn)− val(P)|

= |val(Dn)− val(D)|

≤ ||Pn − Pg||∗F0
+M

l∑
j=1

||Pn − Pg||∗Fj

≤ ||Pn − Pg||∗F0

+max

(
|λ∗|,

val(P)− η2 + 2||Pn − Pg||∗F0
+ |λ∗|

∑l
j=1 ||Pn − Pg||∗Fj

η1 −
∑l

j=1 ||Pn − Pg||∗Fj

)
l∑

j=1

||Pn − Pg||∗Fj
. (23)

Since the quantity in (23) is measurable and converges to 0, we obtain that |val(Pn)− val(P)|∗ → 0. Hence,

we have proved that{
max
0≤j≤l

||Pn − Pg||∗Fj
→ 0

}⋂
{∃N0 ∈ N s.t. val(Pn) = val(Dn),∀n ≥ N0}

⊂{|val(Pn)− val(P)|∗ → 0}.

Finally, we notice that

P∗

({
max
0≤j≤l

||Pn − Pg||∗Fj
→ 0

}⋂
{∃N0 ∈ N s.t. val(Pn) = val(Dn),∀n ≥ N0}

)
= 1− P∗

({
max
0≤j≤l

||Pn − Pg||∗Fj
→ 0

}c⋃
{∃N0 ∈ N s.t. val(Pn) = val(Dn),∀n ≥ N0}c

)
≥ 1− P∗

({
max
0≤j≤l

||Pn − Pg||∗Fj
→ 0

}c)
− P∗({∃N0 ∈ N s.t. val(Pn) = val(Dn),∀n ≥ N0}c)

= 1,

where we make use of max0≤j≤l ||Pn−Pg||∗Fj
→ 0 almost surely by Assumption 5 and the strong duality result

in Theorem 2. Therefore, we obtain |val(Pn)− val(P)|∗ → 0 almost surely, i.e., |val(Pn)− val(P)| a.s.*→ 0.

Proof of Theorem 4. We follow the proof of Theorem 3 but modify the argument starting from the verification

of condition (iii) of Lemma 2. We define the set An = {max0≤j≤l ||Pn − P ||Fj
< η1/l + 1}

⋂
{val(Pn) =

val(Dn)}. Assumption 5 and Theorem 2 ensure P∗(Ac
n) → 0 as n → ∞. Now condition (iii) holds on An. By

Lemma 2, the following holds on An:

|val(Pn)− val(P)| = |val(Dn)− val(D)| ≤ ||Pn − Pg||F0
+M

l∑
j=1

||Pn − Pg||Fj
,
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where M in Lemma 2 is upper bounded by

M ≤ max

(
|λ∗|, (l + 1)(val(P)− η2) + 2η1 + |λ∗|lη1

η1

)
:= M̃ < ∞.

So on An, we will have

√
n|val(Pn)− val(P)| ≤

√
n||Pn − Pg||F0 + M̃

l∑
j=1

√
n||Pn − Pg||Fj = ||Gn||F0 + M̃

l∑
j=1

||Gn||Fj ,

i.e.,

An ⊂

√
n|val(Pn)− val(P)| ≤ ||Gn||F0 + M̃

l∑
j=1

||Gn||Fj

 .

Now, for any ε > 0, we choose K = C(1 + M̃l)/ε, where C is the constant in Assumption 6. Then we can see

P∗(
√
n|val(Pn)− val(P)| ≥ K)

≤ P∗({
√
n|val(Pn)− val(P)| ≥ K} ∩An) + P∗({

√
n|val(Pn)− val(P)| ≥ K} ∩Ac

n)

≤ P∗

{
√
n|val(Pn)− val(P)| ≥ K} ∩

√
n|val(Pn)− val(P)| ≤ ||Gn||F0 + M̃

l∑
j=1

||Gn||Fj




+ P∗(Ac
n)

≤ P∗

||Gn||F0
+ M̃

l∑
j=1

||Gn||Fj
≥ K

+ P∗(Ac
n)

≤
E∗
P ||Gn||F0 + M̃

∑l
j=1 E∗

P ||Gn||Fj

K
+ P∗(Ac

n)

≤ ε+ P∗(Ac
n).

