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The Dantzig selector: Recovery of Signal via ℓ1 − αℓ2

Minimization

Huanmin Ge1 and Peng Li 2∗

Abstract

In the paper, we proposed the Dantzig selector based on the ℓ1 − αℓ2 (0 < α ≤ 1)
minimization for the signal recovery. In the Dantzig selector, the constraint ‖A⊤(b−
Ax)‖∞ ≤ η for some small constant η > 0 means the columns of A has very weakly
correlated with the error vector e = Ax − b. First, recovery guarantees based on
the restricted isometry property (RIP) are established for signals. Next, we propose
the effective algorithm to solve the proposed Dantzig selector. Last, we illustrate the
proposed model and algorithm by extensive numerical experiments for the recovery of
signals in the cases of Gaussian, impulsive and uniform noise. And the performance
of the proposed Dantzig selector is better than that of the existing methods.

Key Words and Phrases. Dantzig selector, ℓ1 − αℓ2 minimization, Sparse signal
recovery, Restricted isometry property.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Signal Recovery

We consider the linear regression model

b = Ax+ e, (1.1)

where b ∈ R
m are available measurements, the matrix A ∈ R

m×n (m ≪ n) models
the linear measurement process, x ∈ R

n is unknown signal and e ∈ R
m is a vector of

measurement errors. To reconstruct x, the most intuitive approach is to find the sparsest
signal in the set of feasible solutions, that is, one solves the ℓ0 minimization problem:

min
x∈Rn

‖x‖0 subject to b−Ax ∈ B, (1.2)

where ‖x‖0 (it usually is called the ℓ0 norm of x, but is not a norm) denotes the number
of nonzero coordinates of x, and B is a bounded set determined by the error structure.
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However, this problem (1.2) is NP-hard and thus computationally infeasible in high di-
mensional background.

The underdetermined problem (1.1) puts forward both theoretical and computational
challenges at the interface of statistics and optimization (see, e.g., [15, 38, 58]). In the
linear regression model, the so-called Dantzig selector [8] was proposed to perform variable
selection and model fitting. Its formulation model is

min
x∈Rn

‖x‖1 subject to ‖A⊤(b−Ax)‖∞ ≤ η (1.3)

where η ≥ 0 is a tuning or penalty parameter. In [8], the performance of Dantzig selec-
tor was analyzed theoretically by deriving sharp nonasymptotic bounds on the error of
estimated coefficients in the ℓ2 norm.

In Dantzig selector, the constraint ‖A⊤(b − Ax)‖∞ ≤ η implies that the correlation
between the residual vector e = Ax − b and the columns of A is small for the small
penalty parameter η. Moreover, the constraint can be viewed as a data fitting term and it
does not force the residual e = Ax− b like the ℓ2-bounded Gaussian noise. The Dantzig
selector has a wide range of potential applications, especially in statistics. In Fig 1 and
Table 1, we present a graphical illustration for Gaussian, impulsive and uniform noises.
And we show their distributions and probability density functions (PDF) as following.

(1) Gaussian Distribution: e ∼ N (0, σ2) ∈ R
m×1. The noise is usually modeled by the

ℓ2 norm, i.e., ‖Ax−b‖2 with b = Ax+e. The probability density function p of e is

p(e) =
1

σ
√
2π

exp−
e
2

2σ2

where σ is standard deviation.

(2) Distribution of impulsive noise: the distribution is Symmetric α̃-stable (Sα̃ S ) dis-
tribution, which has been used to model impulsive noise in [43, 44, 46, 47]. The
noise is usually modeled by the ℓ1 norm, i.e., ‖Ax−b‖1 with b = Ax+e. Although
one cannot analytically present the probability density function for a general stable
distribution, its characteristic function of a zero-location Sα̃S distribution can be
expressed as

φ(ω) = exp(iδ̃ω − γα̃|ω|α̃),
where δ̃ ∈ (−∞,∞) is the location parameter, γ ∈ (0,∞) is the scale parameter,
and α̃ is the characteristic exponent measuring the thickness of the distributional
tail with α̃ ∈ (0, 2]. If the value of α̃ is smaller, then the tail of the Sα̃S distribution
is thicker and consequently the noise is more impulsive.

(3) Uniform Distribution: e ∼ U(−ς, ς) ∈ R
m×1. Its probability density function is

p(e) =

{

1
(2ς)m , if − ς ≤ ej ≤ ς,

0, otherwise.

The noise is usually modeled by the ℓ∞ norm, i.e., ‖Ax − b‖∞ with b = Ax + e.
The ℓ∞ minimization problem arises in curve fitting [50], optimal control of partial
differential equations [13], image compression [2, 51, 59]. More results about the
uniform noise, see [12, 49, 57].

2



-0.25 -0.2 -0.15 -0.1 -0.05 0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25

Distribution Range

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

V
al

ue

=1e-2
=5e-2

-0.06 -0.04 -0.02 0 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.1

Distribution Range

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

V
al

ue

 = 1e-2
 = 5e-3

-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Distribution Range

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

V
al

ue

=1e-1
=5e-1

Figure 1: Probability density function (PDF) for Gaussian, impulsive and uniform noises.
Left: Gaussian noise with σ = 10−2, 5 × 10−2; Middle: Sα̃S type impulsive noise with
α̃ = 1, δ̃ = 0, γ = 10−2, 5× 10−3; Right: Uniform noise with ς = 10−1, 5× 10−1.

In Table 1, we display the average of ‖ATe‖∞ over 1000 repeated tests, where e is a noisy
vector and A is measurement matrix. Here , let A be Gaussian matrix or the oversampled
partial DCT matrix.

(1) The random Gaussian matrix A ∈ R
m×n satisfies Ai ∼ N (0, 1

m ), i = 1, . . . , n. The
random Gaussian matrix is of particular interest in the practical and theoretical
research. It has been a very active area of recent research in signal processing
[14, 41] and image processing [25, 34]. The random matrix A has small coherence
and RIP constants (see Definition (1)) with high probability [7, 10]. The coherence
of a matrix A in [16] is the maximum absolute value of the cross-correlations between
the columns of A, namely,

µ(A) := max
i 6=j

|〈Ai,Aj〉|
‖Ai‖2‖Aj‖2

.

(2) The randomly oversampled partial DCT matrix A ∈ R
m×n satisfies

Ai =
cos(2πξF )√

m
, i = 1, . . . , n,

where ξ ∈ R
m ∼ U([0, 1]m) which means ξ uniformly and independently distributes

in [0, 1]m, and F ∈ N is the refinement factor. Actually, it is the real part of the
random partial Fourier matrix analyzed in [19]. The number F is closely related
to the conditioning of A in the sense that µ(A) tends to get larger as F increases.
For example, for A ∈ R

32×640, µ(A) ≈ 0.97 when F = 5, and µ(A) easily exceeds
0.99 when F = 10. The over-sampled DCT matrices are derived from the problem
of spectral estimation [19, 29] in signal processing, and radar imagining [19, 21] and
surface scattering [20] in image processing.

Table 1 shows ‖AT (Ax−b)‖∞, which measures the correlation between the noisy vector
e = Ax− b and the columns of A, where e is Gaussian, impulsive and uniform noise. It
works efficiently for the three type noises (see to Section 6), which are different from that
of the ℓ2 norm ‖Ax− b‖2, the ℓ1 norm ‖Ax− b‖1 and the ℓ∞ norm ‖Ax− b‖∞. These
norms only work efficiently for their corresponding noises,.i.e., the ℓ2 norm ‖Ax − b‖2 is
only valid for Gaussian noise, the ℓ1 norm ‖Ax−b‖1 is only valid for impulsive noise, and
the ℓ∞ norm ‖Ax− b‖∞ is only valid for bounded noise.
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Table 1: The average of ‖ATe‖∞ over 104 repeated tests. Let e = Ax−b, A be Gaussian
matrix with n = 64,m = 256 and the oversampled DCT matrix with n = 64,m =
256, F = 10. Here we take Gaussian noise with noise levels σ = 10−2, 5× 10−2; Sα̃S type
implusise noise with α̃ = 1, δ̃ = 0 and γ = 5 × 10−3, 10−2; uniform noise with noise levels
ς = 10−1, 5× 10−1.

Noise Type Parameter Gaussian Matrix Oversampled DCT

Gaussian σ=1e-2 0.0295 0.0270
σ=5e-2 0.1476 0.1350

Impulsive γ=5e-3 0.6936 0.3610
γ=1e-2 1.2604 1.397

Uniform ς=1e-1 0.1710 0.1571
ς=5e-1 0.8563 0.7850

Authors in [42] proposed the Least Absolute Shrinkage and Selector Operator (Lasso)
as follows

min
x∈Rn

λ‖x‖1 +
1

2
‖Ax− b‖22, (1.4)

where λ > 0 is a parameter to balance the data fidelity term 1
2‖Ax−b‖22 and the objective

function ‖x‖1. In some sense, Lasso estimator and Dantzig selector exhibit similar behav-
ior. Essentially, the Dantzig selector model (1.3) is a linear program while the Lasso model
(1.4) is a quadratic program. For an extensive study on the relation between the Dantzig
selector and Lasso, we refer to a series of discussion papers which have been published in
“The Annals of Statistics”, e.g., [1, 3, 9, 17, 22, 39, 40]. Readers also can refer to [18,
Chapter 8].

Many effective algorithms have been developed to solve Dantzig selector. For example,
Candès et.al. in [5] apply primal-dual algorithm , Wang et.al. in [45] use Linear ADMM,
and Lu et.al. in [35] solve Dantzig selector on account of ADMM. Chatterjee et.al. in [11]
also proposed a Generalized Dantzig Selector (GDS) and solved it by ADMM.

