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Abstract

The Survey Propagation (SP) algorithm for solvin@AT problems has been shown recently as an
instance of the Belief Propagation (BP) algorithm. In th&per, we show that for general constraint-
satisfaction problems, SP may not be reducible from BP. e astablish the conditions under which
such a reduction is possible. Along our development, weentea unification of the existing SP
algorithms in terms of a probabilistically interpretabterative procedure — weighted Probabilistic

Token Passing.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Survey Propagation (SP)I[1] is a recent algorithmic breakthh in solving certain hard
families of constraint satisfaction problems (CSPs). etifrom statistical physics, SP first
demonstrated its power in solving classic prototypical ddifplete problems, the-SAT prob-
lems [2]. — For random instances of these problems in the regguine, SP is shown to be the
first efficient solver[[ll]. Recently, SP has also been appledther CSPs, including other NP-
complete problem families such as graph coloringf@OL) problems([3], as well as problems
arising in communications and data compressions, some mgarbeing coding for Blackwell
channels([4] and quantization of Bernoulli sequenceés [bhll these cases, great successes have
been demonstrated.

Powerful as it appears, SP however largely remains as adhieuaigorithm to date, where
analytic understanding of its algorithmic nature and rig@r characterization of its performance
are widely open and of great curiosity and research impoetan

Similar to the well-known Belief Propagation (BP) algonthused in iterative decoding
[6] and statistical inference [7], SP operates by iter&jiveassing “messages” in a factor
graph representation![8] of the problem instance, wheré @acable vertex corresponds to a
variable whose value is to be decided and each functionwedeesponds to a local constraint
imposed on the variables. This observation has inspiredenteesearch effort in understanding
whether SP may be viewed as a special case of BP. — The sigwmiéicaf questions of such a
kind has been witnessed repeatedly in the history of comeation research, for example, in
understanding the Viterbi algorithm as a dynamic prograngnalgorithm [9], in understanding
the turbo decoding algorithm [10] as an instance of Beli@p@gation[[11], and in unifying the
BCJR algorithm[[1R2] and the Viterbi algorithm under the ueilar of the generalized distributive
law [13], etc. These unified frameworks have on one hand gealvadditional insights into the
nature of the algorithms, and on the other hand allowed aerreascess of the algorithm by much
wider research communities. Specific to the question “is 8P, B SP may be understood as an
instance of BP, then the existing analytic techniques of BRr@adily applicable to analyzing SP;
if SP can not be characterized as a special case of BP, onengribtivated to seek a different
algorithmic framework to which SP belongs or to discover tingque algorithmic nature of SP.

The first result reporting that SP is an instance of BP is thekweb [14] in the context ofk-



SAT problems. This result is generalized [in[[15] to an ex&zhdersion of SP for solving-SAT
problems. Briefly, the authors of [15] present a Markov Randeeld (MRF) [16] formalism
for k-SAT problems; a parameter, denoted byn this paper, is used to parametrize the MRF.
When the BP algorithm is derived on such an MRF, the BP messpdate equations result in
a family of SP algorithms, referred to ageighted SPor SRy) in this paper, parametrized by
v € [0,1]; and wheny = 1, SR~) is the original (non-weighted) SP. In addition to extend8R®)
— in the context oft-SAT problems — to a family of SP algorithms with tunable peniance,
another significance of this result is a conclusive answehdéotitular question in that context,
namely that SP is BP for thie-SAT problem family. This result was re-developed in outdiear
work [17] where a simpler MRF formalism using Forney graph8][is presented and a more
transparent reduction of BP messages to weighted SP mesisagigen.

The objective of this paper is to answer the question whedlkeand more generally weighted
SP are special cases of BP for arbitrary CSPs beyeBAT problems. It is worth noting that
weighted SP has only been presentedi#@&AT problems, although its principle may be extended
to designing other CSPs involvirlgnary variables (see, e.gl[5]). Furthermore, resulting from
BP on a properly defined MRF, weighted SP, unlike the orig{(main-weighted) SP, does not
have a probabilistic interpretation thddes notrely on the MRF constructed in the style of [15]
or [17] and the derived BP algorithm thereby. Thus to answerduestion whether weighted
SP is BP for general CSPs, it is necessary to formulate wedlgBiP for arbitrary CSPs that
generalizes non-weighted SP without relying on any MRF aRdf@malism. For this reason,
this research and hence the structure of this paper rougtilyisto two parts. The first part
answers the question what SP and weighted SP exactly aredsgming a probabilistically
interpretable formulation of both non-weighted and wesgh8&P for arbitrary CSPs. The second
part presents a MRF formalism for general CSPs in the stylfl5if or [17], derives the BP
update equations, and answers the question whether and Roun8er such MRF formalism
may be reduced to SP, if at all.

Although this paper focuses on the second part, namely, swenng whether SP algorithms
are instances of BP on a properly defined MRF, our effort imdshing what SP algorithms
are and how to formulate these algorithms for general CSRstswvorthy.

First, the notion of weighted SP, as noted earlier, has oegnlpresented fdr-SAT problems

as in [15] and in sporadic example applications involvindydninary variables such as in|[5].



As will become clear in this paper, the design philosophy efghted SP for CSPs involving
binary variables (such as in [15] and [5]) is not readily extable to arbitrary CSPs with arbitrary
variable alphabets, since an important notion underlyiRgrimely, arappropriate extension
of variable alphabets, is blurred in the binary special sase

Second, for non-weighted SP, we note that its formulatiothis context of general CSPs
primarily exists in the literature of statistical physic®eé€, e.g./[[19]). Although its design recipe
has been laid out for arbitrary CSPs, its exposition in stiadl physics language has made it
rather difficult for readers with primarily engineering asroputer science background.

Thus, in addition to serving as the basis for the investigatf BP-to-SP reduction, the first
part of the paper also aims at providing a clean, transpamhieasily accessible formulation of
SP algorithms in its most general form for arbitrary CSPshaeut resorting to statistical physics

concepts.

II. MAIN RESULTS AND PAPER ORGANIZATION

The main results of this paper are summarized as follows.

In the first part, we formulate SP and weighted SP for gene&®#<Cas what we call “prob-
abilistic token passing” (PTP) and “weighted probabitisibken passing” (weighted PTP) re-
spectively, where a message is a distribution (or non-negéinction) on the set of “tokens”
associated with a variable. Here a “token” is a non-enqutiysetof the variable’s alphahetIt
has been previously observed in SP applied to various prabteat a “joker” symbol is added
to the original variable alphabet. Here we point out thaeeadtng the alphabet by simply adding
a joker symbol is not sufficient for general CSPs, partidyléor those involving non-binary
variables. We stress that thight extension of the variable alphabet is to replace it with tbie s
of all non-empty subsets of the original alphabet. Althowghequivalent treatment has been
described in some previous literature for non-weighted[BHR, [this perspective is for the first

time made explicit beyond statistical physics context amdbioth non-weighted and weighted

In fact more rigorously, a token is a non-empstybsetof all possibleassignment®f a variable — In this paper, for more
mathematical rigor and clarity, we make a distinction betwéhe alphabet of a variable and the set of all assignmerttseto
variable, where an assignment to variablg is treated as a function mapping the singleton {gekt to the alphabet of:,.
Nevertheless, one may always identify the set of all assagmstoz, with the alphabet of:, via a one-to-one correspondence

and loosely refer to the set of all assignments of a variabltha alphabet of the variable.



SP. Based on this notion of alphabet extension, we generalgighted SP for arbitrary CSPs
in the form of weighted PTP. In other words, the weighted P@fPnilation presented in this
paper serves as a recipe for designing weighted SP algofahirbitrary CSPs.

In the second part, we present an MRF formalism — which we tefas “normally realized
MRF” — for arbitrary CSPs using Forney graphs, generalizing MRF construction in the
style of [15] and[[1V] presented far-SAT problems. States, each consisting of a left state and
a right state, are introduced in the MRF, where the left stateesponds to the token passed
from the variable and the right state corresponds to thentplassed from the constraint. For any
given CSP, the MRF is parametrized by a collection of weighfunctions, each corresponding
to a variable in the CSP; in the-SAT special case, these weighting functions may reduce to a
single parametery. Noting the combinatorial importance of such MRF in the eahf k-SAT
problems|[[15], one expects that this general formulatioMBf- for arbitrary CSP may serve a
similar role, namely providing a combinatorial frameworsdribing the topology of the solution
space|[15]. This direction, clearly deserving further stigation, is however out of the scope
of this paper.

On the normally realized MRF formalism, we then proceed tavddhe BP update equations
and investigate the reduction of BP to weighted PTP (notrag tveighted PTHs weighted SP
and that non-weighted SP is a special case of weighted SRjaily re-developing the results of
[15] and [17] on BP-to-SP reduction, we show that £e8AT problems, BP is readily reducible
to weighted PTP as long as a condition — which we refer to asthie-decoupling condition
— is imposed on the BP messages in initialization. An intimggact about this condition in the
context of k-SAT problems is that as long as the condition is satisfiechénfirst BP iteration,
it will continue to be satisfied in all iterations after. TH@ms the basis on which BP messages
may be simplified to the form of weighted PTP messages. Thigliion, also arising in[[15]
and [17] as a peculiar and curious construction, had not beplained prior to this work. In this
paper, we argue that the state-decoupling condition seregical role in the reduction of the
weighted PTP messages from the BP messages derived fromRRefdimalism in the style of
[15] and [17], or from the normally realized MRF presentedtiis paper. Using the example of
3-COL problems, we show that such a condition is also needadl BP iterations so as for BP
to reduce to PTP. However, in that case, we show that thisitonad¢an not be made satisfied

in every BP iteration (except for the trivial cases in whitle BP messages contain no useful



information) and one must manually impose this conditionnignipulating the BP messages
in each iteration. This result on one hand justifies the ingrdrrole of the state-decoupling
condition in the reduction of BP to PTP and on the other haserés that BP isiot PTP and
hencenot SP for3-COL problems!

At that point, one is ready to conclude that weighted PTP agkted SP is not a special case
of BP for general CSPs. The manual manipulation of BP messiageCOL problems, which
results in what we calktate-decoupled BBrings up a further question, namely, for general
CSPs, whether PTP and weighted PTP are readily express¢atesiscoupled BP. We proceed
to show that for general CSPs, the reduction of weighted RO BP requires yet another
condition pertaining to the structure of the CSP. Brieflys thdditional condition demands that
the constraints in the CSP be “locally compatible” with eaxther in some sense. We show
that the local compatibility condition of the CSP is the rssay and sufficient condition for
state-decoupled BP to reduce to weighted PTP or weighted\tSfat end, we complete the
answer to the titular question “is SP BP?".

As mentioned earlier, in addition to answering whether SBRs another objective of this
paper is to explain SP as simply as possible. For this purpesehave made an effort in
presenting this paper in a pedagogical manner and carryorg dhe examples of-SAT and
3-COL problems throughout the paper.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In 8adill] we present a generic
formulation of CSPs while also introducing various notatidhat will be used in later parts
of the paper. In Section 1V, we introduce the existing SP @llgms using the examples a@f
SAT problems and-COL problems, where we purposefully avoid SP formulationstatistical
physics languages. We then proceed in Secfion V to presergnarg formulation of SP
algorithms in terms of PTP and weighted PTP. In Sedtioh VI,present the normally realized
MRF formalism and present results concerning the reduaifoBP messages to SP messages.
At this time, how SP algorithms behave over iterations and tieey solve a CSP are important
open problems. Although such questions are not of partiéaiportance for the purpose of this
paper, completely ignoring them appears not satisfactonstand perhaps also to some readers.
For this reason, we present some preliminary results albnget lines for understanding the
dynamics of PTP. — These results are included in the Appesalias to maintain the focus of

this paper. The paper is briefly concluded in Seclion VII.



Ill. A GENERIC FORMULATION OF CONSTRAINT SATISFACTION PROBLEMS

Let V be a finite set, in which each element will be referred to a®ardinate Associated
with eachv € V, there is a finitealphabety,. For eachv € V', we will assume throughout of
this paper that every, is identical to each other, and is therefore denoted,byVe note that
this slight loss of generality is made only for lightening thpcoming notations, and that there
is no difficulty to extend the results of this paper to moreegahcases wherg,’s are different
from each other. For any subsét C V, a y-assignmentr;; on U is a function mappind/
into the sety. That is, ay-assignment:;; specifies a way to assign each coordinate U a
value iny. The set of ally-assignments ofy will be denoted byyY. WhenU is a singleton set
{u}, which contains a single coordinatewe will call y-assignment,; on {u} anelementary
(x-)assignmenand write it asz,, for simplicity. Clearly, any given elementagrassignment:,,
is uniquely specified by a value € y, which is the assigned value ip to coordinateu. In
this case, this assignment is denotedrhyfor example, ify := {0, 1}, then the only possible
x-assignments odu} are(, and1,, which are the elementary assignments assigfiagd 1
to coordinateu, respectively.

Suppose that/ ¢ W C V and thatzy, is a y-assignment oil’. We will usexy, ., to denote
the (function) restriction ofry, on U. For any subset of-assignments) C " on W, we

denote the projection d? on U by Q.;;. That is,
Q:U = {xW:U Iy € Q}

If coordinate setU can be partitioned into disjoint subsets and B, then it is obvious
that assignmeng;; decomposes into assignments., and x;.5, and xy; may be written as
(xu.a,zy.p) (in any order). Evidentlyz; may be decomposed according to any partitiord/of
not necessarily two-fold partitions. In particular, if allection of sets{U; : i € Z}, for some
Z, form a partition ofU, then we may assignment; as (zy.u,)icz-

For simplicity, we will write (x4, x5) and (zy,);cz in place of (zp.4, zp.5) and (zp.u,)icr
respectively. In fact, unless some particular clarity isded, we will always write:y,..;; simply
as xy, making the underlyingey, implicit. Furthermore, wherUU is a singleton sefu}, as
mentioned earlier, we will simply denote it by,, which reduces to the conventional “variable”

notation standard literatures of graphical models.



Given y andV/, the objective of a constraint satisfaction problem (C&Pjoi find a global
x-assignment that satisfies a given set of constraints or to conclude thauch assignment
exists. Formally, we will use set' to index the set of constrainf{d’. : ¢ € C'}. Each constraint
I'., c € C, applies to a subset of the coordinatéswhich will be denoted by (c). Specifically,
each constraint’, is identified with a subset of"(®), and the constraint is satisfied by global
x-assignmentry if zy. () € I'e. Then any CSP may be formulated via specifyivig C, x,
{V(c):ce C} and{I.: c € C}, where the objective of the CSP is to findyaassignment:,

such that

[[lzvve erd =1, @)
ceC
or to conclude that no such assignment exists. Here theioo{#t|, for any Boolean proposition

P, is the Iverson’s convention[8], namely, evaluating to Pifand to O otherwise.

Now it is easy to verify that the factorization structure [@j €an be represented by a factor
graph [8]: in the factor graph, “variable vertices” are iréé by, where the “variable” indexed
by v € V represents an elementary assignmant,, on {v}, or simply z,; “function vertices”
are indexed byC', where the function indexed byc C'is [zy.v () € I'c], which, with a slight
overloading of notation, will also be denoted by(zy(.); there is an edge connecting variable
vertexz, with function vertexU, if and only if v € V(¢). Inspired by its correspondence (to an
edge) in the factor graph, we will uge — ¢) to denote a coordinate-constraint pairc) where
coordinatev is involved in constraint’. in the CSP.

For notational symmetry, we denote the $et: v € V(c¢)} by C(v), namely,C(v) indexes
the set of all constraints involving coordinate or the set of all function vertices connecting
to variable vertexr,. We will assume thatC(v)| > 2 for all v € V. It is clear that such an
assumption is without loss of generality, since if a vagahl is involved in only one constraint,
one may always modify the constraint and remove the varibha the problem. Similarly, we
will assume thatV'(c)| > 2 for everyc € C. This is also without loss of generality since if a
constraintl’. only involves a single variable,, it is always possible to “absorb” this constraint

in other constraints involving, (noting thatz, must have another constraint sifn€gv)| > 2|).

A. k-SAT
The k-SAT problems are a classic family of CSPs, known to be NPgieta fork > 3 [2].

An instance ofk-SAT problems consists of a set of variables, : v € V'}, each of which takes



on values from the set := {0, 1}, and a set of constrainfd’. : ¢ € C'}, each of which involves
exactly k variables. For each constraifif and everyv € V(¢), there is a value., . € {0,1}
which we will refer to as theureferred valueon v in constraintl’.. The k-SAT problem is
then to decide on an assignment such that for each constraift, at least one of its involved
coordinate is assigned its preferred valué'inTo map back to the afore-mentioned set-theoretic
formulation of constraints, in &SAT problem, for eacl € C, let [ denote they-assignment
on V(c) in which every coordinate € V (c) is assigned the negated valiig,. of its preferred
value L, . in I'., namely thatl?{v} = L, for every (v — ¢), then constrainf’. is defined as
L= xVN\ {17},

The factor-graph representation of a toy 3-SAT problem iswshin Fig.[1. Fork-SAT
problems, it is convenient to treat each preferred vdlygas the label for edgér,,I'.) on the
factor graph, and use dashed edge to represent label O daddedgk to represent label 1.

