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Abstract

Deep learning approaches, known for their ability to model complex
relationships and fast execution, are increasingly being applied to solve
large-scale optimization problems. However, existing methods often face
challenges in simultaneously ensuring feasibility and achieving an opti-
mal objective value. To address this issue, we propose Descent-Net, a
neural network designed to learn effective descent directions from feasible
solutions for linearly constrained optimization problems, improving the
objective value while preserving feasibility with theoretical guarantees on
convergence. Our method demonstrates strong performance on synthetic
linearly constrained optimization tasks. Furthermore, it exhibits strong
scalability on large-scale portfolio optimization experiments with thou-
sands of assets, and we extend the approach to the real-world AC optimal
power flow problem with nonlinear constraints, where promising empir-
ical performance is observed despite the lack of theoretical guarantees.
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1 Introduction

Constrained optimization problems are ubiquitous in practical applications.
While traditional optimization algorithms [29, 30] offer strong theoretical guar-
antees, their computational efficiency often falls short when applied to modern
large-scale problems. As a result, there is increasing interest in leveraging neu-
ral network-based methods to tackle constrained optimization tasks. In recent
years, many emerging works have proposed end-to-end frameworks for solving
constrained optimization problems [1, 2, 17, 22, 42].

This research direction falls under the broader framework of Learning to
Optimize (L2O)[6, 13], which aims to leverage deep learning to improve the effi-
ciency and scalability of optimization algorithms. Unlike traditional methods
that rely on handcrafted update rules, L2O methods attempt to automatically
learn optimization behaviors through data-driven approaches. However, most
existing works consider unconstrained optimization problems. This motivates
the development of more flexible frameworks that can incorporate feasibility
into the learning dynamics while remaining scalable to large or structured
problems.

In this work, we propose Descent-Net, a neural network architecture that
takes as input the gradients of both the objective and constraint functions at
a given feasible point. The network is trained to predict an effective descent
direction and an appropriate step size, enabling objective improvement while
maintaining feasibility. Initialized from feasible solutions obtained by methods
such as DC3 [18], H-proj [28], etc., our method typically produces near-optimal
solutions in just a few update steps.

Our main contributions are summarized as follows:
• We design a new exact penalty subproblem that generates feasible descent

directions for linearly constrained optimization problems, forming the
foundation of our approach with theoretical convergence guarantees.

• We propose a neural network architecture, Descent-Net, which unrolls
a projected subgradient method to solve the proposed subproblem. The
network iteratively refines feasible solutions by learning effective descent
directions at each step.

• We validate the effectiveness and scalability of Descent-Net through
extensive experiments on quadratic programs and a simple nonconvex
variant of QP with linear constraints. We also include the nonlinear AC
optimal power flow problem as an empirical extension to examine the
practical applicability of the framework beyond the linearly constrained
setting. The method scales to QP instances with up to 5 000 variables and
to large-scale portfolio optimization tasks with up to 4 000 assets, consis-
tently producing high-quality feasible solutions with low relative errors
and strong computational efficiency.
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2 Related work

Classical methods for constrained optimization. Classical approaches
to constrained optimization, including projected gradient descent, feasible
direction methods [35, 45], and primal-dual algorithms [9, 29, 30], have
been extensively studied and widely applied. These methods typically offer
convergence guarantees under suitable assumptions, but often suffer from
high iteration complexity and significant computational cost. Recently, GPU-
accelerated algorithms have also been developed, such as HPR-QP [11] and
CuClarabel [15].
Learning to optimize (L2O). L2O seeks to replace hand-crafted opti-
mization routines with learnable architectures that generalize across problem
instances. Broadly speaking, L2O methods can be classified into model-free
and model-based approaches [13]. Model-free methods, such as those based
on recurrent neural networks (e.g., LSTM) [3, 23], aim to learn update rules
directly from data. Model-based methods, on the other hand, incorporate algo-
rithmic structure into the design of the network. Notable examples include
LISTA [14], unrolled manifold optimization algorithms [21]. However, most
existing L2O methods focus on unconstrained or simple constrained problems
and fail to guarantee feasibility when applied to general constrained settings.

To address this, recent works incorporate constrained optimization struc-
tures into neural networks via projection layers [28, 41] or differentiable
optimization modules [1, 2, 8]. However, these methods typically suffer from
scalability and the need to solve nested optimization problems during train-
ing. Some approaches target special cases, such as linear constraints [37], but
their applicability to more general problems remains limited. An alternative
line of work draws inspiration from primal-dual methods, leading to neural
architectures based on ADMM [40] and PDHG [27]. Such methods are usu-
ally evaluated by the KKT error, where feasibility and objective optimality
are of the same order of magnitude, which makes them less suitable for sce-
narios requiring strict constraint satisfaction. Recent efforts have attempted
to address this by designing networks that explicitly return feasible points
[18, 38]; however, such methods still fall short of reaching near-optimal solu-
tions in practice.
Implicit layers. A growing body of work explores the use of implicit neu-
ral architectures, including optimization layers [2], neural ordinary differential
equations (ODEs) [12], and deep equilibrium models (DEQs) [4]. These models
define network outputs via the solution of fixed-point or optimization prob-
lems, allowing compact yet highly expressive representations. Despite their
potential, these approaches often incur high computational costs during both
forward and backward passes. In the context of constrained optimization,
additional challenges arise when estimating gradients of projection operators,
particularly in the presence of complex or nonconvex constraints. Approximate
techniques such as gradient perturbation or stochastic sampling [7, 32] have
been proposed, but typically come at the expense of increased variance and
computational overhead.
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3 Problem setup

For any given data x ∈ Rd, we solve the following constrained optimization
problem

min
y∈Rn

fx(y), s.t. y ∈ C := {y | gx(y) 6 0, hx(y) = 0}, (1)

where fx, gx, and hx are smooth (but not necessarily convex) functions that
may depend on the input data x. We assume that there are m equality
constraints and l inequality constraints:

hx(y) = [hx,1(y), hx,2(y), · · · , hx,m(y)]> = 0,

gx(y) = [gx,1(y), gx,2(y), · · · , gx,l(y)]> 6 0,

where hx,i : Rn → R and gx,j : Rn → R for all i = 1, · · · ,m and j = 1, · · · , l.
We have the following common assumptions for this problem.

Assumption 1 The feasible set C is non-empty and closed; the sub-level set {y ∈ C |
fx(y) 6 fx(y0)} is bounded.

Assumption 2 We assume that at any feasible point y, the gradients of the equality
constraints, ∇hx,i(y), for i = 1, 2, · · · ,m, are linearly independent.

We will use the following LICQ condition to convert Fritz–John stationarity
into KKT stationarity at accumulation points.

Assumption 3 (LICQ) Whenever an algorithmic sequence considered in the con-
vergence analysis has an accumulation point ȳ, LICQ holds at ȳ. That is, we assume
that the set of active constraint gradients at ȳ,{
∇hx,i(ȳ)

}m
i=1

∪
{
∇gx,j(ȳ)

}
j∈A(ȳ)

, where A(ȳ) := {j ∈ {1, · · · , l} | gx,j(ȳ) = 0},
is linearly independent.

The notationA denotes the active set1, i.e., the set of inequality constraints
that are satisfied with equality.

Assumption 4 Let X ⊆ Rp be a compact set and assume that all training and test
parameters satisfy x ∈ X . For each x ∈ X , consider the feasible set C. We assume
that:

1. (Uniform boundedness of feasible sets) There exists a compact set Y ⊆ Rn
such that

C ⊆ Y for all x ∈ X .

1This is distinct from the standard definition of the active set, which typically includes the
indices corresponding to the equality constraints.
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2. (Smoothness and uniform gradient bound) The functions fx, hx, gx are
continuously differentiable in y, and the maps

(x, y) 7→ ∇yfx(y) and (x, y) 7→ ∇ygx(y)

are continuous on X × Y . Then, by compactness, there exist constants Lf > 0

and Lg > 0 such that

‖∇yfx(y)‖2 6 Lf and ‖∇ygx(y)‖2 6 Lg for all x ∈ X , y ∈ C.

This assumption is reasonable, since practical training always involves a
finite dataset, guaranteeing the existence of an appropriate upper bound.

Assumption 5 (Uniform Hoffman-type error bound). For any fixed constant
M > 0, for each x ∈ X and y ∈ C, define

Ex(y) := ∇hx(y)>, Ax(y) :=

∇gx,1(y)>

...

∇gx,l(y)>

 , bx(y) := −Mgx(y).

Let
F̃ (x, y) := {d ∈ Rn | Ex(y)d = 0, Ax(y)d 6 bx(y)}.

We assume that there exists a constant κH > 0, independent of x and y, such that
for all x ∈ X , all y ∈ C, and all d ∈ Rn,

dist
(
d, F̃ (x, y)

)
6 κH (‖Ex(y)d‖1 + ‖(Ax(y)d− bx(y))+‖1) .

Assumption 5 is a uniform Hoffman-type error-bound condition for the
family of linearized constraint systems. It will be used for later analysis. For
each fixed linear system, such an error bound follows from the classical Hoffman
lemma [24], with a constant depending only on the constraint matrices. In
the present setting, however, the matrices ∇hx(y) and ∇gx(y) may vary with
(x, y); hence the assumption requires the corresponding Hoffman constants to
be uniformly bounded over the relevant set of feasible pairs (x, y).

3.1 Feasible directions method

The method of feasible directions (MFD) was originally developed by Zou-
tendijk in the 1960s [45]. However, a well-known drawback of MFD is that it
may fail to converge due to the so-called jamming phenomenon. To address this
issue, various fundamental modifications and extensions of MFD have since
been proposed and studied [29, 31, 35, 45]. In this section, we briefly review
the framework of MFD under the assumption that the constraints hx(y) and
gx(y) are linear.

