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Message-passing for Maximum Weight Independent
Set

Sujay Sanghavi Devavrat Shah Alan Willsky

Abstract—We investigate the use of message-passing algorithmschannel access and transmissions in wireless networks. Mes
for the problem of finding the max-weight independent set sage passing algorithms provide a promising alternative to
(MWIS) in a graph. First, we study the performance of the current scheduling algorithms.

classical loopy max-product belief propagation. We show tht . L . .
each fixed point estimate of max-product can be mapped in a Another, equally important, motivation is the potential

natural way to an extreme point of the LP polytope associated fOr obtaining new insights into the performance of exist-
with the MWIS problem. However, this extreme point may notbe ing message-passing algorithms, especially on loopy graph
the one that maximizes the value of node weights; the partidar ~ Tantalizing connections have been established betweem suc
extreme point at final convergence depends on the initializeon of algorithms and more traditional approaches like linear- pro
max-product. We then show that if max-product is started from . . .
the natural initialization of uninformative messages, it dways gramming (see [1], [2] [8] and refe_rences the_reln).V\(e adm§|
solves the correct LP — if it converges. This result is obtaied MWIS problem to understand this connection as it provides
via a direct analysis of the iterative algorithm, and cannotbe a rich (it is NP-hard), yet relatively (analytically) tratie,

obtained by looking only at fixed points. framework to investigate such connections.
The tightness of the LP relaxation is thus necessary for max-
product optimality, but it is not sufficient. Motivated by th is A. Our contributions
observation, we show that a simple modification of max-prodat ' ) )
becomes gradient descent on (a convexified version of) theau  In Section[ll we formally describe the MWIS problem,
of the LP, and converges to the dual optimum. We also develop formulate it as an integer progam, and present its natural LP
a message-passing algorithm that recovers the primal MWIS re|axation. We also describe how the MWIS problem arises in
solution from the output of the descent algorithm. We show wireless network scheduling

that the MWIS estimate obtained using these two algorithms . . . .
in conjunction is correct when the graph is bipartite and the !N Section[Ill, we first describe how we propose using
MWIS is unique. max-product (as a heuristic) for solving the MWIS problem.

Finally, we show that any problem of MAP estimation for Specifically, we construct a probability distribution wios
probability distributions over finite domains can be reduced to  MAP estimate is the MWIS of the given graph. Max-product,
an MWIS problem. We believe this reduction will yield new il is a heuristic for finding MAP estimates, emerges
insights and algorithms for MAP estimation. . .

naturally from this construction.

Max-product is an iterative algorithm, and is typically
executed until it converges to a fixed point. In Section IV
we show that fixed points always exist, and characterize thei

The max-weight independent set (MWIS) problem is thetructure. Specifically, we show that there is a one-to-oap m
following: given a graph with positive weights on the nodesetween estimates of fixed points, and extreme points of the
find the heaviest set of mutually non-adjacent nodes. MWifdependent set LP polytope. This polytope is defined only
is a well studied combinatorial optimization problem thaﬁy the graph, and each of its extrema corresponds to the LP
naturally arises in many applications. It is known to be NRsptimum for a different node weight function. This impliést
hard, and hard to approximate [5]. In this paper we investigamax-product fixed points attempt to solve (the LP relaxation
the use of message-passing algorithms, like loopy maxytodof) an MWIS problem on the correct graph, but with different
belief propagation, as practical solutions for the MWISkpro (possibly incorrect) node weights. This stands in conttast
lem. We now summarize our motivations for doing so, angs performance for the weighted matching problem [1], [2],
then outline our contribution. [9], for which it is known toalwayssolve the LP with correct

Our primary motivation comes from applications. Theveights.

MWIS problem arises naturally in many scenarios involving Since max-product is a deterministic algorithm, the partic
resource allocation in the presence of interference. Iftisno lar fixed point (if any) that is reached depends on the initial

the case that large instances of the weighted independgih. In SectioflY we pursue an alternative line of analyaig]

set problem need to be (at least approximately) solved divectly investigate the performance of the iterative altyon

a distributed manner using lightweight data structures. iself, started from the “natural” initialization of uniofmative
Section[1[-A we describe one such application: schedulingessages. Fot this case, we show that max-product estimates

exactly correspond to thigue LP, at all times — not just the
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max-product to make it as powerful as LP, in Secfioh VI wef G. If this is the case, we say that there isintegrality gap
develop two iterative message-passing algorithms. Thg firlsetweenLP andIP or equivalently that th&P relaxation is
obtained by a minor modification of max-product, approxtight.

mately calculates the optimal solution to the dual of the LP

relaxation of the MWIS problem. It does this via coordinatgroperties of theL P

descent on a convexified version of the dual. The second briefl fth -k . ¢
algorithm uses this approximate optimal dual to produce an'Ve now briefly state some of the well-known properties o

estimate of the MWIS. This estimate is correct when tH&®€ MWIS LP, as these will be used/referred to in the paper.

