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Output-Constrained Lossy Source Coding With
Application to Rate-Distortion-Perception Theory
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Abstract—The distortion-rate function of output-constrained
lossy source coding with limited common randomness is analyzed
for the special case of squared error distortion measure. An
explicit expression is obtained when both source and recon-
struction distributions are Gaussian. This further leads to a
partial characterization of the information-theoretic limit of
quadratic Gaussian rate-distortion-perception coding with the
perception measure given by Kullback-Leibler divergence or
squared quadratic Wasserstein distance.

Index Terms—Kaullback—-Leibler divergence, optimal transport,
output-constrained source coding, rate-distortion-perception the-
ory, squared error, Wasserstein distance.

I. INTRODUCTION

T has been long recognized in image compression that the

perceptual quality of a compressed image is not completely
aligned its distortion with respect to the original version.
Indeed, different from the full-reference nature of distortion
measure, perception measure is more concerned with the
difference in the statistical properties than the actual pixel
values. By viewing each image as a random sample from
a certain distribution that encodes its statistical properties,
perceptual quality assessment can be performed by comparing
pre- and post-compression image distributions.

Equipped with properly defined distortion and perception
measures, Blau and Michaeli [[I] demonstrated quantatively
the tension between reconstruction distortion and perceptual
quality through an empirical investigation of GAN-based
image restoration algorithms. In [2], they further initiated
a theoretical study of the three-way tradeoff among com-
pression rate, reconstruction distortion, perceptual quality; in
particular, a rate-distortion-perception function was defined
by generalizing Shannon’s rate-distortion function and was
conjectured to characterize the information-theoretic limit of
the aforementioned three-way tradeoff (see also [3]], [4] for
some related work). Theis and Wagner [5]] proved this conjec-
ture by allowing the encoder and decoder to have access to
unlimited common randomness. Later, Chen et al. [6] showed
that the rate-distortion-perception function introduced by Blau
and Michaeli can still be achieved even when no common
randomness is available. However, in contrast to [5]], the
coding theorem in [6] does not ensure that the reconstructed
symbols are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.); for
this reason, it is impossible to enforce the sequence-level dis-
tributional consistency between the source and reconstruction
using the marginal-distribution-based perception constraint as
adopted in the original problem formulation [2]. On the other
hand, as shown by Wagner [7]], generally a price has to be paid
in terms of the rate-distortion tradeoff to maintain the perfect

sequence-level distributional consistency between the source
and reconstruction with no or limited common randomness.

In this work, we aim to further study the impact of com-
mon randomness on the fundamental limit of rate-distortion-
perception coding by exploring its connection with output-
constrained lossy source coding [8]—[12]. Output-constrained
lossy source coding differs from conventional lossy source
coding in the sense that the reconstructed symbols are required
to be i.i.d. with a prescribed marginal distribution. This
formulation is well suited to our purpose as it enables us to
gain an effective control of the sequence-level distributional
difference between the source and reconstruction via the
marginal-distribution-based perception constraint. Moreover,
the role of common randomness in output-constrained lossy
source coding is largely understood [[12]. On the other hand,
to explicitly characterize the dependency of the rate-distortion-
perception tradeoff on the available amount of common ran-
domness, one has to identify the optimal marginal distribution
for the reconstruction sequence given the perception constraint
and evaluate the corresponding information-theoretic limit of
output-constrained lossy source coding, which is a non-trivial
task in general. We make some progress in this regard by
developing a systematic approach for the quadratic Gaussian
case with two commonly used perception measures.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section
we link the information-theoretic limit of rate-distortion-
perception coding to that of output-constrained lossy source
coding based on their operational definitions. Section
presents a new characterization of the distortion-rate function
of output-constrained lossy source coding under squared error
distortion measure, through which some bounds are estab-
lished. We show in Section[[V]that these bounds coincide when
both source and reconstruction distributions are Gaussian, and
further leverage them to partially characterize the information-
theoretic limit of quadratic Gaussian rate-distortion-perception
coding with the perception measure given by Kullback-Leibler
divergence or squared quadratic Wasserstein distance. Section
contains some concluding remarks.

We adopt the conventional notation for information mea-
sures: H (-) for entropy, h(-) for differential entropy, and I(-; -)
for mutual information. The distribution, mean, and variance
of random variable X are denoted by px, px, and O%(,
respectively. The cardinality of set S is written as |S|. For
any real numbers a and b, we use (a)y, a Vb, and a A b to
represent max{a, 0}, max{a, b}, and min{a, b}, respectively.
Throughout this paper, the base of the logarithm function is
assumed to be e.



II. PROBLEM DEFINITION

Let the source {X;}$°, be a stationary and memoryless
process with marginal distribution px over alphabet X. Each
length-n output-constrained lossy source coding system (see
Fig. (1)) consists of a stochastic encoder f(”) AP K= T,
a stochastic decoder g(") I x K — X™, and a shared
random seed K, which is uniformly distributed over K and
independent of the source. The stochastic encoder f(™ maps
source sequence X" and random seed K to a codeword J
in J according to some conditional distribution p j x» g. The
stochastic decoder ¢(™ generates a reconstruction sequence
X" based on J and K according to some conditional dis-
tribution p ¢, ;. It is required that X" is a sequence of
i.i.d. random variables with a prescribed marginal distribution
D - Note that the whole system is fully specified by the joint
distribution px»prp s xnKPxn s Let A X x X — [0, 00)
be a distortion measure. The end-to-end distortion of the above
coding system is quantified by % Yo E[A(X, Xt)]

Encoder .| Decoder
pbjixnk Pxnjk

.

Fig. 1. System diagram.
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Definition 1: Distortion level D is said to be achievable
with respect to reconstruction distribution p ¢ subject to rate
constraints R and R, if there exist encoder f(™ and decoder
g™ such that

1
—log|J| < R,
n

1
—log|K| < R,
n

n

LY BIAGK, X)) <D,

and X" is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables with marginal
distribution p ;. The infimum of such achievable D is denoted
by D(R, Rc|px,p)§-).

