arXiv:1708.07217v3 [cs.DM] 8 Apr 2018

A CHARACTERIZATION OF LINEARIZABLE INSTANCES OF THE QUADRATIC TRAVELING SALESMAN PROBLEM

ABRAHAM P. PUNNEN, MATTHIAS WALTER, AND BRAD D. WOODS

Abstract. We consider the linearization problem associated with the quadratic traveling salesman problem (QTSP). Necessary and sufficient conditions are given for a cost matrix Q for the QTSP to be linearizable. It is shown that these conditions can be verified in O(n^5) time. Some simpler sufficient conditions for linearization are also given along with related open problems.

1. Introduction

The Traveling Salesman Problem (TSP) is the problem of finding a least-cost Hamiltonian cycle in an edge-weighted graph. It is one of the most widely studied hard combinatorial optimization problems. For details on the TSP, we refer to the well-known books [5, 20, 27, 32]. For clarity of discussion, we will refer to this problem as the linear TSP.

Let G = (V, E) be a graph (directed or undirected) on the vertex set V = {1, . . . , n}. For each pair (e, f) of edges in E, a cost q_{ef} is prescribed. Let T_n be the set of all Hamiltonian cycles (tours) in G. The quadratic cost Q[τ] of a tour τ ∈ T_n is given by Q[τ] := ∑ (e,f)∈τ ×τ q_{ef} . Then the quadratic

traveling salesman problem (QTSP) is to find a tour τ ∈ T_n such that Q[τ] is minimum.

The problem QTSP received only limited attention in the literature. A special case of the adjacent quadratic TSP in which q_{ef} is assumed to be zero if edges e and f are not adjacent, is frequently also called quadratic TSP. This problem has been studied by various authors recently [13, 14, 15, 16, 23, 33, 4]. While QTSP is known to be strongly NP-hard for Halin graphs, the adjacent quadratic TSP can be solved in O(n) time on this class of graphs [37]. QTSP defined over the set of pyramidal tours is also known to be strongly NP-hard [36]. Other special cases of QTSP are studied in [35] along with various complexity results. The k-neighbour TSP [38], Angular metric TSP [3], Dubins vehicle TSP [34] are also related to QTSP.

For the rest of this paper, unless otherwise stated, we assume that G is a complete directed graph. Let Q = (q_{ef} ) be the matrix of size n(n − 1) × n(n − 1) consisting of the cost of the edge pairs. Note that (e, e) is a permitted pair. An instance of QTSP is completely specified by Q. The matrix Q is said to be tour-linearizable (or simply linearizable) if there exists a matrix C = (c_{ij} ) of size n × n such that Q[τ] = C(τ) for all τ ∈ T_n, where C(τ) := ∑ (i,j)∈τ cij . Such a cost matrix

C is called a linearization of Q for the QTSP.

The QTSP linearization problem can be stated as follows: “Given an instance of QTSP with cost matrix Q, verify if it is linearizable and if yes, compute a linearization C of Q.”

It may be noted that since (the decision versions of) the QTSP and the TSP are both NPcomplete problems, there exists a polynomial-time reduction from one problem to the other. We are not attempting to find a reduction from QTSP to TSP for some special cases, although such a

Date: May 14, 2018. 1

result is a byproduct. The question of linearization is more involved and requires the development of structural properties of linearizable matrices. Unlike QTSP or TSP, there are no immediate certificates for linearizability or non-linearizability of matrices. Hence, even containment of the linearization problem in NP or coNP is challenging.

Linearization problems have been studied in the literature for various quadratic combinatorial optimization problems [2, 10, 12, 11, 26, 28, 30, 31, 22, 21] and polynomial-time algorithms are available in all these cases. Unfortunately, the simple characterization established for quadratic spanning trees [11] and for various bilinear type problems [10, 12, 28] do not seem to extend to the case of QTSP. The characterization of linearizable instances of the quadratic assignment problem studied in [26] have some similarities to the case of QTSP that we study here. However, to solve the linearization problem for QTSP one needs to overcome more challenges, which makes it an interesting and relevant problem to investigate. A family of linearizable cost matrices can be used to obtain strong continuous relaxations of quadratic 0-1 integer programming problems, as demonstrated in [21, 31]. Strong reformulations of quadratic 0-1 integer programming problems are reported in [8, 29] exploiting linear equality constraints. Moreover, strong reformulations of quadratic 0-1 integer programming using quadratic equality constraints are reported in [18]. As observed in [31], linearizable cost matrices immediately give redundant quadratic equality constraints and, exploiting the results of [18], strong reformulations of quadratic combinatorial optimization problems can be obtained. Further, since linearizable cost matrices for any quadratic combinatorial optimization problem form a linear subspace of the space of all n(n − 1) × n(n − 1) matrices, any basis of this subspace can be used to obtain strong reformulations [31].

