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Entrywise Bounds on Nearly Data-Consistent
Solutions and Entrywise Condition Numbers
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Abstract—Ill-posed linear inverse problems appear frequently
in various signal processing applications. It can be very useful
to have theoretical characterizations that quantify the level of
ill-posedness for a given inverse problem and the degree of
ambiguity that may exist about its solution. Traditional measures
of ill-posedness, such as the condition number of a matrix,
provide characterizations that are global in nature. While such
characterizations can be powerful, they can also fail to provide
full insight into situations where certain entries of the solution
vector are more or less ambiguous than others. In this work,
we derive novel theoretical lower- and upper-bounds that apply
to individual entries of the solution vector, and are valid for
all potential solution vectors that are nearly data-consistent.
These bounds are agnostic to the noise statistics and the specific
method used to solve the inverse problem, and are also shown
to be tight. In addition, our results also lead us to introduce
an entrywise version of the traditional condition number, which
provides a substantially more nuanced characterization of sce-
narios where certain elements of the solution vector are less
sensitive to perturbations than others. Our results are illustrated
in an application to magnetic resonance imaging reconstruction,
and we include discussions of practical computation methods
for large-scale inverse problems, connections between our new
theory and the traditional Cramér-Rao bound under statistical
modeling assumptions, and potential extensions to cases involving
constraints beyond just data-consistency.

Index Terms—Inverse Problems; Performance Bounds; Data-
Consistency Constraints; Condition Numbers; Characterization
of Ill-Posedness;

I. INTRODUCTION

This paper concerns the classical and well-studied finite-
dimensional linear inverse problem of estimating a true un-
known signal vector x∗ ∈ RN from a noisy data vector
b ∈ RM obtained as

b = Ax∗ + n, (1)

where A ∈ RM×N is the known system matrix and n ∈ RM
represents an unknown noise perturbation. In many practical
scenarios, this inverse problem is ill-posed, meaning that the
original value of x∗ might be ambiguous even in the absence
of noise, and/or that solutions may be highly sensitive to noise.

While there are many existing theoretical results that char-
acterize ambiguity for this inverse problem, it is frequent to
see characterizations phrased in terms of global bounds on
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the estimation error as a function of the size of the noise [1]–
[5]. To be concrete, if we let x̂ be the estimate of x∗ obtained
through some estimation procedure, it is common to see global
error bounds of the form

‖x̂− x∗‖2 ≤ C‖n‖2, (2)

where ‖ · ‖2 denotes the standard euclidean norm and the
constant C will depend on the characteristics of the estimation
procedure, the characteristics of the matrix A, and potentially
also the characteristics of the original vector x∗ and the data
vector b. Examples of this type of bound include:
• If A has full column rank and x̂ is obtained by least-

squares as x̂ = A†b, then the spectral norm [1]–[6]
provides the bound

‖x̂− x∗‖2 ≤ σ−1N (A)‖n‖2, (3)

where σi(·) denotes the ith largest singular value of
a matrix, and σ−1N (A) = ‖A†‖, where ‖ · ‖ denotes
the spectral norm and A† denotes the Moore-Penrose
pseudoinverse of A.

• If A has full column rank and x̂ is obtained by least-
squares as x̂ = A†b, then condition number analysis
shows that [1]–[5]

‖x̂− x∗‖2
‖x∗‖2

≤ κ(A)
‖n‖2
‖b∗‖2

, (4)

where b∗ , b − n is the ideal measurement that would
have been obtained in the absence of noise,1 and κ(A) ,
σ1(A)/σN (A) is the condition number that provides
a measure of the sensitivity of the inverse problem to
perturbations of the data. The best (smallest) possible
condition number is κ(A) = 1, while large values of
the condition number imply that even relatively small
amounts of noise can lead to potentially large relative
errors.

• Many error bounds have been derived that apply under
special structural assumptions about x∗, such as sparsity
[7] or low-rank [8] assumptions. While we make no at-
tempt to be comprehensive, a typical example is the work
of Donoho [9], which showed that if ‖n‖2 ≤ ε and if x∗

is sufficiently sparse, then using x̂ = arg minx∈RN ‖x‖1
subject to ‖Ax − b‖2 ≤ ε will result in a solution that

1Note that the condition number bound that we have presented assumes
that b∗ belongs to the range of A, which results in a simpler expression than
would be obtained otherwise [1], [4], [5].
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obeys a bound with the same form as Eq. (2) for most
large underdetermined matrices A.

We refer to all of these as global bounds because they only
provide insight into the aggregate error across all of the entries
of the vector x̂, in contrast to an entrywise bound that would
provide insight into the potential errors for each of the N
individual entries of the vector x̂.

In practical applications, there are many situations where
certain entries of x∗ are easier to estimate than others and also
many situations where certain entries of x∗ are more important
to estimate accurately. In such situations, global performance
bounds can be misleading, and it can be very valuable to know
which entries of an obtained solution vector are more trustwor-
thy. For example, this situation occurs frequently in biomedical
imaging applications, where the data acquisition procedure can
capture more information about certain image voxels than it
does for others, leading to spatially-varying ambiguity about
the reconstructed image. In such applications, this spatially-
varying ambiguity has often previously been evaluated using
statistical characterizations like variance maps or Cramér-Rao
bounds [10]–[16]. Use of such techniques generally requires
either explicit modeling of the noise statistics or multiple
repetitions of the same data collection procedure to enable
empirical variance estimation, and can involve restrictive as-
sumptions about the matrix A (e.g., that it has full column
rank).

