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Abstract

In our recent work([30, 33] we considered solving under4aeieed systems of linear equations with
sparse solutions. In a large dimensional and statistiaatiesd we proved results related to performance of
a polynomialé; -optimization technique when used for solving such systefsone of the tools we used a
probabilistic result of Gordor [18]. In this paper we rewtiis classic result in its core form and show how
it can be reused to in a sense prove its own optimality.

Index Terms: Random subspaces; linear systems of equationé; -optimization.

1 Introduction

We start by looking back at the problem that we considered $erées of recent work [30, 82,133]. It
essentially boils down to finding sparse solutions of urdktermined systems of linear equations. In a
more precise mathematical language we would like to fikesparsex such that

Ax =y 1)

where A is anm x n (m < n) matrix andy is anm x 1 vector (here and in the rest of the paper, under
k-sparse vector we assume a vector that has at hnoshzero components). Of course, the assumption will
be that such am exists.

To make writing in the rest of the paper easier, we will asstimeeso-calledinear regime, i.e. we will
assume that = gn and that the number of equationsiis= an wherea andg are constants independent
of n (more on the non-linear regime, i.e. on the regime wheis larger than linearly proportional tocan
be found in e.g[[9,16,17]).

A particularly successful technique for solvimng (1) is a&kin programming relaxation callég-optimization.
(Variations of the standarg -optimization from e.g. [[7,18,27]) as well as those from! [18/19+-21, 26] re-
lated to/,-optimization,0 < ¢ < 1 are possible as well.) Basig-optimization algorithm findx in (1)) by
solving the followingé;-norm minimization problem

min IIx||1
subjectto Ax=y. (2)

Due to its popularity the literature on the use of the abogerithm is rapidly growing. We below restrict
our attention to two, in our mind, the most influential worhkattrelate to[(2).
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The first one is[[6] where the authors were able to show that @&ndn are given, A is given and
satisfies the restricted isometry property (RIP) (more @ phoperty the interested reader can find in e.qg.
[1,13,5]6]24]), then any unknown vectgrwith no more thark = Sn (whereg is a constant dependent
on « and explicitly calculated ir |6]) non-zero elements candmwered by solvind (2). As expected, this
assumes that was in fact generated by thatand given to us.

However, the RIP is only aufficientcondition for¢;-optimization to produce thg-sparse solution of
(@). Instead of characterizing through the RIP condition, in [11, 12] Donoho looked at itometric
properties/potential. Namely, in[11,112] Donoho consgdithe polytope obtained by projecting the regular
n-dimensional cross-polytop€}’ by A. He then established that the solution [of (2) will be theparse
solution of [1) if and only ifAC} is centrally k-neighborly (for the definitions of neighborliness, detail
of Donoho’s approach, and related results the interesi@tdkerecan consult now already classic references
[L1H14]). In a nutshell, using the results of([Z, 4,22[ 23, 84s shown in [12], that ifA is a randomn x n
ortho-projector matrix then with overwhelming probalyilidC; is centrallyk-neighborly (as usual, under
overwhelming probability we in this paper assume a prolfgtiiiat is no more than a number exponentially
decaying inn away from1). Miraculously, [11, 12] provided a precise character@atof m andk (in a
large dimensional context) for which this happens.

In a series of our own work (see, elg.[32,33]) we then createalternative probabilistic approach which
was capable of providing the precise characterization &etwn and k that guarantees success/failure of
(2) when used for finding the-sparse solution of {1). The approach was a combination afhgéric and
purely probabilistic ideas and used bunch of tools fromsitas probability theory, (most notably a couple
of results of Gordon from_[18] that we will revisit in this pap. The following theorem summarizes the
results we obtained in e.q. [32,/33].

Theorem 1. (Exact threshold) Le#l be anm x n matrix in () with i.i.d. standard normal components. Let
the unknowrx in (1) bek-sparse. Further, let the location and signs of nonzero elasiofx be arbitrarily
chosen but fixed. Lét,m,n be large and letx = 7 and 3, = % be constants independentsafand n.
Let erfinv be the inverse of the standard error function aisged with zero-mean unit variance Gaussian
random variable. Further, let ali’s below be arbitrarily small constants.

1. Letfy, (Bw < 6, < 1) be the solution of
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then with overwhelming probability the solution bf (2) is #irsparsex from (1).

2. Letfy, (Bw < 6, < 1) be the solution of
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If on the other handv and 3,, satisfy

. 5 2
(0 ) /B
— ) — -
erfinvi{=5=))? 0 (1 + 6&9))-2

1 s 21— By) /2(erfin 1))
(1 — € g )(ew + \/ﬁ

o< ———
(1+e§m))2 !

X
(6)

then with overwhelming probability there will bekasparsex (from a set of’s with fixed locations
and signs of nonzero components) that satisfies (1) andtithe solution of[(R).

Proof. The first part was established in [33] and the second one vtaslisbed in[[30]. An alternative way
of establishing the same set of results was also presen{gél]in O

We below provide a more informal interpretation of what wsisblished by the above theorem. Assume
the setup of the above theorem. kgt andg,, satisfy the following:
Fundamental characterization of the/; performance:

ze%erfinvq:%))?
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Then:
1. If a > oy, then with overwhelming probability the solution &f (2) isth-sparsex from (1).

