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Abstract. In this paper, we first establish the separation theorem between a point and a
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manifold. As applications, some optimality conditions are obtained for optimization problems
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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

Euclidean 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 [1,3,5,8] 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, [3,9–21,23–25], 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 [17] 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. [18] 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 [21, 22]. 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 [10, 26–28] 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.
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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, 8]).

Let M be a smooth, simply connected, Hausdorff m-dimensional manifold, which has a countable

atlas. By given x ∈ M , the tangent space of M at x denoted by TxM is a linear subspace, and the

tangent bundle of M defined by

TM :=
⋃

x∈M

TxM,

is a naturally manifold. A vector field V on M is a mapping of M into TM , which is associated with

each point x ∈ M and a vector V (x) ⊂ TxM . 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

‖ · ‖ respectively are defined on TxM. Recall that the length of a piecewise smooth curve γ : [a, b] → M

joining x = γ(a) to y = γ(b) is defined as

L(γ) :=

∫ b

a

‖γ̇(t)‖dt.

For any x, y ∈ M , the Riemannian distance d(x, y) is the minimal length of all the curves joining x to y

(see [5], p.22).

A vector field V is said to be parallel along a smooth curve γ ∈ M if and only if ∇γ̇(t)V = 0, where

∇ is the Levi-Civita connection associated with (M, 〈·, ·〉). The smooth curve γ is said to be a geodesic if

and only if ∇γ̇(t)γ̇(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

x 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 ⊂ 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. ( [4], [5], p.17) The exponential mapping expp : TpM → M is defined by exppν := γν(1),

where γν is the geodesic defined by its position p and velocity ν at p.

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

U of zero vectors in TM and an open neighborhood V in M × M such that the exponential map

u 7→ expπ(u) u is smooth on U , and

π × exp : U → V (2.1)

is a diffeomorphism, where π is the projection of TM onto M . Then, for u ∈ U , the map t → exp tu, 0 ≤

t ≤ 1, describes a minimal geodesic from π(u) to expu, and this minimal geodesic is the only one

between these points. The diffeomorphism inverse to (2.1) will be denoted by Φ : V → U , so for any

given (p, q) ∈ V ,Φ(p, q) ∈ U is the initial vector of the unique minimal geodesic from p to q of length

d(p, q), which implies that the smoothness of (p, q) 7→ |Φ(p, q)|2 on V . Then we can define the geodesic

flow as follows:

3



Definition 2.3. The geodesic flow Ω

Ω : W → TM (2.2)

is defined by

Ω(u, t) := ∂(exp tu)/∂t, (2.3)

where W consisting of all (u, t) ∈ TM ×R with tu ∈ U . The open set W is a neighborhood of TM × 0,

and Ω is smooth on W .

Lemma 2.1. ( [16], Lemma 2.4) Let x0 ∈ M and {xn} ⊂ M such that xn → x0. Then, the following

assertions hold.

(i) For any given y ∈ M , exp−1
xn

y → exp−1
x0

y and exp−1
y xn → exp−1

y x0;

(ii) If {vn} is a sequence such that vn ∈ Txn
M and vn → v0, then v0 ∈ Tx0M ;

(iii) For given sequences {un} and {vn} satisfying un, vn ∈ Txn
M , if un → u0 and vn → v0 with

u0, v0 ∈ Tx0M , then

〈un, vn〉 → 〈u0, v0〉.

Definition 2.4. ( [6]) A subset C ⊂ M is said to be weakly geodesic convex if and only if for any two

points x, y ∈ C, there is a minimal geodesic γ : [a, b] → M from x to y lying in C, that is, if γ : [a, b] → M

is a geodesic such that x = γ(a) and y = γ(b), then γ(t) ∈ C for all t ∈ [a, b]. If such a minimal geodesic

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

Definition 2.5. ( [6, 7]) A subset 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 γx,y 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 BalM (p, r) in M is strongly geodesic convex and each geodesic in

BalM (p, r) is minimal.

Remark 2.1. ( [6]) There is a largest d(p) > 0 such that, for 0 < d ≤ d(p), the Euclidean ball BalTpM (0, d)

in TpM is diffeomopphic to BalM (p, r) via the exponential map expp .

