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Abstract

We consider the reconstruction problem in compressed rsgmsiwhich the observations are
recorded in a finite number of bits. They may thus contain tjpation errors (from being
rounded to the nearest representable value) and satueatans (from being outside the range of
representable values). Our formulation has an objectivesdghted(,-¢; type, along with con-
straints that account explicitly for quantization and sation errors, and is solved with an aug-
mented Lagrangian method. We prove a consistency resuibhéorecovered solution, stronger
than those that have appeared to date in the literature jsgdwparticular that asymptotic con-
sistency can be obtained without oversampling. We preséemsive computational comparisons
with formulations proposed previously, and variants tbére
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1. Introduction

This paper considers a compressive sensing (CS) systemich we measurements are rep-
resented by a finite number of bits, which we denoteBbyBy defining a quantization interval
A > 0, and settings := 28-A, we obtain the following values for representable measares

A 3A A A A
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We assume in our model that actual measurements are rednrdednding to the nearest value
in this set. The recorded observations thus contain (a)tadion errors, resulting from round-
ing of the true observation to the nearest represented nuyaniee (b) saturation errors, when the
true observation lies beyond the range of representedsjalaenely, fG + 5, G- 4]. This setup
is seen in some compressive sensing hardware architeftasgor exampld-:t 0,119/ 21, 9.

Given a sensing matrio € RMN and the unknown vectax, the true observations (with-
out noise) would babx. We denote the recorded observations by the vectorRM, whose
components take on the values[ih (1). We partitioimto the following three submatrices:

e The saturation par®_ and®,, which correspond to those recorded measurements that are
represented by-G + A/2 or G — A/2, respectively — the two extreme valueslih (1). We
denote the number of rows in these two matrices combined by
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e The unsaturated padt € R™*N, which corresponds to the measurements that are rounded
to non-extreme representable values.

In some existing analyseE [|EZ|13], the quantization errogstiieated as a random variables
following an i.i.d. uniform distribution in the rangee, %]. This assumption makes sense in
many situations (for example, image processing, audietvfgtocessing), particularly when the
guantization interval\ is tiny. However, the assumption of a uniform distributioaymot be
appropriate when is large, or when an inappropriate choice of saturationl|&/&s made. In
this paper, we assume a slightly weaker condition, namfedy,the quantization errors for non-
saturated measurements are independent random variathieevo expectation. (These random
variables are of course bounded uniformly/Aj2.)

The state-of-the-art formulation to this problem [@e $4bicombine the basis pursuit model
with saturation constraints, as follows:

min [1x]lx (22)
st [|[dx— ¥ < €2A? (£2) (2b)

O.X> (G-A)1 (+ saturation) (2¢c)

D_x< (A-G)1, (— saturation) (2d)

wherel is a column vector with all entries equal to 1 ands the quantized subvector of the
observation vectoy that corresponds to the unsaturated measurements. Wearéier model as
“L2"in later discussions. It has been shown that the estimatimor arising from the formulation
@) is bounded by(eA) in the £, norm sense [see14,(6]13].

The paper proposes a robust model that repldcéds (2b) withst-dguare loss term in the
objective and adds af, constraint:

1. -
min SI0x = §iI* + Al (3a)
st [Ox -l < A/2 @) (3b)
O, x> (G-A)1 (+ saturation) (3c)
O_x< (A-G)1. (— saturation) (3d)

We refer to this model alsASSOw in later discussions. Th&, constraint[(3b) arises from the
fact that (unsaturated) quantization errors are boundetl/By This constraint may reduce the
feasible region for the recovery problem while retainingdigility of the true solutiorx*, thus
promoting more robust signal recovery. From the viewpofragtimization, the constrainf (2b)
plays the same role as the least-square loss term in thetiobj€&d), when the values efand
A are related appropriately. However, it will become cleanfrour analysis that inclusion of
this term in the objective rather than applying the constr@) can lead a tighter bound on the
reconstruction error.

The analysis in this paper shows that wheris a Gaussian ensemble, and provided that
SlogN = o(M) and several mild conditions hold, the estimation errorasfthe solution of[(B)
is bounded by

min{O(y/S(logN)/M), O(1)} A,

with high probability, wher& is the sparsity (the number of nonzero component)nThis es-
timate implies that solutions dfl(3) are, in the worst casgtds than the state-of-the-art modél (2),
2



and also better than the model in which only theconstraint[(3b) are applied (in place of the
£, constraint[(2b)), as mentioned MlS]. More importantlizen the numbek of unsaturated
measurements goes to infinity faster ti&alog(N), the estimation error for the solution ¢ (3)
vanishes with high probability. (The modél (2) does not gadk such an improvement when
more measurements are available.) Although Jacques @atlslﬁow that the estimation error
can be eliminated only using aj constraint (in place of thé, constraint[(Z2b)) whep — oo,
the oversampling condition (that is, the number of obs@watrequired) is more demanding
than for our formulation{3).

We use the alternating direction method of multipliers (AISZII)/[seeIIbDl] to solve{3). The
computational results reported in Sectidn 4 compare thetieal properties for{3) to those for
(2) and other formulations. In some of our examples, we cmsthoices for the parameter
A ande that admit the true solutior® as a feasible point with a specified level of confidence.
We find that for these choices @fande, the model[(B) yields more accurate solutions than the
alternatives, where the signal is sparse and high confidsrusired.

1.1. Related Work

There have been several recent works on CS with quantizatidsaturation. Laska et ﬂ14]
propose the formulatiofi{2). Jacques etlall [13] replacétivenstraint[(Zb) by a#i, constraint
(2 < p < ) to handle the oversampling case, and show that vglugeater than 2 lead to an
improvement of factor 14/p + 1 on the bound of error in the recovered signal. The model of
Zymnis et al. [25] allows Gaussian noise in the measurentesftre quantization, and solves
the resulting formulation with afy-regularized maximum likelihood formulation. The average
disto%on introduced by scalar, vector, and entropy cagigahtization of CS is studied by Dai
et al. [8].

