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Abstract—The co-sparse analysis model for signals assumesrestricted isometry property (RIP)I[6].1[7], the capacists
that the signal of interest can be multiplied by an analysis @- [8], the characteristics for “s-goodnes5E] [9], and others.
tionary 2, leading to a sparse outcome. This model stands as an- yging these measures, theoretical performance guarantees

interesting alternative to the more classical synthesis tsed sparse d | d f - thesi it algorith .
representation model. In this work we propose a theoretical WE'€ UEVEIOped Tor various Synthesis pursuit aigorithms in

study of the performance guarantee of the thresholding algithm ~ different setups. For example, the work presented[in [10]
for the pursuit problem in the presence of noise. Our analys provided a coherence-based guarantee on the probability of
reveals two significant properties of€2, which govern the pursuit success for the thresholding algorithm in a noise-freepsetu
performance: The first is the degree of linear dependencies ,,,qer certain assumptions on the representation coefficien

between sets of rows 2, depicted by the co-sparsity level. The
second property, termed the Restricted Orthogonal Projedbn A later work, [11], suggested coherence-based performance

Property (ROPP), is the level of independence between suchguarantees for a wide range of pursuit algorithms, inclgdin
dependent sets and other rows inQ2. We show how these the thresholding algorithm, in the presence of white Gaumssi

dictionary properties are meaningful and useful, both in the  random noise. These two contributions are mentioned here
theoretical bounds derived, and in a series of experimentshét  gjnce photh these papers and the work reported here corspon
are shown to align well with the theoretical prediction. - . .
to the simplest of all pursuit methods — the thresholding
Index Terms—Sparse Representations, Analysis Model, algorithm.
Thresholding Algorithm, Probability of Success, Linear Deyen- ; ; ; ;
dencies, Restricted Orthogonal Projection Property (ROPR. Wh”.e the synthessmo_del h_as been extensively studpd,
there is a duaknalysisviewpoint to sparse representations
that has only recently started to attract attention [128],[1
I. INTRODUCTION [14], [15], [1€], [17], [18], [19], [20], [21], [22]. The anigsis

) ) ) ) model relies on a linear operator (a matri€) € RP*?,
Signal models lie at the core of various processing taskgnich we will refer to as thenalysis dictionaryand whose

such as denoising, solving inverse problems, compressiofls constituteanalysis atoms The key property of this
interpolation, sampling, and more. One approach that hagqe| is our expectation that the analysis representaiotov
become very popular in the past decade is the synthe3|§i-ba§& € R? should be sparse withzeros. These zeros carve out
sparse representation model. In this model, a signalR™ ¢ |5,-dimensional subspace that this signal belongs ®. W

is assumed to be composed as a IlneardcxonmblnatmnfeWa shall assume that the dimension of this subspace, which is
atoms (columns) from a dictiona® € R [11, 2. We  genoted byr is indeed small, namely < d.

typically consider a redundant dictionary with > d. The While this description of the analysis model may seem

vectora € R™ is the sparse representation of the signal, i.€wilar to the synthesis counterpart approach, it is in-f@cy
ledlo =k < d. , ) different when dealing with a redundant dictiongsy> d.

Vast work on the synthesis model during the past decaggyi| recently, relatively litle was known about this mdde
has been invested in an attempt to better understand it, il jitle attention has been given to it in the literature,
build practical tools for its use. The main activity concatgd ompared to the synthesis counterpart model. Several trecen
on problems such as how to perform pursuit of the sparge ks have already started to treat some of the basic résearc
representation from the possibly corrupted signal, degvi q,estions arising from the analysis model, such as how to
theoretical success guarantees for such pursuit algajtand perform pursuit with this model T16]T20]T22], what aresth
techniques to learn the dictionafy from signal examples. hegretical performance guarantees for the suggestediipurs
Referrmg specifically to the theoretical success guamtealgorithms T3], L8], [[17], [20], [21] and how to learn an
various measures were suggested along the years to foemaligsysis dictionary from a set of signal examples [15]J [18]
the notion of the suitability of a synthesis dictionaby for . [22]. We shall return to some of these contributions
sparse estimation. These include mutual cohereince([B], [fyards the end of this paper, and discuss their relation to
the exact recovery condition (ERC) [5], the spélrk [4] and ths,r work.

o ) o The main goal of this paper is a theoretical study of the
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ng:(rj]t@Igigrc]LOn?o:] 'asfi‘lf)" Institute of Technology, Haifa 320Grael (e-mail: aqditive noise. A by-product of this study is an identifioati
This work was supported by the European Commission's FP7-pis- Of two complementary measures of goodness that charateriz

gram, SMALL project (grant agreement no. 225913). the analysis dictionary. The first is the degree of linear
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dependencies between rows &, which is depicted by the answer to this question is directly related to the existewfce
co-sparsity level. This property has already been noticetl alinear dependencies within the rows of the analysis dietign
discussed in previous works on the analysis mddéel [20],.[22]his will become more clear in the next subsection where we
The second property, termed the Restricted Orthogonal Pdiscuss in detail the effect of having such dependencieb®n t
jection Property (ROPP), is the level of independence betwepossible co-sparsity levels.
such dependent sets and other rows taken from the analysis
dictionary. To the best of our knowledge, this is the firsteimB. Linear Dependencies in the Analysis Dictionary
that this property has been used in the published literature To motivate our discussion on the advantage of having linear
In this paper we derive an explicit relation between thesependencies within the rows of the analysis dictionary, le
properties and the expected performance of analysis pursig first assume that the rows R are in general-position,
by means of thresholding. We demonstrate the goodnessimaplying that every subset of or less rows are necessarily
our theoretical findings by matching them versus empirichhearly independent. This is equivalent to the claim thn t
performance results. spark of QT is full [2]. Naturally, for this case{ < d, since

This paper is organized as follows: In Sectign Il we preseotherwise there would bé independent rows orthogonal to
the core concept of the analysis-based model, characteezex, implying x = 0. Thus, in this case the analysis model
signals that belong to it, and discuss the notion of linepede leads necessarily to a mild sparsit)f2x||o > p — d, and
dencies within the rows of the analysis dictionary. In Smtti for a highly redundant analysis operator, the cardinalitihe
[ we present the analysis pursuit problem of denoising a@nalysis representation vect@x is expected to be quite high.
signal using the analysis model and suggest the threslgoldin this case, the dimension of the subspace the signal belong
algorithm for solving this problem. We test the performanae isr = d—¢. An example for such a dictionary is a Gaussian
of this algorithm in a series of synthetic experiments fatandom one, denote®p4xp, Where the rows are drawn
different types of analysis dictionaries. A theoreticaldst identically and independently from a normal distribution.
of the performance of the analysis thresholding algoritsm i A more interesting case is whe?” has non-full spark
conducted in Sectiof V. We begin by developing theoreticahplying that linear dependencies exist between the dietip
success guarantees for the thresholding algorithm andsfiscatoms. The immediate implication is thatould go beyond,
the dictionary properties arising from this theoreticahlgais. and yet the signal would not necessarily be nulled. An exampl
Then we revisit the empirical results in light of the deveddp of such a dictionary is the set of cyclic horizontal and \eziti
theoretical guarantees. Sect[oh V discusses the relafithiso one-sided derivatives, applied on a 2D signal of siZé x
work to existing contributions, and Sectibnl VI concludeis th/d. The corresponding analysis dictionary, denofeg;r,
paper. is of size2d x d, thus twice redundant. This dictionary was

discussed in detail in [20], showing that its rows exhihibsg
Il. THE ANALYSIS MODEL AND ITS DICTIONARY linear dependencies.

