arXiv:2306.15758v2 [cs.IT] 1 Jul 2023

ON THE RECONSTRUCTION OF BANDLIMITED SIGNALS FROM RANDOM SAMPLES QUANTIZED VIA NOISE-SHAPING

ROHAN JOY, FELIX KRAHMER, ALESSANDRO LUPOLI, AND RADHA RAMAKRISHNAN

Abstract. Noise-shaping quantization techniques are widely used for converting bandlimited signals from the analog to the digital domain. They work by “shaping” the quantization noise so that it falls close to the reconstruction operator’s null space. We investigate the compatibility of two such schemes, specifically ΣΔ quantization and distributed noise-shaping quantization, with random samples of bandlimited functions. Let f be a real-valued π-bandlimited function. Suppose R > 1 is a real number and assume that {xi}^m_{i=1} is a sequence of i.i.d random variables uniformly distributed on [−R̃, R̃], where R̃ > R is appropriately chosen. We show that by using a noise-shaping quantizer to quantize the values of f at {xi}^m_{i=1}, a function f^♯ can be reconstructed from these quantized values such that ‖f − f^♯‖_L2_{[−R,R]} decays with high probability as m and R̃ increase. We emphasize that the sample points {xi}^m_{i=1} are completely random, i.e., they have no predefined structure, which makes our findings the first of their kind.

1. Introduction

In signal processing, one of the primary goals is to obtain a digital representation of a function in a signal space suitable for storage, transmission and recovery. This goal is usually attained through two steps, sampling and quantization. In the first step of sampling, we sample the function at appropriate data points, referred to as the stable set of sampling, such that the function can be stably and uniquely reconstructed using those samples. For example, take any π-bandlimited function f. The Shannon-Nyquist sampling theorem tells us that if we sample f at the integers, then it can be stably reconstructed from its samples, hence making the set of integers a stable set of sampling for the space of π-bandlimited functions. The samples {f(n)}_{n∈Z} however, still belong to the continuous R and cannot be stored digitally; in the second step of quantization, we reduce these real or complex-valued function samples to a discrete finite set. The finiteness of the set allows for the digital storage and processing of its elements.

Sampling schemes such as uniform, irregular, and random sampling have been explored extensively for the space of bandlimited functions and other signal spaces, including shift-invariant spaces and reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces. We refer the reader to [1] for a comprehensive analysis of the sampling problem. Since in this paper, we work with random samples; we briefly review the relevant prior work done in this area. In [3], Bass and Gröchenig studied random sampling in the space of multivariate trigonometric polynomials. Later, Candes, Romberg and Tao [11, 12] investigated the reconstruction of sparse trigonometric polynomials from a few random samples. In [4, 5], Bass and Gröchenig proved the sampling inequality for functions belonging to the space of bandlimited functions whose energy is concentrated on a cube C_R = [ −^R_2 ,^R_2 ]_d in R^d , with overwhelming probability. This result was then generalized for shift-invariant spaces [2, 30, 31, 37, 47, 48], signal spaces with finite rate of innovation [38] and reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces [36, 39, 40].

Given a signal x and a sample vector y containing linear measurements (function samples, frame measurements etc.) Ax of x. The quantization process involves replacing the vector y with a vector q from a finite set A, called the quantization alphabet, such that reconstruction of x from q is possible with minimal error.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 94A20, 94A12, 42C15, 41A29.

Key words and phrases. Random sampling, ΣΔ Quantization, Bandlimited signals, Distributed noise-shaping quantization, Finite frames. 1

One of the most intuitive approaches to quantization is memoryless scalar quantization (MSQ), which requires simply replacing each coefficient of the measurement vector y = Ax with its nearest element from A. If the vector y consists of frame coefficients, a simple method for reconstruction is to fix a dual frame and linearly reconstruct with MSQ quantized coefficients. For a randomly sampled bandlimited signal, this reconstruction method is essentially identical to the one described in [2, 38], applied to quantized samples. One could also apply the reconstruction formula based on an iterative method provided by the authors of [36], but as this method is specifically designed to cope with scenarios where the representation system is not a frame, we will use the first approach for our MSQ comparison.

It should be noted, however, that just applying a reconstruction method to the quantized data and treating the quantization effect as noise is not an effective approach. Rather, each quantized sample defines a feasibility region, and one should ideally aim to find the intersection of these regions. This has been done successfully in finite-dimensional scenarios [41, 43], but we are not aware of such a method for bandlimited signals, which is why we use the aforementioned linear reconstruction approach for comparison in our numerical experiments. We note that the authors in [22] show that even when using an optimal reconstruction scheme to approximate x from its MSQ quantized coefficients, the mean squared error cannot be better than O(λ^{−1}) with linear reconstruction methods. Here λ denotes the oversampling ratio. Further, no such optimal analysis is available for random samples of bandlimited functions in the context of MSQ reconstruction.

One of the reasons why the MSQ approach falls short is because it naively quantizes each coefficient without regard for how the other coefficients in the vector are quantized. Quantization schemes such as ΣΔ quantization and distributed noise-shaping quantization were developed to address this issue.

ΣΔ quantization schemes were introduced in [29] for the quantization of oversampled bandlimited functions and have since seen widespread use in practice. Various studies [23] have examined ΣΔ techniques from an engineering perspective. Nevertheless, their mathematical theory is relatively new. In their seminal work [18], Daubechies and Devore showed that if the samples of a bandlimited function are quantized according to a stable n^{th}-order ΣΔ scheme, then an approximation error of the order λ^{−n} can be achieved. Güntürk [25] subsequently proved that certain 1-bit ΣΔ schemes could accomplish exponential error decay (with a constant c ≈ 0.07). The authors of [19] improved the exponent to c ≈ 0.102. Lower bounds for the error decay incurred by coarse quantization schemes of real-valued bandlimited signals were given by the authors in [34].

Inspired by the effectiveness of ΣΔ schemes in exploiting redundant measurements, Benedetto et al. in [7] investigated ΣΔ quantization in the setting of finite frames. They showed that even the first-order ΣΔ scheme outperforms MSQ when the frames are adequately redundant and chosen from certain families. Further studies [6, 8, 9, 10, 26, 35] demonstrated that an n^{th}-order ΣΔ scheme could achieve an approximation error of order λ^{−n}. For instance, in [26] Güntürk et al. proved that error bounds of the order λ^{−(n− 1}2^{)α} could be achieved using Sobolev duals for arbitrarily generated frames with α ∈ (0, 1). In [32], the authors established that it is possible to achieve root-exponential accuracy in the finite frame setting by selecting a family of tight frames that admit themselves as Sobolev duals. Recently, in [21], the authors constructed highorder, low-bit ΣΔ quantizers for the vector-valued configuration of fusion frames. In [46], Wang examined ΣΔ quantization in relation to Fourier sensing matrices.

ΣΔ schemes have also been proven to be well-suited for quantizing compressed sensing measurements [20, 26, 33, 44, 45] and fast binary embeddings [28].

In their work [13], Chou and Güntürk introduced the concept of distributed noise-shaping quantization and obtained an exponentially small error bound in the quantization of Gaussian random finite frame expansions. They extended their findings to the setting of unitarily generated frames in [14]. This scheme has recently been applied to fast binary embeddings [28] and spectral super-resolution [27]. For a more in-depth look at the recent advancements in noise-shaping quantization methods, we refer the reader to [15].

Although the quantization of oversampled bandlimited functions using uniform samples has been investigated significantly, the literature only contains a few papers that study quantized irregular samples of bandlimited functions [17, 42]. In [17], the authors first give a formula to reconstruct any bandlimited function f from its samples {f(t_n)}_{n∈Z}, where {t_n}_{n∈Z} is a uniformly discrete sequence satisfying sup_{n∈Z} |t_n −^n_λ | < ∞, and λ > 1. They then construct a dithered A/D converter and show that f can be accurately reconstructed from its quantized samples taken at {t_n}_{n∈Z}. In [42], the authors show that if a bandlimited function f is sampled on an interleaved collection of N uniform grids {kT +T_n}_{k∈Z} with {T_n}^N_{n=1} chosen independently from [0, T ] (T < 1), and the samples are quantized with a first order ΣΔ scheme, then with high probability the error ‖f − f̃‖_L∞_{(R)} turns out to be atmost of the order^{log N}_N . Here f̃ represents the function reconstructed from the quantized values.

In contrast to [17], where the specially constructed A/D converter necessitates a very specific sampling procedure, and [42], where the sample points are interleaved randomly shifted grids, we do not impose such strict constraints on the sample point structure. This paper aims to investigate the effectiveness of popular noise-shaping quantization schemes when working with random samples. More precisely, we assume that the sample points {x_i}^m_{i=1} are a sequence of i.i.d random variables uniformly distributed on a sufficiently large interval, i.e., they are truly random and have no preconceived structure.

Let R > 1 be a real number and assume that {x_i}^m_{i=1} is a sequence of i.i.d random variables uniformly distributed on [−R − 3m^116 , R + 3m^116 ]. Suppose m satisfies certain divisibility conditions and is sufficiently large. Given a real valued π-bandlimited function f satisfying ‖f‖_L∞_{(R)} ≤ 1. We prove the following two results in this paper. Firstly, in Theorem 5.2, we show that by using a stable seventh-order ΣΔ quantization scheme, we attain the bound ‖f − f^♯_{ΣΔ}‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ d_1R

m^38

(1.1)

with probability greater than 1 − 17m^{15}16 exp ( −^{m 516}_{d2R} ) . Here f^♯_{ΣΔ} is the reconstructed function

from the quantized values, and d_1 and d_2 are known positive constants. Secondly, in Theorem 5.4, it is shown that if a stable distributed noise-shaping quantization scheme is used, then the quantization error satisfies ‖f − f^♯_β‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ d_1R

m^716

(1.2)

with probability greater than 1 − 17m^{15}16 exp ( −^{m 38}_{d2R} ) . To illustrate our results, we discuss the following two cases. We assume that m in both situations fulfils the requirements stated in the theorem assertions. In the first case, we obtain decay in R; this becomes particularly useful when R is large. For this, select m = R^{16} in the preceding configuration. Then, each x_i is distributed uniformly on [−4R, 4R]. Further, the bound in (1.1) simplifies to ‖f − f^♯_{ΣΔ}‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤^{d1}_{R5} and holds with greater probability than

1 − 17R^{15} exp ( −^{R4}_{d2} ) . Similarly, (1.2) reduces to ‖f − f^♯_β‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤^{d1}_{R6} and the probability

bound changes to 1 − 17R^{15} exp ( −^{R5}_{d2} ) . Given an ϵ > 0, in the second case, we estimate the sample size required to attain ϵ recon-

struction accuracy, i.e., ‖f −f^♯‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ ϵ. If m = (_{d1R} ϵ ) 8_3

is chosen, then each x_i is uniformly

distributed on [ −R − 3 (_{d1R} ϵ ) 1_6 , R + 3 (_{d1R} ϵ ) 1_6 ] and the following estimate is obtained for the

ΣΔ scheme. P ( ‖f − f^♯_{ΣΔ}‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ ϵ ) ≥ 1 − 17 ( d_1R ϵ ) 15_6 exp − d 5 6 1 d_2ϵ^56 R^16 .

Similarly, if m = (_{d1R} ϵ ) 16_7 is chosen, then we get

P ( ‖f − f^♯_β‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ ϵ ) ≥ 1 − 17 ( d_1R ϵ ) 15_7 − d 6 7 1 d_2ϵ^67 R^17 ,

where each sample x_i is uniformly distributed on [ −R − 3 (_{d1R} ϵ ) 1_7 , R + 3 (_{d1R} ϵ ) 1_7 ] . The estimates provided above attain significance when ϵ is adequately small. It is worth noting that in both Theorem 5.2 and 5.4, the sampling interval increases with increasing sample size. Also, the divisibility conditions on m are due to the choices of certain variables we make and are not essential to the proof. The choices are made to arrive at the stated theoretical bounds and are not necessary for practical purposes, as shown in the numerical simulations towards the end of the paper.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce relevant concepts and results from frame, probability, quantization and sampling theories. The subsequent three sections are dedicated to proving our main results. Our proof combines the theory of quantization of bandlimited functions with the theory of frames. In Section 6, the effectiveness of our proposed reconstruction algorithm is demonstrated through numerical experiments. Finally, in Section 7, we make some concluding remarks.

We now briefly mention an outline of the proof; it is divided into three steps, and each step is proved in one section. Given a real-valued π-bandlimited function f, our goal is to reconstruct f using its quantized sample values in the region [−R, R]. In the first step (Section 3), we project f onto a suitable finite-dimensional approximation space and provide bounds on the error of approximation. Then, in the second step (Section 4), we identify an appropriate random frame {h_j }^{p3}_{j=1} for the finite-dimensional approximation space. In the third step (Section 5), we quantize the frame measurements using a noise-shaping distributed quantizer, use an appropriate dual-frame to reconstruct a function f^♯ from the quantized values, and then show that ‖f − f^♯‖_L2_{[−R,R]} is small with high probability.

2. Preliminaries and Notations

• For any Lebesgue measurable subset I of R and f ∈ L^2(R), we define |I| to be the Lebesgue measure of I, ‖f‖_{2,I} :=( ∫ I |f(x)|^2dx)^12 and ‖f‖:=( ∫ R |f(x)|^2dx)^12 .

• Let X = (x_1, · · · , x_{n1} ) ∈ C^{n1} and Y = (y_1, · · · , y_{n2} ) ∈ C^{n2} . Then

(1) X ⌢ Y := (x_1, · · · , x_{n1} , y_1, · · · , y_{n2} ) ∈ C^{n1 +n2} . (2) For a positive integer m,

⌢^m_{i=1} X_m := X_1 ⌢ X_2 ⌢ · · · ⌢ X_m.