We note that it is customary in this paper that variable gegtiin a factor graph are listed on

the left side and function (constraint) vertices listed be tight side.

x1

&\

Fig. 1. A factor graph foB-SAT problem specified by formular: VT2 VZa) A (21 Vs VTs) A(x2VaaVas). Logic operation

notations are used here to define the problem, whedenotes logicor, A denotes logicaND, and the horizontal bar on a
variable denotes the negation of the variable. The funaépnesented by the factor graph((s1, z2, z4) € T'a] - [(z1, 23, 25) €
Fb] . [(IEQ, x4, :E5) S Fc], wherel', = X{1’2’4} \{(01, 127 14)}, I'y = X{l’a’s} \{(01, 037 15)}, andl'. = X{2’4’5} \{(02, 047 05)}
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B. Graph Coloring

Graph coloring org-COL problems are another family of NP-complete problemise an
undirected grapliA, =) with vertex setA and edge seE, the objective of the-COL problem
on (A, Z) is to assign each vertex iA a color fromg different colors such that every pair of
adjacent vertices have different colors. To use the abowergeformulation of CSPs, we will
denote the set of alj colors by sety := {1,2,...,q}. We will denote every undirected edge in
=, say the edge connecting verticeand v, by set{u,v}. The setl of all coordinates is then
identified with setA, and the seC indexing all constraints is identified witR. Specifically
note that every: € C is then identified with soméu,v} € =, andV (¢) is identified withc,
or the corresponding sdt, v}. Suppose that = {u,v} € Z, then constraint’. is identified
with v\ {(1,,1,), (24, 20), - - - (qu, @)} Fig.[2(b) shows the factor-graph representation of
a ¢-COL problem on the undirected graph shown in Fig. 2(a).

X1 12y
Py
€3 a3

(b)
Fig. 2. (a) An undirected graph. (b) The factor graph fog-&OL problem on graph (a). The global function represented
by the factor graph i§(x1,x2) € 193] - [(z1,23) € T1,3y] - [(w2,23) € Tya5y] - [(w3,24) € Ty3.43], Wherel'y, ,y :=
XN AL 1), (20,20), -+ (Gus g0) }-

V. SURVEY PROPAGATION ALGORITHMS
A. Survey Propagation fok-SAT Problems

Extensive study has been carried out to understand the éssdof k-SAT problems (for

k > 3) and to develop efficient solvers. A parameter= |C|/|V| is observed to be critically
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related to the hardness of rand@rBSAT problems. There appear two thresholdsypfdenoted

by ay and a., (ag < a.), marking two “phase transitions'[[1]. Whem > «., random#k-SAT
problems are unsatisfiable (i.e., having no satisfyinggassent) with high probability; when
ag < a < «a, the satisfying assignments form exponentially many disjtclusters”, making
the problem extremely difficult; whea < o4, the satisfying assignments merge into one huge
cluster and problems are easier. In the regimexaf o, local search algorithms, such as BP,
may find a satisfying assignment. In the regimewf< o < a., local search algorithms usually
fail.

The discovery and first application of survey propagatioR)(&re in solving thek-SAT
problems in the hard regime, where messages are passed anave-defined factor grapHhs [1].
In SP, a “joker” symbol %" is introduced to variable alphabet of the k-SAT problem, where
x, equal to the “joker” indicates that it is free to take any \aftom its original alphabet, and
that z, equals a non-joker symbol indicates that it is constraimetking the designated value.
Briefly, SP onk-SAT problems may be viewed as an iterative method for esimgahe “biases”
of each variabler, on 0,1 and x respectively and a variable that is highly biased(oor 1
can be fixed to that value whereby simplifying the problems Ishown that in the hard regime
of randomk-SAT problems, the “joker” symbol connects the disconnectieisters, making SP
remain very effective even far very close tax,. [15]. For k-SAT problems, the original version
of SP [1] is generalized ir [15] to what we call thweighted SFH or SR~) in this paper. SPy)
is a family of algorithms parametrized by a real numbeg [0, 1], where SIP1) is the original
SP and for some judicious choice ofe (0,1), SR~) may have further improved performance.

We note that generalizing SP to the family of weighted SPrélyms has only been reported
for k-SAT problems to date, and one of the objectives of this papeto extend such a
generalization to arbitrary CSPs.

Similar to BP, in the SP algorithms, messages are passe@ébetvariable vertices and function
vertices. For the purpose of describing the SP messagdeupdle for £-SAT problems, we
introduce the following notations. For arfy — ¢), C*(v) denotes the sefb € C(v) \ {c} :
L,y # L, .}, andC?(v) denotes the seftb € C(v) \ {c¢} : L, = Ly .}

2In [15], weighted SP is referred to as generalized SP. Inphjser, we would like to reserve the term “generalized SP” to

refer to SP algorithms generalized for arbitrary CSPs beyeSAT problems.
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Following [15], the message-update rule of($Pis described as follows.
The message passed from variable verigxto function vertexI'. — also referred as a

left message— is a triplet of real numbers§II?_, ., IT°

v—c) v—C)

IT¥ . .), and the message passed from
function vertexl’. to variable vertex:, — also referred to as aght message— is a real number

Ne—v € [0, 1]. These messages are updated respectively according tolkhwifig equations.

., = (1=v T O=noo) ] J] =) (2)
beC2(v) beCE(v)
I3, = 1- H (1 - nb—>v) H (1 - nb—w) (3)
beCs(v) beC3(v)
I, = H (1 = Mps0) H (1 = Mosv) (4)
beCs (v) beCe(v)
e
Ne—v = H » : . . (5)
UEV(C)\{’U} Hu—)c _'_ Hu—)c + Hu—)c

The initialization of SP messages is usually random, andaggespassing schedule is typically
similar to theflooding scheduld8] in BP message passing, namely, that each iteration may
be defined by all variable vertices passing messages falldweall function vertices passing
messages. We note that throughout this paper all messagapaschedules are restricted to
the flooding schedule for convenience, where each iteragiatefined as first updating all “left
messages” and then updating all “right messages”

Similar to BP, at the end of an iteration, SP may compute a fsarng message” at each
variable vertex. For any € V, defineC'(v) := {b € C(v) : L,p, = 1} andC°(v) := {b €
C(v) : L, = 0}, then the “summary message” &t is a triplet (¢}, ¢, ;) of real numbers,

computed by

3An iteration may also include updating all summary messagfesr updating the right messages; see the description of

summary messages.
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C& = (17 H (1nb—>v)) H (1_nb—>v) (6)
v)

C’l()] = (17 H (1nb—>v)) H (1_nb—>v) (7)
v)
¢o= I a=m-) [T =) ®

beC* (v) beCO(v)
where summary messagé, ¢°, ¢*) is typically normalized to a scaled versiot™*™, ("™, ¢*mor™)
such that
Clnorm + Conorm + C*norm -1

Equations[(R) to[(8) and the normalization procedure aftenmletely specify the message-
update rule of SP).

Usually, SP is applied in conjunction with a heuristic “deation” procedure, which is carried
out after SP converges or after a certain number of SP ib&stin the decimation procedure,
the “polarity” B(v) := (2" — ("™ at eachv € V is calculated, and the most polarized
variable (namely, one having the highéBtv)|) is fixed to0 or 1 according to the sign aB(v):

x, is set to0 if B(v) > 0, and tol otherwise. Thek-SAT problem is then simplified and SP
is applied again. This process iterates until the reducedlem is simple enough for a local
search algorithm.

When~ = 1, itis shown in [19] and[[15] that the passed messages a$ thi@gh [5) can be
interpreted probabilistically, namely, ., may be interpreted as the probability that a “warning”
s, andIIl;

v—C v—C

symbol is sent fron’. to x,, andII® are respectively the probabilities that

z, sends tol. symbol L, ., symbol L, . and symbolk.

When~ < 1, SR~) however can no longer be interpreted probabilistically. My&/ present a
slightly modified formulation of SP), referred to as S®y), which is completely equivalent to
SRHv) defined in [15], and which will be shown in a later section teda natural probabilistic
interpretation.

In SP'(v), the left messagell® . 115, IT*

v—c) v—C) v—C

) passed from variable vertex, to function

vertexI'. is modified to the equations given il (9) {0 111), and the rigiessage._,, passed
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from function vertex', to variable vertexr, and the summary messa@é, ¢°, ¢*) at variable

x, stay unchanged.

M., = [1=v [T O=noo) ] J] =) ©)
beC2 (v) beCs(v)
.. = (1=~ [ C=m) | J] @=ms0) (10)
beCs (v) beCe(v)
I, =1~ H (1 — o) H (1 — M) (11)
beCs (v) beCe(v)

The following lemma shows that $?) and SP(+) are equivalent.
Lemma 1:For the same initialization ofr._,, : V(v —c)}, at any given iteration, SPy) and
SH(v) give rise to identical results in._,, for every (v —c), and in(¢!, ¢°, ¢¥) for everyv € V.
Proof: The lemma follows from that in the computation ®f,, and hence of¢}, ¢, ¢¥),

I15_, . andII?_, . always appear together in the formIdf_, .+ II*

v—cC”

But it is easy to see that in
SH(v) and in SP(y), II7_,. + II;_, . has the same parametric form, both equal k9. c(, (1 —
Mo - u

We conclude this subsection by remarking that it is possierify that all results concerning
SH~) in [15] hold for SP(y H As such, in the rest of this paper, '$F) rather than SP)
will be taken as the weighted SP férSAT problems.

B. Survey Propagation fog-COL Problems

Similar to SP developed fdr-SAT problems, inj-COL problems, SP passes messages between
the variable vertices and the function (constraint) vegim the factor-graph representation of
the problem. Some notable differences however exist.

First, weighted SP has not been developed@@OL problems to date, and it is not even
clear whether such algorithm family, if existing, can be eleped in a similar manner as that
for k-SAT in [15], namely, via reducing the BP algorithm derivedrfi a properly defined MRF.

Answering this question in a later section, we here theestnly review the original version of

“Specifically, we note that BP on the MRF formulated [in|[15]Ivailso reduce to SR~y). We leave this for the interested

readers to verify.
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SP applied ta3-COL problems following the formulation in_[3], which is dogous to SP1),
or the non-weighted SP, in the context/oSAT.

Second, the SP messages §€COL problems can be expressed more compactly, due to a
specific nature of the problem, on which we now elaborate.

For ¢-COL problems, each constraint vertex has de@rekhis allows the combination of the
message passed from variablg to a neighboring constraint, sdy, with the message passed
from constraint’. to the other neighbor, say,, of I'.. As a consequencé&,. may be suppressed
in the factor graph, and messages are directly passed betadable vertices that are distarizce
apartd (or equivalently, messages are passed on gfapk)). Following [3], a compact version
of SP message-passing rule f3COL problems is given as follows, where the message passed
from variablex, to variablez, is a quadruplet of real numbefs. . n2 . n3. n:.,). For
i=1,2,3,

[I C-ma) =2 II ot wo)+ I 7w

ni = weN (u)\{v} j#i weN (u)\{v} weN (u)\{v}
o I Q=msa)=— > I iut+me-d)+ T mi,
J=1,23 weN(u)\{v} J=1,23 weN(u)\{v} weN (u)\{v}

(12)
where N (u) is the set{v : v € V,{u,v} € =}, namely, the set of neighboring vertices of vertex
u on graph{A,=}; and

Moo = 1= > Wi (13)

j=1,2,3

For 3-COL problems, the “summary message” computed at eachblariertexz, is a
quadruplet of real numbers, denoted @y, ¢2, ¢3, ), where fori = 1,2, 3,

v

H (1 - ni—w) - Z H (nZ—w + ni—w) + H 77;—>v

CZ— .: u€N (v) J#iueN (v) u€N (v)
’ I=m) = 3 I e +mm) + 11 7
J=1,23 ueN(v) j=1,2,3 ueN(v) u€N (v)
and
Gi=1-> .
j=1,2,3

Similar to that fork-SAT problems, the summary message fé&@OL problem at variable,

may indicate the “bias” of variable, to each letter in{1,2, 3, «}. In the decimation procedure

5still implementing the flooding schedule, the SP messagleteprule for3-COL problems however suppresses the passing
of one set of messages (say, for example, the right messhgestluding the computation of these messages in updakiag t

other set of messages.
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for 3-COL problems — carried out in a similar way to that #oiSAT problems, a variable is
fixed to a colori € {1,2,3} if it is highly biased to that color. The reader is referred3pfor
a detailed account of a heuristic decimation rule used ixirsgl3-COL problems using SP.

We note that this paper primarily focuses on SP update epgtwhere the decimation aspect
of SP is largely ignored.

V. SPAS PROBABILISTIC TOKEN PASSING

To date, SP algorithms have been applied to various othes O8Pexample, in coding for
Blackwell channels[]4], in quantization of Bernoulli soasc[5], and in solving graph coloring
problems [[8], etc.. However, a general formulation of SRtipalarly that of weighted SP, for
solving arbitrary non-binary CSPs, has been largely missipecifically, we note the following

milestones in the formulation of SP algorithms.

« The work of [19] presents non-weighted version of SP formuta general CSPs beyond
those involving only binary variables. However, the expiosi of [19] uses the language
of statistical physics, rather remote to the engineeringroanity, and a cleaner and more
friendly formulation of SP, and particularly of weighted, 8desirable for general problems.

« The work of [15] presents weighted SP féfSAT problems, in which weighted SP is
treated as a special case of BP in a properly defined MRF. Tea&nment of SP and
the corresponding principle for developing weighted SP ameceivably applicable to all
binary CSPs. However, it has remained open, prior to thikwwhether such an approach
to understanding and developing weighted SP is applicab&hitrary non-binary CSPs.

The line of development in this section is summarized below.

We will first present an understanding of non-weighted SPaftwitrary CSPs (namely, that
formulated in [19]) in terms of “probabilistic token pasgifPTP)". Although similar under-
standing has been previously reported in various contesshere stress the role of extending
the variable alphabet in SP algorithms, and explicitly pauat that the alphabet extension is
not to simply include an extra joker symbol, but eplacethe variable alphabet with ifgower
set (excluding the empty-set element). To make the PTP proeethore intuitively sensible,
prior to defining PTP, we will introduce a precursor of PTPjchhwe call “deterministic token

passing” (DTP).
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After introducing PTP, we then show that the probabilistierpretation of non-weighted SP in
terms of PTP makes it naturally generalizable to a weighezdion, which we call weighted PTP.
For a brief preview, the generalization of PTP to weightedP BEsentially involves generalizing
afunctional dependenayn PTP message-update rule tprbabilistic dependencynterestingly
as we will show, it turns out that fok-SAT problems, weighted PTP precisely coincides with
weighted SP of [15]. This should convincingly demonstrat tveighted PTP is a generalization
of weighted SP for arbitrary CSPs.

The outline of this section is given as follows. SubsedtieiMtroduces the notion of alphabet
extension and related concepts. Subsection V-B defines B Bpaecursor of PTP. In Subsection
V-C] we introduce PTP. In Subsectibn \-D, we show that PTRjiswalent to SP, using-COL
problem as an example. In SubsectionIV-E, we introduce weiyRTP. In Subsectidn M-F, we

show that weighted PTP generalize weighted SP uBHSAT problems as an example.

A. Alphabet Extension

For a given CSP with variable alphabet we define theextended alphabet* as the power
set of y excluding the empty sdt. That is,x* = {t : t C x,t # 0}). The extended alphabet
x* of k-SAT problems is then the sdt{0},{1},{0,1}}. For 3-COL problems,y* is the set
{{1},{2},{3},{1,2},{1,3},{2,3},{1,2,3}}. Each element of x* will be written as a string
— in bold font — containing the elements ofFor example, we may writ¢l, 2} as12, {1,2, 3}
as123 and {1} simply as1.

Given any subsel/ C V, a xy*-assignmeny; on U is referred to as aectangleon U. The
set of all rectangles oV is denoted by(x*)V. Given rectangley; € (x*)Y, for everyv € U,
Yu:{v}» OF Simply written asy, — following an earlier convention of this paper — is referred
to as thev-side of y;;. Apparently, rectangle, has|U| sides, and may also be written as the
concatenation of all its sides, namely, @8),c -

For anyv € V, an elementary*-assignment, < (x*){*} will be referred to as @okenon
v. Using this nomenclature, theside of any rectangle is a token an We note that a token
t, may be interpreted as a set of elementgrgssignments odv}, which is in fact the set
of all elementaryy-assignments ofv} that assignv a value in set,(v) C y. For example,
suppose that := {1, 2, 3}, then tokenl 2, may be identified with the s€ftl,, 2,} of elementary

x-assignments oQv}.
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It is worth noting that when a toket, is identified with a set of elementan-assignments
on v, a rectangle(t,),cy may be identified with theCartesian productof all its sides. For
example, rectanglel 2, 23,,) may be interpreted as the following setygBssignments ofw, u}:
{14, 24), (14, 30), (24, 24), (24, 3,) }. Under this interpretation, we will also make frequent uses
of the Cartesian product notation, writing rectangk2,,23,) as 12, x 23,, and rectangle
(tu)vev @S],y to- We note that this interpretation is in fact the reason foicivtwe choose
the terminologies “rectangle” and “side”.

For simplicity, from here on, we shall reserve the term “gqissient” to referring to ay-
assignment only, and g*-assignment will be referred to as a “rectangle”, “side” twken”.

