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Abstract

The problem of finding a minimum vertex cover (MVC) in a graph is a well-known N'P-hard problem with significant
practical applications in optimization and scheduling. Its complexity, combined with the increasing scale of problems,
underscores the need for efficient and effective algorithms. However, existing heuristic algorithms for MVC often rely
on simplistic initialization strategies and overlook the impact of edge attributes and neighborhood information on
vertex selection. In this paper, we introduce GCNIVC, a novel heuristic search algorithm designed to address the
limitations of existing methods for solving MVC problems in large-scale graphs. Our approach features two main
innovations. First, it utilizes a Graph Convolutional Network (GCN) to capture the global structure of graphs, which
enables the generation of high-quality initial solutions that enhance the efficiency of the subsequent search process.
Second, GCNIVC introduces a new heuristic that employs three containers and the concept of double-covered edges
(dc-edges), improving search efficiency and providing greater flexibility for adding and removing operations based on
edge attributes. Through extensive experiments on benchmark datasets, we demonstrate that GCNIVC outperforms
state-of-the-art MVC algorithms in terms of both accuracy and efficiency. Our results highlight the effectiveness
of GCNIVC’s GCN-assisted initialization and its edge-informed search strategy. This study not only advances the
understanding of MVC problem-solving but also contributes a new tool for addressing large-scale graph optimization

challenges.
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1. Introduction

Given an undirected graph G = (V, E), the minimum
vertex cover (MVC) problem is tasked with identifying
the smallest subset C of vertices such that each edge
e € E has at least one of its endpoints included in C.

Recognized as an N'P-hard problem [l 2], MVC is
not only theoretically significant but also crucial for a
multitude of real-world applications in optimization and
scheduling [3]]. Key applications include identifying in-
fluential users to maximize social network impact, en-
suring router coverage and sensor deployment in com-
munication networks, and analyzing protein interactions
to optimize gene regulation in bioinformatics. For ex-
ample, in social networks, the MVC problem can help
identify key users who can effectively expand outreach
or communication. It also plays a role in optimizing fa-
cility locations, maintaining power grids, and allocating

Preprint submitted to Swarm and Evolutionary Computation

resources efficiently by covering critical relationships
with the minimal number of nodes.

1.1. Background

As technology progresses, the scale of MVC prob-
lems, such as influence propagation, router coverage,
and sensor deployment, has grown significantly. Tra-
ditional algorithms struggle with the computational ef-
ficiency and solution quality required for these large-
scale instances. These algorithms are generally catego-
rized into two types: exact algorithms and approxima-
tion algorithms.

Among the exact methods, branch-and-bound algo-
rithms are a key technique to reduce the base of expo-
nential running time [4} 5]. The core idea is to system-
atically explore the solution space by dividing it into
smaller subproblems and using bounds to discard sub-
problems that cannot yield better solutions than the cur-
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rent best. However, these exact algorithms cannot elim-
inate the exponential time complexity, making them im-
practical for large-scale MVC instances.

Approximation algorithms have been developed to
provide near-optimal solutions effectively. Greedy algo-
rithms, known for their simplicity, are often used to ap-
proximate solutions for NP-hard problems, including
the connected dominating set, weighted vertex cover, in-
dependent set problems, and flow shop scheduling prob-
lem [0, [7, [8, 9]. The greedy approach involves making
a series of locally optimal choices, such as selecting the
vertex with the highest degree at each step to cover the
most edges. While greedy algorithms can generate fea-
sible solutions quickly, the quality of these solutions of-
ten fails to meet real-world application demands.

Heuristic methods are often employed to solve large-
scale NP-hard problems, as they can provide near-
optimal solutions within a reasonable time limit [[10} 11}
12, 3, [13} [14]]. The heuristic approach for MVC typi-
cally involves two main steps: initialization and search.
The initialization process aims to produce a relatively
high-quality solution quickly, which is then iteratively
refined during the search stage through operations like
node exchange. Existing algorithms often rely on ran-
dom initialization or simple strategies, such as select-
ing high-degree vertices, to construct the initial solu-
tion. Recent studies highlight the significant impact of
the initialization mechanism on heuristic algorithm per-
formance [[15]]. Therefore, improving the initialization
mechanism for heuristic algorithms in MVC is crucial.
Moreover, during the search phase, existing algorithms
focus on identifying higher-quality vertices but over-
look the impact of different edges and neighboring in-
formation on vertices, which is detrimental to efficient
space search.

1.2. Our Contributions

In this paper, we introduce GCNIVC, a novel heuris-
tic search algorithm designed for MVC on large-scale
graphs. GCNIVC leverages a graph convolutional net-
work (GCN) to capture the holistic structure of graphs
and generate a high-quality initial solution. By integrat-
ing edge search and container optimization strategies,
GCNIVC enhances heuristic search performance.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

(1) Based on the GCN framework, GCNIVC uses the
probabilities of vertices generated by the neural network
to produce a high-quality initial solution. This approach
offers a new perspective for addressing the MVC prob-
lem by harnessing the learning capabilities of neural
networks to understand the relationships between a ver-

tex’s neighbors and the overall structure of the graph,
thereby enhancing the quality of the initial solution.

(2) We introduce a new heuristic for MVC that in-
corporates three containers and proposes the concept
of double-covered edges (dc-edges), which integrates
three types of edges and utilizing their structural fea-
tures to further improve solution quality and enhance
search efficiency.

We have conducted experiments on multiple bench-
mark datasets to verify the performance of the proposed
algorithm. The results show that GCNIVC demon-
strates superior performance in accuracy and efficiency
compared to state-of-the-art MVC algorithms.

1.3. Organization of This Paper

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: Section
Dl offers an overview of related work on heuristic search
algorithms for the Minimum Vertex Cover (MVC) prob-
lem. Section [3| presents foundational knowledge, in-
cluding key definitions in graph theory, the heuristic
framework, and an introduction to graph neural net-
works. In Sectiond] we delve into the main components
of our algorithm, which has been developed through a
thorough research process. Our experimental results are
discussed in Section[5} Finally, Section [6]concludes the
paper with potential directions for future work.

2. Related Work

Heuristic algorithms for the Minimum Vertex Cover
(MVC) problem have been extensively studied. For ex-
ample, EdgeGreedyVC [16]] improves a partial solution
by repeatedly adding the endpoint of an uncovered edge
that has the maximum degree and then removing any
redundant vertices. Although EdgeGreedyVC enhances
the quality of the solution by reducing the size of the
vertex cover without sacrificing coverage, it only takes
into account the local structure of the graphs.

Cai et al. [17] introduced a two-stage exchange
strategy and an edge weighting mechanism to develop
a heuristic search algorithm for the Minimum Vertex
Cover (MVC) problem, named NuMVC. This method
aimed to resolve the inefficiencies caused by the simul-
taneous selection of vertices in earlier studies [[18} [19]].
However, it encountered significant challenges when
addressing large-scale instances.

In 2015, Cai et al. [L6] proposed the Best from Mul-
tiple Selections (BMS) heuristic, which involves ran-
domly sampling vertices from a candidate set and re-
moving the one with the minimum loss value. This ap-
proach contributed to the development of FastVC, an al-
gorithm specifically designed to efficiently handle large



instances of the Minimum Vertex Cover (MVC) prob-
lem.

Ma et al. [20] further refined this approach by in-
tegrating a noisy selection strategy into BMS, result-
ing in the NoiseVC algorithm. They also presented the
WalkBMS algorithm, which probabilistically chooses
between BMS and a random walk for vertex selection,
addressing local optima issues in FastVC [16]. Subse-
quently, Cai et al. [21] proposed an improved version
of FastVC, named FastVC2+p, which integrates addi-
tional processing techniques and enhances initial solu-
tion construction methods. More recently, Luo et al.
[22]] introduced MetaVC, a highly parametric heuristic
framework that utilizes various effective heuristic search
techniques. This framework includes an automatic al-
gorithm configurator aimed at optimizing performance
based on the parameters of each instance.

Later, Quan et al. 23] proposed EABMS, a new edge
weighting method based on edge age, which led to the
development of EAVC and its variant EAVC2+p. Both
demonstrated superior performance on large graphs
compared to previous methods, including FastVC,
MetaVC, and their variants. Recently, Zhang et al. [24]
introduced a novel edge weighting method based on ver-
tex age, known as TIVC, and developed the TIVC algo-
rithm. This algorithm demonstrated significant superi-
ority over other methods in graph processing tasks. The
introduction of the TIVC algorithm marks a pivotal ad-
vancement in understanding the role of vertex age in the
MVC problem.

Overall, FastVC, EAVC, TIVC, and their variants
represent the state-of-the-art heuristic search algorithms
for MVC, especially for handling large instances. Their
effectiveness has been validated through comparisons
with baseline algorithms. However, despite these ad-
vancements, several critical limitations persist in practi-
cal applications. These limitations include inadequate
consideration of initial solutions and a failure to ac-
count for the impact of different edges during the iter-
ative improvement process. To tackle these challenges,
this study incorporates the GCN framework to enhance
the quality of initial solutions and improve overall solu-
tion quality by influencing vertex selection using vari-
ous types of edges.

3. Preliminaries

The following section presents foundational informa-
tion. Specifically, Section [3.1] presents pertinent nota-
tions and terminologies, Section succinctly outlines
the heuristic search method, and Section [3.3]introduces
the graph neural network.

3.1. Notations and Terminologies

Let’s consider an undirected graph G = (V, E) with a
vertex set V and an edge set E. For an edge e = (u,v),
the vertices u and v are referred to as the endpoints of
e. If two vertices are the endpoints of an edge, they
are considered adjacent, and one is called a neighbor of
the other. An edge is incident with its endpoints, and
vice versa. The set containing all neighbors of a vertex
v € Vis denoted by N(v) and is called the neighborhood
of v. The closed neighborhood of v, denoted by N[v], is
defined as N[v] = N(v) U {v}. The degree of v, denoted
by d(v), is the number of edges incident with v. For a
vertex set § C V, let N[S] = U,es N[v] and N(S) =
N[ST\S.

In a graph G = (V, E), a set of vertices S € V cov-
ers an edge e € E if at least one of the endpoints of e
belongs to S. If all edges of G are covered by S, then
S is called a vertex cover (VC) of G. A vertex cover
with the smallest cardinality is called a minimum vertex
cover (MVC) of G. Notably, a graph G = (V, E) may
have more than one MVC. We use E,(S) C E to denote
the set of edges uncovered by S and E.(S) C E to de-
note the set of edges covered by S. The MVC problem
involves finding an MVC for a given graph.

3.2. Heuristic Search

In the context of the MVC problem, we use C to de-
note a candidate (or partial) solution. The general ap-
proach for heuristic search in MVC involves initially
constructing a VC and then iteratively improving the so-
Iution to a smaller one by swapping vertices. The LS
algorithms typically utilize gain(v) and loss(v) to assess
the importance of a vertex v. Here, gain(v) represents
the number of edges uncovered by C but covered by
C U {v}, while loss(v) is the number of edges covered
by C but uncovered by C \ {v}. The “age” of a vertex
v, denoted by age(v), refers to the number of steps since
it was last removed from C. Age values are often used
to break ties when multiple vertices have the same gain
or loss value. Additionally, the “age” of an edge e, de-
noted by age(e), represents the number of steps since it
was last uncovered by C. This criterion is commonly
used for selecting edges [23} 24]].

