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Metrics for rigorously defining a distance between two events have been used to study the properties
of the dataspace manifold of particle collider physics. The probability distribution of pairwise
distances on this dataspace is unique with probability 1, and so this suggests a method to search
for and identify new physics by the deviation of measurement from a null hypothesis prediction. To
quantify the deviation statistically, we directly calculate the probability distribution of the number
of event pairs that land in the bin a fixed distance apart. This distribution is not generically
Gaussian and the ratio of the standard deviation to the mean entries in a bin scales inversely with
the square-root of the number of events in the data ensemble. If the dataspace manifold exhibits
some enhanced symmetry, the number of entries is Gaussian, and further fluctuations about the
mean scale away like the inverse of the number of events. We define a robust measure of the non-
Gaussianity of the bin-by-bin statistics of the distance distribution, and demonstrate in simulated
data of jets from quantum chromodynamics sensitivity to the parton-to-hadron transition and that
the manifold of events enjoys enhanced symmetries as their energy increases.

Non-Gaussianities in the statistical fluctuations of
multi-point correlation functions are evidence for un-
derlying short-distance interactions. This is perhaps
most well-known in the case of temperature fluctu-
ations in the cosmic microwave background radia-
tion, where through observational measurement of
the three-point correlation function or bispectrum
[1–7], parameters in predictions from models of cos-
mic inflation, e.g., Refs. [8, 9], can be bounded or
ruled out.
For the cosmic microwave background, the mea-

surement or prediction of non-Gaussianities is
straightforward, if technically challenging, because
the space on which the data live is the two-
dimensional celestial sphere. Distances between
different points on the sky are well-defined and
unambiguous as simply the angle between them.
Additionally inspired by results of the two- and
three dimensional Ising models [10, 11], there has
been recent interest in applying a study of non-
Gaussianities to data in particle collider physics [12].
Observing that physics at disparate scales factorizes
from one another, the non-Gaussianity measure pro-
posed in Ref. [12] effectively isolates three-particle
correlations from iterated two-particle correlations
in each event individually, and then averages over
events.
While such a measure of higher-point correlations

is useful and informative, it is rather distinct from
what is measured on the cosmic microwave back-
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ground. As close as possible analogously, we would
like to measure non-Gaussianities on the “universe”
of particle collider events, from multi-point corre-
lations between entire events themselves. This ap-
proach requires a robust definition of distances be-
tween events because the space on which parti-
cle collider data live is extremely high dimensional
and varies event-by-event. A number of such col-
lider event metrics have recently been proposed [13–
29]. Additionally, because collider event data is
continuous-valued and drawn from some continuous
distribution, there are general proofs that the prob-
ability distribution of pairwise distances between
events, or the distribution of two-point event cor-
relations, is unique with unit probability [30].

Our goal in this Letter will be to establish the
finite statistical properties of the distribution of dis-
tances between events in some dataset. This analy-
sis will be completely general, but we will consider
specific motivated examples from particle collider
physics to illustrate our results. We assume that
our dataset consists of n events that are i.i.d. on co-
ordinate space according to some distribution pE . In
our collider physics context, this would be particle
momentum phase space, and we denote individual
points on this space corresponding to a complete
event and the momentum of all of its constituent
particles as x⃗. We assume that the dataspace is
also endowed with a metric d(·, ·) which returns the
distance between two events. As a metric, d(·, ·)
satisfies the properties of identity of indiscernibles,
positivity, symmetry, and the triangle inequality on
almost all of the dataspace.
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The distribution of pairwise distances ϵ between
events on the dataspace is

p(ϵ) =

∫
dx⃗ dx⃗′ pE(x⃗) pE(x⃗

′) δ (ϵ− d(x⃗, x⃗′)) , (1)

where δ(x) is the Dirac δ-function. On any finite
dataset of n events, we have to bin the distribution
in ϵ, with some finite width δϵ > 0. The number of
pairs of events Nϵ that would be placed in the bin
at distance ϵ is

Nϵ =
∑

1≤i<j≤n

Θ(ϵ+ δϵ− d(x⃗i, x⃗j))Θ(d(x⃗i, x⃗j)− ϵ), (2)

where Θ(x) is the Heaviside step function. To avoid
double-counting, we consider events as ordered in
their label i. As all events are i.i.d. on phase space,
the number of events j that lie a distance of about
ϵ from event i at phase space point x⃗i, with indices
i < j, is Gaussian distributed as

p(nϵ,i|x⃗i) =
e
−

(nϵ,i−⟨nϵ,i⟩)
2

2⟨nϵ,i⟩√
2π⟨nϵ,i⟩

. (3)

The mean and variance is

⟨nϵ,i⟩ = (n− i) δϵ

∫
dx⃗ pE(x⃗) δ (ϵ− d(x⃗i, x⃗)) , (4)

where we assume the bin width is much smaller than
the location of the bin, δϵ ≪ ϵ, and the number of
events with index larger than i is large, n− i ≫ 1.

