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CONFINED ORTHOGONAL MATCHING PURSUIT FOR SPARSE
RANDOM COMBINATORIAL MATRICES∗

XINWEI ZHAO† , JINMING WEN‡ , HONGQI YANG§ , AND XIAO MA¶

Abstract. Orthogonal matching pursuit (OMP) is a commonly used greedy algorithm for
recovering sparse signals from compressed measurements. In this paper, we introduce a variant of
the OMP algorithm to reduce the complexity of reconstructing a class of K-sparse signals x ∈ R

n

from measurements y = Ax, where A ∈ {0, 1}m×n is a sparse random combinatorial matrix with
d (d ≤ m/2) ones per column. The proposed algorithm, referred to as the confined OMP algorithm,
utilizes the properties of x and A to remove much of the redundancy in the dictionary (also referred
to as A) and thus fewer column indices of A need to be identified. To this end, we first define a
confined set Γ with |Γ| ≤ n and then prove that the support of x is a subset of Γ with probability 1 if
the distributions of non-zero components of x satisfy a certain condition. During the process of the
confined OMP algorithm, the possibly chosen column indices are strictly confined into the confined set
Γ. We further develop lower bounds on the probability of exact recovery of x using OMP algorithm
and confined OMP algorithm with K iterations, respectively. The obtained theoretical results of
confined OMP algorithm can be used to optimize the column degree d of A. Finally, experimental
results show that the confined OMP algorithm is more efficient in reconstructing a class of sparse
signals compared to the OMP algorithm.

Key words. Compressed sensing, exact recovery probability, orthogonal matching pursuit,
sparse signal recovery, sparse random combinatorial matrices

1. Introduction. Compressed sensing (CS) as a novel sampling theory [6, 12]
has attracted much attention in recent twenty years. In CS, it is common to encounter
the following linear model

(1.1) y = Ax,

where A ∈ R
m×n is a measurement matrix with m < n, x ∈ R

n is an unknown
K-sparse signal (i.e., x has at most K non-zero elements) and y ∈ R

m is a known
measurement vector. The CS recovery algorithm aims to recover x from (1.1) by
solving the following minimization problem

(1.2) min‖x‖0 s.t. y = Ax,

where ‖x‖0 △
= |{i : xi 6= 0}| and xi is the i-th element of x. Unfortunately, as

shown in [18], the problem (1.2) is NP-hard in general. Two methods are commonly
used for solving this problem. One focuses on the reconstruction of sparse signals
by considering a convex relaxation of (1.2), such as solving the l1-minimization prob-
lem [5, 36, 7, 15]. There are also algorithms solving (1.2) directly, such as greedy algo-
rithms [35, 30, 8, 29, 32, 25, 37, 24, 39] and thresholding algorithms [4, 17, 33, 11, 2].
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Algorithm 1.1 Orthogonal matching pursuit algorithm

Input: y ∈ R
m, A ∈ R

m×n, and K.
Initialize: k = 0, r(0) = y, and Λ(0) = ∅.
while ‘r(k) 6= 0 and k ≤ K are met’ do
k = k + 1,
t(k) = argmax

1≤i≤n
|AT

i r
(k−1)|, (Identification)

Λ(k) = Λ(k−1) ∪ {t(k)}, (Augmentation)

x̂
(k)

Λ(k) = argmin
x∈Rk

‖y −AΛ(k)x‖2, (Estimation)

r(k) = y −AΛ(k) x̂
(k)

Λ(k) . (Residual update)
end while
Output: x̂(k).

Among greedy algorithms, the OMP algorithm [35] is one of the most commonly
used algorithms. As a greedy algorithm, the OMP algorithm identifies the support
(index set of non-zero elements) of the sparse signal x in an iterative manner and
thus iteratively performs local optimal updates. Specifically, the process of the OMP
algorithm at each iteration can be summarized into four steps [37] (see Algorithm 1.1
for details):

• Identification: select the column of A maximally correlated with the residual
r(k−1).

• Augmentation: add the index of the chosen column into the estimated support
set Λ(k).

• Estimation: estimate the values of elements whose indices are in the estimated
support set Λ(k) by solving a least squares problem.

• Residual update: eliminate the vestige of columns in Λ(k) from the measure-
ment vector y, resulting in a new residual used for the next iteration.

Among these, the computational complexity of the OMP algorithm is mainly dom-
inated by the identification step and the estimation step. In order to enhance the
computational efficiency and recovery performance of the OMP algorithm, there have
been some studies on the modified OMP algorithm, mainly focusing on the identi-
fication step. For example, the generalized OMP algorithm [37] (a.k.a. orthogonal
multi-matching pursuit algorithm [25]) allows multiple indices maximally correlated
with the residual are chosen at each iteration so that fewer number of iterations are
required. The existing methods seek to efficiently select the “true” column indices
from the redundant dictionary (measurement matrix A). This raises a question: Is it
possible to reduce the redundancy of the dictionary A?

Before answering this question, we introduce some useful tools to characterize
the performance of the recovery algorithm. In [6], Candès and Tao introduced the
concept of restricted isometry property (RIP) and showed that if A satisfies RIP with
relatively small restricted isometry constant (RIC) δ2K , any K-sparse signal can be
exactly recovered by solving a l1-minimization problem. In particular, it has been
proved in [41] that δK+1 < 1/

√
K + 1 is sufficient for the OMP algorithm to recover

any K-sparse signal from (1.1) in K iterations. The mutual coherence, denoted as
µm, is also an important parameter for A, which indicates the maximum absolute
correlation between normalized columns of A. It has been showed in [34] that any
K-sparse signal can be exactly recovered by the OMP algorithm if K < (µ−1

m + 1)/2.
In [35], the authors developed a lower bound on the probability that any K-sparse
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signal can be exactly recovered from (1.1) by using the OMP algorithm inK iterations,
where the matrix A in (1.1) is a random Gaussian matrix. In [40], this lower bound
is further tightened with the aid of prior information of x. Unfortunately, the lower
bound techniques proposed in [35] and [40] are only suitable for the case of Gaussian
matrices.

In CS, the construction of measurement matrices is also one of the main concerns.
In general, the random measurement matrices can be classified into dense and sparse
matrices. It has been verified that many dense matrices, such as Gaussian matri-
ces and Fourier matrices, satisfy the RIP with overwhelming probability [1] and have
provably good recovery performance. On the other hand, sparse random matrices also
attract much attention [3, 22, 23, 10, 26, 28] since the sparsity can enable the com-
putation of the matrix-product to be remarkably efficient and save the storage space
in practice [19]. In particular, sparse binary-valued measurement matrices are com-
monly used in some applications, including group testing [20], DNA Microarrays [31],
and single-pixel imaging [14]. Furthermore, many studies [10, 26, 27] showed that the
sparse binary-valued measurement matrices are as “good” as the dense ones both in
theory and in practice.

