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Abstract—We study the problem of recovering sparse signals been proposedlp]-[19]. The optimization-based approaches

from compressed linear measurements. This problem, often replace the nonconveXy-norm with its convex surrogate

referred to as sparse recovery or sparse reconstruction, f&gener- - oy - translating the combinatorial hard search into a
ated a great deal of interest in recent years. To recover thepgirse . .
| computationally tractable problem:

signals, we propose a new method called multiple orthogonal
least squares (MOLS), which extends the well-known orthogtal min ||x|; Subjectto y = ®x. (3)
least squares ((_)LS) _algorith_m by qllowin_g multipIeL indices to x

be chosen per iteration. Owing to inclusion of multiple supprt  Thjs algorithm is known as basis pursuit (BBJ.[It has been
indices in each selection, the MOLS algorithm converges in revealed that under appropriate constraints on the measute

much fewer iterations and improves the computational effictncy . . -
over the conventional OLS algorithm. Theoretical analysishows Matrix, BP yields exact recovery of the sparse signal.

that MOLS (L > 1) performs exact recovery of all K-sparse The second category of approaches for sparse recovery
signals within K iterations if the measurement matrix satisfies are greedy algorithms, in which signal support is iterdgive
the restrlctsdz isometry property (RIP) with isometry constant  jdentified according to various greedy principles. Due firth
drx < >vr 'he recovery performance of MOLS in the  computational simplicity and competitive performanceegty
noisy scenario is also studl_ed. It |s_shown that stable recevy of algorithms have gained considerable popularity in prattic
sparse signals can be achieved with the MOLS algorithm when L . . . .
applications. Representative algorithms include matgipior-

the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) scales linearly with the sgrsity I : '
level of input signals. suit (MP) [7], orthogonal matching pursuit (OMPJ]| [20]—

: [27] and orthogonal least squares (OLS8),[[28]-[30]. Both
Index Terms—Compressed sensing (CS), sparse recovery, or- . . .
thogonal matching pursuit (OMP), orthogonal least squares OMP and OLS 'dent'fy the support of the Undefly'ng sparse
(OLS), multiple orthogonal least squares (MOLS), restriced Signal by adding one index at a time, and estimate the sparse

isometry property (RIP), signal-to-noise ratio (SNR). coefficients over the enlarged support. The main difference
between OMP and OLS lies in the greedy rule of updating
I. INTRODUCTION the support at each iteration. While OMP finds a column that

is most strongly correlated with the signal residual, OL&kse

In recent years, sparse recovery has attracted much atten{b maximally reduce the power of the current residual with an

n applied mathem_at|cs, electrical engineering, and SStatIenlarged support set. It has been shown that OLS has better
tics [1]-[4]. The main task of sparse recovery is to recover

&nvergence property but is computationally more expensiv
high dimensionalk-sparse vectok € R" (||x|lo < K < n) g propery P y P

f I ber of li t than the OMP algorithm30].
romm & Sl MHmber of fneat meastiemens In this paper, with the aim of improving the recovery

y = ®x, (1) accuracy and also reducing the computational cost of OLS,
] we propose a new method called multiple orthogonal least
where® € R™"" (m < n) is often called the measurementqares (MOLS), which can be viewed as an extension of
matrix. Although the system is underdetermined, owing e QLS algorithm in that multiple indices are allowed to be
the signal sparsityx can be accurately recovered from thessen at a time. Our method is inspired by that those sub-
measurementg by solving anfy-minimization problem: optimal candidates in each of the OLS identification arelyike
min ||x[, subjectto y = ®x. (2) tobe reliable and could be utilized to better reduce the powe
x of signal residual for each iteration, thereby accelegatime
This method, however, is known to be intractable due to tleenvergence of the algorithm. The main steps of the MOLS
combinatorial search involved and therefore impractical falgorithm are specified in Table Owing to selection of
realistic applications. Thus, much attention has focusede® multiple “good” candidates in each time, MOLS converges
veloping efficient algorithms for recovering the sparsenalg in much fewer iterations and improves the computational
In general, the algorithms can be classified into two majeificiency over the conventional OLS algorithm.
categories: those using convex optimization techniqug¢s [ Greedy methods with a similar flavor to MOLS in
[5] and those based on greedy searching principdgg14]. adding multiple indices per iteration include stagewise DM
Other algorithms relying on nonconvex methods have al$8tOMP) P], regularized OMP (ROMP)1[Q], and generalized
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TABLE |

THE MOLS ALGORITHM of sparse signals can be achieved with MOLS when
the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) scales linearly with the
Input measuremen: matrit@ € %’:f” sparsity level of input signals. In particular, for the case
rsnpﬁz::;egve;; vector € % of OLS (i.e., whenL = 1), we show that the scaling law
and selection parametdr < min{K, 22 }. of the SNR is necessary for exact support recovery of
Initialize iteration countk = 0, sparse signals.
timated 0=, . . .
zﬁén;:s?duznggro :@y_ The rest of this paper is o.rg.a}nlzed as follows: In Sectlc_)n
While (Ir*]|2 > e andk < K) or Lk < K, do we introduce notations, definitions, and lemmas that will be
k=k+ 1-k _ N , used in this paper. In SectidH, we give a useful observation
Identity S :zr:%r‘ilrgzies”Prkflu{i}y”T regarding the identification step of MOLS. In Sectibv
Enlarge 7% = 7+—1 U Sk, and V, we analyze the theoretical performance of MOLS
Estimate x* = arirr)linﬂl\y—i'ullz- in recovering sparse signals. In Sectisth, we study the
u:supp(u)= .. . .
Update r* —y — ®xk. empirical perf(_)rma_nce of _the MOLS algorithm. Concluding
End remarks are given in Sectiovill .

Output  the estimated suppoft = arg min||x* — x%||2 and the
S:|S|=

- Il. PRELIMINARIES
estimated signak satisfyingfcmf =0andx; = @;,y.
A. Notations

We first briefly summarize notations used in this paper. Let

Q2 ={1,2,---,n} and letT = supgx) = {i|i € Q,x; #
OMP (gOMP) [L1] (also known as orthogonal super greed9} denote the support of vector. For S C €, |S]| is the
algorithm (OSGA) B1)), etc. These algorithms identify can-cardinality ofS. 7\ S is the set of all elements contained in
didates at each iteration according to correlations betwe& but notinS. xs € RISl is the restriction of the vectot to
columns of the measurement matrix and the residual vdbe elements with indices if. ®s € R™*I5! is a submatrix
tor. Specifically, StOMP picks indices whose magnitudes of ® that only contains columns indexed By If ®s is full
correlation exceed a deliberately designed threshold. ROMolumn rank, therbl, = (®;®s)~'® is the pseudoinverse
first chooses a set oK indices with strongest correlationsof ®s. sparf®s) is the span of columns i®s. Ps = <I>5<I>:fS
and then narrows down the candidates to a subset basedsahe projection onto spa®s). Ps = I-Pg is the projection
a predefined regularization rule. The gOMP algorithm findsnto the orthogonal complement of spdr;), wherel is the
a fixed number of indices with strongest correlations in eadtfentity matrix. For mathematical convenience, we assumae t
selection. Other greedy methods adopting a differentegiyat @ has unit/,-norm columns throughout the pager.
of adding as well as pruning indices from the list include
compressive sampling matching pursuit (CoSaMPJ] and B. Definitions and Lemmas

subspace pursuit (SPYL4 and hard thresholding pursuit  pefinition 1 (RIP B2]): A measurement matrid is said

(HTP) [13], etc.. _ _ to satisfy the RIP of ordef if there exists a constarit €
The contributions of this paper are summarized as foIIowe‘O 1) such that

i) We propose a new algorithm, referred to as MOLS, for 1= 8)[x|2 < | @x]2 < (1 +8)|x]2 ©)
solving sparse recovery problems. We analyze the MOLS ( x|z = f[®x])z < ( X2
algorithm using the restricted isometry property (RIPfor all K-sparse vectors. In particular, the minimum of all

introduced in the compressed sensing (CS) the8 [ constants satisfying 6) is called the isometry constabik.
(see Definitionl below). Our analysis shows that MOLS  The following lemmas are useful for our analysis.

