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Strong Convexity of Sets in Riemannian Manifolds
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Abstract

Curvature properties of convex objects, such as strong convexity, are important in designing
and analyzing convex optimization algorithms in the Hilbertian or Riemannian settings. In
the case of the Hilbertian setting, strongly convex sets are well studied. Herein, we propose
various definitions of strong convexity for uniquely geodesic sets in a Riemannian manifold.
We study their relationship, propose tools to determine the geodesic strongly convex nature of
sets, and analyze the convergence of optimization algorithms over those sets. In particular, we
demonstrate that the Riemannian Frank-Wolfe algorithm enjoys a global linear convergence rate
when the Riemannian scaling inequalities hold.
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1 Introduction

Strong convexity is a fundamental property characterizing convex objects such as normed spaces,
functions, or sets. Algorithms can leverage strong (or uniform) convexity structures in opti-
mization and learning problems to accelerate convergence, enhance generalization bounds, and
strengthen concentration properties.

For instance, uniform convexity (that interpolates between plain and strong convexity) has
a direct effect on the concentration inequalities of vector-valued martingales when measured via
this space norm [52, 53]. Also, assuming strong convexity for objective functions has become
standard for studying optimization algorithm performance in Hilbert spaces and proving gener-
alization bounds. Similarly, the strong convexity of sets plays a role in optimization algorithms
[23, 26, 47, 38, 39] or learning algorithms, e.g., to characterize action sets in online learning
[34, 47, 37, 22, 9, 10] or bandit algorithms [16, 40]. These notions have a well-understood and
well-exploited generalization in normed space settings [28].

However, many machine-learning problems are being formulated and solved beyond normed
spaces, e.g., metric spaces and Riemannian manifolds. For instance, Sinkhorn divergences
[21, 25] are regularized formulations of optimal transport distances [60]. Those methods ap-
proximate the optimal transport distance, breaking some computational bottlenecks. This has
resulted in modeling many problems using these geometries over probability spaces, and hence,
metric spaces. Similarly, some progress has recently been made in optimization algorithms on
Riemannian manifolds [57, 3, 32, 33]. The definition of these optimization problems on these
structures produces local-global properties when identifying geodesically convex problems that
may be non-convex.

Unfortunately, the notion of strong convexity in these more complex frameworks is more
difficult to formalize. Several definitions of strong convexity for metric spaces have been devel-
oped, such as those for the most notable non-positively curved, also known as CAT(0) spaces
[2]. Those spaces require the square of the distance function to be geodesically strongly convex.
Similar results, such as those in the Hilbertian case, have been obtained with concentration re-
sults [29, 1, 45] or in online learning [49, 50]. Nevertheless, the situation is not as well-behaved
as in normed spaces, as several non-equivalent notions emerge when describing the problem
structures.

Motivation. There are multiple consequences of analyzing strongly convex sets defined
in manifolds. In the Euclidean case, such an analysis made the identification of the strong
convexity of sets easier: sublevel sets of smooth, strong convex functions are strongly convex
sets. In addition, the Frank–Wolfe (FW) algorithm [14] converges faster over strongly convex
sets. Generalizing the notion of strong convexity for functions in metric spaces is relatively
straightforward (Definition 2.7). However, to our knowledge, this notion has not been studied
in the case of sets. Therefore, we propose to fill this gap in the context of a Riemannian manifold.

Contributions. We introduce novel structural properties of sets defined in Riemannian
manifolds, provide examples, and demonstrate improved algorithmic performance when mini-
mizing functions over those sets.

1. In Section 3, we introduce different definitions of strong convexity of a set in Riemannian
manifolds. Each definition relies on two perspectives of uniquely geodesic subsets, either
seen as a geodesic metric space or a smooth manifold.

2. We establish some relationships between the aforementioned various definitions of strongly
convex sets in Section 4 and introduce the notion of approximate scaling inequality and
its link with what we call double geodesic strong convexity property (Definition 3.4) in
Section 6.

3. In Section 5, we prove that sublevel sets of geodesically smooth, strongly convex functions
are strongly convex in Riemannian manifolds under mild conditions. Similar results have

2



been obtained in the case of Hilbert spaces [36, 26]. This perspective is valuable for
identifying strongly convex sets in Riemannian manifolds.

4. We also provide examples for the strongest of our notions of Riemannian strong geodesic
convexity. Hence, those examples also satisfy all other other notions, cf. Section 8.

5. In Section 7, we derive a global linear convergence bound for the Riemannian FW algorithm
when the constraint set satisfies the Riemannian scaling inequality (Definition 3.5).

2 Preliminaries and Notations

Our primary goal is defining several notions of strong convexity for sets in metric spaces that
are well-suited for analyzing and designing optimization algorithms. In this study, we first
focus on the case of complete and connected n-dimensional Riemannian manifolds. This setting
combines a simple manifold structure, e.g., n-dimensional tangent spaces with scalar products,
with a geodesically metric space structure. We now recall some useful concepts.

2.1 Geodesic Metric Spaces

Metric space A metric space is a pair (M, dM), whereM is a set, and dM :M×M→ R
+ is

a distance function (the metric), i.e., it satisfies positivity, symmetry, and the triangle inequality.

Geodesics A geodesic γ(t) : [0, 1] → M between two points x, y ∈ M is a smooth curve
such that γ(0) = x, γ(1) = y, and γ′′(t) = 0. A metric set is a geodesic metric space if, for all
x, y ∈ M, there exists a geodesic that connects x and y. When this geodesic is unique, the set
is considered uniquely geodesic.

Cartan–Hadamard spaces In particular, Cartan–Hadamard spaces are geodesic metric
spaces generalizing Hilbert spaces which are well-suited for convex optimization purposes [35, 15,
5, 6]. By definition, a Cartan–Hadamard spaceM (a.k.a. CAT(0) space or space of non-positive
curvature) is a geodesically metric space that is non-positively curved. Non-positively curved
spaces have the particularity that, for all geodesics γ and for all elements x ∈ M, the metric
dM satisfies (e.g., [50, Corollary 2.5.])

dM(x, γ(t))2 ≤ (1− t)dM(x, γ(0))2 + tdM(x, γ(1))2 − t(1− t)dM(γ(0), γ(1))2.
(non-positive curvature)

This non-positive curvature indicates that the function f(·) = dM(·, x)2 is geodesically strongly
convex (see Definition 2.7) for all reference point x ∈M.

2.2 Riemannian Manifolds

In the case of Banach spaces, wherein the strong convexity has been crucial to algorithm analysis,
significantly fewer tools have been developed for directly characterizing sets that appear in
geodesic metric spaces and, therefore, in Riemannian manifolds. Those tools are needed to
analyze online learning algorithms or some constrained optimization algorithms. We recall
some key concepts below.

Throughout this paper, we consider an n-dimensional Riemannian manifoldM, such as the
Stiefel manifold St(n, p) for p < n; the group of rotations SO(n); hyperbolic spaces; spheres; or
the manifold of symmetric positive definite matrices.

Connected manifolds A manifold M is connected if, for all x, y ∈ M, there exists a
continuous path joining those points. An n-dimensional manifold is a topological space that is
locally homeomorphic to the n-dimensional Euclidean space.
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Tangent space For a point x ∈M, a tangent vector is the tangent of a parameterized curve
passing through x, and all the tangent vectors at x form the tangent space TxM.

Metric tensor and inner product A Riemannian manifold (M, gx) is such that the
Riemannian metric g is a C∞ metric tensor, where for all point x ∈ M, gx defines a positive
definite inner product in the tangent space TxM, and x 7→ gx is C∞. For u, v ∈ M, we write
gx(u, v) := 〈u; v〉x, and ‖u‖x := 〈u; u〉x.

Complete Riemannian manifold and Riemannian metric A connected Rieman-
nian manifold is also a metric space. Furthermore, the length of a continuous piecewise smooth
path γ : [0, 1] → M is defined as L(γ) :=

∫ 1

0
‖γ′(t)‖γ(t)dt. We denote Px,y as the set

of continuous piecewise smooth paths joining x and y. We have the Riemannian metric
dM(x, y) := infγ∈Px,y L(γ) as a distance [12, Theorem 10.2] and (M, dM) is a metric space.
We refer to complete manifold as a manifold that is complete as a metric space. Moreover,
[12, Theorem 10.8] states that any connected and complete Riemannian manifold is a geodesic
metric space. In particular, the infimum in the definition of the Riemannian metric is attained
at a geodesic (w.r.t. dM) called the minimizing geodesic.

2.3 Sets in Riemannian Manifolds

Importance of sets when optimizing on Manifolds. When M is a connected compact
Riemannian manifold, and f is a geodesically convex function on M (Definition 2.7), then f
is constant [12, Corollary 11.10]. This result motivates the optimization of geodesically convex
functions over subsets C of these manifolds.

Assumptions for Sets in Riemannian Manifolds In this paper, we will make the
assumption that we are working on a subset C ⊂ M that is uniquely geodesically convex, defined
as the set C being both convex and uniquely geodesic.

Definition 2.1 (Geodesic Convex Closed Subset of a Manifold). We say that a closed subset
C of a manifold M is convex if for any two points x, y ∈ C, there exists a geodesic from x to y
that is distance minimizing and is contained in C.
Definition 2.2 (Uniquely Geodesic Subset of a Manifold). We say that a subset C of a manifold
M is uniquely geodesic if for every two points x, y ∈ C, there is only one geodesic between x and
y that is contained in C.
Assumption 2.3. The set C ⊆ M is compact, convex, and uniquely geodesic.

For instance, open hemispheres and Cartan–Hadamard manifolds, that is, complete sim-
ply connected manifolds of non-positive sectional curvature everywhere, are uniquely geodesic.
Hence, their compact counterparts are geodesically convex subsets. However, a closed hemi-
sphere is not uniquely geodesic.

The exponential map parameterizes the manifold by mapping vectors in the tangent spaces
to M. For x ∈ M, it is in general a local diffeomorphism; however, when M is complete [30],
it is defined on the whole tangent space as follows.