2. If a < oy, then with overwhelming probability there will betasparsex (from a set ofk’s with fixed
locations and signs of nonzero components) that satisf)emLisnot the solution of[(R).

As mentioned above, to establish the result giveflin (7) veel ascouple of classic probabilistic results
from [18]. In the following section we will recall these rédtsuand see how they can be reconnected and in
a way optimized.

We organize the rest of the paper in the following way. In Beé@ we introduce and briefly discuss the
two theorems from [18] that we plan to revisit in this papenjle/in Sectiori B we create the mechanism for
optimizing the second of the theorems in certain scenaFially, in Section§4 and 5 we discuss obtained
results.

2 Keytheorems

In this section we introduce the above mentioned theoreatsatii be of key importance in our subsequent
considerations.

First we recall the following results from_[18] that relatiesstatistical properties of certain Gaussian
processes.

Theorem 2. ([18]) Let X;; andY;;, 1 < i < n,1 < j < m, be two centered Gaussian processes which
satisfy the following inequalities for all choices of indic

2\ 2
1. B(X2) = E(Y2)



3. B(Xi;Xu) = E(Y;;Yi),i # 1.

Then
P = M) < POYU = M)
i j

J

Based on the above theorem Gordon then went further and goeoweore specific type of result now
widely known as “Escape through a mesh” theorem. The resskrdially looks at a particular class of
Gaussian processes and connects them with the geometmydafimasubspaces and their intersections with
given fixed subsets of high-dimensional unit spheres.

Theorem 3. ( [18] Escape through a mesh) Lét be a subset of the unit Euclidean sphéfe! in R™.
LetY be a random(n — m)-dimensional subspace &f", distributed uniformly in the Grassmanian with
respect to the Haar measure. Let

wp(8) = E sup (g"w) (8)

whereh is a random column vector iR"™ with i.i.d. A(0,1) components. Assume that,(S) <
(ﬁ — ﬁ) Then

2
Vm——— —wp(s)
v
P(YnS=0)>1—3.5e—( s ) . )

Remark: Gordon’s original constarit.5 was substituted bg.5 in [25]. Both constants are not subject
of our detailed considerations. However, we do mention sspe that to the best of our knowledge it is an
open problem to determine the exact value of this constamntelisas to improve and ultimately determine
the exact value as well of somewhat high constant

In a more informal language, what Theorein 3 manages to ci®ateoute to connect the location of
a low-dimensional random subspace with respect to a gively bad a seemingly simple quantity(.S).
Then as long as one can get a handlev¢f) and dimensions are large enough one can get a pretty good
feeling if a random flat will hit or miss the given bod; There are a couple of restrictions, though. What
we call a body in an informal way is not really a body but rathesubset of the unit-dimensional sphere
and what we call a random flat is not really “just” a random flatt &ctually a subspace chosen uniformly
randomly from the Grassmanian (one can think of it as a umifprandom choice among all subspaces of
dimensionn. — m). We believe that it is easier to get a real feeling of the powfeésordon’s results if one
for a moment leaves technicalities out of the picture antkatsviews things in a more informal way.

Along the same lines, in our opinion, to fully understand thieaculous importance of Theordr 3 it is
maybe a good starting point to have a firm hold of understandirthe original geometric question that it
answers. The question is incredibly simple: there is aSsahich is a subset of sphei®”~! in R”. One
then generates a uniformly random subspace (as we said,abdvis paper, when we talk about uniformly
random spaces/subspaces we of course view such a randomaeSsassmanian sense) of dimension say
n — m (where of coursen > 0) and wonders how likely is that such a subspace will intéraeth S.
One simple example that could help visualizing these higtedsional geometric concepts would be to
taken = 3 and look at a spherical cap of the sphérfein R3. Then one can chose say— m = 1 and
basically wonder how likely is that a random line through dnigin would intersect such a spherical cap.
Of course wherf is a spherical cap the answer is simple and can be obtainedgtna simple geometric
consideration as the ratio of the spherical cap’s area am@ba of the entire unit sphere. On the other
hand, geometrically speaking, it is immediately clear houchharder the question becomes'ifs not a
spherical cap and andn — m are large.

If one then looks back at the original question, which, as wgeussed above, is purely geometrical,
it seems almost unbelievable (at least a priori) that it carirnsformed to a purely analytical problem.



The incredible contribution of Theorelm 3 is exactly in itcsess to create such a transformation and to
effectively connect this geometric question on one side thedproperties of Gaussian processes on the
other side. The idea of moving everything to the analysistelis great on its own, however what is more
astonishing is that often one can actually accomplish itl, 8then one moves to the analysis terrain there
are several questions one should be able to tackle (thegonatplay just seem a but easier when transferred
to the analysis terrain, but nobody guarantees that it isailgteasy!). The two questions that we found most
pressing are: 1) Can one get a handlevgf(.S) for any S? 2) Roughly speaking, the theorem only specifies
what will happen ifwp (S) < y/m. Is there a definite answer as to what will happenif(S) > /m?

