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On the Symmetric Information Rate of Two-Dimensional
Finite-State ISI Channels

Jiangxin Chen and Paul H. Siegel, Fellow, IEEE

Abstract—We derive a pair of bounds (upper and lower) on the sym-
metric information rate of a two-dimensional finite-state intersymbol
interference (ISI) channel model. For channels with small impulse re-
sponse support, they can be estimated via a modified forward recursion of
the Bahl-Cocke-Jelinek—Raviv (BCJR) algorithm. The convergence of the
bounds is also analyzed. To relax the constraint on the size of the impulse
response, a new upper bound is proposed which allows the tradeoff of the
computational complexity and the tightness of the bound. These bounds
are further extended to d-dimensional (d > 2) ISI channels.

Index Terms—Bahl-Cocke-Jelinek-Raviv (BCJR) algorithm, hidden
Markov field, information rate, Peano—Hilbert curve, two-dimensional
intersymbol interference (ISI) channel.

1. INTRODUCTION

One approach to achieving higher information storage density is the
use of page-oriented data recording technologies, such as holographic
memory [1]. Instead of recording the data in one-dimensional tracks,
these technologies store the data on two-dimensional surfaces. A
commonly used channel model for such a two-dimensional recording
channel is the two-dimensional finite-state intersymbol interference
(IST) channel with additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN), as de-
scribed by

ny1—1lngo—1

yliv 1= > blkQali =k, j =1+ nli, j] (1)

where z[¢, j] is the channel input with finite alphabet of cardinality
|X|, y[i, j] is the channel output, and n[i,j] is independent and
identically distributed (i.i.d.) zero-mean Gaussian noise with variance
a 2 =/ 70 / 2 .

As in the case of one-dimensional channels, the capacity of this
two-dimensional channel is defined as the maximum mutual informa-
tion rate I(X',Y) over all input distributions, where X = {z[i, j]}
and Y = {y[i, j]}. When the input is i.i.d., equiprobable, the mutual
information rate is called the symmetric information rate (SIR). The
capacity and the SIR provide useful measures of the storage density
that can, in principle, be achieved with page-oriented technologies, and
also serve as performance benchmarks for channel coding and detec-
tion methods.

Various bounds on the capacity and the SIR have been developed
for certain one-dimensional ISI channels; see, e.g., [2]-[5]. Recently,
several authors independently proposed a new Monte Carlo approach
to calculating a convergent sequence of lower bounds on these infor-
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mation rates [6]-[8]. The method requires the calculation of the joint
probability of a long sample realization of the channel output. The for-
ward recursion of the sum-product Bahl-Cocke—Jelinek—Raviv (BCJR)
algorithm [10], applied to the combined source—channel trellis, can be
used to reduce the overall computational complexity of the calcula-
tions. This approach was further generalized and applied to multitrack
recording systems [9].

In this correspondence, we investigate the extension of this approach
to two-dimensional finite-state ISI channels. The main difficulty that
prevents us from extending the one-dimensional approach directly
is that there is no direct counterpart of the BCJR algorithm that can
simplify the calculations for a large sample output array in the two-di-
mensional setting. To overcome this problem, we derive upper and
lower bounds on the entropy rate of a large output array based upon
conditional entropies of smaller output arrays. The convergence of
these bounds is investigated. By modifying the one-dimensional Monte
Carlo technique to the calculation of these conditional entropies, we
are able to compute fairly tight upper and lower bounds on the SIR for
two-dimensional ISI channels with small impulse response support.
To further reduce the computational complexity for the channels
with larger impulse response support, we derive an alternative upper
bound which uses an auxiliary one-dimensional ISI channel so that
the one-dimensional Monte Carlo technique can be applied directly. It
allows us to make the tradeoff between the auxiliary one-dimensional
channel memory length (which determines the complexity) and the
tightness of the bound. Although these bounds are derived in the
context of two-dimensional ISI channels, they can be easily extended
to higher dimensional ISI channels which may be used to model the
inter-page interference in holographic memories [12].

The paper is organized as follows. In Section II, we derive the upper
and lower bounds on the SIR of two-dimensional finite-state ISI chan-
nels. We then present a lower bound on the convergence rate and de-
scribe the Monte Carlo approach to computing these bounds. Section
III introduces the alternative upper bound which makes use of an auxil-
iary one-dimensional ISI channel. These bounds are extended to d-di-
mensional (d > 2) ISI channels in Section IV. Section V provides
numerical results for some two-dimensional ISI channels, and Section
VI concludes the paper.

II. BOUNDS ON THE SIR OF TWO-DIMENSIONAL ISI CHANNELS
A. SIR Bounds Based on Conditional Entropies

In this two-dimensional ISI channel model, the input array X is a
two-dimensional discrete random process consisting of i.i.d. random
variables. The corresponding output array ) is a two-dimensional con-
tinuous random process. It is easy to see that both are stationary random
processes. Let L;qu 7F7=1 be the set of positions forming an m X n
rectangular block whose upper left corner is (, j) ! and whose lower
right corneris (i +m — 1,j + n — 1). That s,

L=ttt (s )€ 77 1 i<s<itm—1,j<t<j+n-1}.

1,]
The output array indexed on the set ij"L_l'H"_l

Y{L ™1 and s abbreviated as Y; T/t
»J . . A . s
mutual information rate between X and ) is

I(X;Y)=H(Y) - HY|X) = HY) - HN) 2

is
The

IThroughout the correspondence, (¢, j) denotes the position in the ith row
and the jth column.
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where

1
HY)= lm —HYT")
m,n—oo MN ’

is the entropy rate of the output process and H (\') = é log(mweNg) is
the noise entropy rate. Equation (2) comes from the fact that

HY|X)= Ilim 1

m,n—oc MN

= lm_ - [H (" [ X700 s )

m,n—oc MMN

m,n
H (Y7

ST, T
‘Xl,l )

0O,n m 0 .ym,n ~m.,n
+ I(‘Y—711+2,—VL2+27‘Yl.—nz-‘r'z’}l.l |‘X1,l )]

. 1 sm,n m,n
- : :
= hn_‘x mnH (O X e e

. 1
= lim —H (N{"{")
m,n—os0 MN :

HWN) = % log(meNy) 3)
since

. 1 ~0,n ~m.,0 m,n ~m.,n
0< lim —1 (‘X—r11+2,—rL2+27‘X1,7—712+2;}f1.l |)§1,£ )

m,n—0oC 1NN

< lim (ni—D(na+n—1)4+(n2 —1L)m

m,n—oo mn

log |X| = 0.