Definition 2.4 (Exponential Map). Let M be a Riemannian manifold. For all x ∈ M and
v ∈ TxM, let the geodesic γ : [0, 1] → M satisfying γ(0) = x with γ′(0) = v. The exponential
map at x, Expx : TxM→M, is defined as Expx(v) := γ(1).

Remark 1 (Bijective Exponential Map and Logarithmic Map in the Right Domain). For
uniquely geodesically convex sets C and x ∈ C, define the set

Cx
def
= {v ∈ TxM : t 7→ Expx(tv), for t ∈ [0, 1], is minimizing and Expx(v) ∈ C},
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then, the exponential map from x restricted to this set is well defined and bijective in C, that is,
Expx(y) : Cx → C is a bijective function. In this work we will always refer to the inverse of the
exponential map, or logarithmic map, as the inverse of this restriction: Exp−1

x : C → Cx. Note
that generally in the literature the logarithmic map is not defined using this restriction.

The exponential map links the manifold and its tangent spaces, but vectors belonging to
different tangent spaces are not directly comparable. Using the Levi-Civita connection, we can
define a parallel transport operator between two points x, y ∈ M in the manifold [4].

Definition 2.5 (Parallel Transport Operator). For all x, y ∈ M, the parallel transport map
Γy

x : TxM → TyM combines vectors from different tangent spaces by transporting them along
geodesics and such that 〈Γy

xu; Γy
xv〉y = 〈u; v〉x for all (u, v) ∈ TxM.

2.4 Functions over Manifolds

We first define the Riemannian gradient of f at x as the unique element ∇f(x) ∈ TxM, such
that the directional derivative Df(x)[v] = 〈v;∇f(x)〉x for all v ∈ TxM.

We now recall the notion of relative geodesic (strong) convexity and smoothness for a function
f :M→ R w.r.t. a distance function d :M×M→ R

+ (see, for instance, [63]).

Definition 2.6 (Distance function). A function d :M×M→ R
+ is called a distance function

if it satisfies positivity, symmetry, and the triangle inequality.

Remark 2. The distance d could differ from the distance function dM associated with the
manifold M.

Definition 2.7 (Geodesic (Strong) Convexity). Let C be a uniquely geodesic set. A function
f : C ⊆ M → R is geodesically µ-strongly convex in C (resp. convex if µ = 0) w.r.t. d if, for
all x, y ∈ C, we have

∀t ∈ [0, 1], f(γ(t)) ≤ (1 − t)f(x) + tf(y)− µ
2 t(1− t)d2(x, y), µ ≥ 0. (1)

Definition 2.8 (Geodesic Smoothness). Let C be a uniquely geodesic set. A function f : C ⊆
M→ R is geodesically L-smooth in C w.r.t. d if, for all x, y ∈ C, we have

|f(y)− f(x)− 〈∇f(x); Exp−1
x (y)〉x| ≤ L

2 d2(x, y), L ≥ 0.

Note that when the function is also geodesic (strongly) convex, the smoothness condition
can be simplified by removing the absolute value. Indeed, (strong) convexity implies that the
argument of the absolute value is nonnegative.

Finally, we state the following assumption on the relation between the distance function
used to define smoothness and strong convexity and the distance function associated with the
manifold M. This assumption allows us to use distances whose value is within some constant
factors from the Riemannian distance ‖Exp−1

x (y)‖, which corresponds to the definition below
with ℓM = LM = 1.

Assumption 2.9 (Distances Equivalence). Let M be a Riemannian manifold and let d :M×
M → R be a distance function, possibly different from the Riemannian distance. There exists
0 < lM ≤ LM such that for all pair (x, y) ∈M2,

ℓM‖Exp−1
x (y)‖x ≤ d(x, y) ≤ LM‖Exp−1

x (y)‖x. (2)

3 Strong Convexity of Sets in Riemannian Manifolds

This section provides several variants of the definition of a strongly convex set in Riemannian
manifolds. Some variants are instrumental in analyzing algorithms or proving a set’s strongly
convex nature.
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3.1 Strong Convexity in Hilbert Spaces

Many equivalent characterizations of a set’s strong convexity exist in Hilbert spaces [28]. We
recall two characterizations in Proposition 3.1. Intuitively, a set is called strongly convex if, for
all straight lines in the set and all points p in the line, there exists a ball around p of a certain
radius that is contained in the set.

Proposition 3.1 (Equivalent Notions of Strong Convexity of Sets in Hilbert Spaces [28]). Con-
sider a compact convex set C ⊂ R

n, α > 0, and a norm ‖x‖ =
√
〈x, x〉.

We say that the set C is α-strongly convex w.r.t. ‖ · ‖ if and only if it satisfies the following
equivalent assertions.
(a) For all (x, y) ∈ C, t ∈ [0, 1], and z ∈ R

n s.t. ‖z‖ = 1, we have

(1− t)x + ty + α(1 − t)t‖x− y‖2z ∈ C. (3)

(b) For all (x, v) ∈ C × ∂C and w ∈ NC(v) (the normal cone of C at x), we have

〈w; v − x〉 ≥ α‖w‖‖v − x‖2. (scaling inequality)

Going back to the original definitions in the literature, one can find these properties where
α takes the value 1/2R, where R > 0 is the radius of some balls that are used for an alternative
equivalent definition of strong convexity of sets [59, 58, 28]. We use α in this work since it is
simpler for our purposes. We also note that (scaling inequality) is equivalent to the following
condition [38, Lemma 2.1]:

〈w; v − x〉 ≥ α‖w‖‖v − x‖2 where v ∈ argmax
z∈C

〈w; z〉. (4)

3.2 Strong Convexity of Sets in Riemannian Manifolds

In this section, we propose several definitions that extend (3) for Riemannian manifolds, which
all collapse to the known strong convexity notion when M is the Euclidean space. We study
their relationships and provide examples in Section 8 for the strongest conditions; therefore, the
examples apply to all of our definitions.

3.2.1 Geodesic Strong Convexity

Definition 3.2 adapts (3) but relies on the geodesic metric structure of M only, without consid-
ering the Riemannian metric structure (i.e., the definition does not even use the tangent space).
We refer to it as the geodesic strong convexity.

Definition 3.2 (Geodesic Strong Convexity). LetM be a Riemannian manifold, and let C ⊆ M
be a uniquely geodesic set. The set C is geodesically α-strongly convex w.r.t. the distance function
d :M×M→ R

+ if, for every geodesic γ joining x, y ∈ C and every t ∈ [0, 1], we have that the
following ball is in C:

{z ∈M | d(γ(t), z) ≤ αt(1 − t)d2(x, y)} ⊆ C. (5)

3.2.2 Riemannian Strong Convexity

The following definition leverages the Riemannian structure of M via an assumption on the
exponential map. The definition states that the inverse image of the set C ⊂ M by the inverse
exponential map at each x ∈ M must be strongly convex in TxM for all x in the Euclidean
sense. Recall that for a uniquely geodesic set C, the inverse exponential map is always well
defined for any two points in C, cf. Remark 1.
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Definition 3.3 (Riemannian Strong Convexity). LetM be a Riemannian manifold, and C ⊆ M
be a uniquely geodesic set. Then, C is a Riemannian α-strongly convex set if, for all x ∈ C, the
set

Exp−1
x (C) := {y ∈ TxM : y = Exp−1

x (z), z ∈ C}
is α-strongly convex w.r.t. ‖ · ‖x in the Euclidean sense (3).

3.2.3 Double Geodesic Strong Convexity

In Definition 3.4, we now leverage the Riemannian structure through the exponential map to
provide another notion of strong convexity of a set, analogous to the Euclidean formulation in
(3). For t ∈ [0, 1], we make the parallel between the term tx + (1 − t)y in (3) and γ(t), the
geodesic γ joining y, and x in M. Then, (3) in M ensures that, for all z ∈ Tγ(t)M with unit
norm ‖z‖ = 1, we have Expγ(t)

(
αt(1 − t)d2(x, y)z

)
∈ C.

Definition 3.4 (Double Geodesic Strong Convexity). LetM be a Riemannian manifold equipped
with a distance function d(·, ·), and let C ⊆M be a set that is uniquely geodesic. The set C is a
double geodesically α-strongly convex set w.r.t. d(·, ·) if, for every geodesic γ joining x, y ∈ C,

∀t ∈ [0, 1], ∀z ∈ Tγ(t)M : ‖z‖γ(t) ≤ αt(1 − t)d2(x, y) ⇒ Expγ(t)(z) exists and is in C. (6)

The double geodesic strong convexity can also be rewritten in terms of the exponential
map if Expγ(t)(αt(1 − t)d2(x, y)z) ∈ C for all z of unit norm in Tγ(t)M. In this manner, it
mirrors the algebraic expression of the Euclidean definition we provided in (3) but within the
Riemannian setup. We denote it as the double geodesic strong convexity also because the point
Expγ(t)(αt(1− t)d2(x, y)z) is built via two geodesics, one between x and y, and another starting
at γ(t). In Section 6, we define a characterization of the double geodesic convexity via the
classical double exponential map (Definition 6.1).

3.2.4 Riemannian Scaling Inequality

In Euclidean space, (scaling inequality) is an equivalent definition of the strong convexity of the
sets via Proposition 3.1, which helps in establishing convergence proofs of various algorithms.
In Definition 3.5, we propose the notion of the Riemannian scaling inequality, which is the the
Riemannian counterpart of (4).

Definition 3.5 (Riemannian Scaling Inequality). Let M be a Riemannian manifold, and let
C ⊂ M be compact and uniquely geodesically convex. The elements in the set C then satisfy
the Riemannian scaling inequality if, for some α > 0, for all x ∈ C, w ∈ TxM, and v ∈
argmax

z∈C
〈w; Exp−1

x (z)〉x,

〈w; Exp−1
x (v)〉x ≥ α‖w‖x‖Exp−1

x (v)‖2
x. (Riemannian scaling inequality)

4 Relations between the Definitions of Strong Convexity

This section establishes some implications and equivalences between strong convexity notions
and scaling inequality for manifolds. We summarize the links between these notions here.