When it comes to answering the first question it doesn't sdeahthe answer would be yes. Still,
experience says that for many “practical” sétene can actually handlep (S) (see, e.g/[[31,33]). Even
if computing the exact value abp(S) may not be feasible there are possible alternatives. Fangbea
one can try to boundp(.S) and in a way provide at least some kind of answer to the ofigjeametric
guestion. On the other hand, when it comes to the secondgpuesie could envision two possible scenarios.
Assuming that the answer to question 1) is no, one then meiyating at particular setS and then wonder
which are the set§' so thatwp(S) can be handled. Then the first scenario would be to look aetBdsr
whichwp(S) would not be computable. Then even if one can give a defingeanto question 2) the whole
concept would appear as a raw theory without final analytioatreteness. The second scenario would on
the other hand relate to thosefor which wp(S) can be computed. This scenario is actually probably the
first next direction for possible further studies of Theof@nin the following section we look at this very
same scenario and observe that for cerfaone can actually provide a definite answer to question 2.

3 Reuvisiting Escape through a mesh theorem

In the first part of this section we will look at a couple of tagtal details that relate to quantities from
TheoreniB. We first revisivp (S). As stated in Theorei 3y (.5) is given as

wp(S) = Esup(g'w). (10)
wesS

To be a bit more specific we will assume that Setan be described through a functional equation, i.e we
will say that
S =A{wlllwl[z =1, f(w) < 0}. (11)

We will then accordingly replace(S) by

wp(f)=Esup  (g'w)
subjectto  [w|2 =1
f(w) <0. (12)

3.1 Deterministic view

Clearly to gain a complete control overp(f) (and basicallywp(.S)) one ultimately has to consider its
random origin. However, before going through the randomméshe problem and we will try to provide a
more information aboutvp (f) (and a couple other deterministic quantities that will lteaduced below)
on a deterministic level. Along these lines, to distinguisiween deterministic and random portions of



nature ofwp(f) (i.e. wp(f)) we will introduce quantityw(f, g) as

w(f,g) =sup  (g"W)
subjectto  [w|zs =1
f(w) <0. (13)

Then clearly
wp(S) =wp(f) = Ew(f,8) (14)

As mentioned above, for the time being we will focuswep( f, g). Also, to make the presentation easier we
will assume that theup in (8), (10), (12), and(13) can be replaced witmax (also for all other occasions
in the paper where sup may appear as more precise we will assume that scenariogdrétsmt anax can
replace it). Ther(13) can be rewritten as

w(f,g) =max  g'w
subjectto  ||w|2=1

f(w) <0. (15)
Transforming[(1b) a bit further one gets
w(f,g) =—min  —g'w
subjectto  ||w|2=1
f(w) <0. (16)

Using a Lagrangian multiplier one can move constrain}f éw) into the objective

w(f.g) =~ min max —g'w + Af(w). 17)
One then easily has
w(f,g) < —max min —g'w + Af(w), (18)
and
w(f,g) < min max g'w—Af(w). (19)

We will now leave the deterministic portion of the analysisud.S) (or to be more precise the analysis of
w(f,g)) for a moment and switch to consideration of a seemingledkifit optimization problem. Namely
we will consider the following deterministic optimizatigmoblem

7(f,A)=min  f(w)
subjectto  Aw =0
[wll2 =1, (20)

and through it we will introduce a new quantity f, A). This quantity will be in a way an “almost” coun-
terpart tow(f, g). At this point the purpose of introducing such a quantity maybe clear. However, as
we progress further it will become more apparent what itsmmggis and why we introduced it. Here we
only mention roughly that (f, A) can be thought of as an indicator that subspace’sf Aw, and the unit
sphere|w||2 = 1 have an intersection that is also containedilNamely, if7(f, A) < 0 then indeed there
is aw such thatdw = 0, ||w||2 = 1, and f(w) < 0. However by the definition o from (11) such aw is



actually inS. On the other hand if(f, A) > 0 there is now such thatAw = 0, ||w|j2 = 1, andf(w) < 0
and automatically the intersection of subspase and the unit sphergw ||, = 1 is missing sefS.

Going back to[(20) and using again the Lagrangian multipliére can then move the subspace constraint
into the objective

7(f,A) = min max f(w) + v Aw. (21)

[lwll2=1 v

Now, we will assume that the structure of $eis determined by a functiofi(w) for which it also holds

7(f,A) = min max f(w)+ v Aw

[lwlle=1 v
= max min f(w)+ v Aw. (22)
v [wllz=1
In fact, as it will be clear from the subsequent analysis,pittgperty that we will mostly utilize is actually
the sign ofr(f, A). Having that in mind one can actually relax a bit requiren{2g

sign(7(f,A)) = Sigr‘l(| min max f(w) +vT Aw)

[wll2=1
= sign(max H H‘l‘in . f(w) + v Aw). (23)
v W||2=
Clearly, [22) or[(2B) will not hold for any(w) and anyA. However, we will assume that there gféew)
and A for which they will hold. After rearrangind (22) a bit we have

—7(f,A) = min max —f(w)— vl Aw, (24)

v lwll2=1
and after rearranging_(23) a bit we have

— sign(7(f, A)) = sign(min max f(w) — v Aw). (25)
v wl|2=
At this point one should note that while quantitie$f, g) andr(f, A) are random, so far they have been
treated as deterministic. In other words, we viewed thenuastions of a fixed paifg, A). Moreover,
they are in a good enough shape that we can switch to a prabalplortion of their analysis. Probabilistic
portion of the analysis will essentially contain an analytkiat will determine typical behavior of these two
guantities when components gfand A are i.i.d. standard normals.

