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ABSTRACT. Quadratic programming (QP) is the most widely applied category of problems
in nonlinear programming. Many applications require real-time/fast solutions, though not
necessarily with high precision. Existing methods either involve matrix decomposition or use
the preconditioned conjugate gradient method. For relatively large instances, these methods
cannot achieve the real-time requirement unless there is an effective preconditioner.
Recently, graph neural networks (GNNs) opened new possibilities for QP. Some promising
empirical studies of applying GNNs for QP tasks show that GNNs can capture key charac-
teristics of an optimization instance and provide adaptive guidance accordingly to crucial
configurations during the solving process, or directly provide an approximate solution. De-
spite notable empirical observations, theoretical foundations are still lacking. In this work,
we investigate the expressive or representative power of GNNs, a crucial aspect of neural net-
work theory, specifically in the context of QP tasks, with both continuous and mixed-integer
settings. We prove the existence of message-passing GNNs that can reliably represent key
properties of quadratic programs, including feasibility, optimal objective value, and optimal

solution. Our theory is validated by numerical results.

1. INTRODUCTION

Quadratic programming (QP) is an important type of optimization problem, with exten-
sive applications across domains such as graph matching, portfolio optimization, and dynamic
control . The goal of QP is to minimize a quadratic objective function while sat-
isfying specified constraints. These constraints can vary, leading to different subcategories of
QP. When all the constraints are linear, we call a QP problem a linearly constrained qua-
dratic program (LCQP). When they also involve quadratic inequalities, we call the problem
a quadratically constrained quadratic program (QCQP). Furthermore, if the problem requires
some variables to be integers, we call it mixed-integer QP. In this study, we focus on LCQP
and its mixed-integer variant MI-LCQP.

In many real-world applications, finding solutions quickly is crucial, even if they are not
perfectly precise. For example, in transportation systems, such as ride-hailing platforms like
Uber or Lyft, matching drivers with passengers requires quick decision-making to minimize
waiting times, even if the optimal solution is not attained. Similarly, in financial trading,
algorithms must swiftly adjust investment portfolios in response to market changes, even if it

is not the most optimal move.
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Unfortunately, existing methods for solving QP often rely on some computationally expensive
techniques such as matrix decomposition and the preconditioned conjugate gradient method.
For instance, matrix decomposition techniques like LU decomposition typically require O(n?)
operations for a matrix with size n x n [16], although more advanced algorithms can achieve
lower complexities. Similarly, the preconditioned conjugate gradient method involves O(n?)
operations per iteration, and a high condition number of the matrix can lead to slow convergence
or numerical instability [43]. These considerations underscore the clear need for novel techniques
to address the demands of real-time applications.

Machine learning (ML) brings new chances to QP. Recent research indicates that deep
neural networks (DNNs) can significantly improve the efficiency of the QP solving process.
Based on the role of DNNs in the solving process, these studies can be broadly categorized into
two classes:

e Type I: DNNs are used to accelerate an existing QP solver by processing QP instances
along with relevant intermediate solving information. The DNNs then generate adaptive
configurations tailored to the specific instance and context, optimizing the QP solving
process. Success in this application relies on the DNN’s ability to capture in-depth features
of QP instances and provide customized guidance to the solver [41|5|15,/20,21}24].

e Type II: DNNs replace or warm-start a QP solver. Here, DNNs take in a QP instance and
directly output an approximate solution. This approximate solution can be used directly
or as an initial solution for further refinement by a QP solver [3,/6}[12}[22}27.|32L34} 36} 38,
44114648

Among the various types of DNNs, this paper focuses on graph neural networks (GNNs)
due to their properties that align well with QP tasks. GNNs [40] are defined on graphs and
have been applied widely in many areas such as recommender systems, traffic management,
and chemistry [50,/53]. By conceptualizing QP problems as graphs, where all pertinent infor-
mation including coefficients and boundaries are encoded into the graph’s attributes, GNNs
can efficiently process and solve these QP tasks [12,21,|32}|36}/44,47,[48]. An example of such
a graph representation is illustrated in Figure This approach leverages key advantages of
GNNs: they adapt naturally to different sizes of graphs, allowing the same model to be applied
to various QP problems without modification, and they are permutation invariant, ensuring
that the output remains consistent regardless of the order of nodes. These features make GNNs
particularly suitable for QP tasks, including their simplified forms like linear programming
(LP).

However, despite notable empirical results, a systematic understanding of GNN for QP is
still lacking. To thoroughly understand its pros and cons, some critical questions must be

addressed:

o (Existence). Are there GNNs that can either capture the essential characteristics of QPs
or provide approximate solutions? This question is named the expressive power of
GNNs.
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FIGURE 1. An illustrative example of LCQP and its graph representation.

e (Trainability). If such GNNs exist, can we find them? The process of finding such GNNs
is named training, which involves gathering data, creating a method to measure success or
failure (a loss function), and then refining the GNN to reduce the loss function.

e (Generalization). Can a trained GNN perform effectively on QP instances it has not

previously encountered? This concerns the generalization ability of GNNs.

This paper primarily addresses the first question about the expressive power. For Type I appli-
cations, we investigate whether GNNs can accurately map a QP to its crucial features, focusing
on feasibility and the optimal objective value. For Type II, we examine whether GNNs can map

a QP to one of its optimal solutions. Formally, the question motivating this paper is:

Are there GNNs that can accurately predict the feasibility,

1.1
(1) optimal objective value, and an optimal solution of a QP?

The literature has explored the expressive capabilities of GNNs on general graph tasks
and their ability to approximate continuous functions on graphs . How-
ever, significant gaps remain in fully understanding how these capabilities relate to QP, as the
connections between QP features (such as feasibility and optimal objective value) and graph
properties have not been thoroughly established.

Contributions of this paper include:

e (GNN for LCQP). We provide an affirmative answer to question , establishing a
theoretical foundation for using GNNs for LCQP, across both Type I and II applications.

e (GNN for MI-LCQP). In the case of MI-LCQP, our findings generally suggest a negative
answer to question . However, we identify specific, precisely defined subclasses of
MI-LCQP where GNNs can accurately predict feasibility, boundedness, and an optimal
solution.

e (Experimental Validation). We conduct experiments that directly validate the above re-

sults.
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2. PRELIMINARIES
This section introduces foundational concepts and preliminary definitions. We focus on
linearly constrained quadratic programming (LCQP), which is formulated as follows:

1
(2.1) min —z' Qzr4c'z, st. Azob, <z <u,
z€R™ 2

where Q € R"*" ¢ e R*", A e R™" b e R™ | € (RU{-c0})", u € (RU {+00})", and
o € {<,=,>}". In this paper, we assume @ is symmetric and positive semidefinite, then the
problem ({2.1)) is a convex program.

Basic concepts of LCQPs. An x that satisfies all the constraints of is named a
feasible solution. The set of all feasible solutions, defined as X =: {x € R" : Azob, | <z < u},
is referred to as the feasible set. The LCQP is considered feasible if this set is non-empty;
otherwise, it is infeasible. The value of %mTQx + ¢ x is named the objective (function) value.
Its infimum across the feasible set is termed the optimal objective value. If this infimum is
unattainable (—oc0), suggesting the objective value could indefinitely decrease, the LCQP is
deemed unbounded. Conversely, when the optimal objective value is realized, the corresponding
x is identified as an optimal solution. According to [10], a feasible and bounded LCQP must
yield an optimal solution, though it might not be unique.

