arXiv:2301.00621v1 [cs.IT] 2 Jan 2023

Data-Driven Optimization of Directed Information over Discrete Alphabets

Dor Tsur^∗, Ziv Aharoni^∗, Ziv Goldfeld^†, and Haim Permuter^∗

Abstract Directed information (DI) is a fundamental measure for the study and analysis of sequential stochastic models. In particular, when optimized over input distributions it characterizes the capacity of general communication channels. However, analytic computation of DI is typically intractable and existing optimization techniques over discrete input alphabets require knowledge of the channel model, which renders them inapplicable when only samples are available. To overcome these limitations, we propose a novel estimation-optimization framework for DI over discrete input spaces. We formulate DI optimization as a Markov decision process and leverage reinforcement learning techniques to optimize a deep generative model of the input process probability mass function (PMF). Combining this optimizer with the recently developed DI neural estimator, we obtain an end-to-end estimation-optimization algorithm which is applied to estimating the (feedforward and feedback) capacity of various discrete channels with memory. Furthermore, we demonstrate how to use the optimized PMF model to (i) obtain theoretical bounds on the feedback capacity of unifilar finite-state channels; and (ii) perform probabilistic shaping of constellations in the peak power-constrained additive white Gaussian noise channel.

1 Introduction

Originally proposed for the study of channels with feedback, directed information (DI) quantifies statistical and temporal dependencies between stochastic processes [1]. It has seen a variety of applications in communications [2], portfolio theory [3], computational biology [4], neuroscience [5] and machine learning [6, 7]. Often, one wishes to optimize the DI over the distribution of some of the involved stochastic processes; e.g., channel capacity with and without feedback is given by the maximized DI over an appropriate set of input distributions [8]. However, the resulting optimization problem is usually intractable, with analytic solutions available only for a limited class of channels [9–12].

In the absence of analytic solutions, the capacity may be computed via DI optimization routines, such as Blahut-Arimoto-type algorithms [13, 14] or methods based on Markov decision process (MDP) formulations and dynamic programming [10, 15] or reinforcement learning [16] techniques. However, these approaches are only feasible under restrictive struc-

∗Ben Gurion University of the Negev †Cornell University

tural assumptions on the channel that enable tensorizing the multi-letter DI objective, e.g., unifilar^1 finite-state channels (FSCs) with feedback and symmetric channels. For more general channels^2, the capacity can be bounded using the machinery of Q-graphs [18, 19], but tight bounds require an exhaustive search over an exponentially large space. Furthermore, all the aforementioned approaches require full knowledge of the channel probabilistic model, which is often unavailable in practice.

Empirical DI estimators may be employed to obtain approximate solutions, when the channel model is unknown but can be sampled from. For memoryless channels, joint estimationoptimization methods over continuous input spaces were proposed in [20, 21]. The case of channels with memory was recently treated in [22] using the DI neural estimator (DINE) developed therein. The DINE parametrizes the Donsker-Varadhan representation of DI by recurrent neural networks (RNNs), approximates expectations by sample means, and optimizes the resulting objective over the parameter space. To compute the feedback capacity, [22] further proposed an RNN-based generative model for continuous input distributions and jointly optimized it with DINE by propagating gradients through both models. These methods hinge on the end-to-end differentiability of the joint model, which fails to hold for discrete input alphabets. To the best of our knowledge, to date there is no known data-driven approach for optimizing (estimated) DI over discrete alphabets. The goal of this paper is to close this gap.

We propose a new method for optimizing DINE over discrete input alphabets. The input distribution is modeled by an RNN-based probability mass function (PMF) generator. We formulate the DI maximization as an MDP whose policy is modeled by the PMF generator. Such a formulation allows us to utilize reinforcement learning techniques, and in particular, policy optimization via the policy gradients theorem [23]. Combined with a DINE-based approximation of the MDP reward and a Monte-Carlo (MC) estimate of the policy gradient expression, this result in a tractable policy optimization objective. We then alternate between optimizing this objective and the DINE parameters, which yields an estimation-optimization procedure for the DI rate over discrete-input channels. Importantly, our approach does not rely on any knowledge of the channel transition kernel, but rather on the ability to sample its output.

We apply our approach to three main tasks concerning communication over noisy channels. First, we use the proposed method to estimate the capacity of several channels with memory. In all considered examples, the method either achieves the theoretical capacity value or converges between known upper and lower bounds. Furthermore, we show that the optimized PMF generator corresponds to known capacity-achieving input distributions. Second, we employ the generator to estimate a Q-graph [24], that can be plugged into the algorithm from [18] to obtain tight bounds on the feedback capacity of unifilar FSCs. Finally, we leverage the developed method to perform probabilistic shaping of pulse amplitude modulation (PAM) and quadrature amplitude modulation (QAM) constellations over peakpower-constrained additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN) channels. Our method yields

1A finite-state channel is unifilar if its state evolves as a time-invariant deterministic function of the past input, output, and state tuple.

2or when the feedback capacity itself is not algorithmically (Borel-Turing) computable [17].

nontrivial distributions, whose information transmission rate is higher than the one obtained from a uniform distribution, which is typically used in practice [25].

The remainder of the text is organised as follows. Section 2 provides preliminaries and technical background. Section 3 derives the DI optimizer, while Section 4 discusses implementation and algorithmic aspects. In Section 5 we present empirical results for channel capacity estimation. Applications to bounding techniques for the feedback capacity of unifilar FSCs and to probabilistic shaping are the focus of Sections 6 and 7, respectively. Proofs are provided in Section 8. Section 9 leaves concluding remarks and discusses future directions.

2 Background and Preliminaries

2.1 Notation

Sets are denoted by calligraphic letters, e.g., X . When X is finite we use |X | for its cardinality. For any n ∈ N, X^n is the n-fold Cartesian product of X , while x^n = (x_1, . . . , x_n) denotes an element of X^n. For i, j ∈ Z with i ≤ j, we use the shorthand x^j_i := (x_i, . . . , x_j ); the subscript is omitted when i = 1. We denote by (Ω, F, P) the underlying probability space on which all random variables are defined, which is assumed to be sufficiently rich. Expectations are denoted by E ; we sometime write E_P to stress that the underlying distribution is P . The set of all Borel probability measures on X is denoted by P(X ) and the k-dimensional probability simplex is denoted Δ_k. When X is countable, we use p for the PMF associated with P ∈ P(X ). Random variables are denoted by upper-case letters, e.g., X, and stochastic processes are denoted by blackboard bold letters, e.g., X := (X_i)_{i∈N} .

For P, Q ∈ P(X ) such that Q ≪ P , i.e., Q is absolutely continuous w.r.t. P , we denote the Radon-Nykodim derivative of P w.r.t. Q by^{dP}_{dQ} . The KL divergence between P and Q, with P ≪ Q, is D_{KL}(P ‖Q) := E_P [ log^{dP}_{dQ} ] . The MI between (X, Y ) ∼ P_{XY} ∈ P(X × Y) is I(X; Y ) := D_{KL}(P_{XY} ‖P_X ⊗ P_Y ), where P_X and P_Y are the marginals of P_{XY} . The entropy of a discrete random variable X ∼ P is H(X) := −E [log p(X)].

2.2 Directed Information and Channel Capacity

Originally proposed by Massey [1], DI quantifies the amount of information one sequence of random variables causally conveys about another.

Definition 1 (Directed information) Let (X^n, Y^n) ∼ P_Xn_Y n ∈ P(X^n × Y^n). The DI from X^n to Y^n is

I(X^n → Y^n) := n∑ i=1 I(X^i; Y_i|Y^{i−1}). (1)

For infinite-time horizon, jointly stationary stochastic processes X and Y, the DI rate between them is defined as the asymptotic time-averaged DI:

I(X → Y) := lim_{n→∞} 1 n I(X^n → Y^n).

Joint stationarity is indeed sufficient for the existence of this limit [26].

Both feedforward and feedback capacities of a sequence of channels {P_Y n_{‖X}n }_{n∈N} , where P_Y n_{‖X}n := ∏_n i=1 P_{Yi|Y} i−1_Xi , are characterized as^3

C = lim_{n→∞} sup_P 1 n I(X^n → Y^n), (2)

with P = P_Xn for feedforward capacity and P = P_Xn_{‖Y} n−1 := ∏_n i=1 P_{Xi|X}i−1_Y i−1 (which is termed the causal conditioned distribution) when feedback is present. Also note that when no feedback is present, we have I(X^n; Y^n) = I(X^n → Y^n) [1].

