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ABSTRACT

Parametric optimization solves a family of optimization problems as a function of parameters. It is a
critical component in situations where optimal decision making is repeatedly performed for updated
parameter values, but computation becomes challenging when complex problems need to be solved in
real-time. Therefore, in this study, we present theoretical foundations on approximating optimal policy
of parametric optimization problem through Neural Networks and derive conditions that allow the
Universal Approximation Theorem to be applied to parametric optimization problems by constructing
piecewise linear policy approximation explicitly. This study fills the gap on formally analyzing
the constructed piecewise linear approximation in terms of feasibility and optimality and show that
Neural Networks (with ReLU activations) can be valid approximator for this approximation in terms
of generalization and approximation error. Furthermore, based on theoretical results, we propose
a strategy to improve feasibility of approximated solution and discuss training with suboptimal
solutions.

Keywords Neural Networks · Universal Approximation · Parametric Optimization · The Maximum Theorem

1 Introduction

Consider a parametric optimization problem parameterized by θ

min
x

f(x, θ) subject to x ∈ C(θ).

where x is decision variable, f is objective function and C(θ) is feasible region for x. Parametric optimization involves
a process of solving a family of optimization problems as a function of parameters. (Nikbakht et al. [2020], Still
[2018]). Therefore, it is commonly applied when decisions are made repeatedly as the parameters change, while the
fundamental problem structure remains constant over the entire duration. The parameters are often determined by the
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environment where decision makers typically can not have control. Therefore, an optimization problem must be solved
after observing the current state of the environment over and over. As solving an optimization problem requires certain
computational time, it inevitably causes delays between repetitive decisions, especially for large-scale and complex
optimization problems.

There are many application fields that parametric optimization plays a significant role, including robotics (Khalaf and
Richter [2016]), autonomous vehicle control (Daryina and Prokopiev [2021]), supply chain optimization (Bai and Liu
[2016]), and energy system management (Wang et al. [2014]). For example, an autonomous vehicle needs optimal
decisions that depend on changes in speed, road conditions, or amount of traffic. Any delay in decision-making for
autonomous vehicle control could lead to mishandle or even serious traffic accidents. Similarly, various decisions
based on optimization are required for managing responsive and adaptive manufacturing systems. Sequential and
interconnected systems magnify the importance of computation speed as well as minimal error. Real-time decision
making is also crucial in high frequency trading of financial assets. Delays in trade execution, even for a fraction
of a second, can lead to significant losses for financial management firms. These applications clearly highlight the
importance of latency issues in parametric optimization.

In situations where a family of optimization problems needs to be solved repeatedly, the following two characteristics
can be observed. First, the structure of optimization problems that are solved repeatedly is identical except for input
parameters, which means the dependent variable for the optimal policy is input parameters. Second, input parameters
and their corresponding optimal policy are accumulated as optimization problems are solved for new input parameters.
This second case gives potential for supervised learning. Thus, it is intuitive and beneficial to approximate the mapping
from input parameters to the optimal policy via Machine Learning (ML) techniques in that it is efficient and scalable.

Therefore, in this study, we focus on applying Neural Networks (NN) to universally approximate parametric optimization
problems. We build theoretical foundations on approximating direct mapping from input parameters to optimal solution
through NN universally and derive conditions that allow the Universal Approximation Theorem (UAT) to be applied to
parametric optimization problems by constructing piecewise linear policy approximation explicitly. More specifically,
we cast single-valued continuous piecewise linear approximation for optimal solution of parametric optimization and
analyze it in terms of feasibility and optimality and show that NN with ReLU activations can be valid approximator
in terms of generalization and approximation error. There are various works on the expressive power of NN for
approximating functions, however, to the best of our knowledge, existing literature lacks theoretical analysis on the
applicability of UAT when the target function of NN is the result from parametric optimization problem, and our study
is the first to fill this gap.

1.1 Related Work.

The power of NN as a universal approximator has been extensively validated over several decades. Pointedly, initial
work on the UAT show that, for any continuous function on a compact set, there exist a feedforward NN with a single
hidden layer the uniformly approximates the function arbitrarily well (Hornik et al. [1989], Cybenko [1989], Funahashi
[1989], Barron [1993]). Recently, there has been a growing interest in exploring the capability of NN for approximating
functions stemmed from the works by Liang and Srikant [2016] and Yarotsky [2017]; for more recent developments,
see also Yarotsky [2018], Petersen and Voigtlaender [2018], Shaham et al. [2018], Shen et al. [2019], Daubechies
et al. [2022], Lu et al. [2021]. From theoretical view, Telgarsky [2016] discussed the benefits of depth in NN, which
led to various research on arbitrary depth (Lu et al. [2017], Hanin and Sellke [2017], Kidger and Lyons [2020], Sun
et al. [2016], Daniely [2017]). There are also numerous extensions of the UAT that is derived from other networks
(Baader et al. [2019], Lin and Jegelka [2018]) or is generalized to unbounded activation functions (Sonoda and Murata
[2017]), discontinuous activation functions (Leshno et al. [1993]), non-compact domains (Kidger and Lyons [2020]),
interval approximation (Wang et al. [2022]), distribution approximation (Lu and Lu [2020]) and invariant map (Yarotsky
[2022]).

