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Sparse Recovery for Overcomplete Frames: Sensing Matrices and Recovery
Guarantees

Xuemei Chen∗, Christian Kümmerle†, and Rongrong Wang‡

Abstract. Signal models formed as linear combinations of few atoms from an over-complete dictionary or few
frame vectors from a redundant frame have become central to many applications in high dimensional
signal processing and data analysis. A core question is, by exploiting the intrinsic low dimensional
structure of the signal, how to design the sensing process and decoder in a way that the number
of measurements is essentially close to the complexity of the signal set. This chapter provides a
survey of important results in answering this question, with an emphasis on a basis pursuit like convex
optimization decoder that admits a wide range of random sensing matrices. The results are quite
established in the case signals are sparse in an orthonormal basis, while the case with frame sparse
signals is much less explored. In addition to presenting the latest results on recovery guarantee and how
few random heavier-tailed measurements fulfill these recovery guarantees, this chapter also aims to
provide some insights in proof techniques. We also take the opportunity of this book chapter to publish
an interesting result (Theorem 3.10) about a restricted isometry like property related to a frame.

1. Introduction. In the last two decades, the problem of recovering structured signals
from significantly under-sampled linear measurements, often referred to as compressed sensing

or compressive sensing, has been extensively studied by applied mathematicians, signal pro-
cessing researchers, information theorists and statisticians since building on and extending the
seminal works of Donoho, Candès, Romberg and Tao [26, 23, 42], which showed that a generic
variant of the problem can be solved efficiently from a number of random linearmeasurements
that is essentially linear in the dimension of the set of structured signals. The ensued line of
research has led to the popularization of related data-efficient, optimization-based decoders
in seismology and geophysics [82, 80, 102, 45, 66, 10], magnetic resonance tomography and
medical imaging [83, 78, 69, 50, 43, 97, 3], and machine learning [108, 47, 84, 64, 93].

Formally, in this problem, we wish to recover I0 ∈ R3 from its under-sampled and possibly
corrupted linear measurement H = �I0 + | ∈ R< where < is typically much less than 3 and
| represents the measurement corruption. Given that � ∈ R<×3 is underdetermined, such
recovery is only possible if we have more information about I0. Additionally, due to the
unavoidable presence of noise |, we are interested in a recovery procedure which is able to
identify I0 up to an error that is proportional to a norm ‖|‖ of |.

While this problem is ill-posed without further assumption, in the general setting of
compressed sensing, the problem is made well-posed by assuming that I0 is an element of a set
with an underlying low dimensional structure. Specifically, I0 could be sparse in the standard
basis (which means that the majority of its coordinates are zero), in an application-tailored
orthogonal basis such as a suitable wavelet [83, 85] or shearlet basis [79], or be written as a
linear combination of only a few atoms in a redundant dictionary [48, 96, 24, 86]. Similarly,
I0 can be a matrix of low rank, in which case the � corresponds to a linear operator acting
on matrices. In this case, the problem is known under the name low-rank matrix recovery

[39, 19, 32, 34], and has applications in recommender systems [75, 98], image processing
[71, 103], computational physics [104, 25] and control theory [49, 46].
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The theoretical understanding of the compressed sensing problem and of the properties
of suitable, efficient reconstruction algorithms has reached some maturity in the literature.
We point to the monographs [55, 99, 120, 3] and references therein for an overview of known
results. Conditions for low-rank matrix recovery using tractable algorithms have similarly
been established in the last few years; for that problem, there are fewer comprehensive works
covering the general theory, but [62, 31, 39, 19, 34] contain the majority of the most relevant
results.

However, the vast majority of results for these problems study recovery guarantees if the
signal I0 is sparse or low-rank with respect to the standard basis or an orthogonal basis set. In
many application domains, this assumption is too rigid to be satisfied, or better reconstruction
can be achieved by considering sparsity of the signal with respect with to a transform domain,
which is typically chosen using a certain degree of redundancy [47, 64, 84, 17]. Specifically,
in this chapter, we present and review results on theoretical guarantees for parsimonious
recovery problems under this more realistic modeling.

In particular, we will focus on the case where I0 is sparse or approximately sparse in a
dictionary or frame � = { 51, 52, · · · , 5=}.1 In the finite dimensional setting we are considering,
we can think of � as a spanning set of R3. Moreover, when appropriate, we will also use �
for the matrix � = [ 51, 52, · · · , 5=] ∈ R3×= collecting the frame elements of the frame. With
this preparation, we can define, for a positive integer : representing a sparsity level, the set
of �-:-sparse vectors I ∈ R3 as

(1.1) Σ�,: :=
{

I ∈ R3 : I =
=

∑

8=1

G8 58 = �G, ‖G‖0 ≤ :
}

with ‖G‖0 denoting the number of non-zero entries of G.
For the compressed sensing problem of recovering vectors sparse with respect to a frame,

the key questions have been focused on:
Q1. Which tractable algorithm or decoder can be used to recover I0 ∈ Σ�,:, given access

to � and H = �I0?
Q2. Given �, how to design the sensing matrix � so that the decoder found in Q1 is

successful?
Q3. For the design in Q2, what is the minimum number of measurements <?
Q4. With the appropriately designed �, is the decoder found in Q1 stable and robust with

respect to model misfit and additive noise?
In this chapter, we provide a short survey about relevant results addressing these questions.

To quantify the model misfit with regards to the signal space (1.1), we define

(1.2) f�,: (I) := min
{∈Σ�,:

‖I − {‖�,

the distance of I to the set of �-:-sparse vectors. Here the �-norm is defined using the ℓ1-norm

(1.3) ‖I‖� := min{‖G‖1 : �G = I},

based on coefficients relative to the frame �.
To be more specific about Q4, we would like the decoder Δ : R< → R

3 to perform
relatively well even when the signals are not exactly �-:-sparse (meaning that f�,: (I) > 0;
such a property is known as stability [55, Section 4.2]), and also under the presence of
measurement noise | (this is known as robustness [55, Section 4.3]). Quantifying the latter

1A set of vector � = { 58}8∈� is a frame for a Hilbert space � if there exists 0 < � ≤ � < ∞ such that
�‖G‖2 ≤ ∑

8∈� |〈G, 58〉|2 ≤ �‖G‖2 for all G ∈ �.
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using a suitable norm ‖|‖ on |, it is desirable to obtain a stable and robust recovery guarantee
such that there exist constants�1, �2 depending on � and possibly the dimensions which allow
the inequality

(1.4) ‖I − Δ(�I + |)‖ ≤ �1f�,: (I) + �2‖|‖,

to hold for all I ∈ R3.
Regarding Q1, as common in the compressed sensing literature, we distinguish two types

of efficient decoders: iterative solvers such as greedy methods [59, 110] or thresholding based
methods [94] (among which compressive sampling matching pursuit [38, 58] and iterative
hard thresholding [52] are some of the most well-known examples) and decoders based on
the solution of an optimization problem.

Due to their popularity in imaging problems [3] and the maturity of their theory, we will
focus on optimization-based decoders defined as the solution of optimization problems of the
form

(1.5) Δ 5 ,�,[ (H) := argmin
I∈R3

5 (I) subject to ‖�I − H‖2 ≤ [,

where 5 : R3 → R is a suitable objective function [22, 37, 55, 4, 86]. It is understood that the
objective function 5 needs to be selected in a way that is simultaneously sparsity-promoting,
can be evaluated efficiently, and also such that the respective optimization problem of (1.5)
is easy or at least tractable to solve. While non-convex choices of 5 [53, 101, 116, 4, 121],
[120, Chapter 7] often lead to improved performance compared to convex sparsity-promoting
functions, choosing 5 as a convex function has the advantage that properties of the solution
of (1.5) can be decoupled from the particular solver to be used and that they can be analyzed
using mature tools from convex optimization [55, 3].