The extreme case of 1-bit CS (in which only the sign of the ola®n is recorded) has been
studied by Gupta et al_[11] and Boufounos and Bararlilik [8]thk latter paper, thé norm
objective is minimized on the unit ball, with a sign consmtg constraint. The former paper
proposes two algorithms that require at mo§s log N) measurements to recover the unknown
support of the true signal (though they cannot recover thgnihades of the nonzeros reliably).

1.2. Notation

We use| - ||p to denote the, norm, where 1< p < oo, with || - || denoting thef> norm. We
usex* for the true signalx as the estimated signal (the solution[df (3)), énd X — x* as the
difference. As mentioned abov@,denotes the number of nonzero elements*of

For anyz € RN, we usez to denote théth component andr to denote the subvector corre-
sponding to index sék c {1, 2, ..., N}. Similarly, we usebr to denote the column submatrix of
® consisting of the columns indexed By The cardinality ofT is denoted byT|. We used; to
denote théth column ofd.

In discussing the dimensions of the problem and how theyedated to each other in the limit
(asN and M both approacheo), we make use of order notation. dfandp are both positive
guantities that depend on the dimensions, we write O(B) if @ can be bounded by a fixed
multiple of 3 for all sufficiently large dimensions. We write= o(B) if for anypositive constant
¢ > 0, we haver < ¢ for all sufficiently large dimensions. We write= Q(B) if both @ = O(B)
andg = O(«).

The projection onto thé,, norm ball with the radiug is

Po(X, A) 1= sign(x) © min(|x|, 1)
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whereo denotes componentwise multiplication and sigmg the sign vector ok. (Theith entry
of signx) is 1,—1, or 0 depending on whethgris positive, negative, or zero, respectively.)
The indicator functiory(-) for a setll is defined to be 0 ofil andc otherwise.
We partition the sensing matrik according to saturated and unsaturated measurements as

follows: _
- [-D_
d)_[q)+ ando = | . (4)
The maximum column norm it is denoted byfmax, that is,
fmax := E{g}gf&}ndnn. (5)
We define the following quantities associated with a mattiwith N columns:
_ . ¥rhy)?
k,¥) ;= min 6a
k) Ti<kherN  [|hr[2 (62)
P hy?
ot (K, W) = [[¥7hrll (6b)

m<kherN  |lhr][2

We use the following abbrevations in some places:

p (K =p kD), p*(K:=pko),

(K =p kD), 5*(K):=p*(kD),

PR =p kD), p(K) = p" (kD).
Finally, we denoteZ)+ := maxz 0}.

1.3. Organization

The ADMM optimization framework for solvind{3) is discuskin Section 2. Sectioh] 3
analyzes the properties of the solution[df (3) in the worse@nd compares with existing results.
Numerical simulations and comparisons of various fornioitet are reported in Sectidh 4 and
some conclusions are offered in Sectidn 5. Proofs of thendadn Sectioi 3 appear in the
appendix.

2. Algorithm

This section describes the ADMM algorithm for solvifidy (3prBimpler notation, we combine
the saturation constraints as follows:

[ [C-8Y o G

whered is defined in [¥) ang is defined in an obvious way. To specify ADMM, we introduce
auxiliary variabless andv, and write [(B) as follows.

in Z1dx— g2 + A
min Sli®x 91 + Al

st u=dx-

<| <

v=dx- )
lulles < A/2

v> 0.
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Introducing Lagrange multiplierg andp for the two equality constraints ifl(7), we write the
augmented Lagrangian for this formulation, with prox pagteny > 0 as follows:

1 = jod - —
La(xu,v, @, ) = Encbx—ynz + AN + (@, U— DX+ §) + (B, V— DX + )

6 . .0 -
+ E||u — Ox+ ¥ + §||v— DX + Y1 + Ty <a/2(U) + Lizo(V)

At each iteration of ADMM, we optimize this function with nesct to the primal variablasand
v in turn, then update the dual variablesandg in a manner similar to gradient descent. The
penalty parametet may be increased before proceeding to the next iteration.

We summarize the ADMM algorithm iAlgorithm[1

Algorithm 1 ADMM for (I)
Require: @,¥, @,V, A, K, andx; B
1: Initialize # > 0, = 0,8 = 0,u = ®x — §, andv = Ox— V.
2: fork=0:K do
3 U« argmin, La(x u, v, a,f), thatis,u « P (Px - § — /6, A/2);
v« argmin, La(X, U, v, @, B), that is,v « max@x -y - /6, 0);
X < argmiry La(x,u,Vv, a, B);
@ — a+6u—dx+9);
B — B+ 0(v—Dx+Y);
Possibly increase;
if stopping criteria is satisfieihen
10: break;
11:  endif
12: end for

© e N9

The updates in Steps 3 and 4 have closed-form solutions camsiThe function to be min-
imized in Step 5 consists of dfx||; term in conjunction with a quadratic term k Many
algorithms can be applied to solve this problem, e.g., treeRSA algorithm], the acceler-
ated first order method [118], and the FISTA algorithim [1]. Tipelate strategy fat in Step 7 is
flexible. We use the following simple and useful scheme froenettial. [12] and Boyd et al.|[4]:

or if Irll > plidl]
6:= 10/t if[Ir] < wldl| (8)
6 otherwise

wherer andd denote the primal and dual residual errors respectivesgifpally,

u—@x+)7 _ @(X—Xlast)
V- OV+y andd = g[d)(x— x|ast)}’

wherexast denotes the previous value xf The parametens andr should be greater than 1; we
usedu = 10 andr = 2. Convergence results for ADMM can be foundlin [4], for exdenp

3. Analysis

The section analyzes the properties of the solution obdafr@m our formulation[(B). In
Subsectiofi:3]1, we obtain bounds on the norm of the differhibetween the estimatergiven
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by (@) and the true signat*. Our bounds require the true solutieh to be feasible for the
formulation [3); we derive conditions that guarantee thé tondition holds, with a specified
probability. In Subsection 3.2, we estimate the constdmatisappear in our bounds under certain
assumptions, including an assumption that the full sensiagix ® is Gaussian.

