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Fig. 1: The robot arm is tasked with manipulating the green object to a desired pose (light gray overlay). Our simulation framework provides
gradients of both the contact simulation and collision detection, accelerating existing trajectory and policy optimization methods that require
gradients. The grasping plan shown is computed in 1 second on a laptop with an existing planner [1] using gradients from our simulator.
Click the image to play the video in a browser.

Abstract— We present a differentiable formulation of rigid-
body contact dynamics for objects and robots represented as
compositions of convex primitives. Existing optimization-based
approaches simulating contact between convex primitives rely on
a bilevel formulation that separates collision detection and contact
simulation. These approaches are unreliable in realistic contact
simulation scenarios because isolating the collision detection prob-
lem introduces contact location non-uniqueness. Our approach
combines contact simulation and collision detection into a unified
single-level optimization problem. This disambiguates the collision
detection problem in a physics-informed manner. Compared to
previous differentiable simulation approaches, our formulation
features improved simulation robustness and a reduction in
computational complexity by more than an order of magnitude.
We illustrate the contact and collision differentiability on a robotic
manipulation task requiring optimization-through-contact. We
provide a numerically efficient implementation of our formulation
in the Julia language called Silico.jl.

I. INTRODUCTION

Physics engines are increasingly playing a key role in
planning and control for robotic manipulation and locomotion
tasks. They enable large scale collection of simulated data for
reinforcement learning and other policy optimization methods,
which can transfer to actual robot hardware [2], [3], [4]. They
also serve as a testing and validation tool to drastically speed up
mechanical design and the deployment on hardware of model-
based algorithms such as model predictive control (MPC) [5].
These acceleration benefits stem from using autodifferentiated
gradients, replacing computationally intensive deterministic
and stochastic gradient sampling schemes. However, many
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differentiable physics engines provide subgradient information
which is locally exact but myopic about the broader dynamics
landscape [6], [7], [8] resulting in poor optimization perfor-
mance.

More recently Dojo [9] introduced an approach to simulate
stiff contact while providing smooth analytical gradients. For
simple systems, this smooth gradient recovers the gradient
obtained by a randomized smoothing sampling scheme in the
limit of an infinite number of samples [1]. It has proven
useful in online trajectory tracking [10] for robotic locomotion
and global planning [1] for contact-rich manipulation. Dojo
relies on smooth analytical collision detection, and it has been
applied to simple collision geometries: spheres and planes.
Our approach extends the capabilities of the implementation
provided in [9] to more complex collision geometries that do
not admit analytical collision expressions.

In this work, we propose a novel formulation of the
contact physics that combines optimization-based dynamics
[11], [9] and optimization-based collision detection [12]. This
formulation handles a diverse set of shape primitives such
as polytopes, cones, capsules, cylinders, and ellipsoids, thus
enabling more accurate geometric modeling of robots and their
environments (Fig. 1). Subsequently, this enables richer contact
interaction between the robot and its environment. For instance,
a quadruped could exploit contact interaction beyond its four
feet by using its torso to hold a door open. A robotic arm could
use its links in addition to its end-effector to manipulate large
objects.

Our key contributions include:

• Streamlined sensitivity analysis of optimization-based col-
lision detection

• A novel single-level formulation removing contact point
ambiguity and enabling differentiable and reliable simula-
tion of contact dynamics for a variety of shape primitives

• An efficient and flexible implementation of the proposed
algorithm

• A comparison with existing approaches exhibiting a 30×
improvement in terms of solve time, and a failure rate
decrease from more than 50% down to 0.1%.
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Fig. 2: We compose simple convex primitives to form non-convex
shapes, termed convex bundles, through Minowski sums (top left) and
union operations (top right). We simulate contact interactions between
the two convex bundles and the floor (bottom).

In the remainder of this paper, we provide an overview of
related work on differentiable contact simulation and collision
detection in Section II. In Section III, we outline important
technical background. In Sections IV, V, we introduce the
bilevel and our single-level formulation of contact simulation
and collision detection. In Section VI, we implement our
approach in a variety of scenarios and compare it to an existing
baseline in terms of accuracy, robustness and computational
complexity. Finally, in Section VII, we discuss limitations of
our approach and provide closing remarks in Section VIII.

II. RELATED WORK

Well established physics engines such as Bullet [13],
Drake [8], Mujoco [14], and DART [7] typically rely on non-
differentiable algorithms to perform collision detection. For in-
stance, the Gilbert, Johnson, and Keerthi (GJK) algorithm [15]
computes the minimum distance between two convex sets usu-
ally represented by meshes. Similarly, the Expanding Polytope
Algorithm (EPA) [16] computes the penetration depth and
a contact normal for overlapping shapes. Because of these
non-differentiable modules, these simulators cannot provide
analytical gradients and hence need to resort to sampling-based
approximations.

Recently, the Tiny Differentiable simulator (TinyDiff) which
relies on automatic differentiation was proposed [17]. However,
collision detection is only supported for a reduced set of
shape primitives for which contact locations and separating
distances can be computed with analytical formulas (e.g. plane-
box, plane-sphere, sphere-box). Because the analytic formula
contain control flow expressions, they cannot provide smooth
gradient information. In this work, we follow, Dojo’s [9]
approach treating simulation as an optimization problem. This
provides smooth gradients for contact pairs that are expressed
with smooth analytical formulas (e.g. plane-sphere, sphere-
sphere).

