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Abstract—THIS PAPER IS ELIGIBLE FOR THE STUDENT
PAPER AWARD. The solution to empirical risk minimization
with f -divergence regularization (ERM-fDR) is extended to
constrained optimization problems, establishing conditions for
equivalence between the solution and constraints. A dual formu-
lation of ERM-fDR is introduced, providing a computationally
efficient method to derive the normalization function of the
ERM-fDR solution. This dual approach leverages the Legendre-
Fenchel transform and the implicit function theorem, enabling
explicit characterizations of the generalization error for general
algorithms under mild conditions, and another for ERM-fDR
solutions.

Index Terms—empirical risk minimization; f -divergence reg-
ularization, statistical learning, generalization error.

I. INTRODUCTION

In statistical learning, the classical empirical risk minimiza-

tion (ERM) problem [1], [2] is transformed by minimizing

the expected empirical risk over a subset of all probability

measures defined on the set of models. A regularization term

is added to this expected empirical risk, often expressed as

a statistical distance between the optimization measure and a

reference measure [3], [4]. The reference measure is not nec-

essarily a probability measure, and can be a σ-finite measure,

as shown in [5] and [6]. This paper focuses on a family of

statistical distances known as f -divergences, introduced in [7]

and further developed in [8] and [9].

ERM problems with f -divergence regularization (ERM-

fDR) have been previously explored in [10] and [11] for

discrete cases, and in a more general setting in [12] as a

non-exponentially weighted aggregation method. Recent work,

such as [13], expanded the set of f -divergences for which

explicit solutions can be derived. The particular cases in

which f(x) = x log(x) and f(x) = − log(x) are known as

Type-I and Type-II ERM with relative entropy regularization

(ERM-RER) are thoroughly studied in [14]–[16]. Relative

entropy regularization has also been studied in the context
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of the worst-case data-generating probability measure in [17]

and [18]. However, a key limitation of these results is the

difficulty in evaluating the normalization function of the solu-

tion. The computation of the normalization function involves

determining the Lagrange multipliers, which depend on the

regularization factor in the ERM-fDR problem formulation.

These multipliers are represented as the normalization function

in [13], a concept akin to the partition function in statistics.

Computing this normalization function requires evaluating the

empirical risk over all possible models in the support of the

reference measure, which is considered #P -hard [19]. For

instance, in the case of the widely used relative entropy [20],

its asymmetry yields two distinct formulations: Type-I and

Type-II ERM with relative entropy regularization (ERM-

RER) [14]–[16].

Dual problem formulations play a central role in opti-

mization theory [21] and [22], that can offer both theoret-

ical insights and computational advantages for optimization

problems. Transforming the original (primal) problem into its

dual counterpart opens the door to making use of properties

such as convexity and separability, which are often not readily

apparent in the primal formulation. In this context, the ERM-

fDR problem benefits from dual formulations due to its strict

convexity. By leveraging the techniques presented in [13] –

which goes along the lines of the methods in [5], [17], [23];

and relying on the Gâteaux derivative [24] and vector space

methods [25], this paper introduces a dual formulation for the

ERM-fDR problem. The proposed dual formulation provides

a convenient way to compute the normalization function, while

offering operational insights into the characterization of the

generalization error for statitstical learning algorithms.

This paper makes the following contributions: Section III

extends the existing ERM-fDR solution to constrained opti-

mization problems by establishing the conditions under which

it also serves as the solution to the constrained problem. A

dual optimization problem is introduced in Section IV and

its solution is derived, jointly with conditions provided to

ensure equivalence between the dual and primal solutions. The

dual solution is used to characterize the normalization function

via the implicit function theorem, connecting the ERM-fDR

solution to the dual through the Legendre-Fenchel transform.
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Finally, the connection between the Legendre-Fenchel trans-

form and f -divergence regularization is used to explicitly char-

acterize the generalization error for the ERM-fDR problem in

Section VI.

II. PRELIMINARIES

Let Ω be an arbitrary subset of R
d, with d ∈ N, and let

B(Ω) denote the Borel σ-field on Ω. The set of probability

measures that can be defined upon the measurable space

(Ω,B(Ω)) is denoted by △(Ω). Given a probability measure

Q ∈ △(Ω) the set exclusively containing the probability

measures in △(Ω) that are absolutely continuous with respect

to Q is denoted by △Q(Ω). That is,

△Q(Ω) , {P ∈ △(Ω) : P ≪ Q}, (1)

where the notation P ≪ Q stands for the measure P being

absolutely continuous with respect to the measure Q. The

Radon-Nikodym derivative of the measure P with respect to

Q is denoted by dP
dQ : Ω → [0,∞).

Using this notation, an f -divergence is defined as follows.

Definition 1 (f -divergence [9]): Let f : [0,∞) → R be a

convex function with f(1) = 0 and f(0) , limx→0+ f(x). Let

P and Q be two probability measures on the same measurable

space, with P absolutely continuous with Q. The f -divergence

of P with respect to Q, denoted by Df (P‖Q), is

Df (P‖Q) ,

∫
f

(
dP

dQ
(ω)

)
dQ(ω). (2)

In the case in which the function f in (2) is continuous and

differentiable, the derivative of the function f is denoted by

ḟ : (0,+∞) → R. (3)

If the inverse of the function ḟ exists, it is denoted by

ḟ−1 : R → (0,+∞). (4)

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Let M, X and Y , with M ⊆ R
d and d ∈ N, be sets of

models, patterns, and labels, respectively. A pair (x, y) ∈ X ×
Y is referred to as a labeled pattern or data point, and a dataset

is represented by the tuple ((x1, y1), (x2, y2), . . . , (xn, yn)) ∈
(X × Y)

n
. Let the function h : M × X → Y be such that

the label assigned to a pattern x ∈ X according to the model

θ ∈ M is h(θ, x). Then, given a dataset

z = ((x1, y1), (x2, y2), . . . , (xn, yn)) ∈ (X × Y)n, (5)

the objective is to obtain a model θ ∈ M, such that, for all

i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}, the label assigned to the pattern xi, which is

h(θ, xi), is “close” to the label yi. This notion of “closeness”

is formalized by the function

ℓ : Y × Y → [0,+∞), (6)

such that the loss or risk induced by choosing the model

θ ∈ M with respect to the labeled pattern (xi, yi), with

i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}, is ℓ(h(θ, xi), yi). The risk function ℓ is

assumed to be nonnegative and to satisfy ℓ(y, y) = 0, for all

y ∈ Y .

The empirical risk induced by a model θ with respect to

the dataset z in (5) is determined by the function Lz :M →
[0,+∞), which satisfies

Lz(θ) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ(h(θ, xi), yi). (7)

The expectation of the empirical risk Lz(θ) in (7), when θ

is sampled from a probability measure P ∈ △(M), is

determined by the functional Rz : △(M) → [0,+∞), such

that

Rz(P ) =

∫
Lz(θ) dP (θ). (8)

The ERM-fDR problem is parametrized by a probability

measure Q ∈ △(M), a positive real λ, and a function f :
[0,∞) → R that satisfies the conditions in Definition 1. The

measure Q is referred to as the reference measure and λ as

the regularization factor.

Given the dataset z ∈ (X × Y)
n

in (5), the ERM-fDR

problem, with parameters Q, λ and f , consists of the following

optimization problem:

min
P∈△Q(M)

Rz(P ) + λDf (P‖Q), (9)

where the functional Rz is defined in (8). The optimization

problem in (9) is closely related to the following optimization

problem:

min
P∈△Q(M)

Rz(P ) (10a)

s.t. Df (P‖Q) ≤ η, (10b)

with η ∈ [0,∞). The optimization problems in (9)

and (10) do not share the same solutions when for all

θ ∈ suppQ, Lz(θ) = c, for some c > 0. More

specifically, the set of solutions to the problem in (10) is

{P ∈ △Q(M) : Df (P‖Q) ≤ η}, while the set of solutions

to (9) is the singleton {Q}. This distinction is mathematically

significant but can be ignored in practice, as it arises only

when Rz(P ) in (8) is constant for all measures P . In order

to avoid the above case, the notion of separable empirical risk

functions [5, Definition 5] is adopted.

Definition 2 (Separable Empirical Risk Function [5]): The

empirical risk function Lz in (7) is said to be separable with

respect to a σ-finite measure P ∈ △(M), if there exists a

positive real c > 0 and two subsets M1 and M2 of M that

are nonnegligible with respect to P , such that for all (θ1, θ2) ∈
M1 ×M2,

Lz(θ1) < c < Lz(θ2) < ∞. (11)

In a nutshell, a nonseparable empirical risk function with

respect to the measure Q in (9) satisfies

Q({θ ∈ M : Lz(θ) = a}) = 1, (12)

for some a > 0.

The solutions to the ERM-fDR problems in (9) and (10)

are presented under the following assumptions:



(a) The function f is strictly convex and differentiable;

(b) There exists a β such that

β ∈

{
t ∈ R : ∀θ ∈ suppQ, 0 < ḟ−1

(
−
t+ Lz(θ)

λ

)}
,

(13a)

and
∫

ḟ−1

(
−
β + Lz(θ)

λ

)
dQ(θ) = 1, (13b)

where the function Lz is defined in (7); and

(c) The function Lz in (7) is separable with respect to the

probability measure Q.

Under Assumptions (a) and (b), the solution to the opti-

mization problem in (9) was first presented in [13, Theorem

1]. Using Assumption (c), the following theorem shows that

the problems in (9) and (10) share the same unique solution.

Theorem 1: Under Assumptions (a) and (b), the solution

to the optimization problem in (9), denoted by P
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

∈

△Q(M), is unique, and for all θ ∈ suppQ,

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ) = ḟ−1

(
−
β + Lz(θ)

λ

)
. (14)

Moreover, under Assumptions (a), (b), and (c), if λ in (9) and

η in (10) satisfy

Df

(
P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

‖Q
)
= η, (15)

then, the probability measure P
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

in (14) is also the

unique solution to the optimization problem in (10).

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix B.

Interestingly, the proof presented in [26, Appendix B] for (14),

is different from the one in [13, Theorem 1]. Also, note that the

equality in (14) can be written in terms of the normalization

function, introduced in [13] and defined hereunder.

