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Abstract

One of the most basic problems in compressed sensing is solving an under-determined system of linear
equations. Although this problem seems rather hard certainℓ1-optimization algorithm appears to be very
successful in solving it. The recent work of [14,28] rigorously proved (in a large dimensional and statistical
context) that if the number of equations (measurements in the compressed sensing terminology) in the sys-
tem is proportional to the length of the unknown vector then there is a sparsity (number of non-zero elements
of the unknown vector) also proportional to the length of theunknown vector such thatℓ1-optimization algo-
rithm succeeds in solving the system. In more recent papers [78,81] we considered the setup of the so-called
block-sparse unknown vectors. In a large dimensional and statistical context, we determined sharp lower
bounds on the values of allowable sparsity for any given number (proportional to the length of the unknown
vector) of equations such that anℓ2/ℓ1-optimization algorithm succeeds in solving the system. The results
established in [78,81] assumed a fairly large block-lengthof the block-sparse vectors. In this paper we con-
sider the block-length to be a parameter of the system. Consequently, we then establish sharp lower bounds
on the values of the allowable block-sparsity as functions of the block-length.

Index Terms: Compressed sensing; Block-sparse;ℓ2/ℓ1-optimization .

1 Introduction

In last several years the area of compressed sensing has beenthe subject of extensive research. Finding the

sparsest solution of an under-determined system of linear equations turns out to be one of the focal points of

the entire area. Recent phenomenal results of [14] and [28] rigorously proved for the first time that in certain

scenarios one can solve an under-determined system of linear equations by solving a linear program in

polynomial time. These breakthrough results then as expected generated enormous amount of research with

possible applications ranging from high-dimensional geometry, image reconstruction, single-pixel camera

design, decoding of linear codes, channel estimation in wireless communications, to machine learning,
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data-streaming algorithms, DNA micro-arrays, magneto-encephalography etc. (more on the compressed

sensing problems, their importance, and wide spectrum of different applications can be found in excellent

references [4,12,15,24,37,58,60,66,68,70,71,91,93]).

The interest of the present paper are the mathematical aspects of certain compressed sensing problems.

More precisely, we will be interested in finding the sparsestsolution of an under-determined system of linear

equations which, as mentioned above, is one of the most fundamental problems in the compressed sensing.

While the setup of this problem is fairly easy its solution israther hard. Namely, the setup of the problem is

as simple as the following: we would like to findx such that

Ax = y (1)

whereA is anM × N (M < N ) measurement matrix andy is anM × 1 measurement vector. In usual

compressed sensing contextx is anN × 1 unknownK-sparse vector (see Figure 1). This assumes thatx

has at mostK nonzero components (we assume ideally sparse signals; moreon the so-called approximately

sparse signals can be found in e.g. [21,79,84,95]). In the rest of the paper we will also assume the so-called

linear regime, i.e. we will assume thatK = βN and that the number of the measurements isM = αN

whereα andβ are absolute constants independent ofN (more on the non-linear regime, i.e. on the regime

whenM is larger than linearly proportional toK can be found in e.g. [22,45,46]). Since the problem given

K

N

M =

A xy

Figure 1: Model of a linear system; vectorx isK-sparse

in (1) has been known for a long time there is an extensive literature related to possible ways for solving

it. If one has freedom to design the measurement matrixA then, clearly, a particular recovery algorithm

for that design can be developed as well. As shown in [3,59,65], the techniques from coding theory (based

on the coding/decoding of Reed-Solomon codes) can be employed to determineanyK-sparsex in (1) for

anyα and anyβ ≤ α
2 in polynomial time. It is easy to see thatβ can not be greater thanα2 for x to be

uniquely recoverable. Therefore in terms of recoverable sparsity in polynomial time results from [3,59,65]
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are optimal. The complexity of algorithms from [3,59,65] isroughlyO(N3). If A is designed based on the

techniques related to the coding/decoding of Expander codes then the complexity of recoveringx in (1) is

O(N) (see e.g. [52, 53, 94] and references therein). However, these algorithms do not allow forβ to be as

large asα2 .

On the other hand, if there is no freedom in the choice of the matrix A the problem becomes NP-

hard. Two algorithms that traditionally perform well and have been the subject of an extensive research in

recent years are1) Orthogonal matching pursuit - OMPand2) Basis matching pursuit -ℓ1-optimization.

Both of the algorithms have advantages and disadvantages when applied to different problem scenarios. As

expected a very extensive literature has been developed (especially in last several years) that covers various

modifications of both algorithms so to emphasize their strengths and neutralize their flaws. However, a short

assessment of their differences would be that OMP is faster while BMP can recover higher sparsity and

is more resistant to system imperfections. Under certain probabilistic assumptions on the elements of the

matrixA it can be shown (see e.g. [62, 63, 86, 88]) that ifα = O(β log( 1
β
)) OMP (or a slightly modified

OMP) can recoverx in (1) with complexity of recoveryO(N2). On the other hand a stage-wise OMP

from [36] recoversx in (1) with complexity of recoveryO(N logN).

Since the results of this paper will in some sense be related to ℓ1-optimization (considered in [14,15,28,

34]), below we briefly recall on its definition. Basicℓ1-optimization algorithm (more on adaptive versions

of basicℓ1-optimization can be found in e.g. [16,19,76]) findsx in (1) by solving the following problem

min ‖x‖1

subject to Ax = y. (2)

(Instead ofℓ1-optimization one can employℓq-optimization,0 < q < 1, which essentially means that instead

of norm1 one can use normq in (1). However the resulting problem becomes non-convex. Agood overview

of that approach can be found in e.g. [26, 43, 48–50, 75] and references therein.) Quite remarkably, in [15]

the authors were able to show that ifα andN are given, the matrixA is given and satisfies a special property

called the restricted isometry property (RIP), then any unknown vectorx with no more thanK = βN

(whereβ is an absolute constant dependent onα and explicitly calculated in [15]) non-zero elements can

be recovered by solving (2). As expected, this assumes thaty was in fact generated by thatx and given to

us. The case when the available measurements are noisy versions ofy is also of interest [14,15,51,92]. We

mention in passing that the recent popularity ofℓ1-optimization in compressed sensing is significantly due

to its robustness with respect to noisy measurements. (Of course, the main reason for its popularity is its
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ability to solve (1) for a very wide range of matricesA; more on this remarkable universality phenomenon

the interested reader can find in [33].)

Since the RIP condition played a crucial role in proving technique of [14, 15] having the matrixA

satisfy the RIP condition is fundamentally important. (More on the importance of the RIP condition can

be found in [13]). Designing deterministic matrices for which the RIP condition would hold as well as

checking if it holds for any given matrix is a very hard problem. However, for several classes of random

matrices (e.g., matrices with i.i.d. zero mean Gaussian, Bernoulli or even general Sub-gaussian components)

it turns out that for certain dimensions of the system the RIPcondition is satisfied with overwhelming

probability [1, 5, 15, 73]. On the other hand, it should also be pointed out that the RIP is only asufficient

condition for ℓ1-optimization to produce the solution of (1). In turn this means that an analysis ofℓ1-

optimization success is not required to rely on it.

In fact, the final results and brilliant analysis of [27,28] do not rely on the validity of the RIP condition.

Namely, in [27, 28] the author considers polytope obtained by projecting the regularN -dimensional cross-

polytope using the matrixA. It turns out that anecessary and sufficientcondition for (2) to produce the

solution of (1) for any givenx is that this polytope associated with the matrixA isK-neighborly [27–30].

Using the results of [2, 10, 72, 90], it is further shown in [28], that if the matrixA is a randomm × n

ortho-projector matrix then with overwhelming probability polytope obtained projecting the standardN -

dimensional cross-polytope byA isK-neighborly. The precise relation betweenM andK in order for this

to happen is characterized in [27,28] as well.

It should be noted that one usually considers success of (2) in finding solution of (1) forany givenx.

It is also of interest to consider success of (2) in finding solution of (1) foralmost anygivenx. To make a

distinction between these two cases we will in the followingsection recall on several important definitions

from [28,29,31].

Before proceeding further we first in the following section introduce the so-called block-sparse signals

that will be the central topic of this paper. Immediately afterwards we also describe a polynomial algorithm

for their efficient recovery.

2 Block-sparse signals andℓ2/ℓ1-algorithm

What we described in the previous section is the standard compressed sensing setup. Such a setup does not

assume any special structure on the unknownK-sparse signalx. However one may encounter applications

when the signalx in addition to being sparse has a certain structure. The so-called block-sparse signals were
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introduced and its applications and recovery algorithms were investigated in [4,17,38–40,44,65,78,81,83].

A related problem of recovering jointly sparse signals and its applications were considered in [6,9,18,23,41,

61,64,85,87,89,91,97,98] and references therein (more ondifferent types of a priori known signal structure

can also be found in [55, 56, 96]). In all these cases one attempts to improve the recoverability potential

of the standard algorithms described in the previous section by incorporating the knowledge of the signal

structure.

In this paper we will be interested in further investigatingthe so-called block-sparse compressed sensing

problems [4, 40, 65, 78, 81, 83]. To introduce block-sparse signals and facilitate the subsequent exposition

we will assume that integersN andd are chosen such thatn = N
d

is an integer and it represents the total

number of blocks thatx consists of. Clearlyd is the length of each block. Furthermore, we will assume

thatm = M
d

is an integer as well and thatXi = x(i−1)d+1:id, 1 ≤ i ≤ n are then blocks ofx (see Figure

2). Then we will call any signalx k-block-sparse if its at mostk = K
d

blocksXi are non-zero (non-zero

x1

xid−d+1

xid−d+2

xid

xnd−d+2

Xi

x2

xd

xnd−d+1

Xn

xnd

X1

y

...

...

...

}

}

}
...

...

A1 AnAi

A1 — columns 1, 2, . . . , d

Ai — columns id − d + 1, id − d + 2, . . . , id

An — columns nd − d + 1, nd − d + 2, . . . , nd

= . . .

y = Ax =
∑n

i=1 AiXi

. . .

Figure 2: Block-sparse model

block is a block that is not a zero block; zero block is a block that has all elements equal to zero). Since

k-block-sparse signals areK-sparse one could then use (2) to recover the solution of (1).While this is

possible, it clearly uses the block structure ofx in no way. To exploit the block structure ofx in [83] the

following polynomial algorithm (essentially a combination of ℓ2 andℓ1 optimizations) was considered (see
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also e.g. [4,39,89,97,98])

min
n
∑

i=1

‖x(i−1)d+1:id‖2

subject to Ax = y. (3)

Extensive simulations in [83] demonstrated that asd grows the algorithm in (3) significantly outperforms the

standardℓ1. The following was shown in [83] as well: letA be anM ×N matrix with a basis of null-space

comprised of i.i.d. Gaussian elements; ifα = M
N

→ 1 then there is a constantd such that allk-block-sparse

signalsx with sparsityK ≤ βN, β → 1
2 , can be recovered with overwhelming probability by solving(3).

The precise relation betweend and how fastα −→ 1 andβ −→ 1
2 was quantified in [83] as well. In [78,81]

we extended the results from [83] and obtained the values of the recoverable block-sparsity for anyα, i.e.

for 0 ≤ α ≤ 1. More precisely, for any given constant0 ≤ α ≤ 1 we in [78, 81] determined a constant

β = K
N

such that for a sufficiently larged (3) with overwhelming probability recovers anyk-block-sparse

signal with sparsity less thenK. (Under overwhelming probability we in this paper assume a probability

that is no more than a number exponentially decaying inN away from1.)

Clearly, for any given constantα ≤ 1 there is a maximum allowable value of the constantβ such that

(3) finds solution of (1) with overwhelming probability foranyx. This maximum allowable value of the

constantβ is called thestrong threshold(see [27, 28]). We will denote the value of the strong threshold by

βs. Similarly, for any given constantα ≤ 1 one can define thesectional thresholdas the maximum allowable

value of the constantβ such that (3) finds the solution of (1) with overwhelming probability for anyx with

a given fixed location of non-zero blocks (see [27, 28]). In a similar fashion one can then denote the value

of the sectional threshold byβsec. Finally, for any given constantα ≤ 1 one can define theweak threshold

as the maximum allowable value of the constantβ such that (3) finds the solution of (1) with overwhelming

probability foranyx with a given fixed location of non-zero blocks and given fixed directions of non-zero

block vectorsXi (see [27,28]). In a similar fashion one can then denote the value of the weak threshold by

βw.

