arXiv:2405.06805v1 [cs.DS] 10 May 2024

A (Weakly) Polynomial Algorithm for AIVF Coding

Mordecai J. Golin University of Massachusetts, Amherst Email: mgolin@mass.edu

Reza Hosseini Dolatabadi and Arian Zamani Department of Computer Engineering Sharif University of Technology, Tehran, Iran Emails: {reza.dolatabadi256}, {arian.zamani243}@sharif.edu

Abstract—It is possible to improve upon Tunstall coding using a collection of multiple parse trees. The best such results so far are Iwata and Yamamoto’s maximum cost AIVF codes. The most efficient algorithm for designing such codes is an iterative one that could run in exponential time. In this paper, we show that this problem fits into the framework of a newly developed technique that uses linear programming with the Ellipsoid method to solve the minimum cost Markov chain problem. This permits constructing maximum cost AIVF codes in (weakly) polynomial time.

I. INTRODUCTION Consider a stationary memoryless source with alphabet S = {a_0, a_1, ..., a_{|S|−1}} such that the symbol a_i is generated with probability p(a_i) for each i ∈ I_{|S|}, where I_n denotes the integer set {0, 1, .., n − 1}. Without loss of generality we assume that p(a_0) ≥ p(a_1) ≥ ... ≥ p(a_{|S|−1}). Tunstall Codes [11] map a dictionary D of variable-length prefix-free phrases of the source symbols into codewords of fixed-length.

Tunstall Coding is usually considered optimal amongst variable-to-fixed (VF) codes in the sense that it achieves the smallest coding rate R(D, s) :=^{log D}_{E[L(S)]} , where E[L(S)] is the average length of the phrases parsed by dictionary D and D = |D|. More accurately, Tunstall Coding is only optimal among prefix-free dictionaries. However, VF codes don’t need to have prefix-free Dictionaries. The dictionary only needs to be exhaustive, meaning that if the current source sequence is sufficiently large, it is always possible to match a prefix of the source sequence with a parseword from the dictionary. Yamamoto and Yokoo [13] proposed AIVF (almost instantaneous VF) codes; this was later extended by Dubé and Haddad [1]. This generalization of Tunstall coding uses multiple dictionaries that aren’t necessarily prefix-free and as a result, it achieves a better coding rate than Tunstall Coding. Very recently, Iwata and Yamamoto [9] described an exponential time method for constructing the maximum cost (minimum coding rate) AIVF codes for a given D.

In this paper we show that this problem fits into the framework of a newly developed technique [6] that uses linear programming with the Ellipsoid method [7] to solve the minimum cost markov chain problem. This will permit constructing maximum cost AIVF codes for a given D in time polynomial in |S|, D and b, where b is the maximum number of bits needed to encode any of the p(a_i).

Note: This is a purely theoretical result that demonstrates that the problem is technically polynomial-time solvable. It is not practically implementable because of its use of the Ellipsoid method as a subroutine. An obvious remaining open question is to find an efficient implementable polynomial time algorithm.

The next subsection quickly describes Tunstall and then AIVF coding, For consistency, notation and examples are mostly the same as those given in [9].

A. Tunstall Coding 1.0 0.6 0.36

0.216a00.108a10.036

a2a_{00.18}a_{10.06}a_2 a0^{0.3}a1^{0.1}a2

(a) Parse Tree

ℓ w_{ℓ∈D} P_C (w_ℓ) 1 a_0a_0a_0 0.216 2 a_0a_0a_1 0.108 3 a_0a_0a_2 0.036 4 a_0a_1 0.18 5 a_0a_2 0.06 6 a_1 0.3 7 a_2 0.1

(b) Dictionary Table

Fig. 1: (Figure 1 in [9]) The parse tree and dictionary D of the Tunstall code for source of S = {a_0, a_1, a_2} with p(a_0) = 0.6, p(a_1) = 0.3, p(a_2) = 0.1 and D = 7.

Algorithm 1 Tunstall algorithm

Require: k ∈ Z^+ and {p(a_i) | i ∈ I_{|S|}}. Ensure: D such that D = |S|+(|S|−1)k.

Initialization: t ←Root +S. ▷ Root has only one node 1: for i = 1 to k do 2: w_{max} ← argmax_{w∈D(t)} p_C (w) ▷ D(t) is the dictionary

induced by parse tree t. 3: t ← t + {w_{max} · a_i | i ∈ I_{|S|}} 4: end for 5: return D(t)

Figure 1 shows an example of a Tunstall code with its associated parse tree and dictionary. Every internal node has |S| children, each corresponding to a different source symbol with a different codeword assigned to each leaf. The parse dictionary D = {w_ℓ|ℓ = 1, 2, ..., D} consists of the source symbol strings from the root to all the leaves, and D = |S|+(|S|−1)k for some k ≥ 0. In order to encode the source sequence using dictionary D we first map a prefix w_ℓ ∈ D of the source sequence to the corresponding code word ℓ of fixed-length and then remove the prefix w_ℓ from the source sequence. We continue this encoding process until the source sequence becomes empty (ignoring the case in which a few symbols might be left that cannot be parsed by the dictionary).

Since the symbols of the source sequence are generated independently we know that the probability p_W (w) of phrase w ∈ S^+ satisfies p_W (w) = ∏_n i=1 p(c_i), where w = c_1c_2...c_n, c_i ∈ S, and p_W (λ) = 1 where λ is the empty string. Figure 1 illustrates that that the value of a node is the probability p_W (w) of the phrase w read by the path from the root to that node. In the case of Tunstall codes the occurrence probability p_C (w_ℓ) of a parse phrase w_ℓ ∈ D is given by

p_C (w_ℓ) = p_W (w_ℓ). (1)

The average parse length E[L_{T un}] of Tunstall code with dictionary D for source S is therefore E[L_{T un}(S)] := ∑ w_ℓ∈D p_C (w_ℓ)l(w_ℓ), (2)

where l(w) denotes the length of w. For the example shown in Figure 1, E[L_{T un}(S)] = 1.96.

