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Abstract

We study approximation of the embedding ℓmp →֒ ℓm∞, 1 ≤ p ≤ 2, based
on randomized adaptive algorithms that use arbitrary linear functionals as
information on a problem instance. We show upper bounds for which the
complexity n exhibits only a (log logm)-dependence. Our results for p = 1
lead to an example of a gap of order n (up to logarithmic factors) for the
error between best adaptive and non-adaptive Monte Carlo methods. This
is the largest possible gap for linear problems.

Keywords: Monte Carlo approximation, information-based complexity, up-
per bounds, adaption

1 Introduction

Let S : F → G be a linear operator between Banach spaces F and G. Approximat-
ing S by a randomized algorithm An means that, for any given input f ∈ F , An

yields a G-valued random variable An(f). Its accuracy can be measured in terms
of the expected error with respect to the G-norm. The error should be reasonably
small not just for an individual input f but for any input from the unit ball of F .
The usual way to define the Monte Carlo error of An is

e(An, S) := sup
‖f‖F≤1

E ‖An(f)− S(f)‖G . (1)

Typical algorithms for linear problems are homogeneous [9], that is, for any scalar
t ∈ R we have An(tf) = tAn(f), and the algorithms presented in this paper
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are no exception. Homogeneity implies E ‖An(f) − S(f)‖G ≤ ‖f‖F · e(An, S)
which justifies defining the error by the supremum over inputs from the unit ball
in F . In information-based complexity (IBC) [22], the main bottleneck for an
algorithm An is that it must generate an output based on incomplete information,
in this paper we allow up to n evaluations Li(f) of linear functionals Li ∈ F ′,
so-called measurements. The number n is what we call the cardinality card(An).
Non-adaptive randomized algorithms An exhibit a clear structure:

1. Draw a list of n functionals (L1, . . . , Ln) ∈ (F ′)n according to a chosen
probability distribution on (F ′)n.

2. Take measurements y = (y1, . . . , yn) = N(f) := (L1(f), . . . , Ln(f)) to obtain
information on the input f .

3. Compute an output φ(y) ∈ G, where also the knowledge on the choice of the
information map N may be taken into account and even additional random
numbers can be used.

In contrast, for adaptive algorithms, the first and the second stage are intertwined:
For i = 2, . . . , n, the functional Li may be drawn while taking into account pre-
viously measured information y1, . . . , yi−1. In the quest for optimal algorithms we
define minimal errors

eran(n, S) := inf
An

e(An, S)

where the infimum is take over all (possibly adaptive) randomized algorithms An

that use at most n linear measurements. If we restrict the infimum to non-
adaptive algorithms, we write eran,nonada(n, S). One may also restrict to deter-
ministic methods, i.e., algorithms that do not use random numbers, but here we
focus on randomized methods. Studying lower bounds for these abstract error
notions [3, 13, 17] requires a more formal description of general algorithms. In the
context of upper bounds, however, it only matters to give a clear description and
analysis of specific methods.

In this paper we describe and analyse adaptive algorithms for approximating
the identical embedding on R

m with respect to different norms,

S : ℓmp → ℓmq , x 7→ x ,

where for 1 ≤ p < ∞, ℓmp is the vector space R
m equipped with the ℓp-norm

‖x‖p := (|x1|p + . . .+ |xm|p)1/p ,

and for the target space we mainly consider the case of q = ∞ with the uniform
norm

‖x‖∞ := max{|x1|, . . . , |xm|} .
We abbreviate S by the shorthand ℓmp →֒ ℓmq . These finite-dimensional sequence
space embeddings are important for understanding approximation of more complex
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infinite-dimensional operators such as Sobolev embeddings [3, 17] and approxima-
tion in general, a short survey about some classical results in these sequence spaces
is contained in the introduction of [13].

One fundamental question in numerical analysis is whether adaptive methods
are more powerful than non-adaptive methods [20]. This question crucially de-
pends on the assumptions we make: Linearity of the solution operator S or weaker
properties, the geometry of the input set (in our case the convex and symmetric
unit ball of F ), the error criterion, the class of admissible information functionals,
and whether we consider deterministic or randomized algorithms. There even exist
numerical problems that can only be solved using adaptive algorithms [12]. For
linear problems (with convex and symmetric input sets), however, it is well known
that in the deterministic setting adaption essentially does not help [23, Sec 2.7]. In
the randomized setting it was only recently established that adaption does make
a difference for some linear problems: Heinrich [4, 5, 6, 7] studied adaption for
several problems in a setting where admissible information consists of function
evaluations, in [7] he gave an example where the gap between the error of adaptive
and non-adaptive methods could reach a factor of order n1/2 (up to logarithmic
terms). In a setting where arbitrary linear functionals can be evaluated for infor-
mation, a similar gap of order n1/2 was shown in [13], namely for sequence space
approximations ℓm1 →֒ ℓm2 . It remained open how big such a gap can be. The
current paper is a direct continuation of [13]. By establishing upper bounds for
the approximation error of ℓm1 →֒ ℓm∞ using adaptive algorithms, see Theorem 3.3,
in combination with lower bounds for the same problem and non-adaptive algo-
rithms [13, Thm 2.7], we find that the gap can be of order n, up to logarithmic
terms, see Theorem 4.1 and Corollary 4.2. In a recent paper [10] it is found that
a gap of this size is as large as it can get.

The adaptive algorithm we present in this paper is based on several ideas that
have been developed by Woodruff and different co-authors [8, 15, 16]. They study
the slightly different problem of stable sparse recovery where a recovery scheme
with output x∗ for approximating any given vector x ∈ R

m is said to provide an
ℓp/ℓq guarantee for k-sparse approximation if, for some ǫ > 0, the bound

‖x− x∗‖p ≤ (1 + ǫ) min
k-sparse x′

‖x− x′‖q

holds with high probability. Schemes for this problem can be used to tackle se-
quence space embeddings, for instance, in [13, Thm 3.1] an adaptive ℓ2/ℓ2 guar-
antee has been used for solving the linear problem ℓm1 →֒ ℓm2 . We might as well
use an ℓ∞/ℓ2 guarantee [18, Thm 3 & Sec 3] to establish upper bounds for the
problem ℓmp →֒ ℓm∞. In this paper, however, we give a comprehensive presenta-
tion of all methods required for ℓmp →֒ ℓm∞ and, in order to keep the presentation
self-contained, include all essential proofs with explicit estimates. The fact that
sparse recovery has slightly different demands than the linear problem we are
interested in, allows for certain simplifications in the analysis. In an upcoming
paper on ℓq-approximation for q < ∞ it even turns out that the algorithm itself
can be simplified [14]. On the other hand, we are interested in the full regime of
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1 ≤ p < q ≤ ∞, which adds another layer to the analysis.
The paper is structured as follows: In Section 2 we review all essential parts of

the algorithm one-by-one. In Section 2.3 we describe the adaptive core procedure
which provides the speed-up leading to a log logm-dependence of the cardinality
(rather than a logm dependence known from non-adaptive methods). In Sec-
tion 3 we combine everything to describe the algorithm and analyse its cost which
is finally translated into the error rates of our main result Theorem 3.3. In Sec-
tion 4 we apply these bounds to particular examples to demonstrate the potential
superiority of adaptive methods over non-adaptive algorithms.

