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Abstract. We exhibit conjugate points on the Stiefel manifold endowed with any member of the
family of Riemannian metrics introduced by Hüper et al. (2021). This family contains the well-known
canonical and Euclidean metrics. An upper bound on the injectivity radius of the Stiefel manifold
in the considered metric is then obtained as the minimum between the length of the geodesic along
which the points are conjugate and the length of certain geodesic loops. Numerical experiments
support the conjecture that the obtained upper bound is in fact equal to the injectivity radius.
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1. Introduction. The injectivity radius of a complete Riemannian manifold is
the largest r such that every geodesic of length less than or equal to r is a shortest
curve between its endpoints. Equivalent definitions can be found in Riemannian
geometry textbooks such as [15, 32].

The knowledge of the injectivity radius is an asset in several computational prob-
lems on manifolds. If, between two given points, one finds a geodesic whose length is
less than or equal to the injectivity radius, then the length of the geodesic gives the
Riemannian distance between the two points. The injectivity radius also defines the
largest ball on which geodesic normal coordinates may be used. The injectivity radius
is involved, e.g., in optimization [1, 5, 8, 20, 34], consensus [36], statistics [4, 6, 19],
and data fitting [2, 18].

The Stiefel manifold of orthonormal p-frames in Rn, denoted by St(n, p), is one of
the most classical matrix manifolds [16, 3, 10]. It appears in numerous applications;
see for example [37, 38, 9, 12, 14, 26, 35]. In particular, the endpoint geodesic problem
on the Stiefel manifold has attracted a growing interest; see [40, 35] and references
therein.

It may thus seem paradoxical that the injectivity radius of the Stiefel manifold
remains unknown. This has to do with the fact that the cut locus of Riemannian
manifolds can have an intricate structure [22].

In this paper, we report the discovery of conjugate points on the Stiefel manifold
for all members of the one-parameter (β > 0) family of Riemannian metrics (3.8)
introduced by Hüper et al. [21], which includes the well-known canonical (β = 1

2 )
and Euclidean (β = 1) metrics defined by Edelman et al. [16]. The length of the
geodesic along which the points are conjugate gives an upper bound on the injectivity
radius, specifically trβ

√
2 where trβ is the smallest positive root of sin t

t + 1−β
β cos t. For

a range of values of β (see (7.3)), this bound is further improved by considering the
length of geodesic loops generated by Givens rotations. The resulting β-dependent
upper bound on the injectivity radius is given in Theorem 7.1. In particular, for the
canonical metric, the upper bound is tr

√
2 ≈ 0.91326189159122π, where tr is the
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smallest positive root of sin t
t +cos t. For the Euclidean metric, the upper bound is π.

As for the word “ultimate” in the title of this paper, it is meant to convey that,
according to numerical experiments, the obtained upper bound appears to be equal
to the injectivity radius for all β (Conjecture 8.1).

The paper is organized as follows. After background information on the injectivity
radius of Riemannian manifolds (Section 2) and the Stiefel manifold (Section 3),
Section 4 proves linear algebra lemmas that lead in Section 5 to an upper bound on
the conjugate radius. Together with upper bounds on the length of geodesic loops
(Section 6), this produces an upper bound on the injectivity radius (Section 7). The
conjecture that the upper bound is equal to the injectivity radius is supported by
numerical experiments in Section 8.

2. The injectivity radius of a complete Riemannian manifold. This sec-
tion gives a concise overview, based on [32, 13], of the concept of injectivity radius.
The necessary background in Riemannian geometry (e.g., tangent spaces, induced
norm, induced distance, geodesics, and minimal geodesics, also called minimizing
geodesics) can be found in introductory textbooks such as [15].

Let M be a complete Riemannian manifold with Riemannian metric g and in-
duced distance d. Let UxM = {ξ ∈ TxM | ∥ξ∥x = 1} denote the unit tangent space
at x ∈M. The exponential map at x is

Expx : TxM→M : ξ 7→ γξ(1),

where γξ : [0,∞) → M is the geodesic of M satisfying γ(0) = x and γ′(0) = ξ. It
is customary to write Exp(ξ) instead of Expx(ξ) when it is clear that ξ belongs to
TxM.

The cut time of γξ is

tc(ξ) := sup{t > 0 | d(x, γξ(t)) = t}.

When tc(ξ) <∞, it is the last value of t such that γξ|[0,t] is minimal; see [32, III.4.1].
In other words, it is the time beyond which γξ ceases to be minimal. In that case,
tc(ξ)ξ, resp. γξ(tc(ξ)), is called the tangent cut point, resp. cut point, of x along γξ.

The sets C̃x := {tc(ξ)ξ | ξ ∈ UxM, tc(ξ) < +∞} and Cx := {γξ(tc(ξ)) | ξ ∈
UxM, tc(ξ) < +∞} are termed the tangent cut locus and cut locus of x, respectively.
A point Expx(tξ) is said to be conjugate to x along the geodesic t 7→ Expx(tξ) if tξ is
a critical point of Expx, i.e., DExpx(tξ) is singular.

Theorem 2.1 (Lemma 5.2 in [13]). tc is the cut time of γξ if and only if the
following holds for T = tc and for no smaller value of T :

(a) γξ(T ) is a conjugate point of x along γξ;
or (nonexclusive)
(b) there exists ζ ∈ UxM, ζ ̸= ξ, such that γξ(T ) = γζ(T ).

The cut locus Cx is closed [13, Proposition 5.4]. The injectivity radius of x is

injM(x) := d(x,Cx) = min{tc(ξ) | ξ ∈ UxM}.

Equivalently, injM(x) is the largest r such that Expx is a diffeomorphism of the open
ball of radius r in TxM onto its image [13, Definition 5.5].

