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Abstract—We consider information leakage to the user in
private information retrieval (PIR) systems. Information leakage
can be measured in terms of individual message leakage or
total leakage. Individual message leakage, or simply individual
leakage, is defined as the amount of information that the user can
obtain on any individual message that is not being requested, and
the total leakage is defined as the amount of information that the
user can obtain about all the other messages except the one being
requested. In this work, we characterize the tradeoff between the
minimum download cost and the individual leakage, and that for
the total leakage, respectively. New codes are proposed to achieve
these optimal tradeoffs, which are also shown to be optimal in
terms of the message size. We further characterize the optimal
tradeoff between the minimum amount of common randomness
and the total leakage. Moreover, we show that under individual
leakage, common randomness is in fact unnecessary when there
are more than two messages.

Index Terms—Privacy, information leakage, encryption

I. INTRODUCTION

The problem of private information retrieval (PIR) [1],
[2] addresses the retrieval of one out of K messages from
N replicated databases, without revealing the identity of the
desired message to any individual database. A trivial solution
is to simply retrieve all the messages, however, the download
cost in this solution is unrealistic. Therefore, in the PIR
problem, the goal is to find an efficient protocol, i.e., with
the minimum download cost, to privately retrieve the desired
message. The capacity of a PIR system is defined as the
maximum number of bits of desired message that can be
retrieved per bit of downloaded information, which was shown
in [3] to be Cpr = (1+1/N +1/N2 4. + 1/NE-1)7",
There were also significant interests recently on various other
variations of the PIR problem; see, e.g., [4]-[28].

The problem considered in this work is closely related to the
symmetric private information retrieval (SPIR) problem [5],
where “symmetric” refers to the fact that both user privacy
and database privacy need to be preserved. Database privacy
requires that the user obtains no information on other messages
beyond the requested message; strictly speaking, this is a
security requirement rather than a privacy requirement, and
we shall refer to it as such in the sequel. It was shown in
[5] that to ensure perfect security, the databases need to share
common randomness (a common key) which is independent
of the messages and only available to the databases. The
common key is used for randomizing the answers such that
no information about the non-desired messages is leaked. The
capacity of SPIR was shown to be Cspr = 1 — 1/N =
(1+1/N+1/N* 4.+ 1/N°°)_1, as long as the amount
of common randomness is at least - bits per desired

) N-1
message bit.

If the user can instead obtain some information about
the non-desired messages, then the system is said to have
information leakage [29]-[31]. This is the type of systems
that we wish to understand in this work. Allowing a small
amount of information leakage let us control the system
security level in a finer grain manner. In this context, SPIR
essentially requires strictly zero information leakage, while the
classical PIR does not have a security constraint at all. Thus
our goal is to understand the tradeoff between the download
cost and the amount of information leakage in the regime
other than these two extreme cases. Two different notations
of information leakage can be defined: the individual leakage
is defined as the amount of information that the user can
obtain about any individual non-desired message, and the total
leakage as the amount of information that the user can obtain
about all the non-desired messages. The former is similar to
the weak-security constraint cases seen in the literature [32]-
[35], while the latter thus corresponds to the standard strong-
security constraint cases.

The main result of this work is the characterizations of the
optimal tradeoffs between the download cost and the amount
of information leakage for both individual leakage and total
leakage. By adapting the codes given in [4] and [5], we provide
code constructions that can achieve these optimal tradeoffs;
moreover, they are also shown to have the minimum message
sizes. For the individual leakage case, the constructed codes
do not require common randomness (unless there are only
two messages). At the extreme case with perfect individual
message security, the download cost is in fact the same as
that with perfect total security. This is rather reassuring since it
implies that the stronger security requirement does not induce
any additional download cost.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We formally
define the problem and review the performance of classical
PIR and SPIR codes in Section II. Section III is devoted to
our main results on the optimal tradeoffs and the minimum
message size. The proofs are given in Section IV, Section V,
and the appendices. We conclude the paper in Section VI.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Problem Statement

For positive integers K, N, let [1 : K] £ {1,2,--- | K}
and [1: N] £ {1,2,--- ,N}. For any k € [1 : K], define the
complement set by k& = {1,2,---, K}\{k}.

In a private information retrieval (PIR) system, there are K
independent messages Wy.x = (Wq, Ws,--- W), each of



which is comprised of L i.i.d. symbols uniformly distributed
over a finite alphabet &' In log y|-ary units, this implies that

HWy.x)=HW)+ HWy) +---+ HWgk), (1)
HWy)=HWs) =---=H(Wk) = L. (2)

There are a total of N databases, each of which stores
all the messages Wi.x. A user aims to retrieve a message
Wi, k € [1: K] from the N databases without revealing the
identity k of the desired message to any individual database.
An independent random key F is used to generate queries

Q= (@M.l Q). ic,
H(QW,|F) =0, Vke[1: K], 3)

where QI € Q, for n € [1 : N]. For n € [1 : NJ, the
n-th query QL{C I'is sent to the n-th database. Since we wish
to protect the non-desired messages from unintentional access,
the databases may need to share a common random key S € S
that is not accessible to the user, which induces the condition

HWik, F,8) = HWyk) + HF)+ H(S). 4

Upon receiving QL’C ], the n-th database generates an answer
Af ] from the query Qgﬁ ], the stored messages Wi.x, and the
common key S5, i.e.,

A = o, QW Wy, S), Vk € [1: K], Yn € [1:N], (5)
which implies

H(AM|QW Wik, 8) =0, Vk € [1: K],¥n € [1: N]. (6)
The answer symbols are from a finite alphabet ), i.e., A%"] S
V', where £, is the length of the answer. Using all the
answers A[lk]N = A[lk] , A[Qk], e ,AKC,] from the N databases

and the values of F and k, the user perfectly decodes the
desired message Wy, which further implies that

HWi| AW F) =o0. 7)

To satisfy the privacy requirement of keeping the desired
message index private to any one of the databases, the received
queries should be identically distributed, i.e.,

QW ~ QW kK e[1: K], Yne[1:Nl.  (8)

Since Wi.k, S, and F are independent, in light of (3), we
have

(Q%]aWLKaS)N(QQC,]an:Kvs)a
Vk, k' € [1: K], Vn € [1:NJ. )

Since Ayf I'is a deterministic function of (Q%C ], Wi.k,S), the
following identical distribution constraint must also hold

(Q§]7A§]7W1;K;S) ~ (Q'[rf:/]?A%C/]’WLK’S)’

