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Minimisation du Risque Empirique avec
Régularisation par l’Entropie Relative Type-II

Résumé : L’effet de l’asymétrie de l’entropie relative est analysé dans
le contexte de la minimisation du risque empirique (ERM) avec régularisation
par entropie relative (ERM-RER). Deux régularisations sont considérées : paq

l’entropie relative de la mesure à optimiser par rapport à une mesure de référence
(Type-I ERM-RER) ; et pbq l’entropie relative de la mesure de référence par
rapport à la mesure à optimiser (Type-II ERM-RER). Le résultat principal
est la caractérisation de la solution du problème Type-II ERM-RER et de ses
propriétés essentielles. En comparant le bien connu Type-I ERM-RER avec le
Type-II ERM-RER, les effets de l’asymétrie de l’entropie sont mis en évidence.
L’analyse montre que, dans les deux cas, la régularisation par entropie relative
force le support de la solution à se réduire au support de la mesure de référence,
introduisant ainsi un fort biais inductif qui annule les preuves fournies par les
données d’apprentissage. Enfin, il est montré que la régularisation de Type-II
est équivalente à la régularisation de Type-I au moyen d’ une transformation
appropriée de la fonction de risque empirique.

Mots-clés : Apprentissage Supervisé; Minimisation du Risque Empirique;
Entropie Relative; Régularisation; Algorithme de Gibbs; Mesure de Gibbs; Sen-
sitivité; et Généralisation
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1 Introduction

EMPIRICAL risk minimization (ERM) is a central tool in supervised ma-
chine learning. Among other uses, it enables the characterization of sample

complexity and probably approximately correct (PAC) learning in a wide range
of settings [3]. The application of ERM in the study of theoretical guarantees
spans related disciplines such as machine learning [4], information theory [5, 6]
and statistics [7, 8]. Classical problems such as classification [9, 10], pattern
recognition [11, 12], regression [13, 14], and density estimation [11, 15] can be
posed as special cases of the ERM problem [15, 16]. Unfortunately, ERM is
prone to training data memorization, a phenomenon also known as overfit-
ting [17–19]. For that reason, ERM is often regularized in order to provide
generalization guarantees [20–23]. Regularization establishes a preference over
the models by encoding features of interest that conform to prior knowledge.
In different statistical learning frameworks, such as Bayesian learning [24, 25]
and PAC learning [26–28], the prior knowledge over the set of models can be
described by a reference probability measure. More general references can be
adopted as proved in [29, 30] for the case of σ-finite measures. In either case,
the solution to the regularized ERM problem can be cast as a probability dis-
tribution over the set of models. Prior knowledge of the set of datasets can also
be represented by probability measures, e.g., the worst-case data-generating
probability measure introduced in [31].

1.1 Motivation

A common regularizer of the ERM problem is the relative entropy of the op-
timization probability measure with respect to a given reference measure over
the set of models [15, 32–34]. The resulting problem formulation, termed ERM
with relative entropy regularization (ERM-RER) has been extensively studied
for both the case in which the reference measure is a probability measure [32–35]
and the case in which it is a σ-finite measure [29,30,36]. While in both cases the
solution is unique and corresponds to a Gibbs probability measure, the existence
of the solution is guaranteed only in the case in which the reference measure is
a probability measure [30]. Despite the many merits of the ERM-RER formula-
tion, it has some significant limitations. Firstly, the absolute continuity of the
optimization measure with respect to the reference measure is required for the
existence of the corresponding Radon-Nikodym derivative, which is used by the
relative entropy regularization. This absolute continuity sets an insurmount-
able barrier to the exploration of models outside the support of the reference
measure. More specifically, models outside the support of the reference measure
exhibit zero probability with respect to the Gibbs probability measure solu-
tion to ERM-RER, regardless of the evidence provided by the training dataset.
Furthermore, selecting priors with full support often leads to computationally
expensive partition functions [30,32,33] in high-dimensional spaces. While pri-
ors with large supports ensure the inclusion of high-performing models, they also
assign non-zero probability to models with poor empirical risk. Secondly, the
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6 Daunas, Perlaza, Esnaola, and Poor

choice of relative entropy over alternative divergences often follows arguments
based on the simplicity of obtaining generalization guarantees in the form of
bounds [20] or even closed form expressions, see [30] and [37]. Nonetheless,
such bounds and closed form expressions are often hard to calculate and are not
always informative when evaluated in practical settings [1, 30, 31, 38–42]. The
problem of ERM with a general f -divergence regularization has been explored
in [43] and [44] in the case of a finite countable set of models, and recently
extended to uncountable sets of models in [45] and [46]. The authors in [43–46]
constrain the optimization domains to sets of measures that are mutually ab-
solutely continuous with respect to the reference probability measure. In view
of these, exploring the asymmetry of relative entropy is of particular interest to
advancing the understanding of entropy regularization in the context of ERM
and its role in generalization. Additionally, examining the asymmetry opens
novel pathways to overcome some of the constraints imposed by relative en-
tropy regularization, such as, the ability to select models outside the support of
the prior.

The use of the relative entropy of the optimization measure with respect to the
reference measure as a regularizer in the ERM-RER is termed Type-I ERM-
RER. Alternatively, the use of the relative entropy of the reference measure with
respect to the optimization measure is termed Type-II ERM-RER. Interestingly,
the results in [43–45], which lead to special cases of the Type-I and Type-II
ERM-RER problems by assuming that fpxq = −x logpxq and fpxq = − logpxq,
respectively, do not study the impact of the asymmetry of relative entropy.
Another observation that motivates studying the asymmetry of relative entropy
in ERM-RER is that numerical analyses of the Type-II ERM-RER, presented
in Section 7, suggest that Type-II regularization exhibits a markedly different
relationship between test error and training error when compared to that of
Type-I regularization. While, the generalization capabilities of Type-I are better
in the simulations carried out for this work, the performance of the Type-II
regularization is comparable and displays promising properties that warrant
further research.

1.2 Contributions

This paper presents the solution to Type-II ERM-RER optimization problem
using a new method of proof. In particular, mutual absolute continuity between
the measures involved is not imposed. Surprisingly, mutual absolute continuity
is exhibited by the solution as a consequence of the structure of the problem.
The key properties of the solution are highlighted, and an equivalence between
the Type-I and Type-II ERM-RER problems is presented. This equivalence
is achieved by replacing the empirical risk in the Type-I ERM-RER problem
with another function, which can be interpreted as a tunable loss function,
as described in [47–49]. The remainder of the paper is organized as follows.
Section 2 presents the ERM-RER problem and its two variations: Type-I and
Type-II. The main contribution of this paper, which is the solution to the

Inria
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Type-II ERM-RER problem, is presented in Section 3. This section also presents
key properties of the solution. Section 6 uses these properties to characterize
the expected empirical risk. Section 7 studies the equivalence between Type-I
and Type-II ERM-RER problems. This work is concluded by Section 8, with
some final remarks.

2 Empirical Risk Minimization
Let M, X and Y, with M ⊆ Rd and d ∈ N, be sets of models, patterns, and
labels, respectively. A pair px, yq ∈ X × Y is referred to as a labeled pattern or
as a data point. Given n data points, with n ∈ N, denoted by px1, y1q, px2, y2q,
. . ., pxn, ynq, the corresponding dataset is represented by the tuple

z ≜ ppx1, y1q, px2, y2q, . . . , pxn, ynqq ∈ pX × Yq
n
. (1)

Let the function f : M×X → Y be such that the label assigned to the pattern
x according to the model θ ∈ M is fpθ, xq. Let also the function

ℓ : Y × Y → r0,∞q (2)

be such that given a data point px, yq ∈ X ×Y, the risk induced by a model θ ∈
M is ℓpfpθ, xq, yq. In the following, the risk function ℓ is assumed to be non-
negative and for all y ∈ Y, ℓpy, yq = 0.

The empirical risk induced by the model θ, with respect to the dataset z in (1)
is determined by the function Lz : M → r0,∞q, which satisfies

Lzpθq =
1

n

n∑
i=1

ℓpfpθ, xiq, yiq. (3)

Using this notation, the ERM consists of the following optimization prob-
lem:

min
θ∈M

Lzpθq. (4)

Let the set of solutions to the ERM problem in (4) be denoted by

T pzq ≜ arg min
θ∈M

Lzpθq. (5)

Note that if the set M is finite, the ERM problem in (4) always possesses a
solution, and thus, |T pzq| > 0. Nonetheless, in general, the ERM problem does
not necessarily possess a solution, i.e., it might happen that |T pzq| = 0.

The PAC and Bayesian frameworks, as discussed in [25] and [27], address the
problem in (4) by constructing probability measures, conditioned on the dataset
z, from which models are randomly sampled. In this context, the focus is on
probability measures that assign high probability to minimizers of the ERM
problem in (4). Such probability measures are defined on the measurable
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8 Daunas, Perlaza, Esnaola, and Poor

space pM,F q, which is denoted by △pMq. From this perspective, the un-
derlying assumption in the remainder of this work is that the functions f and ℓ
in (3) are such that for all px, yq ∈ X ×Y, the function gx,y : M → r0,∞q, such
that gx,ypθq = ℓpfpθ, xq, yq, is measurable with respect to the Borel measurable
spaces pM,F q and pR,BpRqq, where F and BpRq are, respectively, Borel σ-
fields on M and R. Under these assumptions, a common metric is the expected
empirical risk.
Definition 2.1 (Expected Empirical Risk). Given the dataset z ∈ pX × Yq

n

in (1), let the functional Rz : △pMq → r0,∞q be such that

RzpP q =

∫
LzpθqdP pθq, (6)

where the function Lz is defined in (3).

In the following section, the Type-I relative entropy regularization is reviewed
as it serves as the basis for the analysis of the regularization asymmetry.

2.1 The Type-I ERM-RER Problem
The Type-I ERM-RER problem is parameterized by a probability measure Q ∈
△pMq and a real λ ∈ p0,∞q. The measure Q is referred to as the reference
measure and λ as the regularization factor. The Type-I ERM-RER problem,
with parameters Q and λ, is given by the following optimization problem:

min
P∈△QpMq

RzpP q + λDpP∥Qq, (7)

where the functional Rz is defined in (6), and the optimization domain is

△QpMq ≜ {P ∈ △pMq : P ≪ Q}, (8)

with the notation P ≪ Q standing for P being absolutely continuous with
respect to Q.

The solution to the Type-I ERM-RER problem in (7) is the Gibbs probability
measure reported in [29, 32] and [33]. In order to introduce such a measure,
consider the function KQ,z : R→ R that satisfies for all t ∈ R,

KQ,zptq = log

ˆ∫
expptLzpθqq dQpθq

˙

, (9)

with Lz in (3). Using this notation, the solution to the Type-I ERM-RER
problem in (7) is presented by the following lemma.
Lemma 2.1 ( [30, Theorem 3]). The solution to the optimization problem in (7)
is a unique probability measure, denoted by P pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z, which satisfies for all θ ∈
suppQ,

dP
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq = exp

ˆ

−KQ,z

ˆ

− 1

λ

˙

− 1

λ
Lzpθq

˙

, (10)

where the function Lz is defined in (3) and the function KQ,z is defined in (9).

Inria
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2.2 The Type-II ERM-RER Problem
The Type-II ERM-RER problem is parameterized by a probability measure
Q ∈ △pMq and a real λ ∈ p0,∞q. As in the Type-I ERM-RER problem, the
measure Q is referred to as the reference measure and λ as the regularization
factor. Given the dataset z ∈ pX × Yq

n in (1), the Type-II ERM-RER problem,
with parameters Q and λ, consists of the following optimization problem:

min
P∈▽QpMq

RzpP q + λDpQ∥P q, (11)

where the functional Rz is defined in (6), and the optimization domain is

▽QpMq ≜ {P ∈ △pMq : Q≪ P}. (12)

The difference between Type-I and Type-II ERM-RER problems lies on the
regularization. While the former uses the relative entropy DpP∥Qq, the latter
uses DpQ∥P q. This translates into different optimization domains due to the
asymmetry of the relative entropy. More specifically, in the Type-I ERM-RER
problem, the optimization domain is the set of probability measures on the Borel
measurable space pM,F q that are absolutely continuous with the reference
measure Q. That is, the set △QpMq in (8). Alternatively, in the Type-II ERM-
RER problem, the optimization domain consists of probability measures defined
on the Borel measurable space pM,F q, with the additional condition that the
reference measure Q must be absolutely continuous with respect to them. This
corresponds to the set denoted as ▽QpMq in (12). From this perspective, the
techniques used in [30] for solving the Type-I ERM-RER no longer hold. In
the next section, a new technique is developed for solving the Type-II ERM-
RER.

The problems in (7) and (11) exhibit trivial solutions when the functional Rz

is such that for all P ∈ △QpMq or P ∈ ▽QpMq, respectively, it holds that
RzpP q = c, for some c ∈ r0,∞q. In such a case, the solution is unique and
equal to the probability measure Q, independently of the parameter λ. In
order to avoid this trivial case, the notion of separability of the empirical risk
function with respect to the measure Q is borrowed from [30]. A separable
empirical risk function with respect to a given probability measure P is defined
as follows.
Definition 2.2 (Definition 5 in [30]). The empirical risk function Lz in (3) is
said to be separable with respect to the probability measure P ∈ △pMq, if there
exist a positive real c > 0 and two subsets A and B of M that are nonnegligible
with respect to P , and for all pθ1,θ2q ∈ A× B,

Lzpθ1q< c <Lzpθ2q <∞. (13)

A nonseparable empirical risk function Lz in (3) with respect to a measure P
is a constant almost surely with respect to the measure P . More specifically,
there exists a real a ≥ 0, such that

P p{θ ∈ M : Lzpθq = a}q = 1. (14)

RR n° 9508



10 Daunas, Perlaza, Esnaola, and Poor

When the empirical risk function Lz in (3) is nonseparable with respect to all
measures in P ∈ ▽QpMq, the trivial case described above is observed. The
notion of separable empirical risk functions would play a central role in the
study of the optimization problem in (11).

3 The Solution to the Type-II ERM-RER Prob-
lem

The solution to the Type-II ERM-RER problem in (11) is presented in the
following theorem.
Theorem 3.1. If there exists a real β such that

β ∈ {t ∈ R : ∀θ ∈ suppQ, 0 < t+ Lzpθq}, (15a)

and ∫
λ

β + Lzpθq
dQpθq = 1, (15b)

with the function Lz defined in (3), and λ and Q the parameters of the op-
timization problem in (11), then, the solution to such a problem, denoted by
P̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∈△pMq, is unique and for all θ ∈ suppQ, it satisfies

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq =

λ

β + Lzpθq
. (16)

Before introducing the proof of Theorem 3.1, two important results are pre-
sented. The first result provides the solution to the optimization problem in (11)
when the optimization domain is restricted to

⃝QpMq ≜ ▽QpMq ∩△QpMq, (17)

where the sets △QpMq and ▽QpMq are defined in (8) and (12), respectively.
This ancillary problem can be formulated as follows:

min
P∈⃝QpMq

RzpP q + λDpQ∥P q, (18)

where the functional Rz is defined in (6). The solution to the problem in (18)
is described by the following lemma.
Lemma 3.1. The solution to the optimization problem in (18) is unique and
identical to the probability measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16).

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix B.

The second result consists of comparing the optimal values resulting from the
optimization problems in (11) and (18), as shown hereunder.

Inria
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Lemma 3.2. The optimization problems in (11) and (18) satisfy

min
P∈▽Q

RzpP q + λDpQ∥P q ≥ min
P∈⃝Q

RzpP q + λDpQ∥P q. (19)

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix C.

Lemma 3.2 unveils the fact that the objective function in (11) when evaluated
at measures whose support extends beyond the support of Q is larger than such
an objective function evaluated at measures whose support is identical to the
reference measure. This includes the case in which the set T pzq in (5) lies
outside the support of Q. Using these results, the proof of Theorem 3.1 is as
follows.

Proof of Theorem 3.1: The proof follows by observing that from (17), it holds
that

⃝QpMq ⊆ ▽QpMq. (20)

Hence, from (20), it follows that

min
P∈▽Q

RzpP q + λDpQ∥P q ≤ min
P∈⃝Q

RzpP q + λDpQ∥P q. (21)

From the inequalities in (19) and (21), it also follows that

min
P∈▽Q

RzpP q + λDpQ∥P q = min
P∈⃝Q

RzpP q + λDpQ∥P q. (22)

Thus, the measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16) is the solution of the optimization problem
in (11), which completes the proof of Theorem 3.1.

Lemma 3.2 implies that the solution to the optimization problem in (11) is in
the set ⃝QpMq in (16). A consequence of this observation is the following
corollary.
Corollary 3.3. The probability measures Q and P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16) are mutually
absolutely continuous.

Corollary 3.3 also follows from Theorem 3.1 by observing that the solution to
the Type-II ERM-RER problem in (11) is expressed in terms of its Radon-
Nikodym derivative with respect to Q, which implies the absolute continuity
of P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z with respect to Q. The absolute continuity of the measure Q with

respect to P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z follows from the optimization domain of the Type-II ERM-
RER problem. From this perspective, Corollary 3.3 conveys the fact that there
does not exist a dataset that can overcome the inductive bias induced by the
reference measure Q. That is, sets of models outside the support of Q exhibit
zero probability measure with respect to the measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z.

This observation is important as, at first glance, the Type-II relative entropy
regularization for the ERM problem in (11) does not restrict the solution to
be absolutely continuous with respect to the reference measure Q. However,
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12 Daunas, Perlaza, Esnaola, and Poor

Theorem 3.1 shows that the support of the probability measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16)
collapses into the support of the reference. A parallel can be established between
Type-I and Type-II cases, as in both cases, the support of the solution is the
support of the reference measure. In a nutshell, the use of relative entropy
regularization inadvertently forces the solution to coincide with the support of
the reference regardless of the training data.