We say that an assignment; on U is containedin rectangleyy if zy.10)(v) € yu.qu}(v)
for everyv € U. For example, assignmefit,, 2,) is contained in rectanglel3,, 23,) We will
usexy € yy to denote this containedness relationship, since thistinotés precise when the
rectangley, is interpreted as aetof assignments oW.

Given a CSP and & — ¢) pair, we define functio” : (y*)" '\ — ()1 as follows:

for every rectangle}—[uev(c)\{v} t, onV(c) \ {v},

F! H tu | = X{”}x H to | NI,

weV(c)\{v} ueV(c)\{v} v}
We often writeF! in short asF. since the domain and co-domain of the function may be
recovered from the form of its argument. Given rectaridle. ;)\ .y t« N V(c) \ {v}, we call

F. (Huev(c)\{v} tu) the forced tokenby rectangle[ [,y (., tu Via constraintl’.. It is easy to

verify that the forced tokem.. < IT tu> is simply the set of all (elementary) assignments
on {v} which, when concatenuaetve((cj)\xi}th an assignmentigr) \ {v} contained in rectangle
[I t., make local constraint, satisfied. We now give some examples using the oy
%EX'I('C)E){rigblem shown in Fid.]1 to illustrate this definition. Gaarer constraint’,, if rectangle
try on {1,2} is defined ag1,,01,), then forced toke, (¢ ;) = 014, since when assigning
variable z, either value0 or 1, it is possible to find an assignment of variablgsand z, in
rectanglet;, , that maked’, satisfied; on the other hand,ff, ,, = (0., 1), then forced token
Fo(tg1,2y) = 04, Since rectangley o, contains a single assignmentofandz, (namely(0,, 1)),
and the only assignment af; that will make constraint’, satisfied is the one assignirigto

x4, Namely0,.
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A “monotonicity property” of functior¥,, stated in the following lemma, follows immediately
from the definition of the function.

Lemma 2:Suppose that, andI',. are a pair of neighboring variable and constraint vertices
in the factor graph, and thafy () () and i, are two rectangles o’ (c) \ {v}. Then

Yo} C Yy (o) (o IMpliese thatf, (yveny) S Fe (y{/(c)\{v}) :

B. Deterministic Token Passing (DTP)

As we will introduce — for arbitrary CSPs — a probabilisti¢arpretation of non-weighted SP
(namely, PTP) and generalize it to a weighted version (ngmalighted PTP), in this subsection,
we first introduce an algorithmic procedure, which we chaterministic token passingr DTP.
We note that the purpose of introducing DTP is to provide asiegaccess to PTP, a procedure
to be introduced in the next subsection.

In DTP, messages are tokens passed along the edges of tbe daaph representing the
CSP of interest. Specifically, the token passed from and ¢b gariablez, is a token orv, or
equivalently, a set of (elementary) assignmentoh For any pair of neighboring vertices,
andI’. on the factor graph, the token, or left message, passed from variable, to constraint
I'. depends on all incoming tokens (right messages) passeg éxcept that passed from,.
Similarly, the token, or right message, ., passed from constrairt. to variablez, depends on
all incoming tokens (left messages) passed t@xcept that passed from,. Each iteration of
token passing in DTP is defined by every variable passing entok each of its edges followed
by every constraint passing a token on each of its edgesitly iteration, the token-passing

rule of DTP is given as follows.

lyse = m Lo (14)
beC(v)\{c}
tewo = Fe H lyse | - (15)
ueV (c)\{v}

That is, the token passed from a variable is thirsectionof its incoming tokens from the
upstream, whereas the token passed from a constraint i®tbedftoken via the constraint by
the rectangle formed by the upstream incoming tokens as.side

It is intuitive to illuminate this message-passing rulengsthe following analogy. We may

view the token sent from a variable as the “intention” of tteiable, indicating the possible
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values that the variable intends to take. On the other haednay view the token sent from a
constraint as the “command” from the constraint, indiaatime possible values that the constraint
allows the destination variable to take.dfis an intention and is a command, where both are
tokens on the same coordinate, then the relationghip b may be viewed as that “intention
a obeys command’. Under this perspective, the token sent from a variabléhés “tmaximal”
intention of the variable that obeys all incoming commandsnf the upstream constraints; on
the other hand, the token sent from a constraint is the “maKioommand that is “compatible”
with all incoming intentions from the upstream variablegrél“maximality” is in the sense of
maximizing the cardinality of the subset of assignmentsl, ‘@ompatibility” is in the sense of
satisfying the local constraint.

Examples of token passing for a 3-COL problem are illustraneFig.[3.

F(L

I

(b)

Fig. 3. Examples of deterministic token passing for a 3-C@hbfem. (a) Tokent._,, passed from constrairit. to variable

.. (b) Tokent,_,. passed from variable, to constraintl..

A summary message or “summary token” at variable vettexnay be computed, according
to the rule in [I6) for eaclhr € V' at any iteration after the all constraint vertices have @dss

tokens.

t, = . (16)
beC(v)

Using the “intention/command” analogy, the summary tokem &ariable is the “maximal”
intention of the variable that obeys the incoming commamdsnfall directions.

Some caution is needed on the well-definedness of the ugdatle of passed tokens and
summary tokens. That is, il_(14), (15) and](16) the rightehaide can be equal to the empty

set(), which is not a well-defined token. Whenever in an iteratiam&well-defined token (i.e.,
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the empty set) arises from the updating rule, we may force @Terminate. — As we will see
later in the “random” version of DTP (i.e., PTP and weightddPF, we will eventually condition
on the case in which these events do not happen.

At any iteration, one may read out the summary tokens at ailhbke vertices and form a
rectangle orl/ using these tokens as its sides. It is clear that at any gieeation, the resulting
rectangle formed by the summary tokens depends on theliatian of DTP.

Although our primary purpose of introducing DTP is to makeosther the transition to
understanding PTP, in Appendix A, we present some elemergaults concerning the dynamics
of DTP. We note that those results will also be used to derraesinsights on the dynamics

of PTP — an algorithmic procedure that we introduce next asngle formulation of SP.

C. Probabilistic Token Passing (PTP)

We now introduce the “probabilistic token passing” (or PT)cedure. The key distinction
between PTP and DTP is that on each edge and along each ahieliP passes @ndom
token and the messages being updated in PTP ardistrébutionsof the random tokens.

Specifically, PTP message-update rule can be constructedrsidering the following mech-
anism of passing random tokens.

1) On each edge connecting variabkleand constraint’. in the factor graph, the toket_..
passed to constraimt. and the tokert.._,, passed to variable, are bothrandom variables
distributed over(y*)™".

2) For any given vertex in the factor graph, all of its incomniandom tokens are assumed
to be independent.

3) For any given vertex in the factor graph, the outgoing candoken sent along any edge
is a function of all the incoming random tokens from the ugestn, where the functional
dependency is precisely that specified in DTP, namely, (141%), depending on whether
the vertex is a variable vertex or a function (constraintiese

4) The summary (random) token at each variable vertex, is a function of all incoming
random tokens, where the functional dependency is prgdisat specified in DTP, namely,
(18).

Building on this mechanism, we will then define each PTP (@dss summary) message as

the distribution of the corresponding random tokemditionedon that the token is well defined
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(namely, not equal to the empty set). We note that such a ftonohg” merely involves a
normalization (namely, scaling) of each message so thamiissto1 over all valid tokens. We
will use \,_,. to denote the message sent framto I'. — also referred to as a left message,
pe—s» to denote the message sent fraéinto =, — also referred to as a right message, and
to denote the summary message at variable vertext is then straight-forward to derive the
message-update rule of PTP as follows, where the supdrSakipm” on a message indicates

that the message has been normalized.

PTP Message-Update Rule

)\v—m(tv—)c) = v—)c = tb—w H pgf?(tb%v) (17)
tsz beC(v)\{c} beC(v \{C} beC(v)\{c}

pc—w(tc—w) = teso = Fe H tuse H )\2(3;?( u—>c)(18)
tu%c weV(e\{v} ueV(c)\{v} ueV (c)\{v}

,uv(tv) = ﬂ temso H P?fvm c—)v (19)

<tC*>U>cEC(v) ceC(v) ceC(v)

and the normalized messages are defined as

Mdve (tose) = Aosseltose)/ Z Avse(t) (20)
te(X*){v}

PR (tess) = peosultes)) D Peosolt) (21)
tE(X*){U}

L) = )Y ). (22)

We note that the update of messages in each PTP iteratiomdggued by first computing

the un-normalized messages and then computing their nizedalersion.
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D. SP as PTP

We now show that SP is precisely PTP using the examplk©OL problems. Here we note
that it is possible (and entails little additional diffigltto show the equivalence between PTP
and thegeneralformulation of non-weighted SP _[119] for arbitrary CSPs. Hwer, as we feel it
unnecessary to distract the readers with the addition@éistal physics terminologies presented
in [19], we choose not to repeat the exposition of SF_in [19] anly show that SP is PTP for
the special case aof-COL problems.

In the factor graph representing3aCOL problem, noting that each constraint vertex has
degree 2, we will make a slight abuse of notation: for &amy- ¢) pair, we will useV'(c) \ {v} to
also denote thendexof the unique other variable vertex (beside$ connecting td"., although
V(c)\{v} originally refers to the singleton set containing that idé&hetherV(¢)\ {v} should
be treated as the index of a variable or as the singleton s¢hiomg the index should be clear
from the context.

For notational simplicity, from here on, for every elememithe token se(x*){”}, when no
ambiguity is resulted, we will suppress the subscript iating the coordinate of the element.
For example, we will writel2, as 12, when the subscript can be recovered from the context.
Additionally, we will usei, j, and k to denote the three distinct colots2, and3 in the 3-COL
problem, so that tokeican refer to any token that is a singleton set, toijecan refer to any
token that contains a pair of assignments, and tdjemrefers to the token containing all three
assignments.

Using these notations, the PTP message-update rube@@L problems can be easily derived,
which is presented in the following lemma.

Lemma 3:For 3-COL problems, the PTP message-update rule is:
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Mosed) = ] (ARG + oy (k) + oo (ijk)) — (P23 (1)) + ppy' (1jk))
beC(v)\{c} beC(v)\{c}
- 11 Gk + gk + [ sk (23)
beC(v)\{c} beC(v)\{c}
M) = [ (G + oo @k) - [ (k) (24)
beC(v)\{c} beC(v)\{c}
Moe(ifk) = [ eordik) (25)
beC(w)\{c}
pc—m(lj) = r\>()(1;r)rl\{v}—>c(k> (26)
Pe—so (1K) 1= AVEN (e (W) + AV (o) —e (BK) + AVER (015 (TK) + AVER (15 (LK) (27)
poi) = T (PR ) + oo (i) + phor (k) — [ (PR () + pioi (ijk))
ceC(v) ceC(v)
= I () + plen k) + [T o Giik) (28)
ceC(v) ceC(v)
() = [T (oromi) + poiik) — [ eboGik) (29)
ceC(v) ceC(v)
m(iik) =[] ehomdik). (30)
ceC(v)

It is then possible to relate the PTP messages and the (nghed) SP messages f&«COL
problems, and show their equivalence.

Theorem 1:For 3-COL problems, the correspondence between SP and PTP reagsdgte
rules is

norm

ni—m A u—{u, v}(.)
772—)1) < 1= Z Eo—i?u v}(.)
i=1,2,3

= Zcf)?u v} (1.]) + E(ﬁ?u,v}(ik> + Zci?u,v} (-]k) + E(i?u,v} (ljk)

norm

M < (1)

77: o 01— Z Iunorm

i=1,2,3
(31)
Proof: First we will identify ¢ in the subscript of\2°™ with {u,v} in which v indexes the

u—c

destination vertex in the subscript 9f_,..
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For anyc = {u, v}, leta,, = A\l (i) + Ap20 (ik) + A0 (jk) + Anim (ijk ). When applying

PTP update equations (26) and](27) to equatibnk (23) fo @byewriting the update rule in
terms of left messages only, the un-normalized left message updated as follows.

M) =TT =Moo ®) =TT OS5 —s() + avengua) (32)
beC(u)\{c} beC(u)\{c}
- I O¥w=e +avenma) + I eveniw.
beC(u)\{c} beC'(u)\{c}

Moc@) =TT O e ® +avenma) = [ aventwa (33)
beC(u)\{c} beC(u)\{c}

Mseiik) =[] eveniwe (34)
beC(w)\{c}

After normalization, we have

norm /e 1 norm M norm :
Ale(d) = 3 H (1- V(b)\{u}—)b(l)) - H ( V(b)\{u}—)b(J)+aV(b)\{“}v“)
beC(u)\{c} beC(u)\{c}
- I O¥m—s® +ovepma) + [ evenmwa (35)
beC(u)\{c} beC'(u)\{c}
normy /s=s 1 norm
R = 5o I W ws) +avenma) = 11 averwa | 36)
beC(u)\{c} beC(u)\{c}
.. 1
Nse (k) = 7 IT everwa (37)
beC(u)\{c}

wheref = Zte(x*){"} )\u_w(t).
It is easy to see that

=3 II O we®) = D TI OV s + avengra)

i=1,2,3 beC(w)\{c} i=1,2,3beC(u)\{c}
+ I avenwea
beC(u)\{c}
For anyc = {u, v}, itis clear that when identifying. (i) with »/,_,,, and identifyingo,.; =

1= 128 M0,y (1) with 77, the update rule for passed mess&ge, . 7; . Mo—us Tis0)
in SP is resulted.

To prove the equivalence of PTP and SP summary messagesnvaloa the same procedure

as we did for proving the equivalence of PTP left messagesS&niéft messages. When applying
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message update equations| (26) (27) to equafiohs (ZB)xartd re-write summary messages

in terms of left messages, the PTP summary messages areed@tafollows.

pu(i) = H (1= MR o) — H (AR e () + v (o) fuy ) (38)
ceC(u) ceC(u)
— IT O -e®) + avingua) + 1T avenuna

CGC(U) Cec(u

i) = [ ¥ poe®@ +avinpa) = [ aviorwm (39)
CGC(U) Cec(u

pu(ijk) = H Qv (e)\{u},u- (40)
ceC(u)

After normalization, we have

norm 1 norm norm .
i@ = 2| I = A @) = TT O oe() + @vion o)
ceC(u) ceC(u)
- H Vit —e 1) + avenpma) + [ aviortwa (41)
ceC(u ceC(u)
norm : 1 norm
pa (1) = @‘ IT ¥ —c00 + avienma) = T aviortw e (42)
ceC(u) ceC(u)
/“Lgorm<ljk> = H AV (e)\{u}u» (43)
ceC(u

wheref’ .= Zte(x*){u} ,uu(t).
It is easy to show that

= T =N w-c®) = D TT ¥ uoe® + avionura)

i=1,2,3 ceC(u) i=1,2,3 ceC(u)

+ H Qv (e)\fu}u-
ceC(u)

For anyu € V, it is clear that when identifying.2>™(i) with »’ and identifying1 —

i1 2.3 M2 (1) with 77, the update rule for summary messdgg, ;., 7;, ;) in SP is resulted.
]

This theorem suggests that f8¥COL problems, SRs PTP. Similar results can be shown
for k-SAT problems — instead of showing this result, we will in ¢éelasection, show a more
general result, namely that weighted SP is weighted PTPL{SAT problems. It should be
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convincing then that the general principle of designing &®r&ghm for arbitrary CSPs is the
recipe specified in the PTP message-update rule.

In the correspondence between SP and PTBH0GOL problems established in this theorem,
it is worth noting that symbol in the SP messages corresponds to the singleton tokleat
contains the single elementand symbok in the SP messages corresponds to the group of all
non-singleton tokens. We note that the fact that all nogision tokens can be represented by a
single symbok is rather a coincidence, intrinsically related to the dute of 3-COL problems,
and should not be understood as a general principle. Sgalifiéor 3-COL problems, each
constraint vertex has degr@e and as long as a non-singleton token is passed to a corstrain
vertex, the outgoing token from the constraint vertex wi#l token123. It is precisely due
to this fact that all non-singleton tokens can be represehbtethe same symbol — the joker
symbolx, as is conventionally termed. This observation then inspiieat for general CSPs with
non-binary alphabet, SP, or equivalently PTP, may be ergect contain more than one “joker”
symbols, each corresponding to one or several non-singtek@ns. In other words, this suggests
that the notion of “joker” symbol in SP messagesit a fundamental one, and that the rather
fundamental perspective of SP is the extension of the Marialphabet to its power set with
empty set excluded — or equivalently via a one-to-one cpoedence, the set of all tokens
associated with the variable.

Finally, we remark that there can be a caveat on whether SFP&Rdare exactly equivalent,
when taking into account the decimation procedure assatmith the SP algorithms. Specif-
ically, we note that decimation is performed based on summaessages in SP. FGCOL
problems, each SP summary message contains “biases” odiffarent symbols, but each PTP
summary message contains “biases” on seven different $oRdme natural decimation procedure
for PTP is then to fix one “highly biased” variable to one of g®ven tokens, rather than to
one of the four symbols. Although it is not clear at this poivitether this finer procedure
may provide gains in algorithm performance, it neverthelasggests that PTP is slightly more
general than SP. Investigation on possible benefit of tightsfenerality can be an interesting

direction of research.
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E. Weighted PTP

In the mechanism of passing random tokens that underlieBTiRemessage passing rule, the
outgoing token sent from a variable vertex iguactionof all incoming tokens from its upstream.
A natural angle to generalize the dependency of these mggokens on the incoming tokens
is to generalize thisunctional dependendy a probabilistic dependencyspecifically, using the
“intention-command” analogy, this probabilistic depencewill allow the intention of a variable,
conditioned on all incoming commands from the upstreamake tany set of the values — not
necessarily the maximal set — that obeys by the commandsthemg@robabilistic dependency
is specified via the probability of each allowed intentiomisTresult in what we calveighted
PTP.