1.2 Contributions

In this paper, we introduce the following ℓ1 − αℓ2 minimization problem:

min
x∈Rn

‖x‖1 − α‖x‖2 subject to ‖A⊤(b−Ax)‖∞ ≤ η (1.5)

for some constant η ≥ 0. Denote (1.5) as ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS. When η = 0, note that (1.5) could
not reduce to

min
x∈Rn

‖x‖1 − α‖x‖2 subject to Ax = b, (1.6)

which means that the ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS (1.5) is different from the minimization problems such
as the ℓ0 minimization (1.2) with the constraint term ‖Ax − b‖p ≤ η for 0 < p ≤ 2. In
fact, η = 0 means that A is orthogonal with Ax− b, i.e., A⊤(b−Ax) = 0.
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Similarly, the nonconvex ℓ1 − αℓ2 (0 < α ≤ 1) minimization method was introduced in
[30, 31] to recover x ∈ R

n

min
x∈Rn

‖x‖1 − α‖x‖2 subject to b−Ax ∈ B. (1.7)

Clearly, the method (1.7) with α = 1 reduces to the ℓ1−2 minimization method [32, 55].
Specifically, Lou et al. [32] and Yin et al. [55] respectively studied the ℓ1−2 minimization
under B = {0} and B = {e : ‖e‖2 ≤ η}, respectively. They obtained sufficient conditions
based on RIP for the recovery of x from (1.1) via the ℓ1−2 minimization method. To solve
(1.7), they proposed the unconstrained problem:

min
x∈Rn

λ(‖x‖1 − ‖x‖2) +
1

2
‖Ax− b‖22, (1.8)

and an effective algorithm based on the different of convex algorithm (DCA) to solve (1.8).
Several numerical examples in [32, 55] have demonstrated that the ℓ1 − ℓ2 minimization
consistently outperforms the ℓ1 minimization and the ℓp minimization in [27] when the
measurement matrix A is highly coherent. In addition, the metric ℓ1 − ℓ2 has shown
advantages in various applications such as signal processing [24, 28, 48], point source
super-resolution [33], image restoration [23, 28, 34], matrix completion [36], uncertainty
quantification [26, 54] and phase retrieval [52, 56].

In this paper, the main contributions are as followings:

(i) We show sufficient conditions under RIP frame for the recovery of the signal x from
(1.1) via the ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS (1.5).

(ii) We propose an unconstraint penalty problem (5.1) to solve the ℓ1−αℓ2-DS (1.5), and
develop an effective algorithm based on ADMM to solve the proposed unconstraint
penalty problem.

(iii) We present numerical experiments for the recover signal in the cases of Gaussian,
impulsive and uniform noises to illustrate the performance of the ℓ1 − αℓ2DS. As
far as we know, this is the first paper which explore the performances of Dantzig
selector under different noises.

1.3 Organization and Notations

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We recall some definitions and lemmas in
Section 2. In Section 3, the theoretical results based on (ℓ2, ℓ1)-RIP frame are showed for
the signal recovery via the ℓ1 − αℓ2 minimization (1.5). We show sufficient conditions for
the stable recovery of signal under (ℓ2, ℓ2)-RIP (i.e., classical RIP) frame via the ℓ1 − αℓ2
minimization (1.5) in Section 4. Effective algorithms to solve (1.5) is developed in Section
5. In Section 6, numerical results for sparse signals is given. Section 7 presents a conclusion.

Throughout the paper, we use the following basic notations. Denote the positive integer
set by Z+. Let |S| be the number of entries in the set S. Let ⌈t⌈ be the nearest integer
greater than or equal to t. For any positive integer n, let [[1, n]] be the set {1, . . . , n}. For
x ∈ R

n, denote xmax(s) as the vector x with all but the largest s entries in absolute value
set to zero, and x−max(s) = x − xmax(s). Let xS be the vector equal to x on S and to
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zero on Sc. Let ‖x‖α,1−2 be ‖x‖1 −α‖x‖2. Especially, when α = 1, denote ‖x‖α,1−2 with
‖x‖1−2. And we denote n×n identity matrix by In and zeros matrix by O. And we denote
the transpose of matrix A by A⊤. Use the phrase “s-sparse vector” to refer to vectors of
sparsity at most s. We use boldfaced letter denote matrix or vector. The A � O (resp.,
A ≻ O) represents that the matrix A is positive semidefinite (resp. positive definite) and
denote the set of all positive semidefinite (resp. positive definite) matrices of size n by Sn

+

(resp. Sn
++). Given A � O of size n, we define 〈u,v〉A := uTAv and ‖u‖A :=

√

〈u,u〉A
for vectors u,v ∈ R

n. For a positive definite matrix A, 〈·, ·〉A and ‖ · ‖A define an inner
product and norm on R

n respectively, which become the standard inner product 〈·, ·〉 and
Euclidean norm ‖ · ‖2 respectively when A is the identity matrix I.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we recall some significant definitions and lemmas in order to characterize
the recovery guarantees of the ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS (1.5) for the signal x recovery. The following
definition of restricted (ℓ2, ℓp)-isometry property is introduced in [28].

Definition 1. For 0 < p ≤ 1 or p = 2, s ∈ Z+, we define the restricted ℓ2/ℓp isometry
constant pair (δlbs , δ

ub
s ) of order s with respect to the measurement matrix A ∈ R

m×n as
the smallest numbers δlbs and δubs such that

(1− δlbs )‖x‖p2 ≤ ‖Ax‖pp ≤ (1 + δubs )‖x‖p2, (2.1)

holds for all s-sparse signals x. We say that A satisfies the (ℓ2, ℓp)-RIP if δlbs and δubs are
small for reasonably large s.

Remark 1. When δlbs = δubs = δs and p = 1, the (ℓ2, ℓp)-RIP in Definition 1 reduces to
the definition of the ℓ1-RIP [10]

(1− δs)‖x‖2 ≤ ‖Ax‖1 ≤ (1 + δs)‖x‖2. (2.2)

In addition, Gaussian matrix satisfies the (ℓ2, ℓ1)-RIP with high probability.

When δlbs = δubs = δs and p = 2, the (ℓ2, ℓp)-RIP in Definition 1 is the classic RIP in
[7, 6].

Definition 2. The matrix A ∈ R
m×n satisfies the (ℓ2, ℓ2)-RIP of order s with constant

δs ∈ [0, 1) if
(1− δs)‖x‖22 ≤ ‖Ax‖22 ≤ (1 + δs)‖x‖22 (2.3)

holds for all s-sparse vectors x ∈ R
n, i.e., ‖x‖0 ≤ s, where s is an integer. The smallest

constant δk is called as the the restricted isometry constant (RIC). When s is not an
integer, we define δs as δ⌈s⌉.

Here, we show a lemma from the proof of [54, Theorem 3.3], which is a modified cone
constraint inequality for ℓ1 − αℓ2.
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Lemma 1. For any vectors x, x̂ ∈ R
n, let h = x̂−x. Assume that ‖x̂‖α,1−2 ≤ ‖x‖α,1−2.

Then

‖h−max(s)‖1 ≤ ‖hmax(s)‖1 + 2‖x−max(s)‖1 + α‖h‖2, (2.4)

‖h−max(s)‖1 − α‖h−max(s)‖2 ≤ ‖hmax(s)‖1 + 2‖x−max(s)‖1
+ α‖hmax(s)‖2. (2.5)

Especially, when x is s-sparse, one has

‖h−max(s)‖1 ≤ ‖hmax(s)‖1 + α‖h‖2, (2.6)

‖h−max(s)‖1 − α‖h−max(s)‖2 ≤ ‖hmax(s)‖1 + α‖hmax(s)‖2. (2.7)

The following lemma is the fundamental properties of ‖x‖1 − α‖x‖2 with 0 ≤ α ≤ 1.
The item (a) is a generalization of [55, Lemma 2.1 (a)] and item (b) is trival. It will be
frequently used in our proofs.

Lemma 2. For any x ∈ R
n, the following statements hold:

(a) For 0 ≤ α ≤ 1, let T = supp(x) and ‖x‖0 = s, then

(s− α
√
s)min

j∈T
|xj | ≤ ‖x‖1 − α‖x‖2 ≤ (

√
s− α)‖x‖2. (2.8)

(b) Let S, S1, S2 ⊆ [n] satisfy S = S1 ∪ S2 and S1 ∩ S2 = ∅, then

‖xS1‖1 − α‖xS1‖2 + ‖xS2‖1 − α‖xS2‖2 ≤ ‖xS‖1 − α‖xS‖2. (2.9)

3 Stable Recovery Under the (L2, L1)-RIP Frame

In this section, we will give a sufficient condition based on (ℓ2, ℓ1)-RIP for the stable
recovery of ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS (1.5).

3.1 Auxiliary Lemmas Under (L2, L1)-RIP Frame

Before showing sufficient conditions based on (ℓ2, ℓ1)-RIP of the ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS (1.5) for the
recovery of signals, we first develop an auxiliary lemma.

Lemma 3. Assume that ‖x̂‖α,1−2 ≤ ‖x‖α,1−2. Let h = x̂ − x, T01 = T0 ∪ T1, where
T0 = supp(hmax(s)) and T1 be the index set of the k ∈ Z+ largest entries of h−max(s).
Then

‖hT c
01
‖2 ≤

1

2
√
t

(

‖hT01‖2 +
2‖x−max(s)‖1 + α‖h‖2√

s

)

,

and

‖h‖2 ≤
(

1 +
1

2
√
t

)

‖hT01‖2 +
1

2
√
t

2‖x−max(s)‖1√
s

+
1

2
√
t

α‖h‖2√
s

,

where t = k
s .
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Proof. By the fact that ‖h‖2 =
√

‖hT01‖22 + ‖hT c
01
‖22, we need to estimate the upper bound

of ‖hT c
01
‖2. Without loss of generality, we assume that |h1| ≥ · · · ≥ |hs| ≥ |hs+1| ≥ · · · ≥

|hs+k| ≥ · · · ≥ |hn| with k = ts ∈ Z+. Then,

‖hT c
01
‖2 ≤

√

‖hT c
01
‖1‖hT c

01
‖∞

(a)

≤
√

(

‖hT c
0
‖1 −

∑

j∈T1

|hj |
)

|hs+k|

(b)

≤
√

(

‖hT c
0
‖1 − k|hs+k|

)

|hs+k| =

√

−k
(

|hs+k| −
‖hT c

0
‖1

2k

)2
+

‖hT c
0
‖21

4k

≤
‖hT c

0
‖1

2
√
k

(c)

≤
‖hmax(s)‖1 + 2‖x−max(s)‖1 + α‖h‖2

2
√
k

(d)

≤ 1

2

√

s

k

(

‖hT01‖2 +
2‖x−max(s)‖1 + α‖h‖2√

s

)

(e)
=

1

2
√
t

(

‖hT01‖2 +
2‖x−max(s)‖1 + α‖h‖2√

s

)

, (3.1)

where (a) and (b) are from T01 = T0 ∪ T1, |T1| = k and the assumption |h1| ≥ · · · ≥
|hs| ≥ |hs+1| ≥ · · · ≥ |hs+k| ≥ · · · ≥ |hn|, (c) follows from Lemma 1, (d) is due to
‖hmax(s)‖1 ≤ √

s‖hmax(s)‖2, T0 = supp(hmax(s)) and T01 = T0 ∪ T1, and (e) follows from
k = ts ∈ Z+.

