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Abstract

In this paper, we consider establishing a formal connection be-
tween two distinct tree-abstraction problems inspired by the
information-bottleneck (IB) method. Specifically, we consider
the hard- and soft-constrained formulations that have recently
appeared in the literature to determine the conditions for which
the two approaches are equivalent. Our analysis leverages con-
cepts from Lagrangian relaxation and duality theory to relate
the dual function of the hard-constrained problem to the Q-
function employed in Q-tree search and shows the connection
between tree phase transitions and solutions to the dual prob-
lem obtained by exploiting the problem structure. An algo-
rithm is proposed that employs knowledge of the tree phase
transitions to find a setting of the dual variable that solves
the dual problem. Furthermore, we present an alternative ap-
proach to select the dual variable that leverages the integer pro-
gramming formulation of the hard-constrained problem and
the strong duality of linear programming. To obtain a linear
program, we establish that a relaxation of the integer program-
ming formulation of the hard-constrained tree-search problem
has the integrality property by showing that the program con-
straint matrix is totally unimodular. Empirical results that cor-
roborate the theoretical developments are presented and dis-
cussed throughout.

1. Introduction

The ability to distill streams of information to identify the
most salient and relevant features, and removing, or discard-
ing, those aspects of the signal that are unimportant, or irrele-
vant, (i.e., abstraction) is considered a key attribute of intelli-
gent reasoning [1-3]. As a result, researchers within the arti-
ficial intelligence and autonomous systems communities have
considered the development of a number of frameworks that
both consider the design and deployment of abstractions in
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systems applications. However, despite the introduction of
many frameworks that leverage abstraction in various aspects
of autonomy, few approaches have emerged through the years
that consider the principled development and design of the ab-
stractions themselves.

To date, the use of abstractions in autonomous systems is
mainly motivated and considered from the perspective of de-
veloping systems that can tailor their (on-board) processing in
accordance with system resource constraints. For example, in
the artificial intelligence community, the works of [1,4] con-
sider the development of abstractions for planning, decision-
making, and problem-solving from a systematic perspective,
providing some insights into the foundations for what defines
an abstraction, especially with respect to their use in reduc-
ing the difficulty of obtaining solutions to challenging prob-
lems. In other work, such as [5-8], researchers within the
autonomous planning community have considered graph ab-
stractions (i.e., compression or reduction) in order to reduce
the number of vertices for which graph-search algorithms such
as Dijkstra or A* must visit, thereby reducing the computa-
tional burden of planning. In a similar line of research, the
authors of [9] consider the design of abstractions in environ-
ments containing semantic information (e.g., trees, grass, as-
phalt), and show how the resulting abstractions, in the form
of multi-resolution octrees, may be utilized in order to cre-
ate reduced (compressed) colored graphs to speed semantic-
constrained planning.

The use of abstractions in stochastic decision-making prob-
lems has also been well-documented [2, 10-12]. Of spe-
cific interest is [11, 12], where researchers within the bounded
rationality community consider the development of frame-
works for single-step and sequential decision-making in agents
that are subject to information-processing constraints. In
the aforementioned works, the authors employ ideas from
information-theory to model information-limited agents as
a reduced-capacity channel between states and actions, and
derive the analytical structure of optimal decision rules in
information-constrained Markov decision processes (MDPs)
and maximum expected utility problems. Abstractions arise
in the works [11, 12] as stochastic policies that become less
and less state specific as the agent’s information process-
ing capabilities become more and more limited, thereby re-
ducing the specificity to which the agent must localize itself
(i.e., determine which state it is in) when deciding how to
act. Information-theoretically inspired frameworks to model
information-limited decision-making have also been extended
to multi-agent systems [13, 14].
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Few frameworks have been developed that specifically fo-
cus on the principled design of abstract representations that
are amenable to autonomous planning, perception, and con-
trol. To address this shortcoming, the work by the au-
thors of [15-19] considers the development of information-
theoretically inspired frameworks for the emergence of hierar-
chical, multi-resolution, abstractions in autonomous systems.
More specifically, the work of [15-18] leverages ideas from
the information-bottleneck (IB) problem [20] and its vari-
ants [21], and draws connections between hierarchical, multi-
scale, tree data structures and signal encoders to develop a
new framework to generate abstractions for resource-limited
autonomous systems that are emergent from an information-
theoretic principle that is rooted in signal compression the-
ory. Interestingly, the problem introduced in [15] is a soft-
constrained, penalty-function-like, approach that likens the
original information-bottleneck problem, whereby the balance
between information-retention and compression in the result-
ing multi-resolution abstraction is specified by a trade-off pa-
rameter. In other related work, the authors of [16, 18] intro-
duce a hard-constrained version of the information-theoretic
abstraction problem, where the balance between compression
and information-retention is not specified in terms of a trade-
off parameter, but rather enforced as a hard-constraint that
alters the feasible set of the problem, thereby guaranteeing
that the resulting abstraction retains a desired level of task-
relevant information (or equivalently, achieve a desired level
of compression). The authors show that a solution to the hard-
constrained problem may be obtained by solving an integer
linear program, whereas a solution to the soft-constrained ver-
sion of the information-theoretic tree abstraction problem [15]
is obtained by means of an algorithm called Q-tree search,
which exploits the tree structure to tractably find an optimal,
multi-resolution, tree abstraction.

However, while these two approaches have been shown to
successfully generate abstractions for perception and plan-
ning in autonomous systems [9, 19], a clear connection be-
tween the two methods is not yet available. The importance
of establishing a connection between the two methods lies in
the guarantees furnished by the resulting solutions, which are
formulation-dependent. Specifically, consider, for example, an
agent who must design an abstraction for onboard storage or
for communicating with other agents across a capacity-limited
channel. In such a setting, the ability to design an abstrac-
tion satisfying hard-constraints is clearly useful due to the sys-
tem constraints. In contrast, the Q-tree search algorithm is a
tractable approach to obtaining multi-resolution abstractions,
but its solutions depend on the specification of a trade-off pa-
rameter, whose selection as a function of the hard-constraint
is not trivial. Thus, the development of a framework that al-
lows the trade-off parameter in Q-tree search to be selected as
a function of system-level specifications represented by hard
constraints is of great importance.

Consequently, the contributions of this paper are as fol-
lows. First, we develop a connection between the hard-
constrained, integer programming [16, 18] and the soft-
constrained, penalty-function-like [15] approaches to the

information-theoretic hierarchical tree abstraction problem.
To accomplish our goal, we employ concepts from relaxation
and duality theory and ultimately show that the dual function
of the hard-constrained problem may be written in terms of
the Q-function from Q-tree search. Then, having established
a formal bridge between the two problems that link Q-tree
search and the hard-constrained formulation, we propose an
algorithm that solves the resulting dual problem, thereby pro-
viding a means by which a setting of the trade-off parameter
in Q-tree search may be obtained as a function of the hard-
constraint in the integer programming formulation. Our algo-
rithm leverages tree phase transitions and delineates how they
are related to solutions of the dual problem. Lastly, we show
that Q-tree search may be realized as a linear program by con-
sidering a suitable relaxation of the hard-constrained integer
linear program. To achieve our goal, we show that the hierar-
chical tree constraint results in a matrix that is totally unimod-
ular, thereby providing another means by which the trade-off
parameter in the soft-constrained problem may be selected as a
function of the hard-constraints. In summary, this paper details
the precise connection between the hard- and soft-constrained
information-theoretic tree search problems that appeared orig-
inally in [15, 16, 18], and develops methods by which the value
of the trade-off parameter in the soft-constrained formulation
may be selected as a function of the hard constraint without
the need to solve a (potentially large) integer program.

2. Preliminaries

We begin with comments regarding our notation throughout
this paper. To this end, we take R to be the set of real numbers,
and for any integer n > 0 let R" represent the n-dimensional
Euclidean space; that is R = {(21,...,2,) : z; € R, 0 <
i < n}. For any vector x € R", we denote the i element of
x by [x]; for 1 < i < n. Given any x,y € R", the relation
x < y is to be understood component-wise: [x]; < [y]; for
t = 1,...,n. Moreover, for integer n > 0, we take R} to be
the collection of all n-dimensional vectors with non-negative
components; that is, R = {x € R" : [x]; > 0, 1 <1i < n}.
Similarly, for integers n > 0 and m > 0, the collection of all
m % n dimensional real-valued matrices is denoted R™*™, and
for any A € R™*", the entry in the i™ row and j" column is
denoted [A];; for1 <i<m,and1 < j <n.

To formulate the information-theoretic compression prob-
lems in the sequel, we require the specification of a probabil-
ity space. To this end, let (2, %, 1) be a probability space
with (finite) sample space (), o-algebra ¥ and probability
measure y. A random variable X : Q — R is a mea-
surable function with corresponding distribution (mass func-
tion) p(xz) = p({w € Q : X(w) = z}). We let the col-
lection of outcomes of the random variable X we denoted
OQx ={zeR: X(w) =2z, we Q}.

Given a random variable X, its Shannon entropy is defined
as H(X) = — >, cq, p(®)logp(z). The entropy of X is a
measure of the uncertainty in the outcomes of X, and depends
only on the distribution p(z) [22]. Thus, we will at times abuse
notation and write H (p) in place of H(X). For any two prob-



ability distributions p(«) and g(z) over the same collection of
outcomes, the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence is given by
Dxw(p(z),q(z)) = >_, p(z)log(p(x)/q(x)) [22]. Another
important divergence measure is that of the Jensen-Shannon
(JS) divergence [23], defined for a collection of distributions
{p1,...,pn} over the same set of outcomes as

n

Spn) = Y _[M];Dxw(pi(x), p(x)),

i=1

JSu(p1, - ey

where IT € R} are given weights satisfying 0 < [II}; < 1,
1<i<n 35 1] = land p(z) = 350, [H]ips (2).
Consider a random variable Y : Q@ — R with distribution
p(y). Then, the mutual information between the random vari-
ables X and Y is defined in terms of the KL-divergence as

I(X;Y) = Dkr(p(x, y), p(z)p(y))- 2)

The mutual information is non-negative, and is a measure of
the statistical dependence between the random variables X and
Y [22]. Importantly, the mutual information may also be writ-
ten as

I(X;Y) = H(X) - HX|[Y) = H(Y) - HY[X), ()

where H(X|Y) is the conditional entropy of X given Y de-
fined by H(X|Y) = =3,  p(x,y)logp(z|y).

