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Abstract

In the Plug-and-Play (PnP) framework, regularization is performed by plugging an off-the-shelf denoiser within a proximal algo-
rithm such as ISTA or ADMM. PnP produces state-of-the-art results in many imaging applications, but its theoretical aspects are
not well understood. In particular, the present work is motivated by the question that, similar to classical compressed sensing,
is it theoretically possible to recover the ground-truth using PnP? More specifically, under what conditions on the ground-truth,
the sensing matrix, and the PnP denoiser is the reconstruction guaranteed to be exact? The foremost hurdle in this regard is the
absence of an explicit regularizer – PnP is an algorithmic framework, and it is not apparent if a limit point of the PnP iterations (if
one exists) is the minimizer of some objective function. It was recently shown that it is possible to associate a convex regularizer
Φ with a class of linear denoisers. For such denoisers, the PnP iterations correspond to solving a convex optimization problem
involving Φ. Motivated by this result, we consider the PnP analogue of the compressed sensing problem: min Φ(x) s.t.Ax = Aξ,
where A ∈ Rm×n is a random sensing matrix, Φ is the regularizer associated with a denoiser W from the class mentioned above,
and ξ is the ground-truth signal. We prove that if the sensing matrix is Gaussian and ξ ∈ range(W), then the minimizer of this
problem is almost surely ξ if rank(W) 6 m, and almost never if rank(W) > m. In other words, the range of the PnP denoiser plays
the role of a signal prior, and its dimension marks a sharp transition from failure to success of exact recovery. We are able to extend
the result to subgaussian sensing matrices, except that we can guarantee exact recovery only with high probability (and not almost
surely). For noisy measurements of the form b = Aξ + η, we consider a robust formulation: min Φ(x) s.t. ‖Ax − b‖ 6 δ. We prove
that if x∗ is an optimal solution of this problem, then with high probability, the distortion ‖x∗ − ξ‖ can be bounded by ‖η‖ and δ,
provided the number of measurements m is sufficiently large. In particular, we can derive the sample complexity of compressed
sensing as a function of distortion error and success rate. We discuss the extension of these results to random Fourier measurements.
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work that gives probabilistic recovery guarantees for compressed sensing using PnP
regularization. We perform numerical experiments to validate our theoretical findings and discuss research directions stemming
from this work.

Keywords: plug-and-play regularization, compressed sensing, exact recovery, robust recovery.

1. Introduction

Linear inverse problems such as deblurring, superresolution,
and compressed sensing come up in image recovery applica-
tions from partial or corrupted measurements [1, 2]. The ab-
stract problem is that we are given measurements b ∈ Rm of the
form

b = Aξ + η, (1)

where ξ ∈ Rn is the ground-truth image, η is white Gaussian
noise, and A ∈ Rm×n is the application-specific forward model.
The objective is to recover ξ from b and A. This problem is
ill-posed as stated; hence the need for regularization [3]. The
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standard approach is to pose the recovery task as an optimiza-
tion problem:

minimize
x∈Rn

f (x) + λΦ(x), (2)

where f (x) := ‖Ax − b‖2/2 is the loss function, Φ : Rn → R
is some regularizer and λ > 0 is a tuning parameter. Here and
henceforth, ‖·‖ will denote the Euclidean norm. If Φ is convex,
(2) can be solved using iterative algorithms such as ISTA and
ADMM [4]. These algorithms require that the proximal map of
Φ,

prox
Φ

(u) = argmin
x∈Rn

1
2
‖x − u‖2 + Φ(x), (3)

can be computed efficiently (in closed form or iteratively). For
example, the ISTA update xk → xk+1 is given by

xk+1 = prox
τΦ

(
xk − τ∇f (xk)

)
,

where τ > 0 is a constant step size. From a Bayesian view-
point, proxΦ(u) performs denoising of u where the prior on the
ground-truth x is derived from Φ [3]. Motivated by this ob-
servation, Plug-and-Play (PnP) regularization was proposed in
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[5, 6]. In PnP, the proximal map within ISTA or ADMM is re-
placed by a powerful Gaussian denoiser D : Rn → Rn, such as
NLM [7], BM3D [8], etc. For example, applied to ISTA, the
PnP update xk → xk+1 becomes

xk+1 = D
(
xk − τ∇ f (xk)

)
. (4)

The updates for ADMM are more involved than ISTA, and we
refer the reader to [4] for details.

The core idea in PnP is to directly deploy the denoiser in-
stead of having to specify Φ and go through its proximal map.
Although this is somewhat ad hoc, remarkably, PnP has been
shown to work well in practice for many imaging applications
[6, 9, 10, 11]. Following the empirical success of PnP, its theo-
retical aspects have been investigated in several works; see for
example [12, 13] and references therein. A fundamental ques-
tion is, can PnP be interpreted as a regularization mechanism?
This translates to whether the denoiser in PnP can be expressed
as the proximal map of a (convex) function. This is unlikely
to be true for nonlinear denoisers such as DnCNN and BM3D.
On the other hand, it is shown in a series of papers that an ex-
plicit convex regularizer Φ can be associated with specific lin-
ear denoisers [6, 14, 15, 16, 17]. In particular, the following is
a restatement of [14, Theorem 2].

Theorem 1.1. Let D be a linear operator of the form D(x) =

Wx, where W ∈ Rn×n is symmetric and has eigenvalues in
[0, 1]. Then D is the proximal map of the following (extended-
real-valued) convex function:

ΦW(x) :=

 1
2 x>(I −W)W†x, if x ∈ R(W),
+∞, otherwise,

(5)

where R(W) denotes the range of W and W† is the pseudoin-
verse of W.

We note that the expression of ΦW in [14], which is given us-
ing a condensed eigenvalue decomposition of W, can be shown
to be equivalent to (5). By Theorem 1.1, we can associate the
regularizer ΦW with W. Subsequently, it is not difficult to estab-
lish convergence of PnP [6, 18, 16]. For example, if (xk) is the
sequence generated by (4), where D is the linear denoiser W,
then f (xk) + λΦW(xk) converges to the minimum of f + λΦW
[17]. Practical denoisers satisfying the condition in Theorem
1.1 include DSG-NLM [6], GMM [14] and GLIDE [19].