Definition 3 (Normalization Function): The normalization

function of the problem in (9), denoted by

NQ,z : AQ,z → BQ,z, (16a)

with AQ,z ⊆ (0,∞) and BQ,z ⊆ R, is such that for all λ ∈
AQ,z ,

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
NQ,z(λ) + Lz(θ)

λ

)
dQ(θ) = 1. (16b)

The set AQ,z in (16a) contains all the regularization factors

for which Assumption (b) is satisfied. More specifically, it

contains the regularization factors λ for which the problem

in (9) has a solution. Furthermore, the equality in (16b)

justifies referring to the function NQ,z as the normalization

function, as it ensures that the measure P
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

in (14) is a

probability measure.

This section ends by highlighting that the probability mea-

sures P
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

and Q in (14) are mutually absolutely contin-

uous [13, Corollary 1].

IV. ERM-fDR DUAL PROBLEM

The duality principle [22, Chapter 5] enables the reformula-

tion of the optimization problem in (9) into an alternative form,

known as the dual problem. In this section, this dual formu-

lation is derived using the Legendre-Fenchel transform [22],

which is defined below.

Definition 4 (Legendre-Fenchel transform [22]): Consider

a function f : I → R, with I ⊂ R. The Legendre-Fenchel

transform of the function f , denoted by f∗ : J → R, is

f∗(t) = sup
x∈I

(tx− f(x)), (17)

with

J = {t ∈ R : f∗(t) < ∞}. (18)

Using this notation, consider the following problem

min
β∈R

λ

∫
f∗

(
−
β + Lz(θ)

λ

)
dQ(θ) + β, (19)

where the real λ, the measure Q and the function f are those

in (9); and the functions Lz and f∗ are defined in (7) and (17),

respectively. The following theorem introduces the solution to

the problem in (19).

Theorem 2: Under Assumptions (a) and (b) the solution

to the optimization problem in (19) is NQ,z(λ), where the

function NQ,z is defined in (16).

Proof: Let G : R → R be a function such that

G(β) = λ

∫
f∗

(
−
β + Lz(θ)

λ

)
dQ(θ) + β, (20)

which is the objective function of the optimization problem

in (19). Note that G in (20) is a convex function, and thus

satisfies:

d

dβ
G(β) =

d

dβ

(
λ

∫
f∗

(
−
β + Lz(θ)

λ

)
dQ(θ) + β

)
(21)

= λ

∫
d

dβ
f∗

(
−
β + Lz(θ)

λ

)
dQ(θ) + 1 (22)

= −

∫
ḟ∗

(
−
β + Lz(θ)

λ

)
dQ(θ) + 1, (23)

where ḟ∗ is the derivative of the function f∗ in (19). Let the

solution to the optimization problem in (20) be denoted by

β̂ ∈ R and note that the derivative of the function G evaluated

at β̂ is equal to zero, that is

∫
ḟ∗

(
−
β̂ + Lz(θ)

λ

)
dQ(θ) = 1. (24)

From [21, Corollary 23.5.1] and Assumption (a), the following

equality holds for all t ∈ J , with J in (18),

d

dt
f∗(t) = ḟ∗(t) = ḟ−1(t), (25)

where the functions ḟ−1 and ḟ∗ are defined in (4) and (23),

respectively. From (24) and (25), it follows that

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
β̂ + Lz(θ)

λ

)
dQ(θ) = 1, (26)



which combined with (16b) and Assumption (b) yields

NQ,z(λ) = β̂, (27)

and completes the proof.

The following lemma establishes that the problem in (19)

is the dual problem to the ERM-fDR problem in (9) and

characterizes the difference between their optimal values,

which is often referred to as duality gap [27, Section 8.3].

Lemma 1: Under Assumptions (a) and (b), the optimization

problem in (19) is the dual problem to the ERM-fDR problem

in (9). Moreover, the duality gap is zero.

Proof: Under Assumption (a) and [22, Section 3.3.2], it

can be verified that for all t ∈ J , with J in (18), the function

f∗ in (17) satisfies

f∗(t) = tḟ∗(t)− f(ḟ∗(t)), (28)

where the function ḟ∗ is the same as in (25). From Assump-

tion (a) and (25), the Radon-Nikodym derivative
dP

(Q,λ)

Θ|Z=z

dQ
in (14) satisfies for all θ ∈ suppQ,

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ) = ḟ∗

(
−
NQ,z(λ) + Lz(θ)

λ

)
, (29)

where the functions Lz and NQ,z are defined in (7) and (16),

respectively. Then, from (28) and (29), for all θ ∈ suppQ, it

holds that

Lz(θ) + λf

(
dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)

)
dQ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)

= −λf∗
(
−

NQ,z(λ) + Lz(θ)

λ

) dQ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)−NQ,z(λ).(30)

Taking the expectation in both sides of (30) with respect to

the probability measure P
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

in (14) yields

Rz

(
P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

)
+ λDf

(
P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

‖Q
)

=−λ

∫
f∗
(
−

NQ,z(λ) + Lz(θ)

λ

)
dQ(θ)−NQ,z(λ). (31)

Using Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 in the left-hand and right-

hand sides of (31), respectively, yields

min
P∈△Q(M)

Rz(P ) + λDf (P‖Q)

= max
β∈R

−λ

∫
f∗
(
−

β + Lz(θ)

λ

)
dQ(θ)− β. (32)

The proof that the optimization problem in (19) is the dual

to the ERM-fDR problem in (9) follows from (32) and [25,

Theorem 1, Section 8.4]. The zero duality gap is established

by the equality in (32), which completes the proof.

V. ANALYSIS OF REGULARIZATION FACTOR

The purpose of this section is to characterize the function

NQ,z and the set AQ,z in (16). Given a real δ ∈ [0,∞),
consider the Rashomon set Lz(δ), which is defined as follows

Lz(δ) , {θ ∈ M : Lz(θ) ≤ δ}. (33)

Consider also the real numbers δ⋆Q,z and λ⋆
Q,z defined as

follows

δ⋆Q,z , inf{δ ∈ [0,∞) : Q(Lz(δ)) > 0}, (34)

and

λ⋆
Q,z , inf AQ,z. (35)

Using this notation, the following theorem introduces one of

the main properties of the function NQ,z.

Theorem 3: The function NQ,z in (16) is strictly increasing

and continuous within the interior of AQ,z in (16a). Further-

more, for all λ ∈ AQ,z ,

NQ,z(λ) = λ
d

dλ
NQ,z(λ)− Rz

(
P (λ)

)
, (36)

where the probability measure P (λ) ∈ △Q(M) satisfies for

all θ ∈ suppQ,

dP (λ)

dQ
(θ) =

(
f̈

(
dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)

))−1

∫ (
f̈

(
dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(ν)

))−1

dQ(ν)

. (37)

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix C-A.

The continuity and monotonicity exhibited by the function

NQ,z allow the following characterization of the set AQ,z .

Lemma 2: The set AQ,z in (16a) is either empty or an

interval that satisfies

AQ,z =





[
λ⋆
Q,z,∞

)
if

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
t+ Lz(θ)

λ⋆
Q,z

)
dQ(θ) < ∞,

(
λ⋆
Q,z ,∞

)
otherwise,

(38)

where t > limλ→λ⋆
Q,z

+ NQ,z(λ) and NQ,z is defined in (16).

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix C-B.

Lemma 2 highlights two facts. First, the set AQ,z is a

convex subset of positive reals. Second, if there exists a

solution to the optimization problem in (9) for some λ > 0,

then there exists a solution to such a problem when λ is

replaced by λ̄ ∈ (λ,∞).
The following lemma presents a case in which the set AQ,z

in (16a) can be fully characterized.

Lemma 3: If the function ḟ−1 in (14) is strictly positive,

then the set AQ,z is identical to (0,∞).
Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix C-C.

VI. EXACT CHARACTERIZATION OF THE

GENERALIZATION ERROR

Let the functional G : (X × Y)
n
×△(M) ×△(M) → R

satisfy

G(z, P1, P2) = Rz(P1)− Rz(P2). (39)

The value G(z, P1, P2) in (39) represents the variation of the

functional Rz in (8) when its argument changes from P2 to P1.

This variation is referred to as an algorithm driven gap in [16],

which is justified by the fact that P1 and P2 can be assimilated



to learning algorithms. Using this notion, this section studies

the generalization error of machine learning algorithms.

Definition 5 (Generalization Error [16, Definition 4]):

The generalization error induced by the algorithm PΘ|Z ∈
△(M|(X × Y)

n
) under the assumption that training and test

datasets are independently sampled from a probability mea-

sure PZ ∈ △((X × Y)
n
), which is denoted by ¯̄

G
(
PΘ|Z , PZ

)
,

is

¯̄
G
(
PΘ|Z , PZ

)

=

∫∫(
Ru

(
PΘ|Z=z

)
−Rz

(
PΘ|Z=z

))
dPZ(u)dPZ(z). (40)

Consider the following assumptions:

(d) For all z ∈ (X × Y)
n

, the probability measure PΘ|Z=z

is absolutely continuous with respect to the probability

measure PΘ ∈ △Q(M), which satisfies for all measur-

able subsets C of M

PΘ(C) =

∫
PΘ|Z=z(C) dPZ(z). (41)

(e) The probability measure PΘ in (41) and Q in (9) are

mutually absolutely continuous.

Under Assumptions (d) and (e), it follows from [16, Lemma

3] that the generalization error ¯̄
G
(
PΘ|Z , PZ

)
in (40) satisfies

¯̄
G
(
PΘ|Z , PZ

)

=

∫
G
(
z, PΘ, PΘ|Z=z

)
dPZ(z) (42)

=

∫
G

(
z, PΘ, P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

)
−G

(
z, PΘ|Z=z , P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

)
dPZ(z), (43)

where the measures P
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

and PΘ are defined in (14)

and (41), respectively; and the functional G is defined in (39).

The following theorem presents the main tool in this section.

Theorem 4: The probability measure P
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

in (14) satis-

fies for all P ∈ △Q(M),

G

(
z, P, P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

)
=λ

∫ (
1−

dP

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)

)(
f

(
dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)

)

+f∗

(
−
Lz(θ) +NQ,z(λ)

λ

))
dQ(θ), (44)

where the functions Lz, NQ,z, and f∗ are defined in (7), (16)

and (17), respectively; and the Radon-Nikodym derivative
dP

(Q,λ)

Θ|Z=z

dQ is defined in (14).