Riemannian

Strong Convexity

Prop. 4.2,
Hadamard
========⇒ Geodesic Strong

Convexity

Prop. 4.3
A. 2.9

⇐======⇒ Double Geodesic

Strong Convexity

Prop. 6.3
=======⇒ Approx. Riemannian

Scaling Inequality

Riemannian

Strong Convexity

Prop. 4.1
=======⇒ Riemannian

Scaling Inequality
====⇒ Approx. Riemannian

Scaling Inequality
(7)
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The scaling inequality and global strong convexity of a set are equivalent notions (Proposi-
tion 3.1) in Hilbert spaces, but this won’t be the case when working with Riemannian manifolds.
Instead, Proposition 4.1 states that the Riemannian strong convexity implies a Riemannian
scaling inequality, the latter being valuable for analyzing algorithms (Section 7).

Proposition 4.1 (Riemannian Strong Convexity implies Riemannian Scaling Inequality). Let
M be a Riemannian manifold, and C ⊂ M be compact and uniquely geodesically convex. Let us
assume that C is a Riemannian α-strongly convex set (Definition 3.3). The elements in the set
C then also satisfy the Riemannian scaling inequality (Definition 3.5).

Proof. As the set is strongly convex in the Euclidean sense, we obtain from (scaling inequality)
that, for all x ∈ C and for all w ∈ TxM, we have

〈w; u〉x ≥ α‖w‖x‖u− x‖2
x, u ∈ argmax

z∈Exp−1
x (C)

〈w; z〉x.

As the exponential map is bijective over the set C,

argmax
z∈Exp−1

x (C)

〈w; z〉x = Exp−1
x

(
argmax

z∈C
〈w; Exp−1

x (z)〉x
)

.

Therefore, using v = Expx(u) gives us

〈w; Exp−1
x (v)〉x ≥ α‖w‖x‖Exp−1

x (v)‖2
x, v ∈ argmax

z∈C
〈w; Exp−1

x (z)〉x.

Proposition 4.2 (Riemannian Strong Convexity implies Geodesic Strong Convexity). Let M
be a Riemannian manifold, and let C ⊂ M be a set that is uniquely geodesically convex. Consider
the distance d(·, ·) satisfying Assumption 2.9. Let us assume that the set C is a Riemannian α-
strongly convex set (Definition 3.3). The set C is then a geodesic (αℓM/L2

M)-strongly convex
set (Definition 3.2).

Before proving the theorem, we introduce the important notion of geodesic triangle. For the
three points p, q, r ∈ M, the set ∆pqr of the three minimizing geodesics joining these three
points is a geodesic triangle. A comparison triangle ∆p̄q̄r̄ is then a triangle with the same side
length as ∆pqr in a metric space with a constant sectional curvature. Comparison theorems
are then used to compare the angle between these triangles according to a lower (Toponogov’s
theorem) or an upper bound (Rauch’s theorem) on the sectional curvature of the geodesic metric
space M. We refer to [18, 46, 17] for a detailed treatment of such comparison theorems and
to [63, 64] for their use in optimization contexts. It should be noted that comparison theorems
do not only compare triangles, but also hinges, and result in angle or length comparisons [46,
Theorem 2.2. B].

Proof. As the set C is a Riemannian strongly convex set (Definition 3.3), by using the definition
of the strong convexity of sets in Hilbert spaces (3), we obtain

∀x ∈ M, ∀p, q ∈ Exp−1
x (C), ∀t ∈ [0, 1],

if z ∈ TxM : ‖z − (tp + (1− t)q)‖ ≤ αt(1 − t)‖p− q‖2, then z ∈ Exp−1
x (C), (8)

for some parameter α > 0. We now consider arbitrary points x, y ∈ M and z̃ ∈ M s.t.
d(γ(t), z̃) ≤ α̃t(1 − t)d2(x, y), where γ(t) : [0, 1] → M is the geodesic between x and y and

α̃
def
= αℓML−2

M > 0. Due to Assumption 2.9 we have

ℓM‖Exp−1
γ(t)(z̃)‖ ≤ L2

Mα̃t(1 − t)‖Exp−1
x (y)‖2. (9)
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Now, [44, Corollary 24] using the Riemannian cosine law inequality for our Cartan–Hadamard
manifold in the geodesic triangle with vertices x, z̃ and γ(t), and the corresponding triangle in
TxM via Exp−1

x (·), we have

2〈Exp−1
x (z̃), Exp−1

x (γ(t))〉 ≥ ‖Exp−1
x (z̃)‖2 + ‖Exp−1

x (γ(t))‖2 − ‖Exp−1
γ(t)(z̃)‖2

2〈Exp−1
x (z̃), Exp−1

x (γ(t))〉 = ‖Exp−1
x (z̃)‖2 + ‖Exp−1

x (γ(t))‖2 − ‖Exp−1
x (z̃)− Exp−1

x (γ(t))‖2,

which implies
‖Exp−1

x (z̃)− Exp−1
x (γ(t))‖x ≤ ‖Exp−1

γ(t)(z̃)‖γ(t). (10)

Now, let p = Exp−1
x (y), q = Exp−1

x (x) = 0, and z = Exp−1
x (z̃), and note that Exp−1

x (γ(t)) =
t Exp−1

x (y). Hence, combining (9) with (10) and using our new notation, we obtain

ℓM‖z − (tp + (1 − t)q)‖x ≤ L2
Mα̃t(1 − t)‖p− q‖2

x,

and after using the value of α̃ = αℓML−2
M and (8), we conclude that z = Exp−1

x (z̃) ∈ Exp−1
x (C),

and hence z̃ ∈ C.

By the same arguments presented in Proposition 4.2, one can establish that Riemannian
strong convexity implies the geodesic strong convexity of sets in Cartan–Hadamard manifolds.
This situation bears resemblance to the various notions of geodesically convex sets for Cartan–
Hadamard manifolds [12]. It should be noted that geodesic and double geodesic strong convexity
(Definitions 3.2 and 3.4) become equivalent under mild assumptions, which is noteworthy as
Definition 3.2 relies on the geodesic metric space structure of M, while Definition 3.4 leverages
the manifold structure ofM.

Proposition 4.3 (Equivalence between Geodesic and Double Geodesic Strong Convexity). Let
M be a complete, connected Riemannian manifold, and let us assume that Assumption 2.9
holds. If the subset C ⊂ M is a geodesic α-strongly convex set, then it is also a double geodesic

α
LM

-strongly convex set. If the set C is a double geodesic α-strongly convex set, then it is also a
geodesic ℓMα-strongly convex set.

Proof. (⇒) We start with C ⊂ M being an α-geodesically strongly convex set. Now, let z ∈
Tγ(t)M such that

‖z‖ ≤ α

LM
t(1 − t)d2(x, y).

As the distance function d can be bounded as d(x, y) ≤ LM‖Exp−1
x (y)‖, we have

‖z‖ ≤ α

LM
t(1− t)d2(x, y) ⇒ d

(
γ(t), Expγ(t)(z)

)
≤ αt(1− t)d2(x, y)

As the set is geodesically strongly convex, we have Expγ(t)(z) ∈ C.
(⇐) Now, we assume C to be a doubly exponentially strongly convex set with the parameter

α. We construct the point z ∈M such that

d(γ(t), z) ≤ ℓMαt(1− t)d2(x, y).

As the distance function d can be bounded as ℓM‖Exp−1
γ(t)(z)‖ ≤ d(γ(t), z), we have

d(γ(t), z) ≤ ℓMαt(1 − t)d2(x, y) ⇒ ‖Exp−1
γ(t)(z)‖ ≤ αt(1 − t)d2(x, y)

As the set is α-double exponentially strongly convex, we have z ∈ C.
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5 Sublevel Sets of Geodesically Strongly Convex Func-

tions

Definitions 3.2 to 3.4 formalize the concept of strong convexity for subsets of a Riemannian
manifold. Additionally, Definition 3.5 serves as a key tool in Section 7 to establish linear
convergence. However, proving that a set is strongly convex might be difficult in practice. Hence,
this section aims to develop the necessary framework for demonstrating the strong convexity of
sets within Riemannian manifolds.

5.1 Euclidean Case

In the context of Hilbert spaces, the uniform convexity of ℓp or p-Schatten balls has been
studied in the theory of Banach spaces [19, 11, 7]. However, for less standard cases, the strong
convexity of sets can often be most efficiently demonstrated by showing that they correspond to
the sublevel sets of strongly convex functions [36, 26]. We present the Riemannian counterpart
of [36, Theorem 12] for sublevel sets of geodesically strongly convex functions (Definition 2.7).
These findings extend to the notion of geodesically convex functions, as observed in [54] and [12,
Proposition 11.8].

In the Euclidean setting, [36, Theorem 12] demonstrates that the sublevel sets of L-smooth,
µ-strongly convex functions are strongly convex sets. In particular, the following set is µ/2

√
2Ls

strongly convex,
Qs := {x | f(x)− f∗ ≤ s}, where f∗ = min

x
f(x).

5.2 Non-Euclidean Case

We now demonstrate that the sublevel sets of a geodesically smooth, strongly convex function
are geodesic strongly convex sets. This result relies heavily on the following lemma.

Lemma 5.1 (Smoothness property). Let us consider f as a geodesically L-smooth function on
the geodesically closed convex subset C ⊂ M, where M is an Cartan–Hadamard manifold. We
denote x∗ ∈ argminx∈C f(x). Then,

‖∇f(x)‖x ≤
√

2L(f(x)− f(x∗)). (11)

This result is based on the concept of functional duality in a Riemannian manifold, which
has been comprehensively studied in [8]. The corresponding proof can be referred to in Ap-
pendix A.2.

