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Abstract

We study the increase in per-sample differential entropg i random sequences and processes
after being passed through a non minimum-phase (NMP) destirae, linear time-invariant (LTI) filter
G. For LTI discrete-time filters and random processes, it bag been established that this entropy gain,
G(G), equals the integral dbg \G(eiw)\. It is also known that, if the first sample of the impulse rewm
of G has unit-magnitude, then the latter integral equals the aiutime logarithm of the magnitudes of the
non-minimum phase zeros ¢f (i.e., its zeros outside the unit circle), sBYG). These existing results
have been derived in the frequency domain as well as in the domain. In this note, we begin by
showing that existing time-domain proofs, which consideitdi lengthn sequences and then lettend
to infinity, have neglected significant mathematical termd, dherefore, are inaccurate. We discuss some
of the implications of this oversight when considering ramdprocesses. We then present a rigorous
time-domain analysis of the entropy gain of LTI filters fondmm processes. In particular, we show that
the entropy gain between equal-length input and outputesezps is upper bounded #(G) and arises
if and only if there exists an output additive disturbancéhwinite differential entropy (no matter how
small) or a random initial state. Unlike what happens witledir maps, the entropy gain in this case
depends on the distribution of all the signals involvedtdad, when comparing the input differential
entropy to that of the entire (longer) output 6f the entropy gain equal8(G) irrespective of the
distributions and without the need for additional exogenoandom signals. We illustrate some of the
consequences of these results by presenting their imiplisatn three different problems. Specifically:

a simple derivation of the rate-distortion function for Gaian non-stationary sources, conditions for
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equality in an information inequality of importance in netked control problems, and an observation

on the capacity of auto-regressive Gaussian channels ettibfack.

. INTRODUCTION

In his seminal 1948 paper [1], Claude Shannon gave a fornauléh€ increase in differential entropy
per degree of freedom that a continuous-time, band-limé@dom process(t) experiences after passing
through a linear time-invariant (LTI) continuous-timediit In this formula, if the input process is band-
limited to a frequency rangf, B], has differential entropy rate (per degree of freeday), and the
LTI filter has frequency respons&(jw), then the resulting differential entropy rate of the outprdcess

y(t) is given by [1, Theorem 14]

B
h(y) =R + [ 1og|Glw)| do @

0
The last term on the right-hand side (RHS) of (1) can be undedsas theentropy gain(entropy

amplification or entropy boost) introduced by the fili&(jw). Shannon proved this result by arguing
that an LTI filter can be seen as a linear operator that seddgtscales its input signal along infinitely
many frequencies, each of them representing an orthogomabpanent of the source. The result is then
obtained by writing down the determinant of the Jacobiarhi dperator as the product of the frequency
response of the filter over frequency bands, applying logarithm and then taking théd s the number
of frequency components tends to infinity.

An analogous result can be obtained for discrete-time ifp@t)} and output{y(k)} processes, and

an LTI discrete-time filteiG(z) by relating them to their continuous-time counterpartsiclyields

Aty (D) = F(u) + 5 [ 1og]Ge)] @
where
h({u(k)}) £ lim 1h(u(1),u(2),...,u(n))

n—o0

is the differential entropy rate of the procegsk)}. Of course the same formula can also be obtained
by applying the frequency-domain proof technique that @barfollowed in his derivation of (1).

The rightmost term in (2), which corresponds to the entropin @f G(z), can be related to the
structure of this filter. It is well known that if7 is causal with a rational transfer functi@®(z) such
thatlim, ., |G(z)| = 1 (i.e., such that the first sample of its impulse response hasnagnitude), then

1 [7 :
%/ log ‘G(eﬂw)‘ dw = Z log |pi] , (3)

C; %D
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where {p;} are the zeros ofi(z) andD £ {z € C : |z| < 1} is the open unit disk on the complex
plane. This provides a straightforward way to evaluate titeopy gain of a given LTI filter with rational
transfer functionG(z). In addition, (3) shows that, ifim,_,, |G(z)| = 1, then such gain is greater than
one if and only ifG(z) has zeros outsidB. A filter with the latter property is said to b@on-minimum
phase(NMP); conversely, a filter with all its zeros insid® is said to beminimum phaséMP) [2].

NMP filters appear naturally in various applications. Fatamce, any unstable LTI system stabilized
via linear feedback control will yield transfer functionsiwh are NMP [2], [3]. Additionally, NMP-zeros
also appear when a discrete-time with ZQ#éro order hold equivalent system is obtained from a plant
whose number of poles exceeds its number of zeros by at least the sampling rate increases [4,
Lemma 5.2]. On the other hand, all linear-phase filters, tiaite specially suited for audio and image-
processing applications, are NMP [5], [6]. The same is tareahy all-pass filter, which is an important
building block in signal processing applications [5], [7].

An alternative approach for obtaining the entropy gain ofl filters is to work in the time do-
main; obtainy? = {y;,v,...,v,} as a function ofuf, for everyn € N, and evaluate the limit

limy, 00 £ (R(y7) — h(u})). More precisely, for a filte? with impulse responsgs°, we can write

9 0O --- 0
g1 go -+ 0
=1 " IR R E 4)
In—1 Gn—-2 - 9o
G"’Vl

L

wherey! £ [y, v, --- v,]* and the random vectar! is defined likewise. From this, it is clear that
h(yn) = h(uy,) +log | det(Gh)l, ()
wheredet(G,,) (or simply det G,,) stands for the determinant 6f,,. Thus,

g0l = 1= | det(G)| = 1, ¥n € N <= h(y}) = h(ul), ¥n € N = Tim _ [A(y}) — h(u})] =0,

(6)
regardless of whethe¥(z) (i.e., the polynomialy + g1z~ ! +---) has zeros with magnitude greater than
one,which clearly contradicts (2) and (3). Perhaps surprisingly, the above contradiction noy drals
been overlooked in previous works (such as [8], [9]), buttthe-domain formulation in the form of (4)
has been utilized as a means to prove or disprove (2) (seexéonple, the reasoning in [10, p. 568]).

A reason for why the contradiction between (2), (3) and (&esr can be obtained from the analysis

developed in [11] for an LTI systen®? within a noisy feedback loop, as the one depicted in Fig. 1. In
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Figure 1. Left: LTI systemP within a noisy feedback loop. Right: equivalent system wttenfeedback channel is noiseless

and has unit gain.

this scheme( represents a causal feedback channel which combines thetaitP with an exogenous
(noise) random process® to generate its output. The process is assumed independent of the initial
state of P, represented by the random vecigy, which has finite differential entropy. For this system, it

is shown in [11, Theorem 4.2] that
7 (~,00 7 (1,00 : 1 n
R(YY) 2 B(uf®) + lim —I(xoi¥7), (7a)

with equality if w is a deterministic function of. Furthermore, it is shown in [12, Lemma 3.2] that if

|h(x0)| < oo and the steady state variance of systBrmemains asymptotically bounded As— o, then
1
1 o S '
Jim —I(x0;y1) 2 > pogp 108 [Pl (7b)

where {p;} are the poles of?. Thus, for the (simplest) case in whiesh = v, the outputy(° is the

1

result of filteringus® by a filter G = %

(as shown in Fig. 1-right), and the resulting entropy rate
of {y(k)} will exceed that of{u(k)} only if there is a random initial state with bounded diffeiieh
entropy (see (7a)). Moreover, under the latter conditighk, Lemma 4.3] implies that i€7(z) is stable
and |h(xg)| < oo, then this entropy gain will be lower bounded by ttight-hand side(RHS) of (3),
which is greater than zero if and onlyd is NMP. However, the result obtained in (7b) does not provide
conditions under which the equality in the latter equatioidh.

Additional results and intuition related to this problemndze obtained from in [13]. There it is shown
that if {y(k)} is a two-sided Gaussian stationary random process geddrpta state-space recursion of

the form
sii1 = (A —gh)s, —guy, (8a)

v = b8y, + up, (8b)

March 5, 2018 DRAFT



for someA € CM*M g ¢ CM*1 b ¢ CM*!, with unit-variance Gaussian i.i.d. innovation&,,
then its entropy rate will be exact%/log(%r e) (i.e., the differential entropy rate o> ) plus the RHS

of (3) (with {p;} now being the eigenvalues oA outside the unit circle). However, as noted in [13],
if the same system with zero (or deterministic) initial sté& excited by a one-sided infinite Gaussian
i.i.d. processiy® with unit sample variance, then the (asymptotic) entropg od the output process®

is just %log(% e) (i.e., there is no entropy gain). Moreover, it is also showat tif v¢ is a Gaussian
random sequence with positive-definite covariance matitk/@a> M, then the entropy rate of° + v
also exceeds that afi® by the RHS of (3). This suggests that for an LTI system whichiéla state-
space representation of the form (8), the entropy gain fonglessided Gaussian i.i.d. input is zero, and
that the entropy gain from the input to the output-plustdisance is (3), for any Gaussian disturbance
of length M with positive definite covariance matrix (no matter how dntials covariance matrix may
be).

The previous analysis suggests that it is the absence ofdomainitial state or a random additive
output disturbance that makes the time-domain formulaf{®nyield a zero entropy gain. But, how
would the addition of such finite-energy exogenous randoriabkes to (4) actually produce an increase
in the differential entropy rate which asymptotically elputhe RHS of (3)? In a broader sense, it is
not clear from the results mentioned above what the negeasalr sufficient conditions are under which
an entropy gain equal to the RHS of (3) arises (the analys{d3h provides only a set of sufficient
conditions and relies on second-order statistics and Gaugmovations to derive the results previously
described). Another important observation to be made idal@ving: it is well known that the entropy
gain introduced by a linear mapping is independent of thatismatistics [1]. However, there is ho reason
to assume such independence when this entropy gain ariges assult of adding a random signal to
the input of the mapping, i.e., when the mapping by itselfsdoet produce the entropy gain. Hence, it
remains to characterize the largest set of input statistlush yield an entropy gain, and the magnitude
of this gain.

The first part of this paper provides answers to these questio particular, in Section 1l explain
how and when the entropy gain arises (in the situations detabove), starting with input and output
sequences of finite length, in a time-domain analysis sinilg4), and then taking the limit as the length
tends to infinity. In Section IV it is shown that, in the outglus-disturbance scenario, the entropy gain
is at mostthe RHS of (3). We show that, for a broad class of input proee$sot necessarily Gaussian
or stationary), this maximum entropy gain is reached onlgmthe disturbance has bounded differential

entropy and its length is at least equal to the number of normam phase zeros of the filter. We
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provide upper and lower bounds on the entropy gain if thedatbndition is not met. A similar result
is shown to hold when there is a random initial state in thdesgs(with finite differential entropy).
In addition, in Section IV we study the entropy gain betwele éntire output sequenciat a filter
yields as response to a shorter input sequence (in Sectiprirvthis case, however, it is necessary to
consider a new definition for differential entropy, nanedtictive differential entropyHere we show that
an effective entropy gain equal to the RHS of (3) is obtaineaviped the input has finite differential
entropy rate, even when there is no random initial state ¢puiwisturbance.

