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Abstract

In this paper we look at a particular problem related to watddermined linear systems of equations with
sparse solutionsf;-minimization is a fairly successful polynomial technigiirat can in certain statistical
scenarios find sparse enough solutions of such systemseBarf¢; performance are typically referred to
as its thresholds. Depending if one is interested in a typicavorst case behavior one then distinguishes
between thenveakthresholds that relate to a typical behavior on one side hadédctionaland strong
thresholds that relate to the worst case behavior on the ettle. Starting with seminal works [6, 13,
19] a substantial progress has been achieved in theoreheafcterization of;-minimization statistical
thresholds. More precisely, [6,19] presented for the finseétlinear lower bounds on all of these thresholds.
Donoho’s work [13] (and our own [42,44]) went a bit furthedagssentially settled thi's weakthresholds.

At the same time they also provided fairly good lower boundgte values on theectionaland strong
thresholds. In this paper, we revisit thectionalthresholds and present a simple mechanism that can be used
to create solid upper bounds as well. The method we preskss t; a seemingly simple but substantial
progress we made in studying Hopfield models in [37].

Index Terms. Linear systems of equations; ¢;-optimization; compressed sensing .

1 Introduction

We start by giving a brief overview of the problem at hand arfthiwve consider as the most relevant
mathematical results. In this paper we will be interestethathematical studying of a particular problem
related to under-determined systems of linear equatiotis spiarse solutions. We start by looking at the
following system of linear equations

Ax =y, Q)

whereA is anm x n (m < n) matrix andy is anm x 1 vector. Clearly, as in any linear system the goal is
to determinex if A andy are given. Given the above dimensions this system is oblyiaunsler-determined
and for givenA andy the odds are that it will have an infinite number of solutidmsthis paper we will be
interested in a particular subclass of these systems, gahebne whergy is such that (1) is satisfied for
a k-sparsex and at the same time is not satisfied for anthat is less thark-sparse (here and in the rest of
the paper, undét-sparse vector we assume a vector that has at lneshzero components).

To make writing in the rest of the paper easier, we will asstimeso-calledinear regime, i.e. we will
assume that = n and that the number of equationsiis= an wherea andg are constants independent

*This work was supported in part by NSF grant #CCF-1217857.


http://arxiv.org/abs/1306.3778v2

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, 24, 25]).

There are of course many ways how one can attempt to resowve(l). Here we only mention a few
that are applicable for any matrix.

Typically, the following two algorithms (and their diffenevariations) have been often viewed histori-
cally as solid heuristics for solving (1) (in recent yearsdigropagation type of algorithms are emerging
as strong alternatives as well):

1. Orthogonal matching pursuit - OMP

2. Basis pursuit 41 -optimization.

Under certain probabilistic assumptions on the elementd dfcan be shown (see e.g. [32, 46, 47]) that
if m = O(klog(n)) OMP (or slightly modified OMP) can recoverin (1) with complexity of recovery
O(n?). On the other hand a stage-wise OMP from [21] recoweia (1) with complexity of recovery
O(nlogn). Somewhere in between OMP and BP are recent improvementANIBSsee e.g. [31]) and
Subspace pursuit (see e.g. [10]), which guarantee (asguh@rinear regime) that thesparsex in (1) can

be recovered in polynomial time with = O(k) equations. Of course, various other techniques are pessibl
and for that matter have been developed in recent years. Wowsnce this paper is mostly concern with
a success of a particular technique we refrain from revigiimther algorithms developed for solving (1)
and defer that to survey type of papers.

Our interest in this paper is the performance of a technicalled/;-optimization. (Variations of
the standard/;-optimization from e.g. [7, 8, 36]) as well as those from [23, 26-28, 35] related té,-
optimization,0 < ¢ < 1 are possible as well.) Bastg-optimization algorithm finds in (1) by solving the
following ¢1-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 workattrelate to (2).

The first one is [6] where the authors were able to show that &nhd n are given,A is given and
satisfies the restricted isometry property (RIP) (more o phoperty the interested reader can find in e.g.
[1,3,5,6, 34]), then any unknown vectarwith no more thark = Sn (whereg is a constant dependent on
« and explicitly calculated in [6]) non-zero elements candmovered by solving (2).

However, the RIP is only aufficientcondition for¢;-optimization to produce thg-sparse solution of
(1). Instead of characterizing through the RIP condition, in [12, 13] Donoho looked at it®mgetric
properties/potential. Namely, in [12, 13] Donoho consédepolytope 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, degail
of Donoho’s approach, and related results the interesi@dkerecan consult now already classic references
[12—15]). In a nutshell, using the results of [2, 4, 30, 33, #8s shown in [13], 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 profigtiiat is no more than a number exponentially
decaying inn away from1). Miraculously, [12, 13] provided a precise characteitatof 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 (2) in recoggaimost anygivenx in (1). We below make a
distinction between these cases and recall on some of thataefs from [13, 14, 16,18, 43, 44].