(L > 1) exactly recovers anys-sparse signal withink’ Lemma 1 (Lemma 3 ir3p)): If a measurement matrix sat-
iterations if the measurement matri& obeys the RIP isfies the RIP of both order&’; and K, where K; < K,
with isometry constant then 65, < dx,. This property is often referred to as the
VI monotonicity of the isometry constant.
S < ———. (4) Lemma 2 (Consequences of RIEZ[, [34]): Let S C Q.
VE +2VL If 65| < 1 then for any vectou € RIS/,

For the special case wheih= 1, MOLS reduces to the

) ) . I 1-6 < |[|®.P <(1+96 ,
conventional OLS algorithm. We establish the condition ( is1) [ull; < [@sBsully < (1+is)) [[ull,

for the exact sparse recovery with OLS as m < ||(<I>ZS<I>5)*1uH2 < m
. 14+ 5|5‘ 1-— 5‘5|
Ort1 < JR+2 (5) Lemma 3 (Lemma 2.1 iBf]): Let S, S, € Q andS; N

. o . Sz =0.1f 85,1415, < 1, then|[ @5, V|2 < 65,415,/ V]2
This condition is nearly sharp in the sense that, even wikiblds for any vectow € R"™ supported orS..

a slight relaxation (e.g., relaxing @y 11 = #), the
exact recovery with OLS may not be guaranteed. 1In [33)], it has been shown that the behavior of OLS is unchangedhehet
the columns of® have unitf2-norm or not. As MOLS is a direct extension

") We analyzg recovery performance of MOLS in the Préss the oLs algorithm, it can be verified that the behavior of Mis also
ence of noise. Our result demonstrates that stable recoveiyhanged whethep has unit¢2-norm columns or not.



Lemma 4 (Proposition 3.1 inlP]): Let S C €. If §|s) < have confirmed that the simplification offers massive reidact
1, then for any vecton € R™, [[®5ullz < /1 +0;5/[|uf2.  in the computational cost.

Lemma 5 (Lemma 5 ir3F)): Let Si,S» C Q. Then the  Following the arguments ir8[), [33], we give a geometric

minimum and maximum eigenvalues &, P% &, satisfy interpretation of the selection rule in MOLS: the columns
e of measurement matrix are projected onto the subspace that

)\min(@fsng‘I)g]) > Amin(®s,0s,Ps,0s, ) is orthogonal to the span of the active columns, and fthe
Amax (@5, PE®s) < Amax(®ls, s, Ps10s,)- normalized projected columns that are best correlated tvéh
residual vector are selected.
Lemma 6:Let S C Q. If §5; < 1 then for any vector

uc RIS IV. EXACT SPARSERECOVERY WITHMOLS
u u A. Main Results
H HQ < H(q)g)/uuz < H H2 ) 7 . _ -
V1+0s V1-=10s In this section, we study the condition of MOLS for exact

recovery of sparse signals. For convenience of stating the

results, we say that MOLS makes a success at an iteration

if it selects at least one correct index at the iterationa@e

if MOLS makes a success in each iteration, it will select all
[1l. OBSERVATION support indices withink iterations. When all support indices

Let us begin with an interesting and important observatigife selected, MOLS can recover the sparse signal exactly.

regarding the identification step of MOLS as shown in Tdble Theorem liLet x € R" be any K-sparse signal and let
At the (k + 1)-th iteration ¢ > 0), MOLS adds to7* a set ® € R™"" be the measurement matrix. Also, [Btbe the

The upper bound in7) has appeared inlp, Proposition 3.1]
and we give a proof for the upper bound in Appendix

of L indices, number of indices selected at each iteration of MOLS. Then
. Z N ) if ® satisfies the RIP with
S =arg min IPFeuayy 2 (8) VL
siSioLi { oo < R L1 (1)
Intuitively, a straightforward implementation o8)( requires K+l ™ Vg2 -

to sort all elements ir{HP#ku{i}yH%}ieQ\ﬂ and then find MOLS exactly recoverx from the measurements = ®x
the smallestZ, ones (and their corresponding indices). Thiwithin K iterations.
implementation, however, is computationally expensivatas Note that when, = 1, MOLS reduces to the conventional
requires to construct — Lk different orthogonal projections OLS algorithm. Theoreml suggests that undefxiq1 <
(i.e., P#ku{i}, Vi € Q\ TF). Therefore, it is highly desirable \/?1”, OLS can recover ank -sparse signal in exadt iter-
to find a cost-effective alternative t®&)(for the identification ations. Similar results have also been established for #1€ O
step of MOLS. algorithm. In R4, [25], it has been shown thafc,; < ﬁ
Interestingly, the following proposition illustrates thg8) is sufficient for OMP to exactly recovet -sparse signals. The
can be substantially simplified. It is inspired by the tecahi condition is recently improved 641 < Y25H1=1 [37], by
report of Blumensath and Davie89, in which a geometric utilizing techniques developed i8§]. It is worth mentioning
interpretation of OLS is given in terms of orthogonal prejechat there exist examples of measurement matrices saiisfyi

tions. Oki1 = LK and K-sparse signals, for which OMP makes
Proposition 1: At the (k 4 1)-th iteration, the MOLS algo- wrong selection at the first iteration and thus fails to rerov
rithm identifies a set of. indices: the signals inK iterations p4], [25]. Since OLS coincides
ok with OMP for the first iteration, those examples naturally
k+1 |<¢17 r >| . . . .
N ZaFgS%&llzLZ PL il (9) apply to OLS, which therefore implies tha 1 < — is
' ies 0 TF j ? a necessary condition for the OLS algorithm. We would like
P to mention that the claim of,; < —= being necessary for
— Tk k K+1
e S:I‘I‘IS{T):(LZ'GZS <||P#k ¢i|\2’r >’ (10) exact recovery with OLS has also been proved3® Lemma

_ o . 1]. Considering the fact tha{\/?l—+2 converges to\/% as K
The proof of this proposition is given in Appendig. goes large, the proposed conditioR; < is nearly
It is essentially identical to some analysis 88 (which sharp

is particularly for OLS), but with extension to the case of 1o proof of Theorent follows along a similar line as the
selecting multiple indices per iteration (i.e., the MOLSep proof in [11, Section III], in which conditions for exact recov-

This extt_ans.ion is import.ant in that it not only enaples a |OV\é—ry with gOMP were proved using mathematical induction,

complexity implementation for MOLS, but also will play any, i+ \ith two key distinctions. The first distinction lies ihet

key role in the performance analysis of MOLS in Sectidh oy \ve jower bound the correlations between correct columns

andV. We thus include the proof for co-mplgtei\n-ess. _ and the current residual. As will be seen in Proposioiby
One can interpret fromdj that to identifyS™*", it suffices g p5|6ving an improved analysis, we obtain a tighter bound fo

to find the L largest values in{”ﬁik%}ieg\ﬂ' which  MOLS than the corresponding result for gOMPL] Lemma

is much simpler thang) as it involves only one projection 3.7], which consequently leads to better recovery cornustio

operator (i.e.,P#k). Indeed, by numerical experiments, wdor the MOLS algorithm. The second distinction is in how we