The next natural question is how strong is the prior induced
by ΦW, i.e., how well can it capture the characteristics of the
ground-truth image? We turn to the theory of compressed sens-
ing (CS) to answer this question. A classical result in CS theory
states that if A is a random Gaussian matrix and if the ground-
truth ξ is sparse, then ξ can be recovered approximately with
high probability using `1 minimization [2, 20], i.e., by solving
the problem

minimize ‖x‖1

subject to ‖Ax − b‖ 6 δ.

In particular, if η = 0 (clean measurements), then with high

probability ξ can be recovered exactly by solving

minimize ‖x‖1

subject to Ax = Aξ.
(6)

In this work, we explore whether similar guarantees can be ob-
tained for compressed sensing using PnP. More specifically, we
ask the following questions.

(i) Exact Recovery: Consider the analogue of (6) using the
PnP regularizer ΦW:

minimize ΦW(x)

subject to Ax = Aξ.

Using (5), we can rewrite the above problem as follows:

minimize x>(I −W)W†x
subject to Ax = Aξ, x ∈ R(W).

(P0)

Is ξ the unique minimizer of this problem? Since we work
with a random A, any such guarantee will be probabilistic.

(ii) Robust Recovery: Consider the general problem of re-
covery in the presence of measurement noise:

minimize x>(I −W)W†x

subject to ‖Ax − b‖2 6 δ2, x ∈ R(W).
(Pδ)

Let x∗ be a minimizer of (Pδ). If η is small, can we guar-
antee that the error ‖x∗ − ξ‖ is small? Furthermore, can we
bound ‖x∗ − ξ‖ in terms of η?

A natural question is why do we switch from the uncon-
strained problem (2) to the constrained formulations (P0) and
(Pδ)? The reason is that the hard constraints in (P0) and (Pδ)
make the theoretical analysis more tractable than the uncon-
strained problem (2), where the regularizer ΦW imposes only
a soft penalty. This is indeed inspired from the classical CS
theory [20, 2], where the same trick is used for simplifying the
analysis. Moreover, it is evident that the exact recovery is im-
probable to achieve in the unconstrained case (even in the ab-
sence of noise) since ΦW is a smoothly varying function. Sub-
sequently, investigating a possibility of exact recovery neces-
sitates switching to the constrained formulation. We also note
that (2) and (Pδ) are equivalent for appropriate choices of δ and
λ [21]. On the algorithmic side, the question is whether (Pδ) can
be solved as in classical PnP [6], namely, by plugging denoiser
D into some suitable proximal algorithm? As shown in [22],
this can indeed be done within the framework of the ADMM
algorithm.

We expect that exploring the above questions will help us un-
derstand why PnP works well in practice. Recent works such
as [9, 13] have successfully used PnP for reconstructing images
from compressively sensed measurements, albeit using nonlin-
ear denoisers. Linear symmetric denoisers of the form in The-
orem 1.1 are well suited to explore questions in this area since
they induce a convex regularizer that can be expressed using an
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explicit formula. In fact, this property is known to be true so far
only for linear denoisers [16, 17]. The linearity of W coupled
with the convexity of ΦW in Theorem 1.1 makes the problem
tractable.

In this paper, we provide probabilistic guarantees on exact
and robust compressed sensing recovery that address the ques-
tions posed above. We focus on the case where A is a ran-
dom Gaussian or Rademacher matrix. In the Gaussian case,
we prove that it is improbable to achieve exact recovery if the
rank of W is greater than m (Theorem 2.1). This leads us to
consider low-rank denoisers such as the GLIDE filter [19]. We
prove that for low-rank denoisers, exact recovery is achieved
with probability 1 if A is Gaussian and m > rank(W) (The-
orem 2.3), and with high probability if A is Rademacher and
m > O

(
rank(W)

)
(Theorem 2.5). Furthermore, we prove that

robust recovery is possible with high probability for both Gaus-
sian and Rademacher A (Theorem 2.6). In particular, we obtain
the sample complexity of robust compressed sensing as a func-
tion of distortion error and success rate. We briefly discuss a
possible extension of our results to randomized sensing matri-
ces in bounded orthonormal systems, such as discrete Fourier
or Hadamard projections (Section 5.2). Our analysis is inspired
from the classical CS theory; therefore, most of our probabilis-
tic guarantees bear resemblance to analogous classical CS re-
sults on exact and robust recovery. To the best of our knowl-
edge, this is the first work to provide a connection between clas-
sical CS results and CS using PnP. We note that a preliminary
version of this work appears in a conference proceeding [23],
where the focus is mainly on empirical observations.

Throughout this paper, unless specified otherwise, W de-
notes a (n× n) symmetric matrix with eigenvalues in [0, 1], i.e.,
W is a linear denoiser satisfying the conditions in Theorem 1.1.
We consider symmetric denoisers in this paper just to keep the
exposition simple. Note that all our results can be extended to
the case where W is a non-symmetric denoiser such as a kernel
filter [24]; see discussion in Section 5.5 in this regard.

We state and discuss the main results in Section 2. Proofs of
these results are deferred to Section 3 and their numerical vali-
dation to Section 4. In Section 5, we relate our work to existing
compressed sensing literature, as well as discuss some implica-
tions and future research directions arising from our work.

2. Exact and Robust Recovery

In this section, we formally state and discuss our results on
exact and robust recovery. The technical proofs are deferred to
Section 3.

We first focus on the case where A is a (m×n) random sensing
matrix. In particular, if the entries of A are i.i.d. Gaussian
with mean 0 and variance 1/m, then we refer to A as a random
Gaussian matrix [25]. First, we state an improbability result
which implies that exact recovery is improbable from random
Gaussian measurements if the rank of W is greater than the
number of measurements unless ξ is a fixed point of W.

Theorem 2.1. Let A be a random Gaussian matrix and W be
(statistically) independent of A. Let ξ be a feasible point of

(P0), i.e., ξ ∈ R(W). If m < rank(W) and ξ < N(I −W), then
with probability 1, ξ is not a minimizer of (P0).