Clearly, for any given constant < 1 there is a maximum allowable value 6fsuch that forany given
k-sparsex in (1) the solution of (2) is with overwhelming probabilitixactly that givenk-sparsex. We
will refer to this maximum allowable value @f as thestrongthreshold (see [13]). Similarly, for any given
constanty < 1 andanygivenx with a given fixed location of non-zero components therelbélh maximum
allowable value of3 such that (2) finds that giver in (1) with overwhelming probability. We will refer
to this maximum allowable value @f as thesectionalthreshold and will denote it by,, Finally, for any
given constanty < 1 andanygivenx with a given fixed location of non-zero components and a gfied
combination of its elements signs there will be a maximurovedble value of5 such that (2) finds that
givenx in (1) with overwhelming probability. We will refer to this aximum allowable value of as the
weakthreshold and will denote it by, (see, e.g. [43,44]).

When viewed within this frame the results of [6, 19] estdi#is that/;-minimization achieves recovery
through a linear scaling of all important dimensioksi, andn). Moreover, for all3’s defined above lower
bounds were provided in [6]. On the other hand, the resul{& 2f13] established the exact valuesAf
and provided lower bounds gh, andS,e..

In a series of our own work (see, e.g. [42—-44]) we then createdlternative probabilistic approach
which was capable of providing the precise characterinaifo3,, as well and thereby of reestablishing the
results of Donoho [13] through a purely probabilistic agmie. We also presented in [44] further results
related to lower bounds gy, and S,ee.

Our main subject of interest in this paper is Seetionalthreshold. Before proceeding further with the
presentation we find it useful to restate the results fronh ldat relate to the sectional thresholélg.. The
following theorem summarizes these results. We will fagfien use the results of this theorem as a sort of
benchmark for the results that we will present in this paper.

Theorem 1. (Sectional threshold - lower bound) Ldtbe anm x n measurement matrix in (1) with the
null-space uniformly distributed in the Grassmanian. Llet inknownx in (1) be k-sparse. Further, let
the location of nonzero elementsobe arbitrarily chosen but fixed. Lét m,n be large and letx = ™*
and Bgee = % be constants independent:afandn. Let erfinv be the inverse of the standard error function
associated with zero-mean unit variance Gaussian randomnatbla. Further, lete > 0 be an arbitrarily
small constant and,.., (Bsecc < 5. < 1) be the solution of

\f —(erfinv({=5:<))? \ﬁ Bsee
B ; 1_Bsec - 9880
(1 —€)(1 = Bsec) ; \/_erflnv((1+e) —3 )=0. (3

If o« and B, further satisfy

((1—5sec>f -erfimge” 2 6sec>

1— B, 2 erfmv(1 98“ <)) 1-6,,
o> 10 [ ar g \/ Vo s N g _

Vo plerfinvi=feee gsei )2 1 — Bsec Osec
(4)

then with overwhelming probability the solution of (2) ig #lrsparsex from (1).

The above theorem was obtained in [44] through a novel piibé&abframework for performance char-
acterization of (2). Using that framework we obtained loWweunds ons,... These lower bounds are not
exact. In this paper we design a mechanism that can be usenipoute the upper bounds @h... The
obtained upper bounds will obviously not match the lowemusucomputed in [44] but are relatively simple
to compute and can provide a quick assessment as to how feomfthe optimal are in the worst the results
obtained for sectional thresholds in [44].

Although studying the weak thresholds is not the subjedtisfriaper, we should as a side point mention
that the weak thresholds computed in [44] were confirmed1n42] to be the exact ones. In this paper we
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will also utilize to a degree the upper-bounding methodplofj[42]. However, a few further insights are
needed to make the mechanism we are about to present worka@seltiecame available only after we made
a simple but important progress in studying a class of Hapfiebdels from statistical physics in [37].

We organize the rest of the paper in the following way. In Bac2 we create a mechanism for com-
puting the upper bounds aofy.. for a class of random matrice$. In Section 3 we present a collection of
numerical results that aim at estimating how far off are qurar bounds from trug,... Finally, in Section
4 we discuss obtained results.

2 Upper-bounding fse.

In this section we present the mechanism for upper-bounitiegectional thresholds. We first recall on a
sectional type of optimality characterization of (2). Sactharacterization is completely deterministic. We
in the second part of this section then probabilisticallglgre the obtained characterization.

2.1 Deterministic part

Namely, we look at a null-space characterizatiomdhat guarantees (in a sectional sense) that the solution
of (2) is thek-sparse solution of (1). To be more precise, the charaat@izwill establish a condition which

is equivalent to having the solution of (2) be thesparse solution of (1) for angn-sparsex with a fixed
location of nonzero components. Since the analysis wilirtyebe irrelevant with respect to what particular
location is chosen, we can for the simplicity of the expositand without loss of generality assume that
the components,, xo, ... ,x,_j Of x are equal to zero and the componeRr}s ;. +1,X,_k12,--.,X, Of

x are larger than or equal to zero. Under this assumption we tie following theorem from [43] that
provides such a characterization (while the correspondiegk threshold characterization was introduced
for the first time in [43], the sectional characterization maeed here was by no means derived in [43]
for the first time; similar sectional/strong threshold cwerizations were obtained way earlier, see e.g.
[17,20,22,29,45,49,50]; furthermore, if instead’pbne, for example, uses dp-optimization () < g < 1)

in (2) then characterizations similar to the ones from [0722,29,45,49,50] can be derived as well [26—-28]).

