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EXARRIEES (S 71271041) . ILRA R T P EFERSEFRZ RS (HHES: BS2014SF001) Al REH RS A A 5]
AR L4 (HEHES: 2013RCJJ020) EBITH

WE oM T KEERATEF AL (traveling salesman problem, TSP) B 4 F# R 2E A H A H ki 4F B, &
I I B vk 1 F oK R A SR AR AT A DA 2R 7 A AR, = BOR AR JE W B A A 9 e 2R AT A
A CHE Held Karp A K7t PR M T — € TSP FIAAE B AN T E — EBEMETZR/NE
(minimizing variance of distance matrix, MVODM), M &KX KA kg BB #2864, REEEW L
BRI E. H R KA 4 Fror A2 A H %4 6 F 1% & MVODM F A 77 R, K% T TSPLIB 17
e F 54 A~ A, DL IE MVODM BYR AR 1. SRARZE R & HA: MVODM RE4% 3F % H R & 4 fF 8%
kR E, MR WA ERELEZEARLER — RO AERH % 3+ B MVODM BHAT
ReHEE, DEGINAELET 2319 HAEARZRITEN AR A 0076 s, Hizaym s /LT
] UL 2w it

KigiE) AAtt RTEEA MRAFE HEFE BAR®S

][l

1 3

TSP )2 f1 36 [ %% Dantzig 1 7£ 1954 FE4R K. TSP 1)@k S AY () 75 5 Fii ik Mk LASK A 1K)
NP-hard 21L& ACHE P T 5RA# TSP 0@ 7 kB0 T L2 S T34 ie s 2R 1t
SENLMZS | RAS L MLas AT BB ARES L X & @ 6 VLSI & Beit R intis i s 421k
SEILS ) R, BT LA AL DR AR 2 A TSP 108 1) SR A SR AR S U, AT A 7 R &
F 5% TSP [ FREK)SCHR B~

WHFE TSP ] i SCHR 32 B8R TR 7T O e e AR, B R a0 v T 592 (construc-
tion algorithms) RIS 2 (improved algorithms). 4% B 55 MR VI 2 A F 4R, AR HL A
IRy, ERIR AN R . 2 MR R R O AR IR SR . PR SN A
A B R A s R B N ATV, SRR BE AR AR, SRR SRR BB AR RS,
BERS S AE M A R IR HE R L, SR A 2 U 3t — 2D At e s B S50 LA LA

SIAMN: B IR, THifE, &0, 55 —2RA TSP FE A EL I8 FH Lot ks, ERE: [FEARE, 2015, 45: 1060-1079, doi:
10.1360/N112014-00144
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BRSO SE 67 SR JGE B 2R R gk D0 e gk L RS 12 48 Xk
SO SR SRS B AR R, SRR SRR S SR 2 LS

FH R A S P SRR e R AR ) I R P R, A SRAE CRAIE SVE IS A PR RIS i — 2 o IR BV F
RO R E IR RE . B R TE U, $E A R A SRR RE ) SR A £E L AN IR e AL AR I Y [
I, 25 R M R RV SRR o R e SO B R MR R SRS e AR LT AN O ek 2 R SR i
FUERIRTHR T, 2 R m SO B VL AT 3. I H. Toth M Vigo 181 $5 1, BIAZ St @ R SE
FUON Tt B 1, B4R e SR R SR A o B — e S SR R RN 52 2 Ak, AT ZE 42 i SR A 0T P [R) N 2%
TGN S R], BT DASR A R A SRR R I ME P AR K. M A AU v ek 2 R kR ) STk
XL, QB A D4 S 7 ootk LKH #9775, H oot ORI AT %0 SR, ol T A 5 vk
PRI T3, SRAT R g, A SRR M S ) 52 B B FH A T B S S B A, Leansh A 2 g 42
[ 9] B AL TSP a8 1 45 [N PR R Fe it — 4R A g B SRR SR R o B, TR AR S B I B
T3 THIE A SE BT 1, P R A SR A S R A i R SRR B e AL A WA T 5 (1) 2R
SRS S IR, T A i SV L R S AR, 2 e 5 (101 R T Bl &g B V0 48 s ) 79
SEAR B AT T 4 R, B S A SOV R T B S GR T XA R Z A U7 (2) R 2 AN EVER
Fi L, STORBEBIRER S E AN L, SRE R AN RIEL AT ENRAHIE, W0 Hassin 45 18] R4 N HE
TR AEBL I FENE LS T % 2 TR S

RICEET 4 MEAG SRR I RO R Rk IR AR L P A B T IR T Rk e
JE FERNENER TR RE, AT HOR MRS, (5B Held 1 Karp 19 7£ 1970 42 H 10— SUE FE B
FEREAEAL, SR T de/MbE TSP n] @R A5 B B 6 [ 77 22 ()77 7% (minimizing variance of distance matrix,
MVODM), iZJ5 % Be 8 Rt e ikiX 4 FhEERISERIGREE, $em HoR AP E. [E54E I R A SCh
f] MVODM SRIE AN 5 Z A SEVEA B RN, R A8 5] TSP ) 5451 ) e F R o, S A etk B0k
PERETRAL T m) %, Sai@nd sRIE 54 il TSP HBILIE MVODM i & H kSR i i i 1 20R,
PR H AT HIRI.

2 TSP [ p3EIA

TSP i)l — MRS R ERAT n ANIRT, HAERE AR 2 [ EE B O, SKRHERS 01URAT /NI
— IR HAL— IR, I B SO T 0 B B 4. 1% n) 8] B4 5 R IR 5 n AT Z (A1 EE B
By
dij (i # ),
M (i=j),

D= (dij)an { (1)
H, M AR KIEE. n(n > 3) MHT 2054 {1,2,3,...,n}, —> TSP RIBPFEHZ n K
AR5 R AS]. & S RAETCT — MR —4E 50, B A MR IIRAT SEE S (B AR K ) AT
(2) THE:

n—2
L(S) = (Z dswwu) + dsjn-1)s0)- (2)

=0
AR, AT L(S) WG EMER 45 5 PN TSP R EALE P TSP i
T 3 FrkTr RO (1) LR D RS IXFRIERE, 22 XK TSP(STSP) Al AR B
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TSP(ATSP) [l @, ARSCAERNMBLIIE LR TSP & LN XTRR TSP; (2) #4403 Nk il [a] P 258 2
B R = AAENR, A= AAER TSP WEAEHE = MA %X TSP W@ (3) 3% n ANIRTT I ALFRAL
B2 MEE T T2/ A Euclid “FHEAN, BMERERMRT RS d; = /(v — 25)2 + (yi — y;)2
(Hr (24, y:) TR @ (ALE), 42N Buclid TSP [ @F1E Euclid TSP [0 f. 4R, Buclid TSP
B AR = A TSP R, 2 AN B

