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A New Bound on Approximate Support Recovery
Hengkuan Lu and Jian Wang

Abstract—Orthogonal matching pursuit (OMP) is a greedy
algorithm popularly being used for the recovery of sparse
signals. In this paper, we study the performance of OMP for
support recovery of sparse signal under noise. Our analysis shows
that under mild constraint on the minimum-to-average ratio of
nonzero entries in the sparse signal and the signal-to-noise ratio,
the OMP algorithm can recover the support of signal with an
error rate that can be arbitrarily small. Our result offers an
affirmative answer to the conjecture of [Wang, TSP 2015] that
the error rate of support recovery via OMP has no dependence
on the maximum element of the signal.

Index Terms—Compressed sensing (CS), orthogonal matching
pursuit (OMP), restricted isometry property (RIP)

I. INTRODUCTION

REcently, compressed sensing (CS) has attracted much
attention in many fields, such as image processing,

earth science and microwave imaging [1], [2]. A fundamental
problem in CS is to recover the support (i.e., identify the
positions of non-zero elements) of a high-dimensional sparse
signal from a small number of linear measurements

y = Φx + v (1)

where x ∈ Rn is a K-sparse signal (‖x‖0 ≤ K � n),
Φ ∈ Rm×n (m < n) is the measurement matrix, and v is
noise. For years, much research has been devoted to seek-
ing high-efficiency algorithms for support recovery. To avoid
searching over all possible support for the optimal solution,
which is NP-hard [5], orthogonal matching pursuit (OMP) has
gained significant popularity and become one of the most com-
putationally efficient algorithms for performing this task [6],
[8]. In a nutshell, OMP identifies the support of signal in an
iterative fashion, constructing a serial of support estimates that
gradually fit the compressed measurements. Table I offers a
detailed description of OMP, where supp(x) = {i : xi 6= 0}
denotes the support of x, T k signifies the estimated support
in the k-th step, φi is the ith column of matrix Φ, and rk is
the residual vector in the k-th step.

Both in theory and practice, it has been revealed that under
appropriate conditions on the measurement matrix, the OMP
algorithm produces reliable support recovery, while exhibiting
high computational efficiency. Specifically, it has been math-
ematically proved that perfect support recovery requires the
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) to approach infinity under the high
dimensional setting, while fractional support recovery is not
as hard [3]. For non-degenerate measurement matrices, upper
and lower bounds on the probability of recovery error were
given in [4], where the matrix Φ is generated i.i.d at random
and v is gaussian (vi v N (0, σ2)) . Unlike those probabilistic
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TABLE I
THE OMP ALGORITHM

Input Φ, y, and sparsity level K.
Initialize iteration counter k = 0,

estimated support T 0 = ∅,
and residual vector r0 = y.

While k < K do
k = k + 1.
Identify tk = argmax

i∈Ω\T k−1

|〈φi, rk−1〉|.

Enlarge T k = T k−1 ∪ tk .
Estimate xk = argmin

u:supp(u)=T k
‖y −Φu‖2.

Update rk = y −Φxk .
End
Output the estimated support T K and vector xK .

analyses, an alternative direction of research was to build
conditions for exact support recovery [9]–[14]. Among those,
a popular framework for analysis is the restricted isometry
property (RIP) [1]. A matrix Φ is said to satisfy the RIP of
order K if there exists a constant c ∈ [0, 1) such that

(1− c)‖x‖22 ≤ ‖Φx‖22 ≤ (1 + c)‖x‖22 (2)

for all K-sparse vectors x. In particular, the minimum value
among all constants c satisfying (2) is called the order-K
restricted isometry constant (RIC), noted as δK . In the noise-
free case (i.e., when the noise vector v = 0), Davenport and
Wakin showed that [9] δK+1 <

1
3
√
K

is a sufficient condition
for OMP to recover the whole support of the input signal
accurately. Wang and Shim gave a shaper bound for OMP to
perfectly recover a K-sparse signal: δK+1 <

1√
K+1

[12], [13],
and after that it has been shown that δK+1 <

1√
K+1

can also
guarantee exact recover in K iterations [18].

In many engineering applications of CS, noise can often
be observed (v 6= 0). In this senario, sufficient conditions
for exact support recovery of input signals have been estab-
lished [7], [15], [17], which depend on both the properties of
the measurement matrices as well as the minimum magnitude
of the non-zero elements of the signal. For `2-bounded noise
(‖v‖2 6 ε for some constant ε) and `∞-bounded noise
(‖Av‖∞ 6 ε for some constant ε), the sharp bound for exact
support recovery via OMP were given in [18], in which the
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) is required to scale linearly with
the sparsity level K. For high-dimensional settings, however,
the SNR has to approach infinity, which is unrealistic for real
applications.

