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Abstract. Continuously extending combinatorial optimization objectives is a powerful technique com-
monly applied to the optimization of set functions. However, few such methods exists for extending
functions on permutations, despite the fact that many combinatorial optimization problems, such as
the traveling salesperson problem (TSP), are inherently optimization over permutations. We present
Birkhoff Extension (BE), an almost-everywhere-differentiable continuous polytime-computable exten-
sion of any real-valued function on permutations to doubly stochastic matrices. Our approach is based
on Birkhoff decomposition (also referred to as Birkhoff von-Neumann decomposition) which allows
construction of an extension that is always a convex combination of the objective’s values at permuta-
tions. We show how to construct a specific family of Birkhoff decompositions that are continuous. In
addition to continuity, our extension has several nice properties making it appealing for optimization
problems. First, BE provides a rounding guarantee, namely any solution to the extension can be ef-
ficiently rounded to a permutation without increasing the function value. Furthermore, an approximate
solution in the relaxed case (with extension) will give rise to an approximate solution in the space of per-
mutations. Second, using BE, any real-valued optimization objective on permutations can be extended
to an almost everywhere differentiable objective function over the space of doubly stochastic matrices.
This makes our BE amenable to not only gradient-descent based optimizations, but also unsupervised
neural combinatorial optimization where training often requires a differentiable loss. Third, based on the
above properties, we present a simple optimization procedure which can be readily combined with exist-
ing optimization approaches to offer local improvements (i.e., the quality of the final solution is no worse
than the initial solution). Finally, we also adapt our extension to optimization problems over a class of
trees, such as Steiner tree and optimization-based hierarchical clustering. We present preliminary exper-
imental results to verify our theoretical results on several combinatorial optimization problems related
to permutations.
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1 Introduction

Continuously extending combinatorial objectives is a common technique in combinatorial optimization, e.g., relax-
ation through linear programming, which can offer efficient optimization algorithms. Continuous extensions are par-
ticularly useful if they are differentiable (in the decision variables), making them amendable to gradient-based opti-
mization methods. However, it is often non-trivial to develop continuous extensions with theoretical guarantees that
relate the optimization of the extension to the optimization of the combinatorial objective. In this paper, we consider
combinatorial optimizations problems where the goal is to minimize real-valued functions over permutations. We
aim to develop extensions for functions on permutations with theoretical guarantees that allows for gradient-based
optimization of these combinatorial objectives.

Optimization of functions on permutations is a setting that encompasses many combinatorial optimization prob-
lems with important applications. One of the most famous permutation optimization problems is the traveling sales-
person problem (TSP), where the aim is to find the order that a set of n cities should be visited in a tour to minimize the
length of the tour. TSP is an example of a vertex ordering problem, a class that contains many permutation optimiza-
tion problems, in which the goal is to find an order of vertices in a graph that minimizes some objective. Examples of
such problems are, feedback arc set, graph cutwidth, and minimum linear arrangement. Another essential permutation
optimization problem is the quadratic assignment problem, in which a bijection between n facilities and n locations is
sought that minimizes a quadratic objective function (such bijections can be identified with permutations).

One extension that achieves theoretical guarantees that allow for improved optimization is the Lovász extension
[28]. This extension extends a set function f : {0, 1}n → R to a function on the hypercube F : [0, 1]n → R by
decomposing elements of [0, 1]n as convex combinations of elements of {0, 1}n. In particular, for any x ∈ [0, 1]n a
convex combination representation x =

∑n
k=1 αkbi is constructed where bk ∈ {0, 1}n, αk > 0, and

∑
k αk = 1.

Then, the extension is defined as F (x) =
∑n

k=1 αkf(bk). Rounding a x ∈ [0, 1]n to some b ∈ {0, 1}n is achieved by
finding the bk for k ∈ [n] that minimizes f(bk). This rounding scheme, which can be computed in linear time, ensures
that f(b) ≤ F (x), i.e., no solution quality lost in rounding. However, many combinatorial optimization problems, such
as the optimization of permutation functions, have no natural formulation as set function optimization, and the Lovász
extension is not applicable. We use the convex decomposition-based framework of the Lovász extension as inspiration
for our extension of permutation functions.

1.1 Our work

In this paper, we construct an extension for permutation functions f : Pn → R, where Pn denotes the set of n × n
permutation matrices (w.l.o.g. permutations are viewed as matrices), to the Birkhoff polytope Dn, which is the set
of doubly stochastic matrices. A doubly stochastic matrix (also called a bistochastic matrix) is a square matrix of
nonnegative real numbers with rows and columns that sum to 1. The Birkhoff polytope is natural to extend to, as this
space is the convex hull of permutation matrices [8]. Note that Pn ⊂ Dn.

The Birkhoff decomposition of doubly stochastic matrices (also referred to as Birkhoff von-Neumann or BvN
decomposition) [8,45], shows that any matrix A ∈ Dn can be decomposed as A =

∑O(n2)
k=1 αkPk where Pk ∈ Pn,∑

k αk = 1, and α > 0. We then define our extension as F (A) =
∑O(n2)

k=1 αkf(Pk). The challenge that arises in
defining an extension in this way is that Birkhoff decomposition is not unique and the resulting extension may not
be continuous and differentiable. Indeed, previous techniques for performing Birkhoff decomposition [8,15] are not
continuous.

Our first theoretical contribution is a Birkhoff decomposition that is continuous and almost everywhere (a.e.)
differentiable (Thm. 2), which gives rise to an extension that is also continuous and a.e. differentiable (Property 1).
Continuity is achieved by utilizing an arbitrary but fixed total order of permutations {Pℓ}n!ℓ=1 and decomposing accord-
ing to this order. More importantly, such a Birkhoff decomposition / extension can be efficiently computed1 (Property
2) if the total ordering of permutations is induced by a so-called score matrix S which we introduce.

Another appealing strength of Birkhoff extension is that minima of the extension F directly correspond to minima
of the function f over permutations (Property 3). Moreover, Birkhoff extension admits a scheme (Property 4) for
rounding a doubly stochastic matrix A to a permutation P that is guaranteed to not degrade the quality of the solution,

1 While the classical Birkhoff decomposition can be computed in polynomial time, a priori, it is not clear how to compute such a
decomposition induced by a given total order.



i.e., f(P ) ≤ F (A). These properties ensure that optimizing (or approximating) the extension F yields optimal (or
approximate) solutions to the combinatorial function f .

Different choices for S yield different continuous Birkhoff extensions, which is a valuable flexibility. Interestingly,
Property 4 implies that we can essentially choose any permutation P (e.g, an approximate solution produced by a
comparatively fast algorithm) to produce an initial score matrix (note, not the initial doubly stochastic matrix), which
can then be combined with optimization and rounding to produce solutions that are at least as good as P . Essentially,
given any existing solution to the combinatorial optimization problem, we can then use that solution as the score matrix
for a Birkhoff extension to further improve it. Hence, this gives us a local improvement procedure.

Given the a.e. differentiability of Birkhoff extension, we can compute its gradient (which we implement using
standard auto-differentiation). Gradient decent cannot be directly applied to optimization over the Birkhoff polytope,
since after each step the resulting matrix may not be doubly stochastic. Hence we propose a Frank-Wolfe-inspired al-
gorithm, which only steps towards permutation matrices (vertices of the Birkhoff polytope). Given a doubly stochastic
initialization, this approach preserves double stochasticity throughout optimization. Birkhoff extension is not necessar-
ily convex and, thus, gradient-based optimization could converge to local suboptimal minima. We alleviate this issue
by changing the score matrix whenever the optimization converges to a local minimum. Changing the score matrix
changes the extension being optimized, potentially changing the extension to one where the current iterate is not at a
local minimum, allowing further optimization. We further show that for specific changes to the score matrix (based on
Property 4), we are guaranteed the quality of the rounded solution does not decrease.

Birkhoff extension can also be used for unsupervised neural combinatorial optimization where training often re-
quires that the objective function is differentiable. Neural approaches are a promising new paradigm in combinatorial
optimization as, unlike traditional techniques, they inherently leverage the distribution of problem instances being
solved [7]. However, supervised neural combinatorial optimization is often prohibitively expensive as it requires com-
puting exact solutions to create labels for training. Unsupervised learning, such as the set extension proposed in [24],
circumvents this issue by removing the need for labels. In Appendix B, similar to [24], we propose an unsupervised
neural approach based on our Birkhoff extension. The properties of Birkhoff extensions offer advantages for unsuper-
vised learning in that rounding guarantees ensure the minima sought in training correspond well with the combinatorial
objective.

It is compelling to consider when similar techniques can be applied to other combinatorial functions. In Appendix
C, we present analysis for applying Birkhoff extension to functions on rooted binary trees over a fixed set of leaves.
Optimization of these tree functions arises in many combinatorial optimization problems such as Steiner tree problems
and hierarchical clustering.

In Section 4, we perform experiments on traveling salesperson, feedback arc set, and cutwidth problems problems,
showing Birkhoff extension is an effective approach for optimizing permutation functions.

To summarize, our main contributions are:

– We introduce a novel Birkhoff decomposition based on a score-matrix, which has continuous and a.e. differentiable
coefficients, and can be computed efficiently.

– We use this decomposition to construct a continuous a.e. differentiable extension of permutation functions to
real-valued functions on the Birkhoff polytope that has rounding guarantees. We show that this extension and its
associated rounding scheme have many nice properties that make it desirable for combinatorial optimization.

