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Abstract. Compressed sensing with subsampled unitary matrices benefits from optimized sampling schemes,
which feature improved theoretical guarantees and empirical performance relative to uniform sub-
sampling. We provide, in a first of its kind in compressed sensing, theoretical guarantees showing
that the error caused by the measurement noise vanishes with an increasing number of measurements
for optimized sampling schemes, assuming that the noise is Gaussian. We moreover provide similar
guarantees for measurements sampled with-replacement with arbitrary probability weights. All our
results hold on prior sets contained in a union of low-dimensional subspaces. Finally, we demonstrate
that this denoising behavior appears in empirical experiments with a rate that closely matches our
theoretical guarantees when the prior set is the range of a generative ReLU neural network and when
it is the set of sparse vectors.
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1. Introduction. The field of compressed sensing considers signals x0 ∈ Rn with high
ambient dimension n that belong to (or can be well-approximated by) a prior set Q ⊆ Rn

with much lower effective dimensionality than the ambient dimension. The aim is to recover
such signals with provable accuracy guarantees from noisy measurements of the form

b = Ax0 + η,

where η ∈ Km is the noise and A ∈ Km×n is the CS matrix with m ≪ n. Here , K denotes
a field, which may be either R or C. A fundamental question concerns both stability and
robustness: how many measurements m are required to guarantee stable recovery of the
unknown signal x0 if it is known that x0 is close to the prior set Q? Additionally, how robust
is the recovery in the presence of noise – specifically, how does the noise level impact the
accuracy of the recovery?

In this work, we consider the case where the prior set Q is contained in a union of low-
dimensional subspaces. This general model includes classical sparsity-based priors as well as
the more recently introduced generative priors, where Q is the range of a trained generative
neural network with ReLU activations [8].

Structured compressed sensing and variable-density sampling. Compressed sensing ma-
trices with subsampled unitary structure have been foundational in compressed sensing since
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its early development [29, 10, 16]. Certain structured CS matrices appropriately model mag-
netic resonance imaging (MRI), as physical constraints dictate that measurements must be
taken in the Fourier domain [20]. Moreover, certain structured matrices offer significant com-
putational advantages, e.g., fast transforms, reduced storage requirements, and the ability to
perform matrix free operations [17]. This motivates the study of CS matrices of the form
A = SF where F ∈ Kn×n is an appropriate unitary matrix such as the Discrete Fourier
Transform (DFT) matrix, and S ∈ Rm×n is a sampling matrix that selects m rows of F to be
included in the CS matrix, sometimes repeatedly. We call the rows of F measurement vectors,
and together they form the measurement basis.

In compressed sensing, it was recognized early on that not all measurements carry equal
importance for signal recovery. For example, low Fourier frequencies exhibit strong correlation
with natural images, and thus are more informative [4]. This observation led to the develop-
ment of variable density sampling strategies, where certain measurements are acquired more
frequently than others based on their relative importance [9, 23, 19]. A theoretical frame-
work that captures the notion of a measurement vector being “informative” is that of local
coherence, which quantifies the degree of alignment of individual measurement vectors with
the prior set (see Definition 2.1) [18].

The theory of variable density sampling relies on a preconditioning matrix to improve
the condition number of the measurement matrix on the prior set. Preconditioning in this
context was first introduced in dictionary learning [27] and later in compressed sensing for
sparse polynomial approximations [25]. With a diagonal preconditionerD, the rows of the pre-
conditioned CS matrix SDF form jointly-isotropic vectors [3]. Alternatively, preconditioned
subsampled unitary matrices can be seen as bounded orthonormal systems with respect to an
orthogonalization measure, where the preconditioner serves as the measure itself [19, 24].

Optimized sampling schemes. Suppose that we have a general sample complexity bound
that applies to a parametric family of sampling distributions. Given a prior set and measure-
ment vectors in a unitary matrix F with known local coherences, we can then identify the
“best” distribution as the one that minimizes this general sample complexity bound.

We call such sampling distributions optimized sampling distributions, also known as op-
timal variable-density sampling in the literature. This idea was pioneered by Candes and
Romberg [9], who used an optimized sampling distribution for Fourier measurements on a
Haar wavelet sparsity basis. This approach was later formalized theoretically in compressed
sensing by Puy, Vandergheynst, and Wiaux [23], who framed the optimized sampling distribu-
tion as the sampling distribution minimizing general sample complexity bounds for arbitrary
sampling probability weights.

In works preceding variable density sampling, a single scalar coherence parameter was
used for the full measurement basis, e.g., [26, 9], corresponding to the maximum of all the
local coherences of the measurement vectors with respect to the sparsity basis. An analogous
parameter was introduced in [7] for the generative setting, considering the maximum of the
local coherences with respect to the full prior set. This coherence parameter can be derived
from the present work when the sampling probabilities are uniform (see, e.g., Definition 3.5).

This earlier coherence parameter was originally introduced to assess the suitability of
a measurement basis for a given prior set rather than to inform sampling. In compressed
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sensing, subsampled unitary measurement matrices can be unreliable in observing directions
highly aligned with the measurement basis, as such directions may fall into the null space of
the sensing matrix when the corresponding measurement vectors are not sampled [9, 15]. This
phenomenon, closely tied to the null space property [14], highlights the role of incoherence:
when a measurement basis has a small coherence parameter, it ensures that differences between
signals in the prior set are misaligned with measurement vectors, thereby enabling their reliable
differentiation [12, 16]. In other words, a measurement basis is well suited to a prior set when
its coherence parameter is small, particularly in the uniform sampling setting, as this prevents
signal components from being indistinguishable under the measurement process. This notion
of fitness of a measurement basis relative to a prior set can be significantly relaxed when we
have control over the sampling distribution. This expands the set of acceptable measurement
bases to include important additional cases, such as the discrete Fourier basis when the signal
is sparse in the Haar wavelet basis. Specifically, for a fixed prior set and a measurement
basis with local coherence vector α (as defined in Definition 2.1), optimizing the sampling
scheme reduces the sample complexity from n∥α∥2∞—a sample complexity found in [6]—
to ∥α∥22, as shown in Theorem 2.7. This gap is significant when there is a large variation
in the local coherences, as is the case in our numerical experiments: see Figure 1. From
this perspective, the theory of optimized sampling schemes extends compressed sensing with
subsampled unitary CS matrices to a substantially broader class of signal recovery problems.

Noise models and denoising in compressed sensing. Another key aspect of the theory of
compressed sensing is robustness of signal recovery to noise in the measurements [11], which
has been an integral challenge in compressive signal recovery, and is part of the reason why
specialized tools such as the Restricted Isometry Property (RIP) were developed .

There are a few types of noise that appear in the literature. Noise can be modeled
deterministic, which means that it is an arbitrary fixed vector (e.g., [7, 2, 22]), in which
case the accuracy of the signal recovery typically depends on the norm of the noise vector.
There is also bounded or adversarial noise (e.g., [19]), where the noise is a random vector
that may depend (adversarially) on the random CS matrix, but which has bounded norm, or
alternatively, that is constrained to lie in a specified set. Finally, there is the model we consider:
independent stochastic noise, where the noise is random and independent of the CS matrix.
We focus on independent Gaussian noise and show that taking additional measurements can
denoise the signal reconstruction. In other words, the error caused by the noise decreases as
m increases, and with a sufficiently large number of measurements the effect of the noise can
be made arbitrarily small.

The main contribution of this paper is to describe the denoising effect in variable and
optimized sampling schemes. While it is straightforward to find results for Gaussian noise
by using results with deterministic noise, results obtained by such methods do not exhibit
denoising properties, as we discuss in Appendix C.

Most existing work on signal recovery from noisy measurements in compressed sensing
has focused on subgaussian CS matrices. Sub-sampled unitary matrices have large subgaus-
sian norm and thus require specialized machinery. This is made more delicate when there
is variation in the local coherences. Measurement vectors with higher local coherence tend
to capture more signal energy, making their measurements both more informative and more
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robust to noise. In contrast, measurements produced by measurement vectors with low local
coherence are more susceptible to noise, as the signal component is often weaker relative to
the noise. Capturing this effect in theoretical analysis is challenging because robustness de-
pends on which measurement vectors are randomly selected. Previous results that contend
with this difficulty with either deterministic or adversarial noise have either made unrealistic
assumptions or given difficult-to-apply error bounds, as we argue in Section 5. By consider-
ing Gaussian noise, we provide simple and meaningful error bounds without the drawbacks
associated with other types of noise.