The theorem can be interpreted as follows: if the rank of W
is large, then unless ξ ∈ N(I−W), we can never recover ξ even
if ξ is a feasible point of (P0). An interesting case is when W is
doubly-stochastic and irreducible; for example, DSG-NLM [6,
Appendix B]. For such matrices, the Perron-Frobenius theorem
implies that N(I −W) = {α1 : α ∈ R} [24]. It follows from
Theorem 2.1 that we can almost never achieve exact recovery
except for the uninteresting case where ξ = α1 for some α ∈ R;
i.e., ξ is a constant signal.

Corollary 2.2. If A is a random Gaussian matrix, W is doubly-
stochastic and irreducible, and ξ is not a constant signal, then
the probability that ξ is a solution of (P0) is 0.

In the light of Theorem 2.1, we focus on low-rank denoisers.
As an example, consider the GLIDE filter [19]. This is a sym-
metric denoiser that satisfies the conditions in Theorem 1.1 and
whose rank is user-configurable. Importantly, as discussed in
[19], GLIDE is able to achieve denoising quality comparable to
NLM [7] and BM3D [8] while having rank in the low hundreds
(say, 200).

The following theorem states that if ξ is a feasible point of
(P0), then exact recovery can be achieved almost surely from
sufficiently many random Gaussian measurements.

Theorem 2.3. Let A be a (m × n) random Gaussian matrix,
and W be (statistically) independent of A. If m > rank(W)
and ξ ∈ R(W), then ξ is the unique minimizer of (P0) with
probability 1.

Theorem 2.3 implies that more measurements are required
for exact recovery if W has a large rank. Since the essence of
compressed sensing is to work with fewer measurements, we
should thus use a low-rank denoiser. On the other hand, reduc-
ing the rank of W shrinks the space of recoverable signals since
ξ is required to lie in R(W). Thus, choosing the rank of the
denoiser involves a trade-off between the number of measure-
ments and the space of exactly recoverable signals.

The proof of Theorem 2.3 does not use any property of the
Gaussian distribution other than absolute continuity (i.e., it ad-
mits a density function). Therefore, Theorem 2.3 holds for any
random sensing matrix A whose entries are independent con-
tinuous random variables. Theorems 2.1 and 2.3 together imply
that if ξ ∈ R(W), then we obtain exact recovery from random
Gaussian measurements with probability 1 if m > rank(W) and
with probability 0 if m < rank(W).

Note that for random subgaussian sensing matrices, Theo-
rem 2.3 is not necessarily applicable because subgaussian ran-
dom variables need not be continuous. A random variable X is
said to be subgaussian if Prob

[
|X| > α

]
6 2e−cα2

for some con-
stant c > 0 and all α > 0 [25]; examples of subgaussian random
variables are given in [25, Sec. 2.5]. Note that in particular, the
Rademacher distribution,

Prob
[
X = 1

]
= Prob

[
X = −1

]
= 1/2,
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and the Gaussian distribution are both subgaussian. An m × n
random matrix A is said to be subgaussian if its entries are i.i.d.
subgaussian random variables with mean 0 and variance 1/m.
However, in this paper, unless specified otherwise, we restrict
the term “subgaussian” to specifically mean either Gaussian or
Rademacher distributions. The following property of subgaus-
sian matrices can be found in [26, 27].

Lemma 2.4. Let A be a (m × n) random subgaussian matrix.
Then there exists a function γ : (0, 1) → R+ such that for any
x ∈ Rn that is independent of A,

Prob
[
(1 − ε)‖x‖2 6 ‖Ax‖2 6 (1 + ε)‖x‖2

]
> 1 − 2e−mγ(ε)

for all ε ∈ (0, 1).

More specifically, γ(ε) := ε2/6 if A is Gaussian [28, Lemma
23.3], and γ(ε) := ε2/4 − ε3/6 if A is Rademacher [29, Lemma
4]. Thus, for random subgaussian matrices, γ is continuous and
strictly increasing. The following theorem gives a probabilistic
guarantee of exact recovery for subgaussian sensing matrices.

Theorem 2.5. Let A be a (m × n) random subgaussian matrix,
W be independent of A, and ξ ∈ R(W). For β ∈ (0, 1), suppose

m >
ln(2/β) + r ln(12/0.99)

γ(0.99/2)
, (7)

where r = rank(W) and γ is the function in Lemma 2.4. Then
with probability at least 1−β, ξ is the unique minimizer of (P0).

For the robust recovery problem (Pδ) with A as a random
subgaussian matrix, the following theorem gives a probabilistic
bound on ‖x∗ − ξ‖.

Theorem 2.6. Let A be a (m × n) random subgaussian matrix,
and W be independent of A. Let Ωδ , ∅ and x∗ be a minimizer
of (Pδ). For ε, β ∈ (0, 1), suppose

m >
ln(4/β) + r ln(12/ε)

γ(ε/2)
, (8)

where r = rank(W) and γ is the function in Lemma 2.4. Then
with probability at least 1 − β,

‖x∗ − ξ‖ 6
(
1 +

2
1 − ε

)
dist

(
ξ,R(W)

)
+
δ +

∥∥∥η∥∥∥
1 − ε

, (9)

where dist
(
ξ,R(W)

)
is the distance of ξ from R(W).

For the Gaussian case in particular, the lower bound in (8)
reduces to O

(
ε−2r ln(1/ε)

)
. Theorem 2.6 involves a trade-off

between the lower bound on m and the upper bound on the re-
covery error. For a fixed denoiser W and probability 1 − β, the
lower bound in (8) decreases from +∞ to a finite value as ε in-
creases from 0 to 1; this is because γ(ε) → 0 as ε → 0 for
both Gaussian and Rademacher matrices. On the other hand,
the upper bound in (9) increases to +∞ as ε increases from 0
to 1. Note that β can be interpreted as the failure rate of robust
recovery, whereas ε is a parameter that controls the recovery

accuracy. According to Theorem 2.6, we need more measure-
ments for accurate recovery with high success rate; this is con-
sistent with intuition.

Since n > m, the condition given by (8) is fulfilled provided
the lower bound is at most n. In Appendix A.2, we explain
that if n > (ln 4 + r ln 12)/γ(1/2), then (8) is satisfied for (β, ε)
belonging to an appropriate subset of (0, 1) × (0, 1); see Propo-
sition A.3. Subsequently, Theorem 2.6 is applicable for large-
sized signals such as images. A similar observation applies to
Theorem 2.5.