By (3.1), ones have

‖h‖2 =
√

‖hT01‖22 + ‖hT c
01
‖22

≤
√

‖hT01‖22 +
1

4t

(

‖hT01‖2 +
2‖x−max(s)‖1 + α‖h‖2√

s

)2

≤
(

1 +
1

2
√
t

)

‖hT01‖2 +
1

2
√
t

2‖x−max(s)‖1√
s

+
1

2
√
t

α‖h‖2√
s

, (3.2)

where the last inequality is due to the basic inequality
√
a2 + b2 ≤ a+ b for a, b ≥ 0.

Moreover, we recall a vital lemma, which describes the lower bound of ‖A(x̂−x)‖1. It
plays an important role in the proof of the main result based on (ℓ2, ℓ1)-RIP frame.

Lemma 4. ([28, Lemma 2.6]) Assume that ‖x̂‖α,1−2 ≤ ‖x‖α,1−2. Let h = x̂ − x, T0 =
supp(hmax(s)), T1 be the index set of the k ∈ Z+ largest entries of h−max(s) and T01 =
T0 ∪ T1, the matrix A satisfies the (ℓ2, ℓ1)-RIP condition of k + s order. Then

‖Ah‖1 ≥ρk‖hT01‖2 −
2(1 + δubk )‖x−max(s)‖1√

k − α
, (3.3)

where

ρk = 1− δlbk+s −
(1 + δubk )

a(s, k;α)
(3.4)

and a(s, k;α) =
√
k−α√
s+α

.
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3.2 Main Result Based on (L2, L1)-RIP Frame

Now, we consider the recovery of signals from (1.1) with ‖A⊤e‖∞ ≤ η via the ℓ1−αℓ2-DS
(1.5).

Theorem 1. Consider b = Ax+ e with ‖A⊤e‖∞ ≤ η. For some s ∈ [[1, n]] and 0 < α ≤
1, let t > 0 such that ts ∈ Z+, a(s, ts;α) =

√
ts−α√
s+α

> 2 and b(t, ts;α) = 8(2
√
ts−α)

17α(2
√
t+1)

> 1

satisfying a(s, ts;α)b(t, ts;α) < a(s, ts;α) + b(t, ts;α). Let x̂DS be the minimizer of the
ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS (1.5). If the measurement matrix A satisfies the (ℓ2, ℓ1)-RIP condition with

(

b(t, ts;α) + 1
)

δubts + a(s, ts;α)b(t, ts;α)δlb(t+1)s

< a(s, ts;α)b(t, ts;α) − b(t, ts;α) − 1, (3.5)

then

‖x̂DS − x‖2 ≤
√
sτ√

s− ατ

2‖x−max(s)‖1√
s

+
2(2

√
t+ 1)

(

(1 + δubts ) + a(s, ts;α)ρts
)

ms√
t(
√
s− ατ)(1 + δubts )ρ

2
ts

η

where τ = 1
2
√
t

(

17(2
√
t+1)(1+δubts )

8a(s,ts;α)ρts
+ 1

)

and ρts = 1− δlb(t+1)s −
1+δubts

a(s,ts;α) .

Remark 2. The conditions in Theorem 1 seem strict. In fact, these conditions can be
satisfied. For example, for α = 1, if we take t = 16, then

a(s, ts;α) =
4
√
s− 1√
s+ 1

=: a(s), b(t, ts;α) =
8(8

√
s− 1)

153
=: b(s).

If we restrict 7 ≤ s ≤ 14, we can check that a(s) > 2, b(s) > 1 and a(s)b(s) < a(s) + b(s).
Therefore, (ℓ2, ℓ1)-RIP condition (3.5) can be formulated as

(

b(s) + 1
)

δubts + a(s)b(s)δlb(t+1)s < a(s)b(s)− b(s)− 1.

And if we take δlbs = δubs = δs in Remark 1, then condition (3.5) can be simplified as

δ17s <
192s − 305

√
s− 137

320s + 113
√
s+ 153

.

Proof. Our proof is motivated by the proof of [4, Lemma 7.9 in Supplement]. Take h =
x̂DS − x. Since x̂DS is the minimizer of (1.5), which implies ‖x̂DS‖α,1−2 ≤ ‖x‖α,1−2 and
‖A⊤(b−Ax̂DS)‖∞ ≤ η. Then, by (2.5) in Lemma 1, we have

‖h−max(s)‖1 ≤ ‖hmax(s)‖1 + 2‖x−max(s)‖1 + α‖h‖2. (3.6)

From the facts ‖A⊤z‖∞ = ‖A⊤(b−Ax)‖∞ ≤ η and ‖A⊤(b−Ax̂DS)‖∞ ≤ η, we have
the following tube constraint inequality

‖A⊤Ah‖∞ = ‖A⊤(Ax̂DS −Ax)‖∞

9



≤ ‖A⊤(Ax̂DS − b)‖∞ + ‖A⊤(b−Ax)‖∞
≤ η + η = 2η. (3.7)

Let T0 = supp(hmax(s)). First, we partition T c
0 = [[1, n]]\T0 as

T c
0 =

J
⋃

j=1

Tj ,

where T1 is the index set of the ts ∈ Z+ largest entries of h−max(s), T2 is the index set of
the next ts ∈ Z+ largest entries of h−max(s), and so on. Notice that the last index set TJ

may contain less ts ∈ Z+ elements. Similarly, let T01 = T0 ∪ T1. Thus, by A satisfies the
(ℓ2, ℓ1)-RIP condition of (t + 1)s order, and Lemma 4 with k = ts, one obtains a lower
bound of ‖Ah‖1

‖Ah‖1 ≥ ρts‖hT01‖2 − (1 + δubts )
2‖x−max(s)‖1√

ts− α
, (3.8)

where

ρts = 1− δlb(t+1)s −
(1 + δubts )

a(s, ts;α)

with a(s, ts;α) =
√
ts−α√
s+α

> 1. Furthermore,

1− δlb(t+1)s −
1+δubts

a(s,ts;α) > 1− δlb(t+1)s −
(1+b(s,ts;α))(1+δubts )
a(s,ts;α)b(s,ts;α) > 0

where the first and second inequalities are from b(s, ts;α) = 8(2
√
ts−α)

17α(2
√
t+1)

> 0 with 0 < α ≤ 1

and (3.5), respectively.
Next, we estimate the upper bound of ‖Ah‖1. By Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we have

‖Ah‖1 ≤
√
m‖Ah‖2 =

√
m〈Ah,Ah〉1/2

=
√
m〈A⊤Ah,h〉1/2 ≤ √

m
√

‖A⊤Ah‖∞‖h‖1

=
√
m
√

‖A⊤Ah‖∞(‖hT0‖1 + ‖hT c
0
‖1)

(a)

≤ √
m
√

2η(2‖hT0‖1 + 2‖x−max(s)‖1 + α‖h‖2)

(b)

≤
√

2m
√
sη

(

2‖hT01‖2 +
2‖x−max(s)‖1 + α‖h‖2√

s

)

(3.9)

where (a) is from T0 = supp(hmax(s)), (3.6) and (3.7), (b) is due to T01 = T0 ∪ T1 and
‖hT0‖1 ≤

√
s‖hT0‖2 with |T0| ≤ s.

Combining (3.8) with (3.9), we have

ρts‖hT01‖2 −
(1 + δubts )

√
s√

ts− α

2‖x−max(s)‖1√
s

≤
√

2m
√
sη

(

2‖hT01‖2 +
2‖x−max(s)‖1 + α‖h‖2√

s

)

. (3.10)
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To estimate ‖hT01‖2 from (3.10), we consider the following two cases.
Case I:

ρts‖hT01‖2 −
(1 + δubts )

√
s√

ts− α

2‖x−max(s)‖1√
s

< 0,

i.e.,

‖hT01‖2 <
(1 + δubts )

√
s

(
√
ts− α)ρts

2‖x−max(s)‖1√
s

. (3.11)

Case II:

ρts‖hT01‖2 −
(1 + δubts )

√
s√

ts− α

2‖x−max(s)‖1√
s

≥ 0,

which implies

‖hT01‖2 ≥
(1 + δubts )

√
s

(
√
ts− α)ρts

2‖x−max(s)‖1√
s

,

then the inequality (3.10) is equivalent to

(

ρts‖hT01‖2 −
(1 + δubts )

√
s√

ts− α

2‖x−max(s)‖1√
s

)2

≤ 2m
√
sη

(

2‖hT01‖2 +
2‖x−max(s)‖1 + α‖h‖2√

s

)

. (3.12)

Let X = ‖hT01‖2 and Y =
2‖x−max(s)‖1+α‖h‖2√

s
. By

2‖x−max(s)‖1√
s

≤ Y , to guarantee that

(3.12) holds, it suffices to show

ρ2tsX
2 −

(

2ρts(1+δubts )
√
s√

ts−α
Y + 4m

√
sη

)

X − 2m
√
sηY ≤ 0. (3.13)

For the one-variable quadratic inequality aZ2 − bZ − c ≤ 0 with the constants a, b, c > 0
and Z ≥ 0, there is the fact that

Z ≤ b+
√
b2 + 4ac

2a
≤ b

a
+

√

c

a
.

