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Abstract

In this paper we look at isometry properties of random mesri®uring the last decade these properties
gained a lot attention in a field called compressed sensifgsinplace due to their initial use in [7, 8].
Namely, in [7, 8] these quantities were used as a criticdl itoproviding a rigorous analysis df; opti-
mization’s ability to solve an under-determined systemiddr equations with sparse solutions. In such
a framework a particular type of isometry, called restdcisometry, plays a key role. One then typically
introduces a couple of quantities, called upper and lowstrioted isometry constants to characterize the
isometry properties of random matrices. Those constaetthen usually viewed as mathematical objects
of interest and their a precise characterization is ddsirabhe first estimates of these quantities within
compressed sensing were given in [7, 8]. As the need for gglgcestimating them grew further a finer
improvements of these initial estimates were obtaineddn[&, 4]. These are typically obtained through
a combination of union-bounding strategy and powerful éatimates of extreme eigenvalues of Wishart
(Gaussian) matrices (see, e.g. [19]). In this paper we attéoncircumvent such an approach and provide
an alternative way to obtain similar estimates.

Index Terms: Restricted isometry constants; compressed Bsing; ¢;-minimization.

1 Introduction

In this paper we look at isometry properties of random mesricOur motivation comes from their initial
employment for the analysis @f-optimization success in solving under-determined lirgeatems with
sparse solutions. In [7, 8] the following classic inversedir problem was considered: considena n
system matrix4 with real components. Let be a vector with no more thannonzero components (we will
call such a vectok-sparse). Further let

y = AX. 1)

Then one can pose the inverse problem: giyeand A can one then recovet? The answer critically
depends on the structure dfand relations betweel, m, andn. To avoid any special case we will assume
that A is always a full rank matrix and that< m < n. Moreover, to simplify the exposition we will assume
thatn is large and the so-called linear regime, i.e. we will asstimék = gn andm = an whereg and

« are constants independentroflt is then a relatively easy algebraic exercise to showithat< «/2 the
solution to the above problem is unique and equat.t@On the other hand if > «/2, roughly speaking,
the “odds” are pretty good that the solution is unique andaktpx. Equipped with these algebraic facts
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one then faces the problem of actually figuring out wkaeally is, if y and A from (1) are given. That
essentially (loosely speaking) boils down to finding therspst solution of the following under-determined
system of linear equations

Ax =y. (2

The above problem is of course hard. Moreover it is a mathealatornerstone of the field called com-
pressed sensing that has seen an unprecedented exparrgoaniyears (way more about the compressed
sensing conception and various problems of interest witkarfields that grew out of the above mentioned
basic compressed sensing concept can be found in a toneeoémeés; here we point out to a couple of
introductory papers, e.g. [7,17]).

Looking back at (2), clearly one can consider an exhauséaech type of solution where one would look
at all subsets of columns of4 and then attempt to solve the resulting system. Howevengititear regime
that we assumed above such an approach becomes prohjbdioel asn grows. That of course led in last
several decades towards a search for more clever algorithmselving (2). Many great algorithms were
developed (especially during the last decade) and manyeai thave even provably excellent performance
measures (see, e.g. [12,16,18,27,28,41,42]). A partlgwaccessful strategy is the following so-called
£1-optimization technique (variations of the standérebptimization from e.g. [9, 10, 31]) as well as those
from [13, 20, 24-26, 30] related #Q-optimization,0 < ¢ < 1 are possible as well)

min IIx||1
subjectto Ax =y. 3)

It has been known for a long time that the solution to the alppablem is fairly oftenx in (2). It is however
the work of [7,8,17] that for the first time established it amarous mathematical fact in a certain statistical
scenario for the linear regime that we consider here (motb@non-linear regime, i.e. on the regime when
m is larger than linearly proportional tb can be found in e.g. [11, 21, 22]). On the path to establishing
this fact [7, 8] made a use of isometry properties of mattixNamely, they observed that if one lookskat
column subsets ofl and can somehow show that they typically behave as isoratnie can then guarantee
that the solution of (3) i. To make the above description of such an observation me@ger it is more
convenient to define the following objects (for definitiorigalated, similar objects see, e.g. [2, 6-8]):

5uric(5> Oé) = max HAXH2

lIxl[2=1,[Ixl[eg =k
GrielBr0) = | Ax]2, (4)

min
Ixll2=1,||x|le, =F

where||x||4, is the so-called,-norm which for all practical purposes counts how many nhomgemponents
vectorx has. Now, if one assumes that the columngl@re normalized so that they all have unit Euclidean
norm then how far away fromare¢,,,...(3, «) and¢;...(3, «) is what determines how closeis to satisfying
restricted isometry properties. What was observed in [i§ 8ssentially what kind of effect will deviation
of Euric(B, ) and&y.i.(8, ) from 1 have on the ability of (3) to recover from 1. All these things were
of course rigorously quantified as well assuming a staéisicenario. In such a scenario matrxs often
assumed to have appropriately scaled i.i.d. standard naomgonents. We will make a similar assumption
throughout the rest of the paper as well (however, we do merthiat our results are in no way restricted
only to such matriced!; in fact we will briefly towards the end of the paper discuss gienerality of the
presented results as well). Namely, to ease the expositowillhassume that the elements 4fare i.i.d.
standard normal components. Our goal will be to providerests fors,,;.(5, «) and&;,..(5, «) in such a
statistical scenario.

We should also mention that the restricted isometry praggethat were considered in [7, 8] are not the



only way how one can analyze the ability of (3) to recoxein (2). Namely, in [14, 15], an alternative
approach based on high-dimensional “random” geometry wesepted. Moreover, such an approach was
capable of providing the exact relations betwéem:, andn (essentially §, «) relations) so that (3) typ-
ically in a statistical scenario recoveks In our own series of work [36—39], we designed an altereativ
probabilistic approach that was also able to provide thetea «) relations so that (3) typically in a sta-
tistical scenario recovets. However, for the purposes of this paper we believe that tladyais presented

in [7, 8] and later in [5] is more relevant.

Of course before proceeding with the presentation of ounmesults, we should mention that after the
original considerations in [7, 8], the restricted isomatrgperties have found a great deal of applications
in various other studies related to linear inverse problasisvell as in studies that viewed them as pure
mathematical objects (see, e.g. [1, 3,6,7,29]). Along #meslines, we should mention that our motivation
and interest come from the initial types of analysis usedudys?; -optimization properties. However, our
presentation and contribution view them as purely mathieadavbjects and all results we present are a
purely mathematical characterization of restricted ismygroperties of random matrices (which essen-
tially boils down to an as precise as possible estimatg,0f(3, o) and&;.;.(8, ) in (4)). Of course there
has been a great deal of work in recent years that providéd estimates foE,,;.(3, «) and&;,.(5, a).

