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Dynamical System Approach for Optimal Control Problems with
Equilibrium Constraints Using Gap-Constraint-Based Reformulation

Kangyu Lin and Toshiyuki Ohtsuka

Abstract—Optimal control problems for nonsmooth dynamical
systems governed by differential variational inequalities (DVI)
are called optimal control problems with equilibrium constraints
(OCPEC). It provides a general formalism for nonsmooth optimal
control. However, solving OCPEC using the direct method (i.e.,
first-discretize-then-optimize) is challenging owing to the lack of
correct sensitivity and constraint regularity. This study uses the
direct method to solve OCPEC and overcomes the numerical
difficulties from two aspects: In the discretization step, we
propose a class of novel approaches using gap functions to
smooth the DVI, where gap functions are initially proposed
for solving variational inequalities. The generated smoothing
approximations of discretized OCPEC are called gap-constraint-
based reformulations, which have a concise and semismoothly
differentiable constraint system; In the optimization step, we
propose an efficient dynamical system approach to solve the
discretized OCPEC, where a sequence of gap-constraint-based
reformulations is solved approximately. This dynamical system
approach involves a semismooth Newton flow and achieves
local exponential convergence under standard assumptions. The
benchmark test shows that the proposed method is computation-
ally tractable and achieves fast local convergence.

Index Terms—Optimal control, differential variational inequal-
ities, gap functions, dynamical system approach.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Background

Optimal control is a powerful optimization-based control
method that has been applied in many complex control tasks of
smooth dynamical systems. Technological advancements have
recently focused on the optimal control of nonsmooth dynam-
ical systems, which arises in several cutting-edge engineering
problems, such as the trajectory optimization of a mechanical
system with contact-rich behavior [1], [2], bilevel optimal con-
trol [3], and game-theoretic planning for autonomous driving
[4]. Hence, an urgent demand exists to study efficient and
reliable numerical methods for nonsmooth optimal control.

Historically, several mathematical formalisms have been
proposed in various scenarios for modeling nonsmooth dy-
namical systems [5]–[8], such as differential inclusions (DIs),
differential variational inequalities (DVIs), and dynamical
complementarity systems (DCSs). DVI [5] has garnered sig-
nificant attention owing to its generality and ability to exploit
the system structures using the mature theory of variational
inequalities (VIs), where VI is a unified mathematical formal-
ism for equilibrium problems [9]. Thus, this study considers
optimal control problems (OCPs) for a class of nonsmooth
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systems governed by DVI, known as optimal control problems
with equilibrium constraints (OCPECs). We briefly review VI
and DVI in subsections II-D and II-E, respectively.

The direct method, also called first-discretize-then-optimize
method, is practical for numerically solving OCPs of smooth
dynamical systems [10]. However, its extension to OCPEC,
that is, first discretize the DVI using time-stepping methods
[6] and then solve the discretized OCPEC using nonlinear pro-
gramming (NLP) solvers, encounters great challenges: In the
discretization step, time-stepping methods achieve only first-
order accuracy. Moreover, the numerical sensitivities are incor-
rect, that is, the gradient information of the discretized OCPEC
does not match that of the continuous-time OCPEC, which im-
plies that many artificial local minima exist in the discretized
OCPEC [11]; In the optimization step, the discretized OCPEC
is a difficult NLP problem called mathematical programming
with equilibrium constraints (MPECs), which violates almost
all constraint qualifications (CQs) required by the NLP theory.
One approach to alleviating difficulties caused by the lack of
correct sensitivity and constraint regularity is to smooth the
DVI and then use the continuation method in the smoothing
parameter. However, the smoothed DVI behaves similarly to
the nonsmooth system when the smoothing parameter is small.
Thus, we need to solve a sequence of large-scale problems that
become increasingly difficult. Difficulties in solving OCPEC
are discussed in detail in subsection III-B and III-C.

Recently, advanced discretization methods with switch de-
tection [12] have been proposed for a class of nonsmooth
systems that can be transformed into an index-zero DCS: In the
discretization step, higher-order accuracy and correct numeri-
cal sensitivity are achieved by locating the nonsmooth points
at the discretization time points; However, in the optimization
step, the resulting discretized OCP is an NLP problem called
mathematical programming with complementarity constraints
(MPCCs), which is a special case of MPEC and violates CQs
as well. Their extension to DVI also needs to be explored.

B. Motivation and related works
Despite the aforementioned challenges, the direct method

remains the preferred approach to developing numerical meth-
ods for nonsmooth optimal control because it allows the use
of many well-established optimization theories and algorithms.
This study considers solving OCPEC using the direct method;
thus, the following two critical problems need to be addressed:

• How can the DVI be smoothed to make the smoothing
approximation of discretized OCPEC easier to solve?

• How can a sequence of smoothing approximations of the
discretized OCPEC be solved efficiently?

Classical approaches to smoothing the DVI replace the VI
with its Karush–Kuhn–Tucker (KKT) conditions, where the

ar
X

iv
:2

41
2.

01
32

6v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

O
C

] 
 2

 D
ec

 2
02

4



2

complementarity conditions are further smoothed or relaxed
[13]–[18]. These approaches introduce Lagrange multipliers,
thus generating a smoothing approximation of the discretized
OCPEC with many additional variables and constraints. We
review some of these approaches in subsection III-C. Inspired
by the merit-function-based algorithm for solving the VI, our
previous work [19] provides a new approach to smoothing
the DVI. This approach uses a tailored merit function called
regularized gap function [20] to reformulate the VI as a small
number of inequalities, where one of the inequalities is further
relaxed. This is a multiplier-free approach and thus generates
a smaller smoothing approximation of the discretized OCPEC.
A recent study in bilevel optimization [21] also used a doubly
regularized gap function to reformulate the lower-level prob-
lem and reported some promising results. However, gap func-
tions were shown to be only once continuously differentiable
when initially proposed; thus, solution methods presented in
[19] and [21] only use the first-order gradient information of
gap functions and achieve a slow local convergence rate.

The smoothing of DVI enables us to obtain the solution to
the discretized OCPEC by solving a sequence of smoothing
approximations of the discretized OCPEC. This is known as
the continuation method [22], which is a general methodology
to develop algorithms for solving difficult problems. Its core
idea is to obtain the solution to a difficult problem by solving
a sequence of easier problems, where the solution method of
each problem is warm-started by the solution of the previous
problem. Its standard implementation is to solve each problem
exactly using off-the-shelf solvers, where one example is the
NLP-based method [18] for solving MPCC. However, the later
problems become increasingly difficult; thus, solving them ex-
actly often requires more time. An alternative implementation
is to solve each problem approximately while ensuring that the
approximation error is bounded, or better yet, finally converges
to zero. This implementation can be regarded as a case of the
dynamical system approach, also known as the systems theory
of algorithm [23], where the iterative algorithm is viewed as
a dynamical system and studied from a system perspective.
Benefiting from the mature and fruitful theory of dynamical
systems, we can make a trade-off between the efficiency and
accuracy of computing intermediate iterates while guarantee-
ing the feasibility [24] and convergence [25]. The dynamical
system approaches have a long history and remain vibrant in
many real-world applications, such as real-time optimization,
differential games, machine learning, supply-chain systems,
and network systems [23]–[32].

C. Contribution

This study addresses the numerical difficulties of using the
direct method to solve the OCPEC. Our contributions can
be summarized in the following two aspects, which are our
solutions to the problems listed in subsection I-B:

• We propose a class of novel and general approaches to
smoothing the DVI, where the VI is replaced with a
set of relaxed inequalities using gap functions. These
functions are derived from Auchmuty’s saddle function
[33] and initially proposed to develop algorithms for

solving the VI; however, they only apply to certain special
cases owing to their inherent computational drawbacks
(see Subsection IV-A). We mitigate these drawbacks by
properly reformulating these functions and exploiting the
OCP and VI structures; Compared with the smoothing
approaches based on the KKT conditions of the VI, the
proposed approach is multiplier-free and thus generates
a smaller smoothing approximation of the discretized
OCPEC; Compared with the only two existing studies
[19] and [21] using gap functions and their first-order
gradient for problem reformulations and solution meth-
ods, we show that with additional trivial assumptions
on the VI, the differentiability of gap functions can be
strengthened from once continuous differentiability to
semismooth differentiability (see Definition 2). Thus, we
can use the second-order gradient information of the gap
functions to develop locally fast-converging algorithms.

• We propose a semismooth Newton flow dynamical system
approach to solve the discretized OCPEC and prove the
local exponential convergence under mild assumptions.
We confirm the convergence properties and computation
efficiency using an illustrative example and a benchmark
test. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first dynam-
ical system approach to solve the nonsmooth OCP, which
facilitates solving a difficult nonsmooth OCP efficiently
by leveraging the mature theory and algorithm for smooth
dynamical systems.

D. Outline

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section
II reviews some background material; Section III formulates
the OCPEC and discusses the difficulties in using the direct
method to solve the OCPEC and its smoothing approximation;
Section IV presents a novel class of merit-function-based ap-
proaches to smoothing the DVI; Section V presents an efficient
dynamical approach to solve a sequence of the smoothing
approximation of the discretized OCPEC; Section VI provides
the benchmark tests; and Section VII concludes this study.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Notation

Given an Euclidean vector space Rn, we denote its non-
negative orthant by Rn

+; Given a vector x ∈ Rn, we denote
the Euclidean norm by ∥x∥2 =

√
xTx, the A-norm by

∥x∥A =
√
xTAx with A ∈ Rn×n a symmetric positive

definite matrix, and the open ball with center at x and radius
r > 0 by B(x, r) = {y ∈ Rn | ∥y−x∥2 < r}; Given a closed
convex set K ⊆ Rn, we denote the Euclidean projector of a
vector x ∈ Rn onto K by ΠK(x) := argminy∈K

1
2∥y − x∥22.

Given two variables x, y ∈ Rn, we denote the element-wise
complementarity conditions between x and y by 0 ≤ x ⊥ y ≥
0, i.e., x, y ≥ 0 and x⊙y = 0, with ⊙ the Hadamard product.
Given a differentiable function f(x), we denote its Jacobian
by ∇xf ∈ Rm×n with f : Rn → Rm, and its Hessian by
∇xxf ∈ Rn×n with f : Rn → R. We say that function f(x)
is k-th Lipschitz continuously differentiable (LCk in short) if
its k-th derivative is Lipschitz continuous.
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B. Nonsmooth Analysis

We review several basic concepts from nonsmooth analysis
(Subsections 7.1 and 7.4, [9]). Rademacher’s theorem states
that the Lipschitz continuous function is differentiable almost
everywhere. Hence, generalized derivatives are first defined:

Definition 1 (Generalized derivatives): Let G : Ω → Rm be
a locally Lipschitz continuous function in an open set Ω ⊆ Rn.
Let NG be the set of points where G is not differentiable.

