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Abstract
The (1,2)-TSP is a special case of the TSP where each edge has cost either 1 or
2. In this paper we give a lower bound of 32 for the approximation ratio of the 2-Opt
algorithm for the (1,2)-TSP. Moreover, we show that the 3-Opt algorithm has an
exact approximation ratio of 11
8 for the (1,2)-TSP. Furthermore, we introduce the
3-Opt++-algorithm, an improved version of the 3-Opt algorithm for the (1-2)TSP with an exact approximation ratio of 34 .
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Introduction

The traveling salesman problem (TSP) is probably the best-known problem in discrete
optimization. An instance consists of the pairwise distances of n vertices and the task is
to find a shortest Hamiltonian cycle, i.e. a tour visiting every vertex exactly once. The
problem is known to be NP-hard [3].
In this paper we investigate the (1,2)-TSP which is a special case of the TSP. In
this case, the distances are restricted to be 1 or 2. This variant is still NP-hard [3].
To get good tours in practice several approximation algorithms are considered. They
compute in polynomial time a best possible tour. The approximation ratio is one way
to compare approximation algorithms. It is the worst-case ratio between the length of
the tour computed by the approximation algorithm and that of the optimal tour.
One class of the approximation algorithms are local search algorithms. These algorithms start with an arbitrary tour and make small local changes improving the tour
until it is not possible anymore. The most natural local search approximation algorithm
is the k-Opt algorithm. It starts with an arbitrary tour and replaces at most k edges
1

in every iteration to get a shorter tour. If there is no such improvement anymore, it
outputs the tour.
The currently best approximation ratio for the (1,2)-TSP is 78 achieved by two different algorithms by Berman, Karpinski [2] and Adamaszek, Mnich and Paluch [1]. The
algorithm given by Berman and Karpinski is a local search algorithm based on k-Opt.
Hence, in contrast to the other TSP variants, for the (1,2)-TSP one of the currently
best approximation algorithms in respect of approximation ratio is a local search algorithm. Karpinski and Berman conjectured that their analysis of the algorithm is not
tight. Thus, a better understanding of the approximation ratio of local search algorithms
could improve the best approximation ratio for the (1,2)-TSP.
The exact approximation ratio of the k-Opt algorithm is not known for general k
for the (1,2)-TSP. Khanna, Motwani, Sudan and Vazirani gave an upper bound of 23
on the approximation ratio of the 2-Opt algorithm [4]. Zhong showed that the appox11
imation ratio of the k-Opt algorithm is at least 10
for any fixed k [6]. Thus, the exact
11
approximation ratio of the k-Opt algorithm is between 10
and 32 for any fixed k which
could be better than the currently best approximation ratio of 78 for k large enough. In
this paper we make a start by finding the exact approximation ratio for k = 3.
New results. First, we give a lower bound of 32 on the approximation ratio of the 2-Opt
algorithm for the (1,2)-TSP. A matching upper bound of 23 was given in [4] and it was
noted that this bound can be shown to be tight. Nevertheless, no lower bound was given
explicitly.
for
Next, we show that the exact approximation ratio of the 3-Opt algorithm is 11
8
the (1,2)-TSP.
Theorem 1.1. The exact approximation ratio of the 3-Opt algorithm for (1,2)-TSP is
11
.
8
The analysis of the 3-Opt algorithm revealed that vertices incident to two edges of
cost 2 in the computed tour by the 3-Opt algorithm make the analysis more complicated
and increase the approximation ratio. This can be avoided by a small modification. We
introduce the k-Opt++ algorithm, a slightly modified version of the k-Opt algorithm for
(1,2)-TSP. We also analyze the exact approximation ratio of the 3-Opt++ algorithm.
Theorem 1.2. The exact approximation ratio of the 3-Opt++ algorithm for (1,2)-TSP
is 43 .
Outline of the Paper. First, we give a lower bound for the approximation ratio of the
2-Opt algorithm of 23 in Section 2. Then, we show in Section 3 that the approximation
ratio of the 3-Opt algorithm is 11
. In Section 4 we introduce the k-Opt++ algorithm, a
8
slightly modified version of the k-Opt algorithm, for the (1,2)-TSP. We prove that the
approximation ratio of the 3-Opt++ algorithm is 34 .