In the second part of this paper (SectionVIl) we apply thectasions obtained in the first part to three
problems, namely, networked control, the rate-distorfignction for non-stationary Gaussian sources,
and the Gaussian channel capacity with feedback. In patjcwre show that equality holds in (7b) for
the feedback system in Fig. 1-left under very general candit(even when the chann€lis noisy). For
the problem of finding the quadratic rate-distortion fuantfor non-stationary auto-regressive Gaussian
sources, previously solved in [14]-[16], we provide a siengbroof based upon the results we derive
in the first part. This proof extends the result stated in [15§] to a broader class of non-stationary
sources. For the feedback Gaussian capacity problem, wetblad capacity results based on using a short
random sequence as channel input and relying on a feedbsakvithich boosts the entropy rate of the
end-to-end channel noise (such as the one proposed in gX@gially depend upon the complete absence
of any additional disturbance anywhere in the system. 8palty, we show that the information rate of
such capacity-achieving schemes drops to zero in the presgfrany such additional disturbance. As a
consequence, the relevance of characterizing the rohest i the presence of disturbances) feedback
capacity of Gaussian channels, which appears to be a faidyplored problem, becomes evident.

Finally, the main conclusions of this work are summarize&étction VIII.

Except where present, all proofs are presented in the append

A. Notation

For any LTI systemG, the transfer functionG(z) corresponds to the-transform of the impulse
responsey, gi,- .., i.e., G(z) = 322, g;z~". For a transfer functior(z), we denote byG,, € R"*"
the lower triangular Toeplitz matrix havirigy --- g,_1]7 as its first column. We write? as a shorthand
for the sequencéry, ..., z,} and, when convenient, we writ€' in vector form asel £ [x1 29 -+ z,)7,
where()” denotes transposition. Random scalars (vectors) are ettsing non-italic characters, such
asx (non-italic and boldface characters, suchxasFor matrices we use upper-case boldface symbols,

such asA. We write \;(A) to the note the-th smallest-magnitude eigenvalue Af If A,, € C"*", then
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Figure 2. Linear, causal, stable and time-invariant systewith input and output processes, initial state and outpstuddance.

A, ; denotes the entry in the intersection betweenittrerow and thej-th column. We Write[An]j;, with
i1 <o < n, to refer to the matrix formed by selecting the roiysto i, of A. The expressiofi"[A],,,
corresponds to the square sub-matrix along the main diagdnd, with its top-left and bottom-right
corners onA,,, ,, and A,,, »,,, respectively. A diagonal matrix whose entries are the el@minD is

denoted asliag D

[I. PROBLEM DEFINITION AND ASSUMPTIONS

Consider the discrete-time system depicted in Fig. 2. Ia $eitup, the input$® is a random process
and the blockG is a causal, linear and time-invariant system with randoitialnstate vectorx, and

random output disturbancg®. In vector notation,
Yn = Gnly, + ¥, +2,, neN, 9)

wherey! is the natural response 6f to the initial statex,. We make the following further assumptions

aboutG and the signals around it:

Assumption 1. G(z) is a causal, stable and rational transfer function of finiteler, whose impulse

responsey, g1, . . . satisfiesgy = 1. A

It is worth noting that there is no loss of generality in calesing gy = 1, since otherwise one can
write G(z) asG’'(z) = go - G(2)/g0, and thus the entropy gain introduced &% z) would belog gy plus

the entropy gain due t6/(z)/go, which has an impulse response where the first sample eguals
Assumption 2. The random initial statex, is independent ofi5°.

Assumption 3. The disturbance( is independent ai® and belongs to &-dimensional linear subspace,
for some finitex € N. This subspace is spanned by therthonormal columns of a matri® € RIN/x~
(where |N| stands for the countably infinite size &j, such that|h(®7z. )| < co. Equivalently,zl =

®s!, where the random vectar: £ &7z has finite differential entropy and is independentudf.
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As anticipated in the Introduction, we are interested inrabierizing the entropy gaig of G in the

presence (or absence) of the random inpijts xo, z$°, denoted by

GG, x0,u5,25°) 2 lim ~ (h(y?) — h(ul)). (10)

n—oo N
In the next section we provide geometrical insight into tedwviour ofG (G, x¢, ug®, z5°) for the situation
where there is a random output disturbance and no randoial isiate. A formal and precise treatment
of this scenario is then presented in Section IV. The othenagos are considered in the subsequent

sections.

I1l. GEOMETRIC INTERPRETATION

In this section we provide an intuitive geometric interptEmn of how and when the entropy gain
defined in (10) arises. This understanding will justify thgréduction of the notion of an entropy-
balanced random process (in Definition 1 below), which wildhown to play a key role in this and in

related problems.

A. An lllustrative Example

Suppose for the moment th&atin Fig. 2 is an FIR filter with impulse respongg =1, g1 =2, g; =
0, Vi > 2. Notice that this choice yield§/(z) = (z — 2)/z, and thusG(z) has one non-minimum phase

zero, atz = 2. The associated matri&,, for n = 3 is

100
Gs=|[2 1 0},

0 21
whose determinant is clearly one (indeed, all its eigershrel). Hence, as discussed in the introduction,
h(Gsu}) = h(u}), and thusG; (and G,, in general) does not introduce an entropy gain by itself. How
ever, an interesting phenomenon becomes evident by lo@litiye singular-value decomposition (SVD)
of G, given byG3 = Q3TD3R3, whereQ; and R3 are unitary matrices anB®s; 2 diag{d;, d, d3}. In
this case, D3 = diag{0.19394, 1.90321, 2.70928}, and thus one of the singular values@f is much
smaller than the others (although the product of all singuédues yieldsl, as expected). As will be
shown in Section IV, for a stabl@(z) such uneven distribution of singular values arises onlymdi¢ez)
has non-minimum phase zeros. The effect of this can be vizsghby looking at the image of the cube

[0,1] throughG3 shown in Fig. 3. If the inputa} were uniformly distributed over this cube (of unit
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Figure 3. Image of the cubf®, 1)* through the square matrix with columfis2 0]”, [0 1 2]” and [0 0 1]7.

volume), thenG'3u} would distribute uniformly over the unit-volume parallpiped depicted in Fig. 3,
and hencéi(Gsul) = h(ul).

Now, if we add toGsul a disturbance! = & s, with scalars uniformly distributed ovef—0.5, 0.5]
independent ofa}, and with® < R3*!, the effect would be to “thicken” the support over which the
resulting random vectoyi = Gsu} +z} is distributed, along the direction pointed By If & is aligned
with the direction along which the support 6f;u} is thinnest (given byys ;, the first row of@s3), then
the resulting support would have its volume significantlgréased, which can be associated with a large
increase in the differential entropy gf with respect tou}. Indeed, a relatively small variance ofind
an approximately aligne@® would still produce a significant entropy gain.

The above example suggests that the entropy gain finto y. appears as a combination of two
factors. The first of these is the uneven way in which the remdector G, u! is distributed oveiR™.
The second factor is the alignment of the disturbance vegfowith respect to the span of the subset
{a,,}icq, of columns of@,,, associated with smallest singular valuestaf, indexed by the elements
in the set(),,. As we shall discuss in the next sectionGfhasm non-minimum phase zeros, then, as
n increases, there will be: singular values oiG,, going to zero exponentially. Since the product of
the singular values of¥,, equalsl for all n, it follows thatHimn d,; must grow exponentially with,
whered,, ; is thei-th diagonal entry ofD,,. This implies thatG,ul expands with: along the span of
{4, }iz0,, compensating its shrinkage along the spafiof; }ica, . thus keeping.(G,u;,) = h(uy,) for

all n. Thus, asn grows, any small disturbance distributed over the spafiyqf; }ico,, added toG,u}),

nt
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10

will keep the support of the resulting distribution from istking along this subspace. Consequently, the
expansion oiG,,ul, with n along the span ofq,, ;}izo, is no longer compensated, yielding an entropy
increase proportional tg([ ., dn.i)-

The above analysis allows one to anticipate a situation iiclwvho entropy gain would take place
even when some singular values @f, tend to zero as — oo. Since the increase in entropy is made
possible by the fact that, as grows, the support of the distribution 67,,u’ shrinks along the span of
{@,,:}ieq,, NO such entropy gain should arise if the support of the idigion of the inputul expands
accordingly along the directions pointed by the rofws, ;}icq, of R,.

An example of such situation can be easily constructed dswsl Let G(z) in Fig. 2 have non-
minimum phase zeros and suppose tifdtis generated a&'~11$°, wherei{® is an i.i.d. random process
with bounded entropy rate. Since the determinar@gf equalsl for all n, we have thab(ul) = h(al),
for all n. On the other handy! = G,,G, 't} +z! = @l + z.. Sincez!, = [®].s] for some finitex
(recall Assumption 3), it is easy to show that, . 2h(yL) = lim, e Lh(0)) = limy, oo 2h(ul),
and thus no entropy gain appears.

The preceding discussion reveals that the entropy gainugextibyG in the situation shown in Fig. 2
depends on the distribution of the input and on the support anl distribution of the disturbance.
This stands in stark contrast with the well known fact tha ificrease in differential entropy produced
by an invertible linear operator depends only on its Jagglaad not on the statistics of the input [1]. We
have also seen that the distribution of a random procesg #dfendifferent directions within the Euclidean
space which contains it plays a key role as well. This mativahe need to specify a class of random
processes which distribute more or less evenly over allicdomss. The following section introduces a

rigorous definition of this class and characterizes a lasgeil§ of processes belonging to it.

B. Entropy-Balanced Processes

We begin by formally introducing the notion of an “entropglénced” process(®, being one in which,
for every finiter € N, the differential entropy rate of the orthogonal projeetmf u} into any subspace
of dimensionn — v equals the entropy rate aff asn — oo. This idea is precisely in the following

definition.

Definition 1. A random proces$v(k)};2, is said to be entropy balanced if, for everyc N,

1
nll_)ngo - (h(i’nvil) - h(v,ll)) =0, (11a)
for every sequence of matricé®,,}>° ,_,, ®, € R("=*)*" with orthonormal rows. A
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Equivalently, a random proce$s(k)} is entropy balanced if every unitary transformationvgnyields
a random sequengg such thafim,, o, =|h(y"_,. | y7~")| = 0. This property of the resulting random
sequence] means that one cannot predict its latamples with arbitrary accuracy by using its previous
n — v samples, even ifi goes to infinity.

We now characterize a large family of entropy-balanced esangrocesses and establish some of
their properties. Although intuition may suggest that nmastdom processes (such as i.i.d. or stationary
processes) should be entropy balanced, that statemens sattvar difficult to prove. In the following, we
show that the entropy-balanced condition is met by i.i.chcpsses with per-samppgobability density
function (PDF) being uniform, piece-wise constant or Gaussian. lalg shown that adding to an
entropy-balanced process an independent random procestgsendent of the former yields another
entropy-balanced process, and that filtering an entrojpgnbad process by a stable and minimum phase

filter yields an entropy-balanced process as well.

Proposition 1. Let u}® be a Gaussian i.i.d. random process with positive and bodnoler-sample

variance. Theni{® is entropy balanced. A

Lemma 1. Letu$® be an i.i.d. process with finite differential entropy rate,which eachy; is distributed
according to a piece-wise constant PDF in which each intewfaere this PDF is constant has measure

greater thane, for some bounded-away-from-zero constanthenus® is entropy balanced. A

Lemma 2. Letu$® and vi® be mutually independent random processeaifis entropy balanced, then

w® £ us® + v is also entropy balanced. A

The working behind this lemma can be interpreted intuiivey noting that adding to a random
process another independent random process can only sectka “spread” of the distribution of the
former, which tends to balance the entropy of the resultiracgss along all dimensions in Euclidean
space. In addition, it follows from Lemma 2 that all i.i.dopesses having a per-sample PDF which can be
constructed by convolving uniform, piece-wise constanGaussian PDFs as many times as required are
entropy balanced. It also implies that one can have noiestaly processes which are entropy balanced,
since Lemma 2 imposes no requirements for the procgss

Our last lemma related to the properties of entropy-baldmrecesses shows that filtering by a stable

and minimum phase LTI filter preserves the entropy balanoediton of its input.