We formalize our assumption about quantization errors bmis.

Assumption 1. The quantization errorédx* —§);, i = 1,2,..., M are independently distributed
with expectatior.

(Note that sinceb andy refer to the unsaturated data, the quantization error anadexd uni-
formly by A/2.)

3.1. Estimation Error Bounds
The following error estimate is our main theorem, provedimappendix.
Theorem 1. Assume that the true signal gatisfies
[®T (DX - Pllew < AA/2, 9)

for some value of. Let s be a positive integer in the range, . . ., N, and define

Ao(¥) 1=p" (25 '¥) - 3[p* (33 ¥) — p7(35. ¥)] (10a)
AL(P) :=4[p*(3s,'¥) - p~ (35 P)], (10b)
C1(P) =4+ VI0AL(P)/Ao(P), (10c)
Co('P) = V10/Ao(¥). (10d)

We have that for anydlc {1, 2, ..., N} with s= [Tol, if Ao(®) > 0, then

Il <2Co(®)? VSIA + [Co(®)/ V8] IXtells + 2.5C(P) ([l (11a)
Il <Co(@) VNIA + [Co(@)/ V] Il (11b)

Suppose that Assumptidn 1 holds, andlet(0, 1) be given. If we defing = /2 log 2N/ fyax
in @), then with probability at least P 1 — r, the inequalitiegI1d)and (118) hold.

From the proofin the appendix, one can see that the estimatior bound[(Ia) is mainly de-
termined by the least-squares term in the objedfive (3a¢r@4ds the estimation error boud(111b)
arises from the.., constraint[(3b).

If we takeTq as the support set of , only the first terms in.(11a) and (11b) remain.

The conditionA(®) > 0 is a sort of restricted isometry (RIP) condition requinedli4]— it
assumes reasonable conditioning of column subLnatricé)S\mth O(S) columns. Specifically,
the number of measuremeri required to satisfiAo(®) > 0 and RIP are of the same order:
O(Slog(N)).
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3.2. Estimating the Constants

Here we discuss the effect of the least-squares term anflthenstraints by comparing the
leading terms on the right-hand sides[of {11a) andl(11b).ifipl&y the comparison, we make
the following assumptions.

(i) @ isa Gaussian random matrix, that is, each entry is i.i.éwvdrfrom a standard Gaussian
distributionN/(0, 1).

(i) the confidence leveP = 1 — r is fixed.
(iii) sis equal to the sparsity numb8r
(iv) SlogN = o(M).

(v) the saturation ratig :== M/M is smaller than a small positive threshold that is defined in
TheoreniB.

(vi) Tois taken as the support setxf so thatx."rg =0.

Note that (ii) and (iv) together imply that= S < M, while (v) implies thatVl = Q(M).
The discussion following Theorelnh 3 in Appendix indicatest thnder these assumptions, the
quantities defined il (I0c), (10c), arid (5) satisfy the folley estimates:

Cu(®) = Q(1). Co(®) = L/ VM),  frmax = Q(VM),

with high probability, for sufficiently high dimensions. ldg the estimates in Theordr 3, with
the setting oft from Theoreni]L, we have

Co(D)? Vs = O(—VSW?\A’M} = O(W/SK)TQNA] -0, (12a)
Ca(®) VNA = o(%) - 0(A). (12b)

By combining the estimation error bounfs{fL1a) dnd11b)hawe

lIhil < min {O(/S(logN)/M), O(1)} A. (13)

In the regime described by assumption (i¥),_{12a) will benagtotically smaller than{12b).
The bound in[(IB) has siié( S(log N)/MA), consistent with the upper bound of the Dantzig
selector |I_|7] and LASSO@E] Recall that the estimation error of the formulatidn (2) is
O(||<T>x* —9ll/ \/_l\7I) [13,/14] under the RIP condition, for the number of measuremdefined

in (iv). Since||®x* — || = O( mA) [|E], this estimate is consistent with the error that wougd b
obtained if we imposed only th&, constraint[(3b) in our formulation. Note that it does not-con
verge to zero even all assumptions (i)-(vi) hold. Under tssuanption (iv), the estimation error
for @) will vanish as the dimensions grow, with probabilitiyleast 1- n. By contrast, Jacques

1Their bound isO(w/S(Iog N)/MO’) whereo? is the variance of the observation noise which, in the dta$sietting
for the Dantzig selector and LASSO, is assumed to follow asGian distribution.
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et al. ] do not account for saturation in their formulatiand show that the estimation error
converges to 0 using af constraint in place of (2b) whem— o and oversampling happens —
specifically,M > Q((S Iog(N/S))p/z). Weaker oversampling conditions are available using our
formulation [3). For exampléyl = S(log N)? would produce consistency in our formulation, but

not in (2).

