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Abstract—The Traveling Salesman Problem (TSP) is a well-
known combinatorial optimization problem with broad real-
world applications. Recently, neural networks have gained
popularity in this research area because they provide strong
heuristic solutions to TSPs. Compared to autoregressive neural
approaches, non-autoregressive (NAR) networks exploit the infer-
ence parallelism to elevate inference speed but suffer from com-
paratively low solution quality. In this paper, we propose a novel
NAR model named NAR4TSP, which incorporates a specially
designed architecture and an enhanced reinforcement learning
strategy. To the best of our knowledge, NAR4TSP is the first TSP
solver that successfully combines RL and NAR networks. The
key lies in the incorporation of NAR network output decoding
into the training process. NAR4TSP efficiently represents TSP
encoded information as rewards and seamlessly integrates it into
reinforcement learning strategies, while maintaining consistent
TSP sequence constraints during both training and testing
phases. Experimental results on both synthetic and real-world
TSP instances demonstrate that NAR4TSP outperforms four
state-of-the-art models in terms of solution quality, inference
speed, and generalization to unseen scenarios.

Index Terms—Traveling Salesman Problem, graph neural net-
work, reinforcement learning, non auto-regressive decoding.

I. INTRODUCTION

THE Traveling Salesman Problem (TSP) is one of the most
well-known NP-hard problems [1] and can be defined on

a connected graph with non-negative edge weights. A TSP
solution is a Hamiltonian cycle that minimizes the sum of edge
weights in the path. Here, the Hamiltonian cycle is a path that
starts and ends at the same node and visits every other node
exactly once. TSP has a wide range of real-world applications,
such as maritime transportation [2], facility placement [3], and
supply chain management [4]. Due to the NP-hard nature of
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TSP, many approximate and heuristic algorithms [5], [6] have
been developed over the years.

Recently, advances in deep learning have led researchers
to develop neural networks (NNs) as a viable solver for
TSPs [7]–[11]. While theoretical guarantees for such networks
remain elusive, in practice, they tend to produce near-optimal
solutions. However, most existing NN solutions adopt the
autoregressive (AR) approach, which produces nodes on the
Hamiltonian cycle one at a time. The sequential nature of
these networks poses a fundamental limit on the speed of
the algorithm. On the other hand, non-autoregressive (NAR)
networks [12], [13] feature fast inference, but tend to produce
comparatively low-quality solutions, especially when the test
problems differ in size and distribution from those encountered
during training [13].

This paper focuses on NAR networks for solving TSPs.
We attribute the limited popularity of NAR models to the
following three key limitations. First, conventional NAR mod-
els adopt supervised learning (SL) for training, requiring
predetermined optimal solutions for numerous TSP instances
as training data through exact TSP solvers (e.g., Concorde
[14]), which is computationally expensive. Secondly, the SL-
trained models are vulnerable to overfitting, leading to poor
generalization performance on other TSPs. For instance, an un-
satisfactory generalization ability is reported in [13]. Thirdly,
their training process is not completely consistent with the
inference process, resulting in less competitive performance.
Specifically, they relax the sequential/tour constraint of TSP
during training, estimating the importance of each edge in
parallel. However, they impose such constraints in the infer-
ence phase, forming feasible TSP solutions by searching for
essential edges.

To address the aforementioned limitations of conven-
tional NAR models, we propose a novel NAR model called
NAR4TSP with several improvements. First, we propose a
modified architecture for the graph neural network (GNN),
aiming to facilitate the discovery and optimization of Hamilto-
nian cycles by extracting information from graphs represented
by TSPs. Specifically, we introduce a learnable pointer that
indicates the starting node, whereas existing techniques [12],
[13] always start at the first node. Our proposed GNN takes the
node coordinates and distances between nodes as inputs, and
outputs scores for all edges and the starting-node pointer. Sec-
ondly, to ensure the consistency of the sequential constraints of
TSP being applied in both the training and inference phases,
which is crucial for producing high-quality solutions in AR
models [15]–[17], we impose the sequential constraints of TSP
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during training (i.e., not only during inference). Specifically,
we decode the output of the GNN with such constraints to
produce a TSP solution, which is then assessed and used
as a reward for the self-critical reinforcement learning (RL)
strategy [18]. Thirdly, we enhance the vanilla RL strategy for
training our NAR models to perform better with fewer comput-
ing resources (see Section III-D for more details). Specifically,
we leverage the one-shot nature of the NAR networks, replac-
ing the two modules used in the vanilla RL strategy with a
single module. Through RL training, NAR4TSP addresses the
limitations of using SL in conventional NAR models, i.e., it
does not require the expensively produced ground-truth labels.

It is worth noting that combining NAR network and RL
technology appears challenging due to their contrasting nature.
The NAR network produces parallel outputs, whereas the RL
process demands a step-by-step implementation. However, we
introduce a decoding process that progressively transforms
the NAR network’s outputs into the TSP solutions, thus,
seamlessly integrating RL into our approach. To the best of our
knowledge, NAR4TSP is the first NAR model trained using
RL for solving TSPs.

We evaluate NAR4TSP in three aspects, namely solution
quality, inference latency, and generalization to unseen sce-
narios. We adopt ten neural network baselines [13], [15]–[17],
[19]–[24] and compare them with NAR4TSP on TSP50 (TSP
with 50 nodes) and TSP100 (TSP with 100 nodes). Despite the
one-shot nature of NAR decoding [25], NAR4TSP produces
competitive solutions while achieving significantly shorter in-
ference time. To evaluate the inference speed of NAR4TSP, we
measure its inference time and compare it to that of four state-
of-the-art (SOTA) NN-based models [13], [15]–[17] using
TSPs of different sizes and beam search with different widths.
The experimental results show that NAR4TSP outperforms the
other models in terms of inference speed, especially when the
number of nodes and the width of beam increase. Finally,
we evaluate the out-of-domain generalization of NAR4TSP
to TSP instances of different sizes from that of training
data and 25 real-world instances. The experimental results
indicate that NAR4TSP has a superior generalization ability
comparing against the other SOTA models [13], [15]–[17]. In
addition to result comparisons, we demonstrate the feasibility
of implementing NAR4TSP in an end-to-end manner and
the effectiveness of NAR4TSP for solving TSPs through the
visualization of the decoding process and the overall path
planning of NAR4TSP, respectively.

The key contributions of this research work are as follows:
• To the best of our knowledge, we propose the first NAR

model trained using RL for solving TSPs, eliminating the
need for expensive ground-truth labels used to train the
conventional SL-based NAR models.

• We construct a novel GNN as the backbone architecture
of NAR4TSP and incorporate sequential constraints of
TSP during training to elevate the model performance.

• We show the excellent performance of NAR4TSP, espe-
cially in inference speed and generalization ability, by
conducting extensive experiments.

• We demonstrate NAR4TSP’s ease in implementation and
effectiveness by visualizing its decoding process and

TABLE I
END-TO-END NN-BASED MODELS PROPOSED TO SOLVE TSPS

Training:
Decoding: AR NAR

SL Vinyals et al. [19] Nowak et al. [12]; Joshi et al.
[13]

RL

Kool et al. [15]; Bresson and
Laurent [16]; Jung et al. [17];
Bello et al. [20]; Khalil et al.
[21]; Deudon et al. [22]; Wu et
al. [23]; Ma et al. [26]; Nazari et
al. [27]; Wang et al. [28]

NAR4TSP (our work)

overall path planning, respectively.

II. RELATED WORK

In this section, we review the conventional algorithms for
solving TSPs and the relevant NN-based TSP solvers.

A. Conventional TSP Solvers

Conventional algorithms for solving TSPs can be gener-
ally classified into exact and approximate methods, as well
as heuristics. The first category, exemplified by Concorde
[14], is known to produce optimal TSP solutions through
integer programming and optimization algorithms, including
Cutting Planes and Branch-and-Bound [29]–[31]. The second
category typically employs linear programming and relaxation
techniques to produce TSP solutions with guaranteed quality
[32]. The third category, represented by LKH3 [33] and its
predecessor LKH2 [34], is based on the k-opt heuristics
and has been shown to produce solutions almost as good as
those generated by Concorde [35]. Additionally, evolutionary
computation algorithms, such as ant colony optimization [36],
[37] have been proposed to solve TSPs.