In this paper, we will consider two problems that employ
ideas from the information-bottleneck (IB) method [20]. The
IB method is a signal-compression framework that consid-
ers the problem of forming a compressed representation 7'
of a signal X so that the compressed representation 7 is as
informative as possible regarding a third, relevance-variable
Y which contains the relevant information. The IB problem
assumes that the joint distribution is given by p(¢,z,y) =
p(t|x)p(x,y), which implies that the random variables X, Y,
and T satisfy the Markov chain conditions 7" <— X < Y and
T — X — Y (oftentimes denoted T' <+ X < Y). Given the
distribution p(x,y), the IB method seeks to design the com-
pressed representation 7' by designing a conditional distribu-
tion p(t|x) so as the solve the problem

min I(T; X) — BI(T;Y), (€))
where 8 > 0 is a non-negative parameter that trades the
importance of compression (i.e., minimizing /(7"; X)) and
information-retention regarding the relevant variable Y (i.e.,
maximizing I(T;Y)). For more information regarding the IB
method, the interested reader is referred to [20,24].

In this paper, we consider developing abstractions of the en-
vironment W in the form of hierarchical tree structures that
emerge as a solution to an information-theoretic signal encoder
problem that utilizes ideas from the IB method. To this end,
we assume that there exists an ¢ > 0 such that the grid-world
environment W C R™, is contained within a hypercube of side
length 2¢. A hierarchical tree representation of W is given by
T = (E(T),N(T)), which consists of a collection of nodes
N (T) and a set of edges £(T), the latter of which specify the
nodal interconnections [25].

The developments in this paper will be limited to hierar-
chical tree structures in the form of quadtrees, although the
analysis holds for other high-dimensional tree structures (e.g.,
octrees). With this in mind, we let 7< be the space of all fea-
sible, multi-resolution, quadtree abstractions of W, and take
Tw € T < to be the finest-resolution tree representation of W;
that is, the leafs of 7y, coincide with the finest-resolution cells
of W. Moreover, for any 7 € T <, we let Mear(T) be the
set of leaf nodes, Ny (7) be the collection of all interior (i.e.,
non-leaf) nodes, and, for any 0 < k < ¢, N3 (T) be the collec-
tion of nodes in the tree 7 at depth k. Moreover, for any node
t € N(T), take C(t) to be the collection of all immediate child
nodes of ¢, and let 7Zt) be the subtree of T rooted at the node
t; in other words, ’T(t) is the portion of the tree 7 € T< that is
descendant from the node ¢. For more information regarding
trees and subtrees, we refer the reader to [15,17].

Bridging the gap between trees and signal encodes, we note
that the source X in our problem are the finest-resolution grid
cells of W. Then, any tree 7, € T2 may be represented by
a corresponding encoder p,(t|x), where py(t|x) = 1 if and
only if the finest-resolution cell x € Meur(Tyy) is aggregated
to the node t € Near(7y) [17]. As a result, we may define the
information contained in the tree according to the function

Pt @)
pa(t)p(z)’

where Tj, : 2 — R is a compressed representation of X whose
outcomes are defined by the leafs of the tree 7, € 7< and
has distribution py(t) = >, pe(t|z)p(x). Similarly, we may
quantify the amount of relevant information contained in the
tree 7, € T< via Iy (T,), which is defined according to

Ix(T) = I(T; X) =Y py(t,z)log )

t,x

Iy(Ty) = 1T Y) = 3 palty)log ppq(#y) ©)
ty

«(t)p(y)’

where p,(t,y) = >, pq(tlz)p(z,y). Importantly, rela-
tions (5) and (6) can be written in terms of the interior node
set of the tree T, € T< as

Ix(T)= > Alx(s), )
s€ENm(Tq)
and
(T)= > Aly(s), ®)
56Mnl(7—q)

where ATx(s) and Aly (s) quantify the (non-negative) incre-
mental change in information contributed by the interior node
s. These incremental information contributions are, in turn,
given by

Aly(s) = ISu(p(yls), .-, p(ylsy,)), si€C(s), (9
and  Alx(s) = H(IT), where II =
[p(51)/p(s), - -, p(8|c(s))/P(s)]" and  the distributions

p(s) and p(y|s;) are computed from p(x,y) [17, p. 9]. For a
more detailed discussion regarding the connection between
hierarchical trees, signal encoders, and information theory, the
interested reader is referred to [15, 17].



3. Problem Formulation

Throughout, we will assume that the environment »V and dis-
tribution p(x, y), which specifies the statistical relationship be-
tween the source X (i.e., the finest-resolution cells of V) and
the relevant information Y, are both known. We consider es-
tablishing a formal connection between two problems. The
first problem, which we will call the primal problem is

v(D) =min{Ix(T): Iy(T) > D, T€T?},  (10)
where D > 0. Before proceeding, we have the following def-
inition which delineates the terminology we will employ with
respect to problem (10).

Definition 3.1. Let D > 0 be a given scalar. Then a tree T €
T2 is primal feasible, or feasible for short, if Iy (T) > D.
Moreover, the tree T* € T < is primal optimal if it is feasible
and Ix (T*) = v(D).

We will assume throughout that there exists a primal feasi-
ble solution, and that I(X;Y") > 0 (i.e., that the environment
contains some relevant information). The second problem we
consider is

f(B) = min{Ix(T) - BIy(T): T €T}, (1)
where 8 > 0 is a non-negative parameter that trades infor-
mation retention and compression, akin to the mechanism
of the IB problem (4). It is important to note that the
problems (10) and (11) are not equivalent to the standard
information-bottleneck (IB) problem (4). In contrast, the prob-
lems (10) and (11) leverage the IB principle to formulate a
tree (graph) compression problem where the objective is to
find a compressed representation of W in the form of a multi-
resolution tree (a discrete optimization problem). As a result,
the additional constraint 7 € 7< in (10) and (11) renders the
above problems unsolvable by methods developed for the 1B
problem or its variations.

Each of the above problems have appeared independently
in the literature. The hard-constrained problem (10) first ap-
peared in [16], where it was shown that the problem may
be realized as an (linear) integer program. More recently, a
detailed of discussion of (10) and its connections to integer
programming, multi-objective optimization, Pareto optimal-
ity, and (convex) linear programming relaxation was presented
in [18]. In contrast, the problem (11) was introduced prior to
the hard-constrained problem in [15], where the authors de-
velop an algorithm, called Q-tree search, that is guaranteed to
find an optimal tree solution to (11) for any value of 5 > 0. A
generalization of the problem (11) has been considered in [17],
where the authors develop a framework for multi-resolution
tree abstraction with respect to multiple sources of informa-
tion. Interestingly, in [17], the authors show how their general-
ized framework may be used to form semantically-information
driven multi-resolution tree abstractions for autonomous sys-
tems applications, and discuss how other IB-like formulations
over the space of trees can be recovered as special cases of the
generalized problem.

However, while the two problems (10) and (11) have both
appeared in the literature, the relationship between the two
is not fully understood. Specifically, it has not been estab-
lished if the two approaches to the information-theoretic tree
abstraction problem are equivalent or not; that is, if for every
value of D > 0 there exists a 8 > 0 so that the tree solu-
tion to the two problems are equivalent in terms of the trade-
off of information-retention and compression, and vice versa.
It is therefore our objective in this paper to formally estab-
lish whether the formulations (10) and (11) are equivalent and
what, if any, relationship exists between these problems.

The importance in establishing whether or not the two for-
mulations are equivalent is two-fold. Firstly, providing a rig-
orous understanding relationship between the two formula-
tions (10) and (11) furnishes a deeper understanding of the
benefits and drawbacks to each approach, and insight into
when one formulation is preferable over the other. Secondly,
an analysis into the two formulations (10) and (11) may give
rise to methods for the selection of 5 > 0 in (11) as a function
of the hard-constraint D > 0 in (10). As we will see, the selec-
tion of the trade-off parameter 5 > 0 so that the resulting so-
lution to (11) is feasible in the primal problem is challenging.
Consequently, the development of a method to select 5 > 0 as
a function of D > 0 would allow hierarchical multi-resolution
tree abstractions that are feasible in (10) to be obtained by em-
ploying search algorithms like Q-tree search [15] that do not
require solving a large integer program.

4. Relaxation and Duality Theory for Tree Ab-
stractions

In this section, we seek to establish a formal connection be-
tween problems (10) and (11), in addition to investigating
whether the two formulations are equivalent in our problem
setting (i.e., hierarchical tree abstractions). To do so, we will
leverage concepts from Lagrangian relaxation and duality the-
ory, and show how 8 > 0 in the problem (11) may be viewed
as a dual variable of the primal problem (10).

To this end, we note that problem (11) assumes that a value
of 3 > 0 is given, and does not explicitly depend on D > 0.
Instead, the problem (11) is generally solved for a variety of
[ to generate a family of abstractions that trade information-
retention and compression, whereby larger values of 3 result
with multi-resolution trees that are more informative regard-
ing Y than those obtained at lower S values. To establish an
explicit connection between D and (3, we introduce the dual
function [26-28] of the hard-constrained, primal problem (10)
with respect to the constraint Iy (7) > D given by

d(B) = min{L(T;B) : T € T<}, (12)

where

L(T;B8) = Ix(T) + B(D — Iy (T)). (13)

In (12) and (13), the non-negative variable /3 is called the La-
grange multiplier (or dual variable) associated with the con-
straint Iy (7)) > D. The importance of (12) is that, provided
that the values of 5 and D are given and fixed, the solution



to (11) is equivalent to the solution of (12), since the addi-
tional term, 3D, does not depend on the tree 7 € T<. As
a result, for given D and [, we may view (11) as a problem
akin to the problem (12), where the optimal value of (11) is
f(B) = d(B) — BD, but whose (tree) solution is the same
as (12) for all 5. Therefore, for fixed 8 and D, any algo-
rithm that provides a solution to (11) may also be employed
to solve (12).

It should be noted that the dual function (12) may be viewed
as a Lagrangian relaxation [27,29] of the primal problem (10)
with respect to the constraint Iy (7)) > D, since, for any D >
0 we have d(8) < v(D) for all 3 > 0. From the viewpoint of
Lagrangian relaxation theory, the multiplier 5 > 0 represents a
“price-to-be-paid" for violations of the constraint Iy- (7)) > D.
In this way, the problem (12) may be viewed as a relaxation
of (10) where the constraint Iy (7) > D is moved into the
objective with weighing parameter 5 > 0, and the subsequent
optimization performed over the entirety of 7< as opposed
to the trees in the set {7 € T< : Iy(T) > D} C T<
Consequently, solutions to (12) (or (11)) for a given value of
B > 0 need not be feasible in (10), and are therefore generally
not primal optimal.

In light of the above observations, it is clear that the choice
of 8 > 01is important in terms of the tree solutions obtained by
solving (12). Motivated by the observation that d(3) < v(D)
forall 3 > 0and D > 0, the dual problem [28,30] aims to
find a suitable setting of S > 0 by considering the problem

max{d(j3) : § > 0}.

