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Achievable Rates for Information Extraction

from a Strategic Sender

Anuj S. Vora, Ankur A. Kulkarni

Abstract

We consider a setting of non-cooperative communication where a receiver wants to recover randomly

generated sequences of symbols that are observed by a strategic sender. The sender aims to maximize

an average utility that may not align with the recovery criterion of the receiver, whereby the received

signals may not be truthful. We pose this problem as a sequential game between the sender and the

receiver with the receiver as the leader and determine ‘achievable strategies’ for the receiver that attain

arbitrarily small probability of error for large blocklengths. We show the existence of such achievable

strategies under a sufficient condition on the utility of the sender. For the case of the binary alphabet,

this condition is also necessary, in the absence of which, the probability of error goes to one for all

choices of strategies of the receiver. We show that for reliable recovery, the receiver chooses to correctly

decode only a subset of messages received from the sender and deliberately makes an error on messages

outside this subset. Due to this decoding strategy, despite a clean channel, our setting exhibits a notion

of maximum rate of communication above which the probability of error may not vanish asymptotically

and in certain cases, may even tend to one. For the case of the binary alphabet, the maximum rate may

be strictly less than unity for certain classes of utilities.

I. INTRODUCTION

Consider a setting between a sender and a receiver, where the sender observes a sequence

of randomly generated symbols that is to be recovered subject to a fidelity criterion by the

receiver. However, unlike the usual setting of communication, the sender has a tendency to

misreport its information and therefore, may not cooperate with the receiver. The sender signals
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the receiver with an aim of maximizing a utility function that depends on the observed sequence

and the sequence recovered by the receiver. Since maximizing this utility may not align with

the interests of the receiver, the sender’s signals may not be truthful. How should the receiver

then communicate with the sender? We call this setting as the problem of information extraction

from a strategic sender. In this, we ascertain the rates achievable for reliable communication in

this setting.

Our setting is motivated by the networked-based multi-agent systems such as cyber-physical

systems. These systems often comprise diverse entities like sensors, controllers, and smart

devices, that are remotely connected via communication channels. A typical setting for a strategic

interaction could be between a sender, such as a fusion center, that collects information from

the sensors and transmits it via a channel to a receiver, such as a controller. However, such

a system could be attacked by an adversary which may cause the sender to act maliciously

and misrepresent its information. Since these networked systems form the backbone of critical

infrastructure, it is increasingly relevant to study such strategic settings.

From the outset, one may relate this setting to the problem of coding in the presence of

mismatched criteria studied extensively in the information theory literature (see [3] for a survey).

However, there are crucial differences between our setting and the setting of mismatched coding.

The mismatch in the encoding and decoding criteria in these settings models the inaccurate or

asymmetric information about the channel characteristics or incorporates constraints either on the

encoder or on the decoder. The emphasis is to devise reliable codes that ensure communication

despite the mismatched criteria, and thereby, the encoding and the decoding functions in such

cases are therefore chosen cooperatively. In contrast, the sender in our setting is malicious and

is trying to deceive the receiver. Thus, the receiver has to choose its ‘decoding’ function in

anticipation of this strategic nature of the sender.

Our setting is also different from the setting where a sender reports arbitrarily corrupted

information. Such a defunct sensor is indifferent to the outcome and hence its signals to the

receiver may be uncorrelated to the observed information. The sender in our setting is influenced

by its utility function; it actively chooses to report certain sequences incorrectly, whereas for other

sequences it may choose to report truthfully if it benefits the sender. The messages transmitted

by the strategic sender thus have a pattern that can be exploited by the receiver.

In this paper, we ask: what can the receiver achieve in the above strategic setting? We take the

criteria of recovery for the receiver to be the probability of excess distortion, i.e., the probability of
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the distortion between the recovered and actual sequence exceeding a certain level; the distortion

being the average Hamming distortion. We consider two cases of recovery – lossy recovery and

lossless recovery. In the case of the lossy recovery, the distortion level is a fixed positive number

and for the lossless recovery, the distortion level is zero. In both cases, the objective of the

receiver is to devise strategies so that the probability of error vanishes asymptotically as the

blocklength grows large.

A. Main results

Since the sender is strategic, our setting differs from the usual coding problem in that the

receiver has to act anticipating the strategic behaviour of the sender. This demands a new vantage

point for analysis. We formulate this setting as a leader-follower game with the receiver as the

leader and the sender as the follower. In this setting, the receiver declares its decoding strategy

and the sender follows with a best response. We determine the set of achievable strategies for

the receiver. An achievable strategy is defined as a sequence of decoding strategies that, along

with the best response, achieves asymptotically vanishing probability of error.

Crucial to our results is the notion of the rate of communication. We assume a clean channel

between the sender and the receiver. In case of cooperative communication, this trivially leads to

the sender and receiver communicating reliably at any rate greater than the rate-distortion function

(lossy recovery) or the entropy of the source (lossless recovery). This conventional definition of

the rate, as we shall see later, is not suitable for our setting. We introduce a definition of rate

that is a generalization of the information-theoretic notion and captures the limitations imposed

on the receiver due to the strategic nature of the sender. A rate R is called an achievable rate if

there exists an achievable sequence of strategies with the limit of rate of communication equal to

R. We find that, in addition to the minimum achievable rate, our setting also exhibits a maximum

achievable rate.

We show that the achievable rate region is a convex set, whereby it suffices to determine the

minimum and the maximum achievable rate. For binary and general alphabet, we give a sufficient

condition on the utility function of the sender under which the receiver can achieve asymptotically

vanishing probability of error, for lossy and lossless recovery criteria. This condition on utility

is in terms of an optimization problem that can also be solved as a linear program. We then

determine a subset of achievable rates under this sufficient condition. Remarkably, we find that

set of achievable rates may be a strict subset of the Shannon rate region.
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In the case of lossless and lossy recovery for the binary alphabet, we show that this condition

on the utility is also a necessary condition. Furthermore, for the lossless recovery, if this condition

does not hold, then the probability of error tends to one for all choices of strategies of the receiver.

The non-empty rate region in this case demonstrates a dual nature – depending on the structure

of the utility, it either is either a strict subset of the Shannon rate region or it is equal to the

Shannon rate region. In the former, the minimum achievable rate is the entropy of the source.

For the maximum achievable rate we give an upper bound which, for certain class of utilities,

is strictly less than one. For the case of lossy recovery for the binary alphabet, we show that

the minimum achievable rate is the rate-distortion function and determine a lower bound for the

maximum achievable rate.

For the case of lossless recovery of the general alphabet, we show that the condition on the

utility, except for a degenerate case, is necessary and sufficient for the existence of a non-empty

rate region. We show that the minimum achievable rate in this case is the entropy of the source.

For the lossy recovery, this condition is only sufficient and we determine an upper bound for

the minimum achievable rate. It remains open to ascertain any (upper or lower) estimates on the

maximum achievable rate for general alphabet.

Throughout, the optimal strategy for the receiver is to choose a decoding function that decodes

only a subset of the sequences correctly and deliberately induces an error on the rest of the

sequences. The dilemma for the receiver is to ensure that this set is not too small in measure,

and at the same time not too large to cause too much error. This strategy restricts the sender

by limiting its set of available responses and ensures that the sender reports truthfully for the

set of sequences required by the receiver. Here, we can observe that despite the communication

medium being a clean channel, the receiver chooses to use only a subset of channel resources

by the way of a selective decoding strategy. Viewed in this manner, the definition of the

achievable rate quantifies the optimal amount of channel resources that are required for achieving

reliable communication. This dilemma of the receiver manifests as the minimum and maximum

achievable rates. The strategic setting thus gives rise to a notion of capacity utilization that is

different from the traditional notion of the capacity of a channel.

B. Related work

Numerous studies have explored the setting of strategic communication in different contexts.

To the best of our knowledge ours is the first formal information-theoretic analysis of information
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extraction. The seminal work of Crawford and Sobel [4] introduced the setting of strategic

information transmission between a sender and a receiver with misaligned objectives. They

formulated the problem as a simultaneous move game and showed that any equilibrium involves

the sender resorting to a quantization strategy, where the sender reports only the interval in

which its information lies. The variants and generalizations of these work were subsequently

studied in (Battaglini [5], Saritaş et al. [6], Kazıklı et al. [7]). These works considered the

Nash equilibrium solution of the game. The works by Farokhi et al. in [8] and Sayin et al.

in [9] have explored the setting of strategic communication in the context of control theory.

In [8] the authors studied a problem of static and dynamic estimation as a game between the

sensors and a receiver, where the sensors are strategic. The authors in [9] considered a dynamic

signalling game between a strategic sender and a receiver. An information-theoretic perspective

of strategic communication was studied by Akyol et al. in [10], [11] where they considered

a sender-receiver game and characterized the equilibria that achieve certain rate and distortion

levels. In the economics literature, the setting of the Bayesian persuasion problem studied by

Kamenica and Gentzkow in [12] and Bergemann and Morris [13], is a strategic communication

game, where the informed sender shapes the information of the receiver to influence its actions.

Le Treust and Tomala in [14] studied a Bayesian persuasion problem where they studied the

payoffs of the sender while communicating with a receiver via a noisy channel. Rouphael and Le

Treust in [15] and [16] study problems of information-theoretic nature in the context of a strategic

setting. In [15], they study the setting of coding for successive refinement in the strategic setting

with one sender and two receivers. In [16], they study the problem of strategic communication

between an encoder and two decoders communicating over a Gray-Wyner network. Deori and

Kulkarni in [17] study a setting of information revelation where the authors characterize the

minimum number of source symbols that can be recovered by a receiver from a strategic sender

in an equilibrium. The works [8]-[17] have formulated the game with the sender as the leader.

Our work differs from the above models as follows. We study the problem from the perspective

of the receiver and hence we formulate the game with the receiver as the leader. We consider a

model where the malicious behaviour of the sender is explicitly governed by a utility function.

Our main contribution is the notion of information extraction capacity and the lower and upper

bounds on this quantity.

Closely related to our problem is the problem discussed by Jackson and Sonnenschein in

[18]. They design a mechanism to implement a function where they link independent copies of
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a decision problem. They show that as n grows large, the mechanism overcomes the incentive

constraints and implements the function asymptotically. This linking is akin to the block structure

of our setting and implementation of the function is analogous to information recovery by the

receiver. However, they do not study information-theoretic aspects such as rate of communication.

Problems with mismatched criteria are studied extensively in the information theory literature

[3]. The problem relevant to our setting is the problem of mismatched distortion studied by

Lapidoth [19]. In this setting, the receiver and the sender have mismatched distortion criteria,

and the receiver aims to construct a codebook to achieve reliable communication taking into

account this mismatch. The author determines an upper bound on the distortion as a function of

the rate. Although this setting seems to be similar to our setting, there are certain key differences.

The sender in the mismatched problem is using a distortion function to encode its observation

and this distortion measure is assumed to be symmetric and non-negative function. Whereas in

our case, the sender uses a utility function that, in general, is real-valued and not symmetric.

Although the encoder in the mismatched problem is assumed to be strategic, its objective is not

affected by the sequence by the receiver. Moreover, the author aims to only determine the least

possible rate that achieves reliable communication at a certain level of distortion. In our work,

in addition to the least achievable rate, we also have a notion of the maximum achievable rate

for reliable communication.

Our work significantly extends the results of the conference version [2] where we discussed

the case of lossy recovery with the binary alphabet. We have also studied related problems of

communication with a strategic sender in [1], [20], [21]. In [1], we studied a rate limited setting

and we determined sufficient and necessary conditions for reliable communication. In [20], [21],

[22] we studied a setting where the receiver aimed for zero-error recovery of the source. This

zero-error setting was extended to the case of multiple senders in [23].

The paper is organized as follows. We introduce the problem in Section II. In Section III, we

present some preliminary results. In Section IV and V, we present the main results of the paper.

Section VI concludes the paper.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

A. Notation

Random variables are denoted with upper case letters X, Y, Z and their instances are denoted

as lower case letters x, y, z. The space of scalar random variables is denoted by the calligraphic
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letter X and the space of vector valued random variables is denoted as X n. To declutter notation,

unless stated otherwise, our upper case letters X, Y, Z and their instances x, y, z will be vector

valued. The set of probability distributions on a space X is denoted as P(X ). The type of

a sequence x ∈ X n is denoted by Px. The set of all types induced by sequences in X n is

denoted by Pn(X ). The joint type of sequences x, y is denoted as Px,y. Matrices are denoted

by uppercase letters V,W . For a sequence x, the Hamming ball of sequences around x with

radius δ is denoted as Bδ(x). For a function or a random variable, we denote supp(·) as its

support set. For a function, Im(·) denotes its image. For an optimization problem ‘·’, we denote

OPT(·) as its optimal value. For any n ∈ N, we denote {1, . . . , n} by [n]. For random variables

(X, Y ) distributed according to PX,Y , we denote the mutual information between X and Y as

IP (X ; Y ). Entropy of a random variable X distributed as PX is denoted as H(X) or H(PX).

For a binary random variable distributed according to Bern(p), we write the entropy as H(p). A

graph with vertices V and edges E is denoted as G = (V,E). For a pair of vertices x, y ∈ V ,

we denote the adjacency by (x, y) ∈ E or x ∼ y. For a directed graph G̃ = (Ṽ , Ẽ), we denote

a directed edge from x to y as x ❀ y. All the logarithms are taken with base 2.

B. Lossy recovery

Let X = {0, 1, . . . , q− 1} be a source alphabet, where q ∈ N is the alphabet size. The sender

observes a sequence of source symbols X = (X1, . . . , Xn) ∈ X n, where Xk are i.i.d. according

to a distribution PX ∈ P(X ). The distribution of X is thus given as PX(x) =
∏n

i=1 PX(xi). The

sender transmits a message sn(X) = Y ∈ X n, where sn : X n → X n, as input to a channel.

The channel input and output spaces are both X n. We assume that the channel is noiseless and

hence the message is relayed perfectly to the receiver. The receiver decodes the message as

gn(Y ) = X̂ , where gn : X n → X n.

Let dn : X n × X n → R given as

dn(x̂, x) =
1

n

n∑

k=1

∣∣{k : x̂k 6= xk}
∣∣ (1)

be the average Hamming distance between the sequences x and x̂. For d ∈ (0, 1] define

Ed(gn, sn) = P
(
dn(gn ◦ sn(X), X) > d

)
(2)

which is the probability of exceeding the distortion level d when the receiver plays gn and the

sender plays sn.
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The sender has an n-block utility function given by Un : X n × X n → R, where

Un(x̂, x) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

U (x̂i, xi) ∀ x, x̂ ∈ X n, (3)

and U : X × X → R is the sender’s single-letter utility function. In our formulation, x is the

source sequence observed by the sender and x̂ is the sequence recovered by the receiver. Thus,

the utility of the sender is a function of the true sequence and the sequence recovered by the

receiver. We also assume that U (i, i) = 0 for all i ∈ X ; this is without loss of generality as we

explain after Definition II.1.

The receiver chooses strategies gn to achieve vanishing probability of error. The sender, on the

other hand, maximizes the utility Un(gn ◦ sn(x), x) for all x ∈ X n by choosing an appropriate

strategy sn. We formulate this problem as a game between the sender and receiver. In particular,

we consider a leader-follower game, also called a Stackelberg game, with the receiver as the

leader and the sender as the follower.

The game proceeds as follows. The receiver, being the leader, announces its strategy before the

sender and for a given strategy of the receiver, the sender chooses a response that maximizes its

utility. The receiver anticipates this response of the sender and accordingly chooses an optimal

strategy that minimizes its objective, i.e., a “decoding” function which, when composed with

the sender’s “encoding” strategy, minimizes the probability of error. The set of best responses

for the sender are defined as follows.

Definition II.1 (Best response strategy set). For a strategy gn, the set of best responses of the

sender, denoted by B(gn), is defined as

B(gn) =
{
sn : X n → X n | Un(gn ◦ sn(x), x) ≥ Un(gn ◦ s

′
n(x), x) ∀ x ∈ X n, ∀ s′n

}
. (4)

It is easy to see that the set the set of best responses B(gn) is the same if Un(x, x) is

subtracted on both sides of the inequality in (4). Thus, without loss of generality, we assume

U (i, i) = 0 for all i ∈ X . The best response set of the sender for a strategy gn of the receiver

is a collection of strategies sn such that for any strategy s′n and any observed sequence x, the

sequence recovered by the receiver, gn◦sn(x), gives the highest utility compared to the sequence

gn ◦ s
′
n(x).

Our central object of inquiry in this paper is the set of achievable strategies and achievable

rates, defined as follows.
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Definition II.2 (Achievable sequence of strategies for lossy recovery). A sequence of strategies

{gn}n≥1 is achievable if for all ǫ, δ > 0 there exists a large enough N ∈ N such that

max
sn∈B(gn)

Ed+δ(gn, sn) < ǫ ∀ n ≥ N. (5)

Thus, a sequence of achievable strategies comprises of a sequence of strategies for which the

worst-case probability of error over the best response strategies of the sender is arbitrarily small.

Note that in (5), we take the maximum of the error over all the best responses in the set B(gn).

We incorporate this maximization because, in the general case, the sender may have multiple

best responses and the receiver does not have control over the choice of the sender’s specific best

response strategy. We assume that the receiver chooses its strategy according to the worst-case

over all such best responses and hence adopts a pessimistic viewpoint. This kind of formulation

is commonly adopted for the concept of Stackelberg equilibrium in game theory [24].

C. Lossless recovery

The lossless recovery is defined by taking d = 0. Thus, for δ > 0 and d = 0 we have

Eδ(gn, sn) = P(dn(gn ◦ sn(X), X) > δ).

