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Abstract

Neural models produce promising results when solving Vehicle Routing Problems (VRPs), but often fall short in generalization.
Recent attempts to enhance model generalization often incur unnecessarily large training cost or cannot be directly applied to
other models solving different VRP variants. To address these issues, we take a novel perspective on model architecture in this
study. Specifically, we propose a plug-and-play Entropy-based Scaling Factor (ESF) and a Distribution-Specific (DS) decoder
to enhance the size and distribution generalization, respectively. ESF adjusts the attention weight pattern of the model towards
familiar ones discovered during training when solving VRPs of varying sizes. The DS decoder explicitly models VRPs of multiple
training distribution patterns through multiple auxiliary light decoders, expanding the model representation space to encompass a
broader range of distributional scenarios. We conduct extensive experiments on both synthetic and widely recognized real-world
benchmarking datasets and compare the performance with seven baseline models. The results demonstrate the effectiveness of
using ESF and DS decoder to obtain a more generalizable model and showcase their applicability to solve different VRP variants,
i.e., travelling salesman problem and capacitated VRP. Notably, our proposed generic components require minimal computational
resources, and can be effortlessly integrated into conventional generalization strategies to further elevate model generalization.
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1. Introduction

The Vehicle Routing Problem (VRP) is a well-known Com-
binatorial Optimization (CO) problem with diverse real-world
applications, e.g., transportation and logistics [1]. Extensive re-
search has been conducted on VRP over the years, led to the
development of various solvers employing exact, approximate
and heuristic algorithms [2, 3]. Nonetheless, existing solvers
often suffer from the scalability issue [4] and require substantial
manual rules and domain expertise [5]. As a promising alterna-
tive, Neural Network (NN)-based models have been increas-
ingly employed for solving VRPs in recent years, albeit with
elusive theoretical guarantees. These models typically lever-
age learned NNs to acquire heuristics for constructing solutions
or enhancing the quality of initial solutions through supervised
learning or Reinforcement Learning (RL). By exploiting the un-
derlying patterns of VRP training instances, neural VRP solvers
achieve competitive or even superior solution quality compared
to the conventional VRP solvers, accompanied by a notewor-
thy reduction in inference time. This work primarily focuses on
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the construction-based neural VRP solvers due to their faster
inference speed [6].

However, neural VRP solvers are typically trained and tested
on instances with the same size and distribution, limiting their
ability to generalize in unseen (especially in real world) sce-
narios that may deviate from the training set. For instance,
the well-established POMO model [7] demonstrates excellent
performance when trained and tested on VRP instances with
a fixed size of nodes, where the node coordinates of training
and test instances are both sampled from a uniform distribu-
tion. Nonetheless, the performance of the pretrained POMO
model tends to decline when applied to unseen scenarios of dif-
ferent sizes (see Table 1) and distribution patterns (see Table 4).
This drawback of low-level generalization poses a significant
obstacle towards deploying these models, because real-world
VRPs often involve tasks with varying sizes and unknown dis-
tribution. Consequently, enhancing the generalization of neural
VRP solvers presents a practical yet challenging issue.

Several preliminary attempts have been made to enhance the
generalization capability of neural VRP solvers. These attempts
can be broadly categorized into the following two groups: size
generalization and distribution generalization. Despite having
promising outcomes, these approaches generally encounter the
following three limitations: 1) Size generalization methods pre-
dominantly focus on up-scaling, often neglecting the equally
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pertinent down-scaling generalization. This oversight is signif-
icant because practical VRPs may exhibit arbitrary sizes, neces-
sitating comprehensive size generalization methods. 2) Distri-
bution generalization methods typically integrate various gen-
eralization algorithms, such as knowledge distillation [8], into
the framework of model learning algorithms (e.g., RL). This
integration amplifies the already considerable cost for model
training. Furthermore, these methods may encounter three in-
herent training challenges, regardless of their specific train-
ing methodologies (see details in Section 4.2), often leading
to under-performance. 3) Both types of methods are often in-
tricately designed, e.g., with numerous hyperparameters to be
pre-set in the meta-learning process [4] and extended diffusion
models specifically designed for solving Travelling Salesman
Problems (TSPs, a VRP variant) [9]. The intricacy of these
methods may constrain their applicability to a specific model
[10] or another VRP variant [9], impeding the potential adop-
tion of diverse models to achieve further performance gain or
solve other VRP variants.

To address the aforementioned limitations of the con-
ventional generalization methods designed for neural VRP
solvers, this study explores model generalization from a novel
perspective—the model architecture. We aim to enhance model
generalization by imposing lightweight model architecture im-
provement methods. This type of methods differs from exist-
ing generalization methods by excluding elaborately designed
modules and training algorithms, thus making it potentially ap-
plicable to various models or VRP variants. Moreover, due to
the unique perspective on enhancing model generalization, this
type of methods can be integrated into existing generalization
methods to achieve further performance elevation. Specifically,
we propose two generic components based on the model ar-
chitecture to enhance generalization across varying sizes and
distribution, respectively. For size generalization, we introduce
an Entropy-based Scaling Factor (ESF) into the model’s atten-
tion module, dynamically adjusting the attention weight pat-
tern to align with patterns discovered during training. ESF ac-
commodates both up-scaling and down-scaling generalization,
and its plug-and-play nature allows effortless application dur-
ing both testing and training. For distribution generalization,
we leverage the nature of heavy encoder and light decoder ar-
chitecture commonly used in neural VRP solvers [7], and pro-
pose a Distribution-Specific (DS) decoder-based method to ex-
plicitly model VRPs of different distribution patterns by using
multiple light decoders. Compared to the conventional meth-
ods, our DS decoder-based one relies solely on the model learn-
ing algorithm, with no requirement of additional computation.
Although both our proposed components have a straightfor-
ward design, to our great surprise and best of knowledge, such
generic components have not been proposed to enhance the
generalization of neural VRP solvers in the literature.

Extensive experimental results, involving thirty eight syn-
thetic and two real-world benchmarking (i.e., TSPLIB [11]
and CVRPLIB [12]) datasets and seven baseline models [4, 6–
8, 13–15], demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed two
components in enhancing model generalization. Additionally,
by integrating the proposed components, existing generaliza-

tion methods [4, 8, 14, 15] for neural VRP solvers exhibit fur-
ther improved generalization performance. More importantly,
both components offer easy implementation and demand mini-
mal computing resources (see Section 4), which holds promis-
ing significance towards deployment in real-world applications
and adoption by the neural CO community.

