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Abstract. Nonlinear integer programs involve optimizing nonlinear ob-
jectives with variables restricted to integer values, and have widespread
applications in areas such as resource allocation and portfolio selec-
tion. One approach to solving these problems is the augmentation pro-
cedure, which iteratively refines a feasible solution by identifying aug-
menting steps from the Graver Basis—a set of test directions. While this
method guarantees termination in polynomially many steps, comput-
ing the Graver Basis exactly is known to be NP-hard. To address this
computational challenge, we propose Multi-start Augmentation via Par-
allel Extraction (MAPLE), a GPU-based heuristic designed to efficiently
approximate the Graver Basis. MAPLE extracts test directions by opti-
mizing non-convex continuous problems, leveraging first-order methods
to enable parallelizable implementation. The resulting set of directions
is then used in multiple augmentations, each seeking to improve the
solution’s optimality. The proposed approach has three notable char-
acteristics: (i) independence from general-purpose solvers, while ensur-
ing guaranteed feasibility of solutions; (ii) high computational efficiency,
achieved through GPU-based parallelization; (iii) flexibility in handling
instances with shared constraint matrices but varying objectives and
right-hand sides. Empirical evaluations on QPLIB benchmark instances
demonstrate that MAPLE delivers performance comparable to state-of-
the-art solvers in terms of solution quality, while achieving significant
gains in computational efficiency. These results highlight MAPLE’s po-
tential as an effective heuristic for solving nonlinear integer programs in
practical applications.

Keywords: Nonlinear integer programs · Graver basis.

1 Introduction

Nonlinear integer programs entail optimizing nonlinear objective functions where
the decision variables are constrained to integer values. In this work, we are par-
ticularly concerned with problems that are subject to linear constraints, which
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can be formulated as follows:

min
x∈Zn

f(x)

s.t. Ax = b

l ≤ x ≤ u,

(1)

where f : Rn → R is a real-valued function and A ∈ Zm×n, b ∈ Zm, l, u ∈ Zn

are integer coefficients. For the sake of simplicity, let S := {x ∈ Zn : Ax = b, l ≤
x ≤ u} denotes the feasible region of model (1).

These problems have roots in real-world applications, such as portfolio se-
lection [17] and resource allocation [16]. Furthermore, integer linear programs
(ILPs), which have been developed over decades with mature solvers, are a spe-
cial case of this framework. Despite the widespread applications, these problems
present significant challenges due to their NP-hard complexity. General-purpose
solvers typically utilize branch-and-cut methods, which involve systematic enu-
meration of candidate solutions.

An alterative approach for tackling nonlinear integer programs of form (1)
involves the augmentation scheme, where an incumbent solution x̄ is iteratively
improved by moving along feasible directions. To certify optimality, a precom-
puted test set is required, which either declares x̄ to be optimal or provides
an available direction g such that x̄ + g becomes the better incumbent. While
KerZ(A) := {g ∈ Zn : Ag = 0} clearly serves as such a test set, a more compact
alternative is the Graver Basis [7], which consists of all ⊑-minimal elements in
KerZ(A)\{0}. Using the Graver Basis, the augmentation procedure is shown to
achieve an optimal solution within polynomially many steps for separable convex
objectives [19]. Furthermore, the Graver Basis is applicable to various nonlinear
integer programs including convex integer maximization [5] and minimization of
quadratic or higher degree polynomial functions lying in suitable cones [14].

An immediate question is: How can the Graver basis be computed? In fact,
the exact computation of the Graver basis is extremely challenging and has not
been extensively explored. In this paper, we propose approximating the Graver
basis by optimizing unconstrained, non-convex continuous problems. The ob-
jective function is carefully designed through an isomorphism to KerZ(A), and
first-order methods are employed for parallel optimization, initiated from diver-
sified starting points. During this process, near-minimal elements of KerZ(A)
are progressively extracted to form an approximation of the Graver basis. The
approximated test set is then applied in multiple augmentations, each striving
for optimality. We refer to this entire process as Multi-start Augmentation via
Parallel Extraction (MAPLE), a fully GPU-based algorithm for solving nonlin-
ear integer programs. MAPLE exhibits three notable characteristics: (i) it does
not rely on general-purpose solvers, while ensuring the feasibility of solutions;
(ii) it is highly parallelizable and can be fully implemented on GPUs; (iii) it is
versatile, as the parallel extraction needs to be performed only once to handle in-
stances with identical constraint matrices but varying objectives and right-hand
sides.