As in the lossy recovery case, we formulate this problem as a Stackelberg game with the

receiver as the leader and the sender as the follower. For a strategy gn of the receiver, B(gn) is

the set of best responses of the sender is given as (4).

The achievable sequence of strategies for the lossless recovery is defined similarly as follows.

Definition II.3 (Achievable sequence of strategies for lossless recovery). A sequence of strategies

{gn}n≥1 is achievable if for all ǫ, δ > 0 there exists a large enough N ∈ N such that

max
sn∈B(gn)

Eδ(gn, sn) < ǫ ∀ n ≥ N.

Note that we again adopt a pessimistic viewpoint.

D. Rate of communication

We now motivate the notion of the rate of communication for our setting. We then define the

achievable rate and show how it relates to the information-theoretic notion of the rate.

Our interest is in quantifying the amount of channel resources that are required by the receiver

to communicate with the sender. In the cooperative communication setting, the amount of this
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resource is determined by the number of sequences available for the encoder to represent its

information. In our setting, we find that it may not be optimal for the receiver to utilize all the

available resources. Thereby, the strategic setting calls for a somewhat non-standard definition of

rate that discounts any unused sequences and also generalizes the information-theoretic notion

of rate. We present this below. Define

Dd(gn, sn) =
{
x ∈ X n : dn(gn ◦ sn(x), x) ≤ d

}
(6)

as the set of correctly decoded sequences when the receiver plays gn and the sender plays sn.

For d = 0, the set is given as D(gn, sn) =
{
x ∈ X n : gn ◦ sn(x) = x

}
. And let

An
d
(gn, sn) =

{
x ∈ Im(gn) : gn ◦ sn(x̄) = x for some x̄ ∈ Dd(gn, sn)

}
. (7)

Definition II.4 (Rate of communication). The rate of communication when the receiver plays

the strategy gn and the sender plays the strategy sn is given as

Rd(gn, sn) =
1

n
log

∣∣∣An
d
(gn, sn)

∣∣∣. (8)

Here, a sequence x from the image of gn is included in the set An
d
(gn, sn) if there is a sequence,

say x̄, that is mapped to x by the sender and x̄ is also recovered correctly by the receiver. In such

a situation, x contributes to the computation of the rate and x̄ contributes to Dd(gn, sn). Thus,

Rd(gn, sn) computes the number of useful sequences in the image of gn, which is distinct from

the number of sequences that are recovered successfully. This is demonstrated in the Figure 1.

In the figure, the left part is the set of all sequences while the right part is the reconstructed

sequences. The black dots signify the sequences in Im(gn). Assume that all the sequences in the

image are at least d distance apart. Consider d radius balls around two distinct sequences x, x′

in Im(gn). The strategy sn is such that there exists at least one sequence x̄ in the d radius ball

around x such that gn ◦ sn(x̄) = x and hence dn(gn ◦ sn(x̄), x̄) ≤ d. However, for all sequences

x̄′ in the d radius ball around x′, we have gn ◦ sn(x̄
′) 6= x′ and hence dn(gn ◦ sn(x̄

′), x̄′) > d.

Thus, the sequence x is included for the rate computation, while the sequence x′ is not included.

Note that in the case of cooperative communication setting, the sn ≡ fn, where fn : X n → X n

is an encoding function that is chosen with an aim of minimizing the error. Thus, for any sequence

x in the Im(gn), all sequences within the d-radius ball of this sequence are mapped to x, i.e.,

gn ◦ fn(x̄) = x for all x̄ where dn(x̄, x) ≤ d. In this case, it follows that An
d
(gn, fn) = Im(gn).
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X n x

x′

gn ◦ sn(x̄)

Fig. 1: Sequences in the set An
d
(gn, sn)

We now define the notion of an achievable rate. Observe that the notion of achievable sequence

of strategies implies existence of a sequence of {gn}n≥1 and a sequence of ǫn, δn → 0 such that

max
sn∈B(gn)

Ed+δn(gn, sn) < ǫn ∀ n. (9)

We use this for the definition of an achievable rate.

Definition II.5 (Achievable rate). A rate R is achievable if there exists an achievable sequence

of strategies {gn}n≥1, sequences of ǫn, δn → 0 and sn ∈ Sd+δn(gn) such that Ed+δn(gn, sn) < ǫn

for all n and

lim
n→∞

Rd+δn(gn, sn) = R.

Similarly, for the lossless case, an achievable rate can be defined by taking d = 0 in the above

expressions. The set of all achievable rates for a distortion level d is denoted by Rd. For d = 0,

the achievable rate region is denoted as R.

In the above, we follow the notion of the rate defined by Lapidoth in [19]. In the information

theory literature (see [25], [26]) the convention is to choose an encoder-decoder as {fn, ϕn}n≥1,

with fn : X n → Yn, ϕn : Yn → X n and Y is an appropriate alphabet space. For any d ∈ [0, 1],

an achievable pair of encoder-decoder sequence, in our notation, is defined as the sequence

achieving limn→∞ Ed(ϕn, fn) = 0 and the achievable rate is defined as limn→∞Rd(ϕn, fn). This

is equivalent to taking δn ≡ 0 instead of a limiting sequence δn → 0 in the Definition II.5 and

it yields the same results pertaining the rate region. However, the two notions are not similar in

our setting and for the lossless recovery case, the rate region defined with δn ≡ 0 may be empty.

In fact, except for the case where U (i, j) < 0 for all i, j ∈ X , i 6= j, the probability of error

maxsn∈B(gn) P(gn ◦ sn(X) 6= X) does not vanish for any sequence of strategies {gn}n≥1 (see

Theorem III.5). Thus, it is imperative to take a vanishing sequence {δn}n≥1 to obtain non-trivial
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results. This ‘discontinuity’ between the two notions of rate is, however, not observed for lossy

recovery where d > 0.

In the conventional setting, more the number of sequences used to represent the information

lesser is the error in communication. However, this may not hold in our setting and we shall see

later that communicating at a higher rate can lead to a higher error probability. Thus, our setting

also exhibits a notion of a maximum rate above which the receiver cannot achieve its objective.

The infimum and supremum of achievable rates are defined as Rinf
d

= inf{R : R ∈ Rd} and

Rsup
d

= sup{R : R ∈ Rd} respectively.

The following remark says that the infimum of rates is not less than the fundamental bound

from cooperative information theory.

Remark: For all d ∈ [0, 1], we have Rinf
d

≥ R(d). Consider a sequence of strategies {gn, sn}n≥1,

and δn → 0 with sn ∈ Sd+δn(gn) such that Ed+δn(gn, sn) → 0. Let R be the corresponding

achievable rate. Further, let In := Im(gn) = An
d+δn

(gn, sn). Clearly, there exists a sequence of

encoder-decoder pair {fn, ϕn}n≥1 with the codebook as In, i.e., fn : X n → In and ϕn : In → X n

such that

lim
n→∞

P(dn(ϕn ◦ fn(X), X) > d+ δn) ≤ lim
n→∞

Ed+δn(gn, sn) = 0.

Then, for all encoder-decoder pairs with the codebook as In, we have

R(d) ≤ lim
n→∞

1

n
log |In| = lim

n→∞

1

n
log |An

d+δn(gn, sn)| ≤ R.

Clearly, it follows that Rinf
d

≥ R(d). For d = 0, this gives that Rinf ≥ H(PX). �

III. PRELIMINARY RESULTS

In this section, we present some preliminary results that will be used to build the main results

of the paper.

A. Rate region and achievable strategies

We begin with a few characteristics of the rate region. First, we prove the following lemma

that shows that for any d ∈ [0, 1], the receiver can restrict its strategies to a particular class of

functions.
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Lemma III.1. Let d ∈ [0, 1] and n ∈ N. Let gn : X n → X n be any strategy and let Im(gn) be

its image set. Let x0 ∈ Im(gn). Define a strategy ḡn : X n → X n as

ḡn(x) =





x if x ∈ Im(gn)

x0 if x /∈ Im(gn)
.

Then,

max
s̄n∈B(ḡn)

Ed(ḡn, s̄n) = max
sn∈B(gn)

Ed(gn, sn).

Proof. Let s∗n ∈ argmaxsn∈B(gn) Ed(gn, sn). Define a strategy s̄n as s̄n(x) = gn ◦ s∗n(x) for all

x ∈ X n. Clearly, ḡn ◦ s̄n(x) = gn ◦ s
∗
n(x) for all x and hence s̄n ∈ B(ḡn). On the other hand,

given a strategy s̄∗n ∈ argmaxs̄n∈B(ḡn) Ed(ḡn, s̄n), we can define sn as sn(x) = x′ where x′ is

such that gn(x
′) = ḡn◦ s̄

∗
n(x). Again, with this strategy gn◦sn(x) = ḡn◦ s̄

∗
n(x) for all x. Together,

this gives maxs̄n∈B(ḡn) Ed(ḡn, s̄n) = maxsn∈B(gn) Ed(gn, sn).

This lemma shows that the receiver achieves the same probability of error with strategies gn

and ḡn. Thus, without loss of generality, the receiver can choose a strategy gn as

gn(x) =





x if x ∈ In

x0 if x /∈ In
, (10)

for some In ⊆ X n and x0 ∈ In. For constructing a sequence of achievable strategies {gn}n≥1

as (10), it is sufficient for the receiver to choose a sequence of sets {In}n≥1 such that

maxsn∈B(gn) Ed+δ(gn, sn) → 0 for every δ > 0 (cf Def II.2 and II.3).

We now use the above lemma to show that the set of achievable rates is a convex set.

Theorem III.2 (Convexity of rate region). Let d ∈ [0, 1]. Then, the achievable rate region Rd

is convex.

Proof. Proof is in Appendix A-A.

Thus, for a complete characterization of the rate region, it suffices to determine Rinf
d

and

Rsup
d

. Additionally, the above theorem also implies that Rinf
d

and Rsup
d

are convex and concave

functions of d, respectively.

Corollary III.3. Rinf
d

is a convex function of d and Rsup
d

is a concave function of d.

Proof. Proof is in Appendix A-B.
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It may not be entirely evident from the formulation that the rate region is a convex set. This

is because the rate is also determined by the choice of strategy of the sender which is chosen

according to its utility. Nevertheless, the convexity holds and this is shown by appropriately

choosing the strategy of the receiver and using the standard time-sharing argument from infor-

mation theory.

B. Sender graph

In the previous section, we showed that the strategies of the receiver can be restricted to a

particular class of functions. We refine this further and propose a structured class of strategies

by specifying the choice of the set In. To do so, we define a notion of the sender graph. We also

show that, for the lossless recovery, we can construct achievable sequence of strategies using

this structure and how this refinement can aid the computation of the rate of communication.

The utility determines the extent of the misreporting nature of the sender. This can be succinctly

characterized by a graph that is induced by the utility of the sender on the space of sequences

X n. We term this as the sender graph.

Definition III.1 (Sender graph). The sender graph, denoted as Gn
s
= (X n, Es), is the graph

where (x, y) ∈ Es if

either Un(y, x) ≥ 0 or Un(x, y) ≥ 0.

For n = 1, the graph G1
s

is denoted as Gs.

Thus, two vertices x and y are adjacent in Gs if the sender has an incentive to report one

sequence as the other.

From Lemma III.1, we can restrict the class of strategies gn to the form given in (10). We

now show that the rate of communication can be determined using this structure of the strategies

of the receiver. Recall from Definition II.4 that the rate Rd(gn, sn) requires determining the set

An
d
(gn, sn). This set, in addition to the strategy gn, is also determined by the strategy sn chosen

by the sender. The following lemma uses the structure given in (10) to compute Rd(gn, sn) for

any sn ∈ B(gn).

Lemma III.4. Let d ∈ [0, 1]. Let In be an independent set in Gn
s
. For some x0 ∈ In, let gn be

defined as (10). Then, for all sn ∈ B(gn), Rd(gn, sn) =
1
n
log |In|.
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Proof. Proof is in Appendix A-C.

Recall the discussion after Definition II.5 where we discussed the ‘discontinuity’ between the

two notions of achievability defined with δn ≡ 0 and a limiting sequence δn → 0. The following

theorem shows that with δn ≡ 0, the worst-case probability of error defined by

maxsn∈B(gn) P(gn ◦ sn(X) 6= X) does not vanish asymptotically for any sequence {gn}n≥1 and

hence there does not exist any achievable sequence of strategies.

Theorem III.5. Let U be such that U (i, j) ≥ 0 for some i, j ∈ X , i 6= j. Then, for all sequences

of strategies {gn}n≥1 we have

lim
n→∞

max
sn∈B(gn)

P(gn ◦ sn(X) 6= X) > 0.

Proof. Proof is in Appendix A-D.

C. Incentive compatibility

Our setting of non-cooperative communication bears certain similarities to the setting of mech-

anism design in game theory literature. In mechanism design a principal wishes to implement a

social choice function that affects the welfare of an agent or a group of agents. Implementing

this function requires knowledge of the types of the agents and the objective of the principal

is to devise a mechanism that extracts the true information about the type from the agents. For

simplicity, we consider a setting with a single sender. Let X be the set of types of the agent and

let F : X → Y be the social choice function. The sender has a utility function U : Y ×X → R

that determines its payoff. A mechanism is a pair M = (g,A) where A is the action space and

g : A → Y is the rule that maps the actions to the type space. The mechanism thus requires the

agent to take an action from the set A as a function of its type. The principal declares the pair

M = (g,A) and the sender responds with a function s : X → A that maximizes U (g ◦ s(x), x)

for all x. A mechanism is said to implement F if the best response s∗ of the agent to the

mechanism M is such that g ◦ s∗(x) = F (x) for all x ∈ X .

We now define a notion of incentive compatibility of F .

Definition III.2. The function F is said to be incentive compatible if

U (F (x), x) ≥ U (F (x′), x) ∀ x ∈ X . (11)
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It is evident that if a function F is incentive compatible, then the direct mechanism MD =

(F,X ) implements the function F . This is because it is in the best interest of the agent to report

its type truthfully, i.e., s∗(x) = x for all x ∈ X . One may wonder if there exists a function F

that is not incentive compatible and is still implementable by a mechanism. Revelation principle

[27] states that if there exists mechanism that implements the function F , then the function is

incentive compatible.

Drawing parallels to our setting, we can observe that in our setting, the principal is the receiver

and the agent is the sender. The receiver is interested in recovering the sequence x ∈ X known

to the sender and hence the function F is the identity map F (x) = x for all x ∈ X , with Y = X .

The equivalent notion of implementation in our setting is recovery of information. The notion

of incentive compatibility can be stated in terms of U as a utility for which

U (x, x) ≥ U (x′, x) ∀ x ∈ X . (12)

The receiver designs a mechanism by choosing a function g : X → X and the sender responds

with a function s. Instead of exact recovery that requires g ◦ s(x) = F (x) for all x ∈ X , the

receiver instead is concerned with the set Dd(g, s) = {x : d(g◦s(x), x) ≤ d} where d is as defined

in (1). The set Dd(g, s) includes all the sequences that are recovered within a distortion level d.

The goodness of recovery is determined by the probability of error Ed(g, s) = 1− P(Dd(g, s)).

If (12) holds, then the sender is truthful about its information. In this case the function g(x) = x

achieves zero probability of error and the information from the sender is recovered exactly (the

function F is implemented exactly).

In our analysis, however, we do not assume that (12) holds. Moreover, we work with a stricter

notion of incentive compatibility where the equality in (12) holds only for x = x′. Furthermore,

we have a block setting where the sequences are n-length symbols from the set X n. In this

context, the inquiry in our paper is to determine a sequence of functions {gn}n≥1 (equivalently,

a series of mechanisms) that satisfies the property of achievability given in Definition II.3. Since

(12) may not hold, it is not clear how the sequence of functions must be chosen and whether

there exists any such sequence of functions. In this paper, we give conditions on the utility of the

sender under which we show the existence of such sequences of functions. We characterize these

functions in terms of the rate of communication that determine the resources that are required

for a certain level of recovery of information.
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IV. MAIN RESULTS : BINARY ALPHABET

In this section, we present our results for a binary alphabet. First, we discuss the lossless case

where we determine the minimum achievable rate. We also derive a bound on the supremum of

the rate region. We write PX(0) = p for the binary case.

A. Lossless recovery case

Theorem IV.1 (Lossless rate region). Let X ∼ Bern(p) and d = 0. Then, R 6= ∅ if and only if

U (0, 1) + U (1, 0) < 0. (13)

Further,

a) if U (0, 1) + U (1, 0) ≥ 0, then for small enough δ, maxsn∈B(gn) Eδ(gn, sn) → 1 for all

{gn}n≥1.

b) if U (0, 1) + U (1, 0) < 0 and either U (0, 1) ≥ 0 or U (1, 0) ≥ 0, then

Rinf = H(p), Rsup ≤ H

(
min

{
b

a
p,

1

2

})
(14)

where a = min
{
|U (0, 1)|, |U (1, 0)|

}
, b = max

{
|U (0, 1)|, |U (1, 0)|

}
. Moreover, if

U (1, 0) = −b and U (0, 1) = a, then for gn defined as in (10) with In ⊆ X n such that

limn→∞ log |In|/n > H
(
min

{
b
a
p, 1

2

})
, and for small enough δ, we have

lim
n→∞

max
sn∈B(gn)

Eδ(gn, sn) = 1.

c) if U (0, 1),U (1, 0) < 0, then

R = [H(p), 1].

Proof. We briefly discuss the idea of the proof. The complete arguments can be found in

Appendix B. Specifically, the proof of necessity of (13) and part a) is given in B-A. The proof

of sufficiency of (13) and part b) and c) is given in B-B.