1
VEK+2



obtain recovery conditions for the caselof= 1. While in [11, 2) Success of the general iteratioAssume that MOLS has
Theorem 3.11] the condition for the first iteration of OMPselected at least one correct index at each of the previous
directly applies to the general iteration and hence becames(l < k < K) iterations and denote bythe number of correct
overall condition for OMP (i.e., the condition for succeds dndices in7*. Then/ = |T N T*| > k. Also, assume that
the first iteration also guarantees the success of sucagediit' does not contain all correct indices, thatdsy K. Under
iterations, seell, Lemma 3.10]), such is not the case for théhese assumptions, we will establish a condition that essur
OLS algorithm due to the difference in the identificationerul MOLS to select at least one correct index at e+ 1)-th
This means that to obtain the overall condition for OLS, wieration.

need to consider the first iteration and the general itaratio For analytical convenience, we introduce the following two

individually, which makes the underlying analysis for OLSjuantities: i)u; denotes the largest value ‘ﬂéd)l :b)”\ =
Tk

more complex and also leads to a more restrictive condition (ber®)]
than the OMP algorithm. T\T* and ii) v;, denotes thd.-th largest value oféer )L

1Py bill2
i€ Q\ (TUTFk). Itis clear that if

B. Proof of Theoreni up > v, (16)

The proof works by mathematical induction. We first estai belongs to the set of largest elements among all elements
lish a condition that guarantees success of MOLS at the fmt{‘ﬁlim}zemfrk Then it follows from @) that at least

iteration. Then we assume that MOLS has been successfubife correct index (i.e., the one corresponding:ty will be

previousk iterations { < k < K). Under this assumption, we selected at thék + 1)-th iteration of MOLS. The following

derive a condition under which MOLS also makes a succesfposition gives a lower bound far; and an upper bound
at the (k + 1)-th iteration. Finally, we combine these twofor v, .

conditions to obtain an overall condition. Proposition 2: We have
1) Success of the first iteratiorFrom @), MOLS selects 1= Oxorns
at the first iteration the index set up > 7\/[(% %7l (7)
[ (¢, T 5 1z
T! = arg Z vy < (1 + $)
5‘5| L P k¢1H2 L= 1_5Lk_5%k+1
s arg max Z| &, r* « (6 ot 5L+Lk5Lk+K—é) HXT\T’“HQ_ 18
S:|S|=L L+K—¢ 1—5Lk \/E ( )
= i3 = Byl (12 : -
arg max, || syHl arg max, [®5syll2-  (12) Proof: See AppendixC. [

By noting thatl < k < /¢ < K and1 < L < K, we can
where (a) is because = 0 so thatHP'Jfk(biHQ = ||¢illa = 1. use monotonicity of isometry constant to obtain

; 2
By noting thatL < K, K—-({<LK = 0k <LK,

[®Fryll, = max [|[®5yl: Lk+K—(<LK = ikt <0rK,
s:ls|=L Lk <LK = 0pp <0Lk, (19)
> 2 @yl =\ |2 @l Lh+1<LE = Oppa < Ovr,
L+ LE<LK = 5L+Lk§6LK-
=z \/ K(l = 0x)[Ix[[2- (13) Using (17) and (19), we have
On the other hand, if no correct index is chosen at the first uy > (1- 5LK)||XT\TkH2_ (20)
iteration (i.e.,7* N7 = @), then N K~/
Also, using (@8) and (L9), we have
emma3
@7yl =27 ®rxrll, < Odxirlxly. (14) 52 1/2 520\l
v < 1+—1—6 52 0 +1_§ \/Z
This, however, contradictsl®) if dx < \/Z(1 —dk) or LR LK LE
B Onxc [Pyl _ (21)
5 VL 15 VL(1 =6k — 02 ) /2(1 — 0k ) /2
< —.
K= K+ VL (15) From @0) and @1), u; > vy, holds true whenever
Therefore, underl(), at least one correct index is chosen at 1- 6LK OLK . (22)
the first iteration of MOLS. VK \/_(1 — 0K — 07 )2 (1 — dpk)!/?
, Equwalently (see Appendi®),
2Note that the average df largest elements ii| (¢}, y)|};co must be no
less than that of any other subset{d{¢},y)|}icq Whose cardinality is no VL
O < —————. (23)

less thanL. Hence, \/ S Hohy) 2 > \/K YieT (85, v 2. VK +2VL



Therefore, underX3), MOLS selects at least one correct indewf OLS in a factor of;‘(gz’lg ( ~ %) We will see later in

at the (k + 1)-th iteration. the experimental section that MOLS has a faster convergence
3) Overall condition: So far, we have obtained condi-than the OLS algorithm.

tion (15 for the success of MOLS at the first iteration and

condition @3) for the success of the general iteration. We \/ gparRSERECOVERY WITHMOLS UNDER NOISE

now combine them to get an overall condition that ensures ,

selection of all support indices withiA™ iterations of MOLS. A. Main Results

Clearly the overall condition is governed the more restict  In this section, we consider the general scenario where the

one between5) and @3). We consider the following two measurements are contaminated with noise as

cases:
. = . 28
e L > 2: Since drx > dx4+p and alsoﬁ‘fﬁ > y x+tv (28)
VL (23) is more restrictive than16) and hence Note that in this scenario exact sparse recoveryxofs

Becomes the overall condition of MOLS for this case. NOt possible, Thus we employ the-norm distortion (i.e.,

« L = 1: In this case, MOLS reduces to the conventiond —Xl[2) as a performance measure and will derive conditions

OLS algorithm and conditionsLf) and @3) become ensuring an upper bound for the recovery distortion.
Recall from Tabld that MOLS runs until neither|t* ||y >

1 . .
) < —— andéx < , 24) eandk < K” nor “Lk < K" is true® SinceL > 1, one can
o VK +1 * VE +2 &y see that the algorithm terminates whigtf||, < ¢ or k = K.
respectively. One can easily check that both conditiohs the following we will analyze the recovery distortion of
in (24) hold true if MOLS based on these two termination cases. We first consider
1 the case that MOLS is finished by the ryle*|, < e. The
Ok 41 < N (25) following theorem provides an upper bound fw — x|, for

this case.
Therefore, under25), OLS exactly recovers the support Theorem 3:Consider the measurement model 2B) If

of K-sparse signals i iterations. MOLS satisfies||r!||>» < e after (< K) iterations and®

We have obtained the condition ensuring selection of alliisfies the RIP of ordersl + K and2K, then the outpuk
support indices withinK iterations of MOLS. When all q4ticfies

support indices are selected, we hgvec 7' wherel (< K)
denotes the number of actually performed iterations. Sinﬁ§_§(”2 < 2ev/1T = dox +2(vVI = dax ++/1 - 5Ll+K)||VH2.

L < min{K, %} by Tablel, the number of totally selected V= 604x) (1 + d2kc)
indices of MOLS, (i.e./K) does not exceed:, and hence (29)
the sparse signal can be recovered with a least squares (LS) Proof: See Appendix. u
projection: Next, we consider the second case where MOLS terminates
xlTl = argmin ||y — ®ulf2 after K iterations. In this case, we parameterize the depen-
; v ; dence on the noise and the signak with two quantities: i)
= Pny =@ Prxy = X7 (26) the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) and ii) the minimum-to-age

As a result, the residual vector becomes zefo{(y — ®x! = ratio (MAR) [40] which are defined as

0), and hence the algorithm terminates and returns exact | ®x||2 min;er |z;|
i snr = andr = —2~L 11

recovery of the sparse signat & x). ~I2 o/ VE

respectively. The following theorem provides an upper libun
C. Convergence Rate on the/;-norm of the recovery distortion of MOLS.