The distinct contribution of our work can be summarized as follows:
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– We approximate the Graver basis by optimizing unconstrained problems,
demonstrating how continuous techniques can be applied to discrete prob-
lems.

– We introduce MAPLE, a fully GPU-based algorithm for solving nonlinear
integer programs, enhanced by the approximated Graver test set.

– We conduct extensive computational experiments on QPLIB instances, with
results showing that our approach performs comparably to state-of-the-art
general-purpose solvers.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide a
brief introduction to the background and basic techniques that will be employed
in our method. Section 3 introduces the classical augmentation scheme along
with its theoretical results. In Section 4, we present MAPLE, which approxi-
mates the Graver test set and subsequently solves nonlinear integer programs.
Section 5 presents experiments to evaluate the performance of our method, and
we conclude in Section 6.

1.1 Related Works

A classical method for computing the Graver basis was proposed by Pottier [21],
which starts with a generating set of KerZ(A) and iteratively computes remain-
ders modulo the sign-compatible collected bases. This method can be viewed as a
generalization of the Euclidean algorithm to higher-dimensional spaces. Building
upon Pottier’s work, the project-and-lift method [9] was developed, significantly
accelerating the process by fully exploiting ⊑-minimality in a lower-dimensional
space. This approach remains the fastest exact algorithm for computing the
Graver basis. However, the sequential nature of these algorithms limits their
potential for parallelization, thus restricting their computational efficiency.

Recently, the authors of [1,12] proposed approximating the Graver basis via
quantum annealing algorithms. In these works, the constraints of integer lin-
ear systems are reformulated into quadratic unconstrained binary optimization
(QUBO) problems, allowing a large number of elements in KerZ(A) to be ob-
tained via a quantum annealer (e.g., D-Wave [2]). However, this method still
relies on Pottier’s algorithm to further identify ⊑-minimality, and it requires the
use of advanced quantum computers.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we introduce the concept of the Graver Basis and explore its
relevance to our approach. We also provide an overview of lattice theory and
present several techniques that will be leveraged in the development of our pro-
posed method.

2.1 Graver Basis

Definition 1. Given x, y ∈ Rn, we say that x ⊑ y if xiyi ≥ 0 and |xi| ≤ |yi|
hold for all i = 1, 2, . . . , n.
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It is shown that x ⊑ y means x and y are sign-compatible (i.e., they lie in the
same orthant), with x being the shorter vector. This partial ordering relation
can then be used to define the Graver Basis.

Definition 2. Given A ∈ Zm×n, the Graver Basis G(A) is the set of all ⊑-
minimal elements in KerZ(A)\{0}.

The Graver Basis G(A) is a subset of KerZ(A), and it can be shown that
G(A) is finite [4]. We now provide an alternative characterization of G(A) by
introducing its analogue.

Definition 3. Given a pointed rational polyhedral cone C, the Hilbert basis
H(C) of C is defined as

H(C) := {x ∈ C ∩ Zn\{0} : ∄y, z ∈ C ∩ Zn\{0} such that x = y + z}

Remark 1. G(A) =
⋃
O
H(O∩Ker(A)) where the subscript O traverses all the 2n

orthants of Rn.

2.2 Lattice

Definition 4. Given a matrix B = (B1, ..., Bd) ∈ Rn×d with full column rank,

let L(B) :=

{
d∑

i=1

λiBi : λi ∈ Z
}

denote the lattice with basis B.

Definition 5. A matrix A ∈ Rm×n with m ≤ n is said to be in Hermite normal
form (HNF) if it is of the form (H|0), where H is a lower-triangular square ma-
trix with strictly positive diagonal entries and non-negative off-diagonal entries
such that hij < hii for i = 1, 2, ...,m.

Next we show that HNF can be obtained via integer elementary column opera-
tions, and the computation can be further proven to be in polynomial time [11].

Proposition 1 ([4]). For A ∈ Zm×n with rank(A) = m, there exists a uni-
modular matrix C ∈ Zn×n such that AC = (H|0) is of the Hermite normal
form.

