arXiv:2308.00695v4 [cs.IT] 10 Jan 2024

Harnessing the Power of Sample Abundance: Theoretical Guarantees and Algorithms for Accelerated One-Bit Sensing

Arian Eamaz, Student Member, IEEE, Farhang Yeganegi, Deanna Needell, Member, IEEE, and Mojtaba Soltanalian, Senior Member, IEEE

Abstract

One-bit quantization with time-varying sampling thresholds (also known as random dithering) has recently found significant utilization potential in statistical signal processing applications due to its relatively low power consumption and low implementation cost. In addition to such advantages, an attractive feature of one-bit analog-to-digital converters (ADCs) is their superior sampling rates as compared to their conventional multi-bit counterparts. This characteristic endows one-bit signal processing frameworks with what one may refer to as sample abundance. We show that sample abundance plays a pivotal role in many signal recovery and optimization problems that are formulated as (possibly non-convex) quadratic programs with linear feasibility constraints. Of particular interest to our work are low-rank matrix recovery and compressed sensing applications that take advantage of one-bit quantization. We demonstrate that the sample abundance paradigm allows for the transformation of such problems to merely linear feasibility problems by forming large-scale overdetermined linear systems—thus removing the need for handling costly optimization constraints and objectives. To make the proposed computational cost savings achievable, we offer enhanced randomized Kaczmarz algorithms to solve these highly overdetermined feasibility problems and provide theoretical guarantees in terms of their convergence, sample size requirements, and overall performance. Several numerical results are presented to illustrate the effectiveness of the proposed methodologies.

Index Terms

Convex-relaxed problems, compressed sensing, low-rank matrix sensing, one-bit quantization, one-bit ADCs, randomized Kaczmarz algorithm, statistical signal processing, time-varying sampling thresholds.

This work relates in part to Department of Navy Award N00014-22-1-2666 issued by the Office of Naval Research. Any opinions, findings, conclusions, or recommendations expressed in this material are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Office of Naval Research. A conference precursor to this work was presented at the 2023 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT). The first two authors contributed equally to this work.

A. Eamaz, F. Yeganegi, and M. Soltanalian are with the Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, University of Illinois Chicago, Chicago, IL 60607, USA (Corresponding author: Arian Eamaz).

D. Needell is with the Department of Mathematics, University of California Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA 90095, USA.

I. INTRODUCTION We consider an optimization problem of the form: minimize X∈Ω_c f(X) subject to A (X) = y, (1)

where f(.) is a cost function, Ω_c is a feasible set, X ∈ C^{n1 ×n2} is the matrix of unknowns, y ∈ R^n is the measurement vector, and A is a linear transformation mapping C^{n1 ×n2} into R^n. This problem emerges in a wide variety of applications, particularly as the relaxed variant of some well-known NP-hard problems. Although many problems can be expressed in the form in the program (1), the applications we will focus on in this paper include some specific problems of interest which can take advantage of low-resolution (and particularly one-bit) sampling and processing:

• The task of recovering a low-rank matrix from its linear measurements plays a central role in computational science. The problem occurs in many areas of applied mathematics, such as signal processing [1–3]. In this scenario, the cost function of the program (1), f(.), is typically the nuclear norm or the Frobenius norm, and the constraint set Ω_c would be an amplitude restriction on the elements of matrix X; see [4].

• Compressed sensing (CS) offers a framework for the simultaneous sensing and compression of finite-dimensional vectors by relying on linear dimensionality reduction. Through a CS formulation, sparse signals may be recovered from highly incomplete measurements [5]. The problem (1) can be adopted in the CS context when f (X) = ‖vec (X)‖_1.

This paper will primarily concentrate on relaxation problems in which the objective function f(·) is relaxed to address the NP-hard cost caused due to the associated feasibility constraints. Such relaxation techniques prove significantly helpful in various applications, such as nuclear norm minimization for low-rank matrix recovery and ℓ_1 minimization for compressed sensing problems.

Sampling the signals of interest at high data rates with high-resolution ADCs would dramatically increase the overall manufacturing cost and power consumption of such ADCs. In multi-bit sampling scenarios, a very large number of quantization levels is necessary in order to represent the original continuous signal in with high accuracy, which in turn leads to a considerable reduction in sampling rate [6, 7]. This attribute of multi-bit sampling is the key reason for the general emergence of underdetermined systems n_1n_2 ≥ n in the program (1) [8, 9]. An alternative solution to such challenges is to deploy one-bit quantization which is a coarse sensing scenario, where the signals are merely compared with predefined threshold levels at the ADCs, producing sign data (±1). This enables signal processing equipments to sample at a very high rate, with a considerably lower cost and energy consumption, compared to their counterparts which employ multi-bit ADCs [7, 10]. Several applications abound of one-bit ADCs, such as multiple-input multiple-output wireless communications [10]. Various methods for one-bit quantization, including our own, offer distinct trade-offs between computational and implementation complexity and reconstruction accuracy. Take the Sigma-Delta approach as an example, which necessitates memory elements to store state-variables associated with thresholds. This sequential quantization of incoming measurements demands significant memory and computational power, causing delays in acquiring measurements while the thresholds are being updated. Therefore, sensors used to collect measurements must possess substantial computational capabilities to accommodate such requirements [11].

The effectiveness of incorporating random thresholds (dithers) within the framework of one-bit quantization has been extensively established in various contexts [12]. Research findings suggest that a carefully chosen dither signal can significantly improve the resolution and performance of digital instrumentation [13]. The implementation of a dithered generator in quantization systems within an ADC system, was described in [14].

Recent works [7, 15, 16] considered Gaussian dithering for recovering covariance from one-bit measurements. In [17], the authors provide a comprehensive investigation of estimating the covariance matrix from one-bit measurements using uniform dithering. Dithered One-bit quantization has also been applied to various problems, such as sparse parameter estimation [12], phase retrieval [9], and sampling theory [18] as discussed in contemporary literature. The study presented in [16] demonstrates that one-bit signal parameter estimation with time-varying thresholds yields notably superior results compared to using constant thresholds.

Randomized iterative algorithms have become a widely employed technique for dimension reduction, encompassing various iterative methods for solving linear systems and their variations, as well as extensions to non-linear optimization problems [19]. These algorithms include well-known methods such as randomized Kaczmarz algorithm (RKA) [20], and coordinate descent [21, 22]. In this approach, instead of utilizing all available information at each iteration, a sketched subset of the information is used, selected through a sketching process. By multiplying the data with a random matrix, randomized sketching effectively reduces the size of the problem while preserving its essential characteristics. Common examples of sketching matrices include Gaussian matrices with independent entries and other matrices that satisfy the Johnson-Lindenstrauss property. Another example is block-identity matrices, which effectively subsample the data matrix. The Kaczmarz method [23] is an iterative projection algorithm for solving linear systems of equations and inequalities. It is usually applied to highly overdetermined systems because of its simplicity. Many variants of this iterative method and their convergence rates have been proposed and studied in recent decades for both consistent and inconsistent systems including the randomized Kaczmarz algorithm, the randomized block Kaczmarz algorithm and most recently, the sampling Kaczmarz-Motzkin method (SKM) [20, 21, 24, 25].

A. Prior Art

Our work aligns seamlessly with the recent advancements in the exploration of coarse quantization for parameter estimation from random measurements. The emergence of one-bit compressed sensing (one-bit CS) has led to a plethora of papers that have greatly enhanced our understanding of employing dithering for one-bit signal reconstruction.

The domain of one-bit low-rank matrix sensing has garnered considerable interest, yet it remains relatively unexplored. Several noteworthy papers, such as [26], have shed light on this intriguing subject. In [26], the authors delve into the theoretical guarantees of one-bit sensing from low-rank matrices, employing two distinct algorithms: one based on hard singular value thresholding and the other utilizing semidefinite programming. The initial investigation in this study considers a scenario without thresholds and subsequently progresses to the Gaussian sampling matrix and Gaussian dithering scenario, where both adaptive and non-adaptive thresholds are employed. However, the recovery algorithms and theoretical guarantees presented in this study require the availability of side information regarding the signal of interest, specifically an upper bound on the Frobenius norm of input signal. This requirement contradicts the essence of employing dithering in one-bit sensing, as the literature suggests that the primary advantage of dithering lies in the ability to recover the signal magnitude without additional information.

One-bit CS was first introduced in [27]. Later, in [28], this method was extensively investigated, and they presented a lower bound on the reconstruction error, alongside proposing heuristic algorithms for recovering the underlying signals. Extensive research has been dedicated to the problem of one-bit CS without dithering, resulting in numerous proposed approaches for its solution. Notably, the binary iterative hard thresholding (BIHT) and its normalized version, normalized BIHT (NBIHT), have emerged as prominent methods in this field [6, 28–31]. In some earlier works, the ditherless setup was taken into account, leading to the derivation of various theoretical guarantees for reconstruction algorithms [28, 31–33]. For instance, the authors of [28] presented the required number of measurements for robust sparse signal reconstruction within a ball around the original signal, specifically focusing on Gaussian sampling matrices. In [34], authors proposed the random hyperplane tessellations to find an embedding between the Hamming distance and direction error recovery in a probability. In [35], the authors characterized the tradeoff between the distortion of random hyperplane tessellations and sample complexity in terms of Gaussian complexity, addressing both arbitrary and structured sets. Nevertheless, their random hyperplane tessellations suffer from two primary limitations: they focus on the ditherless scenario and only-direction estimation, and they exclusively consider Gaussian sampling matrices. However, recent studies have shown that under appropriate conditions, complete signal reconstruction can be accomplished by employing nonzero random thresholds [11, 36, 37]. In [38], quasi-isometric embeddings were introduced with high probability through scalar (dithered) quantization following linear random projection. In such embeddings, both multiplicative and additive distortions coexist when measuring distances between mapped vectors using the ℓ_1-norm. The authors of [11] introduced a sensing method that partitions the measurements into two sets and utilizes a constant threshold in one-bit data acquisition, thereby estimating the signal norm. Simultaneously, this method employs a zero threshold for the remaining one-bit data acquisition part, allowing for the estimation of the direction of the signal. In the context of Gaussian random sampling matrices, the suggestion in [36] involves introducing either adaptive or random dither to the compressive measurements of a signal before binarization. In a recent investigation [37], a scalar quantization scheme coupled with a uniformly distributed dithering signal was found to extend theoretical frameworks beyond Gaussian measurements. The study provided theoretical guarantees for sampling matrices meeting the restricted isometry property (RIP). Notably, their approach operates without requiring the high-resolution limit (HRA), making it applicable across various bit-rates. In [39], they developed the random hyperplane tessellations to find an embedding between the Hamming distance and recovery error for uniform dithering scenario. However, they only considered sun-gaussian matrix and could not provide any theoretical guarantees for the deterministic measurements. In [40], the authors tackled the problem of parameter estimation with dithered quantization by formulating it as a generalized LASSO problem. This approach allowed the authors to leverage the existing theoretical guarantees available in the literature for generalized LASSO.

B. Motivations and Contributions of the Paper

Our work was primarily motivated by two key references, [37] and [41]. Similar to these works, we explore the theoretical guarantees of one-bit sensing without being confined to a specific reconstruction algorithm. In this paper, we seek to include various sampling matrices, including deterministic ones like the DCT. Specifically, our aim is to broaden the theoretical assurances to sampling matrices assumed to be solely isotropic, without the necessity of satisfying any matrix deviation inequality, such as RIP. In all the established theoretical assurances for the one-bit sensing problem, the focus has been on the scalar parameter of uniform dithers dominating the dynamic range of measurements. With our proposed scheme, we aim to illustrate the consequences when the scalar parameter fails to meet the dynamic range requirements and how this impacts the upper bound of recovery error. Additionally, we delve into the scenario of sample abundance, a common situation in one-bit sensing, where we reformulate the relaxed optimization problem (1) into a linear feasibility problem. Using our theorems, we aim to address the question of how many samples are necessary for a linear feasibility problem solver to obtain a solution within the ball with a specific radius, around the original signal.

Moreover, we endeavor to harness the advantages of randomized algorithms for one-bit sensing, a novel endeavor where we explore their theoretical guarantees and convergence analysis in this context for the first time. It is important to note that all the theoretical guarantees derived in this paper are uniform reconstruction guarantees. This means that they hold true for all desired signals in the given space, ensuring consistent and reliable reconstruction across the entire signal set.

This paper principally contributes to the following areas:

1) RKA-based recovery for the dithered one-bit sensing. In this paper, we consider the deployment of dithered one-bit quantization,leading to an increased sample size and a highly overdetermined system. The proposed One-bit aided Randomized Kaczmarz Algorithm, which we refer to as ORKA, can find the signal X in the program (1) by (i) generating abundant one-bit samples, in order to define a large scale overdetermined system where a finite volume feasible set is created for (1), and (ii) solving this linear feasibility problem by leveraging one of the efficient solver families, Kaczmarz algorithms. We propose two novel variants of RKA which will be compared with the existing RKA variants. We conduct a thorough investigation into the robustness of RKA when dealing with a noisy linear inequality system. Our findings demonstrate that RKA for the linear inequality system, remains robust in the presence of noise, and we are able to obtain the upper recovery bound under this condition. 2) Theoretical Guarantees of dithered one-bit sensing. We introduce the concept of the finite volume property (FVP) to explore an upper bound on the probability of converging the average of distances between the signal and hyperplanes, to its mean. By leveraging the FVP, we can obtain the required number of samples needed for one-bit sensing to ensure that the solution lies within a ball around the original signal. This required number of samples is investigated for both arbitrary and structured sets. For the first time in the literature, we are able to offer theoretical guarantees for measurements obtained from discrete cosine transform (DCT).

3) Projected Kaczmarz algorithm-based recovery. Various sampling schemes present tradeoffs among the number of samples, computational cost of the reconstruction, and storage requirements. While the abundance of samples is desirable in scenarios involving dithered one-bit sensing, practical applications such as matrix completion and phase retrieval from coded diffraction patterns [1] impose restrictions on the number of available measurements. In such cases, it is not feasible to increase the number of measurements. An alternative approach is to develop algorithms that require fewer samples, albeit at the cost of increased computational complexity. In our pursuit of a storage-friendly algorithm, we strive to avoid the burden of recording the full matrix per iteration. To achieve this, we leverage the power of two well-studied techniques: sketch-and-project and low-rank matrix factorization. We unveil a novel approach that combines low-rank matrix factorization with RKA. A key advantage of our proposed algorithms is that they do not rely on any additional side information, such as known upper bounds on the signal norm. This makes them more practical for real-world applications. Through comprehensive numerical evaluations, we demonstrate the superior performance of our proposed algorithms compared to state-of-the-art approaches.

C. Organization and Notations

In Section II, we will introduce our algorithm to solve (1), ORKA, which tackles the problem as a large-scale overdetermined system and finds the original signal in the one-bit polyhedron by an accelerated Kaczmarz approach. Moreover, two new variants of the Kaczmarz algorithms are proposed that enhance the convergence rate and the computational complexity of these solvers. In Section III, we delve into the robustness of the proposed algorithms in the presence of noise. We thoroughly discuss the impact of noise on the performance of the algorithms and address the need for novel algorithms specifically designed for noisy scenarios. As a representative application, in Section IV, ORKA and other proposed algorithms will be applied in the context of low-rank matrix recovery and compressed sensing.

To investigate the theoretical guarantees of dithered one-bit sensing, we will first introduce the FVP theorem in Section V based on the general Hoeffding’s bound. In Section VI, the convergence of proposed randomized algorithms is discussed. Section VII focuses on investigating the performance of the proposed algorithms in the tasks of one-bit low-rank matrix sensing and one-bit CS. We consider scenarios involving both noisy and noiseless conditions. Through comprehensive comparisons with state-of-the-art methods, we aim to demonstrate the superior performance and efficiency of our proposed algorithms. Finally, Section VIII concludes the paper.