Vi, k' €[1: K], Vne[1:N].  (10)

In contrast to the perfect security of the non-desired mes-
sages Wi = (Wq,-+ , Wi—1, Wi41,--- ,Wgk) in [5], we
allow information leakage in this work. Define the total
leakage as [ (W,;;Q[llf}N,A[llf]N,F), which is the amount of
information that the user can obtain about all the non-desired

messages. Define the individual message leakage for message
K oe[l: K] (K # k) as I(Wi; QP A¥L ), which is
the amount of information that the user can obtain about the
individual non-desired message-%’. The total leakage and the
individual leakage in the systems are constrained as follows

1
LW QAR F) < s VRel:K] aD
1

—IWe; QW A F) < w, WK £k e [1: K](12)

L
where the parameters s and w are used to indicate the
strong security requirement and the weak security requirement,
respectively. For K = 2, since I(Wg; [1k]N, A[llf]N, F) =
I(Wy; [1k]N, A[llf]N, F), the total leakage constraint is equiva-
lent to the individual leakage constraint.

In a PIR system, the download cost is defined as

N
D é log|X‘ |y| Z E(gn);

n=1

13)

where the expectation is taken over the set Q,, of all possible
queries. Note that D is a deterministic function of queries
and query distribution, but neither the particular realization
of messages nor the choice of desired message index k. The
amount of common randomness is normalized by the message
length L as

s H(S)

17 (14)

p

B. Analysis of Several Existing PIR Codes

Before presenting our main result, we provide the result of
a simple analysis on the capacity-achieving PIR code given
by Sun and Jafar [3], the capacity-achieving code proposed
by Tian et al. [4], and the SPIR code [5]; these three classes
of codes will be referred to as the SJ code, the TSC code, and
the SPIR code, respectively.

e The SJ code [3]:

L =N¥, (15)
N(NK —1)
D="___"J 1
T (16)
1 . 4 lA] 1 LY.
TIWg AT F) = (1 - NK_1> : (17)
1 k 1
ZI(Wk/;AQ:]JV7F) = v W Ake[l: K] (8
e The TSC code [4]:
L=N-1; (19)
NEK 1
D= WNET (20)
1 k] 1 1
ZI(WE;ALN7F): N1 (I—NKl); 21
1 " 1
ZJ(Wk,;A[L]N,F) = T W Akel K] @)
e The SPIR code [5]:
L = N-1; (23)
D = N; (24)
p = 1 (25)



From (17), (21) and (18), (22), it is seen that the SJ code and
TSC code have the same performance in terms of both the total
leakage and the individual leakage. As an example, consider
the case N = 3, K = 3, then %I(W,;;A[l]f]]\,,Q[f]N,F) =3
and L1(W; AW QM F) = 1 for both the SJ code and
the TSC code.

III. MAIN RESULTS
A. Total Leakage

The following theorem characterizes the optimal tradeoff
between the minimum download cost D,,;, and total leakage
constraint s. For notational convenience, define

1 1
0 2
Dmﬂ_L-O41N+~-+NK1>.

Theorem 1. If the amount of common randomness satisfies
P> P Where

(26)

s N 1 NKfl .
Pmin = N7 T NE-T 1%
then the minimum download cost Dy, of the PIR system is
given by

D — L'(%*ﬁ's)a ifo0<s<sy
min —
D° otherwise,

min’

27)

(28)

where the threshold is defined by s, £ ﬁ (1 — ﬁ) and
DO is defined in (26). If p < p, then Dpin = 00.

Proof. The proof is given in Section IV. O

Remark 1. The case where D,,;, = oo indicates that it is
impossible to simultaneously meet all the system requirements,
i.e., 1) retrieval; ii) privacy; iii) total leakage constraint. In this
case, the capacity C' = 0.

In light of (27) and (28), we can view D,,;, as a bivariate
function of p and s. For a given s, the dependency of D,
on p only appears at the threshold p$ .~ so that i) Dy = 00
if p < P05 1) Diin < 00 and Dy, is independent of p if
p > pPhin- For p > pf . the dependency of Dy, on (p, s) is
illustrated in Fig. 1. The dashed lines project the corner points

Fig. 1: The dependency of D, on (p, s).

to the axises that show their values. The value of D,,;, with

respective to (p, s) is given by the shaded area. We see that for
a given value of s, Dy, is a constant and thus independent
with p. The shaded area is projected onto the D,i,-S plane,
which is drawn in Fig. 2.

Fig. 2: Tradeoff curve between D,,;, and s.

The red line in Fig. 2 is the tradeoff curve between D,
and s for p > p} . . Codes that achieve points on this optimal
tradeoff curve will be referred to as Pareto optimal codes. We
see from Fig. 2 that for s = 0, the problem reduces to SPIR
[5] for which the capacity is Cspr = Diin =1- %
We further observe that i) the threshold s; issfgqual to the
normalized total leakage of the capacity-achieving SJ code
and TSC code in (17) and (21); ii) for s > s, the capacity

C:Dfm =1+ %+ + = is equal to Cp.

s=5¢

B. Individual Leakage

The following theorem characterizes the tradeoff between
the minimum download cost D ,;, and the individual leakage
constraint w.

Theorem 2. If the amount of common randomness satisfies
p = Py wWhere

1 N ; _
WA {N—l N W fE=2

: (29)
0, ifK =3,

then the minimum download cost D,y of the PIR system is
given by

N 1 . 1
Dy = {L' (Nfl - Nﬂw) v 0w < = (30)

DO

min’

otherwise,

where DO

min

is defined in (26). If p < pj:.,

then Dy, = oo.
Proof. The proof is given in Section V. O

Remark 2. If p < py.,, it is impossible to meet all the
requirements of the PIR system simultaneously. In this case,
the capacity C = 0.

Remark 3. For K = 2, the individual leakage is equal to the
total leakage. The minimum download cost for the same value
of individual and total leakage levels are the same, which can
be easily verified from (28) and (30). Similarly, the minimum
amount of common randomness are also equal to each other,
i.e., P} = Piin» Which can be verified from (27) and (29).
This can be seen from the coding scheme in Section V-A.
Remark 4. Define a parameter s’ £ TN vk and

substitute into (28), then the expression of minimum download
cost in (28) and (30) have the same form. This roughly



compares the amount of total leakage and individual leakage
for the same download cost.