Consider part a) and suppose δ > 0. If (13) does not hold, then from any type class, only

a 2δ-ball of sequences can be recovered within distortion δ. This is because for any correctly

recovered sequence x ∈ X n, there exists a sequence y in the image of receiver’s strategy such

that y ∈ Bδ(x). Consequently, due to the structure of the utility, for all sequences x̂ sufficiently

far from x, i.e., dn(x, x̂) > 2δ, the sender prefers to map x̂ to the sequence y over any other

sequence in Bδ(x̂). Thus, for small enough δ the probability of error tends to one and there does
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not exist any sequence of strategies that achieve arbitrarily small probability of error and hence

the rate region is empty.

For the part b), we show that there exists a sequence of achievable strategies having rate

H(p) using a result due to Lapidoth in [19]. For bp/a ≥ 1/2, we get the trivial upper bound on

the achievable rate. When bp/a < 1/2, we show that the rate region is bounded by H(bp/a).

We prove this by considering two cases. For the case when U (1, 0) ≥ 0, we show that the

sequences having type in the set [bp/a, 1] do not contribute to the rate of any achievable sequence

of strategies. When U (0, 1) ≥ 0, we show that if the image set of any strategy of the receiver

includes sequences having type in the set [bp/a, 1], then only a fraction of the high probability

sequences are recovered correctly. Thus, the probability of error cannot be arbitrarily small. In

either case, the achievable rate is bounded by H(bp/a).

In the part c) where both utility terms are negative, the sender is truthful about its information

which corresponds to the cooperative communication case and hence the rate region is same as

the Shannon rate region.

The condition (13) is a non-asymptotic single-letter condition on the utility and indicates a

sharp threshold for the existence of a non-empty rate region. Furthermore, the non-empty rate

region also demonstrates a dual nature – either it is a strict subset of the Shannon rate region

or it is the complete rate region.

The condition (13) can be interpreted as follows. If U (1, 0) ≥ 0, then the corresponding value

of U (0, 1) will be negative and greater than U (1, 0) in magnitude. Intuitively, this implies that

the incentive derived by the sender by misrepresenting 0 by 1 is lesser than the penalty for

misreporting 1 by 0. This paves the way for a non-zero achievable rate.

Suppose bp/a < 1. Then, in part a), we observe that all achievable rates lie below H(bp/a).

This is because including sequences having type in [bp/a, 1] leads to the following – either no

sequence contributes to the rate as computed by (8) or it leads to the receiver not recovering

sufficiently many high probability sequences. In the former, such sequences are redundant and

need not be included in the image set. Whereas in the latter, the receiver necessarily has to leave

out such sequences else the probability of error will not be arbitrarily small. Thus only rates

below H(bp/a) are achievable.

The case where U (0, 1),U (1, 0) < 0 is the case where the sender is truthful about its

information. Thus its interests are aligned with the objective of the receiver and it prefers that the
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U (1, 0)

U (0, 1)

[H(p), 1]

∅
R̃

R̃

Fig. 2: Rate region (lossless) : a) the rate region is empty whenever U (0, 1) + U (1, 0) ≥ 0,

b) for U (0, 1) + U (1, 0) < 0, U (0, 1)U (1, 0) ≤ 0, the rate region is R̃ ⊆ [H(p), R], R ≤

H(min{bp/a, 1/2}), c) the rate region is same as Shannon rate region for U (0, 1),U (1, 0) < 0

receiver recovers the true information. This corresponds to the notion of incentive compatibility

discussed in Section III-C.

B. Lossy recovery case

In this section, we present a characterization of the rate region for a positive distortion level

d. The following theorem shows that when d ∈ (0,min{p, 1/2}), the condition (13) is necessary

and sufficient for the lossy rate region to be non-empty.

Theorem IV.2 (Lossy rate region). Let X ∼ Bern(p) and d ∈ (0, p) where p ≤ 1/2. Then

Rd 6= ∅ if and only if

U (0, 1) + U (1, 0) < 0. (15)

a) If (15) holds, then

Rinf
d

= R(d), Rsup
d

≥ H (p+ d) when p+ d < 1/2,

and Rsup
d

= 1 if p+ d ≥ 1/2.

b) If U (0, 1),U (1, 0) < 0, then

Rd = [R(d), 1].

July 7, 2023 DRAFT



20

Finally, if d ≥ p, then Rinf
d

= 0.

Proof. We present a sketch of the proof here. The proof of necessity of (15) is given in

Appendix C-A. The proof of sufficiency of (15) and part a) and b) is given in Appendix C-B.

Consider δ > 0. If (15) does not hold, then as shown in Theorem IV.1 we have that from any

type class, only a 2(d+ δ)-ball of sequences can be recovered within distortion d+ δ. Thus, as

long as 2(d + δ) < 1, then the probability of error will not tend to zero. Thus, there does not

exist any sequence of strategies that achieve arbitrarily small probability of error and hence the

rate region is empty.

For the Case b), we show that for any sequence x and given a type class Un
P , P ∈ Pn(X ),

the sender prefers a sequence from Un
P that is at the least distance from x. Thus, the receiver

can choose a strategy where the image set consists sequences only from a single, appropriately

chosen type class. By choosing sequences from the type class corresponding to the distribution

closest to the rate-distortion achieving distribution, we get that R(d) is achievable. By choosing

the image set as the entire type class with type closest to p+d we get that H(p+d) is achievable.

The above theorem, unlike Theorem IV.1, only gives a lower bound on the supremum of

achievable rates. Observe that our definition of the lossless recovery is defined as a limiting case

of the lossy recovery case. For the lossless case, a rate is achievable if the probability of excess

distortion vanishes asymptotically for arbitrarily small distortion.

C. Distinction from Shannon theory

In the view of the above results, we highlight a few observations that set our setting apart

from the Shannon theory of communication. One of the characteristics that is in contrast with the

Shannon theory is the fact that in our setting, the rate of communication may also have an upper

limit. Notice that the objective of the receiver in our setting is similar to the setting of source

coding which is to design a codebook that helps achieve vanishing probability of error. The

canonical setting of communication deals only with the minimum rate of communication, i.e.,

the least number of distinct sequences in the codebook that achieve the said objective. It follows

trivially that better error performance can be achieved when more resources are utilised and this is

due to the fact that one can design the encoding that is complementary to the decoding function.

However, this freedom is lost in our setting since the receiver can only choose the decoding
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function, while keeping in mind that the encoding will be chosen by the sender according to its

strategic considerations. Thus having more number of sequences in the codebook to represent

the information may not always help. This is because the sender then has a greater freedom

to represent its information and invariably, has a higher tendency to misreport its information

and obtain a higher utility. The above results quantify this limit on the rate of communication.

It is worthwhile to note that this limit arises despite the clean channel, which trivially leads to

zero error in the conventional setting of communication. The upper limit on the rate is entirely

a characteristic of the sender.

Another characteristic of our setting is the strategic interaction between the sender and the

receiver. The utility of the sender determines its tendency to misreport its information and this

also crucially determines the limits on the rate of communication. Further, this also dictates how

the receiver should strategize to recover information from the sender. Consider, for instance, the

condition (13) that states that one of the terms, U (1, 0) or U (0, 1), is negative and sufficiently

large in magnitude such that the sum of the two terms is negative. In this case, the receiver

recovers information from the sender by choosing the set In in (10) such that misreporting

forces the sender to trade-off the incentive derived by reporting 0′s as 1′s with the penalty of 1′s

recovered as 0′s (and vice versa). With this strategy, misreporting does not give any incentive

to the sender and forces it to be truthful (see proof of Theorem IV.1). However, if (13) does not

hold then it is impossible for the receiver to recover any information from the sender. Finally,

when U (0, 1) < 0 and U (1, 0) < 0, the interests of the sender align with the objective of the

receiver and the rate region coincides with the Shannon rate region. In this case, the receiver

can use the conventional information-theoretic codes to recover information.

V. MAIN RESULTS : GENERAL ALPHABET

We now present a characterization of the achievable rate for the case of the general alphabet.

First we define the following optimization problem.

Let Q = {Q(0), . . . , Q(|Q|)} be the set of all |X | × |X | permutation matrices and let Q(0) = I

be the identity matrix. Consider the problem O(U ) defined as

O(U ) : max
Q

∑

i,j∈X

Q(i, j)U (i, j)

s.t Q ∈ Q \ {I}.

July 7, 2023 DRAFT



22

Let Γ(U ) = OPT(O(U )). Observe that the problem O(U ) is a function of the single letter

utility U . We now give a characterization of achievable rates in terms of the sign of the optimal

value Γ(U ).

A. Lossless recovery case

We now characterize the set of achievable rates for the general alphabet.

Theorem V.1 (Lossless rate region). Let d = 0. If R 6= ∅, then Γ(U ) ≤ 0 and if Γ(U ) < 0,

then R 6= ∅. Further,

a) if Γ(U ) < 0, then

Rinf = H(PX).

b) if U (i, j) < 0 for all i, j ∈ X , then

R = [H(PX), log q].

Proof. We present a short overview of the proofs. Detailed proofs are given in Appendix D-A

and Appendix D-B.

When Γ(U ) > 0, we show that, under some conditions on certain types P1, P2 ∈ Pn(X ), if

the image set of the strategy of the receiver has more than (1 − β) fraction of sequences from

the type class corresponding to P1, then no more than β fraction of sequences from the type

class corresponding to P2 can be recovered within the prescribed distortion. For small enough

distortion, we can show that all the type classes close to the distribution PX will satisfy this

condition. We will use this fact to show that the probability of error is always bounded away

from zero for any sequence of strategies of the receiver and hence the rate region is empty.

For the case a) and b), we use ideas similar to the case of binary alphabet to determine the

achievable rates.

The condition Γ(U ) < 0 is in fact a generalization of the condition (13) discussed in the

previous section. This is because for the case of binary alphabet, the feasible space of O(U )

contains a single off-diagonal permutation matrix. Thus, in the binary alphabet case, the condition

Γ(U ) < 0 boils down to U (0, 1) + U (1, 0) < 0.

It can be observed that Γ(U ) < 0 is only a sufficient condition for the rate region to be

non-empty. We do not yet know if there exists an achievable rate when Γ(U ) = 0. Furthermore,

Case a) only show that H(PX) is achievable.
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B. Lossy recovery case

Let j, k ∈ X be some distinct symbols. Let P ′
jk be defined as

P ′
jk =

{
P ∈ P(X ) : P (i) = PX(i) ∀ i 6= j, k,

∣∣P (i)− PX(i)
∣∣ ≤ d

q − 1
if i = j, k

}
. (16)

Define P ′ as

P ′ =
⋃

j,k

P ′
jk. (17)

We give a subset of achievable rates as a function of this set P ′.

Theorem V.2. Let d > 0.

a) If U is such that Γ(U ) < 0, then

Rinf
d

≤ min
P ′∈P ′

H(P ′).

b) Further, if U (i, j) < 0, U (i, j) = −c, c > 0 for all distinct i, j ∈ X , then

R = [R(d), log q].

Proof. Detailed proofs are in the Appendix E.

When Γ(U ) < 0, we show that the receiver can construct a strategy with the image set as

a typical set around a distribution in the set P ′ defined in (16) and (17). The sequences in the

typical set around the distribution PX will then be mapped by the sender to a sequence in the

image set within a distortion that is arbitrarily close to d. Varying the distribution over the set

P ′ gives the upper bound on Rinf .

For the case b), the objective of the sender coincides with the objective of the sender and

hence the setting becomes equivalent to the case of cooperative communication.

Unlike the earlier results, we only have an upper bound on the infimum of the achievable

rates.

In the following proposition, we present a sufficient condition on the utility U for Γ(U ) < 0

to hold.

Proposition V.3. Let the utility U be such that given a symbol i ∈ X , there exists a symbol j

for which U (i, j) < 0. Further,

min
i,j:U (i,j)<0

|U (i, j)| > (q − 1) max
i,j:U (i,j)≥0

U (i, j). (18)
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Then, Γ(U ) < 0.

Proof. Recall the problem O(U ). For all permutation matrices Q̄ ∈ Q, we have

∑

i,j

Q̄(i, j)U (i, j) = U (i0, π(i0)) + U (π(i0), π
2(i0))

+ . . .+ U (πl−1(i0), π
l(i0))

for an appropriate π : X → X . We know that there is at least one negative term in the above

expression. Using (18), we get that U (i0, π(i0))+U (π(i0), π
2(i0))+ . . .+U (πl−1(i0), π

l(i0)) <

0. Thus,

∑

i,j

Q̄(i, j)U (i, j) < 0 ∀ Q̄ ∈ Q \ {I}

and hence Γ(U ) < 0.

C. Illustrative examples

Using Proposition V.3, the following example shows that the rate region can be non-empty

even when the sender graph Gs is a complete graph.

Example 5.1. Let U : {0, 1, 2} × {0, 1, 2} → R and consider the following form of U ,

U =




0 1 1

−4 0 1

−4 −4 0


 .

In the graph Gs there is an edge between (0, 1), (0, 2) and (1, 2). This follows since

U (0, 1),U (0, 2),U (1, 2) > 0.

Thus, Gs is a 3-cycle graph and hence is a complete graph. It can be easily observed that U

satisfies the hypothesis of Proposition V.3 and hence Γ(U ) < 0. �

This example seems paradoxical from the outset – even though Gs is a complete graph, the

receiver can ensure asymptotically vanishing probability of error. However, the main lesson to be

drawn from it is that the magnitude of the gains or losses from truth-telling or lying determine

the extent of reliable communication; the base sender graph Gs only considers the sign of these

quantities.
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VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed a novel theory of communication where a receiver wants to

recover information from a utility-maximizing strategic sender. We posed this problem as a

Stackelberg game with the receiver as the leader and studied the problem for two recovery

criteria – lossless and lossy. We determined a sufficient condition on the utility of the sender

for the existence of achievable strategies for the receiver. This condition is closely related to

the notion of incentive compatibility from the theory of mechanism design. In our setting of

communication, this condition characterizes the ‘truthfulness’ of the sender. We showed that for

the case of the binary alphabet, this condition is also a sufficient condition, without which the

probability of error tends to one.

We show that for reliable communication, the receiver employs a selective decoding strategy

where it chooses to decode only a subset of messages correctly, and for the rest of the messages

is deliberately makes an arbitrary error. Effectively, this strategy limits the choice of signals of

the sender and restricts its tendency to misreport its information. We showed that it is sufficient

to choose this subset such that the sequences in the high probability typical set is recovered

within the specified distortion ensuring that the probability of error vanishes asymptotically.

We defined a generalized notion of rate of communication for our setting that computes the

amount of channel resources required for communication. We showed that despite the existence

of a clean channel, there may be a maximum rate of communication above which the probability

of error does not vanish asymptotically and may tend to one. In information theory, this bound

arises mainly in the context of a noisy channel, where input messages beyond a rate threshold

makes the probability of error tend to one. In our case, increasing the rate gives more freedom

to the sender to lie about its information which causes the probability of error to asymptotically

attain a non-zero value. Although we show the existence of a maximum rate less than unity only

for the case of lossless recovery in binary alphabet, we conjecture that similar bounds on the

rate holds for other cases as well.

APPENDIX A

PROOFS OF PRELIMINARY RESULTS

Recall that B(gn), given in Definition II.1, is the set of utility maximizing strategies of the

sender in response to the strategy gn of the receiver.
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The following short lemma shows that for any set In and a strategy gn of the form (10), the

strategies in B(gn) can be restricted to the set {sn : X n → In}.

Lemma A.1. Let a set In and x0 ∈ In define a strategy gn as (10). Then, without loss of

optimality, we can restrict the strategies of the sender to the set {sn : X n → In}.

Proof. Let B(gn) be given as (4) and let B′(gn) be defined with a restriction on the strategies

of the sender as

B
′(gn) =

{
sn : X n → In | Un(gn ◦ sn(x), x) ≥ Un(gn ◦ s

′
n(x), x) ∀ x ∈ X n, ∀ s′n

}
.

We prove the claim by showing that for all x ∈ X n,

max
sn:Xn→Xn

Un(gn ◦ sn(x), x) = max
sn:Xn→In

Un(gn ◦ sn(x), x) (19)

and for all d ∈ [0, 1], maxsn∈B(gn) Ed(gn, sn) = maxs′n∈B′(gn) Ed(gn, s
′
n). If these two assertions

hold, then the restriction of the strategies of the sender is without any loss of optimality.

For a best response strategy s∗n ∈ B(gn) and for a set of sequences Zn ⊆ X n where s∗n(x
′) /∈

In for all x′ ∈ Zn, the receiver maps the sequences to x0 which gives the utility Un(x0, x
′) for

all x′ ∈ Zn. The same utility can be achieved by a restricted strategy s′n : X n → In where

s′∗n (x) =





s∗n(x) x ∈ X n \ Zn

x0 x ∈ Zn
,

Thus, gn ◦ s
′∗
n (x) = gn ◦ s

∗
n(x) for all x ∈ X n and hence (19) holds. To see the second claim, ob-

serve that s′∗n ∈ B′(gn) and hence Dd(gn, s
′∗
n ) = Dd(gn, s

∗
n). This implies that maxsn∈B(gn) Ed(gn, sn) =

maxs′n∈B′(gn) Ed(gn, s
′
n).