Hence,

X ≤
2ρts

(1+δubts )
√
s√

ts−α
Y + 4m

√
sη

ρ2s,t
+

√

2m
√
sηεY

ρ2tsε

≤ 2(1 + δubts )
√
s

(
√
ts− α)ρts

Y +
4m

√
s

ρ2ts
η +

1

2

(

2m
√
s

ρ2tsε
η + εY

)

=

(

2(1 + δubts )
√
s

(
√
ts− α)ρts

+
ε

2

)

Y +

(

4 +
1

ε

)

m
√
s

ρ2ts
η, (3.14)

where ε > 0 is to be determined later. Here the second inequality comes from the basis
inequality

√

|a||b| ≤ (|a|+ |b|)/2. Therefore

‖hT01‖2 ≤
(

2(1 + δubts )
√
s

(
√
ts− α)ρts

+
ε

2

)

2‖x−max(s)‖1 + α‖h‖2√
s

+

(

4 +
1

ε

)

m
√
s

ρ2ts
η. (3.15)
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Note that
(

2(1 + δubts )
√
s

(
√
ts− α)ρts

+
ε

2

)

Y +

(

4 +
1

ε

)

m
√
s

ρ2ts
η

=

(

2(1 + δubts )
√
s

(
√
ts− α)ρts

+
ε

2

)

2‖x−max(s)‖1 + α‖h‖2√
s

+

(

4 +
1

ε

)

m
√
s

ρ2ts
η

≥ (1 + δubts )
√
s

(
√
ts− α)ρts

2‖x−max(s)‖1√
s

,

Therefore combining the estimation (3.11) in Case I and the estimation (3.15) in Case
II, one has (3.15) holds for both cases.

By Lemma 3, ones have

‖h‖2 ≤
(

1 +
1

2
√
t

)

‖hT01‖2 +
1

2
√
t

2‖x−max(s)‖1√
s

+
α

2
√
t

‖h‖2√
s
. (3.16)

Substituting (3.15) into (3.16), ones obtain

‖h‖2 ≤
(

1 +
1

2
√
t

)

(

(

4 +
1

ε

)

m
√
s

ρ2ts
η +

(

2(1 + δubts )
√
s

(
√
ts− α)ρts

+
ε

2

)

2‖x−max(s)‖1 + α‖h‖2√
s

)

+
1

2
√
t

2‖x−max(s)‖1√
s

+
α

2
√
t

‖h‖2√
s

≤ 1

2
√
t

(

(2
√
t+ 1)

(

2(
√
s+ α)(1 + δubts )

(
√
ts− α)ρts

+
ε

2

)

+ 1

)

2‖x−max(s)‖1√
s

+
α

2
√
t

(

(2
√
t+ 1)

(

2(
√
s+ α)(1 + δubts )

(
√
ts− α)ρts

+
ε

2

)

+ 1

)

‖h‖2√
s

+

(

1 +
1

2
√
t

)(

4 +
1

ε

)

m
√
s

ρ2ts
η

= τ
2‖x−max(s)‖1√

s
+ ατ

‖h‖2√
s

+

(

4 +
1

ε

)

(2
√
t+ 1)m

√
s

2
√
tρ2ts

η, (3.17)

where the last equality is from

τ =
1

2
√
t

(

(2
√
t+ 1)

(

2(1 + δubts )

a(s, ts;α)ρts
+

ε

2

)

+ 1

)

with

ε =
(1 + δubts )

4a(s, ts;α)ρts
.

Then

ατ√
s
=

1

2
√
t

(

(2
√
t+ 1)

17(1 + δubts )

8a(s, t;α)ρs,t
+ 1

)

α√
s
< 1, (3.18)
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where the inequality is from (3.5). In fact,

τ −
√
s

α
=

1

2
√
t

(

(2
√
t+ 1)

17(1 + δubts )

8a(s, ts;α)ρts
+ 1

)

−
√
s

α

=
17(2

√
t+ 1)

16
√
ta(s, ts;α)ρts

(

1 + δubts −
(

2
√
ts

α
− 1

)

8

17(2
√
t+ 1)

a(s, ts;α)ρts

)

=
17(2

√
t+ 1)

16
√
ta(s, ts;α)ρts

(

1 + δubts − a(s, t;α)b(s, ts;α)ρts

)

,

where

b(t, ts;α) =

(

2
√
ts

α
− 1

)

8

17(2
√
t+ 1)

=
8(2

√
ts− α)

17α(2
√
t+ 1)

.

Then, by

ρts = 1− δlb(t+1)s −
(1 + δubts )

a(s, ts;α)

one has that

τ −
√
s

α
=

17(2
√
t+ 1)

16
√
ta(s, t;α)ρts

(

(b(t, ts;α) + 1)δubts + a(s, ts;α)b(t, ts;α)δlb(t+1)s

−
(

a(s, ts;α)b(t, ts;α) − b(t, ts;α) − 1
)

)

< 0.

where the inequality is due to (3.5). Therefore, combing with (3.17) and the fact τ−
√
s

α < 0,
one has that

‖h‖2 ≤
√
sτ√

s− ατ

2‖x−max(s)‖1√
s

+
2(2

√
t+ 1)

(

(1 + δubts ) + a(s, ts;α)ρts
)

ms√
t(
√
s− ατ)(1 + δubts )ρ

2
ts

η,

which finishes the proof of Theorem 1.

4 Stable Recovery Under (L2, L2)-RIP Frame

In the section, we develop sufficient conditions based on the high order (ℓ2, ℓ2)-RIP frame
of the ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS (1.5) for the signal recovery applying the technique of the convex
combination.

4.1 Auxiliary Lemmas Under (L2, L2)-RIP Frame

We first give two auxiliary results under (ℓ2, ℓ2)-RIP frame. The following lemma describes
a convex combination of sparse vectors for any point based on ‖·‖1−‖·‖2. It is developed
for the analysis of the constrained ℓ1−αℓ2 minimization and establish improved high order
RIP conditions for the signal recovery.
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Lemma 5. [23, Lemma2.2] Let a vector ν ∈ R
n satisfy ‖ν‖∞ ≤ θ, where α is a positive

constant. Suppose ‖ν‖1−2 ≤ (s −√
s)θ with a positive integer s and s ≤ |supp(ν)|. Then

ν can be represented as a convex combination of s-sparse vectors u(i), i.e.,

ν =

N
∑

i=1

λiu
(i), (4.1)

where N is a positive integer,

0 < λi ≤ 1,

N
∑

i=1

λi = 1, (4.2)

supp(u(i)) ⊆ supp(ν), ‖u(i)‖0 ≤ s, ‖u(i)‖∞ ≤
(

1 +

√
2

2

)

θ, (4.3)

and

N
∑

i=1

λi‖u(i)‖22 ≤
[(

1 +

√
2

2

)2
(s−√

s) + 1
]

θ2. (4.4)

Combining the above lemma with Lemma 1, we next introduce the following new lemma
which will play a crucial role in establishing the recovery condition based on the L2-RIP
frame.

Lemma 6. Assume that ‖x̂‖α,1−2 ≤ ‖x‖α,1−2. Let h = x̂− x and

χ =

√
s+ α√
s− 1

‖hmax(s)‖2√
s

+
2

s−√
s
‖x−max(s)‖1 (4.5)

where s ≥ 2 is a positive integer. And define two index sets

W1 =

{

i : |h−max(s)(i)| >
χ

t− 1

}

, (4.6)

and

W2 =

{

i : |h−max(s)(i)| ≤
χ

t− 1

}

, (4.7)

where t = 2 or t ≥ 3. Then the vector hW2 can be represented as a convex combination of
⌈ts⌉ − s−W1-sparse vectors u(i), i.e.,

hW2 =

N
∑

i=1

λiu
(i), (4.8)

where N is a positive integer. And

N
∑

i=1

λi‖u(i)‖22 ≤

(

1 +
√
2
2

)2(

⌈ts⌉ − s−
√

⌈ts⌉ − s
)

+ 1

(t− 1)2
χ2. (4.9)
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Proof. From ‖x̂‖α,1−2 ≤ ‖x‖α,1−2 and (2.5) in Lemma 1, it follows that

‖h−max(s)‖1 − ‖h−max(s)‖2 ≤ ‖h−max(s)‖1 − α‖h−max(s)‖2
≤ ‖hmax(s)‖1 + 2‖x−max(s)‖1 + α‖hmax(s)‖2
≤ (

√
s+ α)‖hmax(s)‖2 + 2‖x−max(s)‖1, (4.10)

where the first inequality comes from 0 < α ≤ 1, and the last inequality is because of
‖hmax(s)‖1 ≤

√
s‖hmax(s)‖2.

We move to develop a sparse decomposition for h−max(s) by Lemma 5. Now, we derive
that h−max(s) satisfies conditions in Lemma 5.

By (4.10), we have that

‖h−max(s)‖1 − ‖h−max(s)‖2 ≤ ‖h−max(s)‖1 − α‖h−max(s)‖2

≤(s−√
s)

(√
s+ α√
s− 1

‖hmax(s)‖2√
s

+
2

s−√
s
‖x−max(s)‖1

)

=(s−√
s)χ, (4.11)

where the equality is from the definition of χ in (4.5). Using the fact that
√
s+α√
s−1

> 1, one

has that

‖h−max (s)‖∞ ≤ ‖hmax (s)‖1
s

≤ ‖hmax (s)‖2√
s

≤
√
s+ α√
s− 1

‖hmax(s)‖2√
s

≤ χ, (4.12)

where the last inequality is due to the definition of χ in (4.5).
Next, we prove results in the lemma. The following two cases need to be considered.
i) t = 2: By (4.12) and the definition of W1 in (4.6), it is clear that W1 = ∅. Then

proving (4.8) and (4.9) are respectively equivalent to showing

h−max(s) =

N
∑

i=1

λiu
(i), (4.13)

and

N
∑

i=1

λi‖u(i)‖22 ≤
((

1 +

√
2

2

)2
(s−√

s) + 1
)

χ2, (4.14)

where 0 < λi ≤ 1,
∑N

i=1 λi = 1, and ‖u(i)‖0 ≤ s. By (4.11), (4.12) and Lemma 5, it
is clear that (4.13) and (4.14) hold. Thus we completes the proofs of (4.8) and (4.9) for
t = 2.

ii) t ≥ 3: We prove (4.8) and (4.9) by applying Lemma 5. Then, we first consider upper
bounds of ‖hW2‖∞ and ‖hW2‖1 − ‖hW2‖2. By definitions of W1 and W2, one has