Similar works include [13, 7], where optimized sampling was introduced to the genera-
tive setting. The theme is revisited in [2], where priors that are contained in finite unions
of subspaces are considered. Their results, which we further discuss in Section 5, assume
deterministic noise.

Contributions
• In a first for compressed sensing, in Theorem 2.7 we derive denoising results for opti-
mized sampling schemes. We show that the error induced by noise decreases propor-
tionally to 1/

√
m where m is the number of measurements.

• More generally, in Theorem 3.7 we provide a denoising compressed sensing result for
arbitrary variable density sampling schemes.

• Our results hold for priors contained in finite unions of subspaces including both sparse
and generative priors. We discuss this point in Subsection 3.3.

• Our results hold for prior sets in Rn, and CS matrices that are either real or complex.
We carefully consider the effect of complex measurements on real subspaces, and find
that the same results hold regardless of the field, despite defining the noise to have
expected squared norm twice as large in the complex case.

Notation
Let R+ be the non-negative real numbers, R++ the strictly positive real numbers, and N

the natural numbers starting at 1. For a function f , we denote its range by range(f), and its
restriction to a subset C of its domain by f |C . Throughout this paper, we fix the field K to
be either C or R.

For a vector u, its components are indexed as ui. We denote by {ei}i∈[n] the canonical
basis of Rn. For ℓ ∈ N, the set [ℓ] comprises the integers from 1 to ℓ. We denote by suppv
the support of v, and by v.2 entry-wise square of v.

For an m× n matrix A, we denote its adjoint (the conjugate transpose) by A∗, its entries
by Ai,j , and its row vectors by ai, such that A =

∑m
i=1 eia

∗
i . The Euclidean norm of a vector

u ∈ Kn is ∥v∥2 :=
√
v∗v. The operator norm of a matrix A is ∥A∥ := supu∈Bn

2
∥Au∥2. For

matrices, given a vector d ∈ Rn, we denote by Diag(d) the n×n diagonal matrix with diagonal
entries d. The identity matrix in Rm is labeled Im. Projection onto a closed set T ⊆ Rn is
denoted by ΠT , mapping a vector x to the element in T that minimizes the Euclidean distance,
with ties broken by choosing the lexicographically first (meaning that vectors are ordered by
their first entry, then second, then third, and so on).

We use ⟨·, ·⟩ to denote the inner product in Kn; specifically, the canonical inner product
when K is R, and the complex inner product ⟨u,v⟩ = u∗v when K is C. We also denote by
R⟨·, ·⟩ the real part of the inner product (which is just the canonical inner product when K is
R).
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Sn−1 is the unit sphere in Rn or Cn depending on context. The simplex ∆n−1 is defined
as:

∆n−1 =
{
p ∈ Rn | pi ≥ 0,

∑
pi = 1

}
.

We let B2 be the ℓ2 ball, and Bn
2 be the l2 ball of dimension n specifically. We say that

a set T in a real or complex vector space is a cone when ∀λ ∈ (0,∞), λT = T , where
λT := {λt|t ∈ T }.

The self-difference V − V is {v1 − v2 | v1,v2 ∈ V}. Denote by P(Kn) the powerset of Kn.
We employ the notation a ≲ b if a ≤ Cb where C is an absolute constant, potentially

different for each instance.
We denote X ∼ N (µ, σ2) to be the Gaussian random variable with mean µ and variance

σ2. A random Gaussian vector g ∼ N (0, Im) is a random vector in Rm which has i.i.d. N (0, 1)
Gaussian entries. A complex random Gaussian vector g ∼ N (0, Im), g ∈ Cm, is a random

vector in Cm with entries that have real and imaginary parts individually
iid∼ N (0, 1).

2. Main result. We introduce key mathematical objects that will be of use in our main
result.

Definition 2.1 (Local coherence). The local coherence of a vector ϕ ∈ Kn with respect to
a cone T ⊆ Kn is defined as

αT (ϕ) := sup
x∈T ∩B2

|ϕ∗x|.

The local coherences of a unitary matrix F ∈ Kn×n with respect to a cone T ⊆ Kn is the
vector α ∈ Rn

+ with entries αj := αT (f j), where f j is the jth row of F .

Note that we define the local coherences with respect to some cone T ⊆ Kn, yet we also have
local coherences of complex vectors with respect to cones in Rn by embedding these cones
into Cn in the canonical way.

Remark 2.2. Local coherences in this paper are restricted to be strictly positive, i,e., the
rows of F may not be orthogonal to the cone T . We make this assumption for simplicity.
To allow F to have fully incoherent rows, one need only let the sampling probabilities of
orthogonal rows be 0, and apply our results to the subspace spanned by the remaining rows.

Recall that we consider CS matrices of the form A = SF , where F is a n × n unitary
matrix (for example, F can be the Fourier matrix), and S is a sampling matrix, which we now
define.

Definition 2.3 (Sampling matrix). A sampling matrix S ∈ Rm×n for m,n ∈ N is a matrix
which has rows of the form

√
n
mei, for any i ∈ [n].

A sampling matrix S will typically be random in the following way.

Definition 2.4 (With-replacement sampling matrix). A with-replacement sampling matrix
S ∈ Rm×n associated with a sampling probability vector p ∈ (0, 1)n ∩∆n−1 is the matrix with
i.i.d. row vectors {si}i∈[m] such that

P
(
si =

√
n

m
ej

)
= pj ∀i ∈ [m], j ∈ [n].
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With these objects, we outline the problem of robust signal recovery in greater detail.

Setup 2.5.
Prior and true signal. Let x0 ∈ Rn be a signal, and Q ⊆ Rn be the prior set, which

models the signals of interest. As such, we think of x0 as being close to Q; x⊥ := x0 −ΠQ x0

quantifies the model mismatch.

Measurement acquisition. Let F ∈ Kn×n be a unitary matrix. Let T ⊆ Rn be a union
of M subspaces, each of dimension at most ℓ, such that T ⊇ Q − Q. Suppose that α is the
vector of local coherences of F with respect to T .

Let S be a possibly random sampling matrix, and define the measurements

b = SFx0 + η,

where the noise is η = σg√
m

with g ∼ N (0, Im) being a Gaussian vector in Km. Here, E[∥η∥22]
is σ2 when K is R and 2σ2 when K is C, thus, σ determines the size of the noise. With this
normalization, 1

σ can be thought of as the Signal-to-Noise Ratio (SNR) up to an absolute
constant. Specifically, it is the SNR in expectation if x0 is a random signal on the sphere.

Signal reconstruction Knowing only b, S and F , we (approximately) recover the true
signal x0 by (approximately) solving the following optimization problem:

(2.1) minimize
x∈Q

∥D̃SFx− D̃b∥22

where D̃ := Diag(Sd) is a diagonal preconditioning matrix for some d ∈ Rn. Note that in
terms of D := Diag(d), the preconditioned CS matrix D̃SF can be written as SDF . This
demonstrates that the preconditioning is, in fact, an element-wise scaling operation applied
to individual rows of F . We approximately solve the optimization problem (2.1) and obtain
an x̂ ∈ Q such that

(2.2) ∥D̃SF x̂− D̃b∥22 ≤ min
x∈Q

∥D̃SFx− D̃b∥22 + ε

for some small optimization error ε > 0.

Error bounds. We bound the error ∥x0 − x̂∥2 in terms of the noise level σ, the opti-
mization error ε, and the distance of the true signal x0 to the prior Q (the approximation
error).

Our first theorem concerns optimized sampling schemes, which we now define.

Definition 2.6 (Optimized sampling vector). Given a local coherence vector α, we define
the optimized sampling vector p′ ∈ ∆n−1 ∩ (0, 1)n by

p′i =
α2
i

∥α∥22
for each component of p′.

This sampling vector optimizes the sample complexity as a function of the probability vector,
see Lemma 3.8. We now state our main result, which provides denoising signal recovery
guarantees for optimized sampling schemes.
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Theorem 2.7 (Compressed sensing with optimized sampling). Under Setup 2.5, let δ > 0
and suppose that

m ≳ ∥α∥22
(
log ℓ+ logM + log

1

δ

)
.

Furthermore, let S be an m× n with-replacement sampling matrix governed by the optimized
probability vector p′, and define D := Diag (d) where di = (np′i)

−1/2. Then the following holds
with probability at least 1− δ.