Asymptotic notation

We use asymptotic notation to compare functions f and g that depend on variables
(ε, δ,m) or (n,m), writing f � g if there exists a constant C > 0 such that f ≤ Cg
holds for “large m and small ε, δ” (say, for m ≥ 16 and 0 < ε, δ < 1

2
), or for “large

m and n”, respectively. Weak asymptotic equivalence f ≍ g means f � g � f .
We also use strong asymptotic equivalence f ≃ g to state f/g → 1 for ε, δ → 0.
The implicit constant C or the convergence f/g is to be understood for fixed p.

2 Toolkit for adaptive approximation

For m ∈ N let [m] := {1, . . . , m}, for x = (xi)i∈[m] ∈ R
m = R

[m] and K ⊆ [m]
define the sub-vector xK := (xi)i∈K ∈ R

K . The projection z = x∗
K ∈ R

m onto the
coordinates K is defined by

zi :=

{
xi for i ∈ K ,

0 else.

The output of the algorithm will be a vector x∗
K where K is a set of presumably

important coordinates (i.e. coordinates i for which |xi| is large) that has been
identified adaptively. In particular, the algorithm uses information from direct
evaluations of the entries xi for i ∈ K once the set K has been fixed. The core of
the algorithm is the adaptive identification of the most important coordinate j ∈ B
from a given so-called bucket B ⊆ [m], see Section 2.3. In preparation, Section 2.1
studies the process of randomly splitting the domain [m] into buckets such that
with high probability each bucket contains at most one important coordinate and,
moreover, within each such bucket we can identify a heavy coordinate with the
required probability. Only a small portion of buckets will contain an important
coordinate, selecting these relevant buckets is the topic of Section 2.2. All stages of
the algorithm are subject to failure with small probability, throughout this section
we give different names (α, αk, δ0, δ1, δ2) for these individual failure probabilities
to facilitate the description of the whole algorithm later in Section 3.

4



2.1 Hashing

Hashing is a well established methodology in computer science with use in data
storage and retrieval. We are not interested in the specific requirements of such
applications and ignore aspects of implementation. Instead, we only use the basic
idea of identifying chunks of the index set [m] by a random hash value. In effect, we
split a vector x into sub-vectors, thus reducing the big problem of approximating x

into a collection of smaller and easier approximation problems.
Let D ∈ N and H = (Hi)

m
i=1 be a family of pairwise independent random

variables uniformly distributed on [D], that is, Hi ∼ unif[D]. We call H a hash
function or hash vector, its entries are called hash values. This defines disjoint
buckets

Jd = JH

d := {i ∈ [m] : Hi = d} , d ∈ [D] . (2)

For j ∈ [m] we denote by

Bj = BH

j := JH

Hj
= {i ∈ [m] : Hi = Hj}

the bucket that contains j. The main benefit from hashing is that for a fixed heavy
coordinate xj, with a proper choice of the parameter D, the entries of xBj\{j} are
likely to have small absolute values, as the following result shows.

Lemma 2.1. Let x ∈ R
m, j ∈ [m], 1 ≤ p < ∞, and α ∈ (0, 1). Then we have the

probabilistic bound

P

(
‖xBj\{j}‖p >

‖x[m]\{j}‖p
(αD)1/p

)
≤ α .

Proof. As in [8, Lem 3.2], we start by computing the p-moment of ‖xBj
‖p where,

thanks to the pairwise independence of the entries of the hash vector H , for i ∈ [m]
with i 6= j we have P(Hi = Hj) =

1
D
:

E
[
‖xBj\{j}‖pp

]
=

∑

i∈[m]\{j}
P(Hi = Hj) · |xi|p =

1

D
· ‖x[m]\{j}‖pp .

The probabilistic bound then follows from Markov’s inequality.

Remark 2.2. It might be surprising that Markov’s inequality in the proof of
Lemma 2.1 is already the best what we can do and more sophisticated concentra-
tion inequalities for fully independent entries of the hash vector H do not help.
Indeed, let r := ⌊αD⌋ and choose a subset I ⊆ [m]\{j} with #I = r. Consider the
vector x with non-zero entries xi = r−1/p for i ∈ I, and xi = 0 for i ∈ [m]\(I∪{j}),
such that ‖x[m]\{j}‖p = 1. Assuming Hi

iid∼ unif[D] we find

P

(
‖xBj\{j}‖p ≥

‖x[m]\{j}‖p
(αD)1/p

)
≥ P

(
‖xBj\{j}‖p ≥ r−1/p

)

= 1−
∏

i∈I
P
(
Hi 6= Hj

)
= 1−

(
1− 1

D

)r

≈ r

D
≈ α for D ≫ r ≫ 1.
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Since Lemma 2.1 must also hold for fully independent hash values, it is asymptot-
ically optimal.

In Section 2.3 we describe a method that can identify an important coordinate j
of a vector x if it fulfils a so-called heavy-hitter condition on its bucket Bj with an
appropriate constant γ > 1:

‖xBj\{j}‖2 ≤
|xj |
γ

. (3)

The left-hand side of (3) can be viewed as ℓ2-noise hampering the detection of xj .
The ℓ2-norm occurs naturally in the stochastic analysis of random measurements
on vectors which causes problems for p > 2. In fact, it turns out that hashing does
not really help in the case of p > 2, see Remark 2.7. Therefore, from now on all
main results are only given for 1 ≤ p ≤ 2. Uniform approximation requires that
hashing isolates all heavy coordinates j above a certain threshold |xj | ≥ ε > 0 in
the sense of (3).

Corollary 2.3. Let 1 ≤ p ≤ 2 and x ∈ R
m with ‖x‖p ≤ 1. Further let γ > 1, and

ε, δ0 ∈ (0, 1). Define the set of ε-heavy coordinates

I := {j ∈ [m] : |xj | ≥ ε} where #I ≤ k0 :=
⌊
ε−p
⌋
.

If we take

D :=

⌈(γ
ε

)p
· k0
δ0

⌉

and draw a hash vector H ∈ [D]m with pairwise independent entries Hj ∼ unif[D],
then

P

(
∀j ∈ I :

∥∥xBj\{j}
∥∥
2
≤ |xj|

γ

)
≥ 1− δ0 .

Proof. The hashing parameter D is chosen such that ‖x‖p/(αD)1/p ≤ ε/γ with
α = δ0/k0, hence, for a fixed ε-heavy coordinate j ∈ I, Lemma 2.1 implies

P

(∥∥xBj\{j}
∥∥
2
>

|xj |
γ

)
≤ P

(∥∥xBj\{j}
∥∥
p
>

ε

γ

)
≤ δ0

k0
,

where we exploited ‖ · ‖2 ≤ ‖ · ‖p for norms in R
m for p ≤ 2. Employing a union

bound for all j ∈ I, we arrive at the desired assertion.