4 The Normalization Function
Let the set AQ,z ⊆ p0,∞q and CQ,z ⊂ R, with Q and z in (11), be such that
if λ ∈ AQ,z, then there exists a β ∈ CQ,z that satisfies the inclusion in (15a)
and (15b). From Theorem 3.1, specifically from the uniqueness of the solution
to (11), it follows that for all pλ, βq ∈ AQ,z × CQ,z and for all α ∈ R, with
α ̸= β, it holds that pλ, αq /∈ AQ,z × CQ,z. This observation allows establishing
a bijection between these two sets. Let such a bijection be represented by the
function

K̄Q,z : AQ,z → CQ,z, (23a)

which satisfies
K̄Q,zpλq = β, (23b)

with λ and β satisfying (15). The function K̄Q,z in (23) is referred to as the
normalization function. This is due to the observation that the Radon-Nikodym

derivative
dP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ in (16) can be re-written for all θ ∈ suppQ, as

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq =

λ

K̄Q,zpλq + Lzpθq
, (24)

which together with (15b), implies that the function K̄Q,z ensures that P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

in (16) is a probability measure.

The analysis of the normalization function K̄Q,z in (23) relies on the analysis
of its functional inverse, denoted by K̄−1

Q,z : CQ,z → AQ,z, which can be defined
by noticing that

1 =

∫ dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθqdQpθq (25a)

=

∫
λ

Lzpθq + β
dQpθq, (25b)

with the function Lz defined in (3), and λ and Q the parameters of the optimiza-
tion problem in (11). More specifically, from (23b), it follows that λ = K̄−1

Q,zpβq;
and from (25b), it follows that

K̄−1
Q,zpβq =

1∫
1

Lzpθq+β dQpθq
. (26)
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Note that while the function K̄Q,z in (23) is defined implicitly, its functional
inverse K̄−1

Q,z is defined explicitly in (26). The existence of the function and
inverese follows from the fact that K̄Q,z is a bijection.

The purpose of the remaining of this section is to provide a characterization of
the sets AQ,z and CQ,z. To do so, some mathematical objects are introduced.
Given a real δ ∈ r0,∞q, consider the Rashomon set [50], Lzpδq, defined as
follows

Lzpδq ≜ {θ ∈ M : Lzpθq ≤ δ}. (27)

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

δ⋆Q,z ≜ inf{δ ∈ r0,∞q : QpLzpδqq > 0}, (28)

and

λ⋆Q,z ≜ inf AQ,z. (29)

Let also L⋆
Q,z be the level set of the empirical risk function Lz in (3) for the

value δ⋆Q,z. That is,

L⋆
Q,z ≜

{
θ ∈ M : Lzpθq = δ⋆Q,z

}
. (30)

Using the objects defined above, the following lemma introduces one of the main
properties of the function K̄Q,z in (23).
Lemma 4.1. The function K̄Q,z in (23) is strictly increasing and continuous.

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix D.

The following lemma characterizes the sets AQ,z and CQ,z in (23a), which are
the domain and codomain of the function K̄Q,z in (23b).
Lemma 4.2. The set AQ,z in (23a) is either empty or an interval of the form

AQ,z =

{
rλQ,z,∞q if

∫
1

Lzpθq−δ⋆Q,z
dQpθq <∞

p0,∞q otherwise,
(31)

where

λQ,z = K̄−1
Q,z

`

−δ⋆Q,z

˘

, (32)

with K̄−1
Q,z in (26), the function Lz is defined in (3), and δ⋆Q,z is defined in (28).

Moreover, the set CQ,z in (23a) is either empty or an interval of the form

CQ,z =

{
“

−δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

if
∫

1
Lzpθq−δ⋆Q,z

dQpθq <∞.
`

−δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

otherwise.
(33)

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix E.
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14 Daunas, Perlaza, Esnaola, and Poor

Lemma 4.2 shows that the sets AQ,z and CQ,z in (23a) are convex sets (intervals).
Appendix T introduces some examples to illustrate particular cases in which the
set AQ,z is open or semi-open. The convexity of AQ,z and CQ,z is crucial for
analyzing how the choice of λ influences whether the Type-II ERM-RER prob-
lem in (11) has a solution. For instance, if λ ∈ AQ,z, then the measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

is the unique solution to the problem in (11) (Theorem 3.1). Moreover, as λ
increases, the resulting Type-II ERM-RER problem still possesses a solution,
which is formalized by the following corollary.
Corollary 4.3. If the Type-II ERM-RER problem in (11) possesses a solution,
then, the following problem

min
P∈▽QpMq

RzpP q + αDpQ∥P q, (34)

with α ⩾ λ, also possesses a solution.

Additionally, Lemma 4.2 allows identifying how small λ in (11) can be, such
that the Type-II ERM-RER problem in (11) still possesses a solution. The
regularization factor λ can be made arbitrarily close to zero in some cases, as
shown hereunder.
Corollary 4.4. If the set M is finite, then the set AQ,z in (23a) is p0,∞q.

Corollary 4.4 follows by noticing that if the set M is finite, the subset L⋆
Q,z

in (30) satisfies Q
`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

> 0. Thus, the integral in (33) is not finite, which
follows from the fact that for all θ ∈ L⋆

Q,z, Lzpθq−δ⋆Q,z = 0. Another immediate
consequence of Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.2 is the following corollary.
Corollary 4.5. If the real value δ⋆Q,z = 0, with δ⋆Q,z in (28), then the func-
tion K̄Q,z in (23b) is strictly positive.

This section is closed by leveraging Lemma 4.2 for presenting a key property of
the function K̄Q,z in (23b).
Lemma 4.6. The function K̄Q,z in (23) satisfies

lim
λ→λ⋆

Q,z
+
K̄Q,zpλq = −δ⋆Q,z, (35)

where δ⋆Q,z and λ⋆Q,z are defined in (28) and (29), respectively.

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix F.

The limit in (35) is determined by the set of models in the support of the prior
with the lowest empirical risk determined by the choice of the loss function ℓ
and the function f in (3).

5 Properties of the Solution

5.1 Bounds on the Radon-Nikodym Derivative
Note that from Theorem 3.1, models resulting in lower empirical risks corre-

spond to greater values of the Radon-Nikodym derivative
dP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ in (16). The

Inria
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following corollary formalizes this observation.
Lemma 5.1. For all pθ1,θ2q ∈ psuppQq

2, such that Lzpθ1q ≤ Lzpθ2q, with Lz

in (3), the Radon-Nikodym derivative
dP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ in (16) satisfies

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθ2q ≤

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθ1q, (36)

with equality if and only if Lzpθ1q = Lzpθ2q.

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix G.

The intuition that follows from Lemma 5.1 is that, under the assumption that
the ERM problem in (4) possesses a solution in the support of the reference mea-

sure, the maximum of the function
dP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ in (16) is achieved by the models in
T pzq∩suppQ, provided that it is not empty, with T pzq in (5). Furthermore, the

Radon-Nikodym derivative
dP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ is monotonic with respect to the empirical
risk Lz in (3). This property is similar to that of the solution to the Type-I
ERM-RER problem in (10), as established in [30, Corollary 1].

The Radon-Nikodym derivative
dP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ in (16) is always finite and strictly
positive. This observation is formalized in the following lemma.

Lemma 5.2. The Radon-Nikodym derivative
dP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ in (16) satisfies for all θ ∈
suppQ,

0 <
dP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq ≤ λ

δ⋆Q,z + K̄Q,zpλq
<∞, (37)

where the function K̄Q,z and the real δ⋆Q,z are defined in (23a) and (28), respec-
tively. The equality holds if and only if θ ∈ L⋆

Q,z ∩ suppQ, with L⋆
Q,z in (30).

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix H.

5.2 Asymptotes of the Radon-Nikodym Derivative
In the asymptotic regime, when the regularization factor λ in (11) grows to in-
finity, i.e., λ→ ∞, the measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z becomes identical to the reference mea-
sure Q, up to sets of measure zero, as described in the following lemma.

Lemma 5.3. The Radon-Nikodym derivative
dP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ in (16) satisfies for all θ ∈
suppQ,

lim
λ→∞

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq = 1. (38)

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix I.

Lemma 5.3 unveils a similarity between Type-I and Type-II regularization as the
Type-I measure P pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (10), also exhibits a similar behavior [30, Lemma 7].
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Alternatively, when the regularization factor decreases to zero from the right,

i.e., λ → 0+, the Radon-Nikodym derivative
dP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ in (16) exhibits the fol-
lowing behavior.
Lemma 5.4. If Q

`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

> 0, with the set L⋆
Q,z in (30), then the Radon-

Nikodym derivative
dP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ in (16) satisfies for all θ ∈ suppQ,

lim
λ→0+

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq =

1

Q
´

L⋆
Q,z

¯1{θ∈L⋆
Q,z}. (39)

On the ofther hand, if Q
`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

= 0 and λ⋆Q,z in (29) satisfies λ⋆Q,z = 0, then
for all θ ∈ suppQ, it holds that

lim
λ→0+

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq =

{
∞ if θ ∈ L⋆

Q,z

0 otherwise.
(40)

Conversely, if Q
`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

= 0 and λ⋆Q,z > 0, then for all θ ∈ suppQ, it holds that

lim
λ→λ⋆

Q,z
+

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq =

λ⋆Q,z

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

. (41)

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix J.

Lemma 5.4 highlights that in the asymptotic regime when the regularization fac-

tor decreases to zero from the right, i.e., λ→ 0+, the value
dP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ pθq does not
depend on the exact model θ but rather on whether θ ∈ suppQ ∩ L⋆

Q,z. In the

case in which θ ∈ suppQ∩L⋆
Q,z, it holds that limλ→0+

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ pθq > 0. Other-

wise, limλ→0+
dP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ pθq = 0. In the special case in which δ⋆Q,z = 0, with δ⋆Q,z

in (28), the set L⋆
Q,z satisfies L⋆

Q,z = T pzq, where T pzq is defined in (5). This
implies a concentration of probability over T pzq ∩ suppQ, which establishes a
connection with the ERM problem without regularization in (4).

Furthermore, in the asymptotic regime, when the regularization factor decreases
to zero from the right, the solutions to the Type-I and Type-II ERM-RER
problems exhibit the same asymptotic behavior, as shown in [30, Lemma 6].
This aligns with the observation that as λ decreases, the optimization problems
in (7) and (11) exhibit a weaker relative entropy constraint. A stronger result
that follows from Lemma 5.4 is presented in the following lemma.
Lemma 5.5. If λ⋆Q,z in (29) satisfies λ⋆Q,z = 0, then the measure P̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

in (16) and the set L⋆
Q,z in (30) satisfy

lim
λ→0+

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

= 1. (42)
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Alternatively, if λ⋆Q,z > 0, then the measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16) and the set L⋆
Q,z

in (30) satisfy

lim
λ→λ⋆

Q,z
+
P̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

= 0. (43)

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix K.

Lemma 5.5 shows that indeed, if λ⋆Q,z = 0 and the regularization factor λ
approaches zero from the right, the probability measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16) concen-
trates on a set of models that induce minimum empirical risk, i.e., the set L⋆

Q,z

in (30).

6 The Expected Empirical Risk
This section focuses on the expected empirical risk induced by the probability
measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16). That is, the value Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

, with the functional Rz

defined in (6).

The following lemma establishes a relation between Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

, λ, and the
function K̄Q,z in (23b).
Lemma 6.1. The probability measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16) satisfies

Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

= λ− K̄Q,zpλq, (44)

where the functional Rz and the function K̄Q,z are defined in (6) and (23b),
respectively.

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix L.

Lemma 6.1 characterizes the expected empirical risk of the Type-II ERM-RER
solution and establishes a direct connection to the regularization factor λ. For
example, from Lemma 4.6 if there exists a model θ⋆ ∈ suppQ, such that its
empirical risk is zero, the function K̄Q,z is nonegative, which implies that λ
serves as an explicit upper bound to the expected empirical risk. This provides
a clear interpretation: the choice of λ directly controls and bounds the aver-
age expected empirical risk. This property gives Type-II ERM-RER a distinct
risk management strategy over that of Type-I ERM-RER, mainly lowering the
expected empirical risk by appropriately choosing the value of λ. Additionally,
Lemma 6.1 highlights that the the expected empirical risk Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

, with Q
and z fixed, inherits all properties of the function K̄Q,z in (23b). The following
lemma formalizes this observation.
Lemma 6.2. The expected empirical risk Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

, with the functional Rz

in (6) and the measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16), is continuous and nondecreasing with
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respect to λ. Moreover, it is strictly increasing if and only if the empirical risk
function Lz in (3) is separable with respect to the probability measure Q.

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix M.

6.1 Bounds on the Expected Empirical Risk

This section builds on the characterization of the expected empirical risk and
its monotonicity with respect to the regularization factor λ in (11) to establish
a range of bounds on the expected empirical risk. The following lemma high-
lights a connection existing between the expected empirical risks RzpQq and
Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

; and the relative entropy D
´

Q∥P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

.

Lemma 6.3. The functional Rz defined in (6) and the measures Q and P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

in (16) satisfy

RzpQq − Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

≥ λ
´

exp
´

D
´

Q∥P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯¯

− 1
¯

. (45)

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix N.

Note that D
´

Q∥P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

≥ 0 in (45), which leads to the observation that

´

exp
´

D
´

Q∥P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯¯

− 1
¯

≥ 0. (46)

Hence, from Lemma 6.3, it follows that the solution to the Type-II ERM-RER
problem induces an expected empirical risk that is smaller than the one induced
by reference measure Q. This is formalized by the following corollary.
Corollary 6.4. The probability measures Q and P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16) satisfy

Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

≤ RzpQq, (47)

where the functional Rz is defined in (6) and equality holds if and only if the
empirical risk function Lz in (3) is nonseparable.

The following lemma presents a lower bound and an upper bound on the ex-
pected empirical risk Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

in which the regularization parameter plays
a central role.
Lemma 6.5. The probability measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16) satisfies

δ⋆Q,z ≤ Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

< λ+ δ⋆Q,z, (48)

where the functional Rz is defined in (6) and δ⋆Q,z is defined in (28). Moreover,
the inequality on the left-hand side holds with equality if and only if the empirical
risk function Lz in (3) is nonseparable.
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Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix O.

The bounds presented in Lemma 6.5 highlight that the regularization parameter
λ in (11) governs the increase of the expected empirical risk Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

with
respect to its minimum, i.e, δ⋆Q,z in (28). Moreover, the lower bound is tight
for the probability measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16) in the asymptotic regime when λ

decreases to λ⋆Q,z from right, as shown hereunder.
Lemma 6.6. The probability measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16) satisfies

lim
λ→λ⋆

Q,z
+
Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

= λ⋆Q,z + δ⋆Q,z, (49)

where δ⋆Q,z is defined in (28) and the functional Rz is defined in (6).

Proof: From Lemma 6.1, it holds that

lim
λ→λ⋆

Q,z
+
Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

= lim
λ→λ⋆

Q,z
+
λ− lim

λ→λ⋆
Q,z

+
K̄Q,zpλq (50)

= λ⋆Q,z − lim
λ→λ⋆

Q,z
+
K̄Q,zpλq (51)

= λ⋆Q,z + δ⋆Q,z, (52)

where equality (52) follows from Lemma 4.6. This completes the proof.

Finally, note that the functional Rz in (6) is nonnegative. This observation
together with Lemma 6.1 lead to a new property for the function K̄Q,z in (23b),
which is stated by the following corollary
Corollary 6.7. The function K̄Q,z in (23b) satisfies, for all t > λ⋆Q,z, with
λ⋆Q,z in (29),

K̄Q,zptq ≤ t. (53)

6.2 pδ, ϵq-Optimality
This section presents a PAC guarantee for models sampled from the probability
measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16), with respect to the Type-II ERM-RER problem in (11).
Such guarantee is presented using the notion of pδ, ϵq-optimality introduced in
[30, Definition 6].
Definition 6.1 ( [30, Definition 6]). Given a pair of positive reals pδ, ϵq, with ϵ <
1, the probability measure P ∈ △pMq is said to be pδ, ϵq-optimal if the set Lzpδq

in (27) satisfies

P pLzpδqq > 1− ϵ. (54)

The following theorem presents a pδ, ϵq-optimality guarantee for the solution to
the Type-II ERM-RER problem in (11).
Theorem 6.1. Assume that λ⋆Q,z = 0, then for all pδ, ϵq ∈

`

δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

× p0, 1q,
with δ⋆Q,z in (28), there always exists a λ ∈ p0,∞q, such that the probability
measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16) is pδ, ϵq-optimal.
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Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix P.

7 Interplay Between the Relative Entropy Asym-
metry and the Empirical Risk

This section presents a connection between the Type-I ERM-RER in (7) and
Type-II ERM-RER in (11) established via a transformation of the empirical
risk function. The connection is established by proving the existence of two
functions WQ,z,λ : M → R and VQ,z,λ : M → R, such that the solution to
the optimization problem in (7) is identical to the solution of the following
problem:

min
P∈▽QpMq

∫
WQ,z,λpθqdP pθq + DpQ∥P q, (55)

with λ and Q in (7); and the solution to the optimization problem in (11) is
identical to the solution of the following problem:

min
P∈△QpMq

∫
VQ,z,λpθqdP pθq + DpP∥Qq, (56)

with λ and Q in (11). The main result of this section is presented in the following
theorem.
Theorem 7.1. If the problems in (7) and in (11) have solutions, then

min
P∈▽QpMq

∫
LzpθqdP pθq + λDpQ∥P q

= min
P∈△QpMq

∫
VQ,z,λpθqdP pθq + DpP∥Qq, (57a)

where the function VQ,z,λ : M → R is defined as

VQ,z,λpθq = log
`

K̄Q,zpλq + Lzpθq
˘

, (57b)

and

min
P∈△QpMq

∫
LzpθqdP pθq + λDpP∥Qq

= min
P∈▽QpMq

∫
WQ,z,λpθqdP pθq + DpQ∥P q, (58a)

where the function WQ,z,λ : M → R is such that

WQ,z,λpθq =
λ

exp
´

−Lzpθq

λ −KQ,z

`

− 1
λ

˘

¯ − K̄Q,zpλq, (58b)

where the functions KQ,z and K̄Q,z are defined in (9) and (23), respectively.
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Proof: Denote by P̂
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z the solution to the optimization problem in (56).
From Lemma 2.1, for all θ ∈ suppQ, it follows that

dP̂
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq=

expp−VQ,z,λpθqq∫
expp−VQ,z,λpνqqdQpνq

(59)

=
exp

´

log
´

1
Lzpθq+K̄Q,zpλq

¯¯

∫
exp

´

log
´

1
Lzpνq+K̄Q,zpλq

¯̄

dQpνq

(60)

=

´∫
1

Lzpνq+K̄Q,zpλq
dQpνq

¯−1

Lzpθq+K̄Q,zpλq
(61)

=
K̄−1

Q,zpβq

Lzpθq+K̄Q,zpλq
(62)

=
λ

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq
(63)

=
dP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq, (64)

where (60) follows from (57b); (62) follows from (26); (63) follows from (23b);
and (64) follows from Theorem 3.1. This completes the proof of (58a).

