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Abstract

Necessary optimality conditions in Lagrangian form and the augmented Lagrangian
framework are extended to mixed-integer nonlinear optimization, without any convexity
assumptions. Building upon a recently developed notion of local optimality for problems
with polyhedral and integrality constraints, a characterization of local minimizers and criti-
cal points is given for problems including also nonlinear constraints. This approach lays the
foundations for developing affordable sequential minimization algorithms with convergence
guarantees to critical points from arbitrary initializations. A primal-dual perspective, a local
saddle point property, and the dual relationships with the proximal point algorithm are also
advanced in the presence of integer variables.
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1 Introduction

Mixed-integer nonlinear programming (MINLP) offers a versatile template for capturing a va-
riety of tasks and applications, but brings together “the combinatorial difficulty of optimizing
over discrete variable sets with the challenges of handling nonlinear functions” [2]. Originating
from the integer programming community, most approaches for MINLP rely on some sort of
tree search for seeking globally optimal solutions, at least when some convexity is available.
Our focus is on affordable techniques, also called heuristics, for addressing nonconvex MINLPs
numerically. In particular, we are interested in iterative algorithms designed to converge in
some sense to local solutions, not necessarily global minimizers, starting from arbitrary initial
points [3, Chapter 6]. This allows us to handle large instances for a broad problem class, but
requires defining a strong notion of local optimality, with the aim of striking a balance between
global but expensive minima and local but affordable critical points. We seek as stationarity
characterization that resembles, at least in spirit, the so called Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (or KKT)
conditions in nonlinear programming, see e.g. [3, Chapter 3]. Although “in mixed-integer
nonlinear programming, we do not know local optimality conditions comparable to the KKT
conditions in continuous optimization” [12, Section 2], some advancements have been made
based on an excess of multipliers and separation theorems [14]. In an attempt to upgrade our
understanding, we study here a criticality concept for nonconvex MINLPs in simple Lagrangian
terms. Building upon the optimality notions developed in [5], we dedicate this work to charac-
terizing “local” minima with a Lagrangian perspective and then establishing convergence results
for a class of augmented Lagrangian (AL) methods.

A mixed-integer linearization algorithm was proposed in [5] to address the minimization of a
smooth function over a feasible set with mixed-integer linear structure, namely MINLP without
nonlinear constraints. Nikitina et al. [15] recently developed a safeguarded AL scheme that
exploits this affordable solver for tackling the AL subproblems. Although lacking a convergence
analysis, they demonstrated the validity of their approach with extensive numerical tests. The
present work provides solid theoretical foundations for the algorithmic design and numerical
results obtained therein. Even beyond their AL scheme, we are motivated by the sequential
(partially) unconstrained minimization framework [13], which includes (shifted) penalty [3] and
barrier (or interior point) methods [10]. We discuss how this framework can be used to design
other algorithms for MINLP, and in particular we indicate how similar arguments apply also
to interior point approaches on the line of [10]. Methods based on sequential mixed-integer
quadratic programming [12, 16] could benefit from these theoretical advances too. Other nu-
merical approaches for MINLP, such as global methods or decomposition techniques [2, 19],
could also exploit these principled heuristics to refine initial guesses, generate tighter bounds,
and promote faster convergence.

Beyond numerical methods for MINLP, we enrich the theoretical framework and first-order
analysis of mixed-integer optimization in Lagrangian terms, inspired by the celebrated KKT
conditions in nonlinear programming. In the spirit of [14, 21, 17], we develop a theory of KKT-
critical points, complemented by Lagrangian duality, saddle point properties, and relationships
with the proximal points algorithm.

The problem template with nonconvex smooth objective and polyhedral, integrality, and
nonlinear set-membership constraints reads

minimize f(x) over x ∈ X subject to c(x) ∈ C (P)

with f : X → R and c : X → R
m continuously differentiable functions, C ⊂ R

m a nonempty
closed convex set (projection-friendly in practice), and X a nonempty closed set with mixed-
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integer linear structure [5]. Set X admits a description in the form

X :=

{
x ∈ R

n

∣∣∣∣
Aex = be, xl ≤ x ≤ xu,
xi ∈ Z ∀i ∈ I

}

for some matrix Ae, vectors be, xl and xu, and index set I. In the following, we may refer to a
partition of decision variables x into real-valued and integer-valued ones, respectively {xi | i /∈ I}
and {xi | i ∈ I}. Furthermore, patterning [5, 15], we consider the following blanket assumptions.

Assumption 1.1. With regard to (P),

(a1) {x ∈ X | c(x) ∈ C} is nonempty and inf {f(x) |x ∈ X , c(x) ∈ C} ∈ R;

(a2) functions f and c are continuously differentiable with locally Lipschitz derivatives;

(a3) for all i ∈ I the set {a ∈ Z |x ∈ X , xi = a} is bounded.

The basic Assumption (a1) ensures that (P) is well-posed, namely that it is feasible and a
solution exists. Differentiability of f and c in Assumption (a2) is intended with respect to real-
and integer-valued variables, treating them all as real-valued ones to avoid exotic definitions
or approximations, such as those in [12]. A practical situation that satisfies Assumption (a2)
is when f and c depend linearly on the integer-valued variables, as supposed in [16]. Finally,
Assumption (a3) guarantees that admissible values (with respect to X alone) for the integer-
valued decision variables lie in a bounded set. As it applies to integer-valued variables only,
this boundedness requirement is reasonable and often satisfied in practice (trivially for binary
variables). Following [5], we take advantage of Assumption (a3) to construct compact neigh-
borhoods without explicitly localizing the integer-valued components.

Motivated by the numerical approach proposed in [15], we build a theoretical support for
the optimality concepts and algorithms adopted there, and beyond, establishing convergence
results under suitable assumptions. Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

• We derive and analyse necessary optimality conditions for (P) in Lagrangian form, com-
parable to the KKT system in continuous optimization—see Section 2.1.

• We prove the global convergence of a safeguarded augmented Lagrangian algorithm—see
Algorithm 3.1 and Section 3.1. Providing a solid theoretical foundation for the numerical
scheme investigated in [15], we generalize the affordable approach of [5] to sequential
minimization schemes for MINLP.

• The Lagrangian system is further characterized in primal-dual terms, recovering gen-
eralized saddle-point properties and a close dual relationship with the proximal point
algorithm—see Section 4.

