
GEOMETRIC PROPERTIES AND DISTANCE INEQUALITIES ON
GRASSMANNIANS

TIN-YAU TAM AND XIANG XIANG WANG
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Abstract. In this paper we obtain inequalities for the geometric mean of elements in
the Grassmannians. These inequalities reflect the elliptic geometry of the Grassmannians
as Riemannian manifolds. These include Semi-Parallelogram Law, Law of Cosines and
geodesic triangle inequalities.

1. Introduction

Let F denote the real field R or the complex field C. Let Fn×n be the space of all n×n
matrices over F. Let Pn the set of n×n positive definite matrices in Cn×n. The geometric
mean of A,B ∈ Pn is defined as:

A♯B := A1/2(A−1/2BA−1/2)1/2A1/2, (1.1)

first introduced by Pusz and Woronowicz [17] in 1975 and has since been extensively stud-
ied. This geometric mean has a natural geometric interpretation, as Pn is a Riemannian
manifold [8] and the geometric mean A♯B represents the mid-point of the unique geodesic
joining A and B [3, 13]. The Riemannian structure of Pn is given by

Qp(X, Y ) = tr (p−1Xp−1Y ),

where X, Y ∈ TpPn, the tangent space of Pn at p ∈ Pn. This structure turns Pn into a
metric space, where the distance between A,B ∈ Pn is

dPn(A,B) :=
( n∑

i=1

log2 λi(BA−1)
)1/2

. (1.2)

Here λ1, · · ·λn ∈ R are the eigenvalues of BA−1. See [6] for some recent developments on
the geometric mean.

In this paper, we consider t-geometric mean for Grassmannians Grn,k(F), where
t ∈ [0, 1]. Grassmannians have nonnegative sectional curvature, while Pn has nonpositive
sectional curvature. Grassmannians are fundamental in various branches of mathematics,
including differential geometry, algebraic geometry, and theoretical physics. Their geo-
metric properties are not only of theoretical interest but also have practical applications,
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such as in image recognition [9, 14, 18]. As a model for the Grassmannians Grn,k(C), we
use orthogonal projection matrices of rank k:

Grn,k(C) = {P ∈ Cn×n : P 2 = P, P ∗ = P, rankP = k} ⊂ Hn,

where Hn is the space of n× n Hermitian matrices. Its real analog is

Grn,k(R) = {P ∈ Rn×n : P 2 = P, P⊤ = P, rankP = k} ⊂ Sn,

where Sn is the space of n × n real symmetric matrices. See [1, 21] for more on the
manifold structure and properties of Grassmannians.

We would like to remark, as noted in [19, Theorem 10], that if k = 1 or k = n − 1,
there is a unique geodesic between any two points in Grn,k(F). However, when k ⩾ 2
or n ⩾ k + 2, there are either countably many or uncountably many geodesics passing
through any two points in Grn,k(F). This contrasts sharply with Pn which has a unique
geodesic for any pair of points P,Q ∈ Pn [13].

The injectivity radiusRP at P ∈ Grn,k(F) is the biggestR > 0 such that the exponential
map from a neighborhood of 0 ∈ TPGrn,k(F) to a neighborhood of P is a diffeomorphism.
It is positive since the exponential map is a local diffeomorphism at each point P in the
compact Grn,k(F). The injectivity radius rF of Grn,k(F) is defined as:

rF := min{RP : P ∈ Grn,k(F)} > 0.

We define

ρF := min

{
rF
2
,

π

2δ
1/2
F

}
,

where δF is the maximum of the sectional curvatures κ of Grn,r(F). It is known that every
metric ball B of radius less than ρF is strongly convex [10, 7], meaning that for any points
P,Q ∈ B there is a unique minimizing geodesic [4], i.e., the geodesic that represents the
shortest path, from P to Q in Grn,(F) and this geodesic lies entirely within B. According
to Wong [20, Theorems 1-3],

δR ⩽ 2, δC ⩽ 4.

Thus we have

0 < min
{rR

2
,

π

2
√
2

}
⩽ ρR, 0 < min

{rC
2
,
π

4

}
⩽ ρC.

In this paper we focus on the local property of Grassmannians, especially studying be-
haviors within a metric ball B of radius less than ρF because this ensures the existence of
a unique geodesic joining any two points within B.

Let P,Q ∈ Grn,k(F) lie within a metric ball B of radius less than ρF. The exponential
map [8, p.30-32] at P , denoted by ExpP , is a diffeomorphism from a neighborhood of
0 ∈ TPGrn,k(F) to a neighborhood of P . This enables us to define via ExpP the tangent

vector
−→
PQ for the geodesic γ joining P and Q:

−→
PQ = Exp−1

P Q ∈ TPGrn,k(F) i.e., ExpP

−→
PQ = Q.

