arXiv:1602.02201v9 [cs.IT] 10 Jan 2021

The Rate-Distortion Risk in Estimation from Compressed Data

Alon Kipnis^∗, Stefano Rini^† and Andrea J. Goldsmith^‡ ∗ Department of Statistics, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305 USA † Department of Electrical Engineering, National Chiao-Tung University, Hsinchu, 30010, Taiwan ‡ Department of Electrical Engineering, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305 USA

Abstract

Consider the problem of estimating a latent signal from a lossy compressed version of the data when the compressor is agnostic to the relation between the signal and the data. This situation arises in a host of modern applications when data is transmitted or stored prior to determining the downstream inference task. Given a bitrate constraint and a distortion measure between the data and its compressed version, let us consider the joint distribution achieving Shannon’s rate-distortion (RD) function. Given an estimator and a loss function associated with the downstream inference task, define the rate-distortion risk as the expected loss under the RD-achieving distribution. We provide general conditions under which the operational risk in estimating from the compressed data is asymptotically equivalent to the RD risk. The main theoretical tools to prove this equivalence are transportation-cost inequalities in conjunction with properties of compression codes achieving Shannon’s RD function. Whenever such equivalence holds, a recipe for designing estimators from datasets undergoing lossy compression without specifying the actual compression technique emerges: design the estimator to minimize the RD risk. Our conditions simplified in the special cases of discrete memoryless or multivariate normal data. For these scenarios, we derive explicit expressions for the RD risk of several estimators and compare them to the optimal source coding performance associated with full knowledge of the relation between the latent signal and the data.

Index Terms

Source coding; Compression for estimation; Remote source coding; Mismatched source coding; Compress and estimate;

I. INTRODUCTION

Digital systems suffer from intrinsic limitations in the number of bits they can store, communicate, or process. As the acquired real-world data is compressed in a lossy manner before any inference takes place, the performance of inference procedures are intrinsically dictated by the quality of the compression applied to the raw data and, in particular, by the number of bits available for its compressed representation.

In this paper, we study the effect of lossy compression on the performance of estimators from datasets undergoing data compression. Specifically, we characterize the performance of estimation from the compressed data using an expression that is independent of the specific compression technique; it only depends on the distribution of the data and the compression bitrate, the number of bits-per-symbol (bps) in the compressed representation. The benefit of our characterization is twofold: it provides (i) a way to evaluate the risk in estimation from datasets undergoing lossy compression and (ii) a way to design such estimators by optimizing their performance with respect to the resulting risk.

To better describe our motivation and results, consider the conceptual representation provided in Figure 1. The latent signal is represented by θ and the observed data is the n-length sequence Y^n. We compress Y^n in a lossy manner at bitrate R, i.e., using nR bits, and denote the resulting compressed representation by Z^n. Finally, Z^n

This paper was presented in part at the IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), 2016 [1] and 2017 [2], and at the Information Theory Workshop (ITW), 2015 [3].

This work was supported in part by the Koret Foundation, the NSF Center for Science of Information (CSoI) under grant CCF-0939370, the NSF grants DMS-1418362 and DMS-1407813, and the NSF-BSF under grant 1609695.

θP_Y n_{|θ}Y^n lossy compression R (bitrate constraint) d(y^n, z^n) (distortion measure) θ̂estimator ϕ Z^n data signal compressed

representation estimated

signal

Fig. 1. A conceptual representation of signal estimation from compressed data. The goal is to recover the latent signal θ from a lossy compressed version Z^n of the data Y^n at bitrate R, while the compression is according to a distortion measure between Y^n and Z^n.

is utilized to produce an estimate θ̂ = ϕ(Z^n) of θ. The performance of the system is measured in terms of the expected loss D_ϕ ≡ E [ ℓ(θ, θ̂) ] , (1)

for some given loss function ℓ(θ, θ̂). In this paper, we characterize D_ϕ in a special version of the setting in Figure 1. Conceptually speaking, we assume the existence of a distortion measure d(y^n, z^n), and suppose that the expectation over d(Y^n, Z^n) approaches its information-theoretic minimum subject to the bitrate-R compression constraint. Namely, the lossy compression operation attains Shannon’s distortion-rate (DR) function of Y^n at bitrate R. Compression codes possessing this property are denoted good rate-distortion (RD) codes. As we demonstrate, combining known properties of good RD codes [4] with classical results in transportation theory [34] leads to conditions for the convergence of D_ϕ to an expression that is independent of the specific compression code. This expression, denoted as the rate-distortion risk of ϕ, is the expected loss when ϕ applied to Z^{∗n} instead of Z^n of (1), where the joint distribution of Y^n and Z^{∗n} attains the DR function of Y^n with respect to d(y^n, z^n).

Estimate-and-Compress vs. Compress-and-Estimate

In the study of the compression and estimation system of Figure 1, particular attention is naturally given to the optimal trade-off between bitrate R and expected loss (1). It is well-known that this optimal trade-off is attained by an estimate-and-compress (EC) strategy [6], [7], [8]. Namely, first, estimate θ from the data Y^n, then compress this estimate according to the available bitrate R. For example, when the pair (θ, Y^n) defines an ergodic information source, the optimal trade-off between bitrate and expected loss is attained when the estimation step uses the Bayes estimator for θ and the compression step approaches the Shannon RD function of the output of the Bayes estimator. The resulting optimal trade-off is described by the indirect DR function or its inverse, the indirect RD function [8], [9]. Note that, the EC strategy generally depends on the model P_Y n_{|θ} and the loss ℓ, hence EC is infeasible when the estimator depends on the yet-to-be-known downstream application or when the same dataset is used for more than one application [10], [11]. Arguably, in the examples above, the compression operation may be designed to only account for the distortion between Y^n and Z^n (e.g., Euclidean distance, Hamming distance, or empirical mutual information), while the model P_Y n_{|θ} and the estimation procedures are determined post-compression. The resulting compression and estimation scenario is known as compress-and-estimate (CE) [12], [13].

Despite the apparent prevalence of systems implementing a CE strategy, its performance characterization has so far been limited to very specific models P_Y n_{|θ} [12], [13], compression procedures Y^n → Z^n [14], [15], or estimators ϕ [16], [17]. The goal of this paper is to characterize the performance of CE under general conditions.

Henceforth, we refer to D_ϕ of (1) as the CE risk of the estimator ϕ. This risk depends on the specific compression code Y^n → Z^n. On the other hand, the RD risk of ϕ, our candidate for describing the CE risk, only depends on the bitrate and the distortion measure d(y^n, z^n). Consequently, a by-product of the equivalence of these two risks is the asymptotic independence of the CE risk in the specific compressor employed, as long as this compressor attains the RD function of Y^n.

To better highlight the differences between the EC and CE scenarios, as well as to motivate our characterization of the latter, we present an illustrative example employing the familiar setting of Gaussian signals and quadratic loss functions.

Example: Compressed Gaussian Measurements

Suppose that the data Y^n consists of n independent measurements from a bivariate normal distribution N (0, Σ_y), for some known covariance matrix Σ_y. We compress Y^n to an nR-bit representation Z^n. The minimal MSE in recovering Y^n from Z^n is Shannon’s quadratic DR function at bitrate R, denoted as D_y(R). In our case, D_y(R) is obtained by waterfilling over the two eigenvalues of Σ_y [8]. Let us assume that Z^n is a version of Y^n obtained using a good RD code at bitrate R, i.e, we have E [ ‖Y^n − Z^n‖^2 ] /n → D_y(R) as n → ∞. Next, consider the following model ( Y_{i,1} Y_{i,2} ) = √ γ 2 θ_i ( 1 1 ) + ( W_{i,1} W_{i,2} ) , i = 1, . . . , n, (2) where θ_i, W_{i,1}, and W_{i,2} are iid standard normal random variables and γ > 0 is a fixed signal-to-noise (SNR) parameter. Two major challenges arise in estimating θ = (θ_1, . . . , θ_n) from Z^n: choosing the estimator ϕ and characterizing the resulting risk. One natural choice for ϕ is the maximum likelihood (ML) estimator of θ from Y^n, given as ϕ^{ML}(y_{i,1}, y_{i,2}) = 1 √ 2γ (y_{i,1} + y_{i,2}) .

An attractive property of ϕ^{ML} is its independence of the compression scheme and even of the bitrate of this compression. Provided some conditions are met, our main result implies that the quadratic risk of ϕ^{ML} when applied to Z^n converges to the so-called RD risk of ϕ^{ML}: the MSE in estimating θ by applying ϕ^{ML} to Z^{∗n}, where P_Y n_Z ∗n attains the quadratic Gaussian RD function of N (0, Σ_y) at the bitrate R. Figure 2 illustrates this RD risk based on a closed-form expression we provide in Section V below.

The asymptotic equivalence between the CE and the RD risks suggests that we can attain MSE lower than the RD risk of ϕ^{ML} by utilizing the Bayes estimator of θ from Z^{∗n}. We denote the resulting risk as the Bayes RD risk; it is given by

D^∗(R) = 1 1 + γ + γ 1 + γ 2^{[R−Rγ ]+−2R}, (3) where R_γ ≡^1_2 log(1 + γ) and [x]^+ ≡ max{x, 0}. Under some conditions, we show that the Bayes RD risk is the minimal MSE in estimating θ from any nR-bitrate representation of Y^n attaining D_y(R). In this sense, (3) provides the minimal MSE in the CE scenario.

As it turns out, (3) can be dramatically different from the optimal performance in this compression and estimation setting. To derive the latter, we use the EC strategy: form the Bayes estimator of θ from Y^n E [θ_i|Y_{1,i}, Y_{2,i}] = √ γ/2 1 + γ (Y_{1,i} + Y_{2,i}), i = 1, . . . , n, (4) then compress {E [θ_i|Y_{1,i}, Y_{2,i}]}^n_{i=1} using nR bits in an optimal manner subject to a MSE criterion. The resulting MSE in this procedure approaches the indirect DR function of θ, given as

D_{ind}(R) = 1 1 + γ + γ 1 + γ

2^{−2R}. (5)

Figure 2 compares the three distortion functions discussed above for a specific choice of the SNR parameter γ. D^∗(R) of (3) and D_{ind}(R) of (5) coincide at small compression rates R ≤ R_γ , but converge to their infinite bitrate asymptotic 1/(1 + γ) at different rates. Intuitively, the reason for this difference is that, under CE, the compressor Y^n → Z^n does not distinguish between signal and noise components, as this distinction is only possible when the model (2) is known before compression. By establishing the equivalence between the CE and the RD risks, we can interpret the difference D^∗(R) − D_{ind}(R) as the price of compressing the data without knowing the model (2)

1234 01_{1+γ} 1^{R0 = 12 log(1 + γ)}

R [BPS]

MSE

D^∗_{ϕML} (RD risk of ML estimator) D^∗ (RD risk of Bayes estimator) D_{ind} (optimal compression)

1 γ

Fig. 2. Mean-squared error in estimating a Gaussian signal in the bivariate normal measurements model (2) when compressing these measurements at bitrate R. The SNR parameter γ is 3. The indirect DR function D_{ind} (R) describes the optimal performance, attained by estimate-and-compress. The performance under compress-and-estimate using a quadratic distortion for compressing the measurements and the maximum likelihood estimator or the Bayes estimator for estimating the latent signal, are described by the RD risks of these estimators.

that is ultimately used in inference. Such lack of knowledge is the norm rather than the exception in modern data science and signal acquisition applications, hence the importance of establishing the connection between the RD risk and the risk in the CE scenario.