Similarly, denote by P̃ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z the solution to the optimization problem in (55).
From Theorem 3.1, for all θ ∈ suppQ, it follows that

dP̃
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq=

λ

WQ,z,λpθq + K̄Q,zpλq
(65)

=
λ

λ

expp− Lzpθq

λ −KQ,zp− 1
λ qq

− K̄Q,zpλq + K̄Q,zpλq
(66)

=exp

ˆ

−Lzpθq

λ
−KQ,z

ˆ

− 1

λ

˙˙

(67)

=
dP

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq, (68)

where (65) follows from (24); (66) follows from (58b); and (68) follows from
Lemma 2.1. This completes the proof of (57a).

Theorem 7.1 establishes an equivalence between the regularization of Type-I
and Type-II. More specifically, Theorem 7.1 highlights that by modifying the
empirical risk function Lz in (57b) using the function VQ,z,λ in (57b), the Type-II
ERM-RER problem in (11) can be solved by solving the Type-I ERM-RER
problem in (56). It is noteworthy that Type-I regularization imposes the support
of the solution to be contained within the support of the reference measure, i.e.,
suppP

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z ⊆ suppQ. Similarly, Type-II regularization imposes the support
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of the solution to contain the support of the reference measure, i.e., suppQ ⊆
supp P̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z. Interestingly, these inclusions can be shown to be equalities from
Theorem 3.1 and Lemma 2.1. That is,

suppP
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z = suppQ = supp P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z. (69)

The remainder of the section focuses on the transformation from Type-I to
Type-II. The function VQ,z,λ in (57b) is referred to as the log-empirical risk
function. The expected log-empirical risk is defined as follows.
Definition 7.1 (Expected Log-Empirical Risk). Given the dataset z ∈ pX × Yq

n

in (1) and the log-empirical risk function VQ,z,λ in (57b), let the functional
R̄Q,z,λ : △pMq → R be such that

R̄Q,z,λpP q =

∫
VQ,z,λpθqdP pθq. (70)

The value R̄Q,z,λpP q is the expected log-empirical risk induced by the measure P .

Using the expected log-empirical risk defined above, the optimization problem
in (55) can be rewritten as follows

min
P∈△QpMq

R̄Q,z,λpP q + DpP∥Qq, (71)

with λ and Q being parameters of the Type-I and Type-II ERM-RER prob-
lems in (7) and (11). The Type-I - Type-II relation in Theorem 7.1 can be
used to establish an equality involving the relative entropies D

´

Q∥P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

and D
´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

; and the expected log-empirical risks R̄Q,z,λ

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

and

R̄Q,z,λpQq, as shown hereunder.
Lemma 7.1. The functional R̄Q,z,λ in (70) and the probability measures P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

and Q in (16) satisfy

logpλq = R̄Q,z,λ

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

+ D
´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

(72)

= R̄Q,z,λpQq − D
´

Q∥P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

. (73)

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix Q.

7.1 Sensitivity of the Log-Empirical Risk
The sensitivity of the expected empirical risk, as presented in [30, Definition 7],
is defined as follows.
Definition 7.2 (Sensitivity of the Expected Empirical Risk). Consider the
functional Rz in (6) and let SQ,λ : pX × Yq

n × △QpMq → R be a functional
such that

SQ,λpz, P q = RzpP q − Rz

´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

, (74)
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where the probability measure P pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z is defined in (10). The sensitivity of the

expected empirical risk Rz due to a deviation from P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z to P is SQ,λpz, P q.

Similarly, the sensitivity of the expected log-empirical risk VQ,z,λ in (57b) is
defined as follows.
Definition 7.3 (Sensitivity of the Expected Log-Empirical Risk). Consider the
functional R̄Q,z,λ in (70) and let S̄Q,λ : pX × Yq

n×▽QpMq → R be a functional
such that

S̄Q,λpz, P q = R̄Q,z,λpP q − R̄Q,z,λ

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

, (75)

where the probability measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z is in (16). The sensitivity of the expected

log-empirical risk due to a deviation from P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z to P is S̄Q,λpz, P q.

The sensitivity of the expected log-empirical risk due to a deviation from P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

to P is described by the following closed-form expression.
Lemma 7.2. The sensitivity S̄Q,λ in (75) satisfies for all probability mea-
sures P ∈ ⃝QpMq that

S̄Q,λpz, P q = D
´

P∥P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

− DpP∥Qq + D
´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

, (76)

where the probability measures Q and P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z are defined in (16).

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix R.

An interesting interpretation of Lemma 7.2 follows from rewriting (76) using the
objective function of the Type-I ERM-RER problem in (56) as follows:

D
´

P∥P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

= R̄Q,z,λpP q − R̄Q,z,λ

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

+ DpP∥Qq − D
´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

. (77)

That is, the relative entropy D
´

P∥P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

represents the variation of the
objective function of the Type-I ERM-RER problem in (56) due to a deviation
from the solution P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z to an alternative probability measure P .

In Lemma 7.2, when P is chosen to be identical to the reference measure Q, it
follows that

S̄Q,λpz, Qq = D
´

Q∥P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

+ D
´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

, (78)

where the right-hand side is a Jeffreys divergence [51], also known as the sym-
metrized Kullback-Leibler divergence between the measures P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z and Q.

Furthermore, by observing that D
´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

≥ 0, and D
´

Q∥P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

≥ 0

[30, Theorem 1], Lemma 7.2 leads to the following corollary.
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Corollary 7.3. The probability measures Q and P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16) satisfy

R̄Q,z,λ

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

≤ R̄Q,z,λpQq, (79)

where the functional R̄Q,z,λ is defined in (70).

7.2 Type-I and Type-II Optimal Measures
The solutions to the optimization problems (7) and (11), with regularization
factors λ and α, respectively, are P

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z and P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z in (10) and in (16).
These measures exhibit the following property.
Lemma 7.4. The probability measures P pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z and P̄ pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z in (10) and in (16),
respectively, satisfy

D
´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

− D
´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

= logpαq +KQ,z

ˆ

− 1

λ

˙

, (80)

where the function KQ,z is defined in (9).

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix S.

Lemma 7.4 characterizes the relative entropy difference of Type-I and Type-II
ERM-RER solution with respect to the prior Q. In doing so, it provides an
alternative way to evaluate this difference without directly computing the cor-
responding relative entropies.

Finally, two important properties of the Type-I and Type-II optimal measures
are presented by the following corollary of Lemma 7.4.
Corollary 7.5. The probability measures P

pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z and P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (10) and
in (16), respectively, satisfy

S̄Q,α

´

z, P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

= D
´

P
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z∥P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

−
ˆ

logpαq +KQ,z

ˆ

− 1

λ

˙˙

(81)

and
1

λ
SQ,λ

´

z, P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯

= D
´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥P
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯

+ logpαq +KQ,z

ˆ

− 1

λ

˙

, (82)

where the functionals SQ,λ and S̄Q,α are respectively defined in (74) and in (75);
and the function KQ,z is defined in (9).

The equality in (81) quantifies the variation of the expected log-empirical risk
due to a deviation from the probability measure P pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (10) to the probabil-

ity measure P̄ pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z in (16) via the sensitivity S̄Q,α

´

z, P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

. The equality
in (82) quantifies the variation of the expected empirical risk due to a deviation
from the probability measure P̄ pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z in (16) to the probability measure P pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

in (10) via the sensitivity SQ,λ

´

z, P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯

.
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7.3 Numerical Comparison of Type-I and Type-II Regu-
larization

In machine learning, the generalization error describes the capacity of a learning
algorithm to select models based on training data that performs well with unseen
test data. The sensitivity (Definition 7.2) of the optimization problem in (7) is
closely related to the generalization error [30, Theorem 16]. See also [31, 52].
A probability measure P ∈ △QpMq, e.g., a machine learning algorithm, that
yields larger sensitivity indicates that the learning overfits with respect to the
training data, leading to an increase in the generalization error [52]. In this
context, algorithms arising from the Type-I and Type-II ERM-RER are used
for the classification of two handwritten numbers from the MNIST dataset [53].
The MNIST example is simplified to accommodate a parameterized model in R2

such that the numerical approximations of the generalization error for different
regularization factors are meaningful [37].

The MNIST dataset consists of 60,000 images for training and 10,000 images for
testing. Out of the 60,000 training images, 12,183 are labeled as the digits six
and seven, while 1,986 out of the 10,000 test images correspond to these digits.
Each image is a 28 × 28 grayscale picture and is represented by a matrix in
r0, 1s

28×28. To reduce the computational complexity, the pictures are processed
following the procedure described in Appendix U. Consider the Type-I ERM-
RER problem in (7) and the Type-II ERM-RER problem in (11) and assume
that: piq the set of models is M = r−50, 50s

2; piiq the set of patterns X is
formed by computing the histogram of gradients (HOG) of the pictures such
that X ⊂ R1296 of the handwritten six and seven in the MNIST dataset; piiiq
the set of labels is Y = {6, 7}; pivq the reference measure Q is chosen to be a
uniform probability measure over the set of models; pvq the function f in (3) is
defined as

fpθ, xq =

{
6 if 0 < pxW qθ,

7 if 0 > pxW qθ,
(83)

where the matrix W is defined in (354) in Appendix U; and pviq the loss function
ℓ in (2) satisfies

ℓpfpθ, xq, yq = 1{fpθ,xq ̸=y}. (84)

For the simulation, 8,100 data points are uniformly sampled from the 12,183
available training images, forming the dataset z1, referred to as the training
dataset. Similarly, 1,300 data points are uniformly sampled from the 1,986
available test images, forming the dataset z2, referred to as the test dataset.
Not all images are used because the simulation is repeated only 100 times, and
at each iteration, the datasets z1 and z2 are uniformly resampled. Figure 5
displays the average (over 100 repetitions) generalization gap for Type-I and
Type-II algorithms. The average generalization gap of Type-II suggests it is
less prone to overfitting. In contrast, Figure 3 and Figure 4 show that Type-I
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Figure 1: 28 × 28 Image of a handwritten 6
from MNIST dataset.

Figure 2: 28 × 28 Image of a handwritten 7
from MNIST dataset.

achieves a lower average training error, which results on a lower average test
error. These observations imply that Type-II promotes a more positive con-
servative learning, reducing the generalization gap by keeping average training
and testing error closer, while Type-I achieves lower training error at the cost of
a higher avergae generalization gap, indicating greater reliance on the training
data.

Another key observation is that, for certain ranges of the regularization factor
(e.g.,λ ∈ p0.002, 0.09q and λ ∈ p0.3, 0.8q for Type-II), where the average test
error are comparable, Type-II exhibits lower average generalization gap. This
suggests that Type-II can achieve both small test error and generalization error
for certain regularization factor, a highly desirable outcome. However, selecting
such regularization ranges remains an open question for future research under
the theoretical framework presented in this paper.
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Figure 3: Average Training Error: average of the expected empirical risks Rz1

´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z1

¯

and

Rz1

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z1

¯

, with the measures P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z1
and P̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z1
in (10) and (16), respectively, computed

over one hundred different z1 (training dataset) random selections.

Figure 4: Average Test Error: average of the expected empirical risks Rz2

´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z1

¯

and

Rz2

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z1

¯

, with the measures P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z1
and P̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z1
in (10) and (16), respectively, com-

puted over one hundred different z1 (training dataset) and z2 (test dataset) random selections.
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Figure 5: Average of the differences (generalization gaps) Rz2

´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z1

¯

− Rz1

´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z1

¯

and

Rz2

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z1

¯

− Rz1

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z1

¯

, with the measures P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z1
and P̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z1
in (10) and (16),

respectively, computed over one hundred different z1 (training dataset) and z2 (test dataset) random
selections.
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8 Final Remarks

This work has introduced the Type-II ERM-RER problem and has presented
its solution through Theorem 3.1. The solution highlights that regardless of
whether Type-I or Type-II regularization is used in ERM problems, the models
that are considered by the resulting solution are necessarily in the support of
the reference measure. In this sense, the restriction over the models introduced
by the reference measure cannot be bypassed by the training data when relative
entropy is used as the regularizer. This limitation has been shown to be a conse-
quence of the equivalence that can be established between Type-I and Type-II
regularization. These analytical results lead to an operationally meaningful
characterization of the expected empirical risk induced by the Type-II solution
in terms of the regularization parameters. The closed-form expressions for the
expected empirical risk induced by Type-I and Type-II errors are used to char-
acterize the sensitivity of the expected empirical risk and the sensitivity of the
expected log-empirical risk, in terms of the cumulant generating function and
Kullback-Leibler divergence. The analysis of the solution to the optimization
problem (11) shows that, under mild assumptions, there always exists a positive
real value λ such, with probability 1 − ϵ, the measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z concentrates on
the set of models that minimize the empirical risk.

Appendices

A Preliminary

This appendix introduces a preliminary result, which is central in the proof of
Lemma 3.1.
Lemma A.1. Let M be the set of measurable functions h : M → R, with
respect to the measurable space pM,F q and pR,BpRqq. 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∫

|hpθq|dQpθq <∞. (85)

Let the function r̂ : R→ R be such that

r̂pαq =

∫
− logpgpθq + αhpθqq dQpθq, (86)

for some functions g and h in S . The function r̂ in (86) is differentiable at
zero.

Proof: The objective is to prove that the function r̂ in (86) is differentiable at
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zero, which reduces to proving that the limit

lim
δ→0

1

δ
pr̂pα+ δq − r̂pαqq (87)

exists for all α ∈ p−ϵ, ϵq, with ϵ > 0 arbitrarily small. Let the function f :
p0,∞q → R be a function such that

fpxq = − logpxq. (88)

Note that the function r̂ can be written in terms of f as follows:

r̂pαq =

∫
fpgpθq + αhpθqqdQpθq. (89)

The proof of the existence of such limit in (87) relies on the fact that the
function f in (88) is strictly convex and differentiable, which implies that f is
also Lipschitz continuous. Hence, it follows that for all θ ∈ suppQ,

|fpgpθq + pα+ δqhpθqq − fpgpθq + αhpθqq| ≤ c |hpθq| |δ|, (90)

for some positive and finite constant c, which implies that

|fpgpθq + pα+ δqhpθqq − fpgpθq + αhpθqq|

|δ|
≤ c |hpθq|, (91)

and thus, given that h ∈ S , it holds that∫
|fpgpθq + pα+ δqhpθqq − fpgpθq + αhpθqq|

|δ|
dQpθq ≤ ∞. (92)

This facilitates using the dominated convergence theorem as follows. From the
fact that the function f is differentiable, the limit in (87) satisfies for α ∈ p−ϵ, ϵq,
with ϵ > 0 arbitrarily small,

lim
δ→0

1

δ
pr̂pα+ δq − r̂pαqq

= lim
δ→0

1

δ

ˆ∫
fpgpθq+pα+δqhpθqqdQpθq −

∫
fpgpθq+αhpθqqdQpθq

˙

(93a)

= lim
δ→0

∫
1

δ
pfpgpθq + pα+ δqhpθqq − fpgpθq + αhpθqqqdQpθq (93b)

≤ lim
δ→0

∫
1

|δ|
|fpgpθq + pα+ δqhpθqq − fpgpθq + αhpθqq|dQpθq (93c)

=

∫
lim
δ→0

1

|δ|
|fpgpθq + pα+ δqhpθqq − fpgpθq + αhpθqq|dQpθq (93d)

= c

∫
hpθqdQpθq (93e)

<∞, (93f)

where (93c) follows from [54, Theorem 1.5.9(c)]; (93d) follows from the domi-
nated convergence theorem [54, Theorem 1.6.9]; (93e) follows from (91); and (93f)
follows from (85). Finally, from (93f), it follows that the function r̂ in (86) is
differentiable at zero, which completes the proof.
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B Proof of Lemma 3.1
The optimization problem in (18) can be re-written in terms of the Radon-
Nikodym derivative of the optimization measure P with respect to the measure
Q, which yields:

min
P∈⃝QpMq

∫
Lzpθq

dP

dQ
pθq dQpθq − λ

∫
log

ˆ

dP

dQ
pθq

˙

dQpθq, (94a)

s.t.

∫
dP

dQ
pθqdQpθq = 1. (94b)

The remainder of the proof focuses on the problem in which the optimization
is over the function dP

dQ : M → R, instead of the measure P . This is due to
the fact that for all P ∈ ⃝QpMq, the Radon-Nikodym derivate dP

dQ is unique
up to sets of zero measure with respect to Q [54, Theorem 2.2.1]. Let S be
the set defined in Lemma A.1. Using this notation, the optimization problem
of interest is:

min
g∈S

∫
Lzpθqgpθq dQpθq − λ

∫
logpgpθqqdQpθq (95a)

s.t.