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix D-A.

Theorem 4 allows generalizing the method of algorithm-driven

gaps introduced in [16]. In particular the choice of f(x) =
x log(x) in Theorem 4 leads to [28, Theorem 1]. Moreover,

using Theorem 4 in (43) leads to the following characterization

of ¯̄
G
(
PΘ|Z , PZ

)
in (40).

Theorem 5: The generalization error ¯̄
G
(
PΘ|Z , PZ

)
in (40),

under Assumptions (a), (b), (d) and (e), satisfies

¯̄
G
(
PΘ|Z , PZ

)

= λ

∫ ∫ (
f

(
dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)

)
+f∗

(
−

Lz(θ) +NQ,z(λ)

λ

))

(
dPΘ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)−
dPΘ|Z=z

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)

)
dQ(θ) dPZ(z), (45)

where the functions Lz , NQ,z, and f∗ are defined in (7), (16)

and (17), respectively; and the probability measure P
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

and the real λ are those in (14).

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix D-B.

The expression in (45) significantly simplifies for some

choices of f . See for instance, the case in which f(x) =
x log(x) in [16, Lemma 4]. Another case in which such

expression becomes particularly simple is the case in which

the algorithm PΘ|Z is the solution to the optimization prob-

lems (9) and (10). In such a case, the following holds.

Theorem 6: Consider the solution to the optimization prob-

lem in (9), P
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

in (14), and consider also the gen-

eralization error ¯̄
G(P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z , PZ) defined as in (40). Under

Assumptions (a), (b), (d) and (e), the following holds

¯̄
G

(
P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z , PZ

)
= λ

∫ (∫
ḟ

(
dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)

)
dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)

−

∫
ḟ

(
dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)

)
dP

(Q,λ)
Θ

(θ)

)
dPZ(z),(46)

where the function ḟ is defined in (3).

Proof: The proof is presented in [26, Appendix D-C].

The case in which f(x) = x log(x) in Theorem 5 and

Theorem 6, which corresponds to the Gibbs algorithm, leads to

the existing results in [29, Theorem 16] and [30, Theorem 1].

VII. CONCLUSIONS

This work has established the conditions under which the

solution to the ERM-fDR problem in (9) also serves as the

solution to the optimization problem in (10). Furthermore, the

solution of the ERM-fDR problem has been connected to the

Legendre-Fenchel transform by establishing the dual problem

in (19) to the optimization problem in (9). This connec-

tion between the dual formulation and the Legendre-Fenchel

transform, through the application of the implicit function

theorem, provides an explicit expression for the normalization

function. Notably, the link to the Legendre-Fenchel transform,

under mild assumptions, enables the derivation of a explicit

expression for the generalization error of general learning

algorithms. Lastly, it offers a separate explicit expression for

evaluating the generalization error of algorithms arising as the

solution to an ERM-fDR optimization problem.
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APPENDIX A

PRELIMINARIES

Theorem 7: Given a probability measure space (M,F (M), µ) and an open subset A of R, let the function f : A×M → R

be measurable with respect to (A×M,F ) and (R,B(R)). If for all ν ∈ M, the function f(·,ν) : AQ,z → R is Lipschitz

continuous and for some u ∈ A,
∫
f(u, ν) dµ(ν) < ∞, then

d

dt

∫
f(t, ν) dµ(ν)

∣∣∣∣
t=u

=

∫
d

dt
f(t, ν) dµ(ν)

∣∣∣∣
t=u

, (47)

Proof: Note that

d

dt

∫
f(t, ν) dµ(ν)

∣∣∣∣
t=u

= lim
δ→0

∫
f(u+ δ, ν) dµ(ν) −

∫
f(u, ν) dµ(ν)

δ
(48)

= lim
δ→0

∫
f(u+ δ, ν)− f(u, ν)

δ
dµ(ν), (49)

where (49) follows from Theorem 1.6.3 in [31]. The assumption that for all ν ∈ M, the function f(·,ν) is Lipschitz continuous

implies that for all u ∈ A and some δ ∈ R,

|f(u+ δ, ν)− f(u, ν)| < L |δ|, (50)

(51)

with L < ∞. And thus, dividing the RHS and LHS of (50) by |δ| yields
∣∣∣∣
f(u+ δ, ν)− f(u, ν)

δ

∣∣∣∣ < L, (52)

(53)

which implies that
∫ ∣∣∣∣

f(u+ δ, ν)− f(u, ν)

δ

∣∣∣∣dµ(ν) < ∞. (54)

(55)

This allows using the dominated convergence theorem presented by [31] in Theorem 1.6.9, as follows. From (49), the following

holds

d

dt

∫
f(t, ν) dµ(ν)

∣∣∣∣
t=u

= lim
δ→0

∫
f(u+ δ, ν)− f(u, ν)

δ
dµ(ν) (56)

=

∫
lim
δ→0

f(u+ δ, ν)− f(u, ν)

δ
dµ(ν) (57)

=

∫
d

dt
f(t, ν) dµ(ν)

∣∣∣∣
t=u

, (58)

where (57) follows from the dominated convergence theorem, Theorem 1.6.9 in [31]. This completes the proof.

Lemma 4: Let M be the set of measurable functions h : M → R, with respect to the measurable space (M,F ) and

(R,B(R)) and h ∈ M . Let S be the subset of M , including all nonnegative functions that are absolutely integrable with

respect to a probability measure Q. That is, for all h ∈ S , it holds that
∫

|h(θ)| dQ(θ) < ∞. (59)

Given a strictly convex function f : R → R, let the function r̂ : R → R be such that

r̂(α) =

∫
f(g(θ) + αh(θ)) dQ(θ), (60)

for some function g and h in S and α ∈ (−ǫ, ǫ), with ǫ > 0 arbitrarily small. Then, the function r̂ in (60) is differentiable at

zero.

Proof: The objective is to prove that the function r̂ in (60) is differentiable at zero, which boils down to proving that the

limit

lim
δ→0

1

δ
(r̂(α+ δ)− r̂(α)) (61)



exists for α ∈ (−ǫ, ǫ), with ǫ > 0 arbitrarily small. The proof of the existence of such limit in (61) relies on the fact that the

function f in (60) is strictly convex and differentiable, which implies that f is also Lipschitz continuous. Hence, it follows

that

|f(g(θ) + (α+ δ)h(θ))− f(g(θ) + αh(θ))| ≤ c |h(θ)| |δ|, (62)

for some positive and finite constant c, which implies that

|f(g(θ) + (α+ δ)h(θ))− f(g(θ) + αh(θ))|

|δ|
≤ c |h(θ)|, (63)

and thus, given that g ∈ S , it holds that
∫

|f(g(θ) + (α+ δ)h(θ))− f(g(θ) + αh(θ))|

|δ|
dQ(θ) ≤ ∞., (64)

This allows using the dominated convergence theorem as follows. From the fact that the function f is different, let ḟ :
(∞,∞) → R be the first derivative of f . The limit in (61) satisfies for α ∈ α ∈ (−ǫ, ǫ), with ǫ > 0 arbitrarily small,

lim
δ→0

1

δ
(r̂(α+ δ)− r̂(α)) = lim

δ→0

1

δ

(∫
f(g(θ) + (α+ δ)h(θ)) dQ(θ)−

∫
f(g(θ) + αh(θ)) dQ(θ)

)
(65)

= lim
δ→0

∫
1

δ
(f(g(θ) + (α+ δ)h(θ))− f(g(θ) + αh(θ))) dQ(θ) (66)

=

∫
lim
δ→0

1

δ
(f(g(θ) + (α+ δ)h(θ))− f(g(θ) + αh(θ))) dQ(θ) (67)

=

∫
ḟ(g(θ) + (α+ δ)h(θ)) dQ(θ) (68)

< ∞, (69)

where the equalities in (67) and (69) follow from the dominated convergence theorem, Theorem 1.6.9 by [31]. From (69), it

follows that the function r̂ in (60) is differentiable at zero. This completes the proof.

Lemma 5: Given a strictly convex and differentiable function f : I → R, the inverse of the derivate of f denoted by the

function ḟ−1 : J → I is strictly increasing.

Proof: From the assumption that the function f : I → R is strictly convex, it follows from the strict convexity definition

that the derivative ḟ : I → J is strictly increasing. Using the continuous inverse theorem by [32] in Theorem 5.6, implies that

the function ḟ−1 : J → I is strictly increasing, which completes the proof.

Lemma 6: Given a strictly convex and twice differentiable function f : I → R, and a differentiable function h : I⋆ → I,

for all x ∈ I⋆ it holds that

d

dx
ḟ−1(h(x)) =

ḣ(x)

f̈
(
ḟ−1(x)

) . (70)

Proof: Let the function g : I → R be defined for all x ∈ I⋆ by

g(x) = ḟ−1(h(x)) (71)

By the definition of the inverse function, it follows that

ḟ(g(x)) = h(x). (72)

Differentiating (72) with respect to x yields

d

dx
ḟ(g(x)) = f̈(g(x)) ġ(x) (73)

= ḣ(x). (74)

From (73) the derivative of the function g in (72) is given by

ġ(x) =
ḣ(x)

f̈(g(x))
(75)

=
ḣ(x)

f̈
(
ḟ−1(h(x))

) , (76)



where (76) follows from (71). Hence, from (71) and (76) it follows from

d

dx
ḟ−1(h(x)) =

ḣ(x)

f̈
(
ḟ−1(h(x))

) . (77)

This completes the proof.

Lemma 7: The Legendre-Fenchel transform of strictly convex and differentiable function f , satisfies for all t ∈ J , with J
in (18),

f∗(t) = tḟ∗(t)− f(ḟ∗(t)). (78)

Proof: From the Legendre-Fenchel transform in Definition 4 it holds that for all t ∈ J , with J in (18),

f∗(t) = sup
x∈I

(tz − f(x)). (79)

For any z ∈ I, setting x = z yields

f∗(y) ≥ yx− f(x), (80)

which rearranges to the Fenchel inequality,

f(x) + f∗(y) ≥ xy, (81)

where equality in (81) holds if and only if,

f∗(y) = yx− f(x). (82)

By definition of f∗ in (79), the equality (82) implies that x achieves the supremum in f∗(y), which will be denoted by xy .