– We develop a theoretically justified optimization procedure that combines this extension with gradient-based op-
timization, as well as our dynamic score matrix method, to optimization permutation functions.

– Our Birkhoff extension can be combined with a neural network to yield an unsupervised neural optimizer (Ap-
pendix B). We also adapt it to optimization problems on rooted trees (Appendix C).

1.2 Related work

The optimization literature often focuses on building extensions with desirable optimization properties, particularly
convexity and concavity [13,33,42]. A classical approach to extending a discrete set function f : {0, 1}n → R is
by computing the convex closure, i.e., the point-wise supremum over linear functions that lower bound f [18,42]. A
prominent example of successful application of these methods to combinatorial optimization is submodular functions.
The convex closure for a submodular function is identical to the Lovász extension [28], also known as the Choquet
integral in decision theory [10], which leads to polynomial-time algorithms for submodular minimization [21]. A series
of works [9,46], introduced and studied multilinear extension of submodular functions which results in approximation



algorithms for certain constrained submodular maximization problems. See [4] for further details on extensions of
submodular functions. Convex extensions have been applied to a broader class of set functions beyond submodular
ones [17], as well as to combinatorial penalties with structured sparsity [16,34].

Unsupervised learning for combinatorial optimization problems has recently attracted great attention [2,23,39,43].
Many frameworks based on RL [25,27,14,6,48] or supervised learning [26,44,20], do not hold any special requirements
on the formulation of combinatorial problems. However, these approaches often suffer from dependence on labeled
data or unstable training, respectively. In contrast, unsupervised learning for combinatorial optimization problems,
where continuous relaxations of discrete objectives are utilized, is superior in its faster training, good generalization,
and strong capability of dealing with large-scale problems. The general idea is to use, as a loss function, a function on
a continuous domain that extends the discrete function. Notable examples of these types of work are [23,47] where a
probabilistic relaxation of discrete functions are used in the loss as a form of penalty.

Our work is inspired by the work by Karalias et al. [24], where they propose several novel continuous and a.e.
differentiable extensions for set functions. They further apply these extensions as loss functions for training neural
networks to solve combinatorial set function problems such as Max Clique and Max Independent Set problems. Our
approach is similar in that we also use a convex combination structure to develop our extensions and to derive useful
properties. However, our work is differentiated by our focus on permutation functions, which cannot be handled by the
set-function framework of Karalias et al. Furthermore, our use of a score matrix to induce the Birkhoff extension pro-
vides a valuable flexibility that can be leveraged for improved rounding (Property 4-2) and for improved optimization
algorithms (Algorithm 4).

2 Preliminaries

A doubly stochastic n×n matrix is one with non-negative entries where each row and column sums to 1. A permutation
matrix is a special doubly stochastic matrix with binary entries and a single 1 in every row and column. The class of
n×n doubly stochastic matrices is a convex polytope known as the Birkhoff polytope Dn. The Birkhoff polytope lies
in an (n− 1)2-dimensional affine subspace of n2-dimensional Euclidean space defined by 2n− 1 independent linear
constraints specifying that the row and column sums all equal 1. Let Pn denote the set of n× n permutation matrices.

Theorem 1 (Birkhoff decomposition [8]). Any doubly stochastic matrix A ∈ Dn, can be decomposed as

A =

M∑
k=1

αkPk (1)

where M < n2 − n+ 1, αk > 0,
∑

k αk = 1, and Pk ∈ Pn.

To construct this decomposition we view A as the biadjacency matrix of a bipartite graph with vertices [n] ⊔ [n]
and edges (i, j) of weight A(i, j). In this graph consider the following set of permutations, i.e. matching in this graph,
that do not have edges of weight zero.

Definition 1. A permutation matrix P ∈ Pn is a matching of non-negative matrix A iff P (i, j) = 1 implies A(i, j) >
0. We denote the space of permutations that are matchings of A as P(A).

The standard algorithm [8] for constructing such a decomposition is given in Alg. 1. The approach of this algorithm
is to, at each step k in the loop, take the matrix Bk resulting from the previous step, which is proportional to a doubly
stochastic matrix, and find a permutation P that is a matching of Bk. The existence of such a matching is a consequence
of Bk being proportional to a doubly stochastic matrix and Hall’s marriage theorem. Furthermore, this matching P
can be computed using a standard bipartite matching algorithm in O(n3) time. If P is a matching of Bk and α is the
value of the smallest entry Bk(i, j) in Bk such that P (i, j) = 1, then Bk+1 = Bk − αP is a matrix proportional to
a doubly stochastic matrix with one less non-zero entry than in Bk. Note that since P is a matching of Bk, we have
α > 0. This process is repeated until the resultant matrix is the zero matrix. We note that a Birkhoff decomposition
obtained this way does not necessarily have continuity, which our approach in the following section addresses.

3 Birkhoff Extension

In this section we introduce our continuous and a.e. differentiable Birkhoff decompostion. We then use this decompo-
sition to construct an extension of permutation functions to the Birkhoff polytope. Finally, we show this extension has
many advantageous properties.



3.1 A continuous and a.e. differentiable Birkhoff decomposition

We extend a function f : Pn → R on permutations to a function F : Dn → R on Birkhoff polytope via the Birkhoff
decomposition: F (A) =

∑
k αkf(Pk). However, Birkhoff decomposition is non-unique; there may be many different

ways to represent a doubly stochastic matrix as a convex combination of permutations. This non-uniqueness is evident
at each step of the decomposition in the multiple choices of which permutation matrix P ∈ P(Bk) to subtract. We
now describe how to fix a particular decomposition so that the coefficients αk, and, consequently, the extension F , are
continuous functions of the matrix A being decomposed. Note that topology on Dn is the standard one induced by the
L2 norm.

The key insight that allows for this construction, is to fix an arbitrary total order over all permutation matrices and,
at each step in the decomposition, always pick the valid permutation that comes first in the order. Previous decompo-
sition algorithms fail to achieve continuity because small changes to the matrix A being decomposed could change
which permutation is subtracted at each step, which can compound to greatly alter the trajectory of the decomposition.
By fixing the order in which permutations are subtracted in the decomposition, we circumvent this issue. Below we
introduce a continuous Birkhoff decomposition scheme, and prove its correctness (i.e., validity and continuity) in Thm.
2. Recall a function F is Lipschitz continuous if there is L > 0 such that ∥F (x)−F (y)∥ ≤ L∥x− y∥ for all x and y.

Definition 2 (Continuous Birkhoff Decomposition). Given an enumeration {Pℓ}n!ℓ=1 of Pn (i.e, fix a total order of
all permutations), and given A ∈ Dn, the continuous Birkhoff decomposition of A induced by {Pℓ}n!ℓ=1 is (αℓ, Pℓ)

n!
ℓ=1

where the coefficients are defined recursively from ℓ = 1 to n! in order by

αℓ = min
ij

{
A(i, j)−

ℓ−1∑
m=1

αmPm(i, j) | Pℓ(i, j) = 1

}
(2)

Theorem 2. Given an enumeration {Pℓ}n!ℓ=1 and given A ∈ Dn, the coeffecients of the continuous Birkhoff decom-
position (αℓ, Pℓ)

n!
ℓ=1 of A are (i) Lipschitz continuous functions from Dn to R, (ii) all non-negative and sum to 1, and

(iii) yield a valid decomposition of A via

A =

n!∑
ℓ=1

αℓPℓ. (3)

Furthermore, (iv) there are at most n2 − n+ 1 coefficients being non-zero.

Proof. We show continuity (i) by induction. Note that Eq. 2 makes reference to the order {Pℓ}n!ℓ=1, which we now
induct on. For the base case, we have that α1 is a Lipschitz continuous function of A as the sum in Eq. 2 disappears.
Now, assume αm for m < ℓ is a Lipschitz continuous function of A. Then, by Eq. 2, αℓ is a Lipschitz continuous
function of A, as min is a Lipschitz continuous function.

Now for each ℓ ∈ [n!], set B(ℓ) = A −
∑ℓ

m=1 αmPm. Clearly, we have B(ℓ) = B(ℓ−1) − αℓPℓ, and αℓ =
mini,j{B(ℓ−1)(i, j) | Pℓ(i, j) = 1}. Furthermore let Zℓ denote the set of indices (i, j) of non-zero entries in B(ℓ);
that is, Zℓ = {(i, j) | B(ℓ)(i, j) > 0}. First, note that since A and every Pm are doubly stochastic, B(ℓ) must be
proportional to some doubly stochastic matrix for any ℓ. Indeed, for any ℓ the matrix B(ℓ) has rows and columns
summing to 1 −

∑ℓ
m=1 αm. Next, we use induction to show that (a) B(ℓ) has non-negative entries, (b) αℓ = 0 or

αℓ > 0, and (c) if αℓ > 0, then Zℓ is a strict subset of Zℓ−1; i.e. Zℓ ⊂ Zℓ−1. Note that (c) implies that the number of
non-zero entries in B(ℓ) is strictly smaller than that in B(ℓ−1) whenever αℓ > 0. We then use these properties to prove
statements (ii) – (iv) in the theorem.

First, it is easy to see that properties (a) - (c) hold for the base case ℓ = 1. Now consider ℓ > 1, and assume
they hold for any r < ℓ. Since all entries in B(ℓ−1) = A −

∑ℓ−1
m=1 αmPm are non-negative, namely B(ℓ−1)(i, j) =

A(i, j)−
∑ℓ−1

m=1 αmPm(i, j) ≥ 0 for any i, j ∈ [n], we have αℓ ≥ 0, proving property (b).
If αℓ = 0, then properties (a) and (c) trivially hold so assume αℓ > 0. Let i∗, j∗ be indices that give rise to αℓ.