Based on the first-order approximation of the constraint functions, it can
be inferred that, to maintain the feasibility of the solution, a suitable descent
direction d at the current iterate y should satisfy the following conditions:

〈d,∇hx,i(y)〉 = 0, for i = 1, · · · ,m,
〈d,∇gx,j(y)〉 6 0, for j ∈ A = {1 6 j 6 l : gx,j(y) = 0},

(2)
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where ∇hx,i denotes the gradient of the equality constraints and ∇gx,j
corresponds to the inequality constraints.

Zoutendijk Direction-Finding Subproblem. [45]

The Zoutendijk method computes a search direction d ∈ Rn at a feasible point
y by solving the following linear program:

min
d∈Rn

∇fx(y)>d

s.t. ∇hx(y)>d = 0, ∇gx,j(y)>d 6 0, j ∈ A, ‖d‖∞ 6 1.
(MFD)

Here, ∇hx(y)> ∈ Rm×n denotes the Jacobian matrix of equality constraints.
The first constraint ensures that the direction is tangent to the equality

constraint, while the second maintains feasibility with respect to the active
inequalities. The infinity norm constraint serves to normalize the direction and
keep the subproblem bounded.

The step size is then chosen as the largest feasible value such that y + αd
remains in the feasible set:

ᾱ = max{α ∈ (0, 1] | y + αd ∈ C}.

However, when the iterate approaches the boundary of the feasible region,
the step size ᾱ may become arbitrarily small, potentially causing convergence
issues [35].

Topkis–Veinott Uniformly Feasible Direction Subproblem [35]

To resolve this issue, Topkis and Veinott proposed a uniformly feasible
direction (UFD) formulation:

min
d∈Rn

∇fx(y)>d

s.t. ∇hx(y)>d = 0, ∇gx,j(y)>d 6 −M · gx,j(y), j = 1, · · · , l,
n∑
i=1

|di| = 1.

(UFD)

The main difference lies in the fact that all inequality constraints are consid-
ered, and a constantM > 0 is introduced. Notably, settingM =∞ recovers the
original formulation in (MFD). This modification ensures that the computed
direction d satisfies

gx,j(y + αd) 6 0, for all j, as long as α 6
1

M
,

thus providing a uniform lower bound on feasible step sizes and overcoming
the stalling issues of the original method. It can be shown that the direction
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obtained from (UFD) is a feasible descent direction. Moreover, under Assump-
tion 3, any accumulation point of the iterates generated by this method [20, 45]
satisfies the KKT conditions.

4 Algorithm

4.1 Reformulation of UFD subproblem

Our goal is to design a learning-to-optimize (L2O) algorithm for solving
the structured problem described above. However, both the Zoutendijk and
Topkis–Veinott methods require solving constrained subproblems at each iter-
ation, which are not suitable for direct embedding into neural networks. To
address this, we reformulate the subproblem by exact penalty method. This
enables us to implement the solver as an unrolled optimization process of pro-
jected subgradient method, forming the basis of our L2O algorithm. In the
following, we describe the reformulated subproblem and the corresponding
L2O architecture.

Motivated by (MFD), we first formulate the following penalized subprob-
lem:

min
d
∇fx(y)>d+

l∑
j=1

cj max (〈d,∇gx,j(y)〉,−Mgx,j(y)) , s.t. d ∈ D,

(Pen)
where D = {d : ‖d‖2 6 1 and 〈d,∇hx,i(y)〉 = 0, ∀i = 1, · · · ,m}, cj > 0 and
M > 0 are the regularization parameters. We use the `2-ball normalization in
(Pen) for algorithmic convenience. The norm constraint in MFD/UFD mainly
serves to normalize the search direction and make the direction-finding sub-
problem bounded. In our unrolled architecture, however, the subproblem will
be solved by projected subgradient iterations, and hence the efficiency of the
projection step is important. The `2 ball, together with the linearized equal-
ity constraints, admits the simple closed-form projection in Proposition 1,
which makes it suitable for neural network unrolling. Other normalizations,
such as `∞ or `1, could also be used in principle, but they would lead to more
complicated projection steps.

The following lemma gives a sufficient condition under which the hinge
penalty is exact.

Lemma 1 (Exact hinge penalty) Given any feasible point y ∈ C, denote cmin :=
min16j6l cj . Under Assumptions 4 and 5, if

cmin > LfκH , (3)
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where cmin is selected independently of x, then problem (Pen) and (UFD-L2) have
the same set of global minimizers:

min
‖d‖261

∇fx(y)>d

s.t. ∇hx(y)>d = 0,

∇gx,j(y)>d 6 −Mgx,j(y), j = 1, · · · , l.

(UFD-L2)

Proof For simplicity, define

p := ∇fx(y), E := ∇hx(y)>,

and
aj := ∇gx,j(y), bj := −Mgx,j(y), j = 1, · · · , l.

Let

A :=

a
>
1
...

a>l

 , b := (b1, · · · , bl)
>.

Also define
D :=

{
d ∈ Rn | Ed = 0, ‖d‖2 6 1

}
,

F := {d ∈ D | Ad 6 b} = {d ∈ Rn | Ed = 0, Ad 6 b, ‖d‖2 6 1},
and

F̃ :=
{
d ∈ Rn | Ed = 0, Ad 6 b

}
.

Since y ∈ C, we have gx(y) 6 0, and hence

b = −Mgx(y) > 0.

Therefore 0 ∈ F̃ and 0 ∈ F . In particular, both F̃ and F are nonempty.
We first show that for every d ∈ D,

dist(d, F ) 6 κH‖(Ad− b)+‖1. (4)

Since d ∈ D, we have Ed = 0. By Assumption 5, we have

dist(d, F̃ ) 6 κH (‖Ed‖1 + ‖(Ad− b)+‖1) = κH‖(Ad− b)+‖1. (5)

Let d̄ := Π
F̃

(d) be the Euclidean projection of d onto F̃ . Since 0 ∈ F̃ , we have
Π
F̃

(0) = 0. By the nonexpansiveness of the projection onto a closed convex set,

‖d̄‖2 = ‖Π
F̃

(d)−Π
F̃

(0)‖2 6 ‖d‖2 6 1.

Thus d̄ ∈ F . Combining this with (5) proves (4).
Now define the violation of feasibility vector

r(d) := (Ad− b)+ =
(

(a>1 d− b1)+, · · · , (a>l d− bl)+

)>
.

For any d ∈ D, by (4), there exists d̄ ∈ F such that

‖d− d̄‖2 6 κH‖r(d)‖1. (6)

The penalized objective can be rewritten as

Φ(d) = p>d+
l∑

j=1

cj max{a>j d, bj} = p>d+
l∑

j=1

cjbj +
l∑

j=1

cjrj(d). (7)
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Since d̄ ∈ F , we have r(d̄) = 0, and hence

Φ(d̄) = p>d̄+
l∑

j=1

cjbj . (8)

Subtracting (8) from (7), we obtain

Φ(d)−Φ(d̄) = p>(d− d̄) +
l∑

j=1

cjrj(d). (9)

By Assumption 4, we have the following uniform bound for all x, y:

‖p‖2 = ‖∇fx(y)‖2 6 Lf .

Thus, using (6), we get

p>(d− d̄) > −‖p‖2‖d− d̄‖2 > −LfκH‖r(d)‖1. (10)

Moreover, we have
l∑

j=1

cjrj(d) > cmin‖r(d)‖1. (11)

Combining (9), (10), and (11), we get

Φ(d)−Φ(d̄) > (cmin − LfκH)‖r(d)‖1.

Since cmin > LfκH , it follows that

Φ(d) > Φ(d̄)

whenever r(d) 6= 0, i.e., whenever d /∈ F .
Now let d? be a global minimizer of (Pen). If d? /∈ F , then r(d?) 6= 0. By the

argument above, there exists d̄? ∈ F ⊆ D such that

Φ(d?) > Φ(d̄?),

which contradicts the global optimality of d? for (Pen). Therefore, every global min-
imizer of (Pen) belongs to F . Furthermore, suppose d? is not a global minimizer of
(UFD-L2), there would exist d̂ ∈ F such that

p>d̂ < p>d?.

Since both d̂ and d? belong to F , we have

Φ(d̂) = p>d̂+
l∑

j=1

cjbj < p>d? +
l∑

j=1

cjbj = Φ(d?),

contradicting the global optimality of d? for (Pen). Therefore every global minimizer
of (Pen) is a global minimizer of (UFD-L2).

Conversely, let d? be a global minimizer of (UFD-L2). For any d ∈ D, there are
two cases.

If d ∈ F , then we have

Φ(d) = p>d+
l∑

j=1

cjbj > p>d? +
l∑

j=1

cjbj = Φ(d?).

If d /∈ F , then by the preceding argument there exists d̄ ∈ F such that

Φ(d) > Φ(d̄).
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Since d? minimizes p>d over F , we have

Φ(d̄) = p>d̄+
l∑

j=1

cjbj > p>d? +
l∑

j=1

cjbj = Φ(d?).

Therefore Φ(d) > Φ(d?) for all d ∈ D, and hence d? is also a global minimizer of
(Pen).

Consequently, (Pen) and (UFD-L2) have the same set of global minimizers. This
completes the proof. �

In the practical implementation, we use the following safeguarded adaptive
weights:

cj = c0 + c1
‖∇fx(y)‖2

ε− 1
2Mgx,j(y)

, j = 1, · · · , l, (12)

where c0 > 0, c1 ≥ 0, and ε > 0. The constant term c0 prevents the penalty
parameter from vanishing, while the adaptive term assigns larger weights to
nearly active constraints and thereby encourages the learned direction to sat-
isfy the corresponding linearized inequalities more accurately. When a certified
upper bound for LfκH is available, one may choose c0 > LfκH to satisfy the
condition in Lemma 1. Otherwise, the above formula should be viewed as a
practical safeguarded weighting strategy.