1.1 Notation and Preliminaries

The set of natural, integer, and real numbers are denoted by N, Z, R. The appearing spaces are
equipped with the standard Euclidean inner product 〈·, ·〉 and norm ‖ · ‖. Given a nonempty
subset C of Rm, the indicator δC : R

m → R ∪ {∞}, the projection projC : R
m → C, and the

distance distC : R
m → R are defined respectively by

δC(v) :=

{
0 if v ∈ C,

∞ otherwise,
projC(v) := argmin

z∈C

‖z − v‖, distC(v) := min
z∈C
‖z − v‖.
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The normal cone NC(z) of set C ⊆ R
m at z ∈ C is given by

NC(z) := {v ∈ R
m | ∀u ∈ C : 〈v, u− z〉 ≤ 0} .

For formal completeness, we define NC(z) := ∅ if z /∈ C. We will make use of the following well
known characterizations valid for a closed convex set C ⊆ R

m [1]:

u ∈ projC(z) ⇐⇒ ∀w ∈ C : 〈z − u,w − u〉 ≤ 0, (1)

u ∈ NC(z) ⇐⇒ ∀α > 0: z = projC(z + αu) ⇐⇒ ∃α > 0: z = projC(z + αu). (2)

2 Optimality concepts

A point x̄ ∈ R
n is called feasible for (P) if x̄ ∈ X and c(x̄) ∈ C. It is clear how to define a global

solution, or minimizer, x⋆ for (P),

x⋆ ∈ X , c(x⋆) ∈ C, ∀x ∈ X , c(x) ∈ C : f(x⋆) ≤ f(x),

but what constitutes a suitable notion of local minimizer? Local notions, as opposed to global
ones, depend on the concept of neighborhood and this, in turn, is very delicate in the mixed-
integer context of (P). Following [5], we denote by ‖ · ‖LP an operator mapping x into a
norm of the real-valued entries of x, that is, given the index set I. Prominent examples are
‖v‖LP := max{|vi| | i /∈ I} and ‖v‖LP :=

∑
{|vi| | i /∈ I}, associated with ℓ∞ and ℓ1 norms,

respectively. Due to this partial localization, balls

BLP(x,∆) := {w ∈ R
n | ‖w − x‖LP ≤ ∆}

induced by ‖ · ‖LP are not compact sets. Nevertheless, the intersection X ∩BLP(x,∆) is always
a compact set, thanks to Assumption (a3), and thus represents a reasonable neighborhood of x
—and a valid trust region stipulation— for any x ∈ X and ∆ ≥ 0. Before proceeding, we should
mention that adopting a polyhedral norm to define ‖·‖LP is favourable in practice, as the mixed-
integer linear structure is not lost in the subproblems, but the theory applies with any norm. A
local concept of solution for (P) can now be defined by means of these (partial) neighborhoods.
Inspired by [5, Definition 2.1], local and global minimizers for (P) are characterized as follows.

Definition 2.1 (minimizers). A point x̄ ∈ R
n is called a local minimizer for (P) if it is

feasible and there exists ∆ > 0 such that f(x̄) ≤ f(x) for all feasible x ∈ BLP(x̄,∆). If the
latter property additionally holds for all ∆ > 0, then x̄ is called a global minimizer.

For instances of (P) without integer-valued variables, namely I := ∅, Definition 2.1 recovers
the classical notion of local minima in nonlinear programming. Conversely, without real-valued
variables, namely I := {1, 2, . . . , n}, (P) is an integer program and Definition 2.1 effectively
requires a global solution (since there is no actual localization in this case). Thus, we can
observe that monitoring neighborhoods with ‖ · ‖LP leads to a stronger local optimality concept
than a plain adaptation of continuous notions into the mixed-integer realm. Conversely, the
combinatorial structure in (P) should be simple enough for practical purposes, e.g., mixed-
integer linear.

Before delving into KKT-like optimality conditions for (P), let us recall some solution con-
cepts for problems without nonlinear constraints. Following [5], consider the minimization of
ϕ : X → R over X as a basic template:

minimize ϕ(x) over x ∈ X . (3)

4



A local notion of solutions for (3) is proposed in [5, Definition 2.2], inspired by [4, Definition 3.1]
for the analogous minimization over a convex set. A first-order optimality measure associated
to (3) (that is, to function ϕ and set X ) is defined in [5, Equation 4] and provides a metric Ψϕ,X

to monitor “optimality”: for all x ∈ X and ∆ > 0 it is given by

Ψϕ,X (x,∆) := max
w∈X∩BLP(x,∆)

〈∇ϕ(x), x− w〉 ≥ 0. (4)

Since x,w ∈ X in (4), Ψϕ,X (·,∆) is bounded from below by zero for all ∆ > 0. Then, a
first-order optimality concept for the “unconstrained” problem (3) is defined as follows; cf. [5,
Definition 2.4]..

Definition 2.2 (criticality). Given some ε > 0 and ∆ > 0, a point x̄ ∈ R
n is called ε-∆-

critical for (3) if x̄ ∈ X and Ψϕ,X (x̄,∆) ≤ ε. Given some ε > 0, a point x̄ ∈ R
n is called

ε-critical for (3) if it is ε-∆-critical for some ∆ > 0. A 0-critical point is simply called critical.

Definition 2.2 provides a valid concept to characterize candidate minimizers, necessary for
optimality [5, Proposition 1], which is stronger than plain (M-)stationarity [8]. The critical-
ity notion for “unconstrained”, or simply constrained, problems (3) will become important to
characterize solutions to intermediate, auxiliary problems (referred to as subproblems). More-
over, defining an approximate counterpart of criticality allows us to consider inexact subprob-
lem solutions, a strategy often (if not always) adopted in sequential minimization methods
[3, 7, 9, 10, 20]. This is useful in accommodating iterative subsolvers with asymptotic conver-
gence, and then in exploiting this property to reduce the overall computational effort.

2.1 Stationarity concepts and first-order Lagrangian analysis

What is a “critical point” for (P)? Treating the nonlinear constraints explicitly, let the La-
grangian function L : X × R

m → R associated to (P) be defined, as usual, by

L(x, y) := f(x) + 〈y, c(x)〉. (5)

From the viewpoint of nonlinear programming, where stationarity of the Lagrangian plays a
crucial role, we consider the following notion for KKT-like points of (P) based on Definition 2.2,
put forward in [15, Definition 2.3]. Then, we are going to establish the (asymptotic) necessity of
KKT-criticality for local optimality. Related concepts and results can be found in [6, 10, 7, 8].