Definition 2.7. A subset 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 ε(p) < r(p) such that C∩BalM (p, ε(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 ⊂ 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 ⊂ M there is an εA > 0 such that, for all p ∈ A

and 0 < r ≤ εA ≤ r(p), if γ : [0, b] → BalM (p, r) is a nonconstant geodesic, and γ0 : [0, 1] → BalM (p, r) is

the minimal geodesic from p to γ(0), with 〈γ̇(0), γ̇0(1)〉Tγ(0)M
≥ 0, then t 7→ d(γ(t), p) is strictly increasing

on [0, b].
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Lemma 2.3. ( [6], Theorem 1) For each locally geodesic convex set C ⊂ M, if C is closed, then there is

an open neighborhood U of C such that, for each q ∈ U , there exists a unique q∗ ∈ C such that

d(q, q∗) = inf{d(q, p)|p ∈ C} =: d(q, C),

which is a unique minimal geodesic from q to q∗ lying in U.

Remark 2.2. The map q 7→ q∗ is said to be the metric projection onto C and the projection q∗ is

denoted as PrC(q). 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 2.3 and ε(·) be defined in

Definition 2.7. For each x ∈ C, let V (x) ⊂ TxM be a vector field defined by

V (x) =

{

vx ∈ TxM | expx t
vx
‖vx‖

∈ int(C) for some positive t < ε(p)

}

.

Then the following statements hold:

(i) For any given q ∈ U\C, let q∗ = PrC(q) be the projection of q. Then for each vq∗ ∈ V (q∗), one has

〈u, vq∗〉Tq∗M
≤ 0, (2.4)

where u = γ̇q∗,q(0) = exp−1
q∗ q ∈ Tq∗M is the initial vector of γq∗,q.

(ii) Let p ∈ C and 0 6= u ∈ TpM satisfy 〈u, vp〉TpM
≤ 0 for all vp ∈ V (p). If t1 > 0 such that

expp tu ∈ U on [0, t1], γ(t) = expp tu is minimal geodesic on [0, t1], and PrC(expp tu) = p on [0, t1],

then expp tu ∈ U\C on (0, t1].

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 ⊂ M, the tangent cone is defined as

TC(p) :=

{

v ∈ TpM

∣

∣

∣

∣

expp t
v

‖v‖
∈ int(C) for some positive t < ε(p)

}

∪ {0} = V (p) ∪ {0}.

The polar cone of TC(p) is said to be a normal cone, which is given by

NC(p) = TC(p)
∗ =

{

u ∈ TpM | 〈u, v〉TpM
≤ 0, ∀v ∈ TC(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) ⇔ TC(p) = TpM ⇔ NC(p) = {0}.

Thus, Lemma 2.4 can be rewritten as follows.

Lemma 2.5. Let C,U be the same as in Lemma 2.3, ε(·) be the same as in Definition 2.7, and for any

q ∈ U\C, q∗ = PrC(q) be the projection of q. If u is the initial vector of γq∗,q, then u ∈ NC(q
∗).
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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 γ of C, the composition function f ◦ γ : R → R is convex, i.e.,

(f ◦ γ)(ta+ (1− t)b) ≤ t(f ◦ γ)(a) + (1− t)(f ◦ γ)(b)

for any a, b ∈ R and 0 ≤ t ≤ 1.

Lemma 2.6. ( [29] p. 222) Let d : M ×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

γ1 : [0, 1] → M and γ2 : [0, 1] → M , the following inequality holds for all t ∈ [0, 1] :

d (γ1(t), γ2(t)) ≤ (1 − t)d (γ1(0), γ2(0)) + td (γ1(1), γ2(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
n. 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 2.4.

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
p q

is the initial vector of the minimal geodesic γp,q. Then, for any given real number α, the set

H(p, q, α) =
{

a ∈ U |
〈

u, exp−1
p a

〉

TpM
= α

}

is said to the quasi-hyperplane of U with respect to γp,q.

Theorem 3.1. Let C,U be defined in Lemma 2.3. 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
p y and a real number α such that

〈

u, exp−1
p z

〉

TpM
≤ α <

〈

u, exp−1
p y

〉

TpM
.

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

γp,z from p to z is in cl(C). Let v = γ̇p,z(0) = exp−1
p z. Then for some small enough t > 0, we have

expp t
v

‖v‖
= expp

t

‖v‖
exp−1

p z = γp,z

(

t

‖v‖

)

∈ int(cl(C)).

