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Abstract

In this paper we look at a connection between th® < ¢ < 1, optimization and under-determined
linear systems of equations with sparse solutions. The gasel, or in other word</; optimization and
its a connection with linear systems has been thoroughbjiesiuin last several decades; in fact, especially
so during the last decade after the seminal works [7, 20] areple While current understanding 6f
optimization-linear systems connection is fairly knowryah less so is the case with a genégab < g <
1, optimization. In our recent work [41] we provided a studythiis direction. As a result we were able to
obtain a collection of lower bounds on varios0 < ¢ < 1, optimization thresholds. In this paper, we
provide a substantial conceptual improvement of the metlogy presented in [41]. Moreover, the practical
results in terms of achievable thresholds are also encimgrags is usually the case with these and similar
problems, the methodology we developed emphasizes themhbinatorial nature and attempts to somehow
handle it. Although our results’ main contributions sholidon a conceptual level, they already give a very
strong suggestion thé} optimization can in fact provide a better performance thaa fact long believed to
be true due to a tighter optimization relaxation it provittethe original/y sparsity finding oriented original
problem formulation. As such, they in a way give a solid bdodurther exploration of the design of the
algorithms that would be able to handlg 0 < ¢ < 1, optimization in a reasonable (if not polynomial)
time.

Index Terms: under-determined linear systems; spar se solutions; ¢,-minimization.

1 Introduction

Although the methods that we will propose have no stricttitions as to what structure they can handle
we will restrict our attention to under-determined linegstems of equations with sparse solutions. As is
well known in mathematical terms a linear system of equatican be written as

Ax =y (1)

whereA is anm x n (m < n) system matrix ang 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
that the system will be under-determined. In fact that isigedy 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, )
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where we also assume thatis a k-sparse vector (here and in the rest of the paper, uhdgarse vector
we assume a vector that has at mostonzero components). This essentially means that we anestéed

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 khamnzero components.

These systems gained a lot of attention recently in firstepthee to seminal results of [7, 20]. In fact
particular types of these systems that happened to be dfesilila mathematical interest are the so-called
random systems. In such systems one models generality tofough a statistical distribution. Such a
concept will be also of our interest in this paper. To easeetposition, whenever we assume a statistical
context that will mean that the system (measurement) mattias i.i.d. standard normal components. We
also emphasize that only source of randomness will the caerge ofA. Also, we do mention that all of our
work is in no way restricted to a Gaussian type of randomndsegiever, we find it easier to present all the
results under such an assumption. More importantly a gesdtaf results of many of works that will refer
to in a statistical way also hold for various non-gaussigresyof randomness. As for [7,20], they looked at
a particular technique called optimization and showed for the very first time that in a statal context
such a technique can recover a sparse solution (of sparsgrly proportional to the system dimension).
These results then created an avalanche of research amtialseould be considered as cornerstones of
a field today called compressed sensing (while there is adbigeeat work done in this area during the
last decade, and obviously the literature on compressesinggis growing on a daily basis, we instead of
reviewing all of them refer to two introductory papers [7] & a further comprehensive understanding of
their meaning on a grand scale of all the work done over thalksade).

Although our results will be easily applicable to any regjrtee make writing in the rest of the paper
easier, we will assume thgpical so-calledlinear regime, i.e. we will assume that = gn and that the
number of equations is: = an wherea and g are constants independentsofimore on the non-linear
regime, i.e. on the regime when is larger than linearly proportional focan be found in e.qg. [10, 25, 26]).

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

min IIxllo
subjectto Ax=y. 3)

Assuming that|x||o counts how many nonzero componextias, (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. It essentially relaxes tlig norm in the above optimization problem to
the first one that is known to be solvable in polynomial time, to/;. The resulting optimization problem
then becomes

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

Clearly, as mentioned above (4) is an optimization probleivable in polynomial time. In fact it is a very
simple linear program. Of course the question is: how welldib approximate the original problem (3).
Well, for certain system dimensions it works very well antuatly can find exactly the same solution as
(3). In fact, that is exactly what was shown in [7, 13, 20]. Arniore specifically, it was shown in [7] that
if o andn are given,A is given and satisfies the restricted isometry property YRttore on this property
the interested reader can find in e.g. [1, 3, 6, 7, 36]), thgnuaknown vectork in (2) with no more than

k = pn (whereg is a constant dependent enand explicitly calculated in [7]) non-zero elements can



be recovered by solving (4). On the other hand in [12, 13] Donconsidered the polytope obtained by
projecting the regulan-dimensional cross-polytop€’; by A. He then established that the solution of
(4) will be the k-sparse solution of (1) if and only ilC}} is centrally k-neighborly (for the definitions
of neighborliness, details of Donoho’s approach, and edlagsults the interested reader can consult now
already classic references [12, 13, 15, 16]). In a nutshslhg the results of [2, 5, 32, 35, 49], it is shown
in [13], that if A is a randomm x n ortho-projector matrix then with overwhelming probalyililC}' is
centrallyk-neighborly (as usual, under overwhelming probability wehis paper assume a probability that
iS no more than a number exponentially decayingriaway from1). Miraculously, [12, 13] provided a
precise characterization af andk (in a large dimensional and statistically typical contdrt)which this
happens. In a series of our own work (see, e.g. [42—44]) wedteated an alternative probabilistic approach
which was capable of matching the statistically typicalifessof Donoho [13] through a purely probabilistic
approach.

Of course, there are many other algorithms that can be usatlattk (3). Among them are also nu-
merous variations of the standatdoptimization from e.g. [8,9, 37,45] as well as many otharaaptually
completely different ones from e.qg. [11, 14,22, 33, 34, &Y., While all of them are fairly successful in their
own way and with respect to various types of performance areasne of them, namely the so called AMP
from [14], is of particular interest when it comes&n What is fascinating about AMP is that it is a fairly
fast algorithm (it does require a bit of tuning though) anltbis 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 alternatives 4p gnd instead refer to any of the above
mentioned papers as well as our own [42, 44] where thesenattees were revisited in a bit more detail.

In the rest of this paper we however look at a natural modibioatf /; called/,,0 < ¢ < 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 looktea following (tighter) relaxation (considered in
e.g. [24,28-30])

min x|l
subjectto Ax =y, (5)

where for concreteness we assugne [0, 1] (also we assume thatis a constant independent of problem
dimensionn). The optimization problem in (5) looks very similar to theeoin (4). However, there is one
important difference, the problem in (4) is essentiallyreedir program and easily solvable in polynomial
time. On the other hand the problem in (5) is not known to beadié in polynomial time. In fact it can be
a very hard problem to solve. Since our goal in this papernatibe the design of algorithms that can solve
(5) quickly we refrain from a further discussion in that diien. Instead, we will assume that (5) somehow
can be solved and then we will look at scenarios when suchuti@olmatchesk. In a way our analysis
will then be useful in providing some sort of answers to théowing question: if one can solve (5) in a
reasonable (if not polynomial) amount of time how likely st its solution will bex.

This is almost no different from the same type of question aresidered when discussing performance
of (4) above and obviously the same type of question attackpd 13,20,42,44]. To be a bit more specific,
one can then ask for what system dimensions (5) actually swegtl and finds exactly the same solution as
(3), i.e.x. Atypical way to attack such a question would be to tranglaeesults that relate ¥ to general
¢, case. In fact that is exactly what has been done for many igas, including obviously the RIP one



developed in [7]. Also, in our recent work [41] we attemptegtoceed along the same lines and translate
our own results from [44] that relate t@ optimization to the case of interest here, i.e. toth® < ¢ <1,
optimization. To provide a more detailed explanation as atwas done in [41] we will first recall on a
couple of definitions. These definitions relate to what iskmas/,, 0 < ¢ < 1, optimization thresholds.

