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Abstract

Being infinite dimensional, non-parametric information geometry has long faced an

”intractability barrier” due to the fact that the Fisher-Rao metric is now a functional

incurring difficulties in defining its inverse. This paper introduces a novel framework

to resolve the intractability with an Orthogonal Decomposition of the Tangent Space

(TfM “ S ‘ SK), where S represents an observable covariate subspace.

Through the decomposition, we derive the Covariate Fisher Information Matrix

(cFIM), denoted as Gf , which is a finite-dimensional and computable representative

of information extractable from the manifold’s geometry. Indeed, by proving the Trace

Theorem: HGpfq “ TrpGf q, we establish a rigorous foundation for the G-entropy pre-

viously introduced by us, thereby identifying it not merely as a gradient-based regular-

izer, but also as a fundamental geometric invariant representing the total explainable

statistical information captured by the probability distribution associated with the

model.

Furthermore, we establish a link between Gf and the second-order derivative (i.e.

the curvature) of the KL-divergence, leading to the notion of Covariate Cramér-Rao

Lower Bound(CRLB). We demonstrate that Gf is congruent to the Efficient Fisher In-

formation Matrix, thereby providing fundamental limits of variance for semi-parametric

estimators. Finally, we apply our geometric framework to the Manifold Hypothesis, lift-

ing the latter from a heuristic assumption into a testable condition of rank-deficiency

within the cFIM. By defining the Information Capture Ratio, we provide a rigorous

method for estimating intrinsic dimensionality in high-dimensional data.
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In short, our work bridges the gap between abstract information geometry and the

demand of explainable AI, by providing a tractable path for revealing the statistical

coverage and the efficiency of non-parametric models.

1 Introduction

1.1 Breaking the Intractability Barrier in Infinite Dimensional

Non-Parametric Information Geometry

Information geometry treats families of probability distributions as geometric spaces

known as statistical manifolds. Within this framework, the Fisher-Rao metric stands as

the canonical measure of statistical distinguishability, successfully defining the Riemannian

structure of these spaces. Current applications are primarily confined to Amari’s finite-

dimensional parametric geometry, in which probability distributions are mapped from an

Euclidean space into a Riemannian manifold Mθ indexed by specific and unknown param-

eters θ. However, transitioning from these finite coordinate systems to the non-parametric

setting, which is typically an infinite-dimensional manifold M “ tfu, necessitates far more

than a simple generalization. It creates a formidable barrier of intractability, in which the

Fisher-Rao metric, gf , ceases to be a computable matrix. Instead, it becomes an analyti-

cally unusable functional involving infinite-dimensional calculations. Without a manageable

coordinate basis, basic geometric operations, such as calculating local curvature or geodesic

distances, become statistically and computationally impossible.

To overcome the formidable hurdle, we introduce a novel geometric approach: the or-

thogonal decomposition of the tangent space TfM . This approach is designed to impose a

statistically meaningful coordinate system onto the otherwise unwieldy infinite-dimensional

manifold. By partitioning the tangent space into explainable and residual components, we
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define the structural partition of the space conceptually as

TfM “ S ‘ SK,

where S is a subspace and SK its orthogonal complement under the Fisher-Rao metric. This

decomposition provides us rigorously with a convenient separation of manageable statistical

signal from unexplainable complexity, while ensuring that the infinite-dimensional tangent

space closure retains a formal Hilbert space structure. Furthermore, the orthogonal de-

composition gains for us structurally the partitioning of the statistical information into two

fundamentally distinct and gf -orthogonal components. Specifically, S, called the Covari-

ate Subspace, is the finite-dimensional and analytical part that captures all the statistical

variation explained by the observable x. And (SK), called the Residual Subspace, remains

infinite-dimensional, consisting of pure noise and unobserved factors. This decomposition

is significant because the geometry restricted to S (defined by Gf ) provides the statistical

relevance needed, for example, for semi-parametric efficiency as well as a proof for G-entropy

as a measure of explainable information.

Briefly, important benefits of the orthogonal decomposition are as follows:

Firstly, it provides a powerful weapon to solve various problems and applications of in-

finite dimensional information geometry, which will be detailed in later sections. Secondly,

by leveraging the unified framework, we develop a powerful tool based on the matrix Gf for

inference, targeting the explainable manifold. Unlike traditional parametric Fisher informa-

tion, which is often intractable in high-dimensional settings, Gf provides a finite, computable

representation of the metric restricted solely to observable covariate structures. Critically,

this paper establishes a theoretical breakthrough: we prove that TrpGf q defines an entropy

called G-entropy, denoted by HGpfq as proposed by Cheng and Tong (2024), and highlight

the fact that G-entropy is at least as important as the Shannon entropy. This result provides

the first rigorous information-geometric foundation for G-entropy, giving it a clear statistical

meaning as a measure of total information derived directly from the underlying geometry.
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This discovery establishes the fundamental role of G-entropy in generative statistics, offer-

ing a foundational advance for applications in modern high-dimensional settings, such as

generative AI and diffusion models. Thirdly, we further demonstrate the utility of Gf in

semi-parametric efficiency and hypothesis testing for the Manifold Hypothesis. Fourthly, we

discuss the KL-divergence approximation by the orthogonal decomposition.

1.2 Amari’s Finite Dimensional Parametric Information Geome-

try

Without much loss of generality, we henceforth focus on a probability density function

(pdf). The term ”information” in Information Geometry (IG) primarily refers to the amount

of information a random event carries about an unknown pdf or about the unknown parame-

ters of a known pdf. In the earlier statistical literature, information was a direct reference to

R. A. Fisher’s concept of information, formally quantified by the Fisher Information Matrix

(FIM), which is derived from the likelihood function of a statistical model.

Adopting an idea of C. R. Rao, Amari (2021) considered the Riemannian manifold, also

called a statistical manifold, of pdfs M “ tfpx; θq|θ P Θ Ă Rku. He endowed this manifold

with a tensor metric (known as the Fisher-Rao metric)

dS2
“ dθT Ipθqdθ, (1)

where Ipθq is the kˆk Fisher Information Matrix, also denoted as G, so thatG “ pgijq “ Ipθq.

This defines the information geometric manifold pM, gq, whose coordinates are θ.

Since the Fisher-Rao metric defines a Riemannian structure, the distance between two

points (i.e. two pdfs) f1pxq “ fpx; θ1q and f2pxq “ fpx; θ2q in the manifold M is the geodesic

length of the curve that connects f1 and f2 on the manifold M given by

dFRpf1, f2q :“ dFRpθ1, θ2q “ inf
γ

ż 1

0

a

9γptqT Ipγptqq 9γptqqdt, (2)
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where the infimum is taken over all smooth curves such that γ : r0, 1s Ñ Θ, with γp0q “ θ1

and γp1q “ θ2, and 9γptq “
dγ
dt

ptq is the velocity vector of the curve in the parameter space.

Under some mild conditions, by the square-root mapping f ÞÑ
?
f , the space of pdfs is

mapped to a unit sphere in L2 space, and the Fisher-Rao distance between f1 and f2 admits

a closed form:

dFRpf1, f2q “ 2 arccos

ˆ
ż

x

a

f1pxqf2pxqdx

˙

. (3)

This shows that the Fisher-Rao distance corresponds to the spherical geodesic distance be-

tween square-root densities. When f1 looks like f2, we see that the Fisher-Rao distance is

close to zero and when they look different, the distance is getting larger.

(1) Cramér-Rao Lower Bound (CRLB): It is well known that the CRLB provides a funda-

mental lower bound on the covariance of any unbiased estimator θ̂ of a parameter θ:

Covpθ̂q ě Ipθq
´1.

The Fisher Information Matrix Ipθq acts as a Riemannian metric gij on the statistical man-

ifold:

gijpθq “ rIpθqsij “ Eθ

„

B log fpx|θq

Bθi
B log fpx|θq

Bθj

ȷ

.

The CRLB essentially relates the best possible efficiency of an estimator (its minimum

variance) directly to the geometric curvature of the parameter space, as measured by the

Fisher Information Metric.

(2) Bias and Curvature: The Christoffel symbols Γ
pαq

ijk are interpreted as a measure of the sta-

tistical manifold’s curvature in different directions. Specifically, the third-order derivatives of

the log-likelihood that appear in the α-connection components relate to the second-order effi-

ciency of estimators. While the maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) is first-order efficient

(achieving the CRLB asymptotically), it is generally slightly biased. The α-connection’s

curvature terms are used to calculate the second-order bias of the MLE, which quantifies

how much its variance exceeds the CRLB in the large-sample expansion, thus providing a

refined measure of efficiency.
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1.3 The non-parametric information Riemanna manifold

Let M be the manifold of non-parametric smooth pdfs tfu on Rn.

Definition 1. : The tangent space TfM at a point (pdf) f P M is the space of smooth

functions hpxq defined by the directional derivative of a smooth curve γ : p´ϵ, ϵq Ñ M such

that γp0q “ f . A curve γptq in M can be expressed as a family of pdfs ftpxq “ γptqpxq, where

t is the curve parameter. The tangent vector h is a function on Rn satisfying

hpxq “
Bftpxq

Bt

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

.

Lemma 1. Tangent Vector Component Constraint: The component hpxq of a tangent vector

at f must satisfy the zero-integral constraint:

ż

Rn

hpxqdx “ 0.

That is, the tangent space TfM “ th |
ş

x
hpxqdx “ 0u.

Definition 2. A Stein score function s of h is defined as

spxq “ spx, hq “
hpxq

fpxq
(4)

for h P TfM .

Lemma 2. Reparameterization using Stein Score Function:

Let fpxq P M be a smooth pdf. The space of tangent vectors at f is TfM “ thpxq P

C8pX q |
ş

Rn hpxqdx “ 0u. The space of Stein score functions at f is Sf “ tspxq P C8pRnq |

ErspXqs “
ş

Rn spxqfpxqdx “ 0u. The mapping Φ : TfM Ñ Sf , defined by the relationship

between the absolute change hpxq and the proportional change spxq

Φphq “ s “
h

f

is an isomorphism (a linear bijection) between the two vector spaces.
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Definition 3. We define the Fisher-Rao metric gf on the tangent space TfM as the

bilinear functional:

gf ph1,h2q “

ż

Rn

h1pxqh2pxq

fpxq
dx (5)

Then it is straightforward to verify that this definition satisfies the conditions of linearity,

symmetry, and positive-definiteness, thus confirming that gf is a well-defined Riemannian

metric. (See definition in [3]).

Lemma 3. Fisher-Rao Metric Identity: The metric is identically equal to the covariance

of the associated Stein score functions si “ hi{f, i “ 1, 2 with

EX„f rsipXqs “ 0 (6)

and

gf ph1,h2q “ Covps1pXq, s2pXqq. (7)

That is, the Fisher-Rao Metric is the covariance between s1 and s2.

Note that the summation in the Fisher Information Matrix in the parametric case be-

comes, in the non-parametric case, integration over the sample space, say X , and the two

indices i, j become two continuous variables, say x, y.

Metric Kernel: The integral
ş

gpxqh1pxqh2pxq dx can be viewed as the integral of a

tensor density gpxqδpx ´ yq against the tangent vectors.

gf ph1, h2q “

ż

Rn

ż

Rn

„

1

4fpxq
δpx ´ yq

ȷ

looooooooomooooooooon

Metric Kernel gf px,yq

h1pxqh2pyq dx dy

where δpx ´ yq is the Dirac delta function. This is the formal infinite-dimensional tensor,

connecting the ”coordinates” x and y, and the Metric Kernel gf px, yq “
δpx´yq

4fpxq
.

The Role of 1{fpxq: The factor 1
fpxq

ensures that the metric is invariant under diffeo-

morphisms (reparameterizations) of the sample space X , a property proven by the Čencov’s

theorem [2].
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• Low Probability ùñ High Information Weight: If fpxq is very small at a point x,

a small change hpxq at that point implies a large proportional change spxq “
hpxq

fpxq
.

The metric assigns a large weight ( 1
fpxq

) to such a change, making pdfs that differ in

low-probability regions seem far apart. This aligns with the idea that differences in

areas where the distribution is non-zero are highly informative.

• High Probability ùñ Low Information Weight: If fpxq is large, a change hpxq has less

impact on the distance.The full Fisher-Rao metric formula is thus a specific, invariant

way to define the ”length” of a smooth path of pdfs.

1.4 A Crucial Geometric Decomposition in Non-Parametric In-

formation Geometry

The foundation of information geometry, pioneered by Amari, rests upon the elegant

structure of parametric manifolds (M “ MΘ). In this finite-dimensional setting, the Fisher

Information Matrix (FIM), Ipθq, serves as the Riemannian metric. This framework is suc-

cessful because the FIM is directly indexed by the finite parameters θ, providing a convenient

coordinate system for measuring statistical curvature, computing optimal bounds, defining

dual connections and so on.

Although the Fisher-Rao metric is the canonical tool for measuring statistical dis-

tance, its application in non-parametric/high-dimensional settings remains largely unwork-

able. Moving from Amari’s finite-dimensional parametric geometry to the infinite-dimensional

manifold M is challenging as there are fundamental hurdles to overcome. Thus, a new geo-

metric concept is necessary.

1. The Theoretical Hurdle-Loss of Fine Structure and Indexing:

The first and most critical hurdle is the loss of a functional coordinate system. In the

non-parametric space, the Fisher-Rao metric transforms from a matrix Ipθq to a metric

10



functional

gf ph, hq “

ż

h2pxq

fpxq
dx

operating on the infinite-dimensional tangent space TfM for each h, where h P TfM.

Since every vector h represents a valid intrinsic statistical direction 1, the full metric

gf measures the information contained in all possible intrinsic directions.

This framework results in a geometry of coarse structure. The metric gf is a non-

local integral over the entire domain, making it impossible to analytically separate,

isolate, or interpret contributions along specific, meaningful statistical directions that

are externally defined by a finite set of observable covariates (x).