Assume that the measurement matrix A ∈ {0, 1}m×n is a sparse combinatorial
matrix with independent columns, where each column is chosen uniformly among the
vectors with d (d ≤ m/2) ones. Now we answer the previous question. Yes, much
redundancy of A can be removed if x is a signal defined in Definition 2.5. Actually,
this observation can be traced back to the work of Khajehnejad et al. in [23]. They
showed that the redundancy of a sparse matrix constructed by the expander theory
can be eliminated if non-zero elements of x are non-negative. Our work is more
general and takes the observation in [23] as a special case. Specifically, the sparse
signal we consider is not limited to be non-negative, but a class of signals defined
in Definition 2.5, including the Gaussian sparse signal. Furthermore, the considered
measurement matrix A in this paper is more general than that constructed by the
expander theory in [23]. The contributions of this paper are summarized as follows.

• We first define the confined set Γ with |Γ| ≤ n and prove that the support of x
defined in Definition 2.5 is a subset of Γ with probability 1. To theoretically
clarify the effectiveness of removing the redundancy of A, we present the
expectations of the sparsity of y and the size of Γ.

• We propose a variant of OMP algorithm, referred to as the confined OMP
algorithm, by introducing the confined set Γ into the identification step. The
possibly chosen column indices are strictly confined into the confined set Γ.
We further analyze the complexities of OMP algorithm and confined OMP
algorithm. The analysis results show that the identification efficiency of con-
fined OMP algorithm is at least nKd−K

|Γ|Kd−K+n times that of OMP algorithm.

Furthermore, the experimental results show that the confined OMP algorithm
achieves a large reduction in complexity if K ≪ m.

• We develop a lower bound on the probability of exact recovery of any K-
sparse signal x using OMP algorithm over a sparse random combinatorial
matrix. As far as we know, our work is the first to develop the recovery
lower bound of OMP algorithm over a sparse random combinatorial matrix.
We further develop a lower bound on the probability of exact recovery of x
defined in Definition 2.5 using confined OMP algorithm over a sparse random
combinatorial matrix.

The paper is organized as follows. We define the confined set Γ and present the
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proposed algorithm in section 2. In section 3, the expectations of the sparsity of
y and the size of Γ are investigated, and then the recovery performance bounds of
OMP algorithm and confined OMP algorithm are provided. Experimental results are
presented in section 4 and section 5 concludes the paper.

Notation: we use boldface lowercase letters to denote column vectors and boldface
uppercase letters to denote matrices. The support of x is denoted by Ω and the
complement of Ω is Ωc = [n]\Ω = {i : i ∈ [n], i /∈ Ω}, where [n] represents the set
{1, 2, · · · , n}. Let xi and Aj be the i-th element of x and the j-th column of A,
respectively. We use Ai,j to denote the element of A located at the i-th row and the
j-th column. We denote by xΛ the sub-vector of x that contains the entries of x
indexed by the set Λ, and AΛ the sub-matrix of A that contains the columns of A
indexed by the set Λ. We use AT to denote the transport of A and E[X ] to represent
the expectation of X .

2. Proposed algorithm. This section will first introduce the inherent proper-
ties between random combinatorial matrices and sparse signals, and then present the
details of the proposed algorithm.

2.1. The confined set. For a sufficiently small number ǫ > 0, let E = {i : |yi| ≤
ǫ} where yi is the i-th element of y. The definition of the confined set is as follows.

Definition 2.1 (The confined set). The confined set Γ is specified by defining
its complement Γc as Γc =

⋃

i∈E Γ
c
i where Γci = {j : Ai,j = 1, |yi| ≤ ǫ}. That is,

Γ = [n]\Γc.
The following Theorem gives the probability of {Ω ⊆ Γ}.
Theorem 2.2 (The probability of {Ω ⊆ Γ}). Suppose that in (1.1), A ∈

{0, 1}m×n is a random combinatorial matrix with independent columns, where each
column is chosen uniformly among the vectors with d ones. Furthermore, the K non-
zero components of x are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.), with the same
cumulative distribution function (CDF) FX(x) = P{X ≤ x}. Then, the probability of
{Ω ⊆ Γ} is given by

(2.1) P{Ω ⊆ Γ} =

(

1−
K∑

ℓ=1

(
K

ℓ

)(

F ∗ℓ
X (ǫ)− F ∗ℓ

X (−ǫ)
)
)|E|

.

where F ∗ℓ
X (x) = (FX ∗ FX ∗ · · · ∗ FX

︸ ︷︷ ︸

ℓ times

)(x) and the asterisk ∗ denotes the convolution

operation.

Proof. See Appendix A.

With Theorem 2.2, we have the following two Corollaries.

Corollary 2.3. If the probability density function (PDF) fX(x) of non-zero
components of x is a continuous function, then the probability P{Ω ⊆ Γ} → 1 as
ǫ→ 0.

Proof. Obviously, F ∗ℓ
X (x) is a continuous function provided that fX(x) is a con-

tinuous function. According to Theorem 2.2, we have lim
ǫ→0

P{Ω ⊆ Γ} = 1.

Corollary 2.4. If the values of non-zero components of x share the same po-
larity, then the probability P{Ω ⊆ Γ} → 1 as ǫ→ 0.
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Algorithm 2.1 Confined orthogonal matching pursuit algorithm

Input: y ∈ R
m, A ∈ {0, 1}m×n, ǫ, and K.

Initialize: k = 0, r(0) = y, and Λ(0) = ∅.
Preprocessing: E = {i : |yi| ≤ ǫ} and Γ = [n]\⋃i∈E Γ

c
i ;

if |Γ| = K then
x̂Γ = argmin

x∈R|Γ|

‖y −AΓx‖2,
return x̂.

end if
while ‘r(k) 6= 0 and k ≤ K are met’ do
k = k + 1,
t(k) = argmax

i∈Γ
|AT

i r
(k−1)|, (Identification)

Λ(k) = Λ(k−1) ∪ {t(k)}, (Augmentation)

x̂
(k)

Λ(k) = argmin
x∈Rk

‖y −AΛ(k)x‖2, (Estimation)

r(k) = y −AΛ(k) x̂
(k)

Λ(k) . (Residual update)
end while
return x̂

(K).

The Corollaries indicate that by setting ǫ→ 0, both Gaussian sparse signals and non-
negative sparse signals can ensure P{Ω ⊆ Γ} = 1. We call these signals as confined
signals in this paper. The definition of the confined signal is given as follows.

Definition 2.5 (The confined signal). The confined signal is a K-sparse signal
whose non-zero components are i.i.d. and, for ℓ = 1, 2, · · · ,K, their CDFs satisfy
F ∗ℓ
X (ǫ)− F ∗ℓ

X (−ǫ) → 0 as ǫ→ 0.

2.2. Confined OMP algorithm. The confined OMP is a modified OMP algo-
rithm by introducing a confined set Γ. The key feature of the confined OMP algorithm
is to introduce a confined set Γ into the identification step such that the possibly cho-
sen column indices are strictly confined into the confined set Γ. In the following, we
assume that the signal x is defined in Definition 2.5 and has exactly K non-zero ele-
ments. The details of the confined OMP algorithm are summarized in Algorithm 2.1.
The necessary explanations of the confined OMP algorithm are as follows.