The geodesic γ(t) can be expressed as

γ(t) = ExpP (tExp
−1
P Q) = ExpP (t

−→
PQ), t ∈ [0, 1]. (1.3)
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The distance between P and any point R lying on γ is given by [16, 11, 15]:

d(P,R) = ⟨Exp−1
P R,Exp−1

P R⟩1/2P , (1.4)

where ⟨·, ·⟩P is the Riemannian inner product at P .
We define the t-geometric mean P♯tQ as

γ(t) = P♯tQ, t ∈ [0, 1], and P♯Q := P♯ 1
2
Q.

Under the condition that (I − 2P )(I − 2Q) has no negative eigenvalues, the t-geometric
mean P♯tQ can be explicitly expressed, as described by Batzies, Hüper, Machado, and
Leite [2, p.91], which we will outline below. The matrix rP

rP := 2P − I = P − (I − P ),

is the reflection through (RangeP )⊥, where I − P is the orthogonal projection onto
(RangeP )⊥, the orthogonal complement of RangeP , the range of the matrix P , and thus

(I − 2P )2 = I. (1.5)

When the unitary (orthogonal for the real case) matrix (I − 2P )(I − 2Q) has no negative
eigenvalues,

P♯tQ := γ(t) = etΩPe−tΩ, (1.6)

where

Ω :=
1

2
log[(I − 2Q)(I − 2P )] (1.7)

and
−→
PQ can be expressed as

−→
PQ = [P,Ω] := PΩ− ΩP. (1.8)

Hence

γ(t) = [(I − 2Q)(I − 2P )]t/2P [(I − 2Q)(I − 2P )]−t/2. (1.9)

Note that

log[(I − 2Q)(I − 2P )] = − log[(I − 2P )(I − 2Q)] (1.10)

since (I − 2Q)(I − 2P ) = [(I − 2P )(I − 2Q)]−1. Also, from [2, p.86], we have

[P,Ω] = (I − 2P )Ω = −Ω(I − 2P ). (1.11)

The distance between P and Q is given by

d(P,Q) =

[
−1

4
tr (log2(I − 2Q)(I − 2P ))

]1/2
=

1

4
∥ log(I − 2Q)(I − 2P )∥F = ∥Ω∥F = ∥

−→
PQ∥F , (1.12)

where ∥ · ∥F is the Frobenius norm.

Remark 1.1. The expressions for the geodesic (1.6) and the distance (1.12) hold only
when the product (I − 2P )(I − 2Q) has no negative eigenvalues. Under these conditions,

the tangent vector
−→
PQ and the distance can be expressed in terms of Ω as shown.
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The structure of this paper is as follows. In section 2, we establish the Semi-
Parallelogram Law and the Law of Cosines for Grassmannians. Additionally, we prove that
for a geodesic triangle with vertices A, B, and C, the inequality d(A♯B,A♯C) ≥ 1

2
d(A,B)

holds. In section 3, we extend this result, showing that for any t ∈ [0, 1], the inequality
d(A♯tB,A♯tC) ≥ td(A,B) holds. Examples are given to illustrate that these are local
properties, meaning they describe behaviors within a metric ball B of radius less than ρF.

2. Distance inequalities on geometric means

If t ∈ [0, 1] is interpreted as time, then γ(t) is the velocity function. The proposition
below asserts that γ has constant speed, or equivalently, the function

[0, 1] → [0, d(P,Q)], t 7→ d(P, P♯tQ)

is linear.

Proposition 2.1. Let P,Q ∈ Grn,k(F) lie within a metric ball B of radius less than ρF.
Then for any t ∈ [0, 1],

d(P, P♯tQ) = t d(P,Q). (2.1)

Proof. By (1.3), the unique geodesic joining P and Q is given by γ(t) = ExpP (tExp
−1
P Q),

t ∈ [0, 1]. Using (1.4), we have

d(P, P♯tQ) = d(P, γ(t))

= ⟨Exp−1
P (ExpP (t exp

−1
P Q)),Exp−1

P (ExpP (tExp
−1
P Q))⟩1/2P

= ⟨tExp−1
P Q, tExp−1

P Q⟩1/2P

= t⟨Exp−1
P Q,Exp−1

P Q⟩1/2P

= td(P,Q).

