
Dataless Quadratic Neural Networks for the Maximum
Independent Set Problem

Ismail Alkhouri1,2, Cedric Le Denmat3, Yingjie Li4, Cunxi Yu4, Jia Liu3,
Rongrong Wang1, Alvaro Velasquez5

1Michigan State University
2University of Michigan Ann Arbor,

3Ohio State University,
4University of Maryland College Park,

5University of Colorado Boulder

Combinatorial Optimization (CO) plays a crucial role in addressing various sig-
nificant problems, among them the challenging Maximum Independent Set (MIS)
problem. In light of recent advancements in deep learning methods, efforts have
beendirected towards leveraging data-driven learning approaches, typically rooted
in supervised learning and reinforcement learning, to tackle theNP-hardMIS prob-
lem. However, these approaches rely on labeled datasets, exhibit weak general-
ization, and often depend on problem-specific heuristics. Recently, ReLU-based
dataless neural networks were introduced to address combinatorial optimization
problems. This paper introduces a novel dataless quadratic neural network formu-
lation, featuring a continuous quadratic relaxation for the MIS problem. Notably,
ourmethod eliminates the need for training data by treating the givenMIS instance
as a trainable entity. More specifically, the graph structure and constraints of the
MIS instance are used to define the structure and parameters of the neural network
such that training it on a fixed input provides a solution to the problem, thereby
setting it apart from traditional supervised or reinforcement learning approaches.
By employing a gradient-based optimization algorithm like ADAM and leveraging
an efficient off-the-shelf GPU parallel implementation, our straightforward yet ef-
fective approach demonstrates competitive or superior performance compared to
state-of-the-art learning-based methods. Another significant advantage of our ap-
proach is that, unlike exact and heuristic solvers, the running time of our method
scales only with the number of nodes in the graph, not the number of edges.

1. Introduction
In his landmark paper [1], Richard Karp introduced the concept of reducibility among combinato-
rial problems that are complete for the complexity classNP. This pivotal work established a connec-
tion between combinatorial optimization problems and theNP-hard complexity class, implying their
inherent computational challenges. Although these problems are notorious for their intractability,
they have proven to be foundational in various sectors [2], demonstrating their widespread applica-
bility. While a polynomial-time solver remains elusive for solving NP-hard problems with respect to
(w.r.t.) the input size, various efficient solvers have been developed [3]. Such solvers can be broadly
classified into heuristic algorithms [4], branch-and-bound-based global optimization methods [5],
and approximation algorithms [6].
In the NP-hard complexity class, one of the most fundamental problems is the ‘Maximum Inde-
pendent Set’ (MIS) problem, which is concerned with determining a subset of vertices in a graph
G = (V,E) with maximum cardinality, such that no two vertices in this subset are connected by
an edge [7]. In the past few decades, in addition to commercial Integer Programming (IP) solvers
(e.g., CPLEX [8], Gurobi [9], and most recently CP-SAT [10]), powerful heuristic methods (e.g.,
ReduMIS in [3]) have been introduced to tackle the complexities inherent in the MIS problem. No-
tably, a plethora of data-driven machine learning approaches were proposed for solving the MIS
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problem [11–13]. These methods fall into two categories: Supervised Learning (SL) approaches
and Reinforcement Learning (RL) approaches.
However, both data-driven SL and RL approaches are known for their unsatisfactory generalization
performance when faced with graph instances exhibiting structural characteristics different from
those in the training dataset [12] (see Section 2.2 for further discussion). Additionally, the num-
ber of training parameters in learning-based methods is significantly larger than our approach. For
instance, the network used in the most recent state-of-the-art (SOTA) method, DIFUSCO [14], con-
sists of 12 layers, eachwith five trainableweightmatrices of dimensions 256×256, resulting in nearly
four million trainable parameters for the SATLIB dataset, which has graphs of at most 1347 nodes.
By comparison, our approach would require n = 1347 trainable parameters. Moreover, many of
these existing methods achieve SOTA results only when employing various MIS-specific subrou-
tines, as thoroughly analyzed and elucidated in the recent work by [12]. The limitations of these
data-dependent methods lead to an open question:

(Q): Can we develop a new dataless neural-network-based approach to retain the use of gradient-
based optimization algorithms (e.g., Adam [15]), so that it still rivals the competitive results
achieved by learning-based methods while avoiding their pitfalls?

In this paper, we answer this question affirmatively by proposing a dataless quadratic neural network
approach (dQNN). Collectively, our proposed dataless neural network offers a novel neural-network-
based method for addressing combinatorial optimization problems without the need for any training
data, hence resolving the out-of-distribution generalization challenges in existing learning-based
methods. More concretely, given the MIS instance G = (V,E), we encode G into the parameters
of a neural network such that those parameters yield the solution to the given MIS problem after
training. Such neural architecture designs can further benefit from GPU implementations with mas-
sive parallelism when compared to classical non-learning methods. The main contributions of our
work are summarized as follows:

• We first propose dataless quadratic networks (Quant-Net) that encode the input graph and its
complement. The neural architecture of Quant-Net implicitly defines a continuous and differ-
entiable relaxation of the MIS problem, thereby enabling an efficient optimization process and
paving the way for enhanced performance for solving the MIS problem.

• To improve the exploration of Quant-Net for solving the MIS problem, we propose three initial-
ization schemes: (i) a sampling from the uniform distribution when the degrees of all nodes are
similar, (ii) a sampling scheme based on a continuous semidefinite programming (SDP) relax-
ation of the MIS problem for sparse graphs, and (iii) a degree-based initialization scheme for
dense graphs.

• We provide a theoretical analysis on sufficient and necessary conditions of the edges-penalty
parameter for Quant-Net. Furthermore, we provide theoretical insights on the local minimizers.
These derivations shed light on the underlying dynamics of the optimization process associated
with our proposed dataless neural network. The theoretical foundation strengthens the under-
standing of how these parameters influence the behavior of the optimization algorithm.

• Our experiments on known challenging graph datasets, utilizing standard tools such as the
Adam optimizer and GPU libraries, establish the efficacy of our proposed Quant-Net approach,
which shows competitive or superior performance compared to SOTA data-driven learning ap-
proaches.

