
ASYMPTOTIC QUANTIZATION OF MEASURES ON RIEMANNIAN MANIFOLDS
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ATA DENIZ AYDIN AND MIKAELA IACOBELLI

Abstract. The quantization problem looks for best approximations of a probability measure on a given

metric space by finitely many points, where the approximation error is measured with respect to the

Wasserstein distance. On particular smooth domains, such as Rd or complete Riemannian manifolds, the

quantization error is known to decay polynomially as the number of points is taken to infinity, provided

the measure satisfies an integral condition which controls the amount of mass outside compact sets. On

Riemannian manifolds, the existing integral condition involves a quantity measuring the growth of the

exponential map, for which the only available estimates are in terms of lower bounds on sectional curvature.

In this paper, we provide a more general integral condition for the asymptotics of the quantization

error on Riemannian manifolds, given in terms of the growth of the covering numbers of spheres, which

is purely metric in nature and concerns only the large-scale growth of the manifold. We further estimate

the covering growth of manifolds in two particular cases, namely lower bounds on the Ricci curvature

and geometric group actions by a discrete group of isometries. These estimates can themselves generalize

beyond manifolds, and hint at a future treatment of asymptotic quantization also on non-smooth metric

measure spaces.

1. Introduction

1.1. General overview. The quantization problem for measures on metric spaces involves the approx-

imation of finite measures by finitely many points. Given a finite Borel measure µ on a complete and

separable metric space X, the quantization problem of order p ∈ [1,∞] involves the minimization of the

p-Wasserstein distance between µ and a measure supported on at most N points:

eN,p(µ) = inf
#supp µN≤N

Wp(µ, µN ).

This problem admits various equivalent formulations; in particular, it reduces to a problem over the

support of the approximating measure µN . More specifically, it is equivalent to minimizing the following

functional

ep(µ;S) := ∥d(·, S)∥Lp(X;µ) =

{
p
»∫

X d(x, S)p dµ(x), p < ∞;

supx∈supp µ d(x, S), p = ∞
over all sets S ⊆ X of cardinality at most N :

eN,p(µ) = inf
#S≤N

ep(µ;S).

For example, suppose X represents a geographical region, and µ describes the distribution of a population

on the region. Then the points in S are chosen to be optimally reachable by the population in some sense.

For p = 1, S is chosen such that the average distance to S is minimized, and for p = ∞, S is chosen such

that the maximal distance to S is minimized; other values of p interpolate between these problems.
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In this paper, we will work only with this set distance formulation and the case p < ∞, and denote

the pth powers of ep(µ;S) and eN,p(µ) by Vp(µ;S) and VN,p(µ) respectively. For reference on other

equivalent formulations, see e.g. Graf and Luschgy [30, Sec. 3].

We will be focusing on the asymptotics of the quantization error as N → ∞. Before reviewing

existing results on asymptotic quantization on Rd and Riemannian manifolds, we first give a general

survey of the history and applications of the quantization problem.

1.2. Historical notes and applications. The origins of the quantization problem lie in the field of

signal processing, with the goal of efficiently compressing analog signals (such as sounds or images) into

digital ones taking values in a finite set. The problem of scalar quantization, quantization on R, has been
studied since the 1940s in information theory e.g. by Bennett [8] and by Oliver, Pierce and Shannon

[54]. The quantization problem on Rd, under the name of vector quantization, has been studied in the

signal processing community starting from the 1970s, e.g. by Gersho [28], and afterwards by Zador

[61], Bucklew and Wise [17] and Graf and Luschgy [30] who completed the proof of Zador’s theorem on

Rd. For a detailed survey of quantization from the point of view of signal processing and information

theory, we refer to Gray and Neuhoff [32]. See also Pagès [55] for an introduction to quantization and its

applications in numerics.

Independently, Steinhaus [57] already in 1956 considered the quantization problem on Rd in a dif-

ferent formalism, and afterwards in 1959, L. Fejes Tóth [26] demonstrated the asymptotic optimality of

hexagonal lattices for quantization on R2. This asymptotic optimality and stability of the hexagonal

lattice is also observed in similar geometric problems such as the sphere packing problem. This result of

Fejes Tóth has been the subject of extensive study and generalization, see e.g. [34, 60, 10], the extension

to compact Riemannian 2-manifolds [35] as well as more recent results by [19, 39, 14]. There also exist

more purely geometric applications of quantization, such as the approximation of convex bodies by poly-

topes [13, 35, 36, 42], and Alexandrov’s problem of constructing a convex body or surface with prescribed

Gaussian curvature [9, 51]. These applications provide further motivation for the study of quantization

for Riemannian manifolds.

The quantization problem has also been studied under different names, e.g. the optimal location

problem [11, 15, 14], centroidal Voronoi tessellations [23, 24], or the (more restrictive) problem of k-

means clustering in statistics [49]. A related problem is empirical quantization or uniform quantization,

in which one only considers the p-Wasserstein distance between a measure µ and empirical measures

(measures of the form 1
N

∑N
i=1 δxi). This problem also admits applications in e.g. image analysis, and

has been studied in e.g. [21, 43, 52] in the deterministic setting, where one seeks to find the optimal

{xi}Ni=1, and in e.g. [37, 31, 22, 27, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7] in the stochastic setting (also referred to as random

matching), where the points {xi}Ni=1 are generated independently from a probability distribution, usually

µ itself.

Recent directions in the study of quantization include the calculus of variations/Γ-convergence ap-

proach applied in [11, 14] for more general entropy as well as cardinality constraints, and the gradient

flow approach taken by [18, 19, 39] for quantization on R and R2, leading to the consideration of ultrafast

diffusion equations [40, 41].
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On Riemannian manifolds, the asymptotics of the quantization problem have been investigated by

Gruber [35, 36] and Kloeckner [42] for compactly supported measures, and generalized to the non-compact

case by Iacobelli [38]. See also the recent work by Le Brigant and Puechmorel [45, 46] introducing an

algorithm for finding optimal quantizers for fixed N on Riemannian manifolds. We will now focus on

existing results for the asymptotics of quantization on Euclidean space and Riemannian manifolds in

more detail, and afterwards state our new contributions.

1.3. Asymptotics of quantization on Rd and Riemannian manifolds. In particular domains, such

as Rd, Riemannian manifolds and also fractal domains, the quantization error VN,p(µ) has been shown

to decay on the order of N−p/d as N → ∞, where d represents the dimensionality of the domain.

Heuristically, this means that in order to decrease the error eN,p(µ) by a factor of k, one would need to

scale N by kd. This exponential dependence on the dimension is also present in related problems, such

as optimal matching (see e.g. survey given in [42, §1.2.4]). More generally, it is related to the so-called

curse of dimensionality phenomenon in approximation, where the number or complexity of parameters

required to achieve a given error threshold grows exponentially with the dimension of the data (cf. [48,

Thm. 1.1] in relation to quantization, and [44, §5.2.1] for a broader background).

For measures on Rd, Zador’s theorem provides the following precise expression for the asymptotics

of the quantization error:

lim
N→∞

Np/dVN,p(µ) = Qp([0, 1]
d)

Å∫
Rd

ρ(x)
d

d+p dx

ã d+p
d

, (1.1)

where ρ is the density of the absolutely continuous component of µ with respect to the Lebesgue measure,

and Qp([0, 1]
d) ∈ (0,∞) is a constant referred to as the quantization coefficient of the d-dimensional unit

cube. The most general form of this theorem is due to Graf and Luschgy [30, Thm. 6.2], and is first

proven for measures of compact support, and then generalized to measures which admit finite moments

of higher order: ∫
Rd

∥x∥p+δµ(x) < ∞ for some δ > 0.

This condition implies also the finiteness of the right-hand side in (1.1) [30, Rem. 6.3]. The extension

from the compact to the noncompact case is facilitated by Pierce’s lemma, which provides a universal

upper bound on the quantization error:

Lemma 1.1 (Pierce [56, Thm. 1], Graf and Luschgy [30, Lem. 6.6]). Let d ∈ N, p ∈ [1,∞), δ > 0. Then

there exist constants C > 0 and N0 ∈ N depending on d, p and δ such that, for any probability measure

µ on Rd,

Np/dVN,p(µ) ≤ C

∫
Rd

(1 + ∥x∥p+δ) dµ(x), for all N ≥ N0.

Zador’s theorem extends to measures on Riemannian manifolds by a similar argument to Rd. The

analogous statement to (1.1), with the Lebesgue measure replaced with the Riemannian volume form, has

first been proven by Kloeckner [42] for compactly supported measures, for which no integral condition

is necessary. This result was afterwards extended by Iacobelli [38] to measures satisfying a more refined

integrability condition depending also on the curvature of the manifold. The analogous statement to

Pierce’s lemma on manifolds is given as follows:
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Theorem 1.2 (Iacobelli [38, Thm. 3.1]). Let M be a complete connected d-dimensional Riemannian

manifold, x0 ∈ M , p ∈ [1,∞), δ > 0. Then there exist constants C > 0, N0 ∈ N depending on M , x0, p

and δ such that, for any probability measure µ on M ,

Np/dVN,p(µ) ≤ C

∫
M

Ä
1 + d(x, x0)

p+δ +Ax0(d(x, x0))
p
ä
dµ(x), for all N ≥ N0,

where Ax0 measures the size of the differential of the exponential map at x0, restricted to the sphere

Sd−1
r ⊂ Tx0M of radius r centered at 0:

Ax0(r) := sup
v∈Sd−1

r ,

w∈TvSd−1
r ,

∥w∥v=r

∥∥dv expx0
[w]

∥∥
expx0 (v)

.

The generalization of Zador’s theorem for non-compactly supported measures is then deduced from

the finiteness of the integral expression:

Theorem 1.3 (Iacobelli [38, Thm. 1.4]). Let M be a complete connected d-dimensional Riemannian

manifold, p ∈ [1,∞). Let µ be a probability measure on M such that∫
M

Ä
d(x, x0)

p+δ +Ax0(d(x, x0))
p
ä
dµ(x) < ∞

for some x0 ∈ M and δ > 0. Then

lim
N→∞

Np/dVN,p(µ) = Qp([0, 1]
d)

Å∫
M

ρ(x)
d

d+p dvolM (x)

ã d+p
d

< ∞,

where ρ is the density of the absolutely continuous component of µ with respect to the Riemannian volume

form volM on M .

The quantity Ax0(r) can be estimated in terms of sectional curvature bounds, yielding the following

corollary:

Corollary 1.4 (Iacobelli [38, Cor. 1.6]). Let M be a complete connected d-dimensional Riemannian

manifold, with sectional curvature bounded from below by −κ2 for some κ ≥ 0, p ∈ [1,∞). Let µ be a

probability measure on M such that∫
M
(d(x, x0)

p+δ + eκpd(x,x0))) dµ(x) < ∞

for some x0 ∈ M and δ > 0. Then

lim
N→∞

Np/dVN,p(µ) = Qp([0, 1]
d)

Å∫
M

ρ(x)
d

d+p dvolM (x)

ã d+p
d

.