We may also consider a scenario in which the model (2) is initially assumed, the EC strategy for the task of estimating θ is utilized, but a new downstream task is declared: recover the original data Y^n. In this case, we apply the CE analysis with U_i ≡ E [θ_i|Y_{1,i}, Y_{2,i}] , i = 1, . . . , n, as the data and Y^n as the latent signal. In Appendix A, we show that the difference between the Bayes RD risk D^∗_U (R) in this case and the optimal compression performance, given here by the DR function of Y^n, is

D^∗_U (R) − D_y(R) = ( 1 − 2^{−[R−Rγ ]+} )_2 . (6)

Applying a similar interpretation of the RD risk as before, (6) is the price of compressing according to the wrong downstream task. This price is zero for R ≤ R_γ , but can be significant at high bitrates and SNR.

Interestingly, the situation is considerably different in the univariate counterpart of (2), i.e.,

Y_i = √ γθ_i + W_i, i = 1, . . . , n. In this case, the Bayes RD risk and the indirect DR function coincide for all values of R, i.e., no difference in performance between the CE and the EC scenarios in this case. This different behavior of the univariate and multivariate cases is perhaps the reason why the difference between CE and EC strategies was so far not given considerable attention.

Related Works

The problem of estimation from compressed data has a long history in source coding. When the pair (θ, Y_n) defines a stationary ergodic information source, the problem of encoding Y^n for estimating θ is known as the indirect (other names are remote or noisy) source coding problem [8, Ch 3.5], [6], [7], [9], [18]. The minimum of all achievable distortions using a compression code of rate not exceeding R is denoted as the indirect DR function. When θ is a vector of parameters, the problem of compressing Y^n for recovering θ was studied under the names compression for estimation [19], [20] or task-specific compression [21], [22], [23], [24]. These problems, and in particular their multi-terminal versions, have received much recent interest due to their relevance in machine learning [25], [26], [27].

The CE setting differs from these works since the compression is assumed optimal only with respect to the data Y^n rather than the estimator of θ. The works of [28], [29] study a multi-terminal version of this problem, and are motivated by the robustness in performance due to encoders oblivious to other system components. To our knowledge, the term CE distortion first appeared in [12] and is inspired by the compress-and-forward coding scheme for the relay channel [30]. The works of [31], [12] analyze this distortion in a multi-terminal setup for a class of vector Gaussian sources. Other settings with exact CE characterization include compressing the samples of the Wiener process [13] and compressing the measurements obtained via a sequence of random linear projections [32]. Recently, the work of [15] provided conditions under which the risk of a Lipschitz estimator from data compressed using a random spherical code equals the risk of the same estimator when applied to a corrupted version of the data by an additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN). In particular, under this form of compression, the risk (1) of any Lipschitz estimator converges to its RD risk whenever the RD-achieving distribution P_Z ∗n_Y n is Gaussian. In this paper, we generalize this result from [15] to a broad class of RD-achieving distributions and loss functions. Specifically, our setup applies to any situation where the RD-achieving distribution satisfies a suitable transportation-cost inequality [5], [34]. As we explain below, this condition holds quite broadly in the important cases of memoryless data or when the RD-achieving distribution is Gaussian.

One may also view the CE scheme as an instance of the mismatched source coding problems considered in [14] and [35]. Indeed, as pointed out in [8], [9], [36], in some situations, we can attain the indirect DR function by compressing the data according to a distortion measure d̃(y^n, z^n) ≡ inf_ϕ E [ℓ(θ, ϕ(z^n))|Y^n = y^n] . (7)

Namely, when the compression attains the DR function of Y^n with respect to d̃ = d̃(y^n, z^n), the optimal source coding performance for estimating θ are also attained. The said mismatch can possibly arise when Y^n is compressed so as to minimize some d ≠ d̃ (note that d̃ in (7) requires the model θ → Y^n, so compressing with respect to d̃ is not a valid CE scheme).

Finally, Donoho [37], [17] considered the properties of optimal compressors in the model

Y_i = θ_i + σW_i, W_i^{iid}∼ N (0, 1), (8)

as a universal denoiser (estimator) for the vector of means θ = (θ_1, . . . , θ_n). He noted that a good RD code for compressing Y^n at the quadratic distortion level σ^2 induces a distribution on Z^n that approaches the true posterior P_{θ1 |Y1} (although this posterior is never revealed to the compressor). Consequently, the resulting expected quadratic loss in estimating θ is 2E [Var[θ_1|Y_1]], the risk in sampling from this posterior. Translated to our terminology, the phenomena above says that, under (8), the CE risk with respect to the quadratic loss (ℓ = ‖ · ‖^2/n) of the maximum likelihood estimator ϕ^{ML}(x) = x at coding rate R = R(σ^2) =^1_2 log

(_{Var[Y1]}

σ^2 ) and distortion d = ‖ · ‖^2, converges to D^∗_ϕML (R, θ) = 2E [Var [θ_1|Y_1]] .

Unlike [37], [17], the compression in our case is a limitation imposed on the system rather than a feature yielding an estimator if employed at the particular bitrate R(σ^2). In particular, we consider the compression of Y^n at arbitrary bitrates or distortion levels, and not only at the level σ^2 considered by Donoho.

Contributions

In this paper, we derive conditions for the convergence of the risk (1) of an estimator ϕ to its RD risk and evaluate this RD risk in several special cases. The first result of this paper, as described in Section III-C, relates to cases where the forward RD-achieving distribution P_Z ∗n_{|Y} n is unique and satisfying a transportation-cost inequality with a constant that is inversely-linear in the problem dimension n. In this case, we obtain a strong bound on the difference between the RD risk of any Lipschitz estimator and its CE risk when fed with the output of any compression code P_Z n_{|Y} n of bitrate R_n satisfying the target distortion D_y. In particular, this bound vanishes for good RD codes satisfying R_n → R(D_y) and whose output distribution P_Z n converges to P_Z ∗n in the normalized relative entropy. Next, we analyze the TC condition in two important cases: (1) P_Y n_Z ∗n is a product measure over a discrete domain (Section IV), or (2) P_Y n_Z ∗n is a Gaussian measure on R^n (Section V). To demonstrate the usefulness of our results and highlight the difference between the CE scenario and the optimal performance, we derive closed-form expressions for the RD risk in several useful cases: (i) When θ is an iid binary signal, Y^n is its noisy observation under a binary symmetric channel, and ϕ is the Bayes estimator. (ii) When θ is a Gaussian iid θ(Θ, ρ) P_Y n_{|θ}Y^nY^nEnc Dec Z^n(Z^n, ν) ϕ̂θ(Θ, ρ)R_ndρ

Fig. 3. Compression and estimation system model. θ and Y^n represent the signal and the data, respectively. Z^n is obtained by compressing the data using nRn bits. ϕ is an estimator of θ from Z^n. We assume that (Θ, ρ) and (Z^n, ν) are metric spaces and while d is a distortion measure on Y^n × Z^n.

signal and each Y_i is an m-dimensional vector representing a sequence of its noisy observations. In the scenarios above we derive the RD risk of both the Bayes estimator and the maximum likelihood estimator of θ from the uncompressed data. In all cases, we compare the resulting risk to the optimal performance described by the indirect DR function.

Paper Organization

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section II formalizes the problem and introduce notation to describe the results. In Section III we review relevant topics in transportation theory and provide a general characterization of the difference between the CE and RD risks. In Sections IV and V, we specialize to the settings where the data is discrete and Gaussian, respectively. Concluding remarks are provided in Section VI.

Notation

We use capital and calligraphic letters, respectively, to denote the random variable U over an alphabet U. Therefore, unless stated otherwise, we implicitly assume a probability space and a topology on U such that U is measurable. We use the notation X^{n iid}∼ P_X to indicate that X^n is a random sequence obtained by sampling independently n times from the distribution P_X . We denote an n-length sequence over U as u^n = (u_1, . . . , u_n) ∈ U^n. In some specific case when U = R^m , we denote u^n = (u_1, . . . , u_n) ∈ R^{m×n} . Matrices are also denoted by bold capital letters, hence, depending on the context, U may denote either a random vector over R^m or a matrix. The identity matrix of size n × n is denoted by I_n. The set of n × n positive definite matrices is denoted by S^n_+. The operator norm of a matrix Σ is denoted by ‖Σ‖. We denote by λ_1(Σ), . . . , λ_n(Σ) the eigenvalues of the matrix Σ, ordered by magnitude. The notation diag [λ_1, . . . , λ_n] indicates a diagonal matrix with diagonal entries λ_1, . . . , λ_n. The indicator function of the set A is denoted 1_A. For x ∈ R, we define [x]^+ ≡ max{x, 0} and log^+(x) ≡ [log(x)]^+, x > 0. For x^n ∈ R^n , ‖x^n‖_2 denotes its Euclidean norm. The symbol ≪ indicates the absolute continuity relation between measures. The basis of all logarithms is 2.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION Consider the lossy compression and estimation problem illustrated in Figure 3. This figure is a detailed version of Figure 1 where the lossy compression operation is separated into its encoding and decoding parts. The data is represented by the n-dimensional random vector Y^n over the alphabet Y^n. The distribution of Y^n depends on an underlying signal θ ∈ Θ through a conditional distribution kernel P_Y n_{|θ}. Here θ represents a vector of arbitrary dimension, where this dimension can be fixed or otherwise change with n. We assume that for almost every θ, {Y_n}_{n∈N} is a stationary ergodic process. The encoder compresses the data Y^n using nR_n bits. The decoder produces a compressed representation Z^n of Y^n over the alphabet Z^n, which is embedded in the metric space (Z^n, ν). We assume that the metric spaces (Θ, ρ) and (Z^n, ν) are complete and separable, i.e., Polish.