We can gain good insights by studying the rate of con- Theorem 4:Consider the measurement model28)( If the

vergence of MOLS. In the following theorem, we show thartneasurement matrisb satisfies {1) and the SNR satisfies

the residual power of MOLS decays exponentially with the

(30)

number of iterations. snr > — 20 H0k+) S L=1,
Theorem 2:For any0 < k < K, the residual of MOLS k(1—(VE+2)dx+1) (31)
fofi snr > (VI+1)(1+01x) VK, L>1
satisfies - R = w(WL—(VE+2VL)orx) ' ’
+ +
=2 < (ak, L) lyll2, (27) then MOLS chooses all support indices i iterations (i.e.,
where TX D7) and generates an estimatesogatisfying
L(1 —dry — 62 1-6 2 5 v
a(k,L)=1— ( Lk = 07511)( K+Lk) . [%—x|2 < ILJ\;K’ L=1,
K(1+6r)(1 —0rk)(1 + 6k +Lk) 5 1S5\ _2|lvllz (32)
HX—X||2S(1+ 1_5LK)\/TW7 L>1.

The proof is given in AppendiE. Using Theoren?, one

can roughly compare the rate of convergence of OLS an
gny P g the constraintLk > K actually ensures MOLS to select at ledst

MOLS. When & has small isometry Congtants, the UPP&andidates before stopping. These candidate are thenwealdown to exact
bound of the convergence rate of MOLS is better than thatones as the final output of the algorithm.



One can interpret from Theoresthat MOLS can catch  Proposition 3: Consider the measurement model 28)( If
all support indices ok in K iterations when the SNR scaleshe measurement matrik satisfies the RIP of orddr K, then
linearly with the sparsityi. In particular, for the special caseMOLS satisfies 2) provided that7 % O 7.
of L = 1, the algorithm exactly recovers the supporiofi.e., Proof: See AppendiG. [ |
T = T). It is worth noting that the SNR being proportional

to K is necessary for exact support recovery with OLS. In Now we proceed to qlerlve_ the cqndmon e.nsu“nng, the
fact, there exist a measurement matisatisfying (1) and a success of MOLS at each iteration. Again, the notion “sugces

K-sparse signal, for which the OLS algorithm fails to recovep€ans that MOLS §elects at_Igast one good index at this
the support of the signal under iteration. We first derive a condition for the success of MOLS

at the first iteration. Then we assume that MOLS has been
snr > K. (33) successful in the previous iterations and derive a condition
guaranteeing MOLS to make a success as well atithel )-th

_Example 1:Consider an identity matri$™ ™, a K-sparse iteration. Finally, we combine these two conditions to @bta
signalx € R™ with all nonzero elements equal to one, angn gverall condition for MOLS.

an 1-sparse noise vectar € R™ as follows, 1) Success at the first iteratiorErom (12), we know that
r1 at the first iteration, MOLS selects the sgt of L indices
) 0 such that|®’, y||2 = maxs. sj=r, [|®sy|2. SinceL < K,
1 | : L L
® - o ox=| | andv= Dl eyl = g 19l = 1R ek @,
' : @ L
! : ! > /& (12 @rxr]ls — |[@7v]l2)
0
T (b) L
Then the measurements are given by 2 V% ((1 —0g)x[l2 —v1+ 5KHV||2) , (34)
K m—K-1 where (a) is from the triangle inequality and (b) is from the
y=1[1 - 10 - 0 1]’. RIP and Lemmal.

On the other hand, if no correct index is chosen at the first
In this case, we havéx; = 0 (so that condition X1) is jteration (i.e.,7' N7 = (), then
fulfilled) and snr = K; however, OLS may fail to recover the , , ,
support ofx. Specifically, OLS is not guaranteed to make a [71yll, = @7 ®7xT + 7V,
correct selection at the first iteration. < @7 ®rxT2 + || 5V,
Lemma 3, 4

< Srtr x|y + V14 k| v|2. (35)

This, however, contradict34) if

B. Proof of Theorend

Our proof of Theorend extends the proof technique ih1],
Theorem 3.4 and 3.5] (which studied the recovery condition L
for the gOMP algorithm in the noiseless situation) by consit+EIxl2tVI+Hx vz < K ((1_5K)HXH2_ v 1+5KHV”2)'
ering the mea}surement noise. We me_ntion thdt Theorem Equivalently,
4.2] also provided a noisy case analysis based oirerm
distortion of signal recovery, but the corresponding regil L |Ix]]2 L
far inferior to the result established in Theorein Indeed, (1_6K+1)\/E_6K+L (vl > VE v 14 0xc+1..(36)
while the result in 11] suggested a recovery distortion upper

bounded byO(v/K)||v|2, our result shows that the recovery Urthermore, since

distortion with MOLS is at most proportional to the noise RIP Lemma 1
power. The result in Theorerhis also closely related to the 1®xllz < V1I+oklxlz < V1+dxsrlxllz, (37)

results in B7], [41], in which the researchers considered thgsing 30) we can show that3g) holds true if
OMP algorithm with data driven stopping rules (i.e., residu

based stopping rules), and established conditions fortexac Venr > (L+ 04 0) (VE + \/Z)_ (38)

support recovery that depend on the minimum magnitude of VL - (VK +VL)dk11

nonzero elements of input signals. It can be shown that tterefore, under3g), at least one correct index is chosen at

results of B7], [4]] essentially require a same scaling law ofhe first iteration of MOLS.

the SNR as the result in Theorefn N ~2) Success at th@+1)-th iteration: Similar to the analysis
The key idea in the proof is to derive a condition ensuringf MOLS in the noiseless case in Sectibh, we assume that

MOLS to select at least one good index at each iterations. /LS selects at least one correct index at each of the prsviou

long as at least one good index is chosen in each iteratign(1 < r < K) iterations and denote b§ the number of

all support indices will be included ik iterations of MOLS  correct indices in7*. Then, = |T N T7*| > k. Also, we

(e, 7% 2 T) and consequently the algorithm produces @ssume thaf™* does not contain all correct indice€ ¢ K).

stable recovery ok. Under these assumptions, we derive a condition that ensures




MOLS to select at least one correct index at tiet 1)-th Therefore, under46), MOLS selects at least one correct index
iteration. at the(k + 1)-th iteration.
We introduce two quantities that are useful for stating 3) Overall condition Thus far we have obtained condi-
results. Letu, denote the largest value (ﬁ%, i e T tion (38) for the success of MOLS at the first iteration and
TR condition @6) for the success of the general iteration. We now
and letv, denote theL-th largest value 0“%’ © € combine them to get an overall condition of MOLS ensuring

Q\ (TUT"). Itis clear that if selection of all support indices i iterations. Clearly the
, , overall condition can be the more restrictive one betwedh (
Uy > vy, (39) and @6). We consider the following two cases.

then u) belongs to the set of. largest elements among all * Lh 2 é:)Si”geb5LK 2 5lg+L- (46)” is ”:j(?fe restrictive
elements in{ -Lurl Then it follows from @) that than @8 an ecomes the overa con ftion.
it Py ¢:ll2 }ZGQ\Tk 2 o L = 1: In this case, the MOLS algorithm reduces to the

at least one cofrect index (i.e., the one corresponding, o conventional OLS algorithm. Sinabc, > dx, one can
will be selected at thek + 1)-th iteration. The following verify that both 88) and @6) hold true under
proposition gives a lower bound far; and an upper bound o146
for v} . N Utona) g @)