The Tunstall coding algorithm is given in Algorithm 1. For given source S and k > 0 It is known to construct the dictionary D satisfying D = |S|+(|S|−1)k, and maximizing E[L_{T un}(S)]. For a tree t and set of strings {w}, t+{w} means an extension of t by adding edges and nodes corresponding to the root-to-leaf paths given by strings {w}. The algorithm first starts by taking a tree with one internal node and each symbol as its children. Then for k iterations, it finds the leaf node with the highest corresponding p_C (w) and then expands that node by giving it |S| children, each having an edge corresponding to a different symbol.

B. AIVF Coding The core difference between AIVF Coding and Tunstall coding is the usage of multiple dictionaries instead of one. The AIVF Code proposed by Yamamoto and Yokoo [13] and extended by Dubé and Haddad [1] uses |S|−1 Dictionaries. Let t = {t_0, t_1, . . . t_{|S|−2}} denote the set of parse trees of these dictionaries and let D(t_i) denote the dictionary corresponding to the t_i tree. We now explain the properties of the parse trees following the description in [9]. We will need this description later in the design of the dynamic program.

We assume that S = {a_0, . . . , a_{|S|−1}} where p(a_u) ≥ p(a_u′ ) for 0 ≤ u < u^′ ≤ |S|−1, and let v_j , j ∈ I_{|S|+1}, represent a node with j children. Then, the multiple parse trees of an AIVF code satisfy the following properties.

(p1) If v_j is the root of t_i, then 1 ≤ j ≤ |S|−i and a different source symbol a_u, u ∈ {i, ..., i + j − 1} is assigned to each of edges between the root and its children.

(p2) If v_j is a leaf, then j = 0.

1.0 0.6 0.36

0.216

0.1296 a0a_0 a0a_{00.3}^{0.18}a0a_{10.1}a_2

(a) The parse tree t_0

ℓ w_{ℓ∈D(t0)} P_{C0} (w_ℓ) 1 a_0 0.24 2 a_0a_0 0.144 3 a_0a_0a_0 0.0864 4 a_0a_0a_0a_0 0.1296 5 a_1 0.12 6 a_1a_0 0.18 7 a_2 0.1

(b) Dictionary Table of D(t_0)

1.0 0.75

0.45

0.27 0.162a0a 0a0^{0.225}a1^{0.075} a2a_{10.25}^{0.15}a0a_2

(c) The parse tree t_1

ℓ w_{ℓ∈D(t1)} P_{C1} (w_ℓ) 1 a_1a_0 0.18 2 a_1a_0a_0 0.108 3 a_1a_0a_0a_0 0.162 4 a_1a_1 0.225 5 a_1a_2 0.075 6 a_2 0.1 7 a_2a_0 0.15

(d) Dictionary Table of D(t_1)

Fig. 2: (Figure 2 in [9]) The optimal AIVF code for the source S = {a_0, a_1, a_2} with p(a_0) = 0.6, p(a_1) = 0.3, p(a_2) = 0.1 and D = 7.

(p3) If v_j is an internal node, then 1 ≤ j ≤ |S|−2 or j = |S|, and a different source symbol a_u, u ∈ I_j is assigned to each of edges between node v_j and its children.

The dictionaries {D(t_i) | i ∈ I_{|S|−1}} satisfy the exhaustive property which means that if D(t_i) is our current dictionary and our current source sequence is sufficiently large, then it is possible to match a prefix of the source sequence with a parseword from D(t_i). In tree t_i, if a node v_j is not the root and 0 ≤ j ≤ |S|−2, i.e. v_j is not a complete internal node, then we assign a codeword to the node v_j . This means that we assign the codeword to the string w ∈ S^∗ obtained by the path from the root to the node v_j , and we include w in dictionary D(t_i). Let D_{i,j} ⊂ D(t_i) be the set of parse strings obtained by the paths from the root to all v_j for a fixed j in tree t_i. If v_j is the root of t_i and j < |S|−i, we assign a codeword to the root, i.e. we assign the codeword to the empty string λ, and we add λ to D_{i,i+j} . Then, D(t_i) can be represented as D(t_i) := ∏ j∈I_{|S|−1} Di,j , Di,j ∩ Di,j^′ = ∅ for j ≠ j^′. Note that the root of t_i has |S|−i children at most, and hence the root can have |S| children only in t_0. A source sequence s = s_1s_2...s_n ∈ S^n is encoded by AIVF code with {D(t_i) | i ∈ I_{|S|−1}} as follows.

(e1) Use t_0 as the current tree for the first parsing of s.

(e2) Obtain the longest prefix w of s in the current dictionary D(t_i) by tracing s as long as possible from the root in the current tree t_i. Encode the obtained prefix w.

(e3) If w is included in D_{i,j} ⊂ D(t_i), then use t_j as the current tree for the next parsing. Remove w from the prefix of s, and go to (e2) if s is not empty.

Figure 2 shows an example of a two tree AIVF code {t_0, t_1} using the same parameters as Figure 1. This encodes a source sequence ‘a_1a_0a_0a_0a_1a_0a_0a_2a_0a_2’ using the trees in the order t_0 → t_0 → t_1 → t_1 → t_0 and deriving ‘a_1a_0’, ‘a_0a_0’, ‘a_1a_0a_0’, ‘a_2a_0’, ‘a_2’ as the corresponding parsewords. Now consider the probability p_{Wi} (w) of phrase w from the root to a node in tree t_i. From (p1)–(p3) and (e1)–(e3), when t_i is used to encode s in (e2), the first symbol of s is one of a_u, u = i, ..., |S|−1. Therefore p_{Wi} (w) can be calculated as follows.

p_{Wi} (w) = { 1 if w = λ,

p_W (w) ∑_{|S|−1} u=i p(a_u) otherwise

. (3)

Now consider the occurrence probability p_{Ci} (w) for a phrase w ∈ D(t_i). The codewords are assigned to all leaves and all incomplete nodes in each t_i, and w is used by the longest parse rule in the encoding. Then, p_{Ci} (w) is given by p_{Ci} (w) = p_{Wi} (w) − ∑ a∈Ss.t. wa⪯w^′∈D(t_i) p_{Wi} (wa) (4)

where wa ⪯ w^′ ∈ D(t_i) means that wa is a prefix of w^′ and w^′ ∈ D(t_i). Then, the average parse length of parse tree t_i , i ∈ I_{|S|−1} for source S is given by

E[L_{ti} (S)] = ∑ w∈D(t_i) p_{Ci} (w) · l(w). (5) An important observation that will be used often is that the height of t_i is at most D. This then implies that E[L_{ti} (S)] ≤ D because every parse length in t_i is at most D and therefore the average parse length is also at most D.

