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Abstract.
Statistical inference often involves models which are non-linear in the parameters
and which therefore typically exhibit non-Gaussian posterior distributions. These non-Gaussianities
can be prominent especially when data is limited or not constraining enough. Many computational
and analytical tools exist that can deal with non-Gaussian distributions, and empirical Gaussianisation transforms can be constructed that can reduce the amount of non-Gaussianity in a distribution.
In this work, we employ methods from information geometry, which considers a set of probability
distributions for some given model to be a manifold with a metric Riemannian structure, given by
the Fisher information. In this framework we study the differential geometrical meaning of nonGaussianities in a higher order Fisher approximation, and their respective transformation behaviour
under re-parameterisation, which corresponds to a chart transition on the statistical manifold. While
weak non-Gaussianities vanish in normal coordinates in a first order approximation, one can in general not find transformations that discard non-Gaussianities globally. As a topical application in
cosmology we consider the likelihood of the supernovae distance-redshift relation for the parameter
pair (Ωm0 , w). We show that the corresponding manifold is non-flat and demonstrate the connection between confidence intervals and geodesic length, determine the curvature of that likelihood and
quantify degeneracies by means of Lie-derivatives.
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1

Introduction

Any predictive physical model contains a set of finitely many parameters which need to be determined
by experiment. These parameters can be both physical parameters of interest, or nuisance parameters
taking care of e.g. instrumental systematics which will eventually be marginalised. Physical parameters can be, for example, the matter density Ωm , the Hubble-Lemaı̂tre constant h, the dark energy
P
equation of state w, or the sum of the neutrino masses mν , while nuisance parameters could appear
in a weak lensing measurement as the amplitude of the intrinsic alignment contamination. Depending on the construction of the model, the measurement method and the data volume, a model can be
constrained to a certain domain in parameter space where the model might or might not be well approximated by a linear relationship. This situation is especially severe in cosmology for the following
two reasons: (i) Data from cosmological observations is inherently limited, due to cosmic variance
on very large scales and astrophysical effects on small scales. (ii) There is usually a hierarchy in
the model parameters and it is not possible to test individual parameters with a designed experiment
independently. Then, if the data is not constraining enough to restrict the parameter space to a small
neighbourhood, one can not expect the likelihood to be of Gaussian shape because a linearisation of
the model over the allowed parameter space is not applicable.
Both in a Bayesian as well as in a frequentist framework the central object is the joint probability
density function p(x, θ) of the parameters, θ, and the data x. The true model is then suspected to be
the one that could have brought about the data with the highest likelihood, i.e. the choice of the
parameters that is able to maximise p(x, θ). Bayesian inference will interpret p(θ|x) rather in terms
of confidence in a particular set of parameters given a single realisation of the data. Cosmological
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inference usually follows this route since, by nature, the data is only available in a single realisation,
casting a Frequentist interpretation questionable.
Values of model parameters are given with confidence intervals which describe the degree of
uncertainty of the derived parameter value given the errors of the particular experimental technique.
These intervals are usually determined with two main formalisms: For forecasting, where the best fit
values of the parameters are assumed to be known and one often assumes likelihoods close to Gaussian shapes, mainly the Fisher-matrix analysis [e.g. 1] or higher order schemes [2, 3] are employed.
Instead, when facing real data or for more accurate confidence contours without an assumption of
(near) Gaussianity or of single-modality of the likelihood, one relies on Monte-Carlo Markov-chain
(MCMC) methods [4–8]. Approximating a likelihood as being Gaussian has tremendous computational advantages compared to MCMC-techniques, and requires only a small number of calls of the
likelihood for finite differencing, at the expense of not representing the likelihood faithfully enough.
The origin of non-Gaussian features of a likelihood are inherent non-linearities in the dependence of the model on its parameters or a non-Gaussian error process for the individual data points,
giving rise as well to constraints and degeneracies that vary as a function of the fiducial model [9].
If the data is well-constraining, these non-linear relationships can be linearised, which render the
χ2 -functional parabolic and cast the likelihood to be Gaussian. When a model is extended to include
new parameters, the corresponding likelihood covers a larger fraction of the parameter space and a
linearisation of the model might not be applicable, in which case the likelihood veers again away from
the Gaussian shape. This effect can be counteracted by accumulating more data, by collecting data
with smaller errors, or by combining different measurement methods with the potential of breaking
degeneracies.
Whether it is possible to re-parameterise a model such that an otherwise non-Gaussian likelihood assumes a Gaussian shape is an interesting question and has a clear positive answer in one
dimension. For multivariate distributions, this can only be done approximatively [10, 11], making the
likelihood accessible to arguments reserved to Gaussian distributions, for instance their unbiasedness
and their fulfilment of the Cramér-Rao-bound, but also the perfect decoupling of all degeneracies by
transforming the parameter space into the eigensystem of the Gaussian’s covariance matrix. Whether
a perfect Gaussianisation can in principle be achieved is an interesting question on its own and it can
be answered using the tools of information geometry. In information geometry, the Fisher-matrix (or,
the inverse parameter covariance) takes on the role of the metric on a statistical manifold [12] and
can be derived from a statistical divergence defined in an axiomatic way. In this setting the parameters of the statistical model are merely a choice of coordinates and one should be able to change
the parameterisation by chart transition maps in an invertible and differentiable way. In this context,
Gaussian likelihoods correspond to flat manifolds (although there might be unfortunate parameter
choices where they appear to be non-Gaussian) while actual non-Gaussian ones induce a non-trivial
geometry and a deviation from flatness, quantified by a curvature tensor. Hence, using the concepts
of information geometry leads to an understanding of non-Gaussianities as inherent geometrical properties of a non-flat manifold which is defined by a statistical model. In the case of non-flat manifolds
it is in general not possible to find a coordinate change to obtain a constant Fisher information corresponding to a Gaussian likelihood in the parameters. Additionally, by employing additional methods
of differential geometry it could still be possible to find for instance isometries of the Fisher information and consequently integral curves in parameter space along which the metric is constant, leading
to a geometric interpretation of the degeneracies of a model and indicating parameter choices where
Gaussianity of the likelihood is established.
In this work we will apply the concepts of information geometry to a typical statistical model
encountered in cosmology. As a working example we will choose the statistical manifold defined
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by supernova observations [13–17] and investigate its differential geometric properties in the context
of a flat wCDM-cosmology, and restrict the inference on the matter density Ωm and a constant dark
energy equation of state w. Furthermore, we will discuss Gaussianisation transformations, as well
as the relation between the DALI-approximation [3] and the Gram-Charlier series with geometric
properties of statistical manifolds in the limit of weak non-Gaussianities, providing relationships
between these fundamental descriptions of non-Gaussian distributions. Of course, scientists do not
only intend to measure the model parameters of a single model as accurate as possible, but also look
out for new phenomena beyond the accepted model. In that, we will take the point of view that a
model class is already selected, for instance with concepts of Bayesian evidence or through a strong
theoretical argument, and we are asking how well different parameter choices within this model class
are compatible with data.
The structure of our paper reflects the scientific motivation to apply methods from information
geometry to an inference problem in cosmology: We will recapitulate the basic concepts of information geometry in section 2. Section 3 will be devoted to the geometrical interpretation of Gaussianity
and its transformation properties, where we establish links between curvature of a statistical manifold and alternative descriptions of non-Gaussianity of multivariate distributions. In section 4 we
will apply these ideas to the example of constraints on a wCDM-cosmology from type-Ia supernovae
as a topical example of a bivariate non-Gaussian distributions. Specifically, we compute the Riccicurvature for the manifold formed by the two parameters Ωm and w, and investigate degeneracies on
that manifold with Lie-derivatives. Finally, we summarise our results in section 5.

