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The goal of binary classi� cation is to estim ate a discrim inant
function  from observationsofcovariate vectorsand corresponding
binary labels.W e consider an elaboration ofthis problem in which
the covariates are not available directly but are transform ed by a
dim ensionality-reducing quantizer Q .W e present conditions on loss
functionssuch thatem piricalrisk m inim ization yieldsBayes consis-
tency when both thediscrim inantfunction and thequantizerare es-
tim ated.Theseconditionsarestated in term sofa generalcorrespon-
dencebetween lossfunctionsand a classoffunctionalsknown asAli-
Silvey orf-divergencefunctionals.W hereasthiscorrespondence was
established by Blackwell[Proc.2nd Berkeley Sym p.Probab.Statist.1
(1951)93{102.Univ.California Press,Berkeley]forthe 0{1 loss,we
extend thecorrespondencetothebroaderclassofsurrogatelossfunc-
tionsthatplay a key role in the generaltheory ofBayesconsistency
forbinary classi� cation.O urresultm akesitpossible to pick outthe
(strict)subsetofsurrogatelossfunctionsthatyield Bayesconsistency
forjointestim ation ofthe discrim inantfunction and the quantizer.

1. Introduction. Considerthe classicalproblem ofbinary classi� cation:
given apairofrandom variables(X ;Y )2 (X ;Y),whereX isaBorelsubsetof
R
d and Y = f� 1;+ 1g,and given ofasetofsam plesf(X 1;Y1);:::;(X n;Yn)g,

thegoalisto estim atea discrim inantfunction thatpredictsthebinary label
Y given the covariate vectorX .The accuracy ofany discrim inantfunction
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is generally assessed in term s of0{1 loss as follows.Letting P denote the
distribution of(X ;Y ),and letting  :X ! R denote a given discrim inant
function,we seek to m inim ize the expectation ofthe 0{1 loss;that is,the
errorprobability P(Y 6= sign((X ))).2 Unfortunately,the 0{1 lossisa non-
convex function,and practicalclassi� cation algorithm s,such as boosting
and the support vector m achine,are based on relaxing the 0{1 loss to a
convex upperbound orapproxim ation,yielding a surrogate lossfunction to
which em piricalrisk m inim ization procedurescan be applied.A signi� cant
achievem entoftherecentliteratureon binary classi� cation hasbeen thede-
lineation ofnecessary and su� cientconditionsunderwhich such relaxations
yield Bayesconsistency [2,9,12,13,19,22].
In m any practicalapplications,thisclassicalform ulation ofbinary clas-

si� cation iselaborated to include an additionalstage of\feature selection"
or \dim ension reduction," in which the covariate vector X is transform ed
into a vector Z according to a data-dependentm apping Q .An interesting
exam pleofthism oreelaborateform ulation isa\distributed detection"prob-
lem ,in which individualcom ponentsofthe d-dim ensionalcovariate vector
arem easured atspatially separated locations,and therearecom m unication
constraintsthatlim ittherateatwhich them easurem entscan beforwarded
to a central location where the classi� cation decision is m ade [21].This
com m unication-constrained setting im posessevereconstraintson thechoice
ofQ :any m apping Q m ust be a separable function,speci� ed by a collec-
tion ofd univariate,discrete-valued functionsthatare applied com ponent-
wise to X .The goalofdecentralized detection is to specify and analyze
data-dependentproceduresforchoosing such functions,which are typically
referred to as \quantizers." M ore generally,we m ay abstract the essential
ingredientsofthisproblem and considera problem ofexperim entaldesign,
in which Q is taken to be a possibly stochastic m apping X ! Z , cho-
sen from som e constrained class Q ofpossible quantizers.In this setting,
the discrim inant function is a m apping  :Z ! R,chosen from the class
� ofallm easurable functions on Z .O verall,the problem is to sim ultane-
ously determ ineboth them apping Q and thediscrim inantfunction ,using
the data f(X 1;Y1);:::;(X n;Yn)g,so asto jointly m inim ize the Bayeserror
R Bayes(;Q ):= P(Y 6= sign((Z))).
As alluded to above,when Q is� xed,itis possible to give generalcon-

ditions underwhich relaxations of0{1 loss yield Bayes consistency.As we
willshow in the currentpaper,however,these conditions no longer su� ce

to yield consistency in the m ore generalsetting,in which the choice ofQ
is also optim ized.Rather,in the setting ofjointly estim ating the discrim -
inant function  and optim izing the quantizer Q ,new conditions need to

2W e use the convention thatsign(�)= 1 if� > 0 and � 1 otherwise.
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be im posed.It is the goalofthe current paper to present such conditions
and,m oreover,toprovideageneraltheoreticalunderstandingoftheirorigin.
Such an understanding turnsoutto repose notonly on analytic properties
ofsurrogate loss functions (as in the Q -� xed case),but on a relationship
between thefam ily ofsurrogatelossfunctionsand anotherclassoffunctions
known asf-divergences [1,7].In rough term s,an f-divergencebetween two
distributionsisde� ned by theexpectation ofa convex function oftheirlike-
lihood ratio.Exam plesinclude the Hellingerdistance,the totalvariational
distance,K ullback{Leiblerdivergenceand Cherno� distance,aswellasvar-
iousotherdivergencespopularin the inform ation theory literature [20].In
our setting,these f-divergences are applied to the class-conditionaldistri-
butionsinduced by applying a � xed quantizerQ .
An earlyhintoftherelationship between surrogatelossesand f-divergences

can be found in a sem inalpaper ofBlackwell[3].In our language,Black-
well’s resultcan be stated in the following way:ifa quantizer Q A induces
class-conditional distributions whose f-divergence is greater than the f-
divergence induced by a quantizer Q B ,then there exists som e set ofprior
probabilitiesfortheclasslabelssuch thatQ A resultsin a sm allerprobabil-
ity oferrorthan Q B .Thisresultsuggeststhatany analysisofquantization
proceduresbased on 0{1and surrogatelossfunctionsm ightusefully attem pt
to relate surrogate lossfunctionsto f-divergences.O uranalysisshowsthat
thisisindeed a fruitfulsuggestion,and thatBlackwell’sidea takesitsm ost
powerfulform when we m ove beyond 0{1 loss to consider the fullset of
surrogatelossfunctionsstudied in therecentbinary classi� cation literature.
Blackwell’s result [3]has had signi� cant historicalim pact on the signal

processing literature (and thence on the distributed detection literature).
Consider,in a m annercom plem entary to the standard binary classi� cation
setting in which thequantizerQ isassum ed known,thesetting in which the
discrim inant function  is assum ed known and only the quantizer Q is to
beestim ated.Thisisa standard problem in thesignalprocessing literature
(see,e.g.,[10,11,17]),and solution strategiestypically involvetheselection
ofa speci� c f-divergence to be optim ized.Typically,the choice ofan f-
divergenceism adesom ewhatheuristically,based on thegroundsofanalytic
convenience,com putationalconvenience orasym ptotic argum ents.
O urresultsin e� ectprovide a broaderand m ore rigorousfram ework for

justifying theuseofvariousf-divergencesin solving quantizerdesign prob-
lem s.W ebroaden theproblem toconsiderthejointestim ation ofthediscrim -
inantfunction and thequantizer.W eadopta decision-theoretic perspective
in which we aim to m inim ize the expectation of0{1 loss,but we relax to
surrogatelossfunctionsthatareconvex approxim ationsof0{1 loss,with the
goalofobtainingcom putationally tractablem inim ization procedures.By re-
lating the fam ily ofsurrogate lossfunctionsto the fam ily off-divergences,
we are able to specify equivalence classes ofsurrogate loss functions.The
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conditions thatwe presentforBayes consistency are expressed in term sof
these equivalence classes.

1.1. Our contributions. In order to state our contributions m ore pre-
cisely,letusintroducesom enotation and de� nitions.G iven thedistribution
P ofthe pair (X ;Y ),considera discrete space Z ,and let Q (zjx) denote a
quantizer| a conditionalprobability distribution on Z foralm ostallx.Let
� and � denote m easuresoverZ thatare induced by Q asfollows:

�(z):= P(Y = 1;Z = z)= p

Z

x

Q (zjx)dP(xjY = 1);(1a)

�(z):= P(Y = � 1;Z = z)= q

Z

x

Q (zjx)dP(xjY = � 1);(1b)

where p and q denote the prior probabilities p= P(Y = 1) and q= P(Y =
� 1).W eassum ethatQ isrestricted to som econstrained classQ ,such that
both � and � arestrictly positive m easures.
An f-divergence isde� ned as

If(�;�):=
X

z

�(z)f
�
�(z)

�(z)