By taking the limsup, we finally get

lim sup
n→∞

P∗(
√
n|val(Pn)− val(P)| ≥ K) ≤ ε+ lim sup

n→∞
P∗(Ac

n) = ε.

Proof of Lemma 1. We first consider the verification of Assumption 5. It suffices to show each Fj has an

integrable envelope and N[ ](ε,Fj , ||·||1) < ∞ for any ε > 0 by van der Vaart and Wellner [1996] Theorem 2.4.1.

Suppose (7) holds. Then Fj has an integrable envelope ||F ||∞|ϕj(x)|/g(x). Next, we show N[ ](ε,Fj , || · ||1) <
∞ for any ε > 0. We take ε/||ϕj/g||1+δ-brackets [li, ui], i = 1, . . . , N = N[ ](ε/||ϕj/g||1+δ,F , || · ||1+1/δ) that

cover (F , || · ||1+1/δ). Without loss of generality, we can assume 0 ≤ li ≤ ui ≤ ||F ||∞. For each f ∈ F ,

∃ [li, ui] s.t. li ≤ f ≤ ui. Let ϕ+
j and ϕ−

j be the positive and negative part of ϕj , i.e., ϕ
+
j = max{ϕj , 0} and

ϕ−
j = max{−ϕj , 0}. Then we can see

li
g
ϕ+
j − ui

g
ϕ−
j ≤ f

g
ϕj ≤

ui

g
ϕ+
j − li

g
ϕ−
j .

Therefore, [liϕ
+
j /g−uiϕ

−
j /g, uiϕ

+
j /g− liϕ

−
j /g], i = 1, . . . , N forms a cover of (Fj , || · ||1). Moreover, they satisfy∣∣∣∣ui

g
ϕ+
j − li

g
ϕ−
j

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ||F ||∞
g

ϕ+
j +

||F ||∞
g

ϕ−
j = ||F ||∞

|ϕj |
g

⇒
∥∥∥∥ui

g
ϕ+
j − li

g
ϕ−
j

∥∥∥∥
1

< ∞,
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∣∣∣∣ lig ϕ+
j − ui

g
ϕ−
j

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ||F ||∞
g

ϕ+
j +

||F ||∞
g

ϕ−
j = ||F ||∞

|ϕj |
g

⇒
∥∥∥∥ lig ϕ+

j − ui

g
ϕ−
j

∥∥∥∥
1

< ∞,

∣∣∣∣ui

g
ϕ+
j − li

g
ϕ−
j − li

g
ϕ+
j +

ui

g
ϕ−
j

∣∣∣∣ = (ui − li)
|ϕj |
g

⇒
∥∥∥∥ui

g
ϕ+
j − li

g
ϕ−
j − li

g
ϕ+
j +

ui

g
ϕ−
j

∥∥∥∥
1

≤ ||ui − li||1+1/δ||ϕj/g||1+δ < ε.

So they are ε-brackets for (Fj , || · ||1), which proves

N[ ](ε,Fj , || · ||1) ≤ N[ ](ε/||ϕj/g||1+δ,F , || · ||1+1/δ) < ∞,∀ε > 0.

Next we assume (8) holds and prove Fj has an integrable envelope and N[ ](ε,Fj , || · ||1) < ∞ for any

ε > 0. Note that ∣∣∣∣f(x)g(x)
ϕj(x)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ||F ||γ∞
F 1−γ(x)

g(x)
|ϕj(x)| ≤ ||F ||γ∞M |ϕj(x)|,∀f ∈ F .

So Fj has an integrable envelope ||F ||γ∞M |ϕj(x)|. To show N[ ](ε,Fj , || · ||1) < ∞ for any ε > 0, we take

εγ/(M ||ϕj ||1+δ)-brackets [li, ui], i = 1, . . . , N = N[ ](εγ/(M ||ϕj ||1+δ),Fγ , ||·||1+1/δ) that covers (Fγ , ||·||1+1/δ).

