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Abstract

We study the convergence rate of the optimal quantization for a probability measure se-
quence (fn)nen+ On R? converging in the Wasserstein distance in two aspects: the first one is
the convergence rate of optimal quantizer z (]Rd) of ur, at level K; the other one is the
convergence rate of the distortion function valued at z ), called the “performance” of z™
Moreover, we also study the mean performance of the optimal quantization for the empirical
measure of a distribution p with finite second moment but possibly unbounded support. As
an application, we show that the mean performance for the empirical measure of the mul-
tidimensional normal distribution N'(m,X) and of distributions with hyper-exponential tails
behave like (’)(1"%). This extends the results from obtained for compactly supported
distribution. We also derive an upper bound which is sharper in the quantization level K but
suboptimal in n by applying results in [FG15].

keywords: Clustering performance, Convergence rate of optimal quantization, Distortion func-
tion, Empirical measure, Optimal quantization.

1 Introduction

The K-means clustering procedure in the unsupervised learning area was first introduced by
[Mac67], which consists in partitioning a data set of observations {7y, ...,nx} C R? into K classes
Gk, 1 < k < K with respect to a cluster center x = (x1,...,xx) in order to minimize the quadratic
distortion function Dk, defined by

N
z=(z1,....05) € (RYF s Dg (2 Z _I{nn d(nn, z1)?, (1.1)

where d denotes a distance on R%. The classification of the observations {n1,...,ny} C R? in
[Mac67] can be described as follows

G1={m € {m,onn} : g, 21) < min d(na, ;) }
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= : < i ;
g2 { n S {771) anN} d(nna‘rQ) = 1S]I£II(I}]¢2 d(n’fh‘r]) } \gl

G ={ e {m,...on} : dim,zk) < 1<jnii271d(77n;zj) I\ (Gx—1U---UG). (1.2)
If a cluster center z* = (z7, ..., 2 ) satisfies Dk ,(z*) = inf, ¢ (reyx Dk y(y), we call * an optimal
cluster center (or K-means) for the observation n = (11, ...,7n). Such an optimal cluster center
always exists but is generally not unique.

K-means clustering has a close connection with quadratic optimal quantization, originally de-
veloped as a discretization method for the signal transmission and compression by the Bell labo-
ratories in the 1950s (see [[EE82] and [GG12]). Nowadays, optimal quantization has also become
an efficient tool in numerical probability, used to provide a discrete representation of a probability
distribution. To be more precise, let || denote the Euclidean norm on R? induced by the canonical
inner product (-|-) and let X be an R%valued random variable defined on (£, F,P) with probabil-
ity distribution p having a finite second moment. The quantization method consists in discretely
approximating p by using a K-tuple = (x1,...,2x) € (R)X and its weight w = (w1, ..., wx) as
follows,

K
o pt o= Zwkémk,
k=1

where &, denotes the Dirac mass at a, the weights wy, are computed by wy, = u(C’k(z)) k=1, K,

and (C’k(z)) is a Voronoi partition induced by x, that is, a Borel partition on R satisfying

1<k<K

- d _ : —
Cr(x) C Vi(z) ={€eR| | — x| = lgjngnKK -z}, k=1, K. (1.3)
The value K in the above description is called the quantization level and the K-tuple above
x = (x1,...,xx) is called a quantizer (or quantization grid, codebook in the literature). Moreover,
we define the (quadratic) quantization error function eg , of 1 (or of X) at level K by

1/2
= (21,0 k) € RS 1 e (@) = | [ min 16— uld)] (1.4)

The set argmineg , is not empty (see e.g. [GLO0O|[see Theorem 4.12]) and any element z* =
(x7,...,2%) in argmineg , is called a (quadratic) optimal quantizer for the probability distribution
u at level K. Moreover, we call

e = inf e 1.5
K, u Y= (1, )€ (RDK Kﬁu(y) (1.5)

the optimal (quadratic) quantization error (optimal error for short) at level K.

The connection between K-means clustering and quadratic optimal quantization is the follow-
ing: if the distance d in (L)) and (L.2)) is the Euclidean distance and if we consider the empirical
measure fiy of the dataset {ny,...,nn} defined by

. 1
AN = > o (1.6)

then the distortion function D ,, defined in (L)) is in fact eﬁ(ﬁ an and argmin Dy, = argmines iy -
That is, an optimal quantizer of fiy is in fact an optimal cluster center for the dataset {n1,...,nx}.

In Figure[ll we show an optimal quantizer and its weights for the standard normal distribution
N (O, Ig) in R? at level 60, where I; denotes the identity matrix of size d x d. The color of the cells



in the figure represents the weight of each point xj in the quantizer x = (1, ...,xx). In Figure 2]
we show an optimal cluster center at level K = 20 for an i.i.d simulated sample {71, ..., 7500} of
the N(0,12) distribution.
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Figure 1: An optimal quantizer for A'(0, Io) Figure 2: An optimal cluster center (blue points)

at level 60. for an observation {mi,...,7500} i N(0,1y)

(grey points).

For p € [1,+00), let P,(R%) denote the set of all probability measures on R? with a finite
p'"-moment. Let pu,v € P,(R?) and let II(u,v) denote the set of all probability measures on
(R x R, Bor(R?)®2) with marginals y and v, where Bor(R?) denotes the Borel o-algebra on R9.
For p > 1, the LP-Wasserstein distance W, on P,(R?) is defined by

Wy(u,v) = ( inf /Rd » |z — y[? ﬂ(dx,dy)) !
X

m€M(p,v)

— inf { [E X — Y|P] "UX,Y 1 (Q,AP) = (RY, Bor(RY)) with Py = p1, Py = v }
(1.7)

The space ’Pp(Rd) equipped with the Wasserstein distance W, is a Polish space, i.e. is separable
and complete (see [Bol08]). If u, v € P,(RY), then for any ¢ < p, Wy (1, v) < Wy (i, v).

With a slight abuse of notation, we define the distortion function for the optimal quantization
as follows.

Definition 1.1 (Distortion function). Let K € N* be the quantization level. Let i € Po(R?). The
(quadratic) distortion function Dk, of p at level K is defined by

z=(z1,....,0x) € RHE — Dk, () = g 12%211( € — 17¢|2 u(d€) = e%{,u(x). (1.8)

For a fixed (known) probability distribution p, its optimal quantizers can be computed by
several algorithms such as the CLVQ algorithm (see e.g. [Paglb][Section 3.2]) or the Lloyd I
algorithm (see e.g. [LIo82], [Kie82] and [PY16]). However, another situation exists: the probability
distribution £ is unknown but there exists a known sequence (5, )n>1 converging in the Wasserstein
distance to pu. A typical example is the empirical measure of an i.i.d. p-distributed sequence



random vectors (see (I.I0) below). The empirical measure of non i.i.d. random vectors appears
for example when dealing with the particle method associated to the McKean-Vlasov equations
(see [Liul9][Section 7.1 and Section 7.5]) or the simulation of the invariant measure of the diffusion
process (see [LP02] and [Lem05][Chapter 4]). This leads us to study the consistency and the
convergence rate of the optimal quantization for a W,-converging probability distribution sequence

(,U/n)nzl .

There exist several studies in the literature. The consistency of the optimal quantizers was first
proved in [Pol82h).

Theorem (Pollard’s Theorem). Let pi,, € Pa(R%),n € N* U {co} with Wa(jin, poc) — 0 as n —
+o00. Assume card(supp(un)) > K, forn € N*U {+o00}. Forn > 1, let ") = (xgn), ...,zg?))
be a K-optimal quantizer for p,, then the quantizer sequence (x(”))nzl is bounded in R¢ and any
limiting point of (x(”))nzl, denoted by £(°°), is an optimal quantizer of piso. (1)

Let fi, € P2(R%), n € NU {oo} with Wa(jin, fies) — 0 as n — +o0. Let (™ denote an optimal
quantiser of u,. There are two ways to study the convergence rate of the optimal quantizers. The
first way is to directly evaluate the distance between 2™ and argmin Dk po.- The second way is
called the quantization performance, defined by

D ™)~ inf D x). 1.9
K,uoo( ) re(RI)K Kwoc( ) (1.9)
This quantity describes the distance between the optimal error of p, and the quantization error of
z(") considered as a quantizer of oo (even (") is obviously not “optimal” for ). Several results
of convergence rate exist in the framework of the empirical measure. Let X;(w), ..., X, (w),... be
i.i.d random vectors with probability distribution p € Po(R?) and let

1 n
pe = 525&(@ (1.10)

be the empirical measure of . The almost sure convergence of Wh(1%, 1) has been proved in
[Pol82b)[Theorem 7]. Let (™ denotes an optimal quantizer of & at level K. In [Pol82a], the
author has proved that if y has a unique optimal quantizer x at level K, then the convergence rate
(convergence in distribution) of }x(")’“’ — x} is (’)(n_l/ 2) under appropriate conditions. Moreover,
if 1 has a support contained in B(0, R), where B(0, R) denotes the ball in R? centered at 0 with
radius R, an upper bound of the mean performance has been proved in [BDLO0S], shown as follows,

o 12K - R?
EDK’#(:E( ’ ) - ze%ﬁg)x Dr u(w) < T

In this paper, we extend the convergence results in [Pol82al and in [BDL0S] in two perspectives:
first, we give an upper bound of the quantization performance

Dy (™) - zei(ﬁgw Di .. (). (1.11)

and that of related optimal quantizers for any probability distribution sequence (pr, )n>1 converging

(W 1n [Pol82D][see Theorem 9], the author used
pr € P(K) = {1/ € P2(R?) such that card (supp(l/)) < K}

to represent a “quantizer” at level K. Such a quantizer pg is called “quadratic optimal” for a probability measure
wif Wa(ug,p) = €% u We propose an alternative proof in Appendix A by using the usual representation of the

quantizer x € (R?)X but still call this theorem “Pollard’s Theorem”.



in the Wasserstein distance. Then, we generalize the clustering performance results in [BDL0S] to
empirical measures in Py(R?) possibly having an unbounded support.