□

Proposition 2.1 has some nice implications, namely,

P♯tQ = Q♯1−tP, t ∈ (0, 1), (2.2)

P♯s(P♯tQ) = P♯stQ, s, t ∈ (0, 1), (2.3)

(P♯sQ)♯ t
1−s

Q = P♯s+tQ, s, t, s+ t ∈ (0, 1). (2.4)

To derive (2.2), Proposition 2.1 implies

d(Q,Q♯1−tP ) = (1− t)d(Q,P ) = (1− t)d(P,Q)

and
d(P,Q♯1−tP ) + d(Q,Q♯1−tP ) = d(P,Q),

and thus d(P,Q♯1−tP ) = td(P,Q) = d(P, P♯tQ). This implies P♯tQ = Q♯1−tP since γ(t)
is the unique geodesic joining P and Q. To prove (2.3), Proposition 2.1 implies

d(P, P♯s(P♯tQ)) = s d(P, P♯tQ) = st d(P,Q) = d(P, P♯stQ).

We have P♯s(P♯tQ) = P♯stQ since γ(t) is the unique geodesic joining P and Q. Similarly,
(2.4) can be derived.
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Remark 2.2. We would like to point out that (2.1) holds globally for any two points
in Pn [3, Theorem 6.1.6], and more generally for symmetric spaces of noncompact type.
The Semi-Parallelogram Law for Pn [3, Theorem 6.1.9] reflects the hyperbolic geometry of
Pn which is a symmetric space of noncompact type. For more details on the equivalence
between the Semi-Parallelogram Law and the nonpositive curvature of the underlying
Riemannian manifold, see [12, p.309-311, Theorem 3.5 in Chapter XI, and Chapter XII].

We will establish the local Semi-Parallelogram Law forGrn,k(F), which reflects the ellip-
tic geometry of the Grassmannians, characterized by its nonnegative sectional curvature
[20]. This geometry, primarily driven by the manifold’s curvature, differs from Euclidean
geometry, where straight lines are geodesics, the Parallelogram Law holds, and the sum
of the interior angles of a triangle is π.

Theorem 2.3. Let A,B,C ∈ Grn,k(F) be three points within a metric ball B of radius
less than ρF.

(1) (Semi-Parallelogram Law) If M is the midpoint of the geodesic from A to B, then

d2(M,C) ≥ d2(A,C) + d2(B,C)

2
− d2(A,B)

4
. (2.5)

(2) (Law of Cosines) Suppose that A,B,C are distinct. Let α, β, γ be the angles at
A,B,C, respectively. Then

d2(B,A) ≤ d2(C,A) + d2(C,B)− 2d(C,A)d(C,B) cos γ. (2.6)

and

d(B,A) ≥ d(C,A) cosα + d(C,B) cos β. (2.7)

Moreover,

α + β + γ ⩾ π. (2.8)

A

C

B

B

γ

β

α

Figure 1. Law of Cosines

Proof. The sectional curvature at each point P ∈ B ⊂ Grn,k(F) is nonnegative and B is
convex. We note that the terminology used in [12, p. 220] refers to this property simply
as convex, rather than strongly convex, and we reserve the term convex for function
convexity in Examples 3.4 and 3.5. As shown in [12, p.308], the exponential map at P ,
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ExpP : VP → B, is an isomorphism for a neighborhood VP of 0 of the tangent space TPB,
making ExpP metric non-increasing from VP to B. Specifically, this means:

∥(dExpP )v(w)∥ ⩽ ∥w∥ for all v ∈ VP , w ∈ TvVP , (2.9)

where dExpP denotes the differential of the exponential map ExpP . Note that ExpP is
metric preserving along rays from the origin [12, p.305]:

∥(dExpP )v(w)∥ = ∥w∥, for all v ∈ VP , w ∈ TvVP and w is a scalar multiple of v.

Here ∥·∥ is the norm induced by the Riemannian metric ⟨·, ·⟩P . By an argument similar
to that in Remark 2.2 and Lemma 3.1 of [5] (for the case of the manifold with nonpositive
curvature), we can analogously conclude the following in Grassmannians. If σ : [0, 1] → B
is a smooth curve, then

L(Exp−1
P ◦ σ) ≥ L(σ),

where L(·) is the arc length of the curve [12, p.189]. Therefore,

∥x− y∥ ≥ d(ExpPx,ExpPy)

for any x, y ∈ TvVP .
(1) As M is the midpoint of the geodesic from A to B, there is v1 ∈ TMB such that

A = ExpMv1, B = ExpMv2, M = ExpM0,

where v2 = −v1. For C = ExpMv, where v ∈ TMB, the Parallelogram Law for the
Euclidean space TMB gives

δ2(v1, v2) + 4δ2(v, 0) = 2δ2(v, v1) + 2δ2(v, v2),

where δ(x, y) = ∥x− y∥ := ⟨x− y, x− y⟩1/2M for x, y ∈ TMB. Under the exponential map
ExpM , the distances on the left side are preserved, but the distances on the right side are
not increased. So we have

d2(A,B) + 4d2(C,M) ≥ 2d2(C,A) + 2d2(C,B),

which is the Semi-Parallelogram Law for B ⊂ Grn,k(F).
(2) Similarly, there are v1, v2 ∈ TCB such that

A = ExpCv1, B = ExpCv2, C = ExpC0.