BE S 0 DI EET AL AERWADAFEIRT 4,5 Z W EPRELH N (i, 5), HiAKR d;
(FEEAERE D 5 i 17 5 BIoeER), H i, 5 BONIL (6, 5) BIPIAN R s, n AN B R nin—1)/2
i, — MR (B8R I 0 &I

3 4 MEEMEREERAFRSN

I 4RI S (the nearest neighborhood algorithm, NN) [#)3K fif B 2 DARE30 T Aid ol, M) 542
I A — IR Ak £ fo 3B O AR RAT IR R —ANIRAT I T, ELRRAT 58 B A 3 75 [0 2156 R i,
AR O,

9 iy SiEfHR i AT 38 T 48 2 7% (both ends extending and nearest city searching algorithm, BENCS) A&
FE NN BEFEG E R oot 5k, FOBBGR E e AR B AERE D b i OIS AR A2 SR 20 il 1 T i
AR 9 S e ) B RS T, e g A SRS I T P SR ) S S R A B R R AR, BRI ERE TR
ANER T AT R 06

XA ZEBEE (two directions moving with difference algorithm, TDMDA) J& NN A1 BENCS ff]
Bk TDMDA 3Kf# TSP 185 BENCS [ 3 2 X B2 RRIGEFAE 7 7 BRI ANF, TDMDA
BRI TSR B AR 0 55 I T A R T R R B 2 22, e R 22 UK 1R 3 AR D S ey (171

M AERE (greedy algorithm, GR) FSRfFR J5 FH R 75 2E B P 2 R0 DA 0V I 24 iy e R 32,
HERINGE n ZAFER— Y I P T TSP a8 SR P e i i S P, [t GRS
A RFRINA , BERAE FTE AL (RES I, HAS A 2 mT AR h I BLEE =200 B R B D T n
AN RS ZH B TR SR ) R PR B AN AT, BRI TE n SRR AN TSP AT AR 2122,

2 4 FhEERIL FIRAAE 2 2 & SO RRFAE, B TSP mIAT AR F i A 2 T 4 (R T A4 ok
B, AL 38 R AW AR s NI i 77 3008 i 26 . v 1 SEIMELWL UM 40X 4 Fh LRI SR 2L
R, FEM R NN, BENCS, TDMDA 1 GR Kfiff T TSP FrESH] kroal00, KRG HI45 R UK 1
JoR.

M 1 AR, X 4 FRORMBE A R EE T BB A S B K, JF Bl b A BLIX L
KB B R R gl R b IR I 32 FE R AR, FEAL I AT DA B 2R 07 s S RE 78 I 1) e i
EAEREIE 5 ), T SRR I ZRVE SR B — ST AT A, HL T I B AR b 3 B il s n
iR, WEEAER B AE R R s T EU K IIL. B2, 31X 4 B i TR g 2o 2k, ABUY
T8 S5 JAAT A I AR, TSR AN A 10 T B T B, BT DA, A AT ik 244 F PRV N A0 ST P 2 2 e, ok
A fE A DAL AR, S 3R i IX 4 i SR SR A o 2 P S B P

4 MVODM b %EMKiEE

Held Karp A& — N AE m = (10, ma, ..., m,) B0E TSP ] R 250 PR AL (191 41
X (3) i
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1 NN, BENCS, TDMDA #1 GR 3kfi# TSP trEES] kroal00 HIZER
Figure 1 The solutions of NN, BENCS, TDMDA and GR for TSP benchmark instance kroal00

D' = (d})nx {déjzdia‘—m—%‘ (@ #7),
1j /XN . .

dij =M (i=17), (3)
T € R (1<i<n),

B S NAEILT —A TSP Il R — 4504, L(S) R i )5 iE A BT H R MBS AR KB, L/(S) &
TN R O 5 R S R PR R B A K . Held A1 Karp 19 B BF R R ILA @ FE 1 JlO7.

EIE 19 ATE TSP HH, %8R (2) BT RS B o oA LR B R, S A B R A A
R SR i R B L T SRR K AT AR e AR i

MERA TSP [ RRIIfER n AT S FORHEES, £/ (B8 AR) T8N T 35 S 5 230 1 i
M, B ER (2) A (3) nrg

D= (dij)nxn

i
[ V)

’ _ / /
L'(S) = ‘ (ds[i]s[i+1]> + dgn—1)s[0]

S =
[l
N=)

= > (dspigsit1] — Ts[i] — Tsfi+1]) + (dspn—1]s[0] = Tsjn—1] — Ts[0])

1=

L(S) — 227@. (4)

[=)

i (4) B L(S) 5 L'(S) MR RR. BIR, M TAERSLEAE «, L& Fmmemifoi 22—
FARKUE (T RER 005, A 451 8 2 8] m kA i 422 8 508 i B B R O T B AR AR AR 2, SRR B4k
AN T IRRAS BARGUE. PRI, BT R AR A ARG 0 s AR [R] AR (ELAN 2 R i 2 ) R AR B 1 LA, P
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DA I | J5 PR PR 20 A0 R BT R RE B B LA UEEE.

Held F Karp 19230 $& HZ AR PR B PRI H & R — AL o = (af, 75, 7)), ff
B/ 1-tree FHIAKZ MK, HT 1-tree P HAKZ FJE TSP BRI T I, k23R m
BACAR T RRI R R, (2l T2 B RW SRR 1-tree, FLRMR 7 A Gt 200 A, it 5k
K.

A BAR: dEHE 1 AT, RSB 4% Held Karp F8Y 508 J5 (O BE B4 FE A 22038 TSP
I A f AR, EL 2 H T 80 5 1R R B AR R R R G 38 RN R AE B, A8 Bk 4 Fh o by g 2R Ay
(R Al R A4k, BRI SR & w2 FECRFIFISRMLS R B4 2 BR8] — A s fa &
A 03 i DB R R B I B 1% 4 Fh A R R RVOR AR Y 4 Fh IR 1) R B SR TE R 1 R Y B
TSI A E R B AR 2 BT 43, e b= A TR IR 25 R B 2. i SR BB PR B AR FE R e 3B (0
) Z BRI 5), b BB B A AR AR B R R R, Ak T RERRAIG 4 FhVRLVATE 5 A4 36 i AL T
ATREMERIREE, AT $ 12 2 S92 1 SR A o i

NTIERX—H, BIER KB, AR 2 AT,

FI 2 fFEDEAE 7 = (o, 73, ..., 1), 4% Held Karp B pids 5 0 P 25 50 B 1 5 2
/.