3.3. Graph Neural Network

In recent years, graph convolutional networks (GCN)
have emerged as a popular framework for directly learn-
ing from graph-structured data using deep learning.
GCNs aim to learn how to transform node features
by considering the feature values and the graph struc-
ture. They learn node embeddings through information



propagation between nodes and their neighbors, making
them widely applicable to tasks such as node classifica-
tion, graph embedding, and graph clustering [25} [26]].
The core idea of GCNss is to extend the convolution op-
eration to irregular graph structures, thereby aggregat-
ing features based on the adjacency relationships within
the graph. GCNs define the neighborhood relationships
between nodes using the graph’s adjacency matrix, ag-
gregating the features of each node along with those of
its neighboring nodes. Consequently, the representation
of a node depends not only on its features but also on
the feature information of its neighbors.

The model essentially functions as a message-passing
mechanism, where the convolution operation at each
layer can be interpreted as each node receiving and ag-
gregating information from its neighboring nodes. This
mechanism allows GCNs to progressively broaden the
influence of each node, thereby integrating structural in-
formation from a broader range within the graph. For-
mally, it can be described as follows:

HD = o (DD~ HOWO),

Here are some details about the terms used in this
equation:

e The matrix HO € RV*P” represents the node fea-
ture matrix at layer £, where ¢ > 0. In this con-
text, N denotes the number of nodes in the graph,
and D' represents the feature dimension at layer
{. The initial node feature matrix H® corresponds
to the input node feature matrix.

e The normalized adjacency matrix, denoted as A, is
obtained using the formula A = D 2AD™:. This
method ensures numerical stability and balanced
feature aggregation. In this context, A = A + I is
derived from adding the original adjacency matrix
A to the identity matrix /. The degree matrix D
normalizes the adjacency matrix.

e The matrix W© € RP“*P“Y denotes the trainable
weight matrix at layer ¢.

e The function o(-) serves as a non-linear activation
function, such as ReLU, and is responsible for in-
troducing non-linearity into the model.

4. Main Algorithm

In this section, we introduce our algorithm GCNIVC.
We first discuss two main components of GCNIVC:
GCNConstructVC, which is responsible for construct-
ing the initial solution, and ContainerRemoveVertex,

which optimizes the process of removing vertices from
a current solution. After that, we will provide a detailed
description of the algorithm.

4.1. GCNConstructVC

In the initial stage of LS algorithms for MVC, a
small-scale initial VC (the initial solution) can effec-
tively minimize unnecessary computation during the
subsequent search process, thereby accelerating the
convergence towards a high-quality solution. However,
it is crucial to balance the quality of the initial solution
and the time required to construct it. Overemphasizing
either aspect could render the algorithm inefficient in
practical applications. Therefore, it is necessary to con-
sider not only the local structure of a graph but also its
global structure. To address this, we introduce the GCN
to the initialization process and develop an algorithm
GCNConstructVC to effectively generate a high-quality
initial solution.

A GCN takes an n X d node feature matrix and an
nxn adjacency matrix as inputs and produces a nxk fea-
ture matrix as output, where n represents the number of
nodes, d denotes the number of input features for each
node, and k indicates the number of output features for
each node. In our specific task, the input features com-
prise four components (i.e., d = 4): nodes’ weight (set
to 1 for all vertices in our experiment), nodes’ degree,
graph’s density “5 (m denotes the number of edges), and
the difference between a node and the mean value of
its neighbors w The output consists of the
probabilities of nodes belonging to an MVC. A gen-
eral structure of a GCN is depicted in Figure [} Small
graphs are utilized to train the model, including T1/T2
and UDG instances with a maximum of 250 vertices.
The exact algorithm EMVC, proposed by Wang et al.
[27] is employed to determine MVCs for these small
graphs. Note that only small graphs are utilized for
training due to the inefficiency of existing exact MVC
algorithms for large-scale graphs.

Algorithm [I] presents the pseudocode of Con-
structVC. The algorithm comprises four parts. In the
first part, the probability prob(v) of each vertex v be-
longing to a minimum vertex cover (MVC) is computed
using a GCN model (line 2). It’s important to note that
this probability alone is insufficient for estimating the
importance of vertices, as some vertices may have a
high degree but a low probability, and vice versa. To
address this, the second part (lines 3-12) introduces a
new parameter called pscore, a function on the set of
vertices.
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Figure 1: The framework of a GCN for the probabilistic determination of vertices within a minimum vertex cover.

Algorithm 1 GCNConstructVC

Input: graph G = (V, E)
Output: A vertex cover C of G
1: C« 0
2: prob « a function derived from a GCN model that as-
signs a probability to each vertex (indicating the likeli-
hood of a vertex belonging to an MVC);

3: for each vertex v € V do
4:  pscore(v) < d(v);
5: end for
6: for each edge viv, € E do
7. if prob(vy) > prob(v,) then
8: pscore(vy) < pscore(vy) + 1;
9: elseif prob(v\) < prob(v,) then
10: pscore(v,) < pscore(v,) + 1;
11:  endif
12: end for
13: for each e = v|v, € E do
14:  if e is uncovered then
15: if pscore(vy) > pscore(v,) then
16: C—CuUf{n}h
17: else if pscore(v;) < pscore(v,) then
18: C « CU{wn};
19: end if
20:  end if
21: end for
22: for eachv e C do
23:  loss(v) « 0;
24: end for
25: foreache € E do
26:  if only one endpoint v of e belongs to C then
27: loss(V)++;
28:  end if
29: end for
30: for eachv e C do
31:  if loss(v) = O then
32: C = C\ {v}; update loss of vertices in C;
33:  endif
34: end for
35: return C

This parameter combines the probability and the
degree of vertices. Specifically, for each vertex v,
pscore(v) is initialized as its degree (lines 3-5). Then,
for each edge v;v,, if the probability of v; (or v;) is
greater than that of v, (or v;), the value of pscore(vy)
(or pscore(v,)) is increased by one (lines 6-12).

The third part focuses on extending a partial solution
C to form a VC based on the pscore (lines 13-21). For
each edge v v, if pscore(v;) (or pscore(v,)) is greater
than pscore(v,) (or pscore(vy)), then vy (or v,) is added
to C. Finally, the fourth section aims to optimize C
by removing redundant vertices using the loss function
(lines 22-35). The loss value of each vertex v is initial-
ized to zero (lines 22-24). For each edge e, if C contains
exactly one endpoint v of e, then loss(v) is increased by
one (lines 25-29). Subsequently, for each vertex v € C,
it is removed from C if loss(v) = 0 (lines 30-34).

4.2. ContainerRomoveVertex

Vertex exchange is essential for optimizing solutions
in an heuristic search algorithm. This process involves
removing vertices from a current solution C and adding
vertices not in C to C. The quality of the vertices to be
removed is crucial for enhancing the algorithm’s effi-
ciency. To address this, we introduce a heuristic method
called ContainerRemoveVertex (CRV) to identify the
vertex in C for the subsequent vertex exchange.

In Algorithm 2] the CRV procedure takes a solution
C, three containers ctner;, ctner,, and ctners of vertices,
an integer num, and a function age associated with ver-
tices as input. It outputs a partial solution of the graph.
When any of ctner;, ctner,, or ctners is not empty, it
randomly selects a vertex v from the union of these con-
tainers (lines 1-2). It then iterates through each con-
tainer num times, choosing a random vertex u each time,
and updates v with u if d(v) X age(u) < d(u) X age(v)
(lines 3-10). Finally, it removes v from C. On the other



hand, if ctner; U ctner, U ctner; = (), it removes a vertex
with the smallest loss value from C, resolving ties based
on the age of the vertex (line 13).

This method provides two primary advantages: A
higher likelihood of selecting vertices with lower de-
grees and the variability in vertex selection due to the
random selection mechanism, thereby reducing the risk
of prolonged heuristic search cycles under identical con-
ditions.

Algorithm 2 ContainerRemove Vertex (CRV)

Input: A vertex cover C, three containers ctnery, ctner,, and
ctners, and an integer num, a function age

Output: A (partial) vertex cover C of G

1: if (ctner; U ctner, U ctners) # () then

2 v « a random vertex from ctner; U ctner, U ctners;
3 for each ctner € {ctnery, ctner,, ctner;} do

4 fori=0;i < num; i+ + do

5: u « arandom vertex from ctner;

6 if d(v) X age(u) < d(u) X age(v) then

7 vV u;

8 end if

9 end for
10:  end for
11: C«C\{}h
12: else
13: Remove the vertex with the minimum loss from C, re-

solving ties by the age of vertex;

14: end if

15: return C

4.3. GCNIVC

Our GCNIVC algorithm takes a graph G = (V, E),
a time limit cutoff, and an integer num as inputs
and produces a VC C* of G. It begins by generating
an initial solution C using GCNConstructVC and ini-
tializing various parameters, including three containers
ctnry, ctnry, ctnrs, and the age of each vertex. Subse-
quently, it enters a loop to improve the current solution
C iteratively. We introduce a new type of edge, called
double-covered edge (dc-edge), to streamline the itera-
tion process.

Definition 1: Let C be a partial VC of a graph
G = (V,E). An edge e € E is defined as a double-
covered edge (dc-edge) if both endpoints belong to C.
The double-covered number (or dcnumber simply) of a
vertex v, denoted by dcnumber(v), is the number of dc-
edges incident with the vertex.

When removing a vertex from the current solution
C, we prioritize those with smaller dcnumber values.
This is because removing such a vertex may cause only
a small number of vertices in its neighborhood to ex-
perience an increase in their loss values, thus reducing

the number of uncovered edges resulting from remov-
ing vertices. Conversely, when adding a vertex to C, we
prioritize those with larger dcnumber values. This is be-
cause adding such a vertex may cause a large number of
vertices in its neighborhood to experience a decrease in
their loss values, thereby reducing the number of ver-
tices with a higher loss value in the graph and enhanc-
ing the diversity of deleting vertices by BMS strategy in
subsequent operations.