original graph is bipartite. We believe that this algorithn] N€ POlytope of theLP is the set of feasible points for the
should be of broader interest. linear program. An extreme point of the _polytope is one thf';\t
The above uses of max-product for MWIS involved posinﬁannOt be expressed as a convex combination of other points
the MWIS as a MAP estimation problem. In the final Sectioff' e Polytope.
IV we do the reverse: we show hoany MAP estimation  -émma 2.1:( [12], Theorem 64.7) Th&P polytope has
problem on finite domains can be converted into a Mwi&€ following properties
problem on a suitably constructed auxillary graph. Thisliesp 1) For any graph, the MWIEP polytope is half-integral:
that any algorithm for solving the independent set problem  any extreme point will have eacly = 0,1 or 3.
immediately yields an algorithm for MAP estimation. This 2) For bipartite graps th&P polytope is integral: each
reduction may prove useful from both practical and anadytic extreme point will haver; = 0 or 1.
perspectives. Half-integrality is an intriguing property that holds foPL
relaxations of a few combinatorial problems (e.g. vertexetp
Il. MAX-WEIGHT INDEPENDENTSET, AND ITS LP matchings etc.). Half integrality implies that any extramu
RELAXATION optimum of LP  will have some nodes set to 1, and all their
Consider a graptt: = (V, £), with a setl” of nodes and neighbors set to 0. The nodes setitavill appear in clusters:
a setE of edges. LetV (i) = {j € V : (i,j) € E} be the each such node will have at least one other neighbor also set
neighbors ofi € V. Positive weightsu;, 7 € V are associated to 1. We will see later that a similar structure arises in max-
with each node. A subset &f will be represented by Vvector product fixed points.
x = (z;) € {0,1}IV], wherex; = 1 meansi is in the subset | emma 2.2:( [12], Corollary 64.9a)LP optima arepar-
T, = 0 means: is not in the subset. A subsgtis called an t|a||y correct for any graph, an}LP Optimum x* and any
independent sét no two nodes in the subset are connected byodes, if the mass:? is integral then there exists an MWIS
an edge{z;, z;) # (1,1) for all (i, j) € E. We are interested for which that node’s membership is given by.
in finding a maximum weight independent set (MWIS). The next lemma states the standard complimentary slack-
This can be naturally posed as an integer program, denofgds conditions of linear programming, specialized for the
below by IP.  The linear programing relaxationof IPis MmwiS LP, and for the case when there is no integrality gap.
obtained by replacing the integrality constraintse {0, 1} Lemma 2.3:When there is no integrality gap between
with the constraints; > 0. We will denote the corresponding|p andLP, there exists a pair of optimal solutions= (z;),
linear program byLP. The dual ofLP is denoted below by ) — (\;;) of LP and DUAL respectively, such that: (a)

DUAL. x € {0,13", (0) @i (Zjeny Ny —wi) =0 foralli € V,
(€) (xi +z; —1)\j; =0, for all (4,5) € E.

n
IP: max E wW; Ty,
i=1

s.t. zi+x; <1 forall (i,j) € E,

A. Sample Application: Scheduling in Wireless Networks

We now briefly describe an important application that
z; € {0, 1}. requires an efficient, distributed solution to the MWIS prob
lem: transmision scheduling in wireless networks that lack
- centralized infrastructure, and where nodes can only commu
LP: max Zwixi’ nicate with local neighbors (e.g. see [15]). Such networks a
=1 ubiquitous in the modern world: examples range from sensor

st zitez; <1 forall (i) € E, networks that lack wired connections to the fusion centad, a

z; > 0. ad-hoc networks that can be quickly deployed in areas withou
coverage, to the 802.11 wi-fi networks that currently repmnés
DUAL : min Z Aijs the most widely used method for wireless data access.
(i,j)eE Fundamentally, any two wireless nodes that transmit at the
s.t. Z A > w;, forallieV, same time and over the same frequencies will interfere with

each other, if they are located close by. Interference means
that the intended receivers will not be able to decode the
transmissions. Typically in a network only certain pairs of

It is well-known thatLP can be solved efficiently, and if it nodes interfere. The scheduling problem is to decide which
has an integral optimal solution then this solution is an MWInodes should transmit at a given time over a given frequency,

JEN(3)
Aij >0, forall (i,7) € E.



SUBMITTED TO IEEE TRANSACTION ON INFORMATION THEORY 3

so that(a) there is no interference, an() nodes which (iii) Estimate max. wt. independent setb'*!) as follows:
have a large amount of data to send are given priority. In

ty H i
particular, it is well known that if each node is giverwaight xi(bi) =1 i bi(1) > bt(O)
equal to the data it has to transmit, optimal network openati z;(b;) =0 bi(1) < b;(0)
demands scheduling the set of nodes with highest total weigh z;(bh) =7 bi(1) = bL(0)
If a “ conflict graph” is made, with an edge between every o
@ grapn | " J W v efv) Updatet = ¢+ 1; repeat from (i) tillx(b*) converges and

pair of interfering nodes, the scheduling problemeisactly
the problem of finding the MWIS of the conflict graph.

The lack of an infrastructure, the fact that nodes often have
limited capabilities, and the local nature of communicatio For the purpose of analysis, we find it convenient to
all necessitate a lightweight distributed algorithm fotvgry ~ transform the messages and their dynamics as follows., First

the MWIS problem. define
m;_;(0)
A =log [ —=l 2.
l—»_] mz_)](l)

Here, since the algorithm starts with all messages beiralgtr
The classical max-product algorithm is a heuristic thaiositive, the messages will remain strictly positive ovay a
can be used to find the MAP assignment of a probabilifinite number of iterations. Therefore, taking logarithmais
distribution. Now, given an MWIS problem o = (V, E), valid operation. With this new definition, step (i) of the max
associate a binary random variab{g with eachi € V and product becomes
consider the foIIowing joint distribution: fox € {0,1}",

t+1 _ o t
p H 1{11+1J<1} H exp wlxz (1) 71_,_] - w; Z ‘Vkﬂz ) (2)
(i,4)E€E % kEN (i)—j L

where Z is the normalization constant. In the aboue,js Where we use the notatiofw); = max{z,0}. The final
the standard indicator functiorty,e = 1 and lgmee = 0. ©€Stimation step (iii) of max-product takes the followingrfo

output the converged estimate.

IIl. M AX-PRODUCT FORMWIS

It is easy to see thap(x) = +exp (>, w;z;) if x is an g _ ¢

independent set, and(x) = OZotherwzi':se. Thus, any MAP z() =1 it wi> Z Te—i 3)

estimatearg maxyx p(x) corresponds to a maximum weight kN

independent set of. zi(v') =0 wi < Y Y (4)
The update equations for max-product can be derived in keN (i)

a standard and straightforward fashion from the probabilit z;(yh) =? w; = Z v (5)

distribution. We now describe the max-product algorithm as KEN ()

derived fromp. At every iterationt each nodei sends a
message{m;_;(0),m;_;(1)} to each neighboy € N(i).
Each node also maintainskelief {b%(0),b%(1)} vector. The
message and belief updates, as well as the final output,
computed as follows.

Max-product for MWIS

This modification of max-product is often known as the “min-
sum” algorithm, and is just a reformulation of the max-

roduct. In the rest of the paper we refer to this as simply
ﬁue max-product algorithm.