A randomized-smoothing approach to the collision detection
problem [18] computes contact gradients via sampling between
pairs of convex meshes. It resorts to classical collision detec-
tion algorithms: GJK when the objects are not in collision
and EPA otherwise. However, the approach has not been
demonstrated in the context of contact simulation. Finally, an
optimization-based approach DCOL [12] performs collision
detection between a diverse set of shape primitives (polytopes,
cones, capsules, etc). This approach has been successfully

embedded in a trajectory optimization solver on collision
avoidance problems. It has similarly been applied to contact
simulation via bilevel optimization where the upper-level prob-
lem encodes contact dynamics and the lower-level problem
encodes collision detection. However, the bilevel formulation
struggles in situations that are ubiquitous in practical robotics
scenarios, specifically when contact between two shapes cannot
be reduced to a single point, e.g. a box resting on another
box. Our approach instead formulates physics simulation as a
single-level optimization problem, thereby unifying the col-
lision detection and contact simulation problems that have
historically been treated separately. Importantly, our simulation
results demonstrate that this approach drastically improves the
reliability of contact simulation as compared to the bilevel
formulation [12], [19].

III. TECHNICAL BACKGROUND

In this section, we provide a concise overview of differen-
tiable optimization, followed by background on optimization-
based contact simulation and bilevel/single-level optimization.

A. Differentiable Optimization

We consider a constrained optimization problem,

minimize
y

c(y),

subject to g(y; θ) ≤ 0,
(1)

where c is a cost function, g is a vector-valued inequality
constraint, y ∈ Rny is the optimization variable, θ ∈ Rnθ

is the problem data. We do not include a dependency of the
cost function c on the problem data θ. This would be an
unnecessary complication as it is not required for the analysis
of the collision detection Problem 14 treated in this work.
Differentiable optimization is interested in the sensitivities
of the problem solution y∗(θ) and the optimal value of the
problem v∗(θ) = c(y∗(θ)) with respect to the problem data θ.

Implicit Function Theorem A general approach to obtain
the sensitivities of y∗ with respect to θ is to apply the Implicit
Function Theorem (IFT) to the Karush–Kuhn–Tucker (KKT)
conditions [20] of Problem 1. We denote f the set of equality
constraints contained in the KKT conditions. This is an implicit
function of the form,

f(y∗; θ) = 0, (2)

where f : Rny ×Rnθ → Rny .
At a solution point of (2), the sensitivities of the solution

with respect to the problem data, i.e., ∂y∗/∂θ, can be computed
utilizing the implicit function theorem under certain condi-
tions1 [22]. First, we expand Equation (2) to first order:

∂f

∂y
δy +

∂f

∂θ
δθ = 0, (3)

and then solve for the relationship:

∂y∗

∂θ
= −

(∂f
∂y

)−1 ∂f

∂θ
. (4)

1Namely, second-order sufficient conditions, strong complementary slack-
ness, and linear independence of the active constraints [21].



This expression may still be useful even if y is not exactly
optimal (y ≈ y∗), which is going to be the case in practice [23].
Often, solutions to (2) are found using Newton’s method and
custom linear-system solvers can efficiently compute search
directions for this purpose. Importantly, the factorization of
∂f/∂y used to find a solution during simulation can be reused
to compute (4) at low computational cost requiring only back-
substitution. Furthermore, each element of the problem-data
sensitivity can be computed in parallel.

Sensitivity Analysis If we are only interested in the sensi-
tivity of the optimal value v∗(θ) with respect to θ, we could
use the IFT and apply the chain rule through the cost function:

dv∗

dθ
=
∂c

∂y

∂y∗

∂θ
. (5)

However, there is a simpler way to obtain this sensitivity by
leveraging the optimal dual variables. In particular, under the
same regularity conditions for the existence of ∂y?/∂θ, one
can show that:

dv∗(θ)

dθ
= λ∗(θ)T

∂g(y∗(θ), θ)

∂θ
, (6)

where λ∗(θ) are the optimal dual variables for problem data θ
[21].

B. Optimization-based Contact Simulation

Inelastic contact between rigid objects can be simulated
with a variational integration scheme [11]. It is expressed as
a feasibility problem which results from the composition of
the constrained Principle of Least Action with the Maximum
Dissipation Principle [24]. For ease of exposition, we illustrate
this feasibility problem for a rigid body making contact with
its environment at a single point. Let Q denote the system’s
configuration space and ∆t > 0 the integrator time-step. Then,
at each integration step, given the known current and previous
configurations q, q− ∈ Q, we solve the following feasibility
problem for the configuration at the next time step q+:

find q+, sγ , sψ, sβ , γ, ψ, β (7)

s. t. d(q+; q, q−, u)−N(p, n)T γ − P (p, n)Tβ = 0, (8)
sγ − φ(q+) = 0, (9)
sψ − (µγ − β1) = 0, (10)

sβ −
(
P (p, n)

(
q+ − q

∆t

)
+ ψ1

)
= 0, (11)

sγ ◦ γ = 0, sψ ◦ ψ = 0, sβ ◦ β = 0, (12)
sγ , sψ, sβ , γ, ψ, β < 0, (13)

where µ is the coefficient of friction, u is the control input,
sγ , sψ, sβ are slack variables, γ, ψ, β are dual variables, d
is the manipulator equation, ◦,< are the generalized cone
product and cone inequality respectively [25]. P,N are contact
Jacobians respectively mapping tangential and normal contact
forces into generalized coordinates. These mappings only
depend on the contact point p and contact normal n, they
do not require computing the Jacobian of the contact point
location ∂p/∂q+. Equation (8) encodes the system’s dynamics,
Equation (9) the non-penetration constraint, Equation (10) the

friction cone constraint, Equation (11) the maximum dissipa-
tion principle stating that friction forces oppose the movement
of the contact point, Equations (12), (13) are complementarity
constraints.