• The B-subdifferential of G at x ∈ Ω is defined by

∂BG(x) = {H ∈ Rm×n | H = lim
k→∞

∇xG(x
k)}, (1)

with sequence {xk}∞k=1 → x and xk /∈ NG;
• The (Clarke) generalized Jacobian of G at x ∈ Ω is

defined as the convex hull of ∂BG(x):

∂G(x) = conv ∂BG(x), (2)

We say that ∂G(x) is nonsingular if all matrices in ∂G(x)
are nonsingular;

• If G is also directionally differentiable at x̄ ∈ Ω, (i.e., the
directional derivative at x̄ exists in all directions), and ∂G
provides a Newton approximation for G at x̄, that is, the
following limits holds for any x in the neighborhood of
x̄ and any matrix in ∂G(x):

lim
x̸̄=x→x̄
H∈∂G(x)

G(x)−G(x̄)−H(x− x̄)

∥x− x̄∥2
= 0, (3)

then we say that G is semismooth at x̄ ∈ Ω.
Semismoothness is attractive because solving the Lipschitz

continuous equation G(x) = 0 using Newton’s method with
∂G(x) generally fails unless G(x) is semismooth. It also
defines an important class of differentiable functions

Definition 2 (Semismoothly differentiable): We say that θ :
Ω → R, with Ω ⊆ Rn open, is semismoothly differentiable
(SC1 in short) at x ∈ Ω if θ is LC1 in a neighborhood of
x and ∇xθ is semismooth at x. We say that a vector-valued
function is SC1 if all its component functions are SC1.

Some properties of ∂G(x) are summarized below:
Proposition 1 (Proposition 7.1.4, [9]): Let G : Ω → Rm be

a locally Lipschitz continuous function in an open set Ω ⊆ Rn.
• ∂G(x) is nonempty, convex, and compact for any x ∈ Ω;
• ∂G(x) is closed at x, that is, for every ε > 0, there is a
δ > 0 such that ∂G(y) ⊆ ∂G(x)+B(0, ε),∀y ∈ B(x, δ).

The mean value theorem for differentiable functions can be
extended to Lipschitz continuous functions, see Proposition 6.

C. Constraint Qualification

In the NLP theory, CQs are certain critical assumptions for
the constraint system to characterize the optimality condition.

Definition 3 (Constraint qualification): Consider a feasible
set C := {x ∈ Rnx |h(x) = 0, c(x) ≥ 0}, where the constraint
functions h : Rnx → Rnh and c : Rnx → Rnc are continuous
differentiable. Let I(x∗) = {i ∈ {1, · · · , nc}|ci(x∗) = 0} be
the active set of a point x∗ ∈ C.

• We say that the linear independence constraint quali-
fication (LICQ) holds at x∗ ∈ C if vectors ∇xhi(x

∗)

with i ∈ {1, · · · , nh} and ∇xci(x
∗) with i ∈ I(x∗) are

linearly independent;
• We say that the Mangasarian–Fromovitz constraint qual-

ification (MFCQ) holds at x∗ ∈ C if vectors ∇xhi(x
∗)

with i ∈ {1, · · · , nh} are linearly independent and a
vector dx ∈ Rnx exists such that ∇xh(x

∗)dx = 0 and
∇xci(x

∗)dx > 0,∀i ∈ I(x∗).
LICQ implies MFCQ; moreover, LICQ and MFCQ ensure

the uniqueness and boundedness of the Lagrange multipliers
in the NLP theory, respectively [34].

D. Variational inequalities

Finite-dimensional VI is a unified mathematical formalism
to model and analyze various equilibrium problems [9]:

Definition 4 (Variational inequalities): Let K ⊆ Rnλ be
a nonempty closed convex set and F : Rnλ → Rnλ be a
continuous function, the variational inequalities, denoted by
VI(K,F ), is to find a vector λ ∈ K such that

(ω − λ)TF (λ) ≥ 0, ∀ω ∈ K. (4)

The solution set of VI(K,F ) is denoted by SOL(K,F ).
Most mathematical formalisms for equilibrium problems are

the special cases of the VI(K,F ) with specified K and F , as
listed in Table I. In this study, we focus on the general case
where set K can be represented by finitely many inequalities:

K := {λ ∈ Rnλ |g(λ) ≥ 0}, (5)

with g : Rnλ → Rng a smooth convex function.
Algorithms for solving the VI can be categorized into two

types based on various reformulations for the VI. The first is
the KKT-condition-based algorithm, which utilizes algorithms
for the nonlinear complementarity problem to solve the KKT
conditions of the VI(K,F ):

F (λ)−∇λg(λ)
T ζ = 0, (6a)

0 ≤ ζ ⊥ g(λ) ≥ 0, (6b)

with ζ ∈ Rng the Lagrange multiplier for g(λ). We refer to (6)
as the KKT-condition-based reformulation for the VI(K,F ).
The second is the merit-function-based algorithm, which uti-
lizes optimization algorithms to solve an optimization problem
that minimizes a merit function tailored for the VI:

Definition 5 (Merit function for the VI): A merit function
for the VI(K,F ) on a (closed) set X ⊇ K is a nonnegative
function θ : X → R+ such that λ ∈ SOL(K,F ) if and only
if λ ∈ X and θ(λ) = 0. In other words, SOL(K,F ) coincides
with the set of global solutions to the optimization problem:

min
y∈X

θ(y), (7)

where the optimal objective value of this problem is zero.
We refer to (7) as the merit-function-based reformulation for
the VI(K,F ). A class of merit functions is introduced in
subsection IV-A. Set X in (7) is often specified as either the VI
set K or the entire space Rnλ , leading to the constrained and
unconstrained optimization problem, respectively. In practice,
KKT-condition-based algorithms are preferred to solve the VI
owing to the inherent drawbacks of merit functions, see section
10 in [9] or discussions in subsection IV-A.
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Table I
SPECIAL CASES OF VI AND DVI

Specified K and F K = Rnλ K = Rnλ
+ F = ∇λθ with convex function θ

Special cases of VI System of nonlinear equations Nonlinear complementarity problem Convex programming
F (λ) = 0 0 ≤ λ ⊥ F (λ) ≥ 0 minλ∈K θ(λ)

Special cases of DVI
Differential-algebraic equations Dynamical complementarity systems Optimization-constrained differential equations
ẋ(t) = f(x(t), u(t), λ(t)) ẋ(t) = f(x(t), u(t), λ(t)) ẋ(t) = f(x(t), u(t), λ(t))
F (x(t), u(t), λ(t)) = 0 0 ≤ λ(t) ⊥ F (x(t), u(t), λ(t)) ≥ 0 λ(t) ∈ argminλ∈K θ(x(t), u(t), λ(t))

E. Differential variational inequalities

DVI is a unified mathematical formalism for a broad class of
nonsmooth dynamical systems [5]. It is defined as an ordinary
differential equation (ODE) coupled with a VI:

ẋ(t) = f(x(t), u(t), λ(t)), x(0) = x0, (8a)
λ(t) ∈ SOL(K,F (x(t), u(t), λ(t))), (8b)

where x : [0, T ] → Rnx is the differential state with a given
x0, u : [0, T ] → Rnu is the control input, λ : [0, T ] → Rnλ

is the algebraic variable, f : Rnx × Rnu × Rnλ → Rnx is
the ODE r.h.s. function, and SOL(K,F ) denotes the set of
solutions to a VI defined by a set K ⊆ Rnλ and a function
F : Rnx ×Rnu ×Rnλ → Rnλ . Note that λ(t) does not exhibit
any continuity properties as it belongs to SOL(K,F ), which
in general is time-varying and set-valued. This is also the main
source of discontinuities in x(t) and its time derivatives.

Most mathematical formalisms for the nonsmooth dynami-
cal system can be formulated as a DVI with specified K and
F , as listed in Table I. Benefiting from the mature theory and
algorithm for the VI, nonsmooth systems modeled as DVI can
be studied systematically [5]–[8]. Beyond physical systems,
many other practical problems, such as real-time optimizations
[27] and differential games [29], can also be abstracted as a
nonsmooth system and explored through the lens of DVI.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

A. Optimal control problem with equilibrium constraints

This study focuses on solving OCPs of nonsmooth dynam-
ical systems modeled as DVI. Specifically, we consider the
finite horizon continuous-time OCPEC:

min
x(·),u(·),λ(·)

LT (x(T )) +

∫ T

0

LS(x(t), u(t), λ(t))dt (9a)

s.t. ẋ(t) = f(x(t), u(t), λ(t)), x(0) = x0, (9b)
λ(t) ∈ SOL(K,F (x(t), u(t), λ(t))), (9c)
G(x(t), u(t)) ≥ 0, (9d)
C(x(t), u(t)) = 0, (9e)

where: LT : Rnx → R and LS : Rnx × Rnu × Rnλ → R are
the terminal and stage cost functions, respectively, dynamical
system (9b) (9c) is a DVI as defined in (8), G : Rnx ×Rnu →
RnG and C : Rnx × Rnu → RnC are the inequality and
equality path constraint, respectively. We make the following
assumptions on the continuous-time OCPEC (9):

Assumption 1: Set K is nonempty, closed, convex, in the
form of (5), and satisfies LICQ;

Assumption 2: Functions LT , LS , f, F,G,C are LC2.
Solving the continuous-time OCPs by the direct multiple

shooting method [10] first requires discretizing the dynamical
system. We discretize the DVI by the time-stepping method
[6], which involves discretizing the ODE (9b) implicitly and
enforcing the VI (9c) at each time point tn ∈ [0, T ]. As a
result, the infinite-dimensional continuous-time OCPEC (9) is
discretized into a finite-dimensional OCP-structured MPEC:

min
x,u,λ

LT (xN ) +

N∑
n=1

LS(xn, un, λn)∆t︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=L(xn,un,λn)

, (10a)

s.t. xn−1 + F(xn, un, λn) = 0, (10b)
λn ∈ SOL(K,F (xn, un, λn)), (10c)
G(xn, un) ≥ 0, (10d)
C(xn, un) = 0, n = 1, . . . , N, (10e)

with given x0, where xn ∈ Rnx and λn ∈ Rnλ denote the
value of x(t) and λ(t) at the time point tn, respectively, un ∈
Rnu is the piecewise constant approximation of u(t) in the
interval (tn−1, tn], N is the number of stages, ∆t := T/N
is the time step, L : Rnx × Rnu × Rnλ → R represents the
numerical integration of the stage cost function LS , and F :
Rnx × Rnu × Rnλ → Rnx forms the discretization of the
ODE (9b) as discussed in Remark 1. We define vectors x =
[xT1 , · · · , xTN ]T ∈ RNnx , u = [uT1 , · · · , uTN ]T ∈ RNnu , and
λ = [λT1 , · · · , λTN ]T ∈ RNnλ that collects all states, controls,
and algebraic variables along the horizon, respectively.