W1 ∩W2 = ∅, h−max(s) = hW1 + hW2

and

‖hW2‖∞ ≤ χ

t− 1
. (4.15)
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We next establish a upper bound of ‖hW2‖1 − ‖hW2‖2. From h−max(s) = hW1 + hW2 ,
it follows that

‖hW2‖1 − ‖hW2‖2 =‖h−max (s) − hW1‖1 − ‖h−max (s) − hW1‖2
(a)
=‖h−max (s)‖1 − ‖hW1‖1 − ‖h−max (s) − hW1‖2
(b)

≤‖h−max (s)‖1 − ‖h−max (s)‖2 − (‖hW1‖1 − ‖hW1‖2)
(c)

≤(s−√
s)χ− (‖hW1‖1 − ‖hW1‖2), (4.16)

where (a), (b) and (c) follow from W1 ⊆ supp(h−max(s)), the triangle inequality on ‖ ·
‖2, and (4.11), respectively. Then, establishing a upper bound of ‖hW2‖1 − ‖hW2‖2 is
equivalent to showing the lower bound of ‖hW1‖1−‖hW1‖2. By Lemma 2 (b) with S1 = W1

and S2 = W2, we have that

‖h−max(s)‖1 − ‖h−max(s)‖2 ≥
(

‖hW1‖1 − ‖hW1‖2
)

+
(

‖hW2‖1 − ‖hW2‖2
)

≥
(

‖hW1‖1 − ‖hW1‖2
)

(1)

≥(|W1| −
√

|W1|) min
i∈W1

|hW1(i)|
(2)

≥(|W1| −
√

|W1|)
χ

t− 1
, (4.17)

where (1) and (2) follow from (2.8) in Lemma 2 (a) and the definition of W1 in (4.6),
respectively. Combining the above inequality with (4.16), we have

‖hW2‖1 − ‖hW2‖2 ≤
(

(s(t− 1)− |W1|)− (
√
s(t− 1)−

√

|W1|)
) χ

t− 1
. (4.18)

Inspired by Lemma 5, (4.15) and (4.18), we explore that

‖hW2‖1 − ‖hW2‖2 ≤
(

s(t− 1)− |W1| −
√

s(t− 1)− |W1|
) χ

t− 1
. (4.19)

In fact, based on (4.18), (4.19) follows from

(i) |W1| < s(t− 1),

(ii)
√

s(t− 1)− |W1| ≤
√
s(t− 1)−

√

|W1|

for t ≥ 3 and s ≥ 2. We first prove item (i). Observe that

(|W1| −
√

|W1|)
χ

t− 1
≤ ‖h−max(s)‖1 − ‖h−max(s)‖2

≤
(

s(t− 1)−√
s(t− 1)

) χ

t− 1

where the equalities follow from (4.17) and (4.11), respectively. Furthermore, since t ≥ 3,
which implies

√
s(t− 1) >

√

s(t− 1), it is clear that

|W1| −
√

|W1| < s(t− 1)−
√

s(t− 1),
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meaning

|W1| < s(t− 1), (4.20)

since the function g(x) = x − √
x is increasing monotony for x ≥ 1 when |W1| ≥ 1, and

s(t− 1) ≥ 2s ≥ 4 using t ≥ 3 and s ≥ 2 when |W1| = 0.
Now, we turn to show item (ii). We observe that the second-order function

f(
√

|W1|) =(
√

s(t− 1)− |W1|)2 − (
√
s(t− 1)−

√

|W1|)2

=− 2|W1|+ 2
√

s|W1|(t− 1) + s(t− 1)(2 − t) ≤ 0,

which implies item (ii), i.e.,
√

s(t− 1)− |W1| ≤
√
s(t− 1)−

√

|W1|, since its discriminant
∆ = 4s(t− 1)2 + 8s(t− 1)(2 − t) = 4s(t− 1)(−t+ 3) ≤ 0 under t ≥ 3.

Then, from (4.15), (4.19) and Lemma 5 with θ = χ
t−1 , ν = hW2 and s = ⌈ts⌉−s−|W1|,

where s ≥ 1 since W1 > s(t− 1), it follows that

hW2 =

N
∑

i=1

λiu
(i), (4.21)

where N is certain positive integer, 0 < λi ≤ 1 with
∑N

i=1 λi = 1. And using (4.4)in
Lemma 5, we have

N
∑

i=1

λi‖u(i)‖22 ≤
[(

1 +

√
2

2

)2
(⌈ts⌉ − s− |W1| −

√

⌈ts⌉ − s− |W1|) + 1
]( χ

t− 1

)2

≤
[(

1 +

√
2

2

)2
(⌈ts⌉ − s−

√

⌈ts⌉ − s) + 1
]( χ

t− 1

)2

=

(

1 +
√
2
2

)2(

⌈ts⌉ − s−
√

⌈ts⌉ − s
)

+ 1

(t− 1)2
χ2, (4.22)

where the second inequality follows from the decreasing monotony of the function g(x) =
x−√

x for x ≥ 1 and ⌈ts⌉ − s− |W1| ≥ 1. We complete the proof.

4.2 Main Result Under (L2, L2)-RIP Frame

Now, we show the stable recovery under (ℓ2, ℓ2)-RIP frame.

Theorem 2. Consider b = Ax+ e with ‖A⊤e‖∞ ≤ η. Let x̂DS be the minimizer of the
ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS (1.5). If the measurement matrix A satisfies

δts <
1

√

(
√
s+α)2

((

1+
√

2
2

)2

(ts−s−
√
ts−s)+1

)

s(t−1)2(
√
s−1)2

+ 1

, (4.23)

for some t ≥ 3 or t = 2, where s ≥ 2 is an positive integer. Then

‖x̂DS − x‖2 ≤
(

1 +

√

α+
√
s√

s
+

α2

4s
+

α+
√
2

2
√
s

)

2(1 − µ)µ
√

⌈ts⌉
µ− µ2 − (µ − 1)2δts

η
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+

[

(√
s+

√

α
√
s+ s+

α2

4
+

α+
√
2

2

)

(

2δts(1− 2µ)

(
√
s+ α)

(

µ− µ2 − (µ − 1)2δts
)

+

√

2δts(1− 2µ)

(
√
s+ α)2(µ− µ2 − (µ− 1)2δts)

)

+

√
2s

2

]

‖x−max(s)‖1√
s

,

where

µ =
1

√

√

√

√

1 +

(
√
s+α)2

(

(

1+
√

2
2

)2
(

⌈ts⌉−s−
√

⌈ts⌉−s
)

+1

)

s(t−1)2(
√
s−1)2

+ 1

. (4.24)

Remark 3. When t = 2, the condition (4.23) reduces to

δ2s <
1

√

1 +
(
√
s+α)2

((

1+
√

2
2

)2

(s−√
s)+1

)

s(
√
s−1)2

.

It is clearly weaker than the following condition in [23, Theorem 3.4]

δ2s <
1

√

1 +
(
√
s+1)2

((

1+
√

2
2

)2

(s−√
s)+1

)

s(
√
s−1)2

for the ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS (1.5) with α = 1, because of 0 < α ≤ 1.

Remark 4. When s ≥ 2 and α = 1, by the condition (4.23), one has

δts <
1

√

1 +
(
√
s+1)2

((

1+
√

2
2

)2

(ts−s−
√
ts−s)+1

)

s(t−1)2(
√
s−1)2

=
1

√

1 + (
√
s+1)2(2+

√
2)2

2(
√
s−1)2(t−1)

·
ts−s−

√
ts−s+

(

2
2+

√
2

)2

s(t−1)

(4.25)

It is weaker than [23, the condition (3.30)]

δts <
1

√

1 + (
√
s+1)2(2+

√
2)2

2(
√
s−1)2(t−1)

,

since
√
ts− s > 1 and

(

2
2+

√
2

)2
< 1 implying

ts−s−
√
ts−s+

(

2
2+

√
2

)2

s(t−1) < 1. Furthermore, the

condition (4.23) with 0 < α < 1 is weaker than (4.25).
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Proof. Our proof is motivated by the proof of [23, Theorem 3.1]. Since x̂DS is the mini-
mizer of (1.5), ‖x̂DS‖α,1−2 ≤ ‖x‖α,1−2 and ‖A⊤(b−Ax̂DS)‖∞ ≤ η.

Take h = x̂DS − x. On the one hand, using ‖A⊤e‖∞ = ‖A⊤(b − Ax)‖∞ ≤ η and
‖A⊤(b−Ax̂DS)‖∞ ≤ η, we have the following tube constraint inequality

‖A⊤Ah‖∞ = ‖A⊤(Ax̂DS −Ax)‖∞
≤ ‖A⊤(Ax̂DS − b)‖∞ + ‖A⊤(b−Ax)‖∞
≤ η + η = 2η. (4.26)

On the other hand, using ‖x̂DS‖α,1−2 ≤ ‖x‖α,1−2 and Lemma 6, one has that

hW2 =

N
∑

i=1

λiu
(i), (4.27)

and

N
∑

i=1

λi‖u(i)‖22 ≤

(

1 +
√
2
2

)2
(⌈ts⌉ − s−

√

⌈ts⌉ − s) + 1

(t− 1)2
χ2,

where 0 < λi ≤ 1,
∑N

i=1 λi = 1, u(i) (1 ≤ i ≤ N) are (⌈ts⌉ − s −W1)-sparse vectors and
W1, W2, χ are respectively defined in (4.6), (4.7) and (4.5). By the definition of χ in (4.5),
we get

N
∑

i=1

λi‖u(i)‖22 ≤

(

1 +
√
2
2

)2
(⌈ts⌉ − s−

√

⌈ts⌉ − s) + 1

(t− 1)2

(

(
√
s+ α)2

s(
√
s− 1)2

‖hmax(s)‖22

+
4(
√
s+ α)

s(
√
s− 1)2

‖hmax(s)‖2‖x−max(s)‖1 +
4

s(
√
s− 1)2

‖x−max(s)‖21
)

=
1− 2µ

µ2

(

‖hmax(s)‖22 +
4‖hmax(s)‖2‖x−max(s)‖1√

s+ α
+

4‖x−max(s)‖21
(
√
s+ α)2

)

, (4.28)

where the equality is from the definition of µ in (4.24).
Next, we develop the inequality on ‖hmax(s) + hW1‖2 to estimate an upper bound of

‖hmax(s) + hW1‖2 by the following identity.