2. Preliminaries and related work

2.1. The MIS problem formulations
Notations: Consider an undirected graph represented asG = (V,E), where V is the vertex set and
E ⊆ V × V is the edge set. The cardinality of a set is denoted by | · |. The number of nodes (resp.
edges) is denoted by |V | = n (resp. |E| = m). Unless otherwise stated, for a node v ∈ V , we use
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N (v) = {u ∈ V | (u, v) ∈ E} to denote the set of its neighbors. The degree of a node v ∈ V is
denoted by d(v) = |N (v)|, and the maximum degree of the graph by ∆(G). For a subset of nodes
U ⊆ V , we use G[U ] = (U,E[U ]) to represent the subgraph induced by the nodes in U , where
E[U ] = {(u, v) ∈ E | u, v ∈ U}. Given a graph G, its complement is denoted by G′ = (V,E′), where
E′ = V ×V \E is the set of all the edges between nodes that are not connected inG. Consequently,
if |E′| = m′, then m + m′ = n(n − 1)/2 represents the number of edges in the complete graph on
V . The graph adjacency matrix of graph G is denoted by AG ∈ {0, 1}n×n. We use I to denote the
identity matrix. The element-wise product of two matricesA andB is denoted byA ◦B. The trace
of a matrix A is denoted by tr(A). We use diag(A) to denote the diagonal of A. For any positive
integer n, [n] := {1, . . . , n}. The vector (resp. matrix) of all ones and size n (resp. n× n) is denoted
by en (resp. Jn). Furthermore, we use 1(·) to denote the indicator function that returns 1 (resp. 0)
when its argument is True (resp. False).
Problem Statement: In this paper, we consider the NP-hard problem of obtaining the maximum
independent sets (MIS). Next, we formally define MIS and the complementary Maximum Clique
(MC) problems.
Definition 1 (MIS Problem). Given an undirected graph G = (V,E), the goal of MIS is to find a subset
of vertices I ⊆ V such that E([I]) = ∅, and |I| is maximized.
Definition 2 (MC Problem). Given an undirected graph G = (V,E), the goal of MC is to find a subset of
vertices C ⊆ V such that G[C] is a complete graph, and |C| is maximized.

For the MC problem, the MIS of a graph is an MC of the complement graph [1]. Let each entry of
binary vector z ∈ {0, 1}n correspond to a node v ∈ V , and is denoted by zv ∈ {0, 1}. An integer
linear program (ILP) for MIS can be formulated as follows [16]:

ILP: max
z∈{0,1}n

∑
v∈V

zv s.t. zv + zu ≤ 1 ,∀(v, u) ∈ E. (1)

The following quadratic integer program (QIP) in (2) (with an optimal solution that is equivalent
to the optimal solution of the above ILP) can also be used to formulate the MIS problem [17]:

QIP: max
z∈{0,1}n

zT (I−AG)z . (2)

Furthermore, the work in [18] introduced the following semidefinite programming (SDP) relax-
ation of the MIS problem.

SDP: max
X∈Rn×n

tr(JnX) s.t. tr(X) = 1, Xu,v = 0,∀(u, v) ∈ E, X ⪰ 0 , (3)
where the third constraint denotes the positive semi-definiteness on the optimization matrixX. We
denote the optimal solution of (3) by X∗. The diagonal of X∗ represent the ‘weight’ of each vertex
in being part of the MIS, whereas the off-diagonal non-zero elements, i.e., for indices (u, v) /∈ E,
indicate how likely nodes u and v are in the MIS. While Eq. (3) is convex (which means there exists
one unique optimal solution) and runs in polynomial time, obtaining the MIS from X∗ requires
rounding techniques (such as spectral clustering [19]) that, inmost cases, do not result in an optimal
MIS in the graph.

2.2. Related work
1) Exact and Heuristic Solvers: Exact approaches for NP-hard problems typically rely on branch-
and-bound global optimization techniques. However, exact approaches suffer from poor scalability,
which limits their uses in large MIS problems [20]. This limitation has spurred the development
of efficient approximation algorithms and heuristics. For instance, the well-known NetworkX li-
brary [21] implements a heuristic procedure for solving the MIS problem [6]. These polynomial-
time heuristics often incorporate amix of sub-procedures, including greedy algorithms, local search
sub-routines, and genetic algorithms [22]. However, such heuristics generally cannot theoretically
guarantee that the resulting solution is within a small factor of optimality. In fact, inapproximability
results have been established for the MIS problem [23].
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Among existing MIS heuristics, ReduMIS [3] has emerged as the leading approach. The Redu-
MIS framework contains two primary components: (i) an iterative application of various graph
reduction techniques (e.g., the linear programming (LP) reduction method in [16]) with a stop-
ping rule based on the non-applicability of these techniques; and (ii) an evolutionary algorithm.
The ReduMIS algorithm initiates with a pool of independent sets and evolves them through mul-
tiple rounds. In each round, a selection procedure identifies favorable nodes by executing graph
partitioning, which clusters the graph nodes into disjoint clusters and separators to enhance the so-
lution. In contrast, our Quant-Net approach does not require such complex algorithmic operations
(e.g., solution combination operation, community detection, and local search algorithms for solu-
tion improvement) as used in ReduMIS. More importantly, ReduMIS and ILP solvers scale with the
number of nodes and the number of edges (which constraints their application on highly dense
graphs), whereas Quant-Net only scales w.r.t. the number nodes, as will be demonstrated in our
experimental results.
2) Data-Driven Learning-Based Solvers: As mentioned in Section 1, data-driven approaches for
MIS problems can be classified into SL and RL methods. A notable SL method is proposed in [24],
which combines several components including graph reductions [3], Graph Convolutional Net-
works (GCN) [25], guided tree search, and a solution improvement local search algorithm [26].
The GCN is trained on benchmark graphs using their solutions as ground truth labels, enabling the
learning of probability maps for the inclusion of each vertex in the optimal solution. Then, a subset
of ReduMIS subroutines is used to improve their solution. While the work in [24] reported on-par
results to ReduMIS, it was later shown by [12] that replacing the GCN output with random values
performs similarly to using the trained GCN network. Recently, DIFUSCO was introduced in [14],
an approach that integrates Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) with diffusion models [27] to create a
graph-based diffusion denoiser. DIFUSCO formulates the MIS problem in the discrete domain and
trains a diffusion model to improve a single or a pool of solutions.
On the other hand, RL-based methods have achieved more success in solving the MIS problem
when compared to SL methods. In the work of [28], a Deep Q-Network (DQN) is combined with
graph embeddings, facilitating the discrimination of vertices based on their influence on the solu-
tion and ensuring scalability to larger instances. Meanwhile, the study presented in [29] introduces
the LearningWhat toDefer (LwD)method, an unsupervised deepRL solver resembling tree search,
where vertices are iteratively assigned to the independent set. Theirmodel is trained using Proximal
Policy Optimization (PPO) [30]. The work in [31] introduces DIMES, which combines a compact
continuous space to parameterize the distribution of potential solutions and ameta-learning frame-
work to facilitate the effective initialization of model parameters during the fine-tuning stage that is
required for each graph.
It is worth noting that the majority of SL and RL methods are data-dependent in the sense that they
require the training of a separate network for each dataset of graphs. These data-dependent meth-
ods exhibit limited generalization performance when applied to out-of-distribution graph data. This
weak generalization stems from the need to train a different network for each graph dataset. In con-
trast, our dQNN approach differs from SL- and RL-based methods in that it does not rely on any
training datasets. Instead, our dQNN approach utilizes a simple yet effective graph-encoded contin-
uous objective function, which is defined solely in terms of the connectivity of a given graph.
3) Dataless DifferentiableMethods: The most related work to ours is [32], which introduces data-
less neural networks (dNNs) tailored for theMIS problem. Notably, their method operates without
the need for training data and relies on n trainable parameters. Their proposed methodology advo-
cates using a ReLU-based continuous objective to solve the MIS problem. However, to scale up and
improve their method, graph partitioning and local search algorithms were employed.
4) Discrete Sampling Solvers: In recent studies, researchers have explored the integration of
energy-based models with parallel implementations of simulated annealing to address combina-
torial optimization problems [33] without relying on any training data. For example, in tackling
the Maximum Independent Set (MIS) problem, Sun et al. [34] proposed a solver that combines
(i) Path Auxiliary Sampling [35] and (ii) the binary quadratic integer program in (2). However,
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unlike Quant-Net, these approaches entail prolonged sequential runtime and require fine-tuning of
multiple hyperparameters. Moreover, the energy models utilized in this method for addressing the
MIS problemmay generate binary vectors that violate the “no edges” constraint inherent to theMIS
problem. Consequently, a post-processing procedure becomes necessary.