2

Concepts of information geometry

In this section we will briefly summarise the basic concepts of information geometry [12]. We will
introduce the statistical manifold, M, under consideration, the divergence which itself induces a metric g on M. Additional structure is then provided by choosing a particular linear connection ∇ such
that concepts like curvature tensors and curvature scalars can be introduced on the triple (M, g, ∇).
The manifold M will turn out to be of Riemannian type equipped with a positive definite metric g
with a Euclidean signature in contrast to relativity where a pseudo-Riemannian manifold with a metric of Lorentzian signature is considered and the classification of vectors in time-, space- or light-like
is done on the basis of their norm: This is due to the fact that in relativity the concept of hyperbolic spacetimes is central along with a geometric notion of causality, both of which is irrelevant to
statistical manifolds.
2.1

Statistical manifold

At the heart of inference is a statistical model which can be described as a set
M = {p(x, θ)},

(2.1)

where θ are the model parameters, x the data and p is a probability or probability density, in the case
of a continuum of parameters. This set has the structure of a d-dimensional topological manifold
[12], that is a paracompact Hausdorff topological (τ, a suitable topology) space (M, τ) such that
∀p ∈ M there exists an open neighbourhood U with a homeomorphism U → U 0 ⊆ Rd . Here, the
dimensionality is given by the dimensions of the parameter space. In physics the homeomorphism is
usually referred to as a coordinate system. As the statistical model is described by a set of parameters
θ, they can be seen as the coordinate system parameterising the manifold. We will assume here that
the manifold is smooth, i.e. that all chart transition maps in its atlas are C ∞ .
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2.2

Divergences and invariant metric

Distances between points on M are described by divergences, which quantify the dissimilarity of
the distributions associated with every point of the likelihood. For p, q ∈ M we write θi as the
corresponding coordinate. A divergence is then given by
D[p : q] = D[θ p , θq ],

(2.2)

where the following criteria must hold:
1. D[p : q] ≥ 0.
2. D[p : q] = 0 if and only if p = q.
3. D[p : q] can be Taylor expanded in the local coordinate system if p and q are sufficiently close
to each other:
1
D[θ p , θ p + dθ] = gi j (θ p )dθi dθ j ,
2
where the matrix g is positive definite.
Clearly, the squared infinitesimal distance can thus be written as
ds2 = 2D[θ p , θ p + dθ],

(2.3)

providing a Riemannian structure on M. The natural divergence between two points p and q can be
derived by demanding
(2.4)
D[p : q] ≥ D0 [p : q],
where D0 denotes the divergence associated to another random variable y = φ(x). The statistic y is
called sufficient if the equality in (2.4) holds. Clearly any one-to-one mapping provides a sufficient
statistic.
The divergence between two points p and q measures the mutual information between the two
distributions at those two points. An invariant information measure can be introduced [18] called the
f -divergence:
!
Z
q(x)
D f [θ p , θq ] =
dx p(x) f
,
(2.5)
p(x)
with a differentiable and convex function satisfying f (1) = 0. This divergence can be shown to
be invariant. A typical example for an f -divergence is the Kullback-Leibler divergence for which
f (x) = − log(x). Using the properties of a divergence it is clear that the positive definite matrix g of
the f -divergence provides a natural invariant metric on M. It can be seen easily that any f -divergence,
provided f 0 (1) = 0 and f 00 (1) = 1, i.e. if f is standard, yields the same Riemannian metric which is
the Fisher information matrix:
" 00
#
Z
f (1) dp dp
dθµ dθν
D f [θ p , θ p , +dθ] =
dx p(x|θ p )
,
2 dθµ dθν dθ=0 p(x|θ p )2
!
Z
1
dp
1
dp
1
(2.6)
=
dx p(x|θ p )
2
dθµ p(x|θ p ) dθν p(x|θ p )
*
+
1 ∂lnp(x|θ p ) ∂lnp(x|θ p )
=
dθµ dθν ,
2
∂θµ
∂θν
Comparing this result to the third property of the divergence we will therefore write the metric as:

–4–

+ Z
∂ log p(x, θ) ∂ log p(x, θ)
gi j =
=
dx p(x, θ)∂i log p(x, θ)∂ j log p(x, θ).
(2.7)
∂θi
∂θ j
More importantly this metric is unique up to a constant factor. In [12] the geometrical inner product
gi j = hei , e j i is identified with the statistical Fisher information such that the tangent vectors ei can
be related to the score functions ei ∼ ∂ log p(x, θ)/∂θi as derivative of the logarithmic likelihood. As
a side remark the Riemannian structure on M and hence the positive definiteness of the metric is also
vital for the validity of the Cramér-Rao inequality which states that the inverse Fisher information
evaluated at the likelihoods best fit is a lower bound for the parameter covariance [e.g. 1].
*

