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Abstract—A composite source, consisting of multiple
subsources and a memoryless switch, outputs one symbol
at a time from the subsource selected by the switch. If
some data should be encoded more accurately than other
data from an information source, the composite source
model is suitable because in this model different distortion
constraints can be put on the subsources. In this context,
we propose subsource-dependent fidelity criteria for com-
posite sources and use them to formulate a rate-distortion
problem. We solve the problem and obtain a single-
letter expression for the rate-distortion function. Further
rate-distortion analysis characterizes the performance of
classify-then-compress (CTC) coding, which is frequently
used in practice when subsource-dependent fidelity criteria
are considered. Our analysis shows that CTC coding
generally has performance loss relative to optimal coding,
even if the classification is perfect. We also identify the
cause of the performance loss, that is, class labels have to
be reproduced in CTC coding. Last but not least, we show
that the performance loss is negligible for asymptotically
small distortion if CTC coding is appropriately designed
and some mild conditions are satisfied.

Index Terms—Composite source, fidelity criterion, image
processing, label-based code, quantization, rate distortion
theory, source coding, speech processing.

I. INTRODUCTION

IT is a common practice in rate-distortion (RD) theory
[1]–[5] to model an information source as a stochastic

process {Xi}∞i=1. Each random variable Xi is called
a source symbol or just a symbol. Symbols of many
real-world sources can be naturally divided into a few
classes. For example, a pixel in a digital image may
be in the foreground or background [6], and a sample
in a piece of speech signal may belong to a voiced
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Subsource L State S ∈ {1, 2, · · · , L}

Symbol X produced
by Subsource S

Fig. 1. A composite source with L subsources.

phoneme, an unvoiced phoneme, or a period of silence
[7]. Symbols in different classes usually have different
statistical characteristics and are produced by different
physical mechanisms. Thus, it is not unreasonable to
think of them as being produced by different subsources,
as done in the composite source model (see, for example,
[3, Section 6.1]). Besides the subsources, a composite
source contains a conceptual switch, whose position
may vary with time. As shown in Fig. 1, the source
outputs a symbol produced by Subsource S, which is
selected by the switch. We refer to S as the state of the
composite source. A composite source is modeled as a
stochastic process {(Si, Xi)}∞i=1 of state-symbol pairs,
where {Si}∞i=1 take values in a common finite set, say
{1, 2, · · · , L}.

In lossy compression of composite sources, we may
wish to reproduce the symbols from some subsources
more accurately than the symbols from other subsources.
For example, an obscure foreground has a larger impact
on the quality of an image than an obscure background
does. Thus, the distortion constraint on the background
can be loosened when we have to compress the image
into fewer bits. Similarly, a sample of an unvoiced
phoneme is more important than a sample of a silence
period, and therefore the fidelity of the former sample
should be guaranteed first in low-rate coding of speech.
This idea applies to general information sources and
has been implemented in some source coding techniques
such as JPEG, where pixels in regions of interest (ROIs)
are coded with higher quality [8].
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In this paper, we propose a new type of fidelity
criteria, called subsource-dependent fidelity criteria, that
impose different distortion constraints on the subsources.
We study an RD problem based on the criteria and
obtain a single-letter expression for the RD function.
The classical fidelity criterion can be viewed as a special
case of the proposed criteria.

Subsource-dependent fidelity criteria reflect the need
to treat subsources of a composite source differently, and
a technique widely adopted to fulfill the need is classify-
then-compress (CTC) coding, i.e. dividing the source
symbols into a few classes and then compressing the
classes separately. See Section I-A for examples. Here
the idea behind CTC coding is that if most symbols in a
class are produced by the same subsource, then the class
can be compressed according to distortion constraints on
the subsource. In this paper, we fix an arbitrary classifier
and design the coding of the individual classes for good
CTC coding performance. The optimal performance is
characterized by another RD function. Comparison of
the RD functions provides interesting insights, including:

1) CTC coding in general has performance loss rel-
ative to RD-optimal coding, even if the classifica-
tion is perfect;

2) The cause of the performance loss is that class
labels have to be reproduced in CTC coding,
while separate compression of source symbols in
different classes in CTC coding does not cause
performance loss; and

3) The performance loss of CTC coding is negligible
for asymptotically small distortion if the coding is
appropriately designed and some mild conditions
are satisfied.

A difficulty in the analysis of CTC coding is how
to establish a mathematical model for CTC coding,
which we address by using variable-length codes. A key
tool in our proofs is a generalization of the conditional
RD function [9], [10] to subsource-dependent fidelity
criteria, which may be of independent interest.

This paper is organized as follows. In the remaining
part of this section we introduce related works and our
notation. In Section II, we propose subsource-dependent
fidelity criteria and present other definitions that will
be used in the following sections. In Section III, we
present our main results, including coding theorems and
analysis on CTC coding. Section IV outlines the proofs
of the coding theorems and Section V concludes the
paper. Detailed proofs are given in the appendices.

A. Related Works

The first theoretical studies of the lossy compression
problem were by Shannon [1], [2]. Later many variants

of the problem were considered. Many variants involve
some side information, which is usually a correlated
source. For example, if both the encoder and the decoder
know the side information, the problem becomes Gray’s
conditional RD problem [9], [10]. If only the decoder
knows the side information, the problem becomes the
one studied by Wyner and Ziv in [11]. If the side
information is chosen by some adversary, the problem
becomes Berger’s source coding game [3, Section 6.1.2]
[12]. The side information can also influence distortion
measures [13], [14]. Another important variant of the
lossy compression problem is the indirect RD problem
[3, Section 3.5] [15]–[17], where the encoder observes
noisy versions of source symbols instead of source sym-
bols themselves. In our work, the encoder and decoder
cannot observe states of composite sources directly,
which affect how distortion measures are applied to
source symbols.

The composite source model was studied as early
as in [3, Section 6.1], where the state of a composite
source could vary statistically or be controlled by an
adversary. For a composite source with a statistically
varying state, both the encoder and the decoder could
have different knowledge of the switch position, and this
led to different RD functions. Each of the RD functions
was shown to equal the RD function of an appropriately
chosen information source without a state. If the state is
controlled by an adversary, the problem is modeled as
the source coding game.

The composite source model turns out to be very ver-
satile. Firstly, information sources with uncertain statisti-
cal characteristics can be viewed as mixtures of different
sources, i.e. composite sources [3, Section 6.1.2] [12],
[18]. Secondly, some complex information sources can
be decomposed into simpler subsources and regarded as
composite sources to facilitate analysis. For example,
some sources that are neither discrete nor continuous can
be decomposed into discrete and continuous components
so that the behavior of their RD functions at asymptoti-
cally small distortions can be characterized [19], [20].
Sparse sources can be viewed as composite sources
whose subsources tend to output signals with different
magnitudes [21]. A topic beyond our scope here is that
non-ergodic sources can be considered as mixtures of
ergodic ones [22].

The composite source model is also a good model
for many real-world sources such as speech, images,
and videos [7], [23]–[25]. Two classes of composite
source models, i.e. hidden Markov and Gaussian mixture
models [26], have been widely adopted in the analysis
and processing of real-world sources. In our work, each
composite source is assumed to have a finite number of
subsources. As pointed out in [3] and in [22], a gen-



eralized composite source can have uncountably many
subsources, and the state of such a source is a continuous
variable. Generative machine learning models with latent
variables, such as generative adversarial networks [27],
variational autoencoders [28], and diffusion models [29],
can be viewed as generalized composite sources, with
latent variables viewed as source states.

Although RD problems on composite sources have
been studied extensively, existing RD analysis does not
consider the need to treat subsources of a composite
source differently. Such consideration is important to
lossy source coding, and especially to lossy source
coding in semantic communications [30]. In a series
of recent works [31]–[37], inference is made on hidden
states of information sources, which are regarded as the
meaning or semantics of the sources. In our work, states
can represent the importance of the corresponding output
data. By putting subsource-dependent fidelity criteria
on only the important data, we can provide another
interpretation of semantic communications.

CTC coding is widely adopted in situations where
subsource-dependent fidelity criteria are relevant. For
speech signals, almost every successful coder uses dif-
ferent modes for different parts of the signals [23],
[25], [38]. For digital images, the pixels in ROIs, such
as the ROIs in JPEG, comprise a class encoded with
higher quality and the other pixels comprise a class
encoded with lower quality. In remote video analytics
systems, relevant and irrelevant pixels usually have to be
compressed with different quality levels so that the video
transmission bandwidth can be reduced to an acceptable
level (see, for example, [39] and references therein).
CTC coding is also adopted for other purposes. For
example, information sources can be modeled as com-
posite sources with Gaussian subsources. This model
enables designs of robust CTC quantizers with low
computational complexity and variable rates [40]–[42].
In spite of its wide applications, information-theoretical
evaluation of CTC coding based on subsource-dependent
fidelity criteria is absent up to now.

B. Notation

The set of real numbers is denoted by R. For a, b ∈
R ∪ {−∞,∞}, (a : b] denotes the set of integers n
satisfying a < n ≤ b, and (b] denotes a shorthand for
(0 : b]. Similarly, [a : b) denotes the set of integers n
satisfying a ≤ n < b, and [b) denotes a shorthand for
[0 : b). Thus, [1 : ∞) denotes the set of positive integers,
and [∞) denotes the set of non-negative integers. The
infimum of the empty set ∅ is considered as ∞.