We should first mention that already in the introductory pagé, 8] pretty good estimates f@r,,;.(5, )
and¢&;...(5, «) were provided. In those papers of course the primary goalteanalysis of (3) and the
estimates provided fof,i.(5, «) and&;,..(3, o) were more of an instructional nature. In [4] and [2] the
strategy from [7, 8] (based on a combination of union-bongdind fairly precise tail estimates of extreme
eigenvalues of Wishart matrices) was refined and betteséclw1) values foré,,..(8, o) and&;...(3, «)
were obtained. We will throughout the paper recall on som@de results and will discuss them in more
detail as we present our own. At this point, we would like tgpbisize that the results that we will present
will provide a fairly good set of estimates for bath,..(3, o) and&;...(5, «). However, rather then partic-
ular values, it is the mechanisms that we designed to olatdlrem that we believe are of particular value.
Essentially, the framework that we designed attempts twgivent the traditional union-boudning/Wishart
extreme eigenvalues approach.

Before proceeding further we briefly mention how the resthef paper is organized. In Section 2 we
present a mechanism that can be used to provide an upper baypgd,. (from this point on we will fairly
often instead of,,,;.(3, @) and{;,.;.(5, «) write justé,,.. and&;,.;., respectively). In Section 3, we provide
a way to improve the results presented in Section 2 (thisralii on a substantial progress we recently made
in studying various other combinatorial problems in e.g, 85]). In Section 4 we then present a counterpart
to the mechanism from Section 2 that can be used to provideex loound or¢;,.;.. Along the same lines,
we then in Section 5 provide a counterpart to the mechanism 8ection 3 that can be used to lift the lower
bounds or¢;,.;.. Finally in Section 6 we present a brief discussion and pi®a few concluding remarks
related to the obtained results.

2 Bounding &,

In this section we look &f,;- and design a mechanism that can be used to upper-bound imé&tteanism
will to an extent be related to the mechanism we presente8hdnd used for the analysis of (3)’s ability
to recoverx. Throughout the presentation in this and all subsequetibssove will consequently assume
a substantial level of familiarity with many of the well-kma results that relate to the performance charac-
terization of (3) (we will fairly often recall on many ressiltiefinitions that we established in [34, 39]). We
start by defining a s&i.;.

Sric = {X S Sn_l‘ ”x”fo = k}’ 5)



whereS™~! is the unit sphere ifR". Then one can transform the first part of (4) in the followingyw

guric = Inax ”AXHZ (6)
XESric
A very similar set of problems was considered in [33, 39]. Avpdul set of upper/lower bounds was
established in [33, 39] on various problems considerecethdere, using mechanism similar to those from
[33,39] we will establish a similar set of upper boundstgn.. However, one should note that the structure
of setS, ;. is somewhat different than the structure of sets considerf&8, 39] and a careful approach will
be needed to readapt the mechanisms from [33, 39] to thegumolyke consider here. Also, the mechanisms
of [33, 39] were powerful enough to establish the conceiotnapf quantities similar t&,... Moreover,
these quantities concentrate around their mean values.ill Itherefore be enough for us to only view
E¢,.-i.. Below we present a way to create an upper-bound on the dptahee of E€,.;c.

2.1 Probabilistic approach to upper bounding&,,, ;.

In this section we look aE¢,..;,. and design its an upper-bound. To do so we rely on the follgyémma
(which is a modified version of a similar lemma from [33] angl naentioned in [33], a direct application of
Theoremd from [33] proven in various forms and shapes in e.g. [23,:32])

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

E(_ max (y'Ax+|x|lg)) < E(_ max  (|x].g"y +h"x)). ()
xesrim”yHQZI xesrim”yHQZI

Proof. As mentioned above, the proof is a standard/direct apmicatf Theoremd from [33]. We skip the
details and mention that the only difference between theffwoe needs here and the one given in [33] is
the structure of sef,.;,.. However, such a difference changes nothing in the remaofdée proof. O

Using results of Lemma 1 we then have

E(max |[Ax|2) = B(__max (y" Ax+ |x]l29))

XESric xs’!‘inHy”2:l
<E( max (|x|og”y +hTx)) = E|x|]2]gllz + E max h’x < /m + E max h"x. (8)
XGSM’C:”yHQZI XESric XESric

Let h be the vector of magnitudes hfsorted in nondecreasing order (of course, ties are broketmaaily).
Then from (8) we have

E(max || Ax[l2) < vm + B 9)

Using the results of [39] one then has

_ ES™ h2 i _
n=00 vm n—00 an Va ﬁe(erfan(l—ﬁ)P



Connecting beginning and end of (10) we finally have an uppant onFE¢,.;. (in a scaled more appro-
priate form),

E&uric  E(maxxes,,. ||Ax]2) < 1 2erfinv(1 — 5)

14+ — . .
R Jm ST reertina)

We summarize our results from this subsection in the folhgaemma.

(11)

Lemma 2. Let A be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components. Lebe large and let
k = pn, m = an, whereg, o > 0 are constants independentof Let¢,,,;,. be as in (6).

Euric E(maxxes,,, ||Ax]2) <1 1 2erfinv(1 — 3)

+ B+ Jreterfinvi—g)?”

— 12
n—00 m \/m - \/a (12)

Moreover, Iel{fﬁ%c be a quantity such that

1 2erfinv(1 — 3)

1+ — .
+\/5 B+ﬁe(erf|nva—/3))2

<& (13)

uric’

Then

lim P(max (|| Ax]) < €2, vm) > 1

n—o0 XESric
& lm P(€uic < E0lv/m) > 1

& lim (&, < (E0,)%m) > 1. (14)

Proof. The proof of (12) follows from (11) and the above discussibine proof of the moreover part follows
from the concentration properties considered in [39] aedtirresponding discussion presented in [33]1

2.2 Numerical results — upper bound or¢,,;.

In this subsection we present a small collection of humeriesults one can obtain based on Lemma 2.
In Tables 1 and 2 we essentially show the upper boundsnon . . % one can obtain based on the

above lemma. We refer to those bounds{ﬁéc. Also, to get a feeling how far off they could be from the
optimal ones we also show a set of known bounds from [2] (basedumerical experiments conducted
in [2] those appeared as if not that far away from the optinahles). While there are other ways that can be
used to compute bounds dim,, Ef/% we chose to present the results obtained through the ctencep
developed in [2] for two reasons: 1) the calculations beliirede bounds are fairly simple and 2) the main
idea behind their construction is very neat (alternativalg can also look at the results from e.g. [4,7, 8];
the results from [2] however provide lower values of the ugpeunds; for a detailed discussion how the

results from [2, 4, 7, 8] relate to each other we refer to [2{e denote the upper bounds bm,, %

that one can obtain based on [2]&%. .. Also, we do mention that the values presented in Tables 2 amnel
slightly modified versions of the corresponding quantifiesn [2]. Namely, to get a complete agreement
with [2] one should think ot/ in [2] as (¢51 )2 — 1 (or in other words, what we cafi3L in [2] is called

Amary - Qverall, the results obtained based on Lemma 2 improveantthose from [2] and the improvement
becomes more visible as ratity o« grows.