In weighted PTP, we assume that the tokgn. passed from variable vertex, to constraint
vertex I'. may be any subset of the intersection of all incoming tokeassed tor, except
that passed froni'., and the probability that toket),_,. equals to each subset is specified via
a non-negative function,(alb) defined on(y*)""} x ((X*){”} U {(DU}> for eachv € V. We
will restrict w,(a|b) to anobedience conditionadn (y*)!*}, the definition of which is given as
follows.

Definition 1 (Obedience Conditional)A non-negative function(a|b) on (y*)* x <(X*){”} U {@v}>
is said to be an obedience conditional(ar) ! if 2(a|0,) = 0 for all a € (x*)*} andh(alb) = 0
for anya,b € (x*)'" with a Z b.

First we note that in the definition, variablein 4(-) is intended to refer to an “intention”,
variableb is intended to refer to a “command”, and functioms evaluated to zero if the command
is null or if the intention does not obey the command. Thishis teason for which we name
such a function an “obedience” conditional. Second, it sbalorth noting that an obedience
conditional . as defined above is not a true conditional distribution, esiiticis not the case
that >~ h(alb) = 1 for all b. However, it is a minor technicality to modify the definitiai &

(without impacting the development of any result in thisg@yso that it is indeed a conditional
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distributiorH. Thus for the purpose of this paper, one may always regarthedience conditional
as a conditional distribution of an intention given a comohan

Apparently, functiornia = b| is a special case of obedience conditional, character&ispecial
functionaldependency of intention on command, namely that the intention setis exactly
the command sef.

We now give the precise message-update rule of weighted RiEPevthe only difference with

PTP is in left message and summary message.

Weighted PTP Message-Update Rule

)\v—m(tv—)c) = Z Wy | tose m Ly H pgfgﬂ(tb—m) (44)
(to—v)bec )\ {c} beC(v)\{c} beC(v)\{c}
pc—w(tc—w) = Z tc—)v =F. H tu—)c H )\E(i?(tu%c>(45)
(tusc)uev(e)\{v} ueV(e)\{v} ueV(c)\{v}
,uv(tv) = Z Wy tv m tc—)v H p?il;vm(tc%v)a (46)
(te—v)eec(v) c€C(v) c€C(v)

and the normalized messages are defined as

)‘Eo—rfcn(tv—w> = )‘v—w(tv—w)/ Z )‘v—w(t) (47)
tE(x*){v}

P?fzn(tc%v) = pC—w(tc—W)/ Z pC—w(t) (48)
te(x)

" (b)) = po(ty)/ Z o (2).- (49)

®Given an obedience conditiona, we may define a conditional distributidi(a|b). Let Z be max . > h(alb).
bE(X )N e (y*) v}

Let non-negative functiork(a|b) on ((X*){”} U {(i)v}> X ((X*){”} U {@v}) be defined as followsh(a|0,) := [a = 0,];
h(0,|b) :==1— > h(alb)/Z for all b # (,,; and for all other(a,b), h(alb) := h(a|b)/Z. It is easy to see that(a|b) is

ac(x*) v}
a conditional distribution. Since eventually we will cotidih on thata # 0, it is straight-forward to verify that the role éf is

equivalent toh.
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It is easily seen that weighted PTP is a family of algorithpexametrized by a collection of
obedience conditional$w, : v € V'}, each for a coordinate. The fact that conditional distidyut
wy(alb) generalizes indicator function = b] immediately implies that weighted PTP generalizes
PTP, as stated in the following lemma.

Lemma 4:If w,(alb) := [a = b] for all v € V, then weighted PTP is PTP.

F. Weighted PTP Generalizes Weighted SP

Now we will show that the weighted SP developed fe8AT problems[[15] is a special case
of weighted PTP. That is, fat-SAT problems, when setting functioks, : v € V'} in weighted
PTP to a particular form, weighted SP, or*&p) is resulted.

For ak-SAT problem, let functionw,(a|b) for everyv € V' in weighted PTP be defined via
a single real numbey € [0, 1] as follows.

4

7, if a=0=01
1—~, ifacb=01
w,(alb) = e (50)
1, if a=b+#01
0, otherwise

Lemma 5:Let {w, : v € V} in k-SAT be defined as in_($0). The message-update rule of



weighted PTP is then:

Mse(0) =[] (o) +paro1) -y [ soo1)
beC(v)\{c} beC(v)\{c}
Mse(D) =[] (e +pemo1) -y [ seo1)
beC(v)\{c} beC(v)\{c}
Moose(01) == 7 [ epur(o1)
beC(v)\{c}
pe—svs(0) = [Ly.=0]: H Aie(0) - H Ao (1)
ueV(e)\{v}:Ly,.=1 weV(e)\{v}:Ly,c=0
Peso(l) = [Ly.=1]: H Alie(0) - H A (1)
ueV(e)\{v}:Ly,c=1 ueV (c)\{v}:Lu,c=0
pesn(01) = 1— J[ x> J[ e
uweV(e)\{v}: uweV(c)\{v}:
Loy, e=1 L, =0
po(0) = ] (p2(0) + por(01)) =y ] pir(o1)
ceC(v) ceC(v)
po(1) = ] (o2 @) +pr(01)) —y ] pho(on)
ceC(v) ceC(v)
pe(01) = v Py, (01).
ceC(v)
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(51)

(52)

(53)

(54)

(55)

(56)

(57)

(58)

(59)

Proof: These update equations can be immediately obtained fromhtesl PTP message
update equation§ (¥4) tb (46), wherel(56) follows from

norm
Au—}C

_'_ )\norm

u—cC

Pe—sv(01) (0) (1)

11

ueV(e)\{v}:
Luy,c=0

_|_

I ¢

ueV(c)\{v}

I

ueV(e)\{v}:
L

u,czl

1 —

norm
)\u—>c

(0) -

Theorem 2:Let {w, :
( !
that I13 2o = IT2

HS norm * norm

H'Ll norm
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v—C
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v—C
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v—C
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v—C

+ 113

’U—)C)'

v—C
v—C v—C
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H* norm __ HS /(HS

v—C v—C v—C

wemon) - I a1
weV(c)\{v}: uweV(c)\{v}:
Luy,e=1 Lu,e=0
Al (1)

v—c)

+ 113

v—C

v—C

u norm __ u s *
HU—>C - HU—>C H + Hv—)c

v—C

/( ),

norm
Au—}C

), hamely

and

). Then the correspondence betweeri (S message-

(1)

v € V} in a k-SAT problem be defined as in_(50). Denote by
) the normalized version of SP messag¢& _, ., 1%  II*
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update rule and weighted PTP message-update rule is

I3 [Lye = 0] A22(0) + [Lo,e = 1] - P22 (1) (60)
I3 o [Lye = 0] - 20 (1) + [Lo,e = 1] - ATZE(0) (61)
I3« A%e(01) (62)
Neso € Py (0) + P20 (1) (63)
(o 1(0) (64)

(o = (1) (65)

Cr < 1,(01). (66)

Prior to proving the theorem, we will introduce some notasi@and a simple lemma which
will be useful in the proof. For any neighboring variable tegrxz, and constraint verteX',,
we will denote byL, . the singleton token containing the single elementary assemt that
assigns coordinate the edge labeL, .. Similarly, we will denote byL, . the singleton token
containing the single elementary assignment that assigoslinatev the negated edge label

L, .. With these notations, the following lemma immediatelyidals from Lemméb.
Lemma 6:For any(v — ¢) pair in ak-SAT problem, the right messagé®™ satisfies:

peds (Lye) + p2(01) = 1 (67)
P2 (Le) + P20 (01) = p27(01). (68)

Now we are ready to prove Theordm 2.

Proof: We will refer to the message correspondence in Equatlofst®(2) as the “left
correspondence”, the correspondence_id (63) as the “righiespondence”, and the correspon-
dence in Equations$ (64) t6 (66) as the “summary corresparaien

We will prove the theorem by first showing that if the left @spondence holds, then the
right correspondence holds, and conversely that if thet ighrespondence holds, then the left
correspondence holds. This should prove that correspaedbatween SRv) and weighted
PTP in their passed messages. We will then complete the pgrpashowing the summary
correspondence.

First suppose that the left correspondence holds, nametyIthto™ = [L, . = 0]- \2'™(0) +
[Loe = 1] - A2 (1), 132" = [Lye = 0] - A% (1) + [Lue = 1] - AJ%2(0), and II7 52 =

v—C v—C v—C



norm
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(01).
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In each iteration, by Lemnid 5 and the fa€t, . = 1]+ [L,. = 0] = 1 for every (v — ¢) pair,

the right messages satisfy

= [Lv,c = O] ’

II

ueV(c)\{v}:Ly,c=1

II

ueV(e)\{v}:Luy,c=1

I

weV(e)\{v}:Luy,c=1

pc—m(O) + pc—m(l) + pc—w(Ol)

norm
Au—)C

+1-—
=1.
That is, each right message ., is already normalized, os._,,

(0) (1)

norm

norm
pC—)U

t Pesv Pe—0(0) + pesu(1)

II

ueV(c)\{v}:Lu,.=1

+Loe=1- ]

ueV(c)\{v}:Luy,c=1

(0) -
ueV(c)\{v}:Lu,.=1

I

ueV (e)\{v}:Lu,c=1

II

ueV (e)\{v}:Lu,e=0

I (Zu.=1

ueV(c)\{v}

I[] o

ueV(c)\{v}

11
ueV(e)\{v}

Ne—wv,

norm
Au—)C

norm
)\u—>c

II

ueV(c)\{v}:
. \norm (O

u—c

norm
)\u—>c

([Lue = 1]

norm
' )‘u—>c

([Lu,e = 1]

norm
’ )‘u—m

(0) +[L

u norm
u—c

Hll

U—C

I e + 115,

+ 113,

u—cCc

)\norm

(0) -

(0) -

(0) -

(0) + [Lue = 0]

norm
)\u—>c

(0) - II

ueV(e)\{v}:Lu,c=0

II

ueV(c)\{v}:Ly,c=0

11 (1)

ueV (c)\{v}:Luy,.=0

u—cCc

norm
)\u—>c

(0) -

u—c

norm
)\u—w

norm - Than

cC—v

=

norm
Au—)C

II

ueV(c)\{v}:Lu,c=0

I

weV (c)\{v}:Lu,.=0

(1)

(1)

norm
)\u—>c

(1)

norm
)\u—>c

Lu.e=0
) + [Lu,c = 0] ’ Aﬁi’?

(1))

norm
' )‘u—>c

(1))

norm
' >\u—>c

u,C = 0] (1>>

)\norm

(1)

(1)

where equality(a) is due to the assumed left correspondence, and equalifpllows from the

definition of IT¢ norm

v—C

correspondence holds.

. Thus we have shown that if the left correspondence hol@s) the right
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Now suppose that the right correspondence holds, namelyjtha = p2°r™(0) + p2or™(1)
for every (v — ¢) pair. Following the PTP message-update equatibns (50)3p (e have

[Lv,c - 0] : )\v—w(o) + [Lv,c - 1] : )‘v—m(]—)

= [Lue=0-| [ o) +pemon)—~ ] e
beC(v)\{c} beC(v)\{c}
HLoe=1- [] (or@+poron)-y [ so(o1)
beC(v)\{c} beC(v)\{c}
= [Loe=01- J[ o0) +pp2m(01) + [Luc =1 J] (o2 (1) + pp(01))
beC(v)\{c} beC(v)\{c}
— ] eeon)
beC(v)\{c}
d@) norm Nnorm Nnorm
= [Luc=0] H (230 (0) + pp2'(01)) - H P2y (01)
beCs (v) beC:(v)
HLoe=11- ] Gor@) +ppomo1)- [ somor)—~ [ so(o
beCs (v) beC(v) beC(v)\{c}
dﬂ) norm norm Nnorm
= H pb—)v = H pb—)v - H Pb—v (01)
beC (v beC (v beC(v)\{c}
= H st 01) v IT e
beCH (v beC(v)\{c}
= H P 01) - (1=~ [ epur(o1)
beC(v beCs(v)
=[] a=pemo) —ppemr@) - (1= J] (1= pm(0) - g (1)
beCi(v) beCs(v)
(ZC) H (1_7719—)1))' 1_7 H (1_7717—)1))
beCi(v) beCs(v)
= H’ls)—)c7

where equality (c) above is due to the assumed right corregrace. We will denote this result
by (A).
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Following very similar procedures, it can be shown that

[Lv,c - 0] ' )\v—w(]—) + [Lv,c - 1] ' )‘v—m(o)

= J] a=poro) —ppmr@)- (1= J] (- p2m(0) — g (1))
beCs(v) beC3(v)
— I

v—C

We will denote this result by (B).
Similarly,
Mse(01) = 7 [T 0 =pp20) = (1) - [ (1= s (0) — (1))
beCs (v) beCe(v)
H*

v—cC’

We will denote this result by (C).
Combining results (A), (B) and (C), we have

)‘U—M(O) + )‘v—w(l) + )‘v—>0(01> = Hg—m + Hz—m + H:—m'

That is, the scaling constant for normalizifg,_.(0), A,—.(1), A\,—.(01)) and that for nor-
malizing (I1*_, ., I3, . IT* . ) are identical. Then results (A), (B) and (C) respectivensiate

to

[Lv,c — 1] . )\norm(l) 4 [me — 0] . )\norm(o) _ IS norm

v—C v—C v—C

(Lo = 0] - A1) 4 Ly, = 1] - AOT0(Q) = T2 nom

v—C v—C v—C

)\HOI‘H’I (0 1) — H* norm .

v—C v—C

At this point we have established the correspondence batthegrassed messages in weighted

PTP and those in weighted SP. We now prove the summary comdspce.
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Starting from Lemmal5, we have

m(©0) = T () + o) -~ H P (01)
ceC(v) ceC(v
= [T (eomo) +prmron) ] (pﬁlrvm(ﬂ)ﬂ)?ir? —v I eioon)
ceCl(v) ceCO(v) ceC(v)
67.668 norm norm
— H pc—)v 01 7 H pc—)v 01
ceCl(v) ceC(v)
= L=y ] s ] eimon)
ceCO(v) ceCl(v)
= L=y [ Q=g —pr@) | J] 0 —=pro) — o)
ceCO(v) c€C(v)
(d)
= 1—7 H (1 7]c—>v) H (1 770—>v>>
ceCO(v) ceCl(v)
= ¢°
where (d) above is due to the right correspondence that we just proved.
Symmetrically, it can be shown that
po(1) = (1=~ [ (=gt —premr@) | [ (- pkom(0) — prom (1))
ceCl(v) ceCO(v)
= I—x H — Ne—sw) H (1= Nes))
c€C(v) c€C(v)
= (L
Finally, it is straight-forward to see
m(01) = v [ =per©) —par@) [[ (- —pra)
ceCO(v) c€Ct(v)
= 7 H nc—m H (1_770—)11)
ceC9(v) ceCl(v)

= (.
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This proves the summary correspondence and completes dbé pr [ ]

This theorem asserts that weighted SP developedkfSAT problems is an instance of
weighted PTP that we propose in this paper, or alternatipbehased, weighted PTP generalizes
weighted SP from the context df-SAT problems to arbitrary CSPs with arbitrary variable
alphabets. When specifying parameterto be 1, this result immediately implies that non-
weighted SP is non-weighted PTP fe+SAT problems.

Additionally, we note that in the correspondence betweenstimmary messages of weighted
PTP and weighted SP in the above theorem, it is clear that ggmibl, and x in weighted SP
(or SP) corresponds to tokens (seis)1 and 01 respectively. In addition, if we use notation
L, ., we may re-write the correspondence between the left messafgveighted SP and those

of weighted PTP in the above theorem as

I, ¢ )‘v—>C<Lv,C>
I, < )‘v—>0<f‘v,0>
Iy .. < Ae(01)

That is, symbols £” and “u” in SP respectively correspond to singleton ket. andL, .. These
observations suggest that, although blurred by the adddfosingle symboks to the variable
alphabet, the true alphabet used as the support of SP messdpe set of all tokens associated
with the variable, or equivalently, the power set of the ioidd alphabet with the empty set
removed.

At this point, questions may naturally arise pertaining tbatvPTP and weighted PTP do
towards the goal of solving a CSP. Although rigorous questhlis question remains largely
open at this point, we present some preliminary results ipehglix B. From Appendix B,
intuitively one may view PTP or weighted PTP as essentiafigating arandom rectangle
whose sides are independently distributed random vagabe PTP iterates, it drives some side
of the random rectangle to being deterministically biasadards a singleton that contains the

solution of the CSP. The reader is referred to Appendix B forerdetailed exposition.