For the frame-based recovery problem (1.1), the convex �-norm 5 (I) = ‖I‖� of (1.3)
happens to be a suitable objective function, in which case the decoder (1.5) is denoted as

(1.6) Δ�,�,[ (H) = argmin
I∈R3

‖I‖� subject to ‖�I − H‖2 ≤ [.

Notations and Organization. For an integer # , we let [#] be the index set {1, 2, · · · , #}.
For a vector G, ‖G‖ ? = (∑ |G8 |?)1/? is its ?-norm. If ) is an index set, then G) is the vector
that has the same value as G on ) and 0 elsewhere. For a matrix �, ker(�) is the kernel (null
space) of �, and ‖�‖2 is its spectral norm. �# is the # × # identity matrix.

The rest of the chapter is organized as follows. Section 2 provides recovery guarantees
of the ℓ1 minimization problem for recovering vectors sparse in an orthonormal basis under
various conditions, as listed in Definition 2.1, on the sensing matrix �. We make a comparison
among these conditions towards the end. Section 3 explores recovery guarantees of (1.6),
i.e., the ℓ1 synthesis method with the general frame �. Our attention focuses on the null
space property like conditions for the sensing matrix �. The ℓ1 analysis method is also
touched upon as a related model. Section 4 focuses on how random sensing matrices fulfill
the conditions laid out in Definition 2.1 or Definition 3.1. Sub-Gaussian matrices have been
typical in this regard while we also provide a wider range of random measurements with
heavier-tail behavior than sub-Gaussian.

2. Recovery Guarantees for Signals with Sparsity in Orthonormal Basis. We first
present relevant results for the case that the frame matrix � is the identity matrix, which
corresponds to the setup of the initial works of compressed sensing theory [26, 23, 42, 37, 55].
In this case, (1.6) becomes

(2.1) Δ1,�,[ (H) := Δ�3 ,�,[ (H) = argmin
I∈R3:‖�I−H ‖2≤[

‖I‖1,

3



which is also known by the name of quadratically constrained basis pursuit [26, 14, 3], and for
[ = 0, it can be simplified to the equality-constrained basis pursuit [28, 55] decoder

(2.2) Δ1,�,0 (H) = argminI ‖I‖1 subject to �I = H.

Equality-constrained basis pursuit is a suitable decoder in the case of a non-existent or small
noise level, or in the case of unknown noise level [117, 51, 14].

Suitable recovery guarantees for (2.1) and (2.2) can in most cases easily be extended to
Δ�,�,[ (H) or Δ�,�,0 (H) and a signal model in which � is not the identity, but an orthonormal
basis, by incorporating � into the measurement matrix � as Δ�3 ,��,[ (H). We shorten the
notation to Σ: = Σ�3,: and f: (I) = f�3,: (I) for this section.

To answer Q2, a series of properties on the sensing matrix have been proposed over the
years, the most relevant of which we list below. These properties can be used to characterize
the performance of the decoders Δ1,�,[ for problems involving such sensing matrices.

Definition 2.1. Let � ∈ R<×3.
1. � is said to have the null space property of order : [44, 61, 37] if

(NSP-:) ‖I) ‖1 < ‖I)2 ‖1, ∀I ∈ ker(�)\{0},∀) with |) | ≤ :.

2. � is said to satisfy the restricted isometry property [23] of order : with constant 0 ≤ X < 1 if

(RIP-(k,X)) (1 − X)‖I‖22 ≤ ‖�I‖22 ≤ (1 + X)‖I‖22, ∀I ∈ Σ: .

3. If � has ℓ2-normalized columns 01, 02, · · · , 03 , then the coherence of � [111] is defined as

(2.3) `(�) := max
8≠ 9

| 〈08 , 0 9 〉 |.

4. � is said to have the ℓ@-robust null space property of order : with d > 0, g > 0 [51] if

(RNSP-(@, :, d, g)) ‖I) ‖@ ≤ d

:1−1/@
‖I)2 ‖1 + g‖�I‖2,∀I ∈ R3,∀) with |) | ≤ :.

5. � is said to have the quotient property [117, 51] with constant U > 0 if

(QP-U) ‖H‖� ≤ U
√

:∗‖H‖2,∀H ∈ R<,

where :∗ = </log(43/<).
6. � is said to satisfy the robust width property of order : with constants 20, 21 [16] if

(RWP-(:, 20, 21)) ‖I‖2 ≤ 20√
:
‖I‖1,∀I ∈ R3 such that ‖�I‖2 < 21‖I‖2.

Given the definition (1.3), the quotient property with constant U (QP-U) holds if and only
if for any H ∈ R<, there exists I ∈ R3 such that �I = H and ‖I‖1 ≤ U

√
:∗‖H‖2. (QP-U) can

be also interpreted as a geometric property [60, 63] stating that the ℓ2-ball �3
2
is contained

in an appropriately scaled centrally symmetric polytope spanend by the columns of � =
[

01, 02, . . . , 03
]

, which can be written as �3
2
⊆ U

√
:∗�(�<

1
) if �(�<

1
) is the image of the

ℓ1-ball �<
1

with respect to �. The width property, proposed in [72], is a weaker version of
(RWP-(:, 20, 21)) and closely related to the null space property (NSP-:).

We sample some important results affirmatively answering Q4 for suitable parameter
choices.
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Theorem 2.2 ([20]). If � satisfies the RIP-(2:, X) with X < 1/
√
2, then there exists constants

�1, �2 > 0 such that

(2.4) ‖I − Δ1,�,[ (�I + |)‖2 ≤ �1
f: (I)√
:

+ �2[

for all I ∈ R3 and | ∈ R< with ‖|‖2 ≤ [. Both �1, �2 only depend on X.

Inequality (2.4) provided by Theorem 2.2 provides a stable and robust recovery guarantee for
the decoder Δ1,�,[ as outlined in (1.4) in the case that � satisfies an RIP of order 2: and if
the noise ℓ2-norm satisfies ‖|‖2 ≤ [.

Theorem 2.3 ([44, 61]). Δ1,�,0 (�I) = I for any I ∈ Σ: if and only if � satisfies (NSP-:).

Theorem 2.3 provides a sharp characterization of the success of the basis pursuit decoder
Δ1,�,0 in absence of additive noise | for exactly :-sparse coefficient vectors I.

Theorem 2.4 ([61]). If � has ℓ2-normalized columns and its coherence `(�) (see (2.3))
satisfies `(�) < 1

2:−1 , then Δ1,�,0 (�I) = I for any I ∈ Σ:.

While the coherence assumption of Theorem 2.4 is strictly stronger than the NSP assumption
(NSP-:), the latter is NP-hard to certify computationally given a matrix � [109], whereas `(�)
can be computed easily.

With the generalizations (RNSP-(@, :, d, g)) of the null space property (NSP-:), it is possi-
ble to obtain robust recovery guarantees of the type (1.4) as well:

Theorem 2.5 ([51, Theorem 5]). Given @ ≥ 1, if � ∈ R<×3 satisfies (RNSP-(@, :, d, g)) with
0 < d < 1, then for all I ∈ R3 and | ∈ R< with ‖|‖2 ≤ [,

(2.5) ‖I − Δ1,�,[ (�I + |)‖1 ≤ 2(1 + d)
1 − d f: (I) +

2g

1 − d :
1− 1

@ [,

and

(2.6) ‖I − Δ1,�,[ (�I + |)‖ ? ≤ 2(1 + d)2
1 − d

f: (I)
:1−1/?

