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Abstract

Compressed sensing is the art of reconstructing a sparsear feon its inner products
with respect to a small set of randomly chosen measuremendrge It is usually
assumed that the ensemble of measurement vectorgistiapic positionin the sense
that the associated covariance matrix is proportional &identity matrix. In this
paper, we establish bounds on the number of required measats in theanisotropic
case, where the ensemble of measurement vectors possessedravial covariance
matrix. Essentially, we find that the required sampling gatavs proportionally to the
condition number of the covariance matrix. In contrast teeotrecent contributions to
this problem, our arguments do not rely on aegtricted isometry propertigRIP’s),
but rather on ideas from convex geometry which have beermydically studied in
the theory of low-rank matrix recovery. This allows for a plmargument and slightly
improved bounds, but may lead to a worse dependency on nelseh( we do not
consider in the present paper).

Keywords: Compressed sensin€j, minimization, the LASSO, the Dantzig selector,
restricted isometries, anisotropic ensembles, sparsesgign, operator Bernstein
inequalities, non-commutative large deviation estimatesgolfing scheme. Subject
Classification: (94A12, 60D05, 90C25).

1. Introduction and Results

Compressed sensing is a highly active research field irsstatand signal analysis
[4,12,13,4]. It can be thought of as being concerned with distaibg Nyquisttype
sampling theorems for signals which are sparse, rathertthad-limited.

More precisely, let: € C™ be a vector with no more thannon-zero entries (i.e:
is s-sparsg. Suppose we have no information abeuapart from its sparsity and the
inner productsa;, z),i = 1,...,m betweenr andm < n vectorsa;. The central
question is: under what conditions am and theq;’s is it possible to uniquely and
computationally efficiently recover? Early celebrated results [1, 2, 3] established e.g.
that if the measurement vectofs; }* , are randomly chosen discrete Fourier vectors
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andm = O(slogn), then, with high probability, the unknown vecteris the unique
minimizer of the/;-norm in the affine space defined by the known inner products.

The precise statement of our results in this introductorfiee will follow very
closely the exhibition inl[5]. The reason for this approaahd the relation of the
present paper with other work (in particular [6]), is staite&ectior 2.

We make the following definitions: Lt be a distribution of random vectors on
C". Letay,...,a, be a sequence of i.i.d. random vectors drawn fi@rDefine the
sampling matrix

I -,
A::ﬁ;eiai,

whereey, . . ., e, denote the canonical basis vector€df. Once more, let be ans-
sparse vector. We aim to prove that with high probabilitygbkitionz* to the convex
optimization problem

m%:n |z||, subjectto Az = Az, 1)
zelCn

is unique and equal te given that the number of measurementss large enough.
It turns out that the required size of depends only on two simple properties of
the ensemblé’. These are identified below:

CompletenessWe require that the ensemhleis completein the sense that theo-
variance matrix = E[aa*]'/? is invertible. Thecondition numbed of & will
be denoted by:.

Most of the previous work has focused on the case where thariamce matrix is
proportional to the identity matriX oc 1 (however, see Sectidd 2). We refer to this
case as thisotropicone.

In order to describe the second relevant property of thereblkse we have to fix
a scale. Indeed, note that the minimizer of the convex prolfI® is invariant under
re-scaling of the ensemble (i.e. substitutingby va; for a numberv # 0). The
same is true for the condition number Thus, we are free to pick an advantageous
scale, without affecting the notions introduced so far. Ha isotropic case, a natural
normalization convention [5] consists in requiring tfigtia*] = 1. This option is not
available in the more general, anisotropic case, we arecistied in here. Instead, we
will implicitly demand from now that

/\maX(E[aa*]) = Amin (]E[aa*])_l, (2)

whereln.x, Amin denote the maximal and the minimal eigenvalue respectirelihe
isotropic case, this reduces to the normalizafijaa*] = 1 used in|[5].