Stability analysis of optimization problems plays an important role in control theory which has been utilized in many
applications such as electronic engineering (Wang et al. [2019]), biology (Motee et al. [2012]), and computer science
(Bubnicki [2005]). Berge [1963] first proved the Maximum Theorem that provides conditions for the continuity of
optimal value function and upper hemicontinuity of optimal policy with respect to its parameters. Since the Maximum
Theorem only guarantees upper hemicontinuity of optimal policy, this led to extensions on studying conditions for
lower hemicontinuous of optimal policy. Approaches in such literature are largely divided into two main types. Some
provide conditions for lower hemicontinuous directly (Robinson and Day [1974], Zhao [1997], Kien* [2005]). On the
other hand, others provide conditions by limiting structure to be linear (Böhm [1975], Wets [1985], Zhang and Liu
[1990]), quadratic (Lee et al. [2006]), and quasiconvex (Terazono and A. Matani [2015]). Also, there are generalized
versions of Maximum Theorem (Walker [1979], Leininger [1984], Ausubel and Deneckere [1993]). We handle these
analyses to bridge parametric optimization and NN.
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Also, parallel to the development of various optimization methodologies for ML (Wright and Recht [2022], Boyd and
Vandenberghe [2004], Sra et al. [2012]), there has been increasing interest both from operations research and computer
science communities to solve mathematical optimization problems using ML. The literature on learning parametric
optimization shows two main approaches. The first approach is to learn the optimal solution directly from the input
parameter by utilizing the existing solution as data (Lillicrap et al. [2015], Mnih et al. [2015], Vinyals et al. [2015],
Dai et al. [2017], Li and Malik [2016], Donti et al. [2017]). Although this approach is simple and intuitive, it has the
disadvantage of providing solutions that may violate the critical constraints of optimization problems. This prompted
second approach that applies ML indirectly as intermediate step. Li et al. [2018] used Graphical Neural Networks to
guide a parallelized tree search procedure that rapidly generate a large number of candidate solutions. Agrawal et al.
[2020] applied ML to approximate gradient of solution of convex optimization. Misra et al. [2021] and Bertsimas and
Stellato [2019] identified optimal active or tight constraint sets. For more recent works, see Bae et al. [2023], Dai et al.
[2021], Dumouchelle et al. [2022], Kim et al. [2023]. In this paper, we consider the situation where the parametric
optimization problems are approximated by NN directly for utilization of UAT.

1.2 Contribution.

In this paper, we derive conditions for UAT to hold for approximating parametric optimization problems. With our
derivations, we can specify how to formulate the parametric optimization problem rather than naively hoping that NN
will approximate the optimization problem well. The main contribution of the study can be summarized as below.

• We provide sufficient conditions for UAT to hold for optimal policy for continuous parametric optimization
problems and these conditions are quite general in that we do not impose convexity or even quasi-convexity of
optimization problems. We only exploit the assumptions and results of the Maximum Theorem (Berge [1963]).

• We also address situations when these sufficient conditions are not satisfied. In particular, we define a sampling
function and its stability which makes good approximation possible even without the sufficient conditions in
original problems. Under the stable sampling function, original problems become reduced problem in which
all conditions in main theorem are satisfied.

• We directly link vast amount of literature on NN with approximating optimization problems. There are many
literatures linking the specific structure of NN to UAT. However, to our best knowledge, the general connection
between the structure of parametric optimization problem and UAT has been scarcely investigated from the
theoretical point of view. Our research clarifies such a vague connection by constructing piecewise linear
policy approximation for NN.

1.3 Outline.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Preliminaries for deriving our results are included in Section 2, and
our main results with piecewise linear policy approximation are presented in Section 3. Section 4 discuss suitability
of NN as estimator of our policy approximation. Improving feasibility and training with suboptimal training data are
discussed in Section 5. Finally, Section 6 concludes the paper.

2 Preliminaries.

In Section 2, we begin by introducing definitions and notations that are necessary for deriving our results. We also
formally define the problem and list its assumptions.

2.1 Definitions and Notations.

Parametric optimization takes the form,

min
x

f(x, θ) subject to x ∈ C(θ). (1)

where x ∈ X ⊂ Rn is the decision variable, θ ∈ Θ ⊂ Rk is the parameter, f : Rn × Rk → R is the objective function
and C : Rk ⇒ 2R

n

is a multivalued mapping, or correspondence, representing the feasible region defined by a set
of constraints parameterized by θ. Let the optimal value function f∗ : Rk → R by f∗(θ) = minx∈C(θ) f(x, θ). We
denote the optimal policy correspondence C∗ : Rk ⇒ 2R

n

by C∗(θ) = argminx∈C(θ) f(x, θ) = {x ∈ C(θ)|f(x, θ) =
f∗(θ)}. An optimal solution x∗(θ) is an element of C∗(θ).

For any vector x ∈ Rn, its norm ∥x∥ is defined as the Euclidean norm, ∥x∥2 =
∑n

i=1 x
2
i . For any non-empty set X

of vectors in Rn, the ε-neighborhood is represented by Bε(X) = {y ∈ Rn| ∃x ∈ X s.t. ∥x − y∥ < ε}. We define
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the stability of correspondence based on the continuity by Hausdorff [2021]. While there are different definitions of
stability (Berge [1963], Hogan [1973]), the Hausdorff’s version is the most general (Zhao [1997]).

Definition 2.1. Let C be a correspondence from parameter space Θ ⊂ Rk to 2R
n

. Then,

(a) C is upper hemicontinuous at θ0 if ∀ε > 0, ∃δ > 0 s.t. C(θ) ⊂ Bε(C(θ0)),∀θ ∈ Bδ(θ0)

(b) C is lower hemicontinuous at θ0 if ∀ε > 0, ∃δ > 0 s.t. C(θ0) ⊂ Bε(C(θ)),∀θ ∈ Bδ(θ0)

(c) C is continuous at θ0 if C is both upper and lower hemicontinuous at θ0

UAT describes the capability of NN as an approximator. Although there are many variations, the key statement is that a
function expressed as NN is dense on the function space of interest. The most classical version of UAT is independently
introduced by Hornik et al. [1989]. Since we are utilizing the key findings of UAT, we summarize and restate this study
as presented in Theorem 2.1, where the term function is written as a single-valued function to distinguish it from a
correspondence.
Theorem 2.1 (Universal Approximation Theorem, restated from Hornik et al. [1989]). Let f be a continuous single-
valued function on a compact set K. Then, there exists a feed forward NN with a single hidden layer that uniformly
approximates f to within an arbitrarily ε > 0 on K.

2.2 The Maximum Theorem.

The Maximum Theorem was presented in Berge [1963], which provides conditions under which the value function
is continuous and the optimal policy correspondence is upper hemicontinuous for a parametric optimization problem
given by (1). This theorem sets the basis for developing a connection between parametric optimization and UAT. We
restate Berge’s Maximum Theorem as Theorem 2.2.
Theorem 2.2 (The Maximum Theorem, restated from Berge [1963]). Let f :X ×Θ → R be a continuous function on
the product X × Θ, and C : Θ ⇒ X be a compact-valued correspondence s.t. C(θ) ̸= ∅,∀θ ∈ Θ. Define the f∗(θ)
and C∗(θ) as f∗(θ) = minx∈C(θ) f(x, θ) and C∗(θ) = argminx∈C(θ) f(x, θ) = {x ∈ C(θ)|f(x, θ) = f∗(θ)}. If C
is continuous (i.e. both upper and lower hemicontinuous) at θ, then f∗ is continuous and C∗ is upper hemicontinuous
with non-empty and compact values.