+ 3 + d
1 − d g:

1
?
− 1

@ [

for 1 < ? ≤ @.
Similar results can be obtained via robust width properties (RWP-(:, 20, 21)) of �.

Theorem 2.6 ([16, Theorem 3]). If � satisfies (RWP-(:, 20, 21)), then

(2.7) ‖I − Δ1,�,[ (�I + |)‖2 ≤ 420
f: (I)√
:

+ 2

21
[.

for all I ∈ R3 and | ∈ R< with ‖|‖2 ≤ [.
Unlike the other properties defined in Definition 2.1, the quotient property (QP-U) alone

does not provide any recovery guarantees for compressed sensing decoders. However, if the
sensing matrix satisfies (QP-U) in addition to another property which guarantees recovery
under noiseless measurements, it can be shown that equality-constrained basis pursuit Δ1,�,0

of (2.2) is likewise a noise-robust decoder, see [117], [51, Section 11.2].
More specifically, H = �I0 +| can be seen as a perturbed version of the true measurement.

We note that the programs Δ1,�,[ or Δ 5 ,�,[ from (2.1) and (1.5) need the noise strength level
[ as an input parameter, which may not be accessible in many applications. The advantage
of Δ1,�,0 or Δ 5 ,�,0 is that they amount to a noise-blind method, where robust reconstruction
can still be obtained with reasonable sensing matrices. We will cite a result from [51].
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Theorem 2.7 ([51, Theorem 11]). If � ∈ R<×3 satisfies RNSP(@, :, d, g:
1/@−1/2
∗ ) with

: ≤ 2:∗ and (QP-U), then for any 1 ≤ ? ≤ @,

(2.8) ‖I − Δ1,�,0 (�I + |)‖ ? ≤ � f: (I)
:1−1/?

+ �:
1
?
− 1

2

∗ ‖|‖2,

for all I ∈ R3 and | ∈ R<. The constants �, � > 0 depend only on d, g, U, 2.

The restricted isometry property (RIP-(k,X)) is considered as the strongest one among
the sparse recovery inducing properties of Definition 2.1. They are related to each other as
follows.

• RIP implies RNSP. It is stated in [55, Theorem 6.13] that if � satisfies RIP-(2:, X), then
� satisfies the RNSP-(2, :, d, g) with d =

X√
1−X2−X/4

and g =

√
1+X√

1−X2−X/4
. If X < 4√

41
≈

0.6246, then it holds that d < 1, which is necessary for making the robust guarantees
(2.6) work.2

• RNSP implies RWP. Theorem 2.6 also goes the other direction. That is, if for all I ∈ R3
and | ∈ R< with ‖|‖2 ≤ [, it holds ‖I − Δ1,�,[ (�I + |)‖2 ≤ �1

f: (I)√
:

+ �2[, then �

must satisfy RWP-(:, 2�0,
1

2�1
). Therefore with Theorem 2.5, we see RNSP-(2, :, d, g)

implies RWP of order : with constants derived from (2.6).
• (NSP-:) is the weakest of all due to Theorem 2.3. Moreover, only the NSP is a property

which solely depends on the kernel of �. In order to have a fair comparison between
the reconstruction performance of, say RIP, and NSP, we need to consider sensing
matrices that have the same null space as some RIP matrix. See [15] for more details.

• QP does not imply RIP, nor vice versa [117].
NSP is sensitive to column scaling, as shown below.

Lemma 2.8. If � satisfies (NSP-:), then there exists a diagonal matrix � such that ��
does not satisfy (NSP-:).

Proof. Fix { ∈ ker(�)\{0} and choose |) | = :, such that 0 < ‖{) ‖1 < ‖{)2 ‖1. Let
(diag(�))) =

‖{) ‖1
‖{)2 ‖1+1 and (diag(�)))2 = 1.

Define | such that |) =
‖{)2 ‖+1
‖{) ‖1 {) and |)2 = {)2 . Clearly | ∈ ker(��)\{0}, but ‖|) ‖1 =

‖{)2 ‖1 + 1 > ‖{)2 ‖1 = ‖|)2 ‖1. This concludes that �� does not satisfy (NSP-:).

3. Recovery Guarantees for Sparse Signal With Respect to a Frame. It can be
proven [81, 30] that (1.6) is equivalent to the so called ℓ1-synthesis method:

(3.1) Δ�,�,[ (H) := � (Δ1,��,[ (H)) = �
(

argminG ‖G‖1, subject to ‖��G − H‖2 ≤ [
)

.

The idea is that given H ≈ �I0, we first use Δ1,��,[ (H) to recover a (hopefully sparse)
coefficient of I0. We then recover the original signal by applying the synthesis operator � to
the coefficient.

Recalling (1.2), let

(3.2) I: := argmin{∈Σ�,:
‖I − {‖� ,

and therefore f�,: (I) = ‖I − I: ‖�.
Definition 3.1. Fix a frame � ∈ R3×=. Let � ∈ R<×3.

1. � is said to have the � null space property of order : [30, 29] if

(�-NSP-:) ‖{‖� < ‖I − {‖� , ∀I ∈ ker(�)\{0}, ∀{ ∈ Σ�,:

2We note that the stable and robust guarantee (2.6) with ? = 2 for Δ1,�,[ is implied by the RIP-(2:, X) even
for the weaker (and optimal) assumption X <

√
2/2 ≈ 0.7071 on X, as shown in [21, Theorem 2.1].
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2. � is said to have the robust � null space property of order : [29] if there exist constants g > 0

and 0 < d < 1 such that

(�-RNSP-(:, d, g)) ‖I: ‖� ≤ d‖I − I: ‖� + g‖�I‖2, ∀I ∈ R3 .

3. � is said to have the strong � null space property of order : with constant 2 > 0 [30, 29] if

(�-SNSP-(:, 2)) ‖I − {‖� − ‖{‖� ≥ 2‖I‖2, ∀I ∈ ker(�),∀{ ∈ Σ�,: .

4. � is said to have the � restricted isometry property of order : with constant 0 ≤ X < 1 [24] if

(�-RIP-(:, X)) (1 − X)‖I‖22 ≤ ‖�I‖22 ≤ (1 + X)‖I‖22, ∀G ∈ Σ�,: .

Remark 3.2. An equivalent, but less intuitive version of (�-NSP-:) can be found in [30,
Definition 4.1]. Similarly, an equivalent definition of (�-SNSP-(:, 2)) can be found in [30,
Definition 5.1].

Remark 3.3. By definition, �-SNSP-(:, 2) implies �-NSP-:. A remarkable result [30, The-
orem 5.5] states that �-NSP-: implies �-SNSP-(:, 2) for some 2 > 0.

Remark 3.4. [30, Theorem 7.2] states that the following three conditions are equivalent
if � is full spark (every 3 columns of � are linearly independent) [6]:

(i) � has �-NSP-:.
(ii) � has �-SNSP-(:, 2) for some 2 > 0.
(iii) �� has NSP-:.

Theorem 3.5 ([30, 29]). Δ�,�,0 (�I) = I for any I ∈ Σ�,: if and only if � satisfies �-NSP-:.

