1610.07304v1 [cs.IT] 24 Oct 2016

arxXiv
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Abstract

This paper takes a rate-distortion approach to understanding the information-theoretic laws governing cache-aided communi-
cations systems. Specifically, we characterise the optimal tradeoffs between the delivery rate, cache capacity and reconstruction
distortions for a single-user problem and some special cases of a two-user problem. Our analysis considers discrete memoryless
sources, expected- and excess-distortion constraints, and separable and f-separable distortion functions. We also establish a strong
converse for separable-distortion functions, and we show that lossy versions of common information (Gacs-Korner and Wyner)
play an important role in caching. Finally, we illustrate and explicitly evaluate these laws for multivariate Gaussian sources and
binary symmetric sources.

I. INTRODUCTION

HIS paper takes a rate-distortion approach to understanding the information-theoretic laws governing cache-aided com-
munications systems. To fix ideas, let us start by outlining some of the applications that motivated our study.

On-demand media streaming: Imagine an on-demand internet media provider, and consider the problem of streaming media
to millions of users. A common problem is that the users will most likely request and stream media during periods of high
network congestion. For example, most users would prefer to watch a movie during the evening, rather than during the early
hours of the morning. Downloading bandwidth hungry media files during such periods leads to further congestion, high latency,
and poor user experience.

To help overcome this problem, content providers often cache useful information about the media database in small storage
systems at the network edge (with fast user connections) during periods of low network congestion. The basic idea is that
information placed in these caches will not have to be transported later over a congested network. Naturally these small storage
systems cannot host the entire media library, so the provider must carefully cache information that will be most useful to the
users’ future requests.

Distributed databases: Now imagine a large database that is distributed over a vast global disk-storage network. Such a
database might contain measurements taken by weather or traffic sensors spread across several countries; the time-series prices
of companies’ stock (or, FX prices) at different exchanges; the shopping history of customers; the browsing history of users;
or the mobility patterns (or, channel-state measurements) of mobile devices in cellular networks.

Now suppose that a user queries the database and requests an approximate copy of one file (or, perhaps, a function of several
files). Since the database is large and distributed, we can expect that it will need to make several network calls to load relevant
data in memory before it can communicate the file to the user. Such network calls are performance bottlenecks, potentially
leading to high latency and network traffic costs.

Modern database systems handle such problems by smartly caching the most common queries in fast memory. If, for example,
it is known in advance that the user will request the weather forecast of a particular city, then we can simply cache part or
all of this forecast in memory. Obviously, however, we cannot always know in advance what data will be requested, so we
should carefully cache information that is useful to many different requests.

The main purpose of this paper is to help develop a better understanding of such cache-aided communications systems. We
will focus on single-user systems, and we will try to determine the “most useful” information to place in the cache.

In the spirit of Maddah-Ali and Niesen [1} 2], we will break the problem into two distinct phases: A caching phase concerning
the pre-placement of information in the cache, and a delivery phase concerning the reliable communication of the particular
source (or, file) requested by the user.

Since the caching phase occurs before the user makes its request, it seems reasonable that the information placed in the cache
should be common to many different sources in the library. Moreover, to minimise overhead and latency during peak-congestion
times, it seems reasonable that the delivery-phase message should not duplicate any information already stored in the cache.
With this in mind, we will focus on the following problems. For a given library of sources and a given cache capacity:

« What “common information” should be put in the cache?
o What is the minimum delivery-phase rate needed to achieve a given fidelity requirement at the user?
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o The library consists of L different sources, and each source consists of n symbols. Here L is any fixed positive integer,
and we consider the information-theoretic limits of cache-aided communications in the limit n — oco.

o The cache can reliably store up to nC bits, and it is said to have capacity C.

o The fidelity of the user’s reconstruction of the requested source can be meaningfully measured by a separable distortion
function or, more generally, by an f-separable distortion functionﬂ .

o The L sources are generated by an arbitrary L-component discrete memoryless source (DMS). This assumption is quite
common in the multi-terminal information theory literature, admits rigorous proofs and nevertheless gives a great deal
of insight about more complicated models. Although it seems restrictive, some important transformations (e.g. Burrows-
Wheeler) are known to emit almost memoryless processes [5, [6].

=

study will make the following specific assumptions.

Our paper is most related to Wang, Lim and Gastpar [[7]]. A key difference to [[7], however, is the source request model: Wang e
al. assumed that each user randomly selects a symbol from each source at each time in an independent and identically distributed
(iid) manner. They then leveraged connections to several classic multi-terminal problems to establishe some interesting tradeoffs
between the optimal compression rate and cache capacity under a lossles{] reconstruction constraint. In contrast to [7], we
will require that the user requests one source in its entirety, we do not place prior probabilities on the user’s selection, and we
allow for lossy reconstructions. We thus consider a lossy worst-demand (i.e., compound source) scenario, while [7]] considered
an ergodic iid-demand scenario.

Hassanzadeh, Erkip, Llorca and Tulino [8]] recently studied cache-aided communications systems for transmitting independent
memoryless Gaussian sources under mean-squared error distortion constraints. Their caching schemes exploited successive-
refinement techniques to minimise the mean-squared error of the users’ reconstructions, and they presented a useful “reverse
filling-type solution” to the minimum distortion problem. Yang and Giindiiz [9] consider the same cache-aided Gaussian
problem, but instead focussed on the minimum delivery-phase rate for a given distortion requirement. They presented a
numerical method to determine the minimum delivery rate, and proposed two efficient caching algorithms.

This paper will try to broaden the above work and improve our understanding of cache-aided communications. We will
do this by, for example, considering arbitrarily correlated sources and lossy reconstructions with respect the general class of
f-separable distortion functions.

Organisation: The problem setup is formally described in Section [lIl Our main results for separable distortion functions are
presented in Sections [III| to Specifically, Section [lII| presents the optimal rate-distortion-cache tradeoffs; Section [[V| shows
that two information-theoretic notions of common information (Gacs-Korner and Wyner) play an important role in caching;
Section [V] relates caching to Gray and Wyner’s seminal paper “Source coding for a simple network” [14]); Section [VI] presents
a strong converse (in the sense of Kieffer [15])); and Section considers Gaussian and binary sources. Finally, Section
presents the optimal rate-distortion-cache tradeoffs for f-separable distortion functions, and Section considers a two-user
version of the problem.

II. PROBLEM SETUP
A. Source Model and RDC Codes

Let £L={1,...,L} denote the set of indices corresponding to the L sources in the library. We assume throughout that the
{-th source consists of n symbols,
Xy = (Xe1, Xe2, s X)),

with each drawn from a finite alphabet X,. The L sources
X" =(X7"X2,...,X})

are randomly generated by a L-component discrete memoryless source (DMS); that is, X" is a sequence of n independent and
identically distributed (iid) tuples X = (X7,..., X ) characterized by an arbitrary joint pmf px () defined on the Cartesian
product space X = X7 X --- X XL. Let X, be an appropriate finite reconstruction alphabet for the ¢-th source at the receiver
and let)f':/'\?l X e x/'\A,’L.

A joint rate-distortion-cache (RDC) code for a given blocklength n is a collection of (2L + 1) mappings:

(i) A cache-phase encoder at the server
X" - M.

Here M{¥ is a finite (index) set with an appropriate cardinality for the cache capacity.

'Roughly speaking, separable distortion functions can be expressed as an average of a given per-letter distortion function over the sequence of pairs of
source and reconstruction symbols. In f-separable distortion functions this average is replaced by a more general function. Precise definitions are given in
Definitions [T] and 2] in Section The class of f-separable distortion functions was recently introduced by Shkel and Verdd [3|], and it has a rather appealing
axiomatic motivation that we review later in Section

2Specifically, Wang et al. required that a function of the source is reliably reconstructed (otherwise known as a deterministic distortion function).
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Fig. 1. A cache-aided communications system with a single user.

(i1) A delivery-phase encoder at the server
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for each user request £ € L. Here M™ is a finite (index) set with an appropriate cardinality for the delivery phase.
>iii) A delivery-phase decoder at the user .
go(él) : M(n) X Min) RN XZTL
for each possible user request £ € L.

We call the above collection of encoders and decoders an (n, M®™ M)-code.

During the caching phase (before the user requests a particular source), the server places the message M = ¢ (X™)
in the cache. At some later time (the delivery phase), the user picks ¢ € L arbitrarily and requests the corresponding source
X} from the server. The server responds to the user’s request with the message Mé”) = QS([)(X ™), and the user attempts

to reconstruct X by computing X ;= <p<;>(Mé”), M), This cache-aided encoding and decoding process is illustrated in

Figure [1]

A key point to note here is that the cache message M is encoded and stored in the cache before the user selects £ € L
and requests the corresponding source X from the server. Hence, the cached message M should (in a sense to be made
precise later) efficiently represent useful common information shared between sources in the library.

B. Separable and f-Separable Distortion Functions

As per the usual RD paradigm, let us first assume that the fidelity of the user’s reconstruction X ¢, of the (-th source X}
can be meaningfully quantified by the arithmetic mean of single-symbol distortions. Specifically, for each £ € L let

de : /?g X Xz — [0,00) (1)

be a single-symbol distortion function. For example, we will often take d, to be the Hamming distortion function where X=X,

and | i £
N I Ty Ty
de(l‘z,l‘e): { 0 if & = zy.

We assume throughout that each d, satisfies the following two conditions:

o For each source symbol x;, € X} there exists a reconstruction symbol &, € .)Eg such that dy(Zg, x¢) = 0.
o There exists a finite Dp,x > 0 such that dy(&p, 2¢) < Dpax for all z, € Xp and Ty € Xp.

Definition 1 (Separable distortion function). The n-symbol distortion between a particular source realisation x} € X;* and
reconstruction Ty € X is

q (A .n 1 S -,
de(27,27) = - Zde(zz,uxe,i)- 2
i=1

Letd:(dl,...,dL) anda:(al,...,dL).



Although separable distortion functions are almost ubiquitous in the literature, it is also useful to consider the broader class
of f-separable distortion functions recently introduced by Shkel and Verdu [3]]. Specifically, let us define the following for each
request £ € L: Let

fe: [0,00) = [0, 00) 3)

be continuous and strictly increasing, and let d; be a single-symbol distortion function (T).

Definition 2 (f-Separable distortion function). The n symbol distortion between x}} € X' and &} € /’\?4" is

fdg(&", ") == £, < Zfe (de(@s, 2:) > : “4)

Let fd = (ﬁl, .. EL)

The basic idea in (4) is to choose the function f; to assign appropriate (possibly non-linear) “frequency costs” to different
quantisation error events. If f; is the identity mapping, then fd, reduces to the usual separable distortion function d, generated by
dy. Several interesting connections between f-separable distortions and Rényi entropy, compression with linear costs, and sub-
additive distortion functions are discussed in [3]. Moreover, f-separable distortions have a rather pleasing axiomatic motivation
based on the following observation by Kolmogorov [4]].

Proposition 1. Let {ai,...,a,} be a set of n real numbers and M,, : R™ — R satisfy the following four axioms of mean:
(i) I\_/In(al, ..., ay) Is a continuous and strictly increasing function of each argument a;.
(ii) My (a1, ...,a,) is a symmetric function of its arguments.

(iii) My (a,...,a) = a.

(iv) For any integer m < n,

where a = M, (a1, ..., an).
Then M,, must take the form [4, p. 144]

M,(a,...,a,) =f"! (:L Zf(aﬁ)

for some continuous and strictly increasing f.

C. Operational RDC Functions
We will consider two different problem formulations: Optimal caching subject to an expected distortions criteria, and optimal
caching subject to an excess distortions criteria. Throughout, let D = (Dy,...,Dp).

Definition 3. We say that a rate-distortion-cache tuple (R, D, C) is fd-achievable with respect to (w.r.t.) expected distortions
if there exists a sequence of (n, M™, M®)-codes such that

lim sup — 1og M| < C, (5a)
n—oo
lim sup — 10g |IM™| <R, and (5b)
n—o0
lim supE[fdg(XZ‘, X;)] <D, VieL (5¢)
n—oo

The RDC function w.r.t. expected distortions RI(D, Q) is the infimum of all rates R > 0 such that the rate-distortion-cache
tuple (R, D, C) is fd-achievable.