. . . Note that if we perform right multiplication of an analy-
A. Basic Properties of the Analysis Model ~sis dictionaryB by an invertible square matrid then the

This section begins with a brief review of the ana'YS'Sresulting analysis dictionanf2 = BA exhibits the same
based model. The analysis model for the sigrak R’ jinear dependencies between its rows asBinTo see that
uses the possibly redundant analysis diction@rye R**?, this is indeed true, leth C {1,...,p} and suppose that
where redundancy here impligs> d. Throughout this paper there exists a vectoy € R’ such thaty”B, = 0, namely
the jth row in © will be denoted byw]. A fundamental the rows ofB, are linearly dependent. Thep also satisfies
property of this model is the assumption that the analysgs”QA = ~TBAA = 0. For example, the rows of the analysis
representation vectof2x should be sparse. In this Workdictionary that is generated &,;;x = Qp;rA, whereA is
we consider specifically, sparsity, which implies thaf2x 3 square matrix consisting dfGaussian random rows, exhibit
contains many zeros. The-sparsity/ of the analysis model e same linear dependencies@s .
is defined as the number of zeros in the vedinx, Fig. [ shows the three types of dictionaries mentioned

1920 = p — . 1) above_ forp = 18, d = 9. Th_rOl_JghOl_Jt this paper we will

experiment with these three dictionaries. The reason foh su

In this model we put an emphasis on the zeroshf, and low dimensional matrices is the fact that the study of the
define theco-supportA of x as the set of = |A| rows that properties of the analysis dictionary will require exhauest
are orthogonal to it. In other word§Xxx = 0, where2, is computations over all possib® co-supports. In particular,
a submatrix ofQ2 that contains only the rows indexed i these dictionary properties will appear in the performance
We also define theo-rank of a signalx with co-supportA guarantees we are about to derive for the analysis thresigold
as the rank of2,. The signalx is thus characterized by itsalgorithm (see Section TVAA). Towards the end of this paper
co-support, which determines the subspace it is orthogonalwe will replace the exact dictionary properties by appraaden
and consequently the complement space to which it belongees, which are obtained from a set of signal examples
Just like in the synthesis model, we assume that the dimensgenerated from the dictionary. This will allow us to show
of the subspace the signal belongs to, denoted, by small, theoretical results also for higher dimensions and cheek ho
namelyr < d. The co-rank of such an analysis signaflisr. well they predict the empirical results (see the end of $acti
How sparse can the analysis representation vector be? THE).



-

o
®

o
o

o
>

o
N

Ratio of linearly independent sets

o

\
\
Heln \ 7
v
\
\
.61 \ |
\
B 1
1
Ar [
)
| | = Q2oir
: ' - A-Qgranp
|| 0 Qmix
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Number of rows

] o ] ) Figure 3. The signatures for three types of analysis diatipof size18 x 9
Figure 1. Three types of analysis dictionaries of sige< 9: Left - Qprr,  that were shown in Fid1. As can be seen, b®h;» and Q7 x have the

Middle - Qranp, Right - Qar7x. Each dictionary atom is displayed as asame signature, which is strictly lower tharfor & > 3. Therefore the spark
2D patch of size3-by-3. of these dictionaries i8, namely it is non-full. ForQ2z.4np however the
signature equals for all k = 1,...,9 and therefore its spark i$+ 1 = 10.
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T
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As mentioned above, when the rows{hare not in general-
; position, the co-sparsit§ can be greater thadh This behavior
oal | is demonstrated in Fig] 2 showing the distributiond ér the
three types of2 shown in Fig[lL and co-rank For each type
0.2f ] the exact co-sparsity distribution is computed exhaulstive
? |H for all possible co-supports corresponding to a co-rank of
a3 4 6 6 7 v e 10111213 14 15 16 17 18 7. We also show an empirical normalized histogram, which
‘ is computed froml10, 000 analysis signals of co-rank that
Qnanb are generated using the process that will be described in the
T ’ beginning of Sectiof III-C. As can be seen the distribution
[__JEmpirical || for Qprr and Q7 x coincide, as should be expected from
the observation mentioned above (both dictionaries ekhibi
o6l ] the same linear dependencies between their rows). In both
cases, though the signals have a fixed co-rantheir actual
co-sparsities are much higher, varying in the rasge 14.
ol | Interestingly, odd co-sparsity values cannot lead to tleseh
' co-rank, as indeed seen in Higj. 2. Thus, we see that by alipwin
linear dependencies between the row§inco-sparsities much
higher than the signal dimensi@hcan be achieved.
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L An alternative measure for the linear dependencies between
sets of rows inQ2 is the signature of the analysis dictionary,

] which is defined as the ratio of linearly independent sets
of k rows out of all possible sets of sizZe — this ratio is
denoted byf (k) [23]. Since every set of size at leadtt 1
is necessarily linearly dependent, it is sufficient to cotepu
the ratios mentioned above fdr = 1,...,d. The spark of

] Q7 can be readily computed from the signatyfe) — it is
Iﬂ the smallest index such thatf(k) < 1. The signatures of
1 2 3 456 7 8 9 1011 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 the three analysis dictionaries that were shown in Eig. 1 are
! depicted in Fig[B. Clearhy2p;r and Q2 x have the same
Figure 2. The effective co-sparsities corresponding tdégge of analysis signature, as they exhibit the same linear dependenciest Th

dictionary of sizel8 x 9: Top -Qprr, Middle - Qg np, Bottom -Qp,rx.  Signature is much lower than fdRz4np Whose signature
For each type we show the exact co-sparsity distributiorichivts computed equalsl for all k¥ = 1.....d. We observe that the spark
exhaustively for all possible co-supports correspondimgatco-rank of7. ’ o

T T T ;
We also show an empirical normalized histogram, which is pated from of Qp;p and 2y, x is 3, whereas the spark &y 4y p is

10,000 analysis signals of co-rank that were generated using the processl + 1 = 10 (i.e. the spark is full). To conclude this section,
described in the beginning of Sectibn T1-C. The referenatie of¢ = 7is  note that a lower dictionary signature indicates that theeee
indicated by the vertical dotted line. As can be seen, thectiffe co-sparsities

are all strictly higher for bottf2p 7 and Qas;x . more linear dependencies within its rows, and these allow fo
larger co-sparsity levels.
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I11. ANALYSIS THRESHOLDING B. The Thresholding Algorithm

A. Analysis Pursuit ) ) ) )
In this work we will take the alternative (and simpler)

In this paper we assume thats a co-sparse analysis signahpproach of thresholding. This algorithm computes the-anal
with co-rankd —r, and this signal is contaminated by additiv§sjs representatiof2y and chooses the smallest entries as
noise,y = x+e. Starting with theoracle setup, where the true the estimated co-support. Thresholding will always obtain
co-support is known, we can simply recoverby projecting perfect recovery of the co-support in noise-free setupsesin

y onto the subspace orthogonal§: Q,x = 0 and |w’x| > 0 for all j € A°. We suggest using
. ; it also in the presence of noise. A detailed description ef th
X= (' - QAQA) Y- (2)  analysis thresholding algorithm is given in Algoritfiin 1.