• For any positive real number t, define [t] := {−⌊t⌋, −(⌊t⌋ − 1), · · · , −1, 0, 1, · · · , ⌊t⌋ − 1, ⌊t⌋}. Here ⌊t⌋ denotes the greatest integer less than or equal to t.

• For any A ⊂ R, let 1_A denote the characteristic function on A.

Definition 2.1. Let H be a separable Hilbert space. A sequence of functions {f_k : k ∈ Z} in H is said to be a frame for H if there exist constants 0 < M ≤ N < ∞ such that M‖f‖^2 ≤ ∑ k∈Z | ⟨f, f_k⟩ |^2 ≤ N‖f‖^2 for all f ∈ H. The constants M and N are called the lower and upper frame bounds, respectively.

Let {f_k : k ∈ Z} be a frame in a Hilbert space H with frame bounds M and N. Define the frame operator S : H −→ H as Sf = ∑ k∈Z ⟨f, f_k⟩ f_k. 4

Then, it is well known that the operator S is bounded and invertible (see [16]). Moreover, {S^{−1}f_k : k ∈ Z} is also a frame for H, it has bounds^1_N and^1_M , and is called the canonical dual of {f_k : k ∈ Z}. Definition 2.2. A Hilbert space V of functions defined on R is called a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) if, for every y ∈ R, the linear evaluational functional E_y : V −→ R defined by E_y(f) = f(y) is bounded.

Let V be an RKHS on R. Then, for every y ∈ R, there exists a unique vector k_y ∈ V such that f(y) = ⟨f, k_y⟩ ∀ f ∈ V. Let K(x, y) := k_y(x) ∀ x, y ∈ R. The multivariable function K is called the reproducing kernel for V . Note that with this definition of K, we have K(x, y) = k_y(x) = ⟨k_y, k_x⟩ and ‖k_y‖^2 = ⟨k_y, k_y⟩ = K(y, y). Lemma 2.3. [24, Lemma 2] Assume that X ⊂ R is separated, i.e., inf_{x,y∈X :x≠y} |x − y| > 0. Let n and m be distinct real numbers. If r > 1 is a real number, then ∑ x∈X 1 (1 + |n − x|)^r(1 + |m − x|)^r ≤ 1 ( 1 +^{|n−m|}_2 )_r ( ∑ x∈X 1 (1 + |n − x|)^r + ∑ x∈X 1 (1 + |m − x|)^r ) .

Theorem 2.4 (Chernoff’s inequality for small deviations). Let {X_i}^N_{i=1} be independent Bernoulli random variables with parameters {p_i}^N_{i=1}. Consider the sum S_N = ∑_N i=1 X_i and denote its mean by μ = E S_N . Then, for δ ∈ (0, 1] we have P{|S_N − μ| ≥ δμ} ≤ 2e^{− μδ23} . Definition 2.5. For a positive integer L and real δ > 0, the quantization alphabet A^δ_L is defined as A^δ_L := {±(2l − 1)δ : 1 ≤ l ≤ L, l ∈ Z}. (2.1) The above-mentioned alphabet will be used by us throughout the paper.

2.1. Noise-shaping quantizer. Given a quantization alphabet A, by a noise-shaping quantizer we mean any map Q : R^m → A^m that satisfies y − q = Hu, (2.2) where q := Q(y), H is an m × m lower triangular Toeplitz matrix with unit diagonal and u is a vector such that ‖u‖_∞ ≤ c for some constant c which is independent of m. The condition on H may be relaxed, as done in the distributed noise-shaping quantizer, where we do not have H to be Toeplitz. Noise-shaping quantizers do not exist unconditionally because of the restriction on u and H. However, under certain suitable assumptions on H and A, they exist and can be implemented via recursive algorithms.

Lemma 2.6. [28, Lemma 4.2] Let A := A^δ_L. Assume that H = I − H̃, where H̃ is strictly lower triangular, and μ ≥ 0 is such that ‖H̃‖_{∞→∞} + μ δ ≤ 2L. Suppose that ‖y‖_∞ ≤ μ. For each s ≥ 1, let w_s := y_s + ∑_{s−1} j=1 H̃_{s,s−j}u_{s−j} , q_s := (Q(y))_s = arg min_{r∈A} |w_s − r|, and u_s := w_s − q_s.

Then the resulting q satisfies the noise-shaping relation (2.2) with ‖u‖_∞ ≤ δ. 5

2.1.1. ΣΔ quantization. For a positive integer n, the standard n^{th}-order ΣΔ scheme with alphabet A^δ_L runs the following iteration for s = 1, · · · , m. q_s = Q(u_{s−1}, u_{s−2}, · · · , u_{s−n}, y_s), (Δ^nu)_s = y_s − q_s. (2.3)

Here Q : R^{n+1} → A^δ_L is the quantizer, u_s are internal state variables in the algorithm and the operator Δ^n results from n subsequent concatenations of the operator (Δu)_s = u_s − u_{s−1}. In the vector form (2.3) can be written as y − q = D^nu, (2.4) where D is the m × m first order difference matrix with entries given by

(D)_{ij} =

1 if i = j, −1 if i = j + 1, 0 otherwise.

(2.5)

An n^{th}-order ΣΔ quantization scheme is said to be stable if there exist positive constants D_1 and D_2, independent of m, such that for any positive integer m and y ∈ R^m one has ‖y‖_∞ ≤ D_1 =⇒ ‖u‖_∞ ≤ D_2. Although constructing such schemes for a given alphabet is a nontrivial task, such constructions exist. The following proposition from [32] will be used by us.

Proposition 2.7. [32] There exists a universal constant C > 0 such that for any alphabet A^δ_L = {±(2l − 1)δ : 1 ≤ l ≤ L, l ∈ Z}, there is a stable n^{th}-order ΣΔ scheme satisfying ‖y‖_∞ ≤ μ =⇒ ‖u‖_∞ ≤ δC(n), where C(n) := C (⌈ π^2 (cosh^{−1}(2L−^μ_δ ))^2 ⌉ e π · n )_n . Next, we define the ΣΔ condensation operator.

Definition 2.8. Let m be a positive integer and p ∈ {1, · · · , m} be such that^m_p = λ̃n − n + 1 for some integer λ̃. Let ν_{ΣΔ} be the row vector in R^{mp} whose entry (ν_{ΣΔ})_j is the jth coefficient of the polynomial (1 + x + ... + x^{λ̃−1})^n. Then the ΣΔ condensation operator [28] Ṽ_{ΣΔ} ∈ R^{p×m} is defined as

Ṽ_{ΣΔ} := V^{ΣΔ} ‖ν_{ΣΔ}‖_1

, where V_{ΣΔ} = I_p ⊗ ν_{ΣΔ} = ν_{ΣΔ} ν_{ΣΔ} ... ν_{ΣΔ} ν_{ΣΔ}

. (2.6)

In [28], the ΣΔ condensation operator was ℓ_2 normalized; here, we find that ℓ_1 normalization is more convenient for our purposes. It can be shown [28, Lemma 4.6] that

‖Ṽ_{ΣΔ}D^n‖_{∞→2} ≤ √ p(8n)^{n+1} ( m p )_{−n} . (2.7)

2.1.2. Distributed noise-shaping quantization. Given an alphabet A^δ_L, a distributed noise-shaping quantization (also called β quantization) scheme with input y computes a uniformly bounded solution u to the equation y − q = H_βu, where the matrix H_β is as defined below. 6

Let m and p be positive integers such that p divides m. Then, for any fixed β > 1, the block diagonal distributed noise-shaping transfer operator [13] H_β is given by

H_β = I_p ⊗ H̃_β = H̃_β H̃_β . .. H̃_β H̃_β , (2.8)

where H̃_β is the following^m_p ×^m_p matrix

(H̃_β)_{ij} :=

1 if i = j, −β if i = j + 1, 0 otherwise.

Definition 2.9. Let the vector ν_β := [β^{−1}β^{−2} · · · β^{− mp} ]. Then the β condensation operator [13] Ṽ_β is defined as

Ṽ_β := V^β ‖ν_β‖_1 , where V_β = I_p ⊗ ν_β = ν_β ν_β .. . ν_β ν_β . (2.9)

It can be easily seen that ‖V_βH_β‖_{∞→∞} = β^{− mp} , which along with ‖ν_β‖_1 ≥^1_β implies that ‖Ṽ_β H_β‖_{∞→2} ≤ √ pβ^{− mp +1}. (2.10)

2.2. Sampling in Bandlimited Functions. The Fourier transform of a function f ∈ L^1(R) is defined as f̂(ξ) = 1√ 2π ∫ R f(t)e^{−itξ}dt, with the usual extension via a unitary operator to functions in L^2(R). Let P W_{[−π,π]} denote the space of π-bandlimited functions, i.e., P W_{[−π,π]} := {f ∈ L^2(R) : supp(f̂) ⊂ [−π, π]}. and C_{[−π,π]} := {f ∈ P W_{[−π,π]} : ‖f‖_L∞_{(R)} ≤ 1, f is real valued}. (2.11) The celebrated Shannon-Nyquist sampling theorem says that for any f ∈ P W_{[−π,π]}, we have f(t) = ∑ n∈Z f(n) sinc(t − n) ∀ t ∈ R, (2.12)

where sinc(t) :=^{sin πt}_{πt} . However, (2.12) is not useful in practice because sinc(x) decays too slowly. To circumvent this issue, it is useful to introduce oversampling. This amounts to viewing P W_{[−π,π]} as a subspace of a shift-invariant space generated by a single smooth fast decaying function with orthonormal translates. This can easily be done as shown in [17]. We review the method over here.

Let λ > 1 be a fixed real number. Choose a function g such that (1) ĝ ∈ C^∞. (2) ĝ(ξ) = {_{1√} 2πλ ξ ∈ [−π, π], 0 |ξ| > (2λ − 1)π. (2.13) (3) ∑ k∈Z | |ĝ(ξ + 2kλπ) | |^2 = 1 2πλ ∀ ξ ∈ R. (2.14) 7

Definition 2.10. Define,

V (g) := span { g ( · − k λ ) : k ∈ Z } . Using [16, Theorem 9.2.5] and (2.14), it can be seen that { g ( · −^k_λ ) : k ∈ Z } forms a orthonormal basis for V (g). Now, consider any bandlimited function f ∈ P W_{[−π,π]}, then its Fourier transform can be viewed as an element in L^2[−(2λ − 1)π, (2λ − 1)π]. Using the Fourier series expansion of f̂ on [−(2λ − 1)π, (2λ − 1)π] and (2.13), it can be shown that f(t) = 1 √ λ ∑ n∈Z f (n λ ) g ( t − n λ ) ∀ t ∈ R. (2.15) That is, f ∈ V (g) and ⟨ f, g ( · −^n_λ )⟩ =^{1√}_λ f (_n λ ) ∀ n ∈ Z. In comparison to (2.12), the above reconstruction formula (2.15), although requiring more samples, has the advantage that each sample is weighted in a well-localized way (f (_n λ ) only contributes in a small neighbourhood of^n_λ ). This property will be exploited by us when we find a finite-dimensional approximation space for P W_{[−π,π]} in the next section.

3. A suitable finite dimensional approximation space for P W_{[−π,π]}

Since we are dealing with functions in an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space, the space of bandlimited functions, the initial step is to project it onto a finite-dimensional space. This enables us to work with a finite number of samples, which ensures that the sequence of quantized frame measurements (q_λ)_{λ∈I} belongs to ℓ^2(I). Let R > 1 be a real number. The chosen finite-dimensional space has to be such that when a bandlimited function f is orthogonally projected onto it, the projected function P f closely resembles f in the neighbourhood of [−R, R]. To make this notion of neighbourhood mathematically precise, fix an ϵ > 0 such that ϵR ≥ 1 and consider the interval [−(1 + 3ϵ)R, (1 + 3ϵ)R]. It can be partitioned into I_{1ϵ} := (−(1 + ϵ)R, (1 + ϵ)R), I_{2ϵ} := (−(1 + 2ϵ)R, −(1 + ϵ)R] ∪ [(1 + ϵ)R, (1 + 2ϵ)R) and I_{3ϵ} := [−(1 + 3ϵ)R, −(1 + 2ϵ)R] ∪ [(1 + 2ϵ)R, (1 + 3ϵ)R].

Let g and λ be as defined in Subsection 2.2, and r ≥ 4 be a positive integer. As g is a Schwartz class function, there exists a positive constant C_r > 1 such that |g(t)| <^{Cr}_{(1+|t|)r} ∀ t ∈ R.

Definition 3.1. Define,

V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) := span { g ( · − k λ ) : k ∈ [ λ ( 1 + 5 2 ϵ ) R ] } . (3.1)

Next, we state three lemmas which will be repeatedly used by us throughout the rest of the paper. Their proofs consist mostly of straightforward computations. Thus, we highlight only the most important steps.

Lemma 3.2. Let k ∈ Z and R > 0 be a real number. Then ‖ ‖g ( · − k λ ) ‖ ‖ L^2[−R,R] ≤ C_r √ 2r−1 ( 1−R+^{|k|}_λ )_{r−} 1_2 |k| > λR √ 2C_r √ 2r−1 |k| ≤ λR. Proof. Follows from elementary computations. □

Lemma 3.3. Let x ∈ R. Then ∑ k∈Z 1 ( 1 + | |x −^k_λ | |)^r ≤ 1 + λ r − 1 ( 1 + ( λ λ − 1 )_{r−1}) =: Γ_r. (3.2)

Proof. Let y > 0 and p > 1. Then, it is well known that ∑ n∈Z,n≥1 1 (y + n)^p ≤ 1 (p − 1)y^{p−1} (3.3) 8

Consequently, ∑ k∈Z 1 ( 1 + | |x −^k_λ | |)^r = ∑ k∈Z λ^r (λ + |λx − k|)^r = ( λ λ + {λx} )_r + ∑ k≥1,k∈Z ( λ λ + {λx} + k )_r + ∑ k≥1,k∈Z ( λ λ + k − {λx} )_r

≤ 1 + λ r − 1 + λ r − 1 ( λ λ − 1 )_{r−1} . Here {λx} := λx − ⌊λx⌋ denotes the fractional part of λx. □ Given a γ ∈ (0, 1), the following lemma states that if ϵR is sufficiently large, then all functions f ∈ V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) are concentrated in the interval [−(1 + 3ϵ)R, (1 + 3ϵ)R] up to a factor of 1 − γ.