Proposition 1 Let H ∈ Rn×m denote the matrix formed by the gradients of the
equality constraints

H =
[
∇hx,1(y) · · · ∇hx,m(y)

]
.

Then, under Assumption 2, the expression for the projection onto D is given by

P(d) =

{
d̂, if ‖d̂‖2 6 1,

d̂/‖d̂‖2, otherwise,
where d̂ = d−H(H>H)−1H>d. (13)

Proof Given any vector d ∈ Rn, we aim to compute its projection onto D, i.e., solve
the following problem:

min
d′∈Rn

1

2
‖d′ − d‖22 s.t. ‖d′‖2 6 1, H>d′ = 0.

Under Assumption 2, the columns of H are linearly independent, which implies
that H>H is invertible. Now we derive the KKT conditions for this problem from
the Lagrangian

L(d′, λ, µ) =
1

2
‖d′ − d‖22 + λ>H>d′ + µ(‖d′‖22 − 1),

where λ ∈ Rm and µ > 0 are the Lagrange multipliers.
Taking the gradient with respect to d′ and setting it to zero gives:

d′ − d+Hλ+ 2µd′ = 0 ⇒ (1 + 2µ)d′ +Hλ = d.

Since H>d′ = 0, we have

H>Hλ = (1 + 2µ)H>d′ +H>Hλ = H>d ⇒ λ = (H>H)−1H>d.
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We consider two cases: Case 1: If µ = 0, then the projection is

d′ = d−Hλ = d−H(H>H)−1H>d = d̂.

Case 2: If µ > 0, then we have ‖d′‖ = 1 and

(1 + 2µ)2 = (1 + 2µ)2(d′)>d′ = (d−Hλ)>(d−Hλ) = d̂>d̂ = ‖d̂‖2.

Hence, the projection is:

d′ =
1

1 + 2µ

(
d−H(H>H)−1H>d

)
=

1

‖d̂‖
d̂.

�

Consequently, the procedure of the projected subgradient method for
solving this problem is as follows:

dk+1 = P
(
dk − γkuk

)
, (14)

where γk > 0 is the step size and P is the projection operator defined in (13).
Let 1{·} denote the indicator function, the subgradient term uk is given by

uk = ∇fx(y) +

l∑
j=1

cj1{〈dk,∇gx,j(y)〉>−Mgx,j(y)}∇gx,j(y). (15)

Note that in many practical problems, the matrix H is fixed across
instances or does not change frequently. In such cases, the projection in
(13) can be precomputed, making the computational cost manageable. Exam-
ples include decision-focused learning setups, where the equality constraints
remain constant across instances [34]. In other problems, the equality con-
straints are simple, allowing the projection to be computed efficiently; for
instance, in classical portfolio optimization[19], the budget constraint enables
a straightforward projection.

4.2 Design of Descent Module

Directly solving problem (Pen) using the projected subgradient method usually
results in slow convergence, due to the use of diminishing step size. To address
this, we propose Descent-Module, which is designed by unrolling the projected
subgradient algorithm. In our proposed network architecture, each layer takes
the form of one iteration of the projected (sub)gradient method,

dk+1 = P
(
dk − γkT k(uk)

)
. (16)

The key difference is that we apply learnable modules T k to the subgradient
term uk, and the definition of T k is given as follows:

T k(uk) = VkReLU
(
Wkuk + bk1

)
+ bk2 , (17)
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where Wk ∈ Rq×n,Vk ∈ Rn×q and bk1 ∈ Rq,bk2 ∈ Rn are the weight matrix
and bias that we need to learn and ReLU(x) = max(x, 0). The design of
the operator T follows the work in [39], which demonstrates that such an
architecture has strong universal approximation capabilities.

The step size γk is also set as a learnable parameter, which avoids the need
for manual tuning, and we provide in Appendix E the learned values of γk
across different layers in our experiments.

The architectures of the Descent Module are illustrated in Figure 1. Each
Descent Module consists of K Descent Layers sharing the same architecture
and the input to the first layer is chosen as d0 = −∇fx(y).

Input:  
Gradient information:
 
Initial: 

Output: 

Descent Layer 

Fig. 1 Overall structure of the Descent Module

Theorem 1 (Representability of projected subgradient iterations) Let d∗ be an
optimal solution of Problem (Pen), and let g denote its objective function. For any ε >
0, there exists a K-layer Descent-Module with a parameter assignment independent
of the particular instance x within the considered problem class, where K 6 C/ε2

for some constant C > 0, such that the module reproduces the first K projected
subgradient iterates for Problem (Pen). Consequently, at least one intermediate layer
output dk, 1 6 k 6 K, satisfies

g(dk)− g(d∗) 6 ε.

The proof of Theorem 1 relies on two technical lemmas, which we present
below before giving the full argument.

Lemma 2 For any ε > 0, there exists a constant C > 0 such that if we set K = C
ε2

and choose the step size in ( 14) as γk = 1√
K

, then

min
16k6K

g(dk)− g(d∗) 6 ε,

where d∗ denotes the optimal solution of Problem ( Pen) and g denote its objective
function.

This lemma is a direct consequence of the classical convergence theory of
the projected subgradient method, and we therefore omit its proof.



Descent-Net: Learning Descent Directions for Linearly Constrained Optimization 13

Lemma 3 Assume that the hidden width satisfies q > n. Given the sequence of
iterates {dproj1 , · · · , dprojK } generated by the projected subgradient method ( 14) with
initial input d0, there exists a K-layer Descent Module with a specific parameter
assignment that, starting from the same initial input d0, it produces the same iterative
sequence, i.e., dk = d

proj
k for all 1 6 k 6 K.

Proof It suffices to show that there exists a set of parameters such that Tk(uk) = uk
for all 1 6 k 6 K, where uk is defined in (15).

Let Wk ∈ Rq×n be a full column rank matrix , so its left pseudo-inverse

(Wk)† ∈ Rn×q exists and satisfies (Wk)†Wk = In.
By Assumption 4 and the definition of uk, we have

‖uk‖2 6 ‖∇fx(y)‖2 +
l∑

j=1

|cj | ·
√
n · |∇gx,j(y)|

6 ‖∇fx(y)‖2 + max
j

(cj) ·
√
n · ‖∇gx(y)‖1

6 ‖∇fx(y)‖2 + max
j

(cj) · n · ‖∇gx(y)‖2

6 Lf + max
j

(cj) · n · Lg

Then, we have

‖Wkuk‖∞ 6 ‖W
kuk‖2 6 ‖W

k‖2U, with U = Lf + max
j

(cj) · n · Lg .

Let L := ‖Wk‖2U and set bk1 = L1q, where 1q denotes the q-dimensional vector with

all entries equal to one. Then every coordinate of Wkuk + bk1 is nonnegative, and
hence

ReLU(Wkuk + bk1) = Wkuk + bk1 .

Now, let the second layer weight be Vk = (Wk)†, and the second bias be

bk2 = −(Wk)†bk1 . Then we have:

Tk(uk) = Vk ·ReLU(Wkuk + bk1) + bk2 = (Wk)†(Wkuk + bk1)− (Wk)†bk1 = uk.

This completes the proof. �

We now proceed to prove Theorem 1.

Proof By Lemma 2, choose K 6 C/ε2 such that

min
16k6K

g(dproj
k )− g(d∗) 6 ε.

Let
kε ∈ arg min

16k6K
g(dproj

k ).

By Lemma 3, there exists a K-layer Descent-Module whose layer outputs satisfy
dk = d

proj
k for all 1 6 k 6 K. Therefore,

g(dkε)− g(d∗) = g(dproj
kε

)− g(d∗) 6 ε.

Thus at least one intermediate layer output satisfies the desired bound. �
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Theorem 1 establishes a theoretical connection between the Descent-
Module and the classical projected subgradient method. Specifically, it shows
that the Descent-Module is sufficiently expressive to reproduce the projected
subgradient iterations for solving the penalized subproblem. This result should
be interpreted as a representational guarantee rather than an explanation of
the empirical performance gains of the trained model. In practice, the train-
able parameters are learned from data and may produce more efficient update
patterns than explicitly mimicking the classical projected subgradient method.

4.3 Step size

After obtaining the descent direction d from the Descent module, we still need
to determine a suitable step size. We assume that all constraints are linear.
Since the Descent module contains the projection operator P, the final descent
direction d produced by Descent module is orthogonal to the gradients of the
equality constraints. Therefore, updating along d will not violate the equality
constraints.

We only need to ensure that the step size is not too large to violate the
inequality constraints. For each linear inequality constraint gx,j , we have:

gx,j(y + αd) = gx,j(y) + α · 〈d,∇gx,j(y)〉.

If 〈d,∇gx,j(y)〉 > 0, updating the solution along d will increase gx,j . To pre-
serve the feasibility of the inequality constraint, i.e., gx,j(y+αd) 6 0, the step
size α must satisfy

α 6
−gx,j(y)

〈d,∇gx,j(y)〉
.

Therefore, the maximum allowable step size is given by

αmax = min
j∈I

−gx,j(y)

〈d,∇gx,j(y)〉
, where I = {j | 〈d,∇gx,j(y)〉 > 0}. (18)

Note that if I = ∅, then no inequality constraint increases along d, and we set
αmax = 1/M . To encourage objective decrease while preserving feasibility, the
step size α should also satisfy fx(y + αd) < fx(y). We introduce a learnable
parameter β ∈ R and use the sigmoid function σ(·) to map it into (0, 1). We
then use this factor to scale αmax, and the final update rule for y is

ynew = yold + σ(β)αmax · d. (19)

In addition, if the descent direction d obtained from the Descent-Net is the
optimal solution of Problem (Pen), Lemma 1 ensures that a fixed step size of
α = 1/M is feasible. However, we found that such a fixed step size does not
perform well in practice, and in the appendix C we provide a comparison of
different step-size selection strategies.
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4.4 Descent-Net

Our Descent-Net consists of S Descent Modules. The input of the network is
an initial feasible solution y0 of Problem (1). At each stage, the s-th module
takes the gradient information at the current iterate ys and outputs a descent
direction ds, which is then used to update the solution to ys+1 according to
the update rule (19). By repeatedly updating the solution in this manner,
the network finally produces a high-accuracy feasible solution yS . The overall
procedure of the proposed method is summarized in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Descent-Net

1: Input: initial feasible point y0 ∈ C, S modules and K layers in each
module.