3.2 Probabilistic view

To obtain a probabilistic view on quantities( f,g) and7(f, A) we will invoke the results of Theoref 2.
We will do so through the following lemma which is slightly olibed Lemma 3.1 from [18] (Lemma 3.1 is
a direct consequence of Theorem 2 and the backbone of theesfzaugh a mesh theorem).

Lemma 1. Let A be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components. lgecandh ben x 1
andm x 1 vectors, respectively, with i.i.d. standard normal comgras. Also, ley be a standard normal
random variable. Then

P( min max (—VTAW+||I/||29—CW7V) >0)> P( min max (||1/||2gTW—|—hT1/—CW7l,) >0). (26)
veR"\0 ||w|2=1 veRM\0 ||wlj2=1
Proof. The proof is exactly the same as is the one of Lemma 3/1in [18]. O



Let(w,, = eég)\/ﬁHqu + f(w) with eég) > 0 being an arbitrarily small constant independent.otWe

will first look at the right-hand side of the inequality [n {26 he following is then the probability of interest

P( min  max (|[v]2g"w +hTv — ) Va|v] — f(w)) > 0). (27)
veR™\0 ||w|l2=1

After pulling out||v||> one has

h'v f(w)
P( min max (||v]2g Tw+nTv— el \/_1/ >0) = P( min g Tw+—— e(g)\/ﬁ— >
(min  max (o] O Vall=F () = 0) = P( min | masx (Ivla(e"w+ o~ vi—T00) > 0
and then easily
P( min max (||v|2g” w+hTv— 65 \/_HI/HQ f(w))>0)=P( min max (gTw+hT f J(w )) > 0).
veRM0 [[wl2=1 vER™M0 |[w2=1 lellz 112
Replacing]v ||, with a scaler;- and solving the minimization over differentwith a fixed||v||» one obtains
P max (||v|2g” w+hTv— e v >0) = P(min max w—A, > ||h —i—e(g) n).
(min| max (17 OVl fw) 2 0) = Plmin max (67w, (w) = [l i)

(28)
Sinceh is a vector ofm i.i.d. standard normal variables it is rather trivial t#({|h||» < (1 + e(m))\/ﬁ) >

] —ee"m whereeg ™ > (s an arbitrarily small constant am@” is a constant dependent eﬁ”) but
independent of.. Then from [[28) one obtains

P(min max (g7w — A, f(w)) > ||hls + ¥ v/n)
A >0 [[w2=1

(m)

>(1—e® m)P(g;%the;xl(g w =\ f(w) > (1+e™)Vm + el vn). (29)

We now look at the left-hand side of the inequality[inl(26).

P( min max (—vTAw+|v|29—Cwy) > 0) = P( min = max (—vT Aw—f(w)+|v|l2(g— egg)\/ﬁ)) > 0).

veRM\0 ||wlj2=1 veRM\0 ||w]|2=1
(30)

SinceP(g < eég) Vn) <1-— e‘ﬁég)” (whereeég) is, as all othek’s in this paper are, independent:gffrom
(30) we have

(9)

P( min  max (—vT Aw+||v|29—Cwy) > 0) < (1—e~% ™)P( min  max (—v? Aw—f(w)) 20)+6_Eég)".

vERM\0 |[w|l>=1 vERM\0 [[w]l>=1 -
Connecting[(26)[(27)(28). (29), (30), ahd(31) we obtain
P(Vglngl\O”ghgxl(—vTAw f(w))>0) >
%Hmm max (g7w — A, f(w)) > (1+e{™)v/m + ¢! \F>+Lg);. (32)
(1—emy " A20 wlo=1 (1—e"m)
Let
£(f.e )—§n>%|‘n"|1|a}_<l(gTw—Ayf(W)) (33)



and

Ep(f) = ES(f,8). (34)
Using (24) and[(33)[(32) becomes
—eg”)m _Eég)n
P(=r(f,4) > 0) > %P(i(ﬂ g) > (1+a™)vm + & vin) + ueﬁ (35)
— e % — e %

Now we will make assumption thgt f, g) concentrates arourgh (f) and thattp(f) ~ /n, i.e.

