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A Conic duality 37
Abstract

We consider the problem of recovering linear image Bz of a signal  known to belong to a given
convex compact set X’ from indirect observation w = Ax + & of x corrupted by random noise £ with
finite covariance matrix. It is shown that under some assumptions on X (satisfied, e.g., when X is
the intersection of K concentric ellipsoids/elliptic cylinders, or the unit ball of the spectral norm in
the space of matrices) and on the norm || - || used to measure the recovery error (satisfied, e.g., by
|- |lp-norms, 1 < p < 2, on R™ and by the nuclear norm on the space of matrices), one can build, in
a computationally efficient manner, a “presumably good” linear in observations estimate, and that
in the case of zero mean Gaussian observation noise, this estimate is near-optimal among all (linear
and nonlinear) estimates in terms of its worst-case, over x € X, expected || - ||-loss. These results
form an essential extension of those in [14], where the assumptions on X were more restrictive, and
the norm || - || was assumed to be the Euclidean one. In addition, we develop near-optimal estimates
for the case of “uncertain-but-bounded” noise, where all we know about £ is that it is bounded in
a given norm by a given o. Same as in [14], our results impose no restrictions on A and B.

1 Introduction

Broadly speaking, what follows contributes to a long line of research (see, e.g., [16, 17, 13, 33, 30, 20,
I1, 10, 7] and references therein) aimed at building linear estimates of signals from noisy observations
of linear images of these signals and analyzing performance of these estimates. More specifically, this
paper is a follow-up to our paper [14]; similarly to the latter paper, we consider the estimation problem
where one, given a “sensing matrix” A € R™*™ and an indirect noisy observation

w=Axr+¢

of unknown deterministic “signal” x known to belong to a given “signal set” X, is interested to recover
the linear image Bx of the signal, where B € R”*™ is a given matrix. We assume that the observation
noise £ is random with unknown (and perhaps depending on z) distribution belonging to some family
‘P of Borel probability distributions on R associated with a given nonempty convex compact subset
II of the set of positive definite m x m matrices, “associated” meaning that the covariance matrix
Cov[P] := E¢.p{€€T} of a distribution P € P is =-dominated by some matrix from II:

PeP=3Qecll:Cov[P] = Q. (1)

We quantify a candidate estimate — a Borel function Z(-) : R™ — R” — by its worst-case, under the
circumstances, expected || - ||-error defined as

RISkH7””[/$\|X] = sup EgNP{HBx - E(Ax + f)”},
zeX,PeP

here || - || is a given norm on R”.

In the major part of the paper we assume that signal set X is a special type symmetric w.r.t. the
origin convex compact set (a spectratope to be defined in Section 2.2), and require from the norm |-||.
conjugate to || - || to have a spectratope as the unit ball. This allows, e.g., for X to be the (bounded)
intersection of finitely many centered at the origin ellipsoids/elliptic cylinders/|| - ||,-balls (p € [2, o0]),
or the (bounded) solution set of a system of two-sided Linear Matrix Inequalities

{r e R": =Ly % Rilz] = Ly, k < K} [Ri[x] : linear in x symmetric matrices]

and for || - || — to be || - |[,-norm, 1 < p <2, on R, or the nuclear norm on the space R¥ = R**" of
matrices.
Under these assumptions, we



e develop computationally efficient scheme for building “presumably good” linear estimates (i.e.,
estimates of the form 2 (w) = H'w) and for upper-bounding their risks (Proposition 2.2);

e demonstrate that in the case {N(0,Q) : @ € II} C P, the above linear estimates are “near-
optimal” (optimal up to logarithmic terms) among all estimates, linear and nonlinear alike
(Proposition 2.3).

Progress as compared to [14] is as follows:

e in [11], we dealt with the case P = {N(0,Q)} of zero mean Gaussian observation noise with
known covariance matrix, while now we allow for P to be a whatever family of probability
distributions with covariance matrices »-dominated by matrices from a given convex compact
set II C int S';

e our present results are applicable to an essentially wider family of signal sets than the ellitopes
considered in [14]: every ellitope is a spectratope, but not vice versa. Say, the intersection of
centered at the origin ellipsoids/elliptic cylinders/|| - ||,-balls, p € [2,00], is an ellitope, and the
(bounded) solution set of a finite system of two-sided LMI’s is a spectratope, but not an ellitope;

e in [14], the only allowed norm || - || was || - |2, while now we allow for a much wider family of
norms quantifying the recovery errors.

In addition to observations with random noise, in what follows we address also observations with
“uncertain-but-bounded” noise, where &, instead of being random, is selected, perhaps in adversarial
manner, from a given spectratope — the situation not considered in [14] at all.

Note that the outlined extensions of the results of [14] require advanced technical tools (“Noncom-
mutative Khitnchine Inequality, see [31] and references therein).

The main body of the paper is organized as follows. We start with formulating our estimation
problem (Section 2.1), introducing the family of spectratopes — the signal sets we intend to work
with (Section 2.2), explain how to build in a computationally efficient fashion a “presumably good”
linear estimate (Section 2.3) and establish near-optimality of this estimate (Section 2.4). In Section
3 we consider the case of uncertain-but-bounded observation noise, same as the situation when the
observation noise contains both random and uncertain-but-bounded components. All technical proofs
are relegated to Section 4. Appendix contains an “executive summary” of conic duality, which is one
of our major working horses.

2 Situation and main result

2.1 Situation and goal

Given v X n matrix B, consider the problem of estimating linear image Bx of unknown deterministic
signal x known to belong to a given set X C R’ via noisy observation

w=Axr+¢ (2)

where A is a given m x n matrix A and £ is random observation noise. In typical signal processing
applications, the distribution of noise is fixed and is part of the data of the estimation problem. In order
to cover some applications (e.g., the one in Section 2.5), we allow for “ambiguous” noise distributions;
all we know is that this distribution belongs to a family P of Borel probability distributions on R™
associated, in the sense of (1), with a given convex compact subset II of the interior of the cone S’ of



positive semidefinite m x m matrices. Actual distribution of noise in (2) is somehow selected from P
by nature (and may, e.g., depend on x).

In the sequel, for a Borel probability distribution P on R we write P < II to express the fact
that Cov[P] is =-dominated by a matrix from II:

{P «II} & {36 € II: Cov[P] = O}.
From now on we make the following regularity assumption
Assumption R: All matrices from Il are positive definite.

Given IT and a norm || - || on R”, we quantify the risk of a candidate estimate — of a Borel function
z(+) : R™ — RY — by its (II, || - ||)-risk on X" defined as

Risky, . [F1X] = sup  Beop {[3(Az + &) — B} 3)
reX,PkII

Our focus is on linear estimates — estimates of the form
Tp(w)=H w

given by m X v matrices H; our ultimate goal is to demonstrate that under some restrictions on the
signal domain X, “presumably good” linear estimate yielded by an optimal solution to an efficiently
solvable convex optimization problem is near-optimal in terms of its risk among all estimates, linear
and nonlinear alike. Any result of this type should impose some restrictions on X — it is well known
that linear estimates are “heavily sub-optimal” on some simple signal domains (e.g., || - ||1-ball). We
start with describing the domains X we intend to work with — spectratopes.

2.2 Preliminaries: Spectratopes

A basic spectratope is a set X C R" given by basic spectratopic representation — representation
of the form
X={zeR":HeT: :Riz] Jtyly,1 <k< K} (4)

where

(S1) Rglz] =31, m,:Rki are symmetric dj X dj matrices linearly depending on z € R" (i,e., “matrix
coefficients” R* belong to S%)

(S2) T € Rff is a monotonic set, meaning that 7 is a convex compact subset of Rff which contains
a positive vector and is monotone:

0<t'<teT=teT.

(S3) Whenever x # 0, it holds Rg[z] # 0 for at least one k < K.
An immediate observation is as follows:

Remark 2.1 By Schur Complement Lemma, the set (4) given by data satisfying (S1), (S2) can be
represented as

tely, | Rilz]
Rilz] | 14
By the latter representation, X is nonempty, closed, convex, symmetric w.r.t. the origin and contains

a neighbourhood of the origin. This set is bounded if and only if the data, in addition to (S7), (S2),
satisfies (S53).

X:{xeR":EItET:[ }to,kgK}

k



A spectratope X C RP is a set represented as linear image of a basic spectratope:
X={zeR\:J(yeR" teT): 2= Py, Ry < tply,1 <k <K}, (5)

where P is a p X n matrix, and R[], T are as in (S1)—(S3).
We associate with a basic spectratope (4), (S1)—(S3) the following entities:

1. The size
K
D=y
k=1

2. Linear mappings
Q— Ri[Q) =D QijRMRM : 8" — 8%

i3
As is immediately seen, we have
Rylzz"] = R[], (6)
implying that Ri[Q] = 0 whenever @ = 0, whence R[] is »=-monotone:
Q' = Q = R[Q'] = Ri[Q). (7)
Besides this, if £ is a random vector taking values in R™ with covariance matrix (), we have
Ee{Ri[€]} = Be{Ry[667]} = Ri[Ee{6€"}) = R[], (8)

where the first equality is given by (6).
3. Linear mappings Ay — Ri[Ag] : S — 8" given by
[Ri[Ak]]y; = $Te(AR[R¥RY + RMRM)), 1 <i,j <n. (9)
It is immediately seen that R[] is the conjugate of Ry[-]:
V(A € S%,Q € 8™) : (Mg, Ri[Q)) = Tr(AsR&[Q]) = Tr(Ri[A4]Q) = (Ri[Ar], Q), (10)

where (A, B) = Tr(AB) is the Frobenius inner product of symmetric matrices. Besides this, we
have!
A = 0= Ry [Ag] = 0; (11)

4. The linear space A = S% x ... x 89 of all ordered collections A = {A;, € S% <k along with
the linear mapping

A= NA] == [Tr(Ay);..; Tr(Ag)] : AK = RE.
Besides this, we associate with a monotonic set 7 C R¥

e its support function

T
= ma t,
o7(9) nax g

which clearly is a convex positively homogeneous, of degree 1, nonnegative real-valued function
on RX. Since T contains positive vectors, ¢7 is coercive on RX, meaning that ¢7(\%) — +oo
along every sequence {\* > 0} such that ||A\*|| — oo;

'note that when Ay = 0 and Q = za”, the first quantity in (10) is nonnegative by (6), and therefore (10) states that
2T RE[Ar]x > 0 for every x, implying Rj[Ax] = 0.



e the conic hull
K[T]=c{[t;s] e RETL 5> 0,5t e T}

which clearly is a regular (i.e., closed, convex, pointed and with a nonempty interior) cone in
RX+! such that
T={t:[t;1] € K[T]}.