With this motivation, we study the QTSP linearization problem in this paper. Necessary and sufficient conditions are presented for a quadratic cost matrix Q associated with QTSP being linearizable. We show that these conditions can be verified by an O(n^5)-time algorithm that also constructs a linearization of Q whenever one exists. However, it may be noted that the input size of a general QTSP is O(n^4) and hence the complexity of our algorithms is almost linear in the input size in the general case. Our characterization extends directly to the case of complete undirected graphs. Finally, some easily verifiable sufficient conditions for linearizability are also given along with some open problems.

The terminology “linearization” has also been used in a different context where a quadratic integer program is written as a linear integer program by adding new variables and constraints [1, 19]. We want to emphasize that the concept of linearization used in this paper is different.

We conclude this section by presenting the most-relevant notation used in the paper. Let N := {1, 2, . . . , n} and N_i := N \ {i} for i ∈ N. All matrices are represented using capital letters (sometimes with superscripts, hats, overbars, etc.) and all elements of the matrix are represented by the corresponding subscripted lower-case letters (along with the corresponding superscripts, hats, overbars, etc.), where the subscripts denoting row and column indices. When the rows and columns are indexed by elements of N × N, the ((i, j), (k, l))’th element of the matrix Q is represented by q_{ijkl}, of Q^R by q^R_{ijkl}, etc. Vectors in R^n are represented by bold lower-case letters (sometimes with superscripts, hats, overbars, etc.). The i’th component of vector a is a_i, of vector b̄, is b̄_i, etc. Rows and columns of all matrices of size n × n are indexed by N, whereas rows and columns of all n(n − 1) × n(n − 1) matrices are indexed by edges of G (i.e., by ordered pairs (i, j) ∈ N × N, i ≠ j). The transpose of a matrix Q is denoted by Q^⊺. The vector space of all real-valued n × n matrices with standard matrix addition and scalar multiplication is denoted by M^n . Accordingly, M^{n(n−1)} is the vector space of all n(n − 1) × n(n − 1) matrices.

2. The QTSP linearization problem

Let us first introduce some general properties and definitions used in the paper. A matrix C ∈ M^n satisfies the constant value property (CVP) if there exists a constant K such that C(τ) = K for all τ ∈ T_n. A matrix C is said to be a weak sum matrix if there exist vectors a, b ∈ R^n such that c_{ij} = a_i + b_j for i, j ∈ N with i ≠ j.

Lemma 2.1 ([7, 17, 24, 25]). A matrix C ∈ M^n satisfies the CVP if and only if it is a weak sum matrix (i.e., c_{ij} = a_i + b_j for all i, j ∈ N with i ≠ j). In this case, the constant value of the tours is given by ∑ i∈N (a_i + b_i).

Two matrices Q^1 and Q^2 ∈ M^{n(n−1)} are equivalent modulo a linear matrix if there exists a matrix H ∈ M^n such that Q^1[τ] = Q^2[τ] + H(τ) for all τ ∈ T_n. Using the fact that the value of a tour depends on the sum q_{ijkℓ} +q_{kℓij} and not the individual values q_{ijkℓ} and q_{kℓij}, we obtain the following lemma.

Lemma 2.2. Let Q ∈ M^{n(n−1)} . Then the following statements are equivalent.

(1) Q is linearizable. (2) Q^⊺ is linearizable.

(3)^1_2 (Q + Q^⊺) is linearizable.

(4) Q + D + S is linearizable, where D is any diagonal matrix and S is any skew-symmetric matrix of the same dimension as Q.

(5) Any matrix equivalent to Q modulo a linear matrix is linearizable.

Recall that a matrix C ∈ M^n is a linearization of Q ∈ M^{n(n−1)} if Q[τ] = C(τ) for all τ ∈ T_n. In this case we say that Q is a quadratic form of C and that the matrix Q is linearizable. Note that the sum of two linearizable matrices in M^{n(n−1)} is linearizable and the scalar multiple of a linearizable matrix is linearizable. Hence, the collection of all linearizable matrices in M^{n(n−1)} forms a linear subspace of M^{n(n−1)} .

The coefficients q_{ijiℓ} with j ≠ ℓ, the coefficients q_{ijkj} with i ≠ k and the coefficients q_{ijji} can never contribute a non-zero value to the objective function Q[τ] of a tour τ. These elements of the matrix Q they play no role in the optimization problem, therefore, we assume subsequently that q_{ijkℓ} = 0 for all indices i, j, k and ℓ that satisfy i = k and j ≠ ℓ or i ≠ k and j = ℓ or i = ℓ and j = k. To characterize the linearizability of Q, working with the original matrix Q seems tedious because of several reasons. For example, as Lemma 2.2 indicates, we can add any skew-symmetric matrix to Q, maintaining linearizability. It is important to restrict Q in an appropriate way to bring some kind of uniqueness while the generality is maintained. For this purpose, we say that a matrix Q ∈ M^{n(n−1)} is in quadratic reduced form if all of the following conditions are satisfied:

(1) Q is symmetric.

