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Abstract

We address the problem of testing hypotheses about a specific
value of the Fréchet mean in metric spaces, extending classical mean
testing from Euclidean spaces to more general settings. We extend
an Euclidean testing procedure progresively, starting with test con-
struction in Riemannian manifolds, leveraging their natural geometric
structure through exponential and logarithm maps, and then extend
to general metric spaces through the introduction of admissible ran-
domization techniques. This approach preserves essential geometric
properties required for valid statistical inference while maintaining
broad applicability. We establish theoretical guarantees for our testing
procedure and demonstrate its effectiveness through numerical exper-
iments across different metric spaces and distributional settings. The
practical utility of our method is further illustrated through an appli-
cation to wind data in western Denmark, showcasing its relevance for
real-world statistical analysis.

1 Introduction

The statistical analysis of non-standard data types has gained increasing
attention as new methods of measurement and data collection emerge across
various fields. This has led to the development of methods for analyzing
random variables taking values in metric spaces, also called random objects,
where only a notion of distance between points is available rather than the
rich structure of a vector space.
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The study of random objects spans multiple application domains. In
functional data analysis, methods have been developed for analyzing curve
data [29]. Random objects also appear in neuroimaging through the analysis
of correlation matrices from fMRI data [27, 9, 33], and in network science
through the study of adjacency matrices representing social networks [11].

Probability distributions are a particularly well-studied example of ran-
dom objects and various approaches have been developed for their analysis.
They have been studied as images of Hilbert spaces under transformations
[28], as specific Hilbert spaces with tailored addition and scalar multiplica-
tion operators [36], and as metric spaces with distances constructed to expose
certain properties or invariances [26, 31].

The statistical theory for random objects has seen substantial develop-
ment in recent years. Fundamental work has addressed hypothesis testing
and inference [10, 11, 25, 19], alongside various approaches to regression
[27, 7, 14] and time series models [17, 6]. Since metric spaces offer limited in-
herent structure, additional assumptions are often introduced to ensure well-
defined statistical quantities. A common approach is to assume the metric
space is a Hadamard space, which provides a rich geometric framework while
maintaining generality [32, 1].

The Fréchet mean, a generalization of the expected value to metric spaces,
has been the subject of extensive theoretical investigation. It exposes unex-
pected asymptotic properties which are not found in Euclidean spaces, such
as for instance the example of smeariness [12]. Recent work has examined
its concentration properties [5], asymptotic distributional behavior [4, 37],
or more fundamental properties of the quantity itself in various scenarios
[24, 25, 16].

In this paper, we focus on the problem of testing whether the Fréchet
mean of a distribution on a metric space equals a hypothesized element of
the space. This extends the classical problem of testing the mean in Eu-
clidean space to the more general setting of metric spaces. We start by
considering the case of Riemannian manifolds, where the exponential and
logarithm maps provide natural tools for constructing tests. We then extend
our framework to general metric spaces through the introduction of admissi-
ble randomization, which preserve key geometric properties needed for valid
inference. We demonstrate the practical utility of our approach through
numerical experiments and a case study of circular data.

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 provides an introduction to
Fréchet means in metric spaces and to the mean testing problem. It presents
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a gradually more general solution to the mean testing problem up to an ap-
proach in Riemannian manifolds. Section 3 introduces the main contribution
of the paper, a general approach to mean testing in metric spaces. Section 4
illustrates the performance of the test on a series of numerical experiments
in various metric spaces and distributional setups. Finally, Section 5 demon-
strates the use of the method to a real dataset.

2 Background

2.1 Fréchet mean and metric spaces

Let (Ω, d) be a metric space equipped with the Borel σ−algebra induced from
the metric topology on Ω. A random variable X over Ω is a Borel measurable
function from some probability space to Ω. For p ≥ 1, the space Lp(Ω)
contains all random variables X such that the p−th moment of the distance
function is well-defined, that is, E[d(X,ω)p] < ∞ for some ω ∈ Ω — and
hence for all ω′ ∈ Ω since by the triangle inequality and Jensen’s inequality
E[d(ω′, X)p] ≤ 2p−1E[d(ω,X)p] + 2p−1d(ω, ω′)p < ∞. For a random variable
X ∈ L2(Ω), consider the expected value

FX(ω) = E
[
d(X,ω)2

]
. (1)

Fréchet [13] proposes the minimizer of this quantity as a generalization of the
expectation in the Euclidean case. This minimizer, when it exists, together
with the minimal value attained by FX , are commonly called the Fréchet
mean and Fréchet variance of X

E[X] = arg min
ω∈Ω

FX(ω) Var[X] = FX(E[X]). (2)

The Fréchet mean generalizes the expected value to metric spaces, and, sim-
ilarily to Euclidean spaces, provides a notion of center of the distribution of
X. This stems from the fact that for a real-valued random variable X ∼ P ,
the integral

∫
xP (dx) is the minimizer of the Fréchet function. However, un-

like the Euclidean case, the Fréchet mean is not guaranteed to exist for any
random variable in L2(Ω), and when it does, it is not necessarily unique. Con-
sider for example the case where the space Ω is the d−dimensional sphere
Sd =

{
x ∈ Rd+1 : ∥x∥ = 1

}
and X is uniformly distributed on Sd. Then

FX(ω) is constant and hence a unique minimizer does not exist.
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Given a sample X1, . . . , Xn independent of copies of X ∈ L2(Ω) the
Fréchet mean and variance of X can be estimated from their sample coun-
terparts constructed through minimization of the empirical Fréchet function,

µ̂n = arg min
ω∈Ω

1

n

n∑
i=1

d(Xi, ω)2 V̂n =
1

n

n∑
i=1

d(Xi, µ̂n)2. (3)

The following assumptions will be made throughout the paper to quan-
tity the behavior of these estimators. The first assumption, common in the
study of Fréchet means and more generally M-estimators, requires that the
theoretical and empirical Fréchet means uniquely exist. It is a central as-
sumption in proving that the empirical Fréchet mean is consistent, that is,
d(µ, µ̂n) = oP (1), see for instance [35, Corrolary 3.2.3].

Assumption 2.1. The random variable X has a unique Fréchet mean µ ∈
Ω. Its sample estimator µ̂n exists almost surely, and for any ε > 0, the
population Fréchet mean satisfies infd(ω,µ)>ε FX(ω) > FX(µ).