The Law of Cosines for the Euclidean space TCB states:

δ2(v2, v1) = δ2(0, v1) + δ2(0, v2)− 2δ(0, v1)d(0, v2) cos γ.

Under the exponential map ExpC , the distances on the right side are preserved but the
distance on the left side is not increased. So

d2(B,A) ≤ d2(C,A) + d2(C,B)− 2d(C,A)d(C,B) cos γ

i.e., we proves (2.6). By symmetry, we also have

d2(C,B) ≤ d2(C,A) + d2(B,A)− 2d(C,A)d(B,A) cosα,

and

d2(C,A) ≤ d2(C,B) + d2(B,A)− 2d(B,A)d(C,B) cos β.
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Since A and B are distinct, d(B,A) ̸= 0 and thus we have

d(C,A) cosα ≤ d2(C,A) + d2(B,A)− d2(C,B)

2d(B,A)

and

d(C,B) cos β ≤ d2(C,B) + d2(B,A)− d2(C,A)

2d(B,A)
.

So we conclude

d(C,A) cosα + d(C,B) cos β ≤ d(B,A),

i.e., (2.7) is established.
Finally, we can find a plane triangle with sides of lengths d(A,B), d(B,C), d(A,C)

and corresponding angles α′, β′, γ′. The Law of Cosines implies that α′ ⩽ α, β′ ⩽ β and
γ′ ⩽ γ, so we have α + β + γ ⩾ π, which is (2.8). □

In (1) of Theorem 2.3, if D in B exists such that the M is the midpoint of the geodesic
from C to D. Then we have

d2(M,C) ≥ d2(A,C) + d2(B,C)

2
− d2(A,B)

4
,

d2(M,D) ≥ d2(A,D) + d2(B,D)

2
− d2(A,B)

4
,

and

d2(M,C) = d2(M,D) =
d2(C,D)

4
.

Hence we obtain

d2(M,C) + d2(M,D) ≥ d2(A,C) + d2(B,C) + d2(A,D) + d2(B,D)

2
− d2(A,B)

2
d2(C,D)

2
≥ d2(A,C) + d2(B,C) + d2(A,D) + d2(B,D)

2
− d2(A,B)

2
.

Finally, we have

d2(C,D) + d2(A,B) ≥ d2(A,C) + d2(B,C) + d2(A,D) + d2(B,D). (2.10)

C

A

B

B

A]B

D

Figure 2. d2(C,D)+d2(A,B) ≥ d2(A,C)+d2(B,C)+d2(A,D)+d2(B,D)
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Remark 2.4. Theorem 2.3 (1) asserts that for any A,B ∈ B, there is X ∈ B such that
for all C ∈ B,

d2(X,C) ≥ d2(A,C) + d2(B,C)

2
− d2(A,B)

4
, (2.11)

and the midpoint X = M between A and B satisfies this inequality. Moreover, X in
(2.11) is unique. Let M ∈ B is the midpoint of A and B. Then

d2(M,C) ≥ d2(A,C) + d2(B,C)

2
− d2(A,B)

4
for any C ∈ B. Suppose that there is a X ∈ B with X ̸= M such that

d2(X,C) ≥ d2(A,C) + d2(B,C)

2
− d2(A,B)

4
for any C ∈ B. Define the sets

S1 = {C ∈ B : d(X,C) ≥ d(M,C)}, S2 = {C ∈ B : d(X,C) < d(M,C)}.
Then S1 ∩ S2 = ∅ and S1 ∪ S2 = B. Since X ∈ S2, we have

d2(M,X) > 0 = d2(X,X) ≥ d2(A,X) + d2(B,X)

2
− d2(A,B)

4
.

Using the triangle inequality d(A,B) < d(A,X) + d(B,X), we obtain

0 ≥ d2(A,X) + d2(B,X)

2
− d2(A,B)

4

≥ d2(A,X) + d2(B,X)

2
− (d(A,X) + d(B,X))2

4

≥ (d(A,X)− d(B,X))2

4
.

Thus, all inequalities must hold as equalities. From the last equality, we deduce d(A,X) =
d(B,X), and by the first equality, these distances are equal to 1

2
d(A,B). Since there is

only one shortest path between A and B in B, the geodesics between A and B via M must
be identical to the geodesic via X. Therefore, X = M , which contradicts our assumption
that X ̸= M . Hence we conclude that X in (2.11) is unique, and is the midpoint of A
and B.

Remark 2.5. The Semi-Parallelogram Law (2.5) fails to hold if A,B, and C lie outside
the ball B, even if the pairwise products of (I − 2A), (I − 2B), and (I − 2C) have no
negative eigenvalues. This is illustrated by the following numerical example.