IV. FIXED POINTS OF MAX-PRODUCT

(0) Initially, m l_}J (0) = mg_}i(l) =1 for all (i, §) € E. When applied to general graphs,_max product may either
(i) The messages are updated as follows: (a) not converge(b) converge, and yield the correct answer,
or (c) converge but yield an incorrect answer. Characterizing
- . when each of the three situations can occur is a challenging
m;2;(0) = max H mi,—;(0) and important task. One approach to this task has been to look
k#j,kEN (4) directly at the fixed points, if any, of the iterative proceglu
(see e.g. [7]). In this section we investigate properties of
e H mh_ (1) 3, fixed points, by formally establishing a connection to the
k5, kEN (2) LP polytope.
mﬁil‘(l) _ H mt_.(0) Note t.hat a set' qf messages is a fixed point of max-
J ke KENE) product if, for all (i,j) € F
(i) Nodesi € V, compute their beliefs as follows: . .
. . Yiwj = | Wi — Z Vk—i (6)
bj(0) = H my—i(0), keN (i) —j I

N (i . . . . .
RN The following lemma establishes that fixed points alwaystexi

bi(1) = H mj,_;(1 Lemma 4.1:There exists at least one fixed point such
kEN (i) thatv;; € [0,w;] for each(i,j) € E
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Proof: Let w* = max; w;, and suppose at time each
vi; € [0,w*]. From [2) it is clear that this will result in
the messages‘*! at the next time also having ea f] €
[0, w*]. Thus, the max-product update rdlé (2) maps a message
vectory! € [0,w*]?l into another vector if0, w*]?71. Also,
it is easy to see thakl(2) is a continuous function. Therefore
by Brouwer’s fixed point theorem there exists a fixed point
7 €0, U’*]Q‘E‘- B Fig. 1. This example shows that max-product fixed point maultein-

We now study properties of the fixed points in order toorrect answer even though LP is tight.
understand the correctness of the estimate output by max-
product. The following theorem characterizes the strigctfr
estimates at fixed-points. Recall that the estimate/*) for
nodei can be 0,1 or ?.

Theorem 4.1:Let v* be a fixed point, and lek(~*) =
(2;(v*)) be the corresponding estimate. Then,

1) If x;(n*) = 1 then every neighborj € N (i) has

zj(y*) = 0.
2) If z;(v*) = 0 then at least one neighbgre N (i) has
zi(v*) =1, . . . . )
: . . . Fig. 2. This example shows that max-product fixed point cad fight
3) If xZ(V*) =7 then at least one nelghbgre N(Z) has M8VIS even though I?P relaxation is not tight. P ’
zj(y*) =7

Before proving Theorerh 4.1 we discuss its implications.
Recall from Lemma[2]1 that every extreme point of th@ Figure[I¥, there is an integrality gap betwe&® and
LP polytope consists of each node having a value of O|f: setting eachr; = 1 yields an optimal value of 7.5 for
or 5. If all weights are positive, the optimum &P will have LP, while the optimal solution tdP has value 6. Note that
the following characteristics: every node with value 1 ol the estimate at the fixed point of max-product is the correct
surrounded by nodes with value 0, every node with value 0 WMWIS. It is also worth noticing that both of these examples,
have at least one neighbor with value 1, and every node witke fixed points lie in the strict interiors of a non-triviaigion
value 3 will have one neighbor with valug. These properties of attraction: starting the iterative procedure from wittihese
bear a remarkable similarity to those in Theofem 4.1. Indea@gions will result in convergence to the correspondingdfixe
given a fixed pointy* and its estimateg(y*), make a vector point. These examples indicate that it may not be possible to

y by sett}ng _ _ N . resolve the question of relative strength of the two procesiu
yi =5 if estimate fori is = z;(y*) =7 based solely on an analysis of the fixed points of max-product
yi=1 zi(7") = The particular fixed point, if any, that max-product con-

*

Try]z = Ql'h L impl hxi V'II)b_ .. verges to depends on the initialization of the messagesr eac
tth eITI’D eloielﬂl ('jmﬁ) les t g:r\:\”t € an extreme F’Or::“ fixed point will have its own region of convergence. In Sectio

orthe polytope, and also one thal maximizgsnevelg VI we directly analyze the iterative algorithm when started
function consisting of positive node weights. Note howevg{om the “natural” initialization of unbiased messages. As

that this may notbe the true weightsv;. In other words, ; ; ;
. . ! ; a byproduct of this analysis, we prove that if max-product
given any MWIS problem with grapl¥ and weightsy, each from this initialization converges, then the resulting éxgoint

max—pr_oduct fixed point represents the optimum of the LEstimate is the optimum dfP; thus, in this case the max-
relaxation of some MWIS problem on the same graphbut product fixed point solves the “correctP.

possibly with different weights. Proof of Theorem4]l1: The proof of Theoren{_4l1

'I_'he fact t_hat max-product estimates op_t|_m|ze a d|ffer_e 3llows from manipulations of the fixed point equatiofs (6).
weight function means that both eventualities are possib or ease of notation we replacg by 7. We first prove

LP giving the correct answer but max-product failing, angn

vice versa. We now provide simple examples for each one F following statements on how the estimates determine the
these situétions P P P relative ordering of the two messages (one in each direction

The Figure&1V anf1V present graphs and the corresponding > 9" edge:

fixed points of max-product. In e’ach .graph, numbers reptesen (V) =1 = i > Vi€N() (7)
node weights, and an arrow frofto j represgnts a message (V) =? = vinj =i VjeN(@) 8)
value of~;,; = 2. All other messages, which do not have _
arrows, have value zero. The boxed nodes indicate the orié above equations cover every case except for edges be-
for which the estimater;(y*) = 1. It is easy to verify that tween two nodes with O estimates. This is covered by the
both examples represent max-product fixed points. following

For the graph in Figur€1V, the max-product fixed point
results in an incorrect estimate. However, the graph isrbipa
and hencd-P will provide the correct answer. For the graph Suppose first that is such thatz;(y*) = 1. By definition

zi(y)=0andz;j(y) =0 = i =7-i=0 (9)
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(@) of the fixed point, (if any) are reached is determined by the initialization. In
this section we directly analyze the iterative algorithseit,
Viej Z Wi T Z Th—i as started from the “natural” initialization = 0, which
kEN () =] corresponds to uninformative messages
However, by [(B), the fact that;(y) = 1 implies that We show that the resulting estimates are characterized by
optima of thetrue LP, at every time instant (not just at fixed
w; — Z Vh—i > Vj—i points). This implies that, if a fixed point is reached, it lwil
keN () —j exactly reflect an optimum dfP. Our main theorem in this