The fact that[(R) can always be achieved (and further prigsatat follow from it)
will be established in Lemnid 8 below. With this conventiom, define:

2 Recall that the condition number of a matrix is the ratio kmw its largest and its smallest singular
value.



Incoherence Theincoherence parametés the smallest number such that

2 *1—1 2
M < M <
max [(a,e)|” <p,  max |(a, Elaa*] " e;)|” < pu (3)

holds almost surely.

The previously known isotropic result we aim to general&e i

Theorem 1([5]). Letx be ans-sparse vector iiR™. If we demand isotropyK[aa*] =
1) and if the number of measurements fulfills

m > C,uslogn,

then the solutior* of the convex prograrii(1) is unique and equat twith probability
atleastl — 3 — e,

In the statement abové,, may be chosen &5, (1 + w) for some positive numer-
ical constantCy

Our main theorem reads:

Theorem 2 (Main Theorem) Letz € C™ be ans-sparse vector, leb > 1. If the
number of measurements fulfills

m > Cruw?slogn,

then the solution* of the convex programi](1) is unique and equat twith probability
atleastl —e™v.

In the statement abové€, is a constant less tha®044. Forn, s sufficiently large,
the value may be improved @ < 228. We have made no attempts to optimize these
constants.

Comparing these two theorems, we see that the effect of drgppe isotropy
constraint on the ensemble can essentially be captured iimgke ssimple quantity:
the condition numbe# of the covariance matrix. All other minor differences betwe
Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 result from slightly different priechniques.

1.1. Improvements
A first way of improving the result is based on a definition loared from [6, Def.

1.2]6:
Definition 3. Thelargest and smallestsparse eigenvalu® a matrix X are given by

[ X0l

v,lvllo<s o]z

[ X0l

v,lvllo<s [Jvll2

Amax(SwX') = Amin(sv)() =

3 In fact, our definition differs very slightly from[6]: thepmax (s, X) is the square of 0UKmax (s, X).
We opted for this change because the notions defined hereer¢althe ordinary eigenvalues in the case of
S =n.



where||v||o = |supp(v)| denotes the cardinality of the support (i.e. the sparsify).o
Thes-sparse condition numbliof X is

)\max(sa X)

COnd(S, X) = m

Based on this notion, one can state a strictly strongeraexsithe Main Theorem
(which is the form we will prove in Sectidd 3):

Theorem 4. With
ks :=max {cond(s, X), cond(s, 57 ")},

the conclusion of the main Theoréin 2 continues to hold if dlaet bound onmn is
weakened to
m > Cuksw?slogn,

for the same constaidt.

We further suspect that the second incoherence conditidB)ican be relaxed.
Two alternative bounds not relying on that condition ar¢estan Propositiofls below.
(The modifications of our proof necessary to arrive at theggoved estimates will be
sketched after Lemnid 9).

Proposition 5. Let K be a constant such that
2 H[aa*,E[aa*]fl]Hoo <K

holds almost surely, where, -] denotes the commutatof4, B] = AB — BA) and
|| - || is the operator norm.

If the requirement[{3) is not necessarily fulfilled, the dosmons of Theorem 2
remain valid if the sampling rate is bounded below by either

m > Cruw?s*logn 4)

or
m > C(kps + K)w? logn. (5)

The commutator bound](5) is particularly relevant for enlsies corresponding to
non-uniform samples from an orthogonal basis. In that d&fe;*] andaa™ commute
with probability one, so thak” may be chosen to be zero.

There is another degree of freedom which we have not yetragsigally explored:
Note that the minimizer of the convex optimizatigh (1) doeschange if we re-scale

4 Estimatingcond(s, X) is equivalent to computing the RIP constantsXf(c.f. e.g. [7]). There are
currently no tractable methods known for computing theselyars for any concrete set of matrices. We want
to emphasize that while the mathematical concept of “RIBtons” appears in our sharpened result, its use
here is completely different from the way it would be emplbyr RIP-based approaches to compressed
sensing. To wit, we apply the concept to #gected sensing matr{and its inverse), but not to any actual
instances.



individual vectorsa; — v;a; for some set of non-zero numbers While we have

chosen aylobalscale for the covariance matrix (c.f. Lempbda 8), the indiaidueights

remain free parameters that may be used to optimize the sagmpte. Pursuing this
problem further seems likely to be fruitful.