N
∑

i=1

λi

4
‖A(hmax (s) + hW1 + µu(i))‖22

=
N
∑

i=1

λi

∥

∥

∥
A
(

(
1

2
− µ)(hmax(s) + hW1)−

1

2
µu(i) + µh

)∥

∥

∥

2

2
. (4.29)

We show an upper bound on the right-hand side (RHS) and a lower bound on the
left-hand side (LHS) for the identity (4.29) by following techniques for deriving [23, the
inequality (3.49) and (3.52)], respectively. They are not hard to check that

LHS ≥(1− δ⌈ts⌉)
N
∑

i=1

λi

4
‖hmax (s) + hW1 + µu(i)‖22
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=
1− δ⌈ts⌉

4

(

‖hmax (s) + hW1‖22 + µ2
N
∑

i=1

λi‖u(i)‖22
)

,

where the inequality is due to that hmax (s) + hW1 + µu(i) is ts-sparse, and the equality

follows from
∑N

i=1 λi = 1, supp(u(i)) ⊆ supp(hW2) ⊆ supp(h−max(s)) and W1 ∩W2 = ∅.
For RHS of the identity (4.29), we have that

RHS

=

N
∑

i=1

λi

∥

∥

∥
A
(

(
1

2
− µ)(hmax(s) + hW1)−

1

2
µu(i)

)
∥

∥

∥

2

2
+ (1− µ)µ〈A(hmax(s) + hW1),Ah〉

(a)

≤ (1 + δ⌈ts⌉)
N
∑

i=1

λi

∥

∥

∥
(
1

2
− µ)(hmax(s) + hW1)−

1

2
µu(i)

∥

∥

∥

2

2
+ (1− µ)µ〈hmax(s) + hW1 ,A

⊤Ah〉

(b)

≤ (1 + δ⌈ts⌉)
(

(
1

2
− µ)2‖hmax(s) + hW1‖22 +

µ2

4

N
∑

i=1

λi‖u(i)‖22
)

+ 2(1− µ)µ
√

⌈ts⌉η‖hmax(s) + hW1‖2,

where (a) is from that A satisfies the ts-order RIP and (12 −µ)(hmax(s)+hW1)− 1
2µu

(i) is

ts-sparse, and (b) is because of
∑N

i=1 λi = 1, supp(u(i)) ⊆ supp(hW2) ⊆ supp(h−max(s)),
W1 ∩W2 = ∅, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality with |supp(hmax(s) + hW1)| = s+ |W1| and
the fact |W1| < s(t− 1) in (4.20) and (3.7).

Combining the identity (4.29) with the above two inequalities, we have

(

(1 + δ⌈ts⌉)(
1

2
− µ)2 − 1− δ⌈ts⌉

4

)

‖hmax(s) + hW1‖22 +
µ2δ⌈ts⌉

2

N
∑

i=1

λi‖u(i)‖22

+ 2(1− µ)µ
√

⌈ts⌉η‖hmax(s) + hW1‖2 ≥ 0.

By applying (4.28), the definition of χ in (4.5) and ‖hmax(s)‖2 ≤ ‖hmax(s) +hW1‖2, the
above inequality reduces to

[

µ2 − µ+ (µ − 1)2δ⌈ts⌉
]

‖hmax(s) + hW1‖22 +
[

2(1 − µ)µ
√

⌈ts⌉η

+
2δ⌈ts⌉(1− 2µ)‖x−max(s)‖1√

s+ α

]

‖hmax(s) + hW1‖2 +
2δ⌈ts⌉(1− 2µ)

(
√
s+ α)2

‖x−max(s)‖21 ≥ 0,

which is a second-order inequality for ‖hmax(s) + hW1‖2. Note that

δts =

{

δts, ts is an integer
δ⌈ts⌉, ts is not an integer

and

h(x) =
1

√

(
√
s+α)2

((

1+
√

2
2

)2

(x−√
x)

)

s(t−1)2(
√
s−1)2

+ 1
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is a decrease function for x ≥
√
2
2 . Thus, our condition (4.23) on δts with t = 2 or t ≥ 3

and s ≥ 2 can guarantee that

δts <
µ

1− µ
=

1
√

(
√
s+α)2

((

1+
√

2
2

)2

(⌈ts⌉−s−
√

⌈ts⌉−s)+1

)

s(t−1)2(
√
s−1)2

+ 1

(4.30)

holds. By solving the above second-order inequality under (4.30) we get

‖hmax(s) + hW1‖2

≤
2(1− µ)µ

√

⌈ts⌉η +
(

2δts(1−2µ)√
s+α

+
√

2δts(1−2µ)
(
√
s+α)2

(µ − µ2 − (µ− 1)2δts)
)

‖x−max(s)‖1
µ− µ2 − (µ− 1)2δts

,

(4.31)

where is from z ≤ b+
√
b2+4ac
2a ≤ b+

√
ac

a satisfying second-order inequality az2 − bz − c ≤ 0
with a, b, c > 0.

Following the argument in [23, Step 2] and (4.10), we can express an upper bound
‖h−max(s)‖2. First, by estimation (2.4) in Lemma 1 and ‖h−max (s)‖∞ ≤ ‖hmax (s)‖1/s ≤
‖hmax (s)‖2/

√
s, we know

‖h−max (s)‖22
≤ ‖h−max (s)‖1‖h−max (s)‖∞

≤
(

(
√
s+ α)‖hmax (s)‖2 + α‖h−max (s)‖2 + 2‖x−max (s)‖1

)‖hmax (s)‖2√
s

=
α‖hmax (s)‖2√

s
‖h−max (s)‖2 +

√
s+ α√
s

‖hmax (s)‖22 +
2‖x−max (s)‖1‖hmax (s)‖2√

s
.

Therefore
(

‖h−max (s)‖2 −
α‖hmax (s)‖2

2
√
s

)2

≤
(

α2

4s
+

α+
√
s√

s

)

‖hmax (s)‖22 +
2‖x−max (s)‖1‖hmax (s)‖2√

s

which implies

‖h−max (s)‖2 ≤
(

√

α+
√
s√

s
+

α2

4s
+

α

2
√
s

)

‖hmax (s)‖2 +
√

2‖x−max (s)‖1‖hmax (s)‖2√
s

≤
(

√

α+
√
s√

s
+

α2

4s
+

α+
√
2

2
√
s

)

‖hmax (s)‖2 +
√
2

2
‖x−max (s)‖1, (4.32)

where the second inequality comes from the basic inequality 2|a||b| ≤ (|a|+|b|)2
2 .

Therefore, from the fact ‖h‖2 =
√

‖hmax (s)‖22 + ‖h−max (s)‖22 and the above estimation

(4.32), it follows that

‖h‖2 ≤

√

√

√

√‖hmax(s)‖22 +
[

(

√

α+
√
s√

s
+

α2

4s
+

α+
√
2

2
√
s

)

‖hmax(s)‖2 +
√
2

2
‖x−max(s)‖1

]2
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≤
(

1 +

√

α+
√
s√

s
+

α2

4s
+

α+
√
2

2
√
s

)

‖hmax(s)‖2 +
√
2

2
‖x−max(s)‖1

≤
(

1 +

√

α+
√
s√

s
+

α2

4s
+

α+
√
2

2
√
s

)

2(1− µ)µ
√

⌈ts⌉
µ− µ2 − (µ− 1)2δts

η

+

[

(√
s+

√

α
√
s+ s+

α2

4
+

α+
√
2

2

)

(

2δts(1− 2µ)

(
√
s+ α)

(

µ− µ2 − (µ− 1)2δts
)

+

√

2δts(1− 2µ)

(
√
s+ α)2(µ− µ2 − (µ − 1)2δts)

)

+

√
2s

2

]

‖x−max(s)‖1√
s

,

where the last inequality is due to (4.31). Therefore, we complete the proof.

5 Effective Algorithm for L1-L2-DS

In the section, we present an effective algorithm to solve the ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS (1.5). Based on
the fact that Dantzig selector and Lasso estimator exhibit similar behavior, we propose
an unconstraint penalty problem as follows

min
x,y∈B∞(η)

λ(‖x‖1 − α‖x‖2) + 1
2‖A⊤Ax− y −A⊤b‖22, (5.1)

where λ > 0 is the regularized parameter.
We find the optimal solution of (5.1) using the alternating direction method of multipli-

ers (ADMM) algorithm. First, splitting the term ‖x‖1−α‖x‖2 and letting B = A⊤A, c =
A⊤b, one gets an equivalent problem of (5.1):

min
x,w,y∈B∞(η)

λ(‖w‖1 − α‖w‖2) +
1

2
‖Bx− y − c‖22,

s. t. x−w = 0. (5.2)

The augmented Lagrangian function of (5.2) is

Lβ(x,y,w;z) = λ(‖w‖1 − α‖w‖2) +
1

2
‖Bx− y − c‖22 +

β

2
‖x−w‖22 + 〈z,x−w〉, (5.3)

where z is the Lagrangian multiplier. Given (x0,y0,w0;z0), iterations for (5.3) based on
the ideas of ADMM are











wk+1 = argminw Lβ(x
k,yk,w;zk),

(xk+1,yk+1) = argminx,y Lβ(x,y,w
k+1;zk),

zk+1 = zk + β(xk+1 −wk+1).

(5.4)

Before solving the w-subproblem in (5.4), we first recall results for a proximal operator.
In [30, Proposition 7.1] and [31, Section 2], proximal operator

argmin
x

1

2
‖x− b‖22 + (µ1‖x‖1 − µ2‖x‖2), µ1 ≥ µ2 > 0 (5.5)

22



has an explicit formula for x, denoting Proxµ1ℓ1−µ2ℓ2(b). The minimization in (5.4) re-
specting to w has the following closed-form solution

wk+1 = Prox ρ1
β
ℓ1−αρ1

β
ℓ2

(

xk +
zk

β

)

)

. (5.6)

Next, we turn our attention to the (x,y)-subproblem. The x-subproblem has closed-
form solution as follows

xk+1 =
(

BTB + βI
)−1
(

BT (yk + c) + β
(

wk+1 − zk

β

)

)

, (5.7)

where the inverse of BTB + βI is computed by Woodbury matrix identity. The y-
subproblem also has closed-form solution as follows

yk+1 = ProjB∞(η)

(

Bxk − c
)

, (5.8)

where ProjB∞(η)(x) is a projection on the ball B∞(η), i.e.,

ProjB∞(η)(x)j = min(max(xj ,−η), η), j = 1, . . . , n.