The key contributions of this work are as follows.
i) We propose a generic plug-and-play scaling factor appli-

cable to neural VRP solvers in both testing and training phases,
enhancing the size generalization performance with minimal
computational overhead.

ii) We devise a generic distribution-specific decoder-based
method to employ multiple light decoders for representation of
different distribution patterns, thereby enhancing the model’s
ability to generalize across varying distribution.

iii) By adopting the proposed two components, we enhance
the generalization of neural VRP solvers to avoid the problems
of both the intricacy of implementation and the substantial com-
putational resources required by conventional methods.

iv) We show the effectiveness of the proposed two compo-
nents in enhancing model generalization by conducting exten-
sive experiments and ablation studies involving seven baseline
models on forty datasets.

2. Related Work

In this section, we review the NN-based methods for solv-
ing VRPs, and then introduce several recent endeavors aimed
at enhancing model generalization.

2.1. Neural Network-Based VRP Solvers

NN-based methods have demonstrated promising results in
solving VRPs [16–22] and can be broadly classified into the fol-
lowing two categories: 1) Neural construction methods. These
methods produce VRP solutions either incrementally [23] or
in a one-shot manner [24]. For instance, Kool et al. [6] pro-
posed the well-known Transformer-based model (AM) based
on the attention mechanism for solving VRPs. Subsequently,
numerous studies extended AM and achieved better solution
quality [25, 26], with POMO [7] emerged as the most repre-
sentative model. Additionally, various post-processing meth-
ods have been proposed to further improve the performance of
neural construction methods, such as EAS [27] and SGBS [28].
Recently, Xiao et al. [29] introduced the GNARKD method,
which distills a model that incrementally produces solutions
into a model producing solutions in a one-shot manner. This
approach notably decreases inference time while maintaining
competitive solution quality, offering a novel perspective to the
neural CO community. 2) Neural improvement methods. These
methods commence with initial solutions and employ specific
deep learning techniques (e.g., a pretrained NN) to guide or as-
sist heuristics to iteratively improve the solution. In line with
this research, local search [18, 30, 31] and evolutionary com-
putation [32] algorithms are often utilized. Our primary fo-
cus in this work is on the neural construction methods, be-
cause they often demonstrate on-par solution quality to neural
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improvement methods but with significantly shorter inference
time. This aligns with the motivation behind employing NN-
based models for solving VRPs, aiming to replace intensive
computations with rapid approximations [33].

2.2. Generalization of Neural VRP Solvers

Prior studies primarily focus on training and testing neural
VRP solvers on instances of the same size and distribution, ex-
hibiting limited generalization in unseen scenarios [34]. Several
recent studies have been proposed to enhance the size and dis-
tribution generalization of these models, respectively. Size gen-
eralization methods aim to generalize the learned model to in-
stances of varying sizes by incorporating a specifically designed
size-dependent module [35] or implementing the divide-and-
conquer strategy [9, 10, 36] to scale up to larger instances. De-
spite the current research’s notable emphasis on scaling-up gen-
eralization, it is crucial not to overlook the prevalence of practi-
cal VRP instances with arbitrary sizes. Therefore, scaling-down
generalization must also be considered—an aspect frequently
neglected by existing size generalization methods. Distribu-
tion generalization methods aim to generalize models learned
from VRPs of multiple predefined distribution patterns to in-
stances with unseen distribution by adopting various general-
ization algorithms, such as curriculum learning [37], adversar-
ial training [38] and meta-learning [4]. However, incorporat-
ing additional intricate generalization algorithms may demand
resources that are often deemed unnecessarily large, because
the computational resources used for training a neural VRP
solver are already substantial. For instance, the implementa-
tion of AMDKD [8] requires three additional pretrained teacher
models. Furthermore, both size and distribution generalization
methods are often intricately designed. For instance, the dif-
fusion model DIFUSCO [9] is specifically designed to solve
TSPs (and maximal independent set, a CO problem) and can-
not be applied to solve other VRP variants because the diffusion
process in the model is not applicable to incorporate certain
VRP constraints (e.g., the capacity constrain of CVRP). This
complexity may limit their adaptability to a specific model or
a VRP variant, hindering diverse model adoption for enhanced
performance or application to other VRP variants.

To address the aforementioned challenging issues, we en-
hance the neural VRP solver’s generalization capability by im-
posing lightweight model architecture improvement methods,
rather than introducing specifically designed neural modules
and computationally expensive generalization algorithms.

3. Preliminaries

This section presents the formulation of VRPs and introduces
the model architecture commonly used in neural VRP solvers.

3.1. VRP Setting

We define a VRP-n instance as a graphG comprising n nodes,
with the node coordinates v. The optimal solution of a VRP is
the tour π∗ that visits all nodes with the minimum cost c(π∗),
i.e., the tour’s overall length is the shortest. Solving different

VRP variants may be subject to various problem-specific con-
straints. This study specifically examines two prominent VRP
variants, namely TSP and CVRP, due to their representativeness
and widespread applications in various domains [1]. In TSP, a
feasible tour entails visiting each node exactly once. CVRP ex-
tends TSP by introducing an additional depot node, a capacity
constraint of the delivery vehicle, and demand requests of each
node that are smaller than the capacity constraint. A tour for
CVRP consists of multiple sub-tours, each represents a vehicle
starting from the depot, visiting a subset of nodes and subse-
quently returning to the depot. It is feasible if all nodes, except
for the depot, are visited exactly once and the total demand in
each sub-tour does not exceed the capacity constraint.

3.2. Architecture of Neural VRP Solvers

Neural VRP solvers typically adopt an encoder-decoder
framework. The encoder captures node features, while the de-
coder compute the probabilities of nodes to be visited based on
the captured features. Nodes are selected sequentially until a
tour π is completed. For a given VRP instance G, the probabil-
ity of the tour is factorized using the chain rule as follows:

pθ(π|G) =
T∏

t=1

pθ(π(t)|π(< t),G), (1)

where π(t) and π(< t) denote the selected node and the current
partial solution at time step t, respectively, θ denotes the learn-
able model parameters, and T denotes the number of total steps.
RL-based models typically define the negative cost − c(π) of a
tour π as the reward and then utilize the REINFORCE algorithm
[39] to estimate the gradient of the expected reward as follows:

∇θL(θ|G) = EPθ [(c(π) − c(b(G))∇θ log pθ(π|G)], (2)

where b(G) denotes the tour baseline for the VRP instance G.
Furthermore, the encoder and the decoder often comprise solely
the feed-forward layers and the attention modules. The former
involves the propagation of data, while the latter aids in map-
ping a query Q ∈ Rn×dh , where dh denotes the hidden dimen-
sion, to an output using a set of key-value pairs K ∈ Rn×dh and
V ∈ Rn×dh based on the Softmax function σ as follows:

Attn(Q,K,V) = σ(QKT )V, (3)

σ(xi) =
exi∑n

j=1 ex j
, i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}. (4)