Remark 2.4. By an example similar to Remark 2.2 we see that, essentially,
Corollary 2.3 cannot be improved. Consider a vector with k1 entries of value
ε := (2k1)

−1/p and k2 = ⌊2k1 · (γ/2)p⌋ entries of value ε/γ, all other entries put
to 0. This leads to a vector with ℓp-norm at most 1. For large D and i.i.d. hash-
ing, the probability of finding at least one bucket with heavy coordinate xj = ε
and ‖xBj\{j}‖2 > ε/γ will be of asymptotic order k2

1γ
p/D ≍ (γ/ε2)p/D ≍ δ0 for

D ≫ k1 ≫ 1 and 1 ≤ p ≤ 2.

In subsequent sections we do not always need the randomness of the hashing in
our arguments and thus write the lower case h = (hi)

m
i=1 for a fixed realization of

the random vector H . This also means that all random parameters of subordinate
routines are considered independent of H .

6



2.2 Bucket selection

In the context of stable sparse recovery with ℓ∞/ℓ2 guarantee [18, Sec 3], an efficient
algorithm for simultaneously estimating the ℓ2-norms of sub-vectors xJd for a large
number of buckets Jd is used. In the literature on streaming algorithms this method
is commonly known as partition count sketch, see its description in the proof of [15,
Lem 54]. We are not that much interested in the individual bucket norm estimates
but rather use them as scores to find the buckets with the largest norm. The
respective routine shall thus be called bucket selection. It returns a set Ik ⊆ [D],
with #Ik = k, such that (with high confidence) we have d ∈ Ik for all buckets Jd

that contain a heavy hitter j ∈ Jd in the sense of

|xj | ≥ ε and ‖xJd\{j}‖2 ≤
|xj |
γ

, (4)

where γ > 1 is a suitable constant and k needs to be tuned for ε > 0.
Assume that we have a partition of the domain [m] into buckets Jd = Jh

d

specified by a hash vector h ∈ [D]m. Fix algorithmic parameters R,G, k ∈ N,

where R is odd. Generate independent hash vectors H(1), . . . ,H(R) iid∼ unif[G]D

and draw Rademacher coefficients σri
iid∼ unif{±1}, for r ∈ [R] and i ∈ [m]. We

then perform n1 := R ·G random measurements

Yr,g = Lr,g(x) :=
∑

d∈[D] : H
(r)
d

=g

∑

i∈Jd

σri · xi r ∈ [R], g ∈ [G].

(A collection of linear measurements like this is called a sketch of x.) That way
we execute R repetitions of a grouped measurement where for each repetition the
buckets are randomly sorted into G groups and on each group a Rademacher func-
tional is evaluated. Hence, for each bucket Jd there are exactly R measurements

Ŷr,d := Y
r,H

(r)
d

, r ∈ [R] ,

that are influenced by xJd. Using these values, for each d ∈ [D] we compute a
bucket score by taking the median of absolute values,

Zd := med
{
|Ŷr,d| : r ∈ [R]

}
,

which is uniquely defined as R is odd. Based on these scores we find an index set
Ik ⊆ [D] with cardinality #Ik = k such that

min{Zd : d ∈ Ik} ≥ max{Zd : d ∈ [D] \ Ik} .

This set is the output of the bucket selection algorithm,

BucketSelecthR,G,k(x) := Ik . (5)
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Lemma 2.5. Let 1 ≤ p ≤ 2 and x ∈ R
m with ‖x‖p ≤ 1. Given a hash vector

h ∈ [D]m with corresponding buckets Jd = Jh

d ⊆ [m], consider the index set of
important buckets that we aim to identify:

Q :=

{
d ∈ [D] : ∃j ∈ Jd with |xj | ≥ ε and ‖xJd\{j}‖2 ≤

|xj|
8
√
2

}
.

If for δ1 ∈ (0, 1) we take an odd integer R ≥ 2 log2
D
2δ1

and

k :=

⌊(
8
√
2

ε

)p⌋
, G := 4k ,

then we have
P
(
Q ⊆ BucketSelecthR,G,k(x)

)
≥ 1− δ1 .

Proof. Define k̂ := ⌊k/4⌋ and let Q̂ ⊂ [D] be a (not necessarily unique) k̂-element
index set of the k̂ buckets with the largest ℓ2-norm, i.e.

#Q̂ = k̂ and min
d∈Q̂

‖xJd‖2 ≥ max
d∈[D]\Q̂

‖xJd‖2 .

A well-known result on best k-term approximation, see e.g. [2], applied to the
vector (‖xJd‖2)d∈[D] of bucket ℓ2-norms, provides the estimate

√ ∑

d∈[D]\Q̂

‖xJd‖22 ≤
(
k̂ + 1

)−( 1
p
− 1

2)
(

D∑

d=1

‖xJd‖p2

) 1
p

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤‖x‖p≤1

≤ 2k−( 1
p
− 1

2). (6)

For a fixed d ∈ [D], the measurement Ŷr,d can be viewed as a sum of uncorrelated

random variables 1

[
H

(r)
hi

= H
(r)
d

]
· σri · xi, for i ∈ [m]. The indicator functions

define the set of all companion buckets with which Jd is grouped together in the
r-th repetition:

C
(r)
d :=

{
d′ ∈ [D] \ {d} : H(r)

d′ = H
(r)
d

}
.

Membership random variables 1[d′ ∈ C
(r)
d ], d′ ∈ [D] \ {d}, are i.i.d. Bernoulli

random variables with success probability 1
G
. A union bound for d′ ∈ Q̂ \ {d} thus

gives

P

(
Q̂ ∩ C

(r)
d 6= ∅

)
≤ k̂

G
≤ 1

16
(7)

where we used that #Q̂ \ {d} ≤ k̂. Conditioning on the complementary event, we
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find the following second moment:

E

[
Ŷ 2
r,d

∣∣∣ Q̂ ∩ C
(r)
d = ∅

]
=

m∑

i=1

P

(
hi ∈ C

(r)
d ∪ {d}

)
· σ2

ri︸︷︷︸
=1

· x2
i

= ‖xJd‖22 +
1

G

∑

d∈[D]\Q̂

‖xJd‖22 (8)

(6)

≤ ‖xJd‖22 +
4k1−2/p

G
= ‖xJd‖22 + k−2/p

≤ ‖xJd‖22 +
ε2

128
.

If ‖xJd‖2 ≤ ε
8
√
2
, then this conditional expectation is bounded by ε2/64 and Cheby-

shev’s inequality gives

P

(
|Ŷr,d| ≥

ε

2

∣∣∣ Q̂ ∩ C
(r)
d = ∅

)
≤ ε2

64
· 4

ε2
=

1

16
.

Together with (7) we find

P

(
|Ŷr,d| ≥

ε

2

)
= P

(
|Ŷr,d| ≥

ε

2

∣∣∣ Q̂ ∩ C
(r)
d = ∅

)
· P
(
Q̂ ∩ C

(r)
d = ∅

)

+ P

(
|Ŷr,d| ≥

ε

2

∣∣∣ Q̂ ∩ C
(r)
d 6= ∅

)
· P
(
Q̂ ∩ C

(r)
d 6= ∅

)

≤ 1

16
· 1 + 1 · 1

16
=

1

8
.