Table 1: Upper bounds dimm,, o % —low 8/ < 0.5 regime

| 2 [ 01 | 03 [ 05 | 07 [ 09 |
Bla=0.1; 8T 11.9786 | 1.8970 | 1.8562 | 1.8280 | 1.8062

BJa=01; " | 1.0192 | 1.8049 | 1.7471 | 1.7071 | 1.6761
B/a=0.3; BT 125822 [ 2.4067 | 2.3142 | 2.2471 | 2.1925

Bla=03; " | 23941 | 2.1710 | 2.0560 | 1.9753 | 1.9123
B/a=0.5; 8T 12,9622 | 2.7036 | 2.5591 | 2.4479 | 2.3508

uric

Bja =05 | 2.6706 | 2.3633 | 2.2030 | 2.0001 | 2.0017

Table 2: Upper bounds dim,, o % —high3/a > 0.5 regime

| o | 01 [ 03 [ 05 | 07 | 09 ]
B/a=0.7, 8T 1 3.2505 | 2.9094 | 2.7053 | 2.5337 | 2.3769

o = 0.7, . . . . . .
Bla=0.7;¢" | 2.8709 | 2.4808 | 2.2808 | 2.1489 | 2.0394
B/a=0.9; 8T 1 3.4849 | 3.0577 | 2.7779 | 2.5385 | 2.3769

uric

Bla=0.9; €Y |3.0283 | 2.5801 | 2.3440 | 2.1785 | 2.0522

uric

3 Lowering &,.i.'s bounds

In the previous section we presented a fairly powerful metioo estimatingt,..... However, the results we
obtained are not exact. Of course, the main reason is arlitpabi determine the exact value @¢,,,;..
Instead we resorted to its upper bounds and those could be.ldo this section we will use some of the
ideas we recently introduced in [34, 35] to provide a suligthnonceptual improvement in these bounds
which would in turn reflect even in practically better estiggafor E£¢,.... (as we will see later on, similar
concepts will be employed to deal wil;,.;. and practical improvement in those cases will be even more
substantial). Below we recall on the main components of teehanisms introduced in [34, 35] and how
these can be adapted to be of use when dealing with problemtecést here.

3.1 Probabilistic approach to loweringé&,,.;.'s bounds

We start by introducing a lemma very similar to the one caergd in [35] (the following lemma is essen-
tially a direct consequence/application of Theorefmom [35] which of course was proved in [23] and in a
slightly different form earlier in [32]).

Lemma 3. Let A be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components. lgeeindh ben x 1
andm x 1 vectors, respectively, with i.i.d. standard normal comgras. Also, ley be a standard normal
random variable and let; be a positive constant. Then

E( max €% (yTAx+g)) < F( max eCS(gTY+hTX)). (15)
XESric [lyll2=1 XESric [lyll2=1

Proof. As mentioned above, the proof is a standard/direct appicaif Theoreml from [35] which was
proved in [23] and in a slightly different form earlier in [B2The only difference is the structure 6f.,.
which changes nothing in the proof. O



Following what was done in [35] one then has

C3 1 hT 1 T
E Ax|2) < == + Zlog(E cah’x — log(E 38" Y))). 16
(xrggfc\l x[2) < =3 t o og( (xrggji(e )))+03 og( (Hglllggl(e ))) (16)

Letcs = cgs)\/ﬁ wherecgs) is a constant independent of Then following further what we did in [35] we
have

E(maxxes, ., ||Ax||2) cgs) () /nnT () /rgT
Lic < ——— 4+ log(E( max (e’ V™ X)) + log(E( max (e V™8 YY),
NG b+ B )+ (B g D)
(17)
or written slightly differently
E(maxxes, ., ||Ax||2) cgs) 1 ) /mhT ) /T
« ric < —= 4+ ——log(E(max (e V™ *))) + log(E( max (e V&Y
Ja - bt s B )+ o D)
(s)
C S S
= S Lurie(es”, B) + Ln (5 ), (18)
where
s 1 s
Lurie s, 8) = — log(E( max (¢ V"))
nc(s) XESric
3
Ion(@,0) = —— log(E( min (e V787)) (19)
nel?) Iy llo=1

In [35] we also established the following

(s)
s 1 NON- A
Lpn(c§” @) = —5 log(Bets™ Vrlellz) = 5() — —log(1 — —=<)), (20)

nes 2c§s) 2+y(s)
where (following [40])= stands for equality that holds as— oo and

(s) [ a(.(8)
— 2cy’ +/4(cs )2+ 16a
A = 3 () . (21)

8

We also mention that (as in [355 can be replaced with a trivial inequality for our needs here.
To make the bound in (18) operational, the only thing left emsider isImC(cgs),ﬁ). We will now

naturally switch to consideration omm-c(cgs), B). However to make the presentation easier to follow first
we slightly modify setS,.;. in the following way:

Sric = {X S Sn_1| Xi = bzxgyzbz = kybz € {07 1}7b2 =0= Xé = 07 ||X/H2 = 1}7 (22)

i=1



whereS™ ! is the unit sphere iR". Let f(x) = h”x and we start with the following line of identities
Joie = LT = gl s R X
subjectto  x; =b;x},1<i<n
%113 = 1,
b; € {0,1},1 <i<n,

f:b,- —k,
=1

b;=0=x,=0,1<i<n. (23)
Leto; = (b; = 0= x| =0),1 <i < n. We then further have
n
furic - b; G{Bnll?(z)zvx 'Yu'r“zcﬂ/ur ic> Z h b X T Vuric Z b Vur’ick + Yuric Zz:;(x’/l)2 — Yuric
n
S - omax h;b;x] + v b — Varick + Yurie > (%02 — Yari
- Yuric,Vuric=>0b; E{O 1}7¢Z, Z uric Z urc Yuric Zz:;( Z) Yuric
n
= »yu”CI,I}jluI:w>0b e{ronla}x@, Z:: h;b; X — Vuric ; b; + vyrick — Yuric ;(X;)2 + Yuric
= min Z t + Vurzck + Yurics (24)
Yuric ' Vuric> )
where
h?
t; = max{ — Vyric, 0}. (25)
Yuric

Positivity condition orv,,,.;. is added although it is not necessary (it essentially ammurdlaxing the last
constraint to an inequality which changes nothing with eespo the final results). Although we showed an
inequality onf,.;. (which is sufficient for what we need here) we do mention thatabove actually holds
with the equality. Let

flu”C) (h> Yurics Vurics 5) = Z t;. (26)



Then

s 1 c(s) nh® x 1 c.(s) nf(x
Lurie(s”, B) = —z5 log(B( max (5 V™)) = — log(E( max (e V*/0)))

ncg Xesric ncg Xesric
1
(s)

ncg

- 1 min 10g(Eec(;)\/ﬁ( 1(UMC)(hy')’ur'ic7Vu7“ic76)+V’ur'ick+7uric))

ncgs) ’\/uricyyuriczo

(u'rzc) (

log(Eecg f mln'yur ic Vuri Lc>0(f quric7Vuricyﬁ)+yurick+7uric))