Definition 2.3 (KKT-criticality). Given some ∆ > 0, a point x̄ ∈ R
n is called ∆-KKT-

critical for (P) if x̄ ∈ X and there exists a multiplier y ∈ R
m such that

ΨL(·,y),X (x̄,∆) = 0 and y ∈ NC(c(x̄)).

A point x̄ ∈ R
n is called KKT-critical for (P) if it is ∆-KKT-critical for some ∆ > 0.

KKT-criticality implicitly requires feasibility, since the normal coneNC(c(x̄)) must be nonempty.
Moreover, by (4) the first condition can be rewritten as

min
x∈X∩BLP(x̄,∆)

〈∇f(x̄) + c′(x̄)⊤y, x− x̄〉 = 0,

meaning that the Lagrangian function cannot be (locally) further minimized with respect to
x while maintaining mixed-integer linear feasibility, in the sense of Definition 2.2, effectively
replacing stationarity with criticality.
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An asymptotic counterpart of Definition 2.3 (sometimes also referred to as sequential or
approximate) proves to be a key tool for convergence analysis; cf. [3, Definition 3.1], [7, 6].

Definition 2.4 (AKKT-criticality). A point x̄ ∈ R
n is called asymptotically KKT-critical for

(P) if x̄ ∈ X and there exist sequences {xk} ⊂ R
n, {yk} ⊂ R

m, {zk} ⊆ C, and {∆k} ⊂ R++

such that xk → x̄ and

ΨL(·,yk),X (x
k,∆k)→ 0, yk ∈ NC(z

k), and c(xk)− zk → 0.

If a sequence {xk} has an accumulation point which is AKKT-critical, then finite termination
can be attained with an approximate KKT-critical point, for any given tolerance ε > 0; see ε-
KKT-criticality in [15].

A local minimizer for (P) is KKT-critical under validity of a suitable qualification condi-
tion. However, each local minimizer of (P) is always AKKT-critical, regardless of additional
regularity. Related results can be found in [3, 7, 6].

Theorem 2.5. Let x⋆ ∈ R
n be a local minimizer for (P). Then, x⋆ is AKKT-critical.

Proof. By local optimality of x⋆ for (P) there exists δ > 0 such that f(x⋆) ≤ f(x) is valid for
all feasible x ∈ BLP(x

⋆, δ); cf. Definition 2.1. Consequently, x⋆ is the unique global minimizer
of the localized problem

minimize f(x) + ‖x− x⋆‖2 (6)

over x ∈ X ∩ BLP(x
⋆, δ)

subject to c(x) ∈ C.

Slightly deviating from the proof of [7, Proposition 2.5], let us consider the penalized surrogate
problem

minimize πk(x) := f(x) + ‖x− x⋆‖2 + ρk dist
2
C(c(x)) (7)

over x ∈ X ∩ BLP(x
⋆, δ)

where k ∈ N is arbitrary, ρk > 0, and the sequence {ρk}k∈N satisfies ρk →∞ as k →∞.
Noting that the objective function of this optimization problem is lower semicontinuous

while its feasible set is nonempty and compact (by feasibility of x⋆, trust region stipulation,
and Assumption (a3)), it possesses a global minimizer xk ∈ X for each k ∈ N, owing to
Weierstrass’ extreme value theorem. Without loss of generality, we assume xk → x̃ for some
x̃ ∈ X ∩ BLP(x

⋆, δ).
We now argue that x̃ = x⋆. To this end, we note that x⋆ is feasible to (7) with c(x⋆) ∈ C,

which yields for each k ∈ N the (uniform, upper) estimate

f(xk) + ‖xk − x⋆‖2 + ρk dist
2
C(c(x

k)) ≤ f(x⋆). (8)

Using ρk → ∞, lower semicontinuity of f , finiteness of f(x⋆), closedness of C, and the conver-
gence c(xk) → c(x̃), taking the limit for k → ∞ in (8) gives c(x̃) ∈ C. Therefore, x̃ is feasible
for (P) and local optimality of x⋆ for (P) implies f(x⋆) ≤ f(x̃). Furthermore, exploiting (8) and
the optimality of each xk ∈ X , we find

f(x̃) + ‖x̃− x⋆‖2 ≤ lim inf
k→∞

{
f(xk) + ‖xk − x⋆‖2 + ρk dist

2
C(c(x

k))
}
≤ f(x⋆) ≤ f(x̃).

6



Hence, x̃ = x⋆. Now we may assume without loss of generality that {xk} is taken from the
interior of BLP(x

⋆, δ), as this is eventually the case, since xk → x⋆. Thus, for each k ∈ N, xk

globally minimizes πk over X , whose relevant criticality condition (necessary for optimality)
reads, for some ∆k > 0,

0 = Ψπk,X (x
k,∆k)

= max
w∈X∩BLP(xk,∆k)

〈∇f(xk) + 2ρkc
′(xk)⊤[c(xk)− projC(c(x

k))] + 2(xk − x⋆), xk − w〉

= max
w∈X∩BLP(xk,∆k)

〈∇xL(x
k, yk) + 2(xk − x⋆), xk − w〉

where we set yk := 2ρk[c(x
k) − projC(c(x

k))] for each k ∈ N. Now, owing to continuous
differentiability of L and compactness of X ∩ BLP(x

k,∆k), by xk → x⋆ ∈ X we have

lim
k→∞

ΨL(·,yk),X (x
k,∆k) = lim

k→∞
max

w∈X∩BLP(xk,∆k)
〈∇xL(x

k, yk), xk − w〉

= lim
k→∞

max
w∈X∩BLP(xk,∆k)

〈∇xL(x
k, yk) + 2(xk − x⋆), xk − w〉

= Ψπk,X (x
k,∆k) = 0.

Thus, the conditions in Definition 2.4 are a consequence of xk → x⋆. Overall, this shows that
any local minimizer x⋆ for (P) is AKKT-critical.

To link AKKT- and KKT-criticality, let us consider a constraint qualification (CQ) based
on a geometric condition known as extended Robinson constraint qualification (ERCQ) [21,
Definition 3.17].

Definition 2.6 (Extended Robinson CQ). Let x ∈ R
n be arbitrary but fixed. We say that

the extended Robinson constraint qualification (ERCQ) holds in x if

0 ∈ int
(
c(x) + c′(x)(X − x)− C

)
.

