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FAST ORTHOGONAL MATCHING PURSUIT FOR EXACT
RECOVERY AND SPARSE APPROXIMATION

HUIYUAN YU , JIA HE , AND MAGGIE X. CHENG*

Abstract. Orthogonal Matching Pursuit (OMP) has been a powerful method in sparse signal
recovery and approximation. However OMP suffers computational issue when the signal has large
number of non-zeros. This paper advances OMP in two fronts: it offers a fast algorithm for the
orthogonal projection of the input signal at each iteration, and a new selection criterion for mak-
ing the greedy choice, which reduces the number of iterations it takes to recover the signal. The
proposed modifications to OMP directly reduce the computational complexity. Experiment results
show significant improvement over the classical OMP in computation time. The paper also provided
a sufficient condition for exact recovery under the new greedy choice criterion. For general signals
that may not have sparse representations, the paper provides a bound for the approximation error.
The approximation error is at the same order as OMP but is obtained within fewer iterations and

less time.
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1. Introduction. Let & be a d-dimensional real signal. Suppose there is a real
measurement matrix ® € RY*? through which we can obtain an N-dimensional
measurement y = ®x. Usually N < d, which presents an underdetermined system.
How to reconstruct the original signal x from an underdetermined system? If x is
sparse, then by exploiting sparsity, we may be able to find a unique solution. « is
called a k-sparse signal if & has at most k£ non-zero components.

The measurement matrix ® is also called a dictionary, and each column ¢ of
the dictionary called an atom. Let J = {1,...,d} represent the index set of all
atoms in the dictionary. If the dictionary is overcomplete, there are many represen-
tations of y = Y ay¢p,. Intuitively, we would like to find the sparsest solution:

yeJ
min ||z|lp subject to y = ®x, but it is an NP-hard problem. Different optimization
T
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principles lead to different sparse representations of y, for example, basis pursuit (BP)
[12, 7, 6] and the method of frames (MOF) [9] among many others [14, 23]:
e Find a representation of the input signal whose coefficients have the minimal

/1 norm.
(BP) min ||z|; subject to y = dx
x

e Find a representation of the input signal whose coefficients have the minimal

{5 norm.
(MOF) min ||z|2 subject to y = Pz

BP and MOF both provide convex relaxation to the £y norm minimization problem,
however, neither of them provides the sparsest solution, except those satisfying the
sparsity condition specified in [11].

Matching Pursuit (MP) [16] uses an iterative procedure that directly addresses
the sparsity issue. Orthogonal Matching Pursuit (OMP) [19, 21, 22] inherits the
greedy approach from MP that selects an atom with the maximal correlation with
the residual at present, but improves over the standard MP by adding least square
minimization at each iteration. Let I" be the index set of atoms found so far, the least
square estimation is used for computing the orthogonal projection of the input signal

y onto the subspace spanned by the atoms indexed by I':

(OMP) min ||y — ®rxr|3 with [T < k
or

The complete OMP algorithm is included in the Appendix for comparison purpose.
OMP has been shown to have better results than MP. Many variations of OMP

have been developed [13, 15, 8, 18, 17]. Under certain conditions OMP provides

recovery guarantee [4, 22, 21, 10, 3, 5]. The excellent performance of OMP results

from the orthogonal projection of y onto the subspace spanned by the atoms selected
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so far. The least square solution is obtained by axr = fIJify. As T increases, solving
the least square problem significantly increases the computational load. In this paper,
we propose two fundamental improvements over classical OMP to avoid the high
complexity of computing pseudo inverse over an increasing-sized matrix:

e When solving the least square problem at each iteration, instead of computing
fI)ffy over the entire support I, it uses successive regression over a single atom.
It makes the same greedy choice as OMP does at each iteration, but is much
faster due to reduced computation load. The proposed algorithm is called
OMP-SR.

e Selecting a block of atoms instead of one atom at each iteration. An important
invariant held by the classical OMP is that only one optimal atom can be
selected in each iteration so that under certain condition OMP finds k£ non-
zeros in k iterations. Without this invariant, the sufficient condition may not
lead to exact recovery. The blocked version will extend the greedy choice to
multiple atoms at each iteration but still preserve the convergence property of
OMP. The proposed algorithm is called blocked successive regression (BSR).

In general, the measurement y is often with noise. A general signal may be
represented as the linear combination of atoms from the dictionary with additive
noise,

y=>x +e.