2: Learnable parameters: Θs := {Vk
s ,W

k
s ,b

k
1,s,b

k
2,s, γk,s}k=0,1,··· ,K−1 for

s = 0, · · · , S − 1, together with {βs}s=0,··· ,S−1.
3: for s = 0, 1, · · · , S − 1 do
4: d0 = −∇fx(ys)
5: for k = 0, · · · ,K − 1 do
6: uk = ∇fx(ys) +

∑l
j=1 cj1{〈dk,∇gx,j(ys)〉>−Mgx,j(ys)}∇gx,j(ys)

7: dk+1 = P
(
dk − γk,sT ks (uk)

)
, where P is defined in (13) and T ks is

defined in (17) with parameters {Vk
s ,W

k
s ,b

k
1,s,b

k
2,s}

8: end for
9: ys+1 = ys + σ(βs) · αsdK as defined by (19), where αs is obtained by

(18).
10: end for
11: Train the parameters with loss: `p(y) = fx(y) + λg‖ReLU(gx(y))‖1 +

λh‖hx(y)‖1
12: Output: yS .

We briefly analyze the model complexity in terms of parameter size and
computational cost. The total number of learnable parameters is determined
by (n, q, S,K), since each Descent-Module contains matrix parameters of size
n × q and q × n, repeated over K layers and S modules. For computational
cost, both training and inference are dominated by matrix multiplications.
In each Descent-Module, the main operations consist of multiplying an n-
dimensional vector by an n× q matrix and then by a q× n matrix, leading to
a complexity of O(nq) per module. Over S modules and K layers, the overall
computational cost is O(SKnq) for both training and inference. In practice,
q is typically chosen as a constant multiple of n, while S and K are small
constants. Therefore, the overall complexity scales quadratically with n, i.e.,
O(n2) under typical configurations.

We emphasize that the following result is an existence statement for
an idealized parameterization of the proposed architecture. The convergence
guarantee is inherited from the idealized UFD-penalty method with exact sub-
problem solutions, whereas the role of Descent-Net is to show that the proposed
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Data: 
Input:

initial solution

Descent module 1 Descent module 

Output: 

Fig. 2 Architecture of the entire network.

architecture has sufficient representational capacity to reproduce this idealized
procedure.

Theorem 2 (Existence of an Idealized Descent-Net Parameterization) Suppose
Assumptions 1-5 hold. In addition, assume that hx and gx are linear and that ∇fx is
Lipschitz continuous on the relevant sublevel set. Let the penalty parameters satisfy
the condition in Lemma 1, namely cmin > LfκH . Given an initial feasible solu-
tion y0 of problem (1), the idealized UFD-penalty method with exact solutions of the
direction-finding subproblems generates a sequence whose every accumulation point
satisfies the KKT conditions of problem (1). Moreover, on any finite horizon, the
Descent-Net architecture can reproduce the corresponding finite projected-subgradient
implementation of the UFD-penalty method under a suitable parameter assignment.

To prove Theorem 2, we require several technical definitions and lemmas,
which we present below before proceeding to the proof.

Definition 1 (Fritz–John point) Let y ∈ Rn be a feasible point for the problem

min f(y) s.t. hi(y) = 0, gj(y) 6 0.

Then y is called a Fritz–John point if there exist multipliers λ0 > 0, λj > 0 for
j = 1, · · · , l, and µi ∈ R for i = 1, · · · ,m, not all zero, such that

λ0∇f(y) +
l∑

j=1

λj∇gj(y) +
m∑
i=1

µi∇hi(y) = 0,

λj · gj(y) = 0, j = 1, · · · , l.

Definition 2 (KKT point) A feasible point y ∈ Rn is called a Karush–Kuhn–Tucker
(KKT) point if there exist multipliers λj > 0 and µi ∈ R such that

∇f(y) +
l∑

j=1

λj∇gj(y) +
m∑
i=1

µi∇hi(y) = 0,

λj · gj(y) = 0, j = 1, · · · , l.

If the LICQ condition holds at ȳ, then the Fritz-John point is also a KKT
point.
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Lemma 4 (Farkas Lemma with equality constraints) Let A ∈ Rm×n, B ∈ Rp×n,
and b ∈ Rm.

Then exactly one of the following two systems has a solution:

(a) There exists x ∈ Rn such that

Ax < b, Bx = 0.

(b) There exists (λ, µ) ∈ Rm ×Rp, not both zero, such that

λ > 0, A>λ+B>µ = 0, λ>b 6 0.

Moreover, both systems cannot be simultaneously feasible.

We now show that the problem (UFD-L2) has negative value if y is not a
Fritz-John point.

Lemma 5 (Descent direction under failure of Fritz–John) Let ȳ ∈ C be a feasible
point. Suppose that the set of vectorsv = λ0∇fx(ȳ) +

l∑
j=1

λj∇gj(ȳ) +
m∑
i=1

µi∇hi(ȳ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ λ0 > 0, λj > 0, (λ, µ) 6= 0, λjgj(ȳ) = 0


does not contain the zero vector. That is, ȳ is not a Fritz–John point.

Then there exists a vector d ∈ Rn such that:

• ∇hx(ȳ)>d = 0,

• ∇fx(ȳ)>d < 0,

• ∇gj(ȳ)>d < −Mgj(ȳ) for all j = 1, · · · , l,
• ‖d‖2 6 1.

Proof Let H := [∇h1(ȳ), · · · ,∇hm(ȳ)] ∈ Rn×m, and define the subspace of directions
satisfying the linearised equality constraints:

T :=
{
d ∈ Rn | H>d = 0

}
.

Let A ∈ R(l+1)×n be the matrix whose rows are:

A :=


∇fx(ȳ)>

∇g1(ȳ)>

...

∇gl(ȳ)>

 , b :=


0

−Mg1(ȳ)
...

−Mgl(ȳ)

 .
Then we consider the system:

Ad < b, subject to H>d = 0.

Since ȳ is not a Fritz–John point, the system of equalities

λ0∇fx(ȳ) +
∑
j

λj∇gj(ȳ) +
∑
i

µi∇hi(ȳ) = 0 with λ0 > 0, λj > 0, µi not all zero,
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has no solution satisfying the complementarity condition λjgj(ȳ) = 0.
Therefore, by the Farkas Lemma 4, the dual system:

find d ∈ T such that Ad < b

is feasible.
Because A, b are fixed and bj = −Mgj(ȳ) > 0, which is finite for all j = 1, · · · , l,

and T is a linear subspace, the feasible set is convex and open in T . We can scale d
such that ‖d‖2 6 1.

Hence, such a direction d exists satisfying the claimed conditions. �

By Lemma 1 and Theorem 1, to establish Theorem 2 it suffices to show that
if the following algorithm—constructed from the subproblem (Pen)—converges
to a KKT point. We therefore begin by analyzing the convergence of the
algorithm stated below.

Algorithm (UFD–penalty method).

Given a feasible starting point y0 ∈ C, repeat for k = 0, 1, · · ·
1. With the condition (3) holds, solve the sub–problem (Pen) at the current

iterate yk and obtain a minimizer dk.
2. Update yk+1 = yk + αkdk, where αk := arg minα{fx(yk + αdk) | α ∈

[0, 1/M ]}, (Lemma 1 implies yk+1 ∈ C)
We have the following result, which is similar to the Topkis–Veinott method
[20, 45].

Theorem 3 (global convergence of the UFD–L2 method) Suppose Assumptions 1,2,
4,5 hold. Furthermore, we assume that the gradient ∇fx(y) is L−Lipschitz continu-
ous, hx, gx are linear, and the penalty parameters satisfy cmin > LfκH . Then every
accumulation point of {yk} is a Fritz–John point of (1). Assume in addition that
Assumption 3 holds, then every accumulation point is a KKT point.

Proof (i) Feasibility and boundedness. The proof of Lemma 1 shows that every
dk satisfies ∇gj(yk)>dk 6 −Mgj(yk), hence gj(yk+1) = gj(yk) + α∇gj(yk)>dk 6 0,

where α ∈ [0, 1/M ]. Equality constraints are preserved by ∇hx(yk)>dk = 0, so
yk+1 ∈ C. Because {y ∈ C | fx(y) 6 fx(y0)} is bounded, {yk} is bounded and admits
convergent subsequences.

(ii) every accumulation point is a Fritz–John point.
Let ȳ be an accumulation point of {yk}, extracted from a subsequence {yks}.

Suppose, for contradiction, that ȳ is not a Fritz–John point.
Then, by Lemma 5, there exist z < 0 and a direction d ∈ Rn satisfying:

‖d‖2 6 1, ∇hx(ȳ)>d = 0, ∇fx(ȳ)>d < z < 0, ∇gj(ȳ)>d < −Mgj(ȳ) + z.

Since all the above inequalities are strict and the number of constraints is finite,
there exists a constant ρ > 0 such that

∇fx(ȳ)>d 6 −ρ,
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and
∇gx,j(ȳ)>d+Mgx,j(ȳ) 6 −ρ, j = 1, · · · , l.