Here, for brevity, operations involving set X are meant to apply elementwise. Note that the
condition defining ERCQ is the same as for the standard RCQ; the only difference is that, for
the latter, x has to be feasible for (P), whereas ERCQ is defined for arbitrary points. Notice
that when X = R

n and C = {0}, ERCQ reduces to the surjectivity of c′(x), which is equivalent
to LICQ in the Euclidean setting. In general, RCQ and ERCQ mean that for any sufficiently
small perturbation ε of the constraints c(x) there exists some feasible correction d ∈ X − x
such that c(x) + c′(x)d+ ε ∈ C. This stability property is enough to bound the set of Lagrange
multipliers and thus to guarantee that local minimizers are indeed KKT-critical.

Theorem 2.7. Let x⋆ ∈ R
n be AKKT-critical for (P). If ERCQ holds at x⋆, then x⋆ is

KKT-critical for (P).

Proof. Suppose that ERCQ holds at x⋆ and let {yk} be generated as in the proof of Theorem 2.5.
To fill the gap between AKKT- and KKT-criticality it suffices to show that the sequence {yk}
remains bounded, so that it admits an accumulation point.

Assume, by contradiction, that {yk} is unbounded. Let us take a suitable subsequence
K ⊆ N such that {‖yk‖}k∈K → ∞ and {yk/‖yk‖}k∈K → v 6= 0 for some v ∈ NC(c(x

⋆)) with
c′(x⋆)⊤v = 0. By ERCQ, we can take t > 0 small enough such that

0 = c(x⋆) + c′(x⋆)(x̂− x⋆)− w + tv

7



for some w ∈ C and x̂ ∈ X . Thus, rearranging and using c′(x⋆)⊤v = 0, we find that

0 < 〈tv, v〉 = 〈w − c(x⋆), v〉 − 〈c′(x⋆)(x̂− x⋆), v〉

=〈w − c(x⋆), v〉 − 〈x̂− x⋆, c′(x⋆)⊤v〉 = 〈w − c(x⋆), v〉 ≤ 0.

The last inequality follows from v ∈ NC(c(x
⋆)), the characterizations (1)–(2), and the fact that

w ∈ C. The contradiction arising from t, v 6= 0 implies that {yk} remains bounded, concluding
the proof by taking the limit at any convergent subsequence.

3 Augmented Lagrangian framework

Let us consider the MINLP (P) under Assumptions (a1)–(a3), which, under the lens of contin-
uous optimization, can be seen as a nonlinear program with mixed-integer linear constraints, in
the spirit of [5]. Since the restriction to X is nonrelaxable but easy to satisfy, such constraint
can be treated in a way essentially different from how nonlinear constraints are handled [3].
Motivated by [15], we study here an augmented Lagrangian (AL) method as an epitome for the
class of sequential minimization schemes [13]. The AL framework has been broadly investigated
and developed, giving rise to a variety of multifaceted ideas, of which we only scratch the sur-
face here. The interested reader may refer to [3] for an overview, to [6, 8, 17, 21] for theoretical
advances, and to [7, 20] for numerical aspects analogous to [15]. The main ingredient of AL
methods is the AL function Lµ : X × R

m → R, whose definition associated to (P) is

Lµ(x, y) := f(x) +
1

2µ
dist2C (c(x) + µy)−

µ

2
‖y‖2 (9)

for some penalty parameter µ > 0 and multiplier estimate y ∈ R
m. This is a partial AL function

in that it does not relax the simple constraint x ∈ X , which is kept explicit in each subproblem.
Notice that L and Lµ are smooth, with respect to both, primal and dual variables x and y,
thanks to Assumption (a2) and convexity of C. For later use, the partial derivatives of Lµ read

∇xLµ(x, y) = ∇f(x) + c′(x)⊤yµ(x, y), ∇yLµ(x, y) = c(x)− sµ(x, y) (10)

where

sµ(x, y) := projC(c(x) + µy), yµ(x, y) := y +
c(x)− sµ(x, y)

µ
. (11)

Following the basic pattern of AL methods, Algorithm 3.1 proceeds by minimizing the AL
function at each iteration, possibly inexactly and up to criticality, and updating the multiplier
estimates and penalty parameters [3, Section 4.1]. Augmented Lagrangian subproblems require
to

minimize Lµ(x, ŷ) over x ∈ X (12)

given some µ > 0 and ŷ ∈ R
m. Feasibility of (12) follows from X being nonempty, whereas well-

posedness is due to (lower semi)continuity of Lµ(·, ŷ) and is guaranteed if, e.g., X is compact or f
is bounded from below in X . In fact, the existence of subproblem solutions is often just assumed
[3, Assumption 6.1]. This issue could be circumvented by complementing the AL subproblems
(12) with a localizing constraint, e.g., of trust region type [6, Remark 5.1]. Analogous in spirit
to prox-boundedness [7], the following Assumption (a4) is weaker than typical coercivity or
(level) boundedness assumptions but sufficient to yield well-posed subproblems.

Assumption 3.1. With regard to (P) and Algorithm 3.1,

(a4) there exists µ̄ > 0 such that for all µ ∈ (0, µ̄] and ŷ ∈ Ys the function Lµ(·, ŷ) is bounded
from below over X .
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Although still unsatisfactory, demanding Assumption (a4) allows us to focus on the mixed-
integer extension of generic AL methods to address MINLP.

Algorithm 3.1: Abstract safeguarded augmented Lagrangian method for (P)

Input: µ0 ∈ (0, µ̄], ε0, η0 > 0, κµ, θµ ∈ (0, 1), Ys ⊆ R
m bounded

1 for j = 0, 1, 2 . . . do
2 Select ŷj ∈ Ys
3 Find an εj-critical point x

j for Lµj
(·, ŷj) over X

4 Set zj ← projC(c(x
j) + µj ŷ

j), vj ← c(xj)− zj , and yj ← ŷj + µ−1
j vj

5 if j = 0 or ‖vj‖ ≤ max{ηj , θµ‖v
j−1‖} then

6 set µj+1 ← µj , else select µj+1 ∈ (0, κµµj ]

7 Select εj+1, ηj+1 ≥ 0 such that {εj}, {ηj} → 0

The scheme outlined in Algorithm 3.1 is often referred to as safeguarded because the mul-
tiplier estimates ŷ are not allowed to grow too fast compared to the penalty parameter µ
[3, 21, 20, 7]. In particular, it is required that ‖µj ŷ

j‖ → 0 as µj → 0, so that stronger
global convergence properties can be attained. As a simple mechanism to ensure this property,
multiplier estimates ŷ in Algorithm 3.1 are drawn from a bounded set Ys ⊆ R

m. The dual
safeguarding set Ys can be a generic hyperbox or can be tailored to the constraint set C at hand
[20]—see Section 4.1.

