
Empirical likelihood for Fréchet means on open books
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Abstract

Empirical Likelihood (EL) is a type of nonparametric likelihood that is useful in many
statistical inference problems, including confidence region construction and k-sample
problems. It enjoys some remarkable theoretical properties, notably Bartlett correctabil-
ity. One area where EL has potential but is under-developed is in non-Euclidean statistics
where the Fréchet mean is the population characteristic of interest. Only recently has
a general EL method been proposed for smooth manifolds. In this work, we continue
progress in this direction and develop an EL method for the Fréchet mean on a strat-
ified metric space that is not a manifold: the open book, obtained by gluing copies of
a Euclidean space along their common boundaries. The structure of an open book cap-
tures the essential behaviour of the Fréchet mean around certain singular regions of more
general stratified spaces for complex data objects, and relates intimately to the local
geometry of non-binary trees in the well-studied phylogenetic treespace. We derive a
version of Wilks’ theorem for the EL statistic, and elucidate on the delicate interplay
between the asymptotic distribution and topology of the neighbourhood around the pop-
ulation Fréchet mean. We then present a bootstrap calibration of the EL, which proves
that under mild conditions, bootstrap calibration of EL confidence regions have coverage
error of size O(n−2) rather than O(n−1).

1 Introduction

1.1 Background and motivation

The Fréchet mean of a probability distribution µ is arguably the cornerstone of data analysis
on a metric space (M,d). WhenM is a smooth finite-dimensional manifold, considerable effort
has been made to understand how the geometry of M influences existence and uniqueness of
the Fréchet mean [Karcher, 1977, Afsari, 2011], and to identify corresponding conditions that
ensure consistency and a Central Limit Theorem (CLT) for its empirical version based on a
random sample from µ [Bhattacharya and Patrangenaru, 2003]; the limiting distribution is a
Gaussian with full support on the tangent space of the population Fréchet mean. Theoretical
complications in the CLT theory can arise even in the case of a smooth compact manifold;
see Eltzner et al. [2021] and Hotz et al. [2024].

An important example of a metric space in modern data analysis is a stratified space. These
space are disjoint unions of manifolds, known as the strata, glued isometrically along their
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common boundaries (singularities), and occur naturally as representation spaces for various
complex data objects, including trees, graphs, persistence diagrams from Topological Data
Analysis, and quotients of manifolds under isometric group actions [Feragen and Nye, 2020].
The study of Fréchet means on a stratified space M , and their corresponding asymptotic
sampling properties, has been carried out by Hotz et al. [2013] when M is the open book; by
Barden et al. [2013] when M is the phylogenetic treespace; and, more recently by Mattingly
et al. [2023] for more general stratified spaces. In contrast to the manifold setting, the topology
of the stratified space, owing to its singularities, plays a fundamental role in determining the
asymptotic behaviour of the Fréchet mean: it could exhibit a tendency to ‘stick’ to lower-
dimensional subspaces, resulting in Gaussian limiting distributions with support on a lower-
dimensional subspace; or it could oscillate between full- and lower-dimensional subspaces,
leading to a limit mixture distribution.

The current state-of-the-art for asymptotic inference for the Fréchet mean on manifolds
and stratified spaces rests on using the above limiting Gaussian distributions. Computing,
or approximating, the asymptotic covariance of the Gaussian is difficult in practice, and this
difficulty has stymied progress towards inference.

In the Euclidean setting, inference using the empirical likelihood (EL) offers an efficient
nonparametric alternative to traditional parametric likelihood-based inference [Owen, 2001].
Central to the EL method is the Wilks’ theorem that establishes asymptotic chi-square distri-
bution for the EL ratio function, free from the asymptotic covariance parameter. Moreover, it
is well-known that confidence regions for a population parameter can be constructed using the
EL with asymptotic coverage accuracy as good as that for parametric likelihoods [e.g, Owen,
1988].

In directional and shape statistics, whereM is a sphere or its quotient (e.g. real or complex
projective spaces), the Euclidean EL method for testing hypotheses on, and constructing
confidence regions for, the extrinsic Fréchet mean was successfully adapted by viewing M
as an embedded submanifold of a higher-dimensional ambient Euclidean space [Fisher et al.,
1996, Amaral and Wood, 2010]. More recently, an EL method for the intrinsic Fréchet mean
on general manifolds M was developed [Kurisu and Otsu, 2024].

Sticky behaviour of the Fréchet mean on a stratified space M is a major obstacle in
developing an EL method for inference: the local structure ofM in and around its singularities
can be quite varied and subtle, thus making it to difficult to precisely describe how the Fréchet
mean behaves in such regions with a level of generality required for the development of an
asymptotic theory; as such, the path towards a general EL framework on stratified M is
unclear.

The purpose of this article is to make progress in this direction by focussing on a simple
stratified M , the open book: a space obtained by gluing disjoint copies of a half spaces in
Rp along their boundary hyperplanes, such that the singularities are of codimension one. We
focus on the open book for the following reasons. First, every stratified space that is singular
along a stratum of codimension one is locally homeomorphic to the open book [Goresky et al.,
1988]; developing an EL method for the open book that accommodates a sticky Fréchet mean
on its codimension one strata will shed light on the challenges, and corresponding mitigation
strategies, when moving onto general stratified spaces with strata of codimension greater
than one [Barden and Le, 2018]. Second, from a methodological perspective, the open book
relates intimately to the neighbourhood structure of certain non-binary trees in the space
of phylogenetic trees [Billera et al., 2001], whose geometry has now been extensively studied,
both from statistical [e.g., Nye, 2011, Willis, 2019] and computational perspectives [e.g., Miller
et al., 2015, Owen, 2011], and used in various applications involving tree-structured data [e.g.,
Feragen et al., 2013].
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1.2 Contributions

Our strategy for developing an EL framework for the Fréchet mean of µ on the open book M
is to consider its equivalent formulation, based on an estimating equation, for the Euclidean
mean at the tangent cone of the Fréchet mean in M . Definition of the EL function at a point
x ∈M depends on the location of x amongst the top-dimensional and codimension one strata.
Consequently, we derive a new Wilks’ theorem in Theorem 4.1 and establish a limiting chi-
square distribution for the EL test statistic, with support and degrees of freedom determined
by the dimension of the stratum in which the population Fréchet mean is located, potentially
exhibiting sticky behaviour.

Proof of the Wilks’ theorem requires the EL test for the multivariate mean in Rp to be
consistent against all simple alternatives. We were unable to find such a result in the literature.
Theorem 2.2 establishes this fact, and may be of independent interest.

We then consider bootstrap calibration of the confidence regions for the Fréchet mean
obtained from Wilks’ theorem, and in Theorem 5.1 prove that such confidence regions enjoy
benefits of reduced coverage error of order O(n−2), similar to the Euclidean case. To the
best of our knowledge, such a result has not been proved even when M is a manifold. We
then demonstrate the utility of the asymptotic results on a simulated and real-data example
involving the 3-spider, a special case of the open book, pertaining to rooted phylogenetic trees
on three leaves.

2 Empirical likelihood on the Euclidean space

This section serves two purposes: to review key aspects of the empirical likelihood (EL)
method when M is the Euclidean space Rp, p ≥ 1, which are relevant to the sequel; and, to
derive a new result on consistency of the EL test based on Wilks’ theorem against simple
alternatives in Rp, needed later for the open book. Exposition in this section is based on
material from Owen [2001].

EL is a nonparametric method of inference based on a data-driven likelihood ratio function.
For a given set of i.i.d data x1, . . . , xn and a distribution µ, both on Rp, consider

ψn(µ) :=
L(µ)

L(µn)
,

where µn denotes the empirical distribution of x1, . . . , xn, and L(µ) :=
∏n

i=1 µ({xi}) is the
nonparametric likelihood of µ. When µ ̸= µn, L(µ) < L(µn). If the probability measure µ
places probability pi ⩾ 0 on the value xi, then

∑n
i=1 pi ⩽ 1 and L(µ) =

∏n
i=1 pi, so that

ψn(µ) =

n∏
i=1

(npi) .

For a family P of distributions on Rp with point masses at the data, define

Rn(x) := sup
µ∈P

{
ψn(µ)|

n∑
i=1

xiµ({xi}) = x

}
.