2

2

Lower Bound on the Approximation Ratio of the
2-Opt Algorithm

In this section we give a lower bound of 23 on the approximation ratio of the 2-Opt algorithm for (1,2)-TSP. Note that in [4] a matching upper bound of 23 was given and it was
noted that this bound can be proven to be tight. Nevertheless, an explicit construction
for the lower bound was not given. The construction is based on the construction for a
lower bound of 2 1 − n1 on the approximation ratio of the k-Opt algorithm for Metric
TSP in [5].
We construct an instance with n vertices {v1 , . . . , vn } and a 2-optimal tour T . For the
instance set the cost of the edges of {{vi , vi+2 }|i ∈ {1, . . . , n − 2}, i odd} ∪ {{vi , vi+1 }|i ∈
{1, . . . , n − 1}} and {vn , v1 } to 1 and the cost of all other edges to 2. The tour T consists
of the edges {v1 , v2 }, {vn−1 , vn } and {{vi , vi+2 }|i ∈ {1, . . . , n − 2}} (Figure 1).
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Figure 1: The constructed tour for n = 8. The black and red edges have cost 1 and 2,
respectively. T is the straight tour, the optimal tour is dotted.
The number of edges with cost 2 in T is ⌊ n−2
⌋. Thus, T has total length n + ⌊ n−2
⌋.
2
2
The optimal tour for this instance has length n since the tour visiting v1 , v2 , . . . , vn in
this order has length n and is hence optimal. Therefore, the approximation ratio is at
n+⌊ n−2
⌋
2
least limn→∞
= 23 . It remains to show that T is indeed 2-optimal for large n.
n
Lemma 2.1. The tour T constructed above is 2-optimal for n ≥ 7.
Proof. Assume that there exists an improving 2-move. Then, this 2-move replaces at
least an edge of length two. Fix an orientation of T such that the tour edge (v2 , v4 ) is
3

oriented this way. It is easy to see that all edges with cost two of the form (vi , vi+2 ) with
i even are oriented this way while for i odd the edges are oriented as (vi+2 , vi ).
Assume that the improving 2-move replaces two edges of cost two. Then, these edges
have by the definition of T the form (vi , vi+2 ) and (vj , vj+2 ) for even i, j ∈ {2, . . . , n −
2}, i 6= j. According to the fixed orientation the 2-move replaces (vi , vi+2 ) and (vj , vj+2 )
by {vi , vj } and {vi+2 , vj+2 }. Since i 6= j both even, the edges {vi , vj } and {vi+2 , vj+2}
both have cost two. Thus, this 2-move is not improving contradicting the assumption.
It remains the case that the improving 2-move replaces an edge (vi , vl ) of cost 1 and
an edge (vj , vj+2 ) of cost 2. Then the new edges {vi , vj } and {vl , vj+2} both must have
length 1. We distinguish two cases: either l = i − 2 with i odd or {vi , vl } = {vh , vh+1 }
for some h ∈ {1, . . . , n} where vn+1 := v1 . In the first case the difference of the indices of
at least one of the new edges {vi , vj } or {vi−2 , vj+2} has to be at least three. Hence, at
least one new edge has cost 2, contradicting the assumption that we have an improving
2-move. In the second case note that the vertices of the edges {vh , vh+1} and {vj , vj+2}
are disjoint, otherwise we do not get a tour after the 2-move. Hence, the difference of
the indices of at least one new edge has to be at least three and the total cost of the new
edges cannot be 2.
Theorem 2.2. The approximation ratio of the 2-Opt algorithm for (1,2)-TSP is at
least 32 .
Proof. We have constructed an instance with a tour T which is by Lemma 2.1 2-optimal.
⌋ while the length of the optimal tour is n. Hence,
Recall that the length of T is n + ⌊ n−2
2
the approximation ratio is at least limn→∞

3

⌋
n+⌊ n−2
2
n

= 32 .

Approximation Ratio of the 3-Opt Algorithm

In this section we show that the exact approximation ratio of the 3-Opt algorithm is

3.1

11
.
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Lower Bound on the Approximation Ratio of the 3-Opt
Algorithm