(2) The diagonal elements of Q are zeros.

(3) All elements of Q with rows and columns indexed by {(n, p), (p, n) : p ∈ N_n} are zeros.

Let us now prove a useful decomposition theorem.

Theorem 2.3. Any matrix Q ∈ M^{n(n−1)} can be decomposed in O(n^4) time into a pair (Q^R, L) of matrices such that Q^R ∈ M^{n(n−1)} is in quadratic reduced form, L ∈ M^n and Q[τ] = Q^R[τ] + L(τ) for all τ ∈ T_n. 3

Proof. Let Q̃ and L̃ be defined as q̃_{ijkl} = { q_{ijkℓ} − q_{ijkn} − q_{ijnℓ} − q_{inkℓ} + q_{inkn} + q_{innℓ} − q_{njkℓ} + q_{njkn} + q_{njnℓ} if n /∈ {i, j, k, ℓ} 0 otherwise and l̃_{ij} = n−1∑ k=1 (q_{ijkn} + q_{ijnk} + q_{knij} − q_{knin} − q_{knnj} + q_{nkij} − q_{nkin} − q_{nknj}) if i ≠ j 0 otherwise.

It can be verified that all entries of rows and columns of Q̃ indexed by (n, p) or (p, n) for p ∈ N_n are zeros. Further, with some algebra, it can be verified that Q̃ is equivalent to Q modulo the linear matrix L̃. Let D ∈ M^{n(n−1)} be the diagonal matrix with d_{ijij} = q̃_{ijij}. Define Q^R =^1_2 (Q̃ + Q̃^⊺) − D and choose L ∈ M^n such that l_{ij} = l̃_{ij} + d_{ijij}. From the discussion above and Lemma 2.2 we have Q[τ] = Q^R[τ] + L(τ) for all τ ∈ T_n and that Q^R is in quadratic reduced form. Finally, it is easy to see that only O(n^4) arithmetic operations are required to compute Q^R and L. □

The matrix Q^R constructed in the proof of Theorem 2.3 is referred to as the quadratic reduced form of Q. The decomposition (Q^R, L) of Q is referred to as quadratic reduced form decomposition or simply QRF decomposition. The proof of Theorem 2.3 provides one way of constructing a QRF decomposition of Q. It may be noted that equivalent transformations discussed in [9, 26] in the context of the quadratic assignment problem can be modified appropriately to get another method for constructing a QRF decomposition.

Theorem 2.4. Let Q ∈ M^{n(n−1)} and (Q^R, L) be a QRF decomposition of Q. Then Q is linearizable if and only if Q^R is linearizable. Further, if P ∈ M^n is a linearization of Q^R, then P + L is a linearization of Q.

Proof. Since (Q^R, L) is a QRF decomposition of Q, Q[τ] = Q^R[τ] + L(τ) holds for all τ ∈ T_n. By Lemma 2.2, Q is linearizable if and only if Q^R linearizable. If P is a linearization of Q^R, it follows that Q[τ] = (P + L)(τ) for all τ ∈ T_n. □

Thus, to study the linearization problem of Q, it is sufficient to study the linearization problem of the quadratic reduced form Q^R of Q. The lemma below is a variation of the corresponding result proved in [26] for the quadratic assignment problem. Since it is used in our main theorem, a complete proof within the context of QTSP is given below.

Lemma 2.5. Suppose Q^R ∈ M^{n(n−1)} is linearizable and is in quadratic reduced form. Then there exists a linearization C of Q^R such that c_{in} = 0 and c_{ni} = 0 for all i ∈ N_n.

Proof. Suppose C^′ is some linearization of Q^R. Let α := ∑ i∈N_n c ′ in/(n−2) and β := ∑ i∈N_n c ′ ni/(n− 2). Define a_i := −c^′_{in} +β, b_i := −c^′_{ni} +α for all i ∈ N_n as well as a_n := −α and b_n := −β. Moreover, let c_{ij} := c^′_{ij} + a_i + b_j for all i, j ∈ N. Then ∑ i∈N (a_i + b_i) = 0 and hence C(τ) = C^′(τ) for all τ ∈ T_n. Now it can be verified that c_{in} = c_{ni} = 0 for all i ∈ N_n, which concludes the proof. □

Let Q̄ be the principal submatrix obtained from Q^R by deleting rows and columns indexed by the elements of the set {(n, p), (p, n) : p ∈ N_n}. Note that Q̄ ∈ M^{(n−1)(n−2)} . For any i, j ∈ N_n with i ≠ j, define Z^{ij} ∈ M^{n−1} such that z^{ij}_{uv} = { 0 if (i, j) = (u, v), q̄_{ijuv} if (i, j) ≠ (u, v). 4

Our next theorem characterizes the linearizability of a matrix in quadratic reduced form. Note that, for n ≤ 3, any quadratic cost matrix is linearizable. So, we restrict our attention to the case when n ≥ 4.