2.3 Problem Description.

Our goal is to find the conditions of f and C that allows UAT to be applied to approximating the optimal policy
correspondence C∗. Suppose the optimization problem given by (1) is formulated so that it changes stably as θ varies.
The key questions are as follows.

(Q1) Is C∗ continuous or single-valued function?

(Q2) Are there bounds on errors from approximation, and do they converge to zero?

(Q3) Is NN suitable class for learning of C∗?

Questions (Q1) arise as UAT generally requires continuity and a single-valued function. We analyze (Q1) based on the
Maximum Theorem (Berge [1963]), which is one of the most applied theorems in stability theory. To guarantee an
acceptable approximation, we construct a target function for optimal policy C∗, which is a piecewise linear continuous
function and derive conditions where the approximation error converges to zero. This will address question (Q2).
Finally, for question (Q3), we represent generalization error and approximation error of NN on learning constructed
piecewise linear continuous target function.

2.4 Assumptions.

For problem (1), we assume that the objective function f(x, θ) is continuous on the product X ×Θ, the feasible region
C(θ) is continuous on Θ and C(θ) is a non-empty compact set for each θ ∈ Θ. We make assumptions on the training data
for optimal policy as well. A training example for parametric optimization is a pair of a parameter and its corresponding
optimal solution (θi, x

∗(θi)). Let the training data be the set of examples, T = {(θi, x∗(θi))|i = 1, · · · ,m}. Notice
that there can be more than one optimal solution x∗(θi) for each θi. In practice, it is computationally expensive, if not
impossible, to obtain the entire set of optimal solutions. In fact, it is difficult even to identify whether there are multiple
optimal solutions or not. Therefore, to incorporate such practical aspects, we assume that there exists a solver that can
extract exactly one element x∗(θi) from C∗(θi) for any given θi. However, it does not have control on the choice of
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x∗(θi), so that the optimal solution is obtained in a random manner from C∗(θi). Moreover, the solver is not able to
identify if C∗(θi) is a singleton or not. It is as if the training data is a discrete sample path from the correspondence C∗

indexed by {θi|i = 1, · · · ,m}.

3 Piecewise Linear Policy Approximation.

In Section 3, we present our main results about piecewise linear policy approximation. Given the above assumptions on
f and C, the Theorem 2.2 states that f∗ is a continuous function, and C∗ is a non-empty and compact-valued upper
hemicontinuous correspondence. Thus, unlike the value function f∗, which guarantees universal approximation, C∗ is
not a single-valued function and is not even continuous, which requires additional treatments. Before making further
steps, we state the following as a special case.

Corollary 3.1. If C∗ is singleton for each θ, NN universally approximates C∗.

If the optimal solution for (1) is unique for every θ, its optimal policy is not a correspondence, and reduces to a
single-valued function. As upper hemicontinuity implies the continuity for a function, UAT can readily be applied
for C∗. While this is a special case with a strong assumption, Corollary 3.1 is the ideal case. In general, there can be
multiple optimal solutions for some θ, and, thus, C∗ is no longer a single-valued function. But under some conditions
on C∗, there is possibility to find a continuous function called a selection as defined in Definition 3.1.

Definition 3.1. Given two sets X and Y , let F be a correspondence from X to Y . A function f :X → Y is said to be
a selection of F , if ∀x ∈ X, f(x) ∈ F (x).

Proposition 3.1 (Existence of a continuous selection). C∗ has a continuous selection if it is convex-valued and lower
hemicontinuous.

Proof. This is an immediate result of the selection theorem by Michael Michael [1956].

There is a potential issue with Proposition 3.1. Some important classes of optimization, including linear programming
problems, do not necessarily have lower hemicontinuous optimal policy correspondence. To illustrate the issues on
approximating C∗, consider the following linear program with a parameter θ ∈ [0, 2],

Example 3.1.
min
x1,x2

−θx1 − x2 subject to x1 + x2 ≤ 1, x1 ≥ 0, x2 ≥ 0.

The optimal policy correspondence for the problem given by Example 3.1 becomes

C∗(θ) =


{(0, 1)} for θ ∈ [0, 1),

{(x1, x2)|x1 + x2 = 1, x1 ≥ 0, x2 ≥ 0} for θ = 1,

{(1, 0)} for θ ∈ (1, 2].

As illustrated in Figure 1, C∗(θ) contains a jump at θ = 1. Thus, it is evident that there is no continuous selection of
C∗(θ). This means that UAT cannot be directly applied, and we need to find a workaround to make it work.

Thus, we drop the assumption that C∗ is lower hemicontinuous and only take upper hemicontinuity of C∗, which is
guaranteed by Theorem 2.2. Since a continuous selection generally does not exist, we construct a new target function.
For given training data T = {(θi, x∗(θi))|i = 1, · · · ,m}, we attempt to estimate the optimal solution on the convex hull
of θ1, θ2, . . . , θm denoted as Conv({θ1, θ2, . . . , θm}). Furthermore, we consider a finite collection S = {S1, . . . , Sd}
of subset of {θ1, θ2, . . . , θm} ⊂ Rk such that

(a) For each j ∈ {1, . . . , d}, |Sj | = k + 1 i.e. Conv(Sj) is k-dimensional simplex.

(b) Conv({θ1, θ2, . . . , θm}) =
⋃d

j=1 Conv(Sj).

(c) For any non-empty subset J ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , d},
⋂

j∈J Conv(Sj) = Conv(
⋂

j∈J Sj).
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Figure 1: Optimal policy correspondence of Example 3.1 on x1 + x2 = 1

This collection is called triangulations (Lee and Santos [2017]). One way of constructing this is lexicographic
triangulations introduced by Sturmfels [1991]. Given such collection S, for any θ ∈ Conv({θ1, θ2, . . . , θm}), there
exists index jθ ∈ {1, . . . , d} such that θ = λjθ

1 θjθ1 + . . . + λjθ
k+1θ

jθ
k+1 where {θjθ1 , . . . , θjθk+1} = Sjθ ∈ S and

λjθ
1 , . . . , λjθ

k+1 ≥ 0, λjθ
1 + . . . + λjθ

k+1 = 1. Our key approach is to approximate x∗(θ) as λjθ
1 x∗(θ

jθ
1 ) + . . . +

λjθ
k+1x

∗(θ
jθ
k+1). This approximation is a single-valued by construction, and continuous function by following theorem,

so that UAT can be applied.