We remark that the incoherence conditions can be relaxedltbdnly with high
probability. This opens up our results to, for example, thgecof Gaussian measure-
ment vectors. The details can be developed in complete gyédoRef. [5, Appendix
BJ.

Lastly, all statements remain true if the measurement veete drawn “without
replacement” instead of independently — c.f. [8] for datail

2. Relation with previous work and history

Most results on sparse vector recovery have relied on certaiditions that quan-
tify how much a given sampling matrid distorts the geometry of the set of all sparse
vectors. By far the most prominent example in that regartiégdstricted isometry
property (RIP) [3,.6] which measures the extent to whidtdeviates from preserving
Euclidean distances between sparse vectors. Concepcltadly variations of the RIP
include therestricted eigenvalue conditiontroduced in|[9], or theestricted corre-
lation assumptio1Q]. Another example is theidth propertyadvanced inl[11]—a
Banach space-theoretic condition that seems to be weakethle RIP.

From roughly 2008 on, the conceptually strongly relatedfm of recovering a
low-rank matrix from few expansion coefficients with resigea fixed matrix basis has
come more and more into focus [12) 13]. There seems to be yonemsto directly
translate the geometric approaches mentioned above toethera) low-rank matrix
recovery problem. Instead, the pioneering publicationshenmatrix problem used
fairly elaborate methods from convex duality theory [12]. iBowever, c.f. [14] 15,
16] for interesting special cases where RIP-based techs@gaapplicable to low-rank
matrix recovery problems; and [17] for a related “restiicéérong convexity” property
with consequences for matrix recovery).

In [18,/19] the second author and his collaborators intredwcsimplified approach
to the low-rank matrix recovery problem. While these wortiisuild on the convex
framework of [12/ 13], they incorporate several new idealesE include the use of
non-commutative large deviation theorems originatingifiguantum information the-
ory [20,121], randomized constructions based on i.i.d. dampf the measurement
vectors, and a certain iterative “golfing scheme” for thestarction of inexact dual
certificates. These technigues were later modified and edaptthe original sparse-
vector setting inl[5]. This showed that the conceptual eiess of the matrix and the
vector theory may be used to devise very similar proofs.

This “RIPless” approach to compressed sensing leads dsgteabimpler proofs
and gives tighter bounds at least for the noise-free regopmblem. As far as we
know, RIP-based arguments still perform superior in thedrtgnt noisy regime.

The work [5] did not include a systematic study of non-isptccensembles (how-
ever, “small” deviations from isotropy were discussed inpapdix B). In fact, E.
Candeés|[5] suggested to us the problem of finding a genataliz of the golfing



scheme that could cope with anisotropic ensembles. Thidbéas achieved by the
first author of this paper during a research project undestipervision of the second
author [22]. This explains the close relation between [5] e present work.

An analysis of anisotropic compressed sensing within tigiral RIP framework
has been carried out by other authors, most notably in [B]ceStheir paper does not
directly address the noise-free case, a direct comparisstat@ments is difficult. The
closest result to ours seems to appear in Section 1.3, whmeral of

m> QO (SJV[2 logn log®(slog n))

for the sampling rate is given. The quantity is an upper bound on the largest coeffi-
cient for the measurement vectars related to our parametgt Thebig-Ohnotation
hides a constant proportionaltdp—! in the language of [6]). Thus, the basic structure
of the solutions is very similar. However, some importaffedénces are these:

e We do not incur théog>-term, which is a major advantage of our method. Up to
a constant factor, our required sampling rate correspantthettheoretical lower
limit.

e The result inl[6] holdsiniformlyin the sense that with their probability of suc-

cess, one obtains a sampling matrix which works simultaslgdor all sparse
vectors. This is not the case for us.

e We have proved no results on noise-resilience. While, falig [5], it should be
straight-forward to do so, the results may be worse than tRebRsed ones in

6.

e The proof methods are completely different.

