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Abstract

Combinatorics, probabilities, and measurements are fundamental to understanding information. This work explores how the
application of large deviation theory (LDT) in counting phenomena leads to the emergence of various entropy functions, including
Shannon’s entropy, mutual information, and relative and conditional entropies. In terms of these functions, we reveal an inherent
geometrical structure through operations, including contractions, lift, change of basis, and projections. Legendre-Fenchel (LF)
transform that is central to both LDT and Gibbs’ method of thermodynamics offers a novel energetic description of data. The
manifold of empirical mean values of statistical data ad infinitum has a parametrization using LF conjugates w.r.t. an entropy
function; this gives rise to the additivity known in statistical thermodynamic energetics. This work extends current information
geometry to information projection as defined through conditional expectations in Kolmogorov’s probability theory.

I. INTRODUCTION

There is a deep mathematical kinship between the modern theory of probability [1] and differential geometry as practiced

in theoretical physics [2]. An elementary random event represents a complex real-world phenomenon—whether an object, a

process, or both, and according to the former, their numerical expressions are called random variables. According to the latter,

events and processes are identified with a geometric entity whose numerical representations are coordinate (chart) dependent;

the mathematical model of a phenomenon or phenomena itself needs to be a vector or a tensor that is coordinate independent

(gauge invariant). These geometrical concepts are inherent in linear algebra, which studies abstract mathematical objects in

R
n: n-tuples and n× n matrices of numbers are merely coordinates of vectors and linear transformations; they are dependent

upon chosen bases, and they are not intrinsic.

Information geometry (IG) [3], [4] studies the geometric structure inherent to the space of probability distributions: It is a

mathematical theory of inter-relations among different statistical models. It interprets “information” in empirical data through the

lens of probability distributions that ultimately underlie all statistical models. The primary object of IG is the Fisher information

metric generated by divergence functions; they are used to quantify the difference between two probabilistic models as geometric

distance. C. R. Rao was one of the first to point out that the Fisher information matrix originated in statistical inference can be

used as a Riemannian metric to measure a symmetric difference between two probability distributions (i.e., two models). He [5]

recognized similarities between the properties of the Fisher information matrix and that of a Riemannian metric: its symmetry,

positive definiteness, and behavior as a second-order covariant tensor. Rao then established that the Fisher information matrix

provides a lower bound on any unbiased estimator variance. Very briefly: Let’s p(x|α) be a probability density function (PDF)

as a statistical model with α being a set of model parameters. Suppose we draw n independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.)

samples, X1, . . . , Xn, from this distribution and define a vector-valued g(X1, . . . , Xn) as a function of these observations. If

the expectation E[g] equals α, then we call g an unbiased estimate of α.

Embracing the Fisher information matrix as a Riemannian metric, S.-I. Amari developed the geometry of the space of

probability distributions, which in the more advanced mathematics could be thought of as the space of probability measures

[6]. He focused on manifolds that possess a global chart. When such a global chart is absent, he confined his discussions

to a local patch of the statistical manifold [4]. With the global chart existing from statistical applications, the nature of an

applied geometric investigation is different from the more abstract mathematics: Establishing a Riemannian metric becomes the

identification of a scalar potential function whose local Hessian matrix represents a geometric metric: bases the Fisher metric on

a statistical log-likelihood function as a potential. The manifolds with the Fisher metric are generally not flat under the natural

Levi-Civita connection. Here, it is important to point out that the notion of convexity of a function depends on the choice of a

connection while bypassing the choice of the metric. Amari discovered a hidden “flat” geometry within statistical manifolds by

introducing non-Levi-Civita connections via a convex dual that turns out to be flat. This insight into the differential geometry of

statistical manifolds revealed that they could be dually flat when examined through convex duality and their dual connections.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2501.01556v1
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It leads to establishing a generalized Pythagorean theorem based on a Bregman divergence. The book [3] contains a wide

range of applications of this approach across various fields, such as machine learning, statistical inference, signal processing,

economics, and neuroscience.

A. What’s missing?

The theory of information and statistical thermodynamics from physics are conspicuously missing from the above list. Even

to someone without a rigorous background in statistics, probability theory, and information theory, the relationship between

information, probabilities, and empirical counts becomes evident through various popular games and puzzles. For instance, in

the popular game “20 Questions”, one may realize how information is encoded using a series of at most 20 questions. The

Monty Hall problem [7] [8] demonstrates how probability shifts with information or measurement. Similarly, the “impossible

puzzle” [9] popularized by Martin Gardner [10] involves two mathematicians who are each aware of the sum and the product

of two unknown numbers between 1 and 100, respectively, but they do not share these values explicitly with each other.

Instead, they engage in a conversation where they indirectly reveal their knowledge about the numbers through statements

about their ability to determine them. Coin weighing puzzles [11], which require the minimum number of common balance

weighings necessary to find the number of counterfeit coins among several others, illustrate the concept of quantifying and

coding information.

Despite the significant developments in IG, it insufficiently integrates large deviation theory (LDT), which provides a unifying

framework, particularly Sanov’s theorem and its contraction [12]. LDT also discusses Polish spaces (separable completely

metrizable topological space) on which Wasserstein distance is one well-known possible metric [6], [13], [14]; it offers a

rigorous framework for discussing the space of all probability measures even for the space of continuous measures where the

dimension is infinite. We capture the fundamental depth of information projection as described in probability theory emerging

from σ-algebras and measurements. This refinement improves Amari’s connections of the conditional expectation step to

information projection (also known as exponential projection) in his application of information geometry in EM algorithm

[15].

Additionally, in developing a geometric framework for information, it is crucial not to confine ourselves solely to the study

of probability distributions or statistical manifolds; entropy has to be an integral part of IG. E.T Jaynes [16] emphasizes that

probabilities should be viewed as an extension of logic when deductive reasoning falls short due to incomplete information.

While Probability and Bayesian logic do provide frameworks for inferences, we must also consider empirical frequencies as

meaningful scientific/engineering measurements on recurrent dynamical systems in the real world, which researchers routinely

represent in non-linear physics and applied mathematics [17]–[19].

Normalized empirical measures, empirical frequency for short, and probabilities occupy the same mathematical space, yet they

differ fundamentally in their scientific nature. Empirical frequencies represent observed outcomes—statistics from actual data

collected from measurements, even imagined as a thought experiment (Gedankenexperiment). In contrast, one best understands

probabilities by adopting the Bayesian perspective as degrees of belief informed by theoretical modeling and prior knowledge.

While it is entirely sensible to inquire about the occurrence of specific empirical frequencies, posing similar questions about

probabilities does not make sense, as probabilities are theoretical and not directly observable as in principle. Only in the

mathematical limit are theoretical objects such as probabilities and expected values related to empirical measurements with

confidence—the philosophical significance of the Law of Large Numbers.

This paper identifies entropy as the rate function in large deviation theory, which is entirely consistent with the entropy

in thermal physics [12], [20]. These rate functions arise in the limit of data ad infinitum and will serve as a foundation for

our geometrical exploration of information [21]. It is fitting here to quote P. W. Anderson (1923-2020), a leading theoretical

physicist who defined the statistical physics of emergent behavior [22]:

“Starting with the fundamental laws and a computer, we would have to do two impossible things — solve a problem

with infinitely many bodies, and then apply the result to a finite system — before we synthesized this behavior.”

Analogous to statistical thermodynamics, we begin with a simple state space and count the number of large sequences.

Shannon’s entropy is a rate function for increasing multiplicity. As we incorporate further assumptions like probability with

identical and independence, KL divergence (KLD) also emerges as a rate function. Sanov’s theorem, in particular, establishes

the existence of an almost universal convex function, which we will identify as the Entropy function and as a divergence

for information theory and in IG, respectively. This rate function arises in the limit of data ad infinitum and will serve as a

foundation for our geometrical exploration [21]. As a mathematical limit, it is non-random. This entropy function not only

forms the basis of divergence functions central to IG but also aligns closely with the theory of statistical thermodynamics,

where entropy is traditionally the logarithm of the number of arrangements of a system. Legendre-Fenchel duality plays a

prominent role in this regard. Given a prior probability, our approach treats the Entropy function as a function of empirical

mean values from repeated measurements. With the expectation for the measurement implied by the prior probability, it is a

bivariate function of “data” and “model”. This treatment is our interpretation of the divergence function in IG. The entropy

function in Thermodynamics is a Legendre-Fenchel dual of a free energy function. In large deviation theory, rate functions can
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have closed forms as the Legendre-Fenchel transform (LFT) of cumulant-generating function, as seen in Cramér’s theorem.