P(E(f,) — En(f)] > eep(f)) < e D), (36)

(This assumption can be avoided; however in the interestadfitaining as simple a presentation as possible
we will state it). Moreover, let

(1—een(f) = (1 +e™)vm + & v/n. (37)
Then from [35) we have
(1—e"'m) © e’
P(—7(f,A)>0) > ———(1—e = 5D(f)) + (38)
_@ _ (9
(1_666 n) (1_666 n)
Finally, if all assumptions we made indeed hold then
(1- e‘ﬁém)m) © e
lim P(7(f,A) <0) > lim ~—————(1—¢ ooy —— —  —1. (39)
n—00 n—00 _elo) _(9)
(1_666 n) (1_666 n)

In other words, if[(ZR) (or(23))[(36), and (37) hold then fargen one has with overwhelming probability
that the random subspacewfs, Aw, will intersect setS on the unit sphere.
We are now in position to state the following theorem whicl iway complements Theorérm 3.

Theorem 4. (Trapped in a mesh) Let andn be large andn < n but proportional ton. Let.S be a subset
of the unit Euclidean spher§”~! in R™. Moreover, letS be such that it can be characterized through a
function f(w) in the following way

S =A{wlllwl[z =1, f(w) < 0}. (40)

LetY be a random(n — m)-dimensional subspace &f", distributed uniformly in the Grassmanian with
respect to the Haar measure. For example, let

Y = {w|Aw = 0}, (41)

whereA is anm x n matrix of i.i.d. standard normals. Lefbe anm x 1 vector of i.i.d standard normals.
Further let

¢p(f) = Emin, max (g'w — A, f(w)). (42)

Assume thaf (w) is such that[(ZR) (or(23)) and (86) hold.
1) Lete; andes be arbitrarily small constants and let be such that

Ep(f) = (1+e)vVm+ exv/n. (43)



Then
lim P(YNS#0)=1. (44)

n—oo

2) On the other hand, let: be such that

En(f) < Vi - 1= (45)
Then
Tim P(Y NS =0)=1. (46)

Proof. The first part follows from the discussion presented abowethe second part we first observe from

(19) and[(3B)

w(f,g) < min ||VIVH|§§1(gTW ~ A f(w) =£(f,8) (47)

Then we have

wp(S) = wp(f) = Bw(f,g) < Egi;g] ”VI}}@’:‘l(gTW —Mf(w)) =FE¢(f,g) =&p(f). (48)

A combination of[(48) and the condition given [n_{45) gives

b
4/m’
which is then enough to apply Theoréim 3 and obfain (46). O

wp(S) =wp(f) < &p(f) < vVm - (49)

In essence the above theorem provides a characterizatieet®f for which one can determine in
a sense an optimal maximal/minimal dimension of the migsiteysecting subspacdw. Of course the
result of the previous theorem will be useful as long as oaélis to handle (computg),. Also, one should
note that there are numerous other ways that can be usedsenptée main results obtained above. We
chose the way given in the above theorem in order to be as amg®ssible to the original formulation
given in Theoreml3 and at the same time to maintain a presamtiat would in a way hint what the main
ideas behind the entire mechanism are. For example, amonyg attarnative formulations, the following
two are probably even more natural than the version presemtiae above theorem. First, instead of trying
to formulate results along the lines of Theoriem 3 one canditata probabilistic results based én](38) and
the corresponding ones that can be obtained in analogoudowvay( f,g). We skip this exercise but do
mention that in the absence of Theorem 3 such a presentatiold we our preferable one. Second, instead
of relying on quantity¢, one can rely on the originabp (.S). Since this modification is relatively simple
we will provide a brief sketch of it below. We also do mentitiatithis modification will in the end produce
results that are visually more similar to the ones given edhiginal formulation in Theorem 3. However,
to achieve a mere similarity one is in a way forced to remodehtilations given in Theorefd 4 which in
our view contain a bit of a flavor as to how the entire mechanigrks. That way one ultimately produces
a visual analogue to Theorem 3 but at the expense of losing @f ke hint as to what the core of the
presented concept is. Still, we do believe that it is coreminto have such a formulation handy and we
therefore present it below.
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3.3 An alternative formulation

The inequality given in[(29) can be further extended in tHi®¥ang way

. (9)
P(min max (g'w — A f(w)) 2 [[bl: + " V)

(m)

> (1—e 2 ™P(min max (g7w— A\, f(w)) > (1+6 )\/_—i-e ) /n)

A >0 [w|2=1

>(1—e" ™)P( max min(glw — )\, f(w)) > (1+6 )\/_—i-e ) v/n)

[wlla=1 Ap>0
:(1—@‘65M)m)P(—|v13ﬁ;n1£13aX( g'w 4+ A\ f(w)) > (1+61 )\/——Fe \/7_1) (50)

Using [17) one then has

P(min ma w— A\, > ||h —i-(g)n
(min max (7w ~ A, f(w)) > b2 + Vi)

(m)

> (1— e ™ P(u(f,g) > (1+6™)vm+e” vn). (51)
Connecting[(Z26)[(27)[(28). (9], (0], (31), ahdl(51) wevarat the following analogue t6 (B2)

P( min max (—vTAw — f(w)) > 0) >
(min | mas ( Fw) > 0) >

(m) (9)

U ) pulfig) = (1+ d™)im + Vi) + — . (52)
(1 — e % n) (1 — e S n)
which after using[{24) becomes the following analogué td (35
(1— —eém)m) e—eég)n
P(—7(f,4)>0) = D 7 P(w(f,g) =2 (1+ 61 )\/_+€5 vn) + N (53)

(1 — e % n) (1 — e % n)

As in the previous subsection, we will make assumptiondligt g) concentrates aroundp (S) = wp(f) =
Ew(f,g) (whichis a bit easier to insure than the concentratiofi ¢f g); a way for doing so can be deduced
from [18]) and thatvp (S) = wp(f) ~ /n, i.e.