Theorem 2. (Nonzero part of has fixed location) Assume that anx n matrix A is given. Letx be a

k-sparse vector. Also let; = x, = - -+ = x,,_; = 0. Further, assume that = Ax and thatw is ann x 1
vector. If
n n—k
(YweRAW =0) Y |wi| <> |wil (5)
i=n—k+1 1=1

then the solution of (2) is. Moreover, if

n n—k
GweRAw=0) Y |wi > |wil (6)
i=n—k+1 =1
then there will be &-sparsex that satisfies (1) and is not the solution of (2).

Proof. The first part follows directly from Theoremin [43] by viewing a particular subset of locations.
For the completeness we just sketch the argument agairk hethe solution of (2). We want to show that
if (5) holds thenx = x. To that end assume opposite, i.e. assume that (5) holds Butk. Then since
y = Ax andy = Ax one must hav& = x + w with w such thatdw = 0. Also, sincex is the solution of

(2) one has that
Do wil <> Il ()
=1 =1
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Then the following must hold as well

n—k n
dolwil— Y wil <o. 8)
i=1 i=n—k+1

or equivalently
n—k n
dolwil < D fwil. ©)
=1 i=n—k+1

Clearly, (9) contradicts (5) an&l # x can not hold. Thereforg& = x which is exactly what the first part of
the theorem claims.
For the “moreover” part assume that (6) holds, i.e. we assume

n n—k
GweR"Aw=0) > w;> ) |wil (10)
i=n—k+1 =1
and want to show that there iskasparsex with x; = x5 = --- = x,,_; = 0 such that (7) holds (with a
strict inequality). This would imply that there issawith x; = x9 = -+ = x,_; = 0 such thatAx = y

andx is not the solution of (2). Since (9) is just rewritten (10karan go backwards from (9) to (7) (just
additionally making all the inequalities strict in the pess). Then fox such that; = 0for1 < j < n—k,
x; = —wj,n — k+1 < j < none has that (10) implies

n n
> i wil <Y Ixil- (11)
i=1 i=1

or in other words thak can not be the solution of (2). This concludes the proof ofssond (“moreover”)
part. ]

We believe that a few comments are in order. Clearly, thedastof the above theorem is the character-
ization that was used to obtain the lower bounds on the sedttbresholds in [44] (and way earlier in [13]).
The second part may seem somewhat novel when it comes teiis ssctional thresholds characterizations.
However, we should emphasize that its statement and preofathing original (see, e.g. [20, 26]). On the
other hand, as mentioned above we have hardly ever seenanyihe second part before. Of course that is
somewhat expected as long as one is concerned with the lmuadb. However, as the reader might guess,
if one is concerned with proving the upper bounds the secanidgh the above theorem becomes the same
type of the key proving strategy component that the first past in the framework of [44]. Below we use
it to create a machinery almost as powerful as the one froftiiéd provides the corresponding framework
for upper-bounding the sectional thresholds.

2.2 Probabilistic part

In this section we probabilistically analyze validity ofetimull-space characterization given in the second
part of Theorem 2. Essentially, we will design a mechanisncémnputing upper bounds gf.. (in fact,
since it will be slightly more convenient we will actually téemine lower bounds on; that is of course
conceptually the same as finding the upper-bound$r). In the first part of this subsection we will
closely follow the strategy presented in [42] used to obtgiper bounds on the weak thresholds.



We start by defining a quantity that will play one of the key roles below

n—k n
TA)=min O |wil— D |wil)
=1 i=n—k+1
subjectto Aw =0
[wl2 < 1. 12)

Now, we will in the rest of the paper assume that the entried of.d. standard normal random variables.
Then one can say that for anyand S for which

li_>m P(r(A) <0) =1, (13)
there is ak-sparsex (from a set ofx’s with a given fixed location of nonzero components) whichwih
probability 1 fails to find. For a fixeds our goal will be to find the largest possihlefor which (14) holds,
i.e. for which (2) fails with probabilityl. As is now well known based on the machinery developed in a
series of our work [42, 44] all random quantities of intengdt concentrate and one can instead of looking
at (14) look at the alternative condition

lim ET(A)

n—oo  \/n
Before going through the randomness of the problem and &taitu of lim,, , f) (and ultimately

P(r(A) < 0)) we will try to provide a more explicit expression fetthan the one given by the optimization
problem in (12). We proceed by slightly rephrasing (12):