In particular, Pierce’s lemma and Zador’s theorem hold for manifolds of nonnegative sectional cur-

vature in the same form as for Euclidean space. However, for manifolds of constant negative cur-

vature this exponential moment condition is sharp: [38, Thm. 1.7] constructs a (singular) measure

µ on the hyperbolic plane H2 for which all polynomial moments
∫
H2 d(x, x0)

p dµ(x) are finite but

limN→∞Np/dVN,p(µ) = ∞.
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1.4. Definitions and main results. In this paper, we demonstrate that an exponential moment condi-

tion is not strictly necessary even for nonpositively curved manifolds when the sectional curvature is not

constant. We achieve this by replacing the local quantity Ax0 with global covering numbers capturing

the large-scale growth of the manifold, which can be defined in a general metric space setting:

Definition 1.5. Let X be a metric space. Given a compact subset A ⊆ X and N ∈ N, the N th covering

radius of A is the minimal r > 0 such that A can be covered by N open balls of radius r:

rN (A) := inf

{
r > 0 | ∃{xi}Ni=1 ⊆ X,A ⊆

N⋃
i=1

Br(xi)

}
.

Fix d > 0, and let f : [0,∞) → [0,∞) be monotone nondecreasing. X is said to have O(f) covering

growth (of dimension d) around x0 ∈ X if

krkd−1(∂BR(x0)) ≤ f(R), for all k ∈ N, R > 0. (1.2)

Remark. For Riemannian manifolds, d will be the same as the dimension of the manifold. In general, the

hypothesis that supk∈N krkd−1(∂BR(x0)) < ∞ implies that spheres ∂BR(x0) are at most d−1-dimensional

in the sense of box-counting dimension (see e.g. [30, Sect. 11.2]).

For our purposes, it suffices for (1.2) to be satisfied for k ≥ k0 and R ≥ R0 for constants k0, R0 >

0, but not when k ≥ k0(R) dependent on R. Up to a factor of 2, one can equivalently require that

N
1

d−1 rN (∂BR(x0)) ≤ f(R) for all N ∈ N, since for each N ∈ N there exists k ∈ N such that kd−1 ≤ N ≤
(k + 1)d−1 ≤ 2d−1kd−1.

As detailed in Section 4.2, Riemannian manifolds of nonnegative Ricci curvature including Euclidean

spaces have O(R) covering growth, while e.g. hyperbolic spaces only have O(eαR) covering growth

for some α > 0. As a special case, Example 4.6 shows that the covering growth of two-dimensional

Riemannian manifolds coincides exactly with the growth of the perimeters of spheres, although this

correspondence does not extend to higher dimensions.

In general, as demonstrated in Example 4.5, any complete connected Riemannian manifold has

O(Ax0) covering growth around x0. As such, Theorem 1.2 admits the following generalization, valid in

the setting of geodesic spaces:

Theorem 1.6. Let X be a complete geodesic space. Fix a point x0 ∈ X, and suppose X has O(f)

covering growth of dimension d around x0.

Let p ∈ [1,∞), and let µ a finite Borel measure on X with finite moments up to order p+ δ for some

δ > 0. Then there exists a constant C > 0 independent of µ, for which

kpVkd+1,p(µ) ≤ C

∫
X

Ä
1 + d(x, x0)

p+δ + f(d(x, x0))
p
ä
dµ(x), for all k ∈ N.

Consequently,

lim sup
N→∞

Np/dVN,p(µ) ≤ C

∫
X

Ä
1 + d(x, x0)

p+δ + f(d(x, x0))
p
ä
dµ(x).

As a direct consequence, on Riemannian manifolds we deduce the following extension of Zador’s

theorem:
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Theorem 1.7. Let M be a complete connected d-dimensional Riemannian manifold. Fix a point x0 ∈ M ,

and suppose M has uniform O(f) covering growth (of dimension d) around x0.

Let p ∈ [1,∞), and let µ be a finite Borel measure on M such that, for some δ > 0,∫
M

Ä
d(x, x0)

p+δ + f(d(x, x0))
p
ä
dµ(x) < ∞.

Then

lim
N→∞

Np/dVN,p(µ) = Qp([0, 1]
d)

Å∫
M

ρ(x)
d

d+p dx

ã d+p
d

,

where ρ is the density of the absolutely continuous component of µ with respect to the Riemannian volume

form on M , and Qp([0, 1]
d) ∈ (0,∞) is again the quantization coefficient of the d-dimensional unit cube.

This is a strictly more general condition than the one expressed in terms of Ax0 . To demonstrate

this, we consider two special cases: manifolds with Ricci curvature bounded from below, and manifolds

subject to a geometric action of a discrete group of isometries. In particular, we show in Section 4.2

that if the manifold has nonnegative Ricci curvature, then it has O(R) covering growth and thus Pierce’s

lemma holds as in Euclidean space. In the latter case, if the group of isometries is finitely generated

with polynomial growth, the covering growth of the manifold is also polynomial and hence a polynomial

moment condition is sufficient for Zador’s theorem to hold:

Proposition 1.8. Suppose M is subject to the geometric action of a group G of isometries, which is of

polynomial growth of order α.

Then fixing x0 ∈ M , there exists C > 0 such that for R > 0 sufficiently large and N ∈ N arbitrary,

the following bound holds for the covering growth of spheres in M :

NrN (∂BR(x0))
d−1 ≤ CRα+d−1.

Thus M has O(R
α

d−1
+1) covering growth around any point x0 ∈ M .

These results rely only on metric arguments and the Bishop-Gromov volume comparison theorem for

complete Riemannian manifolds, and could thus be extended to non-smooth metric measure spaces which

satisfy the same volume comparison property. Specifically, the curvature-dimension spaces introduced

independently by Sturm [58, 59] and by Lott and Villani [47] are shown to satisfy the same volume

comparison property as Riemannian manifolds (cf. [59, Thm. 2.3]). While Theorem 1.7 will not extend

directly to curvature-dimension spaces, owing to the dependence on the locally Euclidean structure of

manifolds, the general upper bound in Theorem 1.6 as well as the estimates given in Section 4 will carry

over thanks to the Bishop-Gromov theorem. Though we will only be focusing on Riemannian manifolds

in this paper, we nevertheless present Theorem 1.6 in the general setting of geodesic spaces for the sake

of future investigations of non-smooth settings.

1.5. Organization. Before proceeding with the proof of Theorems 1.6 and 1.7, in Section 2 we cover

preliminary definitions and propositions about the quantization error and covering numbers. We then

prove Theorem 1.6 in Section 3.1 and Theorem 1.7 in Section 3.2. We obtain estimates on the covering

growth of manifolds in Section 4, treating the case of lower bounded Ricci curvature in Section 4.2 and

geometric group actions in Section 4.3. Appendix A discusses the relation between covering growth and

the perimeters of spheres, and Appendix B contains auxiliary lemmas.
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2. Preliminaries

We first review a list of preliminary definitions and facts about the quantization error, as well as the

covering radii of sets. The material in this section is valid in the setting of general Polish metric spaces,

i.e., separable metric spaces that admit an equivalent complete metric.

Definition 2.1. Let X be a Polish metric space, p ∈ [1,∞).

We denote by Mp
+(X) the set of finite positive Borel measures on X with finite pth moments:

µ ∈ Mp
+(X) if

∫
X d(x, x0)

p dµ(x) < ∞ for some ( ⇐⇒ all) x0 ∈ X.

Given µ ∈ Mp
+(X), the quantization error of a set S ⊆ X of order p with respect to µ is

Vp(µ;S) :=

∫
X
d(x, S)p dµ(x).

The N th quantization error of µ of order p is the infimum over all subsets of cardinality at most N :

VN,p(µ) := inf
#S≤N

Vp(µ;S).

The pth root of the quantization error is also denoted by eN,p(µ). If A ⊆ X, we also denote V
(µ)
p (A;S) :=

Vp(µ|A;S) and likewise for V
(µ)
N,p and V

(µ)
N,p.

The quantization error of a finite linear combination of measures can be decomposed linearly:

Lemma 2.2. Let µ1, . . . , µk be finite Borel measures on a Polish metric space X, with finite pth moments

for p < ∞.

Set µ :=
∑k

i=1 λiµi, λ1, . . . , λk > 0. Then for any N,N1, . . . , Nk ∈ N such that N ≥ ∑k
i=1Ni,

VN,p(µ) ≤
k∑

i=1

λiVNi,p(µi).

Proof. For each i = 1, . . . , k, let Si be an arbitrary subset of X with cardinality at most Ni. Then

S :=
⋃k

i=1 Si has cardinality at most N , and

VN,p(µ) ≤
∫
X
d(x, S)p dµ(x) =

k∑
i=1

λi

∫
X
d(x, S)p dµi(x) ≤

k∑
i=1

λi

∫
X
d(x, Si)

p dµi(x).

Taking the infimum over all such Si yields the statement. □

For every µ ∈ Mp
+(X), VN,p(µ) → 0 as N → ∞ (see e.g. [30, Lem. 6.1]). When µ is compactly

supported, this follows by taking an ε-cover of supp µ for ε > 0 arbitrarily small. The general case follows

from Ulam’s lemma, valid for Polish spaces, which we cite for later use:

Lemma 2.3 (Ulam’s lemma). Let X be a Polish space, ν a finite Borel measure on X. Then for any

ε > 0, there exists K ⊂ X compact such that ν(X \K) < ε.

In particular, for µ ∈ Mp
+(X), for any ε > 0 there exists K ⊆ X compact such that∫

X\K d(x, x0)
p dµ(x) < ε. For a proof of Ulam’s lemma, refer to Dudley [25, 7.1.4].

The rate of convergence of the quantization error to zero can be further quantified by the following

definition:



8 ATA DENIZ AYDIN AND MIKAELA IACOBELLI

Definition 2.4. Let X be a Polish metric space, p ∈ [1,∞), d > 0, µ ∈ Mp
+(X).

The upper resp. lower quantization coefficient of µ of order p and dimension d is

Qp,d(µ) := lim sup
N→∞

Np/dVN,p(µ); Q
p,d

(µ) := lim inf
N→∞

Np/dVN,p(µ).

When the upper and lower limits coincide, the limit is denoted simply by Qp,d(µ) and called the quanti-

zation coefficient of µ.

We will only need the following subadditivity property of upper quantization coefficients, which is

also used implicitly in proofs of the Zador theorem (cf. [30, Lem. 6.5, 6.8]):

Lemma 2.5. Let µ1, µ2 ∈ Mp
+(X), p < ∞. Set µ := µ1 + µ2. Let d > 0, and fix t1, t2 ∈ (0, 1) such that

t1 + t2 = 1. Then

Qp,d(µ) ≤ t
−p/d
1 Qp,d(µ1) + t

−p/d
2 Qp,d(µ2).

