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Abstract
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1 Introduction

The information divergence rate between two stochastic processes Y = (Yt)t∈N, Y′ = (Y′
t )t∈N within

a finite space Y quantifies the average discrepancy between these processes per unit time. It is de-
fined, when the limit exists, by

D
(
Y∥Y′) ≜ lim

k→∞

1
k

D
(
Y1, . . . , Yk∥Y′

1, . . . , Y′
k
)

, (1)

where D represents the Kullback–Leibler divergence [Kullback and Leibler, 1951]. Information mono-
tonicity dictates that merging symbols in Y and observing the processes on the resulting space X
should inevitably result in a decreased divergence between the processes, originating from an in-
formation loss. When the two processes under consideration are independent and identically dis-
tributed (iid) according to respective discrete distributions µ, ν ∈ P(Y), where P(Y) represents the
probability simplex over Y , this property is effectively captured by the action of a memoryless chan-
nel W : P(Y) → P(X ), as expressed by the inequality,

D (µ∥ν) ≥ D (µW∥νW) . (2)

Alternatively, we can explore embeddings of distributions into a larger space Z , which may not nec-
essarily be implemented by a channel W. Equality is known to be achieved in (2) for any pair of
distributions if and only if the embedding is a congruent Markov morphism [Čencov, 1978]. These
principles are firmly established in the iid setting, and in the present study, our aim is to extend and
build upon these concepts within the context of Markov processes. While the divergence rate be-
tween two Markov chains can still be expressed in terms of their transition matrices, tackling Markov
processes presents additional challenges. Foremost, processing them, even through the simple act of
merging symbols, can disrupt the Markov property. Furthermore, although simulating the process
resulting from the action of a Markov morphism in the iid setting is straightforward 1, it remains
unclear what actions on stochastic matrices would also allow us, given some trajectory of observa-
tions, to simulate the trajectory obtained from the processed transition matrix. These considerations
prompt us to put forward the below listed desiderata.

(D1) Data-processing of Markov chains should be expressible in terms of the action of an operator
upon its transition matrix.

(D2) Markovianity should be preserved throughout data-processing.

(D3) Processing should bear operational meaning, implying the existence of a possibly randomized
mapping defined on trajectories of observations. Applying this mapping to the original tra-
jectory should yield another trajectory whose dynamics are governed by the transition matrix
resulting from the operation described in (D1).

The natural procedure of reducing the state space whilst preserving Markovianity is commonly re-
ferred to as lumping [Kemeny and Snell, 1983]. Lumping satisfy all of our above requirements, and
will serve as the starting point for our study.

Our first question pertains to the natural “inverse” operation of lumping—namely embedding2

a Markov chain into a possibly larger state space, while still conforming to (D1), (D2) and (D3).
This exploration will lead us to define linear right inverses (congruent embeddings) with respect to
lumpings of stochastic matrices, and result in characterizing this morphism class in terms of Markov
embeddings, the central notion we introduce in Section 4.1.

1In the information theory literature, this amounts to stating that there exists an operational definition. See
e.g. Issa et al. [2019].

2In this note, the concept of embedding is distinct from the embedding problem of Elfving [1937].
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Adopting an information geometry perspective, we will regard irreducible stochastic matrices as
dually flat information manifolds [Nagaoka, 2005]. In this context, embeddings represent injective
morphisms, acting as structure-preserving maps. An intriguing inquiry involves determining which
structures (Fisher information metric, dual affine connections, exponential families,...) are preserved
under Markov embeddings. We aim to address natural questions, including the exploration of larger
classes of embeddings that maintain the same structure, albeit potentially compromising some of
the desiderata (D1), (D2), (D3). Conversely, we will identify sub-classes of embeddings that pre-
serve additional structure of interest, and elucidate how established embeddings, such as Hudson
expansions [Kemeny and Snell, 1983, Section 6.5], align with our framework.

Lastly, we will conduct a comprehensive examination of the geometric structure of families of
lumpable stochastic matrices. Some families of stochastic matrices are known to enjoy advantageous
properties; for instance reversible Markov chains form both an e-family (exponential family, see Def-
inition 3.1) and an m-family (mixture family, see Definition 3.2) [Wolfer and Watanabe, 2021]. We
will clarify that while lumpable stochastic matrices generally do not form e-families nor m-families,
we still can endow the family with the structure of a foliated manifold, and will provide insightful
interpretation of this construction.

1.1 Related work
The question of whether processing a Markov chain through a function retains its Markovianity can
be traced back to Burke and Rosenblatt [1958] (see also Pitman and Rogers [1981]). Chains that main-
tain this property under merging of some of their states were later termed lumpable by Kemeny and
Snell [1983]. While a comprehensive survey of lumpability is beyond the scope of this paper, no-
table works include those of Rubino [1989] and Buchholz [1994]. The concept was also extended in
various ways, such as quasi-lumpability [Franceschinis and Muntz, 1994] where the transition ma-
trix is lumpable modulo some perturbation, or higher-order lumpability [Gurvits and Ledoux, 2005,
Geiger and Temmel, 2014], where a lumped Markov chain may lose its first-order Markov property
but retains a kth-order Markov property. Additionally, the problem of lumpability is directly related
to the identifiability of hidden Markov sources [Ito et al., 1992, Kabayashi et al., 1991, Hayashi, 2019].

Following an axiomatic approach, Čencov [1978] first introduced, motivated and analyzed Markov
morphisms as the statistical mappings of interest for data-processing. More recently, similar ap-
proaches have been taken to put forward several classes of embeddings for conditional models
[Lebanon, 2005, 2004, Montúfar et al., 2014]. Although a stochastic matrix corresponds to some con-
ditional model, in this paper we also think of it as a stochastic process, with a stationary distribution.
This perspective prompts us to consider a more restricted class of natural embeddings than those
discussed in the aforementioned works.

Exponential tilting of stochastic matrices was first found in Miller [1961]. The large deviation
theory for Markov chains, was further developed by Donsker and Varadhan [1975], Gärtner [1977],
Dembo and Zeitouni [1998]. Csiszár et al. [1987] first recognized the exponential structure of the fam-
ily of irreducible stochastic matrices, and Nagaoka [2005] later provided a comprehensive treatment
in the language of information geometry. We direct the reader to the survey of Wolfer and Watanabe
[2023b] for an historical overview of the series of works [Ito and Amari, 1988, Takeuchi and Barron,
1998, Takeuchi and Kawabata, 2007, Takeuchi and Nagaoka, 2017, Nakagawa and Kanaya, 1993] that
contributed to this construction.

The first appearance of the Pythagorean theorem for e-projections onto m-families of distribu-
tions can be found in Čencov [1968]. For a complete treatment of the theory of projections onto
α-families of distributions, we refer the reader to the excellent monograph of Amari and Nagaoka
[2007]. In the context of Markov chains, Pythagorean identities for orthogonal projections can be
found in Hayashi and Watanabe [2016a]. In Wolfer and Watanabe [2021], closed-form expressions
are given for the e/m-projections onto the e/m-family of reversible Markov chains.

More general information projections onto convex sets of distributions are also a well-studied
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topic. The Pythagorean inequality in this context is credited to Csiszár [1975] and Topsøe [1979] (see
also Csiszár [1984]). Inequalities involving the reverse information projection have also been devised,
for example a four-point property in Csiszár and Tusnády [1984], or a Pythagorean inequality on log-
convex sets in Csiszár and Matúš [2003]. The reader is invited to consult Csiszár et al. [2004] for a
complete exposition. In the Markovian setting, we mention Boza [1971] and Csiszár et al. [1987],
who considered information projections of stochastic matrices onto convex sets of edge measures.
To the best of our knowledge, the analysis of reverse information projections onto e-convex sets of
stochastic matrices had not yet been carried out.

2 Summary of the main contributions

We introduce only minimal notations to provide a summary of the main contributions, directing the
reader to Section 3 for more details. We let (X ,D) and (Y , E) be two strongly connected directed
graphs with finite vertex sets X ,Y , where |X | ≤ |Y| and respective edge sets D and E . We denote
W(X ,D) the set of irreducible row-stochastic matrices over the graph (X ,D). We fix κ : Y → X a
(surjective) function for which D = {(κ(y), κ(y′) : (y, y′) ∈ E} and we write

⊎
x∈X Sx = Y , for the

partition associated with κ, where for x ∈ X ,Sx = κ−1({x}). The function κ, by merging symbols
together, erases information. In the context of Markov processes, κ is called a lumping function
[Kemeny and Snell, 1983], and induces a push-forward for stochastic matrices,

κ⋆ : Wκ(Y , E) → W(X ,D),

where the domain Wκ(Y , E) is the subset of lumpable stochastic matrices. Lumpable matrices are
characterized by the property that a Markov chain sampled according to them will retain its Marko-
vianity when observations are merged by κ at each time coordinate. To avoid trivialities, we as-
sume compatibility conditions (Proposition 3.1) on κ, and the connection digraphs guaranteeing that
Wκ(X , E) ̸= ∅.

2.1 Contribution 1: Propose a natural embedding operation for
Markov chains

Our first chief contribution is to introduce a concept of embedding for families of stochastic matrices,
serving as a right inverse of the lumping operation. For a matrix Λ positive over E , and such that
for any y ∈ Y and x′ ∈ X , when (κ(y), x′) ∈ D, Λ(y, ·), is a distribution on Sx′ , we define an
induced push-forward Λ⋆ for stochastic matrices (Definition 4.2). This push-forward is referred to as
a Markov embedding, and is expressed as

Λ⋆ : W(X ,D) → Wκ(Y , E),

where for any (y, y′) ∈ E ,
Λ⋆P(y, y′) = P(κ(y), κ(y′))Λ(y, y′).

By construction, desiderata (D1) and (D2) are satisfied. Additionally, our definition is motivated by
the following properties.

1. Markov embeddings have an operational interpretation (D3). Namely, there exists a random-
ized function which can map a trajectory sampled from P ∈ W(X ,D) to a simulated trajectory
sampled from Λ⋆P (see Figure 2), without knowing the transition matrix P.

2. Markov embeddings form a strict superset of the Hudson expansion (Theorem 4.4). The latter
was previously proposed by Kemeny and Snell [1983] as the natural converse operation to
lumping. This expansion can be understood as an operation that embeds, using a sliding
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window approach, the family of first-order stochastic matrices as a sub-family of second-order
stochastic matrices (Section 4.4.1).

3. Markov embeddings maintain the information geometric structure on stochastic matrices in-
troduced by Nagaoka [2005]. Namely, for two points P, P′ ∈ W(X ,D), it holds that

D
(
Λ⋆P∥Λ⋆P′) = D

(
P∥P′) ,

and as a consequence, the Fisher metric and dual affine connections are preserved (Lemma 4.1).

4. A strong justification for Markov embeddings is given by Theorem 4.1, where we show that
a linear map is monotonic, preserves irreducibility and is a right inverse of a lumping map,
if and only if it belongs to our class of Markov embeddings. This characterization mirrors
the counterpart established for Markov morphisms in the context of finite measure spaces [Ay
et al., 2017, Example 5.2].

2.2 Contribution 2: Examine the geometric structure of lumpable
stochastic matrices

Our second main contribution is to provide an analysis of the information geometric structure of
the family of lumpable stochastic matrices. We briefly motivate our analysis as follows. Geomet-
ric properties of families of stochastic matrices translate into statistical properties of the associated
Markov models. For instance, in exponential families and curved exponential families of stochas-
tic matrices, for the problem of parametric estimation, it is possible to construct a simple estimator
that asymptotically attains the Cramér–Rao bound (efficient), given by the inverse of the Fisher in-
formation matrix [Hayashi and Watanabe, 2016a], which is easily computable. Furthermore, the
dually flat structure induced from the information divergence rate between Markov chains leads to
decomposition theorems [Csiszár et al., 1987] in terms of information projections. For instance, the
e/m-nature of reversible stochastic matrices yields Pythagorean identities for reversible e-projection
and m-projection [Wolfer and Watanabe, 2021].

Given a family of irreducible stochastic matrices W(Y , E) and a fixed lumping function κ : Y →
X , it is not hard to verify that the family of κ-lumpable stochastic matrices Wκ(Y , E) does not gen-
erally constitute an e-family or an m-family in W(Y , E). One significant application of our notion of
Markov embedding (refer to 2.1 Contribution 1) is that it naturally facilitates the decomposition of
the lumpable family Wκ(Y , E) in terms of simpler mathematical structures. Observing (Lemma 4.2)
that any P⊙ ∈ Wκ(Y , E) induces a canonical embedding Λ(P⊙)

⋆ satisfying P⊙ = Λ(P⊙)
⋆ κ⋆P⊙, we de-

fine,
J (P⊙) ≜

{
Λ(P⊙)

⋆ P̄ : P̄ ∈ W(X ,D)
}
⊂ Wκ(Y , E),

the image of the base family of stochastic matrices by this canonical embedding. Fixing some origin
P̄0 ∈ W(X ,D), it is also natural to define

L(P̄0) ≜ {P ∈ Wκ(Y , E) : κ⋆P = P̄0} ,

the family of stochastic matrices which lump into P̄0. We prove (Lemma 6.1) that

1. J (P⊙) forms an e-family in W(Y , E),

2. L(P̄0) forms an m-family in W(Y , E).

Furthermore, we show that their dimension is given by

dimJ (P⊙) = |D| − |X | , dimL(P̄0) = |E | − ∑
(x,x′)∈D

|Sx| .
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The aforementioned structures enable us to construct a foliation on the manifold of lumpable stochas-
tic matrices (Theorem 6.1),

Wκ(Y , E) =
⊎

P∈L(P̄0)

J (P),

and to determine that

dimWκ(Y , E) = |E | − ∑
(x,x′)∈D

|Sx|+ |D| − |X | .

As a result, for each base kernel P̄0, we can construct a mixed coordinate system [Amari and Na-
gaoka, 2007, Chapter 3.7] over Wκ(Y , E) with |E | − ∑(x,x′)∈D |Sx| m-coordinates and |D| − |X | e-
coordinates. The above foliation is mutually dual [Amari and Nagaoka, 2007, p.75]. Specifically,
when we fix P̄0 ∈ W(X ,D) and consider arbitrarily chosen stochastic matrices P⊙, P ∈ L(P̄0) and
P′ ∈ J (P⊙), the following Pythagorean relation holds (Theorem 6.2),

D
(

P∥P′) = D (P∥P⊙) + D
(

P⊙∥P′) ,

and P⊙ is the e-projection of P′ onto L(P̄0) and the m-projection of P onto J (P⊙).

2.3 Applications
Below, we enumerate two applications of our framework. For further motivation, we encourage the
reader to refer to Section 6.2.

2.3.1 Maximum entropy principle for refining Markov models

A scientist is provided with a base Markov model in the form of a stochastic matrix P̄0 ∈ W(X ,D).
They aim to refine this model by increasing the granularity of the states, corresponding to an em-
bedding operation. Their initial (prior) model, before confronting it with newly collected data, could
be guided by the maximum entropy principle. In our framework, applying this principle reduces to
computing (Section 6.2.1) the e-projection of the maxentropic chain U ∈ W(Y , E) onto L(P̄0),

P = arg min
P′∈L(P̄0)

D
(

P′∥U
)

.

This involves optimizing a convex objective function on a convex domain, arising from L(P̄0) being
an m-family (refer to 2.2 Contribution 2).

2.3.2 Inference in Markov chains from a single trajectory

Markov embeddings have practical applications in inference for Markov models, enabling the re-
laxation of certain assumptions in the model. For example, by employing the symmetrization em-
bedding (Corollary 4.3), Wolfer and Watanabe [2023a] reduced the problem of identity testing of π-
reversible Markov chains to the better-understood problem of identity testing for symmetric Markov
chains (Section 4.4.4). This approach not only simplifies the methodology but also yields state-of-
the-art results.

2.4 Outline and additional contributions
Our paper is organized as follows.

In Section 1, we provide a brief introduction to data processing and discuss the challenges of
extending from iid to Markov processes.

7



In Section 2, we summarize of our main contributions.
In Section 3, we set out our notations, revisit the information geometric structure of irreducible

stochastic matrices introduced by Nagaoka [2005], and review a known characterization of lumping
of Markov chains in terms of their transition matrices.