That is, αℓ = B(ℓ−1)(i∗, j∗) and Pℓ(i
∗, j∗) = 1. By definition of αℓ, for any other i, j such that Pℓ(i, j) = 1, we have

that αℓ ≤ B(ℓ−1)(i, j). Since Pℓ is a binary matrix, this means that for all i, j ∈ [n], αℓPℓ(i, j) ≤ B(ℓ−1)(i, j). Hence
all entries in B(ℓ) = B(ℓ−1) − αℓPℓ are non-negative, proving property (a).

Furthermore, note that by construction, B(ℓ)(i∗, j∗) = B(ℓ−1)(i∗, j∗)−αℓPℓ(i
∗, j∗) = 0, while B(ℓ−1)(i∗, j∗) =

αℓ > 0. As each entry in B(ℓ) is less than the corresponding the entry in B(ℓ−1), but are still non-negative, we can
conclude Zℓ ⊂ Zℓ−1. In particular, (i∗, j∗) ∈ Zℓ−1 but not in Zℓ. This proves property (c).



Hence by induction, properties (a), (b) and (c) hold for all ℓ ∈ [n!]. We are now ready to prove statements (ii) -
(iv).

To prove (iii) we aim to show that B(n!) = 0. We proceed by contradiction so suppose B(n!) ̸= 0. Then B(n!) is
proportional to a doubly stochastic matrix and must have at least one matching, say Pℓ∗ , by Hall’s Marriage theorem.
However, as all entries in B(ℓ) are non-decreasing as ℓ increases, the set of non-zero entries in B(ℓ∗−1) is a super set of
those in B(n!) and, thus, super set of those in Pℓ∗ . Therefore we must have αℓ∗ > 0. Furthermore, let (i∗, j∗) be the pair
of indices giving rise to αℓ∗ , i.e., αℓ∗ = B(ℓ∗−1)(i∗, j∗) and Pℓ(i

∗, j∗) = 1. Then B(ℓ∗)(i∗, j∗) = B(ℓ∗−1)(i∗, j∗) −
αℓ∗Pℓ∗(i

∗, j∗) = 0. As all entries can only decrease, B(n!)(i∗, j∗) = 0. However, since Pℓ∗(i
∗, j∗) = 1, this means

that Pℓ∗ cannot be a matching for B(n!), which is a contradiction. Hence our assumption that B(n!) is non-zero cannot
be true, and we must have that B(n!) = 0, meaning A =

∑n!
ℓ=1 αℓPℓ. This proves statement (iii).

To prove (ii), note that by (b), all αℓ ≥ 0. Furthermore, as we mentioned earlier, for any ℓ the matrix B(ℓ) has rows
and columns summing to 1−

∑ℓ−1
m=1 αm. Since B(n!) is the zero-matrix, it follows that 1−

∑n!
m=1 αm = 0, proving

(ii).
Finally, we bound the number of non-zero coefficients used in the decomposition and prove statement (iv). Con-

sider an ℓ∗ for which there are n2 − n+ 1 non-zero coefficients αm with m ≤ ℓ∗. If no such ℓ∗ exists we are done. If
such ℓ∗ exists, then B(ℓ∗) = A−

∑ℓ∗

m=1 αmPm is either the zero matrix or is proportional to some doubly stochastic
matrix. If B(ℓ∗) is the zero matrix, then we are done. So assume B(ℓ∗) proportional to some doubly stochastic matrix.
Note that any doubly stochastic matrix necessarily has at least n non-zero entries (as each row-sum needs to be 1).
Hence B(ℓ∗) has at least n non-zero entries. However, as the set of indices for non-zero entries Zm strictly decreases
each time αm > 0 (property (c) proved above), and there are n2 − n + 1 such αm with m ≤ ℓ∗, this means that the
number of non-zero entries in the original matrix A is at least n2−n+1+n = n2+1, which is not possible (as there
are only n2 entries in a n× n matrix). Hence B(ℓ∗) must be a zero matrix, and there cannot be more than n2 − n+ 1
non-zero coefficients in {αℓ}n!ℓ=1. This completes the proof of statement (iv).

The a.e. differentiability of the continuous Birkhoff decomposition follows from Lipschitz continuity and an ap-
plication of Rademacher’s theorem [38]. We give details of this argument in Appendix A.

Theorem 3. The coefficients {αℓ}n!ℓ=1 of the continuous Birkhoff decomposition are almost everywhere differentiable
functions from Dn to R.

Now that we have constructed a continuous Birkhoff decomposition, the next questions are how to represent that total
order of all permutation matrices, and how to compute this decomposition efficiently. Indeed, for an arbitrary ordering
of permutations, efficient computation is not feasible as it requires referencing the order of n! elements. We instead
focus on orderings of permutations that arise from an inner product through a concept of score matrix, and we show
that this leads to an efficient algorithm to compute the resulting decomposition.

Definition 3 (Score-Induced Birkhoff Decompositions). Given an n× n matrix S, the score of a permutation P is

⟨S, P ⟩ =
∑
ij

S(i, j)P (i, j). (4)

We call S a score matrix, and say that S is identifying if it assigns a unique score to every permutation, thereby
inducing a total order on Pn. Furthermore, given an identifying score matrix S, the Birkhoff decomposition as spec-
ified in Def. 2 with respect to an ordering of permutations by their score {Pℓ}n!ℓ=1 is called an S-induced Birkhoff
decomposition.

A simple example of an identifying score matrix is given by S(i, j) = 2(i+nj). The reason of using a score-matrix
induced total order is because (i) a score matrix can be easily represented, and (ii) it turns out that for any A ∈ Dn, the
permutation P ∈ P(A) that comes first in this order can be found efficiently by solving a maximum weight matching
problem. Consequently, decompositions with respect to this order can be constructed efficiently. More precisely, we
have the following:

Theorem 4. Given an identifying score matrix S, the S-induced Birkhoff decomposition can be computed in O(n5)
time by Alg. 2.

Proof. Our algorithm for constructing the continuous Birkhoff decomposition is Alg. 2, which returns only the non-
zero Birkhoff coefficients. This algorithm is the same as Alg. 1 except at each step, with B being the matrix to be



Algorithm 1 Classical Birkhoff decomposition [8]
Require: A ∈ Dn

Ensure: {(αk, Pk)}Mk=1 s.t. A =
∑M

k=1 αkPk,∑
k αk = 1, and αk > 0.

k ← 1, B ← A
while B ̸= 0 do

Pk ← P ∈ P(B)
αk ← minij{B(i, j) | Pk(i, j) = 1}
B ← B − αkPk

k ++
end while
M ← k
return {(αk, Pk)}Mk=1

Algorithm 2 Continuous Birkhoff decomposition
Require: A ∈ Dn, identifying score matrix S
Ensure: {(αk, Pk)}Mk=1 s.t. A =

∑M
k=1 αkPk,∑

k αk = 1, and αk > 0.

k ← 1, B ← A
while B ̸= 0 do

Pk ← argmaxP∈P(B)⟨P, S⟩
αk ← minij{B(i, j) | Pk(i, j) = 1}
B ← B − αkPk

k ++
end while
M ← k
return {(αk, Pk)}Mk=1

decomposed at this step, we subtract off the permutation of maximum score that is a matching of B, as opposed to
an arbitrary matching of B. Recall that B is proportional to a doubly stochastic matrix, so it either has a matching
or is the zero matrix (in which case the algorithm terminates). To compute argmaxP∈P(B)⟨P, S⟩ we first construct
a bipartite graph G that has an edge from vertex i to vertex j with weight S(i, j) if and only if B(i, j) > 0. It
is easy to see that (i) matchings of G correspond to the matchings of the scaled doubly stochastic matrix B; and
(ii) for any matching P in this graph, its weight is exactly ⟨P, S⟩ which is the score of permutation P . Hence we
can compute argmaxP∈P(B)⟨P, S⟩ simply by computing the maximum-weight matching of this bipartite graph G.
This computation takes O(n3) time using the Hungarian algorithm, and since there are at most O(n2) matchings to
compute, the total time complexity is O(n5).

We show the correctness of Alg. 2. Recall our algorithm returns a collection of permutations P1, . . . , PM . First, let
Ω = {P̂ℓ}n!ℓ=1 denote the total ordering of all permutations induced by the score matrix S. Now let A =

∑n!
ℓ=1 α̂ℓP̂ℓ

denote the Birkhoff decomposition of A w.r.t. the total order Ω as defined in Def. 2. Note the slight change in notation
so that α̂ℓ and P̂ℓ represent the permutations and coefficients in Def. 2 and αk and Pk represent the permutations and
coefficients returned by Alg. 2. Let i1 < i2 < · · · < iR denote the set of indices whose corresponding coefficients
αik are positive. That is, ignoring all zero coefficients in the decomposition, we have A =

∑R
k=1 α̂ik P̂ik where each

α̂ik > 0. Our goal is for each k ∈ [M ] to show (cond-A): that αk = α̂ik and Pk = P̂ik . We do so via induction on the
index k ∈ [M ].

