arXiv:0801.1126v1 [cs.IT] 7 Jan 2008

Concave Programming Upper Bounds on the
Capacity of 2-D Constraints

Ido Tal Ron M. Roth
Computer Science Department,
Technion, Haifa 32000, Israel.

Email: {idotal, ronny}@cs.technion.ac.il

Abstract— The capacity of 1-D constraints is given by the II. NOTATION

entropy of a corresponding stationary maxentropic Markov . ; N _
chain. Namely, we maximize the entropy over a finite set of We first set up some notation. Let= (ai ;) ;.j)cu be a 2-D

probabilities that must satisfy some requirements. We try o configuration oved. Namely, the index set satisfiés C 72,
extend certain aspects of this characterization to 2-D comsaints.  and for all(¢, j) € U we have that; ; € 3. For integersy, 8
The result is a method for calculating an upper bound on the we denote the shifted index set as
capacity of 2-D constraints.

The key steps are: We look at a maxentropic probability oapU)={(i+a,j+B):(i,j) €U} .
distribution on square configurations, which is stationary A set of . . '
linear equalities and inequalities is derived from this staionarity. ~ AlSO, by abuse of notation, let, 5(a) be the shifted config-
The result is a concave program, which can be easily solved uration (with index set'(U)):
numerically.

0a,6(@)itaj+6 = ij -

|. INTRODUCTION For an index se¥ C U, denote the restriction of to V
by a[V] = (a[V]i;)ev: namely,
Let ¥ be a finite alphabet. A two dimensional (2-D)
constraint is a sefS of rectangular arrays oveE. To be
called a constrain§ must satisfy some requirements, formally We denote the restriction & to U by S[U],

defined in [7,§1]. Examples of 2-D constraints include the R L, rr
square constraint [10], 2-D RLL constraints [8], 2-D SRLL S[U] = {a : there exists:” € § such thaw/[U] = a} .

CL[V]Z'J' = Q5 , where (’L,_]) evV.

constraints [4], and the “no isolated bits” constraint [6]. [1l. STATIONARITY
Let S be ?1gi¥en 2-D constraint over a finite alphabet  The following is a simple corollaByof [2, Theorem 1.4].
Denote byX™>™ the set ofM x N arrays overz, and let Theorem 1: There exists a series of random variables
s (WM)yse _ with the following properties: (i) Eachv (M)
Sy =8SNX : takes values o8 ;. (i) The probability distribution ofiy ()

is stationary. Namely, denote the index set &f () by
By ={(,4):0<4,j <M} .
1
cap(S) = A}i—I>noo e -logs |Sn| - (1) Then, forallU C By, all o, 8 € Z such thaw, g(U) C Bay,
and alla € S[U], we have that

In this paper, we show a method for calculating an uppes, ok, ) (7] = ) = Prob(W™) (o4 5(U)] = 0ap(a)) .
bound oncap(S). Other methods of calculating an upper . Y
bound on a 2-D constraint include the stripe method (definéll) For large M, the normalized entropy di/ (M) is close to

The capacity ofS is equal to

in Sectior(IX), and [5]. cap(S). Namely,
2-D constraints are a generalization of one-dimensional (1 L 1 (M)
D) constraints (see [9]). The capacity of a given 1-D comstra cap(S) = A}ﬂnoogw HW ) ) - . (2)
iX\/, and write W instead of

is equal to the value of an optimization program, where the F]\r40)m here onward, we
optimization is on the entropy of a certain stationary Marko"V'""’- Also, denote the index set 6¥ as
chain, and is carried out over the conditional prol_aabﬂikiré Uw = By = {(4,7) : 0 <i,j < M} .
that chain (see [9§3.2.3]). We try to extend certain aspects

of this characterization of capacity to 2-D constraints.atvh Fix r, s, and¢, such that

results is a (generally non-tight) upper boundaap(S). O<rs<Mand0<t<s.

* This work was supported by grant No. 2002197 from the UnSates— INote that [2, Theorem 1.4] is stated for constraints of firitpe, but
Israel Binational Science Foundation (BSF), Jerusaleragls Theorem[1L is valid for all 2-D constraints, as defined in§x}
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Define random variableX, Y, and Z, with index sets On the other hand, sind&;| < r- M + s- M, we have

Ux = {(,j):0<i<r;0<j<s} )
Uy = Ux\{(r—1,j):s—t<j<s} Ve > HWi,;|W[T; nUw]) <
Uz = Ux\{(r—1,j):s—t—-1<j<s}, (4,J)€EV2

as (see Figurkl1) log, [X] ((r/M) + (s/M)) .