In Figure 2 the value in each node is p_{Wi} (w) of the phrase w derived from the path going from the root to the node; the value p_{Ci} (w) for each w ∈ D(t_i) is written in the tables.

Let Q be the transition matrix of size (|S|−1)·(|S|−1), whose (i, j)-th element is the conditional probability q_j (t_i), i.e., that t_j is used just after t_i is used. If the prefix w of a source sequence is included in w ∈ D_{i,j} in the encoding by t_i, then t_j is used for the next parsing. Hence, q_j (t_i) is given by

q_j (t_i) = ∑ w∈D_{i,j} p_{Ci} (w) for i, j ∈ I_{|S|−1}. (6)

As a transition matrix, Q has a stationary distribution π := (π(t_0), π(t_1), ..., π(t_{|S|−2})) satisfying πQ = π.

The global average parse length of an AIVF code with t = {t_i|i ∈ I_{|S|−1}} for source S is then given by E[L_{AIV F} (t, S)] := ∑ i∈I_{|S|−1} π(t_i)E[L_{ti} (S)] (7)

As an example, for the code in Figure 2 (E[L_{t0} ], E[L_{t1} ]) = (1.8856, 2.332) and E[L_{AIF V} (t, S)] = 2.10479 for the example which has a better coding rate than the corresponding Tunstall Code illustrated in Figure 1.

Let T^{(D)} be the set of all possible AIVF codes for S in which each tree has exactly D codewords. The AIVF construction problem is to find a code t ∈ T^{(D)} that maximizes E[L_{AIV F} (t, S)]. II. DYNAMIC PROGRAMMING FOR AIVF Set T_i to be the set of trees t_i satisfying (p1)-(p3), and T^{(D)}_i the subset of trees in T_i that have exactly D codewords. Let x = (x_1, . . . , x_{|S|−2}) ∈ R^{|S|−2} and, ∀t_i ∈ T_i, define

Cost (t_i, x) = E[L_{ti} (S)] + |S|−2∑

j=1 q_j (t_i) · x_j (8)

The previous algorithms for finding optimal AIVF codes, required, as subroutines, fixing x and i ≥ 0 and solving the local optimization problem of finding the tree t_i ∈ T^{(D)}_i , that for i = 0 maximizes Cost (t_i, x) and for i > 0, maximizes Cost (t_i, x) − x_i. In both cases this is equivalent to finding the tree that maximizes Cost (t_i, x). Our later algorithm will require solving a slightly generalized version of this problem.

The dynamic programming algorithm we use to solve it is essentially the algorithm proposed by Iwata and Yamamoto in [9] which itself was a generalization an extension of the algorithm proposed by Dubé and Haddad [1] (who only presented/needed it for the case x = (0, 0, . . . , 0)) rewritten using a change of variables. Since Iwata and Yamamoto do not give the specific details of their extension and we need a further generalization of that, we provide the full algorithm in the appendix.

Proposition 1 ([9]). For any fixed i and x, dynamic programming can find t_i ∈ T^{(D)}_i maximizing Cost(t_i, x) in O(D^2 ·|S|) time.

The Generalized Local Optimization Problem: Fix P ⊆ I_{|S|−1} such that 0 ∈ P . Now consider the set T^{(D)}_{i|P} of all trees t_i ∈ T^{(D)}_i with the further restriction that q_j (t_i) = 0 for every j /∈ P , i.e., they have transition probability zero to trees with a type not in P .

The generalized local optimization problem is to find t_i ∈ T^{(D)}_{i|P} maximizing Cost(t_i, x). The reason for needing this will be described later. We just note here that the dynamic program from Proposition 1 can be easily modified (explained in the appendix) to solve this generalized local optimization problem in O(D^2 · |S|) time as well.

III. THE MINIMUM COST MARKOV CHAIN PROBLEM

Define [m] = {0, . . . , m − 1}. Let S = (S_0, S_1, . . . , S_{m−1}) be a Markov chain with q_j (S_k) being the transition probability of state S_k to S_j and the further technical condition that ∀k, q_0 (S_k) > 0. This Markov chain is ergodic and therefore has a unique stationary distribution π := (π(t_0), π(t_1), ..., π(t_{m−1})). The Markov Chains have rewards. That is, each state S_k has a real-valued reward or cost L(S_k ). The gain [5] or (average steady state) cost of the Markov Chain is Cost(S) = ∑ k∈[m] L(Sk) · πk(S). For intuition, consider the AIVF code t as a m = |S|−1 state Markov chain, with tree t_i being state S_i. Set L(S_i) to be −E[L_{ti} (S)]. Then, the cost of the Markov chain is just −E[L_{AIV F} (t, S)]. For technical reasons, we need to assume that the cost of each state is non-negative. But in our case, this is not an issue since as mentioned earlier, the average length of each code word is at most D. We can therefore add the constant D to all costs, i.e. we can redefine Cost(S_i) to be −E[L_{ti} (S)] + D, which is non-negative.

Now suppose that, for each k, there is a collection S_k of all "permissible" possible states of type k. Their Cartesian product S = ×^{m−1}_{k=0} S_k is the set of all permissible Markov Chains. In the AIVF example, S_k = T^{(D)}_k is the set of every possible t_k trees and S = T^{(D)} is the set of all possible AIVF codes.

The Minimum Cost Markov Chain (MCMC) problem is to find a Markov chain in S with minimum cost among all Markov Chains in S. In the AIVF setting, defining Cost(S_i) = −E[L_{ti} (S)]+D, is exactly the problem of finding the optimal AIVF code.