Lemma 3.4. Given γ ∈ (0, 1), if ϵR ≥ 2 (_√ 2λC_r √_{(2r−1)(r−1)γ} ) 1_{r−1} , then ∫_{(1+3ϵ)R} −(1+3ϵ)R |f(x)|^2dx ≥ (1 − γ) ∫ R |f(x)|^2dx ∀ f ∈ V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g). (3.4)

Proof. It is enough to show that ∫ [−(1+3ϵ)R,(1+3ϵ)R]^c

|f(x)|^2dx ≤ γ ∀ f ∈ V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) satisfying ‖f‖ = 1.

Let f ∈ V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) be such that ‖f‖ = 1. Then f = ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] c^kg ( · −^k_λ ) for some

{c_k}_{k∈}[_λ(_{1+} 5_{2 ϵ})_R] with (∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] |c^k|^2

) 1_2

= 1.

Hence,

‖f‖_L2_{[−(1+3ϵ)R,(1+3ϵ)R]}c

≤ ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] |c_k|^2 1 2 ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] ‖ ‖ ‖g ( · − k λ )‖ ‖ ‖ 2 L^2[−(1+3ϵ)R,(1+3ϵ)R]^c

1 2

= ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] ‖ ‖ ‖g ( · − k λ )‖ ‖ ‖ 2 L^2[−(1+3ϵ)R,(1+3ϵ)R]^c

1 2 .

Let k ∈ [ λ ( 1 +^5_2 ϵ ) R ] . Then ‖ ‖ ‖g ( · − k λ )‖ ‖^2 L^2[−(1+3ϵ)R,(1+3ϵ)R]^c = ∫_{−(1+3ϵ)R} −∞ C^2_r ( 1 + |x −^k_λ | )_{2r} dx + ∫_∞ (1+3ϵ)R

C^2_r ( 1 + |x −^k_λ | )_{2r} dx = C^2_r (2r − 1) ( 1 +^k_λ + (1 + 3ϵ)R

)_{2r−1} +

C^2_r (2r − 1) ( 1 −^k_λ + (1 + 3ϵ)R )_{2r−1} . Further, one can show that ‖ ‖ ‖g ( · − k λ )‖ ‖^2 L^2[−(1+3ϵ)R,(1+3ϵ)R]^c ≤ 4C^2_r λ^{2r−1} (2r − 1)(^{ϵRλ}_2 )^{2r−2}(2r − 2) = 2C^2_r λ (2r − 1)(^{ϵR}_2 )^{2r−2}(r − 1) , from which the assertion follows. □ 9

Let P denote the orthogonal projection from L^2(R) onto V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g). Then, for any f = 1 √ λ ∑ k∈Z f ( k λ ) g ( · − k λ ) ∈ P W_{[−π,π]} ⊂ V (g), (3.5) we have

P (f) = 1 √ λ ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] f ( k λ ) g ( · − k λ ) . (3.6)

Given an f ∈ P W_{[−π,π]}, we approximate it with the function P f from the finite dimensional approximation space V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g). It is evident from the above formula for P f that it was calculated by simply replacing the samples of f outside [ − ( 1 +^5_2 ϵ ) R, ( 1 +^5_2 ϵ ) R ] , i.e., {f (_n λ ) }_| n_{λ |≥}(_{1+} 5_{2 ϵ})_R with 0 in (3.5). Further, as the samples are locally weighted due to the

decay of g when ( 1 +^5_2 ϵ ) R is sufficiently larger than (1 + 2ϵ)R, this replacement has a minimal effect on the function f in the region (−(1 + 2ϵ)R, (1 + 2ϵ)R). Consequently, P f will be a good approximation of f on I_{1ϵ} and I_{2ϵ}, but not necessarily on I_{3ϵ}.

In the following theorem, we provide explicit bounds on the approximation error.

Lemma 3.5. Let f ∈ C_{[−π,π]} and R_1 < ( 1 +^5_2 ϵ ) R be a positive real number. Then the following bounds hold. ‖f − P f‖_L2_{[−R1,R1]} ≤ 2C_r √ λ √ (2r − 1)(r −^3_2 ) (( 1 +^5_2 ϵ ) R − R_1 )_{r−} 3_2 . (3.7) ‖f − P f‖_L∞_{[−R1,R1]} ≤ 2C_r √ λ (r − 1) (( 1 +^5_2 ϵ ) R − R_1 )_{r−1} . (3.8) ‖f − P f‖_L∞_{(R)} ≤ max { ‖g^′‖_L1_{(R)} √ λ + √ λ‖g‖_L1_{(R)}, 1 } := C_g. (3.9)

Proof. Let f ∈ C_{[−π,π]}. Then f − P f = ∑ k∈Z\[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] 1√ λ f (_k λ ) g ( · −^k_λ ) . Now, using the estimates in Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3, the proof of (3.7) and (3.8) follows. It is well known that if ψ ∈ L^1(R) ∩ C^1(R) with ψ^′ ∈ L^1(R), then for all t ∈ R, ∑ k∈Z | |ψ ( t − k λ )| | ≤ λ‖ψ‖_{L1 (R)} + ‖ψ^′‖_{L1(R)}. Using the above fact, one can show (3.9). □

In the following lemma, we prove certain upper bounds on the reproducing kernel of the space V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g). The central principle behind establishing these bounds is that for any point x, the reproducing kernel k_x ∈ V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) is well localised around x.

Lemma 3.6. The space V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) is a reproducing kernel Hilbert space with the reproducing kernel K satisfying (1) |K(x, y)| ≤ 2C^2_r (1 + |^{x−y}_2 |)^r

Γ_{r−} 1_2 ∀ x, y ∈ R. (3.10)

(2) sup_{x∈R} √ K(x, x) < C := √ 2λ − 1.

Moreover, for any real number R_2 > R, we have ‖k_x‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ 6C^2_r Γ_{r−} 1_2 √ 2r − 1(^{R2−R}_2 )^{r− 1}2 ∀ |x| ≥ R_2, where k_x is the reproducing kernel at x and Γ_r is as defined in (3.2). 10

Proof. As { g ( · −^k_λ ) : k ∈ Z } is an orthonormal system, by the definition of V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g), the

spanning set { g ( · −^k_λ ) : k ∈ [ λ ( 1 +^5_2 ϵ ) R ]} forms an orthonormal basis for V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g). This

implies that for all f ∈ V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) and x ∈ R, we have f(x) = ⟨f, k_x⟩ , where

k_x(·) = ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] g ( x − k λ ) g ( · − k λ ) . (3.11)

So, the space V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) is a reproducing kernel Hilbert space with reproducing kernel K(x, y) = k_y(x) = ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] g ( y − k λ ) g ( x − k λ ) .

Let x, y ∈ R. Then |K(x, y)| ≤ ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] | | |g ( y − k λ )| | | | | |g ( x − k λ )| | |

≤ ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R]

C^2_r ( 1 + | y −^k_λ |)_r ( 1 + | x −^k_λ |)_r

≤ C^2_r

(1 + | |^{x−y}_2 | |)r ( ∑ k∈Z 1 ( 1 + | |y −^k_λ | |)^r + ∑ k∈Z 1 ( 1 + | |x −^k_λ | |)^r )

≤ C^2_r

(1 + |^{x−y}_2 |)^r ( 2Γ_{r−} 1_2 ) . The second last, and last inequality were obtained by using Lemma 2.3 and 3.3, respectively. As V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) ⊂ P W_{[−(2λ−1)π,(2λ−1)π]}, K(x, x) ≤ K̃(x, x) for all x ∈ R, where K̃ is the reproducing kernel for P W_{[−(2λ−1)π,(2λ−1)π]}. That is, sup_{x∈R} √ K(x, x) ≤ √ 2λ − 1.

Let x ∈ R be such that |x| ≥ R_2. Then

‖k_x‖_L2_{[−R,R]} = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] g ( x − k λ ) g ( · − k λ ) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2[−R,R]} ≤ ∑ k∈[λR] C_r ( 1 + | x −^k_λ |)_r ‖ ‖ ‖g ( · − k λ )‖ ‖ ‖_{L2[−R,R]} (3.12) + ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R],k>⌊λR⌋ C_r ( 1 + | x −^k_λ |)_r ‖ ‖ ‖g ( · − k λ )‖ ‖ ‖_{L2[−R,R]}

+ ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R],k<⌊λR⌋ C_r ( 1 + | x −^k_λ |)_r ‖ ‖ ‖g ( · − k λ )‖ ‖ ‖_{L2[−R,R]}

≤ 6C^2_r √ 2r − 1 (_{R2−R} 2 )_{r−} 1_2 Γr−^1_2 .

The first term in (3.12) is bounded using the fact that | x −^k_λ | ≥ || x| − |^k_λ || ≥ R_2 − R for all k ∈ [λR]. The second and third terms in (3.12) are bounded by using Lemma 3.2 to bound ‖ ‖g (· −^k_λ ) ‖ ‖_{L2[−R,R]}. □

4. Finding a random frame for the approximation space

In this step, we identify a random frame for the finite-dimensional approximation space V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) such that the frame measurements for any function belonging to V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) can be calculated using its samples.

As we want to work with a reasonable number of samples, any frame satisfying the above condition will require us to sample in a region larger than [ − ( 1 +^5_2 ϵ ) R, ( 1 +^5_2 ϵ ) R ] . We give a simple heuristic argument for this. Suppose we have no sample points in an interval [a, b] ⊂ [ − ( 1 +^5_2 ϵ ) R, ( 1 +^5_2 ϵ ) R ] . Then it cannot be expected that a function which is concentrated on [a, b] can be reconstructed using a feasible number of its frame measurements, as the frame measurements do not use the samples of the function on the region where it is concentrated.

Subsequently, assume that {x_i}^m_{i=1} is a sequence of i.i.d random variables that are uniformly distributed on [−(1+3ϵ)R, (1+3ϵ)R]. Let f ∈ P W_{[−π,π]}. Since we work in the finite-dimensional space V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g), we would require the projected function’s samples {P f(x_i)}^m_{i=1} to compute the frame measurements of P f. However, the samples available are of the original function f’s and not the projected function P f’s. Since, by construction, P f approximates f well in I_{1ϵ} ∪ I_{2ϵ}, we use the function samples {f(x_i)}^m_{i=1} instead of {P f(x_i)}^m_{i=1} to calculate frame measurements. Here we must remember that we also have sampling points in the region I_{3ϵ}, where the P f does not approximate f well.

The goal is to devise a reconstruction process where the error generated by this approximation of samples can be controlled and minimized. To do this, we construct a frame with the property that the frame measurements that rely on the accurate sample values {f(x_i)}_{xi∈I1ϵ∪I2ϵ} do not rely on the potentially inaccurate sample values {f(x_i)}_{xi∈I3ϵ} , and vice versa.

It turns out that the main issue in constructing such a frame is the completely random ordering of the sample points {x_i}^m_{i=1}. In order to solve this, we design a procedure to partition the random variables {x_i}^m_{i=1} into three disjoint collections. As the random variables are i.i.d uniformly distributed, also the random variables in each of these three collections are i.i.d uniformly distributed, albeit on different intervals.

In any realization of the random variables {x_i}^m_{i=1}, there will be some m_1 points in I_{1ϵ}, m_2 points in I_{2ϵ} and m_3 points in I_{3ϵ}. These m_1, m_2 and m_3 will be random variables, can take the values {0, 1, · · · , m} and will satisfy m_1 + m_2 + m_3 = m. In the following, we will condition on these random variables with the effect that the three collections will follow uniform distributions on I_{1ϵ}, I_{2ϵ} and I_{3ϵ}, respectively.

Definition 4.1. Let p be a positive integer that divides m. We define the following new random variables,

(1) p_i := ∑_i j=1 ⌊_{mj p} m ⌋ ∀ i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. (2) m̃_i := ⌊_{mip} m ⌋_m p ∀ i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. (3) m̃ :=^m_p p_3. That is,^{m̃}_{p3} =^m_p .

(4) For all i ∈ {1, · · · , m̃_1}, define y^1_i = x_n where n is the i-th number such that x_n ∈ I_{1ϵ}.

Conditionally on m_1, m_2 and m_3, each of the random variables {y^1_i }^{m̃1}_{i=1} will be i.i.d uniformly distributed on I_{1ϵ}.

(5) For all i ∈ {1, · · · , m̃_2}, define y^2_i = x_n where n is the i-th number such that x_n ∈ I_{2ϵ}.

Conditionally on m_1, m_2 and m_3, each of the random variables {y^2_i }^{m̃2}_{i=1} will be i.i.d uniformly distributed on I_{2ϵ}.

(6) For all i ∈ {1, · · · , m̃_3}, define y^3_i = x_n where n is the i-th number such that x_n ∈ I_{3ϵ}.

Conditionally on m_1, m_2 and m_3, each of the random variables {y^3_i }^{m̃3}_{i=1} will be i.i.d uniformly distributed on I_{3ϵ}.

(7) Define {ϵ^1_i }^{m̃1}_{i=1},{ϵ^2_i }^{m̃2}_{i=1} and {ϵ^3_i }^{m̃3}_{i=1} to be sequences of ±1 Bernoulli independent random variables that are also independent from all the above defined random variables. 12

Next, we find concentration inequalities for p_1, p_2 and p_3. For all i ∈ {1, · · · , m}, define the following random variables

X_i := { 1 if x_i ∈ I_{1ϵ}, 0 if x_i ∈ [−(1 + 3ϵ)R, (1 + 3ϵ)R] \ I_{1ϵ}.

