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Abstract. This study addresses the Min-Max Multiple Traveling
Salesmen Problem (m3-TSP), which aims to coordinate tours for
multiple salesmen such that the length of the longest tour is mini-
mized. Due to its NP-hard nature, exact solvers become impractical
under the assumption that P ̸= NP . As a result, learning-based
approaches have gained traction for their ability to rapidly generate
high-quality approximate solutions. Among these, two-stage meth-
ods combine learning-based components with classical solvers, sim-
plifying the learning objective. However, this decoupling often dis-
rupts consistent optimization, potentially degrading solution qual-
ity. To address this issue, we propose a novel two-stage framework
named Generate-and-Split (GaS), which integrates reinforcement
learning (RL) with an optimal splitting algorithm in a joint training
process. The splitting algorithm offers near-linear scalability with
respect to the number of cities and guarantees optimal splitting in
Euclidean space for any given path. To facilitate the joint optimiza-
tion of the RL component with the algorithm, we adopt an LSTM-
enhanced model architecture to address partial observability. Exten-
sive experiments show that the proposed GaS framework signifi-
cantly outperforms existing learning-based approaches in both so-
lution quality and transferability.

1 Introduction
The multiple traveling salesmen problem (mTSP) generalizes the
classical traveling salesman problem (TSP) by involving multiple
salesmen who depart from a common depot, collectively visit all
cities exactly once, and return to the depot. The mTSP is a versatile
model applicable to a wide range of real-world problems [28, 3, 6].
Solving the mTSP requires generating valid tours for all salesmen
while optimizing a specific objective. Two common objectives are
the min-sum, which minimizes the total tour length, and the min-
max, which minimizes the length of the longest individual tour. We
study the min-max mTSP, abbreviated as m3-TSP, which focuses on
improving load balance and reducing worst-case latency.

There lack efficient, polynomial-time solutions to m3-TSP be-
cause the problem is NP-hard [5], and as long as P ̸= NP . Clas-
sic solvers, based on mathematical programming [4] or heuristic
search [9], typically require a substantial amount of time to find a
feasible solution. In recent years, RL-based methods [17] have re-
ceived much research interest because they are promising in generat-

∗ Corresponding Author. Email: wl@nju.edu.cn

ing high-quality solutions efficiently. One series of RL-based meth-
ods, such as DAN [2], ScheduleNet [25], Equity-Transformer (Eqt
for short) [27], and Dpn [35] perform end-to-end training by directly
generating solutions to the original m3-TSP and optimizing the pro-
cess. Although end-to-end training ensures the searching direction
for the optimal solution to the original problem, a reasonable prob-
lem decomposition, allowing RL to focus on a simpler part of the
problem, is expected to reduce the learning complexity.

Unlike the above work, the other series of work propose to decom-
pose the problem and adopt RL as a part of their solutions. These
methods heuristically decompose the m3-TSP into two interdepen-
dent subproblems: 1) city-division: dividing the cities into groups,
each designated for a specific salesman; and 2) path-generation: gen-
erating a tour for each salesman to visit the cities within their as-
signed group. Following this framework, DisPN [12] employs RL
to first partition the cities among the salesmen, then determines the
optimal tour for each salesman by solving smaller-scale TSP in-
stances with classic solvers. Differently, SplitNet [20] first uses clas-
sic solvers to generate an tour visiting all cities (by solving the
TSP for a single salesman) and then learns to split this tour for the
salesmen. By decomposing the problem, these approaches effectively
simplify the learning process by focusing on city division and leaving
path generation to other methods. However, solving the subproblems
independently can lead to sub-optimal overall solutions compared to
end-to-end methods.

Inspired by both lines of research, we propose the Generate-and-
Split (GaS) framework, an RL-based approach that integrates prob-
lem decomposition with joint training to solve the m3-TSP.

Firstly, given an instance of m3-TSP, we train an RL-based path
generator that generates a permutation of cities step-by-step, with
each step selecting an unvisited city. Unlike end-to-end methods that
address city division and path generation simultaneously by creat-
ing specific routes for each salesman, the path generator finds an
path visiting all cities, which is then split into tours and assigned
to individual salesmen—similar to SplitNet’s approach. By focusing
on learning for path generation, we simplify the problem, reducing
it to one with a shorter decision horizon. In contrast to prior ap-
proaches such as DisPN and SplitNet, which address subproblems
in isolation, the learning-based generator operates within a unified
training process, aiming to produce paths that facilitate low-cost so-
lutions through the utilization of the splitting algorithm. Secondly,
we present a straightforward and efficient, optimal splitting algo-
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rithm designed to split any specified path into tours. The splitting
algorithm divides a sequence of length n − 1 into m subsequences,
with an objective of minimizing the maximum cost of the tours cor-
responding to the subsequences, where n− 1 refers to the number of
cities (excluding the depot), and m is the number of traveling sales-
men. A brute-force method can solve the splitting problem with a
prohibitive time complexity of O(nm−1) by enumerating all possible
split points. As a result, SplitNet adopts a learning-based approach to
find effective splitting strategies in a computationally efficient man-
ner. Unlike SplitNet, in this work, we show that we can find opti-
mal (without considering the float-pointing-error) splitting strategies
with an efficient, deterministic algorithm, given that we define m3-
TSP in the Euclidean space. More specifically, we propose a splitting
algorithm that can approximate the optimal solution with an approx-
imation ratio of 1+ ϵ, ∀ϵ > 0, with a time complexity of O(n log ĉ

ϵ
)

for any given path. ĉ is the maximum possible cost, and ϵ represents
the desired precision. Thirdly, since the splitting procedure is im-
plemented subsequent to generating the entire path, essential infor-
mation—such as the number of traveling salesmen who have finished
their tours—is not accessible at the moment decisions are made. This
situates the challenges of partial observation in the framework of RL.
To address this, we model the task as a partially observable Markov
decision process (POMDP) [15] and adopt an LSTM-based archi-
tecture [10] to mitigate the effects of partial observability. The use
of recurrent neural networks (RNNs) to tackle partial observability
dates back to the early development of deep RL [8], and has since
been adopted in combinatorial optimization frameworks [1, 13], an
idea we also draw upon in this work.