Remark 2.7. Note that Lemma 2.4 holds for random subgaus-
sian matrices which are neither Gaussian nor Rademacher,
with the difference being that ε is allowed to take values in
(0, 1/2]; see [27, Theorem 3.1]. Subsequently, Theorems 2.5
and 2.6 have counterparts for other types of subgaussian ma-
trices.

3. Proofs of Main Results

In this section, we give the proofs of theorems in Section
2. We denote the set of n × n symmetric, positive semidefinite
matrices by Sn

+. Note that from the properties of W stipulated in
Theorem 1.1, we get that W, (I −W)W and (I −W)W† belong
to Sn

+; these facts are used in some of the proofs. A few of the
proofs require some results from high-dimensional probability,
which are included in Appendix A.1.

3.1. Proof of Theorem 2.1
Proof. Consider the following convex program:

minimize Ψ(y) := (y + ξ)>(I −W)W†(y + ξ)

subject to y ∈ R(W) ∩ N(A).
(10)

Notice that as ξ ∈ R(W), ξ is a solution of (P0) if and only if 0 is
a solution of (10). Using the optimality condition for a convex
program, 0 is a solution of (10) if and only if ∇Ψ(0)>(y − 0) >
0 for all y ∈ R(W) ∩ N(A); in other words, the equivalent
condition is(

(I −W)W†ξ
)>y > 0 ∀y ∈ R(W) ∩ N(A).

Note that R(W) ∩ N(A) =
(
N(W) + R(A>)

)⊥. As a result, 0 is
a solution of (10) if and only if

(I −W)W†ξ ∈
(
N(W) + R(A>)

)
. (11)

Let q := (I −W)W†ξ; now, we show that q , 0. Suppose
ξ ∈ N

(
(I −W)W†

)
. Note that

N
(
(I −W)W†) = N(I −W) ⊕ N(W†);

moreover, since W ∈ Sn
+, we have N(W†) = N(W). Thus,

there exist unique v1 ∈ N(I −W) and v2 ∈ N(W) such that
ξ = v1 + v2. Now, since ξ ∈ R(W), note that v2 = (ξ − v1) ∈
R(W) ∩ N(W) = {0}. Therefore, ξ = v1 ∈ N(I −W), which is
a contradiction.
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Figure 1: Results on exact recovery for a one-dimensional signal from random Gaussian measurements (see the main text for a description of the experiment). In
(a), we show the ground-truth signal ξ (blue) and the recovered signal x∗ (red) for m = r = 100, where r = rank(W) and ξ ∈ R(W). Note that ξ and x∗ coincide
exactly. In (b), we plot the empirical probability of exact recovery as a function of m for 4 different values of r. The empirical probability as a function of both m and
r is shown in (c) as a color plot. Note that for every fixed r, the empirical probability undergoes a sharp transition from 0 to 1 at m = r, as predicted by Theorems
2.1 and 2.3.

Let rank(W) = r 6 n and {ur+1, . . . ,un} be a basis of N(W).
Let a1, . . . , am be the columns of A>. Now, we can rewrite (11)
as follows:

q ∈ span(ur+1, . . . ,un) + span(a1, . . . , am). (12)

Notice that to prove the theorem, it suffices to show that (12)
holds with probability 0. It follows from the eigendecomposi-
tion of W ∈ Sn

+ that R
(
(I −W)W†

)
⊆ R(W). Subsequently,

q = (I −W)W†ξ ∈ R(W) = N(W)⊥. Therefore, q,ur+1, . . . ,un

are linearly independent. Moreover, since m + 1 6 r, the cardi-
nality of the set

{q,ur+1, . . . ,un, a1, . . . , am}

is at most n. Since a1, . . . , am are independent Gaus-
sian random vectors, using Lemma A.1, the probability that
q,ur+1, . . . ,un, a1, . . . , am are linearly dependent is 0.

3.2. Proof of Theorem 2.3

Proof. It follows from (P0) that if A|R(W) is injective and ξ ∈
R(W), then ξ is the only feasible point of (P0); thus, it is the
unique minimizer [23, Theorem 3]. Therefore, it suffices to
show that if m > R(W), then the restriction of a (m×n) random
Gaussian matrix A to R(W) is injective with probability 1.

Let rank(W) = r and the columns of U ∈ Rn×r form of a
basis of R(W). Let a>1 , . . . , a

>
m be the rows of A; note that

a1, . . . , am are independent Gaussian random vectors. Now,
since W is independent of A, we have U>a1, . . . ,U>am as in-
dependent Gaussian random vectors. Subsequently, by Lemma
A.1, U>a1, . . . ,U>ar are linearly independent with probability
1. Therefore, rank(U>A>) = rank(AU) = r with probability 1;
in other words, the restriction of A to R(W) is injective with
probability 1.

3.3. Proof of Theorem 2.5

Proof. Apply Lemma A.2 with U = R(W) and ε = 0.99. We
get that with probability at least

1 − 2(12/0.99)re−mγ(0.99/2) > 1 − β,

we have

‖Az‖
‖z‖

> 1 − ε > 0 for all z ∈ R(W) \ {0},

and therefore, A|R(W) is injective. Subsequently, the theorem
follows from the fact that if the restriction of A ∈ Rm×n to R(W)
is injective and ξ ∈ R(W), then ξ is the unique feasible point
and minimizer of (P0).

3.4. Proof of Theorem 2.6
Proof. Let ξ̂ = ΠR(W)(ξ), where ΠR(W) is the orthogonal pro-
jection onto R(W). Note that (ξ̂− ξ) is statistically independent
of A. Thus, the inequality in Lemma 2.4 implies that with prob-
ability > 1 − 2e−mγ(ε), we have

‖A(ξ̂ − ξ)‖ 6 (1 + ε)‖ξ̂ − ξ‖ 6 2‖ξ̂ − ξ‖. (13)

From Lemma A.2, by letting U = R(W), we get that with prob-
ability > 1 − 2 (12/ε)r e−mγ(ε/2),

(1 − ε)‖z‖ 6 ‖Az‖ ∀z ∈ R(W). (14)

Using the union bound, we get that (13) and (14) simultane-
ously hold with probability > 1 − 2 (12/ε)r e−mγ(ε/2) − 2e−mγ(ε).
Since r > 1 and γ is an increasing function,

e−mγ(ε) 6 e−mγ(ε/2) 6 (12/ε)r e−mγ(ε/2);

subsequently,

2 (12/ε)r e−mγ(ε/2) + 2e−mγ(ε) 6 4 (12/ε)r e−mγ(ε/2) 6 β,

where the last inequality follows from (8). Therefore, (13) and
(14) simultaneously hold with probability > 1 − β.