Theorem 3.1 (Continuity of Policy Approximation). Consider a finite collection S = {S1, . . . , Sd} of subset of
{θ1, θ2, . . . , θm} ⊂ Rk such that

(a) For each j ∈ {1, . . . , d}, |Sj | = k + 1 i.e. Conv(Sj) is k-dimensional simplex.

(b) Conv({θ1, θ2, . . . , θm}) =
⋃d

j=1 Conv(Sj).

(c) For any non-empty subset J ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , d},
⋂

j∈J Conv(Sj) = Conv(
⋂

j∈J Sj).

Denote Sj = {θj1, . . . , θ
j
k+1}. For any θ ∈ Conv({θ1, θ2, . . . , θm}), let jθ be index of S such that θ ∈ Conv(Sjθ ).

Then, the function x̂ : Conv({θ1, θ2, . . . , θm}) → Rn

x̂(θ) = λjθ
1 x∗(θ

jθ
1 ) + . . .+ λjθ

k+1x
∗(θ

jθ
k+1).

is continuous where λjθ
1 , . . . , λjθ

k+1 are weights of convex combination for θ i.e. θ = λjθ
1 θjθ1 + . . .+ λjθ

k+1θ
jθ
k+1

Proof. We first prove Lemma 3.1.

Lemma 3.1. Let X1, X2, . . . , Xd be closed subsets of Rk. Suppose that fj : Xj → Rn, j = 1, . . . , d are continuous
functions such that for any nonempty subset J ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , d} and for any j1, j2 ∈ J

fj1 |
⋂
j∈J

Xj = fj2 |
⋂
j∈J

Xj

Then, the function

f :

d⋃
j=1

Xj → Rn, x →


f1(x), x ∈ X1

f2(x), x ∈ X2

...
fd(x), x ∈ Xd
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is also continuous.

Proof of Lemma 3.1. Let A ⊆ Rn be closed in Rn. Because fj is continuous, f−1
j (A) is closed in Xj . More formally,

there is Yj ⊆ Rk such that Yj is closed in Rk and f−1(A) = Yj ∩Xj . Then, we have

f−1(A) =

d⋃
j=1

f−1
j (A) =

d⋃
j=1

(Yj ∩Xj) = (X1 ∪ . . . ∪Xd) ∩ (
⋂

Zj∈{Xj ,Yj},j=2,...,d

(Y1 ∪ Z2 ∪ . . . ∪ Zd)).

If follows from Yj , Xj are closed in Rk that B :=
⋂

Zj∈{Xj ,Yj},j=2,...,d(Y1 ∪ Z2 ∪ . . . ∪ Zd) are closed in Rk. Hence,
f−1(A) = (X1 ∪ . . . ∪Xd) ∩B is closed in (X1 ∪ . . . ∪Xd). Thus, f is continuous.

Now we prove Theorem 3.1. Define function x̂j : Conv(Sj) → Rn as x̂j(θ) = λj
1x

∗(θ
j
1) + . . . + λj

k+1x
∗(θ

j
k+1)

for θ = λj
1θ

j
1 + . . . + λj

k+1θ
j
k+1. Next, we prove the function x̂j is continuous. For θ = λj

1θ
j
1 + . . . + λj

k+1θ
j
k+1 ∈

Conv(Sj), let yj(θ) = (λj
1, . . . , λ

j
k+1). Then, yj(θ) is inverse of linear function (which is linear) and x̂j(θ) =

yj(θ)
T (x∗(θj1), . . . , x

∗(θjk+1)) is linear function of yj(θ). Thus, x̂j(θ) is composite function of two linear functions
which is continuous. Also, for any nonempty subset J ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , d} and for any j1, j2 ∈ J ,

x̂j1 |
⋂
j∈J

Conv(Sj) = x̂j2 |
⋂
j∈J

Conv(Sj).

since
⋂

j∈J Conv(Sj) = Conv(
⋂

j∈J Sj). Thus, by the Lemma 3.1, the function x̂

x̂ : Conv({θ1, θ2, . . . , θm}) → Rn, θ →


x̂1(θ), θ ∈ Conv(S1)

x̂2(θ), θ ∈ Conv(S2)
...
x̂d(θ), θ ∈ Conv(Sd).

is continuous function.

An inherent question regarding the function x̂ pertains to the degree of approximation accuracy. We first remark
that there exists parametric optimization problem where convergence of errors of x̂ is not guaranteed since x∗(θ) is
arbitrarily chosen from C∗(θ).

Example 3.2.
min
x

f(x, θ) = (x− 1)2(x− 3)2 subject to x ∈ C(θ) = {1, 3}.

For the trivial parametric optimization problem given by Example 3.2, the optimal policy correspondence is

C∗(θ) = {1, 3},∀θ

In this case, our construction always has suboptimality of 1 for some θ because |f∗((θ1+θ2)/2)−f(2, (θ1+θ2)/2)| = 1
if (θ1, 1) and (θ2, 3) are sampled with θ1 < θ2.

In order to determine the suitability of using x̂ for approximating specific parametric optimization problems, we
establish metrics to assess the performance of the target function x̂. These metrics are referred to as ε-suboptimality
and ε-infeasibility. We present our main development in Theorem 3.2, which states that a constructed function is
ε-infeasible and ε-suboptimal solution for sufficiently dense training data under certain conditions. While this adds
some restrictions, it allows applying UAT to parametric optimization and these two conditions can be lifted with a
stable sampler, which we further discuss in the subsequent sections.

Definition 3.2. Let f be the objective function and C be the correspondence in the formulation given by (1). Then, for
ε > 0,

(a) x̂(θ) is ε-infeasible solution if x̂(θ) ∈ Bε(C(θ)).

(b) x̂(θ) is ε-suboptimal solution if |f(x̂(θ), θ)− f(x∗(θ), θ)| < ε.

7
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Theorem 3.2 (Convergence Property of Piecewise Linear Policy Approximation). Suppose that f , C satisfy all
conditions for Theorem 2.2. Define a training data set T = {(θi, x∗(θi))|θi ∈ Θ, i = 1, · · · ,m} where x∗(θi) is
an arbitrarily chosen point from C∗(θi). For θ ∈ Conv({θ1, θ2, . . . , θm}), define d(Sjθ ) = max{∥p − q∥ : p, q ∈
Conv(Sjθ )} where Sjθ is element of finite collection S in Theorem 3.1. Then, the function x̂(θ) in Theorem 3.1 satisfies
the followings.