While [78,81] provided fairly sharp threshold values they had done so in a somewhat asymptotic sense.

Namely, the analysis presented in [78,81] assumed fairly large values of block-lengthd. As such the analysis

in [78, 81] then provided an ultimate performance limit ofℓ2/ℓ1-optimization rather than its performance

characterization as a function of a particular fixed block-length. In this paper we extend the results from

[78, 81] so that the threshold values are now functions of a fixed block-lengthd. Our analysis will use

some ingredients of the analysis presented in [78, 81]. However, significantly more precise estimates of
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certain quantities will be necessary to account for a fixed block-length. These estimates will be obtained

in a fashion similar to the one presented in [82]. In additionto the strong thresholds (which were the

main concern of [78,81]), we will also determine attainablevalues for the sectional and weak thresholds as

functions of a fixed block-lengthd for the entire range ofα, i.e. for any0 < α ≤ 1.

We organize the rest of the paper in the following way. In Section 3 we introduce two key theorems that

will be the heart of our subsequent analysis. In Section 4 we determine the values of the strong, sectional,

and weak thresholds for a given block-lengthd under the assumption that the null-space of the matrix

A is uniformly distributed in the Grassmanian. In Section 5 wedetermine the asymptotic values of the

strong, sectional, and weak thresholds assuming large block lengthd. In Section 6 we present the results

of the conducted numerical experiments and finally, in Section 7 we discuss obtained results and possible

directions for future work.

3 Null-space and escape through a mesh theorems

In this section we introduce two useful theorems that will beof key importance in our subsequent analysis.

First we recall on a null-space characterization of the matrix A which establishes a guarantee that the solu-

tions of (1) and (3) coincide. The following theorem from [78,81,83] provides this characterization. SetK
to be the set of all subsets of sizek of {1, 2, . . . , n}; also ifκ ⊂ K thenκc = {1, 2, . . . , n} \ κ.

Theorem 1. ( [83]) Assume thatA is a dm × dn measurement matrix,y = Ax andx is k-block-sparse.

Then the solutions of (3) and (1) coinside if and only if for all nonzerow ∈ Rdn whereAw = 0 and all

κ ∈ K
∑

i∈κ
||Wi||2 <

∑

i∈κc

||Wi||2 (4)

whereWi = (w(i−1)d+1,w(i−1)d+2, . . . ,wid)
T , i = 1, 2, . . . , n.

The following three remarks seem to be in order.

Remark 1: The following simplification of the previous theorem is alsowell-known. Letw ∈ Rn be

such thatAw = 0. Further, letW(norm) = (‖W1‖2, ‖W2‖2, . . . , ‖Wn‖2)T and let|W(norm)|(i) be the

i-th smallest of the elements ofW(norm). SetW̃ = (|W(norm)|(1), |W(norm)|(2), . . . , |W(norm)|(n))T . If

(∀w|Aw = 0)
∑n

i=n−k+1 W̃i ≤
∑n−k

i=1 W̃i, whereW̃i is thei-th element ofW̃, then the solutions of (1)

and (3) coincide.

Remark 2: Characterization given in the previous theorem (and provenin [83]) is a mere analogue to

the similar characterizations related to the equivalence of (1) and (2) from e.g. [32,35,42,57,80,83,95,99].
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If instead ofℓ1 one, for example, uses anℓq-optimization (0 < q < 1) in (2) then characterizations similar

to the ones from [32, 35, 42, 57, 83, 95, 99] can be derived as well [48–50]. In a similar fashion one could

then derive an equivalent to the previous theorem for theℓ2/ℓq-optimization,0 < q < 1.

Remark 3: Checking if the condition given in the above theorem is satisfied for a given matrixA is a

very important and difficult problem. Although it is not the main topic of the present paper, we do mention in

passing that a possible approximate way of solving it would be a generalization of results from e.g. [25,54].

Clearly, if one can construct the matrixA such that (4) holds then the solution of (3) would be the

solution of (1). If one assumes thatm andk are proportional ton (the case of our interest in this paper) then

the construction of the deterministic matricesA that would satisfy (4) is not an easy task. However, if one

turns to random matrices this appears to be significantly easier. In the following sections we will show that

this is indeed possible for a particular type of random matrices.

More precisely, as we have already hinted earlier, we will consider the random matricesA that have

the null-space uniformly distributed in the Grassmanian. The following phenomenal result from [47] that

relates to such matrices will be one of key ingredients in theanalysis that will follow.

Theorem 2. ( [47] Escape through a mesh) LetS be a subset of the unit Euclidean sphereSdn−1 in Rdn.

LetY be a randomd(n−m)-dimensional subspace ofRdn, distributed uniformly in the Grassmanian with

respect to the Haar measure. Let

w(S) = E sup
w∈S

(hTw) (5)

whereh is a random column vector inRdn with i.i.d. N (0, 1) components,w is adn-dimensional column

vector fromS, andhT is the transpose ofh . Assume thatw(S) <
(√

dm− 1
4
√
dm

)

. Then

P (Y ∩ S = 0) > 1− 3.5e−

„√
dm− 1

4
√

dm
−w(S)

«2

18 . (6)

Remark: Gordon’s original constant3.5 was substituted by2.5 in [74]. Both constants are fine for our

subsequent analysis.

4 Probabilistic analysis of the null-space characterizations

In this section we probabilistically analyze validity of the null-space characterization given in Theorem 1.

In the first subsection of this section we will show how one canobtain the values of the strong thresholdβs

for the entire range0 ≤ α ≤ 1 based on such an analysis. In the later two subsections we will extend the
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strong threshold analysis and obtain the values of the sectional and weak thresholds.

4.1 Strong threshold

As masterly noted in [74] Theorem 2 can be used to probabilistically analyze (4) (and as we will see later in

the paper, many of its variants). Namely, letS in (5) be

Ss = {w ∈ Sdn−1|
n
∑

i=n−k+1

W̃i ≤
n−k
∑

i=1

W̃i} (7)

where as earlier the notatioñW is used to denote the vector obtained by sorting the elementsof W(norm)

in non-decreasing order (essentially,W̃ is a vector obtained by sorting magnitudes of blocksWi in non-

decreasing order). Also, here and in an analogous fashion inthe later sections of the paper, we assume that

k is such that there is anα, 0 < α ≤ 1, such that the solutions of (1) and (3) coincide. LetY be ad(n−m)

dimensional subspace ofRdn uniformly distributed in Grassmanian. Furthermore, letY be the null-space of

A. Then as long asw(Ss) <
(√

dm− 1
4
√
dm

)

, Y will miss Ss (i.e. (4) will be satisfied) with probability no

smaller than the one given in (6). More precisely, ifα = m
n

is a constant (the case of interest in this paper),

n,m are large, andw(Ss) is smaller than but proportional to
√
dm thenP (Y ∩ Ss = 0) −→ 1. This in turn

is equivalent to having

P (∀w ∈ Rdn|Aw = 0,

n
∑

i=n−k+1

W̃i ≤
n−k
∑

i=1

W̃i) −→ 1

which according to Theorem 1 (or more precisely according toremark1 after Theorem 1) means that the

solutions of (1) and (3) coincide with probability1. For any given value ofα ∈ (0, 1) a threshold value of

β can then be determined as a maximumβ such thatw(Ss) <
(√

dm− 1
4
√
dm

)

. That maximumβ will

be exactly the value of the strong thresholdβs. If one is only concerned with finding a possible value for

βs it is easy to note that instead of computingw(Ss) it is sufficient to find its an upper bound. However, to

determine as good values ofβs as possible, the upper bound onw(Ss) should be as tight as possible. The

main contribution of this work will be a fairly precise estimate ofw(Ss).

In the following subsections we present a way to get such an estimate. To simplify the exposition we first

setw(h, Ss) = maxw∈Ss(h
Tw). In order to upper-boundw(Ss) we will first in Subsection 4.1.1 determine

an upper boundBs onw(h, Ss). The expected value with respect toh of such an upper bound will be an

upper bound onw(Ss). In Subsection 4.1.2 we will compute an upper bound on that expected value, i.e. we

will compute an upper bound onE(Bs). That quantity will be an upper bound onw(Ss) since according to
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the followingE(Bs) is an upper bound onw(Ss)

w(Ss) = Ew(h, Ss) = E(max
w∈Ss

(hTw)) ≤ E(Bs). (8)

4.1.1 Upper-boundingw(h, Ss)

Let Hi = (h(i−1)d+1,h(i−1)d+2, . . . ,hid)
T , i = 1, 2, . . . , n. From the definition of setSs given in (7)

it easily follows that ifw is in Ss then any vector obtain fromw by rotating (essentially multiplying by

orthogonal matrices) any subset of its blocksWi,1 ≤ i ≤ n, in any direction is also inSs. The directions

of vectorsWi, 1 ≤ i ≤ n, can therefore be chosen so that they match the directions ofvectorsHi, 1 ≤ i ≤ n

of the corresponding blocks inh. We then easily have

w(h, Ss) = max
w∈Ss

(hTw) = max
w∈Ss

n
∑

i=1

|hiwi| = max
w∈Ss

n
∑

i=1

‖Hi‖2‖Wi‖2. (9)

Let H(norm) = (‖H1‖2, ‖H2‖2, . . . , ‖Hn‖2). Further, let|H(norm)|(i) be thei-th smallest of the elements

of H(norm). SetH̃ = (|H(norm)|(1), |H(norm)|(2), . . . , |H(norm)|(n))T . If w ∈ Ss then a vector obtained by

permuting the blocks ofw in any possible way is also inSs. Then (9) can be rewritten as

w(h, Ss) = max
w∈Ss

n
∑

i=1

H̃i‖Wi‖2 (10)

whereH̃i is thei-th element of vector̃H. Letŵ be the solution of the maximization on the right-hand side of

(10). Further letŴi = (ŵ(i−1)d+1, ŵ(i−1)d+2, . . . , ŵid)
T ,i = 1, 2, . . . , n. It then easily follows‖Ŵn‖2 ≥

‖Ŵn−1‖2 ≥ ‖Ŵn−2‖2 ≥ · · · ≥ ‖Ŵ1‖2. To see this assume that there is a pair of indexesn1, n2 such that

n1 < n2 and‖Ŵn1‖2 > ‖Ŵn2‖2. However,‖Ŵn1‖2H̃n1 +‖Ŵn2‖2H̃n2 < ‖Ŵn2‖2H̃n1 +‖Ŵn1‖2H̃n2

andŵ would not be the optimal solution of the maximization on the right-hand side of (10).

