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Abstract: Let (M, g) be a Riemannian manifold. If µ is a probability measure on M

given by a continuous density function, one would expect the Fréchet means of data-
samples Q = (q1, q2, . . . , qN ) ∈ MN , with respect to µ, to behave “generically”; e.g.
the probability that the Fréchet mean set FM(Q) has any elements that lie in a given,
positive-codimension submanifold, should be zero for any N ≥ 1. Even this simplest
instance of genericity does not seem to have been proven in the literature, except
in special cases. The main result of this paper is a general, and stronger, genericity
property: given i.i.d. absolutely continuous M -valued random variables X1, . . . , XN ,
and a subset A ⊂ M of volume-measure zero, Pr {FM({X1, . . . , XN}) ⊂ M\A} = 1.
We also establish a companion theorem for equivariant Fréchet means, defined when
(M, g) arises as the quotient of a Riemannian manifold (M̃, g̃) by a free, isometric

action of a finite group. The equivariant Fréchet means lie in M̃ , but, as we show,
project down to the ordinary Fréchet sample means, and enjoy a similar genericity
property. Both these theorems are proven as consequences of a purely geometric (and
quite general) result that constitutes the core mathematics in this paper: If A ⊂ M

has volume zero in M , then the set {Q ∈ MN : FM(Q) ∩ A 6= ∅} has volume zero in
MN . We conclude the paper with an application to partial scaling-rotation means, a
type of mean for symmetric positive-definite matrices.
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1. Introduction

Let (M,g) be a smooth (C∞) Riemannian manifold, with induced distance-function d, and
for p ∈M let rp = d(·, p) denote the function “distance to p”. The Fréchet mean set FM(µ)
of a Borel probability measure µ on M is defined to be the set of minimizers of the function
on M defined by p 7→

∫
M
r2p dµ, provided that the integral is finite for some (hence all) p,

a condition met automatically by all measures µQ considered below. If (M,g) is complete,
which we will henceforth assume, then FM(µ) is nonempty for any such µ [2, Theorem 2.1].
Elements of FM(µ) are called Fréchet means, or Riemannian centers of mass, of µ. (In this
paper, the term barycenter will be used for something more general, defined later.)

For q ∈ M let δq be the Dirac measure with support {q}, and for N ≥ 1 let MN denote
the N -fold Cartesian product of M with itself. For an N -tuple (or configuration) of points
Q = (q1, . . . , qN ) ∈ MN , by the Fréchet mean set of Q we will mean FM(Q) := FM(µQ),

where µQ = 1
N

∑N
i=1 δqi (the notation µQ will be used with this meaning throughout the

paper); similarly, a Fréchet mean of Q will mean an element of FM(Q). For random N -
tuples Q representing i.i.d. samples of an underlying probability measure µ, the Fréchet
means µQ are called Fréchet sample means of µ.

If µ is given by a continuous probability density function, one would expect the Fréchet
sample means of µ to behave “generically”; e.g. the probability that they lie in a positive-
codimension submanifold should be zero for any N ≥ 1. Surprisingly, even this much gener-
icity does not seem to have been proven in the literature, except in special cases. The main
result of this paper is a general, and stronger, genericity property:

Theorem 1.1. Let X1, . . . ,XN be i.i.d. absolutely continuous M -valued random variables.
If A ⊂M has volume zero in M , then

Pr {FM({X1, . . . ,XN}) ⊂M\A} = 1. (1.1)

In particular, (1.1) holds if A is a countable union of submanifolds of positive codimension.

(Terminology in this theorem is discussed the end of this section.)
Fréchet means are not always unique (i.e. the Fréchet mean set may have more than

one element). In [1, Theorem 2.1], Afsari established what is, to date, the least-stringent
“concentration” condition known to guarantee uniqueness. Combining this with Theorem
1.1, we obtain a corresponding sufficient condition forN i.i.d. random variables under which,
with probability 1, the Fréchet sample mean is unique and lies in the complement of a given
volume-zero subset of M . Theorem 1.1 and this uniqueness result are restated together as
Corollary 6.1.

Theorem 1.1 has an “equivariant” companion, in which (M,g) arises as the quotient of

a Riemannian manifold (M̃, g̃) by a free, isometric action of a finite group G. (Thus (M̃ , g̃)
is a finite-degree principal Riemannian cover of (M,g); see Remark 7.1.) In this setting we

consider a hybrid “equivariant distance function” devt :M×M̃ → R, defined by devt(q, p̃) =

d̃(quo−1(q), p̃), the distance in (M̃, g̃) between the point p̃ ∈ M̃ and the G-orbit quo−1(q) ⊂
M̃ , where quo : M̃ → M is the quotient map. (Equivalently, devt(q, p̃) = d(q, quo(p̃)).) For
a given Q ∈MN , we can lift the Fréchet objective function fQ = 1

N

∑N
i=1 d(·, qi)2 :M → R

to a function f̃Q : M̃ → R by replacing d(·, p) by devt(·, p̃). We call minimizers of such
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a function equivariant Fréchet means of Q (a special case of “ρ-means” as extended by
Huckemann [12, 14]; if p̃ is a minimizer, then so is h·p̃ for every h ∈ G. For Q ∈ MN , let

EFM(Q) ⊂ M̃ denote the set of equivariant Fréchet means of Q. We prove the following
result about equivariant Fréchet means of i.i.d. random variables (essentially an equivariant
version of Corollary 6.1, mentioned above):

Theorem 1.2. Assume that the finite group G acts freely and isometrically on the Rie-
mannian manifold (M̃, g̃), with quotient (M,g) and quo : M̃ → M the quotient map. Let
X,X1,X2, . . . ,XN be i.i.d. M -valued random variables, with induced probability measure
µX . Then:

(a) EFM({X1, . . . ,XN}) = quo−1(FM({X1, . . . ,XN}).

(b) Let Ã ⊂ M̃ be a G-invariant set of volume zero in M̃ , let A = quo(Ã) and write

M̃∗ = M̃ \ Ã and M∗ = quo(M̃∗) =M \A. If X is absolutely continuous then, almost

surely, FM({X1, . . . ,XN}) ⊂M∗ and EFM({X1, . . . ,XN}) ⊂ M̃∗.

(c) Under the hypotheses of part (b), if µX is supported in an open ball B of radius
less than a certain number rcx(M,g) (specified in Definition 4.7), then almost surely
the Fréchet mean set of {X1, . . . ,XN} is a single point and lies in M∗ ∩ B. Corre-
spondingly, under the same hypotheses, almost surely the equivariant Fréchet means
of {X1, . . . ,XN} are unique up to the action of G and lie in M̃∗ ∩ quo−1(B).

Our strategy for proving Theorem 1.1 is to deduce it from a purely geometric (and quite
general) result that constitutes the core mathematics in this paper:

Theorem 1.3. If A ⊂M has volume zero in M , then the set

{Q ∈MN : FM(Q) ∩A 6= ∅} (1.2)

has volume zero in MN . In particular, this holds if A is a countable union of submanifolds
of positive codimension.

Since Theorem 1.1 is derived as a consequence of Theorem 1.3, much of this paper is,
correspondingly, purely geometric. Our approach is to turn the question answered by The-
orem 1.3 into a transversality problem by using “pre-barycenters”. These are pre-images
of barycenters in the bundle (TM)×N , the N -fold fiberwise product of TM with itself.
(We use the term barycenter in the “balancing point” sense in this paper.) The intuition
behind Theorem 1.3 is that if we perturb a sample Q0 to a sample Q that moves over
an open neighborhood of Q0—or even if we hold all but one of the sample points fixed,
and allow the remaining point to vary over an open neighborhood—the barycenters should
move, varying over an open set themselves. In Sections 2–4 we define and discuss barycen-
ters and pre-barycenters; show that the set PBN of pre-barycentered configurations is a
submanifold of the bundle (TM)×N (part of Proposition 3.1(a)); prove a forerunner of
Theorem 1.3, a genericity property of barycenters rather than Fréchet means (Theorem
3.3); and establish some properties of the set of BN of barycentered configurations (the set
BN := {(Q, p) : p is a barycenter of Q} ⊂MN ×M}).

Among the latter properties is that the set of sufficiently concentrated barycentered con-
figurations is a submanifold of MN ×M (part of Corollary 4.10), a property that we do not
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know or expect of the entire set PBN in general. In Section 5, building on work in [20], we
show that all Fréchet means of finite configurations are barycenters (Corollary 5.5). This
fact, combined with Theorem 3.3, yields Theorem 1.3.

In Section 6 we begin applying our geometric results to i.i.d. random variables. Theorem
1.1 follows quickly from Theorem 1.3. As mentioned earlier, we apply this together with [1]’s
Theorem 2.1 to obtain, additionally, the almost-sure uniqueness of Fréchet sample means
(under appropriate hypotheses). In Section 6 we also discuss an example that illustrates the
generality of Theorem 1.1, and also give some examples of interest in which Theorem 1.1
does not apply.

Section 7 is pure geometry again: we examine finite-degree principal Riemannian covers
(M̃, g̃)

quo−→ (M,g) and equivariant means. For a finite configuration Q, we show that taking

equivariant Fréchet means in M̃ is “equivalent” to taking Fréchet means in M , in the sense
that EFM(Q) = quo−1(FM(Q)) (Proposition 7.4(a)). We also establish relations between

the numbers rcx(M̃, g̃) and rcx(M,g). We are then set up to address Fréchet sample means
in the equivariant setting in Section 8, where we prove Theorem 1.2 (as Corollary 8.6).

In Section 9 we discuss an application of our equivariant-Frechet-means results to “partial
scaling-rotation means”, a type of mean for symmetric positive-definite matrices that the
authors introduced in [16].

Some remarks concerning the terminology “volume zero”, ”generic”, “absolutely contin-
uous”, and “M -valued random variable” are worthwhile here. The notion of measure-zero
subset of a manifold M (see e.g. [21, Ch. 6] or [10, Ch. 3]) is independent of any measures
that one is putting on M, but coincides with “set of (n-dimensional) Lebesgue measure
zero” when M = Rn. To avoid any confusion with probability measures under considera-
tion, we will refer to a measure-zero subset of a manifold M (in the sense above) as having
volume zero in M; we call the complement of such a subset generic (in M). Motivation
for the “volume zero” terminology is that every Riemannian metric g on M determines
a volume measure whose null sets are precisely the measure-zero sets in the sense above.
However, the above notions of “volume zero” and “genericity”—residuality in the termi-
nology of [10, Ch. 3]—are at heart more topological than measure-theoretic, making sense
even without specifying a measure on M . Every generic subset of M is dense, and every
positive-codimension submanifold of M of has volume zero in M.

We call a measure µ on a manifold M absolutely continuous if µ(A) = 0 whenever
A ⊂ M has volume zero in M. Every measure on M given by a continuous density function
is absolutely continuous.

Every manifold M has two “natural” sigma-algebras of (potentially) measurable sets: the
sigma-algebra BM of Borel sets, and its completion LM, the “Lebesgue sigma-algebra”—an
analog of the sigma-algebra of Lebesgue measurable subsets of Rn—which can be obtained
by adding to BM the collection of all volume-zero subsets of M. To have a clear meaning
of “measurable map” (a map for which the inverse image of every measurable set is mea-
surable), with domain or codomain M, we must specify which of these sigma-algebras on
M we are using. It is desirable to make the same specification consistently, across all mani-
folds, to ensure that the composition of measurable maps is measurable. Since volume-zero
sets occur throughout this paper, we choose the Lebesgue sigma-algebra on every manifold.
(This choice differs from the customary definition of “measurable function f : R → R”, in
which f is called measurable if the inverse image of every Borel set is Lebesgue measurable.)
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In this paper we will take the domain of every random variable that appears to be a (fixed
but arbitrary) complete probability space (Ω,A,P). An M-valued random variable is then
an (A,LM)-measurable map X : Ω → M. We call X absolutely continuous if its induced
measure µX on M is absolutely continuous. For such X, it actually makes no difference
whether we choose LM or BM as our sigma-algebra on M: if X : Ω → M is an (A,BM)-
measurable map whose induced measure µX on M is absolutely continuous, then X is also
(A,LM)-measurable.

Throughout this paper, n = dim(M), and N is an arbitrary positive integer. For Q =
(q1, . . . , qN ) ∈ MN we write supp(Q) for the (unordered) multi-set {q1, . . . , qN}; when the
points are distinct this coincides with the support of the measure µQ. For p ∈ M , the zero
element of TpM is sometimes denoted 0p for clarity’s sake, and sometimes simply denoted
0. As is customary, “exp” denotes the exponential map TM →M , while “expp” denotes the
restriction of exp to TpM . In any metric space that is understood from context, Br(q) and
B̄r(q) denote, respectively, the open and closed balls of radius r centered at q; sometimes
this notation may be augmented to include some reference to the metric space of interest.

To avoid technical distractions, throughout we take “smooth” to mean C∞, and “(sub)manifold”
to mean “smooth (sub)manifold”. These restrictions of “smooth” and “(sub)manifold” can
be relaxed; see Remark 4.11.

2. Barycenters and pre-barycenters

In this paper, we take barycenter of a configuration Q = (q1, . . . , qN ) ∈ MN to mean a
“balancing point” (suitably defined) for the configuration. The simplest example of such a
barycenter is a point p for which no qi lies in the cut-locus of p (thereby allowing a reasonable
definition of “(expp)

−1(qi)”) and for which
∑N

i=1(expp)
−1(qi) = 0. This example is what

we will soon be calling a short barycenter. To give a precise and more general definition
of “barycenter” and related notions, we recall several facts pertaining to the exponential
map and cut-loci, and fix some notation. All these facts can be found in standard books on
Riemannian geometry, e.g. [5, 22], except for those facts for which we give specific references.