In the rest of the correspondence, we will no longer distinguish be-
tween bounding the channel output entropy rate and bounding the SIR
since the two rates differ only by a constant. The problem is now re-
duced to the evaluation of the entropy rate of the two-dimensional
output process Y, if it exists. For a stationary one-dimensional random
process Z = {Z[i]}, the limit

H(Z)= lim %H(Z[l], . Zn])

exists due to the subadditivity of the entropy H (Z[1], ..., Z[n]). Simi-
larly, since the subadditive property holds for the entropy H (Y;"7") in
each dimension, the limit lim,, , o ——H (Y,"}") also exists when
Y is stationary [11].

Although we could estimate H()) by calculating the sample en-
tropy rate of a very large array, similar to the approach used in [6]—[8],
the huge computational complexity makes it impractical. As pointed
out earlier, there is no counterpart of the BCJR algorithm for two-di-
mensional processes to help reduce the complexity. Instead, we will
use conditional entropies based upon a smaller array to derive upper
and lower bounds on H()), and subsequently, the SIR. Conditional
entropies have been used to bound the entropy rate of one-dimensional
hidden Markov processes (see, e.g., [13]). We will adapt the approach
to accommodate the nature of the two-dimensional processes.

Before the development of the bounds on the SIR, we first define the
ordering < of the elements in a two-dimensional array Y . Unlike the
one-dimensional case in which there is a natural ordering that coin-
cides with the progression of time, there are many equally viable ways
to order the elements in a two-dimensional array. In this correspon-
dence, we consider two simple orderings, row-by-row ordering <r
and column-by-column ordering <. Given two positions (¢, t2) and
(1, t5), in the row-by-row ordering, we have (t1,t2) <p (#),t5) if
t; <ty orift; =t} and t2 < ¢5. Similarly, in the column-by-column
ordering, we have (t1,%2) <¢ (#,t5) if to < t, orif to = ¢, and
t1 < t;. To simplify the notation, we will use R and C' to denote
row-by-row ordering and column-by-column ordering, respectively.
Therefore, we have <€ {R,C}.

Let! = [l1,...,l4] be a nonnegative vector (i.e., {; > 0,Vi). We

denote by Past_ (7, j) the subset of positions inside Liﬂi?ﬂ‘; that
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Fig. 1. The region Pastc [3,2,6,0)(, J) and Past g [6,0,4,2) (¢, J).
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Fig. 2. The region Stripc_[.5_4,5_0](i7j) and StriPR_[5_o,4_3]("'~.l')~

precede position (i,7) according to the ordering <. Fig. 1 depicts
Paste [s,2,6,0(¢,) and Pastg [0,4,2)(¢,5). The channel outputs

indexed by Past ;(i,j) are denoted by Y {Past_ ;(i,j)}. The
boundary of Past (i, j) is denoted by Strip _ ;(7, j). That i,

1,7—l3 i—l1,5+14 i—1,5+1, : _
Strip (i, j)=4 Cimto=ts Y iz U LoD, i< =R
e SICY) Litled—la G pi—lig U Litleu—1 if<=C

i—ly,j—13 i—ly,j—13 i+l2,j—13° o

“
Fig. 2 illustrates Stripc 5 4 5,0)(i.7) and Stripg (5 o 4 5)(7,7) as ex-
amples. It is obvious that the value of I3 is irrelevant to Pastr (i, 7)
and Stripp (7, ), as is I4 to Pastc (4, j) and Stripe (i, 7).

In order to derive the bounds based on the conditional entropy, we
first introduce a lemma which links the entropy rate defined above
and the conditional entropy of the stationary two-dimensional random
process. This result was first derived by Katznelson and Weiss [14] for
the more general Z 4 Jattice. Anastassiou and Sakrison [15] obtained a
similar result for stationary two-dimensional fields on Z2. For the time
being, we state this result in the context of the Z? lattice.

Lemma 2.1: For a stationary two-dimensional random field ) on
72, the entropy rate H () satisfies the following equality:

H(Y) = HY[i, ]IV {Past o7, ) )

where oc = [0, 00, 00, 00|, meaning that for any given € > 0, there
exist M; > 0,i = 1,...,4, such that when I; > M, for every
1<i<4

|H(Y) = H(Y[i, j]

Y{Past.(i,5)})] < e.

This result holds for both orderings. The lemma also applies to
random fields on lattices that can be mapped to Z2, such as the
hexagonal lattice [16]. In Section V, we will give an example of a
two-dimensional ISI channel on a hexagonal lattice.
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Applying a bounding technique similar to that used in the setting of a
one-dimensional hidden Markov process [13], we obtain the following
bounds.

