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1 Introduction

In recent years, some large-scale, high-dimensional, nonconvex and nonsmooth optimization problems
from artificial intelligence machine learning need to be solved. However, traditional iterative algorithms
used to solve these problems is not satisfactory. In order to solve these optimization problems in engineer-
ing applications and theoretical research, researchers try to embed the original complex problems from
Fuclidean space to the differential manifold by selecting appropriate metrics, linearizing the nonlinear
problem, transforming the nonconvex programming into geodesic convex programming, and reducing the
dimension of high-dimensional big data through isometric mapping, so as to simplify the problem. In
general, the main difference between the manifold optimization problem and the classical optimization
problem is that the differential manifold is not a linear space. The natural idea is to extend the related
concepts and methods of linear space to Riemannian manifolds by using geodesics (see [1LBLBLR] for more
details). Actually, the concepts and techniques in the last decades, which fit in Euclidean spaces, have
extended to the nonlinear framework of Riemannian manifolds (see, for example, [B[OH2TL23H25], and the

references therein).

Generally speaking, convexity plays a very important role in optimization theory and related prob-
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lems. On this account, introducing geodesic convexity into manifolds to study optimization problems
is an interesting research direction. The manifold optimization problems is not a simple generalization
of the classical optimization problem in Euclidean space. Although the differential manifold is a local
differential homeomorphism in an Euclidean space, the key to this problem is that the convexity is not
topological homeomorphism invariance, and it is much more complex on the general manifold than Eu-
clidean space. Therefore, the results involving convexity are essentially different from the classical ones
in Euclidean space. For example, on Hadamard manifolds, Németh [I7] proved the Brouwer fixed point
theorem under geodesic convexity, and obtained the existence of solutions for a class of variational in-
equality problems; Colao et al. [I8] and Zhou et al. [20] proved the existence of the solution for solving
one equilibrium problem. We also characterized the geodesic pseudo-convex combination and proved that
the KKM mapping on the differential manifold has the property of non empty intersection [21122]. We
believe that the further study of geodesic convexity and related problems on differential manifolds is an

innovative work different from the classical conclusion in linear space.

Besides, many scholars have paid attention to the optimality conditions and related problems of
nonlinear programming problems on manifolds (for example, see [L0,26H28] and its references). On the
basis of these above research, it is interesting and necessary to further study the constrained manifold
optimization problem. This is because the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) condition of constrained opti-
mization in Euclidean linear space is derived from the separation theorem of convex sets. The separation
of convex sets, the existence and properties of supporting hyperplanes play important roles in constrained
optimization problems. In classical theory, the separation theorem is derived from the algebraic descrip-
tion of the projection of a point on a closed convex set. The algebraic expression is a form of variational
inequality, which means that variational inequality is also sufficient in this problem. In addition, the re-
sults in related research also include the characterization of various constraint features and Fakas’ Lemma.
Moreover, the above studies can be characterized equivalently by the theory and geometric properties of
cones, which means that the polar cones, tangent cones and normal cones defined on tangent spaces are
effective tools for studying the constraints and optimality conditions in manifold optimization problems.
The main idea of this paper is to extend the above conclusions to nonconvex case, and discuss the concept
and properties of cones on tangent spaces by using the geometric properties of manifolds. Specifically,
we study the separation theorem between a point and a locally geodesic convex set on a Riemannian
manifold, and prove that there exists a supporting quasi hyperplane at any point on the boundary of
a closed locally geodesic convex set. As an application, we obtain a class of optimality conditions for

constrained optimization problems on Riemannian manifolds.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents some necessary concepts, lemmas
and propositions. In Section 3, a quasi-hyperplane is defined and a result is given to show that a point
can be separated from a local geodesic convex set by this quasi-hyperplane. A proof is also obtained to
indicate that there is a supporting quasi-hyperplane at any point on the boundary of a local geodesic
convex set. Before summarizing this paper, in Section 4, some concepts and properties of tangent cones,
polar cones and normal cones on manifolds are discussed. As applications, the optimality conditions for

a class of constrained manifold optimization problems have been established.



2 Preliminaries

In this section, we recall some definitions and basic properties about the geometry of the manifolds used

in this paper, which can be found in many introductory books on Riemannian and differential geometry
(see, for example, [4]]).

