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PROJECTED DYNAMICAL SYSTEMS ON IRREGULAR,
NON-EUCLIDEAN DOMAINS FOR NONLINEAR OPTIMIZATION*

ADRIAN HAUSWIRTH!, SAVERIO BOLOGNANI', AND FLORIAN DORFLER'

Abstract. Continuous-time projected dynamical systems are an elementary class of discontin-
uous dynamical systems with trajectories that remain in a feasible domain by means of projecting
outward-pointing vector fields. They are essential when modeling physical saturation in control sys-
tems, constraints of motion, as well as studying projection-based numerical optimization algorithms.
Motivated by the emerging application of feedback-based continuous-time optimization schemes that
rely on the physical system to enforce nonlinear hard constraints, we study the fundamental properties
of these dynamics on general locally-Euclidean sets. Among others, we propose the use of Krasovskii
solutions, show their existence on nonconvex, irregular subsets of low-regularity Riemannian man-
ifolds, and investigate how they relate to conventional Carathéodory solutions. Furthermore, we
establish conditions for uniqueness, thereby introducing a generalized definition of prox-regularity
which is suitable for non-flat domains. Finally, we use these results to study the stability and conver-
gence of projected gradient flows as an illustrative application of our framework. We provide simple
counter-examples for our main results to illustrate the necessity of our already weak assumptions.

1. Introduction. Projected dynamical systems form an important class of dis-
continuous dynamical systems whose trajectories remain in a domain X. This invari-
ance (or viability) of X is achieved by projecting a vector field f on the tangent cone
of X. More specifically, in the interior of X', trajectories follow the vector field f. At
the boundary, instead of leaving X', trajectories “slide” along the boundary of X in
the feasible direction that is closest to the direction imposed by f. This qualitative
behavior is illustrated in Figure 1a.

Even though projected dynamical systems have a long history in different contexts
such as the study of variational inequalities or differential inclusions, new compelling
applications in the context of real-time optimization require a different, more gen-
eral approach. Hence, this paper is primarily motivated by the renewed interest in
dynamical systems that solve optimization problems. Early works in this spirit such
as [11,34] have designed continuous-time systems to solve computational problems
such as diagonalizing matrices or solving linear programs. This has further resulted
in the study of optimization algorithms over manifolds [2]. Recently, interest has
shifted towards analyzing existing iterative schemes with tools from dynamical sys-
tems including Lyapunov theory [59] and integral quadratic constraints [22,41]. Most
of these have considered unconstrained optimization problems [56] and algorithms
that can be modelled with a standard ODE [39] or with variational tools [58]. With
this paper we hope to pave the way for the analysis of algorithms for constrained
optimization whose continuous-time limits are discontinuous.

Recently, this idea of studying the dynamical aspects of optimization algorithms
has given rise to a new type of feedback control design that aims at steering a physical
system in real time to the solution of an optimization problem [10, 18,45, 48, 60]
without external inputs. Precursors of this idea have been used in the analysis of
congestion control in communication networks [38,43]. More recently, the concept
has been widely applied to power systems [21,32,46,57]. This context is particularly
challenging, because the physical laws of power flow, saturating components, and
other constraints define a highly non-linear, nonconvex feasible domain.
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Fig. 1: Qualitative behavior of projected dynamical systems: (a) projected gradient
flow on a convex polyhedron, (b) flow on an irregular set with non-unique trajectory,
(c) periodic projected trajectory on a subset of a sphere.

Projected dynamical systems provide a particularly useful framework to model
actuation constraints and physical saturation in this context, but existing results are
of limited applicability for complicated problems. Hence, in this paper, we consider
new, generalized features for projected dynamical systems. We consider for example
irregular feasible domains (Figure 1b) for which traditional Carathéodory solutions
can fail to exist or may not be unique. Furthermore, non-orthogonal projections
occur in non-Euclidean spaces and may alter the dynamics. Finally, coordinate-free
definitions are required to study projected dynamical systems on subsets of manifolds
(Figure 1c).

Literature review. Different approaches have been reviewed and explored to
establish the results in this paper. One of the earliest formulations of projected dy-
namical systems goes back to [35] which establishes the existence of Carathéodory
solutions on closed convex domains. In [19] this requirement is relaxed to X being
Clarke regular (for existence) and prox-regular (for uniqueness). In the larger context
of differential inclusions and viability theory [6,7], projected dynamical systems are of-
ten presented as specific examples of more general differential inclusions, but without
substantially generalizing the results of [19,35]. In the context of variational equal-
ities, [47] provides alternative proofs of existence and uniqueness of Carathéodory
solutions when the domain X is a convex polyhedron by using techniques from sto-
chastic analysis. In [12], various equivalence results between the different formulations
are established for convex X. Finally, projected dynamical systems have been defined
and studied in the more general context of Hilbert [16] and Banach spaces [17,24]. The
latter, in particular, is complicated by the lack of an inner product and consequently
more involved projection operators [4].

The behavior of projected dynamical systems as illustrated in Figure 1 suggests
the presence of switching mechanics that result in different vector fields being active
in different parts of the domain and its boundary in particular. This idea is further
supported by the fact that in the study of optimization problems with a feasible
domain delimited by explicit constraints, it is often useful to define the (finite) set of
active constraints at a given point. This suggests that projected dynamical systems
should be modeled as switched [42] or even hybrid systems [25] or hybrid automata [44,
55]. However, projected dynamical systems are much more easily (and generally)
modeled as differential inclusions without explicitly considering any type of switching.

A special case of projected dynamical systems are subgradient and saddle-point
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flows arising in non-smooth and constrained optimization. Whereas projection-based
algorithms and subgradients are ubiquitous in the analysis of iterative algorithms,
work on their continuous-time counterparts is far less prominent has only been studied
with limited generality [5,13,20,29], e.g., restricted to convex problems.

Contributions. In this paper, we study a generalized class of projected dynam-
ical systems in finite dimensions that allows for oblique projection directions. These
variable projection directions are described by means of a (possibly non-differentiable)
metric g and are essential in providing a coordinate-free definition of projected dynam-
ical systems on low-regularity Riemannian manifolds. Compared to previous work,
we do not make a-priori assumptions on the regularity (or convexity) of the feasible
domain X or the vector field f. Instead, we strive to illustrate the necessity of those
assumptions that we require by a series of (non-)examples.

Our main contribution is the development of a self-contained and comprehensive
theory for this general setup. Namely, we provide weak requirements on the feasible set
X, the vector field f, the metric g and the differentiable structure of the underlying
manifold that guarantee existence and uniqueness of trajectories, as well as other
properties. Table 1 at the end of the paper concisely summarizes these results.

To be able to work with projected dynamical systems on irregular domains and
with discontinuous vector fields, we resort to so-called Krasovskii solutions that are
a weaker notion than the classical Carathéodory solutions and are commonly used in
the study of differential inclusions because their existence is guaranteed under mini-
mal requirements. We derive this set of regularity conditions in the specific context
of projected dynamical system. Under slightly stronger assumptions involving con-
tinuity and Clarke regularity, we show that Krasovskii solutions coincide with the
classical Carathéodory solutions, thus recovering (in case of the Euclidean metric)
known requirements for the existence of the latter. Finally, we lay out the require-
ments for uniqueness of solutions which are based on Lipschitz-continuity and a new,
generalized definition of prox-regularity which is suitable for low-regularity Riemann-
ian manifolds, i.e., manifolds that do not necessarily have a C* structure [9,37]. Our
already weak regularity conditions are sharp in the sense that counter-examples can
be constructed to show that requirements cannot be violated individually without the
respective result failing to hold.

A major appeal of our analysis framework is its geometric nature: All of our
notions are preserved by sufficiently regular coordinate transformations, which allows
us to extend all of our results to constrained subsets of differential manifolds. A
noteworthy by-product of this analysis is the fact that our generalized definition of
prox-regularity is an intrinsic property of subsets of C'**! manifolds, i.e., independent
of the metric, even though the traditional definition (on R™) suggests that prox-
regularity depends on the choice of metric.

Through a series of examples, we demonstrate the application of our framework to
general (nonlinear and nonconvex) optimization problems and study the stability and
convergence of projected gradient dynamics under very weak regularity assumptions.

Thus, we believe that our results are not only of interest in the context of discon-
tinuous dynamical systems, but we also envision their use in the analysis of algorithms
for nonlinear, nonconvex optimization problems, possibly on manifolds. The proper-
ties developed in the present paper also form a solid foundation for constrained feed-
back control and online optimization in various contexts. Some preliminary results
for online optimization in power systems can be found in [29, 32].
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Paper organization. After introducing notation and preliminary definitions in
sections 2 and 3, we establish the existence of Krasovskii solutions to projected dy-
namical systems on R™ in section 4. Section 5 establishes equivalence of Krasovskii
and Carathéodory solutions under Clarke regularity and we point out the connection
to related work. In section 6, we elaborate on the requirements for uniqueness and in
section 7 we define projected dynamical systems on low-regularity Riemannian man-
ifolds and establish the requirements on the differentiable structure that guarantee
existence and uniqueness. As an illustration of optimization applications, in section 8
we consider Krasovskii solutions of projected gradient systems on irregular domains,
we study their convergence and stability and revisit the connection to subgradient
flows. Throughout the paper, we illustrate our theoretical developments with insight-
ful examples. Finally, section 9 concisely summarizes our results in the form of Table 1
and concludes the paper. The appendix includes technical definitions and results that
are used in proofs but are not required to understand the main results of the paper.

2. Preliminaries.

2.1. Notation. We only consider finite-dimensional spaces. Unless explicitly
noted otherwise, we will work in the usual Euclidean setup for R"™ with inner product
(-,-) and 2-norm || - ||. Whenever it is informative, we make a formal distinction
between R™ and its tangent space T,R™ at x € R, even though they are isomorphic.
For a set A C R™ we use the notation ||A|| := sup,c4 ||v||. The closure, convex hull
and closed convex hull of A are denoted by cl A, co A, and €6 A, respectively. The set A
is locally compact if it is the intersection of a closed and an open set. A neighborhood
U C A of z € A is understood to be a relative neighborhood, i.e., with respect to the
subspace topology on A. Given a convergent sequence {x}, the notation xj Z) T

implies that x, € A for all k. If z;, € R, the notation £ — 0T means z; > 0 for all k
and zj, converges to 0.

Let V and W be vector spaces endowed with norms || - ||y and || - ||w, respectively,
and let A C V. Continuous maps ® : A — W are denoted by C°. The map ® is
(locally) Lipschitz (denoted by C%1) if for every @ € A there exists L > 0 such that
for all z,y € A in a neighborhood of z it holds that

(2.1) [®(z) = W)lw < LIz —yllv .

The map @ is globally Lipschitz if (2.1) holds for the same L for all z,y.
Differentiability is understood in the sense of Fréchet. Namely, if A is open, then
the map ® is differentiable at x if there is a linear map D,® : V — W such that

o 19) = B(@) = DBy — )

=0.
y—w ly —z|v

The map ® is differentiable (C') if it is differentiable at every x € A. It is 11 if it is
C! and D,® is C%! (as function of x). Finally, given bases for V (dimV = m) and
W (dim W = n), the Jacobian of ® at x is denoted by the n x m-matrix V& (x).

In our context, a set-valued map F : A = R™ where A C R™ is a map that assigns
to every point x € A a set F(z) C T,R™. The set-valued map F' is non-empty, closed,
convez, or compact if for every € A the set F(x) is non-empty, closed, convex, or
compact, respectively. It is locally bounded if for every x € A there exists L > 0
such that ||F(y)|| < L for all y € A in a neighborhood of z. The same definition also
applies to single-valued functions. The map F' is bounded if there exists L > 0 such
that ||F'(y)|| < L for all € A. The inner and outer limits of F' at x are denoted by
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Fig. 2: Tangent cone construction (a), Clarke tangent cone at an irregular point (b),
and oblique normal cones induced by a non-Euclidean metric (c).

liminf, ,, F(y) and limsup, _,, F'(y) respectively (see appendix for a formal definition
and summary of continuity concepts which are required for certain proofs only).