For a set J = {i1, i2, · · · , ik} of integers such
that i1 < i2 < · · · < ik, we let xJ denote

the sequence (xi1 , xi2 , · · · , xik). Thus, x(n] is the se-
quence (x1, x2, · · · , xn). This sequence is also written
as {xi}ni=1 or as the boldface letter x. The length of a
sequence x is denoted by |x|. For two sequences x and
y, xy denotes their concatenation. For any set A, the
class of all finite sequences composed of the elements
of A, including the empty sequence, is denoted by A∗.

We write X ↔ Y ↔ Z if X , Y , and Z are random
variables and form a Markov chain. All entropies and
mutual information are in units of bits.

II. DEFINITIONS

A. Subsource-Dependent Fidelity Criteria

Let S, X , and X̂ be sets, and S be finite. Suppose
random pairs (S1, X1), (S2, X2), · · · are independent
and identically distributed (i.i.d.) and take values in
S × X . We refer to {(Si, Xi)}∞i=1 as a memoryless
composite source. For i ∈ [1 : ∞), Xi is an output
symbol and is thought to be produced by Subsource Si.
Let {si}ni=1 ∈ Sn and {xi}ni=1 ∈ Xn be realizations of
{Si}ni=1 and {Xi}ni=1, respectively. Suppose {xi}ni=1 is
reproduced as {x̂i}ni=1 ∈ X̂n.

A classical fidelity criterion requires

1

n

n∑
i=1

d(xi, x̂i) ≤ δ, (1)

where δ ∈ [0,∞) and d is a distortion measure on
X × X̂ , i.e. a function from X × X̂ to [0,∞). For
x ∈ X and x̂ ∈ X̂ , d(x, x̂) is the distortion level of
x̂ as a reproduction of x. The larger d(x, x̂), the lower
the fidelity. Unlike (1), the subsource-dependent fidelity
criterion involves the state sequence s(n] and a subset
S∗ of S, in addition to x(n], x̂(n], d, and δ. We say s(n],
x(n], and x̂(n] meet the fidelity criterion (d,S∗, δ) if∑

i∈(n],si∈S∗

(d(xi, x̂i)− δ) ≤ 0. (2)

When the number m = |{i ∈ (n]|si ∈ S∗}| of terms
satisfying si ∈ S∗ is non-zero, (2) can be written as

1

m

∑
i∈(n],si∈S∗

d(xi, x̂i) ≤ δ, (3)

implying that the average distortion of the symbols from
the subsources in S∗ does not exceed δ. If S∗ = S, the
fidelity criterion (d,S∗, δ) is equivalent to the classical
fidelity criterion. If S∗ ̸= S, the criterion (d,S∗, δ)
measures fidelity of the symbols from the subsources
in S∗.

We will consider a family {(dλ,Sλ, D(λ))}λ∈Λ of
fidelity criteria indexed by a finite set Λ, where for
λ ∈ Λ, dλ is a distortion measure on X × X̂ , Sλ is a
subset of S, and D(λ) ∈ [0,∞) is a distortion level. For



example, we can let Λ = S and Sλ = {λ} for λ ∈ Λ.
Then the fidelity criteria {(dλ,Sλ, D(λ))}λ∈Λ require
that the average distortion of symbols from Subsource s
does not exceed D(s), for all s ∈ S . We can define
{Sλ}λ∈Λ in a more flexible fashion to describe many
other fidelity requirements.

B. Variable-Length Codes and CTC Coding

The number of symbols in a class in CTC coding is
usually random. Hence, we use variable-length codes in
our analysis of CTC coding. We also use variable-length
codes to describe other results for uniformity.

Definition 1: An (X , X̂ )-variable-length code is a pair
(f, φ) of functions f : X ∗ → {0, 1}∗ and φ : {0, 1}∗ →
X̂ ∗ satisfying |φ(f(x))| = |x| for all x ∈ X ∗.

Definition 2: An (X ,X )-variable-length code is re-
ferred to as an X -lossless code if φ(f(x)) = x for all
x ∈ X ∗.

In the (X , X̂ )-variable-length code (f, φ), f describes
how an encoder maps the sequence x of source symbols
to the bit string f(x), and φ describes how a decoder
maps the bit string f(x) to the sequence φ(f(x))
of reproduced symbols. A key requirement is that the
reproduced sequence φ(f(x)) has the same length as
the original sequence x of source symbols.

CTC codes are variable-length codes that accomplish
CTC coding. Before defining CTC codes formally, let us
consider an example of CTC coding. Let L be a positive
integer, U = (L], and c : X → U be a classifier that
assigns the label c(x) to each x ∈ X . Define ui = c(xi)
for i ∈ (n] and J(u) = {i ∈ (n]|ui = u} for u ∈ U . An
encoder encodes u(n] as a bit string b̃ = f̃(u(n]) using
a U-lossless code (f̃ , φ̃). The encoder also encodes the
sequence xJ(u) of the symbols in Class u as a bit string
bu = fu(xJ(u)) using an (X , X̂ )-variable-length code
(fu, φu). The encoder then outputs the concatenated bit
string b̃b1b2 · · · bL. A decoder recovers b̃, b1, b2, · · · ,
bL from the concatenated bit string, reproduces u(n] as
φ̃(b̃), and reproduces xJ(u) as φu(bu) for all u ∈ U .
Because (f̃ , φ̃) is lossless, φ̃(b̃) equals u(n]. The decoder
replaces the u’s in u(n] with φu(bu) for all u ∈ U to get
{x̂i}ni=1 as the reproduced x(n]. The process for L = 2
is shown in Fig. 2. We can see x̂J(u) = φu(fu(xJ(u)))
for u ∈ U .

CTC coding can be implemented in ways different
from that shown in Fig. 2. For example, we can insert a
bit string b̃u before bu to indicate which symbols in x(n]
are in Class u, as shown in Fig. 3. Then the bit string
b̃ representing labels can be omitted. It is not difficult
to think of other implementations of CTC coding. CTC
coding has the following characteristics no matter how
it is implemented:

1) The sequence u(n] of labels can be correctly
recovered from the transmitted bit string; and

2) The classes are compressed separately, that is,
x̂J(u) = φu(fu(xJ(u))) for all x(n] and u.

We use these characteristics to define CTC codes. In
general, the label set U need not be (L], and can be an
arbitrary finite set.

Definition 3: An (X , X̂ )-variable-length code (f, φ)
is referred to as an (X , X̂ ,U , c)-CTC code if there exist
functions ψ : {0, 1}∗ → U∗ and g : X ∗ ×U → X̂ ∗ such
that

1) ψ(f(x(n])) = {c(xi)}ni=1 for all n ∈ [∞) and
{xi}ni=1 ∈ Xn; and

2) If n ∈ [∞) and {x̂i}ni=1 = φ(f({xi}ni=1)), then
x̂J(u) = g(xJ(u), u) for all u ∈ U , where J(u) =
{i ∈ (n]|c(xi) = u}.

For u ∈ U , g(·, u) describes how the symbols in
Class u are encoded and decoded, like φu(fu(·)) in
Fig. 2.

The CTC code illustrated in Fig. 2 can be viewed as
the combination of two codes: One compresses the labels
losslessly, and the other compresses the source symbols
based on their labels. We refer to the latter code as a
label-based code.

Definition 4: An (X , X̂ ,U)-label-based code is a pair
(f, φ) of functions f : X ∗ × U∗ → {0, 1}∗ and φ :
{0, 1}∗ × U∗ → X̂ ∗ satisfying |φ(f(x,u),u)| = n for
all n ∈ [∞), x ∈ Xn, and u ∈ Un.

In Definition 4, we require the original sequence x,
the reproduced sequence φ(f(x,u),u), and the label
sequence u to have the same length, because every
source symbol has a label.

C. RD Functions

Let (S,X) be a random pair such that (S,X),
(S1, X1), (S2, X2), · · · are identically distributed. De-
fine Λ̄ = {λ ∈ Λ|Pr[S ∈ Sλ] > 0}. For an arbitrary
family {D(λ)}λ∈Λ of distortion levels, let

R∗(D) = inf
X̂∈Ξ(D)

I(X; X̂), (4)

RC(D) = inf
X̂∈Ξ(D)

I(X; X̂, c(X)), (5)

and
RG(D) = inf

X̂∈Ξ(D)
I(X; X̂|c(X)), (6)

where Ξ(D) is the set of random variables X̂ satisfying
S ↔ X ↔ X̂ and E[dλ(X, X̂)|S ∈ Sλ] ≤ D(λ)
for all λ ∈ Λ̄. Equation (4) defines the RD function
R∗ of (S,X) for {(dλ,Sλ)}λ∈Λ. Equation (5) defines
the RD function RC of (S,X) for {(dλ,Sλ)}λ∈Λ and
(X , X̂ ,U , c)-CTC codes. Equation (6) defines the RD
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Fig. 2. An example of CTC coding.

b̃1 b1 b̃2 b2 b̃3 b3

Fig. 3. The transmitted bit string in another implementation of CTC
coding with U = (3].

function RG of (S,X) for {(dλ,Sλ)}λ∈Λ given c(X). In
the next section, we will see that R∗, RC, and RG char-
acterize the optimal performance of (X , X̂ )-variable-
length codes, (X , X̂ ,U , c)-CTC codes, and (X , X̂ ,U)-
label-based codes, respectively.