2.3

Connection and cubic tensor

The statistical manifold (2.1) is equipped with a metric (2.7) and thus assumes the structure of a
Riemannian manifold (M, g). We also introduce an affine connection ∇ which allows for the notion
of parallel transport, geodesics and curvature on the object (M, g, ∇). It should be noted that the
connection ∇ is completely general. However, we will assume parallel transport to not affect the
magnitude of vectors, thus restricting ourself to metric connections. Furthermore, the connection is
assumed to be symmetric [12] what corresponds to the absence of torsion. If metricity is presumed
one can even give an argument for the connection to be symmetric as follows: In a chart representation
with {ei } = {∂/∂θi } as coordinate basis of the tangent space T p M the connection coefficient functions
Γij k are in general defined as ∇i e j = Γkj i ek [19, p.250], and in case of metricity this definition even
simplifies to the partial derivative ∂i e j = Γkj i ek [20, p.63]. For the definition of the basis vectors e j in
information geometry this becomes ∂i e j = Γkj i ek = ∂2 log p(x, θ)/∂θi ∂θ j what is clearly symmetric in
the lower two indices i and j. Thus the connection is given by the torsion free Levi-Civita connection.
In this latter case geodesic lines trace curves of minimal distances between two points on M, if they
are affinely parameterised.
Indeed, the Levi-Civita connection is the unique torsion free affine connection preserving the
norm of a vector under parallel transport. However, if we write the inner product of two vectors u, v,
which are parallel transported, in the following way [12]:
hu, vi = g(u, v) = h∇u, ∇∗ vi,

(2.8)

if the two connections ∇ and ∇∗ are chosen such that they do not change the inner product they are
said to be dually coupled. In the case that ∇ = ∇∗ the Levi-Civita connection is recovered. For the
general case, one can show the following relation [12]:
Γi jk = ∂i g jk − Γ∗ik j ,

(2.9)

where Γi jk = gil Γli j and Γ∗i jk = gil Γ∗i jl are the connection coefficients associated with ∇ and ∇∗ respectively with indices lowered by metric contraction. Defining the tensor
T i jk = Γ∗i jk − Γi jk ,

(2.10)

and comparing expression (2.9) to the first derivative of the metric expressed in terms of the LeviCivita connection
LC
∂i g jk = ΓLC
(2.11)
i jk + Γik j ,
the connection coefficients are obtained as
1
Γi jk = ΓLC
i jk − T i jk ,
2

1
Γ∗i jk = ΓLC
i jk + T i jk ,
2
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(2.12)

with ΓLC
i jk being the connection coefficients of the Levi-Civita connection, namely the Christoffel
symbols. The invariant cubic tensor T i jk derived from an f -divergence is given by
*
+
∂ log p(x, θ) ∂ log p(x, θ) ∂ log p(x, θ)
T i jk = α
,
(2.13)
∂θi
∂θ j
∂θk
with α = 2 f 000 (1) + 3. In this sense the statistical manifold (2.1) can also be thought of as given by
the triple (M, g, T). However, in special cases like for a likelihood of the form
1 T −1
1
exp(− 2 X C X) ,
p (x| µ (θ)) = p
(2π)n detC

(2.14)

with a constant data covariance C and data vector X B x − µ (θ) the cubic tensor vanishes. In this
case, the score functions are proportional to X and odd moments of a (multivariate) Gaussian vanish
due to Isserlis’ Theorem [21]. This will turn out to be important for the examples considered in
section 3.
2.4

Integration on manifolds

An invariant volume element, dΩ M , on a manifold is a d-form:
p
dΩ M = det g dθ1 ∧ · · · ∧ dθd .
(2.15)
p
The factor det g ensures that the volume element is invariant and can be directly interpreted: Consider for example the normalisation condition of a Gaussian distribution with zero mean, which does
not restrict the generality of the argument,
s
!
Z
detF
1 T
d
d θ
exp − θ Fθ = 1.
(2.16)
2
(2π)d
√
Comparing the two expressions show that effectively the co-volume factor detF is merged with the
Euclidean volume element dd θ to form the invariant volume element dΩ M , such that a reparameterisation does not change the normalisation. Furthermore, F becomes the Fisher metric which is constant
in case of Gaussian likelihoods. It should be noted that the averaging not only removes the explicit
dependence on the data, but also ensures that a canonical volume form on the statistical manifold is
given.

3

Gaussianisation from an information geometric viewpoint

As outlined in Section 2, the invariant infinitesimal distance between two neighbouring points on
the statistical manifold (M, F) is given by ds2 = Fi j dθi dθ j , where the metric is derived from the
divergence, eq. (2.2). Here, a specific coordinate system, or parameter set, {θi } has been chosen. A
Gaussian distribution with respect to the parameters would correspond to the case where F is independent from the parameters, θ. This, however, is a parameter dependent statement as the components
of F transform as:
F 0i j (θ0 ) = J ai (θ0 )J b j (θ0 )Fab (θ),
(3.1)
with the Jacobian J ab B ∂θa /∂θ0b . If we are to find any transformation eq. (3.1) which leads to a
globally parameter independent Fisher matrix, the manifold (M, F) would be flat and there would be
a global Gaussianisation transformation. Using this argument in the opposite way, even a likelihood
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described by a flat manifold can show non-Gaussian structure, depending on the chosen coordinate
system. In particular, for an originally uncorrelated Gaussian distribution with unit variance one
could generate non-Gaussianities through the transformation
F 0i j,k (θ0 ) = Jak,i (θ0 )J a j (θ0 ) + J a j,k (θ0 )Jai (θ0 ) .