Algorithm 3 GCNIVC
Input: A graph G = (V,E), a time limit cutof f, an integer
num
Output: A vertex cover C* of G
1: C <« GCNConstructVC(G)
2: ctner; < the set of vertices of degree i in G, fori = 1,2, 3;

3: age(v) « 1, for each vertex v € V;

4: while elapsed_time < cutoff do

5.  if C covers all edges then

6: C«C;

7 C « ContainerRomoveVertex(C, ctnery, ctners,
ctnersy, num, age);

end if

u; < avertex in C selected by BMS heuristic, breaking

ties sequentially by age and dcnumber;

10: C « C\{u};

11: u, « arandom vertex in C;

122 C « C\{u};

13: e « anedgein E,(C) selected by BMS heuristic;

14:  w; « the endpoint of e with a larger gain value, break-

ing ties sequentially by age and dcnumber;
15: C «— CU{w};
16:  if E,(C) # 0 then

o ®

17: e « arandom edge in E,(C);

18: w, <« the endpoint of e with a larger gain value,
breaking ties sequentially by age and dcnumber;

19: C « CU{w};

20:  endif

21: end while
22: return C*

In each iteration, the algorithm utilizes the (3,2)-
swap framework to optimize solutions, consisting of
two phases: vertex removal and vertex addition. If C
covers all edges in the vertex removal phase, the algo-
rithm updates the best solution C* with C and removes
a vertex from C using the CRV procedure (lines 5-8).
Subsequently, two additional vertices are removed from
C using the BMS heuristic and a random strategy, re-
spectively, with ties resolved sequentially based on the
vertices’ age and dcnumber (lines 9-12). In the vertex
addition phase, the algorithm selects an edge from the
set of edges not covered by C and adds an endpoint of



the edge with a larger gain to C, resolving ties sequen-
tially based on the age and dcnumber of vertices (lines
13-15). Furthermore, if C still does not cover edges of
G, i.e., E,(C) # 0, the algorithm randomly selects an
edge from E,(C) and adds an endpoint of the edge with
a larger gain to C, resolving ties sequentially based on
the age and dcnumber of vertices (lines 16-20).

5. Experiments

The performance of the GCNIVC algorithm is
evaluated through experiments on various benchmark
datasets. In the subsequent section, we describe the
benchmark datasets and the experiment setup. We then
present the experimental results, which include the sizes
of the vertex covers produced by the algorithms under
identical conditions, along with an analysis of their con-
vergence times to achieve a final solution. We empiri-
cally evaluate the parameters within the GCNIVC algo-
rithm, followed by a comprehensive discussion of the
experimental findings.

5.1. Benchmark Datasets

We investigate the MVC problem using multiple
benchmark datasets. These datasets include three
benchmarks (UDG and T /T>,) of small graphs for train-
ing the GCN model and four benchmarks (DIMACS 10,
S NAP, NetworkRepository, Gset) of large sparse real-
world graphs for testing the algorithms. All instances
are treated as undirected, unweighted simple graphs.

UDdl_} It contains graphs commonly used to sim-
ulate wireless sensor networks or other spatially dis-
tributed networks. In these graphs, each vertex repre-
sents the center of a unit disk, and edges exist between
vertices whose corresponding disks overlap. Unit disk
graphs (UDGs) are typically sparse, as each node only
connects to nearby nodes, resulting in a relatively low
overall degree of connectivity. This dataset comprises
12 families, each containing ten instances of unit disk
graphs with 50 to 1000 vertices.

Tl/TZE} This dataset comprises 53 families, each
containing ten instances related to graph partitioning
and clustering problems in graph theory and network
science. The instances in each family have the same
size, ranging from 50 to 1000.

DIMACS l(ﬂ This dataset provides biologically rel-
evant networks widely used to study graph partitioning

Uhttps://github.com/yiyuanwang 1988/MDSClassicalBenchmarks
Zhttps://github.com/yiyuanwang1988/MDSClassicalBenchmarks
3https://www.cc. gatech.edu/dimacs10/downloads.shtml

and graph clustering problems [28]. It comprises 130
sparse instances with 1,024 to 23,947,347 vertices.

S NAFﬂ It is a comprehensive network analysis plat-
form designed to study and process large-scale net-
works. It encompasses diverse real-world instances,
encompassing social, biological, and technical net-
works. This dataset comprises 13 instances with 1,005
to 3,774,768 vertices.

NetworkRepositoryE} This dataset platform is ded-
icated to storing and sharing various network datasets
commonly utilized in network science, machine learn-
ing, data mining, and graph theory. This dataset com-
prises 127 instances with 39 to 23,947,347 vertices.

Gseﬂ The dataset, originating from the University
of Towa, was utilized by Ye et al. [29] to test the dual
scaling algorithm. To assess GCNIVC, we collect all in-
stances utilized in the dataset, each comprising between
800 and 7,000 vertices.

5.2. Experiment Setup

All algorithms were implemented in C++ and com-
piled using gcc 7.1.0 with the *-O3’ optimization op-
tion. The experiments were conducted on CentOS
Linux 7.6.1810, using an Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6254
CPU running at 3.10 GHz, 256 GB memory, and a V100
graphics card. TIVC, FastVC, and EAVC parameter set-
tings are consistent with those reported in the original
literature [[24}116L23]]. No data preprocessing techniques
were employed during the experiments to ensure a fair
comparison with other algorithms. The parameter num
in the BMS heuristic and CRV was set to a random value
in the range of 45 to 55, following the authors’ sugges-
tion [16]], and was ultimately set to 50.

GCNIVC was compared against three state-of-the-
art heuristic search algorithms: FastVC [16], EAVC
[23], and TIVC [24]. These algorithms are all designed
to address the MVC problem for large-scale instances.
FastVC integrates a two-stage exchange framework and
a BMS heuristic, striking an effective balance between
solution accuracy and computational efficiency, partic-
ularly for large graphs. EAVC, based on a two-stage
framework, employs WalkBMS and EABMS strategies,
providing effective guidance in vertex and edge selec-
tion phases. TIVC introduces an efficient heuristic
search algorithm for MVC, featuring an innovative 3-
improvement framework with minor perturbations. This
framework allows the algorithm to directly search for

“https://snap.stanford.edu/data/
Shttps://networkrepository.com
S gitiftp://dollar.biz.uiowa.edu/pub/yyye/Gset/
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solutions of size k — 2 after adding a vertex to a feasi-
ble solution of size k. Additionally, TIVC introduces
a highly efficient edge selection strategy, significantly
accelerating the search process. The source codes for
FastVC and EAVC are publicly available: FastVC ﬂ
EAVCE]

We executed the FastVC, EAVC, TIVC, and GC-
NIVC algorithms on each instance ten times, employ-
ing random seeds ranging from 1 to 10. Each run was
conducted on a dedicated CPU core, with a cutoff time
of 1000 seconds. For every instance, we presented the
best size (Min.) and the average size (Avg.) of the so-
lutions identified by the algorithms across the ten runs.
Additionally, we included the average convergence time
(t_Avg.) for each algorithm to determine its final so-
lution on an instance. If an algorithm did not achieve
the optimal solution, the average convergence time was
recorded as “-”.

5.3. Experimental Result

We analyzed the experimental results from running
FastVC, EAVC, TIVC, and GCNIVC across all bench-
mark datasets. Table [T] highlights the competitive ad-
vantages of GCNIVC compared to the other three algo-
rithms across various benchmarks. It presents the num-
ber of instances (within each benchmark) where an al-
gorithm performs best and outperforms all other algo-
rithms. As illustrated in Table[I] GCNIVC consistently
outperforms the other three algorithms, demonstrat-
ing particularly strong performance on the DIMACS10
benchmark.

5.3.1. Comparison of solution quality

The results of the four algorithms FastVC, EAVC,
TIVC, and GCNIVC across all benchmark instances are
detailed in Tables [2] to [7] (Tables [6] and [7] are in Ap-
pendix). The optimal solutions identified by each al-
gorithm are emphasized in bold. Among the 302 bench-
mark instances, GCNIVC achieved optimal minimum
values in 268 cases, followed by TIVC in 212, EAVC in
203, and FastVC in 199 cases. Furthermore, GCNIVC,
TIVC, EAVC, and FastVC attained strictly optimal min-
imum values in 69, 11, nine, and eight instances, respec-
tively. Obviously, GCNIVC exhibits remarkable perfor-
mance regarding solution quality (Min.). We proceed to
discuss the results in more detail.

7http://lcs.ios.ac.cn/ caisw/VC.html
8https://github.com/quancs/EAVC

DATASET GCNIVC  FastVC  TIVC  EAVC

SNAP 12/1 11/0 12/1 11/0
Gset 32/0 32/0 32/0 32/0
Network Repository 123/5 116/1 120/2 116/0
DIMACSI10 101/63 40/8 48/8 43/8

Table 1: Summarizing the number of instances in which an algo-
rithm demonstrates strong performance, where x/y indicates that on
x instances, the algorithm achieves the optimal solution, and on y in-
stances, it surpasses all other algorithms.

In the DIMACSI10 benchmark, GCNIVC achieved
the optimal solutions in 101 out of 130 instances. In
contrast, the FastVC, TIVC, and EAVC algorithms se-
cured the best solutions in 40, 48, and 43 cases, respec-
tively. In the SNAP benchmark, GCNIVC continued
to lead, attaining the best solutions in 12 out of 13 in-
stances, while FastVC, TIVC, and EAVC each achieved
the top solutions in 11 cases. For the Network Repos-
itory benchmark, GCNIVC once again excelled, ob-
taining the best solutions in 124 out of 127 instances.
FastVC, TIVC, and EAVC followed closely, with their
best solutions achieved in 116, 120, and 117 cases, re-
spectively. Lastly, since the instances in the Gset bench-
mark are small, all algorithms successfully attained
the best solutions across all 32 instances. Moreover,
GCNIVC outperformed the other algorithms by pro-
ducing smaller VCs in 63 instances from DIMACSI10,
five from Network Repositoryk, and one from SNAP.
TIVC found smaller VCs in eight instances from DI-
MACSI10, two from Network Repository, and one from
SNAP. EAVC generated smaller VCs in eight instances
from DIMACS10, while FastVC found smaller VCs
in eight instance from DIMACSI10 and one from Net-
work Repository. In addition, among the 302 instances,
the GCNIVC, TIVC, EAVC, and FastVC algorithms
achieved the smallest average values (Avg.) in 255,
183, 196, and 186 instances, respectively. The above
comparisons demonstrate that GCNIVC has a superior
performance compared to the other algorithms, high-
lighting its notable effectiveness across these extensive,
sparse real-world benchmarks.

5.3.2. Analysis of convergence speed

We generated convergence curves to analyze how the
size of solutions evolves for each algorithm through-
out the search process. Generally, heuristic search al-
gorithms exhibit rapid convergence in the early stages,
resulting in steep decline curves, particularly in smaller
instances. This phenomenon makes it challenging to
differentiate between the curves of various algorithms.
To address this, we established an upper bound thresh-
old for the MVC in each graph, omitting any segments
that surpassed this threshold. This strategy effectively



Table 2: Experimental results on DAMACS10.