4. Methodology

To improve the generalization of neural VRP solvers without
relying on intricate generalization algorithms and specifically
designed modules, we conduct generalization analysis from the
lens of model architecture, and propose two generic compo-
nents to enhance the size and distribution generalization, re-
spectively.
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4.1. Scaling Factor for Size Generalization

As introduced in Section 3.2, neural VRP solvers commonly
consist of only the feed-forward layers and the attention mod-
ules. The former exclusively involves the data X ∈ Rdh×n propa-
gation and remains independent of the node number n, denoted
as WX ∈ Rdh×n, where W ∈ Rdh×dh denotes the learnable param-
eters. Thus, for size generalization, our focus lies on the latter,
which encompasses the computation of an attention weight ma-
trix with a direct relationship to the size n, i.e., σ(QKT ) ∈ Rn×n.
Notably, this perspective aligns with the conclusion drawn by
[35], who proposed a sparse dynamic attention module. How-
ever, it is important to clarify that our objective is not to formu-
late a novel attention module but to improve the vanilla atten-
tion module by adjusting the attention weight matrix, because
the latter has a significantly broader applicability with minimal
computational overhead.

Inspired by NN-based models aiming to discern a fixed map-
ping pattern between inputs and outputs [34, 40], we attribute
the model’s insufficient size generalization performance (par-
tially) to the changes in the attention weight pattern when solv-
ing VRPs of different sizes. Specifically, the feed-forward layer,
which is computational independent of the size, allows a size-
independent pattern in the element x ∈ QKT because matrices
Q and K are computed from the feed-forward layers. Given
the monotonically increasing nature of the function ex, we de-
duce that the attention score element x ∈ eQKT

also adhere to
a size-independent pattern. Therefore, regarding the Softmax
function σ (see (4)) in the attention module, the numerator ex

follows a constant size-independent pattern, whereas the de-
nominator’s value

∑n
j=1 ex j varies along with the size n due to

the accumulation operation
∑n

j=1. Consequently, the resulting
attention weight σ(QKT ) experiences dilution or concentration
when the size increases or decreases. This leads to an unfamil-
iar attention weight pattern for the model when solving VRPs
of different sizes.

To alleviate this phenomenon, we further study the entropy
value of the attention weight, which is a metric for measuring
the informativeness of a pattern. In Proposition 1, we formally
demonstrate that the lower bound of the attention weight en-
tropy varies with the size n. Variations in the information quan-
tity result in unfamiliar patterns that impact the generalization
performance of the model.

Proposition 1. Let {x1, x2, . . . , xn} denotes a row in the matrix
QKT . Then, the lower bound Ω of the entropy H for the atten-
tion weights σ(QKT ) varies based on the size n as follows:

H(σ(xi|1 ≤ i ≤ n)) ≥ Ω(ln n). (5)

Proof. According to the definition of entropy for discrete val-
ues, denoted asH(p) = −

∑n
i pi ln pi, we compute the attention

weight entropy as follows:

H(σ(xi)) = −
n∑
i

exi∑n
j ex j

ln
exi∑n
j ex j

= −

n∑
i

exi∑n
j ex j

xi − ln
n∑
j

ex j


= −

n∑
i

exi∑n
j ex j

xi + 1 · ln
n∑
j

ex j

= ln
n∑
j

ex j − E(xi).

(6)

Furthermore, we denote the minimum and maximum values of
xi as xmin and xmax, respectively, i.e., xi ∈ [xmin, xmax]. Then, the
attention weight entropy is deduced as follows:

H(σ(xi)) ≥ ln(nexmin
) − max

i∈{1,...,n}
xi

= ln n + xmin − xmax

= Ω(ln n).

(7)

Due to the adherence of the element xi to a size-independent
pattern, the difference between the minimum value xmin and the
maximum value xmax, i.e., xmax − xmin can be regarded as a con-
stant independent of size. Therefore, the lower bound of en-
tropy H for the attention weight σ(QKT ) is related to the size
n, specifically ln n, illustrating the entropy value of the attention
weight varies along with the size n.

Intuitively, the model’s size generalization can be improved
by adjusting the attention weight patterns, ensuring that the en-
tropy of attention weight during testing is close to that discov-
ered during training. However, it is worth noting that NN typ-
ically includes extensive nonlinear transformation operations,
which makes it nearly impossible to precisely align the entropy
of attention weights during both testing and training. Drawing
from the logarithmic relationship observed between the atten-
tion weight entropyH and the size n, specificallyH ≥ Ω(ln n),
we introduce a scaling factor to approximate the pattern of at-
tention weight during both testing and training. Formally, as-
sume that the model is trained on the VRP-ntr instances of size
ntr, we define the scaling factor as logntr

nte when solving VRP-
nte instances of size nte, and incorporate it into the attention
module as follows:

Attn(Q,K,V) = σ(QKT · logntr
nte)V. (8)

We depict the dynamics of this Entropy-based Scaling Factor
(ESF) in Figure 1. Our proposed ESF has noteworthy traits as
follows. 1) It does not compromise the model’s performance
when solving VRPs with the test size nte equal to the training
size ntr because its value logntr

nte is equal to 1, i.e., it falls back
to the vanilla attention module σ(QKT · 1)V . 2) It effectively
mitigates the problems associated with attention weight dilu-
tion (logntr

nte > 1) or concentration (logntr
nte < 1) caused by

the change in node size (refer to Figure 1(a)). 3) When mod-
els (e.g., [4]) are trained on VRPs of varying sizes, ESF is able
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Figure 1: Illustration on how the entropy-based scaling factor regularizes atten-
tion weight patterns.

to further enhance generalization performance by establishing a
hyperparameter nb representing the size baseline. Specifically,
when the training size ntr is not fixed, we incorporate the scaling
factor of lognb

ntr into the attention module during training and
use the attention module with the scaling factor of lognb

nte dur-
ing testing (refer to Figure 1(b)). Considering that most neural
VRP solvers produce near-optimal solutions on VRP-50s (i.e.,
VRPs with 50 nodes), we set the hyperparameter nb to 50 in all
experiments in this work.

In summary, ESF is plug-and-play in nature for effortless im-
plementation in practice. It only needs to be applied within each
attention module of neural VRP solvers to achieve size gener-
alization improvement.