Notice that for any 8* € argmax{d(8) : 8 > 0}, we
have d(8) < d(B8*) < v(D). The utility of the dual func-
tion (12) and corresponding dual problem (14) lies in the fact
that the former is a convex function of the dual variable 8 > 0
and that, as a result, the latter is a convex optimization prob-
lem [30]. Combining these observations with the fact that the
dual function (12) is a relaxation of the primal problem (10),
we note that the utility of the dual problem lies in replacing
a difficult-to-solve, non-convex and non-linear optimization
problem (10) with a convex one given by (14). However, it
should be noted that in order to employ (12) to solve the pri-
mal (10), we require that there exists a value of 5 > 0 so that
the tree solution to (12) is optimal in (10). As we will see, such
a value of the dual variable need not exist.

To this end, the inequality d(3) < v(D) < Ix(T) for all
> 0 and primal feasible trees 7 € T < is known as the
weak duality theorem [28, p. 149]. Furthermore, if there exists
B* > 0 such that d(8*) = v(D) then strong duality holds.
In contrast to weak duality, strong duality does not hold in
general. However, the following theorem provides sufficient
conditions for strong duality to be established.

(14)

Theorem 4.1 ([26]). Assume D > 0 is a given scalar. If the
pair (T*, 3*), where T* € TS, satisfies:

(i). T* € argmin L(T; 8*),

(ii). Iy(T*) > D and §* >0

(iii). §*(D — Iy(T*)) =0,

then T* is primal optimal, 8* is a solution to (14), and

() = v(D) = Ix(T™).

The conditions delineated by Theorem 4.1 are called the op-
timality conditions [26]. While Theorem 4.1 provides suffi-
cient conditions for strong duality to hold, we remark that the
converse of Theorem 4.1 is true if strong duality can be es-
tablished, for example via Slater’s constraint qualification in
convex programming problems [30, p. 226]. That is, if strong
duality holds, 7* € T < is primal optimal, and 3* is a solution
to (14) then conditions (i)-(iii) of Theorem 4.1 hold [26].

As we previously remarked, there need not, in general, exist
a setting of the dual variable 8 > 0 such that strong duality
holds. However, the important observation is that strong dual-
ity is a question of finding a value of 8 > 0 for a given D > 0
so that d(3) = v(D), since the converse is always true. That
is, for every 8 > 0 there will always exist a setting of D > 0 so
that strong duality holds. Before we state the theorem that for-
mally establishes this observation, we remind the reader that,
for given 8 > 0, the tree solution to the problem (12) does not
depend on D > 0.

Theorem 4.2 ([28, p. 163]). Let 3 > 0 be a given scalar and
assume Tz € T< is the corresponding tree solution to (12).
Define Dg = Iy (Tg). Then Tg is also an optimal solution to
the problem

v(Dg) = min{Ix(T) : Iy(T) > Dg, T € T2},
and d(B) = v(Dg) = Ix (7).

It should be noted that, with any tree 75 € T < obtained
according to Theorem 4.2, the pair (73, () satisfies (i)-(iii) of
Theorem 4.1, since, by construction, 7 € argmin{L(T; 3) :
T € T2}, Iy(Ts) = Dg, 8> 0,and B(Dg — Iy (Tg)) = 0.

The importance of Theorem 4.2 in our problem is that it
establishes that the problems (10) and (12) have equivalent so-
lutions (i.e., strong duality holds) for those values of D > 0
which can be obtained by solving (12) (or, equivalently (11))
for a given value of 8 > 0. Our objective now is to determine
whether strong duality holds in our problem for every value of
D > 0, not just those obtained in the manner delineated by
Theorem 4.2. To this end, we will next investigate the struc-
ture of solutions to (12) more closely to determine if the strong
duality property holds in our problem.

Recall that, since the tree solution to problem (12) for a
given value of 5 > 0 does not depend on D > 0, any method
that finds a solution to (11) can be employed to solve (12). The
above observation is more explicit if we write (12) as

d(B) = min{Ix(T) — By (T): T € T} +BD. (15)
A solution to the problem min{/x (7)) — BIy(T) : T € T<}
(i.e., (11)) can be obtained by employing the Q-tree search
algorithm [15]. To solve (11), the Q-tree search algorithm
prunes 7yy by traversing the nodes of 73y and employing a



node-wise pruning rule that relies on the so-called Q-function,
defined according to the rule: if ¢ € Ny (Tyy) then

Q(t;8) =
min{Alx(t) — BALy(t) + Y Q(;5), 0}, (16)

t'ec(t)

and where Q(¢; 3) = 0 otherwise (i.e., t € Meur(T1v)). Ob-
serve that, by definition, Q(¢;3) < 0 for all ¢ € N (Tw).
Q-tree search then builds an optimal solution to (11) by start-
ing at the root node of the tree 7y, and expanding nodes
t € Nin(Tw) for which Q(¢; 8) < 0 in a top-down manner,
leaving those nodes ¢t € N (Ty) with Q(t; 3) = 0 as leafs
of the resulting tree solution. The Q-tree search algorithm is
guaranteed to find an optimal tree solution to (11) [15].

Importantly, the value of the Q-function (16) may be related
to the value of the objective in (11). To show how this is pos-
sible, we require the following.

Lemma 4.3 ([15]). Let B8 > 0 be a given scalar, and t be
any node in N'(Tw). Then Q(¢; 8) < ZseN;m(T(t)) Alx(s)—

BAIy (s) for all T € T2. Moreover; there exits a tree T €
T < such that Q(t; B) = Zse/\/im(ﬁt)) Alx(s) — BALy (s).

See Lemma 1 of [15] for the proof of Lemma 4.3. What this
lemma says is that, for any node ¢, there exists a tree TeTe
for which node-wise the Q-value equals the sum of weighted
incremental information contributions of all nodes descendant
from ¢ in the tree 7. In addition, Lemma 4.3 states that, for
any other tree 7 € T <, the Q-value for the node ¢ is a lower
bound to the weighted incremental information sum over all
descendants of ¢ in the (alternative) tree 7. We now have the
following result, which relates the Q-function (16) to the value
of (11) as a function of 3.

Proposition 4.4. Let tr € N (Tyy) be the root node of the tree
Tw. Then

Q(tr; B) = min{Ix(T) — BIy(T) : T € T<}.
Proof. The proof is given in Appendix A. |

By employing Proposition 4.4, we note that we can write
the dual function (12) as

d(B) = Q(tr; B) + BD.

It is important to note that since the Q-tree search method com-
putes the Q-values according to (16) in a bottom-up manner
directly from the input data p(x,y) and W, the value of (17)
can be readily determined for a given value of 3 by querying
the root-node Q-value once the bottom-up pass is completed,
and therefore does not require solving an optimization prob-
lem. Moreover, a tree Tg € T2 that attains the value of (17)
for a given value of 5 > 0 may be obtained by executing the
Q-tree search algorithm. Furthermore, by applying Proposi-
tion 4.4 and (7)-(8) to (17), we see that the dual function (12)
in our problem may be written as

diB)= > Alx(t)+B(D -

t€Mm(7—B)

a7)

> AIv(t), (18)

te-/\[im(%)

where 73 € T < is the tree solution to (12) for the given 5 > 0.

Next, we introduce and discuss tree phase transitions, their
relevance to our problem, and develop an algorithm that lever-
ages the mechanism of Q-tree search for their computation.
We will then show the connection of tree phase transitions to
solutions of the dual problem (14) and utilize our observations
to establish that strong duality does not hold in our problem
setting.

5. Phase Transitions, Solving the Dual Problem,
and Connections to Greedy Search

In this section, we will utilize the ideas from the previous sec-
tion in order to develop an algorithm that computes the 5 > 0
value that solves the dual problem (14). The algorithm we
design exploits the structure of the dual function (12) via the
relations (17) and (18). Before discussing the development of
such an algorithm, we need to examine the Q-function (16) in
detail to provide greater insight into our algorithmic develop-
ments that follow.

A. Critical 8 values for Q-tree search

By inspecting (17), it is clear that the Q-values play an impor-
tant role in the structure of the dual function. To this end, in
this section, we discuss the Q-values in greater detail and de-
fine the concept of S-critical value that will play an important
role in the development of an algorithm to solve the dual prob-
lem (14). The following property of the Q-function is vital to
our later developments.

Proposition 5.1. The QO-function Q(t; ) is monotone de-
creasing with respect to . That is, if 1 > o then Q(t; 1) <
Q(t; B2) for all nodest € N (T ).

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix B. O

In light of Proposition 5.1, and the fact that Q(¢; 8) < 0
for all 5 > 0, we define the critical 5 value for each node

t € N(Tw) as

ift € ./\/im(Tw),

otherwise.

891 = {Sup{ﬁ >0:Q(t8) =0},
007

(19)
It should be noted that the critical 3 value defined in (19) is dis-
tinct from the critical 3 value discussed in [17]. More specifi-
cally, the authors of [17] define S-critical for any t € N'(Ty)

according to

Afx(t)
ﬂcr(t) — {Aly(t)

o0,

ift € Nine(Tw) and ATy (t) >

. " (20)
otherwise.

The critical 3-value defined in (20) is the value of 5 > 0 for
which ATx (t) — BAIy (t) = 0. However, the critical S-value
defined according to the Q-function in (19) captures the inter-
play of the one-step cost ATx (t) — BIy (t) and the effect of the
child Q-values Q(t'; 8) for t’ € C(t) on the value of S-critical.



As a result of Proposition 5.1, it follows that for each node
t such that B (t) < oo, the value of BE(t) partitions the
non-negative real line into two intervals; namely, the interval
[0, 88 ()] for which Q(¢; 8) = 0 and, the interval (5% (t), c0)
for which Q(t; 8) < 0. If, instead, 5% (£) = oo then all values
of 8 > 0 will result in Q(¢; ) = 0. To establish a connection
between 5% (t) and SB.(t), we note that, since Q(¢; 8) < 0 for
all t and 8 > 0, it follows that

Alx(t) — BALy (1)
> Alx(t) - BAIy () + D Q)

t'eC(t)

> Q(t; B), (21)

where the final inequality follows from the definition of
Q(t; B) in (16). Therefore, if ¢ is a node such that () <
0o, then we have Alx(t) — Bu(t)Aly(t) = 0, and so
Q(t; Br(t)) < 0. Therefore, by employing Proposition 5.1,
we conclude that ¢ (t) < Bu(t). Note that the above re-
sult can be straightforwardly extended to all nodes, as for any
node ¢ for which S (t) = oo, it straightforwardly holds that

BE(t) < Bult).

The observation that 8% (t) < fBe(t) provides additional
insight as to why Q-tree search is able to find solutions that
other methods to solve (11), such as a greedy one-step look-
ahead approach, are not able to. In more detail, a greedy
approach towards solving (11) expands nodes not according
to the Q-values, but rather with respect to the one-step cost
ATx(t) — ALy (t). Thus, a greedy approach to solving (11)
will traverse nodes top-down, identically to Q-tree search but
expand nodes t only if ATx(t) — Iy (t) < 0. While simple,
a greedy approach is known to not find an optimal solution
to (11) [17].