In this work, we derive novel tight entrywise bounds that
apply to every nearly data-consistent vector x, can be used
with arbitrary matrices A (including rank-deficient matrices),
are agnostic to the estimation method used to obtain x̂, and
only require knowledge about the size of n (via an upper
bound on ‖n‖2) without requiring an accurate statistical model
or multiple repetitions of the data collection procedure. To
be precise about what we mean by “nearly data-consistent
solutions,” we will define Γε(A,b) as the set of potential
solution vectors x that are consistent with the data vector b
within a tolerance of ε:

Γε(A,b) =
{
x ∈ RN s. t. ‖Ax− b‖2 ≤ ε

}
. (5)

Our theoretical results will provide tight entrywise bounds that
must be satisfied by all of the elements of Γε(A,b). Notably,
if ‖n‖2 ≤ ε and data is acquired according to Eq. (1), then
the true value x∗ must belong to Γε(A,b), and our entrywise
bounds on Γε(A,b) must also be bounds for x∗.

Our results (which will be given formally in the sequel
as Thm. 1 and its corollaries) will allow us to make useful
statements such as: If x ∈ Γε(A,b), then xi, the ith entry
of x, must belong to a fixed interval [Li, Ui] ⊂ R, where the
values of Li and Ui can be computed explictly based on the
values of A, b, ε, and i. The values we obtain for Li and Ui
are also tight in the sense that we can easily identify specific
values of x ∈ Γε(A,b) that achieve the minimal and maximal
values of xi. We are not aware of existing characterizations
of this form, and we believe they enable fundamental new
insights into the ambiguities associated with ill-posed inverse
problems.

In addition, our results also allow us to define an entrywise
condition number κi(A) for the ith entry of x. This entrywise

condition number (given formally in Corollary 4) will be used
in a similar way the condition number κ(A) from Eq. (4), but
will provide bounds that are generally less pessimistic than
Eq. (4) (with κi(A) ≤ κ(A)) and which explicitly capture
the fact that some entries of x can be substantially better
conditioned than others.

During the the final stages of writing this paper, we became
aware of mathematical literature involving componentwise
condition numbers [17], [18]. Componentwise theory is similar
to our proposed entrywise theory in the sense that they both
focus on the individual entries of the vector x. However,
there are also important differences, including the fact that
componentwise theory is frequently used to obtain a single
global bound that summarizes the worst-case relative error
across all of the individual entries of the vector, while we
provide a finer-grained analysis by defining seperate/distinct
bounds for each of the N entries of x individually. In addition,
the literature on componentwise theory obtains different results
using very different proof techniques compared to what we
present in this work.

This paper is organized as follows. We start by introducing
some additional notation in Sec. II. This is followed by a
presentation of our principal theoretical results in Sec. III.
To illustrate the usefulness of our theory, we apply it to
characterize an inverse problem from a biomedical imaging ap-
plication in Sec. IV. We conclude the paper with a discussion
of several additional topics in Sec. V, including practical com-
putational considerations for large problem sizes, connections
between our proposed bounds and Cramér-Rao bounds under
white Gaussian noise assumptions, and interesting potential
extensions to common scenarios where additional constraints
are available beyond just near data-consistency (e.g., sparsity
constraints, low-rank constraints, manifold constraints, etc.).

II. NOTATION

In addition to the notation that we have already introduced,
the following notation is also used throughout the paper. We
use R(A) and N (A) to respectively denote the range space
and nullspace of the matrix A. For a subspace S, we use S⊥
to denote its orthogonal complement, use PS to denote its
orthogonal projection matrix, and use dim(S) to denote its
dimension.

For a matrix A ∈ RM×N of rank r, we can use the singular
value decomposition (SVD) to express A as A = UΣVT ,
where U ∈ RM×r and V ∈ RN×r are matrices with
orthonormal columns (corresponding to the left and right
singular vectors, respectively), and Σ ∈ Rr×r is a diagonal
matrix with ith diagonal element equal to σi(A). The columns
of U form an orthonormal basis for R(A), while the columns
of V form an orthonormal basis forR(AT ). We can also write
the matrix A using the extended SVD as

A =
[
U U⊥

] [Σ 0
0 0

] [
VT

VT
⊥

]
, (6)

where U⊥ ∈ RM×(M−r) and V⊥ ∈ RN×(N−r) are also
matrices with orthonormal columns. The columns of U⊥ form
an orthonormal basis for R⊥(A) = N (AT ) and satisfy
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UTU⊥ = 0, while the columns of V⊥ form an orthonormal
basis for R⊥(A) = N (A) and satisfy VTV⊥ = 0.

We use IT to denote the T × T identity matrix. We denote
the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of the matrix A as A† =
VΣ−1UT . If A is square and nonsingular, then A† = A−1.
If A has full column rank, then A† = (ATA)−1AT . Note
that PR(A) = UUT = AA†, and that PR⊥(A) = IM−AA†.