2.2. Tangent and Clarke Cones. The ensuing definitions follow [52, Chap. 6].

DEFINITION 2.1. Given a set X C R™ and x € X, a vector v € T, R™ is a tangent
vector of X at x if there exist sequences xy, ? x and 8, — 0% such that % — 0.

The set of all tangent vectors is the tangent cone of X at x and denoted by T, X .

The tangent cone T, X (also known as (Bouligand’s) contingent cone [15]) is
closed and non-empty (namely, 0 € T, X) for any © € X.

In the following definition of Clarke regularity and in most of paper we limit
ourselves to locally compact subsets of R™. In our context, a more general definition
of Clarke regularity does not improve our results and only adds to the technicalities.

DEFINITION 2.2. For a locally compact set X C R™ the Clarke tangent cone at
x € X is defined as the inner limit of the tangent cones, i.e., TS X := liminf T,X.
Yy—x
By definition of the inner limit, we have 7¢X C T,X. Furthermore, TS X is
closed, convex and non-empty for all x € X [52, Thm. 6.26].

DEFINITION 2.3. We call a set X C R™ Clarke regular at x if it is locally compact
and T,X =TS X. The set X is Clarke regular if it is Clarke regular for all x € X.

Figure 2a illustrates the definition of a tangent vector by a sequence {zj} that
approaches z in a tangent direction. Figure 2b shows a set that is not Clarke regular.

The following example illustrates that, under standard constraint qualifications
as used in optimization theory, sets defined by C' inequality constraints are Clarke
regular. Such sets are generally encountered in nonlinear programming.

Ezample 2.4 (sets defined by inequality constraints). Let A : R™ — R™ be
C' such that Vh(z) has full rank for all z.! Then, the set X := {z|h(z) < 0}
is Clarke regular [52, Thm. 6.31]. In particular, let h be expressed componentwise
as h(z) = [hi(z),... hm(2)]", let I(z) := {i|hi(x) = 0} denote the set of active

constraints at z € X and define hj(,) := [hi(x)]iel(z) as the function obtained from
stacking the active constraint functions. Then, the (Clarke) tangent cone at x in the
canonical basis is given by TS X = T, X = {v| Vh(y)(z)v < 0} [ |

IThis rank condition is a standard constraint qualification in nonlinear programming [8]. In gen-
eral, instead of VA(z) having full rank for all z, it suffices that for a given x only the active constraints
(i-e., Vhr(g)(z)) have full rank. Furthermore, equality constraints can be easily incorporated.
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2.3. Low-regularity Riemannian metrics. A natural extension for projected
dynamical systems are oblique projection directions. These are conveniently defined
via a (Riemannian) metric which defines a variable inner product on T,R™ as function
of . Furthermore, the notion of a Riemannian metric is essential to define projected
dynamical systems in a coordinate-free setup on manifolds.

We quickly review the definition of bilinear forms and inner products. Let L%
denote the space of bilinear forms on R”, i.e., every g € Ly isamap g : R" xR" - R
such that for every u,v,w € R™ and A € R it holds that g(u+v, w) = g(u, w)+ g(v, w)
and g(u,v + w) = g(u,v) + g(u,w) as well as g(Av,w) = Ag(v,w) = g(v, \w). Given
the canonical basis of R", g can be written in matrix form as g(u,v) := u” Gv where
G € R™*". In particular, L} is itself a n-dimensional space isomorphic to R™*™.

An inner product g € LY is a symmetric, positive-definite bilinear form, that is,
for all u,v € R™ we have g(u,v) = g(v,u). Further, g(u,u) > 0, and g(u,u) = 0 holds
if and only if w = 0. If g is an inner product we use the notation (u, v)g = g(u,v). In

matrix form, we can write (u,v) :=u? Gv where G is symmetric positive definite.

g
We write [|- |4 given by ||v]lg := |/(v,v), to denote the 2-norm induced by g. The

mazimum and minimum eigenvalues of g are denoted by Ag*** := max{||v[|4 | [|v|| = 1}
and X" = min{|[v|l, | [|v]| = 1} respectively, and the condition number is defined as
Kg = )\gnax//\_f]“m.

In this context, also recall that the 2-norms induced by any two inner products
on a finite-dimensional vector space are equivalent, that is, for a vector space V with
norms ||-||lo and || || there are constants ¢ > 0 and L > 0 such that for every v € V' it
holds that £||v||s < ||v|ly < L||v||a. For instance, £ = AP /A and [ = \pax /\min,

Hence, we can define a metric as a variable inner product over a given set.

DEFINITION 2.5. Given a set X C R™, a (Riemannian) metric is a map g : X —
L3 that assigns to every point x € X an inner product (,+) . A metric is (Lipschitz)
continuous if is (Lipschitz) continuous as a map from X to LY.

If clear from the context at which point = the metric g is applied, we drop the
argument in the subscript and write (-,-), or || - [|;. We always retain the subscript g,
in order to draw a distinction between the Euclidean norm || - ||.

Since ¢ is positive definite for all by definition, it follows that )\;“(‘g, )\Zl(i;‘) and
Kg(z) are well-defined for all x. However, k() is not necessarily locally bounded (even
if g is bounded as a map). In particular, )\mi;} might not be bounded below, away

from 0. Hence, for metrics we require the following definition of local boundedness.

DEFINITION 2.6. A metric g on X is locally weakly bounded if for every z € X
there exist £,L > 0 such that £ < kg, < L holds for all y € X in a neighborhood
of x. It is weakly bounded if £ < ky(,) < L holds for all x € X.

A metric g can be locally weakly bounded even if its not locally bounded as a
map X — L%. Furthermore, since maximum and minimum eigenvalues (and hence the
condition number) are continuous functions of a metric (or the representing matrix)
it follows that a continuous metric is always locally weakly bounded.

Remark 2.7. In the following, we will continue to use the Euclidean norm as
a distance function on R™ and use any Riemannian metric only in the context of
projection directions. Thereby, we avoid the notational complexity introduced by
Riemannian geometry, and more importantly we do not need to make an a priori
assumption on the differentiability on the metric g (which is a prerequisite for many
Riemannian constructs to exist), thus preserving a high degree of generality. |
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2.4. Normal Cones. Given a metric g, we can define (oblique) normal cones
induced by ¢ (see Figure 2c¢).

DEFINITION 2.8. Let X C R™ be Clarke regular and let g be a metric on X, then
the normal cone at € X with respect to g is defined as the polar cone of TS X with
respect to the metric g, i.e.,

(2.2) NIX = (TCX)" = {n)vv ETCX: (v,1)y(,) <O} -

The normal cone with respect to the Euclidean metric is simply denoted by N, X.

Remark 2.9. For simplicity, we will use the notion of normal cone only in the
context of Clarke regular sets. If X is not Clarke regular, one needs to distinguish
between the regular, general and Clarke normal cones [52]. |

Ezample 2.10 (normal cone to constraint-defined sets). As in Example 2.4 con-
sider X := {z | h(z) < 0} where h: R" — R™ is C! and Vh(z) has full rank for all x.
Further, let g denote a metric on X represented by G(x) € R™*™. Then, the normal
cone of X' at z is given by

NgX = {77 ‘ n= Zie[(r) OziGil(l‘)Vhi(CC)T, o > 0}

which can be derived by inserting any 7 into (2.2) and using 7, X in Example 2.4. B

3. Projected Dynamical Systems. With the above notions we can now for-
mally define our main object of study.

DEFINITION 3.1. Given a set X C R", a metric g on X, and a vector field f :
X — R™, the projected vector field of f is defined as the set-valued map

(3.1) %[f]: X = R" x areng)i(nHv - f(x)||§($)

For simplicity, we call II% [f] a vector field even though II%[f](x) might not be a
singleton. We will write II[f] whenever X’ and g are clear from the context.

Ezample 3.2 (pointwise evaluation of a projected vector field). As in Examples 2.4
and 2.10 let X := {z|h(z) < 0} where h : R” — R™ is C! and Vh(z) has full rank
for all x and let g denote a metric on X represented by G(z) € R™*". Furthermore,
consider a vector field f : X — R™. Then, the projected vector field IT%[f](z) at
x € X is given as the solution of the convex quadratic program

mineiﬂrgzize (f(z) —v) G=)(f(z) —v) subject to  Vhj)(z)v <0.

Note that = is not an optimization variable. Hence, the properties of f and g as
function of z are irrelevant when doing a pointwise evaluation of II%[f](x). u

Since T,X is non-empty and closed, a minimum norm projection exists, and
therefore I1% [f](z) is non-empty for all € X.? Hence, a projected dynamical system
is described by the initial value problem

(3:2) e [fl(@),  (0)= a0,

2See, e.g., the first part of the proof of Hilbert’s projection theorem [50, Prop. 1.37].
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where zg € X. If T, X is convex for all x then II%[f](x) is a singleton for all x € X
(note that [jv — f(a:)||§(x) is always strictly convex as function of v). In this case we
will slightly abuse notation and not distinguish between the set-valued map and its
induced vector field, i.e., instead of (3.2) we simply write & = II%[f](z), z(0) = zo.
An absolutely continuous function z : [0,7) — X with T > 0 and z(0) = z( that
satisfies & € II%[f](x) almost everywhere (i.e., for all ¢ € [0,T) except on a subset of

Lebesgue measure zero) is called a Carathéodory solution to (3.2).

Remark 3.3. The class of systems (3.2) can be generalized to f being set-valued,
ie, f: R®™ = R™ This avenue has been explored in [6, 7,19, 35], albeit only for
g Euclidean and & Clarke regular. In order not to overload our contributions with
technicalities we assume that f is single-valued, although an extension is possible. B

As the following example shows, Carathéodory solutions to (3.2) can fail to exist
unless various regularity assumptions &X', f and g hold. Hence, in the next section we
propose the use of Krasovskii solutions which exist in more general settings. Further-
more, we will show that the Krasovskii solutions reduce to Carathéodory solutions
under the same assumptions that guarantee the existence of the latter.

Ezample 3.4 (non-existence of Carathéodory solution). Consider R? with the
Euclidean metric, the uniform “vertical” vector field f = (0,1), and the self-similar
closed set X illustrated in Figure 3 and defined by

(3.3) X = {(xl,mg)

2
Vk€Z: xs ::5:21‘1—97,|3:2| < xﬂ}U{O}.

KILf](0)

(b) ()

Fig. 3: (a) Tangent cone and projected vector field at 0, (b) local equilibria for
Example 3.4 and (c¢) Krasovskii regularization for Example 4.4 at 0.

The tangent cone at 0 is given by ToX = {(v1,v2) ||v2] < |v1]}. It is not “deriv-
able”, that is, there are no differentiable curves leaving 0 in a tangent direction and
remaining in X. However, by definition there is a sequence of points in X approach-
ing 0 in the direction of any tangent vector. At 0 the projection of f on the tangent
cone is not unique as seen in Figure 3a, namely II[f](0) = {(%, %) , (—%, %) }

Furthermore, there is no Carathéodory solution to & € II[f](x) for xz(0) = 0.
To see this, we can argue that any solution starting at 0 can neither stay at 0 nor
leave 0. More precisely, on one hand the constant curve z(¢t) = 0 for ¢t € [0,7) with
T > 0 cannot be a solution since it does not satisfy & € II[f](0). On the other hand,
the points p; = (i:ﬂ%, 31%) illustrated in Figure 3b are locally asymptotically
stable equilibria of the system. Namely there is an equilibrium point arbitrarily close
to 0. Thus, loosely speaking, any solution leaving 0 would need to converge to an
equilibrium arbitrarily close to 0. |
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4. Existence of Krasovskii solutions. The pathology in Example 3.4 can be
resolved either by placing additional assumptions on the feasible set X’ or by relaxing
the notion of a solution. In this section we focus on the latter.

DEFINITION 4.1. Given a set-valued map F : X = R", its Krasovskii regulariza-
tion is defined as the set-valued map given by

K[F]: X =2 R" x +— ¢olimsup F(y) .

Yy—x

Given a set-valued map F : X = R", an absolutely continuous function x :
[0,T) = X with T > 0 and z(0) = x¢ is a Krasovskii solution of the inclusion

z € F(x), z(0) = zg

if it satisfies # € K [F] (z) almost everywhere. In other words, a Carathéodory solution
to the regularized set-valued map K [F] is a Krasovskii solution of the original problem.
Hence we can state the following existence result about Krasovskii solutions.