The MCMC problem was originally motivated by AIFVm (Almost Instantaneous Fixed to Variable) coding [2, 3, 4, 8, 10, 12, 14] which encodes source characters with m different types of coding trees and switching between them using a complicated set of rules. The algorithm developed for finding a minimum cost AIFV-m code was an exponential time iterative one. As noted in [3], this algorithm actually solved the more general MCMC Problem. Iwata and Yamamoto [9] then showed that the problem of finding the maximum cost AIVF code was a special case of the MCMC problem (as illustrated above) and used that iterative algorithm to solve the MCMC problem.

Very recently, [6] described how to transform the generic MCMC problem into a linear programming (LP) problem. In applications, the associated polytope is described by an exponential number of constraints but the linear program could still be solved in polynomial time using the Ellipsoid method [7] if a local optimization problem on underlying Markov chain states could be solved in polynomial time.

The remainder of the paper describes the conditions required to use the techniques in [6] and then shows how the AIVF problem satisfies those conditions. This leads to a polynomial time algorithm for finding the maximum cost AIVF code.

IV. MORE DEFINITIONS The next set of definitions are from [6] and stated in terms of Markov Chains and states. They map states to hyperplanes in R^m and define a polytope.

Definition 1. Let k ∈ [m]. In what follows, x will always satisfy x = [x_1, x_2 . . . , x_{m−1}]^T ∈ R^{m−1} .

• Define f_k : R^{m−1} × S_k → R as follows:

f_0 (x, S_0) = L (S_0) + m−1∑ j=1 q_j (S_0) x_j

∀k > 0 : f_k (x, S_k) = L (S_k) + m−1∑ j=1 q_j (S_k) x_j − x_k

• Define g_k : R^{m−1} → R as follows:

g_k (x) = min_{Sk ∈Sk} f_k (x, S_k) , S_k (x) = arg min_{Sk ∈Sk} f_k (x, S_k) ,

S (x) = (S_0 (x) , . . . , S_{m−1} (x)).

g_k(x) is the lower-envelope of type k.

• Define h : R^{m−1} → R as h (x) = min_k g_k (x) .

The Markov Chain Polytope corresponding to S is H = {(x, y) ∈ R^m | 0 ≤ y ≤ h(x)} . The height of H is height(H ) = max_{(x,y)∈H} .

The main observation from [6] is the following, which permitted transforming the MCMC problem into the linear programming one of finding a highest point on H .

Proposition 2 (Lemma 3.1 and Corollary 3.4 in [6]). Let S = (S_0, . . . , S_{m−1}) ∈ S and f_k (x, S_i), k ∈ [m], its associated hyperplanes. Then these m hyperplanes intersect at a unique point (x, y) ∈ R^m . Such a point (x, y) will be called the multityped intersection corresponding to S. In addition, Cost(S) = y ≥ height(H ).

Furthermore, there exists a S^∗ = (S^∗_0 , . . . , S^∗_{m−1}) ∈ S such that its associated multi-typed intersection point (x^∗, y^∗) satisfies y^∗ = height(H ). This S is a solution to the MCMC problem and also satisfies ∀k ∈ m, f_k(x^∗, S^∗_k ) = height(H ).

To deal with issues arising from possible transient states in the Markov chain, [6] also needed

Definition 2 (P -restricted search spaces). Set P = {P ⊆ [m] | 0 ∈ P }. For every state S, define P (S) = {j ∈ [m] : q_j (S) > 0}, the set of all states to which S can transition. Note that P (S) ∈ P.

Now fix k ∈ [m] and P ∈ P. Define S_{k|P} to be the subset of all states S_k ∈ S_k that only transition to states in P, S_{k|P} = { S_k ∈ S_k | P (S_k) ⊆ P } and S_{|P} = m−1 ×_{i=0}^Sk|P^. Further define g_{k|P} : R^{m−1} → R and S_{k|P} : R^{m−1} → S_{k|P} g_{k|P} (x) = min_{Sk ∈Sk|P} f_k(x, S_k ). S_{k|P} (x) = arg min_{Sk ∈Sk|P} f_k(x, S_k),

and S_{|P} (x) = ( S_{0|P} (x), S_{1|P} (x) . . . , S_{m−1|P} (x) ) . The final definition needed from [6] is:

Definition 3. Let R = ×_{k∈[m]}[l_k, r_k] be a hyperrectangle in R^{m−1} . Define t^′_S(R) to be the maximum time required to calculate S_{|P} (x) for any x ∈ R and any P ∈ P.

While this might look mysterious, in the AIVF case calculating S_{x|[m]}(x) is exactly the local optimization problem defined in Section II. Calculating S_{x|P} is the generalized local optimization problem described there. Thus, for AIVF, t^′_S(R) = O(D^2|S|) independent of R. For context, [6] uses this to construct a separation oracle for H , something which is needed in the Ellipsoid method.

After introducing the framework, we can now state the major result from [6] that we will use.

Lemma 1. [6, Lemma 4.6] Given S, let b^′ be the maximum number of bits required to write any transition probability q_i(S) or cost L(S) of a permissible state S.

Furthermore, assume some known hyper-rectangle R with the property that there exists (x^∗, y^∗) ∈ H satisfying x^∗ ∈ R and y^∗ = height(H ).

Then the minimum-cost Markov chain problem can be solved in time polynomially bounded by m, b^′ and t^′_S (R).

V. THE MAIN RESULT We already saw how the AIVF coding problem can be recast as an MCMC problem. To solve it in polynomial time it only remains to show that the conditions of Lemma 1 apply. Note that we have already seen that, independent of the specific parameters of R, using the generalized dynamic programming algorithm, t^′_S (R) = O(D^2|S|).

Now suppose that each p(a_i), i ∈ I_{|S|} can be written using at most b bits. This implies that p(a_i) = P_i2^{−b} where P_i is an integer satisfying 0 ≤ P_i ≤ 2^b. It is then straightforward to bound the number of bits needed in encoding the problem. More specifically, we prove (proof in the appendix) that

Lemma 2. In the MCMC formulation of the AIVF coding problem let S_k ∈ S_k be an arbitrary state. Then each q_j (t_i) and L(S_i) can be encoded using at most O(Db) bits.