For the positive semidefinite matrix ATA = VΣ2VT , we
define its square-root as (ATA)

1
2 , VΣVT .

We will use ei ∈ RN to denote the vector whose ith entry
is equal to one, with all the other entries equal to zero (i.e.,
ei is the ith column of IN ).

III. MAIN RESULTS

Our main theoretical results are given by the following
theorem and its corollaries.

Theorem 1: Let Γε(A,b) be defined as in Eq. (5), and let

Φiε(A,b) =

{
xi ∈ R s. t. xi = eTi x

for some x ∈ Γε(A,b)

}
denote the set of all possible values for xi (the ith entry of
x) across the set of all nearly data-consistent vectors x ∈
Γε(A,b). If ei is orthogonal to N (A), then Φiε(A,b) is the
finite interval Φiε(A,b) = [Li, Ui] ⊂ R, with

Li = min
x∈RN

eTi x s. t. ‖Ax− b‖2 ≤ ε

= eTi A†b−
∥∥∥(A†)T ei

∥∥∥
2

√
ε2 − ‖PR⊥(A)b‖22,

Ui = max
x∈RN

eTi x s. t. ‖Ax− b‖2 ≤ ε

= eTi A†b +
∥∥∥(A†)T ei

∥∥∥
2

√
ε2 − ‖PR⊥(A)b‖22,

and midpoint 1
2 (Li + Ui) = eTi A†b. Conversely, if ei is

not orthogonal to N (A), then Φiε(A,b) is unbounded with
Φiε(A,b) = R.

This theorem is valid for arbitrary A, b, and ε, and shows
that, depending on how the nullspace of the matrix A interacts
with the vector ei, the value of xi is either restricted to a
known interval of length 2

∥∥∥(A†)T ei

∥∥∥
2

√
ε2 − ‖PR⊥(A)b‖22

or is entirely unconstrained and can be an arbitrary real
number.

While Thm. 1 applies to the general case, simplifications
occur under assumptions about the rank of A. Specifically:
• If A has full column rank (i.e., rank(A) = N ), then ei

is always orthogonal to N (A), and Φiε(A,b) is always
a finite interval.

• If A has full row rank (i.e., rank(A) = M ), then
‖PR⊥(A)b‖2 is always zero. This implies that Φiε(A,b)

is a finite interval of length 2ε
∥∥∥(A†)T ei

∥∥∥
2

when ei is

orthogonal to N (A), and is unbounded with Φiε(A,b) =
R when ei is not orthogonal to N (A).

• If A is square and non-singular (i.e., rank(A) = N =
M ), then Φiε(A,b) is always the finite interval of length
2ε
∥∥(A−1)Tei

∥∥
2

with midpoint eTi A−1b.
It should also be noted that Thm. 1 will still be valid if the

vector ei is substituted everywhere with an arbitrary nonzero

vector w ∈ RN . This allows the use of these kinds of bounds
in the case where we are potentially interested in the range of
values for a weighted linear combination of the entries of x in
the form wTx. For example, in practical imaging applications,
if voxel xi appears to have a larger value than a neighboring
voxel xj in the reconstructed image, it may be worthwhile to
know tight upper and lower bounds on the value of xi − xj
across all x ∈ Γε(A,b), which would allow direct insight
into whether voxel xi is always larger than voxel xj within
the class of nearly data-consistent images. This could easily
be achieved using the weight vector w = ei − ej .

Before giving the proof of Thm. 1, we will first remark
that minor manipulations of Thm. 1 also lead to the following
corollaries. (As with Thm. 1, these corollaries are also valid if
the vector ei is replaced everywhere with an arbitrary nonzero
vector w ∈ RN ).

Corollary 1: Assume that noisy data b is measured accord-
ing to Eq. (1), and that the noise is known to obey ‖n‖2 ≤ ε.
Let x∗i , eTi x∗ denote the ith entry of the original true vector
x∗. Then x∗i ∈ Φiε(A,b), with Φiε(A,b) defined as in Thm. 1.

Corollary 2: Assume that noisy data b is measured ac-
cording to Eq. (1), and that the noise is known to obey
‖n‖2 ≤ ε. Also assume that an estimation procedure is used
to obtain an estimate x̂ of x∗, and that this estimate is nearly
data-consistent such that x̂ ∈ Γε(A,b). Let x̂i , eTi x̂ and
x∗i , eTi x∗ denote the ith entries of the estimate and the
original true vector, respectively. Then if ei is orthogonal to
N (A), we must have

|x̂i − x∗i | ≤
∥∥∥(A†)T ei

∥∥∥
2

√
ε2 − ‖PR⊥(A)b‖22

+
∣∣x̂i − eTi A†b

∣∣
≤ 2

∥∥∥(A†)T ei

∥∥∥
2

√
ε2 − ‖PR⊥(A)b‖22.

Corollary 3: Assume that noisy data b is measured accord-
ing to Eq. (1), that A has full column rank, and that x̂ is
obtained using x̂ = A†b. Then

|x̂i − x∗i | ≤
∥∥∥(A†)T ei

∥∥∥
2

√
‖n‖22 − ‖PR⊥(A)b‖22

≤
∥∥∥(A†)T ei

∥∥∥
2
‖n‖2.