LFT makes contraction particularly simple [23] with linear additivity [24].

We organize this paper as follows. We introduce the necessary preliminaries in Sec. II. This section includes notation, an

overview of large deviation theory, the historical context of entropy, and the notion of information projection in probability

theory. In Sec. III-A, we first study independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) data; we explore the large deviation rate

function in the space of empirical frequencies. In Sec. III-B, we discuss the contraction of rate functions and its geometrical

implications. Sec. III-C focuses on divergence functions, and Sec. III-D about conditional entropy and information projection.

We discuss identically distributed but Markov-dependent data in Sec. III-E, and Sec. IV contains our conclusion.

II. PRELIMINARIES AND BACKGROUND

Fix a finite set S = {1, 2, . . . , n} called a state space. We introduce our notation to describe random variables on S.

Notation 1. (Random variable) For a positive integer k ∈ Z>0, consider k real-valued (R-valued) random variables or

equivalently, a R
k-valued random variable X : S → R

k taking values x1, . . . ,xn ∈ R
k. We represent the random variable X

in matrix-form with the values x1, . . . ,xn as columns

X =





| | |
x1 x2 · · · xn
| | |



 .

Here X is a k × n matrix. Note that each row of the matrix X is a real-valued random variable.

We explore this notation in the following example.

Example 1. (Indicator random variables) Consider the n-dimensional identity matrix

In =








1 0 · · · 0
0 1 · · · 0
...

...
. . .

...

0 0 · · · 1







.

The rows of In denotes n indicator random variables {11, . . . ,1n}. For i ∈ S, we define each indicator random variable

1i : S → {0, 1} by

1i(j) = δji ,

where δji is a Kronecker delta function that returns 1 if i and j are equal and 0 otherwise.

We define empirical counting frequencies or simply empirical frequencies as follows.

Definition 1. (Empirical frequencies) Fix a positive integer N ∈ Z>0 and consider N samples from S. We define the empirical

frequencies as the normalized occurrence counts of elements in S. For any i ∈ S, the empirical frequency of i is the count of

occurrences of i in the N samples divided by N .

νi =
# occurrences of i in N samples

N

We use the vector ν =
[
ν1 ν2 . . . νn

]T
to denote the empirical frequencies.

Notation 2. We introduce the notation 1n to denote the n-vector with all ones, i.e., 1n =
[
1 1 . . . 1

]T
where 1n ∈ R

n.

Definition 2. (The space of empirical frequencies) One may be familiar with the definition of probability simplex in R
n as

∆n =

{

ν ∈ R
n
≥0

∣
∣
∣
∣

n∑

i=1

νi = 1

}

.

Similarly, we define the space of empirical frequencies and denote it as ri(∆n). It is the relative interior of ri(∆n):

ri(∆n) =
{

ν ∈ R
n
>0

∣
∣
∣

n∑

i=1

νi = 1
}

=
{

ν ∈ R
n
>0

∣
∣
∣1
T
nν = 1

}

Even though the individual counting frequency can be zero, we only focus on positive counting frequencies.
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We can specify empirical frequencies as the empirical mean of N indicator random variables. Following example 1, for

each i ∈ S, consider N samples of the indicator random variable 1
(1)
i ,1

(2)
i , . . . ,1

(N)
i . We express the empirical frequency of

i as the empirical mean of indicator random variable 1i

νi =
1

N

N∑

j=1

1

(j)
i , for i ∈ S = {1, . . . , n}

In terms of the N samples I
(1)
n , I

(2)
n , . . . , I

(N)
n of the n-dimensional random variable In, we express the empirical frequencies

ν as

ν =
1

N

N∑

j=1

I(j)n .

The last expression helps us view empirical frequencies as the empirical mean of several measurements of a random variable.

A. History of entropy and revisiting Shannon’s work

Ludwig Boltzmann [25], in his kinetic theory of gasses, was the first person to relate entropy (S) to the number of possible

configurations (W ). Max Planck [26] formally reduced it to the equation we now know as

S = kB logW. (1)

Planck defines kB as a universal constant, which is now known as the Boltzmann constant. Planck and Boltzmann consider

an example of N molecules in a volume divided into n spacial elements. They explore the combinatorial problem of finding

the number of arrangements of N molecules in n spacial elements with counting frequencies ν. This problem is equivalent to

finding the number of sequences of length N with counting frequencies ν. The number of sequences follows the multinomial

coefficient

W (N,ν) =

(
N

Nν1 Nν2 · · · Nνn

)

. (2)

They consider the case of large N and use Stirling’s formula n! =
√
2πn

(
n
e

)n
. Max Planck plugs it into equation (1) and

finds the entropy as the function of counting frequencies 1 as

S = −kN
n∑

i=1

νi log νi. (3)

The relation between entropy and the logarithm of the number of configurations is fundamental and intuitive. In information

theory, this perspective is particularly practical : knowing that the number of configurations is W , we require ⌈log2W ⌉ bits

to represent each configuration. Alternatively, one can view this as a variation of the game “20 questions”; suppose a person

chooses one of the W sequences, and another person has to guess the correct sequence after asking a series of k yes or no

questions. We can ask about the minimum value of k to know the sequence with absolute certainty, and the answer is ⌈log2W ⌉.

The present work looks at entropy as the asymptotic limit of infinite sampling, where the concept appears as a growth rate

“per data”, again as a “derivative” of ∞ divided by ∞. The number of possible sequences W (N,ν) in equation (2) grows

exponentially as N increases and we calculate the rate of growth for large N using the limit

lim
N→∞

logW (N,ν)

N
= lim

N→∞

1

N
log

(
N

Nν1 Nν2 · · · Nνn

)

= −
n∑

i=1

νi log νi. (4)

As a mathematical concept, this formula for entropy emerges from the limit of data ad infinitum. It also allows us to interpret

it as the rate at which information grows as we gather more observations.

C. Shannon, in his paper “A Mathematical Theory of Communication” [27], was interested in ergodic sources producing

symbols and focused on the rate of information produced as a function of stationary probabilities p =
[
p1 p2 . . . pn

]T
.

Shannon proposed that this function should follow certain axioms and found that H(p) = −∑K
i=1 pi log pi up to a multiplicative

constant uniquely satisfies these properties. So, he focuses on the entropy of a source rather than the entropy derived from

observed sequences, and hence, his formula is a function of probabilities p.

1Upon examining Planck’s work, one might notice that he frequently uses the term ‘probability’ to refer to what we describe as counting frequencies. He
often refers to W—the number of arrangements as a measure of probability, suggesting configurations with higher counts are more probable. This interpretation
arises because Boltzmann and Planck’s work predates the formal treatment of probability theory by Kolmogorov in 1938 [1].
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Subsequently, Kinchin [28] demonstrated a similar result based on his own axioms, and Shore and Johnson [29], inspired

by E.T. Jaynes’s Maximum Entropy Principle, proved that cross-entropy or relative entropy is the unique function fulfilling

their own specific axioms. All the discussed works employ probability theory and an axiomatic approach as their foundation.

In connection to probability, if one supposes the symbols in a sequence are from a stationary with identical, not necessarily

independent, probability distribution p =
[
p1 p2 . . . pn

]T
for the corresponding states S, then in the asymptotic limit of

N → ∞, the ergodic theorem states that the observed empirical frequencies ν → p, and thus one has the asymptotic rate of

counting in (4) becoming

−
K∑

i=1

pi log pi. (5)

The previous expression represents the asymptotic rate of the number of typical sequences, which we roughly define as the

sequences whose empirical frequencies ν equal p.

In his paper [27], Shannon highlights that his axiomatic definition is ultimately the “rate of growth of the logarithm of

the number of reasonably probable sequences”. He considers an ergodic source that generates a sequence of length N with

probabilities p. For a probability 0 < q < 1, he defines M(N, q) as the number of sequences required until the cumulative

probability of observing the sequences reaches q. He recognizes his entropy −∑n
i=1 pi log pi as the rate function of W (N, q).