Given a lattice L(B), then B = (B1, ..., Bd) is a basis but not the unique one,
and we aim to find an appropriate basis that is nearly orthogonal with short
base vectors. While the vectors {B∗

i }di=1 obtained from Gram-Schmidt orthogo-
nalization (GSO) B∗

i = Bi −
∑
j<i

⟨Bi,B
∗
j ⟩

⟨B∗
j ,B

∗
J ⟩
B∗

j enjoy favorable properties, they do

not form a basis. Alternatively, we define the reduced basis.

Definition 6. A basis B = (B1, . . . , Bd) of a lattice L is called reduced if it
satisfies the following conditions, where B∗ denotes the corresponding Gram-
Schmidt vectors:
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(i)
∣∣∣ ⟨Bi,B

∗
j ⟩

⟨B∗
j ,B

∗
j ⟩

∣∣∣ ≤ 1
2 ;

(ii) ∥B∗
j ∥2 ≤ 2∥B∗

j+1∥2.

Algorithm 1 presents the classic basis reduction algorithm proposed by [15],
which is known as the LLL algorithm and runs in polynomial time [22]. For the
sake of simplicity, let ⌈µ⌋ denote the integer nearest to µ.

Algorithm 1 The LLL algorithm
INPUT: a basis B = (B1, ..., Bd) of the lattice L
OUTPUT: the reduced basis B of L

1: B∗
i = Bi −

∑
j<i

µijB
∗
j with µij =

⟨Bi,B
∗
j ⟩

⟨B∗
j ,B∗

J
⟩ #compute GSO

2: i← 2
3: while i ≤ d do
4: for j = i− 1, i− 2, ..., 1 do
5: Bi ← Bi − ⌈µij⌋Bj , update GSO
6: if i > 1 and ∥B∗

i−1∥2 > 2∥B∗
i ∥2 then

7: Exchange Bi, Bi−1, update GSO, i← i− 1
8: else
9: i← i+ 1

10: return B

3 The Augmentation Framework

In this section, we present a framework for solving nonlinear integer programs
using an augmentation scheme based on the Graver Basis. We also provide theo-
retical results that support the effectiveness of the augmentation procedure. The
crucial question of “How to compute the Graver Basis? ” is deferred to the next
section.

3.1 The Augmentation Scheme

Fig. 1. Augmentation

Given problem (1), the augmentation procedure be-
gins with an initial feasible solution and iteratively
seeks improving directions until the optimal solution
is reached, as illustrated in Fig 1. At each step, a test
set is used to either confirm the optimality of the
current solution or identify improving directions for
further augmentation. We formally define the proce-
dure as follows.

Definition 7. A set T ⊆ Zn is called a test set (or optimality certificate) for
model (1) if, for any non-optimal x̄ ∈ S, there exists g ∈ T and λ ∈ Z+ such
that:



6 W. Liu et al.

(i) x̄+ λg ∈ S;
(ii) f(x̄+ λg) < f(x̄).

Various constructions for a finite test set are possible. A straightforward
choice is KerZ(A), with finiteness ensured by restricting the set within M :=
[l−u, u− l]. However, this approach is inefficient as it essentially enumerates all
feasible solutions in S. Alternatively, we consider the more compact set G(A) ⊆
KerZ(A), known as the Graver Basis. With the Graver Basis as the test set, the
augmentation procedure repeatedly selects the best augmenting step from G(A),
along with the corresponding step size. We outline this Graver-best augmentation
procedure in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Graver-best augmentation
INPUT: An optimization problem in model (1), a finite test set T and an initial
feasible solution x̄ ∈ S
OUTPUT: The optimal solution x∗ ∈ S.

1: while A := {(g, λ) : g ∈ T , λ ∈ Z+, x̄+ λg ∈ S, f(x̄+ λg) < f(x̄)} ̸= ∅ do
2: (ḡ, λ̄)← argmin

(g,λ)∈A
f(x̄+ λg)

3: x̄← x̄+ λ̄ḡ.
4: return x̄

3.2 Theoretical Guarantees

First we provide the fundamental property of Graver Basis in Proposition 2.

Proposition 2 ([4]). Let x, x̄ ∈ S denote any two feasible solutions to model (1).

(i) d := x − x̄ ∈ KerZ(A) can be expressed as the sign-compatible non-negative

linear combination of at most 2n− 2 elements in G(A). That is, d =
r∑

i=1

λigi

with λi ∈ Z+, gi ∈ G(A), gi ⊑ d and r ≤ 2n− 2;

(ii) For any µi ∈ Z with 0 ≤ µi < λi we have x̄+
r∑

i=1

µigi ∈ S.