Theorem 2.1: For a stationary two-dimensional random field J, an
upper bound on its entropy rate is

H 3 < . HUl
(})_%r?]{g}c} =l
where
HS) = H(Y[i,j]|Y {Past(i.j)})

and the /;’s are finite nonnegative integers.
For a stationary two-dimensional hidden Markov field ), a lower
bound on its entropy rate is

H) > HE
D)2 i e
where
HEY = H(Y[i. j|Y {Past ((i.j) }. S{Strip_ ,(i.)})

and S{Strip_ ,(4,7)} is the state information for Y {Strip_ ,(7,7)},
meaning the subset of { X[, j]} thatis related to Y {Strip_ ,(i,j)} via
the transfer function A7, j]. )

Proof: The proof is very similar to its one-dimensional counter-
part (see, e.g., [13]). Note that Past 4 ;(i, j) C Past (i, j) forevery
~<. Applying Lemma 2.1 and the fact that conditioning reduces entropy,
we have

H(Y) < HY[i 1Y {Past((i.))}) = HZ
Since this inequality holds for both orders, we can conclude that

H(Y) < m{in Hi,li

The lower bound is based on the observation that given
S{Strip_ ;(i,j)}, the channel output YT[i,j] is independent of
the elements in

Y {Pasts oo(7,4)} \ Y{Past (i, 5)}

for every <. This Markov property combined with Lemma 2.1 allows
us to follow a similar procedure as in [13, pp. 69-70] to derive the lower
bound

HY = HY[L )Y {Past<,00(d, )}, S{Strip_ (i, j)})
< H(YT, jl[Y {Past< (i, /) }) = H(Y). O

Although the conditional entropies used in the bounds above are on
a rectangular array, similar bounds can be derived using conditional
entropies on an array of a different geometrical shape. However, as will
be shown in Section II-C, a rectangular array simplifies the numerical
estimation of the bounds. We also note that the bounds derived here are
very similar to those we presented in [17]. The new bounds are in fact
tighter, and their derivation is simpler.

Given the bounds above and the obvious fact that I(X,)) <
log | X|, we obtain the following bounds for the mutual information
rate:

max

1 ,
<e{r,C} {Hill} T2 IOg(WeND) < I(‘h’y)

7 1
< . . Ll_i ./‘r. | X .
< min {<€II{I;{10}H<7£ 5 log(meNo),log | X |} 5)
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B. Convergence of the Bounds

Given the bounds on H ()) developed above, we would like to know
if they converge to the true entropy rate as the size of the array increases.
If they do, we would also be interested to know the rate of convergence.
The convergence rate will determine the size of the array needed to
achieve tight upper and lower bounds in our numerical estimation.

It is well known that the entropy rate of a stationary one-dimensional
hidden Markov process can be bounded by the conditional entropies of
afinite sequence. They converge to the true entropy rate [13]. Birch [18]
also showed that if the transition probabilities of the underlying Markov
process are all positive, these bounds converge exponentially fast as
the length of the sequence increases. In this section, we analyze the
convergence of the above bounds for two-dimensional hidden Markov
fields. We will show that they converge to the true entropy rate and a
lower bound on the convergence rate is provided.

We first prove a lemma on the monotonicity of the upper and lower
bounds.

Lemma 2.2: For a stationary two-dimensional hidden Markov field
Y, the upper bound H Zl, on its entropy rate is monotonically nonin-
creasing as the size of the array defined by the vector { increases; the
lower bound H _Tl is monotonically nondecreasing as the size of the
array increases.

Proof: 1Tt is easy to see that if [ < [’ (that is, I; < [}, Vi),
Past_ 1(4,7) C Past (4, 7). Therefore,

H(Y i, jllY{Past 1(i,5)}) > H(Y[i. j]IY {Past p (i.j) })
since conditioning reduces entropy. Thus, the upper bound is nonin-
creasing as [ increases.

To prove the monotonic property of the lower bound, we first ex-
amine

Hi = H(YTi, j]

Y{Pastr,(i,7)}. S{StripRi(ivj)}).

Letl, = [l1 + Ay, 12,13, 4], where A; is a positive integer. Then we
have

H (Vi jI[Y {Pasti (i.5)}. S{Strip (i)} )
= 1 (YTir JIY {Pastie, (i)},
S{Stripp (i.J)}. S{Stripg, (7))
< H(YIi, IV (Pastry, (i)} S (Stry, (2)}). (©)

The equality comes from the Markov property, namely, that Y[z, ] is
independent of

S{Stripg, (i)} \ S{Stripg (i)}
and

Y{PastR,h (G DI\ Y{Pastr (i, j)}

given S{Stripy ,(i,)}, and the inequality comes from the fact that
conditioning reduces entropy. Following the same line of reasoning,
we can show that

H (Y{i. )Y (Pastr (i, )}, S{Strivg, (7.)} )

< H (Y[, IV {Pastry ()}, 5 {Strivge, (0)})
form =3,4 (7)
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Where_3 = [11 lg,lJ + AJ 14] by = [11 l) lJ [4 + A4] and AJ,A4
are positive integers. The same conclusion can be reached for the lower
bound when the column-by-column ordering is used. O

Next we use Lemma 2.2 to derive a lower bound on the convergence
rate of the bounds.

Theorem 2.2: For a stationary two-dimensional hidden Markov
field YV, a lower bound on the convergence rate of H L], and H 21!
is O(1/Lin), where lmin = min{l,.13,1s} for <= R and Luin =
min{ly,l2,l3} for <= C.

Proof: We use the bounds obtained with the ordering <= R as
the example. We order the elements in the set Y {(i, j)UPastr (i, 7) }
row by row beginning from the upper left corner (i — 11,5 — I3). We
then convert this two-dimensional set to a one-dimensional sequence
Ys,, of (Is +1a + 1)l1 + I35 + 1 elements, with Y&, corresponding to

Yii—l,j—Ils]andYs, ., .1y 4., corresponding to Y[i, j]. Now
the chain rule can be applied to the joint entropy
H(Y[i j). Y {Pastr (i, )})
(I3+144+1) 1 +lz+1 .
- 3 H (ng om ) . ®

m=1

Following the same line of reasoning as in Section II-A, we can derive
an alternative upper and lower bound on the entropy rate H())

Z(l3+14+1)11+l3+1 H (me

m=1

Y, Sm 1 S{Strlp}“(7 ))})
(ls+l4+1)11+13+1

g
som—1
)S] )

