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Abstract—Information Bottleneck (IB) is a technique to extract
information about one target random variable through another
relevant random variable. This technique has garnered significant
interest due to its broad applications in information theory and
deep learning. Hence, there is a strong motivation to develop
efficient numerical methods with high precision and theoretical
convergence guarantees. In this paper, we propose a semi-relaxed
IB model, where the Markov chain and transition probability
condition are relaxed from the relevance-compression function.
Based on the proposed model, we develop an algorithm, which
recovers the relaxed constraints and involves only closed-form
iterations. Specifically, the algorithm is obtained by analyzing the
Lagrangian of the relaxed model with alternating minimization
in each direction. The convergence property of the proposed
algorithm is theoretically guaranteed through descent estimation
and Pinsker’s inequality. Numerical experiments across classical
and discrete distributions corroborate the analysis. Moreover, our
proposed algorithm demonstrates notable advantages in terms of
computational efficiency, evidenced by significantly reduced run
times compared to existing methods with comparable accuracy.

Index Terms—Information bottleneck, relevance-compression,
semi-relaxed model, Bregman projection, convergence analysis.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Information Bottleneck (IB) theory, initially introduced

by Tishby [1], offers a method to extract relevant information,

represented by a variable Y , from an observable variable X ,

without using explicit distortion measures [2]. This extracted

information is represented by a bottleneck variable T , forming

a Markov chain Y ↔ X ↔ T . The primary goal of the IB

problem is to identify a bottleneck variable T that minimizes

I(T ;X) while keeping I(T ;Y ) above a prescribed threshold.

This concept is instrumental in characterizing the balance

between lossy compression rates and distortion thresholds

[3]. Specifically, given a source random variable X with

probability distribution PX , and a relevant variable Y with
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conditional distribution PY |X , the IB objective, also called the

relevance-compression function (denoted as RI), is defined by

R(I) := min
PT |X

I(T ;X), s.t. I(T ;Y ) ≥ I. (1)

The application of the IB theory extends widely, encom-

passing areas such as information theory [4]–[6] and machine

learning [7]–[9]. Hence, there is a strong motivation to develop

efficient numerical methods with high precision and theoretical

convergence guarantees. Despite its great importance, devising

numerical algorithms for the IB problem that possesses accu-

racy, efficiency, and convergence guarantees is not straightfor-

ward. The Blahut-Arimoto (BA) algorithm [1] was proposed

earlier to compute the RI function given a fixed multiplier,

which geometrically corresponds to the tangent slope [6] of

the RI curve. However, it needs to explore the RI curve by

sweeping through a range of the multipliers to compute R(I)
given a target I , which incurs a heavy computational cost

and causes instability around linear segments [10]. Besides,

when phase transitions occur [11], it becomes challenging

to characterize the information plane, since the number of

iterations for convergence will increase dramatically.

Recently, some attempts [12] based on the alternating direc-

tion method of multipliers (ADMM) [13] have been proposed

to solve the augmented Lagrange multiplier (ALM) problem,

whose convergence is guaranteed by introducing proximal

terms. However, due to the complexities inherent in subprob-

lem procedures, these methods demonstrate inefficiency and

numerical instability when implemented by gradient descent.

Hence, they are primarily suitable for addressing discrete

cases with limited scale. To enhance efficiency in numerical

computation, a method based on the optimal transport (OT)

approach has been proposed [14], which capitalizes on the

OT structure and employs the Sinkhorn algorithm [15], [16],

incorporating closed-form iterations for the computation of

the IB problem. Although the OT-based methods are efficient

and feasible to cases with large scale, its convergence is not

theoretically guaranteed.
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To address the aforementioned difficulty, in this work,

we propose an accurate, efficient and convergence-guaranteed

algorithm for computing the RI function. The proposed algo-

rithm is based on a new IB problem formulation by relaxing

the Markov chain and the inherent one-side marginal distri-

bution representations, for which we term it a semi-relaxed

IB model. Based on this semi-relaxed model, we develop an

algorithm which recovers the relaxed constraint by analyzing

its Lagrangian in an alternative manner. The descent value in

each iteration is precisely calculated and estimated through

the Pinsker’s inequality [2] with our proposed algorithm.