We are interested in the best approximation of y using a linear combination of atoms.
Best approximation is the one with the smallest approximation error measured by the

£5 norm of the residual, and hence, the optimization principle is,

(Sparse Approximation) min ||y — Pxl|2  subject to ||xzllo <k
T

1.1. Major Results.
e Improvement on OMP, which preserved the excellent stability and perfor-

mance guarantee of OMP but are more computationally efficient and hence
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much faster.

e Theories of sufficient conditions for both exact recovery and sparse approx-
imation. These sufficient conditions are specified in terms of the properties
of the dictionary. Compared to the popular Restricted Isometry Property
(RIP), these conditions are more computationally feasible to check [20, 2, 1].

e Approximation error of BSR for general signals. The error bound extends
the result of [21] to the blocked version and is shown to be at the same order
as OMP, but is obtained with fewer number of iterations. Table 3 shows the

approximation error, iterations, and running time.

1.2. Notation.
e ®T: transpose of matrix ®

e ®T: pseudo inverse of matrix ®

(®T®)~!: inverse of matrix (&' ®)

A :
Al p—q = sup HH:””": operator norm of matrix A.
x#0 P

[|A]|p—p is abbreviated to ||A]|, -

2. Orthogonal Matching Pursuit through Successive Regression (OMP-}
SR). OMP-SR is a fast implementation of OMP. When solving the least square prob-
lem at each iteration of OMP, it avoids the expensive computation for the pseudo
inverse of ® j:-1; instead, it only projects onto the atom selected in the current it-

eration via univariate regression, and then updates the coeflicients of atoms selected

t

in previous iterations through a backtracking procedure: by = ; — > by r(see
k=141

Algorithm 2.1), where g, = % is the coefficient newly obtained in the current

iteration, b; is the updated coefficient for the atoms selected in previous iterations.
Note that the inner product (z;, z;) does not need to be recomputed. It only needs
to be computed once, that is when we compute 5; in the [-th iteration.

OMP-SR selects the same atom and generates the same residual as OMP does
at each iteration, and therefore returns the same result as OMP. OMP-SR starts to
show performance gain over OMP when the number of non-zeros in x increases due

to not having to compute the pseudo inverse of a growing matrix.
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Algorithm 2.1 OMP-SR

Initialization: ag =20=1,7"=y, J' = ¢
fort =1to x do

N

Choose j! = arg max P, irit
J gJ'EJ\J“1 =

Let a; be the j*-th column of matrix ®.

Regress a; on z; and get coefficients

<zla at>

Vit = , forl=0,...,t—1
(z1,21)
t—1
Compute z; = a; — Y V.t2i
=0
Regress y on z; to get 5; = {z0y)

<ztvzt>

Letbt:ﬁt
if ¢t > 1 then
fori=t—1to1ldo
t
by=0— > bk

k=141
end for

end if
Update index set J* = J=1 [ J{j'}
t

Update residual ' =y — > b®;
=1

end for
Let &;: = b, fort =1,...,k, and let «; =0 for j ¢ J*
Return «

3. Blocked Successive Regression (BSR). BSR builds on the idea of succes-
sive regression in OMP-SR but selects a block of atoms at each iteration. The block
size c¢ is a hyper parameter, usually decided by a grid search. The algorithm is still
greedy in nature: in each iteration it selects the atoms that have the largest corre-
lations with the residual measured by the ¢ norm. Each iteration of BSR performs
an orthogonal projection of y over ¢ newly selected atoms, instead of over |I'| atoms,
which could be costly as |T'| increases with iterations. Subsequently the coefficients for
atoms selected in previous iterations are updated through b; = 3; — kXZ: 21; bivi,j

=l+1j€ls

(see Algorithm 3.1).

Making the greedy choice I'y = arg ‘rgrzllax HCD;grt_l H , does not incur combinato-
=c

QCJI\T
rial complexity. In fact, it only needs to compute the absolute inner product values

|(@;, 7' 1)| for ¢; € @\ Pr and take the largest ¢ columns.
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Algorithm 3.1 BSR

Initialization: 1=y, I'=¢, 2o =1
fort =1to x do

I'y=a ax ||[@rt!

e =arg max [ @grtt],
QCcJ\r
for each j € I'; do
Let a; be the j-th column of matrix ®.

(20,a;)
(20,20)

Regress a; on zg to get coefficient vg ; =
Compute Zj; = aj — 70,520
if t>1 then

Regress a; on Zr, to get coeflicients

’yrl,j:Zlflaj, fori=1,...,t—1

t—1
Compute z; = z; — Y. > VijZi

I=1 i€l
end if
end for
Regress y on Zr, to get coefficients Br, = foty
Let bpt = ﬁpt
if t > 1 then
fori=t—1to1ldo
for i € I'; do
t
bi=Bi— > > bivij
k=I+1jeTy
end for
end for
end if

Update index set I' = T'|JT';
Update residual 7t = y — ®rbr
Break if |||l < 4§

end for

Let xr = br, and let x 7\p =0

Return

The BSR algorithm halts if the residual becomes too small or it has exhausted x
iterations, which amounts to two of the three halting rules listed in [17] for matching

pursuit type of algorithms.