Graph representation of LCQPs. We introduce a graph structure, termed the LCQP-
graph Groqe = (V,W, A, Q, Hy, Hy ), that encodes all the elements of a LCQP . Partic-

ularly,

e The graph contains two distinct types of nodes. Nodes in V' = {1,2,...,m}, labeled as i,
represent the i-th constraint and are called constraint nodes. Nodes in W = {1,2,... n},
labeled as j, represent the j-th variable and are known as wvariable nodes. The union set
V UW includes all the vertices of the entire LCQP-graph Grcqp.

e The graph comprises two distinct edge types. An edge connects ¢ € V to j € W if A;; is
nonzero, with A;; serving as the edge weight. Similarly, the edge between nodes 7,5’ € W
exists if ;s # 0, with Q;;/ as the edge weight. Self loops (j = j') are permitted.

o Attributes/features v; = (b;,0;) are attached to the i-th constraint node for ¢ € V. The

collection of all such attributes is denoted as Hy = (v1,va, ..., Upn).
o Attributes/features w; = (c;, ¢;,u;) are attached to the j-th variable node for j € W. The
collection of all such attributes is denoted as Hy = (wq, wa, ..., wy).

Such a representation is illustrated by an example shown in Figure To the best of our
knowledge, this particular representation is only detailed in [21], yet it forms the foundation
or core module for numerous related studies. For instance, removing nodes in V' and their
associated edges reduces the graph into the assignment graph used in graph matching prob-
lems [12,|32}36,|44L/47.|48]. In these cases, the linear constraints Ax o b are typically bypassed
by applying the Sinkhorn algorithm to ensure that x meets these constraints. Another scenario
involves LP and MILP: removing edges associated with @ simplifies the graph to a bipartite
structure, which reduces the LCQP to an LP [8,|11/29,35]. Further, by incorporating an ad-
ditional node feature—an approach detailed in Section [@}—this bipartite graph is also capable
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of representing MILP [9}/13,|17H19}23}28}31},/33}|41}/42]. Notably, the body of work on MILP
using this approach extends well beyond the cited references, indicating its robust and grow-
ing interest. The demonstrated empirical success of utilizing graph representations and GNNs
in various optimization tasks underpins the motivation for this paper: we aim to explore the
theoretical foundations of these methodologies.

GNNs for solving LCQPs. Building on the established concepts, we present message-
passing graph neural networks (hereafter referred to simply as GNNs) tailored for LCQPs using
LCQP-graphs. These GNNs take in an LCQP-graph Grcoqp (including all the node features
and edge weights) as input and update node features sequentially across layers via a message-
passing mechanism. Initially, node features 8?775? are computed using embedding mappings
AEIE

o 59 = fo/(v;) fori € V, and t9 = fgV(w;) for j € W.

The architecture includes L standard message-passing layers where each layer (where 1 <1 < L)

updates node features by locally aggregating neighbor information:
o sl=fY (31,—1, djew Aijglw(tlj_l)) for i € V, and

i
o th= V(T ey Al (5571), e Qg (E7)) for j € W

Finally, there are two types of output layers. For applications where the GNN maps LCQP-

graphs to a singular real value, such as evaluating properties like feasibility of the LCQP, a

graph-level output layer is employed that computes a single real number encompassing the

entire graph:

o y=r1(Tiev s> Ljewty) ER.
Alternatively, if the GNN is required to map the LCQP-graph to a vector y € R™, assigning
a real number to each variable node as its output (as is typical in applications where GNNs
are used to predict solutions), then a node-level output should be utilized. This output layer

computes the value for the j-th output as follows:

® Y= T2(Ziev SiLijeW tJL’tJL)'
In our theoretical analysis, we assume all the mappings fV, f/V (0 <1< L), g/, ZW,ng (1<
I < L), and 71,72 to be continuous. In practice, these continuous mappings are learned from
data. We aim to find mappings that enable all the LCQP-graphs Grcqp from a dataset to be
mapped accurately to their desired outputs y. To achieve this, we parameterize these mappings
using multilayer perceptrons (MLPs) and optimize them within the parametric space. Based

on all the concepts above, we present some definitions.

Definition 2.1 (Space of LCQP-graphs). The set of all LCQP-graphs, denoted as gfggp,
comprises graphs with m constraints and n variables, where the matriz Q is symmetric and

positive semidefinite.

Definition 2.2 (Spaces of GNNs). The collection of all message-passing GNNs, denoted as
Frcqp for graph-level outputs (or .FI%QP for node-level outputs), consists of networks con-
structed using continuous mappings f, fV (0 <1< L), g/, IW,ng (1<1<L),andry (or

T2).
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Note that the input graph size for GNNs within Fi,cqp and FI%QP is unspecified, as the
functions fY, [V (0 <1 < L), glV,le,ng (1 <1< L), and r; (or rg) are independent of
m,n. This independence highlights a key advantage of GNNs discussed in Section their
adaptability to various graph sizes, allowing the same model to be consistently applied across
different QPs.

Definition 2.3 (Target mappings). We define three mappings for LCQPs.

o Feasibility mapping: Preas(Groqp) = 1 if the LCQP problem associated to Grcqp is fea-
sible and Preas(Groqr) = 0 if it is infeasible.

e Optimal objective value mapping: Pobj(Groqp) € RU{xoo} computes the optimal objective
value of the LCQP problem associated to Grcqp- Pobij(GLeqp) = +00 means the problem
is infeasible and @op;(Groqp) = —oo means the problem is unbounded.

o Optimal solution mapping: For an feasible and bounded LCQP problem Grcqpe, i.e.,
@1 (Greqr) € R, there must exist an optimal solution |10] though it might not be unique.
However, the optimal solution with the smallest {5-norm must be unique if Q = 0 by similar

argument as in [8, Remark 2.2] and we define it as Pso1(GLcqp)-

Given the definitions above, we can formally pose the question in (|1.1)) as follows: Is there any
F € Ficqp that well approximates ®foas o Popi? Similarly, is there any function Fy, € II%QP
that well approximates ®so1(GrLogp)?

3. UNVERSAL APPROXIMATION OF GNNs FOR LCQPs

This section presents our main theoretical results for the expressive power of GNNs for
representing properties of linearly constrained quadratic programs (LCQPs). In particular, we
show that for any LCQP data distribution, there always exists a GNN that can predict LCQP
properties, in the sense of universally approximating target mappings in Definition [2:3] within
some given error tolerance. Such results answer the question positively. We state the
assumption required for our main theorems.

Assumption 3.1. P is a Borel regular probability measure on QITC"%P E|

The assumption of Borel regularity is generally satisfied for most data distributions in prac-
tice, including discrete distributions, gaussian distributions, etc.

We first state the universal approximation result of MP-GNNs for representing the feasibility
of LCQP directly implied by the previous work [8] on linear programs, as feasibility is solely
determined by the constraints, independent of the objective function, and all LCQP constraints

are linear.

IThe space g{”égp is equipped with the subspace topology induced from the product space
{(A,b,¢,Q,l,u,0) : A € R™*" h € R™ c € R*,Q € R**" [ € (RU{—0c0o})*,u € (RU{+00})", 0 € {<
,=,>}m}, where all Euclidean spaces have standard Eudlidean topologies, discrete spaces {—oco}, {+00}, and

{<, =, >} have the discrete topologies, and all unions are disjoint unions.
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Theorem 3.2 ([8, Theorem 3.2]). For any probability measure P on Qflégp satisfying Assump-
tion and any € > 0, there exists F' € Frcqp such that HF(GLCQP)>% can act as a classifier
for LCQP-feasibility, with an error of up to €:

]P)[]IF(GLCQP)>% 7£ (I)fcas(GLCQP)] <,
where I is the indicator function: Ipg,cqpy>1 = 1 if F(Greqp) > i Ip(Groge>t = 0

otherwise.

Secondly, we show that there always exist GNNs that can approximate the optimal objective
value mapping ®op; very well in two senses: (1) GNN can predict whether the optimal objective
value is a real number or +00, i.e., whether the LCQP problem is feasible and bounded or not.
(2) For a data distribution over feasible and bounded LCQP problems, GNN can approximate

the real-valued optimal objective value mapping.

Theorem 3.3. Let P be a probability measure on Q]Cnégp satisfying Assumption .
(1) For any € > 0, there exists F1 € FLcqp such that

IP[HFI(GLCQP)>% 7é ]Iq)obj(GLCQP)e]R:I <€

(2) If P[®obi(GLoqp) € R] =1, then for any €,0 > 0, there exists F» € Frcqp such that
P[|F2(GLoqp) = Pob;(GLeqp)| > 6] <.