• (Preprocessing) For a sufficiently small number ǫ, obtain the set E = {i :
|yi| ≤ ǫ} first. Then, obtain the confined set Γ = [n]\⋃i∈E Γ

c
i , where Γci =

{j : Ai,j = 1, |yi| ≤ ǫ}. With Ω ⊆ Γ, we have Ω = Γ if they have the
same size. Thus, the identification is already done without the subsequent
iterations.

• (Identification) If |Γ| > K, the iterative processing is executed. In each
iteration, correlations between columns whose indices are in Γ and the residual
are compared. The column index corresponding to the maximal correlation
is chosen as the new element of the estimated support set Λ(k).

We discuss the complexity of OMP algorithm and confined OMP algorithm as
follows. It is known that the matrix-vector product can be divided into two steps:
multiplication and addition. For a binary-valued matrix, the matrix-vector product
only involves addition, no multiplication is required. If non-zero elements of x are
real numbers, the addition requires at most n(d − 1) float point operations (flops).
Furthermore, the selection of the maximum inner-product value in the identification
requires n − 1 flops. Thus, the identification of OMP algorithm requires at most
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Table 1

Comparison of the complexity of the OMP algorithm and the confined OMP algorithm in the
identification step.

Algorithm OMP confined OMP
Condition null |Γ| = K |Γ| > K
Flops Knd−K n K|Γ|d−K + n

Kn(d− 1) +K(n− 1) flops.
Thanks to |Γ| ≤ n, the confined OMP algorithm requires fewer inner products in

the identification step compared to the conventional OMP algorithm. Specifically, no
inner product is required if |Γ| = K. Otherwise, the identification requires at most
K|Γ|(d−1)+K(|Γ|−1) flops, whereK|Γ|(d−1) flops are required for the matrix-vector
product operations and K(|Γ| − 1) flops for the selections of the maximum inner-
product values. Furthermore, the preprocessing step involves additional operations.
Specifically, there are extra n flops to obtain E and the complexity of obtaining Γ is
negligible. Consider identification and preprocessing together, these steps requires n
flops if |Γ| = K. Otherwise, at most K|Γ|(d− 1) +K(|Γ| − 1) + n flops are required.
Table 1 summarizes the complexity of OMP algorithm and confined OMP algorithm
in the identification step. The improvement of the proposed algorithm over OMP
algorithm is around Kd times in terms of identification efficiency if |Γ| = K, and
Knd−K

K|Γ|d−K+n times otherwise.

It can be foreseen that the confined OMP algorithm achieves a large reduction
in complexity if |Γ| ≪ n. Especially in case where |Γ| = K, the confined OMP algo-
rithm eliminates the need for the identification. Even if |Γ| = n, the computational
complexity of OMP algorithm and confined OMP algorithm are comparable, since
the extra complexity introduced by the preprocessing step is negligible.

3. Analysis of the proposed algorithm. In this section, we first investigate
the expectations of the sparsity of y and the size of the confined set Γ. Then, we study
the lower bounds on the exact recovery probability of OMP algorithm and confined
OMP algorithm in the case of using sparse random combinatorial matrices. Note that
the lower bound on the exact recovery probability of OMP algorithm is valid for any
K-sparse signal, whereas that of confined OMP algorithm is only valid for the signal
defined in Definition 2.5.

3.1. The sparsity of y. Studying the sparsity of y helps to derive the subse-
quent Lemmas and Theorems. For k ∈ {1, 2, · · · ,K}, let ν(k) = n−|E| be the number
of “non-zero” elements of y = Ax, where the signal x is defined in Definition 2.5 and
has k non-zero elements. Obviously, the value of ν(k) ranges from d to kd. The
following Lemma gives the probability of ν(k) for k = 1, 2, · · · ,K.

Lemma 3.1. For any integer K, it holds that P{ν(1) = d} = 1 and

(3.1) P{ν(k) = υ} =

min{υ,(k−1)d}
∑

z=max{υ−d,d}

(
z

υ−z

)(
m−z
d−υ+z

)

(
m

d

) P{ν(k−1) = z}

for k = 2, 3, · · · ,K and υ = d, d + 1, · · · , kd, where P{ν(k−1) = z} can be calculated
by (3.1) recursively.

Proof. See Appendix B.
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Fig. 1. Empirical means and expectations of ν(K) for different column degree d.

Once the probability P{ν(K) = υ} is obtained, one can easily obtain the expecta-
tion of ν(K).

Theorem 3.2 (The expectation of ν(K)). Suppose that in (1.1), A ∈ {0, 1}m×n

is a random combinatorial matrix with d ones per column and the signal x is defined
in Definition 2.5. Then,

(3.2) E[ν(K)] =
Kd∑

υ=d

υ · P{ν(K) = υ},

where P{ν(K) = υ} is given in Lemma 3.1.

Figure 1 shows empirical means and expectations of ν(K) for different column
degree d, where A ∈ {0, 1}100×256 and x is a Gaussian sparse signal with exactly K
non-zero elements. It can be seen that the empirical results match well with their
expectations.

3.2. The size of Γ. To clarify the effectiveness of removing the redundancy
of A, it is necessary to consider the size of Γ theoretically. Furthermore, the size
of Γ is crucial to the complexity and recovery performance analysis of the proposed
algorithm. The following Theorem will give E[|Γ|].

Theorem 3.3 (The expectation of |Γ|). Suppose that in (1.1), A ∈ {0, 1}m×n

is a random combinatorial matrix with d ones per column and the signal x is defined
in Definition 2.5. Then,

(3.3) E[|Γ|] = K + (n−K) ·
Kd∑

υ=d

(
υ
d

)

(
m
d

)P{ν(K) = υ},

where P{ν(K) = υ} is given in Lemma 3.1.

Proof. See Appendix C.

Figure 2 shows empirical means and expectations of |Γ| for different column degree
d, where A ∈ {0, 1}100×256 and x is a Gaussian sparse signal with exactly K non-zero
elements. It can be seen that the empirical results match well with their expectations.
We also observe that E[|Γ|] ≈ K when K is relatively small. These observations
confirm the effectiveness of removing the redundancy of A.
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Fig. 2. Empirical means and expectations of |Γ| for different column degree d.

3.3. Recovery performance analysis of OMP. In this subsection, we provide
a lower bound on the probability that the OMP algorithm exactly recovers any K-
sparse signal x in K iterations for A ∈ {0, 1}m×n.