Example 2.6. Consider the following three matrices in Gr2,2(C):

A =

(
0.5709 + 0.0000i −0.1226− 0.4795i
−0.1226 + 0.4795i 0.4291 + 0.0000i

)
B =

(
0.1673 + 0.0000i 0.3063− 0.2132i
0.3063 + 0.2132i 0.8327 + 0.0000i

)
C =

(
0.9638 + 0.0000i 0.0316 + 0.1842i
0.0316− 0.1842i 0.0362 + 0.0000i

)
.
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The products (I − 2A)(I − 2B), (I − 2A)(I − 2C), (I − 2B)(I − 2C) have no negative
eigenvalues. By (1.9), the midpoint of A and B is

M =

(
0.7798− 0.0000i −0.3075− 0.2778i
−0.3075 + 0.2778i 0.2202 + 0.0000i

)
.

From (1.12), the distances are d(A,C) = 0.6401, d(B,C) = 0.8476 > 1
4
π, d(A,B) =

0.4970 and d(M,C) = 0.4567, and d2(M,C)− [d
2(A,C)+d2(B,C)

2
− d2(A,B)

4
] = −0.2937. Then

d2(M,C) ≤ d2(A,C) + d2(B,C)

2
− d2(A,B)

4
.

i.e., (2.5) fails to hold. This example also implies that 1
2
rC ⩽ ρC < 1

4
π for Gr2,2(C).

By applying the Semi-Parallelogram Law, we can deduce the following geometric prop-
erty for a geodesic triangle.

Proposition 2.7. Let A,B,C ∈ Grn,k(F) lie within a metric ball B of radius less than
ρF. Then

d(A♯B,A♯C) ≥ d(B,C)

2
. (2.12)

C

A

B

B

A]B A]C

Figure 3. d(A♯B,A♯C) ≥ 1
2
d(B,C)

Proof. Let M1 = A♯B and M2 = A♯C. Applying the Semi-Parallelogram Law (2.5) to the
geodesic triangle ∆(A,B,C) with vertices A,B,C, and M1 being the midpoint of A and
B, we obtain

d2(M1, C) ≥ d2(A,C) + d2(B,C)

2
− d2(A,B)

4
. (2.13)

Next, applying (2.5) again to the geodesic triangle ∆(A,C,M1), with M2 the midpoint of
A and C, gives

d2(M1,M2) ≥
d2(M1, C) + d2(M1, A)

2
− d2(A,C)

4
. (2.14)

Substituting (2.13) into (2.14), we get

d2(M1,M2) ≥
d2(A,C) + d2(B,C)

4
− d2(A,B)

8
+

d2(M1, A)

2
− d2(A,C)

4
.
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Since d(M1, A) =
1
2
d(A,B), this simplifies to d2(M1,M2) ≥ 1

4
d2(B,C). Thus we conclude

that d(M1,M2) ≥ 1
2
d(B,C), which is (2.12). □

3. Generalized Distance Inequality d(A♯tB,A♯tC) ≥ td(B,C) for t ∈ [0, 1].

It follows from (2.12) that d(A♯tB,A♯tC) ≥ td(B,C) for any t = 1
2k
, where k is a

positive integer. It is natural to ask whether (2.12) can be extended to t ∈ [0, 1], that is,

d(A♯tB,A♯tC) ≥ td(B,C), t ∈ [0, 1].

The answer is affirmative. To prove it, we first establish the following lemma.

Lemma 3.1. Let A,B,C ∈ Grn,k(F) lie within a metric ball B of radius less than ρF.
We have

p− 1

p
d(B,C) ≤ d(A♯ p−1

p
B,A♯ p−1

p
C), p = 1, 2, 3, . . . (3.1)

Proof. We will apply the Semi-Parallelogram Law (2.5) strategically to various geodesic
triangles which are triangles within the geodesic triangle ∆(A,B,C) with vertices A,B,C.
This approach is illustrated by the following picture when p = 3.

C

A

B

B

M1 N1

M2 N2

Figure 4. Divisions for p = 3.