For any x0 ∈ Rn, with ε, x̂,x⊥ as in Setup 2.5, we have

∥x̂− x0∥2 ≤ 9
σ√
m
∥α∥2min

(√
5

4δ
,

1√
nmin(α)

)(
√
ℓ+

√
logM +

√
log

20

δ

)
+∥x⊥∥+ 6∥SDFx⊥∥2 +

3

2

√
ε.

Theorem 2.7 follows from Lemma 3.6, Theorem 3.3, and Lemma 3.9 with a union bound. See
the proof in Appendix B for details on how to take the union bound.

Remark 2.8. Note that the second “model mismatch” or “approximation” error term,
6∥SDFx⊥∥2, in Theorem 2.7 may be absorbed into the first error term ∥x⊥∥2 for a weaker,
non-uniform version of our result (i.e., of the form: for any fixed x0 ∈ Rn, with high probability
on S and the noise, ∥x̂ − x0∥2 ≤ . . .). Indeed, in such a case, E∥SDFx⊥∥2 ≤ ∥x⊥∥2,
and a high-probability bound is given by Markov’s inequality. For further discussion on the
optimality and typical magnitude of this error term, see [6, Section S4]. Note also that
generally, non-uniform results follow directly from their uniform counterparts.

Remark 2.9. Theorem 2.7 implies the following. Let m ≳ ∥α∥2(log ℓ + logM + 1) and
x0 ∈ Rn be a fixed vector. Then with probability at least 0.99, any approximate minimizer x̂
as described in Equation (2.1) will satisfy

∥x̂− x0∥2 ≲
σ√
m
∥α∥2(

√
ℓ+

√
logM) + ∥x⊥∥2 +

√
ε.

3. Denoising for subsampled unitary matrices. To help control various quantities in our
analysis, we introduce the unit truncation operator, which truncates a vector to its leading
entries to obtain a vector of unit norm. Below, given a vector v ∈ Rn and a positive integer
s ≤ n, v|[s] ∈ Rs denotes v truncated to indices j ≤ s.

Definition 3.1 (Unit truncation). Given some v ∈ Rn, let

I = min
{
Ī ∈ [n]

∣∣∣∥v|[Ī]∥2 ≥ 1
}
.

Then define the unit truncation operator T : Kn → Kn to have entries

T(v)i :=


vi i < I,√

1− ∥v|[I−1]∥22 i = I,

0 i > I.
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Next we recall the general version of the celebrated restricted isometry property introduced
by Candes, Romberg, and Tao [10].

Definition 3.2 (Restricted Isometry Property). Let T ⊆ Rn be a cone and A ∈ Cm×n a
matrix. We say that A satisfies the Restricted Isometry Property (RIP) on T when

sup
u∈T ∩Sn−1

|∥Au∥2 − 1| ≤ 1

3
.

Such a property is desirable because a measurement matrix with the RIP ensures that distinct
signals within the prior set are mapped to sufficiently different measurements provided the
noise is small enough.

We next show that both signal recovery and denoising occurs for any subsampled mea-
surement matrix that satisfies the RIP when preconditioned. Later in Lemma 3.6 we prove
that under suitable conditions, such an RIP holds with high probability when S is a with-
replacement random sampling matrix.

Theorem 3.3 (Signal recovery). Under Setup 2.5, let S be a deterministic matrix and
suppose SDF satisfy the RIP on T . Without loss of generality, assume that the rows of S are
ordered such that Sd is non-increasing. Then for t > 0, the following holds with probability
at least 1− 2 exp(−t2).

∥x̂− x0∥2 ≤ 9
σ√
m
∥D̃T(SDα)∥2

(√
ℓ+

√
logM + t

)
+∥x⊥∥+ 6∥SDFx⊥∥2 +

3

2

√
ε.

We defer the proof to Subsection 6.1. Notice that the noise error term in Theorem 3.3 exhibits
a denoising effect through its dependence on the factor of 1√

m
.

The factor ∥D̃T(SDα)∥2 admits a few simple upper bounds shown now, and a probabilistic
bound with optimized sampling in Lemma 3.9.

Proposition 3.4 (Bounds on the noise error). With any d ∈ Rn
++, α ∈ Rn

++, and S a fixed
m× n sampling matrix, we have that

(3.1) ∥D̃T(SDα)∥2 ≤ max(Sd) ≤ max(d).

Furthermore, with I = | suppT(SDα)|,

(3.2) ∥D̃T(SDα)∥2 ≤ ∥(SD2α)|[I]∥2.

Proof of Proposition 3.4. We write

∥D̃T(SDα)∥2 =

√√√√ I∑
i=1

(Sd)2iT(SDα)2i .

Under the square root, we find a convex combination of the squared entries of Sd with convex
coefficients T(SDα).2. The first bound in Equation (3.1) follows from bounding the convex
combination by the size of the maximal element. To establish Equation (3.2), it suffices to
check that (SDα)|[I] dominates the first I entries of T(SDα).
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3.1. Variable density sampling. We sample measurements with replacement according
to some probability density vector p, as described in Definition 2.4. We quantify how well
suited a given sampling probability vector p is to a prior set with the following function.

Definition 3.5 (Sampling complexity function). For any α ∈ Rn
++ and p ∈ (0, 1]n ∩∆n−1,

we define

µ(α,p) := max
j∈[n]

αj√
pj

.

This function appears as a factor in the sample complexity of Theorem 3.7.

Lemma 3.6 (Restricted isometry property on unions of subspaces). Let T ⊆ Kn be a union
of at most M subspaces, each with dimension bounded by ℓ as in Setup 2.5. Suppose F , α,
and p are also as in Setup 2.5, and D = Diag(d) where di = (npi)

−1/2. Let µ denote the
complexity function from Definition 3.5. For any t > 0, if the number of measurements m
satisfies

m ≳ µ2(α,p)(log ℓ+ logM + t2),

then with probability at least 1 − 2 exp(−t2), the matrix SDF satisfies the RIP on T , where
S is the m× n with-replacement sampling matrix associated with the probability vector p.

The proof to Lemma 3.6 can be found in the appendix, in Appendix A. There, we carefully
treat the case of potentially complex matrices acting on real subspaces. The rest of the proof
is standard, making use of the matrix Bernstein inequality.

Combining Lemma 3.6 with Theorem 3.3 yields a compressed sensing result for variable
density sampling.

Theorem 3.7 (Compressed sensing with variable density sampling). Under Setup 2.5, let µ
be the complexity function defined in Definition 3.5, and let δ > 0. Suppose that

m ≳ µ2(α,p)

(
log ℓ+ logM + log

1

δ

)
.

Generate S, the m × n with-replacement sampling matrix associated with p, and reorder its
rows so that Sd is with non-increasing entries. Let D = Diag(d) and D̃ = Diag(Sd). Then,
with probability at least 1− δ, the following holds.

For any x0 ∈ Rn, with ε, x̂,x⊥ as in Setup 2.5, we have that

∥x̂− x0∥2 ≤ 9
σ√
m
∥D̃T(SDα)∥2

(
√
ℓ+

√
2 logM +

√
log

4

δ

)
+∥x⊥∥+ 6∥SDFx⊥∥2 +

3

2

√
ε.

The proof combines Lemma 3.6 and Theorem 3.3 with a union bound; see the proof in Ap-
pendix B.

3.2. Optimized sampling. The complexity function of Definition 3.5 specifies how the
sample complexity in Lemma 3.6 depends jointly on the probability vector and the local
coherences. For any fixed vector of local coherences, it is then natural to ask what is the
probability vector which minimizes the complexity function.
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Lemma 3.8 (Optimizing the sampling probabilities). For a fixed vector α ∈ R++ and with
the function µ as in Definition 3.5, let p′ be the optimized probability vector as in Defini-
tion 2.6. Then

min
p∈(0,1)n∩∆n−1

µ(α,p) = µ(α,p′) = ∥α∥2,

where p′ is the unique minimizer.

We omit the proof, as it is straightforward to show that any variation away from p′ increases
the objective function.

When the sampling scheme is adapted to the prior set as in Lemma 3.8, the noise factor
∥D̃T(SDα)∥2 admits a simple upper bound.