The empirical likelihood (or profile empirical likelihood ratio function) for the mean is defined
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via the optimisation problem

Rp ∋ x 7→ log(Rn(x)) = max

n∑
i=1

log(npi), subject to


n∑

i=1

pi = 1; pi ⩾ 0;

n∑
i=1

pi(xi − x) = 0.
(2.1)

The asymptotic distribution of−2 log(Rn(x0)) at the true population mean x0 is then obtained
by the following nonparametric analogue of Wilks’ theorem. Throughout, abusing notation,
we use χ2

q to denote both a chi-square distributed random variable with q degrees of freedom
and the corresponding distribution; context will disambiguate the two.

Theorem 2.1 (Wilks’ Theorem on Rp [Owen, 2001]). Let x1, · · · , xn be i.i.d. random vectors
from a distribution on Rp with mean x0 and finite covariance matrix of rank q > 0. Then, as
n→ ∞, −2 log(Rn(x0)) converges in distribution to a χ2

q random variable.

Typically, q = p and the covariance matrix is of full rank, but this is not a requirement.
In practice, however, rank of the sample covariance matrix is used upon assuming that n > p.
EL hypothesis tests for the mean reject H0 : E[x1] = x0 when −2 log(Rn(x0)) < r0, where
r0 is an appropriate percentile of the χ2

q distribution. The corresponding confidence regions
assume the form

Cn(r0) :=
{
x | −2 log(Rn(x)) ⩾ r0

}
.

An attractive property of EL in the Euclidean case is that that confidence region Cn(r0) is a
convex subset of Rp since it is a (super-)level set of the convex function x 7→ −2 log(Rn(x)).

Using x̄n to denote the sample mean of x1, . . . , xn, proof of Wilks’ theorem is based on
the fact that the leading term of −2 log(Rn(x0)) is

n(x̄n − x0)
⊤V̂ −1(x̄n − x0), V̂ :=

1

n

n∑
i=1

(xi − x0)(xi − x0)
⊤,

assuming that the population covariance matrix has full rank p and n > p. Note that this
leading term equals the Hotelling’s T 2 statistic with an error of order Op(n

−1). Bootstrap
calibration for the region Cn(r0) reduces its coverage error to O(n−2) under mild moment and
smoothness conditions; see Appendix B of Fisher et al. [1996]. So far as we are aware, no
results have been published on what happens to the EL ratio Rn(x) in (2.1) when x ̸= x0 is
a fixed alternative, where as before x0 is the population mean. We have the following result,
which will play in important role when deriving a type of Wilks’ theorem for the Fréchet mean
on the open book.

Theorem 2.2 (Consistency under simple alternatives). Under the assumptions of Theorem
2.1, with x ̸= x0 fixed, Rn(x) → 0 in probability as n→ ∞.

3 The open book

3.1 Background

We use notation from Hotz et al. [2013] in what follows. Let N = R⩾0 ×Rp−1 with boundary
∂N = {0}×Rp−1. The open book M with ℓ > 2 pages is defined as the quotient of the disjoint
union N × {1, . . . , ℓ} of closed half-spaces under the equivalence relation that identifies their
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boundaries. More specifically, if x = (0, u, j), y = (0, v, k) ∈ ∂N × {1, . . . , ℓ}, then x ∼ y if
and only if u = v ∈ Rp−1, regardless of whether j = k or j ̸= k. The common boundaries are
said to be isometrically glued with respect to the standard Euclidean metric from the norm
∥ · ∥ on Rp.

Each page Lk := N × {k}, k = 1 . . . , ℓ is of dimension p and pages are joined together at
a (p − 1)−dimensional spine S, which comprises the equivalence classes in ∪ℓ

k=1(∂N × {k}),
determined using the equivalence relation defined above. The interior of a page Lk is Lo

k =
Lk\S. Consequently, M = S ∪ Lo

1 ∪ · · · ∪ Lo
ℓ . The space M is a stratified space comprising ℓ

top strata, each a copy of Rp. An open book with p = 1 is referred to as the ℓ-spider.
The open book can be equipped with an intrinsic metric induced from the Euclidean metric

on Rp. For any two points x = (x, i) and y = (y, j) in M , consider the metric

d(x,y) :=

{
∥x− y∥ if i = j;

∥x−Ry∥ if i ̸= j,
(3.1)

where R : Rp → Rp is the reflection across the hypersurface {0} × Rp−1. Specifically, if
y = (y(0), y(1)), where y(0) ⩾ 0 and y(1) ∈ Rp−1, then Ry = (−y(0), y(1)). We note that d(x,y)
is the intrinsic metric which represents length of the shortest path, the geodesic, inM between
any pair of points x and y; evidently, geodesics between points in the interior of the same page
are straight lines in Rp. The curvature at any point, in the sense of Alexandrov, in the interior
of a page is zero but on the spine is negative. Summarily, (M,d) is a CAT(0) complete geodesic
metric space, with global nonpositive curvature; see Appendix A.1 for relevant definitions.

The appropriate notion of space of directions of geodesics emerging for a point x ∈ M is
that of the tangent cone, which generalizes the tangent space when M is a manifold [p.190
Bridson and Haefilger, 1999]. The tangent cone at a point x in the interior of a page Lk is
identified with Rp. However, when x lies in the spine S, the tangent cone is M itself, and not
a vector space.

Nevertheless, convenient global coordinates for a point x in M may be prescribed in the
following manner: if x ∈ Lk then x = (x, k), where x = (x(0), x(1)) ∈ N , x(0) ∈ R⩾0,
x(1) ∈ Rp−1 and k ∈ {1, . . . , ℓ}; use x = x(1) ∈ Rp−1 when x ∈ S, in order to avoid the
redundant 0 ∈ R⩾0 and the arbitrariness in k. The spine S, a set of equivalence classes, is
identified with Rp−1.

3.2 Fréchet mean and its relationship to the Euclidean mean

Without loss of generality, we assume that the support of µ has non-empty intersection with
all pages, and µ hence decomposes as

µ(A) = w0µ0(A ∩ S) +
ℓ∑

k=1

wkµk(A ∩ Lo
k), (3.2)

for any Borel set A in M , where {µk, k = 1, . . . , ℓ} is a disintegration µ such that µk(L
o
k) = 1

for every k [Lemma 2.1 Hotz et al., 2013]. We assume that wk := µ(Lo
k) > 0 for all k = 1, . . . , ℓ.

The Fréchet mean of µ on the open book M is defined as the minimizer of the Fréchet
function

M ∋ x 7→ Fµ(x) :=

∫
M

d(x,y)2 dµ(y), (3.3)

where d(·, ·) is as defined in (3.1). Nonpositive curvature of M guarantees that the Fréchet
mean of µ, is unique whenever Fµ(x) <∞ for some x ∈M [Proposition 4.3 Sturm, 2013].
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Denote by x0 the Fréchet mean of µ. Study of x0 in M is aided by l maps, one for each
page in M , and another on the spine S, using which the Fréchet mean of µ on M may be
related to the Euclidean mean of the pushforward of µ under the maps. The maps plays an
important role in development of the EL method on M .

The folding map Fk :M → Rp, k = 1, . . . , ℓ is defined as

Fk(x) =

{
x if x = (x, k);

Rx if x = (x, j) and j ̸= k,

for the reflection R as defined above. Then, the pushforward µ◦F−1
k for each k is a distribution

on Rp, and Fk(X) is a Euclidean random variable when X is a random variable on M with
distribution µ. The requirement for the point x0 = (x0, k) on page k (and not on the spine)
to be the Fréchet mean of µ is characterized by∫

M

Fk(x) dµ(x) = Fk((x0, k)) = x0. (3.4)

This implies that, in this case, x0 = (x0, k) is the Fréchet mean of µ if and only if x0 is the
Euclidean mean of µ ◦ F−1

k on Rp. The Fréchet mean x0 in this case is said to be non-sticky.