That is,

X_i = { 1 with probability^{1+ϵ}_{1+3ϵ} , 0 with probability^{2ϵ}_{1+3ϵ} .

Then, m_1 = ∑_m i=1 X_i. As E m_1 =^{m(1+ϵ)}_{(1+3ϵ)} , using the Chernoff’s bound for small deviations (Theorem 2.4) with δ = 1/2, we get P (| |m_1 − m(1 + ϵ) 1 + 3ϵ | | ≥ m(1 + ϵ) 2(1 + 3ϵ) ) ≤ 2 exp ( − m(1 + ϵ) 12(1 + 3ϵ) ) . That is,^{m(1+ϵ)}

2(1+3ϵ) ≤ m1 ≤

3m(1+ϵ) 2(1+3ϵ) with probability greater than 1 − 2 exp ( −^{m(1+ϵ)}

12(1+3ϵ) ) . Thus the event,

B_1 = { p 2(1 + 3ϵ)R − 1 (1 + ϵ)R ≤ p_1 (1 + ϵ)R ≤ 3p 2(1 + 3ϵ)R } (4.1)

has probability greater than 1 − 2 exp ( −^{m(1+ϵ)}

12(1+3ϵ) ) . Similarly, it can be shown that

B_i = { p 2(1 + 3ϵ)R − 1 ϵR ≤ p_i − p_{i−1} ϵR ≤ 3p 2(1 + 3ϵ)R } (4.2)

has probability greater than 1 − 2 exp ( −^{mϵ}_{12(1+3ϵ)} ) for i ∈ {2, 3}. Definition 4.2. Define the operator E from V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) to C^{m̃} as

E(f) = {f(y^1_i )}^{m̃1}_{i=1} ⌢ {f(y^2_i )}^{m̃2}_{i=1} ⌢ {f(y^3_i )}^{m̃3}_{i=1}

=⌢^3_{j=1} {f(y^j_i )}^{m̃j}_{i=1}.

Let V be either the ΣΔ (2.6) or the β (2.9) condensation operator with p_3 rows and m̃ columns. From here on we use ν to denote both ν_{ΣΔ} and ν_β. We shall explicitly state what ν represents in cases where it is unclear from the context. Define the matrices W_{p3×p3} and Φ_{m̃×m̃} as follows.

(W )_{ij} =

√_{2(1+ϵ)R} p_1 i = j, i ∈ {1, · · · , p1}, √_{2ϵR} p_2−p_1 i = j, i ∈ {p1 + 1, · · · , p2}, √_{2ϵR} p_3−p_2 i = j, i ∈ {p2 + 1, · · · , p3}, 0 i ≠ j. (4.3)

(Φ)_{ij} = ϵ^1_i i = j, i ∈ {1, · · · , m̃_1}, ϵ^2_{i−m̃1} i = j, i ∈ {m̃_1 + 1, · · · , m̃_1 + m̃_2}, ϵ^3_{i−m̃1−m̃2} i = j, i ∈ {m̃_1 + m̃_2 + 1, · · · , m̃}, 0 i ≠ j. From (4.3), it is clear that ‖W ‖_{2→2} ≤ max {√_{2(1+ϵ)R} p_1 , √_{2ϵR} p_2−p_1 , √_{2ϵR} p_3−p_2 } , thus the event

∩^3_{i=1}B_i (see (4.1),(4.2)) is a subset of the event

‖W ‖_{2→2} ≤ max {√ 2 p 2(1+ϵ)R − 1 (1+ϵ)R , √ 2_p 2(1+ϵ)R − 1 ϵR , √ 2_p 2(1+ϵ)R − 1 ϵR } , 13

which in turn is a subset of the event ‖W ‖_{2→2} ≤ √ 2_p 2(1+ϵ)R − 1 ϵR . (4.4)

Note that W V ΦE is an operator from V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) to C^{p3} , and for any f ∈ V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})(g) W V ΦE(f) = {⟨f, h_j ⟩}^{p3}_{j=1}, where

h_j :=

m̃_1∑

i=1 (W V )_{ji}ϵ^1_i k_y1_i +

m̃_2∑

i=1 (W V )_{j(m̃1+i)}ϵ^2_i k_y2_i +

m̃_3∑

i=1 (W V )_{j(m̃1+m̃2+i)}ϵ^3_i k_y3_i (4.5)

for all j ∈ {1, · · · p_3}. For any x ∈ R, here k_x refers to the reproducing kernel (3.11) at x. Using the structure of V , it can further be concluded that

(1) h_j =

√_{2(1+ϵ)R}

p_1 ∑_{m̃1} i=1 V_{ji}ϵ^1_i k_y1_i for all j ∈ {1, · · · , p_1}, (2) h_j = √_{2ϵR} p_2−p_1 ∑_{m̃2} i=1 V_{j(m̃1+i)}ϵ^2_i k_y2_i for all j ∈ {p_1 + 1, · · · , p_2},

(3) h_j = √_{2ϵR} p_3−p_2 ∑_{m̃3} i=1 V_{j(m̃1+m̃2+i)}ϵ^3_i k_y3_i for all j ∈ {p_2 + 1, · · · , p_3}.

In Lemma 4.6, we show that {h_j }^{p3}_{j=1} forms a frame for V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) with high probability when m and p are large. The lemma will be the consequence of Lemma 4.5, which requires some set-up.

4.1. Preparation for the frame inequality. Our approach adapts the methods provided in [5] to the quantization setting.

Definition 4.3. Let I be a subset of R whose Lebesgue measure |I| satisfies 1 ≤ |I| < ∞. We define the following two operators on L^2(R), T_I f := 1_I f and A_I := P T_I P.

Let A^′_I be the restriction of the operator A_I to V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g). Then A^′_I is a compact, positive semidefinite operator on V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) with norm less than or equal to one. Applying the spectral theorem for compact self-adjoint operators to A^′_I , we can find an orthonormal basis for V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) consisting of eigenvectors {ϕ_k}_{k∈}[_λ(_{1+} 5_{2 ϵ})_R] of A^′_I with corresponding eigenvalues {λ_k}_{k∈}[_λ(_{1+} 5_{2 ϵ})_R] satisfying 1 ≥ λ_k ≥ 0 for all k ∈ [ λ ( 1 +^5_2 ϵ ) R ] . Assume that {z_i}^{m∗}_{i=1} is a sequence of i.i.d random variables that are uniformly distributed over I and that {ϵ_i}^{m∗}_{i=1} is a sequence of ±1 Bernoulli independent random variables that are also independent from {z_i}^{m∗}_{i=1}. Let p_∗ be a positive integer that divides m_∗, and let the p_∗ × m_∗ matrix V_∗ be either the ΣΔ or the β condensation operator. For a complex sequence u ∈ C^{m∗} , denote u ⊗ u := u · u^∗ = u · u^⊤.

Define, (1) The vectors {u^j }^{p∗}_{j=1} as

u^j := (_{m∗} ∑ i=1 (V_∗)_{ji}ϵ_iϕ_k(z_i) ) k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] ∀ j ∈ {1, ..., p_∗}. (4.6) (2) The matrix Λ as Λ := E ( u^j ⊗ u^j ) . (4.7) Lemma 4.4. Let u^j and Λ be as defined in (4.6), (4.7) respectively. Then the following hold. ‖u^j ‖_2 ≤ C ∀ j ∈ {1, ..., p_∗}. (4.8) Λ_{kl} = 1 |I| λ_kδ_{kl} ∀ k, l ∈ [ λ ( 1 + 5 2 ϵ ) R ] . (4.9)

Here C is as defined in Lemma 3.6, and δ_{kl} := 1 if k = l and δ_{kl} := 0 for k ≠ l. 14

Proof. First note that u^j = ∑_{m∗} i=1 u^j_i where

u^j_i := ( (V_∗)_{ji}ϵ_iϕ_k(z_i) ) k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] ∀ i ∈ {1, ..., m_∗}. Using the fact that k_{zi} ∈ V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) ∀ i ∈ {1, ..., m_∗} and that {ϕ_k}_{k∈}[_λ(_{1+} 5_{2 ϵ})_R] is an or-

thonormal basis for V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g), we obtain

‖u^j ‖_2 ≤ m_∗∑

i=1 ‖u^j_i ‖_2 = m_∗∑

i=1 ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] | |(V_∗)_{ji}ϵ_iϕ_k(z_i) | |^2 1 2

= m_∗∑

i=1 | |(V_∗)_{ji} | | ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R]

|ϕ_k(z_i)|^2 1 2 = m_∗∑

i=1 | |(V_∗)_{ji} | | ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] |⟨ϕ_k, k_{zi} ⟩|^2 1 2

= m_∗∑

i=1 | |(V_∗)_{ji} | | ‖k_{zi} ‖ ≤ sup z∈R √ K(z, z) m_∗∑

i=1 | |(V_∗)_{ji} | |

= sup_{z∈R} √ K(z, z) < C. To get the last statement, we used the fact that rows in V_∗ are ℓ_1 normalized. Let j ∈ {1, 2, ..., p_∗} be arbitrary. Then ( u^j ⊗ u^j ) kl = (_{m∗} ∑ i=1 (V_∗)_{ji}ϵ_iϕ_k(z_i) ) (_{m∗} ∑ r=1 (V_∗)_{jr}ϵ_rϕ_l(z_r) ) . Therefore, for all k, l ∈ [ λ ( 1 +^5_2 ϵ ) R ] , we have

E ( u^j ⊗ u^j ) kl = E_z E_ϵ m_∗∑

i=1,r=1 (V_∗)_{ji}(V_∗)_{jr}ϵ_iϕ_k(z_i)ϵ_rϕ_l(z_r)

= E_z m_∗∑

i=1,r=1 (V_∗)_{ji}(V_∗)_{jr}ϕ_k(z_i)ϕ_l(z_r)E_ϵ ϵ_iϵ_r

= E_z m_∗∑

i=1,r=1,i≠r (V_∗)_{ji}(V_∗)_{jr}ϕ_k(z_i)ϕ_l(z_r)E ϵ_i E ϵ_r + E_z m_∗∑

i=1 (V_∗)^2_{ji}ϕ_k(z_i)ϕ_l(z_i)E ϵ^2_i

= E_z m_∗∑

i=1 (V_∗)^2_{ji}ϕ_k(z_i)ϕ_l(z_i) = ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1|I| ∫ I ϕ_k(z)ϕ_l(z)dz

= ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1|I| ⟨A_I ϕ_k, ϕ_l⟩ = ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1|I| λ_kδ_{kl}. □ Lemma 4.5. Let m_∗, p_∗, V_∗, {z_i}^{m∗}_{i=1}, I be as defined above and t ∈ (0, 1). Then ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1 (‖f‖^2_{,I} − t‖f‖^2) ≤ |I| p_∗ p_∗∑

j=1 | | m_∗∑

i=1 (V_∗)_{ji}ϵ_if(z_i) | |^2 (4.10)

≤ ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1 (‖f‖^2_{,I} + t‖f‖^2) ∀f ∈ V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g)

with probability greater than 1 − 2^34 p_∗ exp ( −^{t2p∗}_{21C̃2|I|} ) , where C̃:=^{‖ν‖1C}_{‖ν‖2} .

Proof. Let u^j , Λ be as defined in (4.6),(4.7) respectively. Then, using [39, Theorem 1.1], we obtain P ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 p_∗ p_∗∑

j=1 u^j ⊗ u^j − Λ ‖ ‖ ‖_{2→2} ≤ ‖ν‖^2t ‖ν‖^2_1|I| ≥ 1 − 2^34 p_∗ exp ( − t^2p_∗‖ν‖^2 21‖ν‖^2_1C^2|I| ) . (4.11)

Although {u^j }^{p∗}_{j=1} is not an i.i.d sequence as required by the conditions of [39, Theorem 1.1], the proof of [39, Theorem 1.1] is still valid. Also, according to their theorem statement, ‖Λ‖_{2→2} ≤ 1 is sufficient. However, we have ‖Λ‖_{2→2} ≤^{‖ν‖2}_{‖ν‖21|I|} ≤ 1, which is stronger, hence, by making the necessary modifications to their proof, we obtain the above bound.

