
Group Projected Subspace Pursuit for Block Sparse Signal

Reconstruction: Convergence Analysis and Applications

Roy Y. He∗, Haixia Liu†, Hao Liu‡

Abstract

In this paper, we present a convergence analysis of the Group Projected Subspace Pursuit (GPSP)
algorithm proposed by He et al. [HKL+23] (Group Projected subspace pursuit for IDENTification of
variable coefficient differential equations (GP-IDENT), Journal of Computational Physics, 494, 112526)
and extend its application to general tasks of block sparse signal recovery. We prove that when the
sampling matrix satisfies the Block Restricted Isometry Property (BRIP) with a sufficiently small Block
Restricted Isometry Constant (BRIC), GPSP exactly recovers the true block sparse signals. When
the observations are noisy, this convergence property of GPSP remains valid if the magnitude of the
true signal is sufficiently large. GPSP selects the features by subspace projection criterion (SPC) for
candidate inclusion and response magnitude criterion (RMC) for candidate exclusion. We compare
these criteria with counterparts of other state-of-the-art greedy algorithms. Our theoretical analysis and
numerical ablation studies reveal that SPC is critical to the superior performances of GPSP, and that
RMC can enhance the robustness of feature identification when observations contain noises. We test and
compare GPSP with other methods in diverse settings, including heterogeneous random block matrices,
inexact observations, face recognition, and PDE identification. We find that GPSP outperforms the other
algorithms in most cases for various levels of block sparsity and block sizes, justifying its effectiveness
for general applications.

Keywords: subspace pursuit, block sparsity, feature selection

1 Introduction

Recent advances in technology facilitate collecting and storing large amounts of high-dimensional data
at low cost. Typically, each dimension represents a feature such as temperature, rating, or pricing, and
many applications seek models to predict the quantity of interest based on simple combinations of these
features. To achieve high accuracy while avoiding issues of over-fitting as well as redundancy, it is a
common practice to focus on only a few significant features. Feature selection is a challenging prob-
lem that has been extensively studied both theoretically and numerically. Classical applications, such as
DNA microarray analysis [KP07], image processing [EFM10], portfolio selection [BDDM+09], validate the
long-lasting importance of this problem, and more recent advances in omics data analysis [Vin21], PDE
identification [Sch17,KLL21,HKL+22,HZZ23,HKL+23,TLLK23,TLKK23] and sparsity-induced deep learn-
ing [MTK+16, MAV17, GEH19, HABN+21, Men23] prove that finding critical features will become more
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important in the era of big data. Providing a reliable and efficient algorithm for feature selection is highly
desirable in many fields.

Mathematically, the task of feature selection can be formulated as an optimization problem [CRT06,CR07]

Pℓ0 : min ∥c∥0 s.t. y = Ac. (1.1)

Here A ∈ RN×M with positive integers N and M is called a sampling matrix or a feature matrix, the
ℓ0-pseudonorm ∥c∥0 measures the sparsity of a signal c ∈ RM by counting the number of non-zero entries,
and y ∈ RN is called the observation vector. By solving (1.1), we seek a linear representation of y using
the fewest columns, or features in A. When non-zero elements appear in blocks, the sparsity describes the
number of non-zero blocks, which is referred as block sparsity. The problem can be formulated as follows

Pℓp/ℓ0 : min ∥c∥p,0 s.t. y = Ac, (1.2)

where p ≥ 1 is usually a positive integer, A = [F1, . . . ,FG] ∈ RN×GM with Fg ∈ RN×M for g = 1, 2, . . . , G,

c = [c⊤1 , . . . , c
⊤
G]

⊤ ∈ RGM , ∥c∥p,0 =
∑G

g=1 I(∥cg∥p ̸= 0), and I is the indicator function that outputs 1 when

∥cg∥p ̸= 0 and 0 otherwise. Existence and uniqueness of solution for (1.1) are established in [DH+01], and
the counterparts for (1.2) can be found in [EM09,EV12,DE03].

Problem (1.1) and (1.2) are closely related and difficult to solve. A signal with k non-zero blocks can be
regarded as a signal with at most k×M non-zero entries, where M denotes the size of each block. Leveraging
the block sparsity pattern reduces the complexity. Indeed, the complexity of an exhaustive search for a
k-sparse signal from solving Pℓ0 is O(

(
M
k

)
k2N), and for a block k-sparse signal, this is O(

(
G
k

)
(Mk)2N).

Moreover, we note that exactly solving (1.1) and (1.2) are both NP-hard [Nat95,EV12,KSHT13,EKB10].
This means that neither of these problems has polynomial-time algorithms available. One approach to
address this challenge is by convex relaxation [CD94,Don06,CT05], and the computational complexity can
still be high [YZ11].

Another strategy is to assume that we know an upper-bound for the level of sparsity, e.g., ∥c∥0 ≤ k for
some positive integer k much smaller than the dimension of c. Then we consider a sparsity-constrained least
squares problem

min
c

∥Ac− y∥22 s.t. ∥c∥0 ≤ k. (1.3)

Similarly, for block sparse signal recovery, we consider

min
c

∥Ac− y∥22 s.t. ∥c∥p,0 ≤ k. (1.4)

In particular, a vector c is called k-sparse if ∥c∥0 ≤ k, and block k-sparse if ∥c∥p,0 ≤ k. If k = ∥c∗∥0, where
c∗ is a solution to problem (1.1), then c∗ is also a solution to (1.3). Moreover, if c∗ is unique, i.e., the
sparsest solution [DE03], then by solving (1.3) with the correct k, we recover c∗. The relation between (1.2)
and (1.4) is similar. Motivated by this observation, many algorithms are developed for finding k-sparse or
block k-sparse signals that best fit the data, such as alternating direction methods [DYZ13] and proximal
gradient methods [CLK+12]. Among them, greedy algorithms are highly efficient and easy to implement.

Iterative greedy algorithms are popular techniques for addressing (1.3) and (1.4). Some well-known
methods for (1.3) include orthogonal matching pursuit (OMP) [TG07], subspace pursuit (SP) [DM09] and
compressive sampling matching pursuit (CoSaMP) [NT09]. These algorithms find the support, i.e., indices
with non-zero entries, of the unknown signal progressively by iterating different forms of candidate inclusion
and exclusion. With high efficiency, their effectiveness for finding the true sparse signals is also justified
by different sufficient conditions involving the restricted isometry property (RIP) [Can08]. For a sample
matrix A ∈ RN×M and a positive integer 1 ≤ k ≤ M , RIP specifies the bounds of eigenvalues of submatrices
of A with k columns. This is quantified by a scalar restricted isometry constant (RIC), denoted by δk ∈
(0, 1); smaller δk implies that submatrices of A with k columns behave more similarly as an orthonormal
transformation. Based on RIP, Liu and Temlyakov [LT11] proved that OMP recovers a k-sparse signal
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after k-iterations if the sampling matrix satisfies δk+1 < 1/((1 +
√
2)
√
k). This result was then sharpened

by Wang and Shim [WS12] and Wen et al. [WZW+16]. For SP, Dai and Milenkovic [DM09] showed the
convergence under the condition δ3k < 0.165 which was then improved to δ3k < 0.4859 by Song et al. [SXL14].
Convergence analysis for CoSaMP was carried out in a series of works [NT09,Fou12,SXL13].

These aforementioned algorithms have been extended for recovering block sparse signals as well, including
block orthogonal matching pursuit (BOMP) [LW18], block subspace pursuit (BSP) [KSHT13] and block
compressive sampling matching pursuit (BCoSaMP) [ZXC+19], which are the block versions of OMP, SP
and CoSaMP, respectively. The concept of RIP was extended to block RIP (BRIP) [CT05] for developing
sufficient conditions of convergence, and they are closely related to the magnitude of the counterpart of RIC,
called block Restricted Isometry Constant (BRIC). Indexed by two positive integers M and k, a BRIC δM,k

corresponding to a block matrix A with block size M indicates the difference between any k sub-blocks of
A and an orthonormal transformation. Wang et al. [WLZW11] showed that BOMP can exactly recover
the block k-sparse signal in k steps if δM,k+1 < 1/(2

√
k + 1), which was then improved by Wen et al. to

δM,k+1 < 1/
√
k + 1 in [WZL+19]. Kamali et al. [KSHT13] proved that BSP converges to the true block

k-sparse signal if δM,3k < 0.1672. As for BCoSaMP, Zhang et al. [ZXC+19] showed the convergence when
δM,4k < 0.5 is satisfied for the sampling matrix. For sufficient conditions bounding RIC and BRIC from
above, it is often desirable when the respective upper bounds are closer to 1; it allows exact signal recovery
for more general sample matrices. However, it is in general difficult to evaluate the effectiveness of those
sufficient conditions involving constants with different indices.

The Group Projected Subspace Pursuit (GPSP) proposed in [HKL+23] was inspired by noticing limi-
tations of state-of-the-art block-sparse signal reconstruction algorithms when applied to the identification
of differential equations (DEs) with varying coefficients [KLL21, Sch17, HKL+22, TLKK23, TLLK23]. The
objective is to identify active features governing the dynamics of observed data. Each feature corresponds
to a possible differential operator depending on space and time, and the total number of true features is
assumed to be small. We note that GPSP, as an extension of SP, is applicable for general block sparse
regression problems. Similar to the aforementioned greedy algorithms, GPSP selects candidates by con-
sidering highly correlated features. Instead of measuring the correlation between one vector and a block
of vectors by accumulating inner products, GPSP distinguishes itself by considering the projection to the
column space spanned by the block of vectors. Figure 1 illustrates this key difference. Fu et al. [FLZZ14]
proposing BOMPR also noticed the importance of projection in block feature selection. BOMPR follows the
same strategy of BOMP where candidates are not filtered once being selected; whereas GPSP incorporates
the shrinking stage as BSP but with different criterion. With these algorithmic discrepancies, the conver-
gence results established for BOMPR or BSP cannot be immediately applied, and such analysis was missing
from [HKL+23]. In this paper, we investigate both theoretical and numerical aspects of GPSP to validate
its effectiveness as a block-sparse signal reconstruction algorithm for general tasks.

Theoretically, we establish the convergence and robustness of GPSP. Firstly, to validate GPSP as an
effective greedy algorithm for block-sparse signal reconstruction, we show the exact recovery property of
GPSP when the measurements are accurate and the sampling matrix satisfies BRIP with sufficiently small
BRIC. See Theorem 1. Secondly, to justify the robustness of GPSP, we derive an error bound on the
estimated coefficients for inaccurate measurements and prove that signals with large magnitudes can be
recovered even if the data is slightly perturbed. See Theorem 2. Due to the different criteria for feature
selection and removal, our proofs follow similar strategies as in [DM09,KSHT13] but with new techniques for
estimating changes of recovered signals during the iterations. Such analogous conditions developed for other
greedy algorithms are sufficient but not necessary for exact recovery, and quantifying the BRIC for general
matrices is NP-hard. In practice, it is more illuminating to compare different schemes in their algorithmic
frameworks and via numerical experiments.

Algorithmically, we note that GPSP share a similar structure with many state-of-the-art greedy algo-
rithms, including BOMP [LW18], BOMPR [FLZZ14], BCoSaMP [ZXC+19], and BSP [KSHT13]. They are
all iterative schemes, and during each of their respective iteration, they involve strategically expanding the
pool of candidate features. For some of these algorithms, the expanding stage is followed by a shrinking stage.
The expanding stage aims at including the correct features while the shrinking stage refines the selection by
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(a) (b)

Figure 1: Two ways of measuring correlations between a vector y and subspaces spanned by F1 and
F2. (a) Accumulated inner product. This criterion is used in BOMP [LW18], BCoSaMP [ZXC+19],
and BSP [KSHT13]. (b) Projection to subspaces. This criterion is used in BOMPR [FLZZ14] and
GPSP [HKL+23].

removing less important ones. These algorithms take different criteria for feature inclusion and exclusion.
We systematically investigate such discrepancies and classify them according to the ways of quantifying
correlations between residuals and matrix blocks. We also provide systematic ablation studies to compare
different combinations of criteria.