(a) If Conv(C∗(θ)) ⊆ C(θ), for given ε > 0, ∃δ > 0 s.t. if d(Sj) < δ, x̂(θ) is ε-infeasible solution.

(b) If f(x, θ) = f∗(θ),∀x ∈ Conv(C∗(θ)), for given ε > 0, ∃δ > 0 s.t. if d(Sj) < δ, x̂(θ) is ε-suboptimal
solution.

Proof. (a) Assume Conv(C∗(θ)) ⊆ C(θ) and let ε > 0. Since f , C satisfy all conditions for Theorem 2.2, C∗ is upper
hemicontinuous. Thus, a set

∆θ = {δ > 0 : ∥θ − θ′∥ < δ =⇒ C∗(θ′) ⊆ Bε(C
∗(θ))}.

is not empty.

Define δθ = sup∆θ. Choose δ = δθ. If d(Sjθ ) < δ, ∥θ − θjθl ∥ < δ i.e. C∗(θjθl ) ⊆ Bε(C
∗(θ)),∀l = 1, . . . , k + 1.

Then, with the assumption and C∗(θ) ⊆ Conv(C∗(θ)),

x∗(θjθl ) ∈ C∗(θjθl ) ⊆ Bε(C
∗(θ)) ⊆ Bε(Conv(C∗(θ))) ⊆ Bε(C(θ)),∀l = 1, 2, . . . , k + 1.

Thus, x∗(θjθl ) ∈ Bε(Conv(C∗(θ))) ⊆ Bε(C(θ)). Note that, since Conv(C∗(θ)) is convex set, Bε(Conv(C∗(θ))) is
also convex set. This means the convex combination

λjθ
1 x∗(θ

jθ
1 ) + . . .+ λjθ

k+1x
∗(θ

jθ
k+1).

is in Bε(Conv(C∗(θ))). Thus, x̂(θ) ∈ Bε(C(θ)).

(b) We first prove Lemma 3.2.

Lemma 3.2. If A ⊆ Rn is a compact set, Conv(A) is also a compact set.

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Carathéodory Theorem (Danninger-Uchida Danninger-Uchida [2009]) states that each element of
the convex hull of A is a convex combination of n+ 1 elements of A. By defining Simp(n) = {(w0, . . . , wn) : wj ≥
0, w0 + . . .+ wn = 1} and F (a0, . . . , an; w0, . . . , wn) =

∑
i wiai, Conv(A) can be expressed as the image of the

compact set An+1 × Simp(n) under a continuous map F , and so it is compact.

Now assume f(x, θ) = f∗(θ),∀x ∈ Conv(C∗(θ)) and let ε > 0. We first show there exists δ′ > 0 such that,

inf
x∗∈Conv(C∗(θ))

∥x′ − x∗∥ < δ′ =⇒ |f(x′, θ)− f∗(θ)| < ε,∀x′ ∈ Bε(C(θ)).

Since C is compact-valued correspondence, Bε(C(θ)) × θ is compact set. Thus, f is uniformly continuous on
Bε(C(θ))× θ. Thus, there exist δ′′ > 0 such that,

∥y − z∥ < δ′′ =⇒ |f(y, θ)− f(z, θ)| < ε,∀y, z ∈ Bε(C(θ)).

Choose δ′ = δ′′. Note that C∗ is compact-valued correspondence from Theorem 2.2. Thus, Conv(C∗(θ)) is also
compact set from Lemma 3.2. Hence,

x∗
min = argminx∗∈Conv(C∗(θ))∥x′ − x∗∥ = argminx∗∈Conv(C∗(θ))∥x′ − x∗∥.

is in Conv(C∗(θ)). Now we have

inf
x∗∈Conv(C∗(θ))

∥x′ − x∗∥ < δ′ =⇒ ∥x′ − x∗
min∥ < δ′ = δ′′ =⇒ |f(x′, θ)− f(x∗

min, θ)| < ε.

Since x∗
min ∈ Conv(C∗(θ)), f(x∗

min, θ) = f∗(θ). Thus, |f(x′, θ)− f∗(θ)| < ε

Now, we prove part (b) of the theorem. From the above statement, there exists δ′ > 0 such that,

inf
x∗∈Conv(C∗(θ))

∥x′ − x∗∥ < δ′ =⇒ |f(x′, θ)− f∗(θ)| < ε,∀x′ ∈ Bε(C(θ)).

8
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Also, since f , C satisfy all conditions for Theorem 2.2, C∗ is upper hemicontinuous. Thus, a set

∆θ = {δ > 0| if ∥θ − θ′∥ < δ,C∗(θ′) ⊆ B′
δ(C

∗(θ))}.
is not empty.

Define δθ = sup∆θ. Choose δ = δθ. If d(Sj) < δ, ∥θ − θjθl ∥ < δ i.e. C∗(θjθl ) ⊆ Bδ′(C
∗(θ)),∀l = 1, . . . , k + 1.

Then with C∗(θ) ⊆ Conv(C∗(θ)),

x∗(θjθl ) ∈ C∗(θjθl ) ⊆ Bδ′(C
∗(θ)) ⊆ Bδ′(Conv(C∗(θ))),∀l = 1, . . . , k + 1.

Since Conv(C∗(θ)) is convex set, Bδ′(Conv(C∗(θ))) is also convex set. This means the convex combination

x̂(θ) = λjθ
1 x∗(θ

jθ
1 ) + . . .+ λjθ

k+1x
∗(θ

jθ
k+1).

is in Bδ′(Conv(C∗(θ))). Also, note that x̂(θ) ∈ Bε(C(θ)) from part (a) since assumption in (b) indicates
Conv(C∗(θ)) ⊆ C∗(θ) ⊆ C(θ). Accordingly, |f(x̂(θ), θ)− f∗(θ)| < ε.

Theorem 3.2 shows that if the problem (1) satisfies the sufficient conditions, the errors on feasibility and optimality
of our piecewise linear policy approximation x̂(θ) converges to zero. For example, suppose that training data T =
{(θi, x∗(θi))|θi ∈ Θ, i = 1, · · · ,m} is sampled from Example 3.1. With out loss of generality, suppose that
θ1 ≤ θ2 ≤ . . . ≤ θm. Then, the finite collection S in Theorem 3.1 can be constructed as S = {Sj , j = 1, . . . ,m− 1}
where Sj = {θj , θj+1}. Let l be an index such that θl ≤ 1 ≤ θl+1. Then x̂(θ) is

x̂(θ) =


(0, 1) θ ≤ θl,

( θ−θl
θl+1−θl

, θl+1−θ
θl+1−θl

) θl < θ < θl+1,

(1, 0) θl+1 ≤ θ.