4. Conditions for Exact Recovery.

4.1. Background. Assume there are k non-zero entries in a d-dimensional signal
x,and k < d. Let Agpy = {i1,. .., ix} be the set of indices for the non-zero entries of .

Without loss of generality, we can partition the measurement matrix as ® = [®opt| V]
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so that ®qpe has k columns, @ope = [y, ..., i, ], and ¥ has the remaining d — k

columns.

In the absence of noise, the measured signal y has a sparse representation: y =
dx = > a;p;. Exact recovery aims to recover the coefficients a; for all atoms

JE€EAopt
indexed by Agpt, which are the non-zero entries in .

4.1.1. The Exact Recovery Condition of OMP. In [21], the exact recovery
condition for OMP is established. Under this condition, OMP can find all optimal
atoms. Let r be the residual at the current iteration. Initially before the first iteration,

T is set to be r = y.

To see how the OMP algorithm locates the columns of ®,,¢, we define the greedy

choice ratio as follows:

aer U]l maxy (i, 7)]

el I®arll,

(4.1) p(r)

where 1) ranges over columns of V.

A sufficient condition for OMP algorithm to succeed is that p(r) < 1 holds for all
iterations. When p(r) < 1 holds, the greedy algorithm will pick a column from P
that has not been selected by the algorithm. The columns that have been selected so
far will not be the column that gives the maximum absolute inner product H@Iptr HOO,
because the residual r is orthogonal to them. Each iteration of OMP will select one
new optimal column, so the OMP algorithm is guaranteed to locate k optimal columns

in k iterations.

If the ratio fails to hold, e.g., if p(r) = 1, the algorithm is not guaranteed to make
the correct choice, since the absolute inner product of the residual with a non-optimal
column is the same as the absolute inner product with an optimal column and there

is no reason to prefer one over another. A non-optimal column could be selected in
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this case. If p(r) > 1, the algorithm will certainly select a non-optimal column. In
summary, if p(r) < 1 fails to hold at any iteration, the algorithm could fail to locate

k optimal columns in k iterations.

4.1.2. The Exact Recovery Condition of OMP-SR. Algorithm OMP-SR
essentially is an OMP algorithm with fast implementation: it starts with the same
initial residual r° and selects the same atom in the next iteration, so the residual
after the ¢-th iteration is the same. Since r! is used as input to the next iteration
when choosing a column, the next iteration will results in the same residual »**!. By
induction, after k iterations the algorithm returns the same result as OMP does. The

exact recovery condition for OMP-SR is the same as for OMP.

4.2. The Exact Recovery Conditions of BSR. BSR is essentially a greedy
algorithm, which makes a greedy choice at each iteration, except that BSR selects a
block of columns at each iteration with a fixed block size ¢ (¢ > 1). If ¢ = 1, BSR
reduces to OMP-SR. We have learned that under the condition of p(r) < 1, OMP
and OMP-SR can find one optimal column in each iterations. Then for BSR, under
what condition will each iteration of BSR only select the optimal columns from ®qp¢
except the last iteration? This is the best case, in which BSR can locate all optimal
columns within [k/c] iterations. We call the condition for the best case as the strong

exact recovery condition for BSR.

4.2.1. A Strong Exact Recovery Condition for BSR. Recall that ® =
[@opt|P] so that ®gpe has the k optimal columns, and ¥ has the remaining d — k
columns. Let r denote the residual at the current iteration before the greedy choice

is made.

For a fixed block size ¢, the greedy choice ratio is defined as follows:

max H(I);ngHz
(4.2) pe(r) &£ 2
max||®g, 7,
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such that |Q| = |Q2| = c and |Q2 N Agpe| > |21 N Agpe|, 1-€., Q2 has at least one more
optimal column than €. Given a k-sparse signal, BSR can recover the signal within

[k/c] iterations if the following condition holds.

THEOREM 4.1 (The strong exact recovery condition for BSR). A sufficient con-

dition for BSR to recover a k-sparse signal within [k/c] iterations is that
(4.3) pelr) <1

holds for all iterations.

Proof: In all but the last iteration, BSR algorithm will select ¢ columns from @t
that have not been selected by the algorithm. This can be observed from two aspects:
1) the columns that have been selected so far will not contribute to the maximum ¢5-
norm max H@gzr H2 since the residual r is orthogonal to them, therefore the maximum
value have to be achieved by the new columns the algorithm has not seen so far; and
2) with p.(r) < 1, the BSR algorithm will select as many optimal columns as possible
in each iteration. Therefore the ¢ columns selected by the algorithm in each iteration
(except the last) will not include any column from ¥, and they all have to come from
®,pt. In the last iteration it is possible to select non-optimal columns from ¥ because
all optimal columns in ®,p¢ have been exhausted. Therefore the BSR algorithm is

guaranteed to locate k optimal columns in [k/c] iterations. O

4.2.2. A Weak Exact Recovery Condition for BSR. What is the condition
for pe(r) < 1 to hold in Theorem 4.1? In the absence of a straightforward answer,
we first discuss the condition for BSR to recover a k-sparse signal within k iterations,

then revisit the condition (4.3).