Our last theorem for LCQP is that GNN can approximate the optimal solution map Pgg
that returns the optimal solution with the smallest /5-norm of feasible and bounded LCQP
problems.

Theorem 3.4. Let P be a probability measure on gf”ggp satisfying Assumption and assume
that P[®ob;(GrLeqp) € R] = 1. For any €,0 > 0, there exists Fyy € F]%QP such that

P [||Fw (Grcqp) — ®sol(GLeqp)|| > 6] < e

The proofs of Theorem and Theorem will be presented in Appendix [A] We briefly
describe the main idea here. The Stone-Weierstrass theorem and its variants are a powerful tool
for proving universal-approximation-type results. Recall that the classic version of the Stone-
Weierstrass theorem states that under some assumptions, a function class F can uniformly

approximate every continuous function if and only if it separates points, i.e., for any = # 2/,

one has F(x) # F(z') for some F € F. Otherwise, we say x and z’ are indistinguishable

by any F' € F. Therefore, the key component in the proof is to establish some separation
results in the sense that two LCQP-graphs with different optimal objective values (or different
optimal solutions with the smallest o-norm) must be distinguished by some GNN in the class
Freqp (or Floqp). It is first established in [51] that the separation powerﬂ of message-

passing GNNs is equivalent to the Weisfeiler-Lehman (WL) test [49], a classical algorithm for

the graph isomorphism problem, which is further developed in many recently works, see e.g.

2Given two sets of functions, F and F’, both defined over the same domain X, if F separating points x and
2’ implies that F’ also separates z and z’ for any x,z’ € X, then the separation power of F’ is considered to
be stronger than or at least equal to that of F.
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[2,18,[14]. We show that, any two LCQP-graphs that are indistinguishable by the WL test,
or equivalently by all message-passing GNNs, even if they are not isomorphic, some of their
structures must be identical, which guarantees that they must have identical optimal objective

value and identical optimal solution with the smallest ¢5-norm.

4. THE capAciTY OF GNNs ror MI-LCQPs

In this section, we discuss the expressive power of GNNs for mixed-integer linearly con-
strained quadratic programs (MI-LCQPs), for which the general form is almost the same as
(2.1) except that some entries of x are constrained to be integers: x; € Z, V j € I, where
I C {1,2,...,n} collects the indices of all integer variables. Before proceeding, we extend
LCQP-graphs and the corresponding GNNs and target mappings to the MI-LCQP setting.

MI-LCQP-graph is modified from the LCQP-graph (Section [2| and Figure [1)) by adding a
new entry to the feature of each variable node j € W. The new feature is w; = (¢j,;,u;,01(5))
where 07(j) = 1if j € I and d;7(j) = 0 otherwise. We use Gyi'j oqp to denote the collection of
all MI-LCQP-graphs with m constraints, n variables, and symmetric and positive semi-definite
Q.

GNNs for MI-LCQP-graphs are constructed following the same mechanism as for LCQP-

graphs, with the difference that the message-passing layer is modified as

o sl=fV (sé_l, EjeNiW ng(té-_l,Aij)) for i € V, and

o th=f" (té‘_l’Zie/\/’]V glv(si_lvAij)ij'eN]W ng(t§717ij')) for j e W,
where NV = {j e W: Ay # 0}, N ={j e V: Ay #0}, and N}V = {j' e W : Q5 # 0}
are the sets of neighbors. We use Furrcqp and fl\%_LCQP to denote the GNN classes for
MI-LCQP-graphs with graph-level and node-level output, respectively.

Target mappings for MI-LCQPs considered in this section are also similar to those in
Definition In particular, the feasibility mapping ®f.s and the optimal objective value
mapping ®op; are defined in the same way as in Definition while the optimal solution
mapping Py, can only be defined on a subset of the class of feasible and bounded MI-LCQPs,
which will be discussed in Section

4.1. GNNs cannot universally represent MI-LCQPs. In this subsection, we present some
counter-examples illustrating the fundamental limitation of GNNs for representing properties
of MI-LCQPs. It is known in the previous literature that there exists some continuous function
that cannot be approximated by GNNs with arbitrarily small error, see e.g., [2,/14,/51], and our
results in Section [3] indicates that properties of LCQPs do not suffer from this fundamental
limitation. However, when integer variables are introduced, GNN will fail to distinguish some
pairs of MI-LCQP-graphs with different properties. The first pair of counter-examples (feasible
vs infeasible) is directly from [9] for MILPs which also allies for MI-LCQPs since adding a
quadratic term in the objective function of an MILP problem does not change the feasible

region.
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Proposition 4.1 (|9, Lemma 3.2]). There exist two MI-LCQP problems, with one being feasible
and the other being infeasible, such that their graphs are indistinguishable by any GNN in
FMI-CLQP-

The next two propositions, not covered in |9], show that GNNs have limited separation power
to distinguish two feasible MILP problems with different optimal objective values and two
feasible MILP problems with the same optimal objective values and disjoint optimal solution
sets.

Proposition 4.2. There exist two feasible MI-LCQP problems, with different optimal objective
values, such that their graphs are indistinguishable by any GNN in FyicLqp-

Proposition 4.3. There exist two feasible MI-LCQP problems with the same optimal objectives
but disjoint optimal solution sets, such that their graphs are indistinguishable by any GNN in

W
Fy-cLQp-

Propositions [£.1} [£:2] and [£:3] indicate that there exist some MI-LCQP data distribution on
which it is impossible to train a GNN to predict MI-LCQP properties, regardless of the size
or the complexity of the GNN. In particular, one can just choose the uniform distribution over
pairs of instances satisfying Propositions and for which any GNN making good
approximation on one instance must fail on the other.

We explicitly present a pair of MI-LCQP instances that prove Proposition [£:2] in Figure 2]
while deferring the examples for Propositition to Appendix

mit 5 2 e 2o

— N\

st.x1+x2>1, o +w3 > 1, T3 +74 > 1, ) ) @V@J
o o1 -1 ™ VAN )
Tat+a5>1, x5 +x6 > 1, x6 +21 > 1, W, @V ~——/

z; €{0,1}, Vj€{1,2,...,6}. ) A\
L) g

6 6
1 2
min — E Ty + E Ti,
zERG 2 4 y
i=1 =1

st.xi+z22>1, z2+23 21, 23+ 71 > 1,

olo
A
o0

WAA),
WAA),

Ta+x5>1, x5 +x6 > 1, 26 +24 <1
z;€{0,1}, Vje{1,2,...,6}

(o)

FiGURE 2. MI-LCQP instances proving Proposition

We can observe that the two MI-LCQP-graphs are not isomorphic, but all vertices of the
same color have the same information from neighbors. For example, each red vertex w; has two
blue neighbors with A;; = 1 and is connected to itself with a self-loop @;; = 1. Therefore, even

if they are not isomorphic, they lead to the same output for any GNN in Fy..cqp, for which we
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include a detailed proof in Appendix [Bl However, they have different properties. Particularly,
they are both feasible but have different optimal objective values. More specifically, the optimal
objective value of the first instance is g that can be achieved at (1,0,1,0,1,0). For the second
instance, the constraints x; + xo > 1, xo + 23 > 1, 3 + 21 > 1, and x1,x9, x5 € {0,1} imply
that at least two of x1, x2, x3 take the value of 1. A similar analysis also applies to x4, z5, g,

and hence, the optimal objective value of the second instance is 6 # %.

4.2. GNNs can represent particular types of MI-LCQPs. We have shown a fundamental
limitation of GNNs to represent properties of general MI-LCQP problems. Therefore, a natural
question is whether we can identify a subset of GumrLcqp on which it is possible to train reliable
GNNs. To address this, we need to gain a better understanding for the separation power of
GNNs or equivalently the WL test, according to the discussion following Theorem (3.4 We
state in Algorithm |1| the WL test for MI-LCQP-graphs associated to Fmrr.cqp or fl\%_LCQp,
where Cf’v and C;’W are understood as the color of i € V and j € W at the [-th iteration.