Note that Cor. 3 can be viewed an entrywise analogue of the
spectral norm bound from Eq. (3). Moreover, Cor. 3 provides
a bound that is generally better and never worse than Eq. (3),
since we always have that

∥∥∥(A†)T ei

∥∥∥
2
≤ σ−1N (A).

Corollary 4: Assume that noisy data b is measured accord-
ing to Eq. (1), that A has full column rank, and that x̂ is
obtained using x̂ = A†b. Then

|x̂i − x∗i |
‖x∗‖2

≤ κi(A)

√
‖n‖22 − ‖PR⊥(A)b‖22

‖b∗‖2

≤ κi(A)
‖n‖2
‖b∗‖2

,

where we define κi(A) ,
∥∥∥(A†)T ei

∥∥∥
2
σ1(A) as the entry-

wise condition number for the ith entry of x.
Note that Cor. 4 can be viewed as an entrywise analogue of

the condition number bound from Eq. (4). In addition, Cor. 4
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provides a bound that is generally better and never worse than
Eq. (4), since we always have that κi(A) ≤ κ(A) (which can
be established from the fact that

∥∥∥(A†)T ei

∥∥∥
2
≤ σ−1N (A)).

The proof of Thm. 1 is given below.

Proof of Thm. 1

We first decompose b as b = PR(A)b + PR⊥(A)b =
AA†b + PR⊥(A)b. Due to orthogonality between R(A) and
R⊥(A) (invoking the Pythagorean theorem for RN ), we can
rewrite Γε(A,b) as

Γε(A,b) =

{
x ∈ RN
s. t. ‖Ax−AA†b‖22 + ‖PR⊥(A)b‖22 ≤ ε2

}
=
{
x ∈ RN s. t. ‖Ax−Az‖22 ≤ λ2

}
,

(7)

with λ2 , ε2 − ‖PR⊥(A)b‖22 and z , A†b. Note that
‖PR⊥(A)b‖2 must be smaller than ε for Γε(A,b) to be a
nonempty set.

Using the definition of the `2-norm, we can simplify the
previous expression to

Γε(A,b) =


x ∈ RN

s. t.
∥∥∥∥(AT A

λ2

) 1
2

(x− z)

∥∥∥∥2
2

≤ 1

 . (8)

This set has the form of an ellipsoid [19], and it is well-known
that if ATA is nonsingular, then the volume of this ellipsoid
is [20]

π
N
2 λN

Γ(N2 + 1)

√
|(ATA)−1|, (9)

where Γ(·) denotes the gamma function (and should not be
confused with the set Γε(A,b)). Clearly, if the volume of
this ellipsoid is large, then there will be many vectors that are
nearly data-consistent, and the solution to the inverse problem
will have more potential ambiguity. If ATA were singular,
then the ellipsoid is degenerate and must extend infinitely
along directions aligned with the nullspace of A, causing
Γε(A,b) to have infinite volume. However, these statements
only provide insight into the global ambiguity of the solution,
and our goal in this work is to characterize the ambiguities
associated with the individual entries of the elements of
Γε(A,b), which may be much better for some entries than
might be interpreted based on a global characterization.

Invoking the SVD A = UΣVT , we have

Γε(A,b) =

{
x ∈ RN s. t.

∥∥∥∥ΣVT

λ
(x− z)

∥∥∥∥2
2

≤ 1

}
. (10)

Furthermore, because of the orthonormality and mutual or-
thogonality properties of V and V⊥, it is possible to uniquely
represent an arbitrary vector x ∈ RN as x = Vp + V⊥q,
where p ∈ Rr with p = VTx, and q ∈ RN−r with q = VT

⊥x.
We can then write

Γε(A,b) =


x = Vp + V⊥q

s. t. p ∈ Rr,q ∈ RN−r,
and

∥∥Σ
λ (p−VT z)

∥∥2
2
≤ 1

 . (11)

A simple change of variables then results in

Γε(A,b) =


x = λVΣ−1p + V⊥q + z

s. t. p ∈ Rr,q ∈ RN−r,
and ‖p‖22 ≤ 1

 . (12)

Notably, the component q (which corresponds to the part of x
that is in the nullspace of A) is completely unconstrained, and
can be arbitrarily large. This results in a degenerate ellipsoid
as described previously.

Given this geometric characterization of the set of nearly
data-consistent solutions, we can now consider the behavior of
the individual entries of x. Substituting the results of Eq. (12)
into the definition of Φiε(A,b) as given in Thm 1, we obtain

Φiε(A,b)=


xi = λeTi VΣ−1p + eTi V⊥q + eTi z

s. t. p ∈ Rr,q ∈ RN−r,
and ‖p‖22 ≤ 1

 . (13)

At this point, there are two cases to consider.
1) Case 1: First, consider the case where ei is not orthog-

onal to N (A), such that eTi V⊥ 6= 0. Then, because q is
unconstrained, we must have

Φiε(A,b) = R, (14)

indicating that the ith entry of x is unbounded and could take
on arbitrary values. In particular, for an arbitrary α ∈ R, we
can achieve α = xi = eTi x for x ∈ Γε(A,b) by choosing
x = V⊥q + z with q = (α− eTi z)VT

⊥ei/
∥∥VT
⊥ei
∥∥2
2
.