Our main results are as follows. We obtain in Section [2] a non-asymptotic upper bound for the

quantization performance: for every n € N*,

DK, oo (z(n)) - zei(%g)K Dk, poo () < 46}},pr2(#7“ foo) + 4W22(Mna Hhoo)- (1.12)

Moreover, if D, is twice differentiable at
Fr ={z = (21,...,ax) € RYX | ; # z;, if i # j} (1.13)

and if the Hessian matrix Hp, , of Dk, is positive definite in the neighboorhood of every
optimal quantizer () € Gk (o) having the eigenvalues lower bounded by a A* > 0, then, for n
large enough,

n 2 8 . 8
d(.’I]( )aGK(lf/oo)) S FeKaHoo . WQ(,U/naIU/OO) + F : W%(Mn;,“oo)a

where d(€, A) == minge 4 |€ — a| denotes the distance between a point ¢ € R? and a set A C RY,

Several criterions for the positive definiteness of the Hessian matrix Hp, , of the distortion
function Dy, are established in SectionBl We show in Section B.Ilthe conditions under which the
distortion function Dk, is twice differentiable in every x € Fx and give the exact formula of the
Hessian matrix Hp, ,. Moreover, we also discuss several sufficient and necessary conditions for
the positive definiteness of the Hessian matrix in dimension d > 2 and in dimension 1.

In Section [ we give two upper bounds for the clustering performance IEDK,M(:E(")’“’) —
inf, ¢ rayx Dr, u(), where 2% is an optimal quantizer of p¢ defined in (LIQ). If p € P, (RY)
for some g > 2, a first upper bound is established in Proposition 1]

EDg ,(z™*) = inf Dg ,(z)

ze(RI)K
n-1/4 4 n—(a-2)/2q ifd<4andgq#4
< Cagpur % 4 n~Y4(log(1 +n))"? +n@=2/20 if 4 = 4and q # 4 :
n-1/d L p—(a-2)/2q ifd>4andq#d/(d—2)

where Cqq,,,k is a constant depending on d, ¢, and the quantization level K. This result is
a direct application of the non-asymptotic upper bound ([LI2) combined with results in [FG15]
about the mean convergence rate of the empirical measure for the Wasserstein distance. If d > 4
and ¢ > d2—f2, this constant Cq g, .,k is roughly decreasing as K-1/d (see Remark [LT]). This upper
bound is sharper in K compared with the upper bound (LI4) below, although it suffers from the
curse of dimensionality.

Meanwhile, we establish another upper bound for the clustering performance in Theorem [AT],
which is sharper in n but increasing faster than linearly in K. This upper bound is

n),w : 2K 2 2
E D, u(a™) — IE%EE)K D, pu(x) < NS +pr () + 271 (r2n + PK(M))}, (1.14)
where r,, = || maxj<;i<n | Xi| ||2 and pg(p) is the maximum radius of optimal quantizers for pu,
defined by
pr(p) = max{  max |x%], (27,...,2%) is an optimal quantizer of p at level K} (1.15)



In particular, we give a precise upper bound for p = AN (m,X), the multidimensionnal normal
distribution

2
EDg, (™) — inf Dk ,(z) <C,-

K 2
ey K %{1+10gn+7KlogK(1+—)}, (1.16)

d
where limsupg vx = 1 and C, = 12+ [1 V log (2 [pa exp(5 |§|4)u(d§))}. If p =N(0,1q), C, =
12(1+ £) - log 2.

We start our discussion with a brief review on the properties of optimal quantization.

1.1 Properties of the Optimal Quantization

Let Gk (p) = argmin Dk, denote the set of all optimal quantizers at level K of p and let €k
denote the optimal quantization error of p defined in (L3H).

Proposition 1.1. Let K € N*. Let i € Po(R?) and card(supp(p)) > K.

(i) If K > 2, then e}, <€} -

(ii) (Existence and boundedness of optimal quantizers) The set Gk (u) is nonempty and compact
so that px (p) defined in (ILI3) is finite for any fized K. Moreover, if v = (x1,...,xk) is an
optimal quantizer of u, then x € Fx, where Fx is defined in (LI13).

(111) If the support of u, denoted by supp(u), is a compact, then for every optimal quantizer
x = (21,....,2x) € Gr(p), its elements xy,1 < k < K are contained in the closure of convex
hull of supp(u), denoted by H,, = conv(supp(u)).

For the proof of Proposition [[L.TH(i) and (ii), we refer to [GL0O0][see Theorem 4.12] and for the
proof of (iii) to Appendix B.

Theorem. (Non-asymptotic Zador’s Theorem, see [LPO8] and [Pagi8][Theorem 5.2]) Let n > 0.
If p e ’P2+W(Rd), then for every quantization level K, there exists a constant Cy,, € (0,+00) which
depends only on d and n such that

€ < Ca - o2 pn()EK 14, (1.17)

where for 1 € (0,+00), oy (1) = mingege [ foa |€ — al” pu(dg)] """

When £ has an unbounded support, we know from [PS12] that limg px (p) = +00. The same

paper also gives an asymptotic upper bound of px when p has a polynomial tail or a hyper-
exponential tail.

Theorem. ([PS12][see Theorem 1.2]) Let i € Pp(R?) be absolutely continuous with respect to the
Lebesque measure Aq on R and let f denote its density function.

(i) Polynomial tail. For p > 2, if p has a c-th polynomial tail with ¢ > d + p in the sense that

there exists T > 0,3 € R and A > 0 such that V¢ € R, |¢| > A = f(§) = i (log |€])?, then

lim 08PK _ _ p+d
K logK d(c—p—d)’

(1.18)



(i1) Hyper-exponential tail. If u has a (U, k)-hyper-exponential tail in the sense that there exists
7> 0,9 >0,¢>—d and A > 0 such that V€ € R, |€| > A = f(&) = 7|¢| e V1", then

. PK —1/k 2\ /%
— < - . .
hm;,up Tog K)17= = 20 (1 + d) (1.19)

Furthermore, if d = 1, limg @% = (%)UK_

We give now the definition of the radially controlled distribution, which will be useful to control
the convergence rate of the density function f(z) to 0 when a converges in every direction to infinity.

Definition 1.2. Let u € Po(R?) be absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure \g
on RY having a continuous density function f. We call p is k-radially controlled on R if there
exists A > 0 and a continuous non-increasing function g : Ry — Ry such that

VE e RY, €] > A, F€) < g(¢]) and /R 24 g(2)dr < +oo.

Note that the c-th polynomial tail with ¢ > k + d and the hyper-exponential tail are sufficient
conditions to satisfy the k-radially controlled assumption. A typical example of hyper-exponential
tail is the multidimensional normal distribution N (m, X).

For u,v € P2(R?) and for every K € N*, we have

lexn —expllay = sup lex, u(z) —ex, (@) < Walp,v), (1.20)
z€(R4)K

by a simple application of the triangle inequality for the L?—norm (see e.g. [GL0O0] Formula (4.4)
and Lemma 3.4). Hence, if (j1,)n>1 is a sequence in Pa(RY) converging for the Wj-distance to
oo € P2(R%), then for every K € N*,

n—-+oo

||6K1/"‘n - 6K7Hoo||sup S WQ(IU’WI’/’[’OO) - O (121)

2 General Case

In this section, we first establish in Theorem 2.1l a non-asymptotic upper bound of the quantization
performance Dy, ,,_ (™) — inf,crayx Drc o (). Then we discuss the convergence rate of the
optimal quantizer sequence in Theorem

Theorem 2.1 (Non-asymptotic upper bound for the quantization performance). Let K € N* be
the quantization level. For every n € N* U {oc}, let p,, € P2(R?) with card(supp(un)) > K.
Assume that Wa(in, i) — 0 as n — +00. For every n € N*, let (") be an optimal quantizer of
tn. Then

DKvNoo (x(n)) - xel(ES)K DK,Hoo (x) < 46;(,pr2(””7 Moo) + 4W22(Mna ,U/oo)v

where ej; , is the optimal error of poo at level K defined in (T3).

Proof of Theorem [Zl Let 2(>) be an optimal quantizer of fio. Remark that here we do not need
that 2(>) is the limit of (™). First, we have (see e.g. Corollary 4.1 in [Gy602))

(n)

€K oo (1" ) - e}t(”u.(x, = €K, oo (x(n)) — €K, (x(n)) + €K, pun (z(n)) ~ €K oo (1"(00))



S 2 H€K7N‘oc - eKaHanup S 2W2(lu’77/’lu’00)’ (21)

where the first inequality is due to the fact that for any u,v € Po(R?) with respective K-level
optimal quantizers z* and z”, if ex ,(2") > ek ,(x"), we have

lex,u(z") — exw(z”)| = ex (@) — exu(@¥) < exu(@”) — exw(2”) < llex o, — eK,uanup-

If ex u(2*) < ex,(x”), we have the same inequality by the same reasoning.

Moreover,

D o (2) — oot Prone () = Prcpos (@) = D ()

< [eKnU'oo (x(n)) + K o (z(oo))} (eKﬁuoo (x(n)) T EK oo (x(oo)))

< 2[ex o (2™) = ex o (2°)) + 264 ()] Wa(pin, pioc)  (by @)

< AWa (i, o) + €3¢ ] - Walbin, pios)  (by @)

< deje, Wallin, fios) + AW (i, oo O

Let B(z,r) denote the ball centered at 2 with radius r. Recall that F = {:I: = (21,...,TK) €
(RYE | ; # a5, if i # j}. Remark that if z € Fg, then every y € B(x,  mini<; j<k,izj |%: — 2;])
still lies in F. In the following theorem, we give an estimate of the convergence rate of the optimal
quantizer sequence (™ n € N*.