III. MAIN RESULTS

A. Coding Theorems
Fix R ∈ [0,∞) and a family {D(λ)}λ∈Λ of distortion

levels. An (X , X̂ )-variable-length code is said to achieve
(R,D) for (S,X) and {(dλ,Sλ)}λ∈Λ if

lim
n→∞

Pr[(S(n], X(n]) ∈ Fϵ] = 1 (7)

for all ϵ ∈ (0,∞), where Fϵ is the set of (s,x) ∈ S∗ ×
X ∗ such that |f(x)| ≤ |x|R and such that s, x, and
φ(f(x)) meet the fidelity criterion (dλ,Sλ, D(λ) + ϵ)
for all λ ∈ Λ. Define Ui = c(Xi) for i ∈ [1 : ∞). An
(X , X̂ ,U)-label-based code is said to achieve (R,D) for
(S,X) and {(dλ,Sλ)}λ∈Λ given c(X) if

lim
n→∞

Pr[(S(n], X(n], U(n]) ∈ Gϵ] = 1 (8)

for all ϵ ∈ (0,∞), where Gϵ is the set of (s,x,u) ∈
S∗ × X ∗ × U∗ such that |f(x,u)| ≤ |x|R and such
that s, x, and φ(f(x,u),u) meet the fidelity criterion
(dλ,Sλ, D(λ) + ϵ) for all λ ∈ Λ.

The following coding theorems are valid when X
and X̂ are finite. They may be generalized to abstract
sources, but with some additional technical conditions
[3], [43].

Theorem 1: If R > R∗(D), then there exists an
(X , X̂ )-variable-length code (f, φ) achieving (R,D) for
(S,X) and {(dλ,Sλ)}λ∈Λ, and satisfying

lim sup
n→∞

1

n
max
x∈Xn

|f(x)| < R. (9)

Conversely, if an (X , X̂ )-variable-length code (f, φ)
achieves (R,D) for (S,X) and {(dλ,Sλ)}λ∈Λ, then
R ≥ R∗(D).

Theorem 2: If R > RC(D), then there exists an
(X , X̂ ,U , c)-CTC code achieving1 (R,D) for (S,X)
and {(dλ,Sλ)}λ∈Λ. Conversely, if an (X , X̂ )-variable-
length code (f, φ) achieves (R,D) for (S,X) and
{(dλ,Sλ)}λ∈Λ, ψ is a function from {0, 1}∗ to U∗, and
ψ(f(X(n])) = U(n] with probability one for all n ∈ [∞),
then R ≥ RC(D).

Theorem 3: If R > RG(D), then there exist an
(X , X̂ ,U)-label-based code (f, φ) and a function g :
X ∗ × U → X̂ ∗ such that

1) (f, φ) achieves (R,D) for (S,X) and
{(dλ,Sλ)}λ∈Λ given c(X); and

2) If n ∈ [∞) and

{x̂i}ni=1 = φ(f({xi}ni=1, {ui}ni=1), {ui}ni=1),
(10)

then x̂J(u) = g(xJ(u), u) for all u ∈ U , where
J(u) = {i ∈ (n]|ui = u}.

Conversely, if there exists an (X , X̂ ,U)-label-based code
(f, φ) achieving (R,D) for (S,X) and {(dλ,Sλ)}λ∈Λ

given c(X), then R ≥ RG(D).
The theorems say that (X , X̂ )-variable-length codes,

(X , X̂ ,U , c)-CTC codes, and (X , X̂ ,U)-label-based
codes need rates no less than R∗(D), RC(D),
and RG(D), respectively, for the fidelity criteria
{(dλ,Sλ, D(λ))}λ∈Λ. The converse part of Theo-
rem 2 does not need the condition that (f, φ) is an
(X , X̂ ,U , c)-CTC code. It only needs the condition that
class labels U(n] can be correctly recovered from the
transmitted bit string f(X(n]), i.e. the first characteristic
of CTC codes (see the paragraph preceding Definition 3).
Hence, an (X , X̂ ,U , c)-CTC code cannot perform better
even if it is allowed to compress symbols in different
classes jointly. In other words, the performance loss of
CTC coding relative to RD-optimal coding is not due
to separate compression of source symbols in different
classes. The performance loss is because class labels
have to be reproduced in CTC coding. The existence
of the function g in the direct part of Theorem 3 means
that (f, φ) compresses symbols in different classes sep-
arately. Hence, separate compression does not cause
performance loss for label-based codes either.

1This means that (7) holds for all ϵ ∈ (0,∞), because any CTC
code is a variable-length code.



B. Properties of RD Functions

For an arbitrary random variable X̂ , we have

I(X; X̂|c(X)) + I(c(X); X̂) = I(X; X̂), (11)

I(X; X̂) +H(c(X)|X̂) = I(X; X̂, c(X)), (12)

and

I(X; X̂|c(X)) +H(c(X)) = I(X; X̂, c(X)), (13)

leading to the following corollary.
Corollary 1: For every family {D(λ)}λ∈Λ of distor-

tion levels, RG(D) ≤ R∗(D) ≤ RC(D) = RG(D) +
H(c(X)).

The identity RC(D) = RG(D) + H(c(X)) has a
straightforward interpretation that CTC codes need to
compress labels in addition to source symbols.

Corollary 2: Define distortion measures {d̂λ}λ∈Λ̄ on
X × X̂ by

d̂λ(x, x̂) =
Pr[S ∈ Sλ|X = x]

Pr[S ∈ Sλ]
dλ(x, x̂). (14)

Then for every {D(λ)}λ∈Λ,

R∗(D) = inf
X̂∈Ξ̂(D)

I(X; X̂), (15)

where Ξ̂(D) is the set of random variables X̂ satisfying
E[d̂λ(X, X̂)] ≤ D(λ) for all λ ∈ Λ̄.

We can prove Corollary 2 by noting that

E[d̂λ(X, X̂)] = E[dλ(X, X̂)|S ∈ Sλ] (16)

for all λ ∈ Λ̄ and random variables X̂ satisfying
S ↔ X ↔ X̂ . Note that the right-hand side of (15) is the
classical RD function of X for the distortion measures
{d̂λ}λ∈Λ̄. By the monotonicity and convexity of the
right-hand side of (15) with respect to {D(λ)}λ∈Λ, R∗

is non-increasing and convex. If X and X̂ are finite, we
can compute R∗ numerically using the Blahut-Arimoto
algorithm [44], [45].

We can use the total expectation formula to prove the
following corollary.

Corollary 3: Let Λ = S , d be a distortion measure on
X × X̂ , and RO be the classical RD function of X for
d. Suppose dλ = d and Sλ = {λ} for all λ ∈ Λ. Then
for every δ ∈ [0,∞) we have

RO(δ) = inf
D∈A(δ)

R∗(D), (17)

where A(δ) is the set of {D(λ)}λ∈Λ satisfying∑
s∈S

Pr[S = s]D(s) ≤ δ. (18)
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Fig. 4. The relation between RO and R∗ in Example 1. Each curve
shows the relation between D(0) and R∗(D) under the constraint
Pr[S = 0]D(0) + Pr[S = 1]D(1) = δ.

Example 1: Let S = X = X̂ = Λ = {0, 1},[
Pr[S = 0, X = 0] Pr[S = 0, X = 1]
Pr[S = 1, X = 0] Pr[S = 1, X = 1]

]
=

[
0.1 0.4
0.3 0.2

]
,

(19)
S0 = {0}, S1 = {1}, and d0 = d1 = d, where d is the
Hamming distortion measure on X × X̂ defined by

d(x, x̂) =

{
0, x = x̂,

1, x ̸= x̂.
(20)

Fig. 4 shows the relation between RO in Corollary 3 and
R∗. We can see

1) Subject to

Pr[S = 0]D(0) + Pr[S = 1]D(1) = 0.25, (21)

R∗(D) is minimized when D(0) is approximately
0.2;

2) The minimum R∗(D) subject to (21) equals
RO(0.25); and

3) R∗(D) > RO(0.25) when (21) and D(0) = 0.25
hold, i.e. when D(0) = D(1) = 0.25.

Analogous facts can be seen for δ = 0.1 and for δ = 0.4.
The second observation confirms Corollary 3. The third
observation is more interesting. If D(0) = D(1) = 0.25,
then R∗(D) is the minimum rate we need to ensure
that the distortion level of each subsource does not
exceed 0.25. We need the rate RO(0.25) to ensure
that the average distortion of all symbols output by
the composite source does not exceed 0.25. It is not
difficult to understand the fact R∗(D) > RO(0.25): If
the distortion level of each subsource does not exceed
0.25, then the average distortion does not exceed 0.25,
but not vice versa. Hence, fidelity criteria on individual
subsources can be stricter than the classical fidelity
criteria that the average distortion of all symbols does
not exceed a certain distortion level.



Corollary 4: Let Λ̃ = Λ ∪ {λ̃}, where λ̃ ̸∈ Λ. Define
distortion measures {d̃λ}λ∈Λ̃ on X × (X̂ × U) by

d̃λ(x, (x̂, u)) =


dλ(x, x̂), λ ∈ Λ,

0, λ = λ̃, c(x) = u,

1, λ = λ̃, c(x) ̸= u.