Based on this probability, a well known estimate on the median of R independent
repetitions, see e.g. [19, eq (2.6)], gives

P

(
Zd ≥

ε

2

)
< 2−(1+R/2) .

In contrast, assume that d ∈ Q with heavy hitter j ∈ Jd. Similarly to (8), we
estimate

E

[
(Ŷr,d − σrjxj)

2
∣∣∣ Q̂ ∩ C

(r)
d = ∅

]
≤ ‖xJd\{j}‖22 +

ε2

128
≤ |xj|2

64
.

By Chebyshev’s inequality we have

P

(
|Ŷr,d − σrjxj | ≥

|xj |
2

∣∣∣∣ Q̂ ∩ C
(r)
d = ∅

)
≤ |xj |2

64
· 4

|xj|2
=

1

16
,

and together with (7) we find

P

(
|Ŷr,d| ≤

ε

2

)
≤ P

(
|Ŷr,d| ≤

|xj |
2

)
≤ P

(
|Ŷr,d − σrjxj | ≥

|xj|
2

)
≤ 1

8
.
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The application of the median, again, yields

P

(
Zd ≤

ε

2

)
< 2−(1+R/2) .

We did not prove guarantees for buckets d /∈ Q with large noise ‖xJd‖2 > ε
8
√
2
.

However, there exist at most k =
⌊(

8
√
2

ε

)p⌋
buckets with ‖xJd‖2 ≥ ε

8
√
2
, including

all important buckets d ∈ Q, because

1 = ‖x‖pp =
D∑

d=1

‖xJd‖pp ≥
D∑

d=1

‖xJd‖p2 ≥ #

{
d ∈ [D] : ‖xJd‖2 ≥

ε

8
√
2

}
·
(

ε

8
√
2

)p

.

Hence, if all bucket scores Zd are successful in the sense that for ‖xJd‖2 ≤ ε
8
√
2
we

have Zd <
ε
2
, and for heavy buckets Jd with d ∈ Q we have Zd >

ε
2
, then Q ⊆ Ik.

The probability of the complementary event can be bounded by a union bound
over the failure probabilities for up to D buckets, namely,

P(Q 6⊆ Ik) ≤
∑

d : ‖xJd‖2
≤ ε

8
√

2

P

(
Zd ≥

ε

2

)
+
∑

d∈Q
P

(
Zd ≤

ε

2

)
≤ D · 2−(1+R/2) ≤ δ1

by choice of R.

Remark 2.6. The hashing parameter D will be chosen depending on the desired
precision, oblivious of the problem size m. If we end up with D ≥ m, we can
actually take the trivial hashing h = (1, . . . , m) with D = m and BucketSelect
will identify all ε-heavy coordinates in a non-adaptive manner. If, subsequently,
these are observed directly, the entire approximation is technically still adaptive.
The real power of adaptivity, however, does only unfold if buckets still contain
many elements, see Section 2.3. In fact, an output Z̃ with entries

Z̃i := med
{
σriŶr,i : r ∈ [R]

}

will already be a non-adaptive and unbiased approximation of x which is precisely
the idea of the count sketch algorithm [1].

Remark 2.7 (p > 2). Forming buckets by hashing and identifying the largest
ones does not really help in the case of p > 2. Consider a vector with k1 entries
of value ε := (2k1)

−1/p and all other entries put to (2m)−1/p, giving ‖x‖p ≤ 1

but ‖x‖2 ≥ 2−1/p · m 1
2
− 1

p . The expected ℓ2-noise on an individual bucket is

E ‖xBj\{j}‖2 ≍ m
1
2
− 1

p ·D− 1
2 for k1 ≪ D ≤ m, and for fully independent hash-

ing it concentrates around the expectation. When aiming for bucket noise smaller

than ε/γ, we would thus need to pick a hashing parameter D � m1− 2
p · (γ/ε)2,

so the repetition parameter of Lemma 2.5 would be R � logD � log ε−1 + logm.
Even worse, when looking at the variance of a measurement Ŷr,d, see (8) in the
proof of Lemma 2.5, we get

E Ŷ 2
r,d �

‖x‖22
G

.

10



For this to be smaller or equal ε2 with high probability, G � m1− 2
p · ε−2 is needed.

Hence, the cost for bucket selection alone is

R ·G � m1− 2
p ·
(
log ε−1 + logm

)
· ε−2 .

This is already the cost for known linear randomized approximation methods, see
Remark 3.4.

2.3 Spotting a single heavy hitter by accelerated shrinking

This section is a review of [8, Sec 3.1] with slight variations of the two levels of the
method given in [8, Alg 3.1]. Namely, at its fundamental level we study a shrinkage
step Shrinkh which reduces a given candidate set with respect to a hashing h.
Combining shrinking steps in a sequential way, the adaptive one-sparse recovery
scheme Spotα is defined.

We start with the description of the shrinkage step. Assume that for a vector
x ∈ R

m we are given a candidate set S0 ⊆ [m] for which we suspect that it contains
an important coordinate. Let h = (hi)

m
i=1 ∈ [D0]

m be a fixed hash vector with a
new hashing parameter D0 ∈ N further splitting up S0. The algorithm takes two
random measurements

Y1 = L1(x) :=
∑

i∈S0

σixi ,

Y2 = L2(x) :=
∑

i∈S0

(
hi −

D0 + 1

2

)
σixi , (9)

where σi ∼ unif{±1} are pairwise independent Rademacher coefficients. The
output is defined as the set

Shrinkh(x, S0) :=

{
i ∈ S0 : hi =

⌈
Y2

Y1
+

D0

2

⌉}
⊆ S0 .

In case of Y1 = 0 we consider the set to be empty and the instance of the algorithm
a failure. The following result is based on [8, Lem 3.2]. It provides a probabilistic
guarantee that the algorithm Shrinkh yields a subset of S0 that still contains the
heavy hitter, which also includes the prerequisite Y1 6= 0.

Lemma 2.8. Let α0 ∈ (0, 1), and let h = (hi)
m
i=1 be a hash vector with values

hi ∈ [D0] where D0 ∈ N. For x ∈ R
m and j ∈ S0 ⊆ [m] assume the heavy hitter

condition

‖xS0\{j}‖2 ≤
|xj |

√
α0√

2 (2D0 − 1)
. (10)

Then
P
(
j ∈ Shrinkh(x, S0)

)
≥ 1− α0 .

11



Proof. The idea is that Y1 and Y2 together give approximate information on the
hash-value hj of the heavy entry, namely Y1 ≈ σjxj and Y2 ≈ σj

(
hj − D0+1

2

)
xj ,

hence Y2

Y1
≈ hj− D0+1

2
=: a. ‘Approximately equal’ means Y2

Y1
−a ∈

(
−1

2
, 1
2

]
because

in this case we have
⌈
Y2

Y1
+ D0

2

⌉
= hj which implies j ∈ Shrinkh(x, S0). We define

normalized deviations,

T1 :=
Y1

σjxj
− 1 =

1

σjxj

∑

i∈S0\{j}
σixi ,

T2 :=
Y2

σjxj
− a =

1

σjxj

∑

i∈S0\{j}

(
hi −

D0 + 1

2

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
|·| ≤ (D0−1)/2=: b

σixi .