However, conventional TSP solvers may not be suitable for
real-time TSP tasks due to their inability to produce high-
quality solutions within a short time frame [38].

B. Neural Network-based TSP Solvers

With the recent advancements in deep learning, numerous
NN-based models have been proposed to solve TSPs. These
models can be generally categorized into AR or NAR accord-
ing to their model decoding methods, and SL or RL according
to their model training methods. It is worth noting that we
focus on end-to-end learning methods for solving TSPs, and
exclude neural improvement algorithms that combine deep
learning and heuristic search because they typically have
longer inference latency [35]. In Table I, we provide an
overview of the difference between the existing end-to-end
NN-based models and our work. In the remainder of this sub-
section, we first review the pioneering NN-based approaches
used to solve TSPs, which adopt AR decoding and SL.

Vinyals et al. [19] proposed a sequence-to-sequence SL
model named Pointer Network (PtrNet), which utilizes the
Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) architecture commonly
used in natural language processing [39] for solving TSPs.
PtrNet takes node coordinates as its input, employs the at-
tention mechanism and generates TSP solutions step-by-step,
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using the optimal solutions produced by Concorde as the
ground-truth labels. While PtrNet provides a novel perspective
for solving combinatorial optimization (CO) problems, its
unsatisfactory performance and high cost of label production
make it challenging to be applied in practical settings [38],
[40]. Compared to SL models, which require optimal solutions
at each step during training, RL is a more elegant alternative in
the absence of ground-truth labels. Moreover, RL has demon-
strated robust learning and optimized decision-making ability
in AlphaGo Zero [41] and Atari [42]. Thus, majority existing
AR approaches use RL for training, lifting the prerequisite
of optimal solutions. For instance, Bello et al. [20] expanded
PtrNet using the actor-critic RL algorithm, making it possible
to train models without using the optimal solutions. Nazari et
al. [27] further enhanced PtrNet’s performance by replacing
the LSTM architecture of the encoder with an embedding of all
nodes. With Transformer setting new performance records in
various applications [43], numerous Transformer-based TSP
models have been proposed, with the most promising ones
being [15], [16], [22]. These three models adopt the same
Transformer-encoder architecture but differ in the decoder
architecture. Briefly speaking, when a decoder generates the
probability distribution of nodes at time t, Deudon et al. [22]
used the node information at time t−1, t−2, t−3 as the input;
Kool et al. [15] used the node information at time 1, t− 1 as
the input; and Bresson and Laurent [16] used the fusion of all
previously output node information as the input, all of which
demonstrated superior performance.

However, the type of step-by-step solution generation
method used by AR models has a natural disadvantage in terms
of inference speed when compared to the NAR approaches
[44]. Additionally, due to the sequential nature of AR models,
beam search suffers from diminishing returns with respect to
the beam size and shows limited search parallelism [45]. To
address these issues, several NAR models have been developed
to improve the inference speed when solving TSPs [12], [13].
These models regard TSP as a link prediction problem that
has been studied in various relevant research fields [46]–[48].
They use SL to train their models to estimate the importance
of each edge belonging to the optimal solution. For instance,
Nowak et al. [12] utilized a GNN-based TSP solver trained
with SL. The model takes a TSP instance as a graph for
model input and directly outputs a heat map that represents the
importance of edges. It is worth noting that during training, the
model relaxes the sequential constraint of TSP to obtain the
edge’s importance by minimizing the binary cross-entropy loss
between the adjacency matrix corresponding to the optimal
solution and the heat map. While during inference, the model
imposes such constraints by using greedy search or beam
search on the heat map to obtain a feasible TSP solution.
Subsequently, Joshi et al. [13] replaced the architecture of
the aforementioned model [12] with a graph convolutional
network (GCN), which achieved better performance.

Despite the significant improvement in inference speed
offered by NAR approaches, the solution quality of these
models is often suboptimal [12], [13]. In fact, existing NAR
models generally fail to outperform most of the afore-reviewed
AR models [25], [28]. As such, we deem there is a pressing

need to improve the existing models further to achieve high-
quality solutions with low inference latency.

III. NAR4TSP

In this section, we present a novel NAR model named
NAR4TSP, which is designed to better solve TSPs. As shown
in Fig. 1, NAR4TSP adopts a unique GNN architecture to
output a starting-node pointer and a matrix of edge scores.
It then decodes the GNN’s output to produce feasible TSP
solutions for model training. We detail the TSP setting, the
architecture and decoding process of NAR4TSP, and the en-
hanced RL strategy of NAR4TSP in the following subsections,
respectively.

A. TSP Setting

Our research focuses on the most fundamental Euclidean
TSP due to its importance and prevalence in various domains
[12], [13], [15], [16], [22]. We present a TSP instance as a
graph G = (V,E) with n nodes in the node set V , and n×n
edges in the edge set V , where node xv

i ∈ Rn×d denotes the d-
dimensional node coordinates and edge xe

i,j ∈ Rn×n denotes
the Euclidean distance between nodes xv

i and xv
j .

We define a TSP tour as a permutation of n nodes denoted
by π = {π1, π2, ..., πn}, where πi ̸= πj ,∀i ̸= j. The length
of a TSP tour π is defined as follows:

L(π) = xe
πn,π1

+

n−1∑
i=1

xe
πi,πi+1

, (1)

where xe
πi,πj

denotes the Euclidean distance between nodes
πi and πj .

B. Architecture of NAR4TSP

As shown in Fig. 1, the architecture of NAR4TSP consists
of three key components, namely 1) a linear layer for input
embedding; 2) multiple GNN modules for facilitating infor-
mation transfer among nodes, edges and the starting symbol,
and ultimately for outputting the starting-node pointer; and
3) several fully-connected (FC) layers for outputting edge
scores. For the ease of subsequent descriptions, we denote
the number of GNN modules and FC layers as Ng and Nf ,
respectively.

It is worth noting that the TSP solution forms a Hamiltonian
cycle, allowing any node to be selected as the starting node.
Nevertheless, for guaranteeing the production of a valid solu-
tion, the implementation of a mask mechanism becomes neces-
sary. This mechanism masks the probability of pointing to pre-
viously selected nodes, thereby preventing nodes from being
revisited. Consequently, the resulting probability distribution
of earlier node selections shows a more significant dispersion
compared to the later selections, because the probability of
selecting previously visited nodes at each selection is masked
to zero. Therefore, the selection of the first node presents
the most dispersed probability distribution, underscoring the
challenge and significance of the selection of the starting node.

Drawing inspiration from natural language processing re-
search, where special symbols (e.g., “⟨bos⟩”) serve various
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Fig. 1. The pipeline of NAR4TSP. Taking a TSP instance o with the node coordinate xv
i and the Euclidean distance between nodes xe

i,j as inputs, the model
starts by processing the information through a linear layer, transforming it into node features vi and edge features ei,j . The model then interacts with a
randomly initialized learnable starting symbol vh via Ng GNN modules, and finally outputs a starting-node pointer β and a matrix A of edge scores. The
output β and A are subsequently decoded into a feasible TSP tour through sampling or greedy search. The solution is obtained in a one-shot, NAR manner,
and its quality is treated as a reward and optimized by an enhanced RL strategy.

purposes, such as marking the beginning of a sentence [49].
We design the pointer in the GNN modules for the purpose of
initiating the decoding at the most promising starting position
to produce TSP solutions. This approach differs from conven-
tional NAR models, which typically take the node indexed
at 1 as the starting node [12], [13]. By utilizing the pointer
mechanism, we establish a framework to incorporate the
sequential constraint of TSP into the decoding process, thus
applying the consistent sequential constraints in both training
and inference phases, unlike the afore-reviewed NAR models
[12], [13] (see Section II-B). To the best of our knowledge,
this novel GNN architecture, featuring a starting-node pointer
output, represents a pioneering architecture that leverages TSP
representations to guide the decoding process in NAR models.
The effectiveness of this novel architecture is assessed later
through three ablation studies (see Section IV-D).