(s) (urzc)
= min _ (Vriev/nB + Jurie | ( ) log(Ees VAN (B uricvurie:f)) )
'Yur'ichur'iczo \/_ nC3
= mi < Yuric | L oo et (Tiato)
= it Varie VB S s log(Ee TR, (@7)

wheret; is as given in (25) and as earliet,stands for equality whem — oo and would be obtained through
the mechanism presented in [40] (as discussed in [40], fone&ds here though, even just replaciagith

a simple< inequality suffices). Now if one setg,.;c = fyii‘)ic\/ﬁ andz/ff). = vuricy/n then (27) gives

riC

i 1 (s) (x=m
Tyric (s) _ . i Yuric log( Fe (X0, t0)
(00 = I g WerieVnB 4~y loa(Be )
s s 1 C(S) (s)
= min ( ir)ic/B + fyir)ic + w log(Ee 3 b ))7 (28)
77(;“207 ':7‘)1620 63
where )
s h;
&) = max{—" ,0} (29)
7 ’7(8) umc

or in other words

h? s s s
t(s) _ ;) o V7(“")ic’ |hl| > 2 V /Y’ELT’)iCViST)’iC (30)

4,

The above characterization is then sufficient to computeuppunds orE¢,,.;.. However, since there is
a bit of numerical work involved it is probably more converti¢o look for a neater representation. That
obviously involves solving several integrals. We skip sadedious job but present the final results. We

o)
start with assuming (to insure the integrals convergen(;,é) > -2 and setting

. (s),(s)
I(umc) — EeCs )tg (31)

and

Puric = C(S)/4/71(¢Sr)zc
(s),(s)

Turic = €3 Vyrie

Curic - Tumc/\/ 1— 2puric
Qyric = 2 \/ Vq(j«)w’}/q(;)w V - 2puric- (32)



Then one has

[wrie) = et — 0 erfclauie/vV2) + (1 — erfe(y/20) 4 ), (33)

UTZC/V’U‘TZC

which in combination with (27) is then enough to compute thpar bounds o¢,,-;..
We summarize the above results related to the upper bouhd gf. in the following theorem.

Theorem 1. (E¢,i. - lowered upper bound) Let be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal com-
ponents. Lek, m,n be large and letv = > and 3 = % be constants independent:afandn. Further, let
Sric be as defined in (5) (or in (22)). Let erf be the standard erworction associated with zero-mean unit
variance Gaussian random variable and let eticl — erf. Let

= 2c§8) + \/4(0&8))2 + 16c

sph = 3 ; (34)
and
() 5« e
Isph(c3 ,Oé) = Wsph W log(l - ﬁ . (35)
C3 2Ygph

Further, Ietc:(,) an dy

uric

be such that*— < 3. Also, let/(“ri) be defined through (31)-(33) and let
“/

uric

Liie(?,8) = min W B+0+ ﬂ log(17))). (36)
YDzl /2,05, 20 c3
Then
. Egum’c . E(maxxesrzc HAXH ) 1 Ci(‘}S) (S) (S)
nll—>ngo \/m = nll—>ngo \/m T Enl;l _7 + Iuric(c3 7531&7‘) + Isph(c3 ,Oé)
(37)
Moreover, lett"-**”) be a quantity such that
1 C{(),S) (s) (s) u,low)
—= min + Ium’c(cg 7/85tr) + [sph(cg 7a) < gumc : (38)
Ve >0 2
Then
(u,low)
< >
Jim P max (|| Ax|l2) < €uric \Vm) > 1
& lim P(Euric < glwlow) my > 1
& lim P < (End)?m) = 1. (39)

Proof. The first part follows from the above discussion. The more@ast follows from considerations
presented in [33, 35, 39]. O

We will below present the results one can get using the altm@ém. However, before proceeding with
the discussion of the results one can obtain through The&rese also mention that the results presented

10



in the previous section (essentially in Lemma 2) can in facdeduced from the above theorem. Namely,
in the limit c:(f) — 0, one from (16) has thak max,cs_, hTx + y/an can be used as an upper bound
on E¢,.. This is of course exactly the same expression that wasaenesi in the previous section. For
the completeness we present the following corollary wherewtually derive the results from the previous
section as a special case of those given in the above theoferourse, the special case actually assumes

cgs) — 0).

Corollary 1. (E&,i. - upper bound) Assume the setup of Theorem 1c(;>et—> 0. Then

@ _, Ve
Vsph 5 (40)
and
Isph(ci(;)v Oé) — \/a (41)
Further, p,.i. — 0 and set/? = 4u£r)267£r)w
(s) 2
Curic — 1-— C:(:)V(S)‘ + S =1+ Ci(i g Lov
wric T ) 47<s>
I(uric) — Cum'cerfc( umvmc vV 1-—- 2pumc erfC 18?”)7,071&?“)10))
O _( : erfc(\/u2 J20/1 = 2puric) + €rfc(\/12]24/1 — 2puric) — erfe(r/v2/2)
4 uf“ic
(51 /\/_ 2 c:(f)
— 14cy erfc(u )+ —=e T ——.
Q(LTZC \/_ \/_ 4’YQ(L7')ZC
(42)
Moreover, let
2
2 (1 —v?)erfc(v/V2) + = Ve 2
Iu”c(cgs), ) —  min V(g + 8+ (s) v
V/Ebi-)/ic’yzo 4/7uric 4’7360
9 _2
= mi 2 +erfe(—=)(1 — v2) + 252 ). 43
IB;IOlJ(BV (\/5)( v2) Nors ) (43)
Choosingr = v2erfinv(1 — 3) one then has
. Efuric  E(maxyes,,, ”AX”Q) 1 2erfinV(1 — j3)
T Jm ST\ et 49

Proof. Theorem 1 holds for any(s) > 0. The above corollary instead of looking for the best possibl

c:(,) *) in Theorem 1 assumes a S|mpf§) — 0 scenario. The proof of the fact that in such a scenario the
upper bounds formulation given in Theorem 1 indeed boilsrdtamwhat is stated in Lemma 2 is essentially
contained in the steps mentioned above. The choice feractually optimal (however, we skip showing
that).
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Table 3: Lowered upper bounds tim,,_, . % —low 3/« < 0.5 regime; optimized parameters

| a | 01 | 03 [ 05 [ 07 | 09 |
B/a=0.1; ¢ 0.2577 | 0.3596 | 0.4033 | 0.4247 | 0.4338
Bla=0.1; gj?w 11.375 | 5.4640 | 3.7775 | 2.9153 | 2.3745
BJa=01;~7% | 0.1866 | 0.2837 | 0.3388 | 0.3773 | 0.4063
Bla=0.1; ¢ |1 8595 | 1.7602 | 1.7129 | 1.6798 | 1.6538
Bla=0.3; ) 0.2893 | 0.3448 | 0.3336 | 0.3005 | 0.2584
BJa=0.3; uiiic 5.4820 | 2.3578 | 1.4759 | 1.0278 | 0.7494