Moreover, each iteration step only involves a closed-form

iteration and the convergence of our algorithm is theoretically

guaranteed. Numerical experiments show that the proposed

method is more efficient and accurate than other existing

methods. Besides, our method is still efficient and robust in

the examples with phase transition phenomena and in some

data-driven cases in supervised classification scenarios [17],

[18], where the predicted random variable is a deterministic

function of the input observation variable.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Consider a discrete memoryless source X ∈ X with a

representation T ∈ T , and a relevant variable Y ∈ Y , where

X = {x1, · · · , xM}, T = {t1, · · · , tN}, Y = {y1, · · · , yK}.
The variables Y ↔ X ↔ T form a Markov chain, i.e.,

PY |T (yk|tj) =
∑M

i=1 PT |X(tj | xi)PY |X(yk | xi)PX(xi)

PT (tj)
,

where PT (tj) :=
∑M

i=1 PT |X(tj | xi)PX(xi) is the bottleneck

distribution PT defined via conditional probability. To simplify

the notation, we denote pi = PX(xi), ski = PY |X(yk|xi),

wji = PT |X(tj |xi), qk = PY (yk) and Î = I+
∑K

k=1 qk log qk.

Then, the RI function defined in (1) can be written as

min
w

M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piwji log
wji

∑M

i′=1 pi′wji′

, (2a)

s.t.

N
∑

j=1

wji = 1, ∀i; (2b)

M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

K
∑

k=1

piwjiski log

∑M

i′=1 pi′wji′ski′
∑M

i′=1 pi′wji′

≥ Î . (2c)

The above problem is hard to solve due to the intricate

logarithmic terms involving the Markov chain and transition

probability conditions within the objective function and con-

straints. To address the aforementioned difficulty, a recent

work [14] proposed to solve the RI function as a constraint

optimization problem in a higher dimensional space, by intro-

ducing auxiliary variables rj = PT (tj) and zkj = PY |T (yk|tj)
to transform the Markov chain and the transition probability

conditions into additional constraints, thereby simplifying the

objective function. Then, the RI function can be written as

min
w,r,z

M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piwji(logwji − log rj), (3a)

s.t.

N
∑

j=1

wji = 1, ∀i;
K
∑

k=1

zkj = 1, ∀j; (3b)

M
∑

i=1

piwji = rj , ∀j;
N
∑

j=1

rj = 1; (3c)

M
∑

i=1

piwjiski

/(

M
∑

i=1

piwji

)

= zkj , ∀j, k; (3d)

M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

K
∑

k=1

piwjiski log zkj ≥ Î . (3e)

III. SEMI-RELAXED IB MODEL

Traditional methods, like the ADMM-based ALM method

[12], [19] and the OT-based method [14], solve the RI function

by considering the Markov chain and transition probability

condition as constraints of variables. However, these methods

exhibit limitations in computational efficiency when designing

algorithms, due to the consideration of these constraints when

analyzing the Lagrangian.

To simplify the formulation, we construct a novel form for

the IB problem in (3) by relaxing some constraints that are

implicitly contained in the model. In light of this development,

we delve into the original motivation behind considering the

problem’s formulation in a higher dimension space to obtain a

simple structure and relaxing the Markov chain and transition

probability constraints, leading us to propose a semi-relaxed

IB model, as follows:

min
w,r,z

f(w, r)
△
=

M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piwji(logwji − log rj), (4a)

s.t.

N
∑

j=1

wji = 1, ∀i;
K
∑

k=1

zkj = 1, ∀j; (4b)

N
∑

j=1

rj = 1;

M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

K
∑

k=1

piwjiski log zkj ≥ Î . (4c)

This formulation not only simplifies the structure of mutual

information constraints and the objective function, but also

reduces redundant constraints in the problem formulation

when relaxing the Markov chain and the transition probability

constraints from the IB model (3). Besides, we can prove the

equivalence of the solution for both the semi-relaxed IB model

(4) and the original IB model (3).