2.3 Directed Information Neural Estimation

The DINE [22] is an RNN-based estimator of I(X → Y) from a sample D_n := (X^n, Y^n) ∼ P_Xn_Y n . Its derivation begins with a representation of DI rate as the asymptotic difference of the following KL divergence terms:

D^N_{Y ‖X} := D_{KL} ( P_Y 0_{−(N−1)‖X}0_{−(N−1)} ‖ ‖ ‖PY^{−1}_{−(N−1)} ‖X^{−1}_{−(N−1)} ⊗ P^~Y | | |PX^0_{−(N−1)}‖Y^{−1}_{−(N−1)} ) , D^N_Y := D_{KL} ( P_Y 0_{−(N−1)} ‖ ‖P_{Y −1−(N−1)} ⊗ P_{~Y} ) , (3)

where D_{KL}(P_{Y |X} ‖Q_{Y |X} |P_X ) := E_{Px} [D_{KL}(P_{Y |X} ‖Q_{Y |X} )].

The estimator utilizes the Donsker-Varadhan (DV) variational form of the KL divergence [28, Theorem 3.2], whereby for any P, Q ∈ P(X ) with P ≪ Q, we have

D_{KL} (P ‖Q) = sup_{f:X →R} E_P [f] − log ( E_Q [e^f ] ) . (4)

The supremum is taken over all measurable functions f for which expectations are finite (termed DV potentials) and is achieved by f^⋆ := log^{dP}_{dQ} + c, for any c ∈ R. Applying the DV formula (4) to the KL divergences in (3), we have

D^N_{Y ‖X} = sup f_{xy,N} :X^N ×Y^N →R E [ f_{xy,N} (Y^0_{−(N−1)}, X^0_{−(N−1)}) ] − log E [ e^{fxy,N ( ~Y ,Y −1−(N−1),X−1−(N−1))} ] , (5) D^N_Y = sup f_{y,N} :Y^N →R E [ f_{y,N} (Y^0_{−(N−1)}) ] − log E [ e^{fy,N ( ~Y ,Y −1−(N−1))} ] , (6)

where the supremum-achieving DV potentials of (5) and (6) are respectively given by

f^⋆_{y,N} := log p_{Y0|Y} −1_{−N} p_{~Y} , f^⋆_{xy,N} := log p_{Y0|X}0_{−N Y} −1_{−N} p_{~Y} . (7)

3This formula assumes the so-called information stability property (see [27]).

The optimal DV potentials (7) are then approximated by RNNs and expectations are estimated by sample means over jointly distributed input-output sequences. We first define the class of RNNs [29].

Definition 2 (RNN function class) Fix k, d_i, d_o ∈ N. The class G^{(di ,do,k)}_{rnn} of RNNs with k neurons and input-output dimensions (d_i, d_o) is the set of discrete-time, nonlinear systems with the following structure:

s_{t+1} = −αs_t + Aσ(s_t + Bx_t), y_t = Cs_t,

where s_t ∈ R^k , x_t ∈ R^{di} , and y_t ∈ R^{do} are, respectively, the state, input, and output (column) vectors, A ∈ R^{k×k} , B ∈ R^{k×di} , and C ∈ R^{do ×k} are the associated weight matrices, α ∈ (−1, 1) is a fixed constant for controlling state decay, and σ(x) =^1_{1+e−x} is the sigmoid function, which acts on vectors component-wise.

Note that G^{(di ,do,k)} rnn is a parametric class whose (finitely many) parameters belong to some parameter space Θ ⊂ R^d , for an appropriate dimension d. When k is fixed, we interchangeably denote functions from the above class explicitly as g ∈ G^{(di ,do)}_k , or in their parametrized form g_θ, where θ ∈ Θ. With this notation, the DINE objective is given by [22]

^I_{DI}(D_n, θ_y, θ_{xy}) := sup θ_{xy}∈Θ_{xy} ^D_{Y ‖X} (D_n, θ_{xy}) − sup θ_y∈Θ_y ^D_y(D_n, θ_y), (8)

where θ_y ∈ Θ_y and θ_{xy} ∈ Θ_{xy} are the parameters of the RNNs g_{θy} ∈ G^{(dy ,1,k)}_{rnn} and g_{θxy} ∈ G^{(dy +dx,1,k)} rnn , respectively, the KL divergence estimators are given by

^D_Y (D_n, θ_y) := 1 n n∑ i=1 g_{θy} ( Y^i ) − log ( 1 n n∑ i=1 e^{gθy} (^{~Yi,Y i−1}) ) , (9a)

^D_{Y ‖X} (D_n, g_{θxy} ) := 1 n n∑ i=1 g_{θxy} ( Y^i, X^i ) − log ( 1 n n∑ i=1 e^{gθxy} (^{~Yi,Y i−1,Xi}) ) , (9b)

and ~Y^n is an i.i.d. sequence drawn from Unif(Y). The DINE is now given by optimizing both KL estimators over the corresponding parameter spaces:

^I_{DI}(D_n) := sup θ_{xy}∈Θ_{xy} inf_{θy∈Θy} ^I_{DI}(D_n, θ_y, θ_{xy})

= sup θ_{xy}∈Θ_{xy} ^D_{Y ‖X} (D_n, θ_{xy}) − sup θ_y∈Θ_Y ^D_y(D_n, θ_y),

The DINE architecture is portrayed in Figure 1. For formal consistency guarantees for DINE, as well as implementation details, the reader is referred to [22].

RNN θ_y Y_i Sampler P_{~Y}

~Y_i Loss

^D_Y (D_n, θ_y) g_{θy} (Y_i|Y^{i−1}) g_{θy} (~Y_i|Y^{i−1}) ∇_{θy} ^D_Y

(a) ^D_Y model.

^D_Y , θy ^D_{Y ‖X} , θxy Σ− Y^nX^n ^D_{Y ‖X} (D_n, θ_{xy}) ^D_Y (D_n, θ_y) ^I(D_n, θ_y, θ_{xy})

(b) DINE architecture.

Figure 1: The DINE model. Figure (a) depicts a single KL divergence estimator implementation and Figure (b) presents the complete DINE system.

2.4 Markov Decision Processes

MDPs are discrete-time stochastic control processes that are used for sequential decisionmaking in stochastic systems [30]. An MDP is described by a tuple (Z, U, W, P_{W |Z,U} , f, r), where Z and U are the state and action spaces, respectively, W ∼ P_{W |Z,U} (·|z, u) ∈ P(W) is the disturbance given (z, u) ∈ Z × U, r : U × Z → R is the immediate reward, and the function f : Z × U × W → Z describes the state evolution, i.e., z_{t+1} = f(z_t, u_t, w_t). The action is determined by the stochastic policy π = (π_t)_{t∈N} , where each π_t is a conditional distribution of U_t given Z_t, i.e., if Z_t = z then U_t ∼ π_t(·|z) ∈ Δ_U , for each t ∈ N.

We consider an infinite-horizon average-reward MDP, where the objective is given by

ρ(π) := lim_{N→∞} 1 N N∑ t=1 E_π [r(U_t, Z_t)] , (10)

where the subscript π emphasizes that it induces the sequence distribution. The goal of an MDP agent is to find a policy π that maximizes ρ(π). While a priori an optimizing π may be arbitrary, it turns out that for any infinite-horizon MDP, if |Z| < ∞, then argmax_π ρ(π) contains a stationary policy [30], i.e., such that π_t(·|z) = π(·|z) for some conditional distribution π and all z ∈ Z and t ∈ N.

3 Directed Information Optimization

We develop a new method for optimizing the DINE over discrete input spaces, leveraging an RNN-based generative model of the input process PMF. To arrive at a tractable optimization objective, we formulate the DI rate optimization problem as an MDP and invoke the policy gradients theorem [23] along with function approximation results and MC methods.

Henceforth, X and Y denote jointly stationary discrete-time stochastic processes whose samples take values in X and Y, respectively. Although applicable in general, our method is presented in the context of communication channels, where X and Y are interpreted as the channel input and output spaces, respectively. We assume that the size of the input alphabet |X | = k < ∞ is known. For simplicity of presentation, we focus on the case where Y is also

Table 1: DI rate optimization MDP formulation

MDP DI optimization State Z_t X^{−1}_{−t} , Y^{−1}_{−t} Action U_t X_0 Disturbance W_t Y_0 Reward r(U_t, Z_t) Eqn. (12)

finite, and the channel is described by the causally conditional PMF p_Y n_{‖X}n . Nonetheless, our derivation is independent of the output alphabet, and readily extends to channels with continuous outputs.