Both the Q-tree search and greedy approaches may be al-
ternatively viewed in terms of the node-wise 8% (¢) and Be(t)
functions, respectively, instead of the values of Q(t; 3) or the
one-step cost Alx (t) — SAIy (t). Namely, for a given value
of 3 > 0, the Q-tree search and the greedy approach will ex-
pand nodes ¢ that the algorithms reach for which 8 > % (t)
and 5 > P (t), respectively. From this point of view, we see
that, if for some node ¢ we have 8 > f.(t), meaning that
the node is expanded by the greedy approach, then it follows
that ﬁc(’? (t) < Bu(t) < B, and therefore the node is also ex-
panded by Q-tree search. However, if for some 5 > 0 both
algorithms reach a node ¢ that satisfies 5 (t) < 8 < Beu(2),
then the node will be expanded by Q-tree search but not by the
greedy search (see Section 6.1 of [17]). The above discussion
provides insights as to why Q-tree search is able to find trees
that are not obtainable by the one-step greedy approach and
furnishes a dual perspective of existing results, such as Theo-
rem 1 of [15] (i.e., that the tree returned by the greedy search
is a subtree of the tree found by Q-tree search). Next, we will
utilize these observations to develop an algorithm to solve the
dual problem (14).

B. Identifying Phase Transitions and an Algorithm to Solve
the Dual Problem

To develop an algorithm to solve (14) we will leverage our pre-
viously discussed observations, especially as they relate to so-
called phase transitions of the tree. Specifically, a tree phase
transition occurs when the tree solution to (11), or equiva-
lently (12), changes as a function of § > 0, as formalized
by the following definition.

Definition 5.2. For any 8 > 0, let Tg € T2 be a minimal
solution' to (11). Then 3 > 0 is a tree phase transition if

Nini(Ts) G Nim(Ts 1<),

holds for all € > 0. The set comprising all tree phase transi-
tions is denoted Bpr.

We may draw a connection between tree phase transitions
and the discussion in the previous section as follows. Namely,
Definition 5.2 establishes that a tree phase transition is a value
of § > 0 for which the tree solution to problem (11) when
the trade-off parameter has value 3 + ¢ is not the same as the
tree solution to (11) of the unperturbed problem, where the (-
perturbations may be arbitrarily small. Since it is known that
Q-tree search returns an optimal solution to (11) for any value
of § > 0, we may exploit the mechanism of Q-tree search to
draw a connection between the Q-values of select nodes in 73
and the values of tree phase transitions.

Specifically, we note that, if a tree solution, say 7 € T <, is
known for for some 8 > 0 from executing Q-tree search, then
we may gather the values of S%(t) for each t € Near(T3).
It follows, by definition of BS (t), that the mechanism of
the Q-tree search algorithm, and Proposition 5.1 that the tree
solution to (11) will not change for any (3’ in the interval
B < B < B where B = min{8E(t) : t € Near(T3)}. since
Q(t;8') = 0 for all t € Nieat(73). Consequently, the value
of B = min{BL(t) : t € Mear(T3)} is a tree phase transi-
tion, since any perturbation, no matter how small, of B will
result in an expansion of a leaf node of 73, thereby changing
the tree. Thus, to determine the tree phase transitions, it is suf-
ficient to consider only those values of g in the set BY. The
challenge, however, is that the solutions 73 € T2 to (11) for
any 8 > 0 are not known a priori. If they were, the above
procedure could be followed to generate Bpr. Our challenge is
therefore two-fold: (1) determine 8% (t) for any t € N (Tw),
and (2) establish which values of 3% (t) constitute a tree phase
transition.

Before proceeding, we recall that Bpy will be a subset of
Bch . Therefore, not all critical-3 values will constitute a phase
transition. The reason for this follows again from the mecha-
nism of the Q-tree search method. Namely, since it is possible
for B8 (t) > BE (t') for some ancestor ¢ of ', and since Q-tree
search expands nodes in a top-down fashion, in this case, that
as soon as the value of /3 is large enough to cause expansion

A tree 7 € T2 is a minimal solution to (11) if Ix (T) — Iy (T) <

Ix(T) — BIy (T) for all trees T € T2 that are subtrees of 7. See [15, 17]
for more details.



Algorithm 1: t reePhaseTransitions(p(x,y), Tw).

BR(t)) < B < BE(th)

Data: p(z,y), Tw
Result: Bpr 1., Qx iy Qvtr
1 SetQx:=D,Qyvs =, Bpry = @ forall t;

BE(th) < B < Bt 2 Setk=10—-1;

3 while £k > 0 do
4 | forte Ni(Tw) do

) 5 compute 3. (t) according to (20);
palt) < 6 < 630 6 (BPTI;, QX7tE 2_21/,13) = SLngbt reePTs(t);
7 if 3.,(t) < min{3 : 3 € Bpr:} then
8 Bet (1) = Ber(t):
BR(ty) < B < o0 9 | dXpr = Alx(t),dYpr = Aly (t);
10 else
11 BpTﬂg — SOIt(BpT7t);
12 sort Q x,+ and nyt according to BpTyt.
Figure 1: Example of algorithm progression when ﬂg(t’l) < B dXx - Alx(t), dY « Aly(t);
BE(th) < BR(ty) < BR(t,). Tree at top is the full tree rooted 4 fori =1: (|Brr.|) do _
at t with node depth and labels. 15 (Bib; Buv) <= betaBnds(Bpr,, i);
16 dX =dX + [QX,t]i;
17 dY =dY + [Qy,t]i;
of the node ¢, that is 8 > BC(? (t), the descendant ¢’ will be 18 if dY > O then
expanded should it be reached during the search. As a result, v L B =dX/dY;
the algorithm will not terminate with ¢’ as a leaf node of any 20 else
solution to (11) and thus the value of 3% (') will not consti- 21 | B =o0;
tute a phase transition. Consequently, Bpr is a subset of Bch .2 if B, < B < By, then
Our challenge now is to devise an algorithm that computes BS 3 if B, < Ber(t) < Bup then
and determine which of those 88 (t) € B constitute phase A (1) = min{, A1)}
transitions to build the set Bpr from input data. 25 if 9(t) < B.,(t) then
With the above discussion in mind, it is important to note ,¢ dXpr = dX;
that the phase transitions are vital to solving the dual prob- »; dYpr = dY;
lem (14). To see why this is the case, we note that relation (18)
o .o . . . 28 else
indicates that the dual function is a piece-wise linear function 2 dXpr = Alx(b):
of 3, which is differentiable at all points except those for which L PT X\
.. ) 30 dYpy = ALy (t);
a tree phase transition occurs. Consequently, if we are able to L
identify for what values of /3 a tree phase transition occurs, 31 else
then we may utilize information of the subgradient to find a 5, BR(t) = B;
value of § that solves (14). Thus, the idea of our proposed ;3 dXpr = dX;
algorithm is to identify the tree phase transitions in a recur- 4, dYpr = dY;
sive manner, thereby determining where the solution to (12) -
changes as a function of /3, and then employ this knowledge to » | break;
find the setting of 3 that maximizes d(3) as a function of D 36 else if 3, < B (t) < Bu then
by exploiting relation (18). 37 BR(t) = Bult):
Our proposed algorithm to determine the tree phase tran- 38 dXpr = Alx (t),dYer = Aly (1);
sitions is illustrated in Algorithm 1. The general idea of the 39 | break;
algorithm is to traverse the tree 7yy in a bottom-up manner e ~
to determine the value of 8§ (¢) for each node, and to subse- 40 I={j:68(1) < [Bpr,i]j < 00}
quently decide which, if any, of the candidate phase transitions 41 (Ber,t, Qx 1, QY,t)j— B
in the set {38 (t) : ¢’ is a descendant of ¢} may be excluded | setPTData(Z,Qxt, Qv,t, dXpr, dYpr);

from consideration. To do so, Algorithm 1 finds the X-and Y- 4, k=k—1;
information of the subtrees of the candidate solutions to (11) _

that is descendant from the node ¢, and utilizes this information
to determine a candidate phase transition. The aforementioned
process can be done in a bottom-up manner, as described next.
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Figure 2: Example of a subtree rooted at ¢. While the value of BY (t) is unknown, we assume that the values of 88 (') for all
descendants ¢’ of ¢ are known and satisfy 5% (}) < 8% (ty) < BE(ty) < BE () < BE(t,,) < BR(t,,) < BE(th). Nodes not
explicitly represented are assumed to have a critical S-value that is less than that of one of its ancestors, and therefore do not

constitute a candidate phase transition.

To this end, Algorithm 1 first considers nodes t €
Ne—1(Tw), since B (t) = oo for all t € Near(Toy) since
the leafs of 7yy are not expandable nodes. Thus, for any
node t € Ny_1(Tyy), we have that 88 (t) = Alx (t)/Aly (t)
if Aly(t) > 0, where 8 (t) = oo otherwise, which fol-
lows from the definition of the Q-function. That is, for ¢t €
Ne—1(Tw) we have, from (16),

Q(t; B) = min{AIx (t) — BAIy(t), 0}, (22)
and therefore ﬂch (t) is the value of the trade-off parameter that
satisfies Alx (t) — B3 (t)Aly (t) = 0, which coincides with
Ber(t) for the node t. The associated X - and Y'-information
contributed by the phase transition (i.e., nodal expansion) is
Qx: = Alx(t) and Qy = Aly(t) if ﬂch(t) < 00, where
®x;: = Qv = 0 otherwise since, in the latter case, the
node is never expanded. Once the value of 8% (t) is known
for all t € Ny_1(Tw), the algorithm moves to consider nodes
at depth Ny_o(Tw).

The process is more involved for the remaining nodes in the
tree. Namely, consider some ¢t € Ny_2(Ty ). The node ¢ has
children C(t) = {t},...,t}}, where each of the child nodes ¢}
has a (known) value of BS (), 1 < i < 4, from the previous
computations. In contrast to the the previous case when t €
Ne—1(Tw), the case when t € Ny_o(Tyy) must consider the
changes in the Q-function at the node ¢ brought about by the
expansion of descendant nodes, the latter of which occur at the
(known) values of 8% (t}). To better understand the above dis-
cussion, let us assume, without loss of generality, that the val-
ues of B (¢') satisfy BF (1) < B3 (th) < B (th) < BE(t)).
Then, from the definition of Bff (t}), it follows that no child
expansion occurs for 8 € [0, 8% (t})], at least one child ex-
pansion occurs for 8 € (8L (), 8 (t})], and all children are
expanded for 3 € (8 (t}), 00). What the above observations
imply is that the values of the child phase transitions, namely
ﬁg (t;), partition the non-negative real line into intervals that
are characterized by the number of child expansions that occur
for any § with a given interval. For each of these intervals we
then compute the X- and Y -information of the resulting sub-
tree rooted at ¢, and check if the candidate value of 3% (t) lies
in the interval of 3 that is being considered.