(22)

Let S̃λ̃ = S and S̃λ = Sλ for all λ ∈ Λ. Then for every
{D(λ)}λ∈Λ, we have RC(D) = R̃(D̃), where R̃ is the
RD function of (S,X) for {(d̃λ, S̃λ)}λ∈Λ̃, D̃(λ̃) = 0,
and D̃(λ) = D(λ) for all λ ∈ Λ.

We can prove Corollary 4 by noting that

E[d̃λ̃(X, (X̂, U))|S ∈ S̃λ̃] ≤ D̃(λ̃) (23)

is equivalent to Pr[c(X) = U ] = 1. By Corollaries 1, 2,
and 4, R∗, RC, and RG have properties similar to those
of classical RD functions, as shown in the following
corollary.

Corollary 5: The RD functions R∗, RC, and RG are
non-increasing and convex.

The following theorem can be viewed as a general-
ization of a property of the conditional RD function [9],
[10].

Theorem 4: Define Ū = {u ∈ U|Pr[c(X) = u] > 0}.
For u ∈ Ū , let Pu be the conditional distribution of
(S,X) given c(X) = u, and R∗

u be the RD function
defined in Section II-C of a Pu-distributed random pair
for {(dλ,Sλ)}λ∈Λ. Then for every {D(λ)}λ∈Λ,

RG(D) = inf
δ∈∆(D)

∑
u∈Ū

Pr[c(X) = u]R∗
u(δ(·, u)), (24)

where ∆(D) is the set of functions δ : Λ×U → [0,∞)
satisfying∑
u∈Ū

Pr[S ∈ Sλ, c(X) = u]δ(λ, u) ≤ Pr[S ∈ Sλ]D(λ)

(25)
for all λ ∈ Λ.

If Sλ = S for all λ ∈ Λ, then RG is a conditional RD
function and each R∗

u in Theorem 4 is a classical RD
function. Hence, (24) is a generalization of (2.2) in [10]
for subsource-dependent fidelity criteria. Theorem 4 also
provides an approach to numerical computation of RG,
because we can compute R∗

u using the Blahut-Arimoto
algorithm, as pointed out in the discussions following
Corollary 2.

C. CTC Code Where Labels are Compressed by a
Variable-Length Code

We have seen in Section II-B that CTC codes can
have different implementations. Our proofs outlined in
Section IV-B of Theorems 2 and 3 show that CTC codes
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Fig. 5. The RD function R∗ in Example 2.

implemented as in Fig. 2 can have the performance char-
acterized by RC. The implementation shown in Fig. 2,
i.e. the implementation where labels are compressed
by a variable-length code, is hence justified. Now we
illustrate this by showing the relevant steps of the proofs.

Define Ū and {Pu}u∈Ū as in Theorem 4. For
u ∈ Ū , let an (X , X̂ )-variable-length code (fu, φu)
achieves (Ru, δ(·, u)) for a Pu-distributed random pair
and {(dλ,Sλ)}λ∈Λ. Here δ(·, u) denotes distortion lev-
els {δ(λ, u)}λ∈Λ. Then we can combine the codes
{(fu, φu)}u∈Ū and a variable-length code that losslessly
compresses class labels in the way shown in Fig. 2 to
get an (X , X̂ ,U , c)-CTC code (f, φ). By Lemmas 2,
3, and 4 stated in Section IV-B, the rate of (f, φ) is
approximately

H(c(X)) +
∑
u∈Ū

Pr[c(X) = u]Ru, (26)

and for λ ∈ Λ̄, the distortion level of (f, φ) correspond-
ing to dλ and Sλ is approximately∑

u∈Ū

Pr[c(X) = u|S ∈ Sλ]δ(λ, u). (27)

For a family {D(λ)}λ∈Λ of distortion levels, we
should choose such δ and {Ru}u∈Ū that the approximate
distortion level (27) does not exceed D(λ) for any
λ and that Ru = R∗

u(δ(·, u)) for all u ∈ Ū . By
RC(D) = RG(D) + H(c(X)) and Theorem 4, the
minimum rate (26) for δ so chosen is RC(D). Hence
CTC codes where labels are compressed by a variable-
length code can have the performance characterized by
RC. The performance of other implementations of CTC
codes is left for future research.

D. A Case with Perfect Classification

In this section, we study a case where the classifica-
tion is perfect in that S ∈ Sλ is equivalent to c(X) = λ
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with probability one for all λ ∈ Λ. Of course, this is
possible only if all λ ∈ Λ satisfying Pr[S ∈ Sλ] > 0 are
chosen as labels. Insights into connections between CTC
codes and general variable-length codes will be gained
in the following theorem and example.

Theorem 5: For λ ∈ Λ̄, let Qλ be the distribution of X
given the condition S ∈ Sλ and R(λ) be the RD function
of a Qλ-distributed random variable for dλ. Fix a family
{D(λ)}λ∈Λ of distortion levels. If S ∈ Sλ is equivalent
to c(X) = λ with probability one for all λ ∈ Λ, then

RG(D) =
∑
λ∈Λ̄

Pr[S ∈ Sλ]R
(λ)(D(λ)). (28)

If we have |Λ̄| = 1 in addition, then RG(D) = R∗(D).
The meaning of (28) is as follows. For λ ∈ Λ̄,

the symbols from the subsources in Sλ account for
approximately Pr[S ∈ Sλ] of all the source symbols, and
consequently we need a rate of Pr[S ∈ Sλ]R

(λ)(D(λ))
to describe them.

Example 2: Let S = X = X̂ = {0, 1, 2, 3}, S be
uniformly distributed over S, S = X with probability
one, Λ = U = {0, 1}, S0 = {0, 1}, S1 = {2, 3}, c(0) =
c(1) = 0, c(2) = c(3) = 1, and

d0(x, x̂) = d1(x, x̂) =

{
0, x = x̂,

1, x ̸= x̂,
(29)

for all x ∈ X and x̂ ∈ X̂ . The RD function R∗ and the
gap RC −R∗ are shown in Figs. 5 and 6, respectively.

From (11), (12), and Example 2 we can see RG(D) <
R∗(D) < RC(D) unless certain conditions are satisfied.
This is true even if the classification is perfect. The
strict inequality RG(D) < R∗(D) can be understood
by observing that the encoder not only needs to de-
scribe source symbols in each class to the decoder,
but also needs to inform the decoder the labels of the
symbols. On the other hand, R∗(D) < RC(D) =
RG(D) + H(c(X)) show that compressing the labels

using a lossless code with the rate H(c(X)) is usually
a suboptimal way to do this. In the extreme case of
|Λ̄| = 1, R∗(D) even equals RG(D). The differences
between the reproduced symbols from different classes
may be utilized to reduce the additional rate required by
label compression. In conclusion, CTC coding can be
suboptimal even if the classification is perfect.

E. Comparison of RD Functions

In this section, we will show that the performance
loss RC(D) − R∗(D) is small under mild conditions.
Equation (12) leads to the following corollary.

Corollary 6: Fix µ ∈ Λ and a family {D(λ)}λ∈Λ of
distortion levels. Let D(µ) > 0. For δ ∈ [0,∞) and
λ ∈ Λ, let

Dδ(λ) =

{
δ, λ = µ,

D(λ), λ ̸= µ.
(30)

If there exists a family {X̂δ}δ∈(0,D(µ)) of random vari-
ables such that

1) X̂δ ∈ Ξ(Dδ) for all δ ∈ (0, D(µ)); and
2) I(X; X̂δ) − R∗(Dδ) and H(c(X)|X̂δ) tend to 0

as (0, D(µ)) ∋ δ → 0;
then RC(Dδ)−R∗(Dδ) → 0 as (0, D(µ)) ∋ δ → 0.

As δ → 0, Dδ(µ) tends to zero while the other
distortion levels in {Dδ(λ)}λ∈Λ remain fixed. Hence
under the conditions in Corollary 6, the performance loss
RC−R∗ is negligible for asymptotically small distortion.

The cases where the conditions in Corollary 6 are
satisfied are not rare. For example, we can let X = X̂
and let dµ be a distortion measure that characterizes
the closeness or similarity between source symbols and
their reproductions, such as the Hamming distortion
measure or the squared-error distortion measure. For
such a dµ and some common classifier c, a sufficiently
small dµ(x, x̂) means that x and x̂ tend to have the
same label. For δ ∈ (0, D(µ)), we let X̂δ be a random
variable in Ξ(Dδ) satisfying I(X; X̂δ) < R∗(Dδ) + δ.
Further assume that the support set of X equals the
conditional support set of X given S ∈ Sµ. Then
for sufficiently small δ, E[dµ(X, X̂δ)] is small, and
consequently c(X) = c(X̂δ) with a high probability.
Hence for sufficiently small δ, H(c(X)|X̂δ) is small,
and by Corollary 6, we can expect RC(Dδ) − R∗(Dδ)
to be small.