We present various numerical experiments to justify the superior performance of GPSP over existing
methods for block sparse regression under general settings. To our best knowledge, GPSP was shown to
outperform BSP in [HKL+23] for identifying PDEs with varying coefficients, and many of the existing
algorithms were compared only in standard settings where each block of the sampling matrix follows an
identical Gaussian distribution. In this work, we compare GPSP with state-of-the-art greedy algorithms
under diverse conditions. In particular, we consider reconstructions with sampling matrices consisting of
heterogeneous Gaussian blocks, where different blocks may have distinct means and variances. To examine
the robustness of these algorithms against data perturbations, we conduct a series of experiments with
different noise levels as well as different models of noise. Moreover, we extend the comparisons to the
contexts of face recognition and PDE identification. These experiments confirm that GPSP is consistent,
robust, and accurate in diverse applications with complicated block features.

To sum up, our contributions in this work include

• Convergence analysis of Group Projected Subspace Pursuit (GPSP) [HKL+23] that showed superior
performances in identifying PDEs with varying coefficients. We characterize a sufficient condition for
exact recovery of GPSP, and we prove an error bound for reconstruction when the observational data
is perturbed.

• Systematic comparison of the algorithmic structures between GPSP and other state-of-the-art greedy
algorithms. Our study focuses on comparing different criteria involved in expanding and shrinking
stages. We claim that GPSP outperforms the others particularly when the sampling matrix has
heterogeneous variances.

• Comprehensive comparison between GPSP and other state-of-the-art greedy algorithms for block-
sparse signal reconstruction in diverse settings. We compare their performances when feature blocks
are heterogeneous and when the noise has different distributions. Moreover, we compare these methods
in PDE identification and image processing to further validate the effectiveness of GPSP.

This paper is structured as follows: In Section 2, we formally state the block sparse regression problem
while fixing notations used in this paper. We then review some known properties about BRIP and BRIC
closely related to our analysis. In Section 3, after recalling the GPSP algorithm, we present our main
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theoretical results. In particular, in Section 3.1, we show the exact recovery property of GPSP (Theorem 1),
and in Section 3.2, we characterize the reconstruction distortion due to data perturbation (Theorem 2). We
discuss the outlines of proofs for these results in Section 3.3 and Section 3.4. In Section 4, we systematically
compare the algorithmic differences between GPSP and other greedy algorithms by focusing on the criteria
for feature selection and removal. The effectiveness of GPSP is demonstrated through systematic experiments
in Section 5. We conclude this paper in Section 6 and collect the proof details in the Appendix.

2 Preliminary

In this section, we introduce notations and related concepts used in this paper. We also review some existing
results for characterizing sufficient conditions for the exact recovery of block-sparse signal reconstruction.

2.1 Notations and definitions

Throughout this paper, we use bold small letters to denote vectors, e.g. v and c, and bold capital letters to
denote matrices, such as A and B. For a scalar a ∈ R, we use ⌊a⌋ to denote the largest integer that is no
greater than a. For a vector v = [v1, . . . , vN ]⊤ ∈ RN , we denote the set of indices of its non-zero elements
as suppv = {i | vi ̸= 0, i = 1, 2, . . . , N}.

Definition 2.1 (k-sparse vector). For any integer N ≥ 2, a vector v ∈ RN is k-sparse for k ≤ N , if the
number of non-zero elements in v, denoted by |suppv|, does not exceed k.

By this definition, a k-sparse vector can have fewer non-zero elements than k. In this paper, we consider
block matrices with even block sizes. Let G,M be positive integers. A G-block matrix is defined by
A = [F1, . . . ,FG] ∈ RN×GM , where Fg ∈ RN×M for g = 1, 2, . . . , G, and M denoting the number of columns
in each block. For a nonempty subset of indices T ⊂ {1, 2, . . . , G} with size |T |, we denote AT ∈ RN×|T |M

as the submatrix of A obtained by concatenating matrices from {Fg ∈ RN×M | g ∈ T} horizontally in an
increasing order of the block indices. For any v ∈ RGM , the group structure of A induces a natural partition
such that v = [v⊤

1 , . . . ,v
⊤
G]

⊤ with vg ∈ RM for g = 1, 2, . . . , G. Similarly, we use vT ∈ R|T |M to denote
the subvector of v formed by stacking vectors in {vg ∈ RM | g ∈ T} together in an increasing order of the
block indices. We use suppGv = {g | ∥vg∥1 ̸= 0, g = 1, 2, . . . , G} to denote the set of indices of blocks with
non-zero entries.

Definition 2.2 (Block k-sparse vector). For any positive integers G,M such that GM ≥ 2, a vector
v = [v⊤

1 ,v
⊤
2 , . . . ,v

⊤
G]

⊤ ∈ RGM with the given block pattern is block k-sparse for k ≤ G, if the number of
blocks with non-zero entries, denoted by |suppG v|, does not exceed k.

Analogously, a block k-sparse vector can have fewer non-zero blocks than k. For any vector v and matrix
A, we introduce notations

proj(v,A) := AA†v = A(A⊤A)−1A⊤v , resid(v,A) := v − proj(v,A), (2.1)

for frequently used operators, where † is the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse.

2.2 Review of block restricted isometry property

In this section, we review some existing concepts used in our theoretical analysis. There are many notions
developed for characterizing sufficient conditions for the exact recovery of sparse signals, such as Block Co-
herence (BC) [EKB10], Mutual Subspace Incoherence (MSI) [GZM09], and Cumulative Subspace Coherence
(CSC) [EV12]. In this work, we develop our analysis based on the Block Restricted Isometry Property
(BRIP) [EM09] which generalizes the well-known Restricted Isometry Property (RIP) [CT05].
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Definition 2.3 (Block Restricted Isometry Property (BRIP)). A matrix A ∈ RN×GM has the BRIP with
parameters (k, δM ) where δM ∈ (0, 1), if for any T ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , G} with |T | ≤ k,

(1− δM )∥xT ∥22 ≤ ∥ATxT ∥22 ≤ (1 + δM )∥xT ∥22 (2.2)

holds for all xT ∈ RM |T |. The block Restricted Isometry Constant (BRIC) δM,k is the infimum of all
parameters δM for which (2.2) holds.

We review several properties of BRIP and BRIC that are important for subsequent analysis, and their
proofs can be found in [EM09,EKB10,KSHT13]. Intuitively, submatrices of a block matrix A with small
BRIC are close to orthonormal matrices. This is made precise in the following lemma, which directly follows
from the definition.

Lemma 1 (Equations (69) and (70) in [EM09]). Let A ∈ RN×GM be a block matrix, and Tk be the collection
of index sets with k elements. For any positive integer k ≤ G, define

σk = max
T∈Tk

{σmax(AT )}, σk = min
T∈Tk

{σmin(AT )},

where σmax(·) and σmin(·) denote the maximal and minimal singular values, respectively. Then

1− δM,k ≤ σ2
k ≤ σ2

k ≤ 1 + δM,k.

There is an ordering property associated with BRIC that allows simple comparisons. This property
becomes especially useful when simplifying expressions involving BRIC with mixed indices.

Lemma 2 (Lemma 1 in [KSHT13]). For a fixed M and any 1 ≤ k1 ≤ k2 we have

δM,k1
≤ δM,k2

.

Using Lemma 1, BRIC can be used to bound the norms of various important linear operators. In
particular, for a block matrixA, the BRIC is associated with the correlation between disjoint blocks measured
by inner products.

Lemma 3 (Lemma 2 in [KSHT13]). Let I, J ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , G} with I ∩ J = ∅. Suppose A satisfies BRIP
with constant δM,|I|+|J| ≤ 1, then for any c ∈ RM |J|, we have

∥A⊤
I AJc∥2 ≤ δM,|I|+|J|∥c∥2. (2.3)

From Lemma 3, we can also deduce the following bounds for the subspace projection and the norm of
the corresponding residual.

Lemma 4 (Lemma 3 in [KSHT13]). Let I, J ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , G} be two disjoint sets and A satisfy BRIP with
δM,|I|+|J| ≤ 1. Then for any y ∈ span(AI), we have

∥proj(y,AJ)∥2 ≤
δM,|I|+|J|

1− δM,max{|I|,|J|}
∥y∥2 (2.4)

and (
1−

δM,|I|+|J|

1− δM,max{|I|,|J|}

)
∥y∥2 ≤ ∥resid(y,AJ)∥2. (2.5)

In the following sections, we employ BRIP to prove a sufficient condition for the convergence of GPSP.
Specifically, we show that if a block matrix has a sufficiently small BRIC, then GPSP is guaranteed to exactly
recover the underlying true block sparse signal. If the data is contaminated by noise, the recovery distortion
is bounded by the perturbation with a scaling factor involving BRIC.
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Algorithm 1 Group Projected Subspace Pursuit (GPSP) [HKL+23]

Require: Feature system (A, y), specified level of group sparsity k ≥ 1, maximal number of iterations
Itermax ≥ 1.

1: Set l = 0.
2: Set T l = {k largest indices of ∥proj(y,Fg)∥2, g = 1, 2, . . . , G}. ▷ Initialization
3: Set yl

r = resid(y,AT l), AT l concatenates {Fg}g∈T l horizontally.
4: for l = 1, . . . , Itermax do
5: T̃ l = T l−1 ∪ {k largest indices of ∥proj(yl−1

r ,Fg)∥2, g = 1, 2, . . . , G}. ▷ Expanding

6: Compute xl
p = A†

T̃ l
y.

7: Set T l = {k largest indices of ∥Fgx
l
p[g]∥2, g ∈ T̃ l}, where xl

p[g] is the subvector of xl
p corresponding

to the g-th group. ▷ Shrinking
8: Compute yl

r = resid(y,AT l).
9: if ∥yl

r∥2 ≥ ∥yl−1
r ∥2 then

10: Set T l = T l−1 and terminate.
11: end if
12: end for

return The optimal group indices T l and the estimated coefficient A†
T ly.

3 GPSP and Main Results

The Group Projected Subspace Pursuit (GPSP) algorithm was first proposed in [HKL+23] and used in
[HZZ23] for identifying PDEs with varying coefficients. As its algorithmic design is independent from the
particular form associated with the PDE identification, GPSP can also be used for general block-sparse signal
reconstruction. Algorithm 1 presents the details for GPSP1. It shares similar structures with state-of-the-art
greedy algorithms, such as BSP [KSHT13], and we compare them in Section 4.

In this section, our focus is on proving the convergence and robustness of GPSP, thus theoretically
justifying its validity in recovering block-sparse signals for general purposes. In Section 3.1, we present our
main result (Theorem 1) stating a sufficient condition for the exact recovery property of GPSP. In Section 3.2,
we analyze the behaviors of GPSP when the observation vector is perturbed by noise. We outline the major
steps for proving Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 in Section 3.3 and Section 3.4, respectively, and delegate the
details in the Appendix. We note that the existing proof for BSP in [KSHT13] cannot be trivially applied to
analyze GPSP as different criteria are used for selecting and removing features; new techniques need to be
developed. In the following, we denote the set of group indices selected by GPSP as T̂ . The corresponding
reconstruction ĉ is obtained by setting entries associated with blocks indexed by T̂ via

ĉT̂ = A†
T̂
y (3.1)

and the other elements as zeros.

3.1 Convergence of GPSP

Our main result gives a sufficient condition for the exact recovery property of GPSP.

Theorem 1. Suppose c∗ ∈ RGM is a block k-sparse vector, i.e., ∥c∗∥1,0 ≤ k ≤ G. Let y = Ac∗ where
A ∈ RN×GM . Then GPSP (Algorithm 1) with the data A and y converges to the exact solution c∗ if the
sampling matrix A satisfies the BRIP (2.2) with BRIC δM,2k and

CM,k :=
δM,2k(1 + δM,2k)(3− δM,2k)(−δ2M,2k + 2δM,2k + 1)

(1− δM,2k)6
< 1. (3.2)

1In [HKL+23], the metric for initialization and expansion was defined by |proj(v,Fg)|/(∥v∥2∥proj(v,Fg)∥2) for v = y or

yl−1
r , which equals ∥proj(v,Fg)∥2/∥v∥2. In this paper, we present this equivalent form for convenience.
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Figure 2: (a) Plot of CM,k (3.2) for different values of BRIC δM,2k. A sufficient condition for GPSP to
converge is that CM,k < 1. (b) Plot of GM,k (3.3), which is the scaling factor for controlling the recovery
distortion by the perturbation. (c) Plot of FM,k (3.14) for different values of BRIC δM,2k. When FM,k < 1,
GPSP shrinks the residual if the perturbation is sufficiently small. See Theorem 7.