Rate-distortion-perception coding is similar to output-
constrained lossy source coding except that the reconstruction
distribution py, instead of being predetermined, is only re-
quired to be close to the source distribution px under certain
perception measure ¢. Specifically, ¢ : P x P — [0,00] is a
divergence with ¢(px,pg) = 0 if and only if px = py,
where P denotes the set of probability distributions; the
perceptual quality of the coding system is quantified by
Ly o(px,,py,)-

Definition 2: Distortion level D is said to be achievable
subject to rate constraints 2 and R. as well as perception
constraint P if there exist encoder f(™ and decoder ¢(") such

that
1
—log|J| < R,
n

1
710g ‘K:| < RC7
n

n

LS EIAGK X)) < D,
t=1

1
~_olpx,.pg,) <P, )

t=1

and X" is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables. The infimum
of such achievable D is denoted by D(R, R., P|px).

Since the source variables are identically distributed and
so are the reconstruction variables, ¢(px,,p Xt) actually does
not depend on ¢. It is thus clear that rate-distortion-perception
coding is equivalent to output-constrained source coding with
the reconstruction distribution restricted to {p¢ : ¢(px,pg) <
P}. As a consequence, we have

D(R7 RCaP|pX) =

inf D(R,R.|px,pz). 2
Px:¢(Px,px)SP ( Ipx:pz)
There are many possible choices of perception mea-

sure. Of particular interest to us is the case ¢(px,pg) =
drr(pxllpx), where

d(pgllpx) :=E |log .

px(X)

is the Kullback-Leibler divergence. We will frequently use
the following extremal property of Gaussian distribution with
respect to ¢ 1, which follows from the identity

drL(Px N (nx,0%))

A 1
=—h(X)+ 3 log(2m0%) +

PX(X)]

(x —pg)* +0%
20%

and the fact that h(X) < %log(27rea§() with equality if and
only if X ~ N (ug,0%) [13, Theorem 9.6.5].
Proposition 1: For p¢ with E[X?] < oo, we have
oxLpg N (ux,0%))
> orr(N(pg, 0%) IV (1x,0%))
ox  (ux —pg)?+o% —ok
=log — + 5 .
0% 20%

Another perception measure of interest to us is the squared
quadratic Wasserstein distance
inf
Pxx €M(px.Px)

W3 (px.pg) == E[(X -X)?, (3
where II(px,py) denotes the set of all possible couplings
of px and pg. The following result [14, Equation (6)] [15}
Proposition 7] indicates that the extremal property of Gaussian
distribution also manifests under W3.

Proposition 2: For px and pg with E[X?] < oo and
E[X?] < 0o, we have

W3(px,ps)
> WE (N (ux, 0%), N (ug, 0%))
= (ux —pg)* + (ox — o).
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Fig. 2. A generic coding scheme.

III. GENERAL CASE

A tuple (px,pg,A) of source distribution, reconstruction
distribution, and distortion measure is said to be uniformly
integrable if for every e > 0, there exists § > 0 such that
sup, ¢ E[A(X, X)1¢(X, X)] < e where the supremum
is over all pxx € II(px,py) and all measurable events &
with P{(X,X) € £} < 4. Moreover, let Q(px,py) denote
the set of joint distributions py;  compatible with the given
marginals px and p 4 such that X < U <« X form a Markov
chain.

Theorem 1: If (px,py,A) is uniformly integrable, then

D(R, Rclpx,pg) = inf E[A(X, X)] 4)
Pxux€EUPX,PK)
subject to  I(X;U) <R, (5)

I(X;U)<R+R.. (6

Moreover, for the case E[X?] < oo, E[X?] < oo, and
A(z,2) = (r — 2)2, we have

D(R7 RC|pX7pX)

=, E[X Y4B V)4 Wiy py)
(N
subject to  E[X|Y] =Y as, (3)
EX|Y] =Y as., )
I(X;Y) <R, (10)
I(Y;Y) < R+R.. (11)
Proof: See Appendix [ |
Remark 1: The coding scheme associated with the

single-letter charaterization in (@#)—(6) can be roughly de-
scribed as follows (see Fig. . First construct 27| ~
2n(I(XU)=1(X5U) source codes, each with |27 | ~ 27 1(X3U)
codewords. Given source sequence X", the encoder maps it to
a codeword u™(J, K) in the source code specified by shared

random seed K, and sends codeword index J to the decoder.
The decoder will view the [2"f<]| source codes collectively
as a source code, which consists of approximately 27/(X:U)
codewords, and view u"(J,K) as the encoded version of
reconstruction sequence X™ based on this code. Therefore,
to generate X" from u"(J, K), it needs to invert the lossy
source encoding operation, which can be essentially realized
by passing u"(J, K) through memoryless channel p <o [16],
[17]. Note that the encoder basically implements conventional
lossy source encoding, which is a deterministic operation,
whereas the decoder implements the stochastic inverse of lossy
source encoding, which is in general not deterministic.

For squared error distortion measure, in view of the single-
letter characterization in (7)—(II), the above coding scheme
can be specialized as follows (see Fig. [3). Here each source
code becomes a quantizer. The encoder quantizes source
sequence X" using the quantizer specified by shared random
seed K. The decoder converts quantizatizer output y"(J, K)
to another sequence Y™ in a symbol-wise manner via the
optimal transport plan that achieves W3 (py, py-). It then adds
noise sequence Z"to Y™ to produce reconstruction sequence
X", where Z" is generated based on yn through memoryless
channel Pay = PR_y v Some related results in the one-shot
setting can be found in [18]-[21].