Now, in order to complete the proof, we need to show that if
(13) and (14) hold, then (9) holds. Note that

‖x∗ − ξ‖ 6 ‖x∗ − ξ̂‖ + ‖ξ̂ − ξ‖. (15)

Since x∗ is a feasible point of (Pδ), we have ‖Ax∗ − b‖ 6 δ.
Furthermore, since x∗ − ξ̂ ∈ R(W), using (14) and the triangle
inequality, we get

(1 − ε)‖x∗ − ξ̂‖ 6 ‖Aξ̂ − Ax∗‖

5



6 ‖Aξ̂ − b‖ + ‖b − Ax∗‖

6 ‖Aξ̂ − Aξ − η‖ + δ

6 ‖A(ξ̂ − ξ)‖ + (δ +
∥∥∥η∥∥∥). (16)

Now, it follows from (13) and (16) that

‖x∗ − ξ̂‖ 6 2
1−ε ‖ξ̂ − ξ‖ + 1

1−ε (δ +
∥∥∥η∥∥∥). (17)

Since dist
(
ξ,R(W)

)
= ‖ξ̂ − ξ‖, combining (15) and (17), we

obtain (9).

4. Numerical Results

In this section, we perform numerical simulations to validate
the theoretical results and study the tightness of the bounds in
Section 2. We note that comparing the performance with other
reconstruction methods is not our aim here, since PnP meth-
ods have already been empirically observed to produce state-
of-the-art results in several imaging applications [9, 10, 11].
Therefore, we solely focus on PnP regularization using linear
denoisers; we do not perform extensive comparisons with com-
peting reconstruction techniques, or even PnP using nonlinear
denoisers for that matter.

4.1. Exact Recovery from Gaussian Measurements
We validate Theorems 2.1 and 2.3 in this experiment. We

work with one-dimensional signals throughout, with n = 512.
We consider different W’s having ranks ranging from 50 to 510
in steps of 10. For constructing W having a specified rank r, we
take the best rank-r approximation (using SVD) of the DSG-
NLM matrix [6]. For each W, we ensure that ξ ∈ R(W) by
applying W to a scan-line from a natural image; one such ξ
for r = 100 is shown in Fig. 1(a). A is taken to be a (m ×
n) random Gaussian matrix. We consider 512 different values
of m, ranging from 1 to 512. For each m, we generate 100
random realizations of A. For each realization, we generate
noiseless measurements y = Aξ and record the fraction of times
we obtain x∗ = ξ (exact recovery), where x∗ is obtained by
solving (P0). This is the empirical probability of exact recovery
for the designated values of r and m. This is plotted in Figs. 1(b)
and (c) for different values of r and m. As asserted in Theorems
2.1 and 2.3, we observe exact recovery with probability 0 when
m < r and with probability 1 when m > r. This validates the
two theorems.

4.2. Exact Recovery from Subgaussian Measurements
In this experiment, we compute the empirical probability of

exact recovery for the case where A is a random Rademacher
matrix, i.e., each Ai j takes values ±1/

√
n with equal prob-

ability. For this experiment, we fix ξ to be a 64 × 64 im-
age (n = 4096) and W to be the GLIDE filter [19]. Recall
that the rank r of GLIDE is user-configurable. Since the im-
age size (and hence the run-time of the recovery algorithm) is
large, we restrict ourselves to 4 different values of r, namely
50, 100, 150, 200. For each r, we generate ξ ∈ R(W) by apply-
ing W to the Mandril image. As an example, the image ξ for

Table 1: Theoretical and empirical lower bounds on m for achieving exact re-
covery with probability > 0.9 from Rademacher measurements, for different
values of r = rank(W). The theoretical bound is the right side of (7), and the
empirical bound is approximately found from the plots in Fig. 3.

r 50 100 150 200

m (Theoretical) 3113 6152 9192 12231
m (Empirical) 120 190 280 370

r = 200 is shown in Fig. 2(a). Further, we fix a few different
values of m and perform 100 random trials in which we draw a
realization of A, set y = Aξ, and obtain x∗ by solving (P0). The
solution is obtained by running 400 iterations of the CSALSA
algorithm [18]. We assume that exact recovery is achieved if the
PSNR of the image x∗ with respect to ξ is greater than 80 dB.
This corresponds to a mean-squared error (MSE) of less than
10−8 (assuming that the image intensity values are between 0
and 1). Thus, for each r and m we record the empirical proba-
bility of exact recovery.

A plot of the empirical probability is shown in Fig. 3 as a
function of m for different values or r. As expected, for a fixed
r, the probability increases as m increases. On the other hand,
for a fixed value p ∈ (0, 1], the minimum value of m required to
obtain exact recovery with probability at least p increases with
r. In Fig. 2, we show an example of the error image |x∗ − ξ| (on
a log scale) for r = 200, for three different values of m. Note
that the error decreases as m increases, which is consistent with
what we intuitively expect.

To examine the tightness of the lower bound (7), we calculate
the right side of (7) for β = 0.1 and the aforementioned values
of r; this gives the theoretical minimum number of measure-
ments that guarantee exact recovery with probability at least
0.9. The values are noted in Table 1. We note that the actual
minimum value of m (found using Fig. 3) is much smaller than
the theoretical bound in each case, indicating that the bound in
(7) is quite loose. Since the image size is small, some of the
lower bounds are, in fact, greater than n; see the discussion at
the end of Section 2.

4.3. Robust Recovery
Theorem 2.6 implies that if we fix the parameters β, ε, η and

δ, then the bound (9) holds with probability at least 1−β across
different realizations of A, provided m is sufficiently large. We
take A to be a Rademacher matrix and ξ as the Mandril image
(resized to 64 × 64). W is the GLIDE filter computed using
ξ as the guide image. Since the guide image is ξ itself, we
expect that ξ < R(W); indeed, we verified this numerically by
computing the distance of ξ from R(W). We fix β = 0.1, η as
Gaussian noise with variance 0.052, δ = 1.2

∥∥∥η∥∥∥ (to ensure that
problem (Pδ) is feasible), and ε = 0.8. Plugging these values
into Theorem 2.6, we get that with probability at least 0.9, the
error ‖x∗ − ξ‖ is less than the right side of (9) if

m > 125.75 + 92.32r.