The conjugate radius of x, conjM(x), is the supremum of the radius of open balls
centered at the origin of the tangent space TxM which contain no critical point of
the exponential map Expx : TxM→M.
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It is known (see, e.g., [39, (1.9)] for the explicit statement, which follows from the
work of Klingenberg [24]) that

(2.1) injM(x) = min{1
2
ℓM(x), conjM(x)},

where ℓM(x) is the length of a shortest nontrivial geodesic loop at x. Finally, the
injectivity radius ofM is

injM := inf{injM(x) | x ∈M}.

3. Background on the Stiefel manifold. In this section, we review the fun-
damentals of the Stiefel manifold and its family of Riemannian metrics introduced
in [21], with an emphasis on the Riemannian submersion structure that induces the
metrics. We chiefly follow the notation of [40]. Background on manifolds and Lie
groups can be found, e.g., in [25].

For 1 ≤ p ≤ n with n ≥ 2,1 the Stiefel manifold of orthonormal p-frames in Rn is

(3.1) St(n, p) := {X ∈ Rn×p | X⊤X = Ip},

where Ip is the identity matrix of size p. It is a submanifold of Rn×p; see, e.g., [3,
§3.3.2]. Its tangent space at X ∈ St(n, p) is

TXSt(n, p) = {ξ ∈ Rn×p | X⊤ξ + ξ⊤X = 0}.

The orthogonal group is denoted by

O(n) := {Q ∈ Rn×n | Q⊤Q = In},

its connected component containing In is the special orthogonal group denoted by
SO(n), and the set of skew-symmetric matrices of size p is denoted by

Sskew(p) := {A ∈ Rp×p | A⊤ = −A}.

Let X⊥ be such that
[
X X⊥

]
belongs to O(n). Then

(3.2) TXSt(n, p) = {XA+X⊥H | A ∈ Sskew(p), H ∈ R(n−p)×p}.

In the rest of this section, we restrict to p ≤ n− 1. However, in later sections, we
sometimes refer to the metrics (3.8) and (3.16) for p = n; this amounts to ignoring
their H-term.

3.1. A Riemannian-submersion route to the noncanonical metrics. Let
β > 0 and let us embark on a development that induces on the Stiefel manifold a
Riemannian metric (metric for short), (3.8), parameterized by β. In this section 3.1,
we exclude β = 1

2 to avoid a division by zero in (3.3); the case β = 1
2 (the canonical

metric) is addressed in Section 3.2.
Consider the Lie group action

τ : (O(n)×O(p))× St(n, p)→ St(n, p) : ((Q,V ), X) 7→ QXV ⊤ =: τX(Q,V ).

1This excludes the uninteresting case p = n = 1 where St(n, p) = {−1, 1}.
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Let In×p =

[
Ip

0(n−p)×p

]
. The stabilizer of In×p is

τ−1
In,p

(In,p) =

{([
V 0
0 W

]
, V

)
| V ∈ O(p),W ∈ O(n− p)

}
=: O(n− p)×O(p).

Hence, as an application of [7, Proposition A.2], the submanifold St(n, p) is diffeo-
morphic to the quotient manifold (O(n)×O(p))/(O(n− p)×O(p)):

St(n, p) ≃ (O(n)×O(p))/(O(n− p)×O(p)).

As in [21], consider on O(n)×O(p) the Riemannian metric g defined by

g(Q,V ) ((QΩa, VΨa), (QΩb, VΨb)) :=
1

2
trace(Ω⊤

a Ωb) +
1

2

2β

1− 2β
trace(Ψ⊤

a Ψb)(3.3)

=
1

2
trace(Ω⊤

a Ωb) +
1

2α
trace(Ψ⊤

a Ψb),

where we have defined

(3.4) α :=
1

2β
− 1, i.e., β =

1/2

α+ 1
,

to recover the parameterization used in [21]. (The β parameterization, also used
in [29], simplifies several expressions, notably the Stiefel metric (3.8).) Observe that,
in this Section 3.1, the range of α is (−1,∞) \ {0}. The factor of 1

2 in (3.3) has been
introduced so that, notably, the length of the induced geodesic loops on St(n, p = 1),
which is the unit sphere, have length 2π instead of the odd-looking 2

√
2π. The Lie

algebra of the stabilizer τ−1
In,p

(In,p) is

k =

{([
Ψ 0
0 C

]
,Ψ

)
| Ψ ∈ Sskew(p), C ∈ Sskew(n− p)

}
.

Its complement with respect to g is found to be

m =

{([
− 1

α Ψ̃ −B̃⊤

B̃ 0

]
, Ψ̃

)
| Ψ̃ ∈ Sskew(p), B̃ ∈ R(n−p)×p

}
(3.5)

=

{([
2βΨ −B⊤

B 0

]
,−(1− 2β)Ψ

)
| Ψ ∈ Sskew(p), B ∈ R(n−p)×p

}
.

Consider the map φ = τIn,p
, i.e.,

φ : (O(n)×O(p))→ St(n, p) : (Q,V ) 7→ QIn×pV
⊤.

In the vocabulary of principal fiber bundles, the domain of φ is termed the total space
and its co-domain the base space. The fiber above (Q,V ) is

φ−1(φ(Q,V )) = (Q,V )φ−1(In×p)

=

{(
Q

[
R1 0
0 R2

]
, V R1

)
| R1 ∈ O(p), R2 ∈ O(n− p)

}
.

At (Q,V ), the tangent space to the fiber (the vertical space) is (Q,V )k and its or-
thogonal complement (the horizontal space) is (Q,V )m.
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Let Dφ(a; b) denote the derivative of φ at a along b. When b is a horizontal
direction, we obtain

Dφ

(
(Q,V );

([
2βΨ −B⊤

B 0

]
,−(1− 2β)Ψ

))
= Q

[
2βΨ −B⊤

B 0

]
In×pV

⊤ +QIn×p(1− 2β)ΨV ⊤ = Q

[
Ψ
B

]
V ⊤.

