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Abstract

Inspired by the recent work [28] on the statistical robustness of empirical risks in repro-

ducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) where the training data are potentially perturbed or even

corrupted, we take a step further in this paper to investigate the statistical robustness of the

kernel learning estimator (the regularized empirical risk minimizer or stationary point). We

begin by deriving qualitative statistical robustness of the estimator of the regularized empir-

ical risk minimizer for a broad class of convex cost functions when all of the training data are

potentially perturbed under some topological structures, and then move on to consider the

quantitative statistical robustness of the stationary solution for a specific case that the cost

function is continuously differentiable but not necessarily convex. In the latter case, we derive

the first-order optimality condition of the regularized expected risk minimization problem,

which is essentially a stochastic variational inequality problem (SVIP) in RKHS, and then

use the SVIP as a platform to investigate local and global Lipschitz continuity of the station-

ary solution against perturbation of the probability distribution under the Fortet-Mourier

metric. A crucial assumption in the analysis is that the perturbed data are independent and

identically distributed (iid). In some practical applications, this assumption may not be ful-

filled when a small proportion of perceived data is seriously perturbed/contaminated. In this

case, we use the influence function to investigate the impact of single data perturbation on

the expected risk minimizer. Differing from Steinwart and Christmann [64, Chapter 10], we

concentrate on constrained expected risk minimization problems. The research is essentially

down to the derivation of the implicit function theorem of the SVIP in RKHS. Finally, we

illustrate our theoretical analysis with a couple of academic examples.
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1 Introduction

We consider a stochastic program in machine learning where the uncertainties are characterized

by the random variables in the input-output spaces with probability distributions. Without

knowing the exact probability distribution of the variables, the stochastic program uses the dis-

cretization technique with a set of input-output pairs (training data). The task in supervised

learning is to solve a stochastic program with the resulting empirical distribution over a hypoth-

esise class and obtain the empirical risk minimizer (ERM). This raises a question as to whether

ERM converges to its true counterpart as sample size increases, which is known as consistency

or learnability. The former property can be characterized by the convergence of empirical risks

to the expected counterparts uniformly for all functions in hypothesis class, see [8], [2, Chapter

19] and [68]. Qi et al. [52] establish the consistency and convergence rates of stationary solutions

and values of a class of coupled nonconvex and nonsmooth empirical risk minimization problems.

The learnability relates to the learning rules and sensitivity to perturbations in the training set.

For example, Shalev-Shwartz et al. [62] and Mukherjee et al. [45] state that stability is a neces-

sary and sufficient condition for learnability. Roger and Wagner [57] discuss that the sensitivity

of a learning algorithm with respect to (w.r.t.) small perturbation in the model controls the

variance of the leave-one-out estimate.

A conventional assumption in the stability analysis is that the samples are independent and

identically distributed (iid) generated from the true probability measure. In practice, however,

data are often perturbed for various reasons such as data contamination and data/distribution

shifts from past/present to future. For instance, in data-driven problems such as biology and

medical experiments, data may be corrupted with outliers (see [41]) which do not follow the true

distribution. The least squares estimators of Lasso are not stable in corrupted environments (see

[65]). M -estimators using loss functions such as Huber or L1 loss are not robust to outliers (see

[33]). Consequently, it is necessary to investigate whether empirical risks and empirical risk

minimizers obtained with perceived contaminated data are useful. This kind of research stems

from Tukey [66, 67] and Hampel [29, 30], and popularized by others particularly the monographs

of Huber [32] and Huber and Ronchetti [33]. Steinwart and Christmann [64] extend the research

to support vector machine by studying the sensitivity of learning estimator using the concept

of influence function in single data perturbation. They also propose to investigate the quality

of learning estimators by estimating the difference between the distributions of the empirical

learning estimators obtained with contaminated data and ideal pure data under the Prokhorov

metric in the case of all data being potentially contaminated. In a more recent development,

Liu and Pang [43] propose an interval CVaR (In-CVaR) approach to reduce the effect of outliers

on the kernel learning estimator. Data shift is another important example of data perturbation.

It occurs when (a) the true probability distribution is known or subjective, but the perceived

data are often perturbed due to measurement errors or occurrence of unexpected events, (b)

the validation data deviate from the past and present data ([6]), (c) information about agent’s

subjective probability of the scenarios of the state of nature in decision analysis is poor, which

may lead to model uncertainty [44]. In either case, it is necessary to estimate the difference

between the kernel learning estimator based on perceived data and the one based on real data

to ensure the usefulness of the estimator.
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Guo et al. [28] seem to be the first to investigate qualitative and quantitative statistical

robustness of the optimal value of the empirical risk minimization problem in reproducing kernel

Hilbert space (RKHS). Specifically, they derive sufficient conditions under which the expected

risk changes stably (continuously) against small perturbation of the probability distributions

of the underlying random variables and demonstrate how the cost function and kernel affect

the stability. Moreover, they examine the difference between laws of the statistical estimators

of the expected optimal loss based on pure data and contaminated data using the Prokhorov

metric and Kantorovich metric, and derive some asymptotic qualitative and non-asymptotic

quantitative statistical robustness results. They also identify appropriate metrics under which

the statistical estimators are uniformly asymptotically consistent.

In practice, it might be more important to consider the optimal solution (regularized em-

pirical risk minimizer/stationary solution) than the optimal value (regularized empirical risk)

because the former is the focus of the empirical risk minimization problem. In this paper, we

complement the research of [28] to study the former in both all data perturbation and single data

perturbation cases. The former is instrumental as it allows us to assess the relative influence of

individual data on the value of the kernel learning estimator. The latter is also important in

practice because we may not have specific information to identify the structure of the perturbed

data and consequently we treat all the data as potentially perturbed. In this case, it requires

us to quantify the extent of data perturbation under which the resulting laws of statistical

estimators remain stable. The main contributions of this paper can be summarized as follows.

First, we derive asymptotic qualitative statistical robustness of the estimator of the regu-

larized empirical risk minimizer for a broad class of cost functions (which are not necessarily

differentiable) when all of the training data are potentially perturbed under some topological

structure. Specifically, we show that the difference between the laws of kernel learning esti-

mators based on real data and perceived data under the Prokhorov metric is small when the

distance between the true probability distribution underlying the real data and the true proba-

bility distribution underlying the perceived data is small and the sample size is sufficiently large

(Theorem 3.1). This kind of research is motivated by Steinwart and Christmann in [64, Chapter

10] for support vector machine although they do not go into detailed discussions in theory as

presented in this paper.

Second, we derive non-asymptotic quantitative statistical robustness of the estimator of the

stationary solution for a specific class of cost functions which are continuously differentiable but

not necessarily convex, which gives rise to an explicit relationship between the distance of two

statistical estimators and the distance between the true probability distributions underlying the

real data and perceived data independent of sample size. To this end, we derive the first-order

optimality condition which is in essence a stochastic variational inequality problem (SVIP) in

RKHS (Theorem 4.1). Under some moderate conditions, we show the local and global Lips-

chitz continuity of the stationary solution mapping over a relatively compact set of probability

measures (Theorem 4.2). The stability results enable us to derive the desired non-asymptotic

quantitative statistical robustness which guarantees that difference between laws of kernel learn-

ing estimators based on pure data and perturbed data under the Kantorovich metric is linearly

bounded by the Kantorovich distance of the original probability distributions generating the

two sets of data (Theorem 4.3, c is twice continuously differentiable but not necessarily convex).
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The adoption of the Kantorovich metric allows us to derive a linear error bound as opposed

to the Prokhorov metric envisaged by Steinwart and Christmann in [64, Chapter 10]. While

this kind of research has been conducted by Jiang and Li [34] for SVIP and by Guo and Xu

[26] for the stochastic generalized equation in finite-dimensional spaces, it is the first time to

be presented in the context of machine learning. One of the new challenges that we have to

tackle is that the decision variable depends on random variables. In the case when the kernel

learning estimator lies in the interior of the set of feasible solutions, we demonstrate quantitative

statistical robustness results which does not require second order continuous differentiability of

the cost function (Theorem 4.4, c is continuously differentiable and convex). We have managed

this result by deriving a new implicit function theorem (Theorem F.1) extended from Dontchev

and Rockafellar [22, Theorem 1H.3].

Third, for single data perturbation, we take a step forward from the existing work of Stein-

wart and Christmann [64, Chapter 10] on the unconstrained minimization problem to the con-

strained minimization problem. This is essentially down to derive the implicit function theorem

for the SVIP in RKHS. We propose to use proto-derivative to tackle the differentiation of the

normal cone, and discuss sufficient conditions under which the influence function is bounded.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we set up the regularized empirical

risk minimization models, recall basic ideas of statistical robustness and ψ-weak topology. In

Section 3, we derive qualitative statistical robustness of the estimator of the regularized empirical

risk minimizer for a broad class of cost functions when all of the training data are potentially

perturbed. In Section 4, we take a step further to discuss quantitative statistical robustness of the

estimator of the regularized empirical risk minimizer/stationary solution for a more specific class

of empirical risk minimization problem where the cost function is continuously differentiable. In

Section 5, we derive an explicit form and boundedness of the influence function. In Section 6, we

report some numerical tests on the established theoretical results for both all data perturbation

and single data perturbation, and finally Section 7 concludes with some remarks.

2 Problem statement and preliminaries

In this section, we give a precise mathematical description of the empirical risk minimization

model, followed by a motivation for statistical robustness and a recall of some related basic

results in applied probability.

2.1 The expected risk minimization model

In the framework of learning, there are two sets of variables: an input variable x ∈ X and an

output variable y ∈ Y , where X ⊂ IRn and Y ⊂ IR. Let Z := X × Y . The relation between

an input x ∈ X and an output y ∈ Y is described by a probability distribution P (x, y). Let

F ⊂ H(X) be a convex set of measurable functions, where H(X) is known as hypotheses space.

The problem of learning is down to look for the oracle in F such that expected risk is minimized,
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i.e.,

min
f∈F

RP (f) := EP [c(z,f(x))], (2.1)

where c(·, ·) : Z × IR → IR+ denotes the loss function, z = (x, y) : Ω → Z is random vector

defined on an atomless probability space (Ω,B,P), P = P ◦ z−1 is the probability measure on Z

induced by z, EP [c(z,f(x))] denotes the expected loss.

Typically, the cost function c(·, ·) is determined by learners. For instance, in various re-

gression and support vector machine models (see e.g. [61, 62]), c(z,f(x)) = L(y,f(x)), where

L : IR× IR → IR+ takes different forms such as

(i) L(t, y) = max{0, 1− t · y} (the hinge loss function) which is not differentiable (satisfied in

Theorem 3.1);

(ii) L(t, y) = (t − y)2/2 for |t − y| ≤ 1 and L(t) = |t − y| − 1/2 for |t − y| > 1 (the Huber

loss function), which is continuously differentiable but not twice differentiable (satisfied in

Theorem 4.4);

(iii) L(t, y) = 1
2(t − y)2 (the squared loss function) and L(t, y) = log(1 + e−t−y) (log-loss

function), which are k-th differentiable for all k ≥ 1 (satisfied in Theorem 4.3).

A key ingredient of model (2.1) is the hypothesis space H(X). In this paper, we concentrate on

the reproducing kernel Hilbert space, see e.g., [19, 28].

Definition 2.1 (Reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS)) Let H(X) be a Hilbert space

with inner product 〈·, ·〉. A function k : X ×X → IR is called a kernel of H(X) if there exists

a a feature map Φ : X → H such that ∀x,x′ ∈ X, k(x,x′) := 〈Φ(x),Φ(x′)〉. H(X) is said

to be a reproducing kernel Hilbert space if there is a kernel k : X × X → IR such that: (a)

kx := kx(·) = k(·,x) ∈ H(X) for all x ∈ X and (b) f(x) = 〈f , kx〉 for all f ∈ H(X) and

x ∈ X. In this case, k is said to be a reproducing kernel of H(X) and Hk is written for H(X).

The norm in Hk is subsequently defined by ‖f‖k :=
√

〈f ,f〉.

A kernel k : X × X → IR is said to be symmetric if k(x, t) = k(t,x) for each x, t ∈ X,

positive semidefinite if for any finite set {x1, · · · ,xm} ⊂ X, the m × m matrix whose (i, j)

entry is k(xi,xj) is positive semidefinite. A kernel k is called a Mercer kernel if it is continuous,

symmetric, and positive semidefinite. Let N denote the set of positive integers. We list some of

Mercer kernels as follows, see e.g. [19, Corollary 2.19] and [47, page 481].

(i) Polynomial kernel: k(x1,x2) = (γxT1 x2 where γ > 0 is a constant and d ∈ N.

(ii) Gaussian kernel: k(x1,x2) = e−γ‖x1−x2‖22 , where γ > 0 is a constant.

(iii) Inverse multiquadrics kernel: k(x1,x2) = (c2+‖x1−x2‖2)−α, where α > 0 and c > 0.

In this paper, we assume that a Mercer kernel k(·, ·) is given. By Moore–Aronszajn theorem

[3], there is a unique RKHS Hk for which k is a reproducing kernel. In particular, let H0 :=
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span{kx : x ∈ X}, then H0 is dense in Hk. We can let

F =

{
m∑

i=1

αikxi : αi ∈ IR,xi ∈ [ai, bi] ⊂ X, i = 1, · · · ,m
}

⊂ H0.

Note that kernels allow us to efficiently fit linear models to non-linear data without explicitly

transforming them to feature spaces where they are linear. An interesting case is polynomial

kernel k(x,x′) = (xTx′)2 with x,x′ ∈ IR2. There exists a feature mapping φ : IR2 → IR3:

(x1, x2) 7→ (x21,
√
2x1x2, x

2
2) such that 〈φ(x), φ(x′)〉 = (x1x

′
1)

2 +2x1x
′
1x2x

′
2 + (x2x

′
2)

2 = k(x,x′).

In such a case, the non-linear data in IR2 is almost linear in the feature space and fits kernel-based

linear models.

We make a blanket assumption that c(z,f(x)) is measurable for each f and the expected

value is well-defined. A sufficient condition is that c(z,f(x)) is continuous for every fixed z and

is measurable for each fixed f , and there is a function ψ such that c(z,f(x)) ≤ ψ(z), ∀z ∈ Z,

f ∈ F with EP [ψ(z)] < ∞. Moreover, we make the following blanket assumption to secure

the existence of an optimal solution to problem (2.1): there exists some α ∈ IR such that the

lower-level sets

lev≤αRP := {f ∈ F : RP (f) ≤ α} , (2.2)

are nonempty and relatively compact under the weak topology of Hk. It is known as inf-

compactness condition, which is the weakest condition to guarantee the existence of an optimal

solution to a minimization problem, see [64, Theorem A.6.9]. By [4, Theorem 8.2.11], it en-

sures that the optimal values and optimal solutions of problem (2.1) is measurable when c is a

Carathéodory function. The assumption implies that the set of the optimal solutions to problem

(2.1) is bounded, which is satisfied when either F is weakly compact and/or RP (f) is coercive,

i.e., RP (f) → ∞ as ‖f‖k → ∞.

2.2 The regularized empirical risk minimization model

In the case when the true probability distribution P is known, F is the set of all measurable

functions, and the cost function c takes a specific form, we may obtain a closed form of the

optimal solution. For example, when c is a quadratic loss function, the minimizer is EP [y|x]
([7]). When c(z,f(x)) = max{(1 − ν)(f(x)− y), ν(y − f(x))}, for 0 < ν < 1, the minimizer is

a conditional ν-quantile function of P . However, in many practical data-driven problems, the

true probability distribution P is often unknown and the problem is generally ill-posed. With

iid samples {zi = (xi, yi)}Ni=1, we consider the regularized empirical risk minimization problem

min
f∈F

RλNPN (f) := EPN [c(z,f(x))] + λN‖f‖2k, (2.3)

where λN > 0 is a regularization parameter, PN (·) := 1
N

∑N
i=1 δzi(·) denotes the empirical

probability measure and δzi(·) denotes the Dirac measure at zi for i = 1, · · · , N . In the case

that λN = 0, problem (2.3) is the sample average approximation (SAA) of problem (2.1). In

general, λN is driven to 0 but the choice of the value may affect the rate of convergence. Some

papers have been devoted to this, see for instance Breheny and Huang [11] for logistic regression
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models in a finite-dimensional space, Cucker and Smale [18] and Caponnetto and Vito [13] for

regularized least squares models in RKHS.

The coerciveness of the objective function ensures well-definedness of problem (2.3). Under

the condition that the cost function c is convex w.r.t. the second argument, the objective

function in problem (2.3) is strongly convex and has bounded level sets, and thus (2.3) has

a unique solution fPN ,λN . By the representation theorem (see e.g. [59, Theorem 1] and [60,

Theorem 4.2]), a solution of problem (2.3) with F = Hk can be written in the following form

fPN ,λN =

N∑

j=1

α∗
jkxj , (2.4)

which means problem (2.3) can be equivalently written as

min
f∈FN (PN )

RλNPN (f) := EPN [c(z,f(x))] + λN‖f‖2k, (2.5)

where

FN (PN ) =



f =

N∑

j=1

αjkxj ∈ F : (α1, · · · , αN ) ∈ IRN



 .

We call an optimal solution (2.4) to problem (2.3) a kernel learning estimator (in this paper, it

represents the regularized empirical risk minimizer when c is convex and the stationary solution

when c is not convex) based on the training data and the corresponding optimal value the

regularized empirical risk.

2.3 Data perturbation

In practice, samples are often obtained from perceived empirical data which are potentially

perturbed, which means that they are not generated by P , rather they are generated by some Q

(a perturbation of P ). We call z1, · · · ,zN real data or pure data which are not perturbed but are

not obtainable in our setup. With the perceived data z̃1, · · · , z̃N , we define QN := 1
N

∑N
i=1 δz̃i ,

and consider the perturbed regularized empirical risk minimization problem

min
f∈F

RλNQN (f) = EQN [c(z,f(x))] + λN‖f‖2k. (2.6)

Let fQN ,λN be an optimal solution to (2.6). In the literature, there are usually two ways

to describe convergence of the optimal solution. One is to look into convergence of fQN ,λN
as N → ∞. By the law of large numbers, fQN ,λN → fQ as N → ∞ and λN → 0 under

some moderate conditions. This is known as the asymptotic convergence/consistency, see e.g.

[45, 52, 28]. The other is to investigate convergence of fQ to fP (an optimal solution of problem

(2.1)) as Q → P , which is known as stability of the optimal solution fP when P is perturbed

to Q, see e.g. [58]. In this context, PN is not obtainable, our interest is to investigate whether

fQN ,λN can be used as an estimator of fP when N is sufficiently large and λN is close to zero.