For a given TSP graph, NAR4TSP first linearly projects
the input nodes xv

i ∈ Rn×d and edges xe
i,j ∈ Rn×n into h-

dimensional features. Their initial embedding is as follows:

v0i = Wvx
v
i + bv, v

0
i ∈ Rn×h, (2)

e0i,j = Wex
e
i,j + be, e

0
i,j ∈ Rn×n×h, (3)

where W and b denote the learnable parameters of weights
and biases of the GNN, respectively.

NAR4TSP utilizes Ng GNN modules to extract feature
information from the graph. GNN is a specific type of NN that
is well-suited for information interaction between nodes and

edges in graphs, and its effectiveness has been demonstrated in
prior studies [12], [13], [50]. In our work, each GNN module
is used for three types of feature information transfer, namely
nodes, edges, and the starting symbol. We detail these feature
information transfer mechanisms in the subsequent paragraphs.

1) Node: For the transfer of node feature information,
we integrate the edge features with the node features using
the vanilla multi-head graph attention module [51]. Because
it is trivial to extend single head to multi-head, we use a
single head in all formulas for the convenience of subsequent
descriptions, as done in [16]. As an initial step, we apply a
linear transformation parameterized by a weight matrix to all
nodes and edges, respectively. We then apply the LeakyReLU
nonlinear activation function σ1 and compute the importance
of node j’s features to node i as follows:

λl
i,j = σ1(W

l
e[W

l
vv[v

l−1
i ||vl−1

j ]||W l
vee

l−1
i,j ]), λl

i,j ∈ Rn×n, (4)

σ1(z) =

{
z, if z > 0,

δz, otherwise,
(5)

where l ∈ {1, 2, 3, . . . , Ng} denotes the GNN module index,
|| denotes the concatenation operator, and δ denotes the trade-
off parameter. To facilitate the comparison of importance
scores across different nodes, we apply the Softmax activation
function σ2 to normalize them, which is defined as follows:

αl
i,j = σ2(λ

l
i,j ⊙Ni,j), α

l
i,j ∈ Rn×n, (6)
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σ2(zi) =
ezi∑n
j=1 e

zj
,∀i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}, (7)

Ni,j =

{
1, if node j ∈ Nset(i),

−∞, otherwise,
(8)

where ⊙ denotes the element-wise multiplication and Ni,j de-
notes the mask on whether node j belongs to the neighboring
set Nset(i) of node i. This approach allows GNN to selectively
filter out non-neighboring node information and focus solely
on computing the importance of nodes j ∈ Nset(i). It is worth
noting that in the TSP graph, all nodes are connected, implying
that the neighboring set Nset(i) of each node encompasses all
the other nodes except itself. To expedite the model’s training
process, we select the top n

k -nearest nodes as the neighbors of
node i if n exceeds the threshold k. Finally, we compute the
node features at the subsequent layer as follows:

vli = BN((

n∑
j

αl
i,j ⊙ vl−1

j ) + vl−1
i ), vli ∈ Rn×h, (9)

where BN denotes Batch Normalization [52].
2) Edge: The conventional approach for transferring edge

feature information aggregates adjacent edges’ features to
update each edge’s attributes [53]. However, in the TSP graph,
all nodes are connected to each other. Hence, it is challenging
to efficiently identify the adjacent edges. One of the promising
strategies to address this issue is to utilize the information from
the nodes at both ends of each edge to update its features. To
accomplish this, we employ a single-layer feedforward NN
with a trainable weight matrix and a bias term, which operates
on all nodes, and compute their contribution C to the edge’s
features as follows:

Cl
i,j = v1li ⊕ v2lj , C

l
i,j ∈ Rn×h×h, (10)

v1li = W l
e1v

l
i + b1l

i, v1
l
i ∈ Rn×h×1, (11)

v2lj = W l
e2v

l
j + b2l

j , v2
l
j ∈ Rn×1×h, (12)

where ⊕ denotes the addition operation with broadcasting. Af-
ter computing each node’s contribution to the edge features, we
aggregate these contributions and apply the Sigmoid activation
function σ3 to compute the edge features at the subsequent
layer as follows:

eli,j = BN(σ3(C
l
i,j +W l

eee
l−1
i,j + bli,j) + el−1

i,j ), eli,j ∈ Rn×n×h, (13)

σ3(z) =
1

1 + e−z
. (14)

3) Starting symbol: For the transfer of the starting symbol
feature information, we introduce a virtual node vh ∈ R1×h,
which is randomly initialized and does not belong to the
node set V (but virtually match to one node in V ). This
virtual node employs the self-attention mechanism [43] to
learn and ultimately identify the most promising starting node
in TSP solutions. Self-attention is a powerful technique used
in conventional models [16] to map a query and a set of
key-value pairs to an output. In this study, we leverage self-
attention to interactively update the starting symbol’s features
by aggregating all features of each node. Specifically, we

define the query as the features of the starting symbol vh and
the key and value as the features of node v, as follows:

ql = W l
qv

l−1
h , ql ∈ R1×h, (15)

Kl
i = W l

kv
l
i,K

l ∈ Rn×h, (16)

V l
i = W l

vv
l
i, V

l ∈ Rn×h, (17)

where v0h denotes the initial features of the starting symbol,
which is equal to vh. The starting symbol’s features at the
subsequent layer are given as:

vlh = BN(

n∑
i

σ1(q
lKl

i

T
)⊙ V l

i + vl−1
h ), vlh ∈ R1×h. (18)

In the last layer of the GNN, the starting symbol acquires
the probability of each node in V being the starting node by
querying all nodes as follows:

β = σ1(qK
T ),β ∈ R1×n, (19)

q = W
Ng
q v

Ng−1
h , qNg ∈ R1×h, (20)

K = W
Ng

k vNg ,K ∈ Rn×h, (21)

where β denotes the probability distribution of n nodes as
the starting node in TSP solutions. We use β to determine the
pointer indicating where to initiate the decoding (see (26)) and
let it be one model output.

The final component of NAR4TSP comprises Nf FC layers,
which transform the edge features to prediction scores for
the edges’ likelihood of being selected in the TSP tour.
Specifically, we use the edge features e

Ng

i,j as the embedding
of the edge at the first FC layer as follows:

A0 = e
Ng

i,j , A
0 ∈ Rn×n×h. (22)

We then use the ReLU activation function σ4 to compute the
edge embedding at the subsequent layer as follows:

Al = σ4(W
l
fA

l−1 + blf ), A
l ∈ Rn×n×h, (23)

σ4(z) = max(0, z), (24)

where l ∈ {1, 2, 3, . . . , Nf − 1} denotes the FC layer’s index.
The forward pass of the last layer is defined as follows:

A = W
Nf

f ANf−1 + b
Nf

f , A ∈ Rn×n×1. (25)

Finally, the model compresses the third axis to obtain the two-
dimensional matrix of edge scores A ∈ Rn×n. This matrix A
denotes the tightness of links between n nodes and is the other
model output (other than the starting-node pointer).

C. Decoding Process of NAR4TSP

In the decoding process of the conventional NAR models
[12], [13], the starting position for inference is typically set as
the node indexed at 1. In contrast, we deem that selecting the
starting position in a data-driven manner is more practical than
always using a predetermined index as the starting position.
This is the motivation of our design of the starting symbol in
the GNN. Note that the starting position in this context refers
to the index of a node, from which the model should start



6

Pointer: 0.3 0.2 0.10.4

(2)

For a starting-node pointer � 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.1 and an edge scores matrix �

0.5 0.1 0.3 0.1

0.4 0.2 0.1 0.3

0.3 0.1 0.2 0.4

0.2 0.4 0.2 0.2its greedy decoding process is shown as follows:

0.5 M 0.3 0.1

0.3 M 0.2 0.4

0.2 M 0.2 0.2

focus
��=Softmax(�2⨀�2),

�2 = argmax(��) = Node 1,

�(�2) = �2(�2) =
�0.4

�0.4 + �0.3 + �0.3 ,

�3 =  {Nodes 2 and 1} with the focus on Node 1. 