By Lemma 2.3 and (2.4), one has

〈

exp−1
p y, exp−1

p z
〉

TpM
=

〈

u, exp−1
p 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 6= y and γ̇p,y(0) 6= 0, and so

0 < ‖γ̇p,y(0)‖
2 = ‖u‖2 =

〈

u, exp−1
p y

〉

TpM
. (3.6)
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It follows from (3.5) and (3.6) that

〈

u, exp−1
p z

〉

TpM
≤ 0 <

〈

u, exp−1
p y

〉

TpM
. (3.7)

It means that y and C are separated by the quasi-hyperplane H(Prcl(C)(y), y, 0).

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 3.1. If H(p, y, 0) is the separating quasi-hyperplane

of y and C, then exp−1
p (H(p, y, 0)) is the separating hyperplane of exp−1

p y and Tcl(C)
(p).

Theorem 3.1 shows that p is in the separating quasi-hyperplane H(Prcl(C)(y), y, 0) and
〈

exp−1
p y, exp−1

p z
〉

TpM
≤ 0 holds for all z ∈ int(cl(C)). Thus, we can call H(Prcl(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 2.3. Then for each p ∈ bd(cl(C)), there exists y ∈ U\cl(C)

such that
〈

exp−1
p y, exp−1

p z
〉

TpM
≤ 0 for all z ∈ int(cl(C)), i.e.,

H(p, y, 0) =
{

a ∈ U |
〈

exp−1
p y, exp−1

p a
〉

TpM
= 0

}

is a supporting quasi-hyperplane of C at p.

Proof. Since p ∈ bd(cl(C)), for any given δ0 > 0, we have {y ∈ U |d(p, y) < δ0} ∩ U\cl(C) 6= ∅. Thus

we can take a positive number sequence δk → 0+ and a sequence {yk} with yk ∈ {y ∈ U |d(p, y) <

δk}∩U\cl(C) such that yk → p. By Lemma 2.7, there exists a unique geodesic γp,yk(t) from p to yk with

γ̇p,yk(0) = exp−1
p yk and γp,yk(δk) = yk. By letting pk = Prcl(C)(y

k) and uk =
exp−1

pk
yk

‖ exp−1

pk
yk‖

, it follows from

Theorem 3.1 that

〈

uk, exp
−1
pk z

〉

T
pk

M
=

1

‖ exp−1
pk yk‖

〈exp−1
pk yk, exp−1

pk z〉T
pk

M ≤ 0, ∀z ∈ int(cl(C)). (3.8)

Clearly, {uk} is a bounded sequence and so we can find u ∈ TpM with ‖u‖ = 1 such that uk → u as

k → +∞ along a subsequence. By taking the limit to the subsequence in (3.8), and by using Lemma 2.1,

we obtain
〈

u, exp−1
p z

〉

TpM
≤ 0, ∀z ∈ int(cl(C)). (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 6= u ∈ NC(p) and there exists t1 > 0 such that expp tu ∈ U and PrC(expp tu) = p on t ∈ [0, t1].

Letting t0 ∈ (0, t1], then y∗ = expp t0u ∈ U\cl(C) and p is the projection of y∗. It follows from (3.9) that

〈

exp−1
p y∗, exp−1

p z
〉

TpM
=

〈

exp−1
p expp t0u, exp

−1
p z

〉

TpM
= t0

〈

u, exp−1
p z

〉

TpM
≤ 0, ∀z ∈ int(cl(C)).

This completes the proof.
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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 ⊂ D, then ND(p) ⊂ NC(p) for all

p ∈ C.

Proof. Clearly, C ⊂ D implies that TC(p) ⊂ TD(p). Let u ∈ ND(p). Then 〈u, v〉TpM
≤ 0 for all

v ∈ TD(p). Thus, for any v′ ∈ TC(p) ⊂ TD(p), we have 〈u, v′〉TpM
≤ 0 and so u ∈ NC(p). This shows

that ND(p) ⊂ NC(p).

Lemma 4.2. Let C be a locally geodesic convex subset of M . Then for any x̄ ∈ C, y ∈ TC(x̄) if and

only if there exist a sequence {xk} in int(C) with xk → x̄ and a nonnegative number sequence {αk} such

that

y = lim
k→+∞

αk exp
−1
x̄ xk.

Proof. Let y ∈ TC(x̄). Then there is t < ε(x̄) such that expx̄ t
y

‖y‖ ∈ int(C). Let xk = expx̄ tk
y

‖y‖ with

tk ≤ t. Then xk → x̄ as tk → 0+. Putting αk = ‖y‖
tk

≥ 0, we have

lim
k→+∞

αk exp
−1
x̄ xk = lim

k→+∞
αk exp

−1
x̄ expx̄ tk

y

‖y‖
= y.