Remark 1: The discretization method for ODE (9b) must be
stiffly accurate and algebraically stable, which are achieved
by the implicit discretization and certain algebraic equations
(subsection 8.4.1 in [6]). One method that meets these require-
ments is the implicit Euler method, with F(xn, un, λn) :=
f(xn, un, λn)∆t − xn in (10b). Some Runge–Kutta methods
are also available [6]. However, the time-stepping methods
generally have only first-order accuracy, unless x(t) is smooth
or combined with switch detection that can divide nonsmooth
x(t) into segments of smooth trajectories.

The main reason we chose the time-stepping method is that
it minimizes the complexity of coupling between neighboring
stages, that is, the equilibrium constraints (10c) it introduces
are stage-wise, involving variables only from the same stage.
Additional switch detection [12] is promising, but only works
for certain cases of DVI and introduces many more complex
constraints, such as the cross-wise complementarity constraints
that involve variables from multiple stages. Hence, we consider
the stage-wise MPEC (10) to streamline the presentation.
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B. Numerical difficulties in solving the discretized OCPEC

The numerical difficulties in solving (10) mainly lie in two
aspects: First, in nonsmooth systems, the sensitivities that x(t)
w.r.t. parameters (e.g., x0) and other variables (e.g., controls)
are discontinuous [11], which can not be revealed by the
discretized DVI (10b) (10c) no matter how small ∆t we chose,
as the overall x(t) is approximated by numerical integration
rather than being segmented into smooth trajectories. In other
words, the gradient information of the discretized OCPEC (10)
does not match that of the continuous-time OCPEC (9). As
a result, many artificial local minima exist in the discretized
OCPEC; Second, the equilibrium constraints (10c) violate CQs
at any feasible point. These two difficulties prohibit us from
using off-the-shelf NLP solvers to solve discretized OCPEC,
where the gradient-based optimizer will be trapped in certain
spurious solutions near the initial guess owing to the wrong
sensitivity or fail owing to the lack of constraint regularity.

The wrong sensitivity is the fundamental limitation of the
time-stepping methods for nonsmooth systems (Chapter 5 in
[11]). A seminal paper [35] revealed that the sensitivity of a
smoothing approximation to the discontinuous ODE is correct
if the time step ∆t is sufficiently smaller than the smoothing
parameter s. This observation has also been confirmed in sev-
eral other nonsmooth systems, such as DCS [11] and DVI [36].
The smoothing of DVI (8) is generally achieved by smooth-
ing or relaxing the VI (8b). These smoothing or relaxation
strategies are also employed in many MPEC-tailored methods
to recover the constraint regularity. Therefore, one potential
approach to alleviating numerical difficulties in solving (10)
is to smooth the DVI and then use the continuation method
in the smoothing parameter. We briefly discuss this approach
and its potential difficulties in the next subsection.

C. KKT-condition-based reformulation for OCPEC

The existing approaches to smoothing the DVI (8) replace
the VI (8b) with its KKT-condition-based reformulation (6),
where the complementarity conditions (6b) are further relaxed
into a set of parameterized inequalities using certain relaxation
strategy [37]. Table II summarizes several popular relaxation
strategies with a relaxation parameter s ≥ 0. The inequalities
generated by these strategies can be compactly written as:

Φ(ζ, g(λ), s) ≥ 0, (11)

with function Φ : Rng × Rng × R → RnΦ , where nΦ
depends on the specific relaxation strategy. Applying these
smoothing approaches to the discretized DVI in (10) results
in the KKT-condition-based reformulation for the discretized
OCPEC (10), which is a parameterized NLP problem:

Pkkt(s) : min
x,u,λ

LT (xN ) +

N∑
n=1

L(xn, un, λn), (12a)

s.t. xn−1 + F(xn, un, λn) = 0, (12b)

F (xn, un, λn)−∇λg(λn)
T ζn = 0, (12c)

Φ(ζn, g(λn), s) ≥ 0, (12d)
G(xn, un) ≥ 0, (12e)
C(xn, un) = 0, n = 1, . . . , N, (12f)

where ζn ∈ Rng is the Lagrange multiplier for g(λn) ≥ 0.
As stated in subsection III-B, the sensitivity of the smoothed

discretized DVI (12b) - (12d) is correct if condition ∆t << s
holds. Moreover, the feasible set of 0 ≤ ζ ⊥ g(λ) ≥ 0 (the
nonnegative part of axes ζi = 0 and gi = 0) can be relaxed
into a region with the feasible interior, as shown in Fig. 1.
Thus, the constraint regularity is also recovered when s > 0,
and we can ideally solve (10) using the continuation method
with the standard implementation, that is, solving a sequence
of Pkkt(s) with s→ 0, where each Pkkt(s) is solved exactly
using off-the-shelf NLP solvers. However, this approach still
presents three numerical difficulties: First, a small ∆t should
be specified for the discretization accuracy and correct sensi-
tivity, and numerous inequalities are introduced owing to the
existing relaxation strategies. As a result, Pkkt(s) becomes a
large-scale problem that active-set-based solvers fail to solve;
Second, the feasible interior shrinks toward the empty set
as s → 0. Thus, the difficulty of solving Pkkt(s) increases
dramatically as s → 0, and the interior-point-based solvers
may stall or fail when s is small; Third, the sensitivity becomes
incorrect when s is reduced to the point where ∆t << s
is violated. This implies that further decreasing s from this
point cannot drive the iterates to converge to a solution of the
continuous-time OCPEC, but only improve their feasibility.
Thus, it is inappropriate to solve Pkkt(s) with small s exactly,
which is often time-consuming even if it is solved successfully.

We alleviate these numerical difficulties through the follow-
ing two points: First, we propose a new class of approaches to
smoothing the DVI, where the resulting smoothing approxima-
tion of the discretized OCPEC has many favorable properties;
Second, we propose a dynamical system approach to perform
the continuation method efficiently. The following two sections
provide a detailed introduction to the proposed methods.

IV. GAP-CONSTRAINT-BASED REFORMULATION FOR
OCPEC

This section presents the proposed approaches to smoothing
the DVI. Our smoothing approaches are inspired by the merit-
function-based reformulations for the VI. The core idea is to
leverage two properties of the merit function: its equivalence
to the VI and its differentiability. This study considers a class
of merit functions derived from Auchmuty’s saddle function
[33], called gap functions. Thus, using the proposed approach
to smoothing the discretized DVI in (10) generates the gap-
constraint-based reformulations for the discretized OCPEC.

A. Auchmuty’s saddle function and gap functions for VI

We begin with Auchmuty’s saddle function and the corre-
sponding gap functions for the VI given in Definition 4. The
definition of the saddle problem is first provided:

Definition 6 (Saddle problem): Let X ⊆ Rn and Y ⊆ Rm

be two given closed sets, let L : X × Y → R denote
an arbitrary function, called a saddle function. The saddle
problem associated with this triple (L,X, Y ) is to find a pair
of vectors (x∗, y∗) ∈ X × Y , called a saddle point, such that
L(x∗, y) ≤ L(x∗, y∗) ≤ L(x, y∗),∀(x, y) ∈ X × Y .
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Table II
SEVERAL EXISTING RELAXATION STRATEGIES WITH A PARAMETER s ≥ 0 FOR THE COMPLEMENTARITY CONDITIONS 0 ≤ ζ ⊥ g(λ) ≥ 0

Relaxation strategy Scholtes [13] Lin-Fukushima [14] Kadrani [15] Steffensen-Ulbrich [16] Kanzow-Schwartz [17]

Parameterized inequalities
ζ ≥ 0 ζ ⊙ g ≤ s2Ing ζ ≥ −sIng ζ ≥ 0 ζ ≥ 0
g ≥ 0 ΦLF (ζ, g, s) ≥ 0 a g ≥ −sIng g ≥ 0 g ≥ 0

ζ ⊙ g ≤ sIng ΦKa(ζ, g, s) ≤ 0 b ΦSU (ζ, g, s) ≤ 0 c ΦKS(ζ, g, s) ≤ 0 d

a ΦLF : Rng × Rng × R → Rng is defined by ΦLF (ζ, g, s) = (ζ + sIng )⊙ (g + sIng )− s2Ing .
b ΦKa : Rng × Rng × R → Rng is defined by ΦKa(ζ, g, s) = (ζ − sIng )⊙ (g − sIng ).
c ΦSU : Rng × Rng × R → Rng is a twice continuously differentiable piecewise function defined by some auxiliary functions.
d ΦKS : Rng × Rng × R → Rng is a once continuously differentiable piecewise function defined by some auxiliary functions.

(a) Scholtes (b) Lin-Fukushima (c) Kadrani (d) Steffensen-Ulbrich (e) Kanzow-Schwartz

Figure 1. Geometric interpretation of several existing relaxation strategies for the complementarity conditions 0 ≤ ζ ⊥ g(λ) ≥ 0

In [33], Auchmuty establishes the relationship between the
VI(K,F ) and a class of saddle functions, as follows:

Theorem 1: Let K ⊆ Rnλ be a closed convex set, d :
Rnλ → R be a convex, continuously differentiable function,
and F : Rnλ → Rnλ be a continuous function. Define a saddle
function LAu : K ×K → R with

LAu(λ, ω) := d(λ)−d(ω)+(F (λ)T −∇λd(λ))(λ−ω). (13)

We have that if (λ∗, ω∗) is a saddle point of LAu on the set
K ×K, then λ∗ is a solution of the VI(K,F ).