For px and pg with E[X?] < 0o and E[X?] < oo, define

min
py|xI(X;Y)SR

D(R+ R.|py) :=

D(Rlpx) = E[(X - Y)?,

min E[(X —Y)?),
pf,l);,:I(X;Y)SRJrRu

which are respectively the quadratic distortion-rate functions
of px and p ¢ evaluated at R and R+R.. Moreover, let Y* and
Y™ denote the outputs of the corresponding optimal test chan-
nels, a.nd let }'/G ~ N(py~,0%.) and Y& ~ N(uy*,cr%,*)
be their Gaussian counterparts.
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Fig. 3. A specialized coding scheme for squared error distortion measure.
Corollary 1: For the case E[X?] < oo, E[X?] < 0o, and  where
A(z,2) = (r — 2)2, we have
D(R, R.| ) < D(R, R,| ) < D(R, R.| ) L \/(1 ST e,
L, e |PX,P3 S y A0 |PX, P S y e |PX,Px
X X X Proof: See Appendix [C] [ ]
where Remark 3: Note that
D(R7R6|anpj() D(O,RC‘N(Mx,Uﬁ),N(MX,Oé_))

:= D(R|px) + D(R+ Rclpg) + W3 (py+,py.),
Q(R7 RC|pX7pX)
:= D(Rlpx) + D(R + Rclpg) + W3 (pye, pyc)-

= (ux — pg)’ + ok + 0%,

which is the mean squared error between X and X when they
are independent. On the other hand,

Proof: See Appendix [B] [ | 9 9
Remark 2: The proof of Corollary [I] indicates that D(o0, RelN(px, 0% ) Mg 0)”())
D(R,R.|px,px) can be written equivalently as = (ux —pg)? +(ox —0g)?
D(R, Rclpx,px) which coincides with WQQ(N(MX,Ugg),N(uX,Ui,)). More-

over, it can be seen that D(R, R.|N (ux,0%), N(pg,0%))
is strictly decreasing in R, for a fixed R. Therefore, the avail-
- 2\/ (cx —D (R|pX))(U§g — D(R+ Re|pg))-  (12)  ability of common randomness can affect the distortion-rate
tradeoff in output-constrained lossy source coding. See Fig. ]
for the plots of D(R, R.|JN(0,1), N (1,4)) with R. = 0, 1, oo,
which indicate that a small amount of common randomness is
almost as effective as unlimited common randomness.

= (nx —pg)* +o% +0%

One can obtain a more explicit lower bound on
D(R, Rclpx,px) by replacing D(R|px) and D(R+ Rc|pg)
in @) with their respective Shannon lower bounds [13}
Equation (13.159)]

Theorem 3: For the case A(x,#) = (r — )% and
D(R|px) > QLe—mR—h(X))’ d(px,pg) = dxL(px|lpx), we have
e —_
D(R+ Rolpy) > L amirnx) (13) D(R, R, PN (ux,0%)) < D(R, Re, PIN (1x,0%)), (14)
WX 2re ' D(R, R, PIN (ux,0%)) > D(R, Re, PIN (ux, 0%)), (15)

The condition E[X?] < 0o and E[X?] < oo ensures that h(X)  where
and h(X) are well defined for X and X with propbability
densities [22] Proposition 1]. We set /(X) = —oo if X does ~ D(R, Re, PIN (pux, o%))
not have a probability density, and similarly for hA(X). 0% — 0% €2(R,R,) if 5(P) < ox&(R, R.),
=< 0% +02(P) —20x0(P)¢(R, R,)

if o(P) > ox&(R, R.),
. , D(R,R., PIN (ux,0%)) := Ukewm(ilgl) i ]ai +o%
D(R7RC|N(MX70X)7N(MX7Uj()) x il
= (ux — ﬂx)z + Ug( + 032 — 20x0&(R, Ry), _ anax\/(l — e72R)(1 — ¢ 2Rt RetP—1(0g)))

IV. GAUSSIAN CASE

Theorem 2: For the case A(x, %) = (x — )2, we have
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with
1 ox O'X, — 0"%(
Y(og) = log g + 72(7%(

(16)
and o(P) being the unique numberﬂ o € [0,0x] satisfying
Y(o) = P.
Proof: See Appendix [ |
Remark 4: As shown by the plots of D(R,1,1|N(0,1))
and D(R,1,1|N(0,1)) in Fig. [5 the two bounds are quite
close to each other. In fact, they coincide when R is below
a certain threshold. It can also be seen from Fig. [f] that
D(1,1,P|N(0,1)) and D(1,1, P[N(0,1)) coincide when P
is below a certain threshold. These two phenomena turn out
to be related as indicated by the following result.
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Fig. 5. Plots of D(R, 1,1|JN(0,1)) and D(R, 1,1|N (0, 1)).
14(0) is a strictly descreasing function of o for o € (0, 0% ] with ¢() —

oo as 0 — 0 and ¥ (ox) = 0. So o(P) is uniquely defined for P € [0, c0).
We set o(P) := 0 when P = oo.
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Fig. 6. Plots of D(1,1, P|N(0,1)) and D(1,1, P|N (0, 1)).

Corollary 2: For the case A(x,%) = (v — %)? and
¢(px,px) = dxL(Pxllpx), we have
E(R, R., P|N(:U'Xa Og{))
= Q(Ra R, P‘N(:u)ﬁ Ug{))

= 0% + 0?(P) — 20x0(P)¢(R, R.) (17)
if o(P) > o(R, R, P), where
(R, R., P) := {OVW_l TRE=0. g
BT if R>0

with

V1 — ¢—2Re—2(R+R.)