Definition 4. We say that a rate-distortion-cache tuple (R, D,C) is fd-achievable w.r.t. excess distortions if there exists a
sequence of (n, M™  M{)-codes such that (5a) and (5b) hold and

Tim P [ U {fez, x7) ZDE}] = 0. ©)
el

The RDC function w.r.t. excess distortions R% (D, C) is the infimum of all rates R > 0 such that the rate-distortion-cache
tuple (R, D, C) is fd-achievable.

For separable distortion functions, we will omit the subscript f from the above definitions (because it is an identity mapping)
and simply write RT(D, C) and R*(D, C).



III. RESULT: RDC FUNCTION FOR SEPARABLE DISTORTION FUNCTIONS

This section presents a single-letter expression (the informational RDC function) for the expected and excess operational
RDC functions defined in Section [}

A. Preliminaries

We will need the following basic RD functions. The standard informational RD function of the ¢-th source X, w.r.t. d, is

Rx. (Do) := min I(Xy; Xy),
P, x, Elde(Xe, Xe)]<De

where the minimisation is over all test channels p¢  , from X, to X, satisfying the indicated distortion constraint.
The informational joint RD function of X w.rt. d is [10]

Rx (D) := min I(X; X),
Px x: Elde(Xe,X()]<Dy, VEEL

where the minimisation is over all test channels p ¢ 5 from X to X satisfying all L of the indicated distortion constraints.
The informational conditional RD function [10] of X, with side information U is

Rx,jv(De) = min I(Xe; XU),
Px, x, vt Elde(Xe, Xe)]<De

where the minimisation is over all test channels p R |X,U from X, x U to X, satisfying the indicated distortion constraint. The
above minima exist by the continuity of Shannon’s information measures, the bounded single-symbol distortion functions d,
and the fact that each (conditional) mutual information is minimised over a compact set.

B. Result

The next lemma summarises some basic properties of the operational RDC functions that we will use frequently. We omit
the proof.
Lemma 2. The following statements are true for separable distortion functions.

(i) RY(D,C) and R*(D, C) are convex, non-increasing and continuous in (D, C) € [0, 00)+1.

(ii) If C > Rx (D), then

RI(D,C)=R¥D,C) =0.
(iii) If C' =0, then
R'(D,0) = RY(D,0) = maxRx, (Dy).
e

(iv) If an (n, M™ , M™)-code satisfies

P [ U {axr. x> De}] <e
lel
for some € > 0, then the same code also satisfies

E{HAX?,X;‘)] < Dy + €Dy, VLEL.

We now define the informational RDC function of interest to our caching problem. Let I/ be a finite alphabet of cardinality
|U| <|X|+ 2L. The informational RDC function of interest is

R(D,C) = U: I(IEIII;IIIJ)SC er Reo (D), @

where the minimisation is taken over the set of all auxiliary random variables U on U/ jointly distributed with X satisfying
the indicated mutual information constraint.

Theorem 3. For separable distortion functions, the RDC functions for both expected and excess distortions coincide with the
informational RDC function in ():
RI(D,C) =R¥D,C) =R(D,0).

Proof: Theorem [3] is proved in Appendix [A] [ |
The next corollary particularises Theorem [3| to the (almost) lossless reconstruction setting. We omit the proof.

Corollary 4. For Hamming distortion functions,

T e 't e —= 1
R'(0,C) =R*(0,C) = R(0,C) o, I(Igl(l;rllj)gc max H(X,|U),

where U can be restricted to |U| < |X| + L.



Fig. 2. An illustration of some typical characteristics of the RDC function R(D, C) for a fixed distortion tuple D = (D1, ..., D). The function describes
the optimal (minimum) delivery-phase rate (vertical axis) for a given cache capacity (horizontal axis). The bounds in Lemmas [5] and are plotted with
dashed lines.

IV. CACHING INTERPRETATIONS OF THE GACS-KORNER AND WYNER’S COMMON INFORMATION

We now consider two special ‘enhanced’ caching setups and derive their RDC functions. We then show that the conditions
under which the RDC function R(D, C') of our original caching problem coincides with the RDC functions of these enhanced
setups relates to the different common-information definitions of Gacs, Korner, and Wyner.

A. Genie-Aided Caching and Gdcs-Korner Common Information

Imagine that, before the caching phase, a genie tells the server which ¢ € £ the user will choose in the future. The optimal
caching strategy for this hypothetical genie-aided system is obvious: We should compress the ¢-th source X' using an optimal
RD code, cache nC bits of the code’s output, and then send the remaining bits during the delivery phase. The RDC function
of the genie-aided problem is therefore

+
g(D,C) = | max Ry, (D)~ C| .

where [a]T = max{0,a}.

In the main problem at hand, however, the server does not know in advance which ¢ € L the user will select, and this
uncertainty may cost additional rate in either the caching or delivery phases. Since the optimal performance of the genie-aided
system cannot be worse than that of our system, we immediately have the following lemma.

Lemma 5. R(D,C) > g(D,C).

Clearly, in the caching system, we can always achieve the genie bound at C' = 0. It is therefore natural to consider the
critical cache capacity
Cg(D) := max {c >0:R(D,C) = g(D, C)}. )

That is, Cg(D) is the largest cache capacity so that there is no loss in performance because the transmitter has to fill the
cache memory before learning the demand ¢. The maximum indicated in exists because, for 0 < C < Rx (D), R(D,C)
is convex and g(D, (') is linear. Figure [2] illustrates some typical characteristics of R(D, C) and g(D, C).

We now consider the critical cache capacity Cg(D). Let

£*(D) = {z* € £ Ry,. (Der) = max Rxé(D,g)}.

Define

Ci(D) = m(jxx](X; U),
where the maximisation is taken over the set of all auxiliary random variables U on U jointly distributed with X such that
for all £* € £* we have

and
Rx v (Des) = Tmax Rx, v (De)- (9b)



Theorem 6. For separable distortion functions,
Ce(D) = Cy (D).

Corollary 7. For Hamming distortions

Ce(0) = C;(0) = max I(X; V),

where the maximisation is taken over the set of all U satisfying
U<—)Xg* (—)Xﬁ\g* Vi eLl”

and
€

Proof: Theorem [6] and Corollary [7] are proved in Appendices and respectively. [ |
We now explain Corollary [7| at hand of an easy example. Suppose that we only have two sources X; = (A, By) and
Xo = (A, By) where A, By and B, are mutually independent and H(B;) = H(Bs). In this case, choose U = A. This way,
C;(0) = H(A) and
R(0,C)=g(0,C)=H(A)+ H(By) — C, C < H(A).

In this example the optimal U in Corollary [/| is “common” to both sources. In fact, if we had placed additional private
information about, say, X (i.e., information about B1) in the cache, then this information would be wasted whenever the user
downloads X5.

The above idea naturally leads to a multivariate version of Viswanatham, Akyol and Rose’s [|11]] definition of lossy Gdcs-
Korner common information. (See [|12]] for Gacs and Korner’s original treatment of common information.)

Definition S. Define the lossy Géacs-Korner common information of X w.r.t. d by

Kek(X; D) := max I(X;U), (10)
(U,X)
where the maximum is taken over all tuples (U, X ) on U X X Jjointly distributed with X and satisfying
(i) VILeL: U<—)Xg<—)X£\g
(i) VLleLl: U X e Xy
(iii) ¥V 0 € L : E[d¢(Xy, X¢)] < Dy
(iv) Y e L: I(Xy;Xe) =Rx, (D).
The indicated maximum in Definition [5] exists because the set of all tuples (U, X ) satisfying (i)—(iv) can be viewed as a
compact subset of the corresponding probability simplex.

The next theorem relates the critical cache capacity C;(D) to Kgx(X; D), and it provides a new operational meaning for
lossy Géacs-Korner common information in caching systems.

Theorem 8. For separable distortion functions,

C;(D) > Kgk(X; D),

with equality if Rx,(D1) =--- = Rx, (Dp).

Proof: Theorem [§] is proved in Appendix [C] [ |
Now recall the multivariate extension of Gics and Korner’s original (lossless) definition of common information in [[12]:

Definition 6. Gdcs and Korner’s common information of the tuple X is defined as

Kex(X) := I(X;U 11
ax(X) U: U szHaXXE\g, veeL (X;0), an
where the maximisation is taken over all auxiliary random variables U on U jointly distributed with X satisfying the L
indicated Markov chains.

The definition of the lossy Gécs-Korner common information Kgg (X; D) in (I0) and the definition of the original Gdcs-
Korner common information Kgg (X)) in can apply both to discrete random vectors X as well as continuous random
vectors X. In this latter case, however, the lossy Gacs-Korner common information is only defined when all rate-distortion
functions in (iv) are finite,

Rx,(D¢) < o0, VL€ L. (12)

This finiteness can be guaranteed by, for example, our assumption that the single symbol distortion function d, satisfies
dg(i‘g,.%‘g) < Dpax for all z, and xy.



The optimization variable U is subject to less constraints in than (L0), so
Kok (X; D) < Kgk(X)
whenever (I2) holds. Moreover, for discrete random variables X and Hamming distortion functions d:
Kok (X3 D = 0) = Kok (X).
Lemma 9. Let d be Hamming distortion functions and consider zero distortions, D = 0. Then,
"= 0 oo, veee 1Y)
Proof: Lemma [9]is proved in Appendix [D] [ |

This leads the following corollary:

Corollary 10. For Hamming distortion functions we have
C3(0) > Kex(X)

with equality if H(X,) = H(Xs) =...= H(Xp).

B. The Superuser Setup and Wyner’s Common Information

Now imagine that a superuser is connected to the server by L independent rate R noiseless links, and suppose that the
superuser requests every source. The optimal caching strategy for this superuser problem is again clear: Take an optimal code
for the joint RD function of X, cache C' bits of the code’s output, and distribute the remaining bits equally over the L links
in the delivery phase. The RDC function of this superuser problem is

Rx(D)-cC1* a3
7 .

Returning to our main problem: The server only receives one source request and, therefore, it cannot distribute and average

the compressed bits of the joint RD code over L noiseless channels. This intuition leads to the following bound.

s(D,C) = [

Lemma 11.
R(D,C) > s(D,C).

Clearly the superuser bound is achievable by the caching system at C = Rx (D) and, similarly to the previous subsection, it
is natural to consider the smallest cache capacity for which there is no rate loss with respect to the optimal superuser system:

C(D) :=min{C >0:R(D,C) =s(D,C)}. (14)

The minimum in (I4) exists because, for 0 < C' < Rx (D), Rx (D) is convex and s(D, C) is linear. Figure 2| depicts the
superuser bound and the critical cache capacity C¢(D).
We now characterise Cs(D). For a given D, let

C;(D) := min I(X;U)
(U, X)
where the minimum is taken over all tuples (U, X )onU x X such that the following five properties hold
O X XU
(ii) I(X15X1|U) == I({(LQXLW)
(i) Ve L: Xy U+ Xpy
(iv) Ve L: E[d(Xy, X0)] < Dy
(v) I(X;X) =Rx(D).

Theorem 12. For separable distortion functions,
C(D) = (D).

Proof: Theorem [I2]is proved in Appendix [E] [ |
The above quantity CI(D) is closely related to the natural multivariate extension of Viswanatha, Akyol and Rose’s [11]]
informational definition of lossy Wyner common information.

Definition 7. For a given distortion tuple D and single-symbol distortion functions d, define the lossy Wyner common
information of X by
Kw(X; D) := min I(X;U)
(U,X)



where the minimum is taken over all tuples (U, X ) on U X X such that the following four properties hold
(i) X X U
(i) VeeL: XU Xpy
(iii) VLeL: E[dg(Xg,Xg)] <Dy,
(iv) I(X; X) = Rx (D).
The next theorem follows trivially from the above definitions, and it gives an operational meaning for lossy Wyner common
information for caching.
Theorem 13. For separable distortion functions,
CI(D) > Ky(X; D).
Now recall the natural multivariate extension of Wyner’s original definition of common information [[13]:

Definition 8. Wyner’s common information of the tuple X is defined as

Kw(X) := I(X;0),

min
U: Xy & U & Xﬁ\g, veiel
where the minimum is taken over all auxiliary random variables satisfying all L indicated Markov chains.

The lossy Wyner common information Ky (X; D) as well as Wyner’s original common information Ky (X') are both defined
for discrete and continuous random vectors X. In the latter case, the lossy Wyner common information is only defined when
the rate-distortion function in (iv) is finite, Rx (D) < oc.