P(jw(f,g) — wp(f)] > e wp(f)) < e~ wn ), (54)

(The assumption can also be avoided; as mentioned aboveyan& do so even for a fairly generdl
is to follow the presentation of [18]; however as was the ¢aghe previous subsection, in the interest of
maintaining as simple a presentation as possible we wilbsimmssume(34)). Moreover, let

(1= e)wp(f) > 1 +™)vm+ e vn. (55)
Then from [53) we have
(1—es"'m) (w e—esn
P(—1(f,A)>0)>—2(1—e2 o)y — (56)
(1 _ 6—66 n) (1 _ 6—66 n)
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Finally, if all assumptions we made indeed hold then

. ] (1 _ 6_€gm)m) —e(w)wp(f)) e_Eég)n
lim P(r(f,A) <0) > lim —— (1 —e % )+ =

ir ir %) — =1 (57)
oo "0 (1—e"% ™) (1—e™)
In other words, if[(2R) (or(23))[(84), and (55) hold then fargen one has with overwhelming probability
that the random subspacewfs, Aw, will intersect setS on the unit sphere.

We are now in position to state the following theorem whichnsalternative formulation of Theordm 4
and as Theoref 4 in a way complements Thedrem 3.

Theorem 5. (Trapped in a mesh — alternative) Letandn be large andn < n but proportional ton. Let
S be a subset of the unit Euclidean sphéfe! in R™. Moreover, letS be such that it can be characterized
through a functionf (w) in the following way

S =A{wll[wllz =1, f(w) < 0}. (58)

LetY be a random(n — m)-dimensional subspace &", distributed uniformly in the Grassmanian with
respect to the Haar measure. For example, let

Y = {w|Aw = 0}, (59)

whereA is anm x n matrix of i.i.d. standard normals. Letbe anm x 1 vector of i.i.d standard normals.
Further let
wp(S) =w =F max Tw = Emaxg’w. 60
p(S) = wp(f) s A <0 B max g (60)
Assume thaf (w) is such that[(2R) (or(23)) and (54) hold.
1) Lete; andes be arbitrarily small constants and let be such that

wp(S) =wp(f) > (14 €1)vVm + eav/n. (61)
Then
Tim P(Y NS #0)=1. (62)

2) On the other hand, let: be such that
1

wD(S) = wD(f) < \/ﬁ— 4\/ﬁ.

(63)
Then

li_>m PYNnS=0)=1. (64)
Proof. The first part follows from the discussion presented above §econd part follows from Theorem
and parts of its proof given in [18]. O

Visually speaking, Theorefd 5 may seem as a more natural eongpit to Theorer] 3. It is probably
even a bit simpler than the formulation given in Theofém 4.ti@nother hand, formulation in Theorém 4
is still our preferable one. In a way, it contains a bit of aalgdion of what really is the key to success of
the entire mechanism. If one is to give only the second pomiothese theorems we do believe that then
Theorenib is a more suitable choice (of course, by no surfiréas exactly what was done in [18]).
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3.4 Comments

As far as understanding of the above theorems goes, thesewml comments that we believe are in place.
Below are some of them.

1. As one compares the statements of Theolfdms 4land 5 on @ersidhe statement of Theorém 3
on the other it is clear that the concentration results aedtdifferently. In fact, not only are they
stated differently they are also way inferior in Theorémsd[8. We did mention right after Theorem
that determining concentrating constants is to the bestioknowledge an open problem even in
the original formulation given in Theorem 3. The same remaine for both of our theorems. The
difference though is that while constants in Theokém 3 arstiit@ly not the best possible ones, they
are, when compared to genetis (given in our theorems), much better. We do mention thahii
paper our major concern was a general type of result thaeeela relation between (S) (¢p) and
m rather than a precise concentration analysis. Still, itldidne of great importance if one could
provide a way more precise analysis and determine ultimatienality of concentrating constants
as well. Oure’s can relatively easily be translated into concrete nusbét#owever, determining
their optimal values is actually what requires a more carafiproach. In fact, quite possibly, one
may end up obtaining the optimal constants which are vegeléimply, because one would have to
encompass the entire family of sefs such is the standard set by the generality of some of results
presented in Theorerh$[3, 4, ddd 5!). This is partially theaeavhy we haven't stated any specific
constants but rather left such a problem to be solved onithai case basis.

2. Another important question that may arise based on ogeptation is which of many alternative for-
mulations would be the best possible. Answering such a iqueséems rather hard. Our experience
is that when the mechanism works then typically everythige(y quantity of interest) concentrates
and if one is then fine with ignoring specifics of concentragithen essentially all formulations are
fine.