On {|T1| < 1}, using |a| ≤ D0−1
2

= b, we obtain the following upper bound for the
deviation:

∣∣∣∣
Y2

Y1
− a

∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣
a+ T2

1 + T1
− a

∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣
T2 − aT1

1 + T1

∣∣∣∣ ≤
|T2|+ |aT1|
1− |T1|

≤ |T2|+ b|T1|
1− |T1|

.

If |T1| < ǫ := 1
1+4b

= 1
2D0−1

and |T2| < bǫ, we have

∣∣∣∣
Y2

Y1
− a

∣∣∣∣ <
2bǫ

1− ǫ
=

1

2
,

leading to the correct identification of hj .
We show that with probability at least 1 − α0 these conditions on T1 and T2

are met. With ET 2
1 = ‖x‖2S0\{j}/x

2
j and ET 2

2 ≤ b2 ET 2
1 , Chebyshev’s inequality

yields

P(|T1| ≥ ǫ) ≤ ‖xS0\{j}‖22
x2
jǫ

2
= (2D0 − 1)2

‖xS0\{j}‖22
x2
j

,

P(|T2| ≥ bǫ) ≤ (2D0 − 1)2
‖xS0\{j}‖22

x2
j

.

A union bound gives

P(|T1| ≥ ǫ ∨ |T2| ≥ bǫ) ≤ P(|T1| ≥ ǫ) + P(|T2| ≥ bǫ) ≤ 2 (2D0 − 1)2
‖xS0\{j}‖22

x2
j

.

It is now easily checked that under the heavy hitter condition (10) we have

P(|T1| ≥ ǫ ∨ |T2| ≥ bǫ) ≤ α0.

This bounds the probability for misclassifying the hash value hj.

12



We generalize the second part of [8, Alg 3.1] and its analysis [8, Lem 3.3],
namely, we design the method for general uncertainty levels α without changing
the overall structure of the algorithm. Our approach thus differs from other im-
provements of the original one-sparse recovery like the one in [18, Lem 13]. It
is similar to the approach in [15, Thm 50] but it requires a heavy hitter condi-
tion (3) with a larger, α-dependent constant γ to start with because we do not
make use of a preconditioning step [15, Lem 49]. It is possible to significantly re-
duce constants by employing preconditioning, but the asymptotic complexity and
error rates would remain unchanged. For the sake of simplicity we do not discuss
this algorithmic feature.

By iterating the shrinkage algorithm, the method Spotα will produce a nested
sequence of sets J = S0 ⊇ S1 ⊇ . . . until we find a set Sk that contains just one
element (or is empty in case of failure). This final set Sk will then be the output
of Spotα(x, J). In any event, for m ≥ 2, it will suffice to iterate the shrinkage
algorithm at most

k∗ = k∗(m) := max

{
0,

⌈
log 9

8

log2m

8

⌉}
(11)

times with random hashings before identifying the most important coordinate
j ∈ J with a final application of Shrinkh∗ where we use a deterministic hash func-
tion h∗ that is injective on the remaining candidate set Sk∗ , compare [8, Lem 3.1].
This method is guaranteed to work with probability 1 − α ∈ (0, 1) provided j is
a heavy hitter in the sense required by the lemma below. For k = 0, . . . , k∗ − 1
we use a sequence of independent hash vectors H(k) = (H

(k)
i )i∈J . For each k the

entries of H(k) are pairwise independent with H
(k)
i ∼ unif[Dk] and

Dk = Dk(α) :=
⌈
28·(9/8)

k+k+2α−1
⌉
> 28·(9/8)

k

. (12)

As long as #Sk > 1, we perform the iteration

S0 := J, Sk+1 := Shrink
H

(k)(x, Sk) , (13)

and, if we still have #Sk∗ > 1, in a final step we yield the set

Spotα(x, J) := Shrinkh∗(x, Sk∗) , (14)

where h∗ = h∗(Sk∗) shall be injective on Sk∗ and take values in [#Sk∗ ]. If we are
successful, Spotα(x, J) = {j} and we identify the heavy hitter. In case of failure,
Spotα may return another one-element set or the empty set. In total, Spotα(x, J)
requires at most 2k∗ + 2 � log logm adaptive linear measurements. Recall that,
besides a hash vector H(k), the procedure Shrink

H
(k) uses random Rademacher

coefficients σ = (σi)
m
i=1. In fact, we may use the same Rademacher coefficients for

all shrinking steps because independence is not needed for these in the subsequent
proof. (Still, σ needs to be independent of the hash vectors H(k).)

13



Lemma 2.9. Let α ∈ (0, 1) and assume that, for some j ∈ J ⊆ [m], the vector
x ∈ R

m satisfies the heavy hitter condition

‖xJ\{j}‖2 ≤
|xj| · α3/2

2049
√
2

. (15)

Then
P

(
Spotα(x, J) = {j}

)
≥ 1− α .

Proof. Consider the following nested sequence of random sets that contain the
heavy hitter j, generated by the hash vectors H(k):

S̃0 := J, S̃k+1 :=
{
i ∈ S̃k : H

(k)
i = H

(k)
j

}
for k = 0, . . . , k∗ − 1 .

The hashing parameters Dk are chosen as

Dk :=
⌈
γ2
kα

−1
k

⌉
, where αk :=

α

2k+2
, γk := 24·b

k

with b =
9

8
,

hence, γk ≤
√
αkDk and Lemma 2.1 implies that the event

Ck :=

{
‖xS̃k+1\{j}‖2 ≤

‖xS̃k\{j}‖2
γk

}

holds with probability at least 1 − αk. Here we need independence of the hash
vectors. We will consider the success of Spotα conditioned on the event

Ĉ :=
k∗−1⋂

k=0

Ck ,

for which a union bound gives the probability estimate

P
(
Ĉ
)
≥ 1−

k∗−1∑

k=0

αk ≥ 1− α

4

∞∑

k=0

2−k = 1− α

2
.

The following events relate to the success of the individual shrinking steps:

Ek :=
{
Shrink

H
(k)(x, S̃k) = S̃k+1

}
for k = 0, . . . , k∗ − 1 ,

Ek∗ :=
{
Shrinkh∗(x, S̃k∗) = {j}

}
.

The intersection of these events implies success of Spotα:

Ê :=

k∗⋂

k=0

Ek =
{
Spotα(x, J) = {j}

}
.
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From Lemma 2.8 we know

P

(
Ek

∣∣∣∣
∥∥xS̃k\{j}

∥∥
2
≤ |xj |

√
αk√

2(2Dk − 1)

)
≥ 1− αk .

