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Abstract—Convergence analysis of constrained optimization
methods from the dynamical systems viewpoint has attracted con-
siderable attention because it provides a geometric demonstration
towards the shadowing trajectory of a numerical scheme. In
this work, we establish a tight connection between a continuous-
time nonsmooth dynamical system called a perturbed sweeping
process (PSP) and a proximal stochastic approximation scheme.
Theoretical results are obtained by analyzing the asymptotic
pseudo trajectory of a PSP. We show that under mild assumptions
a proximal stochastic approximation scheme converges to an
internally chain transitive invariant set of the corresponding
PSP. Furthermore, given the existence of a Lyapunov function V

with respect to a set Λ, convergence to Λ can be established if
V (Λ) has an empty interior. Based on these theoretical results,
we are able to provide a useful framework for convergence
analysis of proximal gradient methods. Illustrative examples are
provided to determine the convergence of proximal variants
of gradient methods (including accelerated gradient methods).
Finally, numerical simulations are conducted to confirm the
validity of theoretical analysis.

Index Terms—Constrained optimization, Lyapunov analysis,
perturbed sweeping process, convergence analysis.

I. INTRODUCTION

Constrained optimization is a fundamental problem in

mathematical programming [1]–[3], where the objective is to

minimize a function subject to a set of constraints. These

constraints are usually nonlinear and they often reflect real-

world limitations such as resource availability, physical laws,

or operational boundaries. The complexity of constrained

optimization stems from the interplay between the objective

function and these constraints, enforcing the trajectory of

iterations produced by a optimization scheme to move along

the boundaries of a constrained set or within the set.

As a classical and significant topic, convergence analysis

of constrained optimization methods has been of interest

due to its essential differences from that of unconstrained

schemes. To be specific, a constrained method iteratively seeks

a proximal point within a set, which yields a nonsmooth part

in the iteration. From a geometric viewpoint, given a convex

set C ⊆ R
m and a point x ∈ C, any vector v ∈ R

m can be

decomposed into two orthogonal components in the tangent
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cone TC(x) and the normal cone NC(x), respectively. More-

over, the projection into the set C actually means canceling

the component in the normal cone. Therefore, any movement

in free space will be projected into the tangent cone.

To analyze the convergence properties of an optimization

scheme, two principal methodologies have emerged: numerical

analysis and dynamical systems theory. Numerical analysis

[4]–[6] offers a straightforward depiction of the concrete con-

vergence rates, providing a clear understanding of the speed at

which an algorithm approaches its optimal solution. However,

this approach often lacks the deeper geometric insights that can

be gleaned from a dynamical systems perspective. This latter

approach, grounded in the study of continuous-time systems,

enriches the analysis by revealing the underlying geometric

structures and dynamics that influence the convergence be-

havior of optimization schemes.

In recent years, there has been a significant surge in re-

search on constrained optimization from a dynamical systems

perspective. We present a synthesis of some of the most recent

and representative findings in this domain. In [7], the authors

analyzed differential inclusions associated with accelerated

variants of the alternating direction method of multipliers

(ADMM) and illustrated a tradeoff between the convergence

rate and the damping factor. A primal-dual dynamical system

approach was proposed to track an inequality constrained

time-varying convex optimization problem in [8]. For online

time-varying optimization of linear time-invariant systems, a

linear dynamical system was applied to develop a convergent

projected primal-dual gradient flow method [9]. Accelerated

methods were developed under the framework of fixed-time

stability of nonlinear dynamical systems for functions un-

der Polyak-Ljasiewicz inequality conditions in [10]. In [11],

dynamic optimization theory was established for nonlinear

complementarity systems. The second-order dynamical system

was extended to constrained distributed optimization in [12].

According to the classical result [13] in stochastic approx-

imation, the continuous-time dynamics of an unconstrained

iterative discrete method can be demonstrated by an ordinary

differential equation (ODE). To be specific, a stochastic ap-

proximation scheme given by

xn+1 = xn + αn+1(ψ(xn) + ξn+1), (1)

converges to an internally chain transitive set of the dynamical

system expressed by the ODE ẋ = ψ(x), where ẋ means

the derivative with respect to time, {αn} are vanishing step

sizes, ψ is Lipschitz continuous, and {ξn} is a sequence of

martingale difference noise.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2407.18469v1
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Although it is straightforward to show that a gradient

descent method converges simply by replacing ψ by −∇f
in (1), the underlying relationship between the internally

chain transitive set and the critical point set of f is not

immediately apparent. Bridging this gap is the concept of a

Lyapunov function V (total energy of the system), which plays

a pivotal role in the stability analysis of dynamical systems.

By incorporating the objective function f into the Lyapunov

function, the substantial dissipation of energy leads to a local

minimum of V and hence f .

As a counterpart to the gradient descent method, the

proximal gradient method is intrinsically linked to a PSP

with a constraint set1, as established in [14]. However, it

is not evident whether the convergence conclusions drawn

for unconstrained stochastic approximations remain valid in

the context of constrained problems. In fact, this uncertainty

arises from the nonsmooth characteristics inherent to proximal

gradient methods for constrained optimization.

Furthermore, there is a natural inclination to employ a non-

smooth Lyapunov function that encapsulates the complexity

of the problem. Ideally, such a function would be decom-

posed into two components: a smooth part that corresponds

to the vector field ψ, and a lower-semicontinuous part that

accounts for the constraints. Unfortunately, this approach often

encounters difficulties, as the nonsmoothness can impede the

straightforward application of traditional Lyapunov theory.

In fact, optimal control of a PSP has been a well-studied

problem, which comes from the application to the crowd

motion model. A number of theoretical results have been

developed [15]–[17]. Numerical analysis [18], [19] on dis-

cretization of a continuous-time PSP is aimed at deriving the

convergence order of the numerical scheme towards the con-

tinuous dynamics within a finite time. These results, however,

do not provide the Lyapunov properties of ω-limit sets of a

PSP and fail in the infinite-time asymptotic analysis.

In this article, we develop dynamical systems theory with

respect to constrained optimization schemes, aimed at provid-

ing a general framework for convergence analsyis. Specifically,

the contributions of this work can be summarized as follows:

• We provide a Lyapunov analysis for a PSP with a fixed

constraint set. We show that if a PSP is a gradient-like

dynamical system with a compact convex set, the ω-limit

set of any initial point x is contained in the fixed point

set of the corresponding Lyapunov function.

• We establish the connection between a PSP and its

Euler discretization and show that the discrete iterations

converge to an internally chain transitive set of the

PSP, which is similar to the behavior of unconstrained

stochastic approximation. Furthermore, we develop the

Lyapunov theory for such an iterative method.

• By utilizing the theory of Lyapunov pairs, we provide

several examples of convergence analysis of constrained

variants of popular gradient-based methods.

• Numerical simulations are conducted to verify the validity

of the theoretical analysis. The results show that all the

1Note that since the constraint set is time-independent for a standard
constrained optimization problem, we will restrict our discussion to a PSP
with a fixed set.

constrained algorithms succeed in converging to local

minima within the constraint set.

The rest of the article is organized as follows. Basic con-

cepts and notation are introduced in Section II. Subsequently,

the primary theoretical results are demonstrated and derived in

Section III. We provide examples of applications to optimiza-

tion in Section IV. Numerical simulation results are presented

in Section V and Section VI concludes this article.

II. BASIC CONCEPTS AND NOTATION

In this section, we provide some notation and basic concepts

(especially in the theory of dynamical systems) to be used

throughout the article.

Let X be a topological space, R
+ be the semigroup of

nonnegative real numbers and T ⊆ R
+ be a subsemigroup of

the additive group. A triplet (X,T, π), where π : T ×X →
X is a continuous mapping satisfying π(0, x) = x and

π(s, π(t, x)) = π(s + t, x) for all x ∈ X and s, t ∈ T, is

called a (continuous) dynamical system. Given x ∈ X , the set

Υx := π(T, x) is called a trajectory (associated with x). A

point x ∈ X is called a fixed point of (X,T, π) if π(t, x) = x
for all t ∈ T. A discrete dynamical system where T ⊆ Z is

called a cascade.