Lemma 3. Letuf® be an entropy-balanced process afidan LTI stable and minimum-phase filter. Then
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the outputw$® £ G'uf® is also an entropy-balanced process. A

This result implies that any stable moving-average aujpessive process constructed from entropy-
balanced innovations is also entropy balanced, providecttefficients of the averaging and regression
correspond to a stable MP filter.

We finish this section by pointing out two examples of proessahich are non-entropy-balanced,
namely, the output of a NMP-filter to an entropy-balanceditrgnd the output of an unstable filter to

an entropy-balanced input. The first of these cases playsitaateole in the next section.

IV. ENTROPY GAIN DUE TO EXTERNAL DISTURBANCES

In this section we formalize the ideas which were qualidsivoutlined in the previous section.
Specifically, for the system shown in Fig. 2 we will charaerthe entropy gairg (G, xg, ui®, z7°)
defined in (10) for the case in which the initial statg is zero (or deterministic) and there exists an
output random disturbance of (possibly infinite lengiff) which satisfies Assumption 3. The following

lemmas will be instrumental for that purpose.

Lemma 4. Let A(z) be a causal, finite-order, stable and minimum-phase rafioraasfer function with
impulse responsey, a1, . .. such thatag = 1. Thenlim,, ;. A (A,AL) > 0 andlim, o A\, (A, AL) <

Q. A

Lemma 5. Consider the system in Fig. 2, and suppe$esatisfies Assumption 3, and that the input pro-
cessu(° is entropy balanced. L&, = Qr'D, R, be the SVD o&,,, whereD,, = diag{dn1,...,dnn}

are the singular values ofs,,, with d,, 1 < dp 2 < --- < d, p, such that/ det G,,| = 1 Vn. Letm be the
number of these singular values which tend to zero expanés n — co. Then

lim = (h(y}) = A(u})) = lim

_ . 1 1 1.1
ntoo 71 L. < > logdn,i + h ([Dal, Rou, + [Qn]mzn)> .12

i=1
A

(The proof of this Lemma can be found in the Appendix, page 34)

The previous lemma precisely formulates the geometric ioleined in Section Ill. To see this,
notice that no entropy gain is obtained if the output disimde vectorz! is orthogonal to the space
spanned by the firstz columns of@,,. If this were the case, then the disturbance would not be able
fill the subspace along whict¥,,u}, is shrinking exponentially. Indeed, [,,]1z. = 0 for all n, then

h([Dy)L, Roul +[Q,)L2L) = h({Dp)m[Ra)Lul) = Y27 logdy,; + h([R,)L,ul), and the latter sum

mTn
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cancels out the one on the RHS of (12), while,, .« 1h([R,]}ul) = 0 sinceuf® is entropy balanced.
On the contrary (and loosely speaking), if the projectiorthef support otz onto the subspace spanned
by the firstm rows of Q,, is of dimensionm, thenh([D,,]} R,ul +[Q,]} z.) remains bounded for all
n, and the entropy limit of the sufim,, ., %(— >, logd, ;) on the RHS of (12) yields the largest
possible entropy gain. Notice that "  logd,; = > . logd,; (becauselet(G,) = 1), and thus
this entropy gain stems from the uncompensated expansid@#,of. along the space spanned by the
rows of [@,,]™ 1.

Lemma 5 also yields the following corollary, which stateattonly a filter G(z) with zeros outside

the unit circle (i.e., an NMP transfer function) can intredwentropy gain.

Corollary 1 (Minimum Phase Filters do not Introduce Entropy Gai@pnsider the system shown in Fig. 2
and letuf® be an entropy-balanced random process with bounded entatgy Besides Assumption 1,

suppose that(z) is minimum phase. Then

lim = (h(y}) — h(u})) = 0. (13)

n—oo M

A

Proof: Since G(z) is minimum phase and stable, it follows from Lemma 4 that thenber of
singular values of,, which go to zero exponentially, as— oo, is zero. Indeed, all the singular values
vary polynomially withn. Thusm = 0 and Lemma 5 yields directly that the entropy gain is zerocgsin

the RHS of (12) is zero). [ |

A. Input Disturbances Do Not Produce Entropy Gain

In this section we show that random disturbances satistpisgumption 3, when added to tlput
u® (i.e., beforeG), do not introduce entropy gain. This result can be obtafin@t Lemma 5, as stated

in the following theorem:
Theorem 1 (Input Disturbances do not Introduce Entropy Gaibgt G satisfy Assumption 1. Suppose
that ui® is entropy balanced and consider the output

yi© =G (uf® +by°). (14)

wherebl = Wal, with a! being a random vector satisfyingal) < oo, and where® ¢ RN>** has

14

orthonormal columns. Then,

lim ~ (h(y?) — h(u})) = 0 (15)

n—oo 1
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Proof: In this case, the effect of the input disturbance in the duipuhe forced response @
to it. This response can be regarded as an output disturbghce G bi°. Thus, the argument of the

differential entropy on the RHS of (12) is

[Do]m Ry, + Q]2 = [Dalr Raw,, + (@], Qr DnRuby, (16)
= [Dul Rouy, + [Di]}, Raby, (17)
= [Dn)m[ Rl (w, +by,) . (18)
Therefore,
(Dol Ry, + [Qu12) = h({Dnlm[Raly, (w), + by)) (19)
=" logdu + h{([Ryl1, (w, + [¥]}a,)). (20)

The proof is completed by substituting this result into tHdSRof (12) and noticing that

lim L ([Ra), (ul + [¥]1al)) = 0.

n—oo N m nov

Remark 1. An alternative proof for this result can be given based uguoa properties of an entropy-
balanced sequence, as follows. Sirkee(G,,) = 1, ¥n, we have thah(G,(ul + b)) = h(u} +bl).
Let ®, € RV*" and ©,, ¢ R(®~")*" be a matrices with orthonormal rows which satigy, [¥]. = 0

and such tha{®” |®.]7 is a unitary matrix. Then
W((O7 18,17 (u}, +b})) = h(Ouu, + ©,[¥]}a} | ©,u}) + h(©,up), (21)
where we have applied the chain rule of differential entrdpuyt

h(®,ul +©,[¥)lal|®,ul) < h(O,ul + 0,[F)lal) (22)

n-v

which is upper bounded for alt becauseh(al) < oo and h(®,ul) < oo, the latter due tous® being
entropy balanced. On the other hand, singgis independent ofil, it follows thath(ul +bl) > h(ul),
for all n. Thuslim, .o 2 (h(yL) — h(ul)) = lim, o0 1 (M(©,ul) — h(u})) = 0, where the last equality

stems from the fact that® is entropy balanced. A

B. The Entropy Gain Introduced by Output Disturbances wién) has NMP Zeros

We show here that the entropy gain of a transfer function wétfos outside the unit circle is at most
the sum of the logarithm of the magnitude of these zeros. Tmdee precise, the following assumption

is required.
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Assumption 4. The filterG satisfies Assumption 1 and its transfer functi®fx) hasp poles andp zeros,
m of which are NMP-zeros. Let/ be the number of distinct NMP zeros, given {by}ﬁvil, i.e., such
that [p1| > |p2| > -+ > |pm| > 1, with ¢; being the multiplicity of the-th distinct zero. We denote by
t(i), where. : {1,...,m} — {1,..., M}, the distinct zero of7(z) associated with the-th non-distinct

zero ofG(z), i.e.,

(k) = min{s : Z:: l; >k} (23)

A

As can be anticipated from the previous results in this sactive will need to characterize the
asymptotic behaviour of the singular values@j. This is accomplished in the following lemma, which
relates these singular values to the zeros=7¢f). This result is a generalization of the unnumbered
lemma in the proof of [15, Theorem 1] (restated in the appeiadi Lemma 8), which holds for FIR
transfer functions, to the case iofinite-impulse respongg¢lR) transfer functions (i.e., transfer functions

having poles).

Lemma 6. For a transfer functionGG satisfying Assumption 4, it holds that

ai7l(pb(l))_2n 7|f I <m,

N(G,GT) = (24)

aZ , otherwise,

where the elements in the sequeres,;} are positive and increase or decrease at most polynomially

with n. A

(The proof of this lemma can be found in the appendix, page 36)

We can now state the first main result of this section.

Theorem 2. In the system of Fig. 2, suppose thgt is entropy balanced and that(z) and z3° satisfy

assumptions 4 and 3, respectively. Then

. 1 n n d
0< lim — (h(y}) — h(uf)) < Y log |o,|. (25)
=1

n—oo n
wherer = min{x, m} and« is as defined in Assumption 3. Both bounds are tight. The uppend is

achieved iflim,, . det([Q,,]L[®]L([Q,]5[®]1)T) > 0, where the unitary matrice@’ € R™*" hold the

n

left singular vectors of&,,. A
Proof: See Appendix, page 37. |
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The second main theorem of this section is the following:

Theorem 3. In the system of Fig. 2, suppose th&° is entropy balanced and thak(z) satisfies
Assumption 4. Let® be a random output disturbance, such thé@t) = 0, Vi > m, and that|h(z]")| < cc.
Then

nh_>Holo - (h(y1) — h(u})) = Z log [p,(i)|- (26)
=1
A
Proof: See Appendix, page 39. [ |

V. ENTROPY GAIN DUE TO A RANDOM INITIAL SATE

Here we analyze the case in which there exists a randomligititex independent of the inputs®,
and zero (or deterministic) output disturbance.
The effect of a random initial state appears in the outputhasniatural response @f to it, namely

the sequence?. Thus,y} can be written in vector form as
Vi = Gotty + V. (27)

This reveals that the effect of a random initial state canréateéd as a random output disturbance, which
allows us to apply the results from the previous sections.
Recall from Assumption 4 that(z) is a stable and biproper rational transfer function withNMP

zeros. As such, it can be factored as
G(z) = P(2)N(2), (28)

where P(z) is a biproper filter containing only all the poles €fz), and N(z) is a FIR biproper filter,
containing all the zeros aff(z).

