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Abstract—End-to-end image and video codecs are becoming
increasingly competitive, compared to traditional compression
techniques that have been developed through decades of manual
engineering efforts. These trainable codecs have many advantages
over traditional techniques, such as their straightforward adap-
tation to perceptual distortion metrics and high performance in
specific fields thanks to their learning ability. However, current
state-of-the-art neural codecs do not fully exploit the benefits of
vector quantization and the existence of the entropy gradient in
decoding devices. In this paper, we propose to leverage these
two properties (vector quantization and entropy gradient) to
improve the performance of off-the-shelf codecs. Firstly, we
demonstrate that using non-uniform scalar quantization cannot
improve performance over uniform quantization. We thus suggest
using predefined optimal uniform vector quantization to improve
performance. Secondly, we show that the entropy gradient, avail-
able at the decoder, is correlated with the reconstruction error
gradient, which is not available at the decoder. We therefore use
the former as a proxy to enhance compression performance. Our
experimental results show that these approaches save between
1 to 3% of the rate for the same quality across various pre-
trained methods. In addition, the entropy gradient based solution
improves traditional codec performance significantly as well.

Index Terms—Compression, Neural codec, Entropy model.

I. INTRODUCTION

LOSSY image and video compression is a fundamental
task in image processing, which became crucial in the

time of the pandemic and the increasing volume of video
streaming. Thanks to the community’s decades long efforts,
traditional methods (e.g. Versatile Video Coding (VVC)) have
reached current state of the art rate-distortion (RD) perfor-
mances and dominate the current codecs market. Recently,
end-to-end trainable deep models with promising RD perfor-
mances have emerged thanks to informative latent learning and
the latent distribution modeling. Even though deep learning-
based models clearly exceed many traditional techniques and
surpass human capability for general computer vision tasks,
they are only slightly better than the best traditional codecs
for single image compression, according to our knowledge.

End-to-end deep compression methods typically refer to
rate-distortion auto-encoders [1], in which the latent represen-
tation is generated by jointly optimizing the encoder, decoder,
and entropy model with a rate-distortion loss function. For per-
ceptual compression, distortion based on a perceptual metric
can also be used in the loss function [2]. These methods can
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be seen as a special case of Variational Autoencoder (VAE)
models as described in [3], where the approximate posterior
distribution is a uniform distribution centered on the encoder’s
outputs (latents) at the training stage, and has a fixed variance
output distribution and trainable priors [4], [5]. It was shown
that minimizing the evidence lower bound (ELBO) of this
special VAE is equivalent to jointly minimizing the mean
square error (MSE) of the reconstruction and the entropy of
the latents w.r.t the priors [6]. All proposed models mainly
differ in the way they model the priors: using either fully-
factorized [5], zero-mean Gaussian [6], Gaussian [7], [8] or
a mixture of Gaussian [9] distribution models. Some methods
predict the priors using an autoregressive schema [7]–[11],
some improve them through global and local context model-
ing [12], [13] or transformer based architecture [14]. These
neural image codecs were extended to video compression by
using two VAEs, one for encoding motion information and
another for encoding residual information in end-to-end video
compression [15]–[21].

An important step in building a neural codec is the quanti-
zation of the latents before entropy coding. Nearly all of the
mentioned prior state-of-the-art models use a fixed bin-width
uniform Scalar Quantization (SQ). Although Vector Quantiza-
tion (VQ) is theoretically better [22], there have been very few
attempts to use VQ in neural codecs. For instance [23]–[25]
learn non-uniform partitioning map where the convergence of
these grids might encounter some difficulties, such as being
highly sensitive to initial partitioning, collapsing of some
partitions, existence of unused partitions during training and
also high search complexity to find nearest partitioning during
encoding. Thus, it may require many tricks that are defined in
[25]. Uniform VQ such as implemented in [26], [27] can solve
above mentioned problems by using predefined uniform par-
titioning. However [24]–[26] learn complex encoder/decoder
network and inter-correlation between VQ dimensions that
results a new and better entropy model and [27] couples VQ
with a new custom transformation. Thus, their performance
improvements are not because of purely better quantization
and their VQs are not applicable on top of existing neural
codecs with SQ.

A general principle in compression is to exploit all available
information at the decoder to reconstruct the data. Surprisingly,
even though the entropy gradients w.r.t latents are available at
the decoder, this information remains unused so far in the liter-
ature. Similar works in the literature have attempted to improve
the performance of the codec during encoding, for example
by using specific parameterization [28], or computationally
heavy fine-tuning solutions [29], [30], either partially [31],
[32] or entirely [33]. However, all of these methods disregard
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the existence of the entropy gradient in decoding.
In this paper, we present two novel contributions that aim

at leveraging the properties of learned latent representations
for compression. Firstly, we demonstrate that no kind of
non-uniform scalar quantization can improve performance
compared to uniform scalar quantization, if the neural model
is expressive enough. We thus discarded scalar quantization
and propose to use uniform vector quantization over the
latents. Since the optimal uniform VQ map is known up to
certain dimensions, learning partitioning is not needed. This
contribution can be applied even without re-training the model
if the original model is trained for uniform SQ, which is often
the case for neural codecs.

Secondly, we applied the Karush–Kuhn–Tucker (KKT) con-
ditions to the neural codec, which had not yet been done, to
the best of our knowledge except in our recent publication
[34], where we gave formal proofs and extended analysis in
this paper. These conditions reveal connection between the
reconstruction error gradient (unavailable at the decoder) and
the entropy gradient (available at the decoder). This finding
motivated us to test correlations between these two gradients.
We experimentally found a strong correlation between the
two gradients for various neural codecs. We therefore used
the available entropy gradient as a proxy for the unavailable
reconstruction gradient to improve the performance of neural
codecs without requiring re-training. These two contributions
are generic enough (as they do not depend on the encoder-
decoder architecture) to achieve a rate saving of 1-3% for
the same quality and for several neural codec architectures.
Last but not least, we showed that our entropy gradient based
solution can improve performance of traditional video codec
by 0.1% as well in [35]. Our solution is adopted to the
Enhanced Compression Model (ECM) version 10.0 by Joint
Video Experts Team (JVET).

II. PROBLEM STATEMENT AND STATE OF THE ART

As shown in Figure 1, given an input color image x ∈
Rn×n×3 to be compressed (the image can be considered
to be square without any loss of generality), the neural
codec learns a non-linear encoder ga(x;ϕ), parameterized by
weights ϕ. The encoder output, y ∈ Rm×m×o, is called the
main embeddings (or main latents) of the image. The latent
representation is then quantized as ỹ = Q(y) to obtain the
main codes of the image. De-quantization block ŷ = Q−1(ỹ)
is used to obtain the reconstructed main latents ŷ at the
decoding. Decompressed image x̂ ∈ Rn×n×3 is obtained
using the trained deep decoder with x̂ = gs(ŷ; θ). The neural
codec is trained to minimize two objectives simultaneously,
namely the distortion between x and x̂, and the length of
the bitstream needed to encode ỹ. The codes are losslessly
encoded into a bitstream using an entropy encoder such as
Range Asymmetric Numeral Systems (RANS) [36]. RANS
requires the Probability Mass Function (PMF) of each code,
which is also learned at the training stage. Since RANS is
asymptotically optimal, the lower bound of bitlength according
to Shanon’s entropy theorem can be used, instead of the
experimental bitlength from RANS, in order to make the

Fig. 1. Block diagram of the state-of-the art neural codecs. The five dark
green blocks are the trainable blocks implemented by neural networks, while
the binary patterns show the quantization and entropy encoding/decoding
processes driven by certain entropy model’s PMFs on main and side latents.

bitlength objective differentiable. Thus, neural codecs use
the entropy model to learn the PMF of each codes under
predefined quantization method, which allows us to determine
the lower bound of the bitlength.