For x0 = (x
(0)
0 , x

(1)
0 ) on the spine, represented by x

(1)
0 ∈ Rp−1, another map is required to

characterize the Fréchet mean. Precisely, the point x0 = (x
(0)
0 , x

(1)
0 ) is the Fréchet mean of µ

if the following two conditions are satisfied:∫
M

Ps(x) dµ(x) = Ps(x0) = x
(1)
0 ;∫

M

⟨Fj(x), ej⟩ dµ(x) ⩽ 0, j = 1, · · · , ℓ, (3.5)

where Ps : M → S is the projection operator such that Ps(x) = x(1) denotes the projection
of a point x = (x(0), x(1)) ∈ M on to the spine S, and ej is the ‘outward’ unit vector that
is tangent to page j and is orthogonal to S [Hotz et al., 2013]. Under our assumption that
the support of µ has non-empty intersection with all pages, the inequalities in the constraints
given in (3.5) can include at most one equality. That is, two situations may arise: (i) for each
j = 1, . . . , ℓ, ∫

M

⟨Fj(y), ej⟩dµ(y) < 0,

and the Fréchet mean x0 is said to be sticky ; (ii) for a single k = 1, . . . , ℓ,∫
M

⟨Fk(y), ek⟩dµ(y) = 0,

where the corresponding integral involving Fj is negative for each j ̸= k; in this case the
Fréchet mean x0 is said to be half-sticky.

In the former case, the x0 is the Fréchet mean of µ if and only if x
(1)
0 is the Euclidean mean

of µ ◦ P−1
s on the spine S ∼= Rp−1. However, in the latter case, characterisation is direction-

dependent, and depends on both Ps and the folding the maps: with those unit vectors u ∈ Rp

for which u⊤ek > 0, it requires the Euclidean mean of µ ◦ F−1
k to equal x

(1)
0 ; on the other

hand, for those u such that u⊤ek ≤ 0, it requires the Euclidean mean of µ◦P−1
s to equal x

(1)
0 .
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4 Intrinsic empirical likelihood on the open book

Given a random sample x1, · · · ,xn from distribution µ onM , the definition, and computation,
of EL at a point x ∈M , depends whether x is on or off the spine. Similarly, asymptotic results
for the sample Fréchet mean, including the corresponding Wilks’ result, depend on the location
of the population mean x0, i.e. whether x0 is on or off the spine.

Denote by x̄n the unique sample Fréchet mean obtained as the minimizer of (3.3) with µ
as the empirical measure on observations x1, · · · ,xn.

4.1 Away from the spine

The empirical likelihood at x = (x, k) ∈M , away from the spine on page k, i.e. x = (x(0), x(1))
where x(0) > 0 and x(1) ∈ Rp−1, is defined using the folding map Fk. The characterization
(3.4) implies EL for the Fréchet mean is given by

log(Rn((x, k))) := max

n∑
i=1

log(npi) subject to


n∑

i=1

pi = 1; pi ⩾ 0;

n∑
i=1

piFk(xi) = x.
(4.1)

A feasible solution to problem (4.1) exists if and only if x lies in the convex hull of Fk(x1), . . . , Fk(xn);
if no feasible solution exists then log (R(x, k)) = −∞.

4.2 On the spine

We shall represent x on the spine S by its Rp−1-coordinate x(1). Then, for an x = x(1) on S
to be the Fréchet mean of µ, the characterisation in (3.5) leads to the following formulation
of EL:

log(Rn(x)) := max
n∑

i=1

log(npi), subject to



n∑
i=1

pi = 1; pi ⩾ 0;

n∑
i=1

piPs(xi) = x(1);

n∑
i=1

pi⟨Fj(xi), ej⟩ ⩽ 0, j = 1, · · · , ℓ.

(4.2)

It is convenient to link the above formulation with inequality constraints to an optimisation

problem with equality constraints. To this end, let {p[0]1 , . . . , p
[0]
n } denote the solution to the

following optimisation problem:

log
(
R[0]

n (x)
)
:= max

n∑
i=1

log(npi) subject to


n∑

i=1

pi = 1; pi ⩾ 0;

n∑
i=1

piPs(xi) = x(1).
(4.3)

The solution to (4.3) exists and is unique if x(1) lies in the convex hull of {Ps(xi) : i = 1, . . . , n};
otherwise, (4.3) has no feasible solutions, and the solution to (4.3) is minus infinity.

For j = 1, . . . , ℓ, let {p[j]1 , . . . , p
[j]
n } be the solution to

log
(
R[j]

n (x)
)
:= max

n∑
i=1

log(npi), subject to


n∑

i=1

pi = 1; pi ⩾ 0;

n∑
i=1

piFj(xi) = (0, x(1)).
(4.4)
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Note that
n∑

i=1

piFj(xi) = (0, x(1))

if and only if the following two conditions are both satisfied:

n∑
i=1

piPs(xi) = x(1),

n∑
i=1

pi⟨Fj(xi), ej⟩ = 0;

This observations leads to the following result.

Proposition 4.1 (EL on the spine). Assume that x = x(1) lies on the spine, S.

(i) Suppose that x(1) lies in the interior of the convex hull of Ps(x1), . . . , Ps(xn) and that

n∑
i=1

p
[0]
i ⟨Fj(xi), ej⟩ < 0, j = 1, . . . , ℓ, (4.5)

where (p
[0]
i )ni=1 is the solution to (4.3). Then (p

[0]
i )ni=1 is also the solution to (4.2) and

therefore log(Rn(x)) = log(R[0]
n (x)).

(ii) If equation (4.5) fails for some j = 1, . . . , ℓ, and therefore fails for precisely one such j,
then the solution to (4.2) is given by

log(Rn(x)) = max
k=1,...,ℓ

log(R[k]
n (x)), (4.6)

where log(R[j]
n (x)) is the solution to (4.4).

Remark 4.1. Suppose (4.5) fails for some k = 1, . . . , ℓ; note that k is unique if it exists.
However, the solution to (4.2) will not necessarily satisfy both

∑n
i=1 pi⟨Fk(xi), ek⟩ = 0 and∑n

i=1 pi⟨Fj(xi), ej⟩ < 0, j ̸= k. This explains the reason for the formulation of Proposition
4.1(ii).

4.3 Asymptotic results

The Fréchet mean x0 of µ may be non-sticky, half-sticky, or sticky, and the sample Fréchet
mean x̄n converges with high probability to x0 as n → ∞ in distinct ways, resulting in
three different limiting distributions for its fluctuations about x0 [Hotz et al., 2013]. In
the non-sticky case, its limit distribution is a Gaussian with support on Rp; in the sticky
case, it is asymptotically Gaussian with support on the spine; and, for the half-sticky case,
pr(x̄n ∈ S) → 1/2 as n→ ∞, and its limit distribution is no longer Gaussian, but still related
to one. These different limiting behaviours are also reflected in the limiting distribution of
−2 log(Rn(x0)) as follows.

Theorem 4.1 (Wilks’ theorem on open books). Let x1, . . . ,xn be independent random vari-
ables with common distribution µ on M given in (3.2), and assume that the following moment
conditions hold:∫

x(1)∈S

||x(1)||2 dµ0(x
(1)) <∞,

∫
x∈L0

k

||x||2 dµk(x) <∞, k = 1, . . . , ℓ. (4.7)
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(i) Suppose that the population Fréchet mean x0 lies in the interior of page k, and is
non-sticky. If Fk(x1) has a positive definite covariance matrix, then as n → ∞,
−2 log (Rn(x0)) converges in distribution to χ2

p.

(ii) Suppose that the Fréchet mean x0 lies in the spine and is sticky. Then, −2 log(Rn(x0))
converges to χ2

p−1 in distribution as n→ ∞.

(iii) Finally, suppose that the population Fréchet mean x0 in half-sticky. Then, as n → ∞,
−2 log(Rn(x0)) converges to 1

2{χ
2
p + χ2

p−1} in distribution.

5 Bootstrap calibration

In many simulation studies of the practical performance of the EL method, it has been seen
that inference based on Wilks’ theorem tends not to be very accurate unless the sample
size is large. For example, it is typically the case that confidence regions for a mean in a
Euclidean setting tend to undercover when based on the limiting χ2 limiting distribution.
An effective and practical method for improving the inferential accuracy of EL is the use of
bootstrap calibration. The idea of applying bootstrap calibration to EL inference goes back
to the earliest days of empirical likelihood [Owen, 1988, 2001], but we suspect that bootstrap
calibration has not been used as often in practice at it might have been.