Putting the above two equations together prolzes (7). Thefprgection is stated below. _
of @) is along similar lines. Suppose nowis such that ~ Theorem 5.1:Given any MWIS problem on weighted graph
z;(v) =?. By @) this implies thatw; = Zke./\/(i) vr—i, and G, suppose max-product is started from the initial condition

so from [8) we have that 7 = 0. Then, for any nodé € G.
1) If there existsany optimum z* of LP for which the
Yieg = Wi— Z Vk—i mass assigned tosatisfiess] < 1, then the max-product
keN (i) —j estimatez;(v) is 0 or ? for alleventimest.
Also, the fact thatz; () =? means that 2) If there existsany optimum z* of LP for which the
mass assigned to edgesatisfiesz] > 0, then the max-
wi — Z Ve—i = Vj—i product estimater; (') is 1 or ? for allodd timest.
keN (i)—j From the above theorem, it is easy to see what will happen if
Putting the above two equations together profzés (8). We n&i has non-integral optima. Suppose nads assigned non-
prove the three parts of Theoréml4.1. integral mass asomeLP optimumz*. This implies that and

Proof of Part 1):Let i have estimate;(v) = 1, and suppose Z* will satisfy both parts of the above theorem. The estimate
there exists a neighbof € N (i) such thatz;(y) =? or at node: will thus either keep varying every alternate time
1. Then, from [[¥) it follows thaty; .; > ~;_;, and from slot, or will converge to ?. Either way, max-product will Ifai
(@) it further follows thatvy; .; < ~;_;. However, this is a to provide a useful estimate for node

contradiction, and thus every neighboridfas to have estimate  Theorem[5.l also reveals further insights into the max-
0. product estimates. Suppose for example the estimatesmganve

Proof of Part 2): Let i have estimater;(y) = 0. Since !0 informative answers for a subset of the nodes. Theorem

w; > 0, @) implies that there exists at least one neighb®:J implies that every.P optimum assigns the same integral
j € N(i) such that the messagg_.; > 0. From [9), this mMass to any fixed node in this subset, and that the converged

means that the estimatg () cannot be 0. Suppose now thagstimate is the same as this mass. .
x;(~) =?. From [7) it follows thaty;_.; = v;_; > 0, and s0 The pro.of of this theorem rellgs on the computation tree
interpretation of max-product estimates. We now specify th
Yimj = Wi — Z Vi—i interpretation for our problem, and then prove Theofem 5.1.
keN (i)—j
Computation Tree for MWIS
The proof of Theoreni 511 relies on the computation tree

Vj—i = Wi — Z Vi interpretation [19], [22] of the loopy max-product estiesit

keN(i)—j In this section we briefly outline this interpretation. Farya

. . . nodes, the computation treeat time ¢, denoted byT;(¢), is
which violates [[#), and thus the assumption thaty) = 0. : . N RANAT
Thus it has to be that; (7) — 1. defined recursively as follow§;(1) is just the nodé. This is

Proof of Part 3):Let i have estimate:; (7) —?. Sincew, > the root of the tree, and in this case is also its only leaf. The

0, @) implies that there exists at least one neighpear\/ (i) tree T:(t) at timet is generated fronf;(¢ — 1) by adding to

_ . each leaf ofT;(t — 1) a copy of each of its neighbors i,
such that the messagg..; > 0. From () it follows that except for the one neighbor that is already preserifiift—1).

However, sincey;—.; = v;_;, this means that

Yij = Vji = Wj — ZW—’J’ Each node irl; is a copy of a node 7, and the weights of
[ the nodes il are the same as the corresponding nodes.in
The computation tree interpretation is stated in the follhgy

lemma.

Lemma 5.1:For any node at timet,

« z;(v") = 1 if and only if the root ofT;(¢) is a member

V. DIRECT ANALYSIS OF THEITERATIVE ALGORITHM of everyMWIS on T (#).

In the last section, we saw that fixed points of Max-product « z;(7*) = 0 if and only if the root ofI};(¢) is not a member
may correspond to optima “wrong” linear programs: ones that of any MWIS on T;(t).
operate on the same feasible seLRsbut optimize a different o z;(7%) =? else.
linear function. However, there will also be fixed pointsttha Thus the max-product estimates correspond to max-weight
correspond to optimizing the correct function. Max-prodsc independent sets on the computation trégg), as opposed
a deterministic algorithm, and so which of these fixed points on the original grapld.

Thusw; = 3, 7—;, which by [3) means that;(y) =?7. Thus
i has at least one neighbgmwith estimatez;(v) =7. [ |



SUBMITTED TO IEEE TRANSACTION ON INFORMATION THEORY 6

Example: Consider figurd_V. On the left is the original « One node: € SNI* but other nodg ¢ SNI. This means
loopy graphG. On the right isT,(4), the computation tree thatj ¢ I, because every neighbor éfin I should be
for nodeq at time 4. included inSN1I. This means that ¢ I’, and hence only
nodek € I’ for edge(j, k).

Thus’ is an independent set dfi(¢). Also, by Lemmd 52,
we have that
w(I') = w(I)

However, is an MWIS, and hence it follows thdt is also

an MWIS of T;(¢). However, by construction, roat € I,
which violates the fact that;(t) = 0. The contradiction is
thus established, and Part 1 of the theorem is proved. Part 2
is proved in a similar fashion. |
Proof of Theorenh 511 Proof of Lemma5)2:

We now prove Theoref 3.1. For brevity, in this proof we The proof of this lemma involves a perturbation argument
will use the notationi! = z;(~*) for the estimates. Supposeon theLP. For each nodg € G, let m; denote the number
now that part 1 of the theorem is not true, i.e. there existlenoof times j appears inS N I andn; the number of times it
i, an optimumz* of LP with x > 0, and an odd time at appears inS N I*. Define
which the estimate is! = 0. Let T;(¢) be the corresponding .
computation tree. Using Lemniab.1 this means that theiroot T = a"+e(m—n) (10)
is nota member of any MWIS of(t). Let I be some MWIS We now show state a lemma that is proved immediately
on 7T;(t). We now define the following set of nodes following this one.