Let M be a smooth, simply connected, Hausdorff m-dimensional manifold, which has a countable
atlas. By given © € M, the tangent space of M at x denoted by T, M is a linear subspace, and the
tangent bundle of M defined by

TM = U T, M,
xeM

is a naturally manifold. A vector field V on M is a mapping of M into T'M, which is associated with
each point © € M and a vector V(z) C T, M. The manifold M can be endowed with a Riemannian
metric to become a Riemannian manifold. Then the scalar product and the norm denoted by (-,-) and
|l - || respectively are defined on T, M. Recall that the length of a piecewise smooth curve 7 : [a,b] — M
joining z = y(a) to y = y(b) is defined as

b
L(y) = / 14 lde.

For any z,y € M, the Riemannian distance d(x,y) is the minimal length of all the curves joining x to y
(see [9], p.22).
A vector field V' is said to be parallel along a smooth curve v € M if and only if V)V = 0, where

V is the Levi-Civita connection associated with (M, (-,-)). The smooth curve v is said to be a geodesic if
and only if V5 ¥(t) = 0. The gradient of a differentiable function f : M — R, gradf, is a vector field on
M defined through df (X) = (gradf, X) = X (f), where X is also a vector field on M. A geodesic joining
2 to y in M is said to be minimal if and only if its length is equal to d(x,y).

As Cheeger and Cromoll have shown in [2], any closed locally convex and connected set C' C M

bears the structure of an imbeded k-dimensional submanifold with smooth totally geodesic interior of C'.

Definition 2.1. The interior of C, denoted by int(C) is the union of all submanifolds of M contained
in C, and the boundary of C' is bd(C) := C\int(C).

Definition 2.2. ([, [5], p.17) The exponential mapping exp, : T, M — M is defined by exp,v := v, (1),
where 7, is the geodesic defined by its position p and velocity v at p.

It follows from ( [4], p.63-64) the definition of geodesic flow that there is an open starlike neighborhood

% of zero vectors in T'M and an open neighborhood ¥ in M x M such that the exponential map
U > €XPp(,) U is smooth on %, and

TXexp: U =V (2.1)

is a diffeomorphism, where 7 is the projection of TM onto M. Then, for u € %, the map t — exptu,0 <
t < 1, describes a minimal geodesic from 7(u) to expu, and this minimal geodesic is the only one
between these points. The diffeomorphism inverse to ([2J]) will be denoted by ® : ¥ — %, so for any
given (p,q) € ¥, ®(p,q) € % is the initial vector of the unique minimal geodesic from p to ¢ of length
|2

d(p, q), which implies that the smoothness of (p,q) — |®(p,q)|* on ¥. Then we can define the geodesic

flow as follows:



Definition 2.3. The geodesic flow (2
QW —-TM (2.2)

is defined by
Q(u,t) := d(exptu)/0t, (2.3)

where # consisting of all (u,t) € TM x R with tu € 7. The open set # is a neighborhood of TM x 0,
and (2 is smooth on 7.

Lemma 2.1. ( [16], Lemma 2.4) Let 29 € M and {x,} C M such that x,, — z¢. Then, the following

assertions hold.

(i) For any given y € M, exp;nly — exp;oly and emp;lxn — ewp;laco;
(i) If {v,} is a sequence such that v, € T, M and v, — vg, then vy € Ty, M;

(iii) For given sequences {u,} and {v,} satisfying w,,v, € T, M, if u, — up and v, — vy with
ug, vo € Ty, M, then

(Un, vy) = (ug, Vo).

Definition 2.4. ( [6]) A subset C' C M is said to be weakly geodesic convex if and only if for any two
points z,y € C, there is a minimal geodesic v : [a,b] — M from « to y lying in C, that is, if v : [a,0] = M
is a geodesic such that z = y(a) and y = y(b), then ~(t) € C for all ¢ € [a,b]. If such a minimal geodesic

is unique within C' then C' is said to be geodesic convex.

Definition 2.5. ( [6l[7]) A subset C' C M is said to be strongly geodesic convex if and only if for any
two points x,y € C, there is just one minimal geodesic from x to y and it is in C. In this case the image

of the geodesic is denoted by 7, , and is called geodesic segment.

Definition 2.6. For each p € M, there is a largest r(p) > 0, which is called geodesic convex radius, such
that for 0 < r < r(p), all the open ball Balys(p,r) in M is strongly geodesic convex and each geodesic in

Balys(p,r) is minimal.