We first define the coherence between two columns of A as

(3.4) µi,j =
|AT

i Aj |
‖Ai‖2‖Aj‖2

,

where i, j ∈ [n] and i 6= j. Different from the random Gaussian matrices [40], the
values of µi,j are discrete for the binary-valued matrix A. That is, we have µi,j ∈
{0, 1/d, 2/d, · · · , 1}. We further use g(s) for s ∈ {0, 1/d, 2/d, · · · , 1} to denote the
distribution function of µi,j :

(3.5) g(s) = P {µi,j = s} =

(
d
sd

)(
m−d
d−sd

)

(
m

d

) ,

where {µi,j = s} means the event that the column Ai shares exactly sd non-zero
positions with the column Aj .

We introduce several distribution functions used in Theorem 3.4. Let

P =

{
K−1∑

i=1

si : si ∈ {0, 1/d, 2/d, · · · , 1} for i = 1, 2, · · · ,K − 1

}

and

Q =

{
K∑

i=1

s2i : si ∈ {0, 1/d, 2/d, · · · , 1} for i = 1, 2, · · · ,K
}

.

Due to the randomness of si, we have a distribution function h(z) over Q, given by

h(z) =
∑

s21+···+s2
K
=z

g(s1)g(s2) · · · g(sK).

Similarly, we have a distribution function φ(z) over P , given by

φ(z) =
∑

s1+···+sK−1=z

g(s1)g(s2) · · · g(sK−1).
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Then, the CDF associated with φ(z) is given by

Φ(z) =
∑

z′≤z

φ(z′).

Let ri =
∑K−1
j=1 sj for i = 1, 2, · · · ,K and rm be the maximum variable of ri. Then,

by the order statistics [9], the distribution function of rm is given by

φm(z) = (Φ(z))
K − (Φ(z)− φ(z))

K
,

where z ∈ P .

Theorem 3.4 (The lower bound on the exact recovery probability of OMP).
Suppose that in (1.1), A is a random combinatorial matrix with independent columns,
where the degree of each column is d satisfying (1+ε) logm ≤ d ≤ m/2 for a constant
ε > 0. The signal x is any K-sparse signal. Define Somp ={OMP exactly recovers x

with K iterations}. Then, for a sufficiently large m, it holds that

(3.6) P{Somp} ≥




∑

p∈P

∑

q∈Q

1(p, q)φm(p)h(q)





K

− o(1),

where the indicator function is

1(p, q) =







1 if

√

max{0, 1− p}√
K

>
√
q,

0 otherwise.

Proof. See Appendix D.

3.4. Recovery performance analysis of confined OMP. In this subsection,
we will present a lower bound on the probability that the confined OMP algorithm
exactly recovers the sparse signal x for A ∈ {0, 1}m×n, where x is defined in Defini-
tion 2.5.

Theorem 3.5 (The lower bound on the exact recovery probability of confined
OMP). Suppose that in (1.1), A is a random combinatorial matrix with independent
columns, where the degree of each column is d satisfying (1 + ε) logm ≤ d ≤ m/2 for
a constant ε > 0. The sparse signal x is defined in Definition 2.5 and has exactly
K non-zero elements. Define Scomp = {confined OMP exactly recovers x with K
iterations}. Then, for a sufficiently large m, it holds that

(3.7) P{Scomp} ≥
(

1−
Kd∑

υ=d

(
υ

d

)

(
m

d

)P{ν(K) = υ}
)n−K

− o(1),

where P{ν(k) = υ} is given in Lemma 3.1.

Proof. See Appendix E.

4. Experimental results. This section presents the experimental results that
demonstrate the advantage of the confined OMP algorithm in terms of recovery per-
formance and complexity. Furthermore, we use the lower bound on the probability
P{Scomp} to optimize the column degree d. The experimental results were obtained
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Fig. 3. Recovery performance for K-sparse (a) Gaussian signals and (b) flat signals versus the
sparsity K.
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Fig. 4. (a) Average number of inner-product operations in the identification step and (b)
average CPU times of different greedy algorithms for Gaussian signals with different K.

by MATLAB R2023a on a desktop computer with Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-11700 CPU
@ 2.50 GHz. In the following simulations, we generate a K-sparse signal whose sup-
port is chosen at random. In addition, we consider two types of K-sparse signals:
(a) Gaussian signals and (b) flat signals. The non-zero elements of the Gaussian
signal are independently and randomly drawn from a standard Gaussian distribu-
tion. Furthermore, the support of the flat signal is randomly chosen and the nonzero
elements are set to 1.

4.1. Recovery performances for different sparsity K. We first show the
efficiency and recovery performance of the proposed confined OMP algorithm for
different sparsity K. In Figure 3 and Figure 4, each column of the measurement
matrix A ∈ {0, 1}100×256 is chosen independently and uniformly among the vectors
with 10 ones.

In Figure 3, we can see that the confined OMP algorithm achieves performance
gains for both Gaussian and flat signals. In particular, the performance gain for the
flat signal is appreciable. It is reasonable because when the sparsity K is relative
small, the size of Γ is not as large, which enables the confined OMP algorithm to
screen out more interference.
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Fig. 5. Recovery performance for 4-sparse (a) Gaussian signals and (b) flat signals versus
measurement m.
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Fig. 6. (a) Average number of inner-product operations in the identification step and (b)
average CPU times of different greedy algorithms for Gaussian signals with different measurements
m.

Figure 4 shows the average inner-product operations in the identification step and
average CPU times of different greedy algorithms for Gaussian signals with different
K. From Figure 4(a), we observe that the number of inner-product operations of
OMP algorithm increases linearly with the increase of K. The reason is that OMP
algorithm requires Kn inner-product operations in the identification step to recover
a K-sparse signal. For the confined OMP algorithm, however, the identification is
eliminated if |Γ| = K. Otherwise, K|Γ| inner-product operations are required to
recover a K-sparse signal. As shown in Figure 2, the expectation of |Γ| is much
smaller than n for a relatively small K. Thus, in Figure 4(a), the confined OMP
algorithm achieves a significant reduction in number of inner-product operations for a
relatively small K. The average CPU time shown in Figure 4(b) relates to the number
of inner-product operations. Their trends of curves shown in Figure 4(a) and (b) are
almost the same. In particular, the confined OMP algorithm achieves a reduction of
about 85% in average CPU time to recover a 6-sparse Gaussian signal when compared
to that of OMP algorithm. Furthermore, we also present the average CPU time of
the batch OMP algorithm proposed in [32] for comparison. It can be seen that the
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complexity reduction of the confined OMP algorithm is much greater than that of the
batch OMP algorithm for a relatively small K.

Remark: The batch OMP algorithm is an efficient implementation of the OMP
algorithm. Their recovery performances are the same. Thus, we omit the performance
comparison between the batch OMP algorithm and the proposed algorithm. More
details about the batch OMP algorithm can be found in [32].

4.2. Recovery performances for different measurements m. We further
show the efficiency and recovery performance of the confined OMP algorithm for
different measurementsm. In Figure 5 and Figure 6, each column of the measurement
matrix A ∈ {0, 1}m×256 is chosen independently and uniformly among the vectors
with 10 ones. The sparsity K is set to 4.