∫
gpθqdQpθq = 1. (95b)

Let the Lagrangian of the optimization problem in (95) be L : S ×R→ R such
that

Lpg, βq=

∫
Lzpθqgpθq dQpθq − λ

∫
logpgpθqq dQpθq

+ β

ˆ∫
gpθq dQpθq − 1

˙

(96)

=

∫
´

gpθqpLzpθq+βq−λ logpgpθqq

¯

dQpθq − β, (97)

where β is a real that acts as a Lagrange multiplier due to the constraint (95b).
Let ĝ : M → R be a function in S . The Gateaux differential of the functional
L in (96) at pg, βq ∈ S ×R in the direction of ĝ is

∂Lpg, β; ĝq≜
d

dγ
Lpg + γĝ, βq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

γ=0

. (98)

Let the function r : R → R be defined for some fixed functions g and ĝ and
some fixed β such that for all γ ∈ p−ϵ, ϵq, with ϵ arbitrarily small,

rpγq=Lpg + γĝ, βq. (99)

The proof follows by showing that the function r in (99) is differentiable at
zero, in order to prove the existence of the Gateaux differential in (98) for those
functions g and ĝ and real β. For doing so, note that

rpγq=

∫
Lzpθqpgpθq + γĝpθqq dQpθq − λ

∫
logpgpθq + γĝpθqq dQpθq
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+ β

ˆ∫
pgpθq + γĝpθqqdQpθq − 1

˙

(100a)

=γ

∫
ĝpθqpLzpθq + βqdQpθq − λ

∫
logpgpθq + γĝpθqq dQpθq

+

∫
gpθqpLzpθq + βqdQpθq − β, (100b)

where the first term in (100b) is linear with respect to γ and the third term is
independent of γ. The second term can be written using the function r̂ : R→ R,
which is defined for fixed functions g and ĝ as follows

r̂pγq = −
∫

logpgpθq + γĝpθqq dQpθq, (101)

and is verified to be differentiable at zero in Lemma A.1. This implies that

rpγq=γ

∫
ĝpθqpLzpθq + βqdQpθq + λr̂pγq +

∫
gpθqpLzpθq + βqdQpθq − β,(102)

which verifies that the function r in (99) is differentiable at zero and more im-
portantly, verifies that the Gateaux differential ∂Lpg, β; ĝq in (98) exists.

The proof proceeds by calculating the Gateaux differential ∂Lpg, β; ĝq in (98),
which requires calculating the derivative of the real function r in (99). That
is,

d

dγ
rpγq=

∫
ĝpθqpLzpθq + βqdQpθq − λ

∫
ĝpθq

pgpθq + γĝpθqq
dQpθq (103)

=

∫
ĝpθq

ˆ

Lzpθq + β − λ

pgpθq + γĝpθqq

˙

dQpθq. (104)

From (98) and (104), it follows that

∂Lpg, β; ĝq=

∫
ĝpθq

ˆ

Lzpθq + β − λ

gpθq

˙

dQpθq. (105)

The relevance of the Gateaux differential in (105) stems from [55, Theorem 1,
page 178], which unveils the fact that a necessary condition for the functional

L in (96) to have a stationary point at
ˆ

dP
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ , β

˙

∈ M× r0,∞q is that for

all functions ĝ ∈ S ,

∂L

¨

˝

dP
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
, β; ĝ

˛

‚= 0. (106)

From (105) and (106), it follows that
dP

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ must satisfy for all functions ĝ in
S that ∫

ĝpθq

¨

˚

˝

Lzpθq + β − λ

¨

˝

dP
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq

˛

‚

−1
˛

‹

‚

dQpθq = 0. (107)
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This implies that for all θ ∈ suppQ,

Lzpθq + β − λ

¨

˝

dP
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq

˛

‚

−1

= 0, (108)

and thus,
dP

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq =

λ

β + Lzpθq
, (109)

where β is chosen to satisfy (95b) and guarantee that for all θ ∈ suppQ, it holds

that
dP

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ pθq ∈ p0,∞q. That is,

β ∈
{
t ∈ R : ∀θ ∈ suppQ, 0 <

λ

t+ Lzpθq

}
, and (110)

1 =

∫
λ

Lzpθq + β
dQpθq, (111)

which is an assumption of the theorem.

The proof continues by verifying that the measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z that satisfies (109)
is the unique solution to the optimization problem in (94). Such verification is
done by showing that the objective function in (94) is strictly convex with the
optimization variable. Let P1 and P2 be two different probability measures in
pM,F q and let α be in p0, 1q. Hence,

RzpαP1 + p1− αqP2q + λDpαP1 + p1− αqP2∥Qq

= RzpαP1q + Rzpp1− αqP2q + λDpαP1 + p1− αqP2∥Qq (112)
> αRzpP1q + p1− αqRzpP2q + λpαDpP1∥Qq + p1− αqDpP2∥Qqq, (113)

where the functional Rz is defined in (6). The equality above follows from
the properties of the Lebesgue integral, while the inequality follows from [30,
Theorem 2]. This proves that the solution is unique due to the strict concavity
of the objective function, which completes the proof. ■

C Proof of Lemma 3.2
Given a probability measure V ∈ ▽QpMq, with ▽QpMq in (12), it follows
that

suppQ ⊆ suppV. (114)

Using this observation, let V0 and V1 be two probability measures on the mea-
surable space pM,F q such that for all A ∈ F , it holds that

V0pAq =
V pA \ suppQq

V pM\ suppQq
, (115a)
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and

V1pAq =
V pA ∩ suppQq

V pM∩ suppQq
. (115b)

Let the real value α be

α ≜ V pM∩ suppQq ∈ p0, 1s, (116)

which implies that
1− α ≜ V pM\ suppQq ∈ r0, 1q. (117)

Hence, for all A ∈ F , the measure V satisfies that

V pAq = p1− αqV0pAq + αV1pAq. (118)

Moreover, from the definition of ▽QpMq in (12), it follows that the probability
measure Q is absolutely continuous with respect to V . Hence, for all measurable
sets A, it follows that

QpAq =

∫
A
dQpθq (119a)

=

∫
A

dQ

dV
pθqdV pθq (119b)

=

∫
A

dQ

dV
pθqdpp1− αqV0 + αV1qpθq (119c)

= p1− αq

∫
A

dQ

dV
pθqdV0pθq

+α

∫
A

dQ

dV
pθqdV1pθq. (119d)

Note that if A ⊆ suppQ, it follows that

0 < QpAq =

∫
A
α
dQ

dV
pθqdV1pθq, (120)

which follows from the fact that V0pAq = 0 under the assumption that A ⊆
suppQ. Moreover, noting that the measures Q and V1 are mutually absolutely
continuous, it follows from the Radon-Nikodym Theorem [54, Theorem 2.2.1],
that the Radon-Nikodym derivative of Q with respect to V1 exists. Moreover,
from (120), it follows that for all θ ∈ suppQ, it holds that

dQ

dV1
pθq = α

dQ

dV
pθq. (121)

Alternatively, for all measurable sets A, with A ⊆ M \ suppQ, it follows
that

0 = QpAq =

∫
A

p1− αq
dQ

dV
pθqdV0pθq, (122)
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which follows from the fact that V1pAq = 0 under the assumption that A ⊆
M \ suppQ. Hence, it holds that for all θ ∈ M \ suppQ, dQ

dV pθq = 0. In a
nutshell, for all θ ∈ suppV ,

dQ

dV
pθq =

{
1
α

dQ
dV1

pθq if θ ∈ suppQ

0 otherwise.
(123)

From (123), the following holds:

DpQ∥V q =

∫
log

ˆ

dQ

dV
pθq

˙

dQpθq (124a)

=

∫
log

ˆ

1

α

dQ

dV1
pθq

˙

dQpθq (124b)

=

∫
log

ˆ

dQ

dV1
pθq

˙

dQpθq −
∫

logpαqdQpθq (124c)

= DpQ∥V1q − logpαq. (124d)

From (124), it follows that

RzpV q + λDpQ∥V q = Rzpp1− αqV0 + αV1q + λDpQ∥V1q − λ logpαq (125a)
= p1− αqRzpV0q + αRzpV1q + λDpQ∥V1q − λ logpαq(125b)
≥ αRzpV1q + λDpQ∥V1q, (125c)

with equality if and only if α = 1, which implies that for all

P ⋆ ∈ arg min
V ∈▽QpMq

RzpV q + λDpQ∥V q, (126)

it holds that P ⋆ ∈ ⃝QpMq, which follows from observing that

suppQ = suppP ⋆, (127)

which implies (19) and completes the proof ■

D Proof of Lemma 4.1
The proof is divided into two parts. The first part proves the monotonicity of
the function K̄−1

Q,z in (26); while the second part proves the continuity of the
function K̄−1

Q,z. The proof is finalized by using the continuous inverse theorem
[56, Theorem 5.6.5] to show both the monotonicity and continuity of the function
K̄Q,z in (23).

The first part is as follows. Let λ and β be two reals that satisfy (23b). Hence,
0 < λ <∞ and from (25b), it holds that

0 <

∫
1

Lzpθq + β
dQpθq <∞, (128)
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which, together with (26), imply

∞ > K̄−1
Q,zpβq > 0. (129)

That is, the function K̄−1
Q,z in (26) is positive and finite. Using this observation,

let the reals γ1 and γ2 be elements of the set CQ,z, with CQ,z in (23a) and
γ1 < γ2. Hence, for all θ ∈ suppQ, it holds that

1

Lzpθq + γ1
>

1

Lzpθq + γ2
, (130)

which implies that∫
1

Lzpθq + γ1
dQpθq >

∫
1

Lzpθq + γ2
dQpθq, (131)

and thus, from (26), it holds that

K̄−1
Q,zpγ1q < K̄−1

Q,zpγ2q. (132)

This proves that the function K̄−1
Q,z in (26) is strictly increasing, and completes

the first part of the proof.

In the second part, the objective is to prove the continuity of the function K̄−1
Q,z.

To do so, two auxiliary functions are introduced and proven to be continuous.
Then, the fact that K̄−1

Q,z in (26) is the composition of the two auxiliary functions
is leveraged to prove its continuity. Let the function h : p0,∞q → p0,∞q

be

hpxq =
1

x
. (133)

Let also the function k : CQ,z → p0,∞q, be such that

kpγq=

∫
hpγ + LzpθqqdQpθq. (134)

The first step is to prove that the function k in (134) is continuous in CQ,z.
This is proved by showing that k always exhibits a limit in CQ,z. Note that if
γ ∈ CQ,z, with CQ,z in (23), then from (15a), it follows that for all θ ∈ suppQ,
the inequality Lzpθq + γ > 0 holds, which implies that γ > −δ⋆Q,z, with δ⋆Q,z

in (28). Hence, the proof of continuity of the function k in (134) is restricted to
`

−δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

.

For two models θ1 and θ2 in suppQ, such that Lzpθ1q < Lzpθ2q, the function h
satisfies

hpγ + Lzpθ1qq>hpγ + Lzpθ2qq. (135)

Then, for all γ ∈
`

−δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

and for all θ ∈ suppQ, it holds that

h
`

γ + δ⋆Q,z

˘

≥hpγ + Lzpθqq, (136)
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where equality holds if and only if Lzpθq = δ⋆Q,z. The function h is continuous,
and thus, for all θ ∈ suppQ and for all a ∈

`

−δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

, it holds that

lim
γ→a

hpγ + Lzpθqq=hpa+ Lzpθqq. (137)

Hence, from the dominated convergence theorem [54, Theorem 1.6.9], the fol-
lowing limit exists and satisfies

lim
γ→a

kpbq=lim
γ→a

∫
hpγ + LzpθqqdQpθq (138a)

=

∫ ˆ

lim
γ→a

hpγ + Lzpθqq

˙

dQpθq (138b)

=

∫
hpa+ Lzpθqq dQpθq (138c)

=kpaq, (138d)

where (138c) follows from (137). The equality in (138d) proves that the func-
tion k in (134) is continuous in the interval

`

−δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

. Note that from (26)
and (134), it holds that

K̄−1
Q,zpγq =

1

kpγq
. (139)

Using (139), for all a ∈
`

−δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

, it holds that

lim
γ→a

K̄−1
Q,zpγq = lim

γ→a

1

kpγq
(140)

=
1

lim
γ→a

kpγq
(141)

=
1∫

hpa+ LzpθqqdQpθq
(142)

=
1∫

1
a+Lzpθq

dQpθq
(143)

= K̄−1
Q,zpaq, (144)

where (141) follows from the continuity of the function h in (133) over the
interval p0,∞q; (142) follows from (138d); and (143) follows from (26). Thus,
the existence of the limit in (140) implies that the function K̄−1

Q,z is continuous
in CQ,z. This completes the second part of the proof.

The proof ends by using the continuous inverse theorem [56, Theorem 5.6.5].
That is, given that the function K̄−1

Q,z is both continuous and strictly increasing,
then, so is the function K̄Q,z in (23). This concludes the proof. ■

E Proof of Lemma 4.2
The proof is divided into two parts. In the first part, it is shown that the set
CQ,z is an interval of R. In the second part, the set AQ,z is shown to be also

RR n° 9508



38 Daunas, Perlaza, Esnaola, and Poor

an interval. The first part uses a partition of R formed by the following sets:
`

−∞,−δ⋆Q,z

˘

;
`

−δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

; and {δ⋆Q,z}, with δ⋆Q,z in (28). Each of these intervals
is studied separately.

Let β be such that K̄Q,zpλq = β, with λ in (11) and assume that β ∈
`

−∞,−δ⋆Q,z

˘

.
Under this assumption, the inclusion in (15a) does not hold. This follows from
the fact that, if β < −δ⋆Q,z, for all θ ∈

{
ν ∈ suppQ : δ⋆Q,z ≤ Lzpνq < −β

}
, it

holds that Lzpθq + β < 0, which contradicts (15a). This implies that
`

−∞,−δ⋆Q,z

˘

∩ CQ,z = ∅. (145)

Assume now that β ∈
`

−δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

. Then, from (28), it can be verified that the
constraint in (15a) is satisfied. More specifically, for all θ ∈ suppQ, it holds
that Lzpθq+β > 0. The proof continuous by showing that (15b) is also verified.
For this purpose, note that∫

1

Lzpθq + β
dQpθq ≤

∫
1

δ⋆Q,z + β
dQpθq (146a)

=
1

δ⋆Q,z + β
(146b)

<∞. (146c)

The finiteness of the integral in the left-hand side of (146a) implies that

0 < λ (147a)
= K̄−1

Q,zpβq (147b)

=
1∫

1
Lzpθq+β dQpθq

(147c)

<∞, (147d)

where (147a) follows from the assumption that λ ∈ AQ,z ⊆ p0,∞q; (147b)
follows from the fact that K̄Q,zpλq = β; (147c) follows from (26); and (147d)
follows from the inequality in (146c). In a nutshell,∫

1

Lzpθq + β
dQpθq <∞, and (148)

λ <∞, (149)

which, implies that the product

λ

∫
1

Lzpθq + β
dQpθq =

∫
λ

Lzpθq + β
dQpθq (150a)

=

∫ 1∫
1

Lzpνq+β dQpνq

Lzpθq + β
dQpθq (150b)

= 1, (150c)
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where (150b) follows from (147c). This verifies (15b), which implies that
`

−δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

⊆ CQ,z. (151)

Finally, under the assumption that β = −δ⋆Q,z, two cases are considered: paq

Q
`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

> 0; and pbq Q
`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

= 0, with L⋆
Q,z defined in (30). In case paq, if

β = −δ⋆Q,z and Q
`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

> 0, then for all θ ∈ L⋆
Q,z, it follows that

1

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

Q
`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

= ∞, (152)

which implies that, ∫
1

Lzpθq + β
dQpθq = ∞. (153)

The equality in (153) implies that the constraint (15b) is not satisfied. There-
fore, for case paq it follows that,

−δ⋆Q,z /∈ CQ,z. (154)

In the alternative case pbq, if β = −δ⋆Q,z and Q
`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

= 0, then, the integral
in (26) is either ∫

1

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpθq <∞, (155)

which implies that −δ⋆Q,z ∈ CQ,z, with CQ,z defined in (23a), or the inte-
gral is ∫

1

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpθq = ∞, (156)

which implies that −δ⋆Q,z /∈ CQ,z. Hence, from (145), (151), (154), (155),
and (156) the set CQ,z in (23a) is either the open set

`

−δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

or the closed
set

“

−δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

. Note that the equality CQ,z =
“

−δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

is observed, if and
only if, ∫

1

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpθq <∞, (157)

which completes the first part of the proof.

The second part of the proof is as follows. Two cases are considered: iq
CQ,z =

“

−δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

; and iiq CQ,z =
`

−δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

. In case iq, the value −δ⋆Q,z

is in the domain of the function K̄−1
Q,z in (26), that is, the set CQ,z. Given that

the function K̄−1
Q,z is strictly increasing, then, −δ⋆Q,z should be mapped to the

smallest value in the range of K̄−1
Q,z, denoted by λQ,z. Hence,

K̄−1
Q,z

`

−δ⋆Q,z

˘

= λQ,z (158)
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> 0, (159)

where (159) follows from the fact that zero is not in the domain of the function
K̄Q,z, that is, the set AQ,z. Using these elements, it is concluded that the set
AQ,z is the interval rλQ,z,∞q, which ends the analysis of case i.q.