Remark 2.1. ( [6]) Thereis a largest d(p) > 0 such that, for 0 < d < d(p), the Euclidean ball Balz, (0, d)

in T}, M is diffeomopphic to Balys(p,7) via the exponential map exp,, .

Definition 2.7. A subset C' C M is said to be locally geodesic convex if and only if for any p in the
closure of C, namely, cl(C), there is a positive e(p) < r(p) such that CNBalys(p, e(p)) is strongly geodesic

convex.

From now on, let a Riemannian manifold M be endowed by a Riemannian metric (-,-) with corre-
sponding norm denoted by || - ||, and a subset C' C M is locally geodesic convex. Now we recall some

useful results about the geodesic on a Riemannian manifold.

Lemma 2.2. ( [2], Lemma 2.3) For each compact subset A C M there is an €4 > 0 such that, forallp € A
and 0 < r <exs <r(p), if v:[0,b] = Balp(p,r) is a nonconstant geodesic, and 7o : [0, 1] — Balys(p,r) is
the minimal geodesic from p to v(0), with (¥(0), 40(1)) 1 om =0, then ¢t — d(v(t), p) is strictly increasing
on [0, b].



Lemma 2.3. ( [6], Theorem 1) For each locally geodesic convex set C' C M, if C' is closed, then there is
an open neighborhood U of C such that, for each g € U, there exists a unique ¢* € C such that

d(q,q") = inf{d(q,p)lp € C} =: d(q, C),
which is a unique minimal geodesic from ¢ to ¢* lying in U.

Remark 2.2. The map g — ¢* is said to be the metric projection onto C' and the projection g* is
denoted as Pro(g). The previous lemma gives the existence of projection of any point in the geodesic

convex open neighborhood of a closed locally geodesic convex set C.

The following lemma shows that the metric projection can be characterized by variational inequality

in a tangent space.

Lemma 2.4. ( [6], Lemma 2) Let closed set C and U be defined in Lemma 23] and () be defined in
Definition 2771 For each z € C, let V(z) C T, M be a vector field defined by

V(z) = {vz € T, M|exp, tHv—zH € int(C') for some positive t < E(p)} .
Vg

Then the following statements hold:
(i) For any given ¢ € U\C, let ¢* = Prc(q) be the projection of g. Then for each vy« € V(g*), one has

(u, vq*)Tq* u <0, (2.4)
where u = 44+ 4(0) = eXp;*1 q € Ty« M is the initial vector of vg 4.

(ii) Let p € C and 0 # u € T, M satisfy (u,vp>TpM < 0 for all v, € V(p). If t4 > 0 such that
exp, tu € U on [0,t1], (t) = exp, tu is minimal geodesic on [0,#1], and Pr¢(exp, tu) = p on [0,#1],
then exp,, tu € U\C on (0,1].

The conclusions presented in Lemma [2.4] can also be described by the cone on the tangent space. To

this end, we first recall the definition of tangent cone of C' as follows.

Definition 2.8. Let C' be a subset of M. For any p € C' C M, the tangent cone is defined as

Te(p) = {v eT,M

expptﬁ € int(C) for some positive t < £(p) } u {0} = V(p) U{0}.
The polar cone of Te(p) is said to be a normal cone, which is given by

Ne(p) = To(p)* = {u € TyM| {u, v}y, 5 <0,Y0 € To(p) }

Remark 2.3. A polar cone is always a closed convex set in a tangent space. One has the following
equivalences:
p € int(C) & Ta(p) =T,M < Nc(p) = {0}.

Thus, Lemma [Z4] can be rewritten as follows.

Lemma 2.5. Let C,U be the same as in Lemma [Z3] () be the same as in Definition 7] and for any
q € U\C, ¢* = Prc(q) be the projection of ¢. If u is the initial vector of v4+ 4, then u € Ne(g*).



We also need the following definition and proposition.

Definition 2.9. ( [5], p. 61) A real-valued function f : M — R defined on C is said to be geodesic

convex if and only if for any geodesic v of C, the composition function fo.v: R — R is convex, i.e.,
(fer)(ta+ (1 —1)b) <t(fov)(a) + (L =1)(f-7)(b)
for any a,b € Rand 0 <t < 1.