Notation: We use bold lowercase letters for vectors and bold uppercase letters for matrices. C and R represent the set of complex and real numbers, respectively. (·)^⊤ and (·)^H denote the vector/matrix transpose, and the Hermitian transpose, respectively. I_N ∈ R^{N×N} is the identity matrix of size N. Tr(.) denotes the trace of the matrix argument. ⟨B_1, B_2⟩ = Tr(B^H_1 B_2) is the standard inner product between two matrices. The nuclear norm of a matrix B ∈ C^{N1 ×N2} is denoted ‖B‖_⋆ = ∑_M i=1 σ_i where M and {σ_i} are the rank and singular values of B, respectively. The Frobenius norm of a matrix B is defined as ‖B‖_F= √∑_{N1} r=1 ∑_{N2} s=1 |b_{rs}|^2 where {b_{rs}} are elements of B. The ℓ_k-norm of a vector b is defined as ‖b‖^k= ∑ i|b|^k_i . The Hadamard (element-wise) product of two matrices B_1 and B_2 is denoted as B_1 ⊙ B_2. Additionally, the Kronecker product is denoted as B_1 ⊗ B_2. The vectorized form of a matrix B is written as vec(B). 1_s is the s-dimensional all-one vector. If there exists a c > 0 such that a ≤ cb (resp. a ≥ cb) for two quantities a and b, we have a ≳ b (resp. a ≲ b). Given a scalar x, we define (x)^+ as max {x, 0}. The set [n] is defined as [n] = {1, · · · , n}. Diag {b} denotes a diagonal matrix with {b_i} as its diagonal elements. A ball with radius r centered at a point y ∈ R^n is defined as B_r (y) = {y_1 ∈ R^n|‖y − y_1‖_2 ≤ r}. The function sgn(·) yields the sign of its argument. The function log(·) denotes the natural logarithm, unless its base is otherwise stated. For an event E, I_{(E)} is the indicator function for that event meaning that I_{(E)} is 1 if E occurs; otherwise, it is zero. The notation x ∼ U_{[a,b]} means a random variable drawn from the uniform distribution over the interval [a, b] and x ∼ N (μ, σ^2) represents the normal distribution with mean μ and variance σ^2. The sub-Gaussian norm of a random variable X characterized by ‖X‖_{ψ2} = inf { t > 0 : E { e^{X 2/t2} } ≤ 2 } . (2) For an arbitrary set K, the Gaussian complexity is defined as γ (K) = E { sup_{x∈K} |⟨g, x⟩| } , g ∼ N (0, I_n) . (3) A covering number is the number of r-balls of a given size needed to completely cover a given set K, i.e., N (K, ‖·‖_2, r). The Kolmogorov r-entropy of a set K is denoted by H (K, r) defined as the logarithm of the size of the smallest r-net of K [42]. The Hamming distance between sgn(x), sgn(y) ∈ {−1, 1}^n is defined as d_H(sgn(x), sgn(y)) = 1 n n∑ i=1 I_{(sgn(xi)≠sgn(yi))}. (4)

II. ORKA: TOWARDS CIRCUMVENTING COSTLY CONSTRAINTS An interesting alternative to enforcing the feasible set Ω_c in (1) emerges when one increases the number of samples n, and solves the overdetermined linear system of equations with n ≥ n_1n_2. In this sample abundance regimen, the linear constraint A (X) = y may actually yield the optimum inside Ω_c. As a result of increasing the number of samples, it is possible that the intersection of these hyperplanes will achieve the desired point without the need to consider costly constraints. However, this idea may face practical limitations in the case of multi-bit quantization systems since ADCs capable of ultra-high rate sampling are difficult and expensive to produce.

In this section, by deploying the idea of one-bit quantization with time-varying thresholds, linear equality constraints are superseded by a massive array of linear inequalities in forming the feasible polyhedron. Therefore, by increasing the number of samples, a finite-volume space may be created inside Ω_c with shrinking size; making projections on Ω_c redundant. From a practical point of view, one-bit sampling is done efficiently at a very high rate with a significantly lower cost compared to its high-resolution counterpart. It has been examined in [9] that even though only partial information is made available to one-bit signal processing algorithms, they can achieve acceptable recovery performance with less complexity compared to the high-resolution scenario.

We first formulate the one-bit quantization with multiple dithering scheme. In Sections II-B and II-C, we present a summarized review of RKA and Sampling Kaczmarz-Motzkin algorithm (SKM), respectively. Then in Section II-D, we propose a novel Kaczmarz method variant formulated based on the SKM and a preconditioning approach. Onebit sampling via time-varying thresholds will be combined with the proposed randomized Kaczmarz method to create highly overdetermined linear inequalities. This paves the way for the recovery of the desired signal X in the program (1) without solving the original optimization problem; merely by tacking accounts of its linear constraints. Due to the block structure of the linear feasibility in ORKA, we will propose a block-based Kaczmarz algorithm accordingly in Section II-F.

A. One-Bit Quantization With Multiple Thresholding

Let y_k = y(kT) denote the uniform samples of signal y(t) with the sampling rate 1/T. In practice, the discretetime samples occupy pre-determined quantized values. We denote the quantization operation on y_k by the function Q(·). This yields the scalar quantized signal as r_k = Q(y_k). In one-bit quantization, compared to zero or constant thresholds, time-varying sampling thresholds yield a better recovery performance [15]. These thresholds may be chosen from any distribution. In the case of one-bit quantization with such time-varying sampling thresholds, we have r_k = sgn (y_k − τ_k). The information gathered through the one-bit sampling with time-varying thresholds presented here may be formulated in terms of an overdetermined linear system of inequalities. We have r_k = +1 when y_k > τ_k and r_k = −1 when y_k < τ_k. Therefore, one can formulate the geometric location of the signal as r_k (y_k − τ_k ) ≥ 0. Collecting all the elements in the vectors as y = [y_k] ∈ R^n and r = [r_k ] ∈ {−1, 1}^n, we have r ⊙ (y − τ) ⪰ 0, or equivalently Ω_yy ⪰ r ⊙ τ, (5) where Ω_y ≜ diag (r). Denote the time-varying sampling threshold in ℓ-th signal sequence by τ^{(ℓ)}, where ℓ ∈ [m]. It follows from (5) that Ω^{(ℓ)}_y y ⪰ r^{(ℓ)} ⊙ τ^{(ℓ)}, ℓ ∈ [m], (6) where Ω^{(ℓ)}_y = diag ( r^{(ℓ)} ) . Denote the concatenation of all m sign matrices as Ω̃_y = [ Ω^{(1)}_y · · · Ω^{(m)}_y ]_⊤ , Ω̃_y ∈ {−1, 0, 1}^{mn×n} . (7) Rewrite the m linear inequalities in (6) as Ω̃_yy ⪰ vec (R_y) ⊙ vec (Γ) , (8)

where R and Γ are matrices, whose columns are the sequences { r^{(ℓ)} }_m ℓ=1 and { τ^{(ℓ)} }_m ℓ=1, respectively.

Assuming a large number of samples — a common situation in one-bit sampling scenarios — hereafter we treat (8) as an overdetermined linear system of inequalities associated with the one-bit sensing scheme. The inequality (8) can be recast as a polyhedron,

P_y = { y^′ ∈ R^n | Ω̃_yy^′ ⪰ vec (R_y) ⊙ vec(Γ) } ⊂ R^n, (9) which we refer to as the one-bit polyhedron. Generally, it can be assumed that the signal x ∈ R^d is observed linearly through the sampling matrix A ∈ R^{n×d}, creating the measurements as y = Ax. Based on (8), the one-bit polyhedron for this type of problem is given by

P_x = { x^′ ∈ R^d | P_yx^′ ⪰ vec (R_y) ⊙ vec (Γ) } ⊂ R^d, (10) where P_y = Ω̃_yA or equivalently

P_y = [ A^⊤Ω^{(1)}_y · · · A^⊤Ω^{(m)}_y ]_⊤ , P_y ∈ R^{mn×d}. (11)

By taking advantage of one-bit sampling in the asymptotic sample size scenario (sample abundance), the space constrained by the one-bit polyhedron P_x shrinks to become contained within the feasible set Ω_c. Note that this shrinking space always contains the global minima, with a volume that is diminished with an increased sample size. To find a solution inside the one-bit polyhedron, the ORKA employs the variants of RKA introduced in the following subsections.

B. Randomized Kaczmarz Algorithm

The RKA is a sub-conjugate gradient method to solve a linear feasibility problem, i.e, Cx ⪰ b where C is a m × n matrix with m > n [20, 21]. Conjugate-gradient methods immediately turn the mentioned inequality to an equality in the following form (b − Cx)^+ = 0, and then, approach the solution by the same process as used for systems of equations. The projection coefficient β_i of the RKA is [21]

β_i =

(b_j − ⟨c_j , x_i⟩)^+ (j ∈ I_≥) , b_j − ⟨c_j , x_i⟩ (j ∈ I_=) ,

(12)

where the disjoint index sets I_≥ and I_= partition [m] and {c_j } are the rows of C. Also, the unknown column vector x is iteratively updated as x_{i+1} = x_i + β_i ‖c_j ‖^2 c^⋆_j , (13)

where, at each iteration i, the index j is drawn from the set [m] independently at random following the distribution Pr{j = k} =^{‖ck ‖2}_{‖C‖2F} . Assuming that the linear system is consistent with nonempty feasible set P_x created by the intersection of hyperplanes around the desired point x, RKA converges linearly in expectation to the solution ^x ∈ P_x [20, 21]:

E {h̄ (x_i, ^x)} ≤ (1 − q_{RKA} )^i h̄ (x_0, ^x) , (14)

where h̄ (x_i, ^x) = ‖x_i − ^x‖^2, is the euclidean distance between two points in the space, i is the number of required iterations for RKA, and q_{RKA} ∈ (0, 1) is given by q_{RKA} =^1_{κ2(C)} , with κ (C) = ‖C‖_F‖C^†‖_2 denoting the scaled condition number of a matrix C. To reach an error bounded by ε, (14) shows that this is achieved in I iterations if we impose (1 − q_{RKA})^I ≃ e^{−I/κ2} ⩽ ε, that is I = κ^2 log(1/ε). Since, κ ≥ √ n, RKA thus needs at least O (n log(1/ε)) multiplication to reach an error ε.

C. Sampling Kaczmarz Motzkin Method

The SKM combines the ideas of both the RKA and the Motzkin method. The generalized convergence analysis of the SKM with sketch matrix which has been formulated based on the convergence analysis of RKA, and sampling Motzkin method for solving linear feasibility problem has been comprehensively explored in [25]. The central contribution of SKM lies in its innovative way of projection plane selection. The hyperplane selection is done as follows: At iteration i, the SKM algorithm selects a collection of γ (denoted by the set T_i) rows, uniformly at random out of m rows of the constraint matrix C. Then, out of these γ rows, the row j_⋆ with the maximum positive residual is selected; i.e.

j_⋆ = argmax { (b_j − ⟨c_j , x_i⟩)^+ } , j ∈ T_i. (15)

Finally, the solution is updated as [25] x_{i+1} = x_i + λ_i^{βi}_{‖cj⋆ ‖2} c^⋆_{j⋆} , where λ_i is a relaxation parameter which for consistent systems must satisfy 0 ≤ lim_{i→∞} inf λ_i ≤ lim_{i→∞} sup λ_i < 2 [20], to ensure convergence. The SKM algorithm enjoys the linear convergence as shown in [25] same as RKA.

D. Preconditioned SKM

Assume P_x as the space created by the intersection of hyperplanes in a linear feasibility problem. According to the convergence rate of RKA, reducing the value of the scaled condition number κ (C) or equivalently increasing the value of q_{RKA} in (14) leads to an accelerated convergence of the RKA to P_x. From another perspective, this property (lower value of κ (C)) provides the RKA or its variant, SKM, enjoying a lower number of iterations required to reach an specific error, usually considered to be the algorithm’s termination criterion. Consequently, assuming I as a number of iterations, the computational cost of RKA which behaves as O (In), is diminished as well. The following theorem states how one can achieve the infimum of the scaled condition number κ (C):

Theorem 1. The infimum scaled condition number of a matrix C ∈ R^{m×n} is given by

inf_C κ (C) = √ n, (16)

which is achieved if and only if C is of the form C = αU, where U is an orthonormal column matrix and α ∈ R is a scalar.

Proof. The condition number of the matrix C is defined as ϱ (C) =^{σmax}_{σmin} , where σ_{max} and σ_{min} are the maximum and minimum singular values of the matrix C, respectively. The scaled condition number can be written as κ (C) = ‖C‖_F σ_{min} . Therefore, the scaled condition number κ (C) has the following relation with the condition number ϱ (C),

κ (C) = ‖C‖_F σ_{max} ϱ (C) . (17)

Based on the relation between the norm-2 and the Frobenius norm of a matrix C, ‖C‖_F≤ √ n‖C‖_2 or equivalently, ‖C‖_F σ_{min} ≤ √ n^{‖C‖2}_{σmin} , the condition number ϱ (C) can be considered to be an upper bound for the scaled condition number κ (C) as follows, κ (C) ≤ √ nϱ (C). Additionally, the lowest possible value of ϱ is 1 which is achieved for scaled unitary matrices U as if we let S = αU, and O = S^⊤S = α^2I_n, then, σ_{min} = σ_{max} = α, and ϱ = 1. Vice versa, if ϱ = 1, it means σ_{min} = σ_{max} which leads to a diagonal matrix O = α^2I_n.

Following Theorem 1, it would be enough to make the matrix C unitary by a process which is referred to as the preconditioning method. In preconditioning, the linear feasibility is rewritten as CMz ⪰ b, where M is the preconditioner and x = Mz. The straightforward way to approach this task is to use QR decomposition where the constraint matrix is decomposed as C = Q_cR_c, where Q_c ∈ R^{m×n} is a unitary matrix, and R_c ∈ R^{n×n} is an upper triangular matrix, leading to Q_c = CR^{−1}_c . For a matrix C ∈ R^{m×n}, since we have assumed m > n, we can obtain a unitary matrix Q_c ∈ R^{m×n} and an upper triangular matrix R_c ∈ R^{n×n} such that the QR-decomposition holds; i.e. C = Q_cR_c. Thus, based on Theorem 1, a good choice for the preconditioner is M = R^{−1}_c . To find a point z̄ in a nonempty feasible set, the SKM method described in Section II-C is employed. Finally, one may approach the solution of the original linear feasibility Cx ⪰ b by computing x̄ = R^{−1}_c z̄. We refer to this method

Algorithm 1 PrSKM Algorithm

Input: A matrix C and the measurement vector b. Output: A solution x̄ in a nonempty feasible set of Cx ⪰ b.

1: [Q_c, R_c] = QR (C) ▷ QR(·) computes the QR-decomposition of a matrix C. 2: Q_cz ⪰ b ▷ The new problem that we should solve respect to z.

3: Choose a sample set of γ constraints (denoted as T_i) uniformly at random from the rows of Q_c. 4: j_⋆ ← argmax { (b_j − ⟨q_j , z_i⟩)^+ } , j ∈ T_i ▷ q_j is the j-th row of Q_c.

5: z_{i+1} ← z_i + λ_i^{(bj⋆ −⟨qj⋆ ,zi ⟩)+}

‖q_{j⋆} ‖^2 q ⋆ j_⋆ .

6: Repeat steps (4)-(6) until convergence and obtain z̄. 7: R_cx̄ = z̄ ▷ Obtain x̄ via the Gaussian elimination algorithm. 8: return x̄

Preconditioned SKM (PrSKM) which is summarized in Algorithm 1. As shown in Theorem 1, the scaled condition number of the matrix Q_c is κ (Q_c) = √ n. Therefore, step 5 of Algorithm 1 converges linearly in expectation to a nonempty feasible set of Q_cz ⪰ b as follows, E {h̄ (x_i, ^x)} ≤ ( 1 − 1 n )_i h̄ (x_0, ^x) . (18)

Note that to run the Algorithm 1 for solving the one-bit polyhedron (10), it is enough to set C = P_y and b = vec (R_y) ⊙ vec (Γ). Later, in Theorem 8, we will show that it is only required to set C = A in Algorithm 1 which is more computationally and storagelly efficient compared to that of setting C = P_y.

E. Storage-Friendly PrSKM

The PrSKM algorithm uses QR decomposition as a preconditioning process, which can be computationally challenging for high-dimensional matrices. To address this issue, the literature has proposed a technique called sketch-and-precondition, as outlined in [43]. This approach is designed to mitigate the curse of dimensionality associated with QR-decomposition-based preconditioning.

To explain how this method works, consider for simplicity an overdetermined linear system, i.e., Ux = b with U ∈ R^{m×n}, m ≫ n. Define a Gaussian matrix N ∈ R^{m×s}. Sketch-and-precondition computes a sketch N^⊤U using a random test matrix N with sketch size s = O ( n/ϵ^2 ) ≪ m where ϵ ∈ (0, 1). Next, it performs a QRdecomposition N^⊤U = Q_pR_p of the resulting s × n matrix and then uses R^{−1}_p as a preconditioner for U. This approach significantly reduces the computational cost of QR-decomposition from O ( mn^2 ) to O ( sn^2 ) , regardless of the number of rows. This reduction in computational cost is particularly advantageous for highly-overdetermined linear systems, demonstrating the significance of this approach. For more information, we encourage a reader to see [19, 44]. This paper introduces the first instance of utilizing the sketch-and-precondition technique on a linear inequality system within the literature. To explicitly state the algorithmic implementation of storage-friendly PrSKM, the first two steps of Algorithm 1 must be replaced by the following steps:

1) Generate a Gaussian test matrix N ∈ R^{m×s} where s follows O ( n/ϵ^2 ) with ϵ =^1_2 , sketch the matrix C ∈ R^{m×n} from Cx ⪰ b as S = N^⊤C.

2) [Q_s, R_s] = QR (S) ▷ QR(·) computes the QR-decomposition of the sketched matrix S, where Q_s ∈ R^{s×n} and R_s ∈ R^{n×n}.

3) M = R^{−1}_s ▷ M is the preconditioner.

4) CMz ⪰ b ▷ New problem that we should solve respect to z.