This requires not only stability of fP , but also uniform consistency of fQN ,λN to fQ for all Q near
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P . Statistical robustness provides a new effective approach for this. It examines the difference

between empirical distributions of fQN ,λN and fPN ,λN . This is because we are guaranteed in

theory that the latter is a reliable estimator of fP (fPN ,λN → fP ), the former will also be a

reasonably good estimator when the difference is small.

To quantify the closeness of fQN ,λN and fPN ,λN , we need to choose an appropriate metric

to quantify the distance between them. We observe that solutions fPN ,λN and fQN ,λN con-

tinuously depend on the whole samples {zi}Ni=1 and {z̃i}Ni=1 respectively, so we can consider

them as Hk-valued random variables, defined on a product of the original probability space,

i.e., (Z⊗N ,B(Z)⊗N , P⊗N ). Consequently, we may use the difference between the probability

distributions induced by the estimators corresponding to fQN ,λN and fPN ,λN to quantify their

distance. This kind of research is in alignment with the statistical robustness ([16, 25, 28, 39]),

which examines the continuity of the difference between the induced probability distributions

w.r.t. the original probability distribution underpinning the random data (Q and P ). We will

give formal definitions in Sections 3 and 4.

A key assumption in statistical robustness analysis is that both the real data {zi}Ni=1 and

the perturbed data {z̃i}Ni=1 are iid. While this assumption is widely used in the literature

on statistical robustness and machine learning [13, 38, 40, 47], it is not fulfilled in the case

when some perturbed data are corrupted (significantly contaminated) while most of the data

are good [33]. For example, some data (outliers) deviate significantly from most of the data

set. Outliers do occur in practice. There are often no or virtually no gross errors in high-

quality data, but 1 percent to 10 percent of gross errors in routine data seem to be more

than the exception, see Hampel et al. [31, pages 25, 27]. Consequently, the question arises as

to what impact a small proportion of data such as outliers may have on the kernel learning

estimator. This issue has been raised and partly investigated by Steinwart and Christmann in

[64] in the context of support vector machines. Specifically, the authors introduce the notions

of qualitative statistical robustness ([64, Definition 10.2]) in all data perturbation case and the

influence function in single data perturbation case and give strong motivations for investigating

them albeit they have not presented further discussions on the former. Moreover, they provide a

number of interesting examples for the influence function of empirical regularized risk minimizer

fP,λ with nice graphical illustrations. Here we revisit the issue under a broader framework of

kernel learning problems in hope that we will be able to fill out some gaps for both the all data

perturbation case (Sections 3 and 4) and the single data perturbation case (Section 5) by giving

a comprehensive theoretical treatment of both.

2.4 ψ-weak topology

The statistical robust analysis requires some basic concepts and results about weak topology.

Here we recall some relevant materials extracted mainly from [15, 24] and references therein for

a more comprehensive discussion.

We write Cb(Z) for the set of all bounded and continuous functions on Z and P(Z) for

the set of all probability measures on the measurable space (Z,B(Z)). The weak topology on

P(Z) is the coarsest topology for which the mapping P 7→
∫
Z g(z)P (dz) is continuous for every

8



g ∈ Cb(Z). Let ψ : Z → [0,∞) be a gauge function, that is, a continuous function with ψ(z) ≥ 1

outside some compact set. We denote by Cψ(Z) the linear space of all continuous functions g on

Z for which there exists a constant κ such that |g(z)| ≤ κψ(z) for all z ∈ Z. Let

Mψ
Z :=

{
P ′ ∈ P(Z) :

∫

Z
ψ(z)P ′(dz) <∞

}
. (2.7)

Mψ
Z defines a subset of probability measures in P(Z) with ψ-finite moment. In the case when

ψ(z) = ‖z‖p, where p ≥ 1, we write

Mp
Z :=

{
P ′ ∈ P(Z) :

∫

Z
‖z‖pP ′(dz) <∞

}
. (2.8)

The ψ-weak topology on Mψ
Z is the coarsest topology for which mapping P 7→

∫
Z g(z)P (dz) is

continuous for every g ∈ Cψ(Z). A sequence {PN}∞N=1 ⊂ Mψ
Z is said to ψ-weakly converge to P ,

written PN
τψ−→ P , if

∫
Z g(z)PN (dz) →

∫
Z g(z)P (dz) for every g ∈ Cψ(Z). We refer readers to

[24, Definition A.47] for more details of the definition. Moreover, it follows by Corollary 2.62 in

[15] that the ψ-weak topology on Mψ
Z is generated by the metric dlψ : Mψ

Z ×Mψ
Z → IR defined

by

dlψ(P
′, P ′′) := dlProk(P

′, P ′′) +

∣∣∣∣
∫

Z
ψ(z)P ′(dz) −

∫

Z
ψ(z)P ′′(dz)

∣∣∣∣ for P ′, P ′′ ∈ Mψ
Z , (2.9)

where dlProk : P(Z)× P(Z) → IR+ is the Prokhorov metric defined as follows:

dlProk(P
′, P ′′) := inf{ǫ > 0 : P ′(A) ≤ P ′′(Aǫ) + ǫ for all A ∈ B(Z)} (2.10)

where Aǫ := A+ Bǫ(0) denotes the Minkowski sum of A and the open ball centred at 0 (w.r.t.

the norm in Z) and B(Z) is the Borel sigma algebra of Z. We also define the Prokhorov metric

in the space of probability measures over F ,

dl
F
Prok(P

′, P ′′) := inf{ǫ > 0 : P ′(A) ≤ P ′′(Aǫ) + ǫ for all A ∈ B(F)}, (2.11)

where B(F) is Borel sigma algebra of metric space (F , ‖ · ‖k). When ψ takes some specific form,

the corresponding ψ-weak topology can be metricized by the following Fortet-Mourier metric.

Definition 2.2 (Fortet-Mourier metric) Let

Fp(Z) :=
{
h : Z → IR : |h(z′)− h(z′′)| ≤ Lp(z

′,z′′)‖z′ − z′′‖,∀z′,z′′ ∈ Z
}
, (2.12)

be the set of locally Lipschitz continuous functions of growth order p, where ‖ · ‖ denotes some

norm on Z, Lp(z
′,z′′) := max{1, ‖z′‖, ‖z′′‖}p−1 for all z′,z′′ ∈ Z, and p ≥ 1 describes the

growth of the local Lipschitz constants. The p-th order Fortet-Mourier metric over P(Z) is

defined by

dlFM(P ′, P ′′) := sup
h∈Fp(Z)

∣∣∣∣
∫

Z
h(z)P ′(dz)−

∫

Z
h(z)P ′′(dz)

∣∣∣∣ ,∀P ′, P ′′ ∈ P(Z). (2.13)
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In the case when p = 1, it reduces to Kantorovich metric, in which case we denote the distance

by dlK . We refer readers to Römisch [58], and Rachev and Römisch [53] for a comprehensive

overview of the topic. It is well-known that the Fortet-Mourier distance metricizes weak conver-

gence on the set of probabilities possessing uniformly p-th moment when Z is a finite-dimensional

space, see [53]. Here we include a version in general normed space.

Proposition 2.1 Assume that Z is a separable Banach space equipped with norm ‖·‖. Then the

Fortet-Mourier metric dlFM metricizes the ψ-weak topology on Mψ
Z for ψ(z) := 1+max{1, ‖z‖, ‖z′‖}p−1‖z−

z′‖, where z′ ∈ Z is a fixed point.

We defer the proof to the appendix to facilitate reading. This result is also a step further

from [24, Corollary A.48] which asserts that ψ-weak topology is metrizable but is short of giving

a specific metric for the metrization.

3 Qualitative statistical robustness

In this section, we investigate from the statistical point of view how fQN ,λN deviates from fPN ,λN
in terms of the push-forward distributions induced by them. To derive the qualitative statistical

robustness result, we need the following assumption on the cost function c and the feasible set

F .

Assumption 3.1 Let c be defined as in (2.1). The following hold.

(C1) For almost every z ∈ Z, c(z, ·) is convex.

(C2) There is a gauge function ψ(·) such that

c(z,f(x)) ≤ ψ(z), ∀z ∈ Z and f ∈ F . (3.14)

(C3) The function c : Z × Y → IR is uniformly continuous over any compact subset of Z × Y .

Assumption 3.1(C1) is a sufficient condition for the uniqueness of the optimal solution of

the regularized problem (2.6) with λN > 0. Assumption 3.1(C2) is trivially satisfied when Z is

compact. Our focus in this section is on the case that Z is unbounded. Obviously ψ depends

on the concrete structure of c. Consider for example c(z,f(x)) = max{0, 1 − yf(x)}. Then

c(z,f(x)) ≤ |1− yf(x)| ≤ 1 + |y| · |〈f , kx〉| ≤ 1 + |y| · ‖f‖k‖kx‖k.

Moreover, if there exists a positive number β such that ‖f‖k ≤ β, then we can work out an

explicit form of ψ for some specific kernels.

• If k is a linear kernel, then ‖kx‖2k = ‖x‖2 and ψ(z) := 1 + β‖x‖|y|.

• If k is a Gaussian kernel or Laplacian kernel, then ‖kx‖2k = 0 and ψ(z) := 1.
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• If k is a polynomial kernel, then ‖kx‖2k = (γ‖x‖2 + 1)d and

ψ(z) := 1 + β(γ‖x‖2 + 1)d/2|y|. (3.15)

We also need some conditions on the kernel function.

Assumption 3.2 For any compact subset Z0 ⊂ Z, let X0 be its orthogonal projection on X.

The following hold.

(K1) The set of functions {kx : x ∈ X0} is uniformly continuous over X0, i.e., for any ǫ > 0,

there exists a constant η > 0 such that

‖kx′ − kx′′‖k < ǫ,∀x′,x′′ ∈ X0 : ‖x′ − x′′‖ < η,

where ‖ · ‖ is some norm on X.

Condition (K1) is considered in [28]. It is satisfied by the linear kernel, Gaussian kernel and

polynomial kernel, see details there. Under (K1), ‖kx‖k ≤ βX0 for all x ∈ X0, where βX0 is a

positive constant depending on X0.

Next, we introduce a formal definition of statistical estimator T(·,λ) parameterized by λ,

where T(·,λ) maps from a subset of M ⊂ P(Z) to Hk. To ease the exposition, we write ~zN for

(z1, · · · ,zN ) and T̂ (~zN , λN ) for TPN ,λN for fixed sample size N .

Definition 3.1 (Qualitative Statistical robustness [39]) Let M ⊂ P(Z) be a set of prob-

ability measures and dlψ be defined as in (2.9) for some gauge function ψ : Z → IR, let {λN}
be a sequence of parameters. A parameterized statistical estimator T̂ (·, λN ) is said to be robust

on M with respect to dlψ and dl
F
Prok if for all P ∈ M and ǫ > 0, there exist δ > 0 and N0 ∈ N

such that

Q ∈ M, dlψ(P,Q) ≤ δ =⇒ dl
F
Prok

(
P⊗N ◦ T̂ (·, λN )−1, Q⊗N ◦ T̂ (·, λN )−1

)
≤ ǫ forN ≥ N0,

where dl
F
Prok is defined as in (2.11).

As explained in Section 2.3, we care about the distance between the laws induced by fPN ,λN and

fQN ,λN . It not only requires fQ → fP (stability), but also requires fPN ,λN → fP (consistency)

and

fQN ,λN → fQ (3.16)

uniformly for all Q close to P (uniform consistency). Here “uniform” is needed because unlike

P (which is fixed albeit we do not know where it is in the space P(Z)), Q could be anywhere

around P . The uniform convergence (3.16) requires QN to converge to Q uniformly over a set

containing P and this is known as uniform Glivenko-Cantelli (GC) property.
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Definition 3.2 (Uniform Glivenko-Cantelli property) Let ψ be a gauge function and dlψ

be defined as in (2.9). Let M be a subset of Mψ
Z , where Mψ

Z is defined as in (2.7). The metric

space (M, dlψ) is said to have Uniform Glivenko-Cantelli (UGC) property if for every ǫ > 0 and

δ > 0, there exists N0 ∈ N such that

P⊗N
(
~zN : dlψ(Q,QN ) ≥ δ

)
≤ ǫ for all Q ∈ M, N ≥ N0.

This uniform GC property in turn requires the perceived data to satisfy some topological struc-

ture. In other words, one can secure the GC property or (3.16) only when the perceived data is

of reasonable structure such as light-tail, see [38, Corollary 3.5]. We are now ready to state the

main result of this section.

Theorem 3.1 (Qualitative statistical robustness of kernel learning estimator) Let

Mψγ

Z,M1
:=

{
P ′ ∈ P(Z) :

∫

Z
ψ(z)γP ′(dz) ≤M1

}
,

where M1 > 0 and γ > 1 are some positive constants. Let f̂(~̃zN , λN ) := fQN ,λN . Assume: (a)

(C1)-(C3) and (K1) hold; (b) there exists a positive number β such that ‖f‖k ≤ β for all f ∈ F ;

(c) the true probability distribution P ∈ Mψγ

Z,M1
. Then the following assertions hold.

(i) If λN ↓ τ as N → ∞ where τ is any small positive number, then for any ǫ > 0, there exist

positive numbers δ > 0 and N0 ∈ N such that

Q ∈ Mψγ

Z,M1
, dlψ(P,Q) ≤ δ =⇒ dl

F
Prok

(
P⊗N ◦ f̂(·, λN )−1, Q⊗N ◦ f̂(·, λN )−1

)
≤ ǫ (3.17)

for all N ≥ N0, where dlψ is defined as in (2.9) and dl
F
Prok is defined as in (2.11).

(ii) If, in addition, (d) problem (2.1) has a unique solution fP , then (3.17) holds for all N ≥ N0

and λN ↓ 0.

Part (i) of the theorem says that the kernel learning estimator fQN ,λN is qualitatively sta-

tistically robust for all λN so long as it is lower bounded by a positive number τ . In that case,

fQN ,λN converges to fQ,τ as N → ∞. The underlying reason that we want to have a positive

number τ for lower bound of λN is that fQ,τ is single-valued and hence continuous in Q under the

ψ-weak topology whereas fQ,0 is not necessarily so. Continuity is a key ingredient for deriving

the desired qualitative statistical robustness. In Part (ii) of the theorem, we have removed such

a condition but require the original problem (2.1) to have a unique solution. Under such a cir-

cumstance, fQ,0 is continuous in Q and we assert that fQN ,λN is qualitatively statistically robust

for all λN ≥ 0. In other words, if λN = 0 for all N , i.e., we solve problem (2.1) with perceived

data, then the resulting kernel learning estimator is still statistically robust so long the other

conditions of the theorem are fulfilled. Next, we make some remarks on the conditions of the

theorem. Condition (a) is justified earlier. Condition (b) is used in the literature, see e.g. [28, 48]

and references therein. Condition (d) is more restrictive, it is satisfied when EP [c(z,f(x))] is

strictly quasi-convex. A sufficient condition is that c(z,f(x)) is strongly convex in f for almost
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every z, i.e., there exists a positive integrable function σ(z) such that c(z,f(x)) − σ(z)‖f‖2 is

convex for almost every z, where EP [σ(z)] > 0.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. We only prove Part (i) as Part (ii) follows from Part (i) directly.

Observe that

sup
f∈F

∣∣∣Rλ′Q′(f)−RτQ(f)
∣∣∣ ≤ sup

f∈F

∣∣EQ′[c(z,f(x))] − EQ[c(z,f(x))]
∣∣ + sup

f∈F
(λ′ − τ)‖f‖2k.

Under the condition that λ′ ↓ τ and condition (c), the second term at the right-hand-side (rhs)

of the inequality above goes to 0. On the other hand, following a similar proof to [28, Theorem

2], we can show under condition (b) that the first term at the rhs of the inequality converges

to 0 as Q′ τψ−→ Q for any Q ∈ Mψγ

Z,M1
. Let Q′ = QN . By [38, Corollary 3.5], QN

τψ−→ Q as

N → ∞. Likewise, PN
τψ−→ P as N → ∞. Under condition (a), fQN ,λN is the unique solution

of problem (2.6). Thus, we can use Berge’s maximum theorem (see Appendix A) to assert that

fQN ,λN → fQ,τ and fPN ,λN → fP,τ as N → ∞ and fQ,τ → fP,τ as Q
τψ→ P . Next, note that

dl
F
Prok(P

⊗N ◦ f̂(·, λN )−1, Q⊗N ◦ f̂(·, λN )−1) ≤ dl
F
Prok(P

⊗N ◦ f̂(·, λN )−1, δfP,τ )

+dl
F
Prok(δfP,τ , δfQ,τ )

+dl
F
Prok(δfQ,τ , Q

⊗N ◦ f̂(·, λN )−1),

where δa denotes the Dirac measure at a ∈ F . Let ǫ be any small positive number. We consider

dl
F
Prok(P

⊗N ◦ f̂(·, λN )−1, δfP,τ ) ≤
ǫ

3
, (3.18a)

dl
F
Prok(δfP,τ , δfQ,τ ) ≤

ǫ

3
, (3.18b)

dl
F
Prok(δfQ,τ , Q

⊗N ◦ f̂(·, λN )−1) ≤ ǫ

3
. (3.18c)

Since (F , ‖ · ‖k) is a compact metric space, then it is separable and hence a Polish space. By

definition of Prokhorov metric dlFProk and Strassen’s theorem [32], inequalities (3.18) are implied

respectively by

Prob
(
‖f̂(~zN , λN )− fP,τ‖k ≥

ǫ

3

)
≤ ǫ

3
, (3.19a)

‖fP,τ − fQ,τ‖k ≤
ǫ

3
, (3.19b)

Prob
(
‖f̂(~̃zN , λN )− fQ,τ‖k ≥

ǫ

3

)
≤ ǫ

3
. (3.19c)

By Berge’s maximum theorem (see Theorem A.1), the optimal solution fQ,λ is continuous in

(Q,λ), there exists δ > 0 such that when dlψ(P
′, P ) < δ and |λN − τ | < δ, we have ‖fP ′,λ′ −

fP,τ‖k < ǫ
6 (≤ ǫ

3). Thus we are left to show (3.19a) and (3.19c). We only prove the latter as the

former is only a special case of the latter with Q = P . Note that for fixed positive number τ ,

problem

min
f∈F

RτQ(f) = EQ[c(z,f(x))] + τ‖f‖2k
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has a unique optimal solution fQ,τ for any Q ∈ P(Z). Moreover, for any Q ∈ P(Z), the

objective function satisfies the growth condition

RτQ(f) ≥ RτQ(fQ,τ ) + τ‖f − fQ,τ‖2k, ∀f ∈ F .