< 0. (14)

Et(

n—=k n
7(A) = min min (Z t; — Z b;w;)
i=1

b2=1 t,w
: i=n—k-+1
subjectto —t; <w; <t;,1<i<n—k
Aw =0
[wll2 < 1. (15)
We then write further
7(A) = min 7, (A, b), (16)

bZ=1

where

n—=k n
Tw(Ab)=min () ti— > byw)
=1

t,w
i=n—k+1
subjectto —t; <w; <t;,1<i<n—k
Aw =0
[wl2 < 1. (17)

Now, one can closely follow what was done in [42] between &qoa(14) and(25) to arrive to the follow-



ing analogue of [42]'25)
Tw(A4,b) = max —|lz — AT

subjectto  |z;| <1,1<i<n-—k
z;=—b;,n—k+1<i<n.

or in a more convenient form
Tw(A,b) = — nznyn |z — ATv||o
subjectto  |z;| <1,1<i<n-—k
z;, =—-b;,n—k+1<i<n.

Now, we proceed by solving the inner minimization ovefTo that end we write

7w(A,b)? = —minmin T AATY — 22T ATV + ||z
z 1%

subjectto |z <1,1<i<n-—k

z;=—b;,n—k+1<i<n.

Since

min v AATY — 22T ATy = —2T AT (AAT) ™! Ag,

v

one then from (20) has

7w(A,b)2 = —min  —zT AT(AAT) " Az + ||z||3
z
subjectto  |z;| <1,1<i<n—k
z;,=—b;,n—k+1<i<n,

and alternatively

Tw(A,b)2 = —min 2T (I — AT(AAT)"1A)z

subjectto  |z;| <1,1<i<n—k
z;=—b;,n—k+1<i<n.

Now, we look at the SVD decomposition df

A=SvDT,

(18)

(19)

(20)

(21)

(22)

(23)

(24)

whereS is anm x m matrix such thasS” = I, V is a diagonal matrix of singular values df andD is

ann x m matrix such thaD” D = I. Then
AT(AATY 1A = DV ST (sv2sT)-1sv DT,

and
AT(AATY*A = DDT.

(25)

(26)



Let D+ be an(n — m) x n matrix such that

(D pY"[p D=1 27)
Then one also has

[D DY) [p DY =1, (28)
or in other words

I - DDT = DH(DHT. (29)

Using (29), (23) becomes

Tw(A,b)? = —min zT((DL)TDL)z

Z

subjectto  |z;| <1,1<i<n—k
z;=—-b,n—k+1<i<n, (30)

and obviously

Tw(A,b) = —min ”DJ_Z”Q

z
subjectto |z <1,1<i<n—k
zi=—-b;,n—k+1<i<n. (31)
Given the rotational invariance of Gaussian matrices aadett that one is ultimately only interested in the

sign ofr,,(A, b), from a statistical point of view one can then repld2é with an (n — m) x n matrix A®)
with i.i.d. standard normal components. One can then write

7(A) = — maxmin ||DJ‘Z||2
bZ=1 z
subjectto  |z;| < 1,1<i<n-—k
zi=—-b;,n—k+1<i<n, (32)
and
79(A) = —maxmin  ||A™z|,
b2=1 2
subjectto  |z;| <1,1<i<n—k
zi=—-b,n—k+1<i<n. (33)
and @
ign(ET(A ignETY (A
iy SOETA)) . SignETY(A)) (34)
n—o00 \/ﬁ n—o00 n

This essentially means that one can switch to the analysigeajuantity on the right hand side of (34). We
then have

1
= lim —F max min EHA:(Z)—k—H:nb+A(lf:)n_kzlin—k”2

n—00 n n—oo bE{—l,l}k Zi:n—k

subjectto  |z;| < 1,1 <i<n—k, (35)

)



where

b = [bn—k+17 bn—k+27 cee 7bn]7 (36)
A(“’) _ Is a submatrix ofA(*) obtained by extracting columrd,2,...,n—k}, A o ,Hl is a submatrix
of A( w) obtained by extracting columrs, — k + 1,n —k+2, ... ,n}, and analogously.,,_, is a vector
obtained by extracting componedts, 2, ...,n — k} of z. From (35) we obtain
. Er9A . . (w) (w)
= T
subjectto  |z;| < 1,1 <i<n—k, (37)

wherea is an arbitrary(n — m) x 1 unit norm constant vector. Given statistical independesfalumns

of A one can first condition oﬁ( w) _k41: @Nd set

E(maxpeq_q 134 ”A - k+1nb”2)

& = lim (38)
n—o00 n
Then from (37) we have
(9)
lim Er7(4) < lim —FEmin l||£nna—|— A_(if,)n_kzlm_ng
n—oo n n—oo Z n SR
subjectto |z;| < 1,1<i<n—k. (39)