First, we start by recalling that when one speaks about atprigce of (5) and (3) one actually may
want to consider several types of such an equivalence. Tdssification into several types is roughly
speaking based on the fact that the equivalence is achidiviek dime, i.e. for anyx or only sometimes,
i.e. only for somex. Since we will heavily use these concepts in the rest of tipeipave below make all
of them mathematically precise (many of the definitions tause below can be found in various forms in
e.g. [13,15,17,19,41,43,44])).

We start with a well known statement (this statement in cdsg optimization follows directly from
seminal works [7,20]). For any given constank 1 there is a maximum allowable value @fsuch that for
all k-sparsex in (2) the solution of (5) is with overwhelming probabilityactly the corresponding-sparse
x. One can then (as is typically done) refer to this maximurovedble value of3 as thestrong threshold
(see [13]) and denote it a@é?ﬁ Similarly, for any given constant < 1 andall k-sparsex with a given
fixed location of non-zero components there will be a maxinaliowable value ofp such that (5) finds the
correspondingk in (2) with overwhelming probability. One can refer to thisximum allowable value of
B as thesectional thresholdand denote it bységl (more on this or similar correspondirfg optimization
sectional thresholds definitions can be found in e.g. [1314]). One can also go a step further and consider
scenario where for any given constant< 1 anda givenx there will be a maximum allowable value of
B such that (5) finds that givex in (2) with overwhelming probability. One can then refer tels ag as
the weak thresholdand denote it byé’g’e)ak (more on this and similar definitions of the weak thresholel th
interested reader can find in e.g. [41, 43, 44]).

When viewed within this frame the results of [7, 20] estdi#is that/;-minimization achieves recovery
through a linear scaling of all important dimensions ., andn). Moreover, for all5’s defined above
lower bounds were provided in [7]. On the other hand, theltesfi[12, 13] established the exact values of

8) and provided lower bounds qﬁ’ﬁ,} and Bgﬁ Our own results from [42, 44] also established the exact
values of&(}) and provided a different set of lower bounds@ﬁrﬁ) and 5&2 When it comes to a general

0 < ¢ < 1 case, results from [41] established lower bounds on alkttypes of thresholds3'?), 3%9), and

str?

ﬁffgak. While establishing these bounds was an important stegeianialysis of, optimization, they were
not fully successful all the time (on occasion, they actuéll even below the knowrd; lower bounds).
In this paper we provide a substantial conceptual improveroethe results we presented in [41]. Such
an improvement is in first place due to a recent progress we nmastudying various other combinatorial
problems, especially the introductory ones appearing 948]. Moreover, it often leads to a substantial
practical improvement as well and one may say seeminglyalégs the deficiencies of the methods of [41].

We organize the rest of the paper in the following way. In Bec3 we present the core of the mechanism
and how it can be used to obtain the sectional thresholdg,farinimization. In Section 4 we will then
present a neat modification of the mechanism so that it cadié#me strong thresholds as well. In Section
5 we present the weak thresholds results. In Section 6 weistisgbtained results and provide several
conclusions related to their importance.

3 Lifting /,-minimization sectional threshold

In this section we start assessing the performandg ofinimization by looking at its sectional thresholds.
Essentially, we will present a mechanism that conceptuslbstantially improves on results from [41]. We
will split the presentation into two main parts, the first dhat deals with the basic results needed for our



analysis and the second one that deals with the core argament

3.1 Sectional threshold preliminaries

Below we recall on a way to quantify behavior@ﬁé%. In doing so we will rely on some of the mechanisms
presented in [41, 44]. Along the same lines we will assumebatauntial level of familiarity with many of
the well-known results that relate to the performance dtaraation of (4) as well as with those presented
in [41] that relate td/,, 0 < ¢ < 1 (we will fairly often recall on many results/definitions tivae established

in [41, 44]). We start by introducing a nice way of charaaieg 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; = %3 = -+ = x,,_; = 0. Letx(®) be anyk-sparse
vector fromX,... Further, assume that¥ = Ax(") and thatw is ann x 1 vector. If

n

n—k
(VweRAW =0) Y |wil7< ) |wil? (6)
i=n—k+1 =1

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

Remark: As mentioned in [41], this result is not really our own; moresimilar or even the same results
can be found in e.g. [18, 21, 23, 24, 28-31, 46, 50, 51].
We then, following the methodology of [41, 44], start by defipa setS,..

n

n—k
Ssec = {W € Sn_1| Z |Wz|q > Z |Wi|q}7 (7)
i=1

i=n—k+1

whereS™~! is the unit sphere i". Then it was established in [44] that the following optintiaa problem
is of critical importance in determining the sectional gireld of/;-minimization

gsec = min ||AW||2> (8)
WESsec
whereq = 1 in the definition ofS,.. (the same will remain true for any < ¢ < 1). Namely, what was
established in [44] is roughly the following: .. is positive with overwhelming probability for certain
combination ofk, m, andn then fora: = 7 one has a lower bounfs.. = % on the true value of the
sectional threshold with overwhelming probability. Alslbe mechanisms of [44] were powerful enough to
establish the concentration &f... This essentially means that if we can show tbgt.. > 0 for certaink,
m, andn we can then obtain a lower bound on the sectional thresholidct, this is precisely what was done
in [44]. However, the results we obtained for the sectiohe¢ghold through such a consideration were not
exact. The main reason of course was inability to determiig. exactly. Instead we resorted to its lower
bounds and those turned out to be loose. In [39] we used soithe aleas we recently introduced in [40]
to provide a substantial conceptual improvement in thessd® which in turn reflected in a conceptual
improvement of the sectional thresholds (and later on an swbstantial practical improvement of all strong
thresholds). When it comes to genegale then in [41] adopted the strategy similar to the one engaoy
in [44]. Again, the results we obtained for the sectionaksimold through such a consideration were not
exact. The main reason of course was again an inability erdneF¢,.. exactly and essentially the lower
bounds we resorted to again turned out to be loose. In thisrpag will use some of the ideas from [39, 40]
to provide a substantial conceptual improvement in thesmd® which in turn will reflect in a conceptual
(and practical) improvement of the sectional thresholds.

Below we present a way to create a lower-bound on the optiaiakvof (8).

5



3.2 Lower-bounding &;..

In this section we will look at the problem from (8). As memigal earlier, we will consider a statistical
scenario and assume that the elementd a@fre i.i.d. standard normal random variables. Such a seenari
was considered in [39] as well and the following was donestRire reformulated the problem in (8) in the
following way
fsee = min max y’ Aw. (9)
WESsec ||lyll2=1

Then using results of [38] we established a lemma very sirtoléhe following one:

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

. —c- T . P T T
E( max min e 0 AWT9)) < B max min e~ ®(& yFhiw)) (10)
WESsee [lyll2=1 WESsec [lyll2=1

Proof. As mentioned in [39] (and earlier in [38]), the proof is a stard/direct application of a theorem
from [27]. We will omit the details since they are pretty muble same as the those in the proof of the
corresponding lemmas in [38, 39]. However, we do mentiom ttie only difference between this lemma
and the ones in [38,39] is in s&t... What is hereS,... it is a hypercube subset 6! in the corresponding
lemma in [38] and the same s8t.. with ¢ = 1 in [39]. However, such a difference would introduce no
structural changes in the proof. O

Following step by step what was done after Lemma 3 in [38] anges at the following analogue
of [38]'s equation(57):

. C3 1 —ecahT 1 . _ T
E A > 2 _ _log(E csh’wyy) _ — Jog(E 8'YY))). (11
((in [lAw]z) 2 < - og(E£( max (e ))) - og( (”;ﬂ;gl(e ). (11

Letcs = c:(f)\/ﬁ wherecgs) is a constant independentof Then (11) becomes

E(minges,.. | Aw|2) AV T 1 9 T
sec > 2 — _log(F( max (e ™ %)) — ——log(E( min (e % V&Y
N > G st g ) = sl i, ")
(s)
C S S
= _(_37+[sec(cg)75)+Isph(ci(’,)7a))7 (12)
where
s 1 T
Liee(e),B) = — log(E( max (e7% B"W))
ncg) wWESsec
s 1 . _C(S) ™
Ln(f” @) = —5 log(E( min (e=5" VTETY))). (13)
nes lyll2=1

One should now note that the above bound is effectively cofoe any positive constamiés). The only

thing that is then left to be done so that the above bound besaperational is to estimal’%c(c;(f), B) and

Isph(cés) Oé).