By [27, Lemma A.1],

‖fQ′,λ − fQ,τ)‖k ≤ 3

τ

(
sup
f∈F

|RλQ′(f)−RτQ(f)|
) 1

2

, ∀Q ∈ P(Z).

Let Q′ = QN , λ = λN . Then

‖fQN ,λN − fQ,τ‖k ≤ 3

τ

(
sup
f∈F

|RλNQN (f)−RτQ(f)|
) 1

2

≤ 3

τ

(
sup
f∈F

|EQN [c(z,f(x))] − EQ[c(z,f(x))]| + sup
f∈F

(λN − τ)‖f‖2k

) 1
2

≤ 3

τ

(
sup
f∈F

|EQN [c(z,f(x))] − EQ[c(z,f(x))]| + (λN − τ)β2

) 1
2

. (3.20)

For QN
τψ→ Q, EQN [c(z,f(x))] − EQ[c(z,f(x))] → 0 for each fixed f ∈ F . Moreover, by

Assumption 3.1(C3), the function c is uniformly continuous over any compact subset of Z × Y ,

which ensures c(z,f(x)) is uniformly continuous in f ∈ F . Since F is compact, by the finite

covering theorem, we can show that EQN [c(z,f(x))] → EQ[c(z,f(x))] as N → ∞ uniformly for

all f ∈ F .

Let δ be such that when dlψ(QN , Q) ≤ δ and |λN − τ | ≤ δ, the rhs of (3.20) is less than ǫ
6 .

On the other hand, it follows by Corollary 3.5 in [38] that (Mψγ

Z,M1
, dlψ) has the UGC property

which implies that there exists N0 such that

Q⊗N

(
~̃zN : dlψ(QN , Q) ≥ δ

2

)
≤ ǫ

3
(3.21)

for all N ≥ N0 and Q ∈ Mψγ

Z,M1
including Q = P . Let dlψ(Q,P ) ≤ δ

2 such that

‖fP,τ − fQ,τ‖k ≤
ǫ

6
(≤ ǫ

3
). (3.22)

By (3.21)

ǫ

3
≥ Q⊗N

(
~̃zN : dlψ(QN , Q) ≥ δ

2

)

≥ Q⊗N

(
~̃zN : dlψ(QN , P ) ≥

δ

2
+ dlψ(Q,P )

)

≥ Q⊗N
(
~̃zN : dlψ(QN , P ) ≥ δ

)
(because dlψ(Q,P ) ≤

δ

2
)

≥ Q⊗N
(
~̃zN : |fQN ,λN − fP,τ | ≥

ǫ

6

)
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≥ Q⊗N
(
~̃zN : |fQN ,λN − fQ,τ | ≥ |fP,τ − fQ,τ |+

ǫ

6

)

(3.22)
≥ Q⊗N

(
~̃zN : |fQN ,λN − fQ,τ | ≥

ǫ

3

)

= Q⊗N
(
~̃zN :

∣∣∣f̂(~̃zN , λN )− fQ,τ

∣∣∣ ≥ ǫ

3

)
,∀Q ∈ Mψγ

Z,M1
.

The proof is complete.

Remark 3.1 From the proof of Theorem 3.1, we can draw the following additional conclusions

which are not explicitly stated in the theorem.

(i) Stability of fP,λ. For fixed λ, fQ,λ → fP,λ as Q
τψ→ P which is known as stability of fP,λ

w.r.t. perturbation of probability distribution from P to Q.

(ii) Uniform consistency of fQN ,λ. For fixed λ, fQN ,λ converges to fQ,λ as N → ∞ uniformly

for all Q ∈ Mψγ

Z,M1
. This result is known as uniform consistency which ensures the kernel

learning estimator converges to its true counterpart when the sample size goes to infinity

and such convergence is uniform so long as Q lies in Mψγ

Z,M1
. The latter in turn requires

a specific structure of perceived data.

The next example shows how the qualitative statistical robustness results may be established in

support vector machine (SVM).

Example 3.1 Consider a specific constrained SVM (see [64, Section 1])

inf
f∈F

EP [max{0, 1 − yf(x)}],

where F = {f ∈ Hk : ‖f‖k ≤ β}, β > 0 is a constant, Hk is a RKHS with polynomial kernel

k(x,x′) := (γ〈x,x′〉 + 1)d, for x, x′ ∈ IRn, d ∈ N, γ > 0 is a constant, P is the probability

measure of random vector z with support Z. The regularized formulation of the problem can be

written as

fQN ,λN := argmin
f∈F

EQN [max{0, 1 − yf(x)}] + λN‖f‖2k, (3.23)

where QN = 1
N

∑N
i=1 δz̃i is the empirical probability measure constructed by perturbed data

{z̃i}Ni=1, λN ↓ τ > 0 as N → ∞. We can set ψ(z) as in (3.15). Then all of the condi-

tions in Theorem 3.1 are satisfied, which means that the statistical estimator fQN ,λN defined in

(3.23) is qualitatively statistical robust.

4 Quantitative statistical robustness

The qualitative statistical robustness results guarantee that the laws of fQN ,λN and fPN ,λN are

close when Q is sufficiently close to P . However, it is short of giving an explicit relation between

ǫ and δ in (3.17), which means that for a given ǫ, it could be the case that δ should be very small

which is undesirable. In this section, we propose to address the issue by deriving quantitative

statistical robustness of fQN ,λN where the relation between ǫ and δ is explicitly described. To

this end, we will confine our discussions to a specific class of differentiable functions.
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4.1 First order optimality condition

A key step to establish the quantitative statistical robustness of the regularized empirical risk

minimizer/stationary solution fPN ,λN is to show the continuity of fP,λ w.r.t a small perturbation

of P and λ. In this section, we investigate the effect of perturbation of probability P on the

optimal solutions to problems (2.1) and (2.3). This kind of research is well-known in the literature

of stochastic programming [58] but much in machine learning.

We begin by deriving the first-order optimality conditions of the two problems. To this end,

we investigate the differentiability of functional RP (f) = EP [c(z,f(x))]. Our aim is to establish

Df (EP [c(z,f(x))]) = EP [Df c(z,f(x))], for f ∈ F , (4.24)

see Appendix B for the definition of Df . We need to come up with some additional conditions

on function c to ensure (4.24).

Assumption 4.1 Let c be defined as in (2.1) and Ψ : Z → IR+ is an integrable function. The

following hold.

(C3)′ There exists Ψ such that, for almost every z ∈ Z,

|c(z, w1)− c(z, w2)| ≤ Ψ(z)|w1 − w2|, ∀w1, w2 ∈ Y.

(C4) For almost every z ∈ Z, c(z, w) is continuously differentiable in w.

Let

P̂ := {Q ∈ P(Z) : EQ[ψ(z)] <∞, EQ[Ψ(z)] <∞}, (4.25)

where ψ is defined as in (C2). (C3)′ requires Lipschitz continuity of c(z, w) in w. (C3)′ will be

used to derive the Lipschitz continuity of the integrand c(z,f(x)) in f under (K1). The as-

sumption is standard in stability analysis and algorithm design in stochastic programming, see

e.g. [63, Theorem 7.44]. This condition is trivially satisfied when Z is compact. In [48], Norkin

and Keyzer commented on page 1208 that “compactness of Z or Y is commonly accepted in the

statistical learning literature, where it allows us to apply exponential concentration measure in-

equalities for bounded random variables as developed by Bernstein, McDiarmid, and Hoeffding”,

see for example Cucker and Smale [18, 17], Bousquet and Elisseeff [10], Schölkopf and Smola

[60], Poggio and Smale [50], De Vito et al. [20]. (C4) is required when we derive the first-order

optimality condition of problems (2.1) and (2.3).

Proposition 4.1 Assume: (a) (C1), (C2), (C3)′, and (C4) hold; (b) k satisfies that EQ[Ψ(z)‖kx‖k] <
∞ for all Q ∈ P̂; (c) for each fixed f ∈ F , EQ[|c′2(z,f(x))|‖kx‖k] <∞, for all Q ∈ P̂. Then

Df (EQ[c(z,f(x))]) = EQ[c
′
2(z,f(x))kx], for each Q ∈ P̂,
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where Df (RQ(f)) is the Gâteaux derivative of functional RQ w.r.t. f in an open neighborhood

containing F and c′2 denotes the derivative of c(·, ·) w.r.t. the second argument, c′2(z,f(x))kx
is Hk-valued random element.1

The proposition states that under some appropriate conditions, the interchange of the dif-

ferentiation in f and the integration can be made in the setting of infinite dimensional space

and hence the objective function in (2.1) is continuously differentiable. The main difference

between Proposition 4.1 and [63, Theorem 7.44] is that the former considers the derivative of

the nonlinear functional defined over function space Hk, where the chain rule, the definition of

the derivative in infinite dimensional space, and the properties of RKHS are considered, whereas

the latter focuses on the functions defined over Euclidean space IRm (i.e., f is independent of x

in our context), see also [14, Theorem 2.7.2]. Note that we can represent c(z,f(x)) artificially

as a function ĉ(z,f) and then invoke [9, Theorem 7.44] or [14, Theorem 2.7.2] but this may

require additional conditions, we leave interested readers to explore. For functions defined over

Banach space, if the integrand c(z,f(x)) is continuous jointly in z and f , and c(z,f(x)) is

convex in f for all z ∈ Z, then the differentiation and the integration can be interchanged, see

[9, Proposition 2.175], where convexity plays an important role and the monotone convergence

theorem is applied, while in Proposition 4.1, we use uniform integrability and the Lebesgue

Dominated Convergence Theorem.

Proof of Proposition 4.1. Under Assumption 4.1(C3)′, EQ[c(z,f(x))] is well-defined. More-

over, it follows by Assumption 4.1(C4) that for any f1,f2 ∈ F ,

|RQ(f1)−RQ(f2)| ≤ EQ[Ψ(z)|f1(x)− f2(x)|]
= EQ[Ψ(z)|〈f1, kx〉 − 〈f2, kx〉|]
≤ EQ[Ψ(z)‖kx‖k‖f1 − f2‖k] = L‖f1 − f2‖k, (4.26)

where L := EQ[Ψ(z)‖kx‖k]. This shows that RQ(f) is Lipschitz continuous over F . For any

fixed f ∈ F , h ∈ Hk with ‖h‖k = 1 and t > 0 consider the ratio

Rt(z;h) := t−1[c(z, (f + th)(x))− c(z,f(x))].

Inequality (4.26) implies |Rt(z;h)| ≤ Ψ(z)‖kx‖k‖h‖k. By Assumption 4.1(C4), c(z, ·) is con-

tinuously differentiable, then

lim
t↓0

Rt(z;h) = c′2(z,f(x))h(x) = c′2(z,f(x))〈h, kx〉.

Consequently, by the Lebesgue Dominated Convergence Theorem

lim
t↓0

RQ(f + th)−RQ(f)

t
= lim

t↓0
EQ[Rt(z;h] = EQ[lim

t↓0
Rt(z;h)]

= EQ[c
′
2(z,f(x))〈h, kx〉],

which shows that RQ(f) is directionally differentiable. Thus

R′
Q(f ;h) = EQ[c

′
2(z,f(x))〈h, kx〉].

1For a basic probability space (Σ, S,P ) and let (F, S′) be some measurable space. A random element in

F (more precisely, an F -valued random element) is any mapping X : Σ → F, measurable with respect to the

σ-algebras S and S′, see [12, page 86].
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Since R′
Q(f ;h) is linear and continuous in h, then RQ is Gâteaux differentiable. To show con-

tinuous differentiability of RQ(f), we note that for fixed z, c(z, w) is continuously differentiable

in w, and for fixed x, with the continuity of k(·, ·), f(x) = 〈f , kx〉 is continuously differentiable

in f . This guarantees that for fixed z, Df (c(z,f(x))) is continuous in f . This ensures that

Df (RQ(f))(·) = EQ[c
′
2(z,f(x))〈·, kx〉] is continuous in f .

With Proposition 4.1, we are ready to derive the first-order optimality conditions of (2.1)

and (2.3).

Theorem 4.1 (First-order optimality conditions of (2.1) and (2.3) ) Assume the setting

and conditions of Proposition 4.1. Then the first order optimality conditions of (2.1) and (2.3)

can be written respectively as

0 ∈ EP [c
′
2(z,f(x))kx] +NF(f), (4.27)

and

0 ∈ EPN [c
′
2(z,f(x))kx] + 2λNf +NF (f), (4.28)

where NF (f) := {d ∈ Hk : 〈d,g − f〉 ≤ 0,∀g ∈ F} denotes the normal cone in Hk for a convex

set F ⊂ Hk at f (see [9, page 48]).

Proof. Note that Df (‖f‖2k) = Df (〈f ,f〉) = 2f . We can apply Proposition 4.1 to problems

(2.1) and (2.6) to obtain (4.27) and (4.28).

Systems (4.27) and (4.28) are SVIP in RKHS Hk. Differing from Guo and Xu [26] where

the decision variables are deterministic, here the decision variable is infinite dimensional and is

a function of x which is random. In the case when c(z, ·) is convex, any solutions to (4.27) and

(4.28) correspond to the the solutions of (2.1) and (2.3). Let fP (resp. fPN ,λN ) be a solution

to (4.27) (resp. to (4.28)). In order to secure statistical robustness of the solution against

perturbation of P (resp. PN ), we need to ensure the perturbation is under the appropriate

topology of probability measures/distributions which is more restrictive than the usual topology

of weak convergence. The next subsection prepares us for this and we will come back to re-

explain in Remark 4.2.

4.2 Lipschitz continuity of the stationary solution

We begin by examining the continuity of fP,λ as P, λ varies. We propose to do so by exploiting

a generic stability result for an abstract generalized equation in Banach space in [9] because

SVIP (4.28) may be regarded as a special generalized equation. To this end, we need to make

some additional assumptions on the cost function and the kernel function and derive some

intermediate technical results in the next proposition.

Assumption 4.2 Let c be defined as in (2.1) and Lp(z
′,z′′) be given in (2.12). The following

hold.
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(C2)′ There exist an exponent p0 > 1 and a constant C0 > 0 such that

|c(z, w)| ≤ C0(‖z‖p0−1 + |w|p0−1 + 1), ∀(z, w) ∈ Z × Y.

(C3)′′ Let Ψ be defined as in (C3)′. In addition to (C3)′, there exists p̄0(= p0−1) > 1 and C̄0 > 0

such that

Ψ(z) ≤ C̄0 max{1, ‖z‖}p̄0−1.

(C4)′ There exist a constant C1 > 0 and p1 ≥ 1 such that for any w1, w2 ∈ IR, z1,z2 ∈ Z

|c′2(z1, w1)− c′2(z2, w2)| ≤ C1Lp1(z1,z2)(‖z1 − z2‖+ |w1 − w2|).

(C5) There exist a constant C2 > 0 and p2 ≥ 1 such that for any w1, w2 ∈ Y, z1,z2 ∈ Z,

|c′′2(z1, w1)− c′′2(z2, w2)| ≤ C2Lp2(z1,z2)(‖z1 − z2‖+ |w1 − w2|).

Condition (C2)′ characterizes the growth condition of function c whereas (C4)′ and (C5)

stipulate locally Lipschitz continuity of c′2(z, w) and and global Lipschitz continuity of c′′2(z, w)

w.r.t. the second argument w. These assumptions are more specific and/or restrictive than

those of (C3)′ and (C4) in terms of growth in z and Lipschitz continuity w.r.t. w. The condition

is trivially satisfied by the quadratic loss function c(z, w) = 1
2 |y − w|2. In the case when Z

is bounded, (C2)′ is automatically satisfied whereas (C4)′ and (C5) reduce to global Lipschitz

continuity in both z and w.

Assumption 4.3 Assume:

(K1)′ Kernel function k is Lipschitz continuous, i.e., there exists constant C3 > 0 such that

‖kx1 − kx2‖k ≤ C3‖x1 − x2‖, ∀x1,x2 ∈ X.

Condition (K1)′ is stronger than condition (K1). However, it can be easily satisfied whenX is

a compact set in that most kernel functions in machine learning are locally Lipschitz continuous.

The assumption implies that

|f(x1)− f(x2)| ≤ ‖f‖k‖kx1 − kx2‖k ≤ C3‖f‖k‖x1 − x2‖, (4.29)

for any x1,x2 ∈ X. In the case when ‖f‖k is bounded, the condition ensures local Lipschitz

continuity of f over X.

Remark 4.1 It is possible to unify conditions (C2)′, (C3)′′, (C4)′ and (K1)′ such that EQ[ψ(z)] <

∞, EQ[Ψ(z)] < ∞, EQ[|c′2(z,f(x))|‖kx‖k] < ∞, and EQ[Ψ(z)‖kx‖k] < ∞ when Q is restricted

to a specific set of probability distributions. We streamline the idea as follows.

(i) Under (C2)′ and (C3)′′, we are guaranteed that

P̂ = {Q ∈ P(Z) : EQ[ψ(z)] <∞, EQ[Ψ(z)] <∞} = Mmax{p0−1,p̄0−1}
Z .
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(ii) Let z0 = (x0, y0) ∈ Z be fixed. Under (K1)′,

‖kx‖k ≤ ‖kx0‖k + C3‖x− x0‖ ≤ (‖kx0‖k + 2C3 max{1, ‖x0‖})max{1, ‖z‖} =: M̂1max{1, ‖z‖},(4.30)

which ensures
∫
X ‖kx‖kQX(dx) < ∞ for all Q ∈ M1

Z, where QX denotes the marginal

distribution w.r.t. x and Mp
Z is defined as in (2.8).