In other words, xy is the maximizing argument

xy = argmax
x∈I

xy − f(x). (83)

Note that under Assumption (a), the solution to the maximization problem

max
x∈I

xy − f(x), (84)

is unique, and satisfies

d

dx
(xy − f(x)) = y − ḟ(x) (85)

= 0. (86)

From (86), the maximizing argument xy in (83) satisfies

xy = ḟ−1(y) (87)

= ḟ∗(y), (88)

where (88) follows from [21, Corollary 23.5.1]. Hence, from (88), the Legendre-Fenchel transform of function the f , under

Assumption (a), satisfies for all t ∈ J ,

f∗(t) = tḟ∗(t)− f(ḟ∗(t)), (89)

which completes the proof.

Theorem 8: The probability measure P
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

in (14) satisfies

Rz

(
P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

)
+ λDf

(
P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

‖Q
)

= −λ

∫
f∗

(
−
Lz(θ) +NQ,z(λ)

λ

)
dQ(θ)−NQ,z(λ), (90)

and

Rz(Q) + λ

∫
f


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


 dQ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ) dQ(θ)

= −λ

∫
f∗

(
−
Lz(θ) +NQ,z(λ)

λ

)
dQ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ) dQ(θ)

−NQ,z(λ), (91)



where f∗ is the Legendre-Fenchel transform of f (see Definition 4), the function NQ,z is defined in (16), and the functional

Rz is defined in (8).

Proof: The Legendre-Fenchel transform of a strictly convex function f : I → R satisfies

f∗(t) , sup
s∈I

(ts− f(s)). (92)

From Theorem 23.5 in [21] if f is strictly convex then maximizing argument of the convex conjugate f∗ satisfies

f∗(t) = t
d

dt
f∗(t)− f

(
d

dt
f∗(t)

)
. (93)

Furthermore, from Corollary 23.5.1 in [21] the function ḟ−1 is the derivative of the convex conjugate of f in (93), which

implies that Differential Equations

f∗(t) = tḟ−1(t)− f
(
ḟ−1(t)

)
. (94)

From Theorem 1, let t = − Lz(θ)+β

λ
in the optimization problems in (9) and (10), then it holds that for all θ ∈ suppQ,

f∗

(
−
Lz(θ) + β

λ

)

= −
Lz(θ) + β

λ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)− f


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


. (95)

Taking the integral of (95) with respect to the reference measure Q, yields
∫

f∗

(
−
Lz(θ) + β

λ

)
dQ(θ)

=

∫
−
Lz(θ) + β

λ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ) dQ(θ)

−

∫
f


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


dQ(θ) (96)

= −
1

λ

(
Rz

(
P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

)
+ β

)
− Df

(
P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

‖Q
)
. (97)

Arranging (97) results in

Rz

(
P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

)
+ λDf

(
P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

‖Q
)

= −λ

∫
f∗

(
−
Lz(θ) + β

λ

)
dQ(θ)− β, (98)

which completes the proof.

The second part of the proof is as follows. From Corollary 8, equality (95) can be rewritten as

Lz(θ) + β

λ
= −f∗

(
−
Lz(θ) + β

λ

)
dQ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)

−
dQ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)f


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


. (99)

Taking the integral of (99) with respect to the reference measure Q, yields

1

λ
Rz(Q) +

β

λ

= −

∫
f∗

(
−
Lz(θ) + β

λ

)
dQ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ) dQ(θ)

−

∫
dQ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)f


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


 dQ(θ). (100)



Arranging (100) results in

Rz(Q) + λ

∫
dQ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)f


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


 dQ(θ)

= −λ

∫
f∗

(
−
Lz(θ) + β

λ

)
dQ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ) dQ(θ)− β, (101)

which completes the proof.

In Theorem 1, the condition that β in (13b) satisfies (b) in (13a), leads to observing that for all θ ∈ suppQ,

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ) > 0, (102)

which leads to the following corollary.

Corollary 8: Under Assumptions (a) and (b), the probability measures Q and P
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

in (14) are mutually absolutely

continuous.

APPENDIX B

PROOF OF THEOREM 1

Proof: The optimization problem in (10) can be re-written in terms of the Radon-Nikodym derivative of the optimization

measure P with respect to the reference measure Q, denoted by dP
dQ : M → [0,∞), which yields:

min
P∈△Q(M)

∫
Lz(θ)

dP

dQ
(θ) dQ(θ) (103a)

s.t.

∫
f

(
dP

dQ
(θ)

)
dQ(θ) ≤ η (103b)

∫
dP

dQ
(θ) dQ(θ) = 1. (103c)

The remainder of the proof focuses on the problem in which the optimization is over the Radon-Nikodym derivative dP
dQ instead

of the measures P . This is due to the fact that for all P ∈ △Q(M), the Radon-Nikodym derivative dP
dQ is unique up to sets of

measure zero with respect to Q. The first part is as follows. Let M be the set of measurable functions M → R with respect

to the measurable space (M,F ) and (R,B(R)). Let S be the subset of M , including all nonnegative functions that are

absolutely integrable with respect to Q. That is, for all ĝ ∈ S , it holds that

∫
|ĝ(θ)| dQ(θ) < ∞. (104)

Note that the set M forms a real vector space and the set S is a convex subset of M . Note also that the constraints (103b)

and (103c) are satisfied by the probability measure Q, which also satisfies Q ∈ △Q(M). Hence, the constraints do not induce

an empty feasible set. Finally, note that without loss of generality the minimization in (103) can be written as a minimization

problem of the form:

min
g∈S

∫
Lz(θ)g(θ) dQ(θ) (105a)

s.t.
1

η

∫
f(g(θ)) dQ(θ) ≤ 1 (105b)

∫
g(θ) dQ(θ) = 1, (105c)

where the expressions
∫
Lz(θ)g(θ) dQ(θ) and

∫
g(θ) dQ(θ) are linear with g; the expression 1

η

∫
f(g(θ)) dQ(θ) is convex

with g.



The proof continues by assuming that the problem in (105) possesses a solution, which is denoted by g⋆ ∈ S . Let µ0 ∈ [0,∞)
be

µ0 , min
g∈S

∫
Lz(θ)g(θ) dQ(θ) (106a)

s.t.
1

η

∫
f(g(θ)) dQ(θ) ≤ 1 (106b)

∫
g(θ) dQ(θ) = 1 (106c)

=

∫
Lz(θ)g

⋆(θ) dQ(θ). (106d)

From Theorem 1, Section 8.3 in [25], it holds that there exists two tuples (a1, b1) and (a2, b2) in R
2 such that

µ0 = min
g∈S

{∫
Lz(θ)g(θ) dQ(θ) +

a1
η

∫
f(g(θ)) dQ(θ) + b1 + a2

∫
g(θ) dQ(θ) + b2

}
, (107a)

and moreover,

0 =
a1
η

∫
f(g⋆(θ)) dQ(θ) + b1, and (107b)

0 = a2

∫
g⋆(θ) dQ(θ) + b2. (107c)

Hence, the proof continues by solving the ancillary optimization problem in (107), which allows the reformulation of the

optimization problem in an unconstrained dual problem. This reformulation is possible as the tuples (a1, b1) and (a2, b2) are

such that equalities (107b) and (107c) are satisfied, by definition.

Let the function L : S → R be such that

L(g) =

∫
Lz(θ)g(θ) dQ(θ) +

a1
η

∫
f(g(θ)) dQ(θ) + b1 + a2

∫
g(θ) dQ(θ) + b2. (108)

Let ĝ : M → R be a function in S . The Gâteaux differential of the functional L in (108) at (g, β) ∈ M ×R in the direction

of ĝ, if it exists, is

∂L(g; ĝ),
d

dα
L(g + αĝ, β)

∣∣∣∣
α=0

. (109)

The proof continues under the assumption that the function g and ĝ are such that the Gâteaux differential in (109) exists.

Under such an assumption, let the function r : R → R satisfy for all α ∈ (−ǫ, ǫ), with ǫ arbitrarily small, that

r(α)=

∫
Lz(θ)(g(θ) + αĝ(θ)) dQ(θ) +

a1
η

∫
f(g(θ) + αĝ(θ)) dQ(θ) + b1 + a2

∫
(g(θ) + αĝ(θ)) dQ(θ) + b2 (110)

which can be rewritten as follows,

r(α)=α

∫
ĝ(θ)(a2 + Lz(θ)) dQ(θ) +

a1
η

∫
f(g(θ) + αĝ(θ)) dQ(θ) +

∫
g(θ)(a2 + Lz(θ)) dQ(θ) + b1 + b2. (111)

Note that the first terms in (111) is linear with α; the second term can be written using the function r̂ : R → R in (60) such

that for all α ∈ (−ǫ, ǫ), with ǫ arbitrarily small, it holds that

r̂(α)=λ

∫
f(g(θ) + αĝ(θ)) dQ(θ); (112)

and the remaining terms are independent of α.

Hence, based on the fact that the function r̂ in (112) is differentiable at zero (see Lemma 4), so is the function r in (111),

which implies that the Gâteaux differential of ∂L(g, ĝ) in (109) exists. The derivative of the real function r in (111) is

d

dα
r(α) =

d

dα

(
α

∫
ĝ(θ)(a2 + Lz(θ)) dQ(θ) +

a1
η

∫
f(g(θ) + αĝ(θ)) dQ(θ)

+

∫
g(θ)(a2 + Lz(θ)) dQ(θ) + b1 + b2

)
(113)

=

∫
ĝ(θ)(a2 + Lz(θ)) dQ(θ) +

a1
η

∫
d

dα
f(g(θ) + αĝ(θ)) dQ(θ) (114)

=

∫
ĝ(θ)(a2 + Lz(θ)) dQ(θ) +

a1
η

∫
ĝ(θ)ḟ(g(θ) + αĝ(θ)) dQ(θ) (115)



where (114) follows from Theorem 7. From equations (109) and (115), it follows that

∂L(g;h) =

∫
ĝ(θ)(a2 + Lz(θ)) dQ(θ) +

a1
η

∫
ĝ(θ)ḟ(g(θ)) dQ(θ) (116a)

=

∫
ĝ(θ)

(
a2 + Lz(θ) +

a1
η
ḟ(g(θ))

)
dQ(θ). (116b)

A necessary condition to use Theorem 1 Chapter 7 in [25] for the functional L in (108) to have a minimum at g⋆ is that for

all functions ĝ ∈ S ,

∂L(g⋆;h) = 0. (117)

From (117), it follows that
(,λ)
Θ|Z=z

must satisfy for all functions ĝ in S that

Lz(θ) +
a1
η
ḟ(g(θ)) + a2 = 0. (118)

Assuming that

a1 6= 0, (119)

From (118), it follows that

g⋆(θ) = ḟ−1

(
−

η

a1
(Lz(θ) + a2)

)
, (120)

where the values a1 and a2 satisfy (107b) and (107c) and (119).