- s+l + DL +13+1

< H(Y)
2(13+/4+1)11+13+1 H (Ysm

m=1

We further note that

S g (v,

m=1

Y;lmfl)
(Is+L+DhL+15+1
Z(l3+x4+1)11+13+1 H (me

m=1

~'" ' S{SfrlpRl(L j)})
G+L+Dh++1
1
(Is+L+ 1Dl +13+1
X I(S{StripR‘L(i,j)}; Yi, j]. Y{Pastr (i, j)})
[771(’)7/2 —|— ]g —I—]4) —|— ng(?h - 1)] 10g|{‘(‘| ~ () <ll> , (9)

(G+L+Dh+1+1
where [, = min{li,l3 + l4+}. The inequality comes from the fact
that the mutual information is upper-bounded by the source entropy.
As I — oo, the difference between the bounds goes to zero. Utilizing
Lemma 2.2, we can show that

IN

H(Y[i )Y {Pastr (i)} < H (Vs
and
H(YTi.j)

Sm—1
Y51

Y{Pastr (i, 7)}, S{Strip, » (i, 4)})
> H(Y Sm ! S{StrlpR,(z ])})

for every m satisfying 1 < m < (I3 + ls + 1)li + I35 + 1, where
U = [l1,12,15,1}] with 13 > I3 —l— l4 and 1) > I3 + 4. Therefore the
convergence rate of HY =, ,/ and H”, ) ,, is no slower than )( ). O

m in

For certain channel models, we conjecture that these bounds actually
converge exponentially fast. In Section V, we will see that for the 2 x 2
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channel transfer function used in the simulation, we can obtain fairly
tight upper and lower bounds with a small rectangular array.

C. Computing the SIR Bounds

1) Monte Carlo Approach: The bounds derived in Section II-A
convert the problem of estimating the entropy of a large two-dimen-
sional array to the problem of estimating conditional entropies over a
smaller array. As suggested in [6], the conditional entropy

h(A|B) = —E[log P(alb)]

can be estimated by — - 3" log P(a'®[6*)), where a'*), ") are
the kth realizations of A and B, respectively. By the law of large num-
bers, the estimate converges to h(.A|B) with probability 1 as N —
oo. Therefore, we simulate the channel IV times, each time with i.i.d.
channel inputs {«[¢, j]}, generating the corresponding channel outputs
{y[i, j]} on a small rectangular array. For each of these two-dimen-
sional realizations, we calculate the conditional probabilities needed to
estimate the conditional entropies above. The calculation of the condi-
tional probability P(A|B) is, in turn, converted to the calculation of
the joint probability P(A, B) and the probability P(B).

Without loss of generality, we will consider the estimation of
H(YTi, jl|Y {Pastc,(4,7)}) and

H (V]i. ]IV {Paste (i, )}, S (Strive i(i.0)} )

only in the remainder of this section. If the ordering is <= R, one can
consider column vectors instead and follow the same procedure. We
also assume that the inputs are i.i.d., equiprobable binary symbols.

In order to compute the joint probability of the two-dimensional ar-
rays, we adapt the technique proposed in [6]-[8] for one-dimensional
sequences, treating each row vector Y, as a variable and calculating
the joint probability P(Y,”; .Y ", ..., Y}, ) row by row, using
the forward recursion of the BCJR algorithm.

Since each row vector is considered as a single variable, the number
of states for each variable increases exponentially as the number of
columns in the array increases. Therefore, this numerical scheme can
only be used to calculate the probability of two-dimensional arrays with
relatively few columns. This limitation, in turn, requires that the two-
dimensional channel impulse response have a small region of support.

2) Computing the Upper Bound: For the upper bound on H (}),
we compute the conditional probability of P(y[i, j]|y{Pastc (i, 7)})
by calculating P(ylé, j], y{Pastc (i, j)}) and P(y{Pastc(i,j)}),
and then taking the quotient of the two.

For » < i, the state information that corresponds to the rth row
Y is

T

S, =X’

r—ni+2,j—Il3—na+1"

Applying the forward recursion of the BCJR algorithm, we have

r (y(;*[l)*)T?ST = q)

= 3 P (Yt S = ¢) P (418 = 0.1 = )

q'=q
P(S, =q|Sr-1=¢") (10)

where Yiimty)—mr = {y~ SN 'R },and ¢’ = ¢ denotes the event
Ze—1q Zr
that state S, _; = ¢ can transition to S, = ¢ with nonzero probability.

When ¢’ = ¢, the conditional probability

1

P(S: = q|S—1=4) = 5rr
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since the inputs are i.i.d., equiprobable binary symbols. The probability
P(g:|5,» = ¢, S,—1 = ¢') admits a joint Gaussian distribution

1

e o
Py 15r=¢.5-1=q)= (20 2)(5+D)/2

1 J

m=j—I3

y[r,m]
ny—1ng—1

- Z Z Llp, slx[r — p,m — s]

The initial condition of the recursion is
r (y(ii,fll)%(ifll)a Sii, = 51)

= Z P (yi_—h'Si*’l =q¢,5i—1,-1 = ql)

q7'=q
“P(Si—t, = q|Si—t,—1 = ¢ )P(Si=i,-1 =¢)
B 1 1
T 9(z+mna)(n1—1) (2702)13;1
1 J
expy = 55 Z yli — 11, m]
m=j—I3
2
ni—1no—1
- Z Z Llp, slz[i = i —p,m — 5]
p=0 s=0
where
1
P(Sin1=4")=

20ztn2)(n1—1)"

The difference between the calculation of P(y[i, j], y{Pastc (7, j)})
and that of P(y{Pastc(i,j)}) arises from the difference between
the sets of the outputs in the ith row. For P(y[i, j], y{Pastc (i, j)}),
the 4th row consists of the elements Y;JJ_ 1, While Y[i, j] is excluded
from that row in the calculation of P(y{Pastc: (7, j)}). We only need
to make a minor modification of the recursive formula (10) to accom-
modate this difference. When r > ¢, each row only has /3 elements
er’]-]:li. Equation (10) can be modified in the same way.

