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Abstract

Recent studies of under-determined linear systems of ieqsatvith sparse solutions showed a great
practical and theoretical efficiency of a particular tecimei called/; -optimization. Seminal works [7, 20]
rigorously confirmed it for the first time. Namely, [7, 20] sted, in a statistical context, théat technique
can recover sparse solutions of under-determined systeensnhen the sparsity is linearly proportional to
the dimension of the system. A followup [13] then precisdiamcterized such a linearity through a geo-
metric approach and a series of work [40,41,43] reaffirmatbgaients of [13] through a purely probabilistic
approach. A theoretically interesting alternative/tas a more general version callég (with an essen-
tially arbitrary ¢). While ¢; is typically considered as a first available convex relaxabf sparsity norndy,
¢,,0 < ¢ < 1, albeit non-convex, should technically be a tighter retiaxaof /,. Even though developing
polynomial (or close to be polynomial) algorithms for nasreex problems is still in its initial phases one
may wonder what would be the limits of @&p, 0 < ¢ < 1, relaxation even if at some point one can develop
algorithms that could handle its non-convexity. A colleatof answers to this and a few realted questions is
precisely what we present in this paper. Namely, we looke ffoptimization and how it fares when used
for solving under-determined linear systems with sparggtisas. Although our results are designed to be
only on an introductory/conceptual level, they alreadyt tat ¢, can in fact provide a better performance
than/, and that designing the algorithms that would be able to leihdh a reasonable (if not polynomial)
time is certainly worth further exploration.

Index Terms: under-determined linear systems; sparse solutions; £,-minimization.

1 Introduction

In this paper we look at the under-determined linear systefrexjuations with sparse solutions. These
systems gained a lot of attention recently in first place @useminal results of [7,20]. In [7, 20], a par-
ticular technique called; optimization was considered and it was shown in a statistimatext that such a
technique can recover a sparse solution (of sparsity lineaoportional to the system dimension).

To make all of this a bit more precise we start with a matherahtescriptions of linear systems. As is
well known a linear system of equations can be written as

Ax =y (1)

whereA is anm x n (m < n) system matrix angr is anm x 1 vector. Typically one is then giveA andy
and the goal is to determine However when, < n) the odds are that there will be many solutions and
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that the system will be under-determined. In fact that isigady the scenario that we will look at. However,
we will slightly restrict our choice of. Namely, we will assume that can be represented as

y = AX, )

where we also assume thatis a k-sparse vector (here and in the rest of the paper, uhdparse vector
we assume a vector that has at mosionzero components). This essentially means that we aeegtéed

in solving (1) assuming that there is a solution that-isparse. Moreover, we will assume that there is no
solution that is less thak-sparse, or in other words, a solution that has less thaonzero components.
Such type of problems gained a lot of popularity over thedasiade in first place due to their applications
in a field called compressed sensing (while the literatureamnpressed sensing is growing on a daily basis,
we here refer to two introductory papers [7, 20]).

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. [10, 25, 26]).

Now, given the above sparsity assumption, one can thenasglihe original problem (1) in the follow-
ing way

min IIxllo
subjectto Ax=y. 3)

Assuming that|x||, counts how many nonzero componertias, (3) is essentially looking for the sparsest
x that satisfies (1), which, according to our assumptionsxastty x. Clearly, it would be nice if one can
solve in a reasonable (say polynomial) time (3). Howevas tloes not appear to be easy. Instead one
typically resorts to its relaxations that would be solvahbl@olynomial time. The first one that is typically
employed is called;-minimization. Since what we will present in this paper widlated to this technique
we the following subsection provide a brief review of the

1.1 /¢;-minimization

As mentioned above, the first relaxation of (3) that is tylhyoamployed is the following/; minimization

min IIx]1
subjectto Ax =y. (4)

Clearly, (4) is an optimization problem solvable in polyriahtime. Of course the question is how well does
it approximate the original problem (3). Well, for certaystem dimensions it actually works very well and
actually find exactly the same solution as (3). In fact, onthefmain reasons why the compressed sensing
became popular is actually success of [7, 13, 20] in chaiairttg when the solutions of (3) and (4) are the
same. While there have been a tone of great work;ome below restrict our attention to reviewing these
two lines of work, in our mind, the most influential in this fiel

In [7] the authors were able to show thatdifandn are given,A is given and satisfies the restricted
isometry property (RIP) (more on this property the intexdstader can find in e.g. [1, 3,6, 7, 36]), then any
unknown vector in (2) with no more thark = gn (wheref is a constant dependent anand explicitly
calculated in [7]) non-zero elements can be recovered twrgp(4).

However, the RIP is only sufficientcondition for;-optimization to recovek. Instead of characterizing
A through the RIP condition, in [12, 13] Donoho looked at itometric properties/potential. Namely,
in [12,13] Donoho considered the polytope obtained by to)jg the regularn-dimensional cross-polytope
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C, by A. He then established that the solution of (4) will be kkeparse solution of (1) if and only AC}

is centrally k-neighborly (for the definitions of neighborliness, detaf Donoho’s approach, and related
results the interested reader can consult now alreadyicla$erences [12,13, 15, 16]). In a nutshell, using
the results of [2, 5, 32, 35, 48], it is shown in [13], thatdifis a randomm x n ortho-projector matrix then
with overwhelming probabilityAC} is centrally k-neighborly (as usual, under overwhelming probability
we in this paper assume a probability that is no more than deuexponentially decaying im away from

1). Miraculously, [12, 13] provided a precise character@atof m andk (in a large dimensional context)
for which this happens.

It should be noted that one usually considers success of (@cioveringany given k-sparsex in (1).

It is also of interest to consider success of (4) in recogealimost anygivenx in (1). We below make a
distinction between these cases and recall on some of thataefs from [13,15,17,19,42,43].

Clearly, for any given constant < 1 there is a maximum allowable value 6fsuch that forany given
k-sparsex in (1) the solution of (4) is with overwhelming probabilitiactly that givenk-sparsex. One
can then (as is typically done) refer to this maximum allo@afalue of3 as thestrong thresholdsee [13])
and denote it ag,;,.. Similarly, for any given constant < 1 andanygivenx with a given fixed location
of non-zero components and a given fixed combination of gsehts signs there will be a maximum
allowable value of3 such that (4) finds that givexr in (1) with overwhelming probability. One can refer
to this maximum allowable value g¢f as theweak thresholdand denote it bys,, (see, e.g. [42,43]). One
can also go a step further and consider scenario where fogigey constanty < 1 andanygivenx with
a given fixed location of non-zero components there will besaximum allowable value of such that (4)
finds that givenx in (1) with overwhelming probability. One can then refer tls ag as thesectional
thresholdand denote it bys,.. (more on the definition of the sectional threshold the irdter@ reader can
find in e.g. [13,43]).

When viewed within this frame the results of [7, 20] estdi®is that/;-minimization achieves recovery
through a linear scaling of all important dimensioks::, andn). Moreover, for all5’s defined above lower
bounds were provided in [7]. On the other hand, the resul{& 23f13] established the exact valuesAf
and provided lower bounds gh, andS,e..