Lemma 2.6. ( [29] p. 222) Let d: M x M — R be the geodesic distance function. Then d is a geodesic
convex function with respect to the product Riemannian metric, that is, for any given pair of geodesics
v :[0,1] = M and 75 : [0,1] — M, the following inequality holds for all ¢t € [0, 1] :

d(71(t),72(t)) < (1 =t)d (71(0),72(0)) + td (y1(1),72(1)) -

In particular, for each y € M, the function d(-,y) : M — R is a geodesic convex function.

3 Separation theorem on M

It is well known that the separation theorem of convex sets can be obtained by using the projection
property in R™. In this section, we first define a quasi-hyperplane on a Riemannian manifold and then

prove a similar separation theorem of geodesic convex sets by Lemma 24

Definition 3.1. Let U be the same as in Lemma[2.3] such that, for any given points p,q € U, u = exp;1 q

is the initial vector of the minimal geodesic v, 4. Then, for any given real number «, the set

H(p,q,a) = {a e U] <u,exp;1a>TpM = a}
is said to the quasi-hyperplane of U with respect to v, 4.

Theorem 3.1. Let C,U be defined in Lemma Then for any given y € U\cl(C), there exists a
quasi-hyperplane separating y and C, i.e., for any z € int(cl(C')) (not necessarily equal to C), there exist

p € cl(C) with u = exp;1 y and a real number « such that
(u, expy, ! Z>TPM <o < (u,exp,’ y>TpM'

Proof. Since cl(C) is a closed locally geodesic convex set, for any p, z € cl(C'), the unique minimal geodesic

Yp,» from p to z is in cl(C). Let v =4, .(0) = exp;1 z. Then for some small enough ¢ > 0, we have

v t 1 t .
exp, t—- = exp, — €Xp, " Z = Yp, (—) € int(cl(C)).
Pl Plloll " SN
By Lemma 23 and ([24)), one has
<6Xp;1 v, eXp;l Z>TPM = (u, eXp;1 z>TpM <0, (3.5)

where p = Prcl(c)(y) is the projection of y on cl(C).
On the other hand, y ¢ cl(C) implies that p # y and 4, ,(0) # 0, and so

0 < [py ()" = llull® = (u, exp,* y)r. - (3.6)



It follows from (3] and (B.4) that

(u, eXp;1 z>TpM <0< (u, exp;1 y>TpM . (3.7)
It means that y and C are separated by the quasi-hyperplane H(Prd(c)(y), y,0). O

Obviously, this separation property has the following relationship with the classic separation property

of convex sets on the tangent space.

Corollary 3.1. Let C,U, y, p be defined in Theorem Bl If H(p,y,0) is the separating quasi-hyperplane
of y and C, then exp, ' (H(p,y,0)) is the separating hyperplane of exp, !y and Tcl(C)(p)'

Theorem [ shows that p is in the separating quasi-hyperplane H(Prd(c)(y), y,0) and
<exp§1 Y, exp];1 z>T y < 0holds for all z € int(cl(C)). Thus, we can call H(Prd(c)(y), y,0) the support-
ing quasi-hyperplane of C' at p.

The following theorem gives the existence of the supporting quasi-hyperplane of C' at any point of
bd(C).

Theorem 3.2. Let C, U be defined in Lemma[23l Then for each p € bd(cl(C)), there exists y € U\cl(C)
such that <exp;1 Y, eXp];1 Z>T 3 <0 for all z € int(cl(C)), ie.,

H(p,y,0) = {a € Ul (exp, ' y,exp, a>TpM = 0}
is a supporting quasi-hyperplane of C at p.

Proof. Since p € bd(cl(C)), for any given §y > 0, we have {y € Uld(p,y) < do} N U\cl(C) # (. Thus
we can take a positive number sequence 6 — 0, and a sequence {y*} with y* € {y € Uld(p,y) <
8k} NU\cI(C) such that y* — p. By Lemmal[27] there exists a unique geodesic 7, ,« () from p to y* with

: —1,k k ok k Py
Yp,yr (0) = exp, ¥ and 7, x (0x) = y". By letting p* = Prd(c)(y ) and ug = el it follows from
Theorem [B.] that !
1
-1 —1,k ~1 :
Uf, X z = —+—(ex ex z <0, Vzeint(cl(CO)). 3.8
(s expy, >TMM Tomp T 0 Vo eB 0 <0 (cl(©)) (3.8)
Clearly, {ux} is a bounded sequence and so we can find u € T,M with ||ul| = 1 such that ur, — u as

k — +o0 along a subsequence. By taking the limit to the subsequence in ([B.8]), and by using Lemma [ZT]
we obtain