A classical result in Riemannian submersion theory (see, e.g., [30, §7.44]) is that, for
all ξ ∈ TXSt(n, p) and all (Q,V ) in the fiber φ−1(X), there is a unique ξ(Q,V ) in the

horizontal space (Q,V )m such that Dφ
(
(Q,V ); ξ(Q,V )

)
= ξ. This ξ(Q,V ) is termed

the horizontal lift of ξ at (Q,V ). Expressing ξ as

ξ = Q

[
V TA
H

]
= Q

[
V TAV
HV

]
V ⊤,

one readily obtains

(3.6) ξ(Q,V ) =

(
Q

[
2βV ⊤AV −V ⊤H⊤

HV 0

]
,−(1− 2β)V V ⊤AV

)
.

The following invariance holds: given ξ and ζ in TXSt(n, p), the inner product
g(Q,V )(ξ(Q,V ), ζ(Q,V )) does not depend on the choice of (Q,V ) in the fiber φ−1(X),
i.e.
(3.7)

g(Q,V )(ξ(Q,V ), ζ(Q,V )) = g(Q̃,Ṽ )(ξ(Q̃,Ṽ ), ζ(Q̃,Ṽ )) for all (Q,V ), (Q̃, Ṽ ) ∈ φ−1(X).

Hence g induces a well-defined Riemannian metric g on St(n, p). Taking into account
that each fiber contains a point where the second component, V , is the identity, we

obtain the following expression for g: for all ξa = Q

[
Aa

Ha

]
and ξb = Q

[
Ab

Hb

]
(3.8) gQIn×p

(ξa, ξb) := g(Q,Ip)

(
ξa(Q,Ip), ξb(Q,Ip)

)
= β trace(A⊤

a Ab) + trace(H⊤
a Hb).

The map φ from O(n) × O(p) to St(n, p), respectively endowed with the metrics g
and g, is termed a Riemannian submersion. In the rest of the paper, the notation
Stβ(n, p) is sometimes used to recall that the Riemannian metric (3.8) depends on β.
Observe that (3.8) is the metric considered in [40, (5)].

The invariance (3.7) is not coincidental. The metric g is bi-invariant, hence in
particular the action of O(n − p) × O(p) on O(n) × O(p) by right multiplication
is isometric, and the invariance result follows from [17, Theorem 23.14] using [17,
Corollary 23.10].

The geodesic in O(n)×O(p) (endowed with the metric g) starting at (Q,V ) with
initial velocity (QΩ, VΨ) is t 7→ exp(Q,V )(t(QΩ, VΨ)) with

exp(Q,V )(QΩ, VΨ) = (Q expm(Ω), V expm(Ψ)),

where exp in the left-hand side is the Riemannian exponential in the total space
O(n) × O(p) and expm denotes the matrix exponential; this follows from the bi-
invariance of g (see [30, Proposition 11.9(6)]). Observe that β does not affect the
geodesics in O(n)×O(p), but it affects the notion of horizontality in view of (3.5).
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The Riemannian submersion route to the metric (3.8) offers an appreciable bene-
fit: the theory establishes that the geodesics in the codomain Stβ(n, p) of the Riemann-
ian submersion φ are the images of the horizontal geodesics in the domain O(n)×O(p)
of φ (see [30, Corollary 7.46] or [11, Corollary 4.3]). Hence, given X ∈ St(n, p) and
ξ ∈ TXSt(n, p), regardless of the choice of (Q,V ) in the fiber φ−1(X), the exponential
on St(n, p) endowed with the metric g (3.8) is given by

(3.9) ExpX ξ = φ
(
exp(Q,V )(ξ(Q,V ))

)
= Q expm(Ω)In×p expm(−Ψ)V ⊤,

where ξ(Q,V ) = (QΩ, VΨ). This yields the expression

(3.10) ExpQIn×p

(
Q

[
A
H

])
= Q expm

[
2βA −H⊤

H 0

]
In×p expm((1− 2β)A),

which is seen to be equivalent to [40, (10)]. (It was also possible to obtain (3.10)
by applying [17, Proposition 23.27] on (O(n) × O(p))/(O(n − p) × O(p)), which is a
naturally reductive homogeneous space in view of [17, Proposition 23.29].)

Observe from (3.10) that the geodesics at QIn×p are the geodesics at In×p multi-
plied on the left by Q. It follows that the injectivity radius is the same at every point
of St(n, p). In the rest of the paper, we single out the point In×p.

As for the derivative of the Riemannian exponential, which is involved in the
definition of conjugate points, (3.9) yields the relation

DExpX(ξ; ξ̆) = Dφ
(
exp(Q,V )(ξ(Q,V )); D exp(Q,V )(ξ(Q,V ); ξ̆(Q,V ))

)
,

where φ(Q,V ) = X. We will only need the following consequence, which we state
in a way that only invokes basic concepts of matrix theory, analysis and differential
geometry:

Proposition 3.1. Let the Stiefel manifold St(n, p) be endowed with the Riemann-
ian metric (3.8) with β ̸= 1

2 . Let X ∈ St(n, p), Q ∈ O(n) such that QIn×p = X,

ξ ∈ TXSt(n, p) and ξ̆ ∈ TξTXSt(n, p) ≃ TXSt(n, p). Represent ξ and ξ̆ as in (3.2),
namely

ξ = Q

[
A
H

]
, ξ̆ = Q

[
Ă

H̆

]
,

where A, Ă ∈ Sskew(p) and H, H̆ ∈ R(n−p)×p. Following (3.6), let

Ω :=

[
2βA −H⊤

H 0

]
, Ψ := −(1− 2β)A, Ω̆ :=

[
2βĂ −H̆⊤

H̆ 0

]
, Ψ̆ := −(1− 2β)Ă.