Subproblems (12) can be solved up to approximate criticality: given εj , at Step 3 we seek an
εj-critical point x

j ∈ X for Lµj
(·, ŷj), in the sense of Definition 2.2. For this task one can employ

the mixed-integer linearization algorithm of [5], with guarantee of finite termination under
Assumptions (a1)–(a4). Although the trust region radius ∆j associated to the εj-criticality
certificate does not need to be computed, it will be considered formally for the theoretical
analysis. Given a (possibly inexact, first-order) solution x to (12), the dual update rule at
Step 4 is designed toward the identity

∇xLµ(x, ŷ) = ∇f(x) + c′(x)⊤y = ∇xL(x, y), (13)

as usual in AL methods. This allows to monitor the (outer) convergence with the (inner)
subproblem tolerance; cf. Lemma 3.2 below.

Finally, Steps 5 to 7 are dedicated to monitoring primal feasibility (namely the conditions
involving zk in Definition 2.4) and updating the penalty parameter µ accordingly. Note that
considering a sequence of primal tolerances {ηj} allows to monitor primal convergence from a
global perspective, slightly relaxing in fact other classical update rules [3, 6].

3.1 Convergence analysis

We begin our asymptotic analysis by collecting useful properties to characterize the iterations
generated by Algorithm 3.1.

Lemma 3.2. Let Assumptions (a1)–(a4) hold for (P) and consider the iterates of
Algorithm 3.1. Then, for each j ∈ N, Step 3 is well-posed and the iterates satisfy xj ∈ X ,
zj ∈ C, yj ∈ NC(z

j), ∇xLµj
(xj , ŷj) = ∇xL(x

j , yj), and there exists some ∆j > 0 such that
ΨL(·,yj),X (x

j ,∆j) ≤ εj .

Proof. Well-definedness of Algorithm 3.1 follows from the existence of solutions to the AL sub-
problems, which in turn is due to the standing Assumptions (a1)–(a4). In particular, the
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feasible set X is nonempty and closed, and the continuous real-valued cost function Lµj
(·, ŷj)

is lower bound over X , since µj ≤ µ̄, for all j ∈ N.
Then, it is apparent that xj ∈ X and zj ∈ C for each j ∈ N. Moreover, the assignments

at Step 4 gives that zj := projC(c(x
j) + µj ŷ

j) = c(xj) + µj ŷ
j − µjy

j , which is equivalent to
yj ∈ NC(z

j) by (2) and convexity of C. By construction (13), the dual update rule readily
yields ∇xLµj

(xj , ŷj) = ∇xL(x
j , yj), and so the upper bound on the criticality measure and the

existence of a suitable ∆j follow from Step 3.

We now turn to investigating properties of accumulation points, assuming their existence
(which may follow from coercivity or level boundedness arguments). The following convergence
results for Algorithm 3.1 provides fundamental theoretical support for the numerical approach
of [15]. With Theorem 3.3 we establish that feasible accumulation points of {xj} are AKKT-
critical; see [7, Thm 3.3], [6, Thm 3.6] for analogous results.

Theorem 3.3. Let Assumptions (a1)–(a4) hold. Consider a sequence {xj} generated by
Algorithm 3.1. Let x⋆ be an accumulation point of {xj} and {xj}j∈J a subsequence such that
xj →J x⋆. If x⋆ is feasible for (P), then x⋆ is AKKT-critical for (P).

Proof. It is implicitly assumed Algorithm 3.1 generates an infinite sequence of iterates {xj}
with accumulation point x⋆. Now we claim that the subsequences {xj}j∈J , {y

j}j∈J , {z
j}j∈J ,

{∆j}j∈J satisfy the properties in Definition 2.4, thus showing that x⋆ is AKKT-critical for (P).
From (4) and Lemma 3.2 we have that for all j ∈ N

0 ≤ ΨL(·,yj),X (x
j ,∆j) ≤ εj

for some ∆j > 0. Hence, dual feasibility holds asymptotically owing to εj → 0.
By assumption we have xj →J x⋆ with x⋆ feasible for (P), namely x⋆ ∈ X and c(x⋆) ∈

C. Lemma 3.2 implies also that yj ∈ NC(z
j) for each j ∈ N. Finally, to demonstrate that

c(xj)− zj →J 0 we consider two cases:

• If {µj} is bounded away from zero, the conditions at Steps 5 and 6 of Algorithm 3.1 and
the construction of {ηj} imply that ‖vj‖ := ‖c(xj)− zj‖ → 0, hence the assertion.

• If µj → 0, we exploit continuity of g, boundedness of {ŷj} ⊆ Ys, feasibility of x⋆, and
closedness of C. Combining these properties gives c(xj)+µj ŷ

j →J c(x⋆) ∈ C as xj →J x⋆.
Therefore, zj →J c(x⋆) as well, hence c(xj)− zj →J 0.

Overall, this proves that x⋆ is AKKT-critical for (P).

In contrast with global methods [3, Chapter 5], [8, Section 4.2], adopting affordable solvers
for addressing (12) at Step 3 impedes to guarantee that, in general, accumulation points are
feasible or (globally) minimize an infeasibility measure. Thus, despite feasibility granted by
Assumption (a1), Algorithm 3.1 may not approach feasible points. In practice, however, for
any fixed µ > 0 and ŷ ∈ R

m, the AL subproblem (12) is equivalent to

minimize µf(x) +
1

2
dist2C (c(x) + µŷ) over x ∈ X .

Hence, one can expect to find at least critical points of an infeasibility measure, as attested
by the following result. Notice that this property requires mere boundedness of {εj}; cf. [3,
Thm 6.3], [6, Proposition 3.7].
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Theorem 3.4. Let Assumptions (a1)–(a4) hold. Consider a sequence {xj} generated by
Algorithm 3.1 with {εj} merely bounded. Let x⋆ be an accumulation point of {xj} and {xj}j∈J
a subsequence such that xj →J x⋆. Then, x⋆ is a critical point for the feasibility problem

minimize F(x) :=
1

2
dist2C(c(x)) over x ∈ X .