We construct for all integer s ≥ 3 an instance Is with the vertices {v0 , . . . , v8s−1 } together
with a tour T . We show that for all even s ≥ 12 the construced tour T for the instance
Is is 3-optimal. Moreover, the ratio of its length and that of the optimal tour is at least
11s
.
8s+4
For simplicity we consider from now on all indicies modulo 8s for some fixed s.
Set the cost of the edges {{v8h , v8h+1 }, {v8h+1 , v8h+2 }, {v8h+2 , v8h+3 }, {v8h+3 , v8h+4 },
{v8h+4 , v8h+5 }, {v8h+2 , v8h+5 }, {v8h+2 , v8(h+1)+5 }, {v8h+3 , v8h }, {v8h+3 , v8(h−1) },
{v8h+4 , v8h+6 }, {v8h+4 , v8(h+1)+6 }, {v8h+7 , v8(h+1)+1 }, {v8h+7 , v8(h+2)+1 }|h ∈ Z} to 1 and
the cost of all other edges to 2 (Figure 2).
The tour T consists of the edges {{vi , vi+1 }|i ∈ Z}. From the construction it is easy
to see that the cost of the tour T is 11s. Next, we bound the length of the optimal tour.
4
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Figure 2: The instance I3 where the black edges have cost 1. Due to clarity, not all edges
with cost 1 are drawn. The drawn pattern of edges with cost 1 repeats periodically. The
tour T connects adjacent vertices on the circle.
Lemma 3.1. The optimal tour T ∗ for Is has length at most 8s + 4.
Proof. Note that the four sets
{{v8h+2 , v8h+5 }, {v8h+2 , v8(h+1)+5 }|h ∈ Z}, {{v8h+3 , v8h }, {v8h+3 , v8(h−1) }|h ∈ Z},
{{v8h+4 , v8h+6 }, {v8h+4 , v8(h+1)+6 }|h ∈ Z}, {{v8h+7 , v8(h+1)+1 }, {v8h+7 , v8(h+2)+1 }|h ∈ Z}
form four vertex disjoint cycles with edges of cost 1 whose union visits every vertex
exactly once. We can construct a tour of cost at most 8s+4 for the instance by removing
an arbitrary edge from each cycle and connect the four paths arbitrarily to a tour.
To show the 3-optimality of T we could make a big case distinction. But instead, we
use the next Lemma that allows us to perform a computer-assisted proof.
Definition 3.2. A family of instances (Is′ )s∈N for (1,2)-TSP is called regular, if the
following conditions are satisfied:
• There is an l ∈ N such that the vertices of Is′ can be labeled by v0 , . . . , vls−1 . In the
following we consider the indicies modulo ls. We partition the vertices in segments
such that each segment consists of the vertices {vhl , . . . , v(h+1)l−1 } for some h ∈ Z.
• The edge {vi , vj } has cost 1 if and only if {vi+l , vj+l } has cost 1.
• If vi does not lie in the same segment as any of vj , vj−l and vj+l , then the edge
{vi , vj } has cost 2.
5

′
Lemma 3.3. For a regular family of (1,2)-TSP instances (Is′ )s∈N we have if I2k
is
′
k-optimal then Is is also k-optimal for all s ≥ 2k.

Proof. Assume that there is an improving k-move for some Is′ with s ≥ 2k. We show
′
that there is an improving k-move for I2k
. Assume that the k-move removes the edges
e1 , . . . , ek which lie on T in this cyclic order. If there is an i ∈ {1, . . . , k} such that
between ei and ei+1 lie more than two complete segments where ek+1 := e1 , then we can
′
map this k-move to Is−1
by removing one of these segments. More precisely, we map
′
e1 , . . . , ek to Is−1 without changing their positions in the segments and the distances
between the edges ej and ej+1 for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k}\{i}. The distance between ei and
ei+1 is by the length of a segment, i.e. by l, shorter as in Is′ . After removing e1 , . . . , ek
′
the new k-move for Is−1
connects the same endpoints of e1 , . . . , ek as the original k-move
′
for Is . By the regular property, the cost of the edges we add and remove by the two
′
k-moves are the same. Repeat this procedure and stop if we have a k-move for I2k
. If no
such modifications are possible, there is at most one complete segment between ej and
ej+1 for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k}, therefore the instance has at most 2k segments. Hence, in the
′
end we get an improving k-move for I2k
.
Lemma 3.4. The constructed tour T is 3-optimal for Is with s even and s ≥ 12.
Proof. For l = 8 the instances Is are not regular but satisfy the first two conditions of
regularity by construction. The third condition is violated since there are for example
edges {v8h+7 , v8(h+2)+1 } of cost 1 whose endpoints are up to 2 segments apart. We can
construct the instance Is′ := I2s and choose l = 16 to get a regular family of instances
since the third condition is also satisfied. Therefore, it is enough to check that I6′ = I12
is 3-optimal. We checked this using a self-written computer program that generates all
possible 3-moves for the instance and observed that none of them is improving.
Theorem 3.5. The approximation ratio of the 3-Opt algorithm for (1,2)-TSP is at
least 11
.
8
Proof. By Lemma 3.4, the constructed tour T is 3-optimal for Is with s even and s ≥ 12.
By construction, it has length 11s and by Lemma 3.1 the length of the optimal tour is
11s
at most 8s + 4. Thus, the approximation ratio is at least 8s+4
→ 11
for s → ∞.
8