Algorithm 1 The WL test for MI-LCQP-graphs
Require: A LCQP-graph G = (V,W, A,Q, Hy, Hy) and iteration limit L > 0.
1: Initialize with C{"" = HASH(v;) and C}""" = HASH(w;).
2: forl=1,2,---,L do
3. CpY =HASH(C; VY {{(C", Ay) e NIVEY).
4 VW =HASH(C! W {0 Ay i e NV LY Qi) s € NV ).
5
6

J J’
: end for
: return The multisets containing all colors {{Cf’v}}zo, {{Cf’w}}?zo.

Initially, each vertex is labeled a color according to its attributes (v; or w;). In the case that
the hash functions introduce no collisions, two vertices are of the same color at the [-th iteration
if and only if at the (I — 1)-th iteration, they have the same color and the same information
aggregation from neighbors in terms of multiset of colors and edge weights. This is a color
refinement procedure. One can have a partition of the vertex set V. UW at each iteration based
on vertices’ colors: two vertices are classified in the same class if and only if they are of the
same color. Such a partition is strictly refined in the first O(m + n) iterations and will remain
stable or unchanged afterward if no collision, see e.g. [8, Appendix A]. We provide an explicit
example of the color refinement and the partition generated by WL test in Figure [6] of the
Appendix.

Intuitively, vertices in the same class of the final stable partition generated by the WL
test will always have identical features in message-passing layers for all GNNs in Fur.Lcqp or
fl\%_LCQP, and vice versa, since the color refinement procedure in Algorithm [1{follows the same
mechanism as the message-passing process. Therefore, for identifying a subset of Fumi.Lcqp
on which GNNs have sufficiently strong separation power, we propose the following definition,
which basically states that vertices in the same class generated by the WL test can indeed be

treated same in some sense.
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Definition 4.4 (Message-passing-tractable MI-LCQP). In the same setting as in Deﬁm’tion
we say that G ur.Loqp is message-passing-tractable (MP-tractable) if the followings hold:

(a) For anyp € {1,2,...,s} and g € {1,2,...,t}, A;; is constant ini € I, j € J,.

(b) For any q,q" € {1,2,...,t}, Q;j is constant in j € Jg,j € Jy.

We use Gyjp' C GypiiLoge to denote the collection of all MP-tractable MI-LCQP-graphs with m
constraints and n variables.

The analysis in [8, Appendix A] suggests that all rows/columns of the submatrix (A;j)ic1, e,
(or (Qjj1)jes, jre ]q,) are equal as multisets of entries, and the MP-traceability further requires
that all elements in those multisets are the same. Definition 4] is generalized from prior work
on MILPs [7] and with the assumption of MP-tractability, the universal approximation results
can be established for GNNs to represent ®seas and Pop;.

Assumption 4.5. P is a Borel regular probability measure on gﬁfLCQP E|

Theorem 4.6. Let P be a probability measure on gﬁfLCQP satisfying Assumption and
P[Gwmi-Lcqr € Gyp ] = 1. For any € > 0, there exists F € Farrcqp such that

IED[HI‘_’(GIW.LCQP)>% # cheas(GMI‘LCQP)] <€

Theorem 4.7. Let P be a probability measure on g{\’;i_"LCQP satisfying Assumption and
P[Gwmi-Leqr € Gyp) = 1. The followings are true:
(1) For any € > 0, there exists F1 € Fumrrcqp such that

]P[]IFl(GMI-LCQP)>% 7é ]I‘I’obj(GMI-LCQP)ER] <€

(2) If P[®opi(Gumrrcqr) € R] = 1, then for any €,6 > 0, there exists Fy € FarLcqp such that

P[|F2(Gumi-Legr) — Pobi(GMmrLeqr)| > 0] < €.

We then discuss the expressive power of GNNs to represent optimal solutions to MI-LCQP
problems. Different from the LCQP setting, the optimal solution to an MI-LCQP problem may
not exist even if it is feasible and bounded, i.e., ®obj(Gmrcqr) € R. Thus, we have to work
with G0" C @;blj (R) C Gy r.oqp where GIi™ is the collection of all MI-LCQP-graphs for which

m,n
sol 7

an optimal solution exists. For GmrLcqp € G it is possible that it admits multiple optimal
solution. Moreover, there may even exist multiple optimal solutions with the smallest ¢3-norm
due to its non-convexity, which means that we cannot define the optimal solution mapping ®4)
using the same approach as in the LCQP case. To uniquely define ®,), we need the following

concept.

Definition 4.8 (Unfoldable MI-LCQP). Let Gurrcop € gﬁfLCQP be a MI-LCQP problem
and let (Z,J) be the final stable partition of V.U W generated by WL test without collision,
where T = {I1,1s,...,Is} is a partition of V. = {1,2,...,m} and J = {J1,Jo,..., i} is a
partition of W = {1,2,...,n}. We say that Gur.Lcop is unfoldable if t = n and |J1| = |J2| =
o = |[Ju| = 1, d.e., all vertices in W have different colors. We use Giithq C Gyiipoqe 1o
denote the collection of all unfoldable MI-LCQP-graphs with m constraints and n variables.

3The topology of gl\’j}chQP is defined in the same way as g;’ggp.
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The MI-LCQP unfoldability is a generalization of the MILP unfoldability proposed in [9).
m,n
sol

If we assume that Gmrrcqp € G is unfoldable, then using the same approach as in
|9, Appendix C], one can define a total ordering on the optimal solution set and hence de-
fine ®g1(Gmi-Lcqp) as the minimal element in the optimal solution set, which is unique and
permutation-equivariant, meaning that if one relabels vertices of Gmrrcqp, then entries of
D01 (GMmr-Loqp) are relabelled accordingly. It can be proved that the unfoldability implies the
MP-tractability but there exist MP-tractable instances that are not unfoldable (see Appen-
dix [C)).

With the assumption that the MI-LCQP data distribution is supported in G.;" NGM" |, a
positive result for GNNs to represent the optimal solution mapping can be derived.

Theorem 4.9. Let P be a probability measure on QﬁfLCQP satisfying Assumption and
P[GumrLogp € Guy" NGIVE L] = 1. For any €,8 > 0, there exists Fy € Fl\%_LCQP such that

P [[| Fw (Gumr-Loqp) — Peol(Gurreqp)|| > 6] < e

The proofs for Theorems [47 and [£.9] can be found in Appendix [D] As the concluding
remarks for this section, we would like to mention that although there exist MI-LCQP problems
that are not MP-tractable/unfoldable, the MP-tractable/unfoldable MI-LCQP class is already
rich enough to cover many applications. In particular, it can be proved MI-LCQP-graphs are
generically MP-tractable/unfoldable (see Section [C| for details).

5. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

A study on the expressive power. We train GNNs to fit ®,j or @, for LCQP or MI-
LCQP instancesﬁ For both LCQP and MI-LCQP, we randomly generate 100 instances, each
of which contains 10 constraints and 50 variables. The generated MI-LCQPs are all unfoldable
and MP-tractable with probability one. The optimal solutions and corresponding objective
function values are collected using existing solvers. Details on the data generation and training
schemes can be found in Appendix [E] We train four GNNs with four different embedding sizes
and record their relative errors averaged on all instances during trainingﬁ The results are
reported in Figure We can see that GNNs can fit ®,,; and ®g well for both LCQP and
MI-LCQP. These results validate Theorems 3.4ll4.7l and on a small set of instances. We
also observe that a larger embedding size increases the capacity of a GNN, resulting in not only
lower final errors but also faster convergence.

To further validate the theorems on a larger scale, we expand the number of problem instances
to 500 and 2,500, and conduct training on the four GNNs along with a larger variant with an
embedding size of 1,024. The results are reported in Figure [4f We can observe that GNN can
achieve near-zero fitting errors as long as it has a large enough embedding size and thus enough
capacity for approximation.