THEOREM 4.2 (existence of Krasovskii solutions). Let X C R™ be a locally
compact set, f: X — R"™ a locally bounded vector field and g a locally weakly bounded
metric defined on X. Then, for any xo € X there exists a Krasovskii solution x :
[0,T) = X for some T >0 to

(4.1) & e I%[f1(x)  2(0) ==.

In addition, for r > 0 such that U, := {x € X|||lx — xo|| < r} is closed and L =
maxyep, | K [II%[f]] (v)| ezists, the solution is C%' and exists for T > r/L.

Proof. We show that the general existence result [27, Cor. 1.1] (Proposition A.7)
is applicable to Krasovskii regularized projected vector fields. Namely, we need to
verify that K[II%[f]] is convex, compact, non-empty, upper semicontinuous (usc),
and

(4.2) KL (2) N T, X £0  VoeX.

The fact that K [I1%[f]] is closed and convex is immediate from its definition. It is
non-empty since I1%[f](z) is non-empty and II%[f](z) C K [II%[f]] () for all € X.
Further, we have I1% [ f](z) C T, X by definition for all z € X and therefore (4.2) holds.
For the rest of the proof let F(z) := limsup,_,,11%[f](y) (hence, K [II%[f]] = <o F).

Next, we show that K[II%[f]] () is compact for all x € X. For this, we first
introduce an auxiliary metric ¢ defined as §(x) := g(x)/Ay3), that is, we scale the
metric at every x € X by dividing it by its maximum eigenvalue at that point. This
implies that || f(z)[l3) < [ f(z)]| for all 2 € X. Note that the projected vector
field is unchanged, i.e., Hg( [f] = II%[f], since in (3.1) only the objective function is
scaled. Furthermore, k() = k() for all z € X, and consequently g is locally weakly
bounded since g is locally weakly bounded.

Given any x € X, since 0 € T, X" it follows that [|v[/5z) < ||f(2) — 0|l () for every
v E Hg{ [f](z). Consequently, by local boundedness of f there exists L > 0 such that
(1114, ] W)z < L" for every y € & in a neighborhood of x. Furthermore, by weak
local boundedness of § there exists L" > 0 such that x4,y < L' in a neighborhood of
x. Since AZ5Y = 1, it follows that Afy > 1/L" and therefore [[v]| < L'[|v]|4() for all
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v € TyR™ and all y € X in a neighborhood of . Combining these arguments, there
exist L', L > 0 such that for every y € X in a neighborhood of z it holds that

(4.3) LA < T AW a0 < IFW) g < 1F@I < L”.

Hence, since 1T, [f] = 1% [f], it follows that TI%[f] is locally bounded.

Let U C X be a compact neighborhood of x such that (4.3) holds. Consider the
graph of IT% [ f] restricted to U given by gphII% [f]|v = {(z,v) |z € U,v € II%[f](z)}.
By definition of the outer limit we have clgphIl%[f]|v = gph F|u, i.e., F is the so-
called closure of II%(f]|u [52, p. 154]. Thus, since gphII% [f]|y is bounded, gph F|y
is compact, and consequently F'(y) is locally bounded for every y € U. In particular,
since F(z) is compact, and the closed convex hull of a bounded set is compact [36,
Thm. 1.4.3], it follows that ¢o F'(z) = K [II%[f]] (z) is compact for all x € X.

Finally, we need to show that K[II%[f]] is usc. For this, note that the map
F is outer semicontinuous (osc) and closed by definition. Furthermore, it is locally
bounded (as shown above). Consequently, by Lemma A.4, F is also usc. Hence,
Lemma A.5 states that co F is usc as well. Since F(z) is compact for all z € X, it
follows that co F'(x) = ©o F(z) [36, Thm. 1.4.3], and therefore K[II% [f]] = GO F is
usc.

Thus, K [II%[f]] satisfies the conditions for Proposition A.7 to be applicable, and
therefore the existence of Krasovskii solution to (4.1) is guaranteed for all g € X'. O

Besides weaker requirements for existence, the choice to consider Krasovskii so-
lutions is also motivated by their inherent “robustness” towards perturbations, i.e.,
solutions to a perturbed system still approximate the solutions of the nominal sys-
tems [25, Chap. 4]. In the same spirit, one can also establish results about the con-
tinuous dependence of solutions on initial values and problem parameters [23].

The existence of solutions for t — oo is guaranteed under the following conditions.

COROLLARY 4.3 (existence of complete solutions). Consider the same setup as
in Theorem 4.2. If either
(i) X is closed, [ is bounded, and g is weakly bounded, or
(i) X is compact, f and g are continuous, or
(iii) X is closed, f is globally Lipschitz and g is weakly bounded,
then for every xg € X every Krasovskii solution to (4.1) can be extended to T — oo.

Proof. (i) If f is bounded and g is weakly bounded, then the local boundedness
argument of the proof of Theorem 4.2 can be applied globally, i.e., (4.3) holds for all
y € X for the same L', L” and hence K [II%[f]] is bounded. Hence, in Theorem 4.2
the constant L > 0 exists for » — oo and consequently T — oc.

(ii) Since f is continuous it only takes bounded values on a compact set. Fur-
thermore, continuity of g implies local weak boundedness, i.e., for every x € X there
exist £y, L, > 0 such that {; < k4(,) < L, for all y € X" in a neighborhood of z. Since
X is compact, there exist £ := mingex ¢, and L := max,cx L, and (4.3) holds for all
y € X. Hence, g is weakly bounded. Then, the same arguments as for Item (i) apply.

(iii) Assume without loss of generality that 0 € X’ (possibly after a linear trans-
lation). Global Lipschitz continuity of f implies the existence of L” > 0 such that
1f (@) < L"(J|lz|| + 1) for all x € X (linear growth property [6]). To see this, recall
that by the reverse triangle inequality and the definition of Lipschitz continuity there
exists L’ > such that ||| f(z)| = [|fO)|] < ||f(x) — f(0)]] < L'||x| for all z,y € X. Tt
follows that ||f(x)|| < L'||z|| + ||f(0)|| and hence L can be chosen as the maximum
of L' and || f(0)] to yield the linear growth property.
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Since g is weakly bounded, the same arguments used for (4.3) can be used to
establish that there exists L' > 0 such that for all x € X it holds that

LML @) < ML @) g@) < 1 @)llg@) < 1F @I < L7 (2] +1) .

It follows by the same arguments as in the proof of Theorem 4.2 that || K [II%[f]] (z)|| <
L(||z|| + 1) where L = L"”/L", i.e., the linear growth condition applies to K [IT%[f]].

Hence using standard bounds [6, p. 100], one can conclude that any Krasovskii
solution to (4.1) satisfies || (¢)|| < (||zo|| +1)e”*. Namely, define u(t) := L(||z(t)|| +1)
and note that @(t) = L [la(t)]| = L{()/2(t)], #(8) < LIa(0)] < L (el + 1) =
Lu(t) holds for all ¢t where #(t) exists. Hence, Gronwall’s inequality (for discontinu-
ous ODEs) implies the desired bound. It immediately follows that x(¢) cannot have
finite escape time and therefore can be extended to ¢ — oo, completing the proof of
Ttem (iii). |

Ezample 4.4 (existence of Krasovskii solutions). Consider again the setup of
Example 3.4. The Krasovskii regularization at 0 of the projected vector field II[f]
is shown in Figure 3c. It is the convex hull of five limiting vectors: the two vectors
in II[f](0), the projected vector field at the arbitrarily close-by equilibria py which is
II[f](px) = 0 and the projected vectors at the ascending and descending slopes.

Note that the map z(t) = 0 for all ¢ > 0 is a valid solution to the differential
inclusion & € K [II[f]] (x) with initial point 0 and hence a Krasovskii solution to the
projected dynamical system, but not a Carathéodory solution. |

4.1. Additional Lemmas. For future reference we state the following two key
lemmas about projected vector fields and their Krasovskii regularizations.

LEMMA 4.5. Given X, g, and f as in Definition 3.1, for any v € II%[f](z) one
has (f(2),v) ) = ||v||3(1), If in addition X is Clarke regular at x, then II%[f](z) is
a singleton and there is 1 € NIX such that the following equivalent statements hold:

(i) T4f](z) = (z) 1, A
(i) argmingengx |0 = f(2)llg(x) = 17,
(iti) f(x) =€ ToX and (x —0,1) 4, = 0.
Proof. Let v € II%[f](x). As T, X is a cone we have Av € T, X for all A > 0. Since
v (locally) minimizes ||v—f(x)||§(z) over T, X, it follows that A = 1 minimizes M (\) :=
v — f(a:)||§($) for v fixed. Hence, for A = 1 the optimality condition 4 (\) =
Av — f(x), U>g(w) = 0 holds. This proves the first part. The second part follows from
Moreau’s Theorem [36, Thm. 3.2.5] since T, X" is convex by Clarke regularity. O

LEMMA 4.6. Consider X C R™, let g be a continuous metric on X and f a con-
tinuous vector field on X. Then, for every v € K[II%[f]] (x), one has (f(@),0) ) =

Hv||3(1). If in addition X is Clarke regular, then for 7 := f(x) — v we have /) € NIX.

Proof. Let F(x) := limsup,_,,I1%[f](y). By definition of the outer limit, there
exist sequences z; — x with z € X and vy, — v with v, € II%[f](zx) for every
v € F(z) and every € X. In particular, (f(zr),vk)ye,) = Hvk”g(zk) holds for
every k by Lemma 4.5. Since f and g are continuous the equality holds in the limit,
Le, (f(2),0)y) = ||1}H3(a:) for every v € F(z). Taking any convex combination

v =, a;v; with v; € F(z) and o; > 0 and ), o; = 1, we have

Zi (f(2), 0vi) gy = Zi aillvill?y > sz Qv;

2 2
=l
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and therefore (f(z),v), ) = ||v|\ for every v € o F(z) = K [II%[f]] ().
According to Lemma 4.5, 1f is Clarke regular, given a sequence x; — =,
the sequences vy = IT%[f](zx) and 7, € NJ & for which My = f(zr) — % [f](2k)
are uniquely defined. Since g is continuous, the mapping x — NJX is outer semi-
continuous (Lemma A.6) and therefore limg_,o 7 € NIX. In other words, for every
v € F(x) it holds that f(z) —v € N2X. Since by Clarke regularity NJX is convex,
it follows that, for any convex combination n =, a;(f(z) — v;) with v; € F(x) and
a; > 0and ), a; =1, it must hold that n € NYX, which completes the proof. ]

5. Equivalence of Krasovskii and Carathéodory Solutions. In this section
we study the relation between Carathéodory and Krasovskii solutions. In particular,
we show that the solutions are equivalent if the metric is continuous and the feasible
domain is Clarke regular, thus recovering (for the Euclidean metric) known existence
conditions for Carathéodory solutions. Further, we establish the connection to related
work [6,7,19].

DEFINITION 5.1. Consider a set X C R™, a metric g and a vector field f, both
defined on X. The sets of Carathéodory and Krasovskii solutions of (3.2) with initial
condition xo € X are respectively given by

0) == {z]z:[0,7) = X, T >0, z€C* 2(0) =0, i(t) € I%[f ae}
0) == {x|z:[0,T) - X, T >0, zeC z(0) =z, (t)EK[Hgf t))a.e.}

where a.e. means almost everywhere and C* denotes absolutely continuous functions.

Since II%[f](z) € K[I%[f]] (z), it is clear that every Carathéodory solution
of (3.2) is also a Krasovskii solution, i.e., S¢(zg) C Sk(zo) for all zg € X. A
pointwise condition for the equivalence of the solution sets is given as follows:

LEMMA 5.2. Given any set X, metric g and vector field f, if K[II%[f]] (z) N
T, X =15%[f](x) holds for all x € X, then Sc(xo) = Sk (xo) for all xg € X.