Theorem 1. The optimal solution to the semi-relaxed IB model

(4) is exactly that to the original IB model (3).

Proof. Assuming (w∗, r∗, z∗) is the optimal solution in (4),

it thus satisfies the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) condition. For

short, we denote the constraints in (4b) and (4c) as g1(w) = 0,

g2(z) = 0, g3(r) = 0 and g4(w, z) ≤ 0, and then we have

∇rf(w
∗, r∗) + η∇g1(r∗) = 0, (5a)

β∇zg2(z
∗) + λ∇g4(w∗, z∗) = 0, (5b)

where η,β and λ ∈ R
+ are the corresponding multipliers.

Noting that w∗
ij and sik are the conditional probabilities, we



can derive that η = 1 and βj = λ
∑M

i=1 piw
∗
ji. Substituting

these into condition (5), we obtain (w∗, r∗, z∗) satisfying

the relaxed conditions. Hence, (w∗, r∗, z∗) is also a feasible

solution to the original IB model (3). In this way, we have

shown that the optimal solution set to the semi-relaxed IB

model (4) is a subset of that to the original IB model (3). On

the other hand, the optimal solution to (3) is also a feasible

solution to (4). Since the objective functions are the same for

these two models, it is also optimal to (4).

IV. THE ALTERNATING BREGMAN PROJECTION

ALGORITHM

In this section, we propose a convergence guaranteed algo-

rithm for computing the proposed semi-relaxed IB model. Due

to the introduction of the Bregman projection [20] at one main

step and the alternating minimization framework, we name it

as the Alternating Bregman Projection (ABP) algorithm.

A. Algorithm Derivation and Implementation

By introducing the multipliers α ∈ R
M , β ∈ R

N , η ∈ R,

ζ ∈ R
+, the Lagrangian of the semi-relaxed IB model is

L(w, r, z; η,α,β, λ) =

M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piwji(logwji − log rj)

+

M
∑

i=1

αi

(

N
∑

j=1

wji − 1
)

+

N
∑

j=1

βj

(

K
∑

k=1

zkj − 1
)

+ η
(

N
∑

j=1

rj−1
)

+λ
(

−
M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

K
∑

k=1

piwjiski log zkj + Î
)

.

Our key ingredient is optimizing the primal variables w, r, z
in an alternative manner. Based on the Lagrangian of the

semi-relaxed model, we take derivatives with respect to the

primal variables w, r and z for its optimal expression, yielding

closed-form iterative solutions. As a result, the efficiency of

computations is ensured during each iteration, and the descent

value can be accurately estimated.

1) Updating w via its Dual Variables: Taking partial

derivative of L(w, r, z; η,α,β, λ) with respect to w, and

denoting dij = −∑K

k=1 ski log zkj as the metric for short,

we obtain the first order condition

∂L
∂wji

= pi(1 + logwji − log rj) + αi + λpidij = 0,

which implies wji = e
−

αi
pi

−1
e−λdijrj . Using the Bregman

projection into a polytope, we obtain

wji = e−λdijrj

/(

N
∑

j′=1

e−λdij′ rj′
)

, ∀i, j,

where λ is the root of a monotonic function G(λ) defined by

G(λ) :=

M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

dijpi

(

e−λdijrj

/(

N
∑

j′=1

e−λdij′ rj′
)

)

+ Î .

2) Updating r via its Dual Variable: The first order con-

dition yields

∂L
∂rj

= −
M
∑

i=1

piwji

rj
+ η = 0,

which implies rj =
(

∑M

i=1 piwji

)/

η. Substituting the ob-

tained expression into the constraint of r, we have

N
∑

j=1

(

M
∑

i=1

piwji

)/

η = 1.

Note that
∑M

i=1

∑N

j=1 piwji = 1, it implies η = 1. Then we

can update r under fixed w and z by rj =
∑M

i=1 piwji, ∀j.

This is actually the relaxed transition probability constraint.