Besides this, it is immediately seen that the cone (K[T]). dual to K[7] can be described as
follows:

(K[T)) == {lgsr] € R* T2 [g;0] 18] = 0V[t: 5] € K[T]} = {[g;7] € R*' v > d7(—g)}-
2.2.1 Examples of spectratopes
Example 1: Ellitopes. An ellitope was defined in [14] as a set X C R" representable as
X={zecR":IyecRN tcT): =Py, y 'Sy <t, k <K}, (12)
where Si, = 0, >, Sk > 0, and T satisfies (S2). Basic examples of ellitopes are:
e bounded intersections of centered at the origin ellipsoids/elliptic cylinders: whenever Sy > 0
and ), S > 0,

K
U{:CER": e'Spr <1y ={zecR": HecT=0,1%: TSz <t, 1 <k <K}
k=1

o |- [[p-balls, 2 < p < oc:
{reR":|z|, <1} ={zeR": HeT :={t>0,|t|,2 <1}: TSy =23 <ty, k <n}.

It is immediately seen that an ellitope (12) is a spectratope as well. Indeed, let S = Z;’; 1 skjsgj,
rr = Rank(Sk), be a dyadic representation of the positive semidefinite matrix Sk, so that

y Sy = (s5v)* Yy,
J
and let

T={{ti; 201<j <1 <k<K}:HeT: Y tij<ty, k <K} Ryly =siy €S’ =R.
j

We clearly have
X ={z e R":3({tis} € T.y) : @ = Py, Ri[y] = t1;11 k. j}

and the right hand side is a valid spectratopic representation of X. Note that the spectratopic size of
Xis D =31 7.



Example 2: “Matrix box.” Let L be a positive definite d x d matrix. Then the “matrix box”

X = {XeS: - L<X<L}={XeS%: I, <L '2XL 2 <1I;}
= {X eS8 R[X]:=[L7'\2XL V% < I}

is a basic spectratope (augment R;[-] := R[] with K =1, T = [0,1]). As a result, a bounded set
X C R" given by a system of “two-sided” Linear Matrix Inequalities, specifically,

X={zeR":HeT: —vVtrLi < Si[r] X VtpLr, 1 <k <K}

where Si[z] are symmetric di x di matrices linearly depending on z, Ly > 0 and 7T satisfies (S2), is a
basic spectratope:

X={zeR":HeT: Rx|<tply, 1<k<K} [Rilz] = L /Sy 2] L,

Calculus of spectratopes. Spectratopes admit fully algorithmic “calculus” — nearly all basic opera-
tions with sets preserving convexity, symmetry w.r.t. the origin, and boundedness (these are “built-in”
properties of spectratopes), as applied to spectratopes, yield spectratopes as well, and a spectratopic
representation of the result of such an operation is readily given by spectratopic representations of the
operands. The main calculus rules are as follows:

e [finite intersections] If
Xo={zeR": Ay eR™ ' €Ty): o =Py, R <tils,, k< K;}, 1<(<L,

are spectratopes, so is X = (] Aj. Indeed, let
<L

E={ly=Y syl e R x .. xRN : Pyl = Py? = ... = Pyl
When E = {0}, we have X = {0}, so that X is a spectratope; when FE # {0}, we have

X={zecR : Iy=[yY.sytleEt=[t. stFleT =T x .. xTp) :
x=Py:= Py R,y 2 t{ly, 1 <k<K,1<(<L}

identifying E and appropriate R"™, we arrive at a valid spectratopic representation of X.
e [direct product] If
Xo={z' e R : 3(y* e R™,t' € Tp) : o' = P, RE[y') < thda,, bk < K¢}, 1 <0<,
are spectratopes, sois X = & X ... x Af:

X X o x Xp ={[oh 2l Ay = [yl syt =t st €T =Ti X oo X Tp) -

e [linear image] If
X={reR:IyeR"teT):z=Py Riy < trply, k< K}
is a spectratope and S is a p X v matrix, the set SX = {z = Sz : x € X'} is a spectratope:

SX={zeR':3(yecR" tcT):z=SPy Riy| < tyly k< K}.

7



e [inverse linear image under embedding] If
X={reR :IyeR™teT): z=Py Ry < tply, k< K}

is a spectratope, and S is a v x p matrix with trivial kernel, the set S7!X = {z : Sz € X} is
a spectratope. Indeed, setting F = {y € R™ : Py € ImS}, we get a linear subspace of R"; if
E = {0}, S'X = {0} is a spectratope, otherwise we have

Slx={zeR':3(yeBteT):2=Qy, Ryl = trly, k< K},

where linear mapping y — Qy : E — R* is uniquely defined by the relation Py = SQy. When
identifying E with appropriate R", we get a valid spectratopic representation of S~1X.

e [arithmetic sum]| If Xy, ¢ < L, are spectratopes in R”, so is the arithmetic sum X = & +...+ &7,
of X,. Indeed, X is the image of X} x ... x X, under the linear mapping [z;...; 27] — 2! +...+ 2%,
and taking direct products and linear images preserve spectratopes.

2.2.2 Upper-bounding quadratic form on a spectratope

The first nontrivial fact we are about to establish is that the maximum of an (indefinite) quadratic
form over a spectratope admits reasonably tight efficiently computable upper bound.

Proposition 2.1 Let C be a symmetric p X p matriz, let X C RP be given by spectratopic represen-
tation (5), let

Opt = maxz! Cx
reX

and
Opt, = min MAD : AL =0,k < K,PTCP <Y, R¥[A
P A—{Ap}rex {¢T( [A]) : Ay = = >k Ril k]} (13)
AA] = [Te(A): . Te(AR)]
Then (13) is solvable, and
Opt < Opt, < 2max|[In(2D), 1]Opt, (14)

where D =", dj, is the size of the spectratope X.

To explain where the result of the proposition comes from, let us prove right now its easy part — the
first inequality in (14); the remaining, essentially less trivial, part of the claim is proved in Section
4.2. Let A be a feasible solution to the optimization problem in (13), and let = € X, so that x = Py
for some y such that Rz ly] < tpla,, k < K, for properly selected ¢t € 7. We have

#'Cx = yT[PTCPly < Y y"RilMJy = Tr(RiAdlyy") < Y Tr(ApRelyy"))
~— ——
(@ k ® F
2 _ _\T
% Ekj Tr(Ax R} [yD\(s/)jkj Tr(Axtels,) = Ekj tiTr(Ag) = A [A]t\?qu(A[AD,
c d e

where (a) is due to the fact that A is feasible for the optimization problem in (13), (b) is by (10), (¢)
is by (6), (d) is due to Agx = 0 and RZ[y]=<t;I4,, and (e) is by the definition of ¢7. The bottom line
is that the value of the objective of the optimization problem in (13) at every feasible solution to this
problem upper-bounds Opt, implying the first inequality in (14). Note that the derivation we have
carried out is nothing but a minor modification of the standard semidefinite relaxation scheme.



Remark 2.2 Proposition 2.1 has some history. When X is an intersection of centered at the origin
ellipsoids/elliptic cylinders, it was established in [23]; matrix analogy of the latter result can be traced
back to [24], see also [22]. The case when X is a general-type ellitope (12) was considered in [14], with
tightness guarantee slightly better than in (14), namely,

Opt < Opt, < 41In(5K)Opt.

Note that in the case of (12), Proposition 2.1 results in a worse than O(1) In(X) “nonoptimality factor”
O(1) In( le Rank(Sk)). We remark that passing from ellitopes to spectratopes needs replacing
elementary bounds on probabilities of large deviations used in [23, 14] by much more powerful tool —
matrix concentration inequalities, see [31, 32] and references therein.

2.3 Building linear estimate

Our goal is to process the estimation problem posed in Section 2.1 in the case when X is a spectratope,
and in this context we can assume w.l.o.g. that the spectratope in question is basic. Indeed, when the
“true” signal set is (5), we lose nothing when redefining A as AP and B as BP and assuming that
the signal set satisfies (4). For this reason, we assume from now on that the signal set in question is
the basic spectratope (4).

Our current goal is to build a “good” linear estimate. To this end observe that the (IL, || - ||)-risk
of the linear estimate Zpy(w) = H Tw, H e R™Y, can be upper-bounded as follows:

Riskp . [@r()|X] = sup  Eeop{||H" (Az + &) — Bz}
rzeX ,PxkII

< sup |H" Az — Bx| + sup Ec.p{||H"¢||}

reX PxII
< ®x(B-HTA) 4+ Uy(H), (15)
where

Oy(V) = max{|Vz|: x€ X}, VYp(H)= sup Eng{HHTgH}.
T Pl

Note that while ®x(B — HT A) and Wy(H) are convex functions of H, these functions can be difficult
to compute’. A matrix H of a “good” linear estimate Zp which is also efficiently computable can be
taken as a minimizer of the sum of efficiently computable convex upper bounds on ®x and Y. We
make from now on the following

Assumption A: The unit ball B, of the norm ||-||.« conjugate to the norm ||-|| participating
in the formulation of our estimation problem is a spectratope:

B, = {zeR':Jye):z= My},

Y = {yeRI:IreR:S?y <rdy,, 1 <L< L}, (16)

where the right hand side data are as required in a spectratopic representation.