Without loss of generality, we can assume 0 ≤ li ≤ ui ≤ F γ . For each f ∈ F , ∃ [li, ui] s.t. li ≤ fγ ≤ ui ⇔
l
1/γ
i ≤ f ≤ u

1/γ
i . Then we obtain

l
1/γ
i

g
ϕ+
j − u

1/γ
i

g
ϕ−
j ≤ f

g
ϕj ≤

u
1/γ
i

g
ϕ+
j − l

1/γ
i

g
ϕ−
j .

Therefore, [l
1/γ
i ϕ+

j /g − u
1/γ
i ϕ−

j /g, u
1/γ
i ϕ+

j /g − l
1/γ
i ϕ−

j /g], i = 1, . . . , N forms a cover of (Fj , || · ||1). Moreover,

these brackets satisfy∣∣∣∣∣u1/γ
i

g
ϕ+
j − l

1/γ
i

g
ϕ−
j

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ F

g
ϕ+
j +

F

g
ϕ−
j ≤ ||F ||γ∞M |ϕj | ⇒

∥∥∥∥∥u1/γ
i

g
ϕ+
j − l

1/γ
i

g
ϕ−
j

∥∥∥∥∥
1

< ∞,

∣∣∣∣∣ l1/γi

g
ϕ+
j − u

1/γ
i

g
ϕ−
j

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ F

g
ϕ+
j +

F

g
ϕ−
j ≤ ||F ||γ∞M |ϕj | ⇒

∥∥∥∥∥ l1/γi

g
ϕ+
j − u

1/γ
i

g
ϕ−
j

∥∥∥∥∥
1

< ∞,

∣∣∣∣∣u1/γ
i

g
ϕ+
j − l

1/γ
i

g
ϕ−
j − l

1/γ
i

g
ϕ+
j +

u
1/γ
i

g
ϕ−
j

∣∣∣∣∣ = (u
1/γ
i − l

1/γ
i )|ϕj |

g
≤ (ui − li)F

1−γ |ϕj |
γg

≤ M(ui − li)|ϕj |
γ

⇒

∥∥∥∥∥u1/γ
i

g
ϕ+
j − l

1/γ
i

g
ϕ−
j − l

1/γ
i

g
ϕ+
j +

u
1/γ
i

g
ϕ−
j

∥∥∥∥∥
1

≤ M

γ
||ui − li||1+1/δ||ϕj ||1+δ < ε,

where the third one uses the mean value theorem u
1/γ
i − l

1/γ
i = (ξ1/γ−1/γ)(ui − li) ≤ (F 1−γ/γ)(ui − li) for

some ξ with li ≤ ξ ≤ ui ≤ F γ . So they are ε-brackets for (Fj , || · ||1), which proves

N[ ](ε,Fj , || · ||1) ≤ N[ ](εγ/(M ||ϕj ||1+δ),Fγ , || · ||1+1/δ) < ∞,∀ε > 0.

Now we prove Assumption 6. By Corollary 19.35 in Van der Vaart [2000], it suffices to show for each Fj ,

it has an envelope Fj with ||Fj ||2 < ∞ and∫ ||Fj ||2

0

√
logN[ ](ε,Fj , || · ||2)dε < ∞. (24)
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When (9) holds, by slightly modifying the first proof of Assumption 5, we can see Fj has an envelope with

finite L2-norm and

N[ ](ε,Fj , || · ||2) ≤ N[ ](ε/||ϕj/g||2+δ,F , || · ||2(2+δ)/δ) < ∞,∀ε > 0,

which proves (24). When (10) holds, by slightly modifying the second proof of Assumption 5, we can still see

Fj has an envelope with finite L2-norm and

N[ ](ε,Fj , || · ||2) ≤ N[ ](εγ/(M ||ϕj ||2+δ),Fγ , || · ||2(2+δ)/δ) < ∞,∀ε > 0,

which again proves (24).

Proof of Corollary 1. We first prove the statistical guarantee. Assumptions 1, 2 and 4 clearly hold. Notice that

the functions in all of the three classes have variation bounded by 2M . By the bracketing number bound for

functions of bounded variation (see Van der Vaart [2000] Example 19.11 where is a small typo: L2(P ) should

be Lr(P )) and assumptions on ϕj and g, we can see conditions (7) and (9) hold, which implies Assumptions

5 and 6 by Lemma 1. Therefore, the desired statistical guarantee is ensured by Theorems 3 and 4.