In Section 4.1, we first extend constructively (Contribution 1) the well-known notion of a Markov
morphism in the context of distributions, to that of a Markov morphism in the context of stochastic
matrices (Definition 4.2). We additionally develop (Section 4.2) a theory of lumpable linear opera-
tors, and define congruent embeddings (Definition 4.4) in this context. We proceed to state and prove
that congruent embeddings coincide with the Markov morphisms we constructed (Theorem 4.1). In
Section 4.3, we subsequently expand the class of Markov embeddings to the broader class of ex-
ponential embeddings. While exponential embeddings are generally not isometric, we show that
they still preserve e-structures within families of irreducible stochastic matrices (Theorem 4.2). Mov-
ing on to Section 4.4, we delve into a few notable classes of embeddings. We start with the special
case of Hudson expansions, initially presented by Kemeny and Snell [1983] as the natural inverse
operation to lumping. We express Hudson expansions as Markov embeddings, and propose an in-
terpretation of the embedding of a family of irreducible stochastic matrices as a first-order subfamily
of second-order stochastic matrices. We proceed by examining a natural subset of Markov embed-
dings, referred to as memoryless Markov embeddings, which not only preserve the m-structure of
irreducible stochastic matrices but also maintain reversibility. In particular, we demonstrate that this
class is sufficiently rich to embed any rational stochastic matrix into the set of bistochastic matri-
ces (refer to Corollary 4.2). We close this section by more systematically investigating reversibility
preservation of Markov embeddings, and discuss some of the advantages that arise from this prop-
erty. Concluding this section, we systematically explore the preservation of reversibility in Markov
embeddings and discuss some of the advantages that arise from this property. For a comprehensive
nomenclature of the various classes of embeddings discussed, we invite the reader to consult Table 1.
Additionally, Figure 5 provides an illustration of their hierarchical structure.

In Section 5, we complement the theory of information projection on geodesically convex sets of
stochastic matrices by establishing a Pythagorean inequality for reverse information projections onto
e-convex sets (Proposition 5.2). Furthermore, we delve into the Markovian equivalent of the four-
point property and demonstrate that under favorable conditions, the m-projection of two stochastic
matrices onto an em-family (both an e-family and an m-family) can be regarded as a form of data
processing.

In Section 6, we analyze the family of lumpable stochastic matrices from an information geo-
metric standpoint (Contribution 2). We motivate our construction by considering Pythagorean pro-
jections on leaves and propose an interpretation in the context of estimation for embedded models.
Beyond the examples provided in this paper, our results hold potential applications in various do-
mains. For instance, in certain coding problems in information theory, the lumpability of sources
plays a crucial role in deriving fundamental limits [Hayashi and Watanabe, 2016b, 2020].

Finally, Section 7 briefly discusses compositions of embeddings, and higher-order lumping and
embedding. We show, by providing examples, that composition opens the door to a class of embed-
dings that is significantly richer than Markov embeddings.

Many technical proofs have been deferred to Section 8 for clarity of the exposition.

3 Notation and preliminaries

We write [n] = {1, 2, . . . , n} for n ∈ N, and δ[·] → {0, 1} for the predicate indicator function. Let X ,Y
be sets such that |X | = n, |Y| = m with n < ∞, m < ∞, where to avoid trivialities, we additionally
assume that n, m > 1. For some index set I ⊂ N, Y =

⊎
i∈I Si denotes a partition of Y , meaning

that Y =
⋃

i∈I Si and ∀i, j ∈ I, i ̸= j =⇒ Si ∩ Sj = ∅. We denote P(X ) the probability simplex
over X , and P+(X ) = {µ ∈ P(X ) : ∀x ∈ X , µ(x) > 0}. All vectors will be written as row-vectors,
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for x ∈ X , ex is the unit vector verifying ∀x′ ∈ X , ex(x′) = δ[x = x′]. For some real matrices A and
B, A(x, x′) is the entry in the x-th row and x′-th column of A, ρ(A) is the spectral radius of A, A ◦ B
is the Hadamard product of A and B, for t ∈ R, A◦t is the matrix such that ∀x, x′ ∈ X , A◦t(x, x′) =
A(x, x′)t, A > 0 (resp. A ≥ 0) means that A is entry-wise positive (resp. non-negative). We will
routinely identify a function f : X 2 → R with the linear operator f : RX → RX , v 7→ f v where
∀x ∈ X , ( f v)(x) = ∑x′∈X f (x, x′)v(x′), and use the shorthand A(x, S) = ∑s∈S A(x, s) when S ⊂ X .

3.1 Irreducible Markov chains

We let (Y , E) be a strongly connected directed graph, where Y is its set of vertices, and E ⊂ Y2 is its
set of directed edges. Let F (Y , E) be the set of all real functions over the set E , identified with the set
of functions over Y2 that are null outside of E , and let F+(Y , E) ⊂ F (Y , E) be the subset of positive
functions over E . For a fully connected graph, we write F (Y) = F (Y ,Y2), and we identify F (Y)
with the set of |Y| × |Y| real square matrices. In particular, the following inclusions hold

F+(Y , E) ⊂ F (Y , E) ⊂ F (Y).

We write W(Y) for the set of (not necessarily irreducible) row-stochastic transition matrices over
the state space Y , W(Y , E) for the subset of irreducible stochastic matrices whose support is E , and
W+(Y) when E = Y2. For P ∈ W(Y), P(y, y′) corresponds to the transition probability3 from state
y to state y′. Formally,

W(Y) ≜
{

P ∈ F (Y) : P ≥ 0, ∀y ∈ Y , eyP1⊺ = 1
}

,

W(Y , E) ≜ F+(Y , E) ∩W(Y).

For P ∈ W(Y , E), there exists a unique π ∈ P+(Y), such that πP = π [Levin et al., 2009, Corol-
lary 1.17], called the stationary distribution of P. We write Q = diag(π)P for the edge measure
matrix, [Levin et al., 2009, (7.5)], which encodes stationary pair-probabilities of P, i.e. Q(y, y′) =
Pπ (Yt = y, Yt+1 = y′). Following notations in Wolfer and Watanabe [2021, Table 1],

Wrev(Y , E),Wbis(Y , E),Wsym(Y , E),Wiid(Y ,Y2),

will respectively denote the subsets of reversible (Q = Q⊺), doubly stochastic (P⊺ ∈ W(Y , E⊺), where
E⊺ ≜ {(y′, y) : (y, y′) ∈ E}), symmetric (P = P⊺), and memoryless (P = 1⊺π) transition matrices that
are irreducible over (Y , E). We define a stochastic rescaling 4 mapping s that constructs a proper
irreducible stochastic matrix from any non-negative irreducible matrix over (Y , E),

s : F+(Y , E) → W(Y , E)

A(y, y′) 7→ P(y, y′) =
A(y, y′)vA(y′)

ρAvA(y)
,

(3)

where ρA and vA are respectively the Perron-Frobenius (PF) root and right PF eigenvector of A
[Meyer, 2000, Chapter 8], which we will henceforth refer to as the right PF pair. The mapping s
is invariant under scaling of the argument by a positive constant or conjugation of the argument by
a positive diagonal matrix. Namely, for all α ∈ R+, v ∈ R

|Y|
+ , and A ∈ F+(Y , E),

s(αA) = s(A), s(diag(v)−1 A diag(v)) = s(A). (4)
3In the information theory literature, P(x′|x) is sometimes used to denote P(x, x′). Our notation follows

the applied probability literature (see e.g. Levin et al. [2009]). It will allow us to extend the notation to more
general matrices, as we do when we discuss lumpable matrices, which do not bear the meaning of a conditional
distribution.

4This rescaling is closely related to the notion of exponential change of measure, also known as tilting, which
can be traced back to Miller [1961] in the context of stochastic matrices.
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3.2 Information geometry of stochastic matrices
Following Nagaoka [2005], we take a differential geometry perspective, and regard W(Y , E) as a
smooth manifold of dimension

d = dimW(Y , E) = |E | − |Y| , (5)

where for each P ∈ W(Y , E), TP is the d-dimensional tangent space at P. On W(Y , E), we introduce
the Riemannian metric g, expressed in some chart5 θ : W(Y , E) → Θ ⊂ Rd by

gij(θ) = gij(Pθ) ≜ gPθ

(
∂i, ∂j

)
= ∑

(y,y′)∈E
Qθ(y, y′)∂i log Pθ(y, y′)∂j log Pθ(y, y′), (6)

where ∂i = ∂/∂θi, Pθ is the stochastic matrix at coordinates θ, and Qθ is the edge measure pertaining
to Pθ

6. In our study, we always assume that there exists a global chart7. We also recall the pair of
torsion-free affine connections ∇(e) and ∇(m) respectively termed e-connection and m-connection,
expressed by their Christoffel symbols as

Γ(e)
ij,k(θ) ≜ gPθ

(
∇(e)

∂i
∂j, ∂k

)
= ∑

(y,y′)∈E
∂i∂j log Pθ(y, y′)∂kQθ(y, y′),

Γ(m)
ij,k (θ) ≜ gPθ

(
∇(m)

∂i
∂j, ∂k

)
= ∑

(y,y′)∈E
∂i∂jQθ(y, y′)∂k log Pθ(y, y′).

(7)

The Fisher metric and connections defined in (6) and (7) are natural counterparts of the ones defined
in the context of distributions [Amari and Nagaoka, 2007]. The connections ∇(e) and ∇(m) are dual
with respect to g in the sense that for any vector fields X, Y, Z,

Xg(Y, Z) = g
(
∇(e)

X Y, Z
)
+ g

(
Y,∇(m)

X Z
)

.

The tuple (
W(Y , E), g,∇(e),∇(m)

)
encodes the information geometric structure of W(Y , E). Namely, it defines the notions of straight
lines, parallelism, and distances between points. The information divergence of a stochastic matrix
P ∈ W(Y , E) from another transition matrix P′ ∈ W(Y , E) is given by

D
(

P∥P′) ≜ ∑
(y,y′)∈E

π(y)P(y, y′) log
P(y, y′)
P′(y, y′)

, (8)

while the dual divergence verifies D⋆ (P∥P′) = D (P′∥P). Notably, (8) corresponds to the divergence
rate (1) of the Markov processes induced from P and P′,

D
(

P∥P′) = lim
k→∞

1
k

D
(

Qk∥(Q′)k
)

,

where for k ∈ N,

Qk(y1, y2, . . . , yk) = π(y1)
k−1

∏
t=1

P(yt, yt+1),

defines the distribution of stationary paths of length k induced from P.

5As is customary in differential geometry, we will write θ for both the chart map and the coordinate.
6We will use the notation gij(Pθ) instead of gij(θ) when we want to emphasize that we refer to the g metric

defined on W(Y , E) containing Pθ .
7This assumption is not restrictive for our study, and is common in the information geometry literature.
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3.3 Mixture family and exponential family

Definition 3.1 (e-family of stochastic matrices). Let Θ = Rd. We say that the parametric family of
irreducible stochastic matrices

Ve =
{

Pθ : θ = (θ1, . . . , θd) ∈ Θ
}
⊂ W(Y , E)

is an exponential family (e-family) of stochastic matrices with natural parameter θ, when there exist functions
K, g1, . . . , gd ∈ F (Y , E), R ∈ RΘ×Y and ψ ∈ RΘ, such that for any (y, y′) ∈ E and θ ∈ Θ,

log Pθ(y, y′) = K(y, y′) +
d

∑
i=1

θigi(y, y′) + R(θ, y′)− R(θ, y)− ψ(θ). (9)

When fixing θ ∈ Θ, we will write for convenience ψθ for ψ(θ) and Rθ for R(θ, ·) ∈ RY .

Remark 3.1. An e-family Ve can be identified with some affine space as follows. Denote,

N (Y , E) ≜
{

h ∈ F (Y , E) : ∃(c, f ) ∈ (R, RY ),

∀(y, y′) ∈ E , h(y, y′) = f (y′)− f (y) + c
}

.
(10)

Then N (Y , E) is an |Y|-dimensional vector space [Nagaoka, 2005, Section 3]. We can thus define the quotient
linear space

G(Y , E) ≜ F (Y , E)/N (Y , E),

and the diffeomorphism

∆ : G(Y , E) → W(Y , E), g 7→ ∆(g) ≜ s(exp ◦g),

where ◦ here denotes function composition and exp is understood to be entry-wise. There is a one-to-one
correspondence between linear subspaces of G(Y , E) and e-families [Nagaoka, 2005, Theorem 2]. We identify
a coset of G(Y , E) with a representative function in that coset. For Definition 3.1, and unless stated otherwise,
we will assume that the functions g1, . . . , gd form an independent family in G(Y , E). In this case the family is
said to be minimal and dimVe = d.

Definition 3.2 (m-family of stochastic matrices [Amari and Nagaoka, 2007, 2.35]). We say that a family
of irreducible stochastic matrices Vm is a mixture family (m-family) of irreducible stochastic matrices on (Y , E)
when the following holds. There exists C, F1, . . . , Fd ∈ F (Y , E), such that C, C + F1, . . . , C + Fd are affinely
independent,

∑
(y,y′)∈E

C(y, y′) = 1, ∑
(y,y′)∈E

Fi(y, y′) = 0, ∀i ∈ [d],

and

Vm =

{
Pξ ∈ W(Y , E) : Qξ = C +

d

∑
i=1

ξ iFi, ξ ∈ Ξ

}

where Ξ =
{

ξ ∈ Rd : Qξ(y, y′) > 0, ∀(y, y′) ∈ E
}

, and Qξ is the edge measure that pertains to Pξ . Note
that Ξ is an open set, ξ is called the mixture parameter and d is the dimension of the family Vm. See also
[Wolfer and Watanabe, 2021, Definition 1] for alternative equivalent definitions of an m-family.
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3.4 Lumping of Markov chains
Let P ∈ W(Y , E), and let Y1, Y2, . . . , Yk be a sequence of observations sampled according to P. For
ϕ : Y → X , a possibly random mapping, we call memoryless data processing the application of ϕ
onto the trajectory sampled from P.

Y1, Y2, . . . , Yk 7→ ϕ(Y1), ϕ(Y2), . . . , ϕ(Yk).

This processing pertains to the action of a memoryless black box that takes a Markovian trajectory
as input, and returns the image stochastic process. Crucially, the output process is generally not
Markovian itself [Kelly, 1982], but rather corresponds to a functional hidden Markov model.

Lumping 8 is a particular type of memoryless deterministic processing that projects a chain onto a
state space of smaller size where subsets of symbols are merged together. In the distribution setting,
this operation is also referred to as a statistic [Ay et al., 2017, (1.2)]. More formally, let us define a
lumping as a surjective map

κ : Y → X = κ(Y), with |X | ≤ |Y| < ∞.

Observe that a lumping is completely characterized by a partition
⊎

x∈X Sx = Y , where for x ∈
X ,Sx = κ−1({x}) is the collection of symbols in Y that are mapped to the new symbol x. For k ∈ N,
a lumping map then naturally defines a data processing function on the product space κk : Y k → X k.
In particular, for (y, y′) ∈ E , κ2(y, y′) = (κ(y), κ(y′)). When the Markovian nature of the lumped
process is preserved —regardless of the initial distribution— we say that P is κ-lumpable. In this
case, we define the lumped edge set D by

D ≜ κ2(E) =
{
(x, x′) ∈ X 2 : ∃(y, y′) ∈ E , κ(y) = x, κ(y′) = x′

}
⊂ X 2. (11)

Irreducibility is preserved, and there exists a push-forward stochastic matrix κ⋆P ∈ W(X ,D), such
that (κ(Yt))t∈N is sampled according to κ⋆P. For a fixed lumping κ the set of all κ-lumpable irre-
ducible transition matrices over (Y , E) is denoted Wκ(Y , E). We also refer to the push-forward map

κ⋆ : Wκ(Y , E) → W(κ(Y) = X , κ2(E) = D).
P 7→ κ⋆P.

The following theorem characterizes lumpable chains in terms of their transition matrix.

Theorem 3.1 (Kemeny and Snell [1983, Theorem 6.3.2]). Let κ : Y → X be a lumping function with
associated partition

⊎
x∈X Sx = Y , and let P ∈ W(Y , E). Then P ∈ Wκ(Y , E) if and only if for all

x, x′ ∈ X , and for all y1, y2 ∈ Sx,
P(y1,Sx′) = P(y2,Sx′),

and in this case,
κ⋆P(x, x′) = P(y,Sx′), y ∈ Sx.

Corollary 3.1. Denoting κ⋆π and κ⋆Q the respective stationary distribution and edge measure of the lumped
stochastic matrix κ⋆P, it is straightforward to verify that for any x, x′ ∈ X ,

κ⋆π(x) = π(Sx), κ⋆Q(x, x′) = Q(Sx,Sx′) ≜ ∑
(x,x′)∈(Sx ,Sx′ )

Q(y, y′).

Note that when defining the lumping of a class of transition matrices, it can be that Wκ(Y , E) =
∅.

8In this work, lumpability always refers to the notion of strong lumpability, which is independent of the
starting distribution, as opposed to weak lumpability defined e.g. in Kemeny and Snell [1983, § 6.4].