3.2

Upper Bound on the Approximation Ratio of the 3-Opt
Algorithm

For the upper bound assume that an instance with a 3-optimal tour T is given. Let
T ∗ be a fixed optimal tour of the instance. Our general strategy is like [2] to distribute
counters to the vertices such that on the one hand if there are many edges of cost 2 in
T , many counters are distributed. On the other hand, for many counters we need many
edges of length 1 to avoid creating an improving 3-move. This way, we get a lower bound
on the fraction of the edges with length 1 in T and this implies an upper bound on the
approximation ratio.
6

Let the 1-paths be the connected components we obtain after deleting all edges with
cost 2 in T . We call the vertices with degree 1 in a 1-path the endpoints of the 1-path.
We distribute counters as follows: For 1-paths of length 0 consisting of the vertex v
we distribute two counters on the vertex w if {v, w} ∈ T ∗ , c(v, w) = 1. We call these
counters good. For every 1-path of length greater than 0 we distribute a counter on w if
v is an endpoint of the 1-path and {v, w} ∈ T ∗ , c(v, w) = 1. These counters are called
bad.
Next, we show some properties of T we need for the analysis.
Lemma 3.6. Let p, q be the endpoints of different 1-paths of a 3-optimal tour T , then
c(p, q) = 2.
Proof. Assume there is an edge {p, q} connecting two endpoints p, q of different 1-paths
with c(p, q) = 1 we show that there is an improving 3-move. Let {p, q} be incident to
the two edges {p, u} and {q, v} with cost 2 in T . We perform first a 2-move replacing
the edges {p, u} and {q, v} by {p, q} and {u, v}. Then, the cost decreases since c(p, u) +
c(q, v) = 4 > 1 + 2 ≥ c(p, q) + c(u, v). Hence, if afterward the tour stays connected
we have found an improving 2-move. It remains the case that the tour splits into two
connected components. Since {p, q} does not connect two endpoints of a single 1-path,
there has to be an edge {a, b} of cost 2 in the connected component containing p and q
(Figure 3). We perform a 2-move replacing {u, v} and {a, b} by {a, u} and {b, v} to get
a connected tour again. Note that in total we performed a single 3-move since we added
{u, v} and removed it again. In the end the total cost decreased compared to the initial
tour T since
c(p, u) + c(q, v) + c(a, b) = 2 + 2 + 2 > 1 + 2 + 2 ≥ c(p, q) + c(a, u) + c(b, v).
This is a contradiction to the 3-optimality of T .
Corollary 3.7. The endpoints p and q of a 1-path of T can only have counters distributed
by the edge {p, q}. In particular, each of them can have at most one bad counter.
Proof. For any other endpoint r by Lemma 3.6 we have c(p, r) = c(q, r) = 2. Therefore,
these edges cannot assign a counter to p or q.
Lemma 3.8. There are no vertices p, q, u, v, a, b such that {p, u}, {q, v}, {a, b} ∈ T ,
c(p, u) = c(q, v) = 2, c(a, u) = c(b, v) = 1 and p, q, a, b lie on the same side of {u, v}
(Figure 3).
Proof. Like in the proof of Lemma 3.6 we can replace the edges {p, u}, {q, v} and {a, b}
by {p, q}, {a, u} and {b, v}. The cost of the tour decreases since in this case we have
c(p, u) + c(q, v) + c(a, b) ≥ 2 + 2 + 1 > 2 + 1 + 1 ≥ c(p, q) + c(a, u) + c(b, v).