�

;(2)

where f:[0;+ 1 )! R [ f+ 1 g is a continuous convex function.Di� erent
choicesofconvex f lead to di� erentdivergence functionals[1,7].
Thelossfunctionsthatweconsiderareknown asm argin-based lossfunc-

tions.Speci� cally,we study convex lossfunctions�(y;(z))thatare ofthe
form �(y(z)),where the product y(z) is known as the m argin.Note in
particular that 0{1 loss can be written in this form ,since �0� 1(y;(z))=
I(y(z)� 0).G iven such a m argin-based lossfunction,we de� nethe �-risk
R �(;Q )= E�(Y (Z)).Statisticalprocedures willbe de� ned in term s of
m inim izersofR � with respectto theargum ents and Q ,with theexpecta-
tion replaced by an em piricalexpectation de� ned by sam plesf(X1;Y1);:::;
(X n;Yn)g.
W ith these de� nitions,we now sum m arize our m ain results,which are

stated technically in Theorem s1{3.The� rstresult(Theorem 1)establishes
ageneralcorrespondencebetween thefam ily off-divergencesand thefam ily
of optim ized �-risks.In particular,let R �(Q ) denote the optim al�-risk,
m eaningthe�-riskobtained byoptim izingoverthediscrim inant asfollows:

R �(Q ):= inf
2�

R �(Q ;):

In Theorem 1,weestablish a precisecorrespondencebetween theseoptim al
�-risksand thefam ily off-divergences.Theorem 1(a)addressestheforward
direction ofthiscorrespondence (from � to f);in particular,we show that
any optim al�-risk can be written as R�(Q )= � If(�;�),where If is the
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Fig.1. Illustration ofthe correspondence between f-divergences and loss functions.For

each loss function �, there exists exactly one corresponding f-divergence such that the

optim ized �-risk isequalto the negative f-divergence.The reverse m apping is,in general,

m any-to-one.

divergence induced by a suitably chosen convex function f.W e also specify
a setofpropertiesthatany such function f inheritsfrom thesurrogateloss
�.Theorem 1(b) addresses the converse question:given an f-divergence,
when can itberealized asan optim al�-risk? W e providea setofnecessary
and su� cientconditionson any such f-divergence and,m oreover,specify a
constructive procedure for determ ining allsurrogate loss functions � that
inducethe speci� ed f-divergence.
The relationship isillustrated in Figure 1;whereaseach surrogate loss�

induces only one f-divergence,note that in generalthere are m any surro-
gate lossfunctionsthatcorrespond to thesam e f-divergence.Asparticular
exam plesofthe generalcorrespondence established in thispaper,we show
thatthe hinge losscorrespondsto the variationaldistance,the exponential
losscorrespondsto the Hellingerdistance,and the logistic losscorresponds
to the capacitory discrim ination distance.
Thiscorrespondence,in addition toitsintrinsicinterestasan extension of

Blackwell’swork,hasanum berofconsequences.In Section 3,weshow thatit
allowsustoisolateaclassof�-lossesforwhich em piricalriskm inim ization is
consistentin thejoint(quantizerand discrim inant)estim ation setting.Note
in particular(e.g.,from Blackwell’swork)thatthe f-divergence associated
with the0{1lossisthetotalvariationaldistance.In Theorem 2,wespecify a
broaderclassof�-lossesthatinducethetotalvariationaldistanceand prove
that,under standard technicalconditions,an em piricalrisk m inim ization
procedure based on any such �-risk isBayes consistent.Thisbroaderclass
includes not only the nonconvex 0{1 loss,butalso other convex and com -
putationally tractable�-losses,including thehingelossfunction thatiswell
known in thecontextofsupportvectorm achines[6].Thekey novelty in this
resultisthatitappliesto proceduresthatoptim izesim ultaneously overthe
discrim inantfunction  and thequantizerQ .
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O ne interpretation ofTheorem 2 is as specifying a set ofsurrogate loss
functions� thatareuniversally equivalentto the0{1 loss,in thatem pirical
risk m inim ization proceduresbased on such � yield classi� er-quantizerpairs
(�;Q �)thatachieve the Bayesrisk.In Section 4,we explore thisnotion of
universalequivalencebetween lossfunctionsin m oredepth.In particular,we
say thattwolossfunctions�1 and �2 areuniversallyequivalentiftheoptim al
risksR �1(Q )and R �2(Q )inducethe sam e ordering on quantizers,m eaning
the ordering R �1(Q a)� R �1(Q b) holds ifand only if R �2(Q a)� R �2(Q b)
forallquantizerpairsQ a and Q b.Thus,the setofsurrogate lossfunctions
can be categorized into subclasses by thisequivalence,where ofparticular
interest are allsurrogate loss functions that are equivalent (in the sense
just de� ned) to the 0{1 loss.In Theorem 3,we provide an explicit and
easily tested setofconditionsfora �-risk to be equivalentto the 0{1 loss.
O neconsequenceisthatproceduresbased on a �-risk outsideofthisfam ily
cannotbeBayesconsistentforjointoptim ization ofthediscrim inant and
quantizerQ .Thus,coupled with ourearlierresultin Theorem 2,weobtain a
setofnecessary and su� cientconditionson �-lossesto beBayesconsistent
in thisjointestim ation setting.

2. Correspondencebetween �-lossand f-divergence. Recallthatin the
setting of binary classi� cation with Q � xed,it is possible to give condi-
tions on the class ofsurrogate loss functions(i.e.,upperboundson or ap-
proxim ations ofthe 0{1 loss) that yield Bayes consistency.In particular,
Bartlett,Jordan and M cAuli� e[2]haveprovided thefollowing de� nition of
a classi� cation-calibrated loss.

D efinition 1. De� ne �a;b(�)= �(�)a + �(� �)b.A loss function � is
classi� cation-calibrated ifforany a;b� 0 and a6= b:

inf
f�2Rj�(a� b)< 0g

�a;b(�)> inf
f�2Rj�(a� b)� 0g

�a;b(�):(3)

Thede� nition isessentially apointwiseform ofaFisherconsistency condi-
tion thatisappropriateforthebinaryclassi� cation setting.W hen Q is� xed,
thisde� nition ensuresthat,underfairly generalconditions,thedecision rule
 obtained byan em piricalriskm inim ization procedurebehavesequivalently
to the Bayes optim aldecision rule.Bartlett,Jordan and M cAuli� e [2]also
derived a sim plelem m a thatcharacterizesclassi� cation-calibration forcon-
vex functions.

Lemma 1. Let� bea convexfunction.Then � isclassi� cation-calibrated

ifand only ifitisdi� erentiable at0 and �0(0)< 0.
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For our purposes,we will� nd it usefulto consider a som ewhat m ore
restricted de� nition ofsurrogatelossfunctions.In particular,weim posethe
following threeconditionson any surrogatelossfunction �:R ! R [ f+ 1 g:

A1: � isclassi� cation-calibrated;
A2: � iscontinuous;
A3: Let �� = inff� 2 R [ f+ 1 gj�(�)= inf�g.If�� < + 1 ,then for any

"> 0,

�(�� � ")� �(�� + "):(4)

The interpretation ofassum ption A3 is that one should penalize devia-
tionsaway from �� in thenegativedirection atleastasstrongly asdeviations
in thepositivedirection;thisrequirem entisintuitively reasonablegiven the
m argin-based interpretation of�.M oreover,thisassum ption issatis� ed by
allofthelossfunctionscom m only considered in theliterature;in particular,
any decreasing function � (e.g.,hinge loss,logistic loss,exponentialloss)
satis� esthiscondition,asdoesthe leastsquaresloss(which isnotdecreas-
ing).W hen � isconvex,assum ption A1 isequivalentto requiring that� be
di� erentiable at 0 and �0(0)< 0.These facts also im ply that the quantity
�� de� ned in assum ption A3 isstrictly positive.Finally,although � isnot
de� ned for� 1 ,we shallusethe convention that�(� 1 )= + 1 .
In the following,we presentthe generalrelationship between optim al�-

risks and f-divergences. The easier direction is to show that any �-risk
inducesa corresponding f-divergence.The�-risk can bewritten in thefol-
lowing way:

R �(;Q )= E�(Y (Z))(5a)

=
X

z

�((z))�(z)+ �(� (z))�(z):(5b)

Fora � xed m apping Q ,theoptim al�-risk hastheform

R �(Q )=
X

z2Z

inf
�
(�(�)�(z)+ �(� �)�(z))

=
X

z

�(z)inf
�

�

�(� �)+ �(�)
�(z)

�(z)

�

:

Foreach z,de� neu(z):= �(z)

�(z)
.W ith thisnotation,thefunction inf�(�(� �)+

�(�)u) isconcave as a function ofu (since the m inim um ofa collection of
linearfunctionsisconcave).Thus,ifwe de� ne

f(u):= � inf
�
(�(� �)+ �(�)u);(6)

we obtain the relation

R �(Q )= � If(�;�):(7)
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W e have thusestablished the easy direction ofthe correspondence:given a
lossfunction �,thereexistsan f-divergenceforwhich therelation (7)holds.
Furtherm ore,theconvex function f isgiven by theexpression (6).Notethat
ourargum entdoesnotrequireconvexity of�.
W enow considertheconverse.G iven adivergenceIf(�;�)forsom econvex

function f,doesthereexista lossfunction � forwhich R �(Q )= � If(�;�)?
In thetheorem presented below,weanswerthisquestion in thea� rm ative.
M oreover,we present a constructive result:we specify necessary and suf-
� cientconditions underwhich there existdecreasing and convex surrogate
lossfunctionsfora given f-divergence,and we specify the form ofallsuch
lossfunctions.
Recallthenotion ofconvexduality[18]:Foralowersem icontinuousconvex

function f:R ! R [ f1 g,theconjugatedualf�:R ! R [ f1 g isde� ned as
f�(u)= supv2R(uv� f(v)).Consideran interm ediate function:

	 (�)= f
�(� �):(8)

De� ne �1 := inff� :	 (�)< + 1 g and �2 := inff� :	 (�)� inf	 g. W e are
ready to state our� rstm ain result.