On account of the above discussions, the effective Algorithm to approximately solve
(5.2) is summarized as Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: ADMM for solving (5.2)
Input :A, b, η, 0 < α ≤ 1, λ, β.
Initials: (x,y,w;z) = (x0,y0,w0;z0), k = 0.
Circulate Step 1–Step 4 until “some stopping criterion is satisfied”:

Step 1: Compute wk+1 by (5.6).
Step 2: Compute xk+1,yk+1 by (5.7) and (5.8),respectively.
Step 3: Update dual variables

zk+1 = zk + β(xk+1 −wk+1)

Step 4: Update k to k + 1.
Output: xk.

Remark 5. In Algorithm 1, λ, α, η are model parameters satisfying λ > 0, 0 < α ≤ 1 and
η > 0, and β > 0 is the regularized parameter in ADMM algorithm.

6 Numerical Experiments

In the section, we present numerical experiments for the recovery of sparse signals to
demonstrate the performance of ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS (1.5).

In our experiments, our method ℓ1 −αℓ2-DS (1.5) is compared with ℓ1-DS (1.3) imple-
mented by linear ADMM [45], and the ℓp-DS (6.1) as follows

min
x∈Rn

‖x‖pp subject to ‖A⊤(b−Ax)‖∞ ≤ η (6.1)
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where 0 < p < 1. Similarly, An effective algorithm for solving (6.1) can be developed
based on Algorithm 1. We only need

wk+1 = Prox 1
β
ℓp

(

xk +
zk

β

)

instead of (5.6) for Algorithm 1, where the proximal operator

Proxµℓp (b) := argmin
x

1

2
‖x− b‖22 + µ‖x‖pp, µ > 0

has an explicit formula for x in [53, 37], denoting Proxµℓp(b).
And we apply the proposed Algorithm 1 for the ℓ1−αℓ2-DS (1.5) to reconstruct sparse

signals in the cases of Gaussian , Symmetric α̃-stable (Sα̃S) and uniform noises, which
have been defined in Section 1.1.

In our experiments, we test two measurement matrices defined in Subsection 1.1, which
have different coherence. Let x0 ∈ R

n be a simulated s-sparse signal, where the support
of x0 is a random index set and the s non-zero entries obey the Gaussian distribution
N (0, 1). In addition, the signal x0 is normalized to have a unit energy value. Let x̂ be
the estimation of x0 via each solver.

Each provided result is an average over 100 independent tests. All experiments are
performed under Windows Vista Premium and MATLAB v9.1 (R2016b) running on a
Huawei laptop-qolkaflg with an Intel(R) Core(TM)i5-8250U CPU at 1.8 GHz and 8195MB
RAM of memory.

We take a self-adapting strategy to update the parameter α. The initial value was
α0 = 0.1 and then it was adjusted iteratively by the strategy

αk+1 =

{

αk, if mod(k, 5) 6= 0,

min{1.5αk , 1}, if mod(k, 5) = 0.
(6.2)

Recall that α ≤ 1 is required to ensure ‖x‖α,1−2 ≥ 0 for any x. The above strategy of
choosing α clearly satisfies this condition.

6.1 Observations with Gaussian Noise

First, the measurement matrix A is Gaussian matrix. We follow the method in [8] to
generate Gaussian matrix A whose columns all have the unit norm. More specifically, we
first generated an m × n matrix with independent Gaussian entries and then normalized
each column with the unit norm. After that, we randomly choose a sample set S with
cardinality s. Then, the coefficient vector x0 was generated by

x0i =

{

ξi(1 + |ci|), i ∈ S,

0, otherwise,
(6.3)

where ξi ∈ U(−1, 1) (i.e., the uniform distribution on the interval (−1, 1)) and ci ∼ N (0, 1).
Finally, the vector of observations b was generated by b = Ax+ e with e ∼ N (0, σ2).

To compare with the ℓ1-DS in [5] and ℓp-DS (6.1), we test the same cases of σ, i.e.,
σ = 0.01 and σ = 0.05, with (n, p, s) = (72i, 256i, 8i) for i = 1, 2, 3. Here the coherence
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Table 2: Numerical results for Gaussian matrix with unit column norms.

i
Algorithms

σ = 0.01 σ = 0.05

Time(s) ρ2 ρ2orign Time(s) ρ2 ρ2orign

i = 1 ℓ1-DS 0.11 1.24 17.54 0.11 1.12 20.51
ℓ0.9-DS 1.15 1.07 6.57 1.26 1.13 14.87
ℓ0.5-DS 1.16 1.07 8.55 1.24 1.10 14.41
ℓ0.1-DS 1.36 1.17 6.53 1.11 1.06 13.00
ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS 0.53 1.03 5.15 0.51 1.02 9.10

i = 2 ℓ1-DS 0.34 1.18 21.65 0.26 1.09 20.91
ℓ0.9-DS 7.12 1.10 20.43 7.09 1.10 19.97
ℓ0.5-DS 7.61 1.05 16.41 6.10 1.04 18.96
ℓ0.1-DS 7.93 1.13 17.24 7.48 1.11 21.19
ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS 2.28 1.04 8.32 4.16 1.02 7.53

i = 3 ℓ1-DS 1.02 1.16 24.61 1.52 1.13 24.59
ℓ0.9-DS 23.23 1.15 22.05 13.95 1.12 21.45
ℓ0.5-DS 23.39 1.14 23.05 13.94 1.11 21.56
ℓ0.1-DS 22.54 1.16 23.15 14.04 1.18 22.59
ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS 4.38 1.09 8.24 10.22 1.06 8.52

µ(A) decreases from 0.50 to 0.25. For each case, we generated ten different problems
and reported the average performance. As in [8], the quality of the Dantzig selector is
measured by

ρ2orign =

∑

j |x̂j − x0i |2
∑

j min{(x0j )2, σ2} and ρ2 =

∑

j |x̃j − x0i |2
∑

j min{(x0j )2, σ2} , (6.4)

where x̂ denotes the Dantzig selector via solving (1.3), (1.5) and (6.1), and x̃ is the
corresponding refined Dantzig selector after the bias-removing two-stage procedure in
[8]. In [35], ρ2orign and ρ2 are named as the preprocessing and postprocessing errors,

respectively. Note that ρ2orign and ρ2 are two measurements on the performance of the
Dantzig selector. Obviously, we are pursuing better selectors which have smaller values of
them.

From Table 2, we repeat the numerical performance ℓ1-DS, ℓp-DS and the proposed
ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS for σ = 0.01, 0.05. We display the average values of ρ2orign, ρ

2, the number of
iterations (Iter), and the computing time in seconds (“Time (s)”) over 100 independent
trials. The data in Table 2 show the efficiently of the proposed ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS. We can
see that the ℓ1-DS needs the least time, following by the propose method. However, our
method has the best performance in terms of the value of ρ2orign and ρ2.

Next, we consider that the measurement matrix A is oversampled partial DCT matrix.
We use the average of the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) in dB,

SNR(x̂,x0) = 20 log10
‖x0‖2

‖x̂− x0‖2
, (6.5)

over 100 independent trials as our performance measure, where x̂ is the reconstructed

25



Table 3: The average of SNR over 100 independent trials for different algorithms, the
oversampled DCT A ∈ R

m×n with m = 64, n = 256, F = 10, the measurements corrupted
by Gaussian noises with two different noise levels σ and different sparsity.

σ
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳❳

Alg.
Sparsity

1 2 4 6 8 10 12

10−3 ℓ1-DS 29.52 26.91 26.00 24.01 18.00 16.00 11.42
ℓ0.9-DS 38.61 37.43 31.04 25.75 14.71 10.50 8.06
ℓ0.5-DS 38.02 37.13 31.41 24.64 16.69 12.24 7.52
ℓ0.1-DS 37.77 36.38 31.63 20.99 12.95 5.77 3.57

ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS 41.35 36.74 34.91 32.13 29.13 26.23 23.80
10−2 ℓ1-DS 11.73 9.78 9.45 8.75 6.08 4.64 5.13

ℓ0.9-DS 14.72 14.61 12.82 10.37 8.47 8.01 5.85
ℓ0.5-DS 15.77 15.28 14.37 12.19 9.42 7.01 4.70
ℓ0.1-DS 16.47 16.39 10.69 10.09 4.91 3.47 2.75

ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS 24.68 17.41 13.89 13.52 11.26 8.57 6.12

signal. We display SNR of different algorithms to recover sparse signals over 100 repeated
trials for m = 64, n = 256 and different sparsity s. The oversampled partial DCT matrix
A ∈ R

m×n with F = 10 has high coherence with µ(A) > 0.99. From the Table 3, we see
that SNR of the proposed ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS are higher than that of ℓ1-DS, ℓp-DS.

6.2 Observations with Impulsive Noise

In this subsection, we consider that the observation is corrupted by impulsive noise. And
let the measurement matrix A ∈ R

m×n with m = 64, n = 256 first be Gaussian matrix,
which has coherence 0.45 < µ(A) < 0.50. Next, A ∈ R

m×n with m = 64, n = 256 is the
oversampled DCT matrix with F = 10, which has high coherence µ(A) > 0.99.

Tables 4 and 5 present the average of SNR over 100 independent trials for the ℓ1-DS,
ℓp-DS (0 < p ≤ 1) and the proposed ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS versus the sparsity s in the Sα̃S noise
with α̃ = 1 (Cauchy noise), δ̃ = 0 and γ = 10−4, 10−3. Table 4 shows that the proposed
ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS provides the best robust performance no matter the measurement matrix A

has small or high coherence.
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Table 4: The average of SNR over 100 independent trials for different algorithms, Gaussian
matrix A ∈ R

m×n with m = 64, n = 256, the measurements corrupted by Cauchy noises
with two different levels γ, and different sparsity.