(3.2)

Here, we denote the partial derivative as ∂a f ≡ f,a . The commonly used Fisher matrix approach to
forecast the sensitivity of future experiments by virtue of the Cramér-Rao bound assumes that the pair
(M, F) is a flat manifold, if not extended to deal with non-Gaussianities [2, 3, 9]. Going beyond the
Fisher approximation thus includes terms which might be attributed to the non-vanishing curvature
of the statistical manifold, and we aim to derive relations between this geometric point of view and
conventional descriptions of non-Gaussianity.
3.1

Weak non-Gaussianitites in the Gram-Charlier-limit: A first approach

 √ n
In this section we turn to weak non-Gaussianities, i.e. the cumulants have to satisfy κn / σ2  1
(in one dimension and accordingly in the multivariate case). Furthermore, we will use the phrase
vanish with different meanings. If something vanishes to some order (with respect to an expansion scheme) it means that the quantity is zero up to this order. That is, higher orders generate
non-vanishing terms. Vanish for weak non-Gaussianities uses the definition just given. If the nonGaussianities are not assumed to be weak, certain manipulations to arrive at the result would not have
been well defined.
Going back to the invariant infinitesimal element ds2 = Fi j dθi dθ j the distance between any two
points P and Q along a curve c(λ) is
!2
Z λ(Q)
p
D(P, Q) ∝
dλ F[ċ(λ), ċ(λ)] ,
(3.3)
λ(P)

where the dot refers to the derivative with respect to the curve parameter λ. For D(P, Q) to be the
shortest distance, c(λ) has to be a geodesic of the metric F. Equation (3.3) is of particular insight
when considering a Gaussian (in the data) likelihood, because in this case D(P, Q) ∝ ∆χ2 (P, Q), thus
we can stipulate that the likelihood for the parameters to be P(θ) ∝ exp(−D(P, Q)/2), such that θ
is the image of Q under some chart. The point P is just for reference and can be absorbed in the
proportionality constant, reflecting the fact that only differences in χ2 are of any relevance. Since a
likelihood with Gaussian distributed data is considered, we can assume that the cubic tensor (2.13)
vanishes as argued in section 2.3. Thus we can assume the Levi-Civita connection in our further
calculations instead of the dually coupled ones.
Going back to the definition of the distance between two points on the manifold, eq. (3.3), one
can use the expansion of the metric, F to write the distance in terms of Gaussian and non-Gaussian
contributions
s
Z
2
!
 λ(Q)

1

0
0
0
dλ
D(P, Q) ≈ 
F ab + F ab,g ∆θg + F ab,gd ∆θg ∆θd θ̇α θ̇b  ,
(3.4)
2
λ(P)
where the superscript 0 denotes evaluation at the point P (for instance the best-fit point) and ∆θα B
θα − θ(P)α . The latter equation can be rearranged using the inverse metric and thus to split everything
into Gaussian and perturbatively non-Gaussian parts:
Z
!1/2 2
q
 λ(Q)

1 0ir 0
i
0ir 0
g
g
d
0
a
b

 .
D(P, Q) ≈ 
(3.5)
dλ F ib θ̇ θ̇ δa + F F ar,g ∆θ + F F ar,gd ∆θ ∆θ
2
λ(P)
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This expression is of course very similar to a multidimensional Gram-Charlier series, which expands
a distribution around its Gaussian part, assuming that higher order cumulants are small (compared
to the variance). We now choose normal coordinates at the point θ0 . In these coordinates geodesics
are again Euclidean straight lines and θ̇a = aa while the connection coefficient functions ΓLC
i jk vanish
locally [22]. Equation (3.5) can now be expanded further and then integrated trivially to find:
!
1
1
D(P, Q) ≈ F 0ab ∆θa ∆θb + F 0ab,g ∆θa ∆θb ∆θg + F 0ab,gd ∆θa ∆θb ∆θg ∆θd .
(3.6)
2
6
The remaining terms can be simplified further: the first term, which just includes the first derivative
of the metric and as such depends on the connection ΓLC
i jk according to relation (2.11), again vanishes
in normal coordinates. For the second one, a bit more work is required: First we note that in normal
coordinates we can write

1
F 0ab,g,d = − Ragbd − Radbg .
(3.7)
3
Here Ragbd = gac Rcgbd denotes the components of the Riemann curvature tensor which is here defined
with respect to the Levi-Civita connection. Contracting the expression (3.7) with ∆θa ∆θb ∆θg ∆θd can
be shown to vanish in a straightforward calculation due to the symmetries of the Riemann tensor
(especially Ragbd = −Rgabd and Ragbd = −Ragdb ). This shows that non-Gaussianities can only play a
role at second order in a suitable chosen coordinate system.
The expansion scheme of the likelihoods’ exponent in terms of the Riemannian distance is a
first effective approach. One decisive advantage is that D(P, Q) is positive definite by definition and
allows for a first and fast estimate of the effect of non-Gaussianity for a non constant Fisher information. In fact it was shown [12] that there is a close relation between a symmetrised Kullback-Leibler
divergence and Riemannian distances. However, the full Kullback-Leibler divergence is asymmetric
in general. Thus we now need to turn to a different expansion scheme, which also complies with
information due to this asymmetry.
3.2

Curvature, Gaussianisation and the DALI expansion

There are alternative expansions of non-Gaussian likelihooods [3]: In particular the integrand of
eq. (3.3) can be expanded in terms of higher order derivatives of the Fisher Information. Put differently one can say that it is an expansion of the Fisher matrix around the best fit point θ0 . However
in [3] not the Fisher information but more generically the logarithmic likelihood L itself is expanded
around the best fit θ0 and only afterwards one performs a data average over the expansion coefficients.
In particular one defines the flexion and the quarxion as:
D
E
D
E
(3.8)
S 0abg = L,abg θ , Q0abgd = L,abgd θ ,
0

0

respectively. Expanding the likelihood this way, allows for the calculation of the Kullback-Leibler
divergence relative to the fiducial point. The likelihood for the parameters can now be written as
"
#
1 0
1 0
1 0
a
b
a
b
g
a
b
g
d
p(θ) ∝ exp − F ab ∆θ ∆θ − S abg ∆θ ∆θ ∆θ − Q abgd ∆θ ∆θ ∆θ ∆θ ,
(3.9)
2
3!
4!
with a logarithmic likelihood expansion up to fourth order. In this sense, it is an expansion of the
distribution p(θ) relative to some fiducial distribution p(θ0 ). In particular the average over the data is
again necessary to measure the divergence between the two distributions. Crucially, this expansion
is different from the one presented in section 3.1 since it works directly on the level of the KullbackLeibler divergence and is therefore not symmetric, that is the integrand in eq. (2.5) is expanded before
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the averaging is carried out. Therefore, this expansion is not necessarily symmetric. In contrast the
expansion in section 3.1 relies on the expansion of a Riemannian distance measure, which of course
is symmetric.
For a Gaussian sampling distribution, DALI expands the likelihood in terms of derivatives with
respect to the mean or the covariance, depending which of them carries the parameter dependence.
This ensures that the remaining distribution is still a proper probability distribution function. In
particular the flexion and the quarxion contracted with sufficiently many ∆θa s can be shown to be
always positive definite. Since both the flexion and the quarxion contain non-Gaussian information at
third and fourth order about the likelihood a naive guess would be to relate them to the higher order
cumulants of the expansion. Indeed, one can derive the following relations using a Gram-Charlier
ansatz, i.e. for weak non-Gaussianities:
1
κa = − S 0i jk Ai jka ,
6
κabc = − S 0i jk F ia F jb F kc ,
1
κab = F ab − Q0i jkl Di jklab ,
12
κabcg = − Q0i jkl F ia F jb F kc F lg .