3) Updating z via its Dual Variables: The first order

condition yields

∂L
∂zkj

= βj − λ
M
∑

i=1

piwjiski
zkj

= 0,

which implies zkj = λ
(

∑M

i=1 piwjiski

)/

βj . Substituting

this expression into the constraint of z, we have

K
∑

k=1

λ
(

M
∑

i=1

piwjiski

)/

βj = 1.

Considering that
∑K

k=1 ski = 1 implies βj = λ
∑M

i=1 piwji,

we can update z under fixed w and r by

zkj =
(

M
∑

i=1

piwjiski

)/(

M
∑

i=1

piwji

)

, ∀j, k.

This is actually the relaxed Markov chain condition.

After one iteration cycle, we finally update the metric d by

its definition, i.e., dij = −
∑K

k=1 ski log zkj after obtaining z.

For clarity, we summarize the procedure in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 The proposed ABP algorithm

Input pi = p(xi), ski = p(yk|xi), R, max iter

Output Minimal
∑M

i=1

∑N

i=1 piwji(logwji − log rj)
Randomly initialize w(0), r(0), z(0) and d(0), λ(0) ← 1
for n = 1 : max iter do

Find the root G(λ(n)) = 0 by Newton’s method

w
(n)
ji ←

(

e−λd
(n−1)
ij r

(n−1)
j

)/(

∑N

j′=1 e
−λd

(n−1)

ij′ r
(n−1)
j′

)

r
(n)
j ←∑M

i=1 piw
(n)
ji

z
(n)
kj ←

(

∑M

i=1 piw
(n)
ji ski

)/(

∑M

i=1 piw
(n)
ji

)

d
(n)
ij ← −

∑K

k=1 ski log z
(n)
kj

Return
∑M

i=1

∑N

i=1 piw
(n)
ji (logw

(n)
ji − log r

(n)
j )

Although the ABP algorithm shares some similarities with

the well-established BA algorithm, their conceptual frame-

works differ significantly. Specifically, the semi-relaxed IB

model is considered as a constraint optimization in the ABP

algorithm, rather than treating it solely as an unconstrained



objective function in the BA algorithm. This perspective allows

for a more flexible and efficient update scheme for the La-

grange multiplier, which in turn leads to improved convergence

properties and computational efficiency. In contrast, the BA

algorithm cannot compute R(I) directly with a given I .

Moreover, a pivotal distinction between the ABP algorithm

for the semi-relaxed IB model and the GAS algorithm [14]

for the IB-OT model lies in the relaxation of the Markov

chain and transition probability constraints. Nevertheless, the

proposed algorithm is able to recover the relaxed Markov chain

and transition probability constraints, which guarantees the

feasibility of the iteration points when solving the semi-relaxed

model in a higher dimensional space. This relaxation gives

rise to an innovative iterative scheme, wherein each variable

can be updated through a closed-form solution, ensuring great

efficiency and avoiding solving sub-problems. In addition, the

dual problem with respect to w can be solved accurately,

leading to a provably convergent algorithm, since the descent

can be estimated in each direction.

B. Convergence Analysis

In this subsection, we present the convergence analysis of

the proposed ABP algorithm for the semi-relaxed IB model

in computing the RI function. It is worth noting that the

descent of objective function between adjacent iterations can

be obtained, due to the closed-form expressions in our ABP

algorithm, which is the foundation of the convergence analysis.

Lemma 1. The objective function f(w, r) is non-increasing

during each iteration step, i.e.,

f(w(n), r(n))≤f(w(n), r(n−1))≤f(w(n−1), r(n−1)).

Moreover, we have a descent estimation of the objective

between adjacent iterations:

f(w(n), r(n))− f(w(n−1), r(n−1))

= −λ(n)
N
∑

j=1

r
(n−1)
j D(z

(n−1)
j ‖z(n−2)

j )

−D(r(n)‖r(n−1))−
M
∑

i=1

piD(w
(n−1)
i ‖w(n)

i ). (6)

Here vector wi denotes the i-th column of the matrix w, and

vector zj denotes the j-th column of the matrix z.