A nonempty set M ⊆ X is called (positively) invariant with

respect to a dynamical system (X,T, π) if π(t,M) ⊂ M for

every (t ≥ 0) t ∈ T. Let J ⊆ X . The set

ω(J) :=
⋂

t≥0

⋃

s≥t
π(s, J), (2)

where Ā denotes the closure of a set A, is called the ω-limit

set for J . An equivalent definition of the ω-limit set is

ω(J) = {u ∈ X : ∃x ∈ J, ∃tn → ∞, π(tn, x) → u}. (3)

Let Σ ⊆ X be a compact positively invariant subset of

a metric space (X, d), ε > 0, and t > 0. The collection

{x = x0, x1, x2, . . . , xk = y; t0, t1, . . . , tk} of points xi ∈ Σ
and the numbers ti ∈ T such that ti ≥ t and the distance

d(π(ti, xi), xi+1) < ε, (i = 0, 1, . . . , k − 1) is called an

(ε, t, π)-chain joining the points x and y. The set Σ is called

internally chain transitive if for all a, b ∈ Σ, ε > 0 and t > 0,

there exists an (ε, t, π)-chain in Σ connecting a and b.
A dynamical system (X,T, π) is said to be a gradient-like

dynamical system if it has a global Lyapunov function V :
X → R, i.e., V is continuous and satisfies V (π(t, x)) ≤ V (x)
for all x ∈ X and t ∈ T.

Let S be a nonempty subset of a Hilbert space H, and

x ∈ H. The distance between x and S is expressed by

d(x;S) := inf
y∈S

‖x− y‖. (4)

The set of nearest points of x in S is defined by

PS(x) := {u ∈ S : ‖x− u‖ = d(x;S)} . (5)

For a convex subset S ⊆ H and x ∈ H, the normal cone

to S at x is NS(x) = {v ∈ S : 〈v, y − x〉 ≤ 0, ∀y ∈ S}.

Correspondingly, we use TS(x) to represent the tangent cone.

Given a constrained optimization problem minx∈C f(x) for a
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closed and convex set C ⊆ R
m and a differentiable function

f , the set of Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) points is defined as

L := {x ∈ C : 0 ∈ ∇f(x) +NC(x)}.

A sequence {y(t)}t∈R of elements in H is said to converge

to a set J if d(y(t); J) → 0 as t→ +∞, denoted by y(t) → J .

Given a nonempty set C, we use IC to represent the indica-

tor function of C, i.e., IC(x) = 0 if x ∈ C and IC(x) = +∞
otherwise. For a lower semi-continuous function ϕ : H → R

on a Hilbert space H, a vector ξ ∈ H is called a Fréchet

subgradient, written ξ ∈ ∂Fϕ(x), at x if

ϕ(y) ≥ ϕ(x) + 〈ξ, y − x〉+ o(‖y − x‖), ∀y ∈ H. (6)

We use B(x, r) to denote a closed ball in a metric space

centered at x with radius r.
Let Υ(t, x) be a trajectory of a dynamical system and Λ be a

subset of a metric space X . A continuous function V : X → R

is called a Lyapunov function for a set Λ, if V (y) < V (x) for

all x ∈ X\Λ, y ∈ Υ(t, x), t > 0, and V (y) ≤ V (x) for all

x ∈ Λ, y ∈ Υ(t, x), and t ≥ 0.

Throughout the paper, two forms of the well-known Gron-

wall’s inequalities [20] will be used.

• The classical differential form. Assume that u :
[0, T ) → R is continuously differentiable, T ∈ (0,∞),
and satisfies the differential inequality

du

dt
≤ a(t)u(t) + b(t), (7)

for some integrable functions a, b on (0, T ). Then, u
satisfies the pointwise bound

u(t) ≤ eA(t)u(0) +

∫ t

0

b(s)eA(t)−A(s)ds, (8)

where A(t) :=
∫ t

0 a(s)ds for all t ∈ [0, T ).
• The discrete form. Consider a sequence of real numbers

{un} such that

un+1 ≤ an+1un + bn+1, ∀n ≥ 0, (9)

where {an} and {bn} are two given sequences of real

numbers and {an} is furthermore positive. Then

un ≤ Anu0 +

n
∑

k=1

Ak,nbk, ∀n ≥ 0, (10)

where An :=
∏n
k=1 ak, Ak,n := An/Ak.

III. FROM CONTINUOUS DYNAMICS TO CASCADES

In this section, a constrained system is considered associated

with a closed and convex set K, which projects the dynamics

into K. The projected dynamics are expressed by

dz

dt
∈ −ψ(t, z)−NK(z). (11)

This differential inclusion cannot be viewed as a variational

inequality problem due to its non-autonomous nature. Indeed,

the dynamics are covered by a topic termed the PSP, which

will be discussed in detail below.

A. Perturbed Sweeping Processes

We first present sufficient conditions for the existence and

uniqueness of a PSP.

Condition 1 (sweeping-regular). Let H and F be Hilbert

spaces. A function ψ : R × H → F is said to be sweeping-

regular on a pair (I, C) for I ⊆ R and C ⊆ H if

• ∀η > 0, there exists an integrable nonnegative function

Lη(t) : I → R such that, for all t and for all

max{‖x‖, ‖y‖} < η,

‖ψ(t, x)− ψ(t, y)‖F ≤ Lη(t)‖x− y‖H; (12)

• there exists an integrable nonnegative function β : I → R

such that, for all t and for all x ∈ C, ‖ψ(t, x)‖F ≤
β(t)(1 + ‖x‖H).

We begin with a useful lemma ensuring that a composite

function is sweeping-regular.

Lemma 1. Let Hn be a sequence of Hilbert spaces, ψn : R×
H → Hn for n = 1, 2, . . . , N , and H = H1×H2×· · ·×HN . If

each ψn is sweeping-regular on (I, C), the composite function

ψ(t, x) = (ψ1(t, x1), ψ2(t, x2), . . . , ψN (t, xN )) is sweeping-

regular on (I, C), where x = (x1, x2, . . . , xN ) ∈ H.

Proof. The result is a straightforward consequence of the

triangle inequality for Hilbert spaces.

Given this condition, we have the following lemma ensuring

the existence and uniqueness of a solution to (11):

Lemma 2. [21, Theorem 2.1] Let H be a Hilbert space, C
be a closed and convex subset of H, I be a subset of R, and

ψ : R × H → H satisfying Condition 1 for (I, C). Then the

PSP with x(0) ∈ C

−
dx

dt
∈ ψ(t, x) +NC(x), a.e. t ∈ I, (13)

has a unique absolutely continuous solution x(t) defined on

I . Moreover, for almost everywhere t ∈ I ,

‖ẋ(t) + ψ(t, x(t))‖ ≤ Dβ(t), ‖ψ(t, x(t))‖ ≤ Dβ(t), (14)

for some constant D = D(x(0),
∫

I β(s)ds) > 0.

Note that an absolutely continuous function x(t) is said to

be a solution to the sweeping process (13) on an interval I ⊆ R

if x(t) ∈ C for a.e. t ∈ I and ẋ(t) satisfies (13). Since we

will discuss properties of ω-limit sets of a PSP, it is necessary

to extend the solution to the entire real line R (or at least

R
+). By [22, Corollary 2], the differential inclusion (13) is

equivalent to the ODE

ẋ(t) = PTC(x(t))[−ψ(t, x)], a.e. t ∈ I, (15)

where PTC(x) denotes the projection into the tangent cone of

C at x. By standard procedure to extend a solution of an ODE,

we have the following lemma.