In a series of our own work (see, e.g. [41-43]) we then createdlternative probabilistic approach
which was capable of providing the precise characterinatibs,, as well and thereby reestablishing the
results of Donoho [13] through a purely probabilistic agmio. We also presented in [43] further results
related to lower bounds gy, and S,ee.

Of course, there are many other algorithms that can be usatlack (3). Among them are also nu-
merous variations of the standatdoptimization from e.g. [8, 9, 38, 44] as well as many otharaaptually
completely different ones from e.qg. [11, 14,22, 33, 34,46, While all of them are fairly successful in their
own way and with respect to various types of performance oreasne of them, namely the so called AMP
from [14], is of particular interest when it comes#p What is fascinating about AMP is that it is a fairly
fast algorithm (it does require a bit of tuning though) anidas provably the same statistical performance as
(4) (for more details on this see, e.g. [4, 14]). Since ourmgaial in this paper is to a large degree related
to ¢, we stop short of reviewing further various alternatives4p gnd instead refer to any of the above
mentioned papers as well as our own [41, 43] where thesenatiees were revisited in a bit more detail.

Below, we instead switch to a further modificationéefcalled/, that will be the main subject of this

paper.

1.2 /{,-minimization

As mentioned above, the first relaxation of (3) that is tylbycamployed is the/; minimization from (4).
The reason for that is that it is the first of the norm relaxagithat results in an optimization problem that is
solvable in polynomial time. One can alternatively lookte following (tighter) relaxation (considered in



e.g. [24,28-30])

min  [|x[|
subjectto Ax=y. (5)

We will for concreteness assumec [0, 1]; however, we do mention that when it comes to our own results
that we will present below there is really no need for suchstiaion, i.e. our results can easily be adapted
to work for a wider range of. Clearly, (5) is an optimization problem which is not knoventte solvable

in polynomial time. Moreover, developing fast algorithrassblve it is a fairly attractive area of research.
Since our goal will be recovering abilities of (5) ratherritteow it can be solved we don't analyze in further
details practical algorithmic aspects of (5). In other vepnale will assume that (5) somehow can be solved
and then we will look at scenarios when such a solution matghén a way our analysis will provide some
answers to question: if one can solve (5) in a reasonable{ipalynomial) amount of time how likely is
that its solution will bex.

Of course, this is the same type of question we considereah diseussing performance of (4) above
and obviously the same type of question attacked in [7, 1L312®3]. To be a bit more specific, one can
then ask for what system dimensions (5) actually works wedl finds exactly the same solution as (3),
i.e. x. A typical way to attack such a question would be to trandla¢eresults that relate t§ to general
¢, case. In fact that is exactly what has been done for many igbs, including obviously the RIP one
developed in [7]. In this paper, we will attempt to translate own results from [43]. To that end, we will
present results that relate to the sectional, strong, amdk theesholds of, minimization. The definitions
of these thresholds will follow the above introduced defam$ for ¢;-thresholds with a very few minor
modifications. We will introduce them throughout the pamewa need them.

We organize the rest of the paper in the following way. In Bec we present the core of the mechanism
and how it can be used to obtain the sectional thresholdg,farinimization. In Section 3 we will then
present a neat modification of the mechanism so that it cadié#éime strong thresholds as well. In Section
4 we present the weak thresholds results. In Section 5 weistisobtained results and provide several
conclusions related to their importance.

2 {,-minimization sectional threshold

In this section we start assessing the performandg ofinimization by looking at its sectional thresholds.
Before proceeding further we slightly readjust the defomitof the/; sectional thresholds given above so
that it fits the/, case considered here. Namely, one considers a scenarie f@ehany given constant < 1
andanyx in 2 with a given fixed location of non-zero components theiteh@ a maximum allowable value
of 8 such that the solution of (5) is that giv&with overwhelming probability. We will refer to such/as
thesectional thresholdnd will denote it byﬁ’égl (we again recall that more on the definition of the sectional
threshold the interested reader can find in e.g. [13,43]).

2.1 Sectional threshold preliminaries

Below we will provide a way to quantify behavior 6@2. In doing so we will rely on some of the mecha-
nisms presented in [43]. and along the same lines will assusubstantial level of familiarity with many of
the well-known results that relate to the performance aiargation of (4) (we will fairly often recall on
many results/definitions that we established in [43]). Véetdiy introducing a nice way of characterizing
sectional success/failure of (5).

Theorem 1. (Nonzero part ok has fixed location) Assume that anx n matrix A is given. LetX,.. be the



collection ofNaIIk:—sparse vectors in R" for whichx; = % = -+ = x,,_; = 0. Letx(®) be anyk-sparse
vector fromX,... Further, assume that() = Ax(®) and thatw is ann x 1 vector. If

n

n—k
(PweRAwW =0) Y [wilt< D [wilf (6)
i=n—k+1 =1

then the solution of (5) for every pajiy(?), A) is the corresponding®.

Proof. The proof follows directly from the corresponding results £, (see, e.g. Theorerin [42] and
references therein). For the completeness we just sketcargument again. Let be the solution of (5).

We want to show that if (25) holds then= x. To that end assume opposite, i.e. assume that (25) holds but
X # x. Then sincey = Ax andy = Ax one must hav& = x + w with w such thatAw = 0. Also, since

X is the solution of (5) one has that

n n
D ki wil <Y il (7)
s i=1

Then the following must hold as well

n

n—k
dwili— > fwil<o. (8)
i=1

i=n—k+1

or equivalently

n

n—k

Dwilr< > wil 9)
=1 i=n—k+1

Clearly, (9) contradicts (25) andl = x can not hold. Therefor& = x which is exactly what the theorem

claims. O

Remark: The above proof is not our own. If nothing else it directlyldals the strategy that would be
applied forq = 1, i.e. ¢; which had been detailed in many places, see e.g. [18, 211235349, 50].
Moreover, such a strategy has already been applied to thyssaene case of generalas well, see e.g.
[24,28-30]. As we just mentioned, the above proof is not aun and we presented its a sketch just for
the completeness. Also, although we did not emphasize iidrabove theorem, we mention here that the
condition given in the theorem is not only sufficient to cludeaize sectional equivalence of (3) and (5) but
it is also necessary.

We then, following the methodology of [43], start by definmgetS..

n

n—k
Swe=fwe s S wili > jwift, (10)
=1

i=n—k+1

whereS™~ 1 is the unit sphere ilR". The methodology of [43] then invokes the following classsult of
Gordon (the version below is a slightly modified version ofr@m’s original formulation).