3. Quant-Net: Dataless quadratic neural networks for the MIS
problem

In this section, we introduce our dataless neural network, Quant-Net , designed to solve the MIS
problem through neural training without the need for any training data.

3.1. Quant-Net: The model.
Wewill first present themodel of our proposedQuant-Net that is (i) differentiable everywhere w.r.t.
x, and (ii) free of hyper-parameter scheduling. A continuous relaxation of QIP (2) is

min
x∈[0,1]n

−
∑
v∈V

xv +
∑

(u,v)∈E

xvxu , or min
x∈[0,1]n

−eTnx+
1

2
xTAGx . (4)

Let z∗ denote a binary minimizer of Problem (4). Then, it was shown in [36] that it corresponds to
an MIS of size ∑

v∈V 1(z∗v = 1). Based on the quadratic MIS formulation in Problem (4), our pro-
posed Quant-Net introduces several improvements and modifications to efficiently solve the MIS
problem. In particular, Quant-Net incorporates an edges-penalty parameter γ, which scales the in-
fluence of the edges of the graph G on the optimization objective. Furthermore, Quant-Net uses the
adjacency matrices of G and G′. To see how Quant-Net is designed, we first consider the following
γ-parameterized augmented quadratic formulation for the MIS problem:

min
x∈[0,1]n

f(x) := −eTnx+
γ

2
xTAGx−

1

2
xTAG′x, (5)

where γ > 1 is the edges-penalty parameter. The rationale behind the third augmented term
− 1

2x
TAG′x in Problem (5) (corresponding to the edges of the complement graph G′) is to encour-

age the optimizer to select two nodes with no edge connecting them in G (implying an edge in
G′). We will theoretically show later in Theorem 4 that any MIS minimizer is a local minimizer of
Problem (5) with an appropriately chosen γ-value. Interestingly, the above continuous quadratic
formulation of the MIS problem in Problem (5) admits a dataless implementation of the quadratic
neural network (QNN), which was recently introduced in [37].
To see how Problem (5) corresponds to a Quant-Net, consider the graph example in Figure 1 (left),
for which the Quant-Net is illustrated in Figure 1 (right). Here, the Quant-Net comprises two fully
connected layers. The initial activation-free layer encodes information about the nodes (top n = 5
connections), edges ofG (middlem = 4 connections), and edges ofG′ (bottomm′ = 6 connections),
all without a bias vector. The subsequent fully connected layer is an activation-free layer performing
a vector dot-product between the fixed weight vector (with −1 corresponding to the nodes and
edges of G′ and the edges-penalty parameter γ), and the output of the first layer.
Utilizing the SDP solutionX∗ of Problem (3), along with its interpretation discussed in Section 2.2,
Quant-Net has the flexibility of incorporating X∗ into the objective in Problem (5) as follows:

min
x∈[0,1]n

−sTx+
γ

2
xTAGx−

1

2
xT (AG′ ◦N)x , s =

diag(X∗)

maxv X∗
v,v

, N =
X∗

max(u,v)/∈E X∗
u,v

. (6)

s and N represent the likelihood of nodes in the graph G and complement graph G′, respectively,
to be included in the MIS. This serves as our rationale behind the objective function in Problem (6).
Remark 1. Despite the polynomial-time complexity of the SDP formulation in (3) and the avail-
ability of efficient solvers such as MOSEK [38], efficiently obtaining the optimal solution in (3) is
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Figure 1: Quant-Net (right) for graph G (left). Sets MIS1 = {v1, v4, v5} and MIS2 = {v3, v4, v5} correspond
to an MIS in G and an MC in G′. Set MIS3 = {v2, v3} corresponds to a maximal independent set but not a
maximum independent set in G.
Algorithm 1 The Quant-Net MIS Training Algorithm.
Input: Graph G, number of iterations T , edge-penalty parameters γ, set of initializations S, and
learning rate α of Adam.
Output: The best obtained MIS I∗ in G.
1: Initialize SQ = {·} (an empty set to collect MISs).
2: For x[0] ∈ S (This runs in parallel)
3: For t ∈ [T ]