WERR  E PR LR SR A R BH SR A DA S5 P SRR e R I 2 N B AR R R, LR E 7 10
n N EEAZ R R, IEZZ TR B2 RRME, RS o @ IE R ILE U B A T
A /IME, BT XS b ME BB A S, AR, FLH R — AN ME Y A 4 e fe /ML RIS G $AS
(LI A X (A1), = BRI (5) Fs:

&

* * * *
™ _(771’7727 ,71'”),
x _ sumrowy—(n—1)d __ sumrow,—sumrow
Ty = n—2 - n—2 (1 < k < 71), 5
n i—1 . n ( )
. _dy n.J#k SUMT oWy
7 i=2 L~j=1 " — k=1
d= n(n=T}/2 , SUMTrowy = g dy;, sumrow = - ,

j=1

Hrdr sumrowy, NIEBAEME D 18 kAT0R (WAL LICRRRAN) M, sumrow N n > sumrowy, [
SPEME, d AXTFRERE D R AL BN M TR ZAMAFTE TR T E.

T S0 NP IE I E 2 FNE, Fik, X (5) o S = 0. HIERIER (4) w7k,
TSP R AR A2 P % A% e e 5 T i 0 P 8 4 O 5 LA A R P4, B ] i 42 TR e ad iy A i S
(R B A0 BT B A B AR K R — 3 PP O B S R PR O IR AR —— BRSSO 2 BNE

(minimizing variance of distance matrix, MVODM).

5 E{HIkiE
5.1 MVODM HIZR

AN HPZLE MVODM RIS 5 4 &L NN, BENCS, TDMDA 1 GR R i & 113
B, R EIR 4 MEIEEARS S ASE S MVODM KBS PRSI T, SRR T TSPLIB ARk F1 ]
54 4~ Euclid TSP H41Y, HEF T EETEE M 16 2 2319 F80% 58 T H AR R 5], A<

1) http://www.iwr.uni-heidelberg.de/groups/comopt /software/ TSPLIB95/tsp/.
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30 30

Average quality (a)
25 25
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15 ° 15
P—
10 10 =
== Without MVODM ~i—With MVODM

== Without MVODM ~#=With MVODM
5 5

NN BENCS TDMDA GR NN BENCS TDMDA GR

Best quality

2 4 MEEELS MVODM REEHTEKEREX LLE
Figure 2 The solution quality comparison of 4 algorithms with and without MVODM

AR AR A EEJY: Studio Visual C++6.0, C 15 & 4ifs; 1817°FG: CPU J¥ Inter(R)core(TM) 2 Duo,
WAEHN 2.0 G, EHiA 2.93 GHz. NN, BENCS, TDMDA 1 GR fEAZEE MVODM SEBE (K15 L T SRR
54 NEBIZE R WK 1 PR, 1% 4 MEVEAELE S MVODM HRg fa R if4s Rk 2 k.

1A 2 BT ULEH, BB RRRT, B AR BB T R A T R R R
S ) O R R AR A BE; P IfR, BURE, o3 AR SR SRR I T~ 350 SR i o B AN e A0 SR At o 2
KRR E RN, THEITER 100% < (R KE — RIRBAKE) /RIS E. 20
[f)7& NN, BENCS 1l TDMDA H T 3R 45 R S5H106 18 B R S EGEIG A G, A e MEEE, 7RI,
% 3 FhELEARYE B n AN, AN [ SR A B i B A R, B R 24 16 < no< 600, SKA#
BUEN n; 600 < n < 1000, RAEZCE N 200; 1000 < n < 2000, RAAFEN 100; n > 2000, RAAELE N
50. #i% 3 PR SR AR A 45 FAEAE YR R B AR AR AR T B, SR, GR N E MRS, 4 K AR
AR, BRI GR SR ABAEART S50 AR A A5 B 35 1, a8 1t R A ME— SR A 4 2R

W 1 fw, ST 54 A, NN, BENCS 1 TDMDA [F 341 3K il i & i T ¥ 47 25%
feda, BRI B BMELE 16% fidr, GR RIRMERERFIMER 17.73% $Eii% 3 PRl
RIGRE. SR, 7E454 MVODM 65 (I3 2 FoR), % 4 MEERRREA 7 AR BE 1R
fe, NN BVE KA BTG 545 0~ S5 e A0 e LR R P 3L s &, 0 AN 25.60% A1 16.54% $2 i %2 15.87%
A110.95%, BENCS 1 TDMDA . EAF1 NN IR )42 5, GR FRAE & H 17.73% B
7.71%. 9 7 EINEMHE R MVODM $igfm1% 4 FhEER Mo & I RCR, fE AT X EE 1 4 P
%4546 MVODM i Ja R g &, i 2 fros.

FHE 2(a) F1 (b) A7%0, MVODM Xt 4 #1575 NN, BENCS, TDMDA Al GR (>R 2 EH
R, BAHT 3 FhEESE S M R I R T s U, 2 Ui, MVODM fE3& &k 3
Bk E R FEIN, WA T BERE . B4, MVODM 5 GR 454 JaHRi 3 R0k BAa ik
il o

KR TSP o] A AL VL, SRR BAE 15% LA RIS N R TS, 2K id i B feisis
£ 10% AR AT RO — IR R P BAR 454 MVODM 3% 2 |, NN, BENCS, TDMDA
A GR AR T H g R0, SRIMAESS & MVODM SR S5 1T 3 FhE0Zk B0 75 0 @ B B0k F T
GR 3k B — R p R 5K F. Johnson P4 Gl LR g — AN 10000 AT AR HESA], LAVPAl 24
AR H AL R SRR (PSR R i, TEUC SO S 16 4 PR AR 1750, DAL ot Ja SR R SR A ot
BAKCF, HEg g R gk 3 fis, Hdh NN, BENCS, TDMDA %54 MVODM H K fi#iZ 545 — k.