(iii) Let f and z0 be fixed. Then

Lp1(z,z0) ≤ max{1, ‖z0‖}p1−1 max{1, ‖z‖}p1−1 (4.31)

and ‖z − z0‖ ≤ ‖z‖ + ‖z0‖ ≤ 2max{1, ‖z0‖}max{1, ‖z‖}. Combining with (4.29), we

have

‖z − z0‖+ |f(x)− f(x0)| ≤ (1 +C3‖f‖k)‖z − z0‖
≤ 2(1 + C3‖f‖k)max{1, ‖z0‖}max{1, ‖z‖} (4.32)

and subsequently

|c′2(z,f(x))|
(C4)′

≤ |c′2(z0,f(x0))| + C1Lp1(z,z0)(‖z − z0‖+ |f(x)− f(x0)|)
(4.32)
≤ |c′2(z0,f(x0))| + C1Lp1(z,z0)

(
2(1 + C3‖f‖k)max{1, ‖z0‖}max{1, ‖z‖}

)

(4.31)
≤ |c′2(z0,f(x0))|

+C1

(
max{1, ‖z0‖}p1−1max{1, ‖z‖}p1−1

)(
2(1 + C3‖f‖k)max{1, ‖z0‖}max{1, ‖z‖}

)

≤
(
|c′2(z0,f(x0))|+ 2C1(1 + C3‖f‖k)max{1, ‖z0‖}p1

)
max{1, ‖z‖}p1

=: M̂2 max{1, ‖z‖}p1 ,∀z ∈ Z.

Thus, for each fixed f ∈ F , EQ[|c′2(z,f(x))|] <∞ for all Q ∈ Mp1
Z .

(iv) By the results in Parts (ii) and (iii) in this remark, we obtain

|c′2(z,f(x))|‖kx‖k ≤ M̂1M̂2 max{1, ‖z‖}p1+1,∀z ∈ Z.

Thus, for each fixed f ∈ F , EQ[|c′2(z,f(x))|‖kx‖k] <∞, for all Q ∈ Mp1+1
Z .

(v) By Part (ii) in the remark, under (C3)′′ and (K1)′,

Ψ(z)‖kx‖k ≤ C̄0 max{1, ‖z‖}p̄0−1M̂1 max{1, ‖z‖} = C̄0M̂1 max{1, ‖z‖}p̄0 .

Thus EQ[Ψ(z)‖kx‖k] <∞, for all Q ∈ Mp̄0
Z .

Part (i) means that P̂ = Mmax{p0−1,p̄0−1}
Z and Parts (iv) and (v) mean that the conditions (b)

and (c) in Proposition 4.1 hold for Q ∈ Mmax{p1+1,p̄0}
Z . Therefore, the optimality condition in

proposition 4.1 holds for Q ∈ Mmax{p0−1,p̄0−1}
Z ∩Mmax{p1+1,p̄0}

Z = Mmax{p0−1,p̄0,p1+1}
Z .

Next, we derive the second order derivative of EQ[c(z,f(x))] w.r.t. f , that is, the derivative

of EQ[c
′
2(z,f(x))kx], when Q is restricted to a specific set of probability distributions.
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Proposition 4.2 Let span{kx : x ∈ X} ⊂ Hk be the space spanned by kx and

P̃h :=
{
Q ∈ P(Z) : EQ[|c′2(z,f(x))|‖kx‖k] <∞,EQ[|c′′2(z,f(x))|‖Txh‖k] <∞

}
(4.33)

for h ∈ Hk, where Tx : Hk → span{kx : x ∈ X} is a projection mapping on span{kx : x ∈ X}
and

Txh := kx〈kx,h〉. (4.34)

Assume that (C2)′, (C4)′, (C5) and (K1)′ hold. Then P̃h ⊂ Mmax{p1+1,p2+2}
Z for all h ∈ Hk and

Df (EQ[c
′
2(z,f(x))kx]) = EQ[c

′′
2(z,f(x))Tx], ∀Q ∈ Mmax{p1+1,p2+2}.

The proof is included in Appendix D. Note that

〈Txh1,h2〉 = 〈kx,h1〉〈kx,h2〉 (4.35)

for any h,h1,h2 ∈ Hk. Observe that Tx is a linear operator, and from the definition in (B.63),

we have

‖Tx‖L = sup
‖h‖k≤1

‖Txh‖k = sup
‖h‖k≤1

‖kx〈kx,h〉‖k ≤ sup
‖h‖k≤1

‖kx‖k|〈kx,h〉|

≤ sup
‖h‖k≤1

‖kx‖k‖kx‖k‖h‖k ≤ ‖kx‖2k= k(x,x),

which implies that for every x ∈ X, Tx is a bounded linear operator, and thus Tx ∈ L(Hk),

which means Tx is a L(Hk)-valued random element. The next proposition states that under

some moderate conditions, both c′2(z,f(x)kx and c′′2(z,f(x))Tx are locally Lipschitz continuous

in z uniformly for all f in a neighborhood f0.

Proposition 4.3 Let (C2)′, (C3)′′, (C4)′ and (K1)′ hold and f0 ∈ F is fixed. Let Vf0 := {f ∈
F : ‖f − f0‖k ≤ ǫV} be a neighborhood of f0. Then the following assertions hold.

(i) There exists a positive constant Cf0 > 0 such that for any d ∈ Hk with ‖d‖k ≤ 1,

|〈(c′2(z1,f(x1))kx1−c′2(z2,f(x2))kx2 ,d〉| ≤ Cf0Lp1+1(z1,z2)‖z1−z2‖,∀z1,z2 ∈ Z, f ∈ Vf0 ,

where Lp(z1,z2) is defined as in (2.12) for all z1,z2 ∈ Z, and p1 ≥ 1 is defined as in

(C4)′.

(ii) In addition, under (C5), there exists a positive constant Ĉf0 > 0 such that for any d1,d2 ∈
Hk with ‖d1‖k ≤ 1, ‖d2‖k ≤ 1,

∣∣〈(c′′2(z1,f(x1))Tx1 − c′′2(z2,f(x2))Tx2

)
d1,d2

〉∣∣ ≤ Ĉf0Lp2+2(z1,z2)‖z1 − z2‖,∀z1,z2 ∈ Z,f ∈ Vf0 .

where p2 ≥ 1 is defined as in (C5).
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The proof is standard, we include an outline of it in Appendix E. By Remark 4.1 and

Propositions 4.2 and 4.3, we know that the derivative result and the Lipschitz continuity of

the derivative hold for all probability distributions in Mmax{p0−1,p̄0,p1+1}
Z ∩Mmax{p1+1,p2+2}

Z =

Mmax{p0−1,p̄0,p1+1,p2+2}
Z .

To ease exposition in the forthcoming discussions, we set

p := max{p0 − 1, p̄0, p1 + 1, p2 + 2}. (4.36)

With the proposition, we move on to investigate the stability of the following generalized

equation

0 ∈ EQ[c
′
2(z,f(x))kx] + 2λf +NF(f), (4.37)

which is the first-order optimality condition of the regularized optimization problem

min
f∈F

EQ[c(z,f(x))] + λ‖f‖2k, (4.38)

where Q ∈ P(Z), λ ≥ 0. We are interested in existence of a unique solution f to (4.37) and

local Lipschitz continuity of f w.r.t. variation of (Q,λ) near (P, λ0) for some λ0 > 0, which

is, in essence, to derive an implicit function theorem for (4.37). Observe first that under the

inf-compactness condition (2.2), the set of solutions to (4.38) is nonempty and bounded, which

means that the set of solutions to (4.37) is nonempty and bounded. Let fQ,λ be a stationary

point to (4.38). Our ultimate interest is global Lipschitz continuity of fQ,λ in (Q,λ) which is is

an important step towards establishing quantitative statistical robustness of the solution in the

forthcoming discussions. To this end, we consider the case that for Q = P and λ = λ0, (4.37) has

a solution fP,λ0 , and demonstrate that f(·,·) is locally Lipschitz continuous in a neighborhood of

(P, λ0). We then take a step further to derive sufficient conditions under which f(·,·) is globally

Lipschitz continuous.

The proof will be based on an existing stability result about an abstract generalized equa-

tion established by Bonnans and Shapiro [9]. Let S,W be Banach spaces, φ : S → W be a

continuously differentiable mapping, and N : S ⇒ W be a set-valued mapping. Consider the

following abstract generalized equation: find s ∈ S such that

0 ∈ φ(s) +N (s). (4.39)

s0 is called a strong regular solution of the abstract generalized equation (4.39) if there exist

neighborhoods VS and VW of s0 ∈ S and 0 ∈ W respectively such that for every δ ∈ VW , the

linearized abstract generalized equation δ ∈ φ(s0)+Dφ(s0)(s−s0)+N (s), which is parameterized

by δ, has a unique solution in VS, denoted by ζ(δ), and the mapping ζ : VW → VS is Lipschitz

continuous with constant β, that is

‖ζ(δ)− ζ(δ̃)‖Z ≤ β‖δ − δ̃‖W , ∀ δ, δ̃ ∈ VW , (4.40)

where ‖ · ‖S and ‖ · ‖W are the respective norms in Banach spaces S and W . A combination of

the existence of ζ(·) and the Lipschitz conditions (4.40) is known as strong regularity condition

in the generalized equations, see [9, Definition 5.12].
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Lemma 4.1 ([9, page 415]) Let V be an open neighborhood of s0 and consider the Banach space

C1(V,W ) of continuously differentiable mappings φ : V → W equipped with norm ‖φ‖1,V :=

sups∈V ‖φ(s)‖ + sups∈V ‖Dφ(s)‖. If s0 is a strongly regular solution of the generalized equa-

tion (4.39), then for all φ̃ in a neighborhood of φ with respect to the norm ‖ · ‖1,V , the general-

ized equation 0 ∈ φ̃(s) +N (s) has a Lipschitz continuous (and hence unique) solution s̄(φ̃) in a

neighborhood of s0.

We are now ready to present our stability results about the generalized equation (4.37).

Let Vf0 ⊂ F be an open neighborhood of some function f0 ∈ F , where F is the feasible set of

problem (2.1). Let C1(Vf0 ,Hk) be a space of continuously differentiable mappings ψ : Vf0 → Hk

equipped with the norm:

‖ψ‖1,Vf0
:= sup

f∈Vf0

‖ψ(f)‖k + sup
f∈Vf0

‖Dψ(f)‖L, (4.41)

where ‖·‖L is defined as in (B.63), Vf0 is given in Proposition 4.3. Note that
(
C1(Vf0 ,Hk), ‖ · ‖1,Vf0

)

is a Banach space, see [9, page 415]. The norm defined as in (4.41) is standard in Euclidean

space IRm. Specifically, let K ⊂ IRm be a domain (an open connected subset), and C1(K, IR)

denotes the set of continuously differentiable real-valued functions defined over K, endowed with

bounded norm ‖f‖C1(K,IR) := supx∈K |f(x)|+ supx∈K ‖Df(x)‖, where Df(x) is the derivative

of f at x ∈ K.
(
C1(K, IR), ‖ · ‖C1(K,IR)

)
is a Banach space, see e.g. [19, page 18].

Theorem 4.2 (Lipschitz continuity of the solution of (4.27) and (4.37)) Let p be de-

fined as in (4.36) and Mp
Z be defined as in (2.8), let fQ,λ be a solution to (4.37) and VfP,λ0

=

{f ∈ F : ‖f −fP,λ0‖k ≤ ǫV} be a neighborhood of fP,λ0 under the norm ‖ · ‖k. Let ψ : Hk → Hk

be defined as

ψ(f) := EP [c
′
2(z,f(x))kx] + 2λ0f .

Under (C2)′, (C3)′′, (C4)′, and (C5),

the following assertions hold.

(i) Let Q = P ∈ Mp
Z and λ = λ0 ∈ [τ, λ̄] for some τ > 0 and λ̄ > 0. Let Vψ be a neighborhood

of ψ. If fP,λ0 is a strongly regular solution of (4.37), then (4.37) has a unique solution f̄ψ̃

for ψ̃ ∈ Vψ such that

‖f̄ψ̃1
− f̄ψ̃2

‖k ≤ κP,λ0‖ψ̃1 − ψ̃2‖1,VfP,λ0
,∀ψ̃1, ψ̃2 ∈ Vψ. (4.42)

(ii) Then there exist constants δ > 0 and C̄fP,λ0
> 0 such that

‖fQ1,λ1 − fQ2,λ2‖k ≤ 2C̄P,λ0κP,λ0(dlFM(Q1, Q2) + |λ1 − λ2|) (4.43)

for all Q1, Q2 ∈ Mp
Z satisfying dlFM(Q1, P ) ≤ δ and dlFM(Q2, P ) ≤ δ, and λ1, λ2 ∈ [τ, λ̄]

satisfying |λ1 − λ0| ≤ δ and |λ2 − λ0| ≤ δ.
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(iii) For some constants γ > 1, p ≥ 1 and M2, let

Mpγ
Z,M2

:=

{
Q ∈ P(Z) :

∫

Z
‖z‖pγQ(dz) ≤M2

}
. (4.44)

Let τ‖·‖p × τIR denote the product topology of ‖ · ‖p-weak topology and the standard topology

on IR ([46, page 81]). If, in addition, (a) there is a continuous fQ,λ to (4.38) such that

f(·,·) : Mpγ
Z,M2

× [τ, λ̄] → Hk is continuous under τ‖·‖p × τIR, (b) the strong regularity

condition for (4.37) holds at fP ′,λ′ for any P ′ ∈ Mpγ
Z,M2

and λ′ ∈ [τ, λ̄], then there exists

a constant Cκ > 0 such that for any (Q′, λ′), (Q′′, λ′′) ∈ Mpγ
Z,M2

× [τ, λ̄],

‖fQ′,λ′ − fQ′′,λ′′‖k ≤ 2Cκ(dlFM(Q′, Q′′) + |λ′ − λ′′|).

(iv) Let PN := { 1
N

∑N
i=1 δz̃i : z̃

i ∈ Z}. If, in addition, PN ⊂ Mpγ
Z,M2

, then

‖fQ1
N ,λN

− fQ2
N ,λN

‖k ≤
2Cκ
N

N∑

l=1

max{1, ‖zl1‖, ‖zl2‖}p−1‖zl1 − zl2‖, (4.45)

where Q1
N = 1

N

∑N
l=1 δzl1

, Q2
N = 1

N

∑N
l=1 δzl2

, and λN ∈ [τ, λ̄] for all N ∈ N.

Before presenting a proof, we make a few comments about the conditions and results of

this theorem. Part (i) of the theorem states that the local Lipschitz continuity of the solution

mapping of the system (4.37) in terms of variations of
∫
Z c

′
2(z,f(x))kxQ(dz) + 2λf as Q and λ

vary. Part (ii) quantifies the continuity in terms of Q and λ under the product topology τ‖·‖p×τIR,
where topology τ‖·‖p can be metricized by the Fortet-Mourier metric (see Proposition 2.1) and

τIR can be metricized by the standard metric in IR (see [46, Example 2, page 120]). Part (iii)

of the theorem says that if there is a continuous solution trajectory to the system (4.37) over

Mpγ
Z,M2

× [τ, λ̄], and the strong regularity condition holds at every point of the trajectory, then

the solution mapping is globally Lipschitz continuous in Q and λ over Mpγ
Z,M2

× [τ, λ̄] under the

product topology of the ‖ · ‖p-weak topology and the standard topology in IR. The continuity

holds when (4.37) has a unique solution for every P ∈ Mpγ
Z,M2

, λ0 ∈ [τ, λ̄], and strong regularity

condition holds (see Lemma 4.1) although our interest is not restricted to this case. Note

that Mpγ
Z,M2

⊂ Mp
Z . We need the boundedness of the pγ-moment because it ensures relative

compactness of Mpγ
Z,M2

under topology τ‖·‖p (see [15, Lemma 2.69]) required in the proof of

Part (iii). Part (iv) is a specific version of Part (iii) when Q′ and Q′′ are empirical probability

distributions and PN ⊂ Mpγ
Z,M2

. The result prepares us for the statistical robustness of the

regularized stationary point in Theorem 4.3. Finally, we note that all of the results cover (4.27)

as a special case with λ being fixed as a constant 0.

A key condition required in this theorem is strong regularity of the solution fP,λ0 in Part (i)

and fQ,λ in Part (iii) for all Q ∈ Mpγ
Z,M2

and λ ∈ [τ, λ̄]. To see how these conditions may be

possibly satisfied, we consider the case where the cost function c(z, w) is convex in w. In this

case, RP (f) = EP [c(z,f(x))] is convex in f and subsequently RP (f)+λ‖f‖2k is strongly convex

for λ > 0. The strong convexity of RP (f) + λ‖f‖2k ensures that the regularized problem (4.38)

has a unique optimal solution and the second order growth condition holds at the solution.

The discussions above show that the strong regularity conditions may be satisfied when c(z, w)
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is convex in w and λ > 0. It is important to note that strong regularity condition does not

necessarily imply convexity of c(z, ·).

Another important condition required in this theorem is continuous differentiability of the

cost function in w. In the literature of machine learning, some cost functions are not continuously

differentiable. A potential way to tackle this is smoothing ([54]) so that the smoothed cost

function is twice continuously differentiable in w. We can then perform the analysis with the

smoothed problem and drive the smoothing parameter to zero, again we leave this for future

exploration.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. We use Lemma 4.1 to prove the results. We begin by identifying s0, S,

V , W , φ and ‖ · ‖1,V of the lemma in the context of generalized equation (4.37), i.e., s0 = f0,

S = Hk, V = Vf0 W = IR, φ(s) = ψ(f), and ‖ · ‖1,V corresponds to ‖ · ‖1,Vf0
. Part (i) follows

directly from Lemma 4.1.

Part (ii). In Part (i), the implicit function is defined over the space of parameter ψ. Since ψ

is determined by (Q,λ), then we can describe the implicit function in terms of the latter. Let

ψ̃1, ψ̃2 ∈ Vψ and fQi,λi = f̄ψ̃i for i = 1, 2. By (4.42),

‖fQ1,λ1 − fQ2,λ2‖k = ‖f̄ψ̃1
− f̄ψ̃2

‖k ≤ κP,λ0‖ψ̃1 − ψ̃2‖1,VfP,λ0
. (4.46)

To prove (4.43), it suffices to show that

‖ψ̃1 − ψ̃2‖1,VfP,λ0
≤ 2C̄P,λ0κP,λ0(dlFM(Q1, Q2) + |λ1 − λ2|).

Since Hk is a Hilbert space, the dual space H∗
k is canonically identified with Hk. Under As-

sumption 4.2(C3)′′, (C4)′ and (C5), we have by Proposition 4.3 that for any d,di ∈ Hk with

‖d‖k ≤ 1, ‖di‖k ≤ 1, i = 1, 2,

1

max{CfP,λ0
, ĈfP,λ0

}
〈d(·), c′2(z,f(x))kx〉 ∈ Fp(Z)

and 1
max{CfP,λ0

,ĈfP,λ0
}
〈c′′2(z,f(x))Txd1,d2〉 ∈ Fp(Z). Note that

‖(ψ̃1 − ψ̃2)(f)‖k = sup
d∈Hk,‖d‖k≤1

〈d, (ψ̃1 − ψ̃2)(f)〉.