4. Simulations

This section compares results for five variant formulationse first one is our formulation
(3), which we refer to ak ASSOco. We also tried a variant in which th&, constraint[(3b)
was omitted from[{3). The recovery performance for thisamtrivas uniformly worse than for
LASSOco, so we do not show it in our figures. (It is, however, sometitmetter than the for-
mulations described below, and uniformly better tBsmtzig.) The remaining four alternatives
are based on the following model, in which thenorm of the residual appears in a constraint
(rather than in the objective) and a constraint of Dantziptsilso appears:

min [Ix]lx (14a)
st ||Ox - §i? < €2A? (¢2) (14b)
IOX—Flle <A/2  (6s) (14c)
DT (DX - Pl < AA/2  (Dantzig) (14d)
O,X> (G- A)1 (+ saturation) (14e)
O_x < (A - G)1. (— saturation) (141)

The four formulations are obtained from this model as foow

e Loo: ant,, constraint model that enforcds (14¢€), (4e), dndl (14f) Noat(T4D) or [14H).
This model is obtained by letting — co in Jacques et alm3] and adding saturation
constraints.

e L2: ant, constraint model (that is, the state-of-the-art modell12]) that enforced{13b),
(d14é), and[(14f), but nof(THc) dr (Tl4d);

e Dantzig: the Dantzig constraint algorithm with saturation coristig which enforces

(Z3d), (1Zk), and (T4f) but ndi{I4b) Gr{l14c);
e L 2Dantzigeo : the full model defined by (14).

Note that we use the same valuetéh (IZ4d) as in[(B), since in both cases they lead to a constrain
that the true signax* satisfies|®” (Ox* — )|l < AA/2 with a certain probability; se€ {14d)
and [9). Readers familiar with the equivalence between LAS&d Dantzig selector|[2] may
notice thatl 2Dantzigeo has similar theoretical error boundslté\SSOco . Our computational
results show that the practical performance of these twooagpes is also similar.

The synthetic data is generated as follows. The measuranarik ® ¢ RMN is a Gaussian
matrix, each entry being independently generated fho(®, 1/R?), for a given parametd®. The
S nonzero elements of are in random locations and their values are drawn from iedéently
from N(0,1). We use SNR= -20log(lIX — x*|I/lIx"|[) as the error metric, where iS the
signal recovered from each of the formulations under camatibn. Given values of saturation
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parameteG and number of bit8, the intervalA is defined accordingly as = 28-1G. All
experiments are repeated 30 times; we report the averafggpance.

We now describe how the bounddor 3d) and[(14d) and for (IZ0) were chosen for these
experiments. Essentially,and A should be chosen so that the constraintsl(14b)[and (14d} admi
the true signak® with a a high (specified) probability. There is a tradeoffimetn tightness of
the error estimate and confidence. Larger valuesarfdA can give a more confident estimate,
since the defined feasible region includésvith a higher probability, while smaller values pro-
vide a tighter estimate. Although Lemrhh 2 suggests how tosfd and ] show how to
determinee, the analysis it not tight, especially whé&h andN are not particularly large. We
use instead an approach based on simulation and on makiagshmption (not used elsewhere
in the analysis) that the non-saturated quantization egoe (dx* — §); are i.i.d. uniform in
Ur-a2a/2)- (As noted earlier, this stronger assumption makes sensenme settings, and has
been used in previous analyses.) We proceed by generatingrous independent samples of
Z ~ Ua2a/2)- Given a confidence level 4 7 (for 7 > 0), we sete to the value for which
P(Z > eA) = n is satisfied empirically. A similar technique is used to deiee . When we
seek certaintyx = 0, or confidenc® = 100%), we set andA according to the true solutioxi,
that is,e = [|®x* — §|I/A andA = 2|OT(DX* — §)|leo/A.

To summarize the parameters that are varied in our expetémen

e M andN are dimensions ob,

S is sparsity of solutionx*,

e Gis saturation level,

e Bis number of bits,

e Ris the inverse standard deviation of the element®,aind

e P =1-rdenotes the confidence levels, expressed as a percentage.

In Figure[d, we fix the values dfl, S, G, R, andP, choose two values d&: 3 and 5. Plots
show the average SNRs (over 30 trials) of the solutiorexovered from the five models against
the dimensiorN. In this and all subsequent figures, the saturation ratiefméd to beV/M =
(M—M)/M, the fraction of extreme measurements. DAISSOwo formulation and the full model
L 2Dantzigeo give the best recovery performance for snid/lwhile for largerN, LASSOco is
roughly tied with the thd.2 model. Thel co and Dantzigmodels have poorer performance, a
pattern that we continue to observe in subsequent tests.

Figure[2 fixesN, M, B, G, R, and P, and plots SNR as a function of sparsity level
S. For all models, the quality of reconstruction decreas@sdha with S. LASSOo and
L 2Dantzigeo achieve the best results overall, but are roughly tied wialt2 model for all
but the sparsest signals. Tleo model is competitive for very sparse signals, while the
Dantzigmodel lags in performance.

We now examine the effect of number of measuremémtsn SNR. Figurd13 fixed, S,

G, R, andP, and tries two values oB: 3 and 5, respectively. Figufé 4 fix& = 4, and al-
lows N to increase withM in the fixed ratio 34. These figures indicate that thé& SSOco and
L 2Dantzigeo models are again roughly tied with the? model when the number of measure-
ments is limited. For largevl, our models have a slight advantage overltReandL co models,
which is more evident when the quantization intervals aralemn(that is,B = 4). Another point
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Figure 1: Comparison among various models for fixed vaMes 300,S = 10,G = 4, R = 10, andP = 100%, and
two values ofB (3 and 5, respectively). The graphs show dimendofihorizontal axis) against SNR (vertical axis) for
values ofN between 100 and 1000, averaged over 30 trials for each catidyirof parameters.

N500-M300-B4-G4-R10-P100
T T T T T

Lo
=L -2
—*—Dantzig
) —#— L2Dantzigoo||
—+—LASSOw

Figure 2: Comparison among various modelsNot 500,M = 300,B = 4,G = 0.4,R = 10, andP = 100%. The graph
shows sparsity leved (horizontal axis) plotted against SNR (vertical axis),raged over 30 trials.

to note from Figur€l4 is thdt co outperformd. 2 when bothM andN are much larger than the
sparsitysS.

In Figure[® we examine the effect of the number of liitsn SNR, for fixed values dfl, M,

S, G, R, andP. The fidelity of the solution from all models increases lihgavith B, with the
LASSOw, L2Dantzigeo , andL 2 models being slightly better than the alternatives.