Note that x̂(θ) is a feasible solution, and, thus, an ε-infeasible solution. We want to further show that x̂(θ) is an
ε-suboptimal solution. It holds that f∗(θ) = f(x̂(θ), θ) for the three cases: θ ≤ θl, θ ≥ θl+1, or θ = 1. For θl < θ < 1,
ε-suboptimality can be shown as below if we choose δ < 4ε,

f∗(θ)− f(x̂(θ), θ) = 1− θ(θ − θl)

θl+1 − θl
− θl+1 − θ

θl+1 − θl

=
(θ − θl)(1− θ)

θl+1 − θl
<

(θ − θl)(1− θ)

1− θl
≤ 1− θl

4
<

δ

4
< ε.

Similarly, the same results can be derived for 1 < θ < θl+1. Thus, x̂(θ) is an ε-suboptimal solution.

3.1 General Case with a Stable Sampling Function.

We have shown that the proposed piecewise linear policy approximation can be a reasonable solution under some
assumptions on f and C for dense enough training data. In this subsection, a stable sampling function designed to
tackle a broader range of parametric optimization problem. Note that Example 3.2 does not satisfy the conditions for
Theorem 3.2 since Conv(C∗(θ)) ⊈ C∗(θ) and Conv(C∗(θ)) ⊈ C(θ). But even in this case, it may be possible to
apply the Theorem 3.2 by sampling data from certain parts of C∗(θ), which has practical implications since decision
makers often understand the nature of parametric optimization problems. Based on this idea, we define notion and
stability of a sampling function.

Definition 3.3. Define a sampling function s : Θ →
⋃

θ C
∗(θ) as s(θ) = x∗(θ). Sampling function s is stable with

respect to C∗ if there exists a non-empty, compact, and convex-valued upper hemicontinuous correspondence C∗ such
that s(θ) ∈ C∗(θ) ⊆ C∗(θ) ∀θ.

Note that the stable sampling function does not always exist. It depends on formulation of parametric optimization
problem. For example, any sampling function in Example 3.1 is stable since C∗(θ) is convex-valued. In Example 3.2, a
sampling function that samples only 1 or 3 is stable, choose C∗ as {1} or {3}. Consider the following modified version
of Example 3.2.

Example 3.3.
min
x

f(x, θ) = (x− 1)2(x− 3)2 − θ(x− 3) subject to C(θ) = {1, 3}.

9
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The optimal policy correspondence for the problem given by Example 3.3 is

C∗(θ) =


{1} θ < 0,

{1, 3} θ = 0,

{3} θ > 0

Note that there are two convex-valued sub correspondences of C∗(θ), C1(θ) and C2(θ), which neither is upper
hemicontinuous.

C1(θ) =


{1} θ < 0,

{1} θ = 0,

{3} θ > 0

C2(θ) =


{1} θ < 0,

{3} θ = 0,

{3} θ > 0

The advantage of a stable sampling function is that it makes Theorem 3.2 applicable even to parametric optimization
problems that do not satisfy conditions Conv(C∗(θ)) ⊆ C(θ) and f(x, θ) = f∗(θ),∀x ∈ Conv(C∗(θ)). The
following theorem shows that these two conditions become trivial if C∗ is convex-valued correspondence.

Theorem 3.3. If C∗ is convex-valued correspondence, the followings are hold.

(a) Conv(C∗(θ)) ⊆ C(θ)

(b) f(x, θ) = f∗(θ),∀x ∈ Conv(C∗(θ))

Proof. Since C∗(θ) is convex set, Conv(C∗(θ)) = C∗(θ). With this fact, we have

(a) Conv(C∗(θ)) = C∗(θ) ⊆ C∗(θ) ⊆ C(θ).

(b) C∗(θ) ⊆ C∗(θ) implies f(x, θ) = f∗(θ),∀x ∈ Conv(C∗(θ)).

If we have a stable sampling function s, C∗(θ) can be considered as a substitute for C∗(θ). Since C∗(θ) is convex-
valued, the sufficient conditions Conv(C∗(θ)) ⊆ C(θ) and f(x, θ) = f∗(θ),∀x ∈ Conv(C∗(θ)) become redundant
from Theorem 3.3. Furthermore, since C∗(θ) is compact-valued and upper hemicontinuous, the same arguments
in proof of Theorem 3.2 are applicable to C∗(θ), so that we can apply Theorem 3.2 to more general parametric
optimization.

4 Suitability of Neural Networks.

In previous section, we focused on constructing and evaluating the target function. We build up our target function as
continuous piecewise linear single-valued function and state its goodness in terms of ε-infeasibility and ε-suboptimality.
In this section, we discuss capability of NN in approximating the target function. It is also possible to obtain a target
function directly from training data. However, for a new parameter, this require to find k+1 points and its corresponding
weights of the convex combination. This process requires considerable computation cost as the dimension of the
parameter space increases, so it is not suitable for real-time decision making. On the other hand, the forward process of
passing data to NN requires no additional processing time for finding the k + 1 points once it is trained in advance.
Then, is NN a really good estimator for our piecewise linear policy approximation? We answer this question by two
aspect, generalization error (GE) and approximation error (AE).

In order to define and examine the GE and AE of NN, it is necessary to make choices regarding the architecture and
loss function. This paper focuses on a specific type of neural network architecture, namely a feed forward network
with rectified linear unit (ReLU) activations. The ReLU activation function is defined as ReLU(h) = max(h, 0).
The layers of a ReLU network, denoted as hl,∀l = 1, . . . , L, are defined recursively using the following relation:
hl = ReLU(W lhl−1 + b), where h0 = ReLU(b). Here, W l represents the weight matrices associated with each
layer, and they satisfy the constraint that their infinity norms, denoted as ∥W l∥∞, are bounded by Bl. Additionally, we
assume that ∥W 1∥ is bounded by B1. To sum up, the set of functions that can be represented by the output at depth L
in a ReLU network is denoted as HL = {hL({W l}Ll=1) : ∥W l∥∞ ≤ Bl, l ∈ [1, L], ∥W 1∥ ≤ B1}. For a loss function
of NN, we prove following theorem

Theorem 4.1. Let h(θ) be ReLU NN and let x̂(θ) be a constructed piecewise linear approximation.