(3)
(4)

M M M 0.1

M M M 0.3

M M M 0.2

M 0.1 0.30.4�1 = argmax(�) = Node 2,

�(�1) = �(�1) = 0.4,

�2 = {Node 2} with the focus on Node 2.

�� = Softmax(�1⨀�3),

�3 = argmax(��) = Node 3,

�(�3) = �3(�3) =
�0.3

�0.3 + �0.1 ,

�4 =  {Nodes 2, 1 and 3} with the focus on Node 3. 

(1)

focus

�� = Softmax(�3⨀�4),

�4 = argmax(��) = Node 4,

�(�4) = �4(�4) =
�0.4

�0.4 .
M M 0.2 0.4

M M 0.2 0.2

focus
M M 0.1 0.3

M M M 0.4

M M 0.3 0.1

(5) The decoding process ends successfully with the path being:
Node 2→Node 1→Node 3→Node 4→Node 2.

�2

�1

�3

Fig. 2. An illustration of the decoding process of NAR4TSP using greedy search, assuming there are four nodes in the graph.

the decoding process. It does not mean that the tour has to
start from this node. After the decoding process completes,
one may always start the TSP tour from the node indexed at
1 or from any other predetermined node.

Fig. 2 shows an example of the decoding process of
NAR4TSP using greedy search. To obtain a feasible TSP
solution π from the output of NAR4TSP, i.e., a matrix of
edge scores A and a starting-node pointer β, we incorporate
the sequential constraints of TSP to decode them using the
greedy search algorithm. Specifically, we start by generating
the starting node as follows:

π1 = argmax(β). (26)

Then, we apply the Softmax activation function σ2 to nor-
malize the edge scores, representing the tightness of the
node links. We compute the probability distribution of the
subsequent node by masking the probability of already visited
nodes as follows:

γi = σ2

(
Ai,j ⊙

{
−∞, if node j ∈ Mi,

1, otherwise,

)
,γi ∈ R1×n, (27)

where i ∈ {2, 3, . . . , n}, Ai,j denotes the element value in the
ith row and jth column of A, representing the tightness of the
link between nodes i and j, and set Mi consists of all visited
nodes, i.e., π1, π2, . . . , πi−1. Finally, we obtain the sequence of
the remaining nodes by adopting the greedy search algorithm
as follows:

πi = argmax(γi). (28)

More advanced sampling methods, such as beam search,
are commonly used in solving TSPs [12], [16]. Beam search

is a breadth-first search method that operates within a limited
width, denoted as B. This method commences its exploration
from initial candidates (e.g., the starting node) and incremen-
tally expands the tours by evaluating B potential successors.
It selectively retains the top-B tours with the highest scores at
each step, determined by their cumulative logarithmic proba-
bilities. Greedy search is a special case of beam search with
the width of 1. From the perspective of dynamic programming,
setting B to n·2n guarantees optimal results [35], but selecting
a small value of B greatly alleviates computational cost, albeit
with possible degradation on performance. When using beam
search, AR models exhibit limited search parallelism, because
they require multiple probability distribution computations in
each decoding stage [15], [16]. In contrast, NAR models such
as NAR4TSP only perform search in the model output without
multiple computations, significantly reducing the inference
time [12], [13]. The time efficiency of NAR4TSP is further
demonstrated with experimental results in Section IV-B.

D. Enhanced Reinforcement Learning Strategy of NAR4TSP

RL-based TSP solvers aim to minimize the overall length
of all edges in a TSP tour. For a given TSP instance o, the
loss function used for training is the overall tour length L(π)
of the current TSP solution:

L(θ|o) = EPθ
[L(π)], (29)

where Pθ denotes the policy parameterized by θ and the
gradient of (29) can be computed as follows based on the
well-known REINFORCE algorithm [54]:

∇L(θ|o) = EPθ
[L(π)− L(b(o))]∇ log Pθ(π|o), (30)
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where Pθ(π|o) denotes the probability of the TSP tour π based
on the policy Pθ and b(o) denotes the tour baseline for the TSP
instance o.

A good baseline can reduce the gradients’ variance, thereby
accelerate the model’s learning process [54]. Conventional
models [15], [16] employ the self-critical RL strategy [18] con-
sisting of two sub-modules with an identical architecture and
initial parameters. Specifically, one sub-module predicts the
tour π for training, while the other estimates the baseline b(o).
During training, these two sub-modules use different sampling
methods: Bernoulli sampling for the prediction sub-module
and greedy search for the baseline sub-module. After multiple
training iterations, if the prediction sub-module outperforms
the baseline sub-module, the latter adopts the parameters of
the former to obtain a better baseline b(o).

Although we employ RL to train our NAR model as well,
different from the commonly adopted self-critical RL strategy,
our proposed RL strategy in NAR4TSP takes advantage of the
one-shot nature of NAR models. Specifically, our enhanced
RL strategy only uses one training sub-module that directly
utilizes both Bernoulli sampling and greedy search on the
model’s output to obtain the prediction π and the baseline
b(o), respectively. This approach eliminates the need for
an additional sub-module, reducing required computational
resources (see Section IV-D). In the following paragraphs,
we present a comprehensive and detailed introduction to our
enhanced RL strategy.

1) State: The state st, where t ∈ {0, 1, . . . , n}, is defined
as the set of all previously visited nodes:

st =

{
{∅}, if t = 0,

{π1, π2, . . . , πt}, otherwise.
(31)

2) Action: The action at is defined as the node to be
selected at time t:

at =

{
πt+1, if t < n,

π1, otherwise.
(32)

3) Reward: The reward r(st, at) is defined as the negative
cost (i.e., length in this paper, see (1)) incurred from taking
action at from state st:

r(st, at) =

{
0, if t = 0,

−xe
at−1,at

, otherwise.
(33)

4) Policy: The policy Pθ(st) generates a probability distri-
bution for the unvisited nodes based on the state st. It is worth
noting that our policy differs from that of the conventional RL-
based AR models [15], [16] which requires interactions with
the NN’s weight each time when the probability distribution
for the next node is obtained, i.e., each node is generated
using a computationally intensive NN. Our policy only needs
to access the GNN’s weight once, retrieve the output pointer
and the edge scores matrix at each stage t, and subsequently
determine which node to visit next until a complete TSP
solution is produced. We deem both advantageous properties
of NAR4TSP, namely lesser number of RL sub-modules in
use and much lesser number of required interactions between

Algorithm 1 The training process of NAR4TSP.
Input: the number of epochs ne, steps per epoch ns, valida-

tion set size nv , and batch size nbs

1: Initialize θ, set Ltmp ←∞, and obtain validation set ova

by randomly generating nv TSP instances
2: for epoch in 1, ..., ne do
3: for step in 1, ..., ns do
4: otr ← Randomly generate nbs TSP instances
5: β, A← model (otr, θ)
6: π(otr), Pθ(π|otr)← Bernoulli sample (β, A)
7: b(otr)← Greedy search (β, A)
8: ∇L ← (L(π(otr)),L(b(otr)), Pθ(π|otr)) (see (36))
9: θ ← Adam(θ,∇L)

10: end for
11: β, A← model(ova, θ)
12: π(ova)← Greedy search (β, A)
13: if mean(L(π(ova))) < Ltmp then
14: Ltmp ← mean(L(π(ova)))
15: Save(θ)
16: end if
17: end for

the policy and the external NNs, the key enhancement of our
RL strategy used in NAR4TSP.