Theorem 2.6. Let Q^R ∈ M^{n(n−1)} be in quadratic reduced form and n ≥ 4. Then Q^R is linearizable if and only if there exists a matrix F ∈ M^{n−1} (with elements f_{ij}) such that

(1) Z^{ij}(τ) − Z^{kℓ}(τ) =^1_2 (f_{ij} − f_{kl}) holds for every τ ∈ T_{n−1} and for all (i, j), (k, ℓ) ∈ τ, and (2)^{n−2}_{n−3} F is a linearization of Q̄ ∈ M^{(n−1)(n−2)} .

Proof. Suppose Q^R is linearizable. Let C be a linearization of Q^R satisfying the condition of Lemma 2.5 and let C^′ be the submatrix obtained from C by deleting its n’th row and column. Define F via f_{ij} := c_{ij} for all i, j ∈ N_n with i ≠ j. We will show that F satisfies the conditions of the theorem. Consider any τ ∈ T_{n−1}. For any (i, j) ∈ τ, we define the tour τ^{ij} ∈ T_n obtained by deleting arc (i, j) from τ and introducing arcs (i, n) and (n, j) (See Figure 1).

ji jin

Figure 1. Tours τ ∈ T_{n−1} (shown on the left) and τ^{ij} ∈ T_n (shown on the right) with n = 8.

Note that Q^R[τ^{ij} ] = Q̄[τ] − 2Z^{ij} (τ) and C(τ^{ij} ) = C^′(τ) − c_{ij} . But Q^R[τ_{ij}] = C(τ_{ij}), and we obtain Z^{ij}(τ) = 1 2 (¯ Q[τ] − C^′(τ) + c_{ij} ) . (2.1)

Similarly, for (k, ℓ) ∈ τ, Z^{kℓ}(τ) = 1 2 (¯ Q[τ] − C^′(τ) + c_{kℓ} ) . (2.2)

Subtracting (2.2) from (2.1) yields Z^{ij}(τ) − Z^{kℓ}(τ) = 1 2 (f_{ij} − f_{kl}) , i.e., condition (1) of the theorem is satisfied. Now, adding (2.1) for all (i, j) ∈ τ, we obtain

Q̄[τ] = ∑ (i,j)∈τ Z^{ij}(τ) = ∑ (i,j)∈τ 1 2 (¯ Q[τ] − C^′(τ) + c_{ij} ) = 1 2 [ (n − 1)Q̄[τ] − (n − 2)C^′(τ) ] , which implies Q̄[τ] =^{n−2}_{n−3} C^′(τ). Thus, Q̄ is tour-linearizable and^{n−2}_{n−3} C^′(τ) is a linearization.

Conversely, suppose Q^R satisfies conditions (1) and (2) of the theorem. We will show that Q^R is tour-linearizable. To this end, define the matrix C ∈ M^n via

c_{ij} := { f_{ij} if i, j ∈ N_n, 0 otherwise.

(2.3) 5

Let C^′ be the principal submatrix obtained from C by deleting its n’th row and column. From condition (1) of the theorem, for every tour τ ∈ T_{n−1} and every pair (i, j), (k, ℓ) ∈ τ of edges in the tour, 2Z^{ij}(τ) = c_{ij} + ϕ(τ) (2.4) holds, where ϕ(τ) = 2Z^{kℓ}(τ) − c_{kℓ}. From condition (2), for every τ ∈ T_{n−1}, Q̄[τ] =^{n−2}_{n−3} C^′(τ), which implies 0 = (n − 1)Q̄[τ] − 2Q̄[τ] − (n − 2)C^′(τ)

= (n − 1)Q̄[τ] − ∑ (i,j)∈τ 2Z^{ij}(τ) − (n − 2)C^′(τ). (2.5)

Substituting equation (2.4) in (2.5) yields

0 = (n − 1)Q̄[τ] − ∑ (i,j)∈τ [c_{ij} + ϕ(τ)] − (n − 2)C^′(τ) = (n − 1)Q̄[τ] − C^′(τ) − (n − 1)ϕ(τ) − (n − 2)C^′(τ), which implies ϕ(τ) = Q̄[τ] − C^′(τ) (2.6) Substituting equation (2.6) in (2.4), we have, for every (i, j) ∈ τ, 2Z^{ij} (τ) = c_{ij} + Q̄[τ] − C^′(τ). (2.7) Consider any tour τ^{ij} ∈ T_n, where i and j are the predecessor and successor of n in τ^{ij} , respectively. Let τ^0 be the tour in T_{n−1} obtained from τ^{ij} by shortcutting the path i → n → j using arc (i, j). Then, Q^R[τ^{ij} ] = Q̄[τ^0] − 2Z^{ij} (τ^0) = Q̄[τ^0] − [ c_{ij} + Q̄[τ^0] − C^′(τ^0) ] = C^′(τ^0) − c_{ij} = C(τ^{ij} ),

establishing that Q^R is linearizable with C as a linearization. □

Theorem 2.7. The QTSP linearization problem can be solved in O(n^5) time. Moreover, a linearization of Q can be constructed in O(n^5) time whenever it exists.