ﬁl - ox ’—1_6—2(R+Rc) )
B = o[ (1 = e2F)(1 — 20+ Rt

ox V1 — e"2Re= 21+ k)
V1 — e—2(R+R.) '

Proof: See Appendix [E] [ |
Remark 5: It can be seen from the proof of Corollary [2] that
o(P) > o(R, R, P) is just a sufficient condition for to
hold. On the other hand, as shown in Appendix [E| when R >
0, a necessary condition for to hold is o(P) > ¢(R, R¢),
where

C(Rv Rc)
ox \/1 — e 2(R+Rc) 4 4(1 — e2R)e—2(R+R.)
2v1 — e~ 2Re—2(R+R.)
ox VI = e 2RFR)
T/l —e e ARIR

It is clear that for R > 0, we must have

+

19)

o(R,R.,P) > <¢(R,R,.).
Moreover, as shown in Appendix [E| for R > 0,

o(R, R., P) <¢'(R, R.), (20)



where
1+4818 -1
g’(R, Rc) — % 21
261
with

1 — ¢—2(R+R.)

—2(R+R.)
By i=0ox\V1—e 2R (1+ ‘ )
Since ¢'(R,R.) < o, it follows that o(P) > ¢'(R, R.)
and consequently o(P) > o(R, R., P) when P is sufficiently

close to 0, confirming the phenomenon in Fig. [6] Also note
that for R, > 0,

. / .
Ilzlinog (R,R.) = 0.

Therefore, given R. > 0 and P < oo, we have o(P) >

¢J(R,R.) > o(R,R., P) when R is sufficiently close to 0,

confirming the phenomenon in Fig. [5} However, the behavior
of ¢'(R, R.) is quite different at R, = 0. Indeed,

UX(\/I +4(V1 —e 2R e 2R)e—2R 1)

J(R,0) =

2¢—2R ’
which gives
5—1
lim ¢’(R,0) = M_
R—0 2

It turns out that ¢(R, R.) also has the above properties.
Specifically, for R. > 0,

lim ¢(R, R.) = 0;
R—0

in contrast,

ox(V1+4e 2R —1)

¢(R,0) =

2¢—2R
and consequently
5—1
R—0 2

Note that o(R, R., P) must share the same properties as it is
bounded between (R, R.) and ¢'(R, R.) when R > 0.
For the extreme case P = 0, we have o(P) = ox. The
condition o(P) > (R, R, P) is trivially satisfied and
E(Ra R, 0|N(NX7 Jg{))
= Q(R7 RC7 O|N(:U‘X? O'g())
=20% — 20%¢(R, R,).
As a consequence, we have a complete characterization of
D(R, R.,0|N (ux,0%)), recovering [7, Proposition 1]. Fig.
shows the plots of D(R, R.,0[N(0,1)) with R. = 0,1, co.
It can be seen that a small amount of common randomness is
able to achieve almost the same effect on the distortion-rate

tradeoff as unlimited common randomness.
Another extreme case of interest is . = oco. We have

Q(R7 00, P|N(MX7 Ug{))

0% + 0'?( —20x0¢V1—e 2R

= min
oz €lo(P),0x]

o3 e 2k if o(P) <oxV1—e 2R,
=q0% +0%P)—20x0(P)V1—e 2R
if o(P) > oxV1—e 2R,

which coincides with D(R, 0o, PJN (ux,0%)). This results
in a complete characterization of D(R, 00, P|N (ux,0%)),
recovering 23, Theorem 1] (see also [24]], [25] for various
extensions). Fig. [§] shows the plots of D(R, o0, PIN(0,1))
with P = 0,0.1,00. It can be seen that the perception con-
straint affects the distortion-rate tradeoff only when R is below
a certain threshohﬂ To investigate the distortion-perception
tradeoff at a given rate, we plot D(R, oo, PIN(0,1)) with
R =0,0.1,0.5 in Fig. 0] One can readily see that this tradeoff
is most visible when R is small.
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Fig. 7. Plots of D(R, R.,0|N(0,1)) with R, = 0, 1, co.
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Theorem 4: For the case A(x,2) = (z — )% and

2It can be inferred from the condition o(P) > oxv/1 — e~ 2R that
with unlimited common randomness, the percepti(z)n constraint affects the
1

distortion-rate tradeoff only when R < 5 log 02_0%%.
X
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d(px,px) = Wi(px,px), we have
D(R, R, PIN (ux,0%)) < D' (R, Re, PIN (ux, 0%)),
(22)
D(Ra Rw P|N(MXa 0%()) > Q/(Rv R07P|N(/”'X7U§())7
(23)

where

D'(R, Re, PN (px, 0%))
0% —0%&*(R,R.) ifox — VP <ox&(R,R.),
= 0% +(0x = VP)? = 20x(0x = VP)E(R, R,)
if ox — VP > ox&(R, R,.),
min
o4 €l(ox—VP)1,0x]

—20x/(1 - e=2R) (0%, — (oxe(R+R) —V/P)2).

D'(R, Re, PIN (ux,0%)) = 0% + 0%

Proof: See Appendix [F [

Remark 6: As shown in Appendix the minimization

problem that defines D' (R, R., PJN (ux,0%)) can be solved
explicitly. Specifically, we have

QI(O,RC,PlN(Mx,O%()) = 0'§< + (UX - \/ﬁ)f_,
and for R > 0,

D'(R, Re, PIN (ux, %))
oke R if YP > (1 T 2R) v e (RHR),
0% + (ox —VP)? = 20x(ox —VP)V1—¢e 2R

if Y2 ¢ [e"(B+Re) 1 — T — ¢ 2R),
0%e~2R 4 (gye~ R _ /)2

if Y2 € [V(R, R,),e” (FHF)),
0% + (ox — VP)? —20% /(1 — e 2R)
x\/(l — e~ (RHR)(1 4 e~(R+Re) — 2P)

if g—f < U(R, R.) N e~ (it

where
—2R _ ,—2(R+R.)