In case iiq, from Lemma 4.1, the continuity and strict monotonicity of the
function K̄Q,z in (23) imply that AQ,z =

`

λ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

, with λ⋆Q,z in (29). The
remaining of the proof focuses on showing that λ⋆Q,z = 0 in this case, and
thus, AQ,z = p0,∞q. From Lemma 4.1 and the continuous inverse theorem
[56, Theorem 5.6.5], it follows that function K̄−1

Q,z is strictly increasing and
continuous. Hence, using (26), it holds that

lim
γ→−δ⋆Q,z

+
K̄−1

Q,zpγq = lim
γ→−δ⋆Q,z

+

1∫
1

Lzpθq+γ dQpθq
(160)

=
1

lim
γ→−δ⋆Q,z

+

∫
1

Lzpθq + γ
dQpθq

(161)

=
1∫

1
Lzpθq−δ⋆Q,z

dQpθq
(162)

= 0, (163)

where (161) follows from [57, Theorem 4.4], that permits the change of the limit
to the reciprocal; and (162) follows from (138); and (163) follows from (156).
From Lemma 4.1 and (163), it follows that in this second case, in which CQ,z =
`

−δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

, it holds that AQ,z = p0,∞q. This completes the proof. ■

F Proof of Lemma 4.6

From Lemma 4.1, the function K̄Q,z in (23) is strictly increasing and contin-
uous. Additionally, from Lemma 4.2, the domain and range of the function
K̄Q,z, defined by the sets AQ,z and CQ,z, respectively, are convex intervals.
Consequently, combining Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.2, it follows that

lim
λ→λ⋆

Q,z
+
K̄Q,zpλq = −δ⋆Q,z, (164)

with δ⋆Q,z defined in (28) and λ⋆Q,z defined in (29). ■

G Proof of Lemma 5.1

For all pθ1,θ2q ∈ psuppQq
2, such that

Lzpθ1q ≤ Lzpθ2q, (165)
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it follows that

λ

K̄Q,zpλq + Lzpθ1q
≥ λ

K̄Q,zpλq + Lzpθ2q
, (166a)

where the function K̄Q,z is defined in (23); and equality holds if and only if
(165) holds with equality. The proof is completed by noticing that from (24),
the inequality above can be rewritten as

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθ1q ≥

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθ2q, (167)

which completes the proof. ■

H Proof of Lemma 5.2
From Lemma 5.1, it follows that for all θ ∈ suppQ, and for all ϕ ∈ L⋆

Q,z∩suppQ,
it holds that

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq ≤

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pϕq (168a)

=
λ

Lzpϕq + K̄Q,zpλq
(168b)

⩽
λ

δ⋆Q,z + K̄Q,zpλq
(168c)

<∞, (168d)

where (168b) follows from (24); the equality in (168c) follows from the fact that
Lzpϕq ≥ δ⋆Q,z; and (168d) follows from the fact that K̄Q,zpλq < ∞. Note that
equalities in (168a) and (168c) hold if and only if θ ∈ L⋆

Q,z∩suppQ (Lemma 4.6).
This completes the proof of finiteness.

For the proof of positivity, observe that from Lemma 4.2, it holds that

−δ⋆Q,z < K̄Q,zpλq <∞, (169)

which implies for all θ ∈ suppQ,

0 < δ⋆Q,z + K̄Q,zpλq (170)
⩽ Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq. (171)

Hence, from the fact that λ > 0, it holds from (24) and (171) that

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq > 0, (172a)

which completes the proof. ■
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I Proof of Lemma 5.3
From Theorem 1, the Radon-Nikodym derivative of the measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z with
respect to Q, satisfies for all θ ∈ suppQ,

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq =

λ

β + Lzpθq
(173a)

=
1

β + Lzpθq

1∫
1

β+Lzpνq
dQpνq

(173b)

=
1∫

β
β+Lzpνq

dQpνq +
∫ Lzpθq

β+Lzpνq
dQpνq

, (173c)

where (173b) follows from (26), which implies that

λ = K̄−1
Q,zpβq =

1∫
1

Lzpθq+β dQpθq
, (174)

with the function K̄−1
Q,z being the inverse of the function K̄Q,z in (23). Using the

function K̄Q,z, the equation in (173) can be written in term of λ such that

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq =

1∫ K̄Q,zpλq

K̄Q,zpλq+Lzpνq
dQpνq+

∫ Lzpθq

K̄Q,zpλq+Lzpνq
dQpνq

. (175)

Furthermore, using Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.2, the following holds from (175),

lim
λ→∞

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq = lim

λ→∞

1∫ K̄Q,zpλq

K̄Q,zpλq+Lzpνq
dQpνq+

∫ Lzpθq

K̄Q,zpλq+Lzpνq
dQpνq

(176a)

=
1

limβ→∞
∫

β
β+Lzpνq

dQpνq+limβ→∞
∫ Lzpθq

β+Lzpνq
dQpνq

, (176b)

where the function Lz is defined in p3q; and (176b) follows from Theorem 3.1,
which implies that the terms in the denominator are positive and the fact that
the function gpxq = 1

x is continuous. Recall that from the definition of the
function Lz in (3), for all θ ∈ suppQ, the empirical risk satisfies that Lzpθq <∞.
Using this fact, the proof continues by evaluating the limits in the denominator,
which yields

lim
β→∞

∫
β

β + Lzpνq
dQpνq

=

∫
lim
β→∞

β

β + Lzpνq
dQpνq (177a)

=

∫
dQpνq (177b)

= 1, (177c)
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where (177a) follows from the dominated convergence theorem [54, Theorem
1.6.9]; and,

lim
β→∞

∫
Lzpθq

β + Lzpνq
dQpνq =

∫
lim
β→∞

Lzpθq

β + Lzpνq
dQpνq (178a)

=

∫
0 dQpνq (178b)

= 0, (178c)

where (178a) also follows from the dominated convergence theorem [54, Theorem
1.6.9]. Substituting (177) and (178) into (176) yields

lim
λ→∞

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq = 1, (179)

which completes the proof. ■

J Proof of Lemma 5.4
From Theorem 3.1, the probability measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z satisfies for all θ ∈ suppQ,

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq =

λ

Lzpθq + β
(180a)

=
λ

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq
(180b)

=
K̄−1

Q,z

`

K̄Q,zpλq
˘

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq
(180c)

=

1∫
1

Lzpνq+K̄Q,zpλq
dQpνq

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq
(180d)

=

ˆ∫
Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq
dQpνq

˙−1

, (180e)

where (180b) follows from (23); and (180d) follows from (26) and observing that
λ = K̄−1

Q,zpβq. Given θ ∈ suppQ, consider the partition of the suppQ formed
by the sets A0pθq, A1pθq, and A2pθq, which satisfy the following:

A0pθq = {ν ∈ suppQ : Lzpθq − Lzpνq = 0}, (181a)
A1pθq = {ν ∈ suppQ : Lzpθq − Lzpνq < 0}, and (181b)
A2pθq = {ν ∈ suppQ : Lzpθq − Lzpνq > 0}. (181c)

Using the sets A0pθq, A1pθq, and A2pθq in (181), the following holds for all
θ ∈ suppQ.

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq =

˜∫
A0pθq

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq
dQpνq
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+

∫
A1pθq

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq
dQpνq

+

∫
A2pθq

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq
dQpνq

¸−1

(182a)

=

˜

QpA0pθqq +

∫
A1pθq

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq
dQpνq

+

∫
A2pθq

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq
dQpνq

¸−1

. (182b)

Consider the following partition of the suppQ:{
ν ∈ suppQ : Lzpνq = δ⋆Q,z

}
, (183a){

ν ∈ suppQ : Lzpνq > δ⋆Q,z

}
, and (183b){

ν ∈ suppQ : Lzpνq < δ⋆Q,z

}
, (183c)

with δ⋆Q,z in (28). The proof is divided into two cases. The first case follows
under the assumption that∫

1

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpθq = ∞; (184)

and the second case follows under the assumption that∫
1

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpθq <∞. (185)

From Lemma 4.2, it follows that in Case 1, the set AQ,z in (23) is p0,∞q.
Similarly, in Case 2, the set AQ,z is

“

λ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

. Hence, Case 1 considers the
limit λ→ 0+, which comprehends the equalities (39) and (40). Case 2 considers
the limit λ→ λ⋆Q,z

+, which comprehends the equality (41).

J.1 Case 1

This case is divided into three parts. The first part evaluates limλ→0+
dP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ pθq,
with θ ∈

{
ν ∈ suppQ : Lzpνq = δ⋆Q,z

}
. The second part considers the case in

which θ ∈
{
ν ∈ suppQ : Lzpνq > δ⋆Q,z

}
. The third part considers the remaining

case in (183).

J.1.1 Part 1

The first part is as follows. Consider that θ ∈
{
ν ∈ suppQ : Lzpνq = δ⋆Q,z

}
and

note that {
ν ∈ suppQ : Lzpνq = δ⋆Q,z

}
= L⋆

Q,z, (186)
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with L⋆
Q,z defined in (30). Hence, the sets A0pθq, A1pθq, and A2pθq in (181)

satisfy the following:

A0pθq = L⋆
Q,z, (187a)

A1pθq =
{
µ ∈ suppQ : Lzpµq > δ⋆Q,z

}
, and (187b)

A2pθq =
{
µ ∈ suppQ : Lzpµq < δ⋆Q,z

}
. (187c)

From the definition of δ⋆Q,z in (28), it follows that QpA2pθqq = 0. Substituting
the equalities in (187) in (182) yields for all θ ∈

{
ν ∈ suppQ : Lzpνq = δ⋆Q,z

}
,

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq =

˜

Q
`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

+

∫
A1pθq

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq
dQpνq

¸−1

, (188)

which implies that for all θ ∈
{
ν ∈ suppQ : Lzpνq = δ⋆Q,z

}
,

lim
λ→0+

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq =

˜

Q
`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

+ lim
λ→0+

∫
A1pθq

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq
dQpνq

¸−1

(189)

=

{
∞ if Q

`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

= 0
1

QpL⋆
Q,zq

otherwise , (190)

where (190) follows from verifying that the dominated convergence theorem [54,
Theorem 2.6.9] holds. That is,
paq For all ν ∈ A1pθq, it holds that Lzpθq+K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq+K̄Q,zpλq
≤ λ

δ⋆Q,z+K̄Q,zpλq
.

pbq For all ν ∈ A1pθq, it holds that

lim
λ→0+

Lzpθq+K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq+K̄Q,zpλq
= lim

λ→0+

δ⋆Q,z + K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq
(191a)

=

ˆ

δ⋆Q,z+ lim
λ→0+

K̄Q,zpλq

˙

lim
λ→0+

1

Lzpνq+K̄Q,zpλq
(191b)

= 0, (191c)

where (191b) follows from observing that for all ν ∈ A1pθq, it holds that
limλ→0+ Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq ̸= 0 and [57, Theorem 4.4]; and (191c) follows from
Lemma 4.6. This completes the first part of Case 1.

J.1.2 Part 2

For all δ > δ⋆Q,z and for all θ ∈ {ν ∈ suppQ : Lzpνq = δ}, the sets A0pθq, A1pθq,
and A2pθq in (181) satisfy the following:

A0pθq = {µ ∈ suppQ : Lzpµq = δ}, (192a)
A1pθq = {µ ∈ suppQ : Lzpµq > δ}, and (192b)
A2pθq = {µ ∈ suppQ : Lzpµq < δ}. (192c)
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Consider the sets

A2,1pθq =
{
µ ∈ A2pθq : Lzpµq < δ⋆Q,z

}
, and (193a)

A2,2pθq =
{
µ ∈ A2pθq : δ⋆Q,z ≤ Lzpµq < δ

}
, (193b)

and note that A2,1pθq and A2,2pθq form a partition of A2pθq. Moreover, from
the definition of δ⋆Q,z in (28), it holds that

QpA2,1pθqq = 0. (194)

Hence, substituting the equalities in (192) and (194) in (182) yields,

lim
λ→0+

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq =

˜

QpA0pθqq + lim
λ→0+

∫
A1pθq

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq
dQpνq

+ lim
λ→0+

∫
A2pθq

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq
dQpνq

¸−1

(195a)

=

˜

QpA0pθqq + lim
λ→0+

∫
A1pθq

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq
dQpνq

+ lim
λ→0+

∫
A2,2pθq

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq
dQpνq

¸−1

(195b)

=

˜

QpA0pθqq +

∫
A1pθq

lim
λ→0+

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq
dQpνq

+

∫
A2,2pθq

lim
λ→0+

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq
dQpνq

¸−1

, (195c)

where (195c) follows by verifying that the dominated convergence theorem [54,
Theorem 1.6.9] holds. That is,
paq For all ν ∈ A2,2pθq, it holds that Lzpθq+K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq+K̄Q,zpλq
≤ λ

δ⋆Q,z+K̄Q,zpλq
<∞; and

pbq For all ν ∈ A2,2pθq, it holds that

lim
λ→0+

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq
= lim

λ→0+

δ + K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq
(196a)

=

ˆ

δ+ lim
λ→0+

K̄Q,zpλq

˙

lim
λ→0+

1

Lzpνq+K̄Q,zpλq
(196b)

=
`

δ − δ⋆Q,z

˘ 1

Lzpνq − δ⋆Q,z

, (196c)

where (196b) follows from observing that for all ν ∈ A2,2pθq, it holds that
limλ→0+ Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq ̸= 0 and [57, Theorem 4.2]; and (196c) follows from
Lemma 4.6. From (196c), it follows that∫

A2,2pθq

lim
λ→0+

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq
dQpνq
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=
`

δ − δ⋆Q,z

˘

∫
A2,2pθq

1

Lzpνq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpνq. (197)

Moreover, from the fact that

QpA0pθqq ≤ 1, (198)

and the fact that∫
A1pθq

lim
λ→0+

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq

Lzpνq + K̄Q,zpλq
dQpνq =

∫
A1pθq

δ − δ⋆Q,z

Lzpνq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpνq (199)

<

∫
A1pθq

δ − δ⋆Q,z

δ − δ⋆Q,z

dQpνq (200)

= QpA1pθqq (201)
≤ 1, (202)

the following holds from Lemma 4.2 under the assumptions of Case 1:

∞ =
`

δ − δ⋆Q,z

˘

∫
1

Lzpνq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpνq (203)

=
`

δ − δ⋆Q,z

˘

˜∫
A0pθq

1

Lzpνq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpνq

+

∫
A1pθq

1

Lzpνq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpνq

+

∫
A2,2pθq

1

Lzpνq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpνq

¸

(204)

=

˜

QpA0pθqq +

∫
A1pθq

δ − δ⋆Q,z

Lzpνq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpνq

+

∫
A2,2pθq

δ − δ⋆Q,z

Lzpνq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpνq

¸

. (205)

From (198), (202), and (205), it follows that

`

δ − δ⋆Q,z

˘

∫
A2,2pθq

1

Lzpνq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpνq = ∞. (206)

Finally, from (195c), (197), and (206), for all θ ∈
{
ν ∈ suppQ : Lzpνq > δ⋆Q,z

}
,

lim
λ→0+

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq = 0. (207)

This completes the second part of Case 1.
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J.1.3 Part 3

The third part of the proof follows by noticing that the set
{
µ ∈ suppQ : Lzpµq < δ⋆Q,z

}
is a negligible set with respect toQ and thus, for all θ ∈

{
µ ∈ suppQ : Lzpµq < δ⋆Q,z

}
,

the value
dP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ pθq is immaterial. Hence, it is arbitrarily assumed that for all
θ ∈

{
µ ∈ suppQ : Lzpµq < δ⋆Q,z

}
, it holds that

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq = 0, (208)

which implies that for all θ ∈
{
µ ∈ suppQ : Lzpµq < δ⋆Q,z

}
, it holds that

lim
λ→0+

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq = 0. (209)

This completes the third part of Case 1.

Under the assumption that Q
`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

> 0, from (190), (207), and (209), for all
θ ∈ suppQ, it follows that

lim
λ→0+

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq =

1

Q
´

L⋆
Q,z

¯1{θ∈L⋆
Q,z}, (210)

which completes the proof of (39). Alternatively, under the assumption that
Q

`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

= 0, from (190), (207), and (209), for all θ ∈ suppQ, it follows
that

lim
λ→0+

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq =

{
∞ if θ ∈ L⋆

Q,z

0 otherwise
, (211)

which completes the proof of (40).

J.2 Case 2

Under the assumptions of Case 2, namely (185), it holds that

Q
`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

= 0. (212)

This can be proved by noticing that if Q
`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

> 0, then∫
1

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpθq =

∫
L⋆

Q,z

1

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpθq

+

∫
L⋆

Q,z
c

1

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpθq (213a)

>

∫
L⋆

Q,z

1

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpθq (213b)
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=
1

δ⋆Q,z − δ⋆Q,z

Q
`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

(213c)

= ∞, (213d)

which contradicts (212).

The proof of Case 2 is divided into three parts. The first part evaluates

limλ→λ⋆
Q,z

+

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ pθq, with θ ∈
{
ν ∈ suppQ : Lzpνq = δ⋆Q,z

}
. The second

part considers the case in which θ ∈
{
ν ∈ suppQ : Lzpνq > δ⋆Q,z

}
. The third

part considers the remaining case in (183).

J.2.1 Part 1

From (212) it holds that the set the set
{
µ ∈ suppQ : Lzpµq = δ⋆Q,z

}
is a neg-

ligible set with respect to Q and thus, for all θ ∈
{
µ ∈ suppQ : Lzpµq = δ⋆Q,z

}
,

the value
dP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ pθq is immaterial.

J.2.2 Part 2

For all θ ∈
{
ν ∈ suppQ : Lzpνq > δ⋆Q,z

}
, it holds that

lim
λ→λ⋆

Q,z
+

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq = lim

λ→λ⋆
Q,z

+

λ

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq
(214a)

=
λ⋆Q,z

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

, (214b)

where (214b) follows from observing that limλ→λ⋆
Q,z

+ Lzpθq+K̄Q,zpλq = Lzpθq−
δ⋆Q,z ̸= 0 (Lemma 4.6) and [57, Theorem 4.2].

J.2.3 Part 3

The third part of the proof follows by noticing that the set
{
µ ∈ suppQ : Lzpµq < δ⋆Q,z

}
is a negligible set with respect toQ and thus, for all θ ∈

{
µ ∈ suppQ : Lzpµq < δ⋆Q,z

}
,

the value
dP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ pθq is immaterial. Hence, it is arbitrarily assumed that

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq = 0. (215)

This completes the third part of Case 2.

From (214b), for all θ ∈ suppQ, it follows that

lim
λ→λ⋆

Q,z
+

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq =

λ⋆Q,z

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

, (216)

which completes the proof of (41). This completes the proof. ■
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K Proof of Lemma 5.5
The proof is divided into two cases. The first case follows under the assumption
that ∫

1

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpθq = ∞; (217)

and the second case follows under the assumption that∫
1

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpθq <∞, (218)

with δ⋆Q,z in (28) and the function Lz in (3). From Lemma 4.2, it follows that
in Case 1, the set AQ,z in (23) is p0,∞q. Similarly, in Case 2, the set AQ,z is
“

λ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

. Hence, Case 1 considers the limit λ→ 0+, which comprehends the
equality (42). Case 2 considers the limit λ→ λ⋆Q,z

+, which comprehends the
equality (43).