For an estimator ϕ : Z^n → Θ measurable with respect to the Borel σ-algebras on (Z^n, ν) and (Θ, ρ), define its p-th CE risk as D^{CE}_ϕ (θ) ≡ E [ρ^p(θ, ϕ(Z^n))] , p ≥ 1, (9) where the expectation is with respect to P_Y n_{|θ} and possible randomness in the encoding and decoding Y^n → Z^n as explained below. Whenever a prior P_θ on Θ is given, the expectation above is also with respect to this prior. Compared to our earlier discussion, the loss function ℓ in (1) is the p-th power of the metric ρ in the notation of (9). Our setting is restricted to loss functions of this form.

The goal of this paper is to characterize the CE risk (9). Our approach to this characterization requires additional definitions and assumptions to follow.

A. Compression Setup

For integers n and M_n, a lossy-compression n-block code (f_{enc}, f_{dec}, M_n), or simply a n-block code, is defined as the pair of mappings f_{enc} : Y^n → {1, . . . , M_n} (10a) f_{dec} : {1, . . . , M_n} → Z^n. (10b) We denote by R_n ≡ log(M_n)/n the rate of the code in bps. In the following, we consider codes for which f_{enc} and f_{dec} are random such that the mapping Y^n → Z^n = f_{dec}(f_{enc}(Y^n)) (11) is measurable^1. In this case, it is convenient to refer to the code (f_{enc}, f_{dec}, M_n) by the transition probability kernel P_Z n_{|Y} n it induces on Y^n × Z^n. Namely, for a Borel measurable A ⊂ Z^n, P_Z n_{|Y} n (Z^n ∈ A|Y^n = y^n) ≡ P [f_{dec}(f_{enc}(Y^n)) ∈ A|Y^n = y^n] .

The output distribution of the code P_Z n_{|Y} n is its marginal distribution P_Z n over Z^n, i.e.,

P_Z n (dz^n) ≡ ∫ Y^n P_Z n_{|Y} n (dz^n|y^n)P_Y n (dy^n).

In the next section, we provide standard notations from rate-distortion theory required for defining the RD risk, a would-be asymptotic characterization of D^{CE}_ϕ .

B. Rate-Distortion Setup

The distortion between Y^n and Z^n is measured using the function d : Y^n × Z^n → [0, ∞), which is further assumed sub-additive in the sense that d(y^{k+m}, z^{k+m}) ≤ d(y^k, z^k) + d(y^{m+k}_{k+1} , z^{m+k}_{k+1} ), for any y^{m+k} ∈ Y^{m+k}, z^{m+k} ∈ Z^{m+k} with k ≤ m, where u^m_k = (u_k, . . . , u_m). We also set d_{min} ≡ inf_{y∈Y,z∈Z} d(y, z), and note that inf_zn_{,y}n d(y^n, z^n) ≤ n · d_{min} by sub-additivity.

For a target distortion D_y ≥ d_{min} and a distribution P_Y n on Y^n, the RD function is defined as [8] R_Y n (D_y) ≡ min_{PZn|Y n} E[d(Y^n,Z^n)]≤D_y n I(Y^n; Z^n), (12)

where I(Y^n; Z^n) is the mutual information of P_Y n_Z n and the minimum is over all conditional distribution kernels P_Z n_{|Y} n satisfying the prescribed distortion constraint. We also define the single-letter RD function with respect to Y^n as R(D_y) = inf_n 1 n R_Y n (D_y) = lim_{n→∞} 1 n R_Y n (D_y). (13)

1The σ-algebra on Y^n is implicit in our notation. In contrast, for (Z^n, ν) and (Θ, ρ) we use their Borel σ-algebras.

The last transition is due to sub-additivity of d and the stationarity of Y^n [39, Lem. 10.6.2].

The single-letter DR function D_y(R) is the inverse function of R(D_y) in (13) when R is smaller than the entropy rate of Y^n and zero otherwise.

A code (f_{enc}, f_{dec}, M) is said to be D_y-admissible if its expected distortion satisfies E [d (Y^n, Z^n)] ≤ nD_y. The fundamental result of source coding theory says that, for a wide class of distributions P_Y n , there exists a sequences of codes P_Z n_{|Y} n such that

E [d (Y^n, Z^n)] ≤ nD_y while lim_{n→∞} R_n = R(D_y). (14)

A sequence of codes satisfying (14) is referred to as a good rate-distortion code for (Y^n, d) at distortion level D_y [40], [41], [42], [43], [4].

Throughout this paper we assume the following:

Assumption A-RD. (uniqueness of RD-achieving distribution). The minimum in (12) is achieved by a unique P_Z ∗n_{|Y} n , which also satisfies E [d(Y^n, Z^n)] = nD_y.

The notation A-RD indicates that Assumption A-RD only concerns properties of the RD setup. Excluding pathological cases of limited interest, Assumption A-RD holds whenever 0 ≤ d_{min} ≤ D_y ≤ inf_zn E [d(Y^n, z^n)], i.e., for distortion levels D_y at which the source coding problem with respect to Y^n is non-trivial. Under Assumption A-RD, Kostina and Verdú [4] provided a characterization of the conditional relative entropy between any D_y-admissible code P_Z n_Y n and the RD-achieving distribution P_Z ∗n_Y n .

Proposition II.1 (Properties of good RD codes [4, Thm. 1]). Let P_Z n_{|Y} n be a code such that E [d(Y^n, Z^n)] ≤ nD_y for some d_{min} ≤ D_y. Suppose that the support of P_Z n is a subset of the support of P_Z ∗n and that Assumption A-RD holds. Then D ( P_Y n_Z n ‖ P_Y n_{|Z} ∗n P_Z n ) = I(Y^n; Z^n) − R_Y n (D_y),

for R_Y n (D_y) in (12).

We recall that the relative entropy between two distributions P_U and P_V on X , with P_U ≪ P_V , is defined as D(P_U ‖ P_V ) ≡ ∫ X log ( dP_U dP_V (x) ) dP_U (x), where^{dPU}_{dPV} is the Radon-Nikodym derivative of P_U with respect to P_V .

In addition to Assumption A-RD, our main results utilize the following two assumptions for a sequence of codes {P_Z n_{|Y} n }^∞_{n=1}. We discuss each assumption in more detail in the specific setting where it is used.

Assumption A-C1. (conditional absolute continuity). For almost every y^n ∈ Y^n, P_Z n_{|Y} n_{=y}n is absolutely continuous with respect to P_Z ∗n_{|Y} n_{=y}n .

Assumption A-C2. (convergence of output distributions). The sequence of code output distributions {P_Z n }^∞_{n=1} and the sequence of RD-achieving distribution marginals {P_Z ∗n }^∞_{n=1} satisfy lim_{n→∞} 1 n D(P_Z n ‖ P_Z ∗n ) = 0. The notations A-C1 and A-C2 indicate that these assumptions concern properties of the compression code.

C. The Rate-Distortion Risk

For an estimator ϕ : Z^n → Θ measurable with respect to the Borel σ-algebras on (Z^n, ν) and (Θ, ρ), define its p-th RD risk as D^∗_ϕ(R, θ) ≡ D^∗(R, θ, ϕ, d, ρ^p) ≡ E [ρ^p (θ, ϕ(Z^{∗n}))] , (15) where the expectation is with respect to P_Z ∗n_{,Y} n_{|θ}. Note that D^∗_ϕ(R, θ) depends on R since it depends on P_Z ∗n_Y n , the minimizer of (12). Whenever a prior P_θ is provided, we consider the Bayes RD risk of ϕ D^∗_ϕ(R) ≡ E_θ [ D^∗_ϕ(R, θ) ] , (16)

(the expectation in (16) is with respect to P_θP_Y n_{|θ}P_Z ∗n_{|Y} n ) and the (optimal) Bayes RD risk

D^∗(R) ≡ inf_ϕ D^∗_ϕ(R). (17)

Our main result in Section III-C establishes a general connection between D^∗_ϕ(R, θ) or D^∗_ϕ(R) and the CE risk of (9). Later in this paper, in Sections IV and V, we focus on two special settings of the problem formulation above. These are described next, along with specific examples.

D. Special Case I: Discrete Memoryless Setting

In this setting, we assume that θ = θ^n = (θ_1, . . . , θ_n) represents n independent samples from a distribution P_{θ1} with support Θ_1, Θ = Θ^n_1 , and P_Y n_{|θ}n factorizes as

P_Y n_{|θ}n (y^n, θ^n) = n∏ i=1 P_{Y1|θ1} (y_i, θ_i). Additional assumptions for this section are as follows: (i) Z is discrete.

(ii) Single-letter bounded loss function: ρ(θ^n, θ̂^n) =^1_n ∑_n i=1 ρ(θ_i, θ̂_i), where sup_{θ1,θ̂1} ρ(θ_1, θ̂_1) ≤ M, for a universal constant M > 0.

(iii) Single-letter distortion function: d(y^n, z^n) = ∑_n i=1 d(y_i, z_i).

Our setting of Figure 3 under these assumptions is denoted as discrete memoryless setting; we analyze this setting in Section IV. Since Z is discrete, the normalized Hamming distance

ρ_H (u^n, v^n) ≡ 1 n n∑ i=1 1_{{ui ≠vi}}, (18) is a natural metric on this space. When ν = ρ_H and p = 1, a TC inequality suitable to our need was given by Marton [44], [45]; see Proposition III.2 below. Our main results for this setting (see Theorem IV.1) uses this TC inequality to control the difference between the CE risk and the RD risk of estimators ϕ : (Z^n, ρ_H ) → (Θ^n_1 , ρ).

A simple example that we explore in this setting assumes that θ^n is an iid binary sequence, the data Y^n is obtained by passing θ^n through a binary symmetric channel, and all metrics and the distortion function are the normalized Hamming distance. Namely, we have Θ = {0, 1}^n, Z = Y = {0, 1}, and ρ = ν = d = ρ_H .

E. Special Case II: Quadratic Gaussian Setting

In Section V, we focus on the case where the data has a multivariate normal distribution

Y^n ∼ N (μ^n, Σ_n), μ^n ∈ R^n , Σ_n ∈ S^n_+.

We also assume that d and ν are the normalized Euclidean norm. For this setting, we use the TC inequality of Talagrand [46]; see Proposition III.3 below. In principle, attaining the RD function of Y^n requires knowledge of μ^n and Σ_n. These parameters may be provided as side information or estimated at the encoder with no additional performance cost if their entropy rate in n is zero.

A specific example we consider under this setting is the multiple Gaussian observation setting, a generalization of the bivariate Gaussian observation setting (2) to an arbitrary number of observations.

III. TRANSPORTATION-THEORETIC INTERLUDE AND PRELIMINARY RESULTS

In this section, we review transportation theoretic notions and derive a preliminary characterization of the difference between the CE and RD risks.

A. Wasserstein Distance

Transportation-cost information inequalities are expressed through the Wasserstein distance. We now review the definition of this distance and related relevant results. We refer to [?], [5], [34] for detailed background and applications of transportation theory.