The remainder of the proof focuses on determining the values of a1, a2, b1, and b2, which must also be such that g⋆ in (120)

satisfies the constraints (105b) and (105c) under the assumption that Lz in (7) is separable. For instance, from constraints (105b)

and (107c) it follows that

a2 = −b2. (121)

From (121), the constraint in (107c) implies that the choice of a2 satisfies

1 =

∫
g⋆(θ) dQ(θ). (122)

Similarly, the function g⋆ in (120) is the Radon-Nikodym derivative with respect to Q of the solution P ⋆ ∈ △(M) to the

problem in (103). Hence, (107b) can be written as follows

a1
η
D(P ⋆‖Q) + b1 = 0, (123)

which implies

b1 = −
a1
η
D(P ⋆‖Q). (124)

Considering a1, note that if a1 < 0, given two models θ1 and θ2 in M, such that Lz(θ1) ≤ Lz(θ2), it holds that

−
a1
η
(Lz(θ1) + a2) < −

a1
η
(Lz(θ2) + a2). (125)

From Lemma 5, (120) implies that the function g⋆ is strictly increasing. Hence, under the assumption that a1 < 0,

inequality (125) implies that

g⋆(θ1) < g⋆(θ2). (126)

Since g⋆ is strictly increasing and positive, by observing that the expected empirical risk is a weighted average in which models

θ ∈ suppQ that induce larger values of empirical risk Lz are weighted more heavily implies that
∫

Lz(θ) dQ(θ) <

∫
Lz(θ)g

⋆(θ) dQ(θ), (127)

which is a contradiction. Thus, the focus in the remainder of the proof is the case in which

a1 > 0, (128)

which implies that for the models θ1 and θ2 in suppQ such that Lz(θ1) ≤ Lz(θ2), it holds that

g⋆(θ1) ≥ g⋆(θ2). (129)



Given the pairs (a1, a2) and (â1, â2) in R
2 such that each pair satisfies the constraints in (107b) and (107c), then from (120)

there exist a solution for each pair given by

g⋆(θ) = ḟ−1

(
−

η

a1
(Lz(θ) + a2)

)
, (130)

and

ĝ⋆(θ) = ḟ−1

(
−

η

â1
(Lz(θ) + â2)

)
, (131)

where the functions g⋆ and ĝ⋆ are the Radon-Nikodym derivative of the solutions P ⋆ and P̂ ⋆ with respect to Q for each pair

(a1, a2) and (â1, â2), respectively. Under the assumption that a1 < â1, it holds that for all θ ∈ suppQ,

−
η

a1
(Lz(θ) + a2) < −

η

â1
(Lz(θ) + a2), (132)

which from Lemma 5 implies that

ḟ−1

(
−

η

a1
(Lz(θ) + a2)

)
< ḟ−1

(
−

η

â1
(Lz(θ) + a2)

)
. (133)

From (133), it holds that

1 =

∫
ḟ−1

(
−

η

a1
(Lz(θ) + a2)

)
dQ(θ) (134)

<

∫
ḟ−1

(
−

η

â1
(Lz(θ) + a2)

)
dQ(θ). (135)

Then, for the pair (â1, â2) to satisfy,
∫

ḟ−1

(
−

η

â1
(Lz(θ) + â2)

)
dQ(θ) = 1, (136)

under the assumption that a1 < â1, the value â2 must satisfy a2 < â2. Using the fact that 0 < a1 < â1 and a2 < â2, consider

the partition of the set M formed by the sets A0, A1 and A2, which satisfy the following:

A0 ,

{
θ ∈ M : Lz(θ) =

a2â1 − â2a1
a1 − â1

}
, (137)

A1 ,

{
θ ∈ M : Lz(θ) <

a2â1 − â2a1
a1 − â1

}
, (138)

A2 ,

{
θ ∈ M : Lz(θ) >

a2â1 − â2a1
a1 − â1

}
. (139)

Note that for all θ ∈ A0, the pair (â1, â2) satisfies

−
η

â1
(Lz(θ) + â2) = −

η

â1

(
a2â1 − â2a1
a1 − â1

+ â2

)
(140)

= −
η

â1

(
a2â1 − â2a1
a1 − â1

+
â2(a1 − â1)

a1 − â1

)
(141)

= −
η

â1

(
a2â1 − â2â1
a1 − â1

)
(142)

= −η

(
a2 − â2
a1 − â1

)
. (143)

Similarly, for all θ ∈ A0, the pair (a1, a2) satisfies

−
η

a1
(Lz(θ) + a2) = −

η

a1

(
a2â1 − â2a1
a1 − â1

+ a2

)
(144)

= −
η

a1

(
a2â1 − â2a1
a1 − â1

+
a2(a1 − â1)

a1 − â1

)
(145)

= −
η

a1

(
a2a1 − â2a1
a1 − â1

)
(146)

= −η

(
a2 − â2
a1 − â1

)
. (147)



Hence, from (143) and (147) for all θ ∈ A0, it holds that

−
η

â1
(Lz(θ) + â2) = −

η

a1
(Lz(θ) + a2). (148)

Then, from (148) it follows that for all θ ∈ A0 it holds that

g⋆(θ) = ḟ−1

(
−

η

a1
(Lz(θ) + a2)

)
(149a)

= ḟ−1

(
−

η

â1
(Lz(θ) + â2)

)
(149b)

= ĝ⋆(θ), (149c)

where (149b) follows from the fact that ḟ−1 in (120) is strictly increasing. Therefore, for all θ ∈ A1, it holds that

g⋆(θ) > ĝ⋆(θ), (150)

and for all θ ∈ A2, it holds that

g⋆(θ) < ĝ⋆(θ), (151)

where inequalities (150) and (151) follow from (149) and the fact that ḟ−1 in (120) is strictly increasing (see Lemma 5). Let

P ⋆ and P̂ ⋆ denote the probability measures defined by the pairs (a1, a2) and (â1, â2), respectively. From (130) and (131) it

follows that

P ⋆(A1) =

∫

A1

g⋆(θ) dQ(θ), (152)

and

P̂ ⋆(A1) =

∫

A1

ĝ⋆(θ) dQ(θ). (153)

From (152) and (153) the measures P ⋆ and P̂ ⋆ over the set A1 in (138) satisfy

P ⋆(A1) =

∫

A1

g⋆(θ) dQ(θ) (154a)

>

∫

A1

ĝ⋆(θ) dQ(θ) (154b)

= P̂ ⋆(A1), (154c)

where (154b) follows from (150). Similarly, from (152) and (153), the measures P ⋆ and P̂ ⋆ over the set A2 in (139) satisfy

P ⋆(A2) =

∫

A2

g⋆(θ) dQ(θ) (155a)

<

∫

A2

ĝ⋆(θ) dQ(θ) (155b)

= P̂ ⋆(A2). (155c)

Hence, from (154) and (155) the expected empirical risk of the measures P ⋆ and P̂ ⋆ satisfies

Rz(P
⋆) < Rz(P̂

⋆). (156)

Observe that from (156) and the assumption of a1 < â1, it follows that

d

da1
Rz(P

⋆) =
d

da1

∫
Lz(θ) dP

⋆(θ) (157a)

= lim
â1→a1

∫
Lz(θ) dP̂

⋆(θ)−
∫
Lz(θ) dP

⋆(θ)

â1 − a1
(157b)

> 0, (157c)

where (157c) follows from (156). From (129), (150) and (151), for all models (θ1, θ2) ∈ A1 ×A2 it follows that

g⋆(θ1)− g⋆(θ2) > ĝ⋆(θ1)− ĝ⋆(θ2). (158)



Furthermore, from (158) and Lemma 5, for all models (θ1, θ2) ∈ (suppQ)
2
, such that Lz(θ1) < Lz(θ2), it follows that

g⋆(θ1)− g⋆(θ2) > ĝ⋆(θ1)− ĝ⋆(θ2) > 0. (159)

From (159) and the assumption that f is strictly convex, it holds that for all θ ∈ suppQ

f(g⋆(θ)) > f(ĝ⋆(θ)). (160)

Observe that from (160) and the assumption of a1 < â1, it follows that

d

da1
f(g⋆(θ)) = lim

â1→a1

f(g⋆(θ))− f(ĝ⋆(θ))

a1 − â1
(161)

< 0, (162)

which implies that f(g⋆) in (120) is strictly decreasing with respect to a1. Note also that

d

da1
Df (P

⋆‖Q) =
d

da1

∫
f(g⋆(θ)) dQ(θ) (163)

=

∫
d

da1
f(g⋆(θ)) dQ(θ) (164)

< 0, (165)

where (164) follows from the dominated convergence theorem by [31] in Theorem 1.6.9, and (165) follows from (162). Hence,

from (157) the terms
∫
g⋆(θ)Lz(θ) dQ(θ) in (103b) is strictly increasing with a1 and from (165) the term

∫
f(g⋆(θ)) dQ(θ)

in (103c) is strictly decreasing with a1. This implies that a1 > 0 shall be chosen such that

D(P ⋆
1 ‖Q) = η, (166)

and justify the uniqueness of the solution.

For the case in which the empirical risk function Lz in (7) is nonseparable (see Definition 2), the objective function in (10)

is a constant and thus the problem is ill-posted.

Therefore, choosing a real value λ = a1

η
, the real a2 to satisfy

a2 ∈

{
t ∈ R : ∀θ ∈ suppQ, 0 < ḟ−1

(
−
t+ Lz(θ)

λ

)}
, (167)

and denoting the solution P ⋆ as P
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

, it holds that g⋆ in (120) can be written as
dP

(Q,λ)

Θ|Z=z

dQ , and thus, for all (θ) ∈ suppQ,

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ) = ḟ−1

(
−
Lz(θ) + a2

λ

)
, (168)

where λ is such that Df

(
P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

‖Q
)
= η. This completes the proof.