Theorem 2. ([27] Escape through a mesh) Lét be a subset of the unit Euclidean sphéfe! in R™.
LetY be a randomn — m)-dimensional subspace &, spanned byn — m) vectors fromR"™ with i.i.d.
standard normal components. Let

wp(S) = E sup (h!w) (11)
wes



whereh is a random column vector iR™ with i.i.d. standard normal components. Assume ihgt.S) <
<\/ﬁ - ﬁ) Then

2
m— 1m —wp(S)
P(YNS=0)>1— 3.56—( s ) . (12)

Remark: Gordon’s original constarit.5 was substituted bg.5 in [37]. Both constants are not subject
of our detailed considerations. However, we do mention 8sipey that to the best of our knowledge it is an
open problem to determine the exact value of this constantetisas to improve and ultimately determine
the exact value as well of somewhat high constant

The methodology of [43] then proceeds by characterizing

wp(Ssee) = E max (hTw), (13)
WESsec
where to facilitate the exposition we replaae with amax. Below we present a way to create an upper-

bound onwp(Ssec). Equalling such an upper bound witffm would be roughly enough to provide a
characterization of the sectional thresholds.

2.2 Sectional threshold computation

Let f(w) = hT'w and we start with the following line of identities

n n—k n
max f(w)=— min —h’w=—min  max ~hTw—v Z w;|94-v Z w;|? sz—
WESsec f( ) WwESsec w 'YsecZOsteczo see . | Z| + see - | Z| +/ysec - ‘ /ysec
i=n—k+1 i=1 i=1
n n—k n
S B max min _hTW — Vsec Z ‘leq + Vsec Z ’Wz‘q + Vsec Z Wz2 — Vsec
Ysec>0,Vsec>0 W . - -
i=n—k+1 i=1 i=1
n n—k n
= max min — Z (|hi||wi|+VS€C|Wi|q)+Z(_|hi||Wi|+Vsec|wi|q)+'7/seczwzz_’7/sec
’Yseczovl’seczo w . N 3
i=n—k+1 i=1 i=1
n n—k n
= min max Z (|hl||wl| +VS€C|Wi|q) + Z(|h2||WZ| _Vsec|wi|q) _'VSecZWiz + Ysec
'Yseczoﬂ/seczo W A 3
i=n—k+1 i=1 i=1

- 'YsecZHOl,il/I:eczO fl(Qa h7 Vsecy Vsec) /8) + Vsecs (14)

where

n n—k
fl(Q>h> Vsec»’ysecyﬂ) = max ( Z (|h2||wz| + Vsec|wi|q - ’Vsecwzz) + Z(|hz||wz| - Vsec|wi|q - ’VSecWZZ)> .
w
i=n—k+1 i=1
(15)
One then has

T .
wD(Ssec) = Ewnelgic h"w = EWHGI%:,EC f(W) = E%eczr&llgeczo fl(qa ha Vsecy Vsecs 5) + Vsec

< i E h . (16
=~ ’Yseczrg,llgeczo fl(qa y Vsecy Vsec ﬁ) + Vsec ( )



()
Now if one setsw; = WW Vsee = ygil\/ﬁ, and vy, = us(iz\/ﬁq_l (wherewgs), ygil, and ) are
independent of) then (16) gives

. wp(Ssec) . Emaxyes,, h'w . Emaxyes,,, f(w)
hm _— = 1 sec = lim sec
= lim Emln%eczo’useczo('fl (q’ h, Vsee, Vsec, 5) + ’YSEC) < lim mln’YsecZO,l/secZO(Efl (Q7 h, Vsec, Vsees 5) + ’Ysec)
= min (BB max(hllw” |+ v w7 = w”)?)
¥2l>0,0{k>0 w'®)
+(1-B)E m@X(’hj"Wj )! sec\w(s 17—yl (w (s))2))+fy§2) =  min ((ﬁ[s(iz + (1 — 5)[&2) +fy§2) :
wy” 72220088020
17
where
150 = Bmax(hiliw)” |+ 0w = w))
12 = Bmax(byllw)”| = w1 = 2w ”)°). (18)

J

We summarize the above results related to the sectionahbick (Bé‘él) in the following theorem.

Theorem 3. (Sectional threshold - lower bound) Ldtbe anm x n measurement matrix in (1) with i.i.d.
standard normal components. L&t be the collection of alk-sparse vectorx in R™ for whichx; =
0,%2 = 0,,...,%,_; = 0. Letx(®) be anyk-sparse vector fronX,... Further, assume that?) = Ax®.
Letk, m,n be large and letx = 7 and 6&2 = % be constants independentiafandn. Let

180 = Emax(byl w4 2w = A 2w)?)

12) = BEmax(lbyllw”| - vl wi? |7 = wi)?). (19)
J

If « and 6&2 are such that

min — ((BOUL + (1 - B +40)) < Va, (20)

+£)>0,08).>0

then with overwhelming probability the solution of (5) fareey pair (y(?, A) is the corresponding (.

Proof. Follows from the above discussion. O

The results for the sectional threshold obtained from thevaltheorem are presented in Figure 1. To
be a bit more specific, we selected four different valueg,afamelyq € {0,0.1,0.3,0.5} in addition to
standardg = 1 case already discussed in [43]. As can be seen from Figurer 5ofme values of the
results are better than fgr= 1. However, for some the results are worse. Of course one Haes tareful
how to interpret this. First, one may naturally expect thaty goes down the threshold results become
better, i.e. the resulting curves go up. That does happem dowome values faf; however, after that the
curves start sliding down and eventually fpe= 0 we actually have a curve that is even belgw: 1 case.

Of course this just shows that our methodology works sufasdo a degree, i.e. its a lower-bounding
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tendency eventually comes into a full effect. Of, coursenié as interested in the best possible sectional
threshold values for any rather than the methodology itself the curves that go downgases up could be
ignored. However, we kept them on the plot to emphasize llegbtoposed methodology has some inherent
deficiencies.

The obtained results can also be compared with the best knoes for/; -minimization from [39] as
well. However, since these are fairly close to the curve tlatesponds td, given in Figure 1 we skip
adding these plots and making the figure even more detailed.

Also, all results are obtained after numerical computatioFhey mostly included numerical optimiza-
tions which were all (except maximization owei done on a local optimum level. We do not know how (if
in any way) solving them on a global optimum level would affée location of the plotted curves. Also,
numerical integrations were done on a finite precision lagelell which could have potentially harmed the
final results as well. Still, we believe that the methodology not achieve substantially more than what we
presented in Figure 1 (and hopefully is not severely degradth numerical integrations and maximization
overw).

Solving overuﬁil and ’ygil on a local optimum level may lower the curves but it certaidbes not
jeopardize their lower bounding rigorousness. Howevévjrsg the maximization ovetwv, even on a global
optimum level as we did, may do so. Since this may jeopardiiedédwer bounding rigorousness in addition
to plots in Figure 1 we present in Tables 1, 2, and 3 the conar@ues we obtained fars(i?; andfyéil for
certainﬁg‘é?; on the way to computing corresponding(as indicated above the tables, Table 1 contains data
for ¢,,q = 0.5, Tablel 2 contains data fdy, ¢ = 0.3, and Table 3 contains data féy, ¢ = 0.1,). That way
the interested reader can double check if the optimizati@nw in any way endangered the lower-bounding
rigorousness. Of course, we do reemphasize that the rggaiented in the above theorem are completely
rigorous, it is just that some of the numerical work that weqrened could have been a bit imprecise (we
firmly believe that this is not the case; however with finitenauical precision one has to be cautious all the
time).