Lemma 3. Suppose for every τ > 0, ψ is sweeping-regualr on

([−τ, τ ], C) or ([0, τ ], C). Then the solution of (13) is defined

for all t ∈ R or t ∈ R
+, respectively.
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Proof. Using the bound from Condition 1, we have

‖x(t)‖ ≤ ‖x(0)‖+

∫ t

0

‖PTC(x(t))[−ψ(s, x(s))]‖ds. (16)

Since projection into a closed and convex set is nonexpansive,

it follows that

‖PTC(x(t))[−ψ(s, x(s))]‖

= ‖PTC(x(t))[−ψ(s, x(s))] − PTC(x(t))[0]‖

≤ ‖ψ(s, x(s))‖ ≤ β(s)(1 + ‖x(s)‖).

(17)

Hence we obtain

‖x(t)‖ ≤ ‖x(0)‖+

∫ t

0

β(s)(1 + ‖x(s)‖)ds. (18)

Using the above variant of Gronwall’s inequality implies

‖x(t)‖ ≤ ‖x(0)‖eB(t) +

∫ t

0

β(s)eB(t)−B(s)ds, (19)

where B(t) :=
∫ t

0 β(s)ds. By the integrability of β(t) as

presented in Condition 1, x(t) lies in a compact ball and the

result follows by [23, p. 52, Corollary 2.15].

In the subsequent analysis, we assume that the solution to

the PSP is defined on the entire nonnegative real line R
+. We

firstly consider the straightforward case where ψ is strongly

monotone.

Lemma 4. Let the conditions of Lemma 3 hold. Assume that

ψ satisfies the condition for strong monotonicity, i.e.,

〈ψ(t, x) − ψ(t, y), x− y〉 ≥ γ(t)‖x− y‖2, (20)

for all t ∈ R, x, y ∈ H and a nonnegative continuous

function γ : R → R
+ satisfying

∫ +∞
T

γ(τ)dτ = +∞ for

any fixed T . Then the solution to the sweeping process (13)

is globally stable, i.e., ‖x(t)− y(t)‖ → 0 for two trajectories

with arbitrary initial values x0, y0 ∈ C as t→ +∞.

Proof. Let x(t) and y(t) be two solutions of (13). Consider

a domain I = [s, t] such that both x(t) and y(t) are defined

and the derivatives exist. By definition of the normal cone to

a convex set, we have

〈u− v, x− y〉 ≥ 0, ∀u ∈ NC(x), v ∈ NC(y). (21)

By definition of a sweeping process, it follows that

−ẋ(t)− ψ(t, x(t)) ∈ NC(x(t)), (22a)

−ẏ(t)− ψ(t, y(t)) ∈ NC(y(t)). (22b)

Hence we have

−〈ψ(t, x)− ψ(t, y), x− y〉 ≥ 〈ẋ(t)− ẏ(t), x − y〉. (23)

Using the strong monotonicity condition, we obtain

〈ẋ(t)− ẏ(t), x(t) − y(t)〉 ≤ −γ(t)‖x(t)− y(t)‖2. (24)

This is equivalent to

d

dt
‖x(t)− y(t)‖2 ≤ −γ(t)‖x(t)− y(t)‖2. (25)

Using Gronwall’s inequality, we have

‖x(t)− y(t)‖2 ≤ exp

(

−

∫ t

s

γ(τ)dτ

)

‖x(s)− y(s)‖2 (26)

for all t > s. Consider two different initial points x(T0) = x0
and y(T0) = y0 for some fixed T0 and x0, y0 ∈ C. Letting

t→ +∞, we obtain

lim
t→∞

‖x(t)− y(t)‖2 = 0, (27)

which completes the proof.

Remark. Lemma 4 reveals that the dynamical system asso-

ciated with the sweeping process has a unique ω-limit set

independent of the choice of initial points under certain con-

ditions. Furthermore, if the closed subset C ⊆ H is bounded,

the positive semitrajectory of the associated dynamical system

will be precompact, and hence the ω-limit set will be internally

chain transitive [24].

Theorem 1. Let (H,R+, π) be the dynamical system asso-

ciated with a unique global solution (under the conditions

of Lemma 3) to (13). Assume that ψ is strongly monotone.

If (H,R+, π) is a gradient-like dynamical system with a

Lyapunov function V : H → R, the ω-limit set Ω(x) of any

point x ∈ C for any closed and convex subset C ⊆ H satisfies

V (π(t, y)) = V (y), ∀y ∈ Ω(x), ∀t ≥ 0. (28)

Proof. Denote the non-wandering set J +
x of x ∈ H by

J +
x := {y ∈ H|∃tn → ∞, xn → x, s.t. π(tn, xn) → y}.

We first show that if x is contained in its own non-wandering

set, i.e., x ∈ J+
x , then V (π(t, x)) = V (x) for all t ≥ 0. In

fact, since J+
x ⊆ J +

π(t,x) for all t ≥ 0 by definition, there

exists x̃n → π(t, x), tn → ∞, such that π(tn, x̃n) → x.

Hence it follows that

V (x) = lim
n→∞

V (π(tn, x̃n)) ≤ lim
n→∞

V (x̃n) = V (π(t, x)),

for all t ≥ 0. Since (H,R+, π) is a gradient-like dynamical

system, for all t ≥ 0 and x ∈ H we have V (π(t, x)) ≤ V (x).
Therefore, it can be concluded that V (π(t, x)) = V (x). It is

also sufficient to observe that Ω(x) ⊆ J+
x . We can conclude

that if x ∈ Ω(x), then V (π(t, x)) = V (x) for all t ≥ 0.

By Lemma 4 and the remark following the lemma, Ω(x) =
Ω(y) for all x, y ∈ C. Therefore, the ω-limit set can be denoted

by ΩC . Since C is closed in a complete space, it follows that

Ω(x) ⊆ C for all x ∈ C. Hence we have Ω(x) = Ω(v) for all

x ∈ C and v ∈ ΩC . For any x ∈ C and any u ∈ Ω(x), we

have u ∈ Ω(x) = ΩC = Ω(u). Therefore, V (u) = V (π(t, u))
for all t ≥ 0.

To look closer at the fixed point set of the Lyapunov function

V , it is sufficient to take derivatives with respect to time, i.e.,

dV (π(t, x))

dt
=

〈

∇V (π(t, x)),
dπ(t, x)

dt

〉

= 0, (29)

for all t ≥ 0. Letting t = 0, we obtain

〈∇V (x), ẋ(0)〉 = 0. (30)
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If we consider ψ(0, x) = ∇V (x) in (13), it follows [25, p.

266, Proposition 2] that

‖PTC(x)[−∇V (x)]‖2 = 0. (31)

Hence, 0 ∈ ∇V (x)+NC(x). This means that x is a stationary

point of the constrained optimization problem miny∈C V (y).
In fact, the strong monotonicity of the time-dependent

vector field ψ(t, x) implicitly indicates some kind of convexity

in x of the time-varying vector field. To further investigate

the general case where the vector field is non-convex, it is

necessary to consider the case where strong monotonicity

is not satisfied. In this case, the ω-limit set is not unique

compared to the conditions of Lemma 4, while it is still

possible to generalize this result.

Theorem 2. Let (H,R+, π) be the dynamical system asso-

ciated with a unique global solution (under the conditions

of Lemma 3) to the sweeping process (13). If (H,R+, π) is

a gradient-like dynamical system with a Lyapunov function

V : H → R, the ω-limit set Ω(x) of any point x ∈ C for any

closed, bounded and convex subset C ⊆ H satisfies

V (π(t, y)) = V (y), ∀y ∈ Ω(x), ∀t ≥ 0. (32)

Proof. For an arbitrary point x ∈ C, we can define a contin-

uous function φx : R → R, t 7→ V (π(t, x)). Clearly, we have

φx(s) ≤ φx(t) for all s ≥ t. Since C is compact, the positive

semitrajectory of π(t, x) is precompact and hence V (π(t, x))
is bounded. Hence φx(t) is a continuous bounded monotoni-

cally decreasing function of t. Therefore, there exists σx ∈ R

such that limt→∞ φx(t) = σx. Now consider y ∈ Ω(x). Then

by definition, there exists t̃n → ∞ such that π(t̃n, x) → y.