That is,

lim
N→∞

logM(N, q)

N
= −

n∑

i=1

pi log pi.

Shannon initially terms his entropy as a characteristic of the source and then relates it to the statistic of the sequences it

generates. We argue that the empirical frequency-based form of entropy is broader and more versatile– it directly relates entropy

to the logarithm of possible states using simple counting arguments. It does not assume any specific source for the sequence,

ergodicity, or even probabilities. This description also aligns closely with its usage in thermodynamics as a fundamentally

statistical concept rather than one rooted in probability.

If we further assume that the symbols in a sequence are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.), we can also interpret

Shannon’s entropy as a rate of vanishing randomness as N → ∞. Thus, it is related to the growth of one’s confidence and

certainty.

The probability of observing a particular sequence with the empirical frequencies ν is:

pNνii = exp
{

Nνi log pi

}

. (6)

This expression for the probability of ν is also a function of the probabilities p = (p1, · · · , pn). One may understand the latter

as a set of parameters for the most general statistical model for S. For a given sequence observed with ν fixed, one could ask: for

which set of p is the rate of vanishing randomness minimized, e.g., the probability maximized? This is a maximum likelihood

estimation (MLE) problem. We seek the probability p as a set of parameters that maximizes the likelihood of observing the

particular sequence. The likelihood function is the expression in 6. Taking the logarithm of the likelihood function, we obtain

the log-likelihood:

logL(p) =

n∑

i=1

Nνi log pi,

we differentiate logL(p1, . . . , pn) w.r.t each pi and set the derivative equal to zero, subject to the constraint
∑n

i=1 pi = 1. The

solution yields pi = νi, for which the rate of vanishing randomness is −∑ νi log νi, which is, again, Shannon’s entropy. One

may also use Jensen’s inequality to confirm
∑n

i=1 νi ln pi ≤
∑n

i=1 νi ln νi.
Combining our previous discussions on counting the number of sequences with a fixed ν and the rate of vanishing randomness

for a sequence with composition ν, one might ask the question: what is the probability of observing a sequence with empirical

frequencies ν1, . . . , νk? This leads to multiplying the counting term and the probability term, which gives us:

P[ν] = P




1

N

N∑

j=1

I(j)n = ν



 = e−N
∑

νi log νi × eN
∑

νi log pi = e
−N

∑

νi log
(

νi
pi

)

, (7)

where we recognize
∑
νi log

(
νi
pi

)

as the Kullback-Leibler divergence, a function of both the empirical frequencies ν and

the probability distribution defined by p. Eq. (7) is a variant of Sanov’s theorem, and we recognize the KLD as the rate

function of Sanov’s theorem [30] [31]: The rate of vanishing probability for all ν 6= p, which, of course, implies the growth

of certainty for ν = p.



6

Interestingly, we can also explain Eq. (7) in connection to the Principle of Maximum Log-Likelihood:

n∑

i=1

νi log pi ≤
n∑

i=1

νi log νi,

which identifies ν as the “best” p for the observed ν. This suggests that the function in (7) has dual roles, in the theory of

probability as a negative large deviation rate function and in the theory of statistics as a log-likelihood function, treating p as

a set of parameters.

We, therefore, found important meanings for all three

−
n∑

i=1

νi log νi, −
n∑

i=1

pi log pi, and

n∑

i=1

νi log pi.

This document often refers to KLD or any rate function involving empirical measurements as entropy. We now define entropy

for empirical counting frequency.

Definition 3. (Entropy for empirical counting frequency) We define entropy H(ν | p) as the rate function of asymptotic

probability in Sanov’s large deviation theorem represented in equation (7).

H(ν | p) =
∑

νi log

(
νi
pi

)

= DKL (ν‖p) .

The previous discussion lays the foundation for empirical frequencies; we observe their significance as the first term in the

KLD. This term represents frequencies derived directly from data observations, which sharply differs from the second term,

comprising probabilities as our model’s parameters. These probabilities are mathematical constructs designed to model our

beliefs and prior knowledge.

B. Information provided by a random variable: σ-algebra and σ-subalgebras

So far, we have not involved the space of events: σ-algebras. Unrelated to the earlier defined state space S, and to understand

the information provided by measurement of a random variable, consider a finite, measurable space (Ω,F). Consider a random

variable X : Ω → R. This random variable determines a unique σ-subalgebra we usually call σ(X), but we will use the symbol

FX . We have that FX ⊂ F and a measurement of X completely determines ω ∈ Ω if the random variable X is one-to-one

or when FX = F . Moreover, finer σ-subalgebra measurements provide better search results for ω ∈ Ω.

Alfréd Rényi describes the information content in a random variable in terms of the σ-algebra it generates [32] [33]. We

see this perspective in standard probability textbooks [34] [35], particularly in the chapters of conditional expectation and

martingales—where a time-indexed filtration represents all information known up until that time.

Consider G ⊂ FX , a σ-subalgebra that provides partial information about X . Note that X is not G-measurable, but

Kolmogorov’s probability theory has a natural way of finding a G-measurable random variable such that it is as close as

possible to X concerning a probability measure p on F . This random variable is called the conditional expectation E [X | G]
and serves as the “information projection” of X onto the space of G-measurable random variables.

E [X | G] = arg inf
G− measurable Z

E
[
(X − Z)2

]
.

The work of Banerjee et. al. [36] demonstrates that the conditional expectation E[X | G] is the optimal solution even if a

Bregman divergence E [Dφ(X,Z)] replaces the L2 loss function E
[
(X − Z)2

]
. The present work confirms that the notion of

information projection from IG is equivalent to the natural idea of information projection using probability theory.

III. METHODS AND RESULTS

As we have alluded to, the assumptions on the nature of repeated samples are more basic than the assumptions on the

probability. In this section, we first restrict our discussion to the category of i.i.d. samples in a sequence, followed by considering

sample sequences with a Markov dependency but identical distribution.

A. Independent and identically distributed samples category

We consider a series of N repeated experiments with data collected from each iteration. We treat each repetition as identical

to facilitate an identical probability measure for each experiment. We draw this assumption from non-linear dynamical systems,

specifically ergodic systems, where we see the notion of shift-invariance.

Consider the finite state space S = {1, 2, . . . , n}, and conduct an experiment where we sample from this set N times with

replacement. Even with the assumption of identical trials, one can define numerous measures on the discrete sigma-algebra

generated by Ω = SN , namely 2Ω = 2S
N

. For example, assuming independent samples and Markovian dependencies give
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different probability measures. Moreover, in our scenario, we focus on a fixed number N of samples and take N → ∞. For

infinite sequences, the larger space of outcomes, Ω, consists of all functions from Z>0 to Ω, which is an uncountably infinite

set. In this case, we can define numerous measures on the sigma-algebra generated by the larger Ω space.

Therefore, the assumptions on the nature of repeated samples are more fundamental than the assumptions on the probability.

In the present work, we first restrict our discussion exclusively to independent samples in a sequence so, to define our measure,

we only need to know probabilities p = (p1, . . . , pn) we assign for each state. Then, in Sec. III-E, we assume a stationary

Markov process for which one needs to know the transition probabilities; there is a conditional i.i.d. within this type of data.

This approach parallels the experimental setup in quantum mechanics, where researchers often examine measurements across

multiple quantum particles. These quantum systems may include particles that interact or do not interact. For example, photons

do not interact with each other on their own unless we mediate the interaction [37]. Double-slit and polarization experiments

with monochromatic light waves are examples where experimenters make many measurements of several non-interacting

photons. Analyzing multiple non-interacting, identical quantum particles is similar to i.i.d samples in probability theory [38].

Let’s assign probabilities p = (p1, . . . , pn) for each state. In the limit of data ad infinitum, the Kullback-Leibler divergence

(KLD) H(ν | p) =∑n
i νi log

νi
pi

is the rate function in Sanov’s Large deviation theorem [31].

With p as a fixed parameter, H : ri(∆n) → R≥0 is called entropy, and it is a convex function of empirical frequency ν.