Next we examine the effect on SNR of the confidence level, fadfivalues oN, M, B, G,
andR. In Figure[6, we seM = 300 and plot results for two values 8f 5 and 15. In Figurgl7,
we use the same values 8f but setM = 150 instead. Note first that the confidence level does
not affect the solution of the co model, since this is a deterministic model, so the recoostru
tion errors are constant for this model. For the other modedsgenerally see degradation as
confidence is higher, since the constraibfs 14b) (14dloaser, so the feasible point that
minimizes the objectiv@ - || is further from the optimunx*. Again, we see a clear advantage
for LASSOco when the sparsity is lowM is larger, and the confidence levelis high. For
less sparse solutions, the , L 2Dantzigeo , andL ASSOco models have similar or better perfor-
mance. In addition, we find th&tASSO is more robust to the choice of confidence parameter
than other methods (see also Figlire 9), although this featuthe method is not evident from
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N500-S5-B3-G4-R10-P100(Saturation=0.18) N500-S5-B5-G4-R10-P100(Saturation=0.097)

SNR
SNR

Lo wr : . —o— Lo
8r : : -o-L2 -o-L2
oL —»— Dantzig 104 B . —»— Dantzig
—¥— L2Dantzige| —¥— L2Dantzige|
4 —+— LASSOx» —+ LASSOx»
5‘0 1‘00 1‘50 260 250 300 5‘0 160 1;0 260 250 300
M M

Figure 3: Comparison among various models for fixed vahies500,S = 5,G = 0.4, R = 15, andP = 100%, and two
values ofB (3 and 5). The graphs show the number of measurenMr{t®orizontal axis) against SNR (vertical axis) for
values ofM between 20 and 300, averaged over 30 trials for each condninatt parameters.

N5M4-S10-B4-G4-R10-P100
T T T T T

SNR
®

! Lo
-2

—*— Dantzig

Figure 4: Comparison among various models for fixed rétid = 5/4, and fixed value$ = 10,B = 4,G = 04,
R = 15, andP = 100%. The graph shows the number of measurenmdnfisorizontal axis) against SNR (vertical axis)
for values ofM between 100 and 1680, averaged over 30 trials for each caidyinof parameters.

our theoretical analysis.

In Figure[8 we examine the effect of saturation bo@dn SNR. We fixN, M, B, R, andP,
and try two values 08: 5 and 10. A tradeoff is evident — the reconstruction perfances are
not monotonic withG. As G increases, the proportion of saturated measurements sinapgsly,
but the quantization interval also increases, degradiagjtfality of the measured observations.
We again note a slight advantage for th&SSOco andL 2Dantzigeo models, with very similar
performance by. 2 when the oversampling is lower.

In Figurel®, we fixN, M, S, B, R, and tune the value @ to achieve specified saturation ratios
of 2% and 10%. We plot SNR against the confidence I8yelaried from 0% to 100%. Again,
we see generally good performance fromIt#eSSO oo andL 2Dantzigeo models, withL 2 being
competitive for less sparse solutions.

Summarizing, we note the following points.

(a) Our proposed ASSOw formulation gives either best or equal-best reconstragierfor-
mance in most regimes, with a more marked advantage wheigtie & highly sparse and
the number of samples is higher.
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Figure 5: Comparison among various models for fixed vaNes 500, M = 300,S = 10,G = 0.4, R = 10, and
P =100%. This graph shows the bit numt&(thorizontal axis) against SNR (vertical axis), averageer @0 trials.
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Figure 6: Comparison among various models for fixed vaNes 400,M = 300,B = 4,G = 0.4, andR = 15, and
sparsity levelsS = 5 andS = 15. The graphs show saturation bouadhorizontal axis) against SNR (vertical axis) for
values ofP between 001 and M9, averaged over 30 trials for each combination of paraisete

(b) TheL2model has similar performance to the full model, and is eslghtly better than
our model for less sparse signals with fewer measurements & is not sensitive to the
measurement number as the upper bound suggest by [1Hdugh the inequality ii(13)
also indicates the estimate error by our model is boundeddonatant due to thé,, con-
straint, the error bound determined by theconstraint is not as tight as tlig constraint in
general. This fact is evident when we compare thd tisemodel with thel. 2 model.

(c) TheLecomodel performs well (and is competitive with the others) whie number of
unsaturated measurements is relatively large.

(d) TheL2Dantzigeo model is competitive with. ASSOwo if € andA can be determined from
the true signak’. Otherwisel ASSOwo is more robust to choices of these parameters that
do not require knowledge of the true signals, especiallyhifyn confidence level is desired.
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Figure 7: Comparison among various models for fixed vaNes 400,M = 150,B = 4,G = 0.4, andR = 15, and
sparsity levelsS = 5 andS = 15. The graphs show confidenBghorizontal axis) against SNR (vertical axis) for values
of P between 0001 and M9, averaged over 30 trials for each combination of parasiete
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Figure 8: Comparison among various models for fixed values ef500, M
values ofS: 5 and 10. The graphs show confideriRéhorizontal axis) against SNR (left vertical axis) and sation
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ratio (right vertical axis), averaged over 30 trials forle@aombination of parameters.
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Figure 9: Comparison among various models for fixed valueN ef 500,M = 150,S = 5, B = 4, R = 15, and two
values of saturation ratio: 2% and 10%, which are achievetubing the value of5. The graphs show confidenée
(horizontal axis) against SNR (vertical axis), averageer @0 trials for each combination of parameters.
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5. Conclusion

We have analyzed a formulation of the reconstruction pralfi®mm compressed sensing in
which the measurements are quantized to a finite number sflgewalues. Our formulation
uses an objective d@b-¢; type, along with explicit constraints that restrict theiindual quanti-
zation errors to known intervals. We obtain bounds on thienasion error, and estimate these
bounds for the case in which the sensing matrix is Gaussiaally; we prove the practical util-
ity of our formulation by comparing with an approach that basn proposed previously, along
with some variations on this approach that attempt to diséilrelative importance of different
constraints in the formulation.
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Appendix A.