Then DExpX(ξ; ξ̆) = 0 if and only if

(3.11)
d

dϵ

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

expm(tΩ+ ϵΩ̆)In×p expm(−tΨ− ϵΨ̆) = 0.

3.2. The canonical case. The canonical metric on the Stiefel manifold [16] is
g (3.8) with β = 1

2 . In view of (3.4), β = 1
2 corresponds to α = 0, for which g (3.3)

is no longer a bona-fide metric. The necessary facts for the canonical metric can be
obtained by taking the limit as α → 0. However, to err on the side of caution, we
review a Riemannian submersion structure that induces the canonical metric.
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We opt for a fairly detailed overview of this Riemannian submersion structure
(which is not mentioned in [3] and only briefly considered in [10, Example 9.36])
because it was instrumental in our discovery of conjugate points. With the exception
of Proposition 3.2, the ingredients can already be found in [16, §2.3.1], [21], and [17,
§23.7].

Consider the Lie group action

σ : O(n)× St(n, p)→ St(n, p) : (Q,X) 7→ QX =: σX(Q).

The stabilizer of In×p is

σ−1
In,p

(In,p) =

{[
I 0
0 W

]
|W ∈ O(n− p)

}
=: O(n− p).

Hence, as an application of [7, Proposition A.2], the submanifold St(n, p) is diffeo-
morphic to the quotient manifold O(n)/O(n− p):

St(n, p) ≃ O(n)/O(n− p).

As in [21], consider on O(n) the Riemannian metric g defined by

(3.12) gQ (QΩa, QΩb) :=
1

2
trace(Ω⊤

a Ωb).

The Lie algebra of the stabilizer τ−1
In,p

(In,p) is

k =

{[
0 0
0 C

]
| C ∈ Sskew(n− p)

}
.

Its complement with respect to g is

(3.13) m =

{[
Ψ −B⊤

B 0

]
| B ∈ R(n−p)×p

}
.

Consider the map φ = σIn,p , i.e.,

(3.14) φ : O(n)→ St(n, p) : Q 7→ QIn×p.

The fiber above Q is

φ−1(φ(Q)) = Qφ−1(In×p) =

{
Q

[
I 0
0 R2

]
| R2 ∈ O(n− p)

}
.

At Q, the tangent space to the fiber (the vertical space) is Qk and its orthogonal
complement (the horizontal space) is Qm.

The horizontal lift of

ξ = Q

[
A
H

]
is

(3.15) ξQ = Q

[
A −H⊤

H 0

]
.
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The metric g induces a well-defined Riemannian metric g on St(n, p): for all

ξa = Q

[
Aa

Ha

]
and ξb = Q

[
Ab

Hb

]
,

(3.16) gQIn×p (ξa, ξb) := gQ
(
ξaQ, ξbQ

)
=

1

2
trace(A⊤

a Ab) + trace(H⊤
a Hb).

The map φ from O(n) to St(n, p), respectively endowed with the metrics g and g, is
a Riemannian submersion. This yields the expression

(3.17) ExpQIn×p

(
Q

[
A
H

])
= Q expm

[
A −H⊤

H 0

]
In×p,

which is indeed (3.10) with β = 1
2 .

Regarding the derivative of the Riemannian exponential, we have:

Proposition 3.2. Let the Stiefel manifold St(n, p) be endowed with the canonical
metric, (3.16), i.e., (3.8) with β = 1

2 . Let X ∈ St(n, p), Q ∈ O(n) such that QIn×p =

X, ξ ∈ TXSt(n, p) and ξ̆ ∈ TξTXSt(n, p) ≃ TXSt(n, p). Represent ξ and ξ̆ as
in (3.2), namely

ξ = Q

[
A
H

]
, ξ̆ = Q

[
Ă

H̆

]
,

where A, Ă ∈ Sskew(p) and H, H̆ ∈ R(n−p)×p. Following (3.15), let

Ω :=

[
A −H⊤

H 0

]
, Ω̆ :=

[
Ă −H̆⊤

H̆ 0

]
.

Then DExpX(ξ; ξ̆) = 0 if and only if

(3.18)
d

dϵ

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

expm(tΩ+ ϵΩ̆)In×p = 0.

4. Preparatory lemmas. The next technical result emerged from insight gath-
ered in [31, §5.2.1] and further numerical experiments. It gives a nontrivial solution
to (3.18).

Lemma 4.1. Given a positive integer m, let Im denote the identity matrix of size
m, D ∈ Rm×m nonzero, and w ∈ R. Further let

Ω :=

[
0 −Im
Im 0

]
and Ω̆ :=

[
−wD D
D 0

]
.

Then

(4.1)
d

dϵ

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

expm(tΩ+ ϵΩ̆)I2m×m = 0

if and only if

(4.2a)
sin t

t
+ cos t = 0

and

(4.2b) w =
2

t
.

In other words, the first m columns of the derivative of the matrix exponential at tΩ
along Ω̆ are zero if and only if (4.2) holds.
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Proof. It is readily seen that neither (4.1) nor (4.2) hold when t = 0. It remains
to consider the case t ̸= 0, which gives us license to divide by t in forthcoming
developments.

According to a classical formula for the derivative of the matrix exponential, long
known in the physics literature [23] (or see [28]),

(4.3)
d

dϵ

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

expm(tΩ+ ϵΩ̆) =

∫ 1

0

expm((1− σ)tΩ)Ω̆ expm(σtΩ)dσ.