We have already established (recall Theorem 1) that thegngain introduced by the minimum phase
systemP(z) is zero. It then follows that the entropy gain can be intradlionly by the NMP-zeros of
N(z) and an appropriate output disturbar. Notice that, in this case, the input proces® to N
(i.e., the output sequence &f due to a random inpuif®) is independent of{° (since we have placed
the natural responsg® after the filtersP and IV, hose initial state is now zero). This condition allows
us to directly use Lemma 5 in order to analyze the entropy taitu$°® experiences after being filtered

by G, which coincides withh(y$°) — h(wS°). This is achieved by the next theorem.
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Theorem 4. Consider a stable-th order biproper filterG(z) havingm NMP-zeros, and with a random
initial state xg, such that/h(xg)| < co. Then, the entropy gain due to the existence of a randonaliniti
state is

m

lim L (h(y7) ~ h(uf)) = 3" log |o,) (29)

n—oo M

Proof: Being a biproper and stable rational transfer functigii;) can be factorized as
G(z) = P(2)N(2), (30)

where P(z) is a stable biproper transfer function containing only b# poles ofG(z) and with all its
zeros at the origin, whiléV(z) is stable and biproper FIR filter, having all the zerogit). Let C,,xq
and C,,x( be the natural responses of the systefhand N to their common random initial state,

respectively, where,,, C,, € R"*?. Then we can write

Y%L = Gnu;—l—yi =N, Pnu; +}_’%L = NHW%L—"_}_’;L (31)
——
Lwl

Since P(z) is stable and MP, it follows from Corollary 1 tha{w}) = h(ul) for all n, and therefore

h(yy) — h(w),) = h(y,) — h(w,,). (32)

Therefore, we only need to consider the entropy gain intteduby the (possibly) non-minimum filter
N due to a random output disturbange= y! = N,,C,xo 4+ C,xo, which is independent of the input
w}L. Thus, the conditions of Lemma 5 are met consideg= N, where nowlN,, = Q%Dan is
the SVD for N,,, andd,; < d,2 < --- < d, . Consequently, it suffices to consider the differential

entropy on the RHS of (12), whose argument is

(Dl Bot) + Q)55 = [Dally Ruwl, + (@)1, (NwCaxo + Coxo ) (33)
= D)}, Ry () + Coxo ) + @] Coo (34)
= [Dn]}anvrlz + [Qn]}ncnxm (35)

wherev! 2 ul + C,x, has bounded entropy rate and is entropy balanced (gihge is the natural
response of a stable LTI system and because of Lemma 2). Wekehat, in (35),v. is not independent
of xg, which precludes one from using the proof of Theorem 2 diyect

On the other hand, sinc&(z) is FIR of order (at mostp, we have thatC,, = [EZ |07 1", where
E, € RP*? is a non-singular upper-triangular matrix independent oHence,C,,x, can be written as

[®])s), where[®]} = [IT'|07]T ands] £ E,x,. According to (35), the entropy gain in (25) arises as
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long ash([Q,,]},C.xo) is lower bounded by a finite constant (or if it decreases sartly asn grows).

m n

Then, we needQ,]},[®]. to be a full row-ranked matrix in the limit as — co. However,

det ([Qu)1a [l (Qu]1 [®4]1)T) = det (UL (1QP]E)T) (36)

where [Q%p)]}n denotes the firsp columns of the firstn rows in Q,,. We will now show that these
determinants do not go to zero as— co. Define the matrix@,, € R™*®=™) such that| ﬁf’)]}n =
M@, lm | Q,]. Then, it holds thatx € R”,

1(IQWNL) e |? = [|([Qu)m) I + 1( @) |2 (37)
> [1(1Qu)m) (38)
> (@) (11 Qul) ™)) (39)

Hence, the minimum singular value @”]! is lower bounded by the smallest singular valud|@, |,
for all n > m. But it was shown in the proof of Theorem 3 (see page 39)that , .o Amin(} (@, )m (M@ ]m)T) >

0. Using this result in (37) and taking the limit, we arrive to

Timdet (1QY]},(1QY]1)T) > 0. (40)
Thus
h ([Dn]}anui + [Qn]?lny}l) =h ([Dn]rlanvrlz + [Qn]}n[@]ilsll)) (41)

is upper and lower bounded by a constant independentlfcausers° is entropy balancedD,, ]}, has
decaying entries, antl(s]) < oo, which means that the entropy rate in the RHS of (12) decayeto.
The proof is finished by invoking Lemma 6. [ |

Theorem 4 allows us to formalize the effect that the presemcabsence of a random initial state
has on the entropy gain using arguments similar to thoseedilin Section IV. Indeed, if the random
initial statex, € R? has finite differential entropy, then the entropy gain aeds(3), since the alignment
betweenx, and the firstn rows of Q,, is guaranteed. This motivates us to characterize the bahavi
the entropy gain (due only to a random initial state), whemittitial statex, can be written a$¢’]},s$,
with = < p, which means thak, has an undefined (oroo) differential entropy.

Corollary 2. Consider an FIRp-order filter F'(z) havingm NMP-zeros, such that its random initial

state can be written agy = ®s!, where|h(s])| < oo and® € RP*7 contains orthonormal rows . Then,
lim (A(y{) = h(u})) <> log |pys| (42)

n—00 £
i=1
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where {7} £ min{m,7}. The upper bound iif42) is achieved whenQ, ]! C,.®([Q,]..C.®)T is a

non-singular matrix, withC,, defined byy. = C,xq (as in Theorem 4).

Proof: The effect of the random initial state to the output sequefitean be written ag. = C,,xo,

whereC,, = [E] | 07]" € R™*P. Therefore, ifQ;. D, R,, is an SVD forF,, it holds that
WDl By, + (@5, C ) (43)

remains bounded, for — oo, if and only if lim,,_,, det([Q,,]5,C®([Q,,]%,C,®)T) > 0.

Define the rank of@,]},C,® ast, € {1,...,7}. If det([@,]},C.®(]Q,].,C®)T) = 0, then the
lower bound is reached by inserting (43) in (12). Otherwtsere existd. large enough such that > 1,
Vn > L.

We then proceed as the proof of Theorem 2, by considering &@&rynim x m)-matrix H,, and a

(Tn, x m)-matrix A,, such that

1
Q.o — 4@ sy (44)

0
This procedure allows us to conclude thg{D,]; R, u}, + [Q,]},Cp®sl) < > . logd,;, and
that the lower limit in the latter sum equais- 1 when|[Q, ]}, C,,®s! is a full row-rank matrix. Replacing

the latter into (12) finishes the proof. [ |

Remark 2. If the random initial statex, = ®s! is generated withr > p — m, then the entropy gain
introduced by an FIR minimum phase filtér is at leastlog p;. Otherwise, the entropy gain could be
identically zero, as long as the columns Bf,®(E, ®)7 fill only the orthogonal space to the span of

the row vectors iNQY]L , whereE,,, ® and [Q¥]}, are defined as in the proof of Theorem 4.

Both results, Theorem 4 and Corollary 2, reveal that theopgtigain arises as long as the effect of

the random initial state aligns with the first rows @f,, just as in the results of the previous section.

VI. EFFECTIVE ENTROPY GAIN DUE TO THE INTRINSIC PROPERTIES OF THEFILTER

If there are no disturbances and the initial state is zeem the firstn output samples to an inpuf
is given by (4). Therefore, the entropy gain in this case,edmdd in (10), is zero, regardless of whether
or notG is NMP.

Despite the above, there is an interesting question whiclthe best of the authors’ knowledge, has

not been addressed before: Since in any LTI filter the entitpuwd is longer than the input, what would
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happen if one compared the differential entropies of thepleta output sequence to that of the (shorter)
input sequence? As we show next, a proper definition of th&stjpn requires recasting the problem
in terms of a new definition of differential entropy. Afterguiding a geometrical interpretation of this

problem, we prove that the (new) entropy gain in this casétty (3).

A. Geometrical Interpretation

Consider the random vectots2 [u; us]” andy 2 [y, y, v3]7 related via

V1 1 0
up
ol =2 1 : (45)
U2
y3 0 2
24,

Supposau is uniformly distributed ovef0, 1] x [0, 1]. Applying the conventional definition of differential

entropy of a random sequence, we would have that

h(y1,¥9,¥3) = h(y1,¥2) + h(ys|y1,¥y2) = —00, (46)

becausey; is a deterministic function of; andy,:

-1
1 0 Y1

2 1 Yo

vs = [0 2J[ur o] =10 2]

In other words, the problem lies in that although the outpwt three dimensional vector, it only has two
degrees of freedom, i.e., it is restricted to a 2-dimengisnhspace oR3. This is illustrated in Fig. 4,
where the sef0, 1] x [0, 1] is shown (coinciding with the-v plane), together with its image throug#,
(as defined in (45)).

As can be seen in this figure, the image of the sqi@rg? through G- is a 2-dimensional rhombus
over which{y,y,,y3} distributes uniformly. Since the intuitive notion of difemtial entropy of an
ensemble of random variables (such as how difficult it is tongess it in a lossy fashion) relates to
the size of the region spanned by the associated randomryect® could argue that the differential
entropy of {y,,ys,y3}, far from being—oo, should be somewhat larger than that{af;,us} (since
the rhombusG,[0,1]2 has a larger area tha, 1]2). So, what does it mean that (and why should)
h(yy,y9,y3) = —o0? Simply put, the differential entropy relates to the voluspanned by the support
of the probability density function. Fgr in our example, the latter (three-dimensional) volume ésadly

Zero.
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Figure 4. Support of: (laying in theu-v plane) compared to that of = Gu (the rhombus irR?).

From the above discussion, the comparison between thediital entropies off € R? andu € R?
of our previous example should take into account ghatctually lives in a two-dimensional subspace of
R3. Indeed, since the multiplication by a unitary matrix does alter differential entropies, we could

consider the differential entropy of

Y, (47)
0 g’

whereQT is the 3 x 2 matrix with orthonormal rows in the singular-value decomsifion of G
=0 DR (48)
andg is a unit-norm vector orthogonal to the rows@f(and thus orthogonal tg as well). We are now
able to compute the differential entropy R¥ for y, corresponding to the rotated versionyouch that
its support is now aligned witiR?.
The preceding discussion motivates the use of a modifiedovedd the notion of differential entropy

for a random vectoy € R™ which considers the number of dimensions actually spanyeg instead

of its length.
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Definition 2 (The Effective Differential Entropy)Let y € R be a random vector. Iff can be written
as a linear transformatiory = Su, for someu € R" (n < ¥), S € R%*" then the effective differential

entropy ofy is defined as
h(y) £ h(Ay). (49)

whereS = ATTC is an SVD forS, with T' € R"*", A

It is worth mentioning that Shannon’s differential entropfya vectory € Rf, whose support's-
volume is greater than zero, arises from considering it asdifierence between its (absolute) entropy
and that of a random variable uniformly distributed over/agimensional, unit-volume region dg‘.
More precisely, if in this case tharobability density functiofPDF) ofy = [y; v, --- v,|7 is Riemann
integrable, then [17, Thm. 9.3.1],

h(y) = lim [H(y®)+ logA], (50)

wherey? is the discrete-valued random vector resulting wiyers quantized using aé-dimensional
uniform quantizer with/-cubic quantization cells with volumaA¢. However, if we consider a variable
y whose support belongs to andimensional subspace &, n < ¢ (i.e.,y = Su = ATTCu, as in
Definition 2), then the entropy of its quantized versiorRify say H,(y*), is distinct fromH,,((Ay)?),

the entropy ofAy in R™. Moreover, it turns out that, in general,

Jim (Hy(y®) - Ha((Ay)?)) #0, (51)

despite the fact thal has orthonormal rows. Thus, the definition given by (50) duossyield consistent
results for the case wherein a random vector has a suppdarisndion (i.e., its number of degrees of
freedom) smaller that its lendtlflf this were not the case, then we could redefine (50) reptptiy n,

in a spirit similar to the one behind Renyisdimensional entropy [18].) To see this, consider the case
in which u € R distributes uniformly ovef0, 1] andy = [1 1]7u/+/2". Clearly,y distributes uniformly
over the unit-length segment connecting the origin with goet (1,1)/v/2. Then

Hy(y™) = — Lﬁj AV log (A\/E) . (1 - {ﬁj \/EA) log (1 - {ﬁj \/EA) . (52
On the other hand, since in this cadsg = u, we have that

Hi((Ay)®) = Hi(u®) = — || Alog A — (1 — | x| A)log(1 — [ ] A). (53)
The mentioned inconsistency refers to (51), which reveads the asymptotic behavidi,(y®) changes ify is rotated.
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Thus

iil_r)lo (Hl((Ay)A) - Hg(yA)) = iiino Qﬁj AV2'log (Aﬁ) — | x| Alog A) =log V2. (54)

The latter example further illustrates why the notion ofeefive entropy is appropriate in the setup
considered in this section, where the effective dimensibthe random sequences does not coincide
with their length (it is easy to verify that the effective my of y does not change if one rotatgs
in RY). Indeed, we will need to consider only sequences which eandmstructed by multiplying some
random vectom € R™, with bounded differential entropy, by a tall mat¥,, € R™*+0)_ with > 0

(as in (45)), which are precisely the conditions requiredda&finition 2.