3. Proof

The proof is conceptually close ta [5], which in turn closedgembles [19]. Here
we give a largely self-contained presentation.

3.1. Notation

Throughout this paper, we will use the following convension
If a statements holds almost surely, we will abbreviateliliia.s. In the case of vectors,
|l - I, denotes thé,-norm, whereas in the operator cdse||,, refers to the Schattep-
norm (i.e. thef,-norm of the singular values). The lettewill always denote a vector
in C™ supported on a sét of cardinality at mosk (i.e. z is s-sparse) T shall denote
the complement of’, and Py (Pr.) refers to the orthogonal projector onto the set of
all vectors supported dfi (7). Finally we will use the following technical definitions:

X = (Blaa*])" ' =272, Xr = PrXPr.



3.2. Large deviation bounds

A central role in the argument is played by certain large algm bounds for sums
of matrix-valued random variables. These have been intredlin [20] in the con-
text of quantum information theory. The first applicationmatrix completion and
compressed sensing problems, as well as the first “Berngtegion” taking variance
information into account, appeared in[[18} 19]. The versienwill be making use of
derives from Theorem 1.6 in [21].

Proposition 6 (Matrix Bernstein inequality [21]) Consider a finite sequend@/;. } €
C?*? of independent, random matrices. Assume that each randatmixrsatisfies
E [M] = 0and| M|, < Ba.s. and define

o? = max{” > B (ML) oo, || B (Mj: M) ||Oo} :
k k

Then for allt > 0,

Pr <l > Ml 2 t) < 2dexp (—i) : (6)
P’ 0%+ Bt/3

We will also require a vector-valued deviation estimate.ilé¢/bne could in prin-
ciple obtain such a statement by applying Proposition 6 &mainal matrices, a di-
rect argument does away with the dimension factan the r.h.s. of[{6). This will
save a logarithmic factor in the sampling rate of the Maindreen. The particular
vector-valued Bernstein inequality below is based on theosition in [23] (Chapter
6.3, equation (6.12)), with a direct proof appearing.in [19]

Proposition 7 (Vector Bernstein inequality)Let {g.} € C? be a finite sequence of
independent random vectors. Suppose fag,.] = 0 and||gx||, < B a.s. and put

02> S, E [Hgkng]. Thenforallo < ¢ < 02/B:

2 1
Pr( > g 21&) < exp (——2+—>.
( . ) 8a 4

3.3. Fundamental estimates

We adopt the structure and nomenclature of this section fBmThe following
elementary bounds will be used repeatedly:

aw, 2)|* < spllz13, [(ak, X2)|* < spllz]3, (7)
| Prag|l3 < ps, | PrXag||3 < ps. (8)

Also, we will always assume that > s.



Lemma 8(Scaling) Leta be a random vector such thBlaa*] is invertible.
There is a number such that, withw := va, it holds that

Ks = Amax (8, Elaa*]) = Amin(s, ]E[aa*]f1
forall 1 < s < n. This resealed ensemble fulfills:
kst > 1. 9

Proof. The first assertion follows immediately for

=

v = (Amax (s, Bla@"])) Amin (s, Elaa"]))

For the second claim: By definitign > max; |(a, e;)|? holds almost surely, so that in
particular

wo> E{m?x|<a,ei>|2].