In summary, this work makes the following contributions:

• We propose the GaS framework for the m3-TSP problem, which
adopts the principle of problem decomposition. It integrates a path
generator to tackle the more challenging aspects of the problem,
and a deterministic splitting algorithm to efficiently address the
remaining components.

• We design an LSTM-enhanced decoder to support joint learn-
ing together with the splitting algorithm. The splitting algorithm,
though simple and efficient, plays a crucial role by providing ef-
fective reward signals for the RL-based path generator.

• We conduct extensive experiments to evaluate the solution quality
and transferability of the proposed GaS framework. The results
show that, compared to strong baselines such as Eqt [27] and Dpn
[35], our approach achieves a statistically significant performance
improvement (p < 0.05) and demonstrates better transferability
in 90.7% of the out-of-distribution data.

2 Problem Formulation

The m3-TSP is defined on a complete graph G = (V,E), with
V = {v0, v1, · · · , vn−1} denotes the set of n nodes (which include
a depot v0, and n − 1 cities from v1 to vn−1), and E denotes the
set of edges. Following existing work [20], we place the nodes on a
2-dimensional Euclidean plane with (xv, yv) denotes the coordinate
of a node v ∈ V . Each edge has a weight d(vi, vj) corresponding to
the Euclidean distance between nodes vi, and vj .

There are m salesmen (agents) who start their travel from
the depot to visit the cities before returning to the depot. The
tour of the i-th agent is defined as a sequence of nodes Ti =
(vi,0, vi,1, vi,2, · · · , vi,ni , vi,ni+1), with vi,0 = vi,ni+1 = v0 be-
ing the depot. The tour will not contain any repeated nodes except

for the depot, and the depot node will not appear in the middle of
the tour, meaning that ∀1 ≤ j, k ≤ ni, vi,j ̸= vi,k ̸= v0. We use
{Ti} to denote the set of nodes in tour Ti, i = 1, 2, · · · ,m, with
|Ti| = ni + 2 being the number of nodes in Ti. Every node except
the depot must be visited exactly once by the agents, i.e., we have
∪m

i=1{Ti} = V , and ∩m
i=1{Ti} \ {v0} = ∅. The cost of the i-th

agent’s tour is defined in equation (1).

C(Ti) =

|Ti|−1∑
j=1

d(vi,j−1, vi,j). (1)

The objective of solving the m3-TSP is to plan tours for all agents
such that the maximum cost among the agents’ tours is minimized,
which is defined in equation (2).

L(z∗) = minmax{C(Ti)|, 1 ≤ i ≤ m}
s.t. ∪m

i=1 {Ti} = V

∩m
i=1 {Ti} \ {v0} = ∅
∀1≤i≤m,1≤j,k≤niTi,j ̸= Ti,k ̸= v0

(2)

where L(z∗) represents the optimal cost for the m3-TSP, and z∗ is
the optimal solution for m3-TSP. In this context, z∗ is defined as
T1 + T2 + · · · + Tm, where the + symbol representing sequence
concatenation.

3 Method
In this section, we introduce the GaS framework, as illustrated in Fig-
ure 1. We propose to first generate a path that sequentially visits all
cities using an RL-based path generator and split the path to form the
tours for each salesman with a splitting algorithm. The path generator
employs RL to output the sequence of all cities, excluding the depot.
Then we split the sequence into multiple subsequences by the split-
ting algorithm, which are subsequently assigned to the corresponding
traveling salesmen. After the assignment is complete, the maximum
cost of the tours corresponding to each subsequence is used as the
reward to train the path generator.

The meta-level idea behind the design of this framework is prob-
lem decomposition. The m3-TSP can be naturally divided into two
components: a navigation component (TSP-like) and a partitioning
component [35]. While solving the TSP is NP-complete [24], the par-
titioning part does not necessarily pose significant computational dif-
ficulty, provided an appropriate problem decomposition is adopted.
For the components that are indeed hard to solve, we rely on RL,
which motivates the design of the path generator. For the components
that may admit polynomial-time algorithms, we design the splitting
algorithm to ensure solution quality. The idea of decomposition not
only enhances the interpretability and modularity of the framework,
but also offers potential for integration with a broader spectrum of
learning-based approaches. In the following subsections, we intro-
duce the path generator and the splitting algorithm in detail.

3.1 The Path Generator

Given an instance of the m3-TSP, the path generator is responsible
for generating a path across all the cities:

z′ = (v1′ , v2′ , · · · , vi′ , · · · , vn−1′) (3)

where vi′ , 1 ≤ i′ ≤ n − 1 is a city node defined in the graph. The
path will be split and assigned to different salesmen, by the splitting
algorithm, as detailed in the following section.
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Figure 1. The GaS framework. The two key components are the path generator and the optimal splitting algorithm.