Proof. It is implicitly assumed that Algorithm 3.1 generates an infinite sequence of iterates {xj}
with accumulation point x⋆. If {µj} is bounded away from zero, the conditions at Steps 5 and 6
of Algorithm 3.1 and the construction of {ηj} imply that ‖vj‖ := ‖c(xj) − zj‖ → 0. By the
upper bound ‖vj‖ ≥ distC(c(x

j)) for each j ∈ N, since zj ∈ C, taking the limit j → ∞ yields
c(x⋆) ∈ C by continuity. Then, since xj ∈ X for all j ∈ N and X is closed, x⋆ is feasible for (P).
Thus, x⋆ is a global minimizer of the feasibility problem and, by continuous differentiability of
the objective function therein, x⋆ is critical for the feasibility problem.

Let us focus now on the case where {µj} ց 0 and x⋆ ∈ X is infeasible for (P). First, we
express what criticality entails for the feasibility problem above: a point x̄ ∈ R

n is critical if
x̄ ∈ X and there exists some ∆ > 0 such that ΨF ,X (x̄,∆) = 0. Now, owing to (4) and Step 3,
for all j ∈ N it is

εj ≥ ΨLµj
(·,ŷj),X (x

j ,∆j) = max
w∈X∩BLP(xj ,∆j)

〈∇xLµj
(xj , ŷj), xj − w〉 ≥ 0.

Multiplying by µj > 0, by boundedness of {εj} we have

0 ≤ max
w∈X∩BLP(xj ,∆j)

〈µj∇xLµj
(xj , ŷj), xj − w〉 ≤ µjεj → 0.

Observing that µj∇xLµj
(·, ŷj) is locally Lipschitz continuous for all µj > 0 by Assumption (a2),

we have by [5, Lemma 3.5] and xj →J x⋆ that {∆j}j∈J remains bounded away from zero.
Furthermore, using {µj} ց 0 yields

µj∇xLµj
(xj, ŷj)→J c′(x⋆)⊤[c(x⋆)− projC(c(x

⋆))] = ∇F(x⋆)

by boundedness of {ŷj} and {∇f(xj)}j∈J , the latter due to xj →J x⋆. Overall, taking the limit
j →J ∞, we have that

0 = lim
j→∞

max
w∈X∩BLP(xj ,∆j)

〈µj∇xLµj
(xj , ŷj), xj − w〉

= max
w∈X∩BLP(x⋆,∆⋆)

〈∇F(x⋆), x⋆ − w〉 = ΨF ,X (x
⋆,∆⋆)

for some ∆⋆ > 0, proving the result.

So far the focus has been on Algorithm 3.1, but how do these developments affect other nu-
merical approaches for (P)? Being part of the AL framework, the scheme analysed in [11] can
be naturally extended to handle MINLP. Its peculiarity is that, starting with a feasible point,
convergence to feasible accumulation points can be guaranteed, thanks to a reset mechanism.
Results similar to Theorems 3.3 and 3.4 can be readily obtained for this method too. Indeed,
analogous findings seem to extend far beyond the penalty scheme considered in Section 3, pos-
sibly applying for a broad class of sequential minimization algorithms [13]. Although drawn in
a different context, the arguments in [10, Section 4] give a valid proof pattern for interior point
(or barrier) methods, among others.

For illustrative purposes, let us consider the special case of (P) with C := R
m
+ . Introducing

a barrier function b : (0,∞) → R to approximate the indicator δC , e.g., the classical log barrier
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b : t 7→ − log(t), and a barrier parameter β > 0 to control this approximation, one formulates a
barrier subproblem—resembling (12)—of the form

minimize f(x) + β

m∑

i=1

b(ci(x)) over x ∈ X .

Then, a sequence of subproblems is solved, possibly inexactly and up to criticality, with de-
creasing barrier parameters. Let us denote by xj an εj-critical point for the barrier subproblem
with parameter βj > 0. Though with the drawback of requiring a strictly feasible point to start
with (namely x ∈ X , c(x) < 0), at every iteration it must be that xj ∈ X and c(xj) < 0, that
is, this barrier scheme maintains (strict) feasibility. Moreover, echoing Theorem 3.3, it is easy
to show that, with βj , εj → 0, accumulation points of {xj} are AKKT-critical for (P); see [10,
Thm 16].

4 Further characterizations

We now enrich the theoretical framework with results and interpretations beyond those moti-
vated by [15], turning our attention to optimality conditions, Lagrangian duality, saddle point
properties, and relationships with the classical proximal point algorithm.

For simplicity, we consider an optimization problem of the form (P) with C := K a nonempty
closed convex cone. Inspired by [21, Section 8.4], this assumption greatly simplifies the presen-
tation thanks to the identity

δ∗K(y) = sup
z∈K

〈z, y〉 =

{
0 if y ∈ K◦,

∞ otherwise
= δK◦(y), (14)

which connects the indicator δK : Rm → R ∪ {∞} of a set K ⊆ R
m, the conjugate function

h∗ : Rm → R ∪ {∞} associated with a (proper and lower semicontinuous) function h : Rm →
R∪{∞} [1, Definition 13.1], and the polar cone K◦ ⊆ R

m of a subsetK of Rm [1, Definition 6.22],
respectively

h∗(v) := sup
z∈Rm

{〈z, v〉 − h(z)} and K◦ :=

{
u ∈ R

m

∣∣∣∣ sup
v∈K

〈v, u〉 ≤ 0

}
.

4.1 Lagrangian duality

The necessary optimality conditions in Definition 2.3 cannot be derived based on the Lagrangian
function L alone, but additional insights on the problem are needed to setup the complementar-
ity system encapsulated in the expression y ∈ NK(c(x)). Instead, a comprehensive first-order
optimality analysis can be developed based on the generalized Lagrangian function, whose con-
struction is briefly recalled following [17, 6, 8]. Introducing an auxiliary variable s ∈ R

m, (P)
can be rewritten as

minimize f(x) (PS)

over x ∈ X , s ∈ K

subject to c(x)− s = 0,

whose (classical) Lagrangian function, akin to (5), reads

LS(x, s, y) := f(x) + 〈y, c(x) − s〉.
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Marginalization of LS with respect to s yields the generalized Lagrangian function ℓ : X×Y → R

associated to (P), given by

ℓ(x, y) := inf
s∈K
LS(x, s, y) = f(x) + 〈y, c(x)〉 + inf

s
{δK(s)− 〈y, s〉} = L(x, y)− δ∗K(y).