VI. THE REDUCTION OFSPFROM BP

At this point, we have identified SP with an equivalent butbatailistically interpretable

algorithmic procedure, PTP, and generalized weighted 8 the special case GfSAT and
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binary problems to arbitrary CSPs, in terms of weighted IN®&v we are in the position to
discuss the reduction of SP from BP, where we will refer to $ftusively as PTP, and weighted
SP exclusively as weighted PTP.

As is well known, the derivation of the BP algorithm is based a well-defined factoring
function, or seen from a probabilistic perspective, a Markandom field (MRF). Thus, whether
PTP or weighted PTP may be reduced from BP boils down to whetere is an MRF
formulation on which the derived BP algorithm coincideshWRTP or weighted PTP. In_[15],
an MRF is constructed fat-SAT problem, on which BP reduces to what we now call weighted
PTP. In [17], similar results are shown using a different MiRRFmalism, where (generalized)
states are introduced and the MRF is represented by a Foraph @r normal realization[18].
Although in some sense, the normally realized MRF formalidrfiL7] is equivalent to the MRF
of [15], the Forney-graph formalism in [17] makes the depebent cleaner and more transparent,
and the explicit introduction of states provides a bettereagpondence with the weighted PTP
messages.

In this section, we first generalize the MRF formalism, in siyde of [15] or [17], to arbitrary
CSPs, and derive the corresponding BP algorithm. We thesstigate whether the derived BP
algorithm may be reduced to PTP or weighted PTP. We will belgis investigation with the
special case of-SAT problems, and then proceed to € OL problems and to general CSPs.
Re-developing the results of [15] arid [17] l#SAT problems, we show that the BP algorithm on
the normally realized MRF is readily reducible to weightelPPas long as the BP messages are
initialized to satisfying certain condition. We note thhist condition, when satisfied in the first
BP iteration, will necessarily be satisfied in later itevag in k-SAT problems. Identifying the
important role of this condition, we call this condition te&te-decoupling conditiorHowever,
as we proceed to show, 33COL problems, it is impossible for the state-decouplingdition to
hold true non-trivially across all BP iterations. Neveldss, if one manually manipulate the BP
messages to impose this condition in every iteration, wingdults in a modified BP message-
update rule referred to astate-decoupled BPr SDBP in short, then the (SD)BP messages
will still reduce to PTP. This on one hand justifies the rolethod state-decoupling condition in
BP-to-PTP reduction, and on the other hand suggests thagiefugral CSPs, PTP (or SP) is not
a special case of the BP algorithm. We then proceed furthemmmsstigating whether the state-

decoupling condition is sufficient for BP to reduce to PTP @ighted PTP for general CSPs.
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To that end, we show that yet another “local compatibilitghdition concerning the structure
of the CSP (in terms of the interaction between neighborimgstraints) is required for SDBP
to reduce to PTP or weighted PTP.

A. Normally Realized Markov Random Field

Given a CSP represented by factor graph we now define its correspondingormally
realized Markov random field? using a Forney graph representatibnl [18]. We note that rando
variables involved in the probability mass function (PMEpresented by are no longer those
associated with factor graph (or equivalently MRF,) but rather a new set of random variables,
each distributed over the set wfkensassociated with a coordinate. Additionally, as the central
component of the Forney graph, another set of random vasalypically calledgeneralized
statesor simply states are also included.

Specifically, as a graplf; can be constructed by adding a “half-edge” to each variabttex
of G. As a factor graph(7 uses a different notation: edges and half edges are intedpses
“variables” and vertices are interpreted as local fundjoa variable is an argument of the
function if and only if the corresponding edge or half edgenisident on the corresponding
vertex. We now define each variable and local functiorin

« Each local function (or vertex) i@ corresponding to variable vertex in G will be denoted

by g.(-), and referred to as keft function

« Each local function (or vertex) id: corresponding to function verte®, will be denoted

by f.(-), and referred to as aght function

« The half edge incident o, represents variablg,, referred to as gide taking values from

()™

. The edge connecting left functiapp and right functionf, represents variable, ., referred

to as astate taking values from(y*)'"? x (x)*!. We will also write states, . as pair
(st sk.) of left states’, andright states”,.

v,c? 2v,c

« Left functiong, for v € V' is defined as

gv(yva 31},0(1})) =Wy | Yo ﬂ Sﬁc : H [Sic = yv]7 (69)
ceC(v) ceC(v)

wheres, ¢(,) is the short-hand notation fd,, .).cc(,) andw, is an obedience conditional
on (x*)'".
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« Right function f, for eachc € C' is defined as
fe(svie)e) = H [Szl)%,c = Fc(S\L/(c)\{u}ﬁ)]a (70)
veV(c)
wheresy (. . is the short-hand notation fds, .)vev (c)-
« The global function represented loy is

yv, SVC H gv Yoy Sv C’(v . H fc(SV(c),c)a (71)

veV ceC
wheresy ¢ is the short-hand notation fdfs, . : V(v — ¢)}.

It is clear that upon normalization, functiadn may represent a PMF and the factorization of
F encoded by realizes an MRF. An example of such normally realized MRFresponding
to the toy 3-SAT problem in Figurle 1, is given in FIg. 4.

Using the “intention-command” analogy, one may view thatday v, bothy, and each left
statesL stores the intention of variable,, and that for any given, each right stateR stores
the command of constrairit. sent to variables. The intention of variable:, depends on the
intersection of all incoming commands probabilisticalia ¥he obedience conditional,. The
command ofl’. sent to each variable, need to equal the forced token by the rectangle formed
by the intentions from all other neighboring variables.

We say that a configuration @¢fy, sy.¢) is valid under ' if it is in the support of function’
(namely, if it gives rise to a non-zero value of functiéi). Further, rectangle, is said to be
valid under £ if there exists a configuration 6f,~ such that(y,, sy,¢) is valid underF. Then
it immediately follows that the PMF represented by MRF upon marginalizing over states
sy, characterizes the set of all valid rectangles unélgvia the support of the marginal df
on yy). We now give an intuitive explanation of the MRF defining tfistribution of rectangle
Yy

A simple property of such MRFs is given in the following lemméhich immediately follows
from the definition of the left functions.

Lemma 7:If configuration(yy, sy) is valid underF, then it holds for everyv — ¢) that

Now we consider applying the BP message-update rule on timefFgraph we just defined,

where we will usep._,,, (referred to as a right message) and,. (referred to as a left message)
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Fig. 4. The Forney graph representing the normal realimatfothe toy problem in Figurgl 1.

to denote the message passed from a right funcfioto a left functiong, and the message
passed from left functiop, to right function f. respectively, and usg, to denote the summary
message at variablg. We note that both right message,, and left message, .. are functions
on the state spacgy*)'”’ x ().

Lemma 8:The BP message-update rule on Forney grépis:

)\U—m(sic? Szl)%,c) = Z Wy Szﬁc m Sf,b H pb—w(szﬁc, Sib) (72)
Sy C\ (e} beC(v) beC(v)\{c}
pC—W(Sil;,c? Sﬁc) = Z [Sﬁc = FC(S‘I}(C)\{U},C)} H )\U—m(sic? FC(S‘I}(C)\{U},C)) (73)
ST (eN\ fo)c ueV (c)\{v}
,uv(yv) = Z Wy | Yo ﬂ 31})%,5 H pc—w(yva Szl)%,c)- (74)
sﬁc(v) ceC(v) ceC(v)

Before proving this lemma, it is useful to note the followiegmentary results.

Lemma 9: 1) For any functionp,
> ol y)ly = 2] = ¢z, 2). (75)

2) For any collection of function®, ¢s, . .., o,

n

S Tt =T dil=). (76)

T1,22,...,Ln 1=1 =1 z



We now prove Lemm@l8.
Proof:

)"U—W(Sg,c? S’LI:{,C)

> 2

R
Wy | Yo m Sub

Yu Sy, C(v)\{c} beC(v)
_ E L _ E
- [Sv c y’U] Wy Yu
R
Yy SuC\ (e}
(ks S sk, = 3
- [Sv c yv] Wy yv
R
Yy v.C(\{e}
(rés) L
- Z[Sv,c - y’U] Z Wy Yu
Yo So.c@N\ (e}
2 : L
= Wy Sv,c m Sv,b
SUC@N\ (e} beC(v)

pc%v(sg,ca Sf,c)

> Ik

SV (e)\{v},c u€EV (c)

> [si.=F

SV (N (v} e

I

SV (N (v} e

> lsie=F

L
SV(e)\{v}.c

IS

po(Yo) = § Wy | Yo
Sv,C(v)
- § Wy | Yo
Sy
= § Wy | Yov
Sy.c(v)
= § Wy | Yov
Sfﬁcm

SV(c)\{u}, )

c(S&L/(c)\{v},c)]
= Fc(S&L/(c)\{v},c)]

c(S\L/(c)\{v},c)]
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I1

pb—)v(sibv Sﬁb)

H [Sﬁ,b =y

beC(v) beC(v)\{c}

ﬂ Sub Z H (pb—w(sﬁ,bu Sﬁb) ) [Sg,b = yv])
beC(v) % o (e PECN e}

ﬂ Sf,b H Z (Pbﬂv(siba Sf;b) : [Sgb = yv])
beC(v) beC(v)\{c} siL)’b

ﬂ Sf,b H Pb—v (ym Sﬁb)
beC(v) beC(v)\{c}

H Poso (S5 oy Shp)-

beC(v)\{c}

/\UHC(S'LLJ,/,U Sfic)

I

ueV(e)\{v}

> I

5% (o for,e YEV (O}

I > (

ueV(e)\{v} sl .

I

ueV(e)\{v}

R

ne= FC(Sé(c)\{u},c)] : )‘U—W(S'Lllj,c? Su,c))

u,c

(

SV(c)\{u}, )] - /\ch(S{Z,ca Sff,c))

)‘u‘w(sg,ca Fc(SxL/(c)\{u},c))-

H [ c H pC*)'U(Sg,cv S'u,c)
ceC(v) ceC(v)

Z H ([55,0 = y”] ’ pC%U(Sicv Sfic))
55 oy €€C (V)

H Z 70 pc—w(sf,"c, Sf,c))
ceC(v) sk,

H Pe—v yvu UC)
ceC(v)
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B. Weighted PTP as BP fat-SAT

Now we show that fork-SAT problems, weighted PT#s an instance of BP when the
parametrization of weighted PTP is consistent with the ipatazation of the normally realized
MRF from which BP is derived.

We begin with introducing a simplification of notations. Fay (v — ¢) and edge labeL,, .,
we will write L, . asL, andL, . asL. This suppression of the dependencylgf. and L, .
on their subscripts should not result in any ambiguity, witle® context clearly indicates the
subscript(v, ¢) or the edge to which the edge lalkl . refers. Additionally, for any € V', we
will write 01, as=. Thus, each left or right state will take configurations freet {L, L, *},
where the interpretation df andL depends on the edge with which the state is associated. For

any given configuration of a sta(e we will suppress the comma between the left-state

Ve Stie)s
configuration and the right-state configuration. For examptate configurationdL, *), (L, ),
(*,*) and (L, L) will be written respectively a.x, Lx, + and LL.
Lemma 10:Let F' be defined via[{89),(70) and_(71), where each weighting fanat, is
defined in [(BD). If(yy, sy.c) is valid underF’, then
1) for every(v — ¢), it holds thats’, # L, s, . # LL and thats, . # L, and
2) F(yv,svc) = y™-Wvsve) (1 —y)mibveve) wheren,.(yv, sv.c) andn..(yv, sy.c) are
respectively the cardinalities of set € V : y, = ﬂcec@) ve=x}andsefv eV :y, C
Neecw) Siie = *}.
Proof: For part 1, first we observe thalffc +£ L, directly following from the definition of
the right function [(ZD). Then by Lemnia 7, it is easy to see that# LL and thats, . # L.

For part 2, we may proceed as follows.

Flyv,sve) = 1T 90w sucw) - T Felsviere)
veV ceC
_—— [T {wo{w| () sic] IT [ T IT st = Felstopup.e)]
veV ceC(v) ceC(v) ceCveV(c)
2 L ] N s
veV ceC(v)

®) 7”*\*(3/‘/73‘/,6') (1 — ,}/)nA\*(yv,Sv,c)’
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where equality(a) is due to the fact thatyy, syv¢) is valid underF’, and equality(b) follows

HCEC(U) 8111%,0) in @) n
The second part of this lemma, as a slight digression, stg¢fest the PMF under this MRF

from the definition of the weighting function <yv

model is identical to that of_ [15], since an equivalent ressishown for the MRF in[[15].
We note that the MRF in_[15] serves as a combinatorial frammkvior the study ofk-SAT
problems, which leads to further insights of SP fe6AT problems (the reader is referred to
[15] for additional results). To a certain extent, one magest that the normally realized MRF
presented here may serve similar purposes for general CSPs.

The first part of this lemma suggests that although each stiés on values froniL, L, *} x
{L,L, *}, there are in fact only four possible state configuratiora tiontribute to defining a
valid rectangle. When applying the BP message-update miléhe Forney graph representa-
tion of a k-SAT problem, this implies that messagges.., p.,, and u, are all supported by
{LL, Lx, L*, %*}.

The BP message-update rule is given in Lenimia 11, which dirémtows from equations
(72) to (73).

Lemma 11:The BP message-update rule applied on Forney grapsf a k-SAT problem

gives rise to:



Aose(LL)

Avose(Lix)

Avose(Lix)

M%)

pc—m(LL)

Pe—v (L*)

Pe—v (L*)

pc—ﬂ)(**)

14(0)

ey

o (%)

H pb—m

) J] (pooso(LL) + ppy (L))
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(77)

beC(v) beCs(v)
IT oo @) | JT (oomo(@x) + poosu ML) = [T poe(Lx) |(78)
beCs(v) beC3(v) beC3(v)
H pb—)v H (pb—>v(L*)+pb—>v(LL))_7 H pb—w(L*) (79)
beC¥(v) beCs(v) beCs(v)
v I o) (80)
beC2(v)UCSE (v)
| | RS (81)
ueV(c)\{v}
T use(T) + Aue(%) + Ausso(L))
ueV (c)\{v}
uEV(c)\{U} weV(c)\{u,v}
= | R (82)
u€V (c)\{v}
[T Ouoel@o) + Aumc() + Ausse(@)) = [ Ause(@r)  (83)
ueV (e)\{v} ueV(c)\{v}
T Ouse(Ton) + Aumc(%) + Ausse(T)) — Musse(Lix)  (84)
ueV (c)\{v} u€V (c)\{v}
H Pc—m(i* H (Pc—w(LL)“‘pc—)v L* -7 H pc—m L* (85)
ceCl(v) ceCO(v) ceCO(v)
H Pc—m(i* H (Peso (L) + peso (L)) — H pe—sv(Lix) |(86)
ceCO(v) ceCl(v) ceCl(v)
Y H Peso(%) (87)
ceC(v

Now we are ready to |nvest|gate how these BP messages mageckda (weighted) PTP

messages. It turns out that the following condition has &igpeole to play in this reduction.

pc—w(L*) = pc—m(]TJ*) = pc—w(**)

(88)
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Proposition 1: In k-SAT problems, if the BP messages are initialized to satisfydition [88),

then this condition is satisfied in every BP iteration.

Proof: We only need to show that if (88) is satisfied during initiation, then it is satisfied

in the first iteration after initialization. — In fact, noginthat p._,,(L*) = p._.,(**) necessarily
holds in each BP iteration due {0 {83) ahdl(84), we only negutdge thatp,_,,(L*) = pe_,,(Lx*)
holds in the first iteration provided BP messages are iiagdl to satisfy[(8B).

Under this initialization condition, we have, in the first BBration after,

)\v—w(L*) + )\v—w(**) = H pb—m(]j*) X H (Pb—w(L*) +pb—>v LL - H pb—)v L*

beC: (v) beCE(v)

+7 H pb—w(**)

beC (v)UCS (v)

beCs(v)

= H pb—w L>I< H (pb—w(L*) ‘|’pb—>v(LL))

beC3(v) beCs(v)

= H P (L) H Poso(Li¥) H P (%)

beCE (v) beCs (v)

bEC‘c1 (v)UCE (v)

& H Py (L H (Po—o (L) + o (LL))

beCu(v) beC.?(U)
- )\v—>c (LL) s

where equality(a) is due to the initialization conditiori (88).

Then in the subsequent update of the right messages, we have

Pesw(Lix) = H (Ausse(Tok) + Ause (%) 4+ Ausse(Lik))

ueV(c)\{v}
D (Muse(LL) = ML)
ueV(c)\{v}

= | R

ueV(c)\{v}

ueV(e)\{v}
= Pe—w (L*>7

where equality(b) is due to the above resul, ,.(LL) =

—Ase(x) [T Auwe(Tx)

weV(e)\{u,v}

- H (Ausse(Lik) + Ny () + Aoy (Lix)) — Ause(T)

ueV(c)\{v}

Avose(Lix) 4+ Apoye ().
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Theorem 3:In a k-SAT problem, suppose that the following two conditions em@osed in

the BP messages.