Remark 2. We refer to the two properties described in Proposition 2 as (i) Graver
expression and (ii) bounded trajectory.

Based on these properties, we can demonstrate that the Graver Basis serves as
a test set for nonlinear integer programs with separable convex objectives.

Proposition 3 ([4]). G(A) is a test set for model (1) for any b ∈ Zm, l, u ∈ Zn

and for any separable convex functions f , that is, f(x) =
n∑

j=1

fj(x
j) with x =

(x1, ..., xn) ∈ Rn and fi : R→ R being convex.
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Proof. Let x̄, x∗ ∈ S denote the current and optimal solution, respectively. From

Proposition 2, d := x∗ − x̄ =
r∑

i=1

λigi with λi ∈ Z+, gi ∈ G(A), gi ⊑ d. Then

0 > f(x∗)− f(x̄)

= f(x̄+

r∑
i=1

λigi)− f(x̄)

=

n∑
j=1

[
fj(x̄

j +

r∑
i=1

λig
j
i )− fj(x̄

j)

]

≥
n∑

j=1

[
r∑

i=1

(
fj(x̄

j + λig
j
i )− fj(x̄

j)
)]

=

r∑
i=1

[f(x̄+ λigi)− f(x̄)]

Therefore, for at least one index i, we have f(x̄+λigi)− f(x̄) < 0. Addition-
ally, x̄+ λigi ∈ S due to the bounded trajectory, and thus (gi, λi) represents an
augmenting step at x̄. ⊓⊔

A subsequent question is How many steps are needed?. For Algorithm 2, the
number of augmentation steps required to reach the optimal solution is poly-
nomially bounded in the binary encoding length of the input data. Interested
readers are referred to [4] for a detailed proof.

4 MAPLE: Multi-start Augmentation via Parallel
Extraction

In this section, we focus on efficiently computing the Graver Basis, aiming for
the approximated test set to certify near-optimality to the great extent. First,
we outline the following four key conditions (C1) – (C4) for constructing an
appropriate test set.

(C1) Ag = 0
(C2) l − u ≤ g ≤ u− l
(C3) g ∈ Zn

(C4) g is ⊑-minimal

Notably, the first three conditions correspond to KerZ(A)∩M , a redundant test
set as discussed in Section 3.1, while (C4) leads to G(A), the Graver basis. In
the work of [1], conditions (C2) and (C3) are first ensured through quantum bit
encoding, and the authors aim to satisfy (C1) by optimizing g⊤A⊤Ag within the
QUBO framework using quantum annealing. Subsequently, the Pottier algorithm
is applied to further satisfy (C4).

In contrast to the scheme that guarantees (C2) and (C3) while aiming to sat-
isfy (C1) and (C4), we propose an alternative scheme that guarantees (C1) and
(C3), while aiming to satisfy (C2) and (C4). Specifically, to guarantee (C1) and
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(C3), we first introduce the g-z isomorphism in Section 4.1. Following that, Sec-
tion 4.2 discusses the GPU-based extraction, which aims to satisfy (C2) and (C4).
The approximated Graver test set is subsequently applied to solve nonlinear in-
teger programs through multiple augmentations, as introduced in Section 4.3.
This entire process is referred to as MAPLE.

4.1 The g-z Isomorphism

Conditions (C1) and (C3) correspond to KerZ(A), a lattice of dimension d :=
n − m. The goal of this section is to characterize any element g ∈ KerZ(A).
Specifically, by Proposition 1, we have AC = (H | 0) with a unimodular matrix
C ∈ Zn×n. Let C = (D | B) ∈ Zn×(m+d), and then (AD | AB) = (H | 0). The
following theorem shows that KerZ(A) = L(B), and therefore any g ∈ KerZ(A)
can be characterized by z ∈ Zd as the coordinates with respect to B.