For r = 50, 100, 150, 200, the right side of the above inequality
evaluates to 4742, 9358, 13924 and 18590. In practice, by con-
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(a) ξ. (b) log10 |x∗ − ξ|, m = 200. (c) log10 |x∗ − ξ|, m = 300. (d) log10 |x∗ − ξ|, m = 400.

Figure 2: Ground-truth and error images for the recovery of a 64 × 64 image from Rademacher measurements with rank(W) = 200. The images in (b), (c) and (d)
are color plots of log10 |x∗ − ξ| for different values of m; refer to the colorbar on top. A is a Rademacher matrix of appropriate size in each case. As expected, the
error reduces with increasing m.
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Figure 3: Empirical probability of exact recovery (vertical axis) of a 64 × 64
image from Rademacher measurements as a function of m (horizontal axis), for
different values of r = rank(W). The green horizontal line indicates a probabil-
ity of 0.9; this is used in Table 1.

ducting 100 random trials, we observed that for all four values
of r, (9) holds with probability 1 even for m as low as 500 (and
higher). For the case r = 200, the right side of (9) evaluates to
≈ 3000, whereas the average value of the left side over the 100
trials is ≈ 370. Thus, the bound in (8), as well as the probability
bound 1 − β, are observed to be loose in practice.

4.4. Application: ECG Signal Recovery
While PnP has mostly been used for imaging applications

in the past, it can in principle be used for compressed sensing
of other signals. In particular, we show how it can be used
for ECG signal recovery from compressed Gaussian measure-
ments, where the reconstruction is performed by solving (Pδ).
We take the ground-truth signal ξ as the first 512 samples of an
ECG signal from the MIT-BIH Arrhythmia Database [31], i.e.,
n = 512. For m = 150, we generate the measurement vector
b = Aξ + η, where A ∈ Rm×n is a random Gaussian matrix and
η is Gaussian noise having standard deviation 5 × 10−3. W is
taken to be the SVD-based low-rank approximation of DSG-
NLM with rank 150. The DSG-NLM denoiser is computed
from a guide (surrogate) signal (see Section 5.3); we obtain a
surrogate signal by running 20 iterations of the computationally
efficient CoSaMP algorithm [30]. The final solution x∗ is then
obtained by solving (Pδ), where feasibility is ensured by setting

δ = 2
∥∥∥η∥∥∥. The result is shown in Fig. 4, along with the signal-

to-noise ratio (SNR) of x∗ with respect to ξ; for comparison, we
also show the reconstruction obtained using the LASSO algo-
rithm (`1 minimization) [2]. Although we do not advocate the
superiority of PnP over existing methods, it is evident from the
SNR levels that its reconstruction quality is better than LASSO.

5. Discussion

5.1. Relation to Existing Work

Our results are similar in spirit to those in classical com-
pressed sensing [20, 2, 28]. For example, one of the central
results in compressed sensing is as follows: An r-sparse signal
in Rn (i.e., a signal having at most r non-zero samples) can, with
high probability, be recovered exactly from m noiseless random
Gaussian measurements if m > O(r log n) [28, Sec. 23.3]. On
the other hand, our result requires m > rank(W) for exact re-
covery from Gaussian measurements. In this sense, rank(W)
plays a similar role to sparsity in classical compressed sensing.

For PnP regularization, however, a probabilistic analysis of
exact and robust recovery has not been attempted before to the
best of our knowledge. The papers [13] and [32] are somewhat
related to the current work. In [13], error bounds are established
for images recovered from compressive measurements using
the PnP-ISTA algorithm. The main difference compared to our
work is that [13] takes a purely algorithmic approach, whereas
we view the recovery problem from an optimization perspective
using the explicit PnP regularizer ΦW. Moreover, probabilistic
guarantees are not given in [13]. In [32], the recovered image is
taken to be the minimizer of ‖Ax − b‖2, where the feasible set
is the range of a generative model such as a generative adver-
sarial network or variational auto-encoder. Our work is similar
in that we also require the reconstruction to lie in the range of
a denoiser. However, there is no obvious direct relationship be-
tween our work and [32]. Another difference is the denoisers
considered—while we work with linear denoisers, [13, 32] use
neural networks as the denoiser or generative model.
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Figure 4: ECG signal recovery from m = 150 random Gaussian noisy measurements. The signal length is n = 512. The surrogate signal xg is obtained using
CoSaMP [30], and is used to construct W. The final estimate x∗ is then found by solving (Pδ). The reconstruction using LASSO is shown for comparison.

5.2. Extension to Randomized Fourier Measurements

Theorems 2.5 and 2.6 apply to sensing matrices that satisfy
the concentration inequality in Lemma 2.4. The well-known
Johnson-Lindenstrauss (JL) Lemma, stated below as Lemma
5.1, is a generalization of Lemma 2.4 to a finite set of points as
opposed to a single point [26, 27, 28]. Thus, we can conclude
that the recovery guarantees in Theorems 2.5 and 2.6 apply in
general to sensing matrices satisfying the JL Lemma.

Lemma 5.1. Let A be a random subgaussian matrix, and Q ⊆
Rn be a finite set of unit vectors (w.r.t. the `2 norm) that are
independent of A. Then for any ε ∈ (0, 1), with probability at
least 1 − 2|Q|e−mγ(ε) we have

1 − ε 6 ‖Ax‖2 6 1 + ε for all x ∈ Q,

where γ is the function in Lemma 2.4.

For signals having a large number of samples (e.g. images),
random Fourier or Hadamard measurements are computation-
ally more efficient than (sub)-Gaussian measurements [33]. The
sensing matrix for the former can be written as

A =
1
√

m
SFD, (18)

where S ∈ Rm×n is a random subset of m rows of the n × n
identity matrix (a random sampling operator), F ∈ Cn×n is an
orthogonal transform such as the unnormalized discrete Fourier
or Walsh-Hadamard transform, and D ∈ Rn×n is a random diag-
onal matrix with diagonal entries drawn uniformly from {−1, 1}.
Unlike Gaussian measurements, Fourier and Hadamard trans-
forms can be computed in O(n log n) time without storing the
matrix F [33]. This is particularly useful for images. The fol-
lowing is a restatement of [33, Theorems 2.1 and 3.1], which
asserts that (18) satisfies a somewhat different version of the JL
Lemma.