In Figure 5, the recovery performances of confined OMP algorithm are better
than those of OMP algorithm, but performance gains become smaller as m increases.
However, we observe in Figure 6 that the number of inner-product operations for
the confined OMP algorithm tends to 0 as m increases, resulting in a reduction of
about 86% in average CPU time. These observations indicate that the complexity
of the confined OMP algorithm is mainly contributed by the complexity of solving
least-squares problems when m ≥ 100.

4.3. Lower bounds. The lower bounds on the probability of Somp and Scomp

can be obtained by (3.6) and (3.7), respectively. In experimental tests, the column
degree d of each chosen A satisfies logm < d ≤ m/2 for a sufficiently large m. In this

case, the probability P

{

det
(

AT
Λ(k)AΛ(k)

)

6= 0
}

is approximately equal to 1. Thus,

the effect of the second term for both (3.6) and (3.7) is negligible.
The lower bounds on P{Somp} and P{Scomp} are shown in Figure 3 and Figure 5.

It can be seen that the lower bound on P{Scomp} is much tighter than that on P{Somp}.
However, for both OMP algorithm and confined OMP algorithm, there exists a non-
negligible gap between theory and practice. The reasons are as follows.

• We first consider the lower bound on the probability P{Somp}. The scalings

of ‖AT
ΩAΩx

′
Λ(k)‖∞ and ‖AT

ΩcAΩx
′
Λ(k)‖∞ may lead to the gap between the

two sides of (D.4). Furthermore, the bound on λmin derived in Corollary D.4
is loose for a large sparsity K, which causes that the bound on P{Somp} also
being loose.

• We further consider the lower bound on the probability P{Scomp}. This bound
given in (3.7) is actually the exact recovery probability conditioned on the
event {|Γ| = K}. Thus, the gap between the analytical curve and experimen-
tal curve is equal to the exact recovery probability conditioned on the event
{|Γ| > K}. This conditional probability derived in Appendix F is loose for
the same reasons as in the case of bound for the OMP algorithm.

Remark: In [35] and [40], lower bounds on the exact recovery probability of OMP
algorithm over Gaussian matrices also are loose. However, these theoretical results
may provide a guide to determine whether the greedy algorithms are appropriate for
reconstruction of sparse signals [35]. Otherwise, another sparse recovery algorithm is
considered instead.

4.4. Optimization of column degree d. As shown in (3.7), the lower bound on
P{Scomp} is related to the column degree d of A. We expect to optimize the recovery
performance of confined OMP algorithm by optimizing the lower bound on P{Scomp}.
In other words, the optimized target is to increase the probability P{|Γ| = K}. In
the following experimental simulations, the column degree d of a measurement matrix
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Fig. 7. Empirical and theoretical recovery performances of confined OMP as a function of
column degree d.

A ∈ {0, 1}100×256 satisfies d > logm such that the probability that the least squares
have a unique solution is approximately equal to 1. The experimental and theoretical
simulations are based on flat signals with K = 10 and K = 5, respectively. It can be
seen from Figure 7 that the trend of theoretical curve is almost the same with that
of experimental curve. Both of them achieve the best recovery performance when
d = 12.

5. Conclusion and future research problem. This paper proposed a variant
of OMP algorithm, referred to as confined OMP algorithm, to recover a class of sparse
signals. We proved that the support of x is contained in the confined set Γ if the signal
x is defined in Definition 2.5. We further presented the expectation of |Γ| to show that
much redundancy of A can be removed, resulting in a improvement of the proposed
algorithm in terms of identification efficiency. We also developed lower bounds on
the probability P{Somp} and P{Scomp} over sparse random combinatorial matrices.
Finally, experimental results showed that confined OMP algorithm achieves a recovery
performance gain and a reduction in complexity compared with OMP algorithm.

There are several future research problems arising from the confined OMP algo-
rithm:

• As shown in [13], K < spark(A)/2 is a sufficient and necessary condition for
the perfect recovery of a K-sparse signal with (1.2), where spark(A) is the
spark of A and defined as spark(A) := min{‖x‖0 : Ax = 0,x 6= 0}. It is
advisable to directly perform x̂Γ = argmin

x∈R|Γ|

‖y−AΓx‖2 if |Γ| < spark(A). In

this case, only one least squares needs to be performed. However, the main
challenge is to determine the spark of A. Fortunately, Theorem D.1 implies
that, for a sufficiently large m, the spark of a sparse random combinatorial
matrix is equal to m+1 with probability 1−o(1). Our future work will focus
on addressing this problem.

• In many applications, the sparsity K is unknown in practice. Fortunately, as
shown in (3.2), the expectation of ν(K) is related to the sparsityK if the signal
is defined in Definition 2.5. The sparsity K is predictable according to the
sparsity of y. It may be interesting to design a blind recovery algorithm that
can achieve the same recovery performance as a non-blind recovery algorithm
with a moderate increase in complexity.
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• As shown in Corollary D.4, the minimum eigenvalue λmin of AT
ΩAΩ ranges

from 1 − rm to 1 + rm, where rm ∈ {0, 1/d, · · · , (K − 1)d}. Since AT
ΩAΩ is

considered as a positive definite matrix, we have λmin > 0. As K increases,
the lower bound on λmin becomes less tight, resulting in a loose lower bound
on P{Somp}. It may be challenging to give a tight bound on λmin or σmin in
the future.

Appendix A. The proof of Theorem 2.2. Assume that the sparse signal
x has exactly K non-zero elements. The following Lemma is useful for the proof
of Theorem 2.2.

Lemma A.1. Suppose that the K non-zero components of x in (1.1), denoted
without loss of generality by X1, X2, · · · , XK , are i.i.d., with the same CDF FX(x)
and PDF fX(x). Given |yi| ≤ ǫ, for ℓ = 1, 2, · · · ,K and i ∈ E, the probability
P{|Γci ∩ Ω| = ℓ} is given by

(A.1) P{|Γci ∩ Ω| = ℓ} =

(
K

ℓ

)
(
F ∗ℓ
X (ǫ)− F ∗ℓ

X (−ǫ)
)
.

Proof. The event {|Γci ∩ Ω| = ℓ} is equivalent to the event that the sum of ℓ (out
of K) non-zero components is less than or equal to ǫ. Without loss of generality, we
assume that Y = X1 +X2 + · · ·+Xℓ. Consider the simple case that ℓ = 2, the CDF
of Y = X1 +X2 is calculated as

FY (y) = P{Y ≤ y} = P{X1 +X2 ≤ y}

= (FX ∗ FX)(y) =

∫ +∞

−∞

fX(τ)FX (y − τ) dτ.

Similarly, extending Y to the sum of multiple components, its CDF FY (y) is given by

FY (y) = (FX ∗ FX ∗ · · · ∗ FX
︸ ︷︷ ︸

ℓ times

)(y) = F ∗ℓ
X (y).