3. The results presented above will not hold for all $et3he question then remains can one determine
the class of setS§ for which they will hold (such a subclass is determined byt above theorems).

4. How hard is for a function to actually satisfy the assummithat we have made? This is again a
very generic question and it seems that it is better to fortagsf functions for which they do hold,
instead of trying to exclude those for which they do not.

5. How limiting/general are our descriptions of $&t In reality the description of sétthat we assumed
is rather simple. We basically assumed that the entire sebeaharacterized through a functional
inequality. However, our assumption was made mostly foettgosition purposes. The entire mech-
anism would go through as well even if sgtwas characterized by an arbitrary number, gayf
functional inequalities, i.ef()(w) < 0,1,2..., L.

4 Discussion — how all of it actually works

While the results presented in the previous section may seéihdry they are actually quite powerful.
However, to really get a feeling how powerful they are one ltdwave to convince himself/herself that
there are scenarios when they can be used. While concgpiumltliscovered an array of sefsfor which
subspace dimension results of Theotém 3 eventually thrdbhgbrem$ 4 and 5 become optimal we believe
that it is easier to grasp the concept on small examples. @&edhat is the reason why in the first part of
the paper we briefly presented a problem that we were ablgaitkao full optimality using the mechanisms
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formulated in Theorenis 4 ahd 5. Below we will briefly sketclvhbe results presented in Sectidn 1 actually
fit into the context of the machinery presented in the previsection. Before doing so we just provide a
small example that shows how the entire machinery can befreddi bit if function f(w) is of a special

type.

4.1 Homogeneoud (w)

When functionf (w) is homogeneous one can actually change a bit the presentistseribed above. In fact
the presentation can be changed in many other scenarioslabaoveever we selected this one just to give
a flavor as to what are possible options. Another reason iskesching how the results given in Sectidn 1
fit into what was presented above will be a bit easier. Nowf (et) be a homogeneous function. Namely,
let f(w) be such that

flaw) = a’f(w), (65)

for anya > 0 and ad > 0. Then we say that functiofi(w) is positive homogeneous of degréeThen for
all practical purposes one can redefirig, A) from (20) in the following way

TM(f,A)=min  f(w)
subjectto Aw =0

[wll2 < 1. (66)
Proceeding then as in Section]3.1 one can write
M (f,A) = min max f(w)+ v’ Aw, (67)

lwllo<1 v
and assume that the structure of Sés determined by a functioi(w) for which it also holds

rM(fA) = | Hlllin<lmax f(w) 4+ T Aw
wi[2< v
= max min f(w)+ v Aw. (68)
v [lwll2<1

If (as in Sectioi 3]1) one instead focuses only on the sigr’df f, A) one can relax a bit requirement{68)
to

sign(~™(f,A)) = sign min max f(w)+ v Aw)

llwll2<1
= sign(max H II‘l‘iIil f(w) + vl Aw). (69)
v wi|2<

After rearranging[(68) a bit we have

- T(h)(f, A) = min HHha}él —f(w) — v Aw, (70)
vojiwll2<

and after rearrangin@ (69) a bit we have

—sign(~™(f, A)) = sign(min max —f(w) — v’ Aw). (71)

v [wll2<1

Now one can repeat all the derivations from Sedfioh 3.2 with( f, A) instead ofr(f, A). As a final result
one would wind up with the theorems that are exactly the samiéaoremEl4 arid 5. The only difference is
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that the assumptions of(w) would be those fron (68) (or (69)) instead of those from (22)(23)). This

is a bit convenient since it essentially boils down to a dyaliver a convex set. Of course, everything we
mentioned in this subsection remains true for any functamwhich the sign of-(f, A) from (20) does not
change if one relaxes the sphere condition to the ball comndit

4.2 An example of setS where everything works

In this subsection we sketch how the results presented itio®EE fit into the framework given in Section
[3.2. We recalll first that the problem that we were interesteid Sectiorl 1L is essentially the following: for
a givenn-dimensionak-sparse vectok (with say lastn — k£ components being zero) can one estimate the
dimension of matricesl in (1) such that the solution dfl(2) is actualtysparse. In fact let us be a bit more
specific. Let us look at &-sparse vectok (given the statistical structure that will be later on assdron
A, one can without a loss of generality, sgt= 0,7 = k + 1,k + 2,...,n). Now, the question of interest
is: givenA and Ax (whereA is anm x n matrix and is typically called the measurement matrix) cae o
find x such that

Ax = Ax. (72)

To make sure that we maintain consistency we do emphasizeithin (72) is whaty in Sectior 1 is (in
other words, although we did not state it anywhere in Seigrwas essentially implied to be constructed
as the product of matrixl and ak-sparse vectok). As we have mentioned in Sectibh 1 a popular way to
attack the above problem is to solié (2), i.e. the followipgjmization problem

min x|
subjectto  Ax = Ax. (73)

While the original problem[{72) is NP-hard in the worst cabe, optimization problem i (73) is clearly
solvable in polynomial time. Let be the solution ofi(73). The question then is how often (ifrpxe= x.