To proceed, we equally subdivide the paths AB and AC into p segments each:

Mi = A♯ i
p
B, Ni = A♯ i

p
C, i = 0, 1, . . . , p,

where M0 = A, Mp = B, N0 = A, and Np = C.
For j = 1, . . . , p−1, applying (2.5) to the geodesic triangle ∆(Np−(j+1), Np−(j−1),Mp−1)

with Np−j being the midpoint of Np−(j+1) and Np−(j−1), we have

d2(Mp−1, Np−j) ≥
d2(Mp−1, Np−(j+1)) + d2(Mp−1, Np−(j−1))

2
−

d2(Np−(j+1), Np−(j−1))

4

≥
d2(Mp−1, Np−(j+1)) + d2(Mp−1, Np−(j−1))

2
− d2(A,C)

p2
, (3.2)
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because d(Np−(j+1), Np−(j−1)) = 2
p
d(A,C). Similarly, applying (2.5) to the geodesic tri-

angle ∆(Mp−(j+1),Mp−(j−1), Np) with Mp−j being the midpoint of Mp−(j+1) and Mp−(j−1),
we obtain

d2(Mp−j, Np) ≥
d2(Mp−(j+1), Np) + d2(Mp−(j−1), Np)

2
− d2(A,B)

p2
, (3.3)

where j = 1, . . . , p − 1. Setting j = p − 1, . . . , 2, 1 in (3.2) produces the following p − 1
inequalities:

d2(Mp−1, N1) ≥
d2(Mp−1, N0) + d2(Mp−1, N2)

2
− d2(A,C)

p2
(3.4a)

d2(Mp−1, N2) ≥
d2(Mp−1, N1) + d2(Mp−1, N3)

2
− d2(A,C)

p2
(3.4b)

d2(Mp−1, N3) ≥
d2(Mp−1, N2) + d2(Mp−1, N4)

2
− d2(A,C)

p2
(3.4c)

...

d2(Mp−1, Ni+1) ≥
d2(Mp−1, Ni) + d2(Mp−1, Ni+2)

2
− d2(A,C)

p2
. (3.4d)

...

d2(Mp−1, Np−1) ≥
d2(Mp−1, Np−2) + d2(Mp−1, Np)

2
− d2(A,C)

p2
. (3.4e)

Substituting (3.4a) into (3.4b) gives

d2(Mp−1, N2) ≥
1

2
d2(Mp−1, N1) +

1

2
d2(Mp−1, N3)−

d2(A,C)

p2

≥ 1

2

[
d2(Mp−1, N0) + d2(Mp−1, N2)

2
− d2(A,C)

p2

]
+

1

2
d2(Mp−1, N3)−

d2(A,C)

p2

=
1

4
d2(Mp−1, N0) +

1

4
d2(Mp−1, N2) +

1

2
d2(Mp−1, N3)−

3

2p2
d2(A,C),

which simplifies to

3

4
d2(Mp−1, N2) ≥

1

4
d2(Mp−1, N0) +

1

2
d2(Mp−1, N3)−

3

2p2
d2(A,C).

So we get

d2(Mp−1, N2) ≥
1

3
d2(Mp−1, N0) +

2

3
d2(Mp−1, N3)−

2

p2
d2(A,C). (3.5)
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By substituting (3.5) into (3.4c), we obtain

d2(Mp−1, N3) ≥
1

2
d2(Mp−1, N2) +

1

2
d2(Mp−1, N4)−

d2(A,C)

p2

≥ 1

2

[
1

3
d2(Mp−1, N0) +

2

3
d2(Mp−1, N3)−

2

p2
d2(A,C)

]
+

1

2
d2(Mp−1, N4)−

d2(A,C)

p2

=
1

6
d2(Mp−1, N0) +

1

3
d2(Mp−1, N3) +

1

2
d2(Mp−1, N4)−

2

p2
d2(A,C).

This simplifies to

2

3
d2(Mp−1, N3) ≥

1

6
d2(Mp−1, N0) +

1

2
d2(Mp−1, N4)−

2

p2
d2(A,C).

Hence we conclude that

d2(Mp−1, N3) ≥
1

4
d2(Mp−1, N0) +

3

4
d2(Mp−1, N4)−

3

p2
d2(A,C). (3.6)

In view of (3.5) and (3.6), we now prove following inequalities by induction.

d2(Mp−1, Ni) ≥
1

i+ 1
d2(Mp−1, N0)+

i

i+ 1
d2(Mp−1, Ni+1)−

i

p2
d2(A,C), j = 1, 2, . . . , p−1.

(3.7)
Assume that

d2(Mp−1, Ni) ≥
1

i+ 1
d2(Mp−1, N0) +

i

i+ 1
d2(Mp−1, Ni+1)−

i

p2
d2(A,C).

By (3.4d), we have

d2(Mp−1, Ni+1) ≥
1

2
d2(Mp−1, Ni) +

1

2
d2(Mp−1, Ni+2)−

d2(A,C)

p2

≥ 1

2

( 1

i+ 1
d2(Mp−1, N0) +

i

i+ 1
d2(Mp−1, Ni+1)−

i

p2
d2(A,C)

)
+

1

2
d2(Mp−1, Ni+2)−

d2(A,C)

p2

=
1

2(i+ 1)
d2(Mp−1, N0) +

i

2(i+ 1)
d2(Mp−1, Ni+1)

+
1

2
d2(Mp−1, Ni+2)−

i+ 2

2p2
d2(A,C),

and then

i+ 2

2(i+ 1)
d2(Mp−1, Ni+1) ≥

1

2(i+ 1)
d2(Mp−1, N0) +

1

2
d2(Mp−1, Ni+2)−

i+ 2

2p2
d2(A,C).