T heorem 1. (a)For any m argin-based surrogate lossfunction �,there

isan f-divergence such thatR �(Q )= � If(�;�)forsom e lowersem icontin-
uousconvex function f.

In addition,if� isa decreasing convex loss function thatsatis� escondi-

tions A1,A2 and A3,then the following properties hold:

(i) 	 isa decreasing and convex function;

(ii) 	 (	 (�))= � for all� 2 (�1;�2);
(iii) there existsa pointu� 2 (�1;�2)such that	 (u�)= u�.

(b)Conversely,iff isa lower sem icontinuousconvex function satisfying

allconditions(i){(iii),there existsa decreasing convex surrogate loss� that

inducesthe f-divergence in the sense ofequations(6)and (7).

Forproofofthistheorem and additionalproperties,see Section 5.1.

R emarks. (a)Theexistentialstatem entin Theorem 1 can bestrength-
ened to a constructive procedure,through which we specify how to obtain
any � lossfunction thatinducesa given f-divergence.Indeed,in the proof
of Theorem 1(b) presented in Section 5.1,we prove that any decreasing
surrogate loss function � satisfying conditions A1{A3 that induces an f-
divergence m ustbeoftheform

�(�)=

8
<

:

u�; if� = 0,
	 (g(� + u�)); if� > 0,
g(� � + u�); if� < 0,

(9)
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where g:[u�;+ 1 )! R is som e increasing continuous and convex function
such thatg(u�)= u�,and g isright-di� erentiable atu� with g0(u�)> 0.

(b) Anotherconsequence ofTheorem 1 isthatany f-divergence can be
obtained from a ratherlargesetofsurrogatelossfunctions;indeed,di� erent
such lossesareobtained by varyingthefunction gin ourconstructivespeci� -
cation (9).In Section 2.1,weprovideconcreteexam plesofthisconstructive
procedureand theresultingcorrespondences.Forinstance,weshow thatthe
variationaldistancecorrespondsto the0{1 lossand thehingeloss,whilethe
Hellingerdistancecorrespondsto theexponentialloss.Both divergencesare
also obtained from m any lessfam iliarlossfunctions.

(c) Although thecorrespondencehasbeen form ulated in thepopulation
setting,it is the basis of a constructive m ethod for specifying a class of
surrogatelossfunctionsthatyield a Bayesconsistentestim ation procedure.
Indeed,in Section 3,weexploitthisresultto isolate a subclassofsurrogate
convex lossfunctionsthatyield Bayes-consistentproceduresforjoint(;Q )
m inim ization procedures.Interestingly,thisclassisastrictsubsetoftheclass
ofclassi� cation-calibrated lossfunctions,allofwhich yield Bayes-consistent
estim ation procedure in the standard classi� cation setting (e.g.,[2]).For
instance,the class that we isolate contains the hinge loss,butnot the ex-
ponentialloss or the logistic loss functions.Finally,in Section 4,we show
that,in a suitablesense,thespeci� ed subclassofsurrogatelossfunctionsis
theonly onethatyieldsconsistency forthejoint(;Q )estim ation problem .

2.1. Exam ples. In thissection,we describevariouscorrespondencesbe-
tween �-lossesand f-divergencesthatillustrate the claim sofTheorem 1.

2.1.1. 0{1 loss,hingelossand variationaldistance. First,considerthe0{
1loss�(�)= I[� � 0].From equation (5b),theoptim aldiscrim inantfunction
 takestheform (z)= sign(�(z)� �(z)),so thatthe optim alBayesrisk is
given by

R Bayes(Q )=
X

z2Z

m inf�(z);�(z)g

= 1
2
� 1

2

X

z2Z

j�(z)� �(z)j= 1
2
(1� V (�;�));

whereV (�;�)denotesthevariationaldistanceV (�;�):=
P

z2Z j�(z)� �(z)j
between the two m easures� and �.
Now,considerthehingelossfunction �(�)= m axf0;1� �g= (1� �)+ .In

thiscase,a sim ilarcalculation yields(z)= sign(�(z)� �(z))astheoptim al
discrim inant.Theoptim alrisk forhinge lossthustakesthe form :

R hinge(Q )=
X

z2Z

2m inf�(z);�(z)g= 1�
X

z2Z

j�(z)� �(z)j= 1� V (�;�):
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Thus,both the 0{1 loss and the hinge loss give rise to f-divergences of
the form f(u)= � cm infu;1g+ au+ b for som e constants c> 0 and a;b.
Conversely,consider an f-divergence that is based on the function f(u)=
� 2m in(u;1)foru � 0.Augm enting thede� nition by setting f(u)= + 1 for
u < 0,we useequation (9)to calculate 	 :

	 (�)= f
�(� �)= sup

u2R

(� �u� f(u))=

8
<

:

0; if� > 2,
2� �; if0� � � 2,
+ 1 ; if� < 0.

By inspection,we see that u� = 1,where u� was de� ned in part (iii) of
Theorem 1(a).Ifwe set g(u)= u,then we recover the hinge loss �(�)=
(1� �)+ .O n the otherhand,choosing g(u)= eu� 1 leadsto the loss

�(�)=
�
(2� e�)+ ; for� � 0,
e� �; for� > 0.

(10)

Note thatthe lossfunction obtained with thisparticularchoice ofg isnot
convex,butourtheory nonethelessguaranteesthatthisnon-convex lossstill
inducesf in thesenseofequation (7).To ensurethat� isconvex,wem ust
choose g to bean increasing convex function in [1;+ 1 )such thatg(u)= u

foru 2 [1;2].See Figure 2 forillustrationsofsom econvex � losses.

2.1.2. Exponentiallossand Hellingerdistance. Now,considertheexpo-
nentialloss�(�)= exp(� �).In thiscase,a little calculation showsthatthe

optim aldiscrim inant is (z)= 1
2
log �(z)

�(z)
.The optim alrisk for exponential

lossisgiven by

R exp(Q )=
X

z2Z

2
q

�(z)�(z)= 1�
X

z2Z

(
q

�(z)�
q

�(z))2 = 1� 2h2(�;�);

where h(�;�):= 1
2

P

z2Z (
p
�(z)�

p
�(z))2 denotes the Hellinger distance

between m easures� and �.Conversely,theHellingerdistance isequivalent
tothenegativeoftheBhattacharyya distance,which isan f-divergencewith
f(u)= � 2

p
u foru � 0.Letusaugm entthede� nition off by setting f(u)=

+ 1 for u < 0;doing so does not alter the Hellinger (or Bhattacharyya)
distances.Asbefore,

	 (�)= f
�(� �)= sup

u2R

(� �u� f(u))=
�
1=�; when � > 0,
+ 1 ; otherwise.

Thus,we see thatu� = 1.Ifwe letg(u)= u,then a possible surrogate loss
function thatrealizesthe Hellingerdistance takesthe form :

�(�)=

8
><

>:

1; if� = 0,
1

� + 1
; if� > 0,

� � + 1; if� < 0.
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Fig.2. Panels (a)and (b)show exam plesof� losses thatinduce the Hellinger distance

and variationaldistance,respectively,based on di�erentchoices ofthe function g.Panel

(c) shows a loss function thatinduces the sym m etric K L divergence;for the purposes of

com parison,the 0{1 loss isalso plotted.

O n the other hand,if we set g(u)= exp(u � 1),then we obtain the ex-
ponentialloss �(�)= exp(� �).See Figure 2 for illustrations ofthese loss
functions.

2.1.3. Leastsquareslossand triangulardiscrim ination distance. Letting
�(�)= (1� �)2 be the leastsquaresloss,the optim aldiscrim inantisgiven

by (z)= �(z)� �(z)

�(z)+ �(z)
.Thus,the optim alrisk for least squares loss takes the

form

R sqr(Q )=
X

z2Z

4�(z)�(z)

�(z)+ �(z)
= 1�

X

z2Z

(�(z)� �(z))2

�(z)+ �(z)
= 1� � (�;�);
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where � (�;�) denotes the triangular discrim ination distance [20]. Con-
versely,the triangulardiscrim inatory distance isequivalentto the negative
oftheharm onicdistance;itisan f-divergence with f(u)= � 4u

u+ 1
foru � 0.

Letusaugm entf with f(u)= + 1 foru < 0.W e have

	 (�)= sup
u2R

(� �u� f(u))=
�
(2�

p
�)2; for� � 0,

+ 1 ; otherwise.

Clearly,u� = 1.In this case,setting g(u)= u2 gives the least square loss
�(�)= (1� �)2.