Lemma 3.9 (Bound on the noise error for optimized sampling). For any fixed local coherence
vector α ∈ Rn

++, let S be a m × n with-replacement sampling matrix associated with the
optimized probability vector p′. Let D = Diag(d) where di = (np′i)

−1/2. Then for any t > 0

∥D̃T(SDα)∥2 ≤ ∥α∥2min

(
1√
t
,

1√
nmin(α)

)
with probability at least 1− t.

As can be seen in the proof of Lemma 3.9 in Subsection 6.1, this upper bound is made possible
by cancellations which are unique to the optimized sampling scheme, which came as a surprise
to the authors.

We now have all the necessary results to prove our main result, Theorem 2.7. Indeed,
Theorem 2.7 holds when Lemma 3.6, Theorem 3.3, and Lemma 3.9 hold simultaneously; see
the proof in Appendix B for the details of the appropriate union bound.

3.3. Applications. The assumption that the prior set Q is contained in a union of low-
dimensional subspaces is effective for two important examples: generative priors and sparse
priors. We begin with the generative case.

Generative priors

Definition 3.10 ((k,d,n)-Generative neural network [6, Definition 1.1]). Fix the integers 2 ≤
k := k0 ≤ k1, . . . , kd where kd := n < ∞, and suppose for i ∈ [d] that W (i) ∈ Rki×ki−1. A
(k, d, n)-generative network is a function G : Rk → Rn of the form

G(z) := W (d)σ
(
· · ·W (2)σ

(
W (1)z

))
.

In [7, Remark S2.2], it is stated that a (k,d,n)-neural network G : Rk → Rn has its range
contained in N subspaces each of dimension no more than k, with

logN ≤ k

d−1∑
i=1

log

(
2eki
k

)
.

Then we let T = ∆(range(G)− range(G)), where ∆ is the following set expansion operator.



DENOISING OPTIMIZED COMPRESSIVE SAMPLING 11

Definition 3.11 (Piecewise linear expansion [6][Definition 2.1]). Let C ⊆ Rn be a union of

N convex cones: C =
N⋃
i=1

Ci. Define the piecewise linear expansion to be

∆(C) :=
N⋃
i=1

span(Ci) =
N⋃
i=1

(Ci − Ci).

By the properties of this set operator [6, Remark S3.1], T is contained in no more than N2

subspaces each of dimension no more than 2k. So with this T , Theorem 2.7 and Theorem 3.7
apply to the generative setting with M = N2 and ℓ = 2k. We thus improve upon previous
works in generative compressed sensing by providing denoising error bounds. We do cau-
tion, however, that our results applied to the generative setting are not state-of-the-art in all
respects: results which depend on a tighter notion of local coherences can be found in [2].

Sparse priors
For a sparse prior set Q, T = Q−Q is the set of 2k−sparse vectors. It is a union of M

subspaces each of dimension no more than 2k, where M admits the bound

logM = log

(
n

2k

)
≤ 2k log

( n

2k

)
.

While specialized treatments of sparse priors achieve tighter sample complexity bounds, our
results make a significant advance over prior works by providing the first theoretical guarantees
of denoising behavior in the sparse setting.

4. Numerics.

4.1. Experiments with generative priors. In this section, we conduct experiments with
generative priors as introduced in Definition 3.10.

Model and Dataset. We train a generative model on images of the CelebFaces Attributes
Dataset (CelebA). To facilitate training, we further center and crop the color images to 256
by 256, leading to 256 × 256 × 3 = 196608 pixels per image. On this dataset, we train a
Realness GAN [30] with the same training setup, except that we replace the final Tanh layer
with HardTanh, a linearized version of Tanh. For more details on the model training, please
refer to [30]. The unitary transform, F , that we consider is a channel-wise concatenation of
the 2D Fourier Transform.

Coherence. As noted in [7], calculating local coherence for generative models appears
computationally intractable. However, there is a straightforward way to make an effective
estimate for this quantity by using a finite subset of the prior set. As in [1, 6], we sample
5000 latent codes from a standard normal distribution and input these codes to the generative
model to create a batch of images. To compute the coherence of a certain measurement vector,
we take all differences of images in this batch, normalize them, compute the absolute value of
the inner product of each of them with the measurement vector, and take the largest of these
values.
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Signal Reconstruction. We generate a with-replacement sampling matrix S according to

the optimized probability vector p′ with p∗i =
α2
i

∥αi∥2 . We generate a synthetic signal x0 = G(z)
where z is a latent code taken from the standard normal distribution and G is the trained
generative neural net described above. We then set b = SFx0+η where the noise vector η has
Gaussian entries with variance σ2/m for various noise levels σ. We compare the performance of
the signal recovery under optimized sampling to uniform sampling, which takes the probability
vector pi =

1
n .

In the generative setting, the optimization problem of Equation (2.1) in Setup 2.5 becomes

minimize
z∈Rk

∥∥∥D̃SFG(z)− D̃b
∥∥∥2
2
.

To optimize, we use AdamW , with β1 = 0.99, β2 = 0.999, and lr = 0.0003 for 20000 iterations,
yielding an optimized latent vector ẑ. We validate the performance of different sampling
schemes using relative recovery error (rre), where rre(x0, G(ẑ)) = ∥x0−G(ẑ)∥2

∥x0∥2 . We repeat
this experiment 256 times for each noise level to report an average relative recovery error, as
shown in Figure 1. This exhibits the significant improvement in sample complexity gained by
optimizing the sampling distribution. In Figure 2, we estimate the slope of the recovery error
in log scale with a least-squares fit in log scale, thereby estimating the dependence on m. We
compare the values of the slopes to the rate of 1/

√
m in our denoising bounds. In all figures,

we display the geometric mean of the data and the geometric standard error as uncertainty
(which is the statistical uncertainty of the geometric mean estimator).

102 103 104 105

m

10 3

10 2

10 1

Re
la

tiv
e 

re
co

ve
ry

 e
rro

r

a Uniform Sampling
Optimized Sampling
 = 128.0
 = 32.0
 = 4.0
 = 0.0

b

10 3

10 2

10 1

Figure 1. a) Relative error for optimized sampling versus uniform sampling with generative models. b) the
red channel of the local coherence.

Visual evidence. In Figure 3, we contrast uniform sampling versus optimized sampling
on real faces. We add noise directly to the signal before taking the measurements, thus using
a slight variation on our noise model. The first column contains the original faces and the
second column contains the ones with high noise added, σ = 128. The odd rows show the
faces recovered by optimized sampling and the even rows show the faces recovered by uniform
sampling. The percentage at the top of the columns is the proportion of measurements taken
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Figure 2. Relative recovery error for 256 repeated experiments at each m and σ. We perform least-squares
fits in log space for m ∈ [103.9, 105.4] (roughly after the phase transition, but before saturation). The slopes of
the fitted lines from top to bottom are −0.56,−0.50,−0.37,−0.29 respectively.

Figure 3. Noisy faces recovered by optimized sampling and uniform sampling.

divided by ambient dimension. Visually, it appears that optimized sampling recovers faces
well from about 0.5-2% percent of measurements, whereas uniform sampling recovers well
from about 8%.

4.2. Experiments with Sparse priors. In Figure 4 we recover a signal which is sparse
in the Haar wavelet basis of level 5 from subsampled Fourier measurements. The signal is
obtained by resizing the cameraman image to be 256 by 256, and then truncating it to its 60
largest coefficients in the sparsity basis.

We subsample the measurements according to the optimized sampling distribution, which
we obtain from the local coherences of the Fourier measurement vectors with respect to the
vectors of the Haar basis. Note that this is not quite the local coherences that are found in our
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theory, but are nonetheless a good estimate. The local coherence with respect to the sparsity
basis is a notion of local coherence that appears in the literature for optimized sampling on
sparse signals [19].

To solve the optimization problem in Equation (2.1), we employ an algorithm that has two
steps: first we run basis pursuit denoising using SPGL1 [28]. From the solution, we estimate
the support to correspond to the 60 largest wavelet coefficients. Then, we find the best fit to
the measurements on this support by solving a least-squares problem.

In Figure 4 we follow the same procedure as Figure 2.
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Figure 4. Relative errors of five signal recovery experiments for each value of m and σ. We perform
least-squares fits in log space for m > 300 (roughly after the phase transition). The fits have slopes of −1.11,
−0.67, −0.53, −0.53, −0.54 respectively, in order of decreasing σ. The ambient dimension is n = 6.6 · 104, we
run experiments up to m ≈ 4n.