B. Effective Entropy Gain

We can now state the main result of this section:

Theorem 5. Let the entropy-balanced random sequenge be the input of an LTI filted, and lety$®

be its output. Assume thék(z) is the z-transform of the(n + 1)-length sequencégy}/_,. Then

lim (R ™) — b)) = % /_ " log | G0 dw. (55)

n—oo n

A

Theorem 5 states that, when considering the full-lengtiputuaf a filter, the effective entropy gain is
introduced by the filter itself, without requiring the prase of external random disturbances or initial
states. This may seem a surprising result, in view of the rigglimade in the previous sections, where
the entropy gain appeared only when such random exogergnelsiwere present. In other words, when
observing the full-length output and the input, the (maximientropy gain of a filter can be recasted in
terms of the “volume” expansion yielded by the filter as adineperator, provided we measure effective
differential entropies instead of Shannon's differenéatropy.

Proof of Theorem 5:The total length of the output, will grow with the lengthn of the input, if

G is FIR, and will be infinite, ifG is IIR. Thus, we define theutput-length function

_ _ n+n , if G is FIR with i.r. lengthn + 1,
¢(n) £ length ofy when input isu! = (56)

00 , if Gis lIR.

It is also convenient to define the sequence of matr{@&@s}> ,, whereG,, € R‘™*" is Toeplitz with

n=11

[én] =0,Vi < j, [én] = g;—j,Vi > j. This allows one to write thentire outputy{ of a causal
(2

»J )
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LTI filter G with impulse responségy}/_, to an inputuf® as

v

Y%(n) = Gnui (57)

Let the SVD of G, be G, = Q. D, R,,, whereQ, ¢ R™“") has orthonormal rowsD,, € R**" is
diagonal with positive elements, ad@, € R"*" is unitary.

The effective differential entropy Q)f?(é) exceeds the one of] by

h(Yhe) — h()) = h(Q,Gnuy) — h(uy,) (58)
= h(D,R,ul) — h(u}) (59)
= log det D,,, (60)

where the first equality follows from the fact tha} can be written ad,,ul, which means thak(ul) =
h(ul). But

GG, = QDR QL DR, = R. DO, QL DR, = R. D’ R,.. (61)
Since R,, is unitary, it follows thatdet f)i = det é:én , which means thadlet D,, = 1 det é:én
The productH,, £ é:én is a symmetric Toeplitz matrix, with its first columfhg 2y --- h,—1]7, given

by
hi = GkGr—i- (62)
k=0

Thus, the sequencg; ?:‘01 corresponds to the samplédo n — 1 of those resulting from the complete
convolutiong x g—, even when the filte is IIR, whereg~ denotes the time-reversed (perhaps infinitely

large) response. Consequently, using the Grenander and Szeg6'’s theor@mi{holds that

™

o T o 1 .
lim log (det(G:Gn)l/”) - = / log | G/(e7%)|dew, (63)

whereG(e/*) is the discrete-time Fourier transform g }_,.
In order to finish the proof, we divide (58) hy, take the limit asn — oo, and replace (63) in the

latter. [ |

VIl. SOME IMPLICATIONS
A. Rate Distortion Function for Non-Stationary Processes
In this section we obtain a simpler proof of a result by Gragshimoto and Arimoto [14]-[16], which

compares the rate distortion function (RDF) of a non-stetig auto-regressive Gaussian process(of
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u
w Al2) = é

Figure 5. Block diagram representation of how the non-@tatiy sourcex$® is built and then reconstructed gs= x + u.

a certain class) to that of a corresponding stationary eersinder MSE distortion. Our proof is based
upon the ideas developed in the previous sections, and dstibie class of non-stationary sources for
which the results in [14]-[16] are valid.

To be more precise, lefa;}3°, and{a;}2, be the impulse responses of two linear time-invariant

filters A and A with rational transfer functions

M
A2) = = (64)
Hivil(z — i)
A(2) = (65)
Az) = , 65
[T Ip1(z = 1/p))
where|p;| > 1, Vi = 1,..., M. From these definitions it is clear thal(z) is unstable,A(z) is stable,
and
)] = |A()],  Vw € [~ 7). (66)
Notice also thatim,|_,, A(z) = 1 andlim|,|_, Az) =1/ Hf‘il |pi|, and thus
M
ap =1, ao = [ Ipl™". (67)
i=1

Consider the non-stationary random sequences (soufeegnd the asymptotically stationary source
%3° generated by passing a stationary Gaussian procgsthrough A(z) and A(z), respectively, which

can be written as
=A,wl, n=1,..., (68)
=A,wl, n=1,.... (69)

(A block-diagram associated with the constructionkdé presented in Fig. 5.) Define the rate-distortion

functions for these two sources as

1

Ry (D) £ lim Ry n(D), Ry (D) £ min ;[(er; Xy +uy), (70)
1

Rx(D) = li_>m Rgn(D), Rzn(D) £ min ;[(i?ﬂz? + 1), (71)
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where, for each, the minimums are taken over all the conditional probabiiensity functionsf,» | x»
and fgnz yielding E [|u,[|?] /n < D andE [|Jay,||?] /n < D, respectively.

The above rate-distortion functions have been charaetkiiz [14]-[16] for the case in whiclv(® is
an i.i.d. Gaussian process. In particular, it is explicgtated in [15], [16] that, for that case,

1 (™ o M
Ry(D) — Rx(D) = o log | A~ (e?¥)|dw = Zi:l log |pi]- (72)

We will next provide an alternative and simpler proof of tihésult, and extend its validity for general
(not-necessarily stationary) Gaussiaft, using the entropy gain properties of non-minimum phasersilt
established in Section IV. Indeed, the approach in [14]-j&6based upon asymptotically-equivalent
Toeplitz matrices in terms of the signals’ covariance nea8i This restricts/$° to be Gaussian and i.i.d.
and A(z) to be an all-pole unstable transfer function, and then, tilg pon-stationary allowed is that
arising from unstable poles. For instance, a cyclo-statityn innovation followed by an unstable filter
A(z) would yield a source which cannot be treated using Gray arghifeto’s approach. By contrast,
the reasoning behind our proof let§°® be any Gaussian process, and then let the sourcébewith
A(z) having unstable poles (and possibly zeros and stable pelesH).

The statement is as follows:

Theorem 6. Let wi® be any Gaussian stationary process with bounded diffeakatitropy rate, and let

x7° and x7° be as defined i{68) and (69), respectively. The(72) holds. A

Thanks to the ideas developed in the previous sections,gbssible to give an intuitive outline of
the proof of this theorem (given in the appendix, page 40) biynagia sequence of block diagrams.
More precisely, consider the diagrams shown in Fig. 6. Inttdpediagram in this figure, suppose that
y = C'x+u realizes the RDF for the non-stationary sousceThe sequenca is independent ok,
and the linear filterC'(z) is such that the errofy —x) 1L y (a necessary condition for minimum MSE
optimality). The filter B(z) is the Blaschke product od(z) (see (168) in the appendix) (a stable, NMP
filter with unit frequency response magnitude such that B x).

If one now moves the filteB(z) towards the source, then the middle diagram in Fig. 6 is nbthiBy
doing this, the stationary sourceappears with an additive error signalthat has the same asymptotic
variance asi, reconstructed ag = Cx+u. From the invertibility of B(z), it also follows that the mutual
information rate betweek andy equals that between andy. Thus, the channegt = Cx + 1 has the
same rate and distortion as the channet C'x+ u.

However, if one now adds a short disturbakd® the error signaii (as depicted in the bottom diagram
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w ~>| A(z) }i>| B(z)}i>| B(z)~! |—>| C(z)|—>| B(z)

Figure 6. Block-diagram representation of the changes nébtes in the proof of Theorem 6.

of Fig. 6), then the resulting additive error tefin= u + d will be independent ok and will have the
same asymptotic variance asHowever, the differential entropy rate afwill exceed that ofa by the
RHS of (72). This will make the mutual information rate beém& andy to be less than that between
% andy by the same amount. HencBx (D) be at mostR, (D) — - log |p;|. A similar reasoning can

be followed to prove thaR, (D) — Rx(D) < S-M log |pi.

B. Networked Control

Here we revisit the setup shown in Fig. 1 and discussed inidettRecall from (7b) that, for this

general class of networked control systems, it was showd2n llemma 3.2] that

lim I XO;YI Z IOg ’pl ) (73)

n—,oo N
[pi|>1

where{p;}}, are the poles of(z) (the plant in Fig. 1).
By using the results obtained in Section V we show next thaiakty holds in (7b) provided the

feedback channel satisfies the following assumption:

Assumption 5. The feedback channel in Fig. 1 can be written as
w = ABv+BF(c), (74)
where
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Figure 7. Top: The class of feedback channels described ByrAgtion 5. Bottom: an equivalent form.

1) A and B are stable rational transfer functions such th&B is biproper,AB P has the same unstable
poles asP, and the feedbacKk B stabilizes the plan.

2) F is any (possibly non-linear) operator such thia F|(c) satisfies%h(é{”) < K, for all n € N,
and

3) ¢° L (x0,ui®). A

An illustration of the class of feedback channels satigfythis assumption is depicted on top of
Fig. 7. Trivial examples of channels satisfying Assumptioare a Gaussian additive channel preceded
and followed by linear operators [20]. Indeed, whEnis an LTI system with a strictly causal transfer

function, the feedback channel that satisfies Assumptianveidely known as anoise shaper with input

pre and post filterused in, e.g. [21]-[24].

Theorem 7. In the networked control system of Fig. 1, suppose that tedback channel satisfies
Assumption 5 and that the inpuf® is entropy balanced. If the random initial state of the pld?it:),

with poles{p;}}, satisfiesh(xo)| < oo, then

1
lim ~I(xo;¥}) = >
im —1(xo;y7)

n—oo

1 log |pi] - (75)

A
Proof: Let P(z) = N(z)/A(z) andT(z) £ A(z)B(z) = I'(2)/O(z). Then, from Lemma 9 (in the
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appendix), the outpug! can be written as

) -
TS U (76)
init. statex, SN——
A£G, init. state{xo, so }

wheres is the initial state ofl'(z) and

i = u + BE. (77)
(see Fig. 7 Bottom). Then

I(x05y5) = h(y;) — h(yy|xo0) (78)
= h(yy) — h(An|Grlty, + Crso)) (79)
= h(A,[Gnitl + Crso + Crxol + Crxo) — h(A, |Gt 4+ Crso)) (80)
= (A, [Gnitl + Crso + Crxo] + Crxo) — h(Gpal + Cpsp), (81)

where C, maps the initial state, to yL, C, maps the initial state, to the output ofG(z), andC,,
maps the initial state, (of A(z)) to y.. Sinceu$® is entropy balanced ang® has finite entropy rate,
it follows from Lemma 2 thafi® is entropy balanced as well. Thus, we can proceed as in the pfo
Theorem 4 to conclude that

1
lim ~I(xo;¥}) = >
im —1(xo;y7)

n—oo

w1 log |pi] - (82)

This completes the proof. [ |

C. The Feedback Channel Capacity of (non-white) Gaussisan@éls
Consider a non-white additive Gaussian channel of the form
Vi = Xk + Zk, (83)
where the inpuk is subject to the power constraint
.1 12
- <
lim ~E[|x,?) < P, (84)

andz3® is a stationary Gaussian process.