Finally, we obtain the joint probability P(yli, j]. y{Pastc (4, 5)})
and the probability P(y{Pastc (i, j)}), namely

P(yli. j], y{Paste.1(i. /)})
= > Pyli, jl, y{Pastea(i, )}, Sive, = )

and
P(y{PdStOl(i,j)}) = ZP(y{P'cLStO,l(Z',j)},S,‘+12 = Q)‘
q

To increase numerical accuracy, a normalization scheme proposed in
[6] may be applied.

3) Computing the Lower Bound: The calculation of the lower
bound

H (Y[, 1Y {Paste(i. )} S{Strive,,(7.1)})
is similar to that of the upper bound. The state information
S{Strip¢, (7, 4)} is
S{Strip¢ (i, j)}
- X {Ll:*llyj U Litle—n1i—ls

1—l1—n1+1,5—lz3—no+1 i—l1+1,j—lz3—no+1

Uitz -1 }

tHla—ny+1,j—Il3—na+l1

231

We again calculate the joint probability row by row with the following
initial condition:

1, ifg= X171
P(Si—ll—l :Cj):{ 5 lfq

i—l1—n1+1,j—l3—n2+1 (11)
0, else.
The recursion is similar to (10) except that we need to take care of
the additional state information contained in S{Strip ,(¢,7)}. That
is, each row vector in the calculation of the forward recursion includes
both the channel output in that row and the additional state informa-
tion. For every row r in the array, there is additional state information

from X:,’f:llllfnﬁl. For rows i — 1 to ¢ - 11 + = 1 and rows
i+12 —n1+ 1toi+ 1, the effects of XZ:;ll’jnIH.jf,SfMﬂ and

il =1 : ;
X :L ; 2 \+1,j—l5—no+1 also need to be considered, respectively. Be-

sides, we still need to pay special attention to the difference of the two
sets

{1/[777]~U{P‘1Qt(/,£(777>}*‘;{Strlp(iﬁ(“))}}
and

{y{Pastc (4, ))}, s{Stripc’l(i,j)}}
beginning from the :th row when calculating

P(yli, j]. y{Pastc, (i, j)}, s{Stripc (i, 7)) })
and

P(y{Pastc,(i,j)}, s{Stripe, (i, ) }).

Although there are some subtle details in the lower bound estimation,
the modification of the BCJR recursion formula is rather straightfor-
ward.

Since the bounds in Section II-A are given for both orders, we can
calculate two upper bounds and two lower bounds to make the overall
bounds tighter, if the computation in each order is feasible. In some
cases, we can only calculate the bound for a specific ordering due to
complexity constraints. For example, we can only calculate the bounds
for the column-by-column ordering if n; is small, but no is large.
We also note that if the impulse response is symmetric, i.e., h[i, j] =
h[j, 1], it is sufficient to calculate only one of the two conditional en-
tropies in (5) for the upper and the lower bounds.

III. AN ALTERNATIVE UPPER BOUND

As shown in the preceding section, the modified BCJR algorithm al-
lows us to calculate the probability of an output array whose size can be
extended in one dimension, but not both, since the modified algorithm
is still one-dimensional in nature. Thus, it only allows us to compute the
symmetric information rate for a channel with a small support region.
This constraint motivates us to search for other approaches to further
reduce the computational complexity, albeit at the cost of weakening
the bound.

In this section, we present an alternative upper bound which relies
upon an auxiliary ISI channel in the evaluation of the upper bound
on the channel output entropy rate. We have freedom in selecting the
memory length and the dimensionality of this auxiliary channel, pa-
rameters that determine the complexity of this approach. This upper
bound is an extension of the upper bound proposed in [19] for the
evaluation of the mutual information rate of one-dimensional ISI chan-
nels. The main differences between the upper bound here and that in
[19] are the following. First, the upper bound here is for the output en-
tropy rate of a two-dimensional ISI channel, while [19] focuses on the
upper-bounding of the mutual information rate of a one-dimensional
channel. We therefore have more freedom in choosing the auxiliary
channel model, which can be either one-dimensional or two-dimen-
sional. Second, we use the conditional probability of a finite sequence
(in the case of a one-dimensional auxiliary channel model) or finite
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array (in the case of a two-dimensional auxiliary channel model) in-
stead of the joint probability of a very long sequence or large array.

Theorem 3.1: For a stationary two-dimensional random field Y, an
upper bound on its entropy rate is

H(Y) < HSY
where
HY =/ / —p(yli, jl, y{Past< (i, 7)})

) 10g Q(y[iv J]|U{P45T<L(L/J)})dg

P

and q(y[4, j]ly{Past_ (i, j)}) is an arbitrary conditional probability
distribution.

Proof: The proof combines the proof technique in [19] and The-
orem 2.1. It is clear that

:_/j;...[:p(y[i,j],y{PaSt<,1(i:j)})

log plyli, lly{Past<1(i j)})
q(yli, jlly{Past< (i, 5)}) =

= —D(p(Y[i. jlIY {Past= (i, j) Dl
q(Y[i, jlIY {Past < ,(4,7)})) < 0.

Ul U
H, - H,

I~

12)
Combining (12) and Theorem 2.1, we can obtain the upper bound. [J

The proof shows that to get a tight upper bound, we need
to choose a large array size (i.e., the elements in [ should
be large), and ¢(Y'[i,j]|Y {Past<(i,7)}) should approximate
p(Y[i, j]|Y {Past< (¢, 5)}) as closely as possible.

Theorem 3.1 converts the problem of calculating the condi-
tional probability p(Y[¢, j]|Y {Past~ ;(¢,7)}) of a two-dimensional
channel output array to that of calculating the conditional probability
q(Y'[i, j]]Y {Past_ (i, j)}) of an array generated by an arbitrary
source. It gives us the freedom to explore various approaches in
selecting the source. The most promising one proposed by Arnold et
al. [19] introduces the concept of an auxiliary channel. The source is
assumed to be the output of an auxiliary one-dimensional ISI channel.
If the divergence of the corresponding probability distribution and the
distribution of the original channel output is small, it will be a good
bound. If we apply the auxiliary channel approach, the computation
procedure is as follows.