Let y = (y1,y2, . . . ,yn)
T ∈ Rn. Then one can simplify (10) in the following way

w(h, Ss) = max
y∈Rn

n
∑

i=1

H̃iyi

subject to yi ≥ 0, 0 ≤ i ≤ n
n
∑

i=n−k+1

yi ≥
n−k
∑

i=1

yi

n
∑

i=1

y2
i ≤ 1. (11)
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One can add the sorting constraints on the elements ofy in the optimization problem above. However,

they would be redundant, i.e. any solutionŷ to the above optimization problem will automatically satisfy

ŷn ≥ ŷn−1 ≥ · · · ≥ ŷ1. To determine an upper bound onw(h, Ss) we will use the method of Lagrange

duality. The derivation of Lagrange dual upper bound will closely follow a similar derivation from [82]. For

the completeness we reproduce it here as well. Before deriving the Lagrange dual we slightly modify (11)

in the following way

−w(h, Ss) = min
y∈Rn

−
n
∑

i=1

H̃iyi

subject to yi ≥ 0, 0 ≤ i ≤ n
n
∑

i=n−k+1

yi ≥
n−k
∑

i=1

yi

n
∑

i=1

y2
i ≤ 1. (12)

To further facilitate writing letz ∈ Rn be a column vector such thatzi = 1, 1 ≤ i ≤ (n − k) and

zi = −1, n − k + 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Further, letλ = (λ1, λ2, . . . , λn)
T ∈ Rn. Following, e.g. [11], we can write

the dual of the optimization problem (12) and its optimal valuewup(h, Ss) as

−wup(h, Ss) = max
γ,ν,λ

min
y

−H̃Ty + γ||y||22 − γ + νzTy − λTy

subject to ν ≥ 0, γ ≥ 0

λi ≥ 0, 0 ≤ i ≤ n. (13)

One can then transform the objective function in the following way

−wup(h, Ss) = max
γ,ν,λ

min
y

‖√γy − λ+ H̃− νz

2
√
γ

‖22 − γ − ‖λ+ H̃− νz‖22
4γ

subject to ν ≥ 0, γ ≥ 0

λi ≥ 0, 0 ≤ i ≤ n. (14)

After trivially solving the inner minimization in (14) we obtain

wup(h, Ss) = min
γ,ν,λ

γ +
‖λ+ H̃− νz‖22

4γ

subject to ν ≥ 0, γ ≥ 0

λi ≥ 0, 0 ≤ i ≤ n. (15)

11



Minimization overγ is straightforward and one easily obtains thatγ = ‖λ+H̃−νz‖2
2 is optimal. Plugging this

value ofγ back in the objective function of the optimization problem (15) one obtains

wup(h, Ss) = min
ν,λ

‖λ+ H̃− νz‖2

subject to ν ≥ 0

λi ≥ 0, 0 ≤ i ≤ n. (16)

By duality,−wup(h, Ss) ≤ −w(h, Ss) which easily impliesw(h, Ss) ≤ wup(h, Ss). Thereforewup(h, Ss)

is an upper bound onw(h, Ss). (In fact one can easily show that the strong duality holds and thatw(h, Ss) =

wup(h, Ss); however, as explained earlier, for our analysis showing thatwup(h, Ss) is an upper bound on

w(h, Ss) is sufficient.) Along the same lines, one can easily spot thatany feasible valuesν andλ in (16)

will provide a valid upper bound onwup(h, Ss) and hence a valid upper bound onw(h, Ss). In what follows

we will in fact determine the optimal values forν andλ. However, since it is not necessary for our analysis

we will not put too much effort into proving that these valuesare optimal. As we have stated earlier, for our

analysis it will be enough to show that the values forν andλ that we will obtain are feasible in (16).

To facilitate the exposition in what follows instead of dealing with the objective function given in (16)

we will be dealing with its squared value. Hence, we setf(h, ν, λ) = ‖λ + H̃ − νz‖22. Now, let λ =

(λ1, λ2, . . . , λc, 0, 0, . . . , 0)
T , λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ · · · ≥ λc ≥ 0 wherec ≤ (n − k) is a crucial parameter that

will be determined later. The optimization overν in (16) is then seemingly straightforward. Setting the

derivative off(h, ν, λ) with respect toν to zero we have

d‖λ+ H̃− νz‖22
dν

= 0

⇔ −2(λ+ H̃)T z+ 2‖z‖22ν = 0

⇔ ν =
(λ+ H̃)T z

‖z‖22
. (17)

If (λ + H̃)T z ≥ 0 thenν = (λ+H̃)T z

‖z‖22
is indeed the optimal in (16). For the time being let us assumethat

λ,h, c are such thatν = (λ+H̃)T z

‖z‖22
≥ 0. Forν = (λ+H̃)T z

‖z‖22
we have

f(h,
(λ+ H̃)T z

‖z‖22
, λ) = ‖(λ+ H̃)T (I − zzT

zT z
)‖22 = (λ+ H̃)T (I − zzT

zT z
)(λ+ H̃). (18)

12



Simplifying (18) further we obtain

f(h,
(λ+ H̃)T z

‖z‖22
, λ) =

n
∑

i=1

H̃2
i +2

c
∑

i=1

λiH̃i+

c
∑

i=1

λ2i−
(H̃T z)2

n
− (
∑c

i=1 λi)
2

n
− 2(

∑c
i=1 λi)(H̃

T z)

n
. (19)

To determine good values forλ we proceed by setting the derivatives off(h, (λ+H̃)T z

‖z‖22
, λ) with respect to

λi, 1 ≤ i ≤ c to zero

df(h, (λ+H̃)T z

‖z‖22
, λ)

dλi
= 2λi + 2H̃i − 2

(
∑c

i=1 λi)

n
− 2

(H̃T z)

n
= 0. (20)

Summing the above derivatives overi and equalling with zero we obtain

c
∑

i=1

df(h, (λ+H̃)T z

‖z‖22
, λ)

dλi
= 2(

c
∑

i=1

λi +
c
∑

i=1

H̃i − c
(
∑c

i=1 λi)

n
− c

(H̃T z)

n
) = 0. (21)

From (21) one then easily finds
c
∑

i=1

λi =
c(H̃T z)

n− c
− n

∑c
i=1 H̃i

n− c
. (22)

Plugging the value for
∑c

i=1 λi obtained in (22) in (20) we have

λi =
(H̃T z)

n
− H̃i +

(
∑c

i=1 λi)

n
=

(H̃T z)

n
− H̃i +

c(H̃T z)

n(n− c)
−
∑c

i=1 H̃i

n− c

and finally

λi =
(H̃T z)−∑c

i=1 H̃i

n− c
− H̃i, 1 ≤ i ≤ c

λi = 0, c+ 1 ≤ i ≤ n. (23)

Combining (17) and (22) we have

ν =
(λ+ H̃)T z

‖z‖22
=

H̃T z+
∑c

i=1 λi
n

=
H̃T z+ c(H̃T z)

n−c
− n

Pc
i=1 H̃i

n−c

n
=

(H̃T z)−∑c
i=1 H̃i

n− c
. (24)

From (23) we then have as expected

ν = λi + H̃i, 1 ≤ i ≤ c. (25)

As long as we can find ac such thatλi, 1 ≤ i ≤ c given in (23) are non-negativeν will be non-negative as

13



well andν andλ will therefore be feasible in (16). This in turn implies

w(h, Ss) ≤
√

f(h, ν, λ) (26)

wheref(h, ν, λ) is computed for the values ofλ andν given in (23) and (25), respectively. (In fact deter-

mining the largestc such thatλi, 1 ≤ i ≤ c given in (23) are non-negative will insure that
√

f(h, ν, λ) =

w(h, Ss); however, as already stated earlier, this fact is not of any special importance for our analysis).

Let us now assume thatc is fixed such thatλ andν are as given in (23) and (25). Then combining (19),

(22), and (25) we have

f(h,
(λ+ H̃)T z

‖z‖22
, λ) =

n
∑

i=1

H̃2
i +2ν

c
∑

i=1

H̃i−2

c
∑

i=1

H̃2
i +cν

2−2ν

c
∑

i=1

H̃i+

c
∑

i=1

H̃2
i −

(
∑c

i=1 λi + H̃T z)2

n
.

(27)

Combining (22) and (24) we obtain

(
c
∑

i=1

λi + H̃T z) = nν. (28)

Further, combining (27) and (28) we find

f(h,
(λ+ H̃)T z

‖z‖22
, λ) =

n
∑

i=1

H̃2
i + cν2 −

c
∑

i=1

H̃2
i −

(nν)2

n

=

n
∑

i=1

H̃2
i + (c− n)ν2 −

c
∑

i=1

H̃2
i

=
n
∑

i=1

H̃2
i −

c
∑

i=1

H̃2
i −

((H̃T z)−∑c
i=1 H̃i)

2

n− c
. (29)

Finally, combining (26) and (29) we have

w(h, Ss) ≤

√

√

√

√

n
∑

i=1

H̃2
i −

c
∑

i=1

H̃2
i −

((H̃T z)−∑c
i=1 H̃i)2

n− c
=

√

√

√

√

n
∑

i=c+1

H̃2
i −

((H̃T z)−∑c
i=1 H̃i)2

n− c
.

(30)

Clearly, as long as(H̃T z) ≥ 0 there will be ac ≤ n− k (it is possible thatc = 0) such that quantity on the

most right hand side of (30) is an upper bound onw(h, Ss).

To facilitate the exposition in the following subsection wewill make the upper bound given in (30)

slightly more pessimistic in the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Leth ∈ Rdn be a vector with i.i.d. zero-mean unit variance gaussian components. LetHi =

(h(i−1)d+1,h(i−1)d+2, . . . ,hid)
T , i = 1, 2, . . . , n andH(norm) = (‖H1‖2, ‖H2‖2, . . . , ‖Hn‖2). Further,
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let |H(norm)|(i) be thei-th smallest of the elements ofH(norm). SetH̃ = (|H(norm)|(1), |H(norm)|(2), . . . ,
|H(norm)|(n))T andw(h, Ss) = maxw∈Ss(h

Tw) whereSs is as defined in (7). Letz ∈ Rn be a column

vector such thatzi = 1, 1 ≤ i ≤ (n− k) andzi = −1, n − k + 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Then

w(h, Ss) ≤ Bs (31)

where

Bs =











√

∑n
i=1 H̃

2
i if ζs(h, cs) ≤ 0

√

∑n
i=cs+1 H̃

2
i −

((H̃T z)−
Pcs

i=1 H̃i)2

n−cs
if ζs(h, cs) > 0

, (32)

ζs(h, c) =
(H̃T z)−

Pc
i=1 H̃i

n−c
− H̃c andcs = δsn is a c ≤ n− k such that

(1− ǫ)E((H̃T z)−∑c
i=1 H̃i)

n− c
− F−1

χd

(

(1 + ǫ)c

n

)

= 0. (33)

F−1
χd

(·) is the inverse cdf of the chi random variable withd degrees of freedom, i.e. it is the inverse cdf

of random variable
√

∑d
i=1 Z

2
i whereZi, 1 ≤ i ≤ d are independent zero-mean, unit variance Gaussian

random variables.ǫ > 0 is an arbitrarily small constant independent ofn.

Proof. Follows from the previous analysis and (30).

4.1.2 Computing an upper bound onE(Bs)

In this subsection we will compute an upper bound onE(Bs). Again, the derivation will closely follow that

of [82]. (However, due to a few block-structure related differences in the derivations of Lemmas 2 and 3 we

include it here.) As a first step we determine a lower bound onP (ζs(h, cs) > 0). We start by a sequence of

obvious inequalities

P (ζs(h, cs) > 0) ≥ P

(

ζs(h, cs) ≥
(1− ǫ)E((H̃T z)−∑cs

i=1 H̃i)

n− cs
− F−1

χd

(

(1 + ǫ)cs
n

)

)

≥ P

(

((H̃T z)−∑cs
i=1 H̃i)

n− cs
≥ (1− ǫ)E((H̃T z)−∑cs

i=1 H̃i)

n− cs
and F−1

χd

(

(1 + ǫ)cs
n

)

≥ H̃cs

)

≥ 1−P

(

((H̃T z)−∑cs
i=1 H̃i)

n− cs
<

(1− ǫ)E((H̃T z)−∑cs
i=1 H̃i)

n− cs

)

−P

(

F−1
χd

(

(1 + ǫ)cs
n

)

< H̃cs

)

(34)
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The rest of the analysis assumes thatn is large so thatδs can be assumed to be real (of course,δs is a

proportionality constant independent ofn). Using the results from [7] we obtain

P

(

F−1
χd

(

(1 + ǫ)cs
n

)

< H̃cs

)

≤ exp

{

− n

2 (1+ǫ)cs
n

(

cs
n

− (1 + ǫ)cs
n

)2
}

≤ exp

{

− nǫ2δs
2(1 + ǫ)

}

. (35)

We will also need the following brilliant result from [20]. Letξ(·) : Rdn −→ R be a Lipschitz function such

that |ξ(a) − ξ(b)| ≤ σ‖a − b‖2. Let a be a vector comprised of i.i.d. zero-mean, unit variance Gaussian

random variables. Then

P ((1− ǫ)Eξ(a) ≥ ξ(a)) ≤ exp

{

−(ǫEξ(a))2

2σ2

}

. (36)

Let ξ(h) = (H̃T z) −∑cs
i=1 H̃i. The following lemma estimatesσ (for simplicity we assumecs = 0; the

proof easily extends to the case whencs 6= 0).