X=W[Ux], Y=W[Uy], Z=W[U]. u
IV. LINEAR REQUIREMENTS FROM STATIONARITY
M . , .
- — ~ Recall thatX = W [Ux] is anr x s sub-configuration of
~ A~ - W, and thus stationary as well. In this section, we formulate
Uw ----- (((PTTTTTT T T T T a set of linear requirements (equalities and inequalitiea)

follow from the stationarity ofX.
Let z € S[Ux] be a realization ofX. Denote

= Prob(X =1x) .
Uy | M< Pa ( )
We start with the trivial requirements. Obviously, we must
Uy have for allx € S[Ux] that
\ pm Z 0 .

Fig. 1. The index seUyy is represented by thé/ x M square,Ux is Also,
represented by the x s rectangle,Uy is represented by the shaded part
(both black and gray), and/; is represented by the gray part. Note that Z pz=1.
Uw 2Ux 2Uy 2 Ugz. z€S[Ux]

Lemma 2: For fixedr, s, andt, _ Next, we _show how we can use stationarity to get more
linear equations omp,.. Let

cap(S) < limsup H(Y'|Z) . )

M—o0 — i) - < _ < i .

Proof: We show that U={@7):0si<r=1, 0<j<s}

1 For 2’ € S[U’] we must have by stationarity that
—HW)<H({Y|Z)+O(1/M) .

2
M _ Prob(X[U'] = &') = Prob(X[o10(U")] = o1.0(z)) . (3)
Once this is proved, the claim follows fror] (2).
Define a lexicographic ordering over indexes inJyy, As a concrete example, suppose that s = 3. We claim
that
(i',7) < (i,j) <= (I <i)or(i'=i and j' <j),
1 0 0 * k%
and let Prob{X= 0 0 1 | =Prob|{X=1 0 0 ,
Ty ={075): (", j) <G5} . x ok ok 0 01
We have wherex denotes “don’t care”.
Both the left-hand and right-hand sides [of (3) are marginal-
HW) = ‘ Z HWi;|WI[Ti; 0 Uw]) - izations ofp,. Thus, we get a set of linear equations @n
(.7)€Uw Namely, for allz’ € S[U'],
Recall that(r — 1,s — ¢ — 1) is the rightmost index in the
last row of Uy. We partitionUy, into two subsets, Z Pz = Z Pz -
z:x|U']=a’ z:z[o1,0(U")]=01,0(x’)

U= {(Zvj) eUw : Uif(rfl),jf(sftfl)(UY) c UW} . .
Uy =Uw \U; . To get more equations, we now apply the same rational

horizontally, instead of vertically. Let
On the one hand, by the definition o,
U'={(i,j):0<i<r, 0<j<s—1}.
HW; ;WL ; nUw]) <

for all 2" € S[U"],
HWij[W[or— (1) i (smt—1y (U2)]) = H(Y|Z) | 7]

where the last step follows from stationarity (to see thaket Z Dz = Z Pz -
for examplej =r—1andj =s—t—1). w:x[U"]=z" z:z[o0,1(U")]=00,1(z")



V. LINEAR EQUATIONS FROM REFLECTION If the condition of Lemma&]3 holds, then we get the following
TRANSPOSITION AND COMPLEMENTATION equations by stationarity. For all € S[Ux],

We now show that ifS is reflection, transposition, or
complementation invariant (defined below), then we carvderi Pz = Pur(z) = Ph() -
yet more linear equations.

Define vy (+) (ha(:)) as the vertical (horizontal) reflec-
tion of a rectangular configuration with/ rows (columns).

Namely, U={(i,j):0<i,j<r}.

If the condition of Lemma&l4 holds, then the following holds
by stationarity. Assume w.l.o.g. that< s, and let

(vm ()i = xnvr—1-45 , and (har(x))ij = Tom—1-j - -
For all x € S[U],
Define T as the transposition of a configuration. Namely,

T(w)ij = wji - Z b= Z P
z:z[U]=x z:z[U]=7(x)
For ¥ = {0,1}, denote bycomp(w) the bitwise comple-
ment of a configuratiom. Namely, If the condition of Lemm@l5 holds, then we get the following
equations by stationarity. For all € S[Ux],
1 if Wi, = 0

0 otherwise. Pz = Pcomp(z) -

comp(w); j = {

We state three similar lemmas, and prove the first. The proof
of the other two is similar.
Lemma 3: Suppose thaf is such that for allM > 0 and  Recall from Lemmal2 that we are interestedHitY'| Z), in