It only remains to exhibit a bounded hyper-rectangle R that contains (x^∗, y^∗) ∈ H where y^∗ = height(H ).

First, we prove a Lemma (proof in the appendix) that introduces a bounding box containing the highest point of H if all probabilities and the cost function L are bounded.

Lemma 3. Set ⟨n⟩ = {1, . . . n}. Let S_i be as defined in the MCMC problem and further assume that L(S_i) is bounded by a positive real number N for all S_k ∈ S_i. Moreover assume q_0(S_k) ≥ β for all k ∈ ⟨m − 1⟩ and S_k ∈ S_k. If C ≥ β^{−1}N, then for all i ∈ [m − 1] the following statement holds:

If x = [x_1, x_2, . . . , x_{m−1}]^T ∈ R^{m−1} satisfies x_j ∈ [−C, C] for all j ∈ ⟨m − 1⟩ \ {i}, we have:

1) If x_i > C then f_i (x, S_i) < 0;

2) If x_i < −C then f_i (x, S_i) > N.

Remark 1. For the AIVF-m Markov and its associated Markov Chain, we have 0 ≤ Cost(S_i) = −E[L_{ti} (S)] + D ≤ D. So in Lemma 3 we may assume that N = D.

Further note that every tree t_i has to contain a leaf node, which has a codeword associated with it. This immediately implies that q_0(S_i) > 0 for for all S_i, Lemma 2 then implies that q_0(S_i) ≥ 2^{−cbD} for some constant c > 0. So, in Lemma 3, we may assume that β = 2^{−cbD}.

We need one final Theorem.

Theorem 1. Let S^∗ be the solution to the MCMC problem and Q = (x^∗, h^∗) its associated multitype intersection point as given by Proposition 2. Then x^∗ ∈ [−β^{−1}N, β^{−1}N]^{m−1}.

Proof. First note that by Proposition 2, Cost(S^∗) = y^∗ = height(H ). Since 0 ≤ L(S^∗_i ) ≤ N for all i ∈ [m] and Cost(S^∗) is some convex combination of the L(S^∗_i ), we derive 0 ≤ Cost(S^∗) ≤ N.

Let x^∗ = [x^∗_1, x^∗_2, . . . , x^∗_{m−1}]^T and set C = max{|x^∗_1|, . . . , |x^∗_{m−1}|}. If x^∗ /∈ [−β^{−1}N, β^{−1}N]^{m−1}, then there exists index i ∈ ⟨m − 1⟩ s.t. |x^∗_i |= C > β^{−1}N but x^∗_j ∈ [−C, C] for all j ∈ ⟨m − 1⟩ \ {i}. Thus, by Lemma 3, one of the following two cases must occur.

1) f_i (x^∗, S^∗_i ) < 0

2) f_i (x^∗, S^∗_i ) > N

But, again by Proposition 2, f_i (x^∗, S^∗_i ) = Cost(S^∗), leading to a contradiction.

We may therefore apply Lemma 1 with b^′ = O(Db) (Lemma 2) and R = [−D2^{−bcD}, D2^{−bcD}]^{m−1} (Remark 1 and Theorem 1) deriving that a maximum cost AIVF code can be constructed in time polynomial in m = |S|−1, b^′ = O(Db) and t^′_S (R) = O(D^2|S|), i.e., polynomial in |S|, D, b.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT Work of all authors partially supported by RGC CERG Grant 16212021.

REFERENCES

[1] D. Dubé and F. Haddad. Individually optimal singleand multiple-tree almost instantaneous variable-to-fixed codes. 2018 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), pages 2192–2196.

[2] R. Fujita, K.-I. Iwata, and H. Yamamoto. An optimality proof of the iterative algorithm for AIFV-m codes. In 2018 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), pages 2187–2191, 2018. doi: 10.1109/ISIT.2018.8437861.

[3] R. Fujita, K.-I. Iwata, and H. Yamamoto. An iterative algorithm to optimize the average performance of markov chains with finite states. In 2019 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), pages 1902– 1906, 2019. doi: 10.1109/ISIT.2019.8849856.

[4] R. Fujita, K.-I. Iwata, and H. Yamamoto. On a redundancy of AIFV-m codes for m =3,5. In 2020 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), pages 2355–2359, 2020. doi: 10.1109/ISIT44484.2020. 9174219.

[5] R. G. Gallager. Discrete stochastic processes. Open- CourseWare: Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2011.

[6] M. J. Golin and A. J. L. Patupat. The markov-chain polytope with applications. arXiv:2401.11622, 2024.

[7] M. Grötschel, L. Lovász, and A. Schrijver. The ellipsoid method and its consequences in combinatorial optimization. Combinatorica, 1(2):169–197, Jun 1981. ISSN 1439-6912. doi: 10.1007/BF02579273.

[8] W. Hu, H. Yamamoto, and J. Honda. Worst-case redundancy of optimal binary AIFV codes and their extended codes. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 63(8): 5074–5086, 2017. doi: 10.1109/TIT.2017.2694017.

[9] K.-I. Iwata and H. Yamamoto. AIVF codes based on iterative algorithm and dynamic programming. In 2021 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), pages 2018–2023.

[10] K.-I. Iwata and H. Yamamoto. A dynamic programming algorithm to construct optimal code trees of AIFV codes. In 2016 International Symposium on Information Theory and Its Applications (ISITA), pages 641–645, 2016.

[11] B. TUNSTALL. Synthesis of noiseless compression codes. Ph. D. thesis, Georgia Inst. Tech., Atlanta, 1968.

[12] H. Yamamoto and K.-I. Iwata. An iterative algorithm to construct optimal binary AIFV-m codes. In 2017 IEEE Information Theory Workshop (ITW), pages 519– 523, 2017. doi: 10.1109/ITW.2017.8277992.

[13] H. Yamamoto and H. Yokoo. Average-sense optimality and competitive optimality for almost instantaneous vf codes. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 47(6): 2174–2184, 2001.

[14] H. Yamamoto, M. Tsuchihashi, and J. Honda. Almost instantaneous fixed-to-variable length codes. IEEE

Transactions on Information Theory, 61(12):6432–6443, 2015. doi: 10.1109/TIT.2015.2492961.