4.2. DS Decoder for Distribution Generalization

Existing distribution generalization methods commonly train
the neural VRP solvers with instances exhibiting multiple pre-
defined distribution patterns, employing different intricate gen-
eralization algorithms [4, 8]. However, such approaches pose
three notable challenges, as illustrated in Figure 2: 1) Strug-
gling to reconcile conflicts among training instances of different
distribution patterns, which is widely recognized as a challeng-
ing issue in multi-objective learning [41]; 2) Potentially lead-
ing to model degeneracy, where a model trained under multiple
distribution patterns may exhibit suboptimal performance com-
pared to the model exclusively trained under a single distribu-
tion pattern when solving VRPs from that specific distribution
pattern (see Table 4); and 3) A model trained under multiple
distribution patterns may exhibit a greater performance degra-
dation than the model trained under a single distribution pattern
when the distribution of the test cases is close to that single
distribution pattern, primarily due to the joint distribution drift
[42]. Furthermore, these challenges could be inherent to vari-
ous generalization algorithms, regardless of their specific train-
ing methodologies. This is because the distribution space rep-
resented by a single output model struggles to adequately cover
the space of the multiple training distribution patterns (see the
context of Table 4). Essentially, these generalization algorithms
learn the intersection space of multiple training distribution pat-
terns, aiming to find a model that performs reasonably well

dU

dC

dM dI

dEo

dEa

�∗(dU, dC, dM)

�(dC)

�(dM)

�(dU)

Training with distribution conficts

Model degeneracy

Performance gap

Test distribution space (assumed)

Training distribution space

Model

Distribution space

Figure 2: An illustrative example on training models with various distribution
patterns. Here we denote the model parameter θ trained on the distribution di
as θ(di). The model trained on multi-distribution patterns (e.g., θ(dU , dC , dM)
may struggle to adequately cover the space of the multiple training distribution
patterns (dU , dC , dM).

across all these distribution patterns without significant degra-
dation. For instance, AMDKD [8] adaptively chooses a spe-
cific distribution pattern that the model performs suboptimally
at each epoch for learning to improve the overall performance
across multiple training distribution patterns. On the contrary,
we explicitly model each training distribution pattern using a
model architecture improvement method. This approach aims
to enable the model to learn both the intersection space across
multiple training distribution patterns and the distinctions be-
tween them, thereby generalizing the distribution space repre-
sented by the model.

Due to the success of the prevalent model architecture of
heavy encoder and light decoder (e.g., POMO [7] employs
six encoder layers and one decoder layer), we employ a
shared heavy encoder to infer the fixed representation for
VRPs across varying distribution patterns. Simultaneously, we
employ multiple light decoders to model the representation of
VRPs with multiple distribution patterns (see Section 3.2 for
the relationship between the encoder and decoder of model
architecture). The implementation of these Distribution-
Specific (DS) decoders allows for explicitly incorporating the
distinction among VRPs of different distribution patterns into
the light decoder. By predefining multiple training distribution
patterns for learning, as done in prior studies [4], our DS
decoder inherently enables the model to discern the optimal
representation for each distribution pattern, incurring only
marginal computational cost of auxiliary light decoders1.
We present the architecture of the proposed DS decoder in
Figure 3. In the following paragraphs, we detail the training
and testing process of applying the DS decoder.

Training. We define a graph Gi of a training instance sam-
pled from a task T (ntr, di) with size ntr and distribution di ∈ D,
whereD denotes a set of distribution patterns with a total count
of nD. Then, the model comprises one encoder and nD de-
coders, where each decoder corresponds to a training distri-
bution pattern. The detailed process of generating training

1A decoder typically includes only a feed-forward layer and an attention
module [6, 7].
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Figure 3: Architecture of the DS decoder, which employs multiple light decoders to model the representation of VRPs with multiple distribution patterns.

instances of different distribution patterns follows [4] exactly.
Considering that the representation of certain distribution pat-
terns, such as the cluster distribution [8], is limited to a small
segment of the overall graph, we perform normalization ϕ(·) to
the node coordinates v of training instances as follows:

ϕ(v) =
v −minv∈Gi (v)

maxc∈{x,y}(maxi, j∈{1,...,n}(vc
i − vc

j))
, (9)

where vx
i and vy

i denote the x and y-coordinates of node vi, re-
spectively. Then, we formulate the training objective as fol-
lows:

θ∗ = arg min
θ

EGi∼T (ntr,di),di∈D,π∼pθ(π|Gi) c(π|Gi). (10)

Furthermore, the gradient of (10) can be estimated using (2) as
follows:

∇θL(θ) =
1

nD

nD∑
i=1

EGi∼T (ntr,di),pθen ,θide
(π|Gi)[(c(π) − c(b(Gi))

· ∇θen,θ
i
de

log pθen,θ
i
de

(π|Gi)],

(11)

where θen and θide denote the parameters of the encoder and the
ith decoder, respectively.

Testing. For a samplable task T (nte, du) with an unknown dis-
tribution du, we first randomly sample a limited number of in-
stances G

′

u from this task for validation (with the same distri-
bution du but not the test instances). Subsequently, we identify
the decoder tailored to the distribution most proximate to the
unknown distribution du based on the validation results as fol-
lows:

θ∗de = arg min
i∈{1,...,nD}

c(πi|G
′

u ∼ T (nte, du), θen, θ
i
de), (12)

where πi denotes the tour produced by the ith decoder using
greedy search. Finally, we employ the policy (i.e., the encoder
θen and the determined decoder θ∗de) to solve VRPs from the
unseen task T (nte, du).

Furthermore, considering the challenge of sampling from
specific tasks, such as those within the TSPLIB dataset that
comprise a few or only one single instance, we first input the
test instance Gu within this unsamplable task into the encoder
θen to obtain the node features. Then, we repeat these node fea-
tures nD times and feed them into the decoders to produce nD
tours, each corresponding to a respective decoder. Finally, we
select the optimal tour among these nD tours as the output as
follows:

π∗ = arg min
i∈{1,...,nD}

c(πi|Gu, θen, θ
i
de). (13)

In practice, our approach only introduces multiple light de-
coders corresponding to multiple predefined distribution pat-
terns to achieve distribution generalization improvement. Com-
pared to the testing process of the conventional methods [4, 8],
our approach only introduces an extra sampling step for decoder
determination on samplable tasks, or the additional computa-
tional resource of nD − 1 light decoders on unsamplable tasks.
This minimal increase in computational resource overhead is
deemed acceptable in practical applications. See Table 4 for
the extra inference time incurred by our approach.

5. Experimental Results

We comprehensively evaluate the effectiveness of the pro-
posed ESF and DS decoder on TSPs and CVRPs, respectively,
using a computer equipped with an Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6254
CPU and an NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPU. Our implementations of
ESF and DS decoder are accessible online2

5.1. Effectiveness Analysis of ESF
To demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed ESF dur-

ing testing and training (refer to Figures 1(a) and 1(b), respec-
tively), we conduct two sets of experiments, each time using
a test dataset comprising 10,000 randomly generated VRP in-
stances, following the same approach adopted by [7].