Theorem 2.2 (Convergence rate of optimal quantizers). Let K € N* be the quantization level. For
every n € N* U {oo}, let pin € P2(RY) with card(supp(pn)) > K. Assume that Wa(jin, ftoc) — 0
asn — +o0. For every n € N*, let (™) be an optimal quantizer of ju, and let Gk (poo) denote the
set of all optimal quantizers of peo. If the following assumptions hold

(a) the distortion function Dk, is twice differentiable at every x € Fi;
(b) card(Gk (o)) < +00;

(c) for every x(>) € Gk (o), the Hessian matriz of Dk .., denoted by Hp, , , is positive
definite in the neighbourhood of z(°) having eigenvalues lower bounded by some \* > 0,

then, for n large enough,

n 2 8 . 8

d(.%'( )’ GK(MOO)) < FeKaﬂoo ’ WQ(:U'M foo) + W : WQQ(Mna :uoo)'
Remark 2.1. Section 3 provides a detailed discussion of the conditions in Theorem and their
relation between each other.

(1) First, in Section B we establish that if p. is 1-radially controlled, then its distortion function
Dg .. is twice continuously differentiable at every x € Fix and give an exact formula of the Hessian
matrix Hp, , (x) in Proposition Bl Thus, one may obtain Condition (c) either by an explicit
computation or by numerical methods. Moreover, if Hp, , is positive definite at = € F, it is also
positive definite in its neighbourhood. In Section 3.2, we establish several sufficient conditions for
the positive definiteness of the Hessian matrix Hp, ,  in the neighbourhood of z(*) € G (pioo)
in one dimension.

(2) If the distribution pe is 1-radially controlled, a necessary condition for Condition (c) is Con-
dition (b) (see Lemma ). Thus, if card(Gk (es)) = 400, it is more reasonable to consider the
non-asymtotic upper bound of the performance (Theorem [ZT]) to study the convergence rate of



the optimal quantization. A typical example is the standard multidimensional normal distribution
too = N (0, Iy): it is 1-radially controlled and any rotation of an optimal quantizer z is still optimal
so that card(Gk (tis)) = +00.

Proof of Theorem[2.2, Since the quantization level K is fixed throughout the proof, we will drop
the subscripts K and p of the distortion function D, and we will denote by D,, (respectively,
Do) the distortion function of p, (resp. fioo).

After Pollard’s theorem, (2(™), cn- is bounded and any limiting point of (™ lies in G (f1oo )
We may assume that, up to the extraction of a subsequence of z(")| still denoted by z(™), we have
2™ — 20 € Gk (poo). Hence d(2™, G (liso)) < |2 — 2(*9)|.

Proposition [Tl implies that z(°) € Fx. As Do is twice differentiable at (>, the second
order Taylor expansion of D at () reads:

1
Do () = Do (%)) + <VDOO(90(°°)) | (™ — x(OO)> + §HDOC (¢ (M) — 5(o0))®2

where Hp_, denotes the Hessian matrix of D, ¢ lies in the geometric segment (:c(") , :C(OO)) and
for a matrix A and a vector u, Au®? stands for u” Au.

As 2(™) € Gk (o) = argmin Dy, and card (supp(tiec)) > K, one has VDo (2(>)) = 0. Hence
Do (1) = Do (a1)) = S Hp () (o) — )22, 22)
It follows from Theorem [2.1] that
Hp_ (C("))(z(") _ x(oo)>®2 _ 2(Doo (x(n)) _ Doo(w(oo)))

< 8eic 0 Waljins 100) + 8WE (1, foc). (23)

By Condition (c), Hp__ is assumed to be positive definite in the neighbourhood of all (> €
Gk (Jioo) having eigenvalues lower bounded by some A\* > 0. As ¢(™ lies in the geometric segment
(™, 2(>)) and (™) — 2(°°) there exists an ngo(x(>)) such that for all n > ng, Hp_(¢™) is a
positive definite matrix. It follows that, for n > ny,

2
A ) 7z<oo>} < Hp_ (¢™)(z(m) — g(e0))®2

< 86;(,;%0)/\}2(:“7“#00) + 8W§(Nmﬂ<>®)-

Thus, one can directly conclude by multiplying at each side of the above inequality by )\% O

Based on conditions in Theorem[2.2] if we know the exact limit of the optimal quantizer sequence
z(") | we have the following result whose proof is similar to that of Theorem

Corollary 2.1. Let K € N* be the quantization level. For every n € N* U {oo}, let u, € P2(R9)
with card(supp(un)) > K. Assume that Wa(jin, fies) — 0 as n — +0o. Let (™) € argmin Dk,
such that lim,, (™ — (). If the Hessian matriz of Dx, .. 5 positive definite in the neighbour-
hood of z(°°), then, for n large enough,

2
’-T(n) - -T(OO)’ < C,Slol : WQ(,U'mMoo) + Cp(LiZ, : W%(Mnaﬂoo)a

where C’l(tlal and C’l(il are real constants only depending on pioo.



3 Hessian matrix Hp, , of the distortion function Dy ,

Let pu € P2(R?) with card(supp(n)) > K and let z* be an optimal quantizer of ;1 at level K. In
Section Bl we show conditions under which the distortion function Dk, is twice differentiable
and give the exact formula of its Hessian matrix Hp, ,. In Section 3.2 we give several criterions
for the positive definiteness of the Hessian matrix Hp,, , in the neighbourhood of an optimal
quantizer z* in dimension 1.

3.1 Hessian matrix Hp, , on R¢

If 41 is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure A\q on R? with the density
function f, then the distortion function Dk, is differentiable (see [Pag98]) at all point z =
($1, ...,mK) € Fy with

aDK, Iz

oz, (x) = Q/W(I)(xi =) f()A(dg), fori=1,.. K. (3.1)

In the following Proposition, we give a criterion for the twice differentiability of the distortion
function D .

Proposition 3.1. Let yu € P2(R?) be absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesque measure
Ag on R with a continuous density function f. If i is 1-radially controlled, then

(1) the distortion function Dk, is twice differentiable at every @ € Fx and the Hessian matric

2°D .

Hpy ,(z) = [%jg;““ (J:)} lciciek is defined by
82DK7M _ ) ) 1 ij . .
W(ﬂﬁ) = 2/\/i(ac)ﬁVj(x)(xz -8 @ (z; —§)- mf(@)\z (d¢), ifj#1, (3.2)
821)1( m 1 ..

2@ =2V Y [ wegewm-o —torewae). 69

ox? [ ( ) ; V; (2)NV; () lz; — 24 }
1<j<K

where in (Z3) and (33), u @ v = [uvI]1<ij<a for any two vectors u = (ul,...,u?) and

v=(v!,..,0%) in RY;

.. 9?Drk. . . . . .
(i1) every element amjazi of the Hessian matriz Hp, , is continuous at every v € Fy.

The proof of Proposition 3] is postponed to Appendix C. The following lemma shows that
under the condition of Proposition Bl Condition (c¢) in Theorem 22 implies Condition (b).

Lemma 3.1. Let p € Po(R?) be absolutely continuous with the respect to the Lebesgue measure g
on R® with a continuous density function f. If ps is 1-radially controlled and card(GK (;LOO)) =
+00, then there exists a point x € G (loo) such that the Hessian matriz Hp, , = of Dk ., at
has an eigenvalue 0.

Proof of Lemma[31. We denote by Hp_, instead of Hp, , to simplify the notation. Proposi-
tion [Tl implies that G (o) is a compact set. If card(Gk (fioo)) = +00, there exists z,2*) €
Gk (o), k € N* such that ) — 2 when k — 4o00. Set uy = , k > 1, then we have

o]
|ux| = 1 for all k& € N*. Hence, there exists a subsequence (k) of k such that u,() converges to
some u with |a| = 1.

10



The Taylor expansion of Dk, at z reads:
1
Do (#70) = D (2) + (Vs o () [ 220 =) 4 5 Hp  (CPW) (@2 — )2,
where ¢#(F) lies in the geometric segment (2#(®) 2). Since z,2) k € N* € Gg (o), then

VDk () = 0 and for any k € N*, D, (2#®)) = Dk, (x). Hence, for any k € N*,
Hp_ (¢¥R)(x#®) — £)®2 = 0. Consequently, for any k € N*,

(k) _ ®2
ey (LT TN
HDoo(g )(}:C‘P(k) 756}) 0
Thus we have Hp__(z)u®? = 0 by letting k — 400, so that Hp__ (z) has an eigenvalue 0. O

3.2 A criterion for positive definiteness of Hp_(z*) in 1-dimension

Let p € P2(R) with card(supp(,u)) > K. Assume that p is absolutely continuous with respect
to the Lebesgue measure having a density function f. In the one-dimensional case, it is useful to
point out a sufficient condition for the uniqueness of optimal quantizer. A probability distribution
w is called strongly unimodal if its density function f satisfies that I = {f > 0} is an open (possibly
unbounded) interval and log f is concave on I. Let Fl‘g = {m = (z1,..,2r) ERE | —c0 < 21 <
To < . < T < —l—oo}.

Lemma 3.2. For K € N* if u is strongly unimodal with card(supp(u)) > K, then there is only
one stationary (then optimal) quantizer of level K in F;

We refer to [Kie83], [Tru82], [BP93] and [GLO0][see Theorem 5.1] for the proof of Lemma [B.2]
and for more details.

Given a K-tuple = (z1,...,2x) € Fj, the Voronoi region V;(z) can be explicitly written:
Vi(z) = (—o0, L422], Vi (z) = [ZE112E 4 oo) and V() = [t Zib2ett] for j = 2, K — 1.
For all x € F}f, Dk, ,, is differentiable at z and by @.I) and

VD, u(x) = VV( )Q(xi —Of(©)ds | : (3.4)

Therefore, as VD ,(z*) = 0, one can solve the optimal quantizer 2* € F}& as follows,

 Jpe €100
ot = it §S O

u(VZ(:E*)) , fori=1,.. K. (3.5)

For any = € F' ;, the Hessian matrix Hp, , of Dk , at x is a tridiagonal symmetry matrix and
can be calculated as follows,

A1 —Bi2 —Bip
Hpy ,(z) = —Bi—1,i Ai—Bi—1,i — Biiy1  —Biit1 ;

—Bk-1,k Ax — Br-1,K
(3.6)

where 4; = 2(Cy(z)) for 1 <i < K and B; j = 3(z; — ;) f(2E%) for 1 <i<j < K. Let F,

11



be the cumulative distribution function of u, then

)

Ai = 2u(Ci(z)) = 2[FM(%) - FM(#)} for i=2,..K—1,

Ax = 21(C(w)) =2[1 - F#(WH

x +x2)

Then the continuity of each term in the matrix Hp, ,(2) can be directly derived from the continuity
of F,.