The second assumption, also standard in the study of M-estimators, pro-
vides control of the complexity of the metric space, see for instance [35]. It is
commonly found in various forms in the study of random objects and Fréchet
means, see [10, 30].

Assumption 2.2. Let N(ε, U) be the covering number of U ⊂ Ω with balls
of size ε. Assume the following

1. For any ω ∈ Ω,
∫ 1

0

√
1 + logN(εδ/2, Bδ(µ)) dε → 0 as δ → 0.

2. The entropy integral
∫ 1

0

√
1 + logN(ε,Ω) dε is finite.

We will be concerned with the problem of using a sample X1, . . . , Xn

independent of copies of X ∈ L2(Ω) to test whether the Fréchet mean of X
takes a specific hypothesized value µ0 ∈ Ω,

H0 : E[X] = µ vs. H1 : E[X] ̸= µ. (4)

Our test is based on the empirical Fréchet mean and variance of X, as well
as their behavior under the null hypothesis, based on the results in [10]. The
contribution of this work lies in proposing an approach to randomization
suitable for the testing problem in general metric spaces and finite sample.

4



2.2 Mean test on the real line

Suppose that we observe independent and identically distributed random
variables X1, . . . , Xn ∼ P in R with E[|X|] < ∞. Given a µ ∈ R, we aim at
a testing procedure for the hypothesis in Equation (4) with no parametric
assumptions on P . For simplicity, we restrict the model class to distributions
symmetric around µ, which is equivalent to saying that the law of X is
invariant under the reflection map gµ : x 7→ 2µ− x,

P[X ∈ A] = P[gµ ·X ∈ A] ∀A ∈ B(R),

where we use the notation gµ ·X to denote the function application gµ(X).
Following the approach presented in Chapter 17 of [21], the symmetry of
X can be used to construct a randomization that preserves the distribution
of X under the null hypothesis. Given a z ∈ {0, 1}, define the randomized
variable

gzµ ·X =

{
X if z = 0,

gµ ·X if z = 1.
(5)

By symmetry, under the null hypothesis, gzµ ·X has the same distribution as
X for z ∈ {0, 1}. This property carries over to the distribution of any test
statistic T evaluated on a randomized sample. That is, under the assumption
of symmetry and an arbitrary binary vector z ∈ {0, 1}n, the randomized
statistic T (gz1µ ·X1, . . . , g

zn
µ ·Xn) has the same distribution as T (X1, . . . , Xn).

Consider now all 2n binary randomization vectors and let T(1), . . . , T(2n)

be the associated evaluations of the test statistic, sorted. For a nominal level
α ∈ (0, 1), a level-α hypothesis test for H0 : E[X] = µ can be constructed by
rejecting the null hypothesis if the observed test statistic T (X1, . . . , Xn) is
too extreme compared to the randomized sample. Since the randomization
gµ is self-inverse, the set {id, gµ} is a group, and the randomization proce-
dure, together with the symmetry of X, corresponds to the Randomization
Hypothesis framework of [21]. By Theorem 17.2.1 of the same manuscript,
this test has the desired level α.

In practice though, applying the 2n randomizations to construct the test is
computationally infeasible for large n. Instead, one recognized that the test-
ing procedure can be linked to an expected value with respect to the uniform
distribution over the product group {id, gµ}n, which can be approximated via
Monte Carlo techniques by sampling a large number of randomizations and
computing the test statistic for each of them. For a given number of replicates
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Figure 1: For a fixed sample X1, . . . , X50 ∼ N(µ0, 1) with µ0 = 1, the pan-
els display the distribution (grey histogram) of the randomized test statistic
V̂n(X⋆) with 1000 randomizations for µ = µ0 (left) and µ = 0 ̸= µ0 (right)
against the value of the variance on the original data V̂n(X) (dashed hori-
zontal line).

B and a significance level α, one can sample Z1, . . . , Zn
iid∼ Bernoulli(1/2) and

compute the test statistic Tb = T (X⋆
1 , . . . , X

⋆
n) where X⋆

i = gZi
µ ·Xi. Then, the

level-α hypothesis test is constructed following the same procedure as out-
lined above, applied to the sorted statistics T(1), . . . , T(B). A natural choice
for the test statistic T (X1, . . . , Xn) is the empirical variance of the sample,
given by

V̂n(X1, . . . , Xn) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

(Xi − X̄n)2. (6)

The construction above provides a principled approach to testing sym-
metry on the real line using randomization techniques, without requiring
parametric assumptions beyond symmetry. The choice of empirical variance
as the test statistic is particularly natural: under symmetry around µ, we
expect the spread of observations to be balanced on either side of µ. When
the true mean differs from the hypothesized value µ, the empirical variance
tends to increase as observations are shifted away from µ, making it sensitive
to departures from the null hypothesis. Hence, the empirical variance is too
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extreme if it is too small compared to the randomized sample as illustrated in
Figure 1. That is, for a sorted sample of randomized variances V(1), . . . , V(B),

the test is rejected at level α if V̂n(X1, . . . , Xn) ≤ V(k) with k = ⌊αB⌋.

2.3 Extension to Riemannian manifolds

The extension of these ideas to Riemannian manifolds presents several chal-
lenges. First, the notion of reflection needs to be appropriately generalized
to account for the manifold’s geometry. Second, the test statistic must be
adapted to capture meaningful deviations from the null hypothesis while
respecting the manifold structure. In particular, we will need to carefully
consider how to define a variance-like quantity that preserves the desirable
properties of sensitivity to asymmetry and invariance under the appropriate
generalization of reflection. This section develops these extensions, showing
how the fundamental principles of randomization testing can be preserved in
the more general setting.

As a first generalization step, we will see how the intuition of the random-
ization procedure on the real line extends naturally to directional data on the
unit circle S1 = {x ∈ R2 : ∥x∥ = 1}. The distance between two points x, y ∈
S1 is given by d(x, y) = arccos(x⊤y). Using ∠(x, y) to denote the angle be-
tween the vectors x and y, we have x⊤y = ∥x∥∥y∥ cos(∠(x, y)) = cos(∠(x, y)).
Thus, the distance between two points on the circle corresponds to the angle
between them. For a point x ∈ S1, denote by θx ∈ [0, 2π) its angular repre-
sentation with θ(1,0) = 0. Directly generalizing the randomization procedure
from the real line, define the reflection map in angular representation with

gµ · θx = 2θµ − θx mod 2π (7)

Without loss of generality, we can assume that µ = (1, 0), since this can be
achieved without affecting distances via a rotation. The reflection map gµ
then corresponds to a sign flip of the angle or equivalently a the reflection of
y through the x-axis in the vector representation. This transformation does
not change distances between points and is thus an isometry.