Lemma 5.3:z is a feasible point fot.P, for small enough
€

I"={jeTyt): j¢1, and copy ofj in G hasz} > 0}

In words, I* is the set of nodes iff;(t) which are not in/, We now use this lemma to finish the proof of Lemmal 5.2.

and whose copies it are assigned strictly positive mass bySincez* is an optimum ofLP, it follows that w'z < w'z*,

the LP optimumz*. and sow’m < w’n. However, by definitionw'm = w(SNT)
Note that by assumption the rodte 7* andi ¢ I. Now, andw’n =w(S N I*). This finishes the proof. |

from the root, recursively build enaximal alternating subtree proof of Lemm&5]3:
S as follows: first add rootf, which is inI* —I. Then add all We now show that thisz as defined |nm0) is a feasible
neighbors ofi that are inI — I'*. Then add altheir nEighborS point for LP, for small enough_ To do so we have to check
in I* — I, and so on. The bUIldIng af stops either when it node Constraints;j > 0 and edge Constraint«sj +ap <1
hits the bottom level of the tree, or when no more nodes cgdt every edgdj, k) € G. Consider first the node constraints.
be added while still maintaining the alternating structiNete Clearly we only need to check them for agywhich has a
the following properties of5: copyj € I* N S. If this is so, then by the definitioi.{V) of
« S is the disjoint union of SN I) and (S NI*). I*, z7 > 0. Thus, for anym; andn;, makinge small enough
o For everyj € SN, all its neighbors in/* are included can ensure that? + e(m; —n;) > 0.
in SNI*. Similarly for everyj € SNI*, all its neighbors  Before we proceed to checking the edge constraints, we
in I are included inS N 1. make two observations. Note that for any ngdm the tree,
o Any edge(j,k) in T;(t) has at most one endpoint inj € SN then

(SN 1), and at most one iS5 N I*). o z} < 1,i.e.the mass} putonj by theLP optimumz*
We now state a lemma, which we will prove later. The proof s strictly less than 1. This is because of the alternating

uses the fact thatis odd. way in which the tree is constructed: a nogdm the tree
Lemma 5.2:The weights satisfyv(S N1I) < w(SNI*). is included inS N I only if the parenp of j is in SN I*
We now use this lemma to prove the theorem. Consider the (note that the root € S N I* by assumption). However,

set I’ which changed by flipping S: from the definition ofl*, this means that* > 0, i.e. the

p
parent has positive mass at th® optimum z*. This

! _ *
F=I-(Snh)+(SnI) means that:; < 1, as havingz; = 1 would mean that

We first show that” is also an independent set @(t). This the edge constraint, + 27 < 1 is violated.
means that we need to show that every edgé) in T;(¢) o j is not a leaf of the tree. This is becauSealternates
touches at most one node I There are thus three possible ~ between/ and[*, and starts with/* at the root in level
scenarios for edgéj, k): 1 (which is odd). Hences N I will occupy even levels
« j,k ¢ S. In this case, membership gfk in I’ is the of the tree, but the tree has odd depth (by assumption
same as i/, which is an independent set. $f k) has is odd).
at most one node touching. Now consider the edge constraints. For any edge), if the

o One nodej € SNI. In this casej ¢ I’, and hence again LP optimumz* is such that the constraint is loose — i.e. if
at most one ofj, k belongs tol’. x4z < 1 — then makinge small enough will ensure that
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z; + a1 < 1. So we only need to check the edge constraingd updated
which are tight atz*.

For edges withe + z; = 1, every time any copy of one t+1 o t
of the nodesj or ¥ is included inS N I, the other node is Ay = maxg O f ke/\/%:k;e-/\ik ’
included inS N I*. This is because of the following: if is Y
included inS NI, andk is its parent, we are done since this .
meansk € S N I*. So supposé is not the parent of. From Wi — N% ) A - (11)
keN(§),k#i

the above it follows thaj is not a leaf of the tree, and hence
k will be one of its children. Also, from above, the mass offhe )\ on all the other edges remain unchanged froro
J satisfiesz} < 1. However, by assumption’ +x; =1, and t+1. Notice the similarity (at least syntactic) between stadda
hence the mass ohis z} > 0. This means that the child dual coordinate descerif{11) and max-prodult (2). In essenc
has to be included it% N I'*. the dual coordinate descent can be thought of ascuential
It is now easy to see that the edge constraints are satisfibiitirectional version of the max-product algorithm.
for every edge constraint which is tight at, every time the  Since, the dual coordinate descent algorithm is designed so
mass on one of the endpoints is increasede lpecause of that at each iteration, the cost of tB&JAL is non-increasing, it
that node appearing if N I), the mass on the other endpoinalways converges in terms of the cost. However, the conderge
is decreased by (because it appears N I*). B solution may not be optimum becauB&JAL contains the
“non-box” constraintszjeN(i) Aij > w;. Therefore, a direct
usage of dual coordinate descent is not sufficient. In order
VI. A CONVERGENT MESSAGEPASSING ALGORITHM to make the algorithm convergent with minimal modification
. while retaining its iterative message-passing nature, & u
In Section[\¥ we saw that max-product started from thﬁarrier (penalty) function based approach. With an apjiater

naf[ure.\; _|n|t|al cond|t||_|on solves the corret:? at the fixed a}hoice of barrier and using result of Luo and Tseng [3], we
point, if it converges However, convergence is not guaranteedy find the new algorithm to be convergent.

indeed it is quit(_e easy_to construct examples where it witl no To this end, consider the following convex optimization
converge. In this section we present a convergent messa&%‘blem obtained frolDUAL by adding a logarithmic barrier

passing_ al_gorithm for finding the M_WIS of a graph. Itis bz_:\se]q)r constraint violations wittx > 0 controlling penalty due to
on modifying max-product by drawing upon a dual co-ordina olation. Define

descent and the barrier method. The algorithm retains the

iterative and distributed nature of max-product. The athor

operates in two steps, as described below. 9(e,N) = Z Aij | —€ Zlog Z Aij — Wi
)

ij)eE iev iEN(i
ALGO(z, 5, 61) (e st

Then, the modifiedUAL optimization problem becomes
(o) Given an MWIS problem, and (small enough) positive .

parameters, §, run sub-routineDESCENT(g, §) to ob- CP(e):  min g(e,A)

tain an outpu*® = (A7) (; ;e A% is an approximate subject to  \;; >0, forall (i, ) € E.