By the continuity of ∇fx, ∇gx,j , and gx,j , for all sufficiently large s,

∇fx(yks)>d 6 −ρ
2
,

and
∇gx,j(yks)>d+Mgx,j(yks) 6 −ρ

2
, j = 1, · · · , l.

Equivalently,

∇gx,j(yks)>d 6 −Mgx,j(yks)− ρ

2
< −Mgx,j(yks), j = 1, · · · , l.

Moreover, since hx is linear and

∇hx(ȳ)>d = 0,

we have
∇hx(yks)>d = 0.

Therefore, for all sufficiently large s, d is feasible for the UFD-L2 subproblem at yks .
Let dks be an optimal solution of the UFD-L2 subproblem at yks , and set

zs := ∇fx(yks)>dks .

By the optimality of dks , we obtain

zs = ∇fx(yks)>dks 6 ∇fx(yks)>d 6 −ρ
2
< 0.

Since ∇fx is L-Lipschitz continuous and ‖dks‖2 6 1, for any α ∈ [0, 1/M ], we have

fx(yks + αdks) 6 fx(yks) + α∇fx(yks)>dks +
L

2
α2.

Using zs = ∇fx(yks)>dks 6 −ρ/2, we obtain

fx(yks + αdks) 6 fx(yks)− ρ

2
α+

L

2
α2.

Choose

ᾱ = min

{
1

M
,
ρ

2L

}
when L > 0. If L = 0, choose any fixed ᾱ ∈ (0, 1/M ]. Then there exists a constant
η > 0, independent of s, such that

fx(yks + ᾱdks) 6 fx(yks)− η.

Since αks is chosen by exact line search over [0, 1/M ], it follows that

fx(yks+1) 6 fx(yks + ᾱdks) 6 fx(yks)− η.

On the other hand, {fx(yk)} is nonincreasing and bounded below on the bounded
sublevel set in Assumption 1, and hence it converges. Therefore both {fx(yks)} and
{fx(yks+1)} converge to the same limit, which contradicts the inequality above.
Hence every accumulation point ȳ must be a Fritz–John point.

(iii) LICQ ⇒ KKT. Under LICQ the Fritz–John multipliers have λ0 > 0, so
the KKT system holds at ȳ. �
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5 Experiment

We evaluate our Descent-Net on three types of problems: convex quadratic pro-
grams, a simple class of non-convex optimization problems, and the AC optimal
power flow (AC-OPF) problem. To further evaluate the scalability of our
method and to demonstrate its performance on a practical real-world instance
of quadratic programming, we additionally include a large-scale portfolio
optimization task. Detailed experimental settings are provided in Appendix A.

5.1 Baselines and Evaluation Criteria

We compare our method against several benchmarks, including:
• Optimizer: Traditional solvers include OSQP [33] and qpth [2] for con-

vex QPs; the GPU-accelerated HPR-QP [11] and CuClarabel [15], both of
which are executed on an H100 GPU in our experiments; IPOPT [36] for
general non-convex problems; and the PYPOWER solver, a Python port of
MATPOWER [44], for AC-OPF.

• DC3[18]: The full DC3 framework that combines both completion and
correction operators.

• Projection method:Trains an MLP and projects its output onto the
feasible set. For problems with linear constraints (convex QP and simple
non-convex cases), the projection is solved using OptNet [2]. For the AC-
OPF problem, the projection follows the differentiable solver of [10].

• Warm start: The infeasible NN prediction is directly used as the warm-
start for the optimizer of [10], following the warm-starting schemes of [16]
and [5].

• CBWF[38]: Inspired by the classical active set method, this approach
explores the boundaries around inequality constraints and updates the
initial solution to obtain a better objective value.

• DeepOPF-V[26]: a supervised learning approach for solving AC-OPF
problems. It trains a fully connected neural network using optimal solu-
tions as labels to predict bus voltage magnitudes, and then reconstructs
generator dispatch through power flow equations and a post-processing
step to enforce operational constraints.

• DeepOPF-NGT[25]: an unsupervised learning method for AC-OPF. It
minimizes a loss function consisting of the objective value and constraint
violations, and predicts bus voltages from which all remaining variables
are recovered using power flow equations.

Other approaches reported in the literature, such as simple neural network
models trained with penalty functions, are not included due to poor constraint
satisfaction.

The performance of all methods is assessed according to the following
criteria:

• Feasibility: measured by the average constraint violation of
both equality and inequality constraints, i.e., 1

m

∑m
i=1|hx,i(y)| and

1
l

∑l
j=1 ReLU (gx,j(y)).
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• Optimality: measured by the average relative and absolute errors (in the
`1 norm) for both the solution and the objective value, where the optimal
solution is approximated by optimizer.

• Efficiency: the computational time. The Init term denotes the initial-
ization time required to construct a feasible starting point. The Refine

term corresponds to the additional time spent on iterative refinement
steps after initialization. For neural network-based methods, we report
the batched inference time Batched inf. For classical solvers, we report
the single-instance runtime Per-inst. We do not convert batched time
to per-instance time for neural networks, since it does not correspond to
the runtime of processing a single instance independently due to different
execution behavior. For classical solvers, scaling by batch size is also not
meaningful since they can be executed in parallel across instances using
multiple CPUs.

For neural network-based methods, the model is trained once per problem
setting and reused across many instances from the same distribution, making
the training cost a one-time overhead that can be amortized over repeated
use. Although this cost is not negligible, it does not affect the per-instance
inference efficiency reported in the experimental results, and the proposed
method remains computationally advantageous in terms of overall runtime due
to its significantly faster inference.

5.2 Convex quadratic programs

We first consider convex QPs with quadratic objectives and linear constraints:

min
y∈Rn

1

2
y>Qy + p>y, s.t. Ay = x, Gy 6 h, (20)

where Q ∈ Rn×n � 0, p ∈ Rn, A ∈ Rneq×n, G ∈ Rnineq×n, and h ∈ Rnineq are
fixed. The input x ∈ Rneq varies across problem instances, and the goal is to
approximate the optimal y given x.

We generated 10 000 instances of x for three problem sizes, n = 100, n =
1 000, and n = 5 000. For all settings, Descent-Net uses the solutions produced
by the DC3 model as its initial points. For n = 100, the experimental results
are summarized in Table 1, and the final solutions obtained by Descent-Net
attain a relative objective error of 3.1× 10−4.

For the larger scales n = 1 000 and n = 5 000, the corresponding results are
presented in Table 2 and Table 3, respectively. Descent-Net achieves relative
objective errors of 5.8 × 10−3 for n = 1 000 and 3.2 × 10−3 for n = 5 000.
The lower accuracy compared to the n = 100 case can be attributed to the
fact that the matrices have condition numbers on the order of n2, causing the
underlying solution map to become increasingly ill-conditioned as n grows and
thus making the approximation task more challenging for the neural network.
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Table 1 Results on the convex QP task evaluated on the test set with 833 samples, with
problem dimension n = 100, neq = 50, and nineq = 50. The reported runtime corresponds
to the average time to process one batch, where the batch size is 833.

Method ineq. vio. eq. vio. sol. rel. err. obj. rel. err. Init. (s) Refine. (s) Batched inf. (s) Per-inst. (s)

OSQP 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.0 0.0 – – – 0.002 8

HPR-QP 0.000 0 0.000 0 2.3× 10−8 6.3× 10−9 – – – 0.108 0

CuClarabel 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.6× 10−3 1.8× 10−5 – – – 0.053 9

qpth 0.000 0 0.000 0 2.4× 10−6 4.7× 10−10 – – – 1.759 3

Projection method 0.000 0 0.000 0 3.2× 10−2 8.4× 10−4 – – 0.212 4 –

CBWF 0.000 0 0.000 0 2.1× 10−1 6.6× 10−2 0.003 6 0.033 0 0.036 6 –

DC3 0.000 0 0.000 0 5.2× 10−1 4.2× 10−1 – – 0.003 6 –

Descent-Net 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.2× 10−2 3.1× 10−4 0.003 6 0.009 6 0.013 2 –

Nonetheless, the speed advantage of Descent-Net becomes more pro-
nounced as the problem scale increases. For a fair comparison, we also include
HPR-QP fast and CuClarabel fast, where each solver is terminated once it
reaches the same accuracy level as Descent-Net (a relative objective error of
about 10−3). Both methods require more time than Descent-Net to attain
this accuracy. For the largest-scale setting, Descent-Net processes a batch
of 8 instances in 0.015 3 seconds, while OSQP requires 13.460 9 seconds per
instance. This indicates a substantial throughput advantage, although the two
timings reflect different execution modes.

Table 2 Results on the convex QP task evaluated on the test set with 833 samples, with
problem dimension n = 1 000, neq = 500, and nineq = 500. The reported runtime
corresponds to the average time to process one batch, where the batch size is 32.

Method ineq. vio. eq. vio. sol. rel. err. obj. rel. err. Init. (s) Refine. (s) Batched inf. (s) Per-inst. (s)

OSQP 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.0 0.0 – – – 2.217 4

HPR-QP 0.000 0 0.000 0 2.3× 10−6 1.8× 10−9 – – – 0.271 0

HPR-QP fast 0.000 8 0.009 2 2.4× 10−3 1.1× 10−3 – – – 0.219 1

CuClarabel 0.000 0 0.000 0 5.6× 10−4 3.0× 10−7 – – – 0.382 2

CuClarabel fast 0.000 0 0.000 0 3.8× 10−2 4.7× 10−3 – – – 0.205 8

qpth 0.000 0 0.000 0 2.7× 10−8 9.7× 10−11 – – – 3.668 1

DC3 0.000 0 0.000 0 9.5× 10−1 1.1 – – 0.003 6 –

Descent-Net 0.000 0 0.000 0 2.9× 10−2 5.8× 10−3 0.003 6 0.004 2 0.007 8 –

Table 3 Results on the convex QP task evaluated on the test set with 833 samples, with
problem dimension n = 5 000, neq = 500, and nineq = 500. The reported runtime
corresponds to the average time to process one batch, where the batch size is 8.