Proof. Given Q, its QRF decomposition (Q^R, L) can be obtained in O(n^4) time using the construction from Theorem 2.3. We now test the linearizability characterization of Q^R given in Theorem 2.6. Let Δ := {[(i, j), (k, ℓ)] : i, j, k, ℓ ∈ N_n, k ≠ i, j ≠ ℓ, (i, j) ≠ (j, i), i ≠ j, k ≠ ℓ}. To verify condi- tion (1) of Theorem 2.6 and construct a linearization, if exists, we have to find f_{ij}, (i, j) ∈ N_n, i ≠ j, such that for any τ ∈ T_n, Z^{ij}(τ)−Z^{kℓ}(τ) =^1_2 (f_{ij} − f_{kl}) for all (i, j), (k, ℓ) ∈ τ. This can in principle be achieved by first testing if the matrix P^{ijkℓ} := Z^{ij} − Z^{kl} satisfies the CVP. If it does not satisfy the CVP for some [(i, j), (k, ℓ)] ∈ Δ, then condition (1) of Theorem 2.6 is not satisfied. If the CVP is satisfied for all [(i, j), (k, ℓ)] ∈ Δ, let η_{ijkℓ} be the constant value of tours obtained for the matrix P^{ijkℓ}. Now we need to solve the system f_{ij} − f_{kℓ} = 2η_{ijkℓ} for all [(i, j), (k, ℓ)] ∈ Δ. (2.8) If the system is inconsistent, condition (1) of Theorem 2.6 is not satisfied. Using the characterization of TSP with CVP [7, 17, 24, 25], each of the O(n^4)-many η_{ijkℓ}-values can be obtained in O(n^2) time.

Since this would lead to a running time of O(n^6) just to compute the right-hand side of the system, we will now improve this part of the algorithm. To this end, consider the graph H̃ = (E, Δ̃), where 6

Δ̃ := {{(i, j), (k, ℓ) ∈ E × E : [(i, j), (k, ℓ)] ∈ Δ}, i.e., two edges (i, j) and (k, ℓ) are adjacent in H̃ if and only if both arcs appear in at least one tour. It is easy to check that H̃ is connected and hence contains a spanning tree T̃ . Moreover, by exploring the nodes from some arbitrary root node, one finds a sequence of |E| − 1 rows of (2.8), each of which contains an f-variable that was not present in the previous rows. Since the first row contains two f-variables, this submatrix has rank at least |E| − 1. We can find in O(n^2) time a spanning tree of H̃ and compute the corresponding (|E| − 1)-many η-values in O(n^2 · |E|) = O(n^4) time. Such η-values may not exist, and in this case condition 1 of Theorem 2.6 is not satisfied. If these η-values exist, we proceed as follows. Since every row of this system contains exactly two variables, it can be solved in time O(n^2) using the algorithm of Aspvall and Shiloach [6]. Note that due to the selection of the rows the system will always be consistent, that is, we will compute a candidate solution F̃ . Moreover, the system is under-determined, since F̃ + λ1 is also a solution for every λ ∈ Q, where 1 denotes the matrix having all entries equal to 1. This shows that system (2.8) has in fact rank |E| − 1. Notice also that two rows of (2.8) corresponding to [(i, j), (k, ℓ)] ∈ Δ and to [(k, ℓ), (i, j)] are negatives of each other. Hence, it does not matter which one we actually include in the subsystem.

We claim that our candidate solution F̃ satisfies all (remaining) rows of (2.8). To this end, consider a pair [(i, j), (k, ℓ)] ∈ Δ of arcs. Let (i_t, j_t) for t = 0, 1, . . . , m be the (ordered) nodes in the unique (k, ℓ)-(i, j)-path in the spanning tree T̃ . In particular, (i_0, j_0) = (k, ℓ) and (i_m, j_m) = (i, j). By construction, F̃ satisfies f̃_{itjt} − f̃_{it−1jt−1} = 2η_{itjtit−1jt−1} for t = 1, 2, . . . , m. The sum of the equations yields f̃_{ij} − f̃_{kℓ} = f̃_{imjm} − f̃_{i0j0} = 2^m ∑ t=1 η_{itjtit−1jt−1} . Similarly, for all tours τ ∈ T_{n−1} and for t = 1, 2, . . . , m, we have Z^{itjt} (τ) − Z^{it−1jt−1} (τ) = η_{itjtit−1jt−1} . Again, the sum yields Z^{ij}(τ) − Z^{kℓ}(τ) = m∑ t=1 η_{itjtit−1jt−1} , which establishes that the CVP is satisfied for P^{ijkℓ} and that η_{ijkℓ} = ∑_m t=1 η_{itjtit−1jt−1} . Hence, F̃ satisfies the row of (2.8) corresponding to [(i, j), (k, ℓ)], which shows that this row is redundant.