. gjua!( of t_he MWIS” problem. 0 ESTOSS 61 t The algorithm DESCENT(¢,0) is coordinate descent on
(i) Next, using (small enough > 0, use (A%, 01), to (), to within tolerances, implemented via passing mes-

; CP
produce an estimate for the MWIS as an output of thf'ages between nodes. We describe it in detail as follows.

algorithm.
DESCENT(e, §)

(0) The parameters are variables;, one for each edge
Next, we describddESCENT andEST, state their prop- (i,j) € E. We will use notation that\f; = \.
erties and then combine them to produce the following result The vector) is iteratively updated, witlt denoting the
about the convergence, correctness and bound on convergenc iteration number.
time for the overall algorithm. o Initially, sett = 0 and )\% = max{w;,w;} for all
(i,7) € E.
(i) In iterationt + 1, update parameters as follows:

A. DESCENT: algorithm o Pick an edgdi,j) € E. The edge selection is done

Here, we describe th®ESCENT algorithm. It is in- in a round-robin manner over all edges.
fluenced by the max-product and dual coordinate descent © For all (i',;") € E,(i',j) # (i,j) do nothing, i.e.
algorithm for DUAL. First, consider the standard coordi- A=A
nate descent algorithm fdDUAL. It operates with variables o For edge(s, j), nodesi andj exchange messages as
{Xij, (i, ) € E} (with notation\;; = \;;). It is an iterative follows:

procedure; in each iterationone edge(i, j) € E is picked
’ﬁii = | wi— Z /\}Sci J

1Edges can be picked either in round-robin fashion, or umifprat random. k#j,keN (i) i
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Then, there exists a unique limit poinf’ such that

t+1 t
A EUED DR
k4, K €N () . A=A < Aexp(—Bt), (13)
o Update)\f.;rl as follows: witha — "thiz andp — for some positive constant, B (which may depend on prob-
AL ' lem parameteg, andd). Let \* be the solution o€P (). Then,
J—?
lim A™0 = )\°.

N a+b+2e+/(a—b)?+4e? 520

v 2 ' Further, by takinge — 0, A° goes to\*, an optimal solution

(12) to theDUAL.
(i) Updatet = ¢+ 1 and repeat till algorithm convergeswe first discuss the proofs of two facts in Lemimal6.1: (a)

within § for each component lims_o A®° = A° is a direct consequence of the fact that if
(i) Output the vector\, denoted byA*-, when the algorithm W€ fan DESCENT alggnthm withs = 0, it converges, (b)
stops. the fact that ag — 0, A° goes to a dual optimal solutiok*

follows from [13, Prop. 4.1.1]. Now, it remains to establish
Remark. The updates inDESCENT above are obtained thﬁ Convergenc?l of th?ESCI':EbNTl(_&(S) alé:]C}rrlthm. 'gth W|||d
by small — but important — perturbation of standard dugl O’[Wtastha coro I?_W% result by tut(_) an Zerlg EJ]__ Tg(r’ er
coordinate descerff(lL1). To see this, consider the iteratap ° sfa:le e result in [3], some notation needs to be intreduc
in (I2). First, note that as follows.

Consider a real valued functiah: R" — R defined as
a+b+2e+/(a—0b)?+4e2 - a+b+2e+/(a—0)?
2 2
a+b+]a—0bl+2

2
= max(a,b) +e.

$(z) = P(Fz) + Y wir;,
im1

where E € R"™*"™ is anm x n matrix with no zero column
(i.e., all coordinates ot are useful),w = (w;) € R" is a
Similarly, given fixed vector, and) : R™ — R is a strongly convex

function on its domain
a+b+2++/(a—0b)?+4e?
2 Dy ={y € R™ : ¢(y) € (—00,00)} .

o atbt2e+ V/(a—b)? +4e(a —b) + 422 \e haveD,, being open and le?D,; denote its boundary. We

- 2 also have that, along any sequengesuch thaty, — 0D,
_ atbtla—b+4e (i.e., approaches boundary 6%,), ¥(y*) — oc. The goal is
2 to solve the optimization problem
= max(a,b) + 2e.
. minimize o(z)
Therefore, we conclude thdf {12) can be re-written as over sCX (14)
/\zlg;ul — Be+ max{ —Ge, | w; — Z x| In the above, we assume thatis box-type, i.e.,
kEN (i)\j n
g X = H[&,ui], li,u; € R.
i=1
wj_z)\Zj ’ * be th f all imal soluti f th bl
N\ Let X* be the set of all optimal solutions of the problem

o _ (I4). The “round-robin” or “cyclic” coordinate descent alg
where for somes € (1,2] with its precise value dependentithm (the one used IDESCENT) for this problem has the
on v}, 7;*). This small perturbation takes close to the following convergence property, as proved in Theorem 6)2 [3
true dual optimum. In practice, we believe that instead of
calculating exact value of, use of some arbitrarg € (1, 2] Lemma 6.2:There exist constants’ and 3 which may
should be sufficient. depend on the problem parameters in termgy,df, w such

that starting from the initial value®, we have in iteratiort

) of the algorithm

B. DESCENT: properties
o . d(z', X*) < o exp (') d(z°, X).
The DESCENT algorithm finds a good approximation to _ _
an optimum of DUAL, for small enoughe,§. Furthermore, Here,d(-, X*) denotes distance to the optimal set.
it always converges, and does so quickly. The following Proof of Lemmal6l1: It suffices to check that the
lemma specifies the convergence and correctness guarangeeslitions assumed in the statement of Lenima 6.2 apply in
of DESCENT. our set up of LemmA_8.1 in order to complete the proof.