γ
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳❳

Alg.
Sparsity

1 2 4 6 8 10 12

10−4 ℓ1-DS 35.52 34.25 33.86 33.45 30.70 24.31 24.10
ℓ0.9-DS 39.00 36.57 35.16 33.97 30.07 33.98 26.94
ℓ0.5-DS 37.50 35.42 35.11 34.97 25.69 22.87 20.40
ℓ0.1-DS 38.93 40.10 35.72 20.32 18.20 11.29 9.98

ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS 46.41 41.10 41.01 40.91 40.27 38.91 28.10
10−3 ℓ1-DS 10.59 12.04 10.01 6.85 5.94 5.48 4.07

ℓ0.9-DS 18.83 16.90 12.63 10.15 9.66 8.95 8.76
ℓ0.5-DS 17.00 15.44 14.63 11.22 10.78 10.54 9.27
ℓ0.1-DS 19.13 17.15 11.17 11.05 9.24 7.19 6.02

ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS 24.26 18.59 17.84 17.25 16.90 14.49 13.21

6.3 Observations with Uniform Noise

In this subsection, we consider the observation is corrupted by uniform noise. And the
the measurement matrix A is same with the presented Gaussian and oversampled DCT in
Subsection 6.2. We take noise levels ς = 10−3, 10−2 and display the average of SNR over
100 independent trials in Tables 6 and 7. These results show that the Dantzig selector
also work efficiently for uniform noise, which similar as that of ℓ∞ constraint. It also
implies that our proposed method is better than ℓ1-DS and ℓp-DS for both Gaussian and
oversamped DCT matrices.

7 Conclusions

In this paper, we consider the signal reconstruction under Dantzig selector constraint via
ℓ1 − αℓ2 (0 < α ≤ 1) minimization. First, we introduce the ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS (1.5) to recover
signals x from b = Ax+ e. Next, we show a sufficient condition based on (ℓ2, ℓ1)-RIP to
guarantee the stable recovery of signal x from b = Ax+e via (1.5) (see Theorem 1). And
Based on the high order classical RIP (i.e., (ℓ2, ℓ2)-RIP ), we develop a sufficient condition
for the stable reconstruction of signals x via (1.5) (see Theorem 2 applying the technique
of the convex combination for ℓ1 − ℓ2. Last, we show an effective algorithm based on
ADMM to solve the ℓ1−αℓ2-DS (1.5) Furthermore, we present numerical experiments for
the sparse signal reconstruction in the cases of Gaussian, impulsive and uniform noises.
Results demonstrate the efficiency of ℓ1−αℓ2-DS, which is different from that of ℓ2, ℓ1 and
ℓ∞ data fitting terms. What should point out is that, this is the first paper which explores
the performances of Dantzig selector for different type noises. The proposed method also
outperform than existing methods no matter the measurement matrix has high or small
coherence.
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Table 5: The average of SNR over 100 independent trials for different algorithms, the
oversampled DCT matrix A ∈ R

m×n with m = 64, n = 256, F = 10, the measurements
corrupted by two different Cauchy noise levels γ and different sparsity.

γ
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳❳

Alg.
Sparisty

1 2 4 6 8 10 12

10−4 ℓ1-DS 31.90 30.25 29.19 27.55 26.48 21.94 16.85
ℓ0.9-DS 31.43 29.95 28.41 26.08 20.73 17.85 13.60
ℓ0.5-DS 35.76 29.28 25.56 23.48 16.71 14.14 7.86
ℓ0.1-DS 34.66 33.05 31.05 26.07 20.49 16.00 12.41

ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS 35.27 33.51 31.82 31.63 28.06 27.32 22.96
10−3 ℓ1-DS 14.42 12.23 8.18 6.01 5.52 3.75 2.99

ℓ0.9-DS 15.86 13.72 12.34 10.12 9.47 7.19 4.97
ℓ0.5-DS 16.35 14.78 13.84 12.56 8.78 3.17 2.75
ℓ0.1-DS 18.97 14.11 10.83 8.72 6.18 4.41 3.26

ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS 19.32 13.61 10.06 8.29 5.36 5.35 3.44
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Mathématique et Analyse Numérique, 45(3):505–522, 2011. [2]

[14] A. Das and B. D. Rao. Snr and noise variance estimation for mimo systems. IEEE
Transactions on Signal processing, 60(8):3929–3941, 2012. [3]

[15] D. L. Donoho, M. Elad, and V. N. Temlyakov. Stable recovery of sparse overcomplete
representations in the presence of noise. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory,
52(1):6–18, 2005. [2]

[16] D. L. Donoho and X. Huo. Uncertainty principles and ideal atomic decomposition.
IEEE transactions on information theory, 47(7):2845–2862, 2001. [3]

29



Table 7: The average of SNR over 100 independent trials for different algorithms, the
oversampled DCT matrix A ∈ R

m×n with m = 64, n = 256, F = 10, the measurements
corrupted by two different uniform noise levels ς and different sparsity.

ς
P
P
P
P
P
P
PP

Alg.
m/n

1 2 4 6 8 10 12

10−3 ℓ− 1-DS 33.67 31.92 31.00 27.81 22.82 18.02 16.94
ℓ0.9-DS 37.24 36.99 36.53 30.95 30.90 27.03 21.09
ℓ0.5-DS 38.71 37.08 34.93 33.32 32.42 24.17 16.82
ℓ0.1-DS 38.82 37.71 36.17 34.21 25.42 23.51 19.74

ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS 44.05 39.18 37.66 36.10 32.72 26.38 27.15
10−2 ℓ− 1-DS 16.02 15.71 13.52 9.77 9.56 7.64 7.06

ℓ0.9-DS 19.65 19.14 18.37 16.87 16.02 14.28 12.07
ℓ0.5-DS 21.49 21.61 18.90 16.66 16.06 14.78 11.12
ℓ0.1-DS 22.44 22.81 18.79 17.45 14.66 12.77 7.17

ℓ1 − αℓ2-DS 26.81 24.49 24.22 22.02 21.14 19.33 17.31

[17] B. Efron, T. Hastie, and R. Tibshirani. Discussion: The dantzig selector: Statistical
estimation when p is much larger than n. Annals of Statistics, 35(6):2358–2364, 2007.
[4]

[18] M. Elad. Sparse and redundant representations: from theory to applications in signal
and image processing. Springer Science & Business Media, 2010. [4]

[19] A. Fannjiang and W. Liao. Coherence pattern–guided compressive sensing with un-
resolved grids. SIAM Journal on Imaging Sciences, 5(1):179–202, 2012. [3]

[20] A. Fannjiang and H. C. Tseng. Compressive imaging of subwavelength structures:
periodic rough surfaces. JOSA A, 29(4):617–626, 2012. [3]

[21] A. Fannjiang and H. C. Tseng. Compressive radar with off-grid targets: a perturba-
tion approach. Inverse Problems, 29(5):054008, 2013. [3]

[22] M. P. Friedlander and M. A. Saunders. Discussion: the dantzig selector: statistical
estimation when p is much larger than n. Annals of Statistics, 35(6):2385–2391, 2007.
[4]

[23] H. Ge, W. Chen, and K. M. Ng. New rip analysis for ℓ1 − ℓ2 minimization methods.
SIAM Journal on Imaging Sciences, Accepted, 2021. [5, 14, 18, 19, 21]

[24] P. Geng and W. Chen. Unconstrained ℓ1 − ℓ2 minimization for sparse recovery via
mutual coherence. Mathematical Foundations of Computing, 3(2):65–79, 2020. [5]

[25] J. A. Guerrero-Colón, L. Mancera, and J. Portilla. Image restoration using space-
variant gaussian scale mixtures in overcomplete pyramids. IEEE Transactions on
Image Processing, 17(1):27–41, 2007. [3]

30



[26] M. Hu, Y. Lou, and X. Yang. The ℓ1 − ℓ2 minimization with rotation for sparse
approximation in uncertainty quantification. arXiv preprint arXiv:2101.04890, 2021.
[5]

[27] M. J. Lai, Y. Xu, and W. Yin. Improved iteratively reweighted least squares for
unconstrained smoothed ℓq minimization. SIAM Journal on Numerical Analysis,
51(2):927–957, 2013. [5]

[28] P. Li, W. Chen, H. Ge, and M. K. Ng. ℓ1 −αℓ2 minimization methods for signal and
image reconstruction with impulsive noise removal. Inverse Problems, 36(5):055009,
2020. [5, 6, 8]

[29] W. Liao and A. Fannjiang. Music for single-snapshot spectral estimation: Stability
and super-resolution. Applied and Computational Harmonic Analysis, 40(1):33–67,
2016. [3]

[30] T. Liu and T. K. Pong. Further properties of the forward–backward envelope with
applications to difference-of-convex programming. Computational Optimization and
Applications, 67(3):489–520, 2017. [5, 22]

[31] Y. Lou and M. Yan. Fast l1 − l2 minimization via a proximal operator. Journal of
Scientific Computing, 74(2):767–785, 2018. [5, 22]

[32] Y. Lou, P. Yin, Q. He, and J. Xin. Computing sparse representation in a highly
coherent dictionary based on difference of ℓ1 and ℓ2. Journal of Scientific Computing,
64(1):178–196, 2015. [5]

[33] Y. Lou, P. Yin, and J. Xin. Point source super-resolution via non-convex ℓ1 based
methods. Journal of Scientific Computing, 68(3):1082–1100, 2016. [5]

[34] Y. Lou, T. Zeng, S. Osher, and J. Xin. A weighted difference of anisotropic and
isotropic total variation model for image processing. SIAM Journal on Imaging Sci-
ences, 8(3):1798–1823, 2015. [3, 5]

[35] Z. Lu, T. K. Pong, and Y. Zhang. An alternating direction method for finding dantzig
selectors. Computational Statistics & Data Analysis, 56(12):4037–4046, 2012. [4, 25]

[36] T. H. Ma, Y. Lou, and T. Z. Huang. Truncated ℓ1−2 models for sparse recovery and
rank minimization. SIAM Journal on Imaging Sciences, 10(3):1346–1380, 2017. [5]

[37] G. Marjanovic and V. Solo. On ℓq optimization and matrix completion. IEEE Trans-
actions on signal processing, 60(11):5714–5724, 2012. [24]
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