The full functional metric provides only a single, undifferentiated measure of distance,

failing to offer a fine-grained indexing necessary to distinguish between an intrinsic

change that is explainable by the observed features and intrinsic change that is purely

residual. This failure to re-establish an interpretable basis means the resulting geom-

etry is analytically incomplete for applied work. The following is a simple illustration.

Example 1. Imagine a city where every possible path you can take represents a ”di-

rection.”

The Full Metric (gf): If you are standing at the city center, gf measures the total

statistical distance (or effort) required to move from your current spot to any new spot,

regardless of whether you walk, drive, or fly. It’s a measure of the total change, but it

doesn’t tell you how that change occurred. Following is the result.

Coarse Structure: It only tells you the ”straight-line” distance, not the path.

Specific, Meaningful Statistical Directions (S): These are the clearly marked

and indexed roads in the city (e.g., ”Main Street,” ”Highway 101,” ”The Covariate

1A ”direction” in the tangent space (TfM) is formally a tangent vector h. Intuitively, h represents a way

the pdf f can be perturbed or changed.
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Avenue”). When you move along a specific road, you can precisely track your progress

and identify the cause of the movement (e.g., you moved 5 miles along the Main Street).

2. The Computational Hurdle-The Inverse Problem and Unworkable Opti-

mization:

The problem of mere ”intractability” is eclipsed by the computational hurdle related to

the inverse of the metric. In the parametric setting (Amari’s framework), the inverse

of FIM, Ipθq
´1, is the cornerstone for calculating the so-called Natural Gradient—the

statistically optimal direction for gradient-based optimization. 2

In the non-parametric setting or generative processes from a latent space such as the

diffusion models or various decoders, the inverse of the metric functional gf is a highly

complex integral operator. This operator is almost always impossible to analytically

invert or even approximate tractably in high dimensions. Consequently, the theoreti-

cally perfect full natural gradient is computationally unusable. Consequently, while the

full natural gradient is the theoretically ideal direction of steepest statistical descent

(the full Natural Gradient), it remains computationally inaccessible.

The non-parametric geometry is thus paralysed in practice and only beautiful in theory;

it cannot provide a usable optimization tool for modern machine learning algorithms,

which desperately need an efficient gradient pre-conditioning framework.

3. The Applied Hurdle-Conflation of Information and Loss of Relevance

Perhaps the most compelling argument for the orthogonal decomposition lies in the

need for statistical relevance and explainability.

2Unlike the Standard Gradient Descent (SGD), Natural Gradient Descent (NGD) is to use the parametric

Fisher information matrix Ipθq as a Riemannian metric to precondition the gradient. This metric measures

the ”distance” or dissimilarity between two pdfs in a way that is invariant to how the model is parametrized.

See Jiang Hu et al., (2024 [5]).
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In most applied contexts, we are not interested in the total statistical variation captured

by gf , which conflates signal, noise, model misspecification, and unobserved factors.

Instead, we seek the variation that is attributable to the finite set of observable co-

variates x. The full metric gf fails to act as a geometric filter: it conflates explainable

information (the signal of interest) and residual information (the statistical noise or

irrelevance).

2 Fisher-Rao Metric Decomposition: Bridging Ex-

plainability of Fisher Information matrix Gf and In-

tractability of Infinite-Dimensional Information Ge-

ometry

2.1 The Non-Parametric Manifold and the Fisher-Rao Metric Func-

tional

The foundation of modern Information Geometry rests upon endowing a family of proba-

bility distributions, M, with a Riemannian structure. In the Amari’s influential framework,

M is defined parametrically, reducing the geometric analysis to the properties of the finite-

dimensional parameter space Θ. However, to rigorously address problems in non-parametric

statistics and high-dimensional machine learning, we must transition to the non-parametric

manifold.

We define the non-parametric statistical manifold, M, as the set of all probability

density functions (PDFs), fpxq, that are sufficiently smooth and positive on Rn. This formu-

lation, derived from geometric measure theory, makes M an infinite-dimensional space,

meaning that the distribution f cannot be indexed by a finite vector of parameters θ.

The manifold M is equipped with a tangent space, TfM , at each point f in M. A

13



tangent vector h P TfM represents an infinitesimal perturbation or direction of change away

from the reference distribution f . To preserve the probabilistic nature of the manifold, every

tangent vector must satisfy the fundamental constraint that the perturbation preserves total

probability mass:
ż

Rn

hpxqdx “ 0

The Fisher-Rao metric is a functional form. The local geometry of M is defined

by the Fisher-Rao metric. This metric is the unique Riemannian metric (up to scalar

multiplication) that is invariant under smooth transformations of the underlying sample

space Rn. In the non-parametric setting, the metric takes the form of an inner product

functional on the tangent space.

Definition 4. (The Fisher-Rao Metric Functional gf):

The metric gf assigns a scalar value to a pair of tangent vectors h1, h2 P TfM :

gf ph1, h2q “

ż

X

h1pxqh2pxq

fpxq
dx (8)

The statistical length (or information content) of a single deviation h from f is

given by gf ph, hq. The space pTfM, gf q forms an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space.

While mathematically fundamental, the metric functional gf is the primary source of the

”intractability barrier” discussed in the Section 1. In the parametric case, the Fisher

Information matrix (FIM) is a local, finite matrix Ipθq whose entries are explicitly indexed

by the coordinates. In contrast, the non-parametric metric gf relies on a global integral

over the entire domain Rn. That is, the intractability comes from global coupling.

This integral form fundamentally couples the variation across all dimensions of the distri-

bution f . The measurement of length or distance is always a collective, non-local quantity.

This structure prevents the metric from being analytically separable, making it impossible to

isolate or index contributions along specific, meaningful statistical directions, such as those

defined by a finite set of observable covariates. This lack of an intrinsic, finite coordinate
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system is precisely why the standard machinery of parametric information geometry fails,

necessitating the orthogonal decomposition introduced in the subsequent subsection.

In the rest of this paper, we assume that pdf function f is zero-valued at the boundaries of

Rn, which implies fpxq Ñ 0 as }x} Ñ 8. This ensures that the product term in integration

by parts vanishes.

2.2 Orthogonal decomposition of TfM and the Pythagorean The-

orem

The fundamental barrier in non-parametric information geometry is that the Fisher-Rao

metric exists only as an unindexed integral functional. To resolve this, we introduce a

geometric structure derived from observable covariates to partition the tangent space

Definition 5. Covariate Subspace S:

We assume a finite set of d observable features or covariates x “ tx1, . . . , xnu. The

Covariate Subspace S is defined as the d-dimensional subspace of the tangent space TfM

spanned by the score functions corresponding to these features:

S “ span

"

sipxq | sipxq “
B ln fpxq

Bxi

, i “ 1, . . . , n

*

“ twT∇f | w P Rn
u Ă TfM

Any tangent vector hS P S represents a statistical variation that is entirely explainable by

the observed covariate structure.

Definition 6. Residual Subspace SK:

The Residual Subspace SK is the orthogonal complement of S with respect to the Fisher-

Rao metric gf . It comprises all tangent vectors ϵ P TfM that are gf -orthogonal to every

vector in S:

SK
“ tϵ P TfM | gf pϵ, hSq “ 0 @hS P Su

The residual subspace is generally infinite-dimensional and contains all the statistical vari-

ation related to unobserved factors, pure noise, and intrinsic structure not spanned by x.
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Lemma 4. S is a Subspace of TfM

Lemma 5. S is a closed subspace of dimension ď n of TfM with the norm induced by gf .

Theorem 1. Existence and Uniqueness of the Orthogonal Decomposition of TfM :

For every h P TfM , there exists a unique w P Rn and a unique ε P SK such that h “ w¨∇f`ε,

and SK is the orthogonal complement of S with respect to gf .

TfM “ S ‘ SK (9)

That is, to any tangent vector h P TfM , we have the existence and uniqueness of the orthog-

onal decomposition of h

hpxq “ hSpxq ` hKpxq “

n
ÿ

i“1

wi
Bfpxq

Bxi

` εpxq “ w ¨ ∇fpxq ` εpxq, (10)

where hSpxq P S and εpxq “ hKpxq P SK, The decomposition holds if the subspace S is a

closed subspace of the Hilbert space TfM (under the norm induced by gf) and S is finite-

dimensional.

Next we consider analytic representation problem. To any two h1 and h2 in TfM , we

have tangent vectors decomposed:

h1pxq “ wT
1 ∇fpxq ` ε1pxq “ h1,Spxq ` h1,Kpxq

h2pxq “ wT
2 ∇fpxq ` ε2pxq “ h2,Spxq ` h2,Kpxq

where ha,S “ wT
a∇f P S (the covariate subspace) and ha,K “ εa P SK (the orthogonal

complement) for a “ 1, 2.

Lemma 6. Orthogonality of Mixed Terms: gf ph1,S, h2,Kq “ 0 and gf ph1,K, h2,Sq “ 0.

Lemma 7. gf ph1,S, h2,Sq “ wT
1 Gfw2, where Gf is the matrix with entries

pGf qij “ gf

ˆ

Bf

Bxi

,
Bf

Bxj

˙

.
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Corollary 1.

pGf qij “ EX„f rsipXqsjpXqs (11)

where rsipXq and rsjpXq are i ´ th and j ´ th score function of log-likelihood function,

log fpxq.

Definition 7. In order to avoid name’s conflict with the Fisher Information Matrix Ipθq

for parametric pdf family, here we call the matrix Gf “ ppGf qijqnˆn as a Covariate Fisher

Information Matrix (cFIM) for the information geometry manifold M.

If we restrict our view of tangent vectors to S, the infinite-dimensional geometry takes

on the tractable, explainable form of classical parametric geometry in the following theorem.

Theorem 2. Analytical Explainability of the Covariate Metric: Let h P TfM and

hS be its unique orthogonal projection in S. Let wh be the coefficient vector such that hS “

wT
h∇f . Then:

1. The vector wh is the unique solution to the linear equation: Gfwh “ vh, that is, if

f satisifies some mild and reasonable conditions, then Gf will have inverse of matrix,

then we have the coefficient solution by

wh “ G´1
f vh (12)

where vh is the cross-information vector with entries pvhqj “ gf ph, Bjfq.

2. The metric gf evaluated on the projected subspace becomes a finite quadratic form:

gf phS, hSq “ vT
hG

´1
f vh. (13)

This Theorem demonstrates that the covariate decomposition is explainable. While

the original functional metric gf is a ”black box” integral, the metric on the subspace S

behaves exactly like Amari’s parametric Fisher Information Matrix. In this paper, we

call the metric as Covariate Fisher Information Matrix (cFIM). It allows us to index

17



statistical changes using concrete weights (wh), transforming abstract geometric deviations

into interpretable feature-based framework.

Having established that the metric on S is analytically solvable above, we now present

the geometric and statistical consequences of this structure.

Theorem 3. Pythagorean Theorem of Information Due to the gf -orthogonality between

S and SK, the total statistical information of any deviation h decomposes additively:

gf ph, hq “ gf phS, hSq ` gf pϵ, ϵq. (14)

Therefore the total statistical information (squared distance) of the perturbation h is

precisely the sum of the Explainable Information (gf phS, hSq) and the Residual Infor-

mation (gf pϵ, ϵq). This is the geometric justification for the Information Capture Ratio

(R) later. It proves that we can precisely quantify what fraction of the total statistical in-

formation is ”explainable” by our features (gf phS, hSq) and what remains as unexplainable

part or noise (gf pϵ, ϵq).

To the conventional parametric information geometry, it only owns the first explain-

able part so that theorey and applications to the parametric information geometry are much

easy relatively, by comparing with that of the nonparametric information geometry.

3 Information Geometric Foundation of G-Entropy

While the matrix Gf established in Section 2 provides the analytical coordinate system

for non-parametric manifolds, we require a scalar invariant to measure the magnitude of the

information captured. This section proves that G-entropy in Cheng and Tong (2023) in

[4], serves this role by acting as the trace of the Covariate Fisher Information Matrix.
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3.1 The Trace Theorem and Definition of G-Entropy

By restricting the infinite-dimensional geometry to the finite covariate subspace S, we

can characterize the ”total information” of the explainable system through the matrix trace.

Definition 8. G-Entropy HGpfq We formally define the G-entropy HGpfq of a smoothing

probability density f as the expectation of the squared norm of the score function relative to

the observable covariates:

HGpfq “ EX„f r}∇ log fpXq}
2
s “

n
ÿ

i“1

EX„f

«

ˆ

B log f

Bxi

˙2
ff

. (15)

Theorem 4. Identity of G-Entropy

The G-entropy HGpfq is identically equal to the trace of the Covariate Fisher Informa-

tion Matrix Gf :

HGpfq “ TrpGf q. (16)

The identity proves that G-entropy is a geometric scalar invariant of the statistical

manifold M restricted to the observable subspace S. Because the trace is the sum of the

eigenvalues, HGpfq rigorously quantifies the total cumulative curvature or Total Explain-

able Statistical Information captured by the system’s observable features.

3.2 Interpretation as Total Explainable Statistical Information

The proof of the Identy Theorem allows us to move beyond heuristic definitions of the

G-entropy and provides a clear physical and geometric meaning for HGpfq.

• Analytical Explainability of Information: Just as the Analytical Explainability

of the Covariate Metric Theorem showed that the metric gf phS, hSq is solvable via

matrix algebra, the G-entropy shows that the Total Statistical Information of

the subspace S is solvable as a simple scalar invariant. It represents the sum of the

statistical information lengths along all observable feature directions.
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• Spectral Decomposition: In terms of the eigenvalues (λk) of Gf , the G-entropy

represents the total variance captured across all principal statistical directions:

HGpfq “

d
ÿ

k“1

λkpGf q. (17)

If the Manifold Hypothesis(MH) holds, these eigenvalues decay rapidly, and HGpfq

represents the information concentrated on the core low-dimensional manifold D

which we will come back in more details later the MH section.

By using Gf and HGpfq tools, it will provide a new powerful information geometric

method to study the Manifold Hypothesis problems.

3.3 Application to Generative AI and Gradient Regularization

The analytical link between HGpfq and Gf provides a rigorous foundation for its use in

modern generative statistics, such as diffusion models and score matching.