We note that contact simulation between a convex object
and a convex environment requires three mappings, all taking
as input the configuration q ∈ Q of the convex object:

• The Signed Distance Function (SDF) φ : Q → R mea-
sures the distance between the object and the environment.
Its sign indicates if the object is in contact or not with
the environment: overlapping φ < 0, in contact φ = 0,
separated φ > 0.

• The contact point p : Q → R3, is the point at which
the contact wrench is applied. It has to coincide with the
actual point of contact when the object is in contact with
the environment. However, its location is not restricted
to the object’s surface when the object is not in contact
φ(q) 6= 0 since no contact wrench is applied.

• The contact normal n : Q → S2, where S2 is the 2-sphere
sub-manifold in R3, defines the direction along which
impact forces are applied, friction forces being applied
within the plane orthogonal to n(q). For convex objects,
a valid definition for the contact normal is the direction
orthogonal to a hyperplane separating the two objects.
In this case, the contact normal belongs to the normal
cones of both objects [26], [27]. For a pair of objects
in contact, the direction along which moving the object
maximally increases the SDF is a valid contact normal.
This is formally defined as n(q) = ∂φ

∂x where x is the
position of the object.

C. Single-level Reformulations of Bilevel Problems

Bilevel optimization is a special type of optimization where
a lower-level problem is embedded within an upper-level
problem. The bilevel solution method embeds the solution map
of the lower-level problem into the KKT conditions of the
upper-level problem. The drawbacks of this approach are that
the solution map is costly to evaluate since it requires solving
the lower-level problem and it is usually non-smooth (even
under strong assumptions) [28].

The solution method used throughout this work relies on a
single-level reformulation. It embeds the KKT conditions of the
lower-level problem into the upper-level problem. The single-
level reformulation is equivalent to the original bilevel problem
for convex lower-level problems that satisfy Slater’s constraint
qualification [28], [29]. These assumptions are always re-
spected in our collision detection context (see Problem 14).
Finally, under the same assumptions one can embed the KKT
conditions of the dual-form of the lower-level problem instead
[28]. This is not a method that we have explored yet.

IV. BILEVEL OPTIMIZATION-BASED SIMULATION

In simple scenarios (e.g. plane-sphere), contact points and
normals can be computed analytically. For more complex
collision shapes, we resort to optimization-based collision
detection.



A. Optimization-based Collision Detection

The DCOL algorithm [12] formulates contact detection
between convex shapes O1 and O2 as a convex program
that respects Slater’s constraint qualifications2. Each shape Oi
is encoded by a convex inequality constraint Oi = {x ∈
R3|gi(x, α, εi; θ) ≤ 0} where εi is an auxiliary variable
required for shapes like cylinders or capsules, θ contains the
shape parameters and its configuration in 3D space, α ∈ R+

linearly scales the dimensions of the shape e.g. with α = 0, Oi
is scaled down to a single point in 3D space. DCOL finds the
minimum scaling α required to reduce the intersection between
the two shapes to a single point p,

minimize
p,α,ε1,ε2

α,

subject to g1(p, α, ε1; θ) ≤ 0,
g2(p, α, ε2; θ) ≤ 0,
−α ≤ 0.

(14)

We can define the Pseudo Signed Distance Function3 (P-SDF)
between O1 and O2 as φ = α − 1. It is easily verified
that φ is negative when shapes are overlapping, and positive
otherwise. This measure is closely related to the notion of
growth distances [30], [31]. Figure 3 illustrates the collision
detection results obtained with this approach. The gradient
∂φ/∂x defines a valid contact normal (proof in Appendix A),
yet ∂φ/∂x may not be unit norm, therefore re-scaling is
required to obtain a unit-norm contact normal n ∝ ∂φ/∂x.

B. The Bilevel Simulation

Bilevel contact simulation combines the contact dynamics
Problem 7 (upper-level) and the collision detection Problem 14
(lower-level). To solve the bilevel problem, we evaluate and
differentiate the KKT conditions of the upper-level problem.
Each evaluation of these KKT conditions requires to solve the
lower-level problem to obtain collision information i.e. the P-
SDF φ, contact point location p and contact normal n. This
bilevel solution method, introduced in Section III-C, is used in
recent works [12], [19].

V. SINGLE-LEVEL CONTACT SIMULATION AND COLLISION
DETECTION

In this section, we present our novel formulation of contact
dynamics unifying contact simulation and collision detection in
a single-level optimization problem. We start-off by proposing
a simpler way to differentiate through collision detection
problems. Then, we illustrate the shortcomings of the bilevel
formulation [12] on a simple scenario. Finally, we introduce
our single-level formulation addressing the weaknesses of the
bilevel approach.

A. Contact Detection Sensitivity Analysis

For clarity, we detail the case of a single convex rigid
body making contact with a convex-shaped environment (e.g.
a plane). However, the results presented here naturally extend
to multiple non-convex rigid bodies making contact with a

2Slater’s constraint qualifications are verified for shapes that have non-zero
relative interior in R3.

3The “distance” we define here does not respect the triangle inequality.
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Fig. 3: We display the contact frames (contact point in gray, contact
normal in blue, tangent in red) between objects with sharp edges.
The collision detection Problem 14 provides useful contact points
and contact normals even when objects are not in contact (e). As
highlighted in Section III-B, the contact point location only needs to
be accurate when the objects are in contact. Additionally, when objects
are overlapping (a) the contact normal indicates a valid direction to
split them apart. This formulation additionally returns meaningful
contact points and contact normals when objects are in vertex-face
contact (b), vertex-vertex contact (c), face-face contact (d).

non-convex environment assuming each non-convex shape is
decomposed as a set of convex shape primitives as illustrated
in Section VI.