We formulate the problem of generating a path given an instance of
m3-TSP using the partially observable Markov Decision Processes
(POMDPs) and train the path generator that generates a path step-
by-step, similar to AM [17] and Eqt [27], as follows.

3.1.1 POMDP Formulation

Observation. We define the observation of the problem at time t as
st = ⟨xg, ot⟩, where xg = ⟨G, k⟩ contains time-independent global
information, and ot = ⟨nf , nc⟩ contains observations made at time
t. In xg , G represents the complete graph that defines an instance of
the problem as introduced in the previous section, and k = n/m is
the ratio of the number of cities to the number of salesmen. Here, G
is represented by the 2D coordinates of all cities and the depot. In
ot, nf represents the information of the depot, and nc represents the
information of the currently visited city.

From the definition of the observation, it is clear that key infor-
mation (state) necessary for solving the problem, such as the number
of traveling salesmen currently in use, is not included. This omission
arises because our framework delegates the decision of when to re-
turn to the depot to the splitting algorithm, making such information
unavailable during the policy execution. Unlike work such as Eqt
[27], our observation definition adheres to the principle of simplicity,
retaining only the essential information that can be obtained, without
introducing additional heuristics. The parts that are difficult to define
explicitly are instead learned by the LSTM.

Action. The action at can be any unvisited city at time t. Notably,
the depot is not considered a city, so the action sequence will exclude
the depot. After all cities have been visited, the action sequence forms
z′, which is the result of the path generator.

Reward. The reward is the negative cost of the maximum of
C(Ti) as described in equation (1) at the final time step. At all other
steps, the reward is zero. To obtain a reward from z′, it must first be
split by the splitting algorithm described in the next section.

3.1.2 Policy Description

When addressing the problem using RL, we aim to learn a policy
πθ(at | s1:t), which defines a probability distribution over the action
space conditioned on the sequence of past observations. The objec-
tive is to maximize the expected cumulative reward, which, in our
setting, corresponds to the optimization goal of the m3-TSP. The
probability distribution over a complete solution path is denoted as
pθ(z

′|x), where x denotes a specific m3-TSP instance, z′ is a candi-

date solution, and θ represents the learnable parameters of the policy,
as detailed in the next section.

3.2 Network Architecture of the Path Generator
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Figure 2. The network architecture of the path generator.

The splitting algorithm can only be applied after the entire path is
generated, which presents a challenge for training the path genera-
tor by RL, known as the partial observation problem due to delayed
splitting. From the definition of the POMDP, we observe that at each
time step, the state should include information about which salesman
is taking action at this time step. Methods like Eqt [27] include the
“return to the depot” in the action space, allowing the environment
to naturally switch to the next traveling salesman and update state
transitions accordingly.

To tackle this issue, inspired by the RL for POMDPs, we introduce
an LSTM-based structure in the decoder that efficiently estimates
the true state under the current policy execution history for a given
m3-TSP instance. This structure constructs a hidden state based on
the observation history and makes subsequent decisions based on the
hidden state. The network structure is shown in Figure 2.

3.2.1 Encoder

The encoder takes as input the two-dimensional coordinate data of
the nodes and the total number of traveling salesmen. The output
includes node embedding, a graph embedding and scale embedding
for the m3-TSP instance. The initial embedding of all nodes is com-
puted by applying a fully connected layer to transform the node co-
ordinates, where distinct transformations are employed for the depot
node and the remaining city nodes. Following this, multiple attention



Algorithm 1 Greedy Check
Input: G, graph consisting of a depot and cities;
Input: m, the number of agents;
Input: z′, path generated by the path generator;
Input: cm, the threshold to check.
Output: whether the threshold can be successfully achieved.

1: i← 0
2: initialize Ti as (v0, )
3: for t = 1, 2, · · · , n− 1 do
4: if C(Ti + z′t + v0) ≤ cm // equation (1) then
5: Ti ← Ti + z′t
6: else
7: Ti+1 = (v0, z

′
t, )

8: if i+ 1 ≥ m or C(Ti+1 + v0) > cm then
9: return false

10: end if
11: i← i+ 1
12: end if
13: end for
14: return true

layers as described in [17] are employed to process the node embed-
ding, culminating in the embedding H for all nodes. The embedding
of the i-th node is denoted by Hi. To derive the graph embedding
Hg , we employ mean pooling [23] across the node embedding. The
scale embedding K is acquired by mapping the scale k = n/m of
a m3-TSP instance into the embedding space via a fully connected
layer. We employ scale embedding to furnish the model with scale-
specific information, thereby enabling it to generalize across various
problem scales.

3.2.2 Decoder

The decoder takes the nodes’ embedding and scale embedding as in-
put and outputs the probability of each legal action being selected at
each time step. Compared to the classical decoder structure, we have
added several components to mitigate partial observation problems.
The relevant concepts are presented as follows.

Context: At the t-th step of the path generation, t−1 actions have
already been generated, denoted as ⟨a1, a2, · · · , at−1⟩. The context
of the problem at this step is defined as the concatenation of vectors:
ct = [Hg;H0,Hat−1;K]. The vector ct is then passed through a
fully connected layer, the result is denoted as ĉt.

Hidden State: To mitigate the partial observability problem, we
employ an LSTM [10] to process the context vector ĉt and maintain
a hidden state ht. Specifically, we adopt an incremental formulation,
where the hidden state is updated as ht = LSTM(ĉt,ht−1), with
the initial states h0 set to zero vectors.