Assuming a deterministic signalresiding in ar-dimensional
analysis subspace and white and zero-mean Gaussianwnoigggorithm 1 ANALYSIS THRESHOLDING ALGORITHM
with varianceo2, the mean denoising error in the oracle setup

is given by 1: Input: Analysis dictionary? € RP*4, signaly € R?, and
. target co-ranki — r
2 _ _of 2 _ . 2
Ellx - X[z =1t (l QAQA) g =T, @, Output: Signalx € R with co-rankd — r approximating

. . the minimization of|ly — X||2 and its co-suppori
where t(-) denotes the trace of a matrix. For more details see ly =2 PP

[22]. 3: Inner Products: z; := [wW]y|,Vk=1,...,p
In the general case the correct co-support is unknown and # Sort: SetT' to be the index sef1,...,p} sorted by the
should be estimated from Recovering the noise-free signal ~ value ofz in increasing order

X requires solving a problem of the form 5: Initialization: Set: =0, A := 0
R 6: while Rank(Q2,) < d —r do
{)?, A} = Argmin ||x —y|l2 Subject To @ 7 i=i+1
A 8: Update Co-Support: A :=A U {T;}
2xx=0 9: end while
Rank(€2y) =d —r 10: Project: X = (I - QRQA) y

We refer to this problem as the analysis sparse-coding &k Refine Co-SupportA = {k|1 <k <p, W] x| <eo}
analysis-pursuit. This problem can be readily reformulats

a two-step recovery process. To eliminate the dependency on

x we can place the oracle formula &f (2) into the problem of

(@). We get that recovering the co-suppdrtesults in solving ~ The process begins by computing the inner products be-

the problem tween all the rows inQ2 and the signaly and sorting the
. _ ; ) index set{1,...,p} according to the magnitudes of these
A= ArgAmm [€2)€24y([2  Subject To () inner products in increasing order, resulting in a new index

setI. The co-support is initialized to be an empty set. We
then accumulate rows into the co-support, in a row-by-row

Once the co-support has been recovered we can prpjento fashion, according to their order of appearance in the set
the orthogonal subspace (usifig (2)), just as in the oraulxpser- This process repeats until the tqrgeAt.co-rank is achieved,
Similar to the synthesis sparse approximation problem, tH@Mely Ranks2,) = d —r. The solutionx is then computed
problem posed in Eq.J4) is combinatorial in nature andy projectingy onto the subspace orthogonal to the selected

can thus only be approximated in general. One approach fQYs- Finall_y, the co-:suppo_rt i_s refined b_V_ recalcula_ting th
approximating the solution is to use a relaxéd penalty representation vect@x and finding the additional coefficients
function on the coefficient&x, producing that fall below some small threshold,. This can reveal

additional rows that are orthogonal to the signal estimate,
X = Argmin ||x —y|l> Subject To [|x|, <T. (6) namely the rows that are spanned by the existing set of rows
x Q. Despite the fact that the last step (“Refine Co-Support®)

This approach is parallel to the basis-pursuit approach f#S N0 impact on the signal recovery, it is still significaort f
synthesis approximatiof [24]. A second approach paraftels OUr PUrPOSes, as our study checks the correctness of thd foun
synthesis greedy pursuit algorithnis [25]. [26] and sugge$O-SUpport.

selecting rows fronf2 one-by-one in a greedy fashion. The In practice, the above algorithm can be implemented ef-
solution can be built by either detecting the rows that corréiciently by accumulating an orthogonalized set of the co-
spond to the non-zeros €x, or by detecting the zeros. Thesupport rows using a modified Gram-Schmidt process. This
GAP algorithm, described in_[20], aims at detecting the noprocess is applied according to the order of appearanceein th
zeros, whereas the BG and OBG algorithms developed.in [28tT". Denoting by{q; 3’:1 the orthogonal set accumulated
detect the zeros. so far (as column vectors), the orthogonalization of a new ro

Rank(Qp) =d —r



Wﬁ is obtained by SNR levels shown on the right part of the figure are very high

' ones (for example SNR®9dB means that the signal energy

@) is 1000 times the noise energy). Setups with such high SNR
levels can be considered as almost noise-free. Therefore we

= expect that the thresholding algorithm will obtain a petfec

If q; equals zero, it is not added to the orthogonal set, as itig.,yery of the co-support in these setups, just like in the
already spanned by the existing one. Otherwise, this vestor, .o free setup

normalized; = q;/|q; 2. In Fig.[4 we can see on the top the empirical probability of

) The above-dgscrlbed Orthogpnahzatlon process allows HFccess for the thresholding algorithm on each of the dictio
first of all to avoid the computation of the rank of the Smeaﬁaries Note that “success” refers here to an exact recafery
trix Q4, since the number of vectors in the orthogonalized s, o tru.e co-support. On the bottom we can see the denoising

(J) equals the desired rank. Secondly, the orthogonalized B%hormance measured as the average SNR improvements
{q; ?;{ can also be used to avoid the matrix inversion in th '

J=1 . SNR):
“Projection” step, which translates comfortably to & )

J
q; =Wr, — Z(qfwrz>q_]

: 1% — 13
ISNR = -101 —_— 11
0810 ( do2 (11)
These are also compared with the oracle performance, which
corresponds to an ISNR of10log;, (r/d) = 6.53dB. We
C. Synthetic Experiments can see at the top right corner of the figure that thresholding
. . ds with probabilit for all three t f dicti
We now demonstrate how the thresholding algorithm (s.Succee S With probaniiity one for all Three types of dicon

Algorithm [T) performs through a series of synthetic expe%%ewrgg::ﬁ?lr:ggsbg;?eour expectations for high SNRs that

iments. Throughout this subsection we shall assume tha ) .
Co . everal important observations can be drawn from the
the analysis signals are generated by the following process

Choose randomly a set of row indicasC {1, ..., p}, which results_shown in Figll4. First of all, we can see tha_lt the
. : , . : probability of success decreases as the SNR deteriordies. T
will be the signal's co-support. Starting with a random wect

. . aEIIi ns with the simple intuition that the higher the noides t
u, whose entries are assumed to be drawn independen . . . .
higher the chance of any pursuit algorithm to make mistakes i

sgga'r?f;;fag?o}l%inﬁaoﬁfgc;htii%;?ézsﬁ?hgiqsgr'lzl;;grhW”the co-support .detection. Second, thg highest successaradi

u? ’ ISNR are obtained fof2p;r at all noise levels; the second-

x=(I - Q}L\QA)U, (9) best results relate t0,,;x and the worse t&2ranp.