Proof. For each N ≥ max{t−1
1 , t−1

2 }, set N1 = N1(N) := ⌊t1N⌋ ≥ 1 and N2 = N2(N) := ⌊t2N⌋ ≥ 1.

Then by Lemma 2.2,

Np/dVN,p(µ) ≤ Np/dVN1,p(µ1) +Np/dVN2,p(µ2) =

Å
N1

N

ã−p/d

N
p/d
1 VN1,p(µ1) +

Å
N2

N

ã−p/d

N
p/d
2 VN2,p(µ2).

Taking the limit supremum of both sides, noting that the limit supremum is subadditive and that

limN→∞
Ni
N = ti, yields the inequality. □

In particular, picking the proportions ti optimally, we have the following inequality:

Lemma 2.6. Let µ1, µ2 be finite Borel measures on a complete metric space X, with finite pth moments

for p < ∞. Set µ := µ1 + µ2. Let s > 0, and set r := d
p+d ; i.e.,

1
rp = 1

p + 1
d . Then

Qp,d(µ)
r ≤ Qp,d(µ1)

r +Qp,d(µ2)
r.

Proof. If either summand is zero, say Qp,d(µ2) = 0, then by Lemma 2.5, for arbitrary t1 ∈ (0, 1) we have

that

Qp,d(µ) ≤ t
−p/d
1 Qp,d(µ1)

Letting t1 → 1− yields Qp,d(µ) ≤ Qp,d(µ1) and the desired inequality holds.

We can then assume both summands are nonzero. Set

ti := Z−1Qp,d(µi)
r; Z = Qp,d(µ1)

r +Qp,d(µ2)
r.

Then t1, t2 ∈ (0, 1) with t1 + t2 = 1, so by Lemma 2.5,

Qp,d(µ) ≤ Zp/dQp,d(µ1)
1−rp/d + Zp/dQp,d(µ2)

1−rp/d

≤ Zp/d
[
Qp,d(µ1)

r +Qp,d(µ2)
r
]

= Z1+p/d = Z1/r

since 1− rp
d = 1− p

d+p = d
d+p = r. This shows that

Qp,d(µ)
r ≤ Z = Qp,d(µ1)

r +Qp,d(µ2)
r. □

This bound is an application of the equality case of the generalized Hölder inequality. Analogous

statements can be formulated for the quantization problem of order ∞, but we omit its treatment here.
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2.1. Covering numbers and radii. In preparation for the upper bound on the quantization error, we

also review the covering numbers and radii of sets in general metric spaces.

Definition 2.7. Let A be a nonempty (pre)compact subset of a complete metric space X.

• The covering number of A of radius r is the smallest number of open r-balls that cover A:

N(A; r) := min

{
N ∈ N | ∃{xi}Ni=1 ⊆ X,A ⊆

N⋃
i=1

Br(xi)

}
.

• The packing number of A of radius r is the greatest number of disjoint open r-balls with centers

in A:

P (A; r) := max
¶
N ∈ N | ∃{xi}Ni=1 ⊆ A,Br(xi) ∩Br(xj) = ∅ ∀i ̸= j

©
.

• The N th covering radius of A is the minimal radius of a cover of A by N open balls:

rN (A) := inf

{
r > 0 | ∃{xi}Ni=1 ⊆ X,A ⊆

N⋃
i=1

Br(xi)

}
= inf{r > 0 | N(A; r) ≤ N}.

The covering radius can also be thought of as the Nth quantization error of A of order p = ∞; see

Graf and Luschgy [30, Sect. 10].

Remark 2.8. For A compact, we have the inequalities rN(A;r)(A) ≤ r and N(A; rN (A)) > N for all r > 0

and N ∈ N. The former inequality follows by definition. For the latter, note that there exists no rN (A)-

cover of A with N elements: given any r-cover S := {xi}Ni=1 of A with N elements, the compactness of A

implies that supx∈A d(x, S) = maxx∈A d(x, S) < r since A is contained in the open r-neighborhood of S.

If T : X → Y is a L-Lipschitz map between metric spaces with A ⊆ X, then N(T (A);Lr) ≤ N(A; r)

and rN (T (A)) ≤ LrN (A), since for any r-cover {xi}Ni=1 of A, {T (xi)}Ni=1 is an Lr-cover of T (A)

with at most N elements. Moreover, equality holds if T : X → Y is a similarity transformation; i.e.,

dY (T (x), T (x
′)) = LdX(x, x′).

The following basic inequalities show that packing and covering numbers grow at the same rate:

Lemma 2.9. Let A be a nonempty precompact subset of a complete metric space X. Then for any r > 0,

N(A; 2r) ≤ P (A; r) ≤ N(A; r).

Proof. Note firstly that by the total boundedness of A, N(A; r) < ∞ for any r > 0.

We first prove the second inequality. Let n := N(A; r) and let {xi}ni=1 ⊆ X be an r-cover of A.

Let {yj}mj=1 ⊆ A be an arbitrary finite subset of A with m > n. Since {xi}ni=1 is an r-cover, for each

j ∈ {1, . . . ,m} there exists i ∈ {1, . . . , n} such that yj ∈ Br(xi).

Then by the assumption that m > n, the pigeonhole principle implies the existence of j ̸= j′ such

that yj , yj′ ∈ Br(xi). But in that case, xi ∈ Br(yj) ∩ Br(yj′), so {yj}mj=1 cannot be an r-packing on A.

Thus P (A; r) ≤ n, in particular P (A; r) < ∞. This shows the second inequality.

Now setting m := P (A; r) ≤ n < ∞, by the well-ordering principle there exists an r-packing

{yj}mj=1 ⊆ A. Let x ∈ A\{yj}mj=1. Then by maximality, the set {yj}mj=1∪{x} cannot also be an r-packing,
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so there exists j ∈ {1, . . . ,m} such that Br(yj)∩Br(x) ̸= ∅. In that case, we have d(x, yj) < 2r by the tri-

angle inequality. This shows that {yj}mj=1 is a 2r-cover of A, yielding the bound P (A; r) = m ≥ N(A; 2r).

This shows the first inequality. □

We will rely on the former inequality in order to bound covering numbers from above. For reference,

see e.g. Mattila [50, §5.3]; note however the additional factor of 2 arising from the different convention

to define coverings and packings in terms of closed instead of open balls.

A

r

Figure 1. A maximal r-packing on a region A with cardinality 16 yielding a 2r-cover of A.

We also cite the following volumetric upper bound on covering/packing numbers:

Lemma 2.10. Let X be a metric space, ν a Borel measure on X.

Let A be a nonempty compact subset of X, and suppose there exist ϑ, d, r > 0 such that

ν(Br(x)) ≥ ϑrd, for all x ∈ A.

Then

N(A; 2r) ≤ P (A; r) ≤ ϑ−1ν(Ar)r−d,

where Ar = {x ∈ X | d(x,A) < r} is the open r-neighborhood of A.

Proof. Since A is compact, P (A; r) ≤ N(A; r) < ∞. Take a maximal r-packing {xi}Ni=1 on A, with

N = P (A; r) ≥ N(A; 2r). Then the disjoint balls (Br(xi))
N
i=1 are contained in Ar, hence

ν(Ar) ≥
N∑
i=1

ν(Br(xi)) ≥ Nϑrd.

Reordering yields the desired inequality. □

In Section 4.1, we will apply this basic volumetric bound in order to control the covering numbers of

spheres in Riemannian manifolds.

3. Proof of main results

We now prove the Pierce-type upper bound on the quantization error of measures on complete

Riemannian manifolds, and directly deduce the generalization of Zador’s theorem for non-compactly

supported measures.
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3.1. Proof of the upper bound.

Proof of Theorem 1.6. We obtain the upper bound by reduction to Pierce’s lemma on R. Take the

distance function dx0 = d(·, x0) : X → [0,∞) and the pushforward measure µ1 := (dx0)#µ. We first

quantize µ1 with k radii 0 < R1 < . . . < Rk < ∞, and then cover each sphere ∂BRi(x0) with kd−1 points

in order to quantize µ with N := kd + 1 points.

x0 R1R2 R3 R4 R5

Figure 2. Quantization of a non-uniform distribution on R2 with N = 26, obtained by

covering 5 concentric circles with 5 points each.

Notation. We will denote the ball BR(x0) simply by B(R), the sphere ∂BR(x0) by S(R), and the annulus

BR2(x0) \BR1(x0) by A[R1, R2) (in particular, A[0, R) = B(R) and A[R,∞) = B(R)c).

Let k ≥ 1. Choose 0 = R0 < R1 < . . . < Rk < Rk+1 = ∞ arbitrary, so that X can be partitioned as

X =
k⊔

i=0

Xi; Xi := A[Ri, Ri+1) = {x ∈ X | Ri ≤ d(x, x0) < Ri+1} = d−1
x0

([Ri, Ri+1)).

We can quantize µ with N := kd + 1 points by sending X0 to a single point (which we will take to be

x0), and quantizing each Xi by kd−1 points (which will be a cover of S(Ri)). By Lemma 2.2, we have

Vkd+1,p(µ) ≤ V
(µ)
1,p (X0) +

k∑
i=1

V
(µ)

kd−1,p
(Xi).

We first cite the following simple lemma:

Lemma 3.1. Let x ∈ X \ {x0} and 0 ≤ R ≤ d(x, x0). Then d(x, S(R)) = d(x, x0)−R.

Proof. For any y ∈ S(R), we have

d(x, x0) ≤ d(x, y) + d(y, x0) = d(x, y) +R,
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thus also d(x, S(R)) ≥ d(x, x0)−R. Conversely, taking a constant-speed length-minimizing geodesic from

x0 to x, the geodesic intersects S(R) at a unique point z, which satisfies

d(x, x0) = d(x, z) + d(z, x0) = d(x, z) +R,

hence d(x, S(R)) = d(x, z) = d(x, x0)−R. □

This is the only place where we use the assumption of X being a geodesic space. With this expression,

we can bound the quantization cost of each annulus:

Lemma 3.2. Let 0 ≤ R1 < R2 ≤ ∞. Then for each m ∈ N,

V (µ)
m,p(A[R1, R2)) ≤

∫ R2

R1

[(R−R1) + rm(S(R1))]
p dµ1(R),

where by convention
∫ R2

R1
=

∫
[R1,R2)

.

Proof. Let δ > rm(S(R1)), and let S be a δ-cover for S(R) with at most m elements. Then for each

x ∈ A[R1, R2),

d(x,A) ≤ inf
y∈S(R1)

[d(x, y) + d(y, S)] ≤ inf
y∈S(R1)

[d(x, y) + δ] = d(x, S(R1)) + δ.