3.1 DI Rate Optimization Problem

We set up the DI rate optimization problem (see Section 2.2), modeling the input process PMF by a deep generative model as described next. The generative model takes an inputoutput pair from X × Y and a simplex vector (that models the current input PMF), and outputs a new simplex vector (the updated input PMF). The PMF generator corresponding to a parameter vector ϕ ∈ Φ ⊂ R^d is denoted by h_ϕ : X × Y × Δ_k → Δ_k. Since each new simplex vector p^ϕ_t is specified by the parameters and the sequence of past input-output pairs (X^{t−1}, Y^{t−1}), we treat the t-th output of h_ϕ as the model for the conditional PMF of X_t given that past: p^ϕ_t = p^ϕ(·|X^{t−1}, Y^{t−1}) := h_ϕ(X_{t−1}, Y_{t−1}, p^ϕ_{t−1}), t ≥ 1, where (X_s, Y_s) ∼ p^ϕ_s p_{Ys|X}s_Y s−1 for each s ≤ t − 1.

The goal is now to optimize the DI rate over all input distributions that are modeled by h_ϕ, ϕ ∈ Φ, i.e., to solve sup_{ϕ∈Φ} I_ϕ(X → Y), (11)

where the subscript ϕ designates that the underlying distribution for each I(X^n → Y^n), n ∈ N, in the DI rate expression is ∏_n t=1 p^ϕ_t p_{Yt|X}t_Y t−1 . Note that I_ϕ(X → Y) exists due to the stationarity of the joint distribution, and when Φ is compact, the supremum in (11) is attained. To solve (11), we seek a tractable expression for the DI rate gradient ∇_ϕI_ϕ(X → Y). The next section reformulates DI rate optimization as an MDP and employs the policy gradients theorem, alongside a DINE-based approximation of the MDP reward to arrive at an objective whose gradients coincide with those of the above. The section concludes with a deep reinforcement learning policy optimization methodology for the calculation of (11).

3.2 MDP Formulation

Recall that an MDP is given by the tuple (Z, U, W, P_{W |Z,U} , f, r). By the stationarity of the model, we may apply a reverse time-shift operator on each time step, so that the most recent step remains t = 0 throughout. To obtain an MDP formulation of the DI rate optimization, we take the state as the accumulation of past channel inputs and outputs, i.e., Z_t = (X^{−1}_{−t} , Y^{−1}_{−t} ).^4 We view the channel input generator as an agent whose action U_t = X_0 at each step is drawn from the parametric policy π_ϕ(·|Z_t) = p^ϕ_t (·|X^{−1}_{−t} , Y^{−1}_{−t} ). The disturbance is the channel output, distributed according to the conditional PMF p_{Y0|Y} −1_{−t X}0_{−t} , and the immediate reward is given by the conditional expectation

r(U_t, Z_t) = E log p_{Y0|Y} −1_{−t ,X}0_{−t} (Y_0|Y^{−1}_{−t} , X^0_{−t}) p_{Y0|Y} −1_{−t} (Y_0|Y^{−1}_{−t} ) | | | | X^0_{−t}, Y^{−1}_{−t} , (12)

for which we have E [r(U_t, Z_t)] = I_ϕ(X^0_{−t}; Y_0|Y^{−1}_{−t} ). For feedforward communication, the MDP formulation remains unchanged, while the optimization is limited to policies that are independent of past channel outputs. The formulation is summarized in Table 1, and gives rise to the desired MDP characterization (see Section 8.1 for the proof).

Theorem 1 (MDP formulation) The DI rate optimization problem (11) is an infinitehorizon average-reward MDP with objective ρ(π_ϕ) = I_ϕ(X → Y).

Remark 1 (Relation to existing MDPs) MDP formulations of capacity-optimization problems were previously used to calculate the feedback capacity of certain unifilar FSCs [10,11,15], assuming the channel model is known. In these formulations the MDP state space is a quantized version of Δ_{|S|}, and ρ(π) is a single-letter expression, which is optimized using dynamic programming algorithms. The authors of [31] generalize the unifilar formulation but obtain a generally intractable objective. Our formulation, on the other hand, can be viewed as a unifying MDP for all channels that have a stationary joint distribution. As in [31], our MDP cannot be computed with traditional methods and calls for new ideas, utilizing approximation and estimation techniques.

Remark 2 (Existence of optimal solution) Optimal policies are guaranteed for MDPs with finite state and action spaces [30]. However, when the state space becomes infinite, an optimal policy is no longer guaranteed unless the MDP satisfies certain conditions on its ergodicity (cf. [32–35]). This is the case for prior methodologies that used MDPs to maximize DI, where the MDP state space is a probability simplex [10, 11, 15, 16, 36].

3.3 Policy Gradients Theorem

We leverage the MDP formulation to arrive at a tractable expression for ∇_ϕρ(π_ϕ) using reinforcement learning techniques. This approach is particularly well-suited here since we treat the channel as a black-box that can be sampled given an input sequence, and reinforcement learning offers powerful tools for solving data-driven MDPs. We invoke the policy gradients theorem [23, Theorem 1], that enables expressing ∇_ϕρ(π_ϕ) in terms of ∇_ϕπ_ϕ, which is typically simpler to compute.

Theorem 2 (Policy gradients) Let (Z, U, W, P_{W |Z,U} , f, r) be an infinite-horizon average-

4To ensure that the state space is the same for all t, we concatenate the state Zt = (X^{−1}_{−t} , Y^{−1}_{−t} ) with infinitely many null symbols such that Z is a space of half-infinite sequences.

reward MDP with objective ρ, and consider a parameterized stationary policy π_ϕ, where ϕ ∈ Φ ⊆ R^d for some d ∈ N. Define the function

Q^{πϕ} (u, z) := ∞∑ t=1 E [ r(U_t, Z_t) − ρ(π_ϕ) | |Z_0 = z, U_0 = u] . (13)

Then, ∇_ϕρ(π_ϕ) = ∑ z∈Z p^{πϕ}_Z (z) ∑ u∈U ∇_ϕπ_ϕ(u, z)Q^{πϕ} (u, z), (14) where p^{πϕ}_Z is the stationary distribution of the MDP state sequence.

The state-action value function Q^{πϕ} in (13) quantifies the expected deviation of future rewards from ρ(π_ϕ), for a given state-action pair. The policy gradients theorem simplifies ∇_ϕρ(π_ϕ) by representing it in terms of the policy gradient ∇_ϕπ_ϕ and the function Q^{πϕ} . Using the identity ∂_x log f(x) =^{∂xf(x)}_{f(x)} in (14), we may further represent

∇_ϕρ(π_ϕ) = ∑ z p^{πϕ}_Z (z) ∑ u π_ϕ(u, z)∇_ϕ log ( π_ϕ(u, z) ) Q^{πϕ} (u, z) = E [ ∇_ϕ log ( π_ϕ(U, Z) ) Q^{πϕ} (U, Z) ] . (15)

We next use the DINE to approximate Q^{πϕ} and arrive at a tractable expression for (15).

3.4 Approximation via DINE

To compute the desired gradient via the right-hand side (RHS) of (15), one must evaluate the function Q^{πϕ} . This, however, requires calculation of the MDP reward (12), which necessitates knowledge of the channel model. Even if the channel is given, traditional tabular algorithms cannot be efficiently applied due to the size of the MDP state space. We circumvent this by using the DINE [22] to approximate Q^{πϕ} based only on samples from the channel.

Fix the PMF generator parameters ϕ ∈ Φ and consider a dataset drawn from this input PMF and the channel D_n = (X^n, Y^n) ∼ ∏_n t=1 p^ϕ_t p_{Yt|Y} t−1_Xt . We first take the DINE ^I_{DI}(D_n) as a strongly consistent estimate of the true DI rate ρ(π_ϕ), cf. [22, Theorem 2]. Then, the function r(U_t, Z_t) in the definition of Q^{πϕ} is approximated using the trained DINE RNNs (g_{θy} , g_{θxy} ), as follows. We consider the DV representation of the derived KL divergences in (5) and (6). Subtracting their supremum-achieving DV potentials (7) yields the likelihood

ratio f^⋆_{xy,N} − f^⋆_{y,N} = log (_{pY0|X0} −N Y −1 −N p_{Y0|Y −1−N} ) , where

E[r(U_N , Z_N )] = E [ f^⋆_{xy,N} (X^0_{−N} , Y^0_{−N} ) − f^⋆_{y,N} (Y^0_{−N} ) ] . As the DINE RNNs (g_{θxy} , g_{θy} ) are optimized to achieve the supremum of the empirical DV forms corresponding to (5) and (6), we define ^r_θ := g_{θxy} − g_{θy} , and take it as a proxy for r. This construction assumes that ϕ ∈ Φ is fixed and that g_{θy} and g_{θxy} have been optimized for the induced joint distribution ∏_n t=1 p^ϕ_t p_{Yt|Y} t−1_Xt . This assumption will be further discussed in Section 4, where the joint optimization algorithm is proposed.