The parameter λ can be easily determined by enforcing Q^R[τ] = (F̃ + λ1)(τ) for an arbitrary tour τ. Since 1(τ) = n, we can set F := F̃ + λ1 for λ :=^1_n (Q^R[τ] − F̃ (τ)).

To summarize, the overall complexity of verifying condition (1) of Theorem 2.6 and computing a candidate solution F is O(n^4).

If condition (1) is satisfied, then we need to verify condition (2). This is achieved by testing if Q̄ is linearizable and if yes, by testing if^{n−2}_{n−3} F is one of the linearizations. If Q̄ is not linearizable, then condition (2) fails. Suppose H is a linearization of Q̄. Then, to verify if^{n−2}_{n−3} F is another linearization, it is enough to verify if the matrix H −^{n−2}_{n−3} F satisfies the CVP with the constant tour value equal to zero. Given H, this can be achieved in O(n^2) time. 7

Thus, the problem of testing linearizability of Q reduces to that of testing linearizability of Q̄, which has the size parameter n reduced by 1 along with an additive O(n^4) effort. In the base case n = 3, Q^R is trivially linearizable since there only exist two opposite tours that do not share edges. Thus, if g(n) is the complexity of testing linearizability of Q, we have g(n) = g(n − 1) + O(n^4), establishing g(n) = O(n^5).

To obtain the linearization, construct the matrix C from F according to (2.3). Then C + L is the required linearization of Q, where L is provided by the QRF decomposition (Q^R, L) of Q. □

3. Simple sufficient conditions and extensions

The complexity of testing linearizability of Q, although almost linear, imposes limits on applicability of the result outside the theoretical realm. In this section we present some sufficient conditions for linearizability that can be verified more easily.

The cost matrix C ∈ M^n associated with a linear TSP on a complete directed graph on n nodes satisfies the (k, ℓ)-constant value property ((k, ℓ)-CVP) if all tours containing the edge (k, ℓ) have the same cost.

Lemma 3.1. A cost matrix C ∈ M^n satisfies the (k, ℓ)-CVP if and only if there exist a_i ∈ N_k and b_i ∈ N_ℓ such that c_{ij} = a_i + b_j for all i, j ∈ N with i ≠ j, i ≠ k and j ≠ ℓ. Moreover, the constant value of the tours is given by c_{kℓ} + ∑ i∈N_k ai + ∑ i∈N_ℓ bi. The proof of this lemma can be obtained by making use of the characterization of matrices satisfying the CVP on complete digraphs. For each row indexed by (i, j) of Q, define R^{ij} ∈ M^n by

r^{ij}_{uv} := { q_{ijuv} if u ≠ v 0 otherwise.

(3.1)

Lemma 3.2. If R^{ij} satisfies the (i, j)-CVP for all (i, j) ∈ N × N with i ≠ j, then Q is linearizable. Moreover, if L ∈ M^n is a linearization, then l_{ij} is equal to the (i, j)-CVP value of tours.

Proof. For any τ ∈ T_n, Q[τ] = ∑ (i,j)∈τ R ij(τ) = ∑ (i,j)∈τ lij = L(τ). □

A corresponding result can be derived by considering columns of Q. Another simple sufficient condition for linearizability is that Q is a weak-sum matrix. A more general version of this condition is provided below.

Lemma 3.3. If there exist A, B, D, H ∈ R^{n×n×n} such that q_{ijkl} = a_{ijk} + b_{ijl} + d_{ikl} + h_{jkl} for all i, j, k, l with i ≠ j and k ≠ l then Q is linearizable.

Proof. Let α_{ij} :=^n ∑ k=1 a_{ijk}, β_{ij} :=^n ∑ k=1 b_{ijk}, γ_{ij} :=^n ∑ k=1 d_{kij} , δ_{ij} :=^n ∑ k=1 h_{kij} and c_{ij} := α_{ij} +β_{ij} +γ_{ij} +δ_{ij} for all i, j with i ≠ j. Also, let x_{ij} be the binary decision variable which takes value 1 if and only 8

if the underlying tour contains arc (i, j). Thus, the values of x_{ij} completely define a tour. Now, Q[τ] = n∑ i=1 n∑ j=1,j≠i n∑ k=1 n∑ l=1,k≠l q_{ijkl}x_{ij}x_{kl}

= n∑ i=1 n∑ j=1,j≠i n∑ k=1 n∑ l=1,k≠l (a_{ijk} + b_{ijl} + d_{ikl} + h_{jkl})x_{ij} x_{kl}

= n∑ i=1 n∑ j=1,j≠i x_{ij} n∑ k=1 a_{ijk} n∑ l=1,k≠l x_{kl} + n∑ k=1 n∑ l=1,k≠l x_{kl} n∑ i=1 b_{ikl} n∑ j=1,i≠j x_{ij}

+ n∑ i=1 n∑ j=1,j≠i x_{ij} n∑ l=1 d_{ijl} n∑ k=1,k≠l x_{kl} + n∑ k=1 n∑ l=1,k≠l x_{kl} n∑ j=1 h_{jkl} n∑ i=1,i≠j x_{ij}

= n∑ i=1 n∑ j=1,i≠j (α_{ij} + β_{ij} + γ_{ij} + δ_{ij} )x_{ij} = n∑ i=1 n∑ j=1,j≠i c_{ij} x_{ij} = C(τ), which concludes the proof. □

The result in the previous lemma can be strengthened further by excluding the conditions of the lemma for some appropriate combinations of i, j, k and ℓ.