2 — 2e~(B+Re)
Note that e~ (F+5e) < 1 — /1 — ¢=2R if and only if
1+ e 2R

2¢Re

while v(R, R.) < e~F1+£e) if and only if

e

v(R,R.) := (24)

R <log

1+ e 2Re
2eRe

Therefore, the two intervals [e~(F+Ee) 1 — /1 — ¢=2F) and
[V(R, R,), e " Ee)) cannot be non-empty simultaneously.

Fig. shows the plots of D'(R,1,1]A(0,1)) and
D'(R,1,1|JN(0,1)). It can be seen that they are quite close
to each other. However, different from the case ¢(px,py) =
¢r1(px|px), in general the two bounds do not match exactly
even in the low rate region. Similarly, Fig. [T1] shows that
D'(1,1, PIN(0,1)) and D'(1,1, PIN(0,1)) do not coincide
even when P is small.

However, there are two exceptions: 1) P =0 and 2) R, =
oo. Specifically, we have

R > log

D'(R, Re, 0N (x, o%)
= Q/(Ra R., OlN(MXv U?())
=20% — 20%&(R, R.)
and
D'(R, 00, PIN (ux, 0%))
= D'(R, 00, PIN (ux,0%))
o%e 28 if ox — VP <oxV1—e 2R,
=q0% +(ox — \/13)2 —20x(ox —VP)V1 —e 2R
if ox —\/13> O’le—e_zR.
So D(R, R, 0[N (ux,0%)) and D(R, o0, PN (ux,0%)) are
completely characterized.
It is worth noting that

D(R7 R, O|N(:U‘Xv O%()) |¢:¢KL

= D(R, Re, 0N (11x,0%))| y_yp2

This is not surprising because regardless of the choice of ¢, the
constraint ¢(px,pg) < 0 is equivalent to setting py = px.
It can also be seen that

D(R, 00, PIN (1x, %)),y

= D(R, %0, (0 — o(P)*N (11, 0%))] , _yys

as pointed out in [23} Theorem 1]. More generally, we haveE|
D(R, Re, PIN (px, 0%))
=D'(R. Re. (0x — o(P)*|N (i, 0%)).
3Note that D(R, Re, PN (ux,0%)) and D'(R, Re, PIN (ux,0%))

coincide  respectively with  D(R, oo, P|N(MX,J§<))‘¢:¢KL and
D(R, oo, P|N(}LX,U§())|¢:W22 when R, = oo.



This correspondence is a consequence of the fact that
both upper bounds are established by restricting p¢ to be
Gaussian with p¢ = puyxy and oy < ox, which in-
duces a one-to-one map between ¢x 1 (py||N(ux,0%)) and
W2(N (px, 0% ), pg).
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Fig. 10. Plots of D' (R, 1,1]A(0,1)) and D'(R, 1, 1|N (0, 1)).
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Fig. 11. Plots of D'(1,1, P|N'(0,1)) and D'(1, 1, P|N(0, 1)).

V. CONCLUSION

By exploring the connection between output-constrained
lossy source coding and rate-distotion-perception coding, we
have estabilished upper and lower bounds on the fundamental
rate-distortion-perception tradeoff with limited common ran-
domness for the quadratic Gaussian case when the perception
measure is given by Kullback-Leibler divergence or squared
quadratic Wasserstein distance. It is of considerable interest to
further investigate the tightness of our bounds.

We will end this paper with a brief comment on the formula-
tion of perception constraint. Note that the reconstructed sym-
bols are required to be i.i.d. in our work. As such, it suffices

to adopt marginal-distribution-based perception constraint (T])
to control the sequence-level distributional difference between
the source and reconstruction. Without the i.i.d. requirement
on the reconstructed symbolﬂ one may replace (1)) with joint-
distribution-based perception constraint

1
5¢(pxn Pn) <P (25)

to enforce the sequence-level distributional similarity. Assum-
ing ¢ is tensorizableﬂ in the sense that
n
¢(®?=1pXt, ) ®?=1p)§'t) = Z ¢(pXt ’pXt, )7

t=1
joint-distribution-based perception constraint (23) without the
i.i.d. requirement is a relaxed version of marginal-distribution-
based perception constraint (I) with the i.i.d. requirement.
Characterizing the impact of this relaxation on the fundamental
rate-distortion-perception tradeoff is left for future work.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF THEOREM 1]

As the single-letter characterization in {#)-(6) is implied
by [/, Theorem 2] and [[12| Theorem 1], it suffices to prove
the specialized form in —. Note that (px,pg,A) is
uniformly integrable when E[X?] < oo, E[X?] < oo, and
Az, 2) = (x — 2)2 [6].

For any py ¢ € Q(px,py) satisfying and @ let

Y = E[X|U], (26)
Y .= E[X|U]. 27)
By the data processing inequality [[13, Theorem 2.8.1],
I(X;Y) <I(X;U) <R, (28)
I(X;Y)<I(X;U) < R+ R.. (29)
It can be verified that
E[(X — X)?)
=E((X -Y)+ (X -Y)+ (Y -Y))?
= E[(X — Y)?) + E[(X — V)?] + E[(Y — V)Y
+2E[(X —Y)(X —Y)]+2E[(X - Y)(Y - V)]
+2E[(X - Y)(Y —Y)]. (30)
We have
E[(X - Y)(X - V)] = E[E[(X - Y)(X - Y)|U]]
W gEX - YIUEX - V|U]]
=0, @31

Wherq (a) Ais due to the conditional independence of X — Y
and X — Y given U. Similarly,

E[(X - Y)(Y —Y)] =
E[(X -V)(Y -Y)] =

) (32)
. (33)

“The source symbols are still assumed to be i.i.d.

SThis is the case for Kullback-Leibler divergence and squared quadratic
Wasserstein distance.



Moreover,
E[(Y —Y)?] > W3 (py,py)-

Substituting GI)—@34) into (G0) gives
E[(X = Y)!] 2 E[(X = Y)’] + E[(X = Y)*] + W3 (py,py).
In light of —, the constructed Y and V" satisfy —.
Therefore, it follows by (@) that

D(R, Relpx,px)

> inf  E[(X - YY)+ E[(X - Y)’] + Wi (py.py)

Py |x:Py|x

subject to (8)—(II).