2.1.4. Logistic loss and capacitory discrim ination distance. Let �(�)=

log(1+ exp(� �))bethe logistic loss.Then,(z)= log �(z)

�(z)
.Asa result,the

optim alrisk forlogistic lossisgiven by

R log(Q )=
X

z2Z

�(z)log
�(z)+ �(z)

�(z)
+ �(z)log

�(z)+ �(z)

�(z)

= log2� K L

�

�




� + �

2

�

� K L

�

�




� + �

2

�

= log2� C (�;�);

whereK L(U;V )denotestheK ullback{Leiblerdivergencebetween two m ea-
sures U and V ,and C (U;V ) denotes the capacitory discrim ination dis-
tance [20].Conversely,the capacitory discrim ination distance isequivalent
to an f-divergencewith f(u)= � ulog u+ 1

u
� log(u+ 1),foru � 0.Asbefore,

augm enting thisfunction with f(u)= + 1 foru < 0,we have

	 (�)= sup
u2R

(� �u� f(u))=
�
� � log(e� � 1); for� � 0,
+ 1 ; otherwise.

Thisrepresentation shows that u� = log2.Ifwe choose g(u)= log(1+ eu

2
),

then we recoverthe logistic loss�(�)= log[1+ exp(� �)].

2.1.5. Anothersym m etrized Kullback{Leiblerdivergence. Recallthatboth
the K L divergences [i.e.,K L(�k�) and K L(�k�)]are asym m etric;there-
fore,Corollary 3 (see Section 5.1) im plies that they are not realizable by
any m argin-based surrogateloss.However,a closely related functionalisthe
sym m etric Kullback{Leibler divergence [5]:

K Ls(�;�):= K L(�k�)+ K L(�k�):(11)

Itcan be veri� ed thatthissym m etrized K L divergence isan f-divergence,
generated by thefunction f(u)= � logu+ ulogu foru � 0,and + 1 other-
wise.Theorem 1 im pliesthatitcan begenerated by surrogatelossfunctions
ofform (9),buttheform ofthislossfunction isnotatallobvious.Therefore,
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in orderto recover an explicitform forsom e �,we follow the constructive
procedureoutlined in the rem arksfollowing Theorem 1,� rstde� ning

	 (�)= sup
u� 0

f� �u+ logu� ulogug:

In orderto com putethevalueofthissuprem um ,wetakethederivativewith
respectto u and setitto zero;doing so yields the zero-gradient condition
� � + 1=u � logu � 1= 0.To capture this condition,we de� ne a function
r:[0;+ 1 )! [� 1 ;+ 1 ]via r(u)= 1=u � logu.Itis easy to see that r is a
strictly decreasingfunction whoserangecoversthewholerealline;m oreover,
thezero-gradientcondition isequivalentto r(u)= � + 1.W e can thuswrite
	 (�)= u+ logu� 1 where u = r� 1(� + 1),or,equivalently,

	 (�)= r(1=u)� 1= r

�
1

r� 1(� + 1)

�

� 1:

Itisstraightforward to verify thatthe function 	 thusspeci� ed isstrictly
decreasing and convex with 	 (0)= 0,and that	 (	 (�))= � forany � 2 R.
Therefore,Theorem 1 allow usto specify the form ofany convex surrogate
lossfunction thatgeneratesthesym m etricK L divergence;in particular,any
such functionsm ustbeoftheform (9):

�(�)=
�
g(� �); for� � 0,
	 (g(�)); otherwise,

where g:[0;+ 1 )! [0;+ 1 ) is som e increasing convex function satisfying
g(0)= 0.As a particular exam ple (and one that leads to a closed form
expression for �),let us choose g(u)= eu + u � 1.Doing so leads to the
surrogate lossfunction

�(�)= e
� � � � � 1;

asillustrated in Figure 2(c).

3. Bayesconsistency via surrogate losses. Asshown in Section 2.1.1,if
wesubstitutethe(nonconvex)0{1lossfunction intothelinkingequation (6),
then we obtain the variationaldistance V (�;�)asthe f-divergence associ-
ated with thefunction f(u)= m infu;1g.A bitm orebroadly,letusconsider
the subclassoff-divergencesde� ned by functionsoftheform

f(u)= � cm infu;1g+ au+ b;(12)

wherea;band carescalarswith c> 0.(Forfurtherexam plesofsuch losses,
in addition to the 0{1 loss,see Section 2.1.) The m ain result ofthis sec-
tion is that there exists a subset ofsurrogate losses � associated with an
f-divergence of the form (12) that, when used in the context of a risk
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m inim ization procedure for jointly optim izing (;Q ) pairs,yields a Bayes
consistentm ethod.
W e begin by specifying som e standard technicalconditionsunderwhich

ourBayesconsistency resultholds.Considersequencesofincreasingcom pact
function classes C1 � C2 � � � � � � and D1 � D 2 � � � � � Q .Recallthat �
denotes the class ofallm easurable functions from Z ! R,whereas Q is a
constrained class ofquantizerfunctionsQ ,with the restriction that� and
� are strictly positive m easures.O uranalysissupposesthatthere existsan
oracle thatoutputsan optim alsolution to them inim ization problem

m in
(;Q )2(Cn ;D n )

R̂ �(;Q )= m in
(;Q )2(Cn ;D n )

1

n

nX

i= 1

X

z2Z

�(Yi(z))Q (zjX i);(13)

and let(�n;Q
�
n)denote one such solution.LetR �

Bayes denote the m inim um
Bayesrisk achieved overthespace ofdecision rules(;Q )2 (� ;Q ):

R
�
Bayes:= inf

(;Q )2(�;Q )
R Bayes(;Q ):(14)

W e referto the nonnegative quantity R Bayes(�n;Q
�
n)� R �

Bayes asthe excess
Bayes risk ofour estim ation procedure.W e say that such an estim ation
procedure is universally consistent ifthe excess Bayes risk converges to
zero,thatis,ifunderthe(unknown)Borelprobability m easureP on X � Y,
we have

lim
n! 1

R Bayes(
�
n;Q

�
n)= R

�
Bayes in probability.(15)

In order to analyze the statisticalbehavior ofthis algorithm and to es-
tablish universalconsistency forappropriatesequences(Cn;D n)offunction
classes,we follow a standard strategy ofdecom posing the Bayes error in
term softwo typesoferrors:

� theapproxim ation error associated with function classesCn � � ,and Dn �
Q :

E0(Cn;D n)= inf
(;Q )2(Cn ;D n )

fR �(;Q )g� R
�
�;(16)

where R �
� := inf(;Q )2(�;Q )R �(;Q );

� the estim ation error introduced by the� nite sam plesize n:

E1(Cn;D n)= E sup
(;Q )2(Cn ;D n )

ĵR �(;Q )� R�(;Q )j;(17)

where the expectation is taken with respect to the (unknown) m easure
P
n(X ;Y ).
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Forasserting universalconsistency,we im posethe standard conditions:

Approxim ation condition: lim
n! 1

E0(Cn;D n)= 0:(18)

Estim ation condition: lim
n! 1

E1(Cn;D n)= 0 in probability:(19)

Conditionson lossfunction �:O urconsistency resultappliesto theclass
ofsurrogate lossesthatsatisfy thefollowing:

B1: � iscontinuous,convex,and classi� cation-calibrated;
B2: Foreach n = 1;2;:::;we assum ethat

M n := m ax
y2f� 1;+ 1g

sup
(;Q )2(Cn ;D n )

sup
z2Z

j�(y(z))j< + 1 :(20)

W ith this set-up,the following theorem ties together the Bayes error
with the approxim ation error and estim ation error and provides su� cient
conditionsforuniversalconsistency fora suitable subclass ofsurrogate loss
functions.

T heorem 2. Consider an estim ation procedure ofthe form (13),using

a surrogate loss�.Recallthepriorprobabilitiesp= P(Y = 1)and q= P(Y =
� 1).Forany surrogate loss� satisfyingconditions B1 and B2 and inducing
an f-divergence ofthe form (12) for any c> 0,and for a;b such that(a�
b)(p� q)� 0,we have:

(a) For any Borelprobability m easure P,there holds,with probability at

least1� �:

R Bayes(
�
n;Q

�
n)� R

�
Bayes

�
2

c

�

2E1(Cn;D n)+ E0(Cn;D n)+ 2M n

s

2
ln(2=�)

n

�

:

(b) UniversalConsistency:For function classes satisfying the approxi-

m ation (18) and estim ation conditions (19),the estim ation procedure (13)

isuniversally consistent:

lim
n! 1

R Bayes(
�
n;Q

�
n)= R

�
Bayes in probability:(21)

R emarks. (i) Note that both the approxim ation and the estim ation
errors are with respect to the �-loss,but the theorem statem ent refers to
the excess Bayes risk.Since the analysis ofapproxim ation and estim ation
conditions such as those in equation (18) and (19) is a standard topic in
statisticallearning,we willnot discuss it further here.W e note that our
previouswork analyzed theestim ation errorforcertain kernelclasses[15].
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(ii) It is worth pointing out that in order for our result to be applica-
ble to an arbitrary constrained class ofQ for which � and � are strictly
positivem easures,weneed theadditionalconstraintthat(a� b)(p� q)� 0,
wherea;barescalarsin thef-divergence(12)and p;qaretheunknown prior
probabilities.Intuitively,thisrequirem entisneeded to ensure thatthe ap-
proxim ation errordueto varying Q within Q dom inatestheapproxim ation
errordue to varying  (because the optim al isdeterm ined only after Q )
forarbitrary Q .Sincepand qaregenerally unknown,theonly f-divergences
that are practically usefulare the ones forwhich a= b.O ne such � is the
hinge loss,which underliesthe supportvectorm achine.