More precisely, assume £ is selected such that 5% (#}) <
B < BE(t,) and that, for the purposes of describing the al-
gorithm, that the values of B&) (t}) are distinct. Then, for the

given value of 5 we have that the subtree rooted at ¢ has a total
X -information of ALy () + [Qx,:]1 and Y-information given
by Aly(t) + [Qy.i]1, corresponding to the expansion of the
node ¢ and the child node ¢}, which has the smallest value of
BE('). Thus, it follows that for 8% (;) < 8 < BE(t}),

Qt:B) =

min{(Alx (t) + [@x,.)1) — B(ALy (t) + [Qv.]1), 0}
(23)

We may then generate a candidate value of BS (t), denoted B,
by solving (AIx (t) + [Qx,]1) — B(AIy (t) + [Qv,i]1) = 0,
which is done in Lines 19 and 21 of Algorithm 1. If the re-
sulting value of 3 satisfies 8 (t;) < B < BS(ty). then 3
is deemed a candidate value of 8% (t). Otherwise, if 3 does
not fall within the interval (88 (), 88 (t,)] then it is not a
candidate solution since the relation (23) does not hold for
B¢ (B(ty), B3 (t,)]. In this case, we discard 3 and check
the next interval, (3% (}), 5% (t4 )], by repeating the aforemen-
tioned process, noting that there will now be two child expan-
sions.

Since the interval (38 (t,), B (t4)] results in two child node
expansions, the X -information and Y -information contributed
by the subtree rooted at ¢ is Alx () + [Qx.]1 + [@x.4]2 and
AIx(t) + [Qy.]1 + [Qy.t]2, respectively. This computation
is done in lines 16 and 17, where we note that the variables
dX and dY in Algorithm 1 contain the cumulative sums of
the X - and Y -information. We then apply (23) and check if a
candidate solution is obtained, continuing this process until a
solution is found. The above process is illustrated in Figure 1.

In light of Proposition 5.1, and since we order the values of
BE(t') for descendants ¢’ of ¢ in increasing order in Line 11,
we terminate our search once a candidate solution is found in
lines 35 or 39. However, the process we have thus far de-
scribed assumes that a child node is indeed expanded. Instead,
it may be the case that no child Q-value contribution is re-
quired for Q(¢; 8) to undergo a transition from Q(t; 3) = 0 to
Q(t; 8) < 0, which implies 53 (t) = fBer(t). Algorithm 1 does
not miss this case by comparing the candidate value of ﬂg (t)
with that of ., (t) and ensuring that the minimum of these two
values is ultimately declared the value of 8% (). The afore-
mentioned checks are done in Lines 7 and 24 of Algorithm 1.
Once a solution is found, we store the corresponding values of
the X - and Y -information contributed by the expansion of the



node t when 3 > 52 (t) in the variables d Xpr and d Ypr so that
they may be stored and used by ancestors of ¢ at a later itera-
tion of the algorithm. See Figures 2 and 3 for an illustration
of the algorithm mechanism at a later stage in the recursive
process.

ARt < B < AA(th)

W\.

Bty < B < Rty
Ba(ty) < B < BR(ty)
BE(ty) < B < BA(ty)
Ba(ty) < B < BA(thy)
Ba(th,) < B < BA(th)

Bt < B < o0

Figure 3: Possible subtrees rooted at ¢ as (3 is increased. The
subtrees are determined by the values 5% (') of the descen-
dants t’ of ¢ (see also Figure 2).

It is important to note, however, that only those /3-values
in the set {9 (s) > BL(t) : s € Nint(Tw(t))} constitute a
candidate tree phase transition.> This is because if, for some
s € N(Twq)) we have BR(s) < BE(t), then the Q-tree
search algorithm will expand s once it expands ¢; should s
be reached in the expansion process, and therefore s will not
be a leaf node of any solution to (11). In light of these ob-
servations, we see that line 40 determines which ﬂch (s) values
constitute candidate phase transitions, and that the set Bpr ¢
contains the values of & (s) that satisfy 83 (s) > % (t) for
s € N(Tw))- As aresult, by repeating the above argument,

we notice that Bpr 4+, contains the values of BY (s) that satisfy
ﬁg(s) > Bg(tR) for s € N(Tw). In other words, Bpr i,
contains those values of ﬂCQr (t) that constitute tree phase tran-
sitions, as if B2 (t) € Bpr., then it must be the case that

2We say candidate tree phase transition here, since for Bg (s), s €
N (Tw(t))- to constitute a true tree phase transition, it must be the case that
Jexi (s) > Jers (%) for all ancestors ¢ of s. The node t is only one of poten-
tially many such nodes. Thus, while it may be the case that ﬁg (s) > Bfg (),
it need not be the case that 553 (s) > 553 (t) for every ancestor ¢ of s. The

tree phase transitions cannot be completely determined until Bg (tr) has been
computed.

ﬁg (t) > BS (s) for every ancestor s of ¢. Correspondingly,
the associated quantities of () x ¢, and Qv+, characterize the
total X- and Y-information of each of the tree phase transi-
tions, and thus characterize the possible X - and Y -information
combinations possible by any tree solution to (11). Notice also
that 52 (tr) is always a phase transition, since the root node,
is by definition, the first node to be expanded in any solution
to (11). With the above discussion in mind, it thus follows that
Ber = {[Bprtelj 0 1 < j < length(Bpryg)}. As aresult,
we will, in the sequel, refer to Bpr 1, and Bpr interchangeably.

With the mechanism of Algorithm 1 in mind, we pro-
vide a few brief comments regarding the routines invoked in
Lines 6, 15, and 41 before moving to delineate how knowledge
of the tree phase transitions may be utilized to obtain a solution
to the dual problem (14). Namely, calling subtreePTs(t)
aggregates the child node information so that the set Bpr ; con-
tains the intervals that are to be considered in generating a can-
didate solution for 4§ (t), and the vectors Qx 1, Qy,; contain
the corresponding X - and Y-information contributions each
of the corresponding subtrees rooted at the children of ¢. It is
important to note that Q x,+ and nyt are not the same as () x
and @)y, as the latter contain only the X- and Y -information
contributions of those subtrees that are brought about by val-
ues of 3 that are greater than the computed value of 5% (t).
In other words, Qx; and Qy; may be viewed as candidate
phase transition subtrees, whereas those values in Q) x ; and
Qv+ correspond to subtrees that are to be considered by ances-
tor nodes when computing their critical 3-values at a later iter-
ation. Similarly, B‘pu contains those intervals which must be
checked when computing 38 (t) for the node ¢, although there
may be values 3 € Bpr that satisfy 5 < Bc(? (t) once the value
of B8 (t) is known. Those 3 € Bpr, for which 8 < S (t) are
not included in Bpr ¢, the latter of which is passed to the an-
cestors of ¢t. To this end, once the value of ﬁg (t) is known,
the routine setPTData(-) in Line 41 of Algorithm 1 picks
off those values of 3 satisfying 3 > BPTJ from BPT’t (summa-
rized by the index set 7) and the corresponding values of Q x ;
and Qy, that correspond to candidate phase transitions in or-
der to pass them to the next iteration of the algorithm. Lastly,
the routine betaBnds(-) in Line 15 sets the endpoints of the
current S-interval under consideration. Next, we discuss how
the tree phase transitions may be utilized to generate a solution
to the dual problem.

C. Tree Phase Transitions and the Dual Problem

It is important to notice that the discussion in the previous
section regarding tree phase transitions and the computation
thereof was completely independent of D. This was possible
due to the relation (17), which shows that the dual function
may be written as a sum of two terms: (g, 3), which does
not depend on D, and 8D. The tree phase transitions are then
the values of 3 for which Q(¢gr; ) changes value, which fol-
lows directly from Definition 5.2, Proposition 4.4 and the def-
inition of critical B-value in (19). Therefore, the tree phase
transitions provide vital information in obtaining a solution to
the dual problem (14).

10
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Figure 4: Dual function structure for an environment p(z, y)
and W with three phase transitions, indicated by the corre-
sponding elements of Bpr ¢+, for some value of D > 0.

To this end, the set Bpr can be readily computed from input
data according to Algorithm 1 discussed in the previous sec-
tion, and will be henceforth represented by Bpr,+,. Moreover,
from executing the tree phase transition algorithm, we obtain
the quantities of @) x +, and )y, which quantify the X - and
Y -information retained by each of the minimal tree solution
to (11) associated with the phase transition values in Bpr .

Specifically, once the tree phase transitions are known we
may exploit the structural knowledge of the dual function (17)
to solve (14) as a function of D. Namely, from (18) we see
that, for given D > 0, the dual function (12) is piece-wise lin-
ear and differentiable, except for those values of 5 > 0 where
the tree solution to (11) changes; that is, d(/3) is differentiable
at all points except for 5 € Bpr.

However, the values of 5 where the tree solution to (11)
changes are, by definition, those values of (3 that phase tran-
sitions occur, which are contained in the set Bpr+, and can
be obtained by Algorithm 1. Moreover, Algorithm 1 not only
furnishes the set of tree phase transitions, but the total X - and
Y -information of the trees associated with each of the phase
transitions in Bpr,. Consequently, from Definition 5.2 and
relation (18) we have that, forany 8 > 0 the dual function (12)
may be written as

d(B) = [R@x telj—1 + B(D — [Qvielj—1), (24
where
i {min{z‘ B < Borli}, 06 < max(Bor), e
|Bpr.te| + 1, otherwise,

where max(Bpr,, ) is the maximal phase transition computed
by Algorithm 1, and [Qx o := 0, and [Qv.]o = 0;
see Figure 4.

From Figure 4 we see that the tree phase transitions parti-
tion the S-axis into intervals where the slope of d(3) changes
according to (24). More specifically, in region E, that is, for
0 < B < [Bpr)1, no expansion occurs and d(8) = SD.
The corresponding X - and Y -information of the tree obtained
for any $ in this interval will be zero (recall that the solu-
tion to (11) in this interval is the root tree). For the interval
[Ber,ir]1 < B < [Bpr,ig)2 (ie., region F), the dual function is
givenby (24) as d(5) = [Qx,tx)1 +8(D —[Qv,tx]1)- Thus, the
dual function is a linear function with slope (D — [Qy]1) and

Algorithm 2: opt IBTreeDualFunct(p(z,y), Tw, D),
which finds a solution to the dual problem.
Data: p(x,y), Tyy constructed from W, D > 0
Result: A solution 5* > 0 to (14), optimal value d(3*)

1 (BF’T,th QX,th QYﬂfR) —
treePhaseTransitions(p(x,y), Tw);

Bpr,i < sort(Bper,i);

order Q)y i, and @) x ¢+, according to Bpr iq;

if D < [QYth]l then

L J*=0;

else if D > [Qy,i.]; for all j then

7 | J* =length(Qv) — Lk

8 else

9 L j* =max{j: D — [Qvul]; >0}

10 3% = [Berte)j*+13

11 if y* = 0 then

2 | d(*)=p*D;

13 else

u [ d(B) = [Qxlj +B°(D = [Qvieli):

[T RV R S

=)

y-intercept [@ x ¢, ]1. The above argument may be repeated for
the other intervals.