Theorem 3.5 is analogous to Theorem 2.3. For a result such as Theorem 2.5, we need the
frame � to be somewhat regular in the following way:

Definition 3.6 ([29, Definition 2.5]). We call � B-splittable with constant V > 0 if for any
G, H ∈ R3,

(3.3) ‖G + H‖� ≥ ‖GB ‖� − ‖HB ‖� + V(‖H − HB ‖� − ‖G − GB ‖�).

Requiring � to be regular in the above way is not surprising as the unit ball of �-norm (1.3)
is the convex hull of columns in � (together with its negatives). In the case where � is the
canonical basis, we have V = 1, which is the optimal value. We conjecture that all full-spark
frames are splittable with small enough V, and it would be interesting work to estimate V
based on certain frame properties of �.

Theorem 3.7 ([29, Corollary 5.3]). Let � be B-splittable with constant V and � has �-RNSP-(:, d, g)
with d < V, then for any I ∈ R3 and ‖|‖2 ≤ [, we have

‖I − Δ�,�,[ (�I + |)‖� ≤ (1 + V) (1 + d)
V(V − d) f�,B (I) +

2g(1 + V)
V − d [.

The above theorem is a generalization of (2.5) in Theorem 2.5 (with @ = 1). It remains to be
future work to establish a performance guarantee like (2.6), which should involve a modified
version of �-RNSP-(:, d, g).

Theorem 3.8 ([29, Corollary 5.4]). If � has �-SNSP-(:, 2), then for any I ∈ R3 and ‖|‖2 ≤ [,
we have

(3.4) ‖I − Δ�,�,[ (�I + |)‖2 ≤ 2

a�

(√
=

2
+ 1

)

[ + 2

2
f�,: (I),

where a� is the smallest nonzero singular value of �.

7



By Remark 3.3, �-SNSP-(:, 2) is a minimal condition, which partially explains the weaker
performance guarantee than that of Theorem 3.7 due to the growth term

√
= in (3.4).

It is yet to be researched how the equality-constrained decoder Δ�,�,0 behaves under
reasonable conditions on �. As mentioned previously, a result similar to Theorem 2.7 is
beneficial when noise-level [ is unknown.

Analysis Sparsity Models. Another popular optimization method in the form of (1.5) is the
ℓ1-analysis method:

(3.5) argminI ‖�I‖1, subject to ‖�I − H‖2 ≤ [,

where � is sparsifying transformation such that �I is sparse. Note that this is not necessarily
in the general framework (1.1), but is a relevant model with wide applications, such as finite
difference and wavelet transform for imaging problems [78]. In particular, if � is a Parseval
frame, then � = �) is a popular choice [24, 5], and we denote it by

(3.6) Λ�,�,[ (H) := argminI ‖�)I‖1, subject to ‖�I − H‖2 ≤ [.

Theorem 3.9 ([24, Theorem 1.4]). Let � be Parseval3. If � satisfies �-RIP-(2:, X) with

X < 0.08, then

(3.7) ‖I − Λ�,�,[ (�I + |)‖2 ≤ �1
f: (�) I)

√
:

+ �2[

for all I ∈ R3 and | ∈ R< with ‖|‖2 ≤ [. Both �1, �2 only depend on X.

An interesting phenomenon with Theorem 3.9 is that there is a mismatch between signal
model and sensing matrix requirement. The condition �-RIP-(:, X) requires � to act as a near
isometry on Σ�,B, so one hopes that with appropriately chosen B and X, �-RIP-(:, X) is able
to provide a performance guarantee in the form of (1.4). However, (3.7) only guarantees
the stable recovery of analysis sparse signals. It has been a long standing question whether
�-RIP-(:, X) is able to guarantee the performance of the ℓ1-synthesis method (3.1). We answer
this question negatively in this book chapter, and it is essentially due to the lack of involvement
of some �-related-norm in the inequality �-RIP-(:, X).

Let us make things simpler for a moment and let � = � be an 3 × 3 invertible diagonal
matrix. In this case, Σ�,: = Σ:, which means RIP-(k,X) is equivalent to �-RIP-(:, X). However,
the ℓ1-synthesis method is highly sensitive to �, even when reduced to a diagonal matrix.
To be precise, we have Δ�,�,[ (H) = Δ1,��,[ (H), whose success of recovering all signals in Σ:

requires �� to satisfy NSP-: by Theorem 2.3, but this cannot be true for all � by Lemma 2.8.
The above argument can be generalized to full spark frame � as shown below.

Theorem 3.10. Assume � is of full spark, then � satisfying �-RIP-(2:, X) does not guarantee
the exact recovery of all �-sparse signals through the ℓ1-synthesis method Δ�,�,0, regardless of

how small X is.

Proof. Fix a non-singular diagonal matrix �. If � satisfying �-RIP-(2:, X) does guar-
antee Δ�,�,0 (�I0) = I0 for all I0 ∈ Σ�,:, then � satisfying ��-RIP-(2:, X) also guarantees
Δ��,�,0 (�I0) = I0 for all I0 ∈ Σ��,: = Σ�,: , which is equivalent to � satisfying ��-NSP-: by
Theorem 3.5, and further equivalent to ��� satisfying NSP-: by Remark 3.4.

However, by Lemma 2.8, we can pick � such that ��� does not satisfy NSP-:, which is a
contradiction.

3��) = �
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4. Sensing Matrix Design. After having characterized abstract conditions for which ℓ1-
synthesis decoders are able to robustly identify �-:-sparse vectors from undersampled mea-
surements in Section 3, we address now the question which particular sensing matrices � are
suitable and satisfy conditions as laid out in Definition 2.1 or Definition 3.1. Apart from the
choice of the sensing matrix (question Q2), we are also shedding light on the minimum num-
ber < of rows of � (number of measurements) that is sufficient to enable successful recovery.
In particular, we seek to find desirable � with < being as small as possible, while fixing =,

the number of frame vectors, 3, the ambient signal dimension, and :, the sparsity level.

4.1. Sensing Matrices for Identity Matrix �. A core theme in the theory of compressed
sensing problems has been the fact that in order to obtain recovery guarantees that hold
uniformly across all signals in the desired sparse signal set such as Σ�,: while at the same
time keeping the number of measurements< close to the complexity of the signal set, random
matrix ensembles are more suitable than deterministic designs for �. In this section, we
present some key results that apply in the standard compressed sensing setting where the
frame matrix is the identity matrix such that � = �3.

While deterministically designed sensing matrices can achieve empirical performance on
par with the one of ideal random designs based on Gaussian sensing matrices [92], it has
been notoriously hard to obtain deterministic sensing matrices with < rows that are able
to reconstruct :-sparse signals in a setting where < depends almost linearly on :. The best
known results for deterministically constructed sensing matrices requires � to have < = $ (:2)
rows using coherence-based analysis [13] or < = (:2−n ) rows for some n > 0 using a RIP-based
analysis [12]. In the latter case, however, we also require the sensing matrix to be almost
square such that 31−n ≤ <. We refer to [8, 36, 7], [115, Chapter 5] for an overview for proof
techniques and open questions.

On the other hand, allowing for random designs of �, we can achieve much better re-
sults such that already < = $ (: log(3/:)) measurements are sufficient for robust and stable
recovery, if entries, rows, or columns of � are drawn independently from some suitable
distributions. Key results for different distributional assumptions have been obtained in
[42, 23, 26, 9, 90, 73, 51, 88, 89, 1], the implications of which we report below. The order
Ω(: log(3/:)) is known to be necessary, as shown by [54], [55, Chapter 10], cf. Theorem 4.3
below.