Theorem 1 is proved in Section 3.3. Theorem 1 provides a sufficient condition for the convergence of
GPSP in terms of the BRIC δM,2k of the block matrix A. In particular, for block matrices with sufficiently
small BRIC δM,2k, GPSP is guaranteed to converge. Figure 2 (a) plots the graph of CM,k in (3.2) against
δM,2k; it increases as δM,2k gets larger before it reaches the value of 1. Using the bisection method, we deduce
that GPSP converges when δM,2k is bounded by approximately 0.1188. To guarantee an exact recovery of
a block k-sparse signal, we note that the BRIC in (3.2) is related to the block sparsity level 2k. This is
consistent with the analysis of the uniqueness of block sparse representations. See Appendix A for details.
We also remark that a similar sufficient condition is available for BSP [KSHT13], which is guaranteed to
converge when δM,3k < 0.1672. Although the upper-bound constant is higher than 0.1188, their condition
is associated with the BRIC of order 3k, and the relation δM,2k ≤ δM,3k makes it difficult to judge which
condition is more relaxed. Instead, we shall compare GPSP with BSP and other related algorithms in
Section 4 and Section 5 via various examples and experiments.

3.2 Recovery distortion with perturbed measurements

When the measurements contain an additive perturbation, we have the following characterization of the
recovery distortion in terms of the BRIC of the sampling matrix and the magnitude of the perturbation.

Theorem 2. Suppose c∗ ∈ RGM is a block k-sparse vector, i.e., ∥c∗∥1,0 ≤ k ≤ G. Let y = Ac∗ + e where
A ∈ RN×GM satisfies the BRIP with BRIC δM,2k, and e ∈ RGM is a perturbation. Then

∥c∗ − ĉ∥2 < GM,k∥e∥2 (3.3)

with GM,k =
1+2δM,2k

δM,2k(1−δM,2k)
whenever δM,2k < 0.0916.

Theorem 2 is proved in Section 3.4. Theorem 2 is a generalization of the result in [DM09] (Theorem 9)
for GPSP. It states that the distortion of the recovery is bounded by the magnitude of the observational
perturbation multiplied by a factor. As shown in Figure 2 (b), the factor GM,k in (3.3) decreases as δM,2k

increases. When δM,2k approaches the bound 0.0916, GM,k is approximately 13.9825; when δM,2k approaches
0 from right, GM,k grows to infinity. This indicates that mild correlations among blocks can be helpful
for handling noise. Theorem 2 justifies the robustness of GPSP against noise for sampling matrices with
sufficiently small BRIC, and the reconstruction error reduces to 0 when the perturbation vanishes. In
particular, the relative L2-error ∥c∗ − ĉ∥2/∥c∗∥2 < α% whenever ∥e∥2 < 13.9825−1 × α%∥c∗∥2 = 0.0715 ×
α%∥c∗∥2; hence, GPSP has a higher tolerance for the noise if the true signal c∗ has a larger magnitude than
that of the noise.
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3.3 Outline of the proof for Theorem 1

Our strategy of proving the convergence of GPSP is inspired by [DM09,KSHT13]. As stated in Algorithm 1,
each iteration of GPSP contains two stages: a dictionary expanding stage (line 5) and a dictionary shrinking
stage (line 7). Hence, there are three key criteria towards the establishment of Theorem 1: (i) correct
features need to be included during the expansion (Theorem 3); (ii) correct features need to survive during
the shrinking (Theorem 4); and (iii) the fitting errors need to reduce (Theorem 5).

We start by studying the change of the magnitude of the blocks of c∗ that are not selected by GPSP
during the expansion (line 5 of Algorithm 1).

Theorem 3. Suppose A ∈ RN×GM satisfies the BRIP condition with BRIC δM,2k, and the exact solution
c∗ is block k-sparse. During the l-th iteration of GPSP, it holds that

∥c∗
T∗−T̃ l∥2 ≤ βk∥c∗T∗−T l−1∥2, (3.4)

where

βk =
δM,2k(1− δM,k + δM,2k)

(1− δM,k)2

(√
2(1 + δM,1)

1− δM,1
+ 1

)
. (3.5)

Theorem 3 is proved in Appendix B. This result says that during the expansion, the coefficient magnitude
of the unselected true blocks at the current iteration is controlled by that of the true blocks missed from the
previous iteration. Next, we study the shrinking stage.

Theorem 4. Under the conditions of Theorem 3 and during the l-th iteration of GPSP, it holds that

∥c∗T∗−T l∥2 ≤ µk∥c∗T∗−T̃ l∥2, (3.6)

where

µk = 1 +

√
2δM,2k

1− δM,2k

(
1 +

√
1 + δM,1

1− δM,1

)
. (3.7)

Theorem 4 is proved in Appendix C. This result says that during the shrinking, the coefficient magnitude
of the unselected true blocks at iteration l is controlled by that of the true blocks missed by the expanded
selection T̃ l. Based on Theorem 3 and 4, our next result compares the sizes of the residuals between
consecutive iterations.

Theorem 5. Under the conditions of Theorem 3 and during the l-th iteration of GPSP, it holds that

∥yl
r∥2 ≤ ρk∥yl−1

r ∥2, (3.8)

where

ρk =
µkβk

√
1− δ2M,k

1− δM,k − δM,2k
(3.9)

and the constant βk, µk are defined in Theorem 3 and 4, respectively.

Theorem 5 is proved in Appendix D. Theorem 5 states that by running GPSP (Algorithm 1), the ℓ2 norm
of the residual is controlled by that of the residual in the previous iteration. Notice that if ρk < 1, the size
of the residual decays in each iteration of GPSP. Hence, a sufficient condition for the convergence of GPSP
is ρk < 1. Using Lemma 2, we have

βk =
δM,2k(1− δM,k + δM,2k)

(1− δM,k)2

(√
2(1 + δM,1)

1− δM,1
+ 1

)
≤ δM,2k(1 + δM,2k)

(1− δM,2k)2

(√
2(1 + δM,2k)

1− δM,2k
+ 1

)
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=
δM,2k(1 + δM,2k)

(1− δM,2k)2
×

√
2(1− δ2M,2k) + 1− δM,2k

1− δM,2k
≤ δM,2k(1 + δM,2k)

(1− δM,2k)2
× 3− δM,2k

1− δM,2k

=
δM,2k(1 + δM,2k)(3− δM,2k)

(1− δM,2k)3

and

µk = 1 +

√
2δM,2k

1− δM,2k

(
1 +

√
1 + δM,1

1− δM,1

)
≤ 1 +

√
2δM,2k

1− δM,2k

(
1 +

√
1 + δM,2k

1− δM,2k

)

= 1 +

√
2δM,2k

1− δM,2k
×

1− δM,2k +
√
1− δ2M,2k

1− δM,2k
≤ (1− δM,2k)

2 + 2δM,2k(2− δM,2k)

(1− δM,2k)2

=
−δ2M,2k + 2δM,2k + 1

(1− δM,2k)2
.

Therefore, we arrive at

ρk ≤
δM,2k(1 + δM,2k)(3− δM,2k)(−δ2M,2k + 2δM,2k + 1)

(1− δM,2k)6

and the right-hand side of the inequality above is exactly CM,k defined in (3.2), which proves Theorem 1.

3.4 Outline of the proof for Theorem 2

The proof for Theorem 2 is analogous to [DM09, Proof for Theorem 2]. With the measurement perturbation,
we shall first bound the recovery distortion as follows.

Theorem 6. Suppose c∗ ∈ RGM is a block k-sparse vector, i.e., ∥c∗∥1,0 ≤ k ≤ G, whose block support is T .
Let y = Ac + e where A ∈ RN×GM satisfies the BRIP with BRIC δM,2k and e ∈ RGM is a perturbation.
Then

∥c∗ − ĉ∥2 ≤ 1 + δM,2k − δM,k

1− δM,k
∥c∗

T∗−T̂
∥2 +

1√
1− δM,k

∥e∥2. (3.10)

Theorem 6 is proved in Appendix E. The error bound in Theorem 6 consists of two components: the
magnitude of the true coefficients associated with the features missing from T̂ , and the magnitude of the
perturbation. In particular, when the features are correctly chosen, i.e., T̂ = T ∗, the recovery distortion
reduces to 0 as the perturbation vanishes.

Next, we prove that during the iteration of GPSP, the magnitude of the true coefficients associated with
the features missing from the l-th iteration can be controlled by that from the previous iteration plus the
magnitude of the perturbation.

Theorem 7. Under the conditions of Theorem 6 and during the l-th iteration of GPSP, it holds that

∥c∗T∗−T l∥2 ≤ DM,k∥c∗T∗−T l−1∥2 + EM,k∥e∥2, (3.11)

where DM,k and EM,k are constants independent of l. In particular

DM,k =
6
√
2δ2M,2k(1 + δM,2k)(2− δM,2k)

(1− δM,2k)5
, (3.12)

EM,k =
12δM,2k(1 + δM,2k)

2 + (2− δM,2k)(1− δM,2k)
3

(1− δM,2k)5
. (3.13)
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Algorithm Initialization Expanding Shrinking
BOMP [EKB10] ∅ argmaxg ∥F⊤

g y
l−1
r ∥2 -

BOMPR [FLZZ14] ∅ argming ∥yl−1
r − proj(yl−1

r ,Fg)∥2 -

BCoSaMP [ZXC+19] ∅ arg top2kg ∥F⊤
g y

l−1
r ∥2 arg topkg∥xl

p[g]∥2
BSP [KSHT13] arg topkg∥F⊤

g y∥2 arg topkg∥F⊤
g y

l−1
r ∥2 arg topkg∥xl

p[g]∥2
GPSP [HKL+23] arg topkg∥proj(y,Fg)∥2 arg topkg∥proj(yl−1

r ,Fg)∥2 arg topkg∥Fgx
l
p[g]∥2

Table 1: Comparison among different greedy algorithms for block-sparse signal recovery in terms of their
respective operations during initialization, expanding, and shrinking. These stages are parallel with the
those marked in Algorithm 1. Here Fg is the g-th block, yl−1

r is the residual in the previous iteration, and
arg topkg means taking the indices with the top k values.

Furthermore, if the BRIC δM,2k of A satisfies

FM,k =
δM,2k

1− δM,2k
+

√
1 + δM,2kDM,k + δM,2k

(√
1 + δM,2kEM,k + 2

)√
1− δM,2k

< 1, (3.14)

then ∥yl
r∥2 < ∥yl−1

r ∥2 whenever ∥e∥2 ≤ δM,2k∥c∗T∗−T l−1∥2 for the l-th iteration.

Theorem 7 is proved in Appendix F. Theorem 7 states a sufficient condition for the decay of the residuals
during one iteration of GPSP. Under the requirement of Theorem 7, for sufficiently small perturbations,
GPSP always decreases the size of residuals during each iteration. In case of large perturbations, GPSP
can still keep decaying the residuals during each iteration if the true signal has a sufficiently large ℓ2 norm.
Theorem 7 characterizes sufficient conditions for the convergence of GPSP when the measurements are
perturbed.

Figure 2 (c) shows the plot of FM,k. To finish the proof for Theorem 2, using the bisection method, we
find that when δM,2k < 0.0916, the inequality (3.14) holds. We then note that if δM,2k < 0.0916, Theorem 7
implies that ∥e∥2 > δM,2k∥c∗T∗−T l−1∥2 when GPSP terminates, i.e., ∥yl

r∥2 ≥ ∥yl−1
r ∥. By Theorem 6, we

deduce the relation (3.3), thus proving Theorem 2.

4 Relations to Other Greedy Algorithms

There are various greedy algorithms developed for recovering block sparse signals from given observations.
While from different perspectives, most of these algorithms share a common pattern: after initialization,
they proceed iteratively by expanding and shrinking the pool of candidate features.

In the initialization stage, some algorithms may start with none, e.g., BOMP [EKB10], BOMPR [FLZZ14],
and BCoSaMP [ZXC+19], and others have initial guesses, e.g., BSP [KSHT13] and GPSP [HKL+23]. Dur-
ing the expansion stage, they select candidates according to different criteria. Algorithms like BOMP and
BOMPR select one candidate at a time, whereas BCoSaMP, BSP, and GPSP select multiple candidates.
During the shrinking stage, BOMP and BOMPR do not exclude chosen candidates; BCoSaMP, BSP, and
GPSP refine their selections by removing chosen candidates according to certain rules. Table 1 summarizes
these discrepancies among BOMP, BOMPR, BCoSaMP, BSP, and GPSP for a systematic comparison.