The distribution of the number of total pairs of
events in the dataset that are about a distance ϵ from
one another can then be expressed through convolu-
tion of all possible individual event pairings, where

p(Nϵ) =

∫ ∏
1≤i<n

[dnϵ,i dx⃗i p(nϵ,i|x⃗i) pE(x⃗i)] (5)

× δ

Nϵ −
∑

1≤i<n

nϵ,i

 .

We can construct the cumulant generating function
of this distribution by taking the logarithm of the
Laplace transform. In the large number of events
limit n → ∞, we define

Kϵ(τ) ≡ log

[∫
dNϵ e

τNϵ p(Nϵ)

]
(6)

=

∫ n

0

dα log

[∫
dx⃗ pE(x⃗) e

α δϵ p(ϵ|x⃗) τ2+2τ
2

]
,

explicitly integrating over the Gaussian conditional
probabilities. The conditional probability of dis-
tance ϵ at point x⃗ is

p(ϵ|x⃗) ≡
∫

dx⃗′ pE(x⃗
′) δ (ϵ− d(x⃗, x⃗′)) . (7)

While neither the distribution of number of pairs
of events nor its cumulant generating function can be
evaluated in general, we can systematically calculate
its moments. The mean number of pairs of events in
the bin around distance ϵ is

⟨Nϵ⟩ =
d

dτ
Kϵ(τ)

∣∣∣∣
τ=0

=
n2

2
δϵ

∫
dx⃗ pE(x⃗) p(ϵ|x⃗) , (8)

as expected from the definition of the distribution
of pairwise distances, Eq. 1. The variance of the
number of pairs of events in this bin is

σ2
ϵ = ⟨N2

ϵ ⟩ − ⟨Nϵ⟩2 =
d2

dτ2
Kϵ(τ)

∣∣∣∣
τ=0

(9)

=
4

3n

(
n4

4
δϵ2

∫
dx⃗ pE(x⃗) p(ϵ|x⃗)2 − ⟨Nϵ⟩2

)
+ ⟨Nϵ⟩ .

The term in parentheses in Eq. 9 involves hon-
est three-point or three-event correlations, and so
corresponds to non-Gaussianities in the distribution
of the number of pairs of events in this bin. Fur-
ther, the contribution to the variance from such non-
Gaussianities scales like n3 in the large number of
events n limit, while the mean only scales like n2. As
such, we generically expect that non-Gaussianities
dominate the variance with fixed bin width and large
number of events n. In this the case, the ratio of the
standard deviation to the mean scales like n−1/2,

lim
n→∞

σϵ

⟨Nϵ⟩
∝ n−1/2 . (10)

Intriguingly, even though the number of pairs that
contributes to the distance distribution is propor-
tional to n2, the distances are correlated and this
correlation reduces the relative scaling of the stan-
dard deviation to be exactly as expected from Pois-
sonian statistics of n i.i.d. events.

There may exist dataspace manifolds for which
this n3 contribution to the variance vanishes, when

n4

4
δϵ2

∫
dx⃗ pE(x⃗) p(ϵ|x⃗)2 = ⟨Nϵ⟩2 . (11)

This equality can be satisfied only if the probabil-
ity p(ϵ|x⃗) is independent of phase space point x⃗. In
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that case, this implies that the dataspace exhibits
some enhanced symmetry at the distance scale ϵ
so that the probability is unchanged by translation
from point x⃗ to another point on the space. If this
relationship holds, the cumulant generating function
in Eq. 6 can be evaluated in closed form as

Kϵ(τ) =
n2

2
δϵ

τ2 + 2τ

2

∫
dx⃗ pE(x⃗) δ(ϵ− d(⃗0, x⃗)), (12)

where 0⃗ is the (arbitrary) origin on the space. This
cumulant generating function is quadratic, and so
the distribution of number of pairs of events in this
bin is Gaussian, with mean and variance equal. Fur-
ther, deviations from the mean scale away like n−1,

lim
n→∞

σϵ

⟨Nϵ⟩
=

1√
⟨Nϵ⟩

∝ n−1 . (13)

This observation suggests a definition of non-
Gaussianities on the dataspace, as well as a prac-
tical procedure for establishing the presence of some
symmetry in the data, exclusively from the scaling
of finite statistical fluctuations. We define the non-
Gaussianity measure ηn-G(ϵ) at scale ϵ to be

ηn-G(ϵ) ≡
σ2
ϵ − ⟨Nϵ⟩
⟨Nϵ⟩

(14)

=
2n δϵ

3

∫
dx⃗ pE(x⃗) p(ϵ|x⃗)2 −

(∫
dx⃗ pE(x⃗) p(ϵ|x⃗)

)2∫
dx⃗ pE(x⃗) p(ϵ|x⃗)

.