Sub-Gaussian Measurements. The most well-studied class of random matrices suitable
for compressed sensing, which also includes matrices with Gaussian i.i.d. entries, are sub-
Gaussian sensing matrices [90] with rows or columns that are independent sub-Gaussian
random vectors, which can be defined as follows.

Definition 4.1 ([112, 114]). A random vector q is called a sub-Gaussian vector with pa-
rameter f if there exists a constant f > 0 such that

Pr ( |〈q, I〉 | ≥ C) ≤ 2 exp(−C2/(2f2))
for each C ≥ 0 and for every ℓ2-unit norm vector I.

Furthermore, we call a random vector centered if E[q] = 0, and we call it isotropic if E[qq⊤] = �
where � is the identity matrix [114, Definition 3.2.1].

Theorem 4.2 ([113, Theorem 5.65],[55, Theorem 9.2]). Let � be an (< × 3) matrix with

independent sub-Gaussian rows or sub-Gaussian columns q (in the latter case, we further assume

that ‖q‖2 =
√
< almost surely) of parameter f. Then there exist constants �, 2 > 0, depending

only on f from Definition 4.1, such that 1√
<
� satisfies RIP-(k,X) with probability at least 1 −

2 exp(−2<X2) provided that

< ≥ �X−2: log(43/:).
9



Combined with Theorem 2.2, Theorem 4.2 implies that a sub-Gaussian matrix, with < at least
on the order of : log(3/:), with large probability, allows ℓ1-minimization Δ1,�,[ to recover
nearly sparse signals stably and robustly. Conversely, < = $ (: log(3/:)) is also needed for
any decoder to recover nearly sparse signals, as seen in Theorem 4.3, which can be shown
using results about Gelfand widths of ℓ1-balls [57, 54].

Theorem 4.3 ([55, Proposition 10.7]). Let 1 < ? ≤ 2. Suppose that there exist a matrix

� ∈ R<×3 and a decoder Δ such that for any I ∈ R3,

‖I − Δ(�I)‖ ? ≤ �

:1−1/?
f: (I),

then < ≥ 21: log(43/:) for some 21, 22 > 0 only depending on �.

The methodology for proving Theorem 4.2 for independent rows has been developed in
[90] using a concentration inequality for sub-Gaussian vectors. For the case of independent
sub-Gaussian columns, it is convenient to use extremal singular value estimates [113, Theorem
5.65] and for the special case when � is Gaussian, results with sharper bounds can be obtained
in this manner [23].

Apart from Gaussians, the class of sub-Gaussian distributions of Definition 4.1 includes
also random vectors defined via independent Bernoulli entries, bounded entries or random
vectors uniformly distributed on a unit sphere.

Given Theorem 2.5, the optimal number of measurements can also be achieved by proving
that sub-Gaussian matrices satisfy a robust null space property such as RNSP-(@, :, d, g). In
fact, this can be considered as a superior route because the robust NSP is weaker than the RIP
for the same sparsity level :, and hence possibly admits a broader class of random matrices.

Heavy-Tailed Measurements. For designing sensing matrices based on random designs, it is
a natural question to ask what the weakest possible assumption on the distribution of the ran-
dom vector q contained in its rows are. Using properties such as NSP-: and RNSP-(@, :, d, g),
it has been possible to show that heavier-tailed matrices with just sub-exponential, but not
sub-Gaussian tail decay exhibit similar guarantees as sub-Gaussian sensing matrices, de-
spite the fact that they cannot satisfy a RIP-(:, X) unless their number of rows scales as
< = Ω(: log2(43/:)) [2]. A noticeable example for such is matrices with i.i.d. entries
that follow a Weibull distribution with scale parameters between 1 ≤ A ≤ 2 (which in-
clude the Laplace distribution as a special case) and which is sub-exponential [51]. It has
been shown that for such matrices, the RNSP of order : holds with large probability with
< = $ (: log(43/:) [51], making such matrices candidates for optimal performance of the
decoder Δ1,�,[ . For exact recovery, i.e., the NSP-: of � is satisfied, it was shown in [73, The-
orem 7.3] that < = $ (: log(43/:) measurements of a random ensemble defined from vectors
distributed as other sub-exponential distributions (including log-concave distributions) are
sufficient.

Optimal compressed sensing recovery guarantees for heavy-tailed distributions were sub-
sequently developed and generalized [89, 40, 1] using the small-ball method (due to Shahar
Mendelson and Vladimir Koltchinskii [87, 74, 88]) based on the observation [89, Theorem
B] that while the lower inequality in the property RIP-(k,X) is easily fulfilled for heavy-tailed
distribution satisfying a non-degeneracy assumption stating that not the entire distributional
mass is located around the origin, it is sufficient to satisfy the upper RIP-inequality for 1-sparse
vectors.

Instead of sub-Gaussianity, we state below two weaker assumptions that still enable re-
spective sensing matrices to achieve stable and robust recovery from a minimal amount of
measurements via Δ1,�,[ .
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Definition 4.4 (Distributions satisfying small-ball assumption, [89, Definition 1.4], [40, In-
equality (9)], [1]). We say the distribution of a random vector q ∈ R3 satisfies a small-ball

assumption on the set ( ⊂ R3 with constants D, 2 > 0 if

inf
G∈(

Pr( |〈q, G〉 | ≥ D) ≥ 2.

Definition 4.5 (Distributions with  well-behaved entrywise moments, [89, Theorem A(1)],
[40, Inequality (12)], [1, Assumption 3]). We say the distribution of a random vector q =

(q1, . . . , q3) ∈ R3 has  well-behaved entrywise moments with constants U ≥ 1/2 and _ > 0 if
for each 8 = 1, . . . , 3 and for all 2 ≤ ? ≤  ,

(4.1) ‖q8‖!? ≤ _?U.

For a random variable -, we define ‖- ‖!? := E( |- |?)1/?. For sensing matrices � with
independent rows that are centered and satisfy Definition 4.4 and Definition 4.5, we state
below the result with the weakest known distributional assumptions that still lead to robust
recovery via Δ1,�,[ in the optimal measurement regime. We refer to [55, Section 7.2] for
results quantifying the distributional tail decay based on moment bounds such as (4.1).

Theorem 4.6 ([1, Variation on Theorem 4.1]). Let 08/
√
<, 8 ∈ [<] be independent rows of

the measurement matrix � drawn from centered distributions satisfying Definition 4.4 on the set

(2:,d :=

{

{ ∈ R3 : ∃) ⊂ [3] with |) | = : such that ‖{) ‖2 ≥ d
√
:
‖{)2 ‖1

}

∩ S3−1ℓ2

with constants D, 2 > 0 and Definition 4.5 with constants  = log(43/:), 2 > 0 and U ≥ 1/2 and

_ > 0, respectively. Then as long as the number of measurements < satisfies

(4.2) < & max
{

: log(43/:), logmax{2U−1,1} (43/:)
}

,

it holds that with probability of at least 1− 4−Ω(<) , the decoder Δ1,�,[ provides stable and robust

recovery of all I ∈ R3 from H = �I + | with ‖|‖2 ≤ [ such that

(4.3) ‖I − Δ1,�,[ (�I + |)‖ ? ≤ � fB (I)
:1−1/?

+ �:
1
?
− 1

2 [,

for each 1 ≤ ? ≤ 2, where the constants �, � > 0 only depend on D, 2, U and _.