Now we show (Pn) is equivalent to the linear program. It suffices to show a finite-dimensional reduction

in each case, i.e., the values f(Xi) = L(Xi)g(Xi) satisfying the discrete shape constraint can be extended to

a function f ∈ F . For monotonicity, this is achieved by the following step function

f(x) =


L(X(1))g(X(1))

L(X(i+1))g(X(i+1))

0

if a ≤ x ≤ X(1)

if X(i) < x ≤ X(i+1), i = 1, . . . , n− 1

if X(n) < x ≤ b.

For convexity, this is achieved by linear interpolation. For unimodality, this is achieved by the following step

function

f(x) =



L(X(i))g(X(i))

L(X(i0))g(X(i0))

max{L(X(i0))g(X(i0)), L(X(i0+1))g(X(i0+1))}
L(X(i0+1))g(X(i0+1))

L(X(i+1))g(X(i+1))

if 0 ≤ i < i0 and X(i) ≤ x < X(i+1)

if X(i0) ≤ x < c

if x = c

if c < x ≤ X(i0+1)

if i0 < i ≤ n and X(i) < x ≤ X(i+1),

where X(0) := a, X(n+1) := b, L(X(0)) := 0, L(X(n+1)) := 0 and i0 ∈ {0, . . . , n} is the unique index

s.t. X(i0) ≤ c < X(i0+1) (note that with probability 1, the order statistics satisfy the strict inequality

X(0) < X(1) < · · · < X(n) < X(n+1)). This concludes our proof.

Proof of Corollary 2. We first prove the statistical guarantee. Assumptions 1, 2 and 4 are obvious. By the

finiteness of the bracketing number for the orthounimodal functions (see Gao and Wellner [2007] Corollary

1.3) and assumptions on ϕj and g, we can see condition (7) holds, which implies Assumptions 5 by Lemma 1.

Therefore, consistency is ensured by Theorems 3.

Next we show (Pn) is equivalent to the linear program. It suffices to show the discrete values f(Xi) =

L(Xi)g(Xi) satisfying

L(Xi)g(Xi) ≤ L(Xj)g(Xj), if Xi ≥ Xj component-wise
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0 ≤ L(Xi)g(Xi) ≤ M, i = 1, . . . , n

can be extended to a function f ∈ F . We define a function f on X by

f(x) =

{
M

min{i:Xi∈[a,x]} L(Xi)g(Xi)

if [a, x] does not contain any Xi

otherwise.

We can see f ∈ F and it has the value L(Xi)g(Xi) at x = Xi. This concludes our proof.

Proof of Corollary 3. We take F (x) = (Mg0(x))
1/(1−γ) as the envelope of F . Notice that Fγ are a subset

of non-increasing functions taking values in [0, gγ0 (a)]. By the bound of the bracketing number for bounded

monotone functions (see van der Vaart and Wellner [1996] Theorem 2.7.5) as well as the assumptions in this

corollary, we can see (8) and (10) hold. Therefore, Assumptions 5 and 6 hold. Assumptions 1, 2 and 4 are

trivial to check. So the desired statistical guarantee is ensured by Theorems 3 and 4. Additionally, we notice

that the function f defined in the proof of Corollary 1 (with b = ∞) extends the discrete values to a function

in F due to the non-increasing property of g0. This proves the equivalence of (Pn) and the linear program.

Proof of Corollary 4. With the bound of the bracketing number for the functions of bounded variation (see

Van der Vaart [2000] Example 19.11 where is a small typo: L2(P ) should be Lr(P )), the proof of the statistical

guarantee in Corollary 3 still applies. Additionally, we notice that the function f defined in the proof of

Corollary 1 (with a = −∞, b = ∞) extends the discrete values to a function in F due to the unimodality of

g0. This proves the equivalence of (Pn) and the linear program.