12



Example 3.1. Consider X = {0, 1} ,Y = {0, 1, 2}, κ such that κ(0) = 0, κ(1) = κ(2) = 1, and E =
{(0, 0), (0, 1), (1, 0), (1, 2), (2, 1)}. In this case, no element in W(Y , E) is lumpable.

To avoid this trivial case, we must assume that E and κ are compatible in the sense described in
the next proposition.

Proposition 3.1. Wκ(Y , E) ̸= ∅ if and only if ∀(x, x′) ∈ D = κ2(E), ∀y ∈ Sx, ∃y′ ∈ Sx′ such that
(y, y′) ∈ E .

Proof. Easily verified with Theorem 3.1.

4 Embeddings of stochastic matrices

Theorem 3.1 enables us to formulate lumping of a chain as a function of its transition matrix. In
a similar spirit, we define embeddings of Markov chains by viewing their transition matrices as
first-class citizens. Namely, a stochastic matrix embedding E is a map from a smooth submanifold
of irreducible stochastic matrices V ⊂ W(X ,D) to another family W(Y , E), and such that E is a
diffeomorphism 9 onto its image.

E : V → W(Y , E).

By abuse of notation, Eπ and EQ will denote respectively the stationary distribution and edge mea-
sure of the embedded stochastic matrix EP.

4.1 Markov embeddings

We first recall the notion of a Markov morphism10 in the context of probability distributions.

Definition 4.1 (Čencov [1978], Campbell [1986]). Let there be some partition
⊎

x∈X Sx = Y . To each
x ∈ X , we associate a distribution Wx ∈ P(Y) concentrated on Sx. We define the push-forward of W =
(Wx : x ∈ X ), referred to as Markov morphism, by

W⋆ : P+(X ) → P+(Y),

where for any µ ∈ P+(X ), and y ∈ Y ,

W⋆µ(y) = ∑
x∈X

Wx(y)µ(x).

Example 4.1. Let X = {0, 1} and µ = (η, 1 − η) for η ∈ (0, 1). We can embed µ into the larger space
Y = {0, 1, 2} by considering the mapping induced from the channel

Wp =

(
1 0 0
0 p 1 − p

)
, p ∈ (0, 1).

The resulting distribution is µp = (η, p(1 − η), (1 − p)(1 − η)). We can alternatively give a proba-
bilistic definition for this embedding, where for a sequence of observations X1, X2, . . . sampled iid from µ,
we record Yt = 0 when Xt = 0, and flip a coin with bias p when Xt = 1, P (Yt = 1|Xt = 1) = p,
P (Yt = 2|Xt = 1) = 1 − p. The new process Y1, Y2, . . . is drawn from the embedded distribution µp.

9Note that E being a diffeomorphism implies that necessarily dimW(Y , E) ≥ dimV .
10The mappings introduced in Definition 4.1 are more commonly [Čencov, 1978, Campbell, 1986, Ay et al.,

2017] referred to as congruent Markov morphisms. To avoid confusion with the later defined congruent embed-
dings, we will simply refer to them as Markov morphisms.
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We now introduce Markov morphisms in the context of stochastic matrices, which we term
Markov embeddings, and which embed a stochastic matrix over some state space X into a stochastic
matrix over a space Y that is no smaller than X .

The well-definedness of Definition 4.2 will be discussed after the definition.

Definition 4.2 (Markov embedding). We call Markov embedding, a mapping

Λ⋆ : W(X ,D) → W(Y , E)
P 7→ Λ⋆P,

such that for any (y, y′) ∈ E ,
Λ⋆P(y, y′) = P(κ(y), κ(y′))Λ(y, y′),

where κ and Λ satisfy the following requirements

(i) κ : Y → X is a lumping function for which κ2(E) = D, and such that E and κ meet the non-triviality
condition of Proposition 3.1.

(ii) Λ ∈ F+(Y , E).
(iii) Writing

⊎
x∈X Sx = Y for the associated partition of κ, Λ is such that for any y ∈ Y and x′ ∈ X ,

(κ(y), x′) ∈ D =⇒ (Λ(y, y′))y′∈Sx′
∈ P(Sx′).

Note that if E and κ fail to satisfy the condition of Proposition 3.1, then no Λ⋆ satisfying (iii)
exists. It is instructive to observe that a valid Λ corresponds to a block matrix,

Λ =



W1,1 W1,2 · · · W1,n
...

Wx,1 · · · Wx,x′ · · · Wx,n
...

...
Wn,1 · · · Wn,n

 ,

where each block Wx,x′ is either a channel from Sx to Sx′ when (x, x′) ∈ D, or is set to 0 when
(x, x′) ̸∈ D.

Well-definedness of Definition 4.2 It is straightforward to verify that Markov embeddings are
well-defined in the sense that a stochastic matrix irreducible in (X ,D) is mapped to a stochastic
matrix over W(Y , E)11 Condition (ii) ensures that Markov embeddings preserve irreducibility. Cru-
cially, when P ∈ W(X ,D), Λ⋆P ∈ Wκ(Y , E), where κ is the lumping function associated with the
embedding defined at Definition 4.2-(i). We say that an embedding is κ-compatible when it pro-
duces κ-lumpable stochastic matrices.

Example 4.2 (The weather model). Consider the simple Markovian weather model with two states Sun
(numbered as 0) and Rain (numbered as 1), where the probability of weather conditions given the preceding
day are given by the following transition matrix,

P =

(
4/5 1/5

1/2 1/2

)
.

Suppose we are interested in a finer model, where there are two types of rainy states called Showers and
Thunderstorm. This corresponds to splitting the state Rain, and refining the transition probabilities to the

11Note that we can embed a sub-family V ⊂ W(X ,D) into W(Y , E) by using a restriction of Λ⋆ to V .
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Λ⋆
↪→

Figure 1: Embedding the weather model (Example 4.2).

newly defined states. We can represent this splitting operation naturally by a Markov embedding where S0 =
{0} ,S1 = {1, 2}, and

Λ =


1 1/2 1/2

1 3/5 2/5

1 2/5 3/5

 .

See Figure 1. The transition matrix of the embedded Markov chain is

Λ⋆P =


4/5 1/10 1/10

1/2 3/10 1/5

1/2 1/5 3/10

 .

Example 4.3 (Non-full support range). Let X = {0, 1}, Y = {0, 1, 2},

E = {(0, 0), (0, 2), (1, 0), (1, 2), (2, 0), (2, 1)} ̸= Y2,

and the lumping function κ : Y → X such that κ(0) = 0, κ(1) = κ(2) = 1. Then D = X 2 and from (5),
dimW(X ,D) = 2, dimW(Y , E) = 3, and any elements P̄ ∈ W(X ,D) and P ∈ W(Y , E) can be written,

P̄ =

(
1 − p p

q 1 − q

)
, P =


1 − p 0 p

q1 0 1 − q1

q2 1 − q2 0

 ,

for some p, q, q1, q2 ∈ (0, 1). The only possible Markov embedding is defined by the matrix

Λ =


1 0 1

1 0 1

1 1 0

 .

An element Pκ ∈ Wκ(Y , E) can thus be expressed as

Pκ =


1 − p 0 p

q 0 1 − q

q 1 − q 0

 ,

for some p, q ∈ (0, 1), hence dimWκ(Y , E) = 2 < dimW(Y , E).
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ΣΛX

Figure 2: Simulating a trajectory from Λ⋆P : W({0, 1}) → W({0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5}).

Example 4.4 (Non-full support domain). Let X = {0, 1}, Y = {0, 1, 2},

E = {(0, 0), (0, 1), (0, 2), (1, 0), (2, 0)} ̸= Y2,

and the lumping function κ : Y → X such that κ(0) = 0, κ(1) = κ(2) = 1. Notice that

D = {(0, 0), (0, 1), (1, 0)} ̸= X 2,

and that dimW(X ,D) = 1, dimW(Y , E) = 2. In this case, Markov embeddings are defined by κ and the
matrix

Λ =


1 1 − λ λ

1 0 0

1 0 0

 ,

that enjoys a degree of freedom λ ∈ (0, 1). Any member P of Wκ(Y , E) is expressed (see forthcoming
Lemma 4.2) as

P =


1 − p (1 − λ)p λp

1 0 0

1 0 0

 , (p, λ) ∈ (0, 1)2,

thus dimWκ(Y , E) = 2, and Wκ(Y , E) = W(Y , E).

We proceed to give a more operational definition of a Markov embedding by showing that it can
be interpreted as randomly embedding the sequence of observations of a Markov chain into a larger
space.

Let P ∈ W(X ,D), and µ ∈ P+(X ) some initial distribution. Consider a single Markovian
trajectory X1, X2, . . . sampled according to P and started from a state sampled from µ. Let ν ∈ P+(Y)
be such that for any x ∈ X ,

µ(x) = ∑
y∈Sx

ν(y),

and for x ∈ X , define the conditional probability distribution ν|x ∈ P(Y) concentrated on Sx,

ν|x(y) =
ν(y)
µ(x)

.

We can verify that one can simulate (see Figure 2) a trajectory Y1, . . . , Yt, . . . sampled according
to the embedded transition matrix Λ⋆P and with initial distribution ν as follows:

(i) Sample Y1 ∼ ν|X1
.
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(ii) For t ∈ N, t ≥ 2, sample Yt ∼ (Λ(Yt−1, y′))y′∈SXt
.

Markov embeddings of chains can therefore essentially be simulated from a single trajectory of the
original chain, similar to lumpings, and we write ΣΛ : X∞ → Y∞ for the randomized operation on
trajectories induced from Λ. In certain cases it is possible to obtain an expression for the stationary
distribution Λ⋆π of the embedded chain (see e.g. Lemma 4.5 or Lemma 4.8). Setting ν = Λ⋆π then
starts the embedded chain stationarily. In the subsequent lemma, we show that the Fisher metric,
dual connections and information divergence are preserved under Markov embeddings.

Lemma 4.1. Let V =
{

P̄θ : θ ∈ Θ ⊂ Rd
}

⊂ W(X ,D) be a parametric family of irreducible stochastic

matrices. Let P̄θ , P̄θ′ ∈ V . Let a Markov embedding

Λ⋆ : W(X ,D) → W(Y , E),

and consider the embedded stochastic matrices Pθ ≜ Λ⋆ P̄θ and Pθ′ ≜ Λ⋆ P̄θ′ . For any i, j ∈ [d], it holds that

gij(Pθ) = gij(P̄θ), D (Pθ∥Pθ′) = D (P̄θ∥P̄θ′) .

Γ(e)
ij,k(Pθ) = Γ(e)

ij,k(P̄θ), Γ(m)
ij,k (Pθ) = Γ(m)

ij,k (P̄θ).

Proof. See Section 8.1.

We conclude this section by showing that we can always view a lumpable matrix as the image of
its lumped version by some canonical Markov embedding.

Lemma 4.2 (Canonical embedding). Let P ∈ Wκ(Y , E). There exists a κ-compatible Markov embedding,
denoted by Λ(P)

⋆ such that
P = Λ(P)

⋆ κ⋆P.

We call Λ(P)
⋆ the canonical embedding associated with P. Moreover, Λ(P)

⋆ is induced from Λ(P) ∈ F+(Y , E)
given by

Λ(P)(y, y′) =
P(y, y′)

κ⋆P(κ(y), κ(y′))
, for any (y, y′) ∈ E .

Proof. A straightforward computation yields that P = Λ(P)
⋆ κ⋆P.

4.2 Congruent embeddings
Let us fix a lumping function κ : Y → X , and compatible edge sets E ,D = κ2(E) such that Wκ(Y , E) ̸=
∅ (see Proposition 3.1). Consider an arbitrary embedding E : W(X ,D) → W(Y , E), that does not
necessarily follow the prescribed structure of Definition 4.2. When composing the embedding with
its associated lumping always yields back the original chain (κ⋆EP = P), E is a right-inverse of
κ⋆. Adapting the terminology of Campbell [1986], Čencov [1981], we say in this case that E is a κ-
congruent embedding (Definition 4.4). In a finite space distribution setting, Markov morphisms and
congruent embeddings are known to coincide (see e.g. Example 5.2 in Ay et al. [2017]). The proof
strategy for this claim consists in expanding the notion of Markov morphisms to signed measures,
and proving the claim for morphisms seen as linear operators over a real vector space. We will show
that a similar fact holds in the Markovian setting and for our definition of Markov morphisms (Defi-
nition 4.2). We begin by extending the definition of lumpable stochastic matrices to the more general
class of lumpable matrices.
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Definition 4.3 (κ-lumpable matrix). Let κ : Y → X a lumping function with associated partition
⊎

x∈X Sx =
Y , and let A ∈ F (Y , E). Then A is called κ-lumpable when for all x, x′ ∈ X , and for all y1, y2 ∈ Sx,

A(y1,Sx′) = A(y2,Sx′).

In this case, the lumped matrix κ⋆A is defined as

κ⋆A(x, x′) = A(y,Sx′), y ∈ Sx.

We write Fκ(Y , E) ⊂ F (Y , E) for the subset of all κ-lumpable matrices.

Recall that F (Y , E) can be endowed with a real vector space structure of dimension dimF (Y , E) =
|E |. Our next step consists in viewing Fκ(Y , E) as a linear subspace of F (Y , E).

Lemma 4.3. The following statements hold.

(i) Fκ(Y , E) forms a vector subspace of F (Y , E).
(ii) κ⋆ : Fκ(Y , E) → F (X = κ(Y),D = κ2(E)) is a surjective linear map.

(iii) For
⊎

x∈X Sx = Y the partition associated with κ,

dimFκ(Y , E) = |E | − ∑
(x,x′)∈D

|Sx|+ |D| .

Proof. See Section 8.2.

Remark 4.1. Perhaps surprisingly, in the fully connected graph case E = Y2,

dimFκ(Y) = |Y|2 − |X | |Y|+ |X |2 ,

which is oblivious to the exact partition defined by κ, and only depends on the alphabet sizes of its domain and
range.

We can expand the domain of Markov embeddings in Definition 4.2 to subsets of F (X ,D), and
verify that embedded matrices are lumpable (Definition 4.3). It is noteworthy that Proposition 3.1
seamlessly extends to Fκ(Y , E). Inspired by the definition of congruent mappings in the context of
distributions [Ay et al., 2017, Definition 5.1] and statistics in the sense of [Ay et al., 2017, Section 5.1.1],
we introduce embeddings of matrices that are congruent for lumpings.

Definition 4.4 (κ-congruent embedding). Let a mapping

K⋆ : F (X = κ(Y),D = κ2(E)) → Fκ(Y , E).

We say that K⋆ is a κ-congruent embedding12 when

(i) K⋆ is a linear map.

(ii) K⋆ is monotonic13 in the sense that non-negative matrices are mapped to non-negative matrices, i.e. for
any A ∈ F (X ,D),

A ≥ 0 =⇒ K⋆A ≥ 0,

(iii) K⋆ preserves irreducibility 14,

A ∈ F+(X ,D) =⇒ K⋆A ∈ F+(Y , E).
12Our notation K⋆ and terminology is based on Ay et al. [2017].
13Also called non-negative.
14Irreducibility preservation can also be interpreted as a form of monotonicity.
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(iv) K⋆ is a right inverse of κ⋆, i.e. for any ∀A ∈ F (X ,D),

κ⋆K⋆A = A.

The surjectivity of κ⋆ together with Ker κ⋆ ̸= {0} (Lemma 4.3) guarantee the existence of multiple
right inverses to κ⋆, i.e. potential candidates for congruent embeddings. We will now show that κ-
congruent embeddings are exactly the Markov embeddings whose partition of states coincides with
the one defined by κ.

Theorem 4.1. Let (X ,D), (Y , E) be strongly connected digraphs, and κ : Y → X a lumping function,
such that κ2(E) = D, and Fκ(Y , E) ̸= ∅. Then K⋆ : F (X ,D) → Fκ(Y , E) is a κ-congruent embedding
(Definition 4.4), if and only if K⋆ is a κ-compatible Markov embedding (Definition 4.2).

Proof. See Section 8.3.

Corollary 4.1. The κ-congruent embeddings from V ⊂ W(X ,D) are exactly the κ-compatible Markov em-
beddings from V .

Remark 4.2. Notice that a κ-congruent embedding enjoys

|E | − ∑
(x,x′)∈D

|Sx|

degrees of freedom. In particular, when E = Y2, a κ-congruent embedding has |Y| (|Y| − |X |) degrees of
freedom. In the context of distributions, a Markov morphism from P+(X ) to P+(Y) would have |Y| − |X |
degrees of freedom.