Current state-of-the-art neural codecs use a hyperprior en-
tropy model, where the side embeddings (or side latents) z ∈
Rt×t×s are learned by another deep neural network with z =
ha(y; Φ). The side embeddings are quantized as z̃ = Q(z) to
obtain side codes z̃, followed by de-quantization ẑ = Q−1(z̃)
to obtain reconstructed side latents ẑ. The main motivation of
side information is to remove any image structure that would
persist in the main latent representation y. The hyperprior
entropy model assumes that the probability density function
(PDF) of each scalar latent follows a Gaussian distribution,
where the parameters are obtained using another deep network
such as µ,σ = hs(ẑ; Θ)) 1. Thus, the prediction of the hyper-
prior model can be defined as pŷijk

(.) := N (.|µijk,σijk). The
PMF of latent code P (ỹijk) can be written under predefined
quantization method as a function of pŷijk

(.). Using this PMF,
the lower bound of the main codes’ bitlength can be defined as
− log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ)) := −

∑
ijk log(P (ỹijk)). The factorized

entropy model learns the PDF for each t×t latent slice defined
as pẑ:,:,s

(.). This PDF is sufficient to compute the PMF of
side codes P (ẑijk) under predefined quantization method. The
lower bound of side codes’ bitlength can thus be defined by
− log(pf (ẑ; Ψ)) := −

∑
ijk log(P (z̃ijk)).

In this setting, the deep encoder (ga(.;ϕ)), deep decoder
(gs(.; θ)), hyperprior entropy model ph(.; ẑ,Θ) (composed of
deep hyperprior encoder (ha(.; Φ)), deep hyperprior decoder
(hs(.; Θ)) and factorized entropy model pf (.; Ψ)) are the
trainable blocks implemented by neural networks. Each block
with its trainable parameter, input and output are depicted in
Figure 1. The optimal values of parameters ϕ, θ,Φ,Θ and Ψ

1In autoregressive prediction, they are predicted step by step using the
previously decoded main latents as µi, σi = hs(ẑ, ŷ<i; Θ)
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are found by minimizing the following loss function using
training samples

L = E
x∼px

[− log(pf (ẑ; Ψ))− log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ)) + λd(x, x̂)] ,

(1)
where d(., .) is any distortion measure between the original
and the reconstructed image (for example the mean squared
error). The rate term (r) is the sum of the lower bound of
the bitlength of the side information (− log(pf (ẑ; Ψ))) and
the main information (− log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ))). Hyper-parameter
λ controls the trade-off between the rate (r) and distortion (d)
terms.

Both the quantization step Q(.) and its de-quantization
Q−1(.) counterpart need to be applied to the main and side
information. In addition, both the factorized and hyperprior
entropy models need to know about the predefined quantiza-
tion technique to obtain the PMF. To the best of our knowl-
edge, most of the current methods implement quantization
as a 1-bin width uniform Scalar Quantization (SQ) method,
with a few exceptions: [23], [30], [37]. This quantization
step is implemented by element-wise nearest integer round-
ing Q(x) = round(x) and its de-quantization counterpart
Q−1(x) = x. The PMF of ỹijk ∈ R can thus be calculated
by P (ỹijk) =

∫ ŷijk+0.5

ŷijk−0.5
pŷijk

(x)dx where pŷijk
(.) is the PDF

of latent ŷijk learnt by the entropy model 2. Since the nearest
integer rounding operation has non-informative gradients, a
continuous relaxation must be applied at the training stage as
Q(x) = x + ϵ, where ϵ is randomly sampled from uniform
distribution ϵ ∼ U(−0.5, 0.5).

However, in the case of Vector Quantization (VQ), latents
can be packed into a v-dimensional vector u ∈ Rv and
each u is assigned to a single code. Quantization centers
c(i) ∈ Rv, i = 0 . . .M − 1 are learned by the entropy model.
Thus, the quantization step finds the index of the nearest
center as Q(x) = argmini ||x− c(i)||, while de-quantization
returns the quanta center as Q−1(i) = c(i). In this case, there
are M different quantization centers, and M unique codes.
Since the argmin operator applies hard assignment, it has
non-informative gradients, and continuous relaxation must also
be applied during training. This is generally achieved by a
softmax operator that assigns all codes to the latent vector
with different probabilities, depending on the distances to the
centers. These probabilities are used by the entropy model to
learn the PMF of each quanta center (codes), and also for de-
quantization which is the expectation of quanta centers under
these probabilities during training.

III. UNIFORM VECTOR QUANTIZATION

Uniform SQ is widely used in neural codecs, though it is
not the optimal quantizer among all SQ methods. In fact, it
is known that the optimal quantizer should have smaller grid
sizes in regions of higher probability and larger grid sizes in
regions of lower probability [38]. Thus, a non-uniform SQ

2The entropy model can alternatively learn cumulative distribution func-
tion CDF, σŷijk

(x) instead of PDF and calculate PMF by P (ỹijk) =
σŷijk

(ŷijk + 0.5)− σŷijk
(ŷijk − 0.5).

method that is aware of source distributions should have a
lower quantization error than uniform SQ. However, we state
in the following theorem that uniform SQ is sufficient among
all SQ methods in the neural codecs.

Theorem 1. If a neural codec has an encoder block ga :
Rn×n×3 → Rm×m×o, an decoder block gs : Rm×m×o →
Rn×n×3 and it requires a non-uniform SQ map for optimal
rate-distortion performance, there exists another neural codec
that produces the same rate-distortion performance with 1-
bin width uniform SQ (nearest integer rounding quantization)
whose encoder block is f ◦ ga and decoder block is gs ◦ f−1

where f : Rm×m×o → Rm×m×o is an invertible transforma-
tion.

The proof can be found in Appendix A and is based on
modeling the one-dimensional quantizer using a memoryless
monotonically increasing nonlinearity followed by a uniform
fixed-point quantizer as in [39]. We show that an invertible
function that can be implemented by neural networks can
transform the borders and grid centers of a non-uniform
quantization map into a uniform quantization map. A simple il-
lustration of this transformation is shown in Figure 2(a). Since
the transformation is element-wise and smooth, we assume that
a shallow neural network with fewer number of parameters can
learn this transformation. According to Theorem 1, a neural
codecs with nearest integer rounding quantization is sufficient
among all scalar quantization methods as long as they are
expressive enough to learn this transformation. We can assume
that expressivity is sufficient, given that both the encoder and
decoder are composed of deep neural networks with millions
of parameters in the latest neural codecs such as [6], [7], [9],
[10], [14], [21]. The advantage of using invertible layers be-
tween less powerful encoder and decoder blocks was recently
shown experimentally in [40]. In addition, the sufficiency of
uniform quantization in neural codecs was discussed in [41].
Our theorem verifies these two prior contributions.

Since Theorem 1 excludes non-uniform SQs in neural
codecs, a possible remaining selection for lower quantization
error can be VQ. Even though VQ is theoretically better than
SQ (despite the dimensions are being i.i.d [42]), so far it has
not been able to perform significantly better than uniform
SQ in neural codecs without changing encoder/decoder and
entropy model. In the next section we show how VQ can
improve off-the-shelf neural codecs performance by replacing
SQ.

A. Space Tessellation Grids

In this paper, we suggest using uniform vector quantization
based on space tessellation. This method involves using a
predefined high dimensional grid to cover the entire high-
dimensional space. The quantization grids are thus fixed
instead of learned. The nearest integer quantization grid in
1D is equivalent to a unit square grid in 2D, as shown in
Figure 2(b) for a zero-mean Gaussian source. However it may
not be the best partition of the space with uniform grids,
therefore using nearest integer quantization (i.e square grids
in 2D) directly in the neural codec might not yield better RD
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(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 2. a) f : y → z transforms a non-uniform quantization map (grid borders b0, . . . bn and grid centers c1, . . . cn) into a uniform map (centers are located
on integer where borders are at the middle of two consecutive centers). b) Uniform SQ grids on 2D c) Optimal uniform VQ grids on 2D.