The recovery guarantee (4.3) matches the RIP-based ones and the best known one of (2.6),
and its proof can be written by establishing a RNSP-(2, :, d, g) with high probability, combined
with Theorem 2.5. We refer to Subsection 4.3 for a proof sketch.

The assumption on a bound of only log(43/:) leading moments in Theorem 4.6 is weaker
than the ones of the similar results [40, Corollary 8] and [89, Theorem A] (in the latter case,
with a little caveat): Corollary 8 of [40] required independence of the coordinates q1, . . . , q3
of the random vector q constituting the rows of the sensing matrix, and furthermore, requires
 = log(3) moments with the growth condition (4.1) instead of log(43/:), as well as the
small-ball condition of Definition 4.4 on the entire ℓ2-sphere S3−1ℓ2

instead of only on (2
:,d

⁴.
Furthermore, Theorem 4.6 has the smaller exponent of 2U − 1 instead of 4V − 1 in [89,
Theorem A] in the measurement bound (4.2), and also requires $ (log(3)) well-behaved
moments; the small-ball condition of [89, Theorem A] is, on the other hand, weaker than the

⁴On the other hand, a close inspection of their proof technique shows that a restriction to (2
:,d

would also

work.
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one of Theorem 4.6 as Definition 4.4 is only required on the set {I ∈ R3 : ‖I‖0 ≤ :} ∩ S3−1
ℓ2

,

which is a subset of (2
:,d

.
We note that a small-ball assumption as in Definition 4.4 is rarely restrictive: It essentially

means that not too much probability mass is assigned to 0 in the distributional marginals
defined by the set (, and can be derived from weak moment bounds in marginal direction
such as ‖〈q, C〉‖!2+n ≤ ^‖〈q, C〉‖!2 or ‖〈q, C〉‖!2 ≤ ^‖〈q, C〉‖!1 for all C ∈ (, or directly from
Definition 4.5 if the entries of q are independent (cf. proof of [1, Theorem 3.2], in the case of
q is isotropic, via the Paley-Zygmund inequality [55, Lemma 7.16].

Definition 4.5 for U = 1/2 can be interpreted as requiring the first  moments to grow like
the moments of sub-Gaussian random variables, however, moments beyond the  -th moment
do not even need to exist. Examples for design matrices covered by Theorem 4.6 include
Student-C random variables of degree  = ⌈log(43/:)⌉, which do not have finite moments
beyond degree  .

Structured RandomMatrices. In engineering applications of compressed sensing, the usage
of fully randomized measurement matrices–Gaussian, sub-Gaussian or heavy-tailed ones–
is in most prohibitive due to physical and hardware constraints [77, 3]. Depending on
the application, a specifically structured sensing process is required. For example, � could
correspond to partial Fourier measurements for magnetic resonance imaging [83], to a partial
circular convolution for radar imaging [95, 65] and deblurring [91], or binary measurements
[107].

The work by Rudelson and Vershynin [100] states that a random selection of an order of
$ (: log3(:) log(3)) Fourier measurements are enough to recover signals in Σ: . This number
is improved in [35], but not likely to reach the optimal number : log(3/:). Another remark-
able result by Krahmer and Ward [78] uses the analysis sparsity model (3.5) with � being
the finite difference operator. They show that $ (: log3 (:) log5(3)) random partial Fourier
measurements are sufficient.

For subsampled convolution, the sensing matrix � can be expressed as �I = (I ∗ 2)Ω,
where 2 is the generator and Ω indicates the index for subsampling. It is shown in [91] that
if 2 is sub-Gaussian, then $ (: log(3/:)) subsampled random convolution measurements (if
: .

√

3/log(3)) are enough to satisfy the RNSP, hence ensure the success of Δ1,�,[ . However,
it is worth noting that the signals must be sparse in the canonical basis and it remains an open
problem to obtain the optimal number of measurements for signals sparse in any orthonormal
basis. The proof technique utilizes the small-ball property and moment estimates of sub-
Gaussian vectors. It would be very interesting to generalize their results for heavier-tailed
generators.

4.2. Sensing Matrices for General Frames �. Compared to the setup studied in Subsec-
tion 4.1, sensing matrix design in the presence of general rectangular framematrices � ∈ R3×=
has been less explored. In this section, we will restrict ourselves to the case that � is full spark,
motivated by Remark 3.4. Full spark matrices include many common dictionaries (Wavelet,
Curvelet, Discrete Cosine Transform, etc.) and will be obtained with probability 1 if � is
randomly drawn from some continuous distribution family.

Given a full spark dictionary �, the goal is to find sensing matrices � that have as few rows
as possible while still ensuring exact recovery of signals in Σ�,: via the ℓ1-synthesis decoder
Δ�,�,[ . Due to Remark 3.4, a premise for such � to exist is � satisfying NSP-:. In other words,
if a full spark � does not have NSP-:, then the exact recovery of signals in Σ�,: is impossible
with ℓ1-synthesis. This is because Remark 3.4 states that when � is full spark, �� must satisfy
the NSP-: for uniform recovery of signals in Σ�,: due to Theorem 3.5, which in turn means �
itself must satisfy the NSP-:.
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To be able to obtain robust and stable recovery guarantees, we work with a slightly
stronger version of the ℓ2-robust null space property RNSP-(2, :, d, g) of Definition 2.1 defined
in Definition 4.7, which is convenient to work with for deriving robust recovery results of the
ℓ1-synthesis decoder Δ�,�,[ .

Definition 4.7. (Robust-NSP* [40, 1]) Given 1 ≤ @ ≤ 2, � is said to fulfill the ℓ@-robust null
space property* of order : with constant 0 < d < 1 and g > 0, also called RNSP*-(@, :, d, g),
if

(4.4) inf
{∈(@

:,d

‖�{‖2 ≥ g−1

where

(
@

:,d
:=

{

{ ∈ R= : ∃) ⊂ [=] with |) | = : such that ‖{) ‖@ ≥ d

:1−1/@
‖{)2 ‖1

}

∩ S=−1ℓ@
.

By a compactness argument, it follows that there exists a g > 0 such that � satisfies
RNSP*-(2, :, d, g) provided that � satisfies a stable null space property, i.e., there exists a
0 < d < 1 such that ‖{) ‖2 ≤ d√

:
‖{)2 ‖1 for all { ∈ Ker(�)\{0} and all :-sparse support

sets ) ⊂ [=]. This condition can in turn be used to derive optimal recovery guarantees
for equality-constrained basis pursuit (by considering � as the sensing matrix) from exact
measurements and is applicable to both sparse and approximately sparse vectors [55, Chapter
4]. The RNSP*-(2, :, d, g) with a fixed constant g for random frames � can be established
with high probability if the rows of � are i.i.d. and drawn from well-behaved distributions
and 3 & : log(=/:) [40, Corollary 8], [1, Theorem 4.1].

In fact, it is easy to verify that the RNSP*-(@, :, d, g) implies the RNSP-(@, :, d, g) for each
set of parameters.

Proposition 4.8. If a matrix � ∈ R3×= fulfills RNSP*-(@, :, d, g), i.e., the ℓ@-robust null
space property* of order : with constant 0 < d < 1 and g > 0 from Definition 4.7, then it also
fulfills the RNSP-(@, :, d, g) of Definition 2.1.

We recall the simple argument from the proof of [40, Theorem 3].