For the last step in approximating Q^{πϕ} , we observe that

lim_{t→∞} E [r(U_t, Z_t)] = lim_{t→∞} I_ϕ(X^0_{−t}; Y_0|Y^{−1}_{−t} ) = I_ϕ(X → Y) = ρ(π),

which implies that the difference r(U_t, Z_t) − ρ(π_ϕ) becomes negligible as t grows. This serves to justify truncating the infinite sum defining Q^{πϕ} at some T < ∞, which, together with the steps above, yields the approximation

^Q_{θ,t}(D_n) :=^{t+T −1} ∑ i=t ^r_θ(Y^i, X^i) −^I(D_n, θ).

Having this, we estimate the RHS of (15) by replacing the outer expectation with a MC evaluation taken over a long trajectory (p^ϕ_t , X_t, Y_t)^n_{t=1}, which results in

∇_ϕ 1 n − T n−T∑ t=1 log ( p^ϕ_t (X_t) ) ^Q_{θ,t}(D_n) =:^J_θ (D_n,ϕ)

(16)

as the final approximation of ∇_ϕρ(π_ϕ). This objective is readily differentiable w.r.t. ϕ based only on samples from the input generative model and the channel, as desired. Consequently, the DI optimization scheme alternates between optimizing^I(D_n) and ^J_θ(D_n, ϕ), i.e., alternates between improving the approximation of ^r_θ and policy optimization, respectively.

Remark 3 (Performance guarantees) While the DINE is a consistent estimator of DI [22], formal guarantees for our overall method would require a theoretical account of RNNbased policy optimization combined with MC schemes, which is currently unavailable [37]. Nevertheless, in Section 5 we show empirically that our approach performs well on all the considered examples.

3.5 Estimated Mutual Information Optimizer

When the channel is memoryless the optimization problem (11) reduces to maximizing I_ϕ(X; Y ) over input generative models that are elements of the simplex Δ_k. We can take advantage of the memoryless structure in this special case and employ a simpler model. First, h_ϕ no longer needs to depend on past channel input-outputs pairs and can be taken as p^ϕ = ( σ^1_{sm}(ϕ), . . . , σ^m_{sm}(ϕ) ) , where

σ^i_{sm}(ϕ) := exp(ϕ_i) ∑_m j=1 exp(ϕ_j ) , i = 1, . . . , m (17) is the i-th output of the softmax function.

LSTM step t

LSTM step t + 1 FC +Softmax FC +Softmax S^ϕ_t ...S^ϕ_{t+1} (X_{t−1}, Y_{t−1}) (X_t, Y_t) p^ϕ_t ... ...S^ϕ_{t−1}

Figure 2: The PMF model unrolled for feedback capacity. In the t-th step, S^ϕ_t is calculated from (S^ϕ_{t−1}, X_t, Y_t) and then passed for the calculation of both S^ϕ_{t+1} and p^ϕ_t .

Second, we replace the DINE with the MI neural estimator (MINE) [38]:

^I_{MI}(D_n) := sup θ∈Θ 1 n n∑ t=1 g_θ(X_i, Y_i) − log ( 1 n n∑ t=1 e^{gθ (Xt,Ȳt)} ) , (18)

where g_θ is a feedforward neural network, D_n = (X^n, Y^n)^{i.i.d.}∼ p^ϕp_{Y |X} , and Ȳ_t are negative samples that are independent of X_t for t = 1, . . . n. MINE is optimized over feedforward networks, which are simpler and often present better convergence profiles. In addition, MINE lower bounds the ground truth MI [22, Remark 5] (which is not guaranteed for DINE) and adheres to non-asymptotic error bounds [39, 40]. In Section 7 we demonstrate the MI-based optimization scheme to learn probabilistic shaping of constellations in the peak-power constrained AWGN (PP-AWGN).

The resulting differentiation objective takes the form:

^J^{MI}_θ (D_n, ϕ) := 1 n n∑ t=1 log ( p^ϕ(X_t) ) ( g_θ(X_t, Y_t) −^I_{MI}(D_n) ) , (19)

whose gradient can be simplified as follows (see Section 8.2 for the proof).

Lemma 1 The gradient of (19) w.r.t. ϕ is given by

∇_ϕ^J^{MI}_θ (D_n, ϕ) = 1 n n∑ t=1 ( e_{Xt} − p^ϕ ) ( g_θ(X_t, Y_t) −^I_{MI}(D_n) ) , (20)

where e_{Xt} = ( 1_{{Xt=1}} . . . 1_{{Xt=m}} )_⊺ is the m-dimensional standard basis vector whose X_t-th entry is 1.

4 Implementation and Algorithm

4.1 PMF Generator

Recall that the PMF generator calculates a mapping h_ϕ : X × Y × Δ_k → Δ_k, whose output evolves according to p^ϕ_t = h_ϕ(X_{t−1}, Y_{t−1}, p^ϕ_{t−1}). We implement h_ϕ with a long short-term

PMF generator ϕ Sampler

Channel p_{Yt|X} t−1_Y t−1 DINE θ_y, θ_{xy} Loss p^ϕ_t X^ϕ_tY_t ∇_ϕ^J_θ(D_n, ϕ) Δ Δ ∇_{θy,θxy}^I_{DI}(D_n, θ_y, θ_{xy})

Figure 3: The complete estimation-optimization model. Dashed arrows represent gradient propagation and filled blocks represent parametric models.

memory (LSTM) network. LSTM is a type of recurrent neural network that uses gating mechanisms to selectively retain, input, output, and forget information over multiple time steps, allowing it to model long-term dependencies in sequential data (see [41] for more background on LSTMs). We stack the LSTM network with additional fully-connected (FC) networks to increase the expressiveness of the model. The output layer of h_ϕ is given by an m-dimensional softmax activation (17). Denoting the LSTM and FC maps by g^ϕ_1 and g^ϕ_2 , respectively, the PMF generator output evolution is given by

S^ϕ_t = g^ϕ_1 (X_{t−1}, Y_{t−1}, S^ϕ_{t−1}) , p^ϕ_t = σ_{sm} ( g^ϕ_2 (S^ϕ_t ) ) , (21)

where S^ϕ_t is the LSTM inner state at time t. When feedforward capacity is considered, Y_{t−1} is omitted from (21). The architecture of h_ϕ is illustrated in Figure 2.

4.2 Combined System

The combined system comprises both the PMF generator and the DINE models, as presented in Figure 3. We therefore construct a joint estimation-optimization procedure based on alternating maximization between ^I_{DI}(D_n, θ_y, θ_{xy}) and ^J_θ(D_n, ϕ). In each iteration, a single model is selected for parameter update, while the parameters of the other are fixed. Optimizing the DINE improves the approximation accuracy of Q^{πϕ} for a fixed input PMF model h_ϕ, while optimizing h_ϕ increases DI, as quantified by the current DINE model.

In each iteration, we perform the following steps: First, we calculate p^{ϕ,n} and a dataset D_n by sequentially calculating the PMFs, sampling from them, and propagating the sampled inputs through the channel. Then, we pass D_n through the DINE and calculate the loss function. We update the models’ parameters using stochastic gradient ascent; for the θ update, we calculate ∇_{θy,θxy}^I_{DI}(D_n, θ_y, θ_{xy}), while for the ϕ update, we calculate ∇_ϕ^J_θ(D_n, ϕ). These steps are repeated until a convergence criterion is met or a predetermined number of updates is performed. Finally, we evaluate the DINE objective on a long sequence of channel inputs and outputs to obtain a numerical estimate of the optimized DI. See Algorithm 1 for the full list of steps.

The proposed joint optimization method involves a latent assumption; updating the PMF generator requires an accurate estimate of Q^{πϕ} w.r.t. the joint distribution induced by the current value of ϕ. We therefore prioritize the training of the DINE model and apply several updates to the DINE parameters (θ_y, θ_{xy}) for each update of the PMF generator parameters ϕ.

Algorithm 1 Discrete alphabet DI optimization and estimation input: Discrete channel, feedback indicator output: ^I_{DI}(D_n, h_ϕ), optimized h_ϕ.