1. Choose the auxiliary ISI channel impulse response.

2. Generate an output array {y[i, j], y{Past< (¢,5)}} from the
original two-dimensional ISI channel model with i.i.d channel
input. Calculate — log q(y[é, j]|ly{Past_ (i, j)}) assuming
that the array was generated from the auxiliary channel with the
same kind of i.i.d. input.

3. Repeat the same process /N times and calculate the average of
the V realizations of — log ¢(y[i, j]|y{Past< (4, )}).

We have two classes of auxiliary channels to choose from—one-di-
mensional auxiliary channels and two-dimensional auxiliary channels.
If we choose a two-dimensional auxiliary channel, the support of the
auxiliary channel impulse response and the size of the overall output
array must be small in order to limit the computational complexity.
Having specified these quantities, we can then choose the impulse re-
sponse coefficients and proceed according to the procedure specified
above. Since we use a different channel transfer function to approxi-
mate the output of the original channel, it is not clear how to choose
the auxiliary channel impulse response appropriately. One approach is
to use existing optimization techniques such as differential evolution
[20] to find the optimal auxiliary channel impulse response. Of course,
this incurs additional computational cost to find the upper bound. To
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ensure a fair comparison, we normalize both the original and the aux-
iliary channel transfer functions to have unit energy; thus,

nyi—lno—1

Z Z RP[j, k] = 1.

F=0 k=0

Since the complexity of this approach still depends upon the output
array size, it is only applicable to channels with support regions that
are slightly larger than those that can be handled directly with the tech-
niques of Section II. With only a few columns in the output array, it
is very difficult to carry out the calculations for channels with large
support regions. In order to remove the constraint on the number of
columns in the output array, we instead consider the use of one-di-
mensional auxiliary channels. One immediate problem associated with
this approach is how to convert a two-dimensional array to a one-di-
mensional sequence in such a way that the critical statistical properties
of the array are captured by the sequence. To solve this problem, we
propose the use of the Peano—Hilbert plane-filling curve [21]. It has
the property that if a square is mapped to an interval, its subsquares
are mapped to the subintervals of that interval. Lempel and Ziv [22]
showed that a compression scheme for two-dimensional arrays which
uses the Peano—Hilbert curve combined with a compression scheme for
one-dimensional sequences [23] is asymptotically optimal. Their result
indicates that this dimensional transformation does preserve the statis-
tical properties that are essential for the purpose of entropy estimation.

The Peano—Hilbert curve exists only for squares with size 2% x 2%
Unless we set I = [2¥ — 1,0,2% — 1,0], this type of curve cannot
be directly applied in our calculation. However, for more gen-
eral rectangular arrays, one can construct related curves known as
pseudo-Peano—Hilbert curves (see, e.g., [24]). Although these curves
may lose some statistical information, we expect them to provide rea-
sonably accurate entropy estimates, as has been observed empirically.
Fig. 3 shows an example of using a pseudo-Peano—Hilbert curve to
convert a two-dimensional array {Y'[7, j], Y {Paste 7 s 7,,1((,5)}}
into a one-dimensional sequence. One important requirement for
such a curve is that the output array element Y[4, j] should be at the
end of the curve. It is also desirable to have the curve differ from a
standard Peano—Hilbert curve only near the beginning, as it will then
lead to a conditional probability ¢(Y[i, j]|Y {Past< (i,j)}) that
better approximates the actual conditional probability of the array.
In the figure, only the beginning portion of the curve differs from a
Peano-Hilbert curve, and the affected portion lies relatively far away
from the array element Y[z, j].

The auxiliary channel approach, as illustrated above with a pseudo-
Peano-Hilbert curve, makes it possible to explore additional trade-
offs between complexity and accuracy in estimating entropy rate upper
bounds for two-dimensional ISI channels, irrespective of the size of
the impulse response support region. Although this bound is likely to
be looser than that described in Section II for any given array size, the
pseudo-Peano—Hilbert curve enables us to compute the bound using a
much larger array. Since the alternative upper bound becomes tighter
when the array size is increased, it is possible that for certain two-di-
mensional ISI channels we can actually determine, for a specified com-
putational complexity, a tighter bound with this approach than with the
method of Section II by using a much larger array size. The alternative
approach is especially helpful when the ISI channel has a large impulse
response support region; in such a case, we simply cannot compute the
upper bound described in Section II due to the exponential growth in
complexity as a function of the support region size.

Finally, we mention two reasons for basing the upper bound on a
conditional probability, rather than on a joint probability over a very
large two-dimensional array, which would seem to be the natural di-
rect extension of the approach in [19]. First, it is not clear if the limit
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Fig. 3. Pseudo-Peano—Hilbert curve for the SIR upper bound calculation.

exists for such a two-dimensional joint probability. Arnold et al. listed
several sufficient conditions which guarantee the convergence of their
approach [25]. Unfortunately, our system does not satisfy these condi-
tions. Second, even if the limit does exist, the joint probability approach
may not provide much gain compared to the bound H ZZ, As will be
seen in Section V, the memory length of the one-dimensional auxiliary
channel will be a limiting factor on the tightness of the bound. The
accuracy of the joint probability bound would suffer a similar sort of
limitation.

One can also develop an alternative lower bound based on the aux-
iliary channel approach in [19]. However, it cannot be numerically es-
timated by the Monte Carlo approach, as we now discuss.