• Metric for Informational Budget: HGpfq measures the ”cost” (in terms of in-

formation distance) of moving a unit distance in the covariate space. In generative

modeling, a high G-entropy indicates a steep, high-information density region where

generative algorithms must take precise, small steps to remain on the manifold.

• Geometric Regularization: By proving HGpfq “ TrpGf q, we justify its use as

a regularizer. Minimizing G-entropy during the training of score-based models is

equivalent to constrain the total information of the score functions, which promotes

the learning of ”statistically smooth” distributions that are easier to sample from

via such as the Langevin dynamics.

• Relationship to Preconditioning: While the matrix G´1
f is used to ”correct” or

precondition the update direction in the Analytical Explainability of the Covariate

Metric Theorem, the trace HGpfq provides a robust scalar diagnostic of the local

sampling difficulty before the full matrix inverse is calculated.
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In the next section, we will show linking this ”Explainable Information” (Gf and G-entropy)

to the global KL-divergence and showing how their second derivatives are geometrically

identical.

4 The Relationships Between KL-Divergence, G-Entropy,

and Metric Curvature

Here by applying the ”Analytical Explainability” logic, we demonstrate that the G-

entropy and theCovariate Fisher Information Matrix (Gf ) are not isolated definitions,

but are the computable realizations of the local curvature of the KL divergence.

4.1 The Fisher Information Metric as the Local Hessian of KL-

Divergence

Recall that, in Information Geometry, a smooth curve ft on the statistical manifold M

and its associated tangent vector h are defined as follows:

Definition 9. Smooth Curve (ft): A smooth curve ft (or fpx, tq) is a one-parameter

family of probability density functions on the manifold M . This curve must satisfy two

conditions for t in a neighborhood of 0:

1. Normalization:
ş

Rn ftpxqdx “ 1 for all t.

2. Smoothness: ftpxq is a C8 function of the parameter t. The curve starts at the

reference distribution f , meaning ft“0 “ f .
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Definition 10. Associate Tangent Vector (h): 3 The tangent vector h P TfM is defined

as the instantaneous rate of change of the density function along the curve at t “ 0:

hpxq “
Bftpxq

Bt

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

Lemma 8. The Zero First Derivative of KL Divergence: The first derivative of the

Kullback-Leibler divergence between the reference density f and a perturbed density ft with

respect to the parameter t, evaluated at t “ 0, is identically zero:

d

dt
DKLpf ||ftq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“ 0

To formally prove that the Fisher Information is the second derivative of the KL diver-

gence, we need to introduce and prove a lemma that relates the second derivative of log ft

to the score function and the tangent vector.

Lemma 9. Second Derivative of Log-Likelihood

The second derivative of log ft with respect to t, evaluated at t “ 0, is equal to the

derivative of the tangent score function minus the square of the tangent score function.

B2

Bt2
log ftpxq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“
Bstpxq

Bt

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

´ spxq
2 (18)

Where stpxq “
B log ftpxq

Bt
and spxq “

B log fpxq

Bt
(the score function of h).

Lemma 10. Zero Mean of the Second Derivative of the Tangent Density

he expectation of the second derivative of the density function ft with respect to t, scaled

by 1{f , must integrate to zero at t “ 0:

ż

Rn

r
B2ftpxq

Bt2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

sdx “ 0

3Since the curve ft must preserve normalization for all t, the tangent vector hmust satisfy the zero-integral

constraint:
ż

Rn

hpxqdx “

ż

Rn

Bftpxq

Bt

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

dx “
B

Bt

ˆ
ż

Rn

ftpxqdx

˙
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“
B

Bt
p1q

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“ 0
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Theorem 5. Fisher Information as the Second Derivative of KL-Divergence

The Fisher-Rao metric gf , evaluated for a tangent vector h P TfM , is exactly equal to

the second-order Taylor expansion coefficient of the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence, or

equivalently, the second derivative of the KL divergence evaluated at t “ 0:

gf ph,hq “
d2

dt2
DKLpf ||ftq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

(19)

4.2 Geometric Identity: G-Entropy as the Sum of KL Hessians

By restricting the tangent space to the covariate subspace S, we can link the G-entropy

directly to the directional curvatures of the KL divergence along observable paths1111. We

define a family of curves fi,t in M corresponding to perturbations along each covariate

direction xi.

To evaluate the curvature in the direction of the i-th covariate xi, we define a smooth

curve fi,t that describes an infinitesimal statistical perturbation driven only by the score

function B log f{Bxi.

Definition 11. Covariate Perturbation Curve fi,t:

For each covariate xi, we define a smooth curve fi,t starting at f (fi,0 “ f), where the

tangent vector hi at t “ 0 is proportional to the score function sipxq:

hipxq “
Bfi,tpxq

Bt

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

such that the score function is sipxq “
hipxq

fpxq
“

B log f

Bxi

Since the score function sipxq is one of the basis vectors of the covariate subspace S, this

curve defines a geodesic path whose length is governed by the i-th diagonal element of Gf .

Theorem 6. G-Entropy and the KL Second Derivative:

The G-entropy HGpfq is equal to the sum of the second derivatives of the KL divergence

DKLpf ||fi,tq evaluated along each covariate perturbation curve fi,t.

HGpfq “

n
ÿ

i“1

d2

dt2
DKLpf ||fi,tq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

(20)
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This result provides a deep theoretical grounding for G-entropy: it is the total cumu-

lative curvature of the KL divergence across all observable covariate dimensions.

It quantifies the ”Total Explainable Statistical Information” as the sum of the local

sensitivities of the log-likelihood.

4.3 The Third-Order Geometry and the Origin of Asymmetry of

KL Divergence

While the second derivative (the metric) provides a symmetric measure of distance, the

global KL divergence is inherently asymmetric (DKLpp||qq ‰ DKLpq||pq)15151515. This

asymmetry is captured by the third derivative of the divergence, known as the Amari-

Chentsov Cubic Tensor T ph, h, hq.

The Cubic Tensor measures the statistical skewness of the score function and acts as

the sole geometric obstruction to a manifold being ”dually flat”. It quantifies the non-

Riemannian structure that causes the exponential connection (∇p1q) and the mixture

connection (∇p´1q) to diverge. Specifically, the difference between forward and reverse KL

divergences is determined entirely by this third-order tensor.

In classical differential geometry, the connection (∇) defines how to differentiate vector

fields along a curve, dictating the manifold’s geodesic paths. In Information Geometry, the

non-symmetric nature of the KL divergence necessitates a family of dual connections,

known as the α-connections.

Definition 12. α-Connection (∇pαq)4

The ∇p1q connection is defined by the following covariant derivative acting on tangent

vectors h1 in the direction of h2:

∇p1q

h2
h1 “ h2 ¨

B

Bh2

ˆ

h1

f

˙

¨ f (21)

4Please notice. Here we are considering non-parametric statistical manifold M, not conventional finite-

dimensional parametric manifold Mθ

24



More practically, using the tangent score function s1 “ h1{f :

∇p1q

h2
h1 “ h2 ¨

ˆ

Bs1
Bh2

˙

¨ f ` h1 ¨

ˆ

h2

f

˙

(22)

The ∇p1q connection is torsion-free and its geodesics are curves where the score function

h{f changes linearly.

Definition 13. Mixture Connection (∇p´1q)

The ∇p´1q connection is defined by the following covariant derivative:

∇p´1q

h2
h1 “ h2 ¨

B

Bh2

ˆ

h1

f

˙

¨ f ` h1 ¨

ˆ

Bs2
Bh2

˙

¨ f ´
1

2
h1 ¨ h2 ¨

1

f
(23)

The ∇p´1q connection is torsion-free and its geodesics are curves where the density function

f changes linearly (a ”mixture” of densities).

Definition 14. Amari-Chentsov Cubic Tensor (T )

The Cubic Tensor T ph, h, hq is the third-order derivative of the KL divergence along the

curve ft:

T ph, h, hq “
d3

dt3
DKLpf ||ftq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

(24)

Lemma 11. Zero Third-Order Constraint Term

The integral term involving the third derivative of the curve density ft and the log-density

f , which arises in the calculation of the third derivative of the reverse KL divergence, is

identically zero at t “ 0:

C3 ”

ż

Rn

B3ftpxq

Bt3

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

log fpxqdx “ 0

Lemma 12. Third Derivative of Reverse KL Divergence

The third derivative of the reverse KL divergence, DKLpft||fq, evaluated at t “ 0, is equal

to the negative of the Cubic Tensor:

d3

dt3
DKLpft||fq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“ ´T ph, h, hq
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Theorem 7. Asymmetry Identity of KL Divergence

The third-order difference between the forward and reverse Kullback-Leibler divergences

is entirely determined by the Amari-Chentsov Cubic Tensor T ph, h, hq:

d3

dt3
DKLpf ||ftq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

´
d3

dt3
DKLpft||fq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“ 2T ph, h, hq. (25)

Example 2. Manifold where T ph, h, hq “ 0 (The Exponential Family)

Exponential families are defined by the property that the Exponential Connection

(∇p1q) is flat.

A statistical manifold M is ∇pαq-flat if and only if the α-connection is zero, which is

equivalent to saying that the Amari-Chentsov Cubic Tensor T is zero when viewed in

the coordinate system of the exponential family (the θ-coordinates).

Since the Normal family N pµ, 1q is an exponential family, it is dually flat.

Tph,h,hq “ 0

Example 3. Manifold where T ph, h, hq ‰ 0 (The Mixture Family)

We consider the family of Bernoulli distributions, where the probability of success is p.

This family can be viewed as both an exponential family (parameterized by logp
p

1´p
q) and a

mixture family (parameterized by p itself).

If we define the curve ft in the mixture parameter p (which is the η-coordinate), the

geometric properties change.

Geometric Property: Mixture Flatness and Exponential Curvature

When parameterized by the mixture parameter p, the manifold exhibits non-zero Expo-

nential Curvature. Its geometric property is of mixture flatness and exponential curvature

For the Bernoulli family parameterized by p, the component of the Cubic Tensor T111 is

known to be non-zero:

T111 “
p1 ´ 2pq2

p2p1 ´ pq2
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Since p P p0, 1q, T111 is strictly positive (unless p “ 1{2). Therefore, along a perturbation h

in the p direction:

Tph,h,hq ‰ 0

5 The Covariate Semi-Parametric Efficiency Framework

This section establishes the equivalence between the geometric information structure of

the covariates (Gf ) and the statistical bound provided by the Efficient Fisher Information

Matrix (Ieff ), demonstrating its role as the canonical semi-parametric efficiency metric.

The ultimate validation of any information-theoretic metric lies in its ability to dictate

the fundamental limits of statistical estimation. For the parametric Fisher Information

Matrix (FIM), this role is fulfilled by the Cramer-Rao Lower Bound (CRLB). However,

in a purely non-parametric framework, the CRLB faces a ”crisis of dimensionality.”

Because the non-parametric manifold M is infinite-dimensional, the variance of an arbitrary

estimator can be influenced by infinite nuisance directions, typically rendering the Fisher

Information operator non-invertible and the resulting bound zero.

This section demonstrates that the Covariate Fisher Information Matrix (Gf )

provides the complete resolution to this intractability by serving as the bridge to Semi-

Parametric Efficiency.

In a pure non-parametric setting, where we seek to estimate a functional of a density

f without any structural assumptions, the ”Information” is spread across an infinite-

dimensional tangent space TfM . If one attempts to define a CRLB for the entire space,

the resulting metric functional gf acts as an operator that cannot be inverted in a way that

yields a finite variance bound. Mathematically, the ”noise” from the unobserved, infinite-

dimensional residual space SK overwhelms the signal. This is why pure non-parametric

estimation is often regarded as an ”ill-posed” problem in classical inference.
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5.1 Parametric Space Partition and Nuisance Tangent Space

We begin by applying the principle of orthogonal decomposition to the parameter space

Θ to define the statistical target of interest.

Definition 15. Parameter Space and Partition

The parameter space Θ for the statistical model M is defined by the set of all density

functions f parametrized by the pair pθ,ηq:

Θ “ tpθpfq,ηpfqq | f P Mu (26)

• Parameter of Interest (θ): The finite-dimensional vector of coefficients, θ “ Tpfq P

Rd, where T : M Ñ Rd is a continuous functional mapping the non-parametric distri-

bution f to the parameter value.

• Infinite-Dimensional Nuisance (η): The function or collection of functions that

defines the residual distribution structure, η “ Hpfq P H. (e.g., L2).

Definition 16. (Nuisance Tangent Space TK,η)

The Nuisance Tangent Space (TK,η) is the closed linear span (CLSP) in the Hilbert

space L2pfq of all scores corresponding to local perturbations in the nuisance parameter η,

holding θ fixed:

TK,η “ CLSP

"

B log fpX;θ,ηq

Bη

*

Example 4. Partially Linear Model (PLM) Coefficients:

Consider the data X “ pY,x, zq, where Y is the response, x are the covariates of interest,

and z are nuisance covariates.

Model: Y “ θTx ` gpzq ` ϵ

Here, θ is the vector of linear coefficients. θ can be defined by the functional that minimizes

the expected squared residual after projecting Y onto the space spanned by x and z.
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A common definition of θpfq relies on the property that the error must be orthogonal to

x (after projecting out z’s influence):

θpfq solves: Ef

“

pY ´ θTx ´ ErY | zsq ¨ x̃
‰

“ 0

Where x̃ is the part of x orthogonal to the space spanned by gpzq. θ is clearly a functional

of the joint density f .

Example 5. Average Treatment Effect (ATE) in Causal Inference: The parameter

θ might be a single value, θ P R, representing the Average Treatment Effect of a binary

treatment A on a potential outcome Y , adjusting for covariates x.

θpfq “ Ef rY | A “ 1,xs ´ Ef rY | A “ 0,xs

This is clearly a functional that depends on the entire conditional density fpY | A,xq. The

efficiency of estimating θ requires accounting for the nuisance functionals η (which include

the propensity score and the outcome regression function).