The set of worst-case best response strategies of the sender is defined as

S (gn) = argmax
sn∈B(gn)

Ed(gn, sn). (20)

A. Proof of Theorem III.2

Let ǫ, δ > 0. Consider two achievable rates R̂, R̃ ∈ Rd. Thus, we have sequences ǫ̂n, ǫ̃n → 0,

δ̂n, δ̃n → 0 and two sequences of strategies {ĝn}n≥1 and {g̃n}n≥1 such that for all n

max
ŝn∈B(ĝn)

E
d+δ̂n

(ĝn, ŝn) ≤ ǫ̂n, max
s̃n∈B(g̃n)

E
d+δ̃n

(g̃n, s̃n) ≤ ǫ̃n.
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From Lemma III.1, without loss of generality, assume that ĝn and g̃n are of the form given in

(10). Further, let ŝ∗n ∈ S (ĝn), s̃
∗
n ∈ S (g̃n) be such that

lim
n→∞

R
d+δ̂n

(ĝn, ŝ
∗
n) = R̂,

lim
n→∞

R
d+δ̃n

(g̃n, s̃
∗
n) = R̃.

We use the time-sharing arguments from information theory to show that any convex combi-

nation of the rates R̂ and R̃ is also achievable. For α ∈ [0, 1], let nα := ⌊αn⌋. Let n be large

enough such that ǫ̂nα
+ ǫ̃n−nα

< ǫ and δ̂nα
+ δ̃n−nα

< δ. Define

Zn = D
d+δ̂nα

(ĝnα
, ŝ∗nα

)×D
d+δ̃n−nα

(g̃n−nα
, s̃∗n−nα

)

An = Anα

d+δ̂nα

(ĝnα
, ŝ∗nα

)×An−nα

d+δ̃n−nα

(g̃n−nα
, s̃∗n−nα

)

Here, the set Zn contains all the sequences constructed by taking the Cartesian product of the

sets of correctly recovered sequences by the pairs of strategies {ĝnα
, ŝ∗nα

} and {g̃n−nα
, s̃∗n−nα

}.

The set An contains all the sequences constructed taking the Cartesian product of the sets

of utilized sequences by the respective pair of strategies. Let y = (ŷ, ỹ) ∈ An with ŷ ∈

Anα

d+δ̂nα

(ĝnα
, ŝ∗nα

) and ỹ ∈ An−nα

d+δ̃n−nα

(g̃n−nα
, s̃∗n−nα

). Fix y0 ∈ An and define a strategy gn for the

receiver as

gn(y) =





(ŷ, ỹ) if y = (ŷ, ỹ) ∈ An

y0 if y /∈ An
.

From the structure of the receiver’s strategy and due to the additive nature of the utility, it is

clear that the sender also responds with a strategy that maps the nα and n− nα components of

x separately. Specifically, for x = (x̂, x̃) ∈ X n, let ŷ∗ = ŝ∗nα
(x̂) and ỹ∗ = s̃∗n−nα

(x̃). Using this,

we have

Un(gn ◦ sn(x), x) = Unα
(ŷ, x̂) + Un−nα

(ỹ, x̃)

≤ Unα
(ŷ∗, x̂) + Un−nα

(ỹ∗, x̃)

= Unα
(ĝnα

◦ ŝ∗nα
(x̂), x̂) + Un−nα

(g̃n−nα
◦ s̃∗n−nα

(x̃), x̃).

This holds for all x ∈ X n and hence the strategy s∗n(x) = (ŝ∗nα
(x̂), s̃∗n−nα

(x̃)) is a best response

strategy of the sender for the strategy gn. Furthermore, s∗n ∈ S (gn). It follows that for all

x = (x̂, x̃) ∈ Zn,

dn(gn ◦ s
∗
n(x), x) ≤ α(d+ δ̂nα

) + (1− α)(d+ δ̃n−nα
) ≤ d+ δ.
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This gives that Dd+δ(gn, s
∗
n) ⊇ Zn and hence, the probability of error is bounded as

Ed+δ(gn, s
∗
n) ≤ E

d+δ̂nα
(ĝnα

, ŝ∗nα
) + E

d+δ̃n−nα
(g̃n−nα

, s̃∗n−nα
) < ǫ.

Thus, {gn}n≥1 is an achievable sequence of strategies and {s∗n}n≥1 is the corresponding sequence

of best responses of the sender. We now compute the rate of this sequence.

For the strategy gn, we have

Im(gn) = Anα

d+δ̂nα

(ĝnα
, ŝ∗nα

)×An−nα

d++δ̃n−nα

(g̃n−nα
, s̃∗n−nα

).

Since s∗n ≡ (ŝ∗nα
◦ s̃∗n−nα

), from (7) we have

An
d+δ(gn, s

∗
n) =

{
x ∈ Im(gn) : gn ◦ s

∗
n(x

′) = x

for some x′ ∈ Dd+δ(gn, s
∗
n)
}

= Anα

d+δ̂nα

(ĝnα
, ŝ∗nα

)×An−nα

d+δ̃n−nα

(g̃n−nα
, s̃∗n−nα

).

This gives

Rd+δ(gn, s
∗
n) = αR

d+δ̂nα
(ĝnα

, ŝ∗nα
) + (1− α)R

d+δ̃n−nα
(g̃n−nα

, s̃∗n−nα
).

Taking the limit, we get limn→∞Rd+δ(gn, s
∗
n) = αR̂ + (1 − α)R̃. This holds for all α ∈ [0, 1]

and arbitrarily small ǫ, δ > 0. Thus, the achievable rate region is convex.

B. Proof of Corollary III.3

Consider d1, d2 ∈ R
∗ and let α ∈ [0, 1]. Let Rinf

d1
and Rinf

d2
be the respective infimum of the

achievable rates for the distortion levels d1 and d2 respectively. Using a construction similar to

the proof of Theorem III.2, we can show that the rate αRinf
d1

+ (1−α)Rinf
d2

is achievable for the

distortion level d = αd1 + (1− α)d2. It follows that Rinf
d

≤ αRinf
d1

+ (1− α)Rinf
d2

. The proof of

concavity of Rsup
d

follows similarly.

C. Proof of Lemma III.4

Due to Lemma III.1, without loss of generality, let a set In ⊆ X n be an independent set in

Gn
s
. Let a sequence x0 ∈ In define the strategy gn as

gn(x) =





x if x ∈ In

x0 if x /∈ In
.
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We show that for all x ∈ In and for all sn ∈ B(gn), we have sn(x) = x. Consider a sequence

x̄ ∈ In. Then, for any strategy sn, we have from Lemma A.1 that sn(x̄) ∈ In for all x̄ ∈ X n.

This gives

Un(gn ◦ sn(x̄), x̄) = Un(sn(x̄), x̄) = Un(x
′, x̄)

for some x′ ∈ In. Since In is an independent set, we have that Un(x
′, x̄) < Un(x̄, x̄) for all

x′ ∈ In, x′ 6= x̄ and hence

Un(gn ◦ sn(x̄), x̄) < Un(x̄, x̄) if sn(x̄) 6= x̄.

Clearly, the maximum occurs when sn(x̄) = x̄. Thus, for all sn ∈ B(gn), we have sn(x) = x

for all x ∈ In. Clearly, In ⊆ Dd(gn, sn) and hence from the definition of An
d
(gn, sn) in (7), we

have that An
d
(gn, sn) = In which gives that Rd(gn, sn) =

1
n
log |In|.

D. Proof of Theorem III.5

For the proof, we use the structure of the sender graph Gn
s

defined in Section III-B. For

any pair of strategies (gn, sn) recall that D(gn, sn) is the set of correctly recovered sequences

and is given as D(gn, sn) = {x ∈ X n : gn ◦ sn(x) = x} (cf (6)). We first show that for all

sn ∈ S (gn), the set D(gn, sn) is an independent set in the graph Gn
s
. Then, for any utility where

U (i, j) ≥ 0, we show that only a fraction of the sequences in the high probability set can be

recovered correctly by the receiver under any strategy. Thus, for all strategies of the receiver,

the probability of error does not tend to zero.

Before proceeding with the proof, we prove two lemmas that highlights the structure of the

graph Gn
s
. First, we prove the following lemma about the independence of the set D(gn, sn) for

any gn with sn ∈ S (gn).

Lemma A.2. Let Gn
s

be the graph induced by the utility U and let gn be any strategy. Then,

for all sn ∈ S (gn), the set D(gn, sn) is an independent set in the graph Gn
s
.

Proof. From Lemma III.1, without loss of generality, let a set In ⊆ X n and a sequence x0 ∈ In

define the strategy gn of the receiver as

gn(x) =





x if x ∈ In

x0 if x /∈ In
.
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Fix s̄n ∈ S (gn) and let x̄ ∈ D(gn, s̄n) be any sequence. Then, from the definition of B(gn),

we have Un(gn ◦ s̄n(x̄), x̄) ≥ Un(gn ◦ s
′
n(x̄), x̄) for all s′n. Using gn ◦ s̄n(x̄) = x̄, we get

Un(x̄, x̄) ≥ Un(gn ◦ s
′
n(x̄), x̄) = Un(x, x̄) ∀ x ∈ In.

We show that the above holds with strict inequality, i.e., Un(x̄, x̄) > Un(x, x̄) for all x ∈ In. We

prove this by contradiction. Suppose there exists a sequence x′ such that Un(x̄, x̄) = Un(x
′, x̄).

Then, defining a strategy s′n as

s′n(x) =





x if x 6= x̄

x′ if x = x̄
,

we get that gn ◦ s′n(x) = x for all x ∈ D(gn, s̄n) when x 6= x̄ and gn ◦ s′n(x̄) 6= x̄. Thus,

D(gn, s
′
n) ⊂ D(gn, s̄n) and hence E(gn, s

′
n) > E(gn, s̄n). However, this is a contradiction since

s̄n is a worst-case best response strategy. Thus, for all distinct sequences x̄, x′ ∈ D(gn, s̄n) ⊆ In

we have Un(x
′, x̄) < Un(x̄, x̄) = 0 and hence D(gn, s̄n) is an independent set in the graph Gn

s

(cf Definition III.1). Since s̄n ∈ S (gn) was arbitrary, the claim follows.

We define few sets which will be used in the subsequent analysis. For ǫ > 0, define the typical

set T n
p,ǫ as

T n
p,ǫ =

{
x ∈ X n : p(i)− ǫ < Px(i) < p(i) + ǫ ∀ i ∈ X

}
, (21)

where Px is the type of the sequence x ∈ X n. For a distribution P ∈ Pn(X ), we define a type

class Un
P ⊆ X n as

Un
P =

{
x ∈ X n : Px = P

}
. (22)

For any two type classes we have the following lemma that demonstrates the bi-regular nature

of subgraph of Gn
s

induced by the sets. Let Un
1 , U

n
2 be any pair of sets. For any x ∈ Un

1 , define

∆(x, Un
1 , U

n
2 ) =

∣∣∣ {y ∈ Un
2 : x ∼ y in Gn

s
}
∣∣∣. (23)

Thus, ∆(x, Un
1 , U

n
2 ) is the number of sequences in Un

2 that are adjacent to x. Similarly, for

y ∈ Un
2 , we have ∆(y, Un

2 , U
n
1 ) as the number of sequences in Un

1 that are adjacent to y.

For any two type classes, we have the following lemma.
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Lemma A.3. Let P1, P2 ∈ Pn(X ) be two types and let Un
P1

and Un
P2

be the respective type

classes. Then,

∆(x, Un
P1
, Un

P2
) = ∆(Un

P1
, Un

P2
) ∀ x ∈ Un

P1
,

∆(y, Un
P2
, Un

P1
) = ∆(Un

P2
, Un

P1
) ∀ y ∈ Un

P2
,

for some ∆(Un
P1
, Un

P2
),∆(Un

P2
, Un

P1
) ≥ 0. Further,

∆(Un
P1
, Un

P2
) |Un

P1
| = ∆(Un

P2
, Un

P1
) |Un

P2
|.

Proof. Since Un
P1

and Un
P2

are type classes, all sequences in Un
P1

will have the same number

of adjacent sequences in Un
P2

. This holds similarly for Un
P2

as well. The first assertion is thus

evident.

Now, the total number of edges with one end point in Un
P1

and other end point in Un
P2

is given

by ∆(Un
P1
, Un

P2
)|Un

P1
|. Moreover, this number should be equal to ∆(Un

P2
, Un

P1
) |Un

P2
| which is the

number of edges with one end point in Un
P2

and other end point in Un
P1

. This completes the

proof.

Proof of Theorem III.5. We now proceed with the proof of Theorem III.5. Let gn be an arbitrary

strategy of the receiver. We prove the claim by giving an lower bound on maxsn∈B(gn) P(gn ◦

sn(X) 6= X). We use Lemma A.2 and Lemma A.3 for showing this. We then show that

asymptotically this bound is strictly greater than zero. Thus, for any sequence of strategies

{gn}n≥1, the worst-case probability of error does not vanish asymptotically.

Without loss of generality, let U be such that U (1, 0) ≥ 0. As we shall see, the choice of

symbols 0, 1 does not matter for the proof. Let Gn
s

be the graph induced by the utility U . Let

ǫ < mini∈X PX(i) and consider the typical set T n
PX,ǫ

. Let Pn(T
n
PX,ǫ

) ⊆ Pn(X ) be the set of types

induced by the sequences in T n
PX,ǫ

, i.e.,

Pn(T
n
PX,ǫ

) =
{
P ∈ Pn(X ) : PX(i)− ǫ < P (i) < PX(i) + ǫ

}
.

Let P1, . . . ,PT , with Pi ⊆ Pn(T
n
PX,ǫ

) be classes of types with the property that for all i ∈ [T ]

and any two pair of types P1, P2 ∈ Pi, we have P1(j) = P2(j) for all j ∈ X \ {0, 1}. Thus the

types within a set Pi differ only in the symbols {0, 1}. We show in the following claim that only

a fraction of sequences from the type classes with types from the set Pi, i ∈ [T ] are recovered

correctly. For the purpose of the proof, we take i = 1. Let ŝn ∈ S (gn).
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Claim A.4. Let P1 be the above defined set of types. Then, there exists a β < 1 such that
∣∣∣∣∣
⋃

Pi∈P1

Un
Pi
∩ D(gn, ŝn)

∣∣∣∣∣ < β

∣∣∣∣∣
⋃

Pi∈P1

Un
Pi

∣∣∣∣∣ .

Proof. Let P1, P2 ∈ P1 be two types such that P1(1) < P2(1). Let Un
P1

and Un
P2

be the respective

type classes. First, we show that ∆(Un
P1
, Un

P2
), ∆(Un

P2
, Un

P1
) in Lemma A.3 are positive. Due to

the structure of P1, for every sequence x̄ ∈ Un
P1

, there exists a corresponding sequence x̂ ∈ Un
P2

such that

Un(x̂, x̄) = (P2(1)− P1(1))U (1, 0) ≥ 0.

Thus, there exists edges between the type classes Un
P1

and Un
P2

in the graph Gn
s

and hence

∆(Un
P1
, Un

P2
), ∆(Un

P2
, Un

P1
) in Lemma A.3 are positive.

We now prove the claim. Recall that ŝn ∈ S (gn). From Lemma A.2, we have that D(gn, ŝn)

is an independent set in the graph Gn
s
. We show that all except one type class from the set

{Un
Pi
, Pi ∈ P1} can only have a partial intersection with the set D(gn, ŝn). Specifically, the ratio

of the size of intersection to the size of the type class is no more than 1/2. We prove this by

contradiction.

For Pi ∈ P1, let βi = |Un
Pi
∩D(gn, ŝn)|/|U

n
Pi
|. Let i∗ = argmaxi βi. Suppose there is a fraction

βi, i 6= i∗ such that βi > 1/2. Then, it follows that βi∗ > 1/2. For i 6= i∗ define

V (Un
Pi
, Un

Pi∗
∩ D(gn, ŝn)) = {y ∈ Un

Pi
: ∃ x ∈ Un

Pi∗
∩ D(gn, ŝn) s.t. x ∼ y in Gn

s
}.

The above set consists of all the sequences in Un
Pi

that are adjacent to some sequence in Un
Pi∗

∩

D(gn, ŝn). Also, the sequences in Un
Pi∗

∩D(gn, ŝn) only have edges with V (Un
Pi
, Un

Pi∗
∩D(gn, ŝn))

in the set Un
Pi

. Now the number of edges with one end point in Un
Pi∗

∩ D(gn, ŝn) and other in

V (Un
Pi
, Un

Pi∗
∩D(gn, ŝn)) is ∆(Un

Pi∗
, Un

Pi
) |Un

Pi∗
∩D(gn, ŝn)|. The number of edges with one end

point in V (Un
Pi
, Un

Pi∗
∩ D(gn, ŝn)) and other in Un

Pi∗
is given by ∆(Un

Pi
, Un

Pi∗
) |V (Un

Pi
, Un

Pi∗
∩

D(gn, ŝn))|. The latter may include edges with sequences in Un
Pi∗

outside Un
Pi∗

∩ D(gn, ŝn) as

well and hence1

∆(Un
Pi
, Un

Pi∗
)
∣∣V (Un

Pi
, Un

Pi∗
∩ D(gn, ŝn))

∣∣ ≥ ∆(Un
Pi∗

, Un
Pi
)
∣∣Un

Pi∗
∩ D(gn, ŝn)

∣∣

= ∆(Un
Pi∗

, Un
Pi
)βi∗ |U

n
Pi∗

|.