Lemma 6.1:For givene,§ > 0, let X' be the parameter Note first that the constraints;; > 0 in CP(¢) are of
value at the end of iteratioh > 1 underDESCENT(e,d). “box-type”, as required by Lemnia®.2. Now, we need to show
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that ¢(-) satisfies the conditions thaf(-) satisfied in [I4). Let = be output ofEST(\*,0), andx* the unique optimal
By observation, we see that the linear paryin) is Zij Aij  MWIS. To establishz = x*, it is sufficient to establish
corresponds to the linear partdn Now, the other partig(-), thatx and \* together satisfy the complimentary slackness

which corresponds té (s, A\) where define conditions stated in Lemnia 2.3, namely
h 57)\ = _¢ lo Al — w;). (Xl) xl(ZJGN(Z) A:] - ’U}i) =0 for all 4 € V,
(&) ; g(je%i) ! ) (X2) (@; +x; —1)A}; =0 for all (4,5) € F, and

(x3) z is a feasible solution for th&P.
By definition, theh(-) is strictly convex on its domain which

is an open set as for any if From the way the cologray is assigned initially, it follows

that eitherz; = 0 or Zj Aij —w; = 0 for all nodesi. Thus
> Ay Lwi, (x1) is satisfied.

JEN (i) Before proceeding we note that all nodes initially colored

gray are correct, i.er; = x} = 0; this is because the optimal

x* satisfies (x1). Now consider any nodethat is colored

orange due to there being a neighbdnat is one of the initial

grays, and\;; > 0. For this node we have that; = z7 = 1,

then 2(-) 7 oo. Note that forh(-) — oo towards boundary
corresponding t \|| — oo can be adjusted by redefinirig-)
to include some parts of the linear term gi-). Finally, the

condition corresponding & not having any zero column in becausex* satisfies (x2). Proceeding in this fashion, it is easy

(I4) follows for any conne_qed grap_hl, which is of our mtere%% establish that all nodes colored gray or orange are assign
here. Thus, we have verified conditions of Lemma 6.2, an . .
values consistent with the actual MW1S.

h tablished th f 6f113). Thi letes thef
o?rllzer}n?nsaélzﬁils. ed the proof 6I{13) 'S completes therproo Now to prove (x2); consider a particular edgej). For

this, if A}, = 0 then the (x2) is satisfied. So supposg > 0,
butxz; +x; # 1. This will happen if bothe; = 2; = 0, or both
C. EST: algorithm are equal to 1. Now, both are equal to 0 only if they are both
The algorithmDESCENT yields a good approximation of colored gray, in which case we know that the actual optima
the optimal solution tdDUAL, for small values of: ands. i =z =1 as well. But this means that (x2) is violated by
However, our interest is in the (integral) optimumld?, when the true optimumx*, which is a contradiction. Thus it has to
it exists. There is no general procedure to recover an optim€ thatz; = xz; = 1 for violation to occur. However, this is
of a linear program from an optimum of its dual. However, w@lso a violation of (x3), namely the feasibility affor the IP.
show that such a recoveiy possible through our algorithm, Thus all that remains to be done is to establish (x3).
called EST and presented below, for the MWIS problem Assume now that (x3) is violated, i.e. there exists a subset
when G is bipartite with a unique MWIS. This procedure isE’ of the edges whose both endpoints are set to 1. Let
likely to extend for general? whenLP relaxation is tight and S1 C V1,52 C Va2 be these endpoints. Note that, by assump-
LP has a unique solution. In the followingj is chosen to be tion, S # 0,52 # (. We now useS; and S, to construct
an appropriately small number, ands expected to be (C|osetW0 distinct optima oflP, which will be a violation of our
to) a dual optimum. assumption of uniqueness of the MWIS. The two optima,
EST(), 6y) denoted: andz, are obtained as follows: in, modify x; = 0
T for all i € S; to obtainz; in  modify z; = 0 for all i € S
(0) The algorithm iteratively estimates = (z;) given A to obtainz. We now show that bothk and satisfy all three

(expected to be a dual optimum). conditions (x1), (x2) and. (x3).
(i) Initially, color a nodei gray and setz; — 0 if Recall that the nodes if; andS; must have been colored

S enri Nij > w; +6y. Color all other nodes witlgreen red by the algorithmEST. Now, we establish optimality of
anjdele(azli/e their values unspecified. and z. By construction, bothi and z satisfy (x1) since we

(i) Repeat the following steps (in any order) until no mord@ve only changed assignmentretl nodes which were not
changes can happen: binding for constraint (x1).
P . . . Now, we turn our attention towards (x2) and (x3) for
° l’f\lizhls/\?jriegirlﬂet:esrzt; Xftf g;zycr;?gfijmerajr\gé) andz. Again, both solutions satisfy (x2) and (x3) along edges

o if i is greenand someorangenodej € N(i), then E)i,j) € Lfsughéhgtz’ € Sl’tj € {.92 ortﬁlse th?nyOU;d ncl)t haveh
setz; — 0 and color itgray. een coloreded. By construction, they satisfy (x3) along a

) _ _ other edges as well. Now we show thatz satisfy (x2) along
(|_||) If any node isgreen sayi, setaz_:l- :_1 and color itred. edges(i, j) € E, such thati € Si,j ¢ Sa ori ¢ S1,j € So.
(iv) Produce the output as an estimation. For this, we claim that all such edges must haye = 0: if
not, that isA?; > 0, then eitheri or j must have been colored
) orangeand anorangenode can not be part &), or Ss. Thus,
D. EST: properties we have established that bathand Z along with \* satisfy
Lemma 6.3:Let \* be an optimal solution dUAL. If G'is  (x1), (x2) and (x3). The contradiction is thus established.
a bipartite graph with unigue MWIS, then the output produced Thus, we have established thatalong with \* satisfies
by EST(\*, 0) is the maximum weight independent set@f (x1), (x2) and (x3). Thereforey is the optimal solution of
Proof: LP, and hence of théP. This completes the proof. [ |
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Now, consider a version oEST where we check for that the number of nodes and edges are finite, there exists a
updating nodes in a round-robin manner. That s, in an it@rat 6 such that (a) and (b) are robust to noisejgh. Therefore,
we peformO(n) operations. Now, we state a simple bound ohy selection of smald; for such choice of, we find that the

running time ofEST. output of EST(\?, 6;) algorithm will be the same as that of
Lemma 6.4:The algorithmEST stops after at mosD(n) EST(A\*,0). This completes the proof. [ |
iterations.