Upon visiting all nodes, the policy is then updated
by maximizing the cumulative rewards

∑n
t=0 r(st, at), i.e.,

−L(π) (see (29)).
When given a TSP instance o, NAR4TSP decodes its corre-

sponding output to obtain a TSP tour π, where the probability
of selecting the subsequent node at each stage is determined
as follows:

Pθ(at|st) =


β(π1), if t = 0,

γt+1(πt+1), if 0 < t < n,

1, if t = n,

(34)

where β(π1) and γt(πt) denote the probability of choosing the
first node and the tth node in the TSP solution, respectively.
Subsequently, the probability of the TSP tour π is computed
based on the chain rule as follows:

Pθ(π|o) =
n∏

t=0

Pθ(at|st). (35)

Furthermore, we adopt the central self-critical from [26] to
accelerate model convergence. Thus, the exact value of (30)
is obtained as follows:

∇L(θ|s) = 1

nbs

nbs∑
[L(π)− L(b(o)) + ω)]

· ∇(log β(π1) +

n∑
i=2

log γi(πi)),

(36)

ω =
1

nbs

nbs∑
[L(π)− L(b(o))], ω ∈ R1, (37)

where nbs denotes the value of batch size.
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TABLE II
PERFORMANCE OF NAR4TSP WITH COMPARISONS WITH BENCHMARKING METHODS ON TSP50 AND TSP100 INSTANCES

category method type Nparas

TSP50 TSP100

average
length ↓ optimality

gap ↓ S time
(sec) ↓ T time

(sec), nbs
↓ average

length ↓ optimality
gap ↓ S time

(sec) ↓ T time
(sec), nbs

↓

Conventional
algorithms

Concorde (2007) [14] exact solver N.A. 5.689 0.00% 0.035 3.63× 102, 1 7.765 0.00% 0.165 1.45× 103, 1
Nearest Insertion heuristic N.A. 6.978 22.66% 0.020 2.04× 101, 1 9.676 70.07% 0.044 4.36× 101, 1
Fastest Insertion heuristic N.A. 5.999 5.47% 0.024 2.41× 101, 1 8.347 7.50% 0.059 5.82× 101, 1

Neural improvement
algorithms

Wu et al., T=1000 (2022) [23] RL, heuristic - 5.740 0.89% - - 8.010 3.16% - -
Wu et al., T=3000 (2022) [23] RL, heuristic - 5.710 0.36% - - 7.910 1.87% - -

Costa et al., T=1000 (2021) [24] RL, heuristic 1.34M 5.735 0.81% 11.291 1.26× 103, 500 7.851 1.10% 12.981 2.20× 103, 128
Costa et al., T=2000 (2021) [24] RL, heuristic 1.34M 5.718 0.52% 22.413 2.58× 103, 500 7.820 0.71% 26.322 4.32× 103, 128

End-to-end models
with greedy search

Vinyals et al. (2015) [19] SL, AR - 7.660 34.64% - - - - - -
Bello et al. (2017) [20] RL, AR - 5.950 4.59% - - 8.300 6.89% - -
Khalil et al. (2017) [21] RL, AR - 5.990 5.29% - - 8.310 7.02% - -

Deudon et al. (2018) [22] RL, AR - 5.920 4.06% - - 8.420 8.44% - -
Kool et al. (2019) [15] RL, AR 0.71M 5.783 1.65% 0.079 4.68× 100, 500 8.097 4.28% 0.154 1.88× 101, 128

Bresson and Laurent (2021) [16] RL, AR 1.41M 5.707 0.32% 0.146 4.95× 100, 500 7.876 1.43% 0.277 2.24× 101, 128
Jung et al. (2023) [17] RL, AR 1.43M 5.754 1.13% 0.163 5.16× 100, 500 7.985 2.83% 0.240 2.38× 101, 128
Joshi et al. (2019) [13] SL, NAR 11.05M 5.870 3.18% 0.048 8.02× 101, 250 8.410 8.31% 0.090 3.70× 102, 64

NAR4TSP (ours) RL, NAR 0.91M 5.752 1.11% 0.022 9.49× 100, 500 7.899 1.74% 0.034 3.58× 101, 128

End-to-end models
with beam search

Kool et al., B=1280 (2019) [15] RL, AR 0.71M 5.716 0.47% 0.132 1.07× 103, 1 7.939 2.24% 0.306 2.88× 103, 1
Kool et al., B=2560 (2019) [15] RL, AR 0.71M 5.713 0.42% 0.192 1.51× 103, 1 7.931 2.14% 0.462 4.50× 103, 1

Bresson and Laurent, B=100 (2021) [16] RL, AR 1.41M 5.692 0.05% 0.169 3.08× 102, 150 7.818 0.68% 0.294 8.73× 102, 80
Bresson and Laurent, B=1000 (2021) [16] RL, AR 1.41M 5.691 0.04% 0.280 1.76× 103, 15 7.803 0.49% 0.781 6.48× 103, 5

Jung et al., B=1000 (2023) [17] RL, AR 1.43M 5.697 0.09% 0.241 1.16× 103, 20 7.861 1.24% 0.732 3.88× 103, 10
Joshi et al., B=1280 (2019) [13] SL, NAR 11.05M 5.710 0.36% 0.073 1.45× 102, 250 7.920 2.00% 0.188 6.31× 102, 64
Joshi et al., B*=1280 (2019) [13] SL, NAR 11.05M 5.700 0.19% 4.295 1.98× 103, 250 7.880 1.48% 8.974 4.57× 103, 64

NAR4TSP, B=100 (ours) RL, NAR 0.91M 5.712 0.40% 0.038 1.05× 101, 500 7.845 1.02% 0.065 4.01× 101, 128
NAR4TSP, B=1000 (ours) RL, NAR 0.91M 5.705 0.28% 0.047 1.86× 101, 500 7.827 0.80% 0.113 7.26× 101, 128

Symbol T denotes the number of iterations in the improvement process; symbol B* denotes the beam search with the shortest tour heuristic used in [13];
“optimality gap” indicates the relative difference in “average length” between each model and Concorde; “S time” indicates the inference time of solving
a single TSP instance on average; and “T time, nbs” indicates the inference time with batch size nbs on all the 10,000 testing TSP instances. Because of
the end-to-end models’ parallel processing nature, the reported value of “T time” does not equal to the multiplication of the corresponding “S time” and
the total number of instances.

The overall training process of NAR4TSP is outlined in
Algorithm 1. Our implementation of NAR4TSP (in PyTorch)
is accessible online1.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

This section presents a set of comprehensive evaluations of
NAR4TSP. We start by providing an overview of the hyper-
parameter settings of NAR4TSP, followed by an assessment
of the model’s performance in terms of solution quality, infer-
ence ability, and generalization ability. Next, we illustrate the
decoding process and the overall path planning of NAR4TSP
through visualizations. Finally, we conduct ablation studies on
the unique GNN architecture of NAR4TSP and the enhanced
RL strategy proposed in this paper.

A. Hyper-parameter Configuration

For all experiments conducted in this paper, we consistently
set the hyper-parameters of NAR4TSP. Specifically, NAR4TSP
consists of Ng = 6 GNN modules and Nf = 2 FC layers, with
a hidden dimension of 128 for each layer and the multi-head
attention number of 8, following [16]. The trade-off parameter
δ in (4) is set to 0.2, following [51]. To determine a node’s
neighbors, we consider the top n

5 -nearest nodes, following
[13]. The validation set size nv is set to 10,000. Each epoch
consists of ns = 2, 500 batches of nbs = 64 instances, with
all training instances being generated randomly on the fly, fol-
lowing [15], [16]. The number of training epochs varies based
on the TSP size, with ne = 1, 000 and ne = 2, 000 epochs
used for n = 50 and n = 100, respectively, following [16]. We
use Adam [55] as the optimizer, with a constant learning rate

1URL: https://github.com/xybFight/NAR4TSP

of 1e–4 for simplification, despite that we recommend fine-
tuning the learning rate (e.g., learning rate decay) for faster
convergence. All experiments were conducted on a computer
equipped with an Intel(R) Core(TM) i5-11400F CPU and an
NVIDIA RTX 3060Ti GPU.

B. Performance of NAR4TSP

We conduct comprehensive experiments to assess the per-
formance of NAR4TSP in three key aspects, namely solution
quality, inference latency, and generalization ability.