We claim that successful hashing Ĉ implies the required heavy hitter conditions

∥∥xS̃k\{j}
∥∥
2
≤ |xj |

√
αk√

2(2Dk − 1)
, k = 0, . . . , k∗ . (16)

Assuming that this is indeed the case, a union bound gives

P
(
Ê
∣∣ Ĉ
)
≥ 1−

k∗∑

k=0

αk ≥ 1− α

2
,

hence, Spotα succeeds with the desired probability:

P
(
Ê
)
≥ P

(
Ê
∣∣ Ĉ
)
P
(
Ĉ
)
≥ (1− α/2)2 > 1− α .

In the remainder of the proof we show (16) by means of induction provided the

condition Ĉ holds. Using γ2
kα

−1
k ≥ 4γ2

0 = 210 we see

2Dk − 1 = 2⌈γ2
kα

−1
k ⌉ − 1 ≤ 2γ2

kα
−1
k + 1 ≤

(
2 + 2−10

)
γ2
kα

−1
k ,

and instead of (16) we will prove the even stronger heavy hitter conditions

∥∥∥xS̃k\{j}

∥∥∥
2
≤ |xj| · α3/2

k√
2 (2 + 2−10) γ2

k

, k = 0, . . . , k∗ . (17)

For k = 0 with S̃0 = J , α0 = α/4, and γ0 = 24, this condition reads

∥∥xJ\{j}
∥∥
2
≤ |xj | · α3/2

√
2 (211 + 1)

which is exactly what we required in the lemma. Assume that (17) holds for a fixed
k < k∗. Then, conditioned on Ck, we find (17) for k+1 by the simple observation

α
3/2
k

γ3
k

· γ
2
k+1

α
3/2
k+1

= 23 · 22·4·bk+1−3·4·bk = 23 · 24(2b−3)bk ≤ 28b−9 = 1

where we use b = 9
8
, in particular 2b− 3 < 0 and bk ≥ 1.

Remark 2.10. Assuming full independence of the Rademacher coefficients σi, we
can give a slight improvement of Lemma 2.8 using Hoeffding’s inequality, namely,
as a heavy hitter condition for a shrink step we then only require

‖xSk\{j}‖2 ≤
|xj |

(2Dk − 1)
√
2 log 4

αk

.
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The heavy hitter condition in Lemma 2.9 for the application of Spotα is then also
slightly reduced in its α-dependence:

‖xJ\{j}‖2 ≤
|xj| · α

1025
√
2 log 16

α

.

A smaller heavy hitter constant γ will permit a smaller hashing parameter D ∼ γp

(for 1 ≤ p ≤ 2) which is chosen such that all ε-heavy coordinates are sorted into
buckets on which they fulfil the heavy hitter condition. Eventually, however, in the
information cost analysis only logD plays a role. On the other hand, adaptivity
does start to help significantly if D ≪ m, see Remark 2.6. Hence, if D can be
reduced, then the adaptive power of Spot unfolds for smaller m already.

3 Adaptive uniform approximation

3.1 The general algorithmic structure

For m ∈ N, ε, δ ∈ (0, 1), 1 ≤ p ≤ 2, we will define a randomized algorithm

Aε,δ
p : Ω× R

m → R
m

which satisfies
sup
x∈Rm

‖x‖p≤1

P
(
‖Aε,δ

p (x)− x‖∞ > ε
)
≤ δ ,

where we write Aε,δ
p (x) = Aε,δ

p (·,x) for the random variable that is the output.
Recall that for ‖x‖p ≤ 1 there are at most k0 := ⌊ε−p⌋ coordinates j with |xj | ≥ ε,
so-called ε-heavy coordinates. The algorithm is defined in two preparatory stages
and a final output stage:

1. Finding important buckets: This stage will return a collection of coordinate
sets (buckets) that covers all ε-heavy coordinates and isolates them in the
sense that each of them fulfils a heavy-hitter condition (3) on its respec-
tive bucket with a suitable heavy-hitter constant γ = γp(ε, δ). We allow this
stage to fail with probability at most δ

2
. In detail, we fix a hashing parameter

D = Dp(ε, δ) and draw a hash vector H = (Hi)
m
i=1 with pairwise indepen-

dent entries Hi ∼ unif[D]. By an implementation of BucketSelectHR,G,k(x)
with parameters R := Rp(D, δ), G := Gp(ε), and k := kp(ε), we compute a
k-element set of hash values,

Ik := BucketSelectHR,G,k(x) ⊆ [D] ,

which defines a family (Jd)d∈Ik of presumably important buckets Jd ⊆ [m],
see the definition (2) of buckets corresponding to the hash vector H . The
parameters will be chosen such that hashing fails to isolate the important
coordinates with probability at most δ0 :=

δ
4
, and also BucketSelect fails to

identify the heavy buckets with probability at most δ1 :=
δ
4
.
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2. Spotting heavy hitters: Let α := δ/(2k0). With #Ik = k instances of Spotα
we obtain a coordinate selection

K :=
⋃

d∈Ik

Spotα(x, Jd)

for which we hope that it contains all ε-heavy coordinates. Conditioned
on the success in the first stage, for each of the ε-heavy coordinates (of
which there are up to k0) the corresponding instance of Spotα only fails with
probability α, so the failure probability of this stage is at most δ2 :=

δ
2
by a

union bound.

3. Output: Using #K ≤ k direct entry queries, return z = x∗
K =: Aε,δ

p (x)
defined via

zi =

{
xi for i ∈ K,

0 else.

If the previous stages were successful in the sense that K contains all ε-heavy
coordinates, then ∥∥Aε,δ

p (x)− x
∥∥
∞ ≤ ε.

Let us point out that the algorithm is homogeneous in the sense that for any
factor t ∈ R \ {0} and any input x ∈ R

m we have

Aε,δ
p (tx) = t Aε,δ

p (x) .

Moreover, the algorithm applies the same functionals to x and tx when real-
ized with the same values of its random parameters. Indeed, the adaption in
BucketSelect depends on the relative values of norm estimates, in Spotα, the sub-
routine Shrinkh uses the ratio of two functionals to decide. For further context on
homogeneous algorithms we refer to [9].

3.2 Parametric setup and information cost

In this section we provide the precise parametric setup for the algorithm described
in Section 3.1 together with an analysis of the information cost. This then leads
to several results on complexity and n-th minimal errors in terms of the standard
Monte Carlo error (1), see Section 3.3.

In view of Lemma 2.9, with k0 = ⌊ε−p⌋ and α = δ
2k0

, the heavy-hitter constant
required for Spotα to work is

γ = 2049
√
2α−3/2 = 8196 k

3/2
0 δ−3/2 ≃ 8196 ε−3p/2 δ−3/2.

According to Corollary 2.3, we need to take the hashing parameter

D :=

⌈(γ
ε

)p
· k0
δ0

⌉
≃ 4 · 8196p ε−(3p2/2+2p) δ−(3p/2+1)
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in order to guarantee that, after hashing, all ε-heavy coordinates fulfil a heavy-
hitter condition on their respective bucket (with failure probability at most δ0 =

δ
4
).