Examples of norms satisfying Assumption A include || - ||;-norms on R”, 1 < ¢ < 2 (conjugates of the
norms || - ||, with 1/p +1/¢q = 1, see Example 1 in Section 2.2.1). Another example is nuclear norm
|[V]|sn,1 on the space R” = RP*? of p x ¢ matrices — the sum of singular values of a matrix V. The

?For instance, computing Wx (B — HT A) reduces to maximizing the convex function ||(B — H” A)z| over z € X,
which is computationally intractable even when X is as simple as the unit box, and || - || is the Euclidean norm.



conjugate of the nuclear norm is the spectral norm | - ||sn0o on R” = RP*9, and the unit ball of the
latter norm is a spectratope:

XT
{X € RP*T: || X||gnoo <1} ={X:Tt €T =10,1]: R*[X] < tl,,}, RX]= [ e ] .
2.3.1 Upper-bounding @ (")

Assuming that Assumption A holds true, let us consider the direct product spectratope

Z = XAxY=A{[ryeR"xR:3Is=[t;r] €T xR:
R2[x] R tgly,, 1 <k < K,S}y| 2 rely,, 1 << L}
= {w=[ryl e R"xRI:3Is=[t;1] € S=T x R: U [w] = s;1,,,
1<i<I=K+L}

with Uy[-] readily given by Ry[] and S¢[-]. Given a v x n matrix V and setting

1 | VM
it clearly holds
Pp(V) =max||[Vz||= max 2/Ve= max y!MTVz=maxw! W[V]w.
zeX rEX,2€B. zeX ,yey wEZ

Applying Proposition 2.1, we arrive at the following result:

Corollary 2.1 In the just defined situation, the efficiently computable convex function

T¢(V) = min {¢T<A[AD RO : A= {Ay € 8% cpe, T = (Tp € ST} ey,

ALY
SeRA | 3VIM %0} an
STV, S

is a norm on RY*™  and this norm is a tight upper bound on ¥ x(-), namely,
YV e RV : @x(V) < Pp(V) < 2max[In(2D), 1@ (V), D= ", dp+>, fe
(recall, that here

Ri[AR]]i; = LTe(Ax[RFRY 4+ REREY) where Ry[z] = 32, #:R¥,
k =32 kAl U Sl i
[S;[Xel]ij = %Tr(Tg[SfiSfj + Sﬁiji]), where Sely] = >, yiSY,

or(N) = rtréa%()\Tt, dr(N) = max Mrand A[{E1,...,Ex}] = [Tr(Z1);...; Tr(EN)]).

2.3.2 Upper-bounding Yr(-)

We are about to present an efficiently computable upper bound on ¥y capable to handle any norm
obeying Assumption A. The underlying observation is as follows:

10



Lemma 2.1 Let V be a m x v matriz, Q € S, and P be a probability distribution on R™ with
Cov[P] = Q. Let, further, || - || be a norm on RY with the unit ball B, of the conjugate norm || - ||
given by (16). Finally, let T = {Y, € S];f te<r and a matriz © € S™ satisfy the constraint

© | ivm
% =0 19
PMIVE] 32, Sird] (19)
(for notation, see (16), (18)). Then
E,p{[VIn]} < Tr(QO) + ¢r(A[Y]). (20)
Proof is immediate. In the case of (19), we have
VTl = maxaTVIE = maxyTMTVTE < max [€76¢ + 3,57 S] [Tely]

by (19)
= max €706+ 32, Te(S¢ [T lyy™)] max (€708 + 3, Tr(T4S7[y))]

by (6) and (10)
2

N i
by (16)
S €08 max Y, T(To)re < €766 + dr(A[Y)).
by T, >0

Taking expectation of both sides of the resulting inequality w.r.t. distribution P of £ and taking into
account that Tr(Cov[P]O) < Tr(QO) due to © > 0 (by (19)) and Cov[P] < @, we get (20). O
Note that when P = N(0,Q), the smallest possible upper bound on E,p{|[VT7||} which can be
extracted from Lemma 2.1 (this bound is efficiently computable) is tight, see Lemma 2.2 below.
An immediate consequence is

Corollary 2.2 Let

1) = max Tr(QO) (21)
and
_ , S} 1M

Then Wp(-) : R™ — R is efficiently computable convex upper bound on Wr(-).

Indeed, given Lemma 2.1, the only non-evident part of the corollary is that Wyi(-) is a well-defined
real-valued function, which is readily given by Lemma 4.1, see Section 4.1.

Remark 2.3 When T = {Y,}/<1, © is a feasible solution to the right hand side problem in (22) and
s > 0, the pair Y/ = {sT/}y<p, © =510 also is a feasible solution; since ¢g(-) and I'() are positive
homogeneous of degree 1, we conclude that Wy is in fact the infimum of the function

2y/T(©)r(\T]) = inf [s7'T(©) + sr (A[T])]

over T, © satisfying the constraints of the problem (22).

In addition, for every feasible solution ¥ = {Y,}y<z, © to the problem (22) with M[Y] :=
>0SiYe] = 0, the pair T, 0 = THMM™YIMTHT is feasible for the problem as well and
0 <© < O (Schur Complement Lemma), so that T'(6) < I'(0). As a result,

_ { ITHMMAYIMTHT) + ¢r(A[Y]) : }

\DH(H) - H’%f T = {Tg S Sﬁ}gSL,M[T] >0 (23)
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Illustration. Consider the case when ||u|| = |lul|, with p € [1,2], and let us apply the just described
scheme for upper-bounding Wy, assuming {Q} C II C {S € ST : S = Q} for some given @ > 0, so
that I'(©) = Tr(Q©), © = 0. The unit ball of the norm conjugate to || - ||, that is, the norm || - |4,
q= 1% € [2, 0], is the basic spectratope (in fact, ellitope)

Bi={yeRF:Ir e R:={RY :|rlly2 <1} :S7lyl <re, 1 <L < L=}, Sely] = ye.

As a result, T’s from Remark 2.3 are collections of v positive semidefinite 1 x 1 matrices, and we can
identify them with v-dimensional nonnegative vectors v, resulting in A[Y] = v and M[Y] = Diag{v}.

Besides this, for nonnegative v we clearly have ¢ (v) = ||v||,/2—p)- The optimization problem in (23)
now reads
Uy (H) = inf {1Tr(VDiag ™ {v}VT) + [[vllp/2—p) : v > 0} [V =QY?H]
veERY

After setting ay = ||Coly[V]|2, (23) becomes

— . 1 a%
VoH) = inf {Z ; i + HUHp/(z—p)} :
This results in U (H) = ||[a1;...; a,]|l,- Recalling what a, and V' are, we end up with

Uy(H) < Up(H) = H [HRowl[HTQl/2]H2; L HROWV[HTQW]HQ] Hp

2.3.3 Putting things together: building linear estimate

An immediate summary of Corollaries 2.1, 2.2 is the following recipe for building “presumably good”
linear estimate:

Proposition 2.2 In the situation of Section 2.1 and under Assumption A, consider the convex opti-
mization problem (for notation, see (18) and (21))

H,AY, Y0
A={Ae =0,k <K}, T={Yr=0,0<L} Y ={T,=0,¢<L},

Opt —  min {¢T<A[A]>+¢R<A[T]>+¢R<Am>+r<@>:

SeRiA | A[BT - ATHIM } <o
sMUB— HEAT[ 32, 8;(0] T (24)
[ © | lHM ] _
sMUHT [ 32,8109 |~

The problem is solvable, and the H-component H, of its optimal solution yields linear estimate
Ty, (w) = HI'w such that
Rlka,||||[fC\()|X] < Opt. (25)

2.4 Near-optimality in Gaussian case

The risk of the linear estimate Ty, (-) constructed in (24), (25) can be compared to the minimax
optimal risk of recovering Bx, x € X, from observations corrupted by zero mean Gaussian noise with
covariance matrix from II; formally, this minimax optimal risk is defined as

RiskOptyy . [X] = sup inf |sup B¢ pn0,0){ 1Bz — Z(Az + &)} (26)
QeI (") lzex

where the infimum is taken over all estimates.
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Proposition 2.3 Under the premise and in the notation of Proposition 2.2, let

ME = mVE&X{En~N(0,1n)HBW1/277H2:

27
WeQ:={WeSh: FHeT: RpW]=2tyly, 1 <k<K}}; 27
we have
2D M2
Risky 1|2y, |X] < Opt < C, | In(2F)1 * RiskOptyy 1.1[X], 28
isky, . [@ ., |X] < Opt < n( )H<Risk0pt%7”_”[/l’]> iskOptyy . [X] (28)

where C' is a positive absolute constant, and
D=) di, F=) f¢ (29)
k l

For the proof, see Section 4.4. The key component of the proof is the following important by its own
right fact (for proof, see Section 4.3):

Lemma 2.2 Let Y be an N x v matriz, let || - | be a norm on RY such that the unit ball B, of the
conjugate norm is the spectratope (16), and let { ~ N(0,Q) for some positive semidefinte N x N
matriz Q. Then the best upper bound on VoY) = E{||YT(||} vielded by Lemma 2.1, that is, the
optimal value Opt[Q)] in the convex optimization problem (cf. (22))

Opt[@Q] = min {qﬁR(A[T]) +Tr(QO): T={Y,=0,1<¢< L}, 0 eS™,

0,
[ o | ivm } . 0} (30)
sMIYT [0, S0 |~

(for notation, see Lemma 2.1 and (18)) satisfies the identity
V(Q=0):

Opt[Q] = Opt[Q) i {¢ (A[Y]) + Te(G) : Ty = 0 [ G %QUQYM} >0}
= = min r : 5 * - 9
P P Gr—troe<ry | % CER TIMTYTQIZ Y, S;(Y )
(31)
and is a tight bound on ¥g(Y'), namely,
4V/2F
4,/In (\/ifel/‘l)
() < OptlQ] < = ua(v) < 31/ IR v(Y), (32)
where F' =", fo is the size of the spectratope (16).
2.5 Illustration: covariance matrix estimation
Suppose that we observe a sample
n' = {nk = A& k<t (33)

where A is a given m X n matrix, and &i,..., & are sampled, independently of each other, from zero
mean Gaussian distribution with unknown covariance matrix ¥ known to satisfy

where v > 0 and 9, > 0 are given. Our goal is to recover ¥, and the norm on S™ in which recovery
error is measured satisfies Assumption A.

13



Processing the problem. We can process the just outlined problem as follows.

1. We represent the set {) € S” : 79, < <9, } as the image of the matrix box
V={veS":||v|sho <1} [l - llsh,00: spectral norm|

under affine mapping, specifically, we set

1 1-—
9= 0y, o170

2 2

and treat the matrix
v=0"10,2 - 9)07 7 e 9 =9y + o0l Puoi/?
as the signal underlying our observations. Note that our a priori information on ¥ reduces to v € V.
2. We pass from observations 7 to “lifted” observations 771#7% € S™, so that

E{ninl} = E{AGELATY = A9AT = A (9o + o A9Y *09/?) AT

9]
and treat as “actual” observations the matrices
Wi = nkng — A9y AT,
We have?
w = Av + ( with Av = oAV v91/* AT and Cr = menp — A9[v]AT. (35)

Observe that random matrices (i, ...,(r are i.i.d. with zero mean and covariance mapping Q[v]
(that of random matrix-valued variable ¢ = nn? — E{nn’}, n ~ N(0, AJ[v]AT)).