For everyi, the function
ar [{a,e)f?

is convex, which implies that
a — max |(a, e;)|* = max e} (aa*)e;
3 3

is convex (as the pointwise maximum of convex functions).né¢e by Jensen’s in-
equality,

E [max|(,e)?] > maxe;Blaa*]e; = max(e;, Blaa']e;)

> Amin (1, E[aa™]) > Anin (s, E[aa™]) .

Thereforey > A\in (s, E[aa*]). Together withks = A1 (s, E[aa*]), this implies

wks > 1. O

The estimates in this proof are tight in the sense that thererssembles for which
each inequality above turns into an equality. A straightBmd example for such an en-
semble is given by picking super-normalized Fourier bastdarsy;, (with coefficients

kl

(fr)1 = e*™%) according to the uniform probability distribution.

Lemma 9(Local isometry) LetT and Pr be as in the notation section. Then for each
0<71<i:
=1 =73

m 72
Pr(||Pr (XA*A — 1) Prlls > 7) <2 -
r(lPr ( ) Prile 2 7) < sexp( sukas2(1+27/3))

Proof. Let us decompose the relevant expression:

; 1l
Pr(XA A—]l)PT_m;Mk,



whereM;, := Pr (Xayaj — 1) Pr. Note thatE[M},] = 0.
We aim to apply the Matrix Bernstein inequality. To this eng, estimate

AN

[Millo < |[PrXakaiPrllz+1
= [[PrXaillz lapPrll2 +1

< wus+1<2usks =: B.

Furthermore:
(|E [M}. M)
— | ((Pr (Xaga; — 1) Pr) (Pp (axa}.X — 1) Pr)]..
HE [PrXagalPrayaiX Pr] — E [PrXayaiPr] — E[PragalX Pr] + Pr H

IE [Pr (Xax {ax, Prax) ap X — 1) Prl|
max (||us E[PrXarap X Prl]|| . ,1)
max (ps || X7 ;1) < max (pusks, 1) = psks.

oo

IA A

Similarly,

|E [My Myl o |E [Pr (ax (ar, X PrXay) aj, — I) Pr]|
max (|[sulE [Pragaj, Pr]| . , 1) (10)

max (su HPTX_lpTHoo , 1) < USKs.

IAIA

Thus:

max{| > B (MeMy) lloo, | Y B (M} M) |OO} < mspks =: 0°.
k=1 k=1

Applying the Matrix Bernstein inequality fordimensional matriced{ (X A*A — 1) Pr
has rank at most) with ¢ = mr yields the desired result. O

The estimatd (10) is the only place in the proof where thersgtowoherence prop-
erty in (3) is essentially used. A careful analysis showsithall other cases, one can
do without it, possibly at the price of replacing by « (which is the reason why we
have not spelled it out). In order to obtain the results of@sition[5, the bound(10)
has to be modified. To arrive &fl(4), use

[[E (M Myl o E [[I[My M|l o]
E [HPTCLkasz (ak, XPTXak>HOO]
spE[{ak, X PrXag)] = spE [tr (agaf X PrX))

sptr (X_lXPTX) = sptr (PrX) < s?uks.

IA N CIA



And for (8):

|E [Praray X PrXara;, Pr]|| .
= ||E[PrXara; PrXayajPr] + E[Prlagay, X]PrXaga; Pr] ||
|E [PrXagay, Praga;, X Prl|| ., + 2 ||E [Pragay, X|PrXaray, Pr]||
usks + K ||E [PrXakal, Pr] ||
psks + K |Pr XX ' Prlo
= usks + K.

IAIA

Lemma 10 (Low-distortion) Let z, T, Pr be as in the notation section. For each
0 <7 < 1itholdsthat

* mr?2 1
Pr(HPT (1 -A"AX) 2|y, > THZ||2) < exp T + 1)

Proof. The structure of the proof closely follows the one of Lenmih&86t
gk := Pr (1 — ara;X) z.