The observation thaf2zanp exhibits the worst perfor-
ance does not come as a surprise to us. The fact that having
many linear dependencies in an analysis diction@ryeads
to better denoising results has already been observed in a
previous work [[22]. However, the performance gap between
Qprr and Q7 x is not obvious at all, if we recall that both
exhibit the same linear dependencies between their rows (an

xi=(1-efen)y=[1-Yqd |y 8
j=1

and x is an analysis signal that satisfies our co-sparsin
assumption. For a general-position€d we choose exactly
¢ rows from © at random. Otherwise we choosé— r

linearly independent rows fronf2. Once a signalx has
been generated, its analysis representdflans re-computed,
possibly revealing additional rows that are orthogonalhig t

3|gvr\llzl ,gdel:]eert;)t;\r;eir 1d Oe?)ggdaennz;:lfls?: ;?genglhsoisme%g ?ggisd?;g hence t_he same co-sparsity distrib_ution). Th_is calls fqeep_tér
: . . ’ theoretical study of the thresholding algorithm, which he t
in 2-dimensional subspaces for the three types of analy§(|)sIOiC of the next section

dictionaries shown in Fid.]1 — normalized histograms ofrtheli ’
effective co-supports are depicted in Hifj. 2. These sigaads
contaminated with additive white Gaussian noise at differe IV. THEORETICAL STUDY OF ANALYSIS THRESHOLDING
noise levelso, resulting in a set of noisy signalﬁyj};vz1

for each dictionary type and noise level. The thres'holdin& I:'S set<_:t|0|n COTS'S_tS Off :Ee main gpr?trlb?t;ﬁn (t)r:tmshpaper
algorithm is then applied on these signals with a target co- eoretical analysis of the capability of the threshodin

rank of d — r — 7. Results are shown in Fi§l 4 for Variousalgorithm to recover the true analysis co-support in thespre

signal-to-noise ratios (SNR) in the ranGéB to 74dB. Each socetOft ?‘dg'“"f. noise, ar_lt(:] :Ee (;mphc?uons]: of this .ansélsysll
SNR level is related to the ratio/c, by e start in Sectiof TV-A with the derivation of our main reisu

— a lower-bound on the probability of successfully recavgri
) E||x||3 do the co-support by the analysis thresholding algorithmtiSec
SNR = 10log10 (W) =—20logy | \/ 7~ | I¥Bldiscusses the obtained results and specifically thenmea
(10) ing of the measures proposed for the analysis dictionary. In
where in the last equation we used the equatign|g = SectionlV=C we revisit these results in an attempt to explai
them further, and contrast them with the empirical evidence
we have just created. As this work focuses on the probability
Gaussian vector with a covariance mathk - QI\QA) 0. of the analysis thresholding algorithm to recover the exaet
(exhibiting a similar form as in the oracle error — see Et),(3)support, the relative denoising performance will not betfer
and Ely—x||3 = do?. At this point we should mention that theexplored in this paper and remains a topic for future researc

u

tr (I - QRQA) o2 = ro2, which holds since is a zero-mean
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Figure 4. Denoising experiments with analysis signals efartk 7 created from the three types of analysis dictionaries & s&x 9 that were shown in
Fig. . Additive white noise is added to each of these sigf@is/arying noise levels and then the thresholding algoritfsee Algorithn{1L) is applied on
each signal to obtain a recovery of its co-support and itsltieg denoised signal. Top: The empirical probability aEsess in recovering the true co-support
for the thresholding algorithm on each of the dictionaryetypBottom: The noise attenuation performance obtainethéthresholding algorithm on each of
the dictionary types. These are compared with the oracldtreshere denoising is obtained by projection onto the exranalysis subspace (knowing the
true co-support of the signals).

A. Theoretical Guarantees for Analysis Thresholding where the first inequality holds from the triangle inequalit

Before we turn to the development of the theoretical guand the second holds from the properties of the minimum and
antees for the analysis thresholding algorithm, we woud li Maximum operators,
to set some basic_ assumption; and notations. First, we assuiip, (f —g) > Min f +Min (—g) = Min f — Max g. (16)
that all the rows inf2 have unit-norm. Secondly, we denote
an index set ofi — r linearly independent rows taken from From [I3){I5) we get that a sufficient condition for success
by A C A, namely SpadQ; } = Span{Q,}. Finally, given a Of the thresholding algorithm is:

noise-free signak and an analysis dictiona§2, let us define Max ‘WTe| < . Max ‘WTe| (17)
A/ i main ' i ’
JjEAC

Zmin = Min [whx|, (12) jeh
JEAC which can be comfortably replaced by the sufficient conditio
. ) C
yvhereA is the co-support of2x and A is the complementary Lo~ 2 Max \wTe] 7 (18)
index set. For the co-sparse analysis signake have that jeAuac Y
Qax = 0, implying thatQ,cXx # 0. The value ofz,,;, is the

smallest of those non-zero inner-products wWithc, and it since

plays a major role in the ability of the thresholding algionit 2 Max |wiel >Max |wjel+ Max |wie. (19)

to tell the right co-support rows from the rest in the noisy = J€AUAY jea jenc

case. We begin our performance study of this algorithm with |

a sufficient condition orn,,;,, for success. Note that so far we have made no specific assumptions on

the signal generative model or the noise. The only assumptio
is on the inner products between the sigrahnd rows in
 that are not indexed in the true co-support. An immediate
observation arising from the above lemma appears in the
following corollary. Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequakiyd
Proof: We begin with the simple observation that theéhe fact that all rows in2 are normalized, we get that

thresholding algorithm succeeds in recovering the true ckije\ < |le||2- Thus,

supportA of x when

Lemma 1. Lety = x + e, wherex is a co-sparse anal-
ysis signal with co-support\ on Q. If x and Q satisfy
Zmin > 2 MaX; 5 hc |W3Te|, then the thresholding algorithm
succeeds in recovering the true co-suppbrof x fromy.

Corollary 1. Lety = x 4+ e, wherex is a co-sparse analysis
Max |w]y| < Min |w]y|. (13) signal with co-supportA on © and |le]lz < e. If x and
JEA e satisfy z,,in > 2¢, then the thresholding algorithm succeeds
Sincew”x = 0 for all j € A the left-hand side of[{13) in recovering the true co-suppof of x fromy.

translates to Note that we have referred to the noise as deterministic and

Max ‘W;Fy‘ = Max \w?e] ) (14) bounded. This results in a very pessimistic success conditi

JeA ' JeA ' as should be expected for a worst-case performance analysis
For the right-hand side of {13) we derive a lower bound like the one practiced here, in which an estimator must perfo
well even when the noise maximally damages the measure-
ments (the noise in this case is thus called adversarialy. Th
(15) should remind the reader of the theoretical guaranteegetkri

Min [wiy| = Min - [wjX|—|Wje] > zmin—Max |wje],



for synthesis-based pursuit algorithms under adversaoizke
[1], [21, [B], [4], [5].

To improve the theoretical guarantees, we turn to a set
where the noise is assumed to be random. Specifically, '
assume white and zero-mean Gaussian noise with varial
o?, and derive a lower bound on the probability of succe:
under a sufficient condition og,,,;,.

Theorem 1. Lety =x+eande~ N (0,0%1). If x is a co-
sparse analysis signal with co-suppakt on €2, co-sparsity
¢, and co-rankd — r, and © and x satisfy z,,;,, > fo,
then the thresholding algorithm succeeds in recovering tl
true co-supportA of x from y with probability at least
3 82 p—l+d—r Figure 5. The dependence ¢h of the lower bound on the conditional
(Max {Oa 1- \/ 752 €xXp {—y}}) . probability of success given that,,;, > Bo (see Theoreri]l) for a setup
] ) ) ] ~ withd=9,p=18,r=2and/ = 14.