This may seem quite large (for p = 2 we have D ≃ 268 697 664 ε−10 δ−4), but since
only logD will enter the error and complexity bounds, we may allow for it. On the
other hand, applying Spot will only make sense ifD ≪ m, see Remark 2.6. We also
have to admit that improvements of Remark 2.10 and preconditioning [15, Lem 49]
have been ignored so far. Eventually, BucketSelectHR,G,k significantly reduces the
number of buckets we need to consider. According to Lemma 2.5, we need to
choose the algorithmic parameters as

R := 2

⌈
log2

D

2δ1
− 1

2

⌉
+ 1 ≃ 2 log2

2D

δ
≍ log ε−1 + log δ−1,

k :=
⌊
27p/2 ε−p

⌋
, G := 4k ,

so that bucket selection detects all heavy buckets with failure probability at most
δ1 = δ

4
. Then only k buckets remain for which we have to perform one-sparse

recovery (for p = 2 we have k ≃ 128k0, so we might still recover many more entries
than needed). The information cost of the first stage is

n1 = R ·G ≍
(
log ε−1 + log δ−1

)
· ε−p .

The information cost of the second stage, resulting from k-times repeating Spotα,
is bounded above by

n2 = k · (2k∗(m) + 2) ≍ (log logm) · ε−p .

The information cost of the third stage is bounded by n3 = k. This gives the order
of the total cardinality n = n1 + n2 + n3 of the algorithm, as summarized in the
following theorem.

Theorem 3.1 (Uniform approximation). Let 1 ≤ p ≤ 2, m ∈ N, and ε, δ ∈ (0, 1).
For the randomized algorithm Aε,δ

p with parameters as above one has

sup
x∈Rm

‖x‖p≤1

P
(
‖Aε,δ

p (x)− x‖∞ > ε
)
≤ δ .

Moreover, one has

card(Aε,δ
p ) �

(
log δ−1 + log ε−1 + log logm

)
· ε−p.

3.3 Complexity for the standard Monte Carlo error

Having found bounds for the probabilistic error, see Theorem 3.1, we readily obtain
bounds for the expected error, namely, we define

Aε
p := Aε̄,δ̄

p with ε̄ = δ̄ :=
ε

2
. (18)
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Corollary 3.2. Let 1 ≤ p ≤ 2, m ∈ N, and ε ∈ (0, 1). For the randomized
algorithm Aε

p defined via (18) we have the expected error

sup
x∈Rm

‖x‖p≤1

E ‖Aε
p(x)− x‖∞ ≤ ε .

Moreover, one has (for large m)

card(Aε
p) �

(
log ε−1 + log logm

)
· ε−p .

Proof. By construction of the output, we always have

‖Aε
p(x)− x‖∞ ≤ ‖x‖∞ ≤ ‖x‖p .

Hence it holds

E ‖Aε
p(x)− x‖∞ ≤ P

(
‖Aε

p(x)− x‖∞ >
ε

2

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤ δ= ε/2

· ‖x‖∞︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤1

+ P

(
‖Aε

p(x)− x‖∞ ≤ ε

2

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤1

· ε
2

≤ ε .

The cost bound follows from plugging ε̄ = δ̄ := ε
2
into Theorem 3.1.

By inversion of the cardinality bound we obtain upper bounds for the n-th
minimal error.

Theorem 3.3. Let 1 ≤ p ≤ 2 and m,n ∈ N. Then

eran(n, ℓmp →֒ ℓm∞) � min

{
1,

(
logn + log logm

n

) 1
p

}
.

Proof. For vectors ‖x‖p ≤ 1, we may achieve an expected ℓ∞-error below the
threshold ε ∈ (0, 1) by employing the algorithm Aε

p as long as cardinality of Aε
p

does not exceed the given budget n. If no such ε ∈ (0, 1) exists, we may resort
to the zero algorithm A0 that requires zero information and returns A0(x) = 0,
resulting in the error ‖0− x‖∞ ≤ ‖x‖p ≤ 1.

Corollary 3.2 states a cardinality bound for ε ∈ (0, 1) with implicit constant
C = Cp > 0, and for our purpose this bound should not exceed n:

card(Aε
p) ≤ C ·

(
log ε−1 + log logm

)
· ε−p

!
≤ n . (19)

Restricting to m ≥ 16 gives log logm > 1, without loss of generality we assume
C ≥ 1, and with this and logn ≥ 0 in mind we define

ε :=

(
C · log n+ log logm

n

) 1
p

. (20)
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If this definition leads to ε ≥ 1, we are in the case where the zero algorithm A0

prevails. If, however, the definition leads to ε ∈ (0, 1), observe that in particular
it gives log ε−1 ≤ log n, hence, (19) shows that the cardinality of Aε

p is indeed
bounded by n.

Remark 3.4. So far we did not cover uniform approximation for the weaker

assumption ‖x‖p ≤ 1 with p ∈ (2,∞). In this case, exploiting ‖x‖2 ≤ m
1
2
− 1

p‖x‖p
for x ∈ R

m and homogeneity of the method presented, we may simply define a
method via the ℓ2-case,

Aε
p := Aε′

2 where ε′ := m−( 1
2
− 1

p)ε .

With log(ε′)−1 ≍ log ε−1 + logm, Corollary 3.2 implies the cardinality bound

card(Aε
p) �

(
log ε−1 + logm

)
· ε−2 ·m1− 2

p ,

which is the best we can hope for with any algorithm that employs bucket selection,
see Remark 2.7. By inversion or by direct application of Theorem 3.3, we find
corresponding error rates for p ∈ (2,∞):

eran(n, ℓmp →֒ ℓm∞) ≤ min
{
1 , m

1
2
− 1

p · eran(n, ℓm2 →֒ ℓm∞)
}

� min

{
1 , m

1
2
− 1

p ·
√

log n+ log logm

n

}

≍ min

{
1, m

1
2
− 1

p ·
√

logm

n

}
.

The last asymptotic equivalence follows from the fact that n � m1− 2
p if the asymp-

totic upper bound shall be smaller than 1, hence, together with n < m (the rele-
vant range of incomplete information), we have logn ≍ logm. From [17, Lem 5],
however, see also [11, eq (3.2.5)], we already know a linear (thus non-adaptive)
randomized method that achieves precisely this error rate.

Remark 3.5 (q < ∞). Algorithms for uniform approximation can also be applied
to find ℓq-approximations with p < q < ∞. The key observation is: If for a
threshold ε ∈ (0, 1) we have K ⊇ Kε := {j ∈ [m] : |xj | ≥ ε}, then ‖x−x∗

K‖∞ ≤ ε.
Trivially, ‖x− x∗

K‖∞ ≤ ‖x‖p, and assuming ‖x‖p ≤ 1, by interpolation we have

1

q
=

λ

p
+

1− λ

∞ with λ =
p

q
∈ (0, 1) ,

‖x− x∗
K‖q ≤ ‖x− x∗

K‖λp · ‖x− x∗
K‖1−λ

∞ ≤ 1λ · ε1−λ = ε1−
p

q ,

see for instance [12, Lem 2.4]. For 1 ≤ p ≤ 2, Theorem 3.3 then leads to

eran(n, ℓmp →֒ ℓmq ) ≤
[
eran(n, ℓmp →֒ ℓm∞)

]1− p

q

�
(
log n+ log logm

n

) 1
p
− 1

q
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In an upcoming paper [14], however, with the help of an algorithm that combines
multiple levels of approximation, we will show the better error bound

eran(n, ℓmp →֒ ℓmq ) �
(
log log m

n

n

) 1
p
− 1

q

for 1 ≤ p ≤ 2 and p < q < ∞.