Method ineq. vio. eq. vio. sol. rel. err. obj. rel. err. Init. (s) Refine. (s) Batched inf. (s) Per-inst. (s)

OSQP 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.0 0.0 – – – 13.460 9

HPR-QP 0.000 0 0.000 0 5.8× 10−8 1.1× 10−11 – – – 0.916 0

HPR-QP fast 0.154 5 0.381 1 8.7× 10−3 1.1× 10−3 – – – 0.549 3

CuClarabel 0.000 0 0.000 0 6.1× 10−6 2.1× 10−9 – – – 0.468 1

CuClarabel fast 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.3× 10−2 1.4× 10−3 – – – 0.307 2

DC3 0.000 0 0.000 0 9.8× 10−1 9.2× 10−1 – – 0.003 8 –

Descent-Net 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.7× 10−2 3.2× 10−3 0.003 8 0.011 5 0.015 3 –

In addition, to further illustrate the effectiveness of Descent-Module, we
examine the error between the descent direction d and the optimal solution
of its corresponding subproblem (Pen). The experimental results are provided
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in appendix D. We also compare Descent-Module with the original projected
subgradient method, and the results are reported in appendix F.

5.3 Simple non-convex optimization

We now examine a simple non-convex adaptation of the quadratic program

min
y∈Rn

1

2
y>Qy + p> sin(y), s.t. Ay = x, Gy 6 h, (21)

where sin(y) represents the component-wise application of the sine function
to the vector y. Compared to problem (20), the only difference is that y in
the objective function is replaced with sin(y), which makes the problem non-
convex.

The experimental results are presented in Table 4. The initial solutions
use those from DC3, and the final solutions produced by Descent-Net achieve
a relative objective error of 2.3 × 10−4. Moreover, Descent-Net processes one
batch in 0.014 5 seconds, while IPOPT requires 0.336 4 seconds to solve a
single instance, indicating a substantial runtime advantage under the reported
evaluation protocol.

Table 4 Results on the simple non-convex task evaluated on the test set with 833
samples, with problem dimension n = 100, neq = 50, and nineq = 50. The reported
runtime corresponds to the average time to process one batch, where the batch size is 833.

Method ineq. vio. eq. vio. sol. rel. err. obj. rel. err. Init. (s) Refine. (s) Batched inf. (s) Per-inst. (s)

IPOPT 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.0 0.0 – – – 0.336 4

Projection method 0.000 0 0.000 0 5.4× 10−2 1.8× 10−3 – – 0.247 2 –

CBWF 0.000 0 0.000 0 2.6× 10−1 5.5× 10−2 0.002 5 0.033 9 0.036 4 –

DC3 0.000 0 0.000 0 4.4× 10−1 3.1× 10−1 – – 0.002 5 –

Descent-Net 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.5× 10−2 2.3× 10−4 0.002 5 0.012 0 0.014 5 –

5.4 Portfolio optimization

A widely applicable instance of quadratic programming in real-world settings is
the mean-variance portfolio optimization problem. The objective is to minimize
portfolio risk while satisfying practical portfolio allocation constraints:

min
w∈Rn

w>Σw s.t. w>1 = 1, w>µ > rmin, w > 0, (22)

where w denotes asset weights, Σ ∈ Rn×n is the covariance matrix, µ ∈ Rn is
the expected return vector, and rmin is the minimum return requirement.

We conduct portfolio optimization experiments with n = 100, n = 800,
and n = 4 000 assets to evaluate the practical effectiveness and scalability of
our method. For each problem size, we generate 10 000 synthetic benchmark
instances and use the equal-weighted portfolio wi = 1/n as the initial solution.
It is worth noting that this choice of initialization does not guarantee feasibility
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in general; however, under our experimental setup, due to the specific data
generation procedure described in Appendix A, the feasibility rate is 100%.
Descent-Net is compared against the solver OSQP and DC3, with the combined
numerical results summarized in Table 5.

Table 5 Results on the portfolio optimization task evaluated on the test set with 1 000
samples. The reported runtime corresponds to the average runtime for a batch of
instances, with batch sizes of 512, 100, and 10 for problem sizes n = 100, n = 800, and
n = 4 000, respectively.

Number of assets n = 100

Method ineq. vio. eq. vio. sol. rel. err. obj. rel. err. Batched inf. (s) Per-inst. (s)

OSQP 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.0 0.0 – 0.001 5

HPR-QP 0.000 0 0.000 0 6.9× 10−6 1.1× 10−7 – 0.064 5

CuClarabel 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.1× 10−5 4.0× 10−9 – 0.040 7

DC3 0.000 0 0.000 0 2.8 5.4× 101 0.012 5 –

Descent-Net 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.4× 10−4 4.9× 10−6 0.001 9 –

Number of assets n = 800

Method ineq. vio. eq. vio. sol. rel. err. obj. rel. err. Batched inf. (s) Per-inst. (s)

OSQP 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.0 0.0 – 0.020 7

HPR-QP 0.000 0 0.000 0 5.0× 10−6 6.2× 10−8 – 0.168 3

CuClarabel 0.000 0 0.000 0 5.4× 10−5 4.0× 10−8 – 0.116 8

Descent-Net 0.000 0 0.000 0 9.3× 10−4 7.3× 10−6 0.001 9 –

Number of assets n = 4 000

Method ineq. vio. eq. vio. sol. rel. err. obj. rel. err. Batched inf. (s) Per-inst. (s)

OSQP 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.0 0.0 – 0.602 4

HPR-QP 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.6× 10−5 2.2× 10−6 – 0.367 6

CuClarabel 0.000 0 0.000 0 4.2× 10−5 2.2× 10−6 – 0.523 2

Descent-Net 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.6× 10−4 1.2× 10−6 0.004 4 –

We find that DC3 fails to produce feasible solutions for n = 800 and n =
4 000 because its training diverges. This is likely due to DC3’s reliance on
gradient steps, which are used to enforce inequality constraints, but whose
step sizes and momentum decay parameters are difficult to tune for large-scale
settings. We performed a grid search over approximately 100 configurations
of step sizes and momentum decay parameters. However, even for the best-
performing configuration, DC3 still yields large constraint violations, with the
average inequality violation remaining at approximately 1.16×102. In contrast,
Descent-Net remains accurate and highly efficient across all problem sizes.

As shown, Descent-Net achieves lower runtimes while maintaining objective
errors on the order of 10−6. The runtime comparison indicates a clear advan-
tage of Descent-Net under the reported batched-inference setting, especially
for large-scale instances..
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5.5 AC-OPF

The objective of the AC optimal power flow (AC-OPF) problem is to determine
the optimal power generation that balances supply and demand while satis-
fying both physical laws and operational constraints of the network. Unlike
the linearly constrained problems considered in our theoretical analysis, AC-
OPF involves nonlinear constraints, and therefore the convergence results in
Section 4 do not directly apply to this setting. Nevertheless, as shown in the fol-
lowing experiments, Descent-Net still achieves strong empirical performance,
demonstrating its potential to generalize beyond the current theoretical scope.
A compact formulation of the AC-OPF problem is as follows:

min
pg∈Rn, qg∈Rn, v∈Cn

p>g Qpg + b>pg

s.t. pmin
g 6 pg 6 p

max
g , qmin

g 6 qg 6 q
max
g , vmin

m 6 |v| 6 vmax
m ,

vmin
a 6 ∠vi − ∠vj 6 vmax

a , |vi(vi − vj)wij | 6 Smax
ij ,

(pg − pd) + (qg − qd)i = diag(v)W v.
(23)

Here, pd, qd ∈ Rn denote the active and reactive power demands, and pg, qg ∈
Rn are the corresponding power generations. The complex bus voltage is rep-
resented by v ∈ Cn. The nodal admittance matrix W ∈ Cn×n encodes the
network topology.

Since the equality constraints in this problem are nonlinear, a first-order
approximation is not very accurate. As a result, even if the descent direction
d is orthogonal to the gradients of all equality constraints, the updated point
may still fail to satisfy them. To address this issue, we adopt an equation
completion approach, and the details are provided in the appendix G.

We conduct experiments on two AC-OPF problem instances of different
scales. Besides D-Proj (i.e., DC3), we use H-Proj [28] as another initializa-
tion strategy, and denote the corresponding solutions by yD and yH . D-Proj
originally reduces violations of inequality constraints by performing a gradi-
ent descent step on the `2 norm of constraint violations. In our experiments,
we found that this gradient step is time-consuming and, in practice, often
unnecessary. Therefore, we introduce an improved variant of D-Proj by remov-
ing the gradient-descent step. This modification significantly reduces the
computational time while maintaining comparable satisfaction of the inequal-
ity constraints. The optimized initialization obtained using this approach is
denoted by yD

∗
.

The results in Table 6 indicate that Descent-Net produces solutions with
relative objective errors on the order of 10−4 across all cases, outperforming
all neural network–based solvers in accuracy. Moreover, compared with the
standard solver PYPOWER, it achieves substantially faster inference on both test
systems. On the 30-bus system, Descent-Net processes one batch in 0.043 4 sec-
onds, whereas PYPOWER requires 0.289 0 seconds for a single instance. Under
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this batch-versus-single-instance comparison, this corresponds to approxi-
mately a 6.7-fold runtime advantage. On the 118-bus system, Descent-Net
requires 0.162 2 seconds to process a batch of instances, while PYPOWER
requires 0.642 3 seconds for a single instance, corresponding to approximately
4 times speedup. The relative error of the solution obtained by Descent-Net
decreases only marginally compared to the initial point, which may be due to
the non-convex nature of the AC-OPF problem.

Table 6 Results on the AC-OPF task evaluated on the test set with 1 024 samples. The
runtime corresponds to the time required to process one batch with a batch size of 1 024.