2) Case 2: In the second case, assume that ei is orthogonal
to N (A) such that eTi V⊥ = 0. In this case, we have the
simplification

Φiε(A,b) =

{
xi = λeTi VΣ−1p + eTi z

s. t. p ∈ Rr and ‖p‖22 ≤ 1

}
. (15)

The maximum and minimum possible values of λeTi VΣ−1p
under the constraint that ‖p‖22 ≤ 1 are respectively given by
±σ1

(
λeTi VΣ−1

)
= ±λ‖Σ−1VTei‖2 = ±λ

∥∥∥(A†)T ei

∥∥∥
2
.

Note also that the extremal values of λeTi VΣ−1p are achieved
by taking p = ±Σ−1VTei/

∥∥Σ−1VTei
∥∥
2
, which satisfies

‖p‖2 = 1, and that simple rescaling of this choice of p
by a real-scalar with modulus less than one will allow us to
achieve any real value in between the upper and lower bounds.
We therefore find that Φiε(A,b) is simply the finite interval
Φiε(A,b) = [Li, Ui] ⊂ R, with Li and Ui as given in the
statement of the theorem.

This completes the proof of Thm. 1. �
While most of the corollaries are trivial manipulations of

Thm. 1, we will note that the derivation of Cor. 4 is based
on the combination of Cor. 3 with the fact that ‖b∗‖2 =
‖Ax∗‖2 ≤ σ1(A)‖x∗‖2.

IV. ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLE

We illustrate the utility of our new theoretical results by
applying them to an example application: image reconstruc-
tion in multi-channel magnetic resonance imaging (MRI).
Specifically, under the sensitivity encoding model of multi-
channel MRI [11], [21], we assume that we are interested in
reconstructing a discrete image defined on an N -voxel grid,



5

(a) Fully-Sampled (b) Subsampled + Zero-Filling
Fig. 1. The (a) original fully-sampled 32-channel MRI brain data and (b) the
retrospectively subsampled version of the data used for the illustrative MRI
reconstruction example. The top row shows coil-combined magnitude images,
with zero-filling of the missing Fourier data samples in the subsampled case.
The bottom row shows the corresponding coil-combined Fourier magnitudes.
The Fourier sampling pattern captures every fourth phase-encoding line, while
also measuring the central (low-frequency) 24 phase encoding lines.

where the value of the image at each voxel is complex-valued.
We use x ∈ CN to represent the unknown voxel values. Data
measurements are then obtained from this image from a series
of L channels, where the data b` from the `th channel is
represented as

b` = FS`x + n`, for ` = 1, . . . , L, (16)

where n` represents the noise for the `th channel, S` ∈ CN×N
is a diagonal matrix whose diagonal entries are equal to the
corresponding values of the spatially-varying sensitivity profile
for the `th channel, and F ∈ CP×N represents an operator
that performs Fourier transformation followed by some form
of sampling. Typically, the sampling rate is chosen to be below
the Nyquist rate to allow accelerated data acquisition, resulting
in P < N . This allows us to represent the inverse problem as

b = Ax + n, (17)

where b ∈ CM is the vertical concatenation of the b` vectors,
n ∈ CM is the vertical concatenation of the n` vectors, and
A ∈ CM×N is the vertical concatenation of the FS` matrices,
with M = LP .

An important observation is that the matrices and vectors
in our example inverse problem are all complex-valued, while
our theoretical results are all given assuming the real-valued
case. We chose to present our theory for the real-valued case
because there exists a standard ordering for real-numbers that
enables a simple discussion of lower- and upper-bounds, while
the complex-valued case would be much more complicated.
However, in order to apply our theory to this scenario, we need
to transform the complex-valued problem statement into an
equivalent real-valued problem statement. This is easily done
by separating each complex-value into its real- and imaginary-
components, and then working with an equivalent purely-
real expression of the inverse problem (see, e.g., [22], [23]).
We have used this real-valued transformation approach in the

results that follow. For simplicity and to avoid introducing
new notation, we will simply refer to these now real-valued
variables using the same notation we used for the complex-
valued case (i.e., x, A, b, etc.). From this point forward, all
variables should now be interpreted as real-valued.

In our illustrative example application, we use real fully-
sampled 32-channel MRI brain data acquired at our institution,
which we retrospectively subsample to emulate an accelerated
data acquisition procedure as illustrated in Fig. 1, with P ≈
N/3.3. Note that even though the matrix F is underdetermined
because P < N , the overall system A is still overdetermined
because LP > N . We have determined numerically that the
matrix A has full column rank.

As can be seen in Fig. 1, our subsampling scheme is
designed such that undersampling only occurs along one
dimension of the 2D Fourier domain (i.e., the phase encoding
dimension in MRI terminology), while the remaining dimen-
sion (i.e., the readout dimension in MRI terminology) is fully
sampled at the Nyquist rate. This structure implies that one
can apply a unitary inverse Fourier transform operator along
the fully-sampled readout dimension as a preprocessing step
to completely decouple the reconstruction of each image row
[24]. Reconstructing each image row independently enables
substantial reductions in computational complexity, and the
results we present later in this section are all based on this
row-decoupled approach.