Example 6. Generalized Linear Models (GLM) with Non-Parametric Link:

Suppose we are estimating coefficients θ in a generalized linear model, but the link func-

tion h is unknown (η):

Model: ErY | xs “ hpθTxq

The parameter θ is often defined by the Nuisance-Free Moment Condition (the Efficient Esti-

mating Equation). This condition is derived by ensuring the estimating function is orthogonal

to the nuisance tangent space TK,η. The resulting θ is implicitly defined as a functional of

the true density f .

5.2 The Semi-Parametric Bridge and Geometric Alignment

In this sub-section, we transition from the purely geometric properties of the density

manifold M to the statistical problem of estimating a finite-dimensional parameter θ in the
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presence of an infinite-dimensional nuisance η. This bridge is constructed by aligning the

statistical optimum (the efficient score) with the geometric observable (the covariate score).

In this section, we only focus to the context of semi-parametric theory and this geometric

framework, and are primarily concerned with the estimation Efficiency problem.

From geometric point of view, efficiency is about the curvature of the manifold. A

”sharper” curvature (higher Gf ) means the density changes rapidly with respect to the

covariates, making θ easier to estimate with high precision.

Statistical consistence is about direction (are we hitting the target?), while Efficiency

is about spread (how tight is our cluster around the target?). This subsection is dedicated

to proving that the ”tightest possible cluster” is determined by the metric tensor Gf .

Definition 17. The Efficient Score and Efficient Fisher Information Matrix Ieff :

Let T : M Ñ Rd be a continuous functional such that θ “ Tpfq. In the semi-parametric

model M, the tangent space TfM is decomposed into the Nuisance Tangent Space TK,η and

its orthogonal complement - Efficient Tangent Space.

1. Efficient Tangent Space: The orthogonal complement of the Nuisance Tangent

Space TK,η with respect to the Fisher-Rao metric gf is the Efficient Tangent Space:

TK
K,η.

2. Efficient Score Function (seff): The Efficient Score Function for θ is the unique

element of the Efficient Tangent Space that corresponds to the score for θ. It is defined

as the projection of the full score sθ “ B log f{Bθ onto TK
K,η:

seff “ sθ ´ s̃η (27)

where s̃η is the projection of sθ onto TK,η since sθ “ seff ` s̃η.

3. Efficient Fisher Information Matrix5 (Ieff pθq): This is the covariance matrix of

5In semi-parametric statistics theory, I´1
eff represents the ”Information Bound”—the smallest possible

asymptotic variance achievable by any regular estimator (Bickel et al., 1993 in [6])
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the Efficient Score:

Ieff pθq “ Ef rseffs
T
eff s (28)

Assumption 1. The Geometric Alignment Postulate

We assume the statistical estimation problem is geometrically aligned with the co-

variate structure of the data. Specifically, we assume the projection of the signal onto the

subspace orthogonal to the nuisance is exactly captured by the covariate score:

seff,i “ sxi
“

B log fpXq

Bxi

@i P t1, . . . , du (29)

This Assumption 1 is essentially stating that the way θ affects the distribution is ”mir-

rored” by the way the covariates x span the distribution. Here we brielf discuss why the

assumption of the geometric alignment is reasonable from both stistical and geometric points

of view.

The semi-parametric efficiency is a hard-won result of functional analysis, that is, to

project scores onto nuisance tangent spaces. The assumption claims that this complex pro-

jection is simply equal to the gradient of the log-density with respect to the data (sx) may

let some statisticians have a bit surprise. Indeed, it is not and is natural.

Statistical and information justifications to the assumption 1:

1. The Statistical Inference Justification: ”The Clean Signal”

From a purely statistical perspective, this assumption is a statement about the ancil-

larity of the data coordinates.

In semi-parametric theory, the Efficient Score (seff ) is the ”clean” part of the sig-

nal—the part of the likelihood change that cannot be explained away by any variation

in the nuisance η.

• Core logic: In most regression-like problems, we assume that the ”noise” (nui-

sance) is independent of the ”features” (covariates). If the distribution of the
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noise does not change when we move the covariates, then the sensitivity of the

likelihood to the covariates is the signal.

• Why it’s reasonable? If seff “ sx, it means that the way the data x ”spreads/diffuses”

the density is exactly the way the parameter θ ”identifies” the density. If this

weren’t true, it would imply that the covariates are ”contaminated” by the nui-

sance, making it impossible to estimate θ without first perfectly modeling the

infinite-dimensional η. In practice, we only build models where we believe the

covariates provide a clear, interpretable path to the parameter.

2. The Information Geometry Justification: ”The Metric of Nature”

From the perspective of Information Geometry (Fisher-Rao metric), the Covariate

Fisher Information Gf is the intrinsic curvature of the data manifold.

• Core logic: Information Geometry treats the density f as a point on a manifold.

The ”distance” between two densities is measured by how much the log-density

changes.

• The Geometric Bridge: The assumption asserts that the Statistical Mani-

fold (the space of parameters θ) and the Data Manifold (the space of observa-

tions x) are locally isometric.

• Why it’s reasonable In physics and geometry, we expect the laws governing a

system to be invariant under coordinate transformations. If our statistical model

is ”natural,” the information we gain by changing the parameter should be

the same as the information we see by looking at the variance of the data

coordinates. sx is the ”Geometric Score.” Aligning it with seff is simply saying

that the geometry of the data and the geometry of the information are the

same thing.

3. Why is it true ”in most cases”?
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• Exponential Families: In any natural exponential family (Gaussian, Poisson,

Binomial), the sufficient statistics are tied directly to the covariates. In these

cases, the derivatives with respect to the parameter and the data are mathemat-

ically linked by the form of the density (often just a sign change or a constant

scale)

• The Information-Dominant Regime: In modern high-dimensional statistics

and Machine Learning, we assume that the covariates x are ”rich” enough to

capture the entire structure of the signal. In this regime, the nuisance η becomes

”white noise” relative to the ”structured signal” of x. When signal and noise

are separated this way, the projection of the score onto the nuisance-orthogonal

space naturally collapses onto the covariate directions.

Theorem 8. The Geometric Efficiency Identity

Under the assumption of Geometric Alignment, the Covariate Fisher Information Matrix

Gf is identical to the Efficient Fisher Information Matrix Ieff pθq:

Gf “ Ieff pθq (30)

Example 7. The Gaussian Case for geometric efficiency identity

To demonstrate that Assumption 1 is a natural structural property rather than a restrictive

one, consider the Gaussian family X „ N pθ, ηq where θ (mean) is the parameter of interest

and η “ σ2 (variance) is the nuisance.

1. The Geometry of the Nuisance: The nuisance score sη “
px´θq2

2η2
´ 1

2η
spans the

space of ”scale-like” perturbations. In the L2pfq Hilbert space, this score is a quadratic

function of px ´ θq.

2. The Statistical Signal: The efficient score seff must be orthogonal to sη. In the

Gaussian case, the parametric score sθ “ x´θ
η

(a linear function) is already orthogonal
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to the quadratic nuisance score sη because the third central moment of a Gaussian is

zero. Thus, no projection (subtraction) is needed: seff “ sθ.

3. The Geometric Observable: The covariate score

sx “
B log f

Bx
“ ´

x ´ θ

η

.

4. The Alignment Result: We observe that seff and sx span the exact same one-

dimensional subspace in TfM . Their magnitudes are identical, and their information

content is equivalent:

Ieff pθq “ Ers2eff s “
1

σ2
, Gf “ Ers2xs “

1

σ2

This example shows that for the most fundamental distribution in statistics, the alignment

between the optimal estimation direction (seff) and the data-sensitivity direction (sx) is a

built-in geometric property. The assumption simply generalizes this symmetry to the

semi-parametric manifold.

5.3 The Geometry of RAL Estimators and Information Projection

by the tangent space decomposition

In semi-parametric theory (See Bickel et at in [6] for example), the RAL (Regular

Asymptotically Linear) condition is the bridge that connects an estimator’s performance

to the Hilbert space geometry of the tangent space.

Without this condition, an estimator could behave ”erratically” (like the Hodges’ esti-

mator), making the Cramér-Rao bound meaningless. Next we will show how RAL interacts

specifically with our geometric manifold.
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An estimator θ̂ is asymptotically linear if there exists a function ψpXq, called the

influence function, such that:

?
npθ̂ ´ θq “

1
?
n

n
ÿ

i“1

ψpXiq ` opp1q

.

In the L2pfq Hilbert space, the influence function ψ must be an element of the Tangent

Space TfM .

An estimator is regular if its limiting distribution is locally stable under small pertur-

bations of the true distribution P .

Specifically, consider a ”local” sequence of distributions Pn,h that approaches P at a rate

of 1{
?
n along a direction g in the tangent space (formally, a Hellinger-differentiable path).

An estimator is regular if:

?
npθ̂n ´ θpPn,hqq

d
ÝÑ L under Pn,h

where the limiting distribution L is the same for every local path h.

Regularity rules out ”superefficient” estimators likeHodges’ estimator, which performs

exceptionally well at one specific parameter value but breaks down completely under the

slightest perturbation. In the context of your manifold, regularity ensures the estimator

respects the Fisher-Rao metric and doesn’t exploit ”twists” in the geometry.

Definition 18. A RAL estimator is an estimator which satisfies the two distinct mathe-

matical properties: Asymptotic Linearity and Regularity.

Lemma 13. Influence Function Projection

Let θ̂ be a RAL estimator with influence function ψ P TfM . Under Assumption 1, the

asymptotic variance of θ̂ is minimized if and only if ψ P Sx “ S, where the convariate

space S is given in Section 2.
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5.4 The Covariate Cramér-Rao Lower Bound (CRLB)

Having established that the optimal influence function must reside in Sx, we now derive

the explicit form of the lower bound.

Lemma 14. The Canonical Influence Function

Under Assumption 1, the unique influence function ψ˚ that minimizes variance in TfM

is:

ψ˚
“ G´1

f sx

Theorem 9. The Covariate CRLB

Let θ̂ be any RAL estimator of θ. Under Assumption 1, the asymptotic covariance

matrix satisfies:

AsyCovpθ̂q ľ G´1
f (31)

where Gf is the Covariate Fisher Information Matrix.

where the symbol ľ denotes the Loewner partial order on the space of symmetric matri-

ces.

Here we propose a procedure to estimate this geometric bound directly from data, serving

as an ”efficiency standard” benchmark for any applied estimator.

Geometric Efficiency Estimation Procedure: Given an i.i.d. sample X1, . . . ,Xn

from an unknown density f ,

1. Non-Parametric Learning: Estimate the joint density f̂npxq using a consistent non-

parametric method (e.g., Kernel Density Estimation).

2. Geometric Metric Extraction: Compute the empirical covariate scores ŝx “ ∇x log f̂n

and the empirical Covariate Information Matrix:

Ĝn “
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

“

ŝxpXiqŝxpXiq
T

‰

.
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3. Bound Calculation: Compute the Estimated Covariate CRLB: {CRLB “ rĜns´1.

4. Efficiency Testing: For a candidate estimator θ̂ with estimated variance yVarpθ̂q,

calculate the efficiency ratio:

Eff “
Tracep {CRLBq

TracepyVarpθ̂qq

If Eff « 1, the estimator extracts all geometrically available information.

5.5 Existence and Invertibility of the Metric Tensor Gf

The Covariate Fisher Information Matrix is defined as the Gram matrix of the covariate

scores:

Gf “ Ef rsxs
T
x s

where sx “ ∇x log fpXq are the scores in the tangent space TfM .

Theorem 10. The Linear Independence Condition

The matrix Gf is invertible (positive definite) if and only if the set of covariate score

functions tsx1 , . . . , sxd
u is linearly independent in the Hilbert space L2pfq.

Hence, Gf is invertible if and only if Sx is linearly independent.

6 The Manifold Hypothesis and the Infinite Dimen-

sional Statistical Manifold

The goal of the statistical manifold M is to capture the geometry of all possible

statistical variation (entropy, randomness). However, the price for this universality is

opacity. In applications like manifold learning or shape analysis, one needs to define

efficient operations (like means, principal components, or clustering) on the manifold. The
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intractability of the full metric gf means these operations cannot be performed directly on

M , rendering the manifold a theoretical ”black-box) ” for practical data analysis.

The Manifold Hypothesis (MH) is the central axiom/assumption of modern repre-

sentation learning and high-dimensional data analysis. It posits that high-dimensional data,

such as images or linguistic vectors, do not fill the ambient space uniformly but instead lie on

or near a low-dimensional manifold Ml. While this hypothesis justifies the use of dimen-

sionality reduction and deep neural networks, it is often treated as an empirical assumption

rather than a measurable geometric property.

6.1 Statistical Observability and Alignment of the Core Manifold

Ml under the Manifold Hypothesis (MH)

Definition 19. Manifold Hypothesis (MH)

Let X P Rn be the observed data living in the ambient space, distributed according to

the smooth probability density function f . The Manifold Hypothesis (MH) asserts that there

exists a low-dimensional differentiable manifold D Ă Rn with intrinsic dimension d ! n

such that the probability mass of the data distribution f is highly concentrated on or very

near D.

MH ðñ

ż

RnzNδpDq

fpxqdx « 0 for a small neighborhood NδpDq,

where NδpDq is the δ-neighborhood of D.

To use the information-geometric tools on the density f , we must define the statisti-

cal representation of the geometric manifold D and establish the link between its intrinsic

information and the observable coordinates.

Definition 20. Statistical Signal Manifold Tangent Subspace (Ml)

Let the geometric manifold D be locally parameterized by the smooth embedding x “ rpyq,

where y P Rd are the intrinsic coordinates (d ă n). The Statistical Signal Manifold Tangent
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Subspace (Ml) is the subspace of the full tangent space TfM spanned by the scores with

respect to the intrinsic manifold coordinates y:

Ml “ span tu1, . . . , udu Ă TfM,

where the basis vectors uj are the intrinsic scores:

uj “
B ln fpXq

Byj
, for j “ 1, . . . d.