We start withZ,,, (c{, o). Setting

) 205())8) - 4(65())8))2 + 16

’Ysph 8 I (14)
and using results of [39] one has
(s) 1 (© © __« )
Ipn(cs”, o) = —= log(Fe \/ﬁ||g|\2) = | Voo — —= log(1 — =, (15)
(s) Sp 92 (s) (s)
nes C3 2Ygpn

where= stands for an equality in the limit — oc.

We now switch tolsec(cgs), £). Similarly to what was stated in [39], pretty good estimdi@sthis
guantity can be obtained for amy However, to facilitate the exposition we will focus only the largen
scenario. Leff(w) = —hTw. In [41] the following was shown

. T .
Jmax flw)=— Join —h'w < L doin 0f1(q, h, Vsec, Ysees B) + Vsees (16)

where

n n—k
fl(Q7h7 Vsea’}/seaﬂ) = max ( Z (‘thWz‘ + Vsec‘wi’q - ’Ysecwzz) + Z(‘hzuwz‘ - Vsec‘wi’q - ’Ysecwzz)> .
w

i=n—k+1 i=1
(17)
Then

S)hT

5 1 = 1 el f(w
[sec(cz(’, )75) = log(E( max (e”% ™ %)) = () log(E( max (e T("))))

nC3 WESsee ncg WESsec
_ 1(8) log(Eecgs)\/ﬁmianec,useczo(,fl (h,l/sec,'YseC7B)+’Ysec)) - ]‘(s) min lOg(E€C3 )\f(fl (q h, l/sec,'Ysec,ﬁ)‘f‘“{sec))
nc3 ncg Ysec,Vsec=>0
—  min (7860 log(Ee SV (@hvseeseeB))) - (18)

Vsec 7Vsec>0 \/_

where, as earlies- stands for equality when — oo and, as mentioned in [39], would be obtained through
the mechanism presented in [46] (for our needs here though,jest replacing= with a simple< inequality

(s)
suffices). Now if one setsr; = WW Vsee = ygzl\/ﬁ, andv,.,. = us(iz\/ﬁq_l (wherewgs), ygzl, andv %)

are independent of) then (18) gives

_[SEC (s) _ . Vsec 1 E C. )f(fl (q,h V5607756076))
(&7.5) vselefiizo(\/ﬁ * ncg) og(Be® )
c( )max illw; () l/é w; (s))q_ (S)C w(s) 2
_ mm (7(5) 154 (Be (cs (6)(\11 i ol w| (w;™) )))
) )>0 Sec C(S)

VsecsVsecZ 3

(s) (s) 8) 1 (8) 1 A (8) (o (5)y2
B (C max (s)(‘h HW |- VseC‘W |9=Ysec(w;)?)) B 1-— B

+ (s) log( hE ’ )) = é)mln) (’Ygel ( ) log(Is(eZ)"i_? log(Is(zZ))ﬂ
C3 'Y.secv'/.sec>0 Cg 03
(19)



where

1 (e max o) (sl w +odiato, V17 =2E2 (7))
IL) = FBe
(2) (e max_ o) (1slw§?| v w9122 (wi)2))
I, = Ee Vi . (20)

We summarize the above results related to the sectionalbid (Bsec) in the following theorem.

Theorem 2. (Sectional threshold - lifted lower bound) Ldt be anm x n measurement matrix in (1)
with i.i.d. standard normal components. L&t.. be the collection of alk- -sparse vectorsc in R™ for
whichx; = 0,%2 = 0,,...,%,_; = 0. Letx() be anyk: sparse vector fronX,... Further, assume that

y® = A%, Letk,m,n be large and lety = 2 m and8\%) = % be constants independent:afandn. Let
c§f> be a positive constant and set

N0 2c§8) - 4(65())8))2 + 16«

Wsph ) ’ (21)
and
() 5« e
Isph(c?, ,Oé) = ’Ysph T o6 log(l e (22)
263 27iph
Further let
1) = et masw, (liwl? w12 (wl)2)
1) = et s (hyllw) (i w1 22w ) (23)
and
Loy BE) = min (v + 6) log(I{L)) + +— 5860 log(12))). (24)
'Ysz‘):v'/se‘):>0 03 03
If « and Bé‘él are such that
o) © )
min(—=3=+ Luce(cy” B + Lopn(cs”, @) <0, (25)

s)
&

then with overwhelming probability the solution of (5) fareey pair (y(?, A) is the corresponding(.
Proof. Follows from the above discussion. O
One also has immediately the following corollary.

Corollary 1. (Sectional threshold - lower bound [41]) Let be anm x n measurement matrix in (1)
with i.i.d. standard normal components. L&t.. be the collection of alk-sparse vectors in R™ for

whichx; = 0,%2 = 0,,...,%,_, = 0. Letx(®) be anyk-sparse vector fronX,... Further, assume that
y® = A% Letk,m,n be large and lety = * and 8l = % pe constants independent:efandn. Let
Isph(a) = _\/a' (26)



Further let

10 = Ewmax(hyllw)” |+ viEwi” | =2 w 7))

12 = By |wy? | = vEwi 1 = 2w )?). (27)
and

IS@C(ngZ) = Hlln (7360 + 5360 sec ( 5360)13(20) (28)

Vo) vk >0

If « and ngl are such that
Isecwggl) + Ispn(a) <0, (29)

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

Proof. Follows from the above theorem by takiﬁ) — 0. O

The results for the sectional threshold obtained from trevaltheorem 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
standardy = 1 case already discussed in [44]. Also, we present in Figuhe Tdsults one can get from

Theorem 2 whemgf) — 0 (i.e. from Corollary 1, see e.g. [41]).

Sectional threshold bounds, |q minimization Lifted sectional thresholds, Iqminimization
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Figure 1:Sectionalthresholds/, optimization; a) left 3 — 0; b) right — optimized;

As can be seen from Figure 1, the results for selected valugsae better than foy = 1. Also the
results improve on those presented in [41] and essentibtlireed based on Corollary 1, i.e. Theorem 2 for
cgs) — 0.

Also, we should preface all of our discussion of presentadlt® by emphasizing that all results are
obtained after numerical computations. These are on aotgsiite involved and could be imprecise. When
viewed in that way one should take the results presentedgar&il more as an illustration rather than
as an exact plot of the achievable thresholds. Obtainingptbsented results included several numerical
optimizations which were all (except maximization owerdone on a local optimum level. We do not know
how (if in any way) solving them on a global optimum level wabaiffect the location of the plotted curves.
Also, additional numerical integrations were done on adipitecision level which could have potentially
harmed the final results as well. Still, we believe that théhmdology can not achieve substantially more



than what we presented in Figure 1 (and hopefully is not stywelegraded with numerical integrations and
maximization ovemw). Of course, we do reemphasize that the results presentib@ imbove theorem are
completely rigorous, it is just that some of the numericalkviat we performed could have been a bit
imprecise (we firmly believe that this is not the case; howsyith finite numerical precision one has to be
cautious all the time).

3.3 Special case

In this subsection we look at a couple of special cases timabeaolved more explicitly.

331 ¢—0

We will consider case — 0. There are many methods how this particular case can beddhridather than
obtaining the exact threshold results (which for this caseat that hard anyway), our goal here is to see
what kind of performance would the methodology presentedealgive in this case.