Let f = ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] c^kϕ^k ∈ V

(1+^5_2 ϵ)R(g) for some c = {c_k}_{k∈} [λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R]. Then ⟨ 1 p_∗ p_∗∑

j=1 u^j ⊗ u^j c, c ⟩ = 1 p_∗ p_∗∑

j=1 ⟨ u^j ⊗ u^jc, c ⟩ = 1 p_∗ p_∗∑

j=1 ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R]

(u^j ⊗ u^j c)_kc_k

= 1 p_∗ p_∗∑

j=1 ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] ∑ l∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] ( u^j ⊗ u^j ) kl c_l ck

= 1 p_∗ p_∗∑

j=1 ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] ∑ l∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] (_{m∗} ∑ i=1 (V_∗)_{ji}ϵ_iϕ_k(z_i) )

· (_{m∗} ∑ r=1 (V_∗)_{jr}ϵ_rϕ_l(z_r) ) c_l ) c_k

= 1 p_∗ p_∗∑

j=1

| | | | m_∗∑

i=1 (V_∗)_{ji}ϵ_i ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] c_kϕ_k(z_i) | | | | 2

= 1 p_∗ p_∗∑

j=1 | | | m_∗∑

i=1 (V_∗)_{ji}ϵ_if(z_i) | | | 2 . (4.12)

Further, ⟨Λc, c⟩ = ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R]

(Λc)_kc_k = 1 |I| ∑ k∈[λ(1+^5_2 ϵ)R] λ_kc_kc_k = ⟨A_I f, f⟩ |I| = ‖ν‖^2‖f‖^2_{,I} ‖ν‖^2_1|I| . (4.13)

Using (4.12) and (4.13), we get ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 p_∗ p_∗∑

i=1 u^j ⊗ u^j − Λ ‖ ‖ ‖_{2→2} = sup_{‖c‖} 2=1 | | | ⟨( 1 p_∗ p_∗∑

i=1 u^j ⊗ u^j ) c, c ⟩ − ⟨Λc, c⟩ | | | = sup

‖f‖=1,f∈V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g)

| | | | 1 p_∗ p_∗∑

j=1 | | | m_∗∑

i=1 (V_∗)_{ji}ϵ_if(z_i) | | | 2 − ‖ν‖^2‖f‖^2_{,I} ‖ν‖^2_1|I| | | | | . (4.14)

Using (4.11) and (4.14), we get P sup ‖f‖=1,f∈V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g)

| | | | 1 p_∗ p_∗∑

j=1 | | | m_∗∑

i=1 (V_∗)_{ji}ϵ_if(z_i) | | | 2 − ‖ν‖^2‖f‖^2_{,I} ‖ν‖^2_1|I| | | | | ≤ ‖ν‖^2t ‖ν‖^2_1|I| 16

≥ 1 − 2^{34} p_∗ exp ( − t^2p_∗‖ν‖^2 21‖ν‖^2_1C^2|I| ) . That is, ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1 ( p_∗ |I| ‖f‖^2_{,I} − tp_∗ |I| ‖f‖^2 ) ≤ p_∗∑

j=1 | | | m_∗∑

i=1 (V_∗)_{ji}ϵ_if(z_i) | | | 2

≤ ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1 ( p_∗ |I| ‖f‖^2_{,I} + tp_∗ |I| ‖f‖^2 ) ∀f ∈ V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g), ‖f‖ = 1

with probability greater than 1 − 2^34 p_∗ exp ( −^{t2p∗}_{21C̃2|I|} ) . Finally, using the fact that for any f ∈

V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g),^f_{‖f‖} has norm one, we get (4.10). □

4.2. Frame inequality.

Lemma 4.6. Let γ, t ∈ (0, 1) be such that 1 − γ − 3t > 0. Further, let W and {h_j }^{p3}_{j=1} be as

defined in (4.3) and (4.5) respectively. If ϵR ≥ 2 (_√ 2λC_r √_{(2r−1)(r−1)γ} ) 1_{r−1} , then the inequalities ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1 (1 − γ − 3t)‖f‖^2 ≤ p_3∑

j=1 | ⟨f, h_j⟩ |^2 ≤ ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1 (1 + 3t)‖f‖^2 ∀f ∈ V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) (4.15) and ‖W ‖_{2→2} ≤ √ 2_p 2(1+ϵ)R − 1 ϵR (4.16)

are true together with probability greater than

1 − 6 exp ( − mϵ 12(1 + 3ϵ) ) − 5p exp ( − t^2 42C̃^2 ( p 2(1 + 3ϵ)R − 1 ϵR )) . (4.17)

Proof. Applying Lemma 4.5 conditionally on m_1, m_2 and m_3, with the random variables {y^1_i }^{m̃1}_{i=1}, {ϵ^1_i }^{m̃1}_{i=1}, the p_1 × m̃_1 matrix V_∗ = [V_{ij} ]_{i∈{1,··· ,p1},j∈{1,··· ,m̃1}} and I = I_{1ϵ}, we get that the event

A_1 = { ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1 ( ‖f‖^2_{,I1ϵ} − t‖f‖^2 ) ≤ p_1∑

j=1 2(1 + ϵ)R p_1 | | | m̃_1∑

i=1 V_{ji}ϵ^1_i f(y^1_i ) | | | 2 (4.18)

≤ ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1 ( ‖f‖^2_{,I1ϵ} + t‖f‖^2 ) ∀f ∈ V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) }

= { ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1 ( ‖f‖^2_{,I1ϵ} − t‖f‖^2 ) ≤ p_1∑

j=1 | ⟨f, h_j⟩ |^2

≤ ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1 ( ‖f‖^2_{,I1ϵ} + t‖f‖^2 ) ∀f ∈ V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) }

has probability greater than 1 − 2^34 p_1 exp ( −^{t2p1} 42C̃^2(1+ϵ)R ) . Again applying Lemma 4.5 conditionally on m_1, m_2 and m_3, with the random variables {y^2_i }^{m̃2}_{i=1},{ϵ^2_i }^{m̃2}_{i=1}, the p_2 − p_1 × m̃_2 matrix V_∗ = [V_{ij} ]_{i∈{p1+1,··· ,p2},j∈{m̃1+1,··· ,m̃1+m̃2}} and I = I_{2ϵ}, we get that the event

A_2 = { ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1 ( ‖f‖^2_{,I2ϵ} − t‖f‖^2 ) ≤ p_2∑

j=p_1+1 2ϵR p_2 − p_1 | | | m̃_2∑

i=1 V_{j(m̃1+i)}ϵ^2_i f(y^2_i ) | | | 2

≤ ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1 ( ‖f‖^2_{,I2ϵ} + t‖f‖^2 ) ∀f ∈ V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) } 17

= { ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1 ( ‖f‖^2_{,I2ϵ} − t‖f‖^2 ) ≤ p_2∑

j=p_1+1 | ⟨f, h_j ⟩ |^2

≤ ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1 ( ‖f‖^2_{,I2ϵ} + t‖f‖^2 ) ∀f ∈ V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) }

has probability greater than 1−2^34 (p_2−p_1) exp ( −^{t2(p2−p1)} 42C̃^2 ϵR ) . Similarly, we get that conditionally on m_1, m_2 and m_3, the event

A_3 = { ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1 ( ‖f‖^2_{,I3ϵ} − t‖f‖^2 ) ≤ p_3∑

j=p_2+1 | ⟨f, h_j ⟩ |^2

≤ ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1 ( ‖f‖^2_{,I3ϵ} + t‖f‖^2 ) ∀f ∈ V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) }

has probability greater than 1 − 2^34 (p_3 − p_2) exp ( −^{t2(p3−p2)} 42C̃^2ϵR ) . Note that we require |I_{2ϵ}| = |I_{3ϵ}| = 2ϵR ≥ 1 in order to apply Lemma 4.5, but this holds true since we initially assumed that ϵR ≥ 1.

From the union bound, we have P ( ∩^3_{i=1} (A_i ∩ B_i) ) ≥ 1 − P ( (A_1 ∩ B_1)^∁ ) − P ( (A_2 ∩ B_2)^∁ ) − P ( (A_3 ∩ B_3)^∁ ) . (4.19)

Further, using (4.1) and (4.18), P (A_1 ∩ B_1) = E (1_{A1∩B1} ) = E (1_{A1} 1_{B1} ) = E (E (1_{A1} 1_{B1} |m_1, m_2, m_3)) = E (1_{B1} E (1_{A1} |m_1, m_2, m_3)) = E (1_{B1} P (A_1|m_1, m_2, m_3)) ≥ E ( 1_{B1} ( 1 − 2^{34} p_1 exp ( − t^2p_1 42C̃^2(1 + ϵ)R )))

≥ ( 1 − 2^{34}

3p (1 + ϵ) 2 (1 + 3ϵ) exp ( − t^2 42C̃^2 ( p 2 (1 + 3ϵ) R − 1 (1 + ϵ) R ))) P(B_1).

That is, if 1 − 2^34^{3p(1+ϵ)}_{2(1+3ϵ)} exp ( −^{t2}_{42C̃2} (_p 2(1+3ϵ)R − 1 (1+ϵ)R )) ≥ 0 (we need not consider the case where this term is negative as this would imply that the bound in (4.17) is negative), then

P (A_1 ∩ B_1) ≥ ( 1 − 2^{34}

3p (1 + ϵ) 2 (1 + 3ϵ) exp ( − t^2 42C̃^2 ( p 2 (1 + 3ϵ) R − 1 (1 + ϵ) R )))

· ( 1 − 2 exp ( − m (1 + ϵ) 12 (1 + 3ϵ) ))

≥ 1 − 2 exp ( − m (1 + ϵ) 12 (1 + 3ϵ) ) − 2^{34}

3p (1 + ϵ) 2 (1 + 3ϵ) exp ( − t^2 42C̃^2 ( p 2 (1 + 3ϵ) R − 1 (1 + ϵ) R )) . Bounding P (A_2 ∩ B_2) and P (A_3 ∩ B_3) in a similar way, and then using the bounds in (4.19), we obtain that with probability greater than

1 − 2 exp ( − m (1 + ϵ) 12 (1 + 3ϵ) ) − 2^{34}

3p (1 + ϵ) 2 (1 + 3ϵ) exp ( − t^2 42C̃^2 ( p 2 (1 + 3ϵ) R − 1 (1 + ϵ) R ))

−2 · 2 exp ( − mϵ 12 (1 + 3ϵ) ) − 2 · 2^{34} 3pϵ 2 (1 + 3ϵ) exp ( − t^2 42C̃^2 ( p 2 (1 + 3ϵ) R − 1 ϵR ))

the inequalities ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1 ( ‖f‖^2_{,[−(1+3ϵ)R,(1+3ϵ)R]} − 3t‖f‖^2 ) ≤ p_3∑

j=1 | ⟨f, h_j ⟩ |^2 (4.20)

≤ ‖ν‖^2 ‖ν‖^2_1 ( ‖f‖^2_{,[−(1+3ϵ)R,(1+3ϵ)R]} + 3t‖f‖^2 ) ∀ f ∈ V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) and (see (4.4)) ‖W ‖_{2→2} ≤ √ 2_p 2(1+ϵ)R − 1 ϵR are true together. The inequality (4.20) is attained by adding the inequalities in A_1, A_2 and A_3. Simplifying the probability bound and using Lemma 3.4 to bound the inequality (4.20) from below, we conclude the proof. □

Using Lemma 4.6 , we conclude that with probability greater than 1 − 6 exp ( −^{mϵ}_{12(1+3ϵ)} ) − 5p exp ( −^{t2}_{42C̃2} (_p 2(1+3ϵ)R − 1 ϵR )) , the following hold.

(1) The collection {h_j }^{p3}_{j=1} forms a frame for V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g). (2) The frame operator corresponding to {h_j }^{p3}_{j=1} given by Sf = p_3∑

j=1 ⟨f, h_j⟩ h_j ∀ f ∈ V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) (4.21)

is invertible.

(3) Let G_{W V} denote the synthesis operator [16] associated with the canonical dual frame {S^{−1}h_j}^{p3}_{j=1}, i.e.,

G_{W V} ({c_j }^{p3}_{j=1}) =

p_3∑

j=1 c_j S^{−1}h_j ∀ {c_j }^{p3}_{j=1} ∈ C^{p3} .

Then, by the frame reconstruction formula, we get that for all f ∈ V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g), G_{W V} W V ΦEf = p_3∑

j=1 ⟨f, h_j⟩ S^{−1}h_j = f Thus the operator F_{W V} := G_{W V} W V (4.22) satisfies F_{W V} ΦE = I, where I is the identity operator on V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g).

(4) It can be shown that S^{−1} = G_{W V} G^∗_{W V} and that ‖S^{−1}‖ = ‖G_{W V} ‖^2(see [16]). Hence using (4.15) and [16, Lemma 5.1.5] we conclude that (a) ‖G_{W V} ‖ = √ ‖S^{−1}‖ ≤ ‖ν‖_1 ‖ν‖_2 √ (1 − γ − 3t) . (4.23) (b) ‖I − B^{−1}S‖ ≤ B − A B = 6t + γ 1 + 3t

:= α, (4.24)

where A =^{‖ν‖2}_{‖ν‖21} (1 − 3t − δ) and B =^{‖ν‖2}_{‖ν‖21} (1 + 3t). As α < 1, we further have the following expansion for S^{−1},

S^{−1} = 1 B ∞∑ r=0 (I − B^{−1}S)^r. 5. Bounding the quantization error In this section, we combine the results of the prior two sections to determine a bound on the quantization error.

Let f ∈ C_{[−π,π]} and f̃ := P f. Define, (1) ỹ := ΦEf̃ =⌢^3_{j=1} {ϵ^j_i f̃(y^j_i )}^{m̃j}_{i=1}, (2) y :=⌢^3_{j=1} {ϵ^j_i f(y^j_i )}^{m̃j}_{i=1}, (5.1) 19

(3) e =⌢^3_{j=1} {e^j_i }^{m̃j}_{i=1} := y − ỹ.

We quantize y using a noise-shaping quantizer with transfer operator H. That is, it satisfies y−q = Hu. Consequently, using (4.16) and (4.23), we get that under the assumptions of Lemma 4.6, with probability greater than 1 − 6 exp ( −^{mϵ}_{12(1+3ϵ)} ) − 5p exp ( −^{t2}_{42C̃2} (_p 2(1+3ϵ)R − 1 ϵR )) we have ‖ ‖ ‖f̃ − FW V q ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2[−R,R]} = ‖ ‖ ‖FW V ΦEf̃ − FW V q ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2[−R,R]} = ‖F_{W V} ỹ − F_{W V} q‖_L2_{[−R,R]} = ‖F_{W V} (ỹ − q)‖_L2_{[−R,R]} = ‖F_{W V} (y − e − q)‖_L2_{[−R,R]} = ‖F_{W V} (Hu − e)‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ ‖F_{W V} Hu‖_L2_{[−R,R]} + ‖F_{V W} e‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ ‖G_{W V} W V Hu‖ + ‖G_{W V} W V e‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ ‖G_{W V} ‖‖W V Hu‖_ℓ2 + ‖G_{W V} W V e‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ ‖G_{W V} ‖‖W V H‖_{∞→2}‖u‖_∞ + ‖G_{W V} W V e‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ ‖G_{W V} ‖‖W ‖_{2→2}‖V H‖_{∞→2}‖u‖_∞ + ‖G_{W V} W V e‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ ‖ν‖_1 ‖ν‖_2 √ 1 − γ − 3t √ 2_p 2(1+ϵ)R − 1 ϵR ‖V H‖_{∞→2}‖u‖_∞ + ‖G_{W V} W V e‖_L2_{[−R,R]}. (5.2) Next, we bound the second term in (5.2). ‖G_{W V} W V e‖_L2_{[−R,R]} = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ p_3∑

j=1 (W V e)_j S^{−1}h_j ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ L^2[−R,R] = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖S^{−1} p_3∑

j=1 (W V e)_j h_j ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ L^2[−R,R] .