The feedback information capacity of this channel is realiby a Gaussian input, and is given by

Crg = lim max I(xL:yly, (85)
n—00 K ;i1 tr{K,q }<P
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Z
v + é y
2}

Figure 8. Block diagram representation a non-white Ganssiennely = x + z and the coding scheme considered in [13].

where K is the covariance matrix at! and, for everyk € N, the inputx;, is allowed to depend upon
the channel outpu'@’f‘1 (since there exists a causal, noise-less feedback chaithebme-step delay).

In [13], it was shown that it: is an auto-regressive moving-average process/eth order, thenCrg
can be achieved by the scheme shown in Fig. 8. In this sydeisa strictly causal and stable finite-order
filter andvs$® is Gaussian withy;, = 0 for all k¥ > M and such that) is Gaussian with a positive-definite
covariance matrixK,: .

Here we use the ideas developed in Section IV to showtti@tnformation rate achieved by the
capacity-achieving scheme proposed in [13] drops to zero there exists any additive disturbance
of length at least M and finite differential entropy affecting the output, no matter how small.

To see this, notice that, in this case, and forratk M,

I(<y7) = I(viT5y1) = hyn) — h(ynlvy) (86)
= h(yn) = ML + By)z, + vy |Viy) (87)
= h(yn) = M(In + Bn)zy Vi) (88)
= h(yy) — h((In + Bn)zy) = h(yy) — h(z,,) (89)
= h((I, + By)z), +v;) — h(z;), (90)

sincedet (I, + B, ) = 1. From Theorem 3, this gap between differential entropigsesisely the entropy
gain introduced byl,, + B,, to an inputz when the output is affected by the disturbardg. Thus, from
Theorem 3, the capacity of this scheme will corresponglﬁffﬂ log |1 + B(ej“’)|dw = Z|pi|>1 log | pil,
where{p;}M, are the zeros of + B(z), which is precisely the result stated in [13, Theorem 4.1].
However, if the output is now affected by an additive disturbed(® not passing throug(z) such

thatdy, = 0, Vk > M and|h(d},)| < oo, with d5° L (v}, 2$°), then we will have

yl =vl 4 (I, + B,)z. +d.. (91)
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In this case,

I(xt;y7) = I(vi%5y1) = h(yn) = h(ynlvy) (92)
= h(yn) = h((In + Bp)zy + v, + dy|viy) (93)
= h(yy) = M((In + By)z,, + dg|viy) (94)
= h(yn) = h((Ln + By)z, + dy). (95)

But lim, o 2(h((I,, + By)zl + vL +dL) — h((I, + By)z, + dY)) = 0, which follows directly from
applying Theorem 3 to each of the differential entropiestidéothat this result holds irrespective of how
small the power of the disturbance may be.

Thus, the capacity-achieving scheme proposed in [13] (amthdr studied in [25]), although of
groundbreaking theoretical importance, would yield zexte 1in any practical situation, since every real

signal is unavoidably affected by some amount of noise.

VIIl. CONCLUSIONS

This paper has provided a geometrical insight and rigoresslts for characterizing the increase in
differential entropy rate (referred to as entropy gainyaduced by passing an input random sequence
through a discrete-time linear time-invariant (LTI) filtéf(z) such that the first sample of its impulse
response has unit magnitude. Our time-domain analysisv@tlaus to explain and establish under what
conditions the entropy gain coincides with what was predidty Shannon, who followed a frequency-
domain approach to a related problem in his seminal 1948rphapparticular, we demonstrated that the
entropy gain arises only if7(z) has zeros outside the unit circle (i.e., it is non-minimunagd#) (NMP)).
This is not sufficient, nonetheless, since letting the ingrud output bex andy = G u, the difference
h(y})—h(u}) is zero for alln, yielding no entropy gain. However, if the distribution bktinput process
u satisfies a certain regularity condition (defined as beimgrgy balanced”) and the output has the form
y = Gu+z, with z being an output disturbance with bounded differential gy we have shown that
the entropy gain can range from zero to the sum of the logariththe magnitudes of the NMP zeros of
G(z), depending on how is distributed. A similar result is obtained if, instead of @utput disturbance,
we letG(z) have a random initial state. We also considered the difterd@tween the differential entropy
rate of theentire (and longer) output of7(z) and that of its input, i.e.h(y?”) — h(u}), wheren + 1
is the length of the impulse response@®fz). For this purpose, we introduced the notion of “effective

differential entropy”, which can be applied to a random sswme whose support has dimensionality
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smaller than its dimension. Interestingly, the effectivfedential entropy gain in this case, which is
intrinsic to G(z), is also the sum of the logarithm of the magnitudes of the NMRz of G(z), without
the need to add disturbances or a random initial state. We ilagtrated some of the implications of
these ideas in three problems. Specifically, we used theafuedtal results here obtained to provide a
simpler and more general proof to characterize the ratertisn function for Gaussian non-stationary
sources and MSE distortion. Then, we applied our resultsaaige sufficient conditions for equality in an
information inequality of significant importance in netiked control problems. Finally, we showed that
the information rate of the capacity-achieving scheme @sep in [13] for the autoregressive Gaussian
channel with feedback drops to zero in the presence of angiadisturbance in the channel input or

output of sufficient (finite) length, no matter how small it yriae.

APPENDIX
A. Proofs of Results Stated in the Previous Sections

Proof of Proposition 1:Let o2 be the per-sample variance @f, thush(uy,) = 2 log(2m e o2). Let
yirt &2 @ ul. ThenK .o = oy 2@, @ =521, ,, wherel,,_, is the(n —v) x (n—v) identity matrix.
As a consequencé (y’ ) = ([n — v]/2)log(2m e 02), and thuslim, o  (h(y4 ™) — h(ul)) =0. m

Proof of Lemma 1:Let {b,}7°, be the intervals (bins) ifR where the sample PDF is constant. Let
{pe}72, be the probabilities of these bins. Define the discrete nanpdmcess:;°, wherec(i) = ¢ if and

only if u; € by. Lety“+! £ &, ul where®,, € R("~*)*" has orthonormal rows. Then

Wy ™) = hiyy ™ len) + I(en ™) (96)

< h(ysteh) + I(chsuy), (97)

where the inequality is due to the fact tha} andy”*! are deterministic functions af}, and hence

cl «+— ul «— y¥*! Subtractingh(ul) from (96) we obtain

Wiy, ™) = h(wy) < h(yp™ep) +1(epiuy) — h(w,) (98)
= h(yy " len) = h(uglep). (99)
Hence,
: 1 v+1 1 : 1 v+1).1 111y

where the last equality follows from Lemma 7 (see Appendixvi)ose conditions are met because,

given c!, the sequenca) has independent entries each of them distributed unifoougr a possibly
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different interval with bounded and positive measure. Thpasite inequality is obtained by following
the same steps as in the proof of Lemma 7, from (199) onwardighwompletes the proof. |
Proof of Lemma 2: Let y!: 2 [¥7|®11"w! where[®T|®1]" ¢ R™*" is a unitary matrix and
where®,, € R*" and ®,, € R(®~)*" have orthonormal rows. Then
h(yn™) = h(ys) = h(yulynt) (101)
= h(wy,) = h(y,lyn ') (102)

We can lower bound.(y.|y“*!) as follows:

h(yolyn™) = h(Tpu;, + Tpvy, | Rou;, + @ovy) (103)
> h(T,ul + ¥, v | ®,ul +@,v | v]) (104)
= (P ul | ®,ul + @,v) | vD) (105)
= W(Touy, | Bouy, vy) (106)
= h(¥u, | Bou,). (107)

Substituting this result into (102), dividing by and taking the limit as — oo, and recalling that, since
u§e is entropy balanced, théim,, o, 2h(¥,u}|®,ul) = 0, lead us tdim,, o, = (A(®,W))—h(w))) <
0.

The opposite bound oveér(y.|y%*!) can be obtained from

h(ytly?™) = h(®,ul + ®,vE | ®,ul + ®,v)) < W(T,ul + ¥, v)) < h(®,(we)l), (108)

where (wg). is a jointly Gaussian sequence with the same second-orderemioasw.. Therefore,
h(¥,(we)l) < ¥log(2memax{o2(i)}), with o2 (i) being the variance of the sampte(i). The fact
that w! has a bounded second moment at each ewfty, and replacing the latter inequality in (102),
satisfy lim,, oo —2A(yL|y4 ) = lim, 00 2 (R(®,w)) — h(w})) > 0, which finishes the proof.
[
Proof of Lemma 3: Let y. 2 [¥1|®T|"w] where [®1|®T]7 ¢ R™*" is a unitary matrix and

where®,, ¢ RV*" and®,, ¢ R®~)*" have orthonormal rows. Sinoe! = G, u!, we have that
¥,wl =¥,G,ul. (109)

Let¥,G, = A%, B, be the SVD of¥,G,,, where A,, € R”*” is an orthogonal matrixB,, € R"*"

has orthonormal rows and,, € R**” is a diagonal matrix with the singular values ¥f,G,,. Hence

h(®,w) = h(®,G,ul) = h(A,2,B,ul) = logdet(X,) + h(B,ul). (110)
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It is straightforward to show that the diagonal entriesiinare lower and upper bounded by the smallest

and largest singular values 6%, sayomin(n) andomax(n), respectively, which yields
vlog omin(n) + h(Bpul) < h(¥,wl) < vlog omax(n) + h(Byul). (111)
But from Lemma 4lim,, o (1/n)omin(n) = lim,,—,oo(1/n)omax(n) = 0, and thus

1 1
lim —h(®,w.) = lim —h(B,ul) =0, (112)

n—oo n n—oon

where the last equality is due to the fact thigt is entropy balanced. This completes the proof. m

Proof of Lemma 4: The fact thatlim,,_,o /\n(AnAZ) is upper bounded follows directly from
the fact thatA(z) is a stable transfer function. On the other hadd, is positive definite (with all its
eigenvalues equal tt), and soA,, A7 is positive definite as well, withim,, ., A\; (A, AL) > 0. Suppose
that lim,, oo A1 (A, AT) = 0. If this were true, then it would hold thaim,,_,. \,(A; A7) = .
But A ! is the lower triangular Toeplitz matrix associated with!(z), which is stable (sincei(z)
is minimum phase), implying thdim,, )\n(A;LlAl‘T) < oo, thus leading to a contradiction. This
completes the proof. |

Proof of Lemma 5Since@,, is unitary, we have that

Wl

n

h(yn) = M(Quyn) = MDnRuuy, +Qp2,,) = h(wy,), (113)
where
wl 2vl 4z (114)
vi2 D,R,ul, (115)
7. £ Q,z. (116)

Applying the chain rule of differential entropy, we get
h(wy) = h(w1") + h(wp, (1 | WT"). (117)

Notice thatw;,, = [D,];, R u},+(Q,];,z}. Thus, it only remains to determine the limit bfw?, , , | wi")
asn — oo. We will do this by deriving a lower and an upper bound for tdierential entropy and

show that these bounds converge to the same expression-asc.
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To lower boundh(w), ;| w}") we proceed as follows

h(wig1 [ W) = h(Vi 1 + Zg [ VT +27) (118)
D RV + 2 |V, 2) (119)
BV 7 V| 2 — BV | ) (120)
O (Vo + 2 V|20 — () (121)
BV gy 2 | Z) BV |V + 2 ) — AV (122)
2 BT |70) RO |0, Vi + 2 g) — BT (123)
D (1) + TV Zy) — BT (124)
D ) + BT Vi) — A (125)
— B — R = h(u}) — A, (126)

where (a) follows from includingzi® (or v{* as well) to the conditioning set, whilg) and (d) stem
from the independence betweeff andzi°. Inequality(c) is a consequence @f{X +Y) > h(X), and
(e) follows from includingzy, . ; to the conditioning set in the second term, and noting fi{at") is
not reduced upon the knowledge f.