To generalize this construct to a complete connected d−dimensional Rie-
mannian manifold M , we need to introduce the notions of geodesics, ex-
ponential and logarithm maps, for a thorough and rigorous introduction to
Riemannian geometry, we refer the reader to [8]. We will illustrate each of
these concepts using the circle as a concrete example. Geodesics are curves
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γ : I → M defined over an interval I that are locally length-minimizing, play-
ing the role that straight lines do in Euclidean space. At any point p ∈ M ,
the tangent space TpM is a d−dimensional vector space that can be thought
of as containing all possible velocities of curves passing through p. For the
circle, the tangent space at any point is simply a line – isomorphic to R –
tangent to the circle at that point. The exponential map expp : TpM → M
takes a tangent vector v ∈ TpM and follows the geodesic starting at p with
initial velocity v for one unit of time, i.e., expp(v) = γ(1) where γ is the
unique geodesic such that γ(0) = p and γ′(0) = v. On the circle, expp(v)
corresponds to starting at p and moving counterclockwise by an angle of |v|
radians if v is positive, or clockwise if v is negative. We call the cut locus of
p the boundary of the set

{
v ∈ TpM | d(expp v, p) = ∥v∥

}
and denote it by

cut(p). The distance of a point q ∈ M to the cut locus is called the injectivity
radius of p and is denoted by inj(p). On the circle, the cut locus of any point
p is its antipodal point, cut(p) = {−p}, and hence the injectivity radius at
any point is inj(p) = π. Within the injectivity radius of p, the exponential
map is a diffeomorphism between TpM and a neighborhood of p in M with
inverse logp. That is, for any point q ∈ M with d(p, q) < inj(p), it holds that
expp(logp q) = q.

Given a point µ ∈ S1, we can now define the map gµ in terms of the
exponential and logarithm maps. For x ∈ S1, the reflection gµ · x provided
in (7) as

gµ · x =

{
x if x ∈ cut(µ),

expµ(− logµ(x)) otherwise.
(8)

This map is also referred to in the literature as the geodesic symmetry since
gµ ·x = γ−(1) where γ− is the geodesic with γ−(0) = µ and γ′

−(0) = − logµ x.
The randomization procedure in (5) can be written on the circle more gener-
ically as first sampling a transformation g from the set Gµ = {id, gµ} and
setting X⋆ = g · X. The set of mappings Gµ corresponds to the set of all
isometries preserving 0 in the tangent space of S1 in µ.

For tangent space of dimension d > 1, alternative transformations of
the vector space can be possible. Consider a d−dimensional Riemannian
manifold M , then for any point p ∈ M , the tangent space TpM is isomorphic
to Rd and we can consider any isometry on Rd mapping the 0 vector to itself
as candidates for the randomization maps: this is the orthonormal group
O(d) containing the rotations and reflections. This allows to define a set of
mapping on M preserving the test mean µ ∈ M via Gµ =

{
gQµ : Q ∈ O(d)

}
8



where

gQµ · x =

{
x if x ∈ cut(µ),

expµ(Q logµ(x)) otherwise.

In general a Riemannian manifold, even with further standard regularity
conditions, this set of maps is not as well-behaved as on the real line or on
the circle. The maps gQµ still map µ to itself but are not always isometries
themselves – even if Q is. Furthermore, even if the random variable X
is symmetric around its Fréchet mean µ and is almost surely within the
injectivity radius of µ, the maps gQµ do not necessarily preserve the Fréchet
mean. However, if the Fréchet function of X is convex, an adjacent concept
of mean preservation still holds. Assuming that X is almost surely contained
within the injectivity radius of µ and that the Fréchet function FX defined
in Equation (1) is convex, the gradient of FX in a point p ∈ inj(µ) is given
by gradFX(p) = −2E

[
logp(X)

]
and the Fréchet mean of X exists and solves

the score equation E
[
logµ(X)

]
= 0, see [18, 20, 12]. In this situation, any

gQµ ∈ Gµ preserves the Fréchet mean µ by convexity together with

E
[
logµ(gQµ ·X)

]
= E

[
logµ(expµ(Q logµ(X)))

]
= QE

[
logµ(X)

]
= 0.

While this support restriction may appear to be rather restrictive, we will
show in the next generalization that for a large class of Riemannian manifolds,
the maps gQµ can be used to construct a valid randomization without having
to assume that X is almost surely within the injectivity radius of µ.

While the previous discussion focused on manifolds where the cut locus
plays a crucial role in defining our randomization maps, there exist impor-
tant manifolds in statistical applications where the cut locus is empty. This
simplifies the construction of the randomization procedure significantly, as il-
lustrated by the following example of the space of symmetric positive definite
(SPD) matrices equiped with the Bures-Wasserstein distance.

Example 2.1 (Bures-Wasserstein). Let D2(Rp) be the set of probability mea-
sures µ on Rp such that µ has a density and E[X2] < ∞ for X ∼ µ. The
Wasserstein distance [26] of order 2 between two measures µ, ν ∈ D2(Rp) is
defined as

d2W2
(µ, ν) = inf

γ∈Π(µ,ν)
E(X,Y )∼γ

[
∥X − Y ∥22

]
where Π(µ, ν) is the set of all joint distributions on Rp×Rp with marginals µ
and ν. The Wasserstein distance can be used to define a distance dB on the
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set of covariance matrices Sp
+ via centered Gaussian distributions, resulting

in the Bures-Wasserstein distance dB(A,B) = dW2(N (0, A),N (0, B)). The
metric space (Sp

+, dB) is a Riemannian manifold called the Bures-Wasserstein
space, and the distance function has the following closed form expression

dB(A,B)2 = trA + trB − 2tr(A1/2BA1/2)1/2.

In this space, the cut loci are empty sets and the exponential map is a non-
isomorphic diffeomorphism over the whole space. See [3, 9] for more details
on Bures-Wasserstein spaces.

The generalization presented in this section demonstrates how the ba-
sic reflection principle from R extends naturally to Riemannian manifolds
through three key steps: (1) first extending to the circle S1 where reflec-
tions correspond to angle reversals, (2) generalizing to arbitrary Riemannian
manifolds using the exponential and logarithm maps to define geodesic sym-
metries, and (3) incorporating the full orthogonal group O(d) as a richer
example of transformations to capture all possible isometries of Rd. While
additional technical conditions are needed compared to the Euclidean case —
particularly regarding the cut locus and convexity of the Fréchet function —
the fundamental principle of constructing randomization maps that preserve
both the test mean and the metric structure remains the same.