Then, observing the identity (14), the dual domain of ℓ, namely the set Y of valid multipliers,
is given by

Y := R
m ∩ dom δ∗K = dom δK◦ = K◦, (15)

which corresponds to a nonempty closed convex cone in R
m. Classical nonlinear programming

is recovered by (neglecting integrality and) taking K to be the standard constraint cone there:
K := {0} and K := R

m
− are associated respectively to Y := R

m and Y := R
m
+ . Then, with this

insight about the dual domain, a sound yet simple stratagem for providing a safeguarding set
to Algorithm 3.1 is to set Ys := Y ∩ [−ymax, ymax]

m for some large ymax > 0 [20, Section 3.1].
In contrast with the (classical) Lagrangian L, the emergence of dual information from the

generalized Lagrangian ℓ allows not only to obtain dual estimates tailored to K, but also to
express primal-dual first-order optimality conditions without direct access to (P). It is shown in
[17], [8, Remark 3.5] that the generalized Lagrangian function ℓ is sufficient to write necessary
optimality conditions for (P) when X = R

n and K is convex. These read

0 ∈ ∂xℓ(x, y) and 0 ∈ ∂y(−ℓ)(x, y), (16)

where the negative sign highlights the (generalized) saddle-point property of the primal-dual
system. But how does (16) relate to Definition 2.3? Owing to the identity ∇xL = ∇xℓ, the
first criticality condition ΨL(·,y),X (x,∆) = 0 in Definition 2.3 captures in fact an extension
of 0 = ∇xℓ(x, y) to accommodate the mixed-integer linear constraint set X . Inspired by the
descent-ascent motive behind (16), the main definition we will use below is the following, with
a character of primal-dual symmetry.

Definition 4.1 (Local saddle point). A pair (x, y) ∈ X × Y is called a local saddle point of
L : X × Y → R if

ΨL(·,y),X (x,∆) = 0 and Ψ−L(x,·),Y(y,∆) = 0

for some ∆ > 0.

Theorem 4.2. Consider (P) and let x ∈ R
n, y ∈ R

m be arbitrary but fixed. Then the
following assertions are equivalent:

(i) x is KKT-critical with multiplier y;

(ii) (x, y) is a local saddle point of L.

Proof. Since both KKT-critical and local saddle points demand that x ∈ X and ΨL(·,y),X (x,∆) =
0 holds for some ∆ > 0, it remains to consider the second part of Definitions 2.3 and 4.1, namely
the equivalence of y ∈ NK(c(x)) and Ψ−L(x,·),Y(y,∆) = 0. We proceed by deriving a sequence
of identities. Observing that

0 = Ψ−L(x,·),Y(y,∆) = max
w∈Y∩BLP(y,∆)

〈−∇yL(x, y), y − w〉 ≥ 0

can be rewritten with a universival quantifier as

∀w ∈ Y ∩ BLP(y,∆): 〈−∇yL(x, y), y − w〉 = 〈y +∇yL(x, y)− y,w − y〉 ≤ 0,
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the characterization (1) of projections onto convex sets yields

y = projY∩BLP(y,∆) (y +∇yL(x, y)) .

Since all variables in y are real-valued and the ball BLP(y,∆) is compact convex and centered
at y ∈ Y, the previous identity is equivalent to y = projY (y +∇yL(x, y)) for all ∆ > 0. Using
the property (2) of normal cones and the partial derivative of L in (5), we obtain ∇yL(x, y) =
c(x) ∈ NY (y). Exploiting now the definition of Y (15), the polar-conjugacy relation (14) implies
that c(x) ∈ ∂ δK◦(y) = ∂ δ∗K(y). Finally, owing to [18, Proposition 11.3], this is equivalent to
y ∈ ∂ δK(c(x)) = NK(c(x)), which also implies the inclusion c(x) ∈ K, concluding the proof.

4.2 Saddle points of the augmented Lagrangian

Inspired by the primal-dual characterization of KKT-critical points in Section 4.1, here we
show that KKT-criticality for (P) is also associated to a local saddle point property of the
augmented Lagrangian function. This trait, recently re-investigated by Rockafellar [17] for a
broad problem class, allows to interpret the update rule at Step 4 as a dual gradient ascent
step for the augmented Lagrangian, thus making Algorithm 3.1 a primal descent, dual ascent
method; see also [21, Section 8.1].

We begin with some preliminary observations.

Lemma 4.3. Consider (P) and let x ∈ X , y ∈ R
m, and ∆, µ > 0 be arbitrary but fixed.

Then the following assertions are equivalent:

(i) y ∈ NK(c(x));

(ii) ∇yLµ(x, y) = 0;

(iii) Ψ−Lµ(x,·),Y(y,∆) = 0.

In particular, these conditions imply the inclusions c(x) ∈ K and y ∈ Y.

Proof. Owing to (10), condition (ii) can be rewritten as c(x) = projK(c(x)+µy) and, since µ > 0,
property (2) implies the equivalence of (i) and (ii). Now, patterning the proof of Theorem 4.2,
we obtain that (iii) is equivalent to ∇yLµ(x, y) ∈ NY (y). Then, the implication (ii) =⇒ (iii) is
clear, and it remains to focus on the converse one.

Let us consider now the maximization of Lµ(x, ·) over R
m, that is, dropping the restriction

to Y—as well as the trust region in (4). Then, any (unconstrained) solution ỹ ∈ R
m necessarily

satisfies ∇yLµ(x, ỹ) = 0, which is equivalent to ỹ ∈ NK(c(x)) by combining (10)–(11) and (2).
Furthermore, owing to convexity of K and [18, Proposition 11.3], this inclusion coincides with
c(x) ∈ NK◦(ỹ), meaning in particular that ỹ ∈ K◦ = Y by (15). Thus, since the unconstrained
optimum ỹ satisfies in fact the restriction to Y, it is optimal for the constrained problem too.
Indeed, by convexity of Y, ỹ remains optimal also considering a trust region BLP(ỹ,∆), for any
∆ > 0, thus showing that (iii) =⇒ (ii).

Finally, the inclusions follow respectively from the normal cone NK(c(x)) being nonempty
in (i) and from the restriction y ∈ Y in (4) for (iii).