From (29), it is seen that p); = 0 for K > 3, which
is the case when one non-desired messages can be used as
the encryption key to protect another individual non-desired
message. For K = 2, there is only one non-desired message,
and this makes it impossible to have another non-desired
messages as the encryption key. In this case, py,, is a linear
function of w as shown in (29). For p > py . , the dependency
of Dpin on (p,w) is illustrated in Fig. 3 and Fig. 4.

LN

Dmin
L

7

Fig. 4: Tradeoff curve between D ,;, and w.

The red line in Fig. 4 is the tradeoff curve between D,
and w for p > pJ. . Similar to the observations of Fig. 2, we
see from Fig. 4 that for w = 0, the problem becomes weakly
secure PIR (WS-PIR) which differs from SPIR only in the
type of security. The capacity of WS-PIR can be obtained by
calculating DLM at w = 0 from (30), which is given in the
following corollary.

Corollary 1. If the amount of common randomness satisfies

1 .
~ K=2
p=>q N ’f 31)
0, if K >3,
the capacity of WS-PIR is given by
1
Cws.pir =1 — N (32)
If (31) is not satisfied, the capacity Cws.pir = 0.
From this corollary, it is seen that Cwspr = Cspr. It

is satisfying to see that requiring strong security does not
increase download cost compared to requiring weak security.
It is straightforward to verify that the optimal SPIR code in
[5] is also optimal for WS-PIR. In Section V-A, we propose

another optimal code for WS-PIR with K > 3, where the
databases do not need to share common randomness.

Remark 5. Consider a specialization of s and w between the
corner point in Fig. 2 and Fig. 4. For an integer o, we write
s and w in the form of

1 NE-1 -1
S=Na TN_1 (33)
and
= plf (34)
w = e

Denote the capacity of the PIR system for total and indi-
vidual leakage constraints in (33) and (34) by Cs and Cyy,
respectively. Substituting (33) into Theorem 1 and (34) into
Theorem 2, we obtain that for p > max{p} . ,p¥. 1},

Co=cw=(1+2+ L v L) e
S =uLw = N N2 Ne )

which has a common form as Cpr = (1 + % + 77 +
S ﬁ)il and Cspr = Cwspr = (1 + & + 52 +
s N%)fl. This demonstrates how the capacity decreases
from Cpr to Cspr or Cwspr While strengthening the se-
curity requirement (i.e., decrease of s or w). For s and w
defined in (33) and (34), when we increase «, the capacity
of the system decreases by adding a term of ﬁ in the
denominator of the capacity expression. By increasing o from
K — 1 to oo, s (or w) decreases from the threshold s; (or
wy) to zero which means perfect security, and the capac-

ity finally decreases from (1+ % + 5z + -+ + =) 10
I+ r++ i) =14

C. Minimum Message Size

The message size L (in log y|-ary unit) is also an important
factor to consider in practice [4]. The minimum message size
is highly dependent on the download cost. It was shown in [4]
that the message size of capacity-achieving PIR code is greater
than or equal to IV — 1 if the code is uniformly decomposable.
Before stating our results on the message size, we first define
the notion of uniformly decomposable code, similar to that in
[4].

A PIR code is called decomposable, if ) is a finite Abelian
group, and for each n € [1 : N] and ¢ € Q,,, the answer
A,Ei“] = ¢n(q, W1.K,S) can be written in the form

(pn((b Wl:Ka S) == (QDS{)l(WlKa S)7 Ty @Eg)gn(wlzl(a S))
(36)

where for i € {1,2,---,4,},

DD Wik, 8) = o0 (W) -89\  (Wi)ae'?) 1c1(9),

(37
where @ denotes addition in the finite group )/, and each
‘szz,k (k € [1: K]) is a mapping X* — ) and gpflq’%Kﬂ is a
mapping S — ). '



Furthermore, a decomposable code is called uniform if D. Relation to Shannon Cipher System

any component function cpglqz . in (37) either satisfies the
conditions

H:c cxl. @flqzk(x) = y}‘ = Hx cxl. apflqzk(m) = y'}
v,y €Y, kell: K], (38)
and

Hx €S: <p£Z;K+1($) = y}‘ = Hx €S: wiﬁiyKH(w) = y/} ,
v,y €, (39)

or it maps everything to the same value, i.e.,

L .
(@) (@) (.1 / X%, ifke(l: K]

4 = 4 , T, T € . 40
@n’z’k(x) %”’k(x) ne {S, if k=K +1. (40)

The terminology “decomposable” refers to the property in
(37) that each coded symbol is a summation of the component
functions on each individual message. A uniformly decompos-
able code has an additional property that each mapping gonq}’ i
either preserves the uniform probability distribution or induces
a deterministic value. The following lemma and theorem are

our main results on the minimum message size.

Lemma 1. The minimum message size of any Pareto optimal
uniformly decomposable PIR code with either individual leak-
age constraint w or total leakage constraint s should be a
multiple of log x| |-

Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix A. O

Remark 6. The lemma shows that L is a multiple of log x| [J|.
However, the term logy| || can be non-integer.

We can see from the Pareto optimal code constructions in
Sections IV and V that for most cases, we can simultaneously
achieve a message size of NV — 1 and the minimum amount
of common randomness characterized in Theorems 1 and 2.
The only exception is the individual leakage case with K > 3
and |X| = N = 2, for which the message size is twice the
minimum. Except for this case, we characterize the minimum
message size in the following theorem.

Theorem 3. Except for the case of K > 3,|X| = N = 2,
the minimum message size of any Pareto optimal uniformly
decomposable PIR codes achieving the minimum amount of
common random randomness with either individual leakage
constraint w or total leakage constraint s is (N —1) log) x| |V
in particular, it equals to N — 1 if we restrict Y = X.

Proof. Except for the case of K > 3,|X| = N = 2, we
have designed Pareto optimal codes achieving simultaneously
the minimum amount of common random randomness and the
minimum message size. Thus, we only need to prove the lower
bound L > (N — 1)log x| |V|. The details can be found in
Appendix B. O

’

Remark 7. 1t is remarkable that the minimum message size of
the Pareto optimal uniformly decomposable PIR codes with
leakage constraints w or s is the same as that of optimal
uniformly decomposable classical PIR codes without security
constraints.

)

In Shannon’s imperfect secrecy system in [30, pp. 71-72], X
is the plain text, Y is the cipher text, and Z is the encryption
key. Since X can be recovered from Y and Z, we have
H(X|Y,Z) = 0. It was proved in [30] that this constraint
implies

H(Z)> H(X)-I(X;Y). (A1)

This can be intuitively explained as follows: the key size is
greater than or equal to amount of information that we need
to protect, which is the difference between total amount of
information H(X) and the amount of information leakage
I(X;Y). The tradeoff between the minimum key size H(Z)
and the amount of information leakage I(X;Y) is illustrated
in Fig. 5(a).