3 Isotropic randomization in metric spaces

The randomization tests presented earlier rely heavily on the existence of a
vector space structure to express the randomization, either local for Rieman-
nian manifolds or global for Euclidean spaces. However, many interesting
metric spaces, such as graphs, trees, or stratified spaces, lack these differen-
tial geometric tools. In this section, we develop a general framework for ran-
domization tests based on isometries that preserve the key properties of the
Euclidean approach while being applicable to any metric space with sufficient
symmetries. This generalization allows us to extend mean testing procedures
to a broader class of spaces while maintaining theoretical guarantees on test
validity and power.
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3.1 Random isotropies

Let (Ω, d) be a metric space and denote by Iso(Ω) the set of all bijective
isometries from Ω onto itself. This set is a group under composition, called
the isometry group of Ω, and acts on Ω by g · x = g(x). For any µ ∈ Ω,
the isotropy group of µ is the subgroup Gµ of Iso(Ω) of isometries mapping
µ to itself, Gµ = {g ∈ Iso(Ω) : g · µ = µ}. A relevant property of the Fréchet
mean is that it is invariant under the action of an isometry and as the next
proposition shows, the isotropy group of the Fréchet mean of a random vari-
able X preserves all the distance moments of X.

Proposition 3.1. Let (Ω, d) be a metric space, p ≥ 2 and X ∈ Lp(Ω) be a
random variable in Ω with Fréchet mean µ. Then, for any random isometry
g independent of X with support equal to a subgroup of Gµ, the variable g ·X
has the same Fréchet mean and distance moments as X, that is

E[g ·X] = µ and E
[
d(g ·X,µ)k

]
= E

[
d(X,µ)k

]
,

for all k ≤ p.

Proof. We will first prove that µ is the minimizer of the Fréchet function of
g ·X. Let ω ∈ Ω, we have using that g is an isometry that

E
[
d(g ·X,ω)2

]
= E

[
d((g−1 ◦ g) ·X,g−1 · ω)2

]
= E

[
d(X,g−1 · ω)2

]
= Eg

[
EX

[
d(X,g−1 · ω)2

]]
Since µ minimizes ω 7→ E[d(X,ω)2], we have that the inner expectation can
be lower bounded by E[d(X,µ)2]. Using this bound and reversing the above
computations we get

E
[
d(g ·X,ω)2

]
≥ E

[
d(X,µ)2

]
= E

[
d(g ·X,g · µ)2

]
(by isometry)

= E
[
d(g ·X,µ)2

]
(since g ∈ Gµ)

Therefore, E[d(g ·X,µ)2] ≤ E[d(g ·X,ω)2] for all ω ∈ Ω proving the mean
invariance E[g ·X] = µ. The claim concerning the distance moments is also
a direct consequence of the fact that g ∈ Gµ,

E
[
d(g ·X,µ)k

]
= E

[
d((g−1 ◦ g) ·X,g−1 · µ)k

]
= E

[
d(X,µ)k

]
.
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Proposition 3.1 suggests that the isotropy group of the Fréchet mean
of X is a natural candidate for the set maps to use for the randomization
procedure. Given a random variable g ∼ Pg over Gµ, possibly with support
equal to a subgroup of Gµ, we define the isotropic randomized variable X⋆ =
g ·X.

An example of metric spaces with an isotropy group allowing for a ran-
domization procedure similar to the one presented previously are the globally
symmetric spaces, a certain kind of Riemmanian manifolds in which the re-
flection map acts as an isomorphism.

Example 3.1 (Globally symmetric spaces). Let M be a Riemannian mani-
fold; M is called Riemannian globally symmetric if each p ∈ M is an isolated
fixed point of a self-inverse isometry sp, see [15, Chapter IV]. Hence the def-
inition of a symmetric space directly corresponds to assuming that for any
µ ∈ M , the set Rµ = {id, sµ} is a subgroup of the isotropy group Gµ. Ex-
amples of globally symmetric spaces include the sphere Sd and the hyperbolic
space Hd. In these spaces, a randomization procedure can thus be constructed
by sampling g uniformly from Rµ.

3.2 Testing via isotropic randomization

Proposition 3.1 ensures that under the null hypothesis H0 : E[X] = µ, the
randomized random variable X⋆ has the same Fréchet mean and distance
moments as X. Under the alternative hypothesis H1 : E[X] ̸= µ, we can
expect that transforming X via the isotropy group of µ will not preserve the
Fréchet mean and distance moments of X. This, together with the following
theorem, suggests that the empirical Fréchet variance of X⋆ can be used as
a test statistic for the hypothesis (4).

Theorem 3.1 (Theorem 1 in [10]). Suppose that the metric space (Ω, d) is
bounded and satisfies Assumption 2.2. If additionally the random variable
X ∈ Ω satisfies Assuption 2.1, then

√
n(V̂n − Var[X]) → N (0, σ2

d) (9)

where σ2
d = Var[d(X,E[X])2]

Since our goal is to construct a test based on the empirical variance of
X⋆, we also need to make sure that it will have power against alternatives
to the null hypothesis.

12



Let us consider two simple cases to illustrate where the variance alone
might not be sufficient. First, let Ω be the Euclidean space R2; here, for any
x ∈ R2 the isotropy group Gx is given by the rotations and reflections, up to a
conjugation with the translation to x. For any direction x ∈ R2, the reflection

rx with respect to the line spanned by x is rµ(x) = Sµx with Sµ = 2µµ⊤

µ⊤µ
− id2.

As a reflection rµ is a self-inverse isotropy of x, and hence the set Rx =
{id, rx} is a subgroup of Gx. For ease of computation and implementation
we might consider restricting the support of the randomization group action
to Rµ where µ is the tested mean. However now µ ∈ R2 and X ∼ N (0, id2)
be the standard normal distribution in R2. By elementary properties of the
multivariate normal distribution, Var[g · (X + λµ)] = Var[g · (X + µ)] for all
λ ∈ R and g ∈ Rµ. Hence, the variance alone does not have power against
colinear alternatives when restricting the support of g too much.