We will therefore closely follow the methodology introdaicabove. However, we will modify certain

aspects of it. To that end we start by introducing&&

SO = (w© S"_1|W§O):Wi,n—k‘—l—lgign;w() biw;, 1 <i<n— k:Zb = k; ZW =1}

sec
=1

(30)
It is not that hard to see that whegn— 0 the above set can be used to characterize sectional failuke o
optimization in a manner similar to the one $&t. was used earlier to characterize sectional failuré,of
for a generaly. Let f(w(®) = h"w(® and we start with the following line of identities

max f(w®)=— min —hTw®
w(© s w(© st
:—m“i/n inoaxo)>0 Z h,w;, — ZhbW2+Vsech sek‘|‘%eczw — Vsec
YsecZ V.sec i=n—k+1 i=1

< - max min — E h,w; — E h;b,w; + I/sec E b; — Seck‘ + Ysec E w — Ysec
(0) w
'Yseczoyl/sec>0 i=n— k;_’_l =1

— mir}o) max E h;w; — g h,b,w; — I/sec E b; —i—yseck Vsec E W + Ysec
w
Ysee>0,Vsec>0 i=n—k+1

n

min Z
(

'Ysec>0 V‘522>02 n—k+1 ’YS@C

+ Z max{ - sec? O} + Vseck + Vsec

. 0
= min fl( )(h> Vsecy Vsecs B) + Vsees (31)
“/secZO,Vgg)cZO

where

n

fl(O)(h> Vsec»’ysemﬁ) = ( Z

i=n—k+1

sec

n—=k
h2
+ E max{ﬁ v9 0} + Q) ) . (32)
i=1 sec
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Now one can write analogously to (18)

7(0)

Sec

(s) . 'VSec c. 5)f( 0)(h7Vsec,'YseCyB))
(0= i Vi ne el B ) =

After further introducingyse. = ’ysec\/_ andusel = us(gcs)\/ﬁ_l (where’ygil, andy§2’§> are independent of
n) one can write analogously to (19)

](0) (C(s) ) = min (’Ysec + 1 10g(Eech)\/ﬁ(f{O)(hstem’Ysecﬁ)))

'\/sec,VsecZO \/ﬁ anS)
2
@) 1o (c§”) max{ i 242 0})
= min (4809 + %log( SOl )+ (s)ﬁ log(Fe ’ +2h ))
'Ysz‘):yl’gch)>0 63 C3
1—
= min (064 Bt + < loa(10) + P oB(1E2),
'Ysz‘):v’/se?:>0 3 638
(34)
where
(C(S) hzz )
Ig(gél) = Fe 2ok
C(S) max hzz —I/(O s
I§2é2) _ Ee( 3 {ng)c sec 70}) (35)
One can then write analogously to (25)
5
min (=2 + IS, 8) + Iyn(es”, ) < 0. (36)
€3
o
Settingb = 057 — gy %) and solving the integrals one from (36) has the followingditon

for 5 anda

1 a bies B 1 —2b
— B——log +c
29\ (e o 3 b

1 Rl 1-2b (0) vie:” (5)
+ —log | ———erfc| / ——wvsee” | +erf see + Ipn(es”, a) < 0. (37
c:(f) i V1—2b ( 5 7 > 9 ph(c3”, @) (37)
Now, assumin@:(f) is large one has
(s)y2
Lpn(c,a) m —— — % _log(1 + (e )7y (38)

2c§8) 2c§8)

11



Setting

(0]
1-2b =
CR
(C(S))2
{05 = log(2), (39)

one from (37) and (38) has

(0,5,7) _
sl 10g<( a >+byms B, 1=

267\ ()2

_p 07 0,s,7) (s)

1 e DVsec 1—-2b (0,5,7) Vgec 7 (s) (2/8 — Oé) IOg(C )

41 = _erfe| y/—Z005 ) 4 erf +I > .a) =0 : :
cgs) o8 V1—2b ( 2 2 () C§S)

(40)

Then from (40) one has that as Iongﬁégl < 5 — €, Wheree, is a small positive constant (adjusted with

respect ta{")) (36) holds which is, as stated above, an analogue to thetimgdiven in (25) in Theorem

2. This essentially means that when— 0 one has that the threshold curve approaches the best gossibl
curveg = % While, as we stated at the beginning of this subsectios,ghirticular fact can be shown in
many different ways, the way we chose to present additiprsdbws that the methodology of this paper
is actually capable of achieving the theoretically bestsjimds threshold curve. Of course that does not
necessarily mean that the same would be true forgany 0. However, it may serve as an indicator that
maybe even for other values gfit does achieve the values that are somewhat close to théhmesholds.

In that light one can believe a bit more in the numerical nsswe presented earlier for various different
g’'s. Of course, one still has to be careful. Namely, while weehsolid indicators that the methodology is
quite powerful all of what we just discussed still does natassarily imply that the numerical results we
presented earlier are completely exact. It essentiallyghews that it may make sense that they provide
substantially better performance guarantees than thegmynding ones obtained in Corollary 2 (and earlier

in [41]) for ¢{”) — 0.

332 ¢q=13

Another special case that allows a further simplificatiothefresults presented in Theorem 2 is whea %
As discussed in [41], whep = % one can also be more explicit when it comes to the optiminaticerw.
Namely, taking simply the derivatives one finds

Ihi] £ g w171 = 298w = o,

str

which wheng = —% gives
1 S S)|— S S
|hl-|:|:—1/()|w§)| 1/2—27§t2|wg)|——0

2 str

S 1 S S S 3
& hily/lwil = S - 2900 1w =0, (41)

which is a cubic equation and can be solved explicitly. Thisonirse substantially facilitates the integrations
over h;. Also, similar strategy can be applied for other ratiopalHowever, as mentioned in [41], the

12



“explicit” solutions soon become more complicated thanrtbmerical ones and we skip presenting them.

4 Lifting £,-minimization strong threshold

In this section we look at the so-called strong thresholdg, shinimization. Essentially, we will attempt
to adapt the mechanism we presented in the previous settienwill again split the presentation into two
main parts, the first one that deals with the basic resultdeteér our analysis and the second one that
deals with the core arguments.

4.1 Strongthreshold preliminaries

Below we start by recalling on a way to quantify behaviorﬁéﬁz. In doing so we will rely on some of the
mechanisms presented in [41, 44]. As earlier, we will faotien recall on many results/definitions that we
established in [41, 44]. We start by introducing a nice waglaracterizing strong success/failure of (5).

Theorem 3. (Nonzero part ok has fixed location) Assume that anx n matrix A is given. LetX,, be
the collection of allk-sparse vectors in R". Letx(?) be anyk-sparse vector fronX,,. Further, assume
thaty® = A% and thatw is ann x 1 vector. If

(Yw € RAw =0) ) bi|lwi|?>0,> b; =2n—k b} =1), (42)
=1 =1

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

Remark: As mentioned earlier (and in [41]), this result is not realyr own; more on similar or even the
same results can be found in e.g. [18, 21, 23, 24, 28-31, 461h0

We then, following the methodology of the previous sectimd ultimately of [41,44]), start by defining
a setSy,

Ser ={w € 8" ! ) bilwi|? <0, by =2n—kb} =1}, (43)
=1 =1
where S"~! is the unit sphere iR". The methodology of the previous section (and ultimately ¢he
of [44]) then proceeds by considering the following optiatian problem

gstr = min ||AW||27 (44)
WEDstr

whereq = 1 in the definition ofS,;,. (the same will remain true for anty < ¢ < 1). Following what was
done in the previous section one roughly has the followihg;:} is positive with overwhelming probability
for certain combination of, m, andn then fora = % one has a lower boungl;,, = % on the true value of
the strong threshold with overwhelming probability. Aldoe mechanisms of [44] were powerful enough to
establish the concentration &f;,.. This essentially means that if we can show that,, > 0 for certaink,

m, andn we can then obtain a lower bound on the strong threshold.cintfas is precisely what was done
in [44]. However, the results we obtained for the strongghadd through such a consideration were not
exact. The main reason of course was inability to deternhifig, exactly. Instead we resorted to its lower
bounds and those turned out to be loose. In [39] we used soithe aleas we recently introduced in [40]
to provide a substantial conceptual improvement in thessd® which in turn reflected in a conceptual
improvement of the sectional thresholds (and later on an swbstantial practical improvement of all strong
thresholds). Since our analysis from the previous sectiiois that such a methodology could be successful

13



in improving the sectional thresholds even for gengrahe can be tempted to believe that it would work
even better for the strong thresholds.