The solution map of Problem 14 parameterized by the ob-
ject’s configuration (θ = q) provides the contact point mapping
p(q) and the P-SDF mapping φ(q) = α(q) − 1. However,
the contact normal n requires differentiation of the solution
α with respect to the object’s position x; n(q) ∝ ∂φ

∂x

T
= ∂α

∂x

T
.

Previously, that was obtained via the IFT [12], [32], [19].
However, a simpler method further exploits the structure of
Problem 14. We remark that α is both a variable and the value
we optimize for. Using the latter interpretation, we can leverage
the optimal value sensitivity result given in Equation (6),

n ∝
(
∂α∗

∂x

)T
=

(
∂g

∂x

)T
λ, (15)

where λ is the dual variable associated with the inequality
constraint g defined as,

g(p, α, ε1, ε2; q) =

g1(p, α, ε1; q)
g2(p, α, ε2; q)

−α

 ∈ Rng , (16)

where q is the configuration of the system. Compared to the
IFT-based computation of the contact normal, our method
is significantly less computationally intensive. Our approach
requires a simple matrix-vector product and evaluates the
contact normal in linear time O(ng) (Eq. (15)). In comparison,
the IFT (Eq. (4)) has a quadratic computational complexity
O(n2

g) assuming the matrix has been pre-factorized, and cubic
complexity O(n3

g) otherwise. In Section VI, we verify the
computational benefits of our approach on a practical contact
simulation scenario.
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Fig. 4: Left, in contact simulation scenarios, it is often the case that
two shape primitives are in face-to-face contact. In such case, the
collision detection problem has a continuum of solutions. Any point
in the dark turquoise area is a valid contact point. Middle, the box
pose is parameterized by a position x+ ∈ R2 and orientation θ+ ∈ R.
Right, solving for the contact point p and the contact force jointly
resolves this ambiguity. Indeed, there is a single contact point lying
below the center of mass x+ of the blue box.

B. Contact Point Non-Uniqueness

Optimization-based collision detection is a powerful method.
However, when collision detection is considered in isolation as
with the bilevel formulation, it exhibits non-uniqueness issues.
This issue occurs for any face-to-face contact. We illustrate this
with a simple 2D scenario: a box sitting on flat ground (Fig. 4).
The collision detection problem is expressed as follows,

minimize
p,α

α,

subject to AR(θ+)(p− x+)− αb ≤ 0,
pTn ≤ 0,
−α ≤ 0.

(17)

where p is the contact point, A = [−ez, ey, ez,−ey]T ∈ R4×2

and b = 1 define the box shape, n = ez is the normal to
the ground, x+ = [0, 1] and θ+ = 0 are the position and
orientation of the box in 2 dimensions, R(θ+) rotates vectors
from the world frame to the box frame. The KKT conditions
of Problem 17 are as follows:

rcol(vcol) =



RTAT γp + γnn
1− γTp b− γα

sp +AR(p− x+)− bα
sn + pTn
sα − α
γp ◦ sp
γn ◦ sn
γα ◦ sα


= 0, (18)

where vcol = [p, α, γp, γn, γα, sp, sn, sα]. The Jacobian of the
KKT conditions,

∂rcol
∂vcol

=



0 0 RTAT n 0 0 0 0
0 0 −bT 0 −1 0 0 0
AR −b 0 0 0 I4 0 0
nT 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
0 −1 0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 sp 0 0 γp 0 0
0 0 0 sn 0 0 γn 0
0 0 0 0 sα 0 0 γα


.

(19)

When the box is lying on the ground, this Jacobian is rank-

deficient4 illustrating the fact that any point p located on
the boundary between the box and the floor is an acceptable
collision point (Fig. 4 left).

More generally, when two shape primitives are in face-to-
face contact, there is a continuum of valid contact points for
the collision detection problem. Isolating the collision detection
problem artificially introduces ambiguity in the solution. This
is problematic since typically only a single contact point is
dynamically-valid within the continuum of collision detection
solutions. Considering collision detection in conjunction with
the contact dynamics problem resolves this ambiguity. We
establish this formally in the simple box-on-ground scenario
in Section V-C, we further verify this empirically for a set
of complex scenarios in Section VI. In the box-on-ground
scenario, there is a unique contact point that intersects the
box and the ground while maintaining a stable contact. This
is the point located below the center of mass (Fig. 4 right).
When considering the collision problem in isolation, we lack
information to identify the right point among all valid contact
points.

C. Single-Level Formulation

Equipped with a simple expression for the contact normal
(Eq. (15)), we can formulate a single-level optimization prob-
lem. It combines the KKT conditions of the contact dynamics
Problem 7 with the KKT conditions of the collision detection
Problem 145. We obtain a composed optimization problem
solving for the contact forces and contact location jointly;

find q+, sγ , sψ, sβ , γ, ψ, β,
φ, p, n, α, ε1, ε2, s, λ

subject to d(q+; q, q−, u)−N(p, n)T γ − P (p, n)Tβ = 0,
sγ − φ(q+) = 0,
sψ − (µγ − β1) = 0,

sβ −
(
P (p, n)

(
q+−q

∆t

)
+ ψ1

)
= 0,

sγ ◦ γ = 0, sψ ◦ ψ = 0, sβ ◦ β = 0,
sγ , sψ, sβ , γ, ψ, β < 0,
φ = α− 1,
n = λT∇xg/||λT∇xg||2,
1 + λT∇αg = 0,
λT∇pg = 0,
λT∇ε1g = 0,
λT∇ε2g = 0,
s+ g = 0,
s ◦ λ = 0,
s, λ < 0,

(20)
where s is the slack variable associated with the inequality
constraint g(p, α, ε1, ε2; q+) ≤ 0. Note that the collision detec-
tion constraint g is evaluated at the next time step configuration
q+. We solve this nonlinear complementarity problem with a

4At a solution point, p = [0, 0], α = 1, γp = [1, 0, 0, 0], γn = 1, γα =

0, sp = [0, 1, 2, 1], sn = 0, sα = 1, the 1st, 11th and 13th columns are
linearly dependent.