<u,exp§1 z>T S0, Vz € int(cl(0)). (3.9)

It means that the normal cone is not empty at any point on the boundary of C. Based on Lemma [2.4]
(ii), 0 # u € Nc(p) and there exists t; > 0 such that exp,tu € U and Pro(exp,tu) = p on t € [0,14].
Letting to € (0,1], then y* = exp, tou € U\cl(C) and p is the projection of y*. It follows from ([3.3) that

<exp;1 T eXp;1 z>TpM = <exp;1 exp, tou, eXp;1 z>TpM =1 <u, exp;1 z>TpM <0, Vzeint(c(C)).

This completes the proof. |



4 Applications

4.1 Tangent Cone and Normal Cone

In order to apply the separation theorem to obtain some optimal conditions for optimization problems
with constraints on Riemannian manifolds, we discuss some properties of tangent cone and normal cone

of a locally geodesic convex set.

Lemma 4.1. Let C, D be locally geodesic convex subsets of M. If C C D, then Np(p) C Ne(p) for all
peC.

Proof. Clearly, C' C D implies that Tc(p) C Tp(p). Let u € Np(p). Then (u,v)r ,, < 0 for all
v € Tp(p). Thus, for any v" € Te(p) C Tp(p), we have (u,v)7 \; < 0 and so u € N¢(p). This shows
that Np(p) C Nc(p). O

Lemma 4.2. Let C be a locally geodesic convex subset of M. Then for any z € C, y € Tc(z) if and
only if there exist a sequence {*} in int(C) with ¥ — Z and a nonnegative number sequence {ay,} such
that
= i Lk,
y= lim opexp; o
Proof. Let y € Tc(Z). Then there is ¢ < €(Z) such that exp; t”—z” € int(C). Let z¥ = exp, tkII_ZII with
tp <t. Then 2F — z as t;, — 04. Putting o = ”t—i” > 0, we have
lim apexp-tzf = lm ayexps!exp. tki =q.
k——+o0 v k—+o0 v )l

Conversely, for any given 2° € int(C), there exists a unique geodesic from Z to 2", namely Va.,zo0 (),

in the locally geodesic convex set C. Let vz ,0(0) = Z and zF = 'yj’zo(k—il) for k = 0,1,2,---. Then
xF — 7 as k — +oo and zF € int(C). If ay = || exp; ' z¥|| > 0, then
Y lim o exp*1 z" 76nglxk im %,w(ﬁ) V20 (0) englsco
= k €XDz = = = . = — = L
k—+oo x k—+oo ||expy tak|  k—too H%@o(kil W 1z | expzt 29|
and so 1o
Y CXPz 0~
exp,t— = exp,t———— =z~ € int(C),
“lyll " expzt a0 @

where t = HeTlleH > 0. This implies that y € Tc(Z). O

Now we can show the following properties of tangent cone and normal cone of a locally geodesic

convex set on Riemannian manifolds.

Theorem 4.1. For any given p € C' C M, the tangent cone T¢(p) is a nonempty closed subset of T),M,
and Tc(p) = cl(Te(p)) = (Ne(p))*.

Proof. First we prove that T (p) is a nonempty closed set. In fact, it follows from 0 € T (p) that Te(p)
is nonempty. Let {y’} C Tc(p) be a sequence with y* — y*. We need to prove that y* € Tc(p). To
this end, by Lemma 2] for any given i, there exist a sequence {x*(i)} C int(C) with 2*(i) — p and



a nonnegative number sequence {o (i)} such that y* = limg_, oo (i) exp, ' 2%(i). Thus, there exists
k1 (i) such that for any k > ky(i), d(«*(i),p) < I, and exists ko (i) such that, for any k > ks (i),

. _ ) - 1
Jouiyexpy a*(0) — /] < 2.
Let k(i) = max{k1(i), k2(i)}, s = o, (i), and x; =z, (i). Then d(z;,p) < 1+ — 0 and
o o | .
loi expyt & =yl < llewexpy "o’ =yl +lly' =yl < < + Iy’ =y =0

as i — +o00. Therefore, y* € T (p).