If D(λ) is sufficiently large for all λ ∈ Λ, then
RG(D) = R∗(D) = 0. Therefore, R∗(D) can be
close to RG(D) for D having large values and can
be close to RC(D) for D having small values. Or
equivalently, the performance loss RC(D) − R∗(D) of
optimal CTC codes is close to 0 for D having small
values and is close to H(c(X)) for D having large



0.00 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10
D(0)

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10
D

(1
)

R*(D)

0.010.400.80

1.20

1.60

2.002.40

Fig. 7. The RD function R∗ in Example 3.

values. This can be understood by observing that lossless
compression of labels needs a rate of H(c(X)), and that
CTC codes need to compress the labels losslessly even
if D(λ) is large. For D having medium values, we have
0 < RC(D) − R∗(D) < H(c(X)) by the continuity
of R∗ and RC, which follows from Corollary 5. The
performance loss RC(D)−R∗(D) is small if the number
|U| of classes is small.

Example 3: Let S be uniformly distributed over S =
{0, 1}, X = X̂ = {n/256+1/512|n ∈ [256)}, Λ = U =
{0, 1}, S0 = {0}, S1 = {1}, and d0(x, x̂) = d1(x, x̂) =
(x − x̂)2 for all x ∈ X and x̂ ∈ X̂ . Define an 8-bit
quantizer Q : R → X by

Q(y) =


1/512, y < 1/256,
⌊256y⌋
256

+
1

512
,

1

256
≤ y <

255

256
,

511/512, 255/256 ≤ y.

(31)

Let a random variable Y have the conditional distribu-
tion N (0.3, 0.04) given S = 0, and have the condi-
tional distribution N (0.7, 0.04) given S = 1. Suppose
X = Q(Y ) with probability one. A reasonable classifier
c assigns label 0 to every x < 1/2, and assigns label
1 to every x ≥ 1/2. The RD function R∗ is shown
in Fig. 7. Fig. 8 shows the gap between R∗ and RC.
The performance loss RC(D) − R∗(D) is close to
1 = H(c(X)) when D(0) and D(1) are sufficiently large
and is close to 0 when D(0) or D(1) are close to 0. This
confirms Corollary 6 and the discussions following it.

IV. PROOF SKETCHES OF CODING THEOREMS

A. Theorem 1

A key step in the proof is to define functions
{dλ,δ}λ∈Λ,δ∈R from X × X̂ × S to R by

dλ,δ(x, x̂, s) =

{
dλ(x, x̂), s ∈ Sλ,

δ, s ̸∈ Sλ.
(32)
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For λ ∈ Λ and δ ∈ [0,∞), dλ,δ can be interpreted as a
distortion measure on X×X̂ dependent on s. For λ ∈ Λ,
δ ∈ [0,∞), n ∈ [1 : ∞), {si}ni=1 ∈ Sn, {xi}ni=1 ∈ Xn,
and {x̂i}ni=1 ∈ X̂n, we can verify that

1

n

n∑
i=1

dλ,δ(xi, x̂i, si) ≤ δ (33)

is a sufficient and necessary condition for s(n], x(n],
and x̂(n] to meet the fidelity criterion (dλ,Sλ, δ).
The inequality (33) means that the average of all
dλ(xi, x̂i) satisfying si ∈ Sλ does not exceed δ, because
dλ,δ(xi, x̂i, si) = δ whenever si ̸∈ Sλ. Thus, the
problem is reduced to an RD problem where the distor-
tion measures are influenced by some side information
unknown to both the encoder and the decoder [13], [14].
In spite of the difference that the distortion measures
depend on the distortion level δ, Theorem 1 can be
proved using existing results [14] and the following
corollary of the definition of Ξ(D).

Corollary 7: Define dλ,δ : X × X̂ × S → R by
(32) for λ ∈ Λ and δ ∈ R. Let {D(λ)}λ∈Λ be a
family of distortion levels. Then Ξ(D) equals the set
of random variables X̂ satisfying S ↔ X ↔ X̂ and
E[dλ,D(λ)(X, X̂, S)] ≤ D(λ) for all λ ∈ Λ.

Since the existing results are on block codes, we still
need to adapt them for variable-length codes. From a
sequence of block codes, a variable-length code with
almost the same rate can be constructed using the
compound representation of positive integers [46]. The
compound representation of j ∈ [1 : ∞) is the bit string
γ(j) obtained by

1) Writing j in the binary form 1b⌊log2(j)⌋−1 · · · b1b0;
2) Inserting a 1 after b0 and 0’s after all the other

bits in the binary form; and
3) Dropping the leading 1 to get the bit string γ(j).



For example, the binary form of 5 is 101, and so γ(5) =
00011. It is known [46] that

|γ(j)| = 1 + 2⌊log2(j)⌋ ≤ 1 + 2 log2(j) (34)

for j ∈ [1 : ∞), and that γ is prefix-free, that is, γ(i) is
not a prefix of γ(j) for all i, j ∈ [1 : ∞) when i ̸= j.
The following lemma shows properties of so constructed
variable-length codes.

Lemma 1: For n ∈ [1 : ∞), let Mn ∈ [1 : ∞), fn
be a function from Xn to (Mn], and φn be a function
from (Mn] to X̂n. If R ∈ R and Mn ≤ 2nR for all
n ∈ [1 : ∞), then there exists an (X , X̂ )-variable-length
code (f, φ) satisfying

lim sup
n→∞

1

n
max
x∈Xn

|f(x)| ≤ R (35)

and φ(f(x)) = φ|x|(f|x|(x)) for all non-empty strings
x ∈ X ∗.

The complete proof of Theorem 1 is given in Ap-
pendix D.

B. Theorems 2 and 3

We prove the converse part of Theorem 2 using
Theorem 1 and Corollary 4. By assumption, the labels of
the source symbols can be correctly recovered from the
transmitted bit string f(X(n]) in the code (f, φ). Hence
we can use (f, φ) to construct an (X , X̂ × U)-variable-
length code (f, φ̃) that achieves (R, D̃) for (S,X) and
{(d̃λ, S̃λ)}λ∈Λ̃, where D̃, d̃λ, and S̃λ are defined in
Corollary 4. By Theorem 1 we have R ≥ R̃(D̃), i.e.
R ≥ RC(D).

It is not difficult to prove the direct part of Theorem 3.
We have shown in Section IV-A how the subsource-
dependent fidelity criteria can be converted to fidelity
criteria considered in [13] and [14]. The conversion
can be used here to reduce the problem to an RD
problem with the side information expressed as two
random variables: S unknown to both the encoder and
the decoder, and c(X) known by both the encoder and
the decoder. Then we can use existing results [9], [14]
to show that the lowest achievable rate is RG(D).

We will go into more detail about an alternative proof
of the direct part of Theorem 3 that also serves as a
foundation of the analysis in Section III-C. This proof
explicitly constructs a variable-length code for each class
u ∈ U and then combines the variable-length codes to
form the desired label-based code. The proof uses the
following lemmas.

Lemma 2: Let n ∈ [1 : ∞), u ∈ U , Pu be the
conditional distribution of (S,X) given c(X) = u, and
J be the random set {i ∈ (n]|c(Xi) = u}. Define
random pairs {(Ti, Yi)}∞i=1 such that

1) For every i ∈ [1 : ∞), (Ti, Yi) has the distribution
Pu and is independent of c(Xi); and

2) {(Ti, Yi, c(Xi))}∞i=1 is an i.i.d. process.
Then (SJ , XJ) and (TJ , YJ) are identically distributed.

Lemma 3: Let {Yi}∞i=1 be a sequence of i.i.d. random
variables taking values in a set Y . For n ∈ [1 : ∞),
let J(n) be a random subset of a finite subset of
[1 : ∞) and let J(n) be independent of {Yi}∞i=1. If
limn→∞ Pr[|J(n)| > k] = 1 for all k ∈ [1 : ∞),
G ⊆ Y∗, and limk→∞ Pr[Y(k] ∈ G] = 1, then
limn→∞ Pr[YJ(n) ∈ G] = 1.

Lemma 4: Let d be a distortion measure on X × X̂ ,
S∗ be a subset of S, δ ∈ [0,∞), {si}ni=1 ∈ Sn,
{xi}ni=1 ∈ Xn, {x̂i}ni=1 ∈ X̂n, J∗ = {i ∈ (n]|si ∈ S∗},
and {J(u)}u∈U be a partition of (n]. If sJ(u), xJ(u), and
x̂J(u) meet the fidelity criterion (d,S∗, δu) for all u ∈ U ,
and

∑
u∈U |J(u) ∩ J∗|δu ≤ |J∗|δ, then s(n], x(n], and

x̂(n] meet the fidelity criterion (d,S∗, δ). If sJ(u), xJ(u),
and x̂J(u) do not meet the fidelity criterion (d,S∗, δu)
for any u ∈ U , and

∑
u∈U |J(u) ∩ J∗|δu ≥ |J∗|δ, then

s(n], x(n], and x̂(n] do not meet the fidelity criterion
(d,S∗, δ).

We omit the proofs of the lemmas because they are
straightforward. Lemma 2 characterizes the distributions
of the symbols in the classes. Lemma 3 helps us deal
with the nuance that the number of the source symbols
in a class is random. We use Lemma 4 to calculate the
distortion levels {D(λ)}λ∈Λ of the constructed label-
based code. The direct part of Theorem 3 is proved by
showing that the rate of the label-based code is close to
RG(D).