So

d2(Mp−1, Ni+1) ≥
1

i+ 2
d2(Mp−1, N0) +

i+ 1

i+ 2
d2(Mp−1, Ni+2)−

i+ 1

p2
d2(A,C).
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Now we can conclude that

d2(Mp−1, Ni) ≥
1

i+ 1
d2(Mp−1, N0)+

i

i+ 1
d2(Mp−1, Ni+1)−

i

p2
d2(A,C), i = 1, 2, ..., p−1.

(3.8)
When i = p− 2, we have

d2(Mp−1, Np−2) ≥
1

p− 1
d2(Mp−1, N0) +

p− 2

p− 1
d2(Mp−1, Np−1)− (p− 2)

d2(A,C)

p2
(3.9)

Similarly, by (3.3), for i = 1, 2, . . . , p− 1 we obtain

d2(Mi, Np) ≥
1

i+ 1
d2(M0, Np) +

i

i+ 1
d2(Mi+1, Np)−

i

p2
d2(A,B). (3.10)

In particular, taking i = p− 1, we have

d2(Mp−1, Np) ≥
1

p
d2(M0, Np) +

p− 1

p
d2(Mp, Np)− (p− 1)

d2(A,B)

p2
. (3.11)

Note that d(Mp−1, N0) = p−1
p
d(A,B), d(M0, Np) = d(A,C) and d(Mp, Np) = d(B,C).

From (3.4e), (3.9) and (3.11), we have

d2(Mp−1, Np−1) ≥
1

2
d2(Mp−1, Np−2) +

1

2
d2(Mp−1, Np)−

d2(A,C)

p2

≥ 1

2

( 1

p− 1
d2(Mp−1, N0) +

p− 2

p− 1
d2(Mp−1, Np−1)− (p− 2)

d2(A,C)

p2
)

+
1

2

(1
p
d2(M0, Np) +

p− 1

p
d2(Mp, Np)− (p− 1)

d2(A,B)

p2
)
− d2(A,C)

p2

=
p− 1

2p2
d2(A,B) +

p− 2

2(p− 1)
d2(Mp−1, Np−1)−

p− 2

2p2
d(A,C) +

1

2p
d2(A,C)

+
p− 1

2p
d2(B,C)− p− 1

2p2
d2(A,B)− 1

p2
d2(A,C)

=
p− 2

2(p− 1)
d2(Mp−1, Np−1) +

(p− 1

2p2
− p− 1

2p2
)
d2(A,B)

+
( 1

2p
− p− 2

2p2
− 1

p2
)
d2(A,C) +

p− 1

2p
d2(B,C)

=
p− 2

2(p− 1)
d2(Mp−1, Np−1) +

p− 1

2p
d2(B,C).

Therefore, (
1− p− 2

2(p− 1)

)
d2(Mp−1, Np−1) ≥

p− 1

2p
d2(B,C).

Simplifying, we get d(Mp−1, Np−1) ≥ (p−1)
p

d(B,C), and hence

p− 1

p
d(B,C) ≤ d(A♯ p−1

p
B,A♯ p−1

p
C), p = 1, 2, . . .

□



14

Next, we extend Lemma 3.1 to show that td(B,C) ≤ d(A♯tB,A♯tC) for any t ∈ [0, 1].

Theorem 3.2. Let A,B,C ∈ Grn,k(F) lie within a metric ball B of radius less than ρF.
Then

d(A♯tB,A♯tC) ≥ td(B,C), t ∈ [0, 1]. (3.12)

C

A

B

B

A]tB A]tC

Figure 5. d(A♯tB,A♯tC) ≥ td(B,C), t ∈ [0, 1].

Proof. Let k and p be positive integers with k ≤ p. Let

B0 = A♯ k+1
p
B, C0 = A♯ k+1

p
C.

By Lemma 3.1, we have

d(A k
k+1

B0, A♯ k
k+1

C0) ≥
k

k + 1
d(B0, C0).

Using (2.3), we obtain

A♯ k
k+1

B0 = A♯ k
k+1

(
A♯ k+1

p
B
)
= A♯ k

p
B, A♯ k

k+1
C0 = A♯ k

k+1

(
A♯ k+1

p
C
)
= A♯ k

p
C.