We bound

lgrlle = ||Pr(1 —ara;X)z|2
Izll2 + | Prax{ax, X2)[2
lzll2 + sullzll2 < 2spks||z]le =: B

IAIA

and

Ellgrll3] < E[l|Prax{ax, X2)lI5] + ||z]l3
= E[|Praxl3l{ax, X2)[*] + |I21l5
suE[(Xz,ak)mk,Xzﬂ + Hz||§
su(X z, Elagay] X 2)] + |23
si(X 2, z) + ||zll5 < 2spk4|2]3

IN

so that

m
> Elllgrl3] < 2msps]|=[|3 =: 0®
k=1

and thus"g = m||z||2. The advertised statement follows by applying the vectanBe
stein inequality fott = mr. O

Lemma 11 (Off-supportincoherence) et z, Pr. again be as in the notation section.
Then for eachr > 0:

Pr (|| PreA*AX | > 7 2], ) < 2nexp (——mT
< 2= 2uks(3 + +/s7)

10



Proof. Fix ¢ € T and use the following decomposition:
(e;, ATAX ) = liM
19 - m P k>

whereM;, := (e;, araj X z) = (e;, ax)(ar, X z). Note that we have:
E[My] = (e:, Elakay] Xz) = (e;,2) = 0,
because; € T°. Bound
| M| = [{ei, an){ar, X2)| < V/sprs||z]|2 =: B,
and

E[MpM;] = E[M;My] = El[(ak, e:)*[{ax, X z)|*)
< pE[(Xz apa;Xz)] = p(Xz,2)
< pllXrllsllzl3 < prsllz]3:

Therefore we can set? := mux,||z||3. Applying the Matrix Bernstein inequality for
d = 1 and the union bound over dlle T yields the claim. O

Lemma 12 (Uniform off-support incoherence) et 7¢, Pr be as in the notation sec-
tion. For0 < 7 < 1 we have

21
Pr( max || PrXA*Ae;|la > 1) <nexp | — mr + =
ieTe 8suks 4

Proof. Fix ¢ € T and decompose:
P~ 13"
€ = — )
T m e 9k

wheregy, := (ax, e;) PrXay. It holds thatE[g;] = 0. Next, bound
lgxll2 = [(ak, e) || PrX akll2 < sp =: B.
Furthermore:

Efllgrl3) < D pE[(es XaraiXe)] < Y pll Xl < sprs.
ieT i€T

We can therefore set? := mspurs and apply the Vector Bernstein inequality foe=
mr. Noting thato? /B = mx, > m finishes the proof. O

11



3.4. Convex geometry

Our aim is to prove that the solutiart to the optimization probleni{1) equals the
unknown vectorz. One way of assuring this is by exhibitingdaial certificate]24].
This method was first introduced in [2] and is now standard. Whktuse a relaxed
version of this first introduced in [19] and later adaptedrfnmatrices to vectors in|[5].
Our version further adapts the statement to the anisotsgimg.

Lemma 13(Inexact duality) Letz € C™ be as-sparse vector, e’ = supp (z).
Assume that

I (PrX A" APr) ™" |

<
maX;ere HPT‘XA*AGZ H2 S

2, (11)
1 (12)

and that there is a vectar in the row space ofi obeying

IN

l[or —sgn () |2 (13)

IN

(14)

[[o7e[loo

N N

Then the solution* of the convex prograni](1) is unique and equatto

Proof. Let & = x + h be a solution of the minimization procedure. We note that
feasibility requiresdh = 0. To prove the claim it suffices to shalw= 0. Observe:

|z + hrlly + [[hre |1

= (sgn(x+hr),xz+ hr)+ ||hre|1

> (sgn(x),x) + (sgn(z), hr) + ||hr|]1
>zl = [(sgn (@), hr)| + [[hre |1

[E4

Feasibility requiresv, h) = 0 (sincew is in the row space ofl) and therefore:

|(sgn (z),hr)| = |(sgn(z) —vr, hr) + (vr, hr)|
= |(sgn(x) — vr, hr) — (vpec, hye)]
< |(sgn (x) — v, hr)| + [(vre, hre)]
< llsgn(z) —vrllzllhrll2 + [(vre, hre)l