GCNIVC TIVC EAVC FastVC
Instance Min. Avg. T-Avg. Min. Avg. T-Avg. Min. Avg. T_Avg. Min. Avg. T_Avg.
144 117820 117844.5 - 117805 117836.9 - 117754 117836.9 780.352 117800 117810.6 -
brock200-1 194 194 0.002 194 194 <0.001 194 194 <0.001 194 194 <0.001
brock200-2 189 189 0.005 189 189 0.003 189 189 0.001 189 189 <0.001
brock200-3 191 191 0.004 191 191 <0.001 191 191 <0.001 191 191 0.001
brock200-4 192 192 <0.001 192 192 <0.001 192 192 <0.001 192 192 <0.001
brock400-1 393 393 0.011 393 393 0.009 393 393 0.009 393 393 0.002
brock400-2 392 392 0.15 392 392 0.105 392 392 0.051 392 392 0.024
brock400-3 393 393 0.014 393 393 0.01 393 393 0.006 393 393 <0.001
brock400-4 393 393 0.009 393 393 0.01 393 393 0.007 393 393 0.003
brock800-1 790 790 3.18 790 790 1.028 790 790 0.373 790 790 0.071
brock800-2 790 790 4.029 790 790 1.885 790 790 0.331 790 790 0.135
brock800-3 789 789 70.521 789 789 50.873 789 789 3472 789 789.4 0.841
brock800-4 790 790 2.279 790 790 1.844 790 790 0.359 790 790 0.077
333SpP 2546845 25474389  999.825 | 2575912 25817203 - 2584618 25817203 - 2547802 2548294.8 -
598a 89164 89179.9 - 89161 89177.9 - 89109 89177.9 711.32 89138 89147.3 -
adaptive 3407872 3407872 40.047 3407872 3407872 41.577 3407872 3407872 40.951 3407872 3407872 39.109
al2010 138512 138520.6 532.095 138532 138547.4 - 138533 138547.4 - 138538 138551.1 -
ar2010 102547 102551.8 460.306 | 102556 102566.4 - 102565 102566.4 - 102577 102586.1 -
AS365 2629682  2630146.6  999.751 | 2631313  2632018.7 - 2631711 2632018.7 - 2631520  2631772.1 -
asia_osm 5965052  5969310.3  999.998 | 6036476 6038513 - 6037354 6038513 - 5980801  5984162.5 -
auto 364594 364638.8 - 364493 364594.4 514.673 | 364647 364594.4 - 364808 364839.3 -
az2010 132183 132195.7 308.63 132215 132227.1 - 132215 132227.1 - 132237 132249.2 -
belgium_osm 716868 716875.1 - 716867 716881.5 - 716864 716881.5 883.474 | 716901 716922.2 -
c-fat500-1 460 460 <0.001 460 460 <0.001 460 460 0.004 460 460 <0.001
c-fat500-10 496 496 0.003 496 496 0.005 496 496 0.006 496 496 0.002
c-fat500-2 480 480 0.002 480 480 0.002 480 480 <0.001 480 480 0.001
c-fat500-5 492 492 <0.001 492 492 <0.001 492 492 0.001 492 492 0.001
channel-500x100x100-b050 | 3601693 36047742 - 3601500 3601500 320.234 | 3601500 3601500 288.598 | 3601500 3601500 97.222
citationCiteseer 118133 118146.1 644.252 | 118134 118146.6 - 118135 118146.6 - 118177 118182.3 -
c02010 110073 110083.5 744.358 110118 110134.2 - 110113 110134.2 - 110131 110149.1 -
coAuthorsCiteseer 129193 129193 1.959 129193 129193 1.376 129193 129193 1.12 129193 129193 3.825
coAuthorsDBLP 155618 155618 2.285 155618 155618 2.21 155618 155618 1.845 155618 155618 6.159
com-Amazon 160242 160246.2 - 160241 160246.1 192.983 160242 160246.1 - 160257 160258.6 -
coPapersDBLP 472179 472179 35.328 472179 472179 21.96 472179 472179 12.579 472179 472179 34.03
cs4 13345 13348.4 - 13341 13346.1 843.164 | 13362 13346.1 - 13392 13398.8 -
ct2010 37958 37959.7 474.844 | 37959 37960.6 - 37960 37960.6 - 37965 37966.9 -
cti 8779 8790.2 - 8752 8787.7 3.928 8769 8787.7 - 8769 8774.1 -
data 2163 2165.7 41.875 2163 2163 0.464 2163 2163 8.104 2163 2163 62.493
de2010 13486 13487.5 512.72 13486 13486.9 475.093 | 13492 13486.9 - 13496 13498.5 -
delaunay_n10 703 703 0.012 703 703 0.01 703 703 0.023 703 703 0.108
delaunay_n11 1402 1402 0.114 1402 1402 0.041 1402 1402 0.235 1402 1402 8.948
delaunay_n12 2807 2807.3 162.923 | 2807 2807.1 232.043 | 2807 2807.1 4.056 2807 2807 26.142
delaunay_n13 5607 5607 - 5607 5607 - 5606 5607 358.952 | 5606 5606.6 281.008
delaunay n14 11228 11229.5 - 11229 11229.3 - 11227 11229.3 347.485 | 11227 11228.1 474.59
delaunay_nl15 22436 22437.2 - 22436 22436.8 - 22433 22436.8 538.58 22435 22438.5 -
delaunay_n16 44847 44849.2 - 44846 44849.7 - 44841 44849.7 836.594 | 44848 44851.1 -
delaunay_n18 179579 179587.1 - 179571 179580.5 654.066 | 179583 179580.5 - 179601 179610.1 -
delaunay_n19 359123 359131.7 - 359109 359122.6 883.626 | 359116 359122.6 - 359149 359166.7 -
delaunay _n20 718261 718289.1 992.751 | 718278 718305.3 - 718279 718305.3 - 718381 718397.5 -
delaunay _n21 1436609  1436713.8  996.57 1436718 14367746 - 1436646 1436774.6 - 1437005 1437078.5 -
delaunay_n22 2873905 2874225 999.491 | 2877230  2881724.6 - 2877438  2881724.6 - 2875899  2876043.8 -
delaunay _n23 5831454 58331689 1000 5925261  5927837.1 - 5919327  5927837.1 - 5869161 58899155 -
fe-4elt2 7572 7573.6 - 7571 7573.2 225706 | 7571 7573.2 200.728 | 7572 7574.4 -
fe-ocean 72173 72235.1 - 72320 72985.2 - 72293 72985.2 - 72042 72580.2 792.088
fe_rotor 77615 77682.7 - 77613 77679.7 - 77598 77679.7 771.335 | 77609 77682.1 -
fe-sphere 10924 10924 1.617 10924 10924 0.178 10924 10924 0.146 10924 10924 0.128
fe-tooth 50344 50344 - 50344 50344 - 50343 50344 288.955 | 50344 50344.6 -
2010 266945 266954.8 290.73 267014 267056.4 - 267020 267056.4 - 267069 267095.5 -
2a2010 161677 161680.9 250.141 161699 161712 - 161706 161712 - 161715 161724.1 -
germany_osm 5707860  5713668.8 1000 5709765 57248609 - 5753918  5793861.6 - 5725595 5745895 -
great-britain_osm 3775495 37760494  999.622 | 3775634  3804688.1 - 3776498 3786063 - 3775969 37772788 -
hi2010 13999 13999.1 395.53 14001 13999.5 - 14004 14006.3 - 13999 13999.5 379.535
hugetrace-00000 2440871  2448230.7 - 2546693  2552111.8 - 2543741 2548412.1 - 2436844  2552111.8 1000
hugetrace-00010 6907523  6912560.8 - 6932363 69348649 - 6935379 69379253 - 6862933 69348649 1000
hugetrace-00020 9370177  9372996.8 - 9374264 93756723 - 9378885  9386296.8 - 9323551 93756723 1000
hugetric-00000 3213841  3223599.8 - 3295606  3301469.9 - 3312151 3313985 - 3120767 33014699 1000
hugetric-00010 3746758  3750856.7 - 3805083 38067469 - 3809329 38121909 - 3685757 38067469 1000
hugetric-00020 4064777 40680625 - 4124266 41259266 - 4124033 41293048 - 3977727  4125926.6 1000
ia-wiki-Talk 17288 17288 0.214 17288 17288 0.182 17288 17288 0.199 17288 17288 0.277
id2010 79173 79176.9 646.028 | 79178 79190.4 - 79180 79194.9 - 79192 79190.4 -
12010 261001 261028.7 536.738 | 261167 261171.4 - 261183 261192.5 - 261217 261224.7 -
in2010 151460 151476.8 714.327 151497 151527.4 - 151506 151531.8 - 151550 151527.4 -
inf-asia_osm 5965475  5970016.1  999.998 | 6037990  6041711.5 - 6044966  6045783.2 - 6000241 60417115 -
inf-belgium_osm 716867 716876.2 928.976 | 716869 716882.1 - 716867 716875.5 841.152 | 716912 716882.1 -
inf-germany_osm 5741704  5746628.8 1000 5832644 58354963 - 5825527 58412602 - 5798271 58354963 -
inf-great-britain_osm 3775859 37760204  999.525 | 3806234  3809382.8 - 3796091 38034814 - 3778947  3809382.8 -
inf-italy_osm 3334068 33342424  999.456 | 3334749 33349823 - 3334102 33357019 - 3334779 33349823 -
inf-luxembourg_osm 56936 56937 247.647 | 56936 56937 435.323 | 56937 56938.1 - 56937 56937 -
inf-netherlands_osm 1100046  1100055.1  951.833 1100078 1100093 - 1100083 1100093.4 - 1100132 1100093 -
inf-power 2203 2203 0.012 2203 2203 0.01 2203 2203 0.011 2203 2203 0.014
inf-road_central 6856610 68630357 1000 7052593  7057176.2 - 7047451 7053850.1 - 7034061 70571762 -
ks2010 134310 134323 680.311 134385 134406.3 - 134379 134405.3 - 134417 134406.3 -
ky2010 88783 88787.6 271.858 | 88790 88799.7 - 88800 88807.3 - 88807 88799.7 -
1a2010 113448 113458.8 482.898 113483 113498.7 - 113486 113502.4 - 113516 113498.7 -




Table 3: Experimental results on DAMACS10 continue.

luxembourg_osm 56936 56937 288.412 | 56936 56937 504.936 | 56937 56938.1 - 56937 56937 -

ml4b 175773 175792.8 - 175759 175791.2 175693 175713.9 884.959 175792 175791.2 -

M6 2423393 2423784.3 999.516 | 2424418 2426472.8 2424802 2425438.6 - 2424600 2426472.8 -
ma2010 87947 87955 482.958 87955 87961.2 - 87952 87963.9 - 87961 87961.2 -
md2010 77495 77498.7 538.144 | 77501 77507.3 - 77504 77510.5 - 77514 77507.3 -
me2010 37052 370534 545.704 37053 37055.7 - 37055 37059.7 - 37057 37055.7 -
mi2010 185819 185831.1 526.489 185880 185904 - 185899 185917.6 - 185906 185904 -
mn2010 144013 144029.8 363.04 144054 144080.4 144061 144093.5 - 144088 144080.4 -
mo2010 187679 187684.8 105.533 187710 187717.2 187695 187717 - 187741 187717.2 -
ms2010 94936 94940.1 550.15 94944 94955.8 - 94947 94956.8 - 94955 94955.8 -
mt2010 70631 70643.3 521.483 | 70641 70659.8 - 70652 70670.6 - 70652 70659.8 -
nc2010 159831 159836.8 68.561 159859 159870.4 - 159860 159872.3 - 159867 159870.4 -
nd2010 73681 73689.9 681.222 | 73711 73719.3 - 73720 73724.4 - 73716 73719.3 -
ne2010 108184 108194.7 641.721 108232 108246 - 108237 108254.1 - 108277 108246 -
netherlands_osm 1100047 1100056.7 961.626 1100083 1100095.7 - 1100084 1100093.6 - 1100136 1100095.7 -
nh2010 25956 25956.4 532.643 | 25956 25956.6 595.811 25957 25961.3 - 25957 25956.6 -
nj2010 96795 96800.1 626.151 | 96828 96839.9 - 96830 96842.1 - 96838 96839.9 -