Proof: See the proof in Appendix A.
A class of merit functions called generalized primal gap

function can be defined based on Auchmuty’s saddle function,
which casts VI(K,F ) as a constrained optimization problem.

Definition 7 (generalized primal gap function): Let the
function φAu : Rnλ → R be given by:

φAu(λ) = sup
ω∈K

LAu(λ, ω). (14)

We refer to φAu(λ) as the generalized primal gap function.
The properties of φAu we focus on are summarized below.
Theorem 2: The following two statements are valid for the

generalized primal gap function φAu(λ) given by (14):
• (Equivalence) φAu(λ) ≥ 0,∀λ ∈ K. Furthermore,
φAu(λ) = 0, λ ∈ K if and only if λ ∈ SOL(K,F ).
Hence, φAu(λ) is a merit function for the VI(K,F ) only
when λ ∈ K, and the solution to the VI(K,F ) can be
obtained by solving a constrained optimization problem:

min
λ∈K

φAu(λ). (15)

• (Differentiability) For any given λ, let ω̂ = ω(λ) be the
solution to the maximization problem defining φAu(λ):

ω̂ = ω(λ) = argmax
ω∈K

{−d(ω)− (F (λ)T −∇λd(λ))ω}.
(16)

If function d is strongly convex and LC3, function F is
LC2, and set K satisfies the LICQ, then ω̂ = ω(λ) is

unique and semismooth. Moreover, φAu(λ) is SC1 with
the gradient given by:

∇λφAu(λ) = F (λ)T + (λ− ω̂)T (∇λF (λ)−∇λλd(λ)).
(17)

Proof: See the proof in Appendix B.
As mentioned below (7), it is possible to define a merit func-

tion on the entire space Rnλ such that the VI is reformulated
as an unconstrained optimization problem, which is generally
easier than the constrained problem. One such merit function
is first proposed by Peng [38], called D-gap function, where D
stands for Difference because it is defined as the difference of
two regularized gap functions [20]. Inspired by Peng’s study,
we define a class of merit functions called generalized D-gap
function, which is based on a variant of φAu(λ) and casts VI
as an unconstrained optimization problem.

Definition 8 (generalized D-gap function): Considering a
variant of φAu(λ) denoted by φc

Au(λ), which is defined by
scaling the function d in LAu(λ, ω) with a constant c > 0:

φc
Au(λ) = sup

ω∈K
{cd(λ)− cd(ω)

+ (F (λ)T − c∇λd(λ))(λ− ω)}.
(18)

Let a and b be two given constants satisfying b > a > 0. Let
φab
Au : Rnλ → R be a function given by:

φab
Au(λ) = φa

Au(λ)− φb
Au(λ), (19)

where φa
Au(λ) and φb

Au(λ) are functions defined by (18) with
constant a and b, respectively. We refer to function φab

Au(λ) as
the generalized D-gap function.

The properties of φab
Au we focus on are summarized below.

Theorem 3: The following two statements are valid for the
generalized D-gap function φab

Au(λ) given by (19):
• (Equivalence) φab

Au(λ) ≥ 0,∀λ ∈ Rnλ . Furthermore,
φab
Au(λ) = 0 if and only if λ ∈ SOL(K,F ). Hence,

φab
Au(λ) is a merit function for the VI(K,F ) for all λ ∈
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Rnλ , and the solution to the VI(K,F ) can be obtained
by solving an unconstrained optimization problem:

min
λ∈Rnλ

φab
Au(λ). (20)

• (Differentiability) If function d is strongly convex and
LC3, function F is LC2, and set K satisfies the LICQ,
then φab

Au(λ) is SC1.
Proof: See the proof in Appendix C.

We call φAu(λ) and φab
Au(λ) generalized because they in-

clude many existing gap functions, such as functions proposed
by Fukushima [20] and Peng [38], and we follow the naming
of a monograph [9]. However, φAu(λ) and φab

Au(λ) are still
not general enough and can be regarded as the special cases of
Wu’s primal gap function [39] and Yamashita’s D-gap function
[40], respectively. Detailed studies of gap functions can be
found in [39]–[44]. Nonetheless, these studies only prove that
gap functions are (Lipschitz) continuously differentiable. In-
spired by the Newton-type methods for Nash equilibrium prob-
lems [45], we enhance the differentiability of gap functions
to be semismoothly differentiable, with additional assumptions
that function d and F have stronger differentiability and set
K satisfies LICQ. These assumptions are trivial but facilitate
the development of fast-converging algorithms to solve VI.

The properties of φAu and φab
Au enable us to solve VI using

Newton-type optimization algorithms; however, the inherent
drawbacks of φAu and φab

Au hinder their practical application:
First, only the global minimizers of optimization problems
(15) and (20) coincide with the solutions of VI, whereas in
general, φAu and φab

Au are nonconvex and optimization algo-
rithms are only capable of finding stationary points; Second,
evaluating φAu, φab

Au and their gradients requires solving at
least one constrained maximization problem, which typically
is expensive. Thus, merit-function-based algorithms using φAu

and φab
Au only apply to certain special cases. For example,

under stronger assumptions on VI, the equivalence holds even
for stationary points (Theorem 10.2.5 and 10.3.4 in [9]), or
φAu and φab

Au exhibit convexity [43], [44]. Our smoothing
approaches for DVI are based on φAu and φab

Au but mitigate
their drawbacks by properly reformulating these functions and
exploiting problem structures, as stated in the next subsection.

B. Gap-constraint-based reformulations

We are ready to state the proposed two gap-constraint-based
reformulations for the discretized OCPEC (10). Since function
F (x, u, λ) in (10c) also includes variables x, u, we introduce
an auxiliary variable η = F (x, u, λ) to reduce the complexity
of the gap function. The first proposed reformulation is based
on the generalized primal gap function.

Proposition 2: Let K ⊆ Rnλ be a closed convex set given
by (5) and satisfies LICQ, F : Rnx × Rnu × Rnλ → Rnλ be
a LC2 function, d : Rnλ → R be a strongly convex and LC3

function, and η ∈ Rnλ be an auxiliary variable. We define the
generalized primal gap function φAu : Rnλ × Rnλ → R as:

φAu(λ, η) = sup
ω∈K

{d(λ)− d(ω) + (ηT −∇λd(λ))(λ− ω)},
(21)

then the following two statements are valid:

• λ ∈ SOL(K,F (x, u, λ)) if and only if (x, u, λ, η) satis-
fies a set of nλ equalities and ng + 1 inequalities:

F (x, u, λ)− η = 0, (22a)
g(λ) ≥ 0, (22b)
φAu(λ, η) ≤ 0. (22c)

We call (22) generalized-primal-gap-constraint-based re-
formulation for VI(K,F (x, u, λ)), and (22c) generalized
primal gap constraint.

• φAu(λ, η) is SC1; moreover, we can evaluate φAu(λ, η)
and its gradient by:

φAu(λ, η) = d(λ)− d(ω̂) + (ηT −∇λd(λ))(λ− ω̂),
(23a)

∇λφAu(λ, η) = ηT − (λ− ω̂)T∇λλd(λ), (23b)

∇ηφAu(λ, η) = (λ− ω̂)T , (23c)

with ω̂ being the unique solution to the strongly concave
maximization problem that defines φAu(λ, η):

ω̂ = ω(λ, η) = argmax
ω∈K

{−d(ω)− (ηT −∇λd(λ))ω}.
(24)

Proof: Based on the first statement of Theorem 2, from
(22a) and (22b) we first have φAu(λ, η) ≥ 0; together with
(22c), we have φAu(λ, η) = 0, thus, the equivalence between
SOL(K,F (x, u, λ)) and the reformulation (22) holds. The
differentiability of φAu(λ, η) is inherited from the second
statement of Theorem 2.

Proposition 2 provides a new approach to smooth the DVI
(8), that is, replacing the VI (8b) with its generalized-primal-
gap-constraint-based reformulation (22) and then relaxing the
gap constraint (22c). Consequently, we obtain the generalized-
primal-gap-constraint-based reformulation for the discretized
OCPEC (10), which is a parameterized NLP problem:

Pgap(s) : min
x,u,λ

LT (xN ) +

N∑
n=1

L(xn, un, λn), (25a)

s.t. xn−1 + F(xn, un, λn) = 0, (25b)
F (xn, un, λn)− ηn = 0, (25c)
g(λn) ≥ 0, (25d)
s− φAu(λn, ηn) ≥ 0, (25e)
G(xn, un) ≥ 0, (25f)
C(xn, un) = 0, n = 1, . . . , N, (25g)

where s ≥ 0 is a scalar relaxation parameter, and ηn ∈ Rnλ

is the auxiliary variable for VI function F (xn, un, λn). The
relaxation strategy (25e) for (22c) is called generalized primal
gap relaxation strategy.

The second proposed reformulation is based on the gener-
alized D-gap function.

Proposition 3: Let K ⊆ Rnλ be a closed convex set given
by (5) and satisfies LICQ, F : Rnx × Rnu × Rnλ → Rnλ be
a LC2 function, d : Rnλ → R be a strongly convex and LC3

function, and η ∈ Rnλ be an auxiliary variable. Let a and b
be two given constants satisfying b > a > 0. We define the
generalized D-gap function φab

Au : Rnλ × Rnλ → R as:

φab
Au(λ, η) = φa

Au(λ, η)− φb
Au(λ, η), (26)
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where φa
Au(λ, η) and φb

Au(λ, η) are functions defined by:

φa
Au(λ, η) = sup

ω∈K
{ηT (λ− ω) + ap(λ, ω)}, (27a)

φb
Au(λ, η) = sup

ω∈K
{ηT (λ− ω) + bp(λ, ω)}, (27b)

with p(λ, ω) = d(λ) − d(ω) + ∇λd(λ)(ω − λ), then the
following two statements are valid:

• λ ∈ SOL(K,F (x, u, λ)) if and only if (x, u, λ, η) satis-
fies a set of nλ equalities and one inequality:

F (x, u, λ)− η = 0, (28a)

φab
Au(λ, η) ≤ 0. (28b)

We call (28) generalized-D-gap-constraint-based refor-
mulation for VI(K,F (x, u, λ)), and (28b) generalized D-
gap constraint.