The line of thought first goes through the recognition thatill be k-sparsex only if there is now such
thatx = x + w, wherew is in the null space ofi and satisfies (see, e.4. [30132, 33])

k n
> wiz Y [lwill. (74)
i=1 i=k+1

If one then defines set on the unit spher& (™1 based on this parametrization of non-favoratis one
effectively obtains

k n
S={wlY wi+ Y [wil <0,[wl>=1}. (75)
=1 i=k+1
If one then defineg (w) as
k n
Fw) =Y "wi+ > |wil, (76)
=1 i=k+1
then clearly we have
S ={wlf(w) <0,[lwl|2 =1}, (77)

which fits into the description of given in [11). MoreoverS and ultimately f will indeed satisfy all
assumptions that we have made. Naméglww) from (78) is positive homogeneous of degieand duality
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in (€8) and[(6D) will easily hold. Also, let (as in Theoremsntig)
Y ={w|lw e R", Aw = 0}. (78)

Now, if one look at allw’s from the null-space ofi, i.e. at seft”, one can then connect the intersection of
setsY and S with x being equal or not t&. Namely, ifY NS = 0thenx = xand ifY NS # 0 then
there will be anx such thatk; = 0,i = k+ 1,k + 2,...,n andx # x. Now, if one views the problem
in a random context with matrid being anm x n matrix of i.i.d. standard normals, then one can for a
given ratio% determine the critical value of rati¢}, m« = “’DT(LS)Q, so that for% > e = wD( )2 with
overwhelming probabilityc =xforallxsuchthatk; =0,i =k+ 1,k +2,...,n. Onthe other hand, for
g e = “’Dfl 2 with overwhelming probability there is aasuch thatk; = 0,i = k+ 1,k + 2,.

andx ;é (in fact to be more in alignment with our theorems, insteadithh overwhelming probablllty we
should say with a probability that goes to onenass o).

Of course, what we presented above is just how critieglcan be connected top(.S). In a way that
solves only a half of the problem. The second half is to alstuterminewp(S). That relates to question
1) that we mentioned in the short discussion after Thedde@rBthe other hand, our main concern in here
is question 2) from the very same discussion and along the $iaes details related to handlingy (S) go
beyond the scope of this paper. However, we do mention inrgagisat computingvp (S) was one of the
problems of interest ir [30, 33] and the results obtainecketiaee actually those presented in Theorém 1.

Also, what we presented in this section is a simple way howoamdnterpret the entire mechanism from
previous sections when it comes to a particularseT he interpretation given above is related to a rather
simple setS. A more complicated version &f where everything also works can be found in €.gl[[28, 31].

5 Conclusion

In this paper we revisited a couple of classic probabilitguits from [18]. These results relate to the
geometry of the intersection of random subspaces and subféte unit sphere itR™ and properties of
Gaussian processes. Namely,[in|[18], the likelihood ofi@vandom subspace &f* of dimensionn — m
intersect a given sef on the unit sphere was connected to a quantity describin§ satled the Gaussian
width. Moreover, it was shown that can go (roughly speaking) as low as the squared gaussiah widt
without having any significant likelihood of the random- m-dimensional subspace intersecting Setn

this paper we provided a characterization of a class of $dts which if m goes lower that the squared
gaussian width of then it is highly likely that, —m-dimensional will intersect s&t. In a way we provided

a partial complement to the results lof [18].

Also, to give a bit more flavor to a rather dry presentationighldimensional geometry we gave a fairly
detailed presentation of how the results that we createdrctatt be utilized. We chose an example that
deals with solving under-determined systems of linear ggpuswith sparse solutions. It turns out that when
the systems are random and gaussian the success of a techaltpd/, -optimization when used to solve
them can be connected to the problem of random subspacesertiag given se$ on the unit sphere. We
described how such a connection can be established and bndegal a sketch as to how the main results
of this paper actually work when such a connection is estabd.

While we presented only one specific example to give a flaver éeerything practically works, the
overall methodology is way more powerful. There are varioter instances where we were able to suc-
cessfully employ majority of the ideas presented here. e the mechanisms presented here are in fact
a subcase of a much larger concept. In this paper though ous fwere particular geometric results estab-
lished in [18] and how one can complement them. On the othad,h@hen viewed outside the scope of the
results presented in [18] our methodology admits consiteraf substantially more general concepts. This
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goes way beyond the particular problems that we considerdds paper and we will present it elsewhere.

Finally, it is quite likely that Gordon’s original resultkdt we revisited here were only a tool towards
much higher mathematical goals. Among them would immelyidie a better version of the Dvoretzky
theorem already established in Gordon’s original work. f@sults can then be used to complement all of
such results where Gordon’s estimates turned out to be of @$&ourse, revisiting all of these takes a
substantial effort that goes way beyond what we plannedesgnt here. Here we only focused at the heart
of the idea, which essentially boils down to simple reuseh(wailittle bit of our own recognition that duality
theory can be quite powerful) of the Gordon’s mechanism twits own optimality.
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