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Distilled Sensing: Adaptive Sampling for

Sparse Detection and Estimation

Jarvis Haupt, Rui Castro, and Robert Nowak

Abstract

Adaptive sampling results in dramatic improvements in theovery of sparse signals in white Gaussian noise.
A sequential adaptive sampling-and-refinement procedallectDistilled Sensing(DS) is proposed and analyzed.
DS is a form of multi-stage experimental design and testBerause of the adaptive nature of the data collection,
DS can detect and localize far weaker signals than posgibie hon-adaptive measurements. In particular, reliable
detection and localization (support estimation) using-adaptive samples is possible only if the signal amplitudes
grow logarithmically with the problem dimension. Here itssown that using adaptive sampling, reliable detection
is possible provided the amplitude exceeds a constant, aoadidation is possible when the amplitude exceeds any
arbitrarily slowly growing function of the dimension.

I. INTRODUCTION

In high dimensional multiple hypothesis testing problems &im is to identify the subset of the hypotheses
that differ from the null distribution, or simply to decideane or more of the hypotheses do not follow the null.
There is now a well developed theory and methodology for phagblem, and the fundamental limitations in the
high dimensional setting are quite clear. However, mositeg treatments of the problem assume a non-adaptive
measurement process. The question of how the limitatioghtdiffer under a more flexible, sequential adaptive
measurement process has not been addressed. This papsrtbhbthis additional flexibility can yield surprising
and dramatic performance gains.

For concreteness let= (z1,...,x,) € RP be an unknown sparse vector, such that most (or all) of itpcorants
x,; are equal to zero. The locations of the non-zero componeatsditrary. This vector is observed in additive

white Gaussian noise and we consider two problems:
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Localization Infer the locations of the few non-zero components.

Detection Decide whether is the all-zero vector.

Given a single, non-adaptive noisy measurement,a common approach entails coordinate-wise thresholding o
the observed data at a given level, identifying the number lanations of entries for which the corresponding
observation exceeds the threshold. In such settings thersharp asymptotic thresholds that the magnitude of the
non-zero components must exceed in order for the signal todadizable and/or detectable. Such characterizations
have been given in various contexts lin [L]-[3] for the lozatfion problem and[4]=[6] for the detection problem.
A more thorough review of these sorts of characterizatisngiven in Sectiofi]l.

In this paper we investigate these problems under a morebllexmeasurement process. Suppose we are able
to sequentially collect multiple noisy measurements ohezmmponent ofr, and that the data so obtained can be
modeled as

1/2

Yi,j :$Z+’YZ_,7 wm—,izl,...,p, _]:1,,I€ (1)

In the above a total ok measurement steps is takgnindexes the measurement step,; RN N(0,1) are zero-
mean Gaussian random variables with unit variance,and> 0 quantifies the precision of each measurement.
When v; ; = 0 we adopt the convention that componeptwas not observed at stegp The crucial feature of
this model is that it does not preclude sequentially adaptieasurements, where thg; can depend on past
observations{y; ¢ }ic(1,... p},e<;-

In practice, the precision for a measurement at locatiahstepj may be controlled, for example, by collecting
multiple independent samples and averaging to reduce feetigé observation noise, the result of which would be
an observation described by the modeél (1). In this case, ahanpeterg; ;} can be thought of as proportional to
the number of samples collected at locatioat step;j. For exposure-based sampling modalities common in many
imaging scenarios, the precision parametgeys;} can be interpreted as being proportional to the length oé tim
for which the component at locatianis observed at step.

In order to make fair comparisons to non-adaptive measureprecesses, the total precision budget is limited
in the following way. LetR(p) be an increasing function g¢f, the dimension of the problem (that is, the number

of hypotheses under scrutiny). The precision parameters} are required to satisfy

k
>3 i < R). 2

j=1i=1
For example, the usual non-adaptive, single measuremedelnoorresponds to taking(p) = p, k£ = 1, and
via = 1fori =1,...,p. This baseline can be compared with adaptive proceduresbpikgR(p) = p, but
allowing k£ > 1 and variableq~; ;} satisfying [2).

The multiple measurement procegs (1) is applicable in matgrésting and relevant scenarios. For example in
gene association and expression studies, two-stage ap@®are gaining popularity (s€€ [7]-[9] and references
therein): in the first stage a large number of genes is ihjittakted to identify a promising subset of them, and in the

second-stage these promising genes are subject to fuetsterg. Such ideas have been extended to multiple-stage



approaches; see, for examgle][10]. Similar two-stage amhres have also been examined in the signal processing
literature—see [11]. More broadly, sequential experirakedéesign has been popular in other fields as well, such as
in computer vision where it is known active vision[12], or in machine learning, where it is known astive
learning [13], [14]. These types of procedures can potentially inmdlser areas such as microarray-based studies
and astronomical surveying.

The main contribution of this paper is a theoretical analysat reveals the dramatic gains that can be attained
using such sequential procedures. Our focus here is on @artsequential, adaptive sampling procedure called
Distilled SensingDS). The idea behind DS is simple: use a portion of the pi@tisudget to crudely measure all
components; eliminate a fraction of the components thatapleast promising from further consideration after this
measurement; and iterate this procedure several timeschtsep measuring only components retained after the
previous step. As mentioned above, similar procedures haea proposed in the context of experimental design,
however to the best of our knowledge the quantification ofgserance gains had not been established prior to our
own initial work in [15], [16] and the results establishedtliis paper. In this manuscript we significantly extend our
previous results by providing stronger results for the li@getion problem, and an entirely novel characterization o
the detection problem.