The auxiliary channel approach in [19] is applicable only to lower
bounds on the channel mutual information rate. Therefore, we must
first convert our lower bound on the channel output entropy rate to a
lower bound on the mutual information rate. We note that

H(Y[iﬂj”}f{PaSt%,L(iaj)}v S{Stl’ip<’£(i,‘j)}, S{(la./)})
= H(YTi. jlI5{(.5)}) = HWN)

where S{(7,j)} is the state information for Y[i, j]. The first equality
comes from the Markov property, which implies that, given S{(i,7)},
the output element Y[¢, j] is independent of any other channel output
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or state information. Thus, a lower bound on the mutual information
rate of the two-dimensional ISI channel is

(X)) > 15
where
15 = I(S{(i, ) s YTis SV {Past<a(i, )}, S{Strip (i, ) })-
Applying the technique in [19], we can show that

I S 5 < I(X0Y)

> [

G s{surip L G

pyli, . y{Past o (i, j) ps{(. )}, s{Strip_ (2. 5)})

P @l Nty dy
a(yli. jlly{Past< (i, j) }, s{Strip_ ;(i,7)}) =

— D(p(S{(i.j) HY {Past< 1(i,j) }, S{Strip_ (&, /) Dl
a(S{(@, ) HY {Past < 1(i.j)}, S{Strip_ (i, 5)}))

where

L2
I<,L =

and the distribution ¢(-) comes from the auxiliary channel. Other
than the additional conditioning, the main difference between this
bound and the one in [19] is the second term. This new term
arises from the conditioning introduced in the original lower
bound in Section II-A. Without this conditioning, the two dis-
tributions p(S{(7,7)}) and ¢(S{(i,j)}) are the same, and the
second term is equal to 0. With the conditioning, the conditional
state distributions also depend on the underlying channel models
and are generally different. Thus, the second term becomes posi-
tive and needs to be evaluated numerically. While the distribution
q(S{(4,4) }Y{Past ;(i,j)}, S{Strip_ ,(4,5)}) can be evaluated
by choosing an appropriate auxiliary channel to reduce the complexity,
the evaluation of p(S{(i, j) }|Y {Past 1(i,5)}, S{Strip_ ;(i,5)}) is
much more complex and cannot be simplified by use of the auxiliary
channel. This problem once again illustrates the difficulties inherent
in analyzing two-dimensional channels.

IV. EXTENSION TO d-DIMENSIONAL IST CHANNELS

The bounds we have developed so far apply to two-dimensional ISI
channels. These results are in fact more general and can be extended to
d-dimensional ISI channels where d > 2, as we now briefly describe.

Given a d-dimensional space Z”, we consider a generalized lexico-
graphical order <, which we refer to as the permuted lexicographical
order with permutation vector r. The length-d vector k = [k, .. ., k4]
represents a permutation of the elements {1,2,...,d}. The ordering
of two points (¢1,...,t4) and (;,...,t;) with respect to < is in-
duced by the standard d-dimensional lexicographical ordering of the
points (tx,,...,tx,) and (t} ..., fkd)- Specifically, (t1,...,td) <x
(... ty) if (tgy,... . tx,) precedes (ti,,...,t} ) in the standard
d-dimensional lexicographical order. In total, there are d! possible or-
ders. When d = 2, there are two possible permutation vectors kg =
[1,2] and ke = [2,1]. It is easy to verify that the permuted lexico-
graphical order with permutation vector kz = [1, 2] corresponds to the
row-by-row order, and the permuted lexicographical order with permu-
tation vector ke = [2, 1] corresponds to the column-by-column order.

Let [ be a nonnegative vector of length 2d. We denote by
Past, ((i1,...,iq) the subset of positions inside the d-dimen-
sional subspace defined by the 27 vertices (t1,...,tq) that precede
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Fig. 4. Upper and lower bounds on the SIR of the two-dimensional ISI channel % .

(¢1,...,%q) according to the order <., where t;, = i — lap—1 Or
tr = i + log.

With this modified notation, we can see that Lemma 2.1 is appli-
cable to Z?, as was shown in [14]. Therefore, Theorem 2.1 follows
immediately. The only modification necessary relates to the defini-
tion of Strip , _, — rather than consist of one-dimensional rows and
columns on the boundary of a two-dimensional array; it instead consists
of (d — 1)-dimensional layers on the boundary of the d-dimensional
array Past_,_ ;(i1,...,44). The convergence results remain valid and
the lower bound of the convergence rate is still O(1/lmin) where lmin
is the minimum of the /;’s.

When d > 2, the computational complexity of the bounds in The-
orem 2.1 becomes enormous as we need to treat a (d — 1)-dimen-
sional layer as a single state in the application of the BCJR algorithm.
In this case, the alternative upper bound derived in Section III be-
comes much more feasible to compute. The Peano—Hilbert curve and
pseudo-Peano—Hilbert curves can be extended to Z d [21], [24], so we
can still obtain an upper bound with a one-dimensional auxiliary ISI
channel.

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we present numerical results for the upper and lower
bounds on the SIR of a two-dimensional ISI channel. We begin with a
channel impulse response of size 2 X 2, namely

o [05 03
T 05 05

The coefficients of the impulse response are chosen to cause a signifi-
cant amount of ISI. In a channel with little ISI, we expect our bounds

ot

(@2

to be tight. In choosing this impulse response, our intention is to test

the tightness of the bounds in a “worst case” scenario. The channel in-

puts are i.i.d., equiprobable Bernoulli samples over the input alphabet

{1, —1}; thus, each channel input symbol has energy E, = 1. The

noise variance is Ny /2. For each Ej /Ny point, the corresponding con-

ditional entropies are computed from 100000 output array realizations.
In particular, for the SIR upper bound, we calculate

T 1
min {Hé,1[7,7,3.0] —3 log(mweNy), 1}

using the approach described in Section II-C2. The SIR lower
bound computation uses the method of Section II-C3 to determine
Hﬁ}[mmgm — é log(meNy). In these calculations, we use the condi-
tional entropy corresponding to the output in the middle of the last
column, because the state information is expected to have the least
impact on the result, resulting in a lower bound closer to the upper
bound.