4: Run an Adam iteration (with α) to get x[t] from x[t− 1] on Problem (5) (or Problem (6)) with γ.
5: Obtain x[t]← Proj[0,1]n(x[t]) (box constraints).
6: Obtain I(x[t]) := {v ∈ V : xv[t] > 0}.
7: If I(x[t]) is a MIS in G: Then SQ ← SQ ∪ I(x[t]). Break the inner for loop.
8: Return I∗ = argmaxI∈SQ

|I|

predominantly achievable for sparse graphs. This constraint emerges from the fact that the compu-
tational complexity of SDP grows proportionally with both the number of nodes and the number
of edges in the graph. Consequently, the practical applicability of utilizing the objective function in
Problem (6) is limited to sparse graphs.

3.2. Quant-Net: The training algorithm

Drawing from the objective function of Problem (5) and the network structure of Quant-Net, we
introduce anMIS training algorithm. Notably, in contrast to the ReLU-based dNNproposed in [32],
the Quant-Net formulation in Problem (5) is characterized by being fully differentiable across x,
enabling more numerically stable optimization [39], as demonstrated in our experimental findings
discussed in Section 4.
Our objective functions in Problems (5) and (6) are highly non-convex which makes finding the
global minimizer(s) a challenging task. The work in [40] details the complexity of box-constrained
continuous quadratic optimization problems. Gradient-based optimizers like Adam [15] are effec-
tive for finding a local minimizer given an initialization in [0, 1]n. Due to the full differentiability of
our objective (Problems (5) and (6)), Adam empirically proves to be computationally highly effi-
cient. Consequently, for a single graph, we can initiate multiple optimizations from various points
in [0, 1]n and execute Adam in parallel for each. Specifically, with a specified number of batches
(parallel processes) B, we define set S to denote all the initializations, where |S| = B, and consider
the following three approaches:
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• Random Initialization: Here, each vector in set S is obtained by sampling from each entry inde-
pendently from the uniform distribution. This strategy is effective when the degree of each vertex
is similar to all other vertices such as the Erdos-Renyi (ER) [41] graphs.

• SDP-based Initialization: Given that the diagonal of X∗ represents the ‘weight’ of each vertex
to be in the MIS, we propose using the SDP solution by which set S consists of vector s and
B − 1 samples drawn from a Gaussian distribution with mean vector s and covariance matrix
ηI. Here, η serves as a hyper-parameter that governs the exploration around s. In this case, we
use Problem (6). This strategy is effective particularly in scenarios where solving the SDP is
computationally tractable, such as in the case of sparse graphs.

• Degree-based Initialization: Following the intuition that vertices with higher degrees are less
likely to belong to an MIS compared to those with lower degrees, we propose using set S with B

samples drawn from a Gaussian distribution with mean vector g obtained as gv = 1− d(v)
∆(G) ,∀v ∈

V ,g ← g
maxv gv

, and covariance matrix ηI. This will be our choice when computing the SDP
solution is computationally expensive, i.e., for dense graphs.

We outline theMIS training procedure forQuant-Net in Algorithm 1. As shown, the algorithm takes
a graph G, a set of initializations S, the maximum number of iterations per batch T (with iteration
index t), an edge-penalty parameter γ, and Adam learning rate α as inputs. For each batch and
iteration t, the Adam optimizer updates x (Line 4). In Line 5, a projection onto [0, 1]n is employed.
In Lines 6 and 7, the algorithm checks whether the updated x corresponds to an MIS in the graph.
If yes, the algorithm stops for this batch. Finally, the best-found MIS, determined by its cardinality,
is returned in Line 8. The blue font is used to indicate the case when we use the SDP initialization.

3.3. Quant-Net: Theoretical foundation

Here, we provide the necessary and sufficient condition on the γ-value for any MIS to correspond
to local minimizers of Problem (5). Moreover, we also provide a sufficient condition for all local
minimizers of Problem (5) to be associated with a MIS. We relegate the proofs to Appendix A.
Definition 3 (MIS vector). Given a graph G = (V,E), a binary vector x ∈ {0, 1}n is called a MIS vector
if there exists a MIS S of G such that xi = 1 for all i ∈ S, and xi = 0 for all i /∈ S.

Theorem 4 (Necessary and Sufficient Condition on γ for MIS vectors to be local minimizers of Prob-
lem (5)). Given an arbitrary graph G = (V,E) and its corresponding Quant-Net formulation in Prob-
lem (5), suppose the size of the largest MIS ofG is k. Then, γ ≥ k+1 is necessary and sufficient for all MIS
vectors to be local minimizers of Problem (5) for arbitrary graphs.

Remark 2. Theorem 4 provides a guideline for choosing γ in Quant-Net. Note that the MIS set size
k is usually unknown a priori. But we may employ any classical estimate of the MIS size k to guide
the choice of γ (e.g., we know from [42] that k ≥∑

v∈V
1

1+d(v) ).

Next, we provide a stronger condition on γ that ensures all local minimizers of Problem (5) corre-
spond to a MIS.
Theorem 5 (Quant-Net Local Minimizers). Given graph G = (V,E) and set γ ≥ n, all local minimizers
of (5) are MIS vectors of G.