30-bus system: neq = 60, nineq = 84

Method ineq. vio. eq. vio. sol. rel. err. obj. rel. err. Init. (s) Refine. (s) Batched inf. (s) Per-inst. (s)

PYPOWER 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.0 0.0 – – – 0.289 0

Projection method 0.000 0 0.000 0 5.6× 10−3 1.7× 10−2 – – 0.039 3 –

Warm start 0.000 0 0.000 0 5.5× 10−3 1.7× 10−2 – – 0.039 7 –

DeepOPF-V 0.000 3 0.003 8 3.0× 10−3 1.4× 10−2 – – 0.009 1 –

DeepOPF-NGT 0.000 0 0.010 7 3.1× 10−2 1.9× 10−1 – – 4.290 6 –

D-Proj 0.000 0 0.000 0 5.9× 10−3 1.9× 10−2 – – 0.244 2 –

H-Proj 0.000 0 0.000 0 5.8× 10−3 1.7× 10−2 – – 0.286 5 –

Descent-Net (y0 = yD) 0.000 0 0.000 0 4.2× 10−3 3.6× 10−4 0.244 2 0.017 7 0.261 9 –

Descent-Net (y0 = yH) 0.000 0 0.000 0 3.5× 10−3 3.3× 10−4 0.286 5 0.017 4 0.303 9 –

Descent-Net (y0 = yD
∗
) 0.000 0 0.000 0 3.6× 10−3 2.8× 10−4 0.014 0 0.029 4 0.043 4 –

118-bus system: neq = 236, nineq = 452

Method ineq. vio. eq. vio. sol. rel. err. obj. rel. err. Init. (s) Refine. (s) Batched inf. (s) Per-inst. (s)

PYPOWER 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.0 0.0 – – – 0.642 3

Projection method 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.5× 10−2 2.4× 10−3 – – 0.304 0 –

Warm start 0.000 0 0.000 0 9.3× 10−3 1.8× 10−3 – – 0.313 7 –

DeepOPF-V 0.000 6 0.008 7 6.1× 10−3 4.4× 10−3 – – 4.275 0 –

DeepOPF-NGT 0.000 0 0.009 2 2.3× 10−1 1.7× 10−1 – – 4.701 3 –

D-Proj 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.3× 10−2 2.4× 10−3 – – 0.754 2 –

H-Proj 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.4× 10−2 3.1× 10−3 – – 0.668 2 –

Descent-Net (y0 = yD) 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.2× 10−2 2.5× 10−4 0.754 2 0.193 8 0.948 0 –

Descent-Net (y0 = yH) 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.4× 10−2 7.2× 10−4 0.668 2 0.195 5 0.863 7 –

Descent-Net (y0 = yD
∗
) 0.000 0 0.000 0 2.2× 10−3 3.0× 10−4 0.015 5 0.146 7 0.162 2 –

6 Conclusion

In this work, we presented Descent-Net, a neural architecture that incorporates
first-order optimality structure for solving linearly constrained optimization
problems, with the goal of improving the effectiveness of existing L2O meth-
ods. The model generalizes well across different types of instances, including
quadratic programs and simple non-convex variants of QPs. We also empir-
ically extend the framework to problems with nonlinear constraints such as
AC-OPF, where feasibility is handled through a heuristic equation completion
strategy. In our experiments, Descent-Net produces more accurate solutions
than prior L2O approaches while also offering faster inference compared to
classical solvers. Moreover, we demonstrate its scalability on large-scale QP
problems and portfolio optimization tasks with thousands of assets, highlight-
ing its potential for real-world applications. Future work includes extending
the framework to nonlinear constraints and using Descent-Net solutions as
warm starts for standard solvers to get high-accurate solutions.
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Appendix A Experiment setting

In all experiments, we set the penalty weights in the descent subproblem by
the heuristic rule (12), where c0 = c1 = 1 in all experiments and the other
parameters are given in Table A1. This adaptive choice assigns larger weights
to nearly active constraints, since gx,j(y) close to zero leads to a smaller denom-
inator, thereby encouraging the learned direction to satisfy the corresponding
linearized inequality more accurately. The constant ε > 0 is used for numerical
stability.

For the convex QPs and the simple non-convex problems, the parameters
are generated as follows. The matrix Q is constructed as Q = R>R, where
R ∈ Rn×n has i.i.d. standard normal entries, ensuring that Q is symmetric
and positive semidefinite. The constraint matrices A and G are also sampled
with i.i.d. standard normal entries. For each instance, the components of x
are drawn i.i.d. from the uniform distribution on [−1, 1]. To ensure that the
generated problem has a feasible solution, we set hi =

∑
j |(GA†)ij |, where A†

denotes the Moore–Penrose pseudoinverse of A. For the AC-OPF experiments,
we use the datasets provided in [28].

For the portfolio optimization experiments, to model slowly evolving asset
co-movements, the covariance matrix is fixed across instances and constructed
as Σ = R>R, where R ∈ Rn×n has i.i.d. standard normal entries. For each
instance, the expected return vector µ is sampled independently from a uniform
distribution over [0, 1], and the return threshold rmin is drawn independently:
for training, rmin ∼ Uniform[0.05, 0.4], while for testing, rmin is taken as a
linearly spaced sequence over the same interval.

We summarize the hyperparameters used in our experiments in Table A1.
Below we briefly describe several important parameters:

• S: the number of update steps performed in our Descent Net.
• K: the number of layers within each Descent module, controlling the

expressive power of the network.
• λh: the penalty factor for equality constraint violations.
• λg: the penalty factor for inequality constraint violations.
• q: the hidden dimension of operator T , which specifies the capacity of

feature transformation inside each descent step.
• M, ε: parameters in cj , which is defined in (12).
For the experiments other than portfolio optimization, we train the Descent

module using the Adam optimizer with an initial learning rate of 0.01. The
learning rate is reduced by a factor of 0.1 at epochs 50, 100, and 150. The
step-size parameter β is updated separately using the SGD optimizer with a
fixed learning rate of 0.01. In the AC-OPF experiments, we additionally clip
the gradient norm at a threshold of 1 to stabilize training, following [43].

In contrast, the portfolio optimization experiments adopt a different train-
ing configuration. Both the Descent module and the step size β are optimized
using Adam. The initial learning rates are set to 1×10−3 for the Descent mod-
ule, and to 0.1, 0.1, and 0.01 for β in the n = 100, n = 800, and n = 4 000
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Table A1 Hyperparameters used in different experiments

Problem Epochs S K λh λg q M ε

QP (n=100) 150 8 3 5 5 300 1 0.000 5
QP (n=1 000) 300 5 1 5 5 3 000 1 0.000 5
QP (n=5 000) 300 8 1 5 5 15 000 1 0.000 5
Non-convex 150 10 3 5 5 300 1 0.000 5
AC-OPF (node=30) 300 3 3 5 5 120 1 0.000 1
AC-OPF (node=118) 300 3 3 5 5 1 080 1 0.000 1
Portfolio (n=100) 300 3 1 5 5 800 1 0.000 1
Portfolio (n=800) 300 2 1 5 5 1 200 1 0.000 1
Portfolio (n=4 000) 300 2 1 5 5 6 000 1 0.000 1

settings, respectively. All learning rates decay by a factor of 0.1 at epochs 100,
150, and 200 over a total of 300 training epochs.

All experiments were conducted on a server equipped with two AMD EPYC
9754 CPUs (128 cores each, 3.1 GHz) and an NVIDIA H100 GPU.

Appendix B Effect of Layer number K and
Descent steps S

We conducted experiments on the convex quadratic program (20) to evaluate
the performance of Descent-Modules with different numbers of layers K. The
results are shown in Table B2. It can be seen that increasing K leads to a slight
improvement in performance, but the gains are not significant. Considering
computational efficiency, we ultimately choose K = 3 as the number of layers.

Table B2 Performance of Descent-Module with varying K

Layer ineq. vio. eq. vio. sol. rel. err. obj. rel. err.

K = 1 0.000 0 0.000 0 9.8 × 10−2 2.2 × 10−2

K = 2 0.000 0 0.000 0 9.3 × 10−2 1.8 × 10−2

K = 3 0.000 0 0.000 0 9.2 × 10−2 1.7 × 10−2

K = 4 0.000 0 0.000 0 8.9 × 10−2 1.7 × 10−2

With K fixed at 3, we further examined the effect of different Descent
steps S, as summarized in Table B3. When the number of update steps is 1,
Descent-Net already achieves a solution with a relative error on the order of
10−2. Increasing the steps to 4 reduces the error to the 10−3 level, and further
increasing to 8 reduces it to the 10−4 level.

Appendix C Step Size Selection Strategies

We compare the effectiveness of three different step size selection strategies:
• A fixed step size α = 1/M ;



Descent-Net: Learning Descent Directions for Linearly Constrained Optimization 29

Table B3 Performance of Descent-Net with varying S

Descent Step ineq. vio. eq. vio. sol. rel. err. obj. rel. err.

S = 1 0.000 0 0.000 0 8.9 × 10−2 1.7 × 10−2

S = 2 0.000 0 0.000 0 6.0 × 10−2 1.1 × 10−2

S = 4 0.000 0 0.000 0 3.5 × 10−2 3.4 × 10−3

S = 6 0.000 0 0.000 0 2.5 × 10−2 1.8 × 10−3

S = 8 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.2 × 10−2 3.1 × 10−4

• The maximum feasible step size αmax that ensures feasibility;
• A learnable scale factor σ(β) applied to αmax.
We perform comparative experiments on the convex quadratic pro-

gram (20), evaluating three methods based on the feasibility and optimality
of their solutions after a fixed number of update steps S = 8. The correspond-
ing results are presented in Table C4. As shown, both the fixed step size 1/M
and the maximum feasible step size αmax perform worse than our final choice
α = σ(β)αmax. The limitation of 1/M lies in its lack of flexibility, as a fixed step
size cannot adapt to the varying landscape of the problem. And σ(β)αmax out-
performs αmax because the learnable parameter β captures useful information
that enables a more appropriate scaling of the maximum step size.