This section contains the proof to a more general form of Ténefl, developed via a number
of technical lemmas. At the end, we state and prove a reshkdieniB) concerning high-
probability estimates of the bounds under additional apsiams on the sensing matrix.

Theorent 1 is a corollary of the following more general result

Theorem 2. Assume that the true signal gatisfies
DT (DX = H)lleo < AA/2, (A.1)

for some value of. Let s and | be positive integers in the range, ..., N, and define

Ao(¥) i=p (s+1,¥) = 3/l [p*(5+ 21, ¥) — p (s + 2, V)] (A.2a)
A(P) :=4[p*(s+ 2, W) — p~(s+ 21, ¥)], (A.2b)
Co(¥) :=4 + (1 + 9s/DAL(F)/Ao(P), (A.2¢)

Co(P) :=+/(1 + 9s/1)/Ao(P). (A.2d)
We have that for anyglc {1, 2, ..., N} with s= |T|, if AO(CTD) > 0, then
6C2(P)? VSIA  Ci(D)
+
1+ 95/l VI

Il <Co(®) VMA + Cl\(/cl_i))

Suppose that Assumptian 1 holds, andlet(0, 1) be given. If we defing = /2 log 2N/x fnax
in @), then with probability at least P 1 - , the inequalitiegA.3d) and (A.3E) hold.
14

lIhl < (Xl + 2.5C(®) AAlXelly, (A.32)

el (A.3b)



Theorent]l can be proven by settiag: | in Theoreni? and defininGy(®) to beCy(¥) for
| = sand¥ = @, and similarly forC1(®), Ao(®), andA (P).

The proof of Theorerhl2 essentially follows the standardyaislprocedure in compressive
sensing. Some similar lemmas and proofs can be found in Batkal. ﬁ] Candés and Tao
[Iﬂ] CandesEB] Zhandﬂ4] Liu et aﬁh@l?] For compeéss, we include all proofs in the
following discussion.

Given the error vectoh = X — x* and the sef (with s entries), divide the complementary
index sefT§ := {1, 2,..., N}\Tpinto a group of subsets;’s (j = 1,2,..., J), without intersection,
such thatTl |nd|cates the index set of the largésintries othc T2 contams the next-largekt

entries 01th and so fortlf]

Lemmal. We have

[Phlles < A. (A.4)

Proof. From [3b), and invoking feasibility of &ndx*, we obtain
[Dhlles = [D(X = X)lleo < DK = Fllew + DX = Flleo < A.
[l

Lemma 2. Suppose that Assumptidn 1 holds. Gixen(0, 1), the choicel = /2 log (2N/7) fmax
ensures that the true signal zatisfieqA.)), that is

BT (DX Pl < A4/2
with probability at leastl — 7.

Proof. Define the random variabg = &7 (dx' - §) = ®T&, wheret = [41, ..., &g is defined in

an obvious way. (Note th§Z|. = ||<I>T(<I>x = Wlleo-) SlnceIE(Z ) = 0 (from Assumptionll) and
all (D.,f. s are in the range{d).,A/Z CD.JA/Z] we use the Hoeffding inequality to obtain

P(Z; > AA/2) =P(Z; - E(Z;) > AA/2)

M
=P Z&)ijfi -E(Z;) > 2A/2
i=1

—-2(AA/2)?

M (@A)
2

2y, @

2

2fr%ax

<ex

=exp

<exp

El

2The last subset may contain fewer tHaglements.
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which implies (using the union bound) that

2
P(1Zj| > AA/2) < 2exp 12 = ]P’(||Z||w = male | > AA/Z) <2N exp

max

11 2N
= P[HZHW > = IOQ - 1:maxA] <m,
2 T

where the last line follows by settingto the prescribed value. This completes the proof. [

2

2
fmax

Similar claims with Gaussian (or sub-Guassian) noise agamto Lemmal{R) can be found
in Zhang [24], Liu et al.[[17].

Lemma 3. We have

Il I < Z i, < libglla/ VE,

where To1 = ToU T1.
Proof. First, we have for any > 1 that
lIbr, 17 < Hllhr 12 < (b l1L/1)? =l 131,

because the largest value|ii.
follows that

| cannot exceed the average value of the componerit pfit

j+1

J J-1
lhre,ll < " il < > livryll/ Vi < librglla/ VI
=2 =1

O
Similar claims or inequalities to Lemrh 3 can be found in Zﬁ@], Candes and Tao [7], Liu

etal. m].

Lemma 4. Assume thafA.T) holds. We have

gl < 3l + Aige . (A.52)
IInll < 1+ 98/1lIPre,ll + 4igella/ VI (A.5b)

Proof. Sincexis the solution of[(B), we have
1 ~ L ~ 1 =% ~ s E
02 SIOK=§* = SIPX = 1 + AAIN — 1X11)
> hTOT(Ox" - §) + AA(IKIL - IX'lls)  (by convexity of (12)|dx — §1I)
= hT®T (X~ §) + Aol = X, 11 + I%rlls = [Xsell2)
> ~[IhllzI®T (BX" — Dlleo + AA(IKToll1 = 1, 12 + K75l = 1Xell2)
> —[Ihl11AA/2 + AAIRrlla = 1%, [l + [%rglly + [ells = 2%ells) — (from &)
~(lIhrollz + lIrell)2A/2 + AA (=l + sl = 211Xella)
1 3 N
= SAAhrell — SAAlR lls — 2AA]Xe I
16



It follows that 3|hr,|l1 + 4llxi‘r8||1 > |Ihrelly, proving [AS4).
The second inequality (A.5b) is from

[IlIZ = lIhr, I + [lhre 12
< [Ihre,|I? + lirell/1 - (from LemmaB)
< [Ihre,l? + Bl lls + 4lIxrell)?/1 - (from (AEE))
< NI, l? + (3 VSl + 4l1el12)?/1
= (1+ 98/1)lIhr” + 2438/ llIFrr X 11 + L611Xql15/1

2
< [ V1 +9/llIhry,ll + 4ixiglla/ VI] .