We call the condition for BSR to recover a k-sparse signal within £ iterations

the weak exact recovery condition for BSR. For the weak condition, we use the same
_ el

= e
l[@cperll.

greedy choice ratio as defined in section 4.1.1: p(r)

THEOREM 4.2 (The Weak Exact Recovery Condition for BSR). A sufficient con-
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dition for BSR to recover a k-sparse signal within k iterations is that
(4.4) p(r) <1
holds for all iterations.

Proof: If p(r) < 1 holds, then in each iteration BSR can choose at least one
optimal column from ®,p,¢. This is because the BSR algorithm chooses the ¢ columns
that give the maximum #5-norm fg&xc H (@opt)ngT The ¢ columns that achieved the
maximum fo-norm have the largest ¢ absolute inner products with residual r, which
certainly include the largest value. If the condition p(r) < 1 holds in all iterations, the
BSR algorithm is guaranteed to select at least one new column from ®;. Therefore,

for a k-sparse signal, BSR can find all optimal columns in at most k iterations. [

Although intuitive, the condition in (4.4) expressed in terms of the greedy choice
ratio cannot be checked before we know the residuals in all iterations. We need to
establish a sufficient condition for the exact recovery by BSR in terms of the property

of the dictionary ®.

BSR will select at least one optimal column at each iteration but can also possibly
select some non-optimal columns. We can split the columns of ¥ into two parts:
U = [U;|U5], where ¥ ; are the non-optimal columns that have been selected by BSR

algorithm so far, and ¥5 include the remaining columns.

Let matrix X be the submatrix of ® that includes all columns of ®,,¢ and the
columns in ¥ that have been selected by BSR at the previous iterations, i.e., X =

[@opt|W.s]-
We first prove a lemma that can lead to the sufficient condition p(r) < 1.

Let II denote the index set for the columns in ®,,; that have not been selected by
the algorithm so far, so |II| < k. Let (-)ir denote the columns in the matrix indexed

by II, and (-)m,; denotes the rows of the matrix indexed by II.
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LEmMMA 4.3. If mj}XH(XJF)H . I/JH < 1, where vector 1 ranges over columns of
0

Uy, then the residual v satisfies p(r) < 1.

Proof:
sy el
H(I)OP‘ETHOO
w %77
[per |l
®) H\I/}X XTX)*XTrHOO
[@aper |
@ 97 (XXX ), X
7|,
(i) vl ((xX*
< o7 (7).
2|, v,

f)
= mdz}x H(XJF)H

where 1) ranges over columns of Wyz.

(a) is because H\IITTHOO = H\I{}'—THOO, since columns in ¥ ; are orthogonal to r.

(b) is due to that residual 7 lies in the column span of X. Sparse representation
ofy = _ > ajp;, soy lies in the column span of @y Since X includes all columns
of @Optfegj O;iso lies in the column span of X. On the other hand, X includes all the
columns found by the algorithm so far, so ®rsr also lies in the column span of X.
Therefore the residual » = y — ®rsr also lies in the column span of X.

X(XTX)71XT is a projector onto the column span of X. Since 7 lies in the

column span of X, so the projection of r onto the column span of X is r itself:
XX'X)'xTr =17
In the vectors X "r and @;rptr all the nonzero elements are from @/ r. Thus,

177 = [®operlle = [Xnrll = [[@arl

This leads to (c).

(d) is direct from the definition of matrix norm. Suppose that A is a matrix, and
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v is a vector with nonzero components. For 1 < p < oo, we have

[Av]|
[ Allp = sup L.
vz [[llp

Therefore,

(45) 14wl < 4], o],

(e) is due to that the matrix norm || - || takes the maximum absolute row sum,
and || - ||; takes the maximum absolute column sum, so ||A"||s = || A1 for a given
matrix A.

(f) follows the definition of matrix norm || - |1 to get the maximum absolute

column sum of the matrix.

Therefore, if mf;x H(XJF)II: 1/JH1 < 1, where 1 ranges over columns of ¥y, then
p(r) < 1. O

Although condition &a&l}; H(X +)H1: 1/:H1 < 1 is expressed in terms of the property
of the dictionary, this condition still cannot be checked without executing the algo-
rithm. In practice it is unlikely that the optimal columns are know a priori, so the
submatrices X, U5 cannot be located before the execution of the algorithm. More
practical methods are needed to check the sufficient condition without the execution
of the algorithm.