5One could imagine obtaining the contact normal by applying the IFT
(Eq. (5)) to the collision detection problem and embedding this complex
expression in the single-level KKT conditions. However, this would require
the computation of prohibitively expensive third-order tensors to evaluate the
Jacobian of the KKT system.
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Fig. 5: The contact point between two shape primitives O1 and O2

can change significantly for arbitrarily small relative pose changes,
i.e. the contact location p(q) is a discontinuous function of the
configuration q.

primal-dual interior point method [33]. With a bilevel formula-
tion, Problem 7 is solved using the solution map of Problem 14
to compute the P-SDF φ(q) and the contact point p(q), and the
solution map is differentiated to get the contact normal n(q).
We observe that both formulations involve nonlinear collision
detection and that a solution to the single-level formulation is
also a solution to the bilevel formulation.

Yet, compared to a bilevel optimization formulation, our
approach has several advantages.

In terms of computational stability, the reliance of the bilevel
approach on the solution map of the collision detection is not
desirable. Indeed, while the collision detection Problem 14 is
convex, its solution map can be a discontinuous function of the
configuration of the system q. This happens when two shape
primitives are in face-to-face contact (Fig. 5). This is rare in
the trajectory optimization setting [34], and contact simulation
under zero gravity [12]. However, it is ubiquitous in most
practical contact simulation scenarios (i.e. non-zero gravity).
As a consequence, the bilevel formulation attempts to find
the root of a set of discontinuous equations. On the contrary,
the single-level formulation relies on continuous expressions
to compute the contact data φ, p, n (Pb. 20), thus avoiding
discontinuous KKT conditions [28]. This is why applying an
interior point method [33] i.e. performing root-finding on a
sequence of relaxed problems is much more reliable with the
single-level formulation.

On the computational complexity front, our method does not
require to solve the collision detection problem multiple times
like the bilevel formulation. We solve it once jointly with the
contact dynamics problem. We assess computational benefits
in a simple contact simulation scenario (Section VI).

Finally, we concretely illustrate the benefits of this formu-
lation with the box-on-ground scenario. The Jacobian of the
constraints of the single-level Problem 20 simply concatenates
the Jacobian of the KKT conditions of the collision detection
problem with a few more rows and columns corresponding
to additional contact dynamics equations and variables respec-

tively,

∂r

∂v
=



·
·
·
·

0 0
−γeTy 0

0 0
0 −1

·
·
·
·

·
·
·

∂rcol
∂vcol


, (21)

where r and v are the constraints and variables of the single-
level formulation, · denotes omitted entries, γ is the impact
force applied by the ground on the box. The −γeTy entry is the
Jacobian of the angular momentum conservation equation with
respect to the contact point location p. Thanks to this entry, the
Jacobian ∂r

∂v is full rank. Thus, factoring in dynamics equations
can resolve rank deficiencies of the collision detection problem.
The intuition behind this is that, only the contact point located
below the center of mass is physically valid and maintains
the box at rest on the floor. Other geometrically valid contact
points would generate a torque resulting in a rotation of
the box. Further details about the box-on-ground single-level
formulation are provided in Appendix C.

D. Simulation Differentiability

We can differentiate the contact simulation optimization
problem with respect to the problem data. Similar to the
original formulation used in Dojo [9], we use the IFT to
obtain the dynamics gradients. For instance, we can obtain the
sensitivity of the next configuration q+ of a robot with respect
to problem data such as its initial conditions, its mass, inertia
and the parameters of its collision shapes.

The exact contact dynamics are not smooth and applying
the IFT to an exact solution of Problem 20 would provide
subgradients of the dynamics. These gradients are not capturing
the local dynamics landscape very well making them of little
use for optimization through contact problems [1]. Similarly to
Dojo [9], we relax the complementarity constraints a ◦ b = 0
in Problem 20 with a relaxation parameter ρ ∈ R+,

a ◦ b = ρe (22)

where ◦ denotes the cone product, e is the neutral ele-
ment for the cone product [25]. Applying IFT with relaxed
complementarity constraints generates smoother gradients that
better approximate the local dynamics landscape. These re-
laxed gradients have demonstrated their effectiveness in many
optimization-through-contact problems: reinforcement learn-
ing, model predictive control, global planning, system iden-
tification and trajectory optimization [9], [10], [1].

Introducing complementarity relaxation in the contact dy-
namics smooths impacts. For collision detection, complemen-
tarity relaxation effectively soften corners and contact normals
of sharp shapes like polytopes and cones. This allows for
smooth dynamics gradient computation even when simulating
interaction between sharp shapes with discontinuous contact
normals.