H(S)

k
I(Wi; ATLF)
StL

(b) Tradeoff between H (S) and
total leakage I(W5; A[ﬂ\,F)

0 H(X) 0

(a) Tradeoff between H(Z) and
information leakage I(X;Y).

Fig. 5: Comparison of encryption key size between imperfect
secrecy system and PIR system

Our result on the lower bound of common randomness in
(27) of Theorem 1 presents the similar form as (41), which
can be written as

1 NK -1
H(S) 2 L — e 1 (Wis ALLE).
This can be interpreted as follows, where we focus on one
particular answer. The average size of any ilndividual answer
should be at least 1 L, and the term Y= I(W;; AL F)
in (42) can be viewed as the average amount of information
leakage per answer. The amount of common randomness must
be greater than or equal to the amount of information we need
to protect, which is the difference between the total amount of
information in an answer ﬁL and the information leakage
of that answer %I (Wr; A[lk]NF) The tradeoff between
H(S) and I(Wy; A¥\ F) is illustrated in Fig. 5(b). The
tradeoff curve is the same as that in Fig. 5(a), and thus our
result can also be interpreted as a generalization of Shannon’s
cipher system to multiple users with a privacy requirement.

(42)

IV. PROOF OF THEOREM 1

We prove Theorem 1 by showing the achievability, converse,
and the minimum key size in the following.

A. Achievability

Following the analysis of Fig. 2, we only need to prove
the theorem for s € [0, s;]. Consider a message length of
L = N —1. In addition to the query generation in (3), now the
random key F generates one more indicator bit Fy € {0,1},



according to probability P(Fy = 0) = % € [0,1]

and P(Fy = 1) = 1 — 20D For oy e [1: N, it is

useful to define the operation (z + y)n by

T+, fz+y<N
T+ = 43
@+ y)w {o:erN, frty>nN
And similarly,
T —, ifx—y>0
(@ —y)n = . (44)
r—y+ N, ifz—y<O0.

For random key F = (Fo, F1, Fy, -+ ,Fx_1) € {0,1} x [1:
N e B 2 (SIS E)

N Then the query for the n-th
database is generated as

QM = (Fy, Fy,-+ , Fy_1,(n— F*)n, Fiy- -+, Fie 1),

nell:N,ke[l:K]. (45)

Since the query is a length-(K + 1) vector, we can denote it

by Qgﬁ ]0: k- Upon receiving the queries, the databases generate
the answers using the TSC code for F{y = 0, and SPIR code
for Fy = 1. Specifically, the answer is

e ol _
Al — Wiqw, ©@ O Wy qu» I QF}Q}O X (46)
Wl,QEj]l DD WKVQ[:_’]K ©8,if Q, =1,
where S is the common randomness shared among all

databases. The retrieval and privacy requirements are easily
seen from the TSC and SPIR codes. Then we can check the
code performances as follows.

1) Information leakage: in view of the performance of TSC
code in (19) and (21), the overall normalized total leakage
is

1
(Wi Q. AL

_NEYN-1)s 1 L]
~ NE-1_1 N-1 NE-1

NE-L(N - 1)s
+ 1_—NK—1—1 }0 (47)
=3, (48)
which is the total leakage constraint.
2) Download cost: by (20) and (24), we have
NE-L(N -1)s NE -1
D= NE-1_71 T NK-1
NE-L(N - 1)s
+[1NK—1—1 }N (49)
N -1
=N-§yr1-1° (50
N 1
L'(N—lNK—l—ls)’ (51

which is the minimum download cost in (28).

3) Amount of common randomness: since common random-
ness is only used in the SPIR code, we derive from (25)

that
1— NE-1(N-1)s
p = e (52)
1 NKfl
= .S, (53)

N-1 NE-1_1

which is equal to g} ;, in (27) of Theorem 1.
This proves the achievability of Theorem 1 for s € [0, s¢].

Remark 8. The code is obtained by combining TSC code
and SPIR code with certain probabilities, which is done by
sending one more query bit as an indicator. The method works
only when the two codes have the same message length, and
the message length of the combined code remains the same,
which is V — 1 here. This combination method outperforms
time-sharing in the sense that, with real-valued combination
coefficients, time-sharing may require a large message size
while the proposed scheme maintains the message size of
N —1.

B. Converse
We first present the lemma that will be used later.

Lemma 2. For all k € [1: K],

NH(ALN Wil F) > HALGY, Wi [F) + k(N — 1)L,

(54
Proof. See Appendix C. O
Applying Lemma 2 repeatedly for k =1,2,--- | K —1, we
have
NE-LHAN Wy |F)
> NE2H (AP W o|F) + NE=2(N — 1)L (55)
> NE3H (AL Wis|F)
+ NE2(N - 1)L+ 2N53(N - 1)L (56)
(57

K-1

> H(AE W |F) + (Z z'NK—H) (N—-1)L (58)
K

= HAE W, «|F) + <Z N — (K — 1)) L. (59)
i=1

By symmetry, for any k,k’ € [1: K] and k # k', we have

NEHAM Wi F) > H(AF W, . |F)

K-—1
+ (Z Nt — (K — 1)> L. (60)

=1



To obtain a lower bound on download cost
logjx| |V 301 E(€,) (c.f. (13)), consider

N
D =log| |V Z E(¢,)

n=1
= Y Pr(Qly = Zé logx 1Y (61)
q1:NEQ1:N
> > Pr(Q ZH (Alan)) (62)
q1:NEQ1:N
> Pr(@&k=q1:N>H(A§q1>,~-- AR (63)
q1:NEQ1:N
= > Py = ) HALNIQEN = a1v) (64)
q1:NE€Q1:N
= H(AM F). (65)
Then we derive the following,
(NE=1 = 1) D+ 1(Wi; ATL QI F)
> (N = 1) H(AUNIE) + 1(Wi: ATV F) (66)

= (N1 — 1) H(ALN[F)
+ [H(W,;) + H(AM Wy F)
_ [(NK‘1 - nH(Al
+(K —-1)L — H(A[llf]NW1:K|F) (68)
_ NK—lH(A[l’?]NWHF) + (K — 1)L — H(A[llf]NW1:K|F)