NLR 2881932 2882387.4 999.65 2895352 2906568.7 - 2888773 2894395.6 - 2883577 2906568.7 -
nm2010 91765 91772.8 456.312 | 91784 91792.7 - 91781 91795.6 - 91797 91792.7 -
nv2010 46157 46163.4 736.28 46161 46166.7 - 46166 46174.1 - 46184 46166.7 -
oh2010 205441 205452.2 632.067 | 205492 205518.9 - 205500 205515.2 - 205530 205518.9 -
0k2010 147566 147582.6 600.037 147631 147662.5 147635 147662.3 - 147682 147662.5 -
0r2010 107622 107629.5 420.516 | 107637 107656.7 107648 107656.9 - 107675 107656.7 -
p-hat700-3 690 690 1.167 690 690 0.578 690 690 0.13 690 690 0.029
preferential Attachment 57899 57901.4 - 57895 57899.3 564.193 57895 57898.6 572.747 | 57895 57899.3 560.209
ri2010 14377 14377.5 475.117 14377 14378 677.768 14381 14383.8 - 14384 14378 -
road_central 6855046 6862104.2 1000 7051550 7055778.8 - 7049103 7051093.7 - 7050693 7055778.8 -
road_usa 11772344 11773699.8 1000 12077392 12079749.5 12074967 12077887.9 - 12122686 12079749.5 -
5¢2010 100844 100850.9 475.374 100855 100862.6 100859 100866.8 - 100870 100862.6 -
5d2010 49302 49316.9 852.058 | 49326 49334.7 49348 49359.2 - 49352 49334.7 -
smallworld 75541 75553.4 - 75532 75538.3 982.666 | 75609 75624.2 - 75665 75538.3 -

60k 30324 30332 50.33 30332 30332 30332 30332 - 30332 30332 -
tn2010 134349 1343554 275.611 134358 134364.8 - 134356 134367.2 - 134377 134364.8 -
x2010 512894 512922.4 593.468 | 513117 513168.1 - 513114 513154.1 - 513222 513168.1 -

uk 2626 2626 115.868 2626 2626 52.965 2626 2626.6 438.331 2629 2626 -
ut2010 62142 62147.6 708.633 | 62155 62159.9 62158 62164.7 - 62164 62159.9 -
va2010 154257 154263.4 336.302 | 154270 154277.3 154272 154281.7 - 154291 154277.3 -
venturiLevel3 2026295 2026301.9 877.714 | 2026353 2026363.9 - 2026354 2026359.4 - 2026352 2026363.9 -
vsp_sctap1-2b_and_seymourl 17784 17785.1 573.491 17785 17785.2 - 17787 17787.3 - 17787 17785.2 -
vt2010 17461 17461.1 516.454 17461 17461.5 566.526 17462 17464.1 - 17465 17461.5 -
wa2010 108793 108799.2 616.691 108832 108841.1 - 108830 108847.1 - 108861 108841.1 -
wi2010 141664 141679.1 382.336 141704 141726.5 - 141707 141725.2 - 141729 141726.5 -

wing 36879 36897.7 - 36867 36886.8 981.95 36975 36990.2 - 37010 36886.8 -
wing_nodal 8807 8808.5 - 8806 8808.1 - 8801 8802.6 - 8800 8808.1 482.861
wv2010 71166 71170 436.763 | 71170 71179 - 71167 71181.6 - 71178 71179 -
wy2010 46748 46752.1 678.237 | 46748 46754.7 847.438 | 46756 46762.9 - 46775 46754.7 -

Table 4: Experimental results on SNAP
GCNIVC TIVC EAVC FastVC

Instance Min. Avg. T_Avg. Min. Avg. T_Avg. Min. Avg. T-Avg. | Min. Avg. T_Avg.
ca-MathSciNet 139951 139951 4.97 139951 139951 4.992 139951 139951 3.288 139951 139951 11.567
c-fat200-1 182 182 <0.001 182 182 <0.001 182 182 <0.001 | 182 182 <0.001
c-fat200-2 191 191 <0.001 191 191 <0.001 191 191 <0.001 | 191 191 <0.001
c-fat200-5 197 197 <0.001 197 197 0.003 197 197 0.002 197 197 <0.001
com-DBLP 164949 164949 3.177 164949 164949 2.463 164949 164949 3.035 164949 164949 13.43
co-papers-citeseer 386106 386106 21.105 386106 386106 12.645 386106 386106 10.851 | 386106 386106 38.388
ia2010 123075  123087.7  670.688 | 123198 1232069 - 123126 1231446 - 123152 1231633 -
ia-reality 81 81 0.002 81 81 0.002 81 81 0.003 81 81 <0.001
loc-Brightkite 21867 21867.1 116.11 21867 21867 102.738 | 21867 21867.2 58.983 | 21867 21867 0.427
loc-Gowalla 84222 84222.7 111.621 | 84222 84222.6 64.972 84222 842225 25.892 | 84222 84222.6 85.634
ca-netscience 214 214 <0.001 214 214 <0.001 214 214 <0.001 | 214 214 <0.001
ca-HepPh 6555 6555 0.041 6555 6555 0.03 6555 6555 0.034 6555 6555 0.025
caidaRouterLevel 75193 75209.6 - 75189 75204.6 887.406 | 75194 75214.2 - 75432 75204.6 -

highlights each algorithm’s performance within an ac-
ceptable solution space, facilitating a more nuanced
comparison of their convergence speeds and the qual-
ity of their final solutions.

Given the outstanding performance of our GCNIVC
on the DIMACS10 benchmark regarding solution qual-
ity, we evaluated the convergence speed of solutions on
instances from this benchmark. We compared four al-
gorithms across four instances for our testing, where
graphs were selected based on varying sizes, specifi-
cally two large graphs with a size of 10° (Figures [2| (a)
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and (b)) and two smaller graphs with a size of 10° (Fig-
ures |Z| (c) and (d)). Figure |Z| presents the convergence
curves of these algorithms across the four graphs, with
the x-axis representing time and the y-axis indicating
the size of a VC. Due to the large number of vertices in
the graphs shown in Figures [2] (a) and (b), the conver-
gence curves provide clear differentiation for analyzing
the algorithms’ performance. By establishing a higher
upper bound threshold (denoted as 5,892,463 for Figure
2] (a) and 3,853,211 for Figure 2] (b)), we can observe
the rapid convergence process of these algorithms in the



Table 5: Experimental results on Gset

GCNIVC TIVC EAVC FastVC
Instance Min. Avg. T-Avg Min Avg. T-Avg Min. Avg. T-Avg. Min. Avg. T-Avg
Gl 705 705 0.553 705 705 0.172 705 705 0.093 705 705 1.1
Gl4 521 521 0.006 521 521 0.002 521 521 0.005 521 521 0.105
G15 517 517 0.006 517 517 0.002 517 517 <0.001 517 517 0.002
Gl16 515 515 <0.001 515 515 <0.001 | 515 515 <0.001 515 515 <0.001
G17 514 514 0.012 514 514 0.007 514 514 0.009 514 514 0.017
G2 706 706 0.51 706 706 0.484 706 706 0.06 706 706 0.139
G22 1567 1567 5.965 1567 1567 2.743 1567 1567 80.451 1567 1567 470.18
G23 1573 1573 125.242 | 1573 1573 97.096 1573 1573.5 422.327 | 1573 1573 336.577
G24 1569 1569 55.064 1569 1569 18.007 1569 1569 140.438 | 1569 1569 207.84
G25 1570 1570 3.114 1570 1570 1.156 1570 1570 9.608 1570 1570 26.736
G26 1573 1573 4.698 1573 1573 1.563 1573 1573.1 11.517 1573 1573 98.189
G3 706 706 0.787 706 706 0.182 706 706 0.114 706 706 0.677
G35 1282 1282 0.009 1282 1282 0.003 1282 1282 0.005 1282 1282 0.018
G36 1304 1304 0.016 1304 1304 0.011 1304 1304 0.011 1304 1304 0.017
G37 1292 1292 0.016 1292 1292 0.014 1292 1292 0.005 1292 1292 0.036
G38 1284 1284 0.002 1284 1284 <0.001 | 1284 1284 0.001 1284 1284 0.01
G4 705 705 3.448 705 705 3.317 705 705 0.182 705 705 0.503
G43 787 787 1.165 787 787 0.705 787 787 0.858 787 787 53.642
G44 786 786 0.156 786 786 0.146 786 786 0.137 786 786 2.54
G45 789 789 0.327 789 789 0.159 789 789 0.476 789 789 6.955
G46 789 789 2.632 789 789 1.041 789 789 3.343 789 789 43.772
G47 785 785 1.144 785 785 0.559 785 785 16.804 785 785 187.001
G48 1500 1500 <0.001 1500 1500 0.001 1500 1500 0.005 1500 1500 <0.001
G49 1500 1500 0.003 1500 1500 0.003 1500 1500 0.004 1500 1500 <0.001
G5 706 706 2.638 706 706 0.962 706 706 0.179 706 706 0.722
G50 1560 1560 0.004 1560 1560 0.003 1560 1560 0.001 1560 1560 <0.001
G51 651 651 0.003 651 651 0.002 651 651 0.005 651 651 <0.001
G52 652 652 0.007 652 652 0.002 652 652 0.003 652 652 <0.001
G53 653 653 0.082 653 653 0.099 653 653 0.059 653 653 0.184
G54 659 659 0.009 659 659 0.004 659 659 0.006 659 659 0.006
G58 3218 3218 2.225 3218 3218 1.236 3218 3218 0.25 3218 3218 1.935
G63 4507 4507 0.22 4507 4507 0.216 4507 4507 0.1 4507 4507 0.519

early stages. In contrast, the graphs in Figures[2](c) and
(d) have a smaller scale. Therefore, the convergence
curves exhibit a steep decline in the initial stages, fol-
lowed by a less pronounced stabilization phase. To bet-
ter illuminate this behavior, we apply an upper bound
threshold (designated as 261,250 for Figure [2] (¢) and
123,300 for Figure 2] (d)).