Table C4 Comparison of different step size selection strategies

Method ineq. vio. eq. vio. sol. rel. err. obj. rel. err.

1/M 0.000 0 0.000 0 9.0 × 10−2 1.2 × 10−2

αmax 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.1 × 10−1 3.3 × 10−2

σ(β)αmax 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.2 × 10−2 3.1 × 10−4

Appendix D Subproblem

In our method, each descent direction ds is obtained by solving a subprob-
lem (Pen). To assess the ability of the Descent-Net to solve this subproblem,
we measure the relative error of the subproblem’s objective value between each
layer’s output dk and the corresponding optimal solution.

We conduct experiments on the convex QP task. For simplicity, we set
S = 1, performing only a single update, and fix the number of Descent-Net lay-
ers to K = 3. We then evaluate the trained network, with the results reported
in Table D5. As shown, the objective value of the subproblem (Descent
value) decreases progressively across layers, and by the final layer (layer 3),
the relative error in the objective value has already been reduced to 0.001,
demonstrating the efficiency of the Descent-Net in solving the subproblem.
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Table D5 Effectiveness of Descent-Net in solving subproblem

Layer Descent Value Relative Error

0 1 740.481 7 2.646 3
1 505.259 1 0.058 5
2 478.272 1 0.002 0
3 477.789 3 0.001 0

Appendix E Learnable γ in Descent-Net

We recorded the values of the learnable parameter γ in each layer of the S
Descent Modules of the trained Descent-Net. For both QP and Nonconvex
problems, γ is initialized to 0.1, while for the AC-OPF problem it is initialized
to 1. The results are presented in Table E6, Table E7 and Table E8. These
results indicate that the network is able to adjust γ dynamically across layers.
In many cases, the values of γ tend to decrease with the layer depth, which
is consistent with the requirement of diminishing step sizes for convergence in
subgradient methods.

Table E6 Values of γ in Descent-Net across some steps for Simple QP problems

Step 1 Step 3 Step 5 Step 7

γ1 1.15 × 10−2 6.37 × 10−3 1.03 × 10−2 1.75 × 10−2

γ2 1.41 × 10−2 5.39 × 10−2 5.71 × 10−3 4.49 × 10−3

γ3 9.85 × 10−2 1.00 × 10−1 9.93 × 10−4 2.23 × 10−3

Table E7 Values of γ in Descent-Net across some steps for Nonconvex problems

Step 1 Step 3 Step 5 Step 7 Step 9

γ1 4.79 × 10−2 1.02 × 10−2 3.40 × 10−3 8.22 × 10−3 1.95 × 10−2

γ2 4.92 × 10−2 9.53 × 10−2 4.39 × 10−4 3.08 × 10−3 4.78 × 10−3

γ3 1.19 × 10−1 5.53 × 10−4 3.53 × 10−2 1.94 × 10−3 3.25 × 10−3

Appendix F Comparison with PGM (Projected
Subgradient Method)

We compare Descent-Net with the original PGM. Specifically, we remove the
operator T k in Descent-Net so that each layer reduces to (14). We still treat
the step size γk as a learnable parameter and train this degenerated network
in the same manner as Descent-Net.

We evaluate the performance under different numbers of iterations K, with
the results reported in Table F9. We observe that PGM is inefficient, as the
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Table E8 Values of γ in Descent-Net across steps for AC-OPF problems

node = 30, H-Proj node = 30, D-Proj

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

γ1 1.00 1.00 1.00 γ1 1.00 1.00 1.00
γ2 0.99 1.01 0.99 γ2 0.99 0.99 1.00
γ3 1.10 0.01 0.84 γ3 1.42 0.20 1.01

node = 118, H-Proj node = 118, D-Proj

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

γ1 1.00 1.00 1.00 γ1 1.00 1.00 1.00
γ2 1.00 1.00 1.00 γ2 1.00 1.00 1.00
γ3 1.07 1.06 1.10 γ3 1.29 1.03 0.99

relative error in the objective value compared to the initial solution decreases
very little with increasing iterations. This is likely due to the difficulty of select-
ing an appropriate step size for PGM. In contrast, the Descent-Net achieves
strong solution quality with only three layers, which also leads to a significant
advantage in computational efficiency.

Table F9 Comparison of Descent-Net and PGM on the convex QP task.

Method ineq. vio. eq. vio. sol. rel. err. obj. rel. err. Time (s)

PGM (K = 10) 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.9 × 10−1 1.1 × 10−1 0.027 0
PGM (K = 20) 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.9 × 10−1 1.1 × 10−1 0.050 1
PGM (K = 50) 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.9 × 10−1 1.1 × 10−1 0.111 9
Descent-Net (K = 3) 0.000 0 0.000 0 1.2 × 10−2 3.1 × 10−4 0.013 2

Appendix G Descent Updates in the AC-OPF
Problem

In the AC-OPF problem, given (n−m) entries of a feasible point y ∈ Rn, the
remaining m entries are, in general, determined by the m equality constraints
hx(y) = 0.

Following the method in [18, 28, 38], we assume the existence of a function
ϕx : Rn−m → Rm such that hx([z, ϕx(z)]) = 0. This allows us to eliminate
the equality constraints and reformulate the problem in terms of the partial
variable z. We can then perform descent direction updates on z, where the
optimization problem involves only the inequality constraints:

min
z∈Rn−m

f̃x(z), s.t. g̃x(z) 6 0, (G1)

where f̃x(z) = fx
(
[z>, ϕx(z)>]>

)
and g̃x(z) = gx

(
[z>, ϕx(z)>]>

)
.
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Using the chain rule, we can compute the derivative of ϕx with respect to
z, even without an explicit expression of ϕx:

0 =
d

dz
hx
(
ϕx(z)

)
=
∂hx
∂z

+
∂hx

∂ϕx(z)

∂ϕx(z)

∂z

= Jh:,0:m + Jh:,m:n

∂ϕx(z)

∂z
,

⇒ ∂ϕx(z)

∂z
= −

(
Jh:,m:n

)−1
Jh:,0:m.

Here, Jh ∈ Rm×n denotes the Jacobian matrix of the equality constraints
hx(y) with respect to y. The notation Jh:,0:m and Jh:,m:n represent the subma-
trices corresponding to the partial derivatives with respect to z and ϕx(z),
respectively.

From this result, we can further obtain the gradients of the objective and
inequality constraints with respect to z. These gradient information is then
passed to the Descent-Net, which outputs the descent direction dz for the
partial variable z.

In order to obtain the complete descent direction d = [dz, dϕ] for y, we
also need the expression of dϕ. To ensure that the equality constraints remain
satisfied, we require the following first-order condition:

h(z + αdz, ϕ(z) + αdϕ) ≈h
(
z, ϕ(z)

)
+ αJh

[
dz
dϕ

]
=h
(
z, ϕ(z)

)
+ α

(
Jh:,0:mdz + Jh:,m:ndϕ

)
= 0,

where α > 0 is the step size. Hence, we obtain

dϕ = −
(
Jh:,m:n

)−1
Jh:,0:m dz −

(
Jh:,m:n

)−1 h
(
z,ϕ(z)

)
α .

Appendix H Effect of Initialization on
Performance

To further investigate the impact of initialization quality, we conduct an addi-
tional test on convex QP, nonconvex QP, and AC-OPF problems. For the
convex and nonconvex QP cases, we use a mildly infeasible initial solution
generated by a DC3 model at an intermediate stage of training, while for the
AC-OPF case, the initialization is obtained from a DeepOPF model. Such an
initial point does not strictly satisfy all constraints and is therefore outside the
setting covered by our theoretical analysis, which assumes a feasible starting
point. The results are summarized in Table H10.

From Table H10, we observe different behaviors across problem classes. For
the convex QP and the nonconvex QP with linear constraints, Descent-Net
substantially reduces the inequality violation and improves both the solution
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Table H10 Performance of Descent-Net under mildly infeasible initializations.

Convex QP: n = 100, neq = nineq = 50

Method ineq. vio. eq. vio. sol. rel. err. obj. rel. err.

Init 0.013 4 0.000 0 7.9 × 10−1 9.1 × 10−1

Descent-Net 0.000 1 0.000 0 9.6 × 10−2 5.3 × 10−2

Nonconvex: n = 100, neq = nineq = 50

Method ineq. vio. eq. vio. sol. rel. err. obj. rel. err.

Init 0.010 4 0.000 0 9.6 × 10−1 1.1
Descent-Net 0.000 0 0.000 0 6.9 × 10−2 2.3 × 10−2

AC-OPF: n = 300, neq = 600, nineq = 876

Method ineq. vio. eq. vio. sol. rel. err. obj. rel. err.

Init 0.000 2 0.005 2 2.7 × 10−3 3.4 × 10−3

Descent-Net 0.000 2 0.005 3 9.9 × 10−3 1.7 × 10−3

error and the objective error compared with the mildly infeasible initial point.
This suggests that, in the linearly constrained setting, the learned refinement
step has some robustness to small infeasibility in the initialization, although the
final accuracy is worse than that obtained from strictly feasible initializations.

For the AC-OPF problem, the behavior is more delicate. Descent-Net
reduces the objective error, but it does not improve the equality violation and
the solution error becomes larger. This indicates that the nonlinear equality
constraints make the refinement process more sensitive to initialization. This
observation is consistent with the scope of our theory, which covers linearly
constrained problems, while the AC-OPF experiment is presented only as an
empirical extension beyond the current theoretical guarantees.
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