2URL:https://github.com/xybFight/VRP-Generalization
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Table 1: Cross-size generalization performance of baseline models with (ours) and without (original) applying ESF during testing

Model, ntr inference

nte=50 nte=100 nte=200 Avg. gain (%) ↑
O-gap (%)↓

relative
gain (%)↑

O-gap (%) ↓
relative

gain (%)↑

O-gap (%) ↓
relative

gain (%)↑
Scaling

up
Scaling
down

orig-
inal

+ESF
(ours)

orig-
inal

+ESF
(ours)

orig-
inal

+ESF
(ours)

T
SP

POMO, 50
G, no aug 0.24 0.24 - 1.28 1.01 +21.09 11.06 8.65 +21.79

+23.88 +11.14G, ×8 aug 0.15 0.15 - 0.68 0.47 +30.88 8.95 6.79 +24.13

POMO, 100
G, no aug 0.47 0.39 +17.02 0.36 0.36 - 2.08 1.67 +19.71
G, ×8 aug 0.19 0.18 +5.26 0.13 0.13 - 1.40 1.04 +25.71

AM, 50
G 1.78 1.78 - 4.94 4.83 +2.23 13.42 12.58 +6.26

+15.64 +6.81S, 1280 0.61 0.61 - 2.83 2.32 +17.73 20.51 10.72 +47.73

AM, 100
G 4.45 4.38 +1.57 4.34 4.34 - 8.06 7.79 +3.35
S, 1280 2.49 2.19 +12.05 2.31 2.31 - 6.69 5.58 +16.59

MDAM, 50
G 0.75 0.75 - 3.02 2.90 +3.97 11.45 10.93 +4.54

+2.74 +4.02S, 30 0.17 0.17 - 0.77 0.75 +2.59 4.92 4.81 +2.24

MDAM, 100
G 1.88 1.85 +1.59 2.18 2.18 - 5.70 5.55 +2.63
S, 30 0.31 0.29 +6.45 0.47 0.47 - 2.14 2.13 +0.47

C
V

R
P

POMO, 50
G, no aug 1.94 1.94 - 5.26 5.79 -10.07 11.28 15.39 -36.43

-16.52 +9.23G, ×8 aug 0.96 0.96 - 3.77 4.19 -11.14 9.55 13.27 -38.95

POMO, 100
G, no aug 4.11 3.72 +9.49 1.85 1.85 - 4.53 4.62 -1.99
G, ×8 aug 2.23 2.03 +8.97 0.97 0.97 - 3.47 3.49 -0.57

AM, 50
G 6.01 6.01 - 8.42 8.30 +1.42 16.90 15.81 +6.45

+9.44 +5.08S, 1280 2.58 2.58 - 4.35 4.19 +3.68 15.60 11.65 +25.32

AM, 100
G 8.75 8.54 +2.41 7.10 7.10 - 8.06 7.79 +3.35
S, 1280 4.13 3.81 +7.75 3.55 3.55 - 6.69 5.59 +16.44

MDAM, 50
G 3.62 3.62 - 5.87 5.90 -0.51 10.77 11.26 -4.55

-3.55 +3.61S, 30 1.36 1.36 - 3.03 3.06 -0.99 8.45 9.82 -16.21

MDAM, 100
G 6.65 6.60 +0.75 4.86 4.86 - 7.51 7.44 -0.93
S, 30 0.31 0.29 +6.45 2.50 2.50 - 4.97 4.97 -0.00

Symbol “O-gap” denotes the optimality gap. Unless stated otherwise, the optimality gap is computed w.r.t. the exact solvers Concorde (for TSP)
and LKH3 (for CVRP). The relative gain is obtained from the equation of 1−(the result of baseline with ESF)/(the result of baseline without ESF).
Symbols “G” and “S” denote the greedy search mode and the sampling mode used in [6], respectively, and the value followed by symbol “S”
denotes the number of samples. Symbol “aug” denotes the augment technique used in [7].

Firstly, we evaluate the size generalization performance of
applying ESF during the test process. To this end, we select
three representative models (AM [6], POMO [7], and MDAM
[13]) as the baselines. Specifically, we assess the original
cross-size generalization performance of these publicly avail-
able pre-trained models, and compare it with that of these mod-
els incorporating our proposed ESF: logntr

nte. Considering that
these models are trained on VRPs of two different sizes ntr ∈

{50, 100}, we conduct tests on VRPs of three different sizes
nte ∈ {50, 100, 200} to evaluate the ESF’s capability to scaling
up (ntr = 50 → nte ∈ {100, 200}, ntr = 100 → nte ∈ {200})
and scaling down (ntr = 100 → nte ∈ {50}). We present the re-
sults conducted on TSPs and CVRPs in Table 1. For TSPs,
ESF effectively enhances the size generalization capabilities
of these models, demonstrating an average relative improve-
ment of 14.09% and 7.32% for scaling up and scaling down
instances, respectively. For CVRPs, ESF manifests its effec-
tiveness primarily in down-scaling scenarios (with an average
relative improvement of 5.97%), while potentially compromis-
ing the model’s up-scaling capability (with an average relative
drop of 3.54%). We posit this phenomenon arises from the fol-

lowing two reasons: 1) ESF (logntr
nte > 1) increases the like-

lihood of selecting the depot node, leading to more sub-tours
within the solution and consequently increasing the overall so-
lution length. 2) The multiple selections of the depot node in
CVRP leads to a solution sequence length exceeding the test
size of nte and remaining non-constant for different instances.
Introducing a fixed scaling factor may exacerbate unfamiliar
changes in the attention weight, subsequently resulting in per-
formance degradation. A potential solution to these issues is to
incorporate an auxiliary network to dynamically adjust the scal-
ing factor’s value for CVRPs. We leave this approach for future
research because in this work, we focus on the generic gener-
alization method across varying VRP variants. In subsequent
experiments involving the incorporation of ESF during testing,
we only present the experimental results on TSPs, excluding
CVRPs.

Furthermore, considering the large-scale VRPs (e.g., nte =

1000) are akin to real-world cases than the smaller counterparts
(e.g., nte = 50), we select two recent models (LEHD [14], BQ
[15]), both trained on instances with size ntr = 100 as base-
lines to further evaluate the effectiveness of ESF on TSPs. It is
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Table 2: Large-scale generalization performance of baseline models (ntr = 100) with (ours) and without (original) applying ESF during testing on TSPs

Model, ntr inference

nte=200 nte=500 nte=1000
Avg.

gain (%) ↑
O-gap (%)↓

relative
gain (%)↑

O-gap (%) ↓
relative

gain (%)↑

O-gap (%) ↓
relative

gain (%)↑
orig-
inal

+ESF
(ours)

orig-
inal

+ESF
(ours)

orig-
inal

+ESF
(ours)

LEHD
G 0.86 0.84 +2.32 1.56 1.47 +5.77 3.17 2.59 +18.30

+11.06
RRC, 10 0.42 0.36 +14.28 0.83 0.78 +6.02 1.98 1.59 +19.70

BQ
G 0.62 0.57 +8.06 1.08 0.98 +9.26 2.10 1.71 +18.57

+10.45
S, 16 0.10 0.10 +0.01 0.58 0.51 +12.07 1.36 1.16 +14.70

Symbol “RRC” denotes the solution update strategy used in [14].