Definition III.1 (Wasserstein distance). Let P_U , P_U ′ be two Borel probability measures with respect to a metric ν on the Polish space U. The p-Wasserstein distance between P_U and P_U ′ , for p ≥ 1, is defined as

W_p(P_U , P_U ′ ) ≡ ( inf_{PU U ′} E [ ν^p(U, U^′) ] )_{1/p} , where the infimum is over all joint probability distributions P_{UU} ′ on the product space U × U with marginals P_U and P_U ′ .

We also define the p-Wasserstein distance between P_U and P_U ′ conditioned on a third probability measure P_V by W_p(P_{U|V} , P_U ′_{|V} |P_V ) ≡ ( E [ W^p_p (P_{U|V} , P_U ′_{|V} ) ])_{1/p} , (19)

where P_{UV} and P_U ′_V are over U × V and the expectation is with respect to P_V . Note the identity W_p(P_{U|V} , P_U ′_{|V} |P_V ) = ( inf_{PU U ′V} E [ ν^p(U, U^′) ] )_{1/p} , where the infimum is over all joint probability distributions P_{UU} ′_V over U × U × V with marginals P_{UV} and P_U ′_V .

The following continuity argument provides the main motivation for using the Wasserstein distance in our setting.

Proposition III.1 (continuity of the risk in W_p). Let P_{XY} be a distribution on X × Y and let P_{Z|Y} and P_Z ′_{|Y} be two conditional distribution kernels from Y to Z. For any L-Lipschitz ϕ : (Z, ν) → (X , ρ) and p ≥ 1 such that E [ρ^p (X, ϕ(Z))] < ∞ and E [ρ^p (X, ϕ(Z^′))] < ∞, we have | |(E [ρ_p (X, ϕ(Z))])1/p − (E [ρ_p (X, ϕ(Z_′))])1/p | | ≤ L · W_p(P_{Z|Y} , P_Z ′_{|Y} |P_Y ). (20) Proof. For any Markov chain X → Y → (Z, Z^′), the triangle inequality and Lipschitz continuity of ϕ imply

(E [ρ^p (X, ϕ(Z))])^{1/p} ≤ ( E [ ρ^p ( X, ϕ(Z^′) )])_{1/p} (21) + ( E [ ρ^p ( ϕ(Z^′), ϕ(Z) )])_{1/p} ≤ ( E [ ρ^p ( X, ϕ(Z^′) )])_{1/p} + L ( E [ ν^p(Z^′, Z)) ])_{1/p} . One side of the inequality in (20) is now obtained by taking the minimum over all joint distributions P_{Y ZZ} ′ with marginals P_{Y Z} and P_{Y Z} ′ . The second side of the inequality in (20) follows by interchanging the role of Z and Z^′ in (21).

B. Transportation-Cost Inequality

A probability measure on a metric space whose Wasserstein distance with respect to any other measure is bounded by the relative entropy is said to satisfy a transportation cost (TC) inequality.

Definition III.2 (transportation-cost inequality [5, Def. 3.4.2]). Let (X , ρ) be Polish and fix p ≥ 1. It is said that a probability measure Q on (X , ρ) satisfies the TC inequality with constant c > 0 if W_p(P, Q) ≤ √ 2cD(P ‖ Q), (22) for every Borel probability measure P on (X , ρ). When (22) holds, we say that (X , ρ, Q) is TC(c).

In [?], [45], Marton showed that any product measure on a discrete space is TC(1/4n) with respect to the normalized Hamming distance of this space.

Proposition III.2 ([45]). Consider the Polish space (Z^n, ρ_H ) where Z is a countable set and ρ_H is the normalized Hamming distance. For any probability measure P_Z n on Z^n,

W_1(Q_Z n , P_Z n ) ≤ √ 1 2n D(P_Z n ‖ Q_Z n ). (23)

With some abuse of notation, denote by N (μ^n, Σ_n) the Gaussian measure on R^n centered at μ^n with Σ_n ∈ S^n_+. In [], Talagrand showed that the standard Gaussian measure is TC(1/n) with respect to the normalized Euclidean distance in R^n .

Proposition III.3 ([46]). Consider the metric space ( R^n ,^{1√}_n ‖ · ‖_2 ) , where ‖ · ‖_2 is the Euclidean norm. Suppose that the measure P on R^n has a density. Then

W_2 (P, N (0, I_n)) ≤ √ 2 n D (P ‖ N (0, I_n)).

In Section V below we use the following extension of Proposition III.3 to general real Gaussian measures. The proof is in Appendix B.

Proposition III.4. Consider the space ( R^n ,^{1√}_n ‖ · ‖_2 ) , where ‖ · ‖_2 is the Euclidean distance. Suppose that the measure P on R^n has a density. Then

W_2 (P, N (μ^n, Σ_n)) ≤ √ 2 n ‖Σ_n‖ D (P ‖ N (μ^n, Σ_n)). (24)

C. Transportation-cost and the RD risk

Under the setting of Figure 3, consider a distribution P_{θY} n on Θ × Y^n, a sub-additive distortion measure d on Y^n × Z^n, and a distortion level D_y ≥ d_{min} such that Assumption A-RD holds. The following lemma provides a general bound on the difference between the CE risk (9) and the RD risk (15). The proof is in Appendix C.

Lemma III.5. Fix p ≥ 1. Suppose that for P_Y n -almost every y^n ∈ Y^n, there exists c = c(y^n) > 0 such that P_Z ∗n_{|Y} n_{=y}n is TC(c). Let P_Z n_{|Y} n : Y^n → Z^n be a D_y-admissible random code satisfying Assumptions A-RD and A-C1. For ϕ : (Z^n, ν) → (Θ, ρ) that is L-Lipschitz, its CE risk D^{CE}_ϕ of (9), and its RD risk D^∗_ϕ of (15), satisfy | | | | ( D^{CE}_ϕ (θ) )_{1/p} − ( D^∗_ϕ(R(D_y ), θ) )_{1/p} | | | | (25) ≤ L √ 2nE [c(Y^n)] ( R_n − R(D_y) + 1 n D(P_Z n ‖ P_Z ∗n ) ) , provided E [ρ^p (θ, ϕ(Z^n))] < ∞ and D^∗_ϕ(R, θ) < ∞.

Lemma III.5 bounds the difference between the risk of an estimator of θ from the compressed data and the RD risk of this estimator in terms of its Lipschitz constant the expected TC constant of the measure P_Z ∗n_{|Y} n_{=y}n over (Z^n, ν). The bound in (25) is general as it depends on the task of estimating θ only through the Lipschitz constant of the estimator. Next, in Sections IV and V, we explore special cases where L = O(1) and E [c(Y^n)] = O(1/n). For such cases, Lemma III.5 provides sufficient conditions for the convergence | | | ( D^{CE}_ϕ (θ) )_{1/p} − ( D^∗_ϕ(R(D_y), θ) )_{1/p} | | | → 0, as n → ∞.

IV. DISCRETE MEMORYLESS SETTING In this section, we focus on the discrete memoryless setting presented in Section II-D. It is well known that the RD function of Y^n in this case is [50]

R(D_y) = inf_{PZ1|Y1}

E[d(Y_1 ,Z_1)]≤D_y

I(Y_1; Z_1), (26) and P_Z ∗n_Y n satisfying (12) with equality decomposes as

P_Z ∗n_Y n (z^n, y^n) = n∏ i=1 P_Z ∗_{i Yi} (z_i, y_i). Consequently, the Bayes estimator of θ = θ^n from Z^{∗n} with respect to ρ is of the form ϕ^B (z^n) = ( ϕ^B_1 (z_1), . . . , ϕ^B_n (z_n) ) , where ϕ^B_i (z) = argmin_{t∈Θ1} E [ρ (θ_i, t) | Z^∗_i = z] . (27)

Combining these facts with Proposition III.2 and Lemma III.5, we conclude the following result. The proof is provided in Appendix D.

Theorem IV.1. Fix d_{min} ≤ D_y such that Assumption A-RD holds. Suppose that P_Z n_{|Y} n : Y^n → Z^n is a D_yadmissible code of bitrate R_n and that R_n → R. Assume that {P_Z n_{|Y} n }^∞_{n=1} satisfies Assumptions A-C1 and A-C2. (i) For any estimator ϕ : Z → Θ_1, lim_{n→∞} 1 n n∑ i=1 E [ρ (θ_i, ϕ (Z_i))] = E [ρ (θ_1, ϕ(Z^∗_1 ))]

= D^∗_ϕ(R(D_y)). (28)

In particular, for the Bayes estimator ϕ^B of (27), lim_{n→∞} E [ D^{CE}_ϕB (θ^n) ] = D^∗(R(D_y)), as n → ∞. (ii) For a sequence of Lipschitz estimators ϕ_n : (Z^n, ρ_H ) → (Θ, ρ) whose Lipschitz constants are uniformly bounded in n, set θ̂^n = ϕ_n (Z^n). Then

lim inf n→∞ 1 n n∑ i=1 E [ ρ ( θ_i, θ̂_i )] ≥ D^∗(R(D_y)). (29)

A. Discussion

Theorem IV.1 provides both achievability and converse coding result under the CE scenario. Specifically, (i) in Theorem IV.1 says that the CE risk of any scalar estimator converges to its RD risk, hence the Bayes RD risk D^∗(R) is achievable by employing the Bayes estimator (27) at each coordinate. (ii) in Theorem IV.1 says that any Lipschitz estimator with respect to the normalized Hamming distance on Z^n cannot attain asymptotic risk smaller than the Bayes RD risk. In particular, among all Lipschitz estimators of θ^n from the compressed representation Z^n, asymptotically, the Bayes estimator ϕ^B of (27) has the minimal CE risk.

These results relies on Assumptions A-C1 and A-C2. Under the discrete memoryless setting, Assumption A-C1 is relatively mild since a code that satisfies it can be obtained from any good RD code with little modifications [40]. On the other hand, A-C2 is much more restrictive; examples for good RD codes violating it are provided in [4] and in [51, Prop. 2]. These examples suggest that it is challenging to construct a good RD code that satisfies A-C2 without randomness in its construction. Nevertheless, A-C2 is known to hold in the following cases: (i) The codewords are randomly drawn from P_Z ∗n ; encoding is done using joint typicality [50]. (ii) The output distribution of the code P_Z n is uniform over the codewords [43].

Next, in Section IV-B, we evaluate in closed-form the RD risk under a particular discrete memoryless model. We also compare this risk to the optimal source coding performance, described by the indirect RD function. Following the interpretation of the RD risk provided by Theorem IV.1, this comparison characterizes the price of using the CE scheme instead of the optimal compression and estimation scheme.