1) For every(v — ¢), the BP messages are initialized such that (88) is satisfied.
2) In each BP iteration),_,.. is scaled to\2" such that\*"™ (Lsx ) + AR (L) 4+ \BO (5% ) =

v—C v—C

1, before it is passed along the edge; thahjsi™ (s% , 57 ) := ————F— Ae(sE,, sT)

v,¢? 2v,c ZSL )\U%C(sﬁc,*) v,¢r 2v,c
v,c

for every (sZ_, s ) in the support of\,_,. and the right messages are updated based on

v,c? 2v,c

the normalized left messages, namely,

peso(LL) = J]  Apo(Ls) (89)
ueV (c)\{v}
pemo(@) = ] (L) + A2 () + AR (L))
ueV(c)\{v}
+ O(LL) = A (L) = A ) [ (D)
ueV(c)\{v} weV(e)\{u,v}
= | RS (90)
ueV(c)\{v}
peoo(Lix) o= T (0 (Le) + A2 () + A0 (L)) — [ Awem(Z) (91)
ueV(c)\{v} ueV(c)\{v}
Peoso(k%) 1= (AR (L) A+ AR () + A (L)) = [ AR (). (92)
ueV(c)\{v} ueV(c)\{v}

Then the correspondence between BP messages and weigiRechéSEages is

NZEELx) e [Lue = 0] X22TT(0) + [Lye = 1] - AT (1) (93)
A B (L) 43 [Lye = 0] - A1) + [L, . = 1] - A2 (0) (94)
NZe B (ex) o AT () (95)
PN (L) o g (x) (96)
P (LL) e I (0) + o0 (1) (©7)
et (0) < p(0) (98)
u (1) e () (99)
u ) e ). (100)

Proof:
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Note that based on Propositioh 1, conditipffl,) (Lx) = p{®)(Lx) = p{®h)(x+) holds in
every BP iteration. From the proof of Proposition 1, it alsmds in every BP iteration that

)\norm(BP) (L*) + )\norm(BP) (**) — )\norm(BP) (LL) (101)

v—C v—C v—C

Now we will prove this theorem by first proving that the “lefarcespondence”[((93) td_(P5))
implies the “right correspondencel ((96) andl(97)) and evsely that the “right correspondence”
implies the “left correspondence”, whereby proving therespondence in the passed messages.
We then prove the summary correspondenicel ((98) tal (100)).

First suppose that left correspondence holds, namely xt&F """ (L«) = [L,. = 0] -
MZEETE0) + [Lye = 1] - 22T (@), NP (L) = [Lye = 0] 2P (1) + (Lo =
1]- A2 T 0), and A2 PP () = Anm TR (4. Following PTP message-updating equations

(&4) to (56), we have

norm(PTP)(O) I norm(PTP)(l) (@) p(PTP)(0)+p(PTP)(1)

c—V c—V c—v c—v

= [Loe=0- [  Aem®™o) I et
weV (c)\{v}:Ly =1 uweV (c)\{v}:Lu,c=0
HLoe=1]- [  awem®™o) [ @)
weV(e)\{v}:Ly,c=1 uweV (e)\{v}:Lu,c=0

= [T wew®™o) I Aem®™)
weV(e)\{v}:Ly,c=1 ueV (c)\{v}:Lu,c=0

= 1T ([Lue = 0] - AT (1) 4 Ly, 0 = 1] - A PTR)(0))
weV(e)\{v}:Ly =1
X 1T ([Lue = 0] AT (1) 4 [L,, 0 = 1] - AL PTR)(0))

weV (e)\{v}:Lu,c.=0

=[] (Lue=0]- X ®T(Q) + Ly = 1] - A FTP) (0))
ueV(c)\{v}

S § Rl Y

ueV (©)\{v)
= pBP)(LL)

pC—)’U

where equality«) is due to the fact that2 ™™ = p'I") as is shown in the proof of Theorem

[2, equality(b) is due to the assumed left correspondence.
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Similarly, we have

T = pPTP(x)

= 1= I ™o T A
ueV(e)\{v}:Ly,c=1 ueV(e)\{v}:Lu,c=0

- 11— H )\norm(BP) (:E*)

u—C
ueV(c)\{v}
9T P (L) + AR (L) AP () — T AP (L)

uweV(c)\{v} ueV(e)\{v}
= P2 (L),

Pe—v

where equality(c) is due to the fact thaki™ o) (L) 4+ AnmBP) (L) + AL EP) () = 1.
Thus we proved that if the left correspondence holds, therritfht correspondence holds.
Now suppose that the right correspondence holds, nametyptha (L) = ppoi @™ (),

and p{®h) (LL) = peom®TR) () + pior®TP) (1), We then have
PR (L) + pBRLL) = g ™) (s) 4 prom T (0) o por TP (1)

= 1.

Following PTP message-update equatidns (51)tb (53), we hav
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Ly =0]- AFTPN(0) 4 [L,. = 1] - A\PTP)(1)

v—C

norm(PTP norm(PTP norm(PTP
= [Loe=0- | I @200 +a20 ") =y I A
beC(v)\{c} beC(v)\{c}
norm(PTP norm(PTP norm(PTP
Ly =1 et VES il ) LT [ [ S €
bEC(v)\{c} beC(v)\{c}
norm(PTP norm(PTP
= [Lue (i TT0) + T (5))
beC(v)\{c}
norm(PTP norm(PTP norm(PTP
H[Lye=1]- v CVER e C) R || [ O
beC(v)\{c} beC(v)\{c}
@) norm(PTP norm(PTP norm(PTP
= [Lue=01- I @200+ 5206 - I A ™)
beCs (v) beCe(v)
norm(PTP norm(PTP norm(PTP
HLwe =11+ TT G20 Q) + 520 ™ 0)) - [T a2 ™™ )
beCs (v) beCe(v)
norm(PTP
S | O
beC(v)\{c}
(IB]) norm(PTP norm(PTP norm(PTP
= Lo =0 I] a2+ Lee =10 T o200y T1 a2 ™™
beC¥(v) beCy(v) beC(v)\{c}
norm(PTP norm(PTP
= II A=y T A ™™
beC*(v) beC(v)\{c}
norm PTP norm PTP
= H pb—)v( * 1_7 H Pb—v )
beC¥(v) beCs(v)
(d) BP) BP)
= Il alan (1o [T a2l
beC:(v) beCe(v)
(e) BP) BP BP)
= II aZl@o [ I 2@+ o2 @) =y I A2
beC*(v) beCs(v) beCs(v)
(f) BP) BP BP)
= H o (@) [ T 2@ + 20 (L) =y [T A2 (T
beC¥(v beCs(v) beCs(v)
-

where equality(d) is due to the assumed right correspondence, equalitis due to the fact that
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pPR) (L) + pPF)(LL) = 1, and equality(f) is due to that the conditiop,"") (L) = p{"") (L)

b—v

is satisfied in every iteration. We will denote this result (by).

Similarly, we have

[Lv,c = O] ’ )‘z()P—?cP)(l) + [Lv,c = 1] ) )‘(PTP)(())

v—C

norm(PTP norm(PTP norm(PTP
= [Loe=0-| II G @ +a20 "0 -2 I a2 ™)
beC(w)\{c} beC(v)\{c}
norm(PTP norm(PTP norm(PTP
Heve=1-{ I @00 +a70 "™ )=y IT A
beC(v)\{c} beC(v)\{c}
— ARE)

We will denote this result byB).

Finally, we have

norm(PTP
AP =y T oo™ ()
beC(v)\{c}
BP
=7 JI #2000
beC(v)\{c}
= ABP) ().

v—C

We will denote this result byC).
Combining results of A), (B) and (C), we have

APTP0) + APTP (1) 4 APTP) () = XBPY (L) 4 ABD) (L) + AEP) ().

v—C v—C v—C v—C v—C

That is, the scaling constant for normalizitg s’ (0), AF e (1), A¥E) (%)) and that for nor-

malizing (A (L), AR (L), APE) (xx)) are identical. Therefore, resultd), (B) and (C)

respectively translate to

[me — 0] . )\Eg?(PTP) (0) + [Lv,c _ 1] . )\norm(PTP)(l) _ )\norm(BP) (L*)

v—C v—C

[me _ 0] . )\norm(PTP)(]_) + [LU’C — 1] . )\norm(PTP)(O) _ )\norm(BP)(E*)

v—C v—C v—C

AT (1) = orm(P) )

At this point we have proved the correspondence between dssed messages in BP and
those in weighted PTP.
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We now prove the summary correspondence. Following the P&Bsage-update equations

(57) to (59), we have

()

[T (™™ (0) + o™ (%) = [T prod ™™ (x
ceC(v) ceC(v)
TT (™) + ™) T (e ™(0) + o)
ceCl(v) ceCO(v)
—v I P
ceC(v)
| R OB H e C
ceC1(v) ceC(v
IT Ao ®e) | 1=y JT e
ceCl(v) ceCO(v)
IT PE0@ [ ] EREL) + o @) - ] pER(L
ceCl(v) ceCO(v) ceCO(v)
uP(0).

Following a similar procedure, we have

py T (1)

[T (opeppe™
ceC(v)

norm(PTP
t Do

(1)

norm PTP
v I e
ceC(v)

1T P20 (@ -7 II A5

[T & EL) + pER(L

ceCO(v) ceCl(v) ceCl(v)
= u"7(1).
Finally, we have
W) = o I] e

ceC(v)

= 7 H pc—)v
ceC(v)

= qu()BP)(*)’

which proves the summary correspondence.
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C. State-Decoupled BP

In this subsection, we will consider reducing PTP from BP J6€OL problems, where we
only focus on the non-weighted version of PTP, namely thaheaeighting functionw, is
defined as

wy(alb) == [a = b]. (102)

This gives the form of BP messages in the form specified in tdileviing lemma, easily
obtainable from BP update equatiohs](72)[ial (74).
Lemma 12:The BP message-update rule for 3-COL problems is as follow:

Moose(di) = [ (oso@f) + prou(is ik) + pooso(i, ijk))
beC(v)\{c}
— J]  (pooliid) + poosu(isijk)) (103)
beC(v)\{c}

Moose(Lijk) =[] (oo, 1§) + posu(i 1K) + pposo (i 1K)
beC(v)\{c}
— I (peso@3) + poosu(is ijk))
beC(v)\{c}
— I (pol@ik) + p(@ijk)) + [ poo(iijk) (104)
beC(v)\{c} beC(v)\{c}

Mooe(i§4)) = T (oesolid, 1) + oo (36, 1K) (105)
beC(v)\{c}

Moose(ifijk) = [T (oso@ i) + pose(idijk)) — [  pooso(ii, ijk) (106)
beC(v)\{c} beC(v)\{c}

Mseliik ijk) = ] seooliik, ijk) (107)

beC(v)\{c}



54

Pesn (1)) = Avienfuy—e(k, jk) (108)
Peso(i, 1K) 1= Ay(e)\fu)—e (K, JK) (109)
Pe—so(ifs ) = Av(enfopoe(k, ijk) (110)
Pe—sv(if, k) = Aviepfoy—c(id, 1K) + Av e fu)—e (K, k) + Av o) fuy—e ik, ijk)
FAv (o) fu}—e (ijk, ijk) (111)
Pe—o(ijk, ijK) = Av(opfoy—e(id; 1K) + Avop oy —c (K, iK) + Ay o) (o1 (ik, ijk)
FAv o)\ fu}—e (ijk, ijk) (112)
@) = ] (Peso(i 1) + peos(i, 1K) + pes(i, 1K)
ceC(v)
- H (p0—>v(i7 1.]) + pe—ﬂ}(iv ijk))
ceC(v)
— I (peso(isik) + pess (1, iiK)) + [ el ijk) (113)
ceC(v) ceC(v)
,uv<ij> = H (pc_w(ij,ij)—l—pc_w(ij,ijk)) - H pe—w(ijaijk) (114)
ceC(v) ceC(v)
po(ijk) = [ peoo(iik, ijk). (115)
ceC(v)

Before we begin to consider the BP-to-PTP reduction3&€OL problems, it is helpful to
take a closer look at the BP-to-PTP reduction mechanisnk48AT problems.

In Theoren B, one may notice the two conditions governingBReto-PTP reduction fok-
SAT problems, namely, the initialization condition and tltemalization condition. It is arguable
that the normalization condition imposed on the BP messad#®ugh serving to simplify the
form of BP messages and possibly to alter the interpretaifdine messages, does not have a
critical impact on the message-passing dynamics. This ¢ause the normalization condition
merely involves a scaling operation, without which BP mgesaand PTP messages foSAT
would still be equivalent up to a scaling factor. On the otha&nd, the initialization condition in
Theoreni B plays an important role on the message-passiragrdys. In essence, the initialization
condition assures that any right message depends only orngthtestate it involves. Using the
“intention-command” analogy, in which one views each rigtdte as storing the “command”

sent from a constraint and each left state as storing therftian” of a variable, this condition
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simply restricts that thdistributionof the command sent to any variable dowd depend on the
intention of the variable. It is remarkable that this intetation of the initialization condition
in Theorem[ B (or[(88)) is consistent with the PTP messagsipgsule, in which any right
message (i.e., outgoing distribution of command) sent t@réable is independent of (or, not
a function of,) the incoming intention from that variablehi§ is however not the case for the
right messages of BP in general.

We are then motivated to formalize this condition for geh@&Ps as what we call the “state-
decoupling” condition and impose it on the right messageBR)fso as to achieve a consistency
with PTP. It is intuitively sensible that such a consistemgyneeded in the reduction of PTP
from BP.

Definition 2 (State-Decoupling ConditionJor an arbitrary CSP and at any given iteration,
the BP messages based on the MRF formalism defined_By (€9), 4A@ [71) are said to
satisfy the state-decoupling condition if for every— c), the right messagg._,,(s,..) is only

a function of the right state’”? , namely, if for any fixedsﬁC S (X*){”} and anysﬁC C sk

v,c? v,c?

pC—W(Sic? Sﬁc) = pc—w(sﬁc; Sf,c)'

It is clear that the initialization condition for BP-to-PTBduction fork-SAT in Theoreni B is
equivalent to this condition, where we note that the coadith Theoreni 3 only puts restrictions
on the right messages with right state equaktsince for the remaining case with right state
equal toL this condition is trivially satisfied.

It is interesting to observe, as shown in Proposifibn 1, tbatk-SAT problems, as long as
the state-decoupling condition is imposed in the initetiian of the BP messages, the condition
is preserved in every iteration. This serves as the basi8Roto reduce to PTP as shown in
TheoreniB and its proof. F&COL problems, however, the corresponding result to Pritipas
[ does not hold.

Lemma 13:For 3-COL problems, if the state-decoupling condition holds B messages
both in iteration/ and in iteration/ + 1, then the right message in iteratiérmust satisfy for
every (v — ¢)

pc—>v(SL> SR) =0

as long as right state’ £ 123.
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Proof: In 3-COL problems, the state-decoupling condition can h@eessed as
pc—w(iv 1.]) = pc—>v(ij>ij)
Note that we only need to prove the Lemma £t being a pair of assignments,since when
st is a singleton, all right messages eqoaby the construction of the MRF and Lemrhal 12
describing the BP message-update rule3@OL.

In iteration [ + 1, following 3-COL message-update equatiohs (103)[fo1(11R) asing a

superscript to denote the iteration number, we have

l
pEV3E ) = )\%1) (e (K JK)
_ 0 ik) + o ik) + ;. i
= 11 <pb—>V(C)\{v} (k. 3K) + s o oy (K 1K) + 2 %y oy (K ”k)>
beC(V () {uh)\ e}
0 ; 0 ij
o H <pb—>V(C)\{v} (k, jk) + Poosv(e)\{v} (k, le)) ' (116)
beC(V ()\{vD\fe}
. e l
ALV = AT e (k. K)
_ 0 ik) + ik) + p} i
= 11 <pb—>V(C)\{v}(k7Jk) + 255y (o) (K 1K) + 25 (o (K ‘Jk)>
beC(V () {uh)\ e}
- 11 <p1()l>v o (0616 + 07, 1 ”k)>
beC(V () {uh)\ e}
0 ; 0 ij
— H (pb—>V(c)\{v} (k, jk) + Po—sv(e)\{v} (k, le))
beC(V @)\ vD\fe}
l
+ 11 Phvion oy (. 1K), )
beC(V )\ vD\fe}

Now suppose that the state-decoupling condition as exgulesisove can be satisfied both in
iteration/ and in iteration/ + 1. Then we may equate the right-hand sides[of (116) (117),

namely,
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O] : ) . 0 .e
IT (oo 0edld) + A o O k) + pf2 o (K K0
beC(V () o) \e}

l
beC(V(e)\{vH\{c}

_ 0 ik) + p ik) + p} ij
= 11 (Pbéwc Vo 6 JK) 0% o gy (1K) 0% o g0y (s ”k)>
beC(V (©\{vh)\{c}

0 i ® ij
- 11 (Pbéwc oy 1K) 4 0%y gy (K ”k)>
beC(V (©\{vh)\{c}

0 O]
- 1 (pbévw oy (6 3K) 21 0 (K le)) I 2lveuwkik,
beC(V (O v\ e} beC(V (N v\ e}

which implies

0) . 0) ..
H (pb—ﬂ/(c)\{v} (k, jk) + Py—v (e)\{o} (k, le))

beC(V N\ (e}
_ 0 NG .
= [T (Ao k) 4y (i)
beC(V N\ (e}
l
+ II (v &R+l &iR) =TT v (k).
beC(VEN{v\(e} beC(V N\ (e}

Since every right message must be non-negative, when tteeddaoupling condition is satisfied

in iteration/, the only way to make the above equality hold is the case where

O]
Poosv(on oy (K 1K) = 0.