Lemma 2. Leta,b ∈ Rdn. LetAi = (a(i−1)d+1,a(i−1)d+2, . . . ,aid) andBi = (b(i−1)d+1,b(i−1)d+2, . . . ,bid),

i = 1, 2, . . . , n. SetA(norm) = (‖A1‖2, ‖A2‖2, . . . , ‖An‖2) andB(norm) = (‖B1‖2, ‖B2‖2, . . . , ‖Bn‖2).
Further, let|A(norm)|(i), |B(norm)|(i) be thei-th smallest of the elements ofA(norm),B(norm), respectively.

SetÃ = (|A(norm)|(1), |A(norm)|(2), . . . , |A(norm)|(n))T andB̃ = (|B(norm)|(1), |B(norm)|(2), . . . , |B(norm)|(n))T .

Then

|ξ(a)− ξ(b)| = |
n−k
∑

i=1

Ãi−
n
∑

n−k+1

Ãi−
n−k
∑

i=1

B̃i+

n
∑

n−k+1

B̃i| ≤
√
n

√

√

√

√

dn
∑

i=1

|ai − bi|2 =
√
n‖a−b‖2. (37)

Proof. We have

|
n−k
∑

i=1

Ãi −
n
∑

i=n−k+1

Ãi −
n−k
∑

i=1

B̃i +

n
∑

i=n−k+1

B̃i| ≤ |
n−k
∑

i=1

(Ãi − B̃i)|+ |
n
∑

i=n−k+1

(Ãi − B̃i)|

≤
n−k
∑

i=1

|Ãi − B̃i|+
n
∑

i=n−k+1

|Ãi − B̃i| ≤
n
∑

i=1

|Ãi − B̃i| ≤
√
n

√

√

√

√

n
∑

i=1

|Ãi − B̃i|2

≤ √
n

√

√

√

√

n
∑

i=1

|Ãi|2 +
n
∑

i=1

|B̃i|2 − 2

n
∑

i=1

ÃiB̃i =
√
n

√

√

√

√

dn
∑

i=1

|ai|2 +
dn
∑

i=1

|bi|2 − 2

n
∑

i=1

ÃiB̃i. (38)
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Since the components of̃A andB̃ are positive and sorted in the same non-decreasing order we have

n
∑

i=1

ÃiB̃i ≥
n
∑

i=1

‖Ai‖2‖Bi‖2. (39)

By Cauchy-Schwartz inequality we have

n
∑

i=1

‖Ai‖2‖Bi‖2 ≥
n
∑

i=1

d
∑

j=1

a(i−1)d+jb(i−1)d+j =

dn
∑

i=1

aibi. (40)

From (39) and (40) we obtain

−
n
∑

i=1

ÃiB̃i ≤ −
dn
∑

i=1

aibi. (41)

Combining (38) and (41) we finally have

|
n−k
∑

i=1

Ãi −
n
∑

i=n−k+1

Ãi −
n−k
∑

i=1

B̃i +
n
∑

i=n−k+1

B̃i| ≤
√
n

√

√

√

√

dn
∑

i=1

|ai|2 +
dn
∑

i=1

|bi|2 − 2
n
∑

i=1

ÃiB̃i

≤ √
n

√

√

√

√

dn
∑

i=1

|ai|2 +
dn
∑

i=1

|bi|2 − 2
dn
∑

i=1

aibi =
√
n

√

√

√

√

dn
∑

i=1

|ai − bi|2. (42)

Connecting beginning and end in (42) establishes (37).

Forξ(h) = (H̃T z)−∑cs
i=1 H̃i the previous lemma then givesσ ≤ √

n (in fact if there was no assump-

tion thatcs = 0 one would rather handily obtainσ ≤ √
n− cs by merely recognizing that the length of all

relevant vectors would beσ ≤ √
n− cs instead ofn). As shown in [77] (and as we will see later in this

paper), ifn is large andδs is a constant independent ofn, E((H̃T z)−∑cs
i=1 H̃i) = ψsn whereψs is inde-

pendent ofn as well (ψs is of course dependent onβ andδs). Hence (36) withξ(h) = (H̃T z) −∑cs
i=1 H̃i

gives us

P

(

((H̃T z)−∑cs
i=1 H̃i)

n− cs
<

(1− ǫ)E((H̃T z)−∑cs
i=1 H̃i)

n− cs

)

≤ exp

{

−(ǫψsn)
2

2n

}

= exp

{

−ǫ
2ψ2

sn

2

}

.

(43)
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Combining (34), (35), and (43) we finally obtain

P (ζs(h, cs) > 0) ≥ 1− P

(

((H̃T z)−∑cs
i=1 H̃i)

n− cs
<

(1− ǫ)E((H̃T z)−∑cs
i=1 H̃i)

n− cs

)

− P

(

F−1
χd

(

(1 + ǫ)cs
n

)

< H̃cs

)

≥ 1− exp

{

− nǫ2δs
2(1 + ǫ)

}

− exp

{

−ǫ
2ψ2

sn

2

}

. (44)

We now return to computing an upper bound onE(Bs). By the definition ofBs we have

E(Bs) =

∫

ζs(h,cs)≤0

√

√

√

√

n
∑

i=1

H̃2
i p(h)dh+

∫

ζs(h,cs)>0

√

√

√

√

n
∑

i=cs+1

H̃2
i −

((H̃T z)−∑cs
i=1 H̃i)2

n− cs
p(h)dh (45)

wherep(h) is the joint pdf of the i.i.d. zero-mean unit variance gaussian components of vectorh. Since the

functions
√

∑n
i=1 H̃

2
i andp(h) are rotationally invariant and since the regionζs(h, cs) ≤ 0 takes up the

same fraction of the surface area of sphere of any radius we have

∫

ζs(h,cs)≤0

√

√

√

√

n
∑

i=1

H̃2
i p(h)dh = E

√

√

√

√

n
∑

i=1

H̃2
i

∫

ζs(h,cs)≤0
p(h)dh ≤

√

√

√

√E

n
∑

i=1

H̃2
i

∫

ζs(h,cs)≤0
p(h)dh. (46)

Combining (44) and (46) we further have

∫

ζs(h,cs)≤0

√

√

√

√

n
∑

i=1

H̃2
i p(h)dh ≤

√

√

√

√E
n
∑

i=1

H̃2
i

(

exp

{

− nǫ2δs
2(1 + ǫ)

}

+ exp

{

−ǫ
2ψ2

sn

2

})

. (47)

It also easily follows

∫

ζs(h,cs)>0

√

√

√

√

n
∑

i=cs+1

H̃2
i −

((H̃T z)−∑cs
i=1 H̃i)2

n− cs
p(h)dh ≤

∫

h

√

√

√

√

n
∑

i=cs+1

H̃2
i −

((H̃T z)−∑cs
i=1 H̃i)2

n− cs
p(h)dh

= E

√

√

√

√

n
∑

i=cs+1

H̃2
i −

((H̃T z)−∑cs
i=1 H̃i)2

n− cs
≤

√

√

√

√E
n
∑

i=cs+1

H̃2
i −

(E(H̃T z)− E
∑cs

i=1 H̃i)2

n− cs
. (48)

Finally, combining (45), (47), and (48) we obtain the following lemma.
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Lemma 3. Assume the setup of Lemma 1. Let furtherψs =
E((H̃T z)−

Pcs
i=1 H̃i)

n
.Then

E(Bs) ≤
√
n

(

exp

{

− nǫ2δs
2(1 + ǫ)

}

+ exp

{

−ǫ
2ψ2

sn

2

})

+

√

√

√

√E

n
∑

i=cs+1

H̃2
i −

(E(H̃T z)− E
∑cs

i=1 H̃i)2

n− cs
.

(49)

Proof. Follows from the previous discussion.

If n is large the first term on the right hand side of (49) goes to zero. In a fashion similar to the one

presented in [82] from (6), (8), and (49) it then easily follows that for a fixedα one can determineβs as a

maximumβ such that

αd >
E
∑n

i=cs+1 H̃
2
i

n
− (E(H̃T z) −E

∑cs
i=1 H̃i)

2

n(n− cs)
. (50)

As earlierk = βn andz ∈ Rn is a column vector such thatzi = 1, 1 ≤ i ≤ (n−k) andzi = −1, n−k+1 ≤
i ≤ n (β is therefore hidden in the above equation inz). As in [82], findingβs for a given fixedα is

equivalent to finding minimumα such that (50) holds for a fixedβs. Let βmax
s beβs such that minimumα

that satisfies (50) is1. Our goal is then to determine minimumα that satisfies (50) for anyβs ∈ [0, βmax
s ].

In the rest of this subsection we show how the left hand side of(50) can be computed for a randomly

chosen fixedβs. As in [82] we do so in two steps:

1. We first determinecs

2. We then computelimn→∞

(

E
Pn

i=cs+1 H̃
2
i

n
− (E(H̃T z)−E

Pcs
i=1 H̃i)2

n(n−cs)

)

with cs found in step1.

Step 1:

From Lemma 1 we havecs = δsn is ac such that

(1− ǫ)E((
∑n−βsn

i=1 H̃i −
∑n

i=n−βsn+1 H̃i)−
∑c

i=1 H̃i)

n− c
− F−1

χd

(

(1 + ǫ)c

n

)

= 0

⇔
(1− ǫ)(E

∑n
i=δsn+1 H̃i − 2E

∑n
i=n−βsn+1 H̃i)

n(1− δs)
− F−1

χd

(

(1 + ǫ)δsn

n

)

= 0 (51)

where as in Lemma 1̃Hi = |H(norm)|(i) and|H(norm)|(i) is thei-th smallest magnitude of blocksHi of h.

We also recall thath ∈ Rdn is a vector with i.i.d. zero-mean unit variance Gaussian random variables and

ǫ > 0 is an arbitrarily small constant. Setθs = 1− δs. Following [8,77] we have

lim
n→∞

E
∑n

i=(1−θs)n+1 H̃i

n
=

∫ ∞

F−1
χd

(1−θs)
tdFχd

(t), (52)
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where we recall thatFχd
(·) is the cdf of any of‖Hi‖2. Clearly,‖Hi‖2 is a chi-distributed random variable

with d degrees of freedom. We then have for its pdf

dFχd
(t) =

21−
d
2

Γ(d2)
td−1e−

t2

2 , t ≥ 0 (53)

whereΓ(·) stands for the gamma function. The following integration then gives usF−1
χd

(1− θs). Namely,

21−
k
2

Γ(d2 )

∫ F−1
χd

(1−θs)

0
td−1e−

t2

2 dt = 1− θs

=⇒ F−1
χd

(1− θs) =

√

2γ−1
inc(1− θs,

d

2
) (54)

whereγ−1
inc(1 − θs,

d
2) stands for the inverse of the incomplete gamma function withd

2 degrees of freedom

evaluated at(1− θs). We further then find

∫ ∞

F−1
χd

(1−θs)
tdFχd

(t) =
21−

k
2

Γ(d2)

∫ ∞

F−1
χd

(1−θs)
tde−

t2

2 dt =

√
2Γ(d+1

2 )

Γ(d2 )

(

1− γinc(
(F−1

χd
(1− θs))

2

2
,
d

2
)

)

(55)

whereγinc(
(F−1

χd
(1−θs))2

2 , d2) stands for the incomplete gamma function withd
2 degrees of freedom evaluated

at
(F−1

χd
(1−θs))2

2 . From (54) and (55) we obtain

∫ ∞

F−1
χd

(1−θs)
tdFχd

(t) =

√
2Γ(d+1

2 )

Γ(d2)

(

1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(1− θs,

d

2
),
d+ 1

2
)

)

. (56)

Combination of (51) and (56) produces

lim
n→∞

E
∑n

i=(1−θs)n+1 H̃i

n
=

√
2Γ(d+1

2 )

Γ(d2)

(

1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(1− θs,

d

2
),
d+ 1

2
)

)

. (57)

In a completely analogous way we obtain

lim
n→∞

E
∑n

i=(1−βs)n+1 H̃i

n
=

√
2Γ(d+1

2 )

Γ(d2)

(

1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(1− βs,

d

2
),
d+ 1

2
)

)

. (58)
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Similarly to (54) we easily determine

21−
k
2

Γ(d2)

∫ F−1
χd

((1+ǫ)δs)

0
td−1e−

t2

2 dt = (1 + ǫ)δs

=⇒ F−1
χd

((1 + ǫ)δs) =

√

2γ−1
inc((1 + ǫ)δs,

d

2
) =

√

2γ−1
inc((1 + ǫ)(1− θs),

d

2
) (59)

Combination of (51), (57), (58), and (59) gives us the following equation for computingθs

(1−ǫ)

√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

(

(1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(1− θs,

d
2),

d+1
2 ))− 2(1− γinc(γ

−1
inc(1− βs,

d
2 ),

d+1
2 ))

)

θs
−
√

2γ−1
inc((1 + ǫ)(1− θs),

d

2
) = 0.