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Figure 3: Sketch for Lemma 3.6 and Lemma 3.8. The tour T consists of the solid edges
and the cost of each red edge is 2. In Lemma 3.6 we have in addition c(a, b) = 2 and
c(p, q) = 1, while in Lemma 3.8 we have instead c(a, u) = c(b, v) = 1. In both cases we
replace the edges {p, u}, {q, v} and {a, b} by {p, q}, {a, u} and {b, v}.
Lemma 3.9. If the vertices r and t have good counters, then {r, t} 6∈ T . Moreover, if
there is a vertex s with {r, s}, {s, t} ∈ T , then s does not have a counter.
Proof. For the first statement assume the contrary, then there are two 1-paths of length
0 consisting of the vertices u and v such that c(r, u) = c(t, v) = 1, respectively. Since u
and v are 1-paths of length 0 we can choose a = r, b = t and appropriate neighbors p
and q to contradict Lemma 3.8.
Similarly, for the second statement assume there are such vertices r, s, t. Then, there
is an endpoint w of a 1-path with c(w, s) = 1 and a vertex z with {z, w} ∈ T and
c(z, w) = 2. Now, z lies either on the same side of {w, s} as r or t. Depending on this
we get a contradiction to Lemma 3.8 for a = s, b = t or a = r, b = s.
Lemma 3.10. Let p, q be the endpoints of a 1-path containing w with c(w, q) = 1. If w
has a good counter, then p, q do not have counters.
Proof. Assume the contrary, by Corollary 3.7 the counters of p and q are distributed by
the edge {p, q} and we must have c(p, q) = 1. Let the good counter of w be originated
from the 1-path of length 0 consisting of the vertex u. Moreover, let w.l.o.g. v1 be the
vertex adjacent to u in T with c(v1 , u) = 2 and lying on the same side of {u, w} as p and
let r be the vertex with {q, r} ∈ T and c(q, r) = 2 (Figure 4). Then, we can replace the
edges {v1 , u}, {p, w} and {q, r} by {v1 , r}, {u, w} and {p, q}. The cost of T decreases
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since
c(v1 , u) + c(p, w) + c(q, r) = 2 + 1 + 2 > 2 + 1 + 1 ≥ c(v1 , r) + c(u, w) + c(p, q).
This is a contradiction to the 3-optimality.
u
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Figure 4: Sketch for Lemma 3.10 and Lemma 4.3. The solid edges are the edges of the
tour T and the red edges have cost 2. In Lemma 3.10 we replace the edges {v1 , u}, {p, w}
and {q, r} by {v1 , r}, {u, w} and {p, q}. In Lemma 4.3 the edges {u, v2} and {p, w} are
replaced by {v2 , p} and {u, w}.
Before we bound the number of counters, we summarize the properties we showed
about counters.
Corollary 3.11. The following properties hold:
1. Every vertex has two slots where a slot can be empty or contain two good counters
or one bad counter.
2. If the vertices a and c both have good counters, then {a, c} 6∈ T . Moreover, if there
is a vertex b such that {a, b}, {b, c} ∈ T , then b does not have counters.
3. The endpoint of a 1-path of length 0 does not have counters. Each endpoint of all
other 1-paths can only have at most one bad counter and no good counters.
4. If the endpoint p of a 1-path has a counter, then w does not have a good counter if
{w, p} ∈ T and c(w, p) = 1.
5. The total number of bad counters is less or equal to four times the number of 1-paths
of length greater than 0.
9