Proof of Corollary 5. We first show N[ ](ε,Fγ , || · ||1+1/δ) < ∞,∀ε > 0. Fix ε > 0. We take b ≥ a, b ∈ Rd

such that
∫
[a,∞)\[a,b] g0(x)dx ≤ ε. We write Fγ |[a,b] as the class of functions in Fγ that are restricted to the

domain [a, b]. The functions in Fγ |[a,b] are still bounded orthounimodal functions. By Theorem 1.1 in Gao and

Wellner [2007], there are brackets [li, ui], i = 1, . . . , N(ε) < ∞ on [a, b] such that they are ε-brackets covering

Fγ |[a,b] under the Lebesgue L1+1/δ-norm. For each li and ui, we extend them to [a,∞) by defining

l̃i(x) =

{
li(x)

0

if x ∈ [a, b]

otherwise
, ũi(x) =

{
ui(x)

g0(a)

if x ∈ [a, b]

otherwise.

We can see [l̃i, ũi], i = 1, . . . , N(ε) cover Fγ and the size of the brackets satisfy(∫
[a,∞)

|ũi − l̃i|1+1/δg0dx

)1/(1+1/δ)

=

(∫
[a,b]

|ui − li|1+1/δg0dx+ g
1+1/δ
0 (a)

∫
[a,∞)\[a,b]

g0dx

)1/(1+1/δ)

≤

(
g0(a)

∫
[a,b]

|ui − li|1+1/δdx+ g
1+1/δ
0 (a)ε

)1/(1+1/δ)

≤
(
g0(a)ε

1+1/δ + g
1+1/δ
0 (a)ε

)1/(1+1/δ)

→ 0

as ε → 0. This proves N[ ](ε,Fγ , || · ||1+1/δ) < ∞,∀ε > 0. Therefore, condition (8) holds, which implies

Assumption 5. Then consistency follows from Theorem 3 (the other assumptions are easy to check).
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Next we show (Pn) is equivalent to the linear program. It suffices to show the discrete values f(Xi) =

L(Xi)g(Xi) satisfying

L(Xi)g(Xi) ≤ L(Xj)g(Xj), if Xi ≥ Xj component-wise

0 ≤ L(Xi)g(Xi) ≤ (Mg0(Xi))
1/(1−γ), i = 1, . . . , n

can be extended to a function f ∈ F . We define a function f on X by

f(x) =

{
(Mg0(x))

1/(1−γ)

min{(Mg0(x))
1/(1−γ),min{i:Xi∈[a,x]} L(Xi)g(Xi)}

if [a, x] does not contain any Xi

otherwise
.

We can see f ∈ F and it has the value L(Xi)g(Xi) at x = Xi. This concludes our proof.

Proof of Proposition 1. We first consider α < d. To show for any p ≥ 1, N[ ](ε,F , ||·||p) = ∞ for all sufficiently

small ε > 0, it suffices to show F is not Pg-GC by van der Vaart and Wellner [1996] Theorem 2.4.1. Fix a

realization of n i.i.d. samples X1, . . . , Xn from g. We define a function f on X as

f(x) =

{
1/|x− a|d−α

0

if x ̸= a and a, x,Xi are collinear for some Xi

otherwise,
(25)

where | · | is the usual Euclidean norm. We can see f ∈ F but f = 0 almost everywhere so that Pgf = 0.

Therefore,

||Pn − Pg||F ≥

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑

i=1

f(Xi)

∣∣∣∣∣ = 1

n

n∑
i=1

1

|Xi − a|d−α

a.s.→ Eg

[
1

|X − a|d−α

]
> 0,

which proves F is not Pg-GC. Next, we show Fj does not satisfy Assumptions 5 or 6 if ϕj is not almost

everywhere zero. Without loss of generality, assume {x ∈ X : ϕj(x) > 0} has a positive Lebesgue measure.

It suffices to disprove ||Pn − Pg||Fj

P*→ 0 since both assumptions imply this conclusion. We modify the above

function f as

f(x) =

{
1/|x− a|d−α

0

if x ̸= a and a, x,Xi are collinear for some Xi with ϕj(Xi) > 0

otherwise.
(26)

Then we still have f ∈ F and f = 0 almost everywhere. Therefore,

||Pn − Pg||Fj
≥

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑

i=1

ϕj(Xi)
f(Xi)

g(Xi)

∣∣∣∣∣ = 1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕj(Xi)I(ϕj(Xi) > 0)

|Xi − a|d−αg(Xi)

a.s.→
∫
X

ϕj(x)I(ϕj(x) > 0)

|x− a|d−α
dx > 0,

which disproves ||Pn − Pg||Fj

P*→ 0.