4.3 Exponential embeddings
We fix a lumping function κ : Y → X , compatible edge sets E ,D = κ2(E), such that Wκ(Y , E) ̸= ∅,
and consider

κ⋆ : Wκ(Y , E) → W(X ,D).

We now introduce another class of embeddings, which we call exponential embeddings. We show
that this class preserves certain geometric features of families of stochastic matrices, and strictly
encompasses the previously defined Markov embeddings.

Definition 4.5 (Exponential embedding). Let P⊙ ∈ Wκ(Y , E), and write P̄⊙ ≜ κ⋆P⊙ ∈ W(X ,D). For
a given P̄ ∈ W(X ,D), we let P̃ ∈ F+(Y , E) be such that for any y, y′ ∈ Y ,

P̃(y, y′) ≜ P⊙(y, y′)P̄(κ(y), κ(y′)).

The mapping

Φ : W(X ,D) → W(Y , E), P̄ 7→ s(P̃)

is called the κ-compatible exponential embedding with origin P⊙.

Proposition 4.1. Let P̄ ∈ W(X ,D), and consider the exponential embedding with κ-lumpable origin P⊙,

(i) For any y, y′ ∈ Y ,

ΦP̄(y, y′) = P̃(y, y′)
v(κ(y′))
ρv(κ(y))

,

where (ρ, v) is the right PF pair of P̄⊙ ◦ P̄, and P̃ is as in Definition 4.5.
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P̄⊙ P⊙

κ⋆W(X ,D) Wκ(Y , E)

P̄

κ⋆

s(P̄⊙ ◦ P̄)
Φ

V

ΦV

κ⋆ΦV

Figure 3: Exponential embedding of a family V , with origin P̄⊙. When V forms an e-family,
so does ΦV .

(ii) ΦP̄ is κ-lumpable [i.e. Im Φ ⊂ Wκ(Y , E)], with κ⋆ΦP̄ = s(P̄⊙ ◦ P̄).

Proof. See Section 8.4.

Remark 4.3. While κ-lumpability of the origin P⊙ ensures κ-lumpability of all exponentially embedded chains,
note that composing the embedding with κ-lumping does not generally recover the original chain P̄, but rather
some translated version s(P̄⊙ ◦ P̄). This leads to non-congruency of the embedding, except for some well-
chosen origin (Theorem 4.3).

For P0, P1 ∈ W(Y , E), the e-geodesic passing through P0 and P1 is defined [Nagaoka, 2005, Corol-
lary 2] by

γ
(e)
P0,P1

: R → W(Y , E), t 7→ s
(

P◦1−t
0 ◦ P◦t

1

)
.

Essentially, γ
(e)
P0,P1

is the straight line in W(Y , E) with respect to the e-connection, that goes through
P0 and P1, and forms the simplest kind of (1-dimensional) e-family. Similarly, the m-geodesic that
goes through P0, P1 with respective edge measures Q0, Q1 is defined by

γ
(m)
P0,P1

: I → W(Y , E), t 7→ Pt : Qt = (1 − t)Q0 + tQ1,

where I = {t ∈ R : Qt is an edge measure positive over E} and where Pt is the unique stochastic
matrix that pertains to Qt. In particular, note that I ⊃ [0, 1] and may extend beyond its endpoints.
A compelling property for an embedding E : W(X ,D) → W(Y , E), is to preserve the geometric
structure in the sense of mapping an e-family to an e-family or an m-family to an m-family. This
quality reduces to that of being a geodesically affine map.

Definition 4.6 (Geodesically affine map). Let E : W(X ,D) → W(Y , E) be an embedding. When for all
P0, P1 ∈ W(X ,D),

Eγ
(e)
P0,P1

= γ
(e)
EP0,EP1

,

then E is said to be e-geodesic affine. When for all P0, P1 ∈ W(X ,D),

Eγ
(m)
P0,P1

= γ
(m)
EP0,EP1

,

then E is said to be m-geodesic affine.

Theorem 4.2. Let Φ be the exponential embedding with origin P⊙ .

(i) Φ is an e-geodesic affine map.
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(ii) Φ is generally not an m-geodesic affine map.

Proof. To prove (i), we rely on the fact that the mapping s induces an equivalence class for diagonally
similar matrices —see (4). For any P̄0, P̄1 ∈ W(X ,D) and t ∈ R,

Φγ
(e)
P̄0,P̄1

(t) = s

(
P⊙ ◦

[
γ
(e)
P̄0,P̄1

(t)(κ(y), κ(y′))
]

y,y′∈Y

)
= s

(
P⊙ ◦

[
P̄0(κ(y), κ(y′))1−t P̄1(κ(y), κ(y′))t

]
y,y′∈Y

)
= s

((
P⊙ ◦

[
P̄0(κ(y), κ(y′))

]
y,y′∈Y

)◦1−t
◦
(

P⊙ ◦
[
P̄1(κ(y), κ(y′))

]
y,y′∈Y

)◦t
)

= s
(
(ΦP̄0)

◦1−t ◦ (ΦP̄1)
◦t
)

= γ
(e)
ΦP̄0,ΦP̄1

(t).

Statement (ii) stems from the later Lemma 4.4.

Remark 4.4. The example in Lemma 4.4 actually shows the stronger, and somewhat surprising statement that
even Markov embeddings are not generally m-geodesic affine. This is in stark contrast with Markov morphisms
in the context of distributions, which can be shown to be geodesically affine for both the m-connection and
e-connection. We will later construct (Section 4.4.2) a non-trivial subset of Markov embeddings that also
preserves the m-structure.

Remark 4.5. In addition, it is not difficult to see that extending the invariance Lemma 4.1 to all exponential
embeddings is not possible, as the latter distort the Fisher metric and affine connections. In particular, for P, P′

embeddings of P̄, P̄′, it holds that

D
(

P∥P′) ≥ D
(
κ⋆P∥κ⋆P′) = D

(
s(P̄⊙ ◦ P̄)∥s(P̄⊙ ◦ P̄′)

)
.

Let us introduce the special element Ū ∈ W(X ,D),

Ū = s(δD), with δD(x, x′) = δ
[
(x, x′) ∈ D

]
. (12)

Observe that when D = X 2, Ū = 1
|X |1

⊺1 is the stochastic matrix that induces a uniform iid pro-
cess over X . We will later recall in Section 6.2.1 that Ū corresponds to the maximum entropy rate
stochastic matrix defined in W(X ,D).

Theorem 4.3. The κ-compatible exponential embeddings whose origin lumps into Ū, defined at (12), are
exactly the κ-congruent embeddings.

Proof. We will show that the κ-compatible exponential embeddings whose origin lumps into Ū are
the κ-compatible Markov embeddings, and invoke Theorem 4.1. Let

Φ : W(X ,D) → W(Y , E)
be the exponential embedding with origin P⊙ ∈ Wκ(Y , E) such that κ⋆P⊙ = Ū. For P̄ ∈ W(X ,D)
and y, y′ ∈ Y ,

ΦP̄(y, y′) = ρ−1v(κ(y))−1P⊙(y, y′)P̄(κ(y), κ(y′))v(κ(y′)),

where (ρ, v) is the right PF pair of Ū ◦ P̄. By definition of Ū, ρ = ρ−1
U and v = v−1

U , where (ρU , vU) is
the right PF pair of the matrix δD defined at (12) thus

ΦP̄(y, y′) = ρU P⊙(y, y′)P̄(κ(y), κ(y′))
vU(κ(y))
vU(κ(y′))

= P̄(κ(y), κ(y′))
P⊙(y, y′)

κ⋆P⊙(κ(y), κ(y′))
.

This corresponds to the canonical Markov embedding (Lemma 4.2) constructed from P⊙. Conversely,
for any κ-compatible Markov embedding Λ⋆, by setting P⊙ = Λ⋆Ū, we can create the exponential
embedding Φ.
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4.4 Examples and notable sub-classes of embeddings
In this section, we will demonstrate that existing notions of embeddings align with our framework,
and construct sub-classes of Markov embeddings which preserve additional structure.

4.4.1 Hudson expansions

In this section, we discuss a particular expansion of a Markov process that appears in Kemeny and
Snell [1983, Section 6.5,p.140], which they consider to be the natural inverse of lumping. The first
analysis of this expansion being credited to S. Hudson, we henceforth refer to it as the Hudson ex-
pansion, and denote it by H⋆. We invite the reader to consult [Kemeny and Snell, 1983, Example 6.5.1]
for an illustrative example of this expansion.

Hudson expansions as a Markov embedding. Our first order of business is to show that the
Hudson expansion is a very particular Markov embedding where the target space is nothing but the
set of edges in the directed graph defined by the original chain. Namely,

H⋆ : W(X ,D) → Wh(D, E),

for some E ⊂ D2, and where the Hudson lumping function h outputs the destination vertex of an
edge,

h : D → X , (x1, x2) 7→ x2.

For x ∈ X , we let Sx = {e = (x1, x2) ∈ D : x2 = x}. Then
⊎

x∈X Sx = D is the partition associated
with h. We further define

HD ≜
{
(e = (x1, x2), e′ = (x′1, x′2)) ∈ D2 : x2 = x′1

}
,

and introduce the characteristic function H ∈ F+(D, HD),

H(e, e′) = δ
[
(e, e′) ∈ HD

]
.

Theorem 4.4. The Hudson expansion

H⋆ : W(X ,D) → Wh(D, HD), P̄ 7→ H⋆ P̄,

with

H⋆ P̄(e, e′) = H(e, e′)P(h(e), h(e′)),

is a Markov embedding congruent with the Hudson lumping h.

Proof. We verify that for x, x′ ∈ X and e = (x1, x2) ∈ Sx,

∑
e′∈Sx′

H(e, e′) = ∑
(x′1,x′2)∈D,x′2=x′

δ
[
(x2, x′) ∈ D

]
δ
[
x2 = x′1

]
= δ

[
(x, x′) ∈ D

]
,

which is independent of e.

Interestingly, Hudson expansions can be performed without any additional randomness. It is
easy to obtain [Kemeny and Snell, 1983, Theorem 6.5.2] a closed form expression for the stationary
distribution of the embedded chain π = H⋆π̄ in terms of the edge measure Q̄ that pertains to P̄,

H⋆π̄(e) = Q̄(e).

Moreover, being a Markov embedding, H⋆ is isometric, and preserves the dual affine connections
∇(e),∇(m) defined in (7). However, although H⋆ is e-geodesic affine (Theorem 4.3), we now show
that it fails to preserve the m-structure, proving that Markov embeddings –and a fortiori exponential
embeddings– are not generally m-geodesic affine (Theorem 4.2).
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Lemma 4.4. The Hudson expansion is not m-geodesic affine.

Proof. See Section 8.5.

Hudson expansion as a sliding windows of observations. We can view the Hudson expan-
sion more operationally by considering sliding windows of observations of a Markov chain. Namely,
for X1, X2, . . . , an irreducible Markov chain with dynamics governed by P̄ ∈ W(X ,D) and station-
ary π̄, the stochastic process defined by

(X1, X2), (X2, X3), . . . , (Xt, Xt+1), . . .

also defines a Markov chain, with transition matrix H⋆ P̄ and stationary distribution Q̄ (see for exam-
ple [Wolfer and Kontorovich, 2021, Lemma 6.1] or Qiu et al. [2020]). In particular, it is straightforward
to simulate a trajectory of H⋆ P̄ as a deterministic function of a trajectory from P̄. Furthermore, let us
consider second-order Markov chains over X , whose dynamics can be encoded in P(2) such that for
any t ∈ N, and for any x, x′, x′′ ∈ X ,

P(2)(x, x′, x′′) = P
(
Xt+1 = x′′|Xt−1 = x, Xt = x′

)
.

Following the identification in Csiszár et al. [1987, Section IV], we introduce P ∈ W(D, HD) such
that

P((x1, x2), (x′1, x′2)) = P(2)(x1, x2, x′2)δ
[
x′1 = x2

]
,

i.e. we regard a second-order stochastic matrix on X as a first-order stochastic matrix on (D, HD).
This allows us to view the Hudson expansion of W(X ,D) as a first-order Markov sub-family of
W(D, HD), the family identified with second-order stochastic matrices. Note that Lemma 4.4 also
implies that the Hudson expansion of W(X ,D) does not form an m-family in W(D, HD).

Higher-order Hudson expansions. For an observation window of size k > 1,

(X1, X2, . . . , Xk), (X2, X3 . . . , Xk+1), . . . ,

still defines a Markov chain, inviting us to extend the definition of H⋆ to higher orders. We write
D(k) the collection of all possible paths s = (x1, x2, . . . , xk) of length k over the connection graph of
P. In particular, D(2) = D and D(1) = X . The definition of the Hudson lumping extends seamlessly
as follows,

h(k) : D(k) → X
s = (x1, x2, . . . , xk) 7→ xk,

and the edge set of the target space is naturally defined by

H(k)
D ≜

{
(s, s′) ∈ D(k) ×D(k) : ∀t ∈ [k − 1], xt+1 = x′t and (xk, x′k) ∈ D

}
.

The k-th order Hudson expansion is then

H(k)
⋆ : W(X ,D) → Wh(k)

(
D(k), H(k)

D

)
,

where
H(k)
⋆ P̄(s, s′) = δ

[
(s, s′) ∈ H(k)

D

]
P
(

h(k)(s), h(k)(s′)
)

,

and Theorem 4.4 can be extended to any kth order. Finally, we can also view the kth order Hudson
expansion of W(X ,D) as a first-order subfamily of W(D(k), H(k)

D ), the family identified [Csiszár
et al., 1987, Section IV] with kth order stochastic matrices.
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Figure 4: Trajectory simulation with a memoryless embedding, where ΣΛ is defined in Sec-
tion 4 (p.17).

4.4.2 Memoryless Markov embeddings

Recall that there is a natural one-to-one embedding of the positive simplex P+(X ) into positive
stochastic matrices that forms Wiid(X ), the family of irreducible memoryless stochastic matrices
[Wolfer and Watanabe, 2021, Section 8]. In the same spirit, we now define memoryless Markov
embeddings, as the one-to-one embedding of all Markov morphisms in the context of distribution
into Markov morphisms in the context of stochastic matrices. For some fixed family of stochastic
matrices W(X ,D), every memoryless Markov embedding, as a Markov embedding, is associated
with a lumping function κ, and a linear operator Λ ∈ F+(Y , E)(Definition 4.2), with the additional
property that for any y, y′ ∈ Y ,

Λ(y, y′) = L(y′)δ
[
(κ(y), κ(y′)) ∈ D

]
,

where L : Y → R essentially induces a Markov channel in the context of distributions. We write

L⋆ : W(X ,D) → W(Y , E)
P̄(x, x′) 7→ P(y, y′) = P(κ(y), κ(y′))L(y′).

The stationary distribution of a stochastic matrix embedded with L⋆ has a closed-form expression.
Memorylessly embedded chains are easier to simulate, since they do not require to store the previous
point, as depicted in Figure 4.

Lemma 4.5. Let L⋆ : W(X ,D) → W(Y , E) be a memoryless Markov embedding, and κ the lumping func-
tion associated with L⋆. Let P̄ ∈ W(X ,D) with stationary distribution π̄. Then P = L⋆ P̄ has stationary
distribution π given by

π(y) = π̄(κ(y))L(y).

Proof. We simply verify that πP = P. Let y′ ∈ Y ,

∑
y∈Y

π(y)P(y, y′) = ∑
y∈Y

π̄(κ(y))L(y)P̄(κ(y), κ(y′))L(y′)

= ∑
x∈X

∑
y∈Sx

π̄(x)L(y)P̄(x, κ(y′))L(y′)

= ∑
x∈X

π̄(x)P̄(x, κ(y′))L(y′) = π̄(κ(y′))L(y′) = π(y′).

A direct consequence of Lemma 4.5 is that for Markov chains with rational stationary distribu-
tions, we can construct a natural embedding that produces a doubly stochastic matrix.

24



Corollary 4.2. Let P̄ ∈ W([n],D) with stationary distribution π̄ such that

π̄ =
( p1

m
, . . . ,

pn

m

)
,

for m ∈ N and p1, . . . , pn ∈ N with ∑n
i=1 pi = m. There exists a lumping function

κ : [m] → [n],

and a memoryless embedding L⋆ such that

L⋆ P̄ ∈ Wbis([m], E),

where E =
{
(y, y′) ∈ [m]2 : κ2(y, y′) ∈ D

}
.

Proof. We construct κ and L as follows. For any j ∈ [m],

κ(j) = arg min
i∈[n]

{
i

∑
k=1

pk ≥ j

}
, L(j) = p−1

κ(j).

Then, for any j ∈ N, L⋆π̄(j) = π̄(κ(j))L(j) = 1
m . The stationary distribution is uniform, thus L⋆ P̄ is

bistochastic.