(3.10)

Here we have introduced the following abbreviations:
Aabcd B F ab F cd + F ac F bd + F ad F cb ,
Dabcdi j B F ac F bi F d j + F ai F bc F d j + F a j F bi F cd + F ci Aabd j ,

(3.11)

Thus all additional terms are proportional to the Fisher matrix and thus scale with different powers
on σ−2 . In appendix A more details are given about the multivariate Gram-Charlier expansion and
we sketch in more detail how the expressions (3.10) can be derived from that. An alternative way to
arrive at these expressions is to use directly the Faà di Bruno formula, relating flexion and quarxion
directly to the moments.
We will now compare the quarxion and the flexion to differential geometric quantities on the
statistical manifold. We first start from the definition of the flexion and rewrite it as
S abc = Γ0 ,LCcab + Γ0 ,LCacb + Γ0 ,LCbac +

1
L,a L,b L,c ,
2

(3.12)

where Γ0 ,LCcab = gic Γ0i ,LCab are the Christoffel symbols, which are defined in terms of derivatives
of the Fisher metric, and we evaluate everything again at the best fit point θ0 , where we can identify
the last term as the cubic tensor. Thus, in normal coordinates, where the Christoffel symbols vanish, the flexion is completely sourced by the cubic tensor. For a likelihood as discussed in relation
(2.14) in section 2.3 the cubic tensor, and hence the flexion vanishes completely in normal coordinates. A similar exercise can be performed for the quarxion, where we seek a relationship with the
second derivatives of the metric. In particular it can be shown that the quarxion vanishes in normal
coordinates to first order in the second derivatives of the metric:

1
Qi jkl = − Rik jl + Ril jk − Rik jl + Rlk ji + Rkli j + Rk jil − Ril jk − Rkl ji − Rkli j + Rik jl − Rk jil − Rik jl
3
= 0 + O(L,i jk ),
(3.13)
where we used the symmetry properties of the Riemann tensor, which can be expressed, in normal
coordinates, in terms of second derivatives of the metric for the Levi-Civita connection. Both results,
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for the flexion and the quarxion, apply for the dependence of the covariance on the parameters as
well as for the case where the mean depends on the parameters. (L,i jk ) refers to terms which contain
proper third derivatives of the quantities carrying the parameter dependence. The results presented
in this section only hold for weak non-Gaussianities, i.e. up to first order. However, the curvature
does not depend on derivatives of third order. For definiteness let’s assume a likelihood of the form
eq. (4.1), where the parameter dependence is only carried by µ such that
Ri jkl =µT,ik C−1 µ, jl − µT,il C−1 µ, jk .

(3.14)

Finally, using concepts from information geometry we found an interpretation of non-Gaussianities
as inherent geometrical properties of a statistical manifold. These can in general only be remedied
for a flat manifold by a non-linear coordinate transformation. For a non-flat manifold they only
vanish in normal coordinates in first order approximation, so one can in principle not find a nonlinear coordinate transformation to make them vanish completely. However, one could still search for
isometries of the Fisher information as will be discussed in the next section, where we consider the
example a likelihood on Ωm0 and w from supernova data.

4

An illustrative example: The Supernovae likelihood

In this section we will discuss a simple cosmological example in the context of information geometry:
distance measurements with supernova-observations. We will investigate the geometrical properties
of the manifold defined by the likelihood, especially geodesics and the Ricci scalar R = gik Rik =
gik g jl Ri jkl , and investigate the Lie-derivatives to search for isometries of the Fisher information.
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Figure 1. Exact posterior, eq. (4.1), and its Fisher approximation using eq. (4.7). We show the 68 %
confidence interval (solid red) for the exact likelihood and its Fisher approximation (dashed red).

4.1

The invariant metric

As an example we consider the Gaussian likelihood for a supernovae measurement. It has the following simple form [2]
L(D|θ) ∝ exp(µT C−1 µ),
(4.1)
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with the vector
µ B m − mtheory .

(4.2)

The two vectors m and mtheory bundle the observed values for the distance modulus and the corresponding model prediction for a given set of parameters {θ} at n redshifts zi respectively. The errors
of different measurements are encoded in the covariance matrix defined as C B hµ ⊗ µi. Finally, the
distance modulus is defined as
m(z|{θ}) = 5 log dlum (z|{θ}) + const,
where the luminosity distance can be calculated from the background cosmology as
Z z
(1 + z0 )dz0
dlum (z|{θ}) = c
,
0
0 H(a(z |{θ})

(4.3)

(4.4)

where the Hubble function H(a) = ȧ/a is given by,
H 2 (a) Ωm0 1 − Ωm0
= 3 + 3(1+w) ,
a
a
H02

(4.5)

for a constant equation of state function w [23–25]. We will assume the covariance in Eq. (4.1) to be
diagonal and parameter independent:
C = diag(σ21 , ..., σ2n ).

(4.6)

The corresponding Fisher matrix is easily derived to be
Fab ({θ}) =

n
X
∂a m(zi ) ∂b m(zi )
i=1

4.2

σi

σi

.