A new context embedding from hidden state is computed by a
multi-head attention layer ct = MHA(ht,H,H) with appropriate
mask. Finally, ct is used as a contextual query, with all valid nodes’
embedding serving as keys and values, to construct an attention-
based policy πθ(at|s1:t), consistent with the AM [17].

3.3 The Splitting Algorithm

After the path is generated, we need to split it to obtain the solu-
tion for the m3-TSP. There are various possible splitting schemes,
and each results in a different cost. Our goal is to efficiently compute
the cost corresponding to the optimal splitting scheme, which will
be used as the reward for RL training. Assuming the path generator

Algorithm 2 The Splitting Algorithm
Input: G, graph consisting of a depot and cities;
Input: m, the number of agents;
Input: z′, path generated by the path generator.
Output: cm is the near optimal cost.

1: L = 0, R = ĉ // binary search boundary
2: while R− L > ϵ do
3: cm ← (L+R)/2
4: if GreedyCheck(G,m, z′) then
5: L← cm
6: else
7: R← cm
8: end if
9: end while

provides the visiting path z′ for all salesmen, we need to split the
path into m subsequences and insert v0 as the first and last elements
of the subsequences to form tours {Ti|1 ≤ i ≤ m} for each sales-
man. The min-max cost of the tours can be calculated in the split-
ting algorithm, as defined by equation (1). A brute-force algorithm
can enumerate all possible splitting points to obtain the optimal re-
sult with a O(nm−1) time complexity. The time complexity of such
an algorithm increases exponentially with the number of salesmen,
which is not suitable for fast training. To address this, we design a
splitting algorithm with near-linear time complexity with respect to
the number of nodes, which is outlined below.

Firstly, we convert this problem into a decision problem as fol-
lows: Given a path z′, can it be visited in order by no more than m
salesmen such that the tour length of any salesmen does not exceed
a predefined threshold cm? This decision problem can be addressed
using a greedy algorithm, referred to as “greedy check” as listed in
Algorithm 1. In the algorithm block, we use “+” for sequence con-
catenation. In this greedy check, each traveling salesman attempts
to visit as many cities as possible. The answer to the original deci-
sion problem is determined by whether more than m salesmen are
required by greedy check. If the greedy check uses more than m
salesmen, then no other method can use no more than m salesmen to
finish the task, so the answer to the decision problem is “no”. Con-
versely, it provides a solution to the decision problem, so the answer
to the decision problem is “yes”. Secondly, If the decision problem is
satisfied for a given cm, then it will also be satisfied for any c ≥ cm.
Otherwise, it cannot be satisfied for any c ≤ cm. This suggests that
the minimal cm that satisfies the decision problem can be efficiently
determined using binary search. By synthesizing the aforementioned
aspects, we introduce the splitting algorithm detailed in Algorithm 2.
The time complexity of the algorithm is O(n log ĉ

ϵ
), and the approx-

imation ratio is 1 + ϵ (or 1 + ϵ/c∗ if we assume c∗ < 1, where c∗ is
the optimal cost). The cost reported by the splitting algorithm is used
as a reward for RL, denoted as L(z′).

As mentioned earlier, if the greedy check can correctly answer the
decision problem, binary search can find the optimal solution within
the error margin. We provide its proof in the Appendix.

3.4 The Training Process

RL trains through the REINFORCE [31], with the gradient of the
objective function given by Equation (4).

∇θ = Epθ(z
′|x)[∇ log pθ(z

′|x)(L(z′)− b(x))] (4)

In Equations (4), x represents an instance of the m3-TSP, pθ(z′|x)



denotes the probability of the policy generating the path z′ condition
on x, and b(x) denotes the baseline, following [27], which is com-
puted as the average reward over multiple trajectories generated by
applying data augmentation to the input instance x. Several similar
symmetry-based data augmentation techniques can also be found in
[33, 32, 34]. Finally, a gradient descent-based method that can be
used to optimize the problem.

4 Experimental Results
In this section, we aim to answer the following research questions:

1. RQ1 [Solution Quality]. Is the proposed GaS framework effective
and efficient in finding high-quality solutions?

2. RQ2 [Transferability]. Is a learned solver still effective when we
apply it to problems different from the training scenarios in terms
of scales and city distributions?

4.1 Baseline Selection

Several deep RL-based methods have been proposed for the m3-TSP.
Among them, we select two of the most recent and competitive al-
gorithms for comparison: Eqt [27] and Dpn [35]. Our selection is
based on the following criteria: (1) both methods have demonstrated
impressive empirical performance and, to the best of our knowl-
edge, represent the most recent and state-of-the-art learning-based
approaches; and (2) both are fully open-sourced, enabling fair com-
parisons under identical experimental settings and ensuring the re-
producibility of results. We directly used the publicly available mod-
els of Eqt and Dpn for evaluation. Since Eqt does not provide a pre-
trained model for instances with 100 nodes, we trained Eqt for this
setting using its publicly released training script.

For classical heuristic methods, following the evaluation protocol
established in Eqt [27], we report the performance of LKH3 [9] on
the m3-TSP. This allows us to quantify the performance gap between
learning-based approaches and traditional heuristic algorithms. HGA
[21] is another competitive heuristic solver, but due to space con-
straints, we restrict our comparisons to LKH3. We report heuristic
solver results under 60 and 600 second time limits.

4.2 Experiment Design

We conduct experiments under the following controlled settings.
To address RQ1, we randomly generate 2D coordinates for the

cities and depot, uniformly distributed within a 1×1 rectangular area
during training. The RL-based policy is trained under two settings:
n = 50 and n = 100 nodes. The number of salesmen is randomly
sampled from a uniform distribution in the range [2, 10]. We then
validate the trained GaS framework on 100 randomly generated in-
stances, using the same test data as in Eqt [27] and Dpn [35]. These
instances are not part of the training process.