IN

1
Z”hTHQ + [(vre, hre)l,
where we have usef (113). Together with:
1
[{vre, hre)| < [lorelloollhrelly < FllAze]ls,

this implies:
1
[{sgn (2), hr)| < 7 (hzfl2 + llAzelly) -

12



Furthermore due t¢{11) and {12) it holds that

lhrlla = || (PrXA*APr)™ " (PrX A*APr) hy|2

| (PrXA*APp) ™" (PrX A*A) (h — hpe) ||z
| — (PrXA*APp) ™" (PrX A* A) hyel|s
2||Pr X A*APrpehl|
2max;ere || PrX A" Ae;||2||hre |1

2||hrell1,

ININIA

All this together implies:

\

. 1 3
12 > ||»”UH1—Z|\hT|\2+Z||thH1

Y

1
]l + ZHthﬂl-

Consequentlyiz||; = ||z||; demandd|hr<||; = 0, which in turn implies||h7||2 = 0,
becausdhr|2 < 2||hr<||1. Thereforeh = 0 which corresponds to a unigue minimizer
(z = x). O

3.5. Construction of the certificate

It remains to show that a dual certificatas described in Lemniall3 can indeed be
constructed. We will prove:

Lemma 14. Letz € C" be ans-sparse vector, leb > 1. If the number of measure-
ments fulfills
m > 18044k pw?slogn,

then with probability at least — e~, the constraintd{11,-12) will hold and a vector
with the properties required for Lemrhal13 exists.

This lemma immediately implies the Main Theorem.
The proof employs a recursive procedure (dubbed the “go#fatgeme”) to construct
a sequence; of vectors converging to a dual certificate with high protigbi The
technique has been developed|inl [18, 19] in the context ofrlovk matrix recovery
problems and has later been refined for compressed sensjilj iHere, we further
modify the construction to handle anisotropic ensembles.

Proof. The recursive scheme consistsiaferations. Thei-th iteration depends on
three parametersn; € N;¢;,t; € R which will be chosen in the course of the later
analysis. To initialize, set

Vo = 0

(thew; for 1 <4 < [ will be defined iteratively below). We will use the notation

q; = sgn (x) — Pruv;.

13



Thei-th step of the scheme proceeds according to the followiogpol: We sam-
ple m; vectors from the ensemblé. Let A be them; x n-matrix whose rows consists
of these vectors. We check whether the following two condgiare met:

m o ~. ~
| Pr <]1 - EA*AX> Prgi1llz < cillgi-all2, (15)
m ~, ~
||EPTCA*AXPTQF1 lo < tillgi-1ll2- (16)
If so, set
Ai = /I, v = ﬂAfél;'cA/4Z)(P']‘ (sgn (I) — ’01'71) —+ Vi1
m;
and proceed to stept+ 1. If either of (1B), [(16) fails to hold, repeat thie¢h step with a
fresh batch ofn; vectors drawn fronT’. Denote the number of repetitions of th¢h
step byr;.
We now analyze the properties of the above recursive castiiru The following
identities are easily verified by repeating the given tramsfitions inductively:

m *
vo= U= EAI A X Pr (sgn(z) —vj—1) + v—1

m *
= —ATAXPrq_1+v-1
my

l
= .= Z ﬁ14.?144')(PTQ1'_1, (17)
i1
qgi = sgn(z) — Pru;
= sgn(:v) — Pr (%A:AZXPT (sgn(:v) — Ui—l) + ’Ui+1)

m
= (sgn(x) — Pru;—1) — EA;‘AZ-XPT (sen(z) — vi—1)

= PT (]]. — ﬂA/4>:A/4Z)() qi—1
m;