Remark 3. The assumption γ ≥ n in Theorem 5 is stronger than that in Theorem 4 (as for any graph
Gwith E ̸= ∅ (non-empty graph), we have n > k). The trade-off of choosing a large γ-value is that
while larger values of γ (γ ≥ n) ensure that only MIS are local minimizers, they also increase the
non-convexity of the optimization problem, thereby making it more difficult to solve.
Remark 4. Although the proposed constrained quadratic Problem (5) is still NP-hard to solve for
the global minimizer, it is a relaxation of the original integer programming problem. It can leverage
gradient information, allowing the use of high-performance computational resources and parallel
processing to enhance the efficiency and scalability of our approach.
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4. Experimental results
1) Settings, Baselines, & Benchmarks: Graphs are processed using the NetworkX library [21].
For baselines, we utilize Gurobi [9] and the recent Google solver CP-SAT [10] for the ILP in (1),
ReduMIS [3], iSCO1 [34], and four learning-based methods: DIMES [31], DIFUSCO [14], LwD
[29], and the GCN method in [24] (commonly referred to as ‘Intel’). We note that, following the
analysis in [12], GCN’s code cloning to ReduMIS is disabled, which was also done in [14]. Aligned
with recent SOTA methods (DIMES, DIFUSCO, and iSCO), we employ the Erdos-Renyi (ER) [41]
graphs from [31] and the SATLIB graphs [43] as benchmarks. The ERdataset2 consists of 128 graphs
with 700 to 800 nodes and p = 0.15, where p is the probability of edge creation. The SATLIB dataset
consists of 500 graphs (with at most 1, 347 nodes and 5, 978 edges). Additionally, the GNM random
graph generator function of NetworkX is utilized for our scalability experiment. For Quant-Net, the
edges-penalty parameter γ is selected as 775. The initial learning rate is 0.6 for ER, 0.9 for SATLIB,
and 0.5 for GNM. The number of iterations per initialization, T , is set to 150 for ER, 50 for SATLIB,
and 350 for GNM. The exploration parameter for SDP-based and Degree-based initialization is set
to η = 2.25. Our code3 uses PyTorch [44] to construct the objective function in Quant-Net , and
PyTorch’s implementation of Adam to optimize. Further implementation details and results are
provided in Appendix B and Appendix D, respectively.
2) ER and SATLIB Benchmark Results: Here, we present the results of Quant-Net, along with the
other considered baselines using the SATLIB (Table 1a) and ER (Table 1b) benchmarks in terms of
average MIS size over the graphs in the dataset and the total sequential run-time required to obtain
the results for all the graphs. We note that the results of the learning-based methods are sourced
from [14]. In what follows, we provide observations on these results.

• All learning-based methods, except for GCN, require training a separate network for each graph
dataset, as indicated in the third column of Table 1a and Table 1b. This illustrates the general-
ization limitations of these methods. In contrast, our method is more generalizable, as it only
requires tuning a few hyper-parameters for each set of graphs.

• When compared to learning-based approaches, on ER (resp. SATLIB), our method outperforms
all (resp. most) baseline methods, all without requiring any training data. Run-time comparison
with these methods is not considered, as the reported numbers exclude training time, which may
vary depending onmultiple factors such as graph size, available compute, number of data points,
and the used neural network architecture. Furthermore, our approach does not rely on additional
techniques such as Greedy Decoding [45] and Monte Carlo Tree Search [46].

• When compared to iSCO, our method reports almost similar MIS size for SATLIB, while falling
by nearly two nodes on ER. Nevertheless, our method requires significantly reduced sequential
run time. It is important to note that the iSCO paper [34] reports a lower run time as compared
to other methods. This reported run time is achieved by evaluating the test graphs in parallel,
in contrast to all other methods that evaluated them sequentially. To fairly compare methods in
our experiments, we opted to report sequential test run time only. The extended sequential run-
time of iSCO, compared to its parallel run-time, is due to its use of simulated annealing. Because
simulated annealing depends on knowing the energy of the previous step when determining the
next step, it is inherently more efficient for iSCO to solve many graphs in parallel than in series.

• For SATLIB, which consists of highly sparse graphs, on average, Quant-Net falls short by a few
nodes when compared to ReduMIS, Gurobi, and CP-SAT. The reason ReduMIS achieves SOTA
of results here is that a large set of MIS-specific graph reductions can be applied. However, for
denser graphs, most of these graph reductions are not applicable. Gurobi (and CP-SAT) solves
the ILP in (1) by which the number of constraints is equal to the number of edges in the graph.
This means that Gurobi and CP-SAT are expected to perform much better in sparse graph such
as SATLIB.
1
https://github.com/google-research/discs

2
https://github.com/DIMESTeam/DIMES

3
https://anonymous.4open.science/r/Quant-Net/README.md

8

https://github.com/google-research/discs
https://github.com/DIMESTeam/DIMES
https://anonymous.4open.science/r/Quant-Net/README.md


Table 1: Benchmark dataset results in terms of average MIS size and total sequential run-time (minutes).
RL, SL, G, S, and TS represent Reinforcement Learning, Supervised Learning, Greedy decoding, Sampling, and
Tree Search, respectively. We note that the run time reported in iSCO (Table 1 in [34]) is for running multiple
graphs in parallel, not a sequential total run time. Therefore, we ran a few graphs sequentially and obtained
the extrapolated run-time in column 5. SDP, Degree-based Initialization (DI), and random initialization (RI)
represent the initializations used with Quant-Net. ReduMIS employs the local search procedure from [26],
which no other method in the table uses, following the study in [12]. For more details about the requirements
of each method, see Appendix C.

(a) SATLIB Dataset
Method Type Training Data MIS Size Total Run-time (m) Run-time Comment
ReduMIS Heuristics Not Required 425.96 37.58 Run until completion
CP-SAT Exact Not Required 425.96 0.78 Run until completion
Gurobi Exact Not Required 425.96 8.16 Run until completion
GCN SL+G SATLIB 420.66 23.05 This excludes training time
LwD RL+S SATLIB 422.22 18.83 This excludes training time
DIMES RL+TS SATLIB 422.22 18.83 This excludes training time
DIMES RL+S SATLIB 423.28 20.26 This excludes training time

DIFUSCO SL+G SATLIB 424.5 8.76 This excludes training time
DIFUSCO SL+S SATLIB 425.13 23.74 This excludes training time

iSCO Sampling Not Required 423.7 ∼7500 Sequential runtime; original paper shows parallelized runtime
Quant-Net + SDP (Ours) dQNN Not Required 423.22 89.69 This excludes SDP time (30 seconds per graph)
Quant-Net + DI (Ours) dQNN Not Required 423.03 64.9 Run until completion