APPENDIX C

PROOFS OF SECTION V

A. Proof of Theorem 3

Proof: The proof is divided into two parts. The first part uses the properties of the f -divergences regularization to prove

that the normalization function NQ,z : AQ,z → BQ,z in (16) is strictly increasing. The second part proves the continuity of

the function NQ,z in (??).

The first part is as follows. Given a pair (a, b) ∈ AQ,z × BQ,z, with AQ,z in (16), assume that

NQ,z(a) = b. (169)

This implies that

1 =

∫ dP
(Q,b)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ) dQ(θ) (170)

=

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
b+ Lz(θ)

a

)
dQ(θ). (171)

Note that the inverse ḟ−1 exists from the fact that f is strictly convex, which implies that ḟ is a strictly increasing function.

Hence, ḟ−1 is also a strictly increasing function in BQ,z based on Theorem 5.6.9 in [32]. Moreover, from the assumption



that f is strictly convex and differentiable, it holds that ḟ is continuous, which follows from Proposition 5.44 in [33]. This

implies that ḟ−1 is continuous. From Lemma 5 the function ḟ−1 is strictly increasing such that for all b ∈ BQ,z and for all

θ ∈ suppQ, it holds that

ḟ−1

(
−
b+ Lz(θ)

a

)
≤ ḟ−1

(
−
b+ δ⋆Q,z

a

)
, (172)

with δ⋆Q,z defined in (34). Then, from (172) it follows that

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
b+ Lz(θ)

a

)
dQ(θ) <

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
b+ δ⋆Q,z

a

)
dQ(θ) (173)

= ḟ−1

(
−
b+ δ⋆Q,z

a

)
(174)

< ∞, (175)

where (175) follows from AQ,z ⊆ (0,∞), which implies a > 0. For all (a1, a2) ∈ A2
Q,z, such that a1 < a < a2, it holds that

for all θ ∈ suppQ,

−
1

a1
(Lz(θ) + b) < −

1

a
(Lz(θ) + b) < −

1

a2
(Lz(θ) + b), (176)

which from Lemma 5 implies that

ḟ−1

(
−

1

a1
(Lz(θ) + b)

)
< ḟ−1

(
−
1

a
(Lz(θ) + b)

)
< ḟ−1

(
−

1

a2
(Lz(θ) + b)

)
. (177)

From (177), it holds that

1 =

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
1

a
(Lz(θ) + b)

)
dQ(θ) (178)

>

∫
ḟ−1

(
−

1

a1
(Lz(θ) + b)

)
dQ(θ). (179)

Similarly, from (177), it holds that

1 =

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
1

a
(Lz(θ) + b)

)
dQ(θ) (180)

<

∫
ḟ−1

(
−

1

a2
(Lz(θ) + b)

)
dQ(θ). (181)

Then, for the NQ,z(a1) to satisfy,

∫
ḟ−1

(
−

1

a1
(Lz(θ) +NQ,z(a1))

)
dQ(θ) = 1, (182)

and for the NQ,z(a2) to satisfy,

∫
ḟ−1

(
−

1

a2
(Lz(θ) +NQ,z(a2))

)
dQ(θ) = 1, (183)

under the assumption that a1 < a < a2, it holds that NQ,z(a1) and NQ,z(a2) satisfy

NQ,z(a1) < b < NQ,z(a2), (184)

which implies that the function NQ,z in (16) is strictly increasing.

For all (b1, b2) ∈ B2
Q,z, such that b1 < b < b2, it holds that for all θ ∈ suppQ,

−
1

a
(Lz(θ) + b1) > −

1

a
(Lz(θ) + b) > −

1

a
(Lz(θ) + b2), (185)

which from Lemma 5 implies that

ḟ−1

(
−
1

a
(Lz(θ) + b1)

)
> ḟ−1

(
−
1

a
(Lz(θ) + b)

)
> ḟ−1

(
−
1

a
(Lz(θ) + b2)

)
. (186)



From (186), it holds that

1 =

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
1

a
(Lz(θ) + b)

)
dQ(θ) (187)

<

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
1

a
(Lz(θ) + b1)

)
dQ(θ). (188)

Similarly, from (186), it holds that

1 =

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
1

a
(Lz(θ) + b)

)
dQ(θ) (189)

>

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
1

a
(Lz(θ) + b2)

)
dQ(θ). (190)

Then, for the a1 to satisfy,

∫
ḟ−1

(
−

1

a1
(Lz(θ) + b1)

)
dQ(θ) = 1, (191)

and for the a2 to satisfy,

∫
ḟ−1

(
−

1

a2
(Lz(θ) + b2)

)
dQ(θ) = 1, (192)

under the assumption that b1 < b < b2, it holds that a1 and a2 satisfy

a1 < a < a2, (193)

which implies that the function NQ,z in (16) is strictly increasing. Furthermore, from (184) and (193) the function NQ,z maps

one to one for all elements of AQ,z into the BQ,z, which implies it is bijective. Thus, the inverse N−1
Q,z : BQ,z → AQ,z is

well-defined for all b ∈ BQ,z, such that N−1
Q,z(b) = a. This completes the proof of the first part.

In the second part, the objective is to prove the continuity of the function NQ,z. To do so, an auxiliary function is introduced

and proven to be continuous. Under the assumptions (a), (b) and (c) from Theorem 1, the sets AQ,z and BQ,z in (16) are

non-empty such that

ā = supAQ,z , (194)

a = inf AQ,z , (195)

b̄ = supBQ,z, and (196)

b = inf BQ,z, (197)

such that

A = (a, ā) ⊆ (0,∞), and (198a)

B =
(
b, b̄
)
⊆ R. (198b)

Let the function F : A× B → (0,∞) be

F (a, b)=

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
b+ Lz(θ)

a

)
dQ(θ)− 1. (199)

The first step is to prove that the functions F in (199) is continuous in A and B defined in (198), respectively. This is proved

by showing that F always exhibits a limit in A and B. Then, for all (a, b) ∈ A× B and for all θ ∈ suppQ, it holds that

ḟ−1

(
−b− Lz(θ)

a

)
≤ḟ−1

(
−
b+ δ⋆Q,z

a

)
< ∞, (200)

where equality holds if and only if Lz(θ) = δ⋆Q,z. Now, from Corollary 24.5.1 in [21] the function ḟ−1 is continuous, such

that for all b ∈ B, it holds that

lim
b→β

ḟ−1

(
−b− Lz(θ)

a

)
=ḟ−1

(
−β − Lz(θ)

a

)
. (201)



Hence, from the dominated convergence theorem by [31] in Theorem 1.6.9, the following limit exists and satisfies

lim
b→β

F (a, b)=lim
b→β

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
b+ Lz(θ)

a

)
dQ(θ)− 1 (202)

=

∫ (
lim
b→β

ḟ−1

(
−
b+ Lz(θ)

a

))
dQ(θ)− 1 (203)

=

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
β + Lz(θ)

a

)
dQ(θ)− 1 (204)

=F (β, a), (205)

which proves that the function F in (199) is continuous in B. Similarly, from Corollary 24.5.1 in [21] the function ḟ−1 is

continuous, such that for all a ∈ A, it holds that

lim
a→λ

ḟ−1

(
−b− Lz(θ)

a

)
=ḟ−1

(
−b− Lz(θ)

λ

)
. (206)

Hence, from the dominated convergence theorem by [31] in Theorem 1.6.9, the following limit exists and satisfies

lim
a→λ

F (a, b)= lim
a→λ

∫
ḟ−1

(
−b− Lz(θ)

a

)
dQ(θ)− 1 (207)

=

∫ (
lim
a→λ

ḟ−1

(
−b− Lz(θ)

a

))
dQ(θ)− 1 (208)

=

∫
ḟ−1

(
−b− Lz(θ)

λ

)
dQ(θ)− 1 (209)

=F (λ, b), (210)

which proves that the function F in (199) is continuous in A. The proof continues by noting that from the definition of A
and B in (198) there exists at least one point (λ, β) ∈ A× B, such that

(λ, β) ∈ AQ,z × BQ,z, (211)

which implies that

F (λ, β)=

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
β + Lz(θ)

λ

)
dQ(θ)− 1 (212)

=

∫ dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ) dQ(θ)− 1 (213)

=

∫
dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)− 1 (214)

=0. (215)

Note that from (202) and (207) the function F is continuous and thus the partial derivative of F satisfy

∂

∂a
F (a, b)=

∂

∂a

(∫
ḟ−1

(
−
b+ Lz(θ)

a

)
dQ(θ)− 1

)
(216)

=

∫
∂

∂a
ḟ−1

(
−
b+ Lz(θ)

a

)
dQ(θ) (217)

=

∫
d

da
ḟ−1

(
−
b+ Lz(θ)

a

)
dQ(θ) (218)

=

∫
b+ Lz(θ)

a2
1

f̈
(
ḟ−1

(
− b+Lz(θ)

a

)) dQ(θ), (219)



where (219) follows from Lemma 7; and

∂

∂b
F (a, b)=

∂

∂b

(∫
ḟ−1

(
−
b+ Lz(θ)

a

)
dQ(θ)− 1

)
(220)

=

∫
∂

∂b
ḟ−1

(
−
b+ Lz(θ)

a

)
dQ(θ) (221)

=

∫
d

db
ḟ−1

(
−
b+ Lz(θ)

a

)
dQ(θ) (222)

=

∫
−
1

a

1

f̈
(
ḟ−1

(
− b+Lz(θ)

a

)) dQ(θ), (223)

where (223) follows from Lemma 7. Then, from The Implicit Function Theorem presented in [34, Theorem 4], the function NQ,z

exists and is unique in the open interval A with A in (198) and for all a ∈ A satisfies that

NQ,z(a)=b, (224)

such that

F (a,NQ,z(a))=0, (225)

which completes the proof of continuity for the normalization function NQ,z. Additionally, from Theorem 4 in [34] it follows

that

d

da
NQ,z(a)=−

(
∂

∂b
F (a,NQ,z(a))

)−1
∂

∂a
F (a,NQ,z(a)), (226)

=−

∫
NQ,z(a) + Lz(θ)

a2
1

f̈
(
ḟ−1

(
−

NQ,z(a)+Lz(θ)
a

)) dQ(θ)