= H Pr (]l - ﬂA’;-AJ-X) Prsgn (z) . (18)
m; -

Jj=1
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Together with[(Ib) and (16), one obtains

l l

l
laallz < ellaiallz < T eillgollz = T ] cillsgn (@) la = v/ [ e,
=1

i=1 i—1

A

[orelloo =

i=1 "

l
m
PTc (Z EA;KAiXPTqi—].)

oo
l

D

i=1
! L1

< Zti||Qi—1H2§\/§ t1+Ztich
i=1 =2 j=1

Following [19], we choose the parametérs;, ¢; as

IN

E_PTCArAiXPTQi—l

(2

2

1 1 1
l=1]=1 2 =co = 1=ty = ——
{2 ngs—‘ + 2, C1 = C2 iogn’ 1=t 85
and fori > 3
; logn 1
i = s C; = —.
8y/s 2
A short calculation then yields
[vrelloo < | (@r)ll2 = [lal <:
vrelloe < 75 v —sgn(rr)llz = llallz < 7

which are conditiong(13) and {114).
Next, we need to establish that the total number

l
E m;r;
i=1

of sampled vectors remains small with high probability. Blprecisely, we will bound
the probability

1
p3 :=Pr <(T1 >1)or(rg >1)or Zri > l')

=1

for somel’ to be chosen later.

To that end, denote hy; (¢) the probability thaf(1I5) fails to hold in any given batch
of thei-th step. Analogously, leiz (i) be the probability of failure fo{16). Lemmas
[0 and 11 give the estimates

(i) <e i 1 (i) < 2ne __ smiti
PL =P\ T espm, a) PP SO T B st )
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We choose
2
I'=4(w+log12 + gl), mi = mo = 694K ,uws logn,

and fori > 3
m; = 694Kk pws.

Such a choice can be guaranteed by a total samplingrratel 8044+, 1w?s log n and
ensures

1 1

' ) < Ze W < —

p1(i) +p2(i) < 5 =15
for all i. (It is easily seen that for for >> 1, a bound ofm > 228k.uw?slogn is
sufficient. The constants appearing here are highly unlilcebe optimal.) Note that

l
Z T Z ll
i=1

only if fewer thanl of the firstl’ batches of vectors satisfied bofhl(15) aind (16). This
implies that

l
Pr <Z T Z l/> S PI‘(N S [ — 1)Bin(l/,%)7
=1
where the r.h.s. is the probability of obtaining fewer thautcomes in a binomial pro-
cess withl’ repetitions and individual success probability/ 12. We bound this quan-
tity using a standard concentration bound from [25] (C. Maiid’s section "Concen-
tration”):
2

Pr(|Bin(n,p) — np| > 7) < 2exp <_37—Tp> .

This yieldsPr (22:1 r; > l’) < Le for our choice ofl'. Putting things together,

6
we have
= %ef
according to the union bound. In addition, we have to take &ticount that properties
(I1) and[(IR) can fail as well. We denote these probabilifewilure by p, andps.

Lemmag® and 12 give:

w w

1 _
p3§3ge

6m m 1
P4 < 2sexp | — s Pps<mnexp|— +7)-
TSk 8suks 4
Our sampling raten guaranteep, < %e_“’ as well asps < %e_“’. Applying the
union bound now yields our desired overall error boungd-{ p4 + ps < e™%). O
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4. Conclusion and Outlook

In this paper, we have shown that proof techniques basedalitydiheory and the
“golfing scheme” are versatile enough to handle the sitnatitbere the ensemble of
measurement vectors is not isotropic.

An obvious future line of research would be to translate ehesults to the low-
rank matrix recovery problem. Given the high degree of sinty between|[19] and
[5], this should be a conceptually straight-forward taskistwould further generalize
the scope of this proof method, beyond ortho-normal opetadses|[19] and tight
frames|[26].

Also, Propositioi b suggests that the second incohererpeepy [3) can be re-
laxed or maybe even disposed of. We leave this as an operepmobl
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