Theorem 1. Consider the mapping ϕB : Rd → Rn, z 7→ Bz. Then we have the
followings:

(i) ϕB : Rd ∼= Ker(A) (w.r.t. vector space isomorphism)
(ii) ϕB |Zd : Zd ∼= KerZ(A) (w.r.t. group isomorphism)

Proof. It is clear that Rd ∼= Ker(A) since AB = 0 and the columns of B are
linearly independent. For the integer case, since AB = 0 and B ∈ Zn×d, we have
Bz ∈ KerZ(A) for any z ∈ Zd, and thus ϕB |Zd(Zd) ⊆ KerZ(A). On one hand,
the d columns of B are linearly independent since C is invertible, and therefore
ϕB |Zd is injective. On the other hand, for each g ∈ KerZ(A), we have 0 = Ag =
ACC−1g. Since C is unimodular, let y := C−1g ∈ Zn, and 0 = ACy = (H | 0)y.
Let y =

(
w
z

)
with w ∈ Zm, z ∈ Zd, then 0 = Hw+0z, and thus w = 0 since H is

invertible. Finally, we have g = Cy = Dw + Bz = Bz, which shows that ϕB |Zd

is surjective. Therefore, we conclude that ϕB |Zd is an isomorphism.
⊓⊔

Remark 3. The inverse of ϕB is given by ϕ−1
B : Ker(A)→ Rd, g 7→ (B⊤B)−1B⊤g.

For convenience, let B−1 := (B⊤B)−1B⊤ denote the pseudoinverse of B and we
have ϕ−1

B = ϕB−1 .

Theorem 1 is referred to as the “g-z isomorphism”, allowing us to characterize
any g ∈ KerZ(A) using z ∈ Zd as the coordinates. Furthermore, the isomor-
phism also allows us to characterize Graver properties via Zd. Let b⊤1 , b

⊤
2 , ..., b

⊤
n

represent the n rows of B. Define the set Rs := {z ∈ Rd : sib
⊤
i z ≥ 0,∀i =

1, 2, ..., n}, where s ∈ {−1, 1}n is a sign vector. This results in two partitions
Rd =

⋃
s∈{−1,1}n

Rs and Ker(A) =
⋃

s∈{−1,1}n

Os ∩ Ker(A). The following proposi-

tion implies that these partitions are preserved through the isomorphism between
Rd and Ker(A).

Proposition 4. Consider the mapping ϕB : Rd → Ker(A) ⊆ Rn, z 7→ Bz, then
ϕB induces the following one-to-one mappings:
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(i) Rs ←→ Os ∩Ker(A)
(ii) H(Rs)←→ H(Os ∩Ker(A))

Proof. (i) We can easily show that

z ∈ Rs ⇐⇒ sib
⊤
i z ≥ 0 ∀i = 1, 2, ..., n ⇐⇒ Bz ∈ Os ⇐⇒ Bz ∈ Os ∩Ker(A).

(ii) For any z ∈ H(Rs), let g = Bz. Then g ∈ Os ∩Ker(A) by (i). Moreover,
it is clear that g ∈ Zn since z and B are integers. Suppose g /∈ H(Os ∩Ker(A)).
Then, there exist ĝ, g̃ ∈ Os∩Ker(A)∩(Zn\{0}) such that g = ĝ+ g̃. This implies
z = B−1g = B−1ĝ +B−1g̃ := ẑ + z̃, with ẑ, z̃ ∈ Rs ∩ Zd \ {0}, a contradiction.

On the other hand, for all g ∈ H(Os ∩ Ker(A)), we can also prove that
z := B−1g ∈ H(Rs) by the same reasoning. ⊓⊔

Notably, as G(A) =
⋃

s∈{−1,1}n

H(Os∩Ker(A)), Proposition 4 implies that for any

g ∈ Os ⊆ Rn, g is a Graver base if and only if z := B−1g is a Hilbert base of Rs.

4.2 The Parallel Extraction of the Graver Basis

In Section 1.1 we discussed the sequential nature of Pottier’s algorithm which
significantly limits its speed. To tackle these issues, we explore an alternative
heuristic approach that enables a highly parallelizable implementation. Specifi-
cally, we guarantee (C1) by encoding g = Bz, where B is the reduced basis of
KerZ(A), obtained from computing the Hermite normal form of A along with
the LLL-algorithm. Additionally, Theorem 1 implies that (C3) can be ensured
by simply rounding z. On the other hand, for (C4), the exact computation for
⊑-minimality is impractical. However, as demonstrated in the proof of Propo-
sition 3, it is the Graver expression and bounded trajectory properties that
certifies optimality. Practically, we focus on identifying those “short” directions
to retrieve the two crucial properties, and therefore we combine (C2) and (C4)
with a single criterion. We formulate the corresponding optimization problem as

min
z∈Zd\{0}

∥Bz∥ (2)