Then we show that cl(Tc(p)) C (Ne(p))*. For each u € Te(p), one has (u,v)p 5, < 0 for all
v € Ne(p) and so u € (N (p))*. This shows that To(p) C (Ne(p))*. Since (Ne(p))* is closed, we have
d(Te(p)) € (Ne(p))®

Next we prove that cl(Te(p)) D (Ne(p))*. Assume that there exists & belongs to (Ne¢(p))* but
not to cl(Tc(p)). Then it follows from the definition of tangent cone that exp, & ¢ cl(C). From [B1) in
Theorem B.1], one has

<:i,exp;1 z>T u S0, Vz € int(cl(0)),

which shows that & € Ncl(c)(p) C N¢(p) by Lemma [l Since 0 € cl(Te(p)), so & # 0 and it contradicts
the fact & € Ne(p) N (Ne(p))*.

By the facts cl(Tc(p)) € (Ne(p))® and cl(Te(p)) O (Ne(p))®, we have cl(Te(p)) = (Ne(p))* and so
Te(p) = cl(Te(p) = (Ne(p))™ O

4.2 Optimality conditions of optimization problems with constraints

In this subsection, we consider the following manifold optimization problem (for short, MOP) on a

Riemannian manifold M:

s.t. xze€s,

{ min f(x) (4.1)

where S C M is a nonempty geodesic convex subset and f : M — R is a differentiable function.

Based on Theorem [£J] we can obtain the necessary conditions for the local optimal solution of the
MOP (I as follows.

Theorem 4.2. If Z is the local optimal solution of the MOP (1)) and S is a locally geodesic convex
subset of M, then —gradf(z) € Ns(Z).

k' — 7z and a

Proof. From Lemma 2] for any y € Ts(%), there exist a sequence {x*} C int(S) with z
nonnegative number sequence {«ay} such that y = limg_, oo af expz L2k, Since f is differentiable at z,

we have

(grad f(2), S (0))zns = tg%ﬂ_ f(%z,zk (tt)) - f(f)7

where ¥ € int(S) and Yz~ (t) is the unique geodesic from Z to zF. Because S is a locally geodesic convex
set and 2" € int(S), we know that v, .« (t) lies in int(S) as 0 < ¢ < 1.

If z is the local optimal solution, then f(x) > f(Z) for any « € S and so

<7gradf(v>a;yi,zk (0>>T5:M - <7gradf(:f),expgl xk>T5:M < O,V.Ik € Hlt(S)



Since ay, > 0, it follows from Theorem ] that Ts(Z) is closed and so
(—gradf(z), kEIJPoo o expgg1 zk>TiM = (—gradf(Z),y)r,m <0, Vye Ts(x). (4.2)
This implies that —gradf(z) € Ng(Z). O

Next, we consider how the MOP (1)) can be further characterized if the feasible set S is defined by
a set of inequality constraints. More precisely, we consider the following MOP with a set of inequality
constraints (for short, IEQMOP):

{ min f(z)

(4.3)
st. zelS={xg(x) <0,i=1,2,...,1},

where g, : M — R,i = 1,2,...,1 are geodesic convex functions. Let S; = {x € M|g;(z) < 0} and
S = ﬂézlSi. Clearly, for each ¢ = 1,2,...,1, S; is a locally geodesic convex set by the definition of the
geodesic convex function and so the feasible set S is also a locally geodesic convex set. The constraints
that satisfy ¢g(Z) = 0 at a feasible solution z are called active constraints, and their index set is denoted
as I(z) = {i|lg:(z) = 0}. If the function g is differentiable at Z, then the following linearization cone
Cs(Z) can be defined:

Cs(z) = {y € T=M|(gradg;(Z), y) 1, pr < 0,7 € I(Z)}.

Thus, both the tangent cone and linearization cone are approximate descriptions on the tangent space of

the geodesic convex set at any point in it, and they have the following relationship.

Lemma 4.3. For any point Z € S in IEQMOP ([3)), one has Ts(z) C Cs(T).