Here, we consider bootstrap calibration of EL confidence regions for the Fréchet mean x0

on M . For α ∈ (0, 1), a nominal 100(1− α)% confidence region for x0 is given by

C1−α = {x ∈M : −2 log(R(x)) ⩽ cq(α)} , (5.1)

where cq(α) is the tail probability function of the appropriate χ2
q distribution such that pr[χ2

q ⩾
cq(α)] = α. The bootstrap-calibrated confidence region is given by

Cb
1−α =

{
x ∈M : −2 log(R(x)) ⩽ cbq(α)

}
, (5.2)

where cbq(α) satisfies
pr[−2 log(R∗(x̄n)) ⩾ ĉq(α)|x1, . . . , xn] ≈ α,

where (5) is approximate due only to discreteness. The probability on the LHS of (5) is
conditional on the original sample x1, . . . , xn and R∗(x̄n) is the empirical likelihood based on
a bootstrap sample x∗

1, . . . ,x
∗
n, sampled randomly with replacement from the original sample

x1, . . . ,xn, and evaluated at the sample Fréchet mean x̄n of the original sample. In practice
we estimate cbq(α) by sampling B bootstrap samples randomly, with replacement from the

original sample, calculate ub = −2 log(R(b) (x̄n)), b = 1, . . . , B, and then set

cbq(α) := u(⌊B(1−α)⌋+1),

where u(r) is the rth smallest order statistic and ⌊·⌋ denotes the floor function, i.e. the largest
integer less than or equal to the argument of the function.

For x ∈ M in a neighbourhood of the Fréchet meanx0, denote by Xi(x), i = 1, . . . , n the
Euclidean random variables obtained by applying any of the folding maps Fk or the projection
map Ps, depending on the location of x ∈ M . Denote by X(x) a Euclidean random variable
with the same distribution as the Xi(x). Define the characteristic function of X(x0) by

Ψ(t) := E
[
exp(ιt⊤X(x0))

]
,
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where ι is the unit imaginary number. Consider the following conditions:

lim sup
||t||→∞

|Ψ(t)| < 1; (5.3)

and
E
[
||X(x0)||10

]
<∞. (5.4)

We prove the following result, which elucidates on how the bootstrap calibrated confidence
region Cb

1−α for x0 improves the asymptotic coverage rate of C1−α obtained via Wilks’ theorem,
and then follow with some remarks.

Theorem 5.1. Let x1, . . . ,xn ∈ M be i.i.d. random variables with distribution µ. Assume
that µ has a unique Fréchet mean x0. Suppose also that (5.3) and (5.4) hold and that the
real-valued function x 7→ τ(x) defined in Appendix A.2 has a continuous Hessian in a neigh-
bourhood of x0. Then, in either the sticky or non-sticky case,

pr[Cb
1−α ∋ x0] = 1− α+O(n−2), (5.5)

where Cb
1−α is as defined in (5.2).

Remark 5.1. Bootstrap calibration of EL has been familiar in the Euclidean setting since the
earliest days of EL [Owen, 1988]. Moreover, it has been stated previously that bootstrap
calibration of EL reduces coverage error to O(n−2) [e.g., Appendix B Fisher et al., 1996].
However, so far as we are aware, Theorem 5.1 is the first statement of such a result under fully
explicit sufficient conditions, even in the Euclidean case. Specifically, the moment condition
(5.4) and the smoothness of the function τ in (A.2) do not seem to have been stated explicitly
before.

Remark 5.2. If the moment condition (5.4) is weakened to E[||X(x0)||6] <∞ and all the other
conditions hold with the possible exception of the smoothness assumption on τ(x), which is
now not needed, then (5.5) holds with O(n−1) replacing O(n−2).

Remark 5.3. Bootstrap calibration may also be applied to EL-based hypothesis testing, e.g.
k-sample problems for Fréchet means. In this case, if each of the k populations satisfies the
assumptions of Theorem 5.1, then the bootstrap-calibrated test will have actual size differing
from the nominal size by O(n−2), as opposed to an O(n−1) error in the case of a test based
on Wilks’ theorem. See Amaral and Wood [2010] for discussion of bootstrap calibration for
EL for the extrinsic Fréchet mean on the complex projective.

Remark 5.4. Asymptotically, Bartlett correction of EL and bootstrap calibration of EL pro-
duce confidence regions with the same coverage error order O(n−2). Our expectation is
that bootstrap calibration will do considerably better than Bartlett correction for small-to-
moderate values of n. We do not provide any simulation evidence here, but see the discussion
on p. 34 of Owen [2001].

Remark 5.5. In the semi-sticky case, because of the mixture structure of the limit distribution
given in Theorem (4.1), part (iii), the coverage error is of size n−1 as opposed to size n−2.

6 Numerical illustrations on the 3-spider

6.1 Algorithm for EL calculation

We investigate utility of the respective Wilks’ results for inference on the population Fréchet
mean for the ℓ-spider with ℓ = 3, a special case of the open book with p = 1. Specifically,
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we examine rejection rates for the point null hypothesis H0 : x0 = z and confidence regions
constructed using both χ2 and bootstrap calibrated percentile points.

Bootstrap calibration of the Wilks’ statistic to test for Type I error is carried out in
the usual manner by comparing −2 logRn(z) to the empirical quantile from the sample

{W ∗
1 ,W

∗
2 , . . . ,W

∗
B} withW ∗

b := −2 logRn(x̄
(b)
N ), b = 1, . . . , B, where x̄

(b)
N is the sample Fréchet

mean of the bth bootstrap sample of size N obtained by sampling with replacement.
Let M be the 3-spider: the open book with three pages with p = 1, sometimes, quite

appropriately, referred to as the spider with three ‘legs’; in this particular context we use
‘legs’. The three legs Lk = R⩾0 with interiors Lo

k = R>0 for k = 1, 2, 3 are joined together
at the spine {0}. Since p = 1, the second coordinate of x = (x(0), x(1)) in x = (x, k) is not
required; we simply use x for x(0). The folding map Fk for page k assumes the simple form

Fk((x, j)) =

{
x j = k;

−x j ̸= k.

The distance between two points x1 = (x1, j) and x2 = (x2, k) with x1 > 0, x2 > 0 and
j, k ∈ {1, 2, 3} is then

d(x1,x2) =

{
|x1 − x2| if j = k;

|x1 + x2| if j ̸= k.

Computation of logRn(x) depends on whether x is on the spine {0}. When x ∈ L0
k, k =

1, 2, 3 away from the spine, the optimisation in (4.1) reduces to

log(Rn((x, k)) = max
n∑

i=1

log(npi),

subject to


n∑

i=1

pi = 1; pi ⩾ 0;

n∑
i=1

piFk(xi) = x, for x ∈ L0
k.

(6.1)

When x is on the spine, the optimisation in (4.2) reduces to computing

log(Rn(x)) = max
n∑

i=1

log(npi),

subject to


n∑

i=1

pi = 1; pi ⩾ 0;

n∑
i=1

piFk(xi) ⩽ 0, k = 1, 2, 3.

(6.2)

As discussed earlier with the open book, computation of (6.2) can be simplified by consid-
ering an equivalent formulation with two cases based on the observations Ps(x1), . . . , Ps(xn)
described in (4.3) and (4.4), and summarized in Proposition 4.1. However, for the 3-spider
it easier to work directly with (6.2), characterized by the following two cases pertaining to
behaviour of sample means x̄k

n := (x̄kn, k) =
1
n

∑n
i=1 Fk(xi) of the Euclidean random variables

Fk(x1), . . . , Fk(xn), k = 1, 2, 3 [Yan, 2019, Lemma 5.2.2].

(i) When there exists a k ∈ {1, 2, 3} such that
∑n

i=1 Fk(xi) ≥ 0, note that x̄kn ⩾ 0 but
x̄jn < 0 for j ⩽ k, and the optimisation in (6.2) is equivalent to one with the constraint∑n

i=1 piFk(xi) = 0, in addition to pi ⩾ 0 and
∑

i pi = 1.
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(ii) When for every k = 1, 2, 3,
∑n

i=1 Fk(xi) < 0, note that the x̄kn < 0, k = 1, 2, 3, and the
optimisation in (6.2) is equivalent to one without an additional constraint to pi ⩾ 0 and∑

i pi = 1, which has the solution p1 = · · · = pn = 1/n. The solution clearly satisfies∑
i piFk(xi) ⩽ 0.