Remark 1. Ar this point it is worth noting that, in general, the lossy Wyner common information Ky(X; D) is neither
convex/concave nor monotonic in D. Moreover, it is generally the case that Ky(X; D) can be larger/smaller than the Wyner
common information Ky (X). A nice treatment of this issue for L = 2 variables is given by Viswanatha et al. in [|11, Sec. IIL.B].

Let now X be a discrete random vector and d be Hamming distortion functions. Consider zero distortions, D = 0. Then,
Kw(X) = Kw(X;D = 0), (15)
which implies the following corollary.
Corollary 14. For Hamming distortions we have that
C:(0) > Kw(X)

with equality if Ky(X) = I(X;U*) for some U* satisfying
« HX4|U*) = = H(X|U")
e VileLl: Xp U < Uy,

C. The Super-Genie Lower Bound

We conclude this section by combining and generalising the genie and superuser lower bounds. For each subset S C L, let
Dgs = (Dg; IAS S) and Xg = (Xg; le S),

and let .
RXs(DS) = min I(XS;Xs)
Pxglxg
denote the joint RD function of Xg, where the minimum is taken over all test channels p Xs|Xs from Xs to )25 such that
E[d¢(X¢, X¢)] < Dy forall £ € S.

Lemma 15.

R(D,C) > max

S|
Proof: Lemma [I5] is proved in Appendix [F [ |
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V. CONNECTIONS TO GRAY AND WYNER’S “SOURCE CODING FOR A SIMPLE NETWORK”

The RDC function in (7)) is closely related to Gray and Wyner’s classic “source coding for a simple network” problem [14]
illustrated in Figure [3] A transmitter is connected to two different receivers via a common link of rate I and two private links
of rates Ry and Rs. The set of all achievable rate tuples (R, Ry, Ro) for which receivers 1 and 2 can respectively reconstruct
X7 and X7 to within distortions D; and Dy is given by [[14, Thm. 8]

R. > I(X1,X5:U)
Rew (D1, Ds) := U {(Rle’Rz) : Ri > Rx,uv(D1) ,
PU|X1,Xo RQ 2 RXg\U(DQ)

where the union is over all test channels py|x, x, from X} x X5 to an auxiliary alphabet { of cardinality || < |X||X| 4.

It is possible to extend Gray and Wyner’s “simple network” from L = 2 receivers to an arbitrary number of receivers. More
specifically suppose that the transmitter is connected to L different receivers via a single common link with rate R, and L
private links of rates R = (R, Ro, ..., Ry) respectively, where R, denotes the rate to the ¢-th receiver. It is not too hard to
show that the set of all achievable rate tuples (R., R) for which every receiver ¢ can reconstruct X' to within a distortion D,

is given by

_ . Re = I(X3U)
Rew (D) := U {(RC,R)- Ry > Ry, u(De) VeeL }

Pu|x

where the union is over all test channels py|x,, x, from X to U with [U/| < |X[ 4 2L. The next proposition shows that the
informational RDC function can be expressed as a minimisation over the achievable rate region Rgw (D).

Lemma 16.
R(D,C) = min max Ry.
(C,R)ERew(D) (el
Proof: If (C, R) € Rgw(D), then we can use the corresponding Gray-Wyner encoder and decoders to achieve a delivery
phase-rate of max, Ry in the caching problem; thus, R(D, (') cannot be larger than the minimum in Lemma Now suppose
R(D,C) is strictly smaller than the above minimum: There would then exist an encoder and decoders in the Gray-Wyner
problem that can operate outside of the rate region Rgw (D), which is a contradiction. [ ]

VI. A STRONG CONVERSE FOR SEPARABLE DISTORTION FUNCTIONS

Consider the excess distortion problem formulation in Definition [4| for the special case of separable distortion functions d
in @). If the delivery-phase rate R is strictly smaller than the informational RDC function R(D, C), then the weak converse
part of Theorem [3| shows that the excess-distortion probability of any sequence of (n, M M™) codes satisfying (5a) and
@]} will be bounded away from zero; that is,

limsup P l U {ag(X?,Xg) > Dz}] > 0.

The next theorem strengthens this weak converse, and it will be used for f-separable distortion functions in the next section.

Theorem 17. Fix any cache capacity C and distortion tuple D such that R(D,C) > 0. Any sequence of (n, M™  M™)-codes
satisfying

1
lim sup — log | M™

n—oo T

<R(D,C) (16)



and

1
lim sup — log M| < C (17)
n—oo TN
must also satisfy
limsup P [ U {HZ(X?,X?) > Dg}‘| =1 (18)
Proof: Theorem [17]is proved in Appendix [ |

The strong converse in Theorem [T7] applies to the union of excess-distortion events in (I8). As an alternative to this union
event, one could also consider the maximum excess distortion probability across source files. The following lemmas [I8] and
[I9] present results on maximum excess distortion probabilities. The next lemma follows by modifying the strong converse for
the usual point-to-point RD problem (see, for example, Kieffer [15]). We omit its proof.

Lemma 18. Fix any cache capacity C and distortion tuple D such that R(D,C') > 0. Any sequence of (n, M™  M™)-codes
satisfying and )
lim sup — log |[M®
n

n—oo

+C < RXg(DZ)

for some 0 € L must also satisfy
limsup P [ag(X;,X;) > DZ] -1 (19)

n— oo
Lemma (18] and the definition of the critical cache capacity Cg(D) in () immediately yield the following marginal strong
converse for small cache sizes. We omit its proof.
Lemma 19. Fix any cache capacity C and distortion tuple D such that R(D,C) > 0 and C < C4(D). Any sequence of
(n, M, M™)-codes satisfying and
1
lim sup — log |[M™| < R(D, C)

n—oo N

must also satisfy (19) for some £ € L.

VII. EXAMPLES (SEPARABLE DISTORTION FUNCTIONS)

A. Identical and Independent Sources

Suppose that X = (Xq,...,X) is a string of L mutually independent instances of a random variable X on X. If
dy=---=dp=dand D= (D,...,D), then Theorem specializes to:
o1t
R(D,C) =s(D,C) = {RX(D) - L] .

The optimal caching strategy here is simple: Take an optimal RD code for (X, d, D); compress each source X' to the RD
limit Rx (D); cache C'/L of the compressed bits; and transmit the remaining bits during the delivery phase.

B. Multivariate Gaussian Sources

The discussion so far has been restricted to sources defined on finite alphabets. However, it can be shown that Theorem
extends to multivariate Gaussian sources with squared-error distortions; for example, see the discussion in [16].
More formally, let X = (X3,...,X1) € R be a zero mean multivariate Gaussian with covariance matrix K x and

dg(ibl'g) = (.fg — :Cz)2, VeielLl.

Let RE(D, (') denote the corresponding operational RDC function w.r.t. the expected distortion criteria:

1 n R
E |- Xoi—X0:)? <Dy, .
[n;( 0 g,)]_ Viel
Now let R
Ro(D,C) = inf maxI(X.; X,|U), (20)

(U,X) ‘el
where the infinum is taken over all real tuples (U, X) jointly distributed with X such that
I(X;U)<C (21a)

and R
E[(X,—X¢)?] <Dy, VIEL. (21b)
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Fig. 4. TIllustration of the distortion-cache regions S1, S2, S3 and S4 used in Theorem @] with p = 0.8.

The next theorem is the Gaussian counterpart of Theorem [3] and we omit its proof.

Theorem 20.
Ro(D,C) = RL(D, 0).

Strictly speaking, the expression we give in (20) for the Gaussian RDC function is non-computable, because there is no
bound on the cardinality on the auxiliary variable U (and it is not clear if one can restrict the optimization domain to U’s that
are jointly Gaussian with X). As we will see in the next subsection, we can give explicit expressions for RE(D, C) when
there are only two sources and over wide ranges of parameters of the Gaussian sources.

For an arbitrary number of source files and for symmetric distortions, we have the following lower bound on RI}(D, C) in
the next proposition. It is a Gaussian version of Lemma

For each subset S C L, let X5 = (Xy; ¢ € S) denote the tuple of random variables with indices in S, and let K x, denote
the covariance matrix of Xgs.

Proposition 21. If D = (D, ..., D), then

> = o Axs 2
Ro(D.C) 2 max | grgiloe —pisi ~ g

Proof: Proposition 21] is proved in Appendix [ |

|: 1 detKXS C:|

C. Bivariate Gaussian Sources

Let us now fix p € (0,1) and consider a zero mean bivariate Gaussian source X = (X7, X2) with the covariance matrix

1

We wish to evaluate the Gaussian RDC function in @ with symmetric distortions D; = Do = D. To do this, we will consider
distortion-cache pairs (D, C) separately for each one of the regions S1,S2,S3 and Sy that we define shortly. There are two
key quantities defining these regions: the Gaussian joint RD function Rg, x, x, and the Wyner common information between
X7 and X5. For symmetricﬂ distortions Dy = Dy = D, the joint RD function Rg x, x, is given by [18, Thm. IIL.1]:

(1) f0< D <1—p, then

- [} 4]

1 1—p?
RG,X1X2(D,D) = §10g Dp .

(i) If 1 — p < D <1, then
_1+p
2D —(1-p)

3Here we only recall the joint RD function of (X1, X2) for the case of symmetric distortions, D1 = Dg = D. A treatment of the RD function for arbitrary
distortion pairs can be found in [[18]] and the references therein.

1
RG,Xle (D, D) = 5 log



@iii) If D > 1, then
Re,x, x,(D,D) =0.
The Wyner common information of the Gaussian pair X; and X5 is given by [11} [17]]
1 1+p
Kw(X1,X2) = = log ——.
w(X1, Xo) 31081,

Notice that for this symmetric Gaussian example, the original Wyner common information Kyw (X, X5) equals the lossy Wyner
common information Kw (X1, Xo; D, D) when 0 < D < (1 — p) [11, Eq. (30)].
We can now define the four regions Sy, Sz, Ss3,Sy:

(23)

S1:={(D,€): C > Rox,x,(D, D)},

82 = {(D,O) : Kw(XhXQ) < C < RG7X1X2(D7D)}7

Sy = {(D,C) :D<1-p, C< KW(XlaX2)}a

and

84 = {(D,C) 01 —p S D S ].7 C § RG’X1X2(D,D)}.

The four regions are illustrated in Figure [}

Theorem 22. For the zero mean bivariate Gaussian source (X1, Xo) with the covariance matrix K x, x, in 22) and squared
error distortion constraints, we have

0, (C7D) 681,
RG((DvD)vc) = 2

1 1—0p C

Zlog D2 — 5, (C,D) c 82,

and
1—1(1+p)(1—27%)
D b
Proof: Theorem [22]is proved in Appendix [K] [ |
Figure [5] illustrates the results in this Theorem [22] and the previous Proposition [21] at hand of an example.

Re((D, D), C) < %log (C,D) € 83US,.

D. Doubly Symmetric Binary Source

We now evaluate the RDC function for a doubly symmetric binary source (DSBS) under Hamming distortion functions. Fix
0 < p < 1/2. Suppose that the library consists of two sources, X; = Xp = X = X, = {0,1} and

px(era2) = 51 p)1as = 2} + 5ol {an # 0}

Let 11
P*:E—i\/1—2ﬂa
and note that Wyner’s common information reduces to
Kw(Xl,Xg) = min I(Xl,XQ,U)
U: X1 — U < Xz
=1+ h(p) — 2h(p").
Theorem 23. The following is true for the DSBS:

(l) C:(O) = Kw(Xl,XQ) and
1+ h(p) —
R(0,C) = ~ M) =C (QP) ¢
for all cache capacities Ky(X1,X2) < C <1+ h(p).

(ii) R(0,0) =1, C4(0) = 0 and
R(0,C) > [1-C]"
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Fig. 5. Tllustration of the RDC functions in Theorem for a zero mean bivariate Gaussian source (X1, X2) with the covariance matrix K X1 Xo IN @)
(p = 0.8), and symmetric distortion constraints D1 = D2 = D. The RDC function Rg(D, D, C) is plotted as a function of the distortion D for three
difference cache capacities C' = 2Kw (X1, X2), Kw (X1, X2) and (1/2)Kw (X1, X2)), where Kw (X1, X2) denotes the Wyner common information 23).
For C' = (1/2)Kw(X1, X2), Proposition 21| and Theorem [22 only give lower and upper bounds, and these are shown with dashed lines.
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Fig. 6. Tllustration of the upper (achievable) and lower (converse) bounds in Theorem for the DSBS RDC function R(0, C') with p = 0.1.

for all cache capacities 0 < C < 1+ h(p).
(iii)
1+ h(p)—C

D= <RO0) <h((1-pa+?),

2



for all cache capacities 0 < C < Ky (X1, X2), where
a=h"t (1—p—C).
I—p

Proof: The fact that R(0, C) is strictly greater than [1 — C]™ for all positive 0 < C' < 1+ h(p) follows from Theorem [6]
Corollary [7} and C3(0) = Kgk(X;0) = 0. The remaining assertions in Theorem [23| can be proved using similar methods to
evaluate the RDC function in Theorem as in [ 14} Sec. 1.5], [19, Sec. III.C] and [[7, Ex. 1], and we omit the details. |

It is worth pointing out that, in this special case, the RDC function R(D, C') particularises to the same expression as in [7,
Ex. 1] (see also [14, Sec. 1.5]). Of course, this does not mean that Theorem @] is a special case of the results in [[7]; rather,
the equivalence appears to be a consequence of the symmetry of the problem.