Fig. 4 shows the numerical results. It can be seen that, despite the
use of a relatively small sample array, the upper and lower bounds are
still very close, particularly at low signal-to-noise ratios. The maximum
difference is approximately 0.05 bits per channel use. The discrepancy
at higher values of F, /Ny reflects the larger impact of the ISI on the
conditional entropies and, therefore, on the resulting tightness of the
bounds. The small difference between the bounds based upon such a
small array suggests that the actual convergence rate of the bounds for
this channel may be faster than O(1/lmin). We conjecture that they
may converge exponentially fast, as in the case described in [18].

In the same figure, we also show the numerical results for H, (U‘)W 8,7.0]
when applied to this channel model. The results are obtained with one-
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Fig. 5. Upper bound on the SIR of the two-dimensional ISI channel k.

dimensional auxiliary ISI channels of memory length 4 and 6 respec-
tively, whose transfer functions are found via differential evolution.
The array size and the corresponding pseudo-Peano-Hilbert curve are
shown in Fig. 3. Although we almost double the size of the array, the
alternative upper bound is still looser than the other upper bound. Fur-
thermore, increasing the memory length only brings minor improve-
ment at relatively high signal-to-noise ratios. This indicates that we
need a one-dimensional auxiliary channel with much longer memory
to closely approximate the output of the target two-dimensional ISI
channel, even though the size of the two-dimensional impulse response
is only 2 x 2. In this case, the increased array size cannot compensate
for the looseness of H, 3,2[7,87770], underscoring the limitations of using
one-dimensional ISI channels to analyze two-dimensional systems. We
conclude that it is preferable to estimate the upper bound in Section 2
directly for this channel, as long as the complexity is acceptable.

However, for a two-dimensional channel whose transfer function
size is too large to allow numerical estimation of HY;, the bound H?
does provide a way to estimate an upper bound on the SIR, although
the resulting bound may be loose. To illustrate this point, we estimate
the upper bound H, #2[7 s,7,0] on the SIR of a two-dimensional channel
with a 3 x 3 transfer function given by

01
th—

007 1 0

This channel model is equivalent to one that arises in the context of a
two-dimensional optical storage system that records data on a hexag-
onal lattice [26]. In that system, the readback signal corresponding to
a specified position may contain interference from the six immediate

neighbors of the position. As noted earlier, the hexagonal lattice can
be mapped to a square lattice, and the transfer function above is equiv-
alent under this mapping to that of the system based upon the hexag-
onal lattice. Fig. 5 presents the numerical upper bound obtained with a
one-dimensional auxiliary ISI channel of memory length 4. Similar to
the previous figure, we obtain a useful upper bound (i.e., a bound less
than 1 bit/channel use) up to Ej/No = 3 dB.

VI. CONCLUDING REMARKS

We develop upper and lower bounds on the SIR of two-dimensional
finite-state ISI channels. These bounds are expressed in terms of condi-
tional entropies of channel output arrays. Their convergence properties
are analyzed. We also describe a method that can be used to compute
these conditional entropies when the array size is not too large. To relax
this constraint, we propose an alternative upper bound which uses an
auxiliary channel to explore more fully the possible tradeoffs between
the tightness of bounds and their computational complexity.

We then present numerical results for a channel with 2 X 2 im-
pulse response support, demonstrating that we can obtain fairly tight
bounds on the SIR using conditional entropies on an array which is
only a few times larger than the support of the impulse response. With
the same channel model, we show that the alternative upper bound H i’i
is not as tight as H le when the memory length of the one-dimensional
auxiliary channel is small. However, we also show that the alternative
approach does provide a feasible way to numerically estimate bounds
on the symmetric information rate for channels with large impulse re-
sponse support regions. We conclude that, despite the usefulness of the
upper and lower bounds derived here, further research is required to
develop improved, computable bounds on the SIR for general two-di-
mensional ISI channels.
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Piecewise Linear Conditional Information Inequality

FrantisSek Matus

Abstract—A new information inequality of non-Shannon type is proved
for three discrete random variables under conditional independence
constraints, using the framework of entropy functions and polymatroids.
Tightness of the inequality is described via quasi-groups.

Index Terms—Conditional independence, entropy function, information
inequality, polymatroid, quasi-group, Shannon entropy.

I. INTRODUCTION

The entropy function of a random vector (£;);en indexed by a finite
set IV assigns to each subset I of [NV the Shannon entropy of the sub-
vector (&; )ics. The notion depends on the base of logarithms occurring
in the entropy; our preference is given to the natural ones.

By basic properties of the Shannon entropy, an entropy function g
satisfies g(¢)) = 0, is nondecreasing, thus g(I) < g(J) for I C J,
and submodular, g(I) + g(J) > g(IUJ)+g(IN.J)forI,J C N.
A pair (N, g) where g is a real function on the power set P(N) of N
that satisfies these three requirements is called a polymatroid with the
ground set N and rank function ¢ [3], [2], [8], making usually no dif-
ference between a polymatroid and its rank function. Thus, real-valued
entropy functions are polymatroids [1]. Let us call a polymatroid en-
tropic if it is equal to the entropy function of a random vector taking a
finite number of values.

Theorem 1 below solves the problem which of the polymatroids
agi + bgz2,a,b > 0, is entropic for two very special polymatroids
g1, g2 with a common three-element ground set.

A real function ¢ on R” "), the Euclidean space containing entropy
functions, generates an information inequality if ¢(g) > 0 holds for
the entropic polymatroids. If the nonnegativity takes place even for all
polymatroids then the inequality is of Shannon type. First non-Shannon
type information inequalities appeared in [12], see also [10], [7]. If
¢(g) > 0holds only for the entropic polymatroids satisfying additional
constraints, usually on conditional independences among subvectors,
then the inequality is conditional. For non-Shannon type conditional
information inequalities see [11], [5].

One implication of Theorem 1 interprets as a non-Shannon type, con-
ditional, piecewise linear information inequality, see Remarks 1 and 2.
Tightness is discussed in Remark 3.
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