H% 3 751, MVODM 454 4 R R R AR BT AL T K& 2 sk @ AL, Horp GR+MVODM
R A 5T B A& X T Christo-S. #RTf Christo-S FIFERS & Greedy(GR) 5L 4~6 £ 24,
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% 1 NN, BENCS, TDMDA #1 GR Xf# 54 NEHIER
Table 1 Experiment results for NN, BENCS, TDMDA and GR for 54 TSP benchmark instances

No. Instance Optimal NN BENCS TDMDA GR
length Average Best Average Best Average Best

1 ulysses16 68.59 31.14 12.45 25.70 22.86 38.84 8.11 26.53
2 ulysses22 70.13 30.36 23.93 25.85 23.68 35.78 9.03 27.53
3 bayg29 9074.15 21.72 9.82 25.87 14.24 24.17 12.44 8.95
4 bays29 2020 16.38 5.64 16.24 12.57 20.17 9.46 12.13
5 dantzig42 699 28.12 17.61 25.42 19.83 33.69 11.85 20.71
6 swiss42 1273 25.39 12.88 28.27 23.41 31.98 12.25 23.10
7 att48 33523.71 24.44 17.04 26.90 19.52 21.31 13.08 19.80
8 eil51 426 32.18 18.73 29.07 20.04 32.58 17.77 13.03
9 berlin52 7542 24.28 8.49 23.09 13.27 35.57 14.31 31.98
10 st70 675 22.34 12.84 23.17 15.39 30.76 15.13 10.52
11 €il76 538 23.70 13.88 22.87 10.38 24.30 13.29 14.71
12 pr76 108159 36.08 21.04 36.53 28.45 38.49 23.79 29.76
13 gri6 512.31 27.86 17.76 23.73 18.24 31.13 18.22 13.23
14 rat99 1211 21.88 13.09 21.78 12.70 24.38 13.73 22.30
15 kroal00 21282 27.08 16.05 26.93 23.14 28.83 17.77 13.70
16 krob100 22141 26.04 16.90 21.66 15.88 20.73 6.89 16.59
17 kroc100 20749 26.40 13.58 25.91 12.78 18.98 9.79 12.94
18 krod100 21294 29.06 16.73 29.91 22.71 33.87 19.58 14.82
19 kroe100 22068 24.60 12.86 24.69 14.90 24.76 9.64 12.59
20 rd100 7910 27.91 19.18 24.46 18.05 30.99 24.00 16.99
21 €il101 629 26.42 17.07 28.58 18.24 30.33 17.36 20.80
22 lin105 14379 30.19 17.81 31.34 20.75 24.55 13.64 16.64
23 gr120 1666.51 24.95 11.03 23.23 12.28 22.57 9.98 19.72
24 prl24 59030 20.71 13.60 19.00 14.09 19.48 4.66 10.11
25 bier127 118282 23.58 13.26 21.14 14.86 26.29 14.18 13.06
26 ch130 6110.86 26.34 17.80 24.79 14.84 27.84 15.03 28.38
27 prl36 96772 25.76 18.38 24.11 18.73 27.10 16.11 19.93
28 grl37 698.53 47.67 33.16 40.37 30.13 38.95 26.64 21.18
29 prld4 58537 12.59 4.14 10.00 6.84 14.41 3.21 12.49
30 kroal50 26524 26.83 18.69 26.65 21.01 29.24 17.82 20.24
31 krob150 26130 31.90 19.86 27.88 21.50 32.13 15.65 20.25
32 ul59 42080 28.67 15.46 25.65 19.28 30.94 19.75 16.24
33 rat195 2323 19.66 13.15 18.51 12.91 19.16 10.46 18.73
34 kroa200 29368 27.58 17.64 33.02 21.74 28.94 20.26 17.83
35 krob200 29437 25.58 20.24 26.98 20.81 30.34 17.86 22.24
36 ts225 126643 17.33 10.93 16.25 9.87 16.11 7.08 5.19
37 tsp225 3916 25.63 18.31 27.30 18.39 33.81 18.33 19.58
38 pr226 80369 24.20 15.16 22.78 16.89 32.80 17.62 20.69
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gk 1
No. Inctance Optimal NN BENCS TDMDA aR
length Average Best Average Best Average Best

39 gil262 2378 29.75 21.27 27.92 18.91 25.88 17.41 13.21
40 pr299 48191 30.59 20.95 32.48 20.19 35.60 21.23 19.59
41 lin318 42029 25.15 17.10 22.89 17.23 24.76 18.35 18.75
42 rd400 15281 25.77 19.78 24.98 19.76 29.23 18.48 17.10
43 pr439 107217 26.56 18.66 23.47 16.47 28.64 16.38 16.16
44 pcb442 50778 22.55 16.10 21.07 15.18 25.73 17.50 19.41
45 d493 35002 25.23 18.56 22.26 17.48 27.68 19.20 16.72
46 ali535 2023.39 31.76 20.29 33.03 24.18 34.22 18.70 18.89
47 ub74 36905 27.78 20.62 26.74 21.10 29.41 19.06 21.72
48 rat575 6773 22.51 17.71 23.27 17.65 26.08 18.19 21.40
49 dsj1000 18659688 28.99 23.66 28.52 21.49 31.39 22.83 16.32
50 pcb1173 56892 26.33 22.50 27.95 23.53 29.34 23.13 17.23
51 vm1748 336556 26.16 20.65 27.31 20.48 28.34 22.19 17.40
52 d2103 80450 12.33 8.72 14.35 8.39 14.31 10.86 13.33
53 u2152 64253 23.12 21.95 21.29 18.13 26.19 19.84 15.78
54 u2319 234256 18.60 16.19 16.94 14.87 17.95 15.58 13.35

Average 25.60 16.54 24.81 17.79 27.55 15.56 17.73

% 2 NN, BENCS, TDMDA 1 GR %&& MVODM Kf& 54 NEFIGESR
Table 2 Experiment results for NN, BENCS, TDMDA and GR with MVODM for 54 TSP benchmark instances

No. Istance Optimal NN+MVODM BENCS+MVODMS TDMDA+MVODM GR4+
length Average Best Average Best Average Best MVODM
1 ulysses16 68.59 12.67 9.26 10.96 9.26 10.34 8.72 10.50
2 ulysses22 70.13 13.38 9.11 11.36 10.62 11.99 10.05 8.67
3 bayg29 9074.15 9.26 2.86 6.73 1.55 7.30 2.16 5.07
4 bays29 2020 13.88 7.52 12.84 7.08 8.46 5.10 5.89
5 dantzigd?2 699 9.48 0.16 6.20 0.64 9.78 0.52 0.11
6 swiss42 1273 15.64 10.21 11.62 9.19 14.99 10.21 9.11
7 att48 33523.71 10.26 3.41 8.56 5.42 17.07 9.76 7.99
8 eil51 426 13.90 7.27 10.01 3.64 10.04 4.49 0.83
9 berlin52 7542 16.91 11.95 14.18 9.93 15.42 5.45 9.73
10 st70 675 12.13 5.67 10.11 5.79 20.12 6.53 7.48
11 €il76 538 15.04 10.74 11.91 9.65 11.97 7.99 7.04
12 pr76 108159 12.29 7.98 13.85 7.56 13.43 8.08 3.51
13 groé 512.31 16.88 10.72 12.28 8.78 15.06 8.25 3.43
14 rat99 1211 15.70 10.30 12.83 8.25 13.24 8.74 8.49
15 kroal00 21282 15.29 9.93 10.91 7.97 23.37 13.17 5.76
16 krob100 22141 18.51 9.58 13.35 10.76 18.48 10.54 11.57
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B3k 2
No. Istance Optimal NN+MVODM BENCS+MVODMS TDMDA+MVODM CGR4+
length Average Best Average Best Average Best MVODM