It follows by the definition of ‖ · ‖1,VfP,λ0
,

‖ψ̃1 − ψ̃2‖1,VfP,λ0

= sup
f∈VfP,λ0

‖(ψ̃1 − ψ̃2)(f)‖k + sup
f∈VfQ,λ0

‖Df ((ψ̃1 − ψ̃2)(f))‖L

≤ sup
f∈VfP,λ0

d∈Hk,‖d‖k≤1

〈d,EQ1 [c
′
2(z,f(x))kx]− EQ2 [c

′
2(z,f(x))kx]〉+ 2|λ1 − λ2|‖f‖k

+ sup
f∈VfP,λ0

,d1,d2∈Hk

‖d1‖k≤1,‖d2‖k≤1

|〈
(
EQ1 [c

′′
2(z,f(x))Tx]− EQ2 [c

′′
2(z,f(x))Tx]

)
d1,d2〉|+ 2|λ1 − λ2|
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≤ 2C̄P,λ0(dlFM(Q1, Q2) + |λ1 − λ2|) (4.47)

for Q1, Q2 ∈ Mp
Z , where C̄P,λ0 = max{CfP,λ0

, ĈfP,λ0
, ‖fP,λ0‖ + ǫV}, with ǫV being given in

Proposition 4.3. Let ψ̃1 = ψ̃i and ψ̃2 = ψ, then there exists δ > 0 such that ψ̃i ∈ Vψ for all

(Qi, λi) ∈ Mp
Z × IR+ satisfying dlFM(Qi, P ) ≤ δ and |λi − λ0| ≤ δ, i = 1, 2. Combining (4.47)

and (4.46), (4.43) holds.

Part (iii). We use the finite covering theorem to prove the result. Observe first that [τ, λ̄]

is compact under the standard topology, [46, Example 1, page 14] and [46, Theorem 27.1],

and Mpγ
Z,M2

is relatively compact under ‖ · ‖p-weak topology when p ≥ 1 and γ > 1 (see [15,

Lemma 2.69])). Moreover, it follows from and Proposition 2.1 that dlFM metricizes the ‖ · ‖p-
weak topology. Thus, by virtue of Prokhorov’s theorem [51] and the compactness of [τ, λ̄], we

can construct a δ-net Qλ
J := {(Q1, λ1), · · · , (QJ , λJ )} in cl(Mpγ

Z,M2
) × [τ, λ̄] under the metric

dlFM(·, ·)×dIR(·, ·) such that Mpγ
Z,M2

× [τ, λ̄] ⊂ ∪Jj=1B((Qj , λj), δ), where dIR(λ1, λ2) := |λ1−λ2|,
cl(S) denotes the topological closure of the set S ⊂ P(Z), B(Qj, δ) denotes a closed ball centered

at Qj with radius δ under the metric dlFM(·, ·) × dIR(·, ·). Note that the argument can also be

looked at from a different perspective. By [33, Theorem 2.15], P(Z) is a Polish space. Thus

we can apply the finite covering theorem to cl(Mpγ
Z,M2

) × [τ, λ̄] which is weakly compact under

topology τ‖·‖p × τIR. Since f(·,·) is assumed to be defined continuously over Mpγ
Z,M2

× [τ, λ̄] and

the strong regularity condition holds at every point fQ,λ for (Q,λ) ∈ Mpγ
Z,M2

× [τ , λ̄], then we

may set δ sufficiently small such that fQ,λ is the unique solution to (4.38) for (Q,λ) ∈ B(Qj, δ),

j = 1, · · · , J . Following a similar argument to Part (ii), we can show that

‖fQ′
j ,λ

′
j
− fQ′′

j ,λ
′′
j
‖k ≤ 2CQj ,λj (dlFM(Q′

j , Q
′′
j ) + |λ′j − λ′′j |) (4.48)

for any (Q′
j , λ

′
j), (Q

′′
j , λ

′′
j ) ∈ B((Qj, λj), δ) satisfying dlFM(Q′

j, Qj)+|λ′j−λj| ≤ δ and dlFM(Q′′
j , Qj)+

|λ′′j − λj | ≤ δ for j = 1, · · · , J , where CQj ,λj := C̄Qj ,λjκQj ,λj is a positive constant depending on

(Qj, λj).

For any (Q′, λ′), (Q′′, λ′′) ∈ Mpγ
Z,M2

×[τ , λ̄] and θ ∈ [0, 1], define (Q(θ), λ(θ)) := ((1−θ)Q′, (1−
θ)λ′)+(θQ′′, θλ′′). Let (Q̂1, λ̂1) ∈ Qλ

J be such that (Q′, λ′) ∈ B((Q̂1, λ̂1), δ) and θ1 be the smallest

value in (0, 1) such that (Q(θ1), λ(θ1)) lies at the boundary of B((Q̂1, λ̂1), δ) and in the next ball

B((Q̂2, λ̂2), δ), where (Q̂2, λ̂2) ∈ Qλ
J . Next, we let θ2 be the smallest value in [θ1, 1) such that

(Q(θ2), λ(θ2)) lies at the boundary of B((Q̂2, λ̂2), δ) and in the next ball labelled B((Q̂3, λ̂3), δ),

where (Q̂3, λ̂3) ∈ Qλ
J . Continuing the process, we let θJ−1 be the smallest value in [θJ−2, 1)

such that (Q(θJ−1), λ(θJ−1)) lies at the boundary of B((Q̂J−1, λ̂J−1), δ) and in the next ball

B((Q̂J , λ̂J), δ), where (Q̂J−1, λ̂J−1) ∈ Qλ
J , (Q̂J , λ̂J) ∈ Qλ

J , and (Q′′, λ′′) ∈ B((Q̂J , λ̂J), δ).

Under condition (a), we can set δ to be sufficiently small such that inequality (4.43) holds

in each of the ball. Consequently, by inequality (4.48) for all j = 1, · · · , J , we have

‖fQ′,λ′ − fQ′′,λ′′‖k ≤ ‖fQ′,λ′ − fQ(θ1),λ(θ1)‖k +
J−2∑

j=1

‖fQ(θj),λ(θj) − fQ(θj+1),λ(θj+1)‖k

+ ‖fQ(θJ−1),λ(θJ−1) − fQ′′,λ′′‖k
≤ 2CQ̂1,λ̂1

(dlFM(Q′, Q(θ1)) + |λ′ − λ(θ1)|)

+

J−2∑

j=1

2CQ̂j ,λ̂j(dlFM(Q(θj), Q(θj+1)) + |λ(θj)− λ(θj+1)|)

26



+2CQ̂J ,λ̂JdlFM(Q(θJ−1), Q
′′) + |λ(θJ−1)− λ′′|

≤ 2 max
j=1,··· ,J

CQ̂j ,λ̂j

[
(1− θ1)(dlFM(Q′, Q′′) + |λ′ − λ′′|)

+

J−2∑

j=1

(θj+1 − θj)(dlFM(Q′, Q′′) + |λ′ − λ′′|)

+θJ−1(dlFM(Q′, Q′′) + |λ′ − λ′′|)
]

= 2Cκ(dlFM(Q′, Q′′) + |λ′ − λ′′|),

where Cκ := maxj=1,··· ,J

{
CQ̂j ,λ̂j

}
.

Part (iv). Note that

dlFM(Q1
N , Q

2
N ) = sup

h∈Fp(Z)

∣∣∣∣
∫

Z
h(z)Q1

N (dz)−
∫

Z
h(z)Q2

N (dz)

∣∣∣∣

= sup
h∈Fp(Z)

∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

N∑

l=1

h(zl1)−
1

N

N∑

l=1

h(zl2)

∣∣∣∣∣

≤ 1

N

N∑

l=1

|h(zl1)− h(zl2)| ≤
1

N

N∑

l=1

max{1, ‖zl1‖, ‖zl2‖}p−1‖zl1 − zl2‖.

Then by Part (iii),

‖fQ1
N ,λN

− fQ2
N ,λN

‖k ≤ 2CκdlFM(Q1
N , Q

2
N ) ≤

2Cκ
N

N∑

l=1

max{1, ‖zl1‖, ‖zl2‖}p−1‖zl1 − zl2‖.

The proof is complete.

4.3 Quantitative statistical robustness

We are now ready to present our desired quantitative statistical robustness results. We present

them according to the conditions required on the cost function because this determines the scope

of the applicability of the results.

4.3.1 Cost function is twice continuously differentiable

In Theorem 4.2 (iv), we have derived an error bound for fQN ,λN based on two different sets of

samples, which allows us to calculate the deterministic quantity ‖fQ1
N ,λN

− fQ2
N ,λN

‖k for any

two given samples. In this section, we derive an error bound for the difference of the probability

distributions of fQ1
N ,λN

and fQ2
N ,λN

when the samples vary randomly: one is constructed with

perceived data and the other is constructed with real data. Differing from (4.45), the new

error bound to be established will allow us to estimate the difference between the cumulative

distribution functions of the two estimators. The next theorem states this.
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Theorem 4.3 (Quantitative statistical robustness of stationary point) Assume the set-

ting and conditions of Theorem 4.2. Let Z be a compact set and f̂(z̃1, · · · , z̃N , λN ) := fQN ,λN
be a statistical estimator of fQN ,λN . Then

dlK(P⊗N ◦ f̂(·, λN ) −1, Q⊗N ◦ f̂(·, λN ) −1) ≤ C̃κdlK(P,Q), ∀P,Q ∈ Mpγ
Z,M2

(4.49)

for all λN ∈ [τ , λ̄] with N ∈ N, where Mpγ
Z,M2

is defined as in (4.44) and dlK is the special case

of dlFM defined as in (2.13) with p = 1.

Proof. Since Z is compact, there exists some M > 0 such that PN ⊂ Mpγ
Z,M2

, where PN is

defined as in Theorem 4.2. By Part (iv) of Theorem 4.2, we have

‖f̂(z̃1, · · · , z̃N , λN )− f̂(z1, · · · ,zN , λN )‖k = ‖fQN ,λN − fPN ,λN ‖k

≤ 2Cκ
N

N∑

l=1

max{1, ‖z̃l‖, ‖zl‖}p−1‖z̃l − zl‖ ≤ C̃κ
N

N∑

l=1

‖z̃l − zl‖

for any QN = 1
N

∑N
l=1 δz̃l , PN = 1

N

∑N
l=1 δzl , and λN ∈ [τ , λ̄] with N ∈ N, where C̃κ :=

2Cκ supz∈Z max{1, ‖z‖}p−1. Let G be a set of Lipshitz continuous functional g : Hk → IR with

its modulus is 1. Then
∣∣∣g
(
f̂(z̃1, · · · , z̃N , λN )

)
− g

(
f̂(z1, · · · ,zN , λN )

)∣∣∣ ≤
∥∥∥f̂(z̃1, · · · , z̃N , λN )− f̂(z1, · · · ,zN , λN )

∥∥∥
k

≤ C̃κ
N

N∑

i=1

‖z̃i − zi‖.

By [25, Lemma 1],

dlK

(
P⊗N ◦ f̂(·, λN ) −1, Q⊗N ◦ f̂(·, λN ) −1

)

= sup
g∈G

∣∣∣∣
∫

Hk

g(t)P⊗N ◦ f̂(·, λN ) −1(dt)−
∫

Hk

g(t)Q⊗N ◦ f̂(·, λN ) −1(dt)

∣∣∣∣

= sup
g∈G

∣∣∣∣
∫

Z⊗N

g
(
f̂(~zN , λN )

)
P⊗N

(
d~zN

)
−
∫

Z⊗N

g
(
f̂(~zN , λN )

)
Q⊗N

(
d~zN

)∣∣∣∣

≤
N∑

i=1

C̃κ
N

dlK(P,Q) = C̃κdlK(P,Q)

for all λN ∈ [τ , λ̄] with N ∈ N. The proof is complete.

The theoretical result is useful in at least two cases: (a) P and Q are known but in actual

calculations, only empirical data of Q are used. This is either because errors occurring in the

process of data generation and processing, or the distribution of validation data (for the future)

is shifted from the distribution of training data (in the past); (b) the difference between Q and

P is known in the sense that the shift of the distribution is within a controllable range. In the

case only when perceived data (the sample data of Q) is known, we will not be able to say much

about the quality of the learning estimator. Since the result is built on Theorem 4.2, it might

be desirable to relax some of the conditions imposed on Theorem 4.2 such as strong regularity

to extend the applicability of Theorem 4.3.
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Remark 4.2 Before concluding this subsection, we note in both the qualitative and quantitative

statistical robustness, the perturbation is under some topology of probability measures in Mψγ

Z,M1

and Mpγ
Z,M2

respectively, which posts some restriction on the tail distribution and thus are more

restrictive than the usual weak topology.

(i) The proof of quantitative statistical robustness in Theorem 4.3 requires the statistical esti-

mator f̂(~zN , λN ) to be globally Lipschitz continuous in ~zN . The global Lipschitz continuity

is derived by virtue of the finite covering theorem to be applied over a relatively closed line

segment connecting two probability measures in the set Mpγ
Z,M2

. This explains why we

require Mpγ
Z,M2

to be relatively compact, see [15, Lemma 2.69].

(ii) The qualitative statistical robustness presented in Theorem 3.1 for f̂(~zN , λN ), where the

probability is restricted to set Mψγ

Z,M1
, because we need to use Uniform Glivenko–Cantelli

property, see [38, Corollary 3.5].

4.3.2 Cost function is merely continuously differentiable

One of the key conditions in Theorem 4.3 is the second order continuous differentiability of the

cost function c which might be undesirable in some practical applications. However, we may get

rid of this under the circumstances when the optimal solution fQN ,λN of problem (2.5) lies in

the interior of F and c is convex w.r.t. the second argument. The next theorem addresses this.

Theorem 4.4 Let ψ be defined as in (3.14) and M3 > 0 be a positive constant. Define the set

of probability distributions

MZ,M3 :=

{
P ′ ∈ P(Z) :

∫

Z
ψ(z)P ′(dz) ≤M3

}

Assume: (a) (C1), (C2), (C3)′ and (C4)′ hold with supz∈Z Lp(z,z) being bounded; (b) (K1)′

hold; (c) β >
√

M
τ , where β is defined as in Theorem 3.1, (d) For N sufficiently large, PN , QN ∈

MZ,M3. Then

dlK(P
⊗N ◦ f̂(·, λN ) −1, Q⊗N ◦ f̂(·, λN ) −1) ≤ C̃κdlK(P,Q),∀P,Q ∈ MZ,M3 (4.50)

for all λN ≥ τ , with N ∈ N sufficiently large, where τ is any fixed positive number.

Proof. Let N be sufficiently large such that condition (d) is satisfied, and ~zN and λN ≥ τ be

fixed. We proceed the proof in three steps.

Step 1. We show that the optimal solution fQN ,λN lies in the interior of F . To see this, we

note that c(z,f(x)) ≥ 0 for any z ∈ Z and f ∈ Hk. Thus

RλNQN (f) = EQN [c(z,f(x))] + λN‖f‖2k ≥ λN‖f‖2k ≥ τ‖f‖2k. (4.51)

Moreover, it follows from Assumption 3.1(C2) that c(z, 0) ≤ ψ(z) for all z ∈ Z. Consequently,

RλNQN (0) = EQN [c(z, 0)] ≤ EQN [ψ(z)] ≤M3.
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Note also that

RλNQN (fQN ,λN ) ≤ RλNQN (0) ≤M3

because fQN ,λN is optimal. Combining with (4.51), we obtain τ‖fQN ,λN ‖2k ≤ M3 and thus

‖fQN ,λN ‖k ≤
√

M
τ . Under condition (c), this implies that ‖fQN ,λN ‖k < β, which means the

optimal solution fQN ,λN lies in the interior of F .

Step 2. By Theorem 4.1, the optimality condition of problem (2.5) is

0 ∈ ψ(~zN ,f) +NF(f), ∀QN ∈ P̂,

where P̂ is defined as in (4.25) and ψ(~zN ,f) := 1
N

∑N
l=1 c

′
2(z

l,f(xl))kxl + 2λNf .

Then ψ(~zN ,fQN ,λN ) = 0, which means that the optimality condition reduces to

ψ(~zN ,f) = 0 (4.52)

in this case. Observe that QN is determined by ~zN . So we can write f̂(~zN , λN ) for fQN ,λN .

Moreover, since λN is fixed, we may write f̂(~zN ) for f̂(~zN , λN ) to ease the exposition.

Let B~zN ⊂ Z⊗N be a neighborhood of ~zN . We use the implicit function theorem, Theo-

rem F.1 in Appendix F, to show that equation (4.52) defines an implicit function f̂(·) mapping

from B~zN to B
f̂
, where B

f̂
denotes a neighborhood of f̂(~zN ) and the mapping is locally Lip-

schitz continuous w.r.t. variation of ~zN in B~zN . It suffices to verify the conditions of the

theorem. Observe first that ψ(~zN ,f(~zN )) = 0 and ψ(·, ·) is continuous in a neighborhood

of point (~zN , f̂(~zN )), written B~zN × B
f̂
. Second, since c(z, ·) is convex for every z, then

1
N

∑N
l=1 c

′
2(z

l, 〈·, kxl 〉)kxl is monotone. Moreover, since λN > 0, then ψ(~zN , ·) is strongly mono-

tone, that is,

〈ψ(~zN ,f1)− ψ(~zN ,f2),f1 − f2〉 ≥ λN‖f1 − f2‖2k.

Third, we can show that ψ(·,f) is Lipschitz continuous on Bz uniformly for f ∈ B
f̂
. To see

this, for any f ∈ B
f̂
and ~zN1 , ~z

N
2 ∈ Z, we have

‖ψ(~zN1 ,f)− ψ(~zN2 ,f)‖k

=
∥∥∥ 1

N

N∑

l=1

c′2(z
1,l,f(x1,l))kx1,l + 2λNf − 1

N

N∑

l=1

c′2(z
2,l,f(x2,l))kx2,l − 2λNf

∥∥∥
k

≤ 1

N

N∑

l=1

‖c′2(z1,l,f(x1,l))kx1,l
− c′2(z2,l,f(x2,l))kx2,l

‖k

≤ 1

N

N∑

l=1

Lc′‖z1,l − z2,l‖+ ‖f(x2,l)− f(x1,l)‖k

≤ 1

N

N∑

l=1

Lc′(‖z1,l − z2,l‖+ ‖f‖k‖kx2,l
− kx1,l

‖k)

≤ 1

N

N∑

l=1

Lc′(‖z1,l − z2,l‖+ β‖kx2,l
− kx1,l

‖k)
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≤ 1

N

N∑

l=1

Lc′(1 + βLk)‖z1,l − z2,l‖

=
1

N
Lc′(1 + βLk)‖~z1 − ~z2‖,

where Lc′ := C1 supz∈Z Lp(z,z) is bounded. Thus, by Theorem F.1 in Appendix F, we claim

that there exists a unique implicit function f̂ : Bz → Bf such that

ψ(~zN ,f(~zN )) = 0, ∀~zN ∈ Bz

and

‖f̂(~zN1 )− f̂(~zN2 )‖k ≤ Lc′(1 + βLk)

NλN
‖~zN1 − ~zN2 ‖,∀~zN1 , ~zN2 ∈ Bz. (4.53)

Step 3. We show that the implicit function can be extended over Z⊗N and inequality (4.53)

holds for any ~zN1 , ~z
N
2 ∈ Z⊗N . Observe that the optimal solution f̂(~zN ) exists for any ~zN ∈ Z⊗N .