The above bounds are illustrated in Figure [6]

VIII. THE RDC FUNCTION FOR f-SEPARABLE DISTORTION FUNCTIONS

Consider the operational RDC functions in Definitions [3| and [] for the general case of f-separable distortion functions (@),
with f denoting the L continuous and increasing functions in and d denoting the L single-symbol distortion functions
in (D).

For each request ¢ € L let

di - A x X — [0,00)

be the single-symbol distortion function obtained by setting
dy (¢, x) = fo(de(Ze, ). (24)
Now let Ry~ (f(D), C) denote the informational RDC function in (7) evaluated w.r.t. the single-symbol distortion functions
d*=(dj,...,d})
and distortion tuple
f(D) = (fi(D1),...,fL(Dy)).
Using Lemma (19| and the ideas in [3]], it is not too difficult to obtain the following proposition. We omit the proof.
Proposition 24. For f-separable distortion functions and all cache capacities C < Cq(D), we have
RI(D,C) = R{(D,C) = Ry- (f(D), C).

Proposition 24| is quite intuitive, and a natural question is whether or not it extends to cache capacities larger than C4(D).
The next result considers such cases, but it requires a slightly more restricted version of the expected distortions operational
model. Specifically, let us consider the following definition in place of Definition [3]

Definition 9. We say that a rate-distortion-cache tuple (R, D, () is achievable w.r.t. the expected max-distortion criterium if
there exists a sequence of (n, M M™)-codes such that (5a) and (Bb) hold and
limsupE[maX (ﬁg(X?,X?) —Dg):| <0. (25)
n—o00 el
The RDC function w.r.t. expected max-distortions criterion is
RI

f,max-exc

(D,C) = inf {R >0:(R,D,C) is achievable w.r.t. expected max-distortions}

Definition E] is more restrictive than Definition [3| in the following sense: Any tuple (R, D, () that is achievable w.r.t. the
expected max-distortion criteria is also achievable w.r.t. the expected distortion criteria. Therefore,

RI(D,C) <Rf (D, ).

f,max-exc
Theorem 25. For f-separable distortions we have

Ri (D,C) = Ri(D,C) = Ry-(f(D), 0).

f,max-exc

Proof: Theorem [25]is proved in Appendix [I} [ |

IX. OPTIMAL CACHING FOR TWO USERS (SEPARABLE DISTORTION FUNCTIONS)

This section generalises some of the ideas in previous sections from one user to two users. In particular, we will assume
that user 1 has a cache with capacity C' while user 2 does not have a cache as illustrated Figure
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Fig. 7. Two-user RD cache problem.

A. Setup

Suppose that user 1 selects a source index ¢; from the set £; and user 2 selects an index /5 from the set L5, where
L1,Lo C L. Let Ly = |£1| and Ly = |L3]|. We assume that the requests ¢; and ¢ are known by the server and both users
during the delivery phase (this information can be shared, for example, with vanishing rate for finite L and n — 00). A two-user
RDC code for a given blocklength n, which we call a two-user (n, M, M(™))-code, consists of the following mappings:

(i) A cache-phase encoder at the server

PP X" — MW,
(i1) A delivery-phase encoder at the server
) )
Plrer) X" = M

for each pair of user requests (¢1,%3) € L1 X Lo.
(iii) A delivery-phase decoder at user 1 R
Pyt MT XM — A
for each pair of user requests (¢1,%3) € L1 X Lo.
(iv) A delivery-phase decoder at user 2 ~
Ugye, t M = A,

for each pair of user requests (¢1,42) € L1 x L.

During the caching phase the server places
ME = 6(X")

in the cache of user 1. After the request of both users (¢1,¢5) € L1 X Lo are revealed to the server and both users, the server
sends

) )
Mél 62 QS[] [2 ( )
over a common noiseless channel to both users. Users 1 and 2 respectively output
¢ ) () )
Xfl = Poe, (MEIZQ M )
and

% QRS ViR
Xéz 77[}2162( ZYEQ)

The users might have differing exigencies regarding the sources in the library. To account for this, we allow for different
single-symbol distortion functions at each user:

dg, © Xy, X Xy, — [0,00) (user 1)

and ~
80, + Xoy X Xy, = [0,00) (user 2),

where d;, and d, satisfy the two conditions preceding Definition [I}

Definition 10. We say that a rate-distortion-cache tuple (R, D, A, C)-tuple is (d,d)-achievable w.r.t. expected distortions if
there exists a sequence of two-user (n, M M(”))-codes such that

lim sup — log M) < (26a)
n—oo
lim sup — log IM™| < (26b)

n—oQ



limsupE| i, (X7, X7)] < Doy V€L (26¢)

n—oQ

limsupE 8, (X7, X5,)| < Ay ¥ o € L5, (26d)

n— 00

where dg, and &2 are the separable distortion functions (defined in the same way as @) corresponding to dy, and y,. The
two-user operational RDC function w.r.t. expected distortions RT(D, A, C) is the infimum of all rates R > 0 such that the
rate-distortion-cache tuple (R, D, A, C) is (d, §)-achievable.

Unfortunately, we have been unable to find a single-letter (or, computable) expression for the two-user operational RDC
function. An achievable (upper) bound and a converse (lower) bound are presented in the next two subsections.

B. Achievable Bound

As in the single-user problem, we would first like to jointly quantise the library X™ to a codeword U™ that is placed in
user 1’s cache. (The manner in which U™ is placed in the cache is described next.) After the requests ¢; and ¢y are revealed to
the server and both users, we then would like to communicate the approximations X ¢, and X' ;. to users 1 and 2 respectively.

Note that user 2 does not have a cache and, therefore, X7 1, can always be recovered by user 1. Indeed, user 1 will be able
to reconstruct X} 1, before it attempts to recover U™ from its cache. We may, therefore, view Xy ¢, as a type of side information
at user 1 that should be exploited by the cache encoder at the server to reduce the caching rate.

For example, one could use a Wyner-Ziv-style code [20] to compress X™ to a description U™ that is randomly binned at a
rate matched to the bin size I(U ;f( ¢, ). Unfortunately, the particular demand /5 and, consequently, the bin size (or, binning
rate) are not known to the server during the caching phase, and, for this reason, we need to use a slightly more sophisticated
“implicit” binning technique to encode the cache. The technique is similar to that used by Tuncel in [21]], and it leads to the
following achievability result.

Let

R(D,A,C) = min max max {I(X; U, Xo,, Xe,) — C1(U, X: X)) + 1(X; X0, U, X0,). } 27)
(U,X,X) (£1,£2)

where the minimum is taken over all tuples (U, X , X ) jointly distributed with X such that
Ve Ly Eldy, (Xy, X)) <Dy, (28a)
Vil e Lsy: E[(SEQ (ng,ng)] < Agz. (28b)

Theorem 26. -
R(D,A,C) >RI(D,A, Q).

with equality when L1 = {{} or Lo = {{} for some { € L.
Proof: An outline of the proof of Theorem [26]is given in Appendix [[] [ |

C. Genie-Aided Lower Bound

If both users’ demands were revealed by a genie to the server even before the caching phase, then the caching problem
would coincide with a “worst-demands” of the classic successive-refinement of information problem [22, Sec. 13.5]. The RD
function corresponding to this worst-demands problem thus forms a lower bound on Rf(D, A, C). More specifically, let

R(D,A,C) = min max max{I(X;ng),I(X;Xanez) — 0}7
(X,X) (£1,£2)

where the minimum is taken over all (X, X) jointly distributed with X such that (Z8a) and (28B) hold.

Theorem 27.
R(D,A,C) < RU(D, A, 0),

D. (Almost) Lossless Reconstructions at both users

We now specialise Theorems [26] and [27] to the (almost) lossless reconstructions setup.
Corollary 28. For Hamming distortions
R'(0,0,C) >R(0,0,C) (29)

= H(X H(Xy,, Xp,) —
max max { H(Xe,), H(Xe,, Xe,) = C} (30)



and

RT(0,0,C) <R(0,0,C) 31)
— min max max {H(XgQ) + H(Xy,|U, X0,), HU, X¢,, Xo,) — c} (32)
U (€1,02)

where the minimisation is over all auxiliaries U. Moreover, holds with equality when L, = {{} for some { € L or
L1 =Ly = {67 f’} for f,gl e L.

Interestingly, in these cases there is no penalty in the rate-distortions function even though the server does not know the
users’ demands during the caching phase.

E. (Almost) Lossless Reconstruction at user 2

We finally consider the setup where reconstruction at user 1 is lossy with a prescribed distortion, and reconstruction at user 2
is lossless (A = 0). We specialise Theorems [26] and compare the obtained lower and upper bounds for a doubly symmetric
binary source (DSBS). Then, we prove a stronger lower bound and show that it matches the upper bound of Theorem [26] for
the studied DSBS.

Corollary 29. Theorems [26]and 27 provide the following upper and lower bound on the rate-distortion-memory function when
A = 0 under the Hamming distortion function.

R'(D,0,C) >R(D,0,0C) (33)
= min max H(Xp,) + max {0, 1(X; X, | X,) — C} (34)
and
RY(D,0,C) <R(D,0,0C) (35)
— min max max {I(X; U, Xe,, Xe,) — C,H(Xy,) + 1(X; Xe, |U, Xo,), } (36)

(U,X) (£1,£2)
where the minimum is taken over all (U, X) jointly distributed with X such that Z8a) holds.

For the case where the library consists of two files, which are the outcomes of a DSBS, we use Corollary to find lower
and upper bounds on the rate-distortion-cache function. The bounds meet for all distortions below a certain threshold.

Corollary 30. For the DSBS (X, X,) with parameter p, 0 < p < 1, with symmetric distortion criteria D; = D, = D under
the Hamming distortion function, we have

RY(D,0,C) > 14 ( h(p) — h(D) — C)" (37)
and
RY(D,0,0)
1+ (h(p) —h(D)=C)"
If D < D*
+ 38
= 1+ (HD)—p—(1-p)h (2225) ~C) 9
fD*<D<]
where

D* = %(1_\/1_2@. (39)

Proof: The proof is outlined in Appendix [M| and uses connections to the problem of broadcasting to two users with

complementary side information [19]. [ ]

Finally, we find a lower bound on the delivery rate by considering an average-case scenario, rather than a worst-case scenario,
for user 2. This type of lower bounds has also appeared in [31], [32], and [33].

Theorem 31. For any distribution p;(.) on {1,..., Ly}, we have

RY(D,0,C) > min maxmax {I(X; U, Xy, X1) — O, H(X;|I) + I(X; X0, |U, X1), } (40)
(U,X) “

where Xy is indexed by the random variable I and the minimisation is over all py; X|XT such that

Puxixr =Pxix X PuiXxI (41)



and [284) holds. To compute the above optimization, the cardinality of U may be restricted to U < |X| + 2L, without any
loss of generality.

Proof: Theorem [31]is proved in Appendix [N] [ |
Remark 2. For symmetric sources where px,(.) = ... =px, (.), @0) reduces to
RY(D,0,C) > min maxmax {I(X; U, Xy, X1) — O, H(X;) + I(X; X, |U, X,)}. 42)
(U,X)

Note that looks similar to but X implies an average demand criterion at user 2 and may in general be weaker
than @27).
Remark 3. The lower bound in Theorem [31|is larger than or equal to the genie-aided lower bound in Theorem

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF THEOREM 3]

A. Achievability (Expected and Excess Distortions)

Pick any test channel gy x from X to U such that (X,U) ~ px qu x satisfies I(X;U) < C. Build a codebook for the
cache by randomly generating 2nR’ codewords

2nR/

Caacne = {U"(3) = (U1(3): U2 UnG)) |

j=1
each of length n, by selecting symbols iid U ~ gy from U. Give Ceyepe to the server and user.