When α ≥ d, we simply change the nonzero function value in (25) and (26) into M and the same proof

can be applied.

Proof of Proposition 2. We first prove that val(Pα) ≤ (2α − 1)/2α. Consider any feasible function f in (Pα).

By changing into polar coordinates, the objective function can be written as

Ef [I(X ∈ S)] =

∫ π/2

0

∫ 2

1

f(r cos θ, r sin θ)rdrdθ.
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The definition of α-unimodality implies r2−αf(r cos θ, r sin θ) is non-increasing in r ∈ (0,∞). Therefore, the

objective function can be bounded by

Ef [I(X ∈ S)] =

∫ π/2

0

∫ 2

1

f(r cos θ, r sin θ)r2−α 1

r1−α
drdθ

≤
∫ π/2

0

∫ 2

1

f(cos θ, sin θ)
1

r1−α
drdθ

=

∫ π/2

0

f(cos θ, sin θ)

∫ 2

1

1

r1−α
drdθ

=

∫ π/2

0

f(cos θ, sin θ)
2α − 1

α
dθ.

On the other hand, by a similar argument, we have

Ef [I(X ≥ 0, ||X|| ≤ 1)] =

∫ π/2

0

∫ 1

0

f(r cos θ, r sin θ)r2−α 1

r1−α
drdθ

≥
∫ π/2

0

∫ 1

0

f(cos θ, sin θ)
1

r1−α
drdθ

=

∫ π/2

0

f(cos θ, sin θ)
1

α
dθ

≥ 1

2α − 1
Ef [I(X ∈ S)].

Since 1 = Ef [I(X ∈ X )] = Ef [I(X ≥ 0, ||X|| ≤ 1)] + Ef [I(X ∈ S)], we obtain Ef [I(X ∈ S)] ≤ (2α − 1)/2α.

Since the above arguments hold for any feasible f , we know that val(Pα) ≤ (2α − 1)/2α.

Next, we will prove that P∗(∃N0 ∈ N s.t. val(Pα.n) = 1,∀n ≥ N0) = 1.

We first consider the case α < 2. Since the sampling distribution is continuously distributed, any three

of (0, 0), X1, . . . Xn are not collinear a.s. For any C > 0 and any realization of X1, . . . , Xn, we define the

following function

f(x;C,X1, . . . , Xn) =

{
C/||x||2−α

0

if x, (0, 0) and Xi are collinear for some Xi ∈ S

otherwise.

All of them are in F because

r2−αf(rx;C,X1, . . . , Xn) =

{
C/||x||2−α

0

if x, (0, 0) and Xi are collinear for some Xi ∈ S

otherwise

is non-increasing in r. Therefore, the functions L(x;C,X1, . . . , Xn) = f(x;C,X1, . . . , Xn)/g(x) are in L.
Then, we will prove that the constraint (1/n)

∑n
i=1 I(Xi ∈ X )L(Xi;C,X1, . . . , Xn) = 1 is satisfied for some

C. We notice that

1

n

n∑
i=1

I(Xi ∈ X )L(Xi;C,X1, . . . , Xn)

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

I(Xi ∈ S)
C

||Xi||2−αg(Xi)

a.s.→
∫
S

C

||x||2−αg(x)
g(x)dx
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=

∫ π/2

0

∫ 2

1

C

r2−α
rdrdθ

=
π(2α − 1)

2α
C =

{
2

1/2

if C = 4α/(π(2α − 1))

if C = α/(π(2α − 1)).

Since
1

n

n∑
i=1

I(Xi ∈ X )L(Xi;C,X1, . . . , Xn) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

I(Xi ∈ S)
C

||Xi||2−αg(Xi)

is continuous in C, when the above limit holds, we know that ∃N0 ∈ N such that for all n ≥ N0 there

must be some C0 ∈ (α/(π(2α − 1)), 4α/(π(2α − 1))) (depending on n and sampling realizations) such that

(1/n)
∑n

i=1 I(Xi ∈ X )L(Xi;C0, X1, . . . , Xn) = 1. Moreover, the objective function is also 1 because I(Xi ∈
S)L(Xi;C0, X1, . . . , Xn) = I(Xi ∈ X )L(Xi;C0, X1, . . . , Xn). Therefore, we prove that P∗(∃N0 ∈ N s.t. val(Pα.n) =

1,∀n ≥ N0) = 1.