Before turning to prove this result, a short discussion is in
order. This theorem provides a lower bound on the conditiona
probability of success given that,;, > So. The derived algorithms. We start by deriving a lower bound on the proba-
expression has an exponential form with a base in the rangtty of this event:
[0, 1] depending o3 and a powep — ¢ + d — r. In the rest 1 p—ltder
of the paper we will denote the base of this exponential forifv{ B} > H Pr{‘WJTe’ < T} = {1 -2Q ( )]

g

by JEAUAC

8 s 202 2]
9(8) = Max {0,1— W—BQexp{—g}}. (20) > |1 - mexp{—m} , (22)

The observant reader might ask at this stage: Why is thmereQ(~) is the Gaussian distribution tail,

performance guarantee of Theoréin 1 better than the result -

of Corollary [1? To answer this question we explore the 1 22

dependence of this performance guarantee3oithe bound Qt) = ﬁ/ exp {_?} dz. (23)
on this probability increases exponentially from zero t@ on t

as ( grows, but at the same time the condition opin The first inequality holds due tBidak's lemmal[27] for a set
becomes stricter. This bound is shown in Hiy. 5 for a setyp jointly Gaussian random variables. The next equalitydiol
with d = 9, p = 18, r = 2 and £ = 14. First, we can qye to the fact that andAC are disjoint sets of sizet—r and
see that the exact co-support is recovered with overwhglmiﬁ_ ¢ respectively. In the last inequality we use a well-known

probability (i.e. near one) fot,,;, > 60. This aligns with upper bound on the Gaussian distribution tail,
the guarantee of Corollafy 1 requiring,;, > 2¢, wheree is

of orderv/do = 30. More importantly, Theorerfll1 provides Qt) < exp {_ﬁ} _ (24)
probabilistic success guarantees for weaker conditions on T tV27 2

Zmin, TOr which Corollary(1 cannot make any guarantee. We setr — %50, and thus the evenB corresponds to

Next, we explore the dependence of the obtained Iowgﬁ the noise vectors satisfying2Max. ‘WTG‘ < Bo
. Y EAUAC J ’
bound on the number of atomsand the co-sparsity and Therefore, ifz,, > fo as this the

- orem states, then neces-
the co-ra_nkd —r. _Clearly, the probability of success of theSarily Zmin @lSO satisfies the condition of Lemrih 1, namely
thresholding algorithm improves (grows) when- ¢ +d — r

: . Zpin > o> 2MaX, 5 a0 \wTe|, which guarantees the
gets smaller. Such is the case, for example, when the dmonsuccess of the analysi

. . , ) is thresholding algorithm. The pritiyab
size (p, d) is kept fixed, the go-ranki TS ChF’Se” as W?"’ for this to happen is bounded from below by the expression
and the level of dependencies, as depicted, igrows. This

: o _ . we have derived in Eq[{22), as clairfled
manifests the surprising fact that strong linear-depeciésn -

within €2 lead to better performance. Adopting a different point Next, we would like to eliminate the dependence on
. . . y L] n
of view, whenp (the dictionary’s redundancy) grows, the Ievetljlnd derive a theoretical guarantee in terms of the analysis

.Of performance_ may remain the same as long geows with subspace dimension, the co-sparsity! and possibly some
it such that their dl_fferenc_e remains unchanged. internal properties of the dictionarg2. This will help to
Proof: Let us first define the event reveal what makes an analysis dictionary more suitable for
co-sparse estimation. To initiate such an analysis, we raake
B= {e | Max |W3Te‘ < T} . (21) additional assumption on the signal generative model. iGive
JEAUAC a dictionary$2, a co-suppori\ and a random Gaussian vector

A similar event was defined i_rE[ll] when develo_ping SUCCESSiEgr values of3 that lead to a negative argument in this expression we
guarantees for the synthesis-based thresholding and OMPRace Eq.[(22) by a trivial zero lower bound on the protigbil




u ~ N(0,021), x is generated by projecting onto the 0_;7**‘~Atﬁ_‘ B R

subspace orthogonal t®,, as described in Sectidn IIlIC Lo AL,

(see [)). We further assume thatand e are statistically B o7l

independent. Using this generative model fgr we shall S o6l

derive a theoretical guarantee for success of the threisigold 5 o5

algorithm, based on a new property @fwe shall refer to as §o.4f

ROPP: g o3f P —— 1
3 0s <o Pr{“Success” [z > B0} | |

Definition 1. Given an analysis dictionar§2, the Restricted s _:_:g””}}

Orthogonal Projection Property (ROPP) of this dictionarithv 0 T e e

a constanty, is defined as e+ oz 3 4 s 6T 8910

Qp =

i T

A ‘|RanI(QM)IEd—r cAC H(I - QAQA)WJ||2' (25) Figure 6. The dependence ghof the lower bound on the probability of
7 Af I ] ) ) _success of Theoref] 2 for a setup with= 9, p = 18, r = 2, £ = 14,
More on the meaning of this constant is brought in Sectioffo,, = 0.01 and a,, = 0.75. For this setup the optimal value ¢ is 6,

IV=B] Armed with this definition, we now turn to imprOVGWhiCh results in a lower bound df.744 on the probability of success. For
' each value of3 we also show the lower bounds on the conditional probability

Theorenﬂ' by removing the dependencymn' of success of Theorel 1 and on the probability that the condit,,;,, > Bo

. holds (see E 6)). The final bound of Theolgm 2 is a prodittese two
Theorem 2. Lety = x + e, whereu ~ N (0,021), x is a bound(s_ aL2e) P

co-sparse analysis signal with co-suppdrton €2, obtained

by x = (I — Q2,Qa)u, ande ~ N (0,021) is the additive

noise statistically independent aof If © satisfies the ROPP monotonic decreasing, the performance improves as the nois
with a constanty, andx has co-rankd — - and co-sparsity ~ ratio c/o,, decreases or the ROPP constaptgrows.

on ©, then the thresholding algorithm succeeds in recovering Proof: We begin by observing that a signalgenerated
the true co-support\ of x from y with probability at least as an orthogonal projection of a Gaussian i.i.d. vectds

1)) i (2Q( Bo ))p_é for any constantd > 0. also Gaussianx ~ N (0,030 - QRQA)) and so is any

QrOy

; Ty _of 112 52
Note that the functio(-) appearing in this theorem is define{}ner product withx, wjx ~ N (O’ I QAQA)WJHQG“)'

in Eq. Vs the G ian distribution tail EqUsing this observation, we now derive a lower bound on the
I(]nza);q (20) andQ(:) is the Gaussian distribution tail (see qprobability that the condition for success of Theofdm 1 bpld

Just as we did for the conditional probability of succeslgr{z > Bo) = Pr{ Min \wrx\ - 50’}

of TheorenlL, we start by exploring the dependence of the '"™" jeno 17

resulting bound with respect t8. This is shown in Figl16 for T

a setup withd =9, p = 18, r = 2, £ = 14 (same as before — = H Pr{’Wj X‘ ~ ﬁa} (26)

see Fig[h)n, = 0.75 ando /o, = 0.01. We can see that the pt

choice of3 is crucial for the strictness of the resulting lower_ H 20 < Bo ) - {2@ ( Bo )} .