In [21], a fundamental property of the dictionary ®, called coherence is defined

as:

def
(4.6) p = max [(¢;, pr)|
J#k

Coherence p is the maximum absolute value of pairwise inner product between
the columns of the dictionary.

For a positive integer m, the cumulative coherence function, pi(m) of the dictio-
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nary, is defined as

(4.7) ul(m) = ‘Hllax maXZ| (@),

where A is the set of indices for any m columns of ®, and 1 ranges over the
columns of ® not indexed by A. pj(m) is the maximum cumulative coherence from
any m columns of ®.

Next we use the cumulative coherence property of the dictionary to derive a

sufficient condition.

LEMMA 4.4. JInax H(X"’)Hn/;Hl < 1 whenever pi(l) + p1(n) < 1 holds, where n
evs T

is the number of columns in X, and | = min(|II|, k — 1).

Proof:
s |(X) ]

PYETT

= (7077w

5

1

_ T *1) T
=g (X707, X

<[(erm0™),

1
I, (s o)
p1(n)
1=’

where 7 is the number of columns in X, and [ = min(|II|, k¥ — 1).

It can be shown that

1). dr)nax ||XT1/;H < p1(n), and

(707), | < =t

1) can be proved following the definition of p(-),

2).

e [ X7, = max Z (es 0
S#l(”)-

To prove 2), recall that the columns in the dictionary ® are normalized unit
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vectors (i.e., |||z = 1, for ¢ € ®). We can represent
X'X =1, + A,

where I, is an identity matrix of size n X n, and A is a matrix of size n x n collecting
the pairwise inner products, so A, = (¢;, pk), for j # k, and the diagonal A;; = 0,
and hence ||A|1 < pi(n — 1) following the definition of the cumulative coherence

function 1 (+).

When ||A[|; < 1, the Neumann series Y (—A)* = (I,,+A)~! (add reference here).
k=0
Therefore, (X TX)™! = (I, + A)~! = Y (=A)*. Note that having p;(n —1) < 1 is
k=0
sufficient to make ||A]|; < 1.

(™),

I
o
T
I
=
ol
N———
=

5t

1

—
S
~

k=0
) 1
1Al
(2 1

T 1= m(l)

(a) is due to [[(=A)k||1 < ||A]%; (b) is due to || Am,.|

1 < |41 < 15 (e) is due to
lAm,:|li < pi(l). At the beginning before the first iteration, X = ®opi, II = Agps,
and A is a k X k matrix with zeros at the diagonal positions, so ||Am,:|l1 < p1(k —1).

After the first iteration, |II| < k — 1. Therefore, || A, |

1 < pi(1) for all iterations,
with [ = min(|I|, k£ — 1).
Therefore Inax H<X+)H . 1,bH1 < 1 whenever uy (1) + p1(n) < 1. O
evr ”

Lemma 4.4 and Lemma 4.3 together lead to the following conclusion: the residual

r satisfies p(r) < 1 whenever

(4.8) pi(l) + pa(n) < 1.
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4.2.3. Revisit Theorem 4.1: the Sufficient Condition for p.(r) < 1. Now
we are ready to show that pi(l) 4+ p1(n) < 1 is also sufficient for p.(r) < 1 to hold in
Theorem 4.1.

Proof:

From the definition of p.(r), it is suggested that Q; and Qs both can have columns
from ¥ and ®gp¢. If there is a column ¢; from ®q, and a column ¢; from ®q, such
that [(@;,7)| > |{¢1, )], then the greedy algorithm would have selected ;. In this
case, we would switch the memberships of two columns in 2; and €25 as long as such
switching does not violate the condition |Q2 N Agpt| > [€1 N Aops|- The only case that
the switching is forbidden is that ¢; is a column in ¥ and ¢; is a column in @,y so
that switching would have violated the above condition. There will be at least one
such column in ¥ and one column in ®,,; that cannot be switched.

Let ©1 C Q7 and ©5 C Q5 be the indices for such non-switchable columns in ¥
and Popt, respectively. We have |01] = [O2] = [Q2 N Agpe| — |1 N Agpe| > 1. We

define

.
(4.9) pilr) 2 g lverl,

s @],

Note that pl.(r) < 1 is sufficient for p.(r) < 1, since for the other columns in
®q,\e,, if it happens to have a larger absolute inner product with r, we can switch
it with a column in ®q, to improve the maximum value obtained by 2 in (4.2) since
switching does not violate the condition |2 N Agpe| > |21 N Agpg]-