Table 1: Sectional threshold bounglsq = 0.5

| 55 1 0.0050 | 0.0200 | 0.0400 | 0.0600 | 0.0900 | 0.1200 | 0.1500 | 0.2000 | 0.2500 | 0.3200 | 0.4500 |
] 0.0405 | 0.1299 | 0.2262 | 0.3091 | 0.4173 | 0.5112 | 0.5938 | 0.7105 | 0.8051 | 0.9046 | 0.9974
Vi) | 58112 [ 3.2935 | 2.3730 | 1.9152 | 1.5033 | 1.2328 | 1.0329 | 0.7910 | 0.6021 | 0.3906 | 0.0866
78 1 0.1005 | 0.1800 | 0.2372 [ 0.2775 | 0.3222 | 0.3565 | 0.3841 | 0.4199 | 0.4475 | 0.4740 | 0.4977

2.3 Special cases

In this subsection we briefly note that some of the above ceatipns can be done in a faster, more explicit
fashion.

231 ¢—0

The first case we considerds= 0. From the plot given in Figure 1 the methodology is not quitecessful
for this case. Nevertheless, the curve given in Figure 1 eaplbitained in a more direct fashion without all
the computations required by Theorem 3. Here is a brief bBkatev one can proceed. Let

h = [y, by, . W gy, Mok | o pal, - By, (21)

where [hy,h), ..., hi_;)] are the absolute values of componentsiof, hy, ..., h, ;] sorted in an
increasing order. Then one has

. wD(Ssec) Emaxwes,. h™w . Emaxyeg,,, Zn 1f1-|wi|
lim ——~ = lim see = lim ¢
. E\/Zz n—2k+1 h?z) + Z?:n—k—l—l h \/E ZZ =n— 2k+1 + E Z?:n—k-l—l h22
= lim < (22)
Applying the machinery of [43] then gives
i wp (Ssec \/E Zz =n— 2k+1 + Ezz =n—k+1 h
lim < lim
n—00 n—00 \/ﬁ
(0) finv( =222\’
2 . 1 — 2Bsee erfinv
= Q) + (1- §22;)—erf|nv 1= 2Psec e < ( 1-589) )) . (23)
VT 1-Blel

Equalling the quantity on the right hand side wiff then gives the characterization &f curve in Figure
1.

232 q=14

Another special case that allows a further simplificatiothefresults presented in Theorem 3 is whea %
In this case one can be more explicit when it comes to the dggdiion overw. Namely, taking simply the
derivatives one finds

’hl‘ + qysec’W ’q ! 27$ec‘w ‘ =0,



Table 2: Sectional threshold bounglsq = 0.3

| 55 1 0.0050 | 0.0100 | 0.0300 | 0.0500 | 0.0800 | 0.1100 | 0.1500 | 0.1900 | 0.2400 | 0.3100 | 0.4500
a ] 0.0436 | 0.0780 | 0.1900 | 0.2821 | 0.3992 | 0.4991 | 0.6124 | 0.7073 | 0.8042 | 0.9047 | 0.9992
Vi) | 9.2019 | 6.4961 | 3.5738 | 2.6101 | 1.8927 | 1.4778 | 1.1231 | 0.8727 | 0.6335 | 0.3965 | 0.0667
78 10.1039 | 0.1398 | 0.2174 | 0.2649 | 0.3152 | 0.3520 | 0.3900 | 0.4192 | 0.4471 | 0.4741 | 0.4983

Table 3: Sectional threshold bounlsq = 0.1

| 552 1 0.0010 | 0.0100 | 0.0300 | 0.0500 | 0.0700 | 0.1000 | 0.1300 | 0.1700 | 0.2200 | 0.2900 | 0.4400
a [ 0.0139 | 0.0873 | 0.2089 | 0.3069 | 0.3912 | 0.4998 | 0.5921 | 0.6953 | 0.7983 | 0.9023 | 0.9997
Vi) | 26.050 [ 9.2658 | 4.5185 | 3.1043 | 2.3042 | 17389 | 1.3434 | 0.9913 | 0.6908 | 0.4044 | 0.0514
75k [ 0.0781 | 0.1473 | 0.2282 [ 0.2764 | 0.3119 | 0.3528 | 0.3830 | 0.4153 | 0.4453 | 0.4734 | 0.4983

which wheng = 3 gives

i & w2 = 29 Qwl] = 0

sec sec
3

& iy Iw?] £ 106 - 200 jwl) =0, (24)

sec sec
which is a cubic equation and can be solved explicitly. Thisonirse substantially facilitates the integrations
overh;. Also, similar strategy can be applied for other ratiopaHowever, the “explicit” solutions soon
become more complicated than the numerical ones and we dgpmting them.

3 {,-minimization strong threshold

In this section we present results related to gheninimization strong thresholds. As was the case in the
previous section, before proceeding further we slighthdyest the definition of thé; strong thresholds
given earlier in the context of; minimization so that it fits theé, case considered here. Namely, one
considers a scenario where for any given constant 1 andany x in 2 with a given fixed location of
non-zero components there will be a maximum allowable valug such that the solution of (5) is that
givenx with overwhelming probability. We will refer to such/as thestrong thresholdand will denote it

by 5§22,, (we again recall that more on the definition of the strongghodd the interested reader can find in
e.g. [13,43)).

3.1 Strong threshold preliminaries

Below we will provide a way to quantify behavior ﬂégl In doing so we will, as in the previous section,
rely on some of the mechanisms presented in [43] and a fewiawmili ones from [39]. Along the same
lines, we will assume a substantial level of familiarity kvinany of the well-known results that relate
to the performance characterization of (4) (we will fairlitem recall on many results/definitions that we
established in [39, 43]). We start by introducing a nice whgharacterizing strong success/failure of (5).

Theorem 4. (Any k-sparsex) Assume that am x n matrix A is given. LetX,;, be the collection of all

10



k-sparse vectors ilR". Letx(") be anyk-sparse vector fronX . Further, assume that(® = Ax() and that
w isann x 1 vector. If

(Yw € RAwW =0) Y bi|lwi|?>0,> b; =2n—k b} =1), (25)

then the solution of (5) for every paiy(?), A) is the corresponding®.

Proof. The proof follows directly from Theorem 4 by consideringdifferent locations o& nonzero com-
ponents ofk. As such, it obviously follows directly from the correspamgi results for/, (see, e.g. Theorem
2 in [42] and references therein). O

Remark: As mentioned after the corresponding sectional threshwdrem, the above theorem is not our
own. It clearly follows from the strategy that would be apgliforq = 1, i.e. £; which had been detailed in
many places, see e.g. [18,21,23,31,45,49,50]. Also, asonexd earlier, such a strategy has already been
adapted to this very same case of gengras well, see e.g. [24,28-30].