17 kroc100 20749 18.40 11.20 16.84 11.79 19.66 12.42 11.41
18 krod100 21294 16.41 10.15 12.43 7.69 21.98 12.65 8.44
19 kroel00 22068 17.28 10.33 13.65 8.23 18.65 15.27 5.60
20 rd100 7910 16.68 11.90 12.52 8.89 16.44 9.57 7.78
21 eil101 629 14.10 10.62 13.14 10.25 15.76 7.84 10.43
22 1in105 14379 16.51 8.43 12.79 10.44 19.06 6.68 5.25
23 grl20 1666.51 11.03 6.07 8.09 6.46 10.74 7.04 3.61
24 pril24 59030 21.24 12.39 15.42 13.00 22.78 13.57 2.10
25 bier127 118282 14.11 8.84 12.87 7.63 16.46 11.68 6.52
26 ch130 6110.86 14.99 10.33 11.91 9.05 17.79 12.14 7.32
27 prl36 96772 12.96 9.07 12.51 8.20 13.91 10.01 9.14
28 gr137 698.53 17.73 12.52 12.09 8.19 20.67 12.64 11.12
29 prl44 58537 7.79 1.29 3.14 0.88 8.57 0.62 4.17
30 kroal50 26524 17.88 13.12 14.19 11.41 22.54 14.48 4.35
31 krob150 26130 13.46 9.88 12.26 8.45 20.47 12.56 7.99
32 ul59 42080 25.02 12.03 16.20 12.99 18.18 11.77 7.95
33 rat195 2323 9.64 4.60 8.72 5.36 11.68 7.12 5.42
34 kroa200 29368 19.30 15.49 16.67 13.73 23.36 14.51 6.81
35 krob200 29437 18.82 12.75 13.61 11.26 17.46 10.29 12.67
36 ts225 126643 7.59 5.19 4.26 2.90 4.76 2.77 11.28
37 tsp225 3916 16.89 11.48 13.91 9.56 16.72 8.95 6.49
38 pr226 80369 16.10 7.16 12.08 8.32 22.38 11.47 7.21
39 gil262 2378 19.80 16.73 16.42 14.40 19.72 13.50 10.05
40 pr299 48191 22.46 17.12 17.05 15.16 24.31 16.20 9.38
41 1in318 42029 15.63 11.42 12.05 10.32 17.10 11.18 7.16
42 rd400 15281 16.69 13.33 14.44 12.66 19.09 13.37 7.13
43 pr439 107217 22.34 17.47 20.59 17.64 25.57 17.64 11.73
44 pcb442 50778 17.92 14.93 14.53 12.89 16.92 13.03 10.20
45 d493 35002 17.60 15.53 15.12 13.39 17.34 13.26 10.67
46 ali535 2023.39 20.28 15.58 17.73 12.90 22.52 14.13 10.15
47 ub74 36905 19.49 15.92 17.69 14.20 20.55 15.00 7.60
48 rat575 6773 15.10 11.19 12.52 9.68 16.55 12.36 7.18
49 dsj1000 18659688 21.67 19.09 21.11 20.68 26.09 21.81 12.25
50 pcb1173 56892 21.48 19.89 18.33 17.20 20.20 18.53 11.89
51 vm1748 336556 21.83 19.22 20.42 20.28 22.71 18.42 10.90
52 d2103 80450 12.23 11.49 11.74 10.71 12.57 10.57 7.28
53 u2152 64253 23.24 22.92 23.24 22.92 20.01 19.18 9.74
54 u2319 234256 7.77 7.46 6.20 5.93 6.47 6.11 4.54

Average 15.87 10.95 13.05 10.02 16.75 10.74 7.71
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Table 3 Comparison of 4 improved algorithms and classic construction algorithms

Algorithms Quality (%) Algorithms Quality (%)
Spacefill 34.56 F1 13.35
Strip 30.75 AppChristo 11.05
Karp-20 29.34 Christo-S 9.81
NI 26.50 NN+MVODM 13.18
NN 24.79 BENCS+MVODM 13.54
CHCI 20.73 TDMDA+MVODM 12.02
Greedy 16.42 GR+MVODM 10.15

% 4 GR+MVODM 5 CIR BEELERIE
Table 4 Comparison of GR+MVODM and CIR algorithm

Instance CIR (%) GR+MVODM (%) Instance CIR (%) GR+MVODM (%)
krod100 15 8.44 kroal50 10 4.35
kroel00 9 5.60 krob150 17 7.99
rd100 10 7.78 ulb9 11 7.95
€il101 10 10.43 rat195 13 5.42
lin105 11 5.25 kroa200 12 6.81
grl20 10 3.61 krob200 16 12.67
prl24 3 2.10 ts225 14 11.28
bier127 15 6.52 tsp225 10 6.49
ch130 10 7.32 vm1748 15 10.90
prl36 14 9.14 d2103 5 7.28
grl37 15 11.12 u2152 12 9.74
prl44 5 4.17 u2319 4 4.54

734, Hassin 18] 78 2008 442 THLFH M@ B CIR. 7RIS T CIR A1 GR+MVODM 1)
K, AR R 4 Fon, K CIR BUSRARETELESCHER (18] HF ROREE 784 i Loz
FhER AR 24 DNEBISE R AT 5, A 3 ANEB eil101, d2103 F1 w2319, 5Hi%k CIR BEHALT GR+
MVODM, i Hefth 21 MEH] GR+MVODM HA BRI, If H CIR BIEMR KRR B i A
B CTINT 70% 2% 181 4RiM C1 53 3 —Mcddi N2 NT FIR AR AERT AR — 8, AR4E SCk
[24] A% NI FER 42 Greedy(GR) FERTHT 6~8 15

NT B UL GR+MVODM 1 RE, 7EHLE T 1% 50925 TSP Challenge Wi 51 H R 75 5
EMTERE. BT GR+MVODM Kff d2103 BB RN 7.28%, A FoPY sk &E 7.71% (W3R
2). 74k, TSP Challenge H11R £ 5B yE R M 7 54 42103, 3£ H TSP Challenge 24358 T 4T AF
Eeis, #1501 S HE IR ELFER . GR+MVODM Al TSP Challenge 1 ELA M (MR SR M5 oK
SRR [ 19 FEVESRA d2103 B EABREGEER (5 B, 3R 5 FiR.