(b) ER Dataset
Method Type Training Data MIS Size Total Run-time (m) Run-time Comment
ReduMIS Heuristics Not Required 44.87 52.13 Run until completion
CP-SAT Exact Not Required 41.09 64.00 Run with 30 second time limit per graph
Gurobi Exact Not Required 39.19 64.00 Run with 30 second time limit per graph
GCN SL+G SATLIB 34.86 6.06 This excludes training time
GCN SL+TS SATLIB 38.8 20 This excludes training time
LwD RL+S ER 41.17 6.33 This excludes training time
DIMES RL+TS ER 38.24 6.12 This excludes training time
DIMES RL+S ER 42.06 12.01 This excludes training time

DIFUSCO SL+G ER 38.83 8.8 This excludes training time
DIFUSCO SL+S ER 41.12 26.27 This excludes training time

iSCO Sampling Not Required 44.8 ∼384 Sequential runtime; original paper shows parallelized runtime
Quant-Net + RI (Ours) dQNN Not Required 43.52 21 Run until completion

• On ER, when compared to Gurobi and CP-SAT, our method not only reports a larger averageMIS
size but also requires less than half the run-time. This is because ER is relatively denser compared
to SATLIB. As a result, when run for 64 minutes on ER, Gurobi and CP-SAT fall short compared
to our method and ReduMIS, while reporting the same average MIS as ReduMIS for SATLIB.

3) Scalability Results: It is well-established that relatively denser graphs pose greater computa-
tional challenges compared to sparse graphs. This observation diverges from the trends exhibited
by other baselines, which predominantly excel on sparse graphs. We argue that this is due to the
applicability of graph reduction techniques such as the LP reduction method in [16], and the un-
confined vertices rule [47] (see [3] for a complete list of the graph reduction rules that apply only
on sparse graphs). For instance, by simply applying the LP graph reduction technique, the large-
scale highly sparse graphs (with several hundred thousand nodes), considered in Table 5 of [24],
reduce to graphs of a few thousands nodes with often dis-connected sub-graphs that can be treated
independently.
Therefore, the scalability and performance of ReduMIS are significantly dependent by the sparsity
of the graph. This dependence emerges from the iterative application of various graph reduction
techniques in ReduMIS, specifically tailored for sparse graphs. For instance, the ReduMIS results
presented in Table 2 of [29] are exclusively based on extensive and highly sparse graphs. This
conclusion is substantiated by both the sizes of the considered graphs and the corresponding sizes
of the obtained MIS solutions. As such, in this experiment, we investigate the scalability of Quant-
Net for the MIS problem against the SOTA data-independent methods: ReduMIS, Gurobi, and CP-
SAT. Here, we use randomly generated graphs with the GNM generator by which the number of
edges is set to m = ⌈n(n−1)

4 ⌉. It is important to note that the density of these graphs is significantly
higher than those considered in previous works. This choice of the number of edges in the GNM
function indicate that half of the total possible edges (w.r.t. the complete graph) exist.
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(a) Total Run-time (minutes).

(n,m) ReduMIS Gurobi CP-SAT Quant-Net (Ours)
(50, 613) 7.6 7.6 7.6 7.6

(500, 62375) 13.4 13.4 13.4 13.4

(1000, 249750) 15.0 N/A N/A 14.8

(1500, 562125) 16.0 N/A N/A 15.2

(2000, 999500) 16.4 N/A N/A 16

(b) Average MIS size.

Figure 2: Scalability results for the GNM graphs with m = ⌈n(n−1)
4
⌉. Each entry in the table corresponds

to an average of 5 graphs. This choice of the number of edges indicates that half of the total possible edges
(w.r.t. the complete graph) exist. The ‘N/A’ entries are due excessive run-times. Degree-based initializations
are used here for Quant-Net .
Results are provided in Figure 2. As observed, for dense graphs, as the graph size increases, our
method requires significantly less run-time (Figure 2a) compared to all baselines, while reporting
almost the same average MIS size (Table 2b). For instance, when n is 500, on average, our method
requires around 1 minute to solve the 5 graphs, whereas other baselines require approximately 45
minutes or more to achieve the sameMIS size. These results indicate that, unlike ReduMIS and ILP
solvers, the run-time of our method scales only with the number of nodes in the graph, which is a
significant improvement.

5. Conclusion
This study addressed the challenging Maximum Independent Set (MIS) Problem within the do-
main of Combinatorial Optimization by introducing an innovative continuous formulation employ-
ing dataless quadratic neural networks. By eliminating the need for any training data,Quant-Net sets
itself apart from conventional learning approaches. Through the utilization of gradient-based op-
timization using ADAM and a GPU implementation, our straightforward yet effective approach
demonstrates competitive performance compared to state-of-the-art learning-based and sampling-
based methods. This research offers a distinctive perspective on approaching discrete optimization
problems through parameter-efficient neural networks that are trained from the problem structure,
not from datasets.
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A. Proofs
Let’s begin by re-stating our main optimization problem:

min
x∈[0,1]n

f(x) := −eTnx+
γ

2
xTAGx−

1

2
xTAG′x. (7)

The gradient of (7) is:
∇xf(x) = −en + (γAG −AG′)x . (8)

For some v ∈ V , we have
∂f(x)

∂xv
= −1 + γ

∑
u∈N (v)

xu −
∑

u∈N ′(v)

xu (9)

A.1. Proof of Theorem 4
Proof. LetS be anMIS. Define the vectorxS such that it contains 1’s at positions corresponding to the
nodes in the set S, and 0’s at all other positions. For anyMIS to be a local minimizer of Problem (6),
it is sufficient and necessary to require that

∂f(x)

∂xv
≥ 0, ∀v /∈ S and (10)

∂f(x)

∂xv
≤ 0, ∀v ∈ S. (11)

Here, xv is the element of x at the position corresponding to the node v. (10) is derived because if
v /∈ S, then xS

v = 0 (by the definition of xS) so it is at the left boundary of the interval [0, 1]. For
the left boundary point to be a local minimizer, it requires the derivative to be non-negative (i.e.,
moving towards the right only increases the objective). Similarly, when v ∈ S, xS

v = 1, is at the right
boundary for (11), at which the derivative should be non-positive.
The derivative of f computed in (9) can be rewritten as

∂f(x)

∂xv
= −1 + γmv − ℓv, ∀v /∈ S, (12)

where mv := |{u ∈ N (v) ∩ S}| is the number of neighbours of v in S and ℓv is the number of non-
neighbours of v in S i.e., ℓv := |{u ∈ N ′(v) ∩ S}|whereN ′(v) = {u : (u, v) ∈ E′}. By this definition,
we immediately have 1 ≤ mv ≤ |S| and 0 ≤ ℓv ≤ |S|, where the upper and lower bounds for mv

and ℓv are all attainable by some special graphs. Note that the lower bound of mv is 1, and that is
due the fact that S is a MIS, so any other node (say v) will have at least 1 edge connected to a node
in S.
Plugging (12) into (10), we obtain

γ ≥ 1 + ℓv
mv

. (13)

Since we’re seeking a universal γ for all the graphs, we must set mv to its lowest possible value, 1
, and ℓv to its highest possible value k (both are attainable by some graphs), and still requires γ
to satisfy (13). This means it is necessary and sufficient to require γ ≥ k + 1. In addition, (11) is
satisfied unconditionally and therefore does not impose any extra condition on γ.