(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 3. RD performances of different volume uniform SQ, regular hexagon Hex-Quant and truncated octahedron Oct-Quant grid. a) Uniform source is
sampled from U(−4, 4) and zoom-in where the grid volume is unitary. b) Different Gaussian sources. c) RD plot of unitary volume grids for Gaussian
sources.

performances. The following remark shows the existence of
entropy constrained optimal space tessellation and can be used
for uniform vector quantization.

Remark 1. VQ constraints with a uniform grid produces
optimal space tessellation, which refers to a pattern of v-
dimensional shapes that fit perfectly together without any gaps,
and have minimum inertia. The optimal shapes are regular
hexagons in the case of 2D, and truncated octahedron for 3D.
[43].

The above remark indicates that instead of learning the grid
centers and optimal partition, we can use the optimal space
tessellation grids for the corresponding dimensions. In this
paper our proposal for 2D space is to use a regular hexagonal
grid with a unitary volume, as shown in Figure 2(c). The
theoretical advantage of space tessellation grids compared to
nearest integer quantization is shown in Appendix B for a
uniform distribution.

Illustration: We also showcase the simulation results under
uniform and Gaussian sources in Figure 3a-b. For these
simulations, we generated random numbers under a uniform
distribution U(−4, 4) for Figure 3a, and four different zero-
mean Gaussian distributions with specified scales for Fig-
ure 3b. We quantized these numbers using three different
methods: uniform SQ (SQ), regular hexagonal grid (Hex-
Quant), and truncated octahedral grid (Oct-Quant), with

varying grid sizes. The left-hand side of the x-axis represents
higher rates where the grid size is small, while the right-hand
side represents smaller rates where the grid size is large. In
Figure 3a, we zoom in on the rate where the grid size is unitary.
The MSE of the three different quantization grids are very
close to their theoretical values, which are 0.0833, 0.0801, and
0.0785 respectively, as shown in Appendix B. For Figure 3c,
we generated random numbers from a zero-mean Gaussian
distribution at different scales in the range of [0.5, 2], with a
0.1 interval between scales. We quantized each source using a
unitary volume grid of the three quantization maps mentioned
above. The left-hand side of the x-axis represents a lower rate
when a source from smaller scale Gaussian distributions is
used, while the right-hand side represents a higher rate when a
source generated by larger-scale Gaussian distributions is used.
For all three methods, a single source does not necessarily have
the same rate under a unitary grid size. Thus, the vertical
dashed lines representing the four different distributions are
not well aligned. This simulation is particularly relevant,
because the main information in modern neural codecs is a
zero-mean Gaussian distribution at different scale, quantized
using unitary grids. Our simulation demonstrates that, at the
same bitrate, the uniform vector quantization (VQ) grid has
lower mean squared error (MSE) than SQ. This simulation
emphasizes the importance of using uniform VQ as a more
effective method for quantization in neural codecs. In the
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following, we show how our uniform vector quantization can
be applied to any off-the-shelf neural codec without requiring
re-training.

B. Uniform VQ with Off-the-shelf Neural Codec

Let y ∈ Rd be the latents of the deep encoder, v the
dimension at which the optimal space tessellation is carried
out, c(i) ∈ Rv, i = 0 . . .M − 1 the M grid centers of
the v-dimensional shape. In order to quantize the latents, we
reshaped the latents y into pseudo v-dimensional latents such
that y ∈ Rd → y̌ ∈ R d

v×v . Quantization is performed by
assigning a value to the nearest neighbors grid centers, as
ỹj = Q(y̌j) = argmini ||y̌j − c(i)||, where ỹj ∈ {0 . . .M −
1}, j = 1 . . . d

v are the codes to be encoded into a bitstream.
In practice, instead of reshaping all latents together into v
dimension, we reshape the latents whose learned PDFs are
the same (i.e come from the same distribution). This approach
does not have significantly different results, but leads to a
smaller memory footprint at the decoder side since fewer PMF
tables are stored.

To encode the codes (ỹ) into a bit-stream, we cannot use the
off-the-shelf neural codec’s 1D entropy model’s PMF calcula-
tion, as our latents are v-dimensional latents with different
domain. We therefore created the PMF by integrating the
pseudo-v dimensional PDF (

∏v
k=1 p(uk)) into grid G whose

center is located on c(i):

P (c(i)) =

∫
G+c(i)

(
v∏

k=1

p(uk)

)
du. (2)

Here P (c(i)) is the PMF of i-th symbol in the dictionary
and p : R → R is the PDF of the corresponding latent,
learned by the entropy model from the baseline model. Since
there is no closed-form solution for the integral of a multi-
dimensional Gaussian distribution over a hexagonal and trun-
cated octahedral domain [44], we use numerical solvers to
approximate the solution of (2). We can compute a numerical
solution for the main codes PMFs, where p(.) is Gaussian
distribution as well as non-parametric p(.) for the side codes’
PMFs. In Appendix E, we show how to solve equation 2 for
the hexagonal domain. Another way to calculate this integral
is by using a Monte-Carlo simulation for known PDFs p(.)
before deployment, which we use for the truncated octahedral
domain.

The de-quantization step is to assign the center of the
quantized grid to the reconstructed latent by ȳj = c(ỹj). At
the last step, we need to revert the dimension to the original
as ȳ ∈ R d

v×v → ŷ ∈ Rd which should followed by decoder
block to obtain reconstructed image in the general framework.

IV. FORGOTTEN INFORMATION: THE ENTROPY GRADIENT

The receiver can compute the gradients of the main/side
entropy w.r.t the main/side latents after decoding the main/side
latents. Since these gradients are only available after decoding
the latent codes, they may not seem useful at first sight. This
could be the reason why these gradients have not been used at
inference time so far. Here, we propose to use these gradients
through the analysis of the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker conditions,

Fig. 4. Correlation between the gradients of the entropy and of the recon-
struction error w.r.t the main latents.

and we experimentally found that they can be correlated with
other useful gradients.

Let us view the neural codec’s loss function in (1) as
an unconstrained multi-objective optimization problem. The
optimal solution of such a problem is called Pareto Optimal:
no objective can be made better without making at least one
other objective worse [45]. The following remark shows a
useful property of a solution of unconstrained multi-objective
optimization.

Remark 2. Karush–Kuhn–Tucker (KKT) conditions: If the
problem is w∗ = argminw(

∑
i αi.Li(w)); where αi ≥ 0,∑

αi = 1 and Li is the i-th objective to be minimized,
solution w∗ is Pareto optimal if and only if it satisfies∑

i αi∇wLi(w
∗)) = 0 [46].

This remark is also valid for end-to-end compression mod-
els. The following theorem shows how to leverage the KKT
conditions for end-to-end image compression models.

Theorem 2. If an end-to-end compression model is Pareto
Optimal, it satisfies the following conditions.

Ex∼px [∇Φ log(pf (ẑ; Ψ)) +∇Φ log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ))] = 0. (3)

Ex∼px∇ϕ [− log(pf (ẑ; Ψ))− log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ))]+

λ∇ϕd(x, gs(ŷ; θ)) = 0. (4)

Proof is in Appendix C-A. The following corollary shows
its usefulness under a certain assumption.

Corollary 2.1. If we assume that (3) and 4 are valid for
every single input x independently, then an optimal end-to-
end compression model satisfies the following conditions:

∇ẑ log(pf (ẑ; Ψ)) = −∇ẑ log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ)). (5)

∇ŷ [− log(pf (ẑ; Ψ))− log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ))] =

− λ∇ŷd(x, gs(ŷ; θ)). (6)

Proof can be found in Appendix C-B. Under this assump-
tion, it implies that the gradient of the main and side infor-
mation’s entropy w.r.t the side latent have opposite directions
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in (5). Additionally, the weighted reconstruction error gradient
and the the total entropy gradient w.r.t the main latent also have
opposite directions in (6). Hence, under this assumption, we
claim that these pairs of gradients have a correlation coefficient
of −1 and one of them can be used as a proxy for the other
by changing the sign.