Let h̃ := ∑_{p3} j=1(W V e)_j h_j . Then ‖G_{W V} W V e‖_L2_{[−R,R]} = ‖ ‖S^{−1}h̃ ‖ ‖_{L2[−R,R]} = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 B ∞∑ r=0 (I − B^{−1}S)^rh̃ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2[−R,R]} = 1 B ‖ ‖ ‖ h̃ + h̃ − B^{−1}Sh̃ +^∞ ∑ r=2 (I − B^{−1}S)^rh̃ ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2[−R,R]} ≤ 2 B ‖ ‖h̃ ‖ ‖ L^2[−R,R] + B^{−2} ‖ ‖Sh̃ ‖ ‖ L^2[−R,R] + 1 B ‖ ‖ ‖ ∞∑ r=2 (I − B^{−1}S)^rh̃ ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ 2 B ‖ ‖h̃ ‖ ‖_{L2[−R,R]} + B^{−2} ‖ ‖Sh̃ ‖ ‖_{L2[−R,R]} + 1 B ∞∑ r=2 ‖I − B^{−1}S‖^r‖h̃‖ ≤ 2 B ‖ ‖h̃ ‖ ‖_{L2[−R,R]} + B^{−2} ‖ ‖Sh̃ ‖ ‖_{L2[−R,R]} + 1 B α^2 1 − α ‖h̃‖, (5.3) where we used (4.24) in the last step. Before we bound the three terms in (5.3), we remark the following.

Remark 5.1. First, the structure of V implies

(1) (V e)_j = ∑^m_p i=1 V_{j((j−1)} m_{p +i)}e_y1_{(j−1) mp +i} ∀ j ∈ {1, · · · , p_1}. (2) (V e)_j = ∑^m_p i=1 V_{j((j−1)} m_{p +i)}e_y2_{(j−p1 −1) mp +i} ∀ j ∈ {p_1 + 1, · · · , p_2}. (3) (V e)_j = ∑^m_p i=1 V_{j((j−1)} m_{p +i)}e_y3_{(j−p2 −1) mp +i} ∀ j ∈ {p_2 + 1, · · · , p_3}.

Now, by definition, y^1_{(j−1)} m_{p +i} ∈ I_{1ϵ} ∀ i ∈ {1, · · · ,^m_p } and j ∈ {1, · · · , p_1}, y^2_{(j−p1−1)} m_{p +i} ∈

I_{2ϵ} ∀ i ∈ {1, · · · ,^m_p } and j ∈ {p_1 + 1, · · · , p_2}, and y^3_{(j−p2−1)} m_{p +i} ∈ I_{3ϵ} ∀ i ∈ {1, · · · ,^m_p } and j ∈ {p_2 + 1, · · · , p_3}. Therefore, using Lemmas 3.5 and 3.6, we can conclude the following.

(1) For j ∈ {1, · · · , p_1},

(a) |(V e)_j | = | | | m p∑ i=1 V_{j((j−1)} m_{p +i)}e_y1_{(j−1) mp +i} | | | ≤ ‖f − f̃‖_{L∞(I1ϵ)} m p∑ i=1 V_{j((j−1)} m_{p +i)}

= ‖f − f̃‖_L∞_{(I1ϵ)} ≤ 2C_r √ λ (r − 1)(^{3ϵR}_2 )^{r−1} . (b) ‖h_j ‖ = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ √ 2(1 + ϵ)R

p_1

m̃_1∑

i=1 V_{ji}ϵ^1_i k_y1_i ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ √ 2(1 + ϵ)R

p_1 sup_{y∈R} ‖k_y ‖ m̃_1∑

i=1 V_{ji}

= √ 2(1 + ϵ)R

p_1 sup_{y∈R} ‖k_y‖ ≤ √ 2(1 + ϵ)R p_1 C. (2) Similarly, for all j ∈ {p_1 + 1, · · · , p_2}, (a) |(V e)_j | ≤ ‖ ‖f − f̃ ‖ ‖_{L∞(I2ϵ)} ≤^{2Cr} √ λ (r−1)(^{ϵR}_2 )^{r−1} .

(b) ‖h_j ‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ √_{2ϵR} p_2−p_1 supx∈I2ϵ ‖kx‖L^2[−R,R] ≤ √_{2ϵR} p_2−p_1

6C^2_r √ 2r−1(^{ϵR}_2 )^{r− 1}2

Γ_{r−} 1_2 . (c) ‖h_j ‖ ≤ √_{2ϵR} p_2−p_1 supx∈R ‖kx‖ ≤ √_{2ϵR} p_2−p_1 C.

(3) Likewise, for all j ∈ {p_2 + 1, · · · , p_3}, (a) |(V e)_j | ≤ ‖ ‖f − f̃ ‖ ‖ L^∞(R) ≤ C_g. (b) ‖h_j ‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ √_{2ϵR} p_3−p_2 supx∈I3ϵ ‖kx‖L^2[−R,R] ≤ √_{2ϵR} p_3−p_2

6C^2_r √ 2r−1(ϵR)^{r− 1}2 Γ_{r−} 1_2 . (c) ‖h_j ‖ ≤ √_{2ϵR} p_3−p_2 supx∈R ‖kx‖ ≤ √_{2ϵR} p_3−p_2 C.

Using the bounds in Remark 5.1 and the definition of the matrix W (see (4.3)), ‖h̃‖_L2_{[−R,R]} from the first term in (5.3) can be bound as follows.

‖h̃‖_L2_{[−R,R]} = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ p_3∑

j=1 (W V e)_j h_j ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2[−R,R]}

≤ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ p_1∑

j=1 (W V e)_j h_j ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ p_2∑

j=p_1+1 (W V e)_j h_j ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ p_3∑

j=p_2+1 (W V e)_j h_j ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2[−R,R]} ≤ p_1∑

j=1 W_{jj}|(V e)_j |‖h_j ‖ + p_2∑

j=p_1+1 W_{jj}|(V e)_j |‖h_j ‖ + p_3∑

j=p_2+1 W_{jj}|(V e)_j |‖h_j ‖_L2_{[−R,R]}

≤ 4CC_r √ λ (r − 1) ( (1 + ϵ)R (^{3ϵR}_2 )^{r−1} + ϵR (^{ϵR}_2 )^{r−1} ) + 12ϵRC^2_r C_gΓ_{r−} 1_2 √ 2r − 1(ϵR)^{r− 1}2

. (5.4)

Using the fact that 1 − 3t − γ > 0 implies ‖S‖ ≤^{‖ν‖2}_{‖ν‖21} (1 + 3t) < 2, ‖ ‖Sh̃ ‖ ‖_{L2[−R,R]} from the second

term in (5.3) can be bound in the following way. ‖ ‖Sh̃ ‖ ‖_{L2[−R,R]} = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ p_3∑

j=1 (W V e)_j Sh_j ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2[−R,R]}

≤ p_2∑

j=1 W_{jj}|(V e)_j |‖S‖‖h_j ‖ + p_3∑

j=p_2+1 W_{jj}|(V e)_j |‖Sh_j ‖_L2_{[−R,R]}

≤ 8CC_r √ λ (r − 1) ( (1 + ϵ)R (^{3ϵR}_2 )^{r−1} + ϵR (^{ϵR}_2 )^{r−1} ) + √ 2ϵR p_3 − p_2

p_3∑

j=p_2+1 C_g‖Sh_j ‖_L2_{[−R,R]}, (5.5) Now, for j ∈ {p_2 + 1, · · · , p_3}, ‖Sh_j ‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ p_3∑

l=1 | ⟨h_j, h_l⟩ |‖h_l‖_L2_{[−R,R]}

≤ p_1∑

l=1 | ⟨h_j, h_l⟩ |‖h_l‖ + p_3∑

l=p_1+1 ‖h_j ‖‖h_l‖‖h_l‖_L2_{[−R,R]}. (5.6) The first term in (5.6) can be bound in the following way.

p_1∑

l=1 | ⟨h_j , h_l⟩ |‖h_l‖ ≤ p_1∑

l=1 | | | ⟨√ 2ϵR p_3 − p_2

m̃_3∑

i=1 V_{j(m̃1+m̃2+i)}ϵ^3_i k_y3_i , √ 2(1 + ϵ)R p_1

m̃_1∑

n=1 V_{ln}ϵ^1_nk_y1_n ⟩| | | ‖h_l‖

≤ √ 2ϵR p_3 − p_2

2C(1 + ϵ)R

p_1

p_1∑

l=1 m̃_3∑

i=1 m̃_1∑

n=1 V_{j(m̃1+m̃2+i)}V_{ln} | |K(y^1_n, y^3_i ) | |

≤ 4C(1 + ϵ)RC^2_r Γ_{r−} 1_2 (^{ϵR}_2 )^r √ 2ϵR p_3 − p_2

, (5.7)

where in order to obtain the last inequality, we used (3.10). The second term in the equation (5.6) can be bound in the following way.

p_3∑

l=p_1+1 ‖h_j ‖‖h_l‖‖h_l‖_L2_{[−R,R]}

≤ √ 2ϵR p_3 − p_2 C p_2∑

l=p_1+1 ‖h_l‖‖h_l‖_L2_{[−R,R]} + p_3∑

l=p_2+1 ‖h_l‖‖h_l‖_L2_{[−R,R]}

≤ √ 2ϵR p_3 − p_2 C p_2∑

l=p_1+1

12ϵRCC^2_r Γ_{r−} 1_2

(p_2 − p_1) √ 2r − 1(^{ϵR}_2 )^{r− 1}2 + p_3∑

l=p_2+1

12ϵRCC^2_r Γ_{r−} 1_2

(p_2 − p_1) √ 2r − 1(ϵR)^{r− 1}2 = √ 2ϵR p_3 − p_2

12ϵRC^2C^2_r Γ_{r−} 1_2 √ 2r − 1(^{ϵR}_2 )^{r− 1}2 ( 1 + 1 2^{r− 1}2 ) . (5.8)

Therefore, using (5.6),(5.7) and (5.8) in (5.5), we get ‖Sh̃‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ 8CC_r √ λ (r − 1) ( (1 + ϵ)R (^{3ϵR}_2 )^{r−1} + ϵR (^{ϵR}_2 )^{r−1} )

+ 2ϵRC_g ( 4C(1 + ϵ)RC^2_r Γ_{r−} 1_2 (^{ϵR}_2 )^r + 12ϵRC^2C^2_r Γ_{r−} 1_2 √ 2r − 1(^{ϵR}_2 )^{r− 1}2 ( 1 + 1 2^{r− 1}2 ))

≤ 8CC_r √ λ (r − 1) ( (1 + ϵ)R (^{3ϵR}_2 )^{r−1} + ϵR (^{ϵR}_2 )^{r−1} ) (5.9)

+ 16C_gCC^2_r Γ_{r−} 1_2 (1 + ϵ)R (_{ϵR} 2 )_{r−1} + 12C √ 2r − 1 (_{ϵR} 2 )_{r−} 5_2 . 22

Lastly, ‖ ‖h̃ ‖ ‖ from the third term in (5.3) can be bound as follows. ‖ ‖ ‖h̃ ‖ ‖ ‖ = ‖ ‖ ‖ p_3∑

j=1 (W V e)_j h_j ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ p_2∑

j=1 W_{jj}|(V e)_j |‖h_j ‖ + p_3∑

j=p_2+1 W_{jj}|(V e)_j |‖h_j ‖

≤ 4CC_r √ λ (r − 1) ( (1 + ϵ)R (^{3ϵR}_2 )^{r−1} + ϵR (^{ϵR}_2 )^{r−1} ) + 2ϵRCC_g. (5.10)

If we assume that^{α2}_{1−α} < 1, then using (5.4),(5.9) and (5.10) in (5.3), we obtain ‖G_{W V} W V e‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ ( ‖ν‖_1 ‖ν‖_2 )_4 ( 8CC_r √ λ (r − 1) ( (1 + ϵ)R (^{3ϵR}_2 )^{r−1} + ϵR (^{ϵR}_2 )^{r−1} ) + 24ϵRC^2_r C_gΓ_{r−} 1_2 √ 2r − 1(ϵR)^{r− 1}2 + 8CC_r √ λ (r − 1) ( (1 + ϵ)R (^{3ϵR}_2 )^{r−1} + ϵR (^{ϵR}_2 )^{r−1} )

+16C_gCC^2_r Γ_{r−} 1_2 (1 + ϵ)R (_{ϵR} 2 )_{r−1} + 12C √ 2r − 1 (_{ϵR} 2 )_{r−} 5_2

+ 4CC_r √ λ (r − 1) ( (1 + ϵ)R (^{3ϵR}_2 )^{r−1} + ϵR (^{ϵR}_2 )^{r−1} )) + 2ϵRCC_g ( ‖ν‖_1 ‖ν‖_2 )_2

α^2 1 − α ≤ ( ‖ν‖_1 ‖ν‖_2 )_4 36CC_gC^2_r √ λΓ_{r−} 1_2 (1 + ϵ)R (^{ϵR}_2 )^{r−1} + 12C √ 2r − 1 (_{ϵR} 2 )_{r−} 5_2