Now, if one can indeed computg we would have a mechanism to establish the condition fortiviyeof

lim,, 0 %. Computingé,, is not easy, though. However, following [37] one can desmmer and
upper bounds od,,. In fact, here it turns out that the lower bounds are what watindJsing the results
of [37] one then has

\/ < +&sk) max AW b
lim —g(l < ¢, = lim ( be{-1,1}k H n— k—l—ln H ) (40)

n—00 n—o0 n

where
E(max,e(_q1j» X' Gx)
V2yn
andG is ann x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components.
Then from (39) we have

~ 0.7632, (41)

(s = lim
n—oo

Er9(A
lim Er7(4) < lim Emm —Hf(l na—l—A(l)n wZ1m—kl2

n—00 n n—+00

subject to |z2| <1,1<i<n-—k. (42)

Before we present the way to handle (42) which is a bit tricky ib our view quite beautiful, we will

briefly sketch a standard way how one could proceed basedeoméchanisms from [42, 44]. Using the
mechanisms of [44] one can then establish the following uppand on the right hand side of (42) (in fact,
using the machinery of [40, 42, 44] one can actually showttiafollowing upper bound is actually equal



to the right hand side of 42)

(9)
lim Er7(4) < lim —F minmax l(é’r(ll)ana + a’'gl|z1m—kll2 + T2y p)
n

n—00 n n—00 z q

subjectto  |z;| < 1,1 <i<n—k, (43)

or alternatively

- Erf9A . ) 1
lim Er?(4) < lim —Emin ﬁ(\/( 7(3)”)2 + lgl3llz1n—rl3 + DT z10—1)

n—00 n n—00 z

subjectto |z <1,1<i<n—k. (44)

The above optimization on the right hand side of the inegquatn be solved (it is not that hard but it is a
bit involved). In fact, that is how we initially handled (42§lowever, we then found an alternative way to
handle (42) which, as stated above, we consider way mordifhgdban the standard combination of (43)
and (44). While we believe that the results should be presdentthe original form that tightly follows the
way we created them, we simply appreciate the beauty of tamative method so much that we decided to
present that method. Moreover, the form of the final resitlh@gagh analytically the same as what can be
obtained through (44)) is way more beautiful in the trickythoel that we present below.

Essentially, to handle (42), one can recognize that @(ﬁna can, from the statistical point of view,
be replaced byd(*:9)z(9) where A(*-9) is an(n — m) x k) matrix of i.i.d. standard normals (obviously
independent ofA(*) as well),z(¥ is ank¥) x 1 vector of all—1's (1’s work as well; however to make in
what follows more obvious the parallel with the results fr] —1’s work better), and:9) is such that

k9 (n —m) = (£0)2n?. (45)

The above condition is obtained from the following line of tkdentities
K9 (n—m) = BJA“929 |5 = (¢Dn)?||al3 = (&) (46)

One can then rewrite (42) as

(9)
lim Er¥(4) < lim —F min l||A(w’g)z(g) —I—A,(lf,) _kZn—k||2
n—oo n n—oo zl:n—kyz(g) n Lln
subjectto  |z;| <1,1<i<n-—k
29 = 1,1 <i <k, (47)

(Conditioning onA(*-9) and noting that(9) is fixed essentially affirms our above assertion.) One cam the
recognize that the optimization on the right hand side ictiaf the same type as the one in (33) with
b, = 1 which is what one would get applying steps (18)-(33) to [@2&guation25). However, as shown
in [42,44] the threshold condition [42]'s equati¢25) would provide is exactly what the upper bounds (and
essentially the optimal values) of the weak thresholds &tee only difference is that one has to slightly
adjust the dimensions. What dtem, andn in [42, 44], now aré:(9), m(9), andn(9) where

( g))z 2

A — n
n—m
m@ = m—_k+ k@
n9 = pn—k+k9. (48)
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To give a threshold characterization for (47) we recall aileak threshold characterization obtained
in [42,44] fork = Bn, m = an, andn (we assume: — oo and ignore alk’s from [42, 44]).

Theorem 3. (Weak threshold — exact [42, 44]) Ldtbe anm x n matrix in (1) with i.i.d. standard normal
components. Let the unknowrnn (1) bek-sparse. Further, let the location and signs of nonzero eleshof
x be arbitrarily chosen but fixed. Lét m,n be large and letx = ™ and 3, = % be constants independent
of m andn. Let erfinv be the inverse of the standard error function aesded with zero-mean unit variance
Gaussian random variable.

\/gﬁerfinv(%)ﬁ
(1 — /Bw) a o — \/ierfinv( %:%I“:) = 0. (49)

Then:
1. If a > o, then with overwhelming probability the solution of (2) ig thsparsex from (1).

2. If a < ay, then with overwhelming probability there will bekasparsex (from a set ofk’s with fixed
locations and signs of honzero components) that satisfjean.isnot the solution of (2).