We now start by following what we did in the previous sectionl &ssentially in [43]. Lef,;. be the
following set

Ser ={w € S" ! ) bilwi|? >0, by =2n—k,b} =1}, (26)
=1 =1

whereS"~! is the unit sphere ilR". The methodology of the previous section and [43] then mwdsdoy
characterizing
wp(Ssr) = E max (h'w), (27)

WESst'r‘

where, as in previous section, to facilitate the expositi@replacesup with amax. Below we present a
way to create an upper-bound an)(Ss.). Equalling such an upper bound witfim would be roughly
enough to provide a characterization of the strong threkshol

3.2 Strong threshold computation

As earlier, letf(w) = h”w and we start with the following line of identities

Joax f(w)

n n
=— min —~h'w=— min max —hTw— vy, E bi|w;|? + vstr E Wiz — Ystr
WESstr W,Z;L:l bi:2n—k,b22:1 Vstr>0,Vstr >0 : .

n n

: T 2

< - max min —h"w — Vstr E b2|wz|q + Ystr E W, — Vstr
Ystr>0,Vstr>0 W,Z?Zl bi:2n—k,b?:1 4_ 4_

n n
. T 2
=  min max h'w + vy, E b [w;il — vstr E Wi+ Ystr
Ystr>0,Vstr >0 W,Zn_ b;=2n—k, b2=1 i—1 i—1

= min Z |h ||W2| + Vstrzb |W2| - 'VStrZW + Vstr

'Yst'r'ZOsttr'ZOW,Z;L: -—2n kb2 1%

B h b . (28
“/strZHOl,lzgtrzofz(q’ s Vstrs Vstrs D, B) + Ystr. (28)

11



where

f2(Q>h> Vstr»’ystmb>5) = max b2—1 <Z|hz||wz| +Vstrzbi|wi|q _’VStrZW12> . (29)
' i=1 i=1 =1

w,y i bi=2n—k,bi=

One then has

wp (S — F max hTw = FE ma w)=F min h,v b
D( str) WESir WESirf( ) ’Ystr207lfstr-20f2(q7 y Ustry Vstr 7/8)+’Ystr

< i Ehileh b . (30
_Vstr-zrlol,ll/litrzo fl(q7 y Ustry Vstr 7/8)—’_’78# ( )

()
Now if one setsw; = WW Yotr =70 /m, andug, = v /n?™" (wherew'™, 1) andu?) are indepen-
dent ofn) then (30) gives

. wp(Sstr) . Emaxwes,, h”w .. Emaxyes,, f(w)
lim ————~ = lim = lim
— lim E min’ystrzo,ustrzo(f2(% h, Vstr, Vstrs b> 5) + ’731&7") < lim minfystrzo,ustrzo(Eh(Qa h, Vstry Vstr, b, ﬁ) + ’Vstr)
T S \/7_1 ~ n—oo \/7_1
= min (EfZ(q7h7 V§EZ77§§27b7/8) +’Y§§2) (31)
(>0, >0

str—

where using the machinery of [43] one can assume that alltiiesnof interest concentrate and based on
ideas of [39] (equatiori76)) obtain

N w1 - (wi)2) | > e,

7(:)(“’;(8))2)7 |h2| >y '

sir

(5))2)

(®) max ) ) (|hy || w;
Ef2(Q7h7 Vstr775tr7b /8)

S~ S~

!
max (S (|h ||W ?) |_Vstr|w |q

As in [39], one then findg, from 8 = f|h”>cy ”L?dh Clearly,c, = v/2erfinv(1 — 3). For brevity we
then write B 1 ,
Efa(a. b, v)75G) b, 8) = 1) + 137, (33)
where
1 s s s
150 = Bjpyjze, max((hyllwi”| + vlwi? 17 = 25 (w(?)?)
150 = By, max(hillwi”| = v wi? | =50 wi)?). (34)

7

We summarize the above results related to the strong thdesﬁﬁiﬁz) in the following theorem.

Theorem 5. (Strong threshold - lower bound) Let be anm x n measurement matrix in (1) with i.i.d.
standard normal components. L&, be the coIIectlon of alk-sparse vectors irR". Letx() be any
k-sparse vector fronK,. Further, assume thag® = Ax®. Letk,m,n be large and letx = 2 and

12



ﬁg‘tlz — * pe constants independentiefandn. Also set, = v/2erfinv(1 — B(q)). Let

n str

15) = Bz, max(hlwi] + 05 wi7 = 1) (wl)?)
1) = Ejpyjce, max((hiliw | = v [wi |7 = 1) (wl)?). (35)
If o and 89 are such that
min (15 + 1) +45)) < va, (36)

F) >0 >0

Wstr—

then with overwhelming probability the solution of (5) foreey pair(y(") , A) is the corresponding-sparse
%@,

Proof. Follows from the above discussion. O

The results for the strong threshold obtained from the altbgerem are presented in Figure 2. To
be a bit more specific, as when we presented the corresponengs for the sectional thresholds in the
previous section we selected four different valueg,afamelyq € {0,0.1,0.3,0.5} in addition to standard
g = 1 case already discussed in [43]. As can be seen from Figute Xetults are better than fgr= 1.

Strong threshold bounds, Iq minimization
05 T T T T

0.45

0.4

0.35

0.3

Figure 2:Strongthreshold,/,-optimization

Moreover, they hint that ag is decreasing the strong thresholds are increasing a factmaty naturally
expect. Of course, itis fairly obvious (as was when we stlidectional thresholds) our methodology works
successfully to a degree, i.e. its a lower-bounding tendewmentually comes into a full effect. While to see
that when for example = 1 one needs a quite extra knowledge (see, e.g. [13, 39]) itiis gbvious when
g = 0. In that case the true threshold should be substantiallyehnig

The obtained results can also be compared with the best knoes for/;-minimization from [13, 39]

13



Table 4: Strong threshold bounds ¢ = 0.5

| 5 10.0005 | 0.0050 | 0.0150 | 0.0250 | 0.0400 | 0.0550 | 0.0750 | 0.1000 | 0.1400 | 0.1800 | 0.3200

o | 0.0138 | 0.0919 | 0.2114 | 0.3081 | 0.4142 | 0.5053 | 0.6030 | 0.7006 | 0.8156 | 0.8944 | 0.9998

v 19.2604 | 3.8721 | 2.5000 | 2.1680 | 1.4450 | 1.2500 | 0.9423 | 0.7368 | 0.5141 | 0.3577 | 0.0286

str

~7 1 0.0587 | 0.1563 | 0.2267 | 0.2612 | 0.3217 | 0.3499 | 0.3881 | 0.4183 | 0.4514 | 0.4727 | 0.4996