Finally, the converse part of Theorem 3 follows from
that of Theorem 2, and the direct part of Theorem 2 fol-
lows from that of Theorem 3. The reason is that we can
get an (X , X̂ ,U , c)-CTC code by assembling the label-
based code (f, φ) in the direct part of Theorem 3 and
a code that compresses class labels losslessly. Formally,
we have the following lemma.

Lemma 5: If (f1, φ1) is an (X , X̂ ,U)-label-based
code, R1 ∈ [0,∞), and

lim
n→∞

Pr[|f1(X(n], U(n])| ≤ nR1] = 1, (36)

then there exist an (X , X̂ )-variable-length code (f2, φ2)
and a function ψ : {0, 1}∗ → U∗ such that

1) For every R2 > R1 +H(c(X)),

lim
n→∞

Pr[|f2(X(n])| ≤ nR2] = 1; (37)

and
2) If n ∈ [∞), {xi}ni=1 ∈ Xn, and ui = c(xi) for all

i ∈ (n], then ψ(f2(x(n])) = u(n] and

φ2(f2(x(n])) = φ1(f1(x(n], u(n]), u(n]). (38)



The complete proofs of Theorems 2 and 3 are given
in Appendix E.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have proposed subsource-dependent
fidelity criteria for composite sources and solved RD
problems based on these criteria. The criteria and hence
the results in the paper are useful in situations where
some data from an information source should be encoded
more accurately than other data from the source. CTC
coding is widely used in such situations. It is found in
this paper that CTC coding in general has performance
loss relative to RD-optimal coding, even if the classifica-
tion is perfect. On the other hand, the performance loss
is small for appropriately designed CTC codes. How to
design practical CTC codes is left for future research.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF THEOREM 4

We can verify the following lemmas about Markov
chains, and will use them in the proof.

Lemma 6: Suppose V , Y , and Z are random variables,
B is a set, and Pr[Y ∈ B] > 0. Let (Ṽ , Ỹ , Z̃) ∼ P̃ ,
where P̃ is the conditional distribution of (V, Y, Z) given
Y ∈ B. If V ↔ Y ↔ Z, then Ṽ ↔ Ỹ ↔ Z̃.

Lemma 7: Let Q be a finite set, and Vq , Yq , and Zq

be random variables for every q ∈ Q. Let a random
variable Q take values in Q and be independent of
{(Vq, Yq, Zq)}q∈Q. If the support sets of {Yq}q∈Q are
disjoint, and Vq ↔ Yq ↔ Zq for all q ∈ Q, then
VQ ↔ YQ ↔ ZQ.

Define functions {χλ}λ∈Λ from Λ to {0, 1} by

χλ(s) =

{
1, s ∈ Sλ,

0, s ̸∈ Sλ.
(39)

Then Ξ(D) defined in Section II-C equals the set of
random variables X̂ satisfying S ↔ X ↔ X̂ and

E[χλ(S)dλ(X, X̂)] ≤ Pr[S ∈ Sλ]D(λ) (40)

for all λ ∈ Λ. To prove (24), we firstly prove that for
every X̂ ∈ Ξ(D), I(X; X̂|c(X)) is no less than the
right-hand side of (24). We then prove that

RG(D) ≤
∑
u∈Ū

Pr[c(X) = u]R∗
u(δ(·, u)) + ϵ (41)

for all δ ∈ ∆(D) and ϵ ∈ (0,∞).
Let X̂ ∈ Ξ(D). For u ∈ Ū , let Qu be the conditional

distribution of (S,X, X̂) given c(X) = u, and define
a random tuple (Tu, Yu, Ŷu) independent of c(X) and
having the distribution Qu. Then we have

I(X; X̂|c(X)) =
∑
u∈Ū

Pr[c(X) = u]I(Yu; Ŷu) (42)

and the total expectation formula

E[χλ(S)dλ(X, X̂)]

=
∑
u∈Ū

Pr[c(X) = u]E[χλ(Tu)dλ(Yu, Ŷu)] (43)

for all λ ∈ Λ. For u ∈ Ū , we have Tu ↔ Yu ↔ Ŷu by
Lemma 6. There exists a function δ : Λ × U → [0,∞)
satisfying

E[χλ(Tu)dλ(Yu, Ŷu)] = Pr[Tu ∈ Sλ]δ(λ, u) (44)

for all λ ∈ Λ and u ∈ Ū : Note that (44) holds true even
when Pr[Tu ∈ Sλ] = 0, because the left-hand side of
(44) is zero in such a case. Hence

I(Yu; Ŷu) ≥ R∗
u(δ(·, u)) (45)

for all u ∈ Ū . We can see δ ∈ ∆(D) from (40), (43),
and (44). By (42), (45), and δ ∈ ∆(D), we conclude
that I(X; X̂|c(X)) is no less than the right-hand side of
(24).

Let δ ∈ ∆(D) and ϵ ∈ (0,∞). Since (41) is apparent
if R∗

u(δ(·, u)) = ∞ for some u ∈ Ū , we assume
R∗

u(δ(·, u)) < ∞ for all u ∈ Ū . Define a random pair
(Tu, Yu) ∼ Pu for every u ∈ Ū . There exist random
variables {Ŷu}u∈Ū satisfying Tu ↔ Yu ↔ Ŷu,

E[χλ(Tu)dλ(Yu, Ŷu)] ≤ Pr[Tu ∈ Sλ]δ(λ, u), (46)

and
I(Yu; Ŷu) < R∗

u(δ(·, u)) + ϵ (47)

for all λ ∈ Λ and u ∈ Ū . Further define a random
variable U independent of {(Tu, Yu, Ŷu)}u∈Ū and let U
and c(X) be identically distributed. It is not difficult to
verify that (S,X, c(X)) and (TU , YU , U) are identically
distributed. Consequently, we can define a random vari-
able X̂ such that (S,X, c(X), X̂) and (TU , YU , U, ŶU )
are identically distributed. Then (42) still holds, and (43)
still holds for all λ ∈ Λ. For λ ∈ Λ, (43), (46), and (25)
imply (40). By Lemma 7 we have TU ↔ YU ↔ ŶU ,
which implies S ↔ X ↔ X̂ . Therefore,

RG(D) ≤ I(X; X̂|c(X)). (48)

The inequality (41) follows from (42), (47), and (48).
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We use Theorem 4 to prove (28). Define Ū , {Pu}u∈Ū ,
{R∗

u}u∈Ū , and ∆(D) as in Theorem 4. We can see ∆(D)
is the set of functions δ : Λ×U → [0,∞) satisfying (25)
for all λ ∈ Λ̄. We have Λ∩Ū = Λ̄ because c(X) = λ is
equivalent to S ∈ Sλ with probability one for all λ ∈ Λ.
For δ : Λ × U → [0,∞) and λ ∈ Λ̄, (25) is equivalent
to δ(λ, λ) ≤ D(λ).



Fix u ∈ Ū and D̃ : Λ → [0,∞). Define a random pair
(T, Y ) ∼ Pu and a set Λ̃ = {λ ∈ Λ|Pr[T ∈ Sλ] > 0}.
Then

R∗
u(D̃) = inf

Ŷ ∈Ξ̃(D̃)
I(Y ; Ŷ ), (49)

where Ξ̃(D̃) is the set of random variables Ŷ satisfying
T ↔ Y ↔ Ŷ and E[dλ(Y, Ŷ )|T ∈ Sλ] ≤ D̃(λ) for all
λ ∈ Λ̃. Also note

Pr[T ∈ Sλ] = Pr[c(X) = λ|c(X) = u] (50)

=

{
1, λ = u,

0, λ ̸= u
(51)

for λ ∈ Λ. If u ∈ Λ̄, then Y ∼ Qu, Pr[T ∈ Su] = 1,
Λ̃ = {u}, and consequently Ξ̃(D̃) is the set of random
variables Ŷ satisfying T ↔ Y ↔ Ŷ and E[du(Y, Ŷ )] ≤
D̃(u). If u ̸∈ Λ̄, then u ̸∈ Λ, Λ̃ = ∅, and consequently
Ξ̃(D̃) is the set of random variables Ŷ satisfying T ↔
Y ↔ Ŷ . Hence R∗

u(D̃) = R(u)(D̃(u)) if u ∈ Λ̄, and
R∗

u(D̃) = 0 otherwise.
Therefore,

RG(D) = inf
δ∈∆(D)

∑
u∈Λ̄

Pr[c(X) = u]R(u)(δ(u, u)),

(52)
and ∆(D) is the set of functions δ : Λ × U → [0,∞)
satisfying δ(λ, λ) ≤ D(λ) for all λ ∈ Λ̄. This proves
(28).