In our illustrative example, we have used ESPIRiT [25]
with circular neighborhoods [26] to estimate the sensitivity
profiles needed to form the S` matrices from the fully-
sampled central Fourier data. In addition, we incorporate a
phase estimate directly into the sensitivity maps so that the
reconstructed image will be approximately real-valued [22],
[27]–[30]. Our formulation also uses prior knowledge of the
support of the image and does not estimate voxel locations that
are already known to be zero, which is achieved by removing
the corresponding columns from the A matrix [11]. We have
also used direct measurements of the multi-channel thermal
noise to prewhiten the channels, which allows all thermal noise
samples to be treated as independent and identically distributed
zero-mean circularly-symmetric complex Gaussian noise [21].

Our illustration will start by calculating the theoretical lower
and upper bounds from Thm. 1 for this inverse problem.
However, before this can be done, it is important to select
an appropriate value of ε. Ideally, the noise perturbation n
in MRI would be purely due to thermal (white Gaussian)
noise, such that the distribution of ‖n‖2 would follow the
chi distribution, which has a well-characterized cumulative
distribution function (CDF). If this were the case, then a
reasonable approach for selecting ε might be to choose ε based
on the CDF, e.g., choose ε so that the probability of observing
‖n‖2 > ε is less than 1%. Unfortunately, this approach for
determining ε turns out to be inappropriate for this data, since
we observe empircally that we would have ‖PR⊥(A)b‖2 > ε
under this approach to choosing ε. The reason this approach
fails is that we are working with real data, and there are many
sources of error in the data beyond just the thermal noise,
including minor motion of the human subject during the scan,
flow of the subject’s blood and cerebrospinal fluid during the
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(a) Li (real part) (b) Ui (real part) (c) Li (imaginary part) (d) Ui (imaginary part)
Fig. 2. Illustration of spatial maps of the entrywise lowerbounds Li and upperbounds Ui for the (a,b) real and (c,d) imaginary parts of nearly data-consistent
images x ∈ Γε(A,b), as obtained by applying Thm. 1 to the multi-channel MRI reconstruction scenario.

scan, and spin relaxation during the acquisition. All of these
contribute to n, causing it to be much larger than would be
predicted from the statistics of thermal noise. This example
also helps to underscore the point from the introduction that
it can be important to have theoretical bounds that are not
heavily dependent on statistical noise modeling assumptions,
since these assumptions can fail for practical real-world data.

To overcome this practical issue, we have used a heuris-
tic (and likely suboptimal) approach for choosing ε, that
is nevertheless good enough for our illustration despite its
imperfections. Specifically, we observe that, based on our
inverse problem model from Eq. (1), the vector PR⊥(A)b
should not contain any of the true signal, and consists en-
tirely of the projection of the noise n onto the subspace
R⊥(A). If we make the assumption that the noise energy
n distributes relatively evenly across all subspaces of RM
and that dim(RM ) = M and dim(R⊥(A)) = M − N are
large enough that concentration of measure principles can be
applied, then we might reasonably expect that

‖n‖22
dim(RM )

≈
‖PR⊥(A)b‖22
dim(R⊥(A))

=⇒ ‖n‖2 ≈
√

M

M −N
‖PR⊥(A)b‖2.

(18)

In what follows, we therefore set ε =
√

M
M−N ‖PR⊥(A)b‖2.

Before moving on, we would like to reemphasize that this
choice is heuristic and not rigorously justified, and many other
ways of choosing ε could have been used instead. Different
choices of ε would result in a very simple and predictable
change in the lower- and upper-bounds Li and Ui, and would
have no effect on other properties that may be of interest such
as the entrywise spectral norm-type bound ‖

(
A†
)T

ei‖2 from
Cor. 3 or the entrywise condition number κi(A) from Cor. 4.

Figure 2 depicts the entrywise lower- and upper-bounds we
obtain on the real- and imaginary-parts of the image based on
our choice of ε. In this example, the lower-bounds and upper-
bounds are relatively far separated from one another for most
voxels of the images, suggesting that near data-consistency
constraints themselves may be insufficient to guarantee accu-
rate estimation of the image voxel amplitudes. Of course, it
should also be kept in mind that these are worst-case bounds
that are independent of any specific image estimation method,
and that the practical performance of a specific estimator in
the presence of typical (i.e., not worst-case) n may be better.
On the other hand, the fact that there can be this level of

(a) (b)
Fig. 3. Examples of two different nearly data-consistent images x ∈
Γε(A,b) that achieve the (a) upper- and (b) lower-bounds from Fig. 2 for
a specific column of voxels (indicated with red arrows). For simplicity, only
the real parts of the images are shown (the imaginary parts of both images
are close to zero).

variation within the set of near data-consistent images may
also encourage an experimenter to consider the use of noise-
mitigation strategies so that ε can be reduced, and/or the
redesign of the data acquisition matrix A so that ‖(A†)Tei‖2
can be made smaller.

An important thing to keep in mind is that the spatial
maps of Li and Ui shown in Fig. 2 may happen to look like
realistic MRI images, but they are not themselves elements
of Γε(A,b). In particular, these maps only provide entrywise
bounds, and it is unlikely that these bounds could be achieved
by all voxels simultaneously. To illustrate this point, Fig. 3
gives examples of two images belonging to Γε(A,b) that
achieve the upper- or lower-bounds for specific choices of
voxels (using the technique described in the proof of Thm. 1
to identify the extremal cases).