This paper is organized as follows. Following a brief revigthe fundamental limits of non-adaptive sampling for
detection and localization in Sectid I, our main resultattDS can reliably solve the localization and detection
problems for dramatically weaker signals than what is gmasising non-adaptive measurements—is stated in
Section[1ll. A proof of the main result is given in Sectibnl I'8imulation results demonstrating the theory are
provided in Sectiofi V, and conclusions and extensions aeudsed in Sectidn VI. A proof of the threshold for

localization from non-adaptive measurements and sevesdliary lemmas are provided in the appendices.

Il. REVIEW OF NON-ADAPTIVE LOCALIZATION AND DETECTION OF SPARSESIGNALS

In this section we review the known thresholds for local@atand detection from non-adaptive measurements.
As mentioned above, such thresholds have been establislzedhriety of problem settings|[1]2[6]. Here we provide
a concise summary of the main ideas along with supportingfpras needed, to facilitate comparison with our
main results concerning recovery from adaptive measurenveimich appear in the next section.

The non-adaptive measurement model we will consider asdbeline for comparison is as follows. We have a
single observation of in noise:

yi:Ii+wiai:17"'7pa (3)

wherew; b N(0,1). As noted above, this is a special case of our general sgjup ¢thich &k =1 and~; ; = 1
fori=1,...,p. This implies a precision budgét(p) = >%_, ~vi1 = p.
To describe the asymptotic (largé thresholds for localization we need to introduce some timtaDefine the

false-discovery proportiofFDP) andnon-discovery proportiofNDP) as follows.



Definition IIl.1. LetS := {i : x; # 0} denote the signal support set and &t= S(y) denote an estimator a$.
The false-discovery proportion is

- S\S
FDP(S) := ||‘\§| | .

In words, theFDP of S is the ratio of the number of components falsely declaredaszero to the total number

of components declared non-zero. The non-discovery ptigpois

NDP(S) := %

In words, theNDP of S is the ratio of the number of non-zero components missedetouimber of actual non-zero

components.

In this paper we focus in particular on the scenario where: 0 for all i € {1,...,p}. We elaborate on possible

extensions in Sectidnlll. Under this assumption it is quiggural to focus on a specific class of estimatorsSof

Definition 11.2. A coordinate-wise thresholding procedusean estimator of the following form:

§T(y) = {ie{l,...;p}:y; >7>0} ,

where the threshold may depend implicitly on:, or on y itself.

The following result establishes the limits of localizatiosing non-adaptive sampling. A proof is provided in

Appendix[A.

Theorem 11.3. Assumez has p'~#, 3 € (0,1), non-zero components of amplitudérlogp, » > 0, and
measurement modéll(3). There exists a coordinate-wissthlding procedure that yields an estima®r= §(y)
such that ifr > 3, then asp — o,

FORS) & 0, NDPS) & 0,

where & denotes convergence in probability. Moreoveryif< g, then there does not exist a coordinate-wise

thresholding procedure that can guarantee that both questiabove tend t0 asp — oc.

We also refer the reader to recent related workIn [3], whichsidered localization under similar error metrics
as those utilized here. There it was shown, using a randonalsigodel and assuming observations in the form of
noisy independent random (Gaussian) linear combinatibniseoentries ofz, that similar sharp asymptotics hold
for any recovery procedurgl[3, Thm. 5].

Random signal models have also been adopted in the exaamratithe fundamental limits of signal detection
[4]-[6]. In particular, suppose thatis such that its entries; have amplitude:(p) = /2r log p independently with
probability §(p) = p~#, and amplitude zero with probability— 6(p). The problem of signal detection from noisy
observations collected according to the measurement nf@eimounts to a hypothesis test of the form:

Ho : v 9 NO,1),i=1,....p

Hi o: oy S (1 0(p) N0, 1) +0(p) N (p(p), 1), i =1,....p @)



Note that under the alternative hypothesis, the signalpha& non-zero components in expectation. We recall the

following result [4]-[6)].

Theorem I1.4. Consider the hypotheses il (4) where) = +/2rlog p. Define

0, 0<pB<1/2
p(B) = B—1/2, 1/2 < B <3/4

(1-1T=0)?% 3/4<pB<1
If » > p(B), then there exists a test for which the sum of the false alamch miss probabilities tends t0 as
p — oo. Conversely, ifr < p(8), then for any test the sum of the false alarm and miss proiviekitends tol as

p — 00.

It is possible to relate these detection results to the detéstic sparsity model that we consider here, using the
ideas presented in [1L7, Chapter 8].

IIl. MAIN RESULTS. ADAPTIVE LOCALIZATION AND DETECTION OFSPARSESIGNALS

In this section we present the main results of our theoretinalysis of Distilled Sensing (DS). Algorithid 1
describes the DS measurement process. At each step of thesprove retain only the components with non-
negative observations. This means that when the numbermzam components is very small, roughly half of the
components are eliminated from further consideration ah estep. Consequently, if the precision budget allocated
at each step is slightly larger thary2 of that used in the preceding step, then the effective goecief the
measurements made at each step is increasing. In partidufae budget for each step is/2 + ¢ of the budget
at the previous step, for some small constant 0, then the precision of the measured components is incigeasin
exponentially. Therefore, the key is to show that the veryderthresholding ab at each step does not remove a
significant number of the non-zero components. One finalrghten is that because the number of components
measured decreases by a factor of roughlg at each step, the total number of measurements made by DS is
roughly 2p, a modest increase relative to theneasurements made in the non-adaptive setting.

Recall from above that for non-adaptive sampling, reliatd¢ection and localization is only possible provided
the signal amplitude i§2(1/log(p)). In other words, the signal amplitude must exceed a conétiaatt depends on
the sparsity level) timeg/log(p). The following theorem establishes that DS is capable cality and localizing
much weaker sparse signals. For the purposes of our inaéistigiwe assume that the non-zero components are
positive. It is trivial to extend the algorithm and its arg/to handle both positive and negative components
by simply repeating the entire process twice; once as destriand again withy; ; replaced with—y; ; in the

refinement step of Algorithii] 1.