(60)

Let θ̂s be the solution of (60). Thenδs = 1− θ̂s andcs = δsn = (1− θ̂s)n. This concludes step1.

Step2:

In this step we computelimn→∞

(

E
Pn

i=cs+1 H̃
2
i

n
− (E(H̃T z)−E

Pcs
i=1 H̃i)2

n(n−cs)

)

with cs = (1 − θ̂s)n. Using

the results from step1 we easily find

lim
n→∞

(E(H̃T z)− E
∑cs

i=1 H̃i)
2

n(n− cs)
=

(√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

((1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(1− θ̂s,

d
2 ),

d+1
2 ))− 2(1− γinc(γ

−1
inc(1− βs,

d
2),

d+1
2 )))

)2

θ̂s
.

(61)

Effectively, what is left to compute islimn→∞
E

Pn
i=cs+1 H̃

2
i

n
. Using an approach similar to the one used in

step1 and following [8,77] we have

lim
n→∞

E
∑n

i=(1−θ̂s)n+1
H̃2

i

n
=

∫ ∞

F−1

χ2
d

(1−θ̂s)
tdFχ2

d
(t) (62)

whereFχ2
d
(·) is the cdf of the chi-square random variable withd degrees of freedom and naturallyF−1

χ2
d

(·)
is the inverse cdf of the chi-square random variable withd degrees of freedom. We then have

dFχ2
d
(t) =

2−
d
2

Γ(d2)
t
d
2
−1e−

t
2 , t ≥ 0 (63)

where as earlierΓ(·) stands for the gamma function. The following integration then gives usF−1
χ2
d

(1 − θ̂s).
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Namely,

2−
d
2

Γ(d2 )

∫ F−1

χ2
d

(1−θ̂s)

0
t
d
2
−1e−

t
2 dt = 1− θ̂s

=⇒ F−1
χ2
d

(1− θ̂s) = 2γ−1
inc(1− θ̂s,

d

2
), (64)

where as earlierγ−1
inc(·, ·) is the inverse incomplete gamma function. We then find

∫ ∞

F−1

χ2
d

(1−θ̂s)
tdFχ2

d
(t) =

2−
k
2

Γ(d2)

∫ ∞

F−1

χ2
d

(1−θ̂s)
t
d+2
2

−1e−
t
2dFχ2

d
(t) =

2Γ(d+2
2 )

Γ(d2)



1− γinc





F−1
χ2
d

(1− θ̂s)

2
,
d+ 2

2









(65)

where as earlierγinc(·, ·) stands for the incomplete gamma function. From (64) and (65)we obtain

∫ ∞

F−1

χ2
d

(1−θ̂s)
tdFχ2

d
(t) =

2Γ(d+2
2 )

Γ(d2)

(

1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(1− θ̂s,

d

2
),
d+ 2

2
)

)

. (66)

Combination of (62) and (66) produces

lim
n→∞

E
∑n

i=(1−θ̂s)n+1
H̃2

i

n
=

2Γ(d+2
2 )

Γ(d2)

(

1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(1− θ̂s,

d

2
),
d+ 2

2
)

)

. (67)

We summarize the results from this section in the following theorem.

Theorem 3. (Strong threshold) LetA be adm×dnmeasurement matrix in (1) with the null-space uniformly

distributed in the Grassmanian. Let the unknownx in (1) bek-block-sparse with the length of its blocksd.

Let k,m, n be large and letα = m
n

andβs = k
n

be constants independent ofm andn. Letγinc(·, ·) be the

incomplete gamma function and letγ−1
inc(·, ·) be the inverse of the incomplete gamma function. Further, let

ǫ > 0 be an arbitrarily small constant and̂θs, (βs ≤ θ̂s ≤ 1) be the solution of

(1−ǫ)

√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

(

(1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(1− θs,

d
2),

d+1
2 ))− 2(1− γinc(γ

−1
inc(1− βs,

d
2 ),

d+1
2 ))

)

θs
−
√

2γ−1
inc((1 + ǫ)(1− θs),

d

2
) = 0.

(68)
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If α andβs further satisfy

αd >
2Γ(d+2

2 )

Γ(d2)

(

1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(1− θ̂s,

d

2
),
d+ 2

2
)

)

−

(√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

((1 − γinc(γ
−1
inc(1− θ̂s,

d
2),

d+1
2 ))− 2(1 − γinc(γ

−1
inc(1− βs,

d
2),

d+1
2 )))

)2

θ̂s
(69)

then the solutions of (1) and (3) coincide with overwhelmingprobability.

Proof. Follows from the previous discussion combining (6), (8), (31), (49), (50), (60), (61), and (67).

The results for the strong threshold obtained from the abovetheorem for different block-lengthsd are

presented on Figure 3. The case of larged was considered in [78, 81] and is given for comparison as

d → ∞ on Figure 3 as well. (In Section 5 we will show how the results given in [78, 81] follow from the

above presented analysis.) Increasing the block-length introduces so to say more structure on the unknown

signals. One would then expect that recoverable thresholdsshould be higher asd increases. Figure 3

hints thatℓ2/ℓ1-optimization algorithm from (3) possibly indeed recovershigher block-sparsity as the block

length increases.
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Figure 3: Block-sparsestrongthresholds as a function of block-lengthd; ℓ2/ℓ1-optimization
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4.2 Sectional threshold

In this subsection we determine the sectional thresholdβsec. Before proceeding further we quickly recall

on the definition of the sectional threshold. Namely, for a givenα, βsec is the maximum value ofβ such

that the solutions of (1) and (3) coincide for any givenβn-block-sparsex with a fixed location of nonzero

blocks. Since the analysis that will follow will clearly be irrelevant with respect to what particular location

of nonzero blocks are chosen, we can for the simplicity of theexposition and without loss of generality

assume that the blocksX1,X2, . . . ,Xn−k of x are equal to zero (i.e. they are zero blocks). Under this

assumption we have the following corollary of Theorem 1.

Corollary 1 (Nonzero part ofx has a fixed location). Assume that adm × dn measurement matrixA is

given. Letx be ak-block-sparse vector. Also letX1 = X2 = · · · = Xn−k = 0. Further, assume that

y = Ax and thatw is adn × 1 vector. Then (3) will produce the solution of (1) if

(∀w ∈ Rdn|Aw = 0)
n
∑

i=n−k+1

‖Wi‖2 <
n−k
∑

i=1

‖Wi‖2. (70)

Following the procedure of Subsection 4.1 we setSsec

Ssec = {w ∈ Sdn−1|
n
∑

i=n−k+1

‖Wi‖2 <
n−k
∑

i=1

‖Wi‖2} (71)

and

w(Ssec) = E sup
w∈Ssec

(hTw) (72)

where as earlierh is a random column vector inRdn with i.i.d. N (0, 1) components andSdn−1 is the unit

dn-dimensional sphere. As in Subsection 4.1 our goal will be tocompute an upper bound onw(Ssec) and

then equal that upper bound to
(√

dm− 1
4
√
dm

)

. In the following subsections we present a way to get such

an upper bound. As earlier, we setw(h, Ssec) = maxw∈Ssec(h
Tw). Following the strategy of the previous

sections in Subsection 4.2.1 we determine an upper boundBsec onw(h, Ssec). In Subsection 4.2.2 we will

compute an upper bound onE(Bsec). That quantity will be an upper bound onw(Ssec) since according to

the followingE(Bsec) is an upper bound onw(Ssec)

w(Ssec) = Ew(h, Ssec) = E( max
w∈Ssec

(hTw)) ≤ E(Bsec). (73)
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4.2.1 Upper-boundingw(h, Ssec)

The following sequence of equalities is analogous to (9)

w(h, Ssec) = max
w∈Ssec

(hTw) = max
w∈Ssec

n
∑

i=1

|hiwi| = max
w∈Ssec

n
∑

i=1

‖Hi‖2‖Wi‖2. (74)

Let H(n−k)
(norm) = (‖H1‖2, ‖H2‖2, . . . , ‖Hn−k‖2). Further, let|H(n−k)

(norm)|(i) be thei-th smallest of the ele-

ments ofH(n−k)
(norm). Set

Ĥ = (|H(n−k)
(norm)|(1), |H

(n−k)
(norm)|(2), . . . , |H

(n−k)
(norm)|(n−k), ‖Hn−k+1‖2, ‖Hn−k+2‖2, . . . , ‖Hn‖2)T . (75)

If w ∈ Ssec then a vector obtained by permuting the blocks ofw in any possible way is also inSsec. Then

(74) can be rewritten as

w(h, Ssec) = max
w∈Ssec

n
∑

i=1

Ĥi‖Wi‖2 (76)

whereĤi is thei-th element of vector̂H. Lety = (y1,y2, . . . ,yn)
T ∈ Rn. Then one can simplify (76) in

the following way

w(h, Ssec) = max
y∈Rn

n
∑

i=1

Ĥiyi

subject to yi ≥ 0, 0 ≤ i ≤ n
n
∑

i=n−k+1

yi ≥
n−k
∑

i=1

yi

n
∑

i=1

y2
i ≤ 1. (77)

One can then proceed in a fashion similar to the one from Subsection 4.1.1 and compute an upper bound

based on duality. The only difference is that we now haveĤ instead ofH̃. After repeating literally every

step of the derivation from Subsection 4.1.1 one obtains thefollowing analogue to the equation (30)

w(h, Ssec) ≤

√

√

√

√

n
∑

i=1

Ĥ2
i −

c
∑

i=1

Ĥ2
i −

((ĤT z)−∑c
i=1 Ĥi)2

n− c
=

√

√

√

√

n
∑

i=c+1

Ĥ2
i −

((ĤT z)−∑c
i=1 Ĥi)2

n− c

(78)

wherec ≤ (n − k) is such that((ĤT z) −∑c
i=1 Ĥi) ≥ 0. As earlier, as long as(ĤT z) ≥ 0 there will be

a c (it is possible thatc = 0) such that quantity on the most right hand side of (78) is an upper bound on

w(h, Ssec).
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Using (78) we then establish the following analogue to Lemma1.