Now suppose Λ̄ has only one element λ. Fix ϵ ∈
(0,∞). Then there exists a random variable X̂ satisfying
S ↔ X ↔ X̂ ,

E[dλ(X, X̂)|S ∈ Sλ] ≤ D(λ), (53)

and
RG(D) + ϵ > I(X; X̂|c(X)). (54)

Let P̂ be the conditional distribution of X̂ given c(X) =
λ. Let a random variable Ŷ have the distribution P̂
and be independent of (S,X, X̂). Let a random variable
Z equals X̂ when c(X) = λ, and equals Ŷ when
c(X) ̸= λ. We will show Z ∈ Ξ(D), which implies an
upper bound for R∗(D). Subtracting I(S;X) from both
sides of the data processing inequality I(S;X, X̂, Ŷ ) ≥
I(S;X,Z), we get

I(S; X̂|X) + I(S; Ŷ |X, X̂) ≥ I(S;Z|X). (55)

By the chain rule for mutual information,

I(S,X, X̂; Ŷ ) = I(X, X̂; Ŷ ) + I(S; Ŷ |X, X̂). (56)

By (55), (56), and the fact

I(S; X̂|X) = I(S,X, X̂; Ŷ ) = I(X, X̂; Ŷ ) = 0, (57)

we have S ↔ X ↔ Z. Also note (53) and

E[dλ(X,Z)|S ∈ Sλ] = E[dλ(X, X̂)|S ∈ Sλ]. (58)

By definition, we have Z ∈ Ξ(D), which implies

R∗(D) ≤ I(X;Z). (59)

The data processing inequality I(X; X̂, Ŷ , c(X)) ≥
I(X;Z, c(X)), the chain rule for mutual information,
I(X; Ŷ ) = 0, and I(X; X̂, c(X)|Ŷ ) = I(X; X̂, c(X))
lead to

I(X; X̂, c(X)) ≥ I(X;Z, c(X)). (60)

Subtracting I(X; c(X)) from (60), we get

I(X; X̂|c(X)) ≥ I(X;Z|c(X)). (61)

For u ∈ Ū , Z has the conditional distribution P̂
given c(X) = u, no matter u = λ or not. Hence
c(X) and Z are independent. Since I(c(X);Z) = 0,
I(c(X);Z|X) = 0, and I(X;Z|c(X)) + I(c(X);Z) =
I(X;Z) + I(c(X);Z|X), we have

I(X;Z|c(X)) = I(X;Z). (62)

The inequality (54), (59), (61), and (62) lead to RG(D)+
ϵ > R∗(D). Since ϵ can be an arbitrary number in
(0,∞), we have proved RG(D) ≥ R∗(D).

Therefore, RG(D) = R∗(D) if |Λ̄| = 1.

APPENDIX C
PROOFS OF LEMMAS

A. Lemma 1

For n ∈ [1 : ∞), since Mn ≤ 2⌈nR⌉, there exist func-
tions αn : (Mn] → {0, 1}⌈nR⌉ and βn : {0, 1}⌈nR⌉ →
(Mn] satisfying βn(αn(m)) = m for all m ∈ (Mn].
Define f : X ∗ → {0, 1}∗ by

f(x) =

{
the empty string, |x| = 0,

γ(|x|)α|x|(f|x|(x)), |x| > 0,
(63)

where γ(|x|) is the compound representation of |x|
(see Section IV-A). Since γ is prefix-free, there exists
a function φ : {0, 1}∗ → X̂ ∗ that maps the empty string
to the empty string and satisfies φ(γ(n)b) = φn(βn(b))
for all n ∈ [1 : ∞) and b ∈ {0, 1}⌈nR⌉. We can
see φ(f(x)) = φ|x|(f|x|(x)) for all non-empty strings
x ∈ X ∗. Also note that φ(f(the empty string)) is the
empty string. Therefore, (f, φ) is an (X , X̂ )-variable-
length code. For n ∈ [1 : ∞) and x ∈ Xn, we have
|γ(n)| ≤ 1 + 2 log2(n), |αn(fn(x))| < nR + 1, and
consequently |f(x)| < 2+ 2 log2(n) + nR. This proves
(35).



B. Lemma 5

By basic information theory results, there exists a U-
lossless code (fL, φL) such that

lim
n→∞

Pr[|fL(U(n])| ≤ nRL] = 1 (64)

for all RL > H(c(X)). For n ∈ [∞) and {xi}ni=1 ∈ Xn,
let

f2(x(n]) = γ(|fL(u(n])|+ 1)fL(u(n])f1(x(n], u(n]),
(65)

where γ denotes the compound representation intro-
duced in Section IV-A, and ui = c(xi) for all i ∈ (n].
Define φ2 : {0, 1}∗ → X̂ ∗ and ψ : {0, 1}∗ → U∗ such
that

φ2(γ(l + 1)b(m]) = φ1(b(l:m], φL(b(l])) (66)

and ψ(γ(l+1)b(m]) = φL(b(l]) hold for all l ∈ [∞), m ∈
[l : ∞), and {bi}mi=1 ∈ {0, 1}m. This is possible because
γ is prefix-free. If n ∈ [∞), {xi}ni=1 ∈ Xn, and ui =
c(xi) for all i ∈ (n], then we can verify ψ(f2(x(n])) =
u(n] and (38).

Fix R2 > R1 + H(c(X)). Then there exists a value
RL satisfying RL > H(c(X)) and R1 + RL < R2.
Equation (37) follows from (34), (36), (64), (65), and
R1 +RL < R2.

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF THEOREM 1

A. Direct Part

Let R > R∗(D). Define functions {dλ,δ}λ∈Λ,δ∈R by
(32).

By Proposition 1 in [14] and Corollary 7, there exist
sequences {Mn}∞n=1, {fn}∞n=1, and {φn}∞n=1 such that

1) For every n ∈ [1 : ∞), Mn ≤ 2nR
∗(D) is a

positive integer, fn is a function from Xn to (Mn],
and φn is a function from (Mn] to X̂n; and

2) For every λ ∈ Λ and ϵ ∈ (0,∞), the probability
that

1

n

n∑
i=1

dλ,D(λ)(Xi, X̂n,i, Si) ≤ D(λ) + ϵ (67)

tends to 1 as n → ∞, where X̂n,i is defined by
{X̂n,i}ni=1 = φn(fn(X(n])).

By Lemma 1, there exists an (X , X̂ )-variable-length
code (f, φ) satisfying (9) and φ(f(x)) = φ|x|(f|x|(x))
for all non-empty strings x ∈ X ∗. Hence there exists
n1 ∈ [1 : ∞) such that |f(x)| ≤ nR for all integers
n > n1 and x ∈ Xn. We then have

lim
n→∞

Pr[|f(X(n])| ≤ nR] = 1. (68)

We now analyze the distortion of (f, φ). Fix λ ∈ Λ̄
and ϵ ∈ (0,∞). Since Pr[S ∈ Sλ] > 0, the probability
that

1

n

n∑
i=1

dλ,D(λ)(Xi, X̂n,i, Si) ≤ D(λ) +
ϵ

2
Pr[S ∈ Sλ]

(69)
tends to 1 as n→ ∞. Define a function χλ : S → {0, 1}
by (39). Then

dλ,D(λ)+ϵ(Xi, X̂n,i, Si) = dλ,D(λ)(Xi, X̂n,i, Si)

+ ϵ− ϵχλ(Si) (70)

with probability one for all integers n and i satisfying
0 < i ≤ n. By the law of large numbers, the probability
that

1

n

n∑
i=1

χλ(Si) ≥
1

2
Pr[S ∈ Sλ] (71)

tends to 1 as n→ ∞. If (70) holds for all i ∈ (n] with
n ∈ [1 : ∞), (69) holds, and (71) holds, then we have

1

n

n∑
i=1

dλ,D(λ)+ϵ(Xi, X̂n,i, Si) ≤ D(λ) + ϵ, (72)

which implies that S(n], X(n], and φ(f(X(n])) meet
the fidelity criterion (dλ,Sλ, D(λ) + ϵ). Therefore, the
probability with which S(n], X(n], and φ(f(X(n])) meet
the fidelity criterion (dλ,Sλ, D(λ) + ϵ) tends to 1 as
n→ ∞.

For λ ∈ Λ \ Λ̄, ϵ ∈ (0,∞), and n ∈ [1 : ∞),
because Si ̸∈ Sλ with probability one for all i ∈ (n],
the probability with which S(n], X(n], and φ(f(X(n]))
meet the fidelity criterion (dλ,Sλ, D(λ) + ϵ) is 1. In
conclusion, this probability tends to 1 as n→ ∞ for all
λ ∈ Λ and ϵ ∈ (0,∞). This fact and (68) lead to the
conclusion that (f, φ) achieves (R,D) for (S,X) and
{(dλ,Sλ)}λ∈Λ.

B. Converse Part

Suppose an (X , X̂ )-variable-length code (f, φ)
achieves (R,D) for (S,X) and {(dλ,Sλ)}λ∈Λ.

We firstly fix an arbitrary n ∈ [1 : ∞) and define a
block code. Let Mn be the number of the bit strings in
f(Xn) whose length does not exceed nR. There exists
functions fn : Xn → (Mn] and φn : (Mn] → X̂n

such that for every x ∈ Xn, if |f(x)| ≤ nR, then
φn(fn(x)) = φ(f(x)). Since

Mn ≤
⌊nR⌋∑
l=0

2l = 2⌊nR⌋+1 − 1 ≤ 2nR+1, (73)

the rate log2(Mn)/n of the block code (fn, φn) does
not exceed R+ 1/n.