The presence of a correlation has been validated for dif-
ferent neural codecs using different test sets, as presented
in Appendix D and section V. The scatter plot in Figure 4
illustrates the correlation between the gradient of the main
entropy and the gradient of the reconstruction error w.r.t the
main latents for a specific image sample where the gradients
were calculated on a neural codec described in [7]. Based
on our tests on various widely-used neural codecs, we ex-
perimentally observed relatively strong correlations between
the gradients in (6)3 (ranging from -0.1 to -0.5) and weaker
correlations (ranging from -0.15 to 0.1) for the gradients in (5).
Even though the experimental correlations differ from −1, we
believe they are significant enough to be used in practice. This
discrepancy can be attributed to the fact that the assumption
is only valid on average for the training database, and holds
less strongly for any particular sample.

Latent Shift wrt Gradients. Based on the definition of
gradient-based optimization, ẑ needs to take a step in the neg-
ative direction of ∇ẑ(− log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ))) in order to decrease
the main information bitlength − log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ)). However
∇ẑ(− log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ))) is not available before decoding ŷ. On
the other hand, the correlated gradient ∇ẑ(− log(pf (ẑ; Ψ))) is
known after decoding ẑ. We claim that there exists a step size
ρ∗f that decrease the bitlength of the main information such
that:

− log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ)) ≥
− log

(
ph(ŷ; ẑ+ ρ∗f∇ẑ(− log(pf (ẑ; Ψ)))),Θ

)
.

ρ∗f can be obtained through numerical search, or by optimiza-
tion:

ρ∗f = argmin
ρf

(− log(ph(ŷ; ẑ+ ρf∇ẑ(− log(pf (ẑ; Ψ)))),Θ)).

(7)
For the second condition, ŷ needs to take a step in the
negative direction of ∇ŷ(d(x, gs(ŷ; θ))) in order to de-
crease reconstruction error d(x, gs(ŷ; θ)). ∇ŷ(d(x, gs(ŷ; θ)))
is never available during decoding, but the correlated gradient
∇ŷ(− log(pf (ẑ; Ψ))−log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ))) is known after decod-
ing ŷ and ẑ. We also claim that there exists a step size ρ∗h that
decrease the reconstruction error:

d(x, gs(ŷ; θ)) ≥ d(x, gs(ŷ + ρ∗h∇ŷ(− log(pf (ẑ; Ψ))−
log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ))); θ)).

ρ∗h can be found by numerical search or optimization:

ρ∗h = argmin
ρh

(d(x, gs(ŷ + ρh∇ŷ(− log(pf (ẑ; Ψ))−

log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ))); θ))). (8)

3Since we found an equivalent correlation, we use it as
∇ŷ [− log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ))] = −λ∇ŷd(x, gs(ŷ; θ)).

Our proposal can be seen as shifting the side latent by ẑ← ẑ+
ρ∗f∇ẑ(− log(pf (ẑ; Ψ))) after decoding ẑ and shifting the main
latent by ŷ← ŷ+ρ∗h∇ŷ(− log(pf (ẑ; Ψ))−log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ)))4

after decoding ŷ. The optimal step sizes ρ∗f , ρ
∗
h ∈ R are tested

out of 8 selections each at the encoding stage and consequently
added to the bitstream explicitly using 3 bits for each step size.

V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

In this section, we show the main results, the complexity
analysis and some relevant ablation studies.

A. Main Results

We used the CompressAI library [47] to test our contribu-
tions on 4 pre-trained neural image codecs named bmshj2018-
factorized in [5], mbt2018-mean and mbt2018 in [7],
cheng2020-attn in [9], 3 additional pre-trained codec named
invcompress in [10], LIC-TCM in [14] and DCVC-intra in
[21] in all intra mode and two neural video codecs named
SSF in [16] and DCVC in [21]. For the evaluation, we used
the Kodak dataset [48], Clic-2021 Challenge’s dataset [49] and
UVG dataset [50]. The codecs were taken off the shelf without
retraining. The rate was calculated based on the final length of
the compressed data and RGB PSNR was used for distortion.
To evaluate the performance, we used the bd-rate metric [51]
that measures the bitrate savings achieved for an overlapped
range of distortion level [52]. We conducted our evaluation
on 6 to 8 pre-trained models provided by compressAI and
the authors official implementation, whose bitrates range from
0.1bpp to 1.6bpp for image codecs and 0.03bpp to 0.35bpp
for video codecs. We reported our uniform VQ proposals
under the name of Hex-Quant for regular hexagons and Oct-
Quant for truncated octahedrons. We called our gradient-
based improvement by Latent Shift and the results using both
methods Join.
Results on Image Codecs: In Table I, we present the results
obtained by our methods on different datasets and codecs.
Since our two proposals rely on completely different effects,
the gain of the Join method is almost the sum of both methods.
The reason why the two effects do not add up exactly is
the following: after uniform VQ, the reconstructed latents
change compare to uniform SQ. The gradients w.r.t. these
latents therefore change as well. This variation creates slightly
different results compared to Latent Shift. Since uniform
VQ reconstructed latent are much closer to the latents before
quantization, in almost all cases Latent Shift with uniform
VQ offers a better contribution than Latent Shift alone.

According to results in Table I, we have seen that if the
method uses autoregressive schema such as invcompress and
cheng2020-attn, Hex-Quant has less gain. This is because of
the fact that all latent could not be quantized together, but to
be done step by step because of the autoregressive prediction.
Within the method does not use autoregressive prediction,
Hex-Quant has almost 1% gain. Latent Shift’s gain is
highly related to the complexity of the decoder network. The

4Since we found similar correlations between the gradient of the main
information’s entropy and the gradient of the reconstruction error, we applied
it as ŷ← ŷ + ρ∗h∇ŷ(− log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ))) in our tests.
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TABLE I
AVERAGE BD-RATE GAINS OF OUR PROPOSALS FOR DIFFERENT BASELINE IMAGE CODECS ON 2 IMAGE DATASETS.

Kodak Test Set Clic-2021 Test Set
Baseline Codec Hex-Quant. Latent Shift Join Hex-Quant. Latent Shift Join

bmshj2018-factorized -0.62% -0.49% -1.08% -1.78% -0.69% -2.26%
mbt2018-mean -0.88% -1.27% -2.24% -0.76% -1.21% -2.03%
mbt2018 -0.55% -1.44% -1.98% -0.66% -1.71% -2.33%
cheng2020-attn -0.16% -0.46% -0.73% -0.32% -0.72% -1.15%
InvCompress -0.21% -0.55% -0.82% -0.52% -0.63% -1.12%
DCVC-intra mode -0.97% -0.30% -1.28% -1.22% -0.11% -1.44%
LIC-TCM -0.92% -0.15% -1.12% -0.97% -0.10% -1.15%

TABLE II
AVERAGE BD-RATE OF OUR PROPOSALS FOR SSF AND DCVC VIDEO CODECS ON UVG DATASET AND BUNNY VIDEO IN LOW-DELAY CONFIGURATION.

JOIN REFERS USING OCT-QUANT AND LATENT SHIFT.