On the other hand,

h(vT) = h([Dy]}, R,ul) Zlog dpi + h([Rn]hul), (127)
=1

then, by inserting (127) and (126) in (118), dividing byand taking the limitn — oo, we obtain
R S, ul

= h(uf®) — lim —Zlogdm, (129)

n—oo n

where the last equality is a consequence of the facmlffats entropy balanced.

We now derive an upper bound féw) ., |w*). Defining the random vector

X Ry,

we can write

(D7 Ry, = "D, Jpx (130)
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where

"D, 2 diag{dnmi1, dnmi2, - dnnt- (131)

Therefore,
h(why iy | W) < h(with) = h("H D, xr ™+ zp ) (132)
= log det("'[Dy]n) + h(x T + ("TD,],) 'z . (133)

Notice that by Assumption ™! = [Q,,|"'z! = [Q, ]! [®]Ls], and thus is restricted to the span

of [Q,, ] ![®]} of dimensionk,, < k, for all n > m + k. Then, forn > m + k,,, one can construct a

unitary matrixH, £ (AT|BT)T ¢ R(»=m)x(n=m) sych that the rows ol,, € R**(»~™) span the space
spanned by the columns ¢f+[D,],)~!(Q, )™ [®]} and such thaB,, (" D,],) ' [Q,]" ! [®]. =
0. Therefore, from (133),

h(wi 1 | W) < logdet(™[Dy],) + h(Hoxpt + H, ("D, 1) 2t
= log det (™[ Dy]n) + h(Bpx?) + h(Anx + A, ("D,],) 2 B xT
<logdet(™M[D,],) + h(B,x™) + h(Anme + A, (™MD, "tz

<logdet(™M[D,],) + h(B,x™) + log (27Tedet (KA xott + K g miip,],)-1 m+1>>

Amax (K zm+1 "
< log det(m+1[Dn]n) + h(BnX?—H) + 5 log <27T€ |:)\max(Kx:{1+1) + Ao (m(—i-l[g *} ))2:| >

whereK 4 ,mi1 @ndK 4 (mi1[p,),)-15p+ are the covariance matrices 4f,x;' ' and A, ("' [D,],) "'z,
respectively, and where the last inequality follows fror6][Z'he fact that\ ax (K yrm+1) andApax (K ym+1)

are bounded and remain bounded away from zero fot,ahd the fact thakmin("+D,.],,) either grows

with n or decreases sub-exponentially (sincesthérst singular values decay exponentially to zero, with
|det D,,| = 1), imply in (134) that

1 1
lim h( wi | W) < lim —logdet(™Dy],) + lim —h(B,x2t!). (134)

n—o0 N n—oo N n—oon

But the fact thatdet D,, = 1 implies thatlog det(™™D,),,) = — Y_*, log d,, ;. This, together with the

assumption that{° is entropy balanced yields

_— 1 &
lim nh( e | W) < h(uf) — lim ;Zlogdn,z-, (135)
which coincides with the lower bound found in (129), comipigtthe proof. |

Proof of Lemma 6The transfer functiorG(z) can be factored a€'(z) = G(z)F(z), whereG(z)

is stable and minimum phase a#tz) is stable with all the non-minimum phase zeros@fz), both
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being biproper rational functions. From Lemma 4, in the fim$n — oo, the eigenvalues of;':én

are lower and upper bounded Byin(G' G) and Ama(G~ G), respectively, wher® < Amn(G' G) <
Amax(éTC!) < . LetG, = Q:Dan andF, = QT D, R, be the SVDs of3,, and F,,, respectively,
with d, 1 < dpo < --- < dp, andd, 1 < dn2 < --- < d,, being the diagonal entries of the diagonal

matricesf)n, D,,, respectively. Then
GIG, = F'G G, F, = (D,R,Q'D,R,) D,R,Q D, R, (136)

Denoting thei-th row of R,, by rgﬂ. be, we have that, from the Courant-Fischer theorem [27] that

Mi(GRGR) < max IGw][? (137)
vespar(r., ik H—, ¢ lv[=1
- max IDnR.QTD, R, (138)
vespar(ry kt—; : lv]=1
< dp iy (139)
Likewise,
\(GEG,) > min |G| (140)
vespa{r., i}, : [v[=1
- min |DnR. QT D, Ryl (141)
vespa(r., i}, : v[=1
> a2, (142
Thus
. NGTG) T = =T =
nlLHoloT € ()\min(G G) , Mmad(G G)) . (143)
The result now follows directly from Lemma 8 (in the appendix [ |

Proof of Theorem 2 In this case
[Dn]}anu}z + [Qn]}nzrlz = [Dn]}anu}l + [Qn]}n[q)]rlzsflf (144)

Notice that the columns of the matri, )., [®]} € R™** span a space of dimensien € {0,1,...,&},

which means that one can haj@,,]., [®]} = 0 (if x,, = 0). In this case (i.e., ifim, . [Q,]},[®]} = 0)

then the lower bound is reached by inserting the latter esgiwa into (12) and invoking Lemma 6.
We now consider the case in whitin,, ... [Q,,]},[®]} # 0. This condition implies that there exists

an N sufficiently large such that,, > 1 for all n > N. Then, for alln > N there exist unitary matrices

A An mxm
H, 2 cR™™  n >N, (145)

Ay
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where A4,, € R"*™ and A,, € R(™~#%=)xm haye orthonormal rows, such that

H[Q,)L @], = (A”[Q"]}”[‘I’]’l“) L ns N (146)
0
Thus
h (Dl Rouy, + [Q,10,2,) = h ([Dyly, Rouy, + (Q,]5,[®])s)) (147)
= h (H, (D]}, Roul + (@)%, [®]Lsh)) (148)

h (An[Dn]}anu}z + A Q) [®lisy [ A [Dn]ianuiz)

+ h(A,[Dy]}, Ryuy,). (149)

The first differential entropy on the RHS of the latter exgies is uniformly upper-bounded because
ug° is entropy balancedD, ]}, has decaying entries, ardsf) < oo. For the last differential entropy,
! R, = '[D,])n[R,]},. Consider the SVDA,,'[D,,]n[R,]}, = VIS, W, with V,, €

m

R(m—#rn)x(m=rn) heing unitary,y, € R(m—#n)x(m=r.) peing diagonal, and¥,, € R(m~%=)*" having

notice that[D,,]

orthonormal rows. We can then conclude that
WAL D, Roul) = h(S,W ) = log |det(S,)] + AW ,ul). (150)
Now, the fact that
A, [Do]m[Rolt, (A Dl [R]L )T = A Dol [Da]m A = VISWWISTY = vIsxTV
allows one to conclude that

1 — _
log |det 3| = - log| det (A ([Dn]m)*AL)). (151)

Recalling that4,, = [H,]%»+! and thatH,, € R™*™ is unitary, it is easy to show (by using the Cauchy

interlacing theorem [27]) that

i=Knp+1

1 _ J—
3 log |det(A, ({Dylm)*AL )

with equality achieved if and only ifA,, = [0| I,,_,,]. Substituting this into (151) and then the latter
into (150) we arrive to
h(An Dyl Rpul) < W((Wolhup) + > logdy,. (153)

i=Knp+1
Substituting this into (12), exploiting the fact thaf° is entropy balanced and invoking Lemma 6 yields

the upper bound in (25). Clearly, this upper bound is achiefifor example,[Q,,]L[®].([Q,]L[®]L)T

n n
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is non-singular for alln sufficiently large, since, in that case, = = and we can choosd,, = [I; 0]
and A,, = [0 I,,_z]. This completes the proof. [ |
Proof of Theorem 3 As in (28), the transfer functiol(z) can be factored a&'(z) = G(z)F(z),
whereG(z) is stable and minimum phase aft{z) is a stable FIR transfer function with all the non-
c1 A

minimum-phase zeros ak(z) (m in total). Lettinga £ G,ul,, we have thah(y!) = h(F, i} + z)),

h(al) = h(ul), and that{q;}3°, is entropy balanced (from Lemma 3). Thus,

hyy) — h(w)) = h(Gruy, + 2,) — h(ay,) = h(Foi), + 2,,) — h(@)). (154)

n n n

This means that the entropy gain@f, due to the output disturbaneg® corresponds to the entropy gain
of F',, due to the same output disturbance. One can then evaluaentiepy gain ofG,, by applying
Theorem 2 to the filtef’(z) instead ofG(z), which we do next.

Since only the firstn values ofz$* are non zero, it follows that in this case = [I,,|0]" (see
Assumption 3). Thereforejet([Q,,]},[®]%([Q,)L[®]10T) = det(YQ,]m(Q,)m)T) and the sufficient
condition given in Theorem 2 will be satisfied fer= m if lim,, .« | det('{Q,,]n)| > 0, where nowQ?Z
is the left unitary matrix in the SVDF,, = Q1 D, R,,. We will prove that this is the case by using a
contradiction argument. Thus, suppose the contrary,that,

lim_det 1Q,]m = 0. (155)
Then, there exists a sequence of unit-norm vecfers}°® ,, with v,, € R™ for all n, such that

lim oy (@]l = 0 (156)

For eachn € N, define then-length image vectors! = v1[Q,, ]}, and decompose them as

o,
t, = (157)

such thata,, € R™ and3,, € R"~™. Then, from this definition and from (156), we have that

el +18,l? =1, VneN, (158a)
lim [ja,||=0 (158b)
n—oo
lim [|8,]| = 1 (158c)
n—o0
As a consequence,
”thn” = HRgDnQnth = ”DnQnth = ”l[Dn]m[Qn]}nth? (159)
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where the last equality follows from the fact that, by comstion, ¢’ is in the span of the first, rows
of Q,,, together with the fact tha®,, is unitary (which implies thaiQ,,]*t,, = 0). Since the topn

entries inD,, decay exponentially as increases, we have that
IFS ]l < OGalom ™™, (160)

where(, is a finite-order polynomial of. (from Lemma 8, in the Appendix). But

HthnH = H([Fn]in)Tan + ([FN]nm+1)TBn|’ (161)
> [(Fn ) B, = [ ((Faln) " anl| (162)
> Umzn(([Fn]?-i_l)T)HBnH - Umar(([Fn]}n)T) [l el (163)

Taking the limit asn — oo,

Tim [T > (T oma(((FJ2)7)) (1im 18,]) = omad (FoJh)T) ((Tim llen]l) — (164)