Next we show that the sufficient condition for p(r) < 1 is also sufficient for

pL(r) < 1.
max || W, -
max [[(Popt) 5,7
(4.10) T2
e 3 el
— <1
max 37 e,

©:2 ®1E€(Popt) oy



16 H. YU, J. HE, AND M. CHENG

Now we sort in descending order the absolute inner products |(3;, )| and |{¢, )],
respectively. Let the index set ©; = {j(l),j(z),j(g), ...}, and ©9 = {l(l), l(g), l(3), .
with subscript (¢) indicating the i-th largest value. It is sufficient to show that p.(r) <

i

1 as long as each of the following p’( )(r) < 1, which is defined as

411 ) et [l
(4.11) Py (T) 1]

where i = 1,...,]|01].
If p(r) < 1 holds for the current iteration, then pf;)(r) < 1 also holds, since
p(r) = p’(l)(r). After removing j(1) from ©; and [(;) from ©3, the the second largest

becomes the largest, then we are facing the same problem again:

maxy |(3, 7)|

/ _
P = ey o7

)

where 1) ranges over columns in ¥ excluding ; ,, and ¢ ranges over columns in
Popt excluding @, -

If condition p1(l) + pa(n) < 1 is satisfied, then p{y (r) < 1 also holds, and so
on. Since p'(l.) (r) < 1 holds for all ¢ until exhausting all indices in ©; and O, and
each term in the summation in (4.10) is nonnegative, then p/,(r) < 1 holds. Therefore

w1 (1) + p1(n) < 1 is also sufficient for p.(r) < 1.

Upper bound of n + [. It is trivial to show that uy(l) + p1(n) < p(n +1).
Therefore, it is necessary to find the upper bound of n + I.

Recall that n is the number of columns in X, and | = min(|II|,k — 1), where
IT denotes the index set for the columns in ®,p¢ that have not been selected by the
algorithm so far.

Before the first iteration, n = k,andl = k—1,n+1=2k—1. If iy () + a1 (n) < 1
holds, then p.(r) < 1 holds, so the greedy algorithm would select as many optimal
columns as possible. As long as |II| > ¢, it would select ¢ optimal columns. Assume
k > ¢ > 1. After the first iteration, n = k and | = k — ¢, therefore n +1 < 2k — 1. In

subsequent iterations, | decreases faster than n increases, thus n + [ is not increasing.



FAST OMP FOR EXACT RECOVERY AND APPROXIMATION 17

Therefore the upper bound for n 41 is

(4.12) n+1<2k—1.

Combining Theorem 4.1 and upper bound (4.12), we have the following theorem:

THEOREM 4.5 (The strong exact recovery condition for BSR). Suppose that u is
the coherence of the dictionary as defined in (4.6). A sufficient condition for BSR to

recover a k-sparse signal within [k/c| iterations is that

(4.13) w(2k —1) < 1.

5. Approximation to General Signals. General signals may not have an ex-
act sparse representation. In this case, the best we can obtain is its approximation.
Suppose that for an arbitrary input signal y, there exists a k-term optimal sparse
approximation Sgpt, i.e., Y = Sopt + €, and Sopy = _ >~ ajpj, where |Aqgps| = k. The
difference between y and its optimal approximatijoenAO;;pt is the irreducible error e.
We can analyze the convergence property of the BSR algorithm from the perspec-
tives of a sufficient condition under which the algorithm can find all optimal atoms

within k iterations and the approximation error when the algorithm terminates. The

approximation error will be measured by ¢ norm.

5.1. Recovery Condition for General Signals. Suppose at the current iter-

ation, the algorithm found a sparse representation s = . b;¢;, then the residual
p;€P

is r = y — 5. The algorithm can find at least one optimal column in Agp¢ in the next

iteration if the greedy choice ratio p(r) < 1.
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Lol
P edurl
¥ (=9
by -9
|97 (¥ — sopt + sopt — )|,
Hq)opt — Sopt t Sopt — S)HOO
@ [ ¥ (¥ — Sopt + S0pt — )|,
o [edplsen = ).,
19" (y = sopt)lloe %7 (s0pt = 9],
B Hq)om Sopt — H Hq)opt Sopt — )HOO
= Pe T pt,

where (a) is due to that the columns in @, are orthogonal to the vector y — sopt.
Therefore <I>Opt( — Sopt) yields an all-zero vector.

The second term p; is caused by the gap between what the algorithm has found
so far and the optimal approximation. Obviously p; is the same p we would get
for a signal that has an exact sparse representation, i.e., when y = sops, therefore

pt < 1’“# oy from (4.3) and (4.4).

The first term pe is caused by the irreducible error existing in the signal. p. can

also be boundTed.
19" (y = sopt) .

° ||(I);rpt(30pt - S)HOO
(a) ”y SOPtHz
= [ @ (sope — 8)]|

(®) \/_Hy - 30pt||2
H(I)Ipt(som - '3)H2

(2 \/EHy— SOPtHz

= 0k (Popt) [[Sopt — s,
(i) \/EHy - SOPtHg

T fin(k— 1) [[5opt — 5
(a) is due to that H\IJT(y - SOPt)Hoo < ||y — Soptl|o:

H\Ij—r(y_sopt)H _glea“&fl’lnb ( _Sopt)|

< max lbll2 1y — soptll -

= Hy - 30pt||2
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|[4|l2 = 1 since columns in ® are normalized.