4Since LCQP and MI-LCQP are linearly constrained, predicting feasibility falls to the case of LP and MILP,
which has been numerically investigated in [8] and |9]. Hence we omit the feasibility experiments here.

5The relative error of a GNN Fyy on a single problem instance G is defined as |Fy (G) —
@(G)||2/ max(||®(G)||2,1), where ® could be either ®qp,; or Pgoy.
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FIGURE 3. Relative errors when training GNNs to fit @1, and Py, for LCQP
(Ban3b)) and MI-LCQP (3cH3d]). GNNs are trained on 100 randomly generated

problem instances.

A study on the generalization ability. Besides investigating GNNs’ approximation ca-
pacity, we also explore their generalization ability. However, the instances used in previous
experiments are generic. Here, we generate new LCQP instances by varying only ¢, while keep-
ing other components fixed. Training GNNs with an embedding size of 512 on these instances
and testing them on a separate validation set, we observe in Figure [f] that as the number of
training instances increases, the generalization gap decreases and validation error improves.
With 25,000 training instances, we achieve a satisfactory validation error below 1072 for Do

Results of fitting @1 can be found in Appendix [E]

6. CONCLUSION

This paper establishes theoretical foundations for using GNNs to represent the feasibility,
optimal objective value, and optimal solution, of LCQPs and MI-LCQPs. In particular, we
prove the existence of GNNs that can predict those properties of LCQPs universally well and
show with explicit examples that such results are generally not true for MI-LCQPs when integer
constraints are introduced. Moreover, we precisely identify subclasses of MI-LCQP problems
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FIGURE 4. Best relative errors achieved during training for various combina-
tions of embedding sizes and numbers of training samples. We can achieve

near-zero errors as long as the GNN is large enough.
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FIGURE 5. Train and validation errors when fitting ®.,; for LCQP.

on which such universal approximation results are still valid. Our findings are also verified
numerically.

Let us also comment on the limitations and future directions. Firstly, our universal ap-
proximation theorems only show the existence of the GNNs, without discussing the complex-
ity, training, and generalization, which are all important future directions. Secondly, the re-

search conducted in this paper is mainly theoretical and does not cover large-scale experiments.
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It would be interesting to explore the probability of building machine-learning-based general

solvers for large-scale QPs.
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APPENDIX A. PROOFS FOR SECTION [3]

In this appendix, we present the proofs for theorems in Section The proofs will based
on Weisfeiler-Lehman (WL) test and its separation power to distinguish LCQP problems with
different properties.

The Weisfeiler-Lehman (WL) test [49] is a classical algorithm for the graph isomorphism
problem. In particular, it implements color refinement on vertices by applying a hash function
on the previous vertex color and aggregation of colors from neighbors, and identifies two graphs
as isomorphic if their final color multisets are the same. It is worth noting that WL test may
incorrectly identify two non-isomorphic graphs as isomorphic. We slightly modify the standard
WL test to fit the structure of LCQP-graphs, see Algorithm [2}
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Algorithm 2 The WL test for LCQP-graphs

Require: A LCQP-graph G = (V,W, A, Q, Hy, Hy/) and iteration limit L > 0.
1: Initialize with C}"" = HASH(v;) and C"" = HASH(wy;).
2: forl=1,2,---,L do
3: Refine the colors

ChV = HASH cj*lvv,zn:AinASH (C]H’W) ,

Jj=1

CIW — HASH | CL1W, iAinASH (cﬁ—lvv) , Z Q,HASH (C}‘LW)

i=1 j'=1
4: end for
5: return The multisets containing all colors {{CZLV}} , {{C]LW}} .
i=0 §=0

We define two equivalence relations as follows. Intuitively, LCQP-graphs in the same equiv-
alence class will be identified as isomorphic by WL test, though they may be actually non-

isomorphic.

Definition A.1. For LCQP-graphs Grcqp, Groagp € Grcgp. let {{CFY g ({7 1,
and {{CA’ZLV}}?;07 {{C']LW}};LZO the color multisets output by Algom'thm@ on Grcqp and GLCQP,
(a) We say GLcqp ~ GLCQP if for all L € N and all hash functions, {{CiL’V}};’LO =
{CH Py and ({O7" 1 = {{C7 " M-
(b) We say GrLcqp X Grogp if for all L € N and all hash functions, {{C*V}ym, =
{CHV iy and W = CPY Ve {12, n}.

Our main finding leading to the results in Section [3]is that, for LCQP-graphs in the same
equivalence class, even if they are non-isomorphic, their optimal objective values and optimal

solutions must be the same (up to a permutation perhaps).

Theorem A.2. For any GLCQP)GLCQP S Q%’ép, if GLCQP ~ GLCQP; then ‘I)obj(GLCQP) =
Do (Greqp)-

Theorem A.3. For any GLCQP,GLCQP IS Qﬂfgp that are feasible and bounded, if Grcqp ~

GLcqp, then there exists some permutation ow € Sy, such that ®so1(GLoqp) = ow (Psal(GLeqp))-
. WA -

Furthermore, if Grocqp ~ Grcqp, then ®ui(Greqr) = Psol(Greqp)-

We need the following lemma to prove Theorem and Theorem

Lemma A.4. Suppose that M € R™*"™ is a symmetric and positive semidefinite matriz and that
J ={N,Jo,..., Ji} is a partition of {1,2,...,n} satisfying that for any q,q' € {1,2,...,t},
Zj/ejq, M;;r is a constant over j € Jq. For any x € R™, it holds that

1 1
where £ € R" is defined via ; =y, = ﬁ Zj’eJq xj forj € Jg.

& Mz,
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Proof. Fixe x € R™ and consider the problem

1
min -z Mz
z€R™ 2

(A.2)

jedq jedy

which is a convex program. The Lagrangian is given by

1 t
= izTMz—;)\q sz—

L(z, )

It can be computed that

872]5 z, A Z jj' % — q,

and

i,Cz)\ ij sz,

Jj€Jq jE€Jq

0,
o =2 -

j€Jq jEJq

It is clear that

by the definition of #. Furthermore, consider any fixed ¢ € {1,2,...,

je€Jdg,

> d;=0,

s.t. sz: ij, q=1,2,...,1,

>

jEJq JEJ,

t} and we have for any

M;;: is constant

j € Jy that
8
92, qu ZMM Aq =0,
Z‘y 7 EJ/
if Ay = 22,21 Yg' Zj’eJq/ M;; that is independent in j € ¢ since )

over j € J, for any ¢’ € {1,2,...,

jIGJq/

t}. Since the problem (A.2)) is convex and the first-order

optimality condition is satisfied at &, we can conclude that & is a minimizer of (A.2)), which

implies (A.1)).

O

Proof of Theorem[A.3 Let Grcqp and GLCQP be the LCQP-graphs associated to (2.1) and

1
;Ielﬁgyl] 5% Qx+c x,

(A.3)

s.t.flxél;, fgwgﬁ,

Suppose that there are no collisions of hash functions or their linear combinations when applying

the WL test to Gr.cqp and éLch and there are no strict color refinements in the L-th iteration.

Since Grcqp ~ Cﬂv‘Lch7 after performing some permutation, there exist Z = {I, I, ...,

J ={J,J2,..., i} that are partitions of {1,2,...,m} and {1,2,...,
the followings hold:

. Cf’v = C’Z-L/’V if and only if 7,4’ € I, for some p € {1,2,...

o OV = CA‘lL,V if and only if 4,4’ € I,, for some p € {1,2,...

~L ~L
o« CFV =LY
LW LW
oV =y
LW ANLW
oW = ¢k

j
. CjL’W = C’jL,’W if and only if j,j" € J, for some ¢ € {1,2

if and only if 4,4’ € I, for some p € {1,2,...
if and only if j, j’ € J, for some ¢ € {1,2,...
if and only if j, j* € J, for some ¢ € {1,2,...