3. Let us =-upper-bound the covariance mapping of . Observe that Q[v] is a symmetric linear
mapping of S™ into itself given by

(h, Qulh) = B{(h, ¢)*} = B{(h,mn")*} — (b, E{ny" })?, h € 8™,
and for all h € S™
(h, QIulh) < E{(h,m")?} = Beon,0p)){Tr* (RALETAT)}
= Eyen(oin AT (hA0 2ol "9 2] AT ) .
Setting H(h) = AThA and denoting 6 = 9[v], so that 0 < # =< 9, we therefore get

(h, Qlulh) < Bynvo, 1) AT (X021 (1)0"*x)}.

3In our current considerations, we need to operate with linear mappings acting from S? to S?. We treat S* as
Euclidean space equipped with the Frobenius inner product (u,v) = Tr(uv) and denote linear mappings from S? into S7
by capital calligraphic letters, like A, Q, etc. Thus, A in (35) denotes the linear mapping which, on a closest inspection,
maps matrix v € S” into the matrix Av = A[d[v] — 9[0]]AT.
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We have 61/2H(h)8'/? = UDiag{\}U” with orthogonal U; setting Y = U”x ~ N(0,1,), we further
have

EX~N(0,In){TYQ(XTGIHH(}L)GIHX)}

= Egn0,r) 12 MiX7)?} = Xy NN Egan0,1) IG NG} + 2 AV E g0, 1XG

=20 AAj 3 AT = (0 N)7 230, AF = TP (012 H(h)01 /) + 2T (61 H (h)OH (h)6'/?)
= Tr2(OH(h)) + 2Te(OH(h)OH(h)) = Tv2(09, 2 [9Y * 1 (h)9Y 2105 %) + 2Te(OH (h)OH(R))

= Tv2([95 200, VALY *H(R)0Y ) + 2Te(0H (h)OH (R))

< Te([95 200,22 Te([02 21 ()02 )2) + 2Te (0H (h)0H (h)

< (n+2)Tr(9H(h)IH(R)) [since 0 < 6 < 9,7]

We conclude that

YoeV: Q] < Q, (e,Qh) = (n+2)Tr(0,AThAY, ATeA), e,h € S™. (36)

4. To continue, we need to set some additional notation to be used when operating with Euclidean
spaces SP,. p=1,2, ...

o We denote p = 2EH) — dim S, T, ={(i,7) : 1 <i < j <p}, and for (i,j) € Z, set

2
T .
i €iC; t=17
e =9 1 T

%[eie;r +ejei ], i<j

where e; are the standard basic orths in RP. Note that {e;,j : (1,4) € I,} is the standard
orthonormal basis in SP. Given v € SP, we denote by zP(v) the vector of coordinates of v in this
basis:

Vi =7
V2uij, i<

Similarly, for x € RP, we index the entries in = by pairs ij, (i,7) € Z,, and set vP(z) =

zi(v) = Tr(vey ) = { , (4,7) € I,

> (i.)eT, Tij ey, so that v — xP(v) and x +— vP(z) are inverse to each other linear norm-preserving

maps identifying the Euclidean spaces SP and RP (recall that the inner products on these spaces
are, respectively, the Frobenius and the standard one).

e Recall that V is the matrix box {v € S":v? < L,} ={v e S": 3 € T :=[0,1] : v? < tI,}. We
denote by X the image of V under the mapping x™:

X={xeR":3teT: R <th}, Rlz)= Y  wzye), n=in(n+1)
(’i,j)EIn

Note that X is a basic spectratope of size n.

Now we can assume that the signal underlying our observations is x € X, and the observations
themselves are
wy =z (wp) = 2" (Av"(2)) +2k, 2 = 3™ (Cr)-
——
=Az

*Indeed, with g := H(h), we have Tr(0gfg) = Tr(0*/2g0g0*/?) < Tr(0Y/%g0.g0"?) = Tr(d.gdg) = Tr(ﬁi/QgQgﬂi/Q) <
Tr(92 % g0.g0%%) = Tr(¥.g0.g) and Tr(95 /2095 '/?) < n.
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Note that 2z € R™, 1 < k < T, are zero mean i.i.d. random vectors with covariance matrix Q|x]
satisfying, in view of (36), the relation

Qlz] = Q, where Qijxe = (n+ 2)Tr(9. AT el AV ATl A), (i,5) € T, (K, £) € T
Our goal is to estimate ¥[v] — ¥[0], or, what is the same, to recover
Bz := X"(I["(z)] — 9[0]).

We assume that the norm in which the estimation error is measured is “transferred” from S™ to R™;
we denote the resulting norm on R™ by || - || and assume that the unit ball B, of the conjugate norm
|| - ||« is given by spectratopic representation:

{fueR™: |julls <1} ={ueR™:Jy ey :u= My},

YVi={yeRI:IrcR: S}y <ry;, 1<{< L} (37)

The formulated description of the estimation problem fit the premises of Proposition 2.2, specifically:

e the signal z underlying our observation w’ = [wy;...;wr] is known to belong to basic spectratope

X € R", and the observation itself is of the form

wl =240 + 27, - A; A 2T = [z 2r);
T
e the noise 27 is zero mean, and its covariance matrix is < Q7 := Diag{Q, ..., Q}, which allows to
—
T
set I ={Qr};
e our goal is to recover Bz, and the norm || - || in which the recovery error is measured satisfies
(37).

Proposition 2.2 supplies the linear estimate
T
Z(w?h) = ZH*Tkwk,
k=1

of Bx with H, = [H,1;...; H,r| stemming from the optimal solution to the convex optimization problem

Opt = i Tr(A NY]) + 9o (Hi, ..., Hr) :
o= im0+ 0RO + Ty ()
AeST, YT ={Y;=0,(<L}, (38)
. —T =T

RN AT M| e

IMT[B — [}, Hi]"A] | >0 Si Y]
where ) -

RYA] € 8™ (R*[A])se = Tr(AelleR), (i,j) € T, (k,0) € T,

and, cf. (22),

6{QT}(H17 ...,HT) = ’Irr}}(ral {TI‘(QT@) + ¢R(A[T/]) : @ S SmT7 T/ = {TZ i 0,6 S L},

[ e | 4[HM;...; Hp M| ] - }
SMTHT, o MTHE | S, &0 | =0
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5. Evidently, the function T{QT}([Hl7 ..., Hy]) remains intact when permuting Hi, ..., Hp; with
this in mind, it is clear that permuting Hi, ..., Hr and keeping intact A and T is a symmetry of
(38) — such a transformation maps feasible set onto itself and preserves the value of the objective.
Since (38) is convex and solvable, it follows that there exists an optimal solution to the problem with
Hy = .. = Hp = H. On the other hand,

U0y (H, ..., H)
~ min {Tr(QTG)) +or(AY)): © € ST Y = (T, = 0,0 < L}

[ S | 3[HM;...; HM] } . 0}
IMTHT, . MTHT]|  >,8;(Y)] -

= inf {Tr(QT@) + oY) : © e S™ Y ={Y, =0, <L},

"r/
[ 6 | J[HM;...; HM] ] . 0}
SMTHT, . MTHT]| Y, 8] -

= inf {Tr(QTG) +or(AY]): © € ST Y = {T)+0,(< L},

T/

O = {[HM; .. HM][Y, SFY))| " [HM; ...;HM]T}

=gt {om T + 510 (QEM (S, ;[T MPHT) 1 = (T, 0,0 < 1}
[due to QT — Dlag{Qa ceey Q}]

G 1
— in { TTHQG) + R (AT G € 8™ Y = (4] = 0.6 < L. | } s =)
(39)

(we have used Schur Complement Lemma combined with the fact that >, S;[Y}] > 0 whenever T, > 0
for all ¢, see Lemma 4.1).

In view of the above observations, when replacing variables H and G with H = TH and G = T?G,
respectively, problem (38), (39) becomes

1 _
Opt = _ min {Tr(A) + dr(A[Y]) + dr(A[Y']) + ?Tr(QG) :
H,GAT,Y
AeSE T ={Ty=0,0< L}, Y ={Y,=0(<L} )
R*[A] | LB" —A"HM
J— _T— * —_ )
IMTB-H A ¥,8(7] , (40)
G | sAM | 0
—T . =
LMTH' | 5, 8;17))

and the estimate

H

1—Tzwk

stemming from an optimal solution to (40) satisfies
RiSkH7||.||[fC\|X] < Opt,

where IT = {Qr}.
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2.6 Estimation from repeated observations

Consider the special case of the situation considered in Section 2.1, where observation w in (2) is
T-element sample: w = [wy;...;wr] with components

wt:Ax+£t,,t:1,...,T

and & are i.i.d. observation noises with zero mean distribution P satisfying P << II for some convex
compact set II C int ST. In other words, we are in the situation where

A =A;...; Al € R™*" for some A € R™ " and m = T'm,
I = {Q Dlag{Qa' ,Q},Q eI}
Y

The same argument as used in item 5 of Section 2.5 justifies the following

Proposition 2.4 In the situation in question and under Assumption A, the linear estimate of Bx
yielded by an optimal solution to problem (24) can be found as follows. We consider the convex
optimization problem

Opt = min {7 0AD + or(T) + 6O + HT(O) :
A={Ap= 0,k <K}, T={T,=0,0<L} ' ={1}=0,0<L},
SN B EELTITA N
sMTB—HTA][ 3, S;[Y] T
[ © | iHM ]}0
sMTHT ‘255*[T/] N

where

o) = 5131}1( Tr(QO).

The problem is solvable, and the estimate in question is yielded by the H-component H, of the optimal
solution according to

T
PO _ 1 - _
Z([wr; .. 0r]) = TH:;FZ%.
t=1
The provided by Proposition 2.2 upper bound on the risk Riskyy . [Z(-)|X] of this estimate is Opt.