We begin by showing the property that P̂ℓ is a matching of Bℓ−1 = A−
∑ℓ−1

m=1 α̂mP̂m if and only if α̂ℓ > 0. Call
this property (∗). This property holds since α̂ℓ > 0 if and only if every element in the minimum defining α̂ℓ in Def. 2
is non-zero, which means for each i, j ∈ [n] with P̂ℓ(i, j) = 1 we have Bℓ−1(i, j) > 0, i.e., P̂ℓ is a matching of Bℓ−1.

The first permutation P1 returned by Alg. 2 is argmaxP∈P(A)⟨P, S⟩ which is the matching of A with largest score.
That is, P1 is the matching of A with smallest index in the total order Ω. Furthermore, by (∗), the permutation P̂i1

must be a matching of Bi1−1 = A since α̂i1 > 0. For j < i1 we have α̂j = 0, and again by (∗), each Pj is not a
matching of Bj−1 = A. We have shown P̂i1 is the matching of A with smallest index in Ω and, therefore, (cond-A)
holds for the base case k = 1.

Now assume (cond-A) holds for all m < k; we aim to show that it holds for k. Let i1 < i2 < · · · < ik−1 be the
indices for the previous k − 1 non-zero coefficients. In the kth iteration of Alg. 2, B = A−

∑k−1
m=1 αmPm = Bik−1 ,

and Pk = argmaxP∈P(B)⟨P, S⟩, which is the first permutation matrix in the total order Ω that is a matching for B.
Let j be the index of Pk in the total order Ω, that is, Pk = P̂j . Notice that j /∈ {i1, . . . , ik−1} as this would contradict
Pk being a matching of B. We claim that j > ik−1. If not, then by (∗), α̂j > 0, a contradiction to our inductive
hypothesis that i1, . . . , ik−1 are the first k − 1 indices whose coefficients are non-zero in the Birkhoff decomposition
of A. Hence, Pj is the first permutation in the list P̂ik−1+1, . . . , P̂n! that is a matching of B.

On the other hand, since ik is the first index in ik−1 + 1, ik−1 + 2, . . . , n! such that α̂ik > 0, by (∗), the index ik
is the first in this list such that the corresponding permutation is a matching of Bik−1−1 = B. We can then conclude
ik = j and P̂ik = Pk. Furthermore, α̂ik = αk since B = Bik−1−1 = Bik−1 so the definition of αk in Alg.



2, αk = minij{B(i, j) | Pk(i, j) = 1} is equivalent to the definition of α̂ik in Eq. 2. This finishes the proof of the
inductive step. Combining the base case with the inductive step, we have that (cond-A) holds for all k ∈ [M ], hence the
set {(αk, Pk)}Mk=1 returned by Alg. 2 exactly corresponds to those terms in the Birkhoff decomposition (as computed
by Def. 2) with non-zero coefficients.

In practice, we may wish to use score matrices other than S(i, j) = 2(i+nj). The following theorem (simple proof
in Appendix A) shows that random assignment of S is sufficient for S to be identifying.

Theorem 5. If the entries S are independent absolutely continuous random variables S(i, j) ∈ R then S is identifying
almost surely.

3.2 Properties of Birkhoff extension

We begin by defining the Birkhoff extension. We then present several properties of Birkhoff extensions that make our
score-induced Birkhoff extension a desirable candidate for unsupervised learning. Proofs of these properties are given
in Appendix A

Definition 4. Given A ∈ Dn and an ordering of permutations {Pℓ}n!ℓ=1, let (αk, Pk)
M
k=1 be the non-zero Birkhoff

coefficients defined in Def. 2 where M < n2−n+1 is the number of terms in the decomposition. For any f : Pn → R,
the Birkhoff extension of f is the function F : Dn → R where

F (A) =

M∑
k=1

αkf(Pk). (5)

We say F is score induced or S-induced if the ordering of permutations is induced by S. We sometimes emphasize the
dependence on S by using FS to denote the S-induced Birkhoff extension.

Almost everywhere differentiability and continuity of F are essential for gradient-based optimization. These prop-
erties follow from continuity and a.e. differentiability of the coefficients {αℓ}n!ℓ=1. Furthermore, we show that when
computing the gradient of F one only needs to consider the non-negative terms in the Birkhoff decomposition. For
details of this proof, see Appendix A.

Property 1. Birkhoff extensions are Lipschitz continuous and almost everywhere differentiable. Furthermore, if
{αk}Mk=1 are the non-zero Birkhoff coefficients at A then, almost everywhere,

∇AF (A) =

M∑
k=1

(∇Aαk)f(Pk). (6)

Computing a Birkhoff extension reduces to computing the corresponding Birkhoff decomposition, thus, Alg. 2
gives efficient computation of score-induced Birkhoff extensions (see Thm. 4).

Property 2. Score-induced Birkhoff extensions F can be computed in O(n5) time.

One concern when optimizing a continuous extension to a combinatorial function f is that the optimization reaches
some minima in the extended space that does not correspond with minima of the combinatorial function (which is our
true goal). Property 3 below shows that (global) minima of the extension F (i.e., over Dn) are related to those of f over
the permutations (i.e, Pn). Property 4-1 shows that a simple rounding scheme always produces a valid permutation
from Pn whose quality is at least as good as a given doubly stochastic matrix in Dn. Proofs of these results are in in
Appendix A. Denote the convex hull of a set S as Hull(S).

Property 3. Let F be a Birkhoff extension of f : Pn → R. Then

1. minP∈Pn
f(P ) = minA∈Dn

F (A),
2. argminA∈Dn

F (A) ⊆ Hull(argminP∈Pn
f(P )).

The Birkhoff decomposition leads to a simple rounding strategy:



Definition 5. Given a matrix A ∈ Dn and a score matrix S that induces a Birkhoff decomposition (αk, Pk)
M
k=1, we

define
roundS(A) = argminMk=1(f(Pk)). (7)

Note that roundS(A) can be computed in O(n5) time by computing a Birkhoff decomposition of A. The rounding
scheme is lossless in that it can only improve solution quality; see Property 4-1 below. Consequently, optimizing
f reduces to optimizing the Birkhoff extension F , as any minimum of F can be used to derive a minimum of f .
Furthermore, approximations to minA∈Dn

FS(A) can be rounded to approximations for minP∈Pn
f(P ).

Property 4. Let FS be a score-induced Birkhoff extension of f : Pn → R. For any A ∈ Dn, then

1. f(roundS(A)) ≤ FS(A). Furthermore, if A is a C-approximation for minA∈Dn
FS(A), then roundS(A) is a

C-approximation for minP∈Pn
f(P ).

2. For any P ∗ ∈ Pn with maxij |P ∗(i, j)− S(i, j)| < 1
2n ,

f(roundS(A)) ≤ f(P ∗). (8)

Additionally, if FS′ is the Birkhoff extension induced by a score matrix S′ with f(P ∗) ≤ f(roundS′(A)) then

f(roundS(A)) ≤ f(roundS′(A)). (9)

Another useful quality of this rounding scheme, Property 4-2, is that if S is sufficiently close to some permutation
P , then rounding always yields a solution at least as good as P . We note that this holds independent of the matrix
A that is being rounded. This property gives useful flexibility to Birkhoff extension optimization which we elaborate
below.

In particular, Property 4-2 shows that if the score S is close to an approximate solution to the combinatorial
optimization problem, then rounding always produces a solution at least as good as the approximation. For example,
we could choose the score matrix as S = Papprox + Q where Papprox is solution produced by a fast approximation
algorithm and Q is a random noise matrix with entries in [0, 1/n2]. (We add a random matrix to ensure that S is almost
surely identifying by Thm. 5.) Then, gradient-based optimization of the Birkhoff extension associated with this score
matrix S finds solutions that are guaranteed to be no worse than the approximation Papprox. This means that we can
use Birkhoff extension as a local improvement strategy to potentially improve any given solution. It is important that
Papprox is used as the score matrix, not as an initialization for the optimized matrix A ∈ Dn. In fact, initializing A at
Papprox yields weaker guarantees as optimization may produce a solution of worse quality in this case.

Another application is the following. First, note that different score matrix induce different enumerations of per-
mutations and, thus, different extensions. For example, the first permutation in a continuous Birkhoff decomposition
is always the permutation of maximum score. If an optimization algorithm has converged to a local minimum at some
location A w.r.t. a certain score matrix S, then the score matrix can be changed to S′ so that hopefully the extension
may no longer have a local minima at A. Property 4-2 gives conditions for this change to be made without harming
the optimization. In particular, this occurs under the condition that the new score matrix S′ is sufficiently close to a
permutation P satisfying f(P ) ≤ f(roundS(A)). We leverage this in the optimization procedure described in the
following section as well as in our preliminary experiments.

3.3 Optimization procedure with dynamic Score

Consider the optimization problem
min
P∈Pn

f(P ) (10)

where the goal is to minimize a function f : Pn → R on permutations. A natural relaxation for this optimization prob-
lem (10) is to optimize the Birkhoff extension of f over the set of doubly stochastic matrices; namely, the constrained
optimization problem of the form

min
A∈Dn

F (A). (11)

Here we propose an iterative first-order optimization algorithm that is concerned with optimizing an objective function
over the Birkhoff polytope Dn.