B. Example: Binary Signal under Bit-flip Noise

Let B(π) indicate the Bernoulli distribution with probability of success π. Consider the case where θ = θ^{n iid}∼ B(π) and Y_i = θ_i ⊕ W_i, i = 1, . . . , n, (30) where W^{n iid}∼ B(α) is independent of θ^n and ⊕ denotes addition modulo 2. For simplicity, we assume that α, π ≤ 1/2, and note that the general case is obtained by replacing α with min{α, 1−α} and π with min{π, 1−π} throughout. We have that Y^{n iid}∼ B(π ⋆ α), where ⋆ indicates the convolution of binary measures: π ⋆ α ≡ π(1 − α) + α(1 − π). We also take ρ(θ, θ̂) and d(y, z) to be the normalized Hamming distance ρ_H of (18). To evaluate the Bayes RD risk, note that the RD function of Y^n at a distortion level 0 < D_y < π ⋆ α is given by

R(D_y) = { h(π ⋆ α) − h(D_y ) 0 < D_y < π ⋆ α 0 π ⋆ α ≤ D_y, (31)

where h(x) is the binary entropy function. The conditional distribution P_Z ∗_{1 |Y1} attaining R(D_y) in (26) is given by the channel [50] Y_1 = Z^∗_1 ⊕ V_1, (32)

where V_1^{iid}∼ B(D_y) is independent of Z^∗_1 . The Bayes and ML estimators of θ_1 from Z^∗_1 coincides and equal ϕ(z) = z. The risk of ϕ equals α ⋆ D_y, the probability of a bit-flip in the channel from θ_1 to Z^∗_1 . Denote by h^{−1} the inverse of h(x) in the range [0, 1/2]. Using (31) to write D_y as a function of R, we get

D^∗(R) = α ⋆ D_y = α ⋆ h^{−1} ( [h(π ⋆ α) − R]^+ ) = α + (1 − 2α)h^{−1}([h(π ⋆ α) − R]^+). (33)

Figure 4 depicts the function D^∗(R) in (33).

For comparison, the indirect DR function D_{ind}(R) in the setting of this example was considered in [3], which provided a parametric expression for evaluating it. This parametric expression has a closed form only in the case π = 1/2, as

D_{ind}(R) = α + (1 − 2α)h^{−1} ( [1 − R]^+ ) , π = 1/2. Since h(1/2 ⋆ α) = 1, the indirect DR function and the RD risk coincide for π = 1/2. On the other hand, [3] implies that the indirect DR function is strictly smaller than the RD risk for 0 < α < π < 1/2. Figure 4 illustrates the relation between the two risks for a specific choice of α and π in the range 0 < α < π < 1/2. For this choice, α is the minimal Hamming loss, no matter the available compression bitrate. In particular, both D^∗(R) and D_{ind}(R) attains this minimal loss for R ≥ h(π ⋆ α). Indeed, h(π ⋆ α) is the entropy-rate of Y^n, and both the CE and EC scenarios essentially compress Y^n almost losslessly at this rate. Finally, we note that while the indirect DR function attains the maximum distortion D = π at rate zero, we have that D^∗(R) = π already at R_γ ≡ h(π ⋆ α) − h((π − α)/(1 − 2α)). This difference is rather interesting as it highlights that the encoded representation of Y^n provides no information on θ^n for a rate less than R_γ .

V. QUADRATIC GAUSSIAN SETTING

Suppose that Y^n ∼ N (μ^n, Σ_n) where Σ_n ∈ S^n_+ and μ^n ∈ R^n are known parameters. The quadratic (d = ‖ · ‖^2) DR and RD functions of Y^n are given by the parametric expression [8], [50]: R(η) ≡ 1 2n n∑ i=1 log^+ (λ_i(Σ_n)/η) (34a)

D_y(η) ≡ n∑ i=1 min{λ_i(Σ_n), η}, (34b)

where η > 0 is the “waterlevel” parameter. Furthermore, the distribution P_Y n_{|Z} ∗n can be represented by the Gaussian channel

Y^n = Z^{∗n} + UDW^n, (35)

0.25.5h(π)1 0_α .25 R [bps] ρ_H

D^∗(R) (Bayes RD risk) D_{ind}(R) (optimal) DR function (optimal w/o noise)

π^{h(π ⋆ α)} h(π ⋆ α) − h (_{π−α} 1−2α )

Fig. 4. Distortion-rate functions for binary data observed under bit-flip noise. The data Y^n is obtained by observing a binary π = 0.25 signal under a binary symmetric channel with bit-flip probability α = 0.05. D^∗(R) is the Bayes RD risk, attained by compressing Y^n using a good code of bitrate R. The optimal distortion-rate trade-off is described by the indirect DR function from [2]. The Shannon DR function of a binary p = 0.25 source, corresponding to the non-noisy case (α = 0), is illustrated for comparison.

where W^n ∼ N (0, I_n), U is the matrix of right eigenvectors of Σ_n, and D = diag [min{λ_1, η}, . . . , min{λ_n, η}]. Combining these facts with Lemma III.5, we obtain the following characterization of the CE risk when Y^n is compressed using a good RD code. The proof is in Appendix E.

Theorem V.1. Consider a quadratic Gaussian setting such that lim sup_n ‖Σ_n‖ < ∞. Let {ϕ_n}^∞_{n=1} be a sequence of estimators ϕ_n : (R^n ,^{1√}_n ‖ · ‖_2) → (Θ, ρ) with E [ ρ^2(θ, ϕ_n(Z^n)) ] < ∞ whose Lipschitz constants are uniformly bounded in n. Suppose that P_Z n_{|Y} n : R^n → R^n is a D_y-admissible code of bitrate R_n, that R_n → R(D_y), and that {P_Z n_{|Y} n }^∞_{n=1} satisfies Assumptions A-C1 and A-C2. Then lim_{n→∞} | | |D^{CE}_{ϕn} (θ) − D^∗_{ϕn} (θ, R(Dy)) | | | = 0. (36)

A. Discussion

Theorem V.1 provides a characterization of the CE risk in terms of the RD risk that is analogous to Theorem IV.1. This characterization requires Assumptions A-C1 and A-C2 as in the case of Theorem IV.1, although here Assumption A-C1 does not hold when the code is deterministic. Indeed, for such code, P_Z n_{|Y} n_{=y}n is a point mass in R^n while P_Z ∗n_{|Y} n_{=y}n is a Gaussian measure. Nevertheless, we can obtain a code satisfying Assumption A-C1 from a deterministic code by adding to the compressed representation a small perturbation sampled from a distribution with density in R^n . As an example for a code that satisfies Assumptions A-C1 and A-C2, consider a codebook consisting of codewords drawn independently from a spherically symmetric distribution with density in R^n while encoding is done using maximal cosine similarity [52]. We note that, by characterizing the performance under random coding, we confirm the existence of deterministic codes satisfying the average performance guarantee over the random ensemble. This is relevant since, in practice, deterministic codes are needed.

We now evaluate the RD risks of various estimators in the Gaussian multiple observation setting and compare these risks to the optimal performance described by the indirect DR function.

B. Example: Multiple Gaussian Observation

Assume that ρ(θ, θ̂) =^{1√}_n ‖ ‖ ‖θ − θ̂ ‖ ‖ ‖ and that θ = θ^n is an n-dimensional standard normal vector. Each data point Y_i is a vector of m noisy observations of θ_i, as in Y_{i,j} = a_jθ_i + W_{i,j}, j = 1, . . . , m, i = 1, . . . , n, (37) where W_{i,j}^{iid}∼ N (0, 1) and a_1, . . . , a_m are real numbers. Accordingly, we have Y = Z = R^m and Θ = R^n . We denote the overall SNR in (37) by γ ≡ m∑ j=1 a^2_j . (38)

The indirect DR function in the setting of (37), describing the minimal distortion under any compression of Y^n to bitrate R, is given as [53, Eq. 10]:

D_{ind}(R) = 1 1 + γ + γ 1 + γ

2^{−2R}. (39)

We consider the RD risk of two estimators.

1) Maximum Likelihood Estimator: The ML estimator of θ_1 under (37)

ϕ^{ML}(y^m) = 1 γ m∑ j=1 a_j y_j, is 1-Lipschitz and has expected quadratic risk Var [ θ_1 − ϕ^{ML}(Y_1) ] = 1 γ . (40)

ϕ^{ML} only depends on the model P_{Y1 |θ1} , hence it may be particularly useful when no assumptions on the compression bitrate R are made. In view of Theorem V.1, the RD risk of ϕ^{ML} describes how (40) is affected when the data undergoes lossy compression to bitrate R.

Proposition V.2. Under the setting (37), the RD risk of ϕ^{ML} is given by

D^∗_ϕML (R) = (41) 1 γ ( 1 + 2^{−2R}(γ − 1) ) R ≤ R_γ ( 2^{− 2m (R−Rγ )−2Rγ} )_2

+ 1 − 2^{−2R} γ ( 1 − 2^{−2R} + 2^{− 2m (R−Rγ )} ) R > R_γ , (42)

where R_γ ≡ 1 2 log(1 + γ),

for γ as in (38).

The proof of Proposition V.2 is in Appendix G.

Figure 5 illustrates D^∗_ϕML (R) versus R and γ and compare it to D_{ind}(R) and the Bayes RD risk derived in Proposition V.3 below. It is instructive to consider the asymptotes of D^∗_ϕML (R) in each of these parameters: the case R → ∞ corresponds to removing the compression constraint, in which case D^∗_{ϕML} (R) converges to (40). The case γ → ∞ corresponds to observing θ^n without noise. In this case, D^∗_{ϕML} (R) converge to the standard DR function of θ^n which is 2^{−2R}, implying that no performance degradation occurs due to non-optimal compression.

2) Bayes Estimator: The following result provides the Bayes RD risk under (37). The proof is in Appendix F.

Proposition V.3. Consider the quadratic Gaussian setting under the model (37). The Bayes RD risk is given by

D^∗(R) = 1 γ + 1 + γ γ + 1 η(R), (43)

where η(R) is obtained as η(R) = { 2^{−2R} R ≤ R_γ 2^{− 2}m^{(R−Rγ )−2Rγ} R > R_γ . (44)

01234 0 0.5 1 R [BPS]

MSE

D^∗_{ϕML} (ML RD risk) D^∗ (Bayes RD risk) D_{ind} (optimal) MMSE (unlimited bitrate)

R_0 =^1_2 log(1 + γ)

10^010^110^2 0 0.5 1 γ [SNR]

D^∗_{ϕML} (ML RD risk) D^∗ (Bayes RD risk) D_{ind} (optimal) MMSE (unlimited bitrate)

2^{2R} − 1

Fig. 5. Mean-squared error (MSE) in the Gaussian multiple observation setting (37) with compression. Here the number of measurement nodes is m = 3. All measurements have the same SNR γ/m. The maximum likelihood (ML) RD risk D^∗_{ϕML} (R) and the Bayes RD risk D^∗(R) correspond to compressing the noisy measurements using a good RD code of the CE strategy. The indirect DR function D_{ind} (R) corresponds to the optimal EC strategy. The minimal MSE (MMSE) corresponds to estimation without compression, the infinite bitrate asymptotic. Right: MSE as a function of the SNR parameter γ; we fix R = 2. Left: MSE as a function of compression bitrate R; we fix γ = 5.