+ 24C^2_r C_gΓ_{r−} 1_2 √ 2r − 1(ϵR)^{r− 3}2 ) + 2ϵRCC_g ( ‖ν‖_1 ‖ν‖_2 )_2

α^2 1 − α (5.11) ≤ ( ‖ν‖_1 ‖ν‖_2 )_4 C^♯_r (^{ϵR}_2 )^{r− 5}2 ( (1 + ϵ)R

(^{ϵR}_2 )^32 + 12 √ 2r − 1 + 1 √ 2r − 1ϵR )

+ ( ‖ν‖_1 ‖ν‖_2 )_2 2ϵRCC_g α^2 1 − α , where C^♯_r = 36 √ λC_gC^2C^2_r Γ_{r−} 1_2 . To obtain (5.11), we used that^1_{r−1} ≤^{1√}_{2r−1} ∀ r ≥ 4. Hence,

using Lemmas 3.5 and 4.6, and inequality (5.2) we can conclude that if ϵR ≥ 2 (_√ 2λC_r √_{(2r−1)(r−1)γ} ) 1_{r−1} and 1 − γ − 3t > 0, then ‖f − F_{W V} q‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ ‖f − f̃‖_L2_{[−R,R]} + ‖f̃ − F_{W V} q‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ 2C_r √ λ √ 2r − 1(r −^3_2 )(^5_2 ϵR)^{r− 3}2

(5.12)

+ ‖ν‖_1 ‖ν‖_2 √ 1 − γ − 3t √ 2_p 2(1+ϵ)R − 1 ϵR ‖V H‖_{∞→2}‖u‖_∞

+ ( ‖ν‖_1 ‖ν‖_2 )_4 C^♯_r (^{ϵR}_2 )^{r− 5}2 ( (1 + ϵ)R

(^{ϵR}_2 )^32 + 12 √ 2r − 1 + 1 √ 2r − 1ϵR )

+ ( ‖ν‖_1 ‖ν‖_2 )_2 2ϵRCC_g α^2 1 − α with probability greater than 1 − 6 exp ( −^{mϵ}_{12(1+3ϵ)} ) − 5p exp ( −^{t2}_{42C̃2R} (_p 2(1+3ϵ) − 1 ϵR )) . 23

We now consider the two quantization schemes separately.

5.1. ΣΔ quantization. Let Q^7_{ΣΔ} denote the stable seventh-order ΣΔ scheme from Proposition 2.7. Since f ∈ C_{−π,π}, ‖y‖_∞ ≤ 1. Let q := Q^7_{ΣΔ}(y), H be the m̃ × m̃ matrix D^7 and V be the p_3 × m̃ matrix Ṽ_{ΣΔ}, then using Proposition 2.7 and (2.7) we get ‖V H‖_{∞→2}‖u‖_∞ ≤ √ p_3(8 · 7)^{7+1}C(7) ( m̃ p_3 )_{−7} δ ≤ √ p(56)^8C(7) ( m p )_{−7} δ. In this case, ν = ν_{ΣΔ}, and since ν_{ΣΔ} ∈ R^{mp} ,^{‖ν‖1}_{‖ν‖2} ≤ √_m p . Thus, ‖f − F_{W ṼΣΔ} q‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ 2C_r √ λ √ 2r − 1(r −^3_2 )(^5_2 ϵR)^{r− 3}2

(5.13)

+ √ m p 1 √ 1 − γ − 3t √ 2_p 2(1+ϵ)R − 1 ϵR √ p(56)^8C(7) ( m p )_{−7} δ

+ ( m p )_2 C^♯_r (^{ϵR}_2 )^{r− 5}2 ( (1 + ϵ)R (^{ϵR}_2 )^32 + 12 √ 2r − 1 + 1 √ 2r − 1ϵR )

+ 2ϵRCC_g ( m p ) α^2 1 − α with probability greater than 1 − 6 exp ( −^{mϵ} 12(1+3ϵ)R ) − 5p exp ( −^{t2p}_{42mC2} (_p 2(1+3ϵ)R − 1 ϵR )) . Theorem 5.2. Let R > 1, δ > 0 be real numbers, and L be a positive integer. Assume that {x_i}^m_{i=1} is a sequence of i.i.d random variables that are uniformly distributed on [−R−3m^116 , R+ 3m^116 ]. Let f ∈ C_{[−π,π]}, and Q^7_{ΣΔ} be the stable seventh-order ΣΔ quantization scheme from Proposition 2.7. If m^{15}16 is an integer such that it divides m, 7 divides m^116 − 1 and m is sufficiently large, then with probability greater than

1 − 17m^{1516} exp ( − m^516 d_2R )

we have ‖f − F_{W ṼΣΔ} q‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ d_1R m^38

, (5.14)

where F_{W ṼΣΔ} is as defined in (4.22), q := Q^7_{ΣΔ}(y), y is as defined in (5.1), and d_1 and d_2 are positive constants given in the proof.

Proof. Take ϵ =^{m 116}_R , r = 11, λ = 2, t =^1_{12}

(_1 m ) 1_4

and γ =^1_8

(_1 m ) 1_4

. Choose p =^m_{m 116} = m^{15}16 , this causes no issues as we have already assumed all of the necessary conditions for m in the theorem statement. With the above-mentioned choices, we can conclude the following. (1) α^2 1 − α < (6t + γ)^2 1 − (3t + γ) ≤ 5 8 ( 1 m ) 1_2 , 1 √ 1 − 3t − γ ≤ √ 8 5 and C = √ 3. (5.15) (2) 1 + 3ϵ = 1 +

3m^116 R ≤ 4m^{116} and similarly 1 + ϵ ≤ 2m^{116} . (5.16)

(3) If m^{15}16 ≥^{4R}_{m 116} + 12, then p ≥^4_ϵ + 12, which in-turn implies that √ 1_p (1+ϵ)R − 1 ϵR ≤ √ 4(1 + 3ϵ)R p ≤ 2m^{132} √ R p . (5.17) 24

(4) m ≥ 2^{803} ( 16C_{11} √ 210 ) 8_3

implies ϵR ≥ 2 ( √ 2λC_r √ (2r − 1)(r − 1)γ ) 1_{r−1} . (5.18)

Thus, using (5.13), we get that if m ≥ 2^{80}3

(_{16C11√} 210 ) 8_3

and m^{15}16 ≥^{4R}_{m 116} + 12, then ‖f − F_{W ṼΣΔ} q‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ C_{11}

m^{19}32 + 16 √ 5 (56)^8C(7) √ R m^616 δ + 2^{17}2 C^♯_{11}

m^{13}32 ( 4 √ 2R m^132 + 12 √ 21 + 1 √ 21m^116 ) + 5 √ 3C_g 4m^38

with probability 1 − 6 exp ( −^{m 1716} 12R ( 1+3m^116 ) ) − 5em^{15}16 exp ( −^{m 516}

145152R ) . That is, for sufficiently

large m, ‖f − F_{W ṼΣΔ} q‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ d_1R

m^38

with probability greater than 1 − 17m^{15}16 exp ( −^{m 516}_{d2R} ) , where d_2 = 145152 and

d_1 = 4 · max { C_{11}, 16 √ 5 (56)^8C(7)δ, ( 2^{11} +

2^{17}2 13 √ 21 ) C^♯_{11}, 5 √ 3C_g 4 } . □ Remark 5.3. If we assume that 2^7 +^1_δ ≤ 2L, then selecting H = D^7 in Lemma 2.6 also yields a stable ΣΔ quantizer of order 7. The preceding theorem holds true for this quantizer as well; only the constant d_1 changes.

5.2. Distributed noise-shaping quantization. Let L be a positive integer and δ > 0. Fix β ∈ (1, 2L −^1_δ ). Since f ∈ C_{[−π,π]}, ‖y‖_∞ ≤ 1. Let H be the m̃ × m̃ matrix H_β and V be the p_3 × m̃ matrix Ṽ_β. Further, let Q_β be the distributed noise-shaping quantizer from Lemma 2.6 and q := Q_β(y). Then, using (2.10) and Lemma 2.6, we get ‖V H‖_{∞→2}‖u‖_∞ ≤ √ p_3β^{− m̃p}3^{+1}δ ≤ √ pβ^{− mp +1}δ. As in this case ν = ν_β = [β^{−1}β^{−2} · · · β^{− mp} ], it can be calculated that^{‖ν‖1}_{‖ν‖2} ≤

√_{β+1} β−1 . Thus, ‖f − F_{W Ṽβ} q‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ 2C_r √ λ √ 2r − 1(r −^3_2 )(^5_2 ϵR)^{r− 3}2

(5.19)

+ √ β + 1 β − 1 1 √ 1 − γ − 3t √ 2_p 2(1+ϵ)R − 1 ϵR √ pβ^{− mp +1}δ

+ ( β + 1 β − 1 )_2 C^♯_r (^{ϵR}_2 )^{r− 5}2 ( (1 + ϵ)R

(^{ϵR}_2 )^32 + 12 √ 2r − 1 + 1 √ 2r − 1ϵR )

+ 2ϵRCC_g ( β + 1 β − 1 ) α^2 1 − α with probability greater than 1 − 6 exp ( −^{mϵ} 12(1+3ϵ)R ) − 5p exp ( −^{t2(β−1)} 42(β+1)C^2 (_p 2(1+3ϵ)R − 1 ϵR )) . Theorem 5.4. Let R > 1, δ > 0 be a real numbers, L be a positive integer, and f ∈ C_{[−π,π]}. Fix β ∈ (1, 2L −^1_δ ). Assume that {x_i}^m_{i=1} is a sequence of i.i.d random variables that are uniformly distributed on [−R − 3m^116 , R + 3m^116 ]. Let Q_β be the quantization scheme from Lemma 2.6. If 25

m^{15}16 is an integer such that it divides m and m is sufficiently large, then with probability greater than

1 − 17m^{1516} exp ( − m^38 d_2R )

we have ‖f − F_{W Ṽβ} q‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ d_1R m^716

, (5.20)

where F_{W Ṽβ} is as defined in (4.22), q := Q_β(y), y is as defined in (5.1), and d_1 and d_2 are positive constants given in the proof.

Proof. Take ϵ, λ, t,γ, p and r as in the proof of Theorem 5.2. Then (5.15),(5.16),(5.17) and (5.18) are still true and in addition we have that if m ≥ (^{15}_{32 ln β} ln m)^{16}, then β^{−m 116} ≤^1_{m 1532} .

Thus, using (5.19), we get that for sufficiently large m, ‖f − F_{W Ṽβ} q‖_L2_{[−R,R]} ≤ d_1R m^716

with probability greater than 1 − 17m^{15}16 exp ( −^{m 38}_{d2R} ) , where d_2 = 145152

(_{β+1} β−1 ) and

d_1 = 4 · max { C_{11}, √ β + 1 β − 1 16 √ 5 βδ, ( β + 1 β − 1 )_2 ( 2^{11} +

2^{17}2 13 √ 21 ) C^♯_{11}, ( β + 1 β − 1 ) 5 √ 3C_g 4 } . □ 6. Numerical experiments

In order to test the accuracy of our main results, we run numerical experiments. Let w be defined as w(ξ) = { e^{− 1ξ} ξ > 0, 0 ξ ≤ 0. For g we chose the following function defined via the Fourier transform

ĝ(ξ) = 1√ 2λπ |ξ| ≤ π, 1√ 2λπ cos (_π 2 ν (_{|ξ|−π} (2λ−2)π )) π < |ξ| ≤ (2λ − 1)π, 0 (2λ − 1)π < |ξ|. Here ν(ξ) :=^{w(ξ)}

w(ξ)+w(1−ξ) ∀ ξ ∈ R and λ = 2. The function f shown in Fig 1 is used as the test

signal throughout our numerical experiments. Further, we fix the parameters ϵ =^1_2 and R = 5. As a result, the sampling interval [−(1 + 3ϵ)R, (1 + 3ϵ)R] reduces to [ −^{25}_2 ,^{25}_2 ] , each sample x_i is sampled according to the uniform distribution on [ −^{25}_2 ,^{25}_2 ] and the finite dimensional approximation space is V (^{1+ 52 ϵ})^R(g) = V^{45}4 (g). We run our experiment in two parts. The whole process is carried out twice in each part, once with an alphabet of cardinality 20 (L = 10) and once with an alphabet of cardinality 160 (L = 80). When L = 10, we use the MSQ and β scheme for quantization and not the ΣΔ scheme. This is due to the fact that we employ the seventh-order ΣΔ greedy quantizer for ΣΔ quantization, which places constraints on the size of the alphabet (see Remark 5.3).

Taking 3000 random samples of the function f from the interval [ −^{25}_2 ,^{25}_2 ] , in the first part (Fig 2), we show visually that we achieve good reconstruction using our method in both ΣΔ (seventh-order) and β quantization schemes. We also plot the reconstructed function when using the MSQ scheme for comparison. In Fig 2(a) and 2(c), we plot a zoomed-in version of f along with the reconstructed function f^♯. To better highlight the inaccuracy introduced by each of these three quantization procedures, we exhibit only the error introduced by each in Fig 2(b) and 2(d). Unlike the noise-shaping quantization approaches mentioned in this study, where the 26

Figure 1. Test signal f used in the numerical experiments.

Figure 2. Panel (a) and (c): zoomed-in view of f along with f^♯. Panel (b) and (d): error plots f − f^♯. The quantization alphabet for MSQ is taken as A_{10} and A_{80} (defined in (6.1)) for L = 10 and L = 80 respectively. For β quantization, the greedy quantizer defined in Lemma 2.6 is used to quantize the samples. The noise transfer operator and the quantization alphabet are taken as H_β = H_5, i.e., β = 5 and A^{0.1}_{10} for L = 10, and H_{20} and A^{1/130}_{80} for L = 80, respectively. For the ΣΔ quantization scheme, the greedy quantizer defined in Lemma 2.6 is used to quantize the samples, with the noise transfer operator taken as H = D^7 and the quantization alphabet taken as A^{0.05}_{80} .