K.1 Case 1

The first case is as follows. Consider the following partition of the set M formed
by the sets

A0 =
{
θ ∈ M : Lzpθq = δ⋆Q,z

}
, (219a)

A1 =
{
θ ∈ M : Lzpθq > δ⋆Q,z

}
, and (219b)

A2 =
{
θ ∈ M : Lzpθq < δ⋆Q,z

}
. (219c)

Note that A0 = L⋆
Q,z, with L⋆

Q,z in (30). For all λ ∈ p0,∞q, it holds that

1 = P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpA0q + P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpA1q + P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpA2q (220a)

= P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpA0q + P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpA1q (220b)

= P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpA0q +

∫
A1

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpθq, (220c)

where (220b) follows from the fact that P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpA2q = 0, which follows from
the mutual absolute continuity of P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z and Q (Corollary 3.3). The above
implies that

lim
λ→0+

ˆ

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpA0q +

∫
A1

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpθq

˙

= lim
λ→0+

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpA0q + lim
λ→0+

∫
A1

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθqdQpθq (221a)

= lim
λ→0+

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpA0q +

∫
A1

lim
λ→0+

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθqdQpθq (221b)
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= lim
λ→0+

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpA0q, (221c)

= 1, (221d)

where, (221b) follows from Lemma 5.2 and the dominated convergence theorem
[54, Theorem 1.6.9 page 50]; and (221c) follows from Lemma 5.4. Hence, it
holds that

lim
λ→0+

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

= 1, (222)

which completes the proof of (42).

K.2 Case 2

Under the assumptions of Case 2, namely (218), it holds that

Q
`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

= 0, (223)

which can be shown using the arguments in (213). Hence, the probability mea-
sure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z satisfies

lim
λ→λ⋆

Q,z
+
P̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpA0q = lim
λ→λ⋆

Q,z
+

∫
A0

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθqdQpθq (224a)

= lim
λ→λ⋆

Q,z
+

∫
A0

λ

Lzpθq + K̄Q,zpλq
dQpθq (224b)

= lim
λ→λ⋆

Q,z
+

∫
A0

λ

δ⋆Q,z + K̄Q,zpλq
dQpθq (224c)

= lim
λ→λ⋆

Q,z
+

λ

δ⋆Q,z + K̄Q,zpλq
QpA0q (224d)

= lim
λ→λ⋆

Q,z
+

λ

δ⋆Q,z + K̄Q,zpλq
Q

`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

(224e)

= lim
λ→λ⋆

Q,z
+

λ

δ⋆Q,z + K̄Q,zpλq
0 (224f)

= 0, (224g)

which completes the proof of (43). This completes the proof. ■

L Proof of Lemma 6.1

From Lemma 3.1 and Corollary 3.3, it holds that for all θ ∈ suppQ,

dQ

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

pθq =

¨

˝

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq

˛

‚

−1

(225)
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=
K̄Q,zpλq + Lzpθq

λ
, (226)

where the functions Lz and K̄Q,z are in (3) and (23b), respectively. From (226),
it follows that for all θ ∈ suppQ,

0 = λ
dQ

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

pθq − Lzpθq − K̄Q,zpλq. (227)

Integrating both sides of (227) with respect to the probability measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z
yields

0 =

∫ ¨

˚

˝

Lzpθq − λ

¨

˝

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq

˛

‚

−1

+ K̄Q,zpλq

˛

‹

‚

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpθq (228a)

=

∫
LzpθqdP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpθq − λ

∫ ¨

˝

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq

˛

‚

−1

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpθq

+

∫
K̄Q,zpλqdP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpθq (228b)

= Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

− λ

∫
dQpθq + K̄Q,zpλq (228c)

= Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

− λ+ K̄Q,zpλq. (228d)

From (228d), it holds that

Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

= λ− K̄Q,zpλq, (229)

which completes the proof. ■

M Proof of Lemma 6.2

The proof of continuity is immediate from Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 6.1. The
proof of monotonicity is divided into two parts. The first part presents the
first derivative of the functional inverse K̄−1

Q,z in (26) and shows that its deriva-
tive is strictly positive. The second part shows the expected empirical risk
Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

is decreasing with λ.

The first part is as follows. For all θ ∈ M, the partial derivative of 1
Lzpθq+β ,

with respect to β ∈
`

−δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

, with δ⋆Q,z in (28), is

∂

∂β

ˆ

1

Lzpθq + β

˙

= − 1

pβ + Lzpθqq
2 . (230)
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From [58, Theorem 6.28, page 160], the following holds

d

dβ

∫
1

Lzpθq + β
dQpθq =

∫
∂

∂β

1

Lzpθq + β
dQpθq (231)

= −
∫

1

pβ + Lzpθqq
2 dQpθq. (232)

From Lemma 4.1, the derivative of the function K̄−1
Q,z in (26) satisfies:

d

dβ
K̄−1

Q,zpβq =
d

dβ

ˆ∫
1

β + Lzpθq
dQpθq

˙−1

(233a)

= −

˜

1∫
1

β+Lzpθq
dQpθq

¸2
d

dβ

∫
1

β + Lzpθq

dQpθq (233b)

= −

∫
− 1

pβ+Lzpθqq2
dQpθq

´∫
1

β+Lzpθq
dQpθq

¯2 (233c)

=

∫
1

pβ+Lzpθqq2
dQpθq

´∫
1

β+Lzpθq
dQpθq

¯2 , (233d)

where (233c) follows from (232).

Jensen’s inequality [59, Theorem 2.6.2] leads to the following inequality:

ˆ∫
1

β + Lzpθq
dQpθq

˙2

≤
∫

1

pβ + Lzpθqq
2 dQpθq, (234)

with equality if and only if the function Lz in (3) is nonseparable (Definition 2.2).
Then, from (233d) and (234), for all β ∈

`

−δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

, it holds that

d

dβ
K̄−1

Q,zpβq =

∫
1

pβ+Lzpθqq2
dQpθq

´∫
1

β+Lzpθq
dQpθq

¯2 (235)

≥ 1. (236)

This completes the first part of the proof.

The second part is as follows. Consider the pairs pλ1, β1q ∈ AQ,z × CQ,z and
pλ2, β2q ∈ AQ,z × CQ,z, such that λ2 > λ1, which implies that K̄Q,zpλ2q >
K̄Q,zpλ1q (Lemma 4.1). Then, from Lemma 6.1, it follows that

Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λ2q

Θ|Z=z

¯

− Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λ1q

Θ|Z=z

¯

= λ2 − λ1 + K̄Q,zpλ1q − K̄Q,zpλ2q (237a)
= K̄−1

Q,zpβ2q − K̄−1
Q,zpβ1q + β1 − β2, (237b)
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where (237b) follows from substituting (26) into (237a). Note that (236) implies
that

K̄−1
Q,zpβ2q − K̄−1

Q,zpβ1q ≥ β2 − β1, (238)

with equality if and only if the function Lz is nonseparable. Thus, from (237b)
and (238) it follows that

Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λ2q

Θ|Z=z

¯

− Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λ1q

Θ|Z=z

¯

≥ 0, (239)

with equality if and only if the function Lz is nonseparable. This completes the
second part of the proof. ■

N Proof of Lemma 6.3

From Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.3, it holds that

D
´

Q∥P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

=

∫
log

¨

˝

dQ

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

˛

‚dQpθq (240)

≤ log

¨

˝

∫
dQ

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

pθqdQpθq

˛

‚ (241)

= log

ˆ∫
K̄Q,zpλq + Lzpθq

λ
dQpθq

˙

(242)

= log

ˆ

1

λ

∫
K̄Q,zpλq + LzpθqdQpθq

˙

(243)

= log

ˆ

1

λ

`

K̄Q,zpλq + RzpQq
˘

˙

, (244)

where (241) follows from Jensen’s inequality [59, Theorem 2.6.2]; (242) follows
from (16); and (244) follows from (6). From (244), it follows that

RzpQq ≥ λ exp
´

D
´

Q∥P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯¯

− K̄Q,zpλq (245)

= λ exp
´

D
´

Q∥P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯¯

+Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

−λ, (246)

where (246) follows from Lemma 6.1. Hence, the difference between the expected
empirical risk of the probability measures P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z and Q, from (246), satisfies
that

RzpQq − Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

≥ λ
´

exp
´

D
´

Q∥P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯¯

− 1
¯

, (247)

which completes the proof. ■
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O Proof of Lemma 6.5
From Lemma 4.1, Lemma 4.2, and Lemma 6.1, it holds that

Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

= λ− K̄Q,zpλq (248)

< λ+ δ⋆Q,z. (249)

Note also that

Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

=

∫
LzpθqdP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpθq (250)

≥
∫
δ⋆Q,z dP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpθq (251)

= δ⋆Q,z, (252)

with Lz in (3). The proof continues by determining the conditions for which (252)
holds with equality. Assume the empirical risk Lz in (3) is separable with re-
spect to the probability measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16) (see Definition 2.2). Then,
there exists a real value ϵ > 0 and two nonnegligible sets A and B with respect
to the probability measure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16), such that

A =
{
θ ∈ M : Lzpθq < δ⋆Q,z + ϵ

}
, and (253)

B =
{
θ ∈ M : Lzpθq ≥ δ⋆Q,z + ϵ

}
. (254)

Note that the sets A and B form a partition of the set M. Hence, the expected
empirical risk satisfies

Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

=

∫
LzpθqdP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpθq (255)

=

∫
A
LzpθqdP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpθq +

∫
B
LzpθqdP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpθq (256)

≥
∫
A
δ⋆Q,z dP̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpθq +

∫
B

`

δ⋆Q,z + ϵ
˘

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpθq (257)

= δ⋆Q,zP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpAq +
`

δ⋆Q,z + ϵ
˘

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpBq, (258)

= δ⋆Q,zP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpAq +
`

δ⋆Q,z + ϵ
˘

´

1− P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpAq

¯

(259)

= δ⋆Q,z + ϵ
´

1− P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpAq

¯

(260)

> δ⋆Q,z, (261)

where inequality (257) follows from (28) and (254); (259) follows from the fact
that the sets A and B form a partition of the set M; and (261) follows from the
fact that the sets A and B are nonnegligible with respect to the probability mea-
sure P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z, which implies P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpAq < 1. This proves the strict inequality
in (251).

Consider the case in which the empirical risk Lz in (3) is not separable with
respect to P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16). Then, for all θ ∈ supp P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z, the empirical risk
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satisfies Lzpθq = δ⋆Q,z, which implies Rz

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

= δ⋆Q,z. Hence, if the function
Lz is nonseparable, then (251) holds with equality. Therefore, (251) holds with
equality, if and only if the function Lz is nonseparable, which completes the
proof. ■

P Proof of Theorem 6.1
Let δ be a real in

`

δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

, with δ⋆Q,z in (28). Let also γ ∈ p0,∞q satisfy the
following equality:

Rz

´

P̄
pQ,γq

Θ|Z=z

¯

≤ δ, (262)

where the existence of such a γ is ensured by the continuity of Rz

´

P̄
pQ,γq

Θ|Z=z

¯

with respect to γ (Lemma 6.2); and Lemma 6.5 and Lemma 6.6. From (27), it
holds that

Lzpδq ⊇ L⋆
Q,z, (263)

and thus,

P̄
pQ,γq

Θ|Z=zpLzpδqq ≥ P̄
pQ,γq

Θ|Z=z

`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

, (264)

with L⋆
Q,z defined in (30). Let λ be a positive real such that λ ≤ γ, and

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

> 1− ϵ. (265)

The existence of such a positive real λ follows from Lemma 5.5. From (263), it
follows that

P̄
pQ,γq

Θ|Z=zpLzpδqq ≥ P̄
pQ,γq

Θ|Z=z

`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

. (266)

Hence, from (265) and (266), it holds that

1− ϵ < P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

`

L⋆
Q,z

˘

(267)

≤ P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpLzpδqq. (268)

The equality in (268) implies that the probability measure P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z is pδ, ϵq-
optimal (Definition 6.1), which completes the proof.

■

Q Proof of Lemma 7.1
The proof is divided into two parts. The first part is as follows, from Theo-
rem 3.1, it follows that for all θ ∈ M,

log

¨

˝

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq

˛

‚= log

ˆ

λ

K̄Q,zpλq + Lzpθq

˙

(269)
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= logpλq − log
`

K̄Q,zpλq + Lzpθq
˘

(270)
= logpλq − VQ,z,λpθq, (271)

where the function VQ,z,λ is defined in (57b). Thus,

D
´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

=

∫
log

¨

˝

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq

˛

‚dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpθq (272)

= logpλq −
∫

VQ,z,λpθqdP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=zpθq (273)

= logpλq − R̄Q,z,λ

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

, (274)

where the functional R̄Q,z,λ is defined in (70). Hence, it follows from (274)
that

logpλq = R̄Q,z,λ

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

+ D
´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

, (275)

which completes the proof of (72) and concludes the first part.

The second part is as follows. From (271), it follows that

D
´

Q∥P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

=−
∫

log

¨

˝

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq

˛

‚dQpθq (276)

=− logpλq +

∫
VQ,z,λpθqdQpθq (277)

=− logpλq + R̄Q,z,λpQq. (278)

Hence, it follows from (278) that

logpλq = R̄Q,z,λpQq − D
´

Q∥P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

, (279)

which completes the proof of (73). This completes the proof. ■

R Proof of Lemma 7.2
The proof uses the mutual absolute continuity between P̄

pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16) and
Q (Corollary 3.3). Hence, a probability measure P ∈ ⃝QpMq is mutually
absolutely continuous with P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z. The proof follows by noticing that for such
P and for all θ ∈ M, it holds that

log

¨

˝

dP

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

pθq

˛

‚= log

¨

˝

dP

dQ
pθq

dQ

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

pθq

˛

‚ (280)

= log

ˆ

dP

dQ
pθq

˙

− log

¨

˝

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq

˛

‚ (281)
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= log

ˆ

dP

dQ
pθq

˙

− log

ˆ

λ

K̄Q,zpλq + Lzpθq

˙

(282)

= log

ˆ

dP

dQ
pθq

˙

− logpλq

+ log
`

K̄Q,zpλq + Lzpθq
˘

(283)

= log

ˆ

dP

dQ
pθq

˙

− logpλq + VQ,z,λpθq, (284)

where the functions Lz, K̄Q,z and VQ,z,λ are defined in (3), (23) and in (57b),
respectively. The equality (282) follows from (16). Hence, the relative entropy
D

´

P∥P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

satisfies,

D
´

P∥P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

=

∫
log

¨

˝

dP

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

pθq

˛

‚dP pθq (285)

=

∫ ˆ

log

ˆ

dP

dQ
pθq

˙

− logpλq

+VQ,z,λpθq

˙

dP pθq (286)

=

∫
log

ˆ

dP

dQ
pθq

˙

dP pθq − logpλq

+

∫
VQ,z,λpθqdP pθq (287)

= DpP∥Qq − logpλq + R̄Q,z,λpP q (288)

= DpP∥Qq − R̄Q,z,λ

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

−D
´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

+ R̄Q,z,λpP q, (289)

where (286) follows from (284); (288) follows from (70); and (289) follows from
Lemma 7.1. Thus, from (289), it follows that

R̄Q,z,λpP q − R̄Q,z,λ

´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

= D
´

P∥P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

− DpP∥Qq

+D
´

P̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

, (290)

which completes the proof. ■

S Proof of Lemma 7.4
From Lemma 7.1, for all α ∈ p0,∞q, it holds that

D
´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

= −R̄Q,z,α

´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯

+ logpαq, (291)

where the functional R̄Q,z,α is defined in (70).
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Similarly, from [30, Lemma 20], for all λ ∈ p0,∞q, it holds that

D
´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

= −
ˆ

1

λ
Rz

´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

+KQ,z

ˆ

− 1

λ

˙̇

, (292)

with the functional Rz defined in (6). From [30, Theorem 3], the function SQ,λ

in [30, Definition 7] satisfies that

SQ,λ

´

z, P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯

= Rz

´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯

− Rz

´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

(293)

= λ
´

D
´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z∥P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

+ D
´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

−D
´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯¯

(294)

= λ
´

D
´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z∥P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

+ D
´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

+ R̄Q,z,α

´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯

− logpαq

¯

(295)

= λ

ˆ

D
´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z∥P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

− 1

λ
Rz

´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

−KQ,z

ˆ

− 1

λ

˙

+R̄Q,z,α

´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯

− logpαq

˙

, (296)

where (295) follows from (291); and (296) follows from (292). Rearranging (296)
yields

1

λ
Rz

´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯

− R̄Q,z,α

´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯

= D
´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z∥P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

− logpαq

−KQ,z

ˆ

− 1

λ

˙

. (297)

Similarly, from Lemma 7.2 the function S̄Q,α in (75) satisfies that

S̄Q,α

´

z, P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

= R̄Q,z,α

´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

− R̄Q,z,α

´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯

(298)

= D
´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯

− D
´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

+D
´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

(299)

= D
´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯

− D
´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

−R̄Q,z,α

´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯

+ logpαq (300)

= D
´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯

+
1

λ
Rz

´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

+KQ,z

ˆ

− 1

λ

˙

− R̄Q,z,α

´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯

+ logpαq, (301)

where (300) follows from (291); and (301) follows from (292). Rearranging (301)
yields

1

λ
Rz

´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

− R̄Q,z,α

´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

= −D
´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯
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−
ˆ

logpαq +KQ,z

ˆ

− 1

λ

˙˙

. (302)

The proof proceeds by subtracting (302) from (297), resulting in

1

λ
SQ,λ

´

z, P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯

− S̄Q,α

´

z, P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

= D
´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z∥P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

− D
´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯

+2

ˆ

logpαq +KQ,z

ˆ

− 1

λ

˙˙

, (303)

where the functions SQ,λ and S̄Q,α are respectively defined in [30, Definition 7]
and (75). From [36, Theorem 1] and Lemma 7.2, it follows that

1

λ
SQ,λ

´

z, P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯

− S̄Q,α

´

z, P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

= D
´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z∥P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

¯

− D
´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z

¯

+ 2
´

D
´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

− D
´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯¯

. (304)

Substituting (304) into (303) yields

D
´

P
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

− D
´

P̄
pQ,αq

Θ|Z=z∥Q
¯

= logpαq +KQ,z

ˆ

− 1

λ

˙

, (305)

which completes the proof. ■

T Examples

T.1 Example 1
Consider the Type-II ERM-RER problem in (11) and assume that: paq M =
X = Y = r0,∞q; pbq z = pp1, 0qq, which represents a single data point; and pcq
Q≪ µ, with µ the Lebesgue measure, such that for all θ ∈ suppQ,

dQ

dµ
pθq = 4θ2 expp−2θq. (306)

Let also the function f : M×X → Y be

fpθ, xq = xθ, (307)

and the loss function ℓ in (2) be

ℓpfpθ, xq, yq = pxθ − yq
2
, (308)

which implies

Lzpθq = pxθ − yq
2
, (309)
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with the function Lz defined in (3). Furthermore, from assumptions paq, pbq,
and (309), it follows that there exists θ⋆ ∈ suppQ such that Lzpθ⋆q = 0, which
implies that

δ⋆Q,z = 0. (310)

Under the current assumptions, the objective of this example is to show that
CQ,z =

“

δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

. For this purpose, from Lemma 4.2, it is sufficient to show
that the condition in (31) holds. From Theorem 3.1, it follows that P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

in (16) satisfies for all θ ∈ suppQ,

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dµ
pθq =

λ

Lzpθq + β
4θ2 expp−2θq, (311)

with β satisfying (15). Thus,∫
1

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpθq =

∫
1

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

4θ2 expp−2θqdµpθq (312a)

=

∫ ∞

0

4θ2 expp−2θq

pxθ − yq
2 − δ⋆Q,z

dθ (312b)

=

∫ ∞

0

4θ2 expp−2θq

θ2 − δ⋆Q,z

dθ (312c)

=

∫ ∞

0

4θ2 expp−2θq

θ2
dθ (312d)

=

∫ ∞

0

4 expp−2θqdθ (312e)

= 2, (312f)

where (312a) follows from (306); (312c) follows from the assumption that px, yq =
p1, 0q; and (312d) follows from the fact that δ⋆Q,z = 0. Finally, the function
K̄Q,z in (23) satisfies K̄Q,z

`

1
2

˘

= 0, which implies −δ⋆Q,z ∈ CQ,z, thus the set
AQ,z = p0,∞q.