APPENDIX

A. Dynamic Programming for AIVF:

This section provides more detail about the dynamic programming algorithms for AIFV that were discussed in Section II. In order to find optimal AIVF codes we are required to solve a local optimization problem. The dynamic programming algorithm we use is the same algorithm proposed by Iwata and Yamamoto in [9] which is an extension of the algorithm proposed by Dubé and Haddad [1] but has been rewritten using change of variables to permit it to fit into the MCMC format required by Lemma 1.

Since [9]didn’t provide full details of their modification and we require a generalization of it, we provide the full algorithm with analysis here.

Algorithm 2 Fills in the OPT(i : d) table and constructs the t^{(i)}_d satisfying Cost ( t^{(d)}_i ) = OPT(i : d)

Require: D ≥ 2, {α_i|i ∈ I_{|S|−1}} and x = (x_1, . . . , x_{|S|−2}). 1: Ensure: t^{(D)}_i and OPT(i : D) satisfy t^{(D)}_i := argmax

s^{(D)}_i ∈T^{(D)}_i

Cost ( s^{(D)}_i ) and OPT(i : D) = Cost ( t^{(D)}_i )

respectively for i ∈ I_{|S|−1}.

Initialization: t^{(1)}_i ←Root and OPT(i : 1) ← 0 for i ∈ I_{|S|−1} . 2: for d = 2 to D do 3: for i = 0 to |S|−3 do 4: OPT(i : d) ← max_{1≤l<d−1} ( α_i + α_i · OPT(0 : l) + (1 −

α_i) · OPT(i + 1 : d − l) ) 5: l^′ ← argmax_{1≤l<d−1} ( α_i +α_i ·OPT(0 : l)+(1−

α_i) · OPT(i + 1 : d − l) ) 6: t^{(d)}_i ← Tie_i ( t^{(l′)}_0 , t^{(d−l′)}_{i+1} ) 7: end for 8: OPT(|S|−2 : d) ← max_{1≤l<d−1} ( 1 + α_{|S|−2} · OPT(0 :

l) + (1 − α_{|S|−2}) · OPT(0 : d − l) ) 9: l^′ ← argmax_{1≤l<d−1} ( 1 + α_{|S|−2} · OPT(0 :

l) + (1 − α_{|S|−2}) · OPT(0 : d − l) ) 10: t^{(d)}_{|S|−2} ← Tie_i ( t^{(l′ )}_0 , t^{(d−l′)}_0 ) 11: end for 12: return { OPT(i : D), t^{(D)}_i | i ∈ I_{|S|−1} }

As before, T_i denotes the set of trees t_i satisfying (p1)-(p3), and T^{(D)}_i is the set of trees that are in T_i that have exactly a_is (l) 0s^{(r)}_{i+1} T ie_i ( s^{(l)}_0 , s^{(r)}_{i+1} ) s^{(l)}_0s^{(r)}_0a_{|S|−2} a_{|S|−1} T ie_{|S|−2} ( s^{(l)}_0 , s^{(r)}_0 )

Fig. 3: On the left-hand we can see an Illustration of how the trees in T_i can be decomposed for i ∈ I_{|S|−2} and on the right-hand side we can see how a the trees in T_{|S|−2} can be decomposed

D codewords. Consider x = (x_1, . . . , x_{|S|−2}) ∈ R^{|S|−2} . We define

Cost (t_i, x) = E[L_{ti} (S)] + |S|−2∑

j=1 q_j (t_i) · x_j (9)

for t_i ∈ T_i.

In order to find optimal AIVF codes we are required to solve a local optimization problem that involves finding the tree t_0 ∈ T^{(D)}_0 that maximizes E[L_{t0} (S)] + ∑_{|S|−2} j=1 q_j (t_0) · x_j and the tree t_i ∈ T^{(D)}_i that maximizes E[L_{ti} (S)]+ ∑_{|S|−2} j=1 q_j (t_i)·x_j − x_i for every i > 0. Since the x_is are fixed this is equivalent to finding the tree t_i ∈ T^{(D)}_i that maximizes Cost (t_i, x) for each i ∈ I_{|S|−1}. We now present a few simple observations that will help us develop a straightforward approach to find these trees.

For s^{(l)}_0 ∈ T^{(l)}_0 , s^{(r)}_{i+1} ∈ T^{(r)}_{i+1} and i ∈ I_{|S|−2} we define Tie_i ( s^{(l)}_0 , s^{(r)}_{i+1} ) to be the unique tree in T_i that is created

by taking s^{(r)}_{i+1} and adding a new edge labeled a_i to its root that connects to s^{(l)}_0 . Consequently this new tree has l + r codewords and is therefore in T^{(l+r)}_i . Note that the converse is true, that is for any s^{(D)}_i ∈ T^{(D)}_i satisfying D ≥ 2 and i ∈ I_{|S|−2} there exists s^{(l)}_0 ∈ T^{(l)}_0 and s^{(r)}_{i+1} ∈ T^{(r)}_{i+1} such that l, r ≥ 1, l + r = D and s^{(D)}_i := Tie_i ( s^{(l)}_0 , s^{(r)}_{i+1} ) . We can see an illustration of this on the left-hand side of Figure 3.

For s^{(l)}_0 ∈ T^{(l)}_0 and s^{(r)}_0 ∈ T^{(r)}_0 we define Tie_{|S|−2} ( s^{(l)}_0 , s^{(r)}_0 ) to be the unique tree in T_{|S|−2} that is created by taking a new node as the root having 2 edges labeled a_{|S|−2} and a_{|S|−1} connecting to s^{(l)}_0 and s^{(r)}_0 respectively. Consequently this new tree has l + r codewords and is therefore in T^{(l+r)}_{|S|−2} . Note that similar to the previous case, the converse is true, that is for any s^{(D)}_{|S|−2} ∈ T^{(D)}_{|S|−2} satisfying D ≥ 2 there exists s^{(l)}_0 ∈ T^{(l)}_0 and s^{(r)}_0 ∈ T^{(r)}_0 such that l, r ≥ 1, l + r = D and s^{(D)}_{|S|−2} := Tie_{|S|−2} ( s^{(l)}_0 , s^{(r)}_0 ) . We can see an illustration of this on the right-hand side of figure 3.