In view of the formula (which follows from [17, §2.1])

(4.4) expm(σtΩ) =

[
cos(σt)Im − sin(σt)Im
sin(σt)Im cos(σt)Im

]
,

the top-left m×m block of (4.3) expands as∫ 1

0

(−w cos(1− σ)t cosσt− sin(1− σ)t cosσt+ cos(1− σ)t sinσt) dσ D,

which, by product-to-sum trigonometric identities, is equal to

1

2

∫ 1

0

(−w cos(1− 2σ)t− w cos t− sin t− sin(1− 2σ)t+ sin t− sin(1− 2σ)t) dσ D.

This further simplifies to

(4.5) − w

2

(
sin t

t
+ cos t

)
D.

As for the bottom-left m×m block of (4.3), it expands as∫ 1

0

(−w sin(1− σ)t cosσt+ cos(1− σ)t cosσt+ sin(1− σ)t sinσt) dσ D,

which, by a similar route, reduces to

(4.6)
1

2

(
−w +

2

t

)
sin t D.

Recall that D is nonzero. The first m columns of (4.3) are thus zero if and only
if both (4.5) and (4.6) equal zero, i.e., (4.2) holds.

The next generalization readily follows. It gives a nontrivial solution to (3.11) for
β ̸= 1, i.e., α ̸= − 1

2 .

Lemma 4.2. Let m, D, Ω and Ω̆ be as in Lemma 4.1. Further let α ̸= − 1
2 ,

Ψ := 0 and Ψ̆ := αwD.

Then
d

dϵ

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

expm(tΩ+ ϵΩ̆)I2m×m expm(−tΨ− ϵΨ̆) = 0

if and only if

(4.7a)
sin t

t
+ (1 + 2α) cos t = 0

and

(4.7b) w =
2

1 + 2α

1

t
.
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Proof. The case t = 0 goes as in the proof of Lemma 4.1. For the case t ̸= 0, by
the product rule,

d

dϵ

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

expm(tΩ+ ϵΩ̆)I2m×m expm(−tΨ− ϵΨ̆)

=
d

dϵ

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

expm(tΩ+ ϵΩ̆)I2m×m − expm(tΩ)I2m×mΨ̆.

Lemma 4.1 gives an expression for the first term and, using (4.4) for the second term,
the whole expression is found to reduce to[

−w
2

(
sin t
t + cos t+ 2α cos t

)
D

1
2

(
−w + 2

t − 2αw
)
sin tD

]
.

This is zero if and only if (4.7) holds.

The following final preparatory lemma can be interpreted as the limit of the latter
when α→ − 1

2 . It gives a nontrivial solution to (3.11) for the remaining case: β = 1,
i.e., α = − 1

2 .

Lemma 4.3. Let m, D, Ω, and Ψ be as in Lemma 4.2. Now let α = − 1
2 ,

Ω̆ :=

[
D 0
0 0

]
and Ψ̆ := αD.

Then
d

dϵ

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

expm(tΩ+ ϵΩ̆)I2m×m expm(−tΨ− ϵΨ̆) = 0

if and only if

(4.8)
sin t

t
= 0.

Observe that the smallest positive solution of (4.8) is π.

Proof. The case t = 0 goes as in the previous proofs. For the case t ̸= 0, proceed-
ing as in the previous results, one obtains that

d

dϵ

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

expm(tΩ+ ϵΩ̆)I2m×m expm(−tΨ− ϵΨ̆) =

[
1
2
1
t sin tD

1
2 sin tD

]
,

and the result follows.

5. Conjugate points. Consider the Stiefel manifold (3.1) endowed with the
metric g (3.8). In this section, we restrict to the case 2 ≤ p ≤ n − 2, where the
preparatory lemmas of Section 4 can be leveraged to find conjugate points. Specifi-
cally, we combine Proposition 3.1 and Proposition 3.2 with the lemmas of Section 4
to obtain conjugate points on the Stiefel manifold. The length of the geodesic along
which those points are conjugate is therefore an upper bound on the conjugate radius
of the Stiefel manifold.

Theorem 5.1. Let 2 ≤ p ≤ n−2 and consider Stβ(n, p), the Stiefel manifold (3.1)
endowed with the Riemannian metric g (3.8) parameterized by β > 0. Let α = 1

2β − 1

as in (3.4). Let trβ denote the smallest positive solution of (4.7a), namely

trβ := min{t > 0 | sin t
t

+ (1 + 2α) cos t = 0}.
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Let Q ∈ O(n) and consider ξ = Q

[
A
H

]
∈ TQIn×p

St(n, p) with

A := 0p×p and H :=

[
I2 02×(p−2)

0(n−p−2)×2 0(n−p−2)×(p−2)

]
.

Let γ denote the geodesic starting at QIn×p in the direction of ξ, namely, in view
of (3.10), γ(t) = Q expm(tΩ)In×p expm(−tΨ) = expm(tΩ)In×p where

Ω :=

[
2βA −H⊤

H 0

]
and Ψ := −(1− 2β)A = 0p×p.

Then γ(0) = QIn×p and γ(trβ) are conjugate along γ.
Furthermore, the length (in the sense of (3.8)) of γ between t = 0 and t = trβ is

trβ
√
2. Thus

(5.1) conjStβ(n,p) ≤ trβ
√
2.

Proof. Observe that Ω is the Ω matrix of the lemmas of Section 4 after padding
with zeros and permutation. The conjugacy result follows by combining Proposi-
tion 3.1 or Proposition 3.2 with Lemma 4.2 (in the non-Euclidean noncanonical case,
i.e., α /∈ {−1

2 , 0} or equivalently β /∈ {1, 1
2}), Lemma 4.3 (in the Euclidean case, i.e.,

α = − 1
2 or equivalently β = 1), and Lemma 4.1 (in the canonical case, i.e., α = 0 or

equivalently β = 1
2 .)