We provide the convergence of storage-friendly PrSKM to the nonempty feasible set of CMz ⪰ b in the following theorem:

Theorem 2. Suppose N ∈ R^{m×s} is a Gaussian matrix with the sketch size s = O ( n/ϵ^2 ) with ϵ ∈ (0, 1) (e.g., ϵ =^1_2 ). Consider the sketch matrix as S = N^⊤C where C ∈ R^{m×n}, m ≫ n. Assume [Q_s, R_s] = QR (S) where QR(·) denotes the QR-decomposition operator. Then, the storage-friendly PrSKM algorithm converges linearly in expectation to the nonempty feasible set of CR^{−1}_s z ⪰ b as follows: E {h̄ (x_i, ^x)} ≤ ( 1 − 1 3n )_i h̄ (x_0, ^x) . (19)

The proof of Theorem 2 is presented in Appendix A.

F. Block SKM

In two previous sections, we have proposed PrSKM and storage-friendly PrSKM algorithms in order to solve the one-bit polyhedron (10) in an asymptotic sample size scenario. It is worth noting that both methods are row-based approaches, where at each iteration, the row index of the matrix P_y is chosen independently at random. However, the matrix P_y in (10) has a block structure as formulated in (11). This fact motivates us to investigate the blockbased RKA methods to find the desired signal in the one-bit polyhedron P_x for further efficiency enhancement. Our proposed algorithm for block systems, Block SKM, is motivated by (i) random selection of one block at each iteration, (ii) choosing a subset of rows using the idea of Motzkin sampling, and (iii) updating the solution using the randomized block Kaczmarz method, which takes advantage of the efficient matrix-vector multiplication, thus giving the method a significant reduction in computational cost. Algorithm 2 shows the implementation of our proposed Block SKM method to solve the linear feasibility Bx ⪰ b with B = [ B^⊤_1 · · · B^⊤_m ]_⊤ and b = [ b^⊤_1 · · · b^⊤_m ]_⊤ where B_j ∈ R^{n×d} and b_j ∈ R^n for all j ∈ [m]. Note that in step 4 of Algorithm 2, the reason behind choosing k^′ < d is due to the computation of ( B^′_j B^{′⊤}_j )_{−1} in the next step (step 5). For k^′ > d, the matrix B^′_j B^{′⊤}_j is rank-deficient and its inverse is not available. The Block SKM algorithm can be considered to be a special case of the more general sketch-and-project method with a sparse block sketch matrix as defined in [39]. The convergence of Block SKM algorithm with the sparse Gaussian sketch in the case of k^′ = 1 is presented in the following lemma:

Algorithm 2 Block SKM Algorithm

Input: A block matrix B = [ B^⊤_1 · · · B^⊤_m ]_⊤ , and the measurement vector b = [ b^⊤_1 · · · b^⊤_m ]_⊤ . Output: A solution x̄ in a nonempty feasible set of Bx ⪰ b.

1: Choose a block B_j uniformly at random with the probability Pr{j = k} =^{‖Bk ‖2F}_{‖B‖2F} . 2: e ← B_j x − b_j .

3: e^′ ← sort (e) ▷ sort(·) is the operator that sorts the elements of the vector e from e_{max} (the maximum element of e) to e_{min} (the minimum element of e). This step is inspired by the idea of the Motzkin sampling, presented in Section II-C, to have an accelerated convergence.

4: [B^′_j , b^′_j ] = select_k′ (B_j , b_j , e^′) ▷ select_k′ (·) is the operator which selects the first k^′ < d element of e^′ and construct the sub-problem B^′_j x ⪰ b^′_j , where B^′_j ∈ R^{k′ ×d} and b^′_j ∈ R^{k′} .

5: B^{′†}_j ← B^{′⊤}_j ( B^′_j B^{′⊤}_j )_{−1} ▷ B^{′†}_j is the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of B^′_j .

6: x_{i+1} ← x_i + λ_iB^{′†}_j ( b^′_j − B^′_j x

)_+ . 7: Repeat steps (1)-(6) until convergence and obtain x̄. 8: return x̄

Lemma 1. The Block SKM algorithm with the sparse Gaussian sketch in the case of k^′ = 1, converges linearly in expectation to the nonempty feasible set of Bx ⪰ b, B ∈ R^{mn×d}, as follows, E {h̄ (x_i, ^x)} ≤ ( 1 − cσ^2_{min}( ^B) log n

‖ ^B‖^2_F )_i h̄ (x_0, ^x) , (20)

where c is a positive constant value, ^B is the n × d submatrix of B (one of the candidates of B_j in Algorithm 2).

The proof of Lemma 1 is provided in Appendix B. In the rest of the paper, we will derive all theoretical guarantees for the RKA. Similar guarantees can also be derived for the variants of the RKA; i.e. SKM, Block SKM and etc. Throughout the paper, we represent each iterate of the update process for RKA, PrSKM, and Block SKM as KA_r(x), KA_p(x), and KA_b(x), respectively. To examine the performance of the Block SKM, we will compare it with the PrSKM, SKM and RKA.

G. Comparing RKA, SKM, PrSKM and Block SKM

In this section, we numerically compare the RKA, SKM, PrSKM, and Block SKM in linear system of inequalities. Accordingly, we utilize ORKA to make a linear equation Bx = y a linear inequality system, where the number of time-varying sampling threshold sequences is m = 40, B ∈ R^{100×10}, x ∈ R^{10}, and y ∈ R^{100}. Each row of B is generated as b_j ∼ N (0, I_{10}). Also, the desired signal x is generated as x ∼ N (0, I_{10}). All time-varying sampling threshold sequences are generated according to { τ^{(ℓ)} ∼ N (0, I_{100}) }_m ℓ=1. The performance of the RKA, SKM, PrSKM, and Block SKM is illustrated in Fig. 1. It can be seen that the Block SKM has a better accuracy in recovering the desired signal x in the one-bit polyhedron (10) compared to the other three approaches. The NMSE results in Fig. 1 are averaged over 1000 experiments.

Figure 1. Comparing the recovery performance of the two proposed Kaczmarz algorithms, namely the PrSKM and the Block SKM, with that of SKM and RKA for a linear inequality system.

III. ORKA WITH NOISY MEASUREMENTS Herein, we formulate the noisy version of one-bit sampling with time-varying thresholds. Denote z = [z_j ] ∈ R^n as a noise vector which has been added to the linear system of equations y = Ax leading to y_z = Ax + z. Then, the corresponding noisy one-bit samples are generated as

r^{(ℓ)}_j =

+1 ⟨a_j , x⟩ + z_j > τ^{(ℓ)}_j , −1 ⟨a_j , x⟩ + z_j < τ^{(ℓ)}_j , j ∈ [n], ℓ ∈ [m], (21)

where a_j denotes the j-th row of a sampling matrix A. Consequently, the one-bit polyhedron associated with (21) is rewritten as P_{yz} x + ν ⪰ vec (R_{yz} ) ⊙ vec (Γ) , (22)

where P_{yz} is defined similar to (11) and ν = Ω̃_{yz} z is the noise of our system with Ω̃_{yz} defined similar to (7). For instance, assuming a zero-mean Gaussian noise vector z ∼ N (0, Σ_z) with the covariance matrix Σ_z , the distribution of ν will be N ( 0, Ω̃_{yz} Σ_zΩ̃^H_{yz} ) . The robustness of the RKA against noise has been demonstrated in [45]. Furthermore, the authors of [46] specifically explored the performance of the RKA in the presence of Gaussian and Poisson noise, highlighting its robustness even when dealing with Poisson noisy measurements. In our discussion, in Section III-A we will explore how the inconsistency of a linear system in a noisy scenario manifests itself in the recovery error of the RKA. Next, in Section III-B we will propose a novel algorithm to have a robust recovery performance in the presence of impulsive noise.

A. Robustness of ORKA Against Noise

Given a linear system of equations Ux = b that is highly over-determined and subject to a noise vector n = [n_j ] resulting in a corrupted system of equations Ux ≈ b + n. The convergence rate of the noisy RKA was comprehensively discussed in [45, Theorem 2.1] for the case of Ux ≈ b + n. The primary contrast between the convergence rates of RKA and noisy RKA, as demonstrated in [45, Theorem 2.1], lies in the second term of convergence rate κ^2 max_j^{n2j}_{‖uj ‖2} . This term indicates the degree to which the error in the corrupted system Ux ≈ b + n deviates from the main solution.

Drawing inspiration from the convergence rate of the noisy RKA, we can similarly derive the convergence rate of noisy RKA in the case of noisy linear system of inequalities Cx + n ⪰ b using the following proposition:

Proposition 1. Let C ∈ R^{m×n} have full column rank and assume ^x is the solution of unperturbed feasibility problem Cx ⪰ b. Let x̄_i be the i-th iterate of the noisy RKA run with Cx + n ⪰ b, and let n_j denotes the j-th element of n. Then we have

E {‖x̄_i − ^x‖_2} ≤ ( 1 − 1 κ^2 (C) ) i_2 ‖x_0 − ^x‖_2 + κ max_j γ_j , (23)

where γ_j =^{|nj |}_{‖cj ‖2} , with c_j denotes the j-th row of the matrix C.

The proof of Proposition 1 is presented in Appendix C. Based on the noisy one-bit polyhedron (22), the parameters C = P_{yz} , n = ν, and b = vec (R_{yz} ) ⊙ vec (Γ) can be replaced in the convergence rate presented in (23) to get the similar result in the one-bit noisy scenario. Note that as can be observed in (23), a small perturbation in the linear feasibility problem Cx ⪰ b may slightly deviate the solution of the noisy RKA from the main solution.

B. Upper Quantile-Based ORKA

In Section III-A, the robustness of the noisy RKA in the presence of a small perturbation has been discussed. However, as can be observed in the convergence rate of the noisy RKA (23), a large perturbation in the linear feasibility Cx ⪰ b can lead to a significant error in the input signal recovery. In such a scenario, an accurate input signal recovery is quite a challenging task. In this section, our goal is to propose a novel RKA-based algorithm which is robust to impulsive noise. The noisy linear inequality feasibility problem is defined as Cx + n ⪰ b, where n is the noise of our system. If the noise does not have a significant impact on the inequality, we can rephrase the system with noise as Cx ⪰ b and solve it using the RKA. However, if the noise has the potential to alter the direction of the inequalities, we need to handle it differently. In this section, specifically, we introduce an algorithm that identifies the “orthants” that are immune to corruption (where noise cannot change their direction), and only incorporate them in the updates of RKA.

The probability of orthants that are corrupted with noise is formulated as the following upper quantile α_j = Pr (⟨c_j , x⟩ − b_j ≥ −n_j ) , (24) where b_j and n_j are j-th elements of b and n, respectively. By using this formulation, we may be able to determine a threshold for our residuals {⟨c_j , x⟩ − b_j } that can be used to identify the corrupted ones. The threshold is calculated based on the empirical q-quantile of the noise:

Q (x) ≜ q-quantile {|⟨c_j , x⟩ − b_j | , j ∈ [m]} . (25) If a residual exceeds this threshold, it suggests that the noise may not have been strong enough to change its direction. By applying the thresholding process, we ensure that a sufficient distance is maintained between ⟨c_j , x⟩

(a) m = 2 (b) m = 6 (c) m = 60

(d) m = 2 (e) m = 6 (f) m = 60 Figure 2. Shrinkage of the one-bit polyhedron (10) in blue, ultimately placed within the unit ball of the nuclear norm ‖X‖_⋆ ≤ 1 shown with black cylindrical region and its red contours, when the number of constraints (samples) grows large. The arrows point to the half-space associated with each inequality constraint. The evolution of the feasible regime is depicted with increasing samples in three cases: (a) and (d) small sample-size regime, constraints not forming a finite-value polyhedron; (b) and (e) medium sample-size regime, constraints forming a finite-volume polyhedron, parts of which are outside the cylinder; (c) and (f) large sample-size regime, constraints forming a finite-volume polyhedron inside the nuclear norm cylinder, making its constraint redundant. The original signal representing the signal to be recovered is shown by yellow.

and b_j to prevent any noise from impacting the inequality system. This helps to preserve the integrity of the solution throughout the algorithm. Assume p_j is the j-th row of P_{yz} randomly chosen at each iteration i, the proposed algorithm for the noisy one-bit sampled systems (22), upper quantile-based ORKA is written as follows: (i) update the RKA projection if | |⟨pj , xi⟩ − r^{(ℓ)}_j τ^{(ℓ)}_j | | ≥ Q (xi), and (ii) otherwise, set xi = xi+1.

IV. ACCELERATED ALGORITHMS FOR ONE-BIT SENSING PROBLEM We analyze the impact of coarse quantization on two vital inverse problems: the low-rank matrix sensing problem and the compressed sensing problem, considering two scenarios: (i) sample abundance and (ii) sample restriction.

A. Problem Formulation for Low-Rank Matrix Recovery

The problem of the low-rank matrix sensing is formulated as:

find X ∈ Ω_c subject to A (X) = y, rank (X) ≤ r, (26) where X ∈ R^{n1×n2} is the matrix of unknowns, y ∈ R^n is the measurement vector, and A is a linear transformation such that A : R^{n1×n2} → R^n. In general, Ω_c can be chosen such as the set of semi-definite matrices, symmetric matrices, upper or lower triangle matrices, Hessenberg matrices and a specific constraint on the matrix elements ‖X‖_∞ ≤ α or on its eigenvalues, i.e., λ_i ≤ ϵ where {λ_i} are eigenvalues of X. The nuclear norm minimization alternative of the problem is given by [4, 47]: minimize X∈Ω_c ‖X‖_⋆ subject to A (X) = y. (27)

In this problem, the feasible set F_X is obtained as F_X = {P^⋆_X ∩ Ω_c}, where P^⋆_X is defined as follows P^⋆_X = {X | ‖X‖_⋆ ≤ τ} , τ ∈ R^+. (28) Next, we will apply ORKA to (27) to make its costly constraints redundant by using abundant number of one-bit samples m^′.

In low-rank matrix sensing, the linear operator A (X) is obtained as A (X) = 1 √ n [ Tr ( A^⊤_1 X ) · · · Tr ( A^⊤_n X )]_⊤ , (29) where A_j ∈ R^{n1×n2} is the j-th sensing matrix. The one-bit polyhedron for the low-rank matrix sensing is given by P^{(M)} = { X^′ ∈ R^{n1 ×n2} | r^{(ℓ)}_j Tr ( A^⊤_j X^′ ) ≥ r^{(ℓ)}_j τ^{(ℓ)}_j } ⊂ R^{n1×n2} , (30) for all j ∈ [n], ℓ ∈ [m]. Writing the update process of ORKA in matrix form yields the following representation:

X_{i+1} = X_i + ( r^{(ℓ)}_j τ^{(ℓ)}_j − r^{(ℓ)}_j Tr ( A^⊤_j X_i ))+ ‖A_j ‖^2_F

A_j . (31)

The convergence rate of this process is equivalent to that of RKA. Denote the update process in (31) by X_{i+1} = KA_r(X_i). One can similarly utilize other variants of RKA, PrSKM and Block SKM, and generalize the update process (31) as X_{i+1} = KA_p(X_i) and X_{i+1} = KA_b(X_i).

A numerical investigation of (30) reveals that by increasing the number of samples, the space formed by the intersection of linear constraints can fully shrink to the desired signal X inside the feasible region of (28) which is shown by the cylindrical space [4]—see Fig. 2 for an illustrative example of this phenomenon. As can be seen in this figure, the blue lines displaying the linear feasibility form a finite-volume space around the original signal displayed by the yellow circle inside the cylinder (the elliptical region) by growing the number of threshold sequences or onebit samples. In (a)/(d), constraints are not enough to create a finite-volume space, whereas in (b)/(e) such constraints can create the desired finite-volume polyhedron space which, however, is not fully inside the cylinder. Lastly, in (c)/(f), the created finite-volume space shrinks to be fully inside the cylinder. The theoretical discussion regarding the required number of one-bit samples m^′ to accurately recover the low-rank matrix from one-bit samples will be presented in Theorem 4.

B. ORKA With Low-Rank Matrix Factorization

Although Kaczmarz algorithms use a simple and low-complexity update process, the computational cost can still be prohibitively large for a matrix X ∈ R^{n1 ×n2} when n_1 and n_2 are large values, typically requiring O (n_1n_2) operations. To address this issue, we employ the well-known low-rank matrix factorization technique. Instead of using the full matrix X, we use its low-rank factorization X = LW^⊤, where L ∈ R^{n1 ×r} and W ∈ R^{n2 ×r} are low-rank factors. The advantage of this approach is that the economical representation of the low-rank matrix results in lower storage requirements, and lower per-iteration computational cost [48]. It also makes the method more scalable to larger problem sizes, especially when using iterative feasibility problem solver like ORKA. In this section, we explore the integration of low-rank matrix factorization with ORKA and the alternating minimization (AltMin) algorithm discussed in [49].