Theorem 5.2 (Geodesic Strong Convexity of sublevel sets). Let M be a Riemannian manifold.
Suppose that C ⊆ M is uniquely geodesically convex and f : C ⊆ M → R is a proper, geodesi-
cally L-smooth, and µ-strongly convex function on C w.r.t. the distance function d satisfying
Assumption 2.9. Let x∗ ∈ C satisfying ∇f(x∗) = 0. Let Qs :=

{
x | f(x) − f∗ ≤ s

}
⊆ C

be geodesically strictly convex for some s > 0, that is, every geodesic segment in Qs is in the
interior of Qs except possibly for its endpoints. Then, Qs is a geodesic strongly convex set with

α = µ/2
√

2sL max{ℓ−2
M ; 1} (Definition 3.2).

Proof. Let s > 0, and let us consider (x, y) ∈ Q2
s and write γ as the geodesic between x and y.

On successively using the geodesic smoothness of f , Cauchy-Schwartz, and Lemma 5.1, for all
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smooth curve ct(t̃) : ct(0) = γ(t) and t, t̃ ∈ [0, 1], we obtain

f(ct(t̃))− f∗ ≤f(γ(t))− f∗ + 〈∇f(γ(t)); Exp−1
γ(t)(ct(t̃))〉γ(t) +

L

2
d2(γ(t), ct(t̃))

≤f(γ(t))− f∗ + ‖∇f(γ(t))‖γ(t)‖Exp−1
γ(t)(ct(t̃))‖γ(t) +

L

2
d2(γ(t), ct(t̃))

≤f(γ(t))− f∗ +
√

2L(f(γ(t))− f∗)ℓ−1
M d(γ(t), ct(t̃)) +

L

2
d2(γ(t), ct(t̃))

≤
(√

f(γ(t))− f∗ +

√
L max{ℓ−2

M ; 1}
2

d(γ(t), ct(t̃))
)2

. (12)

Therefore, to ensure that ct(t̃) ∈ Qs, we can identify a sufficient condition on d(γ(t), ct(t̃)), such
that

(√
f(γ(t))− f∗ +

√
L max{ℓ−2

M ; 1}
2

d(γ(t), ct(t̃))
)2

≤ s,

⇐d(γ(t), ct(t̃)) ≤ sufficient condition ≤
√

2

L max{ℓ−2
M ; 1}

(√
s−

√
f(γ(t))− f∗

)
(13)

As f is strongly convex, on using Definition 2.7 and because (x, y) ∈ Qs, we obtain

f(γ(t))− f∗ ≤ s− (1− t)t
µ

2
d2(x, y),

Since
√· is a concave function, we have

√
x− y ≤ √x− y

2
√

x
. Therefore,

√
f(γ(t))− f∗ ≤

√
s− (1− t)t

µd2(x, y)

2
≤
√

s− (1− t)tµd2(x, y)

4
√

s
.

Hence, we have

√
2

L max{ℓ−2
M ; 1}

(√
s−

√
f(γ(t))− f∗

)
≥
√

2

L max{ℓ−2
M ; 1}

(
(1− t)tµd2(x, y)

4
√

s

)
(14)

=(1− t)t
µ

2
√

2sL max{ℓ−2
M ; 1}

d2(x, y). (15)

Therefore,

d(γ(t), ct(t̃)) ≤ (1− t)t
µ

2
√

2sL max{ℓ−2
M ; 1}

d2(x, y)

(15)
===⇒ d(γ(t), ct(t̃)) ≤

√
2

L max{ℓ−2
M ; 1}

(√
s−

√
f(γ(t))− f∗

)

(13)
===⇒

(√
f(γ(t))− f∗ +

√
L max{ℓ−2

M ; 1}
2

d(γ(t), ct(t̃))
)2

≤ s

(12)
===⇒ f(ct(t̃))− f∗ ≤ s.

Hence, ct(t̃) is in the set Qs, which is the definition of geodesic strong convexity.
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Example: Unit sphere. Let us consider S
n−1, the unit sphere manifold embedded in R

n,
with the distance function d(x, y) = arccos(〈x; y〉). Let us fix x0 ∈ M, and let f(x) = d2(x0, x).

Let the set Qs := {x : f(x) ≤ s}. When s <
(

π
2

)2
, the squared distance function is a geodesically

smooth and strongly convex function (the constants of which depend on s) [41, Lem. 12.15],
[55, pp153–154]. As Qs is also a strictly convex set for s < (π/2)2, the set Qs is a geodesically
strongly convex set, as shown in Theorem 5.2.

Example: Symmetric Positive Definite Matrices. Let M be the set of symmetric
positive definite matrices with the affine-invariance metric, which yields the distance function

dM(X, Y ) =
√∑

i log2 λi(X−1Y )) and is a Cartan–Hadamard manifold, cf. [31]. Let us fix

X0 ∈ M, and let f(X) = d2
M(X0, X). As M is a Cartan–Hadamard manifold, its distance

function is strongly convex, and d is also smooth in bounded sets. Therefore, the sets Qs,
s < f(0), are strongly convex, as shown in Theorem 5.2.

6 Double Geodesic Strong Convexity and Approximate

Riemannian Scaling Inequality

Under mild assumptions, Section 7 shows that the Riemannian FW algorithm (Algorithm 1)
admits a global linear convergence rate (Theorem 7.1) when the feasible set in (OPT) sat-
isfies a Riemannian scaling inequality. However, there is no apparent link between (double)
geodesic strong convexity (Definition 3.3 or Definition 3.4) and the Riemannian scaling inequal-
ity. Therefore, in this section, we explore the link between double geodesic strong convexity and
the Riemannian scaling inequality. We introduce the notion of approximate Riemannian scaling
inequality (Definition 6.2) and demonstrate that the quality of the approximation depends on
the exponential map operator (Definition 6.1).

6.1 Double Geodesic Strong Convexity and Double Exponential Map

In this section, we link the double geodesic strong convexity (Definition 3.4) with an approximate
version of the scaling inequality (introduced subsequently in Definition 6.2). We first introduce
the double exponential map [27, 24, 48] and rewrite the definition of the double geodesic strong
convexity using two geodesic paths.

Definition 6.1 (Double Exponential Map). LetM be a complete, connected Riemannian man-
ifold. Let TxM be the tangent space to M at x ∈ M, Expx(·) : TxM → M be the expo-
nential map at x, and Γy

x : TxM → TyM be the transportation map between the tangent
spaces TxM and TyM. We define the double exponential map at x ∈ M as the function
Expx(u, v) : TxM× TxM→M, such that

Expx(u, v) := ExpExpx(u)

(
ΓExpx(u)

x v
)
. (double exponential map)

We also define hx(·, ·) : TxM× TxM → TxM as the (unique) exponential map operator, such
that

Expx(hx(u, v)) := Expx(u, v), ∀u, v ∈ TxM. (Exponential Map Operator)

In particular, we can rewrite the double geodesic strong convexity of a set with the double
exponential map. Informally, Definition 3.4 takes into consideration the geodesic γ between x
and y and other geodesics departing from a γ(t) that moves in every z direction, thus describing
a closed ball in the tangent space Tγ(t)M. Therefore, (6) in Definition 3.4 becomes

Expx

(
Exp−1

x (γ(t)), αt(1 − t)d2(x, y)z
)
∈ C, for all z ∈ B̄(0, 1) ⊂ TxM. (16)

This expression motivates the use of the term double to describe the notion of strong convexity.
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6.2 Link with Approximate Riemannian Scaling Inequality

This section presents a connection between double geodesic strong convexity and a weaker
version of the Riemannian scaling inequality using the exponential map operator. When the
exponential map operator satisfies h(u, v) = u + v (basically, when the set is Euclidean), the
double geodesic set strong convexity implies the Riemannian scaling inequality (Proposition A.1).
Instead, in [24, 48], explicit approximations of the exponential map operator were proposed when
the Riemannian manifold is symmetric or has a constant curvature, e.g., the Euclidean sphere
or Lobachevsky spaces [24]. These approximations provide expansions of hx(u, v) of the form

hx(u, v) = u + v + Rx(u, v), (17)

where the term Rx(u, v) can be an order of magnitude smaller than
√
‖u‖2

x + ‖v‖2
x. In these

cases, we can no longer prove that the double geodesic strong convexity would imply the Rie-
mannian scaling inequality. Instead, we introduce an approximate Riemannian scaling inequality
in Definition 6.2 and demonstrate in Proposition 6.3 that the double geodesic strong convexity
implies an approximate Riemannian scaling inequality. The approximation quality is controlled
by Rx(u, v).

Definition 6.2 (Approximate Riemannian Scaling Inequality). Let M be a Riemannian man-
ifold and C ⊂ M. Let us consider a geodesically α-strongly convex set C ⊂ M. We then say
that C satisfies the approximate Riemannian scaling inequality w.r.t. the distance d(·, ·) and the
residual r(·) : C → TM if, for all x ∈ C, w ∈ TxM, and v ∈ argmaxz∈C〈w; Exp−1

x (z)〉x, we have

〈w; Exp−1
x (v)〉x ≥ α‖w‖xd(v, x)2 + 〈w; r(x)〉x , (Approximate Riemannian Scaling Inequality)

In Proposition 6.3, we now show that the geodesic strong convexity of a set in the Rieman-
nian manifold M implies an approximate Riemannian scaling inequality that depends on this
difference Rx(u, v) of the exponential operator map.

Proposition 6.3 (Double Geodesic Str. Cvx. implies Approximate Riemannian Scaling In-
equality). Let us consider C ⊂ M as double geodesically α-strongly convex (Definition 3.4) in
a Riemannian manifold M. We define Rx : TxM× TxM→ TxM, such that, for all x ∈ C, the
exponential map operator (Definition 6.1) is decomposed as

hx(u, v) = u + v + Rx(u, v), ∀(u, v) ∈ TxM, x ∈ C. (18)

The approximate scaling inequality (Definition 6.2) is then satisfied w.r.t. d(·, ·) with the residual
r(·) s.t. for all x ∈ C and w ∈ TxM

r(x) = Rx

[1

2
γ′

x,v(0), Γx
γx,v(1/2)

(α

4
d2(x, v)z∗

)]
, (Residual)

where v ∈ argmaxz∈C〈w; Exp−1
x (z)〉x and z∗ ∈ argmax‖z‖γx,v (1/2)=1

〈
Γ

γx,v(1/2)
x w; z

〉
γx,v(1/2)

.