1) Solution quality: We follow the convention and re-
port the performance of NAR4TSP for solving 10,000 two-
dimensional TSP instances [13], [15], [16], where all test
instances are randomly generated by sampling the node loca-
tions based on the unit uniform distribution. Table II presents
the performance of our model compared to the benchmarking
methods on 10,000 test instances of TSP50 and TSP100. The
methods compared in Table II are categorized into four groups,
namely conventional algorithms (including exact solver and
heuristics), neural improvement algorithms, end-to-end models
with greedy search, and end-to-end models with beam search.
To ensure a fair comparison on the inference time on all
10,000 test instances, we intend to maintain an equal batch
size nbs for all NN-based models. But limited by the GPU
memory (8GB), three models [15]–[17] have to be run with
smaller batch sizes when using beam search, and one [13] has
to use a smaller batch size than other models due to its large
number of learnable parameters.

Table II shows that models employing beam search outper-
form those using greedy search due to the wider search range
it offers for potential solutions. Nonetheless, the utilization
of beam search significantly impacts the performance of AR
models [15]–[17], particularly in terms of inference time and

https://github.com/xybFight/NAR4TSP
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Fig. 3. Comparison on the inference time between our model and SOTA models.

parallel processing capability (i.e., the ability to simultane-
ously process nbs input instances). In contrast, NAR models,
including NAR4TSP, remain largely unaffected. Despite the
one-shot nature of NAR decoding [25], NAR4TSP achieves
competitive solution quality compared to all benchmarking
NN-based models, with the exception of only one AR model
[16]. This could be attributed to the fact that the model in
[16] considers the contribution of all previously visited nodes
when determining the next node for travel. However, such
an approach undoubtedly increases the computational burden.
Remarkably, compared to the best solution quality obtained
by [16] with beam search width B = 1, 000, NAR4TSP
demonstrates significant advantages in terms of the inference
time, with 1.76×103

1.86×101 ≈ 94 times improvement on 10,000 TSP50
instances and 6.48×103

7.26×101 ≈ 89 times improvement on 10,000
TSP100 instances, while only experiencing a slight reduction
in solution quality (1− 5.691

5.705 ≈ 0.24% and 1− 7.803
7.827 ≈ 0.30%,

respectively). Compared to another SOTA NAR model [13],
NAR4TSP demonstrates notable advancements while utilizing
a significantly smaller number of learnable parameters, i.e.,
11.05
0.91 ≈ 12.14 times. Specifically, NAR4TSP exhibits a re-

markable 1.45×102

1.86×101 ≈ 7.8 times improvement in inference time
and a slight yet noteworthy 5.710

5.705 − 1 ≈ 0.08% enhancement
in solution quality when solving 10,000 TSP50 instances
using beam search. Similarity, when solving 10,000 TSP100
instances, NAR4TSP exhibits 6.31×102

7.26×101 ≈ 8.7 times improve-
ment in inference time and 7.920

7.827−1 ≈ 1.19% improvement in
solution quality. Furthermore, NAR4TSP outperforms all the
other NN-based methods in terms of the averaged inference
time, highlighting its ability to produce high-quality solutions
with low latency.

2) Inference latency: To comprehensively evaluate the
inference speed of NAR4TSP, we compare the time taken by
NAR4TSP and four SOTA models [13], [15]–[17] for solving
TSP instances of varying sizes and beam widths. Figs. 3(a)
and 3(b) illustrate the inference time taken by these models
when using greedy search for TSP instances of different sizes

and beam search with different widths for a fixed-size TSP
instance, respectively.

Fig. 3 illustrates that NAR4TSP outperforms the other
SOTA models in terms of inference speed. The disparity
in inference time between NAR4TSP and the other models
becomes increasingly prominent as the number of nodes and
beam width increase. These experimental results demonstrate
that our NAR4TSP model is much more applicable to real-
time TSP tasks due to its low inference latency.

3) Generalization ability: The ability to generalize effec-
tively across TSP instances in different sizes is a highly
desirable characteristic for NN-based models to solve CO
problems [25]. Notably, NAR4TSP shares parameters across
all nodes, thus enabling it to remain robust to variations in
the number of nodes. This property of NAR4TSP allows the
application of a pre-trained model to solve TSP instances of
different sizes.

To assess the generalization ability of each model, we
compare NAR4TSP with four SOTA models [13], [15]–[17].
Table III presents the performance of the models trained using
TSP50 instances and applied to solve 10,000 TSP100 and
TSP200 (TSP with 200 nodes) instances. Similarly, Table IV
demonstrates the performance of the models trained using
TSP100 instances and applied to solve 10,000 TSP50 and
TSP200 instances. We exclude the TSP200-trained models
from the generalization comparisons due to the substantial
training time and failure to converge, as observed in two
SOTA models [13], [15]. The experimental results presented
in Tables III and IV demonstrate that NAR4TSP and three
AR models [15]–[17] perform well, while the other model
[13] does not. The plausible reason is overfitting that the
model [13] uses an excessive number of parameters (over 11
million) to memorize TSP training patterns, but the learned
policy is still unable to generalize beyond the training sizes
[25]. Importantly, NAR4TSP exhibits superior generalization
ability compared to all the other SOTA models [13], [15]–[17].
Furthermore, the results presented in Tables III and IV indicate
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TABLE III
GENERALIZATION PERFORMANCE OF APPLYING MODELS TRAINED USING

TSP50 INSTANCES ONTO TSP100 AND TSP200 INSTANCES

model trained using
TSP50 instances type beam

width

TSP100 TSP200
average
length ↓ optimality

gap ↓ average
length ↓ optimality

gap ↓

Kool et al. (2019) [15] RL, AR
1 8.144 4.88% 12.142 13.39%

1280 7.981 2.78% 12.904 20.49%
2560 7.966 2.59% 12.847 19.96%

Bresson and Laurent (2021) [16] RL, AR
1 8.023 4.11% 12.966 21.08%

100 7.929 3.12% 12.930 20.75%
1000 7.906 1.82% 12.948 20.91%

Jung et al. (2023) [17] RL, AR
1 8.166 5.17% 12.435 16.13%

1000 7.990 2.90% 12.224 14.16%

Joshi et al. (2019) [13] RL, NAR
1 13.383 72.35% 21.688 102.54%

1280 12.222 57.40% 21.393 99.79%

NAR4TSP (ours) RL, NAR
1 8.051 3.68% 11.828 10.45%

100 7.961 2.20% 11.617 8.49%
1000 7.898 1.72% 11.532 7.69%

TABLE IV
GENERALIZATION PERFORMANCE OF APPLYING MODELS TRAINED USING

TSP100 INSTANCES ONTO TSP50 AND TSP200 INSTANCES

model trained using
TSP100 instances type beam

width

TSP50 TSP200
average
length ↓ optimality

gap ↓ average
length ↓ optimality

gap ↓

Kool et al. (2019) [15] RL, AR
1 5.935 4.32% 11.569 8.04%

1280 5.821 2.34% 11.424 6.70%
2560 5.816 2.23% 11.400 6.46%

Bresson and Laurent (2021) [16] RL, AR
1 6.214 9.22% 11.419 6.65%

100 5.860 3.00% 11.278 5.33%
1000 5.784 1.67% 11.240 4.97%

Jung et al. (2023) [17] RL, AR
1 5.867 3.13% 11.576 8.10%

1000 5.751 1.08% 11.387 6.34%

Joshi et al. (2019) [13] RL, NAR
1 7.696 35.25% 16.827 57.14%

1280 7.422 30.44% 16.383 53.00%

NAR4TSP (ours) RL, NAR
1 5.808 2.09% 11.200 4.59%

100 5.739 0.88% 11.083 3.50%
1000 5.724 0.62% 11.037 3.07%

that the generalization performance of NAR4TSP improves
as the size of the TSP instances used for training increases,
which is consistent with the commonsense that if the model
is trained using complex examples, it should perform well on
less complex ones.