Based on Table 1, it is clear that there are two types of criteria in both expanding and shrinking stages
of the aforementioned algorithms. During the expanding stage, the correlations between the residual vector
with block features, i.e., matrices with multiple columns, are measured by (i) inner product criterion (IPC),
used by BOMP, BCoSaMP, and BSP, or (ii) subspace projection criterion (SPC), used by BOMPR and
GPSP. During the shrinking stage, the importance of a feature is measured via (i) regression coefficient
criterion (RCC), used by BCoSaMP and BSP, or (ii) response magnitude criterion (RMC), used by GPSP.
BOMP and BOMPR do not remove candidate features once they are selected.

In the following, we discuss these two sets of criteria with simple examples and illustrate their effects.
We conduct comprehensive numerical comparisons among these algorithms in Section 5.
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4.1 Feature inclusion criteria: IPC vs. SPC

For all the greedy algorithms summarized in Table 1, correlations between a vector d ∈ RN (y during
the initialization or yl−1

r during each iteration) and individual blocks are measured during the respective
expansion stage.

For IPC, the correlation is measured by the ℓ2 norm of the inner product: ∥F⊤
g d∥2, where Fg ∈ RN×M .

Assume that the blocks are normalized so that each column has unit ℓ2-norm. Then ∥F⊤
g d∥2/∥d∥2 is the

ℓ2-norm of the vector of cosine similarities between d and each column of Fg, i.e.,

∥F⊤
g d∥2 =

√√√√ M∑
m=1

cos2 θg,m × ∥d∥2 (4.1)

where θg,m is the angle between d and the m-th column of Fg. For SPC, the correlation is measured by the
ℓ2-norm of the projection of d to the column space of each block

∥proj(d,Fg)∥2. (4.2)

Let Vg denote the column space of Fg, and suppose ∥proj(d,Fg)∥2 > 0. It is clear that

proj(d,Fg)/∥proj(d,Fg)∥2 = argmax
x∈Vg,∥x∥2=1

∣∣x⊤d
∣∣ .

This implies that (4.1) yields large values if all the columns in Fg are located close to the projection of d to
Vg. In case dim(Vg) = 1, then the correlation based on (4.1) and projection differ by a multiplicative factor√
M . If dim(Vg) > 1, then Vg ∩ d⊥ ̸= ∅, and we have

min
x∈Vg,∥x∥2=1

∣∣x⊤d
∣∣ /∥d∥2 = 0 , (4.3)

where d⊥ is the orthogonal space of d. Therefore, with the subspace Vg fixed and if its dimension is greater
than 1, we may rotate columns of Fg inside Vg and deduce the range of possible values for (4.1) as follows

0 < ∥F⊤
g d∥2 <

√
M∥proj(d,Fg)∥2 . (4.4)

In other words, IPC depends on the configuration of columns of Fg in Vg whenever dim(Vg) > 1, whereas
SPC is invariant to this variation; see Figure 3 for an illustration.

Based on the discussion above, we deduce that both IPC and SPC can ignore blocks whose column spaces
are almost orthogonal to d; however, algorithms using the IPC are prone to miss correct features during the
expansion stage. On one hand, since (4.1) is bounded above by the magnitude of the projection of d to Vg,
as shown in (4.4), if the correlation measured via SPC is low, then the value computed by IPC is also low.
On the other hand, even if the correlation measured by projection is high, depending on the configuration of
the columns in Fg, the score by IPC (4.1) can be low. Consequently, if some columns of a block are close to
the orthogonal complement of d, the corresponding feature is more likely to be ignored by IPC during the
expansion stage. We present a simple example to illustrate this point.

Example 1. Let A =
[
F1 F2 F3

]
with

F1 =

 1√
2

0

0 1
1√
2

0

 , F2 =

 1√
2

0
1√
2

1

0 0

 , F3 =

1 0
0 0
0 1

 and d =

 1√
2

4
1√
2

 .

In this case, the unique solution to Ac = d with block-sparsity one is c∗ =
[
c1 c2 c3

]⊤
with c1 =

[
1 4

]
and c2 = c3 = 0. If we use (4.1) to quantify the correlation between d and individual blocks, we have

∥F⊤
1 d∥2 =

√
17 ≈ 4.12, ∥F⊤

2 d∥2 =

√(
1

2
+ 2

√
2

)2

+ 16 ≈ 5.20, ∥F⊤
3 d∥2 = 1.00.
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(a) (b)

Figure 3: Influence of the configuration of columns in a block on the correlation measured by inner-
product (4.1). The subspaces spanned by the columns of Fg (green arrows) in (a) and (b) are identical.
Since the column vectors are closer to Fg ∩d⊥, the score by IPC (4.1) for (b) is lower than that for (a); the
block Fg is considered inferior in (b) compared to (a). In contrast, the score by SPC (4.2) remains the same
for (a) and (b).

Hence, algorithms such as BOMP and BSP will take the second block as the optimal initial candidate. In
contrast, if we use (4.2), we observe that

∥proj(d,F1)∥2 ≈ 4.12, ∥proj(d,F2)∥2 ≈ 4.06, ∥proj(d,F3)∥2 ≈ 1.00.

This indicates that algorithms such as BOMPR and GPSP prefer the correct first block as the optimal initial
candidate.

The example above shows a typical impact caused by configurations of columns within individual blocks.
Note that the column space of F3 is relatively far from y, thus both criteria rule out the third block. Since the
second dimension of d has a large value, and the first column of F1 has zero in the corresponding dimension,
the angle between them is large; this puts F1 in an inferior position by (4.1). Although the second block
cannot be the true feature, as its third row contains only zeros, the presence of the non-zero second row
makes it preferable according to (4.1). In the case of BOMP, this immediately leads to a wrong choice of
feature. In the following, we compare different criteria for feature exclusion.

4.2 Feature exclusion criteria: RCC vs. RMC

In the shrinking stages of the algorithms summarized in Table 1, there are two types of criteria. Let x ∈ RMG

be a reconstruction during the iteration, i.e., xT =
(
A⊤

TAT

)−1
A⊤

T y for some T ⊂ {1, 2, . . . , G} and entries
associated with other blocks are filled with zeros. The corresponding approximation for the observed data
y is z = Ax =

∑G
g=1 Fgx[g] =

∑G
g=1 zg with zg = Fgx[g]. To determine which blocks among {Fg}g∈T

are more important, the criterion RCC, used by BCoSaMP and BSP, evaluates the 2-norm of x[g] ∈ RM ,
g = 1, 2, . . . , G, the subvector of x corresponding to the g-th block; and the criterion RMC, used by GPSP,
computes the 2-norm of zg for g = 1, 2, . . . , G.

These two criteria are closely related. When the sampling matrix satisfies BRIP (2.2) with a small
BRIC, these criteria can choose similar features to remove. By the BRIP (2.2) presumed for A, for each
g = 1, 2, . . . , G, we have ∣∣∥zg∥22 − ∥x[g]∥22

∣∣ ≤ δM∥x[g]∥22 (4.5)

for some δM ∈ (0, 1). When δM is close to 0, RCC and RMC yield similar results. When δM is close to
1, they may yield different features to remove. In particular, for some fixed g ∈ T , if ∥x[g]∥22 is sufficiently
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small, then ∥zg∥22 is also small; this implies that if BCoSaMP or BSP decides to remove the g-th feature
from the pool, GPSP tends to do the same. If ∥x[g]∥22 is large, i.e., BCoSaMP or BSP prefers to reserve the
g-th feature, while GPSP may find this feature to be unimportant. Overall, RMC is more stringent than
RCC.

However, if the observation vector y contains perturbations, RCC and RMC can behave differently. When
we compute x, since y is not exact, wrong features may be used to fit the perturbation. In particular, if the
perturbation vector can be represented by some wrong features and has large angles with the columns of
these features, x[g] corresponding to these features can have very large magnitude, leading to the regression
coefficient criteria by BCoSaMP and BSP failing to indicate the true features. This problem can be mitigated
by the reconstructed response criterion by GPSP. We demonstrate this case by the following example.

Example 2. Consider a scenario where the first two features are

F1 =


1 0
0 1
0 0
0 0

 , F2 =


0 0
0 0
1 10√

101

0 1√
101

 ,

and y =
[
1 1 0 0

]⊤
. The unique solution with block-sparsity one is c∗[1] = [1 1]⊤ and c∗[g] = 0 for

g > 1. Assume at the shrinking stage of the l-th iteration, the features in the pool are F1,F2. The two
criteria in the shrinking stage give the same scores:

F1 : ∥xl
p[1]∥2 = ∥F1x

l
p[1]∥2 = 1.1412, F2 : ∥xl

p[2]∥2 = ∥F2x
l
p[2]∥2 = 0.

Both of them select the correct feature.

Now consider a small perturbation of y and the observation vector is ỹ =
[
1 1 0 0.1

]⊤
instead. In

this case, we have xl
p =

[
1 1 −2 2.0025

]⊤
. By using criterion RCC (BCoSaMP, BSP), we get

F1 : ∥xl
p[1]∥2 = 1.1412, F2 : ∥xl

p[2]∥2 = 2.8302.

The second feature F2 will be selected. This is because to fit the small perturbation which has a large angle
with the two columns of F2, one has to use coefficients with large magnitude, leading to a higher score of F2

than that of F1.
By using criterion RMC (GPSP), we get

F1 : ∥F1x
l
p[1]∥2 = 1.4142, F2 : ∥F2x

l
p[2]∥2 = 0.1.

In this case, even though F2 has a large coefficient, they are used to reconstruct the small perturbation. Thus
its corresponding reconstructed response has a small score. The correct feature F1 will be selected.

Finally, we note that RCC is a direct extension of the criterion used in CoSaMP [NT09] and SP [DM09],
while RMC does not follow the same paradigm. We numerically compare these two criteria in Subsection 5.6
via a group of ablation studies.

5 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we present various experiments to validate the effectiveness of GPSP by conducting a series
of comparison and ablation studies under diverse scenarios. We focus on comparing GPSP [HKL+23] with
BOMP [EKB10], BOMPR [FLZZ14], BCoSaMP [ZXC+19], and BSP [KSHT13]. We test these methods in
practical cases where block features have different statistical properties with and without noise perturba-
tions. We investigate the algorithmic performances on random sampling matrices with non-Gaussian types.
Furthermore, we consider more complicated settings in face recognition and PDE identification to test GPSP
and state-of-the-art methods. All the algorithms are implemented in Python and available online2.

2https://github.com/RoyYuchenHe/BlockSparse
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5.1 Heterogeneous Gaussian blocks

In this subsection, we consider recovering block sparse signals with sampling matrices with heterogeneous
Gaussian blocks.

We consider a block matrix A = [F1, . . . ,FG] ∈ RN×GM with N observations and G blocks, each
of which Fg ∈ RN×M is a Gaussian random matrix where each entry is independently and identically
sampled from a normal distribution N (µg, σg) with mean µg and standard deviation σg ̸= 0. For each
g = 1, 2, . . . , G, the mean µg is generated from N (1, 5), and σg is generated from the absolute value of a
Gaussian variable following N (1, 5). For the true signals c, the first k entries are simulated by a normal
distribution N (µc, 1) and the remaining are zeros, where µc are generated from a normal distribution N (1, 5).
The corresponding observations are produced by b = Ac. We fix GM = 1000 and N = 400. For M = 5, 8,
and 10, we test BCoSaMP, BOMP, BOMPR, BSP, and GPSP on their performances in recovering signals
with block sparsities varying from 1 to N

2M to guarantee the uniqueness of the solutions. In addition, for
some experiments, we consider processing A with column normalization so that each column has a unit
norm. For each setting, we repeat the experiments 100 times and record the number of experiments where
block features are successfully identified.

Figure 4 shows the experiment results. Although the probability of exact recovery for each method
reduces as the underlying signals have fewer zero blocks, we observe that GPSP outperforms other methods
for varying levels of block sparsity and different block sizes. In particular, we find that BOMP has almost less
than 50% of success rate for all levels of sparsity, with and without column normalization. Such unsatisfying
behaviors of BOMP were also reported in [FLZZ14] when the blocks are redundant. We note that BOMPR
presents better recovery results than BOMP, further validating the effectiveness of using projection for feature
selection, as discussed in Section 4. Generally better than BOMP, the success rates of BSP and BCoSaMP
are improved by column normalization, although they are consistently lower than those of BOMPR and
GPSP. For signals with single non-zero blocks, both GPSP and BOMPR identify the correct features in
all experiments with and without column normalization. For lower levels of sparsity (2 ∼ 5), both GPSP
and BOMPR keep their success rates above 50%. For middle levels of sparsity (6 ∼ 8), we observe that
the success rate of BOMPR drops below 50% especially when the columns are not normalized; whereas the
success rate of GPSP still maintains above 50%. For higher levels of sparsity (above 10), the success rate
of GPSP slowly decreases while remaining above 20%, and the success rate of BOMPR stays below that of
GPSP in all settings.