Finally,wenotethattheproofofTheorem 2 relieson an auxiliary result
thatisofindependentinterest.In particular,weprovethatforany function
classes C and D ,forcertain choice ofsurrogate loss �,the excess �-risk is
related to theexcessBayesrisk asfollows.

Lemma 2. Let � be a surrogate loss function satisfying allconditions

speci� ed in Theorem 2.Then,foranyclassi� er-quantizerpair(;Q )2 (C;D ),
we have

c

2
[R Bayes(;Q )� R

�
Bayes]� R �(;Q )� R

�
�:(22)

Thisresult(22)dem onstratesthatin ordertoachievejointBayesconsistency|
thatis,in orderto drivetheexcessBayesrisk to zero,whileoptim izing over
the pair(;Q )| itsu� cesto drive theexcess�-risk to zero.

4. Com parison between lossfunctions. W ehavestudied a broad classof
lossfunctionscorrespondingto f-divergencesoftheform (12)in Theorem 1.
A subset ofthis class in turn yields Bayes consistency for the estim ation
procedure(13)asshown in Theorem 2.A naturalquestion is,arethereany
othersurrogate lossfunctionsthatalso yield Bayesconsistency?
A necessary condition for achieving Bayes consistency using estim ation

procedure (13)isthatthe constrained m inim ization over surrogate �-risks
should yield a(Q ;)pairthatm inim izestheexpected 0{1losssubjecttothe
sam econstraints.In thissection,weshow thatonly surrogatelossfunctions
thatinducef-divergenceoftheform (12)can actually satisfy thisproperty.
W e establish thisresultby developing a generalway ofcom paring di� erent
lossfunctions.In particular,by exploiting the correspondencebetween sur-
rogate lossesand f-divergences,we are able to com pare surrogate lossesin
term softheircorresponding f-divergences.
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4.1. Connection between 0{1 lossand f-divergences. Theconnection be-
tween f-divergencesand 0{1 lossthatwe develop hasitsoriginsin sem inal
work on com parison ofexperim ents by Blackwelland others [3,4,5].In
particular,we give the following de� nition.

D efinition 2. ThequantizerQ 1 dom inatesQ 2 ifR Bayes(Q 1)� R Bayes(Q 2)
forany choice ofpriorprobability q= P(Y = � 1)2 (0;1).

Recallthata choice ofquantizerdesign Q inducestwo conditionaldistri-
butions,say P (ZjY = 1)� P1 and P (ZjY = � 1)� P� 1.From here onward,
weuseP Q

� 1 and P
Q

1 to denotethefactthatboth P� 1 and P1 aredeterm ined
by the speci� c choice ofQ .By \param eterizing" the decision-theoretic cri-
terion in term soflossfunction � and establishing a precise correspondence
between � and thef-divergence,weobtain an arguably sim plerproofofthe
classicaltheorem [3,4]thatrelates0{1 lossto f-divergences.

Proposition 1 [3,4]. For any two quantizer designs Q 1 and Q 2,the

following statem ents are equivalent:

(a) Q 1 dom inates Q 2 [i.e.,R Bayes(Q 1)� R Bayes(Q 2)forany priorprob-
ability q2 (0;1)];

(b) If(P
Q 1

1 ;P
Q 1

� 1)� If(P
Q 2

1 ;P
Q 2

� 1),forallfunctionsf oftheform f(u)=
� m in(u;c)for som e c> 0;

(c) If(P
Q 1

1 ;P
Q 1

� 1)� If(P
Q 2

1 ;P
Q 2

� 1),for allconvex functions f.

Proof. W e � rst establish the equivalence (a) , (b). By the corre-
spondence between 0{1 loss and an f-divergence with f(u)= � m in(u;1),
we have R Bayes(Q )= � If(�;�)= � Ifq(P1;P� 1),where fq(u):= qf(1� q

q
u)=

� (1� q)m in(u; q

1� q
).Hence,(a), (b).

Next,we prove the equivalence (b), (c).The im plication (c) ) (b)is
im m ediate.Considering thereverseim plication (b)) (c),wenotethatany
convex function f(u)can beuniform lyapproxim ated overaboundedinterval
as a sum ofa linear function and �

P

k�km in(u;ck),where �k > 0;ck > 0
for allk.For a linear function f,If(P� 1;P1) doesnotdepend on P� 1;P1.
Using these facts,(c)followseasily from (b). �

C orollary 1. ThequantizerQ 1 dom inatesQ 2 ifand only ifR �(Q 1)�
R �(Q 2)for any loss function �.

Proof. By Theorem 1(a),wehaveR �(Q )= � If(�;�)= � Ifq(P1;P� 1),
from which the corollary follows,using Proposition 1. �
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Corollary 1 im plies that ifR �(Q 1)� R �(Q 2) for som e loss function �,
then R Bayes(Q 1)� R Bayes(Q 2)forsom e setofpriorprobabilitieson the hy-
pothesis space.This im plication justi� es the use ofa given surrogate loss
function � in place ofthe 0{1 lossforsom e priorprobability;however,for
a given prior probability,it gives no guidance on how to choose �.M ore-
over,the priorprobabilitieson the labelY are typically unknown in m any
applications.In such a setting,Blackwell’snotion ofQ 1 dom inating Q 2 has
lim ited usefulness.W ith thism otivation in m ind,thefollowing section isde-
voted to developm entofa m ore stringentm ethod forassessing equivalence
between lossfunctions.

4.2. Universalequivalence. Suppose that the loss functions �1 and �2

realize the f-divergences associated with the convex functions f1 and f2,
respectively.W e then have the following de� nition.

D efinition 3. The surrogate loss functions �1 and �2 are universally

equivalent,denoted by �1
u
� �2,iffor any P(X ;Y ) and quantization rules

Q 1;Q 2,there holds:

R �1(Q 1)� R �1(Q 2), R �2(Q 1)� R �2(Q 2):

In term s of the corresponding f-divergences, this relation is denoted by

f1
u
� f2.

O bserve thatthisde� nition isvery stringent,in thatitrequiresthatthe
ordering between optim al�1 and �2 risksholdsforallprobability distribu-
tionsP on X � Y.However,thisstrongernotion ofequivalenceisneeded for
nonparam etric approaches to classi� cation,in which the underlying distri-
bution P isonly weakly constrained.
The following resultprovidesnecessary and su� cientconditionsfortwo

f-divergencesto beuniversally equivalent.

T heorem 3. Letf1 and f2 be continuous,nonlinear and convex func-

tions on [0;+ 1 )! R.Then,f1
u
� f2 ifand only iff1(u)= cf2(u)+ au+ b

for som e constants c> 0 and a;b.

An im portantspecialcase iswhen one ofthe f-divergencesisthe varia-
tionaldistance.In thiscase,we have the following.

C orollary 2. (a) All f-divergences based on continuous convex

f:[0;+ 1 )! 1 that are universally equivalentto the variationaldistance

have the form

f(u)= � cm in(u;1)+ au+ b for som e c> 0:(23)
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(b)The 0{1 lossisuniversally equivalentonly to those lossfunctionswhose
corresponding f-divergence isbased on a function ofthe form (23).

Theaboveresultestablishesthatonly thosesurrogatelossfunctionscor-
respondingtothevariationaldistanceyield universalconsistency in astrong
sense,m eaning forany underlying P and a constrained classofquantization
rules.

5. Proofs. In thissection,weprovidedetailed proofsofourm ain results,
aswellassom e auxiliary results.

5.1. Proofs ofTheorem 1 and auxiliary properties. O urproofproceeds
via connecting som e interm ediate functions.First,letusde� ne,foreach �,
the inverse m apping

�
� 1(�):= inff�:�(�)� �g;(24)

whereinf? := + 1 .Thefollowing resultsum m arizessom eusefulproperties
of�� 1.

Lemma 3. Suppose that� is a convex loss satisfying assum ptions A1,
A2 and A3.

(a) For all� 2 R such that�� 1(�)< + 1 ,the inequality �(�� 1(�))� �

holds.Furtherm ore,equality occurswhen � iscontinuousat�� 1(�).
(b) The function �� 1:R ! R isstrictly decreasing and convex.

Using thefunction �� 1,we de� nea new function~	 :R ! R by

~	 (�):=
�
�(� �� 1(�)); if�� 1(�)2 R,
+ 1 ; otherwise.