Bla=0.3;~") 0.2675 | 0.3854 | 0.4409 | 0.4721 | 0.4900

uric

Bla=0.3; " | 23338 | 2.1409 | 2.0386 | 1.9650 | 1.9061

uric

B/a =05 0.2833 | 0.2914 | 0.2386 | 0.1748 | 0.1157
5/04—0511520 3.7653 | 1.4663 | 0.8237 | 0.5036 | 0.3121

Bla=05~5 " 103117 | 04313 | 0.4771 | 0.4961 | 0.5026
BJa = 0.5; ") [ 9.6100 | 2.3437 | 2.1948 | 2.0868 | 2.0005

Alternatively, as mentioned above, one can IooI~<]3§{-iax"\jj_;iiChTX + 1 and following the methodology
presented in (24) (and originally in [39]) obtain for a scata= v/2erfinv(1 — 3)

Emaxyes.. hTx 1
ric 1< —/F hy)2 4+ 1. 45
\/m +1< \/a l/§|h1|’ Z’ + ( )

Solving the integral (and using all the concentrating maetyi of [39]) one can write

h2 v2
F maxxeg, h”x 1 / e~ 2 dh; 1 2ue” 2
ric +1=—= lhi2——— | +1=— erfc(— ) +1.
Vm Va v<|hi V2 Va NCNT

(46)
Connecting beginning and end in (46) then leads to the dondifiven in the above corollary. O

3.2 Numerical results — lowered upper bound org,,..;.

In this subsection we present a small collection of numéresults one can obtain based on Theorem 1.
In Tables 3 and 4 we show the upper bounddian,_, EfW one can obtain based on Theorem 1. We

refer to those bounds &$"/”". Also, to get a feeling how the results of Theorem 1 fare whempmared

to the ones presented in the previous section we in Tablesl B @tso present the results we obtained in
Subsection 2.2 (which are of course based on Lemma 2 andl@wgrt). For completeness, we in Tables 5
and 6 also recall on the results from [2].

As can be seen from the tables, while conceptually subataini practice the improvement lowered
bounds from Theorem 1 provide may not always be significahtat Tan be because the methods are not
powerful enough to make a bigger improvement or simply beeaubig improvement may not be possible
(in other words the results obtained in Lemma 2 may very wedbaly be fairly close to the optimal ones).
As for the limits of the developed methods, we do want to ersjzeathat we did solve the numerical

12



Table 4: Lowered upper bounds tm,, —Ef/% -

low 5/« > 0.5 regime; optimized parameters

| a | 01 | 03 [ 05 [ 07 | 09 |

BJa=0.7; Y 0.2694 | 0.2379 | 0.1589 | 0.0869 | 0.0365
Bla=0.T; if?w 2.8847 | 1.0152 | 0.5014 | 0.2557 | 0.1195
BJa=0.77% | 0.3425 | 0.4577 | 0.4923 | 0.5015 | 0.5020

Bla=0.7; e | 28968 | 2.4774 | 2.2863 | 2.1481 | 2.0392
Bla=009; 0.2535 | 0.1898 | 0.0982 | 0.0341 | 0.0051
BJa =0.9; qu) 2.3337 | 0.7375 | 0.3103 | 0.1193 | 0.0290
Bla =097 ]0.3659 | 04740 | 0.4984 | 0.5014 | 0.5004
Bla=0.9; €41 | 2.9907 | 2.5723 | 2.3426 | 2.1784 | 2.0522

Table 5: Lowered upper bounds tm,, —Ef/% -

low 5/a < 0.5 regime

| o | 01 | 03 | 05 | 07 | 09 |

Bja=0.1; 5T 1.9786 | 1.8970 | 1.8562 | 1.8280 | 1.8062

Bla=01; " () = 0) 1.9192 | 1.8049 | 1.7471 | 1.7071 | 1.6761
B/a = 0.1; o) (optimizedcgs)) 1.8525 | 1.7602 | 1.7129 | 1.6798 | 1.6538
Bja =0.3; gum 2.5822 | 2.4067 | 2.3142 | 2.2471 | 2.1925

Bla=03; " () - 0) 2.3941 | 2.1710 | 2.0560 | 1.9753 | 1.9123
Bja = 0.3; 1) (optimizedc) | 2.3338 | 2.1409 | 2.0386 | 1.9650 | 1.9061
Bja =0.5; gum 2.9622 | 2.7036 | 2.5591 | 2.4479 | 2.3508

Bla=05; " () = 0) 2.6706 | 2.3633 | 2.2030 | 2.0901 | 2.0017
B/a = 0.5; 1) (optimizedcl”) | 2.6190 | 2.3437 | 2.1948 | 2.0868 | 2.0005

optimizations that appear in Theorem 1 only on a local optimlavel and obviously only with a finite
precision. We do not know if a substantial change would octtine presented results had we solved it on
a global optimum level (we recall that finding local optimabfscourse certainly enough to establish valid
upper bounds; moreover in Tables 3 and 4 we provide a detediegs for optimizing parameters that we
chose). As for how far away from the trugt,, ;. are the results presented in the tables, we actually believe
that they are in fact very close to the optimal ones.

4 Bounding &,

In this section we look &j;,.;. and design a mechanism that can be used to lower-bound itm€&hbkanism
will be an appropriate adaption of the mechanism presemetection 2 (clearly, as such it will be to an
extent related to the mechanism we presented in [39] andfasélte analysis of (3)'s ability to recove).
As earlier, we will again assume a substantial level of femil with many of the well-known results that
relate to the performance characterization of (3). We btarecalling on the definition of sé&ft,.;. from (5)

Spie = {x e S"7Y
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Table 6: Lowered upper bounds tm,, % —high/a > 0.5 regime

| 2 | 01 [ 03 | 05 [ 07 | 09 |
B/a = 0.7; BT 3.2505 | 2.9094 | 2.7053 | 2.5337 | 2.3769
Bla =07, () = 0) 2.8709 | 2.4898 | 2.2808 | 2.1489 | 2.0394
Bja = 0.7; 1) (optimizedc() | 2.8268 | 2.4774 | 2.2863 | 2.1481 | 2.0392
B/a = 0.9; BT 3.4849 | 3.0577 | 2.7779 | 2.5385 | 2.3769
Bla =09, () = 0) 3.0283 | 2.5801 | 2.3440 | 2.1785 | 2.0522
B/a = 0.9; 1) (optimizedc) | 2.9907 | 2.5723 | 2.3426 | 2.1784 | 2.0522

whereS™~! is the unit sphere if®". Then one can transform the second part of (4) in the follgwiay

élric = min HAXH2 (48)
XESric
As mentioned in Section 2, a set of problems very similar ®8) (#as considered in [33, 39]. We will
here utilize mechanisms similar to some of those from [3BaB@ will attempt to establish a set of lower
bounds or¢;,.;,.. However, as was the case in Section 2, one should note thatrilncture of seb,;. is
somewhat different than the structure of sets considerdd3n39] and again a careful approach will be
needed to readapt the mechanisms from [33, 39] to the prolvkeconsider here. Also, as earlier, since the
mechanisms of [33, 39] were powerful enough to establisktdimeentration of quantities similar £g.;. we

will mostly focus only onE¥¢;,.;.. Below we present a way to create a lower-bound on the optiaiak of