The findings presented in Figure 2] (a) and Figure
(b) illustrate that the GCNIVC algorithm effectively em-
ploys the GCN-based initialization method to attain an
optimal initial solution. This solution surpasses those
obtained by the FastVC, EAVC, and TIVC algorithms,
which require additional processing times to refine their
results through heuristic search procedures. As a result,
the GCNIVC algorithm saves more time for subsequent
heuristic searches. For instance, in Figure[Z] (a), the GC-
NIVC algorithm successfully reduces the solution size
from 5,830,163 vertices to 5,735,000 vertices in just 91
seconds. In comparison, the TIVC algorithm necessi-
tates 1,000 seconds to achieve the same reduction, while
the EAVC algorithm takes approximately 684 seconds,
and FastVC requires around 230 seconds. Similarly,
in Figure [2[ (b), the GCNIVC algorithm decreases the
solution size from 3,853,211 vertices to 3,780,000 in
about 65 seconds. In contrast, the TIVC algorithm takes
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roughly 414 seconds, the EAVC algorithm takes around
374 seconds, and FastVC takes approximately 143 sec-
onds to reach the same result.

When working with relatively smaller graphs, all al-
gorithms quickly converge at the beginning. In Fig-
ure 2] (c), they enter a slow improvement phase after
about 200 seconds. GCNIVC gets a solution size of
261,008 during this phase, while FastVC, TIVC, and
EAVC reach 261,223, 261,177, and 261,184, respec-
tively. GCNIVC provides the best quality solution at
the start of this slow phase. Then, GCNIVC reduces
its solution size to 261,001, while FastVC, TIVC, and
EAVC reduce their solution sizes to 261,217, 261,167,
and 261,183, respectively. Thus, the reductions in solu-
tion sizes during this slow improvement phase are seven
for GCNIVC, six for FastVC, ten for TIVC, and one
for EAVC. Similarly, Figure 2] (d) shows that the al-
gorithms enter the slow improvement phase in just 5
seconds. Currently, GCNIVC has a solution size of
123,089, while FastVC, TIVC, and EAVC produce sizes
of 123,199, 123,150, and 123,152, respectively. Again,
GCNIVC offers the best solution at the start of the slow
phase. After this phase, GCNIVC reduces its size to
123,075, while FastVC, TIVC, and EAVC achieve sizes
of 123,198, 123,126, and 123,152, respectively. There-
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Figure 2: The decreasing trend of using different heuristic search al-
gorithms over 1000 seconds on benchmark tests.

fore, the reductions in solution size during this phase
are 14 for GCNIVC, 0 for FastVC, 24 for TIVC, and 0
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for EAVC. This indicates that although TIVC performs
slightly better during the slow improvement period, GC-
NIVC shows the best convergence speed in the whole
period.

5.3.3. Parameter tuning

We experimented to optimize the parameters ctner
and bms_num in GCNIVC (Algorithm [3). For this, we
selected 19 instances from various benchmarks, with
the number of vertices ranging from 103 to 107. We
assessed the performance of GCNIVC across 28 dif-
ferent combinations associated with these two param-
eters, where ctner took values from {1, 2, 3, 4} and
bms_num varied within the range {47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52,
53}, following the experimental setup detailed in Sec-
tion[5.2] For each configuration, we executed GCNIVC
with fixed values of ctner and bms_num, utilizing ten
different random seeds, and reported the best results.

Figure [3|showcases the experimental results, with the
x-axis denoting bms_num, the y-axis representing ctner,
and the z-axis indicating the number of instances in
which an optimal solution (i.e., an MVC) is achieved.
The 3D surface plot above the z = 0 plane clearly vi-
sualizes how various combinations influence the num-
ber of optimal solutions obtained. In this plot, higher
z-values signify a greater number of optimal solutions,
with the peak of the surface representing the optimal
combination, where the planar plot at z = -8 illustrates
the color distribution for each combination of ctner and
bms_num. A deeper red hue reflects a higher count
of optimal solutions that combination attained. As de-
picted in Figure[3] GCNIVC achieved optimal solutions
for seven instances with ctner = 3 and bms_num = 50.
This combination represents the highest number of in-



stances effectively resolved by GCNIVC in this ex-
periment. Consequently, we selected ctner = 3 and
bms_num = 50 as the optimal parameters for GCNIVC.

5.3.4. Initial solutions

Table [B}{9] (see Appendix) presents the sizes of initial
solutions generated by GreedyConstructVC and GC-
NConstructVC across 302 benchmark instances. The
data demonstrates that GCNConstructVC outperforms
GreedyConstructVC. Specifically, GCNConstructVC
yielded superior initial solutions in 178 instances, while
GreedyConstructVC excelled in 68 instances. These
findings highlight the considerable advantage of GC-
NConstructVC in generating high-quality initial solu-
tions.

5.3.5. Ablation experiments

We conducted an ablation study to assess the impact
of various components on the overall performance of
the GCNIVC algorithm. In this study, we removed the
CRYV strategy (Algorithm [2) from GCNIVC (line 7 in
Algorithm 3)) and the double-covered number technique
(Definition 1) from GCNIVC (lines 9 and 18 in Algo-
rithm [3), resulting in two new algorithms designated
as No_CRV and No_Dcnumber, respectively. We used
ten random seeds to compare GCNIVC with No_CRV
and No_Dcnumber across the 302 graphs from the four
testing benchmarks. It is important to emphasize that
since small graphs can frequently yield optimal solu-
tions, we focused exclusively on larger graphs and re-
ported results only for instances where the two com-
pared algorithms generated different solutions. Table
[I0] (see Appendix) summarizes the experimental results
for No_CRV versus GCNIVC. The findings reveal that
GCNIVC outperformed No_CRV in 77 instances, while
No_CRV produced better solutions in 8 cases. Like-
wise, Table [T1] (see Appendix) presents the results of
the comparison between No_Dcnumber and GCNIVC,
showing that GCNIVC outperformed No_Dcnumber in
81 instances, while No_Dcnumber achieved superior
solutions in 5 cases. This comparative analysis con-
cludes that both components significantly enhance the
algorithm’s performance, particularly when combined.
Nonetheless, each component positively contributes to
the overall results.

5.3.6. Discussion

The exceptional performance of GCNIVC can be at-
tributed to several key factors. Firstly, the impressive
enhancement in heuristic search algorithms is mainly
due to the rapid convergence speed of GCNConstruct.
This quick convergence facilitates the generation of
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high-quality initial solutions faster, allowing more time
for subsequent searches to refine the ultimate solution’s
quality. Moreover, by incorporating the CRV heuristic,
which is based on three containers and the concept of
double-covered edges, GCNIVC can dynamically ad-
just removal operations throughout the solution search
phase. This adaptability greatly enhances GCNIVC’s
ability to improve the quality of the final solution. These
insights thoroughly explain why GCNIVC consistently
achieves outstanding performance across benchmark in-
stances.

6. Conclusion and Future Work

We have developed an efficient heuristic search algo-
rithm, GCNIVC, designed to address the MVC prob-
lem. This algorithm employs the GCN framework dur-
ing its initialization phase, allowing for effective analy-
sis of graph structures and generating a high-quality ini-
tial solution. Additionally, GCNIVC introduces a novel
concept known as double-covered edges, which aids in
vertex selection. This enhancement boosts search ef-
ficiency by offering increased flexibility in adding and
removing operations based on the attributes of edges.
Our extensive experimental results demonstrate that
GCNIVC outperforms other state-of-the-art MVC al-
gorithms across four benchmark datasets, encompass-
ing 302 instances. This performance improvement un-
derscores the algorithm’s effectiveness in handling the
MVC problem on large-scale graphs.

In our future work, we aspire to expand the applica-
tion of these techniques to solve other intractable graph
problems involving large-scale graphs, such as the min-
imum dominating set problem. In addition, we plan to
explore more methodologies for incorporating advanced
machine-learning techniques into the heuristic search
framework. Our goals include enhancing the quality of
initial solutions even further and optimizing the conver-
gence speed of the algorithm to make it more efficient
in practical applications.
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Table 6: Experimental results on Network Repository