While the previous example might seem artificial, there exist spaces in
which the entire isotropy group in a point does not identify the point itself.
For instance on the example of the circle S1 considered above, the isotropy
group in any point x ∈ S1 is Gx = {id, gx}, where gµ is the angular reflection
given in Equation (7). There, we have that the antipodal point x− of x has
the same isotropy group, Gx− = Gx. Thus, whether the randomization is
done to test the null H0 : E[X] = x or H0 : E[X] = x−, the testing procedure
will randomize the data in the exact same way making the two situations
indistiguishable. This behavior on the circle is illustrated in Figure 2 where
we compare the behavior of the randomization in the simple case of the real
line to the circle in which points are not fully identified by their isotropy
group. The same argument can be extended to higher dimensional spheres
where using the variance of the randomized distribution will not have power
against antipodal alternatives.

These two examples motivate the notion of an admissible randomization
for constructing a test based only on the empirical Fréchet variance. In simple
words, an admissible randomization should make it possible to distinguish
between the null hypothesis and any other point in the space.

Definition 3.1. Let (Ω, d) be a metric space and µ ∈ Ω. A random group
action g over Ω is called µ−admissible randomization if the support of g is
a subgroup of isotropy group Gµ and there exists no points x ∈ Ω\{µ} such
that g · x is almost surely constant.

With this definition, the following proposition shows that the admissible
randomizations result in a test with power against alternatives.
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Figure 2: Illustration of the behavior of a random variable and its variance
under the reflective randomization proposed in (8). In Panel (a), the random
variable follows a normal distribution N(5, 1) and is randomized around its
true mean (green) as well as other hypothesized points µ on the real line
(orange, red). Panel (b) considers a random variable on the circle S1 fol-
lowing a von Mises distribution VM(π/2, 0.3). As in panel (a), we show the
result of the randomization with respect to the true mean (green) as well as
randomizations with respect to other points µ on the circle (orange, red). In
both panels, the top plot displays the probability density functions of each
variable, while the bottom plot shows their Fréchet variance as a function
of the randomization point µ. The colored points on the variance curves
correspond to the specific distributions displayed above.

Proposition 3.2. Let X ∈ L2(Ω) be a random variable satisfying Assump-
tion 2.1. For any µ ∈ Ω and µ−admissible randomization g, let X⋆ = g ·X.
Then, Var[X⋆] ≥ Var[X] with equality if and only if E[X] = µ.

Proof. Let µ⋆ = E[X⋆] and µX = E[X]. By definition of X⋆ and the admis-

14



Algorithm 1 Isotropic Randomization Test for Fréchet Mean

Require: Sample X1, . . . , Xn, hypothesized mean µ, randomization distri-
bution Pg, number of replicates B, significance level α

1: for b = 1, . . . , B do

2: Sample independently g1, . . . ,gn
iid∼ Pg

3: Construct randomized sample X⋆
i = gi ·Xi for i = 1, . . . , n

4: Compute test statistic Vb = V̂n(X⋆
1 , . . . , X

⋆
n)

5: end for
6: Sort the test statistics: V(1) ≤ · · · ≤ V(B)

7: return Reject H0 if V̂n(X1, . . . , Xn) > V(⌊αB⌋)

sibility of g, we have that

Var[X⋆] = E
[
d(g ·X,µ⋆)2

]
= E

[
d((g−1 ◦ g) ·X,g−1 · µ⋆)2

]
= E

[
d(X,g−1 · µ⋆)2

]
= Eg

[
EX

[
d(X,g−1 · µ⋆)2

]]
By definition of the Fréchet mean, we have that E[d(X,ω)2] ≥ E[d(X,µX)2]
for all ω ∈ Ω and hence

Var[X⋆] ≥ E
[
d(X,µX)2

]
= Var[X],

Since E[d(X,µX)2] lower bounds the Fréchet function and by Assumption 2.1
the Fréchet mean is well separated, equality holds if and only if g−1 ·µ⋆ = µX ,
or equivalently µ⋆ = g ·µX holds almost surely. Since g is µ−admissible, this
can only hold if µX = µ.

Hence, if an admissible randomization exists, the empirical variance V̂n

defined in (6) can be used as a test statistic for the hypothesis (4). We
formalize this testing procedure in Algorithm 1.

The practical implementation of Algorithm 1 requires constructing isome-
tries that form an admissible randomization. While these arise naturally in
globally symmetric spaces, more complex spaces that lack global symme-
try require careful consideration of the local geometry. We now examine an
example of such a space — a stratified space formed by gluing together Eu-
clidean halfspaces, which naturally arises in applications involving branching
structures or networks.

Example 3.2 (Booklets). Let k ∈ N, we define the d-dimensional booklet Bk
d

as k copies of the halfspace R+×Rd−1, glued together along {0}×Rd−1. Each
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point is then represented by a triplet (z, x, y) where z ∈ {1, . . . , k}, x ∈ R+

and y ∈ Rd−1. The distance between two points (z, x, y) and (z′, x′, y′) is
given by

d((z, x, y), (z′, x′, y′))2 =

{
(x− x′)2 + ∥y − y′∥22 if z = z′,

(x + x′)2 + ∥y − y′∥22 otherwise.

For a point µ = (z, x, y), one can construct a reflection map with two ingre-
dients: an y−isotropy gy ∈ Gy; a self-inverse permutation πz on {1, . . . , k}
such that πz maps z to itself, πzz = z. The reflection map gµ is then defined
as

gµ(z′, x′, y′) = (πzz
′, x′, gyy

′).

An illustration of the booklet B4
2 is shown in Figure 6.

While no proof of the consistency of the test is available here, it is worth
noting that the randomization procedure provides a form of consistency under
the null hypothesis. Indeed, if µ is the Fréchet mean of X, and under the
assumptions presented above, the empirical Fréchet mean is consistent with
d(µ, µ̂n) = op(1), then for any g ∈ Gµ

d(µ̂n, g · µ̂n) ≤ d(µ̂n, µ) + d(µ, g · µ̂n) = d(µ̂n, µ) + d(g−1 · µ, µ̂n) = 2d(µ̂n, µ).

Hence, a n → ∞, the isotropy group Gµ almost fixes the empirical Fréchet
mean, and the randomization procedure will almost fix the empirical Fréchet
variance. This suggests that the variability introduced by the randomization
disappears as the sample size grows under the null, and the randomization
procedure will not introduce variability, leading to not rejecting the test.