9’D, P Drp
O0x;0x;

conditions to obtain the positive deﬁnlteness of Hp, , (z*).

For 1 < i < K, we define L;( Z (x). The following proposition gives sufficient

Proposition 3.2. Let p € Po(R) with card(supp(p)) > K. Assume that p is absolutely contin-
uwous with respect to the Lebesgue measure having a density function f. Any of the following two
conditions implies the positive definiteness of Hp,. ,(x*),

(i) w is the uniform distribution,

(ii) f is differentiable and log f is strictly concave.
In particular, (i1) also implies that L;(xz*) >0,i=1,..., K.

Proposition is proved in Appendix D. Remark that, under the conditions of Proposition
B2 u is strongly unimodal so that there is exactly one optimal quantizer in Fj- for u at level K.
The conditions in Proposition directly imply the following convergence rate results.

Theorem 3.1. Let K € N* be the quantization level. For everyn € N*U{oo}, let uy, € P2(R) with
card(supp(,un)) > K be such that Wa(tin, tteo) = 0 as n — 400. Assume that poo is absolutely
continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure, written poo(d€) = f(€)d€. Let ™ be an optimal
quantizer of p, converging to (°). Then any one of the following two conditions

(1) poo is the uniform distribution

(it) f is differentiable and log f is strictly concave

implies the existence of constants C’(lol and C’,(il only depending on s such that for n large enough,

2
‘x(”) — x(”)‘ < C  Wa(pn, proo) + C2 W3 (1t o)

Proof. Let Dk, denote the distortion function of po and let Hp_ denote the Hessian matrix
of DK1 oo *

(i) Let gi(x) be the k-th leading principal minor of Hp_ (x) defined in (3:6)), then gx(x), k =1,..., K,
are continuous functions in z since every element in this matrix is continuous. Proposition
implies gx(x(°)) > 0, thus there exists 7 > 0 such that for every € B(z(>),r), gr(z(>)) > 0 so
that Hp__ (x) is positive definite. What remains can be directly proved by Corollary 211

& DK uoo
O0x;0x;

Li(2(>)) > 0. Hence, there eX1sts r > 0 such that Vo € B(2(*),r), Ly(z) > 0. From (Z.8),

(74) The function L,( Z (z) is continuous on x and Proposition implies that

12



one can remark that the i-th diagonal elements in Hp_ (x) is always larger than L;(x) for any
x € RE | then after Gershgorin Circle theorem, we derive that Hp__ (z) is positive definite for every
z € B(z(*) r). What remains can be directly proved by Corollary 211 O

4 Empirical measure case

Let K € N* be the quantization level. Let p € Payc(R?) for some e > 0 and card(supp(p)) > K.
Let X be a random variable with distribution p and let (X,),>1 be a sequence of independent
identically distributed R%valued random variables with probability distribution . The empirical
measure is defined for every n € N* by

1
o= = Ox. Q 4.1
Mo, n lzzl Xi(w), W SIRVA ( )

where 8, is the Dirac mass at a. For n > 1, let (" be an optimal quantizer of e The
superscript w is to emphasize that both u and ("¢ are random and we will drop w when there
is no ambiguity. We cite two results of the convergence of Wa(u®, 1) among so many researches
in this topic: the a.s. convergence in [Pol82b][see Theorem 7] and the LP-convergence rate of
Wy (ks , 1) in [EGI5].

Theorem. ([FG15[sec Theorem 1]) Let p > 0 and let u € Py(R?) for some ¢ > p. Let u¥ denote
the empirical measure of pv defined in ({.1]). There exists a constant C only depending on p,d,q
such that, for alln > 1,

nY2 4 pla-p)/a if p>d/2andq#2p
E(Wﬁ(u%u)) < CMY (1) x {2 log(14n) +n~@"P/9 if p=d/2and q # 2p - (43
nP/d 4 p—(a-p)/a if pe (0,d/2) and q # d/(d — p)

where My (1) = f]Rd €17 p(dE).

Let Dk, ,, denote the distortion function of 1 and let Dy ,,,, denote the distortion fuction of u
for any n € N*. Recall by Definition [T that for ¢ = (c1, ..., cx) € (RH)E,

Di.u(e) =B min |X — e’ =E[|X]+ min (= 2(Xa) +esf)]

1<k<K
1 1 2 «
_ 4 . o 2 _ 1 2 . _“ ) 2
D)= 13 i -l = LS i (23000 + )
= i= 1=

The a.s. convergence of optimal quantizers for the empirical measure has been proved in [Pol81].
We give a first upper bound of the clustering performance by applying directly Theorem 2.1] and

@2).

Proposition 4.1. Let K € N* be the quantization level. Let u € Pq(Rd) for some q > 2 with
card(supp(p)) > K and let p% be the empirical measure of p defined in ({1). Let (™ be an
optimal quantizer at level K of p. Then for any n > K,

EDg ,(z™*) — inf Dg ,.(z)

ze(R)K
n~=4 4 p=(a=2)/2q if d <4andq#4
< Cu,qpu,x X n_1/4(10g(1 +n)) Y2 4 pm@=2/20 if g = 4 and q#4 . (4.3)
n~1/d 4 p=la=2)/2 if d>4andq#d/(d—2)
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where Cq,q,, 1 15 6 constant depending on d,q, ;v and the quantization level K.

The reason why we only consider n > K is that for a fixed n € N*, the empirical measure p,
defined in (@) is supported by n points, which implies that, if n < K, the optimal quantizer of
tn at level K, viewed as a set, is in fact supp(uy,). This makes the above bound of no interest.
Following the remark after Theorem 1 in [FGI5], one can remark that if the probability distribution
& has sufficiently large moments (namely if ¢ > 4 when d < 4 and ¢ > 2d/(d — 2) when d > 4),
then the term n~(9=2)/2¢ ig negligible and can be removed.

Proof of Proposition [{.1] For every w € 2 and for every n > K, Theorem [2.1] implies that

Dic(a) = int Dicu(r) < defe, Walus, )+ W3 (i ).

Thus,

EDp,(e") = inf | Diep(@) < 4cic EWa ki 1) + AEWS (13, ).

It follows from (2] applied with p = 2 that

n~1/2 1 p=(a=2)/q ifd<4andq#4
EW; (45 1) < Cag x {n~/?log(1+n) +n~(172/0 ifd=4andq#4 (44
n=2/d 4 p—(a-2)/q ifd>4andq#d/(d—2)

where Cy 4, = C-M2'%(11) and C is the constant in (E2). Moreover, as E W, (u&, 1) < (EW3 (1%, 1)) 1/2

and va + b < \/a + /b for any a,b € R, Inequality [@2)) also implies

n=1/4 1 p=(a-2)/2¢ ifd<4andq#4
EWa (g, 1) < Ccll{q%# X n_1/4(10g(1 + n))1/2 +n(0=2/2¢ ifd=4andq+#4
n—1/d 4 n=(a=2)/2q ifd>4andq # d/(d—2)

Consequently,

EDp(e0) = inf | Dicy(r) < deic EWa(ui, 1) + AEWE (1 ).

1/2
< S(Cd,qﬂu,eﬁ(,u V Ca,q,u) X

n—1/4 1 p—(a-2)/2q ifd<4andg#4
n=V4(log(1 +n))"* +n~@=2/20 ifd=4and q # 4 . (49)
n~1/d 4 p—(a—-2)/2q ifd>4andq#d/(d—2)

One can conclude by setting Cg g, .,k = 8(037/(12#6’}(# V Cag,u)- O

Remark 4.1. When d > 4, if % > % ie. g > dQ—_dQ, Inequality (d4]) can be upper bounded as
follows,

log(l14+n) ifd=4andq+#4
ifd>4andq#d/(d—2)

SN N

n-
EWS(M%M) < 2Ccl,q,un_l/d x { _
n

log(14+n) ifd=4andq#4
ifd>4andq#d/(d—2)’

Q= Rl

< 20d7q7uK71/d x {n
-

since we consider only n > K and if ¢ > d2—_d2, the term n~(972)/24 hecomes negligible as n grows.
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Consequently, (£5) can be bounded by
E Dy, (2 — Ei(lﬂgﬁ)x Dic (@) < defe JEWa (), 1) + AEW3 (s, 11).
172 . _
<8(CY2 €V 20, K D) x
{n% [(log(1 +n))% +log(1+n)] ifd=4andq#4

) : (4.6)
_ ifd>4andq#d/(d—2)

2n~4d
By the non-asymptotic Zador theorem (II7), one has
e?{,u < Cd,q(,u)aq(,u)Kil/d

with (1) = mingega [ [pa |€ — al? u(d&)}l/q. Thus, Inequality ([@6]) can be upper-bounded as
follows,

E Dy, (z(M) — zei(i%g)x D pu(w) < dege EWs (i, 1) + AE W3 (s, ).

<8KMN(CE Cag()og(p) V 2Ciu ) X

n=i [(log(1 +n))% + log(1 +n)] ifd=4andq+#4
a ifd>4andq#d/(d—2)’

2n~d

from which one can remark that the constant Cq 4, x in Proposition Bl is roughly decreasing as
K1/,

A second upper bound of the clustering performance is provided in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.1. Let K € N* be the quantization level. Let i € Po(R?) with card (supp(p)) > K and
let p be the empirical measures of (v defined in ({.1)), generated by i.i.d observations X1, ..., Xn, ...
We denote by (M ¢ (RHE an optimal quantizer of u& at level K. Then,

(a) General upper bound of the performance.