Let S(TM) denote the unit tangent bundle of (M,g), and for p ∈ M let S(TpM) =
S(TM) ∩ TpM . For v ∈ TM let γv be the geodesic t 7→ exp(tv). The cut-time function
τ : S(TM) → [0,∞] is defined by τ(v) = sup{t ≥ 0 : γv|[0,t] is minimal}. Recall that the
tangent cut locus Ctan(p) and cut locus C(p) of p ∈M are defined by Ctan(p) = {τ(v)v : v ∈
S(TpM), τ(v) < ∞} and C(p) = expp(Ctan(p)). Following [3], we call a cut-point q ∈ C(p)
ordinary or singular accordingly as there are at least two minimal geodesics from p to q, or
only one, and classify v ∈ Ctan(p) as an ordinary or singular accordingly as expp(v) is an
ordinary or singular cut-point of p. We will write Cord(p) and Csing(p) for the set of ordinary
and singular cut-points of p, respectively, and Ctan

sing(p) for the set of singular points in the
tangent cut-locus of p. Note that any of these sets can be empty, and that the relations
“q ∈ Cord(p)” and “q ∈ Csing(p)” are symmetric in p and q.
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Still for arbitrary p ∈M , define

Dtan(p) = {tv : v ∈ S(TpM), t ∈ [0, τ(v))},
D̃tan(p) = Dtan(p)

⋃ Ctan
sing(p),

D(p) = expp(Dtan(p)),

and D̃(p) = expp(D̃tan(p)) = D(p)
⋃ Csing(p).

(Thus D̃(p) is precisely the set of points q ∈ M for which there is a unique minimal
geodesic from p to q.) The set Dtan(p) is open, and the map expp is injective on D̃tan(p) and

nonsingular on Dtan(p). The set D̃tan(p) is the largest subset U ⊂ TpM , star-shaped with
respect to 0p, such that expp |U is injective; Dtan(p) is the largest open subset U ⊂ TpM ,
star-shaped with respect to 0p, such that expp |U is a diffeomorphism onto its image. In
particular, D(p) is open, expp |Dtan(p) : Dtan(p) → D(p) is a diffeomorphism, and M =
D(p)

∐ C(p). We define the notation (expp)
−1 to mean the inverse of the bijective map

expp |D̃tan(p) : D̃tan(p) → D̃(p). Note that (expp)
−1 may not be continuous at points of

Csing(p), but the restriction of (expp)
−1 to the open set D(p) is a diffeomorphism. The open

set D(p) is dense in M , and its complement C(p) has measure zero. The distance function
rp is never C1 at an ordinary cut-point of p, and never C2 at any cut-point of p [3], but r2p
is smooth on D(p).

Our definition of barycenter is now as follows.

Definition 2.1. Let Q = (q1, . . . , qN ) ∈ MN and let p ∈ M . We call p a barycenter of Q
if there exist v1, . . . , vN ∈ TpM such that qi = expp(vi), 1 ≤ i ≤ N , and

∑
i vi = 0. We

call p a short barycenter of Q if there exist such v1, . . . , vN ∈ Dtan(p), and an almost-short
barycenter of Q if there exist such v1, . . . , vN ∈ D̃tan(p). We will write B(Q) for the set of
barycenters of Q, and B0(Q) (respectively, B̃0(Q)) for the set of short (resp., almost-short)
barycenters of Q. We define

BN = BN (M) = {(Q, p) ∈MN ×M : p ∈ B(Q)},

the set of barycentered configurations of N points in M . Similarly, we define B0
N = {(Q, p) ∈

MN ×M : p ∈ B0(Q)}. Note that B(Q),B0(Q), and B̃0(Q) are subsets of M , while BN

and B0
N are subsets of MN ×M .

Also important will be the notion of pre-barycenter. To define this, let (TM)×N denote
the fiber bundle over M whose fiber over p ∈ M is the N -fold Cartesian product (TpM)N .
(The bundle-structure is the same as that of the N -fold Whitney sum of TM with itself,
but we are regarding the fiber simply as a Cartesian product rather than a direct sum.)
We will write π : TM → M and π′ : (TM)×N → M for the projection-maps of these
bundles. Thus, elements of (TM)×N may be written as V = (v1, . . . , vN ) ∈ TM ×· · ·×TM
with π(v1) = π(v2) = · · · = π(vN ), and we have π′(V ) = π(vi), 1 ≤ i ≤ N . Note that
dim((TM)×N ) = (N + 1)n = dim(MN ×M).

Definition 2.2. Define

PBN = PBN (M) = { (v1, . . . , vN ) ∈ (TM)×N :
∑

i

vi = 0 }.
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We call elements of PBN pre-barycenters (of configurations of N points in M). We define
the map expN : (TM)×N → MN by expN (v1, . . . , vN ) = (exp(v1), . . . , exp(vN )). If V =
(v1, . . . , vN ) ∈ PBN and Q = expN (V ), we say that V is a pre-barycenter of Q. For Q ∈MN

we write PB(Q) for the set of pre-barycenters of Q.

From Definitions 2.1 and 2.2 it is clear that for all Q ∈MN ,

B(Q) = π′(PB(Q)). (2.1)

Remark 2.3. We are using ordered N -tuples Q = (q1, . . . , qN ) to take advantage of the
manifold structures ofMN and (TM)×N . Clearly the set B(Q) depends only on the measure
µQ, not on how the points qi are ordered.

Remark 2.4. Our definitions of barycenter and pre-barycenter of a configuration are closely
related to the definition of barycentre of a (Borel) probability measure in [6], which for
purposes of distinction with our definition we will call a CK-barycenter. Given a measure
µ on M and a point p ∈ M , we call a measure µ̃ on TpM a lift of µ if µ is the push-
forward, under expp, of µ̃. A point p ∈ M is a CK-barycenter of a probability measure µ
if µ lifts to some probability measure µ̃ on TpM having zero “vector mean”, i.e. satisfying∫
TpM

v dµ̃(v) = 0. For V = (v1, . . . , vN ) ∈ (TM)×N , p = π′(V ), and Q = expN (V ), the

probability measure µV := 1
N

∑
i δvi on TpM is a lift of µQ. Thus if V is a pre-barycenter

of Q, or p is a barycenter of Q, then p is a CK-barycenter of Q. Our pre-barycenters of
Q are a proxy for the probability measures of the form µV on TpM to which µQ may lift.
However, our definition of “barycenter of Q” may be more restrictive than “CK-barycenter
of µQ”, since for p to be a barycenter of Q we require that µQ lift not just to an arbitrary
vector-mean-zero probability measure on TpM , but to one of the form µV above. (A general
lift of µQ need not even be discrete; if discrete, it may have more than N points, and the
weights of certain points need not be equal.)

Taking the liberty of writing elements ofMN×M as elements ofMN+1, we define subsets
M̃1,M1 of MN ×M by

M̃1 = {(q1, . . . , qN , p) ∈MN ×M : qi ∈ D̃(p), 1 ≤ i ≤ N}, (2.2)

M1 = {(q1, . . . , qN , p) ∈MN ×M : qi ∈ D(p), 1 ≤ i ≤ N}, (2.3)

and define a map F : M̃1 → TM by

F (q1, . . . , qN , p) =
1

N

N∑

i=1

(expp)
−1(qi) ∈ TpM.

The set M1 is open and dense in MN ×M , and the restricted map F |M1 is smooth.

Notation 2.5.

(a) Let πN :MN ×M →MN , πlast :M
N ×M →M denote projection onto the first and

second factors of MN ×M . We use the same notation for the restrictions of πN , πlast
to M1 and M̃1. Observe that πlast(M1) =M .

(b) For Q = (q1, . . . , qN ) ∈MN , define the following:

(i) fQ = 1
N

∑N
i=1 r

2
qi
:M → R.
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(ii) MQ = {p ∈ M : (Q, p) ∈ M1} = {p ∈ M : supp(Q) ⊂ D(p)} = πlast(π
−1
N (Q) ∩

M1). Since the condition supp(Q) ⊂ D(p) is equivalent to p ∈ ⋂N
i=1D(qi), and

since D(qi) is open and dense in M for each i, the set MQ is open and dense as
well.

(iii) M̃Q = {p ∈ M : (Q, p) ∈ M̃1} = {p ∈ M : supp(Q) ⊂ D̃(p)} = πlast(π
−1
N (Q) ∩

M̃1).

(iv) Define a vector field YQ on MQ by YQ(p) = F (Q, p).

It is well known that fQ is smooth on MQ and that the vector field YQ is the negative
gradient of fQ|MQ

(see e.g. [18]). Thus the following are equivalent: (i) p is a short barycenter
of Q; (ii) p is a critical point of fQ in MQ; and (iii) YQ(p) = 0. In particular, B0(Q) contains
all Fréchet means of Q lying in MQ.

We will see later that B(Q) contains the entire set FM(Q); in fact FM(Q) ⊂ B̃0(Q).
This nontrivial fact, which follows from results in [20], will essentially allow us to deduce
Theorem 1.1 from a stronger conclusion in which FM({X1, . . . ,XN}) in (1.1) is replaced by
B({X1, . . . ,XN}). For efficiency of presentation we structure the argument slightly differ-
ently, restating and proving Theorem 1.1 as Corollary 6.1 (a).

3. Genericity of barycenters

At the heart of Theorem 1.1 is the question of how the set FM(Q) varies as we vary
Q. Rather than approaching this directly, our strategy will be to analyze perturbations
of (pre-)barycenters and to show that from this analysis, the desired facts about Fréchet
means can be deduced. Perturbation analysis is easier for barycenters, short barycenters,
and pre-barycenters than (directly) for Fréchet means since barycenters (and short and
pre-barycenters) are defined as solutions of equations on open subsets of manifolds, putting
us in the realm in which we can hope to apply the Implicit Function Theorem in some
guise (e.g. the Regular Value Theorem or transversality). This is why we have defined the
sets BN ,B0

N , and PBN—parametrized families of (pre-)barycenters, parametrized by the
N -tuple Q. As we shall see shortly, PBN is a manifold, and the family of barycenter-sets
B(Q) enjoys a genericity property.

To this end, writing elements of (TM)×N as V = (v1, . . . , vN ), we define maps F̃ :
(TM)×N → TM and H : (TM)×N →MN ×M by

F̃ (V ) =
∑

i

vi ,

H(V ) = (expN (V ), π′(V )).

Henceforth let Z denote the zero-section of TM (as a submanifold of TM). Observe that

B0
N = (F |M1)

−1(Z) and PBN = F̃−1(Z) =: Z̃. (3.1)

(We use the notation Z̃ for PBN to simplify other notation below.) The commutative
diagram in Figure 1 depicts relations among various spaces and maps we have defined. Note
that if we define

M′
1 = {V = (v1, . . . , vN ) ∈ (TM)×N : vi ∈ Dtan(π′(V )), 1 ≤ i ≤ N}, (3.2)
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Z⋂

TM

M

π

❄

Z̃ = PBN ⊂ (TM)×N

H
✲

F̃

✲

π′

✲

M
N ×M ⊃

πlast

✛

M̃1

F

✛

⊃ M1 ⊃ B0
N

M
N

πN

✛

expN
✲

Fig 1. Commutative diagram depicting relations among various spaces and maps.

then F̃ |M′
1∩Z̃

is the inverse of the natural injection

B0
N → Z̃,

(q1, . . . , qN , p) 7→ ((expp)
−1(q1), . . . , (expp)

−1(qN )). (3.3)

In the next proposition and beyond, recall that n = dim(M).

Proposition 3.1. (a) The map F̃ is a submersion, and Z̃—the set of pre-barycentered
configurations of N points in M—is a submanifold of (TM)×N of dimension Nn.

(b) The map π′|Z̃ : Z̃ →M is a submersion.

The horizontal/vertical splitting of the tangent spaces of TM and (TM)×N , induced by
the Riemannian structure, enters the proof of Proposition 3.1, so we review these splittings
before proceeding with the proof.

For each v ∈ TM , the vertical space Vertv(TM) ⊂ Tv(TM) is defined to be ker(π∗v).
Letting p = π(v), there is a canonical isomorphism ιv : TpM → Vertv(TM) defined
by ιv(w) = d

dt
(v + tw)|t=0. The Levi-Civita connection ∇ determines a complement of

Vertv(TM) ⊂ Tv(TM), the horizontal space Horv(TM), also isomorphic to TpM ; the map
π∗v|Horv(TM) : Horv(TM) → TpM is an isomorphism. Given a curve based at p—a smooth
map γ : I → M where I is an interval containing 0 and where γ(0) = p—the horizontal
lift of γ starting at v is the curve γ̃ : I → TM defined by γ̃(t) = Pγ(0)→γ(t)v, the parallel
transport of v along γ from time 0 to time t. Given X ∈ TpM , the horizontal lift of X
to TM at v is the vector X̃v = γ̃′(0), where γ is any curve with γ′(0) = X. The space
Horv(TM) is the set of all horizontal lifts of elements of TpM , and the map X 7→ X̃v is the
inverse of the isomorphism π∗v|Horv(TM).

The Levi-Civita connection similarly induces a horizontal/vertical splitting of the tangent
spaces of (TM)×N . Let V = (v1, . . . , vN ) ∈ (TM)×N and let p = π′(V ). Viewing (TM)×N

as the restriction to the diagonal of N -fold Cartesian product of TM with itself (a bundle
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over MN ), the tangent space TV ((TM)×N ) may be canonically identified with a subspace
of
⊕N

i=1 Tvi(TM), namely {(w1, . . . , wN ) ∈ ⊕N
i=1 Tvi(TM) : π∗v1w1 = π∗v2w2 = · · · =

π∗vNwN}. The vertical subspace of TV ((TM)×N ) is

VertV ((TM)×N ) := ker(π′∗V ) =
N⊕

i=1

Vertvi(TpM)

= {(ιv1(w1), . . . , ιvN (wN )) : wi ∈ TpM}

∼=
canon.

N⊕

i=1

TpM.

For X ∈ TpM , we define the horizontal lift of X to (TM)×N at V to be the vector

X̃V = (X̃v1 , . . . , X̃vN ) ∈ TV ((TM)×N ) ⊂
N⊕

i=1

Tvi(TM), (3.4)

where X̃vi is the horizontal lift of X to TM at vi, 1 ≤ i ≤ N . Defining HorV ((TM)×N )
to be the set of all horizontal lifts of elements of TpM to (TM)×N , it is easily seen that
HorV ((TM)×N ) is a vector subspace of TV ((TM)×N ) and is a complement to VertV ((TM)×N ).