- H(A[IIT]NW1:K|F)} (67)
IF) + H(AE’T]NW;C\F)}

(69)
K—-1
> |H(AY Wik |F) + (Z N~ (K - 1)) L]
=1
+ (K = 1)L — HAM Wy« |F) (70)

- (Sw) e [matirem - matwe),

(71)
where (69) follows from
k
H(AL|F) =

H<A[1]N 1 NW |F) = (A[llf]NWk|F)7 (72)

and (70) follows from (60) for any k' € [1 : K] and k' # k.
Similarly, by switching k and %’ in (71), we obtain

_ k
(NR=1 = 1) D+ I(Ws AL A QYY)

(Z N1>L+[ (AL Wk F) = HA W F)]

(73)
Summing up (71) and (73), we have
2 (NN 1) D+ I(Wis ANV F) + 1(Wy; ALLF)
K-1
>2 (Z N”) L (74)
i=1

Thus the lower bound on D is

N
>
D> L
1 I(W AVLE) + 1WAV 75)
NE-1 1] 2
N 1
>L- — .
=L <N—1 NE-T_1 S) 76)

which matches the value of Dy, for s € [0, 5] in (28) of
Theorem 1. For s > s;, the converse follows from that of
classical PIR. This completes the converse proof.

C. Amount of common randomness

To obtain the lower bound on the amount of common
randomness, we first consider the following,

NK LW AN QUNF) + (N1 — D H(5)
_ NE-1 [H(W;}) + HAM W, F) - H(A[lk}VW1K|F)]

+ (N —1)H(S) 77
= NE-1H (W) +[NK_1H(A[1'f]NWk|F)—H(A[f]NWI:ﬂF)}

+ (VET 1) [H(S) — H(AE Wk [F) (78)
> NE-YK - 1)L — (NE-' - 1)H(W.k)
+ [NK%H(AWNWMF) - H(A[l’f]NWLKIF)] (79)
K-1
> (K - N "L+ (Z N — (K — 1)) L
=1
+ AL WK F) — HAR Wk |F)] (80)

(Z zw)u[ H(AL Wik IF) = HALL Wik )

(81)
where (79) follows from
H<A[1]f]1vW1:K|F) - H(Wi.k)
= H(ALY W1k F) (82)
= H(ALN W1k QN F) — H(AL, WLk QUNFS) (83)
= 1(S; Ay W QUL ). (84)
and
H(S) — 1(S; AM w1 QL F) > 0, (85)

and (80) follows from (60) for any k¥’ € [1 : K| and k" # k.
Similarly, by switching & and &’ in (81), we obtain

NET (Wi AL QIRT) + (N1 — 1)H ()

(Z Nl) L+ [ HAF Wk |F) — HAF ] w, K|F)}
(36)

Summing up (81) and (86), we have

AN = DH(S) + NS [1(Wi; ALLF) + 1w Al F))]

K—-2
> 2 <Z Ni> L
=0

87)



Then we have

_ H(S)
pP=—7" (83)
K-2 1
> 2z NV
= NK-T_1
_ k k'
_ NETU (Wi AFNE) + I(Wig; AT LF) 89)
NE-1_1] 2
1 NK—l
> _ .
“N-1 NET_-1'% ©0)

which is exactly the lower bound in (27) of Theorem 1.

V. PROOF OF THEOREM 2
A. Optimal code for WS-PIR

Even though the SPIR code in [5] achieves the capacity of
WS-PIR, it does not always achieve the minimum amount of
common randomness for WS-PIR. From (31) in Corollary 1,
we see that for K = 2, the minimum amount of common
randomness of WS-PIR is equal to that of SPIR. This is
because for K = 2, weak security is equivalent to strong
security which means that WS-PIR is equivalent to SPIR.
Thus, the SPIR code in [5] also achieves the minimum amount
of common randomness of WS-PIR.

For K > 3, (31) indicates that the databases do not need to
share common randomness. We consider the following three
cases:

i) |[X]| >3 and N > 2;

ii) |[X|=2and N > 3;

iii) |[X|=N=2.
Next, we propose an optimal code for WS-PIR that uses the
sum of all message symbols as encryption key shared by
databases and no extra randomness is needed. The code design
is simply to modify TSC code by adding the shared encryption
key (sum of all message symbols) to each of the answers.

Case i): The code has a message length of L = N — 1.
Specifically, by appending dummy variables Wy, n = 0, the
message Wy, can be written as

W= Wi, Wika- ,Wi.n—1, Wi nN). 1)

Let the random key F of the user be chosen from [1 : N]¥~1
which gives

F=(F,F, - ,Fg_1). 92)

For z,y € [1 : N], the operation (z + y)n and (x — y)n
are defined by (43) and (44). Let F* £ Zf:l Fi)N

ke [l: K]and n € [1: NJ, the query is a deterministic
function of the random key F, defined as

. For

ng] = (F17F27"' ,Fk;,l,(n—F*)N7Fk7"' ;FKfl)- (93)

The sum of all message symbols is denoted by S, which is

K
S = (Wit @ Wi ® -+ ® Wi n_1).

k=1

(94)

Upon receiving the query Q%], the n-th database generates an
answer A% using QB“ ] as linear combination indexes of all

the message symbols. We further add the encryption key S to
each answer and obtain that

Al =Wy p @ © Wasrm, © Wi (n—poyy

OWii1r, @ - O Wr e, &S (95

For simplicity, we define
B=Wyp® - OWi_1,r,_  Wiy1, 7D - -OWgk Fre_,, (96)

where @ denotes the addition operation in finite group X (this
is an abuse of notation without ambiguity). Substituting (96)
into (95), we have

A,[f] = Wk,(an*)N ®B®S. (97)

The user receives all the answers from databases, i.e.,
14[1]6],14[21“}7 e ,Agf,]. Then we see that

Winoryy = Ao Al — Al o (Bo S),  (98)

where © is the subtraction operation in the Abelian group X.
Then the message W}, can be recovered by ranging n from 1
to V.

Since F is chosen uniformly from {0,1}%~! and all the
queries are deterministic functions of F, we see that Qg" ] is
chosen uniformly from the query set for any k € [1 : K] and
n € [1 : N]. Thus Q¥ provides no information about the
message index k, which ensures the privacy.