Proof. The first part was established in [44] and the second one vtaslisbed in [42]. An alternative way
of establishing the same set of results was also presen{dd]inOf course, the weak thresholds were first
computed in [13] through a different geometric approach. O

A combination of (48) and (49) then gives the following clweaization of an upper bound on the
sectional threshold.

Theorem 4. (Sectional threshold — upper bound) L&be amm x n matrix in (1) with i.i.d. standard normal
components. Let the unknownin (1) be k-sparse. Further, let the location of nonzero elements bk
arbitrarily chosen but fixed. Lét, m,n be large and letx = 7 and e = % be constants independent of
m andn. Let erfinv be the inverse of the standard error function esded with zero-mean unit variance
Gaussian random variable. Further, l&tx be as in (41) and letv,.. and 5. satisfy

1 1—asec )2
\/ge_(erfan(m))

Asec — Bsec + /Bsec(l + gSK \/ lfzf;c )2

If @ < ase then with overwhelming probability there will bekasparsex (from the set ok’s with fixed
locations of nonzero components) that satisfies (1) andtishe solution of (2).

1 — agec
1- 6880

(1 — Bec) — V2erfin( ) = 0. (50)

Proof. Follows from the previous discussion, after recognizirgg #n upper bound on the sectional thresh-
old of interest can be determined through a characterizaifoan adjusted weak threshold characteriza-
tion for system with parameteis?), m(9), andn(9). According to (49) (and essentially to [42, 44]) the
weak threshold characterization of the problem with patarsé(@), m(9), andn(¥ is (of course assuming
n¥ = 0o andk@ andm'9 are linearly proportional ta(9))

7 —(erfiny2-m()))2
ze 9=k (9 — m@
(9) _ (9 \/; _ (e My
(n k9)) —% V2erfinv( R Ye) )=0
7 —(erfiny-m(@)))2
(n() — k(@) \/;e () -kl @ —m@
& - o) - ﬁerfmv(m) = 0. (51)

n
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Using (48) one then has

n@ —m on=—m 1= Qgee
n(!]) — ]{7(9) o n—=k - 1-— 5330
n(@ — (9 _n- k _1_3,.
n n
2 n—m 2
m(9) m—k+ n’im( T sk )? ec
= = Qsec — Bsec + Bsee | 1 +E&sK 2 .
n n 1 — agec
(52)
Plugging (52) back in (51) gives (50). O

Remark: Of course, there are other ways how one can establish the gib@n upper bound. However, we
decided to present the way that we consider fairly beaugifid that, at the same time, is not that far from
the original one that we discovered while proving theseltesu

As stated above equation (50) is then enough to determingar lbound on the sectional threshold of
£1 minimization. Numerical values of the sectional threstmidthined using (50) are presented in Figure 1.
We also show in Figure 1 the lower bounds on the sectionashioids obtained in [13,44] and in [38] (we
refer to those from [44] as the direct sectional thresholdelobounds and to those from [38] as the lifted
sectional threshold lower bounds). As can be seen the ugperdls obtained here are obviously not the
same as the lower bounds but are not that far away either.

Also, to be completely mathematically rigorous, we shoudd ¢he following. Namely, to make the
above theorem operational, one needs a concrete valug far While an exact characterization of this
guantity is known it is not explicit and one typically needsesort to a numerical computation to completely
determine it. Moreover, the known methods typically apptothe true value from above, whereas what we
would need here is something that approaches it from belavedaver to be again completely rigorous one
should say that theoretically one may really need an infmitmber of numerical computations to evaluate
it exactly). However, we firmly believe that the estimate vewayabove is very close to the true value and
can in fact already be slightly below it. Also, even if one gome decimal further and keeps only the first
three digits (which should definitely be enough to be belostthe value) the changes in the resulting curve
would not be visible. Essentially, for all practical purpeghe light blue curve in Figure 1 is right where it
should be, it is just that we wanted to make sure that thistpeimlso taken into account.

3 Numerical experiments

In this section we briefly discuss the results that we obthinem numerical experiments. We essentially
adapted a well-known fast bit-flipping idea to design an ailgm that can numerically compute (simulate)
the sectional threshold upper bounds.

3.1 Algorithmic methodology

Before going into the details of the obtained results we Wilefly present the numerical/algorithmic
methodology we used. Namely, we attempted to determineidineo$ the optimal value of the objective
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Figure 1:Sectionalthreshold,/;-optimization — upper bound

function of the following optimization problem

n n—k+1
min - — doowil+ ) wil
i=n—k+1 1
subjectto Aw = 0. (53)