Consequently, V (y) = limn→∞ V (π(t̃n, x)) = σx. This

indicates that ∀y ∈ Ω(x), we have V (y) = σx. Since the

ω-limit set is invariant, we have π(t, y) ∈ Ω(x) for all t ≥ 0.

It then follows that V (π(t, y)) = σx = V (y) for all t ≥ 0.

In the subsequent analysis, we consider a hybrid sweeping

process which can be decomposed into two components: a

constrained part and the other unconstrained component. The

implicit physical intuition is directly linked with a Hamiltonian

system, of which the coordinates of the particle are restricted

within a compact and convex space. Formally, we consider the

following hybrid sweeping process defined as










−
dx

dt
= φ(t, x, y),

−
dy

dt
∈ ϕ(t, x, y) +NY(y),

(33)

where x ∈ H1 and y ∈ H2 for two Hilbert spaces H1 and

H2. Y ⊆ H2 is a compact and convex subset, and both φ :
R × H1 × H2 → H1 and ϕ : R × H1 × H2 → H2 satisfy

the conditions of Lemma 3 by treating (x, y) together as a

whole. Recall that the Cartesian product of two convex sets

remains convex. Therefore, (33) has a unique solution defined

on a corresponding set I by taking H1 × Y in Lemma 3.

Since H1 ×Y is not compact, the conditions of Theorem 2

are violated. Furthermore, we usually consider the Lyapunov

function only for the coordinates in practice. To address the

issue, it is sufficient to consider a dynamical systems (H1 ×

H2,R
+, π) for (33) and a function µ : R+ ×H1 ×H2 → H2

along with a map α : H1 ×H2 → H2, (x, y) 7→ y, which is a

projection onto the second argument. The function µ is defined

as µ(t, x, y) := α(π(t, (x, y))) for all t ≥ 0 and ∀(x, y) ∈
H1×H2. With these settings, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 1. Consider the dynamical system given by (33).

Assume that there exists a continuous function V : H2 → R

such that V (µ(t, x, y)) ≤ V (µ(s, x, y)) for all s < t and

(x, y) ∈ H1 × H2. The ω-limit set Ω(x, y) of any (x, y) ∈
H1 ×Y for any compact and convex subset Y ⊆ H2 satisfies

V (µ(t, u, w)) = V (w), ∀(u,w) ∈ Ω(x, y), ∀t ≥ 0. (34)

Proof. It is sufficient to consider a continuous function ξx,y :
R → R, t 7→ V (µ(t, x, y)). The proof follows a direct

repetition of the proof of Theorem 2.

Remark. Corollary 1 establishes a useful theoretical result on

constrained continuous-time dynamical systems. Nevertheless,

a discrete iteration is not guaranteed to remain stable under

a general discretization scheme. Therefore, it is necessary

to apply integrators which preserve certain structures of the

continuous-time dynamics (especially the asymptotic behav-

ior), as will be discussed in the next subsection.

B. Explicit Euler Scheme with Decaying Step Sizes

Without loss of generality, we assume the conditions of

Lemma 3 are satisfied by the PSP (13). Therefore, a unique

solution is defined for the entire nonnegative real line R
+

given any initial point.

To discretize the continuous-time process, we apply a time-

decaying positive step size hk > 0 (∀k ∈ N
+) which satisfies

h0 = 0, lim
k→∞

hk = 0,

∞
∑

k=1

hk = ∞. (35)

Correspondingly, the numerical scheme is given by

z̄k = PK[z̄k−1 − hkψ(tk−1, z̄k−1)], ∀k ∈ N, (36)

where z̄0 = z(0) = z0 ∈ K and tk =
∑k

ℓ=0 hℓ. Recall that

x − x̄ ∈ NK(x̄) for all x ∈ H and x̄ = PK(x). Hence the

numerical scheme (36) can be viewed as

−
z̄k − z̄k−1

hk
∈ ψ(tk−1, z̄k−1) +NK(z̄k), ∀k ∈ N, (37)

which is a discrete explicit Euler scheme of the continuous-

time dynamics (13) with step size hk > 0 for all k. Further-

more, it is sufficient to consider a linear interplation process

u(t) for estimation, i.e., for all k ∈ N
+

u(t) = z̄k−1+
z̄k − z̄k−1

hk
(t− tk−1), ∀tk−1 ≤ t < tk. (38)

Let zs(t) represent the unique solution to the PSP (13) starting

at s, i.e., for zs(s) = u(s)

−żs(t) ∈ ψ(t, zs(t)) +NK(z
s(t)), t ≥ s. (39)

Likewise, denote by zs(t) the unique solution to the PSP (13)

ending at s, i.e., for zs(s) = u(s)

−żs(t) ∈ ψ(t, zs(t)) +NK(zs(t)), t ≤ s. (40)
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To derive the convergence results, the following common

assumption is introduced:

Assumption 1. The following conditions hold:

• The sequence {zn} is bounded;

• The function ψ is sweeping-regular (cf. Condition 1) on

([0, t],K), ∀t ≥ 0;

• The step size sequence {hk} satisfies (35);

• ψ satisfies the weak monotonicity condition:

〈ψ(t, x) − ψ(t, y), x− y〉 ≥ γ(t)‖x− y‖2, (41)

for all t ∈ R, x, y ∈ H and a continuous function γ :
R → R satisfying

∫ t

s γ(τ)dτ > −∞ for any s, t ∈ R,

s ≤ t;
• Bounded variations: (∀M > 0, ∀k ∈ N

+)

sup
‖z‖≤M

‖ψ(tk, z)− ψ(tk−1, z)‖ ≤ Bk <∞, (42)

for some Bk = Bk(M) > 0.

We then have the following lemma:

Lemma 5. Let Assumption 1 hold. For all τ > 0,

lim
s→∞

sup
s≤t≤s+τ

‖u(t)− zs(t)‖ = 0, (43a)

lim
s→∞

sup
s−τ≤t≤s

‖u(t)− zs(t)‖ = 0. (43b)

Proof. It is sufficient to prove the claim for zs(t) as arguments

for the other claim are completely analogous. Furthermore, if

the following alternative claim:

lim
ℓ→∞

sup
tℓ≤t≤tℓ+τ

‖u(t)− ztℓ(t)‖ = 0, ∀τ > 0, (44)

holds, the other direction holds by analogy. Then, for all s > 0,

there exists some sufficiently large ℓ > 0 such that tℓ ≤ s <
s+ τ ≤ tℓ + Ts for some Ts > 0 and

sup
s≤t≤s+τ

‖u(t)− zs(t)‖ ≤ sup
tℓ≤t≤tℓ+Ts

‖u(t)− ztℓ(t)‖. (45)

The desired result will be obtained by taking limit.