Proof. Since, Sc(xg) C Sk(xo), we only need to consider = € Sk (z¢) and show
that z € Sc(zo). By Lemma A.1, (t) € T,)& holds for x(t) almost everywhere.
Consequently, @(t) € K [II%[f](x] (t)) N Ty X almost everywhere, and therefore, by
assumption, x(t) € II% [f(z](t)). O

The proof of the next result follows ideas from [19]. The requirement that g and
f need to be continuous deserves particular attention.

THEOREM 5.3 (equivalence of solution sets). If X' is Clarke regular, g is a con-
tinuous metric on X, and f is continuous on X, then Sc (o) = Sk (xo) for allzg € X.

Proof. Tt suffices to show that under the proposed assumptions Lemma 5.2 is
applicable. By definition of II%[f](x) we have II% [f](z) C K[II%[f]] (x) N T, X. For
the converse, let v € K [II%[f]] (z) N T, X. By Lemma 4.6, v = f(x) — 7 for some
7 € N9X and Hv||q(w) (v, f()) 4z~ Since (v,n) () < 0 for all n € NZX we have

ol 5wy < (0 F(@)) gy = (0 g0y < M0l 1f(2) = nllge) V1 € NEX,

where the second inequality is due to Cauchy-Schwarz, and therefore |[v — 7| g(z) <

|.f(x) = nllg(z) holds for all n € NJX. However, according to Lemma 4.5 the fact that

i =arg min ||f(z) — 1|y is equivalent to v € IT%[f](x). O
neNJXx
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Note that Examples 3.4 and 4.4 show a case where the conclusion of Theorem 5.3
fails to hold because X is not Clarke regular at the origin. Hence, our sufficient
characterization in terms of Clarke regularity is also a sharp one.

Theorem 5.3 also serves as an existence result of Carathéodory solutions, that
recovers the conditions derived in [19], but for a general metric.

COROLLARY 5.4 (Existence of Carathéodory solutions). If X is Clarke regular,
and g and f are continuous on X, then there exists a Carathéodory solution x :
[0,T) = X of (3.2) with z(0) = xg for some T > 0, and every xg € X.

Uniqueness, however, requires additional assumptions as will be shown in sec-
tion 6. In particular, uniqueness of the projection IT%[f](z) does not imply uniqueness
of the trajectory (see forthcoming Remark 6.10).

5.1. Related work and alternative formulations. With the statements of
section 5 at hand, we discuss their connection to related literature. As discussed in the
introduction, projected dynamical system have been studied from different perspec-
tives and with various applications in mind. In particular, a number of alternative,
but equivalent formulations do exist [12,33], but none considers the case of a variable
metric. In the following, we discuss a well-established formulation [6,7,19] that has a
number of insightful properties.

Namely, under Clarke regularity of the feasible set X we may define an alternative
differential inclusion given by the initial value problem

(5.1) i€ f(z)— NIX, z(0)=x9€ X
and define the solution set as
Sn(wo) == {z|z:[0,T) > X, T >0,z € C* 2(0) =0, @ € f(x) — NIX ae.} .

The next result is an adaptation of [19, Thm. 2.3] to arbitrary metrics. We provide
a self-contained proof for completeness.

COROLLARY 5.5. Consider a Clarke regular set X C R™, a continuous vector field
f, and a continuous metric g, both defined on X. Then, Sny(x0) = Sc(zo) holds for
systems of the form (3.2) and (5.1), and for all zg € X.

In short, any solution to (5.1) is a Carathéodory solution of (3.2) and vice versa.
However, Corollary 5.5 makes no statement about existence of solutions. In fact, the
non-compactness of NJX prevents us from applying the same viability result as for
Theorem 4.2.

Proof. We first note that Sc(zo) C Sn(zo) since II%[f](x) C f(z) — NIX for
all x € X by virtue of Lemma 4.6 and since X is Clarke regular. Conversely, let
x € Sn(xo) be defined for ¢t € [0,T) for T > 0. Then for almost all ¢, we have
z(t) € f(z(¥)) — Ng(t)é’( and i(t) € TyX N —Tp4X by Lemma A.1. Thus, for
z(t) = f(z(t)) — n(z(t)) with n(z(t)) € Nf(t)X it must hold that

(f (@) = n(@®),n(@(0) g@@wy <0 and  {f(2(t)) —n(@)), =n(2(®)) gy <0
Consequently, (f(z(t)) —n(z(t)), n(z(t))) () = 0, and using Lemma 4.5 it follows
that @(t) = %[ f(z](2)). O

Remark 5.6. Defining inclusions of the form (5.1) for a set X that is not Clarke
regular is possible but technical since one would need to distinguish between different



14 A. HAUSWIRTH, S. BOLOGNANI, AND F. DORFLER

types of normal cones (Remark 2.9). Furthermore, depending on the choice of normal
cone the resulting set of solutions can be overly relaxed or too restrictive. |

Remark 5.7. Using Item (ii) in Lemma 4.5 it follows that whenever & exists, we
have & = argmin, e y(,)—ngx [|[Vllg2)- When g is the Euclidean metric, this minimum
norm property gives rise to so-called slow solutions of (5.1) [6, Chap. 10.1]. For a
general metric, the definition of a slow solution generalizes accordingly. However, the
property of being “slow” depends on the metric. |

6. Prox-regularity and Uniqueness of Solutions. Next, we introduce a gen-
eralized definition of proz-regular sets on non-Euclidean spaces with a variable metric
and show their significance for the uniqueness for solutions of projected dynamical
systems. In the Euclidean setting prox-regularity is well-known to be a sufficient
condition on the feasible domain X for uniqueness [19].

The key issue of this section is thus to generalize the definition of prox-regular
sets that can be used on low-regularity Riemannian manifolds. Previously, prox-
regularity has been defined and studied on smooth (i.e., C*°) Riemannian manifolds
in [9,37] using standard geodesic notions from Riemannian geometry. In this paper,
we weaken the smoothness assumption but, consequently, we cannot apply to the
same toolset that requires the existence of unique geodesics (which is only guaranteed
on sufficiently smooth manifolds [28]). Instead we pursue a more low-level approach
which the novel insights prox-regularity of a set is independent of the choice of metric
(and, more precisely, preserved under C1'! coordinate transformations). This feature
is particularly important for envisioned applications in optimization where the feasible
domain is given, but choice of metric is often a design parameter of an algorithm.

6.1. Prox-regularity on non-Euclidean spaces. For illustration, we first re-
call and discuss the definition of prox-regularity in Euclidean space. Our treatment
of the topic is deliberately kept limited. For a more general overview see [3,51].

DEFINITION 6.1. A Clarke reqular set X C R™ is prox-regular at x € X if there
is L > 0 such that for every z,y € X in a neighborhood of x and n € NyX we have

(6.1) (n,z—y) < Linlll= - yl*.

The set X is prox-regular if it is proz-regular at every r € X.

One of the key features of a prox-regular set X is that for every point in a
neighborhood of X’ there exists a unique projection on the set [3, Def. 2.1, Thm. 2.2].

Ezample 6.2 (Prox-regularity in Euclidean spaces). Consider the parametric set
(6.2) Xy = {(x1,72) | |22] > max{0,x1}"}

where 0 < o < 1 and which is illustrated in Figure 4. For a < 0.5 the set is prox-
regular everywhere. In particular for the origin, a ball with non-zero radius can be
placed tangentially such that it only intersects the set at 0. For a > 0.5 on the other
hand the set is not prox-regular at the origin. In fact, all points on the positive axis
have a non-unique projection on X, as illustrated in Figure 4c. |

Definition 6.1 cannot be directly generalized to non-Euclidean spaces since it
requires the distance ||y —z|| between two points in X'. Hence, in [9,37] prox-regularity
is defined on smooth (i.e., C°°) Riemannian manifolds resorting to geodesic distances.
For our purposes we can avoid the notational complexity of Riemannian geometry, yet
preserve a higher degree of generality. Thus, we introduce the following definitions.
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(a) a=10.3 (b) a=0.5 (¢) a=0.6

Fig. 4: Set X,, for different o. In (a) and (b) the set X, is prox-regular, unlike in (c).

DEFINITION 6.3. Given a Clarke regular set X C R™ and a metric g, a normal
vector n € N9X at x € X is L-proximal with respect to g for L > 0 if for ally € X
in a neighborhood of © we have

(6.3) (Y = 2 gy < Ll 1y = 2ll5 ) -

The cone of all L-prozimal normal vectors at x with respect to g is denoted by NI-LX.

A crucial detail in (6.3) is the fact that g is evaluated at = and is used as an inner
product on R™ (which is a slight abuse of notation). In other words, we exploit the
canonical isomorphism between R™ and T, R™ to use g(x) as an inner product on R".

DEFINITION 6.4. A Clarke regular set X C R™ with a metric g is L-prox-regular
at x € X with respect to g if Ng’LX = NJX for all y € X in a neighborhood of x.
The set X is prox-regular with respect to g if for every x € X there exists L > 0 such
that X is L-proz-regular at x with respect to g.

Remark 6.5. Note that if g is the Euclidean metric, Definition 6.4 reduces to Def-
inition 6.1. Moreover, when applied to a smooth Riemannian manifold, Definition 6.4
reduces to the definition of prox-regularity given in [9,37]. To see this, consider a
closed subset X of a (geodesically complete) smooth Riemannian manifold M with
metric g. In [9,37], the L-proximal normal cone of X’ at € X is defined as the set
of all n € T, M such that

(.00 ) 0y < Ll lexpz WIS,

holds for all y € M in a neighborhood of z and exp, !(y) is the inverse of the expo-
nential map. Namely, exp; ! (y) maps y to a tangent vector w € T, M at x such that
the geodesic segment between x and y starting from x in the direction w has length
l|wl|g(z)- With this local bijection between T;; M and M, prox-regularity of X' can be
defined similarly to Definition 6.4, albeit smoothness and geodesic completeness of M
(as well as other technical assumptions, e.g., [9, Ass. 2.9]) are a prerequisite. [ |

The following result shows that prox-regularity is in fact independent of the met-
ric. This is the first step towards a coordinate-free definition of prox-regularity.

PROPOSITION 6.6. Let X C R™ be Clarke regqular. If X is prox-reqular with respect
to a C° metric g, then it is proz-reqular with respect to any other C° metric.

In particular if X is prox-regular with respect to the Euclidean metric, i.e., ac-
cording to Definition 6.1, then it is prox-regular in any other continuous metric on
R™. For the proof of Proposition 6.6 we require the following lemma.
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LEMMA 6.7. Let X C R"™ be Clarke regular and consider to metrics g,g" defined
on X. If for x € X there is L > 0 such that N9LX = NIX then N9 L' X = N9 X
holds for L' > Kg(g)kg () L-

Proof. First note that for every x € X the two metrics g and ¢’ induce a bijection
between N9X and NJ X. Namely, we define ¢ : T,R" — T,R" as the unique element
q(v) that satisfies by (v, w) .,y = (q(v), w) (. for all w € T;R". To clarify, in matrix
notation we can write v7G(z)w = ¢(v)" &/(2)w and since G(x), G’(x) are symmetric
positive definite we have ¢(v) := G/(z) " G(z)v. It follows that if n € NYX (hence,
by definition (n,w) ., < 0 for all w € T,;R"), then g(n) € N X. Furthermore,
omitting the argument x, we have |¢(n)|ly = GG Gy > L/ A Gnll and [In]l, =
W GGGy < /AT G, and therefore la(n)lly ey = AT /AT 1l

Hence, let n € N2X \ {0} be a L-proximal normal vector, then

a(n) _ < 2 < _ > < N ity —
(Tt x>g,(w) < S Tl ¥ =) oy S e Llly =l

Finally, using the equivalence of norms, we have

)\nnn =

Amax ) Moo
(6.4) e Ly — @[l < xgn(i,))xifrﬁLlly @/l ) < L'lly = 2050y »

where L' > kg()Kg (o) L. Thus, we have shown that if v € N$*X = NIX then
q(v) € N9 = N9 X which completes the proof. O

Proof of Proposition 6.6. Since g and g’ are continuous it follows that x4,y and
Kg/ () are continuous in z and therefore locally bounded. Given any = € & and using
the pointwise result in Lemma 6.7, we can choose L' > 0 such that (6.4) is satisfied
for all y € & in a neighborhood of x. O

We conclude this section by showing that feasible domains defined by C'! con-
straint functions are prox-regular under the usual constraint qualifications.