• φab
Au(λ, η) is SC1; moreover, we can evaluate φab

Au(λ, η)
and its gradient by:

φab
Au(λ, η) = (ω̂b − ω̂a)T η + ap(λ, ω̂a)− bp(λ, ω̂b),

(29a)

∇λφ
ab
Au(λ, η) = (b(λ− ω̂b)− a(λ− ω̂a))T∇λλd(λ),

(29b)

∇ηφ
ab
Au(λ, η) = (ω̂b − ω̂a)T , (29c)

with ω̂a and ω̂b being the unique solution to the strongly
concave maximization problem that defines φa

Au(λ, η)
and φb

Au(λ, η), respectively:

ω̂a = ωa(λ, η)

= argmax
ω∈K

{−ad(ω)− (ηT − a∇λd(λ))ω},
(30a)

ω̂b = ωb(λ, η)

= argmax
ω∈K

{−bd(ω)− (ηT − b∇λd(λ))ω}.
(30b)

Proof: Proposition 3 is a direct result of Theorem 3. Its
proof is identical to that of Proposition 2 and is omitted.

Similar to (25), we can smooth the DVI (8) based on Propo-
sition 3 and thereby obtain the generalized-D-gap-constraint-
based reformulation for the discretized OCPEC (10):

Pab
gap(s) : min

x,u,λ
LT (xN ) +

N∑
n=1

L(xn, un, λn), (31a)

s.t. xn−1 + F(xn, un, λn) = 0, (31b)
F (xn, un, λn)− ηn = 0, (31c)

s− φab
Au(λn, ηn) ≥ 0, (31d)

G(xn, un) ≥ 0, (31e)
C(xn, un) = 0, n = 1, . . . , N. (31f)

The relaxation strategy (31d) for (28b) is called generalized
D-gap relaxation strategy.

C. Favorable properties

We now summarize the favorable properties of the proposed
gap-constraint-based reformulations (25) and (31).

First, they mitigate the drawbacks of φAu and φab
Au. Since

φAu and φab
Au are formulated as hard constraints rather than

cost functions, we only need to ensure the feasibility of the
iterates, which is more manageable than finding the global
minimizer of a non-convex cost function. Moreover, the com-
putation bottleneck can be overcome by exploiting the OCP
or VI structure, as discussed in subsection IV-D.

Second, they are multiplier-free (i.e., establishing the equiv-
alence without additional Lagrange multipliers) and thereby
possess a more concise constraint system, as shown in the
fourth column of Table III.

Third, they are semismoothly differentiable regardless of the
value of s. Hence, we can solve Pgap(s) and Pab

gap(s) with any
given s using Newton-type methods. The fifth column of Table
III compares the differentiability of various reformulations.
Note that the Kanzow–Schwartz strategy can only generate
a continuously differentiable constraint system.

Fourth, their feasible set is equivalent to that of the original
problem (10) when s = 0 and exhibits a feasible interior when
s > 0 (see subsection IV-E). Hence, although Pgap(s) and
Pab
gap(s) lack constraint regularity when s = 0 (see subsection

IV-F), their regularity is recovered when s > 0. Thus, we can
solve the original problem (10) using the continuation method
that solves a sequence of Pgap(s) (or Pab

gap(s)) with s→ 0.

D. Computation considerations

We discuss how to accelerate the evaluation of gap functions
and their gradients by exploiting the OCP and VI structure.

First, since φAu(λn, ηn), φab
Au(λn, ηn) and their gradients

in (25) and (31) only depend on variables of the stage n, they
can be computed in parallel with up to N cores using certain
fast projection methods for convex optimization [46];

Second, if φAu(λn, ηn), φab
Au(λn, ηn) and their gradients are

computed in serial, observe that the maximization problems in
(24) and (30) are only parameterized by λn and ηn, and the
parameters of adjacent problems may not change significantly.
Consequently, the optimal active sets of the adjacent problems
may exhibit slight differences or even remain unchanged. This
enables us to solve these maximization problems using certain
solvers that are based on active set warm-start techniques. For
example, if set K is polyhedral, we can specify a quadratic
function d(λ) = 1

2λ
Tλ to simplify the maximization problems

in (24) and (30) into concave quadratic programming (QP):

ω̂ = ω(λ, η) = argmax
ω∈K

{−1

2
ωTω − (η − λ)Tω}, (32a)

ω̂a = ωa(λ, η) = argmax
ω∈K

{−a
2
ωTω − (η − aλ)Tω}, (32b)

ω̂b = ωb(λ, η) = argmax
ω∈K

{− b
2
ωTω − (η − bλ)Tω}. (32c)

In this case, a well-suited QP solver is qpOASES [47], which
uses the online active set strategy [48]. The effectiveness of
this approach has been confirmed in our previous study [19];

Third, the solution to the maximization problems in (24) and
(30) may even possess an explicit expression. For example, if
set K exhibits a box-constrained structure:

K := {λ ∈ Rnλ |bl ≤ λ ≤ bu}, (33)

with bl ∈ {R∪{−∞}}nλ , bu ∈ {R∪{+∞}}nλ , and bl < bu,
then we can specify a quadratic function d(λ) = 1

2λ
Tλ such



9

Table III
COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT REFORMULATION FOR THE EQUILIBRIUM CONSTRAINTS (10C)

Reformulation Relaxed constraints Relaxation strategy Sizes Differentiability (under Assumption 1, 2)

KKT-condition-based complementarity constraint (6b)

Scholtes N(nλ + 3ng) twice Lipschitz continuously differentiable
Lin-Fukushima N(nλ + 2ng) twice Lipschitz continuously differentiable

Kadrani N(nλ + 3ng) twice Lipschitz continuously differentiable
Steffensen–Ulbrich N(nλ + 3ng) twice continuously differentiable
Kanzow–Schwartz N(nλ + 3ng) once continuously differentiable

Gap-constraint-based gap constraint (22c) Generalized primal gap N(nλ + ng + 1) semismoothly differentiable
gap constraint (28b) Generalized D-gap N(nλ + 1) semismoothly differentiable

that the solution to problems in (24) and (30) are the projection
of the stationary point of these problems onto set K:

ω̂ = ω(λ, η) = Π[bl,bu](λ− η), (34a)

ω̂a = ωa(λ, η) = Π[bl,bu](λ− 1

a
η), (34b)

ω̂b = ωb(λ, η) = Π[bl,bu](λ− 1

b
η), (34c)

with ΠK the Euclidean projector. Since box-constrained pro-
jection operators are formed by min and max functions, their
computational cost is negligible and has also been confirmed
in our previous study [19]. Furthermore, the derivatives of box-
constrained projection operators, which are necessary for the
computation of the second-order derivatives of gap functions,
can be computed efficiently by the algorithmic differentiation
software, such as CasADi symbolic framework [49].

E. Geometric interpretation

We provide a geometric interpretation of the relaxed feasible
sets formed by the gap-constraint-based reformulations (25)
and (31) through two simple yet common MPEC examples.
The MPEC examples have the form:

min
λ,η

J(λ, η), s.t. λ ∈ SOL(K, η), (35)

where λ, η ∈ R are scalar decision variables, and J : R ×
R → R is a smooth cost function. Here we specify a quadratic
function d(λ) = 1

2λ
2 in the gap functions (23a) and (29a).

Example 1: The first example is an MPCC in the form of

min
λ,η

J(λ, η), s.t. 0 ≤ λ ⊥ η ≥ 0. (36)

This is a special case of MPEC (35) with K = R+. By regard-
ing λ as the VI variable and substituting (34a) into (23a), we
have a generalized-primal-gap-constraint-based reformulation
for the MPCC (36) with a relaxation parameter s ≥ 0:

min
λ,η

J(λ, η), s.t. λ ≥ 0, s− φAu(λ, η) ≥ 0, (37)

where φAu(λ, η) =
1
2{η

2−(max(0, η−λ))2}, and its contour
is shown in Fig. 2(a). Hence, the feasible set of (37) is the
colored region in Fig. 2(b). Similarly, given two constants b >
a > 0, by regarding λ as the VI variable and substituting (34b)
and (34c) into (29a), we have a generalized-D-gap-constraint-
based reformulation for the MPCC (36):

min
λ,η

J(λ, η), s.t. s− φab
Au(λ, η) ≥ 0, (38)

where φab
Au(λ, η) =

b−a
2ab η

2− {max(0,η−aλ)}2

2a + {max(0,η−bλ)}2

2b ,
and its contour is shown in Fig. 2(c). Hence, the feasible set
of (38) is the colored region in Fig. 2(d). Note that φAu(λ, η)
and φab

Au(λ, η) are SC1, which can also be derived from the
semismoothness of max (or min) function on affine functions
(Proposition 7.4.7, [9]).

Example 2: We next consider the MPEC (35) with a box-
constrained set K = {λ | bl ≤ λ ≤ bu}. This box-constrained
MPEC can be further written down as:

min
λ,η

J(λ, η), (39a)

s.t. bl ≤ λ ≤ bu, (λ− bl)η ≤ 0, (bu − λ)η ≥ 0. (39b)

Its feasible set includes three pieces: the nonnegative part of
axis λ = bl, the nonpositive part of axis λ = bu, and the
segment of axis η = 0 between λ = bl and λ = bu. Its
generalized-primal-gap-constraint-based reformulation is:

min
λ,η

J(λ, η), s.t. bl ≤ λ ≤ bu, s− φAu(λ, η) ≥ 0, (40)

and its generalized-D-gap-constraint-based reformulation is:

min
λ,η

J(λ, η), s.t. s− φab
Au(λ, η) ≥ 0, (41)

with s ≥ 0 the relaxation parameter. φAu and φab
Au can be

explicitly expressed and their contours are shown in Fig. 3(a)
and 3(c), respectively. Thus, the feasible sets of (40) and (41)
are the colored region in Fig. 3(b) and 3(d), respectively.

Remark 2: Our reformulations also provide a new class of
MPCC-tailored relaxation strategies. The relaxed feasible set
in Fig. 2(b) and 2(d) intuitively appears to be a combination of
the Scholtes method (Fig. 1(a)) and Kanzow–Schwartz method
(Fig. 1(e)), where the nonsmooth original point is smoothed
and the perpendicular axis structures are (partially) preserved.
In [37], it is concluded that under the standard implementation
of the continuation method, that is, each problem is solved
exactly using NLP solvers, the Scholtes method has the best
practical performance, while the Kanzow–Schwartz method
has the strongest theoretical convergence properties. Thus, a
question worth discussing is whether our reformulations can
combine the advantages of both methods to solve MPCC. We
leave it for future research.