Proof. This proof is similar to Proposition A.1 until (34). We then write

u =
1

2
γ′

x,v(0) and ω =
(
Γγx,v(1/2)

x

)−1
(
α

4
d2(x, v)z).

Hence, we have
〈

w; Exp−1
x (v)

〉

x
≥
〈

w; Exp−1
x

(
Expx

(
u + ω + R(u, v)

))〉

x
.

Using the same arguments as those in the proof of Proposition A.1, we obtain
〈

w; Exp−1
x (v)

〉

x
≥ α

2
d2(x, v)‖w‖x +

〈
w; R(

1

2
γ′

x,v(0), Γx
γx,v(1/2)(

α

4
d2(x, v)z∗)

〉

x
.
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The approximate scaling inequality is meaningful in the regime wherein x and v are close.
In this situation, the scale of the residual r(·) is determined by γ′

x,v(0) and d2(x, v). In some
setting, the residual is such that the approximate term 〈w; r(x)〉x in Definition 6.2 becomes
negligible w.r.t. the original term α‖w‖xd(x, v)2. It should be noted that, in the analysis of the
FW algorithm in Section 7, we select w := −∇f(xt), where xt are the FW iterates.

The general expression of Rx(u, v) = hx(u, v) − u − v as a series is given in [27]. Dzhepko
and Nikonorov [24] provide the explicit Taylor series for the Euclidean sphere [24, (6)] and
Lobachevskii spaces [24, Section 3].

7 Frank-Wolfe on Geodesically Strongly Convex Sets

The FW algorithm is a first-order method that is used to solve constrained optimization prob-
lems in Banach spaces. Each iteration relies on a linear minimization step over the constraint
region. It has recently been extended for constrained optimization over Riemannian manifolds.
The Riemannian Frank-Wolfe (RFW) algorithm [61, 62] solves the following smooth convex
constrained problem.

minimize f(x), for x ∈ C (OPT)

where C ⊆ M is a compact geodesically convex set, and f is geodesically smooth and convex.

Algorithm 1 Riemannian Frank-Wolfe (RFW) algorithm

Require: x0 ∈ C ⊂M; assume access to the geodesic map γ : [0, 1]→M
for t = 0, 1, · · · do

1. vt ← argmaxv∈C〈∇f(xt); Exp−1
xt

(v)〉
2. Let st = argmins∈[0,1] s〈∇f(xt); Exp−1

xt
(vt)〉x + s2 L

2 d2(xt, vt).

3. xt+1 ← γ(st), where γ(0) = xt and γ(1) = vt.
end for

Remarkably, [61, 62] proves similar convergence rates of RFW as the FW algorithm with
comparable structural assumptions on the optimization problem as in the Hilbertian setting.
For instance, when the function f is geodesically convex and smooth and the set is compact
convex, the RFW algorithm converges in O(1/T ) [61, Theorem 3.4.]. Similarly, Weber and Sra
[61, Theorem 3.5.] show linear convergence of Algorithm 1 when using short-step sizes, and the
objective function is geodesically strongly convex and the optimum in the interior of the set.

In the Hilbertian setting, the FW algorithm admits various accelerated convergence regimes
when the set is strongly convex. When the unconstrained optimum of f is outside the constraint
set, the FW algorithm converges linearly [23], or when the function is strongly convex, the
convergence is in O(1/T 2) without an assumption on the unconstrained optimum location [26].
The previous sections establish possible notions of strong convexity for sets in Riemannian
manifolds. We now demonstrate that analog convergence regimes for the RFW algorithm on
geodesically convex sets hold as in the case of the Hilbertian setting. These results complete
the work of [61, 62].

7.1 Linear convergence of RFW under the Riemannian scaling inequal-

ity

As outlined in [38], the scaling inequality (Proposition 3.1.(b)) is a convenient characterization
of the strong convexity of the set (in Hilbertian setting) for establishing convergence rates.
We follow the same path and establish the convergence rate of the RFW algorithm when the
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constraint set satisfies (approximate) Riemannian scaling inequalities. In Theorem 7.1, we thus
prove the linear convergence of the RFW algorithm when the set C satisfies a Riemannian scaling
inequality and the unconstrained optimum of f is outside C. This provides a generalization of
[23] in a Riemannian setting.

Theorem 7.1 (Linearly Convergent RFW with Riemannian Scaling Inequality). Consider a
geodesically convex set C and a geodesically convex function f that is L-smooth in C. As-
sume that any unconstrained optimum of f lies outside the constraint set C, and in particu-
lar, there exists c > 0 s.t. argminx∈C ‖∇f(x)‖x > c. Assume that, for every x ∈ C, the
(Riemannian scaling inequality) holds. Then Algorithm 1 converges linearly:

f(xt+1)− f(x∗) ≤ (f(xt)− f(x∗)) max{1/2, 1− αc/(2L)}.
Proof. This proof is based on [23, 26, 38], but in in a Riemannian setting. Using the geodesic
smoothness (Definition 2.8) of f at xt+1 = γ(st), we obtain

f(xt+1) ≤ f(xt)−
〈
−∇f(xt); Exp−1

xt
(γ(st))

〉
x

+
L

2
d2(xt, γ(st)).

As γ is a geodesic between xt and vt, we have d(xt, γ(st)) = std(xt, vt) and Exp−1
xt

(γ(st)) =
st Exp−1

xt
(vt). Hence, we now have

f(xt+1) ≤ f(xt)− st

〈
−∇f(xt); Exp−1

xt
(vt)

〉
x

+
L

2
s2

t d2(xt, vt).

According to the short-step rule for st (Algorithm 1), for all s ∈ [0, 1], we now have

f(xt+1) ≤ f(xt)− s
〈
−∇f(xt); Exp−1

xt
(vt)

〉
x

+
L

2
s2d2(xt, vt).

After using the optimality of vt, we have 〈−∇f(xt); Exp−1
xt

(vt)〉x ≤ 〈−∇f(xt); Exp−1
xt

(x∗)〉x,
where x∗ ∈ C is a solution to (OPT). Then, owing to the geodesic convexity of f , we have

f(x∗)− f(x) ≥ 〈∇f(x); Exp−1
x (x∗)〉x.

Hence, as it is the case in the Hilbertian setting, the FW gap 〈−∇f(xt); Exp−1
xt

(vt)〉x upper
bounds the primal gap at xt, i.e.,

f(xt)− f(x∗) ≤ 〈−∇f(xt); Exp−1
xt

(vt)〉x.

We write ht = f(xt)− f(x∗), and we hence have

ht+1 ≤ ht(1 − s/2)− s/2
〈
−∇f(xt); Exp−1

xt
(vt)

〉
x

+
L

2
s2d2(xt, vt). (19)

Now, with c = argminx∈C ‖∇f(x)‖x > 0, after using the (Riemannian scaling inequality) at xt

and since −∇f(xt) ∈ TxtM, we obtain

〈−∇f(xt); Exp−1
xt

(vt)〉x ≥ αcd(xt, vt)
2,

such that, for all s ∈ [0, 1], we have

ht+1 ≤ ht(1− s/2) +
s

2

(
Ls− αc

)
d2(xt, vt). (20)

Then, if αc/L < 1, by choosing s = αc/L in (20), we have ht+1 ≤ ht(1−αc/(2L)); else, we have
L− αc < 0, and on selecting s = 1, we simply have ht+1 ≤ ht/2. Hence,

ht+1 ≤ ht max{1/2, 1− αc/(2L)}.

Examples of sets satisfying the Riemannian scaling inequality are, for instance, sets of re-
stricted diameter in Riemannian manifolds with bounded sectional curvature (see Section 8).
However, this condition might be restrictive.
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7.2 Local Linear convergence of RFW under the approximate Rieman-

nian scaling inequality

Since the “exact” Riemannian scaling inequality is quite restrictive, this section provides a
similar convergence result when the feasible sets satisfy only approximate Riemannian scaling
inequalities (Definition 6.2).

Theorem 7.2 (Linearly Convergent RFW on Double Geodesic Strongly Convex Sets). Consider
a complete connected Riemannian manifold and a distance d(·, ·) satisfying Assumption 2.9 with
parameters 0 < ℓM ≤ LM. Assume that C ⊂ M is an α−double geodesically strong convex set
w.r.t. the distance d(·, ·) (Definition 3.4). Assume that the function f is a geodesically convex
L-smooth function, and there exists c > 0 s.t.

minx∈C ‖∇f(x)‖x > c.

Let us assume that there exists C > 0 s.t. that the residual (18) of the exponential map
operator Rx(·, ·) for all x ∈ C and u, w ∈ TxM is such that

‖Rx(u, w)‖x ≤ C ·max
{
‖u‖2

x‖w‖x; ‖w‖2
x‖u‖x

}
. (21)

Let us assume that, for some diameter δ > 0, d(xt, vt)2 ≤ (αc)/(2δLC̃), where C̃ := C max
{

α2

16δℓM
; α

4ℓ2
M

}
.

Then,

f(xt+1)− f(x∗) ≤ (f(xt)− f(x∗)) max

{
1

2
, 1− αc

2L

}
.

Proof. As in the proof of Theorem (7.1), (19) is satisfied, i.e.,

ht+1 ≤ ht(1− st/2)− st/2〈−∇f(xt); Exp−1
xt

(vt)〉xt +
L

2
s2

t d2(xt, vt). (22)

Now, from Proposition 6.3, as C is double geodesically α-strongly convex, an approximate Rie-
mannian scaling inequality is satisfied (Definition 6.2) at xt with −∇f(xt) ∈ TxtM with the
residual r(xt) as in (Residual), i.e.,

r(xt) = Rxt

[1

2
γ′

xt,vt
(0), Γxt

γxt,vt (1/2)

(α

4
d2(xt, vt)z

∗
)]

. (23)

Hence, on combining with argminx∈C ‖∇f(x)‖x > c, we can lower-bound 〈−∇f(xt); Exp−1
xt

(vt)〉xt

as follows:
〈−∇f(xt); Exp−1

xt
(vt)〉xt ≥ αcd(xt, vt)

2 + 〈−∇f(x); r(xt)〉xt .