Now we shall prove that this lower bound is tight. Let Y" and

Y be jointly distributed with X and X, respectively, such that

@) are satisfied. Given pxy and p gy, construct py ¢ ¢
with X ¢+ Y <> Y <> X forming a Markov chain anﬁ

E[(Y -Y)’] =

(34)

Wi (py,py)- 35)

Note that @ continues to hold for the constructed pyy-v 5,
i.e.,

E[(X — X)?)
=E[(X —Y)’ ]+ E[(X - Y)’] + E[(Y ~ ¥)?]

+2E[(X —Y)(X — V)] +2E[(X -~ Y)(Y — V)]
+2E[(X —Y)(Y —Y)]. (36)
We have

=E[E[(X - Y)(X - Y)|Y]]

YEEX - YYEX - VY]]

:O7

E[(X —Y)(X - V)]

(37

where (b) is due to the conditional independence of X — Y
and X — Y given Y. Similarly,

E[(X -Y)(Y -Y)] =0,

E[(X - Y)Y —Y)] =0.
Substituting (33) and (B7)—@9) into (36) gives
E[(X - X)?]

(38)
(39)

Let U := Y. It is clear that py, ¢ € Q(px,py); moreover,
(3) and (6) are satisfied since

I(X;U) =1(X;Y) <R,
@O
I(X;U) < I(X,Y) < R+ R.,

where (c) is due to the data processing inequality [|13, Theorem
2.8.1]. Therefore, it follows by (@) that

D(R7 Rc|pX7p)§')
< inf  E[(X —Y)? +E[(X - V)% + Wi(py,py)

Py |x:Py|x

subject to (8)—(II). This completes the proof of Theorem [I]

61t is known [26 Theorem 1.3] that there exists a coupling of py and py-
for which @ holds. In other words, the infimum in (@) can be attained.

= E[(X - V)] + E[(X - Y)?] + Wi(py,py).

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF COROLLARY I

It is clear that Y* and Y* satisfy —. Therefore, in
light of Theorem [T}

D(R, Rclpx,px)
<E[(X —Y")?|+E[(X —
= D(Rlpx) + D(R+ R|p

)] + W3 (py~ s Dye)
) + W2 (pY* 7pY*)

which proves D(R, Rc|px,px) < D(R, Re|px,px)-
Now let Y and Y be jointly distributed with X and X,
respectively, such that ([8)—(TT) are satisfied. We have

(@)

ny @ EE[X|Y]) = (40)

and

E[(X —Y)?*] = E[(X — py) — (Y — py))?]
= 0% + 05 = 2E[(X — py) (Y — py)]
= 0% + 0y = 2E[E[(X — py)(Y — py)|Y]]
=ox + O’ff = 2E[(Y — py)E[(X — py)[Y]]
(b)

0% +0y = 2E[(Y — py)’]
=% — 032/7 (41)
where (a) and (b) are due to @) Similarly,
Py = g s (42)
E[(X -Y)’|=0% —02. (43)
In light of Proposition [2]
W3 (py,py) = (uy — py)* + (oy — oyp)?
= (ux —pg) + 0y + 03 —20yoy.  (44)
Combining @I), @3), and @4) gives
E[(X - Y)’] + E[(X = Y)*| + W5 (py,py)
> (ux — pg)® +ox + 0% — 20v0y. (45)

Note that (10) implies E[(X — Y)?] > D(R|px), which,
together with @I}, further implies

oy < /0% — D(R|px). (46)
Similarly, we have
<¢ D(R + Relpy). (47)
Substituting (#6) and @7) into (@3) yields
D(R7 RC|pX,pX)
> (ux —pg)* +ox + 0%
—2\/(0% — D(Rlpx))(0% — D(R+ Relpg)).  (48)



It can be verified that

E[(X — Y I+ E[(X =Y + Wi (pye,pya)

E[(X — V") +E[(X = V")) + (uy- — pig.)?
+ (O'Y — Oy )2
DE((X = Y*)2 +E[(X — V)] + (1x — p1g)?
+ (oy~ — Uy/*)Z
9 (ux —pg)? + 0% + 0% —20y-0y.
D (jx - ug)? + 0% +o%
= 2,/(6% —E[(X - Y*)2))(0% — E[(X - ¥)2]), 49)

where c) is due to Proposition |Z| while (d)—(f) is because

l.| also holds for Y* and Y* as they satisfy

Combrmng and (@9) as well as the fact that ]E[(X —
Y*)? ] (R|pX) and ]E[(X Y*)2 ] D(R+R.|py) proves

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF THEOREM

According to [13, Theorem 13.3.2],

D(RIN (nx,0%)) = oke ",

D(R+ RN (g.0%)) = o%e 2(F+10),

(50)
(51

and the outputs of the corresponding optimal test
channels are normally distributed. As a consequence,
D(R,RcIN (ux,0%),N(pg,0%)) must coincide with
Qh(R,RC|N(,LLX,U§(),N(MX,JX)). Now one can readily
show

D(RaRCKﬂXvO—g()?N(ﬂXaO—?())
= (ux —pg)* ok +o0% =2
x \/o-; — D(R+ Re|N (g, 02))

by invoking Corollary [I] and (I2). Substituting (50) and (51)
into (52) gives

D(R, Rc|(ux,0%), N (1g,0%))

= (ux — ,uX)2 + U%g + U; — QdeXg(R, R.),

— D(RIN (px,0%))
(52)

which completes the proof of Theorem [2]

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF THEOREM [3]

)2

Lemma 1: For the case A(x,z) = (z — %)

?(px,px) = ¢(pxllpx), we have
D(R, Re, PIN (pix, 0%)) =inf D(R, RelN (x,0%), p)
X

subject to ,LLX = ux,
X < 0Xx,

¢KL(PX||N(MX»0x)) <P

Proof: We shall show that there is no loss of optimality in
replacing p by p¢, when o > ox, where X' := %(X —

n X) + px. Clearly, if X < U X form a Markov chain,
then X <+ U > X’ also form a Markov chain. Moreover, we
have

I(X';U) = I(X;0).