SSF DCVC
Video Hex-Quant. Oct-Quant. Latent Shift Join Hex-Quant. Oct-Quant. Latent Shift Join

Beauty -1.31% -1.60% -0.13% -1.76% -1.92% -1.97% -0.10% -2.02%
Bosphorus -1.88% -2.29% -0.70% -3.23% -1.23% -1.48% -0.62% -2.05%
Honeybee -1.75% -1.10% -0.88% -2.00% -1.80% -2.13% -0.56% -2.65%
Jockey -1.04% -1.48% -0.06% -1.57% -1.42% -1.32% -0.11% -1.51%
ReadySteadGo -1.03% -2.00% -1.52% -3.74% -1.29% -1.30% -1.08% -2.35%
ShakeNDry -1.38% -2.83% -0.35% -3.25% -1.55% -1.65% -0.23% -1.92%
YatchRide -1.03% -1.67% -0.14% -1.87% -1.42% -1.61% -0.18% -1.83%

UVG Average -1.31% -1.99% -0.60% -2.70% -1.52% -1.64% -0.41% -2.05%

Bunny -1.12% -1.87% -1.31% -3.24% -0.90% -1.02% -1.21% -2.25%

more complicated the decoder, the less correlation between
gradients, thus less gain. Since the current tendency of neural
codec is to have stronger encoder block but shallow decoder
block in order to decrease decoding complexity in a level of
traditional codecs, this point will not be problematic in the
long run.

Figure 5a presents the bd-rate (gain in %) compared to
mbt2018-mean for different quality levels on the Kodak
dataset. Even though our proposal has a 2.24% gain, the
gain on lower quality (thus lower rate) is higher (3.5%).
This fact was observed for all codecs for both Latent Shift
and Hex-Quant or Oct-Quant. It is because of the fact that
VQ is theoretically better than SQ in low bit rate and their
performance converges when the bit rate goes infinity. Since
the correlation between gradients is stronger in low bit rate
rather than high bit rate, Latent Shift performs better in
low bit rate. According to our tests, since the side latent’s
correlation is weaker, the most important gain of Latent Shift
is due to the gradient of the main latent. The analysis of
the gain of Latent Shift and its performance against various
alternatives is provided in Section V-C.
Results on Video Codec: In Table II, we show the results of
the SSF and DCVC video codecs for various sequences. These
methods were intended for low-delay mode: frames are coded
sequentially using the previously reconstructed frame and an
intra frame is inserted every 8 frames (UVG videos are divided
into 75 intra periods). I-frame encoding uses the same VAE
method as in image codecs. However, each P-frame consists of
motion information and residual information encoded by two
different VAE models. Since the motion information represents
only a fraction of the total bitrate (3 − 4%), we applied our
proposal to the residual coding only. When we apply Oct-

Quant and Latent Shift together (Join), it yields an average
bitrate gain of 2 − 2.7% for the same quality on the UVG
dataset. Similarly, the gain at a lower rate is larger (over 4%)
as demonstrated in Figure 5b.
Gradients correlation: The Latent Shift’s gain depends
on gradients correlation. To assess this correlation for each
individual sample, we showed the scatter plot of the individual
gains in dB achieved by Latent Shift as well as the actual
correlation coefficient between gradients for all test images
and all quality levels in Figure 5c. We observed a strong
negative correlation of −0.76, independently of the datasets,
reconstruction quality or model. Since the neural video codec
was optimized for the loss of all frames in an intra period
(consist of 8 frames), the sum of gradients in (3) and (4) is
zero in expectation of the frames in an intra period across the
datasets. This smooths the sum of gradients even further and
decrease the correlations compared to those of image codecs.
That explains why the gradient correlation is lower, which
leads to a poorer Latent Shift gain for video codecs.

B. Complexity Analysis
Since computational complexity without parallelization is

a proxy of energy consumption, we performed the test on
a single core CPU while discarding multi-thread operations.
We measured the computational time of cheng2020 attn,
mbt2018-mean on the Kodak dataset and SSF on the bunny
dataset. The results in Table III demonstrate the relative
encoding/decoding time of our proposed models, namely Hex-
Quant, Oct-Quant, and Latent Shift, compared to the base-
line models.

The main source of additional encoding complexity for
Hex-Quant and Oct-Quant is the computation of the closest
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(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 5. BD-Rates of our proposals from baseline codecs for different quality. a) mbt2018mean image codec on Kodak test set b) SSF video codec on UVG
test set. c) Correlation between improvement on reconstruction quality and correlation of gradients on Clic and Kodak datasets.

TABLE III
ENCODING AND DECODING RUNTIME COMPLEXITY OF OUR PROPOSED METHODS COMPARE TO THE BASELINES.

Encoding Decoding
Model Hex Quant Oct Quant Latent Shift Hex Quant Oct Quant Latent Shift
mbt2018-mean +3.0% +5.0% x10.1 +1.8% +1.8% +0.70%
cheng2020-attn +0.7% +1.1% x5.3 +0.1% +0.1% +0.06%
SSF +2.4% +3.2% x6.0 +1.9% +1.9% +0.70%

codebook. Naive search can result in up to 20% overhead
complexity for 3-dimensional VQ. However, efficient algo-
rithms [53], [54] can be used to find the nearest quanta
center for hexagons and truncated octahedra. We adapted this
solution, thereby reducing the additional encoding time to 3-
5% for the mbt2018-mean model. Although cheng2020-attn
and mbt2018-mean have similar absolute extra computational
costs, the relative extra cost of cheng2020-attn is lower (1.1-
0.7%) due to the high complexity of the baseline model. For
SSF, we ignored the I-frame compression runtime (since it is
the same as mbt2018-mean) but measured the average runtime
for the encoding and decoding of P-frames, which are done by
two VAEs: one for motion information and another for residual
information. The results of the relative encoding/decoding time
for our Hex-Quant, Oct-Quant, and Latent Shift approach
compared to the baseline models can be seen in Table III.
Given that the differences in the dimensions of VQ are only
reflected in the reshaping of tensors and the number of indices
to be retrieved from the dictionary during decoding, the extra
decoding complexity between Hex-Quant and Oct-Quant is
negligible. This is almost the same for all three models, as
shown in Table III.

The extra complexity in decoding introduced by the La-
tent Shift operation is due to the calculation of the entropy
gradient with respect to the latents and the shifting operation.
Since there is a closed form solution of gradient of gaussian
distribution, we do not need to do backward pass to obtain
gradient. Instead, we directly calculate the gradient by the
parameters of the gaussian distribution. Thus, this extra com-
plexity is negligible, and accounts for less than 1% of the
total decoding time, as shown in Table III. In contrast, the
encoding complexity of Latent Shift is much higher, ranging
from 5 to 10 orders of magnitude higher than the baseline
encoding time. This is due to the search for a step size out
of 8 candidates during encoding, which could be eliminated

by using a single universal step size for all images. This
solution has been implemented in the Latent Shift extension
for traditional codecs, as described in Section V-D.

C. Latent Shift versus Alternatives

In order to show how the proposed Latent Shift is bet-
ter than its alternatives, we shifted the latent in a random
direction during encoding such that ŷ ← ŷ + ϵ(ρh), where
ϵ(ρh) ∈ Rm×m×o ∼ N (0, 1) and ρh is a random seed to be
signaled to the decoder. The best random seed in terms of
PSNR improvement, should be found at the encoding stage.
We generated 1024 random gradient and encode the best
random seed with 10 bits as extra information. Even though
this approach is costly in terms of computational complexity
during the encoding stage, (it requires 1024 times forward
passes), we think this is a natural baseline for our proposal,
and refer to it as Random Shift. Another alternative would
be to use a constant gradient for all latents in a given image.
Thus, at encoding, we need to test a large set of values and
assume all latents may be shifted by this amount such that
ŷ ← ŷ + ρh where ρh ∈ R. The best value of ρh should be
signaled to the decoder with 10 bit extra cost. We refer to this
as the Scalar Shift approach.