Importantly, our approach allows for accurate contact dy-
namics simulation with infinitesimal complementarity relax-
ation levels ρ = 10−6. Additionally, it can provide gradients at



Fig. 6: We drop a polytope-shaped object on flat ground, this simple
benchmark scenario highlights the face-to-face contact issue. We
quantitatively evaluate the amount of ground penetration and the
simulation robustness (Fig. 9).

t = 0.0 t = 0.5 t = 1.0 t = 2.0

Fig. 7: Peg-in-hole [35] insertion task, the peg makes contact with
the sides and the floor at three points (black dots).

any desired level of smoothness by differentiating the solution
obtained at a user-specified relaxation level (typically ρ ∈
[10−6, 10−2]).

VI. EXPERIMENTS

We highlight the capabilities of the single-level formulation
on a set of simulation examples. Then, we quantitatively
evaluate the benefits of the single-level approach in comparison
to a bilevel formulation, in terms of simulation accuracy and
reliability. Finally, we leverage the differentiability of the
simulator to solve a series of optimization-through-contact
problems.

A. Simulation Scenarios

Convex bundles First, we illustrate how we can compose
convex shape primitives (polytopes, cylinders, planes, capsules,
and ellipsoids) to build complex non-convex shapes (Appendix
B). Shape primitives can be easily combined though a union
operation forming potentially non-convex shapes dubbed as
“convex bundles” (Fig. 2). To simulate contact between this
convex bundle and the ground, we compute contact points
between each convex primitive and the ground.

We can also use the Minkowski sum of several convex
primitives to form a complex convex shape. We demonstrate
this with two primitives O1 and O2,

g1(p, α, ε1; θ) ≤ 0, (23)
g2(p, α, ε2; θ) ≤ 0, (24)

reusing notation from Problem 14. The inequality constraint
encoding the Minkowski sum is then,

g12(p, α, ε; θ) =

[
g1(p1, α, ε1; θ)

g2(p− p1, α, ε2; θ)

]
≤ 0, (25)

Fig. 8: Left, we simulate a stack of 4 blocks, our single-level
formulation identifies physically meaningful contact points (black
dots) allowing for stable stack simulation. Right, the block stacking
scenario; we initialize the two blocks in a stable stack configuration.
We simulate the system forward in time and verify quantitatively that
the stack is stable (Fig. 10).

where ε = [εT1 , ε
T
2 , p1]T . The generated shape is convex and

can be used as a primitive to generate even more complex
shapes through unions and Minkowski sums (Fig. 2).

Face-to-Face Contacts One challenging simulation situation
occurs when two objects are in face-to-face contact. These
events occur very often in robotics scenarios. For instance:
dropping an object onto flat ground (Fig. 6), stacking blocks
to form a tower (Fig. 8), performing peg-in-hole [35] insertion
(Fig. 7).

B. Baseline Comparison

We quantitatively compare the single-level formulation to
the bilevel approach.

Simulation Robustness First, we assess the simulation
reliability on a simple object dropping scenario (Fig. 6). This
scenario tests the ability of the simulator to handle face-to-
face contact reliably. We randomly sample initial conditions,
we simulate the system for 1.5s. Because of gravity, the convex
object will eventually make a face-to-face contact with the floor
(Fig. 6). We compare the bilevel and our single-level approach
over a wide range of simulation frequencies, and values for
relaxation ρ, we observe (i) significantly lower failure rate
(50% down to 0.1%), (ii) less collision violation (more than a
100× smaller on average), and (iii) particularly lower iteration
count at low simulation frequencies of 10 Hz (Fig. 9).

Momentum Conservation Then, we test the simulation
accuracy on a simple object stacking scenario (Fig. 8). Because
of the face-to-face contact, the bilevel formulation struggles to
simulate the system stably. It generates spurious movements for
the blocks, often resulting in the tower collapsing. The single-
level formulation successfully simulates this scenario. We
quantitatively evaluate the simulation accuracy by measuring
the error in terms of momentum (Fig. 10). The single-level
formulation significantly outperforms the bilevel approach both
visually and quantitatively (10× smaller momentum error).

Computational Complexity We simulate the box falling on
a plane with the single-level and bilevel methods. We compare
the simulation times for both approaches. The single-level
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Fig. 9: We run 3600 object-dropping simulations (Fig. 6) with a series
of complementarity relaxation values (smaller means stiffer contact),
and a series of simulation frequencies. For each simulation, we count
the number of iterations taken by the NCP solver, we measure the
maximum collision violation between the object and the floor, we
assess if the solve was successful i.e. each simulation step required
less than 30 iterations to complete. Our single-level solver experiences
4 failures across the 3600 runs. The bilevel approach fails between
55% and 95% of the time and generates large collision violations
especially at low simulation frequencies. For both approaches, smaller
relaxation parameter values (i.e. stiffer contact) increase the iteration
count.

approach is 30 times faster on average (Fig. 11). We attribute
these computational gains to several factors. For a single sim-
ulation step, the bilevel method requires to solve the collision
detection problem multiple times. The single-level formulation
solves it only once jointly with the contact dynamics problem.
Applying Newton’s method to the bilevel formulation requires
costly computation of the contact point and the signed distance
function gradients with the IFT. The single-level formulation
does not require such gradient information.