The weak security (individual leakage) can be seen as
follows. The coefficient of each message symbol Wy ; (k €
[1:K],i€[l:N —1]) in the expression of B @ S can only
be 1 or 2. Because of the assumption that |X| > 3, none of
the message symbols will vanish. Since K > 3, there is at
least one k" € [1 : K] such that k" # k, k’. Then the message
symbols of W~ randomizes the sum of symbols from Wj
and W}, and thus we obtain that

I(Bg S; W W) =0, (99)
which implies
I(B®S;Wy) = [(B& S Wi [Wi) =0.  (100)
Thus, we have

I(Wk/;BGBS,Wk) = I(Wk/;Wk) +I(Wk/;B@S|Wk) =0.

101

To see the security, we consider the following, (on
[(Wies AL QYNF) = (Wi ATLQENWAE)  (102)

= I(Wy; A W, ) (103)

=I1(Wy;B® S, W;F) (104)

=I(Wy; B® S|W,F) (105)

=0, (106)

where (102) follows from the recovery in (98), (104) follows
from the expression of answer in (97), (105) follows from the
independence of Wy, and (W}, F), and the last step follows
from (101) and the independence of F and (W, Wj).

Since each answer consists of one symbol, the download
cost is

D=N. (107)



Since L = N — 1, the rate of the code is simply R = % =
1-— % that matches the capacity in (32) of Corollary 1. Lastly,
the databases do not share common randomness in addition to
the messages themselves.

Case ii): It is easy to verify that the code also works for
|X| =2 and N > 3. This can be seen intuitively as follows.
Since L = N — 1 > 2, each message consists of at least two
symbols. The encryption key S consists of all the message
symbols. Since Wy, (,_ -+, @ B contains at most one symbol
from each message, it can cancel out at most one symbol from
S. Then the answer Ag"] = Wi (n—rF+)y ®B® S (c.f. (97))
contains at least one symbol from each message. Since K > 3,
(99) and the subsequent equations also hold for the current
case. This ensures the security of each individual message.

Case iii): For the case that N = 2 and |X| = 2, let L =
2(N — 1) = 2. We can divide each message into two sub-
messages, i.e., Wy = (W,gl),W,EQ)) for k € [1 : K]. Then
we apply the code in Case i) to each sub-message, where we
choose the same encryption key as S = Zle W,gl) & W,EQ).
The parameters F(), F(2) € {1, 2151 are chosen to be dual
of each other, i.e., F(") and F(? differ in every position. The
private retrieval requirement is easy. We can see the weak
security from the following example of K = 3. Let k = 2
and the random key to be chosen as F(') = (2,1) and F(?) =
(1,2), then the queries are

M =2,1,1), Y =(2,2,1) (108)

and

¥ =(1,1,2), ¢¥ = (1,2,2). (109)

The parameters B(Y) @ S and B®) @ S of the two sub-codes
are thus

BYas=wew)es=wow? ew?, (10
BPas=w ew) e s=wew e Wi, 111

We can easily see that (B(Y) @ S, B®) @ S) provides no infor-
mation about either W, or W3. Then using similar arguments
as (99)-(106), we can obtain the weak security.

Remark 9. The SPIR code in [5] is an optimal code for WS-
PIR that achieves capacity. However, it is important to point
out that the method of using the sum of message symbols as
encryption keys does not work for SPIR, since it leaks partial
of the total information of the whole message set Wy.x.

B. Achievability of Pareto Optimal Points

Following the analysis of Fig. 4 after Corollary 1, we only
need to prove the theorem for w € [0, w;]. Since for K = 2,
the WS-PIR code reduces to SPIR code and the achievability
is proved in Section IV-A, we consider only K > 3 here.

Similar to Section IV-A, consider a message length of
L = N—1. The random key F generates one more indicator bit
Fy € {0, 1} according to probability P(Fy = 0) = wNE~1 €
[0,1] and P(Fy = 1) = 1—wNX~1. The queries and answers
are generated similarly as that in Section IV-A. The only
difference is to replace S by the encryption key using (94).
We then check the following.

1) Information leakage: in view of the performance of TSC
code in (19) and (22), the overall normalized total leakage
is

1 k k
—1(Wi; QYL A F)

L
- 1 _
= wNE-L. TR +(1—-wNE"H.0 112
which is the individual leakage constraint.
2) Download cost: by (20) and (107), we have
o, NE -1 _
D =wNE-1. NE-1 +(1—wNE"H . N (114
=N-w (115)
N 1
=L |— - —— 116
(N 1 N— 1“’) ’ (116)

which is the minimum download cost in (30) of Theo-
rem 2.
3) Amount of common randomness: i) for K = 2, the key
size in (53) reduces to 25 — 725 - w; ii) for K > 3,
there is no common randomness needed and p = 0. Thus
the amount of common randomness of the code is equal

to p}.;, in (27) of Theorem 1.
This proves the achievability of Theorem 2 for w € [0, w].

Remark 10. We notice that the linear combination coefficients
as well as the other code performances here are the same as
that of the linear combination between TSC and SPIR codes
in Section IV-A. The reason is Cws.pir = Cpir and the WS-
PIR code in Section V-A has the same message length and
download cost as SPIR code in [5].

C. Converse

For any k,k' € [1 : K] and k # k', we first derive the
following which is similar to the proof of Lemma 2.

NH(ALNWi|F)

N
> H(AFW,[F)

(117)
n=1
N

= H(ANW QW) (118)
n=1
N

=" HAF W, QL) (119)
n=1
N

=> " H(AFW,|F) (120)
n=1
N

=" H(AF\W,F) + NH(Wy) (121)
n=1
N !

>N HAM|WFAL) )+ NL (122)
n=1

= HAFL W F) + NL (123)

= HAFI W B + (N - 1)L (124)



= HARL QAW W [F) + (N =D)L (125)
= H(AF W, W |F) + (N - 1)L, (126)

where (118) and (120) follow from the Markov chain
(AN W) — QY — F, and (119) follows from identical
distribution constraint in (10). Thus, we have

NHAF W m) —HAF W F) > (Vv - )L 127

To provide a lower bound on the download cost D (c.f. (13)),
we derive the following

(N —1)D + I(Wy; AP QYL F)

> (N = DH(ALNF) + (W ALY [F) (128)
= [HWe) + HALWF) - HAL Waw )]

+ (N = D)H(AM W |F) (129)
= NH(AP Wi F) — HAF W |F) + L (130)

> NL+ [ H (AL WWi [F) - HAS, Wi F)| - (131)

where (128) follows from (65), (129) follows from (3) and
(7), and (131) follows from (127). By switching &k and %’ in
(131), we obtain

(N =)D+ I(Wis AL QYN F)

> NL+ [ H(AR WiWi [F)— HAL, WaWe [F)] . (132)
Summing up (131) and (132), we have

2N =)D+ |I(Wis ALNF) + I(Wis ALVF)| > 2N L.
Thus, the lower bound on D is

(W AMLF) + 1(w; AV )
D > L—
N —1 N -1 2

N 1
>0 — =
2L <N—1 N—1w>

which matches the value of Dy, for w € [0,w;] in (30) of
Theorem 2. For w > w;, the converse follows from that of
classical PIR. This completes the converse proof.