The following is the main result of this section.
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Theorem 4.4. Consider (P) and let x ∈ R
n, y ∈ R

m be arbitrary but fixed. Then the
following assertions are equivalent:

(i) x is KKT-critical with multiplier y;

(ii) (x, y) is a local saddle point of Lµ for some µ > 0;

(iii) (x, y) is a local saddle point of Lµ for all µ > 0.

Proof. We prove the equivalence via a loop of implications. Note that (iii) =⇒ (ii) is
straightforward.

(ii) =⇒ (i) Let (x, y) be a local saddle point of Lµ for some µ > 0. Then Lemma 4.3 implies that
c(x) ∈ K and y ∈ NK(c(x)). Therefore, by combining with (10)–(11) and propertie
(1)–(2), we obtain the identity

∇xLµ(x, y) = ∇f(x) + c′(x)y = ∇xL(x, y). (17)

Therefore, since ΨLµ(·,y),X (x,∆) = 0 holds for some ∆ > 0, it must be also ΨL(·,y),X (x,∆) =
0. Thus, x is KKT-critical for (P) with multiplier y.

(i) =⇒ (iii) Let µ > 0 be arbitrary but fixed and x a KKT-critical point with multiplier y. Then,
c(x) ∈ K and y ∈ NK(c(x)) hold owing to KKT-criticality. Hence, on the one hand,
Lemma 4.3 implies that the second equality in Definition 4.1 is satisfied. On the other
hand, this furnishes again (17), and thus KKT-criticality of (x, y) yields ΨLµ(·,y),X (x,∆) =
ΨL(·,y),X (x,∆) = 0. With µ > 0 being arbitrary, this shows that (x, y) is a local saddle
point of Lµ for all µ > 0.

4.3 Relationship with Proximal Point Methods

Connections of augmented Lagrangian methods with duality and the proximal point algorithm
(PPA) have been recently discussed in Hilbert spaces [21, Section 8.4] and explored in the broad
setting of generalized nonlinear programming [17]. We turn now to exploring these properties
in the context of MINLP. Considering (P), the associated Lagrangian function (5), and the dual
domain Y (15), we define for all y ∈ Y

Q(y) := inf
x∈X
L(x, y) = inf

x∈X
{f(x) + 〈y, c(x)〉}

so that the natural “dual” problem of (P) is given by

maximize Q(y) over y ∈ Y.

Note that Q is a concave function since it is an infimum of affine functions. Then, by convexity
of Y, the above is a concave maximization problem, that is, a convex minimization problem.
The PPA consists in applying the recursion

yj+1 := prox−νjQ
(yj)

with parameter νj > 0, where the central ingredient is the proximal mapping (or proximity
operator) associated to the problem, given by

prox−νQ(w) := argmin
y∈Y

{
−Q(y) +

1

2ν
‖y − w‖2

}
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for any ν > 0 [1, Chapter 24], [17, Section 2]. Note that the function occurring inside the
argmin is strongly convex, hence it admits a unique minimizer, and thus the proximal mapping
is well-defined and single-valued. We will demonstrate that this iterative procedure is strongly
related to the augmented Lagrangian method, whose basic iteration with parameter µj > 0
reads

xj+1 ∈ argmin
x∈X

Lµj
(x, yj), zj+1 := projK(c(x

j+1) + µjy
j), yj+1 := yj +

c(xj+1)− zj+1

µj

,

where zj+1 ∈ K and yj+1 ∈ NK(z
j+1) hold by construction; see Lemma 3.2.

The main result in this section is the following.

Theorem 4.5. Consider (P) and let w ∈ R
m, µ > 0 be arbitrary but fixed. Let x̄ be a

critical point for Lµ(·, w) over X . Define the associated s̄ := projK(c(x̄) + µw) and ȳ :=
w + [c(x̄) − s̄]/µ. Then ȳ = prox−µQ(w) ∈ Y and x̄ ∈ X is a critical point for the infimum
defining Q(ȳ), namely for L(·, ȳ) over X .

Proof. We prove the claim by showing that (x̄, ȳ) is a local saddle point of the function

h : X × Y → R, h(x, y) := L(x, y)−
µ

2
‖y − w‖2

which brings together the dual function Q with the quadratic proximal term. To verify this
saddle property, note that the definition of x̄ and ȳ implies by (10)–(11) that

∇xLµ(x̄, w) = ∇f(x̄) + c′(x̄)⊤ȳ = ∇xL(x̄, ȳ) = ∇xh(x̄, ȳ).

Then, by Definition 2.2, there exists some ∆ > 0 such that

0 = ΨLµ(·,w),X (x̄,∆) = ΨL(·,ȳ),X (x̄,∆) = Ψh(·,ȳ),X (x̄,∆),

hence x̄ is a critical point for h(·, ȳ) over X . On the other hand, h(x̄, ·) is a strictly concave
quadratic function of the form

h(x̄, ·) : y 7→ f(x̄) + 〈y, c(x̄)〉 −
µ

2
‖y − w‖2 = −

µ

2

∥∥∥∥y − w +
c(x̄)

µ

∥∥∥∥
2

+ c◦,

where c◦ ∈ R is a constant independent of y. Therefore, the unique maximizer ỹ of h(x̄, ·) over
the convex set Y is determined by the necessary optimality condition ∇yh(x̄, ỹ) ∈ NY(ỹ). Using
the definition of h, (10)–(11), (15), and the identity (14), this can be rewritten as c(x̄) + µ(w−
ỹ) ∈ NK◦(ỹ) = ∂ δ∗K(ỹ). Then, by convexity of K and [18, Proposition 11.3], this is equivalent to
ỹ ∈ NK(c(x̄) + µ(w− ỹ)). Finally, the definition of s̄ and characterization (2) yield the identity

s̄ := projK(c(x̄) + µw) = c(x̄) + µ(w − ỹ),

showing that the unique maximizer ỹ coincides in fact with ȳ, concluding the proof.

5 Concluding Remarks

The results in this paper offer solid theoretical foundations for employing continuous opti-
mization techniques to address mixed-integer nonlinear programming, at least as principled
heuristics. It remains an open question how to overcome Assumption (a3). When localizing
both real- and integer-valued variables, enough freedom should be left for the latter, but not
necessarily for the former. In particular, one should prevent that some integers become effec-
tively fixed, leading to weaker optimality conditions. Another topic for future research concerns
the possibility to waive Assumption (a4) without interfering with the convergence guarantees
of available methods.
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