When it comes to the strong thresholds for a gengraé actually already in [41] adopted the strategy
similar to the one employed in [44]. However, the results Wiaimed for the through such a consideration
were again not exact. The main reason again was an inalldgtermineE ¢, exactly and essentially the
lower bounds we resorted to again turned out to be loose idrséttion we will use some of the ideas from
the previous section (and essentially those from [39, 40Provide a substantial conceptual improvement
in these bounds. A limited numerical exploration also iatks that they in turn will reflect in practical
improvement of the strong thresholds as well.

We start by emulating what was done in the previous sectien, by presenting a way to create a
lower-bound on the optimal value of (44).

4.2 Lower-bounding &,

In this section we will look at the problem from (44). We rdd¢hht as earlier, we will consider a statistical
scenario and assume that the elementd a@fre i.i.d. standard normal random variables. Such a seenari
was considered in [39] as well and the following was donestiire reformulated the problem in (44) in the
following way
£y = min max y’ Aw. (45)
WESstr [|y|l2=1

Then using results of [38] we established a lemma very sirtolhe following one:

Lemma 2. Let A be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components. lgetindh ben x 1
andm x 1 vectors, respectively, with i.i.d. standard normal comgms. Also, ley be a standard normal
random variable and let; be a positive constant. Then

. —c- T . P T T
E( max min e % AWH9)) < B( max min e~®(& yThIw)), (46)
wESstr [lyll2=1 WESsec [|ylla=1

Proof. As mentioned in the previous section (as well as in [39] antlezan [38]), the proof is a stan-
dard/direct application of a theorem from [27]. We will ag@mit the details since they are pretty much
the same as the those in the proof of the corresponding lerimjas, 39]. However, we do mention that
the only difference between this lemma and the ones fromiqaisvsection and in [38, 39] is in sét;,..
However, such a difference would introduce no structurahges in the proof. O

Following step by step what was done after Lemma 3 in [38] anges at the following analogue
of [38]'s equation(57):
1

E( min ||[Aw]|s) > log(E —esh'wy)) Jog(B( min (78 Y))). (47
(min fAwl2) > < - og(E( max (e ) - og( (Hgﬁggl(e ). (47)

C3 1

Letcs = cgs)\/ﬁ wherecgs) is a constant independentof Then (47) becomes

E(minwes,,, | Aw]|2) A0 1 T 1 ) gt
= > = — ——log(F(max (e * %)) — —log(E( min (e"“% V"&Y
= b o s B () <o )
(s)
C s S
= _(_ z +Istr(ci(i)>5) +Isph(ci($)va))v (48)
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where

s 1 (6)
Ln(ef”,8) = —x5 log(E( max (e7"*"™)))
ncg WESstr
s 1 . _9 m
Lpn(c§”, @) = — 5 log(E( min (e75" V7&"Y))), (49)
nes lyll2=1

One should now note that the above bound is effectively cofoe any positive constamiés). The only
thing that is then left to be done so that the above bound besaperational is to estimal’%c(c;(f), B) and
Isph(c:(f), a). Of courselsph(c:(f), a) has already been characterized in (14) and (15). That ligsicaans

that the only thing that is left to characterizef§r(c§8), B). Similarly to what was stated in [39], pretty
good estimates for this quantity can be obtained foraniowever, to facilitate the exposition we will, as
earlier, focus only on the large scenario. Letf(w) = —h”w. Following [41] one can arrive at

. T .
max = — min “h'w< min h,v 50
wESstr f( ) WESstr - 'Ystrzoﬂ/str'zo f2 (q, st 73t7‘7 ﬁ) + 73t7‘7 ( )

where

T

Jo(@ 1, v, e, ) = <Z<rhmwir —vibilwil? = yeew?) + v S by — v (n - 2k)

Had i=1 i=1
(51)
Then
(s) 1 —InTw 1 c§” f(w))
Lar(cs”, B) = log(E( max (™% ™ %)) = — log(E( max (e% )
nC(S) WESstr nc(s) wESstr
3 3
(s)
_ L log(EecS \/ﬁmln%tr ‘517)“ gi, (f2(h,l/str7'Ysth)+'Ystr)) - L min log(Eech)\/ﬁ(fQ(‘thVSt'r“7'Ystr'75)+')’str'))
anS) ncés) Ystr,Vstr >0
— 1 (WStT 10g(EeCS )f(fZ(q h, Vstry“/stryﬁ))))’ (52)

2
VYstr,V. 5”7 £t220 \/7

(s)
where, as earlier= stands for equality when — oco. Now if one setsw; = WT Ystr = fyéfz\/ﬁ

v =09 mtt andv?) = 030 /n (wherew'®, 48 109 andy %) are independent of) then
(52) gives

. (s)
Ll )= min, (T — oy log (e V@t )
Vstr,V st7‘7 >0 ’I’L63

str—
, (s) (C()maxwbzzl(ﬂhillw?’)\—uii:)b iy w2+ ﬁh‘))
T 0 2 (it (26-1)+ (8) log | e '

VstrVstr Vstr >0 03

2, 1 1
= im0+ (28 = 1) + o log(Lue),
VstrVstr Vstr >0 C3

(53)
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where
Vg (Cr(f’)maxw,bz:1(<|hi||w§“’)|—u£if>bi|w§“’)\q—viik RO ol 1bi))
= re o .

str

(54)

We summarize the above results related to the schonathkda@ ) in the following theorem.

str

Theorem 4. (Strong threshold - lifted lower bound) Lett be anm x n measurement matrix in (1) with
i.i.d. standard normal components. LEt,, be the collection of alk-sparse vectors in R™. Letx(®) be
anyk sparse vector fronk ;... Further, assume that®) = Ax(®. Letk, m, n be large and letv =  and

ﬁstr = % be constants independent:afandn. Letcgs) be a positive constant and set

) 2c§8) — 4(05’8))2 + 16«

sph = ) ’ (55)
and
(s) & _ o i
Isph(CSS 7()4) = ’st)h — (S) log(l — 3—/—\ . (56)
263 27iph
Further let
%) max i w15 W(é) q_ (6 (2,9)
Iéig _ Ee( 3 w,b%:l((lh Il i | str b | ‘ ’yst'r( ) )+ str i= 1b )) ] (57)
and 1
IStT(C3 7ﬁstr) - () (g)in@ s (7;&72 + Vstr (Qﬁstr - ) w lOg(Is(z}B)) (58)
VstroVstr Ystr >0 03
If o and Bm are such that
(s)
. & s s
min(—=5=+ Lur(s” BL00) + Lpn(c5”, @) <0, (59)

o9

then with overwhelming probability the solution of (5) fameey pair (y(*), A) is the corresponding®.
Proof. Follows from the above discussion. O
One also has immediately the following corollary.