A.2. Proof of Theorem 5
Lemma 6. All local minimizers of Problem (7) are binary vectors.

Proof. Let x∗ be any local minimizer of (7), if all the coordinates of x are either 0 or 1, then x∗ is
binary and the proof is complete, otherwise, at least one coordinate of x∗ is in the interior (0, 1) and
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we aim to prove that this is not possible (i.e. such a non-binary x∗ cannot exist as a minimizer) by
contradiction. We assume the non-binary x∗ exists, and denote the set of non-binary coordinates as

J := {j : x∗
j ∈ (0, 1)} . (14)

Since x∗ is non-binary, J ̸= ∅. Since the objective function f(x) of (7) is twice differentiable with
respect to all xj with xj ∈ (0, 1), then a necessary condition for x∗ to be a local minimizer is that

∇f(x∗)
∣∣
J
= 0, ∇2f(x∗)

∣∣
J
⪰ 0,

where ∇f(x∗)
∣∣
J
is the vector ∇f(x∗) restricted to the index set J , and ∇2f(x∗)

∣∣
J
is the matrix

∇2f(x∗)whose row and column indices are both restricted to the set J .
However, the second necessary condition ∇2f(x∗)

∣∣
J
⪰ 0 cannot hold. Because if it does, then we

must have tr(∇2f(x∗)
∣∣
J
) > 0 (the trace cannot strictly equal to 0 as ∇2f(x∗)

∣∣
J
= γAG −AG′ ̸= 0).

However, on the other hand, we have
tr(∇2f(x∗)

∣∣
J
) = tr(IJ(γAG −AG′)ITJ ) = 0

as the diagonal entries ofAG andAG′ are all 0, which leads to a contradiction. Here Ij denotes the
identity matrix with row indices restricted to the index set J .
Theorem 7 (Re-statement of Theorem 5). Given graph G = (V,E) and set γ ≥ n, all local minimizers
of (5) correspond to an MIS in G.

Proof. By lemma 6, we can only consider binary vectors as local minimizers. With this, we first
prove that all local minimizers are Independent Sets (ISs). Then, we show that any IS, that is not a
maximal IS, is not a local minimizer.

• Here, we show that any local minimizer is an IS. By contradiction, assume that vector x, by which
xv = xw = 1 such that (v, w) ∈ E (a binary vector with an edge in G), is a local minimizer. Since
xv = 1 is at the right boundary of the interval [0, 1], for it to be a local minimizer, we must have
∂f
∂xv
≤ 0. Together with (9), this implies

−1 + γ
∑

u∈N (v)

xu −
∑

u∈N ′(v)

xu ≤ 0 . (15)

Re-arranging (15) and using γ ≥ n yields to
n

∑
u∈N (v)

xu ≤ 1 +
∑

u∈N ′(v)

xu . (16)

Given that n > ∆(G′), the condition in (16) can not be satisfied even if the LHS attains its min-
imum value (which is n) and the RHS attains a maximum value. The maximum possible value
of the RHS is 1 + d′(v) = n − d(v), where d′(v) is the degree of node v in G′, and the maximum
possible value of d′(v) is ∆(G′). This means that when an edge exists in x, it can not be a fixed
point. Thus, only ISs are local minimizers.

• Here, we show that Independent Sets that are notmaximal are not localminimizers. Define vector
x ∈ {0, 1}n that corresponds to an IS I(x). This means that there exists a node u ∈ V that is not
in the IS and is not in the neighbor set of all nodes in the IS. Formally, if there exists u /∈ I(x)
such that ∀w ∈ I(x), u /∈ N (w), then I(x) is an IS, not a maximal IS. Note that such an x satisfies
xu = 0 and

∂f

∂xu
= −1 + γ

∑
u∈N (v)

xu −
∑

u∈N ′(v)

xu = −1 + γ
∑

u∈N (v)

xu −
∑

u∈N ′(v)

xu < 0 , (17)

which implies increasing xu can further decrease the function value, contradicting to x being
a local minimizer. In (17), the second summation is 0 as N (v) ∩ I(x) = ∅, which results in
−(1 +

∑
u∈N ′(v) xu) that is always negative. Thus, any binary vector that corresponds to an IS

that is not maximal is not a local minimizer.
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Remark 5. The above theorem implies that although there still exist non-binary stationary points,
they are saddle points instead of local minimizers. Methods with momentum such as ADAGRAD
and Adam can usually break out of saddle points and land on local minimizers.

B. Further Implementation Details
In Algorithm 1, we use S as the set of initializations we would like to solve. To solve this set of
initializations, we choose batch sizeK and number of batches B, such that |S| = KB. If we choose
a large batch size K, then we increase the time to first solution. Conversely, if we choose a large
number of batches B, then we decrease the number of initializations explored in a given batch, and
potentially delay better solutions. Because of this relationship,K andB need to be chosen carefully.
Our K is 128 for SATLIB, 256 for ER, and 1024 for GNM. Our B is 40 for SATLIB, 28 for ER, 10 for
the GNM convergence results, and 5 for the GNM scalability results.
The results of Quant-Net and the baselines were obtained across three different machine configura-
tions, with the runtime of the fastest configuration being reported. The NVIDIA A100 80GB PCIe
machine utilizes an AMD EPYC 9554 CPU (30 vCores) with 236 GBs of DDR5-4800. The NVIDIA
RTX4090 24GB machine utilizes an AMD EPYC 75F3 CPU (16 vCores) with 64 GBs of DDR4-2800.
The NVIDIA RTX3070 8GB machine utilizes an Intel i9 12900K with 64 GBs of DDR5-6000. Note:
the i9 has Intel Hyper-Threading and E-Cores disabled to maximize single core performance.