Table 5: Strong threshold bounds ¢ = 0.3

| 5 1 0.0005 | 0.0050 | 0.0150 | 0.0250 | 0.0400 | 0.0600 | 0.0800 | 0.1000 | 0.1400 | 0.2000 | 0.3600

o | 0.0132 | 0.0879 | 0.2020 | 0.2918 | 0.3968 | 0.5100 | 0.6007 | 0.6752 | 0.7888 | 0.8995 | 0.9999

v 117.763 | 5.6090 | 3.2832 | 2.6563 | 1.7745 | 1.3136 | 1.0333 | 0.8362 | 0.5737 | 0.3330 | 0.0259

str

véfz 0.0568 | 0.1563 | 0.2245 | 0.2582 | 0.3147 | 0.3567 | 0.3872 | 0.4104 | 0.4436 | 0.4737 | 0.4994

as well. These are slightly above the curve that corresptmésgiven in Figure 1; however, since these
use a more sophisticated methodology we skip adding thenmaikéhg the figure even more detailed.
Also, as in the previous section, we again emphasize thegallts are obtained after numerical compu-
tations (all of those were done in pretty much the same fasttioexplained in the previous section). Since
solving the maximization ovew even on a global optimum level may again jeopardize the ldwending
rigorousness of the presented results in addition to ptotSigure 2 we present in Tables 4, 5, and 6 the

concrete values we obtained foﬁz and 7§f2 for certain 5§§2 on the way to computing corresponding
(as indicated above the tables, Table 4 contains dat§, for= 0.5, Table 5 contains data fdf, ¢ = 0.3,
and Table 6 contains data féf, ¢ = 0.1). That way the interested reader can again double checleif th
optimization ovew in any way endangered the lower-bounding rigorousnesso@te, as in the previous
section, we again do reemphasize that the results presertteziabove theorem are completely rigorous, it
is just that some of the numerical work that we performedaddalve been a bit imprecise (we again firmly

believe that this is not the case).

3.3 Special cases

As when we studied the sectional thresholds, in this suiosegte briefly note that some of the above
computations can be done in a faster, more explicit fashion.

Table 6: Strong threshold boundg ¢ = 0.1

| 8% 1 0.0005 | 0.0050 | 0.0150 | 0.0250 | 0.0400 | 0.0600 | 0.0850 | 0.1200 | 0.1600 | 0.2200 | 0.4000

o | 0.0128 | 0.0858 | 0.1966 | 0.2843 | 0.3862 | 0.4963 | 0.6045 | 0.7187 | 0.8132 | 0.9070 | 0.9991

v [ 34,531 | 8.5931 | 4.5230 | 3.5547 | 2.1967 | 1.5735 | 1.1320 | 0.7736 | 0.5276 | 0.3035 | 0.0223

str

’yéfﬁ 0.0562 | 0.1563 | 0.2215 | 0.2518 | 0.3125 | 0.3519 | 0.3883 | 0.4234 | 0.4504 | 0.4756 | 0.4993

14



331 ¢—0

The first case we considergs= 0. The curve for that case given in Figure 2 can be obtained iora whrect
fashion without all the computations required by TheorentHBre is a brief sketch how one can proceed.
Let

fl = [h(1)7 h(2)7 s 7h(n)]7 (37)
wherelh;), h(y), ..., h,] are the absolute values of componentfhef hy, . . ., h,,| sorted in an increasing
order. Then one has

T N
lim wp(Sstr) — lim Emaxyeg,,, h'w — lim Emaxwes,,, » .y hi|wi]
_ E\/Z?:n—%—l—l hi) \/E > in—oks1 by
= lim < lim (398)

Applying the machinery of [43] then gives

By op Bl
lim 7wD(SStT) < lim \/ 7o

n—o00 n T n—oo \/ﬁ

. 2 . (0) _(erfinvu—zﬁg.(g).))2
= /285 + ﬁerflnv(l — 2B . (39)

Equalling the quantity on the right hand side wiffa then gives the characterization &f curve in Figure
2.

332 ¢=1

As when we studied the sectional threshold in the previocsmse another special case that allows a further
simplification of the results presented in Theorem 3 is vvzjnen%. In that case one can apply the strategy
that led to (24) to obtain its a strong threshold analogue

P2 — 2w = 0

)

S 1 S S S 3
& Iy w £ 50 - 20w =o. (40)

This is a cubic equation and can be solved explicitly whicbafrse substantially facilitates the integrations
overh;. Also, as mentioned earlier, similar strategy can be adbfueother rationaly but the “explicit”
solutions soon become more complicated than the numemea and we skip presenting them.

1
| & i

4 (,-minimization weak threshold

In this section we assess the performancé ominimization by looking at its weak thresholds. Before
proceeding further, as in the previous section, we sligrghdjust the definition of thé, weak thresholds
given earlier in the/; minimization context so that it fits th&§ case considered here. Namely, one considers
a scenario where for any given constant 1 anda given fixedx in 2 there will be a maximum allowable
value of 5 such that the solution of (5) is that giv&nwith overwhelming probability. We will refer to such
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a3 as theweak thresholand will denote it b)ﬂffgak (we again recall that more on similar definitions of the
weak threshold the interested reader can find in e.g. [1}, 43]

4.1 Weak threshold preliminaries

Below we will provide a way to quantify behavior qiﬁle)ak As usual we rely on some of the mechanisms
presented in [43] and some of those presented in Section @ngAhe same lines, we will continue to
assume a substantial level of familiarity with many of thdlsaown results that relate to the performance
characterization of (4) and will fairly often recall on mamgsults/definitions that we established in [43]. We
start by introducing a nice way of characterizing weak ssstailure of (5).

Theorem 6. (A given fixedk) Assume that am x n matrix A is given. Letk be ak-sparse vector and let

X] = X9 = --- = X,,_ = 0. Further, assume that = Ax and thatw is ann x 1 vector. If
n—=k n n
(YweRAw =0) > w7+ Y [Ritwill> Y |x (41)
=1 i=n—k+1 i=n—k+1

then the solution of (5) obtained for pajy, A) is x.

Proof. The proof follows directly from the corresponding results £, (see, e.g. Theorerin [42] and
references therein). For the completeness we just sketcargument again. Let be the solution of (5).

We want to show that if (41) holds then= x. To that end assume opposite, i.e. assume that (41) holds but
X # x. Then sincey = Ax andy = Ax one must hav& = x + w with w such thatAw = 0. Also, since

x is the solution of (5) one has that

n

n—k n n
Diwili+ D R wilf =) FtwlT <) KT = D %% (42)
i=1 i=1 =1 ;

i=n—k+1

Clearly, (42) contradicts (41) arkl# x can not hold. Therefor& = x which is exactly what the theorem
claims. O

Remark: As earlier, the above proof is nothing original. It simplyidavs the well known arguments fdg
case.
We then, following the methodology of [43], start by definmgetS,,cq

n n—k n
Sweak(i) = {W € Sn_1| Z |)~(2|q > Z |Wl|q + Z |7~(2 + Wi|q}> (43)
i=1

i=n—k+1 i=n—k+1

whereS™~! is the unit sphere ilR". To continue following methodology of [43] we will utilizéaé follow-
ing slight modification of Theorem 7.