The length of γ between t = 0 and t = trβ is trβ∥ξ∥QIn×p with ∥ξ∥2QIn×p
=

gQIn×p
(ξ, ξ) = trace(H⊤H) = ∥H∥2F = 2.

The bound on the conjugate radius is then direct.

6. Geodesic loops. In view of (2.1), upper bounds on the length of the shortest
nontrivial geodesic loops also yield upper bounds on the injectivity radius.

We continue to consider Stβ(n, p), the Stiefel manifold (3.1) endowed with the
metric g (3.8) parameterized by β > 0.

When p = 1, regardless of β, the Stiefel manifold reduces to the unit sphere as a
Riemannian submanifold of the Euclidean space Rn. Every geodesic loop has length
2π. Hence ℓStβ(n,1)(X) = 2π for all X.

When p = n ≥ 2, the Stiefel manifold reduces to the orthogonal group O(n)
endowed with the Frobenius metric scaled by β. The shortest geodesics correspond
to Givens rotations, and their length is

√
2β 2π. (The result readily follows from The-

orem 6.1 below since, when p = n, the Frobenius metric scaled by β is the canonical
metric scaled by 2β.) Hence ℓStβ(n,n)(X) =

√
2β 2π for all X.

When 2 ≤ p ≤ n−1 and β = 1
2 (canonical metric), it is known that ℓSt 1

2
(n,p)(X) =

2π for all X [31, p. 94]. We give a more detailed proof for completeness.

Theorem 6.1 ([31]). On Stβ(n, p) with β = 1
2 and p ≥ 2, the shortest geodesic

loops have length 2π.

Proof. Let [0, 1] ∋ t 7→ ExpIn×p
(t [ AH ]) be a nontrivial geodesic loop. In view

of (3.17), In×p = expm

[
A −H⊤

H 0

]
In×p. In particular, e1 = expm

[
A −H⊤

H 0

]
e1. Let[

A −H⊤

H 0

]
= SΛS∗ be an eigenvalue decomposition. The matrix is skew-symmetric,

hence Λ = diag(iθ1, . . . , iθn) where the nonzero iθ’s appear in complex conjugate
pairs. Let K be the set of indices of the nonzero components of S∗e1. We have
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e1 = S expm(Λ)S
∗e1, hence S∗e1 = expm(Λ)S

∗e1, thus eiθk = 1 for all k ∈ K.
Furthermore, since the geodesic loop is nontrivial, it holds that

[
A −H⊤

H 0

]
e1 ̸= 0, thus

there is k ∈ K such that θk ̸= 0. Consequently, the length of the geodesic loop (in the

canonical metric) is
√
2
2

∥∥∥[ A −HT

H 0

]∥∥∥
F
=

√
2
2

√∑n
j=1 θ

2
k ≥

√
2
2

√
(2π)2 + (−2π)2 = 2π.

Finally, since there exist geodesic loops of length 2π, it follows that 2π is the length
of the shortest geodesic loops.

Consider the remaining case, 2 ≤ p ≤ n − 1 and β ̸= 1
2 (noncanonical metrics).

To our knowledge, the shortest geodesic loops are unknown. However, some geodesic
loops are known, yielding an upper bound. Let Ei,j denote the matrix of size n × p
with 1 at position (i, j) and zeros elsewhere. In view of (3.10), the geodesic at In×p

along ξ = 2π(E2,1−E1,2) makes a loop in unit time, and its length according to (3.8)

is
√

8βπ2 =
√
2β 2π. Likewise, the geodesic at In×p along ξ = 2πEn,1 makes a loop

in unit time, and its length according to (3.8) is 2π. Hence

(6.1) ℓStβ(n,p)(X) ≤ min{
√

2β, 1}2π.

7. Upper bounds on the injectivity radius. We can now exploit the knowl-
edge on conjStβ(n,p) and ℓStβ(n,p) gathered respectively in Section 5 and 6 in order to
produce an upper bound on the injectivity radius of the Stiefel manifold Stβ(n, p).

7.1. Case p = 1 or p ≥ n − 1. As already mentioned, when p = 1, regardless
of β, the Stiefel manifold reduces to the unit sphere as a Riemannian submanifold of
the Euclidean space Rn. The injectivity radius is π; see, e.g., [13, §1.6].

When p = n, the Stiefel manifold reduces to the orthogonal group O(n) endowed
with the Frobenius metric scaled by β. The injectivity radius is

√
2βπ. (This can be

deduced from [27, Corollary 2.1].)
When p = n − 1 and β = 1

2 (canonical metric), since the fibers of φ (3.14) in
SO(n) are singletons, the injectivity radius of the Stiefel manifold is the same as the
injectivity radius of O(n), namely π.

Finally, when p = n − 1 and β ̸= 1
2 (noncanonical metrics) with p ≥ 2 (the case

p = 1 has already been handled above), in view of (6.1) and (2.1), we have

(7.1) injSt(n,n−1) ≤ min{
√

2β, 1}π.

7.2. Case 2 ≤ p ≤ n− 2.

Theorem 7.1. Let 2 ≤ p ≤ n−2 and consider Stβ(n, p), the Stiefel manifold (3.1)
endowed with the Riemannian metric g (3.8) parameterized by β > 0. Let α = 1

2β − 1

as in (3.4). Let trβ denote the smallest positive solution of (4.7a), namely

trβ = min{t > 0 | sin t
t

+ (1 + 2α) cos t = 0}.

Then

(7.2) injStβ(n,p) ≤ min{
√
2β π, π, trβ

√
2} =: ı̂β .

Proof. Combine (2.1) with (5.1) and (6.1).