The Legendre-Fenchel transform of entropy H( · | p), free energy F : Rn → R is a function of energies µ defined as

F (µ | p) = log

(
n∑

i=1

pie
µi

)

= logE [eµ] .

The energies µ are conjugate of empirical frequencies ν and are related as follows

νi =
∂

∂µi
F (µ | p) = pie

µi

(
∑n
i=1 pie

µi)
= pie

µi−F (µ|p).

Notation 3. We denote the measure pie
µi−F (µ|p) for i ∈ S as pµ and call it the exponentially tilted measure, tilted by µ. We

borrow this terminology from importance sampling [39]. For n ∈ Z>0, a scalar c ∈ R and vector y =
[
y1 y2 . . . yn

]T ∈
R
n, we define the operation y+c := y+c1n =

[
y1 + c y2 + c . . . yn + c

]T
. We define ey = expy :=

[
ey1 ey2 . . . eyn

]T
.

For y ∈ R
n and C ⊂ R

n, define y + C := {x+ y | x ∈ C}.

Let eµ−F (µ|p) be a random variable on S taking values eµi−F (µ|p) for i ∈ S. The random variable eµ−F (µ|p) is a Radon-

Nikodym derivative because it is positive and has expectation

E

[

eµ−F (µ|p)
]

=

n∑

i=1

pie
µi−F (µ|p) =

n∑

i=1

νi = 1.

Notice that the space of empirical frequencies, ri(∆n) is one dimension less than that of energies R
n; this is because

empirical frequencies depend on each other via the relation
∑n
i=1 νi = 1. A single ν ∈ ri(∆n) has infinitely many conjugates

µ. That is, if µ is a conjugate of ν then for c > 0, µ+ c is also a conjugate of ν. This follows a similar principle in science:

energy is not an absolute quantity but is always measured relative to a reference point.

Lemma 1. (Free Energy Chain Rule) Let 1n denote a n-vector of ones. For any µ(1),µ(2) ∈ R
n, we have

F (µ(1) + µ(2) | p) = F
(

µ(1) | p
)

+ F
(

µ(2) | pµ(1)
)

Proof.

Starting with the definition of free energy of µ(1) + µ(2)

F (µ(1) + µ(2) | p) = log

(
n∑

i=1

pie
µ
(1)
i

+µ
(2)
i

)

= log

(
n∑

i=1

pie
µ
(1)
i

−F (µ(1)|p)eµ
(2)
i

+F (µ(1)|p)

)

= F
(

µ(2) + 1nF
(

µ(1) | p
) ∣
∣
∣p

µ(1)
)

= F
(

µ(1) | p
)

+ F
(

µ(2) | pµ(1)
)

We see that the change in reference point for energies corresponds to the exact change in reference for free energy in the

following corollary.

Corollary 2. For a scalar c ∈ R, F (µ+ c | p) = c+ F (µ | p).
Proof.This follows directly from the fact that pc1n = p and lemma 1.

The previous corollary should help us realize that the free energy function is not strictly convex since F
(
1
2 ((µ+ 2c) + (µ)) | p

)
=

1
2 (2c+ F (µ | p)) + 1

2F (µ | p).
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The Hessian of H provides the metric on ri(∆n) ⊂ R
n, the space of ν; and the Hessian of F provides the metric on R

n,

the space of µ.

gij(µ) =
∂2

∂µi∂µj
F (µ | p) = ∂

∂µj
νi =

∂

∂µj
pie

µi−F (µ|p)

= δji

(

pie
µi−F (µ|p)

)

−
(

pie
µi−F (µ|p)

)(

pje
µj−F (µ|p)

)

=
(

pie
µi−F (µ|p)

)(

δji − pje
µj−F (µ|p)

)

.

We notice that g(µ) is the covariance matrix of the random variable In with the probability distribution pµ and moreover, for

an arbitrary random variable y : Ω → R, the inner-product of ∂
∂µi

F (µ | p) and y is

yT
∂

∂µi
F (µ | p) = yTν = E

ν [y] .

Since g(µ) provides the metric in the space of µ, the space of all random variables in Ω, for random variables y : Ω → R

and z : Ω → R we can compute the bilinear form,

yT g(µ)z =
n∑

i=1

n∑

j=1

gij(µ)yizj

=

n∑

i=1

n∑

j=1

(

pie
µi−F (µ|p)

)(

δji − pje
µj−F (µ|p)

)

yizj

=

n∑

i=1

yizipie
µi−F (µ|p) −

(
n∑

i=1

yipie
µi−F (µ|p)

)(
n∑

i=1

zipie
µi−F (µ|p)

)

= E
ν [yz] − E

ν [y]Eν [z] .

The bilinear form results in the covariance between random variables y and z under the empirical frequency ν as a probability

measure. Suppose that z = y, then we obtain the quadratic form

yT g(µ)y = E
ν
[
y2
]
− (Eν [y])

2
.

The quadratic form results in the random variable y variance under the empirical frequency ν as a probability measure.

B. Contraction of empirical frequencies

Now consider a random variable X : Ω → R
k, taking values x1, . . . ,xn ∈ R

k. After N observations X(1), . . . ,X(N), we

compute the empirical mean as:

x =
1

N

N∑

j=1

X(j).

We express this through empirical frequencies as x =
∑n

i=1 νixi. Using the matrix-form notation from notation 1, the random

variable X has x1, . . . ,xn as columns. It follows that

X =





| | |
x1 x2 · · · xn
| | |



 and, x = Xν.

Throughout our discussion, we will assume that the rowspace of X is full-rank, does not contain
[
1 1 . . . 1

]
, and k < n−1.

Suppose k = n − 1, the rows of X are linearly independent, and the rowspace does not contain
[
1 1 . . . 1

]
. In that case,

the random variable X provides holographic information about ν via n linearly independent equations, and we may define

a change of basis from the space of ν to the space of x. The expression of empirical mean via empirical frequencies helps

us compute the probability of observing a certain empirical mean x. This probability is simply summation over all empirical

frequencies ν ∈ Ax = {ν ∈ R
n
>0 |∑n

i=1 νi = 1,
∑n
i=1 νixi = x} keeping in mind that this set is discrete since the separation

of empirical frequencies is 1
N

.
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P [x] = P




1

N

N∑

j=1

X(j) = x



 =
∑

ν∈Ax

e
−N

∑

νi log
(

νi
pi

)

=
∑

ν∈Ax

e−NH(ν|p). (8)

In the summation
∑

ν∈Ax
e−NH(ν|p), among the several ν ∈ Ax, only the ν with the minimum H(ν | p) will prevail as

N becomes larger. This is known as the maximum term method in textbooks on Statistical Mechanics [40]. Therefore, the rate

function is effectively the infimum defined as follows

φ(x | p) = inf
ν∈ri(∆n)

{

H(ν | p)
∣
∣
∣
∣

n∑

i=1

νixi = x

}

(9)

= inf
ν∈ri(∆n)

{
n∑

i=1

νi log

(
νi
pi

)
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

n∑

i=1

νixi = x

}

Eq (9) is the contraction principle from Large Deviation theory [31]. In convex analysis [41], the authors typically denote

contractions involving linear transformations as φ = (XH). The rate function φ(x | p) is a convex function of x [41], and it

is the entropy function as a function of empirical mean x and the probability measure p. The domain of x is the open convex

hull of x1, . . . ,xn which we denote as Conv (X) = Conv (x1, . . . ,xn).
Following dual operations (see p. 142, Theorem 16.3 of [41]), we simplify the rate function as

φ(x | p) = inf
y

{

yTx− log

(
n∑

i=1

pie
yTxi

)}

= αTx− log

(
n∑

i=1

pie
αTxi

)

Where α ∈ R
k is the unique solution to

∑

i pie
αTxixi = x

∑n
i=1 pie

αTxi . This follows from the fact that log
(
∑n

i=1 pie
αTxi

)

is a smooth convex function of α ∈ R
k and no two values of α can have the same gradient. This defines a diffeomorphism

between Conv (X) ⊂ R
k, the space of x and R

k, the space of α. The duality also establishes that

ν∗j =
pje

αTxj

∑n
i=1 pie

αTxi
, for j ∈ S

is the optimizer for optimization problem in equation (9), in the form of an exponential family of distributions with parameters

α in the discrete space. Alternatively, one can also say that the empirical means x ∈ Conv (X) determine an embedding within

ri(∆n) via the relation νx = pXT∇φ(x|p) and we prove that it is the information projection of ν onto a x-measurable space in

lemma 7. Exponential family of distributions are thoroughly explored in previous works of IG [3] [42], statistical mechanics

[43], thermodynamics including the works like those of Szilard [44]. This family includes some of the most frequently used

statistical models, including Gaussian, Gamma, Poisson, and Geometrical.