(4.7)

{θ}

Differential geometric quantities

We will now treat the supernova likelihood as a statistical manifold (M, g) with the metric given by
eq. (4.7). As discussed in section 2.3 the cubic tensor of the likelihood in our example, given by eq.
(4.1) vanishes, so we can assume the Levi-Civita connection. For illustrative purposes we show the
exact likelihood together with the the Fisher approximation in the (Ωm0 , w)-plane in fig. 1, illustrating
deviations from Gaussianity caused by the nonlinear dependence on Ωm0 and w. The solid red contour
shows the exact 1-σ contour, while the dashed red one corresponds to the Fisher approximation.
Clearly, the Fisher approximation does not capture the complete shape of the likelihood. However,
good agreement can be already achieved with the first two terms using the DALI approximation [2]
, i.e. the flexion and the quarxion. We have seen before that the former should vanish in normal
coordinates, eq. (3.12). If the flexion would describe the exact likelihood already quite well one
could deduce that the underlying statistical manifold should be flat. This already gives a hint that the
statistical manifold is non-flat.
To gain a better understanding of the geometrical properties of the statistical manifold we calculate the Ricci-curvature, Figure 2, as a function of the coordinates Ωm0 and w as they would result
from the supernova-measurement. Notably, the scalar curvature does not vanish, showing that the
non-Gaussianity of the likelihood is inherent to the manifold and is not due to a pure, although physically motivated, choice of parameters. One can, however, see that the Ricci scalar is very small but
non-vanishing and it increases with increasing Ωm0 and w0 . The smallness of the Ricci scalar provides some important information about this parameter space: While the manifold is not-flat globally,
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Figure 2. The Ricci scalar, i.e. the curvature scalar R = gik g jl Ri jkl , for the statistical manifold with the metric
given by the supernova-measurement eq. (4.7). Since R is a scalar it is invariant under a change of coordinates
and therefore provides a measure of the non-Gaussianity of the underlying statistical model irrespective of the
choice of parameters.

√
L ∼ 1/ R provides the size of the local neighbourhood in which the manifold can be considered approximately flat: This estimate is a direct consequence from the fact that curvature is derived from
second derivatives of the metric. Recall that in this case R has units [Ωm0 w]−1 . Therefore, we expect
curvature effects to become important at scales L, which is in this case 10-100. This means that
non-Gaussian effects become only important if we change Ωm0 or w0 by a similar amount. Clearly,
fig. 1 shows non-Gaussian features, however, the smallness of the Ricci scalar only tells us that it is
possible to find a new set of parameters in which the manifold looks flat over the extent of L. We
emphasise that this argument reflects only geometric properties of the likelihood and does not use
any physical constraint on the range of possible values that the parameters could take, for instance a
bound w ≥ −1.
In general there is no straightforward equivalent of the decomposition of the Riemann tensor
into a Ricci- and a Weyl-part as in relativity, where the Ricci curvature is linked to the energymomentum tensor by the field equation and the Weyl tensor contains the propagating components of
curvature. We can, however, make use of the fact that only in manifolds with four or more dimensions
there can be Weyl curvature, such that in our two-dimensional case the Ricci curvature contains all
information about the geometry of the manifold and that the Ricci scalar provides a straightforward
measure of the total curvature. Only in four dimensions or more the Weyl tensor carries independent
information about the curvature. In this case the Kretschmann scalar, K ≡ Ri jkl Ri jkl , would be the
proper object to study.
Two-dimensional manifolds as the one considered in our example are conformally flat, too, such
that the actual metric can be constructed from the Euclidean metric by a conformal transformation,
but we leave it to a later study if that conformal transformation has implications for the construction
of Gaussianisation transforms, for instance for slowly varying conformal factors. At the same time
we would like to point out that due to the Euclidean signature of the metric there is no notion of
null-geodesics and their conformal invariance.
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Figure 3. Solutions to the geodesic equation on the statistical manifold of supernovae measurements, where
initial velocities are chosen isotropically around the fiducial value in Ωm0 and w. Dashed blue lines correspond to solutions with different (normalized) initial velocities. The dotted blue line marks the contour of
constant geodesic length, D(P, Q) ≈ 2.3, as motivated from the Gaussian integral in two dimensions. In red we
additionally show the 1-σ contour from the exact likelihood as in fig. 1.

Invariant distances on the manifold are measured as integrals along geodesics, eq. (3.3). These
geodesic distances obtain a statistically meaning by looking at a flat manifold, that is a Gaussian. The
solution to the geodesic equation are straight lines. If we send out a normalized geodesic into the
direction of a single parameter, one finds the 1-σ contour to be defined by the parameter value, were
the geodesic distances reaches unity away from the fiducial. This generalizes to more dimensions,
resulting into the well known Gaussian integrals. In two dimensions one finds D(P, Q) ≈ 2.3, which
is usually identified as the ∆χ2 . The same probability mass should be enclosed by corresponding
contours in the general manifold. It is therefore natural to assume that a geodesic, i.e. a solution to
[19]
a b
c
θ̈a (λ) + ΓLC
(4.8)
bc θ̇ (λ) θ̇ (λ) = 0,
sent out in any (normalized) direction from the best fit (or fiducial) value should terminate at the 1-σ
contour if cut-off at a geodesic length, D(P, Q) ≈ 2.3.
In fig. 3 we show solutions (dashed blue) to the geodesic equation with initial position at the
maximum of the exact likelihood. We vary the direction of the initial velocities but always keep them
normalized, i.e. v = (gi j θ̇i θ̇ j )|λ=0 = 1. Since any metric connection preserves the norm of a vector,
θ̇, will stay normalized along the geodesic. Note that any non-normalized vector would just directly
turn into a different normalization of D(P, Q). From the solution, we calculate the geodesic length,
eq. (3.3), and stop evolving the geodesic equation at D(P, Q) ≈ 2.3. The resulting contour is shown as
a dotted blue line. As a comparison we show the corresponding 1-σ contour from the exact likelihood
(fig. 1). Clearly the geodesics trace, as expected, the exact likelihood contour. A few remarks are in
order: (i) Although the invariant metric is only determined up to a constant factor, such a redefinition
does not change the geodesics, since any metric connection is invariant under any rescaling of the
metric. (ii) Geodesics are invariant under affine change of the parametrisation, this changes the
geodesic length of the curve. However, a natural parametrisation can always be chosen. Likewise,
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the tangent vector can always be normalized. Lastly, a few comments are in order. Divergences
as defined in eq. (2.2) are generally not symmetric. They can, however, made symmetric as pointed
out before. In general there has been some debate about the validity of information geometry, e.g.
[26], since the divergence is not symmetric, while the Riemannian distance clearly is. An alternative
approach would be to consider Finsler manifolds instead of a Riemannian manifold. The former is
a smooth manifold M equipped with a non-negative function F on its tangent bundle T M. Provided
F is smooth this object satisfies all the criteria of a divergence. We plan to investigate this in future
work. Furthermore it should be noted that the differences in fig. 3 are mainly due to small numerical
uncertainties and should not be interpreted as an effect of the non-symmetry of the divergence or the
curvature of the manifold.
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Figure 4. Integral curves of the eigensystem of the Fisher metric of the supernovae likelihood. That is, we
show the flow of the vector fields given by the two eigenvectors of the metric Fab , eq. (4.7).