Let β1 ≈ 0.34689870829737 denote the smallest zero of sin(
√
βπ)√

βπ
+ 1−β

β cos(
√
βπ)

and let β2 =
(
1−

√
2

π tan π√
2

)−1

≈ 0.62839259859361. An analysis of ı̂β shows that
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it is an increasing function of β on its domain β > 0, smooth everywhere except at
β1 and β2, and

(7.3) ı̂β =


√
2β π if β ≤ β1,

trβ
√
2 if β1 ≤ β ≤ β2,

π if β2 ≤ β.

7.3. Resulting bounds for the canonical and Euclidean metrics. For the
canonical and Euclidean metrics, Section 7.1 and Theorem 7.1 yield the following
bounds on the injectivity radius of the Stiefel manifold.

Corollary 7.2. For the Stiefel manifold (3.1) with 2 ≤ p ≤ n− 2:
1. In the canonical metric (namely (3.8) with β = 1

2 , i.e., α = 0), we have

injSt(n,p) ≤ tr
√
2 ≈ 0.91326189159122π,

where tr is the smallest positive solution of sin t
t + cos t = 0.

2. In the Euclidean metric (namely (3.8) with β = 1, i.e., α = − 1
2), we have

injSt(n,p) ≤ π,

as π is the smallest positive solution of sin t
t = 0.

For p = n− 1, we have injSt(n,n−1) = π in the canonical metric and injSt(n,n−1) ≤ π
in the Euclidean metric. For p = 1 (with n ≥ 2), injSt(n,1) = π.

Proof. For the canonical case with 2 ≤ p ≤ n− 2, it is readily seen that the term
trβ
√
2 achieves the minimum in (7.2). For the Euclidean case with 2 ≤ p ≤ n− 2, one

obtains trβ = π, and the result follows from (7.2). The case p = n − 1 with p ≥ 2 in
the Euclidean metric follows from (7.1). The case p = n − 1 in the canonical metric
and the case p = 1 were mentioned in Section 7.1.

8. Numerical investigation. This section presents numerical experiments
based on an algorithm (Algorithm 8.1) that takes as input ρ > 0 and has the fol-
lowing properties. If ρ ≤ injStβ(n,p), then it does not return, i.e., it loops forever. If

ρ > injStβ(n,p) and β ≤ 1
2 (resp. β > 1

2 ), then it is known (resp. highly suspected) to
return with probability 1; however, it returns after an amount of time that is expected
to grow as the dimensions increase and as ρ gets close to injStβ(n,p). Experiments in
low dimensions support the conjecture that the upper bounds on the injectivity radius
obtained in Section 7 are equalities.

Let G denote the domain of φ, namely the Lie group O(n)×O(p) endowed with the
metric (3.3) in the noncanonical case (Section 3.1) and the Lie group O(n) endowed
with the metric (3.12) in the canonical case (Section 3.2). Let E denote the identity
element of G and let dG denote the distance on G. Recall from Section 3 that the
geodesics on G have a simple expression in terms of the matrix exponential. Hence
minimal geodesics on G, and thus also dG , between any two points on G are readily2

computed by means of the matrix logarithm.
When Algorithm 8.1 returns, it is because it has found a ξ in the unit tangent

space UIn×p
Stβ(n, p) together with a curve between In×p and ExpIn×p

(ρξ) of length

2In fact, systematically returning a skew-symmetric matrix logarithm entails some subtlety. De-
tails can be found in the publicly available code and will be discussed further in a forthcoming project
around SkewLinearAlgebra.jl (https://juliapackages.com/p/skewlinearalgebra).

https://juliapackages.com/p/skewlinearalgebra
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Algorithm 8.1 Certificate that ρ > injStβ(n,p)

Require: n > p > 0; β > 0
1: Input: ρ > 0
2: loop
3: Draw ξ from a continuous distribution on the unit tangent space UIn×p

St(n, p);
4: U ← ExpIn×p

(ρ ξ) as in (3.10);

5: Draw G from a continuous distribution on φ−1(U);
6: Choose Ξ ∈ TEG in logE(G).
7: LΞ ← length of [0, 1] ∋ t 7→ φ(expE(tΞ)).
8: if LΞ < ρ then
9: Return

10: end if
11: (Optional) Run a few steps of a descent algorithm, initialized at G, to search

for a smaller LΞ and Return if the obtained LΞ < ρ.
12: end loop

strictly smaller than ρ. Hence, when it returns, Algorithm 8.1 provides a certificate
(up to floating point errors and inaccuracies in the computation of matrix logarithms)
that ρ > injStβ(n,p).

Furthermore, if ρ > injStβ(n,p) and the total space G is Riemannian (α ≥ 0, i.e.,

β ≤ 1
2 ), then Algorithm 8.1 returns with probability 1, as we now explain. Letting

β ≤ 1
2 , note the following facts: (i) every minimal geodesic from In×p to ExpIn×p

(ρξ)
admits a horizontal lift starting at the identity element E which realizes the distance

in G between E and the fiber φ−1
(
ExpIn×p

(ρξ)
)
; (ii) the distance is continuous; (iii)

φ maps curves of G to curves of St(n, p) of (nonstrictly) shorter length, (iv) Exp
is continuous. Further let ρ > injStβ(n,p). Then, by points (i)–(iii), there is ξ in
UIn×p

Stβ(n, p) such that lines 4–10 of Algorithm 8.1 return with nonzero probability.
It follows by point (iv) that there is a neighborhood in UIn×p

Stβ(n, p) such that, for
all ξ in the neighborhood, lines 4–10 of Algorithm 8.1 return with probability bounded
away from zero. Since line 3 draws ξ in the neighborhood with nonzero probability,
it follows that Algorithm 8.1 returns with probability 1 (under the above assumption
that ρ > injStβ(n,p) with β ≤ 1

2 ).

If the total space G is not Riemannian (α < 0, i.e., β > 1
2 ), then point (i) above

no longer holds. We suspect that Algorithm 8.1 still returns with probability 1 when
ρ > injStβ(n,p), but proof attempts are thwarted by the discontinuity of the matrix
logarithm at cut points of G.