By comparing (43) and (39), we conclude that the Bayes RD risk coincides with the indirect DR function either when R is smaller than R_γ or when m = 1. In other words, in these cases, it is possible to attain the optimal performance even when the CE approach is utilized; knowledge of the observation model (37) is not required. On the other hand, when the rate R is larger than R_γ , the exponential convergence of the RD risk to (1 + γ)^{−1} is m times slower than the equivalent convergence of the indirect DR function. The RD risk of the ML estimator D^∗(R) converges to its infinite bitrate asymptotic 1/γ at the same rate as the Bayes RD risk. A comparison between D^∗_{ϕML} (R), D^∗(R), and D_{ind}(R) is given in Figure 5.

VI. CONCLUSIONS We considered the problem of estimating a latent signal from a dataset undergoing lossy compression. We focused on a compress-and-estimate (CE) scenario: the data is compressed using a rate-distortion (RD) code attaining the Shannon RD function of the data with equality and the underlying signal is estimated from the compressed version of the data. While this approach is sub-optimal in general, it is utilized in many cases when the optimal compression approach to the problem at hand is infeasible. To characterize the CE performance, we defined the RD risk of an estimator as its risk evaluated on data sampled from the RD-achieving distribution. We showed that whenever this distribution satisfies a suitable transportation cost (TC) inequality and the output distribution of the compression code and the RD-achieving distribution converge in relative entropy, the performance of any Lipschitz estimation procedure from the data is given by its corresponding RD risk. The TC condition holds, broadly speaking, whenever the model is discrete and separable, or when the RD-achieving distribution is the Gaussian distribution. The other necessary condition, convergence in relative entropy, is known to hold for various random coding constructions.

In order to illustrate the usefulness of this characterization and the differences between the CE and the optimal performance, we evaluated the RD risk in the case of a binary memoryless signal observed under a binary symmetric channel and a Gaussian signal observed through multiple AWGN channels. This evaluation reveals several interesting differences between CE and the optimal source coding performance.

The work presented here leaves open various research challenges. Most notably, our main results were obtained by reducing the asymptotic equivalence of the CE and RD risks to convergence in relative entropy of the posterior distribution of a good RD code. Our most limiting conditions originate from the need to bound the relative entropy from above. We postulate that these assumptions can be relaxed by taking an approach that does not involve convergence in relative entropy. For example, it may be possible to characterize the distribution of good RD codes in terms of the Wasserstein distance without utilizing transportation-cost inequalities. Another line of future work is the extension of the results provided here to multi-terminal settings, i.e. when the data is compressed at multiple locations.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

The authors are grateful for all the Reviewers and the Associate Editor for their insightful comments and suggestions that have greatly improve the clarity of the paper and its contributions.

APPENDIX A DERIVATION OF EQUATION 6

Set α = √_{γ/2} 1+γ and assume that the data is U_i ≡ E [θ_i|Y_i] = α (Y_{1,i} + Y_{2,i}) , i = 1, . . . , n, which is iid Gaussian with variance^γ_{1+γ} . Denote by P_{U1Û ∗} the single-letter RD-achieving distribution of U^n under quadratic distortion. The forward channel representation of this distribution is

Û^{∗ D}= (1 − 2^{−2R})U_1 + √ 2^{−2R}(1 − 2^{−2R})Var[U_1]W^′,

for some W^′ ∼ N (0, 1), independent of U_1. Since Û^∗ and Y_{1,1} are jointly Gaussian, the Bayes estimator of Y_{1,1} from Û^∗ is

ϕ^B_1 (Û^∗) = E [ Y_{1,1}Û^∗ ] Var[Û^∗]

Û^∗ = (1 − 2^{−2R})E [Y^{1,1}U^1] (1 − 2^{−2R})Var[U_1] Û^∗ = α Var[U_1]

(Var[Y_{1,1}] + E [Y_{1,1}Y_{1,2}])Û^∗ = 1 √ 2γ (1 + γ/2 + γ/2)Û^∗ =

1 + γ √ 2γ Û^∗. (45)

The risk of ϕ^B (Û^∗) is

E [( Y_1 −

1 + γ √ 2γ Û^∗ )_2] = Var[Y_{1,1}] − ( E [ Y_{1,1}Û^∗ ])_2 Var[Û^∗]

= 1 + γ 2 − (1 − 2^{−2R})^2α^2(1 + γ)^2 (1 − 2^{−2R})^γ_{1+γ}

= 1 + γ 2 − (1 − 2^{−2R})

1 + γ 2 = 1 2 + 2^{−2R}

1 + γ 2 . The Bayes RD risk is obtained by summing the risk of ϕ^B_1 (Û^∗) and of ϕ^B_2 (Û^∗), which are identical terms due to the symmetry in Y_{1,1} and Y_{1,2}. Overall, the Bayes RD risk is

D^∗_U (R) = 1 + 2^{−2(R−Rγ )}, (46)

where R_γ =^1_2 log(1 + γ). For comparison, the quadratic DR function of Y^n of (2) is

D_y(R) = 2^{−[R−Rγ ]+} + 2^{−2(R−Rγ )+[R−Rγ ]+} . (47)

Equation (6) is the difference between (46) and (47).

APPENDIX B

PROOF OF PROPOSITION III.4

Let W^n ∼ N (0, I_n), V^n ∼ P , and W̃^n ∼ N (μ^n, Σ_n). Write Σ_n = UΛU^⊤ with U unitary and Λ diagonal with

nonzero diagonal elements. Also write Λ = Λ^{1/2}Λ^{1/2}. Using Proposition III.3, for any coupling of W^n and V^n,

2D(P ‖ N (0, I_n)) ≥ ‖W^n − V^n‖^2 = ‖ ‖Λ^{1/2} ‖ ‖^2 ‖ Λ^{1/2} ‖_2 2 ‖W^n − y^n − V^n − y^n‖^2 ≥ 1 ‖ ‖Λ1/2 ‖ ‖^2 ‖ ‖Λ_{1/2}(W_n − μ_n) − Λ_{1/2}(V_n − μ_n) ‖ ‖^2 2 = 1 ‖ ‖Λ1/2 ‖ ‖^2 ‖ ‖ ‖UΛ^{1/2}(W^n − μ^n) − UΛ^{1/2}(V^n − μ^n) ‖ ‖ ‖^2 = 1 ‖ ‖Λ1/2 ‖ ‖^2 ‖ ‖W̃_n − Ṽ_n ‖ ‖^2 2 = 1 ‖Λ‖_2 ‖ ‖W̃_n − Ṽ_n ‖ ‖^2 2 , (48)

where Ṽ^n ∼ P̃ , with P̃ an affine invertible transformation of P . Since the relative entropy is invariant to such

transformations, i.e., D(P ‖ N (0, I_n)) = D(P̃ ‖ N (μ^n, Σ_n)), (24) follows by taking the infimum of (48) over all

couplings of W̃^n and Ṽ^n, dividing both sides by n, and taking their square roots.

APPENDIX C

PROOF OF LEMMA III.5

For the sake of clarity, we omit the superscripts n as they can be deduced from the context. We have | | | | ( D^{CE}_ϕ (θ) )_{1/p} − ( D^∗_ϕ(R(D_y), θ) )_{1/p} | | | | = | | |(E [ρ^p (θ, ϕ(Z^n))])^{1/p} − (E [ρ^p (θ, ϕ(Z^{∗n}))])^{1/p} | | | (49a) (a) ≤ L · W_p(P_{Z|Y} , P_Z ∗_{|Y} |P_Y ) (49b) (b) = L · ∫ Y W_p ( P_{Z|Y =y}, P_Z ∗_{|Y =y} ) dP_Y (y) (49c) (c) ≤ L · ∫ Y √ 2c(y)D(P_{Z|Y =y} ‖ P_Z ∗_{|Y =y})dP_Y (y) (49d) (d) ≤ L · √∫ Y 2c(y)dP_Y (y) (49e)

× √∫ Y D(P_{Z|Y =y} ‖ P_Z ∗_{|Y =y})dP_Y (y) (49f) (e) = L · √ 2E [c(Y )] D (P_{UV} ‖ P_U ′_V ), (49g)

where (a) is due to Proposition III.1, (b) follows from the definition of the conditional Wasserstein distance in (19),

(c) follows because W_p ( P_{Z|Y =y}, P_Z ∗_{|Y =y} ) ≤ √ 2c(y)D(P_{Z|Y =y} ‖ P_Z ∗_{|Y =y}), holds for almost every y by the lemma assumption, (d) follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and (e) follows

from the identity ∫ Y D(P_{Z|Y =y} ‖ P_Z ∗_{|Y =y})dP_Y (y) = D (P_{UV} ‖ P_U ′_V ) .

The assumption P_{Z|Y =y} ≪ P_Z ∗_{|Y =y} (Assumption A-C1) implies that the support of P_{Z|Y =y} is contained in the support of P_Z ∗_{|Y =y}, allowing us to write D(P_{ZY} ‖ P_{Y |Z} ∗ P_Z ) = D(P_{ZY} ‖ P_Z ∗_Y ) − D(P_Z ‖ P_Z ∗ ). Consequently, Proposition II.1 leads to

D(P_{ZY} ‖ P_Z ∗_Y ) = D(P_{Y Z} ‖ P_{Y |Z} ∗ P_Z ) + D(P_Z ‖ P_Z ∗ ) ≤ I(Y^n; Z^n) − R_Y n (D_y) + D(P_Z ‖ P_Z ∗ ) ≤ nR_n − nR(D_y) + D(P_Z ‖ P_Z ∗ ). (50)

In (50) we used that nR(D_y) ≤ R_Y n (D_y) which follows from the definition of R(D_y), and that I(Y^n; Z^n) ≤ nR_n, which follows from the data processing inequality as the code is D_y-admissible. Combining (50) with (49g), we obtain | | | ( D^{CE}_ϕ (θ) )_{1/p} − ( D^∗_ϕ(R(D_y ), θ) )_{1/p} | | | ≤ L √ 2E [c(Y^n)] (nR − nR(D_y) + D(P_Z n ‖ P_Z ∗n )), which is equivalent to the claimed inequality (25).