They lead to

d(A♯ k
p
B,A♯ k

p
C) ≥ k

k + 1
d(A k+1

p
B,A♯ k+1

p
C) for all k ≤ q.

Inductively,

d(A♯ k
p
B,A♯ k

p
C) ≥ k

k + 1
d(A k+1

p
B,A♯ k+1

p
C)

≥ k

k + 1

k + 1

k + 2
d(A k+2

p
B,A♯ k+2

p
C)

...

≥ k

k + 1

k + 1

k + 2
· · · p− 1

p
d(B,C) =

k

p
d(B,C).

Thus d(A♯tB,A♯tC) ≥ td(B,C) holds for any rational number t ∈ [0, 1]. Finally, by
continuity, we conclude that d(A♯tB,A♯tC) ≥ td(B,C) for any t ∈ [0, 1]. □
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Remark 3.3. Theorem 3.2 also holds for any non-negative curvature manifold M within
a locally convex ball B, where the geodesic between any two points in B is unique. Specif-
ically, if A,B,C ∈ M are contained within such a ball B of radius less than ρM, then for
any t ∈ [0, 1], the inequality

d(A♯tB,A♯tC) ≥ td(B,C)

holds. Moreover, the technique we use to prove the generalized inequality (3.12) in this
section can be adapted to the analogous inequality d(A♯tB,A♯tC) ≤ td(B,C) for non-
positive curvature manifolds, with the main difference being that the inequality holds in
the opposite direction and globally.

For the hyperbolic Pn, the distance function dPn(·, ·) in (1.2) is convex globally [13,
Corollary 3.11] on [0, 1], i.e.,

dPn(B1♯B2, C1♯C2) ≤ (1− t)dPn(B1, C1) + tdPn(B2, C2), t ∈ [0, 1], (3.13)

holds globally. In contrast, the numerical examples below tell us that the distance function
d(·, ·) for the Grassmannians is neither convex nor concave globally.

Example 3.4. Consider the following four matrices in Gr2,2(R):

B1 =

(
0.9414 0.2348
0.2348 0.0586

)
B2 =

(
0.9998 0.0144
0.0144 0.0002

)
C1 =

(
0.9969 −0.0560
−0.0560 0.0031

)
C2 =

(
0.1533 0.3603
0.3603 0.8467

)
.

The unitary matrices (I−2B1)(I−2B2), (I−2C1)(I−2C2), (I−2B1)(I−2C1), (I−2B2)(I−
2C2) have no negative eigenvalues. From (1.12), the distances are d(B1, C1) = 1.6321,
d(B2, C2) = 0.4250 and d(B1♯B2, C1♯C2) = 0.6035. Then

d(B1♯B2, C1♯C2) <
1

2
d(B1, C1) +

1

2
d(B2, C2).

Example 3.5. Consider the following four matrices in Gr2,2(R):

B1 =

(
0.2793 0.4486
0.4486 0.7207

)
B2 =

(
0.4345 −0.4957
−0.4957 0.5655

)
C1 =

(
0.7691 0.4214
0.4214 0.2309

)
C2 =

(
0.6708 −0.4699
−0.4699 0.3292

)
.

The unitary matrices (I−2B1)(I−2B2), (I−2C1)(I−2C2), (I−2B1)(I−2C1), (I−2B2)(I−
2C2) have no negative eigenvalues. From (1.12), the distances are d(B1, C1) = 0.7251,
d(B2, C2) = 0.3395 and d(B1♯B2, C1♯C2) = 1.8589. Then

d(B1♯B2, C1♯C2) >
1

2
d(B1, C1) +

1

2
d(B2, C2).

Note that we are not sure if d(B1♯B2, C1♯C2) ≥ (1− t)d(B1, C1) + td(B2, C2) holds for
t ∈ [0, 1] when B1, B2, C1 and C2 are within the metric ball B as it would involve ρF.

Remark 3.6. The reverse versions of inequalities (2.12) and (3.12) for Pn can be found
in [3], reflecting the hyperbolic geometry of Pn. These results were further extended to
symmetric spaces of noncompact type [13, Theorem 3.10].
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4. Conclusion

In this paper, we provided the geometric properties of Grassmannians, focusing on dis-
tance inequalities and geodesic structures. We first established the Semi-Parallelogram
Law and the Law of Cosines, providing foundational insights into the nature of geodesic
triangles in Grassmannians. We then proved that the inequality d(A♯B,A♯C) ≥ 1

2
d(A,B)

holds for geodesic triangles with sufficiently close vertices A, B, and C. Moreover, we
extended this result to a more general setting by proving that for any t ∈ [0, 1], the
inequality d(A♯tB,A♯tC) ≥ td(B,C) holds. this work lays a foundation for further ex-
ploration of Grassmannian structures and their applications in various mathematical and
computational domains.
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