Then we consider the case α ≥ 2. For any C ∈ (0,M ] and any realization of X1, . . . , Xn, we define the

following function (still denoted by f(x;C,X1, . . . , Xn))

f(x;C,X1, . . . , Xn) =

{
C

0

if x, (0, 0) and Xi are collinear for some Xi ∈ S

otherwise.

All of them are in F because

r2−αf(rx;C,X1, . . . , Xn) =

{
r2−αC

0

if x, (0, 0) and Xi are collinear for some Xi ∈ S

otherwise

is non-increasing in r. Therefore, the functions L(x;C,X1, . . . , Xn) = f(x;C,X1, . . . , Xn)/g(x) are in L. Like
the previous case, we will prove that the constraint (1/n)

∑n
i=1 I(Xi ∈ X )L(Xi;C,X1, . . . , Xn) = 1 is satisfied

for some C. We notice that

1

n

n∑
i=1

I(Xi ∈ X )L(Xi;C,X1, . . . , Xn)

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

I(Xi ∈ S)
C

g(Xi)

a.s.→
∫
S

C

g(x)
g(x)dx

=
3πC

4
=

{
3πM/4 > 1

1/2

if C = M

if C = 2/(3π).

Therefore, when the above limit holds, we know that ∃N0 ∈ N such that for all n ≥ N0 there must be some C0 ∈
(2/(3π),M) (depending on n and sampling realizations) such that (1/n)

∑n
i=1 I(Xi ∈ X )L(Xi;C0, X1, . . . , Xn) =

1. Moreover, the objective function is also 1 because I(Xi ∈ S)L(Xi;C0, X1, . . . , Xn) = I(Xi ∈ X )L(Xi;C0, X1, . . . , Xn).

Therefore, we prove that P∗(∃N0 ∈ N s.t. val(Pα.n) = 1,∀n ≥ N0) = 1.

Now for any α, we have proved P∗(∃N0 ∈ N s.t. val(Pα.n) = 1,∀n ≥ N0) = 1. Recall that we have also

proved val(Pα) ≤ (2α − 1)/2α, which means the SAA optimal value is not consistent.

Proof of Theorem 5. We have

Eg[N2(n, d)] = Eg

 ∑
1≤i ̸=j≤n

I(Xi ≥ Xj and it’s non-redundant)


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= n(n− 1)Pg(X1 ≥ X2 and it’s non-redundant).

Let Fi, i = 1, . . . d be the marginal distributions of X1. We can see

Pg(X1 ≥ X2 and it is non-redundant)

=

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

x1

· · ·
∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

xd

Pg(Xi violates y = X1 ≥ Xi ≥ X2 = x,∀i ≥ 3)dFd(yd)dFd(xd) · · · dF1(y1)dF1(x1)

=

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

x1

· · ·
∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

xd

(
1−

d∏
i=1

(Fi(yi)− Fi(xi))

)n−2

dFd(yd)dFd(xd) · · · dF1(y1)dF1(x1)

=

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

x1

· · ·
∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

xd

n−2∑
k=0

(
n− 2

k

)
(−1)k

d∏
i=1

(Fi(yi)− Fi(xi))
kdFd(yd)dFd(xd) · · · dF1(y1)dF1(x1)

=

n−2∑
k=0

(
n− 2

k

)
(−1)k

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

x1

· · ·
∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

xd

d∏
i=1

(Fi(yi)− Fi(xi))
kdFd(yd)dFd(xd) · · · dF1(y1)dF1(x1)

=

n−2∑
k=0

(
n− 2

k

)
(−1)k

d∏
i=1

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

xi

(Fi(yi)− Fi(xi))
kdFi(yi)dFi(xi)

=

n−2∑
k=0

(
n−2
k

)
(−1)k

(k + 1)d(k + 2)d
,

which implies that

Eg[N2(n, d)] = n(n− 1)

n−2∑
k=0

(
n−2
k

)
(−1)k

(k + 1)d(k + 2)d
.