(25)

Note thatthe dom ain of ~	 isDom (~	 )= f� 2 R :�� 1(�)2 Rg.Now,de� ne

~�1 := inff� :~	 (�)< + 1 g and ~�2 := inff� :~	 (�)= inf~	 g:(26)

Itissim pletocheck thatinf� = inf~	 = �(��),and ~�1 = �(��),~�2 = �(� ��).
Furtherm ore,byconstruction,wehave ~	 (~�2)= �(��)= ~�1,aswellas~	 (~�1)=
�(� ��)= ~�2.The following properties of ~	 are particularly usefulfor our
m ain results.

Lemma 4. Suppose that� is a convex loss satisfying assum ptions A1,
A2 and A3.W e have:

(a) ~	 is strictly decreasing in the interval(~�1;~�2).If� is decreasing,

then ~	 isalso decreasingin (� 1 ;+ 1 ).In addition,~	 (�)= + 1 for� < ~�1.
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(b) ~	 is convex in (� 1 ;~�2].If� is a decreasing function,then ~	 is

convex in (� 1 ;+ 1 ).
(c) ~	 islower sem i-continuous,and continuous in itsdom ain.

(d) For any � � 0, �(�)= ~	 (�(� �)). In particular, there exists u� 2

(~�1;~�2)such that ~	 (u�)= u�.

(e) The function ~	 satis� es~	 (~	 (�))� � for all� 2 Dom (~	 ).M ore-

over,if� isa continuousfunction on itsdom ain f� 2 Rj�(�)< + 1 g,then
~	 (~	 (�))= � for all� 2 (~�1;~�2).

Let usproceed to part(a) ofthe theorem .The statem ent for general�
hasalready proved in thederivation preceding thetheorem statem ent.Now,
supposing that a decreasing convex surrogate loss � satis� es assum ptions
A1,A2 and A3,then

f(u)= � inf
�2R

(�(� �)+ �(�)u)

= � inf
f�;�j�� 1(�)2R;�(�)= �g

(�(� �)+ �u):

For � such that �� 1(�)2 R,there m ight be m ore than one � such that
�(�)= �.However,ourassum ption (4)ensuresthat � = �� 1(�) resultsin
m inim um �(� �).Hence,

f(u)= � inf
�:�� 1(�)2R

(�(� �� 1(�))+ �u)= � inf
�2R

(�u+ ~	 (�))

= sup
�2R

(� �u� ~	 (�))= ~	 �(� u):

By Lem m a 4(b),the factthat� isdecreasing im pliesthat ~	 isconvex.By
convex duality and the lower sem icontinuity of ~	 (from Lem m a 4(c)),we
can also write

~	 (�)= ~	 � �(�)= f
�(� �):(27)

Thus,~	 isidenticalto thefunction 	 de� ned in equation (8).Theproofof
part(a)iscom plete,thanksto Lem m a4.Furtherm ore,itcan beshown that
� m ust have the form (9).Indeed,from Lem m a 4(d),we have 	 (�(0))=
�(0)2 (�1;�2).As a consequence,u� := �(0) satis� es the relation 	 (u�)=
u�.Since� isdecreasing and convex on theinterval(� 1 ;0],forany � � 0,
we can write

�(� �)= g(� + u
�);

wheregissom eincreasingcontinuousand convexfunction.From Lem m a4(d),
we have �(�)= 	 (�(� �))= 	 (g(� + u�)for� � 0.To ensure the continu-
ity at 0,there holds u� = �(0)= g(u�).To ensure that � is classi� cation-
calibrated,we require that � be di� erentiable at 0 and �0(0)< 0.These
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conditions in turn im ply that g m ust be right-di� erentiable at u�,with
g0(u�)> 0.
Letusturn to part(b)ofthe theorem .Since f islower sem icontinuous

by assum ption,convex duality allowsusto write

f(u)= f
� �(u)= 	 �(� u)

= sup
�2R

(� �u� 	 (�))= � inf
�2R

(�u+ 	 (�)):

Notethat	 islowersem icontinuousand convex by de� nition.Toprovethat
any surrogateloss� ofform (9)(along with conditionsA1{A3)m ustinduce
f-divergencesin thesenseofequation (6)[and thusequation (7)],itrem ains
to show that� islinked to 	 via therelation

~	 � 	 :(28)

Since	 isassum ed to beadecreasing function,thefunction � de� ned in (9)
isalso a decreasing function.Using the � xed pointu� 2 (�1;�2)offunction
	 ,we divideouranalysisinto threecases:

� For� � u�,thereexists� � 0 such thatg(�+ u�)= �.Choosethelargest
such �.From ourde� nition of�,�(� �)= �.Thus,�� 1(�)= � �.Itfol-
lowsthat ~	 (�)= �(� �� 1(�))= �(�)= 	 (g(� + u�))= 	 (�).

� For� < �1,then 	 (�)= + 1 .Itcan also beveri� ed that~	 (�)= + 1 .
� Lastly,for �1 � � < u� < �2,there exists � > 0 such that g(� + u�)2
(u�;�2) and � = 	 (g(� + u�)), which im plies that � = �(�) from our
de� nition.Choose the sm allest � that satis� es these conditions.Then,
�� 1(�)= �, and it follows that ~	 (�)= �(� �� 1(�))= �(� �)= g(� +
u�)= 	 (	 (g(� + u�)))= 	 (�),where we have used the fact that g(� +
u�)2 (�1;�2).

TheproofofTheorem 1 iscom plete.

5.1.1. Som e additionalproperties. In the rem ainder ofthis section we
presentseveralusefulproperties ofsurrogate losses and f-divergences.Al-
though Theorem 1 providesone setofconditionsforan f-divergence to be
realized by som e surrogate loss �,as wellas a constructive procedure for
� nding allsuch lossfunctions,the following resultprovidesa related setof
conditionsthatcan beeasierto verify.W esay thatan f-divergenceissym -
m etric ifIf(�;�)= If(�;�)forany m easures� and �.W ith thisde� nition,
we have thefollowing.

C orollary 3. Supposethatf:[0;+ 1 )! R isa continuousand convex

function.The following are equivalent:

(a) The function f is realizable by som e surrogate loss function � (via

Theorem 1).
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(b) The f-divergence If issym m etric.

(c) For any u > 0,f(u)= uf(1=u).

Proof. (a) ) (b): From Theorem 1(a), we have the representation
R �(Q )= � If(�;�).Alternatively,we can write

R �(Q )=
X

z

�(z)m in
�

�

�(�)+ �(� �)
�(z)

�(z)

�

= �
X

z

�(z)f
�
�(z)

�(z)

�

;

which isequalto � If(�;�),thereby showing thatthe f-divergence issym -
m etric.
(b)) (c):By assum ption,the following relation holdsforany m easures

� and �:
X

z

�(z)f(�(z)=�(z))=
X

z

�(z)f(�(z)=�(z)):(29)

Take any instance ofz= l2 Z ,and considerm easures�0and �0,which are
de� ned on thespace Z � flg such that�0(z)= �(z)and �0(z)= �(z)forall
z2 Z � flg.Since condition (29)also holdsfor�0and �0,itfollowsthat

�(z)f(�(z)=�(z))= �(z)f(�(z)=�(z))

forallz2 Z and any � and �.Hence,f(u)= uf(1=u)forany u > 0.
(c) ) (a):It su� ces to show that allsu� cient conditions speci� ed by

Theorem 1 are satis� ed.
Sinceany f-divergence isde� ned by applying f to a likelihood ratio [see

de� nition (2)],wecan assum ef(u)= + 1 foru< 0withoutlossofgenerality.
Since f(u)= uf(1=u)forany u > 0,itcan be veri� ed using subdi� erential
calculus[8]thatforany u > 0,thereholds

@f(u)= f(1=u)+ @f(1=u)
� 1

u
:(30)

G iven som e u > 0,consider any v1 2 @f(u).Com bined with equation (30)
and the equality f(u)= uf(1=u),we have

f(u)� v1u 2 @f(1=u):(31)

By de� nition ofconjugate duality,f�(v1)= v1u� f(u).
Letting 	 (�)= f�(� �)asin Theorem 1,we have

	 (	 (� v1))= 	 (f�(v1))= 	 (v1u� f(u))

= f
�(f(u)� v1u)= sup

�2R

(�f(u)� �v1u� f(�)):
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Note that from equation (31),the suprem um is achieved at � = 1=u,so
thatwehave	 (	 (� v1))= � v1 forany v1 2 @f(u)foru > 0.In otherwords,
	 (	 (�))= � forany � 2 f� @f(u);u > 0g.Convex duality and thede� nition
	 (�)= f�(� �) im ply that � 2 � @f(u) for som e u > 0 ifand only if� u 2
@	 (�)forsom eu > 0.Thiscondition on � isequivalenttothesubdi� erential
@	 (�)containing som enegativevalue,which issatis� ed by any � 2 (�1;�2),
sothat	 (	 (�))= � for� 2 (�1;�2).In addition,sincef(u)= + 1 foru < 0,
	 isadecreasingfunction.Now,asan application ofTheorem 1,weconclude
thatIf isrealizable by som e(decreasing)surrogate lossfunction. �

Thefollowing resultestablishesa link between (un)boundednessand the
propertiesoftheassociated f.