Proof of Proposition 4.8. Assume that � ∈ R3×= fulfills RNSP*-(@, :, d, g). Let us first
assume { ∈ R= be such that ‖�{‖2 < ‖{‖@/g. In this case, we see that





�
{

‖{‖@







2
<

1

g
,

which means that {/‖{‖@ ∈ S=−1
ℓ@

cannot be contained in the set (:,d, which implies that for

any subset ) ⊂ [=] with |) | = :, it holds that

‖{) ‖@ <
d

:1−1/@
‖{)2 ‖1 ≤ d

:1−1/@
‖{)2 ‖1 + g‖�{‖2.

On the other hand, if { ∈ R= is such that ‖�{‖2 ≥ ‖{‖@/g, then it holds that

‖{) ‖@ ≤ ‖{‖@ ≤ g‖�{‖2 ≤ d

:1−1/@
‖{)2 ‖1 + g‖�{‖2.

Thus, the defining inequality of RNSP-(@, :, d, g) holds for each { ∈ R=.
For any frame � satisfying the RNSP-(2, :, d, g), it can be shown that robust and stable

recovery guarantees of the ℓ1-synthesis decoder Δ�,�,[ hold for a minimal number of rows of
� if � is a sub-Gaussian sensing matrix [27].
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Theorem 4.9 (see [27, Corollary 3.6], [1]). Suppose that rows of � are i.i.d., sub-Gaussian

vectors with parameters f and that � is of full spark satisfying RNSP*-(2, :, d, g) and its columns

satisfymax{‖ 58 ‖22 : 8 ∈ [=]} ≤ \ = $ (1). Then as long as the number of measurements < satisfies

< & : log(=/:),

the ℓ1-synthesis decoder Δ�,�,[ provides stable and robust recovery of both the coefficient vector

G ∈ R= and the signal I ∈ R3 from H = �I + | = ��G + | with ‖|‖2 ≤ [ such that

(4.5) ‖G − Δ1,��,[ (��G + |)‖2 .
f: (G)√
:

+ g

f
[

and

(4.6) ‖I − Δ�,�,[ (�I + |)‖2 . ‖� ‖2
(

f: (G)√
:

+ g

f
[

)

with probability at least 1 − 4−Ω(<) .

Theorem 4.9 differs from [27, Corollary 3.6] in that the latter uses a RNSP*-(1, :, d, g) as-
sumption on � (under the name stable NSP) instead of RNSP*-(2, :, d, g). Following [1], we
use here the RNSP*-(2, :, d, g), together with Theorem 2.5 and Proposition 4.8, to obtain the
optimal order dependence of the summandmeasuring the sparsity order misfit through f: (G),
for which the RNSP*-(1, :, d, g) is not sufficient.

Akin to the case of a signal model Σ�3,: of :-sparse vectors in the standard basis, it
has turned out that heavy-tailed sensing matrices � beyond the sub-Gaussian can also lead
to similar guarantees. In [1], the conclusions of Theorem 4.9 have been generalized to
include sensing matrices with independent rows whose distribution is only required to have
$ (log(4=/B)) well-behaved moments. In particular, we use the following definition, which is
a generalization of Definition 4.5.

Definition 4.10 (Distributions with  well-behaved spherical moments). We say the distribu-
tion of a random vector q ∈ R3 has  well-behaved spherical moments with constants U ≥ 1/2
and _ > 0 in direction of a ℓ2-unit norm vector 0 ∈ S3−1 if for all 2 ≤ ? ≤  ,

(4.7) ‖〈q, 0〉‖!? ≤ _?U.

For measurementmatrices whose rows are drawn from distributions satisfying Definition 4.10,
the resulting recovery guarantee applicable at the minimal number of rows is stated in the
following theorem.

Theorem 4.11 ([1, Variant of Theorem 3.1]). Let 08/
√
<, 8 ∈ [<] be the rows of the

measurement matrix � and the full spark frame � ∈ R3×= be given. Suppose the 08 are

independent realizations from some centered distributions satisfying Definition 4.4 for S=−1
ℓ2

with

constants D, 2 > 0, and that Definition 4.10 holds in the direction of all frame columns 5 9/‖ 5 9 ‖2,
9 = 1, . . . =, up to  = Ω

(

log
(

4=
:

) )

moments with moment growth parameter U ≥ 1/2 and

constant _ > 0. Suppose � satisfies the RNSP*-(2, :, d, g) and its columns satisfy max{‖ 58 ‖28 :

8 ∈ [=]} ≤ \. Then as long as the number of measurements < satisfies

< & max
{

: log(4=/:), logmax{2U−1,1} (4=/:)
}

,

we have with probability at least 1 − 4−Ω(<) , the ℓ1-synthesis decoder Δ�,�,[ provides stable and

robust recovery of both the coefficient vector and the signal from H = �I + | = ��G + | with

‖|‖2 ≤ [ such that

‖G − Δ1,��,[ (��G + |)‖2 .
fB (G)√
:

+ g[
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and

‖I − Δ�,�,[ (�I + |)‖2 . ‖� ‖2
(

fB (G)√
:

+ g[
)

.

The first three properties in Definition 3.1 are set up to recover the signal only, without
necessarily recovering the sparse coefficient. Supported by numerical experiments and a
geometric non-uniform phase transition analysis, it has been argued in [86] that a recovery of
I ∈ Σ�,: is possible robustly in setups where the sparse coefficient vector cannot be identified,
which in some sense extends the scope of applicability of ℓ1-synthesis techniques.

The results presented in this section, Theorem 4.9 and Theorem 4.11, although achieving
the optimal number of measurements in a sense, both require the null space property on
�, and thus recover the signal and coefficient simultaneously. This is essentially due to the
challenge of analyzing the null space type properties in Definition 3.1 directly, and the existing
work has resorted to applying properties in Definition 2.1 to ��. To show certain class of
random sensing matrices satisfy �-RNSP-(:, d, g) or a variation of it is still an open problem.

Following a different viewpoint, supported by numerical experiments and a geometric
non-uniform phase transition analysis, it has been argued in [86] that a robust recovery of
I ∈ Σ�,: is possible in setups where the sparse coefficient vector cannot be identified, which in
some sense extends the scope of applicability of ℓ1-synthesis techniques. A current limitation
of the analysis in [86] is that compared to the above theorems it only applies to sub-Gaussian
sensing matrices �. It remains an open problem to extend such a signal-centric non-uniform
analysis to a broader class of random and structured sensing matrices.

4.3. A Proof Sketch For ℓ1-Synthesis Recovery Guarantees. We now briefly sketch some
of the key steps that can be taken to prove recovery guarantees for ℓ1-synthesis decoders of
the type Δ�,�,[ as presented in Theorem 4.9, Theorem 4.11 and Theorem 4.6.

The starting point is based on the idea that once we consider Definition 4.7 of the RNSP*-
(@, :, d, g) of the measurement-frame matrix product ��, we can use a technique for lower
bounding non-negative empirical processes developed in the series of papers [87, 74, 88] to
obtain non-trivial lower bound of inf{∈(2

:,d
‖��{‖2. This gives rise to (4.4) with a bounding

constant that holds with high probability over the draws of �, which would correspond to
an RNSP*-(2, :, d, g) for �� and enables robust recovery guarantees for ℓ1-synthesis through
Proposition 4.8.