Since d(x, S(R1)) = d(x, x0)−R1 by Lemma 3.1, we have

V (µ)
m,p(A[R1, R2)) ≤

∫
A[R1,R2)

d(x, S)p dµ(x)

≤
∫
A[R1,R2)

[(dx0(x)−R1) + δ]p dµ(x)

=

∫ R2

R1

[(R−R1) + δ]p dµ1(R).

Taking the infimum of the right-hand side over all δ > rm(S(R1)) yields the statement. □

∂BR(x0)

x0

R

x

π∂BR(x0)

Figure 3. Mass lying outside a sphere of radius R, first projected to the sphere, and

then to the nearest element of a cover of the sphere.
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Note that for R1 = 0, S(R1) is the singleton {x0} and its covering radii are identically 0. Applying

Lemma 3.2 to each annulus Xi, we then have

V
(µ)
1,p (X0) ≤

∫ R1

0
Rp dµ1(R);

V
(µ)

kd−1,p
(Xi) ≤

∫ Ri+1

Ri

[(R−Ri) + rkd−1(S(Ri))]
p dµ1(R), 1 ≤ i ≤ N.

Therefore, by the identity (a+ b)p ≤ 2p−1(ap + bp) for a, b ≥ 0,

kpVkd+1,p(µ) ≤ 2p−1

[
kp

N∑
i=0

∫ Ri+1

Ri

(R−Ri)
p dµ1(R) +

N∑
i=0

∫ Ri+1

Ri

kprkd−1(S(Ri))
p dµ1(R)

]

≤ 2p−1

[
kp

N∑
i=0

∫ Ri+1

Ri

(R−Ri)
p dµ1(R) +

∫ ∞

0
f(R)p dµ1(R)

]
where, since f is nondecreasing, NrNd−1(S(Ri)) ≤ f(Ri) ≤ f(R) for R ∈ [Ri, Ri+1).

Finally, by Lemma B.2, the radii (Ri)
k
i=1 can be chosen such that

kp
k∑

i=0

∫ Ri+1

Ri

(R−Ri)
k dµ1(R) ≤ C

∫ ∞

0
(1 +Rp+δ) dµ1(R)

for a constant C = C(p, δ) independent of µ and k. This proves the non-asymptotic upper bound.

The upper bound on the limit supremum follows from the observation that, for any N ≥ 2, taking

k = k(N) := ⌊(N − 1)1/d⌋ ≥ 1 such that N ≥ kd + 1, we have

Np/dVN,p(µ) ≤ Np/dVkd+1(µ) =

Å
N

kd

ãp/d
kpVkd+1(µ),

so taking the limit supremum and noting that limN→∞
N

k(N)d
= 1,

lim sup
N→∞

Np/dVN,p(µ) ≤ lim sup
k→∞

kpVkd+1,p(µ)

≤ C lim sup
k→∞

∫
X

Ä
1 + d(x, x0)

p+δ + f(d(x, x0))
p
ä
dµ(x).

This yields the last statement in Theorem 1.6. □

3.2. Proof of the asymptotic formula.

Proof of Theorem 1.7. The statement has already been proven by Kloeckner [42] and Iacobelli [38, Thm.

1.4] for measures of compact support. Hence for any K ⊆ M compact,

Q
(µ)
p,d(K) = lim

N→∞
Np/dV

(µ)
N,p(K) = Qp([0, 1]

d)

Å∫
K
ρ(x)

d
d+p dx

ã d+p
d

.

For each ε > 0, by Ulam’s lemma there exists K ⊆ M compact such that∫
M\K

î
1 + d(x, x0)

p+δ + f(d(x, x0))
p
ó
dµ(x) < ε.

Consequently, by Theorem 1.6,

Q
(µ)
p,d(M \K)p = lim sup

N→∞
Np/dV

(µ)
N,p(M \K) < Cε.
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Lemma 2.6 then implies that, for r = p+d
d ,

Qp,d(µ)
r ≤ Q

(µ)
p,d(K)r + (Cε)r/p.

Taking the supremum of the right-hand side over all K ⊆ M compact,

Qp,d(µ)
r ≤ sup

K⊆M compact
Q

(µ)
p,d(K)r + (Cε)r/p.

Since this inequality holds for arbitrary ε > 0, we have

Qp,d(µ) ≤ sup
K⊆M compact

Q
(µ)
p,d(K).

However, by the monotonicity of the quantization error, the right-hand side is also a lower bound on

Q
p,d

(µ). This concludes that Qp,d(µ) exists, and is given by

Qp,d(µ) = lim
N→∞

Np/dVN,p(µ) = sup
K⊆M compact

Q
(µ)
p,d(K)

= Qp([0, 1]
d) sup

K⊆M compact

Å∫
K
ρ(x)

d
d+p dx

ã d+p
d

= Qp([0, 1]
d)

Å∫
M

ρ(x)
d

d+p dx

ã d+p
d

. □

4. Estimates on covering growth

We now present a few special cases in which the covering growth of manifolds can be estimated. We

first formulate a general volumetric upper bound on covering numbers using Lemma 2.10, and then apply

this bound on the specific settings of lower bounded Ricci curvature and geometric group actions.

4.1. General volumetric estimates. In order to bound the expression N(A; r)rm over all r > 0

sufficiently small, we introduce the following definitions:

Definition 4.1. Let X be a metric space, ν a Borel measure on X.

For A ⊆ X compact and m, r0 > 0, define

Cm(A; r0) := sup
0<r≤r0

N(A; r)rm; ϑm(A; r0) := inf
x∈A

0<r≤r0

r−mν(Br(x)).

The quantity ϑd(A; r0) can be thought of as the lower density of A with respect to the measure

ν, while Cd(A; r0) is a coarse quantification of the size of the set A. Indeed, as r → 0+, the quantity

N(A; r)rm becomes comparable to the m-dimensional Minkowski content of A; for more detail, refer to

Appendix A. We will use Cm(A; r0) to control the covering growth of spheres with A = ∂BR(x0).

Example 4.2. The d-dimensional Lebesgue measure L d on Rd satisfies L d(Br(x)) = ωdr
d for all x ∈ Rd

and r > 0, where ωd := L d(B1(0)) is the volume of the unit d-dimensional ball.

Consequently, for the choice ν = L d on Rd, ϑd(A; r0) = ωd independently of A and r0.

With these definitions, we can formulate the following general upper bound on covering numbers:
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Proposition 4.3. Let X be a metric space, ν a Borel measure on X, A ⊆ X compact. For each

d ≥ m > 0 and r0 > 0, we have

sup
N∈N

rN (A)≤2r0

NrN (A)m ≤ Cm(A; 2r0) ≤ 2mϑd(A; r0)
−1 sup

0<r≤r0

ν(Ar)

rd−m
. (4.1)

If ϑd(A; r0) = 0, the right-hand side is set to ∞ and the bound is trivial.

Proof. For the former inequality, observe that for each N ∈ N with rN (A) ≤ 2r0, N < N(A; rN (A))

hence

sup
N∈N

rN (A)≤2r0

NrN (A)m ≤ sup
N∈N

rN (A)≤2r0

N(A; rN (A))rN (A)m ≤ sup
0<r≤2r0

N(A; r)rm =: Cm(A; 2r0).

For the latter inequality, assume wlog ϑd(A; r0) > 0. Let 0 < r ≤ 2r0. For ϑ = ϑd(A; r0), the inequality

ν(Br/2(x)) ≥ ϑ( r2)
d holds for all x ∈ A, hence by Lemma 2.10,

N(A; r) ≤ P
(
A;

r

2

)
≤ ϑ−1ν(Ar/2)

(r
2

)−d
= 2mr−mϑ−1 ν(Ar/2)

(r/2)d−m
.

Multiplying by rm and taking the supremum over all r ∈ (0, 2r0] yields the latter inequality. □

We now restrict to geodesic spheres in order to bound the covering growth of manifolds or geodesic

spaces. Let (M, g) be a complete d-dimensional Riemannian manifold and fix x0 ∈ M . We apply

Proposition 4.3 to A = ∂BR(x0) with m = d− 1 and ν = volM .

For A = ∂BR(x0), observe that Ar ⊆ A[R− r,R+ r) = BR+r(x0) \BR−r(x0), thus

volM (Ar) ≤ volM (BR+r(x0))− volM (BR−r(x0)).

For simplicity of notation, we define the following quantity:

PM (R; r) =
volM (BR+r(x0))− volM (BR−r(x0))

2r
, 0 < r ≤ R < ∞.

This quantity is akin to an approximate Minkowski content for the sphere ∂BR(x0), and will converge to

Hd−1(∂BR(x0)) as r → 0+ for almost every value of R.

x0 R
r

R− r

Figure 4. An r-packing on the sphere ∂BR(x0), contained in the annulus BR+r(x0) \BR−r(x0).
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Therefore, by Proposition 4.3, for each r0 > 0, we have

sup
N∈N

rN (∂BR(x0))≤2r0

NrN (∂BR(x0))
d−1 ≤ Cd−1(∂BR(x0); 2r0) ≤ ϑd(B̄R(x0); r0)

−1 sup
0<r≤r0

PM (R; r). (4.2)

In particular, for r0 = R/2, rN (∂BR(x0)) ≤ R = 2r0 thus

sup
N∈N

NrN (∂BR(x0))
d−1 ≤ Cd−1(∂BR(x0);R) ≤ ϑd(B̄R(x0);R/2)−1 sup

0<r≤R/2
PM (R; r).

Up to taking (d − 1)th roots, the right-hand side thus provides a general upper bound for the covering

growth of M . We will estimate the two quantities on the right-hand side separately in the various special

cases we will be considering in this section.

Example 4.4 (Spheres in Rd). Take Sd−1
R = ∂BR(0) ⊂ Rd. For ν = L d and m = d− 1, Proposition 4.3

yields

Cd−1(Sd−1
R ; 2r0) ≤ 2d−1ϑd(Sd−1

R ; r0)
−1 sup

0<r≤r0

L d((Sd−1
R )r)

r
.

We have ϑd(Sd−1
R ; r0) = ωd by Example 4.2, and since (Sd−1

R )r = BR+r(0) \ B̄R−r(0),

sup
0<r≤r0

L d((Sd−1
R )r)

r
= sup

0<r≤r0

ωd(R+ r)d − ωd(R− r)d

r

= 2ωd sup
0<r≤r0

1

2r

∫ R+r

R−r
dtd−1 dt

≤ 2ωdd(R+ r0)
d−1,

where in the last inequality we apply the convexity of t 7→ td. Therefore

Cd−1(Sd−1
R ; 2r0) ≤ 2dd(R+ r0)

d−1.

In particular, for all r0 ≤ R/2, the right-hand side is uniformly bounded by a constant multiple of Rd−1.