bound on the probability of success. For the setup considere (I — QRQA)WJ.HQ% - oy,

here the optimal value of is 6, which results in a lower R

bound of0.744. The lower bound appearing in this theorem ighe first inequality relies oSidak’s lemma, as befdteln the

a product of two exponential terms. The first is the bound arext equality we use the fact thm;fx is Gaussian with the

the conditional probability that appeared in Theofédm 1 &ed tvariance mentioned above. The last inequality holds froen th

second terms is a bound on the probability that the conditidefinition of the ROPP in[(25) and singg(-) is monotonic

zmin > Bo holds (this bound will be derived in the proofdecreasing. The power— ¢ comes from the cardinality of the

that follows). The first terms grows with, while the second setA®.

decreases, thus explaining the peak betw@and infinity. Combining Theoren]1l and Ed.{(18) we get that the final
Next, we explore the dependence of the obtained low@wer bound on the probability of success for the thresingdi

bound on the number of atoms and the co-sparsity, algorithm is a direct multiplication of the two probability

fixing the noise ratioo/s,, the signal dimension/ and expressions, leading to the claimed lower-bound protigbili

the analysis subspace dimensienand assuming that theposed in terms of the ROPP constant and the co-sparsity

dictionary satisfies the ROPP with a constant Since both £. u

the bases of the exponen_t!al terms are in the ra{ﬁgﬂ, we . 2In fact, we are not explicitly usingéidék‘s lemma, but a re-

can see that the probability of success of the thresholdipgq inequality resutting from this lemma. Lefw; M be a set of

algorithm improves when the differenpe- £ becomes smaller. jointly Gaussian random vectors. Then according $idak's lemma,

This means thf';t the same o.pserva'uons made befolfeamu_i Pr{Maxycjcnr o)l <7} > IMI Pr{jo;| < 7}. Thus, tuming

¢ for the conditional probability also hold here: For a given - j=1

dictionary of size(p,d) performance improves a& grows, [© OUr expression, we observe thafr {Mini<;<ns [vj] > 7} =

and when the redundancy of the dictionary is increased tﬁ%{_MwlstA{ (=lvsl) if} = PriMaxigj<ar (—foil) < -7} >

performance remain the same as long as the differpreé 11 Pri—lvjl <=7} = Il Pr{lv;|> 7}, leading to the relation we

remains unchanged. Finally, we observe that siffe) is Used. .

JEAC

JEAC



Qprr
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B. Discussion on the Properties of the Analysis Dictionary

. . . . 2r
We begin this subsection by taking a closer look at the Al
ROPP. This is an internal property of the analysis dictignar o
indicating for a set ofl—r+1 linearly independent rows from ol
the dictionary how much each row is spread away from the - |
subspace spanned by the rest. At the special case of a unita 1ol
dictionary 2 we haveca, = 1 for all values ofr since each 14l I
row is orthogonal to the subspace spanned by every possibl 6]
set of rows not including it. How does the ROPP compares to e ]
other dictionary properties? Starting with the RIP [6],,[7] 01 02 03 04 0F 06 07 08 08 1
(1= ) VI3 < OVI3 < (1 + 8 VB, (27) R
which holds for all k-sparse vectory € R, the ROPP 2
also bounds arf, norm related to the dictionary. However, il
the ROPP looks at projection matrices constructed from the Z—
dictionary instead of the dictionary itself as in the RIPdan ~ 10l
applies these matrices on dictionary atoms not used for the 126
matrix construction instead of looking at all possible silgn 1a]
with a certain sparsity as in the RIP. This should remind the 16}
reader of the ERC[5], which has a similar flavor. Turning to T
the ERC [[5], for a better comparison let us replace the ROPF of 02 03 04 0 08 07 08 09 1
by the sufficient condition -
Max ||} Qw2 <1 —a, (28) of
JEAC o
for the same co-supporfsas in [25). To see that this is indeed 6r
a sufficient condition, we assume tHatl(28) holds and shotvtha ~_ °
101
(1= 22a) wllo = w;llz — 24 2aw;lz > ar, (29)
14f I 10l 0B N
where in the first inequality we used the well-known relation 16}
Vi = Vafl2 > |V l2 — |[v2]l2|. which holds for any pair of R R

vectorsvy, Vo, and in the second inequality we used the fact ol
that |[w;||2 = 1 and the assumption of (£8). The condition

; . . Figure 7. The joint distribution of and o for each type of the analysis
appearing 'nE(ZB) has a similar structure to the ERC, dictionaries of sizel8 x 9 that were shown in Fig.]1 and for= 2. Each of

these distributions is obtained by an exhaustive compurtatizer all possible
Max H Didj H 1< L (30) subsets of rows from the analysis dictionary with co-ranlkand is displayed
j¢s in the form of a matrixP(2), whose entries where defined in EE](31). A

However, there are two inherent differences: The pseudoffieker bin corresponds to a higher value in the joint distitn.
verse of the submatri, is replaced by a projection matrix
onto the null space of2, and thel; norm is replaced bys.

Consequently, an upper bound bfis a trivial one and it is ; .
replaced by the stricter bourid— o, for some constant, . corresponding to a co-rank— r, rather than for all possible

Next, we turn to the theoretical guarantee of Thedrem 2 af8"SUPPOrts leading to this co-rank, as in the definitiomof
observe that it gives rise to two dictionary properties, ahhi (58€ DefinitiorIL). This means thai. can be obtained by
serve as two distinct forces dictating the ability to reqave  2king trA1e_m|n|maI value ofy;> over all of these co-supports.
co-supports of analysis signals over the given dictionghe SINC€ @, is @ continuous measure in the rangel], and
first property, emanating from the signature or the co-syarsSince we are gbout to cre_ate_hlstogiams of p055|ble_ values, w
of 2, determines which sets of rows and how many of theRffform a uniform quantization of;, to 7' = 100 discrete

o e he
are linearly dependent. However, this measure by itsels dd§Ve!S: The joint distribution of and a; is represented by a
not provide us with any quantitative relation between theggPy-T" matrix with entries

maodification: It should satisfy{{25) for single co-supportA

sets and the rows that are linearly independent on them. The ) m—1 A m

second property focuses exactly on these missing relations Ppp = Pr {é =k —F—<a < ?} ; (31)
telling us how much a row is spread away from the others,

provided that it is linearly independent on them. Obtaining the entries of the matriX™ requires an exhaustive

Are these two dictionary properties somehow related to eacbmputation over all possible co-supports with co-rahk
other? To provide an answer to this question we explore theThe joint distributions for the three dictionaries (shoimn
joint distribution of the two. For this purpose, we replace Fig.[d) and a co-rank of (i.e. r = 2) are depicted in Fig.
by o* which has a similar definition, apart from a delicatgl. We can see that increasing the co-sparsity level typicall