Initialize g_{θy} , g_{θxy} , h_ϕ with parameters θ_y, θ_{xy} and ϕ and set a learning rate γ. if feedback indicator then

Add feedback link to h_ϕ repeat

Compute (D_n, p^{ϕ,n}) if training DINE then Compute ^D_Y (D_n, θ_y), ^D_{Y ‖X} (D_n, θ_{xy}) according to (9) Update DINE parameters: θ_y ← θ_y + γ∇_{θy} ^D_Y (D_n, θ_y) θ_{xy} ← θ_{xy} + γ∇_{θxy} ^D_{Y ‖X} (D_n, θ_{xy}) else (Train PMF generator) Compute ^J_θ(D_n, ϕ) according to (16) Update PMF generator parameters: ϕ ← ϕ + γ∇_ϕ^J_θ(D_n, ϕ) until convergence MC evaluation of ^I_{DI}(D_n) return ^I_{DI}(D_n) and h_ϕ

5 Application 1: Capacity Estimation

We employ Algorithm 1 to estimate the capacity of various channels with memory. Performance is measured by comparing the optimized DI estimate with known capacity solutions and/or bounds. Further, we compare the learned PMF structure with known capacityachieving coding schemes. Unlike the approach developed herein, all the considered reference methods require full knowledge of the channel law. Implementation can be found on GitHub.

Remark 4 (Capacity optimization problem) The proposed method aims to calculate the supremum of the DI rate w.r.t. a set of input distributions. However, the capacity expression (2) considers the opposite order of limit and supremum, i.e., taking the limit of the sequence of optimized normalized DI. This order is known to be interchangeable for FSCs [42], which encompass most models of channels with memory.

BadGood gb1 − g1 − b

(a)

(b) Figure 4: GE channel. Figure (a) depicts the channel state Markov chain. The transition distribution from ”Good” to ”Bad” and vice versa are Ber(b) and Ber(g), respectively; (b) presents the estimated capacity versus b (with g = 3b), compared to estimates obtained from [44].

5.0.1 Gilbert-Eliott Channel

The Gilbert-Eliott (GE) channel is a time-varying binary symmetric channel (BSC) whose flip parameter is determined by a latent Markovian state that evolves according to the state diagram in Figure 4a. At state ‘Good’ the flip probability is smaller, and thus the channel is better. While it is straightforward to show that the optimal input is an i.i.d. Ber(0.5) process, the GE capacity is determined by a limiting expression, rather than a closed form formula [43].

We apply the proposed scheme to estimate the capacity of the GE channel and compare our results with a consistent estimate of H(Y|X) := lim_{n→∞}^1_n H(Y^n|X^n) from a long inputoutput sequence [44]. The method assumes the elements of X are distributed according to the capacity-achieving distribution, i.e., X_t ∼ Ber(0.5). As seen in Figure 4b, our method achieves the capacity for a variety of state transition values.

5.0.2 Ising Channel

The binary Ising channel is a unifilar FSC, that evolves according to^5

Y_t = { Z_{1/2}(X_t), if S_{t−1} = 0 S_{1/2}(X_t), otherwise

, S_t = X_{t−1}, (22)

where Z_{1/2} and S_{1/2} denote the Z- and S-channels with probability 1/2. The authors of [15] compute the capacity of the Ising channel using dynamic programming algorithms over a quantized state space. We estimate the capacity via Algorithm 1, which converges to the ground truth capacity after a relatively small number of iterations; cf. Figure 5a.

We further evaluate our method by analysing the structure of the learned PMF. We

5When the channel model is known, St is known at the encoder for any time step since the channel is unifilar.

(a) p^ϕ_t = 0p^ϕ_t = α_1 p^ϕ_t = α_2 p^ϕ_t = 1 y_t = s_{t−1}, x_t = 0 y_t = s_{t−1}, x_t = 1 y_t ≠ s_{t−1} y_t = s_{t−1} x_t = 0 y_t = s_{t−1} x_t = 1

(b) Figure 5: Ising Channel. Figure (a) presents the DINE loss convergence on the Ising channel with feedback and Figure (b) presents the learned PMF model for (α_1, α_2) = (0.456, 0.570). A blue arrow denotes a transition that occurs for any value of (x_t, y_t, s_t).

construct a long trajectory (p^{ϕ,n}, x^n, s^n, y^n) and perform k-means clustering of p^{ϕ,n} for k = 4. We then examine the evolution of clustered p^ϕ_t according to past (p^{ϕ,t−1}, x^{t−1}, s^{t−1}, y^{t−1}). In this case, p^ϕ_t ∈ [0, 1] and is treated as the parameter of a Bernoulli distribution. The structure of p^ϕ_t is presented in Figure 5b. We note that the joint estimation-optimization procedure results in a nontrivial input PMF evolution, whose structure coincides with the analytical capacity-achieving coding scheme proposed in [15].

5.0.3 Trapdoor Channel

The trapdoor channel is a unifilar FSC whose state evolves according to S_t = S_{t−1} ⊕ X_t ⊕ Y_t, where ⊕ denotes the binary XOR operation, and its output is given by (22). We estimate both the feedforward and feedback capacities of this channel via Algorithm 1. For the feedback capacity, the algorithm converges to the analytic solution from [10], as presented in Figure 6a.

The feedforward capacity of the trapdoor channel is an open problem. Upper and lower bounds on the capacity value were provided in [45] and [46]; the former used bounds on the delayed feedback capacity, while the latter employ a Blahut-Arimoto-type algorithm, respectively. Figure 6b shows that the DINE convergence between these known bounds. In particular, this yields a new and improved estimate for the feedforward capacity of the trapdoor channel. Averaging over several runs, we arrive at the value of ^C^{FF}_{Trapdoor} ≈ 0.57246.

5.0.4 NOST and POST Channels

As a last example, we consider the Noisy Output is the STate (NOST) and Previous Output is the STate (POST) channels. The channel outputs are given by (22), but with an arbitrary parameter p ∈ [0, 1] (rather than p = 1/2). The NOST channel state evolves stochastically according to S_t = Z_η(Y_t) for η ∈ [0, 1], and the POST channel is the special case where η = 0.

We use Algorithm 1 to estimate the feedforward capacity of the POST channel and the feedback capacity of the NOST channel, considering various values of p and η, respectively.

(a) (b)

Figure 6: Figures (a) and (b) present DINE loss convergence to the feedback and feedforward trapdoor channel capacities ,respectively. Estimated feedforwad capacity is compared with upper and lower bounds from [19] and [46], respectively, and the estimated feedback capacity is compared with the analytical solution from [10].

(a) (b)

Figure 7: Figure (a) presents the POST capacity estimate vs. the channel parameter p, compared with the analytical capacity value; Figure (b) presents the estimated capacity for the NOST channel versus the flip probability η, compared with the method in [36].

Figure 7 compares of results to those from [47] for the POST and [36] for the NOST channel. The authors of [47] show that both the feedforward and feedback capacities of the POST(p) channel are equal to the capacity of the Z channel with the same parameter. However, the capacity-achieving distribution of the feedforward POST channel can, in general, have infinite memory. This fact together with the accuracy of our capacity estimates testify to the expressiveness of our input distributions model.

6 Application 2: Feedback Capacity Bound via Q-Graphs

We develop a method for calculating lower and upper bounds on the feedback capacity of unifilar FSCs, building on the tools from [18,24]. The method uses the outputs of Algorithm 1 to treat an optimization problem involving a structured auxiliary random variable, termed the Q-graph. We begin with an introduction to Q-graphs and their utility for calculating capacity bounds. We then argue to the complexity of the current graph search approach is prohibitive and propose a Q-graph approximation algorithm based on the optimized PMF generator from Algorithm 1. We demonstrate the performance of our approach both in terms of the estimated Q-graphs and the resulting capacity bounds. The proposed method couples the capacity estimate with a methodology to calculate upper and lower bounds thereof.

6.1 Background: Q-Graphs

For a finite channel output alphabet Y, a Q-graph is a directed connected graph with |Q_g| nodes and |Y| distinct outgoing edges from each of the nodes, each uniquely labeled y ∈ Y. The node transition on a Q-graph is given by a time invariant deterministic function f_Q : Q_g × Y → Q_g. The authors of [18] showed that for any given Q-graph Q_g, the feedback capacity of a unifilar FSC can be bounded from both above and below by solving a corresponding optimization problem over some set of input distributions. Denoting the corresponding bounds by L(Q_g) and L(Q_g), we have [24, Theorems 2,3]:

L(Q_g) ≤ C_{FB} ≤ L(Q_g), (23)

where both L(Q_g) and L(Q_g) are given by sup_{PX|S,Q∈P} I(X, S; Y |Q) but with a different set of distributions P. For L(Q_g), we take P = P_Q, which is the set of input distributions that induce a unique stationary joint process (S_i, Q_i)_{i∈N} . For L(Q_g), a subset of P_Q that admits some Markov criteria is considered. In practice, given a graph Q_g, both upper and lower bounds are obtained by numerically solving the aforementioned problem (see [18] for more details). Our objective is to find Q_g that either maximizes L(Q_g) or minimizes L(Q_g).^6

6.2 Existing Method and its Complexity

The authors of [18] propose an enumeration-based variant of an exhaustive search to find the best Q-graph for a given cardinality Q_g, termed graph-pooling. This method requires solving both upper and lower bound optimization problems for all considered Q-graphs. As discussed in [18], bounds on the cardinality of Q_g are currently unknown. Consequently, the graph-pooling runtime is, in general, unbounded; if the search over all graphs with |Q_g| nodes did not yield tight bounds on the feedback capacity, we continue to search over all graphs of size |Q_g| + 1. The next lemma shows that the number Q-graphs that the graph-pooling approach must consider is exponential in |Q_g| (see Section 8.3 for the proof).