Lt

I} and
n}, respectively, such that

, S}
, S}
, S}

1),
).

Since there are no collisions, we have from the vertex color initialization that
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o v; = (b;,0;) = 0; = (b;, ;) and is constant over i € I, for any p € {1,2,...,s}.
o w; = (¢j,1j,u;) = ; = (&,1;,1;) and is constant over j € J, for any q € {1,2,...,t}.
For any p € {1,2,...,s} and any 4,47’ € I,, one has
LV LV L—1,W L—1,W
ChY =l — N AyHASH (C] 7YY = 37 AHasH (¢ 7Y
JEW JEW

— ) A, HASH (Cf’W) = > Ay;HASH (CJ'L ’W>

JEW JEW
— ZAij:ZAi/j, qu{LQ,...,t}.
Jj€Jq JjE€Jq

i : LV _ ALV ALV _ ALYV
One can obtain similar conclusions from C;”" = C,”" and C;”" = C}", and hence conclude
that

e For any p € {1,2,...,s} and ¢ € {1,2,...,t}, Zje.fq Ajj = Eje.]q Aij and is constant
over i € I,

Similarly, the followings also hold:

e Forany p € {1,2,...,s} and ¢ € {1,2,...,t}, 3", Aij = > ,c; Aij and is constant
over j € Jg.
e For any ¢q,¢' € {1,2,...,t}, Zj,e]q, Qjjr = Ej'eJq, ij/ and is constant over j € J,.
If Grecgp or is infeasible, then ®q,ij(Grcqr) = +oo and clearly ®opi(Greqr) >
CI)obj(GLCQp). If is feasible, let z € R™ be any feasible solution to and define
TeR"viat; =y, = ﬁ Zj’eJ,, x4 for j € J,. By the proofs of Lemma B.2 and Lemma B.3
in [8], we know that & is a feasible solution to and ¢'z = ¢"#. In addition, we have

1 ED 1 1< 1 <
ixTQw’ 556TQ5€: 3 DX D #Qpdy = 3 D Yave Y, Qi

q,9'=1j€Jq ' €Jy q,9'=1 Jedy
t t
1 ~ 1 ~ 1 ~
_ o s - 7AT A~
=3 E YqYq' E Qjjr = 9 E , E , E Q5 Ly = 2x Qz,
q,q'=1 J'€dy q,9'=1j€Jq 5 €Jy

which then implies that

1 1.+ »
imTQx +cle > 5:@%2@ +e',

and hence that ®op;j(GrLoqp) > @obj(éLch). Till now we have proved ®qu;(GrLoqp)

(I)Obj(GLCQP) regardless of the feasibility of Grcqp. The reverse direction ®opi(Grcqp)
@Obj(éLch) is also true and we can conclude that ®opj(GLogp) = éobj(éLch).

O IN IV

Proof of Theorem[A-3 Under the same setting as in the proof of Theorem [A22] the results can
be proved using the same arguments as in the proof of Lemma B.4 and Corollary B.7 in [8]. O

Corollary A.5. For any feasible and bounded Grcqp € gfLégP and any j,5 € {1,2,...,n}, if
C]-L’W = CjL,’W holds for all L € N and all hash functions, then ®sq1(Groqr);j = Psol (Grcqr) ;-
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Proof. Let éLch be the LCQP-graph obtained from Grcqp by relabeling j as j’ and relabeling
j' as j. By Theorem we have @y01(GLoqp) = Q)SOI(GLCQP), which implies @01(GLegp); =
Ds01(Greqr); = Psol(GLeqp); - O

It is well-known from previous literature that the separation power of GNNs is equivalent to
that of WL test and that GNNs can universally approximate any continuous function whose
separation is not stronger than that of WL test; see e.g. . We have established in
Theorem Theorem and Corollary that the separation power of ®,p,; and P is
upper bounded by the WL test (Algorithm [2)) that shares the same information aggregation
mechanism as the GNNs in Frcqp and F]%QP. Therefore, Theorem and Theorem can
be proved using standard arguments in the previous literature.

Proof of Theorem[3.3 Based on Theorem Theorem [3.3] can be proved following the same
lines as in the proof of Theorem 3.4 in , with trivial modifications to generalize results for
LP-graphs to the LCQP setting. O

Proof of Theorem[3.4) Based on Theorem [A-3] and Corollary [A’5] Theorem [3.4] can be proved
following the same lines as in the proof of Theorem 3.6 in , with trivial modifications to

generalize results for LP-graphs to the LCQP setting. (]

APPENDIX B. PROOFS FOR SECTION [4.]]

This section presents the proofs of Proposition [£.2] and Proposition

Proof of Proposisition[{.9 As discussed in Section we consider the following two examples
whose optimal objective values are g and 6, respectively.

6

6
1 2
mlnfE xiJrE T,
z€R6 27.'—1

=1

st.x14+x2>1, zao+x3>1, x3+ 24 > 1,

WA,

zat+x5>1, x5 +26 >1, 26 +21 > 1,
xz; € {0,1}, Vje{1,2,...,6}.

6

( )
_/

6
o1 2
min — E x; +

z€R6 2 y
i=1 7

ZTi,
1

WA,

st.x1+x2>1, xot+x3>1, x34+21 > 1,
za+2a5 21, x5+26 21, T6 + T4 > 1,
z;€{0,1}, Vje{1,2,...,6}.

clolclolcle
bo' Nl
o

Denote Gmi-Lcqpr and GMI_LCQP as the graph representations of the above two MI-LCQP
problems. Let 8%7 té» and §ﬁ», tAé be the features at the [-th layer when apply a GNN F' € Furrcqp
to Gmr-Lcqp and GMI_LCQP. We will prove by induction that for any 0 <[ < L, the followings
hold:

(a) st =3l and is constant over i € {1,2,...,6}.

%
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l _ Al . .
(b) t; =t; and is constant over j € {1,2,...,6}.

It is clear that the conditions (a) and (b) are true for [ = 0, since v; = ©9; is constant in i €
{1,2,...,6}, and w; = w; is constant in j € {1,2,...,6}. Now suppose that the conditions (a)
and (b) are true for [—1 where 1 < [ < L. We denote that s' ' = ™t = 5.1 vi e {1,2,...,6}
and t=1 = t§71 = £§*17 Vje{l1,2,...,6}. It can be computed for any i € {1,2,...,6} and
j€{1,2,...,6} that

sh=fV (s gV (7 Ay) | =1 (820 (#11) = &,
JjeENW

l 1— 1— [—

th= 3T g s Ay, YD gt Qi)
ieNy JEN

= 11200 (), R0 ) =

which proves (a) and (b) for I. Thus, we can conclude that F(GyiLcqr) = }*_'(CATH\/H_LCQP)7 VFE e
FMI-LCQP- O

Proof of Proposition[].3 Consider the following two MI-LCQPs:

;I’EHRI% %lelTx—Fle,
st.x1 —x2=0, za —x1 =0,
3 —x4 =0, x4 — x5 =0,
r5 —x6 =0, 6 —x7 =0, z7 —x3 =0,
T1+z2+r3+xsa+25+26+27=06
0<z; <3, z;€Z, Vje{l,2,...,7}.

and

;IEIIRI% %lelTx—i—lTx,
st.x1 —x2=0, z2 —x3 =0, 3 — 21 =0,
x4 —x5 =0, x5 —x6 = 0,
e —x7 =0, x7 — x4 =0,
1+ X2 + X3 + T4+ T5 +T6 + 27 =6
0<z;<3,z;€Z, Vje{l,2,...,7}.