Algorithm 3 ORKA (with Low-Rank Matrix Factorization)

Input: One-bit samples, time-varying thresholds and the sensing matrices presented in (32), total number of required iterations T , and rank(X) = r.

Output: A solution X̄ ∈ R^{n1×n2} in the polyhedron (32).

Note: L_t ∈ R^{n1×r} and W_t ∈ R^{n2 ×r} denote the obtained matrices at t-th iteration, H_{i+1} = KA_r(H_i; H̃) denotes the update process of ORKA using the RKA when H̃ is fixed.

1: W_{t+1} ← KA_r(W_t; L_t) ▷ Update process for polyhedron (34). 2: L_{t+1} ← KA_r(L_t; W_{t+1}) ▷ Update process for polyhedron (33). 3: Repeat steps (1) and (2) until convergence. 4: L_⋆ ← L_T and W_⋆ ← W_T . 5: return X̄ ← L_⋆W^⊤_⋆ .

The one-bit polyhedron P^{(M)} associated with the low-rank matrix factorization approach is written as

P^{(M)}_0 = { L, W | r^{(ℓ)}_j Tr ( A^⊤_j LW^⊤ ) ≥ r^{(ℓ)}_j τ^{(ℓ)}_j } , (32)

for all j ∈ [n], ℓ ∈ [m]. To find the solution from P^{(M)}_0 , we use the idea of AltMin algorithm. We split P^{(M)}_0 into two linear feasibility sub-problems with respect to L and W, respectively. Specifically, with respect to L when W is fixed we have: P^{(M)}_L = { L | r^{(ℓ)}_j Tr ( W^⊤A^⊤_j L ) ≥ r^{(ℓ)}_j τ^{(ℓ)}_j } , (33)

and with respect to W when L is fixed we have:

P^{(M)}_W = { W | r^{(ℓ)}_j Tr ( A^⊤_j LW^⊤ ) ≥ r^{(ℓ)}_j τ^{(ℓ)}_j } , (34)

for all j ∈ [n], ℓ ∈ [m]. If either L or W are fixed, finding the solution with respect to the other variable is achieved via ORKA as indicated in Algorithm 3.

C. Curse of Dimensionality: SVP-ORKA

While acquiring a large number of samples is not typically an issue for one-bit sampling, it is still practical to avoid using excess samples, particularly in signal processing applications where access to sufficient measurements may be limited. Adhering to the law of parsimony, “Entia non svnt mvltiplicanda præter necessitatem,” i.e., entities should not be multiplied beyond necessity, this section focuses on developing ORKA to facilitate low-rank matrix sensing with a reduced number of one-bit samples.

Define r as the predefined rank of the unknown matrix X. In order to obtain the solution within a reduced number of samples in the polyhedron P^{(M)} defined in (30), we impose a rank constraint, rank(X) ≤ r, to shrink the entire space, as shown by the following polyhedron:

P^{(M)}_1 = { X^′ ∈ P^{(M)} | rank (X^′) ≤ r } ⊂ R^{n1×n2} . (35)

To tackle this problem, we apply the singular value projection (SVP) to ORKA. The operator P_r calculates the r largest singular values of a matrix and subsequently rewrites its SVD based on these r singular values and their corresponding singular vectors [48]. Similar to Section IV-A, denote KA_r(·) as the update process of ORKA using the RKA defined in (31). Through the integration of SVP into each iteration of ORKA, we can achieve the following update process: Z_{i+1} = KA_r(X_i), X_{i+1} = P_r (Z_{i+1}) .

(36)

The first step of the update process (36), Z_{i+1} = KA_r(X_i), can be also replaced with Z_{i+1} = KA_p(X_i) or Z_{i+1} = KA_b(X_i) to be consistent with the updates of PrSKM and Block SKM, respectively.

D. One-Bit CS via Sample Abundance

The one-bit CS is solely accomplished by creating a highly-constrained one-bit polyhedron:

P^{(C)} = { x^′ ∈ R^d | r^{(ℓ)}_j ⟨a_j , x^′⟩ ≥ r^{(ℓ)}_j τ^{(ℓ)}_j } ⊂ R^d, (37)

for all j ∈ [n], ℓ ∈ [d]. In other words, instead of solving an optimization problem with costly constraints, the problem may be tackled by the following update process:

x_{i+1} = KA_r (x_i) , (38)

where KA_r(·) denotes the RKA update process presented as x_{i+1} = x_i + ( r^{(ℓ)}_j τ^{(ℓ)}_j −r^{(ℓ)}_j ⟨a_j ,x_i⟩

)_+

‖a_j ‖^2 a ⋆ j . The update process in (38) can be also replaced with x_{i+1} = KA_p (x_i) or x_{i+1} = KA_b (x_i) to be consistent with the updates of PrSKM and Block SKM, respectively. The theoretical discussion about the minimum number of one-bit samples m^′ to precisely recover the sparse vector from the polyhedron (37) has been presented in Section V-A.

E. ST-ORKA

We continue our exploration of algorithms for one-bit CS by introducing the ℓ_0 regularized ORKA. Building on the motivation behind our earlier proposal of the SVP-ORKA, ORKA is developed to efficiently recover a sparse solution from the one-bit CS polyhedron using a reduced number of one-bit samples. The regularized one-bit CS polyhedron is obtained as

P^{(C)}_1 = { x^′ ∈ R^d | r^{(ℓ)}_j ⟨a_j , x^′⟩ ≥ r^{(ℓ)}_j τ^{(ℓ)}_j , ‖x^′‖_0 ≤ k } ⊂ R^d, (39)

where j ∈ [n] and ℓ ∈ [m]. Define the soft thresholding (ST) operator as S_κ (x) = sgn (x) (|x|−t_1)^+, where t_1 is the predefined threshold. The ST-ORKA utilizes the ST operator S_κ to project each iteration of ORKA to the set {‖x‖_0≤ k} with the following update process: z_{i+1} = KA_r (x_i) , x_{i+1} = S_κ (z_{i+1}) ,

(40)

where KA_r(·) denotes the RKA updates. The first step of the update process (40) can be also replaced with z_{i+1} = KA_p (x_i) or z_{i+1} = KA_b (x_i) to be consistent with the updates of PrSKM and Block SKM, respectively.

Algorithm 4 Adaptive Thresholding for ORKA

Input: One-bit data, time-varying sampling thresholds, and the sampling matrix. Output: A solution x̄ in the one-bit polyhedron (10).

1: b^{(ℓ)} ← τ^{(ℓ)}_k . 2: P_k ← { x_k | r^{(ℓ)}_j ⟨a_j , x_k⟩ ≥ r^{(ℓ)}_j b^{(ℓ)}_j , j ∈ [n], ℓ ∈ [m] } . 3: Obtain x_k in P_k by RKA, PrSKM or Block SKM. 4: ϵ^{(ℓ)}_k ← r^{(ℓ)} ⊙ ( Ax_k − b^{(ℓ)} ) . 5: τ^{(ℓ)}_{k+1} ← Ax_k −^1_2 ( r^{(ℓ)} ⊙ ϵ^{(ℓ)}_k ) . 6: Increase k by one. 7: Repeat Steps (1)-(6) until ∑_m ℓ=1 ‖ ‖τ(ℓ)_{k+1} − τ(ℓ)_k ‖ ‖ 2 ≤ δ. 8: return x̄

F. Judicious Sampling With Adaptive Thresholding for ORKA

By the spirit of using the iterative RKA, suitable time-varying sampling thresholds can be selected in order to enhance the recovery performance. To capture the desired signal x more efficiently, the right-hand side of the inequalities in (10), i.e. vec (R_y) ⊙ vec (Γ), must be determined in a way that each associated hyperplane passes through the desired feasible region within F_x. Accordingly, we propose an iterative algorithm generating adaptive sampling thresholds to accurately obtain a good solution. To have a smaller area of the finite-volume space around the signal x, one can somehow choose thresholds to reduce the distances between the desired point and the associated hyperplanes in (10). To do so, we update the time-varying thresholds as τ^{(ℓ)}_{k+1} = Ax_k −^1_2 ( r^{(ℓ)} ⊙ ϵ^{(ℓ)}_k ) , ϵ^{(ℓ)}_k = r^{(ℓ)} ⊙ ( Ax_k − τ^{(ℓ)}_k ) , (41)

where x_k and τ^{(ℓ)}_k denote the k-th updates of x and τ^{(ℓ)} in our proposed adaptive threshold design algorithm, respectively. The proposed sampling algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 4.

V. FINITE VOLUME PROPERTY:

THEORETICAL GUARANTEES FOR ONE-BIT SENSING It has been demonstrated that in the ditherless scenario, and if the measurements are bounded within a specific set with high probability, there exists a subset of hyperplanes such that the radius of the cell containing x induced by these hyperplanes is bounded [50]. In this section, we demonstrate an alternative approach to determining an upper bound. Instead of confining measurements to a bounded space, we leverage the one-bit polyhedron derived from the dithering scheme. Our method involves approaching the average of distances between the signal and surrounding hyperplanes toward its mean. We establish that as the number of samples increases, the finite volume or cell created around the signal diminishes. We will introduce the concept of FVP and subsequently obtain the required number of one-bit samples m^′ to capture a solution inside a ball centered at x. We begin this section by providing the following definitions:

Definition 1. Define the distance between a signal x ∈ T and the hyperplanes of the polyhedron (10) as

d^{(ℓ)}_j = | |⟨a_j , x⟩ − τ (ℓ)_j | | , j ∈ [n], ℓ ∈ [m]. (42) Then, we denote the average of such distances by

T_{ave}(x) = 1 mn m∑ ℓ=1 n∑ j=1 ( d^{(ℓ)}_j ) . (43)

It is essential to clarify that in our analysis, we adopt the worst-case scenario for the distance between the desired point and the solutions. This approach considers the solution to lie precisely on the hyperplanes. However, it is crucial to note that in reality, the solution to a linear inequality system can exist anywhere between the desired point and the hyperplane. Utilizing the average of distances, we formulate the FVP and its theorems for both arbitrary and structured sets. As the number of samples increases, and the average of distances approaches its mean, we obtain sufficient samples to construct a finite volume and locate the solution within a ball. This concept is expounded upon in our theorems.

Definition 2 (Consistent Reconstruction Property). Define a signal as x ∈ T . Denote x̄ ∈ T as a solution obtained by an arbitrary reconstruction algorithm addressing the one-bit feasibility problem. Then, such a reconstruction algorithm is said to be consistent when sgn ( ⟨a_j , x⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j ) = sgn ( ⟨a_j , x̄⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j ) , (44) for all j ∈ [n], ℓ ∈ [m].

Note that the sign preservation (consistency) mentioned in our work, as stated in Definition 2, is equivalent to the solution provided by a linear feasibility solver, denoted as x̄, satisfying all the given inequalities, meaning x̄ ∈ P_x. In Section V-A, we aim to demonstrate that having a sufficient number of samples guarantees the formation of a finite volume of intersection of hyperplanes. This, in turn, implies that the solution will be confined within a ball of radius ρ. We will establish the relationship between this radius and FVP distortion in Section V-B.

Definition 3 (Isotropic Property). A random vector a is said to be isotropic if its covariance matrix is the identity matrix; i.e. E { aa^H } = I. (45)

A random matrix A is said to be isotropic if all its rows are isotropic.

In our proofs, we establish that the sole assumption on the sampling matrix is to be isotropic. With this assumption, we derive a concentration inequality for the average of distances T_{ave}. This inequality serves as the basis for providing an upper bound on the recovery error ρ.

A. Finite Volume Property

In the following theorem, we derive a concentration inequality for the average of distances in a probability distribution. This inequality reveals that the upper bound of the average of distances is contingent on the signal norm, establishing an embedding which we call it the FVP. Initially demonstrated for arbitrary sets, we subsequently extend this theorem to encompass various well-known structured sets:

Theorem 3 (FVP for an Arbitrary Set). Consider an n×d isotropic sub-gaussian sampling matrix A with ‖a_j ‖_{ψ2} ≤ K for all j ∈ [n], and a signal x ∈ K where K ⊆ R^d is an arbitrary set. The one-bit feasibility problem with total number of one-bit samples m^′, is obtained by uniform dithering following U_{[−λ,λ]}. If a solution x̄ satisfies the consistent reconstruction property in Definition 2 and x̄ ∈ B_ρ (x), we have the following concentration inequality with positive constants c, ϵ ≥ 0:

Pr ( sup_{x∈K} | | | |Tave (x) − λ 2 − ‖x‖^2 2λ | | | | ≥ ϵ ) ≤ 2e −^{cϵ2 m′} 2 ( K+ λ√ log(2) )2 , (46)

where the required number of samples meets m^′ ≳^{γ2(K)}_{ρ2 ϵ2} .

The proof of Theorem 3 is presented in Appendix D. According to the FVP theorem, the average of distances finds a quasi-isometry with a distortion parameter ϵ. The following theorem presents the FVP for the set of low-rank matrices:

Theorem 4 (FVP for Low-Rank Matrices). Consider a low-rank matrix X ∈ K_r where K_r is defined as

K_r = { X ∈ R^{n1×n2} | rank(X) ≤ r, ‖X‖_F≤ 1 } . (47)

Consider an n × (n_1n_2) sub-gaussian sampling matrix A with ‖a_j ‖_{ψ2} ≤ K for all j ∈ [n]. The one-bit feasibility problem with total number of one-bit samples m^′, is obtained by uniform dithering following U_{[−λ,λ]}. If a solution X̄ satisfies the consistent reconstruction property in Definition 2 and X̄ ∈ B_ρ (vec (X)), we have the following

concentration inequality with positive constants c, ϵ ≥ 0:

Pr ( sup X∈K_r | | | |Tave (X) − λ 2 − ‖X‖^2_F 2λ | | | | ≥ ϵ ) ≤ 2e −^{cϵ2 m′} 2 ( K+ λ√ log(2) )2 , (48)

where the required number of samples satisfies

m^′ ≳ ϵ^{−2}r (n_1 + n_2) log ( 1 + 1 ρ ) . (49)

For the bounded sparse signal set, we provide the following FVP theorem:

Theorem 5 (FVP for Sparse Signals). Consider an sparse signal x ∈ K_s where K_s is defined as

K_s = { x ∈ R^d | ‖x‖_0 = s, ‖x‖_2≤ 1 } . (50)

Consider an n × d isotropic sub-gaussian sampling matrix A with ‖a_j ‖_{ψ2} ≤ K for all j ∈ [n]. The one-bit feasibility problem with total number of one-bit samples m^′, is obtained by uniform dithering following U_{[−λ,λ]}. If a solution x̄ satisfies the consistent reconstruction property in Definition 2 and x̄ ∈ B_ρ (x), we have the following concentration inequality with positive constants c, ϵ ≥ 0:

Pr ( sup_{x∈Ks} | | | | | T_{ave} (x) − λ 2 − ‖x‖^2 2λ | | | | | ≥ ϵ ) ≤ 2e −^{cϵ2 m′} 2 ( K+ λ√ log(2) )2 , (51) where the required number of one-bit samples meets m^′ ≳ ϵ^{−2}s log ( d s ) log ( 1 + 1 ρ ) . (52)

The proof of FVP theorems for the bounded low-rank and sparse sets follows a similar outline to that of Theorem 3, with one crucial distinction. In Theorem 3, the Kolmogorov ρ-entropy is bounded using Sudakov’s minoration, which has been demonstrated to be non-tight for structured sets [35]. For structured sets such as the low-rank matrix set, the upper bound on Kolmogorov ρ-entropy is constrained as follows [51, Table 1]: H (K_r, ρ) ≲ r (n_1 + n_2) log ( 1 + 1 ρ ) , (53) and for sparse set H (K_s, ρ) ≲ s log ( d s ) log ( 1 + 1 ρ ) . (54) In our next result, we present the FVP theorem specific to the DCT sensing model for an arbitrary set K.

Theorem 6 (FVP for DCT Measurements). Denote the DCT coefficients of a signal x = [x_t] ∈ K by

y_k = d−1∑ t=0 cos(2πω_kt)x_t, k ∈ [n], (55)

where the frequencies ω_k are uniformly chosen at random in {0, 1/d, 2/d, · · · , (d − 1)/d}. The one-bit feasibility problem with total number of one-bit samples m^′, is obtained by uniform dithering following U_{[−λ,λ]}. If a solution x̄ satisfies the consistent reconstruction property in Definition 2 and x̄ ∈ B_ρ (x), we have the following concentration inequality with a positive constant ϵ ≥ 0: Pr ( sup_{x∈K} | | | | | T_{ave} (x) − λ 2 − ‖x‖^2 4λ | | | | | ≥ ϵ ) ≤ 2e^{− ϵ2 m′}4λ^2 , (56)

where the required number of samples meets m^′ ≳^{γ2(K)}_{ρ2 ϵ2} .