5. Noise robustness in the literature. As discussed in the introduction, we believe the
noise model used in our work is more principled and realistic than what appears in prior
literature. To discuss the different treatments of noise in earlier works, let us first consider [7,
Theorem 2.1], a compressed sensing result with an optimized sampling scheme and determin-
istic noise on a generative prior.

Proposition 5.1 (Generative CS with deterministic noise). Consider the prior set Q :=
range(G) ⊆ Rn for G : Rk → Rn a (k, d, n)-generative network as in Definition 3.10. Let F ∈
Cn×n be a unitary matrix with local coherences α ∈ R++ with respect to T := ∆(Q−Q) ⊆ Cn.
Fixing δ > 0, suppose that

m ≳ ∥α∥22
(
kd log

(n
k

)
+ log

2

δ

)
,

that S is an m × n with-replacement sampling matrix governed by the optimized probability
vector p′, and that D := Diag (d) with di = (np′i)

−1/2. Then the following holds with probability
at least 1− δ.
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For any x0 ∈ Rn with x⊥ = x0 −Πrange(G) x0, let b = SFx0 + η, where η ∈ C. Then for

ẑ ∈ Rk satisfying ∥∥∥SDFG(ẑ)− D̃b
∥∥∥2
2
≤ min

x∈Q

∥∥∥SDFx− D̃b
∥∥∥2
2
+ ε

for some ε > 0, it holds that

∥G(ẑ)− x0∥2 ≤ ∥x⊥∥2 + 3∥SDFx⊥∥2 + 3∥D̃η∥2 +
3

2
ε.

Notice the error term ∥D̃η∥2, and recall that D̃ = Diag(Sd) for a fixed preconditioning vector
d ∈ Rn. Each entry di of d is associated through its index to fi, a specific measurement vector.
Therefore, this term, ∥D̃η∥2, scales the noise by coefficients which depend on a random sample
of measurement vectors.

This type of theoretical result is dubious in application. A practitioner hoping to use
such a result would have to first sample the CS matrix, and only know of a high probability
bound describing its quality after having sampled the CS matrix (and would not be allowed
to re-sample it if the theoretical guarantees are to hold).

Though this bound has its shortcomings, we believe that it is an accurate description of
the robustness to deterministic noise of subsampled unitary measurements with non-uniform
local coherences. Since different measurement vectors have differing degrees of alignment
(i.e., differing local coherences) with the prior, the dynamic range of non-noisy measurements
vary accordingly, resulting in effectively large (in magnitude) measurements for rows that
are coherent with the prior and smaller measurements for rows that are incoherent. This
in turn leads to typically higher Signal-to-Noise ratios (SNRs) for “coherent” measurements
and lower SNRs for incoherent ones. It would be possible to obtain a signal recovery bound
which does not depend on the measurement matrix by using a uniform lower-bound on all
local coherences, but such a bound would under-estimate of the true robustness to noise by a
potentially wide margin. Indeed, a measurement vector that is almost orthogonal to the prior
set would almost never be sampled, and yet would affect such a bound significantly.

Sampling-dependent noise sensitivity appears in earlier works in subtle ways for both
bounded and deterministic noise, even when the recovery error bound does not feature a noise
error term that is sampling-dependent. In the two examples we discuss below, this type of
noise sensitivity instead appears implicitly in the signal acquisition model.

Krahmer and Ward [19] consider bounded (adversarial) noise contained in an ellipsoid.
Notably, the dimensions of this ellipsoid scale inversely with the entry-wise preconditioning
associated with the measurement vectors, making the ellipsoid’s shape dependent on the
specific selection of measurement vectors in the CS matrix. The worst-case noise then scales
element-wise with the local coherences of the sampled measurement vectors in such a way that
the impact of varying local coherences on the noise sensitivity is cancelled out. One downside
of such an approach is that the constraint on the adversarial noise is dependent on the random
CS matrix.

Adcock, Cardenas, and Dexter [2] instead consider deterministic noise, with a different
model for signal acquisition than that of Proposition 5.1. Their CS matrix has rows with
varying norms, which modifies the strength of the signal in the measurements relative to the
noise. From the perspective of the present paper, they take the measurement matrix to be
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SDF , the preconditioned CS matrix at the time of measurement, whereas we consider SF ,
and only introduce the preconditioning in the optimization step. By preconditioning the CS
matrix it is possible to correct for discrepancies in dynamic range that arise from differing
local coherences.

We believe that our signal acquisition model is more realistic than the alternatives dis-
cussed so far. Measurement vectors model measurement devices, and there is no reason to
believe that measurement devices would either downscale the noise element-wise or strengthen
the signal element-wise in a way that depends on the choice of measurements. That being
said, results featuring differing measurement acquisition models are often mathematically
equivalent, meaning that we can convert between two measurement acquisition models by
simultaneously adjusting the error terms in the recovery bound with a variable substitution.
For example, we do this in the proof of Corollary C.1.

In this work, we find simpler and meaningful bounds by considering Gaussian noise. This
also means that we provide, to our knowledge, the first robust bounds for variable density
sampling in compressed sensing which do not suffer from the aforementioned limitations.

It may be argued that signal recovery bounds in the presence of Gaussian noise can be
obtained as a straightforward corollary of previous work on deterministic noise. But as we
demonstrate in the appendix, such results will not exhibit a denoising behavior. In Appen-
dix C, we derive such a result as a corollary of [2, Theorem 3.6], and show that it falls short
relative to our specialized treatment of stochastic noise.

6. Proofs.

6.1. Signal recovery with denoising.

Proof of Lemma 3.9. Recall that the diagonal entries of D are di =
1√
np′i

= ∥α∥2√
nαi

. A first

bound is found in Proposition 3.4:

∥D̃T(SDα)∥2 ≤ d1 =
∥α∥2√
nmin(α)

.

We find a second bound to combine with the first. With the fact that Dα = ∥α∥2√
n
1 for 1 the

vector with all entries 1, the second bound in Proposition 3.4 becomes

∥D̃T(SDα)∥2 ≤ ∥SD2α∥2

≤ ∥α∥2√
n

∥SD1∥2.

With the fact that SD1 = Sd,

E∥Sd∥22 =
m∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

p′j
n

m

1

np′j
= n.

Using Markov’s inequality, we find that with probability at least 1− δ,

∥D̃T(SDα)∥2 ≤
∥α∥2√

δ
.

Combining the two bounds yields the result.
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Proof of Theorem 3.3. Let x̄ = ΠQ x0 and h = x̂− x0. By definition of x̂,∥∥∥SDF x̂− D̃b
∥∥∥2
2
≤ min

x∈Q
∥SDFx− D̃b∥22 + ε

≤ ∥SDF x̄− D̃b∥22 + ε

= ∥SDF (x̄− x0) + SDFx0 − D̃b∥22 + ε

≤ ∥SDFx⊥ − D̃η∥22 + ε

≤ ∥SDFx⊥∥22 + 2R⟨SDFx⊥, D̃η⟩+ ∥D̃η∥22 + ε.

Then consider the l.h.s. of the above inequality:

∥SDF x̂− D̃b∥22 = ∥SDF x̂− (SDFx0 + D̃η)∥22
= ∥SDFh∥22 − 2R⟨SDFh, D̃η⟩+ ∥D̃η∥22.

Combining these equations, we get

∥SDFh∥22 ≤ ∥SDFx⊥∥22 + 2R⟨SDFx⊥, D̃η⟩+ 2R⟨SDFh, D̃η⟩+ ε.

Substitute h = h̃− x⊥, where h̃ ∈ Q−Q, to find that

∥SDF h̃∥22 − 2R⟨SDF h̃, SDFx⊥⟩+ ∥SDFx⊥∥22
≤∥SDFx⊥∥22 + 2R⟨SDFx⊥, D̃η⟩+ 2R⟨SDF h̃, D̃η⟩ − 2R⟨SDFx⊥, D̃η⟩+ ε,

which reduces to

∥SDF h̃∥22 ≤ 2R⟨SDF h̃, SDFx⊥⟩+ 2R⟨SDF h̃, D̃η⟩+ ε.

Then using the RIP on the l.h.s., it follows that(
1− 1

3

)2

∥h̃∥22 ≤ 2R⟨SDF h̃, SDFx⊥⟩+ 2R⟨SDF h̃, D̃η⟩+ ε

≤ 2∥h̃∥2 sup
y∈T ∩B2

R⟨SDFy, SDFx⊥⟩+ ∥h̃∥2 sup
y∈T ∩B2

2R⟨SDFy, D̃η⟩+ ε.