The server observes the entire library X", and it looks for a unique codeword index j such that (X™,U"(j)) is jointly
typical (for example, we may use letter typicality [24] or strong typicality [25]). If successful, the transmitter places j in the
cache; if unsuccessful, the server places j = 1 in the cache. If R’ > I(X;U), then the probability of a cache encoding error
(i.e., such a j cannot be found) vanishes exponentially fast in the blocklength n.

The user reads the index j from its cache, and it recovers the codeword U™ () from the cache codebook Ceyche. If the server’s
cache-encoding step was successful, then U (j) will be jointly typical with X}'. The server-user compression problem then
reduces to the standard conditional rate-distortion problem [10] with U"(j) as side information. |

B. Weak Converse (Expected Distortions)

Fix the distortion tuple D and cache capacity C arbitrarily, and suppose that R is (D, C)-admissible. Suppose that we have
a sequence of (n, M, M{)-codes satisfying (3). For any ¢ > 0 there exists a sufficiently large n* depending on € such that
for all n > n* we have

1
C+e> —log| M
n

1
> EH(M(E”))

1
> (X" M
> I(X" M)

1 & ,
=3 I(X i MO|XT
n

=1

[

1 — »
it § (XM, X
n

1=1

[le

1
- ; I(X 4 Us),
where (a) follows because X is iid, and (b) follows by setting
Up=(MP, X7 on U=MP x X1
Similarly, for each index ¢ € £ and n > n* we have
Rte> “log| M)

1
> —H(M
> —H(M]")
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1
—I(X"; M
n ( 9 Y4

Y

M)

1

n

Ve

1(X" X7 M)

v

1 n R )
=3 (X XM, X
n

i=1

[|=

1 & .
=D I(X XU
n;( ¢|U:)

Y

1« 5
= I1(Xui; XoilUs),
n-

i=1
where (a) follows because X}’ is a function of the delivery-phase message M é”) and the cached message M(™ and (b) substitutes
U;.

Consider each index ¢ in the above sum and, in particular, the tuple (X, U;, X ;). We can write the joint pmf of this tuple
as

pX,iUiXi(SUnUnfii) =px(x;) QUi\Xi(Ui|wi)qu‘Xi)Ui (@i|wi, i)
Let n
us = Ju,
i=1

and construct a new joint pmf on py ;¢ on X X U X X by setting
n

. N 1 .

=1
Then,
1 n
E";I(Xi; Ui) = Iz (X;U)
1 & . .
- Zl I(Xe: XealUs) = Ir, | (Xe: Xe|U)
and

T, )
Di+e>E [n > de Ko Xm] = Epy, , |de( Ko X0)|

for all £ € L. To complete the converse, we need only show that the alphabet {/* and the joint pmf pi‘XU 5 on X XU x X
can be replaced by an alphabet U of cardinality |/| < |X'|+ 2L and a joint pmf g5, 5 on X X U x X such that

W) Iy (X5U) =1, (X5U)
() VEEL: Ty (X XelU) = Iy, o (Xes Xe|U)
(i) V0eL: Ep [de(Xe, Xo)] = Eqy, 5 [de(Xe, Xo)].

Let g € P* and * € X be arbitrary, and define the following functions.
1) For each x € X, let
ga(a) =Y qlz. &)
2eX
2)

@) ==> | a@a) |log| D ¢ )

zEX \geX zeX
3) For each £ € L, let

3 — Ty, ZTp) - lo Q(wfv'%f)
9¢(q) : U;YME&Q( & &) lg( > q(xbij))( > ﬂm,aﬁe))

jee/{/‘e TpEX,



21

4) For each ¢ € L, let

= > Y qlwe o) de(@e, w).

Te€EXe 3, X,

Define a Borel measure i on P* by
1(Ply=y) =pp(u), uweU”
Then,

/gi dp=px(x), VaeX.

[ o =t (xW0)

/g? du=1Ip (X XiU), VieeL.
/gz dp=Ep o de(Xe, Xe), VLEEL.

By Carathéodory’s theorem, it is possible to assign probabilities to at most |X’| + 2L points in &/* and preserve the area of
the above functions. |

C. Weak Converse (Excess Distortions)

The weak converse for excess distortions follows immediately from Assertion IV of Lemma [2] and the weak converse for
expected distortions given above. |

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF THEOREM

A. Proof of Theorem [f]
Choose the cache capacity to be C = Cg(D) and assume that R(D, Cg(D)) > 0. By the definition of C4(D):

R(D,C) = meaxRX[(Dg) C. (43)

Let U be an optimal auxiliary random variable for the informational RDC function R(D, C), i.e., U is so that

R(D,C) = max R, v (De) (44)
and
I(X;U) <C. (45)

Let £* € L*, i.e., £* attains the maximum in (@3). We have the following:
R(D,C) £ maxRy, (D
( , ) r}leaﬁx X£|U( z)
> Ryx,.ju(Dex)

= min I(Xp+; X |U)
A% g | X pu U E[A(Xex, X )]<De

b ~

4%y | X pu U E[d(X o+, X+ ]<Dyg

C
2 Rx,. (De=) = I(X;U)

d
> Rx,. (Dg) = C
=R(D,C),

where (a) is identical to (@4)); (b) follows by adding the negative term I(Xy-; U)—I(X; U); (c) holds because I(X,-; U, Xp) >
I(Xyp+; Xp+); (d) holds by (@3)); and (e) holds by and because (* € L*.
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The above inequalities must all hold with equality and so the chosen U must satisfy I(X;U) = C= C4(D), (9d) and (Ob).

Therefore,
Ce(D) < C;(D). (46)

Choose now the cache capacity C' = C3(D), and let U be an optimal auxiliary random variable for C;(D). That means, U

satisfies and (OB) and
I(X;U) = C3(D) =C. (47)

The following holds for all £* € £*:
a
R(D < R D

(D,C) < maxRx,jy(De)
b
= Rx,.|v(De-)
< Ry,. (Dp) — I(X;U)
4 Rx,. (D) — C,

where (a) follows because U need not be optimal for R(D, C'), (b) follows from (@b), (c) follows from (9a), and (d) from 7).
Therefore, at the cache capacity C' = I(X;U) = C;(D) we have R(D,C) = Rx,. (D¢+) — C and consequently
Ce(D) > C5(D). (48)

The theorem follows from (@6) and (@8). ]

B. Proof of Corollary[7]
The conditional RD function particularises to the conditional entropy function: Rx,(0) = H(X,|U). Similarly, the

constraint (9a) particularises to
I[(X;U) = H(Xs) — H(X,-

U) =1(Xe;U),

which is equivalent to U < Xy« <> Xpy\g-. ]

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF THEOREM [§]

Let £ € L. For any (X,U) ~ px pyjx on X x U, the following inequalities hold:

Rx,v(De) = min. I(Xe; X)|U)
qf(é\U,XZ: E[de(X;,Xe)]<Dy
> min I(X; X)) = 1(X;U)
axy1x,¢ Elde(X5,Xe)]<De
= Rx, (D) — I(X;U). (49)

Now suppose that we have (U, X )~ p X, u|x On Ux X satisfying conditions (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv) in Deﬁnition Then,

Rx, v (De) < I(X; X|U)
2 I(Xp Xe) - I(X30)
= Rx, (D) — I(X;U), (50)

where (a) follows from property (iii) of Definition [5} (b) follows by properties (i) and (ii) of Definition 3} and (c) follows from
property (iv) of Definition [3]
Inequalities (#9) and (50) combine to

RX”U(D():RXZ(DK)—I(X;U), Ve L. (1))

Thus, the pair (U, X) satisfies (9a). Moreover, since the mutual information I(X; U) does not depend on £ € L, the conditional
rate-distortion function R XAU(D@) is largest for the same indices ¢ as the standard rate-distortion function Rx, (D). Since
Rx,(Dy) is maximum for indices £* € L£*, this proves that the pair (U, X) also satisfies (9b). To conclude: If (U, X) satisfies
(), (i), (iii), and (iv) in Definition |5} then U is a valid tuple for C;(D) and Kgk (D) < C3(D).
Now suppose that
Rx,(D1) =Rx,(D2) =--- =Rx,(Dr)
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and, therefore, £* = L. Let U ~ py|x on U be any auxiliary random variable satisfying for every £ € L. (Condition
automatically follows because £* = L.) For each ¢ € L, let p R |UX, be any test channel that is optimal for the informational

conditional RD function .
Rx,jv(D¢) = min I(Xy; X7)0).
axyjux,’ Elde(X5,X0)]<Dy

Now consider the tuple

(X,U,X) ~px puix [[Ps,0x,
el

For all ¢ € £ we have

R, jv(De) = Rx,(Dy) — I(X;U)
I(Xe: Xp) = I(X50)
I(Xe; Xo|U)
Rx, v (De),

where (a) follow because U was originally chosen to satisfy (9a)); (b) follows because (X, U, X ) need not be optimal for the
informational RD functions Rx,(Dy); and (c) follows because P, ux, achieves Rx,|;7(Dy). The above inequalities must be

lle IN IN=

equalities and, therefore, (X, U, X ) satisfies the following four conditions:

onGEZUH){@HXc\Z

e VieLlL: U<+ )ge — Xy

e VVle L I(Xg;:Xg):RXK(Dg)

e VVle L E[dg(Xg,Xg)] < Dy.

To conclude: Given any (X,U) ~ px pu|x satisfying for all £ € £ we can always find a test channel Pxjux such
that (X, U,X) ~PX PUIX Px|ux satisfies the conditions of Deﬁnition |

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF LEMMA [9]

For Hamming distortion functions, it is not too hard to see that Definition [3] particularises to

Kok (0) = U: U Xgmﬁaxxﬁ\e, veeL (X5 0).

Clearly, we have

H(U) <

< max I(X;U)
Ui U & X, & Xpyg, VEL

max
U: H(U|X,)=0, VLeL

since any U satisfying H(U|X,) = 0 for all £ € £ must also satisfy U <+ X <+ X\, for all £ € L. The reverse inequality
(and therefore Lemma [9) follows by the next lemma, which is a multivariate extension of [26, Lem. A.1]. |

Lemma 32. If U is jointly distributed with X such that U <> Xy <> Xp\g for all £ € L, then there exists U’ jointly distributed
with (U, X) such that U < U' <> X and H(U'|X;) =0 for all £ € L.

Proof: Let py|x denote the conditional distribution of U given X, and suppose that

U < Xy (—)Xﬁ\z, VieLl. (52)
We first generate an L-partite graph
g= (Vv 5)7
with vertices
V=]
teL

The edge set £ contains an edge
{x,x'}, reX;, 2 €X;, i,j€L withi#j,

if and only if there exists an & € X with Z; = z and Z; = 2’ and px (&) > 0.
Let C1,Cs, . ..,Cn, denote the connected components of G, and let ¢(x) denote the index of the connected component that
contains vertex x.
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Let us now construct a new auxiliary random variable U’ on {1, ..., N} that is jointly distributed with X by setting
U "= C(X 1).
Now, for any * € X with px () > 0, the corresponding set of vertices {x1,...,x} forms a clique and, therefore, is a
subgraph of some connected component. Therefore,

U'=c(Xy) as., Vee{2,...,L}.

This, of course, implies H(U'|X,) = 0 for all .

To complete the proof, we need only to show that U can be generated by some conditional distribution gy @ {1,...,
N} — U. We first notice that the Markov chain is equivalent to the following condition: For all x € X with px () > 0,
we have

puix (ulT) = pyx, (ulry) = - = pyix, (ulrr), Vuel.

Now consider any connected component C; and any v € Y. By the above method of constructing G, we may conclude that
pu|x, (ulre) = constant, V £ € L and z; € C; N A,.