B.1. Efficient Implementation of MIS Checking
Based on the characteristics of the local minimizers of Problem (5), discussed in Lemma 6 and The-
orem 5, we propose an efficient implementation to check whether a vector x ∈ [0, 1]n corresponds
to a MIS. This means Line 7 in Algorithm 1.
We note that we need to check two subsequent conditions. The first is whether a binary vector cor-
responds to an IS (no nodes in IS contain any edges), and the second is whether this IS is maximal.
Given a vector x ∈ [0, 1]n, we obtain a binary representation of x, denoted by x denoted by z ∈
{0, 1}n, such that for all v ∈ V , zv = 1 if xv > 0, and zv = 0 otherwise.
Based on the results of Appendix A, for some α > 0, our MIS checking involves verifying whether
the following equality is True.

z = Proj[0,1]n
(
z− α∇xf(z)

)
= Proj[0,1]n

(
z+ αe− α

2
zT (γAG −A′

G)z
)
. (18)

In (18), a simple projected gradient descent step to check whether z is at the boundary. We note
that, computationally, this only requires amatrix-vectormultiplication. Compared to the traditional
method, which iterates over all the nodes in the MIS to check their neighbours, using (18) is 8X
faster.

C. Requirements Comparison with Baselines
In Table 2, we provide an overview comparison of the number of trainable parameters, hyper-
parameters, and additional techniques needed for each baseline.
ReduMIS depends on a large set of graph reductions (see Section 3.1 in [3]) and graph clustering,
which is used for solution improvement.
For learning-based methods, the parameters of a neural network architecture are optimized during
training. This architecture is typically much larger than the number of input coordinates (>> n).
For instance, the network used in DIFUSCO consists of 12 layers, each with 5 trainable weight ma-
trices. Each weight matrix is 256 × 256, resulting in 3932160 trainable parameters for the SATLIB
dataset (which has at most 1347 nodes).
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Figure 3: Converge plots for 4 ER graph instances using Quant-Net , the SOTA heuristic solver ReduMIS, and
two commercial ILP solvers.
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Figure 4: Converge plots for 4 GNM (with n = 300 and m = 22425) graph instances using Quant-Net , the
SOTA heuristic solver ReduMIS, and two commercial ILP solvers.

Moreover, this dependence on training a NN introduces several hyper-parameters such as the num-
ber of layers, size of layers, choice of activation functions, etc.
It’s important to note that the choice of the sampler in iSCO introduces additional hyper-parameters.
For instance, the PAS sampler [35] used in iSCO depends on the choice of the neighborhood func-
tion, a prior on the path length, and the choice of the probability of acceptance.
In terms of the number of optimization variables, Quant-Net only requires n variables and a much-
reduced number of hyper-parameters compared to iSCO.

D. Additional Results

D.1. Convergence Plots with Fixed Run-time
In this section, we conduct an additional experiment to highlight the effectiveness of our proposed
approach. Specifically, we use four ER (resp. GNM) graphs with n = 700 (resp. n = 300) and
run our method and each baseline for a fixed run time of 14 (resp. 12) seconds. We then show the
progress of the best obtained MIS over time. Figure 3 and Figure 4 present the results.
As observed, ourmethod finds very good solutions early in the optimization process. For ER,within
the 14-second time budget, we outperform the ILP commercial solvers in almost all cases. Addition-
ally, ReduMIS takes 4 to 7 seconds to generate the first solution, whereasQuant-Net produces a good
solution within the first second. For GNM, most methods reaches the 12 nodes mark. However, our
method reaches the 12 node solution within the first or second second.
These convergence plots provide additional evidence of the scalability of Quant-Net .

D.2. Impact of the Compliment Graph term in Quant-Net
In this subsection, we demonstrate the impact of incorporating the proposed compliment graph
term. Specifically, we use three GNM graphs with (n,m) = (100, 2475) and run Algorithm 1 for
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Table 2: Requirements comparison with baselines. For the ILPs (Gurobi and CP-SAT), trainable parameters
correspond to n binary decision variables. ReduMIS is not an optimization method. However, they use n
binary variables, one for each node.

Method Size Hyper-Parameters Additional Techniques/Procedures
ReduMIS n variables N/A Many graph reductions, and graph clustering
Gurobi n variables N/A N/A
CP-SAT n variables N/A N/A
GCN >> n trainable parameters Many as it is learning-based Tree Search
LwD >> n trainable parameters Many as it is learning-based Entropy Regularization
DIMES >> n trainable parameters Many as it is learning-based Tree Search or Sampling Decoding

DIFUSCO >> n trainable parameters Many as it is learning-based Greedy Decoding or Sampling Decoding
iSCO n variables Temperature, Sampler, Chain length Post Processing for Correction

Quant-Net n trainable parameters Learning rate, exploration parameter η, number of steps T Optional SDP initialization
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Figure 5: The first three plots show the convergence results for 3 GNMGraph instances with and without the
proposed compliment graph termw.r.t. iteration t ∈ [10000]. The fourth plot shows the number of foundMISs
for each graph instance and case.

10, 000 iterations, bothwith (γ = n) andwithout (γ = 1.0001, similar to iSCO [34]) the complement
graph term. Each time a solution is found, we sample from the uniform distribution and optimize
using Adam until the 10, 000 iterations are complete. For both cases, we used an initial learning rate
of 0.5. The results are presented in Figure 5.
As shown, when the third term is included, our algorithm finds larger MISs while requiring fewer
iterations (the first three plots). The fourth plot illustrates the number of MISs found (which may
not be unique) with and without the third term across the three graph instances (x-axis). It is
evident that including the third term results in finding more than 100 solutions, whereas disabling
the third term yields fewer than 5 solutions within the 10,000 iterations. This indicates that, given
one initialization, utilizing the third term significantly accelerates the optimizer’s convergence to
a local minimizer. Furthermore, fast convergence means that the number of initializations in the
search sparse also increases which yields to improving the exploration.
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