T.2 Example 2
Consider Example 1 in Appendix T.1 with z = pp1, 1qq. Note that (310) holds
for this example. Under the current assumptions, the objective of this example
is to show that AQ,z =

`

δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

. For this purpose, from Lemma 4.2, it is
sufficient to show that the condition in (31) does not hold. That is,∫

1

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpθq =

∫
1

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

dQ

dµ
pθqdµpθq (313a)

=

∫
4θ2 expp−2θq

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

dµpθq (313b)

=

∫
4θ2 expp−2θq

pxθ − yq
2 − δ⋆Q,z

dµpθq (313c)
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=

∫
4θ2 expp−2θq

pθ − 1q
2 dµpθq (313d)

= 4

∫
θ2 expp−2θq

pθ − 1q
2 dµpθq (313e)

= 4

∫ ˜

θ expp−2θq + expp−2θq

2

θ − 1

−
−θ expp−2θq

2 − expp−2θq

2

pθ − 1q
2

¸

dµpθq (313f)

= 4

˜∫
θ expp−2θq + expp−2θq

2

θ − 1
dµpθq

+

∫ θ expp−2θq

2 + expp−2θq

2

pθ − 1q
2 dµpθq

¸

(313g)

= 4

ˆ

1

2

∫
2θ expp−2θq + expp−2θq

θ − 1
dµpθq

+
1

2

∫
θ expp−2θq + expp−2θq

pθ − 1q
2 dµpθq

¸

, (313h)

where (313a) follows from the assumption thatQ≪ µ, (313b) follows from (306), (313d)
follows from (310) and the assumption that px, yq = p1, 1q. Using integration
by parts on the second integral in (313h), let the functions ϕ : M → R and
ψ : M → R be

ϕpθq = θ expp−2θq + expp−2θq, and (314a)

ψpθq = − 1

θ − 1
. (314b)

The derivatives of ϕ and ψ satisfy

dϕ

dµ
pθq = −2θ expp−2θq − expp−2θq, and (315a)

dψ

dµ
pθq =

1

pθ − 1q
2 , (315b)

respectively. Note that given a subset ra, bs ⊂ M with a, b ∈ R such that a < b
it holds that, ∫

ra,bs

expp−2θq + expp−2θq

pθ − 1q
2 dµpθq

=

∫
ra,bs

ϕpθq
dψ

dµ
pθqµpθq (316a)

=
”

ϕpθqψpθq

ıb

a
−

∫
ra,bs

dϕ

dµ
pθqψpθqdµpθq (316b)
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=
”

− θ expp−2θq + expp−2θq

θ − 1

ıb

a

+

∫
ra,bs

−2θ expp−2θq − expp−2θq

θ − 1
dµpθq, (316c)

where (316c) follows the equalities (314) and (315). Substituting (316c) into (313h)
yields ∫

1

Lzpθq − δ⋆Q,z

dQpθq

= 4

∫
r0,∞q

θ2 expp−2θq

pθ − 1q
2 dµpθq (317a)

= 4

∫
r0,1s

θ2 expp−2θq

pθ − 1q
2 dµpθq + 4

∫
p1,∞q

θ2 expp−2θq

pθ − 1q
2 dµpθq (317b)

≥ 4

∫
r0,1s

θ2 expp−2θq

pθ − 1q
2 dµpθq (317c)

= 2

˜∫
r0,1s

2θ expp−2θq + expp−2θq

θ − 1
dµpθq

+

∫
r0,1s

expp−2θq + expp−2θq

pθ − 1q
2 dµpθq

¸

(317d)

= 2

˜∫
r0,1s

2θ expp−2θq + expp−2θq

θ − 1
dµpθq

+
”

− θ expp−2θq + expp−2θq

θ − 1

ı1

0

−
∫

r0,1s

2θ expp−2θq + expp−2θq

θ − 1
dµpθq

¸

(317e)

= 2
”

− θ expp−2θq + expp−2θq

θ − 1

ı1

0
(317f)

= ∞, (317g)

where (317a) follows from the assumption that M = r0,∞q, (317c) follows
from observing that for all θ ∈ r0,∞q, it holds that θ2 expp−2θq

pθ−1q2
> 0, in (317d)

follows from (313h), and (317e) follows from substituting (316c) into (317d).
From (317g), it follows that the function K̄Q,z in (23) is undefined at zero,
which implies δ⋆Q,z ̸∈ AQ,z, and this, AQ,z = p0,∞q.

T.3 Example 3
Consider the Type-II ERM-RER problem in (11) and assume that: paq the set
B is a proper subset of M, and pbq the probability measure Q satisfies

QpBq = ϵ, and (318a)
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QpM\Bq = 1− ϵ, (318b)

with ϵ > 0. Let the empirical risk function Lz in (3) be

Lzpθq =

{
0 if θ ∈ B
c if θ ∈ M \ B, (319)

with c > 0. Under the current assumptions, the objective of this example is to
show that for all z ∈ pX × Yq

n, it holds that CQ,z =
`

−δ⋆Q,z,∞
˘

and AQ,z =

p0,∞q. To show this, it is necessary to characterize the function K̄Q,z in (23b).
Hence, from the fact that the Lagrangian multiplier β for the optimization
problem in (11) satisfies ∫

λ

β + Lzpνq
dQpνq = 1, (320)

which follows from Theorem 3.1, the empirical risk function Lz : M → R+
0

in (319), which is a simple function, and the probability measure Q in (318a),
it holds that∫

λ

β + Lzpνq
dQpνq = λ

ˆ

1

β + c0
QpT pzqq +

1

β + c1
QpM\ T pzqq

˙

(321a)

= λ

ˆ

1

β + c0
QpT pzqq +

1

β + c1
p1−QpT pzqqq

˙

(321b)

= λ

ˆ

pβ + c1qQpT pzqq + pβ + c0qp1−QpT pzqqq

β2 + βpc0 + c1q + c0c1

˙

(321c)

= λ

ˆ

pc1 − c0qQpT pzqq + β + c0
β2 + βpc0 + c1q + c0c1

˙

. (321d)

From (320) and (321d), it follows that

0 =β2 + βpc0 + c1q + c0c1 − λppc1 − c0qQpT pzqq + β + c0q (322a)

=β2 + βpc0 + c1 − λq + c0c1 − λc0 − λpc1 − c0qQpT pzqq. (322b)

Hence,
0 = β2 + βpc1 − λq − λc1QpT pzqq. (322c)

Observe that the expression in (322c) is a quadratic polynomial that has two
roots r1 and r2. Hence, (322c) in terms of r1 and r2 satisfies

0 =β2 − pr1 + r2qβ + r1r2 (323a)
=pβ − r1qpβ − r2q, (323b)

where the roots r1 and r2 are given by the quadratic formula such that

r1 =− pc1 − λq

2
−

d

ˆ

c1 − λ

2

˙2

+ λc1QpT pzqq, (324a)
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and

r2 =− pc1 − λq

2
+

d

ˆ

c1 − λ

2

˙2

+ λc1QpT pzqq. (324b)

The proof continues by verifying that the roots in (324a) and (324b) are real
and there is only one positive root for all λ ∈ p0,+∞q and for all QpT pzqq ∈
r0, 1q.

Note that for all c1 ∈ p0,∞q and for all λ ∈ r0,+∞q, it holds that

−c1 − λ

2
≤

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

c1 − λ

2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

(325)

=

d

ˆ

c1 − λ

2

˙2

(326)

≤

d

ˆ

c1 − λ

2

˙2

+ λc1QpT pzqq. (327)

Observe that for all QpT pzqq ∈ r0, 1q, c1 ∈ p0,∞q and λ ∈ r0,∞q the expressions
`

c1−λ
2

˘2
and λc1QpT pzqq are always positive. Thus, the square roots in (324a)

and (324b) are real, which implies that r1 and r2 are real. From (324) and
(327), for all λ ∈ r0,+∞q and for all QpT pzqq ∈ r0, 1q, it holds that

r1 <0; (328a)

and following the same arguments

r2 >0. (328b)

Hence, the solution for the Lagrange Multiplier β that satisfies (320) given the
empirical risk function Lz in (319) and the probability measure Q in (318a)
is

β = − pc1 − λq

2
+

d

ˆ

c1 − λ

2

˙2

+ λc1QpT pzqq, (329)

which implies that the function K̄Q,z in (23b) under the current assumptions
in (318) and (319) satisfies

K̄Q,zpλq = − pc− λq

2
+

d

ˆ

c− λ

2

˙2

+ λcQpBq. (330)

From Theorem 3.1, it follows that P̄ pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z in (16) satisfies for all θ ∈ suppQ,

dP̄
pQ,λq

Θ|Z=z

dQ
pθq =

λ

Lzpθq − pc−λq

2 +

b

`

c−λ
2

˘2
+ λcQpBq

. (331)
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Under the current assumptions, from Lemma 4.2, it is sufficient to show that
for all c ∈ p0,∞q and λ ∈ p0,∞q in (319), the function K̄Q,z in (23b) is strictly
greater than −δ⋆Q,z. From equality (330), it holds that

K̄Q,zpλq = − pc− λq

2
+

d

ˆ

c− λ

2

˙2

+ λcQpBq (332a)

> − pc− λq

2
+

d

ˆ

c− λ

2

˙2

(332b)

= − pc− λq

2
+

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

c− λ

2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

(332c)

≥ 0 (332d)
= −δ⋆Q,z, (332e)

which proves that for all c ∈ p0,∞q and for all λ ∈ p0,∞q, it holds that
K̄Q,zpλq > −δ⋆Q,z which implies that −δ⋆Q,z ̸∈ CQ,z with the set CQ,z defined
in (23) and thus AQ,z = p0,∞q.

U Numerical Simulation
The MNIST dataset consists of 60,000 images for training and 10,000 images for
testing. Out of the 60,000 training images, 12,183 are labeled as the digits six
or seven, while 1,986 out of the 10,000 test images correspond to these digits.
Each image is a 28 × 28 grayscale picture and is represented by the matrix
I ∈ r0, 1s

28×28.

U.1 Feature Extraction of the Histogram of Oriented Gra-
dients

The grayscale images are processed by calculating their corresponding histogram
of oriented gradients (HOG) [60]. The HOG for each image is computed through
the following steps:

1.q For each pixel location pi, jq ∈ {1, 2, ..., 28}2 in the image, the gradients in
the w- and h-directions (width, height) are computed using finite differences
given by the functions Gw : {1, 2, ..., 28}2 → R and Gh : {1, 2, ..., 28}2 → R,
which are defined as

Gwpi, jq =


Ipi+ 1, jq − Ipi− 1, jq if i ∈ {2, . . . , 27}
Ipi+ 1, jq − Ipi, jq if i = 1

Ipi, jq − Ipi− 1, jq if i = 28

, (333)

and

Ghpi, jq =


Ipi, j + 1q − Ipi, j − 1q if j ∈ {2, . . . , 27}
Ipi, j + 1q − Ipi, jq if j = 1

Ipi, jq − Ipi, j − 1q if j = 28

, (334)
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where Ipi, jq ∈ r0, 1s represents the pixel intensity at location pi, jq.

2.q Given a pixel location pi, jq ∈ {1, 2, ..., 28}2, the magnitude and orientation
of a pixel at location pi, jq is given by the functions M : {1, 2, ..., 28}2 → R and
ϕ : {1, 2, ..., 28}2 → R, such that

Mpi, jq =

b

Gwpi, jq
2
+ Ghpi, jq

2
, and (335)

ϕpi, jq = arctan

ˆ

Ghpi, jq

Gwpi, jq

˙

. (336)

3.q The matrix I is divided into sub-matrices of size 4×4, such that the number
of sub-matrices is 7. These sub-matrices are referred to as cells and are denoted,
for all pw, hq ∈ {1, · · · , 7}2, by

Cw,h =

»

—

–

Ipaw, bhq · · · Ipaw + 3, bhq

...
. . .

...
Ipaw, bh + 3q · · · Ipaw + 3, bh + 3q

fi

ffi

fl

, (337)

where the real values aw and bh are

aw = 4pw − 1q + 1 (338)
bh = 4ph− 1q + 1. (339)

This implies that the matrix I can be represented as

I =

»

—

–

C1,1 · · · C7,1

...
. . .

...
C1,7 · · · C7,7

fi

ffi

fl

. (340)

From (337), the set of all pairs pi, jq of pixel coordinates in I that lie within the
cell Cw,h is given by:

Aw,h = {aw, aw + 3} × {bh, bh + 3}, (341)

with aw in (338) and bh in (339).

4.q For each cell Cw,h in (337) the orientations ϕpi, jq in (336) are divided into
9 bins. That is, the nth bin, with 1 ≤ n ≤ 9, satisfies that

Bpnq

w,h =

{
ϕpi, jq ∈ R : 180

ˆ

n− 1

9

˙

≤ ϕpi, jq < 180
´n

9

¯

: pi, jq ∈ Aw,h

}
. (342)

The contribution of each pixel to its corresponding bin is based on its gradient
magnitude. That is, the value of the n-th bin from the pw, hq-th cell Cw,h

in (337) is given by the function Hw,hpnq : {1, 2, . . . , 9} → R, such that

Hw,hpnq =
∑

pi,jq∈Aw,h

Mpi, jq1{
ϕpi,jq∈Bpnq

w,h

}, (343)
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with M in (335); and Bpnq

w,h in (342). Thus, the histogram of gradient orientations
of the cell Cw,h is represented by the vector Hw,h ∈ R9, such that

Hw,h = rHw,hp1q, Hw,hp2q, · · ·Hw,hp9qs, (344)

with the function Hw,h in (343).

5.q To account for illumination and contrast variations, the histogram Hw,h

in (344) is normalized. To normalize the histograms for all cells Cw,h in (337),
the cells are grouped into sub-matrices formed by 2× 2 cells with a cell overlap
set to 1 pixel, such that the number of sub-matrices is:

p7− 1q × p7− 1q = 36. (345)

These sub-matrices of the matrix I in (340), with pm, sq ∈
{
1, · · ·

?
36

}2
are

referred to as blocks, and denoted by

Bm,s =

„

Cm,s Cm+1,s

Cm,s+1 Cm+1,s+1

ȷ

, (346)

with the matrix Cm,s in (337). From (340) and (346), a block Bm,s is a sub-
matrix of size 8× 8, i.e., Bm,s ∈ R8×8. The size of a block is given by the ratio
of the total number of pixels in a block to the number of pixels in a cell:

8× 8

4× 4
= 4, (347a)

The normalized histogram of a cell Cw,h in a block Bm,s is denoted by the vector
Ĥ

pm,sq

w,h ∈ R9. This normalization of is typically done using the ℓ2-norm, such
that

Ĥ
pm,sq

w,h =
Hw,h

d ∑
pi,jq∈{m,m+1}×{s,s+1}

H2
i,j + ϵ2

, (348)

where Hw,h in (344) is the unnormalized histogram, and the ϵ = 10−4 to avoid
division by zero.