Eflric-

4.1 Probabilistic approach to upper boundingé;,.;.

In this section we look ab’¢;,.;. and design its a lower-bound. To do so we rely on the followergma
(which is a modified version of a similar lemma from [33] anslna@entioned in [33], a direct application of
Theoren? from [33] proven in [23]):

Lemma 4. Let A be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components. lgeindh ben x 1
andm x 1 vectors, respectively, with i.i.d. standard normal comgris. Also, ley be a standard normal
random variable. Then

E(min max (y? Ax + ||x|l29)) > E( min max (||x|l2g”y + hTx)). (49)
X€Sric ||yll2=1 xESric [|yll2=1

Proof. As mentioned above, the proof is a standard/direct apicaif Theorem2 from [33] proven in
[23]). We skip the details and mention that, as in Lemma 2otiig difference between the proof one needs
here and the corresponding one given in [33] is the strudtisetS, ;.. However, such a difference changes
nothing in the remainder of the proof. O
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Using results of Lemma 1 we then have

E( min [ Ax|2) = E(min max (y Ax + [|x[[29))

XESric XSric ||yH2

1
> E(xrgégc Iyloms (Ixll2g"y + b)) = E|x|2llglla + £ Jnin h'x > vm — W + B min h'x.
(50)

Let h be the vector of magnitudes hfsorted in nondecreasing order (of course, ties are broketmaaily).
Then from (8) we have

E(mm HAxH2)>\/_———E Z h >vm——— |E Z h;.  (51)
€S i=n—k+1 i=n—k+1

Using the results of [39] one then has

i _ ES™ h2 i _
i Pminxes,. [|4%]2) > 11/ lim Yimnh PP _ 1 4 2erfinv(l — §) (52)
n—00 vm n=00 an Va ﬁe(el’fan(l—B)P
Connecting beginning and end of (52) we finally have an uppentl onE¢;,.;.. (in a scaled more appropriate
form),

E&ric  E(minkes, . 2erfinv(1 — B)

lim _ [Ax[}2)
o Jm = f eV 5

We summarize our results from this subsection in the folhgaemma.

(53)

Lemma 5. Let A be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components. Lebe large and let
k = Bn, m = an, wheres, a > 0 are constants independentof Let;,.;. be as in (48).

E&ic  E(minkeg,,. ||Ax]2) 1 2erfinv(1 — )

A m \/ﬁ z1- Ja B+ e @rinI=5))2" (©4)
Moreover, Iel{l(gc be a quantity such that
- T\ e > e =)
Then
Jim P( min (|lAx])2) > EneVm) > 1
& lim PlGic > Erl/m) > 1
& lim P& > (G)'m) > 1. (56)

Proof. As was the case with the proof of Lemma 2, the proof of (54)ofed from (53) and the above
discussion. The proof of the moreover part follows from theaentration properties considered in [39] and
the corresponding discussion presented in [33]. O
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Table 7: Lower bounds olim,,_, % —low 8/ < 0.5 regime

[ o [ 01 [ 03 | 05 | 07 | 09 ]
B/a=0.05; ¢PT 1 0.4224 | 0.4545 | 0.4709 | 0.4823 | 0.4911

lric
BJa =005 ¢" | 03031 | 0.3789 | 0.4168 | 0.4429 | 0.4631
B/a=0.1; EET 1 0.2717 | 0.3120 | 0.3335 | 0.3489 | 0.3611

lric
Bla=0.1;¢" | 0.0808 | 0.1951 | 0.2529 | 0.2929 | 0.3239
B/a=0.3; PT ] 0.0488 | 0.0803 | 0.1025 | 0.1215 | 0.1389

Bla=03¢" | —0.394 | —0.171 | —0.056 | 0.0247 | 0.0877
B/a=0.5; 8T 1 0.0041 | 0.0130 | 0.0234 | 0.0356 | 0.0504

lric

Bla=05¢Y | —0.670 | —0.363 | —0.203 | —0.090 | —0.002

Remark: Of course, the above lower bounds may occasionally fallvbelero. In that case they would be
trivially useless. However, instead of formally replacithgm with zero when that happens we purposely
leave them in the above form to emphasize their potentiatiéefy.

4.2 Numerical results — lower bound on¢;,.;.

Similarly to what we did in Section 2.2, in this subsectionpresent a small collection of numerical results
one can obtain based on Lemma 5. In Table 7 we essentially gteolower bounds ohim,, % one

can obtain based on the above lemma. We refer to those boslﬁfiygca Also, to get a feeling how far
off they could be from the optimal ones we show a set of knowvelobounds from [2] (alternatively one
can also look at the results from e.g. [4, 7, 8] as well; theltegrom [2] however provide higher values of
the lower bounds). We also point out that, as was the case wkestudieds,,,;. in Section 2, based on
numerical experiments conducted in [2], the lower boun@sgmted there appeared as if not that far away
from the optimal values. We denote the upper boundkroy. . ., % that one can obtain based on [2] as

BT Also, as was the case in Section 2.2, the values presenfbie 7 are slightly modified versions of
the corresponding quantities from [2]. Namely, to get a cletepagreement with [2] one should think 6f
in[2] as1 — (¢21)2 (or in other words, what we cad’L in [2] is called \™"). Overall, the results obtained
based on Lemma 5 are not as good as those from [2] in a wide cdivgdues fors anda. In fact, asG gets
larger the lower bounds the above lemma provides becomenegative. However, the bounds given in the

above lemma are relatively simple and can be used for a qasssament afb¢;,.;. when they are positive.

5 Lifting &,4.'s bounds

In the previous section we adapted the method from Sectiam 8stimatings,.;,. attempting to get good
estimates fot,,.;.. However, while the method from Section 2 is very powerfukwlit comes to providing
upper bounds o0&, it is significantly less successful when it comes to obtagjnawer bounds 08;,.;.. As
could have been seen from the numerical results given inrthéqus section, not only are the lower bounds
on ¢ Obtained there weaker than known ones, they fairly oftenugnideing negative. In this section we
will attempt to improve the mechanisms presented in theipusvsection. Namely, we will attempt to adapt
the strategy of Section 3 and use some of the ideas we redetntguced in [34, 35] to provide a substantial
conceptual improvement in the bounds given in Section 4.illttwn out that the improvements won’t be
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only conceptual. In other words, the methodology that wé pvésent below will be capable of providing
significantly better practical estimates fB¢;,.;..

5.1 Probabilistic approach to lifting &,,.;.’'s bounds

As in Subsection 3.1, we start by introducing a lemma verylaimo the one considered in [35] (the lemma
is essentially a direct consequence/application of The@&om [35] which of course was proved in [23]).