Proof. We calculate the descent in two steps. First, we have

f(w(n), r(n))− f(w(n), r(n−1))

=

M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piw
(n)
ji log

r
(n−1)
j

r
(n)
j

= −D(r(n)‖r(n−1)) ≤ 0,

which corresponds to the update scheme of r. Second, accord-

ing to the update rule of w, we obtain

−Î =

M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piw
(n)
ji d

(n−1)
ij =

M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piw
(n−1)
ji d

(n−2)
ij .

Next, we have

f(w(n), r(n−1))− f(w(n−1), r(n−1))

=

M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piw
(n)
ji log

w
(n)
ji

r
(n−1)
j

+ λ(n)
M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piw
(n)
ji d

(n−1)
ij

−
M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piw
(n−1)
ji log

w
(n−1)
ji

r
(n−1)
j

−λ(n)
M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piw
(n−1)
ji d

(n−2)
ij

=
M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piw
(n−1)
ji log

(

1
/

(

N
∑

j=1

e−λ(n)d
(n−1)
ij r

(n−1)
j

)

)

−
M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piw
(n−1)
ji log

(

w
(n−1)
ji

/

(

e−λ(n)d
(n−1)
ij r

(n−1)
j

)

)

− λ(n)
M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

K
∑

k=1

piw
(n−1)
ji ski log(z

(n−1)
kj /z

(n−2)
kj ).

The last equation is from
∑N

j=1 w
(n)
ji =

∑N

j=1 w
(n−1)
ji = 1

and the substitution of d
(n)
ij = −

∑K

k=1 ski log z
(n)
kj . Finally,

one has

f(w(n), r(n−1))− f(w(n−1), r(n−1))

=

M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piw
(n−1)
ji log(w

(n)
ji /w

(n−1)
ji )

− λ(n)
M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

K
∑

k=1

piw
(n−1)
ji z

(n−1)
kj log(z

(n−1)
kj /z

(n−2)
kj )

= −
M
∑

i=1

piD(w
(n−1)
i ‖w(n)

i )

− λ(n)
N
∑

j=1

r
(n−1)
j D(z

(n−1)
j ‖z(n−2)

j ) ≤ 0.

This step corresponds to the update schemes of w and z.

Therefore, the objective is non-increasing in each iteration,

and the estimation (6) is obtained.

Lemma 2. The objective f(w, r) is non-negative.

Proof.
∑N

j=1 rj = 1 yields log rj ≤ 0, and thus

f(w, r) =
M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piwji log
wji

rj
≥

M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piwji logwji

≥
M
∑

i=1

pi
(

N
∑

j=1

wji

)

log
(

N
∑

j=1

wji

)

= 0.

Hence, the objective f(w, r) is lower bounded by zero.

Since the objective function f(w, r) is non-increasing and

lower bounded, it must converge to a local minimum. More-

over, the descent estimation ensures the convergence of the

iterative sequence.

Theorem 2. The sequence
{

(w(n), r(n), z(n))
}

converges to

some local minimum (w∗, r∗, z∗).



Proof. From Pinsker’s inequality and (6), we have

f(w(n−1), r(n−1))− f(w(n), r(n))

≥ 1

2



λ(n)
N
∑

j=1

r
(n−1)
j ‖z(n−1)

j − z
(n−2)
j ‖21

+‖r(n) − r(n−1)‖21 +
M
∑

i=1

pi‖w(n−1)
i −w

(n)
i ‖21

]

≥ 0,

where ‖ · ‖1 denotes the L1-norm. Since {f(w(n), r(n))}
converges, we have

∞
∑

n=1

(

f(w(n), r(n))− f(w(n+1), r(n+1))
)

<∞.

The above bound gives
∑∞

n=1 ‖r(n) − r(n−1)‖ < ∞, and

thus {r(n)} converges. Similarly we have {w(n)} converges

and the iteration formula also yields that {z(n)} converges.

Hence, we denote (w∗, r∗, z∗) as the limitation of the se-

quence (w(n), r(n), z(n)). By taking the limit of the iterative

expressions in the ABP algorithm, we obtain that (w∗, r∗, z∗)
satisfies the KKT conditions. In fact, the iterations ensure the

feasibility of this limit point, and the inequality constraint is

satisfied by the multiplier λ∗, confirming that the limit point

meets the KKT conditions.