Proof. The first property is due to the fact that every vertex is incident to at most two
edges of cost 1 in the optimal tour and every such edge can distribute two good counters
or one bad counter. The second, third and fourth property follow from Lemma 3.9,
Corollary 3.7 and Lemma 3.10, respectively. The fifth property follows from the fact
that the bad counters are distributed by the endpoints of 1-paths with length greater
than 0 and each such endpoint distributes at most two bad counters.
Lemma 3.12. Every 3-optimal tour T has at most
of edges with cost 1 in T .

12
h
5

counters, where h is the number

Proof. Assume the contrary that there is an instance together with a tour T with more
h counters, where h is the number of edges with cost 1 in T . Take such an
than 12
5
instance and tour T with h minimal. We want to get a contradiction only using the
properties in Corollary 3.11. More precisely, we discard any other properties of counters
that are implied by the 3-optimality of T and assume that the counters are distributed
arbitrarily on the vertices of T such that the properties in Corollary 3.11 are satisfied.
First, note that if a vertex v has two good counters, then we may assume that it has
four good counters instead of exactly two good counters or two good counters and one
bad counter. It is easy to check that this assumption does not decrease the number of
counters or contradict Corollary 3.11 since v already had a good counter.
Next, we exclude the case that there are two vertices a and c on the same 1-path with
good counters such there is a vertex b with {a, b}, {b, c} ∈ T . In this case by property
2 in Corollary 3.11 the vertex b does not have a counter. Let u be the neighbor of a in
T other than b. We remove the vertices a and b from the instance, remove the edges
{u, a}, {a, b} and {b, c} and add the edge {u, c} to T and set its cost to 1. By property
3 in Corollary 3.11, u belongs to the same 1-path as a in the original tour, hence the
new tour does not contradict property 3. This also implies that the number of edges
with cost 1 decreased by 2 while the number of counters decreased by 4. Moreover, we
did not introduce new bad counters or new vertices neighboring to a vertex with a good
counter. Hence, the new tour does not contradict Corollary 3.11. Let the number of
counters before the modification be s. Since the edges {u, a}, {a, b} and {b, c} all had
cost 1 in the old tour we have h − 2 ≥ 1. We conclude that the ratio hs does not decrease
as
12
s−4
s
12
s
>
> 2 ⇒ 2s > 4h ⇒
> > .
h
5
h−2
h
5
h counters and h minimal.
This contradicts that we chose a tour T with more than 12
5
Thus, the distance of two vertices a and c on the same 1-path each having good counters
is at least 3.
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We define for i ∈ N>0
i
3
i−1
gi := 4 ·
3
i+1
gi := 4 ·
3

i
− 2,
3
i−1
+ 2,
bi := 4 ·
3
i−2
bi := 4 ·
,
3

gi := 4 ·

bi := 4 ·

for i ≡ 0 mod 3
for i ≡ 1 mod 3
for i ≡ 2 mod 3.

Since the distance of two vertices on a 1-path each having good counters is at least 3 and
the endpoints of the 1-path do not contain good counters, the number of good counters
on a 1-path with i edges is at most gi . To maximize the number of counters, we have
to maximize the number of vertices with good counters, since every vertex can contain
at most four good counters or two bad counters. For i ≡ 0 mod 3 and i ≡ 2 mod 3 we
can either have no counters on the endpoints of the 1-path and gi good counters and at
most bi bad counters or one bad counter on each of the endpoints but by property 4 in
Corollary 3.11 only gi − 4 good counters and at most bi + 2 additional bad counters. The
total number of counters is the same but the first case has the advantage that we have
fewer bad counters and the total number of bad counters is bounded by property 5 in
Corollary 3.11. For i ≡ 1 mod 3 each endpoint of the 1-path can contain a bad counter
such that in total we have gi good counters and at most bi bad counters. Therefore, we
may assume for all i that a 1-path with i edges has gi good counters and at most bi bad
counters for all i ∈ Ni>0 . Every 1-path of length 0 does not contain counters by property
3 in Corollary 3.11.
Consider the following LP:
X
gi xi +z
max
i∈N

X

s.t.

ixi =h

i∈N

z−

X

bi xi ≤0

i∈N

z−4

X

xi ≤0

i∈N

xi ≥0

∀i ∈ N>0

This LP gives an upper bound on the number of counters in a tour with h edges of cost
1. The variable xi counts the number of 1-paths with i edges. Each of these 1-paths
have gi good counters and at most bi bad counters. The variable z is equal to the total
number of bad counters. The first equation ensures that the total number of edges with
cost 1 is h while the second inequality bounds the number of bad counters by the sum of
the upper bounds of bad counters on each 1-path. The third inequality ensures that the
number of bad counters is at most four times the number of 1-paths with length greater
than 0 since every such 1-path distributes at most 4 bad counters.
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Note that by the first equation for any fixed h only a finite number of xi are nonzero.
Now, consider the dual LP:

s.t.

min y1 h
iy1 − bi y2 − 4y3 ≥gi
y2 + y3 ≥1
y2 , y3 ≥0.

∀i ∈ N>0

, y2 = 45 and y3 = 15 is a feasible dual solution with value 12
h.
We show that y1 = 12
5
5
12
Therefore, by weak duality we get 5 h as upper bound on the primal LP. Obviously, we
have y2 + y3 = 1 and y2 , y3 ≥ 0. Moreover, we can check the first inequality:


i
4
1
i 4
i
12
− 4· −2 · −4· = 4· + >4·
for i ≡ 0 mod 3
i·
5
3
5
5
3 5
3


i−1
4
1
i−1
12
− 4·
+2 · −4· =4·
for i ≡ 1 mod 3
i·
5
3
5
5
3
12
i−2 4
1
i+1
i·
−4·
· −4· =4·
for i ≡ 2 mod 3.
5
3
5
5
3
Thus, the first inequality is also satisfied and we get the upper bound of
number of counters.