On substituting this inequality in (22), for all s ∈ [0, 1], we have

ht+1 ≤ ht(1− s/2) +
s

2

(
Ls− αc

)
d2(xt, vt) +

s

2
〈∇f(xt); r(xt)〉xt . (24)

We use (21) to upper-bound the term ‖r(xt)‖xt . Hence, we are first required to obtain an upper
bound on ‖γ′

xt,vt
(0)‖xt and ‖α

4 d2(xt, vt)z∗‖γxt,vt (1/2). We first note that

∥∥α

4
d2(xt, vt)z

∗∥∥
γxt,vt (1/2)

=
α

4
d2(xt, vt).

Furthermore, by definition of the exponential mapping, we have ‖γ′
xt,vt

(0)‖xt = ‖Exp−1
xt

(vt)‖x,
and according to Assumption 2.9, we have

‖γ′
xt,vt

(0)‖xt ≤
1

ℓM
d(xt, vt).
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When plugging these two bounds in the residual r(xt) (23), with the growth condition on the
residual (21), we have

‖r(xt)‖xt ≤ C max
{ α2

16ℓM
d5(xt, vt);

α

4ℓ2
M

d4(xt, vt)
}

(25)

‖r(xt)‖xt ≤ Cd4(xt, vt) max
{ α2

16ℓM
d(xt, vt);

α

4ℓ2
M

}
. (26)

On using d(xt, vt) ≤ δ, and with C̃ := C max
{

α2/(16ℓM)δ; α/(4ℓ2
M)
}

, we have ‖r(xt)‖xt ≤
C̃d4(xt, vt). Hence, using the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and ‖∇f(xt)‖x ≤ δL, (24) becomes

ht+1 ≤ ht(1− s/2) +
s

2

(
Ls− αc

)
d2(xt, vt) +

s

2
δLC̃d4(xt, vt) (27)

≤ ht(1− s/2) +
s

2
d2(xt, vt)

(
Ls− αc + δLC̃d2(xt, vt)

)
. (28)

As we assumed d(xt, vt)2 ≤ (αc)/(2δLC̃), we have −αc + δLC̃d2(xt, vt) ≤ −(αc)/2 < 0. Let
us consider s∗ := (αc − δLC̃d2(xt, vt))/L > 0. If s∗ > 1, then the choice of s = 1 results in
ht+1 ≤ ht/2. Else, s∗ ∈ [0, 1], and we select s = s∗. We hence obtain ht+1 ≤ ht(1 − s∗/2) ≤
1− (αc)/(2L). Overall, we obtain

ht+1 ≤ ht max{1/2, 1− αc/(2L)}.

The previous theorem thus states that, provided a burn-in phase (that follows from the
general O(1/T ) of the RFW algorithm) to ensure d(xt, vt)2 ≤ (αc)/(2δLC̃), the iterates of the
RFW algorithm converge linearly when the set satisfies the approximate Riemannian scaling
inequality.

Example 7.3 (Riemannian trust-region subproblem.). When minimizing a function f on a
Riemannian manifold, a common approach is to use the trust-region method. After t iterations, it
approximates f̃t ≈ f , where f̃t is usually a second-order approximation of f around xt. Common
trust region approaches minimize f̃t(xt + ∆), where ∆ belongs to the tangent space of xt under
the constraint that ‖∆‖ ≤ δt; we then use a retraction on xt + ∆ to obtain the iterate xt+1.
Alternatively, it is also possible to solve the subproblem directly on the manifold as follows:

xt+1 = argmin
x∈M, d(xt, x)≤δt

f̃t(x).

On using Theorem 5.2, we determine that the set is geodesically strongly convex. Therefore, if
the set is sufficiently small, the RFW algorithm converges linearly on this subproblem.

Example 7.4 (Global Riemannian optimization through local subproblem solving). For mani-

folds of curvature bounded in [κmin, κmax], and defining K
def
= max{|κmin|, κmax}, Martínez-Rubio

[43] presented a reduction from global Riemannian g-convex optimization to optimization in Rie-
mannian balls of radius O( 1√

K
). It is required to solve O(ζR) of such ball optimization problems

to an accuracy proportional to the final global accuracy times low polynomial factors on other
parameters. Here, R is the initial distance to an optimizer, and ζR is a natural geometric con-
stant, cf. Proposition 8.2. If we can solve the subproblems using linear rates, the reduction only
adds a Õ(ζR) factor to these linear rates.
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Figure 1: Numerical convergence of the RFW algorithm’s iterates (Algo. 1) for minimizing a
quadratic function over a double geodesic strongly convex set in a unit sphere. The dimension
of the problem is n = 500, xc is a vector of ones, and the function f is a random quadratic
function parametrized as f(x) , ‖A(x − x⋆)‖2, where A is a random 250 × 500 matrix, and x⋆

is generated at random such that dist(x⋆, xc) ≤ π/2. The parameter R is set such that R =
0.9 dist(x⋆, xc), which ensures that the solution lies on the boundary, and therefore, there exists
c > 0 s.t. argminx∈C ‖∇f(x)‖x > c. As predicted by Theorem 7.2, the rate is locally linear.

7.3 Numerical Experiment: Minimization Over a Sphere

This section presents a numerical experiment illustrating the rates stated in Theorem 7.2. Let
the manifold M be S

n−1, the unit sphere embedded in R
n. Let us consider the following

problem.

min
x∈Sn−1

f(x), subject to dist(x, xc) ≤ R <
π

2
. (29)

Owing to the symmetries of the sphere, the linear minimization oracle for (29) can be formu-
lated as a simple one-dimensional problem (Proposition 9.2). This problem appears, for instance,
when training a neural network with spherical constraints over a hierarchical dataset.

Example 7.5 (Hierarchical neural network with sphere constraints). Scieur and Kim [56]
trained a neural network on a hierarchical dataset: “We force the classifier (hyperplane) of each
class to belong to a sphere manifold, whose center is the classifier of its super-class”. Hence,
in the case wherein one wants to fine-tune the last layer of such an architecture, the problem
can be formulated as in (29), where xc is the separating hyperplane of the super-class, R is a
user-defined parameter, and f(x) is the loss of the neural network parametrized by x over the
dataset.

The solution of Equation (29) is computed using the function fminbnd from Matlab (this
function uses the secant method). The experimental results have been reported in Figure 1,
wherein the two regimes (global rate of O(t−1) and locally linearly convergent) are clearly
distinguishable.
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8 Examples of Riemannian Strongly Convex Sets: Balls

with Restricted Radius

In this section, we always make use of the Riemannian distance dM(x, y) = ‖Exp−1
x (y)‖. The

Riemannian strongly convex set, in Equation (7), is the most restrictive of our definitions. It
implies that, for all points x in the set C, the logarithmic image of C around x, i.e., Exp−1

x (C),
is strongly convex in the Euclidean sense. Intuitively, we can expect that such a situation arises
when the logarithmic map Exp−1

x does not affect the shape of C too much, which is the case
when the sectional curvature ofM is bounded and the set C is not too large.

In this section, we show that some sublevel sets of the function x 7→ 1
2 dM(x, x0)2 are Rieman-

nian strongly convex. Before proving the main theorem, we first introduce some concepts and
two known results: 1) distance functions are locally geodesically smooth and strongly convex
[44], and 2) locally, Euclidean pulled-back functions of geodesically smooth, strongly convex
functions are smooth and strongly convex in the Euclidean sense [20].

8.1 Bounded curvature

In the following, we make an assumption regarding the curvature of our manifolds. Let us recall
that, given a two-dimensional subspace V ⊆ TxM of the tangent space of a point x, the sectional
curvature at x with respect to V is defined as the Gauss curvature for the surface Expx(V ) at x.
The Gauss curvature at a point x can be defined as the product of the maximum and minimum
curvatures of the curves resulting from intersecting the surface with planes that are normal to
the surface at x. See more details on the curvature tensor R in [51]. Our assumption is as
follows.

Assumption 8.1. The sectional curvatures ofM are contained in the interval [κmin, κmax] and
the covariant derivative of the curvature tensor is bounded as ‖∇R‖ ≤ F .

This assumption is not overly restrictive. The majority of the applications of Riemannian
optimization are in locally symmetric spaces, which satisfy ∇R = 0, for instance, constant
curvature spaces, the SPD matrix manifold with the usual metric, SO(n), and the Grasmannian
manifold [42].

8.2 Strong Convexity and Smoothness of Distance Functions

We now state a fact regarding the smoothness and strong convexity of the distance squared to
a point, that is central to many Riemannian optimization algorithms. In the sequel, we use the
notation K

def
= max{|κmin|; κmax}).

Proposition 8.2. (See [44]) Let us consider a uniquely geodesic Riemannian manifold M of
sectional curvature bounded in [κmin, κmax] and a ball Bx0 (r) in M of radius r centered at x0.
The function x 7→ 1

2 dM(x, x0)2 is then δr-strongly convex and ζr-smooth in Bx0(r), where δr

and ζr are the geometric constants defined by

ζr
def
=

{
r
√
|κmin| coth(r

√
|κmin|) if κmin ≤ 0

1 if κmin > 0
; δr

def
=

{
1 if κmax ≤ 0

r
√

κmax cot(r
√

κmax) if κmax > 0
(30)

In the case of Cartan–Hadamard manifolds, δr = 1 and ζr ∈ [r
√
|κmin|, r

√
|κmin|+ 1].
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8.3 Smoothness and Strong Convexity of Euclidean Pulled-Back Func-

tion

Under Assumption 8.1, [20, Proposition 6.1] showed that the Euclidean pulled-back function
x 7→ f(Expx0

(x)) of a smooth, strongly convex function f defined in a ball of restricted radius
in M is also smooth, strongly convex (in the Euclidean sense) in a ball of the same radius.