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

This section evaluates the efficiency and effectiveness of the

proposed approach by conducting numerical experiments over

classical examples. These experiments have been implemented

by Matlab R2022a on a Linux platform with 128G RAM and

one Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 5117 CPU@2.00GHz.

A. Accuracy and Efficiency on Classical Distributions

This subsection computes the relevance-compression func-

tion R(I) of two classical models, i.e. the jointly Bernoulli

model and the jointly Gaussian model formulated in [6].

For the jointly Bernoulli model, we set X ∼ B(0, 1/2),
Y ∼ B(0, 1/2) and X ⊕ Y ∼ B(0, e), where the summation

is defined modulo 2, 0 ≤ e ≤ 1/2. Let h be the entropy, i.e.,

h(x) := −x logx − (1 − x) log(1 − x). If I = log 2 − h(u)
where e ≤ u ≤ 1/2 is a parameter, then R(I) = log 2− h(v),
v = e+(1−2e)u. Here, we take the flip probability e = 0.15,

and the dimension is set as M = N = K = 2.

For the jointly Gaussian model, we set X =
√

SNR Y + S
where X,S ∼ N(0, 1), then

R(I) = −1

2
log

(1 + SNR)e−2I − 1

SNR
.

In our experiment, we truncate the variables into an interval

[−L,L], and discretize the interval by a set of uniform grid

points {xi}Mi=1, where xi = −L+(i−1/2)δ, δ = 2L/M . The

parameter is set as SNR=1, L=10 and M=N=K=100.

We compare the performance of ABP algorithm with that of

traditional BA algorithm. Moreover, we extend our comparison

with the GAS algorithm [14] which directly computes the

RI function as well as the ADMM based method for the

ALM problem of the RI function [12]. The computational

results are summarized in Table I, wherein each result has

been obtained by repeating the experiment 50 times. Due to

numerical instability problems encountered while employing

the ADMM algorithm [12] for computing the jointly Gaussian

model, the running time is not recorded in Table I. 1

TABLE I: Comparison among ABP algorithm, GAS algorithm,

BA algorithm and ADMM algorithm for classical distributions.

(I, λI)
Time(×10−2s)

ABP GAS BA ADMM

Bernoulli

(0.0626, 2.1478) 0.0781 0.402 1.83 0.703

(0.0910, 2.2118) 0.0419 0.114 0.926 0.291

(0.1254, 2.3113) 0.0884 0.307 0.764 0.208

(0.1662, 2.4800) 0.0275 0.028 0.406 0.396

Gaussian

(0.0400, 2.1817) 0.630 20.8 99.3 −

(0.0800, 2.4199) 1.492 18.2 95.3 −

(0.1200, 2.7444) 1.245 25.2 109.6 −

(0.1600, 3.2109) 2.533 25.8 108.8 −

(0.2000, 3.9357) 4.828 33.1 57.8 −

Notes: a) For Bernoulli case, we take I’s value corresponding to
u = 0.1, 0.15, 0.2, 0.25; b) The algorithm stops if the decrease of R with

respect to the previous step is within 10−6; c) For the BA and ADMM
algorithm, we search for the suitable λI adaptively if the error is within

10−4; it generally takes around 20 trials to find a suitable λI .

As shown in Table I, the ABP algorithm has a significant

advantage against traditional BA algorithm in computing time

for both models, resulting in the speed-up ratios reaching tens

and more. Additionally, our ABP algorithm also demonstrates

superiority in computing time over the GAS algorithm and the

ADMM algorithm with the same accuracy.

B. Convergence Behavior and Algorithm Verification

This subsection verifies the convergence behavior of the

ABP algorithm by evaluating the summation of residual errors

in the L1-norm within the KKT condition. Specifically, we

focus on the case where ABP algorithm is applied to compute

RI function of the jointly Bernoulli and Gaussian model with

different value I . In these two experiments, parameters are set

the same as the above, and the maximum number of iteration

is set as 3000. As shown in Fig. 1, the residual errors converge

below 10−9 in all tested cases.