F. Constraint regularity

We investigate whether the gap-constraint-based reformula-
tions satisfy the constraint qualifications when s = 0.
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(a) Contour of φ(λ, η). (b) Relaxed feasible set of (37). (c) Contour of φab(λ, η). (d) Relaxed feasible set of (38).

Figure 2. Geometric interpretation of the gap-constraint-based reformulations: MPCC example

(a) Contour of φAu(λ, η). (b) Relaxed feasible set of (40) (c) Contour of φab
Au(λ, η). (d) Relaxed feasible set of (41)

Figure 3. Geometric interpretation of the gap-constraint-based reformulations: box-constrained MPEC example

Theorem 4: The gap-constraint-based reformulations (25)
and (31) violate the LICQ and MFCQ at any feasible point
when s = 0.

Proof: See the proof in Appendix D.
The violation of LICQ and MFCQ in the constraint system

(22) and (28) is inevitable owing to their equivalences with the
VI solution set. Nonetheless, the constraint system (22) and
(28) have a feasible interior when their inequalities are relaxed.
Thus, if the constraint Jacobian of the proposed reformulations
(25) and (31) satisfies certain full rank assumptions, then the
LICQ and MFCQ hold on their constraint system when s > 0.

Remark 3: Similar discussions also arise in bilevel opti-
mization. In [50], the constraint qualification is interpreted as
stating the constraints without the optima of an embedded op-
timization problem; In [51], regarding various reformulations
of the bilevel problem, it is concluded that if the equivalence
between the reformulations and the original problem holds,
these reformulations must violate constraint qualification.

V. DYNAMICAL SYSTEM APPROACH TO SOLVE OCPEC

A. Problem setting and assumptions

The proposed reformulations enable us to solve discretized
OCPEC (10) using the continuation method that solves a
sequence of Pgap(s) (or Pab

gap(s)) with s → 0. However,
similar to Pkkt(s), it is still difficult to solve Pgap(s) and
Pab
gap(s) when s is small. Thus, instead of using the standard

implementation of the continuation method that solves each
problem exactly using NLP solvers, we propose a novel dy-
namical system approach to perform the continuation method,
which achieves a fast local convergence by exploiting the
semismooth differentiability of the gap function.

Since both Pgap(s) and Pab
gap(s) are the parameterized NLP

with an OCP-type sparse structure, we consider the following
NLP with parameterized inequalities throughout this section
to stream the presentation:

P(s) : min
z

J(z), (42a)

s.t. h(z) = 0, (42b)
c(z, s) ≥ 0, (42c)

where z ∈ Rnz is the decision variable, s ≥ 0 is the relaxation
parameter, J : Rnz → R is the cost function, h : Rnz →
Rnh and c : Rnz × R → Rnc are the equality and inequality
constraints, respectively. A point z satisfying (42b) and (42c)
is referred to as a feasible point of P(s). Let γh ∈ Rnh and
γc ∈ Rnc be the Lagrange multipliers for constraints h and
c, respectively. The Lagrangian of P(s) is defined as:

L(z,γh,γc, s) = J(z) + γT
hh(z)− γT

c c(z, s), (43)

and the KKT conditions associated with P(s) are:

∇zL(z,γh,γc, s) = 0, (44a)
h(z) = 0, (44b)
c(z, s) ≥ 0, γc ≥ 0, c(z, s)⊙ γc = 0. (44c)

A triple (z∗,γ∗
h,γ

∗
c) satisfying (44) is referred to as a KKT

point of P(s). We make the following assumptions on P(s):
Assumption 3: J and h are LC2, whereas c is SC1 w.r.t.

z and affine in s;
Assumption 4: Any feasible point violates MFCQ if s = 0;
Assumption 5: At least one KKT point exists and satisfies

LICQ if s > 0;



11

Assumption 6: For each H ∈ ∂∇zL, the reduced Hessian
WTHW is positive definite at the KKT point, where ∂∇zL ⊂
Rnz×nz is the generalized Jacobian of ∇zL w.r.t. z, and W ∈
Rnz×(nz−nh) is a matrix whose columns are the basis for the
null space of ∇zh.

Here, Assumption 3 is consistent with Assumption 2, the
differentiability of φAu and φab

Au, and the relaxation strategies
(25e) and (31d); Assumption 4 follows from discussions in
subsection IV-F; and Assumptions 5 and 6 are used to ensure
the nonsingularity of the KKT matrix, as shown in Lemma 2.

B. Fictitious-time semismooth Newton flow dynamical system

We now present the proposed dynamical approach to solve
a sequence of P(s) with s → 0. We first transform the KKT
system (44) into a system of equations. This is achieved by
using the smoothed FB function [52]:

ψ(a, b, σ) =
√
a2 + b2 + σ2 − a− b, (45)

with scalar variables a, b and a smoothed parameter σ ≥ 0.
The function ψ is smooth for any σ > 0, and nonsmooth only
when a = b = σ = 0. Furthermore, we have that:

ψ(a, b, σ) = 0 ⇔ a ≥ 0, b ≥ 0, ab =
1

2
σ2. (46)

We collect all variables into a vector Y = [zT ,γT
h ,γ

T
c ]

T ∈
RnY with nY = nz+nh+nc, and all parameters into a vector
p = [s, σ]T ∈ R2

+. The KKT system (44) can be rewritten as:

T (Y ,p) =

∇zLT (z,γh,γc, s)
h(z)

Ψ(c(z, s),γc, σ)

 = 0, (47)

where the KKT function T : RnY ×R2
+ → RnY is semismooth

(see Lemma 1). Here, the complementarity conditions (44c)
are mapped into Ψ(c(z, s),γc, σ) = 0 by using the smoothed
FB function in an element-wise manner.

Let Y ∗ be a solution to (47) with a given parameter p. We
aim to find a solution Y ∗ associated with a small parameter p.
Instead of considering Y ∗ as a function of p and computing
a sequence of solutions {Y ∗,l}lmax

l=0 by solving (47) exactly
based on a given sequence of decreasing parameter {pl}lmax

l=0 ,
we consider both Y ∗ and p as functions of a fictitious time
τ ∈ [0,∞), i.e., we define the optimal solution trajectory and
parameter trajectory as Y ∗(τ) and p(τ) respectively such that

T (Y ∗(τ),p(τ))) = 0, ∀τ ≥ 0. (48)

Regarding p(τ), since p is a user-specified parameter, we
define a dynamical system to govern p(τ), called p-system:

ṗ = −ϵp(p− pe), p(0) = p0, (49)

where ϵp > 0 is the stabilization parameter, and p0,pe ∈ R2

are the points where we expect p(τ) to start and converge.
Regarding Y ∗(τ), let it start from Y ∗(0) = Y ∗

0, with Y ∗
0

the solution to (47) associated with the given p0. Since Y ∗
0

in general is non-unique, multiple trajectories Y ∗(τ) exist
satisfying (48) for a given p(τ), and here we focus on tracking
one of these trajectories. Inspired by our earlier research in
real-time optimization [26], we define a dynamical system

evolving along the fictitious time axis such that its system
state Y (τ), with Y (0) = Y 0 in the neighborhood of Y ∗

0,
finally converge to Y ∗(τ) with Y ∗(0) = Y ∗

0 as τ → ∞. This
dynamical system is derived as follows.

Since Y ∗(τ) must satisfy (48), we first define a dynamical
system to stabilize T (Y (τ),p(τ)) = 0:

Ṫ (Y (τ),p(τ)) = −ϵTT (Y (τ),p(τ)), (50)

with stabilization parameter ϵT > 0. Since T is semismooth,
we next replace the left-hand side of (50) with the Newton
approximation of T and obtain a linear equation w.r.t. Ẏ :

KẎ = −ϵTT − Sṗ, (51)

with K ∈ ∂T ⊂ RnY ×nY and S := ∇pT ∈ RnY ×2. Here,
the KKT matrix ∂T is the generalized Jacobian of T w.r.t.
Y , and we have that ∂T is nonsingular in the neighborhood
of Y ∗ when p > 0 (see Lemma 2) and all K have the form:

K(Y ,p) =

 H ∇zh
T −∇zc

T

∇zh 0 0
∇cΨ∇zc 0 ∇γc

Ψ

 . (52)

The parameter sensitivity matrix S has the form:

S(Y , p) =

 0 0
0 0

∇cΨ∇sc ∇σΨ

 . (53)

Thus, following from (49) and (51), we obtain a differential
equation for Y (τ), called Y-system:

Ẏ = −K−1(ϵTT − ϵpS(p− pe)), Y (0) = Y 0, (54)

where the initial value Y 0 ∈ RnY and the given p0 satisfy
(47) within the desired tolerance. Finally, with the sampling of
p(τ) governed by (49), we can compute Y (τ) by numerically
integrating Ẏ . In the next subsection, we show that Y (τ)
converges to Y ∗(τ) exponentially.

Remark 4: The right-hand side function in (54) can be evalu-
ated efficiently using either OCP-structure-exploiting methods
(e.g., Riccati recursion if variables are rearranged stage-wise)
or forward difference generalized minimum residual method
[26]. The computation time of solving (54) mainly depends on
the size of T and thereby is almost constant. Thus, even though
the proposed dynamical system approach is also applicable
to Pkkt(s), the proposed reformulations are preferred as they
possess a more concise constraint system.

C. Convergence analysis

First, we investigate the KKT function and matrix.
Lemma 1: Let Assumption 3 holds. For any given p > 0,

the KKT function T (Y ,p) is semismooth.
Proof: This is a direct result based on Assumption 3, the

smoothness of smoothed FB function ψ, and the composition
rule of semismooth functions (Proposition 7.4.4, [9]).

Lemma 2: Let Assumptions 3 - 6 hold. For any given p > 0,
let Y ∗ be the solution to (47). Every K(Y ,p) ∈ ∂T (Y ,p) is
nonsingular for any Y ∈ RnY in the neighborhood of Y ∗.

Proof: Assumption 5 implies that ∇zh is full row rank
at Y ∗. Thus, the nonsingularity of each K(Y ,p) at Y ∗ can
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be proved by Theorem 1 in [36]. Based on Lemma 7.5.2 in
[9], the nonsingularity holds in the neighborhood of Y ∗.