Remark. Let T : X → Y be an L-Lipschitz map between metric spaces, A ⊆ X compact. Then since

N(T (A);Lr) ≤ N(A; r) for T : X → Y an L-Lipschitz map, given r0 > 0 we have

Cm(T (A);Lr0) = sup
0<r≤r0

N(T (A);Lr)(Lr)m ≤ Lm sup
0<r≤r0

N(A; r)rm = LmCm(A; r0).

Example 4.5 (Ax0 bounds covering numbers). Let (M, g) be a complete d-dimensional Riemannian

manifold, x0 ∈ M , and let Ax0 be defined as in Theorem 1.2. Then expx0
, restricted to a map from

Sd−1
R = ∂BR(0) ⊆ TvM to B̄R(x0) ⊆ M , is L-Lipschitz with

L = sup
v∈Sd−1

R

∥dv expx0
∥ = sup

v∈Sd−1
R ,

w∈TvSd−1
R ,

∥w∥v=1

∥∥dv expx0
[w]

∥∥
expx0 (v)

=
Ax0(R)

R
.

Consequently,

Cd−1(∂BR(x0); 2r0) ≤ Ld−1Cd−1

Å
Sd−1
R ;

2r0
L

ã
.
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Since TvM , equipped with the norm induced by gv, is isometric to Rd, we obtain

Cd−1(∂BR(x0); 2r0) ≤ 2ddLd−1

Å
R+

2r0
L

ãd−1

= 2dd

ÅAx0(R)

R

ãd−1

Rd−1

Å
1 +

2r0
Ax0(R)

ãd−1

= 2ddAx0(R)d−1

Å
1 +

2r0
Ax0(R)

ãd−1

.

In particular, since L ≥ 1 (as long as ∂BR(x0) contains antipodal points) we have Ax0(R) ≥ R thus

Cd−1(∂BR(x0); 2r0) ≤ 22d−1dAx0(R)d−1 for all r0 ≤ R/2.

Thus Ax0 always yields a viable upper bound on the covering growth of Riemannian manifolds. The

following special case illustrates the difference between the two notions of growth:

Example 4.6 (Geodesic spheres for d = 2). Let M be a 2-dimensional complete Riemannian manifold,

x0 ∈ M . For a.e. R > 0, the sphere ∂BR(x0) is a 1-dimensional compact C1 submanifold of M (e.g. by

the implicit function theorem), and is thus the finite disjoint union of closed rectifiable curves. In this

case, we can control the covering radii of ∂BR(x0) in terms of its total length.

For simplicity, assume ∂BR(x0) is a closed rectifiable curve of length L, and take an arc length

parametrization s : [0, L] → ∂BR(x0), which is a 1-Lipschitz map. Note also that rk([0, L]) ≤ L
2k (in fact,

equality holds), covering [0, L] by the k points

xi :=
2i− 1

2k
L ∈ [0, L], i = 1, . . . , k.

Compare [30, Ex. 5.5]. Then for any k ∈ N, we have

krk(∂BR(x0)) = krk(s([0, L])) ≤ krk([0, L]) =
L

2
.

The same upper bound will carry over when ∂BR(x0) is a finite union of rectifiable curves. Denoting the

total length (equiv. 1-dimensional Hausdorff measure) of ∂BR(x0) by Lx0(R), this implies that M has

O(Lx0) covering growth.

In light of this observation, one can construct examples of 2-manifolds where Lx0 grows at a much

slower rate than Ax0 , e.g. when the derivative of the exponential map is large on a negligible sliver of

each sphere. Indeed, we should expect Lx0 to behave as the L1 norm of d expx0
over SR ⊂ Tx0M instead

of the L∞ norm. See Figure 4.1 for an illustration of a surface where Lx0 grows linearly but Ax0 at least

exponentially with respect to the radius.

This correspondence between covering growth and the perimeters of spheres does not necessarily hold

in higher dimensions, but it is always true that perimeters yield a lower bound on the covering growth of

manifolds; we illustrate this in Appendix A.
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x0

∂BR(x0)

Figure 5. A parabolic 2-dimensional surface on R3 with a fold along one direction.

The surface is negatively curved along the fold, and the curvature can be made arbitrarily

negative by sharpening the fold, causing d expx0
to blow up along the same direction in the

tangent space at x0 and making Ax0 grow exponentially with R. However, the perimeters

of spheres remain at most linearly proportional to the radius due to the overall parabolic

growth of the surface.

4.2. Lower bounded Ricci curvature. When the Ricci curvature of the manifold is bounded from

below, both expressions in the right-hand side of (4.2) can be controlled in terms of the volumes of

balls. This allows us to show, in particular, that complete Riemannian manifolds with nonnegative Ricci

curvature have O(R) covering growth.

We first recall the Bishop-Gromov theorem, which controls the volumes of balls under a lower bound

on the Ricci curvature.

Notation. We denote by Md
κ the d-dimensional complete, simply connected model Riemannian manifold

with constant sectional curvature κ ∈ R:

Md
κ =


√
κSd, κ > 0;

Rd, κ = 0;√−κHd, κ < 0.

The diameter of Md
κ is

Dκ = diam(Md
κ) =

®
π/

√
κ, κ > 0;

∞, κ ≤ 0.

The volume of a ball of radius R ≤ Dκ in Md
κ is given by

voldκ(R) := dωd

∫ R

0
sind−1

κ (r) dr,

where ωd is the volume of the unit ball in Rd, and

sinκ(r) :=


1√
κ
sin(

√
κr), κ > 0;

r, κ = 0;
1√
−κ

sinh(
√−κr), κ < 0.
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The function sinκ is exactly the solution to the Jacobi equation y′′(r) + κy(r) = 0 with y(0) = 0 for

constant sectional curvature κ.

Theorem 4.7 (Bishop-Gromov theorem [33, §2.1]). Let M be a complete d-dimensional Riemannian

manifold with Ricci curvature bounded from below: Ric ≥ (d− 1)κg for some κ ∈ R.
Then for any fixed x ∈ M , the function

r 7→ volM (Br(x))

voldκ(r)

is nonincreasing, and tends to 1 as r → 0+. In other words, for 0 < r ≤ R ≤ Dκ,

volM (Br(x))

volM (BR(x))
≥ voldκ(r)

voldκ(R)
=

∫ r
0 sinκ(t) dt∫ R
0 sinκ(t) dt

.

The Bishop-Gromov theorem thus provides simultaneous lower bounds on the volumes of small balls

and upper bounds on those of large balls. This will allow us to estimate both quantities ϑd(B̄R(x0); r0)

and PM (R; r) in (4.2).

Lemma 4.8 (Bound on ϑd). Suppose Ric ≥ (d− 1)κg on M , for some κ ≤ 0.

Fix x0 ∈ M and R ≥ r0 > 0. Then for any r1 ≥ 0,

ϑd(B̄R(x0); r0) ≥ ωd
volM (Br0+r1(x0))

voldκ(R+ r0 + r1)
.

Proof. Let x ∈ B̄R(x0), 0 < r ≤ r0. Then by Bishop-Gromov,

volM (Br(x))

voldκ(r)
≥ volM (BR+r0+r1(x))

voldκ(R+ r0 + r1)
≥ volM (Br0+r1(x0))

voldκ(R+ r0 + r1)
,

where Br0+r1(x0) ⊆ BR+r0+r1(x) since d(x, x0) = R. Thus from the fact that voldκ(r) ≥ ωdr
d for κ ≤ 0

(again by Bishop-Gromov), we obtain that

volM (Br(x)) ≥
volM (Br0+r1(x0))

voldκ(R+ r0 + r1)
voldκ(r) ≥ ωd

volM (Br0+r1(x0))

voldκ(R+ r0 + r1)
rd. □

x0

x
r

R
r0 + r1

R+ r0 + r1

B
ishop-G

rom
ov

⊆

Figure 6. Volume comparison argument for bound on ϑd.
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Lemma 4.9 (Bound on PM ). Suppose Ric ≥ (d− 1)κg, κ ≤ 0.

Fix x0 ∈ M . Then for all 0 < r < R < ∞,

PM (R; r) ≤ P d
κ (R; r)

voldκ(R+ r)
volM (BR+r(x0)),

where

P d
κ (R; r) =

voldκ(R+ r)− voldκ(R− r)

2r
= dωd

1

2r

∫ R+r

R−r
sind−1

κ (t) dt ≤ dωd sin
d−1
κ (R+ r).

Proof. By Bishop-Gromov, we have

PM (R; r) =
1

2r

ñ
volM (BR+r(x0))

voldκ(R+ r)
voldκ(R+ r)− volM (BR−r(x0))

voldκ(R− r)
V d
κ (R− r)

ô
≤ 1

2r

ñ
volM (BR+r(x0))

voldκ(R+ r)
voldκ(R+ r)− volM (BR+r(x0))

voldκ(R+ r)
voldκ(R− r)

ô
=

volM (BR+r(x0))

voldκ(R+ r)
P d
κ (R; r). □

We bound the ratio P d
κ (R;r)

V d
κ (R+r)

in Lemma B.3, from which we can deduce the following:

Lemma 4.10. There exist constants C1, C2 > 0 such that, for each κ ≤ 0 and R ≥ 2r0 > 0,

sup
0<r≤r0

P d
κ (R; r)

voldκ(R+ r)
≤ C1 + C2

√−κ(R+ r0)

R
.

In particular, as R → ∞, the right-hand side will approach a finite positive value for κ < 0 and will

converge to 0 for κ = 0. We note also that for κ = 0, the constant C1 can be taken to equal d.

Putting the above bounds together, we obtain

Proposition 4.11. Let M be a d-dimensional complete Riemannian manifold with Ric ≥ (d − 1)κg,

κ ≤ 0.

Let x0 ∈ M , R ≥ 2r0 > 0. Then for any N ∈ N such that rN (∂BR(x0)) ≤ 2r0,

NrN (∂BR(x0))
d−1 ≤ Cd−1(∂BR(x0); 2r0) ≤ C

C1 + C2
√−κ(R+ r0)

R
voldκ(2R+ r0),

where C,C1, C2 > 0 are constants independent of x0, R and r0.

In particular, taking r0 = R/2, we have that

NrN (∂BR(x0))
d−1 ≤ C

C1 +
3C2
2

√−κR

R
voldκ

Å
5R

2

ã
, for all N ∈ N.

Proof. Let N ∈ N such that rN (∂BR(x0)) ≤ 2r0. Applying Proposition 4.3 with ϑ = ϑd(∂BR(x0); r0),

we have

NrN (∂BR(x0))
d−1 ≤ Cd−1(∂BR(x0); 2r0) ≤ 2dϑ−1 sup

0<r≤r0

PM (R; r).