As mentioned in Sec. III, we can also replace ei in Thm. 1
with a nonzero vector w ∈ RN to construct bounds on linear
combinations of the entries of x. We illustrate this point by
showing spatial maps of the upper- and lower-bounds on the
difference between adjacent voxels (w = ei−ej as discussed
in Sec. III, where ei corresponds to the ith voxel position in the
image and ej corresponds to the voxel immediately to the right
of the ith voxel) in Fig. 4. Interestingly, we observe that there
are only a few voxels that are consistently larger or smaller
than their neighbors (i.e., the lower-bounds and upper-bounds
have consistent sign) within the set of nearly data-consistent
solutions.

In our final set of illustrations, we compare the global
bounds from Eqs. (3) and (4) against our new entrywise
bounds from Cors. 3 and 4. Specifically, Fig. 5 focuses on
the spectral norm-type bounds from Eq. (3) and Cor. 3, while
Fig. 6 focuses on the condition number bounds from Eq. (4)
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(a) Li (b) Ui

Fig. 4. Spatial maps of the (a) lower-bounds Li and (b) upper-bounds Ui

for the difference between adjacent voxels, with w = ei − ej .

(a) σ−1
N (A) (b) ‖(A†)T ei‖2

Fig. 5. Spatial maps of the spectral norm-type (a) global bounds σ−1
N (A)

and (b) entrywise bounds ‖(A†)T ei‖2. Note that because we use decoupling
to solve for each image row independently, we have a different global bound
for each image row.

and Cor. 4. In order to show spatial maps of the global bounds
in these figures, we have made use of the equivalence of
norms on finite dimensional spaces [1], [5]. Specifically, this
equivalence implies that

‖x‖∞ ≤ ‖x‖2 ≤
√
N‖x‖∞ (19)

for arbitrary x ∈ RN , where ‖ · ‖∞ is the standard infinity
norm. This relationship immediately allows a global bound
in the form of Eq. (2) to be converted into a bound on the
individual elements of x:

‖x̂− x∗‖∞ ≤ C‖n‖2, (20)

which allows us to depict spatial maps of the global bounds.
As can be seen from Figs. 5 and 6, our proposed entrywise

bounds are usually better and never worse than the global
bounds, consistent with our theoretical expectations. In addi-
tion, the entrywise characterizations both do a good job of
capturing the fact that the values of certain voxels can be
substantially less sensitive to noise perturbations than others,
while the traditional global characterizations lack this nuance
and are more pessimistic.

V. DISCUSSION

A. Efficient Computations for Large Problems

The new theoretical characterizations presented in this paper
all depend on the ability to compute the numerical value of∥∥∥(A†)T ei

∥∥∥
2
. When the problem size is small enough, it is

possible to explicitly calculate the SVD of A, at which point
this calculation becomes trivial. However, in many practical
scenarios, the matrix A is too big to be stored in memory, and
it is necessary to work with functions that compute matrix-
vector multiplications with A or AT rather than working
directly with the matrix A.

(a) κ(A) (b) κi(A)
Fig. 6. Spatial maps of the (a) traditional condition number κ(A) and the
(b) entrywise condition number κi(A). Note that because we use decoupling
to solve for each image row independently, we have a different condition
numbers for each image row.

In situations like this, there exist well-established iterative
procedures that allow computation of the quantity A†m for
arbitrary vectors m ∈ RM and arbitrary matrices A. For
example, starting from zero initialization x(0) = 0, the
Landweber iteration [2], [31]–[33]2

x(k) = x(k−1) − τAT (Ax(k−1) −m) (21)

will satisfy x(k) → A†m as k → ∞ as long as 0 <
τ < 2/σ2

1(A). Furthermore, if the value of σr(A) is known
where r is the rank of A, then it is also possible to use
this value to precompute the number of iterations k that are
needed so that x(k) approximates A†m within a prescribed
level of accuracy.3 This type of approach allows for simple
computation of A†ei.

However, this type of approach quickly becomes compu-
tationally burdensome if we wish to compute

∥∥∥(A†)T ei

∥∥∥
2

for a large number of different i values. Fortunately, it is
also possible to use stochastic methods to approximately
compute

∥∥∥(A†)T ei

∥∥∥
2

for all i simultaneously. In particular,

let zs ∈ RM for s = 1, . . . , S be a collection of independent
and identically distributed random vectors with zero mean and
covariance matrix equal to IM , and let

gS ,
1

S

S∑
s=1

∣∣A†zs∣∣2 , (22)

where our notation assumes that the magnitude-squaring op-
eration is applied separately to each entry of the vector. Then
it is not hard to show that the expected value of ith entry

of gS is equal to
∥∥∥(A†)T ei

∥∥∥2
2
, and that gS converges to

its expected value in the limit as S → ∞. This allows
approximate calculation of

∥∥∥(A†)T ei

∥∥∥
2

for all N possible
values of i simultaneously, but only requiring the computation
of A†zs for s = 1, . . . , S. If S � N , then this can represent

2Other iterative algorithms like the conjugate gradient method [34] or LSQR
[35] could also be employed to determine A†m for arbitrary vectors m. These
methods will generally converge faster than Landweber iteration, although it
can be important to watch out for numerical stagnation issues that may prevent
these algorithms from converging to the desired value of A†m.