Corollary 2. (Strong threshold - lower bound [41]) Let be anm x n measurement matrix in (1) with
i.i.d. standard normal components. L&t be the collection of alk-sparse vectors in R™. Letx(®) be
anyk: sparse vector fronk,,,. Further, assume that) = Ax(®. Letk, m, n be large and letx = 2 and

ﬁstr = % be constants independent:afandn. Let

Isph(a) = _\/a' (60)

Further let

1) = max <<|h||w |~ vy il |—v§§2<w58’>>+v§t:)2bi>. (62)

s}
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and
Loy = min (% +0290289 —1)+1(). (62)

(s) (1,8)  (2,9)
VstroVstr Vstr 20

(@) are such that

str

If o and g
Istr(ﬁé?ﬁ) + Lspn(a) <0, (63)

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

Proof. Follows from the above theorem by taking) — 0. O

Remark: Although the results in the above corollary appear visualyt different from those given in [41]
it is not that hard to show that they are in fact the same.
The results for the strong threshold obtained from the alloeerem are presented in Figure 2. To be
a bit more specific, we again selected four different valdfeg, mamelyq € {0,0.1,0.3,0.5} in addition
to standardy = 1 case already discussed in [44]. Also, we present in Figuhe 2dsults one can get from

Theorem 4 whemgf) — 0 (i.e. from Corollary 2, see e.g. [41]).

Strong threshold bounds, Iq minimization Lifted strong thresholds, |q minimization

0.5

0.5

0.45 0.451

0.41 0.4r

0.35f 0.351

03
So025-
0.2}
0.15F

0.11

0.05f
g

Figure 2:Strongthresholds/, optimization; a) left 3 — 0; b) right — optimized;

As can be seen from Figure 2, the results for selected valugsae better than foy = 1. Also the
results improve on those presented in [41] and essentibtlireed based on Corollary 2, i.e. Theorem 4 for
cés) — 0.

Also, we should emphasize that all the remarks related toenigal precisions/imprecisions we made
when presenting results for the sectional thresholds imptheious section remain valid here as well. In
fact, obtaining numerical results for the strong threstdidsed on Theorem 4 is even harder than obtaining
the corresponding sectional ones using Theorem 2 (eskgnbiae now has an extra optimization to do).
So, one should again be careful when interpreting the pregersults. They are again given more as an
illustration so that the above theorem does not appear tliy.oh the other hand a very serious numerical
analysis problem to actually obtain the numerical valuestfe thresholds based on the above theorem. We
will investigate it in a greater detail elsewhere; here wly @ttempted to give a flavor as to what one can
expect for these results to be.

Also, as mentioned earlier, all possible sub-optimal walimat we obtained certainly don’t jeopardize
the rigorousness of the lower-bounding concept that weepted. However, the numerical integrations and
possible finite precision errors when globally optimizinggow may contribute to curves being higher than
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they should. We however, firmly believe that this is not theec@r if it is that it is not to a drastic extent). As
for how far away from the optimal thresholds the presentatdesiare, we do not know that. Conceptually
however, the results presented in Theorem 4 are probabihabtar away from the optimal ones.

4.3 Special case

Similarly to what we did when we studied sectional threskatdSection 3, in this subsection we look at a
couple of special cases for which the string thresholds eacomputed more efficiently.

431 ¢—0

We will consider case — 0. As was the case when we studied sectional thresholds,alhemany methods

how the strong thresholds fgr— 0 case can be handled. Rather than obtaining the exact thdegsolts

our goal is again to see what kind of performance would thénatzilogy presented above give whess 0.
We of course again closely follow the methodology introdliedove. As earlier, we will need a few

modifications though. We start by introducing

5O _

n n
O — (WO e " Mw® = biw;, 1 <i<n, Y by =2k w?=1). (64)
It is not that hard to see that when— 0 the above set can be used to characterize strong failuég of
optimization in a manner similar to the one $gt,. was used earlier to characterize strong failuré dbr
a general;. Let f(w(©) = h"w(® and we start with the following line of identities

max f(w(o)) =— min —h"w©® = —min maX Z h;b; WZ—I—I/SW Z b; —I/SWQ]{?—F%” Z Wi —Ystr
wOes) wOE50) R =
n n
< — max min — Z h;b,w; + 1/(0) Z b; — 1/(0)2k‘ + sz —
= str % str str i Vstr
Ystr2>0, V§83>0 w i=1 =1 i=1

n n n
0 0
- min -~ max — Z h;b;w; — Vétg Z b; + V§t722k = Vstr Z W + Ystr

Vstr >0, Vﬁ?2>0 w i=1 i=1 i=1
= mln Z IHaX{ - Vs(g2> 0} + V§?22k7 + Vstr = min f2(0) (h, Vstr, Vstrs B) + Ystr,
yatr 200> Yatr>0,059) >0
(65)
where
f2( (h, vstr, Ystry B) = (Z max{ Vﬁ?ﬁ, 0} + V§?22k> . (66)
Now one can write analogously to (52)
s . str (s)
7 (c( ) )= min (7 t log(EeCS Va(f{® (n, Vstrm/str,ﬁ)))) (67)

str
Vstr 7V.str>0 \/_

After further introducingys;, = yst,,\/’ and¥) = y(o’s)\/’ (wherey( ¢ andv'% are independent of

str str str? str
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n) one can write analogously to (19)

O/ () ay o o (Dstr L V(O (i vserB))
Tgp(c3”, )—%tf}iﬁzo(\/ﬁ + ncés) log(Ee® ! )

(), 9,08, 1 () max{ L0700 (), 9,05, 1
= min (v +28vy" +——log(Ee Vstr )= min (v 4204+ log(Is(gél)
(5) (055 ) () (055 )
stro¥str = 3 stro¥str = 3
(68)
where )
(c§” max{ 5 —v{3: 0}
199 —pe” . (69)
One can then write analogously to (59)
& 0o (s)
n}i])n(—?’? + Iy (57, B) + Ispn(cy”, @) < 0. (70)
€3
(s)
Settingb = 4?3”' ys(g;,s’” = 4fystru§?,:8), and solving the integrals one from (70) has the followingdition
for 5 anda
2607 3 Ll
RO 3 T4
—pp (05 (0,s,7)
1 e~ Wstr 1—2b (0,57 v (s)
+—1 ——erfe |/ ——v,7" | +erf |\ Z— | | + I, ,a) < 0. (71
Ci(’)S) 08 ( V1 =92b ( 2 Vstr 9 ph(c3 a) (71)
Now, assumin@:(f) is large one has
(8)y2
s « o C
Lpn(c§” @) m ——= — —= log(1 + ( 3a) ). (72)
2¢y 2¢;
Setting
(6%
1-2b =
(c5)?
(0.57) (c5)?
str = IOg( a )7 (73)
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one from (71) and (72) has

20078 (51— 2
Vsir B ()

str

) T

_pp (05 0,5,7) (s)
1 by 1-2b (0s 0,57 . 28 — a)l

+—= log eierfc< —2 I/ngl ”Y)> + erf LSt; +ISph(C:(S )’ OZ) =0 <( /8 Oé)(s)()g(CS )> .
3 C3

(74)

Then from (74) one has that as Iong@i%) < § — €, Wheree, is a small positive constant (adjusted with

respect ta{")) (70) holds which is, as stated above, an analogue to thetimmgdiven in (59) in Theorem

4. This essentially means that when— 0 one has that the threshold curve approaches the best @ossibl
curveg = % This is the same conclusion we achieved in Section 3 whertwaéesl sectional thresholds.
Of course, as stated a couple of times earlier, if our goaltevahow what is the best curve one can achieve
wheng — 0 we would not need all of the machinery that we just used. Hewehe idea was different.
We essentially wanted to show what are the limits of the nolagy that we introduced in this paper. It
turns out that wheg — 0 our methodology is good enough to recover the best possitdshold curve. It

is though not as likely that this is the case for any other

432 q= %

As was the case when we studied sectional thresholds, onglsamake substantial simplifications when
q= % However, the remaining integrals are still quite invohaett skip presenting this easy but tedious
exercise.