12
h
5

on the

Lemma 3.13. Let the number of counters in the tour T be at most d · h where d is a
constant and h is the number of edges with cost 1 in T . Then, the ratio between the
d
length of T and that of the optimal tour is at most 1 + 4+d
.
Proof. Let l and f be the number of edges with cost 2 in T and the optimal tour, respectively. If the optimal tour consists only of edges with cost 1, every 1-path distributes
four counters: For every 1-path of length 0 the unique endpoint is incident to two edges
of length 1 in the optimal tour and distributes four good counters. Every endpoint of the
other 1-paths is incident to two edges of length 1 in the optimal tour and distributes two
bad counters. Every edge of cost 2 in the optimal tour decreases the number of counters
distributed by at most 4. Note that the number of 1-paths is equal to the number of
edges with cost 2 which is l. Therefore, the l 1-paths distribute at least 4l − 4f counters
and we conclude dh ≥ 4l − 4f or h ≥ d1 4(l − f ). Note that the length of the tour T is
h + 2l, while that of the optimal tour T ∗ is n + f = h + l + f . Therefore, we get the
upper bound on the ratio of
h + 2l
l−f
l−f
c(T )
=
=
1
+
≤
1
+
=1+
1
c(T ∗ )
h+l+f
h+l+f
4(l
−
f
)
+
l
+
f
d
d
l−f
= 1+
≤ 1 + 4+d
.
4+d
l − 4+d
f
d
d

12

l−f
4+d
l − 4−d
f
d
d

Theorem 3.14. The approximation ratio of the 3-Opt algorithm for (1,2)-TSP is at
.
most 11
8
Proof. By Lemma 3.12, there are at most

12
h
5

counters in T where h is the number of

edges with cost 1 in T . By Lemma 3.13, the approximation ratio is at most 1 +

12
5

4+ 12
5

=

11
.
8

4

Approximation Ratio of the 3-Opt++ Algorithm

In the last section we showed that the approximation ratio of the 3-Opt algorithm is 11
.
8
The 1-paths with length 0 play a central role in the analysis. Every endpoint of such a
1-path distribute at most four good counters instead of two bad counters and increase
the approximation ratio. We introduce the k-Opt++ algorithm by adapting a concept
from the k-improv algorithm from [2]. The k-Opt++ algorithm does not only search
for improving k-moves but also k-moves that decrease the number of 1-paths of length
0 without increasing the cost of the tour. We show that the 3-Opt++ algorithm has a
better approximation ratio of 34 than 3-Opt.

4.1

The k-Opt++ algorithm

We first describe the k-Opt++ algorithm. An improving k-Opt++-move is a k-move that
is either improving or does not change the cost of the tour but decreases the number
of 1-paths of length 0 of the tour. A tour is called k-Opt++-optimal if there does not
exist an improving k-Opt++-move. Like the k-Opt algorithm the k-Opt++ algorithm
starts with an arbitrary tour T and performs improving k-Opt++ moves until T is
k-Opt++-optimal (Algorithm 1).
Algorithm 1 k-Opt++ Algorithm
Input: Instance of TSP (Kn , c)
Output: Tour T
1: Start with an arbitrary tour T
2: while ∃ improving k-Opt++-move for T do
3:
Perform an improving k-Opt++-move on T
4: return T
Obviously, every k-Opt++-optimal tour is also k-optimal. Moreover, every iteration
of the k-Opt++ algorithm can also be performed in polynomial time since the number
of k-moves is polynomially bounded. Thus, the algorithm also terminates in polynomial
time since the length of the initial tour is bounded by 2n and every step improves the
length of the tour by at least 1 or decreases the number of 1-paths with length 0 by 1.
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4.2