Remark 4.6. Since a transition stochastic matrix with rational entries enjoys a rational stationary distribu-
tion, any transition stochastic matrix can be embedded into a doubly stochastic one, modulo some rational
approximation.

Lemma 4.6. Memoryless Markov embeddings are m-geodesic affine.

Proof. Let P̄0, P̄1 ∈ W(X ,D), a memoryless Markov embedding L⋆, and write P0 = L⋆ P̄0, P1 =

L⋆ P̄1. For simplicity, denote also P̄t = γ
(m)
P̄0,P̄1

(t) and Pt = γ
(m)
P0,P1

(t) for points on the geodesics at
parameter time t. Write Q̄0, Q̄1, Q̄t, Q0, Q1, Qt π̄0, π̄1, π̄t, π0, π1, πt for the respective edge measures
and stationary distributions. By definition, Pt is such that Qt satisfies for any y, y′ ∈ Y ,

Qt(y, y′) = (1 − t)Q0(y, y′) + tQ1(y, y′)

= (1 − t)π̄0(κ(y))L(y)P̄0(κ(y), κ(y′))L(y′) + tπ̄1(κ(y))L(y)P̄1(κ(y), κ(y′))L(y′)

= L(y)L(y′)
[
(1 − t)Q̄0(κ(y), κ(y′)) + tQ̄1(κ(y), κ(y′))

]
= L(y)L(y′)Q̄t(κ(y), κ(y′)),

and by marginalization,

πt(y) = L(y) ∑
x′∈X

∑
y′∈Sx′

L(y′)Q̄t(κ(y), x′) = L(y) ∑
x′∈X

Q̄t(κ(y), x′) = L(y)π̄t(κ(y)).

Consequently,

Pt(y, y′) =
Qt(y, y′)

πt(y)
=

L(y′)Q̄t(κ(y), κ(y′))
π̄t(κ(y))

= P̄t(κ(y), κ(y′))L(y′) = L⋆ P̄t(y, y′),

and L⋆ is m-geodesically affine.

Since memoryless Markov embeddings are also e-geodesic affine, they preserve the entire e-
structure and m-structure (Section 3.2) of stochastic matrices.
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4.4.3 Reversible embeddings

A Markov chain is reversible when its transition matrix P ∈ W(Y , E) with stationary distribution π
satisfies the detailed balance equation, i.e. for any y, y′ ∈ Y ,

π(y)P(y, y′) = π(y′)P(y′, y).

Recall that Wrev(Y , E) denotes the subset of W(Y , E) of reversible Markov chains. While lumping
always preserves reversibility of stochastic matrices (Proposition 4.2), embedding a reversible chain
—even by a Markov embedding— can yield a non-reversible one. To illustrate this fact, consider for
example the Hudson expansion of P̄0 ∈ Wrev(X = {0, 1} ,X 2) as defined in Lemma 4.4, and notice
that H(X 2) is not symmetric, precluding the reversibility15 of H⋆ P̄0. Some Markov embeddings,
however, do preserve reversibility (Lemma 4.7).

Proposition 4.2 (Kemeny and Snell [1983, Theorem 6.4.7]). Let P ∈ Wκ(Y , E) ∩Wrev(Y , E). Then
κ⋆P ∈ Wrev(X ,D).

Proof. Write P̄ = κ⋆P, and π̄ for the stationary distribution of P̄. It immediately follows from Corol-
lary 3.1, that for any (x, x′) ∈ D,

π̄(x)P̄(x, x′) = ∑
y∈Sx

π(y) ∑
y′∈Sx′

P(y, y′) = π̄(x′)P̄(x′, x).

Remark 4.7. Interestingly, Proposition 4.2 implies that Markov embeddings are “non-reversibility preserv-
ing” in the sense that a non-reversible stochastic matrix cannot be congruently embedded into a reversible
one.

Lemma 4.7. Memoryless Markov embeddings preserve reversibility. Let

L⋆ : W(X ,D) → W(Y , E)

be a Memoryless Markov embedding. Then,

P̄ ∈ Wrev(X ,D) =⇒ L⋆ P̄ ∈ Wrev(Y , E).

Proof. Let P̄ ∈ Wrev(X ,D), with corresponding stationary distribution π̄, and let P = L⋆ P̄, with
stationary distribution π. We verify that P satisfies the detailed-balance equation. For y, y′ ∈ Y ,

π(y)P(y, y′)
(i)
= π̄(κ(y))L(y)P̄(κ(y), κ(y′))L(y′)
(ii)
= π̄(κ(y′))L(y)P̄(κ(y′), κ(y))L(y′) = π(y′)P(y′, y),

where (i) follows from Lemma 4.5, and (ii) from reversibility of P̄.

This last observation enables us to isometrically embed elements of Wrev(X ) with rational sta-
tionary distributions into Wsym(Y).

Corollary 4.3. Let P̄ ∈ W([n],D) ∩Wrev([n]), with stationary distribution π̄ such that

π̄ =
( p1

m
, . . . ,

pn

m

)
,

for m ∈ N and p1, . . . , pn ∈ N with ∑n
i=1 pi = m. There exists a lumping function κ : [m] → [n] and a

memoryless embedding L⋆ such that
L⋆ P̄ ∈ Wsym([m], E),

where E =
{
(y, y′) ∈ [m]2 : κ2(y, y′) ∈ D

}
.

15It is however easy to verify that “the [time] reverse process for the expanded process is simply the reverse process
for the origin chain expanded ” [Kemeny and Snell, 1983, p.144].
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Proof. Noting that
Wsym([m], E) = Wbis([m], E) ∩Wrev([m], E),

Lemma 4.7 and Corollary 4.2 yield the claim.

Finally, we show that the canonical Markov embedding induced from a reversible stochastic
matrix is reversibility preserving.

Lemma 4.8. Let P0 ∈ Wκ(Y , E) ∩Wrev(Y , E), and let the canonical embedding (Lemma 4.2), such that
y, y′ ∈ Y ,

Λ(P0)(y, y′) =
P0(y, y′)

P̄0(κ(y), κ(y′))
.

Then for any P̄ ∈ Wrev(X ,D), Λ(P0)
⋆ P̄ is also reversible. Moreover, the stationary distribution π of Λ(P0)

⋆ P̄
is given by

π(y) = π̄(κ(y))
π0(y)

π̄0(κ(y))
, y ∈ Y ,

where π̄, π̄0 and π0 are the respective stationary distributions of P̄, P̄0 and P0.

Proof. We verify that the embedded stochastic matrix verifies the detailed-balance equation for the
proposed distribution 16. Recall from Proposition 4.2 that when P0 is reversible, P̄0 is also reversible.
Let (y, y′) ∈ E ,

π(y)P(y, y′) = π̄(κ(y))P̄(κ(y), κ(y′))
π0(y)P0(y, y′)

π̄0(κ(y)P̄0(κ(y, y′)))

= π̄(κ(y′))P̄(κ(y′), κ(y))
π0(y′)P0(y′, y)

π̄0(κ(y′)P̄0(κ(y′, y)))
= π(y′)P(y′, y).

As a result, P is reversible and π is the stationary distribution (Levin et al. [2009, Proposition 1.20]).

4.4.4 Application to inference in Markov chains from a single trajectory of observations

We briefly describe an application of Markov embeddings for identity testing of Markov chains
within the context of the property testing framework [Daskalakis et al., 2018, Cherapanamjeri and
Bartlett, 2019, Wolfer and Kontorovich, 2020, Fried and Wolfer, 2022]. Given a fixed proximity pa-
rameter ε ∈ (0, 1) and a reference stochastic matrix P0 ∈ W(X ,D), along with a single trajectory of
observations sampled according to an unknown stochastic matrix P ∈ W(X ,D), the task consists in
constructing an algorithm to distinguish between the two hypotheses,

P = P0 or K(P, P0) > ε.

Here
K(P, P′) ≜ 1 − ρ

(
P◦1/2 ◦ P′◦1/2

)
,

based on the work of Kazakos [1978], serves as a measure of contrast, and was first introduced in
this context by Daskalakis et al. [2018]. Inspired by Goldreich [2016], who reduced the problem
of identity testing to an arbitrary distribution [Valiant and Valiant, 2017] to the problem of unifor-
mity testing [Paninski, 2008] in the iid setting, [Wolfer and Watanabe, 2023a] reduced the problem
of testing identity of π-reversible Markov chains to testing identity of symmetric Markov chains. To
achieve this, the authors of [Wolfer and Watanabe, 2023a] relied on the embedding of Corollary 4.3,
and demonstrated its preservation of the contrast function K. Not only does this approach sim-
plify the methodology, but it also recovers the state-of-the-art result of [Fried and Wolfer, 2022] from
[Cherapanamjeri and Bartlett, 2019].

16A more constructive proof consists in first invoking the Kolmogorov criterion to show that P is reversible.
The expression of the stationary distribution may subsequently be derived from the detailed-balance equation.
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Symbol Description First apparition
Emb Totality of embeddings from V ⊂ W(X ,D) Section 4 (p.13)

Embκ κ-compatible embeddings Section 4.1 (p.14)
C-Embκ κ-congruent embeddings Definition 4.1
M-Emb Markov embeddings Definition 4.1

M-Embκ κ-compatible Markov embeddings Definition 4.1
γ(m)- Emb m-geodesic affine embeddings Definition 4.6
γ(e)- Emb e-geodesic affine embeddings Definition 4.6

e- Emb Exponential embeddings Definition 4.5
e- Embκ κ-compatible exponential embeddings Definition 4.5
e- EmbC

κ κ-compatible exp. emb. whose carrier lumps into C Definition 4.5
MM-Embκ κ-compatible memoryless Markov embeddings Section 4.4.2 (p.24)

H(k)
⋆ The Hudson expansion of order k Section 4.4.1 (p.23)

Table 1: Nomenclature of embedding classes.

Emb

γ(e)- Emb γ(m)- Emb
e- Emb

Embκ

M-Emb

C-Embκ = M-Embκ = e- EmbŪ
κ

H⋆

H(2)
⋆

H(k)
⋆

. . .

. . .

MM-Embκ

Figure 5: Landscape of the different classes of embeddings, as summarized in Table 1
(κ ̸= h(k), k ∈ N). It is instructive to observe that unlike the distribution setting, congru-
ent Markov embeddings are not necessarily m-geodesic affine.
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5 Information projection on geodesically convex sets

Geodesic convexity generalizes the familiar notion of convexity in the Euclidean space, to Rieman-
nian manifolds. Recall that in the Riemannian setting, straight lines, termed geodesics, are defined
with respect to some affine connection ∇. A submanifold C is geodesically convex with respect to ∇
whenever all ∇-geodesics joining two points in C remain in C at all times.

Definition 5.1 (Geodesically convex family). Let C be a submanifold of W(X ,D). The family C is said to
be e-convex (resp. m-convex), when for any P0, P1 ∈ C and any t ∈ [0, 1], it holds that γ

(e)
P0,P1

(t) ∈ C (resp.

γ
(m)
P0,P1

(t) ∈ C).

Remark 5.1. Note that an e-family (resp. m-family) V ⊂ W(X ,D) is e-convex (resp. m-convex) with respect
to ∇(e) (resp. ∇(m)).

Definition 5.2 (Geodesically convex function). Let C ⊂ W(X ,D) be geodesically convex. A function
ϕ : C → R is said to be a (strictly) geodesically convex if the composition ϕ ◦ γ : [0, 1] → R is a (strictly)
convex function for any geodesic arc γ : [0, 1] → C contained within C.

Recall that the information (KL) divergence, as defined in (8), is strictly m-convex in its first
argument [Hayashi and Watanabe, 2016a, Theorem 3.3], and strictly e-convex in its second argument
[Hayashi and Watanabe, 2016a, Lemma 4.5]17, i.e. for t ∈ (0, 1), P, P0, P1 ∈ W(X ,D), with P0 ̸= P1,

D
(

γ
(m)
P0,P1

(t)∥P
)
< (1 − t)D (P0∥P) + tD (P1∥P) ,

D
(

P∥γ
(e)
P0,P1

(t)
)
< (1 − t)D (P∥P0) + tD (P∥P1) .

We complement these results by noting that for the e-geodesic we readily obtain the general expres-
sion for any t ∈ R,

D
(

P∥γ
(e)
P0,P1

(t)
)
= (1 − t)D (P∥P0) + tD (P∥P1) + log ρt,

where ρt is the PF root of P◦1−t
0 ◦ P◦t

1 . When |t| > 1, the strong convexity of t 7→ ρt and ρ0 = ρ1 = 1
immediately implies the following property of the information divergence,

D
(

P∥γ
(e)
P0,P1

(t)
)
> (1 − t)D (P∥P0) + tD (P∥P1) .

Remark 5.2. It is also noteworthy that the information divergence for stochastic matrices does not seem to
enjoy any joint m-convexity. Consider

P0 =

(
1/2 1/2
1/2 1/2

)
, P′

0 =

(
1/4 3/4
1/4 3/4

)
, P1 = P′

1 =

(
1/8 7/8
7/8 1/8

)
.

Then simple calculations show that at t = 1/2,

D
(

γ
(m)
P0,P1

(t)∥γ
(m)
P′

0,P′
1
(t)
)
> (1 − t)D

(
P0∥P′

0
)
+ tD

(
P1∥P′

1
)

.

This contrasts with the distribution setting, where the information divergence belongs to the class of f -
divergences, hence is jointly m-convex.

17Hayashi and Watanabe [2016a, Theorem 3.3,Lemma 4.5] are only stated in terms of convexity, but a straight-
forward adaptation of the proofs yields the strong convexity.
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C

W(X ,D)

P
IP

P̄

C

W(X ,D)

P
rIP

P̄

Figure 6: Pythagorean inequalities by I-projection of P onto m-convex (left), and rI-
projection of P onto e-convex (right).

5.1 Pythagorean inequalities
In Euclidean geometry, the projection of a point onto a convex body yields a natural Pythagorean
inequality involving the point, its projection, and other points on the surface of the convex body. An
information geometric analogue of this fact, with the information divergence in lieu of the squared
Euclidean distance, is also well-known to hold in the simplex (see e.g. Csiszár et al. [2004, Theo-
rem 3.1]). We briefly recall an extension of this Pythagorean inequality for m-convex sets of stochastic
matrices Csiszár et al. [1987, Lemma 1]. Let C ⊂ W(X ,D′) with D′ ⊂ D be non-empty, closed and
m-convex, we define the I-projection (information projection) onto C as the mapping18

I(C) : W(X ,D) → C, P 7→ arg min
P̄∈C

D (P̄∥P) .

For a fixed P ∈ W(X ,D), the function P̄ 7→ D (P̄∥P) is continuous and strictly m-convex.

Proposition 5.1 (Pythagorean inequality – I-projection onto m-convex – [Csiszár et al., 1987, Lemma 1]).
Let P ∈ W(X ,D), and let C ⊂ W(X ,D′) with D′ ⊂ D, be non-empty, closed and m-convex (Defini-
tion 5.1). Then I(C)P exists in the sense where the minimum is attained for a unique element in C. Let P0 ∈ C,
the following two statements are equivalent:

(i) For any P̄ ∈ C, D(P̄∥P) ≥ D(P̄∥P0) + D(P0∥P). See Figure 6 (left).

(ii) P0 = I(C)P.

Let now C ⊂ W(X ,D) be non-empty, closed and e-convex. In the distribution setting, a log-
convexity counterpart of Proposition 5.1 is known to hold [Csiszár and Matúš, 2003, Theorem 1].
For fixed P ∈ W(X ,D), adapting the terminology therein to the Markovian setting, we define the
rI-projection (reverse information projection) onto C as the mapping

rI(C) : W(X ,D) → C, P 7→ arg min
P̄∈C

D (P∥P̄) .

For a fixed P ∈ W(X ,D), the function P̄ 7→ D (P∥P̄) is continuous and strictly e-convex. We show
the following counterpart to Proposition 5.1.

Proposition 5.2 (Pythagorean inequality – rI-projection onto e-convex). Let P ∈ W(X ,D), and let
C ⊂ W(X ,D′) with D ⊂ D′, be non-empty, closed and e-convex (Definition 5.1). Then rI(C)P exists in the
sense where the minimum is attained for a unique element in C. Let P0 ∈ C, the following two statements are
equivalent:

18When dim C < dimW(X ,D), note that I(C) cannot be diffeomorphic.
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(i) For any P̄ ∈ C, D (P∥P̄) ≥ D (P∥P0) + D (P0∥P̄). See Figure 6 (right).

(ii) P0 = rI(C)P.

Proof. See Section 8.6.