(b) is because for a kx 1 vector v, ||v||2 < VE||v||eo. Therefore H‘I)Ipt(sopt - s)”2 <
vk H‘I)Ipt(sopt - S)HOO-

(c) is due to the singular value definition. ®qp¢ has k columns. The k-th singular

value of @, is defined as
N A

P = inf
7Bort) = 5l

and therefore,
(5.1) 1(Popt)[[8opt = 8ll2 < [[Pape(Sops — 8)ll2-

(d) is due to the relation of singular values to eigenvalues. Let matrix Z =

szptfl)opt, then A\ (Z) = 02 (®Popt). By the Gershgorin circle theorem, every eigenvalue

of the square matrix Z lies within at least one of the Gershgorin discs, i.e.,

N = Ziil <D 1Zi1 = Npir )| < (k= 1),
i i
and Z; = 1 since columns in ® are normalized. Thus, —p1(k —1) < 1 - X <
pa(k —1).

Therefore, o (Popt) > 1/1 — p1(k —1). O

Combining p. and p¢, we have

Ly —
(52) p(?‘) S \/_”y SOPtHQ + /Jfl(n) .
VI= ik =1) [|sope = sll, 1= m(0)
THEOREM 5.1 (General Recovery Condition of BSR). The BSR algorithm can
find all optimal atoms from ®op within k iterations provided that the following con-

dition holds for all iterations:

VE |y = soptll p(n)

< 1.
T (kD) Jsopt — s, 1— ()

(5.3)

If the irreducible error ||y —sopt||2 is nonzero, it imposes a more stringent condition

on the dictionary ® regarding the orthogonality between atoms, as it requires the
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coherence p to be very small to satisfy condition (5.3). Compared to signals that
have exact sparse representations, the general signals are more difficult to recover.

Noise works adversely for BSR the same way it does for OMP and OMP-SR.

5.2. Approximation Error of BSR. Let s, represent the approximation so-
lution found by the BSR algorithm, either after the fixed number of iterations, or
after it breaks out from the for loop due to the residual ||r|2 being too small. In
the latter case, the residual is already bounded by § given in the stopping criterion.
We focus on the first case when the BSR algorithm has finished « iterations, and ask
what the upper bound for ||y — s,||2 will be. If the algorithm has found all &£ optimal
atoms when it terminates, the approximation error is bounded by ||y — Sopt||2- It is
only worth discussing when the algorithm has not found all optimal atoms after x
iterations.

We first consider a baseline solution that has only used the optimal atoms from
®Dpy so far, so that s, = > bje;. From (5.3) we know that as long as the following

FE€Aopt
condition holds, the algorithm will find at least one optimal atom in the next iteration:

VE |ly = sopt 2 lmm® = mn)

V1= pi(k—1) [[sopt — 82 1—pa(l)

We need p1(1) + p1(n) < 1 to ensure that the right hand side of the inequality is

positive.
The above inequality is equivalent to
VE (L= (D) [ly — soptll2
1= (k=11 = pa(l) — pa(n))
@ VA0~ (k1)
1—pa(l) = pa(n)

= hlly — sopsl2

VEA=p: (h=1))

I—pi(D)—pa(n)

[[sopt — sll2 >

ly — 30ptH2

where h =

(a) is due to that | < k — 1, therefore (1) < pu1(k —1) based on the definition in
(4.7), therefore 1 — g (1) > 1 — py(k —1).

If the algorithm fails to find an optimal atom in the next iteration, it is because
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the above condition is broken, then we have

(5.4) [80pt = 8ll2 < hlly — Sopt|2-

Let u = y—Sopt, and v = Sopy —S. Then we have ||v||2 < hlulj2 and y—s = u+v.
In addition, w and v are orthogonal to each other since u is the residual of projecting
y onto the the column span of ®,,¢ and v is a vector in the column span of ®qp.
From the Pythagorean Theorem that says if u L v, then ||u +v|[2 = /[[u[3 + [[v]3.
Thus,

(5:5) 1y = slla < V1 +h2[y — sopifo-

This means if the algorithm fails to find an optimal atom in the next iteration,
the current residual is upper bounded by /1 + h2||y — Sopt 2. The future iterations
will not increase the residual due to the least square principle.

So far we have established the error bound for a baseline solution that only uses
atoms from ®,p¢ up to the current iteration. If BSR algorithm has used non-optimal
columns in addition to those optimal atoms, the least square estimate will only pro-

duce smaller residual due to the least square principle, i.e.,

1y = sull2 < lly = slla < V1+h2[y = sops2.