Lower Bound on the Approximation Ratio of the 3-Opt++
Algorithm

For every natural number s ≥ 2 we construct an instance Is with the vertices {v0 , . . . , v6s−1 }
and approximation ratio 34 . For simplicity we consider the indicies modulo 6s. Set the
cost of the edges {{v6h , v6h+1 }, {v6h+2 , v6h+3 }, {v6h+3 , v6h+4 }, {v6h+4 , v6h+5 }, {v6h , v6h+3 },
{v6h+2 , v6h+5 }, {v6h+4 , v6(h+1)+1 }|h ∈ Z} to 1 and the cost of all other edges to 2.
The tour T consists of the edges {{vi , vi+1 }|i ∈ Z}. The optimal tour T ∗ consists
of the edges {{v2h+1 , v2h }, {v2h , v2h+3 }|h ∈ Z} (Figure 5). It is easy to check that T ∗
consists only of edges with cost 1 and is hence optimal.
v9

v8

v10

v7

v11

v6

v0

v5

v1

v4

v3

v2

Figure 5: The constructed tour for s = 2. The black and red edges have cost 1 and 2,
respectively. T is the straight tour, the optimal tour T ∗ is dotted.
From the construction it is easy to see that the cost of the tour T is 8s while that of
the optimal tour is 6s.
Lemma 4.1. For Is with s ≥ 6 the tour T constructed above is 3-Opt++-optimal .
Proof. Since the constructed instances (Is )n∈N do not contain 1-paths of length 0, the
tour T is 3-Opt++-optimal if and only if T is 3-optimal. By construction, the constructed
family of instance (Is )s∈N is regular. Hence, by Lemma 3.3 it is enough to check that I6
is 3-optimal. We checked this using a self-written computer program that generates all
possible 3-moves for the instance and observed that none of them is improving.
Theorem 4.2. The approximation ratio of the 3-Opt++ algorithm for (1,2)-TSP is at
least 34 .
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Proof. By Lemma 4.1, the tour T for Is with s ≥ 6 is 3-Opt++-optimal. Moreover, we
know that the length of T is 8s and that of the optimal tour T ∗ is 6s. Therefore, we get
an approximation ratio of 8s
= 34 .
6s

4.3

Upper Bound on the Approximation Ratio of the 3-Opt++
Algorithm

For the upper bound assume that an instance with a 3-Opt++-optimal tour T is given.
Let the counters be distributed as in the analysis of the upper bound of the 3-Opt
algorithm. Since every 3-Opt++-optimal tour is also 3-optimal, we can apply the results
from the upper bound of the 3-Opt algorithm.
Lemma 4.3. Every 1-path in a 3-Opt++-optimal tour T having a good counter has
exactly two edges.
Proof. Let the good counter be assigned to the vertex w from the 1-path of length 0
consisting of the vertex u which is incident to the edges {v1 , u} and {u, v2 } of cost 2 in
T . Then {u, w} has cost 1 and assume that w is not the internal vertex of a 1-path of
length 2. By Lemma 3.6 w cannot be an endpoint of a 1-path. Hence, there is an edge
{p, w} ∈ T , c(p, w) = 1 such that p is not endpoint of a 1-path. W.l.o.g. assume that p
lies on the same side of {u, w} as v1 (Figure 4). Now, we can replace the edges {u, v2 }
and {p, w} by {v2 , p} and {u, w}. As
c(u, v2) + c(p, w) = 2 + 1 ≥ c(v2 , p) + c(u, w),
after the 2-move the cost of T does not increase. Moreover, we have one 1-path of length
0 less than before, namely u. Since p is not endpoint of a 1-path we did not create new
1-paths of length 0, contradicting the 3-Opt++-optimality of T .
Lemma 4.4. Every 1-path with x edges in a 3-Opt++-optimal tour T has at most 2x
counters.
Proof. For x = 0 the 1-path consists of one vertex and by Corollary 3.7 it cannot have
any counters. For x ≥ 1 every 1-path with x edges has two endpoints and x − 1 internal
vertices. If the 1-path does not have a good counter, then each of the inner vertices
has two incident edges in the optimal tour and can have at most two bad counters.
By Corollary 3.7 the two endpoints can each have at most one counter. Therefore, the
1-path can have in total at most 2x counters. For the case that the 1-path does have
a good counter by Lemma 4.3 the 1-path must have exactly two edges and there are
at most 2 · 2 = 4 good counters on the internal vertex. Moreover, by Lemma 3.10 the
endpoints of this 1-path cannot have any counters. Thus, this 1-path can have at most
4 counters.
Theorem 4.5. The approximation ratio of the 3-Opt++ algorithm for (1,2)-TSP is at
most 34 .
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Proof. By Lemma 4.4, we distributed at most 2h counters where h is the number of
edges with cost 1 in T . Hence, by Lemma 3.13 the approximation ratio is at most
2
1 + 4+2
= 34 .
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