Theorem 1Il.1. Assumer > 0 with p'=#, 8 € (0,1), non-zero components of amplitug¢p), and sequential

measurement model using Distilled Sensing with= k(p) = max{[log,logp],0} + 2, and precision budget



Algorithm 1: Distilled Sensing.

Input:
Number of observation steps;

Resource allocation sequence satisfy]ﬁlﬁ:1 R; < R(p);

Initialize:

Initial index set:I; +— {1,2,...,p};

Distillation:
for j=1to k do
R:/\1; 1€ 1;
Allocate resourcesy; ; = i /1151 j
0 i¢l

/2

_1 .
Observey; j = x; +7,,; “wij, i € I;

Refine:[; 11 «— {i € I; :y;; > 0};
end
Output:

Final index set};

Distilled observationsyy, = {yi : ¢ € I;};

distributed over the measurement steps so E\jﬁt:l R; <p, Rj;1/R; >0 >1/2,and Ry =cip and Ry, = ¢ p

for somecy, ¢, € (0,1). Then the support set estimator constructed using the tutpthe DS algorithm

§DS = {Z €y yik > 2/Ck}
has the following properties:

(i) if u(p) — oo as a function ofp, then asp — oo
3 P 3 P
FDPSps) — 0, NDP(Sps) — 0,

(i) if p(p) > max{\/él/cl, 2 2/ck} (a constant) then

~ 1, ifxz=0
lim Pr(Sps =0) =
p=ee 0, ifz#0

where() is the empty set.



In words, this result states that DS successfully identifiessparse signal support provided only that the signal
amplitude grows (arbitrarily slowly) as a function of theoplem dimensiorp, while reliable signal detection
requires only that the signal amplitude exceed a constamd. résult (ii) is entirely novel, and (i) improves on
our initial result in [16] which required.(p) to grow faster than an arbitrary iteration of the logarithine.(
u(p) ~ loglog...logp). Comparison with the?(y/logp) amplitude required for both tasks using non-adaptive

sampling illustrates the dramatic gains that are achielezligh adaptivity.

IV. ANALYSIS OF DISTILLED SENSING

In this section we prove the main result characterizing #ggomance of Distilled Sensing (DS), Theorem Il.1.

We begin with three lemmas that quantify the finite sampleabieh of DS.
A. Distillation: Reject the Nulls, Retain the Signal
Lemma IV.1. If {y;}™, iriiij\/(o,o—z), o > 0, then for any0 < ¢ < 1/2,

1 1
(5—5)m§ ‘{ie{l,...,m}:yi >0}‘ < (54—5) m,
with probability at leastl — 2 exp (—2me?).

Proof: For any event4, let 1 4 be the indicator taking the valueif A is true and) otherwise. By Hoeffding's

0

u m
> w0~ 5
i=1
Imposing the restrictioa < 1/2 guarantees that the corresponding fractions are bounday fiam zero and one.

inequality, for anys > 0

> ms) < 2exp (—2m52).

Lemma IV.2. Let {y;}/, ir@j\/(u,a?), with ¢ > 0 and i > 20. Definee = u\?ﬂ < 1. Then

(1—6)m§‘{ie{l,?,...,m}:yi>0} <m,

with probability at leastl — exp (— 40"\7/"%).

Proof: We will utilize the following standard bound on the Gaussiaif for Z ~ N(0,1) and~y > 0,
1

1 1
——— (1 - = ) exp(—?/2) < Pr(Z > v) < exp(—~2/2).
\/ﬁ< L) expl-+2/2) < Pr( NS o)
Let ¢ = Pr(y; > 0), then it follows that

2
o p
l-q¢ < ——exp |- .
NG Xp< 202)
Next we use the Binomial tail bound from [18]: for afy< b < E[}_"", 1y,.50}] = mp,

m _ m—b b
pe (S 30 1) = (22) " (22




Note thate > 1 — ¢ (or equivalently,l — ¢ < ¢), so we can apply this result {9 1iy,50y With b= (1 —€)m
1—g¢ em q (1—e)m
€ 1—e¢

M2€m 1 (1—e)m
ex — .
P 202 1—c¢
Now, to establish the stated result, it suffices to show

2 2

1% l1—e 1 1% 1%
_r 1 - < _ _
202 + ( € ) & (1 —e) - deo/ 2 402’

which holds provided: > 20, since0 < e < 1 and (1=<) log( L ) <1 foree(0,1). [

€ 1—e

to obtain

IN

Pr <Z 1501 < (1— 6)m>

i=1

IN

B. The Output of the DS Procedure

Refer to Algorithnil and defing; := |S( [;| andz; := |S°() I,], the number of non-zero and zero components,
respectively, present at the beginning of sfefior j = 1,...,k. Lete > 0, and forj = 1,...,k — 1 define

e = 81+<1/2+5)j_121, (5)
J 27T/L2Rj

The output of the DS procedure is quantified in the followieguit.

Lemma IV.3. Let0 < ¢ < 1/2 and assume thaR; > =5 (s1 + (1/2+¢)"'21), j = 1,....k = L If S| > 0,
then with probability at least

= —S1 Hlj_i(l_eé) -« j—1_2
1- exp — -2 exp (—2z1(1/2 — )™ &%),
> i, > exp (2502974

Hjﬁ;}(l —e)s1 < 55 < sy and (3 —e)j71z1 <z < (%+a)j71z1 for j = 2,...,k. If |S| = 0, then with

probability at least
k—1

1-— 22 exp (—221(1/2 — )P 1e?) |

J=1

(%—E)j7121§2j§ (%+€)j7121 forj:2,...,k.