The answer to RQ1 focuses on the solution quality of the GaS
framework for problems of the same scale and distribution. However,
in practical applications, we often encounter large-scale problems
[19] and out-of-distribution data [37]. Instances of varying scales are
also crucial. To assess the broader applicability of the framework,
we conduct additional experiments to address RQ2. Specifically, we
perform three types of experiments as follows:

1. RQ2.1: How does the trained model perform on data with differ-
ent distributions? To answer this, we directly apply the learned

model to three out-of-distribution datasets proposed in [37] and
compare the results with baseline methods.

2. RQ2.2: How does the trained model perform on large-scale prob-
lems? To answer this, we employ a similar fine-tuning process on
scenarios with 200 and 500 nodes, as described in [35], and com-
pare the results with baseline methods on large-scale problems.

3. RQ2.3: How does the trained model perform when the scale dif-
fers from the training settings? To answer this, we evaluate the
fine-tuned model on n = 200 and n = 500 settings with varying
numbers of salesmen.

Our code and data are publicly available [29]. For further details
regarding reproducibility, please refer to Appendix.

4.3 Solution Quality Results (RQ1)

The experimental results for RQ1 are summarized in Table 1. In the
table, ×k. represents the generation of k samples and reporting the
best result. For Eqt and GaS, ×8 indicates 8-fold data augmenta-
tion [18], while ×128 refers to performing 16 sampling width [17]
for each instance after 8-fold data augmentation, and reporting the
best result. On the other hand, Dpn utilizes the data augmentation
and agent permutation techniques described in the referenced pa-
per. As shown in Table 1, the GaS method achieves better results
than the best existing learning-based methods in 13 out of 18 exper-
imental configurations, and matches their performance in one other.
One-sided Wilcoxon tests [30] show that GaS significantly reduces
the cost compared to Dpn and Eqt, with p-values of 9.66 × 10−29 /
1.10×10−42 (50 nodes) and 2.91×10−7 / 4.00×10−80 (100 nodes).
A comparison between learning-based methods and LKH3 reveals
that existing learning-based approaches still lag behind search-based
methods like LKH3 in terms of solution quality, particularly when
the value of m is small. This indicates that when the problem charac-
teristics are closer to the classical TSP, current learning-based meth-
ods tend to perform poorly and leave greater room for improvement.
In contrast, when m is large, learning-based methods are already ca-
pable of solving the problem effectively, leaving less room for further
optimization. We do not report solution time in the table because all
learning-based approaches solve each instance in under one second at
this scale, making the differences among them negligible. Neverthe-
less, compared to the search-based LKH3, learning-based methods
demonstrate a clear advantage in terms of inference efficiency.

4.4 Transferability Results (RQ2)

Results for RQ2.1: The trained model should be applicable to data
with distributions different from the training distribution. We evalu-
ated the model on datasets with Rotation, Gaussian, and Explosion
distributions [37]. A sample of the data is shown in Figure 3, and the
comparison results with Eqt and Dpn are presented in Table 2. The
original dataset contains 200 nodes and 2000 instances for each dis-
tribution. For evaluation, we used the first 100 instances and the first
n nodes. According to the experimental results, GaS outperforms ex-
isting learning-based methods in 41 out of 54 test configurations and
achieves identical performance (to four decimal places) in 8 more.
This means that in 90.7% of the test cases, GaS performs at least as
well as the best current learning-based approaches.

Results for RQ2.2 & RQ2.3: Following the fine-tuning setup in
Dpn, we fine-tune our model on instances with 200 nodes and 10–20
agents, as well as 500 nodes and 30–50 agents. Evaluation is then
conducted on scenarios with 200 nodes and 2–20 agents, and 500



Table 1. Evaluation Results for RQ1. The average min-max costs are reported in this table, with results averaged over 100 instances. A gray background
highlights the best performance among learning-based methods, while bold font indicates the best performance across all methods.

mTSP Instances, n=50

m 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

LKH3 (60s) 3.1520 2.4353 2.1546 2.0340 1.9807 1.9515 1.9481 1.9400 1.9431
LKH3 (600s) 3.1517 2.4338 2.1502 2.0234 1.9711 1.9440 1.9358 1.9336 1.9317

Eqt ×1 3.3262 2.5643 2.2402 2.0798 1.9976 1.9618 1.9414 1.9349 1.9321
Eqt ×8 3.2343 2.4901 2.1870 2.0399 1.9788 1.9465 1.9359 1.9324 1.9303

Eqt ×128 3.2079 2.4700 2.1732 2.0315 1.9742 1.9443 1.9349 1.9321 1.9303

Dpn ×1 3.2576 2.5149 2.2038 2.0545 1.9979 1.9549 1.9430 1.9352 1.9334
Dpn ×8 3.1956 2.4654 2.1735 2.0337 1.9744 1.9460 1.9362 1.9323 1.9304

Dpn ×128 3.1949 2.4637 2.1728 2.0323 1.9736 1.9454 1.9358 1.9323 1.9302

GaS ×1 3.3339 2.5448 2.2216 2.0575 1.9923 1.9572 1.9396 1.9338 1.9312
GaS ×8 3.2108 2.4723 2.1788 2.0367 1.9771 1.9451 1.9354 1.9323 1.9307