Once the CDF FY (y) is obtained, one can calculate the probability of the event
{|Γci ∩ Ω| = ℓ}:

P{|Γci ∩ Ω| = ℓ} =

(
K

ℓ

)

(FY (ǫ)− FY (−ǫ)) =
(
K

ℓ

)

(F ∗ℓ
X (ǫ)− F ∗ℓ

X (−ǫ)).

In the following, we present the proof of Theorem 2.2.

Proof. The support of x is a subset of Γ if and only if the support of x is disjoint
from the set Γc. In other words, the event {Ω ⊆ Γ} is equivalent to the event
{|Γc ∩ Ω| = 0}. Further, the event {|Γc ∩ Ω| = 0} is equivalent to the event that
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{|Γci ∩ Ω| = 0} for all i ∈ E . Thus, we have

P{Ω ⊆ Γ} = P {|Γc ∩Ω| = 0}

= P

{∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

⋃

i∈E

Γci ∩ Ω

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
= 0

}

=
∏

i∈E

P{|Γci ∩ Ω| = 0}

=
∏

i∈E

(
1− P{|Γci ∩ Ω| 6= 0}

)

=

(

1−
K∑

ℓ=1

(
K

ℓ

)(

F ∗ℓ
X (ǫ)− F ∗ℓ

X (−ǫ)
)
)|E|

,(A.2a)

where (A.2a) follows from Lemma A.1.

Appendix B. The proof of Lemma 3.1.

Proof. It is known that y is a linear combination of K columns of A. For K = 1,
the value of ν(1) is always equal to d since the degree of each column of A is d. As a
result, we have

P{ν(1) = d} = 1.

For k = 2, 3, · · · ,K, the value of ν(k) ranges from d to kd. Here, the value of
ν(k) is equivalent to the number of non-zero elements for a vector resulting from the
element-wise OR operation applied to k columns of A. It is hard to calculate the
probability of ν(k) directly since it is related to k columns of A. Fortunately, it can
be modeled as a Markov model. Specifically, by the law of total probability, the
probability P(ν(k)) is

(B.1) P(ν(k)) =
∑

ν(k−1)

P(ν(k)|ν(k−1))P(ν(k−1)).

The transition probability P(ν(k)|ν(k−1)) only depends on ν(k−1) and ν(k). This
is equivalent to a linear combination of a vector with ν(k−1) non-zero elements and
any column of A. If ν(k−1) < max{ν(k) − d, d} and ν(k−1) > min{ν(k), (k − 1)d},
the transition probability P(ν(k)|ν(k−1)) is obviously 0. Otherwise, the transition
probability is

(B.2) P(ν(k)|ν(k−1)) =

(
ν(k−1)

ν(k)−ν(k−1)

)(
m−ν(k−1)

d−ν(k)+ν(k−1)

)

(
m

d

) ,

where ν(k) ∈ {d, d + 1, · · · , kd} and ν(k−1) ∈ {max{ν(k) − d, d},max{ν(k) − d, d} +
1, · · · ,min{ν(k), (k−1)d}}. Here, (B.2) represents the probability that any column of
A shares exactly ν(k)−ν(k−1) non-zero positions with a vector having ν(k−1) non-zero
elements.

The probability P(ν(k−1)) can be calculated by (B.1) recursively. As a conse-
quence, we get (3.1).

Appendix C. The proof of Theorem 3.3.
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Proof. As shown in Theorem 2.2, the support of x is a subset of the confined set
Γ with probability 1. Thus, there are at least K out of n columns whose indices are
in Γ. That is, we have E[|Γ|] ≥ K.

Assume that |Γ| > K and there exists a column Aj for j ∈ Γ\Ω. Given ν(K) = υ,
the probability of the event

{
j ∈ Γ\Ω

∣
∣ν(K) = υ

}
is given by

(C.1) P

{

j ∈ Γ\Ω
∣
∣
∣ν(K) = υ

}

=

(
υ
d

)

(
m
d

) .

Here, (C.1) indicates the probability that the column Aj shares exactly d non-zero
positions with y having υ non-zero elements. If this is not the case, then j /∈ Γ since
the i-th element of Aj must be 0 for i ∈ E .

Following from Lemma 3.1, the value of υ ranges from d to Kd. Thus, by the law
of total probability, we have

P {j ∈ Γ\Ω} =
Kd∑

υ=d

P

{

j ∈ Γ\Ω
∣
∣
∣ν(K) = υ

}

P

{

ν(K) = υ
}

=

Kd∑

υ=d

(
υ
d

)

(
m
d

)P

{

ν(K) = υ
}

,

(C.2)

where P
{
ν(K) = υ

}
is given in Lemma 3.1.

In summary, there are K columns whose indices are in Ω ⊆ Γ. For the remaining
n−K column indices, each of them belongs to Γ\Ω with probability given in (C.2).
As a result, we get E[|Γ|] shown in (3.3).

Appendix D. The proof of Theorem 3.4. There are two Corollaries used
in the proof of Theorem 3.4. These two Corollaries are obtained from two different
Theorems, which will be proved below respectively.

Theorem D.1 (Theorem 1.2 in [16]). Fix ε > 0, and let d = d(m) be any
function of m satisfying min{d,m− d} ≥ (1 + ε) logm. Then, for an m×m random
combinatorial matrix Q with independent rows, where each row is chosen uniformly
among the vectors with d ones, we have

lim
m→∞

P{Q is singular} → 0.

Corollary D.2. Fix ε > 0, and let d = d(m) be any function of m satisfying
(1+ ε) logm ≤ d ≤ m/2. Then, for an m×K random combinatorial matrix AΩ with
d ones per column and a sufficiently large m, we have

(D.1) P

{

det
(

AT
ΩAΩ

)

6= 0
}

= 1− o(1),

where det(·) represents the determinant of argument.

Proof. According to Theorem D.1, we know that the m×m random combinato-
rial matrix Q is nonsingular with probability 1 − o(1) for a sufficiently large m. In
other words, m columns of QT are linearly independent with probability 1− o(1) for
a sufficiently large m. For the m×K random combinatorial matrix AΩ with a suffi-
ciently large m, K columns of AΩ are obviously linearly independent with probability
1 − o(1). Furthermore, it is known that the rank of AT

ΩAΩ is equal to that of AΩ.
Thus, we get (D.1).
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Remark: In general, the sparsityK is much smaller than m. Thus, as the increase

of m, the probability P{det
(

AT
ΩAΩ

)

6= 0} converges to 1 more rapidly than the

probability P{det(Q) 6= 0} shown in Theorem D.1.
Let M be an m×m matrix and ri =

∑m

j=1,j 6=i |Mi,j | be the sum of the absolute
values of the non-diagonal elements in the i-th row of M for i = 1, 2, · · · ,m. Define
a circle centered at Mi,i with a radius of ri as a Gershgorin disc D(Mi,i, ri).

Theorem D.3 (Gershgorin’s circle Theorem [21] ). Every eigenvalues of M lies
in one of Gershgorin discs D(Mi,i, ri).