∫
−
1

a

1

f̈
(
ḟ−1

(
−

NQ,z(a)+Lz(ν)
a

)) dQ(ν)

(227)

=

∫
NQ,z(a) + Lz(θ)

a

1

f̈
(
ḟ−1

(
−

NQ,z(a)+Lz(θ)
a

)) dQ(θ)

∫
1

f̈
(
ḟ−1

(
−

NQ,z(a)+Lz(ν)
a

)) dQ(ν)

(228)

=

∫
NQ,z(a) + Lz(θ)

a


f̈


dP

(Q,a)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)






−1

dQ(θ)

∫ 
f̈


dP

(Q,a)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(ν)






−1

dQ(ν)

(229)

=
NQ,z(a)

a
+

1

a

∫
Lz(θ)


f̈


dP

(Q,a)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)






−1

dQ(θ)

∫ 
f̈


dP

(Q,a)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(ν)






−1

dQ(ν)

(230)

=
NQ,z(a)

a
+

1

a

∫
Lz(θ)


f̈


dP

(Q,a)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)






−1

dQ(θ)

∫ 
f̈


dP

(Q,a)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(ν)






−1

dQ(ν)

(231)



=
NQ,z(a)

a
+

1

a

∫
Lz(θ)

1

f̈


dP

(Q,a)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)




∫
1

f̈

(
dP

(Q,a)

Θ|Z=z

dQ (ν)

) dQ(ν)

dQ(θ). (232)

The proof continues by considering a function ga : M → R, such that for all θ ∈ suppQ

ga(θ)=

1

f̈


dP

(Q,a)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)




∫
1

f̈

(
dP

(Q,a)

Θ|Z=z

dQ (ν)

) dQ(ν)

. (233)

Note that from the assumption that f is strictly convex and twice differentiable, the derivative ḟ is increasing, and the

second derivative f̈ is positive for all θ ∈ suppQ. Also, the denominator of the fraction is the integral of the reciprocal

of f̈

(
dP

(Q,a)

Θ|Z=z

dQ (ν)

)
with respect to the measure Q. This term serves as a normalization constant ensuring that the resulting

function is a proper probability density such that
∫

ga(θ) dQ(θ)=1. (234)

Therefore, the function ga in (233) can be interpreted as the Radon-Nikodym derivative of a new probability measure P (a),

parametrizes by the regularization factor a with respect to Q. Specifically, if we define a measure P (a) such that for any set

A ∈ FM,

P (a)(A) =

∫

A

1

f̈

(

dP
(Q,a)
Θ|Z=z

dQ (θ)

)

∫
1

f̈

(
dP

(Q,a)

Θ|Z=z

dQ (ν)

) dQ(ν)

dQ(θ). (235)

Therefore, for all θ ∈ suppQ it follows that

ga(θ)=
dP (a)

dQ
(θ). (236)

From (232) and (236)

NQ,z(a)=a
d

da
NQ,z(a)−

∫
Lz(θ)

dP (a)

dQ
(θ) dQ(θ) (237)

=a
d

da
NQ,z(a)− Rz

(
P (a)

)
, (238)

with Rz defined in (8). This completes the proof of the derivative of the Normalization function.

B. Proof of Lemma 2

Proof: Given a reference measure Q, a dataset z, a strictly convex and differentiable function f that induces an f -

divergence and the empirical risk function Lz in (7), under the assumption that there exists a λ ∈ (0,∞), such that the

optimization problem (9) has a solution, the proof is concerned with characterizing the set of all regularization factors λ for

which a solution exists. This set of regularization factors is denoted by AQ,z , where AQ,z ⊆ (0,∞). The proof is divided

into three parts. In the first part, the Legendre-Fenchel transform of f is connected to the Radon-Nikodym derivative of the

solution to the optimization problem in (9) presented in Theorem 1. In the second part, the strictly increasing property of the

Radon-Nikodym derivative, obtained from the connection established with the Legendre-Fenchel transform of f , is used to

evaluate the real values of λ under which assumption (13a) holds. In the third part, the strictly increasing property is used to

evaluate the real values of λ under which assumption (13b) holds.



The first part is as follows. The Legendre-Fenchel transform of f is defined as

f∗(t) , sup
s∈I

(ts− f(s)), (239)

where f∗ : J → R. From Assumption (a) and [21, Theorem 23.5] the Legendre-Fenchel transform f∗ in (239) satisfies

f∗(t) = t
d

dt
f∗(t)− f

(
d

dt
f∗(t)

)
. (240)

Furthermore, from Corollary 23.5.1 in [21], the function d
dtf

∗ : J → I satisfies

d

dt
f∗(t) =

(
df

dt

)−1

(t), (241)

which is the functional inverse of the derivative of f , denoted by ḟ−1 for simplicity. Note that, given the assumption that f is

strictly convex and induces an f -divergence, it follows from Theorem 12.2 in [21] that the function f∗ in (239) is also strictly

convex. From the strict convexity of f∗, it follows from Lemma 5 that ḟ−1 in (241) is strictly increasing. Furthermore, from

Corollary 26.3.1 in [21] f∗ in (239) is bijective with df
ds : I → J , which completes the first part of the proof.

The second part is as follows. Evaluating the real values of λ under which assumption in (13a) holds requires to show that

the function
dP

(Q,λ)

Θ|Z=z

dQ belongs to the set of nonnegative measurable functions. From the f -divergence in Definition 1 and the

fact that ḟ−1 strictly increasing and bijective, the proof follows by showing that the limit

lim
x→0+

ḟ(x) = t0, (242)

satisfies for all θ ∈ suppQ,

−
Lz(θ) + β

λ
> t0. (243)

Note that (243) is sufficient from the fact that the monotonicity of ḟ−1 implies that for all t > t0,

ḟ−1(t) > 0. (244)

To evaluate the real values of λ under which assumption in (13a) holds, three cases must be considered for the limit in (242).

Case 1: Assume that

lim
x→0+

ḟ(x) = ∞. (245)

Under the above assumption, for all θ ∈ suppQ,

−
Lz(θ) + β

λ
< ∞, (246)

which implies that

ḟ−1

(
−
Lz(θ) + β

λ

)
< 0. (247)

Hence, Assumption (b) in Theorem 1 is not satisfied and nothing can be stated about the solution.

Case 2: Assume that

lim
x→0+

ḟ(x) = a, (248)

where a ∈ R. Under the above assumption, consider the set

D = {θ ∈ suppQ : −Lz(θ) < aλ+ β}. (249)

On one hand, note that if the function Lz in (7) is unbounded in suppQ, from (248) the set D in (249) is nonegligble and

measurable, such that for all θ ∈ D,

−
Lz(θ) + β

λ
< a, (250)

which implies that

ḟ−1

(
−
Lz(θ) + β

λ

)
< 0. (251)



Hence, Assumption (b) in Theorem 1 is not satisfied and nothing can be stated about the solution. On the other hand, if the

function Lz in (7) is bounded in suppQ, such that

M = sup
θ∈suppQ

Lz(θ). (252)

Then, there exists a λQ,z ∈ (0,∞) such that

−M = aλQ,z + β. (253)

From (253) for all λ > λQ,z , it holds that for all θ ∈ suppQ,

ḟ−1

(
−
Lz(θ) + β

λ

)
> 0. (254)

From (254), consider the following conditions: If there exists a model θ̄ ∈ suppQ such that Lz
(
θ̄
)
= M , where M is defined

in (252), then the set of regularization factors λ for which the function
dP

(Q,λ)

Θ|Z=z

dQ is nonnegative is [λQ,z ,∞). Alternatively, if

for all models θ ∈ suppQ, it holds that Lz(θ) < M , where M is defined in (252), then the set of regularization factors λ for

which the function
dP

(Q,λ)

Θ|Z=z

dQ is nonnegative is (λQ,z ,∞).
Case 3: Assume that

lim
x→0+

ḟ(x) = −∞. (255)

Under the above assumption, for all θ ∈ suppQ,

−
Lz(θ) + β

λ
> −∞, (256)

which implies that

ḟ−1

(
−
Lz(θ) + β

λ

)
> 0. (257)

Hence, for all λ ∈ (0,∞) Assumption (b) in Theorem 1 is satisfied such that the nonnegativity of the function
dP

(Q,λ)

Θ|Z=z

dQ is

guaranteed. This completes the second part of the proof.

The third part is as follows. Evaluating the values λ under which assumption (13b) holds requires showing that there

exists a real value β ∈ R such that the integral of
dP

(Q,λ)

Θ|Z=z

dQ with respect to Q is one. From Theorem 3 the monotonicity of

the normalization function NQ,z in (16), there is a minimum regularization factor λ⋆
Q,z defined in (35). Furthermore, from

Theorem 3 the continuity of the function NQ,z implies that for all λ ∈
(
λ⋆
Q,z ,∞

)
, there exists a unique β ∈ BQ,z such that

Assumption (b) of Theorem 1 is satisfied. From Theorem 3, it holds that

lim
λ→λ⋆

Q,z
+
NQ,z(λ) = NQ,z

(
λ⋆
Q,z

)
, (258)

with the function NQ,z defined in (16) and the limit from the right is well-defined from the fact that the set AQ,z is convex.

To determine whether the infimum in (35) belongs to the set AQ,z two cases are considered.

Case 1: Assume that β > NQ,z

(
λ⋆
Q,z

)
, such that

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
β + Lz(θ)

λ⋆
Q,z

)
dQ(θ) = ∞. (259)

Notice that from (259) for all β1 ∈
[
NQ,z

(
λ⋆
Q,z

)
, β
)

and for all θ ∈ suppQ, it holds that

ḟ−1

(
−
β1 + Lz(θ)

λ⋆
Q,z

)
> ḟ−1

(
−
β + Lz(θ)

λ⋆
Q,z

)
. (260)

Hence, under the above assumption, NQ,z

(
λ⋆
Q,z

)
/∈ BQ,z which implies that the set of all regularization AQ,z in (16) that

satisfy assumption (13b) is AQ,z =
(
λ⋆
Q,z ,∞

)
.

Case 2: Assume that β > NQ,z

(
λ⋆
Q,z

)
, such that

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
β + Lz(θ)

λ⋆
Q,z

)
dQ(θ) < ∞. (261)



From the monotonicity of the solution in part one and continuity of the function NQ,z in (16) from Theorem 3, there exists a

β⋆
Q,z ∈ BQ,z such that NQ,z

(
λ⋆
Q,z

)
= β⋆

Q,z, which implies that the set of all regularization factors AQ,z =
[
λ⋆
Q,z ,∞

)
.