By Lemmas 4.9 and 4.10, we have

sup
0<r≤r0

PM (R; r) ≤ sup
0<r≤r0

P d
κ (R; r)

voldκ(R+ r)
volM (BR+r(x0)) ≤ volM (BR+r0(x0))

C1 + C2
√−κ(R+ r0)

R
.
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Applying Lemma 4.8 with the choice r1 = R also yields

ϑ−1 ≤ ω−1
d

voldκ(2R+ r0)

volM (BR+r0(x0))
.

We therefore have

NrN (∂BR(x0))
d−1 ≤ Cd−1(∂BR(x0); 2r0) ≤ 2dω−1

d voldκ(2R+ r0)
C1 + C2

√−κ(R+ r0)

R
. □

In particular, we deduce that every complete connected Riemannian manifold with nonnegative Ricci

curvature has O(R) covering growth:

Corollary 4.12. Let M be a d-dimensional complete connected Riemannian manifold with nonnegative

Ricci curvature. Then M has uniform O(R) covering growth.

More specifically, for each x0 ∈ M , N ∈ N and R > 0, the following bound holds:

N
1

d−1 rN (∂BR(x0)) ≤ (5dd)
1

d−1R.

Proof. Let x0 ∈ M , R > 0. Then applying Proposition 4.11 with κ = 0 and r0 := R/2 ≥ r1(∂BR(x0))/2,

for each N ∈ N, we have

NrN (∂BR(x0))
d−1 ≤ 2dω−1

d vold0(B5R/2) sup
0<r≤R/2

d

R+ r

= 2dω−1
d

Ä
ωd(5R/2)d

ä d

R
= 5ddRd−1. □

The constant on the right-hand side can be made more precise when ϑd admits a universal lower

bound, in which case Lemma 4.8 need not be applied. This can be thought of as an assumption of at

least Euclidean volume growth for balls on M .

Proposition 4.13. Let M be a d-dimensional complete Riemannian manifold with Ric ≥ (d − 1)κg,

κ ≤ 0. Assume moreover that there exists ϑ > 0 such that volM (Br(x)) ≥ ϑrd for all r > 0.

Let x0 ∈ M , R ≥ 2r0 > 0. Then for any N ∈ N such that rN (∂BR(x0)) ≤ 2r0,

NrN (∂BR(x0))
d−1 ≤ Cd−1(∂BR(x0); 2r0) ≤ 2dϑ−1C1 + C2

√−κ(R+ r0)

R
volM (BR+r0(x0)),

where C1, C2 > 0 are as in Lemma B.3.

Corollary 4.14. Let M be a d-dimensional complete Riemannian manifold with nonnegative Ricci cur-

vature. Assume moreover that there exists ϑ > 0 such that volM (Br(x)) ≥ ϑrd for all r > 0.

Then for each x0 ∈ M , N ∈ N and R > 0, the following bound holds:

N
1

d−1 rN (∂BR(x0)) ≤
Ç
3ddωd

ϑ

å 1
d−1

R.

Proof. Set r0 := R/2. Then for each N ∈ N we have rN (∂BR(x0)) ≤ R = 2r0, thus

NrN (∂BR(x0))
d−1 ≤ Cd−1(∂BR(x0); 2r0) ≤ 2dϑ−1 d

R
volM (BR+r0(x0)).

By the assumption of nonnegative Ricci curvature, volM (BR+r0(x0)) = volM (B3R/2(x0)) ≤ ωd(3R/2)d,

thus

NrN (∂BR(x0))
d−1 ≤ 3dϑ−1dωdR

d−1. □
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The constants on the right-hand side may be reduced further if N is taken to be larger, hence r0 is

taken to be close to 0, but the bounds given above are restricted by the fact that they hold for all N ∈ N.
For example, on M = Rd, ∂BR(0) = Sd−1

R intersects the axes at 2d points, which are separated by at

least a distance of
√
2R. This implies that

N(∂BR(0);
√
2R) ≥ P (∂BR(0);

√
2R) ≥ 2d,

thus for N = 2d − 1, rN (∂BR(0)) ≥
√
2R and

NrN (∂BR(0))
d−1 ≥ (2d − 1)2

d−1
2 Rd−1.

4.3. Geometric group actions. In order to further demonstrate the applicability of the covering growth

upper bound, we consider Riemannian manifolds subject to the geometric action of a discrete group of

isometries. In particular, when the group of isometries is of polynomial growth, as in the case of Rd

equipped with a periodic metric, we show that a polynomial moment condition is sufficient even though

the lower bound on the Ricci curvature might be arbitrarily negative. For reference on geometric group

theory, we refer to Bridson and Haefliger [16].

Definition 4.15. A group action Γ×X → X of a group Γ on a locally compact metric space X is said

to be a geometric group action if

• each γ ∈ Γ acts on X by an isometry;

• (proper discontinuity) for each K ⊆ X compact, the set {γ ∈ Γ | γ ·K ∩K ̸= ∅} is finite;

• ( cocompactness) there exists K ⊆ X compact such that Γ ·K :=
⋃

γ∈Γ γ ·K = X.

K

x0

R

Figure 7. A sphere covered by translates of a compact set K along a geometric group action.

Let M be a complete, connected d-dimensional Riemannian manifold, on which a discrete group Γ

acts geometrically. We seek to control the covering numbers of spheres in terms of the growth of Γ. In

particular, we will prove the following statement:
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Proposition 4.16. Suppose Γ acts geometrically on a complete d-dimensional Riemannian manifold M .

Assume further that Γ is of polynomial growth: for any choice of generating set A ⊂ Γ, there exist

constants C,α > 0 such that the growth function βA(k) ≤ Ckα for k ∈ N large.

Then fixing x0 ∈ M , for R > 0 sufficiently large and N ∈ N arbitrary, the following bound holds for

the covering growth of spheres in M :

NrN (∂BR(x0))
d−1 ≤ Cd−1(∂BR(x0)) ≤ CRα+d−1.

Thus M has O(R
α

d−1
+1) covering growth around any point x0 ∈ M .

This bound more properly illustrates the coarse or large-scale nature of covering growth, as opposed

to the growth of the exponential map. As with the material in the previous section, this estimate can

also be extended directly to non-smooth metric measure spaces. Similar estimates can also be obtained

for other bounds on the growth of the group, such as sub-exponential growth, using the same arguments

given below.

Example 4.17 (Periodic metrics on Rd). Let M = (Rd, g), where g is a 1-periodic metric tensor on Rd.

That is, for any a ∈ Zd, gx+a = gx (more rigorously, the metric tensor g is preserved under pullback

along each translation x 7→ x+ a).

Then the abelian group Zd acts geometrically on M by translations x 7→ x + a, with K = [0, 1]d

compact in M such that Zd ·K = M , and is of polynomial growth of order d. Thus any such manifold

with a periodic metric tensor, however negatively curved they may be at points, will still have at most

O(R
d

d−1
+1) covering growth.

A simple example of a manifold of this type is a sinusoidal surface as illustrated in Figure 4.3, given

by the graph of a function of the form f(x, y) = A sin(ωxx+ϕx) sin(ωyy+ϕy). Observe the saddle points

occurring periodically on the surface. The larger the amplitude A of the sinusoid, the more negatively

curved the surface will be at the saddle points. Nevertheless, Proposition 4.16 guarantees polynomial

covering growth independently of the curvature lower bound.

Figure 8. Sinusoidal surface in R3, with one saddle point highlighted in black.

We now proceed with the proof of Proposition 4.16. We first recall some basic background on the

growth of groups:
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Definition 4.18. Let Γ be a finitely generated group. Given a finite generating set A ⊂ Γ, the word

length of γ ∈ Γ is the length of the shortest representation of γ as a product of elements of A ∪A−1:

|γ|A := min{k ∈ N | ∃α0 = e, α1, . . . , αk ∈ A ∪A−1, γ = α0α1 . . . αk}

where we set |e|A := 0 for the identity element e ∈ Γ. The word metric induced by A is given by

dA(γ, η) := |γ−1η|A, γ, η ∈ Γ.

The growth function of Γ induced by A measures the cardinality of closed balls centered at e with respect

to the word metric:

βA(k) := #{γ ∈ Γ | |γ|A ≤ k} = #
î
(A ∪A−1 ∪ {e})k

ó
.

If there exist constants C,α, k0 > 0 such that βA(k) ≤ Ckα for all k ≥ k0, we say that Γ is of polynomial

growth of order α.

The word metric indeed defines a metric on Γ, and any two word metrics are bi-Lipschitz equivalent:

given finite generating sets A,A′ ⊂ Γ, setting λ := maxα∈A |α|A′ , we have

dA′(γ, η) ≤ λdA(γ, η), for all γ, η ∈ Γ.

In particular, |γ|A′ ≤ λ|γ|A for all γ ∈ Γ, hence βA(k) ≤ βA′(λk) for all k ∈ N. The property of

polynomial growth is thus independent of the choice of generating set A.

Example 4.19. The word metric on Zd with respect to the canonical generators {ei}di=1 is exactly the

metric induced by the ℓ1 norm.

We also recall the definition of quasi-isometries between metric spaces:

Definition 4.20. Let X, Y be metric spaces. A (not necessarily continuous) map ϕ : X → Y is called a

(λ, ε)-quasi-isometric embedding for λ ≥ 1 and ε ≥ 0 if the following inequalities hold for all x, x′ ∈ X:

λ−1dX(x, x′)− ε ≤ dY (ϕ(x), ϕ(x
′)) ≤ λdX(x, x′) + ε.

If moreover supy∈Y d(y, ϕ(X)) < ∞, ϕ is called a (λ, ε)-quasi-isometry and X and Y are said to be

quasi-isometric.

Quasi-isometries can be said to capture the coarse or large-scale geometry of metric spaces, as opposed

to the local structure. The following fundamental result provides a correspondence between the growth

of groups and the metric spaces they act on:

Proposition 4.21 (Schwarz-Milnor Lemma). Suppose a group Γ acts geometrically on a locally compact

length space X. Then Γ is finitely generated, and for any choice of word metric dA on Γ and base point

x0 ∈ X, the map ϕ : Γ → X given by ϕ(γ) := γ · x0 is a quasi-isometry.

For a proof and further background, we refer to Bridson and Haefliger [16, Prop. 8.19]. We use this

result to control the sizes of balls and annuli around x0:

Notation. We denote by NΓ(A;B) the minimum size of a cover of a set A ⊆ X by images of another

set B ⊆ X along the action of Γ:

NΓ(A;B) := min{|G| | G ⊆ Γ, A ⊆ G ·B}.



ASYMPTOTIC QUANTIZATION ON RIEMANNIAN MANIFOLDS VIA COVERING GROWTH ESTIMATES 25

Lemma 4.22. Suppose Γ acts geometrically on a proper length space X. Fix x0 ∈ X and a generating

set A ⊂ Γ. Then there exist λ ≥ 1, ε ≥ 0, δ > 0 such that for any R > 0 and r0 > δ,

NΓ(B̄R(x0); B̄r0(x0)) ≤ βA (⌊λ(R+ r0 + ε)⌋) .