The framework developed above provides a general approach for testing
hypotheses about Fréchet means in metric spaces. A natural question is
whether we can identify classes of distributions where this approach is par-
ticularly well-suited. Radially symmetric distributions, which we examine
next, form such a class — their inherent symmetry properties align naturally
with the isometric randomization procedure, making them an ideal setting
for applying these tests. Moreover, studying these distributions helps us bet-
ter understand the relationship between geometric symmetry and statistical
inference in metric spaces.
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3.3 Application to radially symmetric distributions

Our framework is particularly well-suited for radially symmetric distribu-
tions on metric spaces. We introduce a novel definition of radially sym-
metric distributions which generalizes the definition in Euclidean spaces.
Recall that for µ ∈ Rd, a distribution Pµ with density f with respect to
the Lebesgue measure is called radially symmetric around µ if its density
can be written as f(x) = h(d(x, µ)) for some h : R → R. This def-
inition naturally extends to Riemannian manifolds by assuming a radial
density with respect to the Riemannian volume measure. A common ex-
ample of such a distribution is the von Mises-Fisher distribution on the
d−dimensional sphere Sd with location and concentration parameters µ ∈ Sd

and κ > 0. The density of this distribution with respect to the volume
measure is fµ,κ(x) ∝ exp(κx⊤µ) = exp(κd(x, µ)), which is invariant under
isotropies of µ. In homogeneous Riemannian manifolds, the Fréchet mean of
a symmetric distribution is equal to its point of symmetry µ, see [24, Theorem
2]. In order to avoid having to work with the technicalities of generalizing
the measure volume, we define the notion of radially symmetric distributions
on metric spaces via the group action of the isometry group.

Definition 3.2. A random variable X on Ω is called radially symmetric
around µ ∈ Ω if its distribution is invariant under the action of any g ∈ Gµ.

That is, g ·X D
= X for every g ∈ Gµ.

This definition of radially symmetric distributions is consistent with the
previous one in Euclidean spaces. Indeed, consider a random variable X ∼
Pµ, radially symmetric around µ ∈ Rd, with density f(x) = h(d(µ, x)) with
respect to the Lebegues measure. For any g ∈ Gµ a change of variable
argument shows that the random variable g ·X has density fg(y) = h(d(g−1 ·
y, µ)). By the fact that g ∈ Gµ, this gives fg(y) = h(d(y, g(µ))) = h(d(y, µ))

and hence g ·X D
= X.

Example 3.3 (Normal distribution on the spider). Consider the booklet with
d = 1 and k ∈ N branches defined in Example 3.2, also called a spider,
constructed by gluing together k ∈ N copies of the real line through the origin.
There, given a point µ = (z, x), a simple radially symmetric distribution
can be constructed by considering mixture of normal distributions Pµ on the
real line. Sample the branch index Z uniformly from {1, . . . , k} and sample
X | Z = z ∼ N(x, 1) and X | Z ̸= z ∼ N(0, 1). The isotropy group of
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µ is only composed of transformations that map the branch z to itself and,
when applied to the other branches, applies a permutation to the branch index
and a reflection on the position. By construction, Pµ is invariant under all
isotropies of µ and is thus symmetric in µ.

It is not clear whether the Fréchet mean of a radially symmetric distri-
bution is the point of symmetry as in the case of homogeneous Riemannian
manifolds. This stems from the same reason as why some randomizations
are not admissible: If two points share the same isotropy group, a random
variable will either be radially symmetric around both points or neither.
However, the following lemma shows that if the isotropy group of the point
of symmetry of a symmetric distribution is not contained in the isotropy
group of any other point of Ω, the Fréchet mean of the distribution is the
point of symmetry.

Lemma 3.1. Let X ∈ L2(Ω) be a radially symmetric distribution around
µ ∈ Ω with Fréchet mean µX . If the isotropy group Gµ is not contained in
the isotropy group of any other point in Ω, then µX = µ.

Proof. This is a direct consequence of the equivariance of the Fréchet mean
described in [24]: for any g ∈ Iso(Ω), we have that E[g ·X] = g ·E[X]. Hence,

by symmetry of X around µ we have for all g ∈ Gµ that g ·X D
= X and hence

E[g ·X] = µX . Therefore by equivariance µX = E[g ·X] = g · µX implying
that g ∈ GµX

and hence Gµ ⊂ GµX
. Since Gµ is not contained in the isotropy

group of any other point, this implies that µX = µ.

4 Numerical experiments

We now illustrate our theoretical results with numerical experiments taking
place in metric spaces with different properties and challenges for the test.
We consider the example of the circle, with a both a symmetric distribution
and a non-symmetric mixture distribution. In the second example, we ex-
plore the behavior of the test on a bounded subspace of the 2−dimensional
booklet described in Example 3.2. Finally, we consider the space of symmet-
ric positive definite (SPD) matrices equipped with the Bures-Wasserstein
distance.

In each scenario, we consider a fixed µ0 ∈ Ω to test for and generate
datasets of size n ∈ {100, 200, 400} with true Fréchet mean µ, where the
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Figure 3: Panel (a) shows a sample (light gray rays) from the mixture de-
scribed in Section 4.1. The density of the mixture (red curve) and the Fréchet
mean (solid black ray) are also represented. Panel (b) displays the rejection
rate of the mean test based on the randomization described in Section 4.
The rejection rate is shown as a function of the deviation δ from the null
hypothesis for n = 100 (dash-dotted), n = 200 (dashed) and n = 400 (solid).
Finally, Panel (c) illustrates the power of the test against

√
n−alternatives.

Panels (b) and (c) include a 95% confidence interval on the estimated rejec-
tion rates (grey).

values of µ are elements on the geodesic ray connecting µ0 and a chosen
µ1 ̸= µ0. This allows us to consider the performance of the test as a function
of the distance between µ0 and µ. Additionally, we evaluate the power of the
test as a function of n for n ∈ {100, 200, 400, 600}. For each metric space,
we generate 500 datasets. For situation, we run the isotropic test at level
α = 0.05 with B = 1000 resampling replicates and record the rejection rate.

All simulations and analyses are done in Python. The code to reproduce
the experiments and figures is available online1.