To begin with, we first show that u̇(t) is bounded in [tk, tk+
τ ] for all τ > 0 and k ∈ N. Without loss of generality, we

assume that N = N(τ) = sup{m : tm ≤ τ} ≥ k + 1. Using

the numerical scheme (37), we obtain

−vk − ψ(tk, z̄k) ∈ NK(z̄k+1), ∀k ∈ N, (46)

where vk = (z̄k+1 − z̄k)/hk+1. Applying the geometric

characteristics of normal cones and making difference between

vℓ and vℓ−1, we find that

〈vℓ − vℓ−1, vℓ〉 ≤ −〈ψ(tℓ, z̄ℓ)− ψ(tℓ−1, z̄ℓ−1), vℓ〉. (47)

By Assumption 1, it follows that

‖ψ(tℓ, z̄ℓ)− ψ(tℓ−1, z̄ℓ)‖ ≤ Sℓ, (48)

for some Sℓ > 0, and

‖ψ(tℓ−1, z̄ℓ)− ψ(tℓ−1, z̄ℓ−1)‖ ≤ hℓLη(tℓ−1)‖vℓ−1‖. (49)

Using the arithmetic mean inequality, i.e.,

ab ≤
1

2
(b2c+ a2/c), ∀a, b ∈ R, c > 0, (50)

and taking some 0 < ε < 1, we conclude that

(1 − ε)‖vℓ‖
2 ≤

1 + (Lη(tℓ−1))
2h2ℓ

2ε
‖vℓ−1‖

2 +
S2
ℓ

ε
. (51)

Letting ε = 1/2, we have for all ℓ ≥ 0

‖vℓ‖
2 ≤ 2[1 + (Lη(tℓ−1))

2h̄2]‖vℓ−1‖
2 + 2S2

ℓ , (52)

where h̄ = supk∈N hk is an upper bound of {hk}. By the

discrete Gronwall inequality, it follows that for all ℓ > k

‖vℓ‖
2 ≤ (2 + 2L2h̄2)ℓ−k‖vk‖

2 + 2S2
ℓ

ℓ
∑

m=k

(2 + 2L2h̄2)ℓ−m,

for some L > 0 due to the integrability of Lη(t). Therefore,

we conclude that for any fixed τ > 0, vℓ is bounded for all

ℓ ≤ N and u̇(t) is bounded as a direct result.

Next we estimate ‖u(t)− ztℓ(t)‖. Let tℓ ≤ t < tℓ+1. It is

clear that we have the following truncated dynamics:

−u̇(t)− ψ(tℓ, z̄ℓ) ∈ NK(z̄ℓ+1), (53a)

−żtℓ(t)− ψ(t, ztℓ(t)) ∈ NK(z
tℓ(t)). (53b)

Applying the geometric characteristics of normal cones, it is

straightforward to conclude that

1

2

d

dt
‖u(t)−ztℓ(t)‖2≤−〈ψ(tℓ, z̄ℓ)−ψ(t, z

tℓ(t)), u(t)−ztℓ(t)〉.

(54)

It follows from the boundedness of u̇(t) that

‖u(t)− z̄ℓ‖ =

∥

∥

∥

∥

z̄ℓ+1 − z̄ℓ
hℓ+1

(t− tℓ)

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ ‖u̇(t)‖hℓ+1 ≤Mhℓ+1.

Therefore, we have for some K > 0 by Assumption 1

‖ψ(t, u(t))− ψ(tℓ, z̄ℓ)‖

≤ ‖ψ(t, u(t))− ψ(tℓ, u(t))‖+ ‖ψ(tℓ, u(t))− ψ(tℓ, z̄ℓ)‖

= Sℓ +Khℓ+1.

Recall that ψ satisfies the weak monotonicity condition (41).

Estimating the right-hand side of (54), we conclude that

− 〈ψ(tℓ, z̄ℓ)− ψ(t, ztℓ(t)), u(t)− ztℓ(t)〉

≤
(Sℓ +Khℓ+1)

2

2
−

1

2
(γ(t)− 1)‖u(t)− ztℓ(t)‖2,

(55)

Then (54) can be written as

d

dt
‖u(t)− ztℓ(t)‖2

≤ −(γ(t)− 1)‖u(t)− ztℓ(t)‖2 + (Sℓ +Khℓ+1)
2.

(56)

Using Gronwall’s inequality and u(tℓ) = ztℓ(tℓ), we obtain

‖u(t)− ztℓ(t)‖2 ≤

N(τ)
∑

k=ℓ+1

(Sk +Khk+1)
2hk+1. (57)

Since hk → 0 as k → ∞, it follows that

lim
ℓ→∞

sup
tℓ≤t≤tℓ+τ

‖u(t)− ztℓ(t)‖2 = 0, (58)

which completes the proof.

Based on this lemma, via a straightforward application of

[26, p. 17, Theorem 2.1], we obtain the desired convergence

result as follows:
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Theorem 3. Under Assumption 1, the sequence {z̄n} gen-

erated by (36) converges to a connected internally chain

transitive invariant set of (13).

In general, Theorem 3 is the best result one can obtain

on convergence of the numerical scheme (37) corresponding

to a PSP. Unfortunately, the result presented in Corollary 1

for a continuous-time hybrid sweeping process cannot be

simply extended to the numerical case. The primary obstacle

lies in the unboundedness of the trajectory as discussed in

[13]. Besides, some alternatives for the assumption that {z̄k}
is bounded are provided in [26, Chap. 4]. Furthermore, the

following corollary is immediate.

Corollary 2. If the only internally chain transitive invariant

sets for (13) are isolated critical points, then {zn} converges

to a critical point under Assumption 1.

In the previous subsection, we have characterized the ω-

limit set of the continuous-time sweeping process on a com-

pact and convex subset given the existence of a Lyapunov

function. The question is whether this result can be extended to

the numerical case. Such extensions are never straightforward

since the ω-limit set of u(t) only coincides with an inter-

nally chain transitive set of (13) as presented in Theorem 3.

Although the ω-limit set of any precompact positive orbit

with respect to a continuous semiflow is internally chain

transitive [24, Lemma 2.1’], the opposite is not true in general.

Fortunately, by introducing the concept of Lyapunov functions

for a PSP, we can obtain a similar conclusion to that of the

continuous-time case.

Corollary 3. Let L ⊂ R
m be a nonempty compact set, U ⊂

K ⊂ R
m be a bounded open neighborhood of L, and V : K →

R
+ be continuously differentiable. Let the following hold:

• u(t) ∈ U for all t ≥ 0;

• V −1(0) = L;

• The Lie derivative dV
dt ≤ 0 along (13) holds for all t ≥ 0

and x ∈ K with equality if and only if x ∈ L.

Then {zn} converges to an internally chain transitive set

contained in L under Assumption 1.

Proof. Note that the corollary is inspired by [26, p. 19, Corol-

lary 2.1]; we reproduce the proof for the sake of completeness.

Let M = supn ‖zn‖ <∞ and C = sup‖z‖≤M V (z). For any

constant 0 < b ≤ C, we define Zb := {x ∈ U : V (x) < b}.

For 0 < ǫ < C/2, we have

−ζ := sup
t≥0,x∈Z̄C\Zǫ

dV

dt
(t, x) < 0, (59)

where Z̄C denotes the clousre of ZC . It then follows that

V (z(t)) = V (z(0)) +

∫ t

0

dV

ds
(s, z(s))ds ≤ V (z(0))− tζ.

Let τ be an upper bound on the time required for a solution

to (13) starting from Z̄C to reach Zǫ. Hence, we can pick

C/ζ < τ < ∞. Since K is compact and V is continuously

differentiable, V is Lipschitz continuous in K. Then there

exists some δ > 0 such that for all x ∈ Z̄C and y ∈ K
with ‖x − y‖ < δ, we have |V (x) − V (y)| < ǫ. By

Lemma 5, there exists t0 such that for all t ≥ t0, we have

supt≤s≤t+τ ‖u(s)− zt(s)‖ < δ. Since u(s) ∈ Z̄C , it follows

that |V (u(t+τ))−V (zt(t+τ))| < ǫ, and hence u(t+τ) ∈ Z2ǫ

for zt(t+ τ) ∈ Zǫ. Therefore, u(t) ∈ Z2ǫ for all t ≥ t0 + τ .

Letting ǫ ↓ 0, we have u(t) → L as t→ ∞.

Although this corollary provides a useful tool to address

optimization problems in smooth analysis, it fails to apply to

composite optimization problem where V is nonsmooth. By

contrast, the subsequent theorem offers a general framework.

Theorem 4. Let Λ ⊂ R
m be any subset. Suppose that

V : Rm → R is a Lyapunov function for Λ with respect to

the trajectory of (13). Assume that V (Λ) has empty interior.

Then {zn} converges to an internally chain transitive set L
contained in Λ under Assumption 1 and V is constant in L.

Proof. The results follow from [27, Proposition 3.27] and

Theorem 3.

In terms of the hybrid sweeping process (33), it is sufficient

to let K = H1×C for a compact and convex subset C ⊂ H2.