C orollary 4. Assum e that� isa decreasing (continuousconvex)loss

function corresponding to an f-divergence,where f is a continuous convex

function thatis bounded from below by an a� ne function.Then,� is un-

bounded from below ifand only iff is 1-coercive,thatis,f(x)=kxk! + 1
as kxk! 1 .

Proof. � isunbounded from below ifand only if	 (�)= �(� �� 1(�))2
R for all� 2 R,which is equivalent to the dualfunction f(�)= 	�(� �)
being 1-coercive cf.[8]. �

Consequentially,forany decreasing and lower-bounded � loss(which in-
cludesthehinge,logisticand exponentiallosses),theassociated f-divergence
isnot1-coercive.O therinteresting f-divergencessuch asthesym m etric K L
divergenceconsidered in [5]are1-coercive,m eaningthatany associated sur-
rogate loss� cannotbebounded below.

5.2. ProofofTheorem 2. Firstletusprove Lem m a 2:

Proof. Since� hasform (9),itiseasytocheck that�(0)= (c� a� b)=2.
Now,note that

R Bayes(;Q )� R
�
Bayes= R Bayes(;Q )� RBayes(Q )+ R Bayes(Q )� R

�
Bayes

=
X

z2Z

�(z)I((z)> 0)+ �(z)I((z)< 0)

� m inf�(z);�(z)g+ R Bayes(Q )� R
�
Bayes

=
X

z:(�(z)� �(z))(z)< 0

j�(z)� �(z)j+ R Bayes(Q )� R
�
Bayes:

In addition,

R �(;Q )� R
�
� = R �(;Q )� R�(Q )+ R �(Q )� R

�
�:
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By Theorem 1(a),

R �(Q )� R
�
� = � If(�;�)� inf

Q 2Q
(� If(�;�))

= c
X

z2Z

m inf�(z);�(z)g� inf
Q 2Q

c
X

z2Z

m inf�(z);�(z)g

= c(R Bayes(Q )� R
�
Bayes):

Therefore,thelem m a willbeim m ediate once we can show that

c

2

X

z:(�(z)� �(z))(z)< 0

j�(z)� �(z)j� R �(;Q )� R�(Q )

=
X

z2Z

�(z)�(� (z))+ �(z)�((z))(32)

� cm inf�(z);�(z)g+ ap+ bq:

Itiseasy to check thatforany z2 Z such that(�(z)� �(z))(z)< 0,there
holds

�(z)�(� (z))+ �(z)�((z))� �(z)�(0)+ �(z)�(0):(33)

Indeed,withoutlossofgenerality,suppose�(z)> �(z).Since� isclassi� cation-
calibrated,the convex function (with respect to �) �(z)�(� �)+ �(z)�(�)
achieves its m inim um at som e � � 0.Hence,for any � � 0,�(z)�(� �)+
�(z)�(�)� �(z)�(0)+ �(z)�(0).Hence,the statem ent (33) is proven.The
RHS ofequation (32)islowerbounded by

X

z:(�(z)� �(z))(z)< 0

(�(z)+ �(z))�(0)� cm inf�(z);�(z)g+ ap+ bq

=
X

z:(�(z)� �(z))(z)< 0

(�(z)+ �(z))
c� a� b

2
� cm inf�(z);�(z)g

+ ap+ bq

�
c

2

X

z:(�(z)� �(z))(z)< 0

j�(z)� �(z)j� (a+ b)(p+ q)=2+ ap+ bq

=
c

2

X

z:(�(z)� �(z))(z)< 0

j�(z)� �(z)j+
1

2
(a� b)(p� q)

�
c

2

X

z:(�(z)� �(z))(z)< 0

j�(z)� �(z)j:

Thiscom pletestheproofofthe lem m a. �
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W earenow equipped to proveTheorem 2.Forpart(a),� rstobservethat
the value ofsup2Cn ;Q 2D n

ĵR �(;Q )� R�(;Q )jvaries by at m ost 2M n=n

ifone changes the values of(X i;Yi) for som e index i2 f1;:::;ng.Hence,
applying M cDiarm id’sinequality yieldsconcentration around the expected
value [14],or(alternatively stated) we have that,with probability atleast
1� �,

�
�
�
� sup
2Cn ;Q 2D n

ĵR �(;Q )� R�(;Q )j� E1(Cn;D n)
�
�
�
�� M n

q

2ln(1=�)=n:(34)

Suppose that R �(;Q ) attains its m inim um over the com pact subset
(Cn;D n)at(yn;Q

y
n).Then,using Lem m a 2,we have

c

2
(R Bayes(

�
n;Q

�
n)� R

�
Bayes)� R �(

�
n;Q

�
n)� R

�
�

= R �(
�
n;Q

�
n)� R �(

y
n;Q

y
n)+ R �(

y
n;Q

y
n)� R

�
�

= R �(
�
n;Q

�
n)� R �(

y
n;Q

y
n)+ E0(Cn;D n):

Hence,using theinequality (34),we have,with probability atleast1� �,

c

2
(R Bayes(

�
n;Q

�
n)� R

�
Bayes)

� R̂ �(
�
n;Q

�
n)� R̂ �(

y
n;Q

y
n)+ 2E1(Cn;D n)

+ 2M n

q

2ln(2=�)=n + E0(Cn;D n)

� 2E1(Cn;D n)+ E0(Cn;D n)+ 2M n

q

2ln(2=�)=n;

from which Theorem 2(a)follows.
Forpart(b),thisstatem entfollowsby applying (a)with � = 1=n.

5.3. Proof of Theorem 3. O ne direction ofthe theorem (\if") is easy.
W e focuson theotherdirection.Theproofrelieson thefollowing technical
result.

Lemma 5. Given a continuous convex function f:R+ ! R, for any

u;v2 R+ ,de� ne

Tf(u;v):=
�
f�(�)� f�(�)

� � �

�
�
�� 2 @f(u);� 2 @f(v);� 6= �

�

:

Iff1
u
� f2,then for any u;v> 0,one ofthe following m ustbe true:

(1) Tf(u;v)are nonem pty for both f1 and f2,and Tf1(u;v)= Tf2(u;v).
(2) Both f1 and f2 are linear in the interval(u;v).
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Now,letusproceed toproveTheorem 3.Theconvex function f:[0;1 )!
R iscontinuouson (0;1 )and hence isalm osteverywhere di� erentiable on
(0;1 ) (see [16]).Note that iffunction f is di� erentiable at u and v and
f0(u)6= f0(v),then Tf(u;v)isreduced to a num ber

uf0(u)� vf0(v)� f(u)+ f(v)

f0(u)� f0(v)
=
f�(�)� f�(�)

� � �
;

where � = f0(u),� = f0(v),and f� denotestheconjugate dualoff.
Let v be an arbitrary point where both f1 and f2 are di� erentiable.

Letd1 = f01(v),d2 = f02(v).W ithoutlossofgenerality,we m ay assum e that
f1(v)= f2(v)= 0;ifnot,wesim ply considerthefunctionsf1(u)� f1(v)and
f2(u)� f2(v).
Now,forany u whereboth f1 and f2 aredi� erentiable,applyingLem m a5

forv and u,then eitherf1 and f2 areboth linearin [v;u](or[u;v]ifu < v),
in which case f1(u)= cf2(u)forsom e constantc,orthefollowing istrue:

uf01(u)� f1(u)� vd1

f01(u)� d1
=
uf02(u)� f2(u)� vd2

f02(u)� d2
:

In eithercase,we have

(uf01(u)� f1(u)� vd1)(f
0
2(u)� d2)= (uf02(u)� f2(u)� vd2)(f

0
1(u)� d1):

Let g1;g2 be de� ned by f1(u)= g1(u)+ d1u,f2(u)= g2(u)+ d2u.Then,
(ug01(u)� g1(u)� vd1)g02(u)= (ug02(u)� g2(u)� vd2)g01(u), im plying that
(g1(u)+ vd1)g02(u)= (g2(u)+ vd2)g01(u)forany u where f1 and f2 are both
di� erentiable.Sinceu and v can bechosen alm osteverywhere,v ischosen so
thatthere doesnotexistany open intervalforu such thatg2(u)+ vd2 = 0.
It follows that g1(u)+ vd1 = c(g2(u)+ vd2) for som e constant c and this
constantchasto bethesam e forany u dueto thecontinuity off1 and f2.
Hence,we have f1(u)= g1(u)+ d1u = cg2(u)+ d1u + cvd2 � vd1 = cf2(u)+
(d1 � cd2)u + cvd2 � vd1.Itis now sim ple to check that c> 0 is necessary
and su� cientforIf1 and If2 to have thesam e m onotonicity.