GaS ×128 3.1918 2.4598 2.1681 2.0301 1.9739 1.9440 1.9349 1.9322 1.9305

mTSP Instances, n=100

m 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

LKH3 (60s) 4.0713 2.9551 2.4814 2.2397 2.1119 2.0580 2.0360 2.0225 2.0090
LKH3 (600s) 4.0694 2.9436 2.4572 2.2058 2.0719 2.0076 1.9799 1.9689 1.9640

Eqt ×1 4.5123 3.2110 2.6303 2.3239 2.1528 2.0557 2.0036 1.9760 1.9634
Eqt ×8 4.3148 3.1044 2.5549 2.2646 2.1083 2.0290 1.9845 1.9637 1.9549

Eqt ×128 4.2524 3.0672 2.5280 2.2469 2.0947 2.0164 1.9792 1.9611 1.9531

Dpn ×1 4.2705 3.0801 2.5498 2.2704 2.1177 2.0335 1.9921 1.9724 1.9587
Dpn ×8 4.1804 3.0233 2.5041 2.2346 2.0909 2.0143 1.9804 1.9623 1.9534

Dpn ×128 4.1774 3.0181 2.5015 2.2315 2.0895 2.0128 1.9793 1.9613 1.9531

GaS ×1 4.3156 3.1230 2.5766 2.2796 2.1240 2.0429 1.9996 1.9739 1.9584
GaS ×8 4.2267 3.0439 2.5114 2.2417 2.0964 2.0190 1.9807 1.9625 1.9539

GaS ×128 4.1852 3.0157 2.4974 2.2285 2.0859 2.0120 1.9764 1.9596 1.9524

Table 2. Evaluation Results for RQ2.1. The average min-max cost are reported in this table. All results are averaged over 100 out of distribution instances.
A gray background indicates the best performance among learning-based methods.

m 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Rotation, n = 50

Eqt ×128 2.5622 2.0049 1.7752 1.6654 1.6171 1.5971 1.5879 1.5844 1.5827
Dpn ×128 2.5138 1.9650 1.7499 1.6501 1.6102 1.5917 1.5851 1.5826 1.5822
GaS ×128 2.5137 1.9564 1.7450 1.6471 1.6085 1.5905 1.5848 1.5826 1.5821

Gaussian, n = 50

Eqt ×128 2.1551 1.6405 1.4487 1.3725 1.3464 1.3368 1.3326 1.3318 1.3312
Dpn ×128 2.0672 1.5964 1.4250 1.3612 1.3406 1.3340 1.3318 1.3311 1.3310
GaS ×128 2.0535 1.5897 1.4216 1.3597 1.3404 1.3338 1.3318 1.3311 1.3310

Explosion, n = 50

Eqt ×128 2.5678 2.0384 1.8003 1.7099 1.6628 1.6449 1.6366 1.6351 1.6344
Dpn ×128 2.5231 2.0057 1.7867 1.6970 1.6538 1.6402 1.6355 1.6343 1.6341
GaS ×128 2.5177 2.0023 1.7846 1.6962 1.6550 1.6400 1.6354 1.6342 1.6341

Rotation, n = 100

Eqt ×128 3.5046 2.5504 2.1087 1.8745 1.7562 1.6927 1.6635 1.6468 1.6392
Dpn ×128 3.3594 2.4615 2.0548 1.8440 1.7411 1.6858 1.6571 1.6439 1.6382
GaS ×128 3.3112 2.4328 2.0340 1.8378 1.7365 1.6854 1.6551 1.6432 1.6369

Gaussian, n = 100

Eqt ×128 3.1191 2.2778 1.8371 1.6062 1.4987 1.4519 1.4315 1.4243 1.4230
Dpn ×128 2.9806 2.1438 1.7532 1.5704 1.4856 1.4478 1.4296 1.4235 1.4223
GaS ×128 2.9184 2.0929 1.7326 1.5657 1.4833 1.4474 1.4309 1.4240 1.4225

Explosion, n = 100

Eqt ×128 3.4369 2.5637 2.1442 1.9181 1.7997 1.7446 1.7180 1.7061 1.7007
Dpn ×128 3.2976 2.4687 2.0818 1.8938 1.7908 1.7393 1.7153 1.7034 1.6991
GaS ×128 3.2806 2.4472 2.0756 1.8908 1.7898 1.7393 1.7154 1.7043 1.6991



Figure 3. City locations under different distributions. From left to right:
Uniform, Rotation, Gaussian, Explosion.

nodes and 10–40 agents. The results appear in Figure 4. As shown
in the figure, the min-max cost remains unchanged once the num-
ber of agents exceeds a certain threshold. For the 200-node and 500-
node scenarios, GaS reaches this threshold at m = 16 and m = 33,
with corresponding costs of 1.9628 and 2.0061, respectively. Beyond
these points, adding more agents yields no further improvement. This
also suggests that the number of agents used in existing evaluations
for larger-scale scenarios may be suboptimal, as it often falls within
a saturated range, where the optimal solution is effectively bounded
by twice the distance between the depot and the farthest city node,
thus limiting the potential difficulty of the instance. For larger-scale
problems (e.g., n = 1000,m ≥ 50; n = 2000,m ≥ 100; and
n = 5000,m ≥ 300)—all of which are configurations used in Eqt
for performance evaluation—we empirically verify that the model
fine-tuned on the n = 500 setting consistently yields optimal so-
lutions. Therefore, we do not include additional comparisons for
these configurations. Consistent with the findings in RQ1, the more
challenging aspects for current learning-based frameworks tend to
emerge when the problem characteristics become more similar to
those of the classical TSP. From the portion of the figure where the
number of agents decreases, we observe that when a scale shift oc-
curs, GaS demonstrates better transferability.
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Figure 4. Performance of Finetuned Models on Larger Problem Instances.
X-axis: number of agents; Y-axis: min-max cost.