Lemma 2 (Complexity lower bound on graph-pooling method) Fix |Q_g| and let N_{GP} be the number of Q-graphs of size |Q_g| considered in the graph-pooling method. Then, N_{GP} ≥ e^{|Qg| log |Qg|}. Lemma 2 suggests that finding a good Q-graph with large cardinality is computationally burdensome, even if each optimization problems have relatively low complexity. To overcome

6|Qg | < ∞ implies that the respective argmin and argmax are non-empty, however, they are generally not guaranteed to coincide or overlap.

Algorithm 2 Q-graph structure and C_{FB} bounds calculation input: Discrete channel, optimized PMF generator h_ϕ, and |Q_g| output: ^C_{LB}, ^C_{UB}.

Initialize g_ψ with parameters ψ and a learning rate γ. Step 1: Train g_ψ repeat

Compute (S^n, Y^n) using h_ϕ and channel. Compute {q^ψ_t }^n_{t=1} using g_ψ Compute CE loss (24) and update ψ: ψ ← ψ − γ∇_ψL_{CE}(Y^n, S^n, ψ) until convergence Step 2: Obtain bounds Generate a sequence (q^{ψ,n}, Y^n) Perform k-means clustering on q^{ψ,n} Compute M_Q from (q^{ψ,n}, Y^n) Compute ^C_{LB}, ^C_{UB} from M_Q return ^C_{LB}, ^C_{UB}, M_Q

this, we next propose an RNN-based approximation method for potentially optimal Q-graphs that uses the outputs of Algorithm 1, whose training time is independent of |Q_g|.

6.3 Q-graph Approximation Method

A natural choice for a Q-graph is Q_g = p_{St|Y} t , as it is the MDP state process in the solution of several unifilar FSCs [10, 11, 15, 36]. For these FSCs it was shown that p_{St|Y} t takes values in a finite subset of Δ_{|S|}, which limits the Q-graph search space. In situations where such bounds are not available, our method will produce a quantized proxy of p_{St|Y} t . The procedure first approximates p_{St|Y} t using an LSTM network via a supervised learning scheme, and then extracts the graph structure from the learned approximation via k-means.

6.3.1 Mapping Approximation

We devise an RNN-based generative model g_ψ : Δ_{|S|} × Y → Δ_{|S|} with parameters ψ ∈ R^d . The model receives a sequence of channel outputs Y^n, generated by the optimized PMF model and the channel, and recursively calculates a sequence (q^ψ_t )^n_{t=1}. The model is initialized with q_0 = 0, and evolves according to q^ψ_t = g_ψ(q^ψ_{t−1}, Y_t), t = 1, . . . , n.

The model is trained to approximate the evolution of p_{St|Y} t by minimizing the categorical cross entropy, given by

L_{CE}(Y^n, S^n, ψ) := − n∑ t=1 e^T_{St} log q^ψ_t = − n∑ t=1 log q^ψ_{t,St} , (24)

where e_{St} is a one-hot encoding of S_t, and q^ψ_{t,St} is S_t-th coordinate of q^ψ_t .

6.3.2 Trajectory Analysis

Having an RNN approximation of p_{St|Y} t , we aim to extract the underlying graph structure. To that end, we construct a long sequence (q^{ψ,n}, Y^n) and apply k-means clustering [48] to q^{ψ,n} such that each cluster represents an approximated graph node. Next, we label the edges by taking the most frequent transition between each two nodes^7. The graph transition information is stored in a 3-dimensional binary adjacency data structure, denoted M_Q, such that M_Q(i, j, k) = 1 if the edge from node i to node j exists with label y = k.

We plug the Q-graph corresponding to M_Q into the optimization problems from [18] and compute L(M_Q) and L(M_Q). When the resulting bounds are not tight we can repeat the analysis step for larger values of graph nodes k, using the same trajectory (q^{ψ,n}, Y^n). The complete scheme is presented in Algorithm 2. We stress that while Algorithm 1 does not require access to the channel state sequence, the proposed bounds calculation method does rely on this information.

6.4 Empirical Results

We demonstrate the performance of Algorithm 2 on the Trapdoor and Ising channels, as the structure of p_{St|Y} t under the optimal input distribution is known for these examples. Figures 8 and 9 compare the learned Q-graphs with the optimal structure derived in [15] and [10]. The estimated p_{St|Y} t coincides with the one obtained from the analytical solution, although the numerical values associated with the nodes are slightly different. Nevertheless, these tweaked values do not affect the bound computation [18], and using Equations (13) and (16) from [18] we obtain the following capacity upper and lower bounds:

Trapdoor: ^C_{UB} − ^C_{LB} ≈ 3.7615 · 10^{−08}, Ising: ^C_{UB} − ^C_{LB} ≈ 2.4334 · 10^{−07}

The calculated bounds are extremely close, testifying to the potency of the proposed method and providing another useful byproduct of Algorithm 1.

7A generalized version of Q-graphs can consider randomized mappings, therefore also including less frequent transitions.

^Q_{g,0} = 0.0012 ( ^Q_{g,1}, ^Q_{g,2}) = (0.3732, 0.6041)

^Q_{g,3} = 0.9986 10 1100

(a) Estimated Q-graph.

p_0 = 0

(p_1, p_2) = (0.379, 0.621) p_3 = 1 101100

(b) Analytical MDP state.

Figure 8: Ising channel. Comparison between the estimated structure (a) and the dynamic program optimized MDP state transition from [15] (b).

^Q_{g,0} = 0.224

^Q_{g,1} = 0.398 ^Q_{g,3} = 0.781

^Q_{g,2} = 0.606 1 1 1 0000 1

(a) Estimated Q-graph.

p_0 = 0.236 p_1 = 0.382 p_3 = 0.764 p_2 = 0.613 11 1 0000 1

(b) Analytical MDP state.

Figure 9: Trapdoor channel. Comparison between the estimated structure (a) and the dynamic program optimized MDP state transition from [10] (b).

7 Application III: Probabilistic Shaping of Constellations

Conventional communication schemes consider equiprobable constellations [25, Section 7]. By applying Algorithm 1 for MI optimization (see Section 3.5), we propose a non-uniform shaping scheme and show that it outperforms the equiprobable constellation in terms of the communication rate. Consider the PP-AWGN, given by Y = X + Z, s.t. |X| ≤ A, P_X − a.s., where A > 0 and Z is a centered Gaussian noise with variance σ^2. Our goal is to design a discrete constellation for X that maximizes the transmission rate.

7.1 Real-Valued AWGN

Smith showed that the capacity of the real-valued PP-AWGN channel is achieved by a discrete distribution supported inside [−A, A], whose cardinality grows with A^2/σ^2 [49]. We thus consider PAM constellations of different orders within [−A, A].

Figure 10a compares the estimated MI to analytical upper [50] and lower bounds [51], for a range of A^2/σ^2 values. Evidently, the MI estimate converges between the bounds. Recall that MINE itself serves as a lower bounds the ground truth MI [22, Remark 5], posing our estimate as a new numerical lower bound on the PP-AWGN capacity. We observe that the

(a) (b)

Figure 10: Estimated MI for the real valued PP-AWGN. Figure (a) shows a comparison of the optimized MI with capacity upper and lower bounds; and Figure (b) presents a comparison with the MI induced by the uniform distribution for k = 9.

information rate saturates for each considered constellation orders, as SNR grows; this stems from the source entropy upper bound I(X; Y ) ≤ H(X). Figure 10a therefore reveals the values of A^2/σ^2 beyond which a certain order m is no longer optimal. Figure 10b shows a comparison of the estimated optimized MI with the one induced by a uniform distribution over the constellation elements. It is clear that the learned probabilistic shaping results in higher MI for every considered SNR value.