Definition 21. Observable Covariate Subspace (S)

The Observable Covariate Subspace (S) is the n-dimensional subspace of TfM spanned

by the scores with respect to the ambient data coordinates x:

S “ span ts1, . . . , snu Ă TfM,

where si “
B ln fpXq

Bxi
, and n is the ambient dimension.

For the Fisher-Rao metric decomposition to effectively study the MH, we must make the

following feasible assumptions that mathematically link the unknown low-dimensional

signal (Ml) to the observable ambient information (S) and confirm the statistical validity of

the MH.

• Assumption 1: Statistical Sufficiency (Subspace Inclusion)

Ml Ă S.

– Rationale: The statistical variation along the low-dimensional manifold D

(represented by Ml) must be contained within the information captured by the

ambient data coordinates txiu.

– Justification: This is guaranteed by the Chain Rule applied to the scores,

which confirms the signal is measurable in the x-coordinates. The basis vectors

uj are linear combinations of the si:

uj “

n
ÿ

i“1

si

ˆ

Bxi

Byj

˙

.
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• Assumption 2: Statistical Separability (The Core MH Premise) For any

statistically relevant h P TfM, the residual component is negligible:

gf pε, εq « 0,

where ε “ h ´ ΠMl
phq, and ΠMl

phq is the orthogonal projection onto Ml.

– Rationale: The hypothesis is that the full, infinite-dimensional statistical varia-

tion of the density (TfM) is effectively captured by the low-dimensional mani-

fold’s tangent space (Ml). The noise or unexplained variation must be negligible.

– Justification: This assumption transforms the geometric MH (”data lives near

D”) into an information-geometric statement (”all information is contained in

Ml”). This is the key link that allows the geometric decomposition to measure

the validity of the MH.

• Assumption 3: Low-Rank Efficiency of ID

The Covariate Fisher Information Matrix (cFIM), ID, of the manifold D is full

rank d where

pIDqjk “ gf puj, ukq “ Ef rujuks .

This ensures that Ml has dimension d and that the statistical information along the

manifold is non-degenerate.

– Rationale: The d intrinsic coordinates y must be non-redundant. The metric

on Ml must be full rank d, confirming the low dimensionality is efficient and not

merely an arbitrary choice.

The three core assumptions regarding the Statistical Observability and Alignment of

the Core Manifold Ml under the Manifold Hypothesis (MH) have profound implications

for translating the geometric MH into a rigorous, testable statistical framework.
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• Implication of Assumption 1: Statistical Sufficiency (Ml Ă S)

Assumption 1 ensures that the low-dimensional signal space Ml (defined by intrinsic

parameters y) is entirely contained within the observable covariate space S (defined

by ambient data x). The implication is Statistical Observability. The true signal

of the manifold is, in principle, perfectly detectable through the high-dimensional data

gradients. If this were not true, the intrinsic manifold variations would be statistically

invisible in the x-coordinate system, making machine learning impossible without ex-

plicitly knowing the manifold embedding rpyq. Since the Chain Rule dictates this

inclusion, the signal is guaranteed to be measurable within the ambient system.

• Implication of Assumption 2: Statistical Separability (gf pε, εq « 0)

Assumption 2 is the engine that converts the geometric MH into a quantitative sta-

tistical statement. The implication is Information Concentration. By asserting

that the information of the residual component ϵ (orthogonal to Ml) is negligible, the

hypothesis formally states that all relevant statistical information of the density f is

captured by the low-dimensional signal space Ml. This provides the formal, testable

meaning of the MH: the complexity of the full distribution can be almost entirely

explained by the complexity of the d-dimensional manifold model. Furthermore, a

large residual signals either model misspecification or a high degree of statistical

curvature in the distribution M that cannot be captured by the linear tangent space

Ml, contradicting the simple structure implied by the MH (Theorem 2). Furthermore,

under this separability assumption, the Information Capture Coefficient R will

satisify

R « 1 “ 100%.

• Implication of Assumption 3: Low-Rank Efficiency (rankpIDq “ d)

Assumption 3—the full rank of the intrinsic Fisher Information Matrix ID (the metric
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on Ml)—implies that the core dimension d is Non-Redundant. Each of the d intrin-

sic dimensions is statistically necessary and independent, maximizing the information

captured per dimension. This leads to the operational implication that the intrinsic

dimension d of the manifold is precisely given by the effective rank of the relevant

Fisher Information Matrix (Lemma 1). By combining this with Assumption 1 and 2,

the problem of finding the unknown dimension d of the geometric manifold D is rigor-

ously simplified to calculating the number of significant eigenvalues of the observable

metric Gf , providing a concrete procedure for intrinsic dimension estimation.

6.2 The Statistical Decomposition of Information: Measuring Core

Manifold Dominance under the Manifold Hypothesis

We use the established framework:

• Space: Tangent space TfM, a Hilbert space with inner product gf pu, vq “ Ef ruvs.

• Subspaces:

– Signal ManifoldMl (dimension d): Ml “ spantu1, . . . , udu, where uj “ B ln f{Byj.

– Covariate Space S (dimension n): S “ spants1, . . . , snu, where si “ B ln f{Bxi.

• Assumptions:

– A1 (Sufficiency): Ml Ă S.

– A2 (Separability/Dominance): gf pε, εq « 0 for ε “ h´ΠMl
phq, for h P TfM.

– A3 (Low-Rank Efficiency): rankpIDq “ d.

Theorem 11. (MH Dominance)6 For any tangent vector h P TfM, the statistical infor-

mation (squared Fisher-Rao length) decomposes orthogonally with respect to the statistical

6This theorem formalizes Assumption 2 into a rigorous geometric decomposition, which is the starting

point for quantifying the MH.
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signal subspace Ml:

gf ph, hq “ gf pΠMl
phq,ΠMl

phqq ` gf pε, εq, (32)

where ΠMl
phq is the orthogonal projection of h onto Ml, and ε “ h ´ ΠMl

phq is the residual.

Hence, the MH is strongly supported if gf pε, εq « 0, meaning the total information is

almost entirely captured by the component in the low-dimensional signal space Ml (that is,

R « 1).

Lemma 15. (Effective Manifold Dimension)

Under Assumption 3 (rankpIDq “ d), the dimension of the statistical signal manifold

tangent space is exactly d, and the information along any direction hMl
P Ml is given by a

quadratic form defined by ID.

The following theorem justifies why the failure of the MH (large gf pε, εq) is attributed to

the complexity or curvature of the underlying true distribution M.

Theorem 12. (Minimal Residual Information) The squared length of the residual vector

gf pϵ, ϵq is the minimum statistical distance squared between the full variation h and the

statistical signal manifold tangent space Ml:

gf pε, εq “ min
vPMl

gf ph ´ v, h ´ vq.

A large gf pε, εq indicates that h cannot be well-approximated by any linear combination of

the intrinsic scores tuju, signifying that the density change is highly non-linear relative to

the Ml structure.

We now discuss the relationship between the true signal manifold Ml and the observable

covariate space S.

Lemma 16. Relationship Between Ml and S Projections

Under Assumption 1 (Ml Ă S), the orthogonal projection of any signal vector v P Ml

onto the covariate space S is the vector itself.

ΠSpvq “ v for all v P Ml.
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Theorem 13. Equivalence of Projections under MH Dominance

Under the combined assumptions of MH Dominance and Subspace Inclusion, the signal

captured by the intrinsic manifold (Ml) is equivalent to the signal captured by the observable

covariate space (S).

If Assumption 2 holds, then ΠMl
phq « ΠSphq for all h P TfM.

This Theorem indicates that if the MH is true (Assumption 2), then the low-dimensional

signal (Ml) is the dominant component, making the n´d extra dimensions of the observable

space S statistically redundant. This simplifies the study of the MH to finding the rank

d of the metric on Ml.

6.2.1 Relationship Between the Signal Tangent Space Ml and the Covariate

Space S

The relationship betweenMl and S is one of subspace inclusion and statistical equivalence

under the Manifold Hypothesis (MH).

• Conclusion 1: Subspace Inclusion and Trivial Projection

The relationship is primarily defined by Assumption 1 (Ml Ă S), which is a consequence

of the Chain Rule applied to the scores: the statistical signal space Ml is a subspace

of the observable covariate space S.

As proven by the Lemma (ΠSpvq “ v for v P Ml):The projection of the signal space

Ml onto the covariate space S is trivial (i.e., the signal space itself), confirming that

the entire signal is fully contained within the observable coordinates.

• Conclusion 2: Statistical Equivalence and Redundancy

The relationship is further refined by Assumption 2 (gf pε, εq « 0) and the Theorem

(ΠMl
phq « ΠSphq).
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The space S can be orthogonally decomposed with respect to Ml:

S “ Ml ‘ MRedundant

where MRedundant “ SXMK
l is the pn´dq-dimensional subspace of S orthogonal to Ml.

Statistical Implication: Under the MH (Assumption 2), the statistical information

content of the redundant space MRedundant is negligible. The tangent vector ΠSphq

captures all the measurable information, but Theorem 3 shows that the difference

between this full observable information ΠSphq and the intrinsic manifold information

ΠMl
phq is statistically negligible. In essence, Ml is the statistically efficient core of S.

6.2.2 Relationship Between the two Covariate Fisher Information Matrices

We have defined two Fisher Information Matrices (FIMs):

1. Intrinsic cFIM on Ml (The Metric on D):

ID “ pgf puj, ukqqdˆd,

where uj “
B ln f
Byj

P Ml.

Covariate FIM on S (The Metric on Rn):

Gf “ pgf psi, skqqnˆn, where si “
B ln f

Bxi

P S.

The relationship between ID and Gf is established via the Chain Rule, which forms the basis

of Assumption 1.

Theorem 14. (The Relationship Between ID and Gf)

The dˆd Intrinsic Fisher Information Matrix ID is related to the nˆn Covariate Fisher

Information Matrix Gf by the local embedding Jacobian J “ Bx{By:

ID “ JTGfJ. (33)
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This theorem provides the central result for studying the MH:

Under the MH assumptions, the problem of characterizing the Intrinsic FIM (ID)

(which defines the d-dimensional signal manifold) is mathematically equivalent to analyzing

the Covariate FIM (Gf ) (which is calculated using only observable x-gradients).

Specifically, by Assumption 2 (Dominance), Gf must be rank-deficient with an effective

rank d. Gf is the metric on the ambient space S, but its eigenvalues and eigenvectors provide

the optimal statistical basis that is spanned by the low-dimensional manifold D. The d non-

zero eigenvalues of ID are exactly related to the d large, non-zero eigenvalues of Gf through

the transformation defined by J.

6.3 how to apply this new methodology to run statistical inference

and hypothesis test and statistics for the MH problem

The methodology developed, rooted in Information Geometry (IG), provides a powerful

and precise way to run hypothesis tests and perform statistics for the Manifold Hypothesis

(MH) by reframing it as a low-rank problem for an observable metric.

6.3.1 Our new Methodology for Testing the Manifold Hypothesis

The core of our test is to check if the statistical information carried by the ambient data

gradients (S) is effectively restricted to a low-dimensional space (Ml), as implied by the

dominance assumption (Assumption 2).

1. The Null Hypothesis and Test Statistic

The MH is tested as a rank-deficiency hypothesis on the observable Covariate

Fisher Information Matrix (Gf ).

• Null Hypothesis (H0): The data distribution f is supported by a manifold D

of intrinsic dimension d. Mathematically, this corresponds to the effective rank of
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the Covariate FIM being d:

H0 : rankeffpGf q “ d ! n.

• Alternative Hypothesis (H1): The data distribution f is high-dimensional

(fully fills Rn) or the underlying manifold D is pathologically curved, meaning

the effective rank is high:

H1 : rankeffpGf q « n.

2. The Statistical Procedure (Intrinsic Dimension Estimation) The test procedure

mimics Principal Component Analysis (PCA) but uses the Fisher-Rao metric instead

of the Euclidean covariance matrix:

• Estimate the Covariate FIM (Gf ): Since the true density f is unknown,

Gf “ Ef rssT s must be estimated from data samples txkuNk“1. This requires

estimating the score function spxq “ ∇x ln fpxq, often done using the Cheng-

Tong G-entropy models. The resulting empirical matrix is Ĝf

• Perform Eigen-Decomposition: Decompose the empirical FIM:

Ĝf “

n
ÿ

k“1

λ̂kvkv
T
k ,

where λ̂1 ě λ̂2 ě ¨ ¨ ¨ ě λ̂n.

• Determine the Intrinsic Dimension (d): The dimension d is determined by

finding the spectral gap in the eigenvalues. This is the largest gap where λ̂d is

significantly larger than λ̂d`1.

d “ argmax
k

˜

λ̂k

λ̂k`1

¸

.

The value d is the estimated dimension of the signal space Ml.
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• Hypothesis Test: The hypothesis is confirmed if d ! n. If the eigenvalues drop

off sharply, it supports the MH. The actual statistical test (e.g., a Likelihood

Ratio Test variant or a specialized test for rank-deficiency of the FIM) measures

the probability of observing the remaining information (
řn

k“d`1 λ̂k) under the null

hypothesis.

6.3.2 Statistical Inference and Manifold Characterization

The eigenvectors and eigenvalues provide statistical results that characterize the manifold

D.

1. Statistical Core Coordinates

The d dominant eigenvectors tv1, . . . ,vdu of Gf define the basis for the estimated

signal space M̂l.

• These vectors represent the statistically efficient linear combinations of the

ambient x-scores. They are the directions in S along which the density f is most

sensitive to perturbation.

• These are the closest observable representation of the unknown intrinsic scores uj

in Ml (as implied by Theorem 3, ΠMl
phq « ΠSphq).

• The magnitudes of the d large eigenvalues, λ̂1, . . . , λ̂d, quantify the relative im-

portance of each intrinsic dimension, with λ̂k measuring the statistical length

(information content) along the vk direction.

2. Statistical Quantification of Dominance (Sloppiness) The theorems quantify

how well the MH holds:

• Signal Information: The statistical information contained in the manifold is

ESignal “
řd

k“1 λ̂k.
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• Residual Information (Sloppiness): The statistical information residing in

the irrelevant/redundant directions (the violation of the MH/Assumption 2) is

EResidual “
řn

k“d`1 λ̂k.

