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JET 7 7 A5 2 THRBAGIEIC X 2 29kE 0 4 T R~

BE

EERYE OEBEH, 8RB S, WAMHA, &)IES

2WENID L CRIE (QAP) 4%, K[EE—/L 2= [ (TSP) L[ U IEFIOW N CRAEHR SN D, NP-HEELED —>T
HD. B TIE, TSPIZBWCEEN OERERBIETHLBETY 5 A% Y o MY (LC0) 2 VT, KRR A ED
PAMELE A8 L7 2 B0 Y CRIEICER L, Z0FM 2 EEEIEERICE VRITEEITY.

1. IZL®iC

K B EOELEE 2E LI-MEZ L 729DI12,
MEFRBLE RESC VLST [BIE%E /e & k25 L2 AT AE
T D 2WEIY Y CHIE (Quadratic Assignment Problem :
QAP) EEFTX 5.

QAP (T A DY RE(LRIED—>TH Y, KEtE—

A< IR (Traveling Salesman Problem : TSP) ® fHEEZ:
B &5 e NP-IREE2RIE T, IR EYE (Branch and Bound

Method : BBM) 0% EtHHY% (Integer Programming @ IP),
BT V2 Y XA (Genetic Algorithm : GA), 2SiEWE L
LTESHWSGNTE ., LaL, QAP IXRIEY A XK
HIZ 70 5 L HHE BB 5720, B#EEI%E
REDOFRITHERBEE LTS ERRAETHD Z &N
HMHILTND.

AWFETIE, TSP TRRICHEBMEN RSN TWDRFTZ 7
AH Y v 7t (Local Clustering Organization : LCO)
Z QAP IZEA L, KREUERY A XOMEEZAEMEL Z &
ZHBYE UHBHRAET 5.

2. 2¥%EY Y THIRE (QAP)
2.1 B

YA X n D QAP kBl ERMBEOM & LTEERT .
L, nEOHEKIZ n BEOMHREZE VY CTHIMETHS.
AWFFEORBEDOEGEREICRB VT, ZoMEITH3A8E
OnEOCnEORREFEET AREICBEEHLF
BHRD. 22T, &iRiEEEHMEOEREE nxniT
FlEEEL, TNENDOfEFRBOY DTN, WiiEr 7 0
—ITHIEERTD. Ihb, FEREECIIEMOERLE,
PR OBENE, R—fEhOEERELBEMZ B ENT
5.

AEEOEED AR b ppy kDX TREND.

F(P)=2" 2 3 pinnti

i=l j=I
ZIT, fRIEROMIENG j & B OIS E TOREHE,
d iy 12 P@) BEH DR O p(j) % B O ~DWii &
&5, p BHIBIZIRICEN ) B TonMEROIETL L,

=@M, p2), -, p@),p(n) @

ERETD. p(i)FIES p 0BEFEEL, nIZMEOY A
AThHD.
2.2 DERMRLE

QAP DRESRMRIEIZ 1T, BBM OSSR G 2n & O REEY 251k
W5 Gl Simulated Annealing (SA) =0 GA &\ - 7= AL
HEEMHOSONTE, LavL. QAP TR ST —i%{bE
EY FIREIC W CRIBE A AS IR BT 722 B & BHELRERS A3
KIZ72% . B2 BBM O X 5 IZFIREE SR 01T 2 DERSY
b LT B, B RBEO S AR LT
&, BEMEE LTRSS ZENTERYL. Z0kd, KH

-
—

(»
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HRIEDEFRE & LTI, (EROMZER O % RIS
RHLT D GA 72 EOFERFIENFAV BN, I
EARICHREZ SR B 12D OFHEREF S KIC2Y, Tz
BLOETEL OBFHZESCTIENMETHS. Lo,
HHEOE#RL, BEELIRDLNS.
3. Rt FARZ VU TkiE
3.1 LcoTn=aY XA

LCOVIZZ T AZ U 728V RFTIC e SET D) H
v FRZEGRNCESSEZBUTH Y, sHEEND L,
EIEICIE PR ERD D Z E NSRS, LTI N #fdo TSP
IR BEARNZRT NI Y X LERT.
(1) N#HZZ DA+ 5% 4R
(2) 7 F AZH T ¢ 2R L, TEEEHr 238 E
@ #E M comEtsc—r,c+rofHEE s S22 7

(AR 355 A AP
(DT EREZWRIZHITRT, TNLNIQ) IZRS
TSPIZRIT D7 7 AK Y v 7 FIEEIAHE (Simple
Exchange Methods : SEM), iifiiZZ#i{% (Inverse Exchange
Methods : IEM), F¥E¥: (Smoothing Methods @ SM) & v
TWa., F7o, FI7T7RAZV U TFIEETT O F DTEIRE
AU, EEREIEIL SEM, TEM, SM ODJIEIZ 0.4, 0.4, 0.2 AHKE
LtEhTna b,
3.2 QAP ~DEHA

LCO DRI 1 IRITEFI DT KL R 2 il = & L,
S DT — X IHERE S ZRAL, FHMuREL% (2) T2 X b a2
B/MET D, 22T QAP OETIINES TRE SN D,
LCO DEREICBWTIZMBIEY| CEFET 5.
4. BIEFHEZER

QAP 2%} % LCO DEZMEEZMFET 5 72 0 Ll ER 21T
o7z, LCO & DE#RIZIX Simulated Evolution (SimE) & kb
L7z, SimE % SA, Greedy randomized adaptive search
procedure (GRASP), GA LEHERLEWKEEZRL, F/-EH
TRAERE RO LML TV S,

IR EBROME 2R,
4.1 FMIERZE

FEBRr R 1T & 5% D4 500 (n=500) D XIFR QAP,
QAPLIBY D= F < — 7 RifE lipa90a %4 &3 5. n=500
DARMET o FATHRE S, lipad0a iZIERHER QAP T
B BARIT 360630 TH 5.
4.2 LCODZ SREY v IEREE

QAP ZEL 7= DIV T A Z ) 7 FiEIZ TSP L [F
£k, SEM, IEM, SM % FV, &-FIEOEFEORY iz Xk 5k
ERBEERRIEL, STFEOEREEZID 5. ERICIE
n=500 @ QAP Z MV, EEFR 10%EE, 1 89T 10 2 TfT
WI0FIT L= E DR TH 5.