Let
E = sup

y∈T ∩B2

2R⟨SDFy, SDFx⊥⟩+ sup
y∈T ∩B2

2R⟨SDFy, D̃η⟩.

We find a bound on ∥h̃∥2 by considering the quadratic formula ax2 + bx+ c with coefficients
a = 4/9, b = −E, c = −ε,

∥h̃∥2 ≤
1

2 · 4/9

(
E +

√
E2 + 4ε · 4/9

)
≤ 1

2 · 4/9
(2E + 2 · 2/3

√
ε)

=
9

4
E +

3

2

√
ε.
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From the triangle inequality
∥h∥2 ≤ ∥h̃∥2 + ∥x⊥∥2,

it follows that

∥h∥2 ≤
9

4
E +

3

2

√
ε+ ∥x⊥∥2.

Then it remains only to bound E, which we do with the following lemma.

Lemma 6.1 (Bounding the noise error term). Under Setup 2.5, let S be a deterministic
sampling matrix and suppose that SDF satisfies the RIP on T . Let t > 0. Then

sup
y∈T ∩B2

2R⟨SDFy, D̃η⟩ ≤ 4
σ√
m
∥D̃T(SDα)∥2

(√
ℓ+

√
logM + t

)
with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−t2).

To finish the proof of Theorem 3.3, it remains only to bound

sup
y∈T ∩B2

2R⟨SDFy, SDFx⊥⟩.

Since SDF has the RIP on T ,

sup
y∈T ∩B2

∥SDFy∥2 ≤
4

3
.

With the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality we find that

sup
y∈T ∩B2

2R⟨SDFy, SDFx⊥⟩ ≤ sup
y∈T ∩B2

∥SDFy∥2∥SDFx⊥∥2 ≤
8

3
∥SDFx⊥∥2.

Therefore,

E ≤ 4
σ√
m
∥D̃T(SDα)∥2

(√
ℓ+

√
logM + t

)
+

8

3
∥SDFx⊥∥2

with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−t2), which yields the result.

Proof of Lemma 6.1. In the case where K is C, note that in Lemma 6.1 we only contend
with the real part of the complex inner product. The space Cm over the real field and with
the real inner product is isometric and isomorphic to R2m. We therefore map vectors that are
in Cm into R2m in the canonical way, and at times discuss the same vectors as being in Cm.
In this proof only, we denote by ⟨·, ·⟩ the canonical inner product in R2m, and by ∥ · ∥ the
operator norm in R2m. The matrices D ∈ R2n×2n, F ∈ R2n×n, and S ∈ R2m×2n are defined
so as to preserve the linear map structure. For simplicity, in the rest of this proof we use Km

to refer to R2m if K is C, and to Rm if K is R.
Let U ⊆ T be a subspace of dimension at most ℓ in Rn. We first consider the simpler

problem of bounding the random variable supy∈U∩B2
2⟨SDFy, D̃η⟩ with high probability. Let

Ū = SDFU ⊆ Km, and ȳ = SDFy ∈ Km. Then

sup
y∈U∩B2

2⟨SDFy, D̃η⟩ = σ√
m

sup
y∈U∩B2

2⟨SDFy, D̃g⟩

≤ σ√
m

8

3
sup

ȳ∈Ū∩B2

⟨ȳ, D̃g⟩.
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To find a high-probability bound on this random variable, we first bound the expectation.
Define Πr to be the orthogonal projection on to the row space of ΠŪD̃, so that ΠŪD̃ = ΠŪD̃Πr.
Then

E sup
y∈U∩B2

2⟨SDFy, D̃η⟩ ≤ σ√
m

8

3
E sup

z∈Ū∩B2

⟨z, D̃g⟩(6.1a)

=
σ√
m

8

3
E∥ΠŪD̃g∥2(6.1b)

=
σ√
m

8

3
E∥ΠŪD̃Πrg∥2(6.1c)

≤ σ√
m

8

3
∥ΠŪD̃∥E∥Πrg∥2(6.1d)

≤ σ√
m

8

3
∥D̃ΠŪ∥

√
ℓ.(6.1e)

The last inequality follows because the matrix ΠŪD̃ has rank ℓ, and so Πr is a projection onto
a ℓ−dimensional subspace. To bound the deviation away from the expectation, we consider
the function

g → 2σ√
m

sup
y∈U∩B2

⟨SDFy, D̃g⟩.

With an argument similar to the one we used to bound the expectation, we find this function
to be Lipschitz with constant σ√

m
8
3∥D̃ΠŪ∥. Then by Gaussian concentration ([21, Theorem

5.5]), we find that for any t > 0,

(6.2) sup
y∈U∩B2

2⟨SDFy, D̃η⟩ ≤ σ√
m

8

3
∥D̃ΠŪ∥(

√
ℓ+ t)

with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−t2).
In the case where K is R, we to bound ∥D̃ΠŪ∥ with the following lemma.

Lemma 6.2 (Operator norm of a diagonal matrix on an incoherent subspace). Let Ū ⊆ Rm

be a non-trivial subspace and let β ∈ Rm
+ be the local coherences of the canonical basis with

respect to Ū , meaning that βi := supu∈Ū∩B2
|ui|. Let D̃ = Diag(d̃) for a vector d̃ ∈ Rm

++ with
non-increasing entries. Then

∥D̃ΠŪ ∥ ≤ ∥D̃T(β)∥2.

For d ∈ Rn the diagonal entries of D, and a fixed i ∈ [m], the ith local coherence of Ū is

sup
u∈Ū∩B2

|e∗iu| = sup
h∈U∩B2

∣∣∣∣e∗i SDFh

∥SDFh∥2

∣∣∣∣(6.3a)

≤ sup
h∈U∩B2

(SDα)i
∥SDFh∥2

(6.3b)

≤ 3

2
(SDα)i.(6.3c)



20 Y. PLAN, M. S. SCOTT, X. SHENG AND O. YILMAZ

Equation (6.3b) follows because for any h ∈ T ∩ Bn
2 , the vector DFh has entries domi-

nated entry-wise in magnitude by Dα. Equation (6.3c) follows from a lower-bound on the
denominator by using the RIP of SDF on T . Lemma 6.2 then tells us that

(6.4) ∥D̃ΠŪ∥ ≤ 3

2
∥D̃T(SDα)∥2.

If, instead, K is C, we require a slightly modified lemma, which nonetheless yields the same
result.

Lemma 6.3 (Soft incoherent projection bound). Let Ū ⊆ R2m be a non-trivial subspace such
that for i ∈ [m], supū∈Ū∩B2

(ū22i−1 + ū22i) ≤ β2
i for a vector β ∈ Rm

++. Let D̃ = Diag(d̃) for

a vector d̃ ∈ Rm
++ with non-increasing entries. Suppose that the vector d̄ ∈ R2m

++ has entries

d̄2i−1 = d̄2i = d̃i ∀i ∈ [m], and let D̄ = Diag(d̄). Then

∥D̄ΠŪ∥ ≤ ∥D̃T(β)∥2.

To find the relevant local coherences β in Lemma 6.3, note that Equation (6.3c) still holds if
we let F be the complex unitary matrix in Cn×n. Following the same argument,

sup
u∈Ū∩B2

|ui| ≤
3

2
(SDα)i,

where Ū ⊆ Cm and ui is a complex number. Back in R2m, this statement becomes

∀u ∈ Ū ∩B2, u22i−1 + u22i ≤
9

4
(SDα)2i .

Using Lemma 6.3 with βi =
3
2(SDα)i implies that Equation (6.4) also holds in the case that

K is C.
Applying Equation (6.4) to Equation (6.2), we find that

sup
y∈U∩B2

2⟨SDFy, D̃η⟩ ≤ 4
σ√
m
∥D̃T(SDα)∥2

(√
ℓ+ t

)
with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−t2). With a union bound as described by Proposition B.1
over the M subspaces constituting T , it follows that

sup
y∈T ∩B2

2⟨SDFy, D̃η⟩ ≤ 4
σ√
m
∥D̃T(SDα)∥2

(√
ℓ+

√
logM + t

)
with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−t2).