C. Optimization-Through-Contact

We illustrate the benefits of the differentiable simula-
tion framework on a challenging optimization-through-contact
problem. We focus on a contact-rich manipulation task requir-
ing to manipulate an object to a desired location with two
spherical fingertips (Fig. 1). We solve this problem thanks to

single-level bilevel
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Fig. 10: We stack two blocks on top of each other in 10 different
ways forming a stable tower (Fig. 8 right). We simulate the system for
1.0s using the bilevel and our single-level approach. To evaluate the
ability to simulate stacked blocks accurately, we measure the average
momentum drift during the simulation. As the tower is initially stable,
the momentum is supposed to remain null. We observe that the bilevel
simulation is often very inaccurate (blocks jittering, tower collapsing)
especially at low simulation frequencies i.e. simulation large time
steps. On the contrary, the single-level simulation is stable for all
360 runs, with a momentum error an order of magnitude smaller on
average.
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Fig. 11: We simulate a block falling on the floor (Fig. 6) with the
single-level and the bilevel formulations. We record the solve time
for 20 000 simulation steps. The mean solve time is on average 30
times larger for the bilevel formulation compared to the single-level
formulation.

a RRT-based method [1]. This method extensively leverages
smooth gradient information to compute robot control inputs
and to define a distance metric. We found that the method
worked best with a significant amount of smoothing ρ =
3 ·10−3. With our proposed approach the relaxation parameter
ρ (Eq. (22)) provides smooth gradient through the contact
dynamics (e.g. impact, friction) and the collision detection
(e.g. contact point location, contact normal). This is appealing
since quantities such as contact normals are often discontinuous
functions of the robot configuration. Our formulation can
provide smooth gradients through these discontinuities. We
solve the grasping task in 1 second on a laptop, the plan
generated showcases a non-trivial contact sequence akin to the
complex plans demonstrated by Pang et al. [1].

VII. LIMITATIONS

Our method does have some limitations. (i) The interior-
point method used to solve Problem 20 is difficult to warm-
start. It is a well-known limitation of interior-point methods
[36], [37]. In the simulation context, reusing the solution



obtained at the previous time step to warm-start the solver
can deliver huge computational gains. We have implemented
a simple warm-starting strategy reusing the previous solution
with a small perturbation on the slack and dual variables
x ← x + 10−2e. While this strategy significantly cuts down
solve times, it slightly decreases the reliability of the solver.
Further investigation would be necessary to provide a more
robust warm-starting strategy. (ii) As the method yields a
single contact point between a pair of convex objects, torsional
friction is not modeled. Including torsional friction would
require adding a scalar inequality constraint to the contact
dynamics Problem 20.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this work, we have presented a new formulation uni-
fying contact dynamics and collision detection in a single-
level optimization problem. This approach yields drastically
improved simulation robustness and accuracy compared to
previous methods. We demonstrate our method on a series of
robotics simulation scenarios. Additionally, the differentiability
of the contact formulation allows it to be efficiently integrated
into policy and trajectory optimization frameworks such as RL
and MPC, respectively. Future work will explore broad-phase
collision detection [38] detecting and pruning out inactive col-
lision pairs to further speed-up simulation times. Additionally,
extending the Julia [39] implementation to PyTorch [40] or
JAX [41] would enable a highly parallelized contact simulation
with GPU support.
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APPENDIX

A. Contact Normal via Sensitivity Analysis

Intuitively, a contact normal between two convex objects
should be orthogonal to the surface of both objects at the
contact point. However, when contact surfaces are not smooth
(e.g. polytope) orthogonality to the surface is ambiguous. To
accommodate for this technical difficulty, we define a valid
contact normal as a direction orthogonal to a hyperplane
separating the two convex objects (Fig. 12).

Proof: We demonstrate that sensitivity analysis provides a
valid contact normal when the objects are in contact i.e. α∗ =
1. The KKT conditions of Problem 14:

1− λ∗α + λ∗1
T∇αg1 + λ∗2

T∇αg2 = 0 (26)

λ∗1
T∇pg1 + λ∗2

T∇pg2 = 0 (27)
λ∗1∇ε1g1 = 0 (28)
λ∗2∇ε2g2 = 0 (29)
s∗α − α = 0 (30)
s∗1 + g1 = 0 (31)
s∗2 + g2 = 0 (32)
λ∗α ◦ s∗α = 0 (33)
λ∗1 ◦ s∗1 = 0 (34)
λ∗2 ◦ s∗2 = 0 (35)

λ∗α, λ
∗
1, λ
∗
2, s
∗
α, s
∗
1, s
∗
2 < 0 (36)

with object Oi described by gi(p, α, εi;xi) ≤ 0 where xi is the
3D position of object i. Since the position object Oi factors
solely into inequality gi as gi(p, α, εi;xi) = fi(p − xi, α, εi),
we have:

λ∗T∇xig = λ∗i
T∇xigi = −λ∗i

T∇pgi, ∀i ∈ {1, 2}, (37)

where g is defined in Equation (16) and λ∗ = [λ∗1
Tλ∗2

Tλ∗α
T ]T .

To complete the proof, we show that the hyperplane orthog-
onal to n ∝ ∇pg2

Tλ∗2 is a separating hyperplane. We start off
by introducing the half-space H2 (Fig. 12) defined as,

gH2
(p, α) = AH2

(p− p∗) + bH2
(1− α) (38)

AH2
= λ∗2

T∇pg2 (39)

bH2 = −∇αg2
Tλ∗2. (40)

If we swap object O2 with half-space H2; we can verify
that the KKT conditions of Problem 14 are still verified with
the same α∗ = 1 and contact point p∗6. Thus, the P-SDF
between O1 and H2 is φ = α∗ − 1 = 0. This means that O1

and H2 are in contact but do not overlap7. By symmetry, a
similar argument can be made about O2 and the half-space
H1 orthogonal to n. Thus, the hyperplane orthogonal to n and
intersecting p∗ is indeed a separating hyperplane.