6.q For an image with 36 blocks (see (345)), 9 orientation bins, and a size of
block 4 (see (347)), the dimension of the HOG feature vector x̂ is:

36× 4× 9 = 1296. (349)

The HOG feature vector x̂ ∈ R1296 is formed by concatenating all the normalized
histograms Ĥ

pm,sq

w,h such that

x̂ =
”

Ĥ
p1,1q

1,1 , Ĥ
p1,1q

1,2 , Ĥ
p1,1q

2,1 , Ĥ
p1,1q

2,2 ,

Ĥ
p2,1q

2,1 , Ĥ
p2,1q

2,2 , Ĥ
p2,1q

3,1 , Ĥ
p2,1q

3,2 , · · · ,

Ĥ
p6,6q

6,6 , Ĥ
p6,6q

6,7 , Ĥ
p6,6q

7,6 , Ĥ
p6,6q

7,7

ı⊤
. (350)
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U.2 Principal Component Analysis
The final step in the data processing is to reduce the dimensionality of the
pattern x̂ in (350) from R1296 to R2, while ensuring that the important structure
of the pattern is preserved. In this simulation, principal component analysis
(PCA) is used to project the high-dimensional data onto a lower-dimensional
subspace. From 60,000 images for training in the MNIST, the HOG of two
handwritten numbers (in this simulation 6 and 7) are computed, as mentioned
in Appendix U.1. The resulting 12,183 HOG vectors x̂ ∈ R1296 are reduced to
R2 using PCA as follows:

1.q To reduce the dimensionality, the first step in PCA is to compute the co-
variance matrix of the data. This matrix captures the relationships between
the different features (or dimensions) of the data. The covariance matrix is
calculated as follows:

C =
1

n− 1

n∑
i=1

px̂i − µqpx̂i − µq
⊤
, (351)

where n = 12,183, C ∈ R1296×1296, and µ is the mean of all the training patterns
given by

µ =
1

n

n∑
i=1

x̂i. (352)

2.q The next step in PCA is to perform an eigenvalue decomposition of the
covariance matrix C in (351). The decomposition can be written as:

C = VΛV⊤, (353)

where V ∈ R1296×1296 is a matrix whose columns are the eigenvectors of C
and Λ ∈ R1296×1296 is a diagonal matrix containing the corresponding eigenval-
ues.

3.q Following the computation of the eigenvectors, the dimensionality is reduced
from R1296 to R2 by selecting the two eigenvectors associated with the largest
eigenvalues. Denote these top two eigenvectors as w1 and w2. These eigen-
vectors constitute the columns of the projection matrix W ∈ R1296×2, defined
as

W = rw1 w2s. (354)

4.q Once the projection matrix W is computed, each high-dimensional pattern
x̂ ∈ R1296 can be projected onto the new R2 subspace. The projection is
performed as follows:

x = W⊤x̂, (355)
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with x̂ in (350), W in (354) and x ∈ R2 is the 2-dimensional coordinates of the
original pattern x̂ in the reduced-dimensional space.

U.3 Simulation Dataset

In this simulation, a datapoint is a tuple px̂, yq ∈ R1296×{6, 7}, with x̂ in (350)
and y being the label assigned by MNIST to the image I in (340). The label y
corresponds to the digit in the image I. Such an image produces the vector x̂,
when its HOG features are computed.

References

[1] F. Daunas, I. Esnaola, S. M. Perlaza, and H. V. Poor, “Analysis of
the relative entropy asymmetry in the regularization of empirical risk
minimization,” in Proceedings of the IEEE International Symposium on
Information Theory (ISIT), Taipei, Taiwan, Jun. 2023.

[2] ——, “Asymmetry of the relative entropy in the regularization of empirical
risk minimization,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 71,
no. 8, pp. 6198 – 6226, Aug. 2025.

[3] V. Vapnik, “Principles of risk minimization for learning theory,” Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 4, pp. 831–838, Jan. 1991.

[4] V. Vapnik and A. Y. Chervonenkis, “On a perceptron class,” Avtomatika i
Telemkhanika, vol. 25, no. 1, pp. 112–120, Feb. 1964.

[5] M. R. Rodrigues and Y. C. Eldar, Information-theoretic Methods in Data
Science, 1st ed. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2021.

[6] M. Mezard and A. Montanari, Information, Physics, and Computation,
1st ed. New York, NY, USA: Oxford University Press, 2009.

[7] M. J. Wainwright, High-dimensional Statistics: A Non-asymptotic
Viewpoint, 1st ed. New York, NY, USA: Cambridge University Press,
2019.

[8] R. Vershynin, High-dimensional Probability: An Introduction with
Applications in Data Science, 1st ed. New York, NY, USA: Cambridge
University Press, 2018.

[9] A. Blumer, A. Ehrenfeucht, D. Haussler, and M. K. Warmuth,
“Learnability and the Vapnik-Chervonenkis dimension,” Journal of the
ACM, vol. 36, no. 4, pp. 929–965, Oct. 1989.

[10] I. Guyon, V. Vapnik, B. Boser, L. Bottou, and S. A. Solla, “Structural risk
minimization for character recognition,” Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, vol. 4, Dec. 1991.

Inria

https://doi.org/10.1109/ISIT54713.2023.10206876
https://doi.org/10.1109/ISIT54713.2023.10206876
https://doi.org/10.1109/ISIT54713.2023.10206876


Empirical Risk Minimization with Relative Entropy Regularization Type-II 71

[11] G. Lugosi and K. Zeger, “Nonparametric estimation via empirical risk
minimization,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 41, no. 3,
pp. 677–687, May 1995.

[12] P. L. Bartlett, “The sample complexity of pattern classification with neural
networks: the size of the weights is more important than the size of the
network,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 44, no. 2, pp.
525–536, Mar. 1998.

[13] V. Vapnik and L. Bottou, “Local algorithms for pattern recognition and
dependencies estimation,” Neural Computation, vol. 5, no. 6, pp. 893–909,
Nov. 1993.

[14] V. Cherkassky, X. Shao, F. M. Mulier, and V. N. Vapnik, “Model
complexity control for regression using VC generalization bounds,” IEEE
Transactions on Neural Networks, vol. 10, no. 5, pp. 1075–1089, Sep. 1999.

[15] V. Vapnik, “An overview of statistical learning theory,” IEEE Transactions
on Neural Networks, vol. 10, no. 5, pp. 988–999, Sep. 1999.

[16] L. Bottou, F. E. Curtis, and J. Nocedal, “Optimization methods for
large-scale machine learning,” SIAM Review, vol. 60, no. 2, pp. 223–311,
May 2018.

[17] A. Krzyzak, T. Linder, and C. Lugosi, “Nonparametric estimation
and classification using radial basis function nets and empirical risk
minimization,” IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks, vol. 7, no. 2, pp.
475–487, Mar. 1996.

[18] W. Deng, Q. Zheng, and L. Chen, “Regularized extreme learning machine,”
in Proceedings of the IEEE Symposium on Computational Intelligence in
Data Mining (CIDM), Nashville, TN, USA, Apr. 2009, pp. 389–395.

[19] D. Arpit, S. Jastrzębski, N. Ballas, D. Krueger, E. Bengio, M. S. Kanwal,
T. Maharaj, A. Fischer, A. Courville, Y. Bengio, and S. Lacoste-Julien,
“A closer look at memorization in deep networks,” in Proceedings of the
34th International Conference on Machine Learning (ICML), vol. 70, Aug.
2017, pp. 233–242.

[20] F. Hellström, G. Durisi, B. Guedj, and M. Raginsky, “Generalization
bounds: Perspectives from information theory and PAC-Bayes,”
Foundations and Trends® in Machine Learning, vol. 18, no. 1, pp. 1–223,
Jan. 2025.

[21] O. Bousquet and A. Elisseeff, “Stability and generalization,” The Journal
of Machine Learning Research, vol. 2, no. 1, pp. 499–526, Mar. 2002.

[22] V. N. Vapnik and A. Y. Chervonenkis, “On the uniform convergence
of relative frequencies of events to their probabilities,” Measures of
Complexity: Festschrift for Alexey Chervonenkis, vol. 16, no. 2, pp. 11–30,
Oct. 2015.

RR n° 9508



72 Daunas, Perlaza, Esnaola, and Poor

[23] G. Aminian, Y. Bu, L. Toni, M. Rodrigues, and G. Wornell, “An exact
characterization of the generalization error for the Gibbs algorithm,”
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 34, pp.
8106–8118, Dec. 2021.

[24] C. P. Robert, The Bayesian Choice: From Decision-theoretic Foundations
to Computational Implementation, 1st ed. New York, NY, USA: Springer,
2007.

[25] D. A. McAllester, “Some PAC-Bayesian theorems,” in Proceedings of the
11th Annual Conference on Computational Learning Theory (COLT),
Madison, WI, USA, Jul. 1998, pp. 230–234.

[26] L. G. Valiant, “A theory of the learnable,” Communications of the ACM,
vol. 27, no. 11, pp. 1134–1142, Nov. 1984.

[27] J. Shawe-Taylor and R. C. Williamson, “A PAC analysis of a Bayesian
estimator,” in Proceedings of the 10th Annual Conference on Computational
Learning Theory (COLT), Nashville, TN, USA, Jul. 1997, pp. 2–9.

[28] D. Cullina, A. N. Bhagoji, and P. Mittal, “PAC-learning in the presence of
adversaries,” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 31,
no. 1, pp. 1–12, Dec. 2018.

[29] S. M. Perlaza, G. Bisson, I. Esnaola, A. Jean-Marie, and S. Rini, “Empirical
risk minimization with relative entropy regularization: Optimality and
sensitivity analysis,” in Proceedings of the IEEE International Symposium
on Information Theory (ISIT), Espoo, Finland, Jul. 2022, pp. 684–689.

[30] ——, “Empirical risk minimization with relative entropy regularization,”
IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 70, no. 7, pp. 5122 – 5161,
Jul. 2024.

[31] X. Zou, S. M. Perlaza, I. Esnaola, E. Altman, and H. V. Poor, “The
worst-case data-generating probability measure in statistical learning,”
IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Information Theory, vol. 5, no. 1, pp.
175 – 189, Apr. 2024.

[32] M. Raginsky, A. Rakhlin, M. Tsao, Y. Wu, and A. Xu, “Information-
theoretic analysis of stability and bias of learning algorithms,” in
Proceedings of the IEEE Information Theory Workshop (ITW), Cambridge,
UK, Sep. 2016, pp. 26–30.

[33] D. Russo and J. Zou, “How much does your data exploration overfit?
Controlling bias via information usage,” IEEE Transactions on Information
Theory, vol. 66, no. 1, pp. 302–323, Jan. 2019.

[34] B. Zou, L. Li, and Z. Xu, “The generalization performance of ERM
algorithm with strongly mixing observations,” Machine Learning, vol. 75,
no. 3, pp. 275–295, Feb. 2009.

Inria

https://doi.org/10.1109/TIT.2024.3365728
https://doi.org/10.1109/JSAIT.2024.3383281
https://doi.org/10.1109/JSAIT.2024.3383281


Empirical Risk Minimization with Relative Entropy Regularization Type-II 73

[35] G. Aminian, Y. Bu, L. Toni, M. R. D. Rodrigues, and G. W. Wornell,
“Information-theoretic characterizations of generalization error for the
Gibbs algorithm,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 70,
no. 1, pp. 632–655, Nov. 2023.

[36] S. M. Perlaza, I. Esnaola, G. Bisson, and H. V. Poor, “On the validation of
Gibbs algorithms: Training datasets, test datasets and their aggregation,”
in Proceedings of the IEEE International Symposium on Information
Theory (ISIT), Taipei, Taiwan, Jun. 2023.

[37] S. M. Perlaza and X. Zou, “The generalization error of machine learning
algorithms,” arXiv preprint 2411.12030, Nov. 2024.

[38] X. Wang and Q. He, “Enhancing generalization capability of SVM
classifiers with feature weight adjustment,” in Proceedings of the
Knowledge-Based Intelligent Information and Engineering Systems: 8th
International Conference (KES), Wellington, New Zealand, Sep. 2004, pp.
1037–1043.

[39] Q. Lin, Z. Lu, and L. Xiao, “An accelerated proximal coordinate gradient
method and its application to regularized empirical risk minimization,”
SIAM Journal on Optimization, vol. 25, no. 4, pp. 2244–2273, Jul. 2015.

[40] X. Yang and D. Li, “Estimation of the empirical risk-return relation: A
generalized-risk-in-mean model,” Journal of Time Series Analysis, vol. 43,
no. 6, pp. 938–963, May 2022.

[41] X. Wu, J. H. Manton, U. Aickelin, and J. Zhu, “On the generalization for
transfer learning: An information-theoretic analysis,” IEEE Transactions
on Information Theory, vol. 70, no. 10, pp. 7089–7124, Aug. 2024.

[42] B. Rodríguez Gálvez, “An information-theoretic approach to generalization
theory,” PhD thesis, KTH Royal Institute of Technology, Stockholm,
Sweden, Jun. 2024.

[43] M. Teboulle, “Entropic proximal mappings with applications to nonlinear
programming,” Mathematics of Operations Research, vol. 17, no. 3, pp.
670–690, Aug. 1992.

[44] A. Beck and M. Teboulle, “Mirror descent and nonlinear projected
subgradient methods for convex optimization,” Operations Research
Letters, vol. 31, no. 3, pp. 167–175, Jan. 2003.

[45] P. Alquier, “Non-exponentially weighted aggregation: Regret bounds
for unbounded loss functions,” in Proceedings of the 38th International
Conference on Machine Learning (ICML), vol. 139, Jul. 2021, pp. 207–218.

[46] A. R. Esposito and M. Gastpar, “From generalisation error to
transportation-cost inequalities and back,” in Proceedings of the IEEE
International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), Aalto, Finland,
Jun. 2022, pp. 294–299.

RR n° 9508

https://arxiv.org/pdf/2411.12030
https://arxiv.org/pdf/2411.12030
https://doi.org/10.1109/JSAIT.2024.3383281
https://doi.org/10.1109/JSAIT.2024.3383281


74 Daunas, Perlaza, Esnaola, and Poor

[47] J. Liao, O. Kosut, L. Sankar, and F. P. Calmon, “A tunable measure for
information leakage,” in Proceedings of the IEEE International Symposium
on Information Theory (ISIT), Vail, CO, USA, Jun. 2018, pp. 701–705.

[48] T. Sypherd, M. Diaz, L. Sankar, and P. Kairouz, “A tunable loss
function for binary classification,” in Proceedings of the IEEE international
symposium on information theory (ISIT), Paris, France, Jul. 2019, pp.
2479–2483.

[49] G. R. Kurri, T. Sypherd, and L. Sankar, “Realizing GANs via a tunable
loss function,” in Proceedings of the IEEE Information Theory Workshop
(ITW), virtual conference, 2021, pp. 1–6.

[50] H. Hsu and F. Calmon, “Rashomon capacity: A metric for predictive
multiplicity in classification,” Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, vol. 35, pp. 28 988–29 000, Dec. 2022.

[51] H. Jeffreys, “An invariant form for the prior probability in estimation
problems,” Proceedings of the Royal Society of London. Series A.
Mathematical and Physical Sciences, vol. 186, no. 1007, pp. 453–461, Sep.
1946.

[52] X. Zou, S. M. Perlaza, I. Esnaola, and E. Altman, “Generalization
analysis of machine learning algorithms via the worst-case data-generating
probability measure,” in Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial
Intelligence, Vancouver, Canada, Feb. 2024, pp. 17 271–17 279.

[53] Y. LeCun, L. Bottou, Y. Bengio, and P. Haffner, “Gradient-based learning
applied to document recognition,” Proceedings of the IEEE, vol. 86, no. 11,
pp. 2278–2324, Aug. 1998.

[54] R. B. Ash and C. A. Doleans-Dade, Probability and Measure Theory,
2nd ed. Burlington, MA, USA: Academic Press, 2000.

[55] D. G. Luenberger, Optimization by Vector Space Methods, 1st ed. New
York, NY, USA: Wiley, 1997.

[56] R. G. Bartle and D. R. Sherbert, Introduction to Real Analysis, 3rd ed.
New York, NY, USA: Wiley New York, 2000.

[57] W. Rudin, Principles of Mathematical Analysis, 3rd ed. New York, NY,
USA: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1976.

[58] A. Klenke, Probability Theory: A Comprehensive Course, 3rd ed. New
York, NY, USA: Springer, 2020.

[59] T. M. Cover and J. A. Thomas, Elements of Information Theory, 2nd ed.
Hoboken, NJ: Wiley-Interscience, 2006.

[60] N. Dalal and B. Triggs, “Histograms of oriented gradients for human
detection,” in Proceedings of the IEEE Computer Society Conference on

Inria

https://doi.org/10.1609/aaai.v38i15.29674
https://doi.org/10.1609/aaai.v38i15.29674
https://doi.org/10.1609/aaai.v38i15.29674
https://doi.org/10.1109/CVPR.2005.177
https://doi.org/10.1109/CVPR.2005.177


Empirical Risk Minimization with Relative Entropy Regularization Type-II 75

Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), San Diego, CA, USA,
Apr. 2005, pp. 886–893.

RR n° 9508



RESEARCH CENTRE
SOPHIA ANTIPOLIS – MÉDITERRANÉE

2004 route des Lucioles - BP 93
06902 Sophia Antipolis Cedex

Publisher
Inria
Domaine de Voluceau -
Rocquencourt
BP 105 - 78153 Le Chesnay
Cedex
inria.fr

ISSN 0249-6399


	Introduction
	Motivation
	Contributions

	Empirical Risk Minimization
	The Type-I ERM-RER Problem
	The Type-II ERM-RER Problem

	The Solution to the Type-II ERM-RER Problem
	The Normalization Function
	Properties of the Solution
	Bounds on the Radon-Nikodym Derivative
	Asymptotes of the Radon-Nikodym Derivative

	The Expected Empirical Risk
	Bounds on the Expected Empirical Risk
	(, )-Optimality

	Interplay Between the Relative Entropy Asymmetry and the Empirical Risk
	Sensitivity of the Log-Empirical Risk
	Type-I and Type-II Optimal Measures
	Numerical Comparison of Type-I and Type-II Regularization

	Final Remarks
	Appendices
	Preliminary
	Proof of Lemma 3.1
	Proof of Lemma 3.2
	Proof of Lemma 4.1
	Proof of Lemma 4.2
	Proof of Lemma 4.6
	Proof of Lemma 5.1
	Proof of Lemma 5.2
	Proof of Lemma 5.3
	Proof of Lemma 5.4
	Case 1
	Part 1
	Part 2
	Part 3

	Case 2
	Part 1
	Part 2
	Part 3


	Proof of Lemma 5.5
	Case 1
	Case 2

	Proof of Lemma 6.1
	Proof of Lemma 6.2
	Proof of Lemma 6.3
	Proof of Lemma 6.5
	Proof of Theorem 6.1
	Proof of Lemma 7.1
	Proof of Lemma 7.2
	Proof of Lemma 7.4
	Examples
	Example 1
	Example 2
	Example 3

	Numerical Simulation
	Feature Extraction of the Histogram of Oriented Gradients
	Principal Component Analysis
	Simulation Dataset

	References