The advantage of this result as compared to what is stated under the circumstances by Proposition
2.2 is that the sizes of optimization problem (41) are independent of T.

3 Linear estimation in the case of uncertain-but-bounded noise

So far, the main subject of our interest was recovering (linear images of) signals via indirect observa-
tions of these signals corrupted by random noise. In this section, we focus on alternative observation
schemes — those with “uncertain-but-bounded” and with “mixed” noise.
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3.1 Uncertain-but-bounded noise

Consider recovering problem where one, given observation
w= Az +1n (41)

of unknown signal z known to belong to a given signal set X, wants to recover linear image Bz of
x. Here A and B are given m x n and v x n matrices. The situation looks exactly as before; the
difference with our previous considerations is that now we do not assume the observation noise to be
random; all we assume about 7 is that it belongs to a given compact set H (“uncertain-but-bounded
observation noise”). In the situation in question, a natural definition of the risk on X of a candidate
estimate w — Z(w) is

Risky[Z|X] = sup ||Bx —Z(Az +n)|| (42)
reX,neEH
(“M-risk”).
We are about to prove that when X and H are spectratopes, and the unit ball of the norm || - ||,
conjugate to || - || is a basic spectratope, an efficiently computable linear estimate is near-optimal in

terms of its H-risk.

Our initial observation is that the situation in question reduces straightforwardly to the one where
there is no observation noise at all. Indeed, let V) = X x H; then Y is a spectratope, and we lose
nothing when assuming that the signal underlying observation w is y = [z; 7] € V-

w=Ar+n= Ay, A = (A, I,,],
while the entity to be recovered is
Bz = By, B = [B,0,xm].
With these conventions, the H-risk of a candidate estimate Z(:) : R”™ — R” becomes the quantity

Risk|([Z[X x H]= sup  ||By—z(Ay)|,
y=[zm €XXH

that is, we indeed arrive at the situation where the observation noise is identically zero.
To avoid messy notation, let us assume that the outlined reduction has been carried out in advance,
so that

The problem of interest is to recover the linear image Bx € RY of an unknown signal x
known to belong to a given spectratope X from noiseless observation

w=Axr € R™,
and the risk of a candidate estimate is defined as
Risk).[2|X] = sup || Bz — Z(Az)],
reX

where || - || is a given norm with a basic spectratope as the unit ball B, of the conjugate
norm. By our standard argument,

We lose nothing when assuming that the spectratope X is basic as well, so that

X = {zeR":3teT:Riz] < tply k< K},

B, = {ueR":|lul, <1}={ueR":3reR:S7[u] <rey, (<L} (43)

with the standard restrictions on T, R and Ry[-], Se[-]-
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3.1.1 Building linear estimate

Let us build a seemingly good linear estimate. For a linear estimate Zz(w) = H”w, we have

Risky. [Zu|X] = I;lg}({H(B—HTA)xH

1p_ gT
= max [u;x] ‘Q(B A A)

T .
[usz] EBL x X [ (B-HTA)T ‘ [u; x].

Applying Proposition 2.1, we arrive at the following
Proposition 3.1 In the situation of this section, consider the convex optimization problem
Opty =, min - Lon(\[T) + 67 (AD s Yo = 0. Ac = 0. ML)

HY={Y,},A={Ar}
S, 8T | MB - HTA)
[ B - ATAT | S, RilAx ] =0 } - W)

where Ri[-], S;[-] are induced by Ry[-], Se[-], respectively, as explained in Section 2.2. The problem is
solvable, and the risk of the linear estimate T, (-) yielded by the H-component of an optimal solution
does not exceed Opt,.

3.1.2 Near-optimality

Proposition 3.2 The linear estimate Tp, yielded by Proposition 3.1 is near-optimal in terms of its
risk:

Risk) [, |Y] < Opty < 2In(2D)Risk,,.[X], D= d+ Y fo. (45)

k l
where Risk,.,[X] is the minimaz optimal risk:
Risk,, [X] = inf Risk). [Z]X],
xT

where inf is taken w.r.t. all possible estimates.

For proof, see Section 4.5.

3.2 Mixed noise

So far, we have considered separately the cases of random and uncertain-but-bounded observation
noises in (2). Note that both these observation schemes are covered by the following “mixed” scheme:

w= Az +&+1, (46)

where, as above, A is a given m X n matrix, £ us unknown deterministic signal known to belong to
a given signal set X, £ is random noise with distribution known to belong to a family P of Borel
probability distributions on R satisfying (1) for a given convex compact set II C int S, and 7 is
“uncertain-but-bounded” observation error known to belong to a given set H. As before, our goal is
to recover Bz € RY via observation w. In our present situation, given a norm || - | on R”, we can
quantify the performance of a candidate estimate w — Z(w) : R™ — R” by its risk

Riskyy 3 . [2]X] = sup  Egop{[|Bxr — 2(Az + £ +n)l[}-
reX, P<<TlneH
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Observe that the estimation problem associated with “mixed” observation scheme straightforwardly
reduces to similar problem for random observation scheme, by the same trick we have used in Section
3 to eliminate observation noise at all. Indeed, let us treat z* = [z;9] € X" = X x H and X"
as the new signal/signal set underlying our observation, and set Ax* = Ax + 7, Bx™ = Bx, where
't = [z;n]. With these conventions, the “mixed” observation scheme reduces to

w=AzT + ¢,
and for every candidate estimate Z(-) it clearly holds
Risky ¢, [Z]X] = Riskyy . [Z]X 7],

and we arrive at the situation of Section 2. Assuming that X and H are spectratopes, so is X7,
meaning that all results of Section 2 on building presumably good linear estimates and their near-
optimality are applicable to our present setup.

An immediate question is: given the reduction we have described, what is the reason for considera-
tions of Section 3.1 where we dealt with uncertain-but-bounded noise? The answer is: within its scope,
Proposition 3.2 is stronger than Proposition 2.3, since the “nonoptimality factor” in Proposition 3.2
depends (logarithmically) solely on the sizes of the participating spectratopes, while in Proposition
2.3 this factor is affected also by the actual minimax risk and deteriorates, albeit just logarithmically,
as the minimax risk goes to 0.

4 Proofs

4.1 Technical lemma

In the sequel, we frequently use the following technical fact:

Lemma 4.1 Given basic spectratope (4) and a positive definite nxn matriz Q) and setting Ay, = Ry[Q)],
we get a collection of positive semidefinite matrices, and ), Ry [Ay] is positive definite. As a corollary,
whenever My, k < K, are positive definite matrices, the matriz Y, Rj[Mjy] is positive definite. In
addition, the set

Q= {Q eS":Q=0,3te TRk[Q] S tplg, k< K}

18 monempty convexr compact set containing a neighbourhood of the origin.

Proof. Let us prove the first claim, Assuming the opposite, we would be able to find a nonzero vector
y such that >, y? Ri[Ax]y < 0, whence

0>y RilMly = > Tr(Ri[Axllyy™]) = > Tr(AxRilyy"])
k k k

(we have used (10), (6)). Since Ay = Ri[Q] = 0 due to @ > 0, see (7), it follows that Tr(AzRx[yy"]) =
0 for all k. Now, the linear mapping Rg[-] is =-monotone, and @ is positive definite, implying that
Q = rryy?’ for some g, > 0, whence Ay, = mRi[yy’], and therefore Tr(AyRi[yy’]) = 0 implies that
Tr(Ri[yyT]) = 0, that is, Ri[yy’] = R2[y] = 0. Since Ry[] takes values in S%, we get Ry[y] = 0 for
al k, which is impossible due to y # 0 and property (S3), see Section 2.2.

The second claim is an immediate consequence of the first one. Indeed, when M) are positive
definite, we can find v > 0 such that Ay =< M} for all £ < K; invoking (11), we conclude that
Ri[Ak] 2 YRi[My], whence Y, Rj[Mj] is positive definite along with >, Rj[Ag].
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Finally, the only nonevident component in the third claim of Lemma is that Q is bounded. To
see that it is the case, let us fix a collection {M}} of positive definite matrices My, € S%  and let
us set M = >, R;[My], so that M = 0 by already proved part of Lemma. For @ € Q, we have
Ri[Q] =2 trlg,, k < K, for the properly selected ¢t € T, so that

T ( ZTr QR [My)) ZTr Ri[QIM;,) < ;tkTr(Mk)

(we have used (10)), and the concluding quantity does not exceed properly selected C' < oo (since T
is compact). Thus, Q@ C {Q: Q = 0, Tr(QM) < C}, whence Q is bounded due to M > 0. O

4.2 Proof of Proposition 2.1
4.2.1 Preliminaries: matrix concentration
We are about to use the following deep matrix concentration result, see [32, Theorem 4.6.1]:

Theorem 4.1 Let Q; € S, 1 <i < I, and let &, i = 1,...,1, be independent Rademacher (£1 with
probabilities 1/2) or N'(0,1) random variables. Then for all t > 0 one has

2
Prob{ >t} <2nexp{——}
2vg

where || - || is the spectral norm, and vg = HZzlzl Q?

Qi

We need the following immediate consequence of Theorem:
Lemma 4.2 Given spectratope (4), let Q € S™t be such that
RilQ] = ptrly,, 1 <k <K, (47)

for some t € T and some p € (0,1]. Then
K
_L
Probenr0,0)1§ € X} < min [2De 20,1} , D= de.
Proof. When setting £ = Q'/?n, n ~ N(0, I,,), we have
Ry[¢] = Ry [Q?n] Zn RF =
with

Z[Rm] E, o) {Bin} = Eeonvi0.0) {RilE]} = RilQ] =< ptida,

i

due to (8). Hence, by Theorem 4.1

_ 1
Probea0.0) LI R E]I? >t} = Proby no.r) {IIRE[C]I® > tr} < 2dpe” 2.
We conclude that

_ 1
Probe v (0,0){6 & X} < Probey0.0){3k : | Rel€]l]” > te} < 2De” 2. O
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4.2.2 Proving Proposition 2.1

1°. Under the premise of Proposition 2.1, let us set C' = PTCP, and consider the conic problem

Opt, = max {Tr(C’Q) 1 Q = 0, Ri[Q] = tlg, VE < K, [t;1] € K[T] } (48)
Q,t —_———
<teT
Since T contains positive vectors, this problem is strictly feasible. Besides this, the feasible set of the
problem is bounded by Lemma 4.1 and since 7T is compact. Thus, problem (48) is strictly feasible with
bounded feasible set and thus is solvable along with its conic dual, both problems sharing a common
optimal value (Conic Duality Theorem, see Appendix A):

. {S TN, RiA) — )Q) — SITr(AL) + gilte = TH(CQ) V(Q. 1), }
A={Aptrerolgsl, L |0 Ak = 0Vk, L =0, s > ¢7(—9)
[recall that the cone dual to K[T] is {[g;s] : s > ¢7(—9g)}]
A,[Q;SLL ' Ak? t OVka L t 05 S Z ¢T(_g)

min {¢T(A[A]) : Zk:R;Z[Ak] =C, Ay = O\ﬂc} = Opt,

We see that (13) is solvable along with conic dual to problem (48), and

2°. Problem (48), as we already know, is solvable; let Q.,t* be an optimal solution to the problem.