Lemma 6. Let A be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components. lgeeindh ben x 1
andm x 1 vectors, respectively, with i.i.d. standard normal comgmr. Also, ley be a standard normal
random variable and lets be a positive constant. Then

. —c- T . P T T
E(max min e % AH9)) < P(max min e @& y+hix)y, (57)
XESric |ly2=1 x€Sric lyll2=1

Proof. As mentioned above, the proof is a standard/direct appicaif Theorem2 from [35] which was
proved in [23]. The only difference is the structure$f. which changes nothing in the proof. O

Following what was done in [35] one then has

1 1
E(min |Ax|l2) > 2 — = log(E( max (e=P"%))) — = log(E( max (e"8'Y))).  (58)
S 2 C3 XESric Cc3 lyll2=1

XEDOric

Letcs = cgs)\/ﬁ wherecgs) is a constant independent of Then following further what we did in [35] we
have

E(minges,, || Ax|2) _ ¥ ) T 1 9 yngT
ric > o C n X _ C ng'y
n SR log(E( max (7% ) el 10g(E(Hﬁ3>:<1(e s ),
(59)
or written slightly differently
E(minges,.. [|Ax|2) A0 1 9 T 1 9 JmgT
« i > =2 log(E( max (e~ V™ X)) — log(E( max (e~ V&Y
/a - > e ) = (e D)
(s)
C s S
= _(_37"’_[%2‘0(0;(3,)7/8)+Isph(c{(’>)7a))7 (60)
where
lrie),8) = —— log(E(max (e~ V7))
TLC(S) XESric
3
Ion(,0) = — log(E( min (75" V7E™Y)). (61)
nc® lyll2=1
3
In [35] we also established the following
(8) 1 (s) — C(S)
Lpn(cs”, @) = — log(Be~t Vi) = 4() — —<log(1 — —=<)), (62)
ncgs 2(:35 2+y(s)

17



where as in Section 3 (and following [4CH stands for equality that holds as— oc and

,7(3\) _ 2c§8) — 4(05’8))2 + 16«
3 )

(63)

As in Section 3, we also mention that (as in [35]tan be replaced with a trivial inequality for our needs
here.

Now, following what was done in Section 3, to make the boun(b0) operational, the only thing left
to consider is[mc(cgs), ). One then trivially has

s 1 ) JmnTx 1 e ymnhTx
Tiicles”, B) = —5 log(E( max (5 V™)) = —log(E( max (¢ V™)), (64)
nc3 XESric ncg XESric
Comparing (64) and (19) one then has
Lpic(eS”, B) = Luric(c§) . B). (65)

Moreover, one can then use (31)-(33) to charactelfli,zg(cgs), B) which is then sufficient to compute lower
bounds onF¢;,.;..
We summarize the above results related to the lower boutkf gf.. in the following theorem.

Theorem 2. (E¢;,. - lifted lower bound) Letd be amm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components.
Letk,m,n be large and letv = 7 and § = % be constants independentiafandn. Further, letsS,.;. be

as defined in (5) (or in (22)). Let erf be the standard errordiion associated with zero-mean unit variance
Gaussian random variable and let ede1 — erf. Let

) 2c§s) — 4(6:(38))2 + 16«

sph = ) ’ (66)
and
(s) O e
Lopn(c3”, o) = | Yopn — & log(l — —=<|. (67)
263 2,}/(5)

sph

() .
Further, Ietcgs) andfy(s.) be such thatcg"T) < % Also, let7(“"ic) be defined through (31)-(33) and let

lric
lric

1 uric
liriles”, B) = L5, B) = min | (B e+ gy les(T™). - (68)
CS v,

A/u'rzc

uric—

. ES[TZ'C _ . E(minxesric
| ——— = lim

A 1 o) ; .
” XHZ) min — <_Cg_ + Ilm’c(cé )7 ﬁ) + Isph(cé )705)

n1—>H<;lo m n—o0 \/ﬁ T :(;)ZO 2
(69)
Moreover, Iel{lif;ﬁ be a quantity such that
IR ( cgs) (s) ) (L lift)
— min +Ilmc(03 B) 4 Lopn(cs” @) | > fmc . (70)
« cf;)zo 2



Then

lim P( min ([|Ax|2) > €540 /m) > 1

=00 XESric lric

& hm P(&ric > f(l ift) vVm) > 1

Iric

& dim P& = (G ")Pm) = 1. (72)

Proof. The first part follows from the above discussion. The more@aat follows from considerations
presented in [33, 35, 39]. O

We will below present the results one can get using the abd@ém. However, as we did in Section
3, before proceeding with the discussion of the results aneobtain through Theorem 2, we also mention
that the results presented in the previous section (eaflgriti Lemma 5) can in fact be deduced from the

above theorem. Namely, in the Iimj§ — 0, one from (58) has thab minycs,, h”x + /an can be
used as an upper bound &f;,;.. This is of course exactly the same expression that was aenesl in
the previous section. For the completeness we present ltheiftg corollary where we actually derive the
results from the previous section as a special case of these ig the above theorem (of course, the special

case actually assumeg) — 0).

Corollary 2. (E¢;,; - upper bound) Assume the setup of Theorem 2c§f_)et—> 0. Then

5, _Va
Vsph —* 9 (72)
and
Isph(6§8)>a) - _\/a- (73)
Moreover, as in (43)
2
2 (1 —v2)erfc(v/V2) + = Ve 2
Liyie(d,8) —  min v (g +74 + ) L
’Y,E;.),L-C,VZO 4/7uric Vsec
9 _2
= mi 2 4 erfo(—=)(1 — 1v2) + 25 ). 74
Choosingr = v/2erfinv(1 — 3) one then has
Eflmc E(minxesr-x- ”AX”Q) 1 2€rfinv(1 - 5)
1 _ ric > 1 - - . 75
00 vm vm - NG B+ Jre(€rfinvi-g))2 (75)

Proof. Theorem 1 holds for anyés) > 0. The above corollary instead of looking for the best possiéfl)
in Theorem 1 assumes a simp@> — 0 scenario. The rest of the proof follows the proof of Corgllar

: T
Alternatively, as mentioned above, one can Iool<]2r§1]fim"\€/%¢ + 1 and following the methodology
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presented in (24) (and originally in [39]) obtain for a scata= v/2erfinv(1 — 3)

FE minges ., h'x 1
1< ——=\/E cin |h|?>+ 1. 76
I tl=-T5 v<fhy| [hil* + (76)
Solving the integral (and using all the concentrating maetyi of [39]) one can write

E n? Y ih 5

Minkeg... b'e . 1 / e 2 dh; 1 v 2ve” 2
+1=—— h|2——— | +1=—~ erffe(—) + ——— | + 1.

i o L P 7a ( YL,
(77)
Connecting beginning and end in (77) then leads to the dondifiven in the above corollary. O

5.2 Numerical results — lifted lower bound on¢;,.;.

In this subsection we present a small collection of humerigsults one can obtain based on Theorem 2.