Proof of Lemma 6.2. Note that

∥D̃ΠŪ ∥2 = sup
u∈Ū∩Sm−1

∥D̃u∥22

= sup
u∈Ū∩Sm−1

m∑
i=1

u2i d̃
2
i

≤ sup
u∈Sm−1,u2

i≤β2
i

m∑
i=1

u2i d̃
2
i
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Re-parameterize to p ∈ ∆n−1 with the substitution pi = u2i , and let c = d̃
.2

(squaring the
vector element-wise), we find that

(6.5) ∥D̃ΠŪ ∥2 ≤ max
p∈∆m−1, pi≤β2

i

c∗p.

Since d̃ has decreasing entries, the solution to this problem is the vector which concentrates
its mass on the first entries as much as possible, which is T(β).2.

Indeed, for any other p ∈ ∆n−1, the difference p− T(β).2 is a vector which sums to zero,
and can only have positive entries outside the support of T(β).2 (including also the last non-
zero entry of T(β).2, although this does not affect the argument). Similarly, negative entries
of the difference vector must occur inside the support of T(β).2. But the objective vector c
has larger coefficients on the support of T(β).2 than off of it, therefore c∗(p − T(β).2) ≤ 0,
which means that c∗p ≤ c∗T(β).2. It follows that T(β).2 maximizes the objective, achieving
a value of ∥D̃T(β)∥22, which gives us the desired upper-bound.

Proof of Lemma 6.3. Similarly as in the proof of Lemma 6.2, we find an upper-bound for
∥D̄ΠŪ∥2 to be

(6.6) max
p̄∈∆m−1, p̄2i−1+p̄2i≤β2

i

c̄∗p̄.

where c̄ ∈ R2m has entries c̄i = d̄2i . Substitute p̄ ∈ ∆2m−1 by p ∈ ∆m−1 with pi = p̄2i−1 + p̄2i,
and since d̄ has pairs of repeated entries, take c ∈ R2m to have entries ci = c̄2i. The constraints
p̄2i−1 + p̄2i ≤ β2

i then becomes pi ≤ β2
i . Therefore, we find that Equation (6.6) equals

max
p∈∆m−1, pi≤β2

i

c∗p,

which matches Equation (6.5) in the proof of Lemma 6.2. Therefore, we find the same upper-
bound as in Lemma 6.2.

7. Conclusion. We have analyzed the stochastic noise dependence of variable density
sampling in compressed sensing and have shown that optimized sampling leads to de-noising.
We believe this is the first de-noising result in variable density compressive sampling. We
assumed the prior belongs to a union of subspaces, thus allowing both sparse and generative
compressed sensing models as special cases. In the latter case, we consider the prior to be
the range of a neural net with ReLU activation functions. An open question is whether this
work can be extended to other prior models, such as the range of a neural net with smooth
activation functions.
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therefore take the real part of the Hermitian matrix:

(⋆) = sup
x∈Rℓ∩Sℓ−1

∣∣∣∣∣x∗
m∑
i=1

R
[
PUF

∗Dsis
∗
iDFP ∗

U − 1

m
I

]
x

∣∣∣∣∣(A.2a)

≤

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
i=1

(
R [viv

∗
i ]−

1

m
I

)∥∥∥∥∥(A.2b)

for the random vectors vi := PUF
∗Dsi. This is a sum of i.i.d. ℓ × ℓ real random matrices

because S has i.i.d. rows. We now introduce the central ingredient of this proof: the Matrix
Bernstein inequality [29, Theorem 5.4.1].

Lemma A.2 (Matrix Bernstein). Let X1, ..., XN be independent, mean zero, symmetric
random matrices in Rℓ×ℓ, such that ||Xi|| ≤ K almost surely for all i ∈ [N ]. Then, for every
t ≥ 0, we have

P

{∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
i=1

Xi

∥∥∥∥∥ ≥ t

}
≤ 2ℓ exp

(
− t2/2

σ2 +Kt/3

)
,

where σ2 = ∥
∑m

i=1 EX2
i ∥.

The random vectors {vi}i∈[m] have two key properties. First, the real parts of their outer
products are isotropic (up to a scalar multiplication). Indeed, for any fixed i ∈ [n],

E[R(viv
∗
i )] = RE[PUF

∗Dsis
∗
iDFP ∗

U ]

= R(PUF
∗DE[sis∗i ]DFP ∗

U )

= R

PUF
∗

 n∑
j=1

1

npj
pj

n

m
eje

⋆
j

FP ∗
U


=

1

m
I.

The isotropic property gives us immediately that, as required by Lemma A.2, the matrices
R
[
viv

∗
i − 1

mI
]
are mean-zero.

The second property of the vectors vi is a bound on supx∈Rℓ∩B2
|⟨x,vi⟩|:

sup
x∈Rℓ∩B2

|⟨x,vi⟩| = sup
x∈Rℓ∩B2

|⟨x, PU (F
∗Dsi)⟩|(A.3a)

=
1√
m

max
j∈[n]

1
√
pj

sup
u∈U∩B2

|
〈
u,f j

〉
|(A.3b)

=
µ(α,p)√

m
,(A.3c)

where α is the local coherence vector of F with respect to U . To be concise, let µ := µ(α,p).
We proceed to compute a value for K. By triangle inequality and property of the operator
norm of rank one matrices, we see that∥∥∥∥R [viv

∗
i −

1

m
I

]∥∥∥∥ ≤ sup
x∈Rℓ∩B2

|⟨x,vi⟩|2 +
1

m
≤ 2

µ2

m
.
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The last inequality holds because of the lower bound µ2 ≥ 1 which we now justify. Consider
that from Lemma 3.8 we have that µ ≥ ∥α∥2, and furthermore that any non-empty prior set
contains a unit vector û ∈ Rn, and so ∥α∥2 ≥ ∥F û∥2 = 1. This gives us the desired lower
bound by monotonicity of µ over set containment.

We now compute σ2.

σ2 =

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
i=1

E

[
R
(
viv

∗
i −

1

m
I

)2
]∥∥∥∥∥(A.4a)

= sup
x∈Rℓ∩B2

x∗
m∑
i=1

(
E[R(viv

∗
i )R(viv

∗
i )]−

1

m
I

)
x.(A.4b)

= sup
x∈Rℓ∩B2

m∑
i=1

(
E[x∗R(viv

∗
i )R(viv

∗
i )x]−

1

m

)
.(A.4c)

Equation (A.4b) holds because the matrix is symmetric positive semi-definite. We introduce
the unit vector ŷ to be the normalization of y := R[viv

∗
i ]x, and

x∗R[viv
∗
i ]R[viv

∗
i ]x = x∗R[viv

∗
i ]ŷŷ

∗R[viv
∗
i ]x(A.5a)

= R[x∗viv
∗
i ŷ]R[ŷ∗viv

∗
ix](A.5b)

≤ |x∗vi|2|v∗
i ŷ|2(A.5c)

≤ |x∗vi|2
µ2

m
.(A.5d)

Equation (A.5d) holds because of Equation (A.3b). With this bound, we find that

σ2 ≤ sup
x∈Rℓ∩B2

m∑
i=1

E[x∗viv
∗
ix]

µ2

m
− 1

m

m∑
i=1

1(A.6a)

≤ sup
x∈Rℓ∩B2

x∗

(
m∑
i=1

I

m

µ2

m

)
x(A.6b)

≤ µ2

m
.(A.6c)

Equation (A.6b) is obtained by dropping the second term, which is negative.
Then applying the Matrix Bernstein yields

P
{

sup
x∈U∩Sn−1

∣∣∣∥SDFx∥22 − 1
∣∣∣ ≥ t

}
≤ 2ℓ exp

(
− t2/2

µ2

m + 2µ2

m
t
3

)
.

We would like to get our result in terms of the l2 norm without the square. For this purpose
we make use of the “square-root trick” that can be found in [29, Theorem 3.1.1]. We re-write
the above as

P
{

sup
x∈U∩Sn−1

∣∣∣∥SDFx∥22 − 1
∣∣∣ ≥ t

}
≤ 2ℓ exp

(
−C

m

µ2
min

(
t2, t

))
.
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We make the substitution t → max(δ, δ2), which yields

P
{

sup
x∈U∩Sn−1

∣∣∥SDFx∥22 − 1
∣∣ ≥ max(δ, δ2)

}
≤ 2ℓ exp

(
−C

mδ2

µ2

)
.