) w . 2K
E D (™)~ int Do) < (130 + o ()% + 21 (ran + prc() ], (47)
where ry, = H maxj<;<n | Xi| H2 and pi () is the mazimum radius of optimal quantizers of p,

defined in (I.13).

(b) Asymptotic upper bound for distribution with polynomial tail. For p > 2, if pu has a c-th
polynomial tail with ¢ > d + p, then

n),w 3 K
B gl Pren) <

where Cy, p is a constant depending u,p and limg vx = 1.

2(p+d)
2 Ae—p—a) /K
Cyupn?/? + 6K T o }

(c) Asymptotic upper bound for distribution with hyper-exponential tail. Recall that p has a
hyper-exponential tail if u = f - A\g and there exists T > 0,k,9 > 0,¢ > —d and A > 0 such
that V&€ € RE €] > A = f(€) = 71€[e K", If k > 2, we can obtain a more precise upper
bound of the performance

1+ (logn)*/"™ + yi (log K )*/*(1 + 2)2/'{},

E[Dk, (™) = inf Dk ()] < Coup- ;

z€(R4)K

LY
NG
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where Cy ., 15 a constant depending ¥, k, u and limsupg vk = 1.
In particular, if p = N(m, %), the multidimensional normal distribution, we have

. K 2
E[D}gu(l'(n)’w) — zeglg)K Dk, u(z)] <Oy NG [1 +logn 4+ vk - (log K) (1 + E)},

where limsupy yx = 1 and C, = 24 - (1 V log 2Ee|X|2/4) where X is a random variable with
distribution yi. Moreover, when = N(0,14), C,, = 24(1 + £) - log 2.

The proof of Theorem [4.1] relies on the Rademacher process theory. A Rademacher sequence
(04)ie{1,...,n} is a sequence of i.i.d random variables with a symmetric {#1}-valued Bernoulli dis-
tribution, independent of (X7, ..., X,) and we define the Rademacher process R, (f),f € F by
Ru(f) = L3 05 f(X;i). Remark that the Rademacher process Ry (f) depends on the sample
{X1,..., X} of the probability measure pu.

Theorem (Symmetrization inequalites). For any class F of p-integrable functions, we have
Ellpn — pll7 < 2ERull £,

where for a probability distribution v, ||v||z = supscr [V(f)| = supser | [pa fdv| and |Ru| £ =
sup ez [Ra(f)I-

For the proof of the above theorem, we refer to [Koll1][see Theorem 2.1]. Another more detailed
reference is [VDVWO96][see Lemma 2.3.1]. We will also introduce the Contraction principle in the
following theorem and we refer to [BLM13][see Theorem 11.6] for the proof.

Theorem (Contraction principle). Let a1, ..., 2, be vectors whose real-valued components are in-
dexed by T, that is, ©; = (z;)seT- For each i = 1,...n, let ¢; : R — R be a Lipschitz func-
tion such that ¢;(0) = 0. Let 01,...,0, be independent Rademacher random wvariables and let

Mﬁi(y)’ be the uniform Lipschitz constant of the function p;. Then

Cr, = MaXj<;<n SUPz ycR -

TFy

E{sup z”: Ui@i(xi7s)} <cr-E [ sup z”: Uixw] . (4.8)

s€T =1 s€T =1

Remark that, if we consider random variables (Y7 s, ..., Yy s)se7 independent of (o1, ..., 04, ) and
forall s € T and i € {1,...,n}, Y; s is valued in R, then ([L8) implies that

E[Sup iai@i(yi,s)] = E{E[Supiﬂi%(yi,s) | (Y1, "-aYn,s)SET:|}

seT i—1 seT i—1

<er B{E[sup Y 0¥ | (Vi Yaohser| } S e E[sup > oi¥is]. (49)
seT ;4 seT ;4

The proof of Theorem [£1]is inspired by that of Theorem 2.1 in [BDLOS].

Proof of Theorem[{.1]l (a) In order to simplify the notation, we will denote by D (respectively Dy,)
instead of Dk, ,, (resp. Dk, ,,) the distortion function of p (resp. pn). For any ¢ = (c1,...,ck) €
(RY)K | note that the distortion function D(c) of p can be written as

. 2 2 . 2
'D(C) = E[lgllclgnK |X — Ck| ] = E[ |X| + 1%1}161§DK(—2<X|01€> + |Ck| )]

We define D(c) := minj << (— 2(X|ex) + |ex|” ). Similarly, for the distortion function D,, of the
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empirical measure fi,,

n

1 — 1 2 &
Do) =3 2 g Xe—al = 53 PGP+ min, (= 03 (il + ),

we define Dy, (c) = mini<p<x (— 2 S0 (Xilew) + |cx|” ). We will drop w in 2(™ to alleviate the

n

notation throughout the proof. Let x € argmin Dy ,. It follows that

E[D(z™) - D(x)] = [5(96( ) = D(@)] = E[D(™) = Dp(z™)] + E[Dn (™) - D(z)]
—Dn(z™)] + E[Dy(z) — D(x)]. (4.10)

Define for n,z € RY, f,(z) = —2(n|z) + Inl*.

Part (i): Upper bound of E[D(z™) — D, (z™)]. Let R,(w) == max;<i<n |Xi(w)|. Remark that
for every w € Q, R,(w) is invariant with the respect to all permutations of the components of
(X1,...,Xn). Let Bg denote the ball centred at 0 with radius R. Then, owing to Proposition
[T i), ™ = (21", ...,2%)) € BE . Hence,

E [5@(”))_571@(”))] <E sup (5(0) - Dn(c))

) K
c EBRn,
n

1
=E[ s (B, o) =3 32wy Jo(X0)

n n

B 1 X7 1 _
E[Czlé% E[nglg}chfck( )7E§1<k<Kfck z)}Xb...,XnH, (4.11)

where X7,..., X, are ii.d random variable with the distribution y, independent of (Xi,..., Xp).
Let Ry, = maxi<i<n |X;| V |X]|, then (£II) becomes

n

E[D(")-D(x™)] <E[ sup E[lz min o, (X))~ 23" in Fer(X0)| X1, X

cEBK =1 1<k<K n =1 1<k<K
1 & L GO
SE[E[CSEE (Hzllgzlcli%f At z)Elegllcléleck(Xi))}le'-'7Xn]:|
on 2 1=
1 n
=E[ sup _Z(1$9Kfck( /)*&?EKJC%( )] (4.12)

ceBf, i

The distribution of (X7, ..., Xy, X7, ..., X)) and that of Ra, are invariant with the respect to all
permutation of the components in (X7, ..., Xp, X1, ..., X,,). Hence,

n

E[@(x("))—ﬁn(x("))]zl[ﬂ[ sup lZaz( min_ f., (X]) — n fo (X ))]

CEBK n = 1<k<K 1<k<K

sup ZUHE}?E feo (XD] + sup ZJZ min  fe, (X;)]

ceB ceBRK . 1<k<K

=2E] C:;E Z o; lgllclélK fe (X3)]. (4.13)

In the second line of (£I3), we can change the sign before the second term since —o; has the
same distribution of ¢;, and we will continue to use this property throughout the proof. Let
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sup
c EBg

SK:E[

Zm

K in what follows.

min f., (X;)| and we provide an upper bound for Sk by induction on

1<k<K

» For K =1,
1< 2
Sy = ; ~E =N "o~ 20 X
1 CGSEEM ;0 1g}lcngf )] [CESEII:% - izla (—2(clXi) + )]
<2E] sup oi(c|Xs)] + E[ sup o; |c|
2
< _E|: sup C| 0 X :| + E{ Uz |R2n| :|
2
< —E[ sup 0 X c|} + IE al -E|Rap|?
(by Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and 1ndependence of o; and X;)
n n 2
2
<= IDaXi|| clRanlly+ =D il - 1 Ranll5
i=1 i=1 2
2 1 2 _ [[Ranlly
< E\/HHX1“2 ’ ||R2n||2 + % HR2nH2 < 7(2 ||X1H2 + ||R2n||2 ) (4-14)

The first inequality of the
since the (o1, ...,

[max <i<n [Yilll, where Y7, ...,

o) is independent of (Xi, ...

last line of I4) follows from E |1, s Xi|> = ES ", 02 X2 = nEX?
,Xn) and Eg; = 0. For n € N* define r,
Y, arei.i.d random variables with probability distribution . Hence,

T2n = ||Ran|ly, since (Y1, ..., Y2,) has the same distribution as (X1, ..., Xp, X1, ..., X},). Therefore,
S1 < 2 (21X |y + ran).
1< — 1 on
Vn ?
» For K =2,
Sy =FE sup 1 im fCl i) A feo (X ))]
¢::(cl,¢:2)€B1222 n
1 1 — a+b a—>b
B[ swp D3 (£ (K0 fea(K0) — 1 (X0 — fes (6] s @y = Y 2P
ceBy, Mo
1 1 « 1 @
< S{BL swp — 301 (fer (X0) + L (X)) +E[ sup — 3 00 fer (X0) = feu (X1}
ceB}, n-- ceB, ni4
1 1 —
< 5{251 +E[ sup Ezal(fcl(Xl)_fcz(Xl))]} (by @))
c€BR,, =1
1
< —{25 +E[ su oif. su i fe } <28, 415
D) 1 01632271 Z f 1 CZGBI];Zn Z f 2 1 ( )
» Next, we will show by induction that Sx < K.S7 for every K € N*. Assume that Sx < K S,
for K +1,
Skt = E[ :;EH n Z i 1<k<K+1 for (X )}
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E[ Sup EZUZ( rnin ka(X’L')/\fCK+1(Xi))}

<k<
CEB;;;;: n =1 1<k<K

IN

1gllc1£K Jer(Xa) = ferin (X3)

I}

%E{ sup lim{( min fck(Xi)WLfCKﬂ(Xi))*

<k<
CEB;;;:: n =1 1<k<K

n

%E{ sup lzaz( min fck(Xi)+ch+1(Xi))

<k<
CeBgthl n =1 1<k<K

1
5 (8K + 81+ Sic +51) < Sk + 81 < (K +1)S1. (4.16)

IN

n

+ sup lZai

K+1 T
ceBR;ﬂ i=1

BB S (X0 = fo ()

IN

Hence,
_ _ 2K - 19
E [D(z™) — Dp(x™)] < 28k < 2K S < TT?