Proof. Let y € Ts(z). Then there exist a sequence {z*} C int(S) with z¥ — # and a nonnegative number

sequence {ay} such that y = limg_, 4 o g exp; ' 2¥. Since 2* € int(S) and g;(z) = 0 for i € I(Z), one has

gi(expz texpgg1 %) — g:(Z) gi(expz texpi_1 zF) -0

(7 -1k a = i =1l < 0. '
(gradg; (), exp; "~ )1, M Jm . Jm ; <0. (4.4)
Taking k — 400 in (@), since oy > 0, we have
(gradg;(z), khl}rl ayexpy ' a®)r,m = (gradgi (Z), y)romr <0, i€ I(Z)
—>+00
and so y € Cs(T). O

Lemma 4.4. The polar cone
Cs(z)" = Z Aigradg(Z)| A; = 0
i€l(x)

Proof. Let K = {Ziel(i) Aigradg; (T)|\; > 0}. Then it easy to see that K is a closed convex set in T5 M.
For any y € Cs(Z), we obtain

( Z )\igradgi(f)vy>Ti]M = Z Ai(gradg;(Z), y)r,m < 0.
i€l(x) i€I(Z)

Thus, >, c ;) Aigradg:(Z) € Cs(z)* and so y € K*, which means that K C Cs(z)" and Cs(z) C K*.
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On the other hand, for any x € K* and any A; > 0, one has

<5€, > Aigradgz‘(f)> = Y Nilw, gradg(z))r,m < 0.
Tz M

i€I(T) i€I(T)

From the arbitrariness of \;, we known that (z, gradg; (%)), »s < 0. Thus z € Cs(Z) and so K* C Cs(Z).
By the closed convexity of K, we have Cs(Z)* = K** = K. O

Theorem 4.3. Let 7 be the local optimal solution of IEQMOP (&3)). Then there exist Ao, A1, ..., N\
such that

Xogradf(z) + Y_, Aigradgi (z) = 0;

gi(Z) <0, Nigi(T) =0, i=1,...,1;

Ni>0,i=1,...,1

Proof. By ([£2)) and Lemma [43] for any y € Ts(Z), we have
(—gradf(z), y)r.m <0, (gradgi(Z),y)r,m <0, i€ 1(Z) ={ilgi(z) = 0}
and so
{y € TaM|(grad f(Z), y)r,m < 0} N {y € Tz M|(gradg; (), y)r,m < 0,i € I(z)} = {0}.
Define a set C' by setting
C={(y,a) € TzM x Rla + (gradf(Z), y)r, m < 0,a + (gradg;(Z),y)r. s < 0,7 € I(Z)}.

Then it is easy to see that (0,1) - (y,a)” = a <0 for all (y,a) € C and so (0,1) € C*. From Lemma 4]

we can immediately obtain

E\Ogra’df(i) + ZZEI(E)) E\lgradgl(g’c) = O;
Mo+ Yieran hi =14 > 0,0 € {0} UI(Z).

This completes the proof. |

If some suitable constraint qualifications are added, we can obtain the following Karush-Kuhn-Tucker
conditions of IEQMOP (3.

Theorem 4.4. Let T be the local optimal solution of (IEQMOP). If Cs(Z) C co Ts(Z), then there exist
A1, A2, ..., \ such that

gradf(z) + i, Aigradg;() = 0;

Proof. Since polar cone is a convex closed subset in T3 M, we have
Ng(z) =Ts(z)* = (co Ts(Z))*.
From Lemma [£1] and Theorem [£2] if Z is the local optimal solution, then

—gradf(z) € Ns(#) = (co Ts(z))" C Cs(7)".

11



By Lemma 4] one has

—gradf(z) € Cs(z)* = Z Aigradg; (Z)| A; > 0
i€I(xT)

It means that there exists \; > 0 with i € I(z) such that
gradf(Z) + Z Nigradg;(7) = 0.
i€I(xT)

Let \; > 0ifi € I(z) and \; = 0 if i ¢ I(Z). Then the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker conditions of IEQMOP (E3)

is given. |

5 Conclusions

As an attempt of exploring the geodesic convexity, we obtained the separation theorem of geodesic
convex sets using the property of projection. As applications, the optimality conditions of constrained
optimization problems on manifolds is derived from the theory of cones, which is different from the
previous studies. The method presented in this paper can help us to conduct more generalized research,
such as the case where the objective function is a manifold mapping to another manifold. We foresee
further progress in this topic in the nearby future. Here we have one open questions: How to give the

algebraic form of the separation theorem of two disjoint geodesic convex sets on a manifold?
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