Proof of Proposition 3.1. Let V = (v1, . . . , vN ) ∈ (TM)×N and let p = π′(V ). De-
composing TV ((TM)×N ) as HorV ((TM)×N ) ⊕ VertV ((TM)×N ), let us write elements of
TV ((TM)×N ) in the form (X̃V , (ιv1(w1), . . . , ιvN (wN ))), where X̃V is the horizontal lift at
V of X ∈ TpM and w1, . . . , wN ∈ TpM . Then one easily computes

F̃∗V (X̃V , (ιv1(w1), . . . , ιvN (wN ))) = (X̃F̃ (V ), ιF̃ (V )(
∑

i

wi)) (3.5)

where X̃F̃ (V ) ∈ HorF̃ (V )(TM) is the horizontal lift of X to TM at F̃ (V ). Clearly the image

of F̃∗V is all of HorF̃ (V )(TM) ⊕ VertF̃ (V )(TM) = TF̃ (V )(TM). Hence F̃ is a submersion,

and Z̃ = F̃−1(Z) is a submanifold of (TM)×N of codimension equal to the codimension of
Z in TM , namely n. Hence dim(Z̃) = dim((TM)×N )− n = Nn.

Let V = (v1, . . . , vN ) ∈ F̃−1(Z) and p = π′(V ); thus F̃ (V ) = 0p ∈ TpM . Recall that
Hor0p(TM) = T0pZ. Hence using (3.5) we find

TV (Z̃) = (F̃∗V )
−1(TF̃ (V )Z) = (F̃∗V )

−1(Hor0p(TM))

= {(X̃F̃ (V ), (ιv1(w1), . . . , ιvN (wN ))) ∈ TV ((TM)×N ) :
∑

i

wi = 0p}. (3.6)

Note that HorF̃ (V )(TV ((TM)×N )) ⊂ TV Z̃ and that π′∗V (HorV ((TM)×N )) = TpM ; thus

π′∗V |TV (Z̃) is surjective. Hence π
′|Z̃ is a submersion.

Knowing that π′
Z̃
is a submersion (Proposition 3.1(b)) will be valuable to us because of

the following lemma. This lemma is almost certainly known, but the authors have found no
reference for it. For a proof, see Appendix A.
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Lemma 3.2. Under a submersion, the inverse image of a set of volume zero has volume
zero.

Theorem 3.3. If A ⊂M has volume zero in M, then the set

{Q ∈MN : B(Q) ∩A 6= ∅} (3.7)

has volume zero in MN .

Proof: Let A be a volume-zero subset ofM . By Proposition 3.1 and Lemma 3.2, (π′|Z̃)−1(A)

has volume zero in the Nn-dimensional manifold Z̃. Every smooth map between manifolds
of the same dimension carries sets of volume zero to sets of volume zero [21]. In particular,
this is true of the map πN ◦H|Z̃ : Z̃ →MN . Thus πN (H((π′|Z̃)−1(A))) has volume zero in
MN . Using Corollary 5.5, observation (2.1), and the fact that πlast ◦H = π′,

{Q ∈MN : B(Q) ∩A 6= ∅} = {Q ∈MN : ∃p ∈ A such that p ∈ B(Q)}
⊂ {Q ∈MN : ∃p ∈ A such that p ∈ πlast(PB(Q))}
= {Q ∈MN : ∃p ∈ A such that (Q, p) ∈ H(Z̃)}
= πN

(
H(Z̃) ∩ πlast−1(A)

)

= πN
(
H
(
(π′|Z̃)(A)

))
. (3.8)

Hence the set (3.7) has volume zero in MN .

4. Some properties of the set of barycentered configurations

Proposition 3.1(a) shows that PBN , the set of pre-barycentered configurations, is a sub-
manifold of (TM)×N . It appears unlikely that BN , the set of barycentered configurations,
is a submanifold of MN ×M . However, we shall see that the subset B0

N is a submanifold
of MN ×M , and captures the barycenters of almost all configurations in the sense that
πN (BN \ B0

N ) = MN \ πN (B0
N ) has volume zero in MN . (We have πN (BN ) = MN since

FM(Q) 6= ∅ for every Q ∈MN .)
In proving these facts, two types of derivative of the vector fields YQ will arise. One is the

covariant derivative ∇YQ, whose value at p ∈ M is an endomorphism of TpM , namely the
map v 7→ ∇vYQ. The other is the derivative of the map-of-manifolds YQ :M → TM , whose
value at p is the linear map YQ∗p : TpM → TYQ(p)(TM). These derivatives are related as
follows: for v ∈ TpM ,

YQ∗p(v) = ṽ
YQ(p)

+ ι
YQ(p)

(∇vYQ); (4.1)

i.e. ∇vYQ is essentially the vertical part of YQ∗p(v) [7, 18].

Lemma 4.1. Let (Q, p) = (q1, . . . , qN , p) ∈ M1. Writing elements of T(Q,p)(M
N ×M) in

the form (w1, . . . , wN , v), where wi ∈ TqiM and v ∈ TpM , the derivative of F at (Q, p) is
given by

F∗(Q,p)(w1, . . . , wN , v) =

ṽ
YQ(p)

+ ι
YQ(p)

{
∇vYQ +

1

N

N∑

i=1

ι−1
zi

[
((expp)

−1)∗qi(wi)
]
}
, (4.2)
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where zi = (expp)
−1(qi).

Proof: Let (w1, . . . , wN , v) ∈ T(Q,p)M1 = T(Q,p)(M
N ×M). We have

F∗(Q,p)(w1, . . . , wN , v) =

N∑

i=1

F∗(Q,p)(0q1 , . . . , 0qi−1 , wi, 0qi+1 , . . . , 0qN , 0p)

+F∗(Q,p)(0q1 , . . . , 0qN , v). (4.3)

For 1 ≤ i ≤ N , the vector ((expp)
−1)∗qi(wi) is vertical: it is the initial velocity of a curve

of the form t 7→ (expp)
−1(γi(t)) lying entirely in TpM ⊂ TM (where γi is a curve in M

defined on some interval (−ǫ, ǫ) and having γ′i(0) = wi). The i
th summand on the first line

of (4.3) is simply the image of ((expp)
−1)∗qi(wi) under the isomorphism ιYQ(p) ◦ ι−1

zi
; the

isomorphisms ι−1
zi

allow us to identify the vertical vectors ((expp)
−1)∗qi(wi) ∈ TziM with

elements of TpM and thereby add them.
Thus the sum on the first line of (4.3) is

ιYQ(p)

(
1

N

N∑

i=1

ι−1
zi

[
((expp)

−1)∗qi(wi)
]
)
. (4.4)

The term on the second line of (4.3) is simply YQ∗p(v). The result now follows from (4.3),
(4.4), and (4.1).

Corollary 4.2. F |M1 is a submersion.

Proof: Let (Q, p) ∈ M1 and let u = F (Q, p). Let X ∈ Tu(TM) and let X1 = horu(X),X2 =
ι−1
u (vertu(X)), where horv : Tv(TM) → Horv(TM) and vertv : Tv(TM) → Vertv(TM)
are the horizontal and vertical projection-maps determined by the splitting of Tv(TM) as
Horv(TM) ⊕ Vertv(TM). Let v = π∗u(X1), z1 = (expp)

−1(q1), w1 = N(expp)∗z1(ιz1(X2 −
∇vYQ)), and wi = 0 for i > 1. Then from (4.2) we have F∗(Q,p)(w1, 0, . . . , 0, v) = X1+X2 =

X. Hence F∗(Q,p) is surjective.

Since Z is a codimension-n submanifold of TM , Corollary 4.2 immediately implies that
(F |M1)

−1(Z) is a codimension-n submanifold of the (N + 1)n-dimensional manifold M1.
Hence, remembering (3.1):

Corollary 4.3. B0
N is an (Nn)-dimensional submanifold of MN ×M.

It is natural to ask how nicely the projection-maps πN and πlast restrict to B0
N . We will

see below that πlast restricts to a submersion. Since B0
N and MN have the same dimension,

one may wonder whether πN restricts to a local diffeomorphism. We are able to provide
only a partial answer to this question, exhibiting a large open subset of B0

N on which πN
restricts this nicely.

Letting Hess(fQ)|p denote the covariant Hessian of fQ at p, define

M2 = {(Q, p) ∈ B0
N : Hess(fQ)|p is nondegenerate},
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an open subset of B0
N . Note that since YQ = −grad fQ, at any p ∈ MQ the endomor-

phism −(∇YQ)|p is the image of Hess(fQ)|p under the “index-lowering” isomorphism T ∗
pM⊗

T ∗
pM → TpM ⊗ T ∗

pM
∼=

canon.
End(TpM) induced by the metric g. Thus the nondegeneracy

condition in the definition of M2 is equivalent to (∇YQ)|p : TpM → TpM being an isomor-
phism.

Proposition 4.4. The map πlast|
B0
N

: B0
N → M is a submersion, and πN |

M2
: M2 → MN

is a local diffeomorphism.

Proof: Let (Q, p) = (q1, . . . , qN , p) ∈ B0
N ; note that F (Q, p) = 0p. Since T0pZ is exactly the

horizontal subspace of T0p(TM),

T(Q,p)(B0
N ) = (F∗(Q,p))

−1(T0pZ)

= {W ∈ T(Q,p)M : vert0p(F∗(Q,p)(W )) = 0}
= {(w1, . . . , wN , v) ∈ Tq1M × · · · × TqNM × TpM :

∇vYQ +
1

N

N∑

i=1

ι−1
zi

[
((expp)

−1)∗qi(wi)
]
= 0},

where zi = (expp)
−1(qi); the final equality follows from (4.2). Analogously to the proof of

Corollary 4.2, let v ∈ TpM and set w1 = N(expp)∗z1(ιz1(−∇vYQ)), wi = 0 for i > 1. Then

∇vYQ +
1

N

N∑

i=1

ι−1
zi

[
((expp)

−1)∗qi(wi)
]
= 0, (4.5)

so W := (w1, . . . , wN , v) ∈ T(Q,p)(B0
N ), and πlast∗(Q,p)(W ) = v. Thus πlast∗(Q,p) is surjective,

and πlast|
B0
N

is a submersion. Now assume that (Q, p) ∈ M2 and let wi ∈ TqiM, 1 ≤ i ≤ N .

Then the map (∇YQ)|p : TpM → TpM is invertible, and we may define

v = −((∇YQ)|p)−1

(
1

N

N∑

i=1

ι−1
zi

[
((expp)

−1)∗qi(wi)
]
)

∈ TpM.

Then W := (w1, . . . , wN , v) ∈ T(Q,p)(B0
N ) = T(Q,p)M2, and πN∗(Q,p)(W ) = (w1, . . . , wN ).

Thus (πN |M2)∗(Q,p) is surjective. Since dim(M2) = dim(B0
N ) = Nn = dim(MN ),

(πN |M2)∗(Q,p) is an isomorphism, and πN |
M2

is a local diffeomorphism.

Remark 4.5. The result concerning M2 in Proposition 4.4 is not wholly satisfying, since
the set M2 itself is not easy to get one’s hands on explicitly. However, at least the set
πN (M2)—the set of configurations Q for which Hess(fQ)|p is nondegenerate for every short
barycenter p of Q—is generic in MN . In Appendix B, we prove this using a “Parametric
Transversality Theorem” (Theorem B.1). Since B0

N ⊃ M2, it follows that πN (B0
N ) is generic

in MN as well, as asserted earlier.

Corollary 4.6. Let A ⊂M be a submanifold of codimension k. Then the subset πN ((πlast|M2
)−1(A))

of
πN ((πlast|

B0
N

)−1(A)) = {Q ∈MN : B0(Q) ∩A 6= ∅}

is a codimension-k submanifold of MN .
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Proof: Since M2 is an open subset of B0
N , and πlast|

B0
N

is a submersion, πlast|M2
is also a

submersion. Hence (πlast|M2
)−1(A) is a codimension-k submanifold of M2, and its image

under the local diffeomorphism πN |
M2

is a codimension-k submanifold of MN .

By imposing certain hypotheses under which Fréchet means are unique, we will provide
in Corollary 4.10 a reasonably large and explicit open subset of M2 (hence an explicit subset
of BN that is a submanifold of MN ×M). First, some notation:

Definition 4.7. Let rinj = rinj(M,g) ≥ 0 denote the injectivity radius of (M,g), let ∆ =
∆(M,g) ≤ ∞ be the the supremum of the sectional curvatures of (M,g), and let rcx =
rcx(M,g) = 1

2 min{rinj, π√
∆
}, where if ∆ ≤ 0 we interpret 1√

∆
as ∞. Define

MN
con := {Q ∈MN : supp(Q) ⊂ Brcx(p) for some p ∈M},

the set of (somewhat) “concentrated” configurations.

Note that rcx > 0 if (and only if) rinj > 0 and ∆ < ∞, and that MN
con = ∅ if rcx = 0.

(Hence any hypothesis of the form “Q ∈MN
con” implicitly assumes rcx > 0.)

A fundamental theorem of Afsari [1], applied to the probability measures µQ, yields the
following:

Theorem 4.8 (Special case of [1, Theorem 2.1]). If Q ∈MN
con, then Q has a unique Fréchet

mean. Furthermore, for any open ball B of radius less than rcx containing supp(Q), this
unique element of FM(Q) lies in B and is the unique short barycenter of Q in the concentric
open ball of radius rcx.

Remark 4.9. Theorem 2.1 in [1] is far more extensive than Theorem 4.8, and for digestibil-
ity’s sake, its author makes certain simplifications. By removing these simplifications, the
original theorem and the special case above can be strengthened. For example, instead of
the global geometric invariant rcx, which is a convenient (and often sharp) lower bound on
what is termed the “regular convexity radius” of (M,g) in [7], local invariants can be used;
see [1, Remark 2.5]. However, because of its simplicity and wide applicability, rcx is very
commonly used in hypotheses on the radius of a ball supporting a probability distribution
for which one wants to guarantee the uniqueness of a Fréchet mean.