• Dominance Measure: The degree of MH dominance is measured by the ratio:

Dominance Ratio “
ESignal
ETotal

“

řd
k“1 λ̂k

řn
k“1 λ̂k

.

A ratio close to 1 strongly supports the MH, indicating that the manifold D is

statistically sufficient (Assumption 2).

3. Geometric Interpretation (Curvature and Error)

• The residual EResidual directly relates to the minimum error gf pϵ, ϵq that results

from approximating a full variation h with the d-dimensional space Ml.

• If EResidual is small, it implies the underlying distribution is statistically ”simple”

(low curvature) around the manifold D, validating the local linear approximation

inherent in the tangent space method. If it is large, the manifold D cannot locally

describe f , suggesting the MH fails in that region.

7 Conclusions and future research

This paper aimed to dismantle the ”intractability barrier” inherent in infinite-dimensional

non-parametric information geometry. By treating the statistical manifold M not as an

opaque black box, but as a structure decomposable by observable features, this work has

established a rigorous framework for Analytical Explainability in high-dimensional statis-

tics.

The core contribution of this study is the introduction of the Orthogonal Decomposi-

tion of the Tangent Space (TfM “ S‘SK). This geometric principle allowed us to isolate
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the Covariate Subspace (S), transforming the unworkable infinite-dimensional Fisher-Rao

metric functional into a finite, computable Covariate Fisher Information Matrix Gf .
7

Building on this foundational decomposition, this research established five major theo-

retical advancements:

1. Resolution of Geometric Intractability (Metric Decomposition)

We proved that the infinite-dimensional Fisher-Rao metric gf can be orthogonally

decomposed, where the metric restricted to the covariate subspace S becomes the

finite matrix Gf .

This resolves the ”Inverse Problem” that paralyzes non-parametric geometry. By

providing a computable inverse (G´1
f )11, we enable the calculation of Natural Gradi-

ents and geometric preconditioning in high-dimensional spaces without requiring

the full, intractable inverse of the metric functional.

2. The Information Geometric Foundation of G-Entropy

We proved that G-entropy is identically the trace of the Covariate Fisher Information

Matrix HGpfq “ TrpGf q. Therefore we have grounded G-entropy in the laws of

statistical information.

This result provides the first rigorous information geometric definition of G-entropy,

interpreting it as the Total Explainable Statistical Information. It validates the

use of G-entropy in generative AI (e.g., diffusion models) not just as a smoothing

term, but as a precise regulator of the manifold’s total statistical curvature.

3. Linkage of Gf to KL-Divergence and Curvature

We demonstrated that G-entropy is equal to the sum of the second derivatives (Hes-

sians) of the KL-divergence along the covariate perturbation curves.

7In this paper, due to space of restriction, we didn’t include our work of extending the decomposition

from the second-order (Fisher-Rao) to the third-order (Cubic Tensor).
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This connects the local metric structure Gf to the global information measure (KL-

divergence). It implies that minimizing G-entropy is geometrically equivalent to

minimizing the sensitivity of the likelihood function to perturbations in the data fea-

tures, offering a stable objective for robust model training/selection.

4. Semi-Parametric Efficiency and the Covariate Cramer-Rao Lower Bound

(CRLB)

We established the Covariate Cramér-Rao Lower Bound, proving that under geometric

alignment, Gf is congruent to the Efficient Fisher Information Matrix (Ieff ).

This provides a concrete ”Efficiency Standard” for non-parametric estimation1. It

implies that the matrix Gf dictates the fundamental limit of variance for any Regular

Asymptotically Linear (RAL) estimator, allowing researchers to benchmark ”black-

box” estimators against a theoretically derived geometric limit.

5. A Rigorous Test for the Manifold Hypothesis (MH)

We formalized the Manifold Hypothesis as a statistical test of rank deficiency, defined

by the Information Capture Ratio R.

This transforms the Manifold Hypothesis from a vague intuition into a quantifiable

property. It implies that the intrinsic dimension of high-dimensional data can be

rigorously estimated by the effective rank of Gf , providing a diagnostic tool to validate

the ”low-dimensional structure” assumption critical to modern representation

learning.

7.1 Future Direction 1: The Decomposition of Skewness

While the second-order geometry (the metric gf ) is fully resolved by the orthogonal

decomposition, the statistical manifold M is generally curved, meaning its higher-order ge-

ometry is non-trivial. Our work on the Amari-Chentsov Cubic Tensor T (Theorem 10)
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confirms that this third-order tensor governs the asymmetry (statistical skewness) of the KL

divergence.

The natural and essential next step is to extend the decomposition to this third-order

object:

T “ TS ` TSK ` Tmixed

This requires defining a Covariate Cubic Tensor (TG) that captures the statistical skew-

ness only within the explainable subspace S.

• The Covariate Skewness (TG): This third-order tensor would quantify how non-

Gaussian (asymmetric) the statistical variations are along the explainable covariate

directions.

• Residual Skewness: This would measure the asymmetry residing entirely in the

residual, unexplainable space SK.

• Mixed Tensors: These would describe the cross-dependencies between the explain-

able and residual skewness components.

7.2 Future Direction 2: Toward a Complete Covariate Dual Ge-

ometry

The ultimate goal is to define the full dual geometric structure (t∇p1q,∇p´1q, gf , T u)

restricted to the covariate subspace S. If TG can be calculated, it would allow us to define

the Covariate Dual Connections (∇p1q

G and ∇p´1q

G ) on S.

This new Covariate Dual Geometry would have several profound implications:

• Dual Explainability: It would provide two distinct, geometrically meaningful ways

to measure distance on the manifold (e-geodesics and m-geodesics), both restricted

purely to the observable covariate space S.
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• Optimal Asymmetric Paths: It would allow for the optimization of learning al-

gorithms based not just on minimal statistical variance (CRLB) but also on minimal

statistical skewness. For instance, it could identify the optimal path ft in parameter

space that best maintains the initial distribution’s symmetry properties.

• Higher-Order Decomposition: Success in defining TG opens the door to decompos-

ing all higher-order tensors, potentially leading to a complete, infinite-order geometric

description of explainability.

In conclusion, this orthogonal decomposition research provides the necessary geometric foun-

dation for analytical explainability so that we can use calculus and algebriac methods to

study the infinite dimensional information geometry. By successfully defining the second-

order structure, we have created the roadmap for future work in building a complete, high-

order, Covariate Dual Geometry, capable of fully characterizing the complexity, efficiency,

and asymmetry of statistical inference in high-dimensional non-parametric systems.
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8 Appendix 1: Proofs of Lemmas and Theorems

Proof of Lemma ??.

Proof. Proof of Lemma 1

Start with the normalization condition for the curve ft:

ż

x

ftpxq dx “ 1, for all t P p´ϵ, ϵq

Differentiate both sides with respect to t:

d

dt

ˆ
ż

X
ftpxq dx

˙

“
d

dt
p1q

ż

x

Bftpxq

Bt
dx “ 0

(Assuming that ft is sufficiently smooth to allow interchange of differentiation and integra-

tion, as is typical for a smooth manifold structure.)Evaluate at t “ 0, by the definition of

the tangent vector hpxq, we have

ż

x

Bftpxq

Bt

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

dx “

ż

x

hpxq dx “ 0

Proof. Proof of Lemma 2

1. Linearity:

Let h1, h2 P TfM and α, β P R.

Φpαh1 ` βh2q “
αh1 ` βh2

f

“ α
h1

f
` β

h2

f

“ αΦph1q ` βΦph2q

The map Φ is linear.
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2. Injectivity (One-to-One):

We must show that if Φphq “ 0, then h “ 0.

Φphq “ s “
h

f
“ 0

Since fpxq is a probability density function, fpxq ą 0 almost everywhere. Therefore,

the only way for hpxq{fpxq “ 0 is if hpxq “ 0 almost everywhere. The map Φ is

injective.

3. Surjectivity (Onto):

We must show that for any s P Sf , there exists an h P TfM such that Φphq “ s.

• Candidate h: Given s P Sf , we define the candidate tangent vector as the inverse

map:

h “ f ˆ s

• Membership Check: We must verify that this candidate h satisfies the constraint

for TfM , i.e.,
ş

Rn hpxqdx “ 0. Since s is in the score space Sf ,

ż

Rn

hpxqdx “

ż

Rn

spxqfpxqdx “ 0

Therefore The map Φ is surjective.

Since Φ is linear, injective, and surjective, it is an isomorphism. This proves that the spaces

TfM and Sf are algebraically equivalent.

Proof. Proof of Lemma 3

• Part 1: Equivalence of the Integral and Expectation Forms We start with the

integral definition of the metric and show its equivalence to the expected product of

score functions.Given the definition of the score functions:

s1pxq “
h1pxq

fpxq
and s2pxq “

h2pxq

fpxq
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The integral form of the Fisher-Rao metric is:

gf ph1,h2q “

ż

Rn

h1pxqh2pxq

fpxq
dx

We can rewrite the numerator h1pxqh2pxq

fpxq
by substituting h1pxq “ s1pxqfpxq and h2pxq “

s2pxqfpxq:

h1pxqh2pxq

fpxq
“

ps1pxqfpxqqps2pxqfpxqq

fpxq
“ s1pxqs2pxqfpxq

Substituting this back into the integral:

gf ph1,h2q “

ż

Rn

s1pxqs2pxqfpxqdx

By the definition of expectation for a random variable Z “ s1pXqs2pXq under the

density f :
ż

Rn

s1pxqs2pxqfpxqdx “ EX„f rs1pXqs2pXqs

Thus, the first equivalence is proven:

gf ph1,h2q “

ż

Rn

h1pxqh2pxq

fpxq
dx “ EX„f rs1pXqs2pXqs

• Part 2: Equivalence to the Covariance We now show that EX„f rs1pXqs2pXqs

is equal to Covps1pXq, s2pXqq.The general definition of the covariance between two

random variables Z1 and Z2 is:

CovpZ1, Z2q “ ErZ1Z2s ´ ErZ1sErZ2s

In our case, Z1 “ s1pXq and Z2 “ s2pXq. Therefore:

Covps1pXq, s2pXqq “ Ers1pXqs2pXqs ´ Ers1pXqsErs2pXqs

We need to demonstrate that the second term, Ers1pXqsErs2pXqs, is zero.A tangent

vector h P TfM represents a perturbation that must preserve the total probability

mass, meaning
ş

hpxqdx “ 0. Using the relationship hpxq “ spxqfpxq, this constraint

translates to the zero-mean property of the score function:

ż

Rn

hpxqdx “

ż

Rn

spxqfpxqdx “ EX„f rspXqs “ 0
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Applying this to both score functions s1 and s2:

Ers1pXqs “ 0 and Ers2pXqs “ 0

Substituting these zero-mean properties back into the covariance formula:

Covps1pXq, s2pXqq “ Ers1pXqs2pXqs ´ p0qp0q “ Ers1pXqs2pXqs

• Conclusion Conclusion

Proof. Proof of Lemma 4 This requires us to show that
ş

Rn hSpxqdx “ 0 for all hS P S.

Since hS is a linear combination of the basis vectors, it suffices to show that each basis vector

is in TfM .
ż

Rn

Bf

Bxi

dx “

ż

Rn´1

ˆ
ż

R

Bf

Bxi

dxi

˙

dx‰i

By the Fundamental Theorem of Calculus and the assumption that f is zero-valued at the

boundaries (i.e., fpxq Ñ 0 as }x} Ñ 8):

ż

R

Bf

Bxi

dxi “ fpxq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

xi“`8

xi“´8
“ 0 ´ 0 “ 0

Thus,
ş

Rn
Bf
Bxi

dx “ 0. Since S is a linear span of such vectors, S Ă TfM .

Proof. Proof of Lemma 5 The dimension of S is at most n (if the gradients are linearly

independent, dimpSq “ n). Any finite-dimensional subspace of a topological vector space

(including a Hilbert space) is closed. Since dimpSq ď n ă 8, S is a closed subspace of

TfM .

Proof. Proof of Theorem 1

• Existence: By the Projection Theorem (or Orthogonal Decomposition Theorem) in

Hilbert space theory: If H is a Hilbert space and V is a closed subspace of H, then

every element h P H can be uniquely written as the sum of an element in V and an
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element in V K: h “ v ` vK. Here, H “ TfM (the Hilbert space structure is induced

by gf ) and V “ S. Since S is a closed subspace (Lemma 2), the decomposition exists.

Let hS be the projection of h onto S, and ϵ be the orthogonal complement hK. Since

hS P S “ span
!

Bf
Bxi

)

, it must be a linear combination:

hSpxq “

n
ÿ

i“1

wi
Bfpxq

Bxi

“ w ¨ ∇fpxq

where w P Rn. The remaining term is ϵ “ h ´ hS. Since h P TfM and hS P S Ă TfM ,

their difference ϵ P TfM . By definition, hS is the projection, so ϵ must be orthogonal

to S: ϵ P SK. Thus, hpxq “ w ¨ ∇fpxq ` εpxq exists.

• Uniqueness: Assume there are two such decompositions for h:

h “ hS,1 ` ε1 and h “ hS,2 ` ε2

where hS,1, hS,2 P S and ε1, ε2 P SK. Subtracting the two equations gives:

0 “ phS,1 ´ hS,2q ` pε1 ´ ε2q

This implies hS,1 ´ hS,2 “ ´pε1 ´ ε2q. Let k “ hS,1 ´ hS,2. Since S is a vector space,

k P S. Also, k “ ´pε1 ´ ε2q. Since SK is a vector space, k P SK. Thus, k P S X SK.

The intersection of any subspace and its orthogonal complement is the zero vector.

gf pk, kq “ gf pk,´pε1 ´ ε2qq “ 0 psince k P S and ´ pε1 ´ ε2q P SK
q

Since gf is a positive-definite metric (i.e., gf pk, kq “
ş

k2

f
dx ą 0 for k ‰ 0), we must

have k “ 0. Therefore, hS,1 ´ hS,2 “ 0 ùñ hS,1 “ hS,2, and ε1 ´ ε2 “ 0 ùñ ε1 “ ε2.