We now show the exponential convergence property.
Theorem 5: Let Assumption 3 – 6 hold. Let Y (τ) and

p(τ) be the trajectories governed by the Y-system (54) and
p-system (49), respectively. Let Y ∗(τ) be an optimal solution
trajectory satisfying (48) and starting from Y ∗(0) = Y ∗

0,
where Y ∗

0 is a solution to (47) associated with the given p0.
Then, there exists a neighborhood of Y ∗

0 denoted by N ∗
exp,

such that for any Y (0) = Y 0 ∈ N ∗
exp, we have that Y (τ)

exponentially converges to Y ∗(τ) as τ → ∞, that is, the
following inequality holds:

∥Y (τ)− Y ∗(τ)∥2 ≤ k1∥Y (0)− Y ∗(0)∥2e−k2τ , (55)

with constants k1, k2 > 0.
Proof: See the proof in Appendix E.

Remark 5: The exponential convergence of the dynamical
system (54) is a standard result if the KKT function T (Y ,p)
is continuously differentiable, which requires that functions in
the NLP problem (42) are at least LC2, see Proposition 2
in [30]. Here we weaken the differentiability assumption, that
is, we show that the exponential convergence holds even if
T (Y ,p) is semismooth, which only requires that functions in
the NLP problem (42) are at least SC1.

VI. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENT

The proposed reformulation and dynamical system approach
were implemented in MATLAB 2023b based on the CasADi
symbolic framework [49]. An NLP solver called IPOPT [53]
(with default setting) was utilized through the CasADi inter-
face when we needed to solve NLP problems. All experiments
were performed on a laptop PC with a 1.80 GHz Intel Core
i7-8550U. We consider examples with a box-constrained set
K and specify a quadratic function such that φAu and φab

Au

have an explicit expression, as stated in subsection IV-D and
IV-E. The code is available at https://github.com/KY-Lin22/
Gap-OCPEC.

We discretize the ODE (10b) by the implicit Euler method
with various ∆t. We specify the p-system by ϵp = 10, p0 =
[1, 10−2]T , and pe = [10−6, 10−6]T . We specify the Y-system
by ϵT = 100 and compute Y (τ) at each fictitious time point
τl := l∆τ by integrating Ẏ using either explicit Euler method
or RK4 method, where l ∈ {0, · · · , lmax} with lmax = 500
is called continuation step and ∆τ = 10−2 is the fictitious
time step. Here Y (0) is obtained by solving (42) exactly with
given p0 using IPOPT.

A. Illustrative example

We provide a one-dimensional (nx, nu, nλ = 1) simple ex-
ample to illustrate the convergence properties of the proposed
approach. The example is in the form of

min
x(·),u(·),λ(·)

∫ T

0

(∥x(t)∥22 + ∥u(t)∥22)dt (56a)

s.t. ẋ(t) = 3x(t) + 3u(t)− 0.5λ(t), (56b)
η(t) = −2u(t) + λ(t), (56c)
0 ≤ λ(t) ⊥ η(t) ≥ 0, (56d)

Figure 4. Error between the analytical and numerical solutions.

Figure 5. KKT residual w.r.t the continuation step.

with x(0) = 1 and T = 1. It is an OCP of the linear comple-
mentarity system with an analytical optimal solution, denoted
by x∗ana(t), u

∗
ana(t) and λ∗ana(t) (see Example 1 in [54]). We

discretize (56) with ∆t = 10−2 into a parameterized NLP (42)
using various gap-constraint-based reformulations, where φab

Au

is specified with various a, b. We solve the parameterized NLP
using the proposed dynamical system approach, where Ẏ is
integrated by the RK4 method. We return the iterate at lmax as
the numerical optimal solution we found, denoted by x∗num(t),
u∗num(t) and λ∗num(t). The error between the analytical and
numerical solutions is shown in Fig. 4, indicating that all the
numerical solutions successfully converged to the analytical
solution. The error is bounded by ∆t = 10−2 as the time-
stepping method has only the first-order accuracy.

The history of the KKT residual ∥T ∥2/N w.r.t. the contin-
uation step is shown in Fig. 5. The plots are linear on the log
scale before converging to the point within machine accuracy.
Thus, the local exponential convergence is confirmed.

B. Benchmark test

We collect some continuous-time OCPEC examples from
[54], specify various cost functions and initial conditions in
these OCPEC, and discretize them with time steps N ∈

https://github.com/KY-Lin22/Gap-OCPEC
https://github.com/KY-Lin22/Gap-OCPEC
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(a) Performance profile (cost function value). (b) Performance profile (computation time).

Figure 6. Performance profiles of the large benchmark test

{100, 200, 300, 400, 500}. This leads to a benchmark problem
set including 90 discretized OCPEC in the form of (10).

Regarding the implementation of the proposed reformula-
tions and approach, φab

Au is specified with a = 0.1, b = 10,
and Ẏ is integrated by the explicit Euler method. Several state-
of-the-art solution methods are implemented for comparison.
The comparison methods use the KKT-condition-based refor-
mulations with various relaxation strategies as listed in Table
II, and solve the parameterized NLP using the continuation
method with IPOPT, where the relaxation parameter is updated
by sl+1 = 0.5sl. We measure the violation of equilibrium
constraints using the natural residual rna = λ−ΠK(λ− F ),
where rna = 0 if and only if λ ∈ SOL(K,F ). We measure
the violation of KKT conditions (44) using the KKT error
rKKT = [∇zL,hT ,min(c, 0)T ,min(γc, 0)

T , (c ⊙ γc)
T ]T .

All the proposed and comparison methods are terminated if
the iterate satisfying ∥rna∥∞ ≤ 10−2 and ∥rKKT ∥∞ ≤ 10−4.
Performances are compared in terms of the cost function value
and computation time and demonstrated using the Dolan-Moré
performance profiles [55].

As demonstrated in Fig. 6(a), solutions obtained by various
solution methods have very similar cost function values. Thus,
the focus of the comparison is on the computation time. As
demonstrated in Fig. 6(b), the primal-gap-constraint-based and
D-gap-constraint-based reformulations with the dynamical sys-
tem approach have the probability, which is 58.9% and 8.9%,
of being the fastest solver to find an optimal solution. The best
comparison method is the KKT-condition-based reformulation
using Scholtes’ relaxation strategy and IPOPT solver, with
the probability 31.1% of being the best. However, its plot is
lower than that of the proposed methods, indicating that it is
not as competitive as the proposed method when solving the
remaining problems where it is not the best choice.

This benchmark test also shows that the proposed methods
failed to converge in approximately 6.7% of the problems.
Additionally, although the D-gap-constraint-based reformula-
tion has an advantage in solving (54) owing to the smaller

problem size, it requires more continuation steps under the
unified parameters ϵp, ϵT , a, b given in this study. However,
we observe that its performance on some problems can be
improved by adjusting these parameters, although their results
are omitted in this study. This presents a future research
direction: the convergence properties might be enhanced by
modifying the Y-system structure. Some recent studies in
dynamical system approaches might provide helpful insights,
for example, scaling the right-hand-side of the system [32] or
introducing certain feedback structures [31].

VII. CONCLUSION

This study focused on using the direct method to solve the
OCPEC. We addressed the numerical difficulties by proposing
a new smoothing approach to the DVI and a dynamical system
approach to solve a sequence of the smoothing approxima-
tions of the discretized OCPEC. The fast local convergence
properties and computational efficiency were confirmed using
an illustrative example and a benchmark test. This study can
be extended to solve a large class of challenge problems, in-
cluding other nonsmooth OCP, MPCC, MPEC, mixed-integer
programming (and optimal control), and bilevel optimization
(and optimal control). Regarding our future works, we plan to
investigate how to solve the MPCC using a dynamical system
approach (with a feedback structure) such that the solutions
finally converge to a strong MPCC-tailored stationary point.

APPENDIX

A. Proof of Theorem 1

The proof needs the properties of the saddle function:
Proposition 4 (Theorem 1.4.1, [9]): Let L : X×Y ⊆ Rn×

Rm → R be a given saddle function. It holds that:

inf
x∈X

sup
y∈Y

L(x, y) ≥ sup
y∈Y

inf
x∈X

L(x, y). (57)

Let φ(x) := supy∈Y L(x, y) and ψ(y) = infx∈X L(x, y) be
a pair of scalar functions associated with the saddle function
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L(x, y). Then, for a given pair (x∗, y∗) ∈ X×Y , the following
three statements are equivalent:

• (x∗, y∗) is a saddle point of L on X × Y ;
• x∗ is a minimizer of φ(x) on X , y∗ is a maximizer of
ψ(y) on Y , and equality holds in (57);

• φ(x∗) = ψ(y∗) = L(x∗, y∗).
We formally state the proof of Theorem 1 as below.

Proof: For any given λ̂ ∈ K, supposing that the max-
imum of LAu(λ̂, ω) is obtained at ω̂ ∈ K, then we have
LAu(λ̂, ω̂) ≥ LAu(λ̂, ω),∀ω ∈ K, which includes the case
that ω = λ̂:

LAu(λ̂, ω̂) ≥ d(λ̂)− d(λ̂) + (F (λ̂)T −∇λd(λ̂))(λ̂− λ̂)︸ ︷︷ ︸
LAu(λ̂,λ̂)

= 0.

As a result, we have φAu(λ) := supω∈K LAu(λ, ω) ≥ 0,∀λ ∈
K, and similarly ψAu(ω) := infλ∈K LAu(λ, ω) ≤ 0,∀ω ∈ K.
Thus, if (λ∗, ω∗) is a saddle point of LAu, then from Propo-
sition 4 and the properties that φAu(λ) ≥ 0 and ψAu(ω) ≤ 0,
we have φAu(λ

∗) = LAu(λ
∗, ω∗) = ψAu(ω

∗) = 0. From:

d(λ∗)− d(ω) + (F (λ∗)T −∇λd(λ
∗))(λ∗ − ω)︸ ︷︷ ︸

LAu(λ∗,ω)

≤ φAu(λ
∗) = 0, ∀ω ∈ K,

the maximum of LAu(λ
∗, ω) can be obtained at ω = λ∗. Thus,

we have the first order primal necessary condition:

(−∇λd(λ
∗)− (F (λ∗)T −∇λd(λ

∗)))︸ ︷︷ ︸
∇ωLAu(λ∗,λ∗)

(ω − λ∗)

=− F (λ∗)T (ω − λ∗) ≤ 0, ∀ω ∈ K,

which means that λ∗ solves the VI(K,F ).
Remark 6: Our proof of Theorem 1 is based on Proposition

4 and the optimality conditions in the form of VI, which is
slightly different from [33], where Auchmuty proves Theorem
1 using Proposition 4 and generalized Young’s inequality.