APPENDIX D PROOF OF THEOREM IV.1

We show that the conditions of Lemma III.5 hold in this special case with p = 1, Θ = Θ^n_1 , θ = θ^n, P_θ = P^n_{θ1} , ν = ρ_H , and ρ of Lemma III.5 is of the form ρ(θ^n, θ̂^n) ≡ 1 n n∑ i=1 ρ(θ_i, θ̂_i). We also use ψ = ϕ^n, where ϕ^n : Z^n → Θ^n_1 with its i-th coordinate [ϕ^n(z^n)]_i equals ϕ(z_i). Because condition (iii) of Section II-D says that ρ is bounded by M, for any z^n, ẑ^n ∈ Z^n we have

ρ (ϕ^n(z^n), ϕ^n(ẑ^n)) = 1 n n∑ i=1 ρ(ϕ(z_i), ϕ(ẑ_i)) = 1 n ∑ i : z_i≠ẑ_i M ≤ Mρ_H (z^n, ẑ^n). Namely, ϕ^n is M-Lipschitz with respect to the normalized Hamming distance on Z^n. For any y^n ∈ Y^n, Proposition III.2 implies that P_Z ∗n_{|Y} n_{=y}n is TC(1/4n). Finally, since ρ is bounded, the conditions E [ρ(θ^n, ϕ^n(Z^{∗n}))] < ∞ and E [ρ(θ^n, ϕ^n(Z^n))] < ∞ are satisfied.

Applying Lemma III.5, we get | | | | | 1 n n∑ i=1 E [ρ (θ_i, ϕ(Z_i))] − 1 n n∑ i=1 E [ρ (θ_i, ϕ(Z^∗_i ))] | | | | | ≤ M √ 2 √ R_n − R(D_y) + 1 n D(P_Z n ‖ P_Z ∗n ). From R_n → R(D_y) as n → ∞ and Assumption A-C2, we obtain (28). This complete the proof of (i). In part (ii), ϕ_n : Z^n → Θ^n_1 is an arbitrary L-Lipschitz function. First note that (29) trivially holds whenever E [ρ(θ_i, [ϕ_n(Z^n)]_i)] = ∞, for some i, n ∈ N, where we use the notation [v^n]_i ≡ v_i. For the complementary case, we use Lemma III.5 with the setting as in part (i) except that ψ = ϕ_n. We obtain: 1 n n∑ i=1 E [ρ (θ_i, [ϕ_n(Z^{∗n})]_i)] (51)

≤ L √ 2 √ R_n − R(D_y) + 1 n D(P_Z n ‖ P_Z ∗n ) + 1 n n∑ i=1 (E [ρ (θ_i, [ϕ_n(Z^n)]_i)]) .

Now, from P_θn_Y n_Z ∗n = ∏_n i=1 P_{θiYi Z} ∗_i , we get that E [ρ (θ_i, [ϕ_n(Z^{∗n})]_i)] is bounded from below by E [ ρ ( θ_1, ϕ^B (Z^∗_1 ) )] ≡ D^∗(R(D_y)), where ϕ^B is the Bayes optimal estimator of θ_1 from Z^∗_1 of (27). Hence 1 n n∑ i=1 E [ρ (θ_i, [ϕ_n(Z^{∗n})]_i)] ≤ D^∗(R(D_y)). (52)

By assumption, we have that R_n − R(D_y) → 0 and, due to Assumption A-C2, D(P_Z n ‖ P_Z ∗n )/n → 0. Using these facts in (51) and combining (52), we obtain (29).

APPENDIX E PROOF OF THEOREM V.1 We first show that Lemma III.5 takes the following simplified form under the quadratic Gaussian setting.

Lemma E.1. Under the quadratic Gaussian setting, suppose that P_Z n_{|Y} n : R^n → R^n is a D_y-admissible code of rate R_n such that P_Z n_{|Y} n_{=y}n has a density in R^n . For any L-Lipschitz ϕ : (R^n ,^{1√}_n ‖ · ‖_2) → (Θ, ρ), | | √ E [ρ^2 (θ, ϕ(Z^n))] − √ D^∗_ϕ(R(D_y), θ) | | ≤ L √ 2 ‖Σ_n‖ ( R_n − R(D_y) + 1 n D(P_Z n ‖ P_Z ∗n ) ) , (53)

provided E [ ρ^2(θ, ϕ(Z^n)) ] < ∞ and D^∗_ϕ(R(D_y), θ) < ∞. Proof of Lemma E.1 : We show that the conditions of Lemma III.5 are met in this case. First note that d = ‖ · ‖^2 is a sub-additive distortion measure and that d_{min} = 0. In addition, Assumption A-RD holds for 0 ≤ D ≤ Tr(Σ_n), since in this case P_Y n_Z ∗n as defined by (35) is the unique solution to the minimization problem (12) when P_Y n = N (μ^n, Σ_n); see [8]. For any y^n ∈ R^n , P_Z ∗_{|Y} n_{=y}n is a Gaussian measure on R^n , and by Proposition III.4 it is TC(n^{−1}‖Σ_n‖) with respect to the normalized Euclidean distance and p = 2. Furthermore, Assumption A-C1 holds because P_Z n_{|Y} n_{=y}n has a density. As the conditions of Lemma III.5 hold with p = 2, Lemma E.1 follows from (25).

To prove Theorem V.1, we use that R_n → R(D_y), n^{−1}D(P_Z n ‖ P_Z ∗n ) → 0 (Assumption A-C2), absolute continuity of P_Z n_{|Y} n_{=y}n with respect to the Lebesgue measure (Assumption A-C1), and that the sequence of Lipschitz estimators {ϕ_n}^∞_{n=1} has a uniformly bounded Lipschitz constant. The required convergence now follows from Lemma E.1.

APPENDIX F PROOF OF PROPOSITION V.3 Each entry of the vector-values sequence Y^n is distributed as N (0, Σ_{Y1} ), where

Σ_{Y1} = aa^⊤ + I_m, a = (γ_1, . . . , γ_m).

The distribution P_Z∗_{1 Y1} achieving the single-letter RD function of Y^n is known to satisfy the backward channel [8]

Y_1 = Z^∗_1 + UTW, (54) where:

(i) U is a unitary matrix such that

U^⊤ΣU = diag [λ_1(Σ_{Y1} ), . . . , λ_L(Σ_{Y1} )] ,

λ_1(Σ_{Y1} ) = 1 + γ, and λ_i(Σ_{Y1} ) = 1, for i = 2, . . . , m. (ii) W is a standard normal vector independent of Z^∗_1. (iii) T is a diagonal matrix with T_{i,i} = min {η, λ_i(Σ_{Y1} )}. (iv) η is a parameter satisfying R = m∑ i=1 R_i ≡ 1 2m m∑ i=1 log^+ ( λ_i(Σ_{Y1} ) η ) . (55)

The Bayes RD risk is the minimal MSE (MMSE) in estimating the vector X_1 from Z^∗_1. Define ~Z^∗_1 ≡ U^⊤Z^∗_1, and note that

D_y(R) = Tr ( E [ (Y_1 − Z^∗_1)^⊤(Y_1 − Z^∗_1) ])

= Tr ( E [ (U^⊤Y_1 − ~Z^∗_1)^⊤(U^⊤Y_1 − ~Z^∗_1) ])

= m∑ i=1 D_i, where D_i ≡ min{λ_i(Σ_{Y1} ), η}. In addition, note that P_{~Z}∗_{1 |Y1} can be represented by the Gaussian channel

~Z^∗_{1,i} = (1 − 2^{−2R}i ) [U^⊤Y_1]_i + √ D_i(1 − 2^{−2Ri} )W^′_i , = ( 1 − 2^{−2Ri} ) u^⊤_i aθ_1 + ( 1 − 2^{−2Ri} ) [u^⊤_1 W]_i + √ D_i(1 − 2^{−2Ri} )W^′_i = ( 1 − 2^{−2Ri} ) u^⊤_i aθ_1 + √ D_i(1 − 2^{2Ri} ) + (1 − 2^{−2Ri} )^2W^{′′}_i , (56)

where (W^′_1, . . . , W^′_m) and (W^{′′}_1 , . . . , W^{′′}_m) denote mutually independent standard normal vectors that are independent of W and θ_1. We write (56) in the matrix form ~Z^∗_1 = Bθ_1 + CW^{′′}.

The MMSE of θ_1 given Z^∗_1 has the form

mmse(θ_1|Z^∗_1) ≡ Var [θ_1] − Var [E [θ_1|Z^∗_1]] .

Using the matrix inversion lemma, this MMSE satisfies [54, Eq. 198]:

mmse(θ_1|Z^∗_1) = mmse(θ_1|~Z^∗_1) = ( 1 + B^⊤Σ^{−1}_C B )_{−1}

= ( 1 + m∑ i=1 (1 − 2^{−2Ri} )(a^⊤u_i)^2 (1 − 2^{−2Ri} ) + D_i )_{−1}

= ( 1 + m∑ i=1 (1 − 2^{−2Ri} )(a^⊤u_i)^2 (1 − 2^{−2Ri} ) + min {η, λ_i} )_{−1} .

Since u_1 = a/‖a‖_2, R_1 =^1_2 log ((1 + γ)/η) and u_2, . . . , u_m are orthogonal to a, we get

mmse ( θ_1|~Z^∗_1 ) = ( 1 + γ 1 + γ − η 1 + γ(η + 1) )_{−1}

= 1 γ + 1 + γ (γ + 1)^2 η. Equation (43) is obtained by setting η^′ = η/(1 + γ).