4.1 Directional data

In the first experimental setup, we consider the space of directions on the
circle Ω = S1. We generate data from two different distributions: a von
Mises distribution VM(0, 0.3) and a mixture P = (1 − p)VM(π/2, 0.3) +
pVM(0, 0.3) with mixing proportion p = 1/3. In both cases, for a given

1https://github.com/matthieubulte/meantesting

19

https://github.com/matthieubulte/meantesting


a b

0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

R
ej

ec
tio

n 
ra

te

c

100 200 300 400 500 600

n
0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

R
ej

ec
tio

n 
ra

te

Figure 4: Panel (a) shows a sample (light gray rays) from the VM(π/2, 1)
distribution. The density of the mixture (red curve) and the Fréchet mean
(solid black ray) are also represented. Panels (b) and (c) are generated in
the same way as in Figure 3.

tested Fréchet mean µ0, we construct the randomization based on the sub-
group of Gµ0 consisting of the identity and the reflection map described in
Equation (7) and sample the isotropy g uniformly over this subgroup. In
terms of the randomized sample, this corresponds with equal probability to
either the original data point or the data point reflected around µ0. We
compare out test results to the score test [23, Chapter 7] which uses the
approximate normality of the circular mean.

In the first case, VM(0, 0.3) is radially symmetric around its mean π/2,
as discussed in Section 3.3. The alternativc hypotheses H1 are expressed in
terms of the angle difference δ with µδ = E[X]+δ = δ. For testing the power
of the test against local alternative, we sample according to the von Mises
distribution with mean 0.2n−1/2 for different n considered. The visualization
of the data, sample and resulting size and power are shown in Figure 3. Panel
(b) shows that the test appears to be consistent: it has correct size 0.05 under
the null hypothesis (δ = 0) and rapidly converges to 1 as |δ| increases. While
not proved in the previous sections, Panel (c) shows that the test has power
against

√
n−alternatives in this scenario. Omitted here is the performance

of the score test which is expected considering that the sampling distribution
is a von Mises.

In the second case of the mixture of von Mises, the true Fréchet mean of
is π/3 but the unequal weighting of the two mixture components renders the
distribution non-symmetric around its mean. Here, alternative distributions
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Figure 5: Panel (a) displays a visualization of 20 covariance matrices samples
according to the sampling process described in Section 4.2. Each ellipse
is the image of the unit circle under the corresponding covariance matrix.
The Fréchet mean is also displayed (dashed unit circle). Panel (b) and (c)
are generated similarly to Figure 4. Unlike in the previous examples, the
test does not appear to have power against

√
n-alternatives, Panel (c) here

illustrates the asymptotic power of the test against a fixed alternative.

are generated by shifting the mean of both components of the mixture, giving
Pδ = (1−p)VM(π/2+δ, 0.3)+pVM(δ, 0.3). The data space and distribution
along with experiment results are displayed in Figure 4. While the distribu-
tion is not symmetric, the experimental results show a similar behavior as
in the symmetric case, and the test has both correct size under the null and
power against local alternatives. While we do not illustrate it here, we found
that the score test in this scenario appears to be strongly biased and fails to
maintain size or power for any of the tested sample sizes. The difference to
the previous scenario is likely due to the mixture distribution.

4.2 Bures-Wasserstein distance on SPD matrices

We now consider the space of 2 × 2 SPD matrices Ω = S2
+ equipped with

the Bures-Wasserstein distance, described in Example 2.1. To construct a
sample with a given a mean µ ∈ S2

+ on the Bures-Wasserstein manifold, we
first sample a random element in the tangent space Tµ. The tangent space at a
point µ ∈ S2

+ is the set of symmetric matrices [2], so we sample the element of
the tangent space in µ by first sampling a 2×2 matrix M with i.i.d. standard
normal entries and symmetrize it via V = (M +M⊤)/2. The sample point is
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Figure 6: Panel (a) displays a visualization of the booklet space B4
2 along

with the sampling mechanism described in Equation (10). Panel (b) and (c)
are generated similarly to Figure 4.

then constructed by applying the exponential map, giving X = expµ V . An
explicit form of the exponential map can be written in terms of the Lyapunov
operator [22]. In the examples, we chose µ0 = 12 giving closed forms for
the exponential and logarithm maps, expµ0

V = (V/2 + 12)(V/2 + 12) and

logµ0
M = 2M1/2−212. Similarly to the previous example, the randomization

is done by sampling g uniformly over {id, gµ0} where gµ0 is the reflection
defined in Equation (8) in terms of the exponential and logarithm maps.

To assess the power and size of our test, we sample under alternative
distributions generated by sampling from the same process, with a Fréchet
mean µδ lying on the geodesic ray passing through the identity matrix µ0 =
12 and µ1 =

(
4 1
1 3

)
, where δ ∈ [−1, 1]. A similar display of the experiment as

in the previous numerical experiments is found in Figure 5. The experiment
shows that the isotropic test is able to detect the change in the mean of the
distribution for |δ| > 0 and maintain level, corresponding to δ = 0. While
the power increases with sample size for a fixed alternative, shown in Panel
(c), our numerical results suggest that the test lacks power against

√
n-local

alternatives (not shown).

4.3 Booklet

In the final experiment, we consider the booklet B4
2 , described in Example

3.2. As a reminder, the space B4
2 is constructed by gluing together four

branches (copies of R+) via the origin 0, a 4−spider, and attaching to each
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point on this structure a copy of the real line R. Hence each point in B4
2

can be represented via three coordinates (z, x, y): the index of the branch
z ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, the position on the branch x ∈ R+, and the position on the
real line y ∈ R. A visualization of this space can be found in Panel (a) of
Figure 6.

To sample data from B4
2 , we consider the following hierarchical model

where the distribution of X is determined by the branch Z on which the
point lies and Y is independent of X and Z,

Z ∼ Categorical

(
4

7
,
1

7
,
1

7
,
1

7

)
Y | Z ∼ N (1, 1)

X | Y, Z ∼

{
Beta(20, 5) ifZ = 1,

Beta(5, 20) ifZ ∈ {2, 3, 4}
.