Moreover, for any R2 > R1 ≥ r0 + ε,

NΓ(B̄R2(x0) \ B̄R1(x0); B̄r0(x0)) ≤ βA (⌊λ(R2 + r0 + ε)⌋)− βA
(
⌊λ−1(R1 − r0 − ε)⌋

)
.

Proof. Let ϕ : Γ → X be the quasi-isometry given by the Schwarz-Milnor lemma, with constants λ ≥ 1

and ε ≥ 0. Set moreover δ := supx∈X d(x, ϕ(Γ)) < ∞.

Let r0 > δ. Then the closed ball B0 = B̄r0(x0) is compact and its images γ ·B0 = B̄r0(γ ·x0) (noting
that Γ acts by isometries) cover X, since for any x ∈ X, there exists γ ∈ Γ such that d(x, γ · x0) <
r0
δ d(x, ϕ(Γ)) ≤ r0.

Consequently, for any (relatively) compact subset A ⊆ X, NΓ(A;B0) is finite and we have the trivial

bound

NΓ(A;B0) ≤ #{γ ∈ Γ | (γ ·B0) ∩A ̸= ∅}.
We bound the right-hand side separately for A = B̄R(x0) and A = B̄R2(x0) \ B̄R1(x0).

Let R > 0, and let γ ∈ Γ such that there exists x ∈ B̄R(x0)∩γ ·B0. Since ϕ is a (λ, ε)-quasi-isometry,

λ−1dA(γ, e)− ε ≤ d(γ · x0, x0) ≤ d(γ · x0, x) + d(x, x0) ≤ r0 +R.

Thus we must have

|γ|A = dA(e, γ) ≤ λ(R+ r0 + ε).

Noting that |γ|A is always integer-valued, setting k := ⌊λ(R+ r0 + ε)⌋ we then obtain

#{γ ∈ Γ | (γ ·B0) ∩ B̄R(x0) ̸= ∅} ≤ #{γ ∈ Γ | |γ|A ≤ k} = βA(k).

This yields the first inequality.

For the second inequality, observe that

#{γ ∈ Γ | (γ ·B0) ∩ (B̄R2(x0) \ B̄R1(x0)) ̸= ∅} (4.3)

= #{γ ∈ Γ | (γ ·B0) ∩ B̄R2(x0) ̸= ∅} −#{γ ∈ Γ | (γ ·B0) ⊆ B̄R1(x0)}.

The first term can be upper bounded as above. Now set k1 := ⌊λ−1(R1 − r0 − ε)⌋ and take γ ∈ Γ such

that |γ|A ≤ k1. Given any x ∈ γ ·B0 = B̄r0(γ · x0), again by the quasi-isometricity of ϕ,

d(γ · x0, x0) ≤ λ|γ|A + ε ≤ R1 − r0,

and by the triangle inequality,

d(x, x0) ≤ d(x, γ · x0) + d(γ · x0, x0) ≤ R1.

Therefore x ∈ B̄R1(x0). This shows that |γ|A ≤ k1 implies γ ·B0 ⊆ B̄R1(x0), in particular

#{γ ∈ Γ | (γ ·B0) ⊆ B̄R1(x0)} ≥ #{γ ∈ Γ | |γ|A ≤ k1} = βA(k1).

Applying this to (4.3) yields the second inequality. □
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We now apply this bound, in combination with (4.2), in order to control the covering growth of

geodesic spheres on Riemannian manifolds. Henceforth we assume M to be a d-dimensional complete

Riemannian manifold on which a group G acts geometrically.

Fixing x0 ∈ M and r0 > δ, we bound N(∂BR(x0); r)r
d−1 by considering the cases r < r0 and r ≥ r0

separately.

For r < r0, we again apply Proposition 4.3. The estimate given in Lemma 4.22 is too imprecise to

bound the approximate perimeters of balls directly, so we will instead proceed as in the previous section

by bounding PM (R; r) ≤ CvolM (BR+r(x0)).

Lemma 4.23. Fix r0 > 0. There exists λ > 0 dependent on r0 such that

volM (Br(x)) ≥ λrd, for all x ∈ M, r ≤ r0.

Consequently, λd(B̄R(x0); r0) ≥ λ independently of R > 0.

Proof. Take K ⊆ M compact such that Γ ·K = M . By Lemma A.3, there exists λ > 0 such that

volM (Br(x)) ≥ λrd, for all x ∈ K, r ≤ r0.

Now suppose x ∈ M and r ≤ r0. Take γ ∈ Γ such that γ · x ∈ K, hence

volM (Br(x)) = volM (γ ·Br(x)) = volM (Br(γ · x)) ≥ λrd

since Γ acts on M by isometries. □

Lemma 4.24. There exists a constant C dependent on M , x0 and r0 such that, for any 0 < r ≤ r0 ≤
R/2 < ∞,

PM (R; r) ≤ CvolM (BR+r0(x0)).

Proof. Take K ⊆ M compact such that Γ ·K = M . Since the Ricci curvature tensor is bounded on K,

and preserved under the isometric action of each γ ∈ Γ, M has bounded Ricci curvature. The result then

follows from Lemmas 4.9 and 4.10. □

Again if M has nonnegative Ricci curvature, one can further divide the right-hand side by R, but we

ignore this distinction here since the case of nonnegative Ricci curvature has already been treated in the

previous section.

Lemma 4.25 (r < r0). Let x0 ∈ M , λ, ε and r0 as above. Suppose Γ is of polynomial growth with

exponent α > 0. Then there exists C > 0 such that for R > r0,

Cd−1(∂BR(x0); r0) = sup
0<r≤r0

N(∂BR(x0); r)r
d−1 ≤ CRα.

Proof. Proposition 4.3 and Lemmas 4.23 and 4.24 yield

Cd−1(∂BR(x0); r0) ≤ CvolM (BR+r0(x0)).

Then since Γ acts by isometries and in particular preserves volume, we can apply the first inequality in

Lemma 4.22 to obtain

volM (BR+r0(x0)) ≤ volM (Br0(x0))NΓ(BR+r0(x0);Br0(x0))
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≤ volM (Br0(x0))βA (⌊λ(R+ r0 + ε)⌋)
≤ C ′(R+ r0 + ε)α

for some constant C ′ > 0 depending on x0, r0, ε and the growth rate of βA, but not on R. Note lastly

that for R > r0,
R+r0+ε

R < r0+ε
r0

which is likewise a constant. □

For r ≥ r0, we can apply the second inequality in Lemma 4.22, but it does not affect the asymptotic

behavior of the bound obtained unless λ = 1 and βA is strictly polynomial in the sense that βA(k)
kα converges

to some C ∈ (0,∞). We nevertheless include the general bound before restricting to polynomial growth:

Lemma 4.26 (r ≥ r0). Let x0 ∈ M , A, λ, ε and r0 as above. Given R > r0, the following bound holds:

sup
r0≤r≤R

N(∂BR(x0); r)r
d−1 ≤ CRd−1

[
βA (⌊λ(R+ r0 + ε)⌋)− βA

(
⌊λ−1(R1 − r0 − ε)⌋

)]
In particular, if Γ is of polynomial growth of order α > 0,

sup
r0≤r≤R

N(∂BR(x0); r)r
d−1 ≤ CRα+d−1.

Proof. The first inequality follows simply by

N(∂BR(x0); r)r
d−1 ≤ N(∂BR(x0); r0)R

d−1 ≤ NG(B̄R(x0) \ B̄R−r0(x0); B̄r0(x0))R
d−1.

The second inequality then follows by substituting βA(k) ≤ Ckα. □

Remark. One could also partition into cases kr0 ≤ r ≤ (k + 1)r0, and bound

sup
kr0≤r≤(k+1)r0

N(∂BR(x0); r)r
d−1 ≤ N(∂BR(x0); kr0) ((k + 1)r0)

d−1 ,

but this does not improve the exponent Rα+d−1: Lemma 4.22 bounds the first term on the right-hand side

by an expression on the order of (R+ kr0)
α, and

sup
k∈N

kr0≤R

(R+ kr0)
α(k + 1)d−1 ≥ CRα+d−1,

as can be observed by taking k ∈ N such that R ≈ 2kr0.

These two lemmas together prove Proposition 4.16.

Remark. The exponent α
d−1 + 1 in Proposition 4.16 is not sharp in general; this is because the notion

of quasi-isometry is still too coarse to capture the sizes of spheres precisely. The +1 term, which arises

only in the r ≥ r0 case, could be eliminated if βA is strictly polynomial and the quasi-isometry constant λ

associated to A is equal to 1. However, the term α
d−1 that also appears in Lemma 4.25 cannot be improved

further using word metrics.

To illustrate this, consider the abelian group Zd acting geometrically on Rd by translations, as a

special case of Example 4.17. Zd is of polynomial growth with exponent α = d, so Proposition 4.16

implies O(R
d

d−1
+1) covering growth, but Rd is simply of O(R) covering growth.

The inaccuracy here arises from Lemma 4.22: while we expect annuli of the form A := BR+r0(x0) \
BR−r0(x0) to be covered by CRd−1 cubes for R ≫ r0, the upper bound on NZd(A;Br0(x0)) is obtained by

sandwiching A between balls of Zd with respect to the word metric, which for the canonical basis is the
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ℓ1 norm. But even as we let r0 → 0, the ℓ1 annulus that contains the ℓ2 sphere in Rd will have nonzero

volume which will scale on the order of Rd. This prevents α from being replaced with α − 1 in Lemma

4.26.

In such specific examples, possibly also for periodic metrics in general, one could estimate

NΓ(A;Br0(x0)) or NΓ(A;K) more directly, which could lead to a more precise exponent in Lemma 4.26.

Appendix A. Relation between covering growth and Minkowski contents of spheres

The supremum on the right-hand side of equation (4.1) can be thought of as an approximate version

of the upper perimeters or Minkowski contents of sets:

Definition A.1. Let M be a d-dimensional Riemannian manifold, A ⊆ M compact. Let m ≤ d be a

natural number. The m-dimensional Minkowski content of A is given by

Mm(A) = lim
r→0+

volM (Ar)

ωd−mrd−m
,

where the upper resp. lower limits are denoted by M resp. M.

For m-rectifiable subsets A ⊆ M , Mm(A) is known to exist and coincide with the m-dimensional

Hausdorff measure. Moreover, for geodesic spheres, the Minkowski content of the sphere ∂BR(x0) can also

be obtained as the derivative of volM (BR(x0)) with respect to R. For reference on Minkowski contents

and perimeters in the more general setting of metric measure spaces, see Ambrosio, Marino and Gigli [1],

. . .