Theorem 7. ([27] Escape through a mesh) L8(x) be a collection of subsets of the unit Euclidean sphere
S™—1in R™ indexed by a collection of vectoxs LetY be a random(n — m)-dimensional subspace &,
spanned byn — m) vectors fromR™ with i.i.d. standard normal components. Let

wp(S(x)) = Efvléps(hTW)

maxwp(S(x)) = maxE sup(h?w) (44)
x x wes
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whereh is a random column vector iR™ with i.i.d. standard normal components. Assume thaty wp(S(x)) <
(ﬁ - ﬁ) Select a subset 6f(x), sayS(x(¥). Then

Vi — A —maxx (wp (S(x(M))) :
PY NS(xD)=0)>1-35e" S TS ) : (45)

Proof. Itis a trivial extension of the Gordon’s original proof of &brem 7. O

The methodology of [43] then proceeds by characterizing

max wp(Syeqk(X)) = max E énax(N)(hTW), (46)
X X WESyeak (X

where to facilitate the exposition we, as earlier, repkagewith amax. Below we present a way to create
an upper-bound owp (Syeqr(X)). Equalling such an upper bound witfin would be roughly enough to
provide a characterization of the weak thresholds.

4.2 Weak threshold computation

We recall thatf (w) = h”w and we start with the following line of identities

max f(w)=— min —h'w
Wesweak(x) Wesweak(x)
n n—k n n
. T § : 3 § : § : 3 § : 2
= —1min max —h W+Vieak |Xi+wi|q+yweak |Wi|q_7/weak |Xi|q+7weak W, —Yweak
w '\/weakzoyyweakzo . . . .
i=n—k+1 =1 i=n—k+1 i=1
n n—k n n
. T 2
< - max min —h W+Vyeak 5 ’Xi+wi‘q+yweak § ’Wi‘q_l/weak § ’Xi‘q+7weak § W, —Yweak
'Y’weakzovuweakzo w . - . ._
i=n—k+1 i=1 i=n—k+1 i=1
n n—k n n
= min max h W—Vyeak E ‘X1+Wi ’q_Vweak ‘Wz ’q+Vweak ’Xi ’q_’Yweak Ww; "’JYweak
'Yweakzovl’weakzo w . . . .
i=n—k+1 =1 i=n—k+1 =1
n n—k
: E 3 > 2 § : 2
= min max (hiwi_yweak |Xi+wi|q+yweak|xi |q_’7weakwi )+ (hz |Wi|_Vweak |Wz |q_7weakwi )+7weak
'Yweakzovl’weakzo w . .
i=n—k+1 =1
= min f3(Q7 h7 Vweak s Yweak 5) + Yweak> (47)
Yweak >0, Vweak >
where

n
f3(Q7 ha Vweak s Yweak X, ﬁ) = mvf}X( Z (hzwz - Vweak|)~(i + Wi|q + Vweak|)~(i|q - Vweakwiz)
i=n—k+1
n—k
+ Z(hz‘wz’ - Vweaklwi‘q - ’Yweaszz))- (48)
i=1
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One then has

max wp(Syear (X)) =max E max hiw=maxE max f(w)=

X WeSweak( ) X Wesweak(x)
max E min f3(Q7 h, Vweak s Yweak X, ﬁ)""’}’weak < max min Ef3(Q7 h7 Vweak s Yweak 5(7 B)""’Yweak'
X Yweak Zovl’weak ZO X  Yweak Zoyyweak 20

(49)

()
Now if one setsw; = “—, year = A8, andvgear = v /n?t (wherew!®, 1) andy®)

weak? weak
are independent of) then (16) gives

ey 0% WD (Suweat(X)) _ - maxz Emaxwes, peo bW | max Emaxwes,, @ /(W)

— lim maxsx E min'yweak >0,Vyeak 20(f3 (Q7 h7 Vweak Yweak s 5(7 /8) + ’Yweak)

T 5o \/ﬁ
< lim maxsx min'yweak >0,Vyeak ZO(Ef?)(% h7 Vweak Yweaks 5(7 5) + ’Yweak)
~ n—oo \/ﬁ

: S 2
= % IZIl>a;LX k (é) >11011n5) >0((/8E m?;})((hZWZ(S) weak’xl + W( )’q - Vt(je)ak‘xi’q - ’Yz(z)se)ak(wz@)) )
v TYweak = V'Lueak 3

(1= Ay Emax((hy w0 w1 = (52 4 )

WJ
= (1) (2) (s)
N x%,r2n>aﬁX k (s) k>11011’/n5) >0 ((’Blweak + ( /B)Iweak) weak) (50)
where
Toee = Ema(iw” + v+ w7 — ol — o (w))
il = P ) -

J
We summarize the above results related to the weak thre(szﬁgﬁjgk) in the following theorem.

Theorem 8. (Weak threshold - lower bound) Let be anm x n measurement matrix in (1) with i.i.d.

standard normal components. Letc R™ be ak-sparse vector for whick; = 0,%2 =0,,...,X, =0
and lety = Ax. Letk, m,n be large and letv = 7 and 5weak ’“ be constants mdependentmfandn
Let
1 s s ~ s s s s
Lo = Bmax(hiw” v %+ w1 — v %l = i (w)”)?)
2 s s
I1(1)e)ak = Em?‘x(’h HW ’ - Vweak’W )’ ’Yt(ue)ak( ( ))2) (52)
W
If o and mek are such that
max min <<5weak weak + (1 51(1)6)(1]6)]1(56)[1]6) + 752ak> < \/a’ (53)
Xi,i>n—k (6) >0, L) 5o

weak —
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then with overwhelming probability the solution of (5) db&d for pair (y, A) is x.
Proof. Follows from the above discussion. O

The results for the weak threshold obtained from the aboserém are presented in Figure 3. To be a
bit more specific, we selected three different valueg,afamelyq € {0,0.3,0.5} in addition to standard
g = 1 case already discussed in [43] (we skipped¢he 0.1 case that we considered in earlier sections
since now one has an extra optimization to perform and whisnsmall additional precision/computaion
time may be needed to obtain valid results). As can be seemfigure 3, for some values gfthe results

Weak threshold bounds, Iq minimization
1 ‘

0.9 los

Figure 3:Weakthreshold/,-optimization

are better than fog = 1. However, as was the case when we studied the sectionahtidss for somey's

and some ranges of the results are worse. Of course one again has to be carefuichaterpret this. As
was the case when we studied the sectional thresholds, op@atarally expect that ag goes down the
threshold results become better, i.e. the resulting cigeesp. That again does happen down to some values
for ¢; however, after that the curves start sliding down and eadlytfor ¢ = 0 we actually have a curve
that is even below = 1 case. Of course this again just shows that our methodologlsmsuccessfully to a
degree, i.e. its a lower-bounding tendency eventually soime a full effect. Of course, as earlier, if one is
interested in the best possible weak threshold values fog aather than the methodology itself the curves
that go down ag goes up could be ignored. However, we again kept them on thégpémphasize that the
proposed methodology has some inherent deficiencies.