Part (i): Upper bound of E[D,(z) — D(z)]. As x = (21, ...,xx) is an optimal quantizer of u, we
have maxi<p<k |zx| < pr (@) owing to the definition of px (u) in (LIH). Consequently,

(21 X1l + 72n)- (4.17)

E[Dn(z) = D(z)] <E sup [Dn(c) — D(c)]

) K
¢ EBPK(N)

By the same reasoning of Part (I), we have E[D,(z) —D(z)] < %pK(u) (21X 1[I, + px (1)) Hence

E[D(z™) —D(z)] < = 211Xl +7r2n) + f/—l;px(u)@ X1l + pxc ()

vn
2K
< 7 |:T§n + p%c (1) + 271 (ran + PK(M))} : (4.18)
The proof of (b) and (¢) is postponed in Appendix E. O

5 Appendix

5.1 Appendix A: Proof of Pollard’s Theorem

Proof of Pollard’s Theorem. Since the quantization level K is fixed, in this proof, we drop the
subscript K of the distortion function and denote by D,, (respectively, Do) the distortion function
of pun (resp. poo).

We know (™ € argmin D,, owing to Proposition [T that is, for all y € (y1,...,yx) € (R)E,
we have D, (™) < D, (y). For every fixed y = (y1, ..., yx), we have D,,(y) — Do (y) after (LZ1)
so that

limsup D,(z™) < inf Do (y). 5.1
imsup Dn(z )—yeﬁ%d)r« () (5.1)

Assume that there exists an index set Z C {1,..., K} and Z° # @ such that (xgn))iezﬁnzl is
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bounded and (zgn)%ezc,nzl is not bounded. Then there exists a subsequence t(n) of n such that

2O L F 9 er,

(RSHAS

After (L2I), we have Dy, ()12 > D (22 — Wy (11, poo). Hence,
lim inf Dy () (x(w(n)))1/2 > lim inf DOO(N(")))”Q
so that

lim inf Dy, (N2 > Jim inf Dy (2(¥())1/2

= [Hmninf ie{rlr,l.i.r.l,K} N _ 5’2 I 1/2
Z[/ g i |27 e meta]*
s~ i o2
where we used Fatou’s Lemma in the third line. Thus, (5I)) and (52]) imply that
mln’ 5) )< inf Daly). (5.3)

€L ye(R4)K

This implies that Z = {1,..., K'} after Proposition [T (otherwise, (5.3) implies that elZl*(pq) <

ef* (1oo ) with |Z| < K, which is contradictory to Proposition[[I}+(i)). Therefore, (2(™)) is bounded
and any limiting point 2(>) € argmin, ¢ (gayx Doo (T). O

5.2 Appendix B: Proof of Proposition [I.1] - (iii)

We define the open Voronoi cell generated by z; with respect to the Euclidean norm |- | by
0 R | € —z; i — ;] ). 4
Vilo)={¢eR | |§ —ai| < _min _ [6—a;l} (5.4)

It follows from [GLO0][see Proposition 1.3] that intVy, (z) = V;? (), where int A denotes the interior
of a set A. Moreover, if we denote by Ay the Lebesgue measure on R%, we have \g (GVIZ(:E)) =0,
where 0A denotes the boundary of A (see [GLO0][Theorem 1.5]). If p € P2(RY) and z* is an
optimal quantizer of u, even if u is not absolutely continuous with the respect of A4, we have
1(0Vy, (z%)) =0 for all i € {1,..., K} (see [GLOO][Theorem 4.2]).

Proof. Assume that there exists an z* = (27, ..., %) € Gk (1) in which there exists k € {1, ..., K'}
such that x} ¢ H,.

Case (I): ,u(ngZ (I'*) Nsupp(u)) = 0. The distortion function can be written as

Dic, (e Z/ el ae) = Z/o € — 27 u(de)

b ()
(since z* is optimal and |-| is Euclidean, M(@Vgci (F*)) =0 and intV,, (") = V2 (I))
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Z/ € 1 u(d) = D @), (55)

i=1,i#k (I)

where T = (27, ..., %5 _,, T} 1, -, Tf ). Therefore, I = {@}, s xp_ T, - T} is also a K-level
optimal quantizer with card(T") < K, contradictory to Proposition [LT]- (i).

Case (II): ;L(VI"z (T*) Nsupp(p)) > 0. Since xj # H,, there exists a hyperplane H strictly
separating x; and H,. Let &} be the orthogonal projection of xj; on H. For any z € H,, let b
denote the point in the segment joining z and xz} which lies on H, then (b — &} |z} — &}) = 0.
Hence,

jaf — b = [ — b + [ — & ° > &} — b
Therefore, |z — 27| < |z — b+ |b—Z}| < |z —b| + |z} — b] = |z — z}|.

Let B(x,r) denote the ball on R centered at = with radius 7. Since ,u(ngZ (I'*) Nsupp(p)) > 0,
there exists a € Vex (T'*) Nsupp(p) such that 3r > 0, u(B(a,7r)) > 0 (when r = 0, B(a,r) = {r}).
Moreover,

v € Blayr), 18— a1l <18~ wil < minld - . (5.6)

Let & := (27, .., ¥f_1, Bf, Tjyqs - T ), (B0) implies D, ,(2) < Dx, u(2z*). This is contradictory

with the fact that z* is an optimal quantizer. Hence, 2™ € H,,. O

5.3 Appendix C: Proof of Proposition [3.1]

We use Lemma 11 in [FP95] to compute the Hessian matrix Hp, , of Dk .

Lemma 5.1 (Lemma 11 in [FPQ%J) Let ¢ be a countinous R- valued function defined on [0,1]%.
For every x € Dg = {y € ([0,1]* ) | yi # yj if i # 5}, let @4 fV w)dw. Then ®; is
continuously differentiable on Dk and

0P; 1. 1 T; + g
Vi # J, x:/ p(E) =T + x €)W\ (de 5.7
axj() oo (913 P (= )N (d€) (5.7)
md S0 = Y SH@) 5.9
i 1<j<k,j#i O
where 73 = ‘ij:il

M%Z:{UERCI|<’LL*M|Z'¢7£CJ'>:O} (5.9)
and N (d€) denotes the Lebesgue measure on the affine hyperplane M,

Note that one can simplify the result of Lemma (.1l as follows,

0P, 1 2;—x 1 T + g
Vi J (@Z/ P57 (C )N (de)
Oz; Vi(2)NVj(2) 2|z —wi| |y — i 2 }
1“] Z; :L"L + :Cj i
= X (dg)
/w(m>mw<z> —$z|{ )
1 )
=] el - A @) (5.10)
Vi (2)nV; (2) Tj — o]
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Proof of Proposition[3dl. (i) Set "M (&) = (x; — &) f(&)xar(€) with

1 €] < M
(@) =S M+1—-¢] M<|({<M+1.
0 ] > M +1

Set @M (z) = fVi(I) "M (&)d¢ and ®;(x) = fVi(I)(xi — &) f(&)dE for i = 1,..., K. Then (B.I) implies

that 205t = 28, i=1,.., K.

For j =1,...,K and j # 1, it follows from (5I0) that

M
a&_(””) Z/ (i =€) @ (z; =€) %f(g)XM(f))\ij(df), (5.11)
O Vi (x)NVj (z) |z — @i

and fori=1,..., K,

oM 1 -
(z) = Mm(€)dE) g — Ti — T, —&) M(E)NF (dE)],
@ =[( [ rox@i > /vaj(x)( & (ai— 9 —— (O xm(©N ()]

(5.12)
where in (BI0) and (12), u ® v = [u'v9]1<; j<a for any two vectors u = (ul,...,u?) and v =
(v, ..., v%) in RL

We prove now the differentiability of ®; in three steps.
» Step 1: We prove in this part that for every z € Fi,

ho@ = [ @— 98 (@ - o O () < e

()N () |zj — 2]
If Vi(x) NV;(x) = @, it is obvious that h;;(z) = 0 < +00. Now we assume that V;(z) NV;(x) # 2.
Without loss of generality, we assume that Vi (x) N Va(z) = @ and we prove in the following hq2 is
well defined i.e. (hi2(z) € R.

Let
¢ 1

az — a1

a(z,&) = (1 — &) ® (2 — &) f(6). (5.13)

Then
hia(x) = / a(z,{)/\f(df).
%% (m)ﬂVg(m)

Let (e1,...,eq) denote the canonical basis of R%. Set u* = ﬁiiir As x1 # s, there exists
at least one ig € {1,...,d} s.t. (u® | e;,) # 0. Then (u®,e;,1 < i < d,i # ip) forms a new
basis of R%. Applying the Gram-Schmidt orthonormalization procedure, we derive the existence
of a new orthonormal basis (u?,...,u%) of R? such that u¥ = u®. Moreover, the Gram-Schmidt
orthonormalization procedure also implies that «,1 < ¢ < d is continuous in . With respect to
this new basis (uf, ..., u%), the hyperplane M{, defined in (5.9) can be written by

MY, = n —;3@ +span(uf, =2, ...,d),

where span(S) denotes the vector subspace of R? spanned by S. Moreover, note that

Vi(e) V(@) = {€ € My | min o — €] 2 for — € = a2 — €] }.