That is, pyx, (u|re) depends only on the connected component c(x¢) and the particular u € U, and we can write the above
constant as qe(z,)(u). Choose py |y (ulu’) := qu/(u) to complete the proof. [ |

APPENDIX E
PROOF OF THEOREM [12]

Choose the cache capacity C' = C;(D). Let U be an optimal auxiliary random variable for the informational RDC function;
that is,
R(D = R Dy).
(D,C) = maxRx, v (De)

Now, for each £ € L, let p XU be an optimal test channel for the informational conditional RD function R X, v (D). Define

(X,U,X) ~px puix HPXZ\UXe’
teL

and note that A .
Xy & (U,Xg) <~ (Xﬁ\g,Xﬁ\g), Viel. (53)

Then,
R(D,C) = max I(Xy; X,|U)
el

L
> I(Xe; Xo|U)
1

AV
|
)

I(Xa X€|Ua Xf_l)

o~
I\Mh
N

V
S ia el
g

<X;X|U>
- C(D))

A

L R(D,C),

Ve

where (a) follows from (53)); (b) follows because I(X; U) < Cs(D); (c) follows because E[d;(Xy, X;)] < Dy; and (d) follows
from the definition of Cs(D).

The above inequalities are equalities and consequently I(Xy; X|U) = --- = I(Xp; X.|U), X; < U & Xy_1 (and
therefore Xg U X £\¢ since the chain rule expansion order is arbitrary), X <> XoUadC =1 (X;U). We can
thus conclude that the tuple (X, U, X) satisfies conditions (i)—(v) in the definition of C*(D) and C(D) < Cy(D).

Now suppose that (X, U, X) satisfies conditions (i)—(v) in the definition of C*(D) and I(X;U) = C*(D). Then

< . X
R(D,C) < r;leach(Xe,XAU)
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where (a) follows because from condition (ii); (b) follows from condition (iii); (c) follows from conditions (i) and (v). Thus,

we can achieve the superuser bound at C' = C}(D) and C}(D) < C(D).

APPENDIX F
PROOF OF LEMMA [T3]

First suppose that S = {1,2,...,5} for some 1 < S < L. Then
Ds=(Di,...,Ds) and Xs=(X;...,Xs).

Let A
Rxs(Ds) = min I(Xs; Xs)
Pxgixg Elde(Xe, Xe)]<de, VleL
denote the joint RD function of the source X w.r.t. the S distortion functions dy,ds,...,ds. A proof of the next lemma is

essentially given in [27, Thm. 3.1] and is omitted.

Lemma 33. The joint RD function is upper bounded by
S
Rxs(Ds) <) Ry, xe1 (Do),
=1

where .
Ry, jxt-1(De) = min (X Xo| XY

Px, xt: Ed¢(X¢,X¢)< Dy

denotes the conditional RD function for compressing a source X, with side information Xffl.
Let us now return to Lemma We first notice that the information RDC function can be written as

R(D,C) = i I(X,; X,|U),
(D.C) =, i o) e [(Xe XelU)

where P (D) denotes the set of all test channels Pxu|x from X to X x U satisfying the cache-capacity constraint
I(X;U) < C,

the expected-distortion constraints R
E[de(Xe, Xp)] <dp, V0EL,

and the Markov chains R .
X < (X€7U) AN (Xﬁ\faXE\f)a VieL.

(54)

(55)

(56)

(57)

Intuitively, the Markov chains in (57) can be imposed without changing the minimisation because each conditional mutual
information I(X,; X¢|U) depends only on the marginal distribution of (X, U, X;). Moreover, the minimum in (34) exists
because the random variables are all defined on finite alphabets and conditional mutual information is continuous in p XU|X

and bounded from below. Pick any test channel that achieves this minimum and, with a slight abuse of notation, let (X, U, X )

denote the resulting tuple of random variables. We then have
R(D,C) > max (X X
( ,C) = I?eag( ( £ /|U)

S

> I(Xy; X |U)

=1

>

I

I(Xe; Xo|U, X1

\%
|~
hE

~
Il
—
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S
> I(xpUIX{TY
=1

|~

I(Xp Xl X{7h) —

%
U=
(]

1

~
Il

s
1 A 1
> = I(X; XX - ¢
S Zz:; ( £ Z‘ 1 ) S
s
c 1 1
>3 ; Ry, xt-1(De) = 5C
d 1
Z g (RXS (DS) - C)a
where (a) follows from the Markov chains in (37), (b) follows from (53), (c) follows from the distortion constraints (36) and
the definition of the informational conditional RD function R XX (Dy); and (d) follows from Lemma [33
1
The lower bound for the remaining subsets S C L can be proved by repeating the above arguments with an appropriate
]

relabelling of the variables.
APPENDIX G
PROOF OF THEOREM [17]

We need the following lemma.
Lemma 34. Take any sequence of (n, M, M™)-codes and any positive real sequence {ca,} | 0. If for every sufficiently

large blocklength n we have
P [ M {deky, x1) < D(}] > g—nan,
teL
then there exists real sequence {(,} — 0 such that
1 1
ﬁ IOg |M(n)| > R (D + Cna E 10g ‘METL)‘ + Cn) - Cn-
|

Proof: Lemma [34] is proved in Appendix [H]
Now consider Theorem [17]and any sequence of (n, M{”, M™)-codes satisfying (T6) and (I7). Pick a positive real sequence
lim 27" = (.

{an} | 0 satisfying
n—oo
(58)

Suppose that there exists a large blocklength n* so that for all n > n*:

{actr <o 2

P |;
lel
Pick « > 0 arbitrarily. By assumptions (T6) and (I7), and by Lemma [34] we can pick n* sufficiently large so that ¥n > n*

the following chain of inequalities holds:
R(D,C) +~v

A\VAS

1
= log [ M®
n

1
R (D+%n10g|/\/l(c")| +’v) —
(59)

Ve

R(D+~,C+2y) —7,
where step (a) follows by assumption (I6); step (b) follows from Lemma and step (c) follows by assumption and the

Ve

fact that the informational RDC function is non-increasing in the cache capacity.
Since the RDC function R(D, C) is a continuous function of D € [0,00)L and C € [0, 00) and by choosing ~ sufficiently
close to 0, for any desired € > 0 we can obtain from (59) that
1
R(D,C) — —log |IM™|
n
<R(D,C)=R(D+~,C+2y)+v
(60)

< €.
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This contradicts assumption (T6). We therefore conclude that assumption was wrong and holds with a strict inequality in
the reverse direction for some n > n* and consequently

lim sup P [ U {ag(XﬁX;) > Dz}‘| =1. (61)

APPENDIX H
PROOF OF LEMMA [34]

A. Proof Setup and Outline
Assume that we have a sequence of (n, M, M™)-codes for the RDC problem. For each blocklength n and RDC code
(607, 7", "), let
G = {w" c X" d, (@;;* (F(z™), ¢ (wn)),xg)) <DV le 5}

denote the set of all “good” sequences that the code will reconstruct with acceptable distortions. Let {«,,} | 0 be a sequence
of positive real numbers, and suppose that the above mentioned sequence of RDC codes satisfies

P[X" e gm] =2 " (62)

for every blocklength n. For example, we are free to choose {«,} such that {27"*} — 0 or {27} — 1.
The basic idea of the following proof is to show that (62)) implies that the delivery-phase rate of the sequence of RDC codes
satisfies

1
log|M®
n

1
Z R <D + <n7 E log |M(Cm| + gn) _Cn (63)

for some sequence {(,, } — 0. The key idea in proving this inequality will be to use the RDC code on a hypothetical “perturbed”
source that is constructed from the good set G and the DMS of pmf px.

B. Construction of the Perturbed Source
The following construction is similar to that used by Watanabe [28] and Gu and Effros [29]. Let us call the DMS

X"~ py @) = [[ px (@), @€ x”
i=1
the real source. The perturbed source
is defined as follows: If y € G,,, then
n{an -+ 7 n
2" +‘/7L)Px(y )

qy y" = 1 . (64a)
v~ (y") oMt RIPIX™ € G,] + P[X" ¢ G,]

Otherwise if y™ ¢ G,,, then
rx(y")
1
2n(an+ﬁ)P[Xn e gn} + P[Xn ¢ gn]
It is worth noting that gy~ need not be a product distribution on X™. It is, however, not too difficult to see that gy~ is “close”
to the product distribution p% of the real DMS in the following sense. For every sequence y™ € X™:

gy (y") = (64b)

—n(an L n n n n(on o n n
27t U Pt (y™) < gy (y™) < 20TV p(y”). (65)
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C. Caching the Perturbed Source — Distortion Bounds

We now take the (rn, M@, M™)-code (¢, ¢}, ;") from the above mentioned sequence, and use it to cache the perturbed
source Y™ ~ gyn. For each ¢ € L, let

V= (00 (V") 6 (V)

denote the corresponding output at the decoder. A lower bound on the probability of the decoding success for this RDC code
on Y can be obtained as follows:

PY"™ € G™]
= Z ay~(y")
ynegm
Ly 2"t px (")

g 27TV PX™ € G] 41— P[X™ € G
2"t JRP[X "™ € Gl
gnlan+77) P[X" € W] +1—P[X" € Gn]
2n(an+ﬁ)

n(ant—=) 1
2 ) + gy — 1

2n(an+ﬁ)

Ve

2n(an+ﬁ) + onan — ]
ovn

2V 41 — 2—nom
ovn
>
T 2vi4 1’
where (a) substitutes the definition of gy~ (y™) from and (b) invokes the assumption (62)). Therefore,
lim P[Y" € g"] =1.
n—oo

The expected distortion performance of the RDC code on Y™ ~ gy~ can be upper bounded by
E{ae (Y’vann)} _ E[az(ffzn’y—en) c g(n)} P[Yn c g(n)}
+ E[ae (anv Y)Y ¢ gﬁ P[Y" ¢ g(m}

ovn
< - .
=~ Dé + Dmax 1 2\/5 +1 (66)

Therefore, o
limsupE[d, (Y, Y;")] < Dy, V{€L.

n—oo

D. Caching the Perturbed Source — A Lower Bound on the Caching Rate

We now use a slight modification of the converse proof in Appendix [A] to give a single-letter lower bound on the caching
rate for the perturbed source. Let M = ¢ (Y™) in M$ denote the corresponding cache message. We have

1 1 |
~log | M| > —H(M) > ~1(Y™; M)
1 & ,
= I(YuMP|Y{!
n; ( Y1)

- iil(Yi;Mé”nYil) —1(YsYT
ng[ (Yi:U;) — ZH Zn:H(YiIY’fl)
7,:1

:721 Y U;) — ZH )+ H(Y”) (67)
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where in (a) we note that gy~ need not be a product measure and (b) substitutes
U=M" YY) on Uy=MDxx!

in the same way as the weak converse in Appendix [A]

E. Caching the Perturbed Source — A Lower Bound on the Delivery Rate

Now consider an arbitrary request ¢ € L, and let Mé") = qﬁé")(Y”) in M®™ denote the corresponding delivery phase
message. The delivery-phase rate can be lower bound as follows:

1 1
—log IM™| > —H(M" | M)
n n
1
> I M M)

n

Ve

1 N
—I(Y™ Y M)
n

1 <& . .
= N YR MO, Y
n

=1

1 & .
> — I(Yes5Ye,4\Us), 63
> = (Yo Yl Us) (68)

i=1
where (a) follows because Y[" < (M, M{) < Y" forms a Markov chain; and (b) substitutes U; as in the proof of the
weak converse in Appendix [A]

FE. Caching the Perturbed Source — Timesharing and Cardinality Reduction

Consider the tuple of random variables (Y™, U™, Y™) constructed in the above sections. Let J € {1,2,...,n} be a uniform
random variable that is independent of (Y™, U™, Y ™), and let

n
U = <U ui> x{1,2,...,n}.
=1

Let (Y,U, f’) € X x U x X, denote the random tuples generated by setting
Y:YJ, U: (UJ,J) and ?:YJ
With this choice, it then follows from (67) that

1 1
—log IMP| > I(Y 5;Uy|J) — H(Y ;) + ~H(Y™)

— (Y, 0) - H(Y) + %H(Y") 69)
and from (68) that
%log M| > 1Yy 55 Ye 51Uy, J)
= I(Y Yi[). (70)
Finally, from (66) the expected distortion for satisfies

E[de(Vr, V)] = E[ (77, 1)

ovn
< - .
_D€+Dmax 1 2\/5_’_1 (71)

Let ¢y, denote the joint distribution of the variables (Y,U, f’) The cardinality of /™ grows without bound in n, and
the next lemma uses the convex cover method [22| Appendix C] (see also the arguments in to bound this cardinality by a
finite number.