Table 3: In/cross-size generalization performance of OMNI-VRP (ntr ∈ [50, 200]) with (ours) and without (original) applying ESF during training

Inference

In-size optimality gap (%)↓
Avg.
gain
(%)↑

Cross-size optimality gap (%)↓
Avg.
gain
(%)↑

nte=100 nte=150 nte=200 nte=300 nte=500 nte=1000
orig-
inal

+ESF
(ours)

orig-
inal

+ESF
(ours)

orig-
inal

+ESF
(ours)

orig-
inal

+ESF
(ours)

orig-
inal

+ESF
(ours)

orig-
inal

+ESF
(ours)

T
SP

G, no aug 2.22 1.87 2.45 2.06 2.80 2.40

+18.38

4.24 3.66 8.95 7.73 20.37 18.23

+13.80G, ×8 aug 1.33 1.02 1.61 1.32 2.00 1.67 3.38 2.88 7.89 6.71 19.27 17.05
F, G, no aug 2.03 1.63 2.36 1.98 2.86 2.40 4.11 3.49 - -
F, G, ×8 aug 1.23 0.88 1.54 1.26 2.03 1.66 3.26 2.73 - -

C
V

R
P

G, no aug 3.79 3.43 3.60 3.48 3.81 3.78

+4.51

4.78 4.60 7.44 7.00 16.91 15.67

+4.86G, ×8 aug 2.78 2.48 2.81 2.67 3.11 3.01 4.07 3.95 6.65 6.24 15.13 14.30
F, G, no aug 3.39 3.22 3.53 3.41 3.82 3.78 4.60 4.44 - -
F, G, ×8 aug 2.49 2.36 2.75 2.65 3.11 3.01 3.95 3.80 - -

Symbol “F” denotes the few-shot setting used in [4]. We are unable to evaluate VRPs of the size larger than 500 with the few-shot setting due to
the constraint of the GPU memory.

worthy highlighting that both of these models have showcased
the state-of-the-art (SOTA) results in solving large-scale TSPs.
As the results presented in Table 2, ESF further enhances the
generalization performance of these two models for large-scale
TSPs, with an average relative improvement of 10.76%, thereby
highlighting the efficacy of our proposed ESF.

Secondly, we evaluate the size generalization performance of
applying ESF during the training process. To this end, we select
the SOTA model OMNI-VRP [4] trained on VRP instances with
sizes ntr ranging from 50 to 200, as the baseline for evaluation.
Specifically, we train OMNI-VRP exactly according to its de-
fault settings, while applying the proposed ESF: lognb

ntr. Sub-
sequently, we evaluate both the in-size (nte ∈ {100, 150, 200})
and the cross-size (nte ∈ {300, 500, 1000}) generalization per-
formance of the pre-trained OMNI-VRP with applying ESF:
lognb

nte, and compare it with that of the original pre-trained
OMNI-VRP (i.e., without ESF). The results presented in Ta-
ble 3 demonstrate that ESF further enhances the size general-
ization performance of OMNI-VRP on both TSPs and CVRPs.
Specifically, regarding TSPs, there is an average relative im-
provement of 18.38% and 13.8% on in-size and cross-size gen-
eralization performance, respectively. For CVRPs, there is an
average relative improvement of 4.51% and 4.86% on in-size
and cross-size generalization performance, respectively. This
observation that ESF enhances the model’s generalization per-
formance for CVRPs, as opposed to the results presented in Ta-
ble 1, can be attributed to the following reason: ESF enhances

the model’s capability to learn size-related aspects by dynami-
cally adjusting the attention weight for CVRPs of different sizes
during training, thus enhancing the model’s ability to effectively
generalize across varying sizes.

These experimental results demonstrate the effectiveness of
ESF in facilitating size generalization, particularly noteworthy
for its plug-and-play nature.

5.2. Effectiveness Analysis of the DS Decoder

To demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed DS de-
coder, we apply it to POMO [7], which is one of the most
representative neural VRP solvers. Considering the SOTA
cross-distribution generalization performance demonstrated by
AMDKD [8], which trained POMO using VRPs of multiple
distribution patterns, we follow their environmental settings ex-
actly for both training and testing. Specifically, we employ
Uniform (dU), Cluster (dC) and Uniform-Cluster mixed (dM)
distribution patterns for training, i.e., nD = 3, while employ-
ing Implosion (dI), Explosion (dEo) Expansion (dEa) and the
three training distribution patterns for testing. In Figure 4, we
present a visualization of VRP instances with these distribu-
tion patterns. The detailed procedures for generating VRPs of
these distribution patterns follow AMDKD exactly. To ensure a
fair comparison, we align the number of training iterations with
those set in AMDKD. The learning rate of Adam optimizer is
set to 1e–4, consistent with AMDKD. During testing, we adopt
the greedy rollout with ×8 augments [7] for our method and
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(a) dU, Uniform (b) dC, Cluster (c) dM, Mixed (d) dI, Implosion (e) dEo, Explosion (f) dEa, Expansion

Figure 4: Visualization of VRP instances with various distribution patterns. We consider instances with distribution patterns (a)-(c) for training and all distribution
patterns (a)-(f), as well as unseen benchmarking datasets (e.g., TSPLIB and CVRPLIB) for testing, following [8].

Table 4: In/cross-distribution generalization performance of POMO, AMDKD, OMNI-VRP and our proposed DS decoder

Model, di

nte = 50 nte=100
Avg.
gap

Optimality gap (%)↓ Time
(min)

Optimality gap (%)↓ Time
(min)dU dC dM dI dEo dEa dU dC dM dI dEo dEa

T
SP

POMO, dU 0.04 0.42 0.21 0.04 0.03 0.09 0.28 0.17 1.97 0.92 0.17 0.20 0.64 1.12 0.41
POMO, dC 0.09 0.07 0.21 0.08 0.10 0.23 0.28 0.41 0.29 0.83 0.38 0.33 0.85 1.12 0.32
POMO, dM 0.05 0.17 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.12 0.28 0.77 1.16 0.34 0.76 0.57 1.06 1.12 0.44
AMDKD, dU, dC, dM 0.05 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.03 0.08 0.28 0.34 0.35 0.41 0.34 0.28 0.65 1.12 0.23
OMNI-VRP, dU, dG 0.84 0.80 1.82 0.81 0.63 1.00 0.28 1.27 1.30 2.24 1.23 0.99 1.45 1.12 1.20
OMNI-VRP∗, dU, dG 0.57 0.52 1.40 0.54 0.42 0.76 0.28 0.97 1.04 1.82 0.94 0.76 1.23 1.12 0.92
DS, dU, dC, dM, (ours) 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.29 0.17 0.25 0.23 0.17 0.13 0.38 1.13 0.12