Then, for every fixed £ ¢ 8(‘/1(:5) N VQ(:E)), the function x — 1y, (2)n1s(2)(§) is continuous in
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z € 'k and
AL2 (8(‘/1(50) N VQ(:C))) -0 (5.14)

since V4 (z) N Va(z) is a polyhedral convex set in MF,.
Now by a change of variable £ = 9“*12 + ZZ o TiUT,

d
Jr
hia(z) = /d ]lvu(m)((rg, ""Td))Oé(:c, 1 ! Z2 + Zriuf)dm...drd, (5.15)
Rd—1

=

where

d
— . r1+x
Via(z) = {(Tg, 1) € R ’ min |z — % - Zriuf

3<k<K

@ } (5.16)

X X d

1 — L2

2’ 5 —Zmu
1=2

Let dVi2(x) be the boundary of Via(z) given by

_ . T+ X2
OVia(x ::{7’ ) € R? 1‘ min |zy — - riu?
12(x) (12,0 7a) L Din |k 5 .211
1=

- | *ztzd:wf b 5a7)
=2

Then (EI4) implies that Aga-1(0Vi2(x)) = 0 where Aga—1 denotes the Lebesgue measure of the
subspace span(uf,i = 2,...,d).

It is obvious that for any a = (a1, ..., aq), b = (b1, ..., ba) € R?, we have |a;b;| < |a||b|,1 <i,j <
d. Thus the absolute value of every term in the matrix

T+ 4
a(zx, 12 2+Zriuf)

=2

r1—xr2 d . ;p L2—T1 __ d d
- (3 Sizp riuf) @ (B — g riuf) (z1+z2 +Zrzuf) (5.18)

|zo — 21

=2

can be upper-bounded by

[l L | b —Ef_zﬁ'“ﬂf(xl - +zd:r-um)
K2

|$2 *$1| 2 =2
2
(=52l + 1S nml) ova &
= [z — o] 5 +;W)
1 Tl + T2 2 z
(P 3 ) o

i=2
where C, > 0 is a constant depending only on z.

The distribution p is assumed to be 1-radially controlled i.e. there exist a constant A > 0 and
a continuous and decreasing function g : Ry — R, such that

VEeRY €] > A, f(€) < g([¢]) and / ag(x)dr < +o0. (5.20)
Ry
Now let K = 1 |z1 4+ 22|V A and let 7 == Zf or;uf. As g is a non-increasing function, it follows

23



that

d d
1=2 1=2

d

2 2 iﬂgn) + iﬂgn) o
<Ce(1+r")  sup ()L <ary + Cu(l + 7] )9(’f + Zriui )1{|T\Z2K}-
£€eB(0,3K) i=2
<Cp(1+1r[*)  sup FE1r<2ry + Ca(1 + |7"|2)9( r| — K)L{jr|>2K}- (5.21)
£€B(0,3K)

Switching to polar coordinates, one obtains by letting s = |r|
/d CI |7“|2 g( |T| — K)]l{mZQK}d?“g...drd
Rd—1
< C’myd/ s%g(s — K)]l{sng}sd_st < Czﬁd/ (s+ K)dg(s)ds
Ry K

< Qdeyd/ (Kd + sd)g(s)ds < 400,
K

where the last inequality follows from (G.20). Thus one obtains

/ [Cx(l + |7"|2) sup f(f)]l{mgﬂ(} +Cy(1+ |7’|2)9( || — K)]]-{\T|22K}}d7’2---d7’d < +o00.
Rd-1 £€B(0,3K)

Hence his is well-defined since

/ la(a, &)] A}f(d@ < +o0. (5.22)
Vi(z)NVa(z)

» Step 2: Now we prove that for any x € F,

oeM

5 () = hig(y)| = 0, (5.23)
Lj

sup
yEB(I,Em)

where €, = § mini<;<j<x |2; — 25| and (5.23) means every term in the matrix converges to 0.

First, for every fixed y € B(x,e,), the absolute value of every term in the following matrix

odM (Wi =8 @y —§) 7
——(y) — hyi(y) = 1-— A (d
b)) = [ B S (1 - xa(©)¥ @
can be upper bounded by
fu(w) /V oo (ensasrsy) Tl O @) (5.24)

Moreover, the inequality (5.22]) implies that fys(y) converges to 0 for every y € B(z,e,) as M —
+00. As (far)m is a monotonically decreasing sequence, one can obtain

sup |fM(y)| -0
yEB(z,¢)

owing to Dini’s theorem, which in turn implies the convergence in (0.23).

» Step 3: It is obvious that ®M(z) converges to ®;(z) for every z € R% as M — +oo since
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(1 € Pa(RY). Hence 221 (x) = hya(z). Then one can directly obtain (3:2) since 2ok — Q‘gfj = 2h;;

612 6Ijli

by applying (B1]). The proof for (B3] is similar.

9*D 8’D
f Ko and Kop

(77) We will only prove the continuity o 5 D o272 at a point x € Fg. The proof for
2
%z?aﬁj for others i, € {1, ..., K} is similar. We take the same definition of a(z,¢) in (&I3), then

02DK,M (.T) — 2/ a(m,f))\iQ(dg)
0x10x2 Vi (z)NVa(z)

and by the same change of variable (513 as in (¢), we have

82DK# xr1 + o d
(1) = 2 Ty oo ((ros ( : : ”.”)d o
0x10x2 () /Rd—l Via( )((TQ Td))a * 2 + ity Jar2.--ard

=2

with the same definition of Vi2(x) as in (G.16).

Let us now consider a sequence z(") = (z&"), ...,z&?)) € (RYE converging to a point z =

(x1,...,xKx) € Fi satisfying that for every n € N*,

}z(n) — 2 <, = min |z — ], (5.25)

1
3 1<ij<K,i#j

so that (™ € Fg for every n € N*. For a fixed (rg,...,rq) € R41. the continuity of = —
oz, B2 4 S 4, ruf) in Fix can be obtained by the continuity of (z,€) — a(z,£) and the
continuity of Gram-Schmidt orthonormalization procedure.

By the same reasoning as in (.19), the absolute value of every term in the matrix

(n) (n) d
(n) 1+ % (n) w)
a(m , 5 +;ri Uu;

can be upper bounded by

2Vl =0 7)
(’f’ + | i i ’) (x§”> +al & (n)u@m))

/r’L K2
() _ 4 2 ,

5

where there exists a constant C, depending only on x such that

n n 2
(’%’ + | Sy g™ ’) L
C

r(lJFZTiQ)

since by (B.25), one can get

VYn e N Vi,je{l,..,K} withi#j, 6, < )zz(n) — z§n) < | Jnax |z; — ;| + 285.
<i,j<

Moreover, if we take K := % sup,, ’x&") + :Cé")’ V A and take r,, = Zfﬂ riuf(n), then
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() | ()

T+ 2™
Cz1+7’2 sup  f(&) 1y, +Cz1+r29 =L 2 g riuy 1
( i )563(0,31() ©) {Irl<2K} ( Irl") (‘ 2 1:22 ) {ir|=2K3-
Coll+1r?)  sup  F(O)Lgr<ary + Call+ r)g(Ir] — K)Lyjpzaxy- (5.26)

£€B(0,3K)

By the same reasoning as in (i)-Step 1, we have

/ |:Cx(1 + |r|2) sup  f(§) 1 <2ky + Ca(1+ |r|2)g( |r| — K)]l{wzﬂ(}} dry...drg < 400,
Rd—1 £€B(0,3K)

which implies angx“ (z(™) — gz?gmg (z) as n — 400 by applying Lebesgue’s dominated conver-

2
"Dk,
gence theorem. Thus 5 g L is continuous at ¢ € Fk.

It remains to prove the continuity of 2 — pu(Vi(z)) = [ou Lv;(2)(€)f()Xa(d€) to obtain the
continuity of Z2%£ defined in (33). Remark that

Viw) = {€ R | j¢—m < min [¢—ayl },

1<j

and by [GLOO][Proposition 1.3],

Vi) = {e R | ¢~ m| = min_|€—w] }.

1<j<K

Then for any § ¢ 0Vi(x), the function z +— Ty, (;)(§) is continuous. As the norm |-| is the
Euclidean norm, then A\;(0V;(z)) = 0 (see [GLO0][Proposition 1.3 and Theorem 1.5]). For any
z € Fi and a sequence (™) converging to z, we have Ly, e (§) f(€) < f(€) € L'(\g). Thus
the continuity of z — u(Vi(x)) = [pu Lvi (@) (€)f(€)Aa(dE) is a direct application of Lebesgue’s
dominated convergence theorem.

O

5.4 Appendix D: Proof of Proposition

Proof. (i) We will only deal with the uniform distribution U([0, 1]). The proof is similar for other
uniform distributions.

In [GLO00][see Example 4.17 and 5.5] and [BEFP98], the authors show that ' = {Z=
);

1,..., K} is the unique optimal quantizers of U([0,1]). Let z* = (%, . 2%1( eees 2K 1 then one
can compute explicitly Hp(z*):
Ak 0]
Hp(r) = I , (5.27)
L 0 ~IK 3K

The matrix Hp(z*) is tridiagonal. If we denote by fi(x*) its k-th leading principal minor and
we define fo(z*) =1, then

fila) = % i) = g feoa(a®) Tork =2, K ~1, (5.28)

4K2
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and fi(z*) = 5% and fx(z*) = |Hp(2*)| = & fxk-1(2") — 1= [x—2(2*) (see [EMO3]). One can
solve from the three-term recurrence relation that

L 2k+1
fk—(.’L' ):W, fork=1,...,K—1 (529)
L 2K41 1
And  fk(z¥) = KKK Jrﬁfl(fl- (5.30)

In fact, (529)) is true for k = 1. Suppose ([E29) holds for k£ < K — 2, then owing to (5:2])

1 2k+1 1 2(/{:—1)+1_2(k+1)+1
K 9kKk  4K2  ok—1k-1 9k+1jk+l -

frr(z™) =

Then it is obvious that fi(2z*) > 0 for k =1, ..., K. Thus, Hp(z*) is positive definite.