Proposition 8.3. (Informal, see [20, Proposition 6.1] for details). LetM be a uniquely geodesic
Riemannian manifold that satisfies Assumption 8.1 and that contains B(xref, r) defined as

B(xref, r) : {x ∈ M : dM(x, xref) ≤ r}, and let Bxref
(0, r) : {v ∈ Txref

M : ‖v‖ ≤ r}.

As shown above, we also defined the pulled-back ball to Txref
M. Let us assume the function

f : M → R is L-smooth, µ-strongly geodesically convex in the ball B(xref, r), and has its
minimizer x⋆ ∈ B(xref, r). Then, if

r ≤ µ

L
min

{
1

4K
,

K

4F

}
,

the pulled-back Euclidean function x 7→ f(Expx0
(x)) is 3

2 L-smooth, and 1
2 µ-strongly convex over

the ball Bxref
(0, r).

One can relax the assumption of the minimizer being in the ball as this is only used to
show that the Lipschitz constant of the function in the ball is at most 2Lr. For instance, if the
distance between the minimizer and xref is R, the Lipschitz constant can be bounded by O(LR),
and we could use this bound to conclude a similar statement.

8.4 Main result

Using Propositions 8.2 and 8.3, we can prove that balls and other sets obtained from sublevel
sets of smooth and strongly g-convex functions in small regions are Riemannian strongly convex.

Theorem 8.4. Let M be a uniquely geodesic Riemannian manifold that satisfies Assump-
tion 8.1, and let the function f : x 7→ 1

2 dM(x, x0)2, x0 ∈ M. Then, the sublevel sets

Cr = {x ∈M : f(x) ≤ 1

2
r2}

are Riemannian strongly convex if r ≤ 1
2

δr

ζr
min{ 1

4K , K
4F }, where ζr and δr are the smoothness

and strong convexity parameters of the function 1
2 dM(·, x0)2 in Cr (see Equation (30)).

Proof. In this setting, pulling the function back to the tangent space of any point in Cr results in
a Euclidean function that is strongly convex and smooth with condition number O(ζr/δr) in Cr.
Furthermore, for all point x ∈ Cr, the function f̂x : Exp−1

x (Cr)→ R defined as y 7→ f(Expx(y))
for all y ∈ Exp−1

x (Cr) is strongly convex with the parameter δr/2, and in particular, Exp−1
x (Cr)

is a strongly convex set. It should be noted that we considered that the distance from x to any
point in Cr is at most 2r.

This implies that Riemannian balls in these generic manifolds are geodesic strongly convex
sets. We note that the greatest r that satisfies the condition in Theorem 8.4 is roughly a constant,
considering constant curvature bounds. Being able to optimize in these sets is important as
Martínez-Rubio [43] proved that one can reduce global geodesically convex optimization to the
optimization over these sets.
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9 Example of a Simple Linear Minimization Oracle

When the curvature is constant (spheres or hyperbolic spaces) and the domain is a ball, the
linear minimization oracle can be simplified into a one-dimensional problem.

Theorem 9.1 (Linear minimization oracle in a ball in a constant curvature manifold).

Let B̄
def
= B(x0, r) ⊂ M be a closed Riemannian ball in a manifold M of a constant sectional

curvature. If the curvature K is positive, let us assume r < π
2

√
K

, so that the ball is uniquely

geodesically convex. Given a point x and a direction v ∈ TxM, we define

Γ
def
= Expx

(
span{Exp−1

x (x0), v}
)
∩ {x |dM(x, x0) = r}.

The solution of argminz∈B̄〈v, Exp−1
x (z)〉 can then be found in Γ.

Proof. A solution is in the first set of the definition of Γ owing to the symmetries of the manifold.
Indeed, let us assume there is a solution z, such that

z /∈ Expx

(
span{Exp−1

x (x0), v}
)

.

Now, let us consider the points Exp−1
x (z) ∈ TxM, and Exp−1

x (z′) ∈ TxM, such that z′ is the
point resulting from the application of Expx(·) to the symmetric of Exp−1

x (z) with respect to
the plane span{Exp−1

x (x0), v}.
Then, z′ is also a solution; therefore, Expx(1

2 Exp−1
x (z) + 1

2 Exp−1
x (z′)) would also be a

solution, and it would be in Expx

(
span{Exp−1

x (x0), v}
)
.

Moreover, any solution z satisfies dM(x, z) = r because, otherwise, there exists a neighbor-
hood around z contained in B, and we could further decrease the function value of 〈v, Exp−1

x (·)〉
for some point in this neighborhood. Finally, we can parametrize Γ as θ 7→ the point of intersec-
tion of B with the geodesic segment starting at x from the direction cos(θ) Exp−1

x (x0) + sin(θ)v,
where θ ∈ [0, 2π). Except for the degenerate case wherein Exp−1

x (x0) is parallel to v, where Γ
is a single point and the solution we are looking for.

A direct consequence of Theorem 9.1 is that the problem of approximating a solution of the
linear max oracle can be solved by solving an alternative one-dimensional problem.

Proposition 9.2. Let u1, u2 be an orthonormal basis for the linear subspace span{Exp−1
x (x0), v}.

The solution of argminz∈B̄〈v, Exp−1
x (z)〉 can then be obtained by solving the following one-

dimensional problem,
min

φ∈[−π,π]
α(φ)〈v; p(φ)〉,

where p(φ) and α(φ) are defined as

p(φ) = cos(φ)u1 + sin(φ)u2, φ ∈ [−π, π], (31)

α(φ) = argmin
α>0

: Dist (Expx(αp(φ)), x0) = r. (32)

Proof. The proof is immediate. The subspace span{Exp−1
x (x0), v} is parametrized with polar

coordinates: p is a direction of the unitary norm, and α is the length. The non-linear equation
(32) represents the smallest α such that α · p intersects B(x0, r).

The solution φ can be computed using a one-dimensional solver, e.g., bisection or the Newton-
Raphson method. It should be noted that finding α(φ) is also a one-dimensional problem, and
it can also be solved using similar techniques.

In some cases, there are simple formulas for α(φ), e.g., when the manifold is a sphere (Propo-
sition 9.3).
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Proposition 9.3. Let M = S
n−1 be the unit sphere. The formula of Equation (32) then reads

as

α(φ) = 2tan−1

(
b(φ) +

√
a2 + b(φ)2 − c2

a + c

)
, a = xT

0 x, b(φ) = xT
0 p(φ), c = 1− 2 sin

(r

2

)
.

Proof. The distance function and exponential map in the sphere read as

Dist(x, y) = 2 asin

(‖y − x‖
2

)
, Expx(tv) = x cos(t‖v‖)+ tv

‖tv‖ sin(t‖v‖), v ∈ TxM, t ∈ R.

Hence, for all x, y ∈ M,

Dist(x, y) = 2 asin

(‖y − x‖
2

)
= r,

⇒‖y − x‖ = 2 sin
(r

2

)
,

⇒‖y‖2 + ‖x‖2 − 2xT y = 4 sin2
(r

2

)
,

⇒xT y = 1− 2 sin2
(r

2

)
.

By replacing x, y by Expx(αp), x0 and using the expression of the exponential map, we obtain
the equation

xT
0 x cos(α) + xT

0 p(φ) sin(α) = 4 sin2
(r

2

)
.

The desired result follows after identifying the terms a, b, c in

a cos(α) + b sin(α) = c,

the solution of which is

α = 2tan−1

(
b±
√

a2 + b2 − c2

a + c

)
+ 2kπ, k ∈ Z.

10 Conclusion

We presented the first definitions for strong convexity of sets in Riemannian manifolds, studied
their relationships, and have provided examples of these sets. Our definitions seek to be well-
suited for optimization and for establishing the strongly convex nature of the set. The global
linear convergence of the RFW algorithm serves as a tangible demonstration of the impact of
developing a theory around the strong convexity structure of these sets.

However, most importantly, we expect the development of a strongly convex structure to be
helpful when developing Riemannian algorithms in the contexts wherein the Euclidean algorithm
counterpart was leveraging such a structure, e.g., in the generalized power method [36], online
learning [34, 22, 9, 10], and even more broadly, in the case of the use of strongification techniques,
as in [47].
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A Technical Proposition and Lemmas

A.1 Double Geodesic Strong Convexity implies Riemannian Scaling

Inequality

Proposition A.1 (Double Geodesic Str. Cvx. implies Riemannian Scaling Inequality). Let
C ⊂ M be a double geodesic α-strongly convex set (Definition 3.4) in a complete connected Rie-
mannian manifold M. Let us assume that the double exponential map operator (Definition 6.1)
is such that

hx(u, v) = u + v, ∀(u, v) ∈ TxM. (33)

The Riemannian scaling inequality in Definition 3.5 is then satisfied.

Proof. Let us consider x ∈ C, w ∈ TxM, and v ∈ C s.t.

v ∈ argmax
z∈C

〈w; Exp−1
x (z)〉x.

Then, by (16), which is equivalent to Definition 3.4 with t = 1/2, we have Expγx,v(1/2)

(
α
4 d2(x, v)z

)
∈

C, where γx,v(·) is the geodesic joining x, and v and z are a unit norm vector in Tγx,v(1/2)M.
Then, by optimality of v, for all z ∈ Tγx,v(1/2)M with ‖z‖γx,v(1/2) = 1, we have

〈
w; Exp−1

x (v)
〉

x
≥
〈

w; Exp−1
x

(
Expγx,v(1/2)

(α

4
d2(x, v)z

))〉

x
.