The learned probabilistic shaping also corresponds to asymptotic values of the optimal input distribution derived in [49]. Namely, it was shown that the optimal distribution converges towards a Bernoulli distribution on {−A, A} as A^2/σ^2 → 0, while for A^2/σ^2 → ∞ the PMF becomes uniform distribution over the entire interval [−A, A]. Figure 11 depicts the learned probabilistic shaping for k = 16, which indeed adheres to the mentioned asymptotic behavior. The intermediate point A^2/σ^2 = 12[dB] is an example of when an interpolation between the two extreme cases is used.

(a) A^2/σ^2 = −10[dB]. (b) A^2/σ^2 = 15[dB] (c) A^2/σ^2 = 30[dB]

Figure 11: Learned probabilistic shaping for order k = 16 and several values of A^2/σ^2.

(a) Information rate comparison. (b) Comparison with uniform.

Figure 12: QAM probabilistic shaping performance. Figure (a) shows a comparison of the optimized MI for several constellation orders with analytical upper and lower bounds from [50] and [51], respectively; Figure (b) shows a comparison of the optimized MI with the MI induced by the uniform distribution.

7.2 Complex AWGN

To code for the complex AWGN channel, we consider a rectangular QAM constellations. The peak constraint now becomes as box constraint, whereby Re(X) and Im(X) are bound to the one-dimensional peak-power constraint. Under the box constraint, it is shown in [52] that the optimal input X has Re(X) and Im(X) independent, due to the independence of the noise components. Using this fact, we have the capacity bounds

2C^{real}_{LB} ≤ C ≤ 2C^{real}_{UB} , (25)

where C^{real}_{LB} and C^{real}_{UB} are the real-valued PP-AWGN capacity bounds from Section 7.1.

Figure 12a compares our estimated MI values with the above bounds for several QAM orders. In Figure 12b we compare the MINE estimate with the MI induced by the uniform distribution, calculated via the Gauss-Hermite integral approximation. It is clear that the learned distribution outperforms the uniform one for all considered A^2/σ^2 values. Finally, Figure 13 shows the learned probabilistic shaping for k = 64 and several values of A^2/σ^2. Since Re(X) and Im(X) are independent, we look for features similar to those observed for the real-valued AWGN channel. Indeed, we see that for low values of A^2/σ^2 the learned probabilistic shaping is uniform on the constellation edges, while as A^2/σ^2 grows, the probabilistic shaping shifts towards a uniform distribution over the entire constellation. Nontrivial input distributions, as shown in 13(b), are observed for intermediate values of A^2/σ^2.

(a) A^2/σ^2 = −10[dB]. (b) A^2/σ^2 = 12[dB] (c) A^2/σ^2 = 30[dB] Figure 13: Learned QAM distribution for several values of A^2/σ^2 and k = 64. The marker size denotes the assigned probability.

8 Proofs

8.1 Proof of Theorem 1 The proof shows that (i) Z_t evolves as a function of (Z_{t−1}, U_{t−1}, W_{t−1}), (ii) P_{Wt|W} t−1_{,U} t_{,Z}t = P_{Wt|Wt−1,Ut,Z}t , and (iii) ρ(π_ϕ) = I_ϕ(X → Y). First, the functional relation Z_t = f(Z_{t−1}, U_t, W_t) follows by defining f as a concatenation of Z_{t−1} with (U_t, W_t). For (ii), we have P_W (W_t = w|W^{t−1} = w^{t−1}, Z^{t−1} = z^{t−1}, U^{t−1} = u^{t−1}) = P(Y_0 = y|X^0_{−t} = x^0_{−t}, Y^0_{−t} = y^0_{−t}) = P_W (W_t = w|Z_{t−1} = z_{t−1}, U_{t−1} = u_{t−1}).

To establish (iii), observe that

ρ(π_ϕ) = lim_{N→∞} 1 N N∑ t=1 E [ E [ log P_{Y0|Y} −1_{−t ,X}0_{−t} P_{Y0|Y} −1_{−t} | |X^0_{−t}, Y^{−1}_{−t} ]]

= lim_{N→∞} 1 N N∑ t=1 I_ϕ(X^0_{−t}; Y_0|Y^{−1}_{−t} )

= lim_{N→∞} 1 N N∑ t=1 I_ϕ(X^t; Y_t|Y^{t−1})

= lim_{N→∞} 1 N I_ϕ(X^N → Y^N ) = I_ϕ(X → Y), where the third equality uses the stationarity of the joint distribution. This concludes the proof. □

8.2 Proof of Lemma 1

Recall that we focus on the loss function:

^J^{MI}_θ (D_n, ϕ) := 1 n n∑ t=1 log ( p^ϕ(X_t) ) ( g_θ(X_t, Y_t) −^I_{MI}(D_n) ) . (26)

First consider the partial derivative w.r.t. a single coordinate. Assume, without loss of generality, that X = [1, . . . , m] and fix i ∈ [1, . . . , m]. Taking the derivative w.r.t. ϕ_i, we have

∂_{ϕi}^J^{MI}_θ (D_n, ϕ) = 1 n n∑ t=1 ∂_{ϕi} log ( p^ϕ(X_t) ) ( g_θ(X_t, Y_t) −^I_{MI}(D_n) ) .

Since p^ϕ(X_t) = σ^{Xt}_{sm} (ϕ), we obtain

∂_{ϕi} log p^ϕ(X_t) = ∂_{ϕi} log e^{ϕXt} − ∂_{ϕi} log (_m ∑ k=1 e^{ϕk} )

= ∂_{ϕi} ϕ_{Xt} − e^{ϕi} ∑_m k=1 e^{ϕk} = 1_{{Xt=i}} − σ^{Xt}_{sm} (ϕ). Therefore, the gradient is given by

∇_ϕ^J^{MI}_θ (D_n, ϕ) = 1 n n∑ t=1 ( e_{Xt} − p^ϕ ) ( g_θ(X_t, Y_t) −^I_{MI}(D_n) ) . (27) □ 8.3 Proof of Lemma 2

To simplify notation, let m := |Q_g| and fix m. Note that the number of graphs identical up to y labeling is (m)^{|Y|m}. The authors of [18] claim that the graph-pooling method reduces the number of Q-graphs the algorithm considers by a factor of m!. Therefore,

N_{GP} = m^{m|Y|} m! . (28)

By the Stirling upper bound approximation of m! we have

N_{GP} ≥ m^{m|Y|} √ e^2m^{mm}_{em} = e^mm^{m(|Y|−1)−0.5}e^{−1} ≥ e^mm^{m−0.5}

≥ e^{m((m−0.5) log m)} ≥ e^{m log m}. 9 Concluding Remarks and Future Directions

This work developed an optimization method for the estimated DI rate over communication channels with discrete input alphabets. We proposed a deep generative model for the input PMF and derived an alternative optimization objective which easy to differentiate w.r.t. the parameters of the PMF model. This new objective was derived via an MDP formulation of the DI optimization problem, combined with the policy gradients method and DINEbased function approximation. The overall procedure is an iterative estimation-optimization routine of the DI, where the estimation step involves training the DINE. To the best of our knowledge, ours is the first method that can optimize estimated DI over discrete inputs when the channel model is unknown.

To demonstrate the utility of our approach, we used it to estimate the capacities of various channels, under both feedforward and feedback communication schemes. The capacity estimates demonstrated significant correspondence with known theoretical solutions and/or bounds, and the learned input PMF was shown to coincide with capacity-achieving input distributions. In addition, we showed how to leverage the optimized input PMF model to calculate lower and upper bounds on the feedback capacity of unifilar FSCs via Q-graphs. Lastly, we demonstrated how our algorithm gives rise to probabilistic shaping schemes of PAM and QAM constellations for the PP-AWGN.

Our work enables the optimization of estimated DI, treating the channel as a blackbox that can be sampled. This method is beneficial for data-driven time-series tasks, when control over some of its elements is assumed. In future work, we aim to apply the proposed scheme to multi-user communication channels by generalizing our framework to multi-agent reinforcement learning. We will also explore applications to sequential machine learning and sequential control.

References

[1] James Massey. Causality, feedback and directed information. In Proc. Int. Symp. Inf.

Theory Applic.(ISITA-90), pages 303–305. Citeseer, 1990.

[2] Gerhard Kramer. Directed information for channels with feedback, volume 11. Citeseer, 1998.

[3] Haim H Permuter, Young-Han Kim, and Tsachy Weissman. On directed information and gambling. In Proceedings of 2008 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory, pages 1403–1407. IEEE, 2008.

[4] Arvind Rao, Alfred O Hero, David J States, and James Douglas Engel. Inference of biologically relevant gene influence networks using the directed information criterion. In 2006 IEEE International Conference on Acoustics Speech and Signal Processing Proceedings, volume 2, pages II–II. IEEE, 2006.