Lemma 35. There exists a random tuple (l:’, U , }:’) ~q defined on X x UxX for which the following is true:

. Ul <|X|+2L,

Yoy
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(
I(Yg,Yg|U) = I(Yg,Yg|U) forall ¢ € L, and
E[d@(i/g,Y@)] = E[dg(Yg,E)] for all le L.
Combining Lemma [35] with (69), and yields the following: There exists some tuple

(YUY)Nq?ﬁff on X xUxX

such that cache rate is lower bounded by

1 = = = 1

—log | M| > I(Y;U) = H(Y) + —H(Y"); (72)

n n
the expected distortion is upper bounded by

2 = ovn
< I
E[de(Ve, V)| < Dot D (1= 577 ) 73)

and the delivery phase rate is lower bounded by

1 - 2 =
ﬁ IOg |M(n)| Z I(Yg;YAU)

ovn
> Rf/dff Dl"‘Dmax 1- 2\/54,1 3 (74)

where the second inequality follows from the definition of the conditional RD function.

G. Convergence of H(Y) to H(X)
Fix v > 0 arbitrarily small. The set of ~y-letter typical sequences [24| with respect to the DMS p’ will be useful in the
following arguments. This set is given by

1
AP (px) = {w” € ’nN(alw”) —px(a)| <ypx(a), Vac X}-

Lemma 36. The probability that the real DMS X" ~ px does not emit an y-letter typical sequence satisfies [24, Thm. 1.1]
n n —n~2
P[X ¢ A%)(px)} <2(x)27™ wrex),

where p(px) is the smallest value of px on its support set supp(px)-

Let us now return to the perturbed source Y™ ~ gy . For each a € X we have

7y (a)
< gy (a)
b n Y, n n
= > gy("P[Y =alY" =y"]
yn€Xﬂ,
aN(a|ly™
£ Z ay(y 1,)¥
y’!LGX’VL
(aly™) aly
= Z ay(y ) | + Z gy g
ym EA&:L) yn Q.A(")
d
<px(a)(1+7)P[X" € AV +P[X" ¢ AY]
< px(@)(1 +7) + 2|2~ wEx) (75)

where (a) applies Lemma (b) and (c) use the fact that Y is generated by uniformly at random selecting symbols from
Y™ (the timesharing argument above); (d) uses the definition of ~-letter typical sequences; and (e) invokes Lemma Using
similar arguments, we obtain

g3 (a) > px(a)(l — ) (1 — 27" 1)), (76)



From and (76), we have

(1 -7)px(a) <liminf gy (a) < limsup gy (a) < (1+7)px(a).

n—oo
Since holds for every v > 0, and the sequence {qs } does not dependent on v, we have
lim gy (a) =px(a), VacX.
Therefore, by the continuity of entropy [30, Chap. 2.3] we have

lim H(Y) = H(X).

n—oo

H. Convergence of (1/n)H(Y™) to H(X)
It follows from (63) that for all @™ € X" we have

1 1 non 1 n
—Qp — % < Elogpx(a ) — EIOgQY“(a )

Bl

Moreover, for every a” € A% (px) we have

N
—
+
2
=
>
g\
)
o
—_

= (1+7)H(X),

where (a) follows because p% is a product measure and (b) follows because a™ € A%’ (px ). Similarly, we have

1
px(a™)

log > (1) H(X)

for all a™ € X™.
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(77)

(78)

(79

(80)

81)

(82)

(83)

Now consider the joint entropy H (Y "). With a few manipulations, we obtain the upper bound in (84). Here step (a) uses (80).

Step (b) uses the upper bound in (82) on the first logarithmic term, and

n

1 1 1 1
—log ——< = — log ———~
nCpx@n) " n Z px ()
1 & 1
<—> log——~
n ; w(px)
= log L
w(px)

on the second temﬂ Finally, step (c) applies Lemma Using similar arguments, we also have

%H(Y")

1 1
=- Z gy (a")log —
" amesupp(qyn) av(a”)
a 1 1 1
> qy (a” log—an—)
e (Gon iy o=

aneAY (px)

4If p% (a™) = 0, then by definition gy (a™) = 0 and @™ ¢ supp(qy ).



1 1 1
—H(Y™) = — n(a")log ———
R S

n am
amesupp(qyn) )

1 1 1
S Z an(a,n) ( 10gﬁ + o, + )
am™€Esupp(qyn) " pX(a ) vn
Z gy~ (a™) (1 log _ +a, +
n " pk(a")

ane AP (px) N supp(gyn)
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)

+ q (a”)<110g bt 1)
yn — — n =
n 7 p(am) vn
ang A5 (px) N supp(gyn) X
b 1
$Y ae@(0eH0 ran s )
are AT (px) N supp(qyn)
1 1
N gy (a™) <1og ——tag )
2. ( (%) Vi

ang AP (px) N supp(gyn)

c 1 1 1
<( H(X n+ ——= + 2| X |27 H(px) (1 . ) 84
<(1+7)H(X) + o +ﬁ+ |X| Ogu(px)+a +¢ﬁ (84)

b 1

Y @ (0 a2

n
an GA(’:L) (px)
¢ 1
_ _ _ _ —nyu(px)
> ((1 VWH(X) — an \/ﬁ) (1 9| X |2l ) (85)

Step (a) follows from (80); step (b) follows from (83); and step (c) applies Lemma [36] From (84) and (83) we have for every

fixed v > 0

1
(1-9)H(X) <liminf —H(Y") < limsup lH(Y”)

n—oo 1 n—oo T

which, in turn, implies

< (L +v)H(X),

1
lim —H(Y") = H(X). (86)
n—oo n
1. Completing the Proof
The above arguments show that there exists a sequence of random variableﬂ
{F0,00) ~ a5, () a5, (1)},
with each (Y ,,,U,,) defined on X x U, such that
nh_)rréoq;,n(a) =px(a), Vac X
and
1 - -
~log | M| 2 1(Y30) - €1,
1
- log |IM%] > R?e n‘lj"(Dg +en), VLEL,
where
1 =
Lo = | HY") = HY)| (87)
v
€2.n = Dipax | 1= m . (88)

SHere, for clarity, we have added the subscript 7 on the random variables to identify the corresponding blocklength 7.
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Let (X,Un) ~px() 47,3, (]"), and define

€3n = Ri:’nllzfn (De+e2n)— RX\I?,L (Dy + Ez,n) .

Finally, choose (, = max{e1 n,€2n,€2,} so that the lemma follows from (78], and and the continuity of the
informational conditional RD function. [ |

APPENDIX [
PROOF OF THEOREM [23]

The proof of Theorem [25] will bootstrap the achievability part of Theorem [3] and the strong converse in Theorem
Take the single-symbol distortion functions d* from (24), and consider RL*(D,C) and Rfl*(D7C) — the respective
operational RDC functions in the expected and excess distortion settings w.r.t. the separable distortion functions

d"=(dy,.... dp),

where " "
d, (2, a}) = % > di(Eei o) = % > fo(delEei, we4)).
i=1 i=1
Lemma 37.
Rl.(D,C) = R..(D,C) = Rg- (D, C).
Proof: Apply Theorem 3| with d". [ ]
Lemma 38.

Ri(D,C) =R} (f(D),C).
Proof: For every (n, M, M®™)-code we have

P [ U {fausi xp) = Dg}]

LeL
el {fgl (izfz(dz(X?>X?))> > DeH
L teL i=1
-r| {ifjdz@?,xn > fe(De)H
:ZeL 1=1
2l J{aar g = fz(De)}] :
L eL

The left hand side of (a) corresponds to the excess-distortion event for RE(D7 (), and the right hand side of (b) corresponds
to the excess-distortion event for Rf;* (f(D), C). Therefore, a sequence of (n, M$, M )-codes can achieve vanishing error
probabilities w.r.t. the f-separable distortion functions df if and only if it achieves vanishing error probabilities w.r.t. the
separable distortion functions d". [ ]

Lemma 39.
Ri

f,max-exc

(D,C) < R{(D,C).

Proof: Recall Definition E and fix the distortion tuple D and cache capacity C. If R > R;ft (D, C) then there exists a
sequence of (n, M, M™)-codes satisfying (3a), (3b) and (6). For this sequence of codes, let

Go = () {du (X2, X7) < D},
teL
and let G¢ denote the complement of G,,. Then

E {r?eazc (ﬁe(X?, X7 — Df)}

= E[r?eag (ﬁz(XfaX?) - Dé)
+ E[% (Fde(X7, X7') — D)

< Duax P[G

n}'

.]p[G.]
Al

(89)
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Since Dpy is finite and P[GE] — 0 by (6), we have

lim sup E [max (fd[(Xe , X0 — Dz)] <0

n—00
and R > R} . ...(D,C) by Definition ¢} =
Lemma 40.
R (D2 €) = Ra (F(D), ©).
Proof: If Rq«(D*,C) = 0, then the lemma immediately follows because we always have Rf macexe (D C) > 0. We

henceforth restrict attention to the nontrivial case R4~ (F(D),C) > 0.
Suppose, to the contrary of Lemma | that R} D, C) is strictly smaller than Rg- (f(D), C) and, therefore, there exists
some y > 0 such that

f,max- exc(

RT

f,max-exc

By the continuity and monotonicity of Ry (f(D),C)) and each f,, there exists some distortion tuple D’ such that
Ra- (F(D'), C) = Ra-(F(D), C) = 2 o1

where D}, > Dy for all £ € L.

Now recall Definition E and the operational meanlng of Rf max-exe (2> C). There exists a sequence of (n, M, M®™ )-codes
satisfying (3a), (3B) and [23). On combining (B), @0) and (©1), we see that the delivery-phase rates of this sequence of codes
satisfy

lim sup — 1og|M<">| < Rg-(F(D'),C) — L. (92)

n—oo 2

Now consider the excess-distortion performance of the sequence of (n, M, M™)-codes w.r.t. the separable distortion

functions d*. Let o
By = U {di (X2, xp) = (D)) },
lel
and let B¢ denote the complement of B,,. Notice that we have
B, = {@(Xgl,xgl) > Dg}.
el

Since the asymptotic delivery-phase rate is strictly smaller than the informational RDC function (92), the strong converse in
Theorem [T7] yields
lim sup P[Bn} =1

n—oo

Let
¢ =min (D} = Dy).

We now have
E{max fd Xn,Xn —D :|
el ( Z( ¢ Z) Z)

- E[% (fde(X7, X7') — D)

| PlB.]
B:;} P [B;}
Jels]

+ E[max ([, (X7, X7') — Dy)

%E{max (fdz(X , X7") — Dy)
(mlan) [ }

> <Pl = (nin DoP[] ©

where (a) follows because ﬁg(f(?, X7) is nonnegative; and (b) follows because, conditioned on B, there must exist at least
one ¢’ € L such that o

fdg/(X?,X?) > Dé/ > Dy
and thus

Iéleacx (ﬁ[(X;,X?) — Dg) > ﬁ[/(X;,XZ) — Dy > C
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Finally, we have

0= hmbupE{maX (fdg(Xé X7 — D[):|

n—oo
2 lim sup [(: P[B,] — (min Dg)P[BfLH
n—0o00 LeL
=0,
where (a) follows from (23), (b) follows from @ and (c) follows because P[B,] — 1 by the strong converse Theorem

and ¢ > 0. The above contradiction implies that Rf macexe (D5 C) cannot be strictly smaller than R4 (f(D),C). |
To complete the proof of Theorem [] we need only combine the above lemmas:

RI max- exc(D C) < Ri(D C)
2 RL (f(D),C)
= Rq- (f(D),C)
< Ri max- CXC( )
where (a) uses Lemma [39] (b) uses Lemma [38] (c) uses Lemma [37] and (d) uses Lemma |

APPENDIX J
PROOF OF THEOREM [21]

Fix D = (D, D, ..., D) for some D > 0, and consider any tuple (U, X) satsifying (Z1). Fix S C £ and let S := |S|. Then
(XX
Thax (X3 Xe|U)

>

p=

ax | h(X/|U) — h(X,|X,)
x| }

a 1
> —h(Xs|U) — 3 log(2meD)

b 1 1
> (2 log ((27re)s det Kxg) — C’) ~5 log(2meD)

NI detKXs_g
T 29 %% s S

— =W~

Step (a) follows because
h(Xele) = h(Xe — X0|X0)

h(/\/(o E(X, — X0)%))

h(N (0, D))

- log(27reD),

ARVANS

\/\i

where (a.1) follows by the translation property of diﬁerential entropy [30, Thm. 10.18]; (a.2) uses the fact that the normal
distribution maximises differential entropy for a given second moment [30, Thm. 10.43], and (a.3) invokes the distortion
constraint in (21)). Moreover, for the first term, we have

hXUa>51 hXUa'>61hXU
max h(XU) = < S h(XlU) = 5 h(Xs|U),
€S

where (a.5) follows because the maximum cannot be smaller than the average, and (a.6) follows by the independence bound
for differential entropy [30, Thm. 10.34]

Step (b) follows from the cache capacity constraint in (21))

C>I1(X;U)>1(Xs;U)
= h(Xs) — h(Xs|U)

— %log ((2me)® det K x5 ) — h(Xs|U)
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APPENDIX K
PROOF OF THEOREM 22]

A. Case 1: (D,C) e &
If (D,C) € &4, then it trivially follows from the definition of Rg x, x, (D, D) that Rg(D, D,C) = 0.