The proof of Theorem 6 is presented in Appendix E. It is crucial to emphasize that the results outlined in Theorems 3-6 rely on the dynamic range (DR) guarantee assumption. Specifically, this assumption requires the parameter of uniform dithering λ satisfies λ ≥ sup_{j∈[n],x∈K}|⟨a_j , x⟩|. As an example, consider K-sub-gaussian measurements. To meet the DR guarantee, the scale parameter is defined by λ = CK √ log(m^′), where C represents a positive constant [40]. However, in practical scenarios, the sensing process may experience corruption, leading to non-identically distributed sensing vectors. We address this situation where, due to these conditions, one measurement may not satisfy the DR guarantee. Our aim is to explore the impact of this scenario on the FVP theorem. The following theorem presents the FVP for such scenarios:

Theorem 7 (FVP Without DR Guarantee). Consider an n × d isotropic sub-gaussian sampling matrix A, and a signal x ∈ K where K ⊆ R^d is an arbitrary set. The one-bit feasibility problem with total number of one-bit samples m^′, is obtained by uniform dithering following U_{[−λ,λ]}. Define an index set I = [n] \ {j^′}, where j^′ is an arbitrary index value satisfying the condition ‖a_j ‖_{ψ2} ≤ K for all j ∈ I, and ‖a_j′ ‖_{ψ2} ≤ K^′ with K^′ > K. Assume that we have sup j∈I,x∈K |⟨a_j , x⟩| ≤ λ, inf_{x∈K}⟨a_j′ , x⟩ ≥ λ. (57)

If a solution x̄ satisfies the consistent reconstruction property in Definition 2 and x̄ ∈ B_ρ (x), we have the following concentration inequality with positive constants c, ϵ ≥ 0: Pr ( sup_{x∈K} | | | |Tave (x) − n − 1 n ( λ 2 + ‖x‖^2 2λ ) − 1 n μ^′ | | | | ≥ ϵ ) ≤ 2e −^{cϵ2 m′} 2 ( K′+ λ√ log(2) )2 , (58)

where μ^′ = E {⟨a_j′ , x⟩}, and the required number of samples meets m^′ ≳^{γ2(K)}_{ρ2 ϵ2} .

The proof of Theorem 7 is presented in Appendix F. The main question that arises is the significance of these embeddings connecting the average of distances and the signal norm. The next subsection addresses this question by establishing a relationship between the FVP theorems and the recovery error.

B. Recovery Performance

In the following proposition, we illustrate that the upper bound of the recovery error in one-bit sensing is contingent on the FVP distortion parameter ϵ:

Proposition 2. Under assumptions of Theorem 3, the following upper recovery bound holds for all x, x̄ ∈ K satisfying the consistent reconstruction property in Definition 2: ‖x − x̄‖_2≤ ρ = 4 √ ϵλ, (59) with a probability exceeding 1 − 2e −^{cϵ2 m′} 2 ( K+ λ√ log(2) )2 . The proof of Proposition 2 is presented in Appendix G.

Corollary 1. The rate of reduction for the FVP distortion ϵ concerning m^′ is characterized at most by O ( (m^′)^{− 13} ) . Proof: According to Theorem 3 and Proposition 2, for an arbitrary set, the required number of one-bit samples has to meet the following bound:

m^′ ≳ ϵ^{−3}γ^2 (K) , (60) which completes the proof.

According to the aforementioned proposition, reducing the FVP distortion or approaching the mean of the average of distances results in a diminished finite volume around the signal. In simpler terms, this proposition underscores the correlation between the average of distances and the finite volume created by hyperplanes around the signal.

When a solution fails to meet the consistent reconstruction property or cannot satisfy certain inequalities in the linear feasibility problem, the Hamming distance emerges in the upper bound of the recovery error, as outlined in the following proposition:

Proposition 3. Under assumptions of the FVP, if a solution x̄ does not meet the consistent reconstruction property in Definition 2, the following upper recovery bound holds for all x, x̄ ∈ K with a probability exceeding 1 − 2e −^{cϵ2 m′} 2 ( K+ λ√ log(2) )2 : ‖x − x̄‖_2≤ ρ = 4 √ ϵλ + 2 √ (1 + λ^2) d_H (r, r̄), (61) where r and r̄ are the one-bit data obtained from the signal x and the solution x̄, respectively.

The proof of Proposition 3 is presented in Appendix H. Our next result provides the upper bound on the recovery error when there is one measurement which does not satisfy the DR guarantee.

Proposition 4. Under assumptions of Theorem 7, the following upper recovery bound holds for all x, x̄ ∈ K satisfying the consistent reconstruction property in Definition 2:

‖x − x̄‖_2 ≤ ρ = 4 √ ϵλ ( n n − 1 ) , (62)

with a probability exceeding 1 − 2e −^{cϵ2m′} 2 ( K′ + λ√ log(2) )2 . The proof of Proposition 4 is presented in Appendix I. In the subsequent corollary, we extend the result of Proposition 4 to encompass L measurements that do not adhere to the DR guarantee.

Corollary 2. Under assumptions of Theorem 7, assume that L measurements do not adhere to the DR guarantee. Then, the following upper recovery bound holds for all x, x̄ ∈ K satisfying the consistent reconstruction property in Definition 2: ‖x − x̄‖_2 ≤ ρ = 4 √ ϵλ ( n n − L ) , (63)

with a probability exceeding 1 − 2e −^{cϵ2m′} 2 ( K′ + λ√ log(2) )2 . The proof of Corollary 2 naturally extends from the proof of Proposition 4 and is therefore omitted.

VI. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED ALGORITHMS In this section, leveraging FVP theorems, we delve into the convergence rate of the proposed randomized algorithms.

A. Recovery Error Upper Bound for ORKA

As the scaled condition number is the central parameter governing the recovery error of the RKA or its variants, in the following theorem we will evaluate the scaled condition number of the matrix P_y defined in (11) to unveil the connection between the convergence bounds of the RKA (or its variants) and ORKA. Throughout the remainder of this section, we simplify notation by representing P_y as P.

Theorem 8. Consider the one-bit polyhedron (10) associated with Ax = y with A ∈ R^{n×d}. Then, the scaled condition number of the matrix P is equal to that of A, κ (P) = κ (A) . (64)

The proof of Theorem 8 is provided in Appendix J. Considering A = I corresponds to the one-bit sampled signal sensing problem with P = Ω̃ as formulated in (9). In the following corollary, we present the scaled condition number of the matrix Ω̃ in the light of Theorem 8:

Corollary 3. For A = I, corresponding to the one-bit sampled signal reconstruction problem formulated in (9), the scaled condition number of Ω̃ = [ Ω^{(1)} · · · Ω^{(m)} ]_⊤ , Ω̃ ∈ {−1, 0, 1}^{mn×n} is κ ( Ω̃ ) = √ n, which is the infimum of the scaled condition number as was shown in Theorem 1.

Based on Theorem 8 and the convergence bound of the RKA, it is concluded that ORKA converges to the feasible set of one-bit polyhedron. Therefore, the convergence bound of ORKA is independent of the number of samples m^′. We seek a solution ^x that lies within a ball space centered at the desired signal, characterized by ρ. In other words, we aim for ^x to belong to the ball space B_ρ (x). To achieve that, we are required to increase the number of samples in the polyhedron, as typically provided via one-bit sensing. Define vol (P_x) as the volume space created by the intersection of hyperplanes in (10). In the following proposition, we present the convergence rate of ORKA:

Proposition 5 (Convergence rate of ORKA). Consider the one-bit polyhedron P_x obtained in (10) associated with Ax = y. Consider a ball B_ρ (x) and ^x ∈ P_x, a convergence rate for ORKA is formulated as:

E {‖x_i − x‖_2} ≤ ( 1 − 1 κ^2 (A) ) i_2 ‖x_0 − ^x‖_2 + ρ, (65)

with a probability higher than 1 − 2e −^{cϵ2m′} 2 ( K+ λ√ log(2) )2 . Proof: As demonstrated in [21], the solution obtained from RKA lies in the space formed by the hyperplanes of the linear inequality problem with the following convergence rate: E {‖x_i − ^x‖_2} ≤ ( 1 − 1 κ^2 (A) ) i_2 ‖x_0 − ^x‖_2 , (66) where ^x is a point inside the space created by a polyhedron P_x. The convergence rate (66) only ensures that the solution will lie within the space created by the hyperplanes, not necessarily within the ball around the desired solution. However, in order to ensure that the solution of the linear feasibility problem lies within the ball around the desired solution with radius ρ, it is essential to have a sufficient number of samples. Once we obtain a sufficient number of samples to have the volume created by the intersection of hyperplanes inside the ball, i.e., vol (P_x) ⊆ vol (B_ρ(x)), we then have ^x lying within the ball around the desired point x, i.e., ^x ∈ B_ρ (x). To address this discrepancy between the two scenarios, we introduce a second term that is dependent on the error between ^x and x, as follows:

E {‖x_i − x‖_2} = E {‖x_i − ^x + ^x − x‖_2} ≤ E {‖x_i − ^x‖_2} + E {‖x − ^x‖_2} ,

(67)

where from (66) and the fact that the error between ^x and the original signal remains deterministic with respect to each iteration, we can write

E {‖x_i − x‖_2} ≤ ( 1 − 1 κ^2 (A) ) i_2 ‖x_0 − ^x‖_2 + ‖x − ^x‖_2 . (68) The convergence to x is ensured only when the second term, ‖x − ^x‖_2, is bounded. As demonstrated in Theorem 3,

with a minimum probability of 1 − 2e −^{cϵ2 m′} 2 ( K+ λ√ log(2) )2 , we have ‖x − ^x‖_2 ≤ ρ, which proves the proposition.

In the following lemma, we establish a convergence rate that is uniform for all RIP matrices in the context of ORKA:

Lemma 2. Under the assumptions of Proposition 5 and if the sampling matrix meets the δ-subspace embedding property for all x ∈ R^d, the uniform convergence rate for ORKA is formulated in a probability as:

E {‖x_i − x‖_2} ≤ ( 1 − 1 n ( 1 − δ 1 + δ

)_2)^i_2

‖x_0 − ^x‖_2 + ρ. (69)

Proof: We know that the scaled condition number follows κ (A) ≤ √ nϱ (A). Therefore, if the matrix has RIP, the condition number satisfies the following bound:

ϱ (A) ≤

1 + δ 1 − δ , (70)

which completes the proposition.

In a Gaussian sampling matrix case, the uniform convergence rate of ORKA is stated as follows:

Lemma 3. The uniform convergence rate of ORKA for the Gaussian sampling matrix, in a probability, is given by:

E {‖x_i − x‖_2} ≤ ( 1 − (1 − δ)^2 1.0049d ) i_2 ‖x_0 − ^x‖_2 + ρ. (71)

Proof: The Gaussian sampling matrix satisfies the δ-subspace embedding property with a probability comprehensively discussed in [19, Section 8.7], i.e., σ_{min} (A) ≥ √ n (1 − δ). Also by concentration inequality of Chi-squared random variables with probability at least 1 − e^{−cnd}, ‖A‖^2_F ≤ 1.0049nd, which proves the lemma.

Note that if any other randomized algorithm is utilized for one-bit sensing instead of RKA to achieve uniform reconstruction, the convergence rate will maintain the same structure as Proposition 5. However, there will be a difference in the first term, which will be substituted by the algorithm’s convergence rate to a point inside the feasible space of hyperplanes.

B. One-Bit Low-Rank Matrix Sensing

The convergence guarantee of SVP-ORKA is concluded according to the following lemma:

Lemma 4. Under assumptions of Theorem 4, the update process of SVP-ORKA presented in (36) converges in expectation to B_ρ (vec (X)), as follows:

E {‖X_{i+1} − X‖_F} ≤ ( 1 − 1 κ^2 (V)

) i_2 ‖ ‖ ‖X0 − ^X ‖ ‖ ‖_F + ρ, (72)

where ^X ∈ P^{(M)}_1 , and V is the matrix with vectorized sensing matrices {vec (A_j )}^n_{j=1} as its rows.

The proof of Lemma (4) is studied in Appendix K-B.

C. One-Bit CS

The convergence rate of ST-ORKA is studied in the following lemma:

Lemma 5. Under assumptions of Theorem 5, consider a ball centered at the signal B_ρ (x) and ^x ∈ P^{(C)}_1 , the convergence of ST-ORKA presented in (40) is given by

E {‖x_{i+1} − x‖_2} ≤ ( 1 − 1 κ^2 (A) ) i_2 ‖x_0 − ^x‖_2 + ρ. (73)

The proof of Lemma 5 is studied in Appendix K-A. Note that to have a guaranteed convergence, one can integrate ORKA with different operators that satisfy Lipschitz continuity. This is important in various applications and provides a chance to go beyond just ST-ORKA and SVP-ORKA. By doing so, we can achieve a convergence rate that is described in the following lemma:

Lemma 6. Assume f(·) is an operator such that for any x_1, x_2 ∈ R^d we have ‖f (x_1) − f (x_2)‖^2 ≤ L_f ‖x_1 − x_2‖^2, with L_f denotes the Lipschitz continuity constant. Then, the integration of RKA with the operator f in each iteration of solving the feasibility problem Cx ⪰ b with C ∈ R^{n×d} has the following convergence rate: E { ‖x_{i+1} − ^x‖^2 } ≤ L_f ( 1 − 1 κ^2 (C) )_i ‖x_0 − ^x‖^2 . (74)

A notable example for Lemma 6 is the integration of ORKA with the hard thresholding (HT) operator T_s(·) to reconstruct the s-sparse signal in the one-bit CS problem. This operator selects the best s-sparse approximation of the solution at each iteration. The algorithm is named HT-ORKA with the update process presented as z_{i+1} = KA_r (x_i) , x_{i+1} = T_s (z_{i+1}) .

(75)

The convergence rate of HT-ORKA can be determined using the following lemma:

Lemma 7. Under assumptions of Theorem 5, assume ^x ∈ P^{(C)}_1 , the convergence of HT-ORKA presented in (75) is given by E {‖x_{i+1} − x‖_2} ≤ 2 ( 1 − 1 κ^2 (A) ) i_2 ‖x_0 − ^x‖_2 + ρ. (76)

The proof of Lemma 7 is provided in Appendix K-C.

VII. NUMERICAL INVESTIGATIONS In this section, we conduct numerical evaluations to assess the performance of our proposed algorithms in two distinct scenarios: (i) sample abundance and (ii) sample restriction. All presented results are averaged over 1000 experiments.

A. Sample abundance

In this particular scenario, we examine two examples: one-bit low-rank matrix sensing and one-bit CS. For both cases, we employ the Block SKM algorithm to recover the desired signal and then evaluate its performance against the adaptive threshold strategy introduced in [9, Section VI]. The only distinction is that, in this study, we did not update the one-bit data to account for an exceedingly low-complexity hardware implementation. In all experiments, we have taken into account the presence of Gaussian additive noise, also known as prequantization error, with a

(a) (b) Figure 3. Comparison between the recovery performance of Block SKM using random thresholds and adaptive thresholds in the sample abundance scenario for (a) one-bit low-rank matrix sensing, and (ii) one-bit CS.

standard deviation of 0.1.

One-bit low-rank matrix sensing. We considered a set of sampling matrices {A_j }^{1800}_{j=1} , where each entry is independently drawn from a standard normal distribution. We have generated the desired matrix X ∈ R^{30×30} such that rank(X) = 2. The number of time-varying sampling threshold sequences were set to m ∈ {1, 10, 20, 30}. Accordingly, we have generated sequences of time-varying sampling thresholds as { τ^{(ℓ)} ∼ U_{[−βy,βy ]} }_m ℓ=1, where β_y denotes the dynamic range of the high-resolution measurements y. Figure 3(a) illustrates a comparison between the recovery performance of Block SKM using random thresholds and adaptive thresholds. It is evident that the utilization of adaptive thresholds enhances the recovery performance compared to random thresholds. One-bit CS. We have generated a sensing matrix A ∈ R^{500×100} in which each element follows a standard normal distribution. The desired signal x ∈ R^{100} was assumed to have the level of sparsity s = 10. The settings for timevarying sampling thresholds were considered to be the same as the one-bit low-rank matrix sensing case. Fig. 3(b) displays the recovery performance of Block SKM using random thresholds in comparison with adaptive thresholds. Consistent with previous observations, the utilization of adaptive thresholds improves the recovery performance.

B. Sample Scarcity

Similar to sample abundance, herein we investigate the performance of our proposed methods for one-bit lowrank matrix sensing and one-bit CS when we have a limited number of samples. Note that in all experiments, the high-resolution measurements were contaminated by the additive Gaussian noise with the standard deviation 0.1 except the case related to low-rank matrix sensing by SVP-ORKA which was considered to be noiseless. One-bit low-rank matrix sensing. We generated a collection of sampling matrices {A_j }^n_{j=1}, where each entry is independently sampled from a standard normal distribution. The desired matrix X ∈ R^{30×30} was generated with rank(X) = 2. Define the oversampling factor as λ =^n_{n1 r} =^n_{60} . In our experiments, we have set log(λ) ∈ {3, 4, 5, 6}. The number of time-varying sampling threshold sequences was fixed at m = 1. The generation of time-varying sampling thresholds followed the same procedure as in the previous cases. Fig. 4(a) compares the

(a) (b) Figure 4. (a) Comparison between the recovery performance of SVP-ORKA and HSVT algorithm over different values of oversampling factor λ. (b) Recovery performance of Algorithm 3 (ORKA with low-rank matrix factorization) over different values of sampling factor β.