Proof: The results follow from LemmdsT¥.1 and V.2 and the union hduFirst assume that = |S| > 0.
Let 0'.72- = |IJ|/RJ = (Sj +ZJ)/R7 andEj = M\U/—g—ﬂ_, 7=1,... k.
The argument proceeds by conditioning on the output of afirpefinement steps; in particular, suppose that
(1—€—1)se—1 <sg<sp—1and (3 —¢)z—1 <z < (5 +¢)z—1for £=1,...,j. Then apply Lemm&TIV]1 with

m = z;, LemmaIV2 withm = s; ando® = o7, and the union bound to obtain that with probability at least

HS; 2
1-— eXp| ————— | — 2 exp —2z€ y 6



(1-¢;)s; < sjp1 < sj,and(3 —€) z; < zj41 < (3 + ) z;. Note that the conditiof®; > % (514 (1/2+e)71z)
and the assumptions on prior refinement steps ensurg thal o, which is required for LemmaI\M2. The condition

u > 20; also allows us to simplify probability bounf](6), so that #nent above occurs with probability at least

1—exp <— % ) — 2exp (—2z;¢?).

2427
Next, we can recursively apply the union bound and the boonds andz; above to obtain foj =1,...,k—1
j—1 .
€5 = S1+ (1/2 ;_ 5) oL Z gj = —UJ )
2mpPR; pV2m

with probability at least

k-1 i1 _ . k—1 _
1- Zexp <_81 [, Z)> - Z 2exp (—221(1/2 — )i 1e?) .
j=1 j=1

2v2m
Note that the conditio?; > % (s1+ (1/2+¢)77'2) implies thate; < 1. The first result follows directly. If
s1 =|S| =0, then consider only;, j =1, ..., k. The result follows again by the union bound. Note that fas th
statement the condition oR; is not required. u
Now we examine the condition®; > #i; (s1+(1/2+¢€)7'z), j = 1,...,k more closely. Define: :=

51/[(1/2 + €)¥=12,], in effect condensing several problem-specific paraméters:;, andk) into a single scalar
parameter. Then the conditions &) are satisfied if

421(1/2 J—1
- 21(1/ ;Lg)

R; (c(1/2+ )7 +1).

Sincez; < p, the following condition is sufficient
4p(1/24¢)i 1
 4p(1/2+9)

R .
! 1

(c(1/2+e)"7 +1),

and in particular the more stringent conditidly > will suffice. It is now easy to see that if

4(c+1)p(1/2+e)? !
w2

51 < z1 (e.g., so that < 1), then the sufficient conditions beconig > 3—5’(1/24-5)1*1, j=1,... k. Thus, for

the sparse situations we consider, the precision allodate@ch step must be just slightly greater tHga of the

precision allocated in the previous step. We are now in jposib prove the main theorem.

C. Proof of Theorem IIl.1

Throughout the proof, whenever asymptotic notation ortbnaire used it is always under the assumption that
p — oo, and we use the standard notatif(p) = o(g(p)) to indicate thafim, .., f(p)/g(p) = 0, for f(p) > 0
andg(p) > 0. Also the quantities := k(p), € := e(p) andp := pu(p) are functions op, but we do not denote this
explicitly for ease of notation. We let:= p—'/3 throughout the proof.

We begin by proving part (ii) of the theorem, which is conestrwith detecting the presence or absence of a
sparse signal. Part (i), which pertains to identifying tbeattions of the non-zero components, then follows with a

slight modification.
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Case 1 — Signal absent§ = 0): This is the simplest scenario, but through its analysis wie develop tools
that will be useful when analyzing the case where the sighprésent. Here, we hawg = 0 and z; = p, and the

number of indices retained at the end of the DS procefiiytes equal toz,. Define the event

1 k—1 1 k—1

The second part of Lemnia1V.3 characterizes the probalafitthis event; in particular

Pr(l) > 1— 2kzlexp <—2p (% _ E)jl 52> :

Sincek < log, log p + 3, for large enoughp we get that

k—2
1—2(k—1)exp (—Zp (% - E) €2>
k—
1—2(k—1)exp <—p (%) ’ (1- QE)k_262>
1/3
> 1 - 2(log, logp + 2) exp (-igpu - 0(1))>

where we used LemnfaB.1 to conclude that- 2¢)*=2 =1 — o(1). It is clear thatPr(T") — 1.

Pr(T)

Y

In this case we assume th&t= (), therefore the output of the DS procedure consist$lpf i.i.d. Gaussian

random variables with zero mean and variahke/ Ry, = |Ii|/(cxp). Note that giverl’,

1 k-1 1 /1\F2 .
] < p 54—6 = 53 (14 2¢)

L p
<
< 3 1ng(l +0o(1)) ,

which follows from the fact that > log,logp + 2, and using Lemm&Bl1. With this in hand we conclude that

(with a slight abuse of notation)

Pr(Sos 0| T) = Pr(3ien : vir > V2/cx)
< I Pr (MO, Ikl fexp) > V2 )
= T Pr (N(0,1) > v/20/ITi])
pPr (N(o, 1) > /4logp(l — 0(1)))
pexp (—2logp(1l —o(1)))