Lemma 4. Leth ∈ Rn be a vector with i.i.d. zero-mean unit variance gaussian components. Further let̂H

be as defined in (75) andw(h, Ssec) = maxw∈Ssec(h
Tw) whereSsec is as defined in (71). Letz ∈ Rn be a

column vector such thatzi = 1, 1 ≤ i ≤ (n− k) andzi = −1, n− k + 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Then

w(h, Ssec) ≤ Bsec (79)

where

Bsec =











√

∑n
i=1 Ĥ

2
i if ζsec(h, csec) ≤ 0

√

∑n
i=csec+1 Ĥ

2
i −

((ĤT z)−Pcsec
i=1 Ĥi)2

n−csec
if ζsec(h, csec) > 0

, (80)

ζsec(h, c) =
(ĤT z)−

Pc
i=1 Ĥi

n−c
− Ĥc andcsec = δsecn is a c ≤ n− k such that

(1− ǫ)E((ĤT z)−∑c
i=1 Ĥi)

n− c
− F−1

χd

(

(1 + ǫ)c

n− k

)

= 0. (81)

F−1
χd

(·) is the inverse cdf of the chi random variable withd degrees of freedom.ǫ > 0 is an arbitrarily small

constant independent ofn.

Proof. Follows directly from the derivation before Lemma 1.

4.2.2 Computing an upper bound onE(Bsec)

Following step-by-step the derivation of Lemma 3 (with a trivial adjustment in finding Lipschitz constantσ)

we can establish the sectional threshold analogue to it.

Lemma 5. Assume the setup of Lemma 4. Let furtherψsec =
E(ĤT z)−Pcsec

i=1 Ĥi)
n

.Then

E(Bsec) ≤
√
n

(

exp

{

− nǫ2δsec
2(1 + ǫ)

}

+ exp

{

−ǫ
2ψ2

secn

2

})

+

√

√

√

√E

n
∑

i=csec+1

Ĥ2
i −

(E(ĤT z)− E
∑csec

i=1 Ĥi)2

n− csec
.

(82)

Proof. Follows directly from the derivation before Lemma 3.

Similarly to (50), ifn is large, for a fixedα one can determineβsec as a maximumβ such that

αd >
E
∑n

i=csec+1 Ĥ
2
i

n
− (E(ĤT z)− E

∑csec
i=1 Ĥi)

2

n(n− csec)
. (83)
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In the rest of this subsection we show how the left hand side of(83) can be computed for a randomly chosen

fixedβsec. We again, as earlier, do so in two steps:

1. We first determinecsec

2. We then computelimn→∞

(

E
Pn

i=csec+1 Ĥ
2
i

n
− (E(ĤT z)−E

Pcsec
i=1 Ĥi)

2

n(n−csec)

)

with csec found in step1.

Step 1:

From Lemma 4 we havecsec = δsecn is ac such that

(1− ǫ)E((
∑n−βsecn

i=1 Ĥi −
∑n

i=n−βsecn+1 Ĥi)−
∑δsecn

i=1 Ĥi)

n− c
− F−1

χd

(

(1 + ǫ)c

n(1− βsec)

)

= 0

⇔
(1− ǫ)(E

∑n−βsecn
i=1 Ĥi −E

∑n
i=n−βsecn+1 ‖Hi‖2 − E

∑δsecn
i=1 Ĥi)

n− c
− F−1

χd

(

(1 + ǫ)c

n(1− βsec)

)

= 0

(84)

where as earlier̂Hi = |H(n−k)
(norm)|(i), 1 ≤ i ≤ (n − βsecn), is thei-th smallest magnitude of blocksHi, 1 ≤

1 ≤ 1 : (n − βsecn). We also recall that‖Hi‖2, n − βsecn + 1 ≤ i ≤ n, are the magnitudes of the last

βsecn blocks of vectorh (these magnitudes of lastβsecn blocks of vectorh are not sorted). As earlier, all

components ofh are i.i.d. zero-mean unit variance Gaussian random variables andǫ > 0 is an arbitrarily

small constant. Then since‖Hi‖2 is a chi-distributed random variable withd degrees of freedom we clearly

haveE‖Hi‖2 =
√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

, n− βsecn+ 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Then from (84)

(1− ǫ)E((
∑n−βsecn

i=1 Ĥi −
∑n

i=n−βsecn+1 Ĥi)−
∑δsecn

i=1 Ĥi)

n− c
− F−1

χd

(

(1 + ǫ)c

n(1− βsec)

)

= 0

⇔
(1− ǫ)(E

∑n−βsecn
i=δsecn+1 Ĥi −

√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

βsecn)

n(1− δsec)
− F−1

χd

(

(1 + ǫ)δsecn

n(1− βsec)

)

= 0. (85)

Setθsec = 1− δsec. Following the derivation of (57) we have

lim
n→∞

E
∑(1−βsec)n

i=(1−θsec)n+1
H̃i

n(1− βsec)
=

√
2Γ(d+1

2 )

Γ(d2)

(

1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(

1 − θsec
1− βsec

,
d

2
),
d+ 1

2
)

)

. (86)

Similarly to (59) we easily determine

F−1
χd

(

(1 + ǫ)(1− θsec)

1− βsec

)

=

√

2γ−1
inc(

(1 + ǫ)(1 − θsec)

1− βsec
,
d

2
) (87)
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Combination of (84), (85), (86), and (87) gives us the following equation for computingθsec

(1−ǫ)
(1 − βsec)

√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

(

1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(

1−θsec
1−βsec

, d2),
d+1
2 )
)

−
√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

βsec

θsec
−
√

2γ−1
inc(

(1 + ǫ)(1− θsec)

1− βsec
,
d

2
) = 0.

(88)

Let θ̂sec be the solution of (88). Thenδsec = 1− θ̂sec andcsec = δsecn = (1 − θ̂sec)n. This concludes step

1.

Step2:

In this step we computelimn→∞

(

E
Pn

i=csec+1 Ĥ
2
i

n
− (E(ĤT z)−E

Pcsec
i=1 Ĥi)

2

n(n−csec)

)

with csec = (1 − θ̂sec)n.

Using results from step1 we easily find

lim
n→∞

(E(ĤT z)− E
∑csec

i=1 Ĥi)
2

n(n− csec)
=

(

(1− βsec)
√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

(1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(

1−θ̂sec
1−βsec

, d2),
d+1
2 ))−

√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

βsec

)2

θ̂sec
.

(89)

What is left to compute islimn→∞
E

Pn
i=csec+1 Ĥ

2
i

n
. We first observe

E
∑n

i=csec+1 Ĥ
2
i

n
=
E
∑(1−βsec)n

i=csec+1 Ĥ2
i

n
+
E
∑n

i=(1−βsec)n+1 Ĥ
2
i

n
=
E
∑(1−βsec)n

i=(1−θ̂sec)n+1
Ĥ2

i

n
+ βsecd. (90)

Following the derivation of (67) we also have

lim
n→∞

E
∑(1−βsec)n

i=(1−θ̂sec)n+1
Ĥ2

i

n(1− βsec)
=

2Γ(d+2
2 )

Γ(d2 )

(

1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(

1− θ̂sec
1− βsec

,
d

2
),
d+ 2

2
)

)

. (91)

Combining (90) and (91) we find

lim
n→∞

E
∑n

i=csec+1 Ĥ
2
i

n
= (1− βsec)

2Γ(d+2
2 )

Γ(d2 )

(

1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(

1− θ̂sec
1− βsec

,
d

2
),
d+ 2

2
)

)

+ βsecd. (92)

We summarize the results from this section in the following theorem.

Theorem 4. (Sectional threshold) LetA be adm × dn measurement matrix in (1) with the null-space

uniformly distributed in the Grassmanian. Let the unknownx in (1) bek-block-sparse with the length of

its blocksd. Further, let the location of nonzero blocks ofx be arbitrarily chosen but fixed. Letk,m, n be

large and letα = m
n

andβsec = k
n

be constants independent ofm andn. Letγinc(·, ·) andγ−1
inc(·, ·) be the

incomplete gamma function and its inverse, respectively. Further, letǫ > 0 be an arbitrarily small constant
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and θ̂sec, (βsec ≤ θ̂sec ≤ 1) be the solution of

(1−ǫ)
(1 − βsec)

√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

(

1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(

1−θsec
1−βsec

, d2),
d+1
2 )
)

−
√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

βsec

θsec
−
√

2γ−1
inc(

(1 + ǫ)(1− θsec)

1− βsec
,
d

2
) = 0.

(93)

If α andβsec further satisfy

αd > (1− βsec)
2Γ(d+2

2 )

Γ(d2)

(

1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(

1 − θ̂sec
1− βsec

,
d

2
),
d+ 2

2
)

)

+ βsecd

−

(

(1− βsec)
√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

(1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(

1−θ̂sec
1−βsec

, d2),
d+1
2 ))−

√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

βsec

)2

θ̂sec
(94)

then the solutions of (1) and (3) coincide with overwhelmingprobability.

Proof. Follows from the previous discussion combining (6), (73), (79), (82), (83), (88), (89), and (92).

The results for the sectional threshold obtained from the above theorem for different block-lengthsd are

presented on Figure 4. We also show on Figure 4 the results from [78, 81] whend → ∞. (These results

were derived for the strong threshold; however, any lower bound on the strong threshold is automatically a

lower bound on the sectional threshold as well.) In the following section we will explicitly show how the

results shown on Figure 4 ford→ ∞ follow from the derivation given above.

4.3 Weak threshold

In this subsection we determine the weak thresholdβw. Before proceeding further we again quickly re-

call on the definition of the weak threshold. Namely, for a givenα, βw is the maximum value ofβ such

that the solutions of (1) and (3) coincide for anyβn-block-sparsex with a given fixed location of non-

zero blocks and given fixed directions of non-zero block vectors Xi. As in Subsection 4.2 we can for

the simplicity of the exposition and without loss of generality assume that the blocksX1,X2, . . . ,Xn−k

of x are equal to zero and that that vectorsXn−k+1,Xn−k+2, . . . ,Xn have fixed directions. Further-

more, since all probability distributions of interest willbe rotationally invariant we will later assume that

Xi = (‖Xi‖2, 0, 0, . . . , 0), n − k + 1 ≤ i ≤ n. We first have the following corollary of Theorem 1.

Corollary 2. (Nonzero blocks ofx have fixed directions and location) Assume that adm×dn measurement

matrix A is given. Letx be ak-block-sparse vector. Also letX1 = X2 = · · · = Xn−k = 0. Let the

directions of vectorsXn−k+1,Xn−k+2, . . . ,Xn be fixed. Further, assume thaty = Ax and thatw is a
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dn× 1 vector. Then (3) will produce the solution of (1) if

(∀w ∈ Rdn|Aw = 0) −
n
∑

i=n−k+1

XT
i Wi

‖Xi‖2
<

n−k
∑

i=1

‖Wi‖2. (95)

Proof. The proof closely follows the proof of Theorem 1 given in [83]. Let x̄ be the solution of (1) and

let x̂ be the solution of (3). Also, assumēx 6= x̂, i.e. assume
∑n

i=1 ||X̂i||2 ≤ ∑n
i=1 ||X̄i||2 whereX̄i =

(x̄(i−1)d+1, x̄(i−1)d+2, . . . , x̄id)
T andX̂i = (x̂(i−1)d+1, x̂(i−1)d+2, . . . , x̂id)

T , for i = 1, 2, . . . , n. Then we

can write

n
∑

i=1

||X̂i||2 =

n
∑

i=1

||X̂i − X̄i + X̄i||2 =
n
∑

i=n−k+1

||X̂i − X̄i + X̄i||2 +
n−k
∑

i=1

||X̂i − X̄i + X̄i||2

=
n
∑

i=n−k+1

||Wi + X̄i||2 +
n−k
∑

i=1

||Wi||2 ≥
n
∑

i=n−k+1

|‖X̄i‖2 +
X̄T

i Wi

‖X̄i‖2‖W̄i‖2
‖W̄i‖2|+

n−k
∑

i=1

||Wi||2

≥
n
∑

i=n−k+1

‖X̄i‖2 +
n
∑

i=n−k+1

X̄T
i Wi

‖X̄i‖2
+

n−k
∑

i=1

||Wi||2 =
n
∑

i=1

‖X̄i‖2 +
n
∑

i=n−k+1

X̄T
i Wi

‖X̄i‖2
+

n−k
∑

i=1

||Wi||2.