e 5 PRI, (1) TSP Challenge HKIHE LTRSS, VEAIES %S0k [24]; (2) %
5 ) Greedy-JM.MIPS LRI NASCH ) GR Hik, HT GR 5 GR+MVODM Kfi# d2103 FIFER
AL (I 5.2 /NI, BRI, 3R 5 1 GRHMVODM HIAREALFERT 55 Greedy-JM.MIPS SHikAf [H, 25T
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% 5 GR+MVODM 5 TSP Challenge RHE AR d2103 MR
Table 5 Results comparison of d2103 solving by GR+MVODM and algorithms of on TSP Challenge

No. Instance Quality (%) Normalized time (s) Category
1 ILK-JM-10N 0.00 1475.40 Improved
2 ILK-NYYY-10N 0.09 909.08 Improved
3 Tourmerge 0.32 124.53 Improved
4 VNS-3Hyper-1000 1.20 56.78 Improved
5 LK-Neto0-20n 2.03 10.78 Improved
6 3opt-ABCC 5.43 0.09 Improved
7 VRPR 6.85 1.01 Improved
8 20pt-JM-10 7.27 0.17 Improved
9 GR+MVODM 7.28 0.03 Construction
10 AppChristo-R 8.10 0.31 Construction
11 2.50pt-ABCC 8.62 0.30 Improved
12 20pt-ABCC 9.57 0.30 Improved
13 Q-Boruvka 9.62 0.03 Construction
14 Greedy-ABCC 10.52 0.03 Construction
15 Boruvka.Sparc 13.30 0.01 Construction
16 Boruvka.MIPS 13.41 0.03 Construction
17 Greedy-JM.MIPS 13.47 0.03 Construction
18 Greedy-JM.Xeon 13.47 0.03 Construction
19 Greedy-JM.Alpha 13.47 0.04 Construction
20 NN-ABCC 14.85 0.03 Construction

0.03; (3) HIEHK = MLEI B HT.

B 5 B &1, GR+MVODM 1T Frf e i A sy, ST PRl ol B % (el T ol B %
FEAE LA g Y Bk 2 BRI Btk — Ak, — RGO, SO R R R A T R ). AR
T et B RIS T AR I SR AREE B, FL SRR, HFERATH T BERPFER A, FER
FEVE R — Mod I SRR R 2 A RO FE AN R AR SRR, SR, T I E R, I H I AE
M LALLER. {HAE TSP Challenge Hilit iz 17 brifk H2 10 77 AR I Mo o 712 ) @ 241, [R1 0k, ARG SR,
TSP Challenge " ELVERIIE AT I B A EL A RS A 7. AR SIE R SR R EAE AT I 4545, B 3 S
B T % 5 20 FRELVEAISE A PERE

BAR, EE 3 VL (B GR+MVODM 4b, HABFIEHRE 5 HRIX N7 53R R) BEEIE A T A
FR RN — RS R E (K 3 W o BbR) S, Mg (K 3 A KFR)
SR AR B T . AH SO B RV AR B SR R R P SR B, T H B R IRERT AR, WirESR 5 HF S
1YL ILK-JM-10N BARKRMS] 1 d2103 H AT A s, (EFER 24 4T GR+MVODM
49180 1.

5.2 MVODM B

LA, FERR B R R R AT R RE L S R AR L —, SR AR AR 2 A TR RE M 32 2
fRbR. B 5.1 AN SEGIRAE AT 1, MVODM A5 A SCIR 2R 4 RS2SR AR E BRI &, A4
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Figure 3 The performance comparison of GR+MVODM and 19 algorithms on TSP Challenge
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Figure 4 The ratios of MVODM running time to the entire running time for 4 algorithms

T LAt 2 75 B DA A4 50 1) SR A P AR 2

AT 7R MVODM HIHATRCR, 25T 6 ML 1000 LA ERISHEAE] (T MVODM [ 3K fig 14
AR, NS LR TR 22 B0 T MVODM RIFERT 5 50ERARFEN LR (%), B 4 MEE
WHZEAE S B v, e, o AT rg o, BAREIE QIR 4 FoR.

FH 4 AT1, MVODM FFERS (5 57k NN SREF G 1 RFER LS vy 16 1% A4, iXFJE 3
FhEIRAZIRHR v, rr F rg UM 0.2% 47, FF HBEE BB IE N A T REEA. A E
1776 ERA MVODM ##AEN 2319 1) u2319 G KFERFAUA 0.076 s. 75248 U2, XA H
JEMEFE NN, BENCS il TDMDA — i 2K 2 M, SATIESS & MVODM ZRE& I, MVODM {X
TEPAT K. KL, 1% 3 FhEE45 4 MVODM B, H 575 B4 RS B I 4 R/ BT LU RA
Ui, 1% 4 FPRLLE S MVODM SRS E, JLSEAFER 3N AE 5 /N, JLF AT LLZBS AT

5.3 MVODM RIS

TEZE 3 TN 4 P EEI L FRE AU, TSI 91 2%, CLEURE 5 AT s i i AR
A, M3 HEAN R PR R B 1 6. ARl i SR AR 451 kroal00 EIHIE 1% #4518, A4, MVODM FIA 2%
PR BNZ 4 FhEEAE A IE ) Y B AR S A, R AR 5 I I A & KK, A4 &
BRI E. N HFEFECAR#E kroa100 H A AH], H 5K 4 Fh%L NN, BENCS, TDMDA Al
GR 454G MVODM AT KA, HRMEE Rl 5 .
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Figure 5 The solutions of NN, BENCS, TDMDA and GR with MVODM for TSP benchmark instance kroal00
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Figure 6 The tours of GR solving instance gr120 after 12, 36, 60, 84, 108 and 120 edges have been added
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Figure 7 The tours of GR+MVODM solving instance gr120 after 12, 36, 60, 84, 108 and 120 edges have been added

Nk 2550t MVODM $2 5 o0 38 M B R SR i R I AR TR IR, 7E R LA gr120 A1, 7EFE 6 Al
7 Wy RO T @A GR Al GR+MVODM, 7E20 B IN5E 12, 36, 60, 80, 108, 120 2ki & (I fi#
FRAE.