A. Proof ofLem m a 3. (a) Since �� 1(�)< + 1 ,we have �(�� 1(�))=
�(inff�:�(�)� �g)� �,where the � nalinequality follows from the lower
sem i-continuity of�.If� is continuous at �� 1(�),then we have �� 1(�)=
m inf� :�(�)= �g,in which case wehave �(�� 1(�))= �.
(b)Due to convexity and the inequality �0(0)< 0,it follows that � is a

strictly decreasingfunction in (� 1 ;��].Furtherm ore,forall� 2 R such that
�� 1(�)< + 1 ,we m usthave �� 1(�)� ��.Therefore,de� nition24 and the
(decreasing)m onotonicity of� im ply thatforany a;b2 R,ifb� a� inf�,
then �� 1(a)� �� 1(b),which establishes that �� 1 isa decreasing function.
In addition,we have a� �� 1(b)ifand only if�(a)� b.
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Now, due to the convexity of �, applying Jensen’s inequality for any
0 < � < 1, we have �(��� 1(�1)+ (1 � �)�� 1(�2))� ��(�� 1(�1))+ (1 �
�)�(�� 1(�2))� ��1 + (1� �)�2.Therefore,

��
� 1(�1)+ (1� �)�� 1(�2)� �

� 1(��1 + (1� �)�2);

im plying theconvexity of�� 1.

B. ProofofLem m a 4.

Proof. (a) W e � rst prove the statem ent for the case of a decreas-
ing function �. First, if a � b and �� 1(a) =2 R, then �� 1(b) =2 R; hence,
	 (a)= 	 (b)= + 1 . If only �� 1(b) =2 R, then clearly 	 (b)� 	 (a) [since
	 (b)= + 1 ].If a � b,and both �� 1(�);�� 1(�)2 R,then,from the pre-
viouslem m a,�� 1(a)� �� 1(b),so that�(� �� 1(a))� �(� �� 1(b)),im plying
that	 isa decreasing function.
W e next consider the case ofa generalfunction �.For � 2 (�1;�2),we

have�� 1(�)2 (� ��;��),and hence� �� 1(�)2 (� ��;��).Since� isstrictly
decreasing in (� 1 ;��],then �(� �� 1(�)) is strictly decreasing in (�1;�2).
Finally,when � < inf	 = �(��),�� 1(�)=2 R,so 	 (�)= + 1 by de� nition.

(b) First ofall,assum e that � is decreasing.By applying Jensen’s in-
equality,forany 0< � < 1,we have

�	 (1)+ (1� �)	 (2)

= ��(� �� 1(1))+ (1� �)�(� �� 1(2))

� �(� ��� 1(1)� (1� �)�� 1(2)) since � isconvex

� �(� �� 1(�1 + (1� �)2))

= 	 (�1 + (1� �)2);

where the last inequality is due to the convexity of�� 1 and decreasing �.
Hence,	 isa convex function.
In general,theaboveargum entsgo through forany 1;2 2 [�1;�2].Since

	 (�)= + 1 for� < �1,thisim pliesthat	 isconvex in (� 1 ;�2].
(c) Forany a2 R,from the de� nition of�� 1 and due to the continuity

of�,

f�j	 (�)= �(� �� 1(�))� ag= f�j� �
� 1(�)� �

� 1(a)g

= f�j�� 1(�)� � �� 1(a)g

= f�j� � �(� �� 1(a))g

is a closed set.Sim ilarly, f� 2 Rj	 (�)� ag is a closed set. Hence, 	 is
continuousin itsdom ain.
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(d) Since � isassum ed to be classi� cation-calibrated,Lem m a1 im plies
that� isdi� erentiableat0and �0(0)< 0.Since� isconvex,thisim pliesthat
� isstrictly decreasing for� � 0.Asa result,forany � � 0,let� = �(� �),
then we obtain � = � �� 1(�).Since 	 (�)= �(� �� 1(�)),we have 	 (�)=
�(�).Hence,	 (�(� �))= �(�).Letting u� = �(0),then wehave	 (u�)= u�

and u� 2 (�1;�2).
(e) Let � = 	 (�)= �(� �� 1(�). Then,from equation (24), �� 1(�)�

� �� 1(�).Therefore,

	 (	 (�))= 	 (�)= �(� �� 1(�))� �(�� 1(�))� �:

W e have proved that 	 is strictly decreasing for � 2 (�1;�2).As such,
�� 1(�)= � �� 1(�).W ealsohave�(�� 1(�))= �.Itfollowsthat	 (	 (�))= �

forall� 2 (�1;�2).

R emark. W ith referenceto statem ent(b),if� isnotadecreasing func-
tion,then thefunction 	 need notbeconvex on theentirerealline.Forin-
stance,thefollowing lossfunction generatesa function 	 thatisnotconvex:
�(�)= (1� �)2 when � � 1,0 when � 2 [0;2],and � � 2 otherwise.Then,
wehave	 (9)= �(2)= 0;	 (16)= �(3)= 1;	 (25=2)= �(� 1+ 5=

p
2)= � 3+

5=
p
2> (	 (9)+ 	 (16))=2: �

C.ProofofLem m a 5.

Proof. Considera jointdistribution P(X ;Y )de� ned by P(Y = � 1)=
q= 1� P(Y = 1)and

P(X jY = � 1)� Uniform [0;b] and P(X jY = 1)� Uniform [a;c];

where 0< a< b< c.LetZ = f1;2g.W e assum e Z isproduced by a deter-
m inisticquantizerdesign Q speci� ed by a threshold t2 (a;b);in particular,
we set Q (z= 1jx)= 1 when x � t,and Q (z= 2jx)= 1 when x < t.Under
thisquantizerdesign,we have

�(1)= (1� q)
t� a

c� a
; �(2)= (1� q)

c� t

c� a
;

�(1)= q
t

b
; �(2)= q

b� t

b
:

Therefore,the f-divergence between � and � takestheform

If(�;�)=
qt

b
f

�
(t� a)b(1� q)

(c� a)tq

�

+
q(b� t)

b
f

�
(c� t)b(1� q)

(c� a)(b� t)q

�

:

Iff1
u
� f2,then If1(�;�)and If1(�;�)havethesam em onotonicity property

forany q2 (0;1),aswell,asforany choiceoftheparam etersqand a< b< c.
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Let = b(1� q)

(c� a)q
,which can bechosen arbitrarily positive,and then de� nethe

function

F (f;t)= tf

�
(t� a)

t

�

+ (b� t)f
�
(c� t)

b� t

�

:

Note that the functions F (f1;t) and F (f2;t) have the sam e m onotonicity
property,forany positive param eters and a< b< c.
W enow claim thatF (f;t)isa convex function oft.Indeed,using convex

duality [18],F (f;t)can beexpressed asfollows:

F (f;t)= tsup
r2R

�
(t� a)

t
r� f

�(r)
�

+ (b� t)sup
s2R

�
(c� t)

b� t
s� f

�(s)
�

= sup
r;s

f(t� a)r � tf
�(r)+ (c� t)s � tf

�(s)g;

which isasuprem um overalinearfunction oft,thereby showingthatF (f;t)
isconvex oft.
Itfollowsthatboth F (f1;t)and F (f2;t)aresubdi� erentiableeverywhere

in theirdom ains;sincethey have thesam em onotonicity property,wem ust
have

02 @F (f1;t), 02 @F (f2;t):(35)

Itcan beveri� ed using subdi� erentialcalculus[8]that

@F (f;t)=
a

t
@f

�
(t� a)

t

�

+ f

�
(t� a)

t

�

� f

�
(c� t)

b� t

�

+
(c� b)

b� t
@f

�
(c� t)

b� t

�

:

Letting u = (t� a)

t
,v= (c� t)

b� t
,we have

02 @F (f;t)(36a)

, 02 ( � u)@f(u)+ f(u)� f(v)+ (v� )@f(v)(36b)

, 9� 2 @f(u);� 2 @f(v)s.t.
(36c)

0= ( � u)� + f(u)� f(v)+ (v� )�

, 9� 2 @f(u);� 2 @f(v)s.t.
(36d)

(� � �)= u� � f(u)+ f(v)� v�

, 9� 2 @f(u);� 2 @f(v)s.t.(� � �)= f
�(�)� f

�(�):(36e)

By varyingourchoiceofq2 (0;1),thenum ber can takeany positivevalue.
Sim ilarly,by choosing di� erentpositivevaluesofa;b;c(such thata< b< c),
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we can ensure that u and v can take on any positive realvaluessuch that
u <  < v.Sinceequation (35)holdsforany t,itfollowsthatforany triples
u <  < v,(36e)holdsforf1 ifand only ifitalso holdsforf2.
Considering a � xed pairu < v,� rstsupposethatthefunction f1 islinear

on the interval[u;v]with a slope s.In this case,condition (36e)holdsfor
f1 and any  by choosing � = � = s,which im pliesthatcondition (36e)also
holdsforf2 forany .Thus,we deduce thatf2 isalso a linearfunction on
the interval[u;v].
Suppose,on the otherhand,thatf1 and f2 are both nonlinearin [u;v].

Due to the m onotonicity ofsubdi� erentials,we have @f1(u)\ @f1(v)= ?

and @f2(u)\ @f2(v)= ? .Consequently,it follows that both Tf1(u;v) and
Tf2(u;v) are non-em pty.If 2 Tf1(u;v),then condition (36e) holds for f1
forsom e .Thus,itm ustalso hold forf2 using the sam e ,which im plies
that 2 Tf2(u;v).Thesam eargum entcan also beapplied with therolesof
f1 and f2 reversed,so we conclude thatTf1(u;v)= Tf2(u;v). �
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