Problem (2) formulates the shortest vector problem which has been shown
to be NP-hard [18]. However, rather than solely focusing on finding the shortest
vector, our goal is to collect a diverse set of “short” vectors using highly paral-
lelizable implementations. Specifically, we optimize the non-convex continuous
surrogate of model (2), which can be reformulated as model (3). In this formula-
tion, we adopt the ℓ1-norm, leveraging the demonstrated success of LASSO [23]
in identifying sparsity. The two additional terms in model (3) are designed to
promote the convergence of z to integer points in Zd\{0}, with λ1 and λ2 serving
as the hyper-parameters.

min
z∈Rd

∥Bz∥1 + λ1 ·
d∑

i=1

(zi − ⌊zi⌋)(⌈zi⌉ − zi) + λ2 ·max

{
1

∥z∥∞
− 1, 0

}
(3)
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Given model (3), the idea behind parallel extraction is to optimize the model
simultaneously from multiple, diverse initial points, with each parallel procedure
returning a near-optimal solution. Specifically, to ensure a diverse sampling of
initial points, we first generate N random points g ∼ Uniform(l−u, u− l). These
points are then transformed as z := B−1g, which serves as the starting points
for optimizing model (3). To optimize model (3), we use first-order methods
such as Adam [13], which are computationally efficient and can be parallelized
on GPUs. For each initial point, the optimization process iteratively refines the
solution to model (3). Along the way, intermediate solutions are collected as
B⌈z⌋, generating a more comprehensive set of directions. The parallel extraction
of the Graver Basis is outlined in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3 Parallel Extraction
INPUT: A ∈ Zm×n, number of epochs T , number of initial points N
OUTPUT: the collected direction set G

1: G ← ∅
2: Compute Hermite normal form of A with AC = (H|0)
3: B ← LLL(C:,m+1:n)
4: Generate N samples {gi}Ni=1 ∼ Uniform(l − u, u− l)
5: zi ← B−1gi
6: for i = 1, 2, ..., N do #performs in parallel
7: for t ∈ [T ] do
8: run a single step of gradient descent using Adam on Problem (3)
9: if B⌈zi⌋ ∈ [l − u, u− l] then

10: G ← G ∪ {B⌈zi⌋}
11: return G

4.3 Multi-start Augmentation via Parallel Extraction

Section 4.2 provides a GPU-based approach for Graver Basis extraction. Building
upon this, we introduce the MAPLE algorithm for solving nonlinear integer
programs. In particular, as the parallel extraction yields an approximate Graver
test set that does not definitely certify optimality, MAPLE compensate for this
by performing multiple augmentations in parallel. The initial feasible solutions
to model (1) are obtained by solving the following program:

min
x∈[l,u]n

∥Ax− b∥22 + λ3 ·
n∑

i=1

(xi − ⌊xi⌋)(⌈xi⌉ − xi) (4)

Here, λ3 is a hyper-parameter that balances integrality and the satisfaction of lin-
ear constraints. It can be easily shown that any optimal solution to this quadratic
problem corresponds to a feasible solution to model (1). Furthermore, model (4)
can be efficiently optimized from diversified initial points using Adam, as dis-
cussed in Section 4.2. Let S0 ⊆ S denote the collected feasible solutions to
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model (1). Starting from each x̄ ∈ S0, MAPLE performs |S0| parallel augmen-
tations via the extracted Graver test set, and finally returns the best solution
found.

5 Experiments

In this section, we evaluate the performance of our proposed algorithm and
compare it with other methods. The code will be made publicly available upon
publication.

5.1 Setup

Datasets The datasets used in the experiment are sourced from QPLIB [6], a
comprehensive library of diverse quadratic programming instances encompassing
both convex and non-convex problem types. For this study, we select 30 instances
from QPLIB, all expressed in the form of model (1), with variable sizes ranging
from 75 to 676 and constraint sizes ranging from 1 to 309. Notably, 93% of these
instances involve non-convex objective functions.