Let Q ∈ MN
con. The proof of Theorem 2.1 in [1] shows that Hess(fQ) is positive-definite,

and hence nondegenerate, at the (unique) Fréchet mean of Q. As a corollary, we have:

Corollary 4.10. The set

Mcon := {(Q, p) ∈ BN : Q ∈MN
con} = (πN |BN

)−1(MN
con) (4.6)

is a submanifold of MN ×M , and the restriction of πN to this submanifold is a diffeomor-
phism onto its image.

Proof: Theorem 4.8 implies that if Q ∈MN
con and p is the Fréchet mean of Q, then (Q, p) ∈

M2. Thus Mcon is a subset of the manifold M2, and is open in M2 (hence is a submanifold
of MN ×M) since MN

con is open in MN . The map πN |
Mcon

is the restriction of the local
diffeomorphism πN |

M2
to the open subset Mcon ⊂ M2, and is one-to-one by Theorem 4.8.
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Remark 4.11. As noted in the introduction, we have taken “smooth” to mean C∞, and
have taken “(sub)manifold” to mean “smooth (sub)manifold”. However, all statements in
Sections 3 and 4 up through Corollary 4.6 remain true (and the same proofs work) if the
manifold M and Riemannian metric g are assumed only to be of class Ck, where k ≥ 2,
and other explicit or implicit references to smoothness are modified as follows:

• The functions fQ are Ck.
• The tangent bundle TM is a Ck−1 manifold. The maps exp, expp, π, πN , πlast, and FQ

are Ck−1, as are the vector fields YQ and the submanifolds Z ⊂ TM , BN = F−1(Z) ⊂
MN ×M , and M2 ⊂MN ×M .

• The maps πlast|
F−1(Z)

and πN |
M2

are Ck−1.

• The submanifold πN ((πlast|M2
)−1(A)) in Corollary 4.6 is C1.

However, for the genericity statement in Remark 4.5, a much higher degree of smoothness of
(M,g) is needed: we need to assume thatM and g are Ck, where k ≥ n(N−1)+2. The reason
is that, just as in the finite-differentiability version of Sard’s Theorem [10, Theorem III.1.3]
of which the finite-differentiability version of the Parametric Transversality Theorem [10,
Theorem III.2.7] is a corollary, the required degree of smoothness depends on the dimensions
of the manifolds involved, via an explicit inequality that reduces to the stated restriction
on k in our setting.

5. All Fréchet means of finite configurations are barycenters

Theorem 4.8 shows that the Fréchet mean set of a sufficiently concentrated configuration
Q ∈MN lies in B(Q). Using results from [20], we will remove the “sufficiently concentrated”
restriction.

For any f : M → R, p ∈ M, and v ∈ TpM , define the forward geodesic directional
derivative v+(f) by

v+(f) = lim
t↓0

f(expp(tv)) − f(p)

t
(5.1)

whenever the limit exists. Note that if f has a relative minimum at p, and v+(f) exists,
then v+(f) ≥ 0.

Remark 5.1. In [4, Section 11], in the more general setting of Alexandrov spaces with cur-
vature bounded below, the notion corresponding to (5.1) is developed (only) for functions f
that are locally Lipschitz at p—i.e., that satisfy a Lipschitz condition on some neighborhood
of p. With this restriction on f , the limit (5.1) is simply called a “directional derivative”
in [4]. This terminology, and the notation v(f) for our v+(f), are used in [20] for powers
(with exponent ≥ 1) of the distance function rp = d(p, ·). However, the omission from [20] of
any mention of Lipschitzness may leave a misperception that the notation is unambiguous,
and consequently that certain facts discussed below are true, for any continuous function
f : M → R. We use the longer “forward geodesic directional derivative” because of sev-
eral sources of potential misunderstanding, all related to the fact that in the setting of
smooth manifolds, there is a conventional—and not metric-related—use of the term “di-
rectional derivative” that, unlike in vector spaces, is usually applied only to differentiable
functions. If f : M → R is differentiable at p (below we leave the “at p” implicit), and
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v ∈ TpM , then what is commonly called the “directional derivative v(f)” is the two-sided
limit d

dt
f(γ(t))|t=0, where γ : I → R is any smooth curve based at p with γ′(0) = v.

Crucially, differentiability of f ensures that (i) d
dt
f(γ(t))|t=0 is independent of the choice

of curve γ representing v, so that the notation “v(f)” makes sense, and (ii) v+(f) = v(f),
so that the word “forward” would be superfluous. But if f is not differentiable at p, then
even if (−v)+(f) = −(v+(f)) (so that d

dt
f(expp(tv))|t=0 exists), it is not always true that

for every curve γ representing v, the derivative d
dt
f(γ(t))|t=0 exists or has the same value.

Even the existence of the map (d+f)p : TpM → R, v 7→ v+(f) (i.e. existence of v+(f) for all
v ∈ TpM) plus linearity in v, are not sufficient to ensure the curve-independence property.
However, for functions that are locally Lipschitz at p, existence and continuity of the map
(d+f)p together ensure the curve-independence property. (This can be deduced from the
arguments in [4].) Therefore for positive powers of the distance function rp, the terminology
“directional derivative” and notation v(f) in [20] are consistent with the usual terminology
and notation for functions on manifolds, modulo the one-sidedness of the limit (5.1).

For q ∈ M , the function r2q : M → R is never differentiable at ordinary cut-points of q
[3]. However, Le and Barden show in [20] that at every cut-point of q, all forward geodesic
directional derivatives of r2q exist. An explicit formula, which is valid also at non-cut points
of q, is derived there:

Lemma 5.2 ([20, Lemma 2]). Let p, q ∈M , v ∈ TpM . Then

v+(r
2
q) = −2 sup

v′∈Vq,p

g(v, v′), (5.2)

where Vq,p = {v′ ∈ TpM : ‖v′‖ = d(q, p) and expp(v
′) = q}.

As noted in [20], if p ∈ Cord(q), then since r2q is not differentiable at p, we do not necessarily
have (−v)+(r2q ) equal to −(v+(r

2
q)). Also note that if p /∈ Cord(q), then Vq,p consists of the

single element (expp)
−1(q).

The proofs of Theorem 1 and Corollaries 2 and 3 in [20] show the following: Let µ be
probability measure onM that is the sum of an absolutely continuous measure and a discrete
measure, let α > 1, and assume that the α-energy function fµ,α : x 7→ 1

α

∫
M
d(x, y)α dµ(y)

achieves a relative minimum at p. Then (i) if Csing(p) = ∅, then µ(C(p)) = 0; (ii) exp−1
p (q)

is defined µ-a.e. in q; and (iii)
∫
M

exp−1
p (q)dµ(q) = 0. Proving fact (i) was the main goal

of [20]; for us, more directly important is fact (iii) (but note that the integral in (iii) is
well-defined only because of (ii)). Specializing these facts to the case µQ = 1

N

∑
i δqi and

α = 2 yields Proposition 5.3 below. We will prove this proposition more directly, however.
Our proof borrows heavily from the proof of [20, Theorem 1], but our argument is rather
simpler.

Proposition 5.3. Let Q = (q1, . . . , qN ) ∈ MN , let p ∈ M and assume that fQ achieves a
relative minimum at p. Then:

(i) For 1 ≤ i ≤ N we have qi ∈ D̃(p), and hence exp−1
p (qi) is defined.

(ii) The point p is a barycenter of Q (in fact, an almost-short barycenter).

Proof: For (i), it suffices to show that supp(Q)∩Cord(p) = ∅. Let Ireg, Iord, and Ising denote
the subsets of {1, . . . , N} for which qi lies, respectively, in D(p), Cord(p), and Csing(p). Then
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for every v ∈ TpM , by Lemma 5.2 we have

v+(fQ) = − 1

N





∑

i∈Ireg
⋃

Ising

g(v, exp−1
p (qi)) +

∑

i∈Iord
sup

v′∈Vqi,p

g(v, v′)



 . (5.3)

Since fQ has a relative minimum at p, we have v+(fQ) ≥ 0 for every v ∈ TpM . Hence, for
each v ∈ TpM ,

0 ≤ N [v+(fQ) + (−v)+(fQ)]

= −
∑

i∈Iord

(
sup

v′∈Vqi,p

g(v, v′) + sup
v′∈Vqi,p

g(−v, v′)
)

=
∑

i∈Iord

(
inf

v′∈Vqi,p

g(v, v′)− sup
v′∈Vqi,p

g(v, v′)

)
(5.4)

≤ 0,

implying that each summand in (5.4) is zero. Hence for each i ∈ Iord and v ∈ TpM , the set
{g(v, v′) : v′ ∈ Vqi,p} consists of a single element, implying that the difference of any two
elements of Vqi,p is perpendicular to every element of TpM , hence is zero. But by definition
of Cord(p), if q ∈ Cord(p) then Vq,p contains at least two vectors. Hence Iord = ∅, establishing
(i).

Substituting Iord = ∅ into (5.3), we now have v+(fQ) = − 1
N

∑N
i=1 g(v, exp

−1
p (qi)) ≥ 0

for all v ∈ TpM . Replacing v with −v, we obtain the opposite inequality, and hence the

equality
∑N

i=1 g(v, exp
−1
p (qi)) = 0. Thus p ∈ B̃0(Q).

Remark 5.4. The proof above also shows that v+(fQ) = 0 for all v ∈ TpM . For a general
function f , having v+(f) = 0 for all v ∈ TpM does not imply that f is differentiable at
p; see Remark 5.1. However, it is not hard to show that fQ is locally Lipschitz (or that
the same is true more generally for the function fµ,α : p 7→

∫
M
rαp dµ, where α ≥ 1 and µ

is any probability measure on M for which fµ,α is finite). Therefore for fQ, the fact that
v+(fQ) = 0 for all v ∈ TpM does imply that fQ is differentiable at p; again see Remark 5.1.

An immediate corollary of Proposition 5.3 is the following:

Corollary 5.5. For every Q ∈MN , we have FM(Q) ⊂ B̃0(Q) ⊂ B(Q).

Proof of Theorem 1.3. The theorem follows immediately from Corollary 5.5 and Theorem
3.3.

6. Fréchet sample means of i.i.d. random variables

Convention. For the remainder of this paper, given a probability measure µ on a topo-
logical space Y , and a subset A ⊂ Y , we will say that µ is supported in A if µ(A) = 1. This
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is less restrictive than saying that A contains the set supp(µ) (the support of µ), which by
definition is a closed set.

Corollary 6.1. Let X1, . . . ,XN be absolutely continuous, i.i.d. M -valued variables with
underlying measure µX , and let A be a volume-zero subset of M . Then:

(a) Pr {FM(X1, . . . ,XN ) ⊂M\A} = 1.
(b) If µX is supported in an open ball B of radius r ≤ rcx, then almost surely the Fréchet

mean set of (X1, . . . ,XN ) is a single point and lies in B\A.
Proof: Let X denote the MN -valued random variable (X1, . . . ,XN ) and let µNX be the
product probability measure on MN induced by µX . Since µX is absolutely continuous, so
is µNX . Hence

Pr {FM(X ) ∩A 6= ∅} = µNX({Q ∈MN : FM(Q) ∩A 6= ∅}) = 0

by Theorem 1.3. Statement (a) follows.
Now suppose that µX is supported in an open ball B of radius r ≤ rcx, and let BN denote

the N -fold Cartesian product of B with itself. Then Pr{X ∈ BN} = 1. If the support of a
configuration Q ∈ MN lies in the open ball B, then supp(Q) also lies in a concentric open
ball of radius strictly less than r, hence less than rcx. Therefore Theorem 4.8 ensures that
if a value of X lies in BN , then the Fréchet mean of that value of X is unique and lies in
B. Statement (b) follows.

Remark 6.2. Corollary 6.1(a) is precisely Theorem 1.1. This theorem has an application
to manifolds that are stratified in even a very weak sense. Let us call M weakly stratified
if we are given a collection T of pairwise disjoint submanifolds of M , the strata, whose
union is M , and for which exactly one stratum, Mtop, is an open set. (More precisely, the
“weakly stratified manifold” is the pair (M,T ), but in many situations, it is often not
important to have a symbol for the set T .) Then each of the other strata has positive
codimension, so the union of all the other strata has volume zero in M . Hence Theorem
1.1 implies that if X1, . . . ,XN are absolutely continuous, i.i.d., M -valued random variables,
then Pr {FM(X1, . . . ,XN ) ⊂Mtop} = 1.

But note that Theorem 1.1 is much more general than the above application; the theorem
does not require any sort of stratification.

An example of a well known manifold to which Theorem 1.1 applies is the projective
space CP k−2. This manifold arises in the statistics of shape as Kendall’s shape space Σk

2 of
k > 2 labeled points in R2 (“planar shapes”) [19]. With the usual shape-space stratifica-
tion, Σk

2 has only one stratum (the entire space), so the results of [15] reduce to tautologies.
However, Σk

2 has other stratifications. For example, we can stratify according to the great-
est number of collinear points in the configuration. In this case the top stratum consists of
the shapes whose pre-shapes lie in general position (no three points are collinear), and the
remaining strata have positive codimension. Theorem 1.1 shows that for i.i.d. random pla-
nar shapes X1, . . . ,XN with absolutely continuous distribution, the sample Fréchet mean
shape almost surely has no more than two collinear points. More generally, a similar re-
sult holds for many other ways in which a planar shape can be non-generic. For example,
for k ≥ 4, if we call a point in Σk

2 a k-trapezoid if it has k distinct points and at least
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two parallel non-adjacent sides, then the set Σk,trap
2 of k-trapezoids is a finite union of

codimension-1 submanifolds of Σk
2. Thus if X1, . . . ,XN are as above, then by Theorem 1.1,

Pr
{
FM({X1, . . . ,XN}) ∩ Σk,trap

2 6= ∅
}
= 0.