In this case, by Lemma 2 it follows that for all t ∈ [Ts, Te]
where a solution is defined

‖p(t)‖ ≤ ‖p(Ts)‖ +

∫ Te

Ts

‖φ(s, p(s), q(s))‖ds

≤ ‖p(Ts)‖ +D

∫ Te

Ts

β(τ)dτ <∞,

(60)

which indicates that the momentum p(t) is uniformly bounded,

and hence z(t) = (p(t), q(t)) lies in a fixed compact ball for

all t ∈ [Ts, Te]. Therefore, the first item in Assumption 1 can

be replaced by compactness of C .

Indeed, the conclusions regarding the numerical scheme,

which are derived from an initial continuous-time PSP, can

be viewed from the reversed direction. Specifically, given a

numerical scheme

zk+1 = PK[zk + hk+1φk(zk)], (61)

along with its corresponding continuous-time dynamics

−ż(t) ∈ ψ(t, z) +NK(z), (62)

where ψ(tk, z) = φk(z) for all k ∈ N and z ∈ H, it follows

that the aforementioned conclusions still hold.

Remark. Consider a perturbed stochastic scheme, i.e.,

z̃k+1 = PK[z̃k− hk+1ψ(tk, z̃k)−hk+1(Uk+1 + rk+1)], (63)

where {Uk} and {rk} are sequences of random perturbations.

Assume that for each T > 0,

lim
n→∞

sup
{k:0≤tk−tn≤T}

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

k−1
∑

ℓ=n

hℓUℓ

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

= 0, a.s., (64)

and limk→∞ rk = 0 a.s. Then the conclusions and cor-

responding analysis above for a deterministic scheme hold

almost surely for the stochastic scheme, following standard

analysis of the classical result [13].

Via straightforward application of this remark, we immedi-

ately obtain the following useful theorem:
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Theorem 5. Consider an asymptotic numerical scheme

z̄k+1 = PK[φk(z̄k)− hk+1(ψ(tk, z̄k) + ξk+1)], (65)

where φk : R
m → R

m is continuous for all k, and {ξk}
is a sequence of random perturbations satisfying (64). Let

Assumption 1 hold. Assume that

lim
n→∞

sup
x∈Rm

‖φn(x)− x‖ = 0. (66)

The conclusion of Theorem 4 holds for (65).

C. Lyapunov Pairs

The stability analysis of the nonsmooth dynamics of the

PSP naturally requires nonsmooth Lyapunov functions. In

this subsection, we introduce a useful theoretical result of

nonsmooth Lyapunov analysis.

Definition 1 (A variant of Definition 1 in [28]). Let H be a

Hilbert space. Let functions V,W : R × H → R be lower

semi-continuous, with W ≥ 0. We say that (V,W ) is a time-

dependent Lyapunov pair for a dynamical system (X,R+, π)
(X ⊆ H) if for all x0 ∈ X and ∀t ≥ 0,

V (t, x(t)) +

∫ t

0

W (τ, x(τ))dτ ≤ V (0, x0), (67)

where x(t) = π(t, x0).

Identifying a suitable Lyapunov pair for nonsmooth dy-

namical systems is inherently complex, primarily due to the

difficulty in determining the supremum of the Lie derivatives

of potential Lyapunov functions. The challenge arises from the

requirement to evaluate the supremum within the context of

the Fréchet subdifferential, which encapsulates a broader set

of candidates than the traditional derivative would allow.

Fortunately, the following theorem provides a powerful tool

to settle the problem for a PSP as (13).

Theorem 6. Let H be a Hilbert space. Let functions V,W :
R×H → R be lower semi-continuous, with W ≥ 0. (V,W )
is a time-dependent Lyapunov pair if and only if for all t ≥ 0,

x ∈ H and ξ ∈ ∂FV (t, x), we have

min
v∈NC(x)∩B(0,‖ψ(t,x)‖)

〈ξ,−ψ(t, x) − v〉+W (t, x) ≤ 0. (68)

Proof. A combination of [29, Theorem 5.1] and [25, pp. 300-

301, Proposition 5].

IV. APPLICATION TO OPTIMIZATION

In this section, some examples are provided of convergence

analysis of popular optimization methods by applying the

above established theoretical results.

A. Centralized Optimization

We begin with the variants of two popular symplectic

methods for unconstrained optimization. As demonstrated in

Assumption 1, the time-varying vector field is not restricted

to be continuous with respect to time (the first argument).

Therefore, it is feasible to add countable bounded jump discon-

tinuities to the vector field. This, in turn, supports numerical

schemes with a constant step size as we can add a cofactor to

cancel the vanishing step size.

Example 1: Nesterov accelerated gradient (NAG). Con-

sider the unconstrained dynamics given by











dp

dt
= κ(t)((µ − 1)p− γ∇f(q + µp)),

dq

dt
= κ(t)(µp− γ∇f(q + µp)),

(69)

where κ(t) is defined by κ(t) := sup{k+ 1 : k ∈ N, τk ≤ t},

τk =
∑k
ℓ=0 ℓ for all k ∈ N and γ > 0, 0 < µ < 1 are

positive constants, and f : Rm → R is lower-bounded and

has a Lipschitz-continuous gradient. Here we select Rm as the

constraint set in the perturbed sweeping process. Applying the

explicit Euler scheme with step size hk = 1/k, we have

{

pn+1 = µpn − γ∇f(qn + µpn),

qn+1 = qn + pn+1.
(70)

Assume that {pn} and {qn} are bounded. It is straightforward

to verify that such dynamics and the numerical scheme satisfy

the conditions of Lemma 3 and Assumption 1. In fact, it

is the well-known Nesterov accelerated gradient method. An

application of Theorem 4 yields the following result:

Corollary 4. Denote the critical point set of f by A. Assume

that f(A) has empty interior. The numerical scheme (70)

converges to A (in terms of qn).

Proof. To show convergence, it is sufficient to introduce a

Lyapunov function V : Rm × R
m → R, V (p, q) = 1

2‖p‖
2 +

γ
µ2 f(q + µp). Taking derivatives with respect to t, we have

dV

dt
= κ(t)

[

(µ− 1)‖p‖2 −
γ2

µ2
(1 + µ)‖∇f(q + µp)‖2

]

≤ 0.

Denote Λ = {(p, q) : p = 0,∇f(q + µp) = 0} by the

critical point set of V . Clearly, V (Λ) has empty interior by

assumption. By Theorem 4, the proof is complete.

Remark. To be specific, (70) can be obtained from the

following more familiar form:

{

xn+1 = yn − γ∇f(yn),

yn+1 = xn+1 + µ(xn+1 − xn),
(71)

by letting qn = xn and pn = xn − xn−1 and writing the

updates in terms of qn and pn.

In general, it is not natural to obtain convergence results

for momentum based methods by Theorem 4 since the corre-

sponding continuous-time dynamics is linked with a second-

order ODE according to Polyak’s pioneering work [30].

Example 2: Relativistic gradient descent (RGD). Consider

the dynamics given by















dx

dt
=

cp
√

‖p‖2 +m2c2
,

dp

dt
= −∇f(x)− γp,

(72)
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where c denotes the speed of light, m denotes the mass of the

particle, γ > 0, and the other parameters follow the settings

in Example 1. The numerical scheme is given by










pk+1 = (1− γhk+1)pk − hk+1∇f(xk),

xk+1 = xk +
hk+1cpk

√

‖pk‖2 +m2c2
.

(73)

This scheme is a variant of relativistic gradient descent [31]

with decaying step sizes. Its convergence can be established

by selecting the Lyapunov function V as

V (p, x) = c
√

‖p‖2 +m2c2 + f(x). (74)

Then it follows that

dV

dt
= −

γc
√

‖p‖2 +m2c2
‖p‖2 ≤ 0. (75)

Consider the set Λ = {(0, x) : ∇f(x) = 0}. Clearly, Λ is the

critical point set of V and V is a Lyapunov function for Λ.