When d = 2, we can further simplify Eg[N2(n, d)]. First note that

Eg[N2(n, 2)] = n(n− 1)

n−2∑
k=0

(
n−2
k

)
(−1)k

(k + 1)2(k + 2)2

=

n−2∑
k=0

(
n

k+2

)
(−1)k

(k + 1)(k + 2)

=

n∑
k=2

(
n
k

)
(−1)k

k(k − 1)

=

n∑
k=2

(
n
k

)
(−1)k

k − 1
−

n∑
k=2

(
n
k

)
(−1)k

k
.

We define two functions

f1(x) =

n∑
k=2

(
n
k

)
(−1)k

k − 1
xk−1, f2(x) =

n∑
k=2

(
n
k

)
(−1)k

k
xk

with derivatives

f ′
1(x) =

n∑
k=2

(
n

k

)
(−1)kxk−2 =

(1− x)n − 1 + nx

x2

and

f ′
2(x) =

n∑
k=2

(
n

k

)
(−1)kxk−1 =

(1− x)n − 1 + nx

x
.

44



Therefore, we can see

f1(1) = f1(0) +

∫ 1

0

f ′
1(x)dx

=

∫ 1

0

(1− x)n − 1 + nx

x2
dx

=

∫ 1

0

xn − 1 + n(1− x)

(1− x)2
dx

=

∫ 1

0

(x− 1)(xn−1 + · · ·+ x+ 1− n)

(1− x)2
dx

=

∫ 1

0

(x− 1)2(xn−2 + 2xn−3 + · · ·+ (n− 2)x+ n− 1)

(1− x)2
dx

=

∫ 1

0

(xn−2 + 2xn−3 + · · ·+ (n− 2)x+ n− 1)dx

=
n−1∑
i=1

n− i

i

and

f2(1) = f2(0) +

∫ 1

0

f ′
2(x)dx

=

∫ 1

0

(1− x)n − 1 + nx

x
dx

=

∫ 1

0

xn − 1 + n(1− x)

1− x
dx

=

∫ 1

0

(n− xn−1 − · · · − x− 1)dx

= n−
n∑

i=1

1

i
.

Plugging f1(1) and f2(1) into Eg[N2(n, 2)], we obtain

Eg[N2(n, 2)] =
n−1∑
i=1

n− i

i
−

(
n−

n∑
i=1

1

i

)
=

n∑
i=1

n− i

i
−

(
n−

n∑
i=1

1

i

)
= (n+ 1)

n∑
i=1

1

i
− 2n.

Finally, we prove the inequality

1

2
Eg[N2(n, d− 1)] ≤ Eg[N2(n, d)] ≤

n(n− 1)

2d
.

The second inequality directly follows from Eg[N2(n, d)] ≤ Eg[N1(n, d)] = n(n − 1)/2d. For the first one,

according to the previous calculation,

Pg(X1 ≥ X2 and it is non-redundant)

=

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

x1

· · ·
∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

xd

(
1−

d∏
i=1

(Fi(yi)− Fi(xi))

)n−2

dFd(yd)dFd(xd) · · · dF1(y1)dF1(x1)

≥
∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

x1

· · ·
∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

xd

(
1−

d−1∏
i=1

(Fi(yi)− Fi(xi))

)n−2

dFd(yd)dFd(xd) · · · dF1(y1)dF1(x1)
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=

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

x1

· · ·
∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

xd−1

(
1−

d−1∏
i=1

(Fi(yi)− Fi(xi))

)n−2

dFd−1(yd−1)dFd−1(xd−1) · · · dF1(y1)dF1(x1)

×
∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

xd

1dFd(yd)dFd(xd)

=
1

2

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

x1

· · ·
∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

xd−1

(
1−

d−1∏
i=1

(Fi(yi)− Fi(xi))

)n−2

dFd−1(yd−1)dFd−1(xd−1) · · · dF1(y1)dF1(x1).

which gives us Eg[N2(n, d)] ≥ Eg[N2(n, d− 1)]/2.
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