Clearly negative optimum would imply thét minimization sectionally fails whereas zero would mean tha
£1 minimization sectionally succeeds. Of course, this pnobig not easy to solve. First there are a couple
of purely numerical problems; 1) if the optimum is negativesiessentially unbounded and 2) if it is zero
it is hard to believe that any finite precision machine willkmat exactly zero. These problems can be
handled, though. Simply adding a spherical constraint||saj, < 50, would fix potential unboundedness
and adding a linear constraint, s@?zl w; = 10, should insure thatv = 0 is not the solution (of course
numbersl0 and50 are randomly chosen; there are two things one needs to bielcaibeut when choosing
these numbers: 1)0 should not be small since we want to move away from zero whenogitimum

is nonnegative and 2)0 should be large enough so that a point on hyperplaije, w; = 10 that can
potentially make objective’s optimum negative is not algsihe spherical constraint). Of course to insure
not losing any potential solution one should resolve thblgm with the same but negative linear constraint
as well. Once these things are set one can look at (53) in tloeving way

n n—k+1
7" (A) = min min~ — Z b;w; + Z |w|
bi=1 W i=n—k+1 i=1
subjectto  Aw = 0, Sph +Lin, (54)

where SphLin stand for the spherical and the linear constraint, retbgedy and+ indicates that the problem
should be solved for both, positive and negative linear aim. Solving the above problem over aff
different b’s would produce the exact value of the optimum (in fact whataare about is the sign of the
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Algorithm 1 A bit flipping algorithm to estimate sidm(A))
Input: A, k, m, andn
1: Initialize 75"™ = 100, b; = 1forn —k+1<i<n
2: ]zO,]mmzl

stm

3: whiler, ;. > 0do

4 j=j44+1

5 di=n—k+1+(j mod k)

6: b; = —b;

7. Solve (54) to obtain(57) (A)

8. if (1" (A) < 0)or((j+1) mod k= jmin) then
o: UM (4) = rlsim)(4)

10: Terminate loop

11:  endif

12. if 7m) (4) < 75 (4) then
13: Flsim) A) = 7(5m)(A)

14: Jmin =]
15. €se

16: b; = —b;
17:  endif

18: end while

(sim)

Output: sign(r,... " (A4))

optimum). Given that can be large we instead looked at the following simple hipitig algorithm.
Namely, we start withh; = 1,n —k+1 < i < n, and withi = n — k4 1 and then keep flipping each bf’s
(one after another, i.éh; 1 afterb; forn — k — 1 <i < n —1andb,_. afterb,) if the flipping lowers
the objective value. We stop either when the objective vakmomes negative or when further flipping of
any ofb;’s can not decrease the objective any more (or alternatifallarge number of iterations results in
only marginal changes of the objective).

The above algorithm is very simple but it is far way from bethg best possible (its various modifi-
cations are possible and quite often perform way betterpafse quite a few different algorithms can be
designed as well). Here, however, we do reemphasize thahasedt as pretty much the simplest possible
while being fully aware that it is neither the most efficientrplexity-wise nor the most accurate. Algorith-
mic studying of (54) is a topic on its own and since here it isthe main subject of our work we refrain
from any further discussion as to how the above procedurdeamproved. Instead we mention that here
our goal is more to a give a rough picture/hint as to how faryaikam the optimum and each other our
bounds are. Hence, we below present the results that we igaigth this simple version and leave any
further consideration for a separate discussion relatedgmrithmic aspects of (54) that we will present
elsewhere.

We summarize the above algorithm in Algorithm 1. What we @nésn Algorithm 1 is just a sketch of
the basic pseudo-code. As mentioned above one can moddthias it stops much sooner if there are no
substantial changes in the objective over a large numbé¢erattions.

3.2 Numerical results

In all our numerical experiments we generated n matricesA with i.i.d. zero-mean unit variance Gaussian
random variables for any combination-af andn given in Tables 1 and 2. For a fixed combination, n)

14



Table 1: Simulation results for upper bounds of the sectitmasholds — lower = = < 0.5 regime

n 800 400 400 400 400

m 0.1n =80 | 0.2n =80 | 0.3n =120 | 0.4n = 160 | 0.5n = 200
k; # of errors/# of repetitions 14; 99/100 | 15;99/100 | 24;99/100 | 35; 92/100 | 50; 99/100
k; # of errors/# of repetitions 12; 79/100 | 14; 89/100 | 23; 80/100 | 34; 84/100 | 48; 90/100
k; # of errors/# of repetitions 10; 22/100 | 13; 58/100 | 22; 44/100 | 33; 69/100 | 46; 53/100
k; # of errors/# of repetitions 8; 0/100 | 12;19/100 | 21;21/100 | 32;30/100 | 44;13/57
k; # of errors/# of repetitions 6;0/100 | 11;3/100 | 20;7/100 | 31;17/100 | 42;4/100
k; # of errors/# of repetitions 4;0/100 | 10;0/100 | 19;1/100 30; 1/27 40;0/14