Our final alternative does not use the true gradient with
respect to entropy directly, but instead relies on an approx-
imation. Specifically, we make the assumption that the rate
of change of any latent is independent and increases linearly
with the distance from the center as R(ŷ) = a|ŷ − µ| + b
where a, b ∈ R+. Under this assumption, the magnitude of the
gradient will be constant, but the direction will always point
away from the center. Thus, this approach shifts the latent
in the opposite direction to the distribution’s center such that
ŷ ← ŷ − ρh sign(ŷ − µ). In hyperprior entropy models, the
latent is assumed to follow a Gaussian distribution, the latent’s
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TABLE IV
AVERAGE BD-PSNR OF LATENT SHIFT AND SOME ALTERNATIVES.

Baseline Codec Random Shift Scalar Shift Sign Shift Latent Shift

bmshj2018-factorized 0.0002 dB 0.0036 dB 0.0151 dB 0.0297 dB
mbt2018-mean 0.0006 dB 0.0007 dB 0.0339 dB 0.0705 dB

entropy thus gets smaller if it moves towards the center of the
distribution. By shifting the latent in the opposite direction,
the entropy increases. Since the factorized entropy model does
not use a Gaussian distribution, we shifted the latent to the
opposite direction of the zero center means assuming µ = 0
in the factorized entropy. The best value of ρh should be
signaled to the decoder with a 10 bit extra cost. We refer
to this approach as Sign Shift.

In Table IV, we present the results for bmshj2018-
factorized (lowest correlation between gradients) and
mbt2018-mean (highest correlation between gradients). All
alternative approaches require 10 extra bits, however we
ignored these bits in our comparison, for which we used the
BD-PSNR metric defined in [51]. These results show that
our proposal is significantly better than all the alternatives
considered in this study. The closest one, Sign Shift, reaches
half the performance of Latent Shift. The random alternative
could not improve the baseline significantly, even though
their encoder is almost 1000 times more computationally
demanding.

D. Enhancing Traditional Codecs with Latent Shift

Despite traditional codecs not using gradient-based op-
timization methods and instead relying on discrete search
algorithms within a restricted search space for minimizing RD
costs, we can still argue that the KKT condition exists. This
is because the discrete search algorithms used by traditional
codecs find the optimum transform coefficient of residuals
(known as latent variables in the neural compression literature)
for both rate and distortion objectives.

In order to implement Latent Shift on the current traditional
Sota codec ECM described in [55], we need an entropy
model to calculate its gradient w.r.t the transform coefficients.
However, since ECM uses a bit-level adaptive entropy model
(CABAC), it is not possible to obtain a closed-form solution
for the gradient. This may introduce additional complexity if
we obtain the gradient by using finite difference methods.
To avoid this complexity, we assume each coefficient are
independent, and the rate (entropy of the coefficients) linearly
increases by logarithm of the absolute value of the coefficient
and an offset b such as R(|ŷ|) = a log(|ŷ|) + b, |ŷ| ≥ 1.
This assumption leads us to write gradient of the entropy by
∇|ŷ|R(|ŷ|) = a

|ŷ| . When we use universal optimal step size
ρ∗, Latent Shift can be seen as shifting the coefficients in
de-quantization step by |ŷ| ← |ŷ| + α

|ŷ| where α = aρ∗ is a
single parameter of the method. We fine-tuned α over train
set and priorly hard coded into both the sender and receiver.
More details can be found in JVET document in [35].

The results presented in Table V were obtained under
the Common Test Conditions (CTC) [52]. According to the

results, Latent Shift managed to save 0.1% on the Luma
channel and more than that on the chroma channels in all
intra-mode settings where each frame is encoded separately.
In Random Access mode, which is the most effective video
compression setting, the Luma results were a little lower while
chroma results were better. Thanks to the universal step size
and the approximation of the gradient, our proposal has no
impact on the encoding and decoding times, as reported in
Table V. This proposal is adopted to ECM-10.0 by JVET.
The contributed code can be found on reference software. 5

E. Latent Shift after Fine-tuning Solutions

To demonstrate the orthogonality between Latent Shift
and an encoder-side fine-tuning solution proposed in [31], we
conducted tests on two baseline models: one with fine-tuning
and one without. In the fine-tuning approach, the latents were
fine-tuned for 1000 iterations during encoding, which incurred
1000 forward passes and 1000 backward gradient calculations,
thus resulting in around 4000 times more complexity without
parallelization. In contrast, our Latent Shift incurred negli-
gible extra-encoding time compared to fine-tuning solutions
whose complexity can be found in Table VI.

An important result can be observed when applying Latent
Shift after fine-tuning solutions, as shown in Table VI. Fine-
tuning solutions minimize the loss without averaging images
in the training set, which strengthens the KKT conditions
and increases correlations between gradients. For instance,
the average correlation of gradients for the Kodak dataset
becomes −0.2212 after fine-tuning, compared to −0.1805 in
the mbt2018-mean codec. The improved correlations lead to
improved performance, as shown by the fact that the fine-
tuning solution only achieves a rate saving of −5.77%, while
combining it with Latent Shift increases the rate saving to
−7.47% for the Kodak dataset.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we proposed two orthogonal methods for fur-
ther improving the latent representation of generic compressive
variational auto-encoders (VAE). We initially exploited the
remaining redundancy in the latents during the quantization
stage. To do so, we demonstrated that a uniform VQ method
improves VAEs, when trained using uniform scalar quantiza-
tion. Secondly, we used the correlation between the entropy
gradient and the reconstruction error to improve latent rep-
resentation. The combination of these two methods improves
latent representation, and brings significant gains to several
state-of-the-art compressive auto-encoders, without any need

5https://vcgit.hhi.fraunhofer.de/ecm/ECM/-/blob/master/source/Lib
/CommonLib/DepQuant.cpp
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TABLE V
BD-RATE OF LATENT SHIFT METHOD FOR Y, U AND V CHANNEL AND RELATIVE ENCODING AND DECODING TIME PERCENTAGE COMPARE TO ECM-9.0

ON ALL INTRA AND RANDOM ACCESS MODE UNDER COMMON TEST CONDITIONS.

All Intra (Image compression) Random Access (Video Compression)
Sequences Y U V EncT DecT Y U V EncT DecT
Class A1 -0.10% -0.16% -0.23% 101% 100% -0.06% -0.39% -0.09% 99% 98%
Class A2 -0.06% -0.16% -0.04% 99% 98% -0.04% -0.09% -0.25% 95% 98%
Class B -0.12% -0.04% -0.14% 101% 98% -0.07% -0.13% -0.19% 103% 102%
Class C -0.08% -0.19% -0.12% 100% 102% -0.05% -0.46% -0.20% 103% 102%
Class E -0.13% -0.07% 0.01% 100% 101%
Overall -0.10% -0.12% -0.11% 100% 100% -0.06% -0.26% -0.18% 100% 100%

TABLE VI
LATENT SHIFT PERFORMANCE OVER FINE-TUNING SOLUTIONS

Model EncT DecT Bd-Rate (Kodak) Corr. (Kodak) Bd-Rate (Clic) Corr. (Clic)

bmshj2018 baseline x1 +0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Only Latent Shift x12 +0.7% -0.49% -0.108 -0.69% -0.0952
Only Fine-Tuning x4800 +0.0% -6.52% -6.73%
Fine-Tuning + Latent Shift x4812 +0.7% -7.88% -0.165 -8.06% -0.1578

mbt2018-mean baseline x1 +0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Only Latent Shift x10.1 +0.7% -1.27% -0.1805 -1.21% -0.1465
Only Fine-Tuning x4380 +0.0% -5.77% -5.53%
Fine-Tuning + Latent Shift x4390 +0.7% -7.47% -0.2212 -7.16% -0.1796

for retraining. Based on these results, several improvements
can be foreseen. First, the correlation between the gradients
depends on the training set according to the definition of the
KKT conditions. However, even though different models use
the same training set and training procedure, their gradients’
correlation coefficient may be different. It would thus be
interesting to explore the connection between certain type of
model architecture and the correlation between the gradients.
Secondly, the uniform VQ process was applied without retrain-
ing. Even though VQ quantization error is lower on average,
maximum quantization error is sometimes higher. Since the
decoder block is not aware of these higher individual errors
during training, the model becomes sub-optimal. This could
be solved by re-training the decoder block or the entire model
using a continuous relaxation of the uniform VQ grid. Last but
not least, even though it is straight forward to extent our VQ
proposal to higher than 3 dimensions, the number of unique
codes exponentially increases by the dimension which makes
arithmetic encoder with current bit resolution impossible to
represent the probabilities. Thus, some tricks such as removing
some grids can be done for higher dimensional VQ as a future
work.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF THEOREM 1