Algorithm 1 summarizes computation of the EL for the 3-spider.

Algorithm 1 : EL computation on the 3-spider

1: Input: Data x1, . . . ,xn and point x.
2: Output: logRn(x).
3: Compute the leg-dependent sample Euclidean means x̄kn = 1

n

∑
i Fk(xi), k = 1, 2, 3.

4: if x lies on L0
k, k = 1, 2, 3 away from the spine then,

5: compute logRn(x) using (6.1).
6: else When x lies on the spine,
7: if x̄kn < 0, k = 1, 2, 3 then
8: logRn(x) = 1;
9: if there exists a k such that x̄kn ⩾ 0 and x̄jn < 0, j ̸= k then

10: logRn(x) = logRn(0), under the constraint
∑n

i=1 piFk(xi) = 0.
11: end if
12: end if
13: end if

As n → ∞, Wilks’ result in Theorem 4.1 then implies that −2 logRn(x0) converges in
distribution: (i) 0 for the sticky case; (ii) χ2(1) for the non-sticky case; and (iii) to the
distribution function H on the line given by

H(x) =


0 x < 0;
1
2 x = 0;
1
2 + 1

2 G(x) x > 0,

for the partially sticky case, where G is the distribution function of a χ2
1 random variable.

6.2 Simulated data

We consider four simulation settings to examine performance of Algorithm 1 corresponding
the nature of the Fréchet mean. The distribution µ in (3.2) is taken to be

µ = w1E(a1) + w2E(a2) + w3E(a3), (6.3)

where E(a) denotes the distribution function of an exponential random variable with mean
parameter a and wi ∈ [0, 1] is the restriction of µ to leg i, with w1+w2+w3 = 1. We generate
n points x1, . . . ,xn with n = 100 on the 3-spider under the following settings.

(a) Non-sticky case. w1 = 1/2, w2 = 1/3, w3 = 1/6 and a1 = 1, a2 = 2, a3 = 1 with true
Fréchet mean at 1/6 on leg 1.

(b) Half-sticky case with mean on the spine. w1 = 1/2, w2 = 1/4, w3 = 1/4 and a1 = 1, a2 =
1, a3 = 1 with true Fréchet mean on the spine.

(c) Half-sticky case with mean off the spine. w1 = 1/2, w2 = 1/4, w3 = 1/4 and a1 = 1, a2 =
1, a3 = 1 with true Fréchet mean off the spine on leg 1 at 1/6.
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(d) Sticky case. w1 = 1/3, w2 = 1/3, w3 = 1/3 and a1 = 1, a2 = 1, a3 = 1 with true Fréchet
mean on the spine.

Next, we compute rejection rates of the Wilks’ test based on the χ2 distribution for a
hypothesis test for the Fréchet mean x0 of µ under the null and the alternative hypotheses

H0 : x0 = z vs H1 : x0 = z1(̸= z).

Observations are generated by sampling from µ in (6.3) with

(w1, w2, w3)
⊤ = (1/2, 1/4, 1/4)⊤, (a1, a2, a3)

⊤ = (1/5, 2, 2)⊤.

The true Fréchet mean is non-sticky and located at 9/4 on leg 1. Under the asymptotic χ2
1

distribution Type I error probabilities are computed from 500 Monte Carlo runs with z = 9/4.
Table 1 records the rejection probabilities of the Wilks’-based test for different sample sizes
n for significance level α = 0.05 and the corresponding bootstrap calibrated Type I error
probabilities with bootstrap sample size N = 500 within each Monte Carlo run. We observe
that for small sample sizes the bootstrap calibrated version of the Wilks’ statistic has lower
Type I error probability when compared to the test based on the χ2 percentile, but their
performances are quite similar for larger sample sizes.

When computing the Type II error probabilities, we considered a mean close to that under
H0 (10/4) and another farther (13/4) with the same weights (w1, w2, w3)

⊤ = (1/2, 1/4, 1/4)⊤

but parameters (2/11, 2, 2)⊤ and (2/14, 2, 2)⊤, respectively, for the parameters of the expo-
nential distributions of the mixture. We see in Table 1 that for relatively small sample sizes
(e.g., 10,20) since the probability of Type I error is large, the corresponding Type II error
probability is also relatively large; this phenomenon decreases with increasing sampling size
and increasing distance between z1 and z.

Error Sample size n χ2 Bootstrap

Type I
z = 9/4
on leg 1

10 0.1530 (0.1138) 0.0695 (0.0804)
20 0.1005 (0.0672) 0.0690 (0.0567)
50 0.0595 (0.0335) 0.0545 (0.0321)
200 0.0670 (0.0177) 0.0630 (0.0172)

Type II
z1 = 10/4
on leg 1

10 0.842 (0.115) 1.000 (0.000)
20 0.880 (0.073) 1.000 (0.000)
50 0.914 (0.040) 1.000 (0.000)
200 0.892 (0.022) 1.000 (0.000)

Type II
z1 = 13/4
on leg 1

10 0.830 (0.119) 1.000 (0.000)
20 0.828 (0.084) 1.000 (0.000)
50 0.742 (0.062) 0.984 (0.018)
200 0.244 (0.030) 0.308 (0.033)

Table 1: Type I and II errors (for significance level α = 0.05) from 500 Monte Carlo runs
of the Wilk’s test in Theorem 4.1 with asymptotic distribution χ2

1, and the corresponding
boostrap calibrated test with bootstrap sample size N = 500 in the non-sticky case.

6.3 Phylogenetic data

The BHV treespace proposed by Billera et al. [2001] as a geometric setting for studying
phylogenetic trees on a fixed number of leaves admits an open book decomposition. Thus the

13



space of phylogenetic trees on three leaves with at most one internal edge can be identified
with the 3-spider M . We consider the metazoan data in Nye [2011], originally analysed by
Kupczok et al. [2008].

We extract 3-leaf phylogenetic trees corresponding to the species “Calb”, “Scas” and
“Sklu” since they appear together in 99 out of the 106 trees in the dataset. The three
legs of the spider represent the three possible tree topologies as shown in Figure 1. A point
x = (x, k) on the 3-spider represents a phylogenetic tree with topology indexed by leg k with
internal branch length x > 0. Shrinking x to 0 results in a tree with no internal edge; all such
trees reside on the spine {0}. We suppose that the first leg L1 represents the first topology in
Figure 1, L2 the middle topology, and L3 the last.

Figure 1: Three possible topologies for data extracted from metazoan data [Nye, 2011].

We consider constructing confidence sets for the population Fréchet mean phylogenetic
tree using Wilks’ result. Discontinuity of logRn(x) at the spine {0} ensures that for a fixed
confidence level α there are several choices for such a construction, since there are three copies
of the same space R>0.

Figure 2 illustrates the potential non-standard nature of confidence set {x ∈M : −2 logRn(x) ⩽
c1(1−α)} for the Fréchet mean using Theorem 4.1 even in the non-sticky case, where c1(1−α)
is the 100(1 − α)th percentile of the χ2

1 distribution. The three plots are of logRn(x) com-
puted using the folding maps when x lies in interior of the three legs, away from the spine.
We note that the maximum of zero is attained on leg L1; in other words, the EL estimator
possesses the topology of the left most tree in Figure 1 with internal branch length ≈ 0.08.

The red, blue and green lines, respectively, are values of−c1((1−α)/2) at α = 0.1, 0.05, 0.01.
The purple, brown and orange lines are the values of logRx(0) at the spine under the folding
maps F1, F2 and F3, respectively; these values correspond to percentiles −c1((1 − α)/2) at
α ≈ 0.0001, 0, 0, respectively.

From the behaviour of logRn(x) in Figure 2, we first present a method to construct
confidence sets for the non-sticky mean. With α1 = 0.0001, α2 ≈ 0, α3 ≈ 0, depending on
where the chosen confidence level α lies relative to α1, α2, α3, topology of the confidence set
can change.