Table 2: Simulation results for upper bounds of the sectittmasholds — highetr = * > 0.5 regime

n 300 200 200 200

m 0.6n =180 | 0.7n =140 | 0.8n =160 | 0.9n = 180
k; # of errors/# of repetitions 51; 100/100 | 44;98/100 | 58; 100/100 | 74; 99/100
k; # of errors/# of repetitions 49; 95/100 | 42;81/100 | 55;92/100 | 71;91/100
k; # of errors/# of repetitions 47; 72/100 | 40; 50/100 | 53; 67/100 | 69; 68/100
k; # of errors/# of repetitions 44;21/99 | 38;19/100 | 50;34/100 | 66;22/57
k; # of errors/# of repetitions 42; 8/100 | 36; 13/100 48; 5/28 64; 9/100
k; # of errors/# of repetitions 40; 2/100 34;0/31 45;1/100 61; 1/100

we attempted to solve underlying optimization problemssgyreral different values d@f from the transition
zone. For each combinatidit, m, n) we generated a number of different problem instances diféerent
matricesA) which we call#of repetitions in Tables 1 and 2. We then recorded the numbtmes our
algorithm indicated that; should sectionally fail, i.e. we recorded the number of sntige algorithm
achieved a negative objective in (54). All differefit,m,n) combinations as well as the corresponding
numbers of failed experiments are given in Tables 1 and 2leThioontains the data for a rangeigfm,
andn wherem < 5 or as we call it lowekx range whereas Table 2 contains the data for a range f,
andn wherem > 3 or as we call it highetv range.

The interpolated data from Tables 1 and 2 are presentedigadlghin Figure 2. The color of any point
in Figure 2 shows the probability of having our algorithm gudee that, -optimization will sectionally fail
for a combination(«, 5) that corresponds to that point. The colors are mapped taapiiities according
to the scale on the right hand side of the figure. The simulededlts can naturally be compared to the
theoretical prediction for the sectional threshold bouridsnce, we also show in Figure 2 the theoretical
value for all sectional threshold bounds mentioned eaf#ird shown in Figure 1). Since the algorithm we
designed is suboptimal it may sometimes miss to find a case #¥yrehould sectionally fail. That essentially
means that the simulated results are also just upper boiNwls, from Figure 2 one can observe that the
simulation results are exactly somewhere in between knbeoretical upper and lower bounds. However,
there are a couple of comments we need to add. The dimensersgmwlated may not be large enough
to reflect the real thresholds and at the same time we do net koew suboptimal the applied algorithm
is (increasing the dimension could potentially lift the plerregion while using optimal algorithms could
lower it). Overall, we believe that the true thresholds argsgantially closer to the green curve than to the
light blue one, i.e. we believe that the lower bounds we eckdt [44] and especially those we created
in [38] are fairly close to the true sectional thresholds.
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Figure 2:Sectionalthreshold,/;-optimization — upper bound; simulations

4 Discussion

In this paper we considered under-determined linear systé#raquations with sparse solutions. We looked
from a theoretical point of view at a classical polynomiaté /;-optimization algorithm. Barriers of;
performance are typically referred to as its thresholdspeDding if one is interested in a typical or worst
case behavior one then distinguishes betweemtiakthresholds that relate to a typical behavior on one
side and thesectionaland strong thresholds that relate to the worst case behavior on the sttie. In
this paper, we revisited theectionalthresholds. Under the assumption that the system mattias i.i.d.
standard normal components, we derived upper bounds omhlhesvof the recoverable sectional thresholds
in the so-called linear regime, i.e. in the regime when tleeverable sparsity is proportional to the length
of the unknown vector. Obtained upper bounds are relatiglglge to the known lower bounds we found
through frameworks designed in [38,44]. The method we pitesdies on a seemingly simple but substantial
progress we made in studying Hopfield models from statigtibgsics in [37].

We should also mention that one can derive the upper bouraléeiv different ways as well. However,
we found that they typically have a more complicated pregent and don'’t result in a substantial improve-
ment (i.e. while they occasionally may be better (lowerhtttee bounds we presented here they don’t come
close to matching the lower bounds). We then decided to préise method given here since in our view it
is fairly elegant and in a way provides a quick assessmenthibdower bounds given in [38, 44] are highly
likely not that far away from the optimal ones.

We should also mention that our results are presented foraasd with i.i.d. standard normal compo-
nents. However, they hold for a way larger class of randonriogst We refrain from further discussions in
this direction but instead refer to similar discussions wajuled in e.g. [37—40].

Further developments are of course possible (as is the ads@nstty much any result we develop re-
lated to this and similar problems). Various specific protdehat have been of interest in a broad scientific
literature developed over the last few years, like quaimifyhe performance df; type of optimization prob-
lems in solving systems with special structure of the solutiector (block-sparse, binary, box-constrained,
low-rank matrix, partially known locations of nonzero caoomgnts, just to name a few), systems with non-
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exact (noisy) solution vectors and/or equations can thea treeir sectional behavior bounded as well. In a
few forthcoming companion papers we will present some aalapplications.

What we believe is more important than adjusting the medhapiresented here to fit all problem vari-
ants is the recognition that studying the sectional thrglshmay be substantially harder task than studying
the corresponding weak ones. The reason is that the unigrbgtimization problems are combinatorial
and studying their behavior (as discussed to great extef38j typically requires a substantially larger
effort.
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