It is important to notice that, in Figure 4, we have drawn the
dual function with 8% (tr) = [Ber.e]1 > 0. In fact, 53 (tr) >
0 is always true, since from the data processing inequality?, we
have I(T; X) > I(T;Y) (or, equivalently Ix (7)) > Iy (T)).
Thus, (1 — ﬁ)Ix (T) < IX (T) - ﬁ]y(T) < Ix(T) for all
T € T<. Consequently, for 0 < 8 < 1, Ix(T) — BIy(T) is
minimized by the root tree for which I'x (tr) — 81y (tr) = 0.
But since the root tree does not expand the root node, it follows
that 8% (tr) > 1 > 0.

Leveraging the relation (24), our proposed algorithm to
find a solution to the dual problem (14) is shown in Al-
gorithm 2. The proposed approach circumnavigates the
non-differentiability of the dual function by employing sub-
gradients. Specifically, one may observe that the dual function
may be written as

() =
max{w : w < Ix (T;) + (D — Iy (T;)), 0 < j < |Berl},
(26)

where Ix(To) = Iy(To) = 0, and for 1 < j < |Bprl,
T; € T is the tree satisfying Ix(7;) = [Qx.]; and
Iy (T;) = [Qv,ix];- As aresult, at a phase transition, d(8) =
Ix(T;—1) + B(D — Iy (T;—1)), and d(8) = Lx (T;) + B(D —
Iy (T;)) for some 1 < j < |Bpr| By employing (26),
it is straightforward to show that, for any such point, both
(D — Iy (Tj-1)) and (D — Iy (T;)) are subgradients of the
dual function at [Bpr ],

The mechanism of Algorithm 2 is as follows. First, given
an environment, that is, p(x,y), ¥V and finest-resolution tree

3recal: T +» X < Y.
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Tw, Algorithm 2 retrieves the tree phase transitions by call-
ing the phase transition algorithm in line 1. Along with the
phase transitions (contained in Bpr ), we also obtain the cor-
responding X - and Y -information of each of the trees defined
by the phase transitions. We then sort the phase transitions
in increasing order in line 2, and ensure that the ordering of
Q x +; and Qyq, are consistent in line 3. The algorithm then
determines if the dual function will increase or decrease at a
phase transition based on subgradient information. Namely, if
the algorithm determines that the dual function will decrease
as (3 is increased beyond some phase transition, then the phase
transition is declared a local minimum (which is also a global
solution since the function d(j3) is concave [31]). Finding
such a local solution is done by the conditional statements in
lines 4, 6, and 8.

Algorithm 2 employs the structural knowledge of the dual
function. That is, since the first tree phase transition, namely
B8 (tr) = min(Bpr,), satisfies S (tr) > 0, the dual func-
tion will be monotone increasing on [0, 5% (tr)]. Therefore,
if D — [Qvu]1 < O then zero will be a subgradient of
the dual function at BC(? (tr), as shown in Figure 5a. Conse-
quently, the dual function is maximized at BS (tr) and has
optimal value B&) (tr)D, which is considered in line 4 (recall
that ﬂch (tr) = [Bpr,r]1)- In the other extreme case, namely
D = Iy (Tw), we have that D — [Qy]; > 0 for all j, since
any tree, other than one that retains all the relevant informa-
tion in the environment, will have less than D units of infor-
mation, and results with a dual function structure as shown
in Figure 5b. Algorithm 2 checks for this case in line 6, and
returns the maximal element of Bpr 4, as a solution if the con-
ditional statement in line 6 is true. Finally, for all other cases,
our algorithm checks in line 8 for a phase transition where zero
is a subgradient of the dual function. Once such a phase tran-
sition is found, our algorithm returns the corresponding value
of 3 and the dual function value.

Before we discuss the importance of phase transitions on
the characterization of strong duality in the IB tree problem,
we have the following lemma.

Lemma 5.3. Assume 3* > 0 is a solution to the dual prob-
lem (14). Then there exists a tree phase transition [3 such that

d(p) = d(B”).

Proof. The proofis given in Appendix C. |

As a result of Lemma 5.3, there is no loss of generality in
restricting the search for a solution to (14) to those 3 in Bpr,
as is done by Algorithm 2.

D. Characterizing Strong Duality in the IB Tree Problem

In the previous discussion, we introduced a method to maxi-
mize the dual function by exploiting the structure of our prob-
lem. Next, we draw connections between the duality discus-
sion in Section 4 and the algorithms discussed in Section 5B.
Specifically, here we seek to characterize for which values of
D strong duality holds in our problem setting. This brings us
to the following result.
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(@) Case : 0 < D < [Qy,ip)1-
B
(b) Case I: D = Iy (Tw).
B

(c) Case IIL: [Qvtx]1 < D < Iy (Tw).

Figure 5: Dual function structure as a function of D. The dual
function in (a)-(c) is changed only by the value of D. Observe
that the tree phase transitions (indicated by the vertical lines)
are independent of the value of D > 0.

Theorem 5.4. Strong duality holds in the IB tree problem if
and only if D = [Qy 5], for some j.

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix D. o

The importance of Theorem 5.4 is that it fully character-
izes the values of D > 0 for which strong duality holds in
the IB tree problem. This is important, as when strong du-
ality holds in the IB tree problem, a primal optimal solution
may be obtained by employing Q-tree search. Moreover, from
this observation, we may also conclude that for those values
of D > 0 specified by Theorem 5.4, Q-tree search finds a tree
that is equivalent to that found by solving the primal problem
in terms of retained X - and Y-information. It is also impor-
tant to note that Theorem 5.4 also establishes that strong dual-
ity will fail to hold in every IB tree problem, since it is always
possible to select a value of D > 0 for which there does not
exist a tree T3 € T obtainable by Q-tree search for some
B > 0 such that Iy (73) = D.

6. Connections to Integer and Linear Program-
ming

The results presented in Section 4 showed that it is not gen-
erally the case that for any given value of D > 0 in (11) that
there will exist a corresponding value of 5 > 0 so that the
solutions to (10) and (11) are equivalent. However, thus far
we have only discussed the relationship between the two al-
ternative formulations from the perspective of duality theory,
but have not provided any details in regards to how the primal



problem (10) is solved in practice. As it turns out, the au-
thors of [16, 18] recently showed that the primal problem may
be realized as an integer linear program (ILP), thereby offer-
ing another perspective from which we may study the prob-
lem (10) and its relation to (11). Moreover, equipped with the
knowledge that the primal problem (10) may be realized as an
ILP allows for powerful tools from linear programming to be
leveraged in our analysis by considering suitable relaxations
of the problem (10). Therefore, it is our goal in this section to
employ the ILP formulation of the primal problem, and relax-
ations thereof, to establish a connection between Q-tree search
and linear programming, as well as provide a method for se-
lecting § > 0 as a function of D > 0 that leverages strong
duality of linear programs.

To this end, the primal problem (10) can be realized as the
ILP

minz Ay, 27
subject to
z'Ay > D, (28)
2] — [2]: <0, teB, t'eC(t), (29)
0<[z]: <1, te&NulTw), (30)
[z]; integer, 31

where B is the set of interior nodes that have expandable child
nodes, Ax,Ay € RWVim(Tw)l have entries assigned accord-
ing to [Ax]; = Alx(t), and [Ay]; = Aly(t), respec-
tively [16, 18]. In (27)-(31), the constraints (29)-(31) enforce
the structure on the vector z € {0, 1}|N““(TW)| to ensure it cor-
responds to some tree T, € 7 <. The problem (27)-(31) may
be written more compactly as

min{z'Ax : z'Ay > D, Az <0, 0 <z < 1, z integer},

(32)

where Az < 0, with integer matrix A of dimension
(XieslC(B)]) x [Nin(Tw)], represents the constraint (29).

We may draw a connection to the discussion in Section 4

by introducing a non-negative weight parameter 5 > 0 and by

considering a Lagrangian relaxation of (32) created by incor-

porating the constraint z' Ay > D into the objective to obtain

min{z' (Ax — 8Ay):
(33)
where one may observe that

Q(tr; B) =
min{z' (Ax — BAy): Az <0, 0 <z < 1, zinteger},

(34)

since T¢ = {z : Az < 0, 0 < z < 1}, and for any
ze€{z:A4z2<0,0<z<1}wehavez (Ax — fAy) =
Ix(Tz) — Bly(Tz), where T, € T2 is the tree correspond-
ing to the vector z [16, 18]. As a result, (34) shows that the
value of Q(tr;3) may be obtained by solving an ILP. How-
ever, much more can be deduced from the relation (34) by
leveraging strong duality of linear programming [32, ch. 4].

Az <0, 0 <z <1, zinteger}+3D,

To this end, we note that the problem (33) (or, equiva-
lently (34)) would be a linear program were it not for the com-
plicating constraint that the vector z be integer. One may work
around this complicating fact to obtain a linear program by
considering a relaxation of (33) formed by removing the inte-
ger constraint on z. It is important to note that, since the Q-tree
search algorithm can solve the optimization problem (33) for a
given value of 8 > 0 over the space of trees, such a relaxation
does not provide much utility. Instead, we will investigate
whether or not (33) has the integrality property [29], thereby
allowing the complicating integer constraint in problem (33) to
be removed without inducing a loss in the resulting relaxation.
In other words, if the feasible set {z : Az < 0, 0 <z <1}
of (33) has the integrality property, then the problem (33) may
be solved equivalently as a regular linear program. This brings
us to the following definition.

Definition 6.1 ([33]). A Polyhedron P C R" is a set of the
form P = {z : Bz < b}, where B € R™*" and b € R™.
Moreover, z € P is an extreme point of P if there does not
exist 71,270 € P, 21 # 2o, such that z = %zl + %ZQ.

Note that the set {z : Az < 0, 0 < z < 1} can be written
in the form of Definition 6.1 by taking B = [A", Iy, —In]"
and b = [07,07,1"]", where N = |Niu(7w)|. Moreover, by
writing the matrix B for our problem in this manner allows us
to conclude that B has full column rank. With this in mind,
we next define what it means for a polyhedron to be integral.

Definition 6.2 ([33, p. 536]). Let B € R™*"™, A non-empty
polyhedron P = {z € R" : Bz < b} with rank(B) = n is
integral if all of its extreme points are integral.*

In the language of our problem, if the polyhedron {z : Az <
0, 0 < z < 1} is integral, then the problem (33) may be
equivalently solved as a linear program. However, while it
is intuitive that the integral property of a polyhedron depends
on the inequalities that define the set, it is not clear exactly
how one may establish that a polyhedron is integral from the
provided constraint information (i.e., B and b). For this, we
require the following definition.