4 Adaption versus non-adaption

We improve upon a result from [13]. Combining the upper bounds of Theorem 3.3
with lower bounds for the non-adaptive Monte Carlo setting, we obtain the fol-
lowing gap between the error of adaptive and non-adaptive algorithms for a linear
problem. This gap is, to our knowledge, the largest known gap.

Theorem 4.1. Let n ∈ N and m = m(n) :=
⌈
Cean

2⌉
with the constants C, a > 0

from [13, Thm 2.7]. Then

eran,ada(n, ℓm1 →֒ ℓm∞)

eran,nonada(n, ℓm1 →֒ ℓm∞)
� logn

n
.

Proof. The lower bounds in [13, Thm 2.7] show that, for the particular value of m
relative to n, any non-adaptive algorithm will exhibit an error larger than 1

100
. In

contrast, the adaptive upper bound of Theorem 3.3, using the asymptotic equiva-
lence log logm ≍ log n in the particular setup, gives precisely the rate we state for
the gap between adaption and non-adaption.

The theorem above considers a different problem for every n. We can also find
a single linear operator S such that a similar gap up to logarithmic terms can be
observed for the n-th minimal error as stated in the next corollary.

Corollary 4.2. For every α > 0 there exists a linear operator S = Sα such that
(for large n)

eran,ada(n, S)

eran,nonada(n, S)
� (log n)2 · (log logn)1+α

n
.

Proof. Similarly to [13, Rem 3.4] we consider the following example defined with
suitable constants C, a > 0:

Nk := 2k, mk :=
⌈
CeaN

2
k

⌉
for k ∈ N ,

Sα : ℓ1 → ℓ∞, x 7→ z where zi :=




xi for 1 ≤ i ≤ m1

xi

k · (log k)1+α
for mk−1 < i ≤ mk, k ≥ 2 .
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As in [13] we find non-adaptive lower bounds for k ≥ 2:

eran,nonada(Nk, Sα) ≥
1

k(log k)1+α
· eran,nonada(Nk, ℓ

mk

1 →֒ ℓmk
∞ )

≥ 1

100k(log k)1+α
≍ (logNk)

−1(log logNk)
−1−α .

For the upper bounds we define ‘splitting’ indices lj := 2j for j ∈ N, and index
sets m1 := [ml1 ], mj := [mlj ] \ [mlj−1

] for j ≥ 2. Given a budget of Nk = 2k

pieces of information, we spend at most nj measurements on approximating xmj

for j = 1, . . . , k, where the individual budgets form a decaying sequence:

nj :=
⌊
c−1
α j−1−αNk

⌋
=
⌊
c−1
α j−1−α2k

⌋
, cα :=

∞∑

j=1

j−1−α < ∞ .

Let Jk be the last index j for which nj ≥ 1. We find that Jk ≍ 2k/(1+α), in
particular, Jk ≥ k for large k. Further, nj ≍ j−1−α 2k for j ≤ Jk. For the
approximation of xmj

for j ≤ Jk we employ a homogeneous, adaptive algorithm
Anj

as in Theorem 3.3, while approximating the tail xN\[m
(2Jk )

] with zero, resulting

in the algorithm

Aα
k (x) := Sα

(
An1(xm1), . . . , AnJk

(xmJk
), 0, 0, . . .

)
.

With log log(#mj) � logNlj � lj = 2j , we have the following error bounds on the
approximation of the blocks:

E ‖xmj
−Anj

(xmj
)‖∞ � ‖xmj

‖1 ·
lognj + log log(#mj)

nj

� ‖xmj
‖1 ·

(k + 2j) · j1+α

2k
.

Applying the triangle inequality on the expected error of Aα
k , we obtain the fol-

lowing adaptive upper bound (using Jk ≥ k for large k):

eran(Nk, Sα) � e(Aα
k , Sα)

� sup
‖x‖1≤1

(
‖xN\[m

(2k)
]‖1

2Jk · J1+α
k

+

Jk∑

j=1

‖xmj
‖1

max{2j−1(j − 1)1+α, 1} · (k + 2j) · j1+α

2k

)

= max

{
1

2Jk · J1+α
k

,
1

max{2j−1(j − 1)1+α, 1} · (k + 2j) · j1+α

2k

}Jk

j=1

� max
{
2−k · k−1−α, 2−k−j · k, 2−k

}Jk
j=1

≤ k · 2−k ≍ logNk

Nk
.

Since Nk is chosen in dyadic steps, we find asymptotic rates for general (large) n.
Combining non-adaptive lower bounds and adaptive upper bounds, we prove the
gap as stated.
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Remark 4.3. According to [10, Cor 14], for linear problems (where we consider
inputs from the unit ball of a normed space) the largest possible gap between
adaptive and non-adaptive error rates is of order n (up to logarithmic terms).
Corollary 4.2 gives such an extreme example.

In [13, Rem. 3.4] examples of operators S : ℓ1 → ℓ2 were found with a gap of
order at least

√
n (up to logarithmic terms) for adaptive vs. non-adaptive algo-

rithms. Indeed, the gap cannot be larger if the target space is a Hilbert space,
see [10, Cor 14]. As stated there, the same holds if the source space is a Hilbert
space, and with our results for uniform approximation we can now also give match-
ing examples with operators S : ℓ2 → ℓ∞.

Analogously to Theorem 4.1, with appropriate choice of m = m(n), by Theo-
rem 3.3 we find a sequence space embedding with

eran,ada(n, ℓm2 →֒ ℓm∞)

eran,nonada(n, ℓm2 →֒ ℓm∞)
�
√

logn

n
.

For this result we use that lower bounds for ℓm1 →֒ ℓm∞, see [13], also hold for
ℓm2 →֒ ℓm∞. In fact, lower bounds for the second case are even more easily obtained,
compare [21], and we might choose m(n) = ⌈C · ean⌉ instead of the larger value

m(n) =
⌈
C · ean2

⌉
. In both cases, however, log logm ≍ log n.

Using a construction similar to the one in the proof of Corollary 4.2, for all
α > 0 we find an infinite rank diagonal operator S : ℓ2 → ℓ∞ such that

eran,ada(n, S)

eran,nonada(n, S)
� (log n) · (log log n)(1+α)/2

√
n

.

In detail, we define S : ℓ2 → ℓ∞, x 7→ z, with

zi :=




xi for 1 ≤ i ≤ m1 ,

xi√
k · (log k)1+α

for mk−1 < i ≤ mk, k ≥ 2 .

The proof follows the lines of Corollary 4.2, only that we have the square root of
all asymptotic error estimates.
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