While exact support recovery requires an unbounded SNR,
it has been shown that approximate support recovery (i.e., re-
covery of a fraction of support indices) can be guaranteed un-
der a constant SNR [16]. Consider the OMP algorithm running
K iterations before stopping and let ρerror := |T K\T |

|T | denote

the error rate of support recovery. Then if snr ≥ κ2δ
−3/2
2K ,
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OMP recovers the support of K-sparse signal x from its noisy
measurements y with error rate ρerror ≤ Cκ2δ

1/2
2K [16], where

κ := maxi,j∈supp(x)
|xi|
|xj | and C is a constant depending on

δ2K . It has also been conjectured that the dependence on the
maximum magnitude may be redundant, which arises from
the intuition that the large element can maturely be picked
up more easily. The purpose of this paper is to provide an
affirmative answer to this conjecture. In particular, our result
is formally described in the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Let mar := maxi∈supp(x)
‖x‖2√
K|xi|

and snr :=

‖Φx‖22
‖v‖22

. Then, for any constant ρ0 ∈ (0, 1), if snr ≥ C1

ρ0mar2
,

where C1 is a constant depending on δ2K , OMP recovers the
support of K-sparse signal x from its noisy measurements
y = Φx + v with error rate ρerror ≤ ρ0.

II. PROOF OF THEOREM 1

In this section, we give a detailed proof of Theorem 1.
Before proceeding, we introduce some notations used in this
paper. For Ω := {1, 2, · · · , n}, let T := supp(x) = {i|i ∈
Ω, xi 6= 0} denote the support of vector x. For S ⊆ Ω, |S|
is the cardinality of set S . T \ S is the set of all elements
contained in T but not in S. For notational simplicity, let
δ := δ2K . At the k-th iteration (0 ≤ k ≤ K) of OMP, let
Γk := T \T k denote the set of missed detection of support
indices. For given constant τ ∈ (0, 1], let Γkτ denote the
subset of Γk corresponding to the dτKe largest elements (in
magnitude) of xΓk . Also, let xkτ denote the dτKe-th largest
element (in magnitude) in xΓk . If dτKe > |Γk|, then set
Γkτ = Γk and xkτ = 0. In this paper, we choose τ such that
τK is an integer (e.g., τ = 1 is a good choice).

Next, we provide some lemmas that are useful for our proof.

Lemma 1 (Equations (35) and (60) in [16]). For any 0 ≤ k ≤
K − dδ1/2Ke, the residual of OMP satisfies

‖rk‖22 − ‖rk+1‖22 ≥
‖Φ′rk‖2∞

1 + δ1
≥ 〈rk,Φ(w − xk)〉2

(1 + δ1)dτKe‖xΓK‖22
. (3)

Lemma 2 (Equation (61) in [16]). For any 0 ≤ k ≤ K −
dδ1/2Ke, the residual of OMP satisfies

〈rk,Φ(w − xk)〉2 ≥
(

(1− 4τ)dτKe(xkτ )2 −
(1

τ
− 1
)
‖v‖22

)
× ‖Φ(w − xk)‖22. (4)

We are now ready to present our main proof. By the
definition of SNR, we can rewrite (4) as

〈rk,Φ(w − xk)〉2 ≥
(

(1− 4τ)dτKe(xkτ )2 −
(1

τ
− 1
)‖Φx‖22

snr

)
× ‖Φ(w − xk)‖22. (5)

Using (3) and (5), we have

‖rk‖22 − ‖rk+1‖22 ≥
1

1 + δ1

[
(1− 4τ)dτKe(xkτ )2

−
(

1

τ
− 1

)
‖Φx‖22
snr

]‖Φ(w − xk)‖22
dτKe‖xΓK‖22

(a)

≥ 1− δ
1 + δ1

[
(1− 4τ)(xkτ )2 −

(
1

τ
− 1

)
(1 + δ)‖x‖22
dτKesnr

]
×‖(w − xk)‖22
‖xΓK‖22

(b)

≥ 1− δ
1 + δ

[
(1− 4τ)(xkτ )2 −

(1

τ
− 1
) (1 + δ)‖x‖22
dτKesnr

]
, (6)

where (a) is from the RIP, (b) is because δ := δ2K ≥ δ1 (i.e.,
monotonicity of the RIP constant [1]) and

‖(w − xk)‖22 ≥ ‖(w − xk)Ω\T k‖22 = ‖xΓK‖22.