It can be verified that

E[(X — X')?]

_ o)
— | (- - 20k m)]
:zag(_i:‘EKX nx)(X — jig)]

(Z) 0% +0% —2E[(X — px)(X — pg)]

< (px —pg)? +ox +0% = 2E[(X — px)(X — pyg)]
=E[(X - X)?], (53)

where (a) is because c? X —2cE[(X — px)(X — pg)] is an
increasing function of ¢ for ¢ € [ X 1]. In addition,

OxL (g N (nx,0%))
(,LLX - /1/)"(/)2 + 0-?”(/

- 1
—h(X'") + 3 log(2mo% ) +

20%
“h(X) —log ZX 4 Llog(2m0%) + £
85 T3 loelmoX) +
(b) . 1 o2
< —h(X) + 5 log(2mo%) + =5
2 202
. 1 )%+ 02
< —h(X) + = log(2mo%) + (bx = uX; =
2 20%

= ¢rL(Pg N (1x,0%)),

where (b) is due to 1)(o ) > 0. This proves Lemma [ |
In view of Lemma EI, it suffices to consider pg with
gy = px and oy < ox for the purpose of computing
D(R, RC,P|N(MX, 0%)). Further restricting py to be Gaus-
sian and invoking Theorem 2] yields the following upper bound
on D(Rv Re, P|N(/LX7 O—g()):

D(R, R., P|N (ux,0%))

< min
ox €lo(P),0x]

— 20)(0')”(5(]%7 RC) (54)

2 2
ox to%

Clearly, 0%, — 20x0¢{(R, R.) is monotonically decreasing
for oy X f( ox&(R, R.)] and is monotonically increasing for
o € [ox¢(R,R.), ) Therefore, the minimum in is

attained at 0 ¢ = ox&(R,R.) when o(P) < ox&(R,R.),
and is attained at 0y = o(P) when o(P) > ox&(R,R.).
This proves (T4).

To prove (]E]), we need the following lemma.

Lemma 2: For any py with ¢xr(pg||N(pux,0%)) < P,
we have

D(R+ R¢|px)
> 02 o 2(B+ReAP—¢x L (N (15 .0%) IV (1x,0%)))
x¢€



Proof: Note that ¢xr,(p¢ ||V (ux,0%)) < P implies

(X)
1
> 51 og(2meo% ) + b (N (1g,0%)IN (nx,0%)) — P.
(55
Combining (T3) and (53) proves Lemma [2] [ |

Now we are in a position to prove (I3). Note that Propo-
sition [1} together with the constraints p¢ = ux, o < ox,
and ¢ (pg||N(px,0%)) < P, implies

g € o(P),ox]. (56)
According to [13, Theorem 13.3.2],
D(RIN (px,0%)) = oxe . (57)
Moreover, it follows by Lemma |Z| with ¢ = px that
D(R+ Relpy) > o%e 2(FHRAP=vlo2) — (58)

In view of (36)—(58), one can readily prove (I3) by invoking
Corollary [I] and (T2).

APPENDIX E
PROOF OF COROLLARY [2]

It is easy to see that holds if and only if the minimum
value of (o) for o¢ € [0(P),0x] is attained at oy =
o(P), where

((og) =0k + 0 —20x047(0%)

with

(o) i= /(1 — e72R)(1 — e 2(R+ReAP—v(o)),

This is indeed the case when R = 0. So it suffices to consider
the case R > 0. For 0 € [0(P),0x],

d¢(og)

doy =204 —20x7(0g)

2(1 _ e*QR)e*Q(RJFRc*P*w(UX))( 2 2 )

O'X*O'X

ox7(og)
> 204 —20x \/(1 — e 2B)(1 — e~ 2(R+Rc+P))
VTSI AR R — o)
oxV1-— e 2(H+Re)

=: f(og)-

Note that f(-) is a convex quadratic function with f(0) < 0
and f(ox) > 0. So f(og) = 0 has a unique solution in
0,0x), which can be shown to be o(R, R, P) given by
(18). 1t 0(P) > o(R, Re, P), then %25 > 0 for oy €
o(P),ox], and consequently (o ¢ ) attamts its minimum over
this interval at o ¢ = o(P). However, this is just a sufficient
condition. A necessary condition for ((cy) to attaint its

delox) > 0, which can
7% oy =o(P

be expressed equivalently as o(P) > )g(( , R.) with ¢(R, R,.)

given by (19).

minimum at o = o(P) is

Now we proceed to prove (20). Note that

flog) > f'(ox)
=204 —20xV1—e 2R
2V/1 — e 2Re 2R+ Ee) (52 — O’E»()

—2(R+R.)

ox 1—e

As f'(-) is a convex quadratic function with f/(0) < 0 and
f'(ox) > 0, the equation f'(c¢) = 0 has a unique solution
in (0,0x), which can be shown to be ¢'(R, R.) given by
21). Since f(<'(R,R.)) > f'(<'(R, R.)) = 0, we must have
¢J(R,R.) > o(R, R, P).