W GTEEE 6 F1 7 mTAN, B 6 o GRS R RE, TEAE LA B REAL, IS 20 AR E
B S A B BB, N T TER— A TSP "IATRE (B SEREWI%IL, B HRA 1 M), RE
ANEE K, BGSEMRERZE. £/ 7 &, MVODM X0 5 55 B P Ba 3t 47 1 o ds, 454
X (3) A (5) WA, Hp AR5 A Y T4 5 T DAL B i s K, SERK T PAHR R AL B AN
Uity S RA K. BRI, GRAMVODM 156 i G B, X A i #2 e A 42 4, BT BATE S5 4
RIEBD ) SFEAR D AGTE R AL B, AR5 PR E s 2 (R i K3, W7 ik T GR 75 BN
A SR f. X IE A2 MVODM BRI HE i 00 28 1) gl B4 55005 o 2 1) E R A

5.4 MVODM HEREE

R E R SEER S AT A3, MVODM EA SR SIS AL T, BLAER BU/N R FER AT,
RES AT RO H a — SR DR AR I R B ISR AR . 454 MVODM ) 5 24 784 505 10 2 2 17 ) . 4
(1) KA TSP MRS TS (RENS DRAE SRR RN AR, t0o SO TNE, SefitR g L7t

(2) et R SR SR 0T B S i R AT AR DAL, DAY 2 SRR I L S SR AR A5 21 SEAIC 1) i 2 i

(3) Dt AP (4 [ el bRk SR (4 o B i KO, Bl 25 2R R A 1) A, SR e G R SN ] 2
RECRER ENSEN b= S

(4) SRARKIBLAIHBEAT 0], VE3 T2 AR 2RO URE CVRP 108, JHHUS T A 201
gh AL 1201,
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6 %5t

AR 4 FiE SR E B NN, BENCS, TDMDA i GR, #1734 & BIAG it 4 A A 2 2 e
FEAESL R BRI, TR IA TR 1 A8 S04 R B B 1Y) SR MVODM, 44 i 38 I K A v S5 491 380 11
TAZIRBS IO R, A BB

(1) 4 FkJE AL NN, BENCS, TDMDA Al GR I K BRIE 2, LERE )30 LA s 38 10 7 200
T AR SRR A5 VAN I 43 AR IR0, (EFERAIE B S BT R T TR R B R R A TR, e DAk G 7 2
SIS B3 AT BCnT AT, AT S S50 4 At 1) ol A o

(2) TSP 5451 1 #E B R d I K Held Karp B8R # wT LTS 2 TCEAEE 246 %, K MVODM
SRS AEETHE > Held Karp BRIP4 8 v, T A5 B % 00 B A0 15 3 BE B8 4B B 1) 0 3K 22 R
¥)57, B Z f/ s

(3) MILRAR 54 MrAE TSP H 4K I, MVODM BEWS AR A RUHR w4 Pkl 8 Y 005 1 SR Al
&, ff NN, BENCS, TDMDA 1A FIE 754 @ R HE/KF, GR 28 56 7t 5 — I i g 2 By A
oy U R R

(4) MVODM $AT A &, NN BIRFER 0 1% 7245, ff BENCS, TDMDA A1 GR [#E
NN 0.2% A

MVODM el HR o2 T B SR AR I FE B AR R, A O AT AT SRR, MR8 bk ii mT A
SRS A, 78 LUE FIRF TSR MVODM #E— iR Ak, DL K I 55 2 1 S R B R
B2 HA SV IR SR A

"

BUs ROM Bell L% F B LA 5 BN E F #K Johnson S. David % AT R HWER BN

&2k

1 Dantzig G B, Fulkerson D R, Johnson S M. Solution of a large scale traveling-salesman problem. Oper Res, 1954, 2:
393-410

2 Junger M, Reinelt G, Rinaldi G. Handbooks in OR&MS: Chapter4 the Traveling Salesman Problem. Holland: Elsevier
Sci, 1995. 225-330
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Mk A

EIE 2 KRR

BH n M RIXFR TSP 8] s 5 REE RS AR RE T R T Z T R (A1)~ (A3) THEL
ZH

o? B D HIeER AL EIITCERRSL) 107 %;

o2 NGRS AERE D7 TR (ML ERTRIRSN KT %

d NEEBERERE D PITA TR (WAL ERITTRRSNd; BT E;

d; NBOEJE B D7 AP EILER;

d' NBUEJEEEESHERE DY P TR (AL ERITTERERSL) K EE;

sumrowy, NERBESFFE D HEE k(1 < k <n) 1T70R (AL ERITTRRSL) ZA;
sumrow 7'3] n /I\ SuUMrowy El"JEFi//]{E,

N EE » DREEPAREE, FT nxn FBEDT (B) ZAEETRNEE TRETRRIL.

n 1—1 ’ “N2
9 Zizz Zj:l(dij —d’)
% =
N

i = dij — 7 — 7, (A2)
N = ﬁ91:327 (A3)
2
IHH, B (A4) Fl (A5) KoL
n i—-1 X
o 22 % Sl S )
N N N
n i—1
Doin2 i b (e :
_ i=2 j=1 B (n — 1)summ —d- zsumﬂ', (A4)
N N n
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n
summ = Z ;. (A5)
i=1

Fit, 2 (A1) LV R (A6).
ijg Z;;ll(dw —d—m— T + %sumﬂ)2

N

o’? = f(m1,m2,...,mn) =

T E 02 BIEn AR 7 = (n1,m2,...,mn) HFIEKEL f.

2 FE L 2 MY FUEZESE AT F R £ AATE2 RWME. 8 2 JCRECRAREIEN, & /e Rk n MR
B FEIELIHARBRE n ANTRNTTRA, 8 FR 7 FRE SR AT A PRI R s 1) Hessian HF4E ) 1E € T
DL 58 20 0 p 2 75 AR /IME.

B oy RHEF AR (1 <k <n), AFREMHSEE o, KM, TEEE f 5 80 (A7),

n =1 = i—1 - 2
o) = = 22 2.7-:1””‘ — YD G )
b P ] n N
Zn ik Zz ! ]#k dij — d—m; — ™ + %sumﬂ')2 + Z:Zl#k(dkj —d—7y — ™ + %sumw)2
N

(A6)

. (A7)

H1at (A7) WP m, RO SHOT diF S (As) Kid
o Zn itk Zz 1]7'5’c _J_m _7rj+%sum‘n')(%)

ome N
#k - 2 2
ZZn J (dpj —d—mp — 5 + ﬁsumﬂ')(fl + 5)
N
4 n i—1 - 2 n,j#k - 2
- Zizg Zj:l(dij —d—m— 7 + gsumﬂ') - 2Zj:1 (dyj —d—mp — 75 + gsumﬂ')
N
4 n =1 - n,j#k - 2
-~ Ziz? Zj:l(dij —d) -2 Zj:l (dpj —d—mp —m; + ;sumﬂ')
N
J#k - 2
% x 0 — 22?:;6 (dpj —d—mp — 5 + ;sumﬂ')
N

n,j#k
= _2 |:< Z dkj> (n—1)d - (n — 1)mg — (summ — m3) + 2(n_1)sum7r:|

n,j#k n—
= Z dij | — (n—1)d— (n—2)m, +

25 (A8B) %%%?ﬁfuﬁw%ﬁ (A9).
sumrowy, — (n —1)d ~ summ

T = + , (A9)
n—2 n

2 sumﬂ':| . (A8)