[5] Michael Wibral, Raul Vicente, and Joseph T Lizier. Directed information measures in neuroscience. Springer, 2014.

[6] Yuxun Zhou and Costas J Spanos. Causal meets submodular: Subset selection with directed information. In Advances In Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 2649–2657, 2016.

[7] Stas Tiomkin and Naftali Tishby. A unified bellman equation for causal information and value in markov decision processes. arXiv preprint arXiv:1703.01585, 2017.

[8] Young-Han Kim. A coding theorem for a class of stationary channels with feedback.

IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 54(4):1488–1499, 2008.

[9] Young-Han Kim. Feedback capacity of the first-order moving average gaussian channel.

IEEE Transactions on Information theory, 52(7):3063–3079, 2006.

[10] Haim Permuter, Paul Cuff, Benjamin Van Roy, and Tsachy Weissman. Capacity of the trapdoor channel with feedback. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 54(7):3150– 3165, 2008.

[11] Oron Sabag, Haim H Permuter, and Navin Kashyap. The feedback capacity of the binary erasure channel with a no-consecutive-ones input constraint. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 62(1):8–22, 2015.

[12] Ori Peled, Oron Sabag, and Haim H Permuter. Feedback capacity and coding for the (0, k)-rll input-constrained bec. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 65(7):4097– 4114, 2019.

[13] Iddo Naiss and Haim H Permuter. Extension of the blahut–arimoto algorithm for maximizing directed information. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 59(1):204–222, 2012.

[14] Charalambos D Charalambous and Photios A Stavrou. Directed information on abstract spaces: Properties and variational equalities. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 62(11):6019–6052, 2016.

[15] Ohad Elishco and Haim Permuter. Capacity and coding for the ising channel with feedback. IEEE transactions on information theory, 60(9):5138–5149, 2014.

[16] Ziv Aharoni, Oron Sabag, and Haim Henri Permuter. Reinforcement learning evaluation and solution for the feedback capacity of the ising channel with large alphabet. arXiv preprint arXiv:2008.07983, 2020.

[17] Andrea Grigorescu, Holger Boche, Rafael F Schaefer, and H Vincent Poor. Capacity of finite state channels with feedback: Algorithmic and optimization theoretic properties. arXiv preprint arXiv:2201.11639, 2022.

[18] Oron Sabag, Bashar Huleihel, and Haim H Permuter. Graph-based encoders and their performance for finite-state channels with feedback. IEEE Transactions on Communications, 68(4):2106–2117, 2020.

[19] Bashar Huleihel, Oron Sabag, Haim H Permuter, Navin Kashyap, and Shlomo Shamai.

Computable upper bounds on the capacity of finite-state channels. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 2021.

[20] Nunzio A Letizia and Andrea M Tonello. Capacity-driven autoencoders for communications. IEEE Open Journal of the Communications Society, 2021.

[21] Farhad Mirkarimi, Stefano Rini, and Nariman Farsad. Neural capacity estimators: How reliable are they? arXiv preprint arXiv:2111.07401, 2021.

[22] Dor Tsur, Ziv Aharoni, Ziv Goldfeld, and Haim Permuter. Neural estimation and optimization of directed information over continuous spaces. arXiv preprint arXiv:2203.14743, 2022.

[23] Richard S Sutton, David A McAllester, Satinder P Singh, Yishay Mansour, et al. Policy gradient methods for reinforcement learning with function approximation. In NIPs, volume 99, pages 1057–1063. Citeseer, 1999.

[24] Oron Sabag, Haim H Permuter, and Henry D Pfister. A single-letter upper bound on the feedback capacity of unifilar finite-state channels. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 63(3):1392–1409, 2016.

[25] John G Proakis, Masoud Salehi, Ning Zhou, and Xiaofeng Li. Communication systems engineering, volume 2. Prentice Hall New Jersey, 1994.

[26] Thomas M Cover and A Joy Thomas. Elements of Information Theory. Wiley, New- York, 2nd edition, 2006.

[27] Roland L Dobrushin. General formulation of Shannon’s main theorem in information theory. American mathematical society translations, 33:323–438, 1963.

[28] Monroe D Donsker and SR Srinivasa Varadhan. Asymptotic evaluation of certain Markov process expectations for large time. iv. Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics, 36(2):183–212, 1983.

[29] Liang Jin, Madan M Gupta, and Peter N Nikiforuk. Universal approximation using dynamic recurrent neural networks: discrete-time version. In Proceedings of ICNN’95- International Conference on Neural Networks, volume 1, pages 403–408. IEEE, 1995.

[30] Dimitri P Bertsekas et al. Dynamic programming and optimal control: Vol. 1. Athena scientific Belmont, 2000.

[31] Sekhar Tatikonda and Sanjoy Mitter. The capacity of channels with feedback. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 55(1):323–349, 2008.

[32] Rolando Cavazos-Cadena and Linn I Sennott. Comparing recent assumptions for the existence of average optimal stationary policies. Operations research letters, 11(1):33–37, 1992.

[33] Aristotle Arapostathis, Vivek S Borkar, Emmanuel Fernández-Gaucherand, Mrinal K Ghosh, and Steven I Marcus. Discrete-time controlled markov processes with average cost criterion: A survey. SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, 31(2):282–344, 1993.

[34] Sheldon M Ross. Introduction to stochastic dynamic programming. Academic press, 2014.

[35] Li Xia, Xianping Guo, and Xi-Ren Cao. On the existence of optimal stationary policies for average markov decision processes with countable states. arXiv preprint arXiv:2007.01602, 2020.

[36] Eli Shemuel, Oron Sabag, and Haim Permuter. The feedback capacity of noisy output is the state (nost) channels, 2021.

[37] Timothy P Lillicrap, Jonathan J Hunt, Alexander Pritzel, Nicolas Heess, Tom Erez, Yuval Tassa, David Silver, and Daan Wierstra. Continuous control with deep reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1509.02971, 2015.

[38] Mohamed Ishmael Belghazi, Aristide Baratin, Sai Rajeshwar, Sherjil Ozair, Yoshua Bengio, Aaron Courville, and Devon Hjelm. Mutual information neural estimation. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 531–540. PMLR, 2018.

[39] Sreejith Sreekumar, Zhengxin Zhang, and Ziv Goldfeld. Non-asymptotic performance guarantees for neural estimation of f-divergences. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 3322–3330. PMLR, 2021.

[40] Sreejith Sreekumar and Ziv Goldfeld. Neural estimation of statistical divergences. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 23(126):1–75, 2022.

[41] Sepp Hochreiter and Jürgen Schmidhuber. Long short-term memory. Neural computation, 9(8):1735–1780, 1997.

[42] Haim Henry Permuter, Tsachy Weissman, and Andrea J Goldsmith. Finite state channels with time-invariant deterministic feedback. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 55(2):644–662, 2009.

[43] Mordechai Mushkin and Israel Bar-David. Capacity and coding for the gilbert-elliott channels. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 35(6):1277–1290, 1989.

[44] Mohammad Rezaeian. Computation of capacity for gilbert-elliott channels, using a statistical method. In 2005 Australian Communications Theory Workshop, pages 56–61. IEEE, 2005.

[45] Bashar Huleihel, Oron Sabag, and Haim H Permuter. Capacity of the trapdoor channel with delayed feedback. In 2022 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), pages 492–497. IEEE, 2022.

[46] Kingo Kobayashi. Capacity problem of trapdoor channel. In General Theory of Information Transfer and Combinatorics, pages 1084–1087. Springer, 2006.

[47] Haim Henri Permuter, Himanshu Asnani, and Tsachy Weissman. Capacity of a post channel with and without feedback. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 60(10):6041–6057, 2014.

[48] Anil K Jain and Richard C Dubes. Algorithms for clustering data. Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1988.

[49] Joel G Smith. The information capacity of amplitude-and variance-constrained sclar gaussian channels. Information and control, 18(3):203–219, 1971.

[50] Lawrence H Ozarow and Aaron D Wyner. On the capacity of the gaussian channel with a finite number of input levels. IEEE transactions on information theory, 36(6):1426–1428, 1990.

[51] Andrew Thangaraj, Gerhard Kramer, and Georg Böcherer. Capacity bounds for discretetime, amplitude-constrained, additive white gaussian noise channels. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 63(7):4172–4182, 2017.

[52] Shiro Ikeda, Kazunori Hayashi, and Toshiyuki Tanaka. Capacity and modulations with peak power constraint. arXiv preprint arXiv:1005.3889, 2010.