(a) (b) Figure 5. Comparison between the recovery performance of HT-ORKA, ST-ORKA and (a) BIHT with random thresholds, and (b) NBIHT in ditherless scenario.

recovery performance of SVP-ORKA with hard singular value thresholding (HSVT) algorithm [26] in the noiseless scenario. As can be observed, SVP-ORKA outperforms HSVT over different values of the oversampling factor. In another experimental setting aimed at assessing the performance of Algorithm 3 (ORKA with low-rank matrix factorization), we generated the desired matrix X ∈ R^{30×30} with rank(X) = 1. The remaining parameter settings were identical to the previous example. Note that in this case we define the oversampling factor as β =^n_{n21 r} =^n_{900} . In our simulations, we have set β = {5, 10, 15, 20}. As can be seen in Fig. 4(b), the recovery performance of Algorithm 3 enhances as the value of the oversampling factor β grows large.

One-bit CS. Each element of the sensing matrix A ∈ R^{n×100} was independently drawn from a standard normal distribution. The desired signal x ∈ R^{100} was assumed to have a sparsity level of s = 15. Define the oversampling factor as n/(s log(d/s)). In our experiments, we have set the oversampling factor to the values {10, 50, 100, 200}. The number of time-varying sampling threshold sequences was fixed at m = 1, and the generation of time-varying sampling thresholds followed the same procedure as in the previous cases. In Fig. 5(a), we compare the recovery performance of HT-ORKA, ST-ORKA, and BIHT algorithm with random time-varying sampling thresholds [36]. It is evident that HT-ORKA outperforms both ST-ORKA and BIHT in recovering the s-sparse signal in the onebit CS problem. In the next example, we examine the effectiveness of our proposed algorithms, HT-ORKA and ST-ORKA, in recovering a sparse signal in a ditherless scenario. The sensing matrix A ∈ R^{n×256} was generated in the same manner as in the previous example. The number of high-resolution samples was considered to be n ∈ {1000, 1500, 2000, 2500}. The desired signal x ∈ R^{256} was assumed to have a sparsity level of s = 25. In Fig. 5(b), we compare the recovery performance of HT-ORKA, ST-ORKA and the NBIHT algorithm [31]. Once again, similar to the previous example, HT-ORKA exhibits superior recovery performance compared to ST-ORKA and the NBIHT method.

VIII. DISCUSSION In this paper, we have established the theoretical guarantees for uniform reconstruction in dithered one-bit sensing.

Our approach involves transforming the one-bit signal reconstruction problem into a linear feasibility problem. We then introduced the FVP theorem to analyze the possibility of creating a finite volume formed by the hyperplanes around the original signal. The FVP theorem allows us to determine the required number of samples to find a solution inside a cell centered at the signal. What sets this theorem apart from others, such as the random hyperplane tessellations theorem, is that it approaches one-bit sensing from the perspective of a linear feasibility problem. It investigates the number of samples needed to capture the original signal within the space of hyperplanes. An intriguing aspect of the FVP theorem is its capability to provide guarantees not only for restricted sampling matrices considered in previous efforts but deterministic matrices like DCT as well. The only restriction in the FVP theorem is that the sampling matrix must be isotropic. Additionally, utilizing the FVP, we established theoretical guarantees for dithered one-bit sensing even when the scalar parameter cannot dominate the DR of measurements.

This work represents a first effort in the literature, as it explores the performance of randomized algorithms in one-bit sensing. We introduced two novel variations of the Kaczmarz algorithm, PrSKM and Block SKM, which served as the foundation for our proposed algorithm, ORKA. In our investigation of ORKA, we analyzed its upper recovery bound and demonstrated that it decays concerning the number of measurements. These findings contribute valuable insights into the potential of randomized algorithms in one-bit sensing applications. To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to derive the convergence rate of RKA for a noisy linear inequality system. This novel finding highlights the robustness of the algorithm, even in the presence of noise.

We have introduced an improved update process for designing the thresholding process. Unlike the sigmadelta thresholding design discussed in references [26, 36], our approach does not require updating the one-bit data, eliminating the need for feedback in the sampling scheme. Through numerical demonstrations, we showed that this adaptive thresholding process enhances signal reconstruction performance from one-bit data. Through numerical experiments, we experimentally demonstrated that the proposed algorithm exhibits superior reconstruction performance in one-bit CS compared to the NBIHT for the ditherless scenario and BIHT adapted with dithering for the dithered scenario. Furthermore, our results show that the proposed SVP-ORKA outperforms the HSVT algorithm in terms of recovery accuracy.

In addition to the common situation of sample abundance in dithered one-bit quantization, we also addressed scenarios with sample restrictions. For these scenarios, we further developed the proposed randomized algorithms into storage-friendly approaches, such as random sketching and low-rank matrix factorization. This extension allows for efficient handling of limited samples, broadening the applicability of the algorithms to a wider range of practical settings. The convergence rate of ORKA with low-rank matrix factorization remains an open problem. This is because it employs the idea of cyclic algorithms or AltMin, whose convergence is still an ongoing topic of research in the literature.

APPENDIX A PROOF OF THEOREM 2 Since N ∈ R^{m×s} is a Gaussian matrix with sketch size s = O ( n/ϵ^2 ) and ϵ =^1_2 , the ϵ-subspace embedding property holds with high probability for all x ∈ R^n [19, Theorem 8.4],

(1 − ϵ) ‖Cx‖^2 ≤ ‖N^⊤Cx‖^2≤ (1 + ϵ)‖Cx‖^2. (77)

We can use this result to show that the preconditioned system CR^{−1}_s preserves the length of vectors in the range of C. To see how, substitute x in (77) with R^{−1}_s z. By the subspace embedding property, 1 1 + ϵ

‖N^⊤CR^{−1}_s z‖^2≤ ‖CR^{−1}_s z‖^2≤ 1 1 − ϵ ‖N^⊤CR^{−1}_s z‖^2. (78)

Now using ‖N^⊤CR^{−1}_s z‖^2= ‖Q_sz‖^2= ‖z‖^2, the relation (78) becomes 1 1 + ϵ

‖z‖^2≤ ‖CR^{−1}_s z‖^2≤ 1 1 − ϵ ‖z‖^2, (79)

which bounds the condition number ϱ ( CR^{−1}_s ) ≤ √_{1+ϵ}

1−ϵ . Setting ϵ =^1_2 , we have ϱ ( CR^{−1}_s ) ≤ √ 3 and based on (17), κ ( CR^{−1}_s ) ≤ √ 3n . Therefore, according to (14) and the result that we have obtained here, one can conclude the convergence bound (19).

APPENDIX B CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS OF BLOCK SKM WITH THE SPARSE GAUSSIAN SKETCH (83) The Block SKM algorithm can be considered to be a special case of the more general sketch-and-project method with a sparse block sketch matrix as defined in [39].

x_{i+1} = argmin_x ‖x − x_i‖^2 subject to S^⊤Bx ⪰ S^⊤b, (80)

where S ∈ R^{mn×n} is the sketch matrix choosing a block uniformly at random from the main matrix B similar to step 1 of Algorithm 2. The second step of sketch-and-project method follows the Motzkin sampling where the index j_⋆ is chosen in i-th iteration as

j_⋆ = argmax_j {( ( S^⊤b ) j − ( S^⊤B ) j x_i )_+} , (81) with (·)_j denoting the j-th row of the matrix/vector argument (this step is similar to steps 2 − 4 of Algorithm 2

with k^′ = 1). In the Block SKM algorithm, the sketch matrix is given by S = [ 0_{n×p} I_n 0_{n×(mn−n−p)} ]_⊤ , S ∈ {0, 1}^{mn×n} , (82) where p = nα, α ∈ {1, · · · , m − 1}. Note that the literature does not offer any theoretical guarantees for the

convergence of the Block SKM with the identity matrix [52]. To derive our theoretical guarantees for the Block

SKM algorithm, we change the sketch matrix to the sparse Gaussian sketch matrix as follows: S = [ 0_{n×p} G 0_{n×(mn−n−p)} ]_⊤ , S ∈ R^{mn×n}, (83) where G is a n × n Gaussian matrix, whose entries are i.i.d. following the distribution N (0, 1). In this framework,

we are able to provide some theoretical guarantees by taking advantage of the favorable properties of Gaussian

random variables. Assume that P_x denotes a nonempty solution set of Bx ⪰ b and ^x ∈ P_x. Considering the sparse

Gaussian sketch (83) which satisfies the set of inequalities S^⊤Bx ⪰ S^⊤b, we have,

‖xi+1 − ^x‖^2 = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ (xi − ^x) + (( S^⊤b ) j⋆ − ( S^⊤B ) j⋆ xi )_+ (

S^⊤B

)_H j⋆ ‖ ‖ ‖(S^⊤B)_{j⋆} ‖ ‖ ‖^2

‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖

2

2

= ‖xi − ^x‖^2 + (( ( S^⊤b ) j⋆ − ( S^⊤B ) j⋆ xi )_+)2 ‖ ‖ ‖(S^⊤B)_{j⋆} ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + 2 (( S^⊤b ) j⋆ − ( S^⊤B ) j⋆ xi )_+ (

S^⊤B ) j⋆ ‖ ‖ ‖(S^⊤B)_{j⋆} ‖ ‖ ‖^2 (xi − ^x) . (84)

We can observe that ( S^⊤B ) j_⋆ (xi − ^x) ≤ ( S^⊤B ) j_⋆ xi − ( S^⊤b ) j_⋆ , therefore, the left-hand side of (84) is less than

or equal to,

‖x_i − ^x‖^2 + (( ( S^⊤b ) j_⋆ − ( S^⊤B ) j_⋆ xi )_+)2 ‖ ‖ ‖(S^⊤B)_{j⋆} ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + 2 (( S^⊤b ) j_⋆ − ( S^⊤B ) j_⋆ xi )_+ (( S^⊤B ) j_⋆ xi − ( S^⊤b ) j_⋆ ) ‖ ‖ ‖(S^⊤B)_{j⋆} ‖ ‖ ‖^2 =

‖x_i − ^x‖^2 − (( ( S^⊤b ) j_⋆ − ( S^⊤B ) j_⋆ xi )_+)2 ‖ ‖ ‖(S^⊤B)_{j⋆} ‖ ‖ ‖^2 . (85)

Based on the definition of j^⋆_i , one can rewrite (85) as,

‖x_{i+1} − ^x‖^2 ≤ ‖x_i − ^x‖^2 − ‖ ‖ ( S^⊤b − S^⊤Bx_i )_+‖ ‖^2_∞ ‖ ‖ ‖(S^⊤B)_{j⋆} ‖ ‖ ‖^2

. (86)

By taking the expectation over the error, we have

E_S { ‖x_{i+1} − ^x‖^2 } ≤ ‖x_i − ^x‖^2 − E_S ‖ ‖ ( S^⊤b − S^⊤Bx_i )_+‖ ‖^2_∞ ‖ ‖ ‖(S^⊤B)_{j⋆} ‖ ‖ ‖^2

. (87)

In addition, we have that

E_S {‖ ‖ ‖ ( S^⊤B ) j_⋆ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 } = d∑ k=1 E_S (_{mn} ∑ l=1 S_j⋆_{i l}B_{lk} )_2 , (88) or equivalently, in terms of G in (83), d∑ k=1 E_G (_n ∑ l=1 G^⊤_j⋆_{i l}B_{lk} )_2 = d∑ k=1 n∑ l=1 E_G {( G^⊤_j⋆_{i l} )_2}

B^2_{lk}, (89)

with E_G {( G^⊤_j⋆_{i l} )_2} = 1, which helps to simplify (89) as d∑ k=1 n∑ l=1 B^2_{lk} = ‖ ^B‖^2_F, (90)

where ^B is the n × d submatrix of B (one of the candidates of B_j in Algorithm 2). Due to the fact that the

second term in the right-hand side of (87) is an expectation over the convex function f(x, y) = x^2/y, we can apply

Jensen’s inequality as follows:

E_S ‖ ‖(S_⊤b − S_⊤Bx_i)+ ‖ ‖^2 ∞ ‖ ‖ ‖(S^⊤B)_{j⋆} ‖ ‖ ‖^2 ≥ ( E_S {‖ ‖ ( S^⊤b − S^⊤Bx_i )_+‖ ‖_∞ })_2

E_S {‖ ‖ ‖(S^⊤B)_{j⋆} ‖ ‖ ‖^2

} . (91)

Consider the following lemma regarding the estimate of the maximum of independent normal random variables:

Lemma 8. [53, Section 2.5.2] Let X_1, · · · , X_n be independent N (0, 1) random variables. Then we have E { max_{i≤n} X_i } ≥ c √ log n, (92)

where c is an absolute constant.

By taking advantage of Lemma 8, we have

E_S {‖ ‖ ( S^⊤b − S^⊤Bx_i )_+‖ ‖_∞ } = E_S { max_{t∈[n]} (⟨s_t, b − Bx_i⟩)^+ }

≥ E_S { max_{t∈[n]} ⟨ s_t, (b − Bx_i)^+ ⟩}

= E_G { max_{t∈[n]} ⟨ g_t, ( ^b − ^Bx_i )_+⟩}

≥ c ‖ ‖ ‖ ( ^b − ^Bx_i )_+‖ ‖ ‖_2 √ log n,

(93)

where ^b ∈ R^n is a block of b, s_t and g_t are the t-th columns of S and G, respectively, and c is a positive value.

By plugging the inequality (93) into (87) and using the Hoffman bound [21, Theorem 4.2], we have E { ‖x_{i+1} − ^x‖^2 } ≤ ‖x_i − ^x‖^2 − c‖(^b − ^Bx_i)^+‖^2log n ‖ ^B‖^2_F

≤ ‖x_i − ^x‖^2 − cσ^2_{min}( ^B) log n

‖ ^B‖^2_F

‖x_i − ^x‖^2

≤ ( 1 − cσ^2_{min}( ^B) log n

‖ ^B‖^2_F ) ‖x_i − ^x‖^2 ,

(94)

which can be recast as the following convergence rate, after (i + 1) updates: E { ‖x_{i+1} − ^x‖^2 } ≤ ( 1 − cσ^2_{min}( ^B) log n

‖ ^B‖^2_F )_{i+1} ‖x_0 − ^x‖^2 . (95)

APPENDIX C PROOF OF PROPOSITION 1 We begin the proof by presenting the following lemma:

Lemma 9. Let H_j = {x : ⟨c_j , x⟩ ≥ b_j } be the solution spaces of the unperturbed linear inequalities. Let H̄_j = {x : ⟨c_j , x⟩ ≥ b_j − n_j } be the solution spaces of the noisy linear inequalities run by the noisy RKA. Then H̄_j = {x + α_j c_j : x ∈ H_j }, where α_j =^{−nj}_{‖cj ‖2} .

Proof: Assume x ∈ H_j , then we can write ⟨c_j , x + α_j c_j ⟩ ≥ b_j + α_j ‖c_j ‖^2 . (96) By plugging α_j =^{−nj}_{‖cj ‖2} in (96), we can obtain ⟨c_j , x + α_j c_j ⟩ ≥ b_j − n_j , (97) which implies x + α_j c_j ∈ H̄_j . Next let u ∈ H̄_j . Set x = u − α_j c_j . Then we can write ⟨c_j , x⟩ = ⟨c_j , u − α_j c_j ⟩ ≥ b_j − n_j − α_j ‖c_j ‖^2= b_j , (98) which implies x ∈ H_j .

Assume x̄_i denotes the i-th iterate of the noisy RKA run with Cx + n ⪰ b. Denote ^x ∈ ∩^m_{j=1}H_j . Based on Lemma 9, we can write x̄_i − ^x = x_i − ^x + α_j c_j , (99) where x_i ∈ H_j . Taking the norm-2 of (99) leads to ‖x̄_i − ^x‖_2 = ‖x_i − ^x + α_j c_j ‖_2

≤ ‖x_i − ^x‖_2 + ‖α_j c_j ‖_2 = ‖x_i − ^x‖_2 + |n_j | ‖c_j ‖_2 . (100)

Denote the scaled condition number of the matrix C by κ(C) = √ R. Then by considering the convergence rate of the RKA in (14) and drawing inspiration from [45, Lemma 2.2] in the context of linear system of inequalities, we have

E {‖x̄_i − ^x‖_2} ≤ ( 1 − 1 R ) 1_2 ‖x̄_{i−1} − ^x‖_2 + |n_j | ‖c_j ‖_2 ≤ ( 1 − 1 R ) 1_2 ‖x̄_{i−1} − ^x‖_2 + max_j γ_j , (101) where γ_j is defined in Proposition 1, and the expectation is conditioned upon the choice of the random selections in the first i − 1 iterations. Then applying this recursive relation iteratively and taking full expectation, we have

E {‖x̄_i − ^x‖_2} ≤ ( 1 − 1 R ) i_2 ‖x_0 − ^x‖_2

+ i∑ k=0 ( 1 − 1 R ) k_2 max_j γ_j

≤ ( 1 − 1 R ) i_2 ‖x_0 − ^x‖_2 + √ R max_j γ_j ,

(102)

which completes the proof.