N 1

(133)

D. Minimum Key Size

For K = 2, individual leakage is equal to total leakage,
which means that PIR system with the same value of total
leakage constraint s and individual leakage constraint w are
equivalent. This gives the minimum amount of common ran-
domness in (29) of Theorem 2. For K > 3, the lower bound
in (29) is zero, which is trivial.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we studied the PIR problem with total and
individual leakage constraints, respectively. Our main contri-
bution was the characterization of the tradeoffs between the
minimum download cost D,,;;, and the total leakage constraint
s and individual leakage constraint w. The minimum amount
of common randomness with respect to s and w was also
characterized. Remarkably, for K > 3, the databases do not
need to share common randomness in order to achieve the

individual leakage constraint w. For s € [0, s;], it was shown
that the linear combination of TSC code and SPIR code
is Pareto optimal (achieving the whole tradeoff curve). For
w € [0,w,], an optimal code that achieves the capacity of
WS-PIR without shared common randomness was proposed
(K > 3), and its linear combination with the classical PIR
code was proved Pareto optimal. The proposed Pareto optimal
codes for both individual and total leakage were proved to
have a minimum message size of N — 1.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF LEMMA 1

Throughout the proof, we use L to denote the mini-
mum message size for Pareto optimal uniformly decompos-
able codes. Since we have coding scheme of message size
(N — 1)log x| V|, the minimum message size should be
L < (N =1)logx[Y]|. If L = (N — 1)log ||, we are
done. Otherwise, L < (N — 1) log x| V|-

In the following, we prove the lemma by contradiction and
suppose that WLHM is not an integer. We only consider the
individual leakage case, since by Remark 4 the same results
also hold for the total leakage case. From (30) in Theorem 2,
the average number of downloaded symbols in ) for Pareto
optimal codes should be

B L ( N w ) N-w L
Y T logyV[\N -1 N-1 N — 1 log v [V’
(134)

. . . N— L
Since L < (N — 1)log x| |Y| implies 0 < ﬁw _
WL\IJ’I < 1, the only possible realization of queries that
have a downloaded number of symbols d < Dy, are those ¢
inducing d = [m} downloaded symbols. It is easy to

see that

1 log x| Y| < (L+1). (135)

L
L<[——
log) x| V|
Since the equality in (128) is equivalent to equality in (65), we
see from Appendix B that independence property P1 holds for
both total and individual leakage cases. By P1 and uniform
distribution of answer symbols, we obtain

L
—-lo Y.
Since the whole answer set can recover W, we have
H(Wi|AY)) =0, and thus

H(A W) = H(A) — HW,).

HAY) = (136)

(137)
Then from (135) and (136), we can bound H(quJ)V\Wk) by

0 < H(AYN|Wy) < logx, V- (138)

Next, we derive another bound for H (Ag?])\,|Wk), which leads
to a contradiction. By the definition of uniform code in (38)-

(40), denote the non-deterministic symbols of A{"); by Aflq’z =

@flqz Forn € [1: N]andi € [1 : {,], define a random variable
by Ur(fi) = A 5 o9 (W,). Then, we have

n,i n,i,k

HANO W) =HOY, - U$,). (139



We see that U,(L?i) is either deterministic or uniformly dis-
tributed over ), thus H(Uflqz)) = 0orlog y V| If H(Uflqz)) =
0 for all (n,4), we have H(Ul(fll), e ,U](\,(I,)ZN) = 0. Otherwise,
there is at least one pair (n, ) such that H(Uflql)) = log| x| 1V,
which implies that H(U{%, -+ U, ) > logx| |V Thus,
we see from (139) that

=0

> log . [V].

Now, (140) contradicts with (138). Then the supposition that
Tog % V1 is non-integer is false, and thus L is a multiple of

10%\2(\ |V

H(AD W) { (140)

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF THEOREM 3

A. Total Leakage Case

In [4], three properties P1-P3 were used to prove the min-
imum message size. Here, we verify that P1-P3 are also true
for Pareto optimal uniformly decomposable PIR codes with
total leakage constraint s, and then the minimum message size
can be obtained accordingly. We first define some notations
before presenting the properties. For notational simplicity,
we write Wiy, = S and then Wy y1 = (Wi, S) and
W,} = (Wl,- - aWk—hWk-i-h' .- ,WK,S). For n € [1 : N]
and g € Q,, the answer for decomposable codes can be simply
written in matrix form as

AW = QW = ¢, W1k, 8) = Wigy1 -GID,  (141)

where Wy. k11 is viewed as a length-(K 4 1) vector, and e
is a matrix of dimension (K + 1) x [,, whose elements Gglqzqk
are functions X'*(or S) — ) with the - operation defined
as

Wi -Gy 2 ol (W), (142)
Let q1.x be a set of queries such that Pr(Q[llf]N =q.n) > 0.

For any A C [1 : K], let fo&‘ be the submatrix of
G,({’) with rows corresponding to {W;,i € A} removed. For

Pareto optimal uniformly decomposable PIR codes, the three
properties are stated as follows.

P1. The N random variables qul), AéqQ), e ,Ag\?”) are mu-
tually independent, where Ag{l”’) is the n-th answer when

QL{C] = dqn-

P2. The N random variables W ~G§(‘1;€), Wr - Ggﬁc), s Wy
GS\%@) are deterministic of each other.

P3. The N random variables W}, ~G§“1}c), Wk~Gg‘zz), e W
Ggg&) are mutually independent.

Then the properties can be verified as follows.
i) It is easily seen from the proof of P1 in [4] that the
equality of (65) in the current paper holds if and only if
the equality in Lemma 1 of [4] holds.

ii) When (175) is equality, we obtain for £ = 1 that
H(ALN W1 ALF) = 0, (143)

which is exactly the condition that proves P2 in [4].

iii) The inequality in (180) is exactly the same as (d) in the
proof of Lemma 2 in [4], which induces P3.

The above observations ensure that the properties P1-P3 are

also true for Pareto optimal uniformly decomposable PIR

codes with total leakage constraint s. Then we can use

the argument in [4] to lower bound the message size as

L> (N —1)logx Y.