T
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‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ — Qranp. The two latter dictionaries have very low ROPP
—%—Qprr constants (belovd.14 for » < 5). Specifically, at a subspace
.71 - & - Qpanp ] dimension ofr = 2 that was considered in the experiments
0.6/ 0" mix 1 of Section[1I=Q, the ROPP constant is6 times higher for
05l ] Qprr compared td2,,;x and202(!) times higher compared

to Qranp. We can conclude that the value of the ROPP

0.8

<04 constant explains the superior behavior of the threshgldin
03¢ ] algorithm withQ ;> when compared t62,;;x, as observed
0.2 “,,u;»“f in Fig. [4. This dictionary property also provides additibna
01 o o PYTTENE °‘;”," ] grounds for the inferior behavior witR panp.
N A----- A--""7 ‘ B Next, we turn to examine the theoretical success guarantee
2 3 4 5 6 provided in Theorerhl2. Fi@l] 9 (top) displays this lower bound

on the probability of success for the thresholding algonith
Figure 8. The values of the ROPP constant for each type oftaiysis T0r €ach of the dictionaries and for varying SNR levels in the
dictionaries of sizel8 x 9 that were shown in Fid.]1 and for varying analysisrange 6d B to 74dB E To obtain each of the lower bounds
subspace dimensions Each of these values is obtained by an exhaustinhat are shown in this figure, we find for each co-sparsity
minimization over all possible subsets of rows from the sial dictionary . . ’
with co-rank9 — . and each noise ratie /o, a value of3 such that the lower
bound for the probability of success provided in Theokém 2 is
as tight (i.e. high) as possible. An example of how to choose
spreadsa? towards higher values. This makes sense sine@ optimal value of3 was depicted in Figl]6. Finally, we
the minimization appearing if_(25) is performed over snmallgerform a weighted average of these lower bounds, where the
index sets. weights are simply the values of the co-sparsity distrdmuti
This process can be described by the following equation:

C. Results of the Analysis Thresholding Revisited
P

We revisit the results shown in Sectign Tl-C and try to pyf“Syccess} = Z Pr{¢ = k} Pr{"Success|l = k}

explain them in light of the theoretical guarantees derived 1

in Section[IV-A. Note that the setup considered in Theorem P Beo \ 177

(projection of a white Gaussian vectar additive white > Z Pr{l =k} [g(B)]" T4 {262 <ak )] ,
TUu

Gaussian noise) matches completely the one used for the k=1
experiments of Sectiof TIHC. This will allow us to make (32)
the desired connections between the empirical resultstaand t
theoretical guarantee. An immediate observation arisiogf where the functiony(-) is defined in Eq.[(20) and, is the
Theoreni ® is that the higher the co-sparsity le/ef x with  value of 3 that is set for co-sparsit§ = k. These values are
respect taf2, the better the thresholding algorithm is expecteghosen such that the arguments inside the sum are maximized
to perform in recovering the true co-support. This impliefr eachk separately.
that linear dependencies withi? are highly desired. This \ye can see that the resulting lower bounds can provide
stands as a complete cont.radiction to the intuition gaimmed fsc_)me insight into the actual performance. They are capdble o
the synthesis-based sparsity model, where such depersengieicting success with high probability at high SNR levels
between the atoms lead to a collapse of purs_mt algorlthn_ﬁbm and Q,,7x. Another useful property of these bounds
We also observe that the results of the analysis threstwldig that they clearly predict which dictionary the threstiotd
algorithm improve asy, grows. This is closer in spirit to the 4 5qrithm is expected to perform better with and which would
ERC/RIP rationale, where independencies are encouragedpohably lead to failure. Note that in our quest for theati
Returning to the empirical results of Sectlon Tll-C, we havgarantees we have lost much tightness with respect to the
already seen in Fid.]2 th&2p,» and Q2 x have the same gmpirical results. This is typical for a theoretical anaysut
co-sparsity distribution, where the co-sparsity can be mugg e shall see in a moment, the tightness of the derived
higher than the co-rank — r. This can explain, at least inpoynds can be considerably improved if we take into account
part, their superior performance oV@xnp, which allows {he fact thata varies as a function of the co-support, and
only a constant co-sparsity levél = d —r. We now tum paq 4 spread of values. Specifically, we can modify the psoces
to examine the value of the ROPP constant for each tygescribed in Eq[132) by replacing the distributioréand the

of dictionary, with a hope to reveal an additional inherenfyaq worst-case value of, with the joint distribution of¢
difference between the dictionaries. These values areshow 54,4 as depicted in Figl7. For each such pair and for each

Fig.[8 for the three dictionary types and for varying anayshqise ratios /o, we set an optimal value o8 as described

subspace dimensions To obtain each of these values W&efore, and use the values of the joint distribution as wisigh

performed an exhaustive minimization over all possiblesst® ¢, the final average. This means that the proces§df (32) is
A of rows from Q such that RankQ,} = d — r. We can

see that2p;r corresponds to a much higher ROPP constant
for all the examined co-ranks, when comparedg ;x and 3See Eq.[(I0) for the definition of SNR and its dependence am, .
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Figure 9. Lower bounds on the probability of success for tiresholding algorithm on the three types of analysis dieies of sizel8 x 9 that were
shown in Fig[d and for varying SNR levels. Top: For each ratj@,, a lower bound is computed using E§32), where for each acsitp level ¢ we
choose a value foB such that the resulting bound will be as tight as possibleétoBu For each ratior /o, a lower bound is computed using ER33),
where an optimal value fof is set for each paif, a*. As can be seen, the bounds appearing on the right are tititrthose shown on the left.

replaced by and the theoretical success rates. Secondly,(igr;» and
Q1 x the best performance is obtained for low SNR levels
and low subspace dimensioms(the top left corner of the
m—1 m matrix). This is a desired behavior due to the fact that we
= Z Z P Pr{“SUCCGSSV =k —F—= ap < ?} typically want a low subspace dimension, which improves
the denoising performance. F&z4np however, the best
BrmT'o r=k  theoretical results are obtained for low SNR levels and high
7)} values ofr (the bottom left corner). The theoretical predictions
(33) for this dictionary are less reliable, as we can see thatdthah
performance is quite similar for all values of
The resulting lower bounds are shown on the bottom of Fig.

Pr{“Success}
P T

P o (G4 20

(m—1)o,

and as can be seen, they are much tighter than the previous V. RELATION TO EXISTING RESULTS
ones appearing in this figure on the top. There are several exiting contributions in the published