Nonetheless, in Tables III and IV, the node coordinates in
the test instances are all sampled based on the unit uniform
distribution, which is consistent with the training data. We
further evaluate the generalization ability of NAR4TSP and
three SOTA AR models [15]–[17] using the widely adopted
TSPLIB2 dataset. TSPLIB is a repository of TSP instances
widely used to assess the effectiveness of algorithms for
solving TSPs [40], [50]. To this end, we randomly select
25 real-world TSP instances of different sizes (ranging from
51 to 575 nodes) from the TSPLIB dataset as test instances.
Unlike the training instances where the node coordinates are
bounded between 0 and 1, the node coordinates of the real-
world instances in TSPLIB are integers that span from one
to thousands and in some cases, even negative values. To
maximally simulate the unknown real-world scenarios, we
refrain from applying any preprocessing methods, such as
normalization, rotation, or transformation, to the test instances.
Instead, we straightforwardly apply the models trained using
the TSP50 instances to solve the 25 real-world instances. This
setting is widely known as zero-shot generalization [25]. A
model capable of generating good solutions in such cases
signifies its ability to recognize and learn the underlying
patterns and insights of TSPs, making it suitable for diverse

2URL: http://comopt.ifi.uni-heidelberg.de/software/TSPLIB95/

applications, as opposed to superficial pattern recognition [25].

As shown in Table V, the three SOTA models [15]–[17]
exhibit unsatisfactory results. Although increasing the beam
width B generally improves the solution quality by preserving
the top-B candidate solutions with the highest probability, the
model [16] only shows a 1− 167.08%

176.58% ≈ 5.37% improvement
in performance as B increases from 1 to 1000, while the
performance of the other two models [15], [17] even decreases
by 701.59%

455.92% − 1 ≈ 53.88% and 655.44%
475.11% − 1 ≈ 37.95%,

respectively. This finding indicates that these models have dif-
ficulties in handling TSP cases formulated differently from the
training instances. In contrast, NAR4TSP outperforms these
models by showcasing a 1 − 11.51%

19.26% ≈ 40.25% improvement
in solution quality when the beam width B increases from 1
to 1000. Furthermore, NAR4TSP exhibits significantly lower
computation time, accounting for only 0.162

3.573 ≈ 4.53% of the
total time taken by [16], 0.162

1.331 ≈ 12.17% of the total time
taken by [15], and 0.162

2.485 ≈ 6.52% of the total time taken by
[17]. This finding highlights the remarkable time efficiency of
our NAR4TSP model.

Furthermore, we preprocess the 25 real-world TSP instances
by normalizing their node coordinates and subsequently com-
pare the performance of NAR4TSP with the three SOTA mod-
els on the normalized TSP instances. The results, presented in
the last two rows of Table V, indicate that NAR4TSP again
outperforms the three SOTA models. Remarkably, NAR4TSP
achieves better performance even without requiring instances
normalization (optimality gap = 11.51% when B = 1,000)
comparing to the three SOTA models with instances normal-
ization, despite the significant improvement in solution quality
attained by the latter after normalization.

C. Visualization of the Decoding Process and the Overall Path
Planning of NAR4TSP

We employ two visualization methods to demonstrate the
feasibility of implementing NAR4TSP in an end-to-end man-
ner and the effectiveness of NAR4TSP, respectively.

Firstly, we visualize the decoding process of NAR4TSP us-
ing a randomly generated TSP5 (TSP with five nodes) instance
as input. We depict the probability distribution of selecting
the next node at each decoding stage. As shown in Fig. 4,
our model produces a deterministic sequence by decoding a
pointer and a matrix of edge scores, indicating its ability to
learn an end-to-end mapping from the TSP information to
the solution. Additionally, the heatmap of the score matrix A
reveals that NAR4TSP goes beyond learning simple domain
relations, such as the distance relationship between nodes. In
this case, the diagonal elements are expected to consistently
exhibit the largest values within their respective rows, because
they represent the proximity of a node to itself, which should
yield the highest similarity score among all nodes. However,
it is worth noting that matrix A contains numerous elements
with values surpassing those of the diagonal elements in their
corresponding rows. This observation implies the existence of
nodes that exhibit stronger connections to other nodes than
to themselves, showcasing that our model has learned the
intrinsic mapping relationships correctly.

http://comopt.ifi.uni-heidelberg.de/software/TSPLIB95/
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TABLE V
ZERO-SHOT GENERALIZATION PERFORMANCE OF APPLYING MODELS TRAINED USING TSP50 INSTANCES ONTO 25 REAL-WORLD INSTANCES.

instance
Bresson and Laurent (2021) [16] Kool et al. (2019) [15] Jung et al. (2023) [17] NAR4TSP (ours)
B = 1 B = 1000 B = 1 B = 1000 B = 1 B = 1000 B = 1 B = 1000

optimality
gap ↓ time

(sec)↓
optimality

gap ↓ time
(sec)↓

optimality
gap ↓ time

(sec)↓
optimality

gap ↓ time
(sec)↓

optimality
gap ↓ time

(sec)↓
optimality

gap ↓ time
(sec)↓

optimality
gap ↓ time

(sec)↓
optimality

gap ↓ time
(sec)↓

berlin52 93.56% 0.155 84.90% 0.283 222.32% 0.156 210.55% 0.188 267.37% 0.153 297.98% 0.394 30.51% 0.029 10.94% 0.040
ch130 190.07% 0.346 174.98% 1.271 608.59% 0.302 520.94% 0.572 623.57% 0.326 562.14% 1.122 19.81% 0.057 12.97% 0.094
ch150 187.71% 0.392 153.30% 1.681 765.45% 0.324 599.52% 0.746 720.82% 0.439 655.12% 1.450 14.90% 0.062 8.89% 0.111
d198 114.24% 0.527 111.65% 2.772 307.85% 0.480 884.74% 1.052 282.38% 0.573 995.16% 2.120 20.75% 0.086 15.67% 0.159
d493 181.97% 1.259 172.41% 15.816 226.12% 1.193 1106.16% 5.432 450.63% 1.331 583.17% 9.802 19.85% 0.287 14.98% 0.530
eil101 104.13% 0.232 95.41% 0.804 372.40% 0.233 345.98% 0.417 326.55% 0.300 407.15% 0.799 15.62% 0.055 11.58% 0.088
eil51 80.84% 0.118 64.51% 0.269 268.03% 0.141 217.18% 0.185 255.87% 0.155 242.72% 0.369 14.10% 0.033 3.72% 0.044
eil76 95.76% 0.184 87.36% 0.516 373.93% 0.183 269.14% 0.271 337.17% 0.230 345.17% 0.578 14.34% 0.045 9.83% 0.075
gil262 539.90% 0.674 506.75% 4.600 1022.72% 0.606 901.04% 1.858 939.61% 0.743 927.63% 3.333 22.96% 0.123 17.52% 0.236
kroA100 171.14% 0.273 156.50% 0.792 730.25% 0.219 516.93% 0.374 755.84% 0.296 751.52% 0.915 39.01% 0.047 16.16% 0.095
kroB150 186.67% 0.380 178.55% 1.655 713.21% 0.380 550.89% 0.795 941.20% 0.411 913.69% 1.400 20.17% 0.066 16.06% 0.109
kroD100 152.91% 0.259 143.06% 0.801 517.61% 0.251 397.31% 0.404 698.75% 0.274 583.41% 0.779 17.81% 0.061 11.30% 0.073
kroE100 160.57% 0.307 138.24% 0.810 704.46% 0.295 445.74% 0.400 770.32% 0.278 656.38% 0.820 19.06% 0.056 10.70% 0.074
lin105 207.39% 0.287 187.51% 0.868 649.11% 0.284 424.61% 0.431 225.33% 0.293 684.89% 0.851 12.90% 0.048 8.23% 0.082
lin318 301.79% 0.860 336.47% 6.848 538.74% 0.789 1110.76% 2.442 314.61% 0.862 661.62% 4.678 19.38% 0.158 15.33% 0.271
pcb442 308.81% 1.192 292.29% 12.484 910.06% 1.082 1186.35% 4.380 509.00% 1.244 863.51% 7.968 23.28% 0.249 16.24% 0.421
pr107 35.90% 0.280 28.14% 0.884 554.30% 0.374 670.63% 0.404 41.64% 0.307 606.72% 0.908 8.74% 0.045 6.49% 0.088
pr144 86.17% 0.382 66.82% 1.551 428.35% 0.349 889.62% 0.613 612.85% 0.414 999.26% 1.324 7.34% 0.061 6.86% 0.104
pr226 141.45% 0.639 157.34% 3.594 80.08% 0.516 1435.42% 1.394 862.92% 0.647 1524.86% 2.630 29.05% 0.102 8.45% 0.187
pr264 118.66% 0.688 111.44% 4.875 314.77% 0.614 1663.57% 1.780 1007.34% 0.750 1832.27% 3.332 16.75% 0.124 10.58% 0.210
pr76 136.02% 0.208 117.72% 0.483 221.80% 0.209 307.85% 0.262 168.01% 0.232 335.40% 0.578 17.15% 0.038 5.05% 0.058
rat195 212.04% 0.503 219.91% 2.600 146.81% 0.480 727.44% 1.029 73.48% 0.568 83.81% 2.062 18.43% 0.118 12.55% 0.152
rat575 337.21% 1.511 346.37% 21.855 172.43% 1.366 1401.64% 7.223 158.16% 1.652 244.69% 12.642 24.76% 0.396 17.57% 0.627
rat99 161.02% 0.246 153.66% 0.770 136.68% 0.246 435.97% 0.391 120.64% 0.269 229.15% 0.788 17.53% 0.046 10.95% 0.074
st70 108.56% 0.204 91.82% 0.426 412.01% 0.176 319.66% 0.241 413.78% 0.181 398.52% 0.495 17.41% 0.033 9.14% 0.053