In Table 8 we show the upper bounds lbm,, ., % one can obtain based on Theorem 2. We refer to

those bounds ag(i;.ljft). Also, to get a feeling how the results of Theorem 1 fare whemmared to the
ones presented in the previous section we in Table 9 alsemtréd®e results we obtained in Subsection 4.2
(which are of course based on Lemma 5 and Corollary 2). Fopteteness, we in Table 9 also recall on the
results from [2]. Moreover, we show only what we call Igf« regime (i.e.3/a < 0.5 regime). AsS/«
grows the values of bounds become smaller and their usshilfzes well as usefulness of originak,.;.
guantities) may not be of interest in such a regime.

As can be seen from the table, not only are the results fronofEne 2 conceptually substantially better
than the counterparts given in Lemma 5, they are also capébléering substantial practical improvement
over counterparts from Lemma 5 (in fact, they also improvehenresults from [2]). Of course one then
wonders how far from the optimal are the results that we pitesie Well, as usual, there are certain obvious
limitations and those relate to the numerical nature of tloeided results. Namely, we, as in Section 3,
solved the numerical optimizations that appear in Theoreanl@ on a local optimum level and obviously
only with a finite precision. We do not know if a substantiahnfe would occur in the presented results
had we solved them on a global optimum level (we recall thatiriign local optima is of course certainly
enough to establish valid lower bounds; moreover in Tablee8vovide a detailed values for optimizing
parameters that we chose). As for our original questiortedlto how far away from the trug¢;,.;. the
results presented in Table 9 are, we actually believe thatcua answer is a bit hard to provide (it is highly
likely that such an assessment may depend on the valaes o take).

6 Conclusion

In this paper we looked at random matrices and studied thgartecular property called restricted isometry.
We developed a couple of mechanisms that can be utilizeditoae the values of the so-called isometry
constants (quantities one typically associates with theétry property).

To be a bit more specific, we designed a mechanism based oeaantiresults from [39] that provides
a fairly good set of estimates for the upper isometry cornstadowever, when adapted to cover the lower
isometry constants it did not achieve the same success. afewbnt further and attempted to utilize some of
the ideas we developed in [34, 35] to lower the upper andttthiéf lower isometry constants. The proposed
methodology worked fairly well and the improvements we otd (especially when it comes to the lower
isometry constants were substantial). Moreover, in a wisthge of problem parameters (dimensions) we
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Table 8: Lifted lower bounds ofim,, ;oo % —low 3/a < 0.5 regime; optimized parameters

| a | o1 | 03 | 05 | 07 | 09 |

Bla =005 ¢ | 04592 | 0.6653 | 0.7756 | 0.8494 | 0.9027
B/a = 0.05; u}j}c 13.265 | 7.1134 | 5.2568 | 4.2784 | 3.6512
Bla=0.05 ") | 0.2399 | 0.3546 | 0.4195 | 0.4654 | 0.5006
Bla = 0.05; LT | 0.4446 | 0.4826 | 0.5025 | 0.5166 | 0.5278
Bla=0.1; 0.7827 | 1.0607 | 1.1883 | 1.2593 | 1.2982
Bla =010 | 7.5090 | 4.1520 | 3.0940 | 2.5209 | 2.1448

Bla=01;+" | 04017 | 0.5545 | 0.6310 | 0.6790 | 0.7110
Bla=0.1; €MD 10,2882 | 0.3355 | 0.3618 | 0.3811 | 0.3969
Bla=0.3; cf) 4.0283 | 3.8434 | 3.5527 | 3.2153 | 2.8334
Bla=0.3; 1) 1.5926 | 1.1784 | 0.9925 | 0.8633 | 0.7545

Bla=03~F | 20184 | 1.9363 | 1.8042 | 1.6528 | 1.4850
B/a=0.3; LD 10,0510 | 0.0865 | 0.1130 | 0.1368 | 0.1599
Bla =05 c§) 37.468 | 18.912 | 12.497 | 8.6351 | 5.7138
Bla =050 ]02144 [ 02928 | 0.3337 | 0.3570 | 0.3593

Bla =05+ | 18735 | 9.4602 | 6.2593 | 4.3411 | 2.9056
Bla =0.5; LD 10,0041 | 0.0136 | 0.0252 | 0.0397 | 0.0590

Table 9: Lifted lower bounds ofm,, % —low 3/ < 0.5 regime

| o | 01 | 03 [ 05 | 07 | 09 ]

Bja = 0.05; gmc 0.4224 | 0.4545 | 0.4709 | 0.4823 | 0.4911
Bla =005 0 () —0) 0.3031 | 0.3789 | 0.4168 | 0.4429 | 0.4631
Bja = 0.05; ¢ (optlmlzedcgs)) 0.4446 | 0.4826 | 0.5025 | 0.5166 | 0.5278
BJa =01, gmc 0.2717 | 0.3120 | 0.3335 | 0.3489 | 0.3611
Bla=01;8 () - 0) 0.0308 | 0.1951 | 0.2529 | 0.2929 | 0.3239

Bla = 0.1; LD (optimizedcgs)) 0.2882 | 0.3355 | 0.3618 | 0.3811 | 0.3969
Bla = 0.3; 5lm 0.0488 | 0.0803 | 0.1025 | 0.1215 | 0.1389
Bla=03;¢0 ) —0) —0.394 | —0.171 | —0.056 | 0.0247 | 0.0877

Bja =0.3; T 0 (opnmuzedcgf)) 0.0510 | 0.0865 | 0.1130 | 0.1368 | 0.1599
Bla =05 gmc 0.0041 | 0.0130 | 0.0234 | 0.0356 | 0.0504
Bla =050 ) - 0) —0.670 | —0.363 | —0.203 | —0.090 | —0.002

B/a = 0.5; LD 7 (opt|m|zedc§f)) 0.0041 | 0.0136 | 0.0252 | 0.0397 | 0.0590
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feel confident that the results we obtained are actuallfyfalose to the exact ones.

As was the case in [34, 35, 39], the purely theoretical resudt presented are for the so-called Gaussian
models, i.e. for systems with i.i.d. Gaussian coefficiei®sch an assumption significantly simplified our
exposition. However, all results that we presented canydasiextended to the case of many other models
of randomness. There are many ways how this can be doneadinsteecalling on them here we refer to a
brief discussion about it that we presented in [35].

As for usefulness of the presented results, there is hardhimit. First, one can look at a host of
related problems from the compressed sensing literatuettyPnuch any problem that is typically attacked
through the isometry constants can now be revisited. On @ mathematical side, isometry constants are
tightly connected with the condition numbers of random mag and the estimates we provided here will
be of help when studying many problems where variants ofitionchumbers appear.

Also, on a purely mathematical side, one can observe thasdneetry properties that we considered in
this paper are based dp/ ¢, isometries. Of course, one can define a tone of other iscesedrnid for pretty
much any of them the methods proposed here work (in fact foesaf them they actually work even better
than for those considered here). We will present some oéthpplications in a few forthcoming papers.
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