One can easily verify that both problems are feasible. The feasible region of the first problem
is {(3,3,0,0,0,0,0)} and the feasible region of the second problem is {(2,2,2,0,0,0,0)}. Thus,
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the two problems have the same optimal objective value, say 24, but their optimal solution sets
are disjoint, without any common element.
On the other hand, it can be analyzed using the same argument as in the proof of Proposi-

tion [4.2] that for any 0 <1 < L that
(a) st =8l is constant over i € {1,2,...,7}, and s} = 8%.
l _ Al . .
(b) t; =t; is constant over j € {1,2,...,7}.
These two conditions guarantee that F(Gumrrcqor) = F(Gurrcqr), V F € Furrcqp and

Fw (Gurrcqr) = Fw (Guvr-Leqr), ¥ Fw € Fur-Loqp- O
APPENDIX C. CHARACTERIZATION OF UNFOLDABILITY AND MP-TRACTABILITY

In this section, we discuss some further characterizations of the unfoldability and the MP-
tractability for MI-LCQP-graphs defined in Section
We first prove that the unfoldability implies the MP-tractability but they are not equivalent.

Proposition C.1. If GurLcqp € gﬁfLCQP 1s unfoldable, then it is also MP-tractable.

Proof. Let (Z,J) be the final stable partition of V'U W generated by WL test on Gumrrcqp
without collision, where Z = {Iy,I5,...,Is} is a partition of V = {1,2,...,m} and J =
{J1,J2,...,J} is a partition of W = {1,2,...,n}. Since we assume that GmrLcqp is foldable,
we have t = n and |J1| = |J2| = -+ = |J,| = 1. Then for any ¢,¢' € {1,2,...,t}, the submatrix
(ij’)jEquj’EJq, is a 1 x 1 matrix and hence has identical entries.
Consider any p € {1,2,...,s} and ¢ € {1,2,...,t}. Suppose that the color positioning is
stabilized at the L-th iteration of WL test. Then for any ¢, € I,,, we have
C'.L"/ = CL’V

— {{HASH (ch—LW,AZ-j) je MW}} _ {{HASH (Cf—lvw,Ai,j) je N,W}}

= {4 17 € ot} ={{Av; 1 € Jg}},
which implies that the submatrix (A;j)icr, e, has identical entries since |.J;| = 1. Therefore,

GwmrLcqp is MP-tractable. O

Proposition C.2. There exist MP-tractable instances in gﬁfLCQP that are not unfoldable.

______________________

st. x14+23<1
x1 —2ro+2x3 <1

0<z1,22,23<1

T1,%2,23 € Z

The WL test (Algorithm

FIGURE 6. Example for proving Proposition
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Proof. Consider the example in Figure [6] for which the final stable partition is Z = {{1},{2}}
and J = {{1,3},{2}}. It is not unfoldable since the class {1,3} in J has two elements.
However, it is MP-tractable since A1; = A13 =1 and Ag; = Asz = 1. O

We then show that a generic MI-LCQP-graph in gﬁchQp must be unfoldable. Intuitively,
if ¢ € R™ is randomly sampled from a continuous distribution with density, then almost surely
it holds that x; # x; for any j # j/, which implies that the vertices in W have different colors
initially and always, if there are no collisions of hash functions.

Proposition C.3. Let P be a probability measure over Gur.rcqp such that the marginal dis-
tribution P. of ¢ € R™ has density. Then P[Guvrrcqr € G via) = 1-

Proof. Since the marginal distribution P, has density, almost surely we have for any j # j’ that
¢j# ey = OPW 20U = oW 2V, wixo,

where we assumed that no collisions happen in hash functions. Therefore, any 7,7 € W
with j # j' are not the in same class of the final stable partition (Z,J), which proves the
unfoldability. O

As a direct corollary of Proposition and Proposition a generic MI-LCQP-graph in
Onitroqp must also be MP-tractable.

Corollary C.4. Let P be a probability measure over GumrLoqp such that the marginal distri-
bution P. of c € R™ has density. Then P[GuiLogp € Gyp] = 1.

APPENDIX D. PROOFS FOR SECTION

This section collects the proofs of Theorems and Similar to the LCQP case,
the proofs are also based on the WL test (Algorithm [1)) and its separation power to distinguish
MI-LCQP problems with different properties. We define the separation power of Algorithm
as follows.

Definition D.1. Let GMI_LCQP7GMI_LCQP € QﬁfLCQP be two MI-LCQP-graphs and denote
{Hckvnm, | {{CJ-L’W}}?ZO and {{CFV}}m,, {{CA’jLW}}?ZO as the color multisets output by
Algorithm on GumrLcqp and GMI_LCQP.
(a) We say GumrLoqp ~ GMI_LCQP if for all L € N and all hash functions, {{C’iL’V}}}’;O =
{CH Py and ({07 1o = HCP " s
(b) We say Gmi-Lcqp v GMI_LCQP if for all L € N and all hash functions, {{Cf’v}}ﬁo =
{CHV g and Y =CPV v je (1,2, n}.

The key component in the proof is to show that for unfoldable/MP-tractable MI-LCQP
problems, if they are indistinguishable by WL test, then they must share some common prop-

erties.

Theorem D.2. For any two MP-tractable MI-LCQP-graphs GMI_LCQP7GMI_LCQP € Gup's
if GmiLeqp ~ GMrLcqp, then @reas(GmiLeqp) = Preas(GMrLcqr) and Pobj(Gumi-Lcqp) =
Do (GMILCQP)-
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Proof. Let Gmr-Lcqp and GMI_LCQP be the MI-LCQP-graphs associated to

1
(D.1) Helﬁ{rl §xTQ$ +c'z, st Azob, <z <u, z; €L, Vjel
and

1 A ~ A~ A ~
(D.2) ;&i&% §xTQx +é'w, st Azob I<x<a, v, €Z, Vjel

Suppose that there are no collisions of hash functions or their linear combinations when applying
the WL test to GmrLcqp and GMI_LCQP and there are no strict color refinements in the L-th
iteration. Since GmrLcqp ~ GMI_LCQP and both of them are MP-tractable, after performing
some permutation, there exist Z = {Iy,I5,...,I;} and J = {J1, Ja, ..., J;} that are partitions
of {1,2,...,m} and {1,2,...,n}, respectively, such that the followings hold:

. C’iL’V = C’iL,’V if and only if ¢,¢" € I, for some p € {1,2,...,s}.

. CiL’V = CA’ZL/V if and only if 7,4’ € I, for some p € {1,2,...,s}.

. C'lLV = CA’lL,V if and only if 4,4’ € I, for some p € {1,2,...,s}.

° Cf’w = C’JL,’W if and only if j, j’ € J, for some ¢ € {1,2,...,t}.
gL = LW

if and only if j, j’ € J, for some ¢ € {1,2,...,t}.

oW — C’jL,W if and only if j, j’ € J, for some ¢ € {1,2,...,t}.

j
By similar analysis as in the proof of Theorem we have

(a) v; = ¥; and is constant over ¢ € I, for any p € {1,2,...,s}.
(b) w; =1; and is constant over j € J, for any ¢ € {1,2,...,t}.
(c) For any p € {1,2,...,s} and any ¢ € {1,2,...,t}, {{Ai; : j € Jo}} = {{4i; : j € J4}}
and is constant over i € I,,.
(d) For any p € {1,2,...,s} and any ¢ € {1,2,...,t}, {{4Ay; i € L,}} = {{Ai; : i € }}
and is constant over j € Jg.
(e) For any q,¢ € {1,2,...,t}, {{Qj;r : 7/ € Jy}} = {{Qj;» : /' € Jy}} and is constant
over j € J,.
Note that GurLcqp and GMI_LCQP are both MP-tractable, i.e., all submatrices (Agj)icr,, je,
(Asj)ier, jet, (ij/)jejqwj/el]q,7 and (ij/)jejq’jlejq, have identical entries. The above condi-
tions (c)-(e) suggest that
(f) For any p € {1,2,...,s} and any ¢ € {1,2,...,t}, A;; = Aij and is constant over
i€ l,,j€Jy.
(g) For any ¢,¢' € {1,2,...,t}, Q;5 = ij/ and is constant over j € J,, j' € Jy.
Combining conditions (a), (b), (f), and (g), we can conclude that Gmi.Lcqp and GMI_LCQP
are actually identical after applying some permutation, i.e., they are isomorphic, which implies