Note that

‖rK‖22 = ‖Φ(x− xK) + v‖22
(a)

≥ (1− θ1)‖Φ(x− xK)‖22 − (1/θ1 − 1) ‖v‖22
(b)

≥ (1− θ1)(1− δ)‖x− xK‖22 − (1/θ1 − 1) ‖v‖22
≥ (1− θ1)(1− δ)‖(x− xK)ΓK‖22 − (1/θ1 − 1) ‖v‖22
(c)

≥ (1− θ1)(1− δ)‖xΓK‖22 − (1/θ1 − 1) ‖v‖22. (7)

where (a) uses the fact that for any θ1 > 0,

‖u + v‖22 ≥ (1− θ1)‖u‖22 − (1/θ1 − 1) ‖v‖22

with u = Φ(x − xK). Here we would fix θ1 ∈ (0, 1) , so
that 1 − θ1 > 0, for further proof. And (b) follows from the
RIP, and (c) is because xK is supported on T K , and hence
xKΓK = xKT \T K = 0. On the other hand,

‖y‖22 = ‖Φx + v‖22
(a)

≤ (1 + θ2)‖Φx‖22 + (1 + 1/θ2) ‖v‖22
(b)

≤ (1 + θ2)(1 + δ)‖x‖22 + (1 + 1/θ2) ‖v‖22, (8)

where (a) is from the fact that for any θ2 > 0,

‖u + v‖22 ≤ (1 + θ2)‖u‖22 + (1 + 1/θ2) ‖v‖22

with u = Φx, and (b) is due to the RIP.
Without loss of generality, assume that T = {1, · · · ,K}

and that the elements of {xi}Ki=1 are in a descending order of
their magnitudes. Then from the definition of xkτ we have that
for any k ≥ 0 and k + dτKe ≤ K,1

|xkτ | ≥ |xk+dτKe|. (9)

1If k + dτKe > K, then xk+dτKe = 0.
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Using (8) and (6), we have

‖rK‖22 = ‖r0‖22 −
K−1∑
k=0

(‖rk‖22 − ‖rk+1‖22)

≤ ‖y‖22 −
(1− δ)(1− 4τ)

1 + δ

K−1∑
k=0

(xkτ )2

+(
1

τ
− 1)

K−1∑
k=0

(1 + δ)‖x‖22
dτKesnr

(a)

≤ (1 + θ2)(1 + δ)‖x‖22 + (1 + 1/θ2) ‖v‖22

+
(1− τ)(1 + δ)‖x‖22

τ2snr
− (1− δ)(1− 4τ)

1 + δ

×
K∑

i=dτKe

(xi)
2, (10)

where (a) is because τK is an integer and

K−1∑
k=0

(xkτ )2 ≥
K−dτKe∑
k=0

(xkτ )2
(9)
≥
K−dτKe∑
k=0

(xk+dτKe)
2 =

K∑
i=dτKe

(xi)
2.

Furthermore, using (7) and (10), we have

(1− θ1) (1− δ)‖xΓK‖22
(a)

≤
(

1

θ1
+

1

θ2

)
‖x‖22
snr

+ (1 + θ2)(1 + δ)‖x‖22

+
(1− τ)(1 + δ)‖x‖22

τ2snr
+

4τ(1− δ)‖x‖22
1 + δ

−1− δ
1 + δ

K∑
i=dτKe

x2
i

(b)

≤
[

1

θ1
+

1

θ2
+

(1− τ)(1 + δ)

τ2

]
‖x‖22
snr

+

[
(1 + θ1)(1 + δ) +

4τ(1− δ)
1 + δ

]
‖x‖22

−K(1− τ)

(
1− δ
1 + δ

)
x2
min. (11)

where (a) is due to that

(1− δ)(1− 4τ)

1 + δ

K∑
i=dτKe

x2
i

= −4τ(1− δ)
1 + δ

K∑
i=dτKe

x2
i +

1− δ
1 + δ

K∑
i=dτKe

x2
i

≥ −4τ(1− δ)‖x‖22
1 + δ

+
1− δ
1 + δ

K∑
i=dτKe

x2
i

and (b) is because τK is an integer.