A reader familiar with the Legendre-Fenchel transform can identify α as the conjugate variable. Fixing our probabilistic

measure p, the Legendre-Fenchel transform of our entropy function φ(x | p) is

ψ(α | p) = inf
x

{
αTx− φ(x | p)

}

= log

(
n∑

i=1

pie
αTxi

)

.

As a consequence of Legendre-Fenchel transform, we notice that ψ is the lift of F , that is

ψ(α | p) = F (αTX | p). (10)

In convex analysis [41], the authors typically denote lift involving linear transformations as ψ = (FX).
The Hessian of φ and ψ provide the metric on the space of x, Conv (X) and the dual space of α, Rk respectfully. The

Legendre-Fenchel transform provides a framework within which the Hessians of dual functions are inverses of each other.

When x and α are Legendre conjugates of each other, then x = ∇αψ(α) and α = ∇xφ(x). We have

∇α∇αψ(α) = (∇x∇xφ(x))
−1 .

Using the contraction from equation (10), the Hessians of ψ and F are related as
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∇α∇αψ(α) = XT
(

∇µ∇µ F (µ)|µ=αTX

)

X. (11)

The linear transformation µ = XTα embeds the space of α ∈ R
k within the space of µ ∈ R

n. Riemannian geometry [45]

naturally transforms a metric to an embedding, aligning with equation (11).

The Hessian of ψ simplifies to

∇α∇αψ(α) = Covν (X) .

The Hessian on ψ results in the covariance of the random variable X under empirical frequency ν as a probability measure.

Typically, one calculates the empirical covariance directly from the observed data or using the empirical frequency. However,

in our context, we focus on the space of empirical mean x and its conjugate variable α, not the empirical frequencies. The

covariance emerged from the Hessian of ψ without knowing the empirical frequencies ν, indirectly from the data. Hence,

we will call this quantity the “explained covariance”. If the empirical mean x uniquely determines the empirical frequency

ν through the set of linear equation
∑n
i=1 νixi = x, we call this scenario holographic. The information provided by the

random variable X is complete. If the equation admits infinitely many solutions, then this reflects incomplete information.

This perspective reflects E. T. Jaynes’ view [16] that for general problems of scientific inference, almost all arise from

incomplete information rather than ‘randomness’. Information geometry represents empirical data ad infinitum, which means

there is no randomness. When information is incomplete, we view probability theory as an extension of logic when deductive

reasoning falls short. Within our framework, we use the theory of large deviation and the contraction principle to characterize

the explained covariance and represent it using the Hessian of ψ.

In the space of x, the Riemannian metric is the inverse of the explained variance of the random variable X.

∇x∇xφ(x) = Covν (X)−1
(12)

This further deepens the implication of using the Hessian of the rate function as a Riemannian metric in the space of x. Each

random variable in X may represent a different measured quantity with different scales and units, and the standard Euclidean

metric is fundamentally inadequate and inappropriate for any analysis. A metric that adjusts to variability and correlation among

measurements is required, achieved by the inverse of the covariance matrix. In scientific and engineering settings, decisions

about units and scaling typically hinge on measurement error, strengthening our rationale for the metric.

Example 2. Consider two independent unit-variance random variables X1 and X2. Since the random variables possess unit

variance and are independent, the Euclidean metric makes sense for measuring the distance between measurements. That is,

the distance element ∆s is found using

(∆s)2 = (∆x1)
2 + (∆x2)

2.

The metric with the coordinates (x1, x2) is gij = δji . We now introduce a covariance factor 0 < ρ < 1, consider two

correlated, unit-variance random variables Y1 = X1, Y2 = ρX1 +
√

1− ρ2X2 which is written as

Y =

[
Y1
Y2

]

=

[
1 0

ρ
√

1− ρ2

] [
X1

X2

]

= LX,

where L =

[
1 0

ρ
√

1− ρ2

]

.

The covariance between Y1 and Y2 is

E[Y1Y2]− E[Y1]E[Y2] = ρ
(
E[X2

1 ]− E[X1]
2
)
+
√

1− ρ2 (E[X1X2]− E[X1]E[X2]) = ρ.

Since the transformation is linear, invertible, and non-identity, the new metric tensor representation g̃ij is not δji . Building

on one of the fundamental principles of geometry, where distance is geometric object invariant under change of coordinates

chart, we compute the distance element ∆s in terms of coordinates (y1, y2).

(∆s)2 = (∆x)T (∆x) = (L−1∆y)T (L−1∆y) = (∆y)T (LLT )−1(∆y)

=
[
∆y1 ∆y2

]
[
1 ρ
ρ 1

]−1 [
∆y1
∆y2

]

.

This example illustrates how the metric representation changes to the inverse of covariance between axes. Moreover, it is

well-known for a multivariate Gaussian distribution (µ,Σ) that the quadratic form 1
2 (X − µ)TΣ−1(X − µ) in the exponent

emerges naturally. This form mirrors the expression for the squared distance element (∆s)2 in terms of the new coordinates

(y1, y2), illustrating the relationship between statistical concepts and geometric interpretations.
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C. Fenchel-Young inequality, entropy production, and divergence

The Legendre-Fenchel duality also provides us with an inequality known as the Fenchel-Young inequality [41]

σ(x,α | p) = φ(x | p) + ψ(α | p)−αTx ≥ 0, for all α ∈ R
k,x ∈ Conv (X) (13)

We may also express the function σ(x,α | p) as φ(x | pXT α). The terms on the r.h.s. of (13) are known in thermodynamics

as entropy, free energy, and mean internal energy. The equal sign holds at an equilibrium and is positive for non-equilibrium.

Therefore, we recognize the function σ(x,α | p) as entropy production, which is always non-negative and achieves equality

when α and x are a Legendre-Fenchel (LF) pair. That is, α = ∇xψ(x | p) or equivalently x = ∇αφ(α | p). This condition

is an equilibrium between α and x.

Let’s represent α by it’s conjugate variable y, that is α = ∇xφ(x | p)
∣
∣
∣
x=y

or simply ∇yφ(y | p). Then we define a

function Dφ of both x and y as follows

Dφ(x,y | p) = σ (x,∇yφ(y | p) | p)
= φ(x | p)− φ(y | p)− (∇yφ(y | p))T (x− y) or,

= φ
(

x

∣
∣
∣p

(∇yφ(y|p))
)

.

The last expression is a Bregman divergence constructed using the convex function φ, extensively explored by Amari [3].

The Bregman divergence constructed using φ and ψ are related as follows

Dφ(x,y | p) = Dψ(β,α | p),
where α,β are the conjugates of x,y respectively. The Bregman divergence constructed using H(ν | p), is simply the KLD

[3]

DH(ν(1),ν(2) | p) = H(ν(1) | ν(2)).

Since φ is a contraction of H , the corresponding divergences are related, that is

Lemma 3. Suppose α,β are the conjugates of x,y respectively. Let νx = pXTα,νy = pXTβ then,

Dφ(x,y | p) = H(νx | νy).

Proof.

H(νx | νy) = νTx
(
XT (α− β)− 1n(ψ(α)− ψ(β))

)

= xT (α− β)− (ψ(α)− ψ(β))

= φ(x) + ψ(β)− xTβ = Dφ(x,y | p).

The Fenchel-Young inequality establishes that Dφ(x,y | p) ≥ 0 and equality holds iff x = y. Taking the gradient twice on

divergence/entropy also provides us with the hessian of φ as follows

∇x∇xDφ|x=z
= ∇y∇yDφ|y=z

= − ∇x∇yDφ|y=x=z
= ∇x∇xφ|x=z . (14)

Equipped with the smooth bijective relation from LFT, we may view x and α as different coordinates for the same point in

a manifold of dimension k; we will refer to the space Conv (X) as M. This manifold is smooth, equipped with a maximal

smooth atlas G that includes the global charts corresponding to both x and α.