Proof: The algorithm stops after the iteration in which no VII
more node’s status is updated. Since each node can be updated . o
at most once, with the above stopping condition an algorithm!n this section we show that any MAP estimation problem

can run for at mosO(n) iterations. This completes the proofiS equivalent to an MWIS problem on a suitably constructed
of Lemmal6.4. m 9graph with node weights. This construction is related to the

“overcomplete basis” representation [6]. Consider théofel

ing canonical MAP estimation problem: suppose we are given

a distributiong(y) over vectorsy = (1, ...,y ) Of variables
Before stating convergence, correctness and bound on cgp each of which can take a finite value. Suppose alsodhat

vergence time of theALGO(g, d,0;) algorithm, a few re- factors into a product of strictly positive functions, whiae

marks are in order. We first note that bdlESCENT and find convenient to denote in exponential form:

. MAP ESTIMATION AS AN MWIS PROBLEM

E. Overall algorithm: convergence and correctness

EST are iterative message-passing procedures. Second, when
the MWIS is unique DESCENT need not produce an exact (y) — 1 H exp (dalya)) = 1 exp Z balya)
dual optimum forEST to obtain the correct answer. Finally, it Z weA Z el

is important to note that the above algorithm always core®r
quickly, but may not produce good estimate wHem relax-
ation is not tight. Next, we state the precise statementisf t
result.

Theorem 6.1 (Convergence & Correctnes$he algorithm
ALGO(e, 6, 61) converges for any choice af 6 > 0 and for
any G. The solution obtained by it is correctd is bipartite,
LP has unique solution and § > 0,6, are small enough.

%Here a specifies the domain of the functiaf,, andy,, is
the vector of those variables that are in the domainof

he a’s also serve as an index for the functions.is the
set of functions. The MAP estimation problem is to find a
maximizing assignmerg™ € argmaxy q(y).

We now build an auxillary graplGN, and assign weights
to its nodes, such that the MAP estimation problem above is
Proof: The claim that algorithmALGO(e, 6, 4d,) con- equivalent to finding the MWIS .OG' Thefe Is one node in

G for each paina,y.), wherey,, is anassignmen(i.e. a set

verges for all values of, 9,91 and for anyG follows imme- of values for the variables) of domain We will denote this
diately from Lemmag 6l1, 6.3 anhd b.4. Next, we worry about

the correctness property. node OfG. by 6(a’yo‘).'~ 1
The Lemma[ 6]l implies that fof — 0, the output of There is an edge i6? between any two nodeXo, v, )

DESCENT(e, ), A0 — A, where \° is ,the solution of andd(az,y?2,) if and only if there exists a variable index

CP(e). Again, as noted in Lemma®.2* — \* ase — 0, such thgt _ o

where \* is an optimal solutidh of the DUAL. Therefore, 1) m is in both domains, i.em € oy andm € a,, and

givens > 0, for small enougle > 0 we have 2) the corresponding variable assignments are different, i
5 Ym 7 Y-
A=A < 3, foral (i,j) € E. In other words, we put an edge between all pairs of nodes that

correspond tdnconsistentassignments. Given this graph,

e now assign weights to the nodes. ket 0 be any number
* such thate + ¢, (y«) > 0 for all « andy,,. The existence of
such ac follows from the fact that the set of assignments and

We will suppose that the is chosen such. As noted in th
earlier the algorithm converges for all choicessofTherefore
by Lemmd®&.1L there exists large enoufisuch that fort > T,

we have 5 domains is finite. Assign to each nodé&v,y,) a weight of
A7 = | < o forall (i,j) € E. ¢+ da(ya): _

3n Lemma 7.1:Supposeq and G are as above. (a) Iy*

Thus, fort > T we have is a MAP estimate ofg, let * = {d§(a,y})|a € A}

. . 25 o be the set of nodes i that correspond to each domain
NG =N < 3, foral@j)e B (15) peing consistent withy*. Then,d* is an MWIS of G. (b)

. . Conversely, suppos&* is an MWIS of G. Then, for every
Now, recall Lemm4 GI3. It established that BET(A", 0) domaina, there is exactly one nod¥«, y}) included indo*.

produces the correct max. weight independent set as itsibu : . _
under hypothesis of Theorelm b.1. Also recall that the algtgurther, the corresponding domain assignmgyig o € A}

fithm EST(A", 0) checks two conditions: (a) whethaf, > 0 are consistent, and the resulting overall vegtoris a MAP

. . N : estimate ofg.
for (7,) € F: and (b) WhetherZiEN(i) Aij > wi. Given Proof: A maximalindependent set is one in which every

5 _ _ _ node is either in the set, or is adjacent to another node that
There may be multiple dual optima, and in this casemay not have a . . h Si iah . MWIS h b
unique limit. However, every limit point will be a dual optim. In that case, 'S 'n.t e set. Since weights are pOSItI\{e,_ any as to be

the same proof still holds; we skip it here to keep argumeintpls. maximal. ForG andq as constructed, it is clear that
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reduction of MAP estimation to an MWIS problem, sugges{o] S. M. Aji, G. B. Horn, and R. J. McEliece, “On the convenge
that the MWIS problem may provide a good first step in an of iter- ative decoding on graphs with a single cycle,”Rmoc.
investigation of this relationship. 1998 IEEE Int. Symp. Information Theoambridge, MA, Aug.

; ; ; 1998, p. 276.
Our novel message-passing algorithm and the reduction QI] J. YeF()jidia W. Freeman, and Y. Weiss, “Constructing e~re

MAP estimation to an MWIS problem immediately yields & gnergy Approximations and Generalized Belief Propagatibn
new message-passing algorithm for general MAP estimation gorithms,” in|[EEE Transactions on Information Theohol. 51,
problem. It would be interesting to investigate the power of Issue 7, pp. 2282-2312, July 2005.

this algorithm on more general discrete estimation problem(22] S. Tatikonda and M. I. Jordan, “Loopy belief propagatiand
Gibbs measures,” iVAl 2002.

1
q(y1,92) = - exp(61y1 + O2y2 + O12y192)
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