(i) when α ⩽ α1 the confidence set does not include the spine and is a standard interval;

(ii) when α1 < α ⩽ α2, one end point of the confidence set is the spine;

(iii) when α2 < α ⩽ α3 the confidence set splits into two parts, with a segment on leg L1 and
another on leg L2;

(iv) when α > α3 the confidence set comprizes three parts, one corresponding to each leg.

Figure 3 illustrates this phenomenon, where we note the non-standard nature of the confidence
sets for cases (ii)-(iv).
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Figure 2: logRn(x) for metazoan data. When x is on leg 1 Red, blue and green lines are
values of −c1((1 − α)/2) at α = 0.1, 0.05, 0.001, respectively. The purple, brown and orange
lines are α = 0.99998, 1, 1, respectively.

Figure 3: Confidence sets for the non-sticky Fréchet mean tree of the metazoan data depending
on confidence level α. Clockwise: (i) when α ⩽ α1; (ii) when α1 < α ⩽ α2; (iii) when when
α2 < α ⩽ α3; (iv) when α > α3.
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A Definitions and properties

A.1 CAT(0) spaces

Let (M,d) be a metric space. A path in M is a continuous map γ : [0, 1] → M whose length
L(γ) is defined by

L(γ) := sup

n−1∑
i=0

d(γ(ti), γ(ti−1)),

where the supremum is taken over all n ≥ 1 and all 0 ≤ t0 ≤ · · · ≤ tn ≤ 1. Given x, y ∈ M a
path γ : [0, 1] → M connects x and y if γ(0) = x and γ(1) = y. M is a length space if for all
x, y ∈M ,

d(x, y) = inf
γ
L(γ), (A.1)

where the infimum is taken over all paths γ that connect x and y. A length space is said to
be a geodesic space if for all x, y ∈M , the infimum in (A.1) is attained.

The notion of curvature of a geodesic metric space M is defined through a comparison
with model spaces C(κ) with constant curvature κ ∈ R. The model spaces C(κ) are the
2-sphere for κ > 0, the plane R2 for κ = 0, and the two-dimensional hyperbolic space for
κ < 0. A curvature value is ascribed to M by comparing a geodesic triangle in M with
a triangles in C(κ). A geodesic triangle ∆(a, b, c) in M consists of three points a, b, c and
geodesic segments connecting them. Consider a triangle on the plane C(0) made from points
a′, b′c′ with lengths of sides matching the corresponding ones made by a, b, c in ∆(a, b, c). The
geodesic metric space M is said to be a CAT(0) space if every triangle ∆(a, b, c) is ‘thinner’
than its counterpart in C(0) in the sense that

d(x, a) ≤ ∥x′ − a′∥

for any x on the geodesic segment between b and c, where x′ is the unique point on the edge
b′c′ such that d(b, x) = ∥b′ − x′∥ and d(x, c) = ∥x′ − c′∥. A geodesic metric space M is said
to have global nonpositive curvature if it is CAT(0). Two important properties of CAT(0)
spaces are the following.

Proposition A.1. Let (M,d) be a CAT(0) space.

1. There is a unique geodesic between every pair of points [Proposition II 1.4 Bridson and
Haefilger, 1999].

2. Let P be the set of all probability measures on M satisfying∫
M

d2(x, y)p(dy) <∞, p ∈ P.

The Fréchet means of probability measures in P are unique [Proposition 4.3 Sturm,
2013].

A.2 Definitions related to Theorem 5.1

Here we define the real-valued function x 7→ τ(x) in a neighbourhood of the Fréchet mean
x0 ∈M used in the statement of Theorem 5.1. First, we recall some notation, slightly modified
for present purposes, from DiCiccio et al. [1991]. Denote by Xj(x) the jth element of X(x).
Define

αm1···mk(x) = E[Xm1
1 (x) · · ·Xmk

1 (x)],
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Am1···mk(x) = n−1
n∑

i=1

{Xm1
i (x) · · ·Xmk

i (x)− αm1···mk(x)} ,

ᾱj1···jk(x) = αj1m1
∗ (x) · · ·αjkmk

∗ (x)αm1···mk(x),

Āj1···jk(x) = αj1m1
∗ (x) · · ·αjkmk

∗ (x)Am1···mk(x),

where a summation convention is used above (a repeated superscript implies summation over

that superscript) and αjk
∗ (x) is the inverse of αkℓ(x), i.e.

αjk
∗ (x)αkℓ(x) = δjℓ =

{
1 j = ℓ

0 j ̸= ℓ.

The function τ :M → R is defined as

x 7→ τ(x) =
5

3
ᾱjkℓ(x)ᾱjkℓ(x)− 2ᾱjjk(x)ᾱkℓℓ(x) +

1

2
ᾱjjkk(x). (A.2)

B Proofs

B.1 Proof of Theorem 2.2

We begin with what is surely a well-known result (stated in slightly more elaborate form than
is needed here). We state and prove it here as we do not know of a convenient reference.
Denote by χ2

m(a) the noncentral chi-squared with m degrees of freedom and noncentrality
parameter a, with distribution function

Fm,a(y) =

∞∑
k=0

e−a/2 (a/2)
k

k!
Fm+2k,0(y). (B.1)

Lemma B.1. The noncentral chi-squared is stochastically monotone without bound in both
m and a in the sense that, for all y ≥ 0, 0 ≤ a ≤ b and 0 ≤ m ≤ n,

Fm,a(y) ≥ Fn,b(y); (B.2)

for any fixed a ≥ 0,
lim

m→∞
Fm,a(y) = 0; (B.3)

and, for all m ≥ 0,
lim
a→∞

Fm,a(y) = 0. (B.4)

Proof. Result (B.2) follows directly from the fact that, if m, a, h and c are all non-negative
and χ2

m(a) and χ2
h(c) are independent, then χ

2
m(a)+χ2

h(c) = χ2
m+h(a+c) in distribution. This

result is easily proved using the moment generating function of the noncentral chi-squared.
Result (B.3) follows from the additive property of the noncentral chi-squared mentioned above
while result (B.4) follows from the Poisson mixture representation (B.1) and the fact that the
Poisson distribution is stochastically increasing without bound in its mean parameter.

We now prove Theorem 2.
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Proof. Consider the EL ratio Rn(x) for a multivariate Euclidean mean based on a sample
x1, . . . , xn. It is well-known that log (Rn(x)) is a concave function of x [e.g. Yan, 2019,
Theorem 3.2]. It turns out that, under the assumptions of the Theorem, for any a ∈ Rp,

− log
(
Rn(x0 + n−1/2a)

)
→ χ2

p

(
a⊤Σ−1

0 a
)

(B.5)

in distribution, under the assumption that the covariance matrix Σ0 of x1 has full rank p.
This result for local alternatives is mentioned by [Owen, 2001, eq. (2.7)] in the univariate
case; a detailed proof in the multivariate case under the conditions of the Theorem is given
in [Theorem 3.1 Yan, 2019]. As a by-product of the proof of the local alternative result, it is
proved that log(Rn(x0 + n−1/2v)) is asymptotically locally quadratic in the sense that

log
(
Rn(x0 + n−1/2a)

)
= −(zn − a)⊤Σ−1

0 (zn − a) + δn(a), (B.6)

where zn = n1/2(x̄n − x0) and, for any fixed ρ > 0,

sup
v∈Bρ(0)

|δn(v)| = op(1),

with Bρ(0) ⊂ Rp denoting the ball of radius ρ centred at the zero vector. A further important
point is that, due to log(Rn(x)) being a concave function with stationary maximum of 0 at
x̄n, the sample mean of the xi, for any v ∈ Rp and any 0 ≤ t ≤ s <∞, we have

log {Rn (x̄n + t(v − x̄n))} ≥ log {Rn (x̄n + s(v − x̄n))} (B.7)

i.e. log(Rn(x)) is a monotonic non-increasing function of t ≥ 0. Moreover, at t = 0, (B.7) is
zero and at t = 1 (B.7) is equal to log(Rn(v)).

Our goal is to prove that for any fixed simple alternative x ∈ Rp with x ̸= x0, log(Rn(x)) →
−∞ in distribution. We now present the key steps in the argument.