Also, as almost all other results we presented so far, thdtsese presented in Figure 3 are obtained
after numerical computations. They mostly included nunamptimizations which were all (except max-
imization overw) done on a local optimum level. We do not know how (if in any yvaglving them on a
global optimum level would affect the location of the plotiurves. Also, as earlier, numerical integrations
were done on a finite precision level as well which could havemtially harmed the final results as well.
Still, we believe that the methodology can not achieve sutiistlly more than what we presented in Figure
3 (and hopefully is not severely degraded with numericagrations and maximization over andx;).
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Table 7: Weak threshold boundg, ¢ = 0.5

| 52 ] 0.0050 | 0.0200 | 0.0600 | 0.1100 | 0.1600 | 0.2400 | 0.3200 | 0.4000 | 0.5200 | 0.6400 | 0.9200 ||
[ 0.0274 [ 0.0851 [ 0.1981 | 0.3071 | 0.3995 | 0.5212 | 0.6257 | 0.7117 | 0.8185 | 0.9006 | 0.9990
X, | TAL76 | 4.5521 | 2.5595 | 2.0168 | 1.7742 | 1.3513 | 1.2865 | 1.2250 | 1.2925 | 1.3074 | 1.6199
v | 6.7123 | 3.8530 | 2.4321 | 1.7927 | 1.4733 | 1.1500 | 0.9033 | 0.7319 | 0.5583 | 0.3900 | 0.0442

weak

+® 100830 | 0.1505 | 0.2212 | 0.2812 | 0.3178 | 0.3470 | 0.3931 | 0.4206 | 0.4535 | 0.4777 | 0.5018

It is important to emphasize that as in the case when we stutie sectional thresholds in Section
2, solving overuffe)ak and 7£fgak on a local optimum level may lower the curves but it certaidbes not
jeopardize their lower bounding rigorousness. Howevavjrsg the maximization ovew even on a global
optimum level as we did, may do so. Moreover, one now alsodaslve maximization ovex; on a global
optimum level. We have not done so and it is possible that andmprecision made curves be higher than
they really are. Since this may jeopardize the lower boundigorousness in addition to plots in Figure

3 we again present in Tables 7 and 8 the concrete values wmenbtﬁn)ruffgak, yfjgak, andx; for certain

ﬁffe)ak on the way to computing corresponding(as indicated above the tables, Table 7 contains data for
¢,,q = 0.5 and Table 8 contains data féy, ¢ = 0.3). That way the interested reader can double check if the
optimization ovemw in any way endangered the lower-bounding rigorousnesso@te, as mentioned on a
couple of occasions earlier, we do reemphasize that thisgsasented in the above theorem are completely
rigorous, it is just that some of the numerical work that wegened could have been a bit imprecise. Also,
as earlier, we firmly believe that all the numerical work witle exception of optimization ovex; did not
make any substantial imprecisions. When it comes to op#tina overx;, such an optimization is not that
hard to implement (if needed) even as a variant of the exivaus¢arch. However, solving it numerically
would require a bit more computational time and we opted @deptially suboptimal local search. We do
emphasize though, that with a bit more time available it &hoat be that much of a problem to double check
if our potential sub-optimality in any way endangered tlgorousness of the presented plots. We believe
that it is not case but have not done a complete exhaustivetsegaconfirm such a belief. Although it is not
much of a guarantee for anything, we do mention that the cwevebtained fok; = 0 closely matches the
one that can be obtained when performing the exact optiraimand integrations (when= 0 these are a

bit involved but as mentioned below possible). In other wpapart from standard finite precision problems
one unavoidably has the blue curve in Figure 3 is roughly lspgavhere it really should be. Of course,
that is not of much use since this curve is anyway below/théHowever, as we just mentioned, it may be
used as an indication that even when it comeg 00.5 andg = 0.3 maybe our numerical work is not that
much off (if at all).

4.3 Special cases

One can again create a substantial simplification of regien in Theorem 6 for certain values @f For
example, forg = 0 or ¢ = 1/2 one can follow the strategy of previous sections and simglifme of the
computations. However, such results (while simpler thasehfrom Theorem 6) are still not very simple.
Moreover, since for = 0 the results one eventually obtains are not even better treawell known ones
for ¢1 we skip presenting these simplifications.
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Table 8: Weak threshold boundg ¢ = 0.3

| 52 ] 0.0010 | 0.0200 | 0.0500 | 0.0900 | 0.1400 | 0.2000 | 0.2800 | 0.3600 | 0.4400 | 0.6000 | 0.9200 ||

weak

! 0.0081 | 0.0958 | 0.1913 | 0.2914 | 0.3985 | 0.5054 | 0.6188 | 0.7110 | 0.7889 | 0.8993 | 0.9991
X; 9.7741 | 2.9006 | 1.6855 | 1.5349 | 0.8705 | 0.8734 | 0.8656 | 0.9196 | 0.8888 | 0.9157 | 1.4012

() 22.565 | 5.4895 | 3.3171 | 2.3060 | 1.7590 | 1.3475 | 0.9736 | 0.7632 | 0.5694 | 0.3784 | 0.0368

weak

A% 10,0442 | 0.1519 | 0.2213 | 0.2785 | 0.3080 | 0.3436 | 0.3885 | 0.4258 | 0.4436 | 0.4737 | 0.5006

5 Conclusion

In this paper we looked at classical under-determined flisgatems with sparse solutions. We analyzed
a particular optimization technique callég optimization. While its a convex counterpdit technique is
known to work well often it is a much harder task to determing, iexhibits a similar or better behavior;
and especially if it exhibits a better behavior how muchdyetuantitatively it is. We made some sort of
progress in this direction in this paper. Namely, we shovwedlin many cases thig would provide stronger
guarantees thafy and in many other ones we provided bounds that are bettetiibaimes we could provide
for /1. Of course, having better bounds does not guarantee thpetfmance is better as well but in our
view serves as a solid indication that overél,q < 1, should work better thaf .

To be a bit more specific, in this paper we looked at sectiostabng, and weak thresholds of the
¢, optimization. We created a mechanism that can help prowder bounds on all of these thresholds.
The methodology is especially valuable since the undeglygroblems are non-convex and some of them
actually highly combinatorial. That makes them incrediblrd to analyze. However, using the powerful
methodology we recently developed [43] we were able to kididhese problems and make a substantial
progress in characterizing the thresholds they eventpadigiuce.

Of course, much more can be done, including generalizatbtise presented concepts to many other
variants of these problems. The examples include varioffisreint unknown vector structures (a priori
known to be positive vectors, block-sparse, binary/boxstained vectors etc.), various noisy versions
(approximately sparse vectors, noisy measuremghtdow rank matrices, vectors with partially known
support and many others. We will present some of these apiplis in a few forthcoming papers.
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