(96)
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If (95) holds then from (96)
∑n

i=1 ||X̂i||2 >
∑n

i=1 ||X̄i||2 which contradicts the assumption
∑n

i=1 ||X̂i||2 ≤
∑n

i=1 ||X̄i||2. Therefore,̄x = x̂. This concludes the proof.

Following the procedure of Subsection 4.2 we set

S′
w = {w ∈ Sdn−1| −

n
∑

i=n−k+1

XT
i Wi

‖Xi‖2
<

n−k
∑

i=1

‖Wi‖2} (97)

and

w(S′
w) = E sup

w∈S′
w

(hTw) (98)

where as earlierh is a random column vector inRdn with i.i.d. N (0, 1) components andSdn−1 is the unit

dn-dimensional sphere. LetΘi be the orthogonal matrices such thatXT
i Θi = (‖Xi‖2, 0, . . . , 0), n−k+1 ≤

i ≤ n. Set

Sw = {w ∈ Sdn−1| −
n
∑

i=n−k+1

w(i−1)d+1 <
n−k
∑

i=1

‖Wi‖2} (99)

and

w(Sw) = E sup
w∈Sw

(hTw). (100)

SinceHT
i andHT

i Θi have the same distribution we havew(Sw) = w(S′
w). As in Subsections 4.1 and 4.2

our goal will then again be to compute an upper bound onw(Sw) and subsequently equal that upper bound

to
(√

dm− 1
4
√
dm

)

. Following the strategy of the previous sections in Subsection 4.3.1 we will determine

an upper boundBw onw(h, Sw). In Subsection 4.3.2 we will compute an upper bound onE(Bw). That

quantity will be an upper bound onw(Sw) since according to the followingE(Bw) is an upper bound on

w(Sw)

w(Sw) = Ew(h, Sw) = E(max
w∈Sw

(hTw)) ≤ E(Bw). (101)

4.3.1 Upper-boundingw(h, Sw)

Let H∗
i = (h(i−1)d+2,h(i−1)d+3, . . . ,hid)

T , W∗
i = (w(i−1)d+2,w(i−1)d+3, . . . ,wid)

T , i = n − k +

1, 2, . . . , n. One then writes in a way analogous to (9)

w(h, Sw) = max
w∈Sw

(hTw) = max
w∈Sw

(

n
∑

i=n−k+1

h(i−1)d+1w(i−1)d+1+

n
∑

i=n−k+1

‖H∗
i ‖2‖W∗

i ‖2+
n−k
∑

i=1

‖Hi‖2‖Wi‖2).

(102)
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We recall one more time thatH(n−k)
(norm) = (‖H1‖2, ‖H2‖2, . . . , ‖Hn−k‖2) and that|H(n−k)

(norm)|(i) is thei-th

smallest of the elements ofH(n−k)
(norm). Set

H̄ = (|H(n−k)
(norm)|(1), |H

(n−k)
(norm)|(2), . . . , |H

(n−k)
(norm)|(n−k),−h(n−k+1)d+1,−h(n−k+2)d+1, . . . ,−h(n−1)d+1,

‖H∗
n−k+1‖2, ‖H∗

n−k+2‖2, . . . , ‖H∗
n‖2)T . (103)

Let ȳ = (y1,y2, . . . ,yn+k)
T ∈ Rn+k. Then one can simplify (102) in the following way

w(h, Sw) = max
ȳ∈Rn+k

n+k
∑

i=1

H̄iȳi

subject to ȳi ≥ 0, 0 ≤ i ≤ n− k, n+ 1 ≤ i ≤ n+ k
n
∑

i=n−k+1

ȳi ≥
n−k
∑

i=1

ȳi

n+k
∑

i=1

ȳ2
i ≤ 1 (104)

whereH̄i is the i-th element ofH̄. Let z̄ ∈ Rn+k be a vector such that̄zi = 1, 1 ≤ i ≤ n − k, z̄i =

−1, n−k+1 ≤ i ≤ n, andz̄i = 0, n+1 ≤ i ≤ n+k. One can then proceed in a fashion similar to the one

from Subsection 4.1.1 and compute an upper bound based on duality. However, there will be two important

differences. First, we now havēH instead ofH̃. Second we havēz instead ofz. One should, however, note

that‖z̄‖2 = ‖z‖2. After repeating literally every step of the derivation from Subsection 4.1.1 one obtains

the following analogue to equation (30)

w(h, Sw) ≤

√

√

√

√

n+k
∑

i=1

H̄2
i −

c
∑

i=1

H̄2
i −

((H̄T z̄)−∑c
i=1 H̄i)2

n− c
=

√

√

√

√

n+k
∑

i=c+1

H̄2
i −

((H̄T z̄)−∑c
i=1 H̄i)2

n− c

(105)

wherec ≤ (n − k) is such that((H̄T z̄) −∑c
i=1 H̄i) ≥ 0. As earlier, as long as(H̄T z̄) ≥ 0 there will be

a c (it is possible thatc = 0) such that quantity on the most right hand side of (105) is an upper bound on

w(h, Sw).

Using (105) we then establish the following analogue to Lemmas 1 and 4.

Lemma 6. Leth ∈ Rdn be a vector with i.i.d. zero-mean unit variance gaussian components. Further let

H̄ be as defined in (103) andw(h, Sw) = maxw∈Sw(h
Tw) whereSw is as defined in (99). Let̄z ∈ Rn+k

be a vector such that̄zi = 1, 1 ≤ i ≤ n− k, z̄i = −1, n− k + 1 ≤ i ≤ n, andz̄i = 0, n+ 1 ≤ i ≤ n+ k.
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Then

w(h, Sw) ≤ Bw (106)

where

Bw =











√

∑n+k
i=1 H̄2

i if ζw(h, cw) ≤ 0
√

∑n+k
i=cw+1 H̄

2
i −

((H̄T z̄)−Pcw
i=1 H̄i)2

n−cw
if ζw(h, cw) > 0

, (107)

ζw(h, c) =
(H̄T z̄)−Pc

i=1 H̄i

n−c
− H̄c andcw = δwn is a c ≤ n− k such that

(1− ǫ)E((H̄T z̄)−∑c
i=1 H̄i)

n− c
− F−1

χd

(

(1 + ǫ)c

n− k

)

= 0. (108)

F−1
χd

(·) is the inverse cdf of the chi random variable withd degrees of freedom.ǫ > 0 is an arbitrarily small

constant independent ofn.

Proof. Follows directly from the derivation before Lemma 1.

4.3.2 Computing an upper bound onE(Bw)

Following step-by-step the derivation of Lemma 3 (with a trivial adjustment in finding Lipschitz constantσ)

we can establish the weak threshold analogue to it.

Lemma 7. Assume the setup of Lemma 6. Let furtherψw =
E(H̄T z̄)−

Pcw
i=1 H̄i)

n
.Then

E(Bw) ≤
√
n

(

exp

{

− nǫ2δw
2(1 + ǫ)

}

+ exp

{

−ǫ
2ψ2

wn

2

})

+

√

√

√

√E
n+k
∑

i=cw+1

H̄2
i −

(E(H̄T z̄)− E
∑cw

i=1 H̄i)2

n− cw
.

(109)

Proof. Follows directly from the derivation before Lemma 3.

Similarly to (50) and (83), ifn is large, for a fixedα one can determineβw as a maximumβ such that

αd >
E
∑n+k

i=cw+1 H̄
2
i

n
− (E(H̄T z̄)− E

∑cw
i=1 H̄i)

2

n(n− cw)
. (110)

In the rest of this subsection we show how the left hand side of(110) can be computed for a randomly

chosen fixedβw. We again, as earlier, do so in two steps:

1. We first determinecw
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2. We then computelimn→∞

(

E
Pn+k

i=cw+1 H̄
2
i

n
− (E(H̄T z̄)−E

Pcw
i=1 H̄i)

2

n(n−cw)

)

with cw found in step1.

Step 1:

From Lemma 6 we havecw = δwn is ac such that

(1− ǫ)E((
∑n−βwn

i=1 H̄i −
∑n+k

i=n−βwn+1 H̄i)−
∑δwn

i=1 H̄i)

n− c
− F−1

χd

(

(1 + ǫ)c

n(1− βw)

)

= 0

⇔
(1− ǫ)(E

∑n−βwn
i=1 H̄i − E

∑n
i=n−βwn+1 H̄i − E

∑δwn
i=1 H̄i)

n− c
− F−1

χd

(

(1 + ǫ)c

n(1− βw)

)

= 0

⇔
(1− ǫ)(E

∑n−βwn
i=1 H̄i + E

∑n
i=n−βwn+1 h(i−1)d+1 − E

∑δwn
i=1 H̄i)

n− c
− F−1

χd

(

(1 + ǫ)c

n(1− βw)

)

= 0

⇔ (1− ǫ)(E
∑n−βwn

i=1 H̄i − E
∑δwn

i=1 H̄i)

n− c
− F−1

χd

(

(1 + ǫ)c

n(1− βw)

)

= 0

⇔
(1− ǫ)E

∑n−βwn
i=δwn+1 H̄i

n− c
− F−1

χd

(

(1 + ǫ)c

n(1− βw)

)

= 0 (111)

Setθw = 1− δw. Then combining (111) and (86) we obtain the following equation for computingθw

(1− ǫ)(1 − βw)

√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

(

1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(

1−θw
1−βw

, d2),
d+1
2 )
)

θw
−
√

2γ−1
inc(

(1 + ǫ)(1− θw)

1− βw
,
d

2
) = 0. (112)

Let θ̂w be the solution of (112). Thenδw = 1− θ̂w andcw = δwn = (1− θ̂w)n. This concludes step1.

Step2:

In this step we computelimn→∞

(

E
Pn+k

i=cw+1 H̄
2
i

n
− (E(H̄T z̄)−E

Pcw
i=1 H̄i)

2

n(n−cw)

)

with cw = (1− θ̂w)n. Using

results from step1 we easily find

lim
n→∞

(E(H̄T z̄)− E
∑cw

i=1 H̄i)
2

n(n− cw)
=

(

(1− βw)
√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

(1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(

1−θ̂w
1−βw

, d2),
d+1
2 ))

)2

θ̂w
. (113)
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Effectively, what is left to compute is
E

Pn+k
i=cw+1 H̄

2
i

n
. We first observe

E
∑n+k

i=cw+1 H̄
2
i

n
=

E
∑(1−βw)n

i=cw+1 H̄2
i

n
+
E
∑n

i=(1−βw)n+1 H̄
2
i

n
+
E
∑n+βwn

i=n+1 H̄2
i

n

=
E
∑(1−βw)n

i=(1−θ̂w)n+1
H̄2

i

n
+
E
∑n

i=(1−βw)n+1 h
2
(i−1)d+1

n
+
E
∑n+βwn

i=n+1 ‖H∗
i ‖22

n

=
E
∑(1−βw)n

i=(1−θ̂w)n+1
H̄2

i

n
+
βwn

n
+
βwn(d− 1)

n

=
E
∑(1−βw)n

i=(1−θ̂w)n+1
H̄2

i

n
+ βwd. (114)

Combining (114) and (91) we find

lim
n→∞

E
∑n+k

i=cw+1 H̄
2
i

n
= (1− βw)

2Γ(d+2
2 )

Γ(d2)

(

1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(

1− θ̂w
1− βw

,
d

2
),
d+ 2

2
)

)

+ βwd. (115)

We summarize the results from this section in the following theorem.

Theorem 5. (Weak threshold) LetA be adm×dnmeasurement matrix in (1) with the null-space uniformly

distributed in the Grassmanian. Let the unknownx in (1) bek-block-sparse with the length of its blocksd.