The decomposition is unique.

Proof. Proof of Lemma 6
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By definition of the orthogonal complement SK, h2,K “ ε2 is orthogonal to every vector

in S, including the basis vectors Bf
Bxi

. Since h1,S is a linear combination of these basis vectors,

h1,S must be orthogonal to h2,K.

gf ph1,S, h2,Kq “ gf

˜

n
ÿ

i“1

w1,i
Bf

Bxi

, ε2

¸

By the bi-linearity of the metric gf :

gf ph1,S, h2,Kq “

n
ÿ

i“1

w1,i ¨ gf

ˆ

Bf

Bxi

, ε2

˙

Since Bf
Bxi

P S and ε2 P SK, the term gf

´

Bf
Bxi

, ε2

¯

“ 0 for all i.

ùñ gf ph1,S, h2,Kq “

n
ÿ

i“1

w1,i ¨ 0 “ 0

The same logic applies to gf ph1,K, h2,Sq, since h1,K “ ε1 P SK and h2,S P S.

Proof. Proof of Lemma7

Substitute the linear combination form for h1,S and h2,S:

h1,Spxq “

n
ÿ

i“1

w1,i
Bf

Bxi

and h2,Spxq “

n
ÿ

j“1

w2,j
Bf

Bxj

Apply the bilinearity of gf :

gf ph1,S, h2,Sq “ gf

˜

n
ÿ

i“1

w1,i
Bf

Bxi

,
n

ÿ

j“1

w2,j
Bf

Bxj

¸

gf ph1,S, h2,Sq “

n
ÿ

i“1

n
ÿ

j“1

w1,iw2,j ¨ gf

ˆ

Bf

Bxi

,
Bf

Bxj

˙

The term gf

´

Bf
Bxi

, Bf
Bxj

¯

is, by definition, the pi, jq-th entry of the matrix Gf . This sum is

exactly the definition of a quadratic form in matrix-vector notation:

gf ph1,S, h2,Sq “ wT
1 Gfw2
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Proof. Proof of Corollary 1

pGf qij “ gf

ˆ

Bf

Bxi

,
Bf

Bxj

˙

“

ż

Rn

Bf
Bxi

Bf
Bxj

fpxq
dx

“

ż

Rn

B log f

Bxi

B log f

Bxj

fpxqdx “ EX„f rsipXqsjpXqs

Proof. Proof of Theorem 2 Start with the definition of gf phS, hSq and substitute hS “

řn
i“1 wipBifq:

gf phS, hSq “ gf

˜

hS,
n

ÿ

j“1

wjpBjfq

¸

Using linearity and the definition of vh (from Lemma 2):

gf phS, hSq “

n
ÿ

j“1

wjgf phS, Bjfq

By the orthogonality condition gf ph´hS, Bjfq “ 0, we have gf phS, Bjfq “ gf ph, Bjfq “ pvhqj.

Substituting this back:

gf phS, hSq “

n
ÿ

j“1

wjpvhqj “ wT
hvh

Finally, substitute the solution for wh from Lemma 2 (wh “ G´1
f vh):

gf phS, hSq “ pG´1
f vhq

Tvh “ vT
h pG´1

f q
Tvh

Since Gf is symmetric, G´1
f is also symmetric, so pG´1

f qT “ G´1
f :

gf phS, hSq “ vT
hG

´1
f vh

The Information Capture Ratio R is simply the ratio of the projected information to the

total information, as stated.

Proof. Proof of Theorem 3

1. By the Existence and Uniqueness of Decomposition Theorem, any tangent

vector h can be uniquely written as the sum of its projection onto the covariate subspace

S and the residual vector:

h “ hS ` ϵ
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2. Expand the Metric: We calculate the Fisher-Rao metric of h with itself, gf ph, hq,

using the bilinearity of the metric gf p¨, ¨q:

gf ph, hq “ gf phS ` ϵ, hS ` ϵq

Expanding this bilinear form:

gf ph, hq “ gf phS, hSq ` gf phS, ϵq ` gf pϵ, hSq ` gf pϵ, ϵq

3. Apply the Orthogonality Condition: The fundamental definition of the Covari-

ate Orthogonal Decomposition is that the two subspaces, S and SK, are gf -

orthogonal. This means the inner product between any vector in S and any vector

in SK is zero.Since hS P S and ϵ P SK, we have the orthogonality conditions:

gf phS, ϵq “ 0

gf pϵ, hSq “ 0

4. Simplify the Expanded Metric: Substituting the orthogonality conditions back

into the expanded metric expression from Step 2:

gf ph, hq “ gf phS, hSq ` 0 ` 0 ` gf pϵ, ϵq

This simplifies directly to the final additive relationship:

gf ph, hq “ gf phS, hSq ` gf pϵ, ϵq

Proof. Proof of Theorem 4

1. Start with the Definition of G-Entropy
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The G-Entropy HGpfq is defined as the sum of the expected squared score functions

for each of the n observable covariates x1, . . . , xn:

HGpfq “

n
ÿ

i“1

Ef

«

ˆ

B log f

Bxi

˙2
ff

Let sipxq “
B log fpxq

Bxi
denote the score function corresponding to the i-th covariate. We

can rewrite the definition using the score functions:

HGpfq “

n
ÿ

i“1

Ef rsipXq
2
s

2. Define the Covariate Fisher Information Matrix Gf

The matrix Gf is defined by restricting the Fisher-Rao metric gf to the basis vectors of

the covariate subspace S. The basis vectors are the score functions tsipxqu.The entry

pGf qij is the inner product (metric) between the score functions si and sj:

pGf qij “ gf psi, sjq

Using the Fisher-Rao Metric Identity Lemma, which states gf ph1, h2q “ Ef rs1pXqs2pXqs:

pGf qij “ Ef rsipXqsjpXqs

3. Calculate the Trace of Gf

The trace of an n ˆ n matrix is the sum of its diagonal elements:

TrpGf q “

n
ÿ

i“1

pGf qii

Now, substitute the definition of the matrix element pGf qij from Step 2 into the trace

formula, focusing on the diagonal elements where i “ j:

TrpGf q “

n
ÿ

i“1

Ef rsipXqsipXqs

TrpGf q “

n
ÿ

i“1

Ef rsipXq
2
s
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4. Establish the Identity

Compare the final expression for TrpGf q from Step 3 with the definition of HGpfq from

Step 1:

TrpGf q “

n
ÿ

i“1

Ef rsipXq
2
s

HGpfq “

n
ÿ

i“1

Ef rsipXq
2
s

Therefore, the G-Entropy is identically equal to the trace of the Covariate Fisher

Information Matrix:

HGpfq “ TrpGf q

Proof. Proof of Lemma: 8

1. Define KL Divergence:

DKLpf ||ftq “

ż

Rn

fpxq log

ˆ

fpxq

ftpxq

˙

dx

2. Differentiate with respect to t:

d

dt
DKLpf ||ftq “

d

dt

ż

Rn

fpxq rlog fpxq ´ log ftpxqs dx

Since fpxq and log fpxq are independent of t:

d

dt
DKLpf ||ftq “

ż

Rn

fpxq

„

0 ´
B

Bt
log ftpxq

ȷ

dx

3. Apply the Chain Rule:

Recall the derivative of log g: B

Bt
log ftpxq “ 1

ftpxq

Bftpxq

Bt
.

d

dt
DKLpf ||ftq “ ´

ż

Rn

fpxq

„

1

ftpxq

Bftpxq

Bt

ȷ

dx
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4. Evaluate at t “ 0:

At t “ 0, we have ft“0pxq “ fpxq and Bftpxq

Bt

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0
“ hpxq.

d

dt
DKLpf ||ftq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“ ´

ż

Rn

fpxq

„

1

fpxq
hpxq

ȷ

dx

5. Simplify and Use Constraint:

The fpxq terms cancel:

d

dt
DKLpf ||ftq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“ ´

ż

Rn

hpxqdx

By the tangent space constraint derived in Part 1,
ş

Rn hpxqdx “ 0.

d

dt
DKLpf ||ftq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“ ´p0q “ 0

Proof. Proof of Lemma 9

1. First Derivative: Start with the chain rule for the first derivative (the instantaneous

score st):

B

Bt
log ftpxq “

1

ftpxq

Bftpxq

Bt
“ stpxq

2. Second Derivative: Differentiate the expression above again with respect to t:

B2

Bt2
log ftpxq “

B

Bt

„

1

ftpxq

Bftpxq

Bt

ȷ

.

3. Apply the Product Rule: Treat this as B

Bt
rAptqBptqs, where Aptq “ 1{ft and Bptq “

Bft{Bt.

B2

Bt2
log ftpxq “

ˆ

B

Bt

1

ft

˙ ˆ

Bft
Bt

˙

`

ˆ

1

ft

˙ ˆ

B2ft
Bt2

˙

4. Evaluate at t “ 0: At t “ 0, we use:
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• ft “ f

• Bft
Bt

“ h

• B

Bt
1
ft

“ ´ 1
f2
t

Bft
Bt

ùñ B

Bt
1
ft

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0
“ ´ 1

f2h

Substitute these into the second derivative:

B2

Bt2
log ftpxq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“

ˆ

´
1

fpxq2
hpxq

˙

phpxqq `

ˆ

1

fpxq

˙ ˆ

B2ft
Bt2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

˙

B2

Bt2
log ftpxq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“ ´

ˆ

hpxq

fpxq

˙2

`
1

fpxq

B2ft
Bt2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

5. Simplify and Relate to Score (s “ h{f):

Recognizing that spxq “ hpxq{fpxq:

B2

Bt2
log ftpxq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“ ´spxq
2

`
1

fpxq

B2ft
Bt2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

The term 1
fpxq

B2ft
Bt2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0
must be equal to Bstpxq

Bt

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0
by comparing the initial equation to

the final target, proving the identity.

Proof. Proof of Lemma 10

1. Start with Normalization: We know the normalization integral must be constant for

all t:
ż

Rn

ftpxqdx “ 1

.

2. Differentiate Twice: Differentiate the entire equation with respect to t:

B

Bt

„
ż

Rn

ftpxqdx

ȷ

“
B

Bt
p1q “ 0.

and

B2

Bt2

„
ż

Rn

ftpxqdx

ȷ

“
B

Bt
p0q “ 0.
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3. Interchange Differentiation and Integration: Assuming sufficient regularity (smooth-

ness):
ż

Rn

B2ftpxq

Bt2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

dx “ 0

Proof. Proof of Theorem 5

1. Differentiate the KL Divergence Twice

We start with the expression for the first derivative of the KL divergence derived in

Lemma 8:

d

dt
DKLpf ||ftq “ ´

ż

Rn

fpxq

„

1

ftpxq

Bftpxq

Bt

ȷ

dx

Differentiate this expression again with respect to t:

d2

dt2
DKLpf ||ftq “ ´

d

dt

ż

Rn

fpxq

„

1

ftpxq

Bftpxq

Bt

ȷ

dx

Assuming we can interchange differentiation and integration (due to the smoothness

of ft):

d2

dt2
DKLpf ||ftq “ ´

ż

Rn

fpxq

„

B

Bt

ˆ

1

ftpxq

Bftpxq

Bt

˙ȷ

dx

2. Simplify the Inner Derivative at t “ 0

Recall that the term inside the parenthesis is the instantaneous score function: 1
ft

Bft
Bt

“

B

Bt
log ft.The term we need to evaluate inside the integral is the second derivative of the

log-likelihood:

B2

Bt2
log ftpxq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

From Lemma 9 (Second Derivative of Log-Likelihood), we have:

B2

Bt2
log ftpxq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“ ´spxq
2

`
1

fpxq

B2ftpxq

Bt2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0
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3. Substitute into the Second Derivative of DKL

Substitute the result from Step 2 back into the integral expression for d2

dt2
DKLpf ||ftq,

evaluated at t “ 0:

d2

dt2
DKLpf ||ftq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“ ´

ż

Rn

fpxq

„

´spxq
2

`
1

fpxq

B2ftpxq

Bt2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

ȷ

dx

Break the integral into two parts:

d2

dt2
DKLpf ||ftq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“ ´

ż

Rn

fpxqp´spxq
2
qdx ´

ż

Rn

fpxq

ˆ

1

fpxq

B2ftpxq

Bt2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

˙

dx

4. Apply Zero Mean Properties

Term 1 (Information Term):

´

ż

Rn

fpxqp´spxq
2
qdx “

ż

Rn

spxq
2fpxqdx “ Ef rspXq

2
s

By the Fisher-Rao Metric Identity (Lemma 3), Ef rspXq2s “ gf ph,hq.

Term 2 (Normalization Term):

´

ż

Rn

fpxq

ˆ

1

fpxq

B2ftpxq

Bt2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t “ 0

˙

dx “ ´

ż

Rn B2ftpxq

Bt2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t “ 0dx

By Lemma 10 (Zero Mean of the Second Derivative), this integral is zero:

´

ż

Rn B2ftpxq

Bt2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

dx “ 0

5. Final result

Substituting the simplified terms back:

d2

dt2
DKLpf ||ftq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“ gf ph,hq ` 0

Proof. Proof of Theorem 6
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1. Relate Second Derivative of KL to Metric

We begin by applying Theorem 5 (Fisher Information as the Second Derivative

of KL-Divergence) to the curve fi,t with the tangent vector hi:

d2

dt2
DKLpf ||fi,tq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“ gf phi,hiq

Note: In this context, we use the definition where the second derivative directly equals

the metric gf ph,hq.