To ease the exposition, we will write ~z for ~zN .

We will use the finite covering theorem to show the global Lipschitz continuity (with the

same Lipschitz modulus). Let ~z′, ~z′′ ∈ Z⊗N be any two fixed vectors. For θ ∈ [0, 1], let

~z(θ) := (1− θ)~z′ + θ~z′′ and

Z[~z′,~z′′] = {~z(θ) : θ ∈ [0, 1]}
be the line segment connecting ~z′, ~z′′. For any fixed point, ~z(θ) ∈ Z[~z′,~z′′], we can use the implicit

function theorem detailed in Step 2 to show that the equation

ψ(~z(θ),f) = 0

defines a unique implicit function in a δ-neighborhood of ~z(θ), denoted by B(~z(θ), δ) and

‖f̂(~z(1))− f̂(~z(2))‖k ≤
Lc′(1 + βLk)

NλN
‖~z(1) − ~z(2)‖,∀~z(1), ~z(2) ∈ B(~z(θ), δ),

where B(~zj , δ) denotes a closed ball centered at ~zj with radius δ under the distance ‖ · ‖ over

Z⊗N . By the finite covering theorem, we can construct a δ-net ~z1, · · · , ~zJ over Z[~z′,~z′′] such that

(i) Z[~z′,~z′′] ⊂ ∪Jj=1B(~zj , δ), (ii) a unique implicit function is well-defined over each of the balls

and (iii) these implicit functions are connected to form a continuous function over ∪Jj=1B(~zj , δ).

Following a similar argument to that in Step 1, we can show that

‖f̂(~z(1)
j )− f̂(~z

(2)
j , λN )‖ ≤ Lc′(1 + βLk)

NλN
‖~z(1)

j − ~z
(2)
j ‖,∀~z(1)

j , ~z
(2)
j ∈ B(~zj, δ), j = 1, · · · , J.(4.54)

Let ~̂z1 ∈ {~zj}Jj=1 be such that ~z′ ∈ B(~̂z1, δ) and θ1 be the smallest value in (0, 1) such that

~z(θ1) lies at the boundary of B(~̂z1, δ) and in the next ball B(~̂z2, δ), where ~̂z2 ∈ {~zj}Jj=1. Next,

we let θ2 be the smallest value in [θ1, 1) such that ~z(θ2) lies at the boundary of B(~̂z2, δ) and in

the next ball labelled B(~̂z3, δ), where ~̂z3 ∈ {~zj}Jj=1. Continuing the process, we let θJ−1 be the

smallest value in [θJ−2, 1) such that ~z(θJ−1) lies at the boundary of B(~̂zJ−1, δ) and in the next

ball B(~̂zJ , δ), where ~̂zJ−1 ∈ {~zj}Jj=1, ~̂zJ ∈ {~zj}Jj=1, and ~z
′′ ∈ B(~̂zJ , δ).
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We can set δ to be sufficiently small such that inequality (4.54) holds in each of the ball.

Consequently, we have

‖f̂(~z′)− f̂(~z′′)‖k ≤ ‖f̂ (~z′)− f̂(~z(θ1))‖k +
J−2∑

j=1

‖f̂(~z(θj))− f̂(~z(θj+1))‖k

+ ‖f̂ (~z(θJ−1))− f(~z′′)‖k

≤ Lc′(1 + βLk)

NλN
‖~z′ − ~z(θ1)‖+

J−2∑

j=1

Lc′(1 + βLk)

NλN
‖~z(θj)− ~z(θj+1)‖

Lc′(1 + βLk)

NλN
‖~z(θJ−1)− ~z′′‖

≤ Lc′(1 + βLk)

NλN

[
(1− θ1)‖~z′ − ~z′′‖+

J−2∑

j=1

(θj+1 − θj)‖~z′ − ~z′′‖

+θJ−1‖~z′ − ~z′′‖
]

=
Lc′(1 + βLk)

NλN
‖~z′ − ~z′′‖.

The rest is analogous to the proof of Theorem 4.3, we omit the details.

Theorem 4.4 differs from Theorem 4.3 on several aspects. First, inequality (4.50) holds

for all N sufficiently large as opposed to all N as in (4.49). This is because only when N is

sufficiently large, we will be able to ensure fQN ,λN to lie in the interior of F under condition (d).

Second, condition (d) is not very demanding because when N is sufficiently large, we know by

the law of large numbers that EQN [ψ(z)] is close to EQ[ψ(z)] with probability 1. So condition

(d) is satisfied with high probability when Q ∈ MZ,M3/2. Third, the local Lipschitz continuity

of f̂(·, λN ) is derived in a completely different manner from that of Theorem 4.2 (ii). This is

because we use the new implicit function theorem, Theorem F.1, as opposed to Lemma 4.1. One

of the main advantages is that we no longer require strong regularity condition and replace it

with strong monotone of ψ(~zN ,f). A sufficient condition for this is the cost function c(z,f(x))

is convex in f in (C1). Moreover, we no longer require second order continuous differentiability

of the cost function. Fourth, when ψ(z) = ‖z‖p, we can compare set Mpγ
Z,M2

with set MZ,M3 .

Let M2 = M3. Then we can see that Mpγ
Z,M2

is only a subset of MZ,M3 which means the

quantitative statistical robustness result is applicable to a large set of probability distributions

(and hence a larger class of data sets).

5 Single data perturbation

We now move to discuss the impact of single data perturbation on the optimal solution of the

regularized problem minf∈F EP [c(z,f(x))] + λ‖f‖2k. To this end, we consider the perturbation

of the true probability distribution P by a Dirac distribution δz̃ at a perturbed data point z̃.

For z̃ ∈ IRn and t ∈ (0, 1), let (1− t)P + tδz̃ denote the mixture distribution between P and δz̃ .

Consider

0 ∈ E(1−t)P+tδz̃ [c
′
2(z,f(x))kx] + 2λf +NF (f). (5.55)
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In this section, we assume (C1) hold and thus the solution of 0 ∈ EP [c
′
2((z,f(x))kx] + 2λf +

NF(f) and (5.55) is a singleton. Let f(1−t)P+tδz̃ ,λ denote the solution of (5.55). We will inves-

tigate the impact of probability perturbation on the solution by the so-called influence function

of f(·,λ).

Definition 5.1 (Influence function, [64, Definition 10.4]) Let z̃ ∈ Z. The influence function

IF : Z → F of f(·,λ) : P(Z) → F at a point z̃ for a distribution P ∈ P(Z) is given by

IF
(
z̃;f(·,λ), P

)
:= lim

t↓0

f(1−t)P+tδz̃ ,λ − fP,λ

t

provided that the limit exists.

The influence function is closely related to the directional derivative at P along direction

δz̃ − P . It quantifies the sensitivity (instead of stability) of fP,λ when the true probability P

is perturbed along the direction. From a data perspective, the mixture distribution means that

there is a probability t, the sample data could be an outlier z̃ and the influence function allows

one to quantify the sensitivity of the optimal solution w.r.t. the change. In general, a closed

form of f is not obtainable. However, since f satisfies the first order optimality condition (4.27),

we may compute IF
(
z̃;f(·,λ), P

)
by applying the implicit function theorem to (4.27). Indeed,

this is what Steinwart and Christmann [64] do for the case when F is the whole space. The main

technical challenge here is that F is not necessarily the whole space. In this case, the implicit

function theorem would have to involve differentiation of the normal cone NF (f). To this end,

we use the proto-derivative of set-valued mapping in the Hilbert space, see e.g. [1].

Let H be a Hilbert space. Recall that a set-valued mapping Γ : H ⇒ H is said to be proto-

differentiable at a point f and for a particular element h ∈ Γ(f) if the set-valued mappings

∆f ,h,ǫ : d → Γ(f+ǫd)−h

ǫ , regarded as a family indexed by ǫ > 0, graph-converge as ǫ ↓ 0.

The limit, if exits, is denoted by Γ′
f ,h and called the proto-derivative of Γ at f for h. The

graph-convergence of ∆f ,h,ǫ means that

lim sup
ǫ↓0

gph(∆f ,h,ǫ) = lim inf
ǫ↓0

gph(∆f ,h,ǫ) = gph(Γ′
f ,h),

where lim supt→t0 A(t) := {a ∈ H ×H : ∃tk → t0,∃ak → a with ak ∈ A(tk)}, lim inft→t0 A(t) :=

{a ∈ H ×H : ∀tk → t0,∃N ∈ N∞, ak →
N
a with ak ∈ A(tk)}, N∞ := {N ⊂ N : N\N finite}, see

[56, Chapter 5], and

gph(∆f ,h,ǫ) =

{
(d, g) ∈ H ×H|g ∈ Γ(f + ǫd)− h

ǫ

}
=

gphΓ− (f ,h)

ǫ
,

see e.g. [56, Definition 5.32] and [21]. In the case that the proto-derivative exits, by [55, Propo-

sition 2.3], we have

gph(Γ′
f ,h) = lim sup

ǫ↓0
gph(∆f ,h,ǫ) =

{
(d,g) ∈ H ×H : g ∈ lim sup

ǫ↓0,d′→d

Γ(f + ǫd′)− h

ǫ

}
,

which means the proto-derivative of Γ equals to

Γ′
f ,h(d) = lim sup

ǫ↓0,d′→d

Γ(f + ǫd′)− h

ǫ
. (5.56)
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A closely related concept is graphical derivative, see e.g. [56, Definition 8.33], which is defined

by the outer limit of (gph(∆f ,h,ǫ))ǫ>0 (the graphical outer limit of the set-valued mappings

{∆f ,h,ǫ : ǫ > 0}, denoted by DΓ(f |h), that is,

gph(DΓ(f |h)) := lim sup
ǫ↓0

gph(∆f ,h,ǫ) = lim sup
ǫ↓0,d′→d

Γ(f + ǫd′)− h

ǫ
.

The graphical derivative always exists and its graph is the contingent (Bouligand) cone of gphΓ

at point (f ,h), see the definition in [9, page xv]. By the definitions of the proto-derivative and

graphical derivative, they are equal when the proto-derivative exists. When Γ is single-valued,

the proto-derivative Γ′
f ,h(d) with h = Γ(f) reduces to a directional derivative in which case we

denote it by Γ′(f ;d) to ease the exposition.

Let

Φz̃,P,λ(f , t) := EP [c
′
2(z,f(x))kx] + t(c′2(z̃,f(x̃))kx̃ − EP [c

′
2(z,f(x))kx])+2λf .

Then (5.55) can be succinctly written as

0 ∈ Φz̃,P,λ(f , t) +NF(f). (5.57)

Differing from Theorem 4.2, here we investigate the derivative of the implicit function f defined

in (5.57) when the true probability P is perturbed along direction δz̃ − P . For fixed z̃, P and

λ, we assume that (5.57) has a unique solution f(1−t)P+tδz̃ ,λ parameterized by t, denoted by f̃t,

i.e.,

f̃t := f(1−t)P+tδz̃ ,λ.

By the definition of proto-derivative, the proto-derivative of f̃t : t 7→ Hk at t = 0 (single-valued)

for fP,λ reduces to the directional derivative of f̃(·) at 0 with direction s, i.e.,

f̃ ′
0;s = lim sup

ǫ↓0,s′→s
(f(1−ǫs′)P+ǫs′δz̃ ,λ − fP,λ)/ǫ,

which is equal to the directional derivative of f(·,λ) at P for direction δz̃ − P , that is, equals to

the influence function IF(z̃;f(·,λ), P ), that is,

IF(z̃;f(·,λ), P ) = f ′
(·,λ)(P ; δz̃ − P ) = lim sup

ǫ↓0,s′→s
(f(1−ǫs′)P+ǫs′δz̃ ,λ − fP,λ)/ǫ.

In the case that c(z,f(x)) is continuously differentiable in f for almost every z ∈ Z and NF

is proto-differentiable, we may represent IF(z̃;f(·,λ), P ) in terms of the derivatives of c and the

proto-derivative of NF . The next proposition states this.

Proposition 5.1 (Expression of IF of fP,λ) Assume: (a) (C1), (C2), (C3)′, (C4) and (C5)

hold; (b) P ∈ P̂ ∩ P̃h, for all h ∈ Hk, where P̂ and P̃h are defined as in (4.25) and (4.33)

respectively; (c)

normal cone mapping NF is proto-differentiable at fP,λ for u
∗, where u∗ = −EP [c

′
2(z,fP (x))kx].

If influence function IF(z̃;f(·,λ), P ) is well-defined, then it has the following expression:

IF(z̃;f(·,λ), P ) =

{
h ∈ Hk :

−c′2(z̃,fP,λ(x̃))kx̃ + EP [c
′
2(z,fP,λ(x))kx]

−EP,λ[c
′′
2(z,fP,λ(x))Txh]−2λh ∈ (NF )

′
fP,λ,u∗(h)

}
.
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Moreover, if F = Hk and EP [c
′′
2(z,f(x))Tx] : Hk → Hk is one-to-one and onto, then

IF(z̃;f(·,λ), P ) = −(EP [c
′′
2(z,fP,λ(x))Tx])

−1(c′2(z̃,fP,λ(x̃))kx̃ − EP [c
′
2(z,fP,λ(x))kx]). (5.58)

Proof. This is a special case of [42, Theorem 4.1] with z = 0, p = t. Under (C4), c′2(z, w)

is continuous in w. Combining with the continuity of f(x) w.r.t f for fixed x, we obtain that

c′2(z,f(x))kx is continuous in f . Then we have the following direction derivative

Φ′
z̃,P,λ(fP,λ, 0;h, 1)

= lim
ǫ↓0,(h̃,t̃)→(h,1)

[Φz̃,P,λ(fP,λ + ǫh̃, 0 + ǫt̃)− Φz̃,P,λ(fP,λ, 0)]/ǫ

= lim
ǫ↓0,(h̃,t̃)→(h,1)

ǫt̃(c′2(z̃, (fP,λ + ǫh̃)(x̃))kx̃ − EP [c
′
2(z, (fP,λ + ǫh̃)(x))kx])/ǫ

+{EP [c′2(z, (fP,λ + ǫh̃)(x))kx]− EP [c
′
2(z,fP,λ(x))kx]}/ǫ

+{2λ(fP,λ + ǫh̃)− 2λfP,λ}/ǫ
= c′2(z̃,fP,λ(x̃))kx̃ − EP [c

′
2(z,fP,λ(x))kx] + EP [c

′′
2(z,fP,λ(x))kxh(x)]+2λh.

By (4.34), Txh = kxh(x). Then it follows from [42, Theorem 4.1] that

f̃ ′
0;1 =

{
h ∈ Hk :

−c′2(z̃,fP,λ(x̃))kx̃ + EP [c
′
2(z,fP,λ(x))kx]

−EP [c
′′
2(z,fP,λ(x))Txh]−2λh ∈ (NF )

′
fP,λ,u∗

(h)

}
.

In the case that F = Hk, NF (f) = {0}. Since EP [c
′′
2(z,f(x))Tx] : Hk → Hk is one-to-one and

onto, then (5.58) holds by the classical implicit function theorem.

The next theorem states a sufficient condition for the boundedness of influence function

IF(z̃;f(·,λ), P ). Let d(f , S) := inff ′∈S ‖f − f ′‖k denote the distance from a function f ∈ Hk to

a set S ⊂ Hk.

Theorem 5.1 (Boundedness of IF) Assume the setting and conditions of Proposition 5.1.

Suppose that the generalized equation

0 ∈ EP [c
′′
2(z,fP,λ(x))kxh(x)]+2λI + (NF )

′
fP,λ,u∗(h)

has a unique solution 0, where I is the identity operator from Hk to Hk. Then the following

assertions hold.

(i) IF(z̃;f(·,λ), P ) is bounded for every z̃ ∈ Z provided that it is well-defined.

(ii) If, in addition, Ψ(f) := EP [c
′
2(z,f(x))kx]+2λf +NF (f) is strongly metrically subregular

at fP,λ for 0 with regular modulus κ′, i.e., there exist a constant κ′ > 0, neighborhoods

UfP,λ ⊂ Hk of fP,λ and U0 ⊂ Hk of 0 such that ‖f − fP,λ‖k ≤ κ′d(0,Ψ(f) ∩ U0) for all

f ∈ UfP,λ, then there exists a constant t0 > 0 such that

sup
z̃∈Z

‖IF(z̃;f(·,λ), P )‖k ≤ κ′ sup
z̃∈Z

Υ(z̃), (5.59)

where

Υ(z̃) := sup
t∈[0,t0]

‖EP [c′2(z,f(1−t)P+tδz̃ ,λ(x))kx]− c′2(z̃,f(1−t)P+tδz̃ ,λ(x̃))kx̃‖k.
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Proof. Part (i). By a similar argument to that of Proposition 5.1, we have f̃ ′
0;0 = {h ∈ Hk : 0 ∈

EP [c
′′
2(z,fP,λ(x))kxh(x)]+2λI + (NF )

′
fP,λ,u∗(h)} = {0}, which implies Df̃t(0|fP,λ))(0) = {0}

for each z̃ ∈ Z. Then for each fixed z̃ ∈ Z, by [36, Proposition 2.1], there exist constants

τ > 0, κ > 0 and β ∈ (0, 1) depending on z̃ such that {f̃t} ∩ (f̃0 + τB) ∈ f̃0 + κtB for all

t ∈ (0, β), where B is a closed unit ball in Hk. Recall that f̃t = f(1−t)P+tδz̃ ,λ and f̃0 =

fP,λ. Moreover, {f(1−ǫs)P+ǫsδz̃ ,λ
−fP,λ

ǫ } ∩ τ
ǫB ⊂ κsB for ǫs ∈ (0, β). Thus IF(z̃;f(·,λ), P ) =

lim supǫ↓0,s→1
f(1−ǫs)P+ǫsδz̃ ,λ

−fP,λ

ǫ ∈ κB, which implies ‖IF(z̃;f(·,λ), P )‖k ≤ κ.