APPENDIX G PROOF OF PROPOSITION V.2 Let us adopt the same notation as in the proof of Proposition V.3. From ~Z_1 = U^∗Z_1, we have

Z_1 = (_m ∑ i=1 (1 − 2^{−2Ri} )u_iu^⊤_i ) Y_1

+ (_m ∑ i=1 √ D_i(1 − 2^{−2Ri} )u_iu^⊤_i ) W. When R < R_γ =^1_2 log(1 + γ), we have η ≥ 1, R_1 = R, D_1 = (1 + γ)2^{−2R}, while R_i = 0 and D_i = 1, for i = 2, . . . , m. When R ≥ R_γ , we have η = 2^{−2(R− 1}2^{log(1+γ))/m}, R_1 =^1_2 log^{1+γ}_η , R_i =^1_2 log^1_η , i = 2, . . . , m, and D_i = η for all i = 1, . . . , m. The ML estimator of θ_1 from Y_1 is

ϕ^{ML}(y) ≡ a^⊤y γ . Because u_1 = a/‖a‖_2 and {u_i}_{i=2,...,m} are orthogonal to a, we get

ϕ^{ML}(Z1) = (1 − 2^{−2R1} ) a^⊤ ‖a‖^2

Y1 + (√ D1(1 − 2^{−2R1} ) a^⊤ ‖a‖^2 ) W = (1 − 2^{−2R1} ) a^⊤ ‖a‖^2

(aX + W^′) + (√ D1(1 − 2^{−2R1} ) a^⊤ ‖a‖^2 ) W. When R < R_γ =^1_2 log(1 + γ), we have η ≥ 1, R_1 = R, D_1 = (1 + γ)2^{−2R}, while R_i = 0 and D_i = 1, for i = 2, . . . , m. When R ≥ R_γ , we have η = 2^{−2(R−rγ )/m}, R_1 =^1_2 log^{1+γ}_η , R_i =^1_2 log^1_η , i = 2, . . . , m, and D_i = η for all i = 1, . . . , m. The following equality in distribution holds:

θ_1 − ϕ^{ML}(Z_1)^D=

2^{−2R1} θ_1 + √ (1 − 2^{−2R1} )^2 + D_1(1 − 2^{−2R1} ) γ W^{′′}

= 2^{−2R}θ1 − √_{(1−2−2R )2 +(1+γ)2−2R (1−2−2R )} γ W^{′′} R ≤ Rγ η 1+γ θ1 − √_{(1−2−2R )2+η(1−2−2R )} γ W^{′′} R > Rγ . The RD risk of ϕ^{ML} is the variance of the last expression. Substituting η = 2^{− 2}m^{(R−Rγ )} for R > R_γ , we obtain

D^∗_ϕML (R) = { 2^{−4R} +^1_γ (1 − 2^{−2R})(1 + γ2^{−2R}) R ≤ Rγ η2 (1+γ)2 + 1 γ ( (1 − 2^{−2R})^2 + η(1 − 2^{−2R}) ) R > Rγ

= 1 γ ( 1 + 2^{−2R} (γ − 1) ) R ≤ Rγ ( 2^{−2R} (1 + γ)^{m−1} ) 2_m + 1 γ ( 1 − 2^{−2R} )

× ( 1 − 2^{−2R} + ( 2^{−2R} (1 + γ)

) 1_m ) R > Rγ . The last display is identical to (41).

REFERENCES

[1] A. Kipnis, S. Rini, and A. J. Goldsmith, “Multiterminal compress-and-estimate source coding,” in Information Theory (ISIT), 2016 IEEE International Symposium on. IEEE, 2016, pp. 540–544.

[2] ——, “Coding theorems for the compress and estimate source coding problem,” in 2017 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), June 2017, pp. 2568–2572.

[3] ——, “The indirect rate-distortion function of a binary i.i.d source,” in Information Theory Workshop - Fall (ITW), 2015 IEEE, Oct 2015, pp. 352–356.

[4] V. Kostina and S. Verdu, “The output distribution of good lossy source codes,” in Information Theory and Applications Workshop (ITA), 2015, Feb 2015, pp. 308–312.

[5] M. Raginsky, I. Sason et al., “Concentration of measure inequalities in information theory, communications, and coding,” Foundations and Trends® in Communications and Information Theory, vol. 10, no. 1-2, pp. 1–246, 2013.

[6] R. Dobrushin and B. Tsybakov, “Information transmission with additional noise,” IRE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 8, no. 5, pp. 293–304, 1962.

[7] J. Wolf and J. Ziv, “Transmission of noisy information to a noisy receiver with minimum distortion,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 16, no. 4, pp. 406–411, 1970.

[8] T. Berger, Rate-distortion theory: A mathematical basis for data compression. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1971. [9] H. S. Witsenhausen, “Indirect rate distortion problems,” Information Theory, IEEE Transactions on, vol. 26, no. 5, pp. 518–521, 1980. [10] J. U. Adams, “Big hopes for big data,” Nature, vol. 527, no. 7578, p. S108, 2015.

[11] Y. Ma, H. Wu, L. Wang, B. Huang, R. Ranjan, A. Zomaya, and W. Jie, “Remote sensing big data computing: Challenges and opportunities,” Future Generation Computer Systems, vol. 51, pp. 47–60, 2015.

[12] I. D. Schizas, G. B. Giannakis, and N. Jindal, “Distortion-rate bounds for distributed estimation using wireless sensor networks,” EURASIP J. Adv. Signal Process, vol. 2008, pp. 118:1–118:12, Jan. 2008. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1155/2008/748605 [13] A. Kipnis, A. J. Goldsmith, and Y. C. Eldar, “The distortion-rate function of sampled Wiener processes,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 65, no. 1, pp. 482–499, Jan 2019.

[14] A. Lapidoth, “On the role of mismatch in rate distortion theory,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 43, no. 1, pp. 38–47, 1997.

[15] A. Kipnis and G. Reeves, “Gaussian approximation of quantization error for estimation from compressed data,” 2019 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), Jul 2019. [Online]. Available: http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ISIT.2019.8849826 [16] Y. Zhu and J. Lafferty, “Quantized estimation of Gaussian sequence models in euclidean balls,” in Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2014, pp. 3662–3670.

[17] D. L. Donoho, The Kolmogorov sampler. Department of Statistics, Stanford University, 2002.

[18] V. Kostina and S. Verdú, “Nonasymptotic noisy lossy source coding,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 62, no. 11, pp.

6111–6123, 2016.

[19] T. S. Han, “Hypothesis testing with multiterminal data compression,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 33, no. 6, pp.

759–772, 1987.

[20] T. Han and S. Amari, “Statistical inference under multiterminal data compression,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 44, no. 6, pp. 2300–2324, Oct 1998.

[21] S. Kassam, “Optimum quantization for signal detection,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 25, no. 5, pp. 479–484, May 1977.

[22] H. Poor and J. Thomas, “Applications of ali-silvey distance measures in the design generalized quantizers for binary decision systems,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 25, no. 9, pp. 893–900, Sep. 1977.

[23] R. M. Gray, “Quantization in task-driven sensing and distributed processing,” in 2006 IEEE International Conference on Acoustics Speech and Signal Processing Proceedings, vol. 5, May 2006, pp. V–V.

[24] N. Shlezinger, Y. C. Eldar, and M. R. Rodrigues, “Hardware-limited task-based quantization,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 67, no. 20, pp. 5223–5238, 2019.

[25] J. C. Duchi, M. I. Jordan, M. J. Wainwright, and Y. Zhang, “Optimality guarantees for distributed statistical estimation,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1405.0782, 2014.

[26] A. Kipnis and J. C. Duchi, “Mean estimation from one-bit measurements,” CoRR, vol. abs/1901.03403, 2019. [27] L. P. Barnes, Y. Han, and A. Ozgur, “Learning distributions from their samples under communication constraints,” 2019. [28] P. Ishwar, R. Puri, K. Ramchandran, and S. S. Pradhan, “On rate-constrained distributed estimation in unreliable sensor networks,” IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Communications, vol. 23, no. 4, pp. 765–775, April 2005.

[29] Y. Wang, L. Xie, X. Zhang, and J. Chen, “Robust distributed compression of symmetrically correlated Gaussian sources,” CoRR, vol.

abs/1807.06799, 2018.

[30] T. Cover and A. E. Gamal, “Capacity theorems for the relay channel,” IEEE Transactions on information theory, vol. 25, no. 5, pp.

572–584, 1979.

[31] S. Rini, A. Kipnis, R. Song, and A. J. Goldsmith, “The compress-and-estimate coding scheme for gaussian sources,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, pp. 1–1, 2019.

[32] A. Kipnis, G. Reeves, and Y. C. Eldar, “Single letter formulas for quantized compressed sensing with gaussian codebooks,” in 2018 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), June 2018, pp. 71–75.

[33] A. Kipnis and G. Reeves, “Gaussian approximation of quantization error for estimation from compressed data,” 2019 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), pp. 2029–2033, 2019.

[34] C. Villani, Optimal transport: old and new. Springer Science & Business Media, 2008, vol. 338.

[35] I. Kontoyiannis and R. Zamir, “Mismatched codebooks and the role of entropy coding in lossy data compression,” IEEE transactions on information theory, vol. 52, no. 5, pp. 1922–1938, 2006.

[36] A. Dembo and T. Weissman, “The minimax distortion redundancy in noisy source coding,” Information Theory, IEEE Transactions on, vol. 49, no. 11, pp. 3020–3030, 2003.

[37] D. L. Donoho, Counting bits with Kolmogorov and Shannon. Department of Statistics, Stanford University, 2000. [38] C. E. Shannon, “A mathematical theory of communication,” Bell System Tech. J., vol. 27, pp. 379–423, 623–656, 1948. [39] R. M. Gray, Entropy and information theory. Springer Science & Business Media, 2011.

[40] A. Kanlis, “Compression and transmission of information at multiple resolutions,” Ph.D. dissertation, University of Maryland, 1997. [41] S. Shamai and S. Verdú, “The empirical distribution of good codes,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 43, no. 3, pp.

836–846, 1997.

[42] T. Weissman and E. Ordentlich, “The empirical distribution of rate-constrained source codes,” Information Theory, IEEE Transactions on, vol. 51, no. 11, pp. 3718–3733, 2005.

[43] C. Schieler and P. Cuff, “A connection between good rate-distortion codes and backward dmcs,” in Information Theory Workshop (ITW), 2013 IEEE. IEEE, 2013, pp. 1–5.

[44] K. Marton, “A simple proof of the blowing-up lemma (corresp.),” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 32, no. 3, pp. 445–446, 1986.

[45] K. Marton et al., “Bounding ρ-bar distance by informational divergence: A method to prove measure concentration,” The Annals of Probability, vol. 24, no. 2, pp. 857–866, 1996.

[46] M. Talagrand, “Transportation cost for Gaussian and other product measures,” Geometric & Functional Analysis GAFA, vol. 6, no. 3, pp. 587–600, 1996.

[47] R. M. Gray, D. L. Neuhoff, and P. C. Shields, “A generalization of ornstein’s d distance with applications to information theory,” The Annals of Probability, pp. 315–328, 1975.

[48] R. Gray, Probability, Random Processes, and Ergodic Properties. Springer, 2009.

[49] Y. Polyanskiy and Y. Wu, “Wasserstein continuity of entropy and outer bounds for interference channels,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 62, no. 7, pp. 3992–4002, 2016.

[50] T. M. Cover and J. A. Thomas, Elements of information theory (2nd ed.). Wiley, 2006.

[51] A. Kanlis, S. Khudanpur, and P. Narayan, “Typicality of a good rate-distortion code,” Problems of Information Transmission, vol. 32, no. 1, pp. 96–103, 1996.

[52] D. Sakrison, “A geometric treatment of the source encoding of a gaussian random variable,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 14, no. 3, pp. 481–486, 1968.

[53] M. Gastpar, “A lower bound to the AWGN remote rate-distortion function,” in Statistical Signal Processing, 2005 IEEE/SP 13th Workshop on. IEEE, 2005, pp. 1176–1181.

[54] Y. Wu and S. Verdú, “Optimal phase transitions in compressed sensing,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 58, no. 10, pp. 6241–6263, 2012.