Let us first recall that, by definition of the exponential map, for the geodesic γx,v and for all
t ∈ [0, 1], we have Expx(tγ′

x,v(0)) = γx,v(t) such that we can write

〈
w; Exp−1

x (v)
〉

x
≥
〈

w; Exp−1
x

(
ExpExpx( 1

2 γ′
x,v(0))

(α

4
d2(x, v)z

))〉

x
. (34)

We can hence write this in terms of the double exponential map and subsequently in terms of
the exponential operator map. We use

ExpExpx( 1
2 γ′

x,v(0))

(α

4
d2(x, v)z

)
= Expx

(1

2
γ′

x,v(0);
(
Γγx,v(1/2)

x

)−1
(
α

4
d2(x, v)z)

)
.

Hence, on using the assumption (33) on the exponential operator, we have

ExpExpx( 1
2 γ′

x,v(0))

(α

4
d2(x, v)z

)
= Expx

(1

2
γ′

x,v(0) +
(
Γγx,v(1/2)

x

)−1
(
α

4
d2(x, v)z)

)
.

When plugging the last equality in (34), we obtain

〈
w; Exp−1

x (v)
〉

x
≥ 1

2

〈
w; γ′

x,v(0)
〉

x
+
〈

w;
(
Γγx,v(1/2)

x

)−1
(
α

4
d2(x, v)z)

〉

x
.

It should be noted that γ′
x,v(0) = Exp−1

x (v), such that

〈
w; Exp−1

x (v)
〉

x
≥ 2
〈

w;
(
Γγx,v(1/2)

x

)−1
(
α

4
d2(x, v)z)

〉

x
.

Wth
(

Γy
x

)−1

= Γx
y and the isometry property of Γ

γx,v(1/2)
x , we have

〈
w; Γx

γx,v(1/2)

(α

4
d2(x, v)z

)〉

x
=

〈
Γx

γx,v(1/2)Γ
γx,v(1/2)
x w; Γx

γx,v(1/2)

(α

4
d2(x, v)z

)〉

x
(35)

=
〈

Γγx,v(1/2)
x w;

α

4
d2(x, v)z

〉

γx,v(1/2)
. (36)
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Hence, for all z of a unit norm in Tγx,v(1/2)M, we obtain

〈
w; Exp−1

x (v)
〉

x
≥ 2

〈
Γγx,v(1/2)

x w;
α

4
d2(x, v)z

〉

γx,v(1/2)

(37)

=
α

2
d2(x, v)

〈
Γγx,v(1/2)

x w; z
〉

γx,v(1/2)

. (38)

Furthermore, by maximizing over z, for the best z∗, we obtain
〈

Γγx,v(1/2)
x w; z∗

〉

γx,v(1/2)

= ‖Γγx,v(1/2)
x w‖γx,v(1/2).

Then, because the parallel transport Γ
γx,v(1/2)
x is an isometry, we finally have

〈
w; Exp−1

x (v)
〉

x
≥ α

2
d2(x, v)‖Γγx,v(1/2)

x ∇f(x)‖γx,v(1/2) =
α

2
d2(x, v)‖w‖x.

A.2 Proof of Smoothness Property Lemma

First, we introduce the Fenchel conjugate of a function defined on a manifold.

Definition A.2. [8] Let us Suppose that f : C → R, where C ⊂M is a strictly convex set, where
M is a Cartan–Hadamard manifold. For m ∈ M, the m-Fenchel conjugate of f is defined as
the function f∗

m : T ∗
mM→ R such that

f∗
m(ξm) := sup

x∈TmM
{〈ξm, x〉 − f (Expm x)} , (39)

where T ∗
mM is the cotangent bundle of TmM

In particular, we need the following property.

Lemma A.3. [8, lem. 3.7] Let us suppose that f, f̃ : C → R are proper functions, where
C ⊂ M is a strictly convex set, and M is a Cartan–Hadamard manifold, and let m ∈ C. Then,

if f(p) ≤ f̃(p) ∀ p ∈ C, then f∗
m(ξm) ≥ f̃∗

m(ξm) ∀ ξm ∈ T ∗
mM. (40)

We are now ready to prove Lemma 5.1.

Lemma 5.1 (Smoothness property). Let us consider f as a geodesically L-smooth function on
the geodesically closed convex subset C ⊂ M, where M is an Cartan–Hadamard manifold. We
denote x∗ ∈ argminx∈C f(x). Then,

‖∇f(x)‖x ≤
√

2L(f(x)− f(x∗)). (11)

Proof. As f is a geodesically smooth function, for all p ∈ C, we have f(p) ≤ f̃(p), where

f̃(p) = f(x) + 〈∇f(x), Exp−1
x (p)〉+

L

2
d2(x, p), ∀p ∈ C.

Therefore, according to Lemma A.3, we have f∗
m(ξm) ≥ f̃∗

m(ξm), for all m ∈ M. Using the
definition (39),

f̃∗
m(ξm) = sup

Z∈TmM
〈ξm, Z〉x − f̃(Expm(Z))
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In the particular case wherein m = x, we obtain

f̃∗
x(ξx) = sup

Z∈TmM
〈ξx, Z〉 − f(x)− 〈∇f(x), Z〉x −

L

2
‖Z‖2

x

= −f(x) +
1

2L
‖ξx −∇f(x)‖2

x

Therefore, the inequality f∗
x(ξx) ≥ f̃∗

x(ξx) can be written as

1

2L
‖ξx −∇f(x)‖2

x ≤ f∗
x(ξx) + f(x).

In particular, at ξx = 0, we have the desired result, as

f∗
x(0) = sup

Z∈TmM
〈0, Z〉x − f(Expx(Z)) = sup

Z∈TmM
−f(Expx(Z)) = − inf

z∈C
f(z) = −f∗.
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B MATLAB code for the experiments

B.1 Subroutine: Linear Max Oracle For a Ball In a Sphere

1 func t i on v = linear_max_oracle (w, x , R, x0 , manifo ld )
2

3 % Solve the problem
4 % max w^Tz : z \ in exp_x^{−1}(C) ,
5 % where C := {x : d i s t (x , x_0) \ l eq R}
6 % Assume that the sphere has r ad iu s = 1 !
7

8 % Def ine the two b a s i s vec to r o f the subspace u_1 and u_2
9 u1 = w;

10 u1 = u1/norm( u1 ) ;
11 u2 = manifo ld . l o g (x , x0 ) ;
12 u2 = u2−u1 ∗(u1 ’ ∗ u2 ) ;
13

14 i f norm( u2 ) > 0
15 u2 = u2/norm( u2 ) ;
16 p = @( phi ) cos ( phi ) ∗u1 + s i n ( phi ) ∗u2 ;
17

18 alpha = @(p) so lv e_s inco s eq ( x0 ’ ∗ x , x0 ’ ∗p,(1 −2∗ s i n (R/2) ^2) ) ;
19

20 fhandle = @( phi ) −(alpha (p( phi ) ) ∗ cos ( phi ) ) ; %same minimum s i n c e w
∗u2 = 0 .

21 opt i ons = optimset ( ’TolX ’ , eps ) ;
22 [ best_phi ] = fminbnd ( fhandle , −pi , pi , op t i ons ) ;
23 v = manifo ld . exp (x , p ( best_phi ) , alpha (p( best_phi ) ) ) ;
24 e l s e
25 alpha = so lve_s inco s eq ( x0 ’ ∗ x , x0 ’ ∗ u1 ,(1 −2∗ s i n (R/2) ^2) ) ; % best

d i r e c t i o n : u1
26 v = manifo ld . exp (x , u1 , alpha ) ;
27 end
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B.2 Sample Script: Random Quadratic Over a Sphere With Ball Con-

straint

1 % Generate the problem data .
2 d = 50 ;
3 n = 25 ; % Slower convergence when n < d −> non−s t r o n g l y convex case
4 n I t e r = 500 ;
5 dualgap = ze ro s (1 , n I t e r ) ;
6

7 % Manifold : t h i s code uses manop , s e e https : //www. manopt . org
8 manifo ld = s p h e r e f a c t o ry (d) ;
9

10 % Def ine the problem co s t func t i on and i t s d e r i v a t i v e s .
11 A = randn (n , d ) ;
12 A = A’ ∗A;
13 A = A/norm(A) ;
14 xs ta r = manifo ld . rand ( ) ;
15 f = @( x ) 0 . 5 ∗ (x−xs ta r ) ’∗A∗(x−xs ta r ) ;
16 mgrad = @(x ) manifo ld . egrad2rgrad (x , A∗(x−xs ta r ) ) ;
17 L = norm(A) ; % Worst case
18

19 % Create the problem s e t
20 x_center = manifo ld . rand ( ) ;
21 r ad iu s_ra t i o = 0 . 9 ; % <1: x s ta r i s ous t ide
22 radius_max = manifo ld . d i s t ( x_center , x s ta r ) ∗ r ad iu s_ra t i o ;
23 se tFunct ion = @( x ) manifo ld . d i s t ( x_center , x )<=radius_max ;
24

25 x = x_center ;
26 % Main loop RFW
27 f o r i =1:( nIter −1)
28 gradx = mgrad( x ) ;
29 v = linear_max_oracle (−gradx , x , radius_max , x_center , manifo ld ) ;
30 dualgap ( i ) = −manifo ld . inne r (x , gradx , manifo ld . l o g (x , v ) ) ;
31

32 s t ep_s i z e = −manifo ld . inne r (x , gradx , manifo ld . l o g (x , v ) ) / (L∗
manifo ld . d i s t (x , v ) ^2) ;

33 s t ep_s i z e = min ( s tep_s ize , 1) ;
34 x = manifo ld . exp (x , manifo ld . l o g (x , v ) , s t ep_s i z e ) ;
35 end
36 v = linear_max_oracle (−gradx , x , radius_max , x_center , manifo ld ) ;
37 dualgap ( end ) = −manifo ld . inne r (x , gradx , manifo ld . l o g (x , v ) ) ;
38

39 % Max at eps , o the rw i s e the r e s u l t i s numer ica l ly meaning le s s
40 semi logy ( 1 : l ength ( dualgap ) , max( dualgap , eps ) )
41 l egend ({ ’FW Dual Gap ’ })
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