Theorem 1.1 applies only to manifolds, but allows arbitrary (volume-)measure-zero sub-
sets A. There are certain, more general, non-manifold spaces for which similar results have
been obtained, but only for very specific measure-zero subsets A: unions of lower strata of
an orbit-type stratification of a quotient space M/G, where M is a complete, connected
Riemannian manifold and G is a Lie group acting properly and isometrically on M . These
spaces are (generalized) shape spaces, as broadly defined in [15]. The orbit-type stratifi-
cation of M induces a stratification of M/G, which we will call the “usual shape-space
stratification”, and M/G inherits a quotient distance-function. For these spaces the behav-
ior of sample means is similar to what Theorem 1.1 shows what it is for a manifold: in [15,
Corollary 2], Huckemann establishes that Fréchet sample means of an absolutely continu-
ously distributed random variable lies in the top stratum—the complement of the union A
of all lower strata (a particular measure-zero set)—with probability 1.

There are other situations in which Theorem 1.1 does not apply. In recent years there has
been considerable interest in the behavior of various means on certain stratified spaces that
usually are not manifolds, for example “open books” and “spiders” [11]. For open-books
and spiders, Fréchet sample means are often “sticky”, tending to lie in lower strata [11]. See
also [13]. The “sticky means” behavior on these non-manifold spaces is in sharp contrast to
what Theorem 1.1 implies for (even weakly) stratified manifolds.

7. Riemannian covers and equivariant means

In some applications, the easiest way to compute or analyze Fréchet sample means of con-
figurations (or random variables) is to relate them to what we will call equivariant Fréchet
means on a Riemannian covering space. We will see an example of this in Section 9.

Let G be a finite group of order at least 2, with identity element e, acting isometrically
on a Riemannian manifold (M̃, g̃); without loss of generality we assume that the action is a

left-action, and denote it by (p̃, h) 7→ h·p̃. Assume that β := inf{d̃(p̃, h·p̃) : p̃ ∈ M̃, e 6= h ∈
G} > 0; in particular this implies that the G-action is free. For simplicity’s sake, we assume

throughout this section that (M̃, g̃) is complete, but this assumption is not actually needed
until Lemma 7.6; in particular, Propositions 7.2 and 7.4 do not require completeness.

Remark 7.1. Because the G-action is free, M̃ is a (left) principal bundle over M (more
strongly, a “principal Riemannian cover”). The principality assumption is primarily a con-
venience, allowing simplification of certain statements whose full generality is not needed for
our application to Sym+(m) mentioned in the Introduction. Many of the ideas and results
in this section generalize to non-principal Riemannian covers.

Since the finite G-action is free and isometric, (M̃ , g̃) is a Riemannian covering space:

the quotient M = M̃/G is (canonically) a manifold, the quotient map quo : M̃ → M is a
covering map, and there is a (unique) induced Riemannian metric g on M such that quo

is a local isometry. The assumed completeness of (M̃, g̃) implies that (M,g) is complete as

well. We will write d̃ and d for the Riemannian distance functions on (M̃, g̃) and (M,g),
respectively; in this section, balls are always taken with respect to these distance functions.
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We also use d̃(·, ·) and d(·, ·) to denote the corresponding distances between subsets of M̃
and M , respectively.

Proposition 7.2. For all p, q ∈M and p̃ ∈ quo−1(p), we have

d(p, q) = d̃(quo−1(p), quo−1(q)) = d̃(p̃, quo−1(q)). (7.1)

Proof: This is straightforward and is left to the reader.

The equivariant means defined below are a special case of “ρ-means” as extended by
Huckemann [12, 14].

Definition 7.3. Define an “equivariant distance function” devt :M × M̃ → R by

devt(q, p̃) = d̃(quo−1(q), p̃) = min{d̃(q̃, p̃) : q̃ ∈ quo−1(q)}. (7.2)

For Q = (q1, . . . , qN ) ∈MN define the “equivariant Fréchet function” f̃Q : M̃ → R by

f̃Q(p̃) =
1

N

N∑

i=1

devt(qi, p̃)
2. (7.3)

Call p̃ ∈ M̃ an equivariant Fréchet mean of Q if p̃ is a minimizer of f̃Q, and write EFM(Q)
for the set of equivariant Fréchet means of Q.

Note that by Proposition 7.2, for all q ∈M and p̃ ∈ M̃ we have

devt(q, p̃) = d(q, quo(p̃)), (7.4)

and hence
f̃Q(p̃) = fQ(quo(p̃)) = f̃Q(h ·p̃) for all h ∈ G. (7.5)

Hence if p̃ is an equivariant Fréchet mean of Q, then so is h·p̃ for every h ∈ G. Analogously
to [12] and [16], we say that the equivariant Fréchet mean of Q is unique up to the action
of G if any two equivariant Fréchet means of Q are related by the action of an element of
G.

As one might expect, taking equivariant Fréchet means in M̃ is “equivalent” to taking
Fréchet means in M :

Proposition 7.4. Let Q ∈MN .

(a) Let p̃ ∈ M̃ and let p = quo(p̃). Then the following are equivalent:

(i) p ∈ FM(Q).

(ii) p̃ ∈ EFM(Q).

(iii) quo−1(p) ⊂ EFM(Q).

Thus EFM(Q) = quo−1(FM(Q)) and quo(EFM(Q)) = FM(Q).

(b) Q has a unique Fréchet mean if and only if the equivariant Fréchet mean of Q is
unique up to the action of G.



Groisser, Jung, and Schwartzman/Genericity of sample means on manifolds 21

Proof: This follows from equation (7.5).

Corollary 7.5. Equivariant Fréchet means always exist. More precisely, for any
Q ∈MN , the set EFM(Q) is nonempty.

Proof: Let Q ∈ MN . As noted in the introduction, since (M,g) is complete, FM(Q) is

nonempty. Since quo : M̃ → M is surjective, quo−1(FM(Q)) (= EFM(Q) by Proposition
7.4) is nonempty as well.

To obtain a useful equivariant-means analog of Corollary 6.1, we need to know how the
numbers rcx(M̃, g̃), rcx(M,g), and β are related. We start with the following lemma.

Lemma 7.6. rinj(M̃ , g̃) ≥ rinj(M,g) = min
{
rinj(M̃, g̃), β2

}
.

This lemma is almost certainly known, but the authors have found no reference for it.
For a proof, see Appendix A.

Corollary 7.7. rcx(M̃ , g̃) ≥ rcx(M,g) = min{rcx(M̃ , g̃), β4 }.
Proof: Since (M̃, g̃) is a Riemannian covering space of (M,g), the sectional-curvature func-

tion of (M,g) has the same range as the sectional-curvature function of (M̃ , g̃). Hence

∆(M,g) = ∆(M̃, g̃). The result now follows from Lemma 7.6.

Since quo : M̃ → M is a covering map and a local diffeomorphism, every sufficiently
small open set A ⊂M is smoothly evenly covered: quo−1(A) is a disjoint union of open sets
Ãj (unique up to labeling), each of which is carried diffeomorphically to A by quo. For any
such A, {Ãj}, and arbitrary subset A′ ⊂ A, the set quo−1(A′) is the disjoint union of the
sets Ã′

j := Ãj ∩ quo−1(A′), each of which is carried homeomorphically to A by quo. We

will say that A′ is evenly covered by the sets Ã′
j (whether or not A′ is open), and that the

collection {Ã′
j} is an even covering of A′ (a smooth even covering if A′ is open).

Corollary 7.8. Let p ∈ M , let r < rinj(M,g), and let B = Br(p). Then B is open (as
a subset of the manifold M) and is smoothly evenly covered by a collection of d̃-open balls

B̃j = Br(p̃j) ⊂ (M̃, d̃), 1 ≤ j ≤ |G|. For each j, the map quo|B̃j
: B̃j → B is an isometry.

Proof: Since d is the geodesic-distance function of a Riemannian metric on M , the metric-
space topology of (M,d) coincides with the manifold topology. Hence the metrically open
ball B is also open in the manifold topology. (This would not be true for an arbitrary
distance-function on M .)

Since r < rinj(M,g) ≤ rinj(M̃, g̃), the exponential maps expp, expp̃, restricted to the open

balls of radius r centered at 0 in TpM , Tp̃M̃ respectively, are diffeomorphisms onto Br(p),
Br(p̃), respectively. Equation (A.1) in the proof of Lemma 7.6 then implies that quo|Br(p̃)

is a diffeomorphism onto Br(p). Since quo is a local isometry, it follows that quo|Br(p̃) is an
isometry.

It remains only to show that for distinct p̃1, p̃2 ∈ quo−1(p), the sets B̃j := Br(p̃j) (i = 1, 2)
are disjoint. Suppose there exists q ∈ B̃1∩B̃2. Then there are minimal geodesics γj : [0, 1] →
M̃ from p̃j to q̃ (i = 1, 2), each of length less than r, and γ′1(1) 6= γ′2(1) (else both p̃1 and
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p̃2 would be images of the same vector in Tq̃M̃ under expq̃). Hence γ̄j := quo ◦ γj (j = 1, 2)
is a geodesic from p to q ∈ Br(p) of length less than r, and γ̄′1(1) 6= γ̄′2(1) (since quo∗q̃ is an

isomorphism); thus γ̄1 6= γ̄2. But then the restriction of expp to the ball Br(0p) ⊂ TpM̃ is

not one-to-one, a contradiction. Hence B̃1 ∩ B̃2 = ∅.

Remark 7.9. In the setting of Corollary 7.8, the G-action permutes the sets B̃j. While there
is, in general, no canonical labeling of the B̃j by elements of G, if we arbitrarily label any
one of these balls as B̃e, then we can (re-)label all of the others by setting B̃h = h ·B̃e for
all h ∈ G. We then have h1 ·B̃h2 = B̃h1h2 for all h1, h2 ∈ G, so we call such a labeling
equivariant. This facilitates the statement of the next proposition, a corollary of earlier
results.

Proposition 7.10. Let r ∈ (0, rcx(M,g)] and let Q = (q1, . . . , qN ) ∈ MN . Assume that
supp(Q) lies in a ball B of radius less than r. Let {B̃h}h∈G be the even covering of B given
by Corollary 7.8, with the covering balls labeled equivariantly, and for each h ∈ G and p ∈ B,

let p̃(h) be the unique element of quo−1(p) ∩ B̃h. Let Q̃
(h) = (q̃

(h)
1 , . . . , q̃

(h)
N ). Then

(a) For each h ∈ G, FM(Q̃(h)) consists of a single point and lies in B̃h.
(b) For all h1, h2 ∈ G we have h1 ·FM(Q̃(h2)) = FM(Q̃(h1h2)).
(c) EFM(Q) = {FM(Q̃(h))}h∈G ⊂ quo−1(B′). In particular, the equivariant Fréchet mean

of Q is unique up to the action of G.
(d) FM(Q) = quo(EFM(Q)) = quo(FM(Q̃(h))) for all h ∈ G, and consists of a single

point lying in B. Since EFM(Q) is a G-invariant set, the first equality is equivalent
to EFM(Q) = quo−1(FM(Q)).

Proof: (a) Let h ∈ G. By Corollary 7.8, B̃h is a ball of radius r < rcx(M,g) ≤ rcx(M̃, g̃).
Hence Theorem 4.8 implies that the Fréchet mean of Q̃(h) is unique and lies in B̃h.

(b) Since h1 ·B′
h2

= B′
h1h2

we have h1 ·Q̃(h2) = Q̃(h1h2). Since the metric on M is G-

invariant, it follows that h1 ·FM(Q̃(h2)) = FM(Q̃(h1h2)).

(c) Follows from Proposition 7.4(a).

(d) Follows from (c), (a), and Proposition 7.4(b).

8. Fréchet sample means in the equivariant setting

In this section, (M̃ , g̃), G, (M,g), and quo are as in Section 7.

Given any set S, any function f : S → M̃ , and any h ∈ G, let h·f denote the function
x 7→ h·f(x). This defines a (left) action of G on the set of functions from S to M̃ . We will

use the term minimal invariant family of functions (from S to M̃) for an orbit of G under

this action, and equivariant family of functions (from S to M̃) for an indexed collection

{f (h) : S → M̃}h∈G satisfying f (h1h2) = h1 ·f (h2) for all h1, h2 ∈ G. (In the latter case,
we are opting for terminology that is simpler than the more precise “equivariantly indexed
minimal family of functions (from S to M̃)”.) For these families of functions, there will be
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only two types of domains of concern to us: the domain Ω of a random variable, and subsets
of M . In each case the domain S will be clear from context, so we will usually omit the
“from S to M̃ .”

Clearly the underlying set of functions in an equivariant family of functions is a minimal
invariant family. Conversely, given a minimal invariant family F , any chosen element f1 ∈ F
determines an equivariant indexing of F by setting f(h) = h·f1 for each h ∈ G.

Corollary 7.8 and Remark 7.9 illustrate one way that such families of functions arise
naturally. Consider a d-open ball B ⊂ M that is smoothly evenly covered by a collection
of d̃-open balls B̃j, 1 ≤ j ≤ |G|. For each such j let sj = (quo|B̃j

)−1 : B → B̃j, but viewed

as a map from B to M̃ (a local section of the bundle M̃
quo−→M) . Then {sj : 1 ≤ j ≤ |G|}

is a minimal invariant family of smooth maps. A re-indexing of the collection {B̃j} by the
elements of G, as in Remark 7.9, yields a corresponding re-indexing of this collection of
local sections. The re-indexed family {sh}h∈G is an equivariant family of smooth maps.

Definition 8.1. We will call a map s : M → M̃ a measurable section (of the G-bundle

M̃
quo−→M) if s is measurable and quo ◦ s = idM . Given a random variable X : Ω →M , we

call a map X̃ : Ω → M̃ a measurable lift of X if X̃ = s ◦X for some measurable section s.

Observe that a measurable lift X̃ of a measurable map X : Ω → M is automatically
measurable (see the discussion near the end of Section 1), hence is an M̃ -valued random
variable for which quo ◦ X̃ = X.

The (left) principalG-bundle M̃
quo−→M need not be trivial, hence may have no continuous

sections (continuous maps s : M → M̃ such that quo ◦ s = idM ). However, there always
exist measurable sections:

Lemma 8.2. There exists a measurable section s :M → M̃ . In fact, for any p ∈M , there
exists a measurable section that is smooth on the complement of the cut-locus of p.