One difficulty in using gradient-based approaches to optimize constrained optimization problems, such as (11), is
the risk of stepping outside of the feasible region. We address this difficulty using a method similar to the famous Frank-
Wolfe approach [19]. In contrast to projected gradient descent approaches, the idea is to not follow the negative of the
gradient but to follow an alternative direction of descent, which is best aligned with the negative of the gradient, ensures
enough primal progress, and for which we can easily ensure feasibility by means of computing convex combinations.
This is done via optimizing the negative of the gradient over the extreme vertices Pn ⊂ Dn and then taking the obtained
permutation to form an alternative direction of descent. The overall process is outlined in Alg. 3, where the step size λt

is a hyperparameter, potentially computed from some external algorithm. Note that argminP∈Pn
⟨∇FS(At), P ⟩ can

be computed by finding a maximum weight matching in the bipartite graph G that has vertices [n] ⊔ [n] and an edge
from vertex i to vertex j of weight ∇FS(At)(i, j); the weight of a matching P in G is ⟨∇FS(At), P ⟩.

Algorithm 3 Static score Frank-Wolfe over Dn

Require: f : Pn → R, random A1 ∈ Dn, score S
for t = 1 · · ·T do

Pt ← argmaxP∈Pn
⟨∇FS(At), P ⟩

At+1 ← (1− λt)At + λtPt

end for
return roundS(AT )

Algorithm 4 Dynamic score Frank-Wolfe over Dn

Require: f : Pn → R, random A1 ∈ Dn, score S
for t = 1 · · ·T do

Pt ← argmaxP∈Pn
⟨∇FS(At), P ⟩

At+1 ← (1− λt)At + λtPt

P∗ ← P∗ ∪ BirkhoffS(A)
if update score then

Q ∼ Unif([0, 1]n×n)
P ∗ ← 1

2n
Q+ argminP∈P∗f(P )

S ← P ∗

end if
end for
return roundS(AT )

Dynamic score. One issue with gradient-based optimization of a Birkhoff extension is that the extension is not
necessarily convex, and thus, an optimization algorithm may converge to suboptimal local minima. As a remedy to
alleviate this issue, we propose an optimization scheme in which the score matrix S is changed whenever the algorithm
has converged. The key to the efficacy of this approach is that the score matrix can be changed without decreasing the
quality of the rounded solution.

Property 4-2 gives that if At ∈ Dn is the current iterate of the optimization algorithm and the score matrix is S,
then updating the score to a matrix S′ sufficiently close to a permutation P with f(P ) ≤ f(roundS(At)) will yield
f(roundS′(At)) ≤ f(roundS(At)). Hence if we use P as the new score matrix, then the rounded solution is no
worse than before the score update. Specifically, let BirkhoffS(A) be the permutations with non-zero coefficients in
the S-induced Birkhoff decomposition of A and for each iterate At let P∗ = ∪0≤t′≤tBirkhoffS(At′). We update the
score to S′ = argminP∈P∗f(P ) + 1

2nQ where Q is a matrix with uniform random entries in [0, 1]. By Property 4-2
this update satisfies f(roundS′(At)) ≤ f(roundS(At)). This procedure is outlined in Alg. 4, where update score
is a flag determined externally that indicates when convergence has occurred and the score should be updated.

Extensions. We provide two further extensions based on our Birkhoff decomposition. First we show how Birkhoff
extension can be adapted to a class of rooted binary trees over a fixed leaf set. More precisely, we surjectively map
this set of trees to a subset Bn of Pn with convex hull Wn. We then show Birkhoff decomposition of elements in Wn

only contains permutations in Bn. This allows the use of Birkhoff extension to extend functions on trees to functions
on Wn. We describe this application to trees in Appendix C.

Similar to [24], we also apply Birkhoff extension to train neural combinatorial optimization solvers. As Birkhoff
extension is a.e. differentiable, it can be used as a loss function in unsupervised learning for neural combinatorial opti-
mization. We can then use Birkhoff extension as a loss to train neural networks that map instances of a combinatorial
optimization problem to their solutions. Details are given in Appendix B.

4 Preliminary Experiments

We carry out preliminary experiments on three different combinatorial optimization problems: (Euclidean) Travel-
ing Salesman Problem (TSP), Directed Feedback Arc Set Problem (DFASP) with a min-sum objective, and Cutwidth
Minimization Problem (CMP) with a min-max objective. Detailed definitions and linear integer programming for-



mulations for each problem are given in Appendix D. For each problem instance, we apply a variant of Alg. 4 to
optimize and compare its performances with baselines. In particular, we update the score matrix every 10 epochs (i.e.,
update score = True in Alg. 4 if and only if t ∈ {10, 20, . . . , T}). To overcome the O(n5) time complexity, we
truncate the Birkhoff extension to only the first k = 5 terms of the decomposition, which reduces the time complexity
to O(n3).

Brief summary of results. We first summarize our preliminary experimental exploration and provide more details
below as well as in Appendix E. We test on these three problems to show the generality of our Birkhoff-extension
(BE) based optimization procedure. Regarding performance, Gurobi is highly effective for TSP and outperforms our
BE-based approach both in terms of accuracy and efficiency. Nevertheless, we show that BE can still be used as a local
improvement to further improve solutions provided by the minimum spanning tree (MST) approximation algorithm
or by quadratic programming. Gurobi does not perform well for DFASP and CMP problems; in particular, our new
approach provides superior solutions for large instances for DFASP. For CMP, Gurobi runs out of memory for the
two datasets with large problem instances, and our BE-based approach outperforms Gurobi in this case. However, our
approach performs worse than other heuristic algorithms specifically developed for this problem.

We now provide more details on these experiments. For TSP, given a set of cities, one aims to find the shortest
possible tour π that visits each city once and returns to the starting city. We generate instances by sampling n vertices
vi ∈ [0, 1]2 from the uniform distribution. We generate instances of different sizes n and, for each size, generate
N = 50 instances. We compare our Alg. 4 with an approximation algorithm based on the MST [11], a quadratic
programming (QP) relaxation, and Gurobi, which returns the optimal result for these instances. For Alg. 4 we test
three different score matrix S initializations: uniform random in [0, 1]n

2

, MST approximation, and the QP relaxation
solution. The learning rate used is η = 0.01. The maximum number of optimization steps is T = 10000 and the
patience hyperparameter is Tpatience = 2000. Here, Tpatience is the number of steps without improvement that triggers
early stoppage. We observe that all optimization processes converge (see optimization curves and runtime for different
heuristics in appendix E).

Results for TSP are presented in Table 1. Note that Gurobi is highly effective at solving TSP, always returns the
optimal solution, and is quite fast (see Appendix E). This is not the case for the other two problems we analyze.
Nevertheless, we note that our approach can still provide local improvements over QP and MST (see the last two rows
in Table 1) by using those solutions as the input score matrix for Alg. 4. ts.

Method TSP: Tour Length ↓

n = 20 n = 30 n = 40 n = 50 n = 100

Gurobi 3.889 4.531 5.190 5.707 7.748

MST 4.746 5.784 6.835 7.410 10.288
QP 4.553 5.666 6.818 7.782 11.896

MCTS w. Rand. Simulation 4.558 (0.5s) 5.563 (1.7s) 6.706 (4.7s) 7.468 (9.8s) 11.781 (113.37s)

Random S Init. Alg. 4 4.518 5.681 7.139 8.433 15.615
MST S Init. Alg. 4 (Improv.) 4.345 (8.33 %) 5.290 (8.53 %) 6.328 (7.42 %) 6.892 (6.99 %) 9.836 (4.60 %)
QP S Init. Alg. 4 (Improv.) 4.405 (3.25 %) 5.633 (0.58 %) 6.709 (1.60 %) 7.670 (1.45 %) 11.782 (0.96 %)

Table 1. Performances of methods for TSP in terms of tour length. Best results are marked as bold and the second best results are
marked as blue. If score is initialized to an approximate solution, percentages indicate proportional improvement of Alg. 4 over
initialization. See appendix E for optimization

In the DFASP problem, given a directed graph G, the goal is to find an ordering of vertices that minimizes the
total number of edges directed against the order. For DFASP, we used a directed Erdős-Rényi model with p = 0.1,
p = 0.5 and p = 0.9 to generate instances. Again, for each problem size n = 20, 50 and 100, we generate N = 50
instances. Note Gurobi is not able to find an optimal solution within a reasonable time for DFASP. Hence, to compare
the quality of Gurobi vs. our approach, we limit the runtime of both algorithms to n

10 minutes for equal comparison.
Consequently, the number of steps T varies for different problem instances. (Additional experiments (Appendix E)
show these optimization algorithms offer minimal improvement after the n

10 minute time limit .) The learning rate
used is η = 0.005. Results, given in Table 2, show our method is competitive with Gurobi, particularly for larger
instances where it may offer superior performance.



Method
DFASP: Cardinality of Feedback Arc Set ↓

p = 0.1 p = 0.5 p = 0.9

n = 20 n = 50 n = 100 n = 20 n = 50 n = 100 n = 20 n = 50 n = 100

Gurobi 3.84 44.76 269.08 67.72 475.38 2229.88 156.74 1028.00 4362.70

Random S Init. Alg. 4 4.69 53.02 289.03 65.00 496.46 2123.42 157.50 1039.00 4253.72

Table 2. Performances of DFASP algorithms in terms of feedback arc set cardinality. p is the edge probability used to generate
instances with the Erdős-Rényi model.

For CMP, we are given an undirected graph G = (V,E) with n = |V |, and the aim is to find an ordering of vertices
π : V → [n] that minimizes the cutwidth

max
1≤k<|V |

|{{u, v} ∈ E | π(u) ≤ k < π(v)}| . (12)

The datasets we test on are Small [31], Grids [37], and the public-domain dataset Harwell-Boeing [35]. See details of
each dataset in Appendix E.