Finally, from parts two and three of the proof the set AQ,z is a convex set such that the regularization factors for which the

assumptions of Theorem 1 hold and are given by

AQ,z =





[
λ⋆
Q,z ,∞

)
if

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
β + Lz(θ)

λ⋆
Q,z

)
dQ(θ) < ∞,

(
λ⋆
Q,z ,∞

)
otherwise,

(262)

where β > limλ→λ⋆
Q,z

+ NQ,z(λ). This completes the proof.

C. Proof of Lemma 3

Proof: The following proof is divided into two parts. In the first part, an auxiliary function is introduced and proven to be

continuous. In the second part, a contradiction is shown under the assumption that ḟ−1 is nonnegative and the continuity of

the auxiliary function. Finally, it is shown that for nonnegative ḟ−1, the set of admissible regularization factors is the positive

reals.

The first part is as follows. Let the function k : R → (0,+∞), be such that

k(b)=

∫
ḟ−1

(
−b− Lz(θ)

λ

)
dQ(θ). (263)

The first step is to prove that the function k in (263) is continuous in R. This is proved by showing that k always exhibits a

limit. Note that from Lemma 5 the function ḟ−1 is strictly increasing, it holds that for all b ∈ BQ,z with BQ,z defined in (16)

and for all θ ∈ suppQ, it holds that

ḟ−1

(
−b− Lz(θ)

λ

)
≤ḟ−1

(
−
b

λ

)
, (264)

where equality holds if and only if Lz(θ) = 0. Now, from the Corollary 24.5.1 [21] the function ḟ−1 is continuous, such that

for all a ∈ B, it holds that

lim
b→β

ḟ−1

(
−b− Lz(θ)

λ

)
=ḟ−1

(
−β − Lz(θ)

λ

)
. (265)

Hence, from the dominated convergence theorem by [31] in Theorem 1.6.9, the following limit exists and satisfies

lim
b→β

k(b)=lim
b→β

∫
ḟ−1

(
−b− Lz(θ)

λ

)
dQ(θ) (266)

=

∫ (
lim
b→β

ḟ−1

(
−b− Lz(θ)

λ

))
dQ(θ) (267)

=

∫
ḟ−1

(
−β − Lz(θ)

λ

)
dQ(θ) (268)

=k(β), (269)

which proves that the function k in (263) is continuous.

The second part is as follows. From the assumption that BQ,z is nonempty, there is a b ∈ BQ,z and a λ ∈ (0,∞) such that,

1 =

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
b+ Lz

λ

)
dQ(θ). (270)

From Corollary 24.5.1 in [21] and Lemma 5 the function ḟ−1 is continuous and strictly increasing, for all b1 ∈
(
b⋆Q,z, b

)
and

for all b2 ∈ (b,∞), it holds that
∫

ḟ−1

(
−
b1 + Lz

λ

)
dQ(θ) > 1 >

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
b2 + Lz

λ

)
dQ(θ). (271)

Under the same argument, for all λ1 ∈ (0, λ) and for all λ2 ∈ (λ,∞), it holds that
∫

ḟ−1

(
−
b+ Lz

λ1

)
dQ(θ) < 1 <

∫
ḟ−1

(
−
b+ Lz

λ2

)
dQ(θ). (272)



Hence, given that the function k in (263) is continuous, strictly decreasing, from (271) then, there always exists two reals

b1 and b2 in BQ,z such that k(b1) < 1 < k(b2), it follows from the intermediate-value in [35, Theorem 4.23] that there always

exists a unique real b ∈ BQ,z such that k(b) = 1. Furthermore, for all b ∈ BQ,z there always exists two reals λ1 and λ2 in

(0,∞) such that inequality (272) holds, it follows from the intermediate-value theorem in [35, Theorem 4.23] that there always

exists a unique real b ∈ BQ,z for all λ ∈ (0,∞) such that k(b) = 1. Finally, from the fact that NQ,z in (16) is continuous and

strictly increasing, if BQ,z =
(
t⋆Q,z,∞

)
then the set of admissible regularization factors AQ,z in (16a) is identical to (0,∞),

which completes the proof.

APPENDIX D

PROOFS OF SECTION VI

A. Proof of Theorem 4

Proof: From Theorem 1, Theorem 2 and Lemma 7, the Legendre-Fenchel transform in Definition 4 satisfies for all

θ ∈ suppQ,

f


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


 = −

Lz(θ) +NQ,z(λ)

λ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)− f⋆

(
Lz(θ) +NQ,z(λ)

λ

)
, (273)

where (273) can be rearranged into

−
Lz(θ) +NQ,z(λ)

λ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ) = f


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


+ f⋆

(
Lz(θ) +NQ,z(λ)

λ

)
. (274)

Using (274), it can be shown that

λ

∫ 
f


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


+ f∗

(
−
Lz(θ) +NQ,z(λ)

λ

)


1−

dP

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)


 dQ(θ)

= λ

∫
−
Lz(θ) +NQ,z(λ)

λ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


1−

dP

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)


dQ(θ) (275)

= λ

∫
Lz(θ) +NQ,z(λ)

λ


dP

dQ
(θ)−

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


dQ(θ) (276)

= λ

∫
Lz(θ) +NQ,z(λ)

λ
dP (θ)− λ

∫
Lz(θ) +NQ,z(λ)

λ
dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ) (277)

=

∫
Lz(θ) dP (θ)−

∫
Lz(θ) dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ) +NQ,z(λ)−NQ,z(λ) (278)

= Rz(P )− Rz

(
P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

)
, (279)

= G

(
z, P, P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

)
, (280)

where (275) follows from (274), (276) follows from the fact that P is absolutely continuous with respect to Q; and (276)

follows from (39). This completes the proof.

B. Proof Theorem 5

Proof: From (39) the gap for an arbitrary dataset z and two arbitrary probability measures P1 and P2 satisfies

G(z, P1, P2) = Rz(P1)− Rz(P2) (281)



From Theorem 4 the gap for an arbitrary dataset z and two arbitrary probability measures P1 and P2 in △Q(M), is given

satisfies

G(z, P1, P2) = G

(
z, P1, P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

)
− G

(
z, P2, P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

)
(282)

= λ

∫ 
f


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


 + f∗

(
−
Lz(θ) + β

λ

)


1−

dP1

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)


dQ(θ)

−λ

∫ 
f


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


+ f∗

(
−
Lz(θ) + β

λ

)


1−

dP2

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)


 dQ(θ) (283)

= λ

∫ 
f


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


 + f∗

(
−
Lz(θ) + β

λ

)


 dP2

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)−
dP1

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)


dQ(θ). (284)

Substituting the probability measures P1 and P2 for the probability measures PΘ|Z=z and PΘ; and taking the expectation

of (284) with respect to PZ yields

G
(
PΘ|Z , PZ

)

= λ

∫ ∫ 
f


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


+ f∗

(
−
Lz(θ) + β

λ

)


dPΘ|Z=z

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)−
dPΘ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)


 dQ(θ) dPZ(z), (285)

which completes the proof.

C. Proof Theorem 6

Proof: From Theorem 1 and [21, Corollary 23.5.1], the Legendre-Fenchel transform in Definition 4 satisfies for all

θ ∈ suppQ,

ḟ


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ) = f


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


+ f⋆

(
−
Lz(θ) + β

λ

)
. (286)

Then, from Theorem 5 and (286), the generalization error of the solution to the ERM-fDR problem in (9) satisfies

G

(
P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z , PZ

)

= λ

∫ ∫ 
f


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


+ f∗

(
−
Lz(θ) + β

λ

)


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)−
dP

(Q,λ)
Θ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)


dQ(θ) dPZ(z) (287)

= λ

∫ ∫ 
f


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


+ f∗

(
−
Lz(θ) + β

λ

)


1−

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)


dQ(θ) dPZ(z) (288)

= λ

∫ ∫
ḟ


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


1−

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)


dQ(θ) dPZ(z) (289)

= λ

(∫ ∫
ḟ


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ) dQ(θ) dPZ(z)

−

∫ ∫
ḟ


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ

dQ
(θ) dQ(θ) dPZ(z)

)
(290)

= λ

(∫ ∫
ḟ


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


 dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ) dPZ(z) −

∫ ∫
ḟ


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


 dP

(Q,λ)
Θ

(θ) dPZ(z)

)
, (291)

where (289) follows from (286), (290) follows from Corollary 8. This completes the proof.



D. Proof Remark 1

Proof: Under the assumption that the function f in (9) is

f(x) = x log(x), (292)

from the Legendre-Fenchel transform in Definition 4 it follows that

f⋆(t) = exp(t+ 1). (293)

Note that for the relative entropy, it also holds that

d

dt
f⋆(t) = exp(t+ 1), (294)

which together with (293) and Theorem 1 yields

f⋆

(
−
Lz(θ) + β

λ

)
=

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ). (295)

Then, under the assumption in (292), the Gibbs algorithm satisfies for all z ∈ suppPZ and for all θ ∈ suppQ,

dPΘ|Z=z

dQ
(θ) =

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ). (296)

Then, from Theorem 5 it follows that,

G

(
P

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z , PZ

)

= λ

∫ ∫ 
f


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


+ f∗

(
−
Lz(θ) + β

λ

)


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)−
dP

(Q,λ)
Θ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)


dQ(θ) dPZ(z) (297)

= λ

∫ ∫ 
dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ) log


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


+

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)




1−

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)


dQ(θ) dPZ(z) (298)

= λ

∫ ∫ 
log


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


+ 1


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


1−

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ

dP
(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)


 dQ(θ) dPZ(z) (299)

= λ

∫ (∫ 
log


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


+ 1


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ) dQ(θ)

−

∫ 
log


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


+ 1


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ

dQ
(θ) dQ(θ)

)
dPZ(z) (300)

= λ

∫ [∫
log


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


 dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

(θ)−

∫
log


dP

(Q,λ)
Θ|Z=z

dQ
(θ)


 dP

(Q,λ)
Θ

(θ)

]
dPZ(z), (301)

where (297) follows from (292) and (296). Note also that (300) is the result of substituting ḟ(x) = log(x)+1 into Theorem 6.

This completes the proof.
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