Remark 5.3. When C forms an m-family (resp. e-family), the Pythagorean inequality in Proposition 5.1 (resp.
Proposition 5.2) becomes an equality [Hayashi and Watanabe, 2016a, Corollary 4.7, Corollary 4.8]. When C
is m-convex (resp. e-convex), the I-projection (resp. rI-projection) is commonly referred to as the e-projection
(resp. m-projection) [Amari and Nagaoka, 2007]. This can be understood by verifying via the Pythagorean
inequality that for an m-convex C and P0 = IP, letting Pt = s(P◦1−t ◦ P◦t

0 ), leads to IPt = P0 for any
0 ≤ t ≤ 1. Similarly, for an e-convex C, and rIP = P0, letting Qt = (1 − t)P + tP0 yields rIPt = P0 for any
0 ≤ t ≤ 1.

5.2 Information projection as a form of data processing
A natural question is whether taking the rI-projection onto an m-convex set also yields practical
inequalities. This is the case for example in the context of distributions, where the following four-
point property is known to hold with respect to the informational divergence.

Proposition 5.3 (Four-point property, distribution setting (Csiszár and Tusnády [1984], Csiszár et al.
[2004, Theorem 3.4], Adamčı́k [2014, Theorem 8])). Let C ⊂ P(X ) be non-empty, closed and convex. For
any µ, µ′ ∈ P(X ) and µ̄ ∈ C. When µ0 = rI(C)µ, it holds that

D
(
µ′∥µ0

)
≤ D

(
µ′∥µ̄

)
+ D

(
µ′∥µ

)
.

We first wish to extend the aforementioned property to the geometry of stochastic matrices. We
let C ⊂ W(X ,D) be non-empty, closed and m-convex, and for any P, P′ ∈ W(X ,D) and P̄ ∈ C, we
will say that the four-point property holds for the quadruple (P, P′, C, P̄) whenever it holds that

D
(

P′∥P0
)
≤ D

(
P′∥P̄

)
+ D

(
P′∥P

)
, (13)

with P0 = rI(C)P.

Example 5.1. When C ⊂ W
bis
(X ,D), P, P′ ∈ W

bis
(X ,D), the four-point property always holds.

Example 5.2. We derive an inequality for divergences involving two irreducible chains and their respective
additive and multiplicative reversiblizations (Figure 7, left). Let C = Wrev(X ,D), which is known to form
an em-family (both an e-family and an m-family) [Wolfer and Watanabe, 2021]. Consider P+ = P+P⋆

2 the
m-projection (i.e. the rI-projection) of P onto Wrev, and P′

× = P′(P′)⋆ the multiplicative reversiblization of
P′ (note that P′

× is not the I-projection of P′). Writing π, π′, π′
×, π+ for the stationary distributions of the

chains under consideration, we note that by construction, π = π+, π′ = π′
×, while π and π′ generally need

not be equal. Straightforward calculations yield

D
(

P′∥P+
)
≤ D

(
P′∥P′

×
)
+ D

(
P′∥P

)
.

We now show that under the four-point property, the operation of taking m-projections onto
a doubly autoparallel submanifold of stochastic matrices can only bring stochastic matrices closer
together (Figure 7, right).

Proposition 5.4 (Contraction property for m-projection onto em-family). Let Vem be an em-family in
W(X ,D) (doubly autoparallel submanifold), P, P′ ∈ W(X ,D), and let Pm (resp. P′

m) be the m-projection of
P (resp. P′) onto Vem. Suppose that the four-point property holds for the quadruple (P, P′,Vem, P′

m). Then it
holds that

D
(

P′
m∥Pm

)
≤ D

(
P′∥P

)
.
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Proof. Since P′
m is the m-projection onto the e-family Vem, the Pythagorean identity yields

D
(

P′∥Pm
)
= D

(
P′∥P′

m
)
+ D

(
P′

m∥Pm
)

.

Combining with (13) yields the claim.

P
P′

P+
Wrev(Y , E) P′

×

P

P′

Pm
Vem

P′
m

Figure 7: Illustration of the four-point property for multiplicative and additive reversibliza-
tion (left). Interpretation of m-projection as a form of data-processing (right).

This contractive property is similar to the one enjoyed by nearest-point projections onto convex
sets in Hilbert spaces. We now briefly see how m-projecting can be interpreted as a form of data-
processing. Let Λ⋆ be a memoryless Markov embedding, and define

J ≜ {Λ⋆ P̄ : P̄ ∈ W(X ,D)} .

Since W(X ,D) forms an em-family, and Λ⋆ is e-geodesically and m-geodesically affine (Theorem 4.2,
Lemma 4.6), J also forms an em-family. Let P, P′ ∈ Wκ(Y , E), and Pm, P′

m the m-projections of P, P′

onto J . We henceforth suppose that the four-point property holds in our context for the quadruple
(P, P′,J , P′

m). In this case, the m-projections of P and P′ are readily obtained by composition of
lumping and embedding by Λ⋆ (Lemma 5.1). By Proposition 5.4, we then recover the data-processing
inequality

D
(

P∥P′) ≥ D
(
Λ⋆κ⋆P∥Λ⋆κ⋆P′) = D

(
κ⋆P∥κ⋆P′) .

Lemma 5.1.

Pm ≜ arg min
P̃∈J

D
(

P∥P̃
)
= Λ⋆κ⋆P,

P′
m ≜ arg min

P̃∈J
D
(

P′∥P̃
)
= Λ⋆κ⋆P′.

Proof. Let P̃ ∈ J .

D
(

P∥P̃
)
= ∑

y,y′∈E
Q(y, y′) log

P(y, y′)
P̃(y, y′)

= ∑
y,y′∈E

Q(y, y′) log
P(y, y′)

Λ⋆κ⋆P(y, y′)
+ ∑

y,y′∈E
Q(y, y′) log

Λ⋆κ⋆P(y, y′)
P̃(y, y′)

= D (P∥Λ⋆κ⋆P) + ∑
y,y′∈E

Q(y, y′) log
κ⋆P(κ(y), κ(y′))Λ(y, y′)
κ⋆ P̃(κ(y), κ(y′))Λ(y, y′)

= D (P∥Λ⋆κ⋆P) + ∑
x,x′∈D

 ∑
y∈Sx ,y′∈Sx′

Q(y, y′)

 log
κ⋆P(κ(y), κ(y′))
κ⋆ P̃(κ(y), κ(y′))

= D (P∥Λ⋆κ⋆P) + D
(
κ⋆P∥κ⋆ P̃

)
≥ D (P∥Λ⋆κ⋆P) ,
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and the claim holds since Λ⋆κ⋆P ∈ J .

Example 5.3. Irreducible stochastic matrices can only be brought closer together by taking their additive
reversiblization, which corresponds to the m-projection onto Wrev(X ,D). Indeed, without even relying on the
four-point property, we directly prove by joint convexity of the KL divergence in the context of distributions
that

D((P0 + P⋆
0 )/2∥(P1 + P⋆

1 )/2) = D((Q0 + Q⋆
0)/2∥(Q1 + Q⋆

1)/2)− D(π0∥π1)

≤ 1
2

D(Q0∥Q1) +
1
2

D(Q⋆
0∥Q⋆

1)− D(π0∥π1)

= D(Q0∥Q1)− D(π0∥π1) = D(P0∥P1).

6 Information geometry of lumpable stochastic matrices

Many important families of stochastic matrices (e.g. doubly stochastic matrices, symmetric matri-
ces, reversible matrices,...) are known to enjoy favorable geometrical features [Wolfer and Watan-
abe, 2021, Table 1]. In this section we analyze the geometrical structure of the family Wκ(Y , E) of
lumpable stochastic matrices.

6.1 The foliated manifold of lumpable stochastic matrices

Recall that in the example at Lemma 4.4, we inspected the nature of the geodesic midpoint γ
(m)
P0,P1

(1/2)
where P0, P1 ∈ Wh(X , HX 2) with X = {0, 1} and h is the Hudson lumping. There, we found that
this point is not lumpable, i.e. γ

(m)
P0,P1

(1/2) ̸∈ Wκ(X , HX 2), thereby already showing that lumpable
stochastic matrices do not generally form m-families 19. Similarly, it is possible to numerically
produce pairs of lumpable transition matrices over a ternary alphabet, with an e-geodesic passing
through them that leaves the manifold of lumpable stochastic matrices. It is then a consequence of
Nagaoka [2005, Corollary 3] that lumpable stochastic matrices do not form e-families either.

A foliation is the decomposition of a manifold into a union of connected but disjoint subman-
ifolds, called leaves, all sharing the same dimension. See for example Lee [2013, Chapter 19] for a
thorough exposition. The concept of mutually dual foliations and mixed coordinate systems play
a significant role in information geometry [Amari and Nagaoka, 2007, Section 3.7]. Let us fix some
origin P̄0 ∈ W(X ,D), and let

L(P̄0) ≜ {P ∈ Wκ(Y , E) : κ⋆P = P̄0} , (14)

be the submanifold in Wκ(Y , E) of all stochastic matrices that κ-lump into P̄0. For any P ∈ L(P̄0),
following Lemma 4.2, recall that we can construct the canonical embedding Λ(P)

⋆ , which verifies
Λ(P)

⋆ κ⋆P = P. For P⊙ ∈ Wκ(Y , E), we can then define

J (P⊙) ≜
{

Λ(P⊙)
⋆ P̄ : P̄ ∈ W(X ,D)

}
⊂ Wκ(Y , E) (15)

to be the image of the entire manifold W(X ,D) by the embedding Λ(P⊙)
⋆ .

Lemma 6.1. For any P̄0 ∈ W(X ,D), and P⊙ ∈ W(Y , E),

(i) J (P⊙) forms an e-family in W(Y , E), with dimJ (P⊙) = |D| − |X |.
19It was incorrectly stated in Hayashi and Watanabe [2016a, Example 3] that a special class of lumpable

stochastic matrices (therein referred to as “non-hidden”) forms an m-family.
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W(X ,D)

Wκ(Y , E)
κ⋆P̄0

L(P̄0)

J (P⊙)

P⊙
Λ(P⊙)

⋆

Λ(P⊙)
⋆

Figure 8: The submanifolds L(P̄0) and J (P⊙).

(ii) L(P̄0) forms an m-family in W(Y , E), with dimL(P̄0) = |E | − ∑(x,x′)∈D |Sx|.

Proof. See Section 8.7.

Remark 6.1. When D = X 2, E = Y2,

dimJ (P⊙) = |X | (|X | − 1), dimL(P̄0) = |Y| (|Y| − |X |).

Remark 6.2. In the case where P̄0 is reversible, there is a one-to-one correspondence between a reversibility
preserving embedding Λ(P) and P ∈ L(P̄0) ∩Wrev(X ). In this case, it follows from Lemma 4.8 that J (P)
forms a reversible e-family, as defined in Wolfer and Watanabe [2021, Section 4].

We now prove that the manifold of κ-lumpable stochastic matrices can be foliated, with the col-
lection of submanifolds {J (P)}P∈L(P̄0)

acting as leaves, for any base point P̄0. Fixing P̄0, we can then
refer to a κ-lumpable stochastic matrix P in two steps. We first specify the leaf it belongs to, i.e. its
coordinate along the family L(P̄0), to which corresponds to some lumpable P⊙. As a second step, we
indicate the coordinates of P in J (P⊙).

Theorem 6.1 (Foliated structure of lumpable stochastic matrices). For any fixed P̄0 ∈ W(X ,D),

Wκ(Y , E) =
⊎

P∈L(P̄0)

J (P).

dimWκ(Y , E) = |E | − ∑
(x,x′)∈D

|Sx|+ |D| − |X | .

Proof. For any P ∈ Wκ(Y , E), Λ(P)
⋆ is κ-congruent by construction, thus J (P) ⊂ Wκ(Y , E). To prove

the other direction, we first let P′ ∈ Wκ(Y , E), and construct the canonical Λ(P′)
⋆ , with

Λ(P′)(y, y′) =
P′(y, y′)

κ⋆P′(κ(y), κ(y′))
.

We then introduce P ∈ L(P̄0) such that P = Λ(P′)
⋆ P̄0.

P(y, y′) = P̄0(κ(y), κ(y′))Λ(P′)(y, y′).

Note that in general, P ̸= P′. We proceed to construct the corresponding canonical Λ(P), and we

observe that since κ⋆P = P̄0, and P = Λ(P′)
⋆ P̄0,

Λ(P)(y, y′) =
P(y, y′)

κ⋆P(κ(y), κ(y′))
=

P̄0(κ(y), κ(y′))P′(y, y′)
κ⋆P(κ(y), κ(y′))κ⋆P′(κ(y), κ(y′))

= Λ(P′)(y, y′).
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L(P̄0)

L(P̄1)

L(P̄k)

J (P⊙,0)

...

J (P⊙,1)
. . .J (P⊙,k)

Wκ(Y , E)

Figure 9: Mutually dual foliated structures of Wκ(Y , E).

It follows that P′ = Λ(P′)
⋆ κ⋆P′ = Λ(P)

⋆ κ⋆P′, and P′ ∈ J (P). It remains to prove the disjointedness
of the leaves. We let P⊙, P′

⊙ ∈ L(P̄0), and let P ∈ J (P⊙) ∩ J (P′
⊙). Since P ∈ J (P⊙), there exists

P̄ ∈ W(X ,D) such that P = Λ(P⊙)
⋆ P̄, and similarly, since P ∈ J (P′

⊙), there exists P̄′ ∈ W(X ,D)

such that P = Λ(P′
⊙)

⋆ P̄′. It follows that for any y, y′ ∈ E ,

P̄(κ(y), κ(y′))
P⊙(y, y′)

κ⋆ P̄⊙(κ(y)κ(y′))
= P(y, y′) = P̄′(κ(y), κ(y′))

P′
⊙(y, y′)

κ⋆ P̄′
⊙(κ(y)κ(y′))

. (16)

But since Λ(P⊙)
⋆ and Λ(P′

⊙)
⋆ are κ-congruent embeddings,

κ⋆P = κ⋆Λ(P′
⊙)

⋆ P̄′ = P̄′, κ⋆P = κ⋆Λ(P⊙)
⋆ P̄ = P̄,

thus P̄ = P̄′. Moreover, κ⋆P⊙ = P̄0 = κ⋆P′
⊙, and from (16), P⊙ = P′

⊙, whence the foliation structure.
The dimension of Wκ(Y , E) is then readily obtained by summing the dimensions of L(P̄0) and J (P)
for P ∈ L(P̄0), which are both given in Lemma 6.1.

Remark 6.3. We can intuitively relate the dimension of Wκ(Y , E) as a manifold to that of the vector space
Fκ(Y , E) (Lemma 4.3). Indeed, setting |X | additional constraints to a lumpable matrix ensures it is row-
stochastic:

dimWκ(Y , E) = dimFκ(Y , E)− |X | .

6.2 Interpretations & Applications
In this section, we first illustrate how L(P̄0) forming an m-family in W(Y , E) enables us to efficiently
select a chain on a finer state space that lumps into P̄0, while making the fewest additional assump-
tions (Section 6.2.1). We then proceed to show how the foliation introduced in Theorem 6.1, leads
to an orthogonality result for projections onto leaves (Section 6.2.2). Finally, we offer an interpreta-
tion of the foliated structure in the context of maximum likelihood estimation of embedded models
(Section 6.2.3).
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6.2.1 The e-projection & maximum entropy principle

Fix P̄0 ∈ W(X ,D), and recall that although Wκ(Y , E) is not even m-convex, L(P̄0) forms an m-
family in W(Y , E) of dimension d = |E | − ∑(x,x′)∈D |Sx| (Lemma 6.1). As a consequence, there exist
g1, . . . , gd ∈ F (Y , E) and c = (c1, . . . , cd) ∈ Rd such that we can express L(P̄0) as the polytope
generated by the set of linear constraints {gi = ci},

L(P̄0) =

P ∈ W(Y , E) : ∑
(y,y′)∈E

Q(y, y′)gi(y, y′) = ci, ∀i ∈ [d]

 ⊂ Wκ(Y , E).

We let P ∈ W(Y , E), and take interest into its orthogonal e-projection onto L(P̄0).

Pe ≜ arg min
P′∈L(P̄0)

D
(

P′∥P
)

.

It is well-known that the solution to this minimization problem belongs to an exponential family
[Csiszár, 1984, Csiszár et al., 1987]. In fact, introducing for (y, y′) ∈ E and λ ∈ Rd,

P̃λ(y, y′) = log P(y, y′)− ∑
i∈[d]

λigi(y, y′),

and denoting ψ(λ) for the logarithm of the PF root of P̃λ, the minimizer is given by Pe = s(P̃λ⋆) with

λ⋆ = arg max
λ∈Rd

{λ · c − ψ(λ)} .