Proposition 4: We have r(1— (VK +2)0k11)

Therefore, 47) ensures selection of all support indices in
o (1 — 0K Lk—t) |X7—\7—’°H2 V31+0kirh—e |IV]s 40 K iterations of OLS
up > T . (40) : :
The proof is now complete.

vy < L <<5L+Kg/ + —6L+Lk6Lk+KW> ||XT\Tk H

VL 1 —0rk ° V1. EMPIRICAL RESULTS

1/2

—— 5%k+1 In this section, we empirically study the performance of
* 1+6L+Lk”VHQ) (1+ 1—96rk —5%k+1) - (41) MOLS in recovering sparse signals. We consider both the

noiseless and noisy scenarios. In the noiseless case, & ado
the testing strategy inlfl], [14], [42] which measures the
performance of recovery algorithms by testing their encpliri
frequency of exact reconstruction of sparse signals, while

K-V <LK = 6x_p <0k, the noisy casle, we r:employ the me:;m square error (MSE) as a

, metric to evaluate the recovery performance. For comparati
Lh+ K- <LK = Oprx—e <ork.  (42) purposes, we consider the following recovery approaches in
From (19), (41), and @2), we have our simulation:
) 1/2 1) OLS and MOLS;

L < 5LK ) 2) OMP;

L 1- 5LK % 3) StOMP qttp://sparselab.stanford.ejju/

4) ROMP (ttp://www.cmc.edu/pages/faculty/DNeediell
. ( ) eyl + m|v||2> ) bttp pag y/DNeed
s > <5LKHXT\T I ¥

Proof: See AppendixH. [ |
By noting thatl <k </ < K and1 < L < K, and also
using Lemmal, we have

LK +

7) lterative reweighted LS (IRLS);
8) Linear minimum MSE (LMMSE) estimator.

(43) In each trial, we construct am x n matrix (wherem = 128

5) CoSaMP [ittp://www.cmc.edu/pages/faculty/DNeedell
6) BP (or BPDN for the noisy caseltfp://cvxr.com/cvyy,
T(l —OLk—02 1-6 )

Also, from (19), (40), and @2), we have and n = 2_56)_ wi_th enf[ries drawn independe_ntly from a
) Gaussian distribution with zero mean ar;ilﬁd variance. For
g > 1—-§ x — 146, ~llv ) 44) €achvalueof{in {5,---,64}, we generate & -sparse signal
= VK -0 (( pi)lxryTele Lxllvll2)- (44) of sizen x 1 whose support is chosen uniformly at random and

nonzero elements are 1) drawn independently from a standard
Gaussian distribution, or 2) chosen randomly from the set

1 ; _
((1 — Sn0) X rella — 1+ 5LKHV|I2) {+£1}. We refer to the two types of signals as the sparse Gaus

From @3) and @4), v} > v} can be guaranteed by

VK-V sian signal and the spargeary pulse amplitude modulation
1 R 5LKHXT\T || (2-PAM) signal, respectively. We mention that reconstrugtin
> ﬁ(l I S > < [ 2+ 1+0rk|vl2|, sparse2-PAM signals is a particularly challenging case for
L OMP and OLS.
(45) In the noiseless case, we perfoBy000 independent trials
which is true under (see Appendix for each recovery approach and plot the empirical frequency

of exact reconstruction as a function of the sparsity leBgl.
JEr > (VL+1)(1+6rk) VE (46) comparing the maximal sparsity level, i.e., the so catiical
~ k(VL - (VK +2VL)érk) ’ sparsity[14], of sparse signals at which exact reconstruction is
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Fig. 1. Frequency of exact recovery of sparse signals as @idumnof K.

almost identical critical sparsity (aroursd).

always ensured, recovery accuracy of different algoritears ~ In Fig. 2, we plot the running time and the number of
be compared empiricalfyAs shown in Fig.1, for both sparse iterations for exact reconstruction @f-sparse Gaussian and
Gaussian and sparsePAM signals, the MOLS algorithm 2-PAM signals as a function of<’. The running time is
outperforms other greedy approaches with respect to thgasured using the MATLAB program under t@s-core
critical sparsity. Even when compared to the BP and IRL&!-bit processor256Gb RAM, and Windows Serve2012
methods, the MOLS algorithm still exhibits very competitiv R2 environments. Overall, we observe that for both sparse
reconstruction performance. For the Gaussian case, tieatri Gaussian and-PAM cases, the running time of BP and IRLS
sparsity of MOLS is43, which is higher than that of BP andis longer than that of OMP, CoSaMP, StOMP and MOLS.
IRLS, while for the2-PAM case, MOLS, BP and IRLS haveln particular, the running time of BP is more than one order

of magnitude higher than the rest of algorithms requiresThi

4Note that for MOLS, the selection parameter should ofiey. K. We is because the complexity of BP is a quadratic function of

thus choosel, = 3,5 in our simulation. Interested reader may try othethe number of measurement8((n>n?3/2)) [43], while that of
options. We suggest to choodeto be small integers and have empiricallygreedy algorithms ii?(Kmn) Moreover, the running time
confirmed that choices of = 2,3,4,5 generally lead to similar recovery f . hi h . ’ h h f
performance. For StOMP, there are two thresholding stiegedalse alarm of MOLS is roughly two to three times as mu? as that o
control (FAC) and false discovery control (FD®)][We exclusively use FAC, OMP. We also observe that the number of iterations of MOLS
since the FAC outperforms FDC. For OMP and OLS, we run theridlgo for o1 exact reconstruction is much smaller than that of the OLS
exactK iterations before stopping. For CoSaMP: we set the maxitagdtion . . .

algorithm since MOLS can include more than one support

number to50 to avoid repeated iterations. We implement IRLS (with= 1) ! . ) . h
as featured in16]. index at a time. The associated running time of MOLS is also
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Fig. 3. Frequency of exact recovery of sparse signals as aidunof .

much less than that of OLS.

In Fig. 3, by varying the number of measurements
we plot empirical frequency of exact reconstruction igf
sparse Gaussian signals as a functionmofWe consider the
sparsity levelK = 45, for which none of the reconstructior

methods in Figl(a)are guaranteed to perform exact recovelcué —>—os
Overall, we observe that the performance comparison am —O—MOLS (L=3)| s
all reconstruction methods is similar to Fitya)in that MOLS igaf =9 -
performs the best and OLS, OMP and ROMP perform wor 102} --e--stomp
than other methods. Moreover, for all reconstruction meshc "9"gg§ilMP i
under test, the frequency of exact reconstruction imprages — 5 IRLS
the number of measurements increases. In particular, MC —%— LMMSE
roughly requiresn > 135 to ensure exact recovery of spars | 4l —— OraceS | ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ P
signals, while BP, CoSaMP and StOMP seem to alwa 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
succeed whem: > 150. SNR (dB)

In the noisy case, we empirically compare MSE perfor- (b) K =20
mance of each recovery method. The MSE is defined as Fig. 4. MSE performance of recovery methods for recoveripay se2-PAM