VI. AN UPPER BOUND ONcap(S)

z e TMXM, order to boundtap(S) from above. As a first step, we express
2€S = hu(z) €S <= vn(z) €S. )fg(Y|Z) in terms of the probabilities,, of the random variable
Then, w.l.o.g.,W is such that for alkw € S[Uj,], Let y € S[Uy] and z € S[UZ] be realizations o and Z,
respectively. Let
Prob(W = w) =
Prob(W = hy(w)) = Prob(W = vy (w)) . (4) py =Prob(Y =y), and p.=Prob(Z=z).
Lemma 4: Suppose thab is such that for all\M > 0 and o
z e SMxM Both p, andp, are marginalizations of,. Namely,
x €S < 7(x) €S.
) Py = Z Pz s DPz= Z Pz -
Then, w.l.o.g.,W is such that for alkv € S[U),], zeS[Ux]:z[Uy]=y zeS[Ux]:z[Uz])=2
Prob(W = w) = Prob(W = 7(w)) . (®)  Thus,
Lemma 5: Suppose thaE = {0,1} andS is such that for
all M >0 andz € 2M*M, HY|Z)= Y -pylogop,+ Y p:log,p:
y€eS[Uy| 2€S[Uz]

x €S <= comp(z) €S.
is a function of the probabilitieg, of X.
Our next step will be to reason as follows: We have
Prob(W = w) = Prob(W = comp(w)) . (6) found linear requirements that the’s satisfy and expressed
Proof: [Proof of Lemméd 4] Leth andv be shorthand for H(Y|Z) as a function ofp,. However,we do not know of a
har andwyy, respectively. We define a new random variablgay to actually calculate p,. So, instead of the probabilities

Then, w.l.o.g.,W is such that for alkv € S[U),],

wrew For allw € S[Ux], ps, consider thevariables p,. From this line of thought we
1 ) get our main theorem.
Prob(W"*"=w) = - > Prob(W=uw') . Theorem 6: The value of the optimization program given

’

{w,h(w),ﬁfwe),h(u(w))} in Figure[2 is an upper bound anp(S).

Proof: First, notice that if we takey, = p,, then (by
Since h(h(w)) = v(v(w)) = w andh(v(w)) = v(h(w)) We  sSectiond TV and V) all the requirements which thgs are
get that [(#) holds fod/". Moreover, by the concavity of sypject to indeed hold, and the objective function is eqaal t
the entropy function, H(Y|Z). So, the maximum is an upper bound &Y |Z).
H(W) < HW™™) . N_ext, notice thgt by c_ompactness, a maximum indeed exists.
Since the maximum is not a function @f/, the claim now
Thus, the properties defined in Theorem 1 holdTiore™. m  follows from LemmdP. ]



the probability functionsy, g2 : S[Uy] x S[Uz] — [0,1] as

maximize Z —Dy logy Py + Z D logy P, 5, ylUz] == s
yES[Uy] z€S[Uz] q1 (yv Z) = 0 otherwise ) q2 (yv Z) = |S[Uy]| .
over the variableg,, = € S[Ux], where we define
[ ]
— A _ — A —
Py = . ZU B Pz Pz= . UZU B Pz Sincep, is in fact a linear combination gf,, the following
16_[ xJalUrl=y _ wes X]'m[_ zl=2 is a simple corollary of Lemmi] 7.
and the variableg.. are subject to the following: Corollary 8: The objective function is concave jn,.
> pe=1.
zeS[Ux] VIIl. SOME NOTES ON IMPLEMENTATION

For allz € S[Ux], At this point, we have formulated a concave optimization

De > 0 . .
Pe = problem, and wish to solve it. An excellent reference on how
For all 2’ € S[U’], to do this is [1]. Here, we will limit ourselves to writing abb
- - the main points that were important in our specific case.
[2]: Pz = : (% ( )pm : The standard method for solving our concave optimization
x:x[U']=x’ z:x[o1,0(U’)]=01,0(x’

problem is to start with some initial vector of probabilitie
For all " € S[U"],

0) — (50
_ _ p - (pac )I , T E S[UX] ;
Z Pz = Z Pz -

wia[U]=a" zaoo,1 (U")]=00,1(2") which satisfy our linear requirements, and use some form of
If the constraint is reflection (complementation) invatidfor an ascent method, such as the Newton method (see [1, Chapter
all z € S[Ux], 9]). Since we had a barrier function (see [1, Chapter 11]), a

_ _ B _ B further requirement was that

Pz = Pou,.(z) = Phy(x) (pw = pcomp(z)) .
If the constraint is transposition invariant: For &lle S[U7], P >0 forallzeSUx].