The relevance of divergence in information geometry stems from its geometrical invariance. Although the rate function φ
defined on Conv (X) is a convex function due to the large deviation contraction principle, it may not preserve convexity

under coordinate transformations. Amari highlights this in his discussion on dual affine coordinates [3].

Consider a smooth and bijective transformation κ : Rk → R
k mapping x = κ(u). Let G(x), a k × k matrix represent the

metric tensor in x coordinates and K(u) be the Jacobian corresponding to the transformation κ,

K(u) =










∂κ1

∂u1

∂κ1

∂u2
· · · ∂κ1

∂uk

∂κ2

∂u1

∂κ2

∂u2
· · · ∂κ2

∂uk

...
...

. . .
...

∂κk

∂u1

∂κk

∂u2
· · · ∂κk

∂uk
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where κi are the component functions of κ. The metric tensor G(u) in terms of u is G(u) = K(u)TG(κ(u))K(u).
If the coordinate transformation is affine, the rate function retains convexity, and the Hessian transforms like a metric tensor.

Let A be a non-singular linear transformation from R
k to R

k and fix b ∈ R
k. Consider the map x = Ay + b; under this

transformation, the rate function and its Hessian in terms of y is

φ′(y) = φ(Ay + b),∇yφ
′(y) = AT ∇xφ(x)|x=Ay+b and,

∇y∇yφ
′(y) = AT

(

∇x∇xφ(x)|x=Ay+b

)

A.

The Hessian of the rate function does not transform like a metric tensor under a general coordinate transformation, rendering

it ineffective for computing the metric in charts other than those defined by x and α. However, a divergence always retains

its properties under coordinate transformations. Define a divergence D : M ×M → R≥0. Introduce a global chart with the

diffeomorphism ξ : M → U , mapping the manifold M to an open set U ⊂ R
k. We extend the definition of divergence directly

within this chart for convenient notation. For any x,y ∈ U,D(x,y) represents D(ξ−1(x), ξ−1(y)).
A divergence function satisfies the following properties:

• D(q1, q2) ≥ 0 for all q1, q2 ∈ M ,

• D(q1, q2) = 0 if and only if q1 = q2
• At every point x ∈ U , D(x,x + dx) is a positive-definite quadratic form for infinitesimal displacements dx from x. 2

The third property of the divergence function indicates that we may locally approximate the divergence using a quadratic

form, which defines a Riemannian metric on the manifold. In matrix notation, we express the quadratic form as

D(x,x + dx) =
1

2
(dx)TG(x)(dx) +O(‖dx‖3).

Here the entries of positive-definite G(x) are gij(x) =
∂2D
∂yi∂yj

∣
∣
∣
y=x

. We see that for any coordinate transformation κ : Rk →
R
k mapping x = κ(u) we have

dx = K(u)T du.

This transforms G as G(u) = K(u)TG(κ(u))K(u), which confirms G as a valid metric tensor.

We saw that divergence offers a geometrical utility compared to the rate function, which is chart-bound. Equation (14)

demonstrates that the quadratic form of the Bregman divergence Dφ, constructed using the rate function φ, corresponds to the

Hessian of the rate function, the metric we determined in equation (12).

D. Conditional entropy

So far we explored the rate function in the (n− 1)-dimensional space of empirical frequencies ν and k-dimensional space

of empirical mean x using the rate functions from the probabilities P

[
1
N

∑N
j=1 1

(j)
i = νi, i ∈ S

]

and P

[
1
N

∑N
j=1 X

(j) = x
]

respectively. Each measurement of x leaves us with the (n − k − 1)-dimensional manifold Ax = {ν ∈ R
n
>0 | ∑k

i=1 νi =
1,
∑n
i=1 νixi = x}.

We find the probability that counting frequencies are ν given that the empirical mean of the random variable X is x using

conditional probability

P [ν | x] = P




1

N

N∑

j=1

I(j)n = ν

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

1

N

N∑

j=1

X(j) = x



 =
P

[
1
N

∑N
j=1 I

(j)
n = ν

]

P

[
1
N

∑N
j=1 X

(j) = x
] = e−N(H(ν|p)−φ(x|p)) if ν ∈ Ax,

= 0 otherwise.

In the space of Ax, the rate function is H(ν | p) − φ(x | p), which is again convex, non-negative, and attains its minima

at ν∗j =
pje

α
T xj

∑

n
i=1 pie

α
T xi

= pje
αTxj−ψ(α|p), for j ∈ S. We realize it from the following lemma.

Lemma 4. H(ν | p)− φ(x | p) = H(ν | pXTα), where α is the conjugate of x w.r.t φ(x | p).
Proof.

2The first two properties make the set of points in the hyperplane x = y the global minimum of D. Using the fact that the directional derivative of ∇xD

and ∇yD should not change for vectors along x = y, we get that ∂2D
∂yi∂yj

∣

∣

∣

y=z

= ∂2D
∂xi∂xj

∣

∣

∣

x=z

= − ∂2D
∂xi∂yj

∣

∣

∣

y=x=z

. So, the third property is sometimes

stated as “At every point x ∈ U , D(x+ dx, x) is a positive-definite quadratic form for infinitesimal displacements dx from x.” or “At every point x ∈ R
n,

−∇x∇yD(x, y)|
y=x

is a positive-definite matrix.”



13

Since ν ∈ Ax, we have x = Xν. So, φ(x | p) = xTα− ψ(α | p) = νT (XTα)− ψ(α | p) = νT
(
XTα− 1nψ(α | p)

)
.

We substitute this into

H(ν | p)− φ(x | p) = H(ν | p)− νT
(
XTα− 1nψ(α | p)

)

=

n∑

i=i

νi log
νi
pi

−
n∑

i=i

νi
(
xTi α− ψ(α | p)

)

=
n∑

i=i

νi log
νi

piex
T
i
α−ψ(α|p)

= H(ν | pXTα)

Corollary 5. (Pythagorean theorem for KLD) For the affine polytope Ax, define ν∗ = arg infν∈Ax
{H(ν | p)}, then for any

ν ∈ Ax,

H(ν | p) = H(ν | ν∗) +H(ν∗ | p) (15)

Proof.

Substituting pXTα = ν∗ and φ(x | p) = H(ν∗ | p) in lemma 4 gives us this result.

We may describe the additive form of the Pythagorean theorem for KLD in the multiplicative form involving conditional

probability for large measurements. That is

P [ν] = P [ν | x]P [x]

e−NH(ν|p) = e−NH(ν|ν∗)e−NH(ν∗|p) where ν ∈ Ax.

Consider the case where S = Y ×Z , is a product of two state-spaces Y and Z . If we condition on measuring the empirical

frequencies of one of the state spaces (say Y), then the entropy chain from information theory literature [46] emerges as a

special case of the Pythagorean theorem.

Corollary 6. Fix Y = {1, . . . , n1}, Z = {1, . . . , n2} and p = {pyz}Y×Z . Define py =
{
py. =

∑

z∈Z pyz
}

y∈Y
as the

marginal probability and p(z|y) =
{
pyz
py.

}

Y×Z
as the conditional probabilties. And similarly define ν = {νyz}Y×Z as the

empirical frequencies, νy =
{
νy. =

∑

z∈Z νyz
}

y∈Y
as the marginal measurement and ν(z|y) =

{
νyz
νi.

}

Y×Z
then

H(ν | p) = H (νy | py) +
∑

y∈Y

νy.H
(
ν(z|y) | p(z|y)

)
.

Proof.We have
∑

z∈Z νyz = νy as our empirical mean, using corollary 5 we obtain ν∗ =
{

νy.
pyz
py.

}

Y×Z
. Plug this in equation

(15) to finish the proof.