B. Proof of Theorem 2

The proof needs the semismoothness of the solution to the
parameterized convex minimization problem, as stated below.

Proposition 5 (Corollary 3.5, [45]): Considering the param-
eterized convex minimization problem in the form of

min
y

f(x, y), s.t. g(y) ≤ 0, (58)

where x ∈ Rn is the parameter, y ∈ Rn is the decision
variable, f : Rn × Rn → R is LC2 and uniformly convex in
y, and g : Rn → Rm is LC2 and convex. Let the Lagrangian
of (58) be L(x, y, λ) = f(x, y) + λT g(y) with the Lagrange
multiplier λ ∈ Rm. For a given x∗, let y∗ be the solution to
(58) and λ∗ be the associated multiplier. Suppose that strong
regularity holds in y∗, that is, ∇yyL(x

∗, y∗, λ∗) ≻ 0 and LICQ
holds in y∗, then there exists neighborhoods U and V of x∗

and y∗ respectively, and a semismooth function F : U → V
such that, y∗ = F (x∗), and for every x̄ ∈ U , ȳ = F (x̄) is the
unique solution to problem (58) with parameter x = x̄.

Proposition 5 is the application of the implicit function the-
orem for Lipschitz continuous functions, see [45] for details.
We formally state the proof of Theorem 2 as below.

Proof: For the first statement, the nonnegativity of
φAu(λ) and the sufficient condition that φAu(λ) = 0 ⇒ λ ∈
SOL(K,F ) have been shown in the proof of Theorem 1. Thus,
we only show the necessary condition that λ ∈ SOL(K,F ) ⇒
φAu(λ) = 0. Suppose λ̂ ∈ SOL(K,F ), we have:

(−∇λd(λ̂)− F (λ̂)T +∇λd(λ̂))︸ ︷︷ ︸
∇ωLAu(λ̂,λ̂)

(ω − λ̂) ≤ 0, ∀ω ∈ K.

This implies that the maximum of LAu(λ̂, ω) can be obtained
at ω = λ̂, which is LAu(λ̂, λ̂) = 0. Hence φAu(λ̂) = 0.

For the second statement, the uniqueness of ω̂ = ω(λ) is
ensured by the strong convexity of the function d, and the
semismoothness of ω̂ = ω(λ) follows from Proposition 5.
Specifically, the strong regularity holds because ω̂ = ω(λ)
is the solution to the strongly concave maximization problem
(16), which has a negative definite Lagrangian Hessian, and
the LICQ is assumed to be satisfied in set K. Thus, from the
uniqueness of ω̂ = ω(λ) and the differentiability property of a
function defined by the supremum (Theorem 10.2.1 in [9]), we
have the explicit formula ∇λφAu(λ) = ∇λLAu(λ, ω), which
is (17). Consequently, we have that φAu(λ) is SC1 based
on the semismoothness of ω̂ = ω(λ) and the differentiability
assumptions on functions d and F .

C. Proof of Theorem 3

The proof needs the following lemma about the properties
of the generalized D-gap function:

Lemma 3: The generalized D-gap function φab
Au(λ) given

by (19) satisfies the following inequalities:

φab
Au(λ) ≥

m(b− a)

2
∥ω̂b − λ∥22, (59)

with m > 0 a constant for the strong convexity of d:

d(ω) ≥ d(λ) +∇λd(λ)(ω − λ) +
m

2
∥ω − λ∥22.

Proof: The proof is inspired by Lemma 10.3.2 in [9]. The
inequality (59) is derived by:

φab
Au(λ)

= φa
Au(λ)− φb

Au(λ)

≥ F (λ)T (λ− ω̂b) + a(d(λ)− d(ω̂b) +∇λd(λ)(ω̂
b − λ))

− F (λ)T (λ− ω̂b)− b(d(λ)− d(ω̂b) +∇λd(λ)(ω̂
b − λ))

= − (b− a)(d(λ)− d(ω̂b) +∇λd(λ)(ω̂
b − λ))

≥ m(b− a)

2
∥ω̂b − λ∥22.

We formally state the proof of Theorem 3 as below.
Proof: The proof is inspired by Theorem 10.3.3 in [9].

For the first statement, φab
Au(λ) ≥ 0,∀λ ∈ Rn follows from

(59). For the sufficient condition that φab
Au(λ) = 0 ⇒ λ ∈

SOL(K,F ), if φab
Au(λ) = 0, from (59) we have λ = ω̂b, which

implies that λ ∈ K and φb
Au(λ) = 0, hence λ ∈ SOL(K,F ).

For the necessary condition that λ ∈ SOL(K,F ) ⇒ φab
Au(λ) =

0, since λ ∈ SOL(K,F ), based on the first statement of The-
orem 2, we have φa

Au(λ) = φb
Au(λ) = 0 hence φab

Au(λ) = 0.
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For the second statement, the differentiability properties of
φab
Au(λ) follow from the second statement of Theorem 2.

D. Proof of Theorem 4
We formally state the proof of Theorem 4 as below.

Proof: We only need to investigate the constraint regu-
larity of the constraint system (22) and (28).

Regarding the LICQ, we have that the zeros of φAu within
the set K are the global solutions to the constrained optimiza-
tion problem (15), as stated in Theorem 2. As a result, for any
feasible point that satisfies constraints (22), the gap constraints
φAu(λ, η) ≤ 0 must be active, and the gradient of φAu is
either zero or linearly dependent with the gradient of activated
g(λ) ≥ 0, which violates LICQ. Similarly, the constraint
system (28) also violates LICQ, because φab

Au(λ, η) ≤ 0 must
be active and its gradient should be zero.

Regarding the MFCQ, it implies the existence of a feasible
interior point. As has been mentioned, φAu(λ, η) ≤ 0 must be
active for any feasible point satisfying constraints (22). Since
φAu is nonnegative for any λ ∈ K as stated in Theorem 2, it
is impossible to find a point λ ∈ K such that φAu(λ, η) < 0
holds, in other words, constraint system (22) does not have a
feasible interior and thereby violates MFCQ. Similarly, it is
impossible to find a point λ ∈ Rnλ such that φab

Au(λ, η) < 0
holds, thus constraint system (28) also violates MFCQ.

E. Proof of Theorem 5
The proof of Theorem 5 needs the mean value theorem for

Lipschitz continuous functions, as stated below.
Proposition 6 (Proposition 7.1.16, [9]): Let function G :

Ω → Rm be Lipschitz continuous on an open set Ω ⊆ Rn

containing the segment [x, y]. There exists m points zi in
(x, y) and m scalars αi ≥ 0 with

∑m
i=1 α

i = 1 such that

G(y) = G(x) +

m∑
i=1

αiHi(y − x), (60)

where for each i, Hi belongs to ∂G(zi).
Lemma 4: Let Assumption 3 holds. Let Y (τ) and p(τ) be

the solutions to the Y-system and p-system, respectively. For
each τ ≥ 0, there exists nY points ziτ in (Y (τ),Y ∗(τ)) and
nY scalars αi

τ ≥ 0 with
∑nY

i=1 α
i
τ = 1 such that

T (Y (τ),p(τ)) = T (Y ∗(τ),p(τ)) +Mτ (Y (τ)− Y ∗(τ))
(61)

with Mτ =
∑nY

i=1 α
i
τKi

τ and Ki
τ ∈ ∂T (ziτ ,p(τ)).

Proof: Since T (Y ,p) is Lipschitz continuous, this lemma
is the direct result of Proposition 6.

We formally state the proof of Theorem 5 as below.
Proof: We first prove the asymptotic convergence prop-

erty. The following candidate Lyapunov function is considered:

V (Y ,p) =
1

2
∥T (Y ,p)∥22.

We have that V (Y ,p) ≥ 0, and V (Y ,p) = 0 if and only if
Y (τ) = Y ∗(τ). The time derivative of V can be written as:

V̇ = T T (KẎ + Sṗ)
= T T (K(−K−1(ϵTT + Sṗ)) + Sṗ)
= −2ϵTV.

Thus, V̇ < 0 for all Y (τ) ̸= Y ∗(τ). Consequently, following
from Theorem 3.3 in [56], there exists a neighborhood of Y ∗

0

denoted by N ∗
asy , such that for any Y 0 ∈ N ∗

asy , we have that
Y (τ) asymptotically converges to Y ∗(τ) as τ → ∞.

In the following, we prove the exponential convergence,
which is inspired by Proposition 2 in [30].

First, since Y (τ) is derived from the stable system (50),
the following inequality holds with a constant αT satisfying
0 < αT < ϵT :

∥T (Y (τ),p(τ))∥2 ≤ ∥T (Y (0),p(0))∥2e−αT τ . (62)

Next, based on the closeness of ∂T (Proposition 1), for
each τ ≥ 0, we can find a neighborhood of ∂T (Y ∗(τ),p(τ))
defined by N ε

τ := ∂T (Y ∗(τ),p(τ)) + B(0, ετ ) with ετ > 0,
such that ∂T (ziτ ,p(τ)) ⊆ N ε

τ for all ziτ in (Y (τ),Y ∗(τ)).
Therefore, Mτ also belongs to N ε

τ because it is a convex
combination of Ki

τ ∈ ∂T (ziτ ,p(τ)). Moreover, since Y (τ)
asymptotically converges to Y ∗(τ) as τ → ∞, we have that
{ziτ}∞τ=0 → Y ∗(τ) as τ → ∞ for each i ∈ {1, · · · , nY }.
Thus, {ετ}∞τ=0 → 0 as τ → ∞ and {Mτ}∞τ=0 converges
to one element in ∂T (Y ∗(τ),p(τ)), which implies that Mτ

becomes nonsingular as τ → ∞.
Finally, following from (61) and (62), and the nonsingularity

of Mτ , we have:

∥Y (τ)− Y ∗(τ)∥2
=∥M−1

τ (T (Y (τ),p(τ))− T (Y ∗(τ),p(τ)))∥2
≤βM∥T (Y (0),p(0))∥2e−αT τ

≤βMLT ∥Y (0)− Y ∗(0)∥2e−αT τ ,

(63)

where LT > 0 is the Lipschitz constant for T , and βM > 0 is
the constant that βM ≥ ∥M−1

τ ∥2. Thus, the proof is completed
with k1 = βMLT and k2 = αT .
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