Finally, by noting that ‖xΓK‖22 ≥ |ΓK |(xmin)2, and also

applying (11), we have

(1− θ1)(1− δ)|ΓK |x2
min

≤ (1− θ1)(1− δ)‖xΓK‖22

≤
[

1

θ1
+

1

θ2
+

(1− τ)(1 + δ)

τ2

]
‖x‖22
snr

+

[
(1 + θ1)(1 + δ)

+
4τ(1− δ)

1 + δ

]
‖x‖22 −K(1− τ)

1− δ
1 + δ

x2
min. (12)

That is,

|ΓK |
K

≤ 1

(1− θ1)(1− δ)

[
1

θ1
+

1

θ2
+

(1− τ)(1 + δ)

τ2

]
× ‖x‖22
snrKx2

min

+
1

(1− θ1)(1− δ)

×
[
(1 + θ1)(1 + δ) +

4τ(1− δ)
1 + δ

]
‖x‖22
Kx2

min

− 1− τ
(1− θ1)(1 + δ)

= C1
‖x‖22

snrKx2
min

+ C2
‖x‖22
Kx2

min

− C3. (13)

Since C3

C2
= 1−τ

(1+θ1)(1+δ)+
4τ(1−δ)

1+δ

≤ 1 and ‖x‖22
K(xmin)2 ≥ 1, we

have C2
‖x‖22

K(xmin)2 − C3 ≥ 0 and

ρerror =
|ΓK |
K
≤ C1

‖x‖22
snrKx2

min

=
C1

snr ·mar
.

Thus, for any constant ρ0 ∈ (0, 1), if snr ≥ C1

ρ0mar
, then

ρerror ≤ ρ0. The proof is now complete.

III. DISCUSSIONS

A. Comparison to previous works

From (13),

C1 =
1

(1− θ1)(1− δ)

[
1

θ1
+

1

θ2
+

(1− τ)(1 + δ)

τ2

]
.

We fix θ1 = δ, τ = 1, and θ2 → ∞, so that C1 = 1
(1−δ)2

1
δ .

By fixing ρ0 = δ
1
2

(1−δ)2 , we have the following corollary.

Corollary 1. Let mar := maxi∈supp(x)
‖x‖2√
K|xi|

. Then, if snr ≥
mar2δ−

3
2 , OMP recovers the support of K-sparse signal x

from its noisy measurements y = Φx + v with error rate

ρerror ≤
δ

1
2

(1− δ)2
. (14)

Let δ < 0.276 so that ρ0 ≤ 1. Then it can be shown that (14)
improves upon [16, Equation (7)]). First of all, the constant
in (14) (i.e., 1

(1−δ)2 ) is smaller than that in [16, Equation (43)]
(i.e., C = 11

1−2δ
1
2

. This is because, for any δ ∈ (0, 1), 1
(1−δ)2 <

11

1−2δ
1
2

always holds. Second, maxi∈supp(x)
‖x‖2√
Kxi|

is always

smaller or equal to maxi,j∈supp(x)
|xi|
|xj | . Moreover, consider

signals with nonzero elements of equal magnitude (i.e., mar =
1), we have the following result.
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Corollary 2. For any constant ρ0 ∈ (0, 1), if snr ≥ C1

ρ0
, where

C1 = 1
δ(1−δ)2 is a constant, OMP recovers the support of K-

sparse signal x from its noisy measurements y = Φx+v with
error rate ρerror ≤ ρ0.

Fig. 1 depicts the functional relationship between the re-
quired snr and δ for different ρ0.

Moreover, we would like to mention two major points of
our proof that differ to those in [16].

i) We fix τ so that τK is an integer (e.g., τ = 1 simply
meets the condition). By doing so, we can write dτKe as
τK, which can largely simplify the proof. In fact, we can
fix τ , θ1 and θ2 to any value in their feasible domain to
promote our proof. Since 0 < θ1 < 1 and θ2 > 0, for any
given δ and fixed τ , we can fix θ1 and θ2 to make sure
that C1 and is bounded. Whereas in [16], δ was set to be
δ

1
2 , and θ1 was fixed to θ, which are clearly not optimal.

ii) Our results are given in terms of mar, while having
no dependence on xmax (i.e., the element of maximum
magnitude in the signal x). The key idea that allows to
do so is that we replace all ‖v‖22 with ‖Φx‖22

snr and bound
‖Φx‖22 with the RIP. While in the [16], ‖v‖22 is bounded
by the inequality

2

τ
‖v‖22 6 2τ2(1 + τ2)K(xmin)2,

so that some ‖Φx‖22 has to be upper bounded by (1 +
δ)K(xmax)2, which inevitably causes loosening in the
subsequent analysis.