We compared our Alg. 4 with scatter search [36], simulated annealing (SA) [12] and greedy randomized adaptive
search procedure with path relinking (GPR) [3]. The maximum running steps for Alg. 4 is T = 10000, and the patience
Tpatience = 1000. A learning rate of η = 0.01 is used. Results are reported in Table 3. If we use the output of either SA
or GPR as initial score matrix, then there is still local improvement (shown in the last two rows of the table). However,
the improvement is mild in this case.

Method CMP: Cut Width ↓

Small [31] Grids [37] Harwell-Boeing [35]

Gurobi 5.15 - -
Scatter Search 4.92 13.00 315.22

Simulated Annealing 5.15 15.52 417.17
GPR 4.93 15.49 566.11

Random S Init. Alg. 4 6.81 128.83 581.20
SA S Init Alg. 4 (Improv.) 5.02 (2.52%) 15.49 (0.19%) 416.20 (0.23%)

GPR S Init Alg. 4 (Improv.) 4.92 (0.20%) 15.41 (0.52%) 542.85 (4.11%)

Table 3. Performances of algorithms for CMP in terms of cut width. Gurobi is unable to compute results for Grids and Harwell-
Boeing datasets do to memory limitations. Best results are marked as bold and the second best results are marked as blue. If score
is initialized to an approximate solution, percentages indicate proportional improvement of Alg. 4 over initialization.

5 Concluding Remarks

We present Birkhoff extension, a continuous a.e. differentiable extension of permutation functions to doubly stochastic
matrices, which has rounding guarantees. Combining this extension with a gradient-based optimization algorithm, we
develop an iterative optimization framework for permutation functions. We present some preliminary experiments to
validate our approach for combinatorial optimization problems.

While we propose a neural optimizer based on our Birkhoff extension (with some very preliminary results in the
appendix), we note that this direction requires much further exploration and far more extensive experiments. We leave
this as a future direction to investigate. We also note that currently, in our experiments, we use a simple strategy to up-
date the score matrix. It would be interesting to explore more effective update strategies. Finally, computing a Birkhoff
extension is expensive (O(n5) time complexity), although in practice, the number of permutations is usually far fewer
than n2. It will be interesting to investigate how to improve the time complexity, or how to obtain an updated Birkhoff
decomposition efficiently as the input matrix changes, given that that one needs to compute this decomposition many
times within a gradient-descent based optimization framework.
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A Deferred Proofs

Proof (proof of Thm. 3).
Dn lies in an (n− 1)× (n− 1) dimensional affine subspace of Rn2

defined by all n× n matrices with rows and
columns summing to 1. We can parameterize this subspace with the linear map

ϕ : R(n−1)2 → Rn2

(13)

 a1,1 . . . a1,n−1

...
. . .

...
an−1,1 . . . an−1,n−1

 7→


a1,1 . . . a1,n−1 1−

∑n−1
j=1 a1,j

...
. . .

...
...

an−1,1 . . . an−1,n−1

...

1−
∑n−1

i=1 ai,1 . . . . . . 1−
∑n−1

i=1

(
1−

∑n−1
j=1 ai,j

)

 (14)

Note that X = ϕ−1(Dn) is the subset of R(n−1)×(n−1) containing matrices with rows and column sums in [0, 1].
This is a closed set whose boundary has measure zero since it has dimension less than (n−1)× (n−1). The Lipschitz
continuity of ϕ and αℓ gives that αℓ ◦ ϕ is Lipschitz continuous. Applying Rademacher’s theorem [38] to the interior
int(X) of X yields that αℓ ◦ ϕ is an a.e. differentiable function from int(X) → R. Since X \ int(X) has measure
zero, we have that αℓ ◦ ϕ is an a.e. differentiable function on X . Let N ⊂ X be the set of points for which αℓ ◦ ϕ is
not differentiable. Then ϕ(N) is the set of points such that αℓ is not differentiable. Furthermore, ϕ(αℓ) has Lebesgue
measure zero in Dn since N has measure zero and ϕ is a surjective linear map to Dn.

Proof (proof of Thm. 5). Consider two distinct permutations P, P ′ ∈ Pn. Let I and I ′ contain the pairs (i, j) of indices
such that P (i, j) = 1 and P ′(i, j) = 1 respectively. The score of these permutations ⟨P, S⟩ =

∑
(i,j)∈I S(i, j) and

⟨P ′, S⟩ =
∑

(i,j)∈I′ S(i, j), are equal if and only if∑
(i,j)∈I\I′

S(i, j) =
∑

(i,j)∈I′\I

S(i, j). (15)

The left hand side and the right hand side of this equation are independently distributed absolutely continuous random
variables, so they are equal with probability zero. Since any pair of permutations have different scores almost surely,
all permutations have different scores almost surely by the union bound.

Proof (proof of Property 1). Lipschitz continuity and a.e. differentiability of F follow from the Lipschitz continuity
and a.e. differentiability of {αk}Mk=1 (theorems 2 and 3).

Now we show that the gradient ∇AF (A) is equivalent to

∇AF (A) =

M∑
k=1

(∇Aαk)f(Pk). (16)

We start with a dimensionality argument showing there are never more than n2 − 2n+ 2 terms in a Birkhoff decom-
position. First we show the set {Pk}Mk=1 of permutations with positive coefficients is linearly independent.

Suppose some Pℓ ∈ {P1, . . . , PM} can be written as a linear combination Pℓ =
∑

k∈[M ]\{ℓ} ckPk for ck ∈ R. We
first show all ck with k < ℓ must be zero. The proof is by induction. We have c1 = 0 as there must be some i, j ∈ [n]
such that P1(i, j) = 1 but Pk(i, j) = 0 for k > 1. Now consider some k < ℓ and suppose c1 = . . . = ck−1 = 0.
Then ck = 0 as there is a i, j ∈ [n] such that Pk(i, j) = 1 but for k′ > k, Pk′(i, j) = 0. We can then conclude
c1 = . . . = cℓ−1 = 0. Finally, since there is i, j ∈ [n] such that Pℓ(i, j) = 1 but Pk(i, j) = 0 for k > ℓ we can
conclude Pℓ =

∑
k∈[M ]\{ℓ} ckPk =

∑M
k=ℓ+1 ckPk cannot hold. We have, thus, shown that the set of permutations

with positive coefficients is linearly independent.
Since this set of permutations is linearly independent, the maximum number of permutations with positive coeffi-

cient is one more than the dimension of Dn which is n2 − 2n+ 2. Suppose that A has a full Birkhoff decomposition,
that is, there are n2 − 2n + 2 positive terms in its Birkhoff decomposition. Then, by continuity of {αℓ}n!ℓ=1, there is
an open ball in Dn containing A such that all decompositions of points in the ball have the same positive coefficients.
Thus, the gradient of the zero coefficients at A is zero.



It now remains to show that a.e. A ∈ Dn has a full Birkhoff decomposition. For each subset E ⊂ Pn with
|E| = n2 − 2n+ 1, note that the convex hull Hull(E) of E has dimension n2 − 2n and, therefore, has measure zero
in the space Dn, which has dimension n2 − 2n+ 1. Consider the union of such convex hulls

E =
⋃

E⊂Pn

|E|=n2−2n+1

Hull(E). (17)

The space E also has measure zero. Suppose A does not have full Birkhoff decomposition. Then A ∈ E as it can be
represented as the convex combination of at most n2 − 2n + 1 permutation matrices. We can then conclude that a.e.
A ∈ Dn has a full Birkhoff decomposition.

Proof (proof of Property 3). (1.) Note that for P ∈ Pn we have f(P ) = F (P ) since all Birkhoff coeffecients of P
have only one term. Thus, minP∈Pn f(P ) ≥ minA∈Dn F (A). Now suppose minP∈Pn f(P ) > minA∈Dn F (A) and
let A ∈ argminA∈Dn

F (A). Note F (A) is a convex combination F (A) =
∑M

k=1 αkf(Pk) and
∑M

k=1 αk = 1. We can
then conclude that since minP∈Pn

f(P ) >
∑M

k=1 αkf(Pk) there must be some Pk such that f(Pk) ≤ minP∈Pn
f(P ),

a contradiction.
(2.) Suppose A minimizes F (A) over Dn. Then F (A) = minP∈Pn

f(P ), which occurs only if for each Pk in
the convex combination F (A) =

∑M
k=1 αkf(Pk) we have f(Pk) = minP∈Pn f(P ). Since A =

∑M
k=1 αkPk and

Pk ∈ argminP∈Pn
f(P ) the claim argminA∈Dn

F (A) ⊆ Hull(argminP∈Pn
f(P )) holds.

Proof (proof of Property 4). (1) If f(roundS(A)) > F (A) then argminMk=1(f(Pk)) > F (A) so for each Pk in
the decomposition F (A) =

∑M
k=1 αkf(Pk) we have f(Pk) > F (A). However, since

∑M
k=1 αk = 1 this implies∑M

k=1 αkf(Pk) > F (A), a contradiction.
(2) Let the decomposition of F be F (A) =

∑M
k=1 αkf(Pk). Recall by Thm. 4 that Alg. 2 produces this decom-

position. Through Alg. 2 we have P1 = argmaxP∈Pn
⟨P, S⟩. Next we show argmaxP∈Pn

⟨P, S⟩ = P ∗. Since each
entry of S is within 1/2n of P ∗ we have

⟨S, P ∗⟩ > n

(
1− 1

2n

)
(18)

= n− 1

2
. (19)

Also, any P ′ ̸= P ∗, must differ from P ∗ by at least one entry so ⟨P ′, P ∗⟩ ≤ (n− 1) and the inner product with S is

⟨S, P ′⟩ ≤ (n− 1) + n

(
1

2n

)
(20)

= n− 1

2
(21)

where the second term accounts for the entry wise differences between S and P ∗. We have then shown P1 =
argmaxP∈Pn

⟨P, S⟩ = P ∗ which implies f(roundS(A)) ≤ f(P ∗).