APPENDIX F
PROOF OF THEOREM [4]

)2

Lemma 3: For the case A(x,Z) = (z — &)* and

o(px,pg) = Wi(px,pg), we have
D(R, R, PN (ux,0%)) :i]DHfD(Rv RN (px,0%),p5)

subject to  pg = px,
0% S 0X,
WE (N (ux,0%),p

Proof: The proof is similar to that of Lemmal[I] It suffices
to show

WQQ(N(:U'Xao—,%()ﬂpX/) < W;(N(ux,(fg(),pf(),

%) < P.

which is implied by (53). [ |
In view of Lemma it suffices to consider pg with
gy = px and oy < ox for the purpose of computing

D(R, R., PIN (ux,0%)). Further restricting p¢ to be Gaus-
sian and invoking Theorem 2] yields the following upper bound
on D(R, R., PN (ux,0%)):

D(R7 R, P|N(#X7U§())

ok + 0% (59)

< min

—20x03&(R,R,).
0z €l(ex—VP)y,0x] X

Clearly, 0%, — 20x0¢&(R, R.) is monotonically decreasing
for O’X € f( 0,0x&(R, R.)] and is monotonically increasing for
og € [ox&(R, Re), ) Therefore, the minimum in is
attained at 0 ¢ = ox&(R, R.) when ox —VP < ox¢(R, R,.),
and is attained at oy = o(P) when ox — VP> ox&(R,R.).
This proves (22).

To prove (|7_5|), we note that different from the case with
Kullback-Leibler divergence, except when P = 0, the con-
straint W3 (N (ux,0%),px) < P does not imply any non-
trivial lower bound on h(X ), and consequently a different
approach is needed to bound D(R + R.|pg).

Lemma 4: For any p  with WZ(N (ux,0%),pg) < P, we
have

D(R+ Relpg) = (oxe™ B — [P — (ux — pg)2)3

Proof: Let Y be jointly distributed with X such that

I(X;Y) < R + R.. Construct a Markov chain X <«



X © Y, where X ~ N(ux,0%) and E[(X —
W2(N(1x,0%),px). Note that

E[((X — jix) — (¥ = u3))?]

= E[((X — jux) - (X — 1))’
FE[((X = pg) = (Y = pup))?]
+2E[((X — px) — (X — pg (X = pg) —
(VB — ) — (X = pg))?)
+VEIR = ig) — (F = 1g))?))?

< (VEI(E — px) — (X — ug))?) + EIX - ¥)2))?

(W W (px. 0%).px) -

+EIX - 7))

< (P = (x —1g)? + JEIX - V)2

On the other hand, we have

(Y — uy))]

(nx — pig)?

(60)

v . (@) - .
I — ) — (7 — g 2] & e 25t

_ O_g(efz[(x;y)

b -
(Z) Ug(e—zf(x;y)

)

(61)

where (a) and (b) are due to the Shannon lower bound [[13}
Equation (13.159)] and the data processing inequality [13}
Theorem 2.8.1], respectively. Combining (60) and (61) yields
E[(X —Y)?] > oxe” TR — [P — (ux — ug)?,

which, together with the fact E[(X —Y)2] > 0, completes the
proof of Lemma [4] [ |

Now we are in a position to prove (23). Note that Propo-
sition@ together with the constraints p¢ = px, oy < ox,

and W3 (N (px,0%),px) < P, implies
og € [(ox — ﬁ)+,ax]. (62)
According to [13| Theorem 13.3.2],
D(RIN (px,0%)) = oxe " (63)
Moreover, it follows by Lemma E| with ¢ = px that
D(R+ Relpg) > (oxe”FHE) — /P2 (64)

In view of (62)—(64), invoking Corollary [T]and (T2) yields the
following lower bound:

D(R, Re, PIN (ux,0%)) >

min

g(og),
ox€llox—VP)rox]

where
glog) =0k + 0%
— 20’X\/ 1-— 672R)(0§2 — (oxe—(R+Re) — \/]3)1)
It is clear that

min  glog) =0k + (ox — VPR

o3 €l(ox—VP)4,0x]

when R = 0. Henceforth we shall assume R > 0. First
consider the case VP > oxe (TR In this case,

glog) =o% +0% —20x04V1—e 2

which is monotonically  decreasing for o €
[0,0xv1—e"2E] and is monotonically increasing for
o € [oxV1—e 2% 00). Therefore, the minimum value
of g(og) for 03 € [(ox — VP)y,0x] is attained at
og =oxV1I—e2Rif VP > ox(1 — V1 —e2F) and is
attained at oy = ox — VP if VP < ox(1 — V1 — e 2F),

which, together with the assumption VP > oXe’(RJrRC),
gives
min g(og)
o2 €l(lox—VP)4,0x] X
oke R if YP > (11— e 2R) v e (R¥Re),

=S0% +(ox —VP)? —20x(0x —VP)V1 —e 2R
if Y2 ¢ [e(B+R) 1 — /T —¢—2R),

Next consider the case vV P < JXe*(R“%C). In this case,

dg(o)
T; =oxp(og),

where

20’)((1 — 6_2R)

1= e72R)(0% — (oxe—(RHR) — /P)2)

It can be verified that p(o¢) > 0 if and only if o¢ >
\/O'g((]. — e 2R) 4 (gye~(R+Re) — \/P)2. Moreover, ox —

VP > \/0'%((1 — e72R) 4 (oxe~(B+Re) — \/P)2 if and only
if ‘({—f < v(R,R.), where v(R,R.) is defined in .
Therefore, under the assumption VP < oxe (FtFe) “the
minimum value of g(og) for oo € [(ox — VP)i,0x] is

\/03((1 — e 2R) 4 (oxe~(R+R:) — \/ﬁ)z
if Y2 > y(R,R,) and is attained at 0¢ = ox — VP if
;/—f < v(R, R.), which gives

2 —

plog) =

attained at 0y =

UXE[(UXHEI\I/%)+7UX]9(UX)
o%e 20 4 (crxef(R*RC) \/]3)2
if Y2 € [V(R, Re), e (RHR9),
—{ 0% +(ox —VP)? —20% /(1 — e 2R)
(1~ e R (1 ¢ oo —27F)
if (‘7/—5 < v(R,R.) N e BitEe),
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