1The arguments in this section borrows ideas from Section IV in [28]
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Using Lemma A.3, we get that |V (Un
Pi
, Un

Pi∗
∩ D(gn, ŝn))| ≥ βi∗|U

n
Pi
| and hence at least βi∗

fraction of sequences from Un
Pi

have edges with sequences in Un
Pi∗

∩D(gn, ŝn). Since D(gn, ŝn)

is an independent set, we have that |Un
Pi

∩ D(gn, ŝn)| ≤ (1 − βi∗)|U
n
Pi
|. This gives that βi ≤

(1 − βi∗) < 1/2 for all i 6= i∗ which is a contradiction. Thus, we have that for all i 6= i∗,

βi ≤ 1/2. This gives that
∣∣∣∣∣
⋃

Pi∈P1

Un
Pi
∩ D(gn, ŝn)

∣∣∣∣∣ < β

∣∣∣∣∣
⋃

Pi∈P1

Un
Pi

∣∣∣∣∣ ,

where β subsumes the fractions βi and since βi ≤ 1/2 for all i 6= i∗,we have that β < 1.

Recall that we had fixed an arbitrary set P1. Similar expressions hold for all sets of types

Pi ∈ Pn(T
n
PX,ǫ

). This implies that
∣∣T n

PX,ǫ
∩ D(gn, ŝn)

∣∣ < α
∣∣T n

PX,ǫ

∣∣ with α < 1. Thus, for arbitrary

ŝn ∈ S (gn) we get that

P(D(gn, ŝn)) ≤ αP(T n
PX,ǫ

) + P(X n \ T n
PX,ǫ

)

and hence limn→∞mins′n∈B(gn) P(D(gn, s
′
n)) ≤ α < 1. Finally, this gives

lim
n→∞

max
s′n∈B(gn)

P(gn ◦ s
′
n(X) 6= X) = 1− lim

n→∞
min

sn∈B(gn)
P(D(gn, s

′
n)) ≥ 1− α > 0.

Thus, asymptotically, the worst-case probability of error stays strictly bounded away from zero

for all sequences of strategies {gn}n≥1. This completes the proof of Theorem III.5.

APPENDIX B

PROOF OF LOSSLESS RECOVERY : BINARY ALPHABET

For ǫ > 0, recall the typical set T n
p,ǫ defined as (21). For a distribution P ∈ Pn(X ), recall the

type class Un
P ⊆ X n defined as (22).

We prove the result in two parts. First, we prove the necessity of the condition (13), that is

U (0, 1) + U (1, 0) < 0, for the rate region to be non-empty. This is done in Appendix B-A.

Then, we determine the rate region when (13) holds in Appendix B-B.

First consider the following lemma that gives an alternate representation of the utility that is

useful for the proofs. For the case of binary alphabet, for any type P̂ ∈ Pn(X ), we denote P̂ (0)

as p̂. Similarly, for any sequence x, we denote Px(0) as px.

Lemma B.1. Let x, x̂ ∈ X n be sequences such that px ≤ px̂. Then,

Un(x, x̂) =
1

n

(
U (1, 0)k̂ + (U (1, 0) + U (0, 1))k

)
, (24)
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where k̂ = n(px̂ − px) and k ∈ [0, npx].

When px̂ ≤ px, we have

Un(x, x̂) =
1

n

(
U (0, 1)m̂+ (U (1, 0) + U (0, 1))m

)
, (25)

where m̂ = n(px − px̂) and m ∈ [0, npx̂].

Proof. Consider the case where px ≤ px̂. Let Px,x̂(0, 1) = k/n where k ≥ 0. We have

px = Px,x̂(0, 0) + Px,x̂(0, 1),

px̂ = Px,x̂(0, 0) + Px,x̂(1, 0).

This gives

Px,x̂(1, 0) = px̂ − px + Px,x̂(0, 1) = (px̂ − px) + k/n.

We can thus write

Un(x, x̂) = Px,x̂(1, 0)U (1, 0) + Px,x̂(0, 1)U (0, 1)

=
1

n
((k̂ + k)U (1, 0) + kU (0, 1)),

where k̂ = n(px̂ − px) and k ∈ [0, npx]. The maximum value of k occurs when Px,x̂(0, 0) = 0

and Px,x̂(1, 0) = px̂, which gives k ≤ npx. The above can be rearranged to the form given in

(24).

For the case when px̂ ≤ px, we take Px,x̂(1, 0) = m/n where m ≥ 0. Using

Px,x̂(0, 1) = (px − px̂) + Px,x̂(1, 0) = (px − px̂) +m/n,

we can write the utility as

Un(x, x̂) =
1

n
(mU (1, 0) + (m̂+m)U (0, 1)),

where m̂ = n(px − px̂) and m ∈ [0, npx̂]. The above can be rearranged to the form given in

(25).

A. Proof of necessity of (13) and Theorem IV.1 a)

We prove the claim by showing that if (13) does not hold, i.e., U (0, 1) + U (1, 0) ≥ 0, then

for any sequence of strategies of the receiver, only a fraction of sequences from X n can be

recovered correctly.
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Let δ > 0. Let U (1, 0) = a and U (0, 1) = −b and a ≥ b ≥ 0. Using Lemma III.1, let

In ⊆ X n and x0 ∈ In define a strategy gn of the receiver as

gn(x) =





x if x ∈ In

x0 if x /∈ In
.

Let sn ∈ S (gn) and consider the set of sequences recovered within distortion δ, i.e., Dδ(gn, sn).

We show that only a 2δ-ball of sequences from any type class can be in Dδ(gn, sn). We use this

fact to show that the probability of error for any sequence of strategies of the receiver will tend

to one as n grows large.

Claim B.2. Let x̂, x ∈ Dδ(gn, sn) be two sequences having the same type. Then x̂, x are at most

2δ apart.

Proof. Fix a sequence x̂ ∈ Dδ(gn, sn) and let px̂ = Px̂(0). From Lemma A.1 we have that

sn(x̄) ∈ In for all x̄ ∈ X n. Let the best response sequence of x̂ be ŷ ∈ In, i.e., sn(x̂) = ŷ.

It follows that dn(ŷ, x̂) ≤ δ and Un(ŷ, x̂) = maxy∈In Un(y, x̂). Furthermore, since sn is among

the worst-case strategies for the receiver, we also have that

if Un(y, x̂) = Un(ŷ, x̂) for some y ∈ In, then dn(y, x̂) ≤ δ.

We prove the claim by contradiction.

Let Un
px̂

be the type class corresponding to the type px̂. Suppose there exists a sequence

x′ ∈ Dδ(gn, sn) ∩ Un
px̂

such that dn(x
′, x̂) > 2δ. Let y′ ∈ In be the best response sequence

of x′ such that sn(x
′) = y′, dn(y

′, x′) ≤ δ and Un(y
′, x′) = maxy∈In Un(y, x

′). Again, for the

sequence x′, it holds that

if Un(y, x
′) = Un(y

′, x′) for some y ∈ In, then dn(y, x
′) ≤ δ. (26)

Note that ŷ is a best response sequence to x̂ and y′ is a best response sequence to x′. As earlier,

we write Py′(0) as py′ and Pŷ(0) as pŷ.

Step 1: We first show that for the sequence y′ ∈ In it must be that pŷ > py′ .

We prove this by contradiction. We consider two cases and show that if pŷ ≤ py′ , then (26)

is violated.

Case i: Suppose pŷ ≤ py′ ≤ px̂.
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Using the form (24) in Lemma B.1, we can write

Un(y
′, x′) =

1

n

(
U (1, 0)m̂+ (U (1, 0) + U (0, 1))m

)

=
1

n
(am̂+ (a− b)m),

where m̂ = n(px̂ − py′), m ∈ [0, npy′ ] and dn(y
′, x′) = (m̂+m)/n ≤ δ.

Further, we can write Un(ŷ, x
′) as

Un(ŷ, x
′) =

1

n

(
U (1, 0)k̂ + (U (1, 0) + U (0, 1))k

)

=
1

n
(ak̂ + (a− b)k), (27)

where k̂ = n(px̂ − pŷ) and k ∈ [0, npŷ]. Since dn(x
′, x̂) > 2δ and dn(ŷ, x̂) ≤ δ, by triangle

inequality we have dn(ŷ, x
′) = (k̂ + k)/n > δ.

Since pŷ ≤ py′ , we have that k̂ ≥ m̂. Further, we have m̂ + m ≤ nδ < k̂ + k and hence

k > m+ (m̂− k̂). Using this in (27) we get

Un(ŷ, x
′) =

1

n
(ak̂ + (a− b)k)

≥
1

n
(ak̂ + (a− b)(m+ (m̂− k̂)))

=
1

n
(am̂+ (a− b)m+ b(k̂ − m̂)) ≥ Un(y

′, x′).

Thus, Un(ŷ, x
′) ≥ Un(y

′, x′) and dn(ŷ, x
′) > δ. However, this contradicts (26).

Case ii: Suppose pŷ ≤ px̂ ≤ py′ .

For this case, we can use the form (25) in Lemma B.1 to write Un(y
′, x′) as

Un(y
′, x′) =

1

n
(m̂U (0, 1) + (U (1, 0) + U (0, 1))m)

=
1

n
(−bm̂ + (a− b)m),

where m̂ = n(py′ − px̂), m ∈ [0, npx̂]. Using (m̂+m)/n ≤ δ, we have

Un(y
′, x′) ≤

1

n
(a− b)m ≤ (a− b)δ.

Moreover, since (k̂ + k)/n > δ, we get

Un(ŷ, x
′) =

1

n
(ak̂ + (a− b)k) +

1

n
bk̂ −

1

n
bk̂

≥
1

n
(a− b)(k̂ + k)

≥ δ(a− b) ≥ Un(y
′, x′).
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Again, we get a contradiction to (26).

Step 2: The above two cases show that pŷ > py′ . However, it can be observed that repeating

the arguments of Case i and Case ii for x̂, we would get the conclusion that py′ > pŷ, which

cannot be true. Thus, if x̂ ∈ Dδ(gn, sn), then x′ /∈ Dδ(gn, sn).

Thus, given a sequence x̂ ∈ Dδ(gn, sn), if there exists a sequence x ∈ Dδ(gn, sn) ∩ Un
px̂

, then

it must be that dn(x, x̂) ≤ 2δ, i.e., x ∈ B2δ(x̂). In other words, if multiple sequences from the

type class Un
px̂

are recovered correctly, then they must be at most 2δ distance apart. Since x̂ was

arbitrary, this holds for all types p̂ ∈ Pn(X ).

Suppose x1, . . . , xL ∈ Dδ(gn, sn) are sequences having distinct types that are recovered within

distortion δ. Then,

Dδ(gn, sn) ⊆
⋃

i∈[L]

B2δ(x
i) ∩ Un

P
xi
.

Clearly, for small enough δ, we have that minsn∈B(gn) P(Dδ(gn, sn)) → 0 as n → ∞. This

holds for any sequence of strategies of the receiver and hence there does not exist an achievable

sequence of strategies. Thus, the achievable rate region is empty. This completes the proof of

necessity of (13) and Theorem IV.1 a).

B. Proof of sufficiency of (13) and characterization of R

Before proving the sufficiency, we prove the following result. Lapidoth in [19] studied a setting

where the encoding and decoding fidelity criteria of the sender and receiver were mismatched.

We state the following theorem which is a version of Theorem 1 from [19]. We use this theorem

to determine achievable rates for our setting.

Theorem B.3. Let R be fixed and let D̄(R) be defined as

D̄(R) = min
P0

max
P̄∈F

EP̄ [d(X̂,X)],

where F is given as

F = argmax
P̃

X̂,X
∈W(PX,P0,R)

EP̃
X̂,X

[U (X̂,X)],

W(PX, P0, R) =
{
P̃ X̂,X ∈ P(X ×X ) :

P̃X = PX, P̃ X̂ = P0, IP̃ (X ; X̂) ≤ R
}
.
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Then, there exists an achievable sequence of strategies {gn}n≥1, an sn ∈ S (gn) for all n, and

δn → 0 such that limn→∞Rd0+δn(gn, sn) = R0, where R0 ≤ R and d0 = D̄(R).

Proof. The proof follows on the lines of the proof of Theorem 1 in [19]. First observe the

following. From Lemma III.1, it suffices to define the strategies of the receiver gn by choosing

a set Cn ⊆ X n and x0 ∈ Cn and defining

gn(x) =





x if x ∈ Cn

x0 if x /∈ Cn
. (28)

From Lemma A.1, we can restrict the strategies of the sender to the set {sn : X n → Cn}. Thus,

the receiver can be restricted to the set {gn : Cn → Cn| gn(x) = x ∀ x ∈ Cn}. Thus, the problem

then boils down to choosing a codebook Cn = {1, . . . , 2nR} ⊆ X n of rate R, or in other words,

choosing an image set of gn, that achieves arbitrarily small probability of error.

We use the proof construct of Theorem 1 from [19] as follows. Fix a distribution P0 and a

sequence δn → 0. Generate the sequences in the set Cn according to P̂ defined as

P̂ (x) =





1
γ(n,δn)

∏n
i=1 P0(xi) if x = (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ T n

P0,δn

0 else
,

where γ(n, δn) is the normalizing constant and tends to one with n.

Then, following the arguments of proof of Theorem 1 from [19], we get that with d0 =

maxP̄∈F EP̄dn(X̂,X), there exists a sequence of strategies {gn}n≥1 defined as (28) such that

lim
n→∞

max
sn∈B(gn)

Ed0+δn(gn, sn) = 0.

Note that the sender may not use all the sequences in the set Cn to map its information and

there could be unused sequences. Thus, using the (7) and (8), we get

Rd0+δn(gn, sn) ≤
1

n
log |Cn| ∀ sn ∈ B(gn).

This gives that limn→∞Rd0+δn(gn, sn) ≤ R for all sequences {sn}n≥1, sn ∈ S (gn). The dis-

tortion maxP̄∈F EP̄U (X̂,X) is for a fixed distribution P0. Taking the minimum over all such

distributions, we get that there exists an achievable sequence of strategies with a rate at most

R0 ≤ R and the distortion d0 = D̄(R) = minP0 maxP̄∈F EP̄ [d(X̂,X)].

Proof of Theorem IV.1 b).

1) Proof of Rinf = H(p):
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We use Theorem B.3 to prove the claim. We show that for R = H(p), D̄(R) = 0. Thus, there

exists an achievable sequence of strategies {gn}n≥1, an sn ∈ S (gn) for all n, and δn → 0 such

that limn→∞Rd0+δn(gn, sn) = R0, where R0 ≤ H(p) and d0 = D̄(H(p)). Since any achievable

rate cannot be lower than H(p) (cf remark after Definition II.5), it follows that Rinf = H(p).

Let U be such that U (1, 0) + U (0, 1) < 0. Take P0 = PX. For R = H(p), we have

W(PX, PX, H(p))

=
{
P̃ X̂,X ∈ P(X × X ) : P̃X = PX, P̃ X̂ = PX,

IP̃ (X ; X̂) ≤ H(p)
}

=
{
P̃ X̂,X ∈ P(X × X ) : P̃X = PX, P̃ X̂ = PX

}
.

Since the alphabet is binary, all the joint distributions P̃ X̂,X ∈ W(PX, PX, H(p)) are such

that P̃ X̂,X(0, 1) = P̃ X̂,X(1, 0). Further, U (0, 1) + U (1, 0) < 0 gives that EP̃
X̂,X

U (X̂,X) =

P̃ X̂,X(0, 1)(U (0, 1) + U (1, 0)) ≤ 0 for all P̃ X̂,X ∈ W(PX, PX, H(p)). In particular,

max
P̃

X̂,X
∈W(PX,PX,H(p))

EP̃
X̂,X

U (X̂,X) = 0

and this is achieved only by the diagonal matrix P̃ ∗
X̂,X

where P̃ ∗
X̂,X

(i, i) = PX(i) for all i ∈

X . This gives that F = {P̃ ∗
X̂,X

} and hence D̄(H(p)) = minP∈F EPd(X̂,X) = 0. Using

Theorem B.3 completes the proof.

2) Proof of Rsup ≤ H
(
min

{
b
a
p, 1

2

})
: We prove the claim by giving an upper bound on the

number of utilised sequences given in (7) for any achievable sequence of strategies.

Let In ⊆ X n and x0 ∈ In define an achievable sequence of strategies {gn}n≥1 where

gn(x) =





x if x ∈ In

x0 if x /∈ In
. (29)

Fix ǫ, δ > 0 and let n be large enough such that P(T n
p,δ) > 1− ǫ and

min
sn∈B(gn)

P(Dδ(gn, sn)) = 1− max
sn∈B(gn)

Eδ(gn, sn) > 1− ǫ.

It follows that Dδ(gn, sn) ∩ T n
p,δ 6= ∅ for all sn ∈ S (gn) where S (gn) is the set of worst-case

best responses defined in (20). Fix ŝn ∈ S (gn) and let x̂ ∈ Dδ(gn, ŝn)∩T n
p,δ. From Lemma A.1,

we know that ŝn(x) ∈ In. Now, for the sequence x̂ to be recovered correctly, there must be a

best response sequence in T n
p,2δ ∩ In. Let this best response sequence be y∗ ∈ T n

p,2δ ∩ In, where

ŝn(x̂) = y∗.
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We prove the claim by bounding the size of the set of utilised sequences given by

An
δ (gn, ŝn) =

{
x ∈ In : gn ◦ ŝn(x̄) = x for some x̄ ∈ Dδ(gn, ŝn)

}
.

We now consider two cases based on the structure of the utility. In the first case, we directly

bound the size of An
δ (gn, ŝn). In the second case, we bound the size of In which gives a bound

on the size of An
δ (gn, ŝn). We prove these cases as the following claims.

Claim B.4. Let gn and ŝn be as above. If U (1, 0) = a and U (0, 1) = −b and b > a ≥ 0, then

there exists a p̄ ∈ [p, b(p+ 2δ)/a) such that

lim
n→∞

1

n
log |An

δ (gn, ŝn)| ≤ H(p̄).