Hr,
n,j#k
sumrowy, = Z dj. (A10)
j=1

H (A9) AIFRSRAFHIN AT REAL (A1),

summ sumrow; — (n—1)d  sumrow: — sumrow

™ — = = 5
n n—2 _ n—2

summ  sumrowz — (n—1)d  sumrows — sumrow

Ty — = = ,
n n—2 n—2

.................. (Al1)
SUMT  Sumrown—1 — (n— 1)J _ sumrowp—1 — SUMToOw
-1 n n—2 - n—2 ’
SUMT _ sumrown — (n—1)d __ sumrowp, — SUMrow
= n n—2 o n—2
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WA (A11) MEERERRIERN BT = b, WEYEAT AT 4R (B | b) (s BYAERE, ALl 2
=t (A12):

1 1 1
1—— — - —= by
o " " 1 0 ... 0 —1| b1—bn
1 1 1 1 T
-—— l-—=. = == b2 0 1 ... 0 —1| by—by
n n n n Ty — Ty
...... (A12)
1 1 1 1 Tn_1—Tn 0 0 1 —1|bp-1—0bn
- — .. 1== —= |bp_1 1 12
n n n n P4 —(r14+--+rp_1)l 0 0 ... 0 0 *Zbk
1 1 1 1 n ™ k=1
—-—— - .. == 1—= by
n n n n
IZFI by = sumrowk 2(71 1)d(1<k<n)
E R R B B 17
n];ék
IXn: lisumrowk—(n—l)g Zk 12 n(n—l)cZ
n i ni n—2 n—2 n—2

n—2 n—2

|:Zk 127”7&’9 I n(n—1) ZZ 22; 11 17]

n—2 n—2 n(n—1)

i—1 n i—1
[ZZ 22y i B nn—1) 22, Zj-ld”] _1 . (A13)

R AT SN 7 2 (A11) IO REEREFE T HRERL R(B)= R(B | b)=n —1 < n, FIE4 (A11) BT 2, Hidf
o pr s

R

7w = (n{, 7S, ..., _1,75) =c(1,1,...,1,1) + (b1 — bn,b2 —bn,...,bp—1 — by, 0). (A14)

AR, TTREA (A11) RIFTE RIS £ WP A, W e NIEME (A14) P RMER —AME, AR, F50SE =
SN [ Hessian % FE

O f(me) 0%f(m°) 9 f(m)

o(n$)2  omSons T Om§onmg
?f(mc) f(m°) O f(m€)
Hp(n®) = | ongons 0(n5)2 ~~ omsong |, (A15)

0% f(m) 0f(m¢)  *f(m)
omsoms omeoms T O(mg)2

Hor, 5 (A15) XML EonaRE T B A (A16) K15

Of(m°) 9 B
92 f(m¢) 9 ( o ) - 0 <7N [sumrow;c —(n—1)d—(n—2)n§
o) o o

)

2
0 (_N [—(n = 2)7¢ + sumrowy, — sumrowy + (n — 2)0])

C
onyg.

2 4(n—2
= 2 -2y =202

i (A15) AR ERITCRE, R Fs:

(1 <k <n). (A16)

of(m°) 2
92 f(m€) ( ome > 0 (—N [—(n — 2)7¢ + sumrowy, — sumrown + (n — 2)0})

- - —0,(h £ k). A17
ongony, oy, oy, (h 7 k) ( )

1077



DREARAE: — R TSP A4 R A I3 F ot Hems

USRS ¢ 1) Hessian FEFE, W1F:
4(n —2)

—-n

4(n —2)
Hy(m¢) = n2—n . (A18)

)

0 0 5

n
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VPRI R, R (A1) AR REAERRE £ BB R AR AME, 530 (A14) TPEIBAN HFReR % (A6) tHEA ]

B O i o

f(ﬂ')min = f(ﬂ-c) N

n i—1 -
S 3 iy — d = (e b= ba) = (b — ba) +2(c — b))
N

n i—1 _
21‘:2 ijl(dij —d—b; - bj)2
N

—n

n i—1 - sumrow; — (n—1)d  sumrow; —(n—1)d ,
Z1‘:2 Zj:l(d” - n—2 B n—2 )
N
n i—1 nd sumrow; + sumrow;
Zi:Q Zj:l(dij + — i J )2

_ n— 2N n—2 _ (A19)

LI (A19) KIL, ARAT we FERAME AL AR EBINBUES ¢ Tk, BIFTA e {8 H Ax ok A BUE S AR AE.
b, SRR TR B IME e 2094 Rtk IME.
HUE T 2 BT, R

On the universal strategy for improving a certain type of
construction heuristic for the traveling salesman problem

RAO WeiZhen'*, WANG XinHua!, JIN Chun? & LIU Feng?

1 College of Economics and Management, Shandong University of Science and Technology, Qingdao 266590,
China;

2 Faculty of Management and Economics, Dalian University of Technology, Dalian 116023, China;

3 School of Management Science and Engineering, Dongbei University of Finance and Economics, Dalian 116025,
China

*E-mail: raoweizhen@163.com

Abstract In this paper, we analyze the characteristics of four construction heuristics for solving the traveling
salesman problem (TSP) and determine that the greatest common weakness of this type of heuristic lies in the
greedy construction of solutions during the initial search period. Based on the Held Karp model, we propose
the method of Minimizing Variance of Distance Matrix (MVODM) to transform the distance matrix for TSP
problems. This method could reduce the greediness of construction during the initial period and improve the
overall quality of the solutions. To evaluate the effectiveness of the method, we solve 54 benchmark instances from
TSPLIB by using four greedy construction heuristics with and without MVODM for comparison. The results
show that MVODM could greatly enhance the solution quality of four heuristics, and some improved heuristics
even outperform many world-leading construction heuristics. Moreover, the efficiency of MVODM is so high that
an instance size of 2319 cities was run in only 0.076 s on our computer. The increased computation time caused

1078



HERY FEERY H45 6 B

by MVODM could largely be omitted.

Keywords combinatorial optimization, traveling salesman problem, construction heuristic, computational meth-

ods, universal strategy
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