Ezample 6.8 (prox-regularity of constraint-defined sets). As in Examples 2.4
and 2.10 let h : R® — R™ be C! and Vh(z) have full rank for all z and consider
X := {z|h(z) < 0}. If in addition, h is a CY! map, then X = {z|h(z) < 0} is
prox-regular with respect to any C° metric g on R”.

To see this, we consider the Euclidean case without loss of generality as a conse-
quence of Proposition 6.6. We first analyze the sets X; := {z|h;(z) < 0} and then
show prox-regularity of their intersection. For this, we only need to consider points
x € OX; on the boundary of X; since for all Z ¢ 0X; we have N;X; = {0} and prox-
regularity is trivially satisfied. Hence, using the Descent Lemma A.2, for all z,y € R"
in a neighborhood of z and all 1 =1,...,m there exists L; > 0 such that

—Lillz = yl* < hi(2) = hi(y) = (V] (2),2 —y) .

In particular, for z € &; (i.e., hi(z) < 0) and y € 0X; (i.e., hi(y) = 0) in a neighbor-
hood of x we have

(6.5) (VR (y), 2 —y) < hi(2) + Lillz = y[|* < Lillz — y]|*.
For the set X = (-, A; recall from Example 2.10 that for z € X we have
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T2 €T i)
> > > > > > > > > >
> > —> > > > > >
> > T —> —> >t T —> > > T
> > :—) —> > >
> > e > > >
—> > > > > > > > > > >
(a) a=10.3 (b) a=0.5 (¢) a=0.6

Fig. 5: Projected vector field on X, for different values of a in Example 6.9. The
origin is a strong equilibrium in (a) and (b), and it is a weak equilibrium in (c).

Consider z € X and y € 0X in a small enough neighborhood of xz. Note that
y € OX implies that y € 0X; for all i € I(y). Using (6.5), for all n € N, X with

1= Yicrty 4 Vhi )/[IVhi(y)| we have

—_ . . T J— . . — 2
=9 = (5 gy )0 < (3, it ) =0

and therefore (n,z — y) < L(y)||nllllz — ||, where

Liergy il Dier @ili

— _ L;
L) = =50 = [Scr) evmo]

a;V L;
max ——~r < max ot .
DX VR = VR

<

i=1,...m

The first inequality can be shown by taking the square and proceeding by induction.
Since the final bound is with respect to all h;, it is continuous in y in a neighbhorhood
of . Consequently, we can choose L such that L > L(y) for all y € X in a neighbor-
hood of z, and therefore (n, z —y) < L||n||||z — y||* for z € X in a neighborhood of y.
This proves L-prox-regularity at 2 and prox-regularity follows accordingly. |

6.2. Uniqueness of solutions to projected dynamical systems. Before
formulating our main uniqueness result, we present an example that illustrates the
impact of prox-regularity on the uniqueness of solutions.

Ezample 6.9 (prox-regularity and uniqueness of solutions). We consider the set
X, = {(21,22) | |22] > max{0,2,}“} for 0 < a < 1, as in Example 6.2. We study how
the value of a affects the uniqueness of solutions of the projected dynamical system
defined by the uniform “horizontal” vector field f(z) = (1,0) for all x € X and the
initial condition z(0) = 0 as illustrated in Figure 5.

Since X, is Clarke regular and closed, since the vector field is uniform, and since
we use the Euclidean metric, the existence of Krasovskii solutions and the equivalence
of Carathéodory solutions is guaranteed for ¢ — co by Corollary 4.3 and Theorem 5.3,
respectively. The prox-regularity of X, at the origin is however only guaranteed for
0 <a< i (Example 6.2).

A formal analysis reveals that for 0 < a < % the origin is a strong equilibrium,
i.e., the constant solution z(t) = 0 is the unique solution to the projected dynamical
system. For % < a < 1, however, the origin is only a weak equilibrium point. Namely,
a solution may remain at 0 for an arbitrary amount of time before leaving 0 on either
upper or lower halfplane, and thus uniqueness is not guaranteed. |
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Remark 6.10. Whether II[f](zo) is a singleton or not is generally unrelated to
the uniqueness of solutions starting from xy. For instance, in Example 6.9, if a > 0
multiple solutions exists even though II[f](z) is a singleton at x = 0. Conversely,
Example 4.4 shows that even if II[f](z¢) is not unique, the (Krasovskii) solution
starting from x( is unique. |

For the proof of uniqueness under prox-regularity, we require the following lemma.

LEMMA 6.11. Let X be L-proz-reqular at x with respect to a C%' metric g. Then,
there exist L > 0 such that for all y € X in a neighborhood of x and all ) € N.g’L with
Inllg(y) =1 we have (n,x —y)y,y < Llly — =,

Proof. We know that (n,y — )., < Llly — x|, for y close enough to x be-
cause 7 is a L-proximal normal vector at y with respect to g. Furthermore, by the
equivalence of norms there exists L' > 0 sucht that (n,y — ), < L'[ly — ;vHE(I).

Next, we show that [(n,z —y),) — (1.2 =Yy | < My — ng(m) for some
M > 0. Since LY is a vector space, we may write

<777$ - y>g(y) - <7771F - y>g($) = <7la$ - y>g(y)—g(w)

which is a slight abuse of notation since (-, -) 9(y)—g(@) is not necessarily positive definite
and therefore not a metric. Nevertheless, any map of the form (u,v,g) — (u,w),
where g € L} is linear in u,v and in g (e.g., (u,v,9) = (u,w),, = A{u,w), for any
A € R). Therefore, there exist M’, M > 0 such that

2 = Pg)—gwy| < M'9W) = 9@) g lz = yllg) < Mz =yl -

where || - |[zz denotes any norm on the vector space Ly, and the second inequality
follows directly from the Lipschitz continuity of g. Hence, we can conclude that that

Next, we can show the following Lipschitz-type property of projected vector fields.

PROPOSITION 6.12. Let f be a C%! field on X. If g is a C%' metric and X is
proz-reqular, then for every x € X there exists L > 0 such that for ally € X in a
neighborhood of x we have

(%)) — T [1(2),y — @),y < Llly — 22, -

Proof. As a consequence of Lemma 4.5, we can write

(66) (T4f]() — TG LA). 0 — o),
= (f(y) = @)y =)o) T s T = Y) gy + M2y — T) ) -

where 7, € NJX = Ng*LX and n, € NIX = N9L for some L > 0.

For the first term, we get (f(y) — £(2), 4 — )00y < |F @) — F@) oo 19 — 2llg(e)-
by applying Cauchy-Schwarz. Since f is Lipschitz and using the equivalence of norms
there exists L, > 0 such that ||f(y) — f()|lgz) < Lally — z|g(z) for all y € X in a
neighborhood of @. Thus, we have (f(y) — f(2),y — @),y < Lally — 2|2,

For the second and third term in (6.6) we have
My @ =) gy < L'y = 250y 1yl o)
e = ) gy < Dy = 21200 1 o
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by Lemma 6.11 and the definition of a L-proximal normal vector, respectively.

By Lemma 4.5 we know that |1l < [1F(9) o) and [0 gy < 1F@)] -
Since g and f are continuous we can choose M > 0 such that | f(2)[4-) < M for all
z € X in a neighborhood of z. Therefore, (6.6) can be bounded by

(T [)(y) — T4 L)),y — ) ) < (Lo + DM + LM)ly — 22,

which completes the proof. 0

Hence, we can state our main result on the uniqueness of solutions which com-
plements results in [19] by considering a variable (but non-differentiable) metric and
using our general definition of prox-regularity. In this context, uniqueness is under-
stood in the sense that any two solutions are equal on the interval on which they are
both defined.

THEOREM 6.13 (uniqueness of solutions). Let f be a C%1 vector field on X. If g
is a C%' metric and X is proz-reqular, then for every xo € X there exists T > 0 such
that the initial value problem & € I1%[f](z) with x(0) = x¢ has a unique Carathéodory
solution x : [0,T) — X (which is also the unique Krasovskii solution).

Proof of Theorem 6.13. The proof follows standard contraction ideas [23]. Let
z(t) and y(t) be two solutions solving the same initial value problem & € II%[f](x)
with 2(0) = 29 € X, both defined on a non-empty interval [0,T).

Using Proposition 6.12, there exists M > 0 and a neighborhood V of x( such that

% (3l = 2120y ) = TELF W) — TELA@I0), y(8) = (D)),

(6.7) ,
< MJy(t) — x(t)[[(z)

for all ¢ in some non-empty subinterval [0,7") C [0,7T") for which z(t) and y(¢) remain

in V. Next, consider the non-negative, absolutely continuous function ¢ : [0,7") — R

defined as q(t) := 3[ly(t) — J:(t)H;(IO)e_QMt. Note that ¢(0) = 0. Furthermore,

using (6.7) and applying the product rule we have
a(t) = (S (W)(1) = TEL@)(1), y(8) = 2(8)) gy — My(E) = 2(b)][5 ) e >

and since y(0) = x(0) it follows that £q(¢) < 0 for ¢ > 0. However, since ¢ is non-
negative and absolutely continuous, we conclude that x(t) = y(t) for all ¢ € [0,7")
thus finishing the proof of uniqueness. 0

Combining all the insights so far, we arrive at the following ready-to-use result:

Ezample 6.14 (Existence and uniqueness on constraint-defined sets). As in Ex-
ample 6.8 consider a set X := {x € R" | h(z) < 0} where h : R™ — R™ is of class C'!
and has full rank for all # € R™. Further, consider a globally Lipschitz continuous
vector field f : R™ — R. Then, for every xy € X there exists a unique and complete
Carathéodory solution z : [0,00) — X to the initial value problem & = II% [f](z) with
2(0) = xo where g is any weakly bounded C%! metric on X. |

7. Existence and Uniqueness on low-regularity Riemannian Manifolds.
The major appeal of Theorems 4.2, 5.3, and 6.13 is their geometric nature. Namely,
as we will show next, their assumptions are preserved by sufficiently regular coordi-
nate transformations which allows us to give a coordinate-free definition of projected
dynamical system on manifolds with minimal degree of differentiability.
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Recall that for open sets V, W C R” amap ® : V — W is a C* diffeomorphism if
it is a C* bijection with a C* inverse where, for our purposes, C* stands for either C'!
or CH'. We employ the usual definition of a C* manifold as locally Euclidean, second
countable Hausdorff space endowed with a C* differentiable structure. In particular,
for a point p on a n-dimensional manifold M there exists a chart (U, ¢) where U C M
is open and ¢ : U — R™ is a homeomorphism onto its image. For any two charts
(U, ¢), (V,4) for which U NV # 0, the map ¢pop™ ! : p(UNV) = p(UNV)is a Ck
diffeomorphism. A C* (Riemannian) metric g is a map that assigns to every point
p € M an inner product on the tangent space® T, M such that in local coordinates
(U, ¢) the metric g(¢~1(x)) is a C* metric for z € ¢(U) according to Definition 2.5.
A vector field defined on M is locally bounded at z if it is locally bounded in any
local coordinate domain for x. Similarly, a metric is locally weakly bounded at x if its
locally weakly bounded in local coordinates. Given a C* manifold M with k > 1,
a curve v : [0,T) = M is absolutely continuous if it is absolutely continuous in any
chart domain where it is defined.*

The next lemma shows that a C! diffeomorphism maps (Clarke) tangent cones to
(Clarke) tangent cones. Hence, Clarke regularity is preserved by C* diffeomorpisms.

LEmMMA 7.1. Let V,W C R™ be open and consider a C' diffeomorphism ® : V —
W. Given X CR"™ and X := X NV, for every x € X it holds that
(7.1) Ty(a)®(X) = Dy ®(T,.X)
(7.2) Tgimy®(X) = Do (T X).

Hence, <I>()E) is Clarke regular at ®(x) if and only if X is Clarke regular at z € X.