— p—l-‘ro(l) N 0 ,

IN

IN

where the last inequality follows from the standard Gaustad bound. This together witRr(I') — 1 immediately
shows that whers = () we havePr(Spg # ) — 0.
Case 2 — Signal present§ # 0): The proof follows the same idea as in the previous case, wdththe argument

is a little more involved. Begin by applying Lemria TV.3 andnstructing an event that occurs with probability
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tending to one. Lef’ be the event

k—1
m 81H(1—6j) < s < 81 )
Jj=1

wheree; is given by equatio{5). Lemnia V.3 characterizes the podity of this event under a condition oR;
that we will now verify. Note that this condition is equivateto € < 1/(8x) for all j =1,...,k — 1. Instead of
showing exactly this we will show a stronger result that Wil quite useful in a later stage of the proof. Recall that
Rit1/R; >6>1/2,j=1,...,k—2,andR;, = c¢1p by the assumptions of the theorem. Thusjfoer 1,... . k—1

i—1
2 < 2 +(z+e) &
7= 26—t Ry

1 S1 5—(_7—1) z1 ( (5 )_(j_l)
2 . +—11 :
2rpter \ p p \5+e

Clearly we have that} < ;—,— < 1/(8) since by assumptiop > /4 /c1. Now consider the casg> 1. Recall

Tp2ey

that k < log, log p 4 3. Therefore if§ > 1, then the terms—U~1) can be upper bounded by 1, otherwise
6707 < 572 < g (omalosrth) — 571 (log p) ™ %2 < 2logp 7

where the last step follows from > 1/2.

Now recall thats; = p'—#, therefore

) 1 B G 5 -(-1
2 ~B5—0i-
G 0= 2m ey po + (% +5>

. , 5 \-G-D
2p— "1 . 8
2mp2cy Pl (% —|—5) ®

Note that, since — 0 asp — oo we have that, fop large enoughd/(1/2 +¢) > (6 + 1/2 + ). Assumep is

large enough so that this is true, then

, 1 , 1 \-UD
< 2p~ " 1 0+ = .
TS e (PPt < "2 +E>

Clearly sincej < k — 1 < log,logp + 2 we have that(§ + 1 + a)f(jfl) = Q(1/(log p)'oe2(>+1/2+9)) and so

the first of the additive terms i ](8) is negligible for large Therefore forp sufficiently large, we have, for all

j=1,... k=1
< ——— 60+ = . 9
G = 2mp2ey ( +2> ©)

Since by assumption > \/4/c;, we conclude that, for a sufficiently large¢? < 1/(87) forall j =1,...,k—1,
and soR; > % (s14 (1/2+¢€)i71z) for j =1,...,k — 1. Thus, applying LemmBIVI3 we have

Pr(T)

k—1 - k—1
> 1 Zlexp <_Sl H;:/izél — 65)) - 2Zexp (—221(1/2 — )77 1e?).

Jj=1
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By a similar argument to that used in Case 1, it is straightéod to show that

k—1
2> exp(—221(1/2—¢) 7€) = 0.

j=1

In addition,

— —s1 [I21 (1~ e)
;exp < i/@

< (k—l)exp<_sln%£_7(r1—ee)>
—si [P (11— —A—(6+1 —(t=1)/2
< (k—l)exp( e ( u\/\;g( +3) ))
s T2 (1— - (54 1) Y2
< (k—l)exp( IHZ_ ( \f/s_;—_ﬂ-('i_Q) ))7

where in the last step we used the fact that \/4/c;. Finally note that from Lemm@gB.2 we know that

where L(d) > 0 hence

_,1-8 o
< (logzlogp+2)exp( p (f/(%+ (1)))
— 0. o

Therefore we conclude that the evdhhappens with probability converging to one.

We now proceed as before, by conditioning on evienThe output of the DS procedure consists of a total of
|| = s + 2z independent Gaussian measurements with varigh¢éRy, wheres; of them have meap and the
remainingz;, have mean zero. We will show that the proposed thresholdiogeplure identifies only true non-zero
components (i.e., correctly rejects all the zero-valuethponents). In other words, with probability tending to
0ne,§Ds = SN I;. For ease of notation, and without loss of generality, asstime y; . ~ N(u, |Ix|/Rx) for

ie{l,...,s} andy;  ~ N(0,|Ix|/Rk) fori € {sp+1,...,|Ix|}. Then

Pr(gDsyéSﬂIk ‘ r)

= Pr D{yzk < \/2/—0k} or [IJ {yi,k > \/2/—0k} r
=1 i=sp+1

IN

sy Pr (N(u, \I]/Ry) < \/2/ck) 4 2 Pr (N(o, L]/ Ry) > \/2/%) .
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Note that conditioned on the eveht(using arguments similar to those in Case 1)

1 k—1
| = sp+zr < 51+21<§+€>

p
2logp

(1+o0(1)) < 21§gp(1+0(1)). (11)

IN

P+
Finally, taking into account that > 2,/2/c;, we conclude that
PI‘(§DS 75 Sﬁ]k’F)

< s Pr (N(O, |Ik|/Rk) < —\/2/C;g) + zp Pr (N(O, |Ik|/Rk) > \/2/0;@)

2p 2p
< s, Pr (J\/(O,l)> m)—i—szr <./\/(O,1)> m)
R »
— |I|P (N(o,1)> IIk|>
< pPr (N(O, 1) > /4logp(l — 0(1)))
< pexp(—2logp(l —o(1)))

— p—l-‘ro(l) N 0 ,

where the last inequality follows from the standard Gaussil bound. This together witfPr(I') — 1, and the
fact that|S N I;| = s = L(4)(1 — o(1))s; is bounded away from zero for large enoygimmediately shows that
Pr(Sps = ) — 0, concluding the proof of part (ii) of the theorem.