Lemma 5.2. Let A be a random (m × n) matrix in (18). Let Q
be a finite subset of the unit ball in Rn, that is independent of
A. If m = O

(
ε−4(log |Q|)(log4 n)

)
, then for any ε ∈ (0, 1), with

probability at least 0.98 × 0.99 we have

1 − O(ε) 6 ‖Ax‖ 6 1 + O(ε)

uniformly for all x ∈ Q.

4500 5000 5500 6000 6500 7000
0
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0.4

0.6

0.8

1

r=100
r=500
r=1000
r=2000

Figure 5: Empirical probability of exact recovery (vertical axis) of a 128 × 128
image from randomized Fourier measurements as a function of m (horizontal
axis) for different values of r = rank(W).

(a) ξ. (b) x∗, m = 200. (c) x∗, m = 6000.

Figure 6: Ground-truth and examples of reconstructed images for the exper-
iment in Fig. 5 with rank(W) = 1000, where ξ ∈ R(W). A is a random
realization of (18) in each of the examples in (b) and (c). The image size is
128 × 128.

Thus, in principle, it could be possible to derive probabilistic
guarantees for exact and robust recovery for the sensing model
in (18). However, since the hidden constants in the above O(·)
notation are not explicitly given in [33], it is difficult to derive
an analogue of Theorems 2.5 and 2.6 for this model. Never-
theless, we can numerically verify that exact recovery can be
achieved if m is large enough. We perform a similar experi-
ment to that in Section 4.2, but for randomized Fourier mea-
surements. We take the image size to be 128×128 (n = 16384).
A plot of the empirical probabilities of exact recovery is shown
in Fig. 5 for four different values of r. Note that the general
trend is similar to what we expect, i.e., more measurements are
required for a higher probability of exact recovery. We leave
a rigorous analysis of this observation for future work. Fig. 6
shows a visual example of the recovered images.
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5.3. Independence of W and A

Note that in the theorems in Section 2, we require W to
be statistically independent of the random matrix A. Practi-
cal denoisers such as DSG-NLM and GLIDE require access
to a guide signal/image to populate W. In the experiments in
Section 4, we constructed W from some fixed guide signal, and
generated random observations via A independently of W. This
automatically ensured the independence of W and A. We did
this because we were interested in observing the recovery be-
havior when W is fixed and A is random, and therefore, it was
necessary to fix a common W for all random realizations of
A. However, in practical CS reconstruction scenarios, we do
not a priori have access to a guide signal. Instead, the guide
signal is obtained by applying preprocessing techniques to the
observation b. For example, we can run a small number of PnP
iterations, say l, in which W is generated using the image in the
previous iteration, and then keep W fixed from the (l + 1)th iter-
ation onward, e.g., see [6, 34, 16, 17]. The guide signal is thus
the image in the lth iteration, which indirectly depends on b, and
hence on A (since b = Aξ+η). Therefore, strictly speaking, W
is not independent of A. However, the relationship between W
and A is complicated due to the technique used to generate the
guide signal. The upside is that the statistical independence of
W and A seems to be a reasonable assumption in practice. This
is similar to the following claim in [24]: for image denoising,
computing W from a pre-filtered version of the noisy image (as
opposed to the noisy image itself) largely removes the statistical
dependence of W on the noise.

5.4. Role of R(W)

Note that the lower bounds on m in Theorems 2.3, 2.5 and
2.6 depend only on r, the dimension of R(W), and not on the
ambient dimension n. In contrast, in classical compressed sens-
ing, for exactly recovering an r-sparse signal we need m >
O(r log n) [28, Sec. 23.3]; note that the lower bound on m de-
pends on n. The reason that n appears in this bound can be
attributed to the fact that the set of r-sparse signals is the union
of

(
n
r

)
subspaces of dimension r. On the other hand, the PnP reg-

ularizer (5) forces the solution of (Pδ) and (P0) to lie in R(W).
Thus, in our analysis, we need to consider only signals in the
subspace R(W) instead of a union of subspaces. Since the di-
mension of R(W) has no relation with the ambient dimension
n, the lower bounds on m in Theorems 2.3, 2.5 and 2.6 depend
only on r and not on n.

On a related note, the prior that the ground-truth is in R(W)
is strong enough to yield non-trivial recovery guarantees in the
form of Theorems 2.3, 2.5 and 2.6 without explicitly using the
real-valued part of the objective function, x>(I −W)W†x. In-
deed, it can be observed from the proofs that the only informa-
tion about ΦW that is used is that it is infinite outside R(W),
implying that the solution lies in R(W). In this aspect, our re-
covery guarantees are similar to [32]. In [32], the reconstructed
signal is regularized by requiring it to lie in the range of a gener-
ative model instead of using an explicit regularization function.
However, we note that the real-valued component of the objec-
tive function ΦW is used in the proof of Theorem 2.1.

Recall from the experiments in Sections 4.2 and 4.3 that the
bounds on m in Theorems 2.5 and 2.6 are loose. A possible
avenue to make these tighter could be using the properties of
the real-valued component x>(I −W)W†x. However, this is a
non-trivial task and is left for future work.