This is non-negative and only vanishes if the fluctu-
ations in the bin about distance ϵ are exactly Gaus-
sian.
Before applying this analysis to collider physics

events, it is insightful to study a simple example that
can be solved completely analytically. Our datas-
pace will be n points uniformly distributed on the
line of unit length and we take the Euclidean metric
to define pairwise distances. To determine the mean
and variance of the number of pairs that lie in the
bin about distance ϵ, we need the the probability
distribution p(ϵ|x), where

p(ϵ|x) =
∫ 1

0

dx′ δ (ϵ− |x− x′|) (15)

= Θ(x− ϵ) + Θ(1− ϵ− x) .

The non-Gaussianity measure as a function of dis-
tance ϵ is

ηn-G(ϵ) =
2n

3
δϵ |1− 2ϵ|min

[
ϵ

1− ϵ
, 1

]
. (16)

∝ n-1/2

∝ n-1
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FIG. 1. Plots of the ratio of the standard deviation σϵ

of the number of pairs of events in the bin about distance
ϵ to the mean number of pairs ⟨Nϵ⟩, as a function of the
total number of points n sampled on the unit line.

Besides the point ϵ = 0, this vanishes at ϵ = 1/2,
where the fluctuations of events in that bin are thus
Gaussian. In this bin, (almost) every point on the
interval x ∈ [0, 1] has exactly one partner point that
is a distance ϵ = 1/2 away, while in bins at larger
or smaller distances, points may have 0 or 1 partner
points, or 1 or 2 partner points, respectively.

In Fig. 1, we illustrate the scaling with number of
points of the ratio of the standard deviation to the
mean number of pairs of events in three different ϵ
distance bins. We consider two generic distances,
ϵ = 0.1 and ϵ = 0.75, and near the symmetric point
in the bin ϵ = 0.495, and use bin width of δϵ = 0.01
for each. The bin at ϵ = 0.75 is observed to scale
closely to n−1/2, while the bin at ϵ = 0.495 scales
like n−1, both as expected from the general analysis.
The bin at ϵ = 0.1 scales like some intermediate
power, but this is because that value of ϵ corresponds
to a small non-Gaussianity. From Eq. 16, we have
ηn-G(ϵ = 0.1) = 0.059n δϵ, so non-Gaussianities only
dominate at sufficiently large number of points n
with fixed bin width δϵ.

For the application of this analysis to collider
physics, we consider the space of jets, manifestations
of quantum chromodynamics (QCD) that are col-
limated, high-energy streams of particles copiously
produced at a hadron collider. For calculational sim-
plicity and speed when evaluating on (simulated)
data, we use the p = 2 Spectral Energy Mover’s
Distance (SEMD) metric [22, 27] which enjoys the
properties of infrared and collinear safety [31, 32],
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and so can be calculated in the perturbation theory
of QCD, and is also invariant to isometries of events.
We present a simple calculation of the scaling of

the non-Gaussianities on the space of QCD jets, and
then validate the predictions in simulated data. We
work to double logarithmic accuracy (DLA) at which
dominant emissions are both soft and collinear to the
initiating particle, the QCD coupling αs is assumed
to not run with energy scale, and the p = 2 SEMD
is the squared metric and is proportional to the sum
of the squared masses of the pair of jets A and B:

d(DLA)(x⃗A, x⃗B)
2 = m2

A +m2
B . (17)

To this accuracy, the distribution of the squared
mass m2 of a jet is dominated by an exponential
Sudakov factor [33],

p(DLA)(m2) ∼ exp

[
−αsC

2π
log2

m2

E2

]
, (18)

where E is the jet energy, and C is the quadratic
Casimir of SU(3) color of the initiating particle.
From these observations, we predict the scaling

of the non-Gaussianities of the space of jets, not-
ing that every instance of the distribution pE(x⃗) in
Eq. 14 is associated with a Sudakov factor. The nu-
merator of that expression thus contains either 3 or
4 Sudakov factors, while the denominator only has
2. To double logarithmic accuracy, the exponential
dependence of the non-Gaussianities on the space of
jets scales like