Before concluding this section, we bring several additionfiterature on developing pursuit algorithms for the corspa
experiments, this time with higher dimensional signals, ianalysis model and studying their performance from a theo-
order to demonstrate the behavior of the thresholding algetical stand-point. Here we mention several papers that ar
rithm, and the comparison between empirical performande aof relevance to this work. We provide a brief review of their
the theoretical forecasts. We consider signals of dimensioontent, followed by a discussion on the relation to ourltesu
d = 100 and three types of analysis dictionaries (same asThe first work we briefly refer to i$[22], which concentrates
before), each witlp = 200 atoms. We test denoising setupsn the analysis dictionary learning problem. Two greedy
where the true analysis subspace dimensiovaries in the analysis pursuit algorithms are developed for the dengisin
range[2, 25] and the SNR in the rang®lB to 75dB. For each problem, as part of the overall learning paradigm — these
pair of » and noise leveb we generateV = 1000 signals. algorithms are the Backward Greedy (BG) and the Optimized
When evaluating the theoretical bounds, we cannot use 86 (OBG). Both these algorithms are constrcuted by imitat-
value ofa, as exhaustive search for its value is unfeasible. Vileg synthesis based pursuit methods, and brought without a
therefore use the expression given in Eql (33), where we pltigeoretical justification of any sort. Interestingly, thenk in
into it an empirical distribution of the values é6fanda? that [22] provides an empirical evidence for the positive effibet
is computed from the signal examples, instead of the exact atrong linear dependencies within the analysis dictioamye
we have used for the low dimensional setups. The empiriaai the success of pursuit algorithms.
ratios of success and their theoretical lower bounds arersho The work of [16], [20] considers a noise-free measurement
in Fig. [0 for the three types of analysis dictionaries oEsizetup where the co-sparse analysis signal is measured by
200-by-100. Each of these ratios is displayed as a matrix whege= Mx, from which we would like to recovex. The authors
white corresponds to one and black corresponds to zero. of [16], [20] explore various uniqueness properties of this

Several observations can be made from Eig. 10. First, theoblem setup and suggest using either an analsisorm
general behavior of the three dictionary types remain asrbef minimization or a Greedy-Analysis-Pursuit (GAP) algonith
The performance is best fd2p;r, second best fof2;,;x  (nhote that GAP is different from the above mentioned BG
and the worse foQQr4np, both in terms of the empirical and OBG - see more in [22]) for recovering the signal. They



12

Qprr Qprr

10

S14

18

22

75 66 57 48 39 30 21 12 75 66 57 48 39 30 21 12
SNR[dB] SNR[dB]
ﬂRAI\'D nRAND

10

~14

18

22

75 66 57 48 39 30 21 12 75 66 57 48 39 30 21 12
SNR[dB] SNR[dB]

Qanx Qnirx

10

14

18

22

75 66 57 48 39 30 21 12 75 66 57 48 39
SNR[dB] SNR[dB]

Figure 10. Empirical ratios of success and their theoretmaer bounds for the thresholding algorithm on three typésanalysis dictionaries of size
200 x 100 for varying analysis subspace dimensionand SNR levels. For each pair pfand SNR we generat® = 1000 signals. The theoretical bounds
are computed using EJ_{33) by plugging into it the empiriiatribution of ¢ and «*, which is computed from these signals. Left: The empiriegios of
success. Right: The theoretical bounds.

analyze the performance of these pursuit algorithms for thdis makes the derived conditions hard to interpret.

noise-free setup, deriving a sufficient condition for ssce

of both algorithms in terms of the analysis diction&2y the A different work altogether is proposed in |13]. The authors

true co-supportA of x and the null-space ofl. Due to its [13] suggest a hybrid viewpoint to the synthesis and anslysi

apparent similarity to the ERC for the synthesis model, thgodels, where the signal of interest is a synthesis-antysina

derived condition is termednalysis ERC signal, constructed agx = Da with a sparse synthesis

representatiore. However, this signal is also characterized

The theoretical study of analysi&-norm based pursuit as an analysis signal in the sense that it has a smahergy

in a measurement setup is also the main focus of anotlierthe tail of the analysis representatiorf o.. They suggest

recent work [[211]. This includes the derivation of condisonusing an analysis-based approach for recovering the signal

for noiseless identifiability and robustness to boundedaoi from its undersampled and noisy measuremgntsMx + e.

in terms of the sign pattern of2x and assuming that the Their approach is based d@h-norm sparsity oD”'x deriving

null spaces of the measurement matkix and the analysis a theoretical upper bound on the denoising error obtained by

dictionary © intersect only at the zero vector. Note that alf; analysis pursuit in this setup. To obtain the desired bound

of the resulting conditions in_[16]/ [20]/_[21] are somewhathey require the measurement mathk to satisfy a certain

implicit, especially in the latter work, where the conditio property adapted t®, termed D-RIP, which is similar to the

involves an inner optimization stage for a given sign patterwell-known RIP aside from a delicate modification — instead



of bounding the/; norm of Mv for all k-sparse vectors, the

norm ofMv is bounded for all vectorg that can be expressed

as a linear combination df columns ofD.

The work of [17] suggests a family of new pursuit algo-

rithms for recovering co-sparse analysis signals fron tiei

the synthesis-based iterative hard thresholding alguarithith
a modification of the projection step intended for adapthig t

13

1) While this work concentrated on the thresholding al-

2)
dersampled measurements. These algorithms are analagous t

framework to the analysis model. The authors[of [17] present

theoretical recovery guarantees for these analysis fuaigo-

rithms in the noiseless setup, assuming that the measutemen
matrix satisfies th&2-RIP (an analysis counterpart for the D- 3)

RIP of [13]).

In this paper we focus on a denoising setup, similar to
[22] and assume no measurement matrix. Our focus is the

most simple analysis pursuit algorithm — the thresholdirds

allows us to remove some of the ambiguities that are present i

previous works, where the resulting theoretical condgiorix
both the measurement matik and the analysis dictionafy;

we focus on internal properties 6f only. Indeed, our derived (1]

theoretical guarantees are expressed in terms of the revisk |

the co-sparsity of the signal over2 and internal properties [2]

of Q. Instead of using dictionary measures that mimic th
synthesis counterpart model, as practiced_id [20], whigsus
analysis ERC, or[[13],[117], which use RIP-like properties,

we suggest a novel measure, terniRestricted Orthogonal

Tl

(4

Projection Property(ROPP), which seems to be more relevant
to analysis dictionaries. This property is much more explic [5] J.A. Tropp, “Greed is good: Algorithmic results for sparapproxi-

than the one arising from the theoretical analysid of [24]r O

derived results are simple to interpret, and specificallysee
that strong linear dependencies improve the pursuit alyois
success rate.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

(6]
(7]

(8]

In this work we have made an initial attempt at addressin&g]

the question of what makes an analysis dictionary suitaisle f
co-sparse estimation. We have concentrated on a denoisi
setup and considered the use of a thresholding algorithm #
the corresponding analysis pursuit problem. Our experimen

show that this simple algorithm can perform quite well fof1l

certain analysis dictionaries, while failing on others.bkster

understand this behavior we further explored the perfonmarni2]

of this algorithm in the presence of white Gaussian randor1113]

noise, developing theoretical guarantees for the abilitthe
algorithm to recover the true underlying co-support. Thislg
reveals two significant properties of an analysis dictigribat

The degree of linear dependencies between row$§2 aind

b

()

[14]
are key in dictating whether the pursuit will succeed or: fai[15]

gorithm, a similar theoretical study should be given to
other pursuit algorithms. Perhaps the quality measures
we identified in this work could be of help in such study.
This work defines the success of the pursuit algorithm by
the complete identification of the co-support. However,
this algorithm may perform rather well (in denoising
terms) even in situations where only part of the support
has been found. Extending this work to cover such cases
would improve our prediction for the range of success
of the thresholding algorithm.

How could we incorporate the proposed quality mea-
sures forQ2 directly into the dictionary learning process?
By doing so we may design better analysis dictionaries,
which will ultimately lead to performance improvement
and make the analysis model and its learned dictionary
suitable for a wide range of processing applications.
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