So far we have been considering complete directed graphs. Corresponding results can be derived easily to solve the linearization problem for QTSP on a complete undirected graph K_n.

An interesting related question is to explore the linearization problem of QTSP on other meaningful classes of graphs. The answer will very much depend on the structure of the graph. For example, if the underlying graph is a wheel, any quadratic cost matrix Q is linearizable. Note that a wheel on n nodes contains n − 1 tours and we can write a system of n − 1 linear equations, where each equation corresponding to tour, and the variables are elements of a ’trial’ linearization. It can be shown that this system is always consistent. We leave the question of characterizing linearizable quadratic cost matrices of specially structured graphs as a topic for further research.

Acknowledgement. This project was initiated jointly with Santosh Kabadi, who passed away. We acknowledge the significant contributions Santosh made in obtaining the results of this paper. The work is supported by an NSERC discovery grant and an NSERC discovery accelerator supplement awarded to Abraham P. Punnen.

References

[1] Warren P. Adams, Richard J. Forrester, and Fred W. Glover. Comparisons and enhancement strategies for linearizing mixed 0-1 quadratic programs. Discrete Optimization, 1(2):99–120, 2004.

[2] Warren P. Adams and Lucas Waddell. Linear programming insights into solvable cases of the quadratic assignment problem. Discrete Optimization, 14:46–60, 2014.

[3] Alok Aggarwal, Sanjeev Khanna, Rajeev Motwani, and Baruch Schieber. The Angular-Metric Traveling Salesman Problem. In Proceedings of the Eighth Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, 29:221–229, 1997.

[4] Oswin Aichholzer, Anja Fischer, Frank Fischer, J. Fabian Meier, Ulrich Pferschy, Alexander Pilz, and Rostislav Stank. Minimization and maximization versions of the quadratic travelling salesman problem. Optimization, 66(4):521–546, 2017.

[5] David L. Applegate, Robert E. Bixby, Vasek Chvátal, and William J. Cook. The Traveling Salesman Problem:

A Computational Study. Princeton University Press, 2011.

[6] Bengt Aspvall and Yossi Shiloach. A fast algorithm for solving systems of linear equations with two variables per equation. Linear Algebra and its Applications, 34:117–124, 1980. 9

[7] Xavier Berenguer. A characterization of linear admissible transformations for the m-travelling salesmen problem.

European Journal of Operational Research, 3(3):232–238, 1979.

[8] Alain Billionnet, Sourour Elloumi, and Marie-Christine Plateau. Improving the performance of standard solvers for quadratic 0-1 programs by a tight convex reformulation: The QCR method. Discrete Applied Mathematics, 157(6):1185–1197, 2009. Reformulation Techniques and Mathematical Programming.

[9] Rainer E. Burkard. Admissible transformations and assignment problems. Vietnam J. Math, 35(4):373–386, 2007. [10] Eranda Çela, Vladimir G. Deineko, and Gerhard J. Woeginger. Linearizable special cases of the QAP. Journal of Combinatorial Optimization, 31(3):1269–1279, Apr 2016.

[11] Ante Ćustić and Abraham P. Punnen. A characterization of linearizable instances of the quadratic minimum spanning tree problem. Journal of Combinatorial Optimization, 35(2):436–453, Feb 2018.

[12] Ante Ćustić, Vladyslav Sokol, Abraham P. Punnen, and Binay Bhattacharya. The bilinear assignment problem:

complexity and polynomially solvable special cases. Mathematical Programming, 166(1):185–205, Nov 2017. [13] Anja Fischer. An analysis of the asymmetric quadratic traveling salesman polytope. SIAM Journal on Discrete Mathematics, 28(1):240–276, 2014.

[14] Anja Fischer. A Polyhedral Study of the Quadratic Traveling Salesman Problem. In Marco Lübbecke, Arie Koster, Peter Letmathe, Reinhard Madlener, Britta Peis, and Grit Walther, editors, Operations Research Proceedings 2014, pages 143–149, Cham, 2016. Springer International Publishing.

[15] Anja Fischer, Frank Fischer, Gerold Jäger, Jens Keilwagen, Paul Molitor, and Ivo Grosse. Exact algorithms and heuristics for the Quadratic Traveling Salesman Problem with an application in bioinformatics. Discrete Applied Mathematics, 166:97–114, 2014.