APPENDIX D

PROOF OF THEOREM 3

Denote d^{(ℓ)}_j in (42) by d^{(ℓ)}_j = |f_j − τ_{j,ℓ}|, where τ_{j,ℓ}^{iid}∼ U_{[−λ,λ]} and f_j = ⟨a_j , x⟩. Assume λ is chosen such that

λ ≥ sup_{j∈[n]}|f_j |. (103)

Then, we can write

E_τ { d^{(ℓ)}_j } = 1 2λ ∫_λ −λ |f_j − τ_{j,ℓ}| dτ_{j,ℓ} = 1 2λ [∫_{fj} −λ (f_j − τ_{j,ℓ}) dτ_{j,ℓ} + ∫_λ f_j (τ_{j,ℓ} − f_j ) dτ_{j,ℓ} ]

= 1 2λ ( λ^2 + f^2_j ) .

(104)

Since we have assumed that the sensing matrix A is isotropic according to Definition 3, a simple calculation shows E { d^{(ℓ)}_j } = 1 2λ ( λ^2 + ‖x‖^2 ) . (105)

In the following lemma, we present the general Hoeffding’s inequality:

Lemma 10. [53, Theroem 2.6.2] Let X_1, · · · , X_N be independent, mean zero, sub-gaussian random variables.

Then, for every t ≥ 0, we have Pr (| | | N∑ i=1 X_i | | | | ≥ t ) ≤ 2e^− ct2 ∑N i=1‖Xi‖ 2 ψ2 , (106)

where c is a positive constant.

Since we have assumed τ_{j,ℓ}^{iid}∼ U_{[−λ,λ]}, and the sensing matrix A is sub-gaussian, then each random variable

d^{(ℓ)}_j is sub-gaussian with the following bound on its sub-gaussian norm: ‖ ‖ ‖d^{(ℓ)}_j ‖ ‖ ‖_{ψ2} ≤ ‖aj ‖ψ_2 ‖x‖2+‖τj,ℓ‖ψ_2 ≤ K + λ √ log(2)

. (107)

Combining (105) and (107) with Lemma 10 leads to

Pr (| | | | T_{ave} (x) − λ 2 − ‖x‖^2 2λ | | | | | ≥ ϵ ) ≤ 2e −^{cϵ2 m′} ( K+ λ√ log(2) )2 . (108)

As we consider the supremum over all x ∈ K, it is necessary to multiply the resulting probability by the minimum

number of ρ-net completely covering the set K whose logarithm is the same as Kolmogorov ρ-entropy of K.

Therefore, we have Pr ( sup_{x∈K} | | | | | T_{ave} (x) − λ 2 − ‖x‖^2 2λ | | | | | ≥ ϵ ) ≤ 2e −^{cϵ2 m′} ( K+ λ√ log(2) )2 +H(K,ρ) . (109)

According to Sudakov’s inequality, we can upper bound the Kolmogorov ρ-entropy as H(K, ρ) ≲ γ^2 (K)

ρ^2

. (110)

To achieve the failure probability at most 2e −^{cϵ2 m′} 2 ( K+ λ√ log(2) )2 , it is sufficient to write

γ^2 (K)

ρ^2 ≲ cϵ^2m^′ 2 ( K +^λ√_{log(2)}

)_2 , (111)

which completes the proof.

APPENDIX E

PROOF OF THEOREM 6

Rewrite the linear model (55) in the matrix form as y = Ax, where A denotes the DCT matrix. Assume the

parameter of uniform dithering λ is chosen similar to (103). According to (104), we obtain

E_τ { d^{(ℓ)}_j } = λ 2 + |⟨a_j , x⟩|^2 2λ . (112)

Based on our model (55), a simple calculation shows that E { a_j a^H_j } =^1_2 I for all j ∈ [n], where the expected value

is taken over the randomness of the frequencies ω_k. This result implies that E { d^{(ℓ)}_j } = λ 2 + ‖x‖^2 4λ . (113)

In the following lemma, we present the Hoeffding’s inequality for bounded random variables:

Lemma 11. [53, Theroem 2.2.5] Let {X_i}^n_{i=1} be independent, bounded random variables satisfying X_i ∈ [a_i, b_i],

then for any t > 0 it holds that Pr (| | | | 1 n n∑ i=1 (X_i − E {X_i}) | | | | | ≥ t ) ≤ 2e^− 2n2 t2 ∑n i=1(b_i −a_i)^2 . (114)

Notice that for each random variable d^{(ℓ)}_j , we have d^{(ℓ)}_j ≥ 0 and

d^{(ℓ)}_j = | | |⟨aj , x⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j | | | ≤ |⟨aj , x⟩| + | | |τ^{(ℓ)}_j | | | ≤ 2λ, (115)

where in the last inequality, we have utilized the assumption in (103). Following Lemma 11, we can write Pr (| | | | T_{ave} (x) − λ 2 − ‖x‖^2 4λ | | | | | ≥ ϵ ) ≤ 2e^{− ϵ2 m′}2λ^2 . (116)

Similar to the proof of Theorem 3, by considering the supremum over all x ∈ K, we have Pr ( sup_{x∈K} | | | |Tave (x) − λ 2 − ‖x‖^2 4λ | | | | ≥ ϵ ) ≤ 2e^{− ϵ2 m′}2λ^{2 +H(K,ρ)}. (117)

Based on the Sudakov’s inequality, setting H(K, ρ) ≲^{γ2(K)}_{ρ2} ≲^{ϵ2m′}_{4λ2} completes the proof.

APPENDIX F

PROOF OF THEOREM 7

Rewrite the average of distances T_{ave} in (43) as

T_{ave}(x) = 1 mn m∑ ℓ=1 ∑ j∈I | |⟨aj , x⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j | | + 1 mn m∑ ℓ=1 | |⟨aj′ , x⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j′ | | . (118)

Under the assumption in (57), we can utilize the result obtained in (105) and write E {| |⟨aj , x⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j | | | } = λ 2 + ‖x‖^2 2λ , (119)

for all j ∈ I. For simplicity of notation, let τ^{(ℓ)}_j′ = τ_j′_{,ℓ} and f_j′ = ⟨a_j′ , x⟩. Define d^{(ℓ)}_j′ = |f_j′ − τ_j′_{,ℓ}|. Under the assumption in (57), we can write

E_τ { d^{(ℓ)}_j′ } = 1 2λ ∫_λ −λ |f_j′ − τ_j′_{,ℓ}| dτ_j′_{,ℓ} = 1 2λ ∫_λ −λ (f_j′ − τ_j′_{,ℓ}) dτ_j′_{,ℓ} = f_j′ , (120)

where taking the expectation with respect to the randomness of a_j′ leads to E { d^{(ℓ)}_j′ } = μ^′. As a result, we have

E {T_{ave}(x)} = |I| n ( λ 2 + ‖x‖^2 2λ ) + μ^′ n = n − 1 n ( λ 2 + ‖x‖^2 2λ ) + μ^′ n . (121)

The rest of the proof follows directly from the proof of Theorem 3. The only difference lies in the failure probability,

now given by 2e −^{cϵ2m′} 2 ( K′ + λ√ log(2) )2 instead of 2e −^{cϵ2 m′} 2 ( K+ λ√ log(2) )2 , since we have assumed K^′ > K.

APPENDIX G PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2

Define z =^1_2 (x + x̄). Then, we can write

⟨a_j , z⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j = 1 2 ( ⟨a_j , x⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j + ⟨a_j , x̄⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j ) . (122)

Following the consistent reconstruction property in Definition 1, we have | |⟨aj , z⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j | | = 1 2 (| |⟨aj , x⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j | | + | |⟨aj , x̄⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j | | ) . (123)

Taking average over all j ∈ [n], ℓ ∈ [m] leads to

T_{ave}(z) = 1 2 (T_{ave}(x) + T_{ave}(x̄)) . (124)

Based on Theorem 3, if m^′ ≳^{γ2(K)}_{ρ2 ϵ2} is met, then with a failure probability at most 2e −^{cϵ2m′} 2 ( K+ λ√ log(2) )2 , we have

‖z‖^2 2λ ≥ T_{ave}(z) − λ 2 − ϵ. (125)

Combining the results of (124) and (125) leads to ‖z‖^2 2λ ≥ 1 2 (T_{ave}(x) + T_{ave}(x̄)) − λ 2 − ϵ ≥ 1 2 ( λ 2 + ‖x‖^2 2λ − ϵ + λ 2 + ‖x̄‖^2 2λ − ϵ ) − λ 2 − ϵ = 1 4λ ( ‖x‖^2+‖x̄‖^2 ) − 2ϵ. (126)

Based on the definition of z, we can rewrite (126) in terms of x and x̄ as follows

‖x + x̄‖^2≥ 2 ( ‖x‖^2+‖x̄‖^2 ) − 16ϵλ. (127)

By the parallelogram law, we conclude that

‖x − x̄‖^2= 2 ( ‖x‖^2+‖x̄‖^2 ) − ‖x + x̄‖^2, (128)

which together with (127) results in

‖x − x̄‖_2≤ 4 √ ϵλ. (129) APPENDIX H

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3

Define z =^1_2 (x + x̄). Then, we can write

⟨a_j , z⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j = 1 2 ( ⟨a_j , x⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j + ⟨a_j , x̄⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j ) . (130)

Define the set G such that sgn ( ⟨a_j , x⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j ) ≠ sgn ( ⟨a_j , x̄⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j ) , (j, ℓ) ∈ G. (131) For all (j, ℓ) ∈ [n] × [m] \ G, we have | |⟨a_j , z⟩ − τ (ℓ)_j | | = 1 2 (| |⟨aj , x⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j | | + | |⟨a_j , x̄⟩ − τ (ℓ)_j | |) , (132) due to the consistent reconstruction property. It can be simply verified that for all (j, ℓ) ∈ G, we have | | |⟨aj , z⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j | | | = 1 2 (| |⟨aj , x⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j | | | + | | |⟨aj , x̄⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j | | | ) − min (| |⟨aj , x⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j | | | , | | |⟨aj , x̄⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j | | | ) . (133)

Taking average over all j ∈ [n], ℓ ∈ [m] leads to

T_{ave}(z) = 1 2 (T_{ave}(x) + T_{ave}(x̄)) − R, (134)

where R = 1 mn ∑ (j,ℓ)∈G β_{j,ℓ}, (135)

with β_{j,ℓ} = min (| |⟨aj , x⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j | | | , | | |⟨aj , x̄⟩ − τ^{(ℓ)}_j | | | ) . Based on Theorem 3, if m^′ ≳^{γ2(K)}_{ρ2 ϵ2} is met, then with a failure

probability at most 2e −^{cϵ2 m′} 2 ( K+ λ√ log(2) )2 , we have

‖z‖^2 2λ ≥ T_{ave}(z) − λ 2 − ϵ, (136)

which together with (134) results in

‖z‖^2 2λ ≥ 1 2 (T_{ave}(x) + T_{ave}(x̄)) − R − λ 2 − ϵ ≥ 1 2 ( λ 2 + ‖x‖^2 2λ − ϵ + λ 2 + ‖x̄‖^2 2λ − ϵ ) − R − λ 2 − ϵ = 1 4λ ( ‖x‖^2+‖x̄‖^2 ) − R − 2ϵ. (137)

Based on the definition of z and by the parallelogram law, we can write

‖x − x̄‖^2≤ 8λR + 16ϵλ. (138)

According to Theorem 3, with a failure probability at most 2e −^{cϵ2 m′} 2 ( K+ λ√ log(2) )2 , the value of R is bounded as R ≤ |G| mn ( λ 2 + 1 2λ ) , (139)

which together with (138) completes the proof.

APPENDIX I PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4

Define z =^1_2 (x + x̄). Similar to the proof of Proposition 2, due to the consistency assumption, we can write

T_{ave}(z) = 1 2 (T_{ave}(x) + T_{ave}(x̄)) . (140)

Denote y = Ax, ȳ = Ax̄, and y_z = Az. With the assumption in (57), we have DR_y, DR_ȳ ≥ λ which leads to

DR_{yz} ≥ λ. Based on Theorem 7, if m^′ ≳^{γ2(K)}_{ρ2 ϵ2} is met, then with a failure probability at most 2e −^{cϵ2m′} 2 ( K′ + λ√ log(2) )2 , we have (n − 1) n ‖z‖^2 2λ ≥ T_{ave}(z) −

(n − 1) n λ 2 − 1 n μ^′_z − ϵ, (141)

where μ^′_z = E {⟨a_j′ , z⟩}. Combining the results of (140) and (141) leads to

(n − 1) n ‖z‖^2 2λ ≥ 1 2 (T_{ave}(x) + T_{ave}(x̄)) −

(n − 1) n λ 2 − 1 n μ^′_z − ϵ ≥ 1 2 ( (n − 1) n λ + (n − 1) 2λn ( ‖x‖^2+‖x̄‖^2 ) + 1 n (μ^′_x + μ^′_{x̄}) − 2ϵ ) − (n − 1) n λ 2 − 1 n μ^′_z − ϵ, (142)

where μ^′_x = E {⟨a_j′ , x⟩} and μ^′_{x̄} = E {⟨a_j′ , x̄⟩}. Based on the definition of z, we can write μ^′_z =^1_2 (μ^′_x + μ^′_{x̄}). Combining this result with (142) leads to

‖x + x̄‖^2≥ 2 ( ‖x‖^2+‖x̄‖^2 ) − 16ϵλ ( n n − 1 ) , (143)

where the parallelogram law implies

‖x − x̄‖_2≤ 4 √ ϵλ ( n n − 1 ) . (144)

APPENDIX J PROOF OF THEOREM 8

Assume that {σ_{iP}} and {σ_{iA}} denote the singular values of the matrices P and A, respectively. To obtain the singular values of P, the matrix W = P^⊤P is computed as

W = P^⊤P = [ A^⊤Ω^{(1)} · · · A^⊤Ω^{(m)} ] [ A^⊤Ω^{(1)} · · · A^⊤Ω^{(m)} ]_⊤

= A^⊤Ω^{(1)}Ω^{(1)}A + · · · + A^⊤Ω^{(m)}Ω^{(m)}A

= mA^⊤IA = mA^⊤A,

(145) which means that the singular values of P are {σ_{iP}} = √ m {σ_{iA}}. Also, the Frobenius norm of P is obtained as

‖P‖^2_F= Tr ( P^⊤P ) = Tr ( mA^⊤A ) = m‖A‖^2_F. (146)

Plugging in (145) and (146) in the definition of the scaled condition number provided in Section II-B, one can

conclude that κ (P) = κ (A).

APPENDIX K

CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS OF ST-ORKA, SVP-ORKA, AND HT-ORKA

In this section, we derive the convergence rates of ST-ORKA, SVP-ORKA, and HT-ORKA.

A. Convergence Analysis for ST-ORKA

As discussed in [49], if Ω_c is a closed and convex set in any Hilbert space H, then the projection operator

P : H → Ω_c is non-expansive, i.e., for any vectors x_1, x_2 ∈ H, ‖P (x_1) − P (x_2)‖_2 ≤ ‖x_1 − x_2‖_2. Due to the fact

that the ST operator projects the signal to ‖x‖_1 ≤ ϵ which is a closed and convex set, we can write that for any

vectors x_1, x_2 ∈ H, ‖S_κ(x_1) − S_κ(x_2)‖_2 ≤ ‖x_1 − x_2‖_2.

Define e_i = x_i − ^x, t^{(ℓ)}_j = r^{(ℓ)}_j τ^{(ℓ)}_j and p^{(ℓ)}_j = r^{(ℓ)}_j a_j , we derive the convergence rate of ST-ORKA as

‖e_{i+1}‖^2 = ‖S_κ (z_{i+1}) − S_κ (^x)‖^2

≤ ‖z_{i+1} − ^x‖^2

= ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ e_i + ( t^{(ℓ)}_j − ⟨p^{(ℓ)}_j , x_i⟩

)_+ ‖ ‖ ‖p^{(ℓ)}_j ‖ ‖ ‖^2 p^{(ℓ)}_j ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

2

= ‖e_i‖^2 + (( t^{(ℓ)}_j − ⟨p^{(ℓ)}_j , x_i⟩

)_+)2 ‖ ‖p(ℓ)_j ‖ ‖^2 2 + 2 ( t^{(ℓ)}_j − ⟨p^{(ℓ)}_j , x_i⟩

)_+

⟨p^{(ℓ)}_j , e_i⟩ ‖ ‖p(ℓ)_j ‖ ‖^2 2 .