10
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(a) ∀ε > 0,∃δ > 0 such that If ∥x̂(θ) − h(θ)∥ < δ and x̂(θ) is ε/2-infeasible solution, h(θ) is ε-infeasible
solution.

(b) ∀ε > 0,∃δ > 0 such that If ∥x̂(θ) − h(θ)∥ < δ and x̂(θ) is ε/2-suboptimal solution, h(θ) is ε-suboptimal
solution.

Proof. (a) Since x̂(θ) is ε/2-infeasible solution, x̂(θ) ∈ Bε/2(C(θ)). Choose δ = ε/2. Then, since ∥x̂(θ)−h(θ)∥ < δ,

h(θ) ∈ Bε/2(x̂(θ)) ⊆ Bε(C(θ)).

Thus, h(θ) is ε-infeasible solution
(b) Since x̂(θ) is ε/2-suboptimal solution, |f(x̂(θ), θ)− f(x∗(θ), θ)| < ε/2 Also, since f is continuous, there exists
δ′ > 0 such that,

∥x̂(θ)− h(θ)∥ < δ′ =⇒ |f(x̂(θ), θ)− f(h(θ), θ)| < ε/2

Choose δ = δ′. Then,
|f(x∗(θ), θ)− f(h(θ), θ)|

= |f(x∗(θ), θ)− f(x̂(θ), θ) + f(x̂(θ), θ)− f(h(θ), θ)|

≤ |f(x∗(θ), θ)− f(x̂(θ), θ)|+ |f(x̂(θ), θ)− f(h(θ), θ)|

< ε/2 + ε/2 = ε

Thus, h(θ) is ε-suboptimal solution.

Theorem 4.1 says that if the NN is sufficiently close to our target function x̂(θ), NN also gives ε-infeasible and
ε-suboptimal solution. Thus, for a set of m training examples T = {(θi, x∗(θi))}mi=1 and ReLU NN h, we suppose that
the weights are learned by minimizing a loss function ℓ which is defined as

ℓ(h(θ), x∗(θ)) = ∥h(θ)− x∗(θ)∥2

4.1 Generalization error.

For a hypothesis class H, the GE is defined as

G(H) = ET sup
h∈H

(LD(h)− LT (h)).

where LD(h) = Eθ∼Dℓ(h(θ), x∗(θ)) represents the expected loss when evaluating estimator h with respect to the
underlying parameter distribution D, and LT (h) = 1

m

∑m
i=1 ℓ(h(θi), x

∗(θi)) denotes the average empirical loss
computed over the training set T , consisting of m data samples. The GE is a global characteristic that pertains to the
class of estimators, which evaluates their suitability for given learning problem. A large generalization error indicates
that within this class of estimators, there exist estimators that significantly deviate in performance on average between
the true loss LD, and the empirical loss LT . Given the loss function ℓ, Shultzman et al. [2023] proved the following
theorem which gives bound for generalization error of the class of ReLU networks HL.

Theorem 4.2 (Bound for GE, restated from Shultzman et al. [2023]). Consider the class of feed forward networks
of depth-L with ReLU activations HL = {hL({W l}Ll=1) : ∥W l∥∞ ≤ Bl, l ∈ [1, L], ∥W 1∥ ≤ B1} and m training
samples. For a loss function ℓ(h(θ), x∗(θ)) = ∥h(θ)− x∗(θ)∥2, its generalization error satisfies

G(HL) ≤ 2

∏L
l=0 Bl√
m

.

Thus, for m training samples, it can be seen that the GE of HL is bounded as O( 1√
m
) in learning our piecewise linear

policy approximation.

11
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4.2 Approximation error.

The AE represents the lowest possible error that an estimator can achieve within a given hypothesis class. It quantifies
the amount of error incurred due to the limitation of selecting from a specific class. Unlike generalization error, the
approximation error is independent of the size of the sample. For the hypothesis class H, the AE is defined as

A(H) = min
h∈H

LD(h).

Note that our target function x̂(θ) is continuous piecewise linear function. It has been shown that any continuous
piecewise linear function can be represented by a deep ReLU implementation (Wang and Sun [2005], Arora et al.
[2016]), which means that the AE of NN with ReLU activations for our piecewise linear policy approximation is zero.
In other words, if h∗ = argminh∈HL LD(h), h∗(θ) is ε-infeasible and ε-suboptimal solution.

5 Improving Feasibility.

In this section, we address issue that NN may give infeasible solutions for the original problem. This occurs due to the
inability of NN to discern the underlying structure of an optimization problem solely through the provided training data.
This is a critical issue because NN has been mainly used in high-assurance systems such as autonomous vehicles (Kahn
et al. [2017]), aircraft collision avoidance (Julian and Kochenderfer [2017]) and high-frequency trading (Arévalo et al.
[2016]).

Therefore, we propose a strategy to improve feasibility and discuss training with suboptimal solutions. In general, it is
not easy to get an accurate optimal solution. Most algorithms that solve optimization problems set a certain level of
threshold and stop once the threshold is achieved. We demonstrate that it is possible to preserve ε-infeasibility even
when employing suboptimal solutions for approximating parametric optimization problems, but the optimality of the
approximation is inevitably reduced by the suboptimality of the suboptimal solutions.

5.1 Infeasibility and Suboptimality.

Representative approaches to improve feasibility include specifying the structure of NN, such as analyzing the output
range of each layer (Dutta et al. [2018]), or obtaining a feasible solution from predictions of NN, such as greedy
selection algorithm (Dai et al. [2017]). In our case, we already know that an ε-infeasible solution can be obtained from
suitable optimization problems. Thus, if more strict feasible solutions than ε are used, feasible solutions to the original
problems can be obtained. Note that improving feasibility infers suboptimality. Therefore, before demonstrating this
strategy, we discuss about feasibility and optimality of our piecewise linear policy approximation with suboptimal
solutions. Suboptimal solution sets can be seen as a general case of optimal solution sets. If a suboptimal policy
correspondence is also compact valued and upper hemicontinuous, similar arguments can be applied as in Theorem 3.2.
Thus, we first show this fact by starting with the following proposition.