B 1%, SEM, IEM, SM ZALENEATHA LR L, &
TEROBRIREIETTI VA LCBIRLIEERTHD” avg” .
QAP IZxt Lk b B o T2 BIREIETH D7 best” .
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Fig. 1. n=500, Comparison of clustering methods
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ZORERDD, QAP KL SM, SEMAEZITH D Z &35y
2%, LA L, SEM, IEM, SM 245 L <BIRUL7-AEEM, £V
ROBERBNZ E0b, PIRBALNLEN-T BN 2F
W, FUEANIITAZ) U TFEERND LIRS LR
5. U EDRERND, 7522 U FFIEOREOERE|
& (best) 1%, SEM, IEM, SM ®DJ[EIZ 0.5,0.2,0.3 & 72 o7z,
4.3 LCODRE

LCO O 5 BT sk 1o 124 T AR 2 D 10% & EE S
B, VIRRZVUITREEITL ATy TEICT U F L TER
T5., K7 TAZY T FEOBREGIT 4 2. HirbE
7-fEE A5 SEM, IEM, SM DJIEIZ 0.5,0.2,0.3 &3 5.
4.4 SimE DTN TY XA

SimE (3AHA R R bR 2 7 < 7o IR E S - e
RRFETHD. SinE L, —ODMED L O/ ESRE % BN
LEFE 2 0NIRERM 2N, BET IMNEICHD
HOERIILFEINLSMENMEL 2D, EELRWALED
EHOERIILIVEETAMNE~BEZITI Z LT, &K
WKETOERNRb- & bBEET HMEICTFET D MR
BB, ZOBEICEY SADILERY OEMHEEHEZRY,

T 2>, DUTIC SinE OEAT VT X b ERT.

) E¥EMEOI, PIHEDOER

2) BEOFMECI Z#3tE L, B®IRESR Ps 2R

3) BIREZE PsDY— b

4) BIREFE Ps) LIMENEWVIEIZE Y ¥ CTFEIC X

D ERE(LL, ROEH

5) METHRMUZFHI-HERT, TNLMNIQICES

FLUENE Of 1INTE | TOREAFME O ELHEM, FHmMECil
BAEDNLE | TOEFROFHMME, BRESR PsiX0i/Cind
MERMNICRIRT 2EREATH D.

4.4.1 SimE OFE

SimE (T W 7=EI D Y TFIEIT QAP IZB W TEBIZEE R
HRETH D B SHEAMEY — FEID Y TFEZHVE. F
7o, ATHEITEREZ RS 972012, BIRES O B4 10 @I
KU AT o 7. 2 AL SinE IZB W TRIREM Y1 X8
L TY, MBOBICHEELZRIZERNZDTHD 2.
4.5 LREERR

4.1. i CTERE L7z, n=500 MxFRQAP, lipa90a DIEXS
PR QAP 2 W2 EEEREBR 21T 5. 1 34T1E 1 BpfE4TVY, 10
RIT LI EHOMERRE LTHNWS.

FEEACIX, ZOOREIZ LCO & SimE WA L, ROREE
LIROIRMEICE L CHRFET 5.
4.6 HER-BE

RO 2 2 Mk AR R 1~2, FHEEROLERER 212

s Lo LTS S5 0J8 4 R & A A I S SRR DU
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R9.LC0IE lipa90a @ = X A3 SimE & Hb~ 3% EEid L,
n=500 TITHKBMEZ HEHE E L, 1%EEROBENE <
2o TWA. LCO, SimE iz KIkAy 72 RETREFEZ AWV
FEWRTAIY ZLTHDHH, HENMD LCOITEY KH
BRMEY A RS TED EELDLND. OB
% SimE & HA_EHETH Y, LCO DRI RT4 5 e E MM K
XN ERboTs.
5. BT

HEERICL VELNIBRZTLT.
1) LCOIX QAP IZ L CABRFIETHD Z ERmEn
2)  LCOVZMERICRI T AEMN R E <, KHUERRBEIZ

BWHATE S
AWFZETLCOWEA LIz 7 AZ U » 7 FRIEIL TSP IZE
WTERBTHBEEEZDNDFIETHY, W IZEERTH
BRE~OWE, Fio, KFEEZRBECIIERRFHEER
MHETHY, ATVERADEOLE, FMEHEORELIZ
L AHEEOBOBLETHD. 5%, ITNLOKELME
SLELE R CEREICAI LR EICEA L, tho T
AT Y X E DEBREEE1T 5

Table. 1. 1ipa90a(n=90), Comparison of the evaluated value

Best Average gap
LCO 363283 369356 0.73%
SimE 374565 385247 3.72%

Table. 2. n=500, Comparison of the evaluated value

Best Average gap
LCO 11082008 11118617 0.33%
SimE 12467526 12587766 11.96%
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Fig. 2. n=500, Comparison of the computational time
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