3While it is common to truncate the iterations early to take advantage of
semiconvergence phenomena when using Landweber iteration to solve inverse
problems [2], [32], [33], it is important to not use early-stopping criteria when
computing our theoretical bounds, as this can lead to an underestimation of
the ambiguity in the solution to the inverse problem.
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a massive improvement in computational complexity over di-
rectly calculating ‖(A†)Tei‖2 for each i = 1, . . . , N . Notably,
this approach is quite similar to stochastic techniques designed
to efficiently estimate the diagonal entries of spatially-varying
covariance matrices [14].

B. Relationship to Cramér-Rao bounds

The theoretical bounds we obtained in this paper were
derived without making any assumptions about the statistical
characteristics of n, which can be useful when the distri-
bution of n is unknown. Interestingly, if we make stronger
assumptions about the statistical characteristics of n, then we
can establish direct links between the traditional Cramér-Rao
bound from estimation theory [36] and a quantity that appears
prominently in our theoretical bounds, namely ‖(A†)Tei‖2.4

To derive Cramér-Rao bounds, we will now make the
assumption that n is a zero-mean Gaussian random vec-
tor with covariance matrix IM . In this case, assuming that
ei ⊥ N (A), it can be shown that the entrywise Fisher
information corresponding to the quantity xi = eTi x is
equal to (eTi (ATA)†ei)

−1 [37]. This means that the en-
trywise Cramér-Rao bound for xi (which is this inverse of
the entrywise Fisher information, as well as a lower bound
on the variance of any unbiased estimator of xi [36]) is
equal to eTi (ATA)†ei = ‖(A†)Tei‖22. This establishes a
clear parallel between Cramér-Rao bounds and our theoretical
characterization.

This relationship is potentially interesting because mini-
mization of the Cramér-Rao bound is a common objective
in methods to design optimally-efficient A matrices [37]. For
example, this type of Cramér-Rao optimization approach has
been explored to optimize data acquisition protocols in MRI
applications with linear data acquisition models [16], [38],
[39]. While this approach has historically been motivated
by statistical variance-minimization arguments, our theoretical
results demonstrate that this approach can also be justified
based on deterministic principles, without requiring strong
assumptions about the nature of the noise n. Specifically, min-
imizing the Cramér-Rao bound for xi under white Gaussian
noise assumptions implicitly has the same effect as minimizing
the length of the interval [Li, Ui] for xi under near data-
consistency constraints, regardless of the actual distribution
of n!

It should be noted that we have only established a rela-
tionship between our new entrywise bounds and entrywise
Cramér-Rao bounds for linear models in the form of Eq. (1).
There are also many applications where nonlinear data ac-
quisition procedures are optimized by minimizing Cramér-
Rao bounds (e.g., a few MRI examples include [40]–[47]).
Based on our experience with the linear case, we suspect
that it may be possible to rigorously justify the goodness of
such design approaches for nonlinear models without making

4Readers from the MRI community may benefit from knowing that the
Cramér-Rao bound is highly related to the g-factor from the MRI literature
[11], [14]. Specifically, the g-factor can simply be viewed as the normalized
voxelwise ratio between the Cramér-Rao bounds for subsampled and fully-
sampled acquisitions.

strong statistical assumptions, and believe that this could be
an interesting topic for future research.

C. Extensions to Constrained Reconstruction?

One of the features of our theory is that our bounds rely
entirely on near data-consistency constraints Γε(A,b), and
can be agnostic to the specific estimation methods that are used
to obtain x̂ or any additional prior information that we may
have about x∗. In practice, modern estimation methods often
rely on more than just near data-consistency, and also impose
other forms of constraints when solving an inverse problem.
For example, in modern MRI reconstruction, it is common to
look for reconstructed images that are not only nearly-data
consistent, but which also obey sparsity constraints [48]–[52],
low-rank constraints [53]–[58], autoregressive/structured low-
rank constraints [59]–[63], or even manifold constraints that
could be learned by applying machine learning methods to
large databases of previous images [64]–[66]. (See also [67],
[68] for additional historical context).

These kinds of additional constraints are all expected to
reduce ambiguity in the solution to the inverse problem. As
such, rather than just understanding elementwise ambiguity
for the set of nearly data-consistent solutions x ∈ Γε(A,b),
it may be even better to be able to identify elementwise
ambiguity for solutions that are both nearly data-consistent
and obey other constraints, i.e., x ∈ Γε(A,b) ∩ K, where K
is a set that might represent a sparsity constraint, a low-rank
constraint, a manifold constraint, etc.

This is a difficult problem and a rigorous investigation of the
interplay between Γε(A,b) and different types of complicated
constraint sets K would go far beyond the scope of this paper,
though we expect this to be a promising direction for future
exploration. We especially believe that developing interval
bounds of the form xi ∈ [Li, Ui] for ∀x ∈ Γε(A,b)∩K may
be important for building trust in machine-learning methods
designed to solve inverse problems, given the potential for
instability and limited resolving power that has been observed
with some of these kinds of methods [69], [70].
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