Now we analyze the distortion of the block codes.
Fix λ ∈ Λ and ϵ ∈ (0,∞). For n ∈ [1 : ∞), define the
following sets:

• Fn — the set of (s,x) ∈ Sn × Xn such that
s, x, and φ(f(x)) meet the fidelity criterion
(dλ,Sλ, D(λ) + ϵ); and

• Gn — the set of ({si}ni=1, {xi}ni=1) ∈ Sn × Xn

such that {x̂i}ni=1 = φn(fn(x(n])) satisfies

1

n

n∑
i=1

dλ,D(λ)(xi, x̂i, si) ≤ D(λ) + ϵ. (74)

For n ∈ [1 : ∞) and ({si}ni=1, {xi}ni=1), if (s(n], x(n]) ∈
Fn, |f(x(n])| ≤ nR, and {x̂i}ni=1 = φn(fn(x(n])), then
we have {x̂i}ni=1 = φ(f(x(n])),

1

n

n∑
i=1

dλ,D(λ)+ϵ(xi, x̂i, si) ≤ D(λ) + ϵ, (75)

and consequently (s(n], x(n]) ∈ Gn by the discussions
in Section IV-A and the fact that

dλ,D(λ)(x, x̂, s) ≤ dλ,D(λ)+ϵ(x, x̂, s) (76)

for all x ∈ X , x̂ ∈ X̂ , and s ∈ S. Hence for n ∈ [1 : ∞),
we have (S(n], X(n]) ∈ Gn whenever (S(n], X(n]) ∈ Fn

and |f(X(n])| ≤ nR. Also note that Pr[(S(n], X(n]) ∈
Fn] and Pr[|f(X(n])| ≤ nR] tend to 1 as n → ∞.
Therefore

lim
n→∞

Pr[(S(n], X(n]) ∈ Gn] = 1. (77)

The inequality R ≥ R∗(D) follows from Proposi-
tion 1 in [14] and Corollary 7.

APPENDIX E
PROOF OF THEOREMS 2 AND 3

In Section IV-B we have seen that the converse part of
Theorem 2 implies that of Theorem 3. Also, the direct
part of Theorem 3 implies that of Theorem 2. Therefore,
we only need to prove the converse part of Theorem 2
and the direct part of Theorem 3.

A. Converse Part of Theorem 2

Suppose an (X , X̂ )-variable-length code (f, φ)
achieves (R,D) for (S,X) and {(dλ,Sλ)}λ∈Λ, ψ is a
function from {0, 1}∗ to U∗, and ψ(f(X(n])) = U(n]

with probability one for all n ∈ [∞).
Define λ̃, Λ̃, {d̃λ}λ∈Λ̃, {S̃λ}λ∈Λ̃, R̃, and D̃ as in

Corollary 4. For b ∈ {0, 1}∗, let φ̃(b) = {(x̂i, ûi)}ni=1,
where {x̂i}ni=1 = φ(b) and {ûi}ni=1 = ψ(b).

Fix ϵ ∈ (0,∞). For λ ∈ Λ and n ∈ [∞), let
pλ,n denote the probability with which S(n], X(n], and
φ(f(X(n])) meet the fidelity criterion (dλ,Sλ, D(λ)+ϵ).

For λ ∈ Λ̃ and n ∈ [∞), let p̃λ,n denote the proba-
bility with which S(n], X(n], and φ̃(f(X(n])) meet the
fidelity criterion (d̃λ, S̃λ, D̃(λ) + ϵ). Then for λ ∈ Λ,
p̃λ,n = pλ,n → 1 as n → ∞. For n ∈ [∞), because
ψ(f(X(n])) = U(n] with probability one, p̃λ̃,n = 1. In
short, p̃λ,n → 1 as n→ ∞ for all λ ∈ Λ̃.

Also note that Pr[|f(X(n])| ≤ nR] → 1 as n → ∞.
Therefore, the (X , X̂ × U)-variable-length code (f, φ̃)
achieves (R, D̃) for (S,X) and {(d̃λ, S̃λ)}λ∈Λ̃. By the
converse part of Theorem 1, we have R ≥ R̃(D̃), i.e.
R ≥ RC(D).

B. Direct Part of Theorem 3

Suppose R > RG(D).
Define Ū , {Pu}u∈Ū , and {R∗

u}u∈Ū as in Theorem 4.
By Theorem 4, there exists a function δ : Λ × U →
[0,∞) satisfying

∑
u∈Ū Pr[c(X) = u]R∗

u(δ(·, u)) < R
and (25) for all λ ∈ Λ. Then there exist {qu}u∈U and
{Ru}u∈U satisfying∑

u∈Ū

quRu < R, (78)

Pr[c(X) = u] < qu, and R∗
u(δ(·, u)) < Ru for all

u ∈ Ū . For u ∈ Ū , by the direct part of Theorem 1,
there exists an (X , X̂ )-variable-length code (fu, φu)
achieving (Ru, δ(·, u)) for a Pu-distributed random pair
(see Theorem 4) and {(dλ,Sλ)}λ∈Λ. For u ∈ U \ Ū ,
define fu : X ∗ → {0, 1}∗ by fu(x) = γ(|x| + 1), and
let φu : {0, 1}∗ → X̂ ∗ satisfy φu(γ(k + 1)) ∈ X̂ k

for all k ∈ [∞), where γ is the compound represen-
tation introduced in Section IV-A. Then {(fu, φu)}u∈U
are (X , X̂ )-variable-length codes. These variable-length
codes will be combined to form the desired label-based
code. Let µ(i) denote the i-th element of the set U :
That is, U = {µ(1), µ(2), · · · , µ(|U|)}. For n ∈ [∞),
{xi}ni=1 ∈ Xn, and {ui}ni=1 ∈ Un, let f(x(n], u(n]) =
bµ(1)bµ(2) · · · bµ(|U|), where J(u) = {i ∈ (n]|ui = u}
and

bu =

{
γ(|fu(xJ(u))|+ 1)fu(xJ(u)), u ∈ Ū ,
fu(xJ(u)), u ̸∈ Ū

(79)

for all u ∈ U . Since γ is prefix-free, the bit strings
{fu(xJ(u))}u∈U can be recovered from f(x(n], u(n]).
Hence there exists a function φ : {0, 1}∗ × U∗ → X̂ ∗

such that
1) (f, φ) is an (X , X̂ ,U)-label-based code; and
2) If n ∈ [∞) and (10) hold, then x̂J(u) =

φu(fu(xJ(u))) for all u ∈ U , where J(u) = {i ∈
(n]|ui = u}.

Define

{X̂(n)
i }ni=1 = φ(f(X(n], U(n]), U(n]) (80)



and J(n, u) = {i ∈ (n]|Ui = u} for n ∈ [1 : ∞) and
u ∈ U . Then

|f(X(n], U(n])| =
∑

u∈U\Ū

|γ(|J(n, u)|+ 1)|

+
∑
u∈Ū

|γ(|fu(XJ(n,u))|+ 1)|+
∑
u∈Ū

|fu(XJ(n,u))|

(81)

with probability one for all n ∈ [1 : ∞), and

X̂
(n)
J(n,u) = φu(fu(XJ(n,u))) (82)

with probability one for all n ∈ [1 : ∞) and u ∈ U .
We now analyze the performance of (f, φ). Fix u ∈ Ū

and ϵ ∈ (0,∞). Define random pairs {(Ti, Yi)}∞i=1 as in
Lemma 2. Then

lim
k→∞

Pr[(T(k], Y(k]) ∈ Fu,ϵ] = 1, (83)

where Fu,ϵ is the set of (s,x) ∈ S∗ × X ∗ such that
|fu(x)| ≤ |x|Ru and that s, x, and φu(fu(x)) meet the
fidelity criterion (dλ,Sλ, δ(λ, u) + ϵ) for all λ ∈ Λ. By
Lemma 3 we have

lim
n→∞

Pr[(TJ(n,u), YJ(n,u)) ∈ Fu,ϵ] = 1. (84)

By Lemma 2, (SJ(n,u), XJ(n,u)) and (TJ(n,u), YJ(n,u))
are identically distributed for all n ∈ [1 : ∞). Hence

lim
n→∞

Pr[(SJ(n,u), XJ(n,u)) ∈ Fu,ϵ] = 1. (85)

By the law of large numbers, the probability of
|J(n, u)| ≤ nqu also tends to 1 as n→ ∞. Hence

lim
n→∞

Pr[|fu(XJ(n,u))| ≤ nquRu] = 1. (86)

Fix λ ∈ Λ̄ and ϵ ∈ (0,∞). Define Jn = {i ∈ (n]|Si ∈
Sλ} for n ∈ [1 : ∞). By (25) and the law of large
numbers, the probability that∑

u∈U
|J(n, u) ∩ Jn|

(
δ(λ, u) +

ϵ

2

)
≤ |Jn|(D(λ) + ϵ)

(87)
tends to 1 as n → ∞. Also note that, for ev-
ery u ∈ U , the probability with which SJ(n,u),
XJ(n,u), and φu(fu(XJ(n,u))) meet the fidelity criterion
(dλ,Sλ, δ(λ, u) + ϵ/2) tends to 1 as n → ∞. By
(80), (82), and Lemma 4, the probability with which
S(n], X(n], and φ(f(X(n], U(n]), U(n]) meet the fidelity
criterion (dλ,Sλ, D(λ) + ϵ) tends to 1 as n→ ∞.

Furthermore, limn→∞ Pr[|f(X(n], U(n])| ≤ nR] = 1
follows from (34), (78), (81), and (86). Therefore, (f, φ)
achieves (R,D) for (S,X) and {(dλ,Sλ)}λ∈Λ given
c(X).
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