5 {,-minimization weak threshold

In this section we at the weak thresholds/giminimization. As earlier, we will slit the presentationant
two parts; the first one will introduce a few preliminary rit(swand the second one will contain the main
arguments.

5.1 Weak threshold preliminaries

Below we will present a way to quantify behavior@fe)ak. As usual, we rely on some of the mechanisms
presented in [44], some of those presented in Section 3, @nd sf those presented in [41]. We start by
introducing a nice way of characterizing weak successfiiof (5).

Theorem 5. (A given fixedk [41]) Assume that amn x n matrix A is given. Lek be ak-sparse vector and

letx; = X9 = --- = X,,_, = 0. Further, assume that = Ax and thatw is ann x 1 vector. If
n—=k n n
(YweRAw =0) > |[wilT+ Y [FRitwill> Y |x (75)
i=1 i=n—k+1 i=n—k+1

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

Proof. The proof is of course very simple and for completeness isded in [41]. O
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We then, following the methodology of the previous sectiammd ultimately of [41,44]), start by defining
a setSycak

n n—k n
Sweak(i) = {W € Sn_l’ Z ’il‘q > Z ’Wi‘q + Z ’5(2 + Wi’q}7 (76)
i=1

i=n—k+1 i=n—k+1

where S"~! is the unit sphere iR". The methodology of the previous section (and ultimately ¢he
of [41, 44]) then proceeds by considering the following wytiation problem

bweak(X) =  min _ ||Awl]|2, (77)
WESyeak (X)

whereq = 1 in the definition ofS,,..x (the same will remain true for arty < ¢ < 1). One can then argue

as in the previous sections:gf,..r is positive with overwhelming probability for certain cométion of &,

m, andn then fora = ™ one has a lower boun@,,c., = % on the true value of the weak threshold with

overwhelming probability. Following [44] one has th&}. ., concentrates, which essentially means that if

we can show thating (E(§yeqk(X))) > 0 for certaink, m, andn we can then obtain a lower bound on

the weak threshold. In fact, this is precisely what was dar{d4]. Moreover, as shown in [42], the results

obtained in [44] are actually exact. The main reason of eowas ability to determiné’'é ... exactly.

When it comes to the weak thresholds for a gengnak in [41] adopted the strategy similar to the one
employed in [44]. However, the results we obtained througthsa consideration were not exact. The main
reason was an inability to determi,,..x exactly for a generaj < 1. We were then left with the lower
bounds which turned out to be loose. In this section we wél ssme of the ideas from the previous section
(and essentially those from [39, 40]) to provide a substhmibnceptual improvements on bounds given
in [41]. A limited numerical exploration also indicates thiey are likely in turn to reflect in a practical
improvement of the weak thresholds as well.

We start by emulating what was done in the previous sectioms,by presenting a way to create a
lower-bound on the optimal value of (77).

5.2 Lower-bounding &, cak

In this section we will look at the problem from (44). We rddhht as earlier, we will consider a statistical
scenario and assume that the elementd a@ire i.i.d. standard normal random variables. Such a seenari
was considered in [39] as well and the following was donestRite reformulated the problem in (77) in the
following way
fweak = Mmin  max y! Aw. (78)
wWESueak [lyl2=1

Then using results of [38] we established a lemma very sirtoléhe following one:

Lemma3. Let A be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components. 1%t..x(x) be a collection
of sets defined in (76). Lgtandh ben x 1 andm x 1 vectors, respectively, with i.i.d. standard normal
components. Also, lgtbe a standard normal random variable and tgtbe a positive constant. Then

. — T . _ T T
max B( max min e 30 AVT9)) < max F( max min e (& YHhIwW)y, (79)
X WESyeak [lylla=1 x WESsec [|ylla=1

Proof. As mentioned in the previous sections (as well as in [39] artiez in [38]), the proof is a stan-
dard/direct application of a theorem from [27]. We omit tleadls. O
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Following what was done after Lemma 3 in [38] one arrives afftitiowing analogue of [38]'s equation
(57):

. C3 1 —cahT 1 ) _ T
E( min [[Awl]s) > = — —log(E( max (e~ " V))) — —log(E( min (e & Y))). 80
(WGSweak H ||2) -2 C3 g( (Wesweak( ))) c3 g( (||yH2:1( ))) ( )

Letcs = c:(f)\/ﬁ wherecgs) is a constant independentof Then (80) becomes

E(minyes,,,, [[Aw|2) cgs) 1 T 1 ) _el®) /g
wea > _ 1 E C3 w _ 1 E C3 ng-y
vn -2 ncgs) o8 (Wé%ifak(e ) ncés) o8 (H}r'llllznil(e ))
(s)
C S S
= _(_32 +[weak(cz(),)75)+Isph(ci(’,)7a))7 (81)
where
s 1 O T
Lycat(l”,8) = —log(E(_max (e~ h"W))
ncé) WESweak
s 1 . _C(S) ™
Lyn(ef” @) = —5log(E( min (e="VE"Y))). (82)
nes lyll2=1

As in previous section, the above bound is effectively adrfer any positive constamés). To make
it operational one needs to estimdtgwk(cgs),ﬁ) and Isph(c:(f),a). Of course,ISph(cgs),a) has already
been characterized in (14) and (15). That basically meaatstiie only thing that is left to characterize

is Iwmk(cgs),ﬂ). To facilitate the exposition we will, as earlier, focus yn the largen scenario. Let
f(w) = —hTw. Following [41] one can arrive at

. T .
max w)=— min —-h w< min h, v 83
wes f( ) WS R ) f3(Qy s Vweak s Yweak s ﬁ) + Yweaks ( )

where

n

f3(Q7 ha Vweak s Yweak ﬁ) = m‘f}x( Z (hzwz - Vweak|>~<i + Wi|q + Vweak|>~(i|q - ’Vweaszz)

i=n—k+1

n—k
+ Z(hz|wz| - Vweak|wi|q - Vweakwiz))' (84)

=1

Then

(5) 1 —C(S)hTW 1 C(S)f(w))
Tyear(cs’, B) = ® log(E( max (e™ ) = — log(E( max (e )))
ncg WESweak nC3 WESweak
— 1 log(Eec:(;)\/ﬁmin’yweak,VweakZO(fB(hvaeakv'Yweak7B)+'Yweak))
e
1

= W mln - log(Eec((;S)\/ﬁ(f?)(q7hvl’weak77weakvﬁ)+7weak))
nc Yweak s;Vweak Z
3

: Yweak 1 KS)\/—(f, (a,h.v, / )
= l E C3 n{J3 g, \Vyeak s Yweak 85
'Yweakrvrll’iuneakzo( \/ﬁ + ncgs) Og( € ))7 ( )
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(s)
where, as earlier- stands for equality when — oo. Now if one setsw; = WT Yweak = 7Se)ak\/ﬁ, and

Vieak = weak\/’q ! (wherew( ), yfje)ak, andv"® )ak are independent of) then (85) gives

(s) — : Yweak C3 )\/_(fi(%h Vieak s YweaksB))
el e?.0) = min (B 4~ (e )

o o ma, g (it oy L 1 ) )

. ﬁ wea
=, min Veear T Elog Ee
Fy’weakﬂjweakzo 63
(s) (s) (s) (s) (s) (s)y2
1- <C3 max () (1051w~ 1=y ear W51 =Tpear (W5 ) ))
+ T)ﬁlog Ee g o o )
€3
_ - (s) B roe(1® 1-8 )
- min (/Vweak + ( ) log( weak) + (s) log(Iweak))’
(s) (s)
Yweak YweakZ 3 03
(86)
where
c(s) max (g (hiwgs)— 2 a \xz—i-w S)|q—i-1/1(ja |xl\q—~/1(ja (w(S ) ))
[ijle)ak — Ee( 3 WE ) e e eak
© (e o 2,02 2570
® = Ee i . (87)

We summarize the above results related to the weak thre(;ﬁgjgk) in the following theorem.