Under the state-decoupling condition, this also mea&‘@v(c)\{v}(ik, ik) = 0. Thus we
establish this lemma.

[

This lemma suggests that when the BP messages satisfy tealstaoupling condition in two
consecutive iterations, then the right messages must takeia form — equal to[s” = 123]
up to scale, and contain no information.

At this point, one is left with either the option of concludirihat PTP (or SP) isiot an
instance of BP for3-COL problems (and hence for general CSPs) or the option abitilag
the usefulness of the state-decoupling condition in BBRoreduction. In the remainder of this
subsection, we will clear this doubt and assert the usedslod the state-decoupling condition

by showing that when the state-decoupling conditiomenuallyimposed on the BP messages
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in each iteration, BP still reduces to PTP f&COL problems. That will allow us to conclude
that PTP (or SP) is not a special case of BP.

To force the state-decoupling condition to be satisfied ahéP iteration, now we modify the
message-passing rule of BP on the Forney graph representdtgeneral CSPs, and introduce
a “new” message-passing procedure which we refer to asstéie-decoupled Br SDBP.
We note that introducing this “new” message-passing preeeds solely for the purpose of
verifying the usefulness of the state-decoupling conditamd hopefully arriving at a unified
reduction mechanism for PTP to reduce from BP (or more pegcisom SDBP). Beyond this
purpose, we have no intention to justify the introductionSaiBP.

Identical to BP at local function vertices, SDBP differsfrdBP in that messages passed
from the right functions need an additional processing (& the state-decoupling condition
is satisfied) before they are passed to the left functionsSIBP, there are three kinds of
messagestight messagep._,, is computed at right functiorf, to pass along the edge tg;
state-decoupled right messagje, , is computed at the edge connectifigandg,, which satisfies
the state-decoupling condition, computed only based onghé message._,, on the same edge
and to be passed to left functigp; left message\,_,. is computed at the left function, to
pass along the edge connecting fto The precise definition of SDBP message-update rule is
given next.

Definition 3: The SDBP message-update rule is defined as follows.

)\U—>C<S1l)l,c7 Sﬁc) = Z Wy 85,c m Sf,b ' H pZ—M)(Sf,b) (118)
sﬁc(v)\{c} beC(v) beC(v)\{c}
p:—)v(sfjc) = 5 ’ pC—W(Sfjw Sf,c) (119)
pc_w<85707 Sf,c) = Z [81})%70 = FC<S‘I}(C)\{U},C)] H )\U—w(sic? F ( V(e)\{u}, )) (120)
ST\ (o} ueV(c)\{v}
Ho (yv) = Z Wy Yo m Sﬁc H pc—w v, c (121)
SﬁC(v) ceC(v) ceC(v)

whered =1/3%", R (e ) Peso (St SHL).
Comparing this definition with the BP message-update ruleemma8, the following remarks
are in order. First, the expression of right messagés terms of left messages is identical

to that in BP. Second, each state-decoupled mesgage may be regarded as a function of
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(sk.,sit.) but the value of the function only depends #jg& component, namely that the (state-
decoupled) right message satisfies the state-decouplimgitmmn. Furthermore, the expression
of \ in terms ofp* is precisely the same as the expression\ af terms ofp in BR.

Following this definition, the next lemma summarizes the $DBessage-update rule for
3-COL problems.

Lemma 14:Let {w, : v € V'} in 3-COL problems be defined as [n (102). The SDBP message-

update rule is then :

Me@if) =[] (ois.(5) + pi, (i) + o, (ijk))
beC(v)\{c}
— I (k) + pr,(5K)) (122)
beC(v)\{c}
Mose(Lijk) == ] (hoo(id) + £p(ik) + py, (1K) — (P30 (3) + prso (1K)
beC(w)\{c} beC(v)\{c}
- JI (k) +p,G5K) + [T ri.(iik) (123)
beC(v)\{c} beC(v)\{c}
Moseiidf) = ] (ehou(id) + piu(ik)) (124)
beC(v)\{c}
Mooseii k) = [ (.G + s, (i) = [ ri.(iik) (125)
beC(v)\{c} beC(v)\{c}
Mseliik ijk) =[] pis.(iik) (126)
beC(v)\{c}
pz_w(ij) = 6-)\V(0)\{v}_>c(k,ijk) (227)
P (k) = 0+ (Avienguroe(id, 1K) 4+ Av e (o} e (k, 1K) + Av(en (o1 Gk, ijk)
FAV(\ (o} e (1K, 1jk)) (128)

"Although it is possible to formulate SDBP in more compachfday, for example, suppressingand expressing the message-

update rule only using™ and )\, we feel the current way of formulating SDBP makes it easiecdmpare SDBP with BP.
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po(i) = (P (0) + P (i) + 92 (1K) =TT (05 () + Pl (iik))

ceC(v) ceC(v)
H P (k) + oo, (i5K) + [ e (iik) (129)
ceC(v) ceC(v)
po(i) = ] (i) + pis,(ijK)) H P ijk) (130)
ceC(v) ceC(v
w(ijk) =[] ris.(ik), (131)
ceC(v)

whered is such that
P (k) + ) o, () = 1.

ij
It is now possible to establish a correspondence betweeraRTFESDBP messages fsfCOL
problems.
Theorem 4:For 3-COL problems, the correspondence between PTP and SD&Rage-

update rules is

MDD e AP (L k) (132)
ATPGE) < APPP (), jk) (133)
MED (k) AP (ijk, ijk) (134)
PP ) o prSYPY () (135)
PP (k) e ST (ijk) (136)
pE) e () (137)
pFGE) e uBPPP () (138)
p k) < plPP (k). (139)

Proof: We will first prove that if the “right correspondence” (naméhat [135) and[(136))
holds, then the “left correspondence” (namely that [132{1t4)) holds.
Suppose that the right correspondence holds (where the@dymbin (I33) and [(136) is

understood as equality). Then
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*(SDBP) /s *(SDBP) /. *(SDBP) /s
AP =TT (S0 + S ) + 4 ko))

beC(v)\{c}
SDBP SDBP) /..
= IT (67 + s S0 i) )
beC(v)\{c}
+(SDBP) +(SDBP) SDBP
- H (pb(—m (lk) _I— b—)v (le)) + H b—)v IJk)
beC(v)\{c} beC(v)\{c}
norm(PTP norm(PTP) norm(PTP) /..
=TT (w6 + s ) + ™ i) )
beC(v)\{c}
norm(PTP norm(PTP) /..
- IT (A6 + s i) )
beC(v)\{c}
norm(PTP) norm(PTP) norm(PTP) /e
- H <pb—>v (lk) _'_ b—>v ( (ljk)> + H pb—)v ( )<1Jk)
beC(v)\{c} beC(v)\{c}
= AZD3).

Similarly, we can prove that®>>" (ij, ijk) = AT (ij) and ASDEP) (5jk, ijk) = AT (ijk).
It then follows that the left correspondence holds.
Now we prove that if the left correspondence holds, then thbkt rcorrespondence holds.

Suppose that the left correspondence holds, then we have

pronr TR (55) =« plPTP (i)
o norm(PTP)
= Ay oy e(K)

_ (PTP)
=« (5 'ch)\{v}ec(k»
SDBP)
= ap- A%/(c \{v}—)c(k ijk)
wherea =1/3 ", - PP () and B =1/ D e () VO o} )\‘f(?z) (t). We also have

N{v}—c

PSR = 0 AT e (K k).

V(e)\{v}—ec
Since bothp:5Y%") and pro®™) are normalized, it must hold that3 = §. This in-
dicates thatpr%o ™™ (3j) = p:0"")(ij). Following a similar procedure, one can show that

promPTR) (55k) = prGPBP)(3jk). This implies that the right correspondence holds.

At this point, we have established the correspondence leetwassed messages in PTP and
those in SDBP.
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Now we will prove the summary correspondence (namely, tha@) to [139)).

SPPRG) =TT (o SOPP ) + prSPPP) (k) + S0P i) )
ceC(v)

- T ) + S )
ceC(v)

(p:SPBP) (1K) + pxEDBP) (ijk)) + H p: DB (ijk)

ceC(v) ceC(v
=TT (™) + oo™ i) + 2321 TP ijk)
ceC(v)
- H (P TP ) + oy T (1))
ceC(v
- H (2™ (i) 4 plorm ™ ik)) + [T Ao ik
ceC(v ceC(v)
_mg)

Similarly, we can prove that SDBP)( ij) = uf) )(13) and/,L (SDBP) (1Jk) = /J,UPTP (ijk). This
proves the summary correspondence.

[

At this end, it should be convincing that the state-decagplcondition is an important
ingredient in the reduction of BP to PTP. It is worth notingttin the case ok-SAT problems,
this condition can be imposed simply by the initializatidnB&® messages. However in the case
of 3-COL problems, one needs to manually impose this conditioragh iteration, namely,
carrying out SDBP instead of BP, so as to arrive at an equicaléo PTP messages. This extra
complexity involved in3-COL problems then suggests that 8COL problems, PTP and hence
SP are not a special case of BP. Thus at this end, one may derntlat SP is not BP for general
CSPs.

Now it remains to investigate, for general CSPs, whetherstiage-decoupling condition is
sufficient for PTP or weighted PTP to reduce from BP, or edaivity whetherandwhenPTP
and weighted PTP are SDBP.
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D. The Reduction of Weighted PTP from SDBP for General CSPs

Up to this point, we see that the state-decoupling condtiatically governs the reduction of
BP to PTP (or weighted PTP) far-SAT problems an@-COL problems. In this subsection, we
will however show that the state-decoupling condition i$ swfficient for BP (more precisely
SDBP) to reduce to PTP and that an additional condition isie&en the general context.

Definition 4 (Forceable Token)For any(v — c), we say that a token, € (x*)'"’ is forceable

by T'. if there exists a rectangle [[ ¢, onV(c)\ {v} such thafF. [T tu] =t.
ueV(c)\{v} ueV(c)\{v}

We will denote byF.(v) the set of all tokens on that are forceable by.. Let A.(v) :=
User.w t- SinceA.(v) =F, (Huev(c)\{v} (X*){“}>, it follows that.4,.(v) is always forceable. In
fact, it is easy to see thad.(v) is the “largest” forceable token omby I'. — in the sense of
containing all other forceable tokens as its subsets — duketanonotonicity off.(-).

In k-SAT problems, for anyv — ¢), it is easy to see thaf.(v) = {x,L}, and A.(v) = *.
In 3-COL problems, for any(v — ¢), it is easy to see thafF.(v) = {123,12,23,13}, and
A.(v) =123.

For any(c — v), let A..(v) be defined by

Aew)=" (] Av).
beC(v)\{c}

Definition 5 (Locally Compatible Constraint)A constraintl’. is said to be locally compatible
if for any v € V(c), any forceable token, € F.(v), any rectangle’ € F_! (¢,) on V(c) \ {v}
(whereF " (t,) is the set of all rectangleg, ) ,; on V(c) \ {v} such thatF,(yv )\ f}) = to)
and anyu € V(c) \ {v}, it holds that

Ao(u) C Fe (t, X tf\/(c)\{u,u}) :

We note that the local compatibility of a constraihtas defined above is not simply a property
of I'. itself. It also relies on the structure of all constraintattare distance-2 away froir. in
the factor graph.

Theorem 5:Let the set of obedience conditiondls, : v € V'} be given, where each € V'
corresponds to a coordinate of a CSP. Let both the MRF of thHe @&t specified vid (69),_(¥0)
and [71)) and the weighted PTP for the CSP be both parametbhyggw, : v € V'}. Then if
every constraint of the CSP is locally compatible, the SDBRved from the MRF is equivalent
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to the weighted PTP, where the correspondence is

norm(PTP *(SDBP
PO T o prGUPP).

Conversely, if such an equivalence holds for every choicgwf: v € V'}, then every constraint
of the CSP must be locally compatible.

Alternatively phrased, Theorefd 5 suggests that if the stat®upling condition is satisfied
in every iteration of BP, the local compatibility conditiamn all constraints is the necessary
and sufficient condition for weighted PTP to reduce from BPWe note that Theoref 5 only
refers to the equivalence of right messages. It is howevaigsit-forward to verify (as seen in
earlier proofs of equivalent results in this paper) thahtrigquivalence implies the summary
equivalence.

This theorem answers the questihenSP is SDBP in a general setting.

Proof:

Following the message-update rule of SDBP,

pi(EIBB”(sf,c) X Z [Sf,c =F, (S\L/(c)\{u},c)] H APDBE) (s 507 Fe (SxL/(c)\{u},c))
ST\ (v} e ueV (c)\{v}
= > | h=Fe(stenme)] 11 >
SV(\ (0} e ueV N} s o ey
Wy, Szl;,c ﬂ Szlj,b NF. (S‘I}(c)\{u,v},c X Szl)%,c)
beC (u)\{c}
[T 2560 (140)
beC(u)\{c}

Similarly following the message-update rule of weighted®PWwe have

P (tey) o > e = Feltvien=e)] | ] >,

v (e\{v}—e u€V ()\{v} Lo\ (e} —u
Wy tu—>c ﬂ tb—)u : H szum(PTP) (tb—>u> . (141)
beC'(u)\{c} beC'(u)\{c}

Identifying every right states’, in (I40) with tokent._,,, in (I41) and every left state]
(140) with tokent,_,. in ([I41), the only difference betweeh (140) and (141) is trgument
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of function w,. (We note that since botp;5>"" and pi% ™™ are normalized, the scaling

constant in[(140) and (1#1) are necessarily the same.) Weprmwe the sufficiency and necessity
of the local compatibility condition for the equivalencetween s "™ and p:50B") via the

following chain of two-way implications.

PSR o eI o €V (c)

=4 Wy, 8570 m S’l}l,%,b N FC (S‘L//'(C)\{u7’l)},c X S’l}jc) = Wy, 8570 ﬂ Sllj,b
beC(u)\{c} beC(u)\{c}

Yu e V(c) and every (s),, s\ (y..) in the support of [s, = Fe (st (o0 py.0) ]|
Vu € V(c) \ {v} and every choice ofC(u) \ {c}| tokens on{u}, {s, : b € C(u)\ {c}},

(PTP)
b—u -

g () sds | NFe (Shonuape X s0e) =[] st
beC(u)\{c} beC'(u)\{c}

Vv e V(c) and every (sl s ) Such thats?, € F.(v) and ¢ .0 € F2 ' (sh),

with eachs’, in the support of

vu € V(c) \ {v} and every choice ofC(u) \ {c}| tokens on{u}, {s],: b€ C(u)\ {c}},

with eachs)’, € Fy(u).

& ﬂ Sub S Fe (57 (o) funwpe X Suc)
beC(u)\{c}

Yo e V(c) and every (s),, s\ ) Such thats, € F.(v) and sy .. € Fo ' (sh),

’l)C’

Vu € V(c) \ {v} and every choice ofC(u) \ {c}| tokens on{u}, {s, : b € C(u)\ {c}},

with eachs), € Fy(u).

And ﬂ Ab(u) CFe (S\L//(c)\{u,v},c X Sf,c)
beC(u)\{c}

Vv € V(c) and every (s)'., st r).) Such thats’. € F.(v) and s{ ) (. € F2 ' (she),

and everyu € V(c) \ {v}.
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Ang ANC(U) CFe (S\[}(c)\{u,v},c X Sﬁc) )
Yo e V(c) and every (s),, s\ ) Such thats, € F.(v) and sp .0 € Fo ' (sh),
and everyu € V(c) \ {v}.

< Constraintl’. is locally compatible.

Thus

promPTR)  pSDBP) for every (z,,T,) € E(G)

< Every constraint’. is locally compatible.

[

Now it is easy to verify that for both-SAT and 3-COL problems, the fact that PTP or
weighted PTP can be reduced from BP with state-decouplimgliton imposed is due to the
fact that every constraint is locally compatible.

For k-SAT problems, as noted earlieF,.(v) = {L, x}. If we pick ¢, to be either token from
Fe.(v), then foranyt’ € F;'(¢,) and anyu € V(c)\{v}, it can be verified thek, (th(c)\{u,v} X tv) =
. This makesA..(u) C F, <th(c)\{u,v} X tv) always satisfied, independent of the factor graph
structure of the problem instance.

For 3-COL problems, as noted earlier, we ségv) = {123,12,23,13}. Suppose that is
the only other coordinate (excepj that is involved in constrainf'.. If we pick ¢, to be any
token from F.(v), thenF¥ (¢,) = 123. This again makesA..(u) C F* (t,) always satisfied,
independent of the factor graph structure of the problerants.

That is, in bothk-SAT and 3-COL problems, the structure of each local constralune
guarantees the local compatibility condition satisfied fagrg constraint, irrespective of how a
constraint interacts with other constraints (that areadis® apart) as is generally required in the
local compatibility condition. We generalize this fact metfollowing corollary — immediately
following Theoreni.b — which provides a sufficient conditiam SDBP to reduce to PTP without
relying on the interaction of neighboring constraints. E8Ps constructed with generic local
constraint by random factor graph structure, the corolfagy turn out to be useful.