B Unsupervised Neural optimizer

Since Birkhoff extensions are a.e. differentiable, they can be useful for training neural networks for unsupervised
neural combinatorial optimization. In particular, similar to [24], we can train a neural network Nθ with parameters θ
that maps an instance I of a problem to a doubly stochastic matrix AI , which we aim to train for the optimization of
the combinatorial objective f . See the illustration in Figure 1.

For example, for TSP in the Euclidean space Rd the instance is a set of cities, represented by a vector XI ∈ Rnd

representing n points {x1, . . . , xn} in Rd.
The output of Nθ is a n × n doubly stochastic matrix AI = Nθ(XI), and the neural network is trained in an

unsupervised manner to optimize F (AI). Note that once trained, when a new instance I ′ is given with input XI′ , we
can simply return roundS(Nθ(XI′)) as the TSP tour. Essentially, Nθ can be viewed as an neural optimizer for the



given optimization problem over the extended space Dn. Once a solution in Dn is identified, it can be rounded to a
permutation without lowering the quality of the solution (Property 4).

Having a differentiable Birkhoff extension allows us to train such a neural network model in an unsupervised
manner. In particular, first, suppose we have a score matrix S – this score matrix can be chosen simply as a random
stochastic matrix; or it can also be a canonical choice depending on the input problem instance. For example, in the
case of TSP, we can choose S to be a perturbation of the permutation derived from the MST. With this choice of S, let
A = Nθ(XI) be the output of the neural network. We have that (computed by Alg. 2)

FS(A) =

M∑
k=1

αk(A)f(Pk(A)). (22)

Here, note that both αk and Pk depend on A, and A itself depends on the parameters θ of the neural network Nθ. We
simply minimize FS(A) w.r.t. the parameters θ via backpropagation. More precisely, computing ∂FS(A)

∂θ boils down
to computing ∂αk

∂θ = ∂αk

∂A · ∂A
∂θ for each positive Birkhoff coefficient αk.

The above description is for training Nθ only for a single instance. Usually one wishes to train Nθ over a family of
instances I, so that once trained, it can be used to produce solutions to new instances. In particular, during training, the
loss is

∑
I∈I

1
|I|FS(Nθ(I)). Once trained, given a new instance I , we can simply compute AI = Nθ(XI) and return

the permutation roundS(AI) as a candidate solution. In practice, we found that for a test instance it makes sense to
optimize Nθ for a few more iterations at testing (as a fine-tuning) to further improve the quality AI .

We also note that for the case where we have a score matrix that depends on the problem instance (e.g, using MST
to induce a score matrix for the TSP problem), it is beneficial to also take this score matrix SI as input to the neural
network Nθ to better inform the output matrix AI = Nθ(XI , SI). This input is optional.

Finally, in the simplest form, Nθ : Rnd → Rn×n maps an n-vector X with each entry from Rd to a n× n matrix
A. In particular, again using TSP as an example, here we represent a set of points as a vector X ∈ Rnd, which assumes
an ordering of these points. The output matrix assumes the same ordering of input points. In other words, this map
Nθ needs to be permutation equivariant, namely, if we permute the order of input points in X , then the output should
permute in the same way. Mathematically, this means that Nθ satisfies Nθ(PX) = PNθ(X)PT for any permutation
matrix P over n elements. Such a permutation equivariant neural network can be implemented using models such as
the set2graph neural network of [40] and the equivariant-graph network of [30].

Score Matrix 
SI

Neural 
network Nθ

XI

First Few Birkhoff Extension Terms 

FSI
(A) =

m

∑
k=1

αk(A)f(Pk(A))

Gradient 

Forward Flow

Matrix  
(approximately 

doubly 
stochastic)

A

P1

P2

P3

Loss: 
FSI

(A) + penalty

Penalty = 
λ(∑

i

(∑
j

Aij − 1)2 + ∑
j

(∑
i

Aij − 1)2)

Fig. 1. The pipeline of training a neural network Nθ for a single instance. For a given problem instance I , its representation XI

and a score matrix SI are the input to the neural network Nθ . The output of the neural network is a matrix A = Nθ(XI , SI). The
loss is comprised of the Birkhoff extension is computed FS(A) =

∑M
k=1 αk(A)f(Pk(A)) and the penalty term (23). In the figure

above, for example, M = 3 and rounding produces the permutation P2 = roundSI (AI), highlighted in red.



We found the approach used in Alg. 4 to maintain double stochasticity required too much runtime to handle the
large number of instances needed for training a neural network. Sinkhorn iterations [41], a commonly used approach
to enforce double stochasticity in neural networks, was similarly prohibitively expensive. Therefore, we turn to the use
of a penalty term to create double stochasticy and train the neural network Nθ using the loss

lossS(A) = FS(A) + λ

∑
i

∑
j

Aij − 1

2

+
∑
j

(∑
i

Aij − 1

)2
 (23)

where λ is a hyperparameter.

We use the dynamic score approach of Alg. 4 to update the score during training. The complete description of this
new algorithm is given in Alg. 5. Although A may not be exactly doubly stochastic, since the penalty term does not
strictly enforce this constraint, the initial terms of the continuous Birkhoff decomposition can still be computed. In
particular, if A is only approximately doubly stochastic then Alg. 2 may fail to reach the B = 0 terminating condition.
However, for this experiment we only compute the first k = 5 terms of the decomposition, and so this issue does not
arise. The set containing the first k permutations in the Birkhoff decomposition of A is given by Birkhoffk

S(A) in Alg.
5.

We use the Adam optimizer [1] to train the model. We generate a training dataset with N = 6000 instances and
with a mixture of instance sizes, n = 20, 30, and 40. The input to Nθ, for each instance, is the vector XI and the
MST-derived score matrix SI . We trained Nθ for T = 100 epochs, and selected a learning rate of η = 0.001 using
a hyperparameter search of the set {0.01, 0.05, 0.001, 0.0005}. At testing we optimize the trained neural network Nθ

for a few more iterations as a fine-tuning. We compare the performance of this fine-tuned model (labeled MST S Init.
NN w. Alg. 2) with the corresponding untrained model (labeled MST S Init. Alg. 4) in Table 4. We show that in most
of the cases, the trained neural network model can achieve similar solution quality to the untrained model with much
less runtime. This result holds even for problem instances that are larger than the instances seen in training

Algorithm 5 Dynamic score with penalty term
Require: f : Pn → R, random A1 ∈ Dn, MST score S = SI , Nθ , problem instance XI , number of terms k

for t = 1 · · ·T do
θ ← θ − λt∇θlossS(Nθ(XI , S))
P∗ ← P∗ ∪ Birkhoffk

S(A)
if update score then

Q← Q ∼ Unif([0, 1]n×n)
P ∗ ← 1

2n
Q+ argminP∈P∗f(P )

S ← P ∗

end if
end for
return roundS(AT )

Method TSP: Tour Length ↓

n = 20 n = 30 n = 40 n = 50 n = 100
Obj. Time Obj. Time Obj. Time Obj. Time Obj. Time

MST 4.746 < 1s 5.784 < 1s 6.835 < 1s 7.410 < 1s 10.288 < 1s

Random S Init. Alg. 4 4.518 192s 5.681 259s 7.139 612s 8.433 671s 13.560 967s
MST S Init. Alg. 4 (Improv.) 4.345 156s 5.290 214s 6.328 571s 6.892 640s 9.836 1318s

MST S Init. Alg. 4 (100 steps) 4.541 2.71s 5.512 5.30s 6.529 8.29s 7.333 9.72s 10.239 24.56s
MST S Init. NN w. Alg. 2 (Fine-tuned) 4.180 1.75s 5.206 2.15s 6.219 2.59s 7.170 3.02s 10.220 5.42s

Table 4. Performances of trained neural network and pure optimization both with Birkhoff extension on TSP.



C Extensions for Optimization over Trees

In this section we consider how a parallel framework can be applied to optimization over rooted binary trees with n
labeled leaves. Problems such as the Steiner minimum tree problem and optimization-based hierarchical clustering
reduce to optimization over this space. For instance, given a fixed rooted binary tree with leaves the set of terminals,
the optimal Steiner tree with this topology can be computed efficiently. Therefore, computing the Steiner minimum
tree reduces to optimizing the topology.

We begin by representing the space of rooted binary trees as matrices.

Definition 6. Let Tn be the space of rooted binary trees with leaf set [n], which we represent by a directed graph with
edges directed away from the root. Let W2n−2 ⊂ D2n−2 be the space of (2n−2)×(2n−2) doubly stochastic matrices
W that satisfy W (i, j) = 0 if either

1. i > n− 1 and i ≤ j , or
2. i ≤ n− 1 and i+ (n− 1) ≤ j.