Next, let us set R, = 1/2, C = R.CR,, and let C = UDUT be the eigenvalue decomposition of

5, so that the matrix D = UTR,CR,U is diagonal, and the trace of this matrix is Tr(R*C'R*) =
Tr(CQ.) = Opty = Opt,, Now let V' = R,U, and let § = V', where n ~ R, i.e. 7 is n-dimensional
random Rademacher vector (with independent entries taking values +1 with probabilities 1/2). We
have

¢'Ce ="V CVIn =" [U"R.CR.Un = n" Dn = Tx(D) = Opt,, (49)
(recall that D is diagonal) and
E ¢’} = E {vim'vTy = vV = RUUTR, = R? = Q..
From the latter relation,
E¢ {Ri[€]} = B¢ {Ri[6€7]} = Ru[Be{¢€™}] = Ri[Q] < 1da 1 Sk S K. (50)

On the other hand, with properly selected symmetric matrices R* we have

Ri[Vyl =Y RNy

(2
identically in y € R™, whence

B¢ {Ril¢]} = B, {Ri[Vn]} = E, { [szRkl] 2} = E,{nm;}RM R =Y RN,

1,7 1
This combines with (50) to imply that
Y RMP 24514, 1 <k < K. (51)

(2
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3°. Let us fix k < K. Applying Theorem 4.1, we derive from (51) that

_ _ L
Probyr {[| Relnll* > ti/p} < 2dpe” %,

and recalling the relation between £ and 7, we arrive at
a1
Prob{¢ : [|Ry[¢]||* > t;/p} < 2dye” 2 Vp € (0,1]. (52)

Note that when ¢} = 0 (51) implies R* = 0 for all i, so that Ry[¢] = Rg[n] =0, and (52) also holds
for those k.

Now let us set p = m. For this p, the sum over k£ < K of the right hand sides in

inequalities (52) is < 1, implying that there exists a realization & of ¢ such that
IRGEN® < ti/p, VE,

or, equivalently, B
T = p1/2P£ e X,
implying that
Opt > z1'Cz = peT C¢ = pOpt,

(the concluding equality is due to (49)), and we arrive at the right inequality in (14). O

4.3 Proof of Lemma 2.2

1°.  Let us verify (31). When @ > 0, passing from variables (©, ) in problem (30) to the variables
(G = QY?20Q"Y?,7), the problem becomes exactly the optimization problem in (31), implying that
Opt[Q] = Opt[Q] when Q = 0. As it is easily seen, both sides in this equality are continuous in Q = 0,
and (31) follows.

20, Let us set ( = Q'/2n with n ~ N(0,Iy) and Z = QY2Y. All we need to complete the proof of
Lemma 2.2 is to show that the quantity

_ . © | 3ZM
Opt|Q] =] Opt = MY Tr(®): Y, >0 2 =0 53
Ol =) Ot i, (om0 +6) < o0, |y =0f 69
satisfies
4 ln<\é\f§e54) .
Opt € 20 (2). Ui(2) = By (1271 (54)

3°. Let us represent Opt as the optimal value of a conic problem. Setting
K =K[R| =cl{[r;s] : s > 0,r/s € R},

we ensure that
R=A{r:[r1] e K}, K. ={[g;5] : 5 > or(=9)},
where K, is the cone dual to K. Consequently, (53) reads

T, >0,1</<L (a)
. © | 3ZMm
= : = .
Opt nin, 0+ Tr(O) T T[S, 8] | = 0 (b) (P)
[=A[T]; 0] € K. ()
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4°. Now let us prove that there exists matrix W € S'i and r € R such that
SW] =2 rely,, £ < L, (55)

and

Opt <> oi(ZMW'/?), (56)

where o1(-) > o2(+) > ... are singular values.

To get the announced result, let us pass from problem (P) to its conic dual. Applying Lemma
4.1 we conclude that (P) is strictly feasible; in addition, (P) clearly is bounded, so that the dual to
(P) problem (D) is solvable with optimal value Opt. Let us build (D). Denoting by Ay = 0,¢ < L,
[ G |-R

-RT | W
aggregating these constraints, the multipliers being the aggregation weights, we arrive at the following
aggregated constraint:

] = 0, [r;7] € K the Lagrange multipliers for the respective constraints in (P), and

Tr(0G) + Tr(W Y-, SFYe]) + 32, Tr(AeXy) — >, reTe(Yy) + 67 > Tr(ZMRT).

To get the dual problem, we impose on the Lagrange multipliers, in addition to the initial conic
constraints like Ay = 0, 1 < £ < L, the restriction that the left hand side in the aggregated constraint,
identically in ©, T, and 0, is equal to the objective of (P), that is,

G=1I, SIW|+MN—rls,=0,1 <l<L,7=1,

and maximize, under the resulting restrictions, the right-hand side of the aggregated constraint. After
immediate simplifications, we arrive at

Opt = ‘1;[/11%}{ {TT(ZMRT) : W= RIR,re R,Se[W] = rply, 1 << L}

I |—-R
-RT | W
to say that RT R < W is exactly the same as to say that R = SW'/2 with the spectral norm ||.S||s, 0
of S not exceeding 1, so that

(note that r € R is equivalent to [r; 1] € K, and W = RT R is the same as [ ] = 0). Now,

Opt = max { Te([ZM[SWYHT) : W = 0,[|S||shoo < 1,7 € R, S(W] < eIy, £ < L}

=Tr(zMw1/2]8T)

and we can immediately eliminate the S-variable, using the well-known fact that for every p x ¢ matrix
J, it holds
max Tr(JST) = || ||sn1,
SERPX4,[|8]|sp,00 <1

where ||.J||s,,1 is the nuclear norm (the sum of singular values) of J. We arrive at
Opt = nvlvax{HZMwl/QHSh,l € R,W = 0,8[W] = rely,, £ < L} .
NS
The resulting problem clearly is solvable, and its optimal solution W ensures the target relations (55),

(56).
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5°.  Given W satisfying (55), (56), let UJV = W/2MT ZT be the singular value decomposition of
WY2MTZT | so that U and V are, respectively, ¢ x ¢ and V is N x N orthogonal matrices, J is ¢ x N
matrix with diagonal o = [01;...; 0], p = min[g, N|, and zero off-diagonal entries; the diagonal entries
0;, 1 < i < p are the singular values of W/2M7T ZT or, which is the same, of ZMW /2, so we have

> ;> Opt. (57)

Now consider the following construction. Let n ~ AN(0,Ix), we denote by v the vector comprised
of the first p entries in Vn; note that v ~ N(0,I,), since V is orthogonal. We then augment, if
necessary, v by ¢ — p independent N (0, 1) random variables to obtain a g-dimensional normal vector
v ~ N(0,1,), and set y = UTv'; because U is orthogonal we also have x ~ N(0, I,). Observe that

p
XTW1/2MTZT77 _ XTUJVT] = [UI]TJU = Z O'Z"Ui2. (58)
i=1

To continue we need the following simple observations.

1. One has
p , 1 P ol/4
« := Prob ov; < = o p < — < 1]. 59
; 2; 7 [<1] (59)

The claim is evident when o := ). 0; = 0. Now let ¢ > 0, and let us apply the Cramer bounding
scheme. Namely, given v > 0, consider the random variable

wzexp{%wZai—VZJivg}.
7 %

Note that w > 0 a.s., and is > 1 when >0, 010 < 1 3P | 54, so that a < E{w}, or, equivalently,
thanks to v ~ N (0, I,,),

In(0) < W(B{e}) = 230+ Y (Besp{—on?)]) < & [’w Y (14 290)
i i i
Function — ) In(1+4 2v0;) is convex in [o1;...;05] > 0, therefore, its maximum over the simplex
{0 >0,i <p,> 0, =0} is attained at a vertex, and we get
In(ar) < 4 [yo —In(1 + 270)].
Minimizing the right hand side in 7 > 0, we arrive at (59).
2. Whenever » > 1, one has
Prob{||[MWY2x||, > s} < 2F exp{—3?/2}, (60)

with F' given by (29).

Indeed, setting p = 1/2? <1 and w = \/ﬁWI/Qx, we get w ~ N (0, pWW). Let us apply Lemma
4.2 to Q = pW and to R in the role of 7, L in the role of K, and Sy[-] in the role of R[]

Denoting
Vi={y:IreR:S;y] <rdy, ¢ <L},
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we have S§[Q] = pS[W] = prely,, £ < L, with r € R (see (55)), so we are under the premise of
Lemma 4.2. Applying the lemma, we conclude that

Prob {x : w W2y ¢ Y} <2Fexp{—1/(2p)} = 2F exp{—3?/2}.

Recalling that B, = M), we see that Prob{y : w IMW Y2y & B} is indeed upper-bounded by
the right hand size of (60), and (60) follows.

3. For »x > 1, let

1
E, = {(X,n) : ||MW1/2XH* < ZAo'il)i2 > 520'2} .
i i

Prob{E,.} > B(s):=1— % — 2F exp{—?%/2}. (61)

V2

Indeed, relation (61) follows from (59), (60) due to the union bound.