Practical considerations: Following the proof, we can
provide two equivalent ways of computing the contact normal.

n ∝ −∇x1
g1
Tλ∗1 = ∇x2

g2
Tλ∗2. (41)

6For completeness, the optimal dual and slack variables are λH2
= 1,

sH2
= 0.

7Formally, the intersection of O1 and H2 has no relative interior in R3.

p

n1 n2

O1 O2

H2

Fig. 12: When two convex shapes O1 and O2 are in contact, the
contact normal n1 = −n2 provided by sensitivity analysis defines a
separating hyperplane (dotted line).

These two quantities are equal at a solution point, however
during the solve they are not necessarily equal. In practice,
using n1 ∝ ∇x1g1

Tλ1 to map contact wrenches into object
1’s generalized coordinates and n2 ∝ ∇x2g2

Tλ2 for object 2,
significantly improves the solver convergence properties.

In Problem 14, we solve for a single contact point p. This
point is located on the surface of both objects when they are in
contact, inside both objects when they are overlapping, outside
when they are separated. Equal and opposite contact wrenches
are applied on both objects at this single contact point. It
would be physically meaningless to apply contact wrenches
at a contact point located outside both objects. Fortunately, at
solution points of Problem 20 objects are not overlapping and
wrenches are non-zero only when the contact point is located
on the surface of both objects.

B. Shape Primitives and Contact Normals

We provide the contact normal expressions for a set of shape
primitives.
• Plane:

g(p, α;x) = aT (p− x)− b ≤ 0 (42)
n ∝ −λ∗a (43)

• Polytope:

g(p, α;x) = A(p− x)− αb ≤ 0 (44)

n ∝ −λ∗TA (45)

• Padded Polytope:

g(p, α, ε;x) =

[
A(p+ ε− x)− αb

εT ε− α2R2

]
≤ 0 (46)

n ∝ λ∗T
[
−A
01×3

]
(47)

• Ellipsoid:

g(p, α;x) = (p− x)TETE(p− x)− α2 ≤ 0 (48)

n ∝ 2λ∗TETE(x− p∗) (49)

• Capsule:



g(p, α, ε;x) =

||p− (x+ εv)||2 − αR
ε− αL/2
−ε− αL/2

 ≤ 0 (50)

n ∝ λ∗T
[
−(p−(x+εv))
||p−(x+εv)||2

02×3

]
(51)

• Cylinder:

g(p, α, ε;x) =


||p− (x+ εv)||2 − αR

ε− αL/2
−ε− αL/2

−p+ (x− αL2 v)T v
p− (x+ αL2 v)T v

 ≤ 0 (52)

n ∝ λ∗T


−(p−(x+εv))
||p−(x+εv)||2

02×3

vT

−vT

 (53)

• Cone:

p̂ = p− x+ α
3H

4
v (54)

g(p, α;x) =

[
||p̂2:3||2 − tan(ν)p̂1

(p− x− αH4 v)T v

]
≤ 0 (55)

n ∝ λ∗T
[
−tan(ν)x1

p̂T2:3

||p̂2:3||2 Diag(x2:3)

v1 vT2:3

]
(56)

C. Detailed Box-On-Ground Scenario

In the box-on-ground scenario, the collision detection prob-
lem is expressed by Problem 17 with Lagrangian defined as
follows,

L =α+ γTp [sp +AR(p− x+)− αb]
+ γTn

[
sn + pTn

]
+ γTα [sα − α] . (57)

The KKT conditions of Problem 17, concatenated with the
equality constraints of the contact dynamics (Pb. 7),

r(v) =



m
∆t (x+ − 2x+ x−)− γn−mg∆t
J
∆t (θ+ − 2θ + θ−)− γey(p− x+)

sγ − (α− 1)
γ ◦ sγ

RTAT γp + γnn
1− γTp b− γα

sp +AR(p− x+)− bα
sn + pTn
sα − α
γp ◦ sp
γn ◦ sn
γα ◦ sα



= 0, (58)

where v = [x+, θ+, γ, sγ , p, α, γp, γn, γα, sp, sn, sα], m is
the mass, J is the inertia, ∆t is the time step, g is the
gravity field, ey = [1, 0] is the horizontal unit vector, γ is
the impact force applied by the ground on the box, sγ is
the slack variable associated with the impact constraint, the
+ and − subscripts indicate next and previous time steps
respectively. The dynamics equation are discretized with a first-
order variational integrator.

With the initial conditions setting the box a rest on the
ground x = x− = [0, 1], θ = θ− = 0. The solution to this set
of constraints is x+ = [0, 1], θ+ = 0, p = [0, 0], α = 1, γp =
[1, 0, 0, 0], γn = 1, γα = 0, sp = [0, 1, 2, 1], sn = 0, sα = 1

A simplified version of the single-level constraints Jacobian
is presented in Equation (21). For completeness, we provide
the detailed expression,

∂r

∂v
= (59)

m
∆t I2 · n · · · · · · · · ·
J
∆t γeTy eTy (p−x+) · −γeTy · · · · · · ·
· · · 1 · −1 · · · · · ·
· · sγ γ · · · · · · · ·

·
∂RTAT γTp

∂θ+
· · · · RTAT n · · · ·

−AR ∂AR(p−x+)

∂θ+
· · · · −bT · −1 · · ·

· · · · AR −b · · · I4 · ·
· · · · nT · · · · · 1 ·
· · · · · −1 · · · · · 1
· · · · · · sp · · γp · ·
· · · · · · · sn · · γn ·
· · · · · · · · sα · · γα


Contrary to the collision detection Jacobian, this physics-
informed Jacobian is full-rank at the solution point. This
precludes the existence of a continuum of solutions around
the solution point.
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