B. Case 2: (D,C) € S

Since Rg x,x,(D, D) is strictly decreasing in D, it follows that for a given C' < Rg x, x, (D, D) the distortion D must
satisfy

0<D<29/1-p2

Define
a=1-p—2"9/1—p2 (94)
and note that 0 < a < 1 — p for all finite
C>11 LR
—log —.
2 1=

Now let W, N1, No, Nl, 1\727 Zy and Zs be mutually independent standard Gaussians A(0,1), and notice that our bivariate
Gaussian source (X1, X5) can be written as

Xi=pW+VaN+\/1-p—D—-a N, +VD Z;, i=1,2
Choose U = (Uy,Us), where
U=\pW++VaN,;, i=12.

Define the reconstructions X 1 and XQ to be

X, =U++/1-p—a—-DN,;, i=1,2.

We notice that R )
X1<—)X1(—>U1<—)U(—>UQ<—)X2(—>X2 (95)

forms a Markov chain. Additionally,

h(X1|Uy)

h( )

h( )

h(X1, Xs) — h(X1|U1) — h(X2|Us)
h( ) —2

h( ) — 2h(X1 — Uh|Uh)

1

_ 1 1—p?
2 Og(l—p—a)2
Lc,

where (a) and (b) follow from (93), (c) follows by symmetry, and (d) substitutes (94). Similarly,
I(X1; X1|U) = h(X1|U) — h(X1|X1,U)
£ h(X0|U1) = h(X:|X0)
= h(X1 — U1|U1) — h(X1 — X1|X1)

1 1
3 log <27re(1 —p— a)) ~5 log (27reD>

1 l-p—-—a

21 ol et

o5

1 1—p? C
= 71 _ —

Fint ( D? ) 2

where (a) uses the Markov chain (93) and (b) substitutes (94). Finally, we notice that the above achievable rate is equal to the
superuser lower bound from Theorem 21}
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C. Case 3: (D,C) € 83
Let

a =5+ p -2,

and note that 0 < a < p. Now let W, W, Z1,Z>, N1 and Ny be mutually independent standard Gaussians A/(0,1). Choose
U=VaW4+p—aW

Xi=pW+\1-p—D Z;, i=1,2

We may now write our bivariate Gaussian source (X1, X3) as

and

X, =X, +VDN;, i=1,2.

The pair (X1,U) and the pair (X5, U) are both zero mean bivariate Gaussians with identical covariance matrices

1 \/
Kx,v=Kx,uv= [ ap} .

vap o p
Similarly, (X1, X2,U) is a zero mean multivariate normal with the covariance matrix
1 p vap
Kx,x,u=| »p 1 Jap
Vap ap  p
Thus,

I(X1, X2;U) = h(X1, X2) + A(U) — h(X1, X2, U)
= %log ((2me)® det K x, x,) + %log (2mep)

1
~5 log ((2me)® det K x, x,v)

and

I(X1§X1|U) = h(X1|U) - h(Xl‘leU)

= (X1, U) = h(U) = h(X1|X1)
1
2

1
log ((2me)? det K x,u/) — 3 log(2mep)

1
~5 log(2meD)
1-a
D

1
5 10g

D. Case 4: (D,C) € S,

Suppose that (D, C) € Sy. Since (D, C) lies below the Gaussian joint RD function Rg, x, x, (D, D), it follows that for any
given distortion D € [1 — p, 1] the cache capacity C' must lie within

1 14+p
0<C<=-log———.
=Y =9%9p 14,
Define 1
a=S(1+p)(1-27)
and

B=1—a—D,

where we notice that
0<a,6<1—-D and a+8=1—-D <p.



In this case, we may write
Xi=va A+ /BB+\Vp—(a+B) W+/1-pN;, i=12
where A, B, W, N1 and N, are mutually independent standard Gaussians N(0,1). Now let
U=+/aA,

and . . R
X=X, =X:=U++/p B.

Here (X1, X2,U) is a zero mean multivariate Gaussian with covariance matrix

1 p «
KXl,Xz,U = |P 1 «
a a a.
Then,
I(X1, X2;U) = h(X1, X2) — W(X1, X5,U) — h(U)
1
=5 log ((2me)® det K x, x,)
1
— 5 log ((27‘(6)3 det KXl,Xz,U)
1
+ §log (2mep)
1 1
= —log +p
2 1+p-2a
=C.
Moreover,

I(X1; X|U) = h(X1|U) — h(X:1|U, X)
=h(X1|U) — h(X1|X)

= %log (2me(1 — ) — %log (2me(l —a— B))

11 11—«
=-lo .
2% 7D

APPENDIX L
PROOF OF THEOREM [26] (OUTLINE)
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Choose (U, X, X) such that (28a) and (Z8b) hold. We need only find a scheme that has an arbitrarily small average error

probability whenever
C>I(U; X) — I(U; Xe,)
R>1(U,X; Xyp,) + 1(X; X0, |U, Xo,)
holds for all (¢1,¢2) € L1 X Lo.

A. Code Construction

Fix € > 0 arbitrarily small. Generate a U-codebook

{U™"(my) = (Ui(my), Us(my), ..., Up(my)) }

indexed by

my =1,2,...,2"IXU)+e)

by randomly selecting symbols from I/ in an iid manner using U ~ py. For each index f3, generate an X ¢,-codebook

{Xlz (mfz) = (sz,l(m€2)7 oo 7X52,n(m42))}

indexed by
me, =1,2,..., on(I(U, XX ¢, )+e)



by selecting symbols from /’\N,’g2 iid X ¢, ~ Px, - Finally, for each (€2, my,my,), generate an Xgl-codebook
“2

{XZ (M, My s Loy, ) = (Xoy 1 (M Mty Loy gy )y Xy o (0 meg,ﬁzymél))}

indexed by ) )
me, = 1,2, 200 XX |UX2)+0

by selecting symbols from .XA‘gl independently (in a memoryless manner) according to

n

Hszl\U,sz ( : |ui(m")7j€2i(mez))'
=1

B. Cache Encoder at Server

Find a tuple of indices m,, and (my,; ¢2 € L) such that

(U™ (ma), X", X[, (my,)

39

is jointly typical for every {5 € Lo. If there are one or more index tuples pick one uniformly at random; otherwise, declare an

error. Represent m,, as a string of binary bits, and let m, denote the first nC' bits of m,,.

C. Delivery-Phase Encoder at Server

Given (m.,, my,), find my, such that

(U™ (M), X™, X1 () X7 (M, mgy, €2, my, )

is jointly typical. If there are one or more indices, pick one uniformly at random and set m = (my,,my, ). If there is no such

index tuple declare an error.

D. Delivery-Phase Decoders

1) User 1: Find an index m, with the same first nC bits as in m, such that

(Un(mu)a Xlz (mb))

is jointly typical. If there is no such index declare error. If there are multiple such indices choose one uniformly at random.

Output X7 (1, me,, £2, my, ).
2) User 2: Output X' (my, ).

APPENDIX M
PROOF OF COROLLARY [30]

Starting from (33)), one can write
R'(D,0,C)
> R(D,0,0)

> 14 max max{O, Rx, |x, (Dy,) _C}
(62.02) SR

2 1 + maX{O, RX@|X@/ (D) - 07 RXZ/‘Xz(D) - C}
>1+ max {o, h(p) — h(D) — c}

(96)
o7)

(98)
99)

where (97) is because min —max is larger than or equal to max — min and is because the conditional rate-distortion

function of a doubly symmetric source is given by h(p) — h(D).
Also, we specialise (33)) by choosing U = (X, X¢/) to obtain
R'(D,0,0)
<R(D,0,C)

< mjnn}axmax {I(X; X0, Xpr, Xy,) — C,H(ng)}
X 2

= 1+ minmax {O,I(X;XZ,XZ/|X4/) - C,
X

(100)
(101)



I(X§X€7X€’|X€)_C}
1+ ( h(p) — (D) -C)*
If D < D*
+
1+(h(D) p—(1— p)h(%)—C’)
fD*<D<1

<

where D* is defined in (39) and (T03) follows by the choice of X that is made in the proof of [[19, Theorem 3].

APPENDIX N
PROOF OF THEOREM [31]

For any € > 0, let the distortion vector € = (¢, . ..,€). We have
n(R(D,e,C) + C)
> H(M",, M™)

> I(M}";Q MM XM

—ZI (M, MM, X" X )

= ZI(XZ,X;;, MM, X X)
=1

n
>N I(Xp, Xp, MM, XY X)) — ndi (e)

i=1

=3 I(XP, Xeyir X7 iy, MW, X775 X5) = ndi (e)

i=1

> ZI(le,nXez,i, U, ,i; X i) — noq(e)

1=1
=nI(X4,.q, X02.0: Uty X q|Q) — 11 (€)
nd(Xo,.0, Xe,,0:Uty,q. Qs X @) — ndy(e€)
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(102)

(103)

(104)
(105)

(106)

(107)

(108)

(109)

(110)

(111)
(112)

where we have defined Uy, ; = (M. (n) s Xpy ip10 X =1, and Q is a random variable that is independent of everythmg else and
takes values in {1, ...,n} uniformly at random. In the above chain of inequalities, is because X}’ ¢, and Xy ¢, are functions

of M(n)Z and (M, (n) Me( )e ), respectively, and is because dy, (XJ1, X7) < €. Here, 51(€) = 0 as e — 0.
Slmllarly, we have

nR(D, e, C)
> I(My"), s MM, X™")

= I(M", Xp; ME, X™)

> I(M{"),, X M, X™) — nés(c)

> 1(Xp, M, X"™) + T(M"), s M, X" | X7.) — ndy(e)
> 1(Xp, MM, X™) + 1(M["), X"\M“’ XP) — nés(e)

(X£2,M<" X"+ (X7 X MM, X7 ) — nda(e)

= ZI (Xets.43 Mc(n)»Xn‘XZ,iH)
i=1

+Y IR X MM X XY — ne
=1

= ZI(Xb.,i; M(En)aXnaX[g,i+1)
=1

(113)
(114)
(115)
(116)
(117)
(118)

(119)
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+ Y I(X XM, X, X — e (120)

i=1
n
2 Z I(Xe, i3 Mén)X%lXZ,i-H)
i=1

Y I, 5 X M, XX, X, ) — nae) (121)

i=1

= (X0, Us, i)

i=1

+ Y I(Xe, i3 Xi|Uey i Xeyi) — na(€) (122)
=1
=nl(Xe,,0; Ur 0lQ)
—|—TLI(XZI,Q;XQ|U£27Q,X£27Q,Q) —7152(6) (123)
=nl(Xe,,0; Ur,,0@Q)
+TLI(XZI,Q;XQ|U£27Q,Q,X42’Q) —7152(6) (124)

Let us now average (112) and (124) over ¢ € {1,..., Lo} weighted by p;(¢2). We thus have

n(R(D,e,C)+ C)

> nz Pr(6)1(X0,.0: Xty.0: Utr gy Q; X o) — néi (€) (125)
12
:nI(Xgl’Q,XLQ,ULQ,Q;XQH) 7’[7,(51(6) (126)
and similarly, we have
nR(D,e,C)

> nl(X1,q;Urq, Q)

+nl(Xe,.0; X0lUrg,Q, X1.0,I) — nda(€) (127)
Finally, we verify that (28a) holds. Since the rate-distortion-memory (R, D, C') is admissible, for any ¢’ > 0 we have
(D+¢)>E [ng (XZ,XZ)} (128)
= LN E [y (X K ) (129)
n

— Ede (Xer.00 X0 (130)

We now define U = (ULQ,Q), and rename X@hQ, X1,0, and X to Xgl, X7, and X, respectively. It is not difficult to
see that @TI)) holds.
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