Fix ϵ > 0 to be arbitrarily small and fix A ∈ (0,∞) to be arbitrarily large. First, using
(B.4) and (B.5), we choose a = a(A, ϵ) to have norm ||a|| sufficiently large so that

lim
n→∞

pr
[
− log

(
Rn(x0 + n−1/2a)

)
< A

]
= pr

[
χ2
p

(
a⊤Σ−1

0 a
)
< A

]
< ϵ/2. (B.8)

Next, using the law of large numbers and recalling the definition zn = n1/2(x̄n − x0),
choose ξ = ξ(ϵ) > 0 so large that

lim
n→∞

pr [zn /∈ Bξ(0)] < ϵ/2. (B.9)

Third, fix any α > 1 and define

t0(z) =

√
(z − a)⊤Σ−1

0 (z − a)

(x− x0)⊤Σ
−1
0 (x− x0)

. (B.10)

Note that, when a and Σ0 are fixed and Σ0 has full rank p,

0 ≤ sup
z∈Bξ(0)

|t0(z)| ≤ t∗0 <∞. (B.11)

We claim that on the event {zn ∈ Bξ(0)}, and for n = n(a, α, ξ) sufficiently large,

log
(
Rn(x0 + n−1/2a)

)
≥ log

{
Rn

(
x̄n + n−1/2αt0(zn)(x− x̄n)

)}
(B.12)
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To justify (B.12), we first use the locally quadratic representation (B.6) to write

log
{
Rn

(
x̄n + n−1/2t(x− x̄n)

)}
= log

{
Rn

(
x0 + n−1/2zn + n−1/2t(x− x̄n)

)}
= (zn − zn − t(x− x̄n))

⊤
Σ−1

0 (zn − zn − t(x− x̄n))

+ δn (v(zn, , t))

= t2(x1 − x̄n)
⊤Σ−1

0 (x− x̄n) + δn (v(zn, , t)) , (B.13)

where
v(zn, t) = zn + t(x− x̄n) = (1− t)x̄n + ty.

An important point is that, with t∗0 defined in (B.11),

max

{
|δn(a)|, sup

z∈Bξ(0)

sup
t∈[0,t∗0 ]

|δn {v(z, αt) |

}
= op(1), (B.14)

because this tells us that the collection of remainder term δn{v(zn, αt), in the locally quadratic
expansions (B.6) that we need to consider, are going to zero uniformly in probability. For
this reason we do not need to discuss these remainder terms explicitly below, as they play a
negligible role. Consequently, starting with with (B.13) with t = αt0(zn) and for n sufficiently
large,

α2

(
(zn − a)⊤Σ−1

0 (zn − a)

(x− x0)⊤Σ
−1
0 (x− x0)

)
(x− x̄n)

⊤Σ−1
0 (x− x̄n)

≥ α2

(
(y − x̄n)

⊤Σ−1
0 (x− x̄n)

(x− x0)⊤Σ
−1
0 (x− x0)

)
(zn − a)⊤Σ−1

0 (zn − a)

≥ (zn − a)⊤Σ−1
0 (zn − a)

because α > 1 and, on the set {zn ∈ Bξ(0)} and for n sufficiently large, x̄n = x0 + n−1/2zn =
x0 +O(n−1/2). Therefore, bearing in mind the minus sign in (B.6), the monotonicity in (B.7)
and the uniform convergence to zero in distribution indicated in (B.14),

− log
{
Rn

(
x0 + n−1/2a

)}
≤ − log

{
Rn

(
x̄n + n−1/2αt0(zn)(x− x̄n)

)}
≤ − log {Rn(x̄n + x− x̄n)}
≤ − log {Rn(x)} , (B.15)

assuming only that n is sufficiently large for n−1/2αt∗0 ≤ 1 to hold. Hence Rn(x) → 0 in
distribution as n→ ∞, due to (B.8) and (B.9), and because ϵ and A are arbitrary.

B.2 Proof of Proposition 4.1

The proof uses the following result.

Lemma B.2. The function x 7→ log(Rn(x)) is concave on M .

Proof. When x = (x, k) lies in the interior L0
k
∼= Rp of page k, note that the folding map Fk

is linear, and the constraints in (4.1) thus lead to a convex feasibility set in the optimisation
problem. Then, logRn|L0

k
coincides with the EL function for p-dimensional Euclidean random
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variables Fk(xi) which is concave [e.g. Yan, 2019, Theorem 3.2]. This is true for any page
k, and logRn is thus convex when restricted to M\S. When x lies in S, a similar argument
can be used for the (p − 1)-dimensional Euclidean random variables Ps(xi) to complete the
proof.

Remark B.1. It may be verified that the arguments in the proof above imply that log(Rn)◦λ :
[0, 1] → R is concave for every geodesic λ : [0, 1] → M , thereby verifying concavity of logRn

as a function on the metric space (M,d).

Proof. Choose a point x = (0, x(1)) on the spine S. If x(1) does not lie in the convex hull
of Ps(x1)), . . . , Ps(xn), then the feasible set for optimization problem (4.2) is empty, and
log (Rn(x) = −∞. It is assumed that for the remainder of the proof that x(1) lies in the
convex hull of Ps(x1), . . . , Ps(xn). We first prove part (i). Note that (4.3) has the same
objective function as (4.2) but the feasible region of (4.2) is contained within the feasible
region of (4.3). Hence if the solution to (4.3), which is unique under the assumption that
x(1) lies within the convex hull of Ps(x1), . . . , Ps(xn), is feasible for (4.2) then it is also the
optimum for (4.2). Hence part (i) follows.

Now consider part (ii). The feasible region, Ω, for the optimization problem (4.2) may

be partitioned as follows: Ω =
⋃ℓ

k=0 Ωk, where Ω0 consists of those {p1, . . . , pn} resulting in
the constraints

∑
i pi⟨Fk(xi), ek⟩ ⩽ 0, k = 1, . . . , ℓ, being strict inequality constraints; and for

Ωj , j = 1, . . . , ℓ, constraint
∑n

i=1 pi⟨Fj(xi), ej⟩ = 0 is an equality constraint and all the other
inequality constraints are strict. Since at most one of the inequalities in (4.2) can be violated

[Hotz et al., 2013], the (Ωj)
ℓ
j=0 form a partition of Ω. If the solution to (4.2) lies in Ω0, then it

must be a stationary maximum, which also must be a stationary maximum for optimization
problem (4.3), and by Lemma B.2 it must be the global maximum of (4.3). This corresponds
to case (i). If (4.5) fails, then by concavity of the objective function and convexity of the set
Ω, the only possibility is that the maximum for problem (4.2) lies in the relative boundary of
the convex set Ω, i.e. one of the sets Ω1, . . . ,Ωℓ. Hence, in this case, the solution is given by
(4.6) and the proof of part (ii) is now complete.

B.3 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Proof. We first consider part (i). Suppose that the population Fréchet mean is x0 = (x0, k)

where x0 = (x
(0)
0 , x

(1)
0 ). Then the relevant EL optimization problem is (4.1) with x = x0. The

proof follows from Theorem 2.1 for EL for Euclidean random variables Fk(x1), . . . , Fk(xn).
To establish part (ii), the key step is establishing that (4.5) holds with probability ap-

proaching 1 as n → ∞, where in optimization problem (4.3) to obtain the p
[0]
i , we have set

x(1) = x
(1)
0 , say, where

x
(1)
0 =

∫
M

Ps(x) dµ(x),

is the population Fréchet mean of Ps(x). Writing ψ0 = x
(1)
0 for convenience, we know that

p
[0]
i =

1

n

1

(1 + ⟨γ, (Ps(xi)− ψ0)⟩)

where, provided ψ0 lies in the convex hull of Ps(x1, . . . , Ps(xn), γ ∈ Rp−1 is uniquely deter-
mined by

n∑
i=1

1

(1 + ⟨γ, (Ps(xi)− ψ0)⟩)
(Ps(xi)− ψ0) = 0p−1,

20



where 0p−1 is the (p − 1)-vector of zeros. Expanding, assuming γ is small, we see that the
leading terms in the expansion of γ is

γ = n−1/2
[
V̄ −1
0

{
n1/2(ψ̄0 − ψ0)

}
+ rn

]
, (B.16)

where the remainder term rn is of size ||rn|| = op(1), and ψ̄0 is the sample mean of the Ps(xi).
Equation (B.16) can be made rigorous without difficulty; see [Owen, 2001, p.20]. Under the
weak moment assumptions of the theorem, we are not able to make a stronger statement than

||rn|| = op(1) without further information. Using (B.16), the corresponding expansion for p
[0]
i

is
p
[0]
i = n−1

{
1− n−1/2(Ps(xi)− ψ0)

⊤V̄ −1
0

{
n1/2(ψ̄0 − ψ0)

}
+ op(n

−1/2)
}
, (B.17)

where

V̄0 = n−1
n∑

i=1

(Ps(xi)− ψ0) (Ps(xi)− ψ0)
⊤
.