1" o signals as a function of SNR.
MSE = — > (@i — @), (48)

i=1
performance of MOLS is very competitive compared to that

where &; is the estimate Ofx?' In (_)btalmng the perfor- of other methods. In particular, in the high SNR region the
mance result fqr each 5|mulat_|on point .Of the algorithm, WISE of MOLS matches with that of the Oracle-LS estimator.
perform 2,000 independent trials. In Figd, we plot the .This is essentially because the MOLS algorithm detects all
MSE performancg for each recovery method as a func“%ﬂpport indices of sparse signals successfully in that SNR
of SNR (in dB) (|.(_e., SNR:= 10logy, snr). In this case, region. An interesting point we would like to mention is that
the system model is expressed ps= ®x + v wherev is the actual recovery error of MOLS may be much smaller than

the noise vector whose elements are generated from Gaus%%rh ; ;
P icated in Theorem. Consider MOLS [ = 5) for example.
distribution (0, £10~%").% The benchmark performance of\when SNR =20dB. K — 20. andv. f/(o ;)(10_5%5) \F/)ve
- ’ - ’ i~ S m ’

Oracle least squares estimator (Oracle-LS), the bestlgessi _ SR .
estimation having prior knowledge on the support of inpthave]E_”VH2 = (K -10750)!/2 = @ Thus, by assuming
signals, is plotted as well. In general, we observe that fﬂFnal[ |somf\t/rgy600nstants we obtain from Theordmthat
all reconstruction methods, the MSE performance improv g X2 < 5 Wher?as, thé;-norm 1of2the actugl recovery
with the SNR. For the whole SNR region under test, the MSgTOr 0f MOLS is|[x —x(|> = (n- MSE) /2 % 0.2 (Fig. 4(b)),

5Since the components ob have power% and the signakx is K- 8In this case, we can verify that conditioB1) in Theorem is fulfilled. To
sparse with nonzero elements drawn independently fromralatd Gaussian be specific, since spar@ePAM signals have: = 1 andsnr = 1058 = 100,
distribution, E|(®x);|> = X. From the definition of SNR, we have when the measurement matdi has small isometry constant§1j roughly

2 20— ST k- SR VBl ich i
Elv;|? = E|(®x);|? - 107 T0 = £107 70 . becomesy/100 > RV V20, which is true.
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which is much smaller. The gap between the theoretical and APPENDIXB
empirical results is perhaps due to 1) that our analysissedba PROOF OFPROPOSITION1
on the_RIP framework and .hence is essentlally the worst-case  proof: SinceP#kU{i}y andPr+(;yy are orthogonal,
analysis, and 2) that some inequalities (relaxations) ursedr

analysis may not be tight. IPFeoraylls = Ivll3 = IPreoa i3,
and henceg) is equivalent to
VIl. CONCLUSION Sk+l = args%a‘xicLZ 1P ooyl (B.1)
T es

In this paper, we have studied a sparse recovery algoritrgp noting thatP + PL, = I, we have
called MOLS, which extends the conventional OLS algorithm 7 '

by allowing multiple candidates entering the list in eacR7+u(i} = Pr+Preugy + PrProg

selection. Our method is inspired by the fact that “sub+opt? =P + PJkaT’CU{i}

candidates in each of the OLS identification are likely to be &’ 11
reliable and can be selected to accelerate the convergénce o =P+ +Px, [QT,C’@]([ ¢7k][¢7k,¢i]) { T/k}
the algorithm. We have demonstrated by RIP analysis that @ o
MOLS (L > 1) performs exact recovery of ani-sparse N O P P 0| [P
. e . . . N . = PTk + [0 PTk (bz} / / /
signal within K iterations ifdrx < TRrVL In particular, ;P PiPi &;
for the special case of MOLS wheh = 1 (i.e., the OLS (a) N M; M, quk

case), we have shown that ah{+sparse signal can be exactly =Py + [0 P ¢’i} Ms Myl | ¢,

R . 1 o
recovered inK iterations undedy 1 < T which is a — P +P#k¢i(¢ép#k¢i)il¢ép#k7 (B.2)

nearly optimal condition for the OLS algorithm. We have also _ o _
extended our analysis to the noisy scenario. Our result siowwvhere(a) is from the partitioned inverse formula and
that stable recovery of sparse signals_ can be achieyed with M, = ((IxrkPiL(I)Tk)fl’

MOLS when the SNR has a linear scaling in the sparsity level

— _ (D L -1/ (A AL
of signals to be recovered. In particular, for the case of OLS M; = (‘I)Ika)l ‘I)_Tf), (/I)T’“ ¢j(¢1¢1) _’1
we demonstrated from a counterexample that the lineamsgali Mz = —(¢iP7¢i) ;@7 (RFu i),
law for the SNR is essentially necessary. In addition, weshav M, = (¢;P#k #i) L. (B.3)

shown from empirical experiments that the MOLS algorith
has lower computational cost than the conventional OL
algorithm, while exhibiting improved recovery accuracyeT ||P7’ku{i}y|‘§ = [[Pr+y + Predi(6i P i) " i PFeyll5

is implies that

empirical recovery performance of MOLS is also competitive (@) 5 i tal s el sl 112
when compared to the state of the art recovery methods. = [Preyllz+PFe i (i PFedi) ~ ¢iPTryll
Py P71
(®) P 2 | TRY TEPill2
i Tk
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT P reyl2 + ¢/ PT.y]?
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: (@) P )
NSF-Bigdata-1419210. DPryld+ [ 2l ) | (B.4)
[P il
where (a) is becausB vy andP, ¢;(¢;Pr.¢;) ' ¢|PF,y
APPENDIXA are orthogonal, (b) follows from that fact thatP=.y and
PROOF OFLEMMA 6 ¢ P+, ¢; are scalars, (c) is from
Proof: We focus on the proof for the upper bound. Since P, = (Pr)? = (P ) (B.5)

ds| < 1, ®s has full column rank. Suppose thdts has zn9 henc HPLE bi| = |6, (PE, )V PE, ] = |PL 6|2, and
singular value decompositios = USV'. Then from the (g s dueqtolrkT:k P'ka|_ ((Pr) Pradi] = [Pradillz
definition of RIP, the minimum diagonal entries Bfsatisfies gy relating @.1) and B.4), we have

min > /T — 0. Note that [(¢i, )]
iy I

S = arg max Z :
siiSI= = P71 )2

(@) = (@s®s) @)
|(P+.¢i,x%)|, then @) becomes
whereX ! is the diagonal matrix formed by replacing every PL.o
TR Lk
T _ < = 7 ' >‘
gular values of )" are upper bounded by — = \/SW ZIN Pl

USV/(USV)UZV')" ! =US 'V, (A1) Furthermore, if we write|(¢;, ") = |¢](P+,)Ph,y| =
(non-zero) diagonal entry &t by its reciprocal. Hence, all sin- S = arg max Z
S:|S|=L
S
which competes the proof. H This completes the proof. [ |



APPENDIXC
PROOF OFPROPOSITIONZ2

11

By noting thatr* = y—®x* = y— <I>Tk<I>Tky y—Pry =
PJ-,Cy PTk‘I)T\TkXT\Tk we have

Proof: We first prove 17) and then provel(8). |(¢:, cF 2
1) Proof of (17): Since u; is the largest value of z; k¢z|‘2
1€
{HPTm Iz Jier\7e We have =0\ e oL
= (1—5Lk _5%k 1) H@fPTk@T\TkXT\Tk||2
we | Ly e .
T\ TNTH s P73 < (m) (H‘I’%‘I’T\T’“XT\T’“HQ
( ) |T\Tk Z (65, 1k + ||¢1>’IPT,€@T\T,CXT\T,€HQ) : (C.5)
' ETA\T® SinceF and7 \ T* are disjoint (i.e. F N (7T \ 7%) = 0),
||‘I>T\Tkrk|\2 || P’ \T,CP L Px||2 and also noting thaf N 7% = ¢ by hypothesis, we have
K _7 K —7 (€1 |F|+|T\T*| = L+ K —¢. Using this together with Lemm®

where (a) is becausP =, ;|2 < [|¢s]]2 = 1. Observe that

(a)
1D 7 P ®xl2 = (| @/ 7 P @ o x 7 12
(b HXT\Tk (I)T\TkPTk P\ TrX T\ TE [|2

HXT\Tk H2
© [P, @\ 7%\ 713
7\ 7*l2

Ve

Amin (B 71 Prr @7 701X 7% |12

—

€

Vo

Amin (@757 x @rurs) %\ 7 12

A
V=

(1 = 0x+rr—e) X\ 7+ l2; (C.2)

where (a) is becausP#,C@Tk = 0, (b) is from the norm

inequality, (c) and (d) are fromB(5), (e) is from Lemmab,
and (f) is from the RIP. (Note thaf™ U 7%| = |T| + |T*| —
|T\T*| = K + Lk — ¢.)