(10)

Minimizing the Fréchet function over these distributions yields that the
Fréchet mean of this distribution has µz = 1, µx = 0 and µy = 1. The
random isotropy g is chosen as described in Example 3.2. First, a random
permutation gz over {1, 2, 3, 4} is drawn uniformly over the set of random-
izations with fixed point µz. Given the geometry of the spider, there is no
isotropy on the spider that modifies the x component. The y component is
changed via gy uniformly sampled over

{
id, gµy

}
where gµy is the reflection

on the real line defined in Section 2.2. All in all, we get that for a random
X ∈ B4

1 , its randomization is given by g ·X = (gz ·Xz, Xx,gy ·Xy).
In this scenario, there is no obvious way to change the sampling process

in to obtain a desired mean. Thus, we keep the sampling process fixes and
vary the null hypothesis considered instead. The test is run for H0 : µ =
µδ where µδ is on the geodesic between the true µ0 of the data generating
process and µ1 = (2, 1, 0). The results of the experiment are displayed in
Figure 6. Similarly to the previous experiments, we observe that the isotropic
test is able to detect the change in the mean of the distribution for δ > 0
and maintain level. Panel (c) suggests that the test here has power against√
n−alternatives.
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Figure 7: Panel (a) displays the dataset of wind directions collected from the
weather station (gray rays), their empirical Fréchet mean (black ray) and
the 95% confidence interval (red) described in Section 5. Panel (b) shows
displays a kernel estimator of the density of the angles ∠(µ0, X) (solid) and
of ∠(µ0, gµ0 ·X) (dashed), after reflection around µ0. Panel (c) displays the
result of isotropic test with the empirical CDF of the randomized variance
V̂n(X⋆) under randomization displayed along with the observed value of the
statistic on the original sample V̂n(X) (vertical, dashed).

5 Application: Wind in Western Denmark

As an illustrative example, we analyze wind direction data from the Dan-
ish Meteorological Institute (DMI). We are interesting in testing whether
the mean wind direction aligns with the documented south-westerly pat-
tern in the region [34], µ0 = 5π/4 = 225◦. The data is obtained from the
Bl̊avandshuk Fyr station, at the most western point of Denmark. The sta-
tion records the wind direction hourly, with direction measured in degrees
from North, represented by elements on the circle S1. Each measurement
consists of a single reading from a wind vane, with values ranging from 0
to 359 degrees, representing the direction from which the wind is blowing,
meaning that a wind blowing from North to the South would correspond
to a measurement of π/2. In order to reduce the dependence between the
observations and to avoid systematic time-of-day trends, we only consider a
subset of the data consisting of measurements taken at 12pm every day in
from June to November 2024, resulting in 152 observations.

The dataset is displayed in Panel (a) of Figure 7, where the wind di-
rections appear to be evenly distributed around the empirical Fréchet mean
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µ̂n ≈ 3.944 ≈ 225.98◦, very close to the hypothesized south-western direc-
tion. The proximity of the empirical Fréchet mean to the hypothesized mean
µ0 provides initial qualitative evidence supporting the hypothesis. We fur-
ther investigate whether the data is symmetrically distributed around µ0.
Panel (b) shows kernel density estimates of the signed angles from µ0 to X
and µ0 to gµ0 ·X (after reflection around µ0). The deviation between these
densities indicates that X is not invariant under isotropies of µ0, suggesting
a deviation from radial symmetry around µ0.

We proceed to test the null hypothesis H0 : µ = µ0 against the alternative
H1 : µ ̸= µ0. We use the isotropic test specialized to the circle S1 described in
Section 2.3 with B = 1000 randomizations. The result of the test is displayed
in Panel (c) of Figure 7. The empirical CDF of the test statistic under
randomization is displayed, along with the observed value of the statistic
T on the original sample. The observed value of the test statistic is T ≈
1.743, corresponding to an approximated p-value of p̂n ≈ 0.64 which is not
significant at the 5% level. This result does not provide evidence against the
null hypothesis, suggesting that the typical wind direction at Bl̊avandshuk
Fyr is indeed following the south-westerly pattern.

In comparison, we can consider different alternatives for testing this prob-
lem that one might consider. A first naive idea, based on running a standard
t-test on the raw angles, estimates the mean angle at approximately −25◦

giving a statistic t = −27 and a p-value numerically equal to 0, thus re-
jecting the null hypothesis. This illustrates the importance of considering
the circular nature of the data. A standard alternative in the circular data
literature is the score test [23, Chapter 7] based on the asymptotic normal-
ity of the circular mean. This gives a χ2

1 statistic of approximately 0.003
which corresponds to a p-value approximately equal to 0.046, rejecting the
null hypothesis at level α = 0.05.

One can also consider a notion of confidence interval by considering the
set of means that are not rejected by the test. We do this by finding an
interval C(1−α) containing µ0 such that for all µ ∈ C(1−α) the test does not
reject the null hypothesis H0 : E[X] = µ at level α. We construct this
interval by evaluating the test on a grid of 1000 equidistant points on the
circle S1 and finding the largest interval containing µ0 where the test does not
reject the null hypothesis. In this case, we find the α = 0.05 level interval
is C0.95 = (214◦, 242◦). Note that a full inversion of the test yields union
of (214◦, 242◦) and the antipodal points at (34◦, 62◦) which is the result of
the isotropies of antipodal points on the circle being equal, illustrating the
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phenomenon in the lower part of Figure 2, Panel (b).

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we have developed a general framework for testing whether the
Fréchet mean of a distribution on a metric space equals a hypothesized value.
Our approach relies on constructing isotropic randomizations that preserve
key geometric properties under the null hypothesis while having power to
detect deviations from it. We began by examining the case of the real line,
generalizing to the circle S1 and further to Riemannian manifolds, where the
exponential and logarithm maps provide natural tools for constructing such
randomizations. Building on these insights, we extended the methodology to
general metric spaces through the introduction of admissible reflections.

A key contribution is the characterization of admissible randomizations,
which ensures that the resulting test has correct size as well as power against
alternatives. We have shown that for radially symmetric distributions, our
test is particularly well-suited as the randomization preserves distributional
properties under the null hypothesis. Our numerical experiments across dif-
ferent metric spaces demonstrate that the test maintains the desired level
while achieving good power against alternatives, even in finite samples. The
application to wind direction data illustrates the practical utility of our ap-
proach in a real-world setting where traditional Euclidean methods are not
applicable.

Several directions for future work emerge from this study. First, it re-
mains to prove that the randomization scheme is consistent under the null
hypothesis, which would provide a theoretical guarantee that the test has
the correct size. Furthermore, as seen in Section 5, i.i.d. data might not be
available and investigating the behavior of the Fréchet mean and of the test
under these conditions could be of interest. Additionally, the development
of optimal randomization schemes, particularly for spaces where the isotropy
group is rich, presents an interesting theoretical challenge. Finally, one could
explore alternative test statistics, for instance based on considering the dis-
tance d(µ, µ̂n).
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[13] Maurice Fréchet. Les éléments aléatoires de nature quelconque dans un
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