(147)

Since ⟨p^{(ℓ)}_j , ^x⟩ ≥ t^{(ℓ)}_j , we have ⟨p^{(ℓ)}_j , e_i⟩ = ⟨p^{(ℓ)}_j , x_i − ^x⟩ ≤ ⟨p^{(ℓ)}_j , x_i⟩ − t^{(ℓ)}_j . Therefore, one can rewrite (147) as

‖e_{i+1}‖^2 ≤ ‖e_i‖^2 + (( t^{(ℓ)}_j − ⟨p^{(ℓ)}_j , x_i⟩

)_+)2 ‖ ‖ ‖p^{(ℓ)}_j ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + 2 ( t^{(ℓ)}_j − ⟨p^{(ℓ)}_j , x_i⟩

)_+

⟨p^{(ℓ)}_j , e_i⟩ ‖ ‖ ‖p^{(ℓ)}_j ‖ ‖ ‖^2

≤ ‖e_i‖^2 + (( t^{(ℓ)}_j − ⟨p^{(ℓ)}_j , x_i⟩

)_+)2 ‖ ‖ ‖p^{(ℓ)}_j ‖ ‖ ‖^2 − 2 ( t^{(ℓ)}_j − ⟨p^{(ℓ)}_j , x_i⟩

)_+ ( t^{(ℓ)}_j − ⟨p^{(ℓ)}_j , x_i⟩ ) ‖ ‖ ‖p^{(ℓ)}_j ‖ ‖ ‖^2

= ‖e_i‖^2 − (( t^{(ℓ)}_j − ⟨p^{(ℓ)}_j , x_i⟩

)_+)2 ‖ ‖p^{(ℓ)}_j ‖ ‖^2 .

(148)

Define t = [ t^⊤_1 · · · t^⊤_m ]_⊤ , where t_ℓ = [ t^{(ℓ)}_j ]_n j=1 for ℓ ∈ [m]. Taking the expectation from both sides of (148) results in E { ‖e_{i+1}‖^2 } ≤ ‖e_i‖^2 − m^′∑

j,ℓ=1

‖ ‖ ‖p^{(ℓ)}_j ‖ ‖ ‖^2 ‖P‖^2_F

(( t^{(ℓ)}_j − ⟨p^{(ℓ)}_j , x_i⟩

)_+)2 ‖ ‖ ‖p^{(ℓ)}_j ‖ ‖ ‖^2

= ‖e_i‖^2 − ‖ ‖ ‖(t − Pxi)^+ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 ‖P‖^2_F . (149)

Based on the Hoffman bound [21, Theorem 4.2], we have ‖e_i‖^2 ≤ L_1 ‖ ‖ ‖(t − Pxi)^+ ‖ ‖ ‖^2, where L1 = 1/σ^2_{min} (P).

Combining this result with (149) leads to E { ‖e_{i+1}‖^2 } ≤ ( 1 − σ^2_{min} (P) ‖P‖^2_F ) ‖e_i‖^2 = ( 1 − 1 κ^2 (P) ) ‖e_i‖^2 .

(150)

According to Theorem 8, we know κ (A) = κ (P). Thus, after i iterations we have E { ‖e_{i+1}‖^2 } ≤ ( 1 − 1 κ^2 (A) )_i ‖e_0‖^2 . (151)

It is evident that the rest of the proof follows the same logic as the proof of Proposition 5. Note that the convergence rate (151) can be derived for any operator follows P : H → Ω_c. This underscores the versatility of the algorithm and its ability to accommodate various types of operators.

B. Convergence Analysis for SVP-ORKA

To prove the convergence of SVP-ORKA, consider an operator function G_f applied to a matrix X with rank r^′ as follows:

G_f (X) = r^′∑

k=1 f (σ_k) u_kv^H_k , (152)

where {σ_k, u_k, v_k}^{r′}_{k=1} are singular values of X and its corresponding singular vectors, and f is a L-Lipschitz continuous projector function. As comprehensively discussed [54, Theorem 4.2], the following relation holds for two matrices X_1 and X_2 belonging to the Hilbert space H:

‖G_f (X_1) − G_f (X_2)‖_F ≤ L ‖X_1 − X_2‖_F . (153)

In SVP-ORKA, f is an operator which only chooses the r-largest singular values. It is straightforward to verify that such f satisfies (153) with L = 1. Therefore, one can conclude

‖P_r (X_1) − P_r (X_2)‖_F ≤ ‖X_1 − X_2‖_F , ∀X_1, X_2 ∈ H. (154)

Since ‖X_1 − X_2‖_F = ‖vec (X_1) − vec (X_2)‖_2, the convergence proof of SVP-ORKA is identical to that of ST- ORKA from this point forward. It is worth noting that using the SVT operator instead of SVP can lead to the same convergence proof for finding the solution in P^{(M)}_1 . This is because in SVT operator, the function f(·) is f(x) = (x − τ)^+, where τ is a predefined threshold. As discussed for the ST operator in Appendix K-A, this function also satisfies the Lipschitz continuity.

C. Convergence Analysis for HT-ORKA

Define e_i = x_i − ^x, t^{(ℓ)}_j = r^{(ℓ)}_j τ^{(ℓ)}_j , and p^{(ℓ)}_j = r^{(ℓ)}_j a_j . Since T_s(·) is an operator that selects the best s-sparse approximation of the solution at each iteration, we can determine the convergence rate of HT-ORKA as follows: ‖e_{i+1}‖_2 = ‖T_s (z_{i+1}) − ^x‖_2 ≤ ‖T_s (z_{i+1}) − ^x‖_2 + ‖z_{i+1} − ^x‖_2 ≤ 2 ‖z_{i+1} − ^x‖_2 .

(155)

As presented earlier, the term ‖z_{i+1} − ^x‖^2 can be bounded as

‖z_{i+1} − ^x‖^2 ≤ ‖e_i‖^2 − (( t^{(ℓ)}_j − ⟨p^{(ℓ)}_j , x_i⟩

)_+)2 ‖ ‖ ‖p^{(ℓ)}_j ‖ ‖ ‖^2

, (156)

and E { ‖z_{i+1} − ^x‖^2 } ≤ ‖e_i‖^2 − ‖ ‖(t − Pxi)^+ ‖ ‖^2 ‖P‖^2_F

. (157)

According to the Hoffman bound [21, Theorem 4.2] and (155), we have

E {‖e_{i+1}‖_2} ≤ 2 ( 1 − 1 κ^2 (A) ) i_2 ‖e_0‖_2 . (158)

It is straightforward to verify that a similar roadmap to the proof of Proposition 5 may be followed.

REFERENCES

[1] E. J. Candes, Y. C. Eldar, T. Strohmer, and V. Voroninski, “Phase retrieval via matrix completion,” SIAM review, vol. 57, no. 2, pp.

225–251, 2015.

[2] M. A. Davenport and J. Romberg, “An overview of low-rank matrix recovery from incomplete observations,” IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in Signal Processing, vol. 10, no. 4, pp. 608–622, 2016.

[3] E.J. Candes and Y. Plan, “Tight oracle inequalities for low-rank matrix recovery from a minimal number of noisy random measurements,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 57, no. 4, pp. 2342–2359, 2011.

[4] B. Recht, W. Xu, and B. Hassibi, “Null space conditions and thresholds for rank minimization,” Mathematical programming, vol. 127, no. 1, pp. 175–202, 2011.

[5] E.J. Candès, J. Romberg, and T. Tao, “Robust uncertainty principles: Exact signal reconstruction from highly incomplete frequency information,” IEEE Transactions on information theory, vol. 52, no. 2, pp. 489–509, 2006.

[6] P. T. Boufounos, L. Jacques, F. Krahmer, and R. Saab, “Quantization and compressive sensing,” in Compressed Sensing and its Applications:

MATHEON Workshop 2013. Springer, 2015, pp. 193–237.

[7] A. Eamaz, F. Yeganegi, and M. Soltanalian, “Modified arcsine law for one-bit sampled stationary signals with time-varying thresholds,” in ICASSP 2021-2021 IEEE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing (ICASSP). IEEE, 2021, pp. 5459–5463.

[8] E. J. Candes, T. Strohmer, and V. Voroninski, “PhaseLift: Exact and stable signal recovery from magnitude measurements via convex programming,” Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics, vol. 66, no. 8, pp. 1241–1274, 2013.

[9] A. Eamaz, F. Yeganegi, and M. Soltanalian, “One-bit phase retrieval: More samples means less complexity?,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 70, pp. 4618–4632, 2022.

[10] A. Mezghani and A. L. Swindlehurst, “Blind estimation of sparse broadband massive MIMO channels with ideal and one-bit ADCs,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 66, no. 11, pp. 2972–2983, 2018.

[11] K. Knudson, R. Saab, and R. Ward, “One-bit compressive sensing with norm estimation,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol.

62, no. 5, pp. 2748–2758, 2016.

[12] O. Dabeer and A. Karnik, “Signal parameter estimation using 1-bit dithered quantization,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 52, no. 12, pp. 5389–5405, 2006.

[13] P. Carbone, “Quantitative criteria for the design of dither-based quantizing systems,” IEEE Transactions on Instrumentation and Measurement, vol. 46, no. 3, pp. 656–659, 1997.

[14] I.S. Robinson, J. Toplicar, and J.G. Heston, “Analog to digital conversion using differential dither,” May 21 2019, US Patent 10,298,256. [15] A. Eamaz, F. Yeganegi, and M. Soltanalian, “Covariance recovery for one-bit sampled stationary signals with time-varying sampling thresholds,” Signal Processing, vol. 206, pp. 108899, 2023.

[16] A. Eamaz, F. Yeganegi, and M. Soltanalian, “Covariance recovery for one-bit sampled non-stationary signals with time-varying sampling thresholds,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 70, pp. 5222–5236, 2022.

[17] S. Dirksen, J. Maly, and H. Rauhut, “Covariance estimation under one-bit quantization,” The Annals of Statistics, vol. 50, no. 6, pp.

3538–3562, 2022.

[18] A. Eamaz, K. V. Mishra, F. Yeganegi, and M. Soltanalian, “UNO: Unlimited sampling meets one-bit quantization,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2301.10155, 2022.

[19] P. Martinsson and J.A. Tropp, “Randomized numerical linear algebra: Foundations and algorithms,” Acta Numerica, vol. 29, pp. 403–572, 2020.

[20] T. Strohmer and R. Vershynin, “A randomized Kaczmarz algorithm with exponential convergence,” Journal of Fourier Analysis and Applications, vol. 15, no. 2, pp. 262–278, 2009.

[21] D. Leventhal and A. S. Lewis, “Randomized methods for linear constraints: convergence rates and conditioning,” Mathematics of Operations Research, vol. 35, no. 3, pp. 641–654, 2010.

[22] A. Ma, D. Needell, and A. Ramdas, “Convergence properties of the randomized extended Gauss-Seidel and Kaczmarz methods,” SIAM Journal on Matrix Analysis and Applications, vol. 36, no. 4, pp. 1590–1604, 2015.

[23] S. Kaczmarz, “Angenäherte auflösung von systemen linearer gleichungen,” Bulletin International de l’Académie Polonaise des Sciences et des Lettres, vol. 35, pp. 355–357, 1937, in German; English translation by Jason Stockmann: “Approximate solution of systems of linear equations”.

[24] D. Needell and J.A. Tropp, “Paved with good intentions: Analysis of a randomized block Kaczmarz method,” Linear Algebra and its Applications, vol. 441, pp. 199–221, 2014.

[25] J. De Loera, J. Haddock, and D. Needell, “A sampling Kaczmarz–Motzkin algorithm for linear feasibility,” SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing, vol. 39, no. 5, pp. S66–S87, 2017.

[26] S. Foucart and R. G Lynch, “Recovering low-rank matrices from binary measurements,” Inverse Problems & Imaging, vol. 13, no. 4, 2019.

[27] P. T. Boufounos and R.G. Baraniuk, “1-bit compressive sensing,” in 2008 42nd Annual Conference on Information Sciences and Systems.

IEEE, 2008, pp. 16–21.

[28] L. Jacques, J.N. Laska, P.T. Boufounos, and R.G. Baraniuk, “Robust 1-bit compressive sensing via binary stable embeddings of sparse vectors,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 59, no. 4, pp. 2082–2102, 2013.

[29] Y. Plan and R. Vershynin, “One-bit compressed sensing by linear programming,” Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics, vol. 66, no. 8, pp. 1275–1297, 2013.

[30] L. Jacques, K. Degraux, and C. De Vleeschouwer, “Quantized iterative hard thresholding: Bridging 1-bit and high-resolution quantized compressed sensing,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1305.1786, 2013.

[31] M.P. Friedlander, H. Jeong, Y. Plan, and Ö. Yılmaz, “NBIHT: An efficient algorithm for 1-bit compressed sensing with optimal error decay rate,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 68, no. 2, pp. 1157–1177, 2021.

[32] A. Ai, A.and Lapanowski, Y. Plan, and R. Vershynin, “One-bit compressed sensing with non-Gaussian measurements,” Linear Algebra and its Applications, vol. 441, pp. 222–239, 2014.

[33] D. Liu, S. Li, and Y. Shen, “One-bit compressive sensing with projected subgradient method under sparsity constraints,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 65, no. 10, pp. 6650–6663, 2019.

[34] Y. Plan and R. Vershynin, “Dimension reduction by random hyperplane tessellations,” Discrete & Computational Geometry, vol. 51, no.

2, pp. 438–461, 2014.

[35] S. Oymak and B. Recht, “Near-optimal bounds for binary embeddings of arbitrary sets,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1512.04433, 2015. [36] R.G. Baraniuk, S. Foucart, D. Needell, Y. Plan, and M. Wootters, “Exponential decay of reconstruction error from binary measurements of sparse signals,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 63, no. 6, pp. 3368–3385, 2017.

[37] C. Xu and L. Jacques, “Quantized compressive sensing with RIP matrices: The benefit of dithering,” Information and Inference: A Journal of the IMA, vol. 9, no. 3, pp. 543–586, 2020.

[38] L. Jacques, “Small width, low distortions: quantized random embeddings of low-complexity sets,” IEEE Transactions on information theory, vol. 63, no. 9, pp. 5477–5495, 2017.

[39] M. Dereziński and E. Rebrova, “Sharp analysis of sketch-and-project methods via a connection to randomized singular value decomposition,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2208.09585, 2022.

[40] C. Thrampoulidis and A. S. Rawat, “The generalized LASSO for sub-Gaussian measurements with dithered quantization,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 66, no. 4, pp. 2487–2500, 2020.

[41] S. Dirksen, S. Mendelson, and A. Stollenwerk, “Sharp estimates on random hyperplane tessellations,” SIAM Journal on Mathematics of Data Science, vol. 4, no. 4, pp. 1396–1419, 2022.

[42] A. N. Kolmogorov and V. M. Tikhomirov, “ε-entropy and ε-capacity of sets in function spaces,” Uspekhi Matematicheskikh Nauk, vol.

14, no. 2, pp. 3–86, 1959.

[43] V. Rokhlin and M. Tygert, “A fast randomized algorithm for overdetermined linear least-squares regression,” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, vol. 105, no. 36, pp. 13212–13217, 2008.

[44] D.P Woodruff, “Sketching as a tool for numerical linear algebra,” Foundations and Trends® in Theoretical Computer Science, vol. 10, no. 1–2, pp. 1–157, 2014.

[45] D. Needell, “Randomized Kaczmarz solver for noisy linear systems,” BIT Numerical Mathematics, vol. 50, pp. 395–403, 2010. [46] M. Huang and Y. Wang, “Linear convergence of randomized Kaczmarz method for solving complex-valued phaseless equations,” SIAM Journal on Imaging Sciences, vol. 15, no. 2, pp. 989–1016, 2022.

[47] J. Cai, E.J. Candès, and Z. Shen, “A singular value thresholding algorithm for matrix completion,” SIAM Journal on optimization, vol.

20, no. 4, pp. 1956–1982, 2010.

[48] Y. Chi, Y.M. Lu, and Y. Chen, “Nonconvex optimization meets low-rank matrix factorization: An overview,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 67, no. 20, pp. 5239–5269, 2019.

[49] R. Escalante and M. Raydan, Alternating projection methods, SIAM, 2011.

[50] E. Lybrand, A. Ma, and R. Saab, “On the number of faces and radii of cells induced by gaussian spherical tessellations,” Applied and Computational Harmonic Analysis, vol. 56, pp. 176–188, 2022.

[51] L. Jacques and V. Cambareri, “Time for dithering: fast and quantized random embeddings via the restricted isometry property,” Information and Inference: A Journal of the IMA, vol. 6, no. 4, pp. 441–476, 2017.

[52] E. Rebrova and D. Needell, “On block Gaussian sketching for the Kaczmarz method,” Numerical Algorithms, vol. 86, pp. 443–473, 2021. [53] R. Vershynin, High-dimensional probability: An introduction with applications in data science, vol. 47, Cambridge university press, 2018. [54] F. Andersson, M. Carlsson, and K.M. Perfekt, “Operator-Lipschitz estimates for the singular value functional calculus,” Proceedings of the American Mathematical Society, vol. 144, no. 5, pp. 1867–1875, 2016.