= lim_omn(([Fo 7)) (165)

n

where we have applied (158) and the fact that«(([F,].,)") is bounded and does not dependsan
Now, notice tha{F,,|"+1([F,]™+1)T is a Toeplitz matrix with the convolution of and f~ (the impulse
response off" and its time-reversed version, respectively) on its first end column. It then follows
from [28, Lemma 4.1] that

lim Amin([Fali  (Fal ™)) = min [F(e’)]* >0 (166)

n— wWwWE[—,7]
(the inequality is strict because all the zerosiyf:) are strictly outside the unit disk). Substituting this

into (165) we conclude that

lim_omin(([Fa];™)") >0, (167)
which contradicts (160). Therefore, (155) leads to a calidtion, completing the proof. [ |

Proof of Theorem 6Denote the Blaschke product [29] dff(z) as

s I (z=p)
B(z) & : 168
S LTy (168)

which clearly satisfies
|B(e’)| =1, Vw € [-m,7] (169)

1
bo£ lim B(z) = ,
e B [, p;

(170)
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whereb, is the first sample in the impulse responsét). Notice that (169) implies thatm,,_, 2| B,ul || =
lim,, o = |lul|? for every sequence of random variablg® with uniformly bounded variance. Since
2), 1 2)A(z

: BRI
(z) has only stable poles and its zeros coincide exactly wittptiles ofA(z), it follows that B(z) A(z)
is a stable transfer function. Thus, the asymptoticallfiatary processk(® defined in (69) can be

constructed as
%, 2 B,x}, (171)
where B,, is a Toeplitz lower triangular matrix with its main diagoreitries equal td,
The fact thatB(z) is biproper withby as in (170) implies that for any! with finite differential entropy
(172)

al) =0 S log i,
%,_/

h(B,ul) =
2g

which will be utilized next.
For any givenn > M, suppose thaf’(z) is chosen anc. andu) are distributed so as to minimize
Cy — D)x,|°] + E[u,, []> < D (i.e

I(xL; C,x}L +ul) subject to the constraint[fy} — x.||?] = E[||(
x}., ul is a realization ofR, (D)), yielding the reconstruction
i = Cnx,, + Uy, (173)
Since we are considering mean-squared error distortidollaws that, for rate-distortion optimalityy,,
must be jointly Gaussian witlk!. From these vectors, define
~1 A& 1
u, = Bu,, (a74)
n £ Buyy = B,CuB,'%,, + 1y, (175)
B.C,B,;'x} +a! +d! (176)
with finite differential entropy such

Vi & Vn+dy =

whered! is a zero-mean Gaussian vector independerttigf

DRAFT
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thatd, = 0, Yk > M. Then, we have that
(a)

nRyn(D) = 1(xk;y}) @ 1(Buxb: Buyl) = (%31 (177)
= h(¥n) = h(Fnl%s) (178)
D h(gh) - h(akIxh) (179)
< h(gh) - h(al) (180)
D h(gh) — (h(@h +db) + [h(a)) — h(@} +dL)] - ng) (181)
< h(gh) — (@l + dL[xL) +nG — [h(ul) — h(@} +d})] (182)
L h(gh) — h(ghIxh) +nG — [h(uh) — A(a} +d)] (183)
= h(y3) — (Fn) + 1(%3; ¥) +nG — [h(wy,) — h(ty, +d;,)] (184)
> I(%h:y}) +nG — [h(u)) — h(@) +d))], (185)

where(a) follows from B,, being invertibleb) is due to the fact that. = C, %} +1?, (¢) holds because
ul I x!. The equality(d) stems fromh(i}) = h(ul) — nG (see (172)). Equality holds ife) because
xL I (a},dl)andin(f) because of (176). The last inequality holds becayse: y.+d! andd), I y

But from Theorem 3lim,, o  (h(Q} +dk,)—h(ul)) = 0, and thusRy (D) > lim,_, (% n,yn)+g

At the same time, the distortion for the source when reconstructed ag. is

. 1 —1 ~11271 _ 71: 1 ~ = 1 1
Jim B (|, - %] = lim — (B[]l - %,[°] +E [IId | ]) nggo— [y —%.1?]  (186)
!

where(a) holds becaus#d] || = ||d},|| is bounded, angb) is due to the fact that, in the limif3(z) is a

unitary operator. Recalling the definitions Bt (D) and Rx(D), we conclude thalim,,_, £ (X}; ) >

R »(D), and therefore

Ry(D) ) > Z log |pi|. (188)

In order to complete the proof, it suffices to show that(D) — Rx(D) < Zﬁvil log |pi|. For this
purpose, consider now the (asymptotically) stationarye®i!, and suppose that, = x! +ul realizes
Rzn(D). Again, x. andu’ will be jointly Gaussian, satisfying., L u} (the latter condition is required

for minimum MSE optimality). From this, one can propose aeralative realization in which the error

2The change of variables and the steps in this chain of equst®represented by the block diagrams shown in Fig. 6.
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sequence if1 = B,ul, yielding an outpuy), = %} + @} with y. 1L G}. Then

nRs (D) = I(Xy;93) = (%) — h(Xp|97,) (189)
< (L) — h(ub) (190)
O h&l) - n@d) - ng (191)
9 h(xh) - h(RL[7L) - ng (192)
< h(x) — h(z|5h) —nG (193)
— I(%:3}) - ng (194)
= I(B,x.; B,yl) — nG (195)
9 I(xksyl) = ng. (196)

where(a) follows by recalling thay. = %, +ul and becaus¢. L ul, (b) stems from (172)(c) is a
consequence gf. I i}, (d) follows from the fact thag} = x. +ul. Finally, (¢) holds becaus®,, is
invertible for alln. Since, asymptotically as — oo, the distortion yielded by} for the non-stationary
sourcex}, is the same which is obtained whe) is reconstructed ag. (recall (169)), we conclude that

Ry(D) — Rx(D) < "M log |p;|, completing the proof. n

B. Technical Lemmas

Lemma 7. Let u® be a random process with independent elements, and whete edamentu; is
uniformly distributed over possible different intervls%:, 4], such thatamax > |a;| > amin > 0,Vi € N,
for some positive and boundegl,;, < amq,. Thenui® is entropy balanced. A
Proof: Without loss of generality, we can assume that> 1, for all i (otherwise, we could scale
the input byl /amin, Which would scale the output by the same proportion, irgirgathe input entropy
by nlog(1/amin) and the output entropy bff — v/) log(1/amin), Without changing the result). The input
vectoru}, is confined to am-box U, (the support ofa}) of volume V,,(U,,) = [['~, a; and has entropy
log([ [}, ai). This support is am-box which contains(2)2"—’“ k-boxes of differentc-volume. Each of
thesek-boxes is determined by fixing — & entries inu} to +a;/2, and letting the remaining entries
sweep freely ovef—%, &]. Thus, thek-volume of each:-box is the product of thé support sizes;
of the associated selected free-sweeping entries. Bullingcthat a; > 1 for all 4, the volume of each

k-box can be upper bounded BY;" , a;. With this, the added volume of all the-boxes contained in
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the originaln-box can be upper bounded as

VEU,) < )2" kHaZ (197)

We now use this result to upper bound the entropy ratg’of.

Letyl £ [®T|®11Tu! where[®I|®1]T ¢ R™" is a unitary matrix and wher&@,, ¢ R**" and
®,, ¢ R"¥)*" have orthonormal rows. From this definitiop;** will distribute over a finite region
yr+l C R*¥, corresponding to the projection onto thedimensional span of the rows @,. Hence,
h(y“*1) is upper bounded by the entropy of a uniformly distributedtee over the same support, i.e.,
by log V,,_, (V¥ *1), whereV,_,(V4*+1) is the (n — v)-dimensional volume of this support. In turn,

Vo, (Y1) is upper bounded by the sum of the volume of (adl- k:)-dimensional boxes contained in
the n-box in whichu!, is confined, which we already denoted BY ,(24,), and which is upper bounded
as in (197). Therefore,

14 1% n! v .
hys™) < log Yy (Vi) < log VL, (th) < log ((F Pk H)

i=1
Ve n! a
) ’ i=1

Dividing by n and taking the limit as: — oo yields

. 1 v+1 1
Jim = (A(yn ™) = h(uy)) <0 (198)
On the other hand,
By’ = h(yL) — hyLly’t) @ h(ul) — hylly’th) > h(ud) — h(yl), (199)

where (a) follows becausé®?’|®11” is an orthogonal matrix. Lettindy). correspond to the jointly
Gaussian sequence with the same second-order momeysasd recalling that the Gaussian distribution

maximizes differential entropy for a given covariance, viain the upper bound
a) 1 (b)
hyl) < hl(ya)h) @ 5 log ((2me)” det(W,, diag{o? Vg W) < 2 log (2me max{o? }iy) , (200)

where (a) follows since the{u;}? , are independent, an@) stems from the fact tha¥,, € R"*" has
orthonormal rows and from the Courant-Fischer theorem. [8ificemax{c2 }" , is bounded for all,

we obtain by substituting (200) into (199) thiditn,, ...  (h(y%!) — h(u})) > 0. The combination of
this with (198) yieldslim,, ., = (h(y%™!) — h(ul)) = 0, completing the proof.

n
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We re-state here (for completeness and convenience) thembered lemma in the proof of [15,

Theorem 1] as follows:

Lemma 8. Let the function. be as defined ir{23) but for a transfer function7(z) with no poles and

having only a finite number of zeros, of which lie outside the unit circle. Then,

a? (p,) 2" Lifl<m,
A(GnGT) = nalbun) (201)
a? , otherwise,

n,l
where the elements in the sequeres,;} are positive and increase or decrease at most polynomially

with n. A

v

Lemma 9. Let P(z) = ( y be rational transfer function of ordep with relative degree 1, with initial
statexy € RP. Let T'(z Lz )) be a biproper rational transfer function of orderwith initial state
Sp € R, Let

y £ u—P(2)T(2)y, (202)
wherew is an exogenous signal. Then

S)
=D.—— 203
Y ©D+ NT " (203)

where the initial state oD(z) is x and the initial state o®/(©D + NT') can be taken to béry so].

Proof: Let D(z) =1— > d;z=* andN(z) = Y-?_, n;z"". Define the following variables:

1 1
T = Ey, w= Nz, s = 610, v ="DIs. (204)

Then the recursion corresponding Biz) is
p
T = Zi:l dizp—i +yr, k=1, (205)
p
wg = Zz’:l nitp_i, k> 1. (206)
This reveals that the initial state é¢f(z) corresponds to
xo = [T1-p To—p -+ To). (207)
LetT'(z) = ! _yviz " andO(z) = 1 — 3¢, ;27" Thenv = T(z)w can be written as
t
Sk = Z'—1 OiSk—i + W, (208)

t
o= Viskei k21, (209)
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which reveals that the initial state @f(z) can be taken to be
So £ [Sl—t St ¢ SO]. (210)
Sincey, = u — vy, it follows that
p p t
w=, ditp—vptug =) diwp— Y Yisk—ituk, k=1 (211)

Combining the above recursions, it is found that related to the input by the following recursion:

Tk = Zle diTp—i — Zzzl ViSk—i + Uk, k>1, (212)
Sk = Z:Zl 0iSp_; + Zle nixTp—;, k>1, (213)
Yk = Tk — Zle dizp_i, k> 1, (214)
which corresponds to
—
1= D g @19
init. statexy N ——

init. state[xo, so)
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