Conversely, for any given x0 ∈ int(C), there exists a unique geodesic from x̄ to x0, namely γx̄,x0(t),

in the locally geodesic convex set C. Let γx̄,x0(0) = x̄ and xk = γx̄,x0( 1
k+1 ) for k = 0, 1, 2, · · · . Then

xk → x̄ as k → +∞ and xk ∈ int(C). If αk = ‖ exp−1
x̄ xk‖ ≥ 0, then

y = lim
k→+∞

αk exp
−1
x̄ xk = lim

k→+∞

exp−1
x̄ xk

‖ exp−1
x̄ xk‖

= lim
k→+∞

γ̇x̄,x0( 1
k+1 )

‖γ̇x̄,x0( 1
k+1 )‖

=
γ̇x̄,x0(0)

‖γ̇x̄,x0(0)‖
=

exp−1
x̄ x0

‖ exp−1
x̄ x0‖

and so

expx̄ t
y

‖y‖
= expx̄ t

exp−1
x̄ x0

‖ exp−1
x̄ x0‖

= x0 ∈ int(C),

where t = 1
‖ exp−1

x̄ x0‖
> 0. This implies that y ∈ TC(x̄).

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 ⊂ M , the tangent cone TC(p) is a nonempty closed subset of TpM ,

and TC(p) = cl(TC(p)) = (NC(p))
∗.

Proof. First we prove that TC(p) is a nonempty closed set. In fact, it follows from 0 ∈ TC(p) that TC(p)

is nonempty. Let {yi} ⊂ TC(p) be a sequence with yi → y∗. We need to prove that y∗ ∈ TC(p). To

this end, by Lemma 4.2, for any given i, there exist a sequence {xk(i)} ⊂ int(C) with xk(i) → p and
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a nonnegative number sequence {αk(i)} such that yi = limk→+∞ αk(i) exp
−1
p xk(i). Thus, there exists

k1(i) such that for any k ≥ k1(i), d(x
k(i), p) ≤ 1

i
, and exists k2(i) such that, for any k ≥ k2(i),

‖αk(i) exp
−1
p xk(i)− yi‖ ≤

1

i
.

Let k(i) = max{k1(i), k2(i)}, αi = αki
(i), and xi = xki

(i). Then d(xi, p) ≤
1
i
→ 0 and

‖αi exp
−1
p xi − y∗‖ ≤ ‖αi exp

−1
p xi − yi‖+ ‖yi − y∗‖ ≤

1

i
+ ‖yi − y∗‖ → 0

as i → +∞. Therefore, y∗ ∈ TC(p).

Then we show that cl(TC(p)) ⊂ (NC(p))
∗. For each u ∈ TC(p), one has 〈u, v〉TpM

≤ 0 for all

v ∈ NC(p) and so u ∈ (NC(p))
∗. This shows that TC(p) ⊂ (NC(p))

∗. Since (NC(p))
∗ is closed, we have

cl(TC(p)) ⊂ (NC(p))
∗.

Next we prove that cl(TC(p)) ⊃ (NC(p))
∗. Assume that there exists x̂ belongs to (NC(p))

∗ but

not to cl(TC(p)). Then it follows from the definition of tangent cone that expp x̂ /∈ cl(C). From (3.7) in

Theorem 3.1, one has
〈

x̂, exp−1
p z

〉

TpM
≤ 0, ∀z ∈ int(cl(C)),

which shows that x̂ ∈ Ncl(C)(p) ⊂ NC(p) by Lemma 4.1. Since 0 ∈ cl(TC(p)), so x̂ 6= 0 and it contradicts

the fact x̂ ∈ NC(p) ∩ (NC(p))
∗.

By the facts cl(TC(p)) ⊂ (NC(p))
∗ and cl(TC(p)) ⊃ (NC(p))

∗, we have cl(TC(p)) = (NC(p))
∗ and so

TC(p) = cl(TC(p)) = (NC(p))
∗.

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 :
{

min f(x)

s.t. x ∈ S,
(4.1)

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

Based on Theorem 4.1, we can obtain the necessary conditions for the local optimal solution of the

MOP (4.1) as follows.

Theorem 4.2. If x̄ is the local optimal solution of the MOP (4.1) and S is a locally geodesic convex

subset of M , then −gradf(x̄) ∈ NS(x̄).