Corollary D.4. Let G = AT
ΩAΩ. The minimum eigenvalue λmin of G lies in

the Gershgorin disc D(1, rm), where rm = max
i∈Ω

∑

j∈Ω,j 6=i µi,j.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that Ω = {1, 2, · · · , |Ω|}. The sym-
metric matrix G is given by

G = AT
ΩAΩ =










1 µ1,2 µ1,3 · · · µ1,|Ω|

µ2,1 1 µ2,3 · · · µ2,|Ω|

µ3,1 µ3,2 1 · · · µ3,|Ω|

...
...

...
. . .

...
µ|Ω|,1 µ|Ω|,2 µ|Ω|,3 · · · 1










.

It can be seen that the centers of all Gershgorin discs are the same. Thus, all eigen-
values of G lie in the largest Gershgorin disc, i.e., D(1, rm).

Assume that each column of A is normalized. The proof of Theorem 3.4 is
presented as follows.

Proof. Define D as the event
{

det
(

AT
Λ(K)AΛ(K)

)

6= 0
}

. To ensure the K-sparse

signal x can be exactly recovered by the OMP algorithm in K iterations, the proba-
bility P{Somp} is equivalent to

(D.2) P{Somp} =

K∏

k=1

P

{

‖AT
Ωr

(k−1)‖∞ > ‖AT
Ωcr

(k−1)‖∞
∣
∣
∣D

}

P {D} .

During the identification step of OMP algorithm, the algorithm picks a “true”
column from AΩ whenever ‖AT

Ωr
(k−1)‖∞ > ‖AT

Ωcr(k−1)‖∞. These chosen columns
determine which elements of x are non-zero. The values of these elements of x

are determined by solving a least-squares problem, which has a unique solution if

AT
Λ(K)AΛ(K) has full rank, i.e., det

(

AT
Λ(K)AΛ(K)

)

6= 0. Based on Corollary D.2, the

probability P {D} = 1− o(1) if the column degree d satisfies (1 + ε) logm ≤ d ≤ m/2
for a constant ε > 0 and a sufficiently large m. Thus, we have

(D.3) P{Somp} ≥
K∏

k=1

P

{

‖AT
Ωr

(k−1)‖∞ > ‖AT
Ωcr

(k−1)‖∞
∣
∣
∣D

}

− o(1).

In (D.3), the first term is based on the assumption that the OMP algorithm has
picked k “true” columns from AΩ at the (k+1)-th iteration. Thus, the residual r(k−1)

can be rewritten as [38]

r(k−1) = y −AT
Λ(k) x̂Λ(k) ,



18 XINWEI ZHAO, JINMING WEN, HONGQI YANG, AND XIAO MA

where the estimated support set Λ(k) ⊆ Ω. Since y = AΩxΩ and AΛ(k) is a submatrix
of AΩ, the residual r(k−1) also can be expressed as a linear combination of columns
of AΩ [38], resulting in

r(k) = AΩx
′
Λ(k) = Ax′,

where the support of x′ is contained in the support of x. Thus, the first term of (D.3)
can be interpreted as

(D.4)
K∏

k=1

P

{

‖AT
ΩAΩx

′
Λ(k)‖∞ > ‖AT

ΩcAΩx
′
Λ(k)‖∞

∣
∣
∣D

}

.

We expect to eliminate x′
Λ(k) in (D.4) since the distribution of x′

Λ(k) is unknown.

We denote by σmin the minimum singular value of AT
ΩAΩ and λmin the minimum

eigenvalue ofAT
ΩAΩ. Conditioned on the event D, AT

ΩAΩ is actually a positive definite
matrix. In the following, We consider the scaling of ‖AT

ΩAΩx
′
Λ(k)‖∞.

‖AT
ΩAΩx

′
Λ(k)‖∞ ≥ 1√

K
‖AT

ΩAΩx
′
Λ(k)‖2(D.5a)

≥ σmin√
K

‖x′
Λ(k)‖2(D.5b)

=

√
λmin√
K

‖x′
Λ(k)‖2(D.5c)

≥
√

max{0, 1− rm}√
K

‖x′
Λ(k)‖2(D.5d)

Here, (D.5b) is based on the basic property of singular value [21]. Since AT
ΩAΩ is a

positive definite matrix, in (D.5c), we have σmin =
√
λmin for λmin > 0. According

to Corollary D.4, all eigenvalues of AT
ΩAΩ lie in a Gershgorin circle centered at 1 with

a radius of rm = max
i∈Ω

∑

j∈Ω,j 6=i µi,j . With 1 − rm ≤ λmin ≤ 1 + rm and λmin > 0,

the value of λmin is lower bounded by max{0, 1− rm} in (D.5d).
Let ψ = argmax

i∈Ωc

|AT
i r

(k)|. We further consider the scaling of AT
ΩcAΩ.

‖AT
ΩcAΩx

′
Λ(k)‖∞ = |AT

ψAΩx
′
Λ(k) |(D.6a)

= ‖AT
ψAΩx

′
Λ(k)‖2(D.6b)

≤ ‖AT
ψAΩ‖2‖x′

Λ(k)‖2(D.6c)

=

√
∑

i∈Ω

|AT
ψAi|2‖x′

Λ(k)‖2(D.6d)

=

√
∑

i∈Ω

µ2
ψ,i‖x′

Λ(k)‖2(D.6e)

Here, |AT
ψAΩx

′
Λ(k) | is a non-zero value, which can be expressed as ‖AT

ψAΩx
′
Λ(k)‖2

in (D.6b). Furthermore, (D.6c) is based on the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality.
With the scalings of ‖AT

ΩAΩx
′
Λ(k)‖∞ and ‖AT

ΩcAΩx
′
Λ(k)‖∞, (D.4) is lower bouned
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by

K∏

k=1

P

{

‖AT
ΩAΩx

′
Λ(k)‖∞ > ‖AT

ΩcAΩx
′
Λ(k)‖∞

∣
∣
∣D

}

≥
K∏

k=1

P







√

max{0, 1− rm}√
K

‖x′
Λ(k)‖2 >

√
∑

i∈Ω

µ2
ψ,i‖x′

Λ(k)‖2
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
D







= P







√

max{0, 1− rm}√
K

>

√
∑

i∈Ω

µ2
ψ,i

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
D







K

,(D.7a)

where (D.7a) is independent of k.
Once the distributions of

∑

i∈Ω µ
2
ψ,i and rm are obtained, one can calculate (D.7a)

easily. We first consider the distribution of
∑

i∈Ω µ
2
ψ,i. Since columns of A are inde-

pendent, the distribution of µψ,i for i ∈ Ω is given in (3.5). We denote by h(z) the
distribution function of

∑

i∈Ω µ
2
ψ,i. Let

Q =

{
K∑

i=1

s2i : si ∈ {0, 1/d, 2/d, · · · , 1} for i = 1, 2, · · · ,K
}

.

Then, the distribution function h(z) over Q is given by

h(z) =
∑

s21+···+s2
K
=z

g(s1)g(s2) · · · g(sK).