Then one has

When (x,n) € E,,, we have

1
A 270l 2 MW N 270l 2 XTWRMTZ Ty =3 o? 2 53 o > S0pt,
A 7

(we have used (58) and (57)), so that whenever (x,7) € E, one has || ZTn| > ;L Opt. Hence, finally,

_ el/4 _
2E 0.0 U1 27 1ll} = Prob{(x, ) € Ex}s'Opt > [1 s 2F exp{—»"/2}| 5~ 'Opt,
and we arrive at (54) when specifying s as
4
o Jom (—22E ) O
V2 —el/4

4.4 Proof of Proposition 2.3
1. Let

O(H, A, T, T, 0;Q) = dr(AA]) + or(A[T]) + 6r(A[T]) + Tr(QO) : M x Il - R,
A={A; =0,k <K}, Y={Y,=0,(<L}, Y={Y,=0,(<L}
[ > RilA] [ 3[BT — ATHIM } -
M= (HANYY.0): | IMT[B-HTA]| Y ,8(7] -
[ © | iHM } 0
SMTHT |3, 8717

(62)

Looking at (24), we conclude immediately that the optimal value Opt in (24) is nothing but
Opt = i O(H, AT, Y, 0) = O(H,ATY,Y,0; . 63
b= i AT 0) = ?) (63)

Note that the sets M and 1I are closed and convex, II is compact, and @ is a continuous convex-concave
function on M x II. In view of these observations, Assumption R combines with Sion-Kakutani
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Theorem to imply that ® possesses saddle point (Hy, Ay, Ty, Y%, O,; Q) (min in (H, A, T, Y’ 0), max
in Q) on M x II, whence Opt is the saddle point value of ® by (63). We conclude that for properly
selected Q. € II it holds

Opt — i O(H, AT, Y, 0:0,
P (H,A,Tr,r%rl?e)eM (H, Q)

=i, {or I + or (T + 6T + TH(@.6)
A={Ar=0k<K} T={Ty=0¢<L} T ={Y,=010<L}
[ SR RilAx] | A[BY - ATHIM ] -,
OB - HTA| S | |
[ © | lHM } _
TTHT | S, ST |
{¢T<A[A]> TSR] + SR + THG)
A={Ar=0k<K} T={Y,=0¢<L} T ={Y)=0(<L}

min
HAYYG

[ >, RilA] | 4[BT — ATH]M ] ,
IMT(B-HTAT 2,8 |7 }
[ ¢ |QYVHM

IMTHTQ [ sy |

A={Ar =0,k <K}, T={Y,=0,(<L}

= min { ¢7(A[A]) + or(A[Y]) + U(H) : S RE[AL] BT — ATH|M ;
i b Rl e s iy EL
B - , S G ‘%Q}/?HM
W) = min {orOT) + TG T = (X = 0.0 < 1), SMTHTQ) | 2 S7 [y )
(64)

where Opt is given by (24), and the equalities are due to (30) and (31).

2°.  From now on we assume that the observation noise ¢ in observation (2) is £ ~ N(0, Q). Besides
this, we assume that B # 0, since otherwise the conclusion of Proposition 2.3 is evident.

3°. Let W be a positive semidefinite n x n matrix, let n ~ N(0,7W) be random signal, and let
& ~ N(0,Q.) be independent of 7; vectors (1, &) induce random vector

w=An+ &~ N0, AW AT +Q,).

Now, consider the problem where given w we are interested to recover Bn, and the Bayesian risk of a
candidate estimate Z(-) is quantified by E, ¢{||Bn — 2(An + £)||}. Let us set

oW] = it E, {||Bn — Z(An + &)]|}- (65)

(")

Our first observation is that o[WW] is “nearly attainable” with a linear estimate. Indeed, let P be the
joint distribution of the Gaussian vector [w; Bn], @ be the marginal distribution of w, and let R,
stand for the conditional, given w, distribution of Bn. Since P is zero mean Gaussian, the conditional
expectation E,{ Bn} of By given w is linear in w: E,{Bn} = H"w for some H depending on W only.
Given an estimate Z(-), its Bayesian risk satisfies

0 =Enu{lBn -2} = BAEL{lIBn - 2(w)ll}} = Eu{l| El{Bn} —2(w)|}
——

=HTw
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by the Jensen inequality. Hence

E,¢{l|Bn — H"(An +¢)|} Eyo{l|Bn — H'w||} = Eo{E,{|Bn — Hw|}}
E, {E{[1Bn — Z(w)|| + |2(w) — H w]||} }

Eyo{l|Bn — Z(w)[l} + Bo{IlIH w — Z2(w)|[} < 2o,

Al

and thus B B
E,{||Bn— H (An + &)||} = By {|Bn — H w|} < 20. (66)

Further, by convexity of the norm, we have
VETwl = AT + (B — BT Al > |AT€] + o7 (€)[B — AT AJy,
where v(&) ||[v(§)|l« <1 is &-measurable, and thus independent of 1 with and we conclude that
20 > By {|HT¢ + (B~ HTApll} > By e{||HT¢| + 0T (€)[B — H  Aln} > Be{||H €[} (67)

Similarly, ) B B B
(B — HT Alp+ H'¢|| = ||[B — HT Aln| + o™ (n) H' €,

so that
20> By {[l[B— A" Aln+ H'¢||} > B {[I[B — HT Alnl| + 0" () H" ¢} > E,{|[[B — H" AJn|}. (68)

In relations (67) and (68), H depends solely on W, and o can be made arbitrarily close to o[W], and
we arrive at the following

Lemma 4.3 Let W be a positive semidefinite n x n matriz. Then the risk o[W] defined by (65)
satisfies the inequality

oW)> 5 inf  [Ey o) {IB—H"Alnll} + Eguno.0 (I €] - (69)

4°. Lemma 4.3 combines with Lemma 2.2 to imply the following result:

Lemma 4.4 Let W be a positive semidefinite n X n matriz. Then the risk o[W] defined by (65)
satisfies the inequality

oW] = (“x[F)~!

r— (k) 6 {Tr (WG) + dr(A[Y]) + T(H) :

Lt gt (70)
o0t | s =0
where W(H) is given by (64) and and k[F) = \/5_461/4 In (\;‘5\254).
Proof. Let H be m x v matrix. Applying Lemma 2.2 to N =m, Y = H, Q = Q,, we get
Eeonvo.e) UIHTE} = w7 [F] U (H). (71)
Applying Lemma 2.2 to N =n, Y = (B - HTA)T, Q = W, we get
KIF)Eponom){IIB — HT Alnl|} . -
2 min 9RO+ THVG) [ N AT I 3l E;Sz[n]] } - 0}.
The resulting inequality combines with (69) and (71) to imply (70). O
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5%, For 0 < s <1, let us set

(a) W, = {WGS?_: HtETIRk[W]j%tkIdk,lﬁkEK},

® z

Ty = 0V, (72)
(Y ={Y,, (< L},G H): G | 3[BT — ATH|M ] “o (-
sMTB—HTAL[ 3, 8] -

Note that W, is a nonempty convex compact (by Lemma 4.1) set such that W,, = W, and Z is a
nonempty closed convex set. Consider the parametric saddle point problem

Opt(s) = i EW:Y,G,H) :=Tr (WG AT+ ¥ (H)]. 73

i) = e min [ ) = Te(WG) + dr(AT]) + T(H) (73)

This problem is convex-concave; utilizing the fact that W,, is compact and contains positive definite

matrices, it is immediately seen that the Sion-Kakutani theorem ensures the existence of a saddle
point whenever » € (0, 1]. We claim that

0 < 5 < 1= Opt(s) > /»Opt(1). (74)
Indeed, Z is invariant w.r.t. scalings
(Y ={Yp,t <L},G,H)— (0T := {0y, < L},07'G, H), [0 > 0].
When taking into account that ¢ (A[0Y]) = 0pr(A[Y]), we get
E(W) = (T,g}}{n)ez EW;Y,G,H) = (Tg,l}%ezér;%E(W;HT,H’lG, H)
= in_ (20T W GG O] + ¥(H)]

Because VU is nonnegative we conclude that whenever W = 0 and s € (0, 1], one has
E(=W) > VxE(W),
which combines with W,, = »W); to imply that

= g > =
Opt(>) = max E(W) = max E(>W) > v max E(W) = >Opt(1),

and (74) follows.

6°.  We claim that
Opt(1) = Opt, (75)
where Opt is given by (24) (and, as we have seen, by (64) as well). Note that (75) combines with (74)
to imply that
0 < 5 < 1= Opt(s) > /»Opt. (76)

Verification of (75) is given by the following computation. By Sion-Kakutani Theorem,

Opt(1) = max (T’g}}%ez [Te(WG) + or(A[Y]) + ¥(H)]

N (T,g,l%ez Wem [Te(WG) + or(A[Y]) + ¥(H)]

= (Tvg}}%ez [‘I’(H) + or(A[Y]) + mmﬁ}X{Tr(GW) CW 0,3t € T - Re[W] < tyly, k< K}}

T ez [‘I’(H )+ oY) + max {Te(GW) : W = 0,[t:1] € KIT], Ru[W] = tiday, b < K}]
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Now, using Conic Duality combined with the fact that (K[T]). = {[g;s] : s > ¢7(—g)} we obtain

Y= {Y,=0,0<I},A={Ay =0,k <K},
Ovt(1) = min W) + oY +oria) s ¢
rE A s
T {1 =0, 0<L}A={A,=0k<K}
= min |U(H)+ ¢r(A[Y]) + ¢7(A[A]) : SR [A] 1BT - ATHIM
o ) T [ s =

I\

-

= Opt [see (64)].

Now we can complete the proof.