For reference, we mention that on Riemannian manifolds with ν = volM , the quantity N(A; r)rm

becomes comparable to Mm(A) as r → 0+:

Proposition A.2. Let M be a d-dimensional Riemannian manifold, A ⊆ M compact, m ≤ d.

Then there exists C > 0 dependent only on d and m such that

C−1Mm(A) ≤ lim inf
r→0+

N(A; r)rm ≤ lim sup
r→0+

N(A; r)rm ≤ CMm
(A).

Lemma A.3. Let M be a d-dimensional Riemannian manifold. Then

lim
r→0+

volM (Br(x))

ωdrd
= 1

uniformly on compact subsets of M .

Proof. Let A ⊆ M be compact. For each ε > 0, cover A with finitely many normal coordinate charts

{(Ui, ϕi)}Ni=1, small enough so that each chart ϕi : Ui → ϕi(Ui) ⊆ Rd is (1− ε, 1 + ε)-bi-Lipschitz.

By the Lebesgue number lemma, there exists δ > 0 such that any ball of radius r ≤ δ with center in

A is contained in a single chart Ui. Let r ≤ δ, x ∈ A, and suppose Br(x) ⊆ Ui. Then

B(1−ε)r(ϕi(x)) ⊆ ϕi(Br(x)) ⊆ B(1+ε)r(ϕi(x))

so that

ωd(1− ε)drd ≤ L d(ϕi(Br(x))) ⊆ ωd(1 + ε)drd.
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Moreover, since the volume form on M coincides with the d-dimensional Hausdorff measure, the fact that

ϕi is (1− ε, 1 + ε)-bi-Lipschitz implies

(1− ε)dL d(ϕi(Br(x))) ≤ volM (Br(x)) ≤ (1 + ε)dL d(ϕi(Br(x))).

Therefore

(1− ε)2d ≤ volM (Br(x))

ωdrd
≤ (1 + ε)2d,

and this inequality holds for all x ∈ A and all 0 < r ≤ δ. □

Proof of Proposition A.2. First note that by Proposition 4.3,

sup
r′≤2r0

N(A; r)rm ≤ λd(A; r0)
−1 sup

r≤r0

volM (Ar)

rd−m
.

Letting r0 → 0+ and noting that λd(A; r0) → ωd by Lemma A.3 yields the latter inequality.

For the former inequality, fix r0 > 0, and note that since A′ := Ar0 is compact,

lim
r→0+

volM (Br(x))

ωdrd
= 1

uniformly on A′. For r ≤ r0 arbitrary, let S be an r-cover of A with |S| = N(A; r). Then S ⊆ Ar0 by

the minimality of S, and Ar ⊆ ⋃
x∈S B2r(x) so that

volM (Ar) ≤
∑
x∈S

volM (B2r(x)) ≤ N(A; r) sup
x∈A′

r′≤2r0

volM (Br′(x))

ωdr′d
ωd(2r)

d.

Rearranging and taking the infimum over all r ≤ r0,

inf
r≤r0

volM (Ar)

ωd−mrd−m
≤ 2dωd

ωd−m
sup
x∈A′

r′≤2r0

volM (Br′(x))

ωdr′d
inf
r≤r0

N(A; r)rm.

Letting r0 → 0+ then yields the former inequality. □

Appendix B. Auxiliary lemmas

B.1. Pierce’s lemma for floor quantization. In the proof of Theorem 1.6, radii r ∈ [0,∞) are not

assigned to the closest quantizer but to the largest quantizer below them; i.e., each point r ∈ [ri, ri+1)

is mapped to ri. In that case, the Pierce upper bound on the quantization error needs to be proven

separately. We follow the random quantizer argument in Graf and Luschgy [30, Lem. 6.6].

Definition B.1. Let µ be a finite Borel measure on [0,∞), p ∈ [1,∞). Given a set of quantizers

S = {ri}Ni=1 ⊆ (0,∞), indexed in ascending order, the induced floor quantizer on [0,∞) assigns each

r ∈ [0,∞) to the greatest element of S bounded by r:

FS(r) := max({0} ∪ S ∩ [0, r]) =


0, r < r1;

ri, ri ≤ r < ri+1,

rN , rN ≤ r.

i = 1, . . . , N − 1;

The floor quantization cost of µ of order p with respect to S is given by

V F
p (µ;S) :=

∫ ∞

0
|r − FS(r)|p dµ(r) =

N∑
i=0

∫ ri+1

ri

(r − ri)
p dµ(r),
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where by convention r0 = 0, rN+1 = ∞, and
∫ ri+1

ri
=

∫
[ri,ri+1)

.

The floor quantization cost of µ of order p with cardinality N is given by

V F
N,p(µ) := inf

|S|≤N
V F
p (µ;S).

Lemma B.2. Let µ be a finite measure on [0,∞), p ∈ [1,∞), δ > 0. Then for each N ∈ N,

NpV F
N,p(µ) ≤ C

∫ ∞

0
(1 + rp+δ) dµ(r),

where C = C(p, δ) > 0 is a constant independent of µ.

Proof. Set β := δ/p, and suppose the quantizers S = {ri}Ni=1 are generated independently according to

the same Pareto distribution with cumulative distribution function

G(y) :=

®
1− (y + 1)−β, y ≥ 0;

0, y ≤ 0.

Then by Tonelli’s theorem, we can bound the quantization cost as follows:

V F
N,p(µ) ≤ E

∫ ∞

0
|r − FS(r)|p dµ(r) =

∫ ∞

0
E|r − FS(r)|p dµ(r),

where the expectation corresponds to integration over dG(r1) . . . dG(rN ).

Given r, t ∈ [0,∞), |r − FS(r)| = r − FS(r) > t implies that r > t and that for each i = 1, . . . , N ,

either r < ri or r > ri + t. Therefore

P(|r − FS(r)| > t) ≤ 1(r > t)
N∏
i=1

(P(ri > r) + P(ri < r − t))

= 1(r > t) (1−G(r) +G(r − t))N

= 1(r > t)
Ä
1 + (r + 1)−β − (r − t+ 1)−β

äN
.

Considering f(t) := (r − t+ 1)−β, we have f ′(t) = β(r − t+ 1)−β−1 ≥ β(r + 1)−β−1 hence

(r − t+ 1)−β − (r + 1)−β = f(t)− f(0) ≥ β(r + 1)−β−1t.

Consequently, for 0 < t < r,Ä
1 + (r + 1)−β − (r − t+ 1)−β

äN ≤
Ä
1− β(r + 1)−β−1t

äN ≤ exp(−Nβ(r + 1)−β−1t).

Hence for r ∈ [0,∞),

E|r − FS(r)|p = p

∫ ∞

0
rp−1P(|r − FS(r)| > t) dt = p

∫ r

0
tp−1 exp(−Nβ(r + 1)−β−1t) dt.

By the identity
∫∞
0 tp−1e−at dt = Γ(p)a−p for a > 0, we have

E|r − FS(r)|p ≤ p

∫ ∞

0
tp−1 exp(−Nβ(r + 1)−β−1t) dt

= pΓ(p)
Ä
Nβ(r + 1)−β−1

ä−p

=
Γ(p+ 1)pp

δp
N−p(r + 1)p+δ ≤ CN−p(rp+δ + 1)

for C := 2p+δ−1Γ(p+ 1)ppδ−p. Integrating with respect to r yields the statement. □
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B.2. Approximate perimeters in manifolds of constant curvature. For the prototypical manifolds

of constant sectional curvature κ ≤ 0, the volumes of geodesic balls and spheres satisfy the following

bound:

Lemma B.3. Let κ ≤ 0. There exist constants C1, C2 ≥ 0 such that, for any R ≥ 2r > 0,

P d
κ (R; r)

voldκ(BR+r)
≤ voldκ(∂BR+r)

voldκ(BR+r)
≤ C1 + C2

√−κ(R+ r)

R+ r
.

Proof. Note firstly that, since voldκ(∂BR) is increasing with respect to R for κ ≤ 0, P d
κ (R; r) ≤

voldκ(∂BR+r). For κ = 0, we have

voldκ(∂BR+r)

voldκ(BR+r)
=

dωd(R+ r)d−1

ωd(R+ r)d
=

d

R+ r
.

Now suppose κ = −1. Fix r0 > 0. We investigate the cases R ≤ 2r0 and R ≥ 2r0 separately. Suppose

R ≤ r0, and let r ≤ R/2 so that R+ r ≤ 3r0. Then

P d
−1(R; r) ≤ vold−1(∂BR+r) = dωd sinh

d−1(R+ r)

and since sinh′ = cosh is increasing on [0,∞),

sinh(R+ r) ≤ sinh(0) + (R+ r) cosh(R+ r) ≤ (R+ r) cosh(3r0)

so

P d
−1(R; r) ≤ dωd cosh

d−1(3r0)(R+ r)d−1,

while vold−1(BR+r) ≥ vol0(BR+r) = ωd(R+ r)d, so

P d
−1(R; r)

vold−1(BR+r)
≤ d coshd−1(3r0)

R+ r
.

Now suppose R ≥ 2r0. Observe that

e−t sinh(t) =
1− e−2t

2
is increasing with respect to t ∈ [0,∞). Therefore

vold−1(BR+r) ≥ dωd

∫ R+r

r0

sinhd−1(t) dt

≥ dωd

(
e−r0 sinh(r0)

)d−1
∫ R+r

r0

e(d−1)t dt

= dωd

(
e−r0 sinh(r0)

)d−1 e(d−1)(R+r) − e(d−1)r0

d− 1

≥ ωd sinh
d−1(r0)

Ä
e(d−1)(R+r−r0) − 1

ä
,

whereas

P d
−1(R; r) ≤ dωd sinh

d−1(R+ r) ≤ dωde
(d−1)r0e(d−1)(R+r−r0).

Hence
P d
−1(R; r)

vold−1(BR+r)
≤ de(d−1)r0

sinhd−1(r0)

e(d−1)(R+r−r0)

e(d−1)(R+r−r0) − 1
,

and the right-hand side is uniformly bounded for R+ r − r0 ≥ r0.
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We can therefore pick constants C1, C2 ≥ 0 such that the inequality

voldκ(∂BR+r)

voldκ(BR+r)
≤ C1 + C2

√−κ(R+ r)

R+ r

holds for κ = 0,−1. For other κ < 0, we have voldκ(Br) = vold−1(B
√
−κr) and voldκ(∂Br) =√−κvold−1(∂B

√
−κr), and therefore

voldκ(∂BR+r)

voldκ(BR+r)
=

√−κvold−1(∂B
√
−κ(R+r))

vold−1(B
√
−κ(R+r))

≤
√
−κ

C1 + C2
√−κ(R+ r)√−κ(R+ r)

=
C1 + C2

√−κ(R+ r)

R+ r
. □
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[3] L. Ambrosio and F. Glaudo. Finer estimates on the 2-dimensional matching problem. Journal de l’École
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