GCNIVC TIVC EAVC FastVC
Instance Min. Avg. T-Avg. Min. Avg. T-Avg. Min. Avg. T-Avg. Min. Avg. T-Avg.
p-hat1000-1 925 925 6.672 925 925 2.984 925 925 0.073 925 925 0.031
p-hat1000-2 946 946 1.087 946 946 0.339 946 946 0.047 946 946 0.009
p-hat1500-1 1413 1413 6.725 1413 1413 3.272 1413 1413 0.117 1413 1413 0.042
p-hat1500-2 1438 1438 1.12 1438 1438 0.342 1438 1438 0.081 1438 1438 0.019
p-hat1500-3 1488 1488.2 249.719 | 1488 1488.1 303.954 | 1488 1488.3 24.333 1488 1488.1 4.391
p-hat300-3 291 291 0.013 291 291 0.008 291 291 0.006 291 291 0.001
p-hat500-2 464 464 0.017 464 464 0.012 464 464 0.009 464 464 0.001
p-hat500-3 490 490 0.154 490 490 0.037 490 490 0.023 490 490 0.015
p-hat700-1 635 635 0.027 635 635 0.013 635 635 0.01 635 635 0.001
p-hat700-2 651 651 0.03 651 651 0.022 651 651 0.017 651 651 0.001
san1000 933 933 0.039 933 933 0.035 933 933 0.039 933 933 0.004
san200-0-7-1 191 191 0.02 191 191 0.01 191 191 0.006 191 191 0.027
san200-0-7-2 188 188 <0.001 188 188 <0.001 188 188 <0.001 188 188 <0.001
san200-0-9-1 196 196 0.004 196 196 0.005 196 196 0.002 196 196 0.001
san200-0-9-2 196 196 0.004 196 196 0.003 196 196 0.001 196 196 <0.001
san200-0-9-3 195 195 0.004 195 195 0.005 195 195 0.002 195 195 <0.001
san400-0-5-1 368 368 <0.001 368 368 0.001 368 368 0.002 368 368 0.001
san400-0-7-1 389 389 0.013 389 389 0.007 389 389 0.002 389 389 <0.001
san400-0-7-2 385 385 1.061 385 385 0.634 385 3853 0.059 385 385 0.487
san400-0-7-3 381 381 0.01 381 381.6 19.33 382 382 - 381 381.6 <0.001
san400-0-9-1 395 395 0.013 395 395 0.01 395 395 0.01 395 395 0.002
sanr200-0-7 193 193 0.001 193 193 <0.001 193 193 <0.001 193 193 <0.001
sanr200-0-9 196 196 0.003 196 196 0.003 196 196 0.003 196 196 <0.001
sanr400-0-5 387 387 0.465 387 387 0.154 387 387 0.061 387 387 0.055
sanr400-0-7 392 392 0.038 392 392 0.024 392 392 0.007 392 392 0.001
scc_infect-dublin 9103 9103 0.082 9103 9103 2.795 9103 9103 67.958 9104 9103 -
scc_infect-hyper 110 110 0.001 110 110 <0.001 110 110 <0.001 110 110 <0.001
scc_reality 2486 2486 0.649 2486 2486 0.622 2486 2486 0.627 2486 2486 0.119
soc-BlogCatalog 20752 20752 1.128 20752 20752 0.812 20752 20752 0.583 20752 20752 0.469
soc-brightkite 21190 21190 54.289 21190 21190 58.291 21190 21190.3 82.545 21190 21190 0.457
soc-buzznet 30618 30621.5 - 30615 30620.1 321.467 | 30624 30624 - 30625 30620.1 -
soc-delicious 85498 85527.9 - 85488 85527.7 770.838 | 85503 85539.6 - 85686 85527.7 -
soc-digg 103238 1032424  95.394 103240  103242.1 - 103240 1032427 - 103244 1032421 -
soc-douban 8685 8685 0.117 8685 8685 0.119 8685 8685 0.12 8685 8685 0.016
soc-epinions 9757 9757 0.163 9757 9757 0.161 9757 9757 0.097 9757 9757 0.298
soc-flickr 153271 153271.1  34.344 153271 153271.1 72772 153271 153271 11.591 153272 153271.1 -
soc-flixster 96317 96317 6.404 96317 96317 5.856 96317 96317 4.035 96317 96317 4.596
soc-FourSquare 90108 90109.2 128.083 | 90108 90108.5 420.022 | 90108 90109.5 77.094 90109 90108.5 -
soc-gowalla 84222 84222.7 103.727 | 84222 84222.6 62.147 84222 84222.5 25.805 84222 84222.6 84.58
soc-lastfm 78688 78688 2.641 78688 78688 2.128 78688 78688 2.037 78688 78688 1.295
soc-LiveMocha 43427 43427 73.364 43427 43427 41.666 43427 43427 27.141 43427 43427 45.961
soc-slashdot 22373 22373 0.411 22373 22373 0.357 22373 22373 0.208 22373 22373 0.481
soc-twitter-follows | 2323 2323 0.373 2323 2323 0.346 2323 2323 0.337 2323 2323 0.028
soc-wiki-Vote 406 406 <0.001 406 406 <0.001 406 406 <0.001 406 406 <0.001
soc-youtube 146376 146377 8.087 146376 146377 7.028 146376 146377 5.232 146376 146377 17.432
soc-youtube-snap 276945  276945.8  22.985 276945  276945.8  18.487 276945  276945.8  18.539 276945  276945.8  30.989
power-US-Grid 2203 2203 0.011 2203 2203 0.011 2203 2203 0.007 2203 2203 0.014
USpowerGrid 2203 2203 0.013 2203 2203 0.01 2203 2203 0.01 2203 2203 0.015
3elt 3236 3236 287.811 | 3236 3236.5 235.285 | 3236 3236.8 436.833 | 3236 3236.5 409.236
3elt_dual 4651 4651.7 544.364 | 4651 4652.3 555.858 | 4652 4653.4 - 4654 4652.3 -
power 2203 2203 0.011 2203 2203 0.01 2203 2203 0.011 2203 2203 0.014
as-22july06 3303 3303 0.017 3303 3303 2.93 3303 3303 12.967 3303 3303 0.007
chesapeake 22 22 <0.001 22 22 <0.001 22 22 <0.001 22 22 <0.001
polbooks 62 62 <0.001 62 62 <0.001 62 62 <0.001 62 62 <0.001
hamming8-2 254 254 0.001 254 254 <0.001 254 254 <0.001 254 254 <0.001
hamming8-4 240 240 <0.001 240 240 <0.001 240 240 <0.001 240 240 <0.001
johnson32-2-4 465 465 0.017 465 465 0.016 465 465 0.01 465 465 <0.001
MANN-a45 1032 1032 0.085 1032 1032 0.084 1032 1032 0.085 1032 1032 0.015
MANN-a81 3318 3318 0.871 3318 3318 0.877 3318 3318 1.11 3318 3318 0.183
soc-dolphins 34 34 <0.001 34 34 <0.001 34 34 <0.001 34 34 <0.001
hamming10-2 1022 1022 0.07 1022 1022 0.071 1022 1022 0.08 1022 1022 0.01
hamming10-4 1004 1004 0.056 1004 1004 0.053 1004 1004 0.061 1004 1004 0.011
bio-celegans 249 249 <0.001 249 249 <0.001 249 249 <0.001 249 249 <0.001
bio-yeast 456 456 <0.001 456 456 <0.001 456 456 <0.001 456 456 <0.001
C1000-9 994 994 4.134 994 994 4.134 994 994 2.118 994 994 0.338
C125-9 121 121 <0.001 121 121 <0.001 121 121 0.005 121 121 <0.001
C2000-5 1985 1985.1 - 1985 1985 - 1984 1984.6 133.883 | 1984 1985 21.543
C2000-9 1994 1994 10.058 1994 1994 10.058 1994 1994 2.175 1994 1994 1.07
C250-9 245 245 0.006 245 245 0.006 245 245 0.005 245 245 <0.001
C4000-5 3985 3985.3 - 3984 3985.2 - 3984 3984.5 - 3983 3985.2 119.496
C500-9 495 495 0.037 495 495 0.037 495 495 0.018 495 495 0.01
ca2010 404197  404219.8  396.606 | 404325 404360 396.606 | 404340  404359.6 - 404372 404360 -
ca-AstroPh 11483 11483 0.075 11483 11483 0.075 11483 11483 0.054 11483 11483 0.053
ca-citeseer 129193 129193 1.851 129193 129193 1.851 129193 129193 1.076 129193 129193 3.559
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Table 7: Experimental results on Network Repository (continued)

ca-coauthors-dblp
ca-CondMat
ca-dblp-2010
ca-GrQc

CSphd
DSJC1000-5
DSJC500-5
email
email-enron-large
email-enron-only
frb30-15-5
frb35-17-2
frb35-17-3
frb35-17-4
frb35-17-5
frb40-19-1
frb40-19-2
frb40-19-3
frb40-19-4
frb40-19-5
frb45-21-1
frb45-21-2
frb45-21-3
frb45-21-4
frb45-21-5
frb50-23-1
frb50-23-2

frb59-26-3
frb59-26-4
frb59-26-5
gen200-p0-9-44
gen200-p0-9-55
gen400-p0-9-55
gen400-p0-9-65
gen400-p0-9-75
ia-email-EU
ia-email-univ
ia-enron-large
ia-enron-only
ia-fb-messages
ia-infect-dublin
keller5

keller6

pa2010
minnesota
usroads
usroads-48

472179
12480
121969
2208
550
985

12781

578
293
745
3298
241120
1319
65694
64206

472179
12480
121969
2208
550
985.6
487

578

293
745.2
3298
2411359
1319
65699
64214.2

35.184
0.063
4.462
0.009
<0.001
104.475
0.255
0.005
0.118
<0.001
0.009
0.018
0.018

0.006
0.03
0.014
0.01
0.016
0.002
0.128
<0.001
0.008
<0.001
0.032
0.632
336.263
0.011
701.152
653.852

472179
12480
121969
2208
550
985

12781

578
293
745
3298
241192
1319
65700
64214

472179
12480
121969
2208
550
985.1
487

578

293
745.2
3298
241212
1319
65704.2
64221.3

23.723
0.053
2.837
0.007
<0.001
203.892
0.141
0.001
0.085
<0.001
0.01
0.022
0.018
0.017
0.02
0.035
0.029
0.031
0.037
0.035

0.002
0.085
<0.001
0.007
<0.001
0.033
0.63

0.006

472179
12480
121969
2208
550
985

472179
12480
121969
2208
550
985
487

195

195
3924
393.5
394

820

594
12781
86

578

293
745.2
3298
241211.3
1319
65708.9
64226.4

12.502
0.039
2.767
0.003
<0.001
61.892
0.062
0.003
0.082
<0.001
0.011
0.019
0.018
0.02
0.02
0.032
0.036
0.032
0.037
0.033
0.049

472179
12480
121969
2208
550
985

12781

578
293
745
3298
241236
1319
65702
64221

472179
12480
121969
2208
550

3298
241212
1319
65704.2
64221.3

33.352
0.044
4.818
0.008
<0.001
3.973
0.03
<0.001
0.102
<0.001
<0.001
0.001
0.003
0.001
<0.001
0.003
0.007
0.006
0.006
0.003
0.004
0.002
0.005
0.002
0.011
0.016
0.012
0.014
0.015
0.012
0.018
0.024
0.027
0.024
0.023
0.028
<0.001
0.005
0.003
0.002
0.003
<0.001
<0.001
0.098
<0.001
0.001
339.57
0.009
0.117
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Table 8: Comparison of the initial solutions constructed by two methods: the GCNConstructVC and the GreedyConstructVC.