Theorem 6. (Weak threshold - lifted lower bound) Létbe anm x n measurement matrix in (1) with i.i.d.
standard normal components. Letc R™ be ak-sparse vector for whick; = 0,%x2 =0,,...,%X, =0

and lety = Ax. Letk, m,n be large and letv = 7 and 5weak ’“ be constants mdependentmfandn
Let ch> be a positive constant and set

o 205())8) - 4(65())8))2 + 16«

Wsph - 8 ) (88)
and
() =« e
Isph(63 ,Oz) = ’Ysph 5 ) log(l - ? . (89)
C3 275ph
Further let
o9 (8)_,,( ()1q (9 a9 (s)y2
1) max (s o) (Miw; ™ = 3w, ™ | R =, (W)
Iweak Ee( )
@ <c§ R I L ’)
[weak Ee " ) (90)
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and

s . s ﬁwea 1- 5’!(1?6)0,
[weak(ci(% )7 Bl(l?e)ak) = (s nin (’Yz(ue)ak + )k lo (Il(vle)ak) + Th IOg(IfUZe)ak))- (91)
s) I/(é) >0 C
weak’ weak = 3 3
If o andB . are such that
C(s) (®)
max II%II](—7 + Iweak(c3 ,ﬁweak) + Lgpn(cs ) <0, (92)
xz i>n—k CS
then with overwhelming probability the solution of (5) faip(y, A) is x.
Proof. Follows from the above discussion. O

One also has immediately the following corollary.

Corollary 3. (Weak threshold - lower bound [41]) 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,%9 =0,,...,X,_r =0
and lety = Ax. Letk, m,n be large and letx = ** and Bweak = % pe constants mdependentmfandn
Let
[sph(a) =—Va. (93)
Further let
1 S S S
11(1)6)(1]9 = Em(a;})((hlwz( ) - Vz(ueak|xZ + W |l1 + yweak|xl|q Vz(ue)ak(w( )) )
Tovure = Bmax((by[w”] = 0,2 w3 = 3, (w))2), (94)
Wi
and )
[weak(ﬂge)ak) = () m1<n) (’Yz(jeak: + /Bweak: we)ak: + (1 - Bie)ak)lz(ue)ak) (95)
5w >0

Yweak Yweak =

If o andﬂ . are such that
_max (Iweak(@(ye)ak) + Lpn(a)) <0, (96)

Xii>n—k

then with overwhelming probability the solution of (5) f@ip(y, A) is x.

Proof. Follows from the above theorem by taking) — 0. O

The results for the weak threshold obtained from the aboserém are presented in Figure 3. To be a
bit more specific, we selected four different valueg,aiamelyg € {0,0.1,0.3,0.5} in addition to standard
g = 1 case already discussed in [44]. Also, we present in Figuhe 3dsults one can get from Theorem 6
whenc:(f) — 0 (i.e. from Corollary 3, see e.g. [41]).

As can be seen from Figure 3, the results for selected valugsae better than foy = 1. Also the
results improve on those presented in [41] and essentibtlireed based on Corollary 3, i.e. Theorem 6 for
cgs) — 0.

Also, we should again recall that all of presented resulteevebtained after numerical computations.
These are on occasion even more involved than those prdsarBection 3 and could be imprecise. In that
light we would again suggest that one should take the reptdtsented in Figure 1 more as an illustration
rather than as an exact plot of the achievable thresholdsigtlespecially true for curve = 0.1 since the
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Weak threshold bounds, Iq minimization

Lifted weak thresholds, Iq minimization

Figure 3:Weakthresholds/, optimization; a) left 3 — 0; b) right — optimized;

smaller values of cause more numerical problems; in fact one can easily obseslightly jittery shape of

g = 0.1 curves). Obtaining the presented results included sewerakrical optimizations which were all
(except maximization ovew andx) done on a local optimum level. We do not know how (if in any yvay
solving them on a global optimum level would affect the lomatof the plotted curves. Also, additionally,
numerical integrations were done on a finite precision lewdth could have potentially harmed the final
results as well. Still, as earlier, we believe that the matthagy can not achieve substantially more than
what we presented in Figure 1 (and hopefully is not severetyrabled with numerical integrations and
maximization ovemw andx). Of course, we do reemphasize again that the results pgessenTheorem 6
are completely rigorous, it is just that some of the numériaak that we performed could have been a bit
imprecise.

5.3 Special cases

One can again create a substantial simplification of regiten in Theorem 6 for certain values @f For
example, forg = 0 or ¢ = 1/2 one can follow the strategy of previous sections and simglifime of the
computations. However, such results (while simpler thasehfrom Theorem 6) are still not very simple
and we skip presenting them. We do mention, that this is ifiquéar so since one also has to optimize over
x. We did however include the ideal plot for cage- 0 in Figure 3.

6 Conclusion

In this paper we looked at classical under-determined fisgatems 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 muchdraguantitatively it is.

In our recent work [41] we made some sort of progress in thiesction. Namely, in [41], we showed that
in many cases th&, would provide stronger guarantees tifarand in many other ones we provided bounds
that are better than the ones we could provide/forOf course, having better bounds does not guarantee
that the performance is better as well but in our view it seérag a solid indication that overall,,q < 1,
should work better tha# .
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In this paper we went a few steps further and created a polwvagchanism to lift the threshold bounds
we provided in [41]. While the results are theoreticallyorigus and certainly provide a substantial con-
ceptual progress, their practical usefulness is predicatenumerically solving a collection of optimization
problems. We left such a detailed study for a forthcomingepamd here provided a limited set of numer-
ical results we obtained. According to the results we predidne has a substantial improvement on the
threshold bounds obtained in [41]. Moreover, one of the nsanes that hindered a complete success of the
technique used in [41] was a bit surprising hon-monotonange in thresholds behavior with respect to the
value ofg. Namely, in [41], we obtained bounds that were improving ass going down (a fact expected
based on tightening of the sparsity relaxation). Howewearhsan improving was happening only untivas
reaching towards a certain limit. Aswas decreasing beyond such a limit the bounds started gowvg d
and eventually in the most trivial cage= 0 they even ended up being worse than the ones we obtained for
g = 1. Based on our limited numerical results, the mechanismsradged in this paper at the very least
do not seem to suffer from this phenomenon. In other wordsntimerical results we provided (if correct)
indicate that ag goes down all the thresholds considered in this paper indeegb.

Another interesting point is of course from a purely theiogtside. That essentially means, leaving
aside for a moment all the required numerical work and itsipien, can one say what the ultimate capabil-
ities of the theoretical results we provided in this paper. dihis is actually fairly hard to assess even if we
were able to solve all numerical problems with a full premisiWhile we have a solid belief that when= 1
a similar set of results obtained in [39] is fairly close te tptimal one, here itis not as clear. We do believe
that the theoretical results we provided here are also ¢toee optimal ones but probably not as close as
the ones given in [41] are to their corresponding optimakoi@ course, to get a better insight how far off
they could be one would have to implement further nestedaggy along the lines of what was discussed
in [39]. That makes the numerical work infinitely many timesmncumbersome and while we have done
it to a degree for problems considered in [39] for those @eTeid here we have not. As mentioned in [39],
designing such an upgrade is practically relatively easyvéver, the number of optimizing variables grows
fast as well and we did not find it easy to numerically handenehe number of variables that we have had
here.

Of course, as was the case in [41], much more can be donedinglgeneralizations of the presented
concepts to many other variants of these problems. The drarimzlude various different unknown vector
structures (a priori known to be positive vectors, blockfsp, binary/box constrained vectors etc.), vari-
ous noisy versions (approximately sparse vectors, noigsarements), low rank matrices, vectors with
partially known support and many others. We will present safithese applications in a few forthcoming
papers.
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