Proof. The scalar quantization map can be see as n+1 border
values with b0 < b1 < · · · < bn and n quantization center
with c1 < c2 < · · · < cn. Any latent y with bi−1 ≤ y < bi
should be quantized to point ci. The quantization map can be
represented by an ordered set consisting of all borders and
centers such as M = {b0 < c1 < b1 < c2 < b2 < · · · <
cn < bn} where |M| = 2n+1. When the quantization map is
non-uniform, the difference between consecutive elements in
the set are not necessarily equal, i.e. ∃(i, j),Mi − Mi−1 ̸=
Mj − Mj−1. The nearest integer quantization map can be

defined as M(u) = {0.5, 1, 1.5, 2, 2.5, . . . n, n+0.5} or simply
M(u)

i = 0.5i thus,∀i,M(u)
i −M(u)

i−1 = 0.5. Let’s assume that
any arbitrary M is the optimal scalar quantization map of a
neural codec’s latent y obtained by y = ga(x). Since M and
M(u) are both monotonic increasing set, there exists a bijective
function f(.) that maps ∀i,Mi to M(u)

i , and f−1(.) maps M(u)
i

to Mi, ∀i. According to the universality theorem [56], function
f(.) can be implemented by a multi layer neural network.

Two codecs’ performances are equal if and only if the
entropy of their latents are equal and their reconstructions are
the same. First, we start by showing that their entropies are
the same by showing that the corresponding center’s PMFs are
equal in both spaces, i.e. ∀i, P (i) = P (u)(i). We can write the
i-th quantization center’s PMF P (i) =

∫ bi
bi−1

p(y)dy where y
is a point in ga’s output space. Any point y can be transformed
into a new space by z = f(y). We can write the i-th quanti-
zation center’s PMF as P (u)(i) =

∫ i+0.5

i−0.5
p(z)dz in this space.

We can rewrite it as P (u)(i) =
∫ f−1(i+0.5)

f−1(i−0.5)
p(f−1(z))df−1(z).

Since f−1(i+0.5) = bi, f−1(i−0.5) = bi−1 and f−1(z) = y,
we can write ∀i, P (u)(i) =

∫ bi
bi−1

p(y)dy = P (i).
The output of a deep decoder is gs(ci) if latent y = ga(x)

meets bi−1 ≤ y < bi. Any latent bi−1 ≤ y < bi is mapped to
f(bi−1) ≤ f(y) < f(bi) thus i−0.5 ≤ z < i+0.5. The latent
z which lies between i − 0.5 to i + 0.5, can be quantized to
i in the new space. Since the decoder applies gs(f

−1(z)), its
output should be gs(f

−1(i)). Since f−1(i) = ci, it produces
gs(ci).

APPENDIX B
ADVANTAGE OF SPACE TESSELLATION GRID ON

QUANTIZATION

When the source has a uniform distribution, quantization
using a truncated octahedron produces better RD performance
compared to regular hexagonal grids, and a regular hexagonal
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(a) (b)

Fig. 6. a) Regular hexagon and b) Truncated octahedron located at origin.

grid leads to better RD performance than uniform SQ grids
(nearest integer rounding). In order to show the superiority of
a method over another in terms of RD performance, comparing
the reconstruction error at an equal bit-rate sufficient. Since the
equal volume grids have the same probability under uniform
distribution, the rate is equal for all three cases. Since the
distributions are identical, we just need to compute the mean
squared error for each types of grid in a specific position, for
example the origin for 1D, 2D and 3D cases respectively.

The MSE of a uniform SQ grid can be written as integral
of the square error normalized by the grid size:

MSE(s)(u) =
1

u

∫ u/2

−u/2

x2dx. (9)

This produces MSE(s)(u) = u2/12 ≈ 0.0833u2.
Hexagonal grid case: For hexagonal grid, we need to double
integrate over the hexagonal domain. Figure 6a shows an
hexagon with a side a length a located at the origin. We
also show each side’s functions in a 2D space. We divide
the hexagon into two parts for positive and negative y and
calculate the analytic integral for these two region separately.
We then normalize the sum of squares by the area of the
hexagon, which is 3

√
3a2/2.

MSE(h)(a) =
2

3
√
3a2

(∫ a
√

3
2

0

∫ a− y√
3

−a+ y√
3

x2 + y2

2
dxdy+

∫ 0

−a
√

3
2

∫ a+ y√
3

−a− y√
3

x2 + y2

2
dxdy

)
. (10)

We first integrate the positive part of the integral over x
between −a+ y√

3
and a− y√

3
, followed by the integral over y

between 0 and a
√
3
2 . The integral for the positive region is then

5
√
3a4

32 . The same can be done for the negative region, but since
the distribution is uniform, it produces the exact same result,
we thus conclude that MSE(h)(a) = 5a2

24 . In order to obtain
the same volume for the grid, the hexagon’s area should be u2.

Since the hexagon’s area is 3
√
3a2/2 for a side length of a, we

find that a =
√
2u√
3
√
3

. Thus MSE(h)(u) = 5
√
3u2

108 ≈ 0.0801u2.

The truncated octahedron case: For the MSE of the trun-
cated octahedral grid, we need to integrate the mean squared
error of each of the 3 dimensions over the truncated octahedral
domain. In figure 6b, a truncated octahedral with a side length
of a is shown. The solution can be obtained by integrating
one octant, multiplying it by 8 and normalizing by its volume
which is 8

√
2a3 as follows:

MSE(o)(a)= 8
8
√

2a3

∫ √
2a

0

∫ min(
√

2a,3
√

2a/2−x)
0∫ min(

√
2a,3

√
2a/2−x−y)

0

(
x2 + y2 + z2

3

)
dzdydx. (11)

First, we integrate over z, y and then x, which produces
solution MSE(o)(a) = 19

48a
2. To compare with the same grid

volume, the truncated octahedron should have a volume of
u3. Since the volume is 8

√
2a3 when one side length is a, we

find that a = u
(8

√
2)1/3

, thus MSE(o)(u) = 19
48(8

√
2)2/3

u2 ≈
0.0785u2.

As a result, MSE(s) ≈ 0.0833u2, MSE(h) ≈ 0.0801u2

and MSE(o) ≈ 0.0785u2, where the volume of the grid
is u. We can thus conclude that ∀u ∈ R+,MSE(o)(u) <
MSE(h)(u) < MSE(s)(u).

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF THEOREM 2 AND COROLLARY 2.1

A. Theorem 2

Proof. Since ẑ is a function of ϕ,Φ and x, we can define
a function for the first objective of (1) by L1(x, ϕ,Φ,Ψ) :=
− log(pf (ẑ; Ψ)), and ŷ is a function of ϕ and x we can define
a function for the second objective of (1) by L2(x, ϕ,Φ,Θ) :=
− log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ)). For the third objective of (1), we can
define a function by L3(x, ϕ, θ) := d(x, gs(ŷ; θ)). When
considering the coefficient of the objectives as defined by
α1 := 1/(2 + λ), α2 := 1/(2 + λ), and α3 := λ/(2 + λ),
we can write (1) as follows.
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TABLE VII
UPPER LIMITS OF THE GRADIENT BASED LATENT SHIFTING ON MBT2018-MEAN CODEC.