DS with nD = 3
decoders, (ours)

min 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.15 0.21 0.20 0.15 0.11 0.31 0.10
max 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.32 0.21 0.31 0.27 0.20 0.16 0.45 1.21 0.15
mean 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.18 0.26 0.23 0.18 0.13 0.38 0.13

C
V

R
P

POMO, dU 0.81 1.53 1.07 0.81 0.86 1.00 0.33 0.97 2.36 1.32 0.98 1.10 1.39 1.19 1.18
POMO, dC 1.17 0.93 1.07 1.18 1.13 1.20 0.33 1.45 1.30 1.22 1.47 1.48 1.55 1.19 1.26
POMO, dM 1.22 1.34 0.85 1.22 1.16 1.20 0.33 1.90 2.09 0.97 1.91 1.83 1.78 1.19 1.46
AMDKD, dU, dC, dM 0.86 1.03 0.90 0.86 0.90 1.00 0.33 1.08 1.40 1.01 1.08 1.28 1.44 1.19 1.07
OMNI-VRP, dU, dG 3.37 2.78 3.29 3.36 3.14 2.82 0.33 2.12 2.22 2.24 2.26 2.28 2.10 1.19 2.67
OMNI-VRP∗, dU, dG 2.57 2.01 2.62 2.55 2.41 2.29 0.33 1.93 1.86 1.79 1.94 1.94 1.85 1.19 2.15
DS, dU, dC, dM, (ours) 0.72 0.72 0.65 0.71 0.70 0.71 0.34 1.01 1.39 0.73 1.03 1.08 1.21 1.21 0.89

DS with nD = 3
decoders, (ours)

min 0.60 0.58 0.52 0.59 0.58 0.56 0.82 1.20 0.58 0.84 0.87 0.99 0.73
max 0.88 0.87 0.79 0.87 0.86 0.85 0.39 1.25 1.67 0.94 1.28 1.32 1.43 1.35 1.08
mean 0.74 0.72 0.65 0.73 0.72 0.70 1.04 1.43 0.76 1.06 1.10 1.21 0.91

Symbol ∗ denotes the model applied with our proposed ESF during training and dG denotes the Gaussian distribution used in [4].

all baseline models. All experiments use test datasets compris-
ing 10,000 randomly generated VRP instances per distribution
pattern.

Table 4 presents the distribution generalization performance
of the POMO model trained using VRPs of various distribu-
tion patterns (dU, dC, dM), AMDKD, OMNI-VRP, and our pro-
posed DS decoder-based method. As indicated by the aver-
age optimality gap (i.e., the rightmost column in Table 4), the
POMO model trained on a specific distribution pattern exhibits
a limited generalization capability to other distribution patterns,
resulting in suboptimal overall performance. For instance,
POMO trained using TSPs of the Uniform distribution dU ex-
hibits an optimality gap of 0.17% on TSP-100 test instances
of the Uniform distribution dU, whereas the average optimality
gap increases to 0.68% (relative drop: 0.68%

0.17% −1 = 300%) in test
instances of the six distribution patterns. AMDKD effectively
alleviates this issue by simultaneously training VRP instances
with multiple distribution patterns. Nonetheless, this method

leads to the model’s deterioration, as observed in the compara-
tive results of AMDKD and POMO trained on a single distribu-
tion pattern when solving VRPs from that specific distribution
pattern. For instance, when solving TSP-100 test instances of
the Uniform distribution dU, POMO trained using TSPs of the
Uniform distribution dU exhibits an optimality gap of 0.17%,
while AMDKD shows a worse optimality gap of 0.34% (rel-
ative drop: 0.34%

0.17% − 1 = 100%). Notably, the case of model
deterioration in AMDKD constitutes 92% of the total compara-
tive results, indicating that the distribution space represented by
the model struggles to adequately cover the space of the three
training distribution patterns. In contrast, our method not only
improves the performance of cross-distribution generalization
(with average relative improvements of 1 − 0.51%

0.79% = 35.44%
and 1− 0.51%

0.65% = 22.31% for POMO and AMDKD, respectively)
but also effectively alleviates the model’s deterioration, with the
case of model deterioration constitutes 16.7% of the total com-
parative results. Additionally, the implementation of AMDKD
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Table 5: Generalization performance of baseline models on TSPLIB

Size #
Optimality gap (%) ↓

OMNI-VRP OMNI-VRP∗ AMDKD AMDKD†
Ours

DS DS†

52-99 6 2.56 1.80 0.53 0.51 0.48 0.48
100-150 17 1.36 1.12 0.76 0.74 0.46 0.43
151-200 6 2.34 2.22 2.64 2.19 3.48 2.51

All 29 1.81 1.48 1.10 0.99 1.09 0.87

Symbol # denotes the number of instances in the corresponding set and symbol † denotes
the model with applying our proposed ESF during testing.

Table 6: Generalization performance of baseline models on CVRPLIB (sets{A,
B, E, F, M, P})

Size #
Optimality gap (%) ↓

OMNI-VRP OMNI-VRP∗ AMDKD DS

32-48 30 4.20 3.12 1.40 1.78
50-69 35 3.23 2.70 1.79 1.51
70-101 18 6.99 6.29 4.86 4.77

All 75 4.12 3.35 2.04 2.05

requires nD = 3 pretrained teacher models for knowledge distil-
lation, which undoubtedly increases the computational burden,
while our method does not necessitate this additional step. For
instance, considering TSP-100, training nD = 3 teacher models
for AMDKD on our computer takes approximately nD×5 = 15
days.

Furthermore, given the stochasticity introduced by our
method when selecting a single decoder through randomly sam-
pling a few validation instances (see the context of (12)), we ap-
ply all the nD = 3 decoders during testing for subsequent statis-
tical analysis. The results, as presented in Table 4, demonstrate
that under the identical experimental setting, the performance
of AMDKD is inferior to the worst (max), average (mean),
and optimal (min) cases of these decoders, except for CVRPs,
where AMDKD outperforms only the worst case of our method
by a slight margin. This result can be attributed to the DS de-
coder mitigates conflicts between instances of different distribu-
tion patterns, thereby improving the lower bound of the model
performance. Moreover, the optimal case of the DS decoder
consistently outperforms POMO trained on a certain distribu-
tion pattern when solving instances of that distribution pattern,
i.e., no case of model deterioration in the overall comparative
results. This result can be attributed to the employment of a
shared encoder in our method, aiming to identify a uniform rep-
resentation for instances of different distribution patterns. This
approach improves the upper bound of model performance by
considering distribution patterns beyond a specific distribution
pattern as regular terms.