Therefore we can conclude that by the time the BSR algorithm has finished, the error
bound is upper bounded by V1 + h?||y — Sopt||2-

THEOREM 5.2 (The Approximation Error of BSR). Suppose that 1 (1) + p1(n) <
1. Let h = YPUzZm(k=l)

I—pr()—pa(n)

the BSR algorithm satisfies

The residual from the approzimation solution s, found by

(5.6) 1y = sl < V1+h%y = sopill
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when the algorithm fails to find all optimal atoms, and

(5.7) ly — sklla < lly — soptll2

when the algorithm succeeds in finding all optimal atoms.

6. Experiments. Data used in the experiments are posted at github.

Fig. 1: The images used for experiment, (a) phantom, (b) transaxial CT, (c) trees,
(d) letters, (e)—(h) MNIST dataset handwritten digits.

6.1. Sparse Signal Recovery. We first show sparse signal recovery perfor-
mance when the signal has a sparse representation. The first experiment is on image
data, where the non-zero elements constitute the content of an image, and exhibit
continuity in the true signal . The images are shown in Figure 1. The second ex-
periment is on signals defined on graph structures, where the non-zero elements are
distributed among the nodes of a graph. We used synthetic data defined on a binary
tree, and data that are collected from IEEE 118-bus power system and IEEE 1354-bus
power system, where the true signal @ consists of the values of the state variables of
a power system. Since the algorithms do not depend on the signal structure to find
the non-zeros, they worked well with both types of data.

Table 1 and Table 2 show the performance of the proposed OMP-SR and BSR,
and we report the number of iterations, the recovered optimal atoms, normalized MSE

(NMSE), and running time in seconds. Image data are reported in Table 1, and graph
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data are reported in Table 2.

If a k-sparse signal can be recovered by OMP within k iterations, it can certainly
be recovered by BSR within % iterations. Those that cannot be recovered by OMP
within k iterations are shown to take far less than k iterations and far less time by
the BSR algorithm to fully recover. Since OMP-SR picks the same atoms as OMP
does, we reported the result of OMP-SR in the same row as OMP and only reported
its time (in blue text). It is observed that OMP-SR is faster than OMP, and BSR
is faster than OMP and OMP-SR in every single test. The block size ¢ in BSR is a
hyper parameter searched from {2, 3, 4, 8}.

The third experiment is to show the relation between k and running time. Image
data for the phantom and the MNIST handwritten digit 7’ were used. We created
different versions from the original image to have different image sizes d and different
k/d ratios. Figure 2 shows how the running times and iterations of OMP, OMP-SR,
and BSR increase as the number of non-zeros k increases. As k increases, BSR (blue
curve) shows significant improvement in running time over OMP (red curve), while

OMP-SR is in-between.

6.2. Sparse Approximation. The fourth experiment is for the general signal’s
sparse approximation. We added noise € to the Phantom image, and reported the
approximation error when the measurements are subject to increasing levels of noise.
Table 3 shows that at each noise level, BSR found the & non-zeros with fewer iterations

than OMP and significantly less running time.

7. Discussion and Future Work. OMP has the advantage of simplicity. A
greedy algorithm such as OMP is easy to implement but difficult to analyze. This work
offered significant performance improvement over the classical OMP with theoretical
analysis for convergence and approximation error bound. In addition, the proposed
extensions for OMP come from a principled approach. They work well when combined
with other heuristic or ensemble approaches. One possible future work direction is to
improve the greedy choice by leveraging the structure in the signal model.

The iterative approach of OMP (including ours) takes more iterations when k
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Fig. 2: Running time (top) and iterations (bottom) used by the algorithms to recover
k non-zeros in the signal. OMP and OMP-SR use the same number of iterations. The
datasets used: (a),(c) phantom; (b),(d) MNIST dataset handwritten digit 7’

increases, and the cost of orthogonal projection also increases. Our methods reduced
the cost of orthogonal projection in each iteration, but the total cost still increases
with iterations. The minimal ¢; norm solution is the sparsest only when the signal is
sparse enough [11]. Therefore another future work direction is to identify the specific
measurement matrix property that drives sparsity during /1 norm minimization and

use that to improve the greedy choice in an iterative procedure.
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Appendix: OMP Algorithm. The OMP algorithm from [19] is listed here for

reference

Algorithm 7.1 OMP [19]

Input: ® ¢ RV*?4 ¢y c RN, &
Initialization: r’=y, I'=J"=¢, 7 ={1,...,d}
fort =1to x do
t_ t—1
Choose A\* = arg jgl;ti(r }< Y, T >|
Update index set I' = T'J{\'}
Estimate 8¢ = arg min, ||y — ®s||2 by setting the I-th entry s,=0 for [ ¢ T
Update residual rt = y — ®5¢
end for
Return {8'};_,
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