Using (C.1) and C.2), we obtain L7).

2) Proof of (18): Let F be the index set corresponding to

i [(por”
L largest elements lr{m}zesz\(mﬂ Then,
1/2 1/2
Z ¢z, < Zief|<¢iark>|2
| mnz = \ minicr [P i3

A SirleneE Y

“\ 1= mavicr [P

() 52 —1/2

(1) @t (€3
Lk

where (a) is because for anyt T,

Pregdls = I1(@F.) ®rdill3
a3
- T
Lemina3 h’ (C.4)
1—6rk

we have

[2F2rTexmrl, < Srar—ellxmre],- (C6)
Moreover, sinceF N 7" = () and | F| + |T*| = L + Lk,

|5 Pr @\ xg 7o

< Ok H<I>TT;C<I>T\T'€XT\T'€ ,
= Operk (R @) TR B X 7
Lemma 2 5L+Lk
S 1o e,
Lemma 3 5L+Lk5Lk+K—€
< OL+LkOLk+K—¢ ) Cc.7
< 1o el (©7)

where in the last inequality we have used the fact {ifdtu
(T\T"*)| = Lk+ K —¢. (Note that7* and7\ 7" are disjoint
and |7\ 7% =K — ()

Invoking (C.6) and C.7) into (C.5), we have

Z |(¢i, 2" v - ( 1—0rk )1/2
16]—' k¢l||2 T \1—dk — 6%1@4—1

) ) _
X <5L+Ke + LJF?_—%T;“) [xmrell,- (C8)

On the other hand, sincer is the L-th largest value in

{HPJ-k(z; 1B }16]-" we have

1/2
<Z ¢’La ) Z \/ZUL,
zEF k¢z”2

(C.9)
which, together with €.8), implies (19).
[ |
APPENDIXD
PROOF OF(23)
Proof: Observe thatZ2) is equivalent to
_ _ 3/2(1 _ _ 52 \1/2
K —¢ - (1 =6rk)*(1 =6k — 07 k) (D.1)
L OLK
Let f(0rk) = (1_5”)3/2((1;;(;”_5%1()1/2 and g(dLx) =

ﬁ — 2. Then one can check that; x € (0,
f(Ork) > 9(0rK).

\/571)
2 )
(D.2)



Hence, D.1) is ensured by, / £~ < 51— —2, or equivalently,

VL
O < ———. D.3
S VUK i+ 2VD (O3)
Since K — ¢ < K, (D.3) is guaranteed by2Q). [ |

APPENDIXE
PROOF OFTHEOREM 2

Proof: We prove Theoren2 in two steps. First, we show

that the residual power difference of MOLS satisfies

S — 62
k2 k+1 Lk+1 k
r E.1
e 3= e ||2_(1+5 T e | ®r 5. (E)
In the second step, we show that

L(1 = éx4rk)?

ok + ok
- T E.2
S, [®5rhp > S S (E2)

The theorem is established by combinig) and €.2).

1) Proof of (E.1): First, from the definition of MOLS (see

Tablel), we have that for any integer< k < K,

a

=
a
+
=
—~
~

PTky - PTk+1y
(P7—1+1 - PTL+1 PTZ )y
Prii(y —Pry) =

—~
=

P7—1+1 I‘k7 (E3)

where (a) is from that* = argmin |y—®ul|s, and hence

w:supfu)=T*
dxk = @Tk@,rky Py, and (b) is because sp@h )
spar{®«+1) so thatPr+y = Prui1 (Prry). Since7*+!
Sk+1, we have spai++1) 2O spaf® gx+1) and

<
2

ot — x4 3 = [P runet]f 2 [Powrr 3
By noting that||r* — r*+1||2 = ||r*||2 — ||r**1||2, we have
[ 3 = e+
> |[Psreart]f3
(a) P! Y k|2
> II( 3k+1) PgriaT H2
Lemma 6 H<I>:S,c+1rk||§ _ H¢:Sk+lrk||§ (E.4)
= 1+ 0jsr1) 1+, '

where (a) is becausBsr+1 = Plg, = (@Lk+1)’<1>5k+1
Next, we build a lower bound fof/®%,,,r"||3. Denote
S* = argmaxg.s|—r, | ®sr¥|3. Then,

(s, 2" (s, x"
2 8|8\ LZ mHz

1€Sk+1
Z (bla
- ubz

H Tk¢z||2
165*

(@)

>Z|¢1,

1€ES*

||2

kHQv(E 5)

2= g |

where (a) holds becausg; has unit /;,-norm and hence
[P il < 1.
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On the other hand,

Z (s, %) |? Picsrl (@i T2
Mayrl¥l [Pre¢ill3 — minjegier [P ¢ill3
_ Zie$k+1<¢iark>|2
1 —max;e g+ Prs di|3
c4 52 -
< (11— L) @, rF|2 (E.6)
1—4pnk

Combining E.5 and E.6) yields
k12 5%1@4-1 k
!/
@132 (1 72 ) @

Finally, using E.4) and E.7), we obtain E.1).
2) Proof of (E.2): Sincel < K,

(E.7)

max || @r*|3 > _H(I)TrkH2 = ||‘I>Turkrk|\§

S:|S|=L -
= ?H(I)/TUT’C‘I)TUT’C (x— Xk)’ru’rk H%
L
2 (1= Srcrrn)? [l (x = xP) o713

RIPL(1—6 2
> (—KJrLk))”‘I)TUT’C(x_xk)TuT’C”g

T K1+ 0kqLk
L(1 =0k s1k)* | k2
= ——|[r"|3, E.8
K(l + 5K+Lk) || HQ ( )
where (a) is because®’ ,r* = &, (Pty) =
@, (P1.)y = (Pr®7+)y = 0.
From (E.4) and E.9),
L(1 = 8xri)? < 52 >
k12 k+1)12 + Lk+1 k|2
r|s—||r > 1—- Y3,
I3 1413 2 s e (1 T2 ) I3
which implies that|r*+1||2 < a(k, L)||r*||3 where
L(1—61) — 62 1-96 2
alk, L) := ( Lk Lk+1)( K+Lk) (E.9)

K(l + 6L)(1 - 6Lk)(1 + 5K+Lk) ’
Repeating this we obtain

k+1

I3 < TT i, L)Iel5 <
i=0

which completes the proof.