B. Best achievable bound

To reach the best achievable result, we minimize C1 in (13).
As C1 = 1

(1−θ1)(1−δ) [ 1
θ1

+ 1
θ2

+ (1−τ)(1+δ)
τ2 ], fix θ1 = 1

2 , τ = 1,
θ2 → ∞ ( 1

δ(1−δ) takes the minimum value when δ = 1
2 ) so

that C1 = 4
(1−δ) . In the case that mar = 1, we have the

following corollary.

Corollary 3. For any constant ρ0 ∈ (0, 1), if snr ≥ C1

ρ0
, where

C1 = 4
(1−δ) is a constant, OMP recovers the support of K-

sparse signal x from its noisy measurements y = Φx+v with
error rate ρerror ≤ ρ0.

In Fig. 2, we plot the functional relationship between the
required snr and δ for different ρ0.

C. Bounds on SNR and Sampling Rate

Fix C1 = 4
(1−δ) . Then, for any small error value ρ0 we wish

to achieve (i.e., ρerror = ρ0), it should satisfy that

snr ≥ 4

ρ0(1− δ)mar
. (15)

From [3, Equation (3)] we have known that for any asymptot-
ically reliable recovery must meet the conditions that:

m

n
≥
h(Kn )− h(Kn , ρ0) + 1

nI(x; y|K)
1
2 log(1 + snr)

(16)

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1

2K

10

20

30

40

50

60

SN
R

 (d
B)

0=0.01

0=0.05

0=0.1

0=0.2

Fig. 1. The required snr as a function of δ2K

where h(x) = −xlog(x) − (1 − x)log(1 − x) is the binary
entropy function with

h(x, y) = xh(y) + (1− x)h

(
y

1
x − 1

)
, (17)

and I(x; y|K) is mutual information between x and y condi-
tioned on K, mn is the sampling rate. The conditional mutual
information I(x; y|K) is zero for non-stochastic signals, so
the condition becomes

snr ≥ e 2n
m (h(Kn )−h(Kn ,ρ0) − 1 (18)

To ensure an asymptotically reliable recovery, ρ0 should obey
4

ρ0(1− δ)mar
≥ e 2n

m (h(Kn )−h(Kn ,ρ0) − 1. (19)

Since 4
ρ0(1−δ)·MAR > 4

ρ0
, which is because δ ∈ (0, 1) and

mar ≤ 1 and e
2n
m (h(Kn )−h(Kn ,ρ0)−1 ≤ e 2n

m (h(Kn )−1, (19) can
be guaranteed whenever

ρ0 ≤
4

e
2n
m h(Kn ) − 1

. (20)

As ρ0 < 1, this can be easily achieved by sparse signals for
which K

n is small enough.
On the other hand, from [3, Equation (9)], we have known

that an asymptotically reliable recovery is promised when the
following inequalities hold:{

snr · ρ0 ≥ e,
m
n > K

n +
2h(Kn )

log(snr·ρ0/e) .
(21)
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Since δ ∈ (0, 1) and mar ≤ 1, the first inequality in (21) can
be ensured by (15). Also, the second inequality of (21) shows
that if the sampling rate m

n is fixed, it should be obeyed that

snr · ρ0 > e
2n·h(K

n
)

m−K +1. (22)

To get the second inequality of (21) from (15), we should have

4

ρ0(1− δ)mar
≥ 1

ρ0
e

2n·h(K
n

)

m−K +1 (23)

Similarly, it can be guaranteed if 4
ρ0
≥ 1

ρ0
e

2n·h(K
n

)

m−K +1, or
equivalently,

e
2n·h(K

n
)

m−K +1 < 4. (24)

Again, this can be easily achieved by sparse signals with K
n

being small enough. Therefore, we can safely conclude that
our results apply for asymptotically reliable recovery with
achievable sampling rate.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have derived a new bound on the SNR for
approximate support recovery via OMP. Our result improves
upon that in [16], while offering an affirmative answer to
conjecture of whether one can remove the dependence of xmax
from the bound of SNR [16]. In practice, our result indicates
more stable evaluation about the SNR and error rate, especially
when the signal of interest is mixed by impulse-like wave

(e.g., a impulse wave mixed by some minute noise) whose
maxi,j∈supp(x)

|xi|
|xj | is unbounded from above.
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