With the restricted inequality ∀a, δ > 0, |a− 1| ≥ δ =⇒ |a2 − 1| ≥ max(δ, δ2), we infer that

P
{

sup
x∈U∩Sn−1

|∥SDFx∥2 − 1| ≥ δ

}
≤ P

{
sup

x∈U∩Sn−1

∣∣∥SDFx∥22 − 1
∣∣ ≥ max(δ, δ2)

}
≤ 2ℓ exp

(
−C

mδ2

µ2

)
.

Finally, with another substitution cmδ2

µ2 − log ℓ = t2, reformulate this bound as

sup
x∈U∩Sn−1

|∥SDFx∥2 − 1| ≲ µ√
m

√
log ℓ+

µ√
m
t

with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−t2).
—

The proof of Lemma 3.6 then follows from a union bound on all the subspaces containing
differences in the prior set.

Proof of Lemma 3.6. We denote T = ∪M
i=1Ui for the set of subspaces {Ui}i∈[m] in Kn each

of dimension no more than ℓ, and let U ⊆ T be any one of these subspaces. Then the local
coherence vector αU of F with respect to U is dominated entry-wise by the local coherences
α of F with respect to T , because U ⊆ T . Then by Lemma A.1, it follows that

(A.7) sup
x∈U∩Sn−1

|∥SDFx∥2 − 1| ≲ µ(α,p)√
m

√
log ℓ+

µ(α,p)√
m

t

with probability at least 1 − 2 exp(−t2). This is almost the same statement as that of
Lemma A.1 except for the fact that on the r.h.s. we have α instead of αU . This is not
a problem because of the monotonicity of µ in its first argument.

Note that we have in Equation (A.7) an identical statement that applies for each subspace
U composing T . We perform a union bound over all such statements in the manner described
by Proposition B.1, and find that

sup
x∈T ∩Sn−1

|∥SDFx∥2 − 1| ≲ µ(α,p)√
m

√
log ℓ+

µ(α,p)√
m

√
logM +

µ(α,p)√
m

t

with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−t2).

Appendix B. Proofs by union bounds. Both Theorem 2.7 and Theorem 3.7 follow from
union bounds on a few lemmas.

Proof of Theorem 2.7. Let t1 > 0, and let

m ≳ ∥α∥22
(
log ℓ+ logM + t21

)
.

Each of the following statements holds individually with probability at least 1 − 2 exp(−t2)
for a variable t > 0 defined within each of the three results.
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1. The matrix SDF has the RIP thanks to Lemma 3.6.
2. When 1. is satisfied, the recovery error is bounded as specified by Theorem 3.3.
3. When 1. is satisfied, the noise sensitivity ∥D̃T(SDα)∥2 in the recovery error bound

of Theorem 3.3 is bounded thanks to Lemma 3.9.
We distinguish between the variables t used within each of the three statements by re-

labelling them t1, t2, t3 respectively. For some δ > 0, let 2 exp(−t21) =
1
10δ, 2 exp(−t22) =

1
10δ,

and t3 = 8
10δ. Then t1 = t2 =

√
log 20

δ . The required statement then holds with probability

at least 1− δ from a union bound on the three statements above for this choice of t1, t2, t3.

The following proof is similar.

Proof of Theorem 3.7. Let t1 > 0, and

m ≳ µ2(α,p)(log(ℓ) + logM + t21).

Then each of the following statements holds individually with probability at least 1−2 exp(−t2)
for a variable t > 0 defined within each of the results.

1. The matrix SDF has the RIP on T thanks to Lemma 3.6.
2. When 1. is satisfied, the recovery error is bounded as specified by Theorem 3.3.
We distinguish between the variables t used within each of the two statements by re-

labelling them t1, t2 respectively. For some δ > 0, let 2 exp(−t21) =
1
2δ and 2 exp(−t22) =

1
2δ.

Then t1 = t2 =
√

log 4
δ . The fact that the second statement is conditional on the success of

the first only lessens the true probability of failure, and so the probability of failure is no more
than 1

2δ +
1
2δ = δ. The result follows.

We present below a technical lemma for general union bounds on statements involving sub-
Gaussian random variables.

Proposition B.1 (Union bound on sub-Gaussian tail bounds). Let {Si(t)}i∈[ℓ] be an array of
random statements such that ∀i ∈ [ℓ], t > 0, Si(t) is true with probability at least 1−2 exp(−t2).
Then with probability at least 1− 2exp(−t2), the following statement holds.

Si(t+
√

log ℓ) is true ∀i ∈ [ℓ].

Proof of Proposition B.1. Let γ > 0.

P(∃i s.t. Si(γ) is false) = P(∪i∈[ℓ]{Si(γ) is false})
≤ ℓ2 exp(−γ2)

= 2 exp(−γ2 + log ℓ)

We perform the substitution γ = γ′ +
√
log ℓ.

P
(
∃i s.t. Si

(
γ′ +

√
log ℓ

)
is false

)
≤ 2 exp(−(γ′ +

√
log ℓ)2 + log ℓ)

= 2 exp(−γ′2 − 2γ′
√
log ℓ)

≤ 2 exp(−γ′2).
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Appendix C. Gaussian noise corollary from deterministic noise. The following is a
compressed sensing result with Gaussian measurement noise, derived as a corollary of a result
with deterministic noise ([2, Theorem 3.6]).

Corollary C.1 (Gaussian noise CS as corollary of deterministic noise). Consider a union of
N r−dimensional subspaces Q ⊆ Rn. Given a unitary matrix F ∈ Cn×n with local coherences
α ∈ Rn

++ with respect to the set Q − Q, take S as a with-replacement sampling matrix with

probability vector p′ =
{

α2
i

∥α∥22

}
i∈[n]

. Denote by ω : N → N the index map corresponding to S,

meaning that the ith row of S is eωi. For ζ > 0, suppose that

m ≳ ∥α∥22
(
log(2r + 1) + 2 log(N) + log

(
2

ζ

))
.

Then the following holds. For any x0 ∈ Rn with ε, x̂,x⊥ as in Setup 2.5, and ˆ̂x := min(1, 1/∥x̂∥2)x̂,
we have that

E∥ˆ̂x− x0∥2 ≲
σ√
m
∥α∥2

m∑
i=1

1√
nαωi

+ ∥x⊥∥2 + ε+
√

ζ.

The proof of Corollary C.1 consists of translating [2, Theorem 3.6] into our notation, converting
between models of signal acquisition, and randomizing the deterministic noise. We provide the
proof below.

Recall that in Theorem 2.7 we found the following error bound on the signal recovery
error.

∥x̂− x0∥2 ≤ 9
σ√
m
∥α∥2

√
min

(
5

4δ
,

1

nmin(α)2

)(√
2r + 1 +

√
2 logN +

√
log

20

δ

)
+∥x⊥∥+ 6∥SDFx⊥∥2 +

3

2

√
ε.

We see that our denoising noise error term exhibits a denoising behavior in its factor of 1√
m
,

whereas this dependence is cancelled by the sum over m terms in Corollary C.1.

Proof of Corollary C.1. The proof mainly follows from [2, Theorem 3.6], specifically as-
sumption c). From [2, Equation 5.6] we find that the “variation” in this theorem is the square
of our complexity function (Definition 3.5), which becomes ∥α∥22 for the optimized probability
vector p′. From this we find the specified sample complexity.

The correct measurement setup is in [2, Equation 1.2], [2, Example 2.4], and [2, Example
2.5], and see also [2, Example 2.4] for the measurement setup and [2, Definition 3.1] for the
definition of the approximate minimization.

With d = { 1√
np′i

}i∈[n], let D = Diag(d) and D̃ = Diag(Sd). Their measurement model is

b̄ = SDFx0 + e for deterministic noise e ∈ Cm. To convert their result to our measurement
model, we multiply both sides by D̃−1 and substitute in the variables b = D̃−1b̄ and η = D̃−1e.

We apply their result to the Gaussian noise setting by letting η
iid∼ N

(
0, σ

2

m

)
. Then we
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find that the noise sensitivity term in [2, Corollary 5.3] is

E∥D̃η∥22 =
σ2

m
∥D̃∥2F =

σ2

m

m∑
i=1

1

np′ωi

.

Finally, we take the square root of both sides, and the result follows by Jensen’s inequality on
the l.h.s. and distributing the square root (which maintains the inequality) on the r.h.s.
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