Part (i) of the theorem follows from the result proved abasiace if ;. is any positive diverging sequence pn

then a stronger version of Lemrha B.2 applies. In particutzrall [9), and note that LemnjaB.2 implies
k

—1 k-1 1 1\ —-1/2
1-— > l——— [0+ = 1.
1_[1( €) > H ( N ( + 2) ) —

= =1
We have already established that the evéhisnd {§DS # & N I} both hold (simultaneously) with probability

tending to one. Conditionally on these events we have

. 0
FDP(SDS) == 5_ == 0 5

and
NDP(Spg) = L%k —1 - %k ¢,
S1 S1
since from the definition of* we have
k—1
s1 > S, > 81 H(l—eg)—>81
=1

Therefore we conclude that both Flﬁbs) and NDI:(§DS) converge in probability to zero gs— oo, concluding

the proof of the theorem.
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V. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

This section presents numerical experiments with Distilgensing (DS). The results demonstrate that the
asymptotic analysis predicts the performance in finite disi@nal cases quite well. Furthermore, the experiments
suggest useful rules of thumb for implementing DS in practic

There are two input parameters to the DS procedure; the nuofbdistillation steps,k, and the distribution
of precision across the step§R;}*_,. Throughout our simulations we choose= max{[log,logp],0} + 2,
as prescribed in Theorem 1ll.1. For the precision distitmut first recall the discussion following the proof of
LemmdIV3. There it is argued that if the sparsity model ikdva sufficient condition for the precision distribution
is R; > Ri(1/2+¢)~ Y, j=1,...,k with 0 < e < 1/2. In words, the precision allocated to each step must be
greater tharl /2 the precision allocated in the previous step. In practioe,fwd that choosing?;1/R; = 0.75
for j =1,...,k — 2 provides good performance over the full SNR range of inter&lso, from the proof of the
main result (Theorem 1IT11) we see that the threshold foeckidn is inversely proportional to the square root of
the precision allocation in the first and last steps. Thushexe found that allocating equal precision in the first
and last steps is beneficial. The intuition is that the firsp $§ the most crucial in controlling the NDP and the final
step is most crucial in controlling the FDP. Thus, the piiecisllocation used throughout the simulations follows

this simple formula:

R; (0.75Y 'Ry, j=2,...,k—1,

Rk = Rl )

and R; is chosen so thaE;?:l R; =p.

Figure[1 compares the FDP vs. NDP performance of the DS puoeed non-adaptive (single observation)
measurement at several signal-to-noise ratios (SNR)=We consider signals of lenggh= 2'* having,/p = 128
non-zero components with uniform amplitude with locatiai®sen uniformly at random. This choice of signal
dimension corresponds o= 6 observation steps in the DS procedure. The range of FDP-Ni2Pating points is
surveyed by varying the threshold applied to the non-adaptieasurements and the output of the DS procedure for
each of1000 trials, corresponding to different realizations of randpigenerated signal and additive noise. Recall
that largest squared magnitude in a realizatiop bi.d. A(0, 1) variables grows like log p, and in our experiment,
2logp ~ 20. Consequently, when the SNR 20 we see that both DS and non-adaptive measurements are highly
successful, as expected. Another SNR level of intereSt gnce in this case this happens to approximately satisfy
the conditionu = /2/c; = v/2p/R1, which according to the Theorem1l).1 is a critical level fitection using
DS. The simulations show that DS remains highly successftiia level while the non-adaptive results are poor.
Finally, when the SNR= 2, we see that DS still yields useful results. For example, BP = 0.05, the DS
procedure has an average NDP of rougklys (i.e., 20% of the true components are still detected, on average).
This demonstrates the approximaag p extension of the SNR range provided by DS. Note the gap in DE F
values of the DS results (roughly frot75 to 1). The gap arises because the the output of DS has a higher SNR

and is much less sparse than the original signal, and saailyitlarge FDP values cannot be achieved by any



15

SNR=2 SNR=8

e
0.8 {f }i}*:**1§ .

%

%

0.6F ity TN

. 4 o "
Hokt »**ﬁw 34*& ot

o [ w; “*****a&& £
* . e *W«’@ 3
L * Fx
0.4 Ty

0.2¢

02} Tl
e *ﬁ * M’* % . oo
0 : : : : R B T “"@*ﬁﬁ L

NDP
NDP

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
FDP FDP
@) (b)
SNR=14 SNR=20
1 : : : 1 : : :
0.8
0.6

NDP
NDP

Fig. 1. FDP and NDP performance for DS (indicated wijhand non-adaptive sensing (indicated wéthat different SNRs. Smaller values
of FDP and NDP correspond to more accurate recovery (ie,t exgaport recovery occurs when NDP FDP = 0). The results clearly show
that DS outperforms non-adaptive sensing for each SNR e&eami

choice of threshold. Large FDP values are, of course, & lititerest in practice. We also remark on the structured
patterns observed in cases of high NDP and low FDP (in upfeofdigures for SNR= 2 and SNR= 8). The
visually structured ‘curves’ of NDP-FDP pairs arise whee thtal number of discoveries is small, and hence the
FDP values are restricted to certain rational numbers. kamele, if just3 components are discovered, then the
number of false-discoveries can only take the values/3, 2/3, and 1.

Figure[2 compares the performance of non-adaptive senaih¢he DS procedure in terms of the false-discovery
rate (FDR) and the non-discovery rate (NDR), which are trexaye FDP and NDP, respectively. We consider three
different cases, corresponding to signals of length 24,27, and 22°, (the solid, dashed, and dash-dot lines,
respectively) where for each case the number of non-zenak@mponents i$p'/?|. The precision allocation and
number of observation steps are chosen as described aleregi(h- 6 for each of the three cases). For each value

of SNR, 500 independent experiments were performed for DS and nonti@dagampling, and in each, thresholds
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Fig. 2. FDR and NDR vs. SNR comparison. The solid, dashed,dasti-dot lines correspond to signals of lengte= 214,217, and 220,

respectively, having_p1/2j non-zero entries. At each value of SNR and for each method g5 non-adaptive sampling), thresholds were

selected to achieve FDR 0.05. Lower values of NDR correspond to more accurate recovefy;cl@arly outperforms non-adaptive sensing
over the entire SNR range and shows much less dependence sigttal dimensiom.