Definition 6.3 ([33, p. 540]). Let A be an integer matrix. Then
A is totally unimodular if the determinant of each square sub-
matrix of A is either —1, 0 or 1.

The following theorem makes the connection between total
unimodularity and integral polyhedra precise.

Theorem 6.4 ([33, p. 541]). Let A be a totally unimodular
matrix. Then the polyhedron {z : Az < 0, 0 <z < 1} is
integral so long as it is not empty.

The significance of Theorem 6.4 is that it provides a means
to determine whether or not a polyhedron of the form {z :
Az < 0, 0 < z < 1} is integral directly from the constraint
matrix A. The challenge is then to determine whether or not
the matrix A in problem (33) is totally unimodular.

4Strictly speaking, Definition 6.2 is not the definition of integer polyhedra
according to [33]. However, it is an equivalent characterization of integer
polyhedra that suffices for our work. See [33, p. 536] for more details.
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Given the importance of total unimodularity in establishing
the integrality property of integer programs, it is unsurprising
that a number of conditions have been put forth that allows one
to establish that a matrix is totally unimodular (see, for exam-
ple, [33] and [34]). One criterion, which will be employed in
what follows, is summarized by the following theorem.

Theorem 6.5 ([33, p. 542]). Let A be an m X n integer matrix.
If for every collection of columns J C {1,...,n} of A there
exists a partition J1, Jo of J such that

D ALy = Y Al <1,

jeJ1 JjEJ2
foralli=1,...,m, then A is totally unimodular.

We are now in a position to show that the polyhedron {z :
Az <0, 0 <z < 1}in problem (33) is integral.

Proposition 6.6. Let A be the integer matrix in problem (33).
Then A is totally unimodular.

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix E. |

As a result of Proposition 6.6, we may conclude that the
polyhedron in problem (33) is integral. In turn, this implies
that the integer program (33) may be solved by the linear pro-
gram obtained when the integer constraint is removed. More
explicitly, Proposition 6.6 implies that (33) is equivalent to the
linear program

min{z' (Ax — fAy): Az <0,0<z<1}+8D. (35)
We conclude that the problem (11) for which Q-tree search
finds an optimal tree solution for a given value of 3 > 0 can
be equivalently realized as a linear program according to (35).
Consequently, in order to obtain a solution to (11) for a given
value of 5 > 0, one may either employ Q-tree search or solve
the linear program (35). In light of the above observations, we
may exploit the strong duality of linear programs to develop an
alternate method to Algorithm 2 for selecting a value of 8 > 0
as a function of D > 0.

A. Leveraging LP Duality to Select B as a function of D

While the observation that problem (33) may be equivalently
solved as a linear program is useful on its own, it also tacitly
provides a method by which one may select 5 > 0 as a func-
tion of D > 0 by leveraging the strong duality property of
linear programs. In more detail, the linear programming relax-
ation of the primal problem (32) for a given value of D > 0 is
given by

(D) =min{z'Ax : z'Ay > D, Az<0,0<z<1}.
(36)
Note that (36) is nothing more than (32) with the integer con-
straints removed. It is also important to note that the solution
to (36) need not be integer. However, problems (35) and (36)
are related via the dual function of (36). Specifically, the dual
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of the linear programming relaxation (36) with respect to the
constraint z"Ay > D is given by

d(B) = min{z"(Ax — BAy): Az <0,0<z<1}+ D,

(37

where 8 > 0 is a dual variable. The dual problem of (36) is
then )

max{d(8) : § > 0}. (38)

Letting 8* € argmax{d(B3) : 8 > 0}, it follows from the
strong duality property of linear programs [32, ch. 4] that
d(B*) = (D). As aresult, we see that a value of 3* > 0
for a given value of D > 0 can be obtained as the dual vari-
able corresponding to the constraint z'’Ay > D in the linear
program (36).

It is important to note that, via the integrality property of
the problem (33) (which is equivalent to (15)) and Lemma 5.3,

it follows that 5* > 0 obtained by maximizing d(/5) over
B > 0 will satisfy d(3*) = d(3) for some tree phase transition
B € Bpr. Consequently, for a given value of D > 0, we may
view the linear programming dual approach delineated above
and Algorithm 2 as equivalent in terms of finding a setting of
[ > 0 that maximizes the dual function. We remark, how-
ever, that Algorithm 2 returns the collection of all tree phase
transitions, whereas the LP dual approach discussed above re-
turns only a single value of 3 > 0. Moreover, the approach
employed by Algorithm 2 leverages the mechanism of Q-tree
search to determine the tree phase transitions, and does not
require solving a (potentially large) linear programming prob-
lem.

7. Numerical Example & Discussion

In this section, we discuss simulation results obtained from im-
plementation of the theoretical developments throughout the
paper. To this end, we consider generating hierarchical, multi-
resolution, tree abstractions of the 128 x 128 environment
show in Figure 7. We assume that p(z,y) = p(y|z)p(z),
where the relevant information in the environment is repre-
sented by Y : Q — {0,1} where p(Y = 1|z) is given by
the cell intensity shown in Figure 7, and p(z) is assumed to be
uniform over finest-resolution cells.

In Figure 8 we show the dual function in the vicinity of its
maximial value for various settings of D. It is important to
note that there are three distinct methods employed to gener-
ate the results shown in Figure 6. Specifically, the results in
Figure 6 were created using: (i) the Q-function method, which
employs (17) to generate the value of d(/3), (ii) the phase tran-
sition method, which utilizes the phase transitions computed
from Algorithm 1 and (24) to determine d(3), and (iii) the lin-
ear programming approach discussed in Section 6 which uses
the total unimodularity property to obtain the maximal value of
the dual problem (14). Even more importantly, Figure 6 shows
the piecewise linear character of the dual function, and how the
dual function is changed at the tree phase transitions. Namely,
we see in the results displayed in Figure 6 how the slope of
d(pB) is changed at the tree phase transitions, which are shown
by the vertical lines in the figure (compare Figures 4 and 6).



3.9164

3.19046

4.3289

%0,

3.19045 3.9162 o

3.19044 ° f
3916 o
3.19043 o
= 319042

<

o
3.19041 f

B

3.9154 °

3.1904 ° °

39152}
3.19039 | 3.9152 °°

°°D°° °

4.32889 o %%,
o
°°o°q 132888
132887 o %
= 432886 o
=
432885 o

4.32884 o

4.32883 0
o

4.32882

L L L L L L L L L 3.915 L L L L
334 336 338 34 342 344 346 348 35 35.2 41.8 41.9 42 42.1
B

3.19038

(@) D/I(X;Y) = 0.59

(b) D/I(X;Y) = 0.69

(© D/I(X;Y) =0.74
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Figure 7: Finest-resolution 128 x 128 enviroment.

Moreover, we also see that employing Q-tree search to ob-
tain a tree that attains the dual optimal value may result in a
tree that is not primal feasible. To more clearly understand
why this is the case, we recall that, if B and Sy, are two
distinct tree phase transitions satisfying [y, < Sy, then for
all 8 € (B, Bub] the tree solution to (11) returned by Q-tree
search will be unchanged and determined by (5y,. Further-
more, if we let the corresponding Q-tree search solution for
the interval (B, Bu] be denoted Tg,, € T, it then follows
that D — Iy (7s,) > 0 or D — Iy(7g,) < O for the tree
Ts.- Thus, considering the search process of Algorithm 2,
we see that in cases when there does not exist a tree obtain-
able by Q-tree search with exactly D units of information,
we have D — Iy(Ta,) > 0 or D — Iy(7g,) < 0. Of
these two alternatives, Q-tree search will always return the
tree for which D — Iy (73,) > 0, as the maximal value of

Dual Function Value
o =
T
(0]

2‘0 4‘0 66 86 100
D/I(X;Y) x 100

Figure 8: Optimal dual function value versus D obtained by

employing three distinct approaches: (i) linear programming

relaxation (red dots), (ii) phase transition method (i.e., Algo-

rithm 2) (cyan dots), (iii) Q-tree search (black squares).

the dual function will be attained at the tree phase transition
Bub. As a result, the Q-tree search returned tree will not be
primal feasible. However, should a primal feasible tree be
desired, one may create one by running Q-tree search with
the trade-off parameter set to By, + € for any € > 0, as this
will ensure that a tree phase transition occurs resulting with
D — Iy (Tay+e) < 0. Moreover, it follows from [29] that the
sub-optimality of the primal feasible tree 73, 1= € T < is given
by 0 < Ix (Thyse) —0(D) < (Buo+)(Iy (Thyse) — D). The
case when Q-tree search does not return a primal feasible solu-
tion may be seen in Figures 6a and 6b, where the slope of the
dual function switches from positive to negative on either side
of the maximum (i.e., some tree phase transition). In light of
the above discussion, if Q-tree search returns a tree that is not
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primal feasible, a primal feasible tree may be easily obtained
by triggering a subsequent tree phase transition, which is ac-
complished by perturbing the dual variable by a small number
e >0.

Furthermore, we show in Figure 8 the dual optimal value
as a function of D as determined by the approaches discussed
in Sections 5 and 6. Specifically, in Figure 8§ we show the
dual optimal value using: (i) the linear programming relax-
ation, which utilizes total unimodularity property, the phase
transition method which employs Algorithm 2 to find a setting
of the dual variable that maximizes the dual function, and (iii)
the Q-function method (17) when (3 is selected as the dual vari-
able obtained from the linear programming relaxation method.
We again see very good agreement between the approaches.
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Figure 9: Duality gap as a function of D.

Lastly, in Figure 9, we show the duality gap as the setting of
the hard-constraint D is changed. Recall that the duality gap is
the difference between the primal and optimal values; that is,
v(D) — d(8*) where 8* is a solution to the dual problem (14).
In the results shown in Figure 9 there is only a single point
where strong duality holds, which occurs when D = 0. This
is perhaps unsurprising, since the root tree (i.e., the tree ag-
gregating all finest-resolution cells to a single node) does not
contain any relevant information, and thus there exists a tree
obtainable by employing Algorithm 1 and 2 and so the condi-
tions of Theorem 5.4 are satisfied. As shown in Figure 9, in
all other cases there is a duality gap which occurs since there
does not exist a tree obtainable by Q-tree search which has ex-
actly D units of relevant information. In other words, strong
duality fails to hold when there does not exist a tree solution
to (11) that retains precisely D units of information regarding
the relevant variable Y. In this light we may think of the util-
ity of Algorithm 1 as not only enabling efficient methods to
find a setting of the dual variable that solves the dual problem
(e.g., via Algorithm 2), but also to specify for exactly which
values of D the Q-tree search method can be used to generate
a primal optimal solution.
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8. Conclusions

In this paper, we have considered the problem of establishing
a formal connection between two information-theoretic tree
abstraction problems that leverage the information-bottleneck
principle. More specifically, we consider the problem of
determining the relationship between the hard- and soft-
constrainted tree-search formulations that originally appeared
in [16] and [15], respectively. To accomplish our goal, we
leverage concepts from Lagrangian relaxation, duality theory,
and integer programming. Our accomplishments in this pa-
per are two-fold: (1) we establish that the soft-constrained and
hard-constrained, discrete, tree-search formulations are gener-
ally not equivalent, and (2) we investigate and develop meth-
ods that allow the selection of the weight parameter of the soft-
constrained formulation as a function of the primal constraint.