Consequently, for each j = 1, . . . , ℓ,

n∑
i=1

p
[0]
i ⟨Fj(xi), ej⟩ = n−1

n∑
i=1

⟨Fj(xi), ej⟩

− n−1/2

{
n−1

n∑
i=1

⟨Fj(xi), ej⟩(Ps(xi)− ψ0)

}⊤

V̄ −1
0

{
n1/2(ψ̄0 − ψ0)

}
+ op(n

−1/2).

(B.18)

Since we are considering the sticky case, there exists an ϵ > 0 such that, for all j = 1, . . . , ℓ,

aj =

∫
M

⟨Fj(x), ej⟩dµ(x) < −ϵ < 0. (B.19)

it follows from the strong law of large numbers applied to n−1
∑n

i=1⟨Fj(xi), ej⟩ plus the fact
that the remainder terms on the RHS of (B.18) are Op(n

−1/2), that

pr

[
max

j=1,...,ℓ
n−1

n∑
i=1

p
[0]
i ⟨Fj(xi), ej⟩ ⩽ −ϵ/2

]
→ 1, (B.20)

as n → ∞. Hence the condition (4.5) is satisfied for each j = 1, . . . , ℓ and therefore the

EL statistic log(Rn(x0)) from (4.2) converges in probability to the statistic log(R[0]
n (x0)) in

(4.3). Moreover, we know that the latter correspond to the EL formulation for the mean of
(p − 1)-dimensional Euclidean random variables Ps(x1), . . . , Ps(xn) and so Theorem 2.1 can
be applied. Hence part (ii) is proved.

Finally, we consider part (iii), the semi-sticky case. Suppose that k is the unique j =

1, . . . , ℓ such that (B.19) is zero. Define x0 = (0, x
(1)
0 ). Note that x0 is the population

Euclidean mean in the case of R[k]
n (·) in (4.4) but x0 is not the relevant population Euclidean

mean in the case of R[j]
n (·) in (4.4), j ̸= k. Specifically, the Euclidean mean in these latter

cases is (aj , x
(1)
0 ) where aj < 0 for j ̸= k; see (B.19). Hence, because − log(R[k]

n (x0)) has an
asymptotic χ2

p distribution and, by Theorem 2.2,

log
(
R[j]

n (x0)
)
→ −∞
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in probability for each j ̸= k, we conclude that, with probability approaching 1,

log
(
R[k]

n (x0)
)
> max

j ̸=k
log

(
R[j]

n (x0)
)
.

Consequently, it follows from Proposition 4.1 that the maximum of the objective function
occurs either on page k or on the spine, and in the former case we choose j = k in (4.6)
with probability approaching 1. Moreover, it follows from symmetry properties of the normal
distribution that (i) it is on page k with probability approaching 1/2 and on the spine with
probability approaching 1/2; and (ii) the limiting conditional distribution in the former case
is χ2

p and in the latter case, χ2
p−1. So part (iii) is now proved.

B.4 Proof of Theorem 5.1

Proof. A sketch of a method of proof, applicable in a wide range of settings including that of
Theorem 5.1, is outlined in Appendix B of Fisher et al. [1996]. However, although the proof
sketch in their paper provides the key steps and insights in the approach, it does not give
precise enough information to identify explicit sufficient conditions for Theorem 5.1 to hold.
Our goal here is not to give a full proof of Theorem 5.1, which largely follows from results
in the literature due to Peter Hall and coauthors, but rather to derive the explicit sufficient
conditions that are stated in Theorem 5.1.

In a lengthy calculation, DiCiccio et al. [1991] prove thet EL is Bartlett correctable. Al-
though that is a different result to Theorem 5.1 (specifically, the content of Theorem 5.1 does
not depend on EL being Bartlett correctable), nevertheless the expansions derived in DiCiccio
et al. [1991] provide clarification regarding what conditions are sufficient for Theorem 5.1 to
hold.

First, we consider the expansion (4.1) in DiCiccio et al. [1991], which is different to the
one relevant to Theorem 5.1 in three respects: first, we need to consider all terms up to
and including those of nominal size Op(n

−3); second, we only need to consider Euclidean
vector means, as opposed to the ‘smooth function model’ considered in DiCiccio et al. [1991];
and third, we need to view the components Xj as being functions of x, where x lies within
a neighbourhood of x0 ∈ M . The nominal size of each term in the expansion is n−r/2

where r is the number of A-terms multiplied together. Moreover, the nominal size is equal
to the actual size, e.g. Ajk(x0)A

j(x0)A
k(x0) = Op(n

−3/2), if and only if Var(Ajk(x0)) =
O(n−1) or, equivalently, if Var(Xj(x0)X

k(x0)) is finite; and e.g. the nominal size, Op(n
−2),

of Ajkℓ(x0)A
j(x0)A

k(x0)A
ℓ(x0) is the actual size if and only if Var(Ajkℓ(x0)) = O(n−1)

or, equivalently, if Var(Xj(x0)X
k(x0)X

ℓ(x0)) is finite. Inspection of the terms up to and
including nominal size Op(n

−3) shows that the terms involving the highest moments, in fact
fifth moments, are of the form

Ajkℓmn(x0)A
j(x0)A

k(x0)A
ℓ(x0)A

m(x0)A
n(x0).

For Ajkℓmn(x0) = Op(n
−1/2) to hold, and therefore for the displayed term immediately above

to be of size Op(n
−3), it is necessary and sufficient that Var[Ajkℓmn(x0)] = O(n−1) for all

choices of j, k, ℓ,m, n = 1, . . . , p which, because p, the dimension of M , remains bounded, is
equivalent to condition (5.4).

Second, since we are employing boostrap calibration of EL, the n−1 term in the expansion
is proportional to n−1τ(x̄n) rather than n

−1τ(x0), where as before x̄n is the sample Fréchet
mean. Under the assumption that τ has a continuous Hessian in a neighbourhood of X0, we
have a Taylor expansion of the form

τ(x̄n) = τ(x0) + n−1/2F1(x0) + n−1F2(x
∗
0), (B.21)
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where x∗
0 lies on the geodesic connecting x̄n and x0, where the final term on the RHS of

(B.21) is of the stated order, Op(n
−1), due to the

√
n-consistency of x̄n as an estimator of x0

and the continuity of the Hessian of τ at x0. Moreover, in the asymptotic expansion of the
coverage probability of the bootstrap-calibrated EL confidence region, the contribution of the
final term on the RHS of (B.21) is of size O(n−2), due to τ being multiplied by n−1.

Third, and finally, we address the question of the size of the contribution of the middle
term on the RHS of (B.21) to the asymptotic expansion of the coverage probability. After
muliplying by n−1, it appears that this term should be of size n−3/2. However, after close
scrutiny, it turns out that this term is O(n−2), due to the parity properties of the polynomials
(Hermite polynomials) that arise in Edgeworth expansions. A discussion of this phenomenon
in the case of Bartlett correction of parametric likelihood for continuous models is given by
Barndorff-Nielsen and Hall [1988]; the same argument works in other settings provided the
relevant population cumulants have expansions in powers of n−1, as is the case in the present
context.

References

B. Afsari. Riemannian lp center of mass: existence, uniqueness, and convexity. Proceedings of
the American Mathematical Society, 139:655–673, 2011.

G. J. A. Amaral and A. T. A. Wood. Empirical likelihood methods for two-dimensional shape
analysis. Biometrika, 97:757–764, 2010.

D. Barden and H. Le. The logarithm map, its limits and fréchet means in orthant spaces.
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