Proof. We only need to show that Ty(,)®(X) C D,®(T,X). Since ® is a C*
diffeomorphism the other direction follows by applying the same arguments to ®~1.
Let v € T, X. Then, by definition there exist x, — x with x; € X and 6 — 0
such that (zg —x)/dr — v. Furthermore, ||z — x||/dx converges to ||v||. According to
the definition of the derivative of @, for the same sequence {x} we have kl;n;o || ®(zk)—

®(x) — Dy ®(zx, — x)||/||xx — || = 0. Since the limit of the element-wise product of
convergent sequences equals the product of its limits we can write

lim [2@e)=®@)=De®(zr—a)|l lex—z] _
b 00 llzk—z|] Ok

which, using the fact that D,® is linear, simplifies to

s [~ o (52) o
This implies that (®(z)—®(x))/dx — Dy ®(v), and hence D, ®(v) is a tangent vector
of ®(X) at ®(z). This proves (7.1).

To show (7.2) we use (7.1) together with the definition of the Clarke tangent cone
as the inner limit of the surrounding tangent cones (Definition 2.2). We can write

TS ®(X) = lim inf T;®(X) = liminf D, ® (TyX> .

g—P(x) y—z

3Note that the definition (and hence the notation) of the tangent space T M of a manifold M
is consistent with the definition of the tangent cone T X of an arbitrary set X [52, Ex. 6.8].

4Note that local (weak) boundedness of a vector field or metric are properties that are preserved
by C! diffeomorphisms. Similarly, absolute continuity is preserved by C' maps [53, Ex. 6.44]. Hence,
it is sufficient if these properties hold in any local coordinate domain.
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Since D, ® is continuous in x, we have lim inf D, ®(T,X) = lim inf D, ®(T,,X). Fur-

y—x y—T
ther, Lemma A.3 implies that liminf D,®(T,X) D> D,®(liminf T,X) = D,®(TSX)
y—x y—x
and therefore we have Tg(w)(b(é\,’ ) D D, ®(TEX). Again, since ® is a diffeomorphism,
the opposite inclusion holds by applying the same argument to ®~!. This shows (7.2)
and completes the proof. ]

Hence, the notions of (Clarke) tangent cone and Clarke regularity are independent
of the coordinate representation on a C'! manifold.

DEFINITION 7.2. Let M be a C* manifold with a metric g and consider a subset
X C M. The (Clarke) tangent cone T,X (TS X) is a subset of Ty M such that
D, ¢(TpX) (Dyd(TE X)) is the (Clarke) tangent cone of $(X NU) for any coordinate
chart (U, @) defined at x. The set X is Clarke reqular at x € X if it is Clarke regular
in any local coordinate domain defined at x.

The next key result establishes that solutions of projected dynamical systems re-
main solutions of projected dynamical systems under C' coordinate transformations.

PROPOSITION 7.3. Let VW C R"™ be open and consider a C' diffeomorphism
D:V - W. Let X C R"™ be locally compact and X := X N'V. Further, let g be a
locally weakly bounded metric on W and let ®*g denote the pull-back metric along @,
i.e.,

(73) <U7w><l>*g(a:) = <Dx(I>(U)7Dl‘I)(w)>q(<1>(:p))

Jor allz € V and v,w € T;R"™. Further, let f : X > R" bea locally bounded vector
field. If x : [0,T) — X for some T > 0 is a Krasovskii (respectively, Carathéodory)
solution to the initial value problem

(7.4) w e 1% [f)(x), =(0) =0,

then ®ox : [0,T) = ®(X) is a Krasovskii (respectively, Carathéodory) solution to

(7.5) g e D [fl(y), y(0) =yo,

where yo = ®(zq) and f(y) := D1, ®@(f(®(y))) is the pushforward vector field
of f along &1,

Proof. First, note that since x is absolutely continuous and @ is differentiable,
® o x is absolutely continuous [53, Ex. 6.44]. Second, it holds that y(t) € ®(X) for all
t €[0,7). Third, using (7.1) we can write for every z € X and y := ®(z) that

IO [fl(y) = argmin |w— Dyd(f@)], = argmin [w— D,®(f(2))]],

~ g ~
weT, ®(X) weDz<I>(TZX)

vET,, X

=D, ® (argmi}l 1D ®(v) — Dx(P(f(x))Ig) :

where for the last equality we introduce the transformation w := D, ®(v) for v € T, X.
Hence, using the definition of the pullback metric (7.3) we continue with

;O [fl(y) = D2 <argm{n lo = f@)
VET X

) = D, (5 7[f](@))
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Thus, if z(-) is a Carathéodory solution of (7.4) and hence @(t) € Hz*g[f](x(t)) holds
almost everywhere, then ® o z(-) satisfies

& (@o) e D, (Y 7])(w)) = 112, o [)(® o0 2(1)

almost everywhere and hence ® o z(+) is a Carathéodory solution to (7.5).
It remains to prove the statement is also true for Krasovskii solutions. For this,

we need to show that K {H;}(}?) [f]} (y) D D,®(K {Hj};g[f]} (y)). Expanding the defi-
nition of the Krasovskii regularization we get

K [I3 O] (y) = & limsupTl, 4 [£1(7)

y—y
.. o -
= ¢o limsup D;® (HA? g[f](x))
r—T
= ¢0 limsup D, P (Hqi*g[f](xk)) ,
T—x &
where the last equation is due to the fact that D,® is continuous in z. Next, with
Lemma A.3 we can write

K [I011] () 2 D, (Hmsup T 11](en) ) = D@ (1[5 7171] (o)
where the equation follows from the fact that D, ® is a linear map and hence commutes
with taking the convex closure.

To conclude we can proceed similar to the case of Carathéodory solutions. Let
z(-) be a Krasovskii solution to (7.4) and y(-) := ®ox(-). Then, j(t) = £ (Poz)(t) =
Dy ®(i(t)) for almost all £ € [0,7") and we have that

) . .
§(t) € Do (K [0 91f1(] 1)) © K [10, 4 1] (wi®)
for almost all ¢ € [0,7"), and thus y is a Krasovskii solution of (7.5). |

Hence, Theorems 4.2 and 5.3 combined with Proposition 7.3 give rise to our main
result on the existence of Krasovskii (Carethéodory) solutions to on manifolds.

THEOREM 7.4 (existence on manifolds). Let M be C' manifold, g a locally
weakly bounded Riemannian metric, X C M locally compact, and f a locally bounded
vector field on X. Then for every xg € X there exists a Krasovskii solution z : [0,T) —
X for some T > 0 that solves #(t) € 1% [f](z(t)) with (0) = xo. Furthermore, if X
is Clarke regular, and if f and g are continuous, then every Krasovskii solution is a
Carathéodory solution and vice versa.

Similarly, Proposition 7.3 directly implies that other results such as Corollary 4.3
extend to C! manifolds. For instance, if M is compact and f and g are continu-
ous, every initial condition admits a complete trajectory. However, to extend our
uniqueness results, we require stronger conditions.

PROPOSITION 7.5. Let V,W C R" be open and ® : V.— W a ol diffeo-
morphism. Let X C R™ be locally compact and consider X := X NV. If X is

proz-regular then ®(X) is proz-regular.

Proof. By Proposition 6.6 it suffices to show prox-regularity with respect to a
single metric on V' and W respectively. Hence, let W be endowed with the Euclid-
ean metric, and let e* denote its pullback metric on V along @, i.e., (v,w)e*(x) =
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(D ®(v), Dy ®(w)). Similarly to Lemma 7.1, we show that (proximal) normal cones
are preserved by C! coordinate transformations, i.e.,
(7.6) nENSX <= D,®(1) € No»y®(X) VoekX
(7.7) 7€ NJ*’LQ\? <~ D,®(n) € Né(y)q)(éf) Yy € Ny
for some L', L > 0 where N, C X is a neighborhood of z. Since ® is a diffeomorphism
it suffices to show one direction only.
Hence, consider n € N¢” X. By Definition 2.8 and using (7.1) we have
NENSX & (nw)ey = (De®(n), De®(w)) <0 Vw € T,X
& (D®(n),w) <0 Yw € DyO(T,X) = To) (X).

We conclude that D, ®(n) € N¢(I)<I>(A~f) and (7.6) holds.
For (7.7) we consider y € X in a neighborhood of = and 7 € NJ*’LQ\? such that

(0,2 = Y) () = (Dy®(n), Dy®@(z — ) < Ll|z = y[I2. ()

holds for all z € X in a neighborhood of y. However, we need to show that for some
L’ > 0 we have

(7.8) (Dy@(1n), (2) — @(y)) < L'|@(2) — @)
Hence, we define the C*! function v(z) := (D,®(n), ®(z)) and note that by

linearity we have D, ¢ (v) := (D, ®(n), D,®(v)). This enables us to apply the Desent
Lemma A.2 and state that for some M > 0 it holds that

[9(2) = ¢(y) — Dytb(z —y)| = | (Dy@(1n), ®(2) — D(y) — Dy®(z —y)) | < M|z —y]*.

=v(2)

This bound can be used to establish
(Dy®(n), ®(2) — B(y)) < (Dy®(n), Dy®(z — y)) +7(2) < (L + M)z —y|*.

Finally note that ||z —y||? < L'||®(z) — ®(y)||* for some L’ since ®~ is Lipschitz
continuous. Hence, (7.8) and therefore (7.7) holds for L' = L"(L + M). a

Apart from Proposition 7.5, we note that Lipschitz continuity of a metric and of
vector fields is preserved under C'! coordinate transformations. This allows us to
generalize Theorem 6.13 to the following uniqueness result on manifolds.

THEOREM 7.6 (uniqueness on manifolds). Let M be C*' manifold, g a C*
Riemannian metric, X C M is proz-reqular, and f a C% vector field on X. Then,

for every xg € X there exists a unique Carathéodory solution x : [0,T) — X for some
T > 0 that solves @(t) € II%[f](z(t))) with x(0) = zg.

In conclusion, thanks to our coordinate-free definition of projected dynamical
systems, our existence and uniqueness results seamlessly extend to systems defined
on abstract manifolds.
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8. Stability of Projected Gradient Flows. To illustrate how established sta-
bility concepts easily apply to Krasovskii solutions of projected dynamical systems,
we consider projected gradient systems, i.e., projected dynamical systems for which
the vector field is the gradient of a function. Naturally, these systems are of prime
interest for constrained optimization. Similar techniques can also be used to assess
the stability of equilibria of other vector fields ranging from saddle-point flows [13] to
momentum methods [59]. In what follows, we will establish convergence and stability
results that generalize the work in [29].

For simplicity, we consider systems defined on R™. Extensions to subsets of man-
ifolds are possible using the results from section 7 (see Remark 8.8 below).

8.1. Preliminaries and LaSalle Invariance. We quickly review some basic
terminology for continuous-time systems defined by a constrained differential inclusion

(8.1) re€F(x) zeX,

where X C R™ is closed and F : X = R” is non-empty, closed, convex, locally
bounded, and outer semicontinuous. In the following, a solution of (8.1) refers
to a Carathéodory solution of (8.1), whereas a Krasovskii solution of (8.1) is a
(Carathéodory) solution of the inclusion obtained from regularizing (8.1).

The w-limit set of a complete solution z of (8.1) is the set of all points & for
which there exists a sequence {tp} with limg_ o tx = 0o and limg_ o x(tg) = &. A
set A C X is weakly invariant, if for every initial condition xy € A, there exists
a complete solution starting at xg that remains in A for all ¢ > 0. The union of
any weakly invariant subsets is weakly invariant, hence the notion of largest weakly
invariant set is well-defined. A set A C X is invariant, if for every initial condition
g € A, every complete solution starting at xy remains in A for all ¢t > 0.

Also recall that & € X is a weak equilibrium for (8.1) if and only if z(¢) = & for
all t > 0 is a solution. Namely, & is a weak equilibrium if and only if 0 € F(Z). A
strong equilibrium is a point & such that z(t) = & for all ¢ > 0 is the only solution
starting at .

A compact set A C X is stable for (8.1) if for every (relative) neighborhood V
of A there exists a neighborhood W of A such that every complete solution of (8.1)
starting in W satisfies z(t) € V for all t > 0. The set A is locally asymptotically stable,
if it is stable and there exists § > 0 such that every solution z with d(x(0)) < ¢
converges to A, i.e., lim;_, o d4(z(t)) = 0.