We are now looking for symmetries of the manifold. This is usually done by searching for
isometries, which are all those transformations generated by a vector field whose action on the manifold leave the metric invariant. The flow lines of these vector fields are then exactly the isometries.
This requires solving the Killing equation, L X g = 0 for a vector field X, where L X g is the Lie
derivative, with components:
c
(L X g)ab = Xnc ∂c gab + ∂a Xnc gcb + ∂b Xnc gac = ∂a Xb + ∂b Xa − 2ΓLC
ab Xc .

(4.9)

Solving the Killing equation for an arbitrary metric is complicated and would require further differentiation to cast it into a finite form. This is beyond the scope of the current paper. Instead we take
a different, qualitative approach to illustrate the action of the Lie derivative. In fig. 4 we show the
flow of the eigensystem of the metric. The eigensystem itself consist of the normalized vectors X1
and X2 (minor and major axis respectively). We will now use these two vector fields to calculate the
Lie-derivative L Xn g of the metric along them.
Figure 5 shows the trace of the Lie derivative tr (L X g) = gab (L X g)ab as a heat map along the
two vector fields (upper and lower panel). One can clearly see that the Lie-derivative with respect
to the vector field defined via the minor axis is larger than the one with respect to the major axis.
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Figure 5. The trace of the Lie derivative, tr (L X g) = gab (L X g)ab , along a vector field X. The two vector
fields under consideration constitute the eigensystem of the Fisher metric. The corresponding flow lines along
which the Lie derivative is evaluated is shown in fig. 4 with blue (top panel) and orange (bottom panel).

This confirms the observation that the metric changes more strongly along X1 . The interpretation
of the Lie derivative along these two vector fields is that it quantifies how strongly the geodesic distance changes (equivalently the probability mass between two points on the statistical manifold) if
one transforms the manifold along the flow lines of X1 . These findings indicate that a Killing vector
field of this geometry should be closely aligned with the vector field generated by the major axis of
the Fisher matrix. The integral curves of Killing vector fields are symmetry transformations of the
metric, i.e. isometries, meaning that the Lie-derivative of the metric along these vector fields vanishes. Consequently, they give a direct indications how a non-linear transform should be structured to
transform the likelihood into an approximately more Gaussian shape. However, as we have already
seen earlier, there is no transformation to make the likelihood completely Gaussian globally.
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5

Summary

In this paper we have studied a cosmological likelihood and the associated statistical manifold from a
differential geometric point of view, using the tools of information geometry, introduced by [12]. After a short description of the methods of information geometry we used them to investigate certain approximations of likelihoods made in cosmology. In particular, we considered weak non-Gaussianities
in the Gram-Charlier limit and identified non-Gaussian contributions with the Riemann curvature
tensor. Furthermore, we studied the relation between the DALI expansion scheme of likelihoods [3]
and showed the connection between its expansion coefficients and geometric objects on the statistical manifold. As an example we studied the likelihood of supernovae in a two-dimensional plane
spanned by the two cosmological parameters Ωm and w. It should be noted that the methods of
information geometry can of course be applied to any non-Gaussian posterior or likelihood, but these
non-Gaussian features naturally occur in all branches of cosmology. Our main findings are the following:
i) Local non-Gaussianities in the Gram-Charlier limit can be related to local geometric properties,
such as the connection coefficients and the Riemann curvature tensor.
ii) The expansion coefficients of the DALI expansion scheme are directly proportional to higher
order cumulants contracted with the Riemannian metric. Furthermore, it can be shown that the
flexion, i.e. the first non-trivial expansion coefficient, is related to the cubic tensor. The next
order can, however, be shown to vanish in the case of weak non-Gaussianities.
iii) By applying the tools of information geometry to the supernovae likelihood we could show that
it is genuinely non-Gaussian in the (Ωm0 , w)-plane, since the scalar curvature is non-vanishing
and a Gaussianisation transform is impossible to construct.
iv) We studied the relation between geodesic length and the probability mass in a certain region on
the statistical manifold. This demonstrated that geodesics with a suitably chosen geodesic length
(which can be motivated from the flat manifold) trace out the correct confidence intervals of the
exact likelihood. This particular result is not restricted to the case of weak non-Gaussianities but
would be applicable to any non-Gaussian unimodal probability distribution.
v) As a last, more qualitative application, we further investigated the Lie-derivatives along the
degeneracy directions of the Fisher matrices indicating that, if there was an isometry of the
Fisher information in this specific example, the respective integral curve should be aligned to the
vector field generated by the major axes of the Fisher ellipses. This could lead to an indication
of non-linear coordinate transformations to achieve an approximative Gaussianisation, since a
global Gaussianisation is not possible.
For studying the last point further one would have to derive the Killing vector fields numerically
through solution of the Killing equation, i.e. find the vector fields for which the Lie-derivative of
the metric vanishes identically (if a solution even exists). This could be done by finite differences
methods in the parameter domain of interest, choosing appropriate boundary conditions. The partial
differential equation can then be expressed in terms of a system of difference equations and solved
numerically.
For future studies, further ideas to achieve an approximate Gaussianisation could be to embed
the statistical manifold in a higher dimensional Euclidean space [27], which however requires the
use of hyper-parameters and can become arbitrarily complicated: But examples in statistics exist
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where extending the parameter space does provide computational advantages. Ultimately, differential geometry ensures obtaining a flat manifold in embedding at the latest when the dimensionality
of the embedding is twice as high. Vice versa, one could reduce the statistical likelihood to two
dimensions by marginalisation or conditionalisation and then take advantage of the fact that every
two-dimensional Riemannian manifold is at least conformally flat [19]. Then, the Fisher metric for
a two dimensional statistical manifold could (in principle) be reparametrised to become constant up
to a parameter dependent conformal scale factor, and it seems to us that these two avenues are the
only ones where a Gaussianisation could be successful, for a genuinely curved statistical manifold.
Additionally, we are curious if it is possible to derive that a flat manifold where coordinates can be
chosen in a way that the Fisher-information becomes constant,
R by employing a variational principle: It is a well-known fact that the Shannon-entropy S = − dn θ p(θ) ln p(θ) is maximised by a
Gaussian distribution for a fixed variance, and this result might generalise to implying flatness as a
generalisation of the concept of Gaussianity following from
variation. Furthermore, a wider class of
R
n
entropy measures, for instance Rényi-entropies S α = − d θ p(θ) pα−1 (θ)/(α − 1) for α , 1, can have
interesting geometric implications beyond those of Shannon-entropies S .