7°. Let us set

0. = inf Risk[71¥], Risk(|Y] = sup Be-xio.0, (1B — 34z + &)}, (77)
z{ zeX

where inf is taken over all estimates. It is immediately seen that g, > 0 due to Q. > 0 (recall that
Q. € II and invoke Assumption R) combined with B # 0 and 0 € int X. Consequently, there is an
estimate Z(-) such that Risk[Z|X] < 2p,. Further, when = € X\{0}, we have W := zaT € Q, see (27)
and (6), and W/2 = W/||z||2, whence for M, as defined in (27) we have

M} = Eyono,1) IIBW 0|7} = |l2]15 %) B2 IPEyenro,n { (2" 0)*} = || B,

and we arrive at
x € X = ||Bz| < M,. (78)

Now let us convert the estimate Z into the estimate Z defined as follows: Z(w) is the || - ||-closest to
Z(w) point of the set By, = {u: ||u|| < M.}. When = € X, we have Bx € By, by (78), and because,
by construction, Z is the closest to Z point of Byy,, we have also [|Z(w) — Z(w)| < ||Bx — z(w)|| for all
w. Thus,

zeX = |Br —2(w)| < [|Br — z(w)| + [[2(w) = Z(w)|| < 2[|Bx — Z(w)]|.
We conclude that ||Z(w)|| < M, Vw, and

Risk[Z|X] < 2Risk[z|X] < 3p. (79)

8%. For s € (0, 1], let W,, be the W-component of a saddle point solution to the saddle point problem
(73). Then, by (76),

VxOpt < Opt(») = min  {Tr(W..G) + ¢r(A[Y]) + U(H)}

(Y,G,H)eZ
- T G |IBT - ATHM
= i {Tr(W%G) +ORAX]) +W(H) = Yo = OV |\ g 5, 5] ] = 0}
< 4s[F]o[W,] )

(we have used (72.b) and (70); recall that g[-] is given by (65)). On the other hand, when applying
Lemma 4.2 to Q = W,, we obtain, in view of relations 0 < » < 1, W,, € W,,,

8(3¢) := Prob, 0.1 AW *n & X} < 2D exp{—(22) "'}, (81)
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with D given by (29). Setting
E,={C: WY2¢ e &}, &£ =R"\E,,, ¥ = Diag{l,,,Q.},

we have by definition of the risk o[WW,/]

o[W..]

IN

E, o) {IBW = 2(AW,*n + €)1}

= Eypuno) {Benoon {IBWE 0 = 5(AW 2 + )1} |

= Epnion) {Benoo IBW 0= 3(AW  + ©)}1{n € £.} |
FEyn0.0) { Ben0.0 (IBW 0 = (AW + )1 € &2}

Risk[2]4] + By (o,1,) {<||Bwi/2n|| + M.)Un € E5}} [since ()] < M.]

30« + Mi6(5) + Eponro,1,) {HBW%/QnHI{?] € 55}} [we have used (79)].

IN

IN

We conclude that

o] < 30, + M. 5( ) T [EWO 4 { |BW1/277||2H [Prob, o 1, {n € €51
30« + M,[d \/ [by (27); note that W,, € Q due to » < 1]
30« + 2M, \/ [since 5 (5) < 1]

30« + 2M, \/@exp{ (43¢)~1} [we have used (81)].

VAN VANR VAN VAN

The bottom line here is that
1
0<<1= o[W,] <30s+2M.2D exp{—4—}. (82)
»
Observe that g, < M,, since due to (78), for the trivial — identically zero — estimate Z(-) of Bx one
has Risk[z|X] < M,. It follows that setting

1
41n (72]‘/[*@)

Ox

;{:

we ensure that > € (0,1], whence, by (82),
o[Wx| < 4o..
This combines with (80) to imply that
V#Opt < 4k[F]o[W5] < 16x[F]o.,

whence finally

2
Opt < 16/1[_F] o < 64+/2 n 4v2F n <8M;D> o
VE T V2—el\ T \Va—el/d o

Noting that by definition of g, and RiskOptyy || [X] we have o, < RiskOpty; [X] < M. (the conclud-
ing < is due to ||Bz| < M, for x € X), we arrive at (28). O
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4.5 Proof of Proposition 3.2

1°. Observe that setting

0 = max{||Bz| : x € X, Ax = 0}, (83)
x
we ensure that
Risk,.[X] > o. (84)
Indeed, let z be an optimal solution to the (clearly solvable) optimization problem in (83). Then
observation w = 0 can be obtained from both the signals x = ¥ and x = —Z, and therefore the risk of
any (deterministic) recovery routine is at least ||BZ| = o, as claimed.

2°. It may happen that Ker A = {0}. In this case the situation is trivial: specifying A" as a partial
inverse to A: ATA = I, and setting HY = BAT (so that B — HTA = 0), Ty = Of,xy,, { < L,
Ap = Ogixd,, k < K, we get a feasible solution to the optimization problem in (44) with zero value
of the objective, implying that Opty = 0; consequently, the linear estimate induced by an optimal
solution to the problem is with zero risk, and the conclusion of Proposition 3.2 is clearly true. with
this in mind, we assume from now on that Ker A # {0}. Denoting k¥ = dimKer A, we can build an
n X k matrix E of rank k such that Ker A is the image space of F.

3°.  Setting
Z = {zeRF:ExeX}={:eR":3(teT): R[z] 2 tyly,., k <K}, Rylz] = Ry[E2],
o - | $BE
- e

note that when z runs trough the spectratope Z, Ez runs exactly through the entire set {z € X :
Az = 0}. with this in mind, invoking Proposition 2.1, we arrive at

0= max maxg! BEz= max [u;z]TClu; 2]
g:llgl|« <1 2€2 [u;z]€Bux 2
< Opti=_ min LorO\T]) + 6r (A Ty <0, Ay <0, (£, K)

T={T,: (<L},
A={A},k<K}

(85)

[ IEHEYE 3BE } -0
sETBT BT REAKIE |~

(we have used the straightforward identity R;[Ax] = ETR;[Ax]E). By the same Proposition 2.1, the
optimization problem in (85) specifying Opt is solvable, and

Opt <2In(2D)o, D= di+ Y _ fo. (86)
k )4

4°. Let T = {Y,}, A = {A;} be an optimal solution to the optimization problem specifying Opt, see
(85), and let

Y =) ST A=) RilAd,
¢ k

so that

= 0. (87)

Opt = pr(A[T]) + o7 (A[A)) & [ Lo ]

sETBT | ETAE
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We claim that for properly selected m x v matrix H it holds

0’ | 2(B—HTA)
5(B—HTA)T | A

= 0. (88)

This claim implies the conclusion of Proposition 3.2: by the claim, we have Opty, < Opt, which
combines with (86) and (84) to imply (45).

In order to justify the claim, assume thatg it fails to be true, and let us lead this assumption to
contradiction.

4%.a. Consider the semidefinite program

o . Y (B— HTA)
T*_??{T'[%(B—HTA)T‘ A :|+7—Il,+nt0}- (89)

The problem clearly is strictly feasible, and the value of the objective at every feasible solution is
positive; in addition, the objective clearly is coercive on the feasible domain, so that the problem is
solvable with positive optimal value.

N[ =

4%b. As we have seen, (89) is a strictly feasible solvable problem with positive optimal value 7, so
that the problem dual to (89) is solvable with positive optimal value. Let us build the dual problem.
u |V
Vil w
taking inner product of the left hand side of the constraint with the multiplier, we get the aggregated
constraint

Denoting by >~ 0 the Lagrange multipliers for the semidefinite constraint in (89) and

Tr(UY) + Tr(WA) + 7[Tr(U) + Te(W)] + Tr((B — HT A)VT) > 0;

the equality constraints of the dual should make the homogeneous in 7, H part of the left hand side
in the aggregated constraint identically equal to 7, which amounts to

Tr(U) 4+ Te(W) =1, VAT =0,
and the aggregated constraint now reads
7> — [Tr(UY) + Te(WA) + Tr(BVT)].

The dual problem is to maximize the right hand side of the latter constraint over Lagrange mul-

tiplier [ ‘f,] T‘/(/ } > 0 satisfying AVT = 0, and its optimal value is 7, > 0, that is, there exists

[VTL_’L] > 0 such that AVT =0 and

Tr(UY) + Tr(WA) + Tr(BVT) < 0; (90)

adding to U a small positive multiple of the unit matrix, we can assume, in addition, that U = 0.
Now, the relation AV? = 0 combines with the definition of E to imply that V7 = EF for properly
selected matrix F', so that
7 T T
U |FE ~ 0,
EF| W -
whence, by Schur Complement Lemma,

W = EFU'FTET,
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and therefore (90) combines with A = 0 to imply that

0>Tr(UY)+Tr(WA) + Tr(BVT) = Tr(UY) + Tr(WA) + Tr(BEF)
1 7 T
> Tr(UYX) + Te(EFU'FTETA) + Tr(BEF) = Tr <[ X | 3BE ] [ vl _F D

sETBT |ETAE | | F|FU'FT

Both matrix factors in the concluding the chain Tr(-) are positive semidefinite (first — by (87), and
the second - by the Schur Complement Lemma); consequently, the concluding quantity in the chain

is nonnegative, which is impossible. We have arrived at a desired contradiction. ]
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A Conic duality

A conic problem is an optimization problem of the form
Opt(P) = max {ch : Az —b; € Ky i=1,...,m, Pz =p} (P)
xT

where K; are regular (i.e., closed, convex, pointed and with a nonempty interior) cones in Euclidean
spaces F;. Conic dual of (P) “is responsible” for upper-bounding the optimal value in (P) and is built
as follows: selecting somehow Lagrange multipliers \; for the conic constraints A;x — b; € K; in the
cones dual to K;:

A€ Kii={A:(\y) >0y € K;},

and a Lagrange multiplier ¢ € R¥™P for the equality constraints, every feasible solution z to (P)
satisfies the linear inequalities (\;, A;z) > (i, b;), i < m, same as the inequality u” Pz > u”p, and
thus satisfies the aggregated inequality

Z(AiaAz‘@ +u" Pz > Z(Aubﬁ +u"p.

3 (2

If the left hand side of this inequality is, identically in x, equal to —clz (or, which is the same,
—c =) AT\ + PT i, where A? is the conjugate of A;), the inequality produces an upper bound
—(X\i, b;) — pT on Opt(P). The dual problem

Opt(D) = Alf.r.l,&rin,u {— Z()\i, by —plp: N € Kii <m, ZA:)\i + Py = —c} (D)

7 (2
is the problem of minimizing this upper bound. Note that (D) is a conic problem along with (P) —
it is a problem of optimizing a linear objective under a bunch of linear equality constraints and conic
inclusions of the form “affine function of the decision vector should belong to a given regular cone.”
Conic Duality Theorem (see, e.g., [3]) states that when one of the problems (P), (D) is bounded®
and strictly feasible, then the other problem in the pair is solvable, and Opt(P) = Opt(D). In this
context, strict feasibility means that there exists a feasible solution for which all conic inclusions are
satisfied strictly, that is, the left hand side of the inclusion belongs to the interior of the right hand
side cone.

Sfor a maximization (minimization) problem, boundedness means that the objective is bounded from above (resp.,
from below) on the feasible set.
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