Assume that V (Λ) has empty interior. By Theorem 5, {xk}
in (73) converges to the critical point set of f .

Example 3: Stochastic projected gradient descent (PGD).

Consider the dynamics given by

dz

dt
∈ −∇f(z)−NC (z(t)), (76)

where C ⊂ R
m is a compact convex set, f : R

m → R

is lower-bounded and has a Lipschitz-continuous gradient.

Taking the step size hk = 1/k, we have for a martingale

difference noise sequence {ξk} with bounded variance:

zn+1 = PC [zn − hn+1(∇f(zn) + ξn+1)], (77)

which is the classical form of a stochastic projected gradient

descent method. Its convergence can be established immedi-

ately by selecting f as the Lyapunov function and using the

facts from [22, Proposition 2] according to Theorem 4.

Example 4-A: Projected Nesterov accelerated gradient

(PNAG). Consider the constrained dynamics given by










dp

dt
= κ(t)[(µ− 1)p− γ∇f(q + µp)],

dq

dt
∈ κ(t)[µp− γ∇f(q + µp)−NC(q)],

(78)

where C ⊂ R
m is a closed and convex subset and the

other parameters adopt the same settings as Example 1. The

corresponding Euler discretization yields
{

pn+1 = µpn − γ∇f(qn + µpn),

qn+1 = PC [qn + pn+1].
(79)

Then we have the following corollary which coincides with

the existing result in [32].

Corollary 5. Let L be the set of KKT points of f on C associ-

ated with the constrained optimization problem minx∈C f(x).
If f(L) has empty interior, the numerical scheme (qn) con-

verges to L.

Proof. Denote the composite vector field ψ(t, p, q) by

ψ(t, p, q) :=

(

κ(t)[(µ− 1)p− γ∇f(q + µp)]
κ(t)[µp− γ∇f(q + µp)]

)

. (80)

Take the differentiable function V : Rm × R
m → R as

V (p, q) =
1

2
‖p‖2 +

γ

µ2
f(q + µp). (81)

Take W (t, p, q) = κ(t)((1 − µ)‖p‖2 +R(p, q)) for

R(p, q) :=
γ2

µ2
(1+µ)〈−∇f(q+µp)−v0,−∇f(q+µp)〉, (82)

where v0 = PNC(q)[−∇f(q + µp)]. Therefore, we have

R(p, q) =
γ2

µ2
(1 + µ)‖PTC(q)[−∇f(q + µp)]‖2. (83)

Compared to Example 1, the primary difference lies in the

terms imposed by the nonsmooth part, i.e., the vectors in

normal cones. In fact, the normal cone term in the nonsmooth

dynamics can be cancelled by Theorem 6. To be specific, for

ξ = ∇V (p, q) and ∀v ∈ NC(q),

〈ξ,−ψ(t, p, q)− (0, v)T 〉+ (1− µ)‖p‖2

= κ(t)

[

−R(p, q)−

〈

v − γ(1 + µ)v0,
γ

µ2
∇f(q + µp)

〉]

= κ(t)

[

−R(p, q)−
γ

µ2
〈v,∇f(q + µp)〉 −

γ2

µ2
(1 + µ)‖v0‖

2

]

,

where we have used the fact that any vector x can be

decomposed into x1 + x2 for x1 ∈ NC(q) and x2 ∈ TC(q)
and 〈x1, x2〉 = 0. Since 0 ∈ NC(q), it follows that

min
‖v‖≤‖ψ(t,p,q)‖

〈ξ,−ψ(t, p, q)−(0, v)T 〉+W (t, p, q) ≤ 0. (84)

By Theorem 6, (V,W ) is a Lyapunov pair. Observe that only

if W = 0, V (p(t), q(t)) ≤ V (p(s), q(s)) for all t > s.
Therefore, it is sufficient to consider the set Λ = {(p, q) : p =
0, PTC(q)[−∇f(q + µp)] = 0, q ∈ C} such that W (Λ) = 0.

It is clear that Λ|q coincides with the KKT point set of

the constrained problem minx∈C f(x). By assumption, Λ is

nonempty and V (Λ) has empty interior. Clearly, V is a

Lyapunov function for Λ by definition and the desired result

can be obtained via Theorem 4.

Example 4-B: PNAG (the other form). Consider the

following perturbed sweeping process:










dx

dt
= κ(t)[y − x− γ∇f(y)],

dy

dt
∈ κ(t)[µy − µx− ν∇f(y)−NC(y)],

(85)

where ν = γ(1 + µ). The parameters are set in accordance

with Example 4-A. The Euler discretization produces
{

xn+1 = yn − γ∇f(yn),

yn+1 = PC [xn+1 + µ(xn+1 − xn)].
(86)

Corollary 6. Let L be the set of KKT points of f on C associ-

ated with the constrained optimization problem minx∈C f(x).
If f(L) has empty interior, (yn) of the numerical scheme (86)

converges to L.

Proof. Denote the composite vector field ψ(t, p, q) by

ψ(t, x, y) :=

(

κ(t)[y − x− γ∇f(y)]
κ(t)[µy − µx− ν∇f(y)]

)

. (87)
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Consider the differentiable function V : Rm × R
m → R as

V (x, y) =
1

2
‖x− y‖2 + γf(y). (88)

Take W (t, x, y) = κ(t)((1 − µ)‖x− y‖2 +R(y)) for

R(y) = γν〈−∇f(y)− u0,−∇f(y)〉

= γν‖PTC(y)[−∇f(y)]‖2,
(89)

where u0 = PNC(y)[−∇f(y)]. For all u ∈ NC(y),

〈∇V (x, y),−ψ(t, x, y)− (0, u)T 〉 = −W (t, x, y)

−γµ‖u0‖
2 − 〈y − x+ γ∇f(y), u〉.

(90)

Since 0 ∈ NC(y), we conclude that for ζ = ∇V (x, y)

min
‖u‖≤ψ(t,x,y)

〈ζ,−ψ(t, x, y)− (0, u)T 〉+W (t, x, y) ≤ 0. (91)

The rest of the proof follows.

Remark. In practice, NAG is often utilized with time-varying

step sizes, implying that the parameter µk evolves throughout

the iterative process. As a consequence, the corresponding

continuous-time model must be formulated to account for this

temporal variability. Notably, the analysis presented herein

remains valid in this context, given that the Lyapunov function

V is not explicitly dependent on time, i.e., ∂V/∂t = 0.

However, this is not generally the case as will be discussed in

the next example.

Example 5: Projected optimized gradient (POGM). Con-

sider the following dynamical system:










dx

dt
= κ(t)[y − x− γ∇f(y)],

dy

dt
∈ κ(t)[µ(t)y − µ(t)x − β(t)∇f(y)−NC(y)],

(92)

where β(t) = γ(1 + µ(t) + λ(t)) and the time-varying step

sizes are defined as for all n ∈ N and tn ≤ t < tn+1

1 > µ(t) = µ(tn) = µn > 0, λ(t) = λ(tn) = λn > 0, (93)

where tn =
∑n

ℓ=0 hℓ. The other parameters are set according

to Example 1. By Euler discretization, we obtain the following

projected variant of the optimized gradient method [33]:

xn+1=yn − γ∇f(yn),

yn+1=PC [xn+1+µn+1(xn+1−xn)−γλn+1∇f(yn)] ,
(94)

Letting λk/µk decrease with respect to k, we have the

following convergence result:

Corollary 7. Let L be the set of KKT points of f on C associ-

ated with the constrained optimization problem minx∈C f(x).
If f(L) has empty interior, (yn) of the numerical scheme (94)

converges to L.