Proposition 5.1. Define Cγ(θ) as Cγ(θ) = {x ∈ C(θ) : |f(x, θ) − f∗(θ)| ≤ γ}. Then, Cγ(θ) is compact valued
upper hemicontinuous correspondence.

Proof. We first prove Lemma 5.1

Lemma 5.1. If C1, C2 : Θ ⇒ X are correspondences, C1 is upper hemicontinuous and compact valued, and C2 is
closed, then C1 ∩ C2 : Θ ⇒ X defined by (C1 ∩ C2)(θ) = C1(θ) ∩ C2(θ) is upper hemicontinuous.

Proof of Lemma 5.1. See Papageorgiou [1997]

To see that Cγ(θ) is compact valued, note that fθ : C(θ) → R is continuous since f(x, θ) is continuous. Since Cγ(θ)
is closed subset of the compact set C(θ), Cγ(θ) is also compact. Finally, since C(θ) is compact valued continuous
correspondence, it is upper hemicontinuous and compact valued. Thus, by Lemma 5.1, Cγ(θ) = C(θ) ∩ Cγ(θ) is
upper hemicontinuous.

With Proposition 5.1, the following theorem can be proved similarly as Theorem 3.2, which state our piecewise linear
policy approximation become ε-infeasible and (ε+ γ)-optimality solution under same conditions in Theorem 3.2.

Theorem 5.1. Suppose that f , C satisfy all conditions for Theorem 2.2. Define a training data set T =
{(θi, xγ(θi))|θi ∈ Θ, i = 1, · · · ,m} where xγ(θi) is an arbitrarily chosen point from Cγ(θi). For θ ∈
Conv({θ1, θ2, . . . , θm}), define d(Sjθ ) = max{∥p − q∥ : p, q ∈ Conv(Sjθ )} where Sjθ is element of finite col-
lection S in Theorem 3.1. Then, the function x̂(θ) = λjθ

1 xγ(θ
jθ
1 ) + . . .+ λjθ

k+1x
γ(θ

jθ
k+1) satisfies the followings.
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(a) If Conv(Cγ(θ)) ⊆ C(θ), for given ε > 0, there exists δ > 0 s.t. if d(Sj) < δ, x̂(θ) is ε-infeasible solution.

(b) If |f(x, θ) − f∗(θ)| ≤ γ,∀x ∈ Conv(Cγ(θ)), for given ε > 0, there exists δ > 0 s.t. if d(Sj) < δ, x̂(θ) is
(ε+ γ)-suboptimal solution

Proof. (a) Since Cγ is upper hemicontinuous, similar to statement for (a) in Theorem 3.2, we get

λjθ
1 xγ(θ

jθ
1 ) + . . .+ λjθ

k+1x
γ(θ

jθ
k+1) ∈ Bε(Conv(Cγ(θ))).

With the assumption, x̂(θ) ∈ Bε(Conv(Cγ(θ))) ⊆ Bε(C(θ)).

(b) Assume |f(x, θ)− f∗(θ)| ≤ γ,∀x ∈ Conv(Cγ(θ)) and let ε > 0. Since Cγ is upper hemicontinuous and compact
valued, similar to statement for (b) in Theorem 3.2, there exists δ′ > 0 such that,

inf
xγ∈Conv(Cγ(θ))

∥x′ − xγ∥ < δ′ =⇒ |f(x′, θ)− fγ
min(θ)| < ε,∀x′ ∈ Bε(C(θ)).

where xγ
min = argminxγ∈Conv(Cγ(θ))∥x′ − xγ∥. Since xγ

min ∈ Conv(Cγ(θ)), we have

|f(x′, θ)− f∗(θ)| ≤ |f(x′, θ)− f(xγ
min, θ)|+ |f(xγ

min, θ)− f∗(θ)| < ε+ γ.

Then, similar to (b) of Theorem 3.2, we have

x̂(θ) = λjθ
1 xγ(θ

jθ
1 ) + . . .+ λjθ

k+1x
γ(θ

jθ
k+1) ∈ Bδ′(Conv(Cγ(θ))).

Also, note that condition in (b) implies Conv(Cγ(θ)) ⊆ Cγ(θ) ⊆ C(θ) which indicates x̂(θ) ∈ Bε(C(θ)). Accord-
ingly, |f(x̂(θ), θ)− f∗(θ)| < ε+ γ.

Now we demonstrate the proposed strategy with linear programming (LP) and quadratic programming (QP). Note that,
since the optimal solution set of every convex optimization is convex, convex optimization satisfies the condition for
part (a) in Theorem 3.2. Thus, our strategy for improving feasibility can be applied. The formulations of LP and QP are
as follows which are modified version with with slightly perturbed right hand side in standard formulation. For each
problem, parameters except θ and t were randomly generated and fixed.

For LP,
min
x

cTx subject to Ax ≤ θ − t1, c, x, θ ∈ Rn, A ∈ Rnxn (2)

For QP,
min
x

(1/2)xTPx+ qTx subject to Gx ≤ θ − t1, q, x, θ ∈ Rn, P,G ∈ Rnxn (3)

where 1 =


1
1
...
1


Here, t serves to obtain a solution further inside than the feasible region of the original problem. Problems (2) and
(3) are solved for a total of 10,000 times each while slightly increasing the value of t for each iteration. At this time,
10,000 samples for θ are generated from standard normal distribution for each problem. For each t, we trained NN with
training pair {θ, x(θ)} and calculated the ratio of the feasible approximation of NN to the problem when t = 0. As
shown in Figure 2, the ratio converges to 100% in every problem, which indicates our strategy guarantees feasibility.

6 Conclusion.

In this paper, we build theoretical foundations on approximating direct mapping from input parameters to optimal
solution through NN universally and derive conditions that allow the Universal Approximation Theorem to be applied
to parametric optimization problems by constructing piecewise linear policy approximation explicitly. More specifically,
we cast single-valued continuous piecewise linear approximation for optimal solution of parametric optimization and
analyze it in terms of feasibility and optimality and show that NN with ReLU activations can be valid approximator in
terms of generalization and approximation error. Moreover, we propose strategy to improve feasibility and discuss on
the suboptimal training data, findings from this study can directly benefit solving parametric optimization problems in
real-time control systems or high-assurance systems. In future research, we plan to extend our theory to more general
parametric optimization problems such as integer programming, and study more approaches for addressing infeasibility
of approximated solutions.
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Figure 2: Ratio(%) of feasible solutions to original problem (t = 0)
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