Proposition 4.12 ([74, Theorem 1.5], [112, Proposition 5.1]). Fix a set ( ⊂ R3. Let q ∈ R3
be a random vector and let Φ ∈ R<×3 be a random matrix whose rows are i.i.d copies of q.
Then, for any C > 0 and D > 0,

(4.8) inf
G∈(

‖ΦG‖2 ≥ D
√
<&2D ((; q) − 2,<((; q) − DC,

with probability at least 1 − 4−C2/2, where ,<((, q) := E supG∈(

〈

G, 1√
<

∑<
8=1 Y8q8

〉

is the mean

empirical width of ( with respect to q if Y1, . . . , Y< are independent Rademacher random
variables (attaining values ±1 with probability 1/2), and &D ((; q) := infG∈( Pr( |〈q, G〉 | ≥ D) a
small-ball probability bound of q with respect to the set ( (cf. also Definition 4.4).

Proposition 4.12 can be shown by estimating, for fixed G ∈ (, that ‖ΦG‖2 ≥ 1√
<
‖ΦG‖1 =

1√
<

∑<
8=1 | 〈q8, G〉 | ≥ D√

<

∑<
8=1 1{ | 〈q8 ,G〉 |≥D} where q1, . . . , q< are independent copies of q and 1�

a 1-0 random variable indicating whether the � takes places or not, comparing the resulting
bound with D

√
<&2D ((; q) and using the bounded differences inequality [11, Section 6.1]; a

transparent proof can be found in [112, Section 5.5].
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With Proposition 4.12 applied to Φ = � and ( = �(2
:,d

, it remains to lower bound

&2D (�(2:,d; q) for appropriately chosen constant D and upper bound the empirical mean width

,< (�(2:,d, q).
For the former, we can calculate that

&2D (�(2:,d; q) = inf
G∈�(2

:,d

Pr( |〈q, G〉 | ≥ D) = inf
{∈(2

:,d

Pr( |〈q, �{〉 | ≥ D)

= inf
{∈(2

:,d

Pr
(�

�

�

〈

q,
�{

‖�{‖2

〉�

�

� ≥ D

‖�{‖2

)

≥ inf
{∈(2

:,d

Pr
(�

�

�

〈

q,
�{

‖�{‖2

〉�

�

� ≥ gD
)

using the assumption that � satisfies RNSP*-(2, :, d, g) (the last inequality is not needed
for the case � = �3). The latter term can be further lower bounded by the constant 2
from Definition 4.4 since �{

‖�{‖2 ∈ S=−1
ℓ2

in the case of Theorem 4.11, and lower bounded by
an absolute constant through the Paley-Zygmund inequality [55, Lemma 7.16] in the sub-
Gaussian case of Theorem 4.9.

For the empirical mean width of the set �(2
:,d

, we can use the result [40, Lemma 2]

that implies the geometric inclusion (2
:,d

⊂ (2 + d−1) conv
(

/:
)

with /: := {I ∈ R= : ‖I‖0 ≤
:, ‖I‖2 = 1}, where conv(·) denote the convex hull of the respective set. With the notation
+ := <−1/2 ∑<

8=1 Y8q8 , this leads to estimate that

,<(�(2:,d, q) = E sup
G∈�(2

:,d

〈

G,+
〉

= E sup
G∈(2

:,d

〈

G, �⊤+
〉

≤ (2 + d−1)E sup
G∈conv(/: )

〈

G, �⊤+
〉

= (2 + d−1)E sup
G∈/:

〈

G, �⊤+
〉

= (2 + d−1)
(

:
∑

8=1

((�⊤+)∗8 )2
)1/2

,

using the fact that the supremum of the linear form over a set and over its convex hull coincide;
for a vector I = (I8, . . . , I=), we denoted the 8-th largest coordinate in absolute value as I∗

8
.

In the case of sub-Gaussian vectors, it is possible to invoke the majorizing measure theorem
[105, Theorem 2.7.2 and Theorem 2.10.1] to bound E supG∈/:

〈

G, �⊤+
〉

by a constant times the
Gaussian width of the set �/:, as used in [27], which can be bounded explicitly by properties
of the Gaussian distribution.

For heavy-tailed distributions, however, one can use the weak moment assumption on
inner products of the q8 with the columns 5 9 for the frame matrix � (Definition 4.10) in
conjunction with the following elementary lemma applied to I = (〈 51, +〉, . . . , 〈 5=, +〉), which
was shown in [1] and which relaxes the assumptions of [88, Lemma 6.5].

Lemma 4.13 (Bound on Order Statistics Norm, [1, Lemma 5.1]). There exists an absolute
constant � > 0 for which the following holds. Let : ∈ N. Assume that I1, . . . , I= are centered
random variables with variance 1 that fulfill for each 8 ∈ [=] that for every ? ≤ 2 log(=/:),
‖I8 ‖!?

≤ _√?. Then

E

[

:
∑

8=1

(

I∗8
)2

]1/2

≤ �_
√

: log
(=

:

)

,

where I∗8 denotes the 8-th coordinate of the non-increasing rearrangement of the vector I =
( |I1 |, . . . , |I= |).
Putting these proof ingredients together is suitable to establish Theorems 4.6, 4.9 and 4.11.
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Open Questions. To the best of our knowledge, results on recovery guarantees for dic-
tionary or frame sparse signals for structured design matrices for minimum measurement
numbers are rare and hardly existent, especially for ℓ1-synthesis decoders. It would be inter-
esting to investigate if some of the presented techniques can be adapted to analyze designs
based on partial bounded orthogonal systems or partial circulant matrices in the frame-sparse
setup. A generalization of the analysis of subsampled convolutions of [91] to this setup,
potentially even with heavy-tailed generator vector, might be in reach due to the similarity of
their techniques, but remains open at this point.

While not a focus of this chapter, we note that also for ℓ1-analysis decoders such as Λ�,�,[

from (3.6), there are only few strong results about structured randommeasurements available,
which are based on the (�-RIP-(:, X)) of Definition 3.1, such as those of [76]. It would be
interesting to explore whether NSP-based proof strategies such as presented in this chapter
leads to guarantees applicable for fewer measurements than �-RIP based ones for ℓ1-analysis
decoders.

5. Outlook. In this chapter, we presented results about the interplay of decoder, sensing
matrix properties enabling robust recovery and discussed the question of sensing matrix
design in this context, for the problem of identifying signals that are linear combinations of
few dictionary atoms or frame vectors. We also presented several open research directions.
By focusing on convex decoders, our survey cannot do justice to the analysis of practically
very relevant non-convex and iterative decoders; however, the comparatively mature theory
of convex decoders can be seen as a starting point for further developing the analysis of such
decoders as well.

Related to the sparse recovery problems we studied are also low-rank matrix recovery
problems [39, 19, 32, 34, 56], non-linear variants of which have gained renewed interest
in the machine learning community [67, 119, 68]. While robust recovery guarantees based
on (robust) null space properties are also available for such problems [118], existing ones
are not applicable in a uniform manner for many important special cases such as entrywise
sampling (matrix completion). However, we note that relevant problem variants can be
considered as Schatten-1-synthesis or Schatten-1-analysis problems in analogy to the concepts
presented here. Examples are the Euclidean distance geometry problems, whose low-rank
optimization perspective can be considered as a nuclear (or Schatten-1) norm minimization
problem with respect to a synthesis operator that maps Gram matrices to pairwise distance
matrices [41, 106], and low-rank (block-)Hankel/Toeplitz recovery problems [33, 70, 18],
which can be framed as low-rank recovery problems with respect to a Hankel or Toeplitz-type
analysis operator. Exploring the benefits of this perspective remains for future investigations.
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