Lemma 7 (Information Projection). Suppose the empirical frequency ν and the empirical mean x determine the σ-algebras

Fν and Fx respectfully. Then Fx ⊂ Fν , and the information projection of empirical frequency ν onto Fx is

E[ν | x] = E[ν | Fx] = arg inf
Fx− measurable z

E[(z − ν)2] = arg inf
ν∈ri(∆n)

{

H(ν | p)
∣
∣
∣
∣

n∑

i=1

νixi = x

}

Proof.

For ω ∈ Ω = SN , define α as the conjugate of x(ω). Then

E[ν | Fx](ω) =
∑

ν′∈∆n

ν′
P [ν ′ | x(ω)] =

∑

ν′∈Ax(ω)

ν ′e−NH(ν′|pXT
α)

= pXT α since e−NH(ν′|pXT
α) → 0 as N → ∞.

This finishes the proof since pXTα = arg infν∈ri(∆n)

{

H(ν | p)
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑n
i=1 νixi = x

}

.

The function H(ν | pXTα) is a rate function on empirical frequencies conditioned on the measurement of empirical mean

x.
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We represent the space Ax as the interior of the convex hull of V = {ν̄1, . . . , ν̄m}, where m ∈ Z>0 is a positive integer

and the entries ν̄1, . . . , ν̄m are all the endpoints of the polytope formed by the closure Ax. At first glance, noting that Ax is

n− k − 1 dimensional, one may conclude that the number of endpoints, m, must be n− k, but this is not true. Consider the

following example where m 6= n− k.

Example 3. Let n = 4, k = 1, X =
[
1 1 0 0

]
,x = 1/2. One obtains the endpoints of Ax = {ν ∈ R

4
≥0 | ν1 + ν2 =

1/2, ν1 + ν2 + ν3 + ν4 = 1} by taking intersections with the axes in R
4. The endpoints are

(
1

2
, 0,

1

2
, 0

)

,

(
1

2
, 0, 0,

1

2

)

,

(

0,
1

2
,
1

2
, 0

)

, and

(

0,
1

2
, 0,

1

2

)

.

In this case, we obtain m = 4. The manifold Ax is a 2-dimensional square embedded in R
4 and we may realize this with the

map (θ1, θ2) ∈ [0, 1]× [0, 1] 7→
(
1
2θ1,

1
2 (1 − θ1),

1
2θ2,

1
2 (1− θ2)

)
∈ Ax.

In the previous example, the empirical mean measurement of X =
[
1 1 0 0

]
results in a square embedded in R

4.

Similarly, for n = 5, the empirical mean measurement of X =
[
1 1 0 0 0

]
results in a triangular prism

(
[0, 1]×∆3

)

embedded in R
5 with 6 endpoints. For specific instances of Ax as seen in the previous example, one can construct a global

chart for the entire polytope. However, devising a general method with a global chart that works uniformly across all convex

polytopes is complex. A classic result in this area is that we may triangulate any finite-dimensional convex polytope [47]–[49].

In a loose sense, the result states that one may cut a convex polytope into multiple pieces that resemble the space ∆n−k. In the

language of Lee’s topology textbook [50], we say that a finite-dimensional convex polytope admits a simplicial decomposition.

In example (3), the triangulation means that we may divide a square into triangles (∆3) and a triangular prism into multiple

tetrahedrons (∆4).

The motivation for the simplicial decomposition of a finite-dimensional convex polytope comes from the Caratheodary

theorem [41], which states that we may represent any point in a convex polytope of dimension d ∈ Z>0 as a convex combination

of d+1 endpoints. This representation is akin to a mixture family of probability distributions and provides a rich structure to

Ax beyond the geometrical considerations discussed earlier. The current work covers Ax by simplices (ri(∆n−k)); we allow

simplices to overlap and endow the complex polytope with a smooth structure exploiting the simplex charts similar to the

space of empirical frequencies (ri(∆n)) but in a lower dimension of n−k. Such an approach naturally leads to linear transition

maps on the intersections of simplices, thus providing a smooth structure to Ax.

Suppose U ⊂ Ax is a simplex open in Ax, then we may represent it as a convex hull of n−k linearly independent endpoints

of Ax. That is, U = Conv (Q), where Q = {q1,q2, . . . ,qn−k} ⊂ V. We describe U as a simplex since Conv (Q)
is homeomorphic to ri(∆n−k). We represent any point in ν ∈ U using parameters η ∈ ri(∆n−k), as ν = Qη. This

representation of empirical frequency in U describes a mixture family of probability distributions with parameters η. The

parameters η ∈ ri(∆n−k) akin to the higher dimensional ν ∈ ri(∆n) is a local chart to Ax. We can also define LF conjugates

concerning the rate function H(ν | pXTα), introducing χ ∈ R
n−k as variables that resemble energy components analogous

to µ ∈ R
n. In the local chart, the LFT of H(ν | pXTα) is another free energy. Additionally, we may define entropy

production/divergence and metric on the manifold. We discuss these details in the appendix.

E. Markov dependent and identically distributed sequences category

As contradistinction, we now discuss a non-i.i.d. case. At the place of empirical frequency ν = (ν1, · · · , νn) we now

consider transition pairs ν(2) = (νij)n×n from data ad infinity, where

νij =
1

N

N∑

ℓ=1

1

(ℓ−1)
i 1

(ℓ)
j ,

with
n∑

j=1

νkj =
n∑

i=1

νik and

n∑

i,j=1

νij = 1.

As the previous equations reveal, the empirical pair counting has a stationary marginal distribution: shift invariant [31]. In the

place of KLD, one now has a large deviation rate function

H(2)
(
ν(2) |P

)
=

n∑

i,j=1

νij log
νij

n∑

k=1

νik Pij

, (16)

in which P = (Pij)n×n is a Markov transition probability matrix with all Pij ≥ 0 and the sum over each row being 1.
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The function H(2)
(
ν(2) | P

)
is convex for ν(2) ∈ ri(∆n) := ∆⊗ · · · ⊗∆

︸ ︷︷ ︸
n

: For any α ∈ [0, 1],

H(2)
(

αν(2)
a + (1− α)ν

(2)
b

∣
∣
∣P
)

≤ αH(2)
(
ν(2)
a

∣
∣P
)
+ (1− α)H(2)

(
ν
(2)
b

∣
∣P
)
,

where ν
(2)
a , ν

(2)
b ∈ ri(∆n). Its LFT

F (2)
(
u | P

)
= sup

ν(2)∈ri(∆n)







n∑

i,j=1

νijuij −H(2)
(
ν(2) | P

)






= logλmax

(

Peu
)

, (17)

where Peu denotes the n× n matrix with entries Pije
uij , and

∑n
i,j=1 νijuij is known as the Frobenius inner product of two

matrices ν and u. Eq. (17) implies

νij =
∂

∂uij
F (2)

(
u | P

)
= λ−1

max

(

Peu
) ∂

∂uij
λmax

(

Peu
)

=
Pije

uijviwj

λmax

(
Peu

) , (18)

in which v = (v1, · · · , vn) and w = (w1, · · · , wn) are the left and right eigenvectors of matrix Peu corresponding to the

principal eigenvalue λmax. Therefore

n∑

i=1

νik = vkwk =

n∑

j=1

νkj and

n∑

k=1

vkwk = 1. (19)

IV. CONCLUSION

The present work pays particular attention to the critical distinction of empirical counting frequencies under i.i.d and

probabilities. It uses concrete fundamentals of information theory to lay a foundational framework for information geometry.

Under Kolmogorov’s theory of probability, the empirical frequencies are themselves random variables with an associated

probability. The distinction is instrumental in applying large deviation theory results as a limit theorem. Using large deviation

theory, we revealed a rich structure on the manifold of empirical data under i.i.d samples. We also distinguish the manifold

of empirical data from the manifold of statistical models in information geometry literature: the manifold of probability

distributions. However, heuristically, the manifold of empirical data ad infinitum is a “dual” representation to the space of

statistical models. The Legendre-Fenchel transform central to Gibbs’ statistical thermodynamics method, large deviation theory,

and convex optimization provided us with a dual space of internal energies. The energetic description of data provides a certain

additivity in energy space, and the description of mean internal energy, free energy, and entropy allows us to define statistical

physics. The dual notion of empirical frequencies and internal energies bridge the methodologies used by information theorists

and physicists. We provide a robust idea of information projection using probability theory.