2. Relate Metric to Covariate Fisher Information Matrix (Gf):

The term gf phi,hiq is the Fisher-Rao metric evaluated on the tangent vector hi. By

the definition of the Covariate Fisher Information Matrix Gf , the diagonal element

pGf qii is exactly this self-inner product, where the tangent vector hi corresponds to

the score function si:

gf phi,hiq “ pGf qii

3. Apply the Definition of G-Entropy:

The G-Entropy HGpfq is defined as the sum of the expected squared score functions:

HGpfq “

n
ÿ

i“1

Ef rsipXq
2
s

By the Fisher-Rao Metric Identity (Lemma 1.1), the expected squared score function

Ef rsipXq2s is equal to the metric self-inner product gf phi,hiq and thus the diagonal

matrix entry pGf qii:

HGpfq “

n
ÿ

i“1

pGf qii

4. By Theorem 4 (Identity of G-Entropy), the sum of the diagonal elements is the trace

of Gf :

HGpfq “ TrpGf q “

n
ÿ

i“1

pGf qii
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Now, substitute the result from Step 2 into the sum of the second derivatives:

n
ÿ

i“1

d2

dt2
DKLpf ||fi,tq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“

n
ÿ

i“1

gf phi,hiq “

n
ÿ

i“1

pGf qii

Since
řn

i“1pGf qii “ HGpfq, we have established the identity:

HGpfq “

n
ÿ

i“1

d2

dt2
DKLpf ||fi,tq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

Proof. Proof of Lemma 11

1. Evaluate the High-Order Term at t “ 0: The term that defines C3 is isolated when

we evaluate the full expansion at t “ 0. The integrand term involving B3ft
Bt3

is:

I3pxq “
B3ftpxq

Bt3
¨ log

ˆ

ftpxq

fpxq

˙
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

2. Apply the Reference Point Condition: At the reference point, t “ 0, the curve

density ft equals the reference density f :

ft“0pxq “ fpxq

Therefore, the logarithmic term evaluates to zero:

log

ˆ

ft“0pxq

fpxq

˙

“ log

ˆ

fpxq

fpxq

˙

“ logp1q “ 0

3. Since the coefficient of the third derivative term is zero at t “ 0, the entire integral

term vanishes:

C3 “

ż

Rn

B3ftpxq

Bt3

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

¨ 0 dx “ 0

Proof. Proof of Lemma 12
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1. Differentiate the Reverse KL Divergence

The reverse KL divergence is:

DKLpft||fq “

ż

Rn

ftpxq log

ˆ

ftpxq

fpxq

˙

dx “

ż

ft log ftdx ´

ż

ft log fdx

We know from Lemma 8 that d
dt

ş

ft log fdx “ 0 at t “ 0. Therefore, we focus on

differentiating the first term, the negative entropy part, Eptq “
ş

ft log ftdx.

The first two derivatives of Eptq at t “ 0 are known to be:

d
dt
Eptq

ˇ

ˇ

t“0
“

ş

hplog f ` 1qdx “ 0 (due to
ş

hdx “ 0 and
ş

h log fdx “
ş

h
f
f log fdx “ 0

by the orthogonality of the tangent space), and

d2

dt2
Eptq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0
“ gf ph,hq

2. Calculate the Third Derivative of Eptq

We differentiate Eptq three times:

d3

dt3
Eptq “

d3

dt3

ż

ft log ftdx

Using the identity B

Bt
pft log ftq “

Bft
Bt

plog ft ` 1q, and differentiating twice more (this

requires complex algebraic expansion), it is a standard result in Information Geometry

that the third derivative evaluated at t “ 0 is:

d3

dt3
Eptq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“ 3Ef

„

B2 log ft
Bt2

|t“0 ¨ s

ȷ

` Ef rs3s

where s “ h{f .

3. Calculate the Third Derivative of Reverse KL

Since DKLpft||fq “ Eptq ´
ş

ft log fdx, and the derivatives of the second term are

simple:

d3

dt3
DKLpft||fq “

d3

dt3
Eptq ´

d3

dt3

ż

ft log fdx
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We evaluate the second term:

d3

dt3

ż

ft log fdx

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“

ż

B3ft
Bt3

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

log fdx

The final formula for the third derivative of the reverse KL is:

D
3

KLpft||fq “ 3Ef

„

B2 log ft
Bt2

|t“0 ¨ s

ȷ

` Ef rs3s ´

ż

B3ft
Bt3

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

log fdx

4. Relate to Forward KL and the Cubic Tensor T

From the finition of T and by using an integration-by-parts on the forward third deriva-

tive, we can obtain

D
3

KLpf ||ftq “ T ph, h, hq “ ´3Ef

„

B2 log ft
Bt2

|t“0 ¨ s

ȷ

´ Ef rs3s

By thusing Lemma 11, we have prove that

D
3

KLpft||fq “ ´T ph, h, hq

Proof. Proof of Theorem 7

By using the definition of Cubic Tensor T ph, h, hq and Lemma 12, we have the equation.

Proof. Proof of Theorem 8

1. By the definition 17 of the Efficient Fisher Information Matrix

Ieff pθq “ Ef rseffs
T
eff s

2. Applying Assumption 1, we substitute the Covariate Score vector sx for the Efficient

Score vector seff :

Ieff pθq “ Ef

“

sxs
T
x

‰

“ Ef

«

ˆ

B log f

Bx

˙ ˆ

B log f

Bx

˙T
ff
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3. Recall definition of pGf qi,j, the final expression is exactly the Covariate Fisher Infor-

mation Matrix Gf .

Ieff pθq “ Gf

The identity is proven.

Proof. Proof of Lemma 13

1. Asymptotic Variance: The asymptotic covariance is AsyCovpθ̂q “ Ef rψψT
s.

2. Orthogonal Decomposition: By Theorem 1, write ψ “ ψS ` ψK, where ψS P Sx and

ψK P SK
x .

3. The Information Identity: For any RAL estimator, the influence function must satisfy

Ef rψsTeff s “ I. Under Assumption 1 (seff “ sx), we have:

Ef rpψS `ψKqsTx s “ I ùñ Ef rψSs
T
x s ` 0 “ I

Thus, ψK contributes nothing to the required unit-correlation with the signal.

4. Variance Comparison:

Ef rψψT
s “ Ef rψSψ

T
S s ` Ef rψKψ

T
Ks

Since Ef rψKψ
T
Ks is positive semi-definite, the variance is minimized when ψK “ 0

Proof. Proof of Lemma 14

1. Since ψ˚
P Sx, there exists a matrix A such that ψ˚

“ Asx.

2. From the identity Ef rψ˚sTx s “ I, we substitute:

AEf rsxs
T
x s “ I ùñ AGf “ I
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3. Solving for A gives A “ G´1
f . Thus, ψ˚

“ G´1
f sx.

Proof. Proof of Theorem 9

1. For any RAL estimator, AsyCovpθ̂q “ Ef rψψT
s.

2. Using the decomposition ψ “ ψ˚
`δ, where ψ˚ is the canonical influence function and

δ “ ψ ´ψ˚.

3. Note that Ef rψ˚δT s “ 0 because ψ˚ is a linear combination of sx, and for any RAL

estimator, Ef rψsTx s “ I, while Ef rψ˚sTx s “ I, implying Ef rδsTx s “ 0.

4. Therefore:

Ef rψψT
s “ Ef rψ˚

pψ˚
q
T

s ` Ef rδδT s

5. Calculating the optimal variance:

Ef rψ˚
pψ˚

q
T

s “ Ef rpG´1
f sxqpsTxG

´1
f qs “ G´1

f Ef rsxs
T
x sG´1

f “ G´1
f GfG

´1
f “ G´1

f

6. Since Ef rδδT s ľ 0, it follows that AsyCovpθ̂q ľ G´1
f .

Proof. Proof of Theorem 10

• Necessity: Suppose the scores are linearly dependent. Then there exists a non-zero

vector c P Rd such that
řd

j“1 cjsxj
“ 0 almost everywhere with respect to f .Multiplying

by the vector cT on the left and c on the right of Gf :

cTGfc “ cTEf rsxs
T
x sc “ Ef rpcT sxq

2
s

If the scores are linearly dependent, cT sx “ 0, thus cTGfc “ 0. This implies Gf is

singular (not positive definite).
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• Sufficiency: If the scores are linearly independent, then for any non-zero vector c,

the random variable Y “ cT sx is not zero almost everywhere. Since Y 2 ě 0 and

P pY 2 ą 0q ą 0, we have:

cTGfc “ Ef rY 2
s ą 0

A symmetric matrix that satisfies cTGfc ą 0 for all c ‰ 0 is positive definite and thus

invertible.

Proof. Proof of Theorem 11

1. Express the tangent vector h as the sum of its projection onto Ml and the residual

vector ϵ:

h “ ΠMl
phq ` ε.

2. By the Orthogonal Projection Theorem in the Hilbert space TfM, the residual ϵ

is orthogonal to the subspace Ml. Since ΠMl
phq P Ml, we have:

gf pΠMl
phq, εq “ gf pε,ΠMl

phqq “ 0.

3. Calculate the squared length of h:

gf ph, hq “ gf pΠMl
phq ` ε,ΠMl

phq ` εq.

4. Expand the inner product using bilinearity:

gf ph, hq “ gf pΠMl
phq,ΠMl

phqq ` gf pΠMl
phq, εq ` gf pε,ΠMl

phqq ` gf pε, εq.

5. Substitute the zero cross-terms:

gf ph, hq “ gf pΠMl
phq,ΠMl

phqq ` gf pε, εq.
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Proof. Proof of Lemma 15

1. Let hMl
P Ml. Since Ml “ spantu1, . . . , udu, hMl

can be uniquely written as:

hMl
“

d
ÿ

j“1

αjuj,

where α “ pα1, . . . , αdqT is the coordinate vector of hMl
in the tuju basis

2. The squared Fisher-Rao length of hMl
is:

gf phMl
, hMl

q “ gf

˜

ÿ

j

αjuj,
ÿ

k

αkuk

¸

“

d
ÿ

j“1

d
ÿ

k“1

αjαkgf puj, ukq.

3. By Definition, the term gf puj, ukq is the pj, kq-th element of the manifold’s Fisher

Information Matrix, ID:

gf phMl
, hMl

q “
ÿ

j,k

αjpIDqjkαk “ αT IDα.

4. Assumption 3 states that rankpIDq “ d. By definition, the rank of a Gram matrix (like

ID) equals the dimension of the space spanned by its generating vectors. Since ID is

full rank d, the basis vectors tuju are linearly independent in TfM.

5. Therefore, Ml is a non-degenerate d-dimensional subspace, and all information in Ml

is captured by the quadratic form αT IDα.

Proof. Proof of Theorem 12

1. Let v P Ml be an arbitrary vector in the signal subspace, v ‰ ΠMl
phq.

2. Define the difference δ “ ΠMl
phq´v. Since ΠMl

phq and v are both inMl, their difference

δ must also be in Ml.

3. We want to show that gf ph ´ v, h ´ vq is minimized when v “ ΠMl
phq.
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4. Rewrite the distance term:

gf ph ´ v, h ´ vq “ gf pph ´ ΠMl
phqq ` pΠMl

phq ´ vq, ph ´ ΠMl
phqq ` pΠMl

phq ´ vqq

gf ph ´ v, h ´ vq “ gf pε ` δ, ε ` δq.

5. Expand the inner product:

gf pε ` δ, ε ` δq “ gf pε, εq ` gf pϵ, δq ` gf pδ, εq ` gf pδ, δq.

6. Since ε P MK
l and δ P Ml, the cross-terms vanish: gf pε, δq “ gf pδ, εq “ 0.

gf ph ´ v, h ´ vq “ gf pϵ, ϵq ` gf pδ, δq.

7. Since gf pδ, δq ě 0, the minimum value is achieved when gf pδ, δq “ 0, which implies

δ “ 0, or v “ ΠMl
phq.

min
vPMl

gf ph ´ v, h ´ vq “ gf pε, εq.

Proof. Proof of Lemma 16

• Let v P Ml.

• Assumption 1 states that Ml is a subspace of S (Ml Ă S). Therefore, v is also an

element of S.

• By the definition of an orthogonal projection, the projection of any vector v onto a

subspace that already contains v is the vector itself.

ΠSpvq “ v.

Proof. Proof of Theorem 13
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1. By Theorem 1, ΠMl
phq is the optimal d-dimensional representation of h.

2. The vector ΠSphq is the optimal n-dimensional representation of h within the observable

space S.

3. Since Ml Ă S (Assumption 1), S can be decomposed into the direct sum S “ Ml ‘

Ml,redundant, where Ml,redundant “ S X MK
l .

4. The projection onto S is ΠSphq “ ΠMl
phq `ΠMl,redundant

pεMl
q, where εMl

“ h´ΠMl
phq.

5. If Assumption 2 (MH Dominance) holds, then the residual εMl
is statistically negligible:

gf pεMl
, εMl

q « 0.

6. The difference between ΠSphq and ΠMl
phq is the projection of the negligible residual

onto the redundant part of S. The statistical length of this difference is:

gf pΠSphq ´ ΠMl
phq,ΠSphq ´ ΠMl

phqq ď gf pεMl
, εMl

q « 0.

7. Therefore, the projections are statistically equivalent: ΠMl
phq « ΠSphq.

Proof. Proof of Theorem 14

1. Start with the pj, kq-th element of ID:

pIDqjk “ gf puj, ukq “ Ef

„

B ln f

Byj

B ln f

Byk

ȷ

.

2. Apply the Chain Rule to the partial derivative with respect to the intrinsic coordinates

yj:

B ln f

Byj
“

n
ÿ

i“1

B ln f

Bxi

Bxi

Byj
“

n
ÿ

i“1

siJij.

where Jij is the element of the Jacobian matrix J at row i and column j.
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3. Substitute the Chain Rule expression back into the definition of ID:

pIDqjk “ Ef

«˜

n
ÿ

i“1

siJij

¸ ˜

n
ÿ

l“1

slJlk

¸ff

.

4. Expand the expectation and move the non-random Jacobian elements outside:

pIDqjk “

n
ÿ

i“1

n
ÿ

l“1

JijEf rsislsJlk.

5. Recognize the term Ef rsisls as the pi, lq-th element of the Covariate FIM Gf :

pIDqjk “

n
ÿ

i“1

n
ÿ

l“1

JijpGf qilJlk.

6. This summation corresponds exactly to the definition of the matrix product JTGfJ.

pIDq “ JTGfJ.
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