Proof. Let p̂ be a type where p̂ ≥ b(p + 2δ)/a. We call such a type as a ‘faraway type’. Let

Un
p̂ be the type class corresponding to the type p̂. We show that An

δ (gn, ŝn) ∩ Un
p̂ = ∅. Thus,

sequences having type in the set [b(p+ 2δ)/a, 1] do not contribute to the rate.

Let ẑ be any sequence having the type p̂. We show that ŝn(z) 6= ẑ for all z ∈ Bδ(ẑ) and

thereby the sequence ẑ does not contribute to the rate. Let z̄ ∈ Bδ(ẑ) be such that pz̄ = pẑ + δ1,

δ1 ∈ [0, δ]. We compute the maximum utility Un(z, z̄) obtained over all sequences z ∈ Un
p̂ . Since

pz̄ ≥ pz = pẑ, using Lemma B.1 we can write

Un(z, z̄) =
1

n

(
U (1, 0)k̂ + (U (1, 0) + U (0, 1))k

)
=

1

n
(k̂a+ (a− b)k), (30)

where k̂ = n(pz̄ − pẑ) and k ∈ [0, npẑ]. Since a < b, the maximum utility occurs when k = 0

and hence

max
z∈Un

p̂

Un(z, z̄) = (pz̄ − pẑ)a = δ1a,

where δ1 ∈ [0, δ].

Now suppose z̄ ∈ Bδ(ẑ) is such that pz̄ = pẑ − δ1, δ1 ∈ [0, δ]. Then, for any z ∈ Un
p̂ , since

pz̄ ≤ pz = pẑ, we can write

Un(z, z̄) =
1

n

(
U (0, 1)m̂+ (U (1, 0) + U (0, 1))m

)
=

1

n
(−bm̂− (b− a)m), (31)

where m̂ = n(pz − pz̄) and m ∈ [0, npz̄]. Here, the maximum occurs at m = 0, which gives

max
z∈Un

p̂

Un(z, z̄) = −δ1b.
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Together, for any z̄ ∈ Bδ(ẑ) we have

max
z∈Un

p̂

Un(z, z̄) =





δ1a if pz̄ = pẑ + δ1

−δ1b if pz̄ = pẑ − δ1
, (32)

where δ1 ∈ [0, δ].

We now compute the minimum utility Un(y, z̄) over all sequences y ∈ T n
p,2δ. Let z̄ ∈ Bδ(ẑ)

be such that pz̄ = pẑ + δ1, δ1 ∈ [0, δ]. Using the format in Lemma B.1 we get

min
y∈Tn

p,2δ

Un(y, z̄) = (pz̄ − py∗)a− py∗(b− a)

> (pẑ + δ1)a− (p+ 2δ)b (33)

≥ (p+ 2δ)b+ δ1a− (p+ 2δ)b = δ1a.

Here (33) follows because pz̄ = pẑ + δ1 and py∗ < p + 2δ. The last inequality follows since

pẑ ≥ p+ 2δ. For z̄ ∈ Bδ(ẑ) such that pz̄ = pẑ − δ1, δ1 ∈ [0, δ], we have

min
y∈Tn

p,2δ

Un(y, z̄) > (pẑ − δ1)a− (p+ 2δ)b

≥ −δ1a.

Thus, for any z̄ ∈ Bδ(ẑ) we have

min
y∈Tn

p,2δ

Un(y, z̄) =





δ1a + δ′ if pz̄ = pẑ + δ1

−δ1a+ δ′′ if pz̄ = pẑ − δ1
, (34)

where δ1 ∈ [0, δ] and δ′, δ′′ > 0.

Clearly, from (32) and (34) we get that for any z̄ ∈ Bδ(ẑ),

max
z∈Un

p̂

Un(z, z̄) < min
y∈Tn

p,2δ

Un(y, z̄).

Thus, when the sender observes z̄ ∈ Bδ(ẑ), the least utility obtained over sequences in T n
p,2δ is

greater than the highest utility obtained over sequences in Un
p̂ . Since y∗ ∈ In ∩ T n

p,2δ, the best

response sequence for any z̄ ∈ Bδ(ẑ) does not lie in the type class Un
p̂ and hence ŝn(z̄) 6= ẑ. Since

ẑ was arbitrary, this holds for all sequences in the type class Un
p̂ . Moreover, since p̂ was arbitrary,

this holds for all faraway types. This gives that Un
p̂ ∩ An

δ (gn, ŝn) = ∅ for all p̂ ≥ b(p + 2δ)/a

and hence

An
δ (gn, ŝn) ⊆

⋃

p̂<b(p+2δ)/a

Un
p̂ .
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Thus, in the limit, we have that there exists a p̄ ∈ [p, b(p+ 2δ)/a) such that

lim
n→∞

1

n
log |An

δ (gn, ŝn)| ≤ H(p̄).

We now consider the case where U (1, 0) = −b and U (0, 1) = a and give an upper bound

on the limit 1
n
log |An

δ (gn, ŝn)|.

Claim B.5. Let In and gn be as in (29) and let ŝn as above. If U (1, 0) = −b and U (0, 1) = a

and b > a ≥ 0, then there exists a p̄ ∈ [p, b(p+ 2δ)/a) such that

lim
n→∞

1

n
log |An

δ (gn, ŝn)| ≤ lim
n→∞

1

n
log |In| ≤ H(p̄).

Moreover, for any set În and the coresponding strategy ĝn, if

lim
n→∞

log |În|

n
> H(b(p+ 2δ)/a),

then

lim
n→∞

max
sn∈B(ĝn)

Eδ(ĝn, sn) = 1.

Proof. In this case, we prove the claim by bounding the size of the set In. We show that if

In includes sequences having a faraway type, i.e., a type in the set [b(p + 2δ)/a, 1], then no

sequence in T n
p,δ can be recovered correctly.

Let x̂ ∈ T n
p,δ be such that px̂ = p + δ′ with δ′ ∈ (−δ, δ). Let p̂ ∈ [b(p + 2δ)/a, 1] and let Un

p̂

be the corresponding type class. We have that

min
z∈Un

p̂

Un(z, x̂) = (p̂− px̂)a− px̂(b− a)

> (p+ 2δ)b− (p+ δ′)b = (2δ − δ′)b.

Further, using the structure from proof of Claim B.4,

max
y∈Tn

p,2δ

Un(y, x̂) = (py∗ − px̂)a

< (p+ 2δ − p− δ′)a = (2δ − δ′)a

and hence

max
y∈Tn

p,2δ

Un(y, x̂) < min
z∈Un

p̂

Un(z, x̂).
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The above inequality implies that for a sequence in x̂ ∈ T n
p,δ, the sender prefers a sequence in

the set Un
p̂ over all sequences in T n

p,2δ. This holds for all faraway types p̂. Thus, no sequence

from T n
p,δ will be recovered if In has a sequence having a faraway type. However, we know that

x̂ ∈ Dδ(gn, ŝn) ∩ T n
p,δ and that {gn}n≥1 is an achievable sequence of strategies. Thus, In does

not include a sequence having a faraway type. Since An
δ (gn, ŝn) ⊆ In, we have that there exists

a p̄ ∈ [p, b(p+ 2δ)/a] such that

lim
n→∞

1

n
log |An

δ (gn, ŝn)| ≤ lim
n→∞

1

n
log |In| ≤ H(p̄).

The above arguments also prove that if a strategy ĝn with an image set În contains a sequence

having a faraway type, then no sequence from T n
p,δ is recovered within distortion δ. Thus, the

worst-case error Eδ(ĝn, sn) over all sn ∈ B(ĝn) tends to one.

From Claim B.4 and Claim B.5, we get that for all achievable sequence of strategies {gn}n≥1

and ŝn ∈ S (gn), there exists a p̄ ∈ [p, b(p + 2δ)/a) such that

lim
n→∞

1

n
log |An

δ (gn, sn)| ≤ H(p̄).

Using Definition II.4 and the definition of the achievable rates from Definition II.5, we get that

all achievable rates R are such that R ≤ H(min{b(p + 2δ)/a, 1/2}). Since δ can be arbitrarily

small, we get that all achievable rates lie in the set [H(p), H(min{bp/a, 1/2})]. Moreover,

for the case where U (1, 0) = −b and U (0, 1) = a, the probability of error for rates above

H(min{bp/a, 1/2}) tends to one. This completes the proof of Theorem IV.1 b).

Proof of Theorem IV.1 c). Since U (i, j) < 0 for all i 6= j, it follows that for any distinct

x, y ∈ X n, Un(x, y) < 0 and hence the sender is truthful about its information. This corresponds

to the case of cooperative communication and hence the rate region is same as the Shannon rate

region.

APPENDIX C

PROOF OF LOSSY RECOVERY : BINARY ALPHABET

We prove the theorem in two parts. The proof of necessity of of (15) is given in Appendix C-A

and the proof of sufficiency of (15) and Theorem IV.2 a) and b) is given in Appendix C-B.
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A. Proof of necessity of (15)

The proof of necessity relies on the arguments in the proof of Theorem IV.1 a). Let d ∈ (0, 1/2)

and let δ > 0 be such that 2(d + δ) < 1. Let U (1, 0) = a and U (0, 1) = −b and a ≥ b ≥ 0.

Using Lemma III.1, let In ⊆ X n and x0 ∈ In define a strategy gn of the receiver as

gn(x) =





x if x ∈ In

x0 if x /∈ In
.

Let sn ∈ S (gn) be the worst-case best responses given by (20) and consider the set of sequences

recovered within distortion d+ δ, i.e., Dd+δ(gn, sn).

If U (0, 1) + U (1, 0) ≥ 0, then following the arguments in the proof of Theorem IV.1 a),

we can show that only sequences from a 2(d + δ)-ball from every type class can be recovered

within distortion d + δ.

Suppose x1, . . . , xL ∈ Dδ(gn, sn) are sequences having distinct types that are recovered within

distortion δ. Then,

Dd+δ(gn, sn) ⊆
⋃

i≤L

B2(d+δ)(x
i) ∩ Un

P
xi
.

Clearly, as long as 2(d + δ) < 1, we have that limn→∞minsn∈B(gn) P(Dd+δ(gn, sn)) < 1. This

holds for any sequence of strategies of the receiver and hence there does not exist an achievable

sequence of strategies. Thus, the achievable rate region is empty.

B. Proof of sufficiency of (15) and Theorem IV.2 a) and b)

Proof of Theorem IV.2 a).

1) Rinf
d

= R(d).

We now use Theorem B.3 to prove the claim. We show that for R = R(d), D̄(R) = d. Thus,

there exists an achievable sequence of strategies {gn}n≥1, an sn ∈ S (gn) for all n, and δn → 0

such that limn→∞Rd0+δn(gn, sn) = R0, where R0 ≤ R(d) and d0 = D̄(R(d)). It follows that

Rinf
d

= R(d).

Let P ∗
X̂

be the output distribution that achieves the minimum in the rate-distortion function.

Define p∗ = P ∗
X̂
(0) = (p− d)/(1− 2d) ([26], Ch. 10). Taking P0 = P ∗

X̂
and R = R(d), we have

W(PX, P
∗
X̂
, R(d))

=
{
P̃ X̂,X ∈ P(X × X ) : P̃X = PX, P̃ X̂ = P ∗

X̂
, IP̃ (X̂;X) ≤ R(d)

}
.
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It follows from the definition of the rate-distortion function, that for all P̃ X̂,X where P̃X = PX,

if IP̃
X̂,X

(X̂ ;X) ≤ R(d), then EP̃
X̂,X

d(X̂,X) ≥ d. Moreover, the minimum expected distortion

EP̃
X̂,X

d(X̂,X) = d is achieved for the joint distribution P̃ ∗
X̂,X

where IP̃ ∗

X̂,X

(X̂ ;X) = R(d) and

P̃ ∗
X̂,X

=


 p∗(1− d) p∗d

p− p∗(1− d) 1− p− p∗d


 .

To show that D̄(R(d)) = d it suffices to prove that P̃ ∗
X̂,X

is the unique distribution that maximizes

the expected utility.

Claim C.1. argmaxP̃∈W(PX,P
∗

X̂
,R(d)) EP̃U (X̂,X) =

{
P̃ ∗

X̂,X

}

Proof. We know from the rate-distortion theory that P ∗
X̂

is unique. Thus, for all distributions

P ′
X̂,X

∈ W(PX, P
∗
X̂
, R(d)), P ′

X̂,X
6= P̃ ∗

X̂,X
, we have EP ′

X̂,X
d(X̂;X) > d. For any such P ′

X̂,X
, we

have

EP ′

X̂,X
d(X̂ ;X) = p∗P ′

X|X̂
(1|0) + (1− p∗)P ′

X|X̂
(0|1) > d.

Thus, one of the inequality P ′
X|X̂

(1|0) > d or P ′
X|X̂

(0|1) > d surely holds. Without loss of

generality, suppose P ′
X|X̂

(1|0) = d1 > d. Since P ′
X̂,X

∈ W(PX, P
∗
X̂
, R(d)), equating the row

marginal to P ∗
X̂

and column marginal to PX , we get that

P ′
X̂,X

=


 p∗(1− d1) p∗d1

p− p∗(1− d1) 1− p− p∗d1


 .

This gives

EP ′U (X̂,X) = (p− p∗)U (0, 1) + p∗d1(U (0, 1) + U (1, 0))

< (p− p∗)U (0, 1) + p∗d(U (0, 1) + U (1, 0)) = EP̃ ∗U (X̂,X).

The inequality follows since d1 > d and U (0, 1) + U (1, 0) < 0. Moreover, this is true for any

d1 > d. Thus, any distribution P ′
X̂,X

∈ W(PX, P
∗
X̂
, R(d)), P ′

X̂,X
6= P̃ ∗

X̂,X
does not give a better

expected utility to the sender.

The above claim shows that D̄(R(d)) = EP̃ ∗

X̂,X

d(X̂,X) = d. Using Theorem B.3 the proof is

now complete.

2) Rsup
d

≥ H(p+ d) when p+ d ≤ 1/2 and Rsup
d

= 1 when p + d ≥ 1/2

To prove the claim, we first show that D̄(H(p + d)) = d. Thus, using Theorem B.3, we

get that there exists an achievable sequence of strategies with a rate R0 ≤ H(p + d) and
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d0 = D̄(H(p + d)). Then, we construct an achievable sequence of strategies to show that the

rate H(p+ d) is achievable, which implies that rates between R(d) and H(p+ d) are achievable

and Rsup
d

≥ H(p+ d) when p + d ≤ 1/2.

Let P0 be a distribution where P0(0) = p+ d. Taking R = H(p+ d), we get

W(PX, P0, H(p+ d))

=
{
P̃ X̂,X ∈ P(X × X ) : P̃X = PX, P̃ X̂ = P0

}
.

Again, using U (0, 1) + U (1, 0) < 0, we get

max
P̃∈W(PX,PX,H(p))

EP̃U (X̂,X) = (P0(0)− p)U (0, 1)

which is achieved by the unique distribution P̃ ∗
X̂,X

where

P̃ ∗
X̂,X

=


 p P0(0)− p

0 P0(1)


 .

Thus, D̄(H(p+d)) = EP̃ ∗

X̂,X

d(X̂,X) = P0(0)−p = d and hence using Theorem B.3, we get that

there exists an achievable sequence of strategies with rate R0 ≤ H(p+d) and d0 = D̄(H(p+d)).

The following claim completes the proof.

Claim C.2. The rate H(p+ d) is achievable.

Proof. Suppose U (1, 0) > 0. We construct an achievable sequence of strategies with the rate

H(p + d). Let Pn(0) = argminP∈Pn(X ):P (0)≥P0(0)(P (0)− P0(0)). Thus, Pn is the smallest type

with Pn(0) ≥ P0(0). Consider the type class Un
Pn

. Let x0 ∈ Un
Pn

and define a strategy gn as

gn(x) =





x if x ∈ Un
Pn

x0 if x /∈ Un
Pn

.

Let ǫn > 0 and consider the typical set T n
p,ǫn . Let ǫn → 0 be such that p + ǫn ≤ Pn(0) for all

n and limn→∞ P(T n
p,ǫn) = 1. We show that for all n, the sequences in the typical set T n

p,ǫn are

recovered within a distortion d + δn for some δn → 0. Let pz = Pz(0) and px = Px(0). Using

the form of utility given in Lemma B.1, for any sequence z ∈ T n
p,ǫn and a sequence x ∈ Un

Pn
,

since pz ≤ px, the utility is given as

Un(x, z) =
1

n

(
U (0, 1)m̂+ (U (1, 0) + U (0, 1))m

)
,

where m̂ = n(px − pz) and m ∈ [0, npz]. Since U (1, 0) > 0, we have that U (0, 1) < 0.

Thus, for a given z, the sequence x∗ that maximizes the utility is such that m∗ = 0 and m̂∗ =
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minx∈Un
Pn
(px − pz). Since x∗ is chosen from a type class, there always exists a sequence with

m∗ = 0, i.e., with Px∗,z(1, 0) = 0 and Px∗,z(1, 1) = 1 − px. Furthermore, m̂∗ ≤ Pn(0) − (p +

ǫn) = d + γn − ǫn, where γn ≥ 0. This implies that dn(x
∗, z) ≤ d + δn, where δn = γn − ǫn.

Thus, the sequence z is recovered within a distortion d + δn. Since z ∈ T n
p,ǫn was arbitrary,

dn(gn ◦ sn(z), z) ≤ d+ δn for all sn ∈ B(gn) and for all z ∈ T n
p,ǫn . Thus,

Ed+δn(gn, sn) ≤ P
(
X n \ T n

p,ǫn

)
∀ sn ∈ B(gn).