[16] Anja Fischer and Christoph Helmberg. The symmetric quadratic traveling salesman problem. Mathematical Programming, 142(1):205–254, Dec 2013.

[17] E. Ya. Gabovich. Constant discrete programming problems on substitution sets. Cybernetics, 12(5):786–793, Sep 1976.

[18] Laura Galli and Adam N. Letchford. A compact variant of the QCR method for quadratically constrained quadratic 0–1 programs. Optimization Letters, 8(4):1213–1224, Apr 2014.

[19] Fred W. Glover. Improved linear integer programming formulations of nonlinear integer problems. Management Science, 22(4):455–460, 1975.

[20] Gregory Gutin and Abraham P. Punnen. The traveling salesman problem and its variations, volume 12. Springer Science & Business Media, 2006.

[21] Hao Hu and Renata Sotirov. A polynomial time algorithm for the linearization problem of the QSPP and its applications. arXiv:1802.02426, 2018.

[22] Hao Hu and Renata Sotirov. Special cases of the quadratic shortest path problem. Journal of Combinatorial Optimization, 35(3):754–777, Apr 2018.

[23] Gerold Jäger and Paul Molitor. Algorithms and Experimental Study for the Traveling Salesman Problem of Second Order. In Boting Yang, Ding-Zhu Du, and Cao An Wang, editors, Combinatorial Optimization and Applications, pages 211–224, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2008. Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

[24] Santosh N. Kabadi and Abraham P. Punnen. Weighted graphs with all hamiltonian cycles of the same length.

Discrete Mathematics, 271(1):129–139, 2003.

[25] Santosh N. Kabadi and Abraham P. Punnen. On cost matrices with two and three distinct values of hamiltonian paths and cycles. SIAM Journal on Discrete Mathematics, 20(4):977–998, 2006.

[26] Santosh N. Kabadi and Abraham P. Punnen. An O(n^4) Algorithm for the QAP Linearization Problem. Mathematics of Operations Research, 36(4):754–761, 2011.

[27] Eugene L. Lawler, Jan Karel Lenstra, Kan Rinnooy, and David B. Shmoys. The Traveling salesman problem: A Guided Tour of Combinatorial Optimization. Wiley-Interscience series in discrete mathematics and optimization. Wiley, 1985.

[28] Stefan Lendl, Ante Ćustić, and Abraham P. Punnen. Combinatorial optimization problems with interaction costs: Complexity and solvable cases. arXiv:1707.02428, 2017.

[29] Ray Porn, Otto Nissfolk, Anders Skjal, and Tapio Westerlund. Solving 0–1 quadratic programs by reformulation techniques. Industrial & Engineering Chemistry Research, 56(45):13444–13453, 2017.

[30] Abraham P. Punnen and Santosh N. Kabadi. A linear time algorithm for the KoopmansBeckmann QAP linearization and related problems. Discrete Optimization, 10(3):200–209, 2013.

[31] Abraham P. Punnen and Pooja Pandey. Representations of quadratic combinatorial optimization problems: A case study using the quadratic set covering problem. arXiv:1802.00897, 2018.

[32] Gerhard Reinelt. The Traveling Salesman: Computational Solutions for TSP Applications. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, Heidelberg, 1994.

[33] Borzou Rostami, Federico Malucelli, Pietro Belotti, and Stefano Gualandi. Lower bounding procedure for the asymmetric quadratic traveling salesman problem. European Journal of Operational Research, 253(3):584–592, 2016. 10

[34] Ketan Savla, Emilio Frazzoli, and Francesco Bullo. Traveling salesperson problems for the Dubins vehicle. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 53(6):1378–1391, 2008.

[35] Brad Woods and Abraham P. Punnen. A class of exponential neighbourhoods for the quadratic travelling salesman problem. arXiv preprint arXiv:1705.05393, 2017.

[36] Brad Woods and Abraham P. Punnen. The quadratic travelling salesman problem and the PQ-tree. Working paper, Department of Mathematics, Simon Fraser University, 2017.

[37] Brad Woods and Abraham P. Punnen. The quadratic travelling salesman problem on Halin graphs. Working paper, Department of Mathematics, Simon Fraser University, 2017.

[38] Brad Woods, Abraham P. Punnen, and Tamon Stephen. A linear time algorithm for the 3-neighbour Travelling Salesman Problem on a Halin graph and extensions. Discrete Optimization, 26:163–182, 2017.

Abraham P. Punnen, Department of Mathematics, Simon Fraser University Surrey, 250-13450 102nd AV, Surrey, British Columbia, V3T 0A3, Canada, Email: apunnen@sfu.ca

Matthias Walter, RWTH Aachen University, Kackertstraße 52072 Aachen, Germany walter@or.rwth-aachen.de

Brad Woods, Department of Mathematics, Simon Fraser University Surrey, 250-13450 102nd AV, Surrey, British Columbia, V3T 0A3, Canada. bdw2@sfu.ca