We will make use of the following invariance principle for differential inclusions.
The result is a special case of [25, Thm. 8.2] which applies to hybrid systems. For
similar results for differential inclusions see also [6,54].

THEOREM 8.1. Consider a continuous function V : R® — R, any function u :
R™ — [—00, 0], and a set U C R™ such that u(z) <0 for every x € U and such that
the growth of V' along solutions of (8.1) is bounded by u on U. In other words, any
solution x : [0,T) — U of (8.1) satisfies V(xz(t1)) — V(z(tg)) < :01 uw(z(7))dr for any
to,t1 € [0,T) and top < t1. Let x be a complete and bounded solution of (8.1) such
that x(t) € U for allt > 0. Then, for some r € V(U), x approaches the nonempty set

that is the largest weakly invariant subset of V=1(r) NU Nclu=1(0).

8.2. Convergence of Projected Gradient Flows. In the following, we con-
sider projected gradient flows of the form

(8.2) & € I1% [ grad,, @] (x)
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where X C R" is closed, and g is a locally weakly bounded metric on X'. Further,
® : R™ — R is an objective function, continuously differentiable in a neighborhood of
X. The gradient grad, ®(x) of @ with respect to g at x € X is the unique vector that

satisfies (grad, ®(x), w>g(m) = D,®(w) for all w € T,R™. In matrix notation we have

grad, ®(z) = G (z)Vo(zx)T.

The results of the previous sections can be used to guarantee the existence and
uniqueness of (Carathéodory or Krasovskii) solutions of (8.2) under appropriate cond-
tions on X, g and ®. In fact, (8.2) is well-defined on subsets of abstract C'*-manifolds.

Dynamics of the form (8.2) serve to find local solutions of the constrained problem

(8.3) minimize ®(x) subject to x € X'.

A (strict) local minimizer of (8.3) is a point 2* € X such that there exists a relative
neighborhood N/ C X of z* and ®(y) > (>)®(z*) holds for all y € N\ {z*}. A
critical point of (8.3) is a point z* € X satisfying

(8.4) Dy ®(w) = VO(z*)w > 0 for all weE Ty X

Every local minimizer of (8.3) is a critical point [52, Thm. 6.12]. Further, if X is
Clarke regular and of the same form as in Example 2.4, (8.4) is equivalent to the
well-known Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions [8, Chap. 4].

The metric g is a property of the system (8.2) only and does not affect the
optimizers of (8.3). Furthermore, it is reasonable (but important to note) that, in
general, the metric that defines the gradient has to be the same metric that defines
the projection. A particular choice of g is, for example, induced by the Hessian of ® if
® is twice continuously differentiable and strongly convex. This leads to Newton-type
dynamics (Example 8.10 below).

When considering the projected gradient flow (8.2) we need to distinguish between
equilibrium points for Carathéodory and Krasovskii solutions. In particular, we say
that x* is a weak (strong) K-equilibrium, if it is a weak (strong) equilibrium of the
Krasovskii-regularized inclusion. Analogously, «* is a weak (strong) C-equilibrium if
it is an equilibrium for Carathéodory solutions (i.e., solutions of the unregularized
inclusion).

Since every Carathéodory solution of (8.2) is also a Krasovskii solutions, it follows
that every strong K-equilibrium is also a strong C-equilibrium. On the other hand, a
weak C-equilibrium is a weak K-equilibrium.

We can now establish the relation between critical points and minimizers of (8.3),
and the different types of equilibria of (8.2).

LEMMA 8.2. Every critical point of (8.3) is a weak K-equilibrium of (8.2), and
every weak C-equilibrium of (8.2) is a critical point of (8.3).

Proof. Let x* be a critical point of (8.3). By definition of grad, ®, we can re-
formulate (8.4) as (—grad, ®(«*), w) < 0 for all w € T,+X. Furthermore, by
Lemma 4.6, we have, for all x € X,

g(z*)

g(z)

<— grad, ®(z), w>g(x) > ||w|)? Yw € K [Hg,[- grad, <I>]] (z).
Combining these two statements we get

0> (—grad, ®(z*), w) oy 2 Hw||§(m*) Vw € Tp» X NK [ [— grad,, ®]] (z*).

g(
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We know that T, X N K [II%[— grad, ®]] (z) # 0 holds for all € X by viability of
IT% [— grad, ®]. Therefore, we conclude that w = 0 € K [I1%[— grad, ®]] (z*) and z*
is a weak K-equilibrium.

Next, assume that 2* € X is a weak C-equilibrium, i.e., 0 € II%[— grad, ®](z*).
If z* were not a critical point of (8.3), then (—grad, <I>(a:*),1)>g(z*) > 0 holds for
some v € Ty« X. This, however, means that 0 ¢ I1% [— grad, ®](z*). To see this, note
that the projection of u := —grad, ®(2*) onto the ray/cone spanned by v is given
by w := ((u,v}Q(r*)/||v||3(m*))v (note that (u,v), ., = 0). Applying the Pythagorean
theorem to the right triangle {0, u,w}, we have ||u — w]|| < |ju — 0|. Hence, 0 cannot
be a projection of u onto T, X since it does not achieve the minimal distance to T« X
which contradicts the fact that x* is a C-equilibrium. 0

LEMMA 8.3. Along Krasovskii solutions of (8.2), ® is nonincreasing and, conse-
quently, the sublevel sets Sy := {x|®(x) <L} NX for £ € R are invariant.

Proof. Given any Krasovskii solution x : [0,7) — X of (8.2), for almost all
t € [0,T) there exists w(t) € K [I1%[— grad, ®]] (2(t)) such that

%(I)(Ji(t)) = Dm(t)q)(w(t)) = <gradg (I)(SC),w(t)>g(I(t)) .
Using Lemma 4.6 on Page 11, we then have
(85)  dd(a(t) = — (~grad, (). w(D), ) < ~wD]2aey <O

Thus @ is non-increasing along Krasovskii solutions of (8.2) and hence Sy is invariant.O
LEMMA 8.4. Every local minimizer of (8.3) is a strong K-equilibrium of (8.2).

Proof. By Theorem 4.2, there exists a Krasovskii solution = : [0,T) — X of (8.2)
starting at the local minimizer z* € X of (8.3). Assume for the sake of contradiction
that z(0) = z* but z(T) # x*. The sublevel set Sy« with ¢* := ®(z*) is invariant
and z(t) € Sp» for all t € [0,T), by Lemma 8.3. Since z* € X is a local minimizer
there exists a neighborhood N C X of z* such that ®(z’) > ®(z*) for all 2’ € N. If
necessary, restrict the solution x such that z : [0,7) — N. We have ®(z(t)) = ®(x*)
and 4 ®(x(t)) =0 for all t € [0,T), and therefore, for almost all ¢ € [0,7), we have

0= Ld(x(t) = — (—grad, ®(x(t)), @ (1)) < —[la(t)]>

7

g(z)

where the inequality follows from Lemma 4.6. Consequently, we have &(t) = 0 for
almost all t € [0,T) and thus z(T) = fOT #(t)dt = x*, establishing the contradiction.

Lemmas 8.2 and 8.4 and Theorem 5.3 can be summarized as follows:

PROPOSITION 8.5 (connection between equilibria). Consider the projected gra-
dient flow (8.2) and the problem (8.3). The following inclusions hold:

local minimizer C strong K-eq. C strong C-eq.

C weak C-eq. C critical pt. C weak K-eq.
If, in addition, X is Clarke regular and g is continuous, then we have

local minimizer C strong eq. C weak eq. = critical pt.
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If solutions of (8.2) are unique we do not distinguish between weak and strong
equilibria and Proposition 8.5 simplifies to equivalence of critical points and equilibria.

As an example of a critical point that is a weak (C-)equilibrium, but not a strong
(C-)equilibrium we refer back to Example 6.9 which illustrates this case for ®(z) := .
In that example, non-unique solutions may leave the critical point at arbitrary times,
but the constant function is nevertheless a solution.

Unfortunately, convergence is generally guaranteed only to the set of weak K-
equilibria as the following application of the invariance principle Theorem 8.1 shows.

PROPOSITION 8.6. Consider (8.2) and let ® : R™ — R have compact sublevel sets
on X, i.e., for every £ € R the set Sy := {z|P(x) < €} N X is compact. Then,
(8.2) admits a complete Krasovskii solution x : [0,00) — X for every initial condition
z(0) € X. Furthermore, for somer € ®(Sy), © converges to set of weak K-equilibrium
points in ®~L(r) N X. If, in addition, X is Clarke regular and g is continuous, then
convergence is to the set of critical points of (8.3).

Proof. We consider the Krasovskii regularization of (8.2) which is non-empty,
closed, convex, locally bounded, and outer semicontinuous. As before, the compact-
ness and invariance of the sublevel sets S; of ® on X’ implies that (Krasovskii) solutions
cannot escape to the horizon in finite time and therefore must be complete. Hence,
Theorem 8.1 guarantees convergence to the largest weakly invariant subset for which
4 p(x(t)) = 0 (and which lies on a level set of ® relative to X). Using (8.5), we
know that every limit point & of z satisfies 0 € K [II%[— grad, ®]] (&), ie., Z is a
weak K-equilibrium of (8.2). Finally, under Clarke regularity of X and continuity of
g, Proposition 8.5 implies that every weak equilibrium is a critical point. 0

Although convergence is generally only to weak equilibria, the following theorem,
inspired by [1], establishes the connection between stability and optimality.

THEOREM 8.7 (stability & optimality). Consider (8.2) and let ® have compact
sublevel sets on X as in Proposition 8.6. For some r, let X C {z € X |®(z) =1} be
a connected set of weak K-equilibria. Then, the following statements hold:

(i) If X is locally asymptotically stable for (8.2) then it is a strict set of minimizer

of (8.3), i.e., ®(y) > r for ally € N\ X where N is a neighborhood of X.

(ii) If X is a strict set of minimizers of (8.3) then it is stable for (8.2).

Proof. Recall from Proposition 8.6 that the compactness of the sublevel sets of
¢ guarantees the existence of complete solutions. To show (i), let V C X be a
neighborhood of X such that any solution z : [0,00) — X of (8.2) with z(0) € V
converges to X. Since ® is C! and z is absolutely continuous, ® o z is absolutely
continuous, and we may write

+oo
lim (®ox)(t) = d(x(0)) + D, ®(&(t))dt =r.

t—+oo 0

Since D, ®(#(t)) < 0 holds for almost all ¢ > 0, it follows that f+oo D, ®(i(t))dt <0,
and hence 7 < ®(z(0)) for all ¢ > 0. Because this reasoning applies to all z(0) in the
region of attraction of X, it follows that X is a local minimizer of ®.

To see that X is a strict local minimizer, assume for the sake of contradiction that
for some 7 in the region of attraction of X it holds that ®(z) < r. Every solution y
to (8.2) with 5(0) = Z nevertheless converges to X' by assumption. Therefore, it must
hold that erOO D,®(y(t)) = 0 and since D, ®(y(t)) < 0, it follows that D, ®(y(t)) =0
for almost all t > 0. But as a consequence of Proposition 8.6, all points in the w-
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limit set are weak K-equilibrium points, this holds in particular for = and therefore
X cannot be locally asymptotically stable.

For (i), assume that X # X (otherwise stability is trivial). Hence, consider a
bounded (relative) neighborhood W C X of X in which X is a strict local minimizer.
Next, we construct a neighborhood ¥V C W such that all trajectories starting in V
remain in WW. Namely, let « be such that r < o < mingcgy®(z) where W is the
boundary of W relative to X. Define V := {x € W|®(z) < a} C W which has a
non-empty interior because r < «. Since for any trajectory, we have D,®(z(7)) <0
we conclude that V is strongly invariant and remains in V, thus establishing stability.0

It is not possible to draw stronger conclusions (e.g., that strict minimizers are
always locally asymptotically stable) than in Theorem 8.7, unless additional assump-
tions are satisfied. A counter-example for an unconstrained gradient flow (which is,
technically, a special case of a projected gradient flow) is documented in [1].