Observe that as δn → 0 since Pn(0) → p+ d and ǫn → 0. We thus get

limn→∞maxsn∈B(gn) Ed+δn(gn, sn) = 0 and hence {gn}n≥1 is an achievable sequence of strate-

gies.

We now compute the rate using Lemma III.4. For this, we show that Un
Pn

is an independent

set in Gn
s
. For any pair of distinct sequences y, z ∈ Un

Pn
, we have Py,x(0, 1) = Py,x(1, 0) and

hence

Un(y, z) = Py,x(0, 1)(U (0, 1) + U (1, 0)) < 0.

Here, the last inequality follows since U (0, 1) + U (1, 0) < 0. Thus, Un
Pn

is an independent set

in Gn
s
. From Lemma III.4, we get that Rd+δn(gn, sn) = logUn

Pn
/n for all sn ∈ B(gn) and hence

for any sn ∈ B(gn),

lim
n→∞

Rd+δn(gn, sn) = H(p+ d).

Equality follows since Pn(0) → p+ d.

Thus, the rate H(p+ d) is achievable. Using convexity, the rates between R(d) and H(p+ d)

are achievable and hence the supremum of rates is at least H(p + d) when p + d ≤ 1/2. This

completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem IV.2 b). Follows from part b) of Theorem IV.1.

APPENDIX D

PROOF OF LOSSLESS RECOVERY : GENERAL ALPHABET

We prove the result in two parts. We first show that if R 6= ∅, then Γ(U ) ≤ 0. We show

this by proving that if Γ(U ) > 0, then R = ∅. Before proving the necessity of Γ(U ) ≤ 0,

we state and prove two lemmas. The first lemma gives an alternate condition for Γ(U ) ≥ 0

in terms of a subset of symbols from X . We then define a directed graph on the sequences
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X n induced by the utility of the sender. The subsequent lemma then uses the above alternate

condition and characterizes the edge relations for certain class of type classes in the directed

graph. This lemma about the edge relations of the type classes is crucial to prove R = ∅ when

Γ(U ) > 0.

In the next part, we show that existence of an achievable rate when Γ(U ) < 0. We will use

Theorem B.3 for the proof and we will proceed in a similar manner to the proof of Theorem IV.1

b).

The proof of necessity of Γ(U ) ≤ 0 is in Appendix D-A. The proof of sufficiency of Γ(U ) <

0 and part a) and b) of Theorem V.1 is in Appendix D-B.

Lemma D.1. Γ(U ) ≥ 0 if and only if there exists distinct symbols i0, i1, . . . , iK−1 ∈ X such

that

U (i1, i0) + U (i2, i1) + . . .+ U (i0, iK−1) ≥ 0. (35)

Proof. Suppose Γ(U ) ≥ 0. Since Γ(U ) ≥ 0, there exists a permutation matrix Q ∈ Q\{I} such

that
∑

i,j∈Y Q(i, j)U (i, j) ≥ 0. Let π : X → X be the matrix corresponding to this permutation

matrix, i.e., i = π(j) if and only if Q(i, j) = 1.

Now, a permutation can be decomposed into disjoint cycles. Thus, π can be represented as

(i10 . . . i
1
K1−1) . . . (i

M
0 . . . iMKM−1), (v1) . . . (vR), (36)

where ijk, vk ∈ X are all distinct symbols and M,Km, R ∈ N, Km ≥ 2 ∀ m, are such that
∑

m∈[M ]Km + R = |X |. The above arrangement represents that for all m ∈ [M ], the symbols

{im0 , . . . , i
m
Km−1} form cycles where π(imk ) = im

(k+1)mod Km
. Further, π(vk) = vk for all k ∈ [R].

Using this representation, we write

∑

i,j∈X

Q(i, j)U (i, j) =
∑

j∈X

U (π(j), j)

= U (i11, i
1
0) + U (i12, i

1
1) + . . .+ U (i10, i

1
K1−1) + . . .

+ U (iM1 , iM0 ) + U (iM2 , iM1 ) + . . .+ U (iM0 , iMKM−1)

≥ 0.

Since U (i, i) = 0, we have the following numerical equivalence where

U (ii1, i
i
0) + U (ii2, i

i
1) + . . .+ U (ii0, i

i
Ki−1) =

∑

i,j∈X

Q(m)(i, j)U (i, j) (37)
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for some permutation matrix Q(m). Thus, we get

∑

i,j∈X

Q(i, j)U (i, j) =
∑

m

∑

i,j∈X

Q(m)(i, j)U (i, j) ≥ 0.

Since Γ(U ) ≥ 0, it follows that
∑

i,j∈X Q(m)(i, j)U (i, j) ≥ 0 for some Q(m). Using (37) shows

existence of distinct symbols i0, i1, . . . , iK−1 ∈ X such that (35) holds.

Now suppose there exists distinct symbols i0, i1, . . . , iK−1 ∈ X such that (35) holds. It is easy

to see using (37), we can construct a permutation matrix Q(m) such that
∑

i,j∈X Q(m)(i, j)U (i, j) ≥ 0. This completes the proof.

We define U
max and U

min as

U
max = max

i,j∈X
U (i, j),

U
min = min

i,j∈X
U (i, j).

For the purpose of the proof, we define the following directed graph on the set of vertices

X n.

Definition D.1. Let δ > 0. Let G̃n
s,δ = (Ṽ , Ẽδ) be a graph on Ṽ = X n where there is a directed

edge from x towards y if Un(y, x) > δU max.

A directed edge from x to y is denoted as x ❀ y. As in (23), we define the following quantities

for the above directed graph. Let Un
1 and Un

2 be any two sets. For the directed graph G̃n
s,δ, define

∆out(x, U
n
1 , U

n
2 ) =

∣∣∣
{
y ∈ Un

2 : x ❀ y in G̃n
s,δ

} ∣∣∣

∆in(y, U
n
2 , U

n
1 ) =

∣∣∣
{
x ∈ Un

1 : x ❀ y in G̃n
s,δ

} ∣∣∣

Thus, for a sequence x ∈ Un
1 , ∆out(x, U

n
1 , U

n
2 ) is the number of edges emanating from x towards

Un
2 . On the other hand, ∆in(y, U

n
2 , U

n
1 ) is the number of edges coming in to y from Un

1 . Similar

to the Lemma A.3, we have the following result.

Lemma D.2. Let P1, P2 ∈ Pn(X ) be two types and let Un
P1

and Un
P2

be the respective type

classes. Then,

∆out(x, U
n
P1
, Un

P2
) = ∆out(U

n
P1
, Un

P2
) ∀ x ∈ Un

P1
,

∆in(y, U
n
P2
, Un

P1
) = ∆in(U

n
P2
, Un

P1
) ∀ y ∈ Un

P2
,
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for some ∆out(U
n
P1
, Un

P2
),∆in(U

n
P2
, Un

P1
) ≥ 0. Further,

∆out(U
n
P1
, Un

P2
) |Un

P1
| = ∆in(U

n
P2
, Un

P1
) |Un

P2
|.

Proof. Since Un
P1

and Un
P2

are type classes, any sequence in Un
P1

will have the same number

of outgoing edges towards Un
P2

. Also, every sequence in Un
P2

will have the same number of

incoming edges from Un
P1

. This proves the first part.

The total number of outgoing edges from Un
P1

towards Un
P2

is given by ∆out(U
n
P1
, Un

P2
)|Un

P1
|.

Moreover, the total number of incoming edges towards Un
P2

from Un
P1

is ∆in(U
n
P2
, Un

P1
)|Un

P2
|.

Clearly, they have to be equal which gives ∆out(U
n
P1
, Un

P2
)|Un

P1
| = ∆in(U

n
P2
, Un

P1
)|Un

P2
|.

For Γ(U ) > 0, using Lemma D.1 and without loss of generality we assume that there exists

a subset of symbols K ⊆ X where K = {0, 1, . . . , K − 1} that satisfy

Γ(U ) = U (1, 0) + U (2, 1) + . . .+ U (0, K − 1) > 0. (38)

Define Pmin = argmini∈K PX(i). Since Γ(U ) > 0, it follows that U
max > 0. The set of types

contained in the type class T n
PX,δ

is denoted as Pn(T
n
PX,δ

) and is given by

Pn(T
n
PX,δ

) =
{
P ∈ Pn(X ) : PX(i)− δ < P (i) < PX(i) + δ ∀ i ∈ X

}
. (39)

Let δ > 0 be small enough such that

Pmin − 2δ > 0, (40)

2qδU min + (Pmin − 2δ)Γ(U ) > δU max. (41)

The following lemma shows that there exists edges between any two type classes having types

from the set Pn(T
n
PX,δ

).

Lemma D.3. Let δ > 0 satisfy (40) and (41) and let P1, P2 ∈ Pn(T
n
PX,δ

). Then, ∆out(U
n
P1
, Un

P2
)

and ∆in(U
n
P2
, Un

P1
) in Lemma D.2 are positive.

Proof. We will prove the claim by showing that there exists sequences in Un
P2

that have directed

edges with sequences in Un
P1

. For this, it suffices to prove that for a sequence x ∈ Un
P1

there

exists a sequence y ∈ Un
P2

such that Un(y, x) > δU max. Fix x ∈ Un
P1

and let y∗ ∈ Un
P2

be a

sequence such that Px,y∗(i, i) ≥ PX(i)− δ for all i ∈ X . Thus, dn(x, y
∗) ≤ 2qδ. We now show

existence of a sequence y ∈ Un
P2

taking y∗ as a reference sequence such that Un(y, x) > δU max.
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Let y ∈ Un
P2

such that if yk 6= y∗k, then y∗k = xk. Further, the coordinates where yk 6= y∗k are

chosen such that

Py,y∗(i, j) =





Pmin − 2δ if i = (j + 1) modK, j ∈ K

P2(j)− (Pmin − 2δ) if i = j and j ∈ K

P2(j) if i = j and j /∈ K

0 otherwise

.

It is clear from the marginal of Py,y∗ that the sequence y indeed exists in Un
P2

.

Using this, we have

Un(y, x) =
1

n

∑

yk 6=xk

U (yk, xk)

=
1

n

∑

yk 6=xk,y
∗

k
6=xk

U (yk, xk) +
1

n

∑

yk 6=xk,y
∗

k
=xk

U (yk, xk)

=
1

n

∑

yk=y∗
k
6=xk

U (yk, xk) +
∑

i 6=j

Py,y∗(i, j)U (i, j)

= Un(y
∗, x) +

∑

j

Py,y∗((j + 1) modK, j) U ((j + 1) modK, j)

≥ dn(y
∗, x)U min + (Pmin − 2δ)(U (1, 0) + U (2, 1) + . . .+ U (0, K − 1))

≥ 2qδU min + (Pmin − 2δ)Γ(U ) (42)

> δU max.

Here, (42) follows by using dn(y
∗, x) ≤ 2qδ and U min ≤ 0. The last inequality follows from

the definition of δ in (41). This gives that ∆out(x, U
n
P1
, Un

P2
) > 0 and hence ∆out(U

n
P1
, Un

P2
) > 0.

It also follows that ∆in(U
n
P1
, Un

P2
) > 0.

A. Necessity of Γ(U ) ≤ 0

Proof of Necessity of Γ(U ) ≤ 0. As mentioned earlier, we prove the claim by showing that if

Γ(U ) > 0, then R = ∅. We first determine a necessary condition for any sequence to be

recovered correctly. We then consider a certain class of type classes that contains the high

probability typical set around PX. We then show that if the image set of any strategy of the

receiver includes sequences from any type class from this set, then a ‘large fraction’ of sequences

from typical set fail to satisfy this necessary condition and hence are not recovered correctly.

Thereby, the error does not tend to zero for any sequence of strategies of the receiver and hence

the rate region is empty.
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Fix δ > 0 such that 2δ satisfies (40) and (41). Using Lemma III.1, let In ⊆ X n and x0 ∈ In

define a strategy gn of the receiver as

gn(x) =





x if x ∈ In

x0 if x /∈ In
.

Let sn ∈ B(gn) and consider the set of sequences recovered within distortion δ, i.e., Dδ(gn, sn).

We proceed with the proof in steps by proving two claims. First we prove a necessary condition

for any sequence to be recovered within distortion δ.

Claim D.4. Let x̂ ∈ Dδ(gn, sn). Then, Un(y, x̂) ≤ δU max for all y ∈ In.

Proof. Since x̂ ∈ Dδ(gn, sn), there exists a y∗ ∈ In such that y∗ ∈ argmaxy∈In Un(y, x̂) and

dn(y
∗, x̂) ≤ δ. This implies

Un(y
∗, x̂) =

∑

i 6=j

Py∗,x̂(i, j)U (i, j)

≤
∑

i 6=j

Py∗,x̂(i, j)U
max = dn(y

∗, x̂)U max ≤ δU max.

This gives that for all y ∈ In, Un(y, x̂) ≤ δU max.

For the given δ, let T n
PX,2δ

be a typical set and recall the set of types in this typical set defined

by Pn(T
n
PX,2δ

) given in (39). Later, we define a typical set around PX that is contained in this set.

Before that, we prove the following claim that shows that for any two types P, P̄ ∈ Pn(T
n
PX,2δ

),

if (1 − β) fraction of sequences from Un
P are present in In, then no more that β fraction of

sequences can be recovered within distortion δ from any other type class Un
P̄

.

Claim D.5. Let P, P̄ ∈ Pn(T
n
PX,2δ

). Let Un
P and Un

P̄
be the type classes corresponding to the

types P and P̄ . If |Un
P ∩ In| = (1− β)|Un

P | for some β ∈ [0, 1], then |Dδ(gn, sn)∩Un
P̄
| ≤ β|Un

P̄
|.

Proof. For the given δ, let G̃n
s,2δ be the directed graph defined in Definition D.1. Let InP = Un

P∩I
n

be the set of sequences from the type class Un
P that are present in the set In. For the type P̄ ,

let Fn
P̄
⊆ Un

P̄
be the set defined as

Fn
P̄ =

{
x ∈ Un

P̄ : ∃ y ∈ InP s.t. x ❀ y in G̃n
s,2δ

}
.

The set Fn
P̄

contains all the sequences x ∈ Un
P̄

for which there exists a sequence y ∈ InP such

that Un(y, x) > 2δU max, i.e., there is a directed edge from x to y. From Claim D.4, it follows

that no sequence in Fn
P̄

can be recovered within distortion δ. Hence Dδ(gn, sn) ∩ Fn
P̄
= ∅.
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Now |Dδ(gn, sn)∩Un
P̄
| ≤ |Un

P̄
| − |Fn

P̄
|. To prove the claim, we show that |Fn

P̄
| ≥ (1− β)|Un

P̄
|.

The number of edges coming in towards any sequence in Un
P from Un

P̄
is ∆in(U

n
P , U

n
P̄
). Thus,

the total number of such incoming edges towards InP are given by ∆in(U
n
P , U

n
P̄
) |InP |. Further, the

number of edges from any sequence in Un
P̄

towards the set Un
P is ∆out(U

n
P̄
, Un

P ). Thus the number

of outgoing edges from Fn
P̄

towards InP is given by ∆out(U
n
P̄
, Un

P ) |F
n
P̄
|. Since the set Fn

P̄
can have

edges towards sequences in Un
P outside InP , the latter must be at least ∆in(U

n
P , U

n
P̄
) |InP |. Note that

since 2δ satisfies (40) and (41), due to Lemma D.3, we have ∆out(U
n
P̄
, Un

P ),∆in(U
n
P , U

n
P̄
) > 0.

This gives that ∆out(U
n
P̄
, Un

P ) |F
n
P̄
| ≥ ∆in(U

n
P , U

n
P̄
) |InP | and hence

|Fn
P̄ | ≥

∆in(U
n
P , U

n
P̄
)

∆out(U
n
P̄
, Un

P )
|InP |

=
|Un

P̄
|

|Un
P |
|InP | = (1− β)|Un

P̄ |.

The last equality follows from Lemma D.2. Thus, |Dδ(gn, sn) ∩ Un
P̄
| ≤ |Un

P̄
| − |Fn

P̄
| ≤ β|Un

P̄
|.

We now put together the assertions of Claim D.4 and Claim D.5 to complete the proof.

For the δ defined above, let ǫ ≤ δ and consider the typical set T n
PX,ǫ

. Let ǫ be small enough

such that all the types in the δ-ball around T n
PX,ǫ

is contained in Pn(T
n
PX,2δ

) (cf (39)), i.e.,

∀ z ∈ {x ∈ X n : ∃ y ∈ T n
PX,ǫ

s.t. dn(y, x) ≤ δ} we have Pz ∈ Pn(T
n
PX,2δ

). (43)

Finally, let n be large enough such that P(T n
PX,ǫ

) ≥ 1− ǫ.

Let P ∗ ∈ Pn(T
n
PX,2δ

), be such that |In∩Un
P ∗| ≥ |In∩Un

P̄
| for all P̄ ∈ Pn(T

n
PX,2δ

). Thus, the type

class Un
P ∗ has the largest share of sequences in In among all other types from Pn(T

n
PX,2δ

). Let

β∗ = |In ∩ Un
P ∗|/|Un

P ∗|. Since Pn(T
n
PX,2δ

) contains all types occurring in T n
PX,ǫ

, from Claim D.5,

it follows that |Dδ(gn, sn) ∩ Un
P̄
| ≤ (1− β∗)|Un

P̄
| for all types P̄ in T n

PX,ǫ
. We can write

P(Dδ(gn, sn)) = P
(
Dδ(gn, sn) ∩ T n

PX,ǫ

)
+ P

(
Dδ(gn, sn) ∩ (X n \ T n

PX,ǫ
)
)

≤ P
(
Dδ(gn, sn) ∩ (T n

PX,ǫ
\ Un

P ∗)
)
+ P (Dδ(gn, sn) ∩ Un

P ∗) + P
(
X n \ T n

PX,ǫ

)

≤ 1− β∗ + P
(
Un
P ∗ ∪

(
X n \ T n

PX,ǫ

))
.