Proof: Fix any p ∈ M and any p̃ ∈ quo−1(p). As mentioned in Section 2, (i) the cut-
locus C := C(p) is a closed set of volume zero, (ii) the set Dtan(p) ⊂ TpM is star-shaped
with respect to 0p (so its diffeomorphic image D := D(p) = M\C is contractible), and

(iii) M = D∐ C. Since quo : M̃ → M is a submersion, Lemma 3.2 implies that the set

C̃ := quo−1(C) ⊂ M̃ has volume zero. Since D is contractible, the restricted bundle M̃ |D
is trivial, so there exists a continuous map s1 : D → M̃ such that quo ◦ s1 = idD. Since
quo : M̃ →M is a local diffeomorphism, the continuity of s1 implies that s1 is smooth. For
each q ∈ C, arbitrarily select a point q̃ ∈ quo−1(q), thereby constructing a map s2 : C → M̃

satisfying quo◦s2 = idC . Then the map s :M → M̃ defined by setting s|D = s1 and s|C = s2
satisfies quo ◦ s = idM , is continuous on D, and is easily seen to be measurable.

Lemma 8.2 can be generalized to any principal bundle over M ; thus any such bundle is
measurably trivial. For the principal G-bundle M̃

quo−→ M , this is essentially the content of
Corollary 8.3(a) below.

Corollary 8.3. (a) Let p ∈ M . There exists an equivariant family {sh}h∈G of measurable

sections of M̃
quo−→ M, each of which is smooth on the open, generic set D(p). (b) Let X

be an M -valued a random variable. Then an equivariant family {X̃(h)}h∈G of measurable
lifts of X exists. If X is absolutely continuous, then an equivariant family of absolutely



Groisser, Jung, and Schwartzman/Genericity of sample means on manifolds 24

continuous measurable lifts exists.

Proof: (a) Let s : M → M̃ be a measurable section that is continuous on D(p). For each
h ∈ G let sh = h·s. Then {sh}h∈G is an equivariant family of measurable sections of

M̃
quo−→M, each of which is continuous on D(p).
(b) Select any p ∈ M and let {sh}h∈G be as above. For each h ∈ G let X̃(h) = sh ◦X.

Then {X̃(h)}h∈G is an equivariant family of measurable lifts of X.
Assume now that X is absolutely continuous, and let µX be the probability measure on

M induced by X. Let E ⊂ M̃ be a set of volume zero, and let h ∈ G. Then (X̃(h))−1(E) =
X−1(s−1

h (E)) = X−1(quo(E)), so µX̃(h)(E) = µX(quo(E)). Since the map quo is a local
diffeomorphism, quo(E) has volume zero in M , implying that µX(quo(E)) = 0 (since µX is
absolutely continuous). Hence µX̃(h) is absolutely continuous.

Remark 8.4. Suppose that X is an absolutely continuous M -valued random variable whose
induced measure µX is supported in an open ball B = Br(p), where r < rinj(M,g). Let
{B̃h}h∈G be the even covering of B given by Corollary 7.8, relabeled as in Remark 7.9. Let

{sh}h∈G be an equivariant family of measurable sections of M̃
quo−→ M for which sh|D(p) is

smooth (for each h ∈ G). Note that B ⊂ D(p) since r < rinj(M,g). Then by equivariance,
each local section sh must be precisely the map (quo|B̃h

)−1 (viewed as a map from B to

M̃). Furthermore, the measure µX̃(h) is supported in B̃h and is canonically determined by
X, in the sense that µX̃(h) depends only on the canonically defined local section sh|B (and
on X). In view of this observation, we make the following simplifying definition:

Definition 8.5. In the setting of Remark 8.4, we refer to any equivariant family {X̃(h)}h∈G
determined by an equivariant family of measurable sections that are continuous on B, as
“the” associated lifts of X to M̃ -valued random variables (implicitly identifying any two
random variables that coincide a.e.).

Corollary 8.6. Let Ã ⊂ M̃ be a G-invariant set of volume zero in M̃ , let A = quo(Ã), and

write M̃∗ = M̃ \ Ã and M∗ = quo(M̃∗) = M \ A. Let X,X1,X2, . . . ,XN be i.i.d. M -valued

random variables with induced probability measure µX and for 1 ≤ i ≤ N let {X̃(h)
i }h∈G be

an equivariant family of measurable lifts of X. (Note that for each h, the random variables

X̃
(h)
1 , . . . , X̃

(h)
N are i.i.d.)

(a) For all h, h1, h2 ∈ G we have

h1 ·FM({X̃(h2)
1 , . . . , X̃

(h2)
N }) = FM({X̃(h1h2)

1 , . . . , X̃
(h1h2)
N }) (8.1)

and

quo(FM({X̃(h)
1 , . . . , X̃

(h)
N })) = FM({X1, . . . ,XN}). (8.2)

Furthermore, EFM({X1, . . . ,XN}) = quo−1(FM({X1, . . . ,XN})).
(b) Assume now that X is absolutely continuous. Then

(i) Almost surely, FM({X1, . . . ,XN}) ⊂ M∗ and, correspondingly,

EFM({X1, . . . ,XN}) ⊂ M̃∗ .
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(ii) For every h ∈ G, almost surely FM({X̃(h)
1 , . . . , X̃

(h)
N }) ⊂ M̃∗.

(c) Let r ∈ (0, rcx(M,g)], and assume that X is absolutely continuous and supported in
an open ball B of radius less than r. Then

(i) Almost surely, the Fréchet mean set of {X1, . . . ,XN} is a single point and lies in
M∗ ∩B. Correspondingly, the equivariant Fréchet means of {X1, . . . ,XN} are unique

up to the action of G, and lie in M̃∗ ∩ quo−1(B).
(ii) Let {B̃h}h∈G be the even covering of B given by Corollary 7.8, with the sets relabeled

as in Remark 7.9, and assume that the equivariant family {X̃(h)
i }h∈G consists of the

associated lifts of Xi , 1 ≤ i ≤ N . For every h ∈ G, almost surely the Fréchet mean

set of {X̃(h)
1 , . . . , X̃

(h)
N } is a single point and lies in M̃∗ ∩ B̃h.

Proof: (a) This follows from Proposition 7.4(a).
(b) Since quo is a local diffeomorphism, the set A has volume zero in M . Statements (i)

and (ii) therefore follow from Corollary 6.1(a).
(c) This follows from part (b) and Proposition 7.10.

Theorem 1.2, which is simply Corollary 8.6 minus the statements that explicitly involve
the lifts {X(h)}, is now proven.

Remark 8.7. If (M̃, T̃ ) is a weakly stratified manifold in sense of Remark 6.2, and for any
h ∈ G and any stratum T̃ ∈ T̃ , the set h·T̃ is also a stratum, then M inherits a quotient
(weak) stratification by declaring the strata of M to be the images of the strata of M̃ under

quo. In Corollary 8.6 we can then take Ã to be the union of all strata of M̃ other than the
top stratum. Then Corollary 8.6 applies with M̃∗ and M∗ replaced by by M̃ top and M top,
respectively.

9. An application to “partial scaling-rotation means”

In this section we apply results from earlier sections to a problem concerning symmetric
positive-definite (SPD) matrices that was the initial motivation behind Theorem 1.2: estab-
lishing a strong relation between scaling-rotation (SR) means of samples of SPD matrices,
and the more easily computed partial scaling-rotation (PSR) means of such samples, notions
introduced in [16]. To describe these means and the application of Theorem 1.2, we first
review the “scaling-rotation framework” introduced in earlier work of the authors.

Let Sym+(m) denote the space of (real) m ×m SPD matrices. In [17] the authors de-
fined a “distance-function” dsr (not a true metric) on Sym+(m), studied further in [8, 9],
that measures rotation of eigenvectors and scaling of eigenvalues. For these purposes, an
element S ∈ Sym+(m) is represented as an eigendecomposition, a pair (U,D) ∈ M̃(m) :=
SO(m)×Diag+(m) for which F(U,D) := UDUT = S. (Thus F−1(S) is the set of eigende-
compositions of S.)

The finite group G(m) of even, signed permutations, corresponding to orientation-preserving

combinations of permutations and sign-changes of eigenvectors, acts freely on M̃(m) (see

[8, Section 2.3]), thereby determining a quotient manifold M(m) := M̃(m)/Sym+(m) and

a projection map quo : M̃(m) →M(m). As depicted in the left-hand commutative diagram
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M̃(m)

M(m)

quo

✲

Sym+(m)

F

❄

F̄

✛

M̃
top(m)

M
top(m)

quo|
M̃top(m)

✲

S
top
m

F|
M̃top(m)

❄
F̄top (diffeo)

✛

Fig 2. Commutative diagrams showing the relations among various spaces and maps.

in Figure 2, the manifold M(m) sits “between” M̃(m) and Sym+(m): each G(m)-orbit is

contained in a fiber of the “eigencomposition” map F : M̃(m) → Sym+(m), so F descends
to a well-defined map F̄ :M(m) → Sym+(m) satisfying

F = F̄ ◦ quo. (9.1)

Note that if (and only if) S ∈ Sym+(m) has distinct eigenvalues, then F−1(S) is precisely
an orbit of the G(m)-action. Thus the manifolds Sym+(m) and M(m) are not identical.
However, they have full-volume-measure subsets that are “essentially the same”. Specifi-
cally and more precisely, the subset Stop

m ⊂ Sym+(m) consisting of matrices with distinct

eigenvalues, and the subset M̃ top(m) := F−1(M̃(m)) ⊂ M̃(m), are open, generic subsets of

their ambient spaces. The set M̃ top(m) is G(m)-invariant, and Stop
m can be identifed with

the quotient of M̃ (m)top by the G(m)-action. (We regard M̃ top(m),M top(m) as the “top

strata” of their ambient spaces; see [8].) Since M̃ top(m) is open in M̃(m), its imageM top(m)

under the covering-map quo is open inM(m). The restriction of F to M̃ top(m) is a covering

map M̃ top(m) → Stop
m , and the restriction of F̄ to M top(m) is thus a diffeomorphism

F̄top := F̄|M top(m) :M
top(m) → Stop

m ;

see the right-hand commutative diagram in Figure 2. Thus F̄top naturally identifiesM top(m)
and Stop

m as manifolds, not just as point-sets. It is in this sense that these subsets of the
different spaces M(m) and Sym+(m) are “essentially the same”.

The Lie groups SO(m) and Diag+(m) carry natural bi-invariant Riemannian metrics gSO
and gD+ , respectively. (These are complete and are canonical up to scale; for our choice of

scale see [8, Section 3.1] .) We define a product Riemannian metric g̃ on M̃(m) by setting
g̃ = kgSO ⊕ gD+, where k > 0 is an arbitrary relative-weight parameter. The action of G(m)

on M̃(m) is then isometric. We are thus in the situation of Section 7: the manifold M(m)

then inherits a (unique) Riemannian metric g for which the map quo : M̃ (m) →M(m) is a
principal Riemannian covering map carrying g̃ to g. Thus all the results of Section 7 apply,
with M̃(m) as the covering space and M(m) as the base space. As in Section 7, we will
denote the distance-functions (between points or subsets) arising from g̃ and g as d̃ and d,
respectively.
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Define functions dsr : Sym+(m) × Sym+(m) → R (the scaling-rotation distance) and

dpsr : Sym+(m)× M̃(m) → R (the partial scaling-rotation distance) by

dsr(S1, S2) = d̃(F−1(S1),F−1(S2)),

dpsr(S, S̃0) = d̃(F−1(S), S̃0). (9.2)

Note that despite the formal similarity between equations (9.2) and (7.2), dpsr does not

meet our definition of “equivariant distance function” on its full domain, since M̃(m) is a
covering space only of M(m), not of Sym+(m).

Remark 9.1. For S1, S2 ∈ Stop
m ,

dsr(S1, S2) = d̃(F−1(S1),F−1(S2))

= d(quo(F−1(S1)), quo(F−1(S2))) by Proposition 7.2

= d(F̄−1
top(S1), F̄−1

top(S2)). (9.3)

This shows that dtopsr , the restriction of dsr to Stop
m ×Stop

m , is a metric (precisely the result of
[17, Theorem 3.12], but proven by a somewhat different argument), and that, writing dtop

for the restriction of d to M top(m),

The diffeomorphism F̄top is an isometry (M top(m), dtop) → (Stop
m , dtopsr ). (9.4)

For any configuration S = (S1, . . . , SN ) ∈ (Sym+(m))N , we define functions

f srS : Sym+(m) → R and f̃psrS : M̃(m) → R by

f srS (S) =
1

N

N∑

i=1

dsr(Si, S)
2, (9.5)

f̃psrS (S̃) =
1

N

N∑

i=1

dpsr(Si, S̃)
2. (9.6)

As in [16], we define the scaling-rotation (SR) mean set and partial scaling-rotation (PSR)
mean set of S, denoted Esr

N (S) and Ẽpsr
N (S) respectively, by

Esr
N (S) := argmin(f srS ) ⊂ Sym+(m),

Ẽpsr
N (S) := argmin(f̃psrS ) ⊂ M̃(m).

Corollary 4.10 of [16] establishes that SR and PSR means always exist (i.e. that for any
N -point configuration S, the sets Esr

N (S) and Ẽpsr
N (S) are nonempty).

Our main focus in this section will be on PSR means rather than SR means, for several
reasons. One reason is that the SR mean set of a general configuration S can be very
hard to compute, even when S has a unique SR mean, since already the definition of
dsr(·, ·) involves a double-optimization. As a practical alternative to using SR-means, [16]
proposed using PSR means to give more-easily computable approximations of SR means
(upon projecting the PSR means to Sym+(m) via F). It is not clear, in general, how good
this approximation is. However, Theorem 3.5 of [16] established that in one important
situation, this approximation is perfect:
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Theorem 9.2 ([16, Theorem 3.5]). Let S1, . . . SN be elements of Stop
m and let S = (S1, . . . , SN ).