η
(DLA)
n-G (ϵ) ∼ 2

3
n δϵ exp

[
−αsC

2π
log2

ϵ2

E2

]
, (19)

in the small distance ϵ ≪ E limit. Therefore, at a
fixed distance ϵ the non-Gaussianities die away at an
exponential rate as the jet energy E increases.
This naive double logarithmic analysis will, how-

ever, cease being a relevant approximation when
non-perturbative physics dominates. We can esti-
mate the inter-jet distance ϵnp at and below which
the jet is best described by a gas of hadrons. Non-
perturbative physics becomes relevant when the
dominant transverse momentum to the jet axis is
comparable to the QCD scale ΛQCD ∼ 1 GeV
[34, 35]. As the SEMD metric is closely related to
the sum of the squared masses of the jets, the non-
perturbative distance ϵnp will scale like

ϵnp ∼
√
2ΛQCDER , (20)

where R is the jet radius.

Mean Jet Pairs Per Bin

40000 Jets, pp → Z+jet

pT = 500 GeV

pT = 1000 GeV

pT = 2000 GeV

5 10 50 100 500 1000
0

5.0×106

1.0×107

1.5×107

2.0×107

SEMD Jet Distance ϵ

〈N
ϵ
〉

FIG. 2. Plot of the mean number of pairs of jets ⟨Nϵ⟩
as a function of their SEMD metric distance ϵ apart.

We generate pp → Z+jet events at the 13 TeV
Large Hadron Collider (LHC) at leading order with
MadGraph v3.6.1 [36], and events are showered and
hadronized with Pythia v8.306 [37] with default set-
tings. We find anti-kT jets [38] with radius R = 0.5
with FastJet v3.4.0 [39] and record the most en-
ergetic jet in the events that lies in a transverse
momentum bin of p⊥ ∈ [500, 550], [1000, 1100], or
[2000, 2200] GeV. Jets were reclustered into a max-
imum of 100 particles with the exclusive kT algo-
rithm [40, 41]. We select n = 40000 jets in each
transverse momentum bin and calculate the full pair-
wise SEMD matrix. We calculate the mean number
of pairs of jets per bin ⟨Nϵ⟩ and the corresponding
non-Gaussianity ηn-G(ϵ). For both, we take 200 bins
logarithmically distributed on ϵ ∈ [5, 1000] GeV.

In Fig. 2, we plot the distribution of the number
of pairs of jet events per bin, in the three transverse
momenta ranges we consider. These distributions
have the characteristic bell shape on logarithimic
axes, and are approximately just translated in ϵ from
one another, as expected from the approximate scale
invariance of QCD. For these three samples, the ap-
proximate scale at which non-perturbative physics
dominates is below ϵnp ∼ 22, 32, or 45 GeV, respec-
tively, each of which lies just to the left of the peaks
of these distributions.

In Fig. 3, we plot the non-Gaussianity of the dis-
tribution of these samples of jets on their respective
dataspaces, as a function of distance ϵ. At inter-
mediate distances, we see that the non-Gaussianity
is reduced at higher jet energy, as expected from
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Jet Space Non-Gaussianity

40000 Jets, pp → Z+jet

pT = 500 GeV

pT = 1000 GeV

pT = 2000 GeV
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FIG. 3. Plot of the non-Gaussianity measure ηn-G(ϵ) on
the simulated jet samples as a function of SEMD metric
distance ϵ. The approximate locations of the distances
at and below which non-perturbative physics dominates
ϵnp is identified on each curve.

the simple double logarithmic analysis. Very intrigu-
ingly, there is a plateau in all three datasets at the
same value of non-Gaussianity. This plateau occurs
around the distance ϵnp above which the quasiparti-
cles of jets are quarks and gluons, and below which
hadrons are the natural degrees of freedom. This fea-
ture may be indicative of a phase transition of QCD,
as the functional inverse of the non-Gaussianity be-
comes non-analytic in this region. The study of the
statistics on the dataspace manifold could then be
complementary to other techniques recently intro-
duced for studying the parton-to-hadron transition,
e.g., Refs. [42, 43].
In this Letter, we have introduced a measure of

non-Gaussianities on the universe of particle collider
events. The analysis presented here connects to at
least two programs in understanding the response
and output of machine learning. In particle physics
specifically, there has been an effort to identify sym-
metries in data [44–54], and the simple connection
between symmetries and the scaling laws of fluctu-
ations can provide an avenue for further insights.
More generally, scaling laws in machine learning [55–
62] have been observed in numerous contexts, and
the dependence on manifold symmetries identified
here may provide part of an underlying explanation.
We look forward to more connections and deeper un-
derstanding of the universe of particle collider events
that can be provided through its metric space lens.
I thank Rikab Gambhir, Yoni Kahn, Gregor Kem-

per, Ian Moult, and Josef Schicho for comments.
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