We conclude from this set of experiments that GPSP consistently identifies the underlying block sparse
signals with the highest success rate with varying sparsity levels when the sampling matrices contain het-
erogeneous Gaussian blocks. The heterogeneity of the blocks reflects discrepancies among group features,
which is commonly expected in real applications.

5.2 Reconstruction with inexact data

We test and compare all methods when the data are inexact. After generating the sampling matrices
A ∈ RN×GM , the simulated true signals, and the corresponding responses b as in subsection 5.1, we perturb
entries of b with independent Gaussian noises with mean 0 and standard deviation σ > 0. We repeat the
experiments in subsection 5.1 with the perturbed sampling matrices with column normalization, and Figure 5
shows the results when σ = 0.2 and 1.0 separately. Compared to cases with clean data, we observe that the
exact recovery rates of all methods are not significantly affected by the noise when the true signals have single
non-zero blocks, and the success rates decrease for higher sparsity levels. Moreover, we find that the success
rates of all the tested methods are not strongly compromised by the level of noise added to the observations.
Consistent with the results without perturbation, GPSP still outperforms other methods in all settings, and
BOMPR remains the second-to-the-best for most scenarios. These results validate the robustness of GPSP
when the observations are perturbed by noise, and the clear advantages of GPSP, as well as BOMPR over
the other methods, further justify the effectiveness of subspace projection for feature selection in non-trivial
settings.
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Figure 4: Comparison study on the frequency of exact recovery of GPSP, BCoSaMP, BOMP, BOMPR and
BSP with random sampling matrices consisting of heterogeneous Gaussian blocks. From left to right, each
column corresponds to the block size M = 5, 8, 10, respectively. The first row shows the results without
column normalization and the second row shows the results when the columns are normalized. In all the
tested settings, GPSP consistently achieves the highest levels of accuracy.

5.3 Other types of random sampling matrices

To account for more general types of randomness, we consider cases where entries of the sampling matrix are
Poisson or Bernoulli random variables. In the first scenario, each block of A is a random matrix whose entries
are independent Poisson variables, and the mean of each block is set to be the square of a Gaussian random
variable with mean 5 and standard deviation 20. In the second scenario, every element in A ∈ RN×GM is
either 0 or 1, and for each block, the probability of being 1 is determined by a uniform random variable from
[0, 1]. The true signals are generated from the normal distribution N (µx, 1) where µx is another random
variable following N (1, 5). Figure 6 shows the results.

For the Poisson distributed blocks, GPSP shows the highest exact recovery rate for most of the sparsity
levels, and it is the only one whose success rates maintains above 50% up to sparsity level 5. For the middle
levels of sparsity (10 ∼ 15), BCoSaMP outperforms other methods, but the margin decreased when the
block size increased. We also observe that BOMPR is not as competitive as in the scenario with Gaussian
random blocks; this implies that feature screening as employed in GPSP can be important. For the binary
distributed blocks, GPSP outperforms other algorithms, and its success rate remains above 80% in most
of the settings. Interestingly, BSP remains the second best when Bernoulli random blocks are considered,
and it shows above 60% accuracy for most cases. BCoSaMP shows comparable levels of accuracy for lower
levels of sparsity, but it fails completely and immediately when there are more active features involved. It
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M = 5 M = 8 M = 10
Data perturbation σ = 0.2

Data perturbation σ = 1.0

Figure 5: Comparison study on the frequency of exact recovery of GPSP, BCoSaMP, BOMP, BOMPR
and BSP with random sampling matrices consisting of heterogeneous Gaussian blocks and inexact data.
Columns are normalized. The observed responses are perturbed by additive Gaussian noises with mean 0.0
and standard deviation σ > 0. From left to right, each column corresponds to the block size M = 5, 8, 10,
respectively. The first row shows the results when σ = 0.2, and the second rows shows the results when
σ = 1.0. Although compromised by the perturbations, in all the tested settings, GPSP consistently achieves
the highest level of accuracy.

is consistent that BOMP does not show satisfying performances, and with the subspace projection instead
of the inner-product rule, BOMPR significantly improves the results. However, we find that BOMPR is
generally inferior to BSP or BCoSaMP in this scenario.

From these experiments, we deduce that the performances of most of the tested greedy algorithms are
highly affected by the types of randomness of the sampling matrices. Moreover, our results show that GPSP
is robust to such variations, and it yields successful feature identifications for general levels of sparsity and
block sizes.

5.4 Application to Face Recognition

One of the applications of block sparse signal recovery in image processing is face recognition [LCW17,EV12].
Given a face image, the goal is to identify the person from a list of subjects whose face images under different
lighting conditions are archived. For each subject, the corresponding archived face images are grouped as
a block feature, and our sampling matrix, or dictionary, comprises all the block features; and we can treat
the test image as the response. Under the Lambertian assumption that each image is represented as a
linear combination of other images of its subject in the dictionary, the problem of face recognition can be
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M = 5 M = 8 M = 10
Poisson distribution

Bernoulli distribution

Figure 6: Other types of random sampling matrices. Comparison of GPSP with BCoSaMP, BOMP, BOMPR
and BSP. From left to right, each column corresponds to M = 5, 8, 10, respectively. The first row shows
the result for sampling matrix following Poisson distribution and the second row shows results for sampling
matrix following Bernoulli distribution.

addressed by finding the block, i.e., the subject, whose feature matches the test image, or equivalently, by
reconstructing a signal with block sparsity one.

We evaluate and compare the performances of GPSP with other algorithms using the Extended Yale
B dataset [LHK05] derived from [GBK01]. This dataset consists of face images belonging to 38 human
subjects. Each subject is represented by 64 face images, which are captured under various illuminating
conditions. The first row of Figure 2 shows 8 images of a specific subject; they exemplify the variations
in the dataset, including contrast change (the 2nd image), minor differences in facial expressions (the 3rd
image), and extremely low lighting (the 5th image). For each subject, we randomly sampled M images to
form our training dataset of size 38 ×M , and we use the rest images for evaluation. Upon stretching each
image to a vector of length 32256 (= 192 × 168), we employ three strategies to reduce the dimension to
D = 132 as in [EV12]:

• Principal Component Analysis (PCA). Project the face vectors onto the first D principal com-
ponents of the covariance matrix obtained from the training data.

• Random Projection (randomProj). Multiply the face vectors by a random projection matrix,
which is constructed by generating i.i.d. entries from a Gaussian distribution with zero mean and
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M Mode BCoSaMP BOMP BOMPR BSP GPSP

9
PCA 56.8629% 6.0376% 80.6129% 51.5396% 81.8726%

randomProj 43.8851% 3.2529% 79.4788% 37.2056% 80.4537%
downSample 39.6815% 2.5917% 78.7597% 33.1322% 79.4546%

18
PCA 58.4855% 6.8497% 89.8324% 60.5318% 89.9249%

randomProj 35.7630% 2.9075% 90.0983% 34.8960% 90.4971%
downSample 33.8844% 2.6879% 88.1618% 31.1156% 88.6127%

25
PCA 54.9180% 5.3552% 92.2473% 60.6216% 91.8989%

randomProj 29.3921% 2.5342% 92.5751% 30.669% 92.8689%
downSample 31.2090% 2.5683% 91.0861% 30.5055% 91.3046%

32
PCA 48.6060% 5.6594% 92.9048% 59.4658% 92.3205%

randomProj 31.0935% 3.0301% 93.8063% 33.0050% 93.9065%
downSample 25.6845% 2.5876% 91.0100% 28.0885% 91.2355%

Table 2: Comparison study on the task of face recoginition using the Extended Yale B dataset [LHK05].
The first row shows sample images of a single subject. The table records the average values of frequency
of exact recovery over 10 trials for different training size per subject M = 9, 18, 25, 32 and three dimension
reduction strategies: principle component analysis (PCA), random projection (randomProj), and down-
sampling (downSample). The highest levels of accuracy are bolded, and the second best are underlined.

variance 1/D.

• Downsampling (downSample). Randomly sample D entries from the image vector.

More specifically, for a random separation of the training and testing datasets, and with a fixed dimension
reduction strategy, we construct a block matrix A = [F1, . . . ,FG] ∈ RD×GM , and for i = 1, 2, . . . , G, each
column of Fi ∈ RD×M is a dimension-reduced face image of the i-th subject. Given a test image, we obtain
a dimension-reduced vector b ∈ RD. Suppose the test image belongs to the i-th subject, and the predicted
block feature is j, then the accuracy is measured by the ratio of occurrences of correct matches, i.e., i = j.
We test BCoSaMP, BOMP, BOMPR, BSP, and GPSP with M = 9, 18, 25, 32 for increasing sizes of training
datasets.

In general, we observe that BCoSaMP, BOMP, and BSP have consistently lower levels of accuracy
compared to BOMPR and GPSP. With smaller sizes of training datasets (M = 9 and M = 18), GPSP
outperforms the other algorithms. When the size of the training dataset becomes larger (M = 25 and M =
32), BOMPR achieves slightly higher accuracy than GPSP when using PCA for the dimension reduction;
and for the other two dimension reduction strategies, GPSP has higher accuracy than BOMPR. We also
observe that the rates of exact recovery of both BOMPR and GPSP stay stable for the tested reduction
strategies; they differ by at most 2% and the results using downSample for reduction are always the worst.
In contrast, the performances of BCoSaMP, BOMP and BSP are strongly affected by the choice of reduction
techniques. Taking M = 9 as the example, for BCoSaMP, the maximal difference is 17.1814%; for BOMP,
it is 3.4459%; and for BSP, it is 18.4074%. Noticeably, these methods all use IPC for feature selection, and
both BOMPR and GPSP use SPC. From these results, we conclude that GPSP is an effective algorithm for
feature selection with complicated real data, and this superior performance is empowered by the SPC for
candidate inclusion.
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Algorithm Identified terms
BOMP uuxxx, uxx

BOMPR uuxxx, uxx

BCoSaMP u2
xxuxxxx, uxxu

2
xxxx

BSP uuxxx, u
3
x

GPSP uux, uxx

Table 3: Identified PDE iterms by different algorithms. The correct terms are uux, uxx.

5.5 Application to PDE Identification

GPSP was first proposed in [HKL+22] for identifying PDEs with time-space dependent coefficients from
trajectory data. It was shown that GPSP can find the underlying models for various important classes of
PDEs with higher success rates than BSP. In this experiment, we extend the comparison by including also
BOMP, BOMPR, and BCoSaMP. We consider the viscous Burgers’ equation

ut = a(x, t)uux + b(x, t)uxx, x ∈ [−1, 1], t > 0,

u(x, 0) = sin(6π(x+ 0.1)) + 1.5 sin(2π(x+ 0.1)) cos(2π(x− 0.5)), x ∈ [−1, 1],

u(0, t) = u(1, t), t ≥ 0

(5.1)

over the computational domain (x, t) ∈ [−1, 1]× [0, 0.3], where

a(x, t) = 0.8 + 0.2ϕ(t) cos(πx), b(x, t) = 0.02, (5.2)

with ϕ(t) = 0.5 + 0.5 tanh(10(t − 0.15)). Following the numerical settings in [HKL+23], we discretize the
computational domain with spatial step 0.02 and temporal step 3 × 10−4 with which the PDE is solved.
Then we downsample the data to spatial step 0.04 and temporal step 3× 10−3, such that the data is over a
50× 100 grid.

The PDE (5.1) has non-trivial behaviors. The coefficient a(x, t) is visualized in Figure 7 (a), and the
corresponding solution obtained by the spectral method (See [HKL+22]) is shown in (b). It models a non-
linear advection with a homogeneous diffusion on a circle. The speed of the advection is affected by the
solution itself as well as the varying coefficient a. When the solution u is positive, it moves from right to left;
when it is negative, it moves from left to right. Moreover, the higher the magnitude of the solution is, the
faster it moves locally. Consequently, solutions can form shocks without diffusion. For more details about
the properties of the PDE, we refer the readers to [Eva22].