Part (ii). Under the subregularity condition, we have

‖fQ,λ − fP,λ‖k ≤ κ′d(0,Ψ(fQ,λ) ∩ U0), ∀ fQ,λ ∈ UfP,λ with Q ∈ P(Z).

On the other hand, since fQ satisfies that 0 ∈ EQ[c
′
2(z,fQ,λ(x))kx]+2λf +NF (fQ,λ), then

∆Q := EP [c
′
2(z,fQ,λ(x))kx]− EQ[c

′
2(z,fQ,λ(x))kx] ∈ Ψ(fQ,λ).

Let Q ∈ P(Z) be such that ∆Q ∈ U0. Then ∆Q ∈ Ψ(fQ,λ) ∩ U0 and hence

‖fQ,λ − fP,λ‖k ≤ κ′d(0,∆Q) = κ′‖EP [c′2(z,fQ,λ(x))kx]− EQ[c
′
2(z,fQ,λ(x))kx]‖k.

(5.60)

Let Q = (1− t)P + tδz̃ and t0 > 0 and τ > 0 be positive constants such that f(1−t)P+tδz̃ ,λ ∈ UfP

for all t ∈ [0, t0] and U0 ⊂ τB. Then by (5.60),

f(1−t)P+tδz̃ ,λ

∈ fP,λ + κ′ min

{
t sup
t∈[0,t0]

‖EP [c′2(z,f(1−t)P+tδz̃ ,λ(x))kx]− c′2(z̃,f(1−t)P+tδz̃ ,λ(x̃))kx̃‖k, τ
}
B

for all t ∈ [0, t0], which implies

f(1−ǫs)P+ǫsδz̃,λ − fP,λ

ǫ
∈ κ′ min

{
sΥ(z̃),

τ

ǫ

}
B

for ǫs ∈ [0, t0]. Thus

IF(z̃;f(·,λ), P ) = lim sup
ǫ↓0,s→1

(f(1−ǫs)P+ǫsδz̃,λ − fP,λ)/ǫ ∈ κ′Υ(z̃)B,

which implies ‖IF(z̃;f(·,λ), P )‖k ≤ κ′Υ(z̃). By taking the supremum w.r.t. z̃ ∈ Z, we obtain

(5.59). The proof is complete.

We make some comments about how the established theoretical results in Proposition 5.1

and Theorem 5.1 may be applied to data-driven problems where the true probability distribution

P is unknown and the sample contains an outlier z̃. Let ZN := {z1, · · · ,zN−1, z̃} where the

first N − 1 samples are iid and are not perturbed whereas z̃ is an outlier. Let

PN−1 :=
1

N − 1

N−1∑

i=1

δzi and QN :=
1

N

(
N−1∑

i=1

δzi + δz̃

)
=

(
1− 1

N

)
PN−1 +

1

N
δz̃.
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First, we can compute the influence function IF(z̃;f(·), PN−1) by Proposition 5.1. Next, by

Definition 5.1, we can estimate the difference between the solutions based on PN−1 and QN ,

fQN − fPN−1
≈ 1

N
IF(z̃;f(·), PN−1), (5.61)

when IF(z̃;f(·,λ), PN−1) is singleton. In the case that the outlier is known, (5.61) may give us

guidance on the difference between the confidence regions constructed with the two estimators.

In the case that the outlier is unknown, we cannot use (5.61) to compute the influence function,

rather we have to treat every data as a possible outlier and compute an upper bound of the true

unknown influence function by

‖IF(z̃;f(·,λ), PN−1)‖k ≤ κ′ sup
z∈ZN

sup
t∈[0,1]

‖ 1

N − 1

∑

zi∈ZN\z

c′2(z
i,f(1−t)PZN \z+tδz ,λ(x

i))kxi

−c′2(z,f(1−t)PZN \z+tδz ,λ(x))kx‖k,

where PZN\z := 1
N−1

∑
zi∈ZN\{z} δzi . We can then use the bound and fQN ,λ to obtain a con-

servative confidence region of fPN−1,λ. In practice, it will be difficult to compute the right-hand

side of the inequality because it is difficult to obtain f(1−t)PZN \{z}+tδz ,λ. It might be interesting

to derive a bound for the right-hand side of the inequality which is independent of f . We leave

all these for future research.

6 Numerical tests

We have undertaken some numerical tests on the established theoretical results in the previous

section with two small academic examples.

6.1 All data perturbation

Consider problem (2.1), where

c(z, f(x)) :=
1

2
(f(x)− y)2, x ∈ IR, y ∈ IR, (6.62)

and kernel function k(x1, x2) := 〈x1, x2〉2. Assume that x follows a normal distribution with

mean value µ and standard deviation σ. Let FPx be the cumulative distribution function (cdf)

of x. In this case, the regularized SAA problem (2.6) can be written as

min
α∈[a,b]

N∑

i=1

1

N

(
ỹi −

N∑

j=1

αjk(x̃
j , x̃i)

)2
+ λNα

T K̃α,

where [a, b] := [a1, b1] × · · · [aN , bN ] with ai = −10 and bi = 10, for i = 1, · · · , N , α =

(α1, · · · , αN )T , K̃ = (K̃i,j) ∈ IRN×N with K̃i,j = k(x̃i, x̃j), i, j = 1, · · · , N. Here we write the

feasible solution of (2.6) as
∑N

j=1 αjk(x̃
j , x). The sample data x̃j and ỹj, j = 1, · · · , N are

generated as follows. First, we consider a perturbation Qx of Px with cdf:

FQx(x) :=





FPx(x), for x ≤ x0,

p+ β(x− x0), for x0 ≤ x ≤ x1,

1, for x > x1,

37



where x0 = F−1
Px

(p), x1 = x0 +
1
β (1 − p), β and p ∈ (0, 1) are fixed positive constants. Next,

we use Qx to generate samples x̃j, j = 1, · · · , N and ỹj = (x̃j)2. Let z̃j = (x̃j, ỹj), and

QN = 1
N

∑N
j=1 δz̃j , where δz̃ denotes the Dirac distribution at a perturbed data point z̃. Let

PN be defined in a similar way except that xj, j = 1, · · · , N are generated by Px. The optimal

solution of (2.6) can be written as fQN ,λN (x) =
∑N

j=1 αjk(x̃
j , x). The Kantorovich distance

between P⊗N
x ◦(fPN ,λN )−1 and Q⊗N

x ◦(fQN ,λN )−1 is dlK
(
P⊗N
x ◦ (fPN ,λN )−1, Q⊗N

x ◦ (fQN ,λN )−1
)
.

For a fixed number x ∈ IR, let G1 and G2 be the cdfs of fPN ,λN (x) and fQN ,λN (x) respectively.

In this case,

∆1(x) := dlK

(
P⊗N
x ◦ (fPN ,λN (x))−1, Q⊗N

x ◦ (fQN ,λN (x))−1
)
=

∫ ∞

−∞
|G1(t)−G2(t)|dt.

We use Qx of Px to generateM groups of samples each of which with size N = 100 and calculate

fPN ,λN (x) =
∑N

j=1 α
PN
j k(x̃j , x) and fQN ,λN (x) =

∑N
j=1 α

QN
j k(x̃j , x) for each group of samples.

For fixed x, we can then obtain the M data points and use to construct empirical cdfs. Figure 1

(a) depicts the difference between the cdfs of Px and Qx. Figure 1 (b) depicts the cdfs (more

precisely the cumulative frequency) of fPN ,λN (x) and fQN ,λN (x) at point x = −1.9. We can

see that most data are located within the range [3.2, 3.5] (the cdfs are very steep, see smaller

embedded graph) and the red curve approximates the blue ones very well. Figure 1 (c) displays

similar phenomena when x = −1. In this case, most data points fall within the range [0.88, 0.98].

To examine the approximation of the optimal solutions more closely, we consider the Kan-

torovich distance between the cdfs of fPN ,λN (x) and fQN ,λN (x) relative to the Kantorovich

distance between the cdfs of the input data generated by Px and Qx. Let

∆2 := dlK(Px, Qx) and ∆M
1 (x) := dlK

(
FMfPN ,λN (x), F

M
fQN ,λN (x)

)
,

where FM
fPN ,λN (x) is the empirical distribution of random variable fPN ,λN (x) using M samples,

that is, we first generate N iid samples to compute fPN ,λN (x), and then simulateM times to ob-

tainM samples {fPmN ,λN (x)}Mm=1, consequently we obtain FM
fPN ,λN (x)(y) :=

1
M

∑M
m=1 1y≥fPm

N
,λN

(x)(y).

Figure 2 (a) depicts the ratios
∆M1 (x)
∆2

at five different points, we can see that as M increases

the ratios converge. The ratio
∆M1 (xl)

∆2
, l = 1, · · · , 5, is somehow related to the constant C̃κ in

(4.49).

6.2 Single data perturbation

We consider the same example as in the previous subsection with the cost function (6.62). The

true distribution P of random vector z = (x, y) is defined as follows: component x follows a

normal distribution with the mean value µ and standard deviation σ whereas component y is

equal to x2 + ǫ, where ǫ follows a normal distribution with mean 0 and variance 0.01. We follow

the standard procedures (see e.g. [49]) to generate N samples z
j
P = (xj, yj), j = 1, · · · , N of

z = (x, y) with P . To generate N samples zj(1−t)P+tδz̃
= (xj(1−t)P+tδz̃

, yj(1−t)P+tδz̃
), j = 1, · · · , N

of z = (x, y) with the mixture distribution (1 − t)P + tδz̃, where z̃ = (x̃, ỹ) with ỹ = x̃3 is

an outlier, we begin by generating N samples with distribution (1 − t)P + tδz̃ using the Dirac

distribution δx̃ at x̃ and a switching variable X, which takes the value X = 1 with probability
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Figure 1: (a) FPx
and FQx

. (b)-(c): Empirical distributions of fPN ,λN
(x) and fQN ,λN

(x) at points x = −1.9 and

x = −1 with M = 500. The embedded smaller graphs are plotted over larger ranges whereas the bigger graphs

are enlargements of the curves over a specific range where the gap between blue and red curves is significant.

The red curve represents empirical distributions of fQN ,λN
(x), the blue curve represents empirical distributions

of fPN ,λN
(x).
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(b) Simulation: M = 10.
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(c) Simulation: M = 30.

Figure 2: (a)
∆M

1 (x)

∆2
by M simulations at five points when M varies from 100 to 500. (b)-(c): Empirical

distributions of fPN ,λN
(x) and fQN ,λN

(x) at point x = −1.9 with M = 10 and M = 30 simulations.

1− t and X = 2 with probability t. Here X is independent of P and δz̃. Specifically, we generate

zj(1−t)P+tδz̃
:=

{
z
j
P := (xjP , y

j
P ) if Xj = 1,

z̃ if Xj = 2,
for j = 1, · · · , N,

where xjP , j = 1, · · · , N , are the iid samples generated by Px. The empirical distributions can

be respectively written as

PN :=
1

N

N∑

j=1

δ
z
j
P

and ((1 − t)P + tδz̃)N :=
1− t

N − 1

N−1∑

j=1

δ
z
j
P
+ tδz̃ .

In this case, the optimal solutions of the regularized SAA problem (2.6) with probability distri-

butions P and (1− t)P + tδz̃) take the form of

fPN ,λ(x) =

N∑

j=1

αjk(x
j
P , x) and f((1−t)P+tδz̃)N ,λ(x) =

N∑

j=1

αjk
(
xj(1−t)P+tδz̃

, x
)
.

The regularized SAA problem (2.6) and its single data perturbation problem can be solved via

the following two problems

min
α∈IRN

N∑

i=1

1

N

(
yi −

N∑

j=1

αjk(x
j , xi)

)2
+ λαTKPα

39



and

min
α∈IRN

N−1∑

i=1

1− t

N − 1

(
yi −

N∑

j=1

αjk(x
j , xi)

)2
+ t
(
yN −

N∑

j=1

αjk(x
j , xN )

)2
+ λαTK(1−t)P+tδz̃α,

whereKP andK(1−t)P+tδz̃ are the Gramer matrices with (KP )ij := k(xiP , x
j
P ), and (K(1−t)P+tδz̃ )ij :=

k(xi(1−t)P+tδz̃
, xj(1−t)P+tδz̃

), for i, j = 1, · · · , N .

Figure 3 depicts the change of the influence function as the outlier varies. We can see that

as x̃ increases (hence ỹ also changes accordingly), the influence function increases, which means

that when the outlier shifts away from the normal sample data, it has a greater effect on the

sensitivity of the kernel learning estimator. Moreover, we can see that as λN increases, the

influence function value decreases, which is consistent with the fact that a larger λN enhances

the stability of the kernel learning estimator and hence makes it less sensitive to the outlier.

Figure 3: Performance of the influence function IF(z̃;f(·,λ)(x0), P ) at point x0 = 0.5 when outlier

z̃ satisfies ỹ = (x̃)3, and µ = 0, σ = 1.

7 Concluding remarks

In this paper, we investigate quality of the kernel learning estimator (the optimal solution to the

empirical risk minimization problem) obtained with perturbed data. In single data perturbation

case, we use the notion of influence function to measure the sensitivity of the kernel learning

estimator w.r.t. the perturbation of the data; in the case when all data are potentially perturbed,

we derive conditions under which the learning kernel learning estimator based on the perturbed

data is close to the one that is based on real data (without perturbation ) in the sense that

the distributions of the two learning estimators are linearly bounded by the difference of the

true probability distributions generating the training data under the Kantorovich metric. This

is a step forward from the traditional stability analysis which measures the difference of two

statistical estimators based on each set of sample data. While the theoretical results are useful

in some practical applications as outlined in Sections 3 and 4 and the numerical tests confirm

the theoretical results in the small academic examples, it would be more interesting to apply

the theoretical results in substantial practical cases. For instances, Kern et al. [35] apply the

influence function approach to a Markov decision-making process when the transition probability
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deviates from the true one. Besbes et al. [6] propose distributionally robust optimization models

in data-driven decision-making such as newsvendor, pricing, and ski rental under heterogeneous

environments. It might be interesting to apply our theoretical results to these circumstances. It

will also be interesting to consider an approach similar to the In-CVaR of Liu and Pang [43] to

reduce the effect of data perturbation when all data are potentially contaminated. We leave all

these for future research.

Acknowledgments.

This project is supported by RGC grant 14204821. The third author is supported by National

Natural Science Foundation of China (Grant Nos. 12122108).

A Berge’s maximum theorem

Theorem A.1 (Berge’s maximum theorem, Page 116 [5]) Let φ be a continuous numer-

ical function in a topological space X×Y and Γ be a continuous mapping of X into Y such that

for each x, Γ(x) 6= ∅. Then the numerical function M defined by M(x) := max{φ(y) : y ∈ Γ(x)}
is continuous in X and the mapping Φ defined by Φ(x) := {y : y ∈ Γ(x), φ(y) = M(x)} is a

upper semicontinuous mapping of X into Y .

B Differentiability of a function defined over Hk

Recall that a functional g : Hk → IR is said to be directionally differentiable at f ∈ Hk if the

limit

g′(f ;h) := lim
t↓0

g(f + th)− g(f)

t

exists for all direction h ∈ Hk. If, in addition, the directional derivative g′(f ;h) is linear and

continuous in h, then g is said to be Gâteaux differentiable at f with derivative Dg(f) satisfying

g′(f ;h) = Dg(f)h.

If the derivative Dg(·) : Hk → Hk is continuous on an open set S ⊂ Hk in terms of the norm

‖ · ‖k, then g is said to be continuously differentiable on S.

For an operator A : Hk → Hk, it is said to be directionally differentiable at f ∈ Hk if the

limit

A′(f ;h) := lim
t↓0

A(f + th)−A(f)

t

exists for any fixed direction h ∈ Hk. If, in addition, the directional derivative A′(f ;h) is linear

and continuous in h, then A is said to be Gâteaux differentiable at f with derivative DA(f)

satisfying

A′(f ;h) = DA(f)h.
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Let L(Hk) be the space of linear continuous operators A : Hk → Hk equipped with the operator

norm

‖A‖L := sup
f∈B

‖A(f)‖k, (B.63)

where B is the closed unit ball in Hk. If the derivative DA(·) : Hk → L(Hk) is continuous on

an open set S ⊂ Hk in terms of the norm ‖ · ‖L, then A is said to be continuously differentiable

on S, see [9, pages 35-36]. In what follows, we consider the case that g(f) := c(z,f(x)) for

some fixed z, where c is differentiable in the second argument, and A(f) := Dg(f). We will use

Df (A(f)) to denote the derivative of functional A w.r.t. f .

C Proof of Proposition 2.1

The proof is inspired by that of [35, Lemma 9]2. By [24, Corollary A.48], the ψ-weak topology

is metrizable. Thus the notions of continuity and sequential continuity coincide and it suffices

to prove that for any {µN}∞N=1 ⊂ Mψ
Z and µ ∈ Mψ

Z ,

µN
τψ−→ µ⇐⇒ dlFM(µN , µ) → 0.

Note that µN
τψ−→ µ if and only if µN

w−→ µ and
∫
Z ψ(z)dµN (z) →

∫
Z ψ(z)dµ(z). We proceed

the rest of the proof in two steps.

Step 1. Suppose dlFM(µN , µ) → 0. First, we show that µN
w−→ µ. By the Portmanteau

Theorem ([37, Theorem 13.16]), it suffices to show that for any bounded Lipschitz continuous

function h : Z → IR,

lim
N→∞

∫

Z
h(z)dµN (z) =

∫

Z
h(z)dµ(z). (C.64)

Let Lh be the Lipschitz modulus of h and h̃ := h/Lh. Then h̃ ∈ Fp. Thus dlFM(µN , µ) → 0

implies limN→∞

∫
Z h̃(z)dµN (z) =

∫
Z h̃(z)dµ(z), and hence (C.64) as desired. Next, we show∫

Z ψ(z)dµN (z) →
∫
Z ψ(z)dµ(z). It is enough to verify that there exists L > 0 such that

ψ/L ∈ Fp. Observe that

|ψ(z1)− ψ(z2)| = |1 + max{‖z1‖, ‖z′‖}p−1‖z1 − z′‖ − (1 + max{‖z2‖, ‖z′‖}p−1‖z2 − z′‖)|
≤ max{1, ‖z′‖}max{1, ‖z1‖, ‖z2‖}p−1‖z1 − z2‖.