were selected so that the FDRs were fixed at approximatély The resulting average FDRs and NDRs for each
SNR level are shown. The results show that not only does D&walsignificantly lower NDRs than non-adaptive

sampling over the entire SNR range, its performance alsthishmuch less dependence on the signal dimension
p-

VI. CONCLUDING REMARKS

There has been a tremendous interest in high-dimensiostihgeand detection problems in recent years. A
well-developed theory exists for such problems when usingingle, non-adaptive observation model [1]] [2],
[4]-[6]. However, in practice and theory, multistage adapidesigns have shown promise [7]=[10]. This paper
qguantifies the improvements such methods can achieve. Wged and analyzed a specific multistage design
called Distilled Sensing (DS), and established that DS bk of detecting and localizing much weaker sparse
signals than non-adaptive methods. The main result shaatsattaptivity allows reliable detection and localization
at a signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) that is roughdg p lower than the minimum required by non-adaptive methods,
where p is the problem dimension. To put this in context, suppose isnaterested in screening = 20,000
genes, therog p &~ 10. Thus, the gains can be quite significant in problem sizesadtigal interest, which is why
experimentalists often do employ similar methods.

An additional point worthy of future investigation is thevdéopment of lower bounds, characterizing the minimum
amplitudeu(p) below which signal detection and localization are impdssfbr any sensing procedure (including

adaptive sensing). In general, lower bounds are difficullevise for sequential experimental design settings, with
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a few notable exceptions [19], [20]. Here, our results distlatthat significant improvements are achievable using
adaptivity, although we relegate any general claims ofroglity for adaptive sensing procedures to future work.
There are several possible extensions to DS. One is to cansien sparser signal models, where the number
of nonzero entries is significantly smaller thahr? for 3 € (0,1), as considered here. In particular, the same
asymptotic results stated here follow also for signals wheparsity levels are as small as a constant times
logloglogp. Indeed, making this choice of; in (8) leads to the same bound on th’;e given in [9), and this
choice is also sufficient to ensure thhf](10) holds as welladdition, for this choice of; the same bound is
obtained in[(TI1), and the rest of the proof goes through dedst@nother extension is to use DS with alternate
measurement models. For example, each measurement coadifear combination of the entries af rather
than direct measurements of individual components. If theak combinations are non-adaptive, this leads to a
regression model commonly studied in the Lasso and ComgueSsnsing literature—see, for example) [21]] [22].
However, sequentially tuning the linear combinations $etm an adaptive version of the regression model which

can be shown to provide significant improvements, as WelJ.[23

APPENDIXA

THRESHOLDS FORNON-ADAPTIVE RECOVERY

In this section we give a proof of Theordm11.3. We will prode®y considering two cases separately:r(iy 3
and (ii) » < . The analysis of the phase transition point  is interesting, but it is beyond the scope of this
paper. Begin by noticing that in the setting of the theorem rfinimax optimal support estimation procedure to

control the false and non-discovery proportions is a singolerdinate-wise thresholding procedure of the form
S={iy>7},

whereT > 0 can be chosen appropriately. A formal proof of this optityatian be done by noting that the class
of hypothesis is invariant under permutations ($ée [4] f@]details).

Case (i)r > f: In this case the signal support can be accurately identifieeh the observations, in the sense
that FDP(S) andNDP(S) both converge in probability to zero. For this case we witieta = 7(p) = v/2alog p,
wherefs < a < r.

Begin by definingD, and M, to be the number of retained non-signal components and theuof missed
signal components, respectively. Formally

p
Dz — Z:I~«{gh>‘l'7 z;=0} >
i=1

and
p
M, = Z 1oy <r 20} -
=1
Note thatD. is binomially distributed, that i ~ Bin(p(1 — p~”).¢.), whereg. = Pr(y; > 7) wheni is such

that z; = 0. By noticing thatr > 0 and using a standard Gaussian tail bound we have that

- 1 T2 1 e
L < exp| —— | = ——— .
4 22 P 2 VAo logpp
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In a similar fashion note that/, ~ Bin(p'~”, ¢,), whereq, = Pr(y; < 7) wheni is such thatr; = v/2rlog p.

Let Z ~ N(0,1) be an auxiliary random variable. Then

Pr(Z + /2rlogp < 7)
Pr(Z <1 —+/2rlogp)
Pr(Z > \/2logp(vr — Va)) ,

And so, using the Gaussian tail bound we have

ds

0 < 1 P (VFV@? |
VAT Tog p(\/1 — /)

-~ -~

We are ready to show that boBDP(S) and NDP(S) converge in probability to zero. Begin by noticing that

NDP(8) = M, /p'~#. By definition NDP(S) £ 0 means that for all fixed > 0,

-~

Pr(INDP(S)| >¢) =0,

-~

asp — oo. Noting thatNDP(S) is non-negative, this can be easily established using Mé& koequality.

Pr(NDP(S) > ¢) = Pr( M, >e)

Ea

asp — oo as clearlygs converges to zero (singe> «). For the false discovery proportion the reasoning is simil

Note that the number of correct discoveriepls? — M,. Taking this into account we have

~ D
FDP(S) = ——— .
( ) pliﬁ_MS‘i'Dz

Lete > 0. Then

~(VFVa?

<
€
_ 1-ep(l—p e
= - PRI + s
1—e¢ 1 1
< B(1—p P8 —a
- p=p )\/47Talogpp * \/47rlogp(\/_—\/a)p

where the last line clearly converges to zeropas: oo, sincefs < « < r. Therefore we conclude th&DP(S)

converges to zero in probability.