To accomplish our goals, we delineate how the weight pa-
rameter of the soft-constrained problem may be viewed as a
dual variable of the hard-constrained problem by establishing
a bridge between the dual function and the Q-function from
Q-tree search [15]. We then show how the structure of our
problem may be exploited to develop an algorithm which al-
lows the dual problem to be tractably solved as a function of
the primal constraint that operates by leveraging the properties
of the Q-function and the mechanism of Q-tree search. An al-
gorithm for solving the dual problem is proposed and utilized
to characterize the conditions under which strong duality will
hold in the discrete, tree-abstraction problem.

Furthermore, we investigate the integer linear programming
formulation of the hard-constrained problem [16, 19] and de-
velop an alternate approach towards the selection of the dual
variable via strong duality of linear programs. To this end,
we show that the constraint matrix characterizing the set of all
valid, multi-resolution hierarchical tree abstractions is totally
unimodular, and delineate how this result may be utilized to
draw a connection between the weight parameter in the soft-
constrained tree-search problem and the dual variable in the
linear programming relaxation of the hard-constrained formu-
lation. Empirical results are provided that corroborate the the-
oretical developments, and the importance of the work for ab-
straction design in resource-limited autonomous systems was
discussed.

Appendices

A. Proof of Proposition 4.4

Let 8 > 0 be given, and assume 73 € T< is a tree that attains
the minimum in (11); that is,

Tp € argmin{Ix(T) - BIy(T): T € T°}.

Next, let 7 € T< be the tree for which Q(tg;[)

Y osen Fey) ATx(s) — BAIy(s), which is known to exist
int tR

from the second part of Lemma 4.3. Importantly, notice that

./\/{m(’f‘) = Nint(7(tg)) as all nodes in the tree 7 are descendant



from the root node. As aresult, Q(tg; 8) = Ix (T) = BIy (T)
for some 7 € T<, and thus, from the definition of Ts, we
have

Ix(T) = BIv(Ts) < Ix(T) = BIy (T) = Q(tr; B).
However, from the first portion of Lemma 4.3, it follows that
Q(tr; B) < Zse/\fim(mR)) Alx(s) — BALy(s) = Ix(T) —
BIy(T) forall T € T<. Consequently, since Ts € T2, we

have
>

sENin(Ta(tg))
= Ix(Ts) — BLy (Ts).
As a result, we obtain
Q(tr; B) < Ix(T5) — BLy (Tp),
< Ix(T) = BIv(T) = Q(tr; B),
and therefore, Q(tr; ) = Ix (T3)—BIy (T3), or, equivalently,
Q(tr; B) = min{Ix (T) — BIy(T) : T € T2},

which establishes the result.

Q(tr; B) < Alx(s) — BAIy(s),

O

B. Proof of Proposition 5.1

The proof is given by induction. Consider any node ¢t €
Ne—1(Tw), and assume 31 > (2. Notice that, since §; >
B2, we have Alx(t) — f1ALy(t) < Alx(t) — BoAlLy ().
Consequently, we have min{Alx(t) — f/1Aly(t), 0} <
min{ATx(t) — B2Aly(t), 0}, and therefore

Q(f; 61) :min{AIX(t) — ﬁlAIy(t), 0},
S min{AIx (t) — BQAIY(t), 0} = Q(f; 62),
where equality follows from the definition of the Q-

function (16) for the node ¢, recalling that nodes at depth ¢
have a Q-function value equal to zero. The above establishes

Q(t; 81) < Q(t; o) forall t € Np—_1(Tw)-

Assume that the result holds for all t € N1 (Tw), 0 < k <
¢ — 2, and consider any t € Ny (Tyy). Then, since 81 > B2 we
have that ATx (t) — f1ALy (t) < Alx (t)— B2Aly (t), which,
together with the induction hypothesis, yields

Alx(t) = BiALy () + > Qt': 1)

vec(t)
< AIx(t) = B Ay () + Y Q' ),
tec(t)
<AIx(t) = B Ay () + Y Q(l';Ba),
tec(t)

where the final inequality utilizes the induction hypothesis as
C(t) C Ni+1(Tw). As a result, we obtain

Q(t; 81) = min{AIx (t) — B1AIy () + Y Q(t';51), 0},
t'eC(t)

< min{AIx(t) = BAL (t)+ Y Q(t'; ), 0},
t'eC(t)

= Q(t; Ba).
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Therefore, if 81 > B2 then Q(¢; 51) < Q(¢; B2).

C. Proof of Lemma 5.3

Let 5* > 0 be a solution to the dual problem (14). Now define
Bmin = min(Bpr) and Bn.x = max(Bpr), and consider three
cases: 0 < 3% < Buin, Bmax < B, and Bmin < 8% < Bmax-

Case I: 0 < 8* < Buin. As Bg(tR) = Bmin, it follows that
for 0 < % < Bmin, Q(tr; *) = 0 and thus, d(8*) = f*D
according to (17). As a result, since D > 0, d(3) is monotone
increasing on [0, Byin]. Consequently, d(8*) < d(Bmin) and
because d(8*) > d(f) forall 8 > 0, the above yields d(8*) =
d(Bmin). Since Bmin = ﬂch(tR), and Bccrz(tR) is a tree phase
transition, it follows that there exists a tree phase transition
B = BE (tr) such that d(3) = d(8*).

Case II: Bnax < B*. For B < B%, it follows from (18) that
the dual function linear: d(8) = Ix(Ta+) + B(D — Iy (T3+)).
Moreover, since the primal problem is assumed to have a feasi-
ble solution, the dual function is bounded above. Therefore, as
d(p) is a linear function on [Bax, 00) with slope D — Iy (7p«)
that is bounded above, it must be that (D — Iy (73-)) < 0.
Consequently, d(3) is monotone decreasing on [Smax, 00). As
a result, we have that for Bpax < 8%, d(Bmax) > d(B*), and

thus d(Bmax) = d(B*). Since Bmax € Bpr, it follows that there

exists a tree phase transition 8 = B,y such that d(3) = d(8*).

Case III: fBnin < 6% < Bmax. In this case, there exists
B = max{f : B < B*, B € Bpr} and By = min{J3 : §* <
B, B € Bpr}. Notice that §, and Sy are consecutive tree
phase transitions satisfying B, < £* < Bub. Consequently,
from (18) and the definition of tree phase transition, it fol-
lows that, for any 8 € [B, Bub), the dual function is given by
d(B) = Ix(Tp~)+B(D—1Iy(Ts~)). There are now two possi-
bilities: (D — Iy (73+)) > 0or (D—Iy(T+)) < 0. In the first
scenario, d(3) is monotone increasing on [By, Bu]- Therefore
d(Buw) > d(5*) and thus d(Buw) = d(8*). In the second sce-
nario, d(/3) is monotone decreasing, and so d(fp) > d(8*)
leading to d(f8) = d(8*). Since both Sy, and By, are tree
phase transitions, it follows that there exists a tree phase tran-
sition /3 such that d(3) = d(3*). O

D. Proof of Theorem 5.4

We first show that, if D = [Qy]; for some j then strong
duality holds in the IB tree problem. Let D = [Qy,]; for
some j. Then, choose 8 > 0 according to

{

where € > 0. Next, let 73 € T2 be a solution to the problem

if 5 < |Bpr|,
otherwise,

[BpT,tr) 415
max(Bpr) + €,

B

min{Ix(7) — BIy (T) : T € T},

obtained from the Q-tree search algorithm. Now, since
Ber,ir]; < B < [Bpr,telj+1, it follows, by construction of



Qv that the solution 75 € T < satisfies Iy (75) = [Qv.);- References

Notice that 73 is primal feasible since Iy (73) > D. More-
over, observe that 3 > 0 and because 73 € T < is primal
feasible, we have

Ix(Tp) + BD = Iy (Tp)) < d(8) < Ix(T") < Ix(Tp),

where 7* € T < is an optimal solution to the primal problem.
However, since D — Iy (7T3) = 0, we have that Ix(73) +
B(D — Iy (Tg) = Ix(T3), which means

Ix(Ts) = Ix(Tp) + B(D — Iy (T5)) < d(B7),
< Ix(T7) < Ix(Tp).

Therefore, 73 is primal optimal, § is dual optimal and
Ix(T3) = Ix(T*) = d(8*); that is, strong duality holds.

Next, we show that if strong duality holds in the IB tree prob-
lem, then D = [Qy ], for some j. To this end, since strong
duality holds, there exists a primal solution 7* € 7 < and
a dual solution 8* > 0 such that Ix(7*) = d(8*). Con-
sequently, we have from strong duality, Lemma 5.3, rela-
tion (24), and the properties of minimum that

Ix(T") = d(B*) = d(B),
= [Qx.telj + B(D — [Qvitels),
< Ix(T")+B(D - Iy(T")),
S IX (T*)7

where the final inequality follows from the fact that the tree
phase transition 5 > 0 and, since 7* is primal feasible, D —
Iy (T™*) < 0. The above implies

Ix(T7) = [Qxtelj + B(D - Qy.il5),
= Ix(T")+ B(D - Iy(T")),

and thus, Ix(7") = [@x]; and IY(T*)A: [Qy, 1) for
some j. Moreover, for Ix (7*) = Ix(T*)+ 3(D — Iy (T*)),
we must have

B(D — Iy(T*)) = B(D — [Qv.];) = 0.

However, since B is a tree phase transition, it follows that
B > min(Bpr) = ﬂch(tR) > 0. Consequently, strong duality
implies D — [Qy,+]; = 0, or equivalently, that D = [Qy ],
for some j. O

E. Proof of Proposition 6.6

Let J C {1,...,n} be any collection of columns of A. No-
tice that from (29), each row of A has a column containing
a 1, a column containing a —1, with the rest of the entries
in the row being 0. Now consider the partition of J given
by J1 = J and Js . For this partition, it follows that
ZjeJl [A];; equals either —1, 0, or 1 for every row i. As a
result, we have |- ; [A];;| < 1. Therefore, for any collec-
tion J C {1,...,n} of columns of A, there exists a partition
J1 = J and J5 = @ such that |ZjeJ1 [A]ij_zjer [A]”| <1
for every row ¢ of A. Invoking Theorem 6.5 we conclude that
A is totally unimodular. O
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