(I
Lemma5. For any matrix¥ with N columns, and,$ < N, we have
PRI = Ao()lIhreyl I = Aa(®) IR, llXrella/ Vi,
where A(¥) and A¥) are defined ir{10a4)and (I0B) respectively.
Proof. For anyj > 2, we have
Iy, W1, Wt hr|
[l [{Lgy A
1
= Z |”\pT01hT01/”hT01” + \PTJ- th/”th””2 - ”\PTthm/”hTm” - \ij hTJ/”hTJ””2|
2 2
1 B /11N, ] P, /1107,
- — \p \P . 01 01 _ \P \P . 01 01
4 ”[ ) [ hr, /i RACRR | M
1
<7 (20" (s+2) - 207 (s+ 21))
= %(p*(s+ 2)—p (s+2)). (A.6)

The inequality above follows from the definitiorls {6a) ahdi)(6and the fact that fact that
hr,,/lIhr,, |l andhy, /llhr || arez-unit vectors, so that
S Lo e [
=hr, /bl )
7

hrgy /llhme, |l
hr, /libr I




Considering the left side of the claimed inequality, we have
Iehi?
= W7 hmoll? + 207 W, g, Pirg, + ['¥rg, b 17

> Wb P = 2 > INT, W, W |
=2

> p(s+ il I” = (07 (5+ 2)) = p~(s+ 2)lIhry |l D llhry 1~ (from A8

j=2
> p~(s+ Dllhrgl? = (0" (5+ 21) = p (5 + 2)llrg,llilhrsli/ VI (from LemmaB)
> p7(s+ DI i” = (o (5+ 21) = p™ (5 + 2))Ihrg,lI(3lIhroll/ VI + Bllxiella/ VI) (from (A53))
> (p(s+1) = 3/s/I(p*(s+ 21) = p~(s+ 21))) lIhmy, -
4p* (s+21) = p~(s+ 2)Xellalinme,ll/ VI (usinglihr,llz < VSlihr,ll < VSl
> Ao(W)lIhr,II” = Au(P)lIhrgy e lla/ VI,
which completes the proof. O

[@Similar claims or inequalities t&{Al 6) can be found in Caadhd Tad [7], Candéd [6], Zhang
]

Lemma 6. Assume thafA.T) holds. We have

[ ®h|? Sg/lAIIhlll < 6VsA|hr, [l + 64AX7ell1, (A.7a)
|[Dh]IZ <MAZ2. (A.7b)
Proof. Denote the feasible region &fl (3) as
Fi={x|ox-y20, [dX -l < A/2}.
SinceX'is the optimal solution td{3), we have the optimality corudit
QT (DK - §) + AAI|X2 N —Ne () # 0,

whereNg(X) denotes the normal cone &f at the pointxX"and d||X||1 is the subgradient of the
function||.||; at the pointx” This condition is equivalent to existencegé 9||X||; andn € Ng(X)
such that

OT(PX-§) +AAg+n=0.
It follows that
O"Oh+ dT(PX —§) + AAg+n=0

= h'®d"dh+h"dT(dx" - §) + AAh"g+h'n=0
= ||®h|? = ~h"®T(DX* - §) — AAhTg—h'n
= ||®h|? < ~h"®T(dx* — §) — 1AhTg  (usingx* € F and so-h"n = (x* — X)"n < 0)
= [PhIP < [IhllaI®T (@X" = Pl + AAlNlIglo-
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From||gll. <1 and[A.1), we obtain
[BhI? < AAlINIL/2 + ARl

3
= 2aah
2/1 {LallE

3
= E/IA(IIhTolll +lhrelle)

3 X
< EﬂA(4IIhTOII1 + 4||XT3|I1) (from (A.5d))
< 6Vs1Alhy, || + 6/lAIIX-*rglll,
which proves the first inequality.

~ — 2 ~
From [A.2), the second inequality is obtained|ldh|*> < (\/M||d)h||w) < MAZ?. O

Proof of Theoreril2
Proof. First, assume thal9) holds. Take= @ in Lemmd® and apply{A.Ta). We have

Ao(®)lIhre,I? = (Aa(®)/ VD)IXie Ilallbregll < DN < 6 VSAlhre, || + BAANXe la.
If follows that
Ao(®)lIhreyI” = ((AL®@)/ VD)X Il + 6 VSAA) lIhrgyl| < BAAIIXe . (A.8)

Using Ao(®) > 0 (which is assumed in the statement of the theorem), welrtzl for a
quadratic inequalit@x’ — bx < c with a, b, ¢ > 0, one has

2 + 4, 2 4
xsb+ b? + acS b+ aC:E)+ E_ (A.9)
2a 2a a a

Hence[(AB) implies that

A 1 5/ Ve -+ 6 [4l1x5ll
I Tmusm((Al(cb)/ )l [l + 6 VSIA) + o)

6VSIA  A(D) / 61A 12
= ~ c — = )(kc .
(@) + AO(&))\/I—“XTO“l"' AO((D)II Telly

By invoking (A.5H), we provel(A.3a) by
||h|| < \/TQS/IHhTm” + (4/ \/|—) ||)(-k|—8||l

L SVITOsTysIA (4+ @)(Hx—?clld Vi) + \/@Hﬁrcui’2
Po(®) Ao(®) ° Aol®) 7

= 6C2(®)? VSIA + Co(®) (IXyella/ VI) + 2.5C2(P) \[AA Xl

Next we provel(A.3b). Taking’ = ® in Lemmd% and applyind{A.Tb), we have

Ao( @)y, |I” = (Au(@)/ VI)IXze Il < [PhI < MAZ,
19



Using [A.9) again, one has
VNI
VA(D)

Il < % (Ixella/ VI) +

By invoking (A.50), we have

||h|| < \/TQS/l“hTmH + (4/ \/l-) “in-g“l

S(4+w)”)q_c”l/\/i+ 1+9~S/| mA,
Ao(®) g Ao(D)

proving [A3b).