C. Experiments on Iris Dataset

In this subsection, we conduct the ABP algorithm on a

real-world classification dataset: the Iris dataset from the UCI

learning repository [21]. We regard the observable variable X
as the sample, and the target variable Y as the classification

results. The joint distribution is set as the empirical distribution

1We utilized the code at “https://github.com/hui811116/ib-admm” to im-
plement the ADMM algorithm. Since the scale of jointly Bernoulli model
is limited (M = N = K = 2), we successfully obtain numerical results
reported in Table I. However, the scale of our jointly Gaussian model is much
too larger (M = N = K = 100) for ADMM algorithm to execute normally,
which may be due to numerical instability in gradient computations. Based
on the results of all tested cases, we believe that the ABP algorithm could
still be faster than the ADMM algorithm on a suitable scale.



Fig. 1: The convergent trajectories of the residual error for the

proposed ABP algorithm. Bernoulli (Left), Gaussian (Right).

derived from the Iris dataset. Specifically, we discretize the

product feature space in units of 1, count the frequency of

samples falling into each unit, and finally obtain the joint

empirical distribution after filtering zeros.
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Fig. 2: Comparison among the ABP, GAS and BA algorithm

for a scenario of a real-world dataset in classification task.

As illustrated in Fig. 2, both the ABP and GAS algorithms

successfully reconstruct the IB curve for this task. Notably,

the ABP algorithm demonstrates robustness even when the

threshold I is very high. In addition, the ABP algorithm ex-

hibits excellent numerical stability performance around points

with phase transition phenomena [10] and offers substantial

advantages in terms of computation time over other algorithms.

In contrast, numerical results of many thresholds I are missing

by the BA algorithm. We also utilize the open source code of

the ADMM to compute this task, but similar to before, some

numerical errors may occur when the dimensions of X and Y
are different, so the corresponding results are not plotted.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a semi-relaxed IB model, where

the Markov chain and transitional probability condition are

relaxed from the proposed model. Based on this model, we

design an efficient algorithm that turns out to recover the semi-

relaxed constraints in the model with theoretical convergence

guaranteed, by analyzing the Lagrangian of the relaxed model.

Numerical experiments demonstrate notable advantages of our

proposed method compared with other existing approaches.
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APPENDIX

A. Formulation and Algorithm for IR Case

Our semi-relaxed variant model for the IR case is given by

min
w,r,z

fIR(w, z)
△
= −

M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

K
∑

k=1

piwijski log zkj , (7a)

s.t.

N
∑

j=1

wij = 1, ∀i;
K
∑

k=1

zkj = 1, ∀j; (7b)

N
∑

j=1

rj = 1;

M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piwij(log
wij

rj
) ≤ R. (7c)

By taking the first order condition into the constraints, we

can similarly define the monotonic function

GIR(λ) =−
M
∑

i=1

pi log
(

N
∑

j=1

e−λdijrj

)

− λ
M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

pidij ·
(

e−λdijrj

/(

N
∑

j′=1

e−λdij′ rj′
)

)

−R.

We can solve the IR function by alternatively minimizing

the primal variables using the corresponding Lagrangian.

Then, we obtain the ABP algorithm for computing the IR

function, where the only change is the way of updating λ.

The proposed algorithm is demonstrated as Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 ABP algorithm for the IR function

Input pi = p(xi), ski = p(yk|xi), I , max iter

Output Minimal −
M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

K
∑

k=1

piwijski log zkj

Randomly initialize w(0), r(0), z(0) and d(0), λ(0) ← 1
for n = 1 : max iter do

Find the root GIR(λ
(n)) = 0 by Newton’s method

w
(n)
ij ←

(

e−λd
(n−1)
ij r

(n−1)
j

)/( N
∑

j′=1

e
−λd

(n−1)

ij′ r
(n−1)
j′

)

r
(n)
j ←

M
∑

i=1

piw
(n)
ij

z
(n)
kj ←

( M
∑

i=1

piw
(n)
ij ski

)/( M
∑

i=1

piw
(n)
ij

)

d
(n)
ij ← −

K
∑

k=1

ski log z
(n)
kj

Return −
M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

K
∑

k=1

piw
(n)
ij ski log z

(n)
kj

B. Convergence Analysis

In this section, we provide a convergence proof of our

ABP algorithm on computing the I(R) function, which is

analogous to the R(I) case. For convenience, we also denote

fIR(w, z) = −
M
∑

i=1

N
∑

i=1

K
∑

i=1

piwijski log zkj for analysis.