Z Do = Z Pz - Here is how we found such initial probabilities. For eack
z:x[U)=x z:[U)=7(x) S[Ux], we replaced the objective function in Figlide 2 with

maximize pg .
Fig. 2. Optimization program over the variablgs (assuming w.l.0.g. that

r < s). The optimum is an upper bound eap(S). . .
®) The result was dinear program, and thus easily solvable.

Upon solving it we got a probability distribution that séigsl
our linear requirements, and had a positive probability for
z. Our initial p(® was the average of these probability

We now show that the optimization problem in Figiie 2 igistributions.
concave [1, p. 137]. Since the requirements that the varsabl After findingp(), we iteratively use our ascent method, and
7. are subject to are linear, this reduces to showing that tReentually stop at somg*). Hopefully, p*) will be close to
objective function is concave ip,. the maximizing probability. Letf*) and

As a first step, we prove the following.

Lemma 7: The objective function is concave in the vari-
ables p,, y € S[Uy], where we naturally define for all

VII. CONCAVITY

g(k) = (gg(ck))z y T E S[UX] )

> e S[U), be the value of the objective function and the gradiens(&t,
respectively. Of coursefy is a lower bound on the value of
D> = Z Dy - our optimization problem. For an upper bound, we replace the
y€S[Uy]y[Uz]=2 objective function in Figur€l2 by
Proof: We rewrite the objective function as
3 > pylog, % - maximize | f® 4+ 3 ¢, —p®) |
Yy

z€S[Uz] yeS[Uy |:y[Uz]== zeS[Ux]

Recall [3, Theorem 2.7.2] that the divergenE¥q;||¢q2) is and again get dinear program. By concavity, the value of
convex in the pair(qi, g2). The proof follows from defining this linear program is indeed an upper bound.



IX. ASYMPTOTIC ANALYSIS

For givenr, s, andt, denote byu(r, s, t) the value of the
optimization program in Figurgl 2 for a given constraintin
this section, we show that(r, s, t) is asymptotically tight, in
the following sense.

Theorem 9: For all e > 0, there exist

ro>0, s90>0, 0<t)<so
such that for all
r>ry, S$2>8, tg<t<s,

we have that
w(r, s, t) —cap(S) <e.
In order to prove Theorefd 9, we need the following lemm
Lemma 10: For all ¢ > 0, there exist

ro>0, s90>0, 0<t)<so

such that

1(ro, S0, to) — cap(S) < €.
Proof: Another well known method for boundirg@p(S)

from above is the so called “stripe method”. Namely, for some

given ¢, consider the 1-D constraif = S(¢) defined as
follows. The alphabet of the constrainti$. A word of length

r’ satisfiesS if and only if when we write its entries as rows

of length/, one below the other, we get ahx ¢ configuration
which satisfies the 2-D constraifit
Define the normalized capacity of as
1
= —cap

Scap(S)

By the definition of cap(S), the normalized capacity ap-
proachesap(S) as¢ — co. Thus, fix anf such that

&p(S) — cap(S) < ¢/2.

Gb(s)

By [9, Theorem 3.17] and its proof, there exists a series
1-D constraints{Sm },~_, such thatS C S,, the memory of
Sm is m, andlimy, .~ cap(Sm) = cap(S). Thus, fixm such
that

cap(Sm) — cap(S) < ¢/2.
To finish the proof, we now show that
11(r0, s0,to) < cap(Sm) ,

where
l.

ro=m+1, sg=2-£, 1y
Denote
Bun={(,j):0<i<M,0<j<N}.
Note thatu(ro, so, to) is the maximum of
H(Xme—11{Xij: (4,7) € Tme—1N Bmi1,24}) s (7)

over all random variableX € S[Bm+1,2.¢] With a probability
distribution satisfying our linear requirements.

_Forall0 <~ < ¢ we get by the (imposed) stationarity of
X that [7) is bounded from above by

HV = H(XmﬂlX[Uv]) )
where

UV
{(G,j):i=m,j<y or 0<i<m,0<j<{}.

So, [7) is also bounded from above by
(8)

The first¢ columns ofX form an(m + 1) x ¢ configuration.
By our linear requirements, stationarity (specificallyrtical
stationarity) holds for this configuration as well. So, weyma
define a stationary 1-D Markov chain a%},, with entropy
given by [8). That entropy, in turn, is at masip(S,,). ®

Proof: [Proof of Theoreni9] The following inequalities
are easily verified:

w(r, s, t) (r+1,s,t).
p(r, s, t)

wir,s, t) > p(r,s+1,t+1).
The proof follows from them and Lemnia]10.

>
> p(r, s +1,t) .
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