Next consider s^{(D)}_i ∈ T^{(D)}_i satisfying D ≥ 2 and i ∈ I_{|S|−2} and the unique trees s^{(l)}_0 ∈ T^{(l)}_0 and s^{(r)}_{i+1} ∈ T^{(r)}_{i+1} satisfying s^{(D)}_i := Tie_i ( s^{(l)}_0 , s^{(r)}_{i+1} ) . Consider encoding an input string

using s^{(D)}_i . The probability that the first character of our input is a_i is equal to^{p(ai )}∑_{|S|−1j=i p(aj )} . Denote α_i =^{p(ai)}∑_{|S|−1j=i p(aj )} . This means that the probability that we will parse our next codeword using s^{(l)}_0 and s^{(r)}_{i+1} is α_i and 1 − α_i respectively. Using this observation we can say: ∀j ∈ I_{|S|−1} : q_j ( s^{(D)}_i ) = α_i · q_j ( s^{(l)}_0 ) + (1 − α_i) · q_j ( s^{(r)}_{i+1} ) (10)

E[L_s(D)_i (S)] = α_i · ( E[L_s(l)_0 (S)] + 1 ) + (1 − α_i) · E[L_s(r)_{i+1} (S)] (11) Hence

Cost(s^{(D)}_i , x) = E[L_s(D)_i (S)] + ∑_{|S|−2} j=1 q_j ( s^{(D)}_i ) · x_j = α_i · ( E[L_s(l)_0 (S)] + 1 ) +(1 − α_i) · E[L_s(r)_{i+1} (S)] + ∑_{|S|−2} j=1 ( α_i · q_j ( s^{(l)}_0 ) + (1 − α_i) · q_j ( s^{(r)}_{i+1} ) ) · x_j

= α_i + α_i · ( E[L_s(l)_0 (S)] + ∑_{|S|−1} j=1 q_j ( s^{(l)}_0 ) · x_j )

+(1 − α_i) · ( E[L_s(r)_{i+1} (S)] + q_j ( s^{(r)}_{i+1} ) · x_j )

= α_i + α_i · Cost ( s^{(l)}_0 , x ) + (1 − α_i) · Cost ( s^{(r)}_{i+1}, x ) (12)

Now consider s^{(D)}_{|S|−2} ∈ T^{(D)}_{|S|−2} satisfying D ≥ 2 and consider the unique trees s^{(l)}_0 ∈ T^{(l)}_0 and s^{(r)}_0 ∈ T^{(r)}_0 satisfying s^{(D)}_{|S|−2} := Tie_{|S|−2} ( s^{(l)}_0 , s^{(r)}_0 ) . Denote α_{|S|−2} = p(a_{|S|−2}) p(a_{|S|−2})+p(a_{|S|−1}) . Similar to before, we can say:

Cost ( s^{(D)}_{|S|−2}, x ) = E[L_s(D)_{|S|−2} (S)] + |S|−2∑

j=1 q_j ( s^{(D)}_{|S|−2} ) · x_j = α_i · ( E[L_s(l)_0 (S)] + 1 )

+ (1 − α_i) · ( E[L_s(r)_0 (S)] + 1 )

+ |S|−2∑

j=1 ( α_iq_j ( s^{(l)}_0 )

+ (1 − α_i) · q_j ( s^{(r)}_0 ) ) · x_j = 1 + α_{|S|−2} · Cost ( s^{(l)}_0 , x )

+ (1 − α_{|S|−2}) · Cost ( s^{(r)}_0 , x )

These observations lead to a divide and conquer approach that will help us use dynamic programming to solve this problem.

Theorem 2. The output { OPT(i : D), t^{(D)}_i | i ∈ I_{|S|−1} } of Algorithm 2 satisfies t^{(D)}_i = argmax s_i ∈T^{(D)}_i Cost(s_i, x) and OPT(i :

D) = Cost ( t^{(D)}_i , x ) for i ∈ I_{|S|−1}. Proof. By induction on that d we show that t^{(d)}_i and OPT(i : d) derived from Algorithm 2 satisfy

t^{(d)}_i := argmax t_i∈T^{(d)}_i Cost(t_i, x) and OPT(i : d) = Cost ( t^{(d)}_i , x ) for i ∈ I_{|S|−1} For the base case we have t^{(1)}_i :=Root and OPT(i : 1) = 0 for i ∈ I_{|S|−1} where Root is a tree with only one node. For the inductive step, consider the statement true for all the values less than d and consider the tree s^{(d)}_i ∈ T^{(d)}_i where i ∈ I_{|S|−2} and s^{(d)}_i = argmax s_i ∈T^{(d)}_i Cost(s_i, x).

As mentioned before, we know there exists unique trees s^{(l)}_0 ∈ T^{(l)}_0 and s^{(d−l)}_{i+1} ∈ T^{(d−l)}_{i+1} such that 1 ≤ l ≤ d − 1 and s^{(d)}_i := Tie_i ( s^{(l)}_0 , s^{(d−l)}_{i+1} ) . Now considering equation 12,

in order for s^{(d)}_i to maximize Cost ( s^{(d)}_i , x ) , s^{(l)}_0 ∈ T^{(l)}_0

and s^{(d−l)}_{i+1} ∈ T^{(d−l)}_{i+1} must maximize Cost ( s^{(l)}_0 , x ) and Cost ( s^{(d−l)}_{i+1} , x ) respectively.

In other words s^{(l)}_0 := t^{(l)}_0 and s^{(d−l)}_{i+1} := t^{(d−l)}_{i+1} . This means that in order to find s^{(d)}_i we can run through all possibilities of l and see in which case Cost ( s^{(d)}_i , x ) is maximized. This is what’s happening in line 5 and 6 of Algorithm 2.