4.5 Ablation study

We conduct an ablation study to assess the contribution of each com-
ponent in the GaS framework. The results are summarized in Table 3.
Specifically, we examine the effects of removing the LSTM-based
decoder and the optimal splitting component, denoted as w/o LSTM
and w/o optimal splitting, respectively. Without the LSTM, the con-
text embedding is processed by a multilayer perceptron (MLP) and
passed directly to the multi-head attention layer. When the optimal
splitting module is removed, the action of returning to the depot is
no longer masked, and the decision of when to return is entirely gov-
erned by the RL policy. The results demonstrate that incorporating
the LSTM effectively mitigates partial observability and enhances
solution quality. Moreover, the inclusion of optimal splitting allows
the RL policy to concentrate on navigation-related decisions rather
than the splitting strategy, leading to substantial performance im-
provements, particularly in scenarios with a small number of agents.

5 Related Work
Combinatorial optimization problems are a category of problems
that focus on optimization within discrete spaces [22]. One of the

Table 3. Ablation study on the lstm-based decoder and optimal splitting.

mTSP, n=50

m= 2 3 5 7

w/o LSTM 3.2272 2.4862 2.0489 1.9482
w/o optimal splitting 4.3563 3.2291 2.0608 1.9470

GaS ×128 3.1918 2.4598 2.0301 1.9440

most well-known combinatorial optimization problems is the Travel-
ing Salesman Problem [24] (TSP), with many learning-based solvers
[26, 14, 11]. As an important generalization, the m3-TSP introduces
additional complexity by involving multiple salesmen. We summa-
rize existing RL-based approaches for solving the m3-TSP as fol-
lows. NCE [16] learns to iteratively refine an initial solution through
cross-exchange operations. Although this method can achieve high-
quality solutions given sufficient time, it incurs a relatively high com-
putational cost. DisPN [12] develops an offline policy for assigning
cities to salesmen using graph networks and reinforcement learn-
ing, while relying on traditional solvers to construct tours for each
salesman. DAN [2] employs a decentralized attention-based model
to learn collaborative policies for online tour construction. Sched-
uleNet [25] leverages type-aware graph attention to learn assign-
ments between salesmen and cities, enabling multiple salesmen to
plan tours concurrently in an online setting. SplitNet [20], which is
most similar to our approach, uses classical heuristics to generate
a city sequence and learns a splitting strategy to divide it into in-
dividual tours. In contrast, we adopt an optimal splitting algorithm
to further improve performance. AMARL [7] introduces a gated
transformer-based state representation to coordinate multiple agents
in solving the m3-TSP via RL. However, the multi-agent setting in-
creases training complexity, while our method uses a fully serial path
generation strategy, simplifying learning. Equity-Transformer (Eqt)
[27] sequentially generates tours for all salesmen. Although it also
uses a sequential approach, it requires learning a “return-to-depot”
action, which we avoid by decoupling path generation and partition-
ing, thereby reducing learning difficulty. Dpn [35] proposes an end-
to-end model that jointly learns navigation and partition. In contrast,
our method focuses solely on learning the navigation component,
leaving the partitioning to be handled optimally by the optimal split-
ting algorithm. UDC [36] also follows a similar divide-and-conquer
paradigm for solving combinatorial problems. While we adopt an al-
gorithmic framework augmented with learning, they employ a fully
learning-based framework.

6 Conclusion
We introduce the Generate and Split (GaS) framework for solving the
m3-TSP. This framework comprises an LSTM-based model com-
bined with RL for the path generator and a deterministic, approxi-
mately optimal splitting algorithm. To train the path generator along-
side the optimal splitting algorithm, we propose an LSTM-enhanced
decoder that takes into account the observation history to mitigate the
partial observability issue caused by delayed splitting. Experimen-
tal results demonstrate that the GaS framework outperforms existing
learning-based methods on both solution quality and transferability.

Limitations and future work: Unlike fully learning-based meth-
ods, the GaS framework combines algorithmic design with reinforce-
ment learning, which may limit its immediate generality. Neverthe-
less, combining algorithmic priors with end-to-end learning provides
a promising approach, and we plan to apply it to other combinatorial
optimization problems in our future work.
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A Technical Appendix
A.1 Proof of Correctness for the Greedy Check

Proof. Suppose s = (1, p1, p2, · · · , pi, · · · , pm−1, n) are the split
points, pm = n, then the i-th subsequence ti is defined as

(z′si , · · · , z
′
j , · · · , z′si+1−1), ∀j, si < j < si+1 − 1. (5)

The tour for the i-th salesman is defined as Ti, by adding depot
nodes to both ends of ti as follows:

(v0, z
′
si , · · · , z

′
j , · · · , z′si+1−1, v0). (6)

The cost of Ti is defined as follows, where d represents the Eu-
clidean distance metric.

C(Ti) =

|Ti|−1∑
j=1

d(Ti,j , Ti,j+1). (7)

Since d is a distance metric, the following inequality holds:

d(i, j) + d(j, k) ≥ d(i, k), ∀i, j, k (8)

Assume the greedy check outputs the following split points: s =
(1, p1, p2, · · · , pm−1, n). If the split points meet the requirements,
then the “greedy check” finds a solution, and outputs true.

Otherwise, we need to prove that no split points exist that can meet
the requirements.