Corollary 1: Let both the MRF of the CSP (specified Vial69),](70) dnd (7&}) the weighted
PTP for the CSP be parametrized by the sgmg: v € V'}. Suppose that every constraint
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is such that for any € V(c), any forceable tokem, € F.(v), any rectangle’ € F* (¢,) on
V(e) \ {v}, and anyu € V(c) \ {v}, it holds that

Fe (tv X t{V(C)\{U,v}) = (X*>{U} :

Then SDBP derived from the MRF is equivalent to weighted Riulere the correspondence
is

norm(PTP)

*(SDBP)
c—v °

cC—v

P

For completeness, we conclude this section by construetmgxample of CSP in which the
local compatibility condition is not satisfied by every ctrast.

Suppose that'. andI', are two of the constraints defining a CSP, and the factor graph
resenting the CSP locally obeys the structure shown in E[uBuppose that each variable of the
CSP has alphabet= {0, 1,2} and thaf"".. is defined as’, := {(0,,04), (0, 1), (1,,24), (24, 24) }-
Suppose thdt), is defined ag’, := {(0,,0,), (14, 1), (24, 1) }. Note thatF.(v) = {0,,12,,012,},
and it is easy to verify thatl...(u) = Ay(u) = F, (012,,) = 012,,. Now if we pickt, = 0,, then
we haveA..(u) € F.(t,) = 01,. Thus constraint’. is not locally compatible, and following
Theoren{b, PTP or weighted PTP can not be reduced from SDB#ifCSP.

With this example, we see that it is not always the case th&FS[3 SP.

VIlI. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper, we study the question whether SP algorithras-(meighted and weighted) are
special cases of BP for general constraint satisfactioblenas.

The first contribution of this paper is a simple formulatidnS® algorithms for general CSPs
as the weighted PTP algorithm. An advantage of this fornaras that it has a probabilistically
interpretable update rule which allows SP algorithms to é&ectbped for arbitrary CSPs.

The second and main contribution of this paper is the answéehé titular question in the

most general context. We show that in general, SP algorittansnot be reduced from the BP
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algorithm derived from the MRF formalism in the style of [1&hd [17]. Such a reduction is
only possible for certain special cases where the notiorssadé-decoupling condition and local
compatibility condition are both satisfied.

It is worth noting that our answer to whether SP is BP is onsfrieted to the MRF formalism
in the style of [15] or [[17]. Although this restriction is nabmpletely satisfactory, it appears
to us that such an MRF formalism is the most natural in lighthed natural correspondence
between the states in the MRF and the SP messages (namelgftrsthtes correspond to the
“intentions” of variables and right states correspond ® tommands” of the constraints). An
additional and perhaps even stronger justification of thRRAVIs its combinatorial descriptive
power as is elaborated in [15] fd-SAT problems, which — using the terminology of this
paper — captures the connectivity of the solution in the gpafcall “rectangles”. In fact, we
conjecture that further investigation of this perspectimay provide useful insights into the
algorithm design for solving hard instances of CSPs, wheth@&ot SP or BP is considered as
the choice of algorithm

Further we note that the BP algorithm has been understoodsps@al case of Generalized
Belief Propagation (GBP) [20]. In that perspective, BP mayderived from iterative minimiza-
tion of the Bethe-approximation of the notion of free end@f¥]. The framework of GBP allows
a variety of ways (unified under the notion of “region graphs’ approximate the free energy
whereby leading to a much richer family of BP-like algorithnGiven the results of this paper,
one may not want to exclude the possibility that certain ohaif free-energy approximation
allows the corresponding GBP to reduce to SP algorithmsdoegal CSPs. Research along that
direction may still be of interest.

As the final remark, however, the authors of this paper woikid 1o raise a philosophical
guestion, in light of the simplicity in the (weighted) PTRraulation of SP and, in contrast, the
complexity involved in reducing BP to SP: Should we attenopgeek a complicated explanation
for a simple algorithm? Does the simplicity of SP (underdtooterms of weighted PTP) imply
a more natural, simpler but very different underlying giaphmodel — beyond MRF — that

may better explain SP?

8In [@5], under the MRF formalism, Gibbs sampling-based apph has also been presented as an algorithm for solving

randomk-SAT problems.
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APPENDIX

We now present some results concerning the dynamics of SBdban the formulation of
PTP and weighted PTP. These results, although rather etargeshould help provide intuitions
regarding what PTP is doing in solving a CSP. We will starthwvitte deterministic precursor of
PTP, DTP.

A. On the Dynamics of DTP

We will refer to a subgraphd of factor graphG as afactor-subgraphof G if for every
constraint vertex. in H, all neighboring variable vertices df. in G are also inH. It is
apparent that factor-subgrapti is a factor graph representing a CSP involving precisely a
subset of the constraints . We will denote byC[H] the index set of all constraint vertices
in H, by V[H| the index set of all variable vertices i, and byI'y the set of all assignments
on V[H| that satisfy every constraitt,, c € C[H].

If factor-subgraph/ is a tree, it is also referred to adactor treeof GG. For any factor tred”
of G, we will denote byL[T] the index set of all leaf vertices @f. Since we have assumed that
factor graphG contains no degreé-constraint vertices, it is necessary that the leaf vertafes
any factor tre€l” of G are all variable vertices, i.e., tha{7| contains no index of any constraint
vertex.

Suppose thaf’ is a factor tree of factor grapty¥, U C V[T], andv € V[T]\ U. For any

rectanglet;; on U, define

R i) = (1< 60) ) )

It is easy to see that functiarf’~?(-) reduces t&?(-) introduced earlier, whefi’ contains a
single factor and/ is V(c) \ {v}.

Given a factor treél” of G and two vertices iril” indexed bya andb respectively, we will
introduce another notation of message index.— b, which indexes the message sent by the
vertex with indexa along its only edge that is on the path (if) leading to the vertex with
index b. For example, suppose that in factor tfEBgconstraint verteX'. has a neighbor of,
and is on the path from, to x, in 7', then message index—— v is equivalent tou — ¢, and

tor is equivalent tof,_,...
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A factor treeT" of G will be referred to as v, [)-tree of G if the variable vertex:, is in T,
every leaf vertex ifl” is distance2l from vertexz,, and all vertices inG that have distance to
x, no larger tharkl are contained iff". It is clear that given=, v € V' and a positive integel,
if a (v,1)-tree of G exists, it is unique. We therefore denote it By

GivenT! of factor graph(, factor treeT!__ of G is the subgraph of! induced by vertex:,
and all vertices ofl’ whose paths ta, (in T!) traverse through vertek.. On the other hand,
factor treeT . is the subgraph of’ induced by vertex:, and all vertices ofl}, whose paths
to z, (in T') do nottraverse through vertek,.

In what follows, we will use superscrigf) on a message to refer to the message inlthe
iteration.

Proposition 2: Suppose that > 1 and that factor tred” of factor graphG exists. Then in
iteration/ of DTP,

L[T}_ ]=v 1
tgl)v = Fqu;fc H t( 7211/76

UGL[TL ] U —r v

Proof: We will prove this result by induction oh

For the base case, we have

i, = F | T a2
ueV (o}

LT} )= (1)
= Fn H t

—c —c

ueL[T}

As the inductive hypothesis, suppose that the result of phigosition holds for a given

iteration numberl > 1. This implies specifically that for every € V(c) \ {v} and every

be Cu)\ {c},

o)

b—u

LT ,]—u 1
FTl ' H t( i)rl

u—>b u—>b
weL[T! ] WU
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Then

I+1 l
i) = N 6l
beC(u)\{c}
B LITY ]—u (1)
- m FTifb H t Tl
beC(u)\{c} weL[T!, ] w—u
A (1)
- FTfucc H t Tipe
WEL[T@J w—u
Finally,
FacE S S I | e
ueV(c)\{v}
J—- LITy , J—u )
= F. H FTiﬂ H t Tf#c
ueV(c)\{v} welLlT] , ] v —u
LT, ] —v 1
= Fpn I
weL[T!H] w—"
This completes the proof. [ |

Translating this results to summary tokens, the followieguit can be obtained immediately.

Corollary 2: Suppose that > 1 and that factor tred” of factor graphG exists. Then in
iteration/ of DTP,

() =Fp I,
weL[Tl) “ Y

The implication of this result is that on factor graph withfsuently large girth, DTP is in
fact very well-behaved: the summary token at any variahlen iteration/ depends precisely
on the initial tokens passed by variables that 2raway fromz,. Specifically, one may view
those tokens form a rectangle @ifi’'], and the summary token at, in iteration/ is precisely
the set of all assignments dm} that can makd';: satisfied, given the assignment &fi)] is
from that rectangle.

Now we develop some results of DTP that require no “local eoteness” in the factor

graph.
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Lemma 15:At everyv € V and for anyl,

th = () ¢ty
ceC(v)

Proof: Suppose that;, € tY. Thenz, € t,, for every c € C(v), by the definition of

summary messages. It follows that € ¢ for everyc € C(v). Thenz, € Moo, thse -

This shows that!) C ), e

On the other hand, suppose that € M..c(, e Thenz, € 1550 = Nyccwn i s

for everyc € C( ). It follows thatz, € tl(flw for everyb € C(v), giving rise to thatz, €
Noccw thse = - TAUS o, 50 C 1.

b—v T
o (1+1)
Thereforet,” = (.cc,) tose - [
Lemma 16:Suppose thaty is a satisfying assignment dn, namely thati satisfies[(ll). If
ive [I N tY.in some iteratiori, theniy € [T ¢\,
veV ceC(v) veV

Proof: The fact thati, € [ () t{.implies that for every € V andc € C(v), iv.q) €
veV ceC(v)

N t%e € t, and hence via the “monotonicity” of functioR,, F. ({#v.v(\}) C
ceC(v)

FC< I ﬁf)_w> = ¢9,.. Incorporating thatzy is a satisfying assignment, we see that

ueV (c)\{v}
#veqey € Fe ({Bvav@np }) C 1., for everyv € V ande € C(v). Thusiy.py € () 1, =
ceC(v)
¢ It then follows thatiy € [T t. m

veV
Proposition 3: Suppose thaty is a satisfying assignment and that the initialization of /DT

is such thatty.;,, € #M.. for everyv € V andc € C(v). Then in any iteratiori, the rectangle

I1 ! formed by the summary tokens contaiis.
veV

Proof: At iteration 1, the fact thaty.(,; € ¢M.. for everyv € V andc € C(v) implies that
iy € [Toey Neccqw toe- Followed by Lemmd 16, we havi, € [T, ¢t
As the inductive hypothesis, suppose we have € [], ., " at iterationl. At iteration

[+ 1, followed by Lemmd 15, we havey € [[,cy Neecw t%%). Then by Lemmd 164, €
Hvev 1()t+1)'
Therefore, this proposition is proved by induction. [ |

At this end, we have shown that if DTP is initialized to “caniag” a satisfying assignment,
then this assignment is contained in the rectangle formetidgummary tokens in all iterations.

That is, the solution of the CSP will never get “lost” during’ P iteration provided that it is



73

contained in the initial rectangle. This result (Propasif@) and Corollary 2 presented earlier

will become useful when we discuss the dynamics of PTP.

B. On the Dynamics of PTP and Weighted PTP

We now turn our attention to (non-weighted) PTP.

Denote byG! the factor-subgraph of; which contains all factors whose messages have
propagated to variable, by the end of PTP iteratioh That is,G! is the factor-subgraph af
that contains variable vertex, and all vertices whose distances:itp are no larger tharl. It
is apparent that if?! is a tree, then it is thév, ) factor treeT”.

Let I* be the smallest such that at least for onec V, T does not exist. Denoter, (1) :=
)(Fgg):{v}‘. That is, m,(l) is the number of assignments of variable that can make all
constraints inG!, satisfied. Clearlym,(l) is a non-increasing function df

We will first restrict the CSP to a “single-solution CSP”,.j.baving exactly one satisfying
assignment. We will denote this assignmentlorby 7y, .

Let [ be the smallest for which minm,(I) = 1. It is worth noting that such exists since
the CSP has precisely one solutionij besatisfy m (1) = 1.

Proposition 4: Let factor graphGG represent a single-solution CSP. Suppose that the initial-
ization of PTP is such that every left messa)é&c(t) is strictly positive for everyt € (x*)!*).

If [ < I*, then

2™ Oty = [t = {Bvegay})-

Proof: This result relies on Corollaryl 2.

First, [ < I* implies that(s, [) factor treeT}; exists. Then by Corollaryl 2, if DTP is initialized

such that the tokens sent from the leaveg'bform [] t(l)Tz

uEL[Tﬁ] u—2%

, then the summary token at

~ N_sp
in the it iteration isF-" 77 [ T+
T! o7t
v w€L[T!] u—%%

- ) L
Since v satisfiesm;(l) = 1, it is necessary thar;ETf’H I1 t(l)T[ is either token
v ueL[Tg} u—6

{Zv.1sy} or 0, which depends on the rectangle initialized.
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Now PTP onT};, with respect tor;, may be understood as initializingrandomrectangle

on L[T};] (the distribution of which is characterized by the produtttlee initial messages),
LT =0 )

Tl ’
and conditioning on the resulting token being valid (norpgnset). The fact that initial messages

transforming the random rectangle to random tokerv aia a functional mapping
of PTP are strictly positive assures that every rectanglé[mﬁ] has non-zero probability during
initialization. After conditioning on the resulting tokdreing valid, the tokeff is removed from
the allowed realization of the resulting token and thus trsilting token equalézy.(., } with
probability 1. This completes the proof. [ |

This result and its proof can be easily extended to a somelahgdr family of CSPs each
containing multiple solutions, as shown in the next proposi

Proposition 5: Suppose that in the CSP, there exist a coordinate V' and an assignment
Ty € (X*){”} such that every satisfying configuratiafn < I' satisfieszy.(,, = #,. If for some
integerl, T! exists andm;({) = 1, then

o™ D) = [t = {}).

The proof is similar to that for propositidd 4, which essaltjirelies on Corollary 2 and that
the local tree rooted at is large enough. Skipping the proof, we note that Propasilanay
be viewed as a special case of Propositibn 5.

Based on the results above, we provide some remarks congeitme dynamics of PTP and
argue intuitively how it solves a CSP.

1) Similar to what was argued in the proof of Propositldn 4e #ey insight regarding
what PTP is doing is that PTP updatesamdomrectangle whose sides are distributed
independently.

At the initialization stage, PTP defines a random rectanglé’pwhere the sides of the
random rectangles are treated as independent random learidb every iteration, PTP
maps this random rectangle to a new random rectangle in tleaving steps.
a) Apply a functional mapping defined by the right-messageate rule and the left-
message update rule.
b) Eliminate the resulting empty rectangles (via conditignon that each side of the

resulting random rectangle is not the empty set and re-riczatian).
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c) Take the marginal distribution of the resulting randowctaagle on each side variable,
and treat all sides as being independent random variahiés d€fines a new random

rectangle.

PTP iterates over these steps to continuously update tli®mamnectangle.

For single-solution CSPs, based on Proposliion 4, if tité of the graph is large enough,
at least one side of the new rectangle, after some iteratimt®mes deterministic, namely
the singleton set containing the correct assignment fdrvtiaable. This would allow the
decimation procedure to fix this variable to the correctgassient and reduce the problem.
Similar results hold for CSPs having more than one solutlmtsin which all solutions
share a single assignment on some coordinate. By Propotiin this case, when the
local tree rooted at that variable is sufficiently large, P¥iR find that variable and its
correct assignment. Of course, the condition of Propasiflcand that of Proposition] 5,
namely that there is a sufficiently large local tree rooted aariable and that the variable
only has one correct assignment, may not hold in reality. Asresequence, no side of the
random rectangle is deterministically a singleton. In tbade, the decimation procedure
must deal with this ambiguity — resulted from non-ideal ¢acgraph structure and the
complexity of the solution space — and make a good guess to V¥ariable.
Proposition’¥4 and Propositidd 2 also suggest that whengthph has large girth (and
when the solutions share one common assignment on someirtaie)d as PTP iterates,
the rectangles containing no solutions will be gradualineged from the sample space
of the random rectangle.

Propositio B implies that regardless of cycle structfréhe graph, all solution-containing
rectangles will be kept (possibly in a form of combining eather) over PTP iterations.
Combining_8) andl4) above, one may view each PTP iterasopeaforming a “filtering”
operation on the distribution of the random rectangle. Aes distribution of the random
rectangle evolves, the probability mass moves graduallgn biased to some solution-
containing rectangles. When the graph has large girth ant smordinate is in a “favor-
able” position (in a sense combining its location in the grapd its role in the solution
space), the summary message at this coordinate may becorealaterministically biased

to a singleton token, making decimation possible.
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Finally, we briefly remark on weighted PTP.

Similar to PTP, weighted PTP also updates a random rectahigieever, instead of using

a functional mapping, in step a) of the above procedure, ésus conditional distribution.

By examining the form of the obedience conditionals, it isiitive that comparing with PTP,

weighted PTP shifts the distribution of each side of the camdectangle more towards “smaller”

tokens on each coordinate. (Hefreis said to be smaller thatj if ¢, C t/.) This provides the

algorithm better opportunity to lead to some side of the camdectangle more deterministically

biased to a singleton.
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