In line 6 of Algorithm 8.1, the choice is unique unless G belongs to the cut locus
of E in G.

In line 7 of Algorithm 8.1, the length is computed in closed form as follows. In the
noncanonical case, where G = O(n)×O(p), one obtains L2

Ξ = β∥Ω11−Ψ∥2F+ ∥Ω21∥2F,
where Ξ = (Ω,Ψ) and Ω =

[
Ω11 Ω12

Ω21 Ω22

]
with Ω11 of size p × p. In the canonical case,

where G = O(n), one obtains L2
Ξ = 1

2∥Ξ11∥2F + ∥Ξ21∥2F, where Ξ =
[
Ξ11 Ξ12

Ξ21 Ξ22

]
with Ξ11

of size p× p.
Assume that the total space G is Riemannian (α ≥ 0, i.e., β ≤ 1

2 ). Then, in view
of [19, (5.6)], the condition in line 8 of Algorithm 8.1 can be replaced by dG(E,G) < ρ.
However, the discussion above indicates that computing LΞ is not more expensive
than computing dG(E,G). Moreover, LΞ ≤ dG(E,G), hence the replacement can only
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increase the average time needed by Algorithm 8.1 to return.
Line 11 offers an opportunity to design algorithm instances that return in less

time on average. We have not used this opportunity in the experiments reported
here.

Fig. 1. Numerical experiments using Al-
gorithm 8.1 for values of β going from 0.1
to 1.5, spaced by 0.05. For each value of
β, we ran an experiment for ρ = ı̂β and
ρ = ı̂β+0.07, where ı̂β is the upper bound de-
fined in (7.2). The plot reports a black dot if
Algorithm 8.1 reached a prescribed iteration
limit (as large as possible, subject to the fig-
ure being generated within reasonable time),
and a white dot if Algorithm 8.1 returned.
This figure was produced with (n, p) = (4, 2).
We obtained the same figure for other values
of n and p with 2 ≤ p ≤ n− 2.

Fig. 2. Numerical experiments us-
ing Algorithm 8.1 with (n, p) = (4, 2) and
β = 0.5 for ρ = ı̂β + δ where δ ∈
{1, 0.1, 0.01, 0.001, 0.0001}. The plot reports
the number of iterations required by Algo-
rithm 8.1 to return, as observed in represen-
tative runs. (In view of the random nature
of Algorithm 8.1, the values differ between
runs.) The purpose of this figure is to show
how a typical return time evolves as the up-
per dot located above β = 1

2
in Figure 1 is

brought closer to the line.

Figures 1 and 2, as well as other figures available together with the code3 that
produced them, support the following conjecture.

Conjecture 8.1. (7.1) and (7.2) hold with an equality.

Although the experiments strikingly corroborate Conjecture 8.1, they do not qual-
ify as a proof for several reasons: only a few pairs (n, p) are considered; only finitely
many points in the (β, ρ) space are tested; though we suspect it, when β > 1

2 , there
is no proof that Algorithm 8.1 eventually returns whenever ρ > injStβ(n,p); the time
budget may have been chosen too small for some of the sampled (β, ρ)’s, leading to the
incorrect belief that Algorithm 8.1 does not return for those (β, ρ)’s; the accuracy of
several operations in Algorithm 8.1 depends on the floating point accuracy and on the
tolerance set in the algorithms that compute the matrix exponential and logarithm.

Nevertheless, it is tempting to bet that the upper bounds (7.1) and (7.2) will
never be improved.

9. Concluding remarks. The first few days of March 2024 have seen an intense
activity around the Stiefel manifold. First, the eprint [41] was submitted, proving that,

3https://github.com/smataigne/InjectivityStiefel.jl. Figures of the type of Figure 2 vary between
runs due to the two “Draw” instructions in Algorithm 8.1. For the same reason, any of the white
dots in figures of the type of Figure 1 may turn to black, but this all the more unlikely that the
prescribed iteration limit is large. On the other hand, if any of the black dots turns to white, then
either Conjecture 8.1 is disproved, or the reason has to be found in the inaccuracies in the execution
of the steps of Algorithm 8.1.

https://github.com/smataigne/InjectivityStiefel.jl
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whenever 2 ≤ p ≤ n− 2, the supremum of the sectional curvature of St(n, p) with the
canonical metric (i.e., (3.8) with β = 1

2 ) is 5/4. As shown in [41, v2, Corollary 10], it

follows that injSt
β=1

2
(n,p) ≥

√
4
5π ≈ 0.89442719099991π.

A few hours later, the first eprint (see arXiv:2403.02079) of the present work was
submitted. Combining [41, v2, Corollary 10] with Corollary 7.2 yields the following
bounds on the injectivity radius of the Stiefel manifold with the canonical metric:

0.894π <

√
4

5
π ≤ injSt

β=1
2
(n,p) ≤ trβ= 1

2

√
2 < 0.914π

for 2 ≤ p ≤ n − 2, where tr
β= 1

2

is the first positive solution of sin t
t + cos t = 0.

Moreover, according to Conjecture 8.1, the injectivity radius is believed to be equal
to the endpoint tr

β= 1
2

√
2 of the interval.

Two days later, the eprint [33] was submitted, giving explicit expressions for all
Jacobi fields along a specific geodesic of Stβ= 1

2
(n = 4, p = 2). These expressions

indicate that, when (n, p) = (4, 2) and β = 1
2 , the conjugate points given by Theo-

rem 5.1 are first conjugate points (which, in view of Theorem 2.1, has to be the case
if Conjecture 8.1 holds), and that their multiplicity is 1.

One can expect that more is to come, as the Riemannian geometries of the Stiefel
manifold still hold many secrets.
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