Furthermore, recall the following expression for the entropy rate H of a Markov chain,

H(P) ≜ lim
k→∞

1
k

H(Y1, Y2, . . . , Yk) = − ∑
(y,y′)∈E

Q(y, y′) log P(y, y′),

and rewrite

arg min
P′∈L(P̄0)

D
(

P′∥P
)
= arg max

P′∈L(P̄0)

{
H(P′) + E(Y,Y′)∼Q′

[
log P(Y, Y′)

]}
.

Suppose we wish to embed some prescribed stochastic matrix P̄0 into a larger state space. Following
the maximum entropy principle, we should choose the embedded stochastic matrix with the largest
entropy rate which follows the constraint of belonging to L(P̄0). Let us define δE ∈ F+(Y , E) as
δE (y, y′) = 1, and introduce the rescaled stochastic matrix

U = s(δE ) =
1

ρU
diag(vU)

−1δE diag(vU).

It is easy to verify that H(U) = log ρU , and it is known that U is the maxentropic chain [Spitzer, 1972,
Justesen and Hoholdt, 1984, Duda, 2007, Burda et al., 2009] subject solely to graph constraints. In
particular, U gives uniform probability among paths of a given length linking two prescribed points.
When P = U, E(Y,Y′)∼Q′ [log P(Y, Y′)] = log ρU , which is a property of E only. As a result,

arg min
P′∈L(P̄0)

D
(

P′∥U
)
= arg max

P′∈L(P̄0)

H(P′),

i.e. the e-projection of U onto L(P̄0) corresponds to the stochastic matrix that lumps into P̄0 with
maximum entropy rate.
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J (P⊙)

P⊙L(P̄0)

P

P′

Figure 10: Pythagorean projection on a leaf.

6.2.2 Pythagorean projection on a leaf

Let us project a lumpable transition stochastic matrix onto a leaf, as represented in Figure 10.

Theorem 6.2. Fix P̄0 ∈ W(X ,D). Let P⊙, P ∈ L(P̄0) and P′ ∈ J (P⊙) be arbitrarily chosen. The following
Pythagorean identity holds,

D
(

P∥P′) = D (P∥P⊙) + D
(

P⊙∥P′) ,

and P⊙ verifies
P⊙ = arg min

P′′∈L(P̄0)

D
(

P′′∥P′) = arg min
P′′∈J (P⊙)

D
(

P∥P′′) .

Proof. Writing Q, Q⊙ for the edge measures of P, P⊙, we compute

D
(

P∥P′)− D (P∥P⊙)− D
(

P⊙∥P′) = ∑
(y,y′)∈E

[
Q(y, y′)− Q⊙(y, y′)

]
log

P⊙(y, y′)
P′(y, y′)

.

Since P′ ∈ J (P⊙), there exists P̄′ ∈ W(X ,D) such that P′ = Λ(P⊙)
⋆ P̄′. Similarly, since trivially

P⊙ ∈ J (P⊙), we can also write P⊙ = Λ(P⊙)
⋆ P̄⊙ for some P̄⊙ ∈ W(X ,D). We obtain,

D
(

P∥P′)− D (P∥P⊙)− D
(

P⊙∥P′) = ∑
(y,y′)∈E

[
Q(y, y′)− Q⊙(y, y′)

]
log

P̄⊙(κ(y), κ(y′))
P̄′(κ(y), κ(y′))

= ∑
(x,x′)∈D

log
P̄⊙(x, x′)
P̄′(x, x′) ∑

y∈Sx ,y′∈Sx′

[
Q(y, y′)− Q⊙(y, y′)

]
= ∑

(x,x′)∈D
log

P̄⊙(x, x′)
P̄′(x, x′)

[
Q̄(x, x′)− Q̄⊙(x, x′)

]
,

where the last equality stems from Corollary 3.1, P an P⊙ being κ-lumpable, and where we wrote
Q̄, Q̄⊙ for the respective edge measures of κ⋆P and κ⋆P⊙. But by assumption, P, P⊙ ∈ L(P̄0), thus
Q̄ = Q̄⊙ and the identity holds.

6.2.3 The m-projection & maximum likelihood estimation for embedded models

The foliation in Theorem 6.1 has a natural interpretation in the context of the lumpable stochastic
matrix estimation problem. For k ∈ N, we observe a Markov chain

Y1, Y2, . . . , Yk,
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drawn with respect to some unknown κ-lumpable stochastic matrix P and initial distribution µ. We
can express the likelihood of a trajectory y1, y2, . . . , yk ∈ Y as

P (Y1 = y1, Y2 = y2, . . . , Yk = yk) = µ(y1)
k−1

∏
t=1

P(yt, yt+1) = µ(y1) ∏
e∈E

P(e)(k−1)T(e),

where T(e) = 1
k−1 ∑k−1

t=1 δ [(yt, yt+1) = e], and {T(e)}e∈E is called a Markov type. We consider a base
e-family Ve = {P̄θ : θ ∈ Θ} ⊂ W(X ,D) following Definition 3.1,

P̄θ(x, x′) = exp

(
C(x, x′) +

d

∑
i=1

θi ḡi(x, x′) + Rθ(x′)− Rθ(x)− ψθ

)
,

where ḡ1, . . . , ḡd ∈ F (X ,D) are independent in G(X ,D). We then let P⊙ ∈ W(Y , E) and look at the
lumpable embedded model defined as in (15),

J (P⊙) =
{

P⊙,θ ≜ Λ(P⊙)
⋆ P̄θ : P̄θ ∈ Ve

}
.

From Lemma 6.1, J (P⊙) forms an e-family with dimJ (P⊙) = dimVe, but that consists of chains
over a larger state space. Furthermore, a basis for J (P⊙) is given by the below stated Lemma 6.2.

Lemma 6.2. Let d ∈ N, and let a collection of functions ḡ1, . . . , ḡd ∈ F (X ,D) that is independent in
G(X ,D). Then the collection g1, . . . , gd ∈ F (Y , E) defined for i ∈ [d] by

gi : E → R, (y, y′) 7→ ḡi(κ(y), κ(y′)),

is independent in G(Y , E).

Proof. Let α1, . . . , αd ∈ R be such that ∑d
i=1 αigi = 0G(Y ,E), then there exist f ∈ RY and c ∈ R where

for any (y, y′) ∈ E ,
d

∑
i=1

αigi(y, y′) = f (y′)− f (y) + c.

For (x, x′) ∈ D, taking an average on both sides yields

1
|Sx| |S ′

x|
∑

y∈Sx ,y′∈Sx′

d

∑
i=1

αigi(y, y′) =
1

|Sx| |S ′
x|

∑
y∈Sx ,y′∈Sx′

(
f (y′)− f (y) + c

)
d

∑
i=1

αi ḡi(x, x′) =
1

|Sx′ |
f (Sx′)−

1
|Sx|

f (Sx) + c = f̄ (x′)− f̄ (x) + c,

where we introduced f̄ : X → R, x 7→ f (Sx)/ |Sx|. In other words, ∑d
i=1 αi ḡi(x, x′) = 0G(X ,D), and

since ḡ1, . . . , ḡd are independent in G(X ,D), αi = 0 for all i ∈ [d].

When the observed Markov type {T(e)}e∈E defines a proper edge measure, we can construct the
associated stochastic matrix P̂T ∈ Wκ(Y , E), and we are often interested in solving the minimization
problem,

Pm ≜ arg min
θ∈Θ

D
(

P̂T∥P⊙,θ
)

.

Then Pm is the m-projection onto L(P̄m), the leaf that contains the collection of all lumpable fre-
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PT1

PT2
· · · PTN

Pm

J (P⊙)Wκ(Y , E)

L(P̄m)

Figure 11: Embedded model J (P⊙). The Pythagorean leaf L(P̄m) contains all lumpable
frequency matrices PT1 , . . . , PTN that would result in Pm being the minimizer.

quency matrices constructed from types that would have resulted in Pm being selected as the mini-
mizer (see Figure 11). In fact, from a straightforward computation,

arg min
θ∈Θ

D
(

P̂T∥P⊙,θ
)
= arg max

θ∈Θ
∑
e∈E

T(e) log P⊙,θ(e)

= arg max
θ∈Θ

log µ(y1) ∏
e∈E

P⊙,θ(e)(n−1)T(e)

= arg max
θ∈Θ

P⊙,θ (Y1 = y1, . . . , Yn = yn) ,

where Y1, . . . , Yn is sampled according to P⊙,θ with arbitrary initial distribution µ 20.

7 Extension to higher-order data processing, and composite em-
beddings

We naturally extend the data-processing model to the multi-letter case. For a trajectory

Y1, Y2, . . . , Yt, . . .

sampled according to some stochastic matrix P, we define the kth order lumping

κ(k) : Y k → X ,

that outputs

κ(k)(Y1, Y2, . . . , Yk), κ(k)(Y2, Y2, . . . , Yk+1), . . . , κ(k)(Yt, . . . , Yt+k−1), . . .

Notice that this operation can be reduced to the composition of some first order lumping κ′⋆ together
with a kth order Hudson expansion (Section 4.4.1).

P 7→ κ
(k)
⋆ P = κ′⋆H(k)

⋆ P.

Example 7.1. We let Y = Z/mZ be the quotient group equipped with the addition modulo m.

Wcyc(Y , E) =
{

P ∈ W(Y , E) : ∃µ ∈ P(Y), P(y, y′) = µ(y′ − y)
}

. (17)

20If the chain is assumed to be started stationarily, then µ = π⊙,θ depends on the model, and the projection
does no longer correspond to the MLE.
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It is easy to see that Wcyc(Y , E) ⊂ Wbis(Y , E), thus all elements have uniform stationary distributions.
Furthermore, observe that Wcyc(Y , E) ̸⊂ Wrev(Y , E). We can verify that Wcyc(Y , E) forms both an e-
family and an m-family in W(Y , E) with

dimWcyc(Y , E) = |E |
|Y| − 1.

Whereas the natural embedding from P+(Y) to Wiid(Y) tears the m-structure of the simplex [Wolfer and
Watanabe, 2021, Lemma 8], the natural embedding

P+(Y) → Wcyc(Y) ∩W+(Y)

preserves both the e-structure and m-structure. For simplicity, let us consider a full support stochastic matrix
P ∈ Wcyc(Y) ∩W+(Y). Let µ ∈ P+(Y) be such that for any y, y′ ∈ Y , P(y, y′) = µ(y′ − y). Performing
a Hudson expansion, for any y1, y2, y′1, y′2 ∈ Y ,

H⋆P((y1, y2), (y′1, y′2)) = δ
[
y2 = y′1

]
P(y2, y′2) = δ

[
y2 = y′1

]
µ(y′2 − y2).

Then, if we choose κ2(y1, y2) = y2 − y1, for any x′ ∈ X and any y2 ∈ Y , we have

∑
(y′1,y′2)∈Y2

y′2−y′1=x′

δ
[
y2 = y′1

]
µ(y′2 − y′1) = µ(x′) ∑

(y′1,y′2)∈Y2

y′2−y′1=x′

δ
[
y2 = y′1

]
= µ(x′).

We have thus effectively embedded an element of Wcyc(Y) ∩W+(Y) into Wiid(Y). Observe that

dimWcyc(Y) ∩W+(Y) = dimWiid(Y) = m − 1,

and that the resulting embedding cannot represented by a Markov embedding.

The previous example suggests a definition for higher-order embeddings, as a composition of a
Markov embedding Λ⋆, followed by a Hudson lumping h(k)⋆ for some order k.

E⋆ : W(X ,D)
Λ⋆→ Wκ(Y , E) ⊂ Wh(k)(Y , E) h(k)⋆→ W(Z ,F ).

8 Proofs

8.1 Proof of Lemma 4.1
Let κ and

⊎
x∈X Sx = Y be the associated lumping function and partition of the Markov embedding.

For all y, y′ ∈ Y and i ∈ [d], it holds that

∂i log Λ⋆ P̄θ(y, y′) = ∂i log[Λ(y, y′)P̄θ(κ(y), κ(y′))] = ∂i log P̄θ(κ(y), κ(y′)),

thus

gij(θ) = ∑
(y,y′)∈E

Qθ(y, y′)∂i log P̄θ(κ(y), κ(y′))∂j log P̄θ(κ(y), κ(y′))

= ∑
(x,x′)∈D

 ∑
y∈Sx ,y′∈Sx′

Qθ(y, y′)

 ∂i log P̄θ(x, x′)∂j log P̄θ(x, x′).
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It follows from Corollary 3.1 that g is preserved. We proceed to prove conservation of the e-connection,

Γ(e)
ij,k(θ) = ∑

(y,y′)∈E
∂i∂j log Λ(y, y′)P̄θ(κ(y), κ(y′))∂kQθ(y, y′)

= ∑
(x,x′)∈D

∂i∂j log P̄θ(x, x′)∂k

 ∑
y∈Sx ,y′∈Sx′

Qθ(y, y′)


= ∑

(x,x′)∈D
∂i∂j log P̄θ(x, x′)∂kQ̄θ(x, x′),

where the last equality follows from Corollary 3.1. Invariance of the m-connection and information
divergence can be proven using similar arguments 21.

8.2 Proof of Lemma 4.3
Let A, B ∈ Fκ(Y , E), and α, β ∈ R. Then, for all x, x′ ∈ X , and for all y1, y2 ∈ Sx, by operations on
matrices,

(αA + βB)(y1,Sx′) = αA(y1,Sx′) + βB(y1,Sx′)

= αA(y2,Sx′) + βB(y2,Sx′) = (αA + βB)(y2,Sx′),

thus αA + βB ∈ Fκ(Y , E). Moreover, 0 ∈ Fκ(Y , E), hence Fκ(Y , E) is a subspace of F (Y , E), and (i)
holds. Moving on to (ii), let A, B ∈ F (Y , E), and α, β ∈ R. For any x, x′ ∈ X , and y ∈ Sx,

κ⋆(αA + βB)(x, x′) = (αA + βB)(y,Sx′)

= αA(y,Sx′) + βB(y,Sx′) = (ακ⋆A + βκ⋆B)(x, x′),

thus κ⋆ is a linear map. In order to prove surjectivity in (ii) and claim (iii), we proceed to construct a
basis. Taking the total order on Y = [m] induced from the natural numbers, and for (x, x′) ∈ D, we
write

Rx,x′ ≜
{
(y, y′) ∈ E : y ∈ Sx, y′ ∈ Sx′ , y′ ̸= y̌(Sx′ , y)

}
,

where
y̌(Sx′ , y) ≜ max

{
y′ ∈ Sx′ : (y, y′) ∈ E

}
.

For simplicity, we will use the shorthands

y̌ = y̌(Sx′ , y) and y̌0 = y̌(Sx′0
, y0).

Writing Ey0,y′0(y, y′) = δ[y0 = y]δ[y′0 = y′] for (y, y′), (y0, y′0) ∈ E , we define

Cx,x′ ≜ ∑
y∈Sx

Ey,y̌ for (x, x′) ∈ D,

Fy,y′ ≜ Ey,y′ − Ey,y̌ for (y, y′) ∈ Rx,x′ , and (x, x′) ∈ D,

which are all elements of Wκ(Y , E) by construction, and consider the collection

B(κ) ≜
{

Cx,x′ : (x, x′) ∈ D
}
∪
{

Fy,y′ : (y, y′) ∈ Rx,x′ , (x, x′) ∈ D
}

. (18)

21A more economical but less elementary proof consists in first proving the invariance claim for the infor-
mation divergence, and then recover the conjugate connection manifold following the construction of Eguchi
[1983, 1985].
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Let (αx,x′ ∈ R : (x, x′) ∈ D) and (αy,y′ ∈ R : (y, y′) ∈ Rx,x′ , (x, x′) ∈ D) be such that

∑
(x,x′)∈D

αx,x′C
x,x′ + ∑

(y,y′)∈Rx,x′ ,(x,x′)∈D
αy,y′ F

y,y′ = 0Fκ(Y ,E). (19)

Let (x0, x′0) ∈ D. Taking (19) for any (y0, y′0) ∈ Rx0,x′0
yields αy0,y′0

= 0, while (19) taken at (y0, y̌0)

for any y0 ∈ Sx0 yields αx0,x′0
= 0. As a result, B(κ) forms a linearly independent family in Fκ(Y , E).

Let now A ∈ Fκ(Y , E). Then A ∈ F (Y , E), and there exists
{

ay,y′ ∈ R : (y, y′) ∈ E
}

such that A =

∑(y,y′)∈E ay,y′Ey,y′ . Since A is κ-lumpable, it holds that for any (x, x′) ∈ D, and any y1, y2 ∈ Sx,

∑
y′∈Sx′

ay1,y′ = ∑
y′∈Sx′

ay2,y′ ≜ ax,x′ .