Note that all claims hold under the assumption that (9) isfied. Since LemmBl2 shows
that [9) holds with probability at least-dr with takingA = /2 10g(2N/7) fnax, We conclude that
all claims hold with the same probability. O

High-Probability Estimates of the Estimation Error
For use in these results, we define the quantity

x = M/M = (M = M)/M, (A.10)
which is the fraction of saturated measurements.

Theorem 3. Assumed € R™N to be a Gaussian random matrix, that is, each entry is i.i.d.
and drawn from a standard Gaussian distributisf(0, 1). Letd € RMN pe the submatrix of
® taking M rows from®, with the remainingVl rows being used to form the other submatrix
® € RMN as defined irf@). Then by choosing a threshotdsufficiently small, and assuming
that y satisfies the boung(1 — logy) < 7, we have for any k 1 such that kogN = o(M) that,
with probability larger thanl — O (exp(~Q(M))), the following estimates hold:

N s%m+o(m), (A.11a)
oK) zi—gr-o(m), (A.11b)
(K <%«/ﬁ+o(«/ﬁ), (A.11c)
(K zi—gx/ﬁ—o(«/ﬁ). (A.11d)

Proof. From the definition op* (k), we have

[+ —
pr(k) = |T\sk,pc1&)§,...,m}O-maX((DT)’
whereomax(®7) is the maximal singular value dfr. From Vershynin|E2, Theorem 5.39], we
have for anyt > 0 that
20



with probability larger than & O (exp(-Q(t?)). Since the number of possible choices Tois
N\ [eNyk
(k) = (T) :
we have with probability at least
1- (E)O (exp Q%)) = 1 - O(exp klog €N/K) - (%))
that

Vot (K) = max )o-max(fl)-r) < VM + O(\/E) +t.

[TI<k Tc{1,2,....N

Takingt = VM/16, and noting that = o(M), we obtain the inequality {A.1]la), with probability
at least

1 - O(exp klog(eN/k) — Q(t?))
=1- O(exp klog(eN/k) — Q(M))
= 1-0O(exp (M) — Q(M))
> 1 - O(exp(-£(M)))

The second inequality (A T1lLb) can be obtained similarlyrfro

Omin(®7) < N—O(\/E)—t»

min
|T|<k,Tc{1,2,...,N}

whereomin(®7) is the minimal singular value aby. (We sett = VM/16 as above.)
Next we prove[(A.11c). We have

_ |7 hell
Vot (k) = max < max _oma(®rT),
Y hTisk el 7 ik R max(Prr)

whereR c {1,2,...,M} andT c {1, 2,..., N} are subsets of the row and column indicesbof
respectively, an@g 1 is the submatrix ofd consisting of rows irR and columns ifT. We now
apply the result in Vershynih [22, Theorem 5.39] again: Forta> 0, we have

O'max((DR,T) < \/ﬁ + O( ‘/R) +1

with probability larger than + O(exp (-Q(t?))). The number of possible choices Ris

(m_) = (%)M - (E)XM = exp(My log(e/x)) < expM),

so that the number of possible combinations ffT() is bounded as follows:

(m_)(r:) < exp(rM + klog(eN/k)).
21



We thus have
P(\/ﬁ’f(k < \/ﬁ+0(\/§)+t)
ZP( max o(PrT) < m+0(x/ﬁ)+t)

IRI<M,[T|<k

e

=1- (M—)(I:)O(e‘mz)) (sinceM + M = M)

=1-0 [exp(TM + klog(eN/k) — Q(tz))] .

\%

Takingt = VM/16, and noting again th&t= o(M), we obtain the inequality if_(A.Tlc). Work-
ing further on the probability bound, for this choicetpfve have
1- O[exp(rM + klog(eN/K) - Q(M))]
=1-0[exp(tM + klog(eN/k) — Q(M))]
= 1-O(expt-(M))),
where the first equality follows frorvl = (1 — y)M and for the second equality we assume that

7 is chosen small enough to ensure that@{®) term in the exponent dominates thigl term.
A similar procedure can be used to prove (Al11d). O

We conclude by deriving estimates ©f(®), Co(®), and fmay that are used in the discussion
at the end of Sectidd 3.

From Theorerfil3, we have that under assumptions (iii), (iw),@&), the quantityd; (®) defined
in (I0B) is bounded as follows:

AL®) = 4(F (39 + V5 (39) (V539 - V7 (39)
<4 (W0 + o Vi) (3 A+ o V)

=M +0o(M) = Q(M).

Usings = |, the quantityAy(®) defined in [I0a) is bounded as follows:

Ao®) = 7 (29 - SAu(@)
> %Zm —o(M) — %M - o(M)
3

= E|\7| — o(M)

= Q(M),

for all sufficiently large dimensions and small saturatiatiay, sinceM = (1 — y)M. Using the
estimates above fok(®) and Ay (®), in the definitions[{10c) an@{IDd), we obtain

Ci(®) = 4+ VIOA®)/Ad(®) = 1),  Co(®) = y10/A(®) = 2 (1/ VM),
22



as claimed. Finallyfmax can be estimated by

fra = VBT (L) < i—é«/ﬁ+ o(M) = O(VM).
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