Figure 3. The quantizers and the quantization alphabets are the same as in Fig 2 for each of the three quantization schemes. We plot the reconstruction error along with the sample size m. For the ΣΔ and β schemes p is fixed as 200.

samples have to be partitioned into three collections due to the presence of the block diagonal matrix V , in the MSQ scenario as p = m (which implies that V is the identity matrix), no such partitioning is necessary. Further, the collection of symmetric Bernoulli random variables is also not required. For MSQ, we consider the quantization alphabet of the form

A_L = { −1 +

2n + 1 2L : n ∈ {0, · · · , 2L − 1} } , (6.1)

with q^{MSQ} i := arg min_{r∈AL} |f(x_i) − r| ∀ i ∈ {1, · · · , m}. As discussed in the introduction, we apply a linear method for MSQ data: the function samples are quantized using the memoryless scalar quantizer, and then the canonical dual frame is operated on these quantized samples for reconstruction.

In the second part, Fig 3, we plot the average error ‖ ‖ { f(t_i) − f^♯(t_i)

}_{200} i=1 ‖ ‖_∞ after five iterations. Here {t_i}^{200}_{i=1} are evenly spaced points from [−5, 5]. The following conclusions can be drawn from Fig 3. The β scheme clearly outperforms both the ΣΔ scheme and MSQ. As expected, the MSQ error does not decrease with increasing sample size. The plot shows that for the considered sample range, MSQ performs slightly better than the ΣΔ scheme. The error in the ΣΔ scheme appears to decline at first; however, it levels out after a certain stage. The β scheme exhibits similar behaviour, where increasing the number of samples does not result in further error decay after a certain point. One possible explanation for why, in neither case, we observe continued decay could be that the theorem statement requires us to increase the sampling interval as the sample size increases, which we do not do due to computational difficulties. So, there may be some inherent limitations related to the fact that the projection error ‖f − P f‖_L2_{[−5,5]} does not decrease with increasing samples. However, it is also possible that the error will continue to reduce slowly as the sample size grows, but computational constraints prevent us from using more samples. 28

At the same time, the β scheme also performs significantly better in terms of computation speed than the MSQ and the ΣΔ schemes. Potential reasons for that are that in MSQ, one works with considerably larger frames, necessitating more computations to calculate the dual frame, and in the ΣΔ scheme, the function samples must be quantized using a seventh-order ΣΔ quantizer, which is computationally intensive.

Remark 6.1. We remark that ΣΔ quantization falls short of β quantization and also MSQ both in terms of accuracy and computational performance. We nevertheless decided to include the method in our discussion, as it has performed quite successfully in other contexts and hence is a natural candidate for a reconstruction approach. We consider it to be an interesting observation that it should not be the method of choice in this scenario.

7. Concluding remarks

In this paper, we established a first error analysis for reconstruction from quantized random samples of bandlimited signals both in the case of ΣΔ and distributed noise-shaping quantization. Our theoretical findings suggest an advantage of the latter approach, which we also observed in our numerical experiments.

We see a number of interesting directions to explore our findings further.

• In this paper, we consider the three-bin scenario, in which the sample points {x_i}^m_{i=1} are divided into three collections (bins). We are confident that by increasing the number of bins, our error decay rate will improve.

• Random sampling techniques were primarily developed to address the issues that arise when sampling multivariate functions. While we consider the quantization of bandlimited functions defined on R in this paper, we believe the results can be extended to higher dimensions with similar techniques.

• In the method presented in this study, function samples can only be quantized after they have all been collected and stored. We want to improve this technique further by creating a new on-line approach in which samples are quantized in real-time during the process of collection.

• Finally, as stated in the introduction, the sampling interval increases as the number of samples grows in both of our main results. We wish to improve on this by developing an algorithm in which the error decreases with increasing sample size but does not require a corresponding increase in the sampling interval.

References

1. A. Aldroubi and K. Gröchenig, Nonuniform sampling and reconstruction in shift-invariant spaces, SIAM Rev.

43 (2001), no. 4, 585–620. MR 1882684 2. S. Arati, P. Devaraj, and A. K. Garg, Random average sampling and reconstruction in shift-invariant subspaces of mixed Lebesgue spaces, Results Math. 77 (2022), no. 6, Paper No. 223, 38. MR 4491129 3. R. F. Bass and K. Gröchenig, Random sampling of multivariate trigonometric polynomials, SIAM J. Math.

Anal. 36 (2004/05), no. 3, 773–795. MR 2111915 4. , Random sampling of bandlimited functions, Israel J. Math. 177 (2010), 1–28. MR 2684411 5. , Relevant sampling of band-limited functions, Illinois J. Math. 57 (2013), no. 1, 43–58. MR 3224560 6. J. J. Benedetto, A. M. Powell, and Ö. Yilmaz, Second-order sigma-delta (ΣΔ) quantization of finite frame expansions, Appl. Comput. Harmon. Anal. 20 (2006), no. 1, 126–148. MR 2200933 7. , Sigma-delta (ΣΔ) quantization and finite frames, IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory 52 (2006), no. 5, 1990–2005. MR 2234460 8. J. Blum, M. Lammers, A. M. Powell, and Ö. Yilmaz, Sobolev duals in frame theory and sigma-delta quantization, J. Fourier Anal. Appl. 16 (2010), no. 3, 365–381. MR 2643587 9. B. G. Bodmann and V. I. Paulsen, Frame paths and error bounds for sigma-delta quantization, Appl. Comput.

Harmon. Anal. 22 (2007), no. 2, 176–197. MR 2295294 10. B. G. Bodmann, V. I. Paulsen, and S. A. Abdulbaki, Smooth frame-path termination for higher order sigmadelta quantization, J. Fourier Anal. Appl. 13 (2007), no. 3, 285–307. MR 2334611 11. E. J. Candès, J.K. Romberg, and T. Tao, Robust uncertainty principles: exact signal reconstruction from highly incomplete frequency information, IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory 52 (2006), no. 2, 489–509. MR 2236170 12. , Stable signal recovery from incomplete and inaccurate measurements, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 59 (2006), no. 8, 1207–1223. MR 2230846 29

13. E. Chou and C. S. Güntürk, Distributed noise-shaping quantization: I. Beta duals of finite frames and nearoptimal quantization of random measurements, Constr. Approx. 44 (2016), no. 1, 1–22. MR 3514402 14. , Distributed noise-shaping quantization: II. Classical frames, Excursions in harmonic analysis. Vol.

5, Appl. Numer. Harmon. Anal., Birkhäuser/Springer, Cham, 2017, pp. 179–198. MR 3699683 15. E. Chou, C. S. Güntürk, F. Krahmer, R. Saab, and Ö. Yilmaz, Noise-shaping quantization methods for frame-based and compressive sampling systems, Sampling theory, a renaissance, Appl. Numer. Harmon. Anal., Birkhäuser/Springer, Cham, 2015, pp. 157–184. MR 3467421 16. O. Christensen, An introduction to frames and Riesz bases, second ed., Applied and Numerical Harmonic Analysis, Birkhäuser/Springer, [Cham], 2016. MR 3495345 17. Z. Cvetković, I. Daubechies, and B. F. Logan, Jr., Single-bit oversampled A/D conversion with exponential accuracy in the bit rate, IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory 53 (2007), no. 11, 3979–3989. MR 2446550 18. I. Daubechies and R. DeVore, Approximating a bandlimited function using very coarsely quantized data: a family of stable sigma-delta modulators of arbitrary order, Ann. of Math. (2) 158 (2003), no. 2, 679–710. MR 2018933 19. P. Deift and F. Güntürk, C. S.and Krahmer, An optimal family of exponentially accurate one-bit sigma-delta quantization schemes, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 64 (2011), no. 7, 883–919. MR 2828585 20. J. Feng, F. Krahmer, and R. Saab, Quantized compressed sensing for random circulant matrices, Appl.

Comput. Harmon. Anal. 47 (2019), no. 3, 1014–1032. MR 3995001 21. Z. Gao, F. Krahmer, and A. M. Powell, High-order low-bit sigma-delta quantization for fusion frames, Anal.

Appl. (Singap.) 19 (2021), no. 1, 1–20. MR 4178410 22. V. K. Goyal, M. Vetterli, and N. T. Thao, Quantized overcomplete expansions in R^N : analysis, synthesis, and algorithms, IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory 44 (1998), no. 1, 16–31. MR 1486646 23. R. Gray, Oversampled sigma-delta modulation, IEEE Transactions on Communications 35 (1987), no. 5, 481–489.

24. K. Gröchenig, Localization of frames, Banach frames, and the invertibility of the frame operator, J. Fourier Anal. Appl. 10 (2004), no. 2, 105–132. MR 2054304 25. C. S. Güntürk, One-bit sigma-delta quantization with exponential accuracy, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 56 (2003), no. 11, 1608–1630. MR 1995871 26. C. S. Güntürk, M. Lammers, A. M. Powell, R. Saab, and Ö. Yilmaz, Sobolev duals for random frames and ΣΔ quantization of compressed sensing measurements, Found. Comput. Math. 13 (2013), no. 1, 1–36. MR 3009528 27. C. S. Güntürk and W. Li, Quantization for spectral super-resolution, Constr. Approx. 56 (2022), no. 3, 619–648. MR 4519592 28. T. Huynh and R. Saab, Fast binary embeddings and quantized compressed sensing with structured matrices, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 73 (2020), no. 1, 110–149. MR 4033891 29. H. Inose and Y. Yasuda, A unity bit coding method by negative feedback, Proceedings of the IEEE 51 (1963), no. 11, 1524–1535.

30. Y. Jiang and W. Li, Random sampling in multiply generated shift-invariant subspaces of mixed Lebesgue spaces L^{p,q} (R × R^d ), J. Comput. Appl. Math. 386 (2021), Paper No. 113237, 15. MR 4163095 31. Y. Jiang and H. Zhang, Random sampling in multi-window quasi shift-invariant spaces, Results Math. 78 (2023), no. 3, Paper No. 83, 20. MR 4552683 32. F. Krahmer, R. Saab, and R. Ward, Root-exponential accuracy for coarse quantization of finite frame expansions, IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory 58 (2012), no. 2, 1069–1079. MR 2918010 33. F. Krahmer, R. Saab, and Ö. Yilmaz, Sigma-Delta quantization of sub-Gaussian frame expansions and its application to compressed sensing, Inf. Inference 3 (2014), no. 1, 40–58. MR 3311448 34. F. Krahmer and R. Ward, Lower bounds for the error decay incurred by coarse quantization schemes, Appl.

Comput. Harmon. Anal. 32 (2012), no. 1, 131–138. MR 2854165 35. M. Lammers, A. M. Powell, and Ö. Yilmaz, Alternative dual frames for digital-to-analog conversion in sigmadelta quantization, Adv. Comput. Math. 32 (2010), no. 1, 73–102. MR 2574568 36. Y. Li, Q. Sun, and J. Xian, Random sampling and reconstruction of concentrated signals in a reproducing kernel space, Appl. Comput. Harmon. Anal. 54 (2021), 273–302. MR 4241985 37. Y. Li, J. Wen, and J. Xian, Reconstruction from convolution random sampling in local shift invariant spaces, Inverse Problems 35 (2019), no. 12, 125008, 15. MR 4041950 38. Y. Lu and J. Xian, Non-uniform random sampling and reconstruction in signal spaces with finite rate of innovation, Acta Appl. Math. 169 (2020), 247–277. MR 4146900 39. M. Moeller and T. Ullrich, L2-norm sampling discretization and recovery of functions from RKHS with finite trace, Sampl. Theory Signal Process. Data Anal. 19 (2021), no. 2, Paper No. 13, 31. MR 4354442 40. D. Patel and S. Sampath, Random sampling in reproducing kernel subspaces of L^p(R^n ), J. Math. Anal. Appl.

491 (2020), no. 1, 124270, 18. MR 4110265 41. Y. Plan and R. Vershynin, One-bit compressed sensing by linear programming, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 66 (2013), no. 8, 1275–1297. MR 3069959 42. A. M. Powell, J. Tanner, Y. Wang, and Ö. Yilmaz, Coarse quantization for random interleaved sampling of bandlimited signals, ESAIM Math. Model. Numer. Anal. 46 (2012), no. 3, 605–618. MR 2877367

43. A. M. Powell and J. T. Whitehouse, Error bounds for consistent reconstruction: random polytopes and coverage processes, Found. Comput. Math. 16 (2016), no. 2, 395–423. MR 3464211 44. R. Saab, R. Wang, and Ö. Yilmaz, From compressed sensing to compressed bit-streams: practical encoders, tractable decoders, IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory 64 (2018), no. 9, 6098–6114. MR 3849541 45. , Quantization of compressive samples with stable and robust recovery, Appl. Comput. Harmon. Anal.

44 (2018), no. 1, 123–143. MR 3707866 46. R. Wang, Sigma delta quantization with harmonic frames and partial Fourier ensembles, J. Fourier Anal.

Appl. 24 (2018), no. 6, 1460–1490. MR 3881838 47. J. Yang, Random sampling and reconstruction in multiply generated shift-invariant spaces, Anal. Appl. (Singap.) 17 (2019), no. 2, 323–347. MR 3921925 48. J. Yang and W. Wei, Random sampling in shift invariant spaces, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 398 (2013), no. 1, 26–34. MR 2984312

Department of Mathematics, Indian Institute of Technology Madras, India Email address: rohanjoy96@gmail.com

Center of Mathematics, Technical University of Munich, Germany Email address: felix.krahmer@tum.de

Center of Mathematics, Technical University of Munich, Germany Email address: alessandro.lupoli@tum.de

Department of Mathematics, Indian Institute of Technology Madras, India Email address: radharam@iitm.ac.in