Proof. From Lemma 4.2, for any y ∈ TS(x̄), there exist a sequence {xk} ⊂ int(S) with xk → x̄ and a

nonnegative number sequence {αk} such that y = limk→+∞ αk exp
−1
x̄ xk. Since f is differentiable at x̄,

we have

〈gradf(x̄), γ̇x̄,xk(0)〉Tx̄M = lim
t→0+

f(γx̄,xk(t))− f(x̄)

t
,

where xk ∈ int(S) and γx̄,xk(t) is the unique geodesic from x̄ to xk. Because S is a locally geodesic convex

set and xk ∈ int(S), we know that γx̄,xk(t) lies in int(S) as 0 < t ≤ 1.

If x̄ is the local optimal solution, then f(x) ≥ f(x̄) for any x ∈ S and so

〈−gradf(v), γ̇x̄,xk(0)〉Tx̄M = 〈−gradf(x̄), exp−1
x̄ xk〉Tx̄M ≤ 0, ∀xk ∈ int(S).
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Since αk ≥ 0, it follows from Theorem 4.1 that TS(x̄) is closed and so

〈−gradf(x̄), lim
k→+∞

αk exp
−1
x̄ xk〉Tx̄M = 〈−gradf(x̄), y〉Tx̄M ≤ 0, ∀y ∈ TS(x̄). (4.2)

This implies that −gradf(x̄) ∈ NS(x̄).

Next, we consider how the MOP (4.1) 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(x)

s.t. x ∈ S = {x|gi(x) ≤ 0, i = 1, 2, . . . , l},
(4.3)

where gi : M → R, i = 1, 2, . . . , l are geodesic convex functions. Let Sj = {x ∈ M |gj(x) ≤ 0} and

S = ∩l
i=1Si. Clearly, for each i = 1, 2, . . . , l, Si 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(x̄) = 0 at a feasible solution x̄ are called active constraints, and their index set is denoted

as I(x̄) = {i|gi(x̄) = 0}. If the function g is differentiable at x̄, then the following linearization cone

CS(x̄) can be defined:

CS(x̄) = {y ∈ Tx̄M |〈gradgi(x̄), y〉Tx̄M ≤ 0, i ∈ I(x̄)}.

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 x̄ ∈ S in IEQMOP (4.3), one has TS(x̄) ⊂ CS(x̄).

Proof. Let y ∈ TS(x̄). Then there exist a sequence {xk} ⊂ int(S) with xk → x̄ and a nonnegative number

sequence {αk} such that y = limk→+∞ αk exp
−1
x̄ xk. Since xk ∈ int(S) and gi(x̄) = 0 for i ∈ I(x̄), one has

〈gradgi(x̄), exp
−1
x̄ xk〉Tx̄M = lim

t→0+

gi(expx̄ t exp
−1
x̄ xk)− gi(x̄)

t
= lim

t→0+

gi(expx̄ t exp
−1
x̄ xk)− 0

t
≤ 0. (4.4)

Taking k → +∞ in (4.4), since αk ≥ 0, we have

〈gradgi(x̄), lim
k→+∞

αk exp
−1
x̄ xk〉Tx̄M = 〈gradgi(x̄), y〉Tx̄M ≤ 0, i ∈ I(x̄)

and so y ∈ CS(x̄).

Lemma 4.4. The polar cone

CS(x̄)
∗ =







∑

i∈I(x̄)

λigradgi(x̄)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

λi ≥ 0







.

Proof. Let K =
{

∑

i∈I(x̄) λigradgi(x̄)|λi ≥ 0
}

. Then it easy to see that K is a closed convex set in Tx̄M.

For any y ∈ CS(x̄), we obtain

〈

∑

i∈I(x̄)

λigradgi(x̄), y
〉

Tx̄M
=

∑

i∈I(x̄)

λi〈gradgi(x̄), y〉Tx̄M ≤ 0.

Thus,
∑

i∈I(x̄) λigradgi(x̄) ∈ CS(x̄)
∗ and so y ∈ K∗, which means that K ⊂ CS(x̄)

∗ and CS(x̄) ⊂ K∗.
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On the other hand, for any x ∈ K∗ and any λi ≥ 0, one has

〈

x,
∑

i∈I(x̄)

λigradgi(x̄)

〉

Tx̄M

=
∑

i∈I(x̄)

λi〈x, gradgi(x̄)〉Tx̄M ≤ 0.