A

Remarks on the multivariate Gram-Charlier series

A way to characterise the properties of a distribution is by its cumulants κn which are the expansion
P
coefficients of the logarithm of the characteristic function K (t) = ln φ̃ (t) = n (it)n κn /n! in one
dimension [28]. The characteristic function φ̃ (t) itself is defined as the Fourier transformation of the
distribution p (x). For a multivariate Gaussian G (x) one can read off the cumulants, which are just
the mean κ α and the covariance κ α β , from the respective characteristic function φ̃G (t) as:



 (xα − µα ) Cαβ xβ − µβ 


det C−1
−
 with Cαβ B C −1 α β ,
G (x) =
exp


2
(2π) n / 2
!
tαC αβ tβ
γ
with κα = µα as mean and καβ = C αβ as covariance.
φ̃G (t) = exp i tγ µ −
2
p

(A.1)
(A.2)

Here, x and t generalise to a vector in the random variable space and the respective Fourier space. If
a distribution has higher order cumulants this is a clear sign of non-Gaussianity.
For instance one can quantify the asymmetry of a distribution with respect to its peak by the
skewness s ∝ κ3 , or καβγ as multivariate expressions. Furthermore, the kurtosis excess k ∝ κ4 , or καβγδ
which characterises the peak morphology is often considered. For k > 0 the peak appears steeper
compared to a Gaussian while for k < 0 it is flattened. How one can measure these multivariate
cumulants is for instance shown in [29].
The higher order cumulants - beyond the mean and covariance - can now be introduced as small
perturbations of a Gaussian characteristic function [28]. In the multivariate case this characteristic
function with perturbations up to fourth order reads:
 #
i4
i3
αβγ
αβγδ
tα tβ tγ κ + tα tβ tγ tδ κ
+ O t 5 φ̃G (t) ,
φ̃ (t) = exp
3!
4!
"

(A.3)

We now perform a Fourier inversion to derive the multivariate Gram-Charlier series. Here the term
in tα1 . . . tαn f˜ (t) is the Fourier transformation of (−1)n ∂x∂α1 . . . ∂x∂αn f (x) in complete analogy to the
one-dimensional case with f (x) being some smooth function.
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The multivariate Gram-Charlier series reads (truncating after fourth order in the cumulants):
αβγδ
∂3
∂4
4κ
p(x) = exp (−1)
+
(−1)
3! ∂xα ∂xβ ∂xγ
4! ∂xα ∂xβ ∂xγ ∂xδ


p

 (x − µ ) Cζ xζ − µζ 
det C−1
 .
×
exp −

2
(2π)n/2
3κ

αβγ

!
(A.4)

This expression then simplifies to:



λµν 
 (x − µ ) Cζ xζ − µζ  "
 
 

det C−1
αβγ
−1
−1
−1
 1 + κ
−
exp
W
W
W
H
p(x) =


µβ
νγ 3
λα
2
3!
(2π)n/2
#
κλµνξ  −1   −1   −1   −1 
αβγδ
+
W
W
W
W
H4
.
λα
µβ
νγ
ξδ
4!
p

αβγ

(A.5)

αβγδ

Here, H3 and H4 are mulitvariate generalisations of the Hermite polynomials of third and fourth
order which are given in Appendix B.
β

The covariance matrix can be written as C αβ B W αγ Wγ with W being defined as the ma
αβ 
 
γ
trix root, and respectively Cαβ B C −1
= W −1
W −1 for the inverse. The relations (3.10)
αγ
β
between the multivariate cumulants and the non-Gaussianities of the DALI-expansion (3.9) in section 3.2 we can now derive using a similar calculation as for the derivation of the multivariate GramCharlier series under the assumption of weak non-Gaussianity. First of all we calculate the characteristic function of the expansion (3.9) by employing the same techniques in terms of the Fourier
transformation as for the derivation of the multivariate Gram-Charlier series, however now changing
from real to Fourier space. Then the result for the characteristic function will also contain an expansion in multivariate Hermite polynomials in the exponent, which have to be written explicitly and
compared to the general cumulant expansion of a multivariate characteristic function. Comparison of
coefficients finally leads to the relations (3.10).

B

Multivariate Hermite polynomials

In Appendix A a multivariate expression for the Gram-Charlier series is given in equation (A.5)
which contains multivariate Hermite polynomials. These can be generalised compared to the onedimensional case as follows:

Hnα1 ...αn



 
 (x − µ ) Cζ xζ − µζ 

= (−1)n W α1 β . . . W αn γ exp 

2
!
(xϕ − µϕ ) Cϕχ (xχ − µχ )
∂
∂
× β . . . γ exp −
.
∂x
2
∂x
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(B.1)

Evaluation of relation (B.1) up to fourth order will lead to explicit expressions for the multivariate
Hermite polynomials:
H0 = 1,

α

xχ − µχ ,
H1α = W −1
χ

α 

β
γ


αβγ
H3
= W −1
xλ − µλ W −1
xρ − µρ W −1
xτ − µτ
λ
ρ
τ

γ 

− [3] δαβ W −1
x λ − µλ ,
λ

 

β
γ
δ



αβγδ
−1 α
λ
λ
H4
= W
x − µ W −1
xρ − µρ W −1
xτ − µτ W −1
xη − µη
λ
ρ
τ
η

 
 

η
η
αβ γδ
αβ
−1 γ
−1 δ
λ
λ
− [6] δ W
W
x − µ x − µ + [3] δ δ .
λ

(B.2)

η

Here the short-hand notation [n] means that n terms with permutation in indices exist, while δαβ
denotes the Kronecker-Symbol.
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