Taking the limit, we get that

lim
n→∞

max
s′n∈B(gn)

Eδ(gn, s
′
n) ≥ 1− lim

n→∞
min

s′n∈B(gn)
P(Dδ(gn, s

′
n)) ≥ β∗.

For correct recovery of sufficient number of sequences from the high probability typical set

T n
PX,ǫ

, the set In must include sequences from a δ-ball around T n
PX,ǫ

and hence In ∩ Un
P̄
6= ∅ for
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some P̄ ∈ Pn(T
n
PX,2δ

). However, if β∗ > 0, then the error in the limit is always positive. Thus

the error does not tend to zero for any sequence of strategies {gn}n≥1 and hence there does not

exist any achievable sequence of strategies. This completes the proof.

B. Proof of sufficiency of Γ(U ) < 0 and part a) and b) of Theorem V.1

We will use Theorem B.3 for the proof. We will proceed in a similar manner to the proof

of Theorem IV.1 b). We first state and prove the following lemma about joint distributions that

have the same marginal distributions.

Lemma D.6. Let U be such that Γ(U ) < 0. Then, for all joint distributions PX,Y where

PX = PY , we have

EPU (X, Y ) ≤ 0.

Moreover, EPU (X, Y ) = 0 if and only if PX,Y (i, i) = PX(i) for all i ∈ X .

Proof. Let PX,Y be such that PX = PY . Let VX′,Y ′ be such that VX′,Y ′(i, j) = 0 for all i 6= j

and

VX′,Y ′(i, i) = 1− PX(i) ∀ i ∈ X .

Define PX̄,Ȳ as PX̄,Ȳ = PX,Y + VX′,Y ′ . It can be observed that

∑

j′∈X

PX̄,Ȳ (i, j
′) = 1 =

∑

i′∈X

PX̄,Ȳ (i
′, j) ∀ i, j ∈ X .

Thus, PX̄,Ȳ is a doubly stochastic matrix. Birkhoff-von Neumann theorem [29] states that the set

of q × q doubly stochastic matrices is the convex hull of the set of q × q permutation matrices.

Thus, we can write

PX̄,Ȳ =
∑

k

αkQ
(k),

where
∑

k αk = 1, αk ≥ 0 and Q(k) ∈ Q.

Suppose, there exists i 6= j such that PX,Y (i, j) > 0. Then it follows that
∑

k αkQ
(k) is not

an identity matrix and hence αk > 0 for some k 6= 0. Since Γ(U ) < 0, we have

∑

i,j∈X

PX̄,Ȳ (i, j)U (i, j) =
∑

k:Q(k) 6=I

αk

∑

i,j

Q(k)(i, j)U (i, j)

< 0.
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Since VX′,Y ′ is a diagonal matrix,

∑

i,j∈X

PX̄,Ȳ (i, j)U (i, j) = EPU (X, Y ) < 0.

Now suppose that PX,Y (i, j) = 0 for all i 6= j. In this case, EPU (X, Y ) = 0. This completes

the proof.

We now use this lemma to prove Theorem V.1.

Proof of Theorem V.1 a).

1) Rinf = H(PX)

Recall the proof of Theorem IV.1 a). Taking P0 = PX and R = H(PX) we get

W(PX, P0, H(PX))

=
{
P̃ X̂,X ∈ P(X × X ) : P̃X = PX, P̃ X̂ = PX

}
.

Since Γ(U ) < 0, it follows from Lemma D.6

max
P̃∈W(PX,PX,H(PX))

EP̃ [U (X̂,X)] = 0,

which is attained only by the distribution P̃ ∗
X̂,X

where P̃ ∗
X̂,X

(i, i) = PX(i) for all i ∈ X . Thus,

the set F = argmaxP̃∈W(PX,P0,H(PX))
EP̃ [U (X̂,X)] only contains the distribution P̃ ∗

X̂,X
. With

this, we get that D̄(H(PX)) = maxP∈F EPd(X̂,X) = 0. Using Theorem B.3, there exists an

achievable sequence of strategies such that R0 ≤ H(PX) and d0 = 0. This implies Rinf = H(PX).

Proof of Theorem V.1 b). The proof is identical to the proof of Theorem IV.1 b).

APPENDIX E

PROOFS OF LOSSY RECOVERY : GENERAL ALPHABET

We will prove the result using Theorem B.3. Recall the set W(PX, P0, R) defined for a

distribution P0 and a rate R. We will construct a P0 and show that the joint distribution from

the set W(PX, P0, R) maximizing the expected utility of the sender is such that the worst-

case expected distortion D̄(R) = d. Using Theorem B.3, we will then get the existence of an

achievable sequence of strategies such that R0 ≤ R and d0 = d. Appropriately choosing the

distribution P0 will give us the upper bound on the Rinf .
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We first state and prove a necessary condition for the joint distribution maximizing the expected

utility. For a distribution P0 and a rate R, let P ∗
X̂,X

be given as

P ∗
X̂,X

∈ argmax
P∈W(PX,P0,R)

EPU (X̂,X).

Lemma E.1. Let U be such that Γ(U ) < 0. Then,

P ∗
X̂,X

(i0, i1)P
∗
X̂,X

(i1, i2) . . . P
∗
X̂,X

(il−1, il)P
∗
X̂,X

(il, i0) = 0,

∀ i0, i1, . . . , il ∈ X and ∀ l ∈ {1, . . . , q − 1}, where ik 6= im for all k 6= m.

Proof. We prove this by contradiction. Suppose there exists distinct symbols ∀ i0, i1, . . . , il ∈ X ,

l ≤ q − 1 such that

P ∗
X̂,X

(i0, i1)P
∗
X̂,X

(i1, i2) . . . P
∗
X̂,X

(il−1, il)P
∗
X̂,X

(il, i0) > 0.

Let α = min{P ∗
X̂,X

(i0, i1), P
∗
X̂,X

(i1, i2), . . . , P
∗
X̂,X

(il, i0)}.

Define a distribution P ′ as

P ′(j, k) =





P ∗
X̂,X

(j, k)− α if (j, k) ∈ {(i0, i1), . . . , (il, i0)}

P ∗
X̂,X

(j, j) + α if j ∈ {i0, i1, . . . , il}

P ∗
X̂,X

(j, k) otherwise

Clearly, P ′ ∈ W(PX, P0, R). This gives that

EP ′U (X̂,X) = EP ∗U (X̂,X)

− α(U (i0, i1) + . . .+ U (il, i0)).

Now the summation on the right side can be written as

U (i0, i1) + . . .+ U (il, i0) =
∑

j,k

Q(j, k)U (j, k),

for some permutation matrix Q ∈ Q \ {I}. Since Γ(U ) < 0, it follows that

EP ′U (X̂,X) = EP ∗U (X̂,X)−
∑

j,k

Q(j, k)U (j, k)

> EP ∗

X̂,X
U (X̂,X).

This is a contradiction since P ∗
X̂,X

is the optimal distribution. Thus for all distinct symbols

i0, i1, . . . , il ∈ X , 1 ≤ l ≤ q − 1

P ∗
X̂,X

(i0, i1)P
∗
X̂,X

(i1, i2) . . . P
∗
X̂,X

(il−1, il)P
∗
X̂,X

(il, i0) = 0.
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We now proceed with the proof of Theorem V.2. Let δ ≤ d/(q − 1) and define P0 as

P0(0) = PX(0)− δ,

P0(q − 1) = PX(q − 1) + δ,

P0(i) = PX(i) ∀ i 6= 0, q − 1.

(44)

Here, the choice of the symbols 0 and q − 1 is arbitrary and is chosen for ease of exposition.

Let R = H(P0). Thus, we have

W(PX, P0, H(P0))

=
{
P̃ X̂,X ∈ P(X × X ) : P̃X = PX, P̃ X̂ = P0

}
.

Thus, the set W(PX, P0, H(P0)) consists of joint distributions such that the X marginal is equal

to the source distribution and the X̂ marginal differs from PX only in the symbols 0 and q − 1.

Proof of Theorem V.2 a). As mentioned earlier, we use Theorem B.3 to prove the claim. We

show that D̄(H(P0)) = maxP∈F EP d(X̂,X) ≤ (q − 1)δ where

F = argmaxP̃∈W(PX,P0,H(P0))
EP̃ [U (X̂,X)]. Here W(PX, P0, H(P0)) is as above and P0 is

defined in (44). Thus, from Theorem B.3, there exists an achievable sequence of strategies such

that R0 ≤ H(P0) and d0 = D̄(H(P0)). The claim will then follow by varying δ ∈ [0, d/(q−1)].

We proceed by showing that any worst-case optimal joint distribution

P ∗
X̂,X

∈ argmaxP∈F EPd(X̂,X) is such that

∑

i 6=j

P ∗
X̂,X

(i, j) ≤ (q − 1)δ.

As in earlier proofs, we proceed in steps where we prove intermediate claims leading to the

final result. Let P ∗
X̂,X

∈ F be a worst-case optimal joint distribution. First we show that we can

construct a matrix P ′ by permuting the rows of P ∗
X̂,X

such that P ′ is lower triangular matrix.

Claim E.2. There exists a permutation of columns of P ∗
X̂,X

such that the resulting matrix is a

lower triangular matrix.

Proof. We first show that P ∗
X̂,X

(0, j) = 0 for all j 6= 0 and P ∗
X̂,X

(i, q− 1) = 0 for all i 6= q− 1.

Thus, for the distribution P ∗
X̂,X

, the off-diagonal entries in the column corresponding to the row

index 0 is zero and the off-diagonal entries in the row corresponding to the column index q− 1

is zero.
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Let j0 = 0. Suppose for some j1 6= j0, we have P ∗
X̂,X

(j0, j1) > 0, i.e., an off-diagonal term

in the jth0 row is non-zero. In other words, an off-diagonal term in the jth1 column is non-

zero. From (44) and the definition of W(PX, P0, H(P0)), except for the index 0, the column

marginal distribution is point-wise smaller than the row marginal distribution of P ∗
X̂,X

. Thus,

P ∗
X(j1) ≤ P ∗

X̂
(j1), and hence there must exist a non-zero off-diagonal term in the jth1 row. Thus,

there exists a symbol j2 ∈ X , j2 6= j1 such that P ∗
X̂,X

(j1, j2) > 0. It also follows that j2 6= j0

since j2 = j0 gives P ∗
X̂,X

(j0, j1)P
∗
X̂,X

(j1, j0) > 0 which is a contradiction due to Lemma E.1.

This proves that j2 6= 0.

Again, from P ∗
X(j2) ≤ P ∗

X̂
(j2) it follows that P ∗

X̂,X
(j2, j3) > 0 for some j3 6= j2, j1, j0.

We can continue similarly till we reach the qth symbol jq−1 where P ∗
X̂,X

(jq−2, jq−1) > 0 and

jq−1 6= jq−2, . . . , j1, j0. Again, PX(jq−1) ≤ P ∗
X̂
(jq−1) holds and there exists a symbol jq such

that P ∗
X̂,X

(jq−1, jq) > 0. However, jq = jk for some k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , q − 1}. Thus, we have a

sequence {jk, jk+1, . . . , jq−1, jq = jk} such that

P ∗
X̂,X

(jk, jk+1) . . . P
∗
X̂,X

(jq−1, jk) > 0.

However, this is a contradiction due to Lemma E.1. This proves that our assumption of existence

of a j1 6= j0 = 0, such that P ∗
X̂,X

(0, j1) > 0 is false and hence for all j 6= 0, P ∗
X̂,X

(0, j) = 0.

We can use a similar procedure as above to show that for all i 6= q − 1, P ∗
X̂,X

(i, q − 1) = 0.

We now permute the columns of P ∗
X̂,X

to construct a lower triangular matrix.

Consider the column corresponding to the index 0. We have that P ∗
X(0) > P ∗

X̂
(0) and hence

there exists i 6= 0 such that P ∗
X̂,X

(i, 0) > 0. Moreover,

∣∣∣supp(P ∗
X̂,X

(·, 0))
∣∣∣ ≤ q.

Take some i1 ∈ supp(P ∗
X̂,X

(·, 0)). Due to Lemma E.1 it follows that P ∗
X̂,X

(0, i1) = 0 and hence∣∣∣supp(P ∗
X̂,X

(·, i1))
∣∣∣ ≤ q − 1. We can continue similarly till we exhaust all the symbols. This

would give a sequence i0, i1, . . . , iq−1 with i0 = 0 and iq−1 = q − 1 such that

∣∣∣supp(P ∗
X̂,X

(·, ik))
∣∣∣ ≤ q − k ∀ k ≤ q − 1. (45)

Thus, we have identified columns indexed with i0, i1, . . . , iq−1 where the number of non-zero

entries in the rows of consecutive columns is decreasing. Let am denote the mth column of the

matrix P ∗
X̂,X

. Define a matrix P ′ be rearranging the columns of P ∗
X̂,X

as

P ′ =
(
ai0 ai1 . . . aiq−1

)
.
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From (45) it follows that P ′ is a lower triangular matrix.

The previous step shows that there is a rearrangement of the columns of P ∗
X̂,X

that gives a

lower triangular matrix. Without loss of generality assume that P ∗
X̂,X

is itself an lower triangular

matrix. Recall that we wish to bound EP ∗

X̂,X
d(X̂,X). For this it suffices to show the following

claim.

Claim E.3. The sum of all the non-diagonal terms of the rows of P n
X̂,X

is at most (q − 1)δ.

Proof. We write P ∗
X̂,X

as

P ∗
X̂,X

= WD +WF ,

where

WF (i, j) =





P ∗
X̂,X

(i, j) if i 6= j

0 else
.

Thus, WD comprises of the diagonal of P ∗
X̂,X

and WF is the lower triangular part of P ∗
X̂,X

except

the diagonal.

From the first part of the proof of the Claim E.2 and from the definition of P0 in (44), it follows

that
∑

i 6=0WF (i, 0) = δ =
∑

j 6=q−1WF (q−1, j) and
∑

j 6=0WF (0, j) = 0 =
∑

i 6=q−1WF (i, q−1).

Consider the ith row of WF where 1 ≤ i ≤ q − 2. We denote the sum of the elements in the

row as Θ(i) which is given as

Θ(i) = WF (i, 0) +WF (i, 1) + . . .+WF (i, i− 1). (46)

Now using the fact that P ∗
X̂
(j) = P ∗

X(j) for all j 6= 0, q − 1 (cf defn. of P0 in (44)), we have

∑

k>i−1

WF (k, i− 1) =
∑

j<i−1

WF (i− 1, j)

and hence

WF (i, i− 1) ≤
∑

j<i−1

WF (i− 1, j).

Using this, we write (46) as

Θ(i) ≤
WF (i, 0) +WF (i, 1) + . . . +WF (i, i− 2)

+ WF (i− 1, 0) +WF (i− 1, 1) + . . . +WF (i− 1, i− 2).
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Again using P ∗
X̂
(j) = P ∗

X(j) we bound WF (i, i− 2) +WF (i− 1, i− 2) to get

Θ(i) ≤

WF (i, 0) +WF (i, 1) + . . . +WF (i, i− 3)

+ WF (i− 1, 0) +WF (i− 1, 1) + . . . +WF (i− 1, i− 3)

+ WF (i− 2, 0) +WF (i− 2, 1) + . . . +WF (i− 2, i− 3).

We can continue bounding the terms similarly till we get

Θ(i) ≤
∑

j≤i

WF (j, 0) ≤ δ,

where the last inequality follows since the column sum corresponding to the index 0 is δ. This

implies that all the rows of WF sum to a value less than δ.

Now we compute the distortion induced by the distribution P ∗
X̂,X

. From Claim E.3, we have

∑

i 6=j

P ∗
X̂,X

(i, j)d(i, j) =
∑

i 6=j

W ∗
F (i, j)d(i, j) ≤ (q − 1)δ.

Since δ ≤ d/(q − 1), we get that
∑

i 6=j P
∗
X̂,X

(i, j)d(i, j) ≤ d. Thus, from Theorem B.3, there

exists an achievable sequence of strategies with rate R ≤ H(P0) and d0 = D̄(H(P0)). Recall

that P0 was defined as (44) for the symbols 0 and q−1 which was arbitrary. Thus, varying over

all pairs of symbols and choosing δ ≤ d/(q − 1), we get

Rinf
d

≤ min
P ′∈P ′

H(P ′).

where P ′ is defined as (17). This completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem V.2 b). Consider

Un(x, y) =
∑

i:xi 6=yi

U (xi, yi) = −dn(x, y)c.

Clearly, maximizing the utility equals minimizing the distortion. Thus, the sender’s objective is

aligned with that of the receiver and hence the receiver can achieve a rate R(d). Moreover, the

graph Gn
s

contains only isolated vertices, thereby taking In = X n we get that the rate log q is

also achievable.
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[7] E. Kazıklı, S. Sarıtaş, S. Gezici, T. Linder, and S. Yüksel, “Signaling games for log-concave distributions: Number of bins

and properties of equilibria,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, in print.

[8] F. Farokhi, A. M. Teixeira, and C. Langbort, “Estimation with strategic sensors,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control,

vol. 62, no. 2, pp. 724–739, 2016.
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