(a(k, L) yl3. (E.10)
n

APPENDIXF
PROOF OFTHEOREM 3

Proof: We consider the begt -term approximatiorix’) ;-
of x! and observer that

&) —xl2 = [[x)5—x' +x —x].
(@)
< NEDF =% 2+ I = x])2
) l
< 2x' —x[2
RP 2@ (x' =)z _ 2([[r']l2 + [[v]l)
IRVA e I V1-=6n+k

V1—=0n1Kx



where (a) is from the triangle inequality and (b) is because

(x)4+ is the bestK-term approximation toc' and hence is a
better approximation thar.
On the other hand,

(x4 —x|2
RP () =)l _ Bz —y + V]2
- VI=bx V1=
@ [|®(x") 5 —yll2 = [Iv]2
- V1—9k
O [[ex—ylla—[Ivlz _ [[®(x—=x) = v]2—[Vv]2
- V1I—10x B V1I—0ax
© 2% =x)]l2 = 2|lv]}2
- V1 — b2k
RP VI + dorc[[X — x]|o —2||VH2 (F2)
- V1 —9x
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APPENDIXH
PROOF OFPROPOSITION4

Proof: In the following, we provide the proofs o#()
and @1), respectively.
1) Proof of (40): Since u} is the largest value of
{H
(bhrk

(oi.r") we have
(a)
uy > > \/Z
k¢zl|2

PLk¢zI|2
_ % P (®x+ V)2
K- vK -1V
P @x|2 — | @ P72

T\T*
K-V

}ZGT\Tk !

1 k)2

[T\T*]

1€T\TF d)“
I T\T*|

3

iET\TF

T\TET *l2 B Do\ T

Q (| @’

T\T*

, (H.1)

where (a) and (c) are from the triangle inequality and (Wyhere (a) is due to Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (b) is from

is because(x'); is supported on7 and % X5
argmin|y — ®;ul|, (see Tabld).
By combining £.1) and .2) we obtain R9).

T
<I>Ty
|

APPENDIX G
PROOF OFPROPOSITION3

Proof: We first consider the case @f = 1. In this case,

TK =T andx = x¥ = ®ly, and hence
IK—xl2 = [x—@Lyle = @5l
RP (| @7 ®lv]s  [|Prvls
T V1-k V1—ik
[[vl
< = G.1
< Aoe (G.1)

Next, we prove the case @f > 1. Consider the bedt-term
approximation(x*) ;- of x/ and observer that

1") 3 = xll2 1) 1
1G65) 7 = x|z + %" — x|

2||x*

—xF 4 xF x|,

Q

—~
=

IN

o

—~
=

IN

2lx— @

—x|2 = »];—KY||2

3}

—
~

2@ vl
2| @7k Bl v

A/ 1 - 5‘7’[{'
2[Prxviz _ 2|l
V1I—dx = V1-0rk
where (a) is from the triangle inequality, (b) is beca(s& ).
is the besti -term approximation tex” and hence is a better
approximation tharx (note that bOth(xK)f- andx are K-
sparse), and (c) is becau®é O 7 andy = ®&x + v.

On the other hand, following the same argumentRrR2)(
one can show that

||(XK)A _XH2 > V1+52KH§(_X”2_2HV”2
7 - V1—dok .
Combining G.2 and G.3 yields the desired result.

(G.2)

)

(G.3)

the triangle inequality. Observe that

|erPrevl, = [[Pr®r) ’v\!2
S \/Amax )/PL QT) ||V||2
B ma ( <I>’T k<I>T) Ivll,
Lemma5
\/Amax QTUTIC QTUT’C) HVHQ
< V14 0kye—e |V, (H.2)
Also, from (C.2), we have
D e P ®x|l2 > (1 = Ok rn—e) || xm7e, - (H.3)

Using H.1), (H.3) and H.2), we obtain 40).
2) Proof of (41): Let 7/ tge the index set correspondingito
largest elements il{ H\(@-,r 1 Following (C.3),

P ®ill2 VieanTursy
we can show that

1/2 9 —1/2
<Z5u 0Lk
(Z s ” <= ) et
16]—'/ TEYI2
(H.4)
Observe that
[@Fr e = [|®FPr(2x+ V)2
< | @FPr®x|2 + | ®F P2
= |8 Pr @ rrxpi7e 2 + [ @7 Prv]a
< (1@ @ mexmTelle + [ @F Prvi2

+[| @ P @ X 7|2 (H.5)
Following (C.6) and C.7), we have
|®% @\ exm\7r ||, <OLyk—ollxm\ 75 |2, (H.6)

OL+LkOLk+K— éHXT\T Hz
1— 061k

H‘I>/F/P7-k (I>7—\7—kx7—\7-kH2 = (H 7)



Also,
[ (P#kq’f/)’VHz
\/ max ‘I)]:’)/P%:k@}—’)“VHQ

2 Ao

Lemma5
\/ max _7_-/u7-k(I)]:/U’Tk)HV”2

1+0mure VI =V 1+ 0L+ k[ V]|2-

(H.8)

| @5 P72

IN

||Uj

(I> PJ‘ (I>_7:/) ||VH2

<

Using H.4), (H.5), (H.6), (H.7), and H.8), we have

1/2 1/2
iy T 1-
Z o)) < <—5Lkz ) (||XT\Tng
16.7:’ kd)’LHQ 1- (SL]C - 6Lk+1
o (6L+K_w+6L+Lk6Lk+K—Z’

5., )+\/1+5L+Lk|v||2>-(H-9)

On the other hand, by noting tha} is the L-th largest value

in {H‘W;fb B } ez We have
1/2
<Z (i, r* ) > VL), (H.10)
= |PL i3
Using H.9) and H.10), we obtain 41). [ |
APPENDIX I

PROOF OF(46)
Proof: Rearranging the terms i) we obtain
L dLK
(

5%K 1/2
1—60k) — 1
K-t LK) ( +1—5LK—5%K>

52 V2T \Vite
> <1+ LK . > + : + LKHVHQ. (|1)
10K = 0L K-t ] |lx7\7ell2

In the following, we will show thatl(1) is guaranteed by4g).

1—-90rK

First, since
39 VK —0||x]|2
Ixm7elle > A/IT\TH Inlnlsc | \/f” ”
RP iV EK-0][®x]ls @0 A/ (E—)snr||v]
- K(1+drK) K(1+orr)
by denoting

6%K 1/2
= 1+ —==—
y ( +1_6LK—6%K) ’

- L

N K-
o - 5LK7

B VK
T (K —0)snr

we can rewrite I(1) as

7(1—6—(1+5)T>>B(%5+(1+6)T> . (1.2)
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Since P.2) implies 5 < =

1 55+ it is easily shown thati(l)
is ensured by

1-6 0+Q1Q-6H7
1-20 1-6-(1+0)r

Moreover, sincel — 6 < 1+ 6, (1.3) holds true undery >
1=5  _S+0+)r o equivalently,

v >

(1.3)

1—25  1—0—(1+0)7’
1 y 1-9§
— h = — 1.4
5<1+T<u+’7 T)Wereu o (Y
Next, observe that
VL gl
<——= & <
VK =0 +2VL 1+2y
-9
& "% <147,
S u<l+n,
7 T 5)
u+y 142y
Thus, if § < — \Er , then we can derive froml.4)
and (.5) that (.1) holds true whenever
1 VL
< — —T . (1.6)
147 1+27 1+r VK —0+2VL
That is
/ N
Vsnr > (1t o) (VK — O+ VT) VK. (1.7)

K(\/E—(VK— €/+2\/Z)§LK)\/K— v

Finally, sinceK — ¢’ < K, (1.7) is guaranteed by4), this
completes the proof. |
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