B. Individual Leakage Case

For the individual leakage case, the following lemma pro-
vides a new method of proving the minimum message size.
We can also apply the same method to the total leakage case,
where the analysis of total leakage may be more complicated.
The details for verifying this is omitted here.

Lemma 3. The message size of Pareto optimal uniformly
decomposable PIR codes with individual leakage constraint
w is lower bounded by L > (N — 1)log x| |Y|.

Proof. For w > ﬁ the problem is equivalent to classical
PIR. Thus, we only consider w € [0, 5#—], for which we
prove the lemma by contradiction. By Lemma 1, we suppose
there exist Pareto optimal uniformly decomposable codes such
that

L < (N —2)logx |- (144)
Fix a k € [1 : K]. For each query realization Q[lk}v = q1.N, let
d be the corresponding total number of downloaded symbols
in Y, which can be written as

N
d=> ln(qn). (145)
n=1
Because of recovery requirement of W}, we have
L
d> ——. (146)
log) x| |V

For nonnegative integer m, let Q™) be the set of query
realizations defined by

L
oM el gnid=—"—+my. (147)
log x| [V
Define a probability P(™) by
Pi™ = 3" Pr(qun). (148)
q1:.nEQ(™)

From (134), the average number of downloaded symbols in Y
for Pareto optimal codes is

N-w L
Dy =2

which, by the supposition (144) and the range of w &
[0, x#—]. satisfies

(149)

L
log x| [V

and thus Dy is not an integer. In light of the lower bound of
d in (146), the only possible realization of queries that induce

0< Dy — 1, (150)



d < Dy are q1.n € 0 and the corresponding downloaded

number of symbols is d = o2 x, Iy\ Then we have

Dy = ;PW) (ngLm +m> (151)
— 10g|X| e +mz>:1mp (153)
= 10g|x| og V] Z P (59
B logpj v (1= P, (o
which by (149) implies that
PO >1— le_—uibg:lw (156)

In the following, we will derive a lower bound for informa-
tion leakage that leads to a contradiction with the individual
leakage constraints. For ¢1.x5 € 0 we have

L

A=t + Lo+ L
log x| [V

+Un = (157)

which implies ¢,, € [O * Togx M} for any n € [1 : N]. Then

for any n € [1 : NJ, define a pararneter by

L
log| x| [V]

e N iPr{an e @00 =i},

=1

(158)

which can be roughly viewed as the average length of the
answer when q1.y € Q) Then it is intuitive that

N

SO = _L
log x| [V

n=1

- PO, (159)

which implies that there exists an n € [1 : N] such that

L
log) x| Y]
Tl > 28X p(0) 160
> = (160)
In the following, we consider this particular n. Then by (156),
we have
g ] L L
log| x| [V -
Tk > X2 (161)

For ¢1.x € Q| since each answer symbol is either determin-

istic or uniformly distributed over )/, we obtain from (157)

that
H(AYRY) < = L=H(W,).

L
log x| V|
This together with the recovery requirement of Wi, i.e.,
H (W, | ALY = 0, imply that
H(AYRY) =

H(Wp). (163)

Then for the queries q;.x € Q. the answers A‘“N)
and the message W) are deterministic of each other and
all the answer symbols are non-deterministic. Let AS{I”) =
(Aglq;),A(q") e vA;q,Z)L) where each component Afﬁ;) €.
Then we have

I(Wi; A = H(AU)) = log ) [V].Vj € [1: £,]). (164)

Define a set of query realizations of Q% ] by Q&f” =
{qn : q1:v € QO }. Since for g1.x ¢ Q¥ the n-th query

can also be in Q%O), we have

Pr{g, € 9} > Pr{q.x € Q©}.

Next, we use (161) to derive an lower bound for individual
leakage that will lead to a contradiction. Consider k' # k.
Similarly, we define T[ ] by

(165)

10?;‘X| R4

e Y i-Pr{qnng"),én:i}.

i=1

(166)

Then the leakage of W} from the answers for k' can be
bounded as follows,

T(Wi; AR QL) = 1(Wi; AFIQIFT) > T 1og 4, |V,

(167)
where the last inequality follows from (164). Because of
identical distribution of QI and Q¥ in (10), we obtain from
(165) that

Pr{Qile o} =pr{Ql e o} > Pr{Qllly e @O},

which implies that )
Tl > Ik, (168)

By (167), (168), and the lower bound in (161), we obtain
1—w L

L
—|(1l-—=—=]. (169
N( N —1logx| y|> (109

In the following, we derive the contradiction by arguing
1-— L

L
—|1- > wl,
N ( N1 log, x| y|>

which can be verified equivalent to

I(Wi; AT QYY) >

(170)

(N—1)— L
w< — 2811 171
(N o N) ~ logix [V

It is easy to see that the right-hand side is a decreasing function

of L. Since by assumption L < (N — Q)m, we have
L
(N_l)_l(’g\xﬂy‘ (N_l)_(N_2)
(NQ_N)_ 10g‘j‘ RY] - (N27N)7(N72)
1
= 172
N2 —-2(N —1) (172)
For K > 3 and N > 2, we can see that L L

NP 3(N—=1) © NK T
Thus, for any w € [0, =], we have

1



From (172) and (173), we obtain (171), and thus the argument
(170) is true. Then (169) and (170) imply that

(Wi AFLQWLY > wi, (174)

which contradicts the individual leakage constraint definition
in (12). Thus, the supposition at beginning that L < (N —

2)—L __ is false, and this proves the lemma. O
log) x| [V
APPENDIX C
PROOF OF LEMMA 2
To prove the lemma, we consider the following.
NH(A[IIC]]V7 Wl:k|F)
N
> H(AM, Wy, |F) (175)
n=1
N
=Y H(AY, Wi |QW) (176)
n=1
N
= H(AF Wy QI (177)
n=1
N
= Z H(AF Wy, F) (178)
n=1
N
=Y HAF Wy, F) + NH(Wy.) (179)
n=1
N
>N HAF W FAED) + NH(Wa,) (180)
n=1
=H(A ““*”\Wl 2 F) + NH(Wy.) (181)
= HAFTY W |F) + (N — 1)H(Wy.) (182)
= HA QYR Wi [F) + (N = 1)H (W) (183)
= H(AYEY W [F) + k(N - 1)L, (184)

where (176) and (178) follow from the Markov chain

(Al

Whiky) — ng LN F, and (177) follows from identical

distribution constraint in (10). The lemma is proved.
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