If Esr
N (S) ⊂ Stop

m , then Ẽpsr
N (S) = F−1(Esr

N (S)) and F(Ẽpsr
N (S)) = Esr

N (S).
Since Stop

m is an open, dense, full-measure subset of Sym(m), one might think that, given
i.i.d. absolutely continuous Sym+(m)-valued random variables X1, . . . ,XN , the genericity
property Pr

(
Esr

N (X1, . . . ,XN ) ⊂ Stop
m

)
= 1 would hold. This intuition is not correct, essen-

tially because the discontinuity of dsr leads to discontinuity of the SR objective functions
(9.5). This is another reason we focus here on PSR means, which have nicer genericity
properties.

Our final reason for focusing here on PSR means is that for a finite configuration that
lies entirely in the top stratum Stop

m ⊂ Sym+(m), the PSR mean set in M̃(m) is exactly the
equivariant Fréchet mean set:

Proposition 9.3. Let S1, . . . , Sn ∈ Stop
m , and for 1 ≤ i ≤ N , let SM

i = F̄−1
top(Si). Let

S = (S1, . . . , SN ) and SM = (SM
1 , . . . , SM

N ).
Then

f̃psrS = f̃SM (9.7)

where the “equivariant Fréchet function” f̃SM is defined as in (7.3). Hence S̃ is a PSR mean
of S if and only if S̃ is an equivariant Fréchet mean of SM , and Ẽpsr

N (S) = EFM(SM ).

Proof: Using the definition of dpsr, equation (9.1), Proposition 7.2, the injectivity of F̄top,
and equation (7.4), we have

dpsr(Si, S̃) = d̃(F−1(Si), S̃) = d̃(quo−1(F̄−1(Si)), S̃)

= d(F̄−1(Si), quo(S̃))

= d(F̄−1
top(Si), quo(S̃))

= d(SM
i , quo(S̃))

= devt(S
M
i , S̃).

Equation (9.7) now follows from the definition of f̃SM (equation (7.3)).

Although the surjective maps F̄ : M(m) → Sym+(m) and F : M̃ (m) → Sym+(m) are
not covering maps, we can still define measurable sections for these maps, measurable lifts
of Sym+(m)-valued random variables to M(m)-valued and M̃(m)-valued random variables,

and (G(m)-)equivariant families of lifts, to M̃(m), of a Sym+(m)-valued random variable:

1. Call a map s : Sym+(m) → M(m) a set-theoretic section of F̄ if F̄ ◦ s is the iden-
tity map of Sym+(m); equivalently, if s(Y ) ∈ F̄−1(Y ) for all Y ∈ Sym+(m). If, in
addition, the map s is measurable, call s a measurable section. Similarly, call a map
s̃ : Sym+(m) → M̃(m) a set-theoretic section or measurable section of F if the ap-
propriate condition(s) above hold with (F̄ , s) replaced by (F , s̃).

2. Call a map XM : Ω →M(m) (respectively, X̃ : Ω → M̃(m)) a lift of a map X : Ω →
Sym+(m) if X = F̄ ◦XM (resp., X = F ◦ X̃); equivalently, if XM = s ◦X for some
set-theoretic section s of F̄ (resp., if X̃ = s̃ ◦X for some set-theoretic section s̃ of F).
If X is measurable, call XM (resp. X̃M ) a measurable lift of X if XM = s ◦X (resp.
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X̃M = s̃◦X) for some measurable section s of F̄ (resp. s̃ of F). Note that measurable
lifts are always measurable maps.

3. Call an indexed collection of M̃(m)-valued random variables {X̃(h)}h∈G(m) an equiv-

ariant family of lifts of a Sym+(m)-valued random variable X if (i) X̃(h) is a lift of X
for each h ∈ G(m), and (ii) X̃(h1h2) = h1 ·X̃(h2) for all h1, h2 ∈ G(m).

Let Slow
m = Sym+(m)\Stop

m and M̃ low(m) = M̃(m)\M̃ top(m). As detailed in [8, Sec-

tions 2.4–2.7], the closed subsets Slow
m and M̃ low(m) are finite unions of certain positive-

codimension submanifolds (“lower strata”) of Sym+(m) and M̃(m) respectively, and hence
have volume zero in their ambient spaces. Since quo is a local diffeomorphism, it follows
that M low(m) := quo(M̃ low(m)) ⊂ M(m) is also a finite union of positive-codimension

submanifolds and is a closed set. Thus each of the sets Slow
m , M̃ low(m), and M low(m) is a

closed volume-zero subset of its ambient space.

Lemma 9.4. (a) Set-theoretic sections of F̄ exist, and all such sections are measurable.
For any such section s, if U ⊂M(m) has volume zero, then so does s−1(U).

(b) Let X be an absolutely continuous Sym+(m)-valued random variable X. Then:

(i) Lifts of X toM(m) exist. All such lifts are absolutely continuousM(m)-valued random
variables.

(ii) An equivariant family {X̃(h)}h∈G(m) of measurable, absolutely continuous lifts of X to

M̃(m) exists.

For a proof of Lemma 9.4, see Appendix A.

Proposition 9.5. Let X1, . . . ,XN be i.i.d., absolutely continuous, Sym+(m)-valued random
variables, and let XM

1 , . . . ,XM
N be lifts of X1, . . . XN toM(m). The following are true almost

surely:

(a) All PSR means of {X1, . . . ,XN} lie in the top stratum:

Ẽpsr
N ({X1, . . . ,XN}) = EFM({XM

1 , . . . ,XM
N }) ⊂ M̃ top(m). (9.8)

(b) FM({XM
1 , . . . ,XM

N }) = quo
(
Ẽpsr

N ({X1, . . . ,XN})
)
= quo(EFM({XM

1 , . . . ,XM
N }) and

quo−1
(
FM({XM

1 , . . . ,XM
N })

)
= Ẽpsr

N ({X1, . . . ,XN}) = EFM({XM
1 , . . . ,XM

N }).
Proof: (a) By Lemma 9.4(b), the lifts XM

1 , . . . ,XM
N are absolutely continuousM(m)-valued

random variables. For each Since M̃ low(m) = quo−1(M low(m)) is a G(m)-invariant volume-

zero subset of M̃(m), Corollary 8.6(b) shows that the event (i) “EFM({XM
1 , . . . ,XM

N }) ⊂
M̃ top(m)” occurs almost surely. Since Slow

m has volume zero and X1, . . . XN are absolutely
continuous, the event (ii) “X1, . . . ,XN all lie in Stop

m ” occurs almost surely as well. Hence
the event “(i) and (ii)” also occurs almost surely. But whenever (ii) occurs, Proposition

9.3 implies that the equality in (9.8) holds. It follows that Ẽpsr
N ({X1, . . . ,XN}) ⊂ M̃ top(m)

almost surely.

(b) Proposition 8.6(a) implies that we always (not just almost surely) have that
EFM({XM

1 , . . . ,XM
N }) = quo−1(FM(XM

1 , . . . ,XM
N )), which, since quo is surjective, implies
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that quo(EFM({XM
1 , . . . ,XM

N })) = FM(XM
1 , . . . ,XM

N ) as well. Combining this with the
almost-sure statement (9.8) yields the result.

To apply results of Corollary 6.1 and Proposition 7.10 in the context of PSR means,
we review some previously established geometric facts about the manifolds (M(m), g) and

(M̃(m), g̃). As is well known, the manifold (Diag+(m), gD+) has non-positive sectional cur-
vature and infinite injectivity radius, while (SO(m), gSO) has non-negative sectional cur-

vature, so rinj(M̃(m), g̃) = rinj(SO(m), kgSO) and ∆(M̃(m), g̃) = ∆(SO(m), kgSO). With
the normalization chosen for gSO in [16], rinj(SO(m), kgSO) =

√
kπ and ∆(SO(m), kgSO) =

k−1/4. It is shown in [16, Lemma 4.4] that inf{d̃(p, h·p) : h ∈ G(m), p ∈ M̃(m)} =
min{dSO(h, id.) : h ∈ G(m) \ {id.}} =: βm ≤ π

2 , so

rcx(M̃(m), g̃) =
π

2

√
k ≥

√
kβm. (9.9)

Via Lemma 7.6 and Corollary 7.7, the inequality in (9.9) then additionally yields

rinj(M(m), g) =
√
kβm/2 and rcx(M(m), g) =

√
kβm/4. (9.10)

Notation 9.6. (a) For Y0 ∈ Sym+(m) and r > 0 let

B̄
sr
r (Y0) = {Y ∈ Sym+(m) : dsr(Y, Y0) ≤ r},

B
sr
r (Y0) = {Y ∈ Sym+(m) : dsr(Y, Y0) < r},

and S
sr
r (Y0) = {Y ∈ Sym+(m) : dsr(Y, Y0) = r}.

For Ỹ0 ∈ M̃ (m) and r > 0 let

S̃r(Ỹ0; d̃) = {Ỹ ∈ M̃(m) : d̃(Ỹ , Ỹ0) = r},

the sphere with radius r and center Ỹ0 in the Riemannian manifold (M̃(m), g̃).

(b) For Y0 ∈ Stop
m and r > 0, we write Br(Y0; d

top
sr ) and B̄r(Y0; d

top
sr ) for the open and

closed balls, respectively, of radius r and center Y0 in the metric space (Stop
m , dtopsr ).

Informally, we call B̄sr
r (Y0),B

sr
r (Y0), and Ssrr (Y0) the “closed dsr-ball”, “open dsr-ball”

and “dsr-sphere” with center Y0 and radius r, but we caution the reader not to let this
terminology lead to implicit assumptions. Since dsr is not a metric, these informally named
balls and spheres are not balls and sphere in the metric-space sense, and cannot be expected
to have all the properties of metric balls and spheres. Indeed, for Y0 ∈ Stop

m , the function
dsr(·, Y0) : Sym+(m) → R is not even continuous (see [16, Appendix A]). It can be shown
that B̄sr

r (Y0) is a closed set, at least, but Bsr
r (Y0) is not always an open set. However, we

will not need those facts to prove anything in the present paper. Here, all that we need to
know about “dsr-balls” is in the following lemma.

Lemma 9.7. Let Y0 ∈ Stop
m and let r > 0. Then:

(a) B̄r(Y0; d
top
sr ) = B̄sr

r (Y0) ∩ Stop
m and Br(Y0; d

top
sr ) = Bsr

r (Y0) ∩ Stop
m .

(b) The set B̄sr
r (Y0) \Br(Y0; d

top
sr ) has volume zero in Sym+(m).

(c) Any absolutely continuous measure on Sym+(m) supported in B̄sr
r (Y0) is also sup-

ported in Br(Y0; d
top
sr ).
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Proof: (a) Immediate from definitions.

(b) Let Slow
m = Sym+(m) \Stop

m . It is easily seen that

B̄
sr
r (Y0) \Br(Y0, d

top
sr ) ⊂ Slow

m ∪ S
sr
r (Y0).

Since Slow
m ⊂ Sym+(m) is a finite union of positive-codimension submanifolds, Slow

m has
volume zero in Sym+(m). Thus it suffices to show that Ssrr (Y0) also has volume zero.

Let Ỹi, 1 ≤ i ≤ |G(m)|, be the elements of F−1(Y0). Then by definition of dsr,

S
sr
r (Y0) ⊂ F




|G(m)|⋃

i=1

Sr(Ỹi; d̃)


 . (9.11)

In any complete Riemannian manifold, the sphere with any given center and radius has
volume zero in that manifold. Hence each of the spheres Sr(Ỹi; d̃) has volume zero in M̃(m),

and therefore so does their union. Since dim(M̃(m)) = dim(Sym+(m)) and F is smooth, F
carries volume-zero sets to volume-zero sets. Hence Ssrr (Y0) is contained in a volume-zero
subset of Sym+(m), and therefore itself has volume zero in Sym+(m).

(c) Immediate from part (a).

In the next proposition, we consider i.i.d., absolutely continuous, Sym+(m)-valued ran-
dom variablesX1, . . . ,XN whose induced measure µX is supported in B̄sr

r (Y0) for some given

Y0 ∈ Stop
m and radius r less than rcx(M(m), g) = βm

√
k

4 . Lemma 9.7(b) assures us that µX is

also supported in the open metric ball Br(Y0; d
top
sr ). By Lemma 9.4, for each i, lifts XM

i of Xi

toM(m) exist and are absolutely continuous, and since F̄top : (M top(m), dtop) → (Stop
m , dtopsr )

is an isometry, the common measure µ
XM

is supported in Br(F̄−1
top(Y0)) ⊂ (M(m), d). Since

r < rcx(M(m), g) < rinj(M(m), g), and quo : M̃(m) → M(m) is a Riemannian covering

map, each random variable XM
i has an equivariant family of associated lifts to M̃(m) (see

Definition 8.5). We call such families {X̃(h)
1 }h∈G(m), . . . , {X̃(h)

N }h∈G(m), consistently indexed
if, in the setting of Remark 8.4 and Definition 8.5, there is an equivariant family of measur-

able sections {sh}h∈G that simultaneously determines each of the families {X̃(h)
i }h∈G(m).

Proposition 9.8. Let Y0 ∈ Stop
m , let Y ′

0 = F̄−1
top(Y0), let r ∈ (0, βm

√
k

4 ), and let X1, . . . ,XN

be i.i.d., absolutely continuous, Sym+(m)-valued random variables whose distribution µX is

supported in B̄sr
r (Y0). Let X

M
1 , . . . ,XM

N be lifts of X1, . . . XN toM(m), and let {X̃(h)
1 }h∈G(m), . . . , {X̃(h)

N }h∈G(m)

be consistently indexed, equivariant families of associated lifts of XM
1 , . . . ,XM

N to M̃ (m);
note that, thanks to the consistent indexing, for each h ∈ G(m) the random variables

X̃
(h)
1 , . . . , X̃

(h)
N are i.i.d.