Preas (GMILCQP) = Preas(GuiLogp) and ®opj(Grrrogr) = Pobi(Gurrogp)- O

Theorem D.3. For any two M[—LCQP—gTaphS GMI—LCQP, GMI—LCQP € g:;l’" n gﬁ’led that are
unfoldable with nonempty optimal solution sets, if GmrLcqp ~ G’MI_LCQP, then there exists

some permutation ow € S, such that Pgo(GMmi-Loqp) = UW(<I>301(GM1_LCQP)). Furthermore,

. W A
if Gyrreqp ~ Gurreqp, then Pu(GurLoqpr) = Psol (GMI-LoqP) -
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Proof. By Proposition Gwmi-Lecqp and GMI_LCQP are also MP-tractable, and hence, all anal-
ysis in the proof of Theorem applies. If GmrLcqp ~ GMI_LCQP, then they are isomorphic

A . w
and (psol(GMI—LCQP) = UW((I)SOI(GMI—LCQP)) for some permutatlon ow € Sn If GMI—LCQP ~
GwmiLcqp, then these two graphs will become identical after applying some permutation on V'

with the labeling in W unchanged, which guarantees @01 (GMmrLoqQp) = @sol(GMI_LCQp). O

With Theorem and Theorem one can adopt standard argument in the previous
literature to prove Theorems [£.6} [£.7 and

Proof of Theorem[{.6, Based on Theorem Theorem [4.6] can be proved following the same
lines as in the proof of Theorem 3.2 in [8], with straightforward modifications to generalize
results for LP-graphs to the MI-LCQP setting. O

Proof of Theorem[].7 Based on Theorem Theorem [£.7] can be proved following the same
lines as in the proof of Theorem 3.4 in [§], with straightforward modifications to generalize
results for LP-graphs to the MI-LCQP setting. ]

Proof of Theorem[].9 Based on Theorem [D.3] and the unfoldability assumption that different
vertices in W will eventually have different colors in the WL test without collision, which
automatically provides a result of the same spirit as Corollary Theorem can be proved
following the same lines as in the proof of Theorem 3.6 in [8], with straightforward modifications
to generalize results for LP-graphs to the MI-LCQP setting. O

APPENDIX E. IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS AND ADDITIONAL NUMERICAL RESULTS

E.1. Random LCQP and MI-LCQP instance generation. Generic LCQP and MI-
LCQP generation. For all instances generated and used in our numerical experiments, we
set m = 10 and n = 50, which means each instance contains 10 constraints and 50 variables.

The sampling schemes of problem components are described below.

e Matrix @ in the objective function. We sample sparse, symmetric and positive semidef-
inite @ using the make_sparse_spd_matrix function provided by the scikit-learn
Python package, which imposes sparsity on the Cholesky factor. We set the alpha
value to 0.95 so that there will be around 10% non-zero elements in the resulting Q
matrix.

e The coefficients ¢ in the objective function: ¢; ~ N(0,0.12).

e The non-zero elements in the coefficient matrix: A;; ~ N(0,1). The coefficient matrix
A contains 100 non-zero elements. The positions are sampled randomly.

e The right hand side b of the linear constraints: b; ~ N(0,1).

e The constraint types o. We first sample equality constraints following the Bernoulli
distribution Bernoulli(0.3). Then other constraints takes the type <. Note that this is
equivalent to sampling < and > constraints separately with equal probability, because
the elements in A and b are sampled from symmetric distributions.

e The lower and upper bounds of variables: 1;,u; ~ N(0,10%). We swap their values if

l; > u; after sampling.
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e (MI-LCQP only) The variable types are randomly sampled. Each type (continuous or

integer) occurs with equal probability.

After instance generation is done, we collect labels, i.e., the optimal objective function values
and optimal solutions, using one of the commercial solvers.

LCQP instance generation for generalization experiments. In this setting, we only
sample different coefficients ¢ for different LCQP instances. We sample other components only
once, i.e., Q, A, b, [, w and o in , and keep them constant and shared by all instances. We
also slightly adjust the distributions from which these components are sampled as described

below.

o Matrix Q. We follow the same sampling scheme as above.

e The coefficients ¢ in the objective function: ¢; ~ N(0,1/n).

e The non-zero elements in the coefficient matrix: A;; ~ N(0,1/n). The coefficient
matrix A contains 100 non-zero elements. The positions are sampled randomly.

e The right hand side b of the linear constraints: b; ~ N (0,1/n).

e The constraint types o. We follow the same sampling scheme as above.

e The lower and upper bounds of variables: lj,u; ~ N(0,1). We swap their values if

l; > u; after sampling.

For the generalization experiments, we first generate 25,000 LCQP instances for training,
and then take the first 100/500/25,00,/5,000/10,000 instances to form the smaller training sets.
This ensures that the smaller training sets are subsets of the larger sets. The validation set

contains 1,000 instances that are generated separately.

E.2. Details of GNN implementation. We implement GNN with Python 3.9 and Tensor-
Flow 2.16.1 [1]. Our implementation is built by extending the GNN implementation in |13|E|
The embedding mappings fY, f3V are parameterized as linear layers followed by a non-linear
activation function; { flV, le, glV, ng , ng}zL:1 and the output mappings r1, ry are parameterized
as 2-layer multi-layer perceptrons (MLPs) with respective learnable parameters. The parame-
ters of all linear layers are initialized as orthogonal matrices. We use ReLU as the activation
function.

In our experiments, we train GNNs with embedding sizes of 64, 128, 256, 512 and 1,024.
We show in Table [1] the number of learnable parameters in the resulting network with each

embedding size.

E.3. Details of GNN training. We adopt Adam [25] to optimize the learnable parameters
during training. We use an initial learning rate of 5 x 10~ for all networks. We set the batch
size to 2,500 or the size of the training set, whichever is the smaller. In each mini-batch, we
combine the graphs into one large graph to accelerate training. All experiments are conducted
on a single NVIDIA Tesla V100 GPU.

63ce https://github.com/ds4dm/learn2branch.
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TABLE 1. Number of learnable parameters in GNN with different embedding

sizes.

Embedding size Number of parameters

64 112,320
128 445,824
256 1,776,384
512 7,091,712
1,024 30,436,352

We use mean squared relative error as the loss function, which is defined as
15w (G) — 2(G)|3
max([|®(G)[[,1)* |’

where Fyy is the GNN, G is a mini-batch sampled from the whole training set, G is a problem

(E.1) Lg(Fw) =Eg~g

instance in the mini-batch G, and ®(G) is the label of instance G. During training, we monitor
the average training error in each epoch. If the training loss does not improve for 50 epochs, we
will half the learning rate and reset the parameters of the GNN to those that yield the lowest
training error so far. We observe that this helps to stabilize the training process significantly

and can also improve the final loss achieved.

—t+— Training
. 10724 C —+— Validation
o ; i o
5 t T T a 10—2<
g 1074 Y
© ©
© Ko}
< 10-6 —— Training o«
—+— Validation
T T T T T T 10_3‘ T T T T T T
100 5000 10000 15000 20000 25000 100 5000 10000 15000 20000 25000
Number of instances Number of instances
(A) Fit ®op; for LCQP (B) Fit @501 for LCQP

FIGURE 7. Training and validation errors when training GNNs with an em-
bedding size of 512 on different numbers of LCQP problem instances to fit ®qp;
and (I)sol-

E.4. Full generalization results on LCQP. Figure [7] shows the variations of training and
validation errors when training GNNs of an embedding size of 512 on different numbers of LCQP
problem instances. We observe similar trends for both prediction tasks, that the generalization
gap decreases and the generalization ability improves as more instances are used for training.
This result implies the potential of applying trained GNNs to solve QP problems that are
unseen during training but are sampled from the same distribution, as long as enough training
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instances are accessible and the instance distribution is specific enough (in contrast to the
generic instances used in experiments of Figure [3[ and .
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