We can also see that in line 4, OPT(i : d) is being calculated accordingly. In a similar fashion we can show that the tree s^{(d)}_{|S|−2} satisfying

s^{(d)}_{|S|−2} := argmax s_{|S|−2}∈T^{(d)}_{|S|−2} Cost(s_{|S|−2}, x)

can be found by running through all possibilities of l satisfying 1 ≤ l ≤ d − 1 and observing for which value it maximizes

Cost ( Tie_{|S|−2} ( t^{(l)}_0 , t^{(d−l)}_0 ) , x )

and calculating OPT(|S|−2 : d) accordingly. This completes our inductive step and therefore proves the theorem.

Proposition 3. Algorithm 2 can find the final trees in O(D^2 · |S|) running time.

Proof. Consider the following modification; We work through Algorithm 2 but instead of doing the Tie operations at line 6 and 10 we just save the corresponding value of l^′ for each d and i in a separate table. The reason we do this is because we don’t actually need to create every tree and we can just use this new table to recursively build the final trees after the loops are completed. This doesn’t change the time complexity but it does decrease the space complexity.

Call this new table E. This means that E(i : d) tells us how many codewords are in the left subtree of t^{(d)}_i when decomposed according to Figure 3. Using this information we can recursively create the left and right subtrees in order to find t^{(d)}_i . Creating the final trees with this procedure has time complexity of O(|S|·D) because at each step we are adding at least one edge and then recursively finding the left and right subtrees. Since each step takes O(1) time and our trees have at most 2D nodes, we create each tree in O(D) time and find all the final trees in O(|S|·D) which doesn’t affect the time of filling in the tables resulting in an O(D^2 · |S|) overall run time.

Generalized Dynamic Programming:

Consider P ⊆ I_{|S|−1} such that 0 ∈ P and consider the problem of adding the constraint q_j (t^{(d)}_i ) = 0 for every j /∈ P and i ∈ I_{|S|−1}. This means we want to find the trees having the optimal costs defined previously, with the added constraint that each tree has a transition probability of zero for trees having a type that is not in P . As discussed in the main body of the paper, we need this in order to be able to apply Lemma 1 Modifying the previous dynamic program to handle this generalization is not difficult. Using the decomposition in figure 3, we can see that in order for s^{(d)}_i to have the optimal cost between trees that have the added constraint, its subtrees need to be optimal trees that satisfy the added constraint, which means that we can use almost the exact same dynamic programming formulation.

The only difference is that the initialization is going to be different. Consider j ∈ I_{|S|−2} and let i ∈ I_{|S|−2} be the smallest number satisfying j < i and i ∈ P . If no such i exists then let i = |S|−1. We can see that in this case there are no type j trees having less than i−j codewords and there is exactly one type j tree having i−j codewords which is created by taking a root node having i−j edges with a_j , a_{j+1}, ..., a_{i−1} as their labels. Using this fact we can initialize the dynamic programming by first adding this information into the table. The rest of the dynamic programming will be almost exactly the same, except that we have to slightly modify it to avoid adding trees that are not permitted.

The running time for this generalized version will remain the same O(D^2 · |S|).

B. Proofs missing from the main paper

Proof of Lemma 2.

Proof. Since every node w in a t_i is the probability of at most D p(a_i) values, each node’s probability p_W (w) can be written as P^′2^{−bD} where P^′ is an integer satisfying 0 ≤ P^′ ≤ 2^{bD}. Then, from Equation (3), p_{Wi} (w) can also be written as P^{′′}2^{−bD−1} where P^{′′} is an integer satisfying 0 ≤ P^{′′} ≤ 2^{bD+1}.

According to equation (4), p_{Ci} (w) is the sum of at most D such probabilities. Thus, p_{Ci} (w) can be represented by log_2(D) + bD + 1 = O(bD) bits.

Since the nodes corresponding to dictionary words have disjoint probabilities, the sum of the costs of any subset of those nodes is also a probability that can be written using O(bD) bits. Thus every q_j (t_i) can be written using at most O(bD) bits.

Recall from Equation (5) that the average length of code words in a type i tree t_i is

E[L_{ti} (S)] = ∑ w∈D(t_i) p_{Ci} (w) · l(w).

Moreover, l(w) is upper-bounded by D. Therefore, each term in the summand can be written using at most O(bD) bits. Since E[L_{ti} (S)] is the sum of at most D of these terms, E[L_{ti} (S)] can be represented by O(bD) bits.

Recall that our transformation from the AIVF problem to the MCMC problem required setting L(S_i) = D − E[L_{ti} (S)]. But this only adds at most another O(log_2 D) bits to the representation so we are done.

Proof of Lemma 3

Proof. We start by proving (1). Note that

f_i (x, S_i) = L (S_i) + m−1∑ j=1 q_j (S_i) x_j − x_i

Since for j ∈ ⟨m − 1⟩ \ {i} we have x_j ∈ [−C, C], it is clear that

f_i (x, S_i) ≤ L (S_i) + ∑ j∈⟨m−1⟩\{i} q_j (S_i) C − (1 − q_i(S_i)) x_i

which can be rewritten as

f_i (x, S_i) ≤ L (S_i)+(1 − q_0(S_i) − q_i(S_i)) C−(1 − q_i(S_i)) x_i.

We claim that

N + (1 − q_0(S_i) − q_i(S_i)) C − (1 − q_i(S_i)) C ≤ 0

which is true if and only if q_0(S_i)C ≥ N. Note that q_0(S_k) ≥ β and C ≥ β^{−1}N; therefore, the above inequality is true and the claim is proved. Moreover, it is easy to further conclude that:

L (S_i) + (1 − q_0(S_i) − q_i(S_i)) C − (1 − q_i(S_i)) x_i < N + (1 − q_0(S_i) − q_i(S_i)) C − (1 − q_i(S_i)) C

So, case (1) of the lemma is proved.

For the second part, by a similar argument we have f_i (x, S_i) ≥ L (S_i)−(1 − q_0(S_i) − q_i(S_i)) C−(1 − q_i(S_i)) x_i Since L (S_i) ≥ 0 we have

f_i (x, S_i) > − (1 − q_0(S_i) − q_i(S_i)) C + (1 − q_i(S_i)) C = q_0(S_i)C ≥ N and cae (2) of the Lemma is proved.