We set up a dictionary containing candidate differential operators as features to identify the PDE from the
solution data. We include partial derivatives of u up to order 4 and products of no more than 3 terms, leading
to 55 features in the dictionary. Since the coefficients may vary both in space and time, we approximate them
using linear combinations of B-spline bases of order 2. As a result, each feature is represented by a block
matrix whose columns are associated with local bases. We use 7 bases for space and 8 bases for time, leading
to a block size of 56. The details of the implementation are explained in [HKL+22]. Assuming that we know
the sparsity is 2, we apply BOMP, BOMPR, BCoSaMP, BSP, and GPSP to find the features. Table 3 shows
the identified features by these methods. In this experiment, only GPSP finds the correct features, giving
the underlying viscous Burgers’ equation. BOMP and BOMPR have identical results; they find the correct
second-order differential operator, yet the non-linear part is wrong. BCoSaMP and BSP fail to identify any
correct features, and the respective models are more complicated than the true equation. This comparison
verifies the effectiveness of GPSP in the application of PDE identification.

5.6 Ablation study: criteria for feature inclusion and exclusion

As discussed in Section 4 and illustrated in Table 1, GPSP and the other greedy algorithms mainly differ in
their respective rules for the expansion and shrinking of the pools of candidates. For the expansion stage,
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(a) (b)

Figure 7: Visualization of (a) coefficient a(x, t) in (5.1) and (b) solution data.

there are two types of criteria: IPC for the inner product criterion and SPC for the subspace projection
criterion. For the shrinking stage, there are also two types of criteria: RCC for regression coefficient criterion,
and RMC for response magnitude criterion. Each criterion from different stages can be combined to form a
greedy algorithm that iteratively updates the pool of candidates by expansion and shrinking.

We conduct a set of ablation studies to compare algorithms induced from different combinations of these
criteria, which are SPC-RCC, IPC-RCC, SPC-RMC, and IPC-RMC. For example, the algorithm with SPC-
RCC uses the projection-based criterion during the expansion stage and the regression-coefficient-based
criterion during the shrinking stage. Testing in the same setting of heterogeneous Gaussian blocks with
column-normalization (see subsection 5.1), we observe that the algorithm with SPC-RMC, which is identical
to GPSP, consistently achieves the highest success rates for identifying the underlying signals with varying
levels of block sparsity and different block sizes. In all settings, the algorithm with IPC-RCC, which is
identical to BSP, has the lowest success rates, see Figure 8. Comparing the curves of SPC-RMC with those
of IPC-RMC, we notice significant improvements of the performances. This observation is consistent with the
analysis in subsection 4.1 about the advantages of using subspace projection for robust feature identifications.
We also notice that the success rates of the algorithm with SPC-RMC are always higher than that of the
algorithm with SPC-RCC, and their differences are not as significant as those between SPC-RMC and IPC-
RMC. On one hand, this comparison shows numerical evidence that RMC is a better option than RCC
for correctly removing wrong features. On the other hand, the relatively less significant improvements are
compatible with our analysis in subsection 4.2, where the similarity between the magnitudes of regression
coefficients and the corresponding responses are explained. Hence, we conclude that the major factor for the
superior performances of GPSP is SPC for expanding the pool of candidates, and RMC further improves
the accuracy.

To further investigate the role played by RMC, we conduct another set of ablation studies when the
observations are perturbed by Gaussian noises of varying intensities (σ = 0.1, 0.5 and 1.0). Figure 9 shows
the results. We find that the curves of success rates of SPC-RMC remain higher than those of SPC-RCC in
all settings, and their differences are more prominent compared to those in the previous set of experiments
shown in Figure 8. This implies that the candidate filtering due to RMC is more effective and useful when
the data is noisy; this is also compatible with the behaviors illustrated in Example 2.

From these two sets of ablation studies, we conclude that GPSP, i.e., the greedy algorithm with SPC-
RMC, outperforms the algorithms with other combinations of expansion and shrinking criteria. Furthermore,
we identify SPC as the critical element for superior performances, and we find RMC to help eliminate wrong
features especially when the observations are noisy.
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Figure 8: Ablation study of four combinations of two sets of criteria for candidate inclusion and exclusion
using sampling matrices consisting of heterogeneous Gaussian blocks. From left to right, each column
corresponds to block size M = 5, 8, 10, respectively. In particular, the combination of IPC-RCC is BSP, and
SPC-RMC corresponds to GPSP.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we study the convergence analysis of the Group Projected Subspace Pursuit (GPSP) algorithm.
If the sampling matrix satisfies the BRIP condition with a sufficiently small BRIC, GPSP converges to the
exact block-sparse solution. When the response signal contains noise, we derive an error bound for the
reconstruction and show a sufficient condition for GPSP to remain convergent. We conduct a comprehensive
comparison of the criteria for feature selection and removal between GPSP and other methods. With both
theoretical and numerical justifications, we show that the criteria of GPSP are more effective and robust,
especially when columns of blocks are not orthogonal and the response signal contains noise. A series
of numerical experiments are also conducted to verify the superior performances of GPSP under diverse
settings and applications. Tested with heterogeneous random blocks, exact and in-exact data, general types
of randomness, face recognition, and PDE identification, GPSP shows the highest success rates of exact
recovery for most cases. By a systematic ablation study, we find that the subspace projection criterion
(SPC) is the main factor for the success of GPSP, and the response magnitude criterion (RMC) further
enhances its performance especially when the data contains noise.
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Appendix

A Uniqueness of block sparse representations

The uniqueness of recovery is critical when reconstructing signals from sampled observations. This often
requires that the kernel space of block matrix A satisfies certain conditions.

One general characterization involves the compatibility between the kernel space of A and the block
patterns. Indeed, if Ac̃ = Ac̄ for some k-sparse vectors c̃ ̸= c̄, then c̃ − c̄ is a block 2k-sparse vector in
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Data perturbation σ = 1.0
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Figure 9: Ablation study of four combinations of two sets of criteria for candidate inclusion and exclusion
using sampling matrices consisting of heterogeneous Gaussian blocks. Columns are normalized. The observed
responses are perturbed by additive Gaussian noises with mean 0.0 and standard deviation σ > 0. From left
to right, each column corresponds to M = 5, 8, 10, respectively. From top to bottom, the rows correspond to
σ = 0.1, 0.5, 1.0. In particular, the combination of IPC-RCC is BSP, and SPC-RMC corresponds to GPSP.

ker(A); conversely, any non-zero block 2k-sparse vector c admits a decomposition c = c̃ − c̄ where c̃ ̸= c̄,
|suppG(c̃)| ≤ k and |suppG(c̄)| ≤ k, and c ∈ ker(A) implies Ac̃ = Ac̄, thus proving the claim. This
observation is also made in [EM09], and we restate it in the following proposition.

Proposition 1. A block k-sparse signal c is uniquely determined from y = Ac if and only if the kernel of
A does not include any block 2k-sparse vectors.
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We discuss some implications of Proposition 1. First, it indicates that columns within each block need
to be linearly independent to ensure uniqueness, i.e., blocks are non-redundant. Second, we deduce that
the number of observations N ≥ supT :|T |≤2k dim (PT ) = 2kM is necessary for unique recovery; this is an
instantiation of the minimal sampling requirement for unique recovery from unions of subspaces [LD08].
Third, the unique block k-sparse solution may have multiple kM -sparse representations. Indeed, block k-
sparse vectors are kM sparse vectors but with particular placements of non-zero elements. The kernel of A
being absent of block 2k-sparse vectors does not mean it does not include 2kM -sparse vectors. The number
of possible distributions of non-zero elements for a 2kM -sparse vector in RGM is

∑2kM
m=0

(
GM
m

)
, which is much

greater than that of a block k-sparse vector
∑2k

s=0

(
G
s

)
(2M − 1)s. This confirms that leveraging the sparsity

pattern yields significant dimension reduction.
Block sparse representations can also be unique for redundant blocks. The argument for proving Propo-

sition 1 remains valid when focusing on full-rank submatrices of individual blocks, thus we have

Proposition 2. For a block matrix A = [F1, . . . ,FG] ∈ RN×GM , let A = [F1, . . . ,FG] be the submatrix of
A where for each g = 1, . . . , G, Fg is a submatrix of Fg with rank(Fg) = rank(Fg). A block k-sparse solution
of y = Ac is unique if and only if the kernel of A does not include any block 2k-sparse vectors.

A detailed proof can be found in [EV12], where another characterization of uniqueness concerning matrices
with almost orthogonal blocks is available. We remark that both Proposition 1 and Proposition 2 provide a
macroscopic perspective of the kernel space of A, and the sparsity level within each block is irrelevant.

Leveraging the characterization for unique sparse representations, we show a sufficient condition for
unique block sparse representations. Introduced in the classical work by Donoho and Elad [DE03], the spark
of A, denoted by spark(A), is defined as the smallest integer m such that there exist m columns from A
which are linearly dependent. If A has full column rank, define spark(A) = rank(A) + 1. Employing this
concept within each block, we obtain the following result.

Proposition 3. For a block matrix A = [F1, . . . ,FG] ∈ RN×GM and any positive integer 1 ≤ k ≤ G, a
block k-sparse vector c = [c⊤1 , . . . , c

⊤
G]

⊤ ∈ RGM is the unique solution of y = Ac if

|supp(cg)| ≤
spark(A)− 1

2G
(A.1)

for all g = 1, 2, . . . , G

Proof. For any k = 1, 2, . . . , G, if c and c′ are two block k-sparse vectors satisfying (A.1) and Ac = Ac′,
then for any g = 1, 2, . . . , G, either cg = c′g, or cg−c′g ̸= 0 and is at most ⌊(spark(A)−1)/G⌋-sparse. Hence,
c − c′ is at most (spark(A) − 1)-sparse. By the definition of spark, this is impossible since A(c − c′) = 0.
Thus we have c = c′.

We note that (A.1) provides a sufficient condition for unique solutions of any levels of block sparsity.
Unlike Proposition 1, each block Fg can have linearly dependent columns; as long as the true signal has
sufficiently many zeros in each block, it is unique.

To sum up, the uniqueness of block sparse representation can be developed by restricting the kernel space
of A according to the blocks or the co-linearity patterns among columns within each block.

B Proof of Theorem 3

We first define some notations: For any non-empty T ⊂ {1, 2, . . . , G}, we have AT ∈ RN×|T |M and vT ∈
R|T |M for any A ∈ RN×GM and v ∈ RGM . We define the pull back operator:

Q(B̃, T ) ∈ RN×GM with (Q(B̃, T ))T (i) = (B̃)i for i = 1, ..., |T |, and (Q(B̃, T ))g′ = 0 for g′ /∈ T,

Q(ṽ, T ) ∈ RGM with (Q(ṽ, T ))T (i) = (ṽ)i for i = 1, ..., |T |, and (Q(ṽ, T ))g′ = 0 for g′ /∈ T,
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where T (i) denotes the i-th element in T . Generally speaking, the pull back operator pulls a sub-matrix or
a sub-vector to their original dimension using indices in T by filling zeros. Given two sets of indices T1, T2,
we use the notation T1 − T2 = {g : g ∈ T1, g /∈ T2}, T1 + T2 = T1 ∪ T2.