-~
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Case (i) 7 < §: In this case we will show that no thresholding procedure ¢amulsaneously control the false
and non-discovery proportions. Begin by noting that thelEma is, the easier it is to control the non-discovery
proportion. In what follows we will identify an upper-bourmh 7 necessary for the control of the non-discovery
rate. Note that ifr = 7(p) = /2rlogp thengs = 1/2, and therefore

o Ms a.s.
NDP(S) = =55 5172,

asp — oo, by the law of large numbers. Therefore a necessary, alhgitfficient, condition forNDP(§) Lois

that for all but finitely manyp
T </ 2rlogp . (12)

Similarly, note that the larger is, the easier it is to control the false discovery rate. Bngame spirit of the above
derivation we will identify a lower-bound for that must necessarily hold in order to control the falsealisry

rate. Recall the previous derivation, where we showed fbatanye > 0

-~

D. M;
Pr(FDP(S) >¢) = Pr <(1 - E)W + ep—_ > e)

V
.
.
N
—
|
2
s
™
IV
@)
N—

where the last inequality follows trivially given that’, > 0 and, without loss of generality, we assume that 1.
This means thaEDP(g) converges in probability to zero onlyt% also converges in probability to zero. Namely,
for any e > 0 we must havdim, ., Pr(D./p'=? > €) = 0. In what follows taker = \/2rlogp. Lete > 0 and

note that

Pr( D. > e) = Pr(D,>ep'P)
= Pr(D. -E[D.] > ep'? —E[D.])
= Pr(D. —E[D.]>ep' ™ —p(1-p~")q.) .
Definea = ep' =% — p(1 — p~?)q.. Note that by the Gaussian tail bound, we have

<

1 1 1
1-— T < ———p ",
VAarrlogp ( 2rlogp) po=t= \/47Trlogpp

or equivalently,
1—0(1)

== VArr 1ogpp

—-Tr
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Given this it is straightforward to see that

1—p )
el (1oL .
a €p (1—-o0(1)) e ik
1—r
= -8 _ (1 —o(1))—2
p ( o(1)) 4dmrlogp
_ plfr Eprfﬁ_ 1_0(1)
Varrlogp
1—r
p
= ———(1—-0(1
47r7°10gp( o))

where in the last step we use the assumption thatr. Thereforea — —oc asp goes to infinity. Letpy(¢) € N

be such that < 0 for all p > po(e). Then
Pr(D./p P >¢) = Pr(D.—-E[D.]>a)
= 1—-Pr(D,—E[D.]<a)

> 1-Pr(|D: - E[D:]| > —a)

> 1 Var(D,)

(—a)*
where Var(D,) = p(1 — p~”)q.(1 — ¢.) is the variance ofD, and the last step uses Chebyshev’s inequality.
Recalling thatp > po(e) we can examine the last term in the above expression easily.

Ve

)p(l —p g
(—a)?

a2

= 1-(1-o(1)=

1—r
P 47rlogp
= 1-(1-o0(1))

1
Varrlogp p?~?r

JITrTogp
— 1 (1—o(1) Bl
p T

asp — oo. Therefore we conclude that, far= /2rlogp, D./p'~” does not converge in probability to zero, and

thereforeFDP(S) also does not converge to zero.

The above result means that a necessary condition for theemgence ofFDP(S) to zero is that for all but

finitely manyp
T>+/2rlogp .

This, together with[(T2) shows that there is no thresholgirgedure capable of controlling both the false-discovery

and non-discovery proportions when< 5 as we wanted to show, concluding the proof.

APPENDIXB

AUXILIARY MATERIAL

Lemma B.1. Let0 < f(p) < 1/2 andg(p) > 0 be any sequences msuch thatlim, ,~, f(p)g(p) = 0. Then

lim (1+ /()" = lim (1 ()™ =1.

p—o0 p—0o0
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Proof: To establish thatim, .. (1 + f(p))??”) = 1 note that

1< (1+ f(p)?®) = exp (g(p) log(1 + f(p))) < exp (9(p)f(p))

where the last inequality follows fronbg(l + ) < z for all z > 0. As g(p)f(p) — 0 we conclude that
lim,, 00 (14 f(p))9®) = 1.
The second part of the result is established in a similaridastiNote that

10g(1—f(p))=—10g<1_;) = log(l—i-li(p) )

f(p)
f(p)
BNk

where the last inequality relies on the fact thfdp) < 1/2. Using this fact we have that

—2f(p)

1> (1= f(p)?® = exp (g(p) log(1 = f(p))) > exp (=2 (p)g(p)) -
Taking into account thag(p) f(p) — 0 establishes the desired result. [ |
Lemma B.2. Let k = k(p) be a positive integer sequence jin and letg = g(p) be a positive nondecreasing

sequence ip. For some fixedi > 1 lete; = €;(p) < a7 /g(p). If g(p) > a~*(1 + n), for some fixed) > 0, then

k(p)
Jim. H1 (1—¢;(p)) > 0.
j:

If, in addition, g(p) is any positive monotone diverging sequence,ithen

k(p)
Jim. H1 (1—¢(p)) = 1.
j:

Proof: Note that
k(p) —j
> (1- 475
k(p)
NNy a~i/9(p)
B Zlg(” aﬂ/g<>>

k(p)

2 _agl)
2T /g

<3

o
-~
— =
—<

_

|

Mm

S
g/

Y

Y

k(p)

1 .
a5 ; a™/g(p)

1 k(p)
= 75 a 7.
— 1
9(p) —a=t =

Now, using the formula for the sum of a geometric series, wesha

~®) _ a1 — g F®
1og(H<1_e,j<p>>>z |

Y

_ 1
e 9(p) —a
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from which it follows that

T10 - o =0 (o [

J=1

Now, assuming only thag(p) > a~*(1 + ), for some fixed; > 0 it is easy to see that

k(p)
Jim ] (1=¢(p) >0,
j=1
and if g(p) — oo asp — oo we have
k(p)
Jim ] (1—e(p) =1,
j=1
as claimed. [ |
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