The presentation of our methods is limited to a discrete Ω space, and with the language of Polish spaces from large deviation

theory and real analysis, our insights can easily extend to continuous spaces like R
n. Instead of focusing on the differential

geometry topics of tangent spaces, affine connections, geodesics, and the Riemannian curvature, we focus on justifying the

use of the Hessian of the rate function (also called the Fisher information matrix) as an appropriate metric in Sec. III-B. The

notion of dually flat connections in information geometry naturally arises due to our data manifold possessing a global chart in

both empirical frequency and energy coordinates. Our treatment pivots from the space of a statistical model in IG to a space

of statistical measurements. In engineering applied mathematics that deals with data and quantitative measurements, numerals

are empirically given a priori; that suggests a natural chart, at least locally, for any geometric modeling of statistical data.

The analytical definition of convexity then follows. Furthermore, a proper Riemannian metric should not be based on the local

Euclidean space and Lebesgue measure of the numerals but account for statistical uncertainties within the data encoded in

entropy functions.
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APPENDIX

We continue our discussion from section III-D. Since {q1, . . . ,qn−k} are all endpoint of the simplex U , we relate Q and

the random variable X as

XQ =
[
Xq1 . . . Xqn−k

]
=





| |
x . . . x

| |



 = x1Tn−k or, (20)

(
X− x1Tn

)
Q = 0. (21)

Notice that the columns of QT make the null-space of
(
X− x1Tn

)
.

We define the rate function in the local chart as a function of η

HX(η | p) = H(Qη | p)− φ(x | p) (22)
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In the previous expression, we expressed the rate function as a lift of the entropy function H(· | pXTα), similar to the lift

of free energy function in equation (22). This means the Legendre-Fenchel dual of HX(η | p) is a contraction of F (µ | p)
and we write it as follows

FX(χ | p) = φ(x | p) + inf
µ′

{

F (µ′|p)
∣
∣
∣
∣
QTµ′ = χ

}

. (23)

The pair (η,χ) are LF conjugates if and only if they satisfy the equality

FX(χ | p) +HX(η | p)− ηTχ = 0. (24)

Additionally, ∇χFX(χ | p) = η.

We show that FX(χ + c1n−k | p) = c + FX(χ | p), which presents evidence that FX is convex but not strictly convex.

Starting with equation (23)

FX(χ + c1n−k | p) = φ(x | p) + inf
µ′

{

F (µ′|p)
∣
∣
∣
∣
QTµ′ = χ+ c1n−k

}

= φ(x | p) + inf
µ′

{

F (µ′|p)
∣
∣
∣
∣
QT (µ′ − c1n) = χ

}

= φ(x | p) + inf
µ′′

{

F (µ′′ + c1n|p)
∣
∣
∣
∣
QTµ′′ = χ

}

= φ(x | p) + inf
µ′′

{

F (µ′′|p) + c

∣
∣
∣
∣
QTµ′′ = χ

}

= c+ FX(χ | p)

Using the previous result, we establish that if (η,χ) are a conjugate pair, then for any scalar c ∈ R, (η,χ + c1n−k) are

also a conjugate pair.

FX(χ+ c1n−k | p) +HX(η | p)− ηT (χ + c1n−k) = FX(χ | p) + c+HX(η | p)− ηTχ− c1 = 0

We will call the conjugate variable χ internal energy and FX(χ | p) free energy since they share similar properties to

that of µ and F (µ | p). It is trivial to confirm that the LF conjugate of χ ∈ R
n−k is a unique η ∈ ri(∆n−k). Suppose

(η1,χ) and (η2,χ) are distinct LF pairs then any affine combination of η1,η2 is a conjugate of χ. That means the function

ηTχ −HX(η | p) attains a supremum for all η = {aη1 + (1 − a)η2 | a ∈ R} ∩ ri(∆n−k), which is not possible since HX

is strictly convex, unlike FX.

Although F is not strictly convex, the solution to the optimization problem in equation (23) exhibits a unique solution. As

seen in corollary (2), the degeneracy arises only along the direction of 1n. One may verify this by finding the basis of the

null space of ∇2
µF as 1n. The set of constraints QTµ = χ in the optimization problem eliminates this degeneracy because

1n can never be in the nullspace of QT since the sum of probabilities is never 0. So, even though F is not strictly convex for

µ ∈ R
n, it is strictly convex on the affine space {µ ∈ R

n | QTµ = χ}.

Suppose µ is the unique solution to the optimization problem in equation (23), then FX(χ | p) = φ(x | p) + F (µ | p).
After substituting this result along with equation (22) in equation (24), we get

φ(x | p) + F (µ | p) +H(Qη | p)− φ(x | p)− ηT (QTµ) = 0

=⇒ F (µ | p) +H(Qη | p)− (Qη)Tµ = 0.

The last result indicates that (Qη,µ) are a LF pair. Suppose for ν,η such that ν = Qη, (ν,µ) is a LF pair w.r.t H(· | p)
then, we show that (η,QTµ) is an LF pair w.r.t HX(· | p). The following lemma will assist us

Lemma 8. Fix x ∈ Conv (X) ,χ ∈ R
n−k, then for any µ′ ∈

{
µ ∈ R

n | QTµ = χ
}

FX(χ | p)− φ(x | p) = F (µ′ | p)− φ(x | pµ′

)

Proof.We represent the affine space
{
µ ∈ R

n | QTµ = χ
}

as µ′ +
{
µ ∈ R

n | QTµ = 0
}

.

Using the fact that the columns of
(
X− x1Tn

)
make the null-space of QT and for β ∈ R

k, we specify any point satisfying

QTµ = χ as follows

µ = µ′ +
(
X− x1Tn

)T
β

= µ′ +XTβ − (xTβ)1n.
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Using this parametrization, we reformulate the contracted free energy FX(χ | α,p) in equation (23) as

FX(χ | p)− φ(x | p) = inf
β

{
F
(
µ′ +XTβ − (xTβ)1n|p

)}

= inf
β

{
F
(
µ′ +XTβ|p

)
− xTβ

}

= inf
β

{

F (µ′ | p) + F
(

XTβ|pµ′

)

− xTβ
}

using Theorem 1,

= F (µ′ | p)− sup
β

{

xTβ − F
(

XTβ|pµ′

)}

= F (µ′ | p)− φ(x | pµ′

) (25)

Since pµ = ν = Qη ∈ Ax, we have φ(x | pµ) = 0. Substituting χ = QTµ, φ(x | pµ) = 0, and µ′ = µ in the previous

lemma gives us

FX(QTµ | p) = φ(x | p) + F (µ | p) = φ(x | p) + µT (ν)−H(ν | p)
= φ(x | p) + µT (Qη)−H(Qη | p)
= ηT (QTµ)−HX(η | p)

The previous result concludes that (η,QTµ) is an LF pair.

Since divergence functions offer a chart-independent geometric utility, we define a divergence based on HX. For χ ∈
R
n−k,η ∈ ∆n−k, that are not necessarily conjugates of each other, we state the Fenchel-Young inequality for HX, FX as

σX (η,χ | p) = FX(χ | p) +HX(η | p)− ηTχ ≥ 0,

the equality holds when (χ,η) are an LF pair. Similar to equation (13), σX is called entropy production.

We construct the Bregman divergence w.r.t HX using entropy production as follows

DHX
(η1,η2 | p) = σX (η1,χ2 | p) .

Suppose ν1 = Qη1,ν2 = Qη2, and (ν1,µ1), (ν1µ2) are LF pairs, then (η1,Q
Tµ1), (η2,Q

Tµ2) are also LF pairs. We

demonstrate the equivalence of divergence functionsDH(· | ·) on ri(∆n) and DHX
(· | ·) on the sub-manifold U ⊂ Ax ⊂ ri(∆n)

as follows

DHX
(η1,η2 | p) = HX(η1 | p)−HX(η2 | p)− (QTµ2)

T (η1 − η2)

= H(Qη1 | p)−H(Qη2 | p)− (µ2)
T (Qη1 −Qη2)

= H(ν1 | p)−H(ν2 | p)− (µ2)
T (ν1 − ν2)

= H(ν1 | ν2) = DH(ν1,ν2 | p).
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