We further consider the distribution of rm = max
i∈Ω

∑

j∈Ω,j 6=i µi,j . Without loss

of generality, we assume that Ω = {1, 2, · · · , |Ω|}. Let ri =
∑|Ω|
j=1,j 6=i µi,j for i =

1, 2, · · · , |Ω| and φm(z) be the distribution function of rm. There are two steps to
calculate the distribution of rm. First, we need to obtain the distribution of ri, and
then use the order statistics [9] to obtain the distribution of the maximum value of
r1, r2, · · · , r|Ω|. We first consider the distribution of ri. The value of ri is the sum of
K − 1 variables µi,j whose the distribution function is given in (3.5). Let

P =

{
K−1∑

i=1

si : si ∈ {0, 1/d, 2/d, · · · , 1} for i = 1, 2, · · · ,K − 1

}

and φ(z) be the distribution function of ri. Then, the distribution function φ(z) over
P is given by

φ(z) =
∑

s1+···+sK−1=z

g(s1)g(s2) · · · g(sK−1).

In the next step, we need to use the order statistics to obtain the distribution of the
maximum value of ri. Prior to this, we have to get the CDF of φ(z), which is given
by

Φ(z) =
∑

z′≤z

φ(z′).

With the distribution φ(z) and its CDF Φ(z), the distribution of rm over P is

φm(z) = (Φ(z))
K − (Φ(z)− φ(z))

K
.
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So far, we have obtained the distributions of
∑

i∈Ω µ
2
ψ,i and rm. By the law of

total probability, the base of (D.7a) can be calculated as

P







√

max{0, 1− rm}√
K

>

√
∑

i∈Ω

µ2
ψ,i

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
D







=
∑

p∈P

∑

q∈Q

P

{√

max{0, 1− p}√
K

>
√
q

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
rm = p,

∑

i∈Ω

µ2
ψ,i = q,D

}

(D.8a)

× P
{
rm = p

∣
∣D
}
P

{
∑

i∈Ω

µ2
ψ,i = q

∣
∣D

}

=
∑

p∈P

∑

q∈Q

P

{√

max{0, 1− p}√
K

>
√
q

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
rm = p,

∑

i∈Ω

µ2
ψ,i = q,D

}

φm(p)h(q).(D.8b)

In (D.8a), {rm = p} and
{
∑

i∈Ω µ
2
ψ,i = q

}

are independent and both of them are

independent of the event D. Furthermore, the first factor in (D.8b) can be represented
by an indicator function, which is given by

1(p, q) =







1 if

√

max{0, 1− p}√
K

>
√
q,

0 otherwise.

As a result, (D.4) is lower bounded by
(D.9)

K∏

k=1

P

{

‖AT
ΩAΩx

′
Λ(k)‖∞ > ‖AT

ΩcAΩx
′
Λ(k)‖∞

∣
∣
∣D

}

≥




∑

p∈P

∑

q∈Q

1(p, q)φm(p)h(q)





K

.

Combined with (D.3) and (D.9), we get (3.6).

Appendix E. The proof of Theorem 3.5.

Proof. We first define D as the event
{

det
(

AT
Λ(K)AΛ(K)

)

6= 0
}

. By the law of

total probability, we have

P{Scomp} = P
{
Scomp

∣
∣|Γ| = K

}
P {|Γ| = K}+ P

{
Scomp

∣
∣|Γ| > K

}
P {|Γ| > K}

= P {D}P {|Γ| = K}+ P
{
Scomp

∣
∣|Γ| > K

}
P {|Γ| > K}(E.1a)

≥ P {D}P {|Γ| = K} .(E.1b)

As shown in Algorithm 2.1, the identification is already done if |Γ| = K. Thus, the
probability P

{
Scomp

∣
∣|Γ| = K

}
is reduced to the probability that the least squares

has a unique solution, i.e., P {D}. In (E.1a), the derivation of the lower bound on
P
{
Scomp

∣
∣|Γ| > K

}
is similar to that of OMP algorithm. The details are given in Ap-

pendix F. However, our experimental results reveal that the first term of (E.1a) is
dominant. For simplicity, we only consider the contribution of the first term of (E.1a),
resulting in (E.1b).

With Corollary D.2, the probability P {D} = 1 − o(1) for a sufficiently large m.
Thus, we have

P{Scomp} ≥ P {|Γ| = K} − o(1).
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Given any j ∈ Ωc, the probability P {|Γ| = K} is equivalent to the probability P{j /∈
Γ}|Ωc|, which is given by

P{|Γ| = K} = P{j /∈ Γ}|Ωc|

= (1− P {j ∈ Γ\Ω})n−K

=

(

1−
Kd∑

υ=d

(
υ
d

)

(
m
d

)P{ν(K) = υ}
)n−K

,

where P{ν(k) = υ} is given in Lemma 3.1 and P {j ∈ Γ\Ω} is obtained in (C.2). Thus,
we get (3.7).

Appendix F. The lower bound on P
{
Scomp

∣
∣|Γ| > K

}
. During the identi-

fication step of confined OMP algorithm, the choice of column index is confined into
the set Γ. We use g′(s) to denote the distribution of coherence between two columns
whose indices are in Γ. The distribution g′(s) is different from the distribution g(s)
given in (3.5), which is given by

(F.1) g1(s) = P {µi,j = s} =
Kd∑

υ=d

(
d
sd

)(
υ−d
d−sd

)

(
υ
d

) P{ν(K) = υ} for i, j ∈ Γ,

where P{ν(k) = υ} is given in Lemma 3.1 and s ∈ {0, 1/d, · · · , 1}.
The following steps are similar to those of OMP algorithm. We denote by h′(z)

the distribution function of
∑

i∈Ω µ
2
ψ′,i where ψ

′ = argmax
i∈Γ\Ω

|AT
i r

(k)|. The distribution

function h′(z) over Q is given by

h′(z) =
∑

s21+···+s2
K
=z

g′(s1)g
′(s2) · · · g′(sK).

We use φ′(z) to denote the distribution function of ri =
∑

j∈Ω,j 6=i µi,j for i ∈ Ω.
Then, we have

φ′(z) =
∑

s1+···+sK−1=z

g′(s1)g
′(s2) · · · g′(sK−1),

where z ∈ P . We further get the CDF of φ′(z), which is given by

Φ′(z) =
∑

z′≤z

φ′(z′).

With the distribution φ′(z) and its CDF Φ′(z), the distribution of rm is given by

φ′m(z) = (Φ′(z))
K − (Φ′(z)− φ′(z))

K
.

As a result, the probability P
{
Scomp

∣
∣|Γ| > K

}
is lower bounded by

(F.2) P
{
Scomp

∣
∣|Γ| > K

}
≥




∑

p∈P

∑

q∈Q

1(p, q)φ′m(p)h′(q)





K

− o(1),

where the indicator function is

1(p, q) =







1 if

√

max{0, 1− p}√
K

>
√
q,

0 otherwise.
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