Further, let the location and the directions of nonzero blocks ofx be arbitrarily chosen but fixed. Letk,m, n

be large and letα = m
n

andβw = k
n

be constants independent ofm andn. Letγinc(·, ·) andγ−1
inc(·, ·) be the

incomplete gamma function and its inverse, respectively. Further, letǫ > 0 be an arbitrarily small constant

and θ̂w, (βw ≤ θ̂w ≤ 1) be the solution of

(1− ǫ)(1 − βw)

√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

(

1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(

1−θw
1−βw

, d2),
d+1
2 )
)

θw
−
√

2γ−1
inc(

(1 + ǫ)(1− θw)

1− βw
,
d

2
) = 0. (116)

If α andβw further satisfy

αd > (1− βw)
2Γ(d+2

2 )

Γ(d2)

(

1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(

1− θ̂w
1− βw

,
d

2
),
d+ 2

2
)

)

+ βwd

−

(

(1− βw)
√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

(1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(

1−θ̂w
1−βw

, d2),
d+1
2 ))

)2

θ̂w
(117)

then the solutions of (1) and (3) coincide with overwhelmingprobability.

Proof. Follows from the previous discussion combining (6), (101),(106), (109), (110), (112), (113), and
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(115).

The results for the weak threshold obtained from the above theorem for different block-lengthsd are

presented on Figure 5. We also show on Figure 5 the results ford → ∞ that we will discuss in more detail

in the following section.
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Figure 5: Block-sparseweakthresholds as a function of block lengthd, ℓ2/ℓ1-optimization

5 d → ∞

When the block length is large one can simplify the conditions for finding the thresholds obtained in the

previous section. Hence, in this section we establish attainable strong, sectional, and weak thresholds when

d → ∞, i.e. we establish attainable ultimate benefit ofℓ2/ℓ1-optimization from (3) when used in block-

sparse recovery (1). Throughout this section we choosed→ ∞ in order to simplify the exposition. However,

as it will become obvious, the analogous simplified expressions can in fact be obtained for any value ofd.

5.1 d → ∞ – strong threshold

Following the derivation of Section 4.1.1 and its connection to Theorem 3 it is not that difficult to see that

choosingθ̂s = 1 in (69) would provide a valid threshold condition as well (θ̂s = 1 is in general not optimal
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for a fixed valued, i.e. whend is not large a better choice for̂θs is the one given in Theorem 3). The choice

θ̂s = 1 gives us the following corollary of Theorem 3.

Corollary 3. (Strong threshold,d→ ∞) LetA be adm×dnmeasurement matrix in (1) with the null-space

uniformly distributed in the Grassmanian. Let the unknownx in (1) bek-block-sparse with the length of its

blocksd → ∞. Let k,m, n be large and letα = m
n

andβ∞s = k
n

be constants independent ofm andn.

Assume thatd is independent ofn. If α andβ∞s satisfy

α > 4β∞s (1− β∞s ) (118)

then the solutions of (1) and (3) coincide with overwhelmingprobability.

Proof. Let θ̂s = 1 in (69). Then from (69) we have

α >
2Γ(d+2

2 )

dΓ(d2 )
−

(√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

(1− 2(1 − γinc(γ
−1
inc(1− βs,

d
2),

d+1
2 )))

)2

d

= 1−
(

(1− 2(1− γinc(γ
−1
inc(1− βs,

d

2
),
d+ 1

2
)))

)2

(√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

)2

d
. (119)

Whend → ∞ we havelimd→∞ γinc(γ
−1
inc(1 − βs,

d
2),

d+1
2 )) = 1 − βs andlimd→∞

1
d

(√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ d
2

)2

= 1.

Then from (119) we obtain the following condition

α > 1− (1− 2(1− (1− βs)))
2 = 4βs(1− βs). (120)

Since (120) is exactly the same as (118) this concludes the proof.

The results obtained in the previous corollary precisely match those obtained in [78,81].

5.2 d → ∞ – sectional threshold

Following the derivation of Section 4.1.1 and its connection to Theorem 4 it is not that difficult to see that

choosingθ̂sec = 1 in (94) would provide a valid threshold condition as well (again, θ̂sec = 1 is in general

not optimal for a fixed valued, i.e. whend is not large a better choice for̂θsec is the one given in Theorem

4). Choosinĝθsec = 1 in (94) gives us the following corollary of Theorem 4.
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Corollary 4. (Sectional threshold,d → ∞) LetA be adm× dn measurement matrix in (1) with the null-

space uniformly distributed in the Grassmanian. Let the unknownx in (1) bek-block-sparse with the length

of its blocksd → ∞. Further, let the location of nonzero blocks ofx be arbitrarily chosen but fixed. Let

k,m, n be large and letα = m
n

and β∞sec = k
n

be constants independent ofm andn. Assume thatd is

independent ofn. If α andβ∞sec satisfy

α > 4β∞sec(1− β∞sec) (121)

then the solutions of (1) and (3) coincide with overwhelmingprobability.

Proof. Let θ̂sec = 1 in (94). Then from (94) we have

α >
(1− βsec)d+ βsecd

d
−

(

(1− βsec)
√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

−
√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

βsec

)2

d

= 1− (1− 2βsec)
2 1

d

(√
2Γ(d+1

2 )

Γ(d2 )

)2

. (122)

Whend→ ∞ we havelimd→∞
1
d

(√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

)2

= 1. Then from (122) we easily obtain the condition

α > 4βsec(1− βsec)

which is the same as the condition stated in (121). This therefore concludes the proof.

Remark: Of course, the statement of Corollary 4 could have been deduced trivially from Corollary 3.

Namely, any attainable value of the strong threshold is an attainable value for the sectional threshold as well.

5.3 d → ∞ – weak threshold

Reasoning as in the two previous subsections we have thatθ̂w = 1 in (117) would provide a valid condition

for computing the weak threshold. In turn choosingθ̂w = 1 in (117) gives us the following corollary of

Theorem 5.

Corollary 5. (Weak threshold,d→ ∞) LetA be adm× dn measurement matrix in (1) with the null-space

uniformly distributed in the Grassmanian. Let the unknownx in (1) bek-block-sparse with the length of its

blocksd → ∞ Further, let the location and the directions of nonzero blocks ofx be arbitrarily chosen but

fixed. Letk,m, n be large and letα = m
n

andβ∞w = k
n

be constants independent ofm andn. Assume that

38



d is independent ofn. If α andβ∞w satisfy

α > β∞w (2− β∞w ) (123)

then the solutions of (1) and (3) coincide with overwhelmingprobability.

Proof. Let θ̂w = 1 in (117). Then from (117) we have

α >
(1− βw)d+ βwd

d
−

(

(1− βw)
√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

)2

d

= 1−

(

(1− βw)
√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

)2

d
. (124)

As earlier, whend → ∞ we havelimd→∞
1
d

(√
2Γ(d+1

2
)

Γ(d
2
)

)2

= 1. Then from (124) we easily obtain the

condition

α > βw(2− βw)

which is the same as the condition stated in (123). This therefore concludes the proof.

The results for the strong, sectional, and weak threshold obtained in the three above corollaries are

shown on figures in earlier sections as curves denoted byd→ ∞.

It is interesting to note that (119), (122), and (124) can be used instead of (69), (94), and (117) to

determine attainable values of the thresholds for any fixedd. Given that (119), (122), and (124) are obtained

for a suboptimal choice of̂θ the threshold values that they produce trail those presented on Figures 3, 4, and

5 and we therefore do not include them in this paper. However,we do mention that they are relatively easier

to compute and a fairly good approximation of the results presented on Figures 3, 4, and 5.

6 Numerical experiments

In this section we briefly discuss the results that we obtained from numerical experiments. In all our nu-

merical experiments we fixedn = 100 andd = 15. We then generated matricesA of sizedm × dn with

m = (10, 20, 30, . . . , 90, 99). The components of the measurement matricesA were generated as i.i.d.

zero-mean unit variance Gaussian random variables. For eachm we generatedk-block-sparse signalsx for

several different values ofk from the transition zone (the locations of non-zero blocks of x were chosen

randomly). For each combination(k,m) we generated100 different problem instances and recorded the
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Table 1: The simulation results for recovery of block-sparse signals;n = 100, d = 15

m 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99

k / # of errors 7/100 12/100 18/100 22/76 29/80 37/94 46/95 57/98 71/97 92/89

k / # of errors 6/100 11/98 17/100 22/76 29/80 36/64 45/71 55/60 69/70 90/52

k / # of errors 5/95 10/93 16/89 21/39 28/43 35/26 44/38 53/11 67/27 89/27

k / # of errors 4/14 9/21 15/36 20/5 27/11 34/6 43/11 52/2 66/11 88/12

k / # of errors 3/0 8/0 14/8 19/0 25/0 32/0 42/6 50/0 65/6 87/3

number of timesℓ2/ℓ1-optimization algorithm from (3) failed to recover the correctk-block-sparsex. All

different(k,m) combinations as well as the corresponding numbers of failedexperiments are given in Table

1. The interpolated data from Table 1 are presented graphically on Figure 6. The color of any point on Figure

6 shows the probability of havingℓ2/ℓ1-optimization succeed for a combination(α, β) that corresponds to

that point. The colors are mapped to probabilities according to the scale on the right hand side of the figure.

The simulated results can naturally be compared to the weak threshold theoretical prediction. Hence, we

also show on Figure 6 the theoretical value for the weak threshold calculated according to Theorem 5 (and

shown on Figure 5). We observe that the simulation results are in a good agreement with the theoretical

calculation.
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7 Discussion

In this paper we considered recovery of block-sparse signals from a reduced number of linear measurements.

We provided a theoretical performance analysis of a polynomial ℓ2/ℓ1-optimization algorithm. Under the

assumption that the measurement matrixA has a basis of the null-space distributed uniformly in the Grass-

manian, we derived lower bounds on the values of the recoverable strong, sectional, and weak thresholds in

the so-called linear regime, i.e. in the regime when the recoverable sparsity is proportional to the length of

the unknown vector. We also conducted the numerical experiments and observed a solid agreement between

the simulated and the theoretical weak threshold.

The main subject of this paper was the recovery of the so-called ideally block-sparse signals. However,

the presented analysis framework admits various generalizations. Namely, it can be extended to include

computations of threshold values for recovery of approximately block-sparse signals as well as those with

noisy measurements. Also, in this paper we were mostly concerned with the success ofℓ2/ℓ1-optimization.

However, as we have mentioned earlier instead ofℓ2/ℓ1-optimization one could use anℓ2/ℓq-optimization

(0 < q < 1). While the resulting problem would not be convex it could still be solved (not necessarily in

polynomial time) with various techniques from the literature. One could then potentially find an interest

in generalizing the results of the present paper to the case of ℓ2/ℓq-optimization (0 < q < 1) as well. On

a completely different note, carefully following our exposition one could spot that the results presented in

this paper assume large dimensions of the system. Obtainingtheir equivalents for systems of moderate

dimensions is another possible generalization. All these generalizations will be part of a future work.

We would like to reemphasize that our analysis heavily relied on a particular probability distribution of

the null-space of the measurement matrix. On the other hand our extensive numerical experiments (results of

some of them are presented in [83]) indicate thatℓ2/ℓ1-optimization works equally well for many different

statistical measurement matricesA (e.g. Bernoulli). It will be interesting to see if the analysis presented here

can be generalized to these cases as well. Furthermore, as in[33], one can raise the question of identifying

class of statistical matrices for whichℓ2/ℓ1-optimization works as well as in the case presented in this paper.

However, we do believe that answering this question is not aneasy task.

As far as the technical contribution goes, we should mentionthat our analysis made a critical use of

an excellent work [47] which on the other hand massively relied on phenomenal results [20, 67] related

to the estimates of the normal tail distributions of Lipshitz functions. In a very recent work related to the

matrix-rank optimization the authors in [69] successfullyconducted a theoretical analysis applying results

of [20,67] without relying on the conclusions of [47]. It will certainly be interesting to see what performance
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guarantees the direct application of the results of [20,67]would produce in the problems considered in this

paper.

Lastly, it is relatively easy to note that the signal structure imposed in this paper is very simple, i.e.

almost ideal. For example, we assumed that all blocks are of the same length. Just slightly modifying

that assumption so that the blocks are not of equal length significantly complicates the problem. It will be

interesting to see if algorithms similar toℓ2/ℓ1-optimization can be used for signals with these (or possibly

even some completely different) structures and if an analysis similar to the one presented in this paper can

be developed for them as well.
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