Only Side Shift Only Main Shift Only Main Shift Main & Side Shift
(BD-Rate) (BD-Psnr) (BD-Rate) (BD-Rate)

True Gradients -1.011% 1.3972 dB -25.139% -26.150%
Latent Shift -0.031% 0.0705 dB -1.270% -1.301%

ϕ∗, θ∗,Φ∗,Θ∗Ψ∗ = argmin
ϕ,θ,Φ,Θ,Ψ

(Ex∼px
[α1L1(x, ϕ,Φ,Ψ)+

α2L2(x, ϕ,Φ,Θ) + α3L3(x, ϕ, θ)]) .
(12)

Since λ > 0,∀i, αi > 0 and
∑

i αi = 1, the set of
αis corresponds to coefficients set and Li(.)s corresponds
to objectives, (12) shows an unconstrained multi-objective
optimization problem. This problem has five sets of variables
to be optimized and gradients w.r.t each variable set should
meet the KKT conditions. Since L3(x, ϕ, θ) does not depend
on Φ, thus, ∇ΦL3(x, ϕ, θ) = 0, so we can write the KKT
conditions w.r.t Φ as follows:

Ex∼px
[α1∇ΦL1(x, ϕ,Φ,Ψ) + α2∇ΦL2(x, ϕ,Φ,Θ))] = 0.

Since α1 = α2, we obtained the first condition in (3)
by simply replacing L1(.) and L2(.) with their definitions.
Similarly, we can write the KKT conditions w.r.t ϕ as follows:

Ex∼px [α1∇ϕL1(x, ϕ,Φ,Ψ) + α2∇ϕL2(x, ϕ,Φ,Θ))+

α3∇ϕL3(x, ϕ, θ)] = 0.

This is equivalent to (4) when αis and Li(.)s are replaced
with their definitions.

B. Corollary 2.1

Proof. When we remove the expectation term from (3), we
get the followings:

∇Φ log(pf (ẑ; Ψ)) = −∇Φ log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ)).

Since ẑ and Φ are dependent (ẑ = Q(ha(y; Φ)) partial
derivations do not equal zero. Thus, if we multiply both sides
with Jacobian matrix J(Φ,ẑ) where J(Φ,ẑ)

i,j =
∂Φj

∂ẑi
, we change

the gradient variable from Φ to ẑ and reach (5).
We can repeat the same steps for (6). When we remove the

expectation term from (4), we get the following:

∇ϕ [− log(pf (ẑ; Ψ))− log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ))] =

−λ∇ϕd(x, gs(ŷ; θ)).

Since ŷ and ϕ are dependent (ŷ = Q(ga(x;ϕ)) partial
derivatives do not equal zero. Thus, if we multiply both sides
with Jacobian matrix J(ϕ,ŷ) where J(ϕ,ŷ)i,j =

∂ϕj

∂ŷi
, we change

the gradient variable from ϕ to ŷ and reach (6).

Fig. 7. Histogram of correlation between gradients wrt main latents. The data
is taken with mbt2018-mean image codec on Kodak and Clic dataset.

APPENDIX D
GAIN ANALYSIS OF LATENT SHIFT

To understand the upper limits of gradient-based latent
shifting, we used true gradients instead of proxy ones and
measured the performance. We simply shifted the side latents
by ẑ← ẑ+ρ∗f∇ẑ(−log(ph(ŷ; ẑ,Θ))) after decoding ẑ. Later,
we shift the main latent by ŷ ← ŷ + ρ∗h∇ŷ(d(x, gs(ŷ; θ)))
after decoding ŷ. We can see this hypothetical case as if
the correlations were −1. This case is mentioned by True
Gradients in the results in Table VII while our proposal is
Latent Shift. The results are obtained with the mbt2018-mean
image codec on the Kodak dataset.

According to these results, we can see that even if the side
latent’s gradients were perfectly correlated, our maximum gain
would be around 1%. Since the gradient correlation w.r.t. the
side latent is weak ( r2 ≈ −0.07), our gain is negligible. As
a consequence, in practice, shifting side latent may not be
ignored. On the other hand, the true gradients of main latents
increase PSNR by 1.40dB on average, which is equivalent
to saving around 25% of the bitstream. Our proposal could
increase the PSNR by 0.07dB on average which is equivalent
to saving 1.27% of the bitstream for the same quality thanks
to the existing correlation between gradients w.r.t. the main
latents as shown in Figure 7. The gain is of course smaller
than the upper limit, but significant still. Since keeping these
gradients is costly (nearly as costly as saving the image itself),
searching for a more effective way of using those gradients
makes sense.

APPENDIX E
NUMERIC PMF CALCULATION FOR HEXAGONAL DOMAIN

The closed-form solution to the integrals of known mul-
tidimensional densities over any domain includes very spe-
cific solutions, and generally no tractable form [44]. This
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also applies to the Gaussian distribution of dimension 2 on
the regular hexagonal domain. There is therefore no closed
form solution to (2), where the probabilities are independent
Gaussian on the regular hexagonal domain. However, we found
the solution using the combination of both analytical and
numerical integration as detailed below.

The integral centered around (Gx, Gy) of hexagonal domain
G for the independent Gaussian distribution is given by

P (Gx, Gy) =

∫
G

N(x, µ1, σ1).N(y, µ2, σ2).dx.dy. (13)

For the sake of simplicity, let our grid be located in the center
(Gx, Gy) = (0, 0) and a be one side length of the hexagon.
Then, the integral is defined as

P (0,0)=
∫ a

√
3

2
0

∫ a− y√
3

−a+
y√
3

N(x,µ1,σ1).N(y,µ2,σ2).dx.dy+

∫ 0

−a

√
3

2

∫ a+
y√
3

−a− y√
3

N(x,µ1,σ1).N(y,µ2,σ2).dx.dy, (14)

where the hexagon is divided into lower and upper half
parts, and we add up the two integrals. It is noted that the
integral does not admit a closed form solution, but the inner
integral does and the outer integral does not have the analytical
solution. The solution of the inner integral in the first part is
given by

∫ a− y√
3

−a+
y√
3

N(x,µ1,σ1).dx=
1
2 erf

(√
2

(−µ1+x)
2σ1

)∣∣∣∣x=a− y√
3

x=−a− y√
3

. (15)

By substituting into (14), we obtain:

∫ a

√
3

2
0

∫ a− y√
3

−a+
y√
3

N(x,µ1,σ1).N(y,µ2,σ2).dx.dy

=
∫ a

√
3

2
0

1
2 erf

(√
2

(−µ1+x)
2σ1

)∣∣∣∣x=a− y√
3

x=−a− y√
3

N(y,µ2,σ2).dy. (16)

This is finally solved using numerical integration6. We can
also similarly obtain the integral of the second part.
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Shifting quantization center,” JVET-AE0125, 2023. [Online]. Available:
https://jvet-experts.org/doc end user/current document.php?id=13079

[36] J. Duda, “Asymmetric numeral systems,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:0902.0271, 2009.

[37] E. Agustsson and L. Theis, “Universally quantized neural compression,”
Advances in neural information processing systems, vol. 33, pp. 12 367–
12 376, 2020.

[38] N. Farvardin and J. Modestino, “Optimum quantizer performance for
a class of non-gaussian memoryless sources,” IEEE Transactions on
Information Theory, vol. 30, no. 3, pp. 485–497, 1984.

[39] W. R. Bennett, “Spectra of quantized signals,” The Bell System Technical
Journal, vol. 27, no. 3, pp. 446–472, 1948.

[40] M. Shukor, B. B. Damodaran, X. Yao, and P. Hellier, “Video coding
using learned latent gan compression,” In Proceedings of the 30th ACM
International Conference on Multimedia (MM ’22), 2022.
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