Let L := max{1, ‖z′‖}. Then ψ/L ∈ Fp. By the condition that dlFM(µN , µ) → 0,
∫
Z ψ(z)dµN (z) →∫

Z ψ(z)dµ(z).

Step 2. Conversely, suppose µN
τψ−→ µ. We need to show that dlFM(µN , µ) → 0, that is, for

any ǫ > 0, there exists some N0 ∈ N such that

sup
h∈Fp

∣∣∣∣
∫

Z
h(z)dµN (z)−

∫

Z
h(z)dµ(z)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ǫ, ∀N ≥ N0. (C.65)

2The second author would like to thank Henryk Zhäle for referring him to the lemma.
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Let K be a sufficiently large positive constant and hK := h1|h|≤K + K1h>K − K1h<−K, and

hK := h− hK . Then

sup
h∈Fp

∣∣∣∣
∫

Z
h(z)dµN (z)−

∫

Z
h(z)dµ(z)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ R1 +R2,

where

R1 := sup
h∈Fp

∣∣∣∣
∫

Z
hK(z)dµN (z)−

∫

Z
hK(z)dµ(z)

∣∣∣∣ ,

R2 := sup
h∈Fp

∣∣∣∣
∫

Z
hK(z)dµN (z)−

∫

Z
hK(z)dµ(z)

∣∣∣∣ .

It suffices to show that R1, R2 → 0 as N → ∞. Since the set Fp has a one-to-one correspondence

relationship with

F̃p := {h : Z → IR : h(z′) = 0, |h(z1)− h(z2)| ≤ Lp(z1,z2)‖z1 − z2‖,∀z1,z2 ∈ Z},

then we may consider F̃p. Consequently, we have

|h(z)| = |h(z) − h(z′)| ≤ max{1, ‖z‖, ‖z′‖}p−1‖z − z′‖ < ψ(z). (C.66)

In this case,

|hK(z)| = |h(z) − (h(z)1|h(z)|≤K +K1h(z)>K −K1h(z)<−K)|
= |h(z)1h(z)>K + h(z)1h(z)<−K − (K1h(z)>K −K1h(z)<−K)|
= |(h(z) −K)1h(z)>K + (h(z) +K)1h(z)<−K |
≤ |h(z)|1|h(z)|>K ≤ ψ(z)1|ψ(z)|>K ,

where the last inequality holds because (C.66) implies 1|h(z)|>K ≤ 1|ψ(z)|>K . Thus

R2 ≤ sup
h∈Fp

∣∣∣∣
∫

Z
hK(z)dµN (z)

∣∣∣∣ + sup
h∈Fp

∣∣∣∣
∫

Z
hK(z)dµ(z)

∣∣∣∣

≤
∫

Z
ψ(z)1|ψ(z)|>KdµN (z) +

∫

Z
ψ(z)1|ψ(z)|>Kdµ(z) =: R21 +R22.

Since µN
τψ−→ µ, then for any ǫ, we can setK sufficiently large such that R22 =

∫
Z ψ(z)1|ψ(z)|>Kdµ(z) ≤

ǫ
5 . Moreover,

R21 ≤
∣∣∣∣
∫

Z
ψ(z)1|ψ(z)|>KdµN (z)−

∫

Z
ψ(z)1|ψ(z)|>Kdµ(z)

∣∣∣∣ +
∫

Z
ψ(z)1|ψ(z)|>Kdµ(z)

≤
∣∣∣∣
∫

Z
ψ(z)1|ψ(z)|>KdµN (z)−

∫

Z
ψ(z)1|ψ(z)|>Kdµ(z)

∣∣∣∣ +
ǫ

5

≤
∣∣∣∣
∫

Z
ψ(z)dµN (z)−

∫

Z
ψ(z)dµ(z)

∣∣∣∣

+

∣∣∣∣
∫

Z
ψ(z)1|ψ(z)|≤KdµN (z)−

∫

Z
ψ(zz)1|ψ(z)|≤Kdµ(z)

∣∣∣∣ +
ǫ

5
. (C.67)
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Since µN
τψ−→ µ, the first term in the last inequality of (C.67) converges to 0 as N → ∞. Thus

we can find N0 ∈ N such that it is bounded above by ǫ
5 for N ≥ N0. Since µ ◦ ψ−1 as a

probability measure on the real line has at most countably many atoms, we choose K > 0 such

that µ(z ∈ Z : ψ(z) = K) = 0. Since µN → µ (ψ-weakly and thus) weakly, it follows by the

Portmanteau theorem that the second term in the last inequality of (C.67) converges to 0 as

N → ∞. By possibly increasing N0 we obtain that the second term in the last inequality of

(C.67) is at most ǫ/5 for all N ≥ N0. So far we have shown that R2 is bounded above by 4ǫ
5 for

N ≥ N0. Since the functions in {hK : h ∈ Fp} are uniformly bounded and equicontinuous, [23,

Corollary 11.3.4] ensures that one can increase N0 further such that R1 ≤ ǫ
5 for all N ≥ N0.

Therefore, we have (C.65) holds.

D Proof of Proposition 4.2

By Assumption 4.2(C5) and (K1)′, for every z ∈ Z,

|c′′2(z,f(x))|
≤

(
|c′′2(z0,f(x0))|+ C2Lp2(z,z0)(‖z − z0‖+ |f(x)− f(x0)|)

)

(4.32)
≤

(
|c′′2(z0,f(x0))|+ 2C2(1 + C3‖f‖k)max{1, ‖z‖}max{1, ‖z0‖})Lp2(z,z0)

(4.31)
≤

(
|c′′2(z0,f(x0))|+ 2C2(1 + C3‖f‖k)

)
max{1, ‖z0‖}p2 max{1, ‖z‖}p2

=: C̃f max{1, ‖z‖}p2 ,

where C̃f :=
(
|c′′2(z0,f(x0))|+ 2C2(1 + C3‖f‖k)

)
max{1, ‖z0‖}p2 , and thus

|c′′2(z,f(x))|‖Txh‖k = |c′′2(z,f(x))〈h, kx〉|‖kx‖k ≤ |c′′2(z,f(x))|‖kx‖2k
(4.30)
≤ M̂2

1 C̃f max{1, ‖z‖}p2+2.

Then EQ[|c′′2(z,f(x))〈h, kx〉|‖kx‖k] <∞ for all Q ∈ Mp2+2
Z . Let

P̃h = {Q ∈ P(Z) : EQ[|c′2(z,f(x))|‖kx‖k] <∞,EQ[|c′′2(z,f(x))〈h, kx〉|‖kx‖k] <∞}.

Combining Remark 4.1(iv)-(v) that, under (C4)′ and (K1)′, EQ[|c′2(z,f(x))|‖kx‖k] is well-

defined for Q ∈ Mp1+1
Z . Then P̃ ⊂ Mmax{p1+1,p2+2}

Z .

Let R̃t(z;h) := t−1[c′2(z, (f + th)(x))kx − c′2(z,f(x))kx]. Then

‖R̃t(z;h)‖k ≤ Ψ(z)‖kx‖k|h(x)| ≤ C2Lp(z,z)‖h‖k‖kx‖2k.

Analogous to Proposition 4.1, we can obtain by the Lebesgue Dominated Convergence Theorem

Df (EP [c
′
2(z,f(x))kx])(h)

= EP

[
lim
t↓0

c′2(z, (f + th)(x))kx − c′2(z,f(x))kx
t

]

= EP

[
lim
t↓0

c′2(z, 〈(f + th), kx〉)− c′2(z, 〈f , kx〉)
t

kx

]
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= EP [c
′′
2(z,f(x))〈h, kx〉kx],

for all P ∈ P̃ . This shows Df (EP [c
′
2(z,f(x))kx]) = EP [c

′′
2(z,f(x))Tx], where Tx is defined as

in (4.34).

E Proof of Proposition 4.3

Part (i). Under (K1)′,

‖kx1‖k ≤ ‖kx0‖k + C3‖x1 − x0‖ ≤ M̂1 max{1, ‖z1‖}. (E.68)

Under (C3)′, (C4)′ and (K1)′, we have |c′2(z2,f(x2))| ≤ M̂2 max{1, ‖z2‖}p1 . By (K1)′, (C4)′,

and inequality (4.29), we obtain that

|〈d, c′2(z1,f(x1))kx1〉 − 〈d, c′2(z2,f(x2))kx2〉|
≤ ‖d‖k‖c′2(z1,f(x1))kx1 − c′2(z2,f(x2))kx2‖k
≤ ‖d‖k

(
‖c′2(z1,f(x1))kx1 − c′2(z2,f(x2))kx1‖k + ‖c′2(z2,f(x2))kx1 − c′2(z2,f(x2))kx2‖k

)

≤ ‖d‖k
(
C1Lp1(z1,z2)‖kx1‖k‖z1 − z2‖+ |c′2(z2,f(x2))|C3‖x1 − x2‖

)

= ‖d‖k
(
C1M̂1 max{1, ‖z1‖}Lp1(z1,z2)‖z1 − z2‖+ C3M̂2 max{1, ‖z‖2}p1‖z1 − z2‖

)

≤ (C1M̂1 + C3M̂2)Lp1+1(z1,z2)‖z1 − z2‖
=: Cf0Lp1+1(z1,z2)‖z1 − z2‖,

where Cf0 := (C1M̂1 + C3M̂2), M̂1 and M̂2 are defined as in Remark 4.1 (ii) and (iii), C1 and

C3 are defined as in Assumption 4.2(C4)′ and Assumption 4.3(K1)′. Moreover, by Assump-

tion 4.2(C4)′,

|c′2(z,f(x))| ≤ |c′2(z0,f0(x0))|+ C1Lp1(z0,z0)|f(x0)− f0(x0)|
≤ |c′2(z0,f0(x0))|+ C1Lp1(z0,z0)|〈f − f0, kx0〉|
≤ |c′2(z0,f0(x0))|+ C1Lp1(z0,z0)‖kx0‖kǫV ,∀f ∈ Vf0 . (E.69)

Part (ii). Let d1,d2 ∈ Hk with ‖d1‖k ≤ 1, ‖d2‖k ≤ 1. Note that |di(x)| = |〈di, kx〉| ≤
‖di‖k‖kx‖k. By (4.34) and (4.35), we have

|〈
(
c′′2(z1,f(x1))Tx1 − c′′2(z2,f(x2))Tx2

)
d1,d2〉|

≤ |c′′2(z1,f(x1))d1(x1)d2(x1)− c′′2(z1,f(x1))d1(x2)d2(x2)|
+|c′′2(z1,f(x1))d1(x2)d(x2)− c′′2(z2,f(x2))d1(x2)d2(x2)|

≤ |c′′2(z1,f(x1))|‖d1‖k‖d2‖k (‖kx1‖k + ‖kx2‖k) ‖kx1 − kx2‖k
+‖kx2‖2kC2Lp2(z1,z2)(‖z1 − z2‖+ ‖f‖k‖kx1 − kx2‖k)

≤ sup
f∈Vf0

(
C̃f max{1, ‖z1‖}p2

)(
2M̂1 max{1, ‖x1‖, ‖x2‖}

)
C3‖x1 − x2‖

+M̂2
1 max{1, ‖x2‖}2C2Lp2(z1,z2)(‖z1 − z2‖+ ‖f‖kC3‖x1 − x2‖)
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≤ Ĉf0Lp2+2(z1,z2)‖z1 − z2‖,

where Ĉf0 := supf∈Vf0
C̃f2M̂1C3+M̂

2
1C2(1+‖f‖kC3). Analogous to the derivation of (E.69), we

can show that |c′′2(z0,f(x0))| and hence C̃f are uniformly bounded over Vf0 . By the definition

of Ĉf0 , Ĉf0 is bounded.

F Implicit function theorem

Theorem F.1 (Implicit Function Theorem for Strictly Monotone Functions) Let U be

a Banach space equipped with norm ‖ · ‖ and V be a Hilbert space. Consider a function

ψ : U × V → V and a point (ū, v̄) ∈ int domψ satisfying ψ(ū, v̄) = 0. Assume: (a) there

are neighborhoods BU of ū and BV of v̄ such that ψ is continuous on BU × BV , (b) ψ(u, ·) is

strongly monotone on BV uniformly in u ∈ BU and (c) ψ(·, v) is Lipschitz continuous on U

uniformly in v ∈ BV . Then following assertions hold.

(i) The solution mapping

S(u) = {v ∈ V : ψ(u, v) = 0}

for u ∈ U has a single-valued localization around ū for v.

(ii) S(·) is Lipschitz continuous around ū for v̄.

Proof. The proof is similar to [22, Theorem 1H.3] which is in finite dimensional space. Here we

give a sketch for completeness particularly because we will use Shauder’s fixed point theorem as

opposed to Brower’s fixed point theorem in the proof of [22, Theorem 1H.3].

Part (i). Observe that if u ∈ domS ∩ BU , then S(u) ∩ BV consists of one element, if any.

In fact, if there existed two elements v1, v2 ∈ S(u) ∩ BV with v1 6= v2, then from the strong

monotonicity, we would have

0 = 〈ψ(u, v1)− ψ(u, v2), v1 − v2〉 > 0,

which leads to a contradiction. Thus, all we need is to establish that domS contains a neigh-

borhood of ū. Without loss of generality, let v̄ = 0 and choose δ > 0 such that δB ⊂ BV . For

ǫ ∈ (0, δ] define

d(ǫ) := inf
ǫ≤‖v‖≤δ

〈v, ψ(ū, v)〉
‖v‖ . (F.70)

Choose v ∈ V with ‖v‖ ∈ [ǫ, δ]. Since ψ(ū, 0) = 0, from strict monotonicity of ψ(ū, ·), we obtain

that

〈ψ(ū, v), v〉 = 〈ψ(ū, v)− ψ(ū, 0), v − 0〉 > 0,

hence d(ǫ) ≥ 0 for all ǫ ∈ (0, δ]. We claim that d(ǫ) > 0. Assume for the sake of a contradiction

that there exists ǫ0 > 0 such d(ǫ0) = 0. Then there exists a sequence {vk} with ‖vk‖ ∈ [ǫ0, δ]

such that
〈vk, ψ(ū, vk)〉

‖vk‖
→ 0.
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On the other hand, it follows by the strong monotonicity of ψ(ū, ·)
〈vk, ψ(ū, vk)〉

‖vk‖
=

〈vk − 0, ψ(ū, vk)− ψ(ū, 0)〉
‖vk‖

≥ τ‖vk‖ ≥ τǫ.

Part (ii). We proceed in three steps.

Step 1. Let µ ∈ (0, d(δ)) and ν > 0 be such that B(ū, ν) ⊂ BU . From the continuity of ψ in

u ∈ B(ū, ν) uniformly with respect to v ∈ {v : ‖v‖ = δ} there exists αµ ∈ (0, ν) such that for

any u ∈ B(ū, αµ) and v ∈ {v : ‖v‖ = δ}, ‖ψ(u, v) − ψ(ū, v)‖ ≤ µ. Consequently

〈v, ψ(u, v)〉
‖v‖ =

〈v, ψ(ū, v)〉
‖v‖ +

〈v, ψ(u, v) − ψ(ū, v)〉
‖v‖ ≥ 〈v, ψ(ū, v)〉

‖v‖ − µ ≥ d(δ) − µ > 0. (F.71)

Step 2. For fixed u ∈ B(ū, ν), consider the function

Ψ(v) := ΠδB(v − ψ(u, v)), for v ∈ δB (F.72)

where ΠδB is a orthogonal project in V . We use Shauder’s fixed point theorem to show that

Φ(·) has a fixed point in the interior of δB. To this end, we need to show that Ψ : δB → δB is

a compact operator. By Arzela-Ascoli theorem, it suffices to what that (a) ΠδB(v − ψ(u, v)) is

uniformly bounded, i.e.,

sup
v∈δB

‖ΠδB(v − ψ(u, v))‖ ≤ δ,

which is obvious and (b) ΠδB(v − ψ(u, v)) is equicontinuous, i.e., for any ǫ > 0, there exists a

β > 0 such that

sup
v∈δB

‖ΠδB(v − ψ(u′, v))−ΠδB(v − ψ(u′′, v))‖ ≤ ǫ, ∀u′, u′′ ∈ B(ū, ν), ‖u′ − u′′‖ ≤ β. (F.73)

Inequality (F.73) is guaranteed by the uniform continuity of ψ(u, v) in u w.r.t. v ∈ BV because

‖ΠδB(v − ψ(u′, v)) −ΠδB(v − ψ(u′′, v))‖ ≤ ‖ψ(u′, v)) − ψ(u′′, v))‖.

By Shauder’s fixed point theorem, there exists v∗ ∈ δB such that

v∗ = Ψ(v∗) = ΠδB(v
∗ − ψ(u, v∗)).

Next, we show that ‖v∗‖ < δ. Assume for the sake of contradiction ‖v∗‖ = δ. By the definition

of orthogonal projection 〈0 − v∗, v∗ − ψ(u, v∗)− v∗〉 ≤ 0, which implies 〈v∗,ψ(u,v∗)〉
‖v∗‖ ≤ 0. On the

other hand, it follows by (F.71)

〈v∗, ψ(u, v∗)〉
‖v∗‖ ≥ d(δ) − µ > 0, (F.74)

a contradiction. Thus

v∗ = ΠδB(v
∗ − ψ(u, v∗)) = v∗ − ψ(u, v∗)

and hence ψ(u, v∗) = 0.

Step 3. To prove continuity of S(·) at ū, we note that by the strong monotonicity of ψ(u, ·),

‖S(u′)− S(u′′)‖‖ψ(u′, S(u′))− ψ(u′, S(u′′))‖ ≥ 〈S(u′)− S(u′′), ψ(u′, S(u′))− ψ(u′, S(u′′))〉
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≥ τ‖S(u′)− S(u′′)‖2.

Since ψ(u′, S(u′)) = ψ(u′′, S(u′′)) = 0, then by the Lipschitz continuity of ψ(·, v),

‖ψ(u′, S(u′))− ψ(u′, S(u′′))‖ = ‖ψ(u′′, S(u′′))− ψ(u′, S(u′′))‖
≤ L‖u′ − u′′‖.

Combining the two inequalities above, we obtain

‖S(u′)− S(u′′)‖ ≤ L

τ
‖u′ − u′′‖.

The proof is complete.
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