These experimental results demonstrate the effectiveness of
the DS decoder in facilitating distribution generalization. No-
tably, our proposed DS decoder sidesteps the implementation of
complex generalization algorithms, rendering it highly accessi-
ble for practical implementation.

5.3. Effectiveness Analysis of ESF + DS

To further evaluate the performance of our proposed ESF and
DS decoder in real-world scenarios, we choose the widely rec-
ognized TSPLIB [11] and CVRPLIB [12] as the benchmarking
datasets for testing. Considering the training sizes of AMDKD
(ntr ∈ {50, 100}) and OMNI-VRP (ntr ∈ [50, 200]), we choose
TSP instances from TSPLIB with node sizes ranging from 52
to 200 and CVRP instances from CVRPLIB with node sizes
ranging from 32 to 101 as our test cases.

The results presented in Tables 5 (TSPLIB) and 6 (CVRP-
LIB) indicate that our proposed DS decoder yields results com-
parable to the well-designed AMDKD and outperforms OMNI-
VRP by simply imposing a model architecture improvement
method. Remarkably, our method produces solutions identi-
cal to the optimal solutions provided by TSPLIB in the fol-
lowing three instances: “pr76”, “pr124”, and “rd100”. To the
best of our knowledge, our approach represents the first neu-
ral construction model capable of achieving optimal solutions
in TSPLIB without requiring iterative update processes. Fur-
thermore, the proposed ESF consistently enhances the general-
ization performance of the three models. These experimental
results further illustrate the effectiveness of enhancing model
generalization ability through our proposed components.

5.4. Ablation Studies

To assess the effectiveness of the proposed ESF and DS de-
coder, we further conduct two sets of experiments as follows.

Firstly, we conduct ablation studies on TSPs to assess the
sensitivity of ESF. Specifically, we evaluate the size general-
ization performance of baseline models (AM, POMO, MDAM)
using different scaling factors with values ranging from 0.1 to
2 during testing. We present the results in Figure 5, where the
model using the scaling factor with a value of 1 represents the
model’s original performance (i.e., the line in cyan). The re-
sults suggest that using the scaling factor with values exceed-
ing 1 and below 1 effectively reduce the optimality gap when
scaling up (see Figures 5(a), 5(c) and 5(d)) and scaling down
(see Figure 5(b)) TSP instances, respectively, as shown in the
area below the line in cyan for each model. This showcases
the feasibility of using scaling factors to enhance the model’s
size generalization performance. Nonetheless, the effectiveness
of the scaling factor is constrained within a specific range, be-
yond which the model’s performance undergoes a considerable
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(d) ntr = 100→ nte = 200, logntr nte = 1.150

Figure 5: Generalization performance of baseline models with different scaling factors applied on TSPs.

degradation. However, the result of our proposed ESF (i.e., the
red line) consistently falls within the appropriate range, demon-
strating the effectiveness of its value setting. It is worth noting
that the proposed ESF’s value may not always be the optimal
value of the scaling factor. This is because a fixed scaling fac-
tor cannot account for variations introduced by the model using
different inference methods, such as single rollout and multi-
ple rollouts employed by AM and POMO, respectively. Model-
specific scaling factors inevitably incorporate features unique to
different models, resulting in a significant increase in computa-
tional cost. This contradicts with our pursuit of cost reduction
in this work.

Secondly, we assess the efficacy of the DS decoder in learn-
ing from varying distribution patterns. Specifically, we em-
ploy the three DS decoders trained on the distribution pat-
terns dU, dC, and dM, respectively, to solve 10,000 VRPs for
each of the six distribution patterns (dU, dC, dM, dI, dEo, and
dEa). Then, we compute the percentage of the optimal (i.e.,
the best solution among the three DS decoders) choice made
by each DS decoder for each distribution pattern. The re-
sults, as presented in Figure 6, suggest that while the Uni-

form distribution-specific decoder dominates in most optimal
choice cases, the other two DS decoders exhibit higher opti-
mal choice percentages under the training distribution pattern
compared to other distribution patterns. For instance, when
solving TSP-50 instances, the Cluster distribution-specific de-
coder shows a optimal choice percentage of 15.99% on the test
instances of the Cluster distribution, while exhibiting optimal
choice percentages of {7.34%, 11.48%, 7.79%, 7.40%, 13.04%}
on the remaining five distribution patterns, respectively. This
finding demonstrates that our DS decoder effectively learns
distribution-dependent features. Furthermore, the dominance
of the Uniform distribution-specific decoder underscores the
significance of the Uniform distribution, explaining its exten-
sive adoption in the training of almost all neural VRP solvers
[6]. Nevertheless, as the challenge in problem-solving in-
creases3, the Uniform distribution hypothesis space faces grow-
ing challenges in covering other distribution patterns, as evi-

3It is generally acknowledged that solving VRPs of larger sizes is more
challenging than those of smaller sizes, and solving CVRPs is more challenging
than TSPs at the same scale.
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(a) TSP-50 (b) TSP-100

(c) CVRP-50 (d) CVRP-100

Figure 6: Proportion diagrams of the three distribution-specific decoders occupying the optimal choice on the test instances of the six distribution patterns.

denced by the declining optimal choice percentage of the Uni-
form distribution-specific decoder (from Figures 6(a) to 6(d)).
This finding highlights the inherent constraints in relying solely
on a single distribution, or even one formed from a mix of mul-
tiple distribution patterns, such as the Uniform-Cluster mixed
distribution dM. Consequently, employing our DS decoder to
explicitly model multiple distribution patterns is anticipated to
demonstrate efficacy in solving more intricate VRPs going for-
ward.

6. Conclusion

This paper explores the generalization of neural VRP solvers
from the lens of model architecture, and proposes two generic
components to enhance the size and distribution generaliza-
tion, respectively. Extensive experimental results demonstrate
the effectiveness of the proposed components and demonstrate
the feasibility of enhancing generalization through lightweight
model architecture improvement methods. We believe that our
study offers a novel perspective within the neural CO commu-
nity.

While both components are generic, the observed improve-
ment is limited in few experimental settings. Going forward,
we plan to 1) develop a learnable scaling factor to obtain further
performance gain; 2) develop an additional NN capable of out-
putting VRPs with notably varying distribution patterns, then
integrate it with our DS decoder for covering a broader distri-
bution hypothesis space; and 3) synthesize these two methods to
achieve an all-encompassing generalization for practical VRPs.
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