average 176.58% 0.484 167.08% 3.573 455.92% 0.450 701.59% 1.331 475.11% 0.517 655.44% 2.485 19.26% 0.097 11.51% 0.162
Normalized 25 instances

average 24.05% 0.479 25.81% 3.461 17.46% 0.462 26.51% 1.322 15.26% 0.531 15.02% 2.662 16.29% 0.102 11.76% 0.169

Optimality gaps indicate length differences compared to the optimal solutions from TSPLIB. Time indicates inference time.

starting-node pointer �:

the greedy decoding process:

1. �1=4, and get the probability of the next node: Softmax( ⨀����({4}) )=

2. �2=1, and get the probability of the next node: Softmax( ⨀����({4, 1}) )=

3. �3=3, and get the probability of the next node: Softmax( ⨀����({4, 1, 3}) )=

4. �4=2, and get the probability of the next node: Softmax( ⨀����({4, 1, 3, 2}) )=

5. �5=0, and end.

and edge scores matrix � :

Fig. 4. Visualization of a TSP5 instance’s greedy decoding process.

Secondly, we visualize the overall path planning of
NAR4TSP by randomly selecting a set of TSP50 and TSP100
instances, respectively and comparing the solutions produced
by NAR4TSP with greedy search and the optimal solution
given by Concorde. As shown in Fig. 5, NAR4TSP yields
on-par tour lengths comparing with those of Concorde, thus
demonstrating the effectiveness of our model in solving TSPs.

D. Effectiveness of the Novel GNN Architecture and the En-
hanced RL Strategy

In this subsection, we evaluate the effectiveness of the novel
GNN architecture and the enhanced RL strategy proposed in
this paper. Specifically, we use 10,000 TSP50 instances as the
test set and systematically evaluate the performance by varying
the components under investigation. Specifically, we conduct
three ablation studies to evaluate the effectiveness of the GNN
architecture. Firstly, we replace the proposed GNN architec-
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(a) TSP50 instances. (b) TSP100 instances.

Fig. 5. Visualization of solutions produced by NAR4TSP using greedy search and Concorde, respectively.

TABLE VI
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON OF THE GCN OF [13] AND NAR4TSP

.
model architecture Nparas

average
length ↓ S time

(sec) ↓ T time
(sec), nbs

↓

GCN used in [13] 11.05M 6.398 0.046 79.21, 250
GNN (ours) 0.91M 5.752 0.021 9.39, 500

GNN without the pointer mechanism 0.91M 6.117 0.020 9.21, 500

GNN with all nodes as the starting node
min

0.91M
5.748

0.029 19.14, 500max 7.466
mean 6.671

ture with the GCN introduced in [13]. Secondly, we remove
the pointer β from NAR4TSP and adopt the convention of
[12], [13] to use the first node as the starting position for both
training and testing. Thirdly, we employ an inference method
akin to the one used in [56], selecting all nodes as the potential
starting position for inference, which inevitably increases the
computational cost and inference latency.

We present the ablation study results in Table VI. Firstly,
although the architecture of [13] employs more learnable
parameters than NAR4TSP, its average solution length on
TSP50 is merely 6.398 (using greedy search). This represents a
6.398
5.752−1 ≈ 11.23% decrease compared to NAR4TSP using our
proposed GNN architecture, thus highlighting the effectiveness
of the novel GNN architecture. Secondly, the absence of the
pointer mechanism in NAR4TSP leads to a relative perfor-
mance drop of 6.117

5.752−1 ≈ 6.34% on the test set, underscoring
the contribution of the learnable pointer. It is worth noting
that even in the absence of the pointer mechanism, NAR4TSP
achieves an average solution length that is on-par with that of
the SOTA NAR model [13] along with a 8.02×101

9.21×100 ≈ 8.7-
fold speed enhancement (see Table II). This result can be
attributed to the well-designed GNN architecture that facili-
tates TSP representation extraction (see Section III-B). Thirdly,
when each node is considered as the starting position, the
minimum solution length is only 1 − 5.748

5.752 ≈ 0.06% better
than the solution length derived based on the NAR4TSP’s
determined pointer β. It is worth noting that the former must
be less than or equal to the latter. Equality is only achieved
when the starting node, associated with the solution having
the minimum length in these 10,000 TSP instances, exactly
matches the node indicated by the pointer β. Conversely, the
mean solution length is 6.671

5.752 − 1 ≈ 15.97% worse than the

TABLE VII
EFFECTIVENESS COMPARISON OF THE ORIGINAL RL STRATEGY AND OUR

ENHANCED RL STRATEGY

strategy GPU Memory
usage (MB) ↓ training time

per epoch (min)↓
average
length ↓

original RL 4906.95 12.27 5.780
enhanced RL (ours) 4465.12 9.71 5.752

solution length derived based on the NAR4TSP’s determined
pointer β. These results demonstrate that the solution derived
by pointer β closely approximates the optimal decision (i.e.,
the starting node associated with the solution has the minimum
length). Moreover, there exists a significant gap of up to
7.466
5.748 − 1 ≈ 29.88% between the solution lengths obtained
using different starting nodes, underscoring the importance
of selecting the appropriate one. This result further justifies
our primary motivation behind the design of the starting-node
pointer.

We further compare the performance of NAR4TSP utilizing
our enhanced RL strategy with the original RL strategy used
in conventional models [15], [16], [26]. As introduced in
Section III-D, the original RL strategy uses two sub-modules
with the identical architecture, while ours only uses one.
As shown in Table VII, our enhanced RL strategy is more
resource-efficient ( 4906.954465.12 − 1 ≈ 9.89% lesser required GPU
memory) and yields better results ( 12.279.71 −1 ≈ 26.36% shorter
training time and 5.780

5.752 − 1 ≈ 0.48% shorter length) than the
original RL strategy.

V. CONCLUSION

Our study proposes NAR4TSP, the first NAR model trained
with RL for solving TSPs. Through extensive experimentation
comparing NAR4TSP with SOTA models, we demonstrate
that NAR4TSP outperforms existing approaches in terms of
solution quality, inference latency, and generalization ability.
Our findings strongly suggest that NAR4TSP is by far the most
suitable method for solving TSPs in real-time decision-making
scenarios. Moreover, we believe our approach will provide
valuable insights towards solving other CO problems.

While NAR4TSP demonstrates superior inference speed
attributed to its one-shot nature of NAR decoding, it does
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not present a significant advantage over the SOTA AR model
[16] in terms of solution quality. To achieve a better trade-
off between inference latency and solution quality, we plan
to develop a semi auto-regressive variant of NAR4TSP, which
will generate multiple nodes at each decoding step by utilizing
the neighboring nodes’ information.
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