Proof. Denote the composite vector field ψ(t, p, q) by

ψ(t, x, y) :=

(

κ(t)[y − x− γ∇f(y)]
κ(t)[µ(t)y − µ(t)x− β(t)∇f(y)]

)

. (95)

Consider the function V : R× R
m × R

m → R as

V (t, x, y) =
1

2
‖x− y‖2 + γ

(

1 +
λ(t)

µ(t)

)

f(y). (96)

Recall that V is piecewisely explicitly independent of time in

the interval [tk, tk+1) for all k ≥ 0. Since λk/µk decreases

with respect to k, it is sufficient to discuss the variation of V
piecewisely. For all t ∈ [tk, tk+1), we have

V (t, x, y) = Vk(x, y) =
1

2
‖x− y‖2 + σkf(y), (97)

where σk := γ(1 + λk/µk). Take W (t, x, y) = κ(t)((1 −
µ(t))‖x− y‖2 +R(y)) for

R(y) = σkβk〈−∇f(y)− w0,−∇f(y)〉

= σkβk‖PTC(y)[−∇f(y)]‖2,
(98)

where w0 = PNC(y)[−∇f(y)]. For all w ∈ NC(y),

〈∇Vk(x, y),−ψ(t, x, y)− (0, u)T 〉 = −W (t, x, y)

−σkβk‖w0‖
2 − 〈y − x+ σk∇f(y), w〉.

(99)

Since 0 ∈ NC(y), we conclude that for ζ = ∇Vk(x, y)

min
‖w‖≤ψ(t,x,y)

〈ζ,−ψ(t, x, y)− (0, w)T 〉+W (t, x, y) ≤ 0.

(100)

The rest of the proof follows.

B. Decentralized Optimization

If asymptotic consensus can be achieved, an unconstrained

decentralized optimization scheme can be viewed as a com-

bination of a centralized vector (the consensus vector) and

a vanishing random perturbation (the consensus error or the

random shuffling). Therefore, such a method is intentionally

a variant of a centralized stochastic approximation scheme.

The primary obstacle in analyzing constrained decentralized

optimization methods results from the nonsmooth part of the

iteration of the consensus vector. Consequently, it is significant

to associate the iteration with a projected stochastic approxi-

mation scheme, of which the convergence can be established

with the theoretical results in the previous section.

We take the classical multiagent projected method presented

in [34] for example. Under certain assumptions on time-

varying weighted graphs, the multiagent projected method

can be transformed into the following projected stochastic

approximation scheme in terms of the consensus vector θk:

θk+1 = PC [θk − γk+1∇f(θk) + γk+1(ξk+1 + rk+1)], (101)

where {ξk} and {rk} are random perturbations satisfying

lim
k→∞

sup
ℓ≥k

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

ℓ
∑

n=k

γnξn

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

= 0, lim
k→∞

rk = 0, a.s., (102)

and {γk} is the positive time-varying step size such that
∑

k γk = ∞ and
∑

k γ
2
k < ∞. Let C be a nonempty convex

and compact subset in R
m and L be the KKT point set of f

on C . Assume that f(L) has empty interior. The convergence

of this scheme can be immediately established by Theorem 5.
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Fig. 1. Results of constrained convex optimization.

V. NUMERICAL SIMULATION

In this section, we provide the outcomes of the numerical

simulations, which serve to validate the theoretical conver-

gence analysis presented in Section IV. The convergence

behavior of the algorithms is demonstrated under randomized

initial conditions, highlighting the stability of the methods and

the effectivenesss of the developed theoretical results.

Specifically, we examine the standard PGD, PNAG with

fixed parameters (FPNAG), PNAG with tuned time-dependent

parameters (PNAG) and POGM. For PGD, we use vanishing

step sizes as hk = 1/(k + 1). For FPNAG, we let γ = 0.1
and µ = 0.5. The parameters of PNAG and POGM follow

the standard treatment as the unconstrained versions in the

original articles (see [33], [35] for more detail).

We begin with a classical constrained convex optimization

problem formulated as

min
x∈D

f(x) =
1

2

M
∑

i=1

‖x− ai‖
2, (103)

where D = [−1, 1]M , M = 10 and each independent ai
is randomly selected from a uniform distribution U(−1, 1).
Since each ai ∈ [−1, 1], it is straightforward to conclude

that the critical point must lie in the interior of D. Hence,

the KKT point x∗ must satisfy ∇f(x∗) = 0. This, indeed,

matches the simulation result presented in Fig. 1. Moreover,

since both NAG and OGM are momentum-based methods,

they inherently possess a convergence rate O(1/k2) compared

to PGD with convergence rate O(1/k). Further, the result

implies that projection will not slow down the convergence

rate, which can be deduced from the nonexpansiveness of

projection in a geometric perspective.

Next we consider a smooth nonconvex function called six-

hump camel back function given by

g(x, y) = (4− 2.1x2+ x4/3)x2 + xy+(−4+4y2)y2. (104)

As presented in Fig. 2, the function has a global minimum

f∗ = −1.0316 for (x∗, y∗) = ±(0.0898,−0.7126) within the

area [−1, 1]2. While it is in general NP-hard to find the global

minimum for a constrained nonconvex optimization problem,

PGD (FPNAG) succeeds to find this point (or oscillates around
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Fig. 2. Six-hump camel back function.
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Fig. 3. Results of optimizing the six-hump camel back function within the
area [−1, 1]2.

the neighborhood of the minimum) as presented in Fig. 3.

Both POGM and PNAG fall into the trap of the saddle point.

Especially, PGD is able to find a “better” local minimum

(actually the best) than the other methods. This phenomenon

is quite interesting since the standard gradient-based method

outperforms momentum-based methods in both stability and

final precision. Such a result indicates that the projected

method may possess different convergence behavior from the

unconstrained counterpart.

In contrast to the smooth nonconvex function above, we

now discuss the results of optimizing a nonconvex function

with many sharp spikes as Fig. 4, which is given by

A(x) = −20e−0.2‖x‖/√m − e
∑m

i=1 cos(2πxi)

m + 20 + e, (105)

where m = 10 is the dimension of x and xi is the ith
coordinate of x. It is clear that the function has a global

minimum A∗(0) = 0 and plenty of local minima. As presented

in Fig. 5, PNAG and POGM are succeessful to find the global

minimum while PGD and FPNAG fall into some local sharp

spike. Compared with Fig. 3, it can be deduced that all the
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Fig. 5. Results of optimizing Ackley’s path function within the area
[−33, 33]10 .

algorithms are able to converge to a moderate local minimum

after a few iterations. In addition, the “quality” of the local

minimum heavily depends on the optimization function and

could be affected by the curvature properties of the graph.

Finally, we discuss the effects of adding random pertur-

bations to gradients in the iterations. The perturbation ξk
is a Gaussian stochastic vector with distribution N (0, ǫ) for

ǫ = 0.001. The corresponding stochastic scheme is modified

at gradients (∇f(yk) → ∇f(yk) + ξk) and the learning rate

factor before the gradient term (γ → γ/k). The results are

demonstrated in Figs. 6, 7 and 8. It is clear that adding ran-

dom perturbations will deteriorate the performance in convex

optimization. However, both PNAG and POGM benefit from

the perturbation as for optimizing the six-hump camel back

function as presented in Fig. 7 compared with Fig. 3. Adding

random perturbations to optimizing Ackley’s path function

barely makes effects. To summarize, it could be beneficial to

add random perturbations when the current local minimum is

not “good” enough, while it is infeasible if the local minimum
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Fig. 6. Results of constrained convex optimization with methods incorporating
random perturbations.
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Fig. 7. Results of optimizing the six-hump camel back function with methods
incorporating random perturbations.

is satisfactory but unstable.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this article, we have explored constrained optimization

through the lens of dynamical systems theory. By establishing

the connection between a PSP and its Euler discretization, we

have obtained theoretical results similar to counterpart results

of unconstrained dynamics. Notably, we have developed a

novel framework for convergence analysis that transcends tra-

ditional numerical methods. Several examples of convergence

analysis of proximal gradient methods have been provided to

demonstrate the effectivenesss of the framework. In the future,

we plan to focus on time-varying constrained optimization

problems and providing convergence guarantees for finite-time

solutions, which require analysis of time-varying constraints.
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