Proof of Theorem 3. Note that

yl−1
r = resid(y,AT l−1)

= resid(AT∗−T l−1c∗T∗−T l−1 ,AT l−1) + resid(AT∗∩T l−1c∗T∗∩T l−1 ,AT l−1)

= resid(AT∗−T l−1c∗T∗−T l−1 ,AT l−1)

= AT∗−T l−1c∗T∗−T l−1 − proj(AT∗−T l−1c∗T∗−T l−1 ,AT l−1)

=
[
AT∗−T l−1 AT l−1

] [c∗T∗−T l−1

c∗p,T l−1

]
= AT∗∪T l−1xl−1

r , (B.1)

where notation c∗p,T l−1 = −(A⊤
T l−1AT l−1)−1A⊤

T l−1(AT∗−T l−1cT∗−T l−1) is used in the second last equality,

and notation xl−1
r = zl−1

T∗∪T l−1 with

zl−1 ∈ RGM , z =


c∗g if g ∈ T ∗ − T l−1,

(Q(c∗p,T l−1 , T
l−1))g if g ∈ T l−1,

0 otherwise

is used in the last equality. Denote T l
∆ = T̃ l − T l−1. Since |T l

∆| = |T ∗|, we have

|T l
∆ − (T l

∆ ∩ T ∗)| = |T ∗ − (T l
∆ ∩ T ∗)|. (B.2)

Moreover, since T ∗ − T̃ l ⊂ T ∗ − (T l
∆ ∩ T ∗), we have

|T l
∆ − (T l

∆ ∩ T ∗)| = |T ∗ − (T l
∆ ∩ T ∗)| ≥ |T ∗ − T̃ l|. (B.3)

Therefore, according to GPSP (line 5), we arrive at√ ∑
g∈T l

∆−T∗

(
∥proj(yl−1

r ,Fg)∥2
)2 ≥

√ ∑
g′∈T∗−T̃ l

(
∥proj(yl−1

r ,Fg′)∥2
)2
. (B.4)

Notice that in the l-th iteration, T l
∆ consists of the newly selected k groups with highest values of projection

according to the line 5 in Algorithm 1, and among which, the true groups are specified by indices in T l
∆∩T ∗;

thus the set T l
∆ − T ∗ on the left-hand side of (B.4) contains the indices of newly selected groups which are

false. On the right-hand side of (B.4), T ∗ − T l−1 contains the indices of true groups that are not included
in the previous iteration. Observe that for any v ∈ RN , we have

∥proj(v,Fg)∥22 =∥Fg(F
⊤
g Fg)

−1F⊤
g v∥22 = |v⊤Fg(F

⊤
g Fg)

−1F⊤
g v|

≤ 1

λmin(F⊤
g Fg)

∥F⊤
g v∥22 ≤ 1

1− δM,1
∥F⊤

g v∥22, (B.5)

where λmin(·) denotes the smallest singular value of a matrix, and the last inequality follows from the BRIP
condition (2.2). We thus deduce∑

g∈T l
∆−T∗

∥proj(AT∗∪T l−1(xl−1
r )T∗∪T l−1 ,Fg)∥22
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≤
∑

g∈T l
∆−T∗

1

1− δM,1
∥F⊤

g AT∗∪T l−1(xl−1
r )T∗∪T l−1∥22

=
1

1− δM,1
∥A⊤

T l
∆−T∗AT∗∪T l−1(xl−1

r )T∗∪T l−1∥22

≤ 2

1− δM,1
(∥A⊤

T l
∆−T∗AT∗(xl−1

r )T∗∥22 + ∥A⊤
T l
∆−T∗AT l−1−T∗(xl−1

r )T l−1−T∗∥22)

≤
2δ2M,2k

1− δM,1

(
∥(xl−1

r )T∗∥22 + ∥(xl−1
r )T l−1−T∗∥22

)
≤

2δ2M,2k

1− δM,1
∥xl−1

r ∥22, (B.6)

where the first inequality follows from (B.5), the second inequality follows from Lemma 3.
For the right-hand side of (B.4), observe that for any v ∈ RN , we have

∥proj(v,Fg)∥22 =∥Fg(F
⊤
g Fg)

−1F⊤
g v∥22 = |v⊤Fg(F

⊤
g Fg)

−1F⊤
g v|

≥ 1

λmax(F⊤
g Fg)

∥F⊤
g v∥22 ≥ 1

1 + δM,1
∥F⊤

g v∥22, (B.7)

where the last inequality follows from the BRIP condition (2.2). We have√ ∑
g∈T∗−T̃ l

∥proj(yl−1
r ,Fg)∥22 =

√ ∑
g∈T∗−T̃ l

|(yl−1
r )⊤Fg(F⊤

g Fg)−1F⊤
g y

l−1
r |

≥ 1√
1 + δM,1

√ ∑
g∈T∗−T̃ l

∥F⊤
g y

l−1
r ∥22 =

1√
1 + δM,1

∥A⊤
T∗−T̃ lAT∗∪T l−1(xl−1

r )T∗∪T l−1∥2

≥ 1√
1 + δM,1

(
∥A⊤

T∗−T̃ lAT∗−T̃ l(x
l−1
r )T∗−T̃ l∥2 − ∥A⊤

T∗−T̃ lA(T∗∩T̃ l)∪T l−1(x
l−1
r )(T∗∩T̃ l)∪T l−1∥2

)
,

where (B.7) is used in the first inequality and relations T ∗ ∪ T l−1 = (T ∗ − T̃ l) ∪ ((T ∗ ∩ T̃ l) ∪ T l−1) and

(T ∗ − T̃ l) ∩ ((T ∗ ∩ T̃ l) ∪ T l−1) = ∅ are used in the last inequality.
Since

∥A⊤
T∗−T̃ lAT∗−T̃ l(x

l−1
r )T∗−T̃ l∥2 ≥ (1− δM,k)∥(xl−1

r )T∗−T̃ l∥2

according to (2.2) and

∥A⊤
T∗−T̃ lA(T∗∩T̃ l)∪T l−1(x

l−1
r )(T∗∩T̃ l)∪T l−1∥2 ≤ δM,2k∥(xl−1

r )(T∗∩T̃ l)∪T l−1∥2 ≤ δM,2k∥xl−1
r ∥2

according to Lemma 3, we have√ ∑
g∈T∗−T̃ l

∥proj(yl−1
r ,Fg)∥22 ≥ 1√

1 + δM,1

(
(1− δM,k)∥(xl−1

r )T∗−T̃ l∥2 − δM,2k∥xl−1
r ∥2

)
. (B.8)

Combining (B.4) with (B.6) and (B.8) gives rise to

δM,2k

1− δM,k

(√
2(1 + δM,1)

1− δM,1
+ 1

)
∥xl−1

r ∥2 ≥ ∥(xl−1
r )T∗−T̃ l∥2. (B.9)

Note that

∥xl−1
r ∥2 ≤ ∥c∗T∗−T l−1∥2 + ∥c∗p,T l−1∥2. (B.10)
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To derive an upper bound of ∥xl−1
r ∥2 in terms of ∥c∗T∗−T l−1∥2, we first derive an upper bound of ∥c∗p,T l−1∥2:

∥c∗p,T l−1∥2 =∥ − (A⊤
T l−1AT l−1)−1A⊤

T l−1(AT∗−T l−1cT∗−T l−1)∥2

≤ 1

1− δM,k
∥A⊤

T l−1AT∗−T l−1cT∗−T l−1∥2 ≤ δM,2k

1− δM,k
∥c∗T∗−T l−1∥2, (B.11)

where the first inequality uses (B.5) and the second inequality uses Lemma 3.
Substituting (B.11) into (B.10) gives rise to

∥xl−1
r ∥2 ≤

(
1 +

δM,2k

1− δM,k

)
∥c∗T∗−T l−1∥2 =

1− δM,k + δM,2k

1− δM,k
∥c∗T∗−T l−1∥2. (B.12)

Since T l−1 ⊂ T̃ l, we have

(xl−1
r )T∗−T̃ l = c∗

T∗−T̃ l . (B.13)

Therefore

∥c∗
T∗−T̃ l∥2 =∥(xl−1

r )T∗−T̃ l∥2 ≤ δM,2k

1− δM,k

(√
2(1 + δM,1)

1− δM,1
+ 1

)
∥xl−1

r ∥2

≤δM,2k(1− δM,k + δM,2k)

(1− δM,k)2

(√
2(1 + δM,1)

1− δM,1
+ 1

)
∥c∗T∗−T l−1∥2,

where the first inequality follows from (B.9) and the second inequality follows from (B.12). The theorem is
proved.

C Proof of Theorem 4

Proof of Theorem 4. Our proof is based on the following inequality

∥c∗T∗−T l∥2 ≤ ∥c∗
T∗∩(T̃ l−T l)

∥2 + ∥c∗
T∗−T̃ l∥2. (C.1)

We will derive an upper bound of ∥c∗
T∗∩(T̃ l−T l)

∥2 in terms of ∥c∗
T∗−T̃ l

∥2.
By construction in Algorithm 1, we have

xl
p = A†

T̃ l
y = A†

T̃ l
AT∗c∗T∗ = A†

T̃ l
AT∗∩T̃ lc

∗
T∗∩T̃ l +A†

T̃ l
AT∗−T̃ lc

∗
T∗−T̃ l

= A†
T̃ l
AT̃ lc

∗
T̃ l +A†

T̃ l
AT∗−T̃ lc

∗
T∗−T̃ l = c∗

T̃ l +A†
T̃ l
AT∗−T̃ lc

∗
T∗−T̃ l .

Denote T l
∆ = T̃ l − T l−1. We have

∥xl
p − c∗

T̃ l∥22 =∥A†
T̃ l
AT∗−T̃ lc

∗
T∗−T̃ l∥22 = ∥(A⊤

T̃ lAT̃ l)
−1A⊤

T̃ lAT∗−T̃ lc
∗
T∗−T̃ l∥22

≤ 1

(1− δM,2k)2
∥A⊤

T̃ lAT∗−T̃ lc
∗
T∗−T̃ l∥22

≤ 1

(1− δM,2k)2

(
∥A⊤

T l
∆
AT∗−T̃ lc

∗
T∗−T̃ l∥22 + ∥A⊤

T l−1AT∗−T̃ lc
∗
T∗−T̃ l∥22

)
≤

2δ2M,2k

(1− δM,2k)2
∥c∗

T∗−T̃ l∥22, (C.2)
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where the first inequality uses (B.5), the second inequality follows from T̃ = T l
∆ + T l−1 and T l

∆ ∩ T l−1 = ∅,
the last inequality uses Lemma 3. Therefore,

∥xl
p − c∗

T̃ l∥2 ≤
√
2δM,2k

1− δM,2k
∥c∗

T∗−T̃ l∥2. (C.3)

Denote a non-empty subset T ′ ⊂ T̃ l such that T ∗ ∩ T ′ = ∅ and |T ′| = k. We have(
Q
(
xl
p, T̃

l
))

T ′
=
(
Q
(
xl
p, T̃

l
)
− c∗

)
T ′

+ c∗T ′ =
(
Q
(
xl
p, T̃

l
)
− c∗

)
T ′

(C.4)

and thus ∥∥∥(Q(xl
p, T̃

l
))

T ′

∥∥∥
2
≤
∥∥∥xl

p − c∗
T̃ l

∥∥∥
2
. (C.5)

According to GP-SP, we have∥∥∥∥(Q(xl
p, T̃

l
))

T̃ l−T l

∥∥∥∥2
2

=
∑

g∈T̃ l−T l

∥∥∥∥(Q(xl
p, T̃

l
))

g

∥∥∥∥2
2

≤ 1

1− δM,1

∑
g∈T̃ l−T l

∥∥∥∥Fg

(
Q
(
xl
p, T̃

l
))

g

∥∥∥∥2
2

≤ 1

1− δM,1

∑
g∈T ′

∥∥∥∥Fg

(
Q
(
xl
p, T̃

l
))

g

∥∥∥∥2
2

≤1 + δM,1

1− δM,1

∑
g∈T ′

∥∥∥∥(Q(xl
p, T̃

l
))

g

∥∥∥∥2
2

=
1 + δM,1

1− δM,1

∥∥∥(Q(xl
p, T̃

l
))

T ′

∥∥∥2
2
≤ 1 + δM,1

1− δM,1

∥∥∥xl
p − c∗

T̃ l

∥∥∥2
2
, (C.6)

where the first and third inequality comes from (2.2), the second inequality follows from the criterion in
selecting T l in Algorithm 1 line 7, the last inequality follows from (C.5).

Again for

∥∥∥∥(Q(xl
p, T̃

l
))

T̃ l−T l

∥∥∥∥
2

, we have

∥∥∥∥(Q(xl
p, T̃

l
))

T̃ l−T l

∥∥∥∥
2

=

∥∥∥∥(Q(xl
p − c∗

T̃ l + c∗
T̃ l , T̃

l
))

T̃ l−T l

∥∥∥∥
2

=

∥∥∥∥(Q(xl
p − c∗

T̃ l , T̃
l
))

T̃ l−T l
+ c∗

T̃ l−T l

∥∥∥∥
2

≥ ∥c∗
T̃ l−T l∥2 −

∥∥∥∥(Q(xl
p − c∗

T̃ l , T̃
l
))

T̃ l−T l

∥∥∥∥
2

≥ ∥c∗
T̃ l−T l∥2 − ∥xl

p − c∗
T̃ l∥2. (C.7)

Putting (C.6) and (C.7) together, we get

(
√
1 + δM,1 +

√
1− δM,1)∥xl

p − c∗
T̃ l∥2 ≥

√
1− δM,1∥c∗T̃ l−T l∥2.