The following are true almost surely:

(a) For each h ∈ G(m), the set FM({X̃(h)
1 , . . . , X̃

(h)
N }) consists of a single point and lies

in F−1(Br(Y0; d
top
sr )) = quo−1

(
Br(Y

′
0) ∩M top(m)

)
⊂ M̃ top(m).
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(b) FM({XM
1 , . . . ,XM

N }) consists of a single point lying in Br(Y
′
0) ∩ M top(m). In addi-

tion, Ẽpsr
N ({X1, . . . ,XN}) is identical to quo−1

(
FM({XM

1 , . . . ,XM
N }
)
and consists of

a single G(m)-orbit lying in F−1(Br(Y0; d
top
sr )) ⊂ M̃ top(m).

Proof: Let us write M̃ = M̃(m), M = M(m), M̃ top = M̃ top(m), and M top = M top(m).
Letting BM := Br(Y

′
0) ⊂ (M,d) play the role of the ball B in Corollary 7.8, let {B̃h}h∈G(m)

be as in Corollary 7.8, labeled equivariantly (see Remark 7.9). For each ω ∈ Ω (recall
from Section 1 that Ω is the domain of all random variables in this paper), let us write
Q(ω) := (X1(ω), . . . ,XN (ω)) and QM (ω) := (XM

1 (ω), . . . ,XM
N (ω)).

Since r < rcx(M,g) and M̃ \M̃ top is a G(m)-invariant subset of M̃ of volume zero, Lemma
9.7 and Corollary 8.6(c) together imply that there is a full-measure subset Ω1 ⊂ Ω such
that for all ω ∈ Ω1:

(i) For each i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, Xi(ω) ∈ Br(Y0; d
top
sr ) (implying that XM

i (ω) = F̄−1
top(Xi(ω)),

since F̄top is one-to-one). Equivalently, Q(ω) ∈ (Br(Y0; d
top
sr ))N , which implies that

QM (ω) ∈ (Br(Y
′
0))

N , since F̄top : (M top, dtop) → (Stop
m , dtopsr ) is an isometry.

(ii) FM(QM (ω)) is a single point and lies in M top ∩BM .

(iii) For each h ∈ G, the set FM(Q̃(h)(ω)) is a single point and lies in M̃ top ∩ B̃h.

Conclusion (a) of the Proposition is immediate from (iii). Conclusion (b) then follows from
Corollary 8.6(a) and Proposition 9.5.

Remark 9.9. By simply foregoing the first conclusion of Proposition 9.8 we obtain the
following weaker, but more easily stated, result:

Let Y0 ∈ Stop
m , let r ∈ (0, βm

√
k

4 ), and let X1, . . . ,XN be absolutely continuous, i.i.d.,
Sym+(m)-valued random variables whose distribution µX is supported in B̄sr

r (Y0). Then,
almost surely, the partial scaling-rotation means of X1, . . . ,XN are unique up to the
action of G(m) and lie in the top stratum of M̃(m).

Remark 9.10. It can be shown that dsr is continuous on Stop
m ×Stop

m . Hence, given S0 ∈ Stop
m ,

r > 0, and S ∈ Br(S0; d
top
sr ) (the closure of Br(S0; d

top
sr ) in Sym+(m)),

dsr(S, S0) ≤ sup
{
dsr(S

′, S0) : S
′ ∈ Br(S0; d

top
sr )
}
= r;

i.e. S ∈ B̄sr
r (Y0). Thus Br(S0; d

top
sr ) ⊂ B̄sr

r (Y0). Hence the support-condition on µX in Propo-

sition 9.8 and Remark 9.9 is met if µX is supported in Br(S0; d
top
sr ).

Appendix A: Proofs of some technical results

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Let n > 0. Suppose A′ ⊂ Rn has volume zero in Rn. By [21, Lemma
6.2], R×A′ has volume zero in Rn+1. By induction, Rk ×A′ has volume zero in Rn+k for
all k > 0. Trivially this is true for k = 0 as well.

Now let M and N be manifolds of dimensions k + n and n respectively, and let H :
M → N be a submersion. Identify Rk+n with Rk × Rn the usual way. Since H is a
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submersion,M and N have atlases A,B with the following property: for every chart (U,ϕ) ∈
A there exists (V, ψ) ∈ B such that U = H−1(V ) and such that the map ψ ◦ H ◦ ϕ−1 :
(ϕ(U) ⊂ Rk ×Rn) → Rn is simply the natural projection π : Rk ×Rn → Rn (restricted
to ϕ(U) ⊂ Rk × ψ(V ) ⊂ Rk ×Rn).

With all data as in the previous paragraph, suppose A ⊂ N has volume zero in N .
Then A′ := ψ(A ∩ V ) has volume zero in Rn. Observing that π ◦ ϕ (H−1(A) ∩ U) =
π ◦ ϕ (H−1(A ∩ V )) = ψ ◦H (H−1(A ∩ V )) = A′, we have ϕ(H−1(A) ∩ U) ⊂ Rk × A′.The
first paragraph of this proof therefore shows that ϕ(H−1(A)∩U) has volume zero in Rk+n.
Since A is an atlas of M , this proves that H−1(A) has volume zero in M .

Proof of Lemma 7.6. Let ρ̃ = rinj(M̃ , g̃) and ρ = rinj(M,g). Since quo is a local isometry,

it intertwines the exponential maps of M̃ and M :

quo ◦ expp̃ = expquo(p̃) ◦ quo∗p̃ for all p̃ ∈ M̃. (A.1)

It follows that for any p ∈M, p̃ ∈ quo−1(p), and r > 0 for which expp : Br(0) ⊂ TpM →M

is a diffeomorphism onto its image, so is expp̃ : Br(0) ⊂ Tp̃M̃ → M̃. Hence ρ̃ ≥ ρ.

Next, suppose that ρ < min{ρ̃, β2 }. For v ∈ TM̃ , let γ̃ṽ denote the geodesic t 7→ exp(tṽ);

for v ∈ TM we similarly define the geodesic γv. We write L[·] for the length of a curve in M̃

or M . Since quo is a local isometry, curve-lifting from M to M̃ preserves length and carries
geodesics to geodesics.

Let p̃ ∈ M̃ , p = quo(p̃), and let ρ̃p̃, ρp denote the local injectivity radii of M̃,M at p̃, p
respectively. Since ρ < ρ̃, we may select ǫ > 0 and p ∈M such that ρp < ρ+ ǫ < ρ̃. Then ρp
is finite, so there exists q ∈M such that q ∈ C(p) and d(p, q) = ρp. Let v ∈ TpM be such that
γv|[0,1] is a minimal geodesic from p to q, and let δ = ǫ/‖v‖; thus L[γv |[0,1+δ]] = ρp + ǫ < ρ̃.
Since q ∈ C(p), the geodesic γv does not minimize beyond t = 1. Hence there exists w ∈ TpM
such that expp(w) = γv(1 + δ) and ‖w‖ < (1 + δ)‖v‖.

Let α : [0, 2 + δ] → M̃ be the loop defined by α(t) = γv(t) for 0 ≤ t ≤ 1 + δ and

α(t) = γw(2 + δ − t) for 1 + δ ≤ t ≤ 2 + δ. Let p̃ ∈ quo−1(p). Then the lift α̃ of α to M̃
starting at p̃ satisfies α̃(2 + δ) = h·p̃ for some (unique) h ∈ G. Let q̃ = α̃(1 + δ). Since
L[α̃|[0,1+δ]] = L[α|[0,1+δ]] < ρ̃, the curve α̃|[0,1+δ] is a minimal geodesic from p̃ to q̃, while
α̃|[1+δ,2+δ] is a shorter-length path from q̃ to h·p̃. It follows that h 6= e, and that

β ≤ d̃(p̃, h·p̃) ≤ L[α̃] = L[α] < 2(1 + δ)‖v‖ < 2ρ+ 4ǫ. (A.2)

Since (A.2) holds for arbitrarily small ǫ, this contradicts the hypothesis that ρ < β/2. Hence
ρ ≥ min{ρ̃, β2 }.

Finally, suppose the strict equality ρ > min{ρ̃, β2 } holds. Since ρ ≤ ρ̃, we must have

min{ρ̃, β2 } = β
2 , so ρ̃ >

β
2 and ρ > β

2 . For each p ∈M , let βp be the minimal distance between
distinct elements of quo−1(p), and let p̃1, p̃2 ∈ quo−1(p) be a pair of points achieving this

distance βp. Let γ̃ : [0, 1] → M̃ be a minimal geodesic from p̃1 to p̃2 and let γ = quo ◦ γ̃.
Then γ is a closed geodesic loop starting and ending at p, and L[γ] = L[γ̃] = βp. Hence

ρp ≤ 1
2L[γ] =

βp

2 . Taking the infimum over all p ∈ M yields ρ ≤ β
2 , a contradiction. Hence
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ρ = min{ρ̃, β2 }.

Proof of Lemma 9.4. (a) Using the Axiom of Choice, for each Y ∈ Sym+(m) select an
element s(Y ) ∈ F̄−1({Y }), thereby defining a set-theoretic section s : Sym+(m) → M(m).
Note that since F̄top is a bijection, s|

S
top
m

= F̄−1
top.

Let L1,L2 denote the sigma-algebras of Lebesgue-measurable subsets of Sym+(m),M(m)
respectively (see Section 1).

For any U ⊂ M(m), trivially U =
(
U ∩ M top(m)

)⋃
U ∩ M low(m), and

therefore s−1(U) = s−1
(
U ∩M top(m)

)⋃
s−1(U ∩M low(m)). Since s−1(U ∩M low(m)) ⊂ S′

m,
which has volume zero, it follows that s−1(U ∩ M low(m)) has volume zero, and there-
fore lies in L1. Hence, given U ∈ L2, to show that s−1(U) ∈ L1 it suffices to show that
s−1
(
U ∩M top(m)

)
∈ L1.

First suppose that U ⊂ M(m) is a Borel set. Since M top(m) is open, U ∩M top(m) is a
Borel set, and therefore so is s−1(U ∩ M top(m)) = s|−1

S
top
m

(U ∩ M top(m)) =

F̄top(U ∩M top(m)). Thus s−1
(
U ∩M top(m)

)
∈ L1.

Next, suppose that U ⊂ M(m) has volume zero. Then every subset of U has volume
zero and therefore lies in L2. In particular this applies to U ∩ M top(m). Again we have
s−1(U ∩M top(m)) = F̄top(U ∩M top(m)), and since F̄top is a diffeomorphism, it follows that
F̄top(U ∩M top(m)) has volume zero, hence lies in L1. Furthermore, s−1(U) is the union of
two volume-zero sets, hence has volume zero.

Thus, for every U ⊂ M(m) that is either a Borel set or a volume-zero set, s−1(U) ∈ L1.
Since every U ∈ L2 is the union of a Borel set and a volume-zero set, it follows that
s−1(U) ∈ L1 whenever U ∈ L2. Thus s is measurable.

(b) Trivially, a map XM : Ω → M(m) is a lift of X if and only if XM = s ◦X for some
set-theoretic (hence measurable, by part (a)) section s of F̄ . Since such sections exist, so
do lifts XM of X.

Let XM be a lift of X toM(m), and let s be the (necessarily unique) set-theoretic section
of F̄ for which XM = s ◦X. Since s and X are measurable, so is XM .

(i) Let U ⊂ M(m) be a volume-zero subset. Then s−1(U) has volume zero, by part
(a). Since X is absolutely continuous, it follows that

0 = µX(s−1(U)) = Pr
(
X−1(s−1(U))

)
= Pr

(
(s ◦X)−1(U)

)
= µXM (U).

Hence the M(m)-valued random variable XM is absolutely continuous.

(ii) By Corollary 8.3(b) and its proof, there exists an equivariant family {X̃(h)}h∈G(m)

of absolutely continuous, measurable lifts of XM from M(m) to M̃(m). Hence the family
{X̃(h)}h∈G(m) has all the desired properties.
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Appendix B: Parametric transversality and a proof for Remark 4.5

Given manifolds N and M, and a submanifold A ⊂ M, we say that a smooth map F :
N → M is transverse to A if, for every p ∈ F−1(A),

F∗p(TpN ) + TF(p)A = TF(p)M

(i.e. at F(p), the tangent space of M is spanned by the tangent space of A together with
the image of TpN under the derivative of F). If this condition is met, then F−1(A) is a
submanifold of N , of codimension equal to the codimension of A in M. Note that trivially,
a submersion F : N → M is transverse to every submanifold of M.

Theorem B.1 (C∞ Parametric Transversality Theorem [21, Theorem 6.35]). Let N ,M, S
be smooth manifolds and let A ⊂ M be a smooth submanifold. Suppose that {Fs : s ∈ S} is
a smooth family of smooth maps N → M; i.e. assume that the map F : S×N → M defined
by F(s, p) = Fs(p) is smooth. If F is transverse to A, then {s ∈ S : Fs is transverse to A}
is a generic subset of S; i.e. generically the maps Fs are transverse to A.

We will use Theorem B.1 to prove the following:

Proposition B.2. For each N ≥ 1, the set πN (M2) is generic in MN .

Proof: Since M1 is open in MN ×M , we can express M1 as a countable union of products
Ui × Vi (i = 1, 2, . . . ), where Ui and Vi are open subsets of MN and M , respectively. Since
F is a submersion, so is Fi := F |Ui×Vi

for each i. Hence Fi is transverse to Z for each
i. For Q ∈ Ui, the evaluation-map YQ,i : p 7→ Fi(Q, p) is simply YQ|Vi

. The proof of the
Parametric Transversality Theorem as presented in [10, Ch. 3, Theorem 2.7] shows that
the set Ai = {Q ∈ Ui : YQ,i is not transverse to Z} has volume zero in Ui, hence in MN .
Since there are only countably many Ai, their union has volume zero in MN . But this
union contains {Q ∈MN : YQ is not transverse to Z}, and (using e.g. (4.1)) the condition
“YQ is transverse to Z” is equivalent to “(∇YQ)|p : TpM → TpM is an isomorphism for all
p ∈ Z ∩ domain(YQ)”. Hence the volume-zero set {Q ∈ MN : YQ is not transverse to Z}
is exactly MN \ πN (M2), and thus πN (M2) is generic in MN .
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