Remark 8.8. The results of this section can be generalized to projected gradient
flows on C! manifolds. For instance, since any (equilibrium or critical) point under
consideration can be locally mapped into R", Proposition 8.5 applies directly to pro-
jected gradient flows on manifolds. Similarly, the statements of Theorem 8.7 about
the relation between stability and optimality hold true on manifolds, especially if the
set X of weak K-equilibria is contained in a single chart domain. On the other hand,
because Proposition 8.6 is a global statement, for it to generalize to manifolds an
invariance principle akin to Theorem 8.1 but for differential inclusion on manifolds is
required. Such a generalization is plausible, but has not yet been documented. [ |

Remark 8.9. Projected gradient flows like (8.2) can be approximated (or imple-
mented) in different ways. On one hand, standard numerical integration schemes
can be adapted for (Euclidean) projected dynamical systems on convex domains as
documented in [47], yielding well-known numerical optimization algorithms. In the
non-Euclidean, non-convex setting, oblique projected gradient flows can be imple-
mented, e.g., as in [26] by linearizing constraints around the current state. This
leads to algorithms similar to sequential quadratic programming schemes [49]. An-
other possibility are anti-windup approximations [30,31] which serve to implement
projected dynamical systems as the closed-loop behavior of feedback control loops
that are subject to input saturation in feedback-based optimization [10,18,29]. ]

As a specific example of a projected gradient flow, we consider the metric g to be
the Hessian of the objective function, resulting in a projected Newton flow:

Ezxample 8.10. Let X C R"™ be closed, and let ¥ : R™ — R be strongly convex and
globally Lipschitz continuous and twice differentiable. In particular, the Hessian of ¥
(denoted by V2W) is continuous and has lower and upper bounded eigenvalues. There-
fore, we may use V?¥ to define the weakly bounded metric (u,v) .y := u" V*¥(z)v
for u,v € T,R™. Hence, the projected gradient flow

9(x

(8.6) i€ % [(—grad, ¥)](z), z(0)=zpeX

where grad, ¥(z) = (VQ\I/(QJ))AV\I/(x)T is a constrained form of a Newton flow, i.e.,
the continuous-time limit of the well-known Newton method for optimization. If X is
convex, one can recover a a prozimal Newton-type method [40] for solving (8.3) as a
projected forward Euler discretization of (8.6) (possibly with variable step size). HW

8.3. Connection to Subgradient Flows. Assuming that f is the gradient
field of an objective function and & is Clarke regular, we can establish the connection
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between oblique projected gradients and subgradients. This fact is well-known for
convex functions (and lesser known for regular functions [15,20]) in the Euclidean
metric, but, as we show next, generalizes to a variable metric.

Recall that ¥ : V — R, where V C R" is open and R := R U {0}, is (subdiffer-
entially) regular if its epigraph epi ¥ := {(z,y) |2z € V, y > ¥(z)} is non-empty and
Clarke regular.

DEFINITION 8.11. Given a metric g on an open setV C R"™ and a regular function
U :V = R, v is a subgradient of ¥ with respect to g at x, denoted by v € 9V (z), if

lim inf ‘P(y)—ﬁ/(ﬁ)—(my—w)g(m
P y—zl|

L >0.

Namely, if ¥ is differentiable at z, then 0¥(x) = {grad, ¥(z)}. Further, if X C V is

Clarke regular and Iy : V — R denotes its indicator function, then 9y (z) = NJX.
The next result is a direct combination of [52, Ex. 8.14] and [52, Cor. 10.9].

PROPOSITION 8.12. Let U := W + I where U :V — R is a C* function and Iy
is the indicator function of a Clarke reqular set X CV where V C R™ is open. Then,
for all x € X one has

OV (z) = grad, ¥(z) + NIX .

It follows immediately from Corollary 5.5 that under the appropriate assumptions
trajectories of projected gradient flows are also solutions to subgradient flows.

COROLLARY 8.13 (equivalence with subgradient flows). Let X be Clarke regular,
let g be a continuous metric on X, and let ¥ be a C' objective function on an open
neighborhood of X. Then, for any ro € X there exists a Carathéodory solution x :
[0,T) — X to the subgradient flow

€ -0+ Ix)(z), z(0)elX.

Furthermore, x is a solution if and only if it is a Carathéodory (and Krasovskii)
solution to the projected gradient flow (8.2).

In summary, we have seen that projected gradient flows are well-defined in very
general settings if one considers Krasovskii solutions. The convergence behavior is
more fine-grained than for special cases (e.g., convex optimization problems) since
the notion of equilibrium depends on the definition of the solution concept. Further,
projected gradient flows exhibit the same connection between stability and optimality
of equilibria as unconstrained gradient flows. Finally, oblique projected gradient flows
on Clarke regular sets can be interpreted subgradient flows of a composite function
that is the sum of a smooth objective and the indicator function of the feasible set.

9. Conclusion. We have provided an extensive study of projected dynamical
systems on irregular subset on manifolds, including the model of oblique projection
directions. We have carved out sharp regularity requirements on the feasible domain,
vector field, metric and differentiable structure that are required for the existence,
uniqueness and other properties of solution trajectories. Table 1 summarizes these
results. In the process, we have established auxiliary findings, such as the fact that
prox-regularity is an intrinsic property of subset of C*'! manifolds and independent
of the choice of Riemannian metric.

While we believe these results are of general interest in the context of discontinu-
ous dynamical systems, they particularly provide a solid foundation for the study of
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f g X M

Local Existence of Krasovskii 1 Thm. 4.2
solutions LB LWB loc. compact ¢ Thm. 7.4
Global Existence of Krasovskii 0 0 1

solutions (multiple possibilities) ¢ ¢ compact ¢ Cor. 4.3
Equivalence of Krasovskii 0 0 1 Thm.53
and Carathéodory solutions ¢ ¢ Clarke regular ¢ Thm. 7.4

Equivalence of projected gradient

0 0 1 .
and subgradient flows C C Clarke regular C Cor. 8.13

Thm. 6.13
Thm. 7.6

Uniqueness of (Krasovskii &

0,1 0,1 _ 1,1
Carathéodory) solutions ¢ ¢ prox-regular ¢

Table 1: Summary of results: regularity requirements for projected dynamical systems
for a vector field f, metric g, feasible domain X and regularity of the manifold M.
(LB: locally bounded; LWB: locally weakly bounded)

continuous-time constrained optimization algorithms for nonlinear, nonconvex prob-
lems. To illustrate this point, we have included a study the stability and convergence
of Krasovskii solutions to projected gradient descent—arguably the most prototypical
continuous-time constrained optimization algorithm.

Acknowledgments. We would like to thank Gabriela Hug and Matthias Rung-
ger for their support in putting together this paper.
Appendix A. Technical definitions and results.

LEMMA A.1. Given a set X C R", for any absolutely continuous function x :
[0,T) = & with T > 0 it holds that #(t) € TyyX N =T X almost everywhere on
[0,T), where =Ty := {v] —v € Ty}

Proof. Let t € [0,T) be such that @(t) exists. This implies that by definition

l‘(t) — lim z(t+7)—xz(t) — lim z(t)—z(t—7)
T—0t T T—01 T ’

Thus, by choosing any sequence 7, — 0 with 7, > 0, the sequence w(t'ﬁii}z_gj(t)

converges to a tangent vector and w converges to a vector in —T, )X

by definition of T, )X and the fact that x(t) € X for all t € [0, 7). 0
The following is a local version of [50, Lem. 1.30].

LEMMA A.2 (Descent Lemma). Let ® : V — R be a CY' map where V.C R™ is
open. Given x € V there exists L > 0 such that for all z,y € V in a neighborhood of
x it holds that

|(2) = @(y) — Dy®(z —y)| < L}z —y*

For a comprehensive treatment of the following definitions and results see [7, 36,
50,52]. Given a sequence {z,} and a set X, the notation xj %b) x denotes the

existence of a subsequence {x } that converges to z and zy € X for all £’. Similarly,
Tk % x implies that x; € X holds eventually, i.e., for all k larger than some K, and
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that {zp} converges to z. Given a sequence of sets {Cy} in R™, its outer limit and
inner limit are given as

limsup Cf, := {:c

k— o0

Ha o sub x} and liminfC, = {:v
Ci k—oco

Hai} o Z—? x}

respectively. As a pedagogical example to distinguish between inner and outer limits,
consider an alternating sequence of sets given by Ca,, := A and Cy41 := B. Then,
we have limsup;,_, ., Cx = AU B and liminfy_,o, C, = AN B. On the one hand any
constant sequence {z} with 2, = ¢ € AN B for all k satisfies the requirement such
that ¢ € liminfy_,o Ci. On the other hand, any sequence {z;} with 29, =a € A
for m € N has a trivial (constant) subsequence converging to a € A and hence
a € limsup;,_,., Ci. The following result relates the image of an outer (inner) limit
to the outer (inner) limit of images of a map f.

LEMMA A.3. [52, Thm. 4.26] For a sequence of sets {Ci} in V. C R™ and a
continuous map f:V — R™, one has

f (lim inf Ck> C liminf f(Cy), f (lim sup Ck) C limsup f(C%) .
k— 00 k— 00 k—o00 k—ro0
For a set-valued map F : V =2 W with V C R™ and W C R™ its outer limit and
inner limit at x are defined respectively as

limsup F(y) := U limsup F(z) and liminf F(y) := liminf F(xg) .

—x Yy—T k—s 00
v CUkT)fL’ koo fI?kT’I

A set-valued map F' : V =% R™ for V' C R" is outer semicontinuous (osc) at
r € V if imsup,_,, F(y) C F(x) [52, Def. 5.4]. The map F' is upper semicontinuous
(usc) at x if for any open neighborhood A C V' of F(z) there exists a neighborhood
B C V of x such that for all y € B one has F(y) C A [6, Def. 2.1.2]. The map F is
outer (upper) semi-continuous if and only if it is osc (usc) at every x € V. For locally
bounded, closed set-valued maps outer and upper semicontinuity are equivalent.

LEMMA A4. [25, Lem. 5.15] Let F : V. = R™ be closed and locally bounded for
V C R™. Then, F is osc at x € V if and only if it is usc at x. Furthermore, F is
osc/usc at x if and only if gph F := {(z,v) |z € V,v € F(x)} locally closed at x.

The next result states that upper semicontinuity is preserved by convexification.

LEMMA A.5. [23, Lem. 16, §5] Given a set-valued map F : V = R™ with V C
R™, if F is usc and F(x) is non-empty and compact for each x € V, then the map
coF: V = R™ defined as x — co F(x) is usc.

The following result is a generalization of [52, Prop. 6.5] to the case of a continuous
metric instead of the standard Euclidean metric:

LEMMA A.6. Let X be Clarke regular. If the metric g on X is continuous, then
the set-valued map X — NIX is outer semi-continuous.

Proof. Consider any two sequences x, — z with zp € X and 7, — 7 with
e € NJ X. To complete the proof we need to show that n € NJX. By definition
of Ng X we have (v,m)y,,) < 0 for all v € TEX. Furthermore, by continuity

Ik)

of g we have (v,7n) < 0 for all v € limsup,, ,, TS X. (Namely, we must have

g(z)
(vg, nk>g(xk) < 0 for every sequence v — v with vy, € T& X, hence the use of lim sup.)
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By definition of the Clarke tangent cone, we note that (v,n) g(z) < 0 holds for all

v € TEX =liminf T, X = liminf TS, X C limsup 7, X',

Tp—T T—T Tp—T

and therefore n € NIX. d

The following general existence and viability theorem goes back to [27]. Similar

results can also be found in [6, 14, 25].

PRrOPOSITION A.7 ( [27, Cor. 1.1, Rem 3]). Let X be a locally compact subset of

R™ and F : X = R™ an usc, non-empty, convexr and compact set-valued map. Then,
for any xy € X there exists T > 0 and a Lipschitz continuous function z : [0,T) — X
such that x(0) = zo and &(t) € F(x(t)) almost everywhere in [0, T) if and only if
the condition F(x) NT,X # 0 holds for all x € X. Furthermore, for r > 0 such that
U :={x € X||lz — x| <r} is closed and L = max,ey, | F(y)| exists, the solution
is Lipschitz and exists for T > r/L.
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