Baselines In the experiments, we denote our algorithm by MAPLE and com-
pare it with state-of-the-art nonlinear integer programming solvers, including
(i) Gurobi 12.0.0 [8]; (ii) CPLEX 22.1.1 [10]; (iii) SCIP 9.1.1 [3]; and (iv) CP-
SAT 9.11 [20]. Specifically, MAPLE performs 100 multi-start augmentations via
100, 000 parallel extractions. The hyper-parameters λ1, λ2 and λ3 are set to
0.85, 1 and 0.1, respectively. The baseline solvers are run with a time limit of
3, 600 seconds and utilize up to 8 threads, with all other parameters set to their
default values.

Evaluation Configuration All our experiments were conducted on an Nvidia
GeForce RTX 3090 GPU and an 12th Gen Intel(R) Core(TM) i9-12900K CPU,
using Python 3.11.5 and PyTorch 2.1.0.

5.2 Results and Analysis

In this section, we compare our proposed MAPLE with advanced solvers. The
results are exhibited in Table 1.

Metric The columns labeled “Inst.”, “(n, m)”, “Cvx.”, and “Opt.” display, re-
spectively, the instance name, the number of variables and constraints, whether
the objective function is convex, and the optimal value for each instance. For
MAPLE, we report three key metrics: (i) computational time for the multi-start
augmentation (“MA”) procedure, which includes the time for computing initial
solutions, (ii) computational time for the parallel extraction (“PLE”), and (iii)
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the best objective achieved (“Obj”). Specifically, for “Obj.”, lower values indicate
better performance, as the instances correspond to minimization problems. The
last eight columns present the performance (“Perf.”) for each solver, alongside a
comparison with MAPLE. For “Perf.”, values without curly brackets represent
the computational time taken by the solver to find a solution with an objective
value equal to “Opt.” (but not necessarily with proven optimality), while “(·)” in-
dicates timeouts, with bracketed values denoting the best objectives achieved in
those cases. Moreover, “Win” indicates whether MAPLE outperforms the base-
line solver in terms of both solution quality and computational time. It is impor-
tant to note that the computational time for MAPLE includes only the “MA”
procedure, as the PLE procedure will be reused when solving multiple problems
with identical constraint matrices but varying right-hand sides and objectives.

Analysis Table 1 highlights the speed and solution quality of each approach.
In terms of computational efficiency, MAPLE demonstrates strong performance.
The MA procedure typically completes within 20 seconds, while the PLE pro-
cedure takes no longer than 40 seconds on the tested instances—problems that
baseline solvers often struggle with and may time out on. Regarding solution
quality, MAPLE successfully attains optimal objectives on approximately half
of the tested problems, showcasing its ability to efficiently identify optimal so-
lutions, even for non-convex problems.

We compare MAPLE against the baseline solvers. Compared to CPLEX and
SCIP, MAPLE consistently outperforms these solvers on over 90% of the in-
stances. The exceptions occur when MAPLE delivers near-optimal solutions,
while the exact solvers take longer to reach better solutions. Compared to CP-
SAT, MAPLE remains superior on more than 63% of the instances. For the
remaining instances, CP-SAT often times out after an hour, while MAPLE ter-
minates much faster, providing slightly inferior solutions. We find that Gurobi
delivers optimal solutions for more than half of the instances within seconds.
However, MAPLE still outperforms Gurobi on 20% of the instances and promi-
nently surpasses all baseline solvers on instances “2492”, “2733”, “3307”, “6487”
and “6597”. Notably, while these general-purpose solvers rely on sophisticated
pre-processing techniques, MAPLE employs a straightforward implementation
with only a few hundred lines of Python code, efficiently yielding high-quality
solutions to nonlinear integer programs. We conclude that MAPLE is a com-
petitive alternative to advanced solvers and shows great potential for further
enhancement.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose MAPLE, a heuristic approach designed to efficiently
approximate the Graver Basis and solve nonlinear integer programs through a
multi-start augmentation procedure. Unlike traditional approaches that struggle
with sequential processing, MAPLE excels in parallelism, enabling faster exe-
cution. Experimental results on public datasets demonstrate MAPLE’s ability
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to swiftly deliver near-optimal solutions, outperforming state-of-the-art solvers.
Finally, MAPLE does not rely on any general-purpose solver or sophisticated
presolving procedures, and is fully GPU-accelerated. Future work could further
enhance MAPLE’s performance by integrating it with CPU-based solvers.
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