Instance GCNConstructVC ~ GreedyConstructVC | Instance GCNConstructVC ~ GreedyConstructVC | Instance GCNConstructVC  GreedyConstructVC
144 121987 122465 bio-yeast 479 459(473) ca-citeseer 129330 129258
333SP 2704261 2719254 brock200-2 196 191(195) ca-coauthors-dblp 473913 472259
elt 3453 3480 brock200-3 196 193(197) ca-CondMat 12509 12497
3elt_dual 4896 4804 brock200-4 196 192(194) ca-dblp-2010 122108 122073
598a 92792 92855 brock400-1 395 394(394) ca-GrQc 2216 2214
adaptive 3408907 3408898 brock400-4 396 395(396) ca-HepPh 6574 6565
al2010 141044 143593 brock800-1 793 794(794) ca-MathSciNet 140367 140446
ar2010 104614 106477 brock800-2 796 (794) ca2010 414221 422878
as-22july06 3334 3325 brock800-3 794 792(795) caidaRouterLevel 77323 78494
AS365 2729194 2785283 brock800-4 794 794(795) channel-500x100x100-b050 3690904 3628053
asia_osm 6048471 6085708 c-fat200-2 191 192(192) citationCiteseer 121242 123264
auto 377297 378817 c-fat500-5 492 493(493) co-papers-citeseer 387314 386188
az2010 134872 136926 C250-9 248 246(248) €02010 112754 114912
belgium_osm 733239 739448 C4000-5 3993 3987(3991) coAuthorsCiteseer 129330 129258
bio-celegans 257 259 ca-AstroPh 11635 11521(11669) coAuthorsDBLP 155826 155756
com-Amazon 162253 163552 G2 727 729 inf-power 2233 2271
com-DBLP 165158 165084 G22 1632 1649 inf-road_central 6926551 7165443
coPapersDBLP 473913 472259 G23 1649 1654 kellerS 765 766
cs4 14634 14749 G24 1636 1646 keller6 3348 3347
CSphd 550 553 G25 1643 1645 ks2010 137881 141240
ct2010 38569 39170 G26 1652 1664 ky2010 90537 92075
cti 9977 10046 G3 726 733 1a2010 116350 119056
data 2237 2201 G35 1336 1349 loc-Brightkite 22147 22146
de2010 13789 14072 G36 1343 1357 loc-Gowalla 85758 85538
delaunay_n10 730 747 G37 1344 1363 luxembourg_osm 57981 58239
Table 9: Comparison of the initial solutions constructed by two methods: the GCNConstructVC and the GreedyConstructVC.
Instance GCNConstructVC ~ GreedyConstructVC | Instance GCNConstructVC  GreedyConstructVC | Instance GCNConstructVC ~ GreedyConstructVC
delaunay-nl1 1449 1481 G38 1325 1342 ml4b 181813 182314
delaunay_n12 2917 2963 G43 824 832 M6 2519414 2568592
delaunay_n13 5811 5909 G44 820 822 ma2010 89588 91149
delaunay_n14 11616 11831 G45 824 831 md2010 78865 80115
delaunay_nl5 23165 23630 G46 832 822 me2010 37619 38120
delaunay_nl6 46389 47258 G47 811 821 mi2010 190553 194920
delaunay_n18 185812 189220 G5 726 729 minnesota 1351 1392
delaunay-nl9 371735 378493 G51 674 678 mn2010 147466 150786
delaunay_n20 743387 757013 G52 674 687 mo2010 191364 194923
delaunay_n21 1486424 1513884 G53 677 683 ms2010 96601 98326
delaunay_n22 2972220 3028303 G54 681 684 mt2010 72256 73462
delaunay-n23 5944908 6057125 G58 3342 3367 mycielskian10 405 403
DSJC500-5 491 490 G63 4675 4711 mycielskian11 806 807
email 613 615 2a2010 164588 167349 mycielskian12 1605 1600
email-enron-large 12854 12822 £en200-p0-9-44 196 197 mycielskian13 3215 3217
email-enron-only 88 87 2en400-p0-9-75 397 395 mycielskian14 6378 6370
fe-4elt2 8052 8119 germany_osm 5830163 5892463 mycielskian15 12815 12807
fe-ocean 82889 80426 great-britain_osm 3853211 3890029 mycielskian16 25413 25398
fe-sphere 11784 11016 hi2010 14276 14531 mycielskian17 51085 51027
fe-tooth 50660 50753 hugetrace-00000 2677698 2677603 mycielskian9 201 202
fe_rotor 81902 82132 hugetrace-00010 7000430 6990029 nc2010 162720 165661
2010 273900 279242 hugetrace-00020 9438065 9418528 nd2010 75236 76695
frb30-15-5 442 443 hugetric-00000 3403903 3404512 ne2010 110934 113339
frb35-17-2 578 587 hugetric-00010 3938525 3928096 netherlands_osm 1130535 1149044
frb35-17-5 587 589 hugetric-00020 4248609 4237685 nh2010 26347 26694
frb40-19-1 741 745 ia-email-EU 828 827 nj2010 99449 101564
frb40-19-2 741 753 ia-email-univ 613 615 NLR 2994993 3053479
frb40-19-3 741 751 ia-enron-large 12854 12822 nm2010 93635 95170
frb40-19-4 747 753 ia-enron-only 88 87 nv2010 47107 47842
frb40-19-5 741 752 ia-fb-messages 589 592 0h2010 209972 214215
frb45-21-1 938 924 ia-infect-dublin 299 300 0k2010 151311 154481
frb45-21-2 935 939 ia-wiki-Talk 17448 17464 0r2010 109813 111561
frb45-21-3 938 924 ia2010 126447 129524 p-hat1000-1 937 938
frb50-23-1 1127 1141 id2010 80701 81836 p-hat1000-2 952 953
frb50-23-4 1138 1139 i12010 268529 275355 p-hat1500-1 1423 1424
frb53-24-5 1262 1248 in2010 155328 158853 p-hat1500-2 1449 1450
frb59-26-3 1529 1508 inf-asia_osm 6048471 6085708 p-hat1500-3 1492 1491
frb59-26-5 1508 1523 inf-belgium_osm 733239 739448 p-hat500-2 469 468
Gl 727 726 inf-germany_osm 5830163 5892463 p-hat700-1 643 644
Gl4 540 548 inf-great-britain_osm 3853211 3890029 p-hat700-3 692 693
GI5 535 540 inf-italy_osm 3380659 3399601 pa2010 246941 252018
Gl6 530 533 inf-luxembourg_osm 57981 58239 polbooks 63 65
G17 530 537 inf-netherlands_osm 1130535 1149044 power 2233 2271
power-US-Grid 2233 2271 soc-brightkite 21470 21469 tn2010 136762 142226
preferential Attachment 60908 61680 soc-buzznet 31828 31795 tx2010 526576 550104
1i2010 14713 14957 soc-delicious 88268 90812 uk 2824 2816
road_central 6926551 7165443 soc-digg 107009 106831 USpowerGrid 2233 2350
road-usa 11811200 12200485 soc-douban 8693 8704 usroads 65865 70088
san1000 935 933 soc-epinions 9853 9860 usroads-48 67362 68511
5an200-0-9-3 195 197 soc-flickr 154595 154471 ut2010 63273 65714
5an400-0-5-1 377 369 soc-flixster 96804 96873 va2010 157038 162934
5an400-0-7-1 392 390 soc-FourSquare 91041 90719 venturiLevel3 2031366 2030900
5an400-0-7-2 394 390 soc-gowalla 85758 85538 vsp_sctapl-2b_and_seymourl 18431 18939
san400-0-7-3 381 385 soc-lastfm 80184 80205 vt2010 17725 18351
sanr200-0-9 197 196 soc-LiveMocha 44922 45314 wa2010 111427 116261
5¢2010 102693 104406 soc-slashdot 22688 22665 wi2010 144973 151667
scc_infect-dublin 9132 9124 soc-twitter-follows 2376 2419 wing 40570 40999
sccinfect-hyper 110 110 soc-wiki-Vote 415 414 wing_nodal 9159 9409
sccreality 2490 2486 soc-youtube 279661 149089 wv2010 72389 75019
5d2010 50722 52052 soc-youtube-snap 149198 279389 soc-BlogCatalog 21281 21257
smallworld 78261 79350 60k 30667 30533
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Table 10: Comparison of solution quality between No_CRV and GCNIVC.

Instance No_CRV GCNIVC Instance No_.CRV ~ GCNIVC | Instance No_CRV GCNIVC
144 117819 117820 12010 123121 123075 NLR 2882055 2881932
333SP 2545721 2546845 id2010 79175 79173 nm2010 91779 91765
598a 89162 89164 12010 261156 261001 nv2010 46165 46157
al2010 138528 138512 in2010 151508 151460 0h2010 205511 205441
ar2010 102554 102547 inf-asia_osm 5965693 5965475 0k2010 147627 147566
AS365 2629649 2629682 inf-belgium_osm 716873 716867 0r2010 107643 107622
asia_osm 5963763 5965052 inf-germany_osm 5778444 5741704 pa2010 241211 241120
auto 364598 364594 inf-great-britain_osm 3794838 3775859 road_central 6924682 6855046
az2010 132203 132183 inf-italy_osm 3334878 3334068 road_usa 11844139 11772344
belgium_osm 716870 716868 inf-netherlands_osm 1100078 1100046 5c2010 100847 100844
ca2010 404321 404197 inf-road_central 6886386 6856610 smallworld 75546 75541
caidaRouterLevel ~ 75197 75193 ks2010 134377 134310 soc-delicious 85501 85498
citationCiteseer 118143 118133 ky2010 88791 88783 soc-digg 103241 103238
c02010 110118 110073 1a2010 113471 113448 t60k 30332 30324
com-Amazon 160240 160242 ml4b 175785 175773 tn2010 134350 134349
cs4 13339 13345 M6 2423910 2423393 tx2010 513090 512894
ct2010 37959 37958 ma2010 87950 87947 usroads 65699 65694
delaunay_n14 11229 11228 md2010 77496 77495 usroads-48 64213 64206
delaunay_n18 179581 179579 me2010 37053 37052 ut2010 62146 62142
delaunay_n19 359127 359123 mi2010 185892 185819 va2010 154264 154257
delaunay_n20 718290 718224 mn2010 144064 144013 venturiLevel3 2026333 2026295
delaunay_n21 1436537 1436518 mo2010 187702 187679 vsp-sctapl-2b_and_seymourl 17785 17784
delaunay_n22 2873160 2873088 ms2010 94944 94936 wa2010 108821 108793
delaunay_n23 5851454 5831454 mt2010 70644 70631 wi2010 141709 141664
fe-ocean 72086 72173 nc2010 159854 159831 wing 36888 36879
12010 267019 266945 nd2010 73700 73681 wv2010 71169 71166
£a2010 161701 161677 ne2010 108224 108184 wy2010 46756 46748
germany_osm 5707867 5707860 netherlands_osm 1100078 1100047

great-britain_osm 3775520 3775495 nj2010 96819 96795

Table 11: Comparison of solution quality between No_Dcnumber and GCNIVC.

Instance No_Dcnumber ~ GCNIVC Instance No_Dcnumber ~ GCNIVC | Instance No_Dcnumber ~ GCNIVC
144 117802 117820 12010 123119 123075 nm2010 91779 91765
333Sp 2565721 2546845 id2010 79182 79173 nv2010 46165 46157
598a 89174 89164 12010 261156 261001 oh2010 205498 205441
al2010 138520 138512 in2010 151494 151460 0k2010 147618 147566
ar2010 102551 102547 inf-asia_osm 6010304 5965475 or2010 107636 107622
AS365 2630248 2629682 inf-belgium_osm 716870 716867 pa2010 241191 241120
asia_osm 5992845 5965052 inf-germany_osm 5786664 5741704 road_central 6966221 6855046
auto 364599 364594 inf-great-britain_osm 3794838 3775859 road_usa 11833068 11772344
az2010 132205 132183 inf-italy_osm 3334648 3334068 5c2010 100849 100844
belgium_osm 716878 716868 inf-netherlands_osm 1100078 1100046 smallworld 75546 75541
ca2010 404322 404197 inf-road_central 6888692 6856610 soc-delicious 85505 85498
caidaRouterLevel 75200 75193 ks2010 134379 134310 soc-digg 103240 103238
channel-500x100x100-b050 3608700 3601693 ky2010 88785 88783 160k 30332 30324
citationCiteseer 118138 118133 1a2010 113479 113448 tn2010 134358 134349
€02010 110114 110073 ml14b 175772 175773 tx2010 513106 512894
cs4 13347 13345 M6 2427627 2423393 usroads 65689 65694
ct2010 37959 37958 ma2010 87948 87947 usroads-48 64210 64206
delaunay_nl18 179584 179579 me2010 37053 37052 ut2010 62151 62142
delaunay_n20 718258 718224 mi2010 185889 185819 va2010 154259 154257
delaunay_n21 1436537 1436518 mn2010 144051 144013 venturiLevel3 2026320 2026295
delaunay n22 2873160 2873088 mo2010 187694 187679 vsp_sctap1-2b_and_seymourl 17785 17784
delaunay n23 5892351 5831454 ms2010 94943 94936 wa2010 108822 108793
fe-delt2 7574 7572 mt2010 70635 70631 wi2010 141701 141664
fe-ocean 72341 72173 nc2010 159854 159831 wing 36837 36879
fe_rotor 77611 77615 nd2010 73699 73681 wv2010 71181 71166
2010 267017 266945 ne2010 108208 108184 wy2010 46751 46748
2a2010 161700 161677 netherlands_osm 1100064 1100047 venturiLevel3 2026333 2026295
germany_osm 5707867 5707860 nj2010 96811 96795 sd2010 49303 49302
great-britain_osm 3775520 3775495 NLR 2884302 2881932
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