Furthermore, we have

∥c∗
T∗∩(T̃ l−T l)

∥2 ≤ ∥c∗
(T̃ l−T l)

∥2 ≤

(
1 +

√
1 + δM,1

1− δM,1

)
∥xl

p − c∗
T̃ l∥2. (C.8)

Substituting (C.8) into (C.1) gives

∥c∗T∗−T l∥2 ≤ ∥c∗
T∗∩(T̃ l−T l)

∥2 + ∥c∗
T∗−T̃ l∥2
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≤

(
1 +

√
1 + δM,1

1− δM,1

)
∥xl

p − c∗
T̃ l∥2 + ∥c∗

T∗−T̃ l∥2

≤

(
1 +

√
2δM,2k

1− δM,2k

(
1 +

√
1 + δM,1

1− δM,1

))
∥c∗

T∗−T̃ l∥2, (C.9)

where the last inequality follows from (C.3).

D Proof of Theorem 5

Proof of Theorem 5. For ∥yl
r∥2, according to Algorithm 1 (line 8),

∥yl
r∥2 = ∥resid(y,AT l)∥2

= ∥resid(AT∗−T lc∗T∗−T l ,AT l) + resid(AT∗∩T lc∗T∗∩T l ,AT l)∥2
= ∥resid(AT∗−T lc∗T∗−T l ,AT l)∥2 ≤ ∥AT∗−T lc∗T∗−T l∥2
≤
√
1 + δM,k∥c∗T∗−T l∥2 ≤ µk

√
1 + δM,k∥c∗T∗−T̃ l∥2 ≤ µkβk

√
1 + δM,k∥c∗T∗−T l−1∥2, (D.1)

where the second inequality comes from (2.2), the third and fourth inequality follows from Theorem 4 and
Theorem 3, respectively.

For ∥yl−1
r ∥2, we deduce

∥yl−1
r ∥2 = ∥resid(y,AT l−1)∥2 = ∥resid(AT∗−T l−1c∗T∗−T l−1 ,AT l−1)∥2

≥ 1− δM,k − δM,2k

1− δM,k
∥AT∗−T l−1c∗T∗−T l−1∥2 ≥ 1− δM,k − δM,2k√

1− δM,k

∥c∗T∗−T l−1∥2, (D.2)

where the first inequality follows from Lemma 4, the second inequality follows from (2.2).
Putting (D.1) and (D.2) together gives rise to

∥yl
r∥2 ≤

µkβk

√
1− δ2M,k

1− δM,k − δM,2k
∥yl−1

r ∥2.

E Proof of Theorem 6

Proof of Theorem 6. We deduce

∥c∗ − ĉ∥2 ≤ ∥c∗
T̂
−A†

T̂
y∥2 + ∥c∗

T−T̂
∥2

≤ ∥c∗
T̂
−A†

T̂
(AT c

∗
T + e)∥2 + ∥c∗

T−T̂
∥2

≤ ∥c∗
T̂
−A†

T̂
AT c

∗
T ∥2 + ∥A†

T̂
e∥2 + ∥c∗

T−T̂
∥2

= ∥c∗
T̂
−A†

T̂
AT c

∗
T ∥2 + ∥(A⊤

T̂
AT̂ )

−1A⊤
T̂
e∥2 + ∥c∗

T−T̂
∥2

(2.2)

≤ ∥c∗
T̂
−A†

T̂
AT c

∗
T ∥2 +

1√
1− δM,k

∥AT̂ (A
⊤
T̂
AT̂ )

−1A⊤
T̂
e∥2 + ∥c∗

T−T̂
∥2

= ∥c∗
T̂
−A†

T̂
AT c

∗
T ∥2 +

1√
1− δM,k

∥proj(e,AT̂ )∥2 + ∥c∗
T−T̂

∥2

= ∥(AT
T̂
AT̂ )

−1AT
T̂
(AT̂ c

∗
T̂
−AT c

∗
T )∥2 +

1√
1− δM,k

∥proj(e,AT̂ )∥2 + ∥c∗
T−T̂

∥2
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= ∥(AT
T̂
AT̂ )

−1AT
T̂
(AT̂∩T c

∗
T̂∩T

−AT c
∗
T )∥2 +

1√
1− δM,k

∥proj(e,AT̂ )∥2 + ∥c∗
T−T̂

∥2

= ∥(AT
T̂
AT̂ )

−1AT
T̂
AT−T̂ c

∗
T−T̂

∥2 +
1√

1− δM,k

∥proj(e,AT̂ )∥2 + ∥c∗
T−T̂

∥2

≤ δM,2k

1− δM,k
∥c∗

T−T̂
∥2 +

1√
1− δM,k

∥proj(e,AT̂ )∥2 + ∥c∗
T−T̂

∥2

=
1 + δM,2k − δM,k

1− δM,k
∥c∗

T−T̂
∥2 +

1√
1− δM,k

∥proj(e,AT̂ )∥2,

where the last inequality follows from (B.5) and Lemma 3.

F Proof of Theorem 7

The proof of Theorem 7 relies on the following two lemmas:

Lemma 5. Under the conditions of Theorem 6, we have

∥c∗
T∗−T̃ l∥2 ≤ a∥c∗T∗−T l−1∥+ b∥e∥2, (F.1)

where 
a = δM,2k

(√
2

1−δM,1
+ 1√

1+δM,1

)
1−δM,k+δM,2k

1−δM,k

√
1+δM,1

1−δM,k
,

b = 2
√

1+δM,k

1−δM,1

√
1+δM,1

1−δM,k
.

(F.2)

Proof of Lemma 5. Use the relation in (B.1) and define xl−1
r accordingly, we decompose yl−1

r as

yl−1
r = AT∗∪T l−1xl−1

r + resid(e,AT l−1).

On one hand, we have√ ∑
g∈T∗−T̃ l

∥proj(yl−1
r ,Fg)∥22

≥
√ ∑

g∈T∗−T̃ l

∥proj(AT∗∪T l−1xl−1
r ,Fg)∥22 −

√ ∑
g∈T∗−T̃ l

∥proj(resid(e,AT l−1),Fg)∥22.
(F.3)

Similarly to the derivations in (B.6), we can deduce∑
g∈T∗−T̃ l

∥proj(resid(e,AT l−1),Fg)∥22 ≤ 1

1− δM,1
∥A⊤

T∗−T̃ lresid(e,AT l−1)∥22 ≤ 1 + δM,k

1− δM,1
∥e∥22.

On the other hand, denote T l
∆ = T̃ l − T l−1. We have√ ∑

g∈T l
∆−T∗

∥proj(yl−1
r ,Fg)∥22

≤
√ ∑

g∈T l
∆−T∗

∥proj(AT∗∪T l−1xl−1
r ,Fg)∥22 +

√ ∑
g∈T l

∆−T∗

∥proj(resid(e,AT l−1),Fg)∥22

≤
√ ∑

g∈T l
∆−T∗

∥proj(AT∗∪T l−1xl−1
r ,Fg)∥22 +

√
1 + δM,k

1− δM,1
∥e∥2.

(F.4)
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Combining (F.3) and (F.4), we arrive at

√ ∑
g∈T l

∆−T∗

∥proj(AT∗∪T l−1xl−1
r ,Fg)∥22 + 2

√
1 + δM,k

1− δM,1
∥e∥2 ≥

√ ∑
g∈T∗−T̃ l

∥proj(AT∗∪T l−1xl−1
r ,Fg)∥22. (F.5)

The derivation in Section B is applicable. In particular, we apply (B.6) and (B.8) and get

δM,2k

(√
2

1− δM,1
+

1√
1 + δM,1

)
∥xl−1

r ∥2 + 2

√
1 + δM,k

1− δM,1
∥e∥2 ≥ 1− δM,k√

1 + δM,1

∥(xl−1
r )T∗−T̃ l∥2. (F.6)

Now applying (B.12) and (B.13) gives

δM,2k

(√
2

1− δM,1
+

1√
1 + δM,1

)
1− δM,k + δM,2k

1− δM,k
∥c∗T∗−T l−1∥2 + 2

√
1 + δM,k

1− δM,1
∥e∥2 ≥ 1− δM,k√

1 + δM,1

∥c∗
T∗−T̃ l

∥2.

(F.7)

Taking values in (F.2) proves the claim (F.1).

Lemma 6. Under the conditions of Theorem 6, we have

∥c∗T∗−T l∥2 ≤ c∥c∗
T∗−T̃ l∥2 + d∥e∥2 (F.8)

where c =
(
1 +

√
1+δM,1

1−δM,1

) √
2δM,2k

1−δM,2k
,

d = 1√
1−δM,2k

(
1 +

√
1+δM,1

1−δM,1

)
.

(F.9)

Proof of Lemma 6. Note that we have the relation

xl
p = A†

T̃ l
y = A†

T̃ l
(AT∗c∗T∗ + e)

and thus

∥xl
p − c∗

T̃ l∥2 ≤ ∥A†
T̃ l
AT∗c∗T∗ − c∗

T̃ l∥2 + ∥A†
T̃ l
e∥2 ≤ ∥A†

T̃ l
AT∗−T̃ lc

∗
T∗−T̃ l∥2 +

1√
1− δM,2k

∥e∥2

≤
√
2δM,2k

1− δM,2k
∥c∗

T∗−T̃ l∥2 +
1√

1− δM,2k

∥e∥2, (F.10)

where the last inequality is obtained similarly as in (C.2). On the other hand, we still have from the derivation
for (C.8) that (

1 +

√
1 + δM,1

1− δM,1

)
∥xl

p − c∗
T̃ l∥2 ≥ ∥c∗

T∗∩(T̃ l−T l)
∥2. (F.11)

Combining (F.10) and (F.11) gives

∥c∗T∗−T l∥2 ≤ ∥c∗
T∗∩(T̃ l−T l)

∥2 + ∥c∗
T∗−T̃ l∥2

≤

(
1 +

√
1 + δM,1

1− δM,1

) √
2δM,2k

1− δM,2k
∥c∗

T∗−T̃ l∥2 +
1√

1− δM,2k

(
1 +

√
1 + δM,1

1− δM,1

)
∥e∥2,

which proves our claim (F.8) by setting the values of d, c as in (F.9).
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Proof of Theorem 7. Combining Lemma 5 and Lemma 6, we have

∥c∗T∗−T l∥2 ≤ ac∥c∗T∗−T l−1∥2 + (ad+ b)∥e∥2. (F.12)

Note that we have the following upper bounds

a ≤ 6δM,2k(1 + δM,2k)

(1− δM,2k)3
, b ≤ 2(1 + δM,2k)

(1− δM,2k)2
, c ≤

√
2δM,2k(2− δM,2k)

(1− δM,2k)2
, d ≤ 2− δM,2k

(1− δM,2k)2
.

Plugging these bounds into (F.12) gives

∥c∗T∗−T l∥2 ≤
6
√
2δ2M,2k(1 + δM,2k)(2− δM,2k)

(1− δM,2k)5
∥c∗T∗−T l−1∥2

+
12δM,2k(1 + δM,2k)

2 + (2− δM,2k)(1− δM,2k)
3

(1− δM,2k)5
∥e∥2,

which proves (3.11).
Now we observe that

∥yl
r∥2 ≤ ∥resid(AT∗−T lc∗T∗−T l ,AT l)∥2 + ∥resid(e,AT l)∥2

≤ ∥AT∗−T lc∗T∗−T l∥2 + ∥e∥2
≤
√
1 + δM,k∥c∗T∗−T l∥2 + ∥e∥2.

Moreover, by Lemma 4, we have

∥yl−1
r ∥2 ≥ ∥resid(AT∗−T l−1c∗T∗−T l−1 ,AT l−1)∥2 − ∥resid(e,AT l−1)∥2

≥
√

1− δM,2k

(
1− δM,2k

1− δM,k

)
∥c∗T∗−T l−1∥2 − ∥e∥2

Hence, ∥yl
r∥2 < ∥yl−1

r ∥2 if

√
1− δM,2k

(
1− δM,2k

1− δM,k

)
∥c∗T∗−T l−1∥2 >

√
1 + δM,k∥c∗T∗−T l∥2 + 2∥e∥2.

Applying (3.11), we see that ∥yl
r∥2 < ∥yl−1

r ∥2 if(√
1− δM,2k

(
1− δM,2k

1− δM,k

)
−
√
1 + δM,kDM,k

)
∥c∗T∗−T l−1∥2 >

(√
1 + δM,kEM,k + 2

)
∥e∥2.

With the assumption ∥e∥2 ≤ δM,2k∥c∗T∗−T l−1∥2, we see that ∥yl
r∥2 < ∥yl−1

r ∥2 if

1 >
δM,2k

1− δM,2k
+

√
1 + δM,2kDM,k + δM,2k

(√
1 + δM,2kEM,k + 2

)√
1− δM,2k

,

which completes the proof.
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