From the arbitrariness of λi, we known that 〈x, gradgi(x̄)〉Tx̄M ≤ 0. Thus x ∈ CS(x̄) and so K∗ ⊂ CS(x̄).

By the closed convexity of K, we have CS(x̄)
∗ = K∗∗ = K.

Theorem 4.3. Let x̄ be the local optimal solution of IEQMOP (4.3). Then there exist λ̄0, λ̄1, . . . , λ̄l

such that














λ̄0gradf(x̄) +
∑l

i=1 λ̄igradgi(x̄) = 0;

gi(x̄) ≤ 0, λ̄igi(x̄) = 0, i = 1, . . . , l;

λ̄i ≥ 0, i = 1, . . . , l.

Proof. By (4.2) and Lemma 4.3, for any y ∈ TS(x̄), we have

〈−gradf(x̄), y〉Tx̄M ≤ 0, 〈gradgi(x̄), y〉Tx̄M ≤ 0, i ∈ I(x̄) = {i|gi(x̄) = 0}

and so

{y ∈ Tx̄M |〈gradf(x̄), y〉Tx̄M ≤ 0} ∩ {y ∈ Tx̄M |〈gradgi(x̄), y〉Tx̄M ≤ 0, i ∈ I(x̄)} = {0}.

Define a set C by setting

C = {(y, a) ∈ Tx̄M × R|a+ 〈gradf(x̄), y〉Tx̄M ≤ 0, a+ 〈gradgi(x̄), y〉Tx̄M ≤ 0, i ∈ I(x̄)}.

Then it is easy to see that (0, 1) · (y, a)T = a ≤ 0 for all (y, a) ∈ C and so (0, 1) ∈ C∗. From Lemma 4.4,

we can immediately obtain

{

λ̄0gradf(x̄) +
∑

i∈I(x̄)) λ̄igradgi(x̄) = 0;

λ̄0 +
∑

i∈I(x̄)) λ̄i = 1, λ̄i ≥ 0, i ∈ {0} ∪ I(x̄).

This completes the proof.

If some suitable constraint qualifications are added, we can obtain the following Karush-Kuhn-Tucker

conditions of IEQMOP (4.3).

Theorem 4.4. Let x̄ be the local optimal solution of (IEQMOP). If CS(x̄) ⊂ co TS(x̄), then there exist

λ̄1, λ̄2, . . . , λ̄l such that
{

gradf(x̄) +
∑l

i=1 λ̄igradgi(x̄) = 0;

λ̄i ≥ 0, gi(x̄) ≤ 0, λ̄igi(x̄) = 0, i = 1, . . . , l.

Proof. Since polar cone is a convex closed subset in Tx̄M, we have

NS(x̄) = TS(x̄)
∗ = (co TS(x̄))

∗.

From Lemma 4.1 and Theorem 4.2, if x̄ is the local optimal solution, then

−gradf(x̄) ∈ NS(x̄) = (co TS(x̄))
∗ ⊂ CS(x̄)

∗.
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By Lemma 4.4, one has

−gradf(x̄) ∈ CS(x̄)
∗ =







∑

i∈I(x̄)

λ̄igradgi(x̄)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

λ̄i ≥ 0







.

It means that there exists λ̄i ≥ 0 with i ∈ I(x̄) such that

gradf(x̄) +
∑

i∈I(x̄)

λ̄igradgi(x̄) = 0.

Let λ̄i ≥ 0 if i ∈ I(x̄) and λ̄i = 0 if i /∈ I(x̄). Then the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker conditions of IEQMOP (4.3)

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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[11] Ferreira, O.P., Pérez, L.R.L., Németh, S.Z.: Singularities of monotone vector fields and an

extragradient-type algorithm. J. Global Optim. 31, 133-151 (2005).

[12] Ferreira, O.P., Oliveira, P.R.: Proximal point algorithm on Riemannian manifolds. Optimization.

51, 257-270 (2002).

[13] Ferreira, O.P.: Dini derivative and a characterization for Lipschitz and convex functions on Rieman-

nian manifolds. Nonlinear Anal. TMA. 68, 1517-1528 (2008).

[14] Li, S.L., Li, C., Liou, Y.C., Yao, J.C.: Existence of solutions for variational inequalities on Rieman-

nian manifolds. Nonlinear Anal. TMA. 71, 5695-5706 (2009).
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