Due to the failure of the greedy check, we can draw the following
conclusions, in which |s means condition on split points s.

C(Tm|s) > cm, (9)

C(Ti|s) ≤ cm, ∀1 ≤ i < m. (10)

Assume there exists a valid splitting point, denoted as ŝ =
(1, p̂1, p̂2, · · · , p̂m−1, n), and the following inequality holds.

C(Ti|ŝ) ≤ cm, ∀1 ≤ i ≤ m. (11)

Stage 1 According to equations (9) and (11), the following equa-
tion holds:

p̂m−1 > pm−1 (12)

The proof is as follows:

C(Tm|s) > cm, C(Tm|ŝ) ≤ cm

⇒C(Tm|s) > C(Tm|ŝ)

⇒d(v0, z
′
pm−1

) +

 n−2∑
k=pm−1

d(z′k, z
′
k+1)

+ d(z′n−1, v0) >

d(v0, z
′
p̂m−1

) +

 n−2∑
k=p̂m−1

d(z′k, z
′
k+1)

+ d(z′n−1, v0)

(13)
From equation (13), we can observe pm−1 ̸= p̂m−1. if p̂m−1 <

pm−1, rewrite equation (13) as follows:

d(v0, z
′
pm−1

) > d(v0, z
′
p̂m−1

) +

pm−1−1∑
k=p̂m−1

d(z′k, z
′
k+1). (14)

Equations (14) and (8) are contradictory, therefore equation (12)
must hold.

Stage 2 Next, we use mathematical induction to prove ∀1 ≤ i ≤
m− 1, pi ≥ p̂i.

First, p1 ≥ p̂1. This is guaranteed by the “greedy check” and equa-
tion (8).

Then, assume pk ≥ p̂k. Next, we will prove that pk+1 ≥ p̂k+1.
There are two possible cases, and we discuss each separately.
1. If pk ≥ p̂k+1, then pk+1 ≥ p̂k+1.
2. If p̂k ≤ pk < p̂k+1.
Let’s use some simplified notation, 0→ pi ∼ pi+1 → 0 means:

d(v0, z
′
pi) +

pi+1−2∑
j=pi

d(z′j , z
′
j+1)

+ d(z′pi+1−1, v0) (15)

From pk ≥ p̂k and equation (8), we can derive the following con-
clusion:

0→ pk ∼ p̂k+1 → 0 ≤ 0→ p̂k ∼ p̂k+1 → 0 ≤ cm (16)

Therefore, according to equation (16), and due to the greedy na-
ture, the conclusion pk+1 ≥ p̂k+1 must hold.

Therefore, the following equation (17) must hold.

pm−1 ≥ p̂m−1 (17)

Equations (12) and (17) are contradictory, therefore ŝ does not ex-
ist. Therefore, the “greedy check” correctly addresses the decision
problem.

A.2 Details of the path generator

We recommend referring to our implementation for the exact code1.
Here, we briefly describe the architecture.

The encoder takes as input a graph represented by the 2D coordi-
nates of all nodes with shape (batch_size, nnodes, 2). It produces both
node-level and graph-level embeddings of dimension 128. The archi-
tecture is organized as follows:

• Input embedding. Separate linear layers are used to initialize
three types of embeddings: (i) customer nodes, (ii) the depot node,
and (iii) a scale feature defined as the ratio between the number of
nodes and the number of agents.

• Graph encoder. The initialized embeddings are concatenated
and passed through three stacked Graph Attention (GAT) layers,
which capture spatial and structural dependencies between nodes.

• Output. The encoder outputs (i) node embeddings of size
(batch_size, nnodes, 128), (ii) a graph embedding obtained by
mean pooling over all nodes, and (iii) the scale embedding.

The decoder is responsible for sequentially generating node selec-
tions based on the encoder outputs and contextual information. Its
design integrates recurrent modeling with attention, and can be sum-
marized as follows:

• Context embedding. At each decoding step, the context vector
is constructed by concatenating the graph embedding, the embed-
ding of the first node, the embedding of the current node, and the
scale embedding. This concatenated vector is projected into a 128-
dimensional representation via a linear layer.

1 https://github.com/wenwenla/ecai-2025-mtsp-solver/blob/main/net/tsp_
lstm.py



• Sequential modeling. The projected context is passed through
an LSTM with hidden size 128 to capture temporal dependen-
cies across decoding steps. Hidden and cell states are maintained
across steps, with periodic detachment to stabilize training.

• Multi-head attention. The context embedding is transformed into
query vectors, while cached node embeddings serve as keys and
values. An 8-head scaled dot-product attention mechanism is ap-
plied with masking to ensure feasibility of node selection.

• Projection and logits. The attended context is projected back to
a 128-dimensional vector and compared with transformed node
embeddings to produce logits for all nodes. Logits are scaled with
a hyperparameter α using the tanh function to control their range,
and infeasible nodes are masked by assigning −∞.

• Output. The decoder outputs a compatibility score vector over
nodes at each step, which defines the probability distribution for
selecting the next node.

A.3 Training details

The following table 4 summarizes the hyperparameters used in train-
ing our model. During training, we employ four Nvidia V100 GPUs
and complete the process on 100-node instances in under three days.
Fine-tuning is completed within 12 hours.

Table 4. Training hyperparameters

Hyperparameter Value
Training Epochs 100
Number of agents 2–10
Augmentation 16
Batch size 512
Random seed 1234
Optimizer Adam
Training learning rate 1× 10−4

Fine-tuning learning rate 1× 10−5