Theorem 3. For IR case, the objective fIR is non-increasing

during each iteration step, that is

fIR(w
(n), z(n))≤fIR(w

(n), z(n−1))≤fIR(w
(n−1), z(n−1)).

Proof. For the first inequality, we have

fIR(w
(n), z(n))− fIR(w

(n), z(n−1))

= −
M
∑

i=1

N
∑

i=1

K
∑

i=1

piw
(n)
ij ski log(z

(n)
kj /z

(n−1)
kj )

= −
N
∑

j=1

K
∑

k=1

(

M
∑

i=1

piw
(n)
ij

)

z
(n)
kj log(z

(n)
kj /z

(n−1)
kj )

= −
N
∑

j=1

r
(n)
j D(z

(n)
j ‖z

(n−1)
j ) ≤ 0.

For the second inequality, according to the update rule of w,

R=
M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piw
(n)
ij log

w
(n)
ij

r
(n−1)
j

=
M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piw
(n−1)
ij log

w
(n−1)
ij

r
(n−2)
j

.

So, we have

fIR(w
(n), z(n−1))− fIR(w

(n−1), z(n−1))

=

M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

[

piw
(n)
ij d

(n−1)
ij +

1

λ(n)
piw

(n)
ij log

w
(n)
ij

r
(n−1)
j

]

−
M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

[

piw
(n−1)
ij d

(n−1)
ij − 1

λ(n)
piw

(n−1)
ij log

w
(n−1)
ij

r
(n−2)
j

]

=
1

λ(n)

(

M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piw
(n)
ij log

1
N
∑

j=1

e−λ(n)d
(n−1)
ij r

(n−1)
j

−
M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piw
(n−1)
ij log

w
(n−1)
ij

e−λ(n)d
(n−1)
ij r

(n−2)
j

)

=
1

λ(n)





M
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

piw
(n−1)
ij log

w
(n)
ij

w
(n−1)
ij

−
N
∑

j=1

r
(n−1)
j log

r
(n−1)
j

r
(n−2)
j



 .

The last equation is because
N
∑

j=1

w
(n)
ij =

N
∑

j=1

w
(n−1)
ij = 1, and

the substitution of

w
(n)
ij = e−λ(n)d

(n−1)
ij r

(n−1)
j

/(

N
∑

j′=1

e
−λ(n)d

(n−1)

ij′ r
(n−1)
j′

)

.

Hence, we have

0 ≥ fIR(w
(n), z(n−1))− fIR(w

(n−1), z(n−1))

=− 1

λ(n)

(

M
∑

i=1

piD(w
(n−1)
i ‖w(n)

i ) +D(r(n−1)‖r(n−2))
)

.

Hence, the objective is non-increase.

Theorem 4. The objective is non-negative.



Proof. Since
K
∑

k=1

zkj = 1, we have log zkj ≤ 0, so

fIR(w, z) = −
M
∑

i=1

N
∑

i=1

K
∑

i=1

piwijski log zkj ≥ 0.

From the above two theorems, we have the objective is non-

increasing and lower bounded, hence it converges to a local

minimum. Moreover, a descent estimation of the objective is

ensured:

fIR(w
(n), z(n))− fIR(w

(n−1), z(n−1))

=−
N
∑

j=1

r
(n)
j D(z

(n)
j ‖z

(n−1)
j )− 1

λ(n)

(

D(r(n−1)‖r(n−2))

+

M
∑

i=1

piD(w
(n−1)
i ‖w(n)

i )
)

.

Similarly, we show the local convergence property.