(ii) We define for ¢ = 2,..., K, T} = %, then the Voronoi region Vi(z*) = [z}, 7j,,] for

i=2,., K —1, Vi(z*) = (—oc0, 5] and Vi (¢*) = [F%, +00).
For2<i<K —1,
Li(z*) = A; —2B;_1,, — 2B; ;11
= ou(Vile") — (@1 — 2t FCET) (et -2 £
= 2#(‘/1'(37*)) =2z — 2 f(@7) = 2(xi 1 — x7) f(Ti4a)
2 2
= ———u(Vi(z"))" = [z n(Vi(z"
) {p(vi@)* = i (Vi)
—FE ()@ - Fran(V) — oiu(Vie) G

2 2 ~ ~
= e (V) - e - & N
) e L / L /V RICLICy

x; + -’E;-q-l )
2

~ @i / F(&)de — EF(©)dE)f @)} (owing to (B3))
Vi (2*) Vi(z*)

2 ) - 1@ @ i i .
Sy ) = 16 /W)@ DO+ 1@ [ (- Tseae)

Vi(z*)

(5.31)

In order to study the positivity of L;(xz*), we define a function ¢;(u) for any ¢ € {1, ..., K} and
for any u = (uy,...,ux4+1) € F;QH by

i) = | / T R©)de) - flu) / T e u) FOdE + flui) / e w)f(©)de, (5.32)

i i i

Lemma 5.2. If f is positive and differentiable and if log f is strictly concave, then for all u =
(u1,...,ux+1) € F;('_H, we have the following results for p;(u) defined in [(5-32),
(a) for everyi=1,...K, ¢;(u) > 0;

(b) Gt (u) < 0;

(c) 225 (u) > 0.

OuK 41
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Proof of lemma[Z2 For a fixed i € {1,..., K}, the partial derivatives of ¢; are

i == [ e )~ ) [ (€ w A+ F) i) s — )
0p; Wit1 , Uit1
#H w) =2 / SO i) + f(wir) / - E ) f(de
— flug) f (i) (wivr — ui)
%(u) =0, foralll#iandl# 17+ 1. (5.33)
uy

The second derivatives of ¢; are

0% p; 8% p; , ,
szaui = Wiﬂ = —fuipn) f(ui) + (wipr —wi) (f (i) £ (wigr) = f'(wi) f(wis1))
i i

- =0 foralll #iandl #1i+ 1. "
OuOu; “ Ou0u (u) =0 foralll #diandl#i+ (5.34)

!

If log f is strictly concave, then (log f)" = f7 is strictly decreasing. For u € Fyf, |, we have

+1
Ujtr1 > U, then

fluivr)  ffwi) (i) fug) = fuign) f(us)

_ = 0.
fluivr)  flui) fui) f(uita) B
Thus f"(wit1) f(ui) — f(wit1)f (u;) <0 and from which one can get %(u) <0.
i+10U;

o Ops Oy ;i ; . )
In fact, ;, D Dui and B only depend on the variables u; and w;4.

(a) For 1 <i < K, @;(tuit1,u;4+1) = 0. After the Mean value theorem, there exists v € (u;, uit+1)

such that ) 9
Pi
(@i(uivuﬂrl) — @i(uiy1, Ui+1>) = (7, Uit+1). (5.35)

Ui — Uig1 Ou;

Moreover, there exists ¢ € (v, u;+1) such that

L Ipi Dpi P
i 77(8%_ (v, 1) = 5 =(1.7)) = o Y
Asy < (¢ 782% (7,¢) < 0. Thus %( uiy1) < 0, since <,0i( ) = 0. Then @; (u;, uiy1) >
Y 7aui+1aui Vs . an s Uit 5 a,uq Y,7Y) = VY. wilUi, Wit1

. 0y .
0 by applying %(%uzﬂ) < 0in (E35).

%

(b) After the Mean value theorem, there exists 7/ € (u1,u2) such that

82801 / 1 8501 8%01
Oouq0usg (Ul,’Y ) B U — Uy (a—ul(ulaUQ) - a—ul(ul,ul)).

S 62()01
aulaUQ

0 0
A (u1,7') < 0 and ﬁ(ul,ul) = 0, one can get ﬂ(ul,uQ) < 0.
ouq Ouy

¢) In the same way, there exists ¢’ € (ug,ux+1) such that
Jr

0o

62(pK 1 ( &pK (
Oug 1

(¢ uk 1) =
8UK8UK+1 ’ UK — UK+1 8’U,K+1

UK,UK+1) - (UK-i-laUK-i-l))-
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82(,0}(
8UK8UK+1

As —K(uK+1,uK+1) = 0, one gets K (ug,ug4+1)>0. O

(¢';uk+1) < 0 and 3
UK+1 UK+1

Proof of Proposition[3.2, continuation. We set 25 =
suchthatx*MEFIJgH,thenfongigK—l,L( )
2,..., K — 1 owing to Lemma 5.2} (a).

(—M Ty, M) with M large enough
= *))(,Dq,(fﬂ ’ ) Thus LZ((E*) > 0, 1=

For i =1,
Ll(.’L'*) = Al(.’L'*) — 23172(,%*)

2 R .
B W{WM )= /(@) /V o - OF()de}.

If we denote D1 (z*) == M(V1 (x*))2 — f(@3) fvl(z*)(‘fg —&)f(&)d¢, then

D) = Jim @M S M) [ (6 (M) feas
where VM (z*) = [-M, T3]
For all M such that —M < 73, f(—M)/ (&= (—M)) f(&)dE > 0, then
VIIVI(:E*)
e [ e e zo

0
It follows from Lemma B.2H(b) that a—(pl(u) < 0 for u € Fjf, |, so that for a fixed M; such that
U1

oM ¢ FK+1, we have ¢ (25M1) < MlimJr ©1(@5M). We also have ¢q (M) > 0 by applying
—4o00
Lemma 52} (a). It follows that

*\ *, M s
D)= Jim @) i S0 [ (e ) s
> ~x, My : _ T
2@+ Jim S [ (e ) s
> 0.
Then Ly (z*) 2 D) >0
en Ly(z*) = ——Di(x .
p(Vi(a))
The proof of Ly (x*) is similar by applying Lemma [E2}(c). Thus Hp(z*) is positive definite
owing to Gershgorin circle theorem. O

5.5 Appendix E: Proof of Theorem [4.1]- (b) and (c)

Proof of Theorem[{1} (b) If 1 has a c-th polynomial tail with ¢ > d + p, then u € P,(R?). Let
X, X1, ..., X;, be ii.d random variable with probability distribution . Then,

o = || Rally = E[max (| X1], .., | Xn])?] = E[max(|X:[7, ..., | X, [")?/?]

SE([iwf/p) < [E(Zwm} "= [nExP]” =2 X2, (5.36)
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where the last line is due to the fact that X1, ..., X,, have the same distribution as X. Moreover,
we have

pr(p) = KI5 with  lim vk =1 (5.37)

K—4oco

owing to (I]). It follows from (A1) that
E[D(z™) - D()] < % [3r3, + ((2m2) v prc (1)) - pic ()]

since ra, > mo after the definitions of o, and mso. In addition, (B37) implies that pg () — +oo
as K — +oo and, for large enough K, px (1) > 2mso. Therefore,

E[D(z™) — D(x)] (3 (20)2/7 | X |2 + BK T VK)

<2K
NG
_K (Cu,p n2/r 4 GKGZ(CP%;—(!)’YK)’

vn
where C, , = 6 - 2%/P ||X||127 and limg v = 1.

(c) The distribution g is assumed to have a hyper-exponential tail, that is, p = f - Ay with
(&) =71€° e YIEl" for |¢| large enough with ¢ > —d. The real constant & is assumed to be greater
than or equal to 2. Let X be a random variable with probability distribution p. Therefore, for
every A € (0,7), EeMNXI" < 400 and

2 K K K
o =||Rully = E[max(|X1], ..., | Xn])?] = E[max(| X[, ..., | X )Y ]

K 2/kK 3
:E({% 1Og(ma,X(eA|X1‘N7,..7€A|Xn‘~))i|2/ ) < (%) [logEmaX(eMXl‘n,..,,e/\|Xn\”)r/
1 2/Kk n 12/ 1 2/k .o
() eSS = (3 gumey
1)* AlX|" 2
_ (= |X] /K
= (/\) (logEe + logn) , (5.38)

where the last line of (538)) is due to the fact that X7, ..., X,, have the same distribution than X.
Under the same assumption as before, it follows from (LI9) that

2\1/x
pr (1) < vi (log K)Y/* . 219_1/"'”(1 + 3)1/ with limsupyg < 1. (5.39)
K—+o0

Moreover, it follows from ([{I8) that

E[D(z\") - D(x)] < % [3T§n +((2m2) V pic () - pK(u)}

since 1o, > mo after the definitions of rq, and ms. In addition, (5:39) implies that px () — +oo
as K — +oo and, for large enough K, px(p) > 2ms. Therefore,

E[D(z™) - D(x)] gf/—g{s : (1 v log (2E eXX1™) )2/”&)2/*’" [(logm)?/* + 1]}

2 2/
+ 40972/ %y (log K)Q/"'”(l + 3)2/ .

(5.40)
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Inequality (5.40) is true for all A € (0,4). We may take A = 2. It follows that

E[D(z™) - D()] |1+ (log n)*/* + ¢ (log K)*/* (1 + %)2/”}, (5.41)

K
< Cﬂ,n,u . ﬁ

where Cy ., = [6(%)2/N -(1Vlog 2Eeﬂ|X|N/2)} V 892/ and limsup vk = 1.
Multi-dimensional normal distribution is a special case of hyper-exponential tail distribution,

ie. if u =N(m,X), we have k = 2,9 = % and ¢ = 0. By the same reasoning as before,

E[D(z"™) - D(z)] < C, -

2
1 +1ogn+'yKlogK(1 + E)}’

al
vn

where C), = 24-(1Vlog 2E e|X|2/4). When g1 = N(0,14), C,, = 24(1+42)-log 2, since EelXI*/4 = 9d/2
by the moment-generating function of a x2 distribution. O
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