Let B2n−2 ⊂ W2n−2 be matrices in Wn that have binary entries. We relate these spaces by the map

τ : B2n−2 → Tn (24)
B 7→ T (25)

where T is the tree with vertices [2n− 1], leaves [n], and for n− 1 < i ≤ 2n− 1 and j < 2n− 1 the tree T has an
edge (i, j) iff B(i, j) = 1 or B(i− (n− 1), j) = 1.

Lemma 1. τ is well-defined and surjective.

Proof. First, we claim that for any B ∈ B2n−2 the image τ(B) is indeed a tree in Tn. Note that since the column
of B sum to 1, each vertex of τ(B) other than the root, which is vertex 2n − 1, has in-degree 1. Similarly, since the
row sums of B are 1, each of the internal vertices (non-leaf vertices), which are the vertices {n+ 1, . . . , 2n− 1}, has
out-degree 2. (For each internal vertex, there are two rows in B that give its children.) Furthermore, τ(B) has no edges
(i, j) where i ≤ j as the only entries in B that can give rise to such edges are zero by (1.) and (2.) of Def. 6. We can
then conclude that τ(B) is a directed acyclic graph. Furthermore, τ(B) has no cycles (regardless of direction) since
for such a cycle to not be a directed cycle it must contain a vertex with in-degree greater than 1.

For surjectivity, consider an arbitrary T ∈ Tn. Let ϕ : {n+1, . . . , n−1} → {n+1, . . . , n−1} be an enumeration
of the internal vertices of T that respects topological order, i.e., ϕ(i) > ϕ(j) implies j is not a descendent of i. For
each internal vertex i in T with children j, k let B(i, j) = 1 and B(i+n− 1, k) = 1. Since ϕ respects the topological
order, we can guarantee there are no entries B(i, j) > 0 with either i ≤ j and i > n − 1 or i + (n − 1) ≤ j and
i ≤ n− 1, so (1.) and (2.) of Def. 6 are satisfied and B ∈ B2n−2. This B satisfies τ(B) = T , thus, τ is surjective.

Matrices in the space W2n−2 can be decomposed using Birkhoff decomposition as W2n−2 ⊂ D2n−2. Additionally,
if W ∈ W2n−2 then its Birkhoff decomposition only contains permutations in B2n−2 ⊂ P2n−2. By this fact, we are
then free to apply Birkhoff extension to extend any function on B2n−2 to a function F : Wn → R, even if f is not
defined for P2n−1 \ B2n−1.

Additionally, we can extend functions on trees Tn to functions on W2n−2; the procedure is as follows. First f is
composed with τ to yield a function τ ◦ f : B2n−2 → R. Then Birkhoff extension is used to extend this function
to F : W2n−2 → R. If the extension F is optimized to find some solution W ∈ W2n−2 the Birkhoff extension
rounding scheme can be used to find a B ∈ B2n−2 such that f(τ(B)) ≤ F (W ). Here, τ(B) is a tree T satisfying
f(T ) ≤ F (W ), so this procedure can be used to optimize f .

D Problems Details

In this section we give more detailed problem definitions and show the integer linear programs we employ for opti-
mization using Gurobi. Each of these problems can be formulated as an unconstrained optimization problem over the
set of orderings of n items. Thus, these problems reduce to unconstrained permutation optimization.



D.1 Traveling Salesperson Problem

Definition 7. Given a set of n cities {1, 2, . . . , n} and a distance di,j between each pair of cities i and j, the Traveling
Salesperson Problem (TSP) is to find the permutation π : [n] → [n] that minimizes

n∑
k=1

dπ(k),π(k+1 (mod n)) (26)

TSP can be formulated as a integer linear program using subtour elimination constraints such as in the Miller-
Tucker-Zemlin formulation [32]. For optimization with Gurobi we use the formulation given in [22].

Our experiments use the integer quadratic program minP∈Pn

∑n−1
i=1 PT (i)DP (i + 1) + PT (n)DP (1) and its

relaxation minP∈Dn

∑n−1
i=1 PT (i)DP (i + 1) + PT (n)DP (1) for TSP. Here P (i) denotes the i-th column of the

square matrix P .

D.2 Directed Feedback Arc Set Problem

Definition 8. Let G = (V,E) be a directed graph where V is the set of vertices and E is the set of directed edges. A
feedback arc set in G is a subset of edges F ⊆ E such that the subgraph G′ = (V,E \ F ) is acyclic. The Directed
Feedback Arc Set Problem (DFASP) is to find the minimum feedback arc set, i.e., the smallest subset of edges F whose
removal makes the graph G acyclic.

Alternatively, DFASP can be formulated as a vertex ordering (i.e. permutation) problem, where the goal is to find
an enumeration of vertices {vi}ni=1 that minimizes the cardinality of the set of backward edges. Here we give an LP
formulation. Let xij be a binary variable that equals 1 if the edge (i, j) ∈ E is a backward edge, and 0 otherwise. Let
yi be an integer variable for each vertex i ∈ V representing the position of vertex i in a topological ordering. DFASP
can be formulated using the following integer linear program of [5].

minimize
∑

(i,j)∈E

xij

subject to xij ∈ {0, 1} ∀(i, j) ∈ E,

yi ∈ Z ∀i ∈ V ,

yi + 1 ≤ yj + |V | · xij ∀(i, j) ∈ E

D.3 Cutwidth Minimization Problem

Definition 9. Given a graph G = (V,E) with vertices V and edges E, let π : V → {1, 2, . . . , |V |} be a permutation
of the vertices, the maximum cutwidth of the ordering π is defined as

max
1≤k<|V |

|{{u, v} ∈ E | π(u) ≤ k < π(v)}| . (27)

The Cutwidth Minimization Problem (CMP) is to find an ordering π that minimizes this maximum cutwidth.

The CMP can be formulated using the following integer linear program, given in [29].



minimize b

subject to xk
i ∈ {0, 1} ∀i, k ∈ {1, . . . , n},
n∑

k=1

xk
i = 1 ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , n},

n∑
i=1

xk
i = 1 ∀k ∈ {1, . . . , n},

yki,j ≤ xk
i ,

yki,j ≤ xk
j ,

xk
i + xk

j ≤ yki,j + 1,∑
k≤c
l>c

yk,li,j ≤ b ∀c ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1}

E Experiments Details

In this section we provide additional experimental results for the TSP, DFASP and CMP.

E.1 Optimization Curves

Here, we show the optimization curves for each experiment.

Below are plots of the averaged optimization curves for TSP on problem instances of different scales. The x-axis
gives the number of steps t and the y-axis gives solution tour length, averaged over the N = 50 instances.

Below are plots of the optimization curves for DFASP. The x-axis gives the number of steps t and the y-axis gives the
average cardinality of the feedback arc set returned by the optimization algorithm. The runtime limit for both methods
is n

10 minutes (e.g. 2 minutes for n = 20, 5 minutes for n = 50 and 10 minutes for n = 100). Results are averaged
across N = 50 instances.



Below we show the optimization curves for different datasets of CMP. The x-axis gives the number of steps s and
y-axis gives the cutwidth of the permutation solutions returned by the algorithms. Results are averaged across each
dataset.

E.2 Timing

We are using CentOS Linux 7 system on a Intel Xeon CPU E5-2650L processor. Gurobi is run on a single thread per
process. We report average runtime for each method for different scales of TSP and CMP problems, see Table 5 and
Table 6 below. DFASP is not included as we fix runtime for this problem

E.3 CMP Datasets

Here we provide more details of the CMP datasets we used: Small[31], Grids[37], and the public-domain dataset
Harwell-Boeing[35].



Method TSP

n = 20 n = 30 n = 40 n = 50 n = 100

Gurobi < 1s < 1s < 1s < 1s < 1s

MST < 1s < 1s < 1s < 1s < 1s
QP 36s 50s 69s 95s 240s

Random S Init. Alg. 4 192s 259s 612s 671s 967s
MST S Init. Alg. 4 156s 214s 571s 640s 1318s
QP S Init. Alg. 4 135s 249s 532s 615s 953s

Table 5. Average runtime of TSP algorithms in seconds.

Method CMP

Small [31] Grids [37] Harwell-Boeing

Gurobi 126s - -

Scatter Search < 1s 210.07s 430.45s
SA < 1s 216.13s 435.41s

GPR < 1s 235.16s 557.48s

Random S Init. Alg. 4 46s 433s 1630s
SA S Init Alg. 4 < 1s < 1s 570s

GPR S Init Alg. 4 < 1s < 1s 742s

Table 6. Average runtime of CMP heuristics in seconds. For Grids and Harwell-Boeing datasets Gurobi runs out of memory.

The Small dataset contains 84 graphs and the number of vertices for each graph ranges from 16 to 24, and number
of edges ranges from 18 to 49. The Grids dataset contains 81 graphs, and for each graph vertices are arranged on a grid
with varying width and height. The Harwell-Boeing dataset is available through the Harwell-Boeing Sparse Matrix
Collection, and contains 87 graphs with number of vertices 30 ≤ n ≤ 700, and number of edges 46 ≤ m ≤ 41686.

All datasets can be found at Optsicom Project. The Harwell-Boeing dataset is a public dataset which is available
at Matrix Market.

https://grafo.etsii.urjc.es/optsicom/cutwidth.html#:~:text=The%20Cutwidth%20Minimization%20Problem%20(CMP,between%20consecutive%20vertices)%20is%20minimized.
https://math.nist.gov/MatrixMarket/data/Harwell-Boeing/
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