By decomposition,

A = ∑
(x,x′)∈D

∑
(y,y′)∈Rx,x′

ay,y′E
y,y′ + ∑

(x,x′)∈D
∑

y∈Sx

ay,y̌Ey,y̌

= ∑
(x,x′)∈D

∑
(y,y′)∈Rx,x′

ay,y′E
y,y′ + ∑

(x,x′)∈D
∑

y∈Sx

ax,x′ − ∑
y′∈Sx′ ,y

′ ̸=y̌
ay,y′

 Ey,y̌

= ∑
(x,x′)∈D

∑
(y,y′)∈Rx,x′

ay,y′
(

Ey,y′ − Ey,y̌
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Fy,y′

+ ∑
(x,x′)∈D

ax,x′ ∑
y∈Sx

Ey,y̌

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Cx,x′

,

thus B(κ) is also a generating family for Fκ(Y , E). Further notice that

κ⋆Cx,x′ = Ex,x′ , κ⋆Fy,y′ = 0. (20)

In fact,

Ker κ⋆ = Span
({

Fy,y′ : (y, y′) ∈ Rx,x′ , (x, x′) ∈ D
})

,

Im κ⋆ = Span
({

κ⋆Cx,x′ : (x, x′) ∈ D
})

= F (X ,D),

hence the surjectivity of κ⋆, and from the rank-nullity theorem,

dimFκ(Y , E) = dim Ker κ⋆ + dim Im κ⋆ = |E | − ∑
(x,x′)∈D

|Sx|+ |D| .

8.3 Proof of Theorem 4.1
Let K⋆ be a κ-congruent embedding. Recall the basis B(κ) of Fκ(Y , E) introduced in (18). Since K⋆ is
a linear map, we can define it uniquely by the coordinates of the image of basis vectors of F (X ,D)
onto the basis B(κ). Namely, for (x0, x′0) ∈ D, we write

K⋆Ex0,x′0 = ∑
(x,x′)∈D

(y,y′)∈Rx,x′

Kx0,x′0
y,y′ Fy,y′ + ∑

(x,x′)∈D
Kx0,x′0

x,x′ Cx,x′ ,
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where the Kx0,x′0
y,y′ and Kx0,x′0

x,x′ are real numbers. Let (x, x′) ∈ D, and (y, y′) ∈ (Sx × Sx′) ∩ E . Since

Ex0,x′0 is non-negative, it follows from monotonicity that when y′ ̸= y̌,

(K⋆Ex0,x′0)(y, y′) = Kx0,x′0
y,y′ ,

is non-negative. On the other hand,

(K⋆Ex0,x′0)(y, y̌) = Kx0,x′0
x,x′ − ∑

ȳ∈Sx′ ,(y,ȳ)∈E ,ȳ ̸=y̌
Kx0,x′0

y,ȳ ,

must be non-negative, thus

Kx0,x′0
x,x′ ≥ max

y∈Sx
∑

ȳ∈Sx′ ,(y,ȳ)∈E ,ȳ ̸=y̌
Kx0,x′0

y,ȳ ≥ 0. (21)

From the requirement that κ⋆K⋆ = IdF (X ,D), linearity of κ⋆ (Lemma 4.3-(ii)), and (20), we have for
any (x0, x′0) ∈ D,

Ex0,x′0 = κ⋆K⋆Ex0,x′0 = ∑
(x,x′)∈D

(y,y′)∈Rx,x′

Kx0,x′0
y,y′ κ⋆Fy,y′ + ∑

(x,x′)∈D
Kx0,x′0

x,x′ κ⋆Cx,x′

= ∑
(x,x′)∈D

Kx0,x′0
x,x′ Ex,x′ .

Thus, on one hand, for (x, x′) ̸= (x0, x′0), Kx0,x′0
x,x′ = 0, and from (21), it follows that for any (y, y′) ∈

Rx,x′ , Kx0,x′0
y,y′ = 0. On the other hand, Kx0,x′0

x0,x′0
= 1, hence

∑
ȳ0∈Sx′0

,(y0,ȳ0)∈E ,ȳ0 ̸=y̌0

Kx0,x′0
y0,ȳ0

≤ 1

for any y0 ∈ Sx0 , and from non-negativity, each individual coefficient Kx0,x′0
y0,ȳ0

is also in [0, 1]. We
therefore obtain that for any (x, x′) ∈ D,

K⋆Ex,x′ = Cx,x′ + ∑
(y,y′)∈Rx,x′

Kx,x′
y,y′ F

y,y′ .
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Consider A = ∑(x,x′)∈D A(x, x′)Ex,x′ ∈ F (X ,D). Embedding A yields

K⋆A = ∑
(x,x′)∈D

A(x, x′)K⋆Ex,x′

= ∑
(x,x′)∈D

A(x, x′)

Cx,x′ + ∑
(y,y′)∈Rx,x′

Kx,x′
y,y′ F

y,y′


= ∑

(x,x′)∈D
A(x, x′)

 ∑
y∈Sx

Ey,y̌ + ∑
(y,y′)∈Rx,x′

Kx,x′
y,y′

(
Ey,y′ − Ey,y̌

)

= ∑
(x,x′)∈D

A(x, x′) ∑
y∈Sx

Ey,y̌ + ∑
y′∈Sx′

(y,y′)∈E ,y′ ̸=y̌

Kx,x′
y,y′

(
Ey,y′ − Ey,y̌

)

= ∑
(x,x′)∈D

A(x, x′) ∑
y∈Sx

y′∈Sx′
(y,y′)∈E

δ[y′ = y̌]

1 − ∑
ȳ∈Sx′
(y,ȳ)∈E

ȳ ̸=y̌

Kx,x′
y,ȳ

+ δ[y′ ̸= y̌]Kx,x′
y,y′

 Ey,y′ .

Recall that ∑ȳ∈Sx′ ,(y,ȳ)∈E ,ȳ ̸=y̌ Kx,x′
y,ȳ ≤ 1. It is then convenient to define

Kx,x′
y,y̌ ≜ 1 − ∑

ȳ∈Sx′ ,(y,ȳ)∈E ,ȳ ̸=y̌
Kx,x′

y,ȳ ∈ [0, 1],

so that we can write more compactly

K⋆A = ∑
(x,x′)∈D

A(x, x′) ∑
y∈Sx ,y′∈Sx′ ,(y,y′)∈E

Kx,x′
y,y′ E

y,y′ ,

= ∑
(y,y′)∈E

∑
(x,x′)∈D

A(x, x′)δ[y′ ∈ Sx′ ]δ[y ∈ Sx]Kx,x′
y,y′ E

y,y′ ,

= ∑
(y,y′)∈E

A(κ(y), κ(y′))Kκ(y),κ(y′)
y,y′ Ey,y′ ,

where for any x ∈ X and y ∈ Sx,
(Kx,x′

y,y′ )y′∈Sx′
∈ P(Sx′). (22)

Let us introduce Λ ∈ F (Y , E), with Λ(y, y′) = Kκ(y),κ(y′)
y,y′ for any (y, y′) ∈ E . Then for (y, y′) ∈ Y ,

K⋆A(y, y′) = A(κ(y), κ(y′))Λ(y, y′), and K⋆ satisfies (i) of Definition 4.2. Suppose now for con-
tradiction that there exists (y0, y′0) ∈ E such that Λ(y0, y′0) = 0, and let B ∈ F+(X ,D). Then
K⋆B(y0, y′0) = B(κ(y0), κ(y′0))Λ(y0, y′0) = 0 and Λ⋆B ̸∈ F+(Y , E). Thus, Λ ∈ F+(Y , E), and re-
quirement (iii) is met. Finally, (22) leads to condition (iv). As a result, any congruent embedding can
be expressed as a Markov embedding. It is straightforward to verify that conversely, a κ-compatible
Markov embedding is always κ-congruent, whence the theorem.
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8.4 Proof of Proposition 4.1
Let y ∈ Y , and let (ρ, v) be the right PF pair of P̄⊙ ◦ P̄. It holds that

∑
y′∈Y

P̃(y, y′)v(κ(y′)) = ∑
y′∈Y

P⊙(y, y′)P̄(κ(y), κ(y′))v(κ(y′))

= ∑
x′∈X

∑
y′∈Sx′

P⊙(y, y′)P̄(κ(y), κ(y′))v(κ(y′))

= ∑
x′∈X

∑
y′∈Sx′

P⊙(y, y′)P̄(κ(y), x′)v(x′)

= ∑
x′∈X

P̄⊙(κ(y), x′)P̄(κ(y), x′)v(x′)

= ρv(κ(y)),

where the fourth equality stems from κ⋆P⊙ = P̄⊙, hence (i) holds. Furthermore, for all x, x′ ∈ X ,
and for all y ∈ Sx,

∑
y′∈Sx′

ΦP̄(y, y′) =
1
ρ ∑

y′∈Sx′

v(κ(y))−1P⊙(y, y′)P̄(κ(y), κ(y′))v(κ(y′))

=
1
ρ ∑

y′∈Sx′

v(x)−1P⊙(y, y′)P̄(x, x′)v(x′)

=
1
ρ

v(x)−1P̄⊙(κ(y), x′)P̄(x, x′)v(x′),

=
1
ρ

v(x)−1P̄⊙(x, x′)P̄(x, x′)v(x′),

where the first equality is (i). Observe that the expression we obtain is independent of y, thus the
chain is κ-lumpable, and in fact, by definition of lumping, κ⋆ΦP̄ = s(P̄⊙ ◦ P̄), whence (ii).

8.5 Proof of Lemma 4.4
Let p ∈ (0, 1), p ̸= 1/2, X = {0, 1}, and consider the two positive stochastic matrices

P̄0 =

(
1 − p p

p 1 − p

)
P̄1 =

(
p 1 − p

1 − p p

)
.

We compute successively,

P0 =

00 01 10 11
00
01
10
11


1 − p p 0 0

0 0 p 1 − p
1 − p p 0 0

0 0 p 1 − p

 , P1 =


p 1 − p 0 0
0 0 1 − p p
p 1 − p 0 0
0 0 1 − p p

 ,

π(00) =
1 − p

2
, π(01) =

p
2

, π(10) =
p
2

, π(11) =
1 − p

2
,

Q0 =


(1−p)2

2
p(1−p)

2 0 0

0 0 p2

2
p(1−p)

2
p(1−p)

2
p2

2 0 0

0 0 p(1−p)
2

(1−p)2

2

 ,
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Q1 =


p2

2
p(1−p)

2 0 0

0 0 (1−p)2

2
p(1−p)

2
p(1−p)

2
(1−p)2

2 0 0

0 0 p(1−p)
2

p2

2

 ,

Q1/2 =
1
2

Q0 +
1
2

Q1 =


(1−p)2+p2

4
p(1−p)

2 0 0

0 0 (1−p)2+p2

4
p(1−p)

2
p(1−p)

2
(1−p)2+p2

4 0 0

0 0 p(1−p)
2

(1−p)2+p2

4

 ,

π1/2 = (1/4, 1/4, 1/4, 1/4),

γ
(m)
P0,P1

(1/2) = P1/2 =


(1 − p)2 + p2 2p(1 − p) 0 0

0 0 (1 − p)2 + p2 2p(1 − p)
2p(1 − p) (1 − p)2 + p2 0 0

0 0 2p(1 − p) (1 − p)2 + p2

 ,

which is not lumpable, i.e. γ
(m)
P0,P1

(1/2) ̸∈ Wh(X 2, HX 2).

8.6 Proof of Proposition 5.2
The proof follows the same strategy as for the distribution setting. It is easy to see that (i) implies (ii),
and it remains to prove the converse statement. Set Pt = γ

(e)
P0,P̄(t). We can write for any (x, x′) ∈ D′,

Pt(x, x′) =
P0(x, x′)1−t P̄(x, x′)tvt(x′)

vt(x)ρt
,
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where (ρt, vt) is the right PF pair of the matrix P◦(1−t)
0 ◦ P̄◦t. We compute,

∂tD (P∥Pt) = ∑
(x,x′)∈D′

Q(x, x′)∂t log
1

Pt(x, x′)

= ∑
(x,x′)∈D′

Q(x, x′)∂t log
vt(x)ρt

P0(x, x′)1−t P̄(x, x′)tvt(x′)

(a)
= ∑

(x,x′)∈D′
Q(x, x′)∂t log

ρt

P0(x, x′)1−t P̄(x, x′)t

=− ∑
(x,x′)∈D′

Q(x, x′)∂t
(
(1 − t) log P0(x, x′)

)
− ∑

(x,x′)∈D′
Q(x, x′)∂t

(
t log P̄(x, x′)

)
+ ∂t log ρt

= ∑
(x,x′)∈D′

Q(x, x′) log P0(x, x′)

− ∑
(x,x′)∈D′

Q(x, x′) log P̄(x, x′) + ∂t log ρt

= ∑
(x,x′)∈D′

Q(x, x′) log
P0(x, x′)
P̄(x, x′)

+ ∂t log ρt

(b)
= ∑

(x,x′)∈D′

[
Q(x, x′)− Qt(x, x′)

]
log

P0(x, x′)
P̄(x, x′)

,

where (a) follows from

∑
(x,x′)∈D′

Q(x, x′)
[
∂t log vt(x)− ∂t log vt(x′)

]
= 0,

and (b) stems from Nagaoka [2005, Theorem 4], which yields

∂t log ρt = ∑
(x,x′)∈D′

Qt(x, x′) log
P̄(x, x′)
P0(x, x′)

.

By a first-order Taylor expansion around P0, there exists s ∈ [0, t] such that

D (P∥Pt) = D (P∥P0) + t
∂

∂t
D (P∥Pt)

∣∣∣
t=s

.

Moreover, since P0, P̄ ∈ C, it follows by e-convexity that also Pt ∈ C, and P0 being the minimizer
implies

1
t
(D (P∥Pt)− D (P∥P0)) ≥ 0.

Taking the limit t → 0 yields that

∑
(x,x′)∈D′

(
Q(x, x′)− Q0(x, x′)

)
log

P0(x, x′)
P̄(x, x′)

≥ 0.

Uniqueness follows from strict e-convexity, whence the theorem.
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8.7 Proof of Lemma 6.1

To prove (i), notice that since W(X ,D) forms an e-family [Nagaoka, 2005, Corollary 1], and Λ(P⊙)

preserves the e-structure (Theorem 4.3), J (P⊙) also forms an e-family. Since Λ(P⊙)
⋆ is an embedding,

it is a diffeomorphism onto its image, thus dimJ (P⊙) = dimW(X ,D). It remains to prove (ii),
i.e. L(P̄0) is closed under affine combination. Let two Markov embeddings induced by Λ1, Λ2 that
embed P̄0 respectively into P1, P2 ∈ L(P̄0),

P1(y, y′) = P̄0(κ(y), κ(y′))Λ1(y, y′),

P2(y, y′) = P̄0(κ(y), κ(y′))Λ2(y, y′).

Let π1 (resp. π2) be the stationary distribution of P1 (resp. P2), and let t ∈ R, such that

Qt(y, y′) = tπ1(y)P1(y, y′) + (1 − t)π2(y)P2(y, y′),

defines a proper edge measure (note that t is allowed to take value outside of (0, 1)). The stationary
distribution of the stochastic matrix pertaining to Qt is immediately given by

πt(y) = tπ1(y) + (1 − t)π2(y),

and

Pt(y, y′) =
Qt(y, y′)

πt(y)
= t

π1(y)
πt(y)

P1(y, y′) + (1 − t)
π2(y)
πt(y)

P2(y, y′),

= P̄0(κ(y), κ(y′))Λt(y, y′),

where we wrote

Λt(y, y′) ≜ t
π1(y)
πt(y)

Λ1(y, y′) + (1 − t)
π2(y)
πt(y)

Λ2(y, y′).

Non-negativity of Pt(y, y′) and P̄0(y, y′) implies that Λt(y, y′) is non-negative. Moreover, for x′ ∈ X ,

∑
y′∈Sx′

Λt(y, y′) = t
π1(y)
πt(y)

∑
y′∈Sx′

Λ1(y, y′) + (1 − t)
π2(y)
πt(y)

∑
y′∈Sx′

Λ2(y, y′)

= t
π1(y)
πt(y)

+ (1 − t)
π2(y)
πt(y)

= 1.

As a result, Λt defines a proper Markov embedding, and Pt ∈ L(P̄0). The dimension of L(P̄0) is
obtained by considering its one-to-one correspondence with the canonical embedding map, which
has the same number of degrees of freedom as a Markov embedding (Remark 4.2).
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