5.5. Closing Remarks and Future Work
We can extend the results in Section 2 to proximable non-

symmetric linear denoisers characterized in [16]. For non-
symmetric kernel filters of the form W = D−1K (e.g., NLM,
bilateral filter and LARK [24]), where the normalization matrix
D ∈ Sn

++ and kernel matrix K ∈ Sn
+, the spectrum of W lies in

[0, 1] and W is semisimple [16]. Let VΛV−1 be an eigenvalue
decomposition of W such that VV> = D−1 [16, Sec. IV-B].
Subsequently, using the exposition in [16] and [17], we can as-
sociate the following regularizer (up to a scalar multiplication)
with W:

ΦW(x) =

 1
2
〈
(I −W)x,Wgx

〉
D, if x ∈ R(W),

∞, otherwise,

where Wg := VΛ†V−1 is a reflexive generalized inverse of W
[35, Def. 2] and 〈· , ·〉D is the inner-product w.r.t. D ∈ Sn

++.
At the end of Sections 5.2 and 5.4, we have discussed a few

open questions arising from the current work and possible di-
rections of future research. Furthermore, an interesting ques-
tion that will be explored in an upcoming work is bounding the
recovery error for general linear inverse problems such as de-
blurring, inpainting, and superresolution. In this regard, it can
be shown that under suitable conditions,

‖x∗ − ξ‖ 6 c(W,A)
√

d(ξ,W,A)2 +
(
‖η‖ + δ

)2
, (19)

where x∗ is the minimizer of (Pδ). Interestingly, this bound
requires that rank(W) > m. The difficulty with this bound is
that for the compressed sensing problem, c and d in (19) are
random variables since they depend on A. Subsequently, unlike
(9), we do not get a global bound on the recovery error from
(19). This question will be investigated in future work.

Appendix A.

A.1. Auxiliary Results
We state a couple of auxiliary results which are used in Sec-

tion 3.

Lemma A.1. Let y1, . . . , yk be independent Rn-valued random
vectors, where k 6 n, with distributions which are absolutely
continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure on Rn. Let
v1, . . . , vl ∈ Rn be linearly independent vectors, where k+l 6 n.
Let B be the event that v1, . . . , vl, y1, . . . , yk are linearly depen-
dent. Then Prob(B) = 0.

Proof. Since v1, . . . , vl are linearly independent, the event B
occurs if and only if there exists i ∈ {1, . . . , k} such that yi ∈

span(v1, . . . , vl, y1, . . . , yi−1). Let p = Prob(B); note that

p = Prob
( k⋃

i=1

[
yi ∈ span(v1, . . . , vl, y1, . . . , yi−1)

])
9
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k∑

i=1

Prob
[
yi ∈ span(v1, . . . , vl, y1, . . . , yi−1)

]
.

Let pi denote the ith term in the above sum. To show p = 0, it
suffices to show that each pi = 0. Notice that for i > 2,

pi = E
[
Prob

[
yi ∈ span(v1, . . . , vl, y1, . . . , yi−1)

∣∣∣
y1, . . . , yi−1

]]
, (A.1)

where the expectation is with respect to y1, . . . , yi−1. Note that
for arbitrary c1, . . . , ci−1 ∈ Rn, since y1, . . . , yk are independent
random vectors,

Prob
[
yi ∈ span(v1, . . . , vl, y1, . . . , yi−1)

∣∣∣
y1 = c1, . . . , yi−1 = ci−1

]
= Prob

[
yi ∈ span(v1, . . . , vl, c1, . . . , ci−1)

]
. (A.2)

Moreover, since 1 6 i 6 k and k + l 6 n, the dimension of
span(v1, . . . , vl, c1, . . . , ci−1) ⊆ Rn is strictly less than n, and
hence its Lebesgue measure is zero. Now, since y1, . . . , yk are
absolutely continuous random vectors, it follows from (A.1)
and (A.2) that pi = 0 for i > 2. A similar argument holds
for the case i = 1.

The following Lemma is a straightforward generalization of
[26, Lemma 5.1], and it can be proved along the same lines. The
only difference is that in Lemma A.2, U is an arbitrary subspace
of Rn, whereas [26, Lemma 5.1] focuses on the case where U
is a canonical subspace.

Lemma A.2. Let A be a random subgaussian matrix. Let U
be a fixed subspace of Rn that is independent of A, such that
dimU = r < n. Then, for any ε ∈ (0, 1), with probability at
least 1 − 2(12/ε)re−mγ(ε/2) we have

(1 − ε)‖x‖ 6 ‖Ax‖ 6 (1 + ε)‖x‖ ∀x ∈ U, (A.3)

where γ is the function in Lemma 2.4.

A.2. When Does (8) Hold?

Let L : (0, 1] × (0, 1]→ R+ be defined as follows:

L(β, ε) :=
ln(4/β) + r ln(12/ε)

γ(ε/2)
; (A.4)

this gives the lower bound in (8). Recall from Section 2 that
for random subgaussian matrices, γ is a continuous and strictly
increasing function. Notice that the numerator and denominator
in (A.4) are strictly decreasing and increasing functions of ε.
Furthermore,

∂L
∂β

=
−1/β
γ(ε/2)

< 0.

Therefore, L is a strictly decreasing function in each variable.
Consequently,

inf
β,ε∈(0,1]

L(β, ε) = L(1, 1). (A.5)

Moreover, note that for arbitrary β̂, ε̂ ∈ (0, 1], we have

lim
β→0

L(β, ε̂) = lim
ε→0

L(β̂, ε) = ∞. (A.6)

The following lemma asserts that if n is sufficiently large,
then we can get legitimate lower bounds on m from (8).

Proposition A.3. If n > L(1, 1), then there exist unique β0, ε0 ∈

(0, 1) such that L(β0, 1) = L(1, ε0) = n. Furthermore,

(i) Given β1 ∈ (β0, 1), there exists unique ε1 ∈ (ε0, 1) such that
L(β1, ε1) = n and L(β1, ε) < n for all ε ∈ (ε1, 1).

(ii) Given ε1 ∈ (ε0, 1), there exists unique β1 ∈ (β0, 1) such that
L(β1, ε1) = n and L(β, ε1) < n for all β ∈ (β1, 1).

Proof. Since n > L(1, 1), using (A.5), (A.6) along with the fact
that L is continuous and a strictly decreasing function in each
variable, we can conclude that there exist unique β0, ε0 ∈ (0, 1)
such that L(β0, 1) = L(1, ε0) = n.

Next, we prove the statement-(i); notice that statement-(ii)
can be proved along similar lines. Given β1 ∈ (β0, 1), since L is
a strictly decreasing function in each variable, we have

L(β1, 1) < L(β0, 1) = n,

L(β1, ε0) > L(1, ε0) = n.

Subsequently, using the fact L is continuous and a strictly de-
creasing function in the second variable, we can conclude that
there exists unique ε1 ∈ (ε0, 1) such that L(β1, ε1) = n and
L(β1, ε) < n for all ε ∈ (ε1, 1).
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