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Abstract—High signal to noise ratio (SNR) consistency of
model selection criteria in linear regression models has attracted
a lot of attention recently. However, most of the existing literature
on high SNR consistency deals with model order selection.
Further, the limited literature available on the high SNR con-
sistency of subset selection procedures (SSPs) is applicable to
linear regression with full rank measurement matrices only.
Hence, the performance of SSPs used in underdetermined linear
models (a.k.a compressive sensing (CS) algorithms) at high
SNR is largely unknown. This paper fills this gap by deriving
necessary and sufficient conditions for the high SNR consistency
of popular CS algorithms like [o-minimization, basis pursuit de-
noising or LASSO, orthogonal matching pursuit and Dantzig
selector. Necessary conditions analytically establish the high
SNR inconsistency of CS algorithms when used with the tuning
parameters discussed in literature. Novel tuning parameters with
SNR adaptations are developed using the sufficient conditions
and the choice of SNR adaptations are discussed analytically
using convergence rate analysis. CS algorithms with the proposed
tuning parameters are numerically shown to be high SNR
consistent and outperform existing tuning parameters in the
moderate to high SNR regime.

Index Terms—Compressive sensing, LASSO, Orthogonal
matching pursuit, Dantzig selector, high SNR consistency.

I. INTRODUCTION

Subset selection or variable selection in linear regression
models is the identification of the support of regression vector
B, ie., I = supp(f) = {j : B; # 0} in the regression
model y = X3 + w. Here, X € R™*P is a known design
matrix with unit /5 norm columns, y € R" is the observed
vector and w ~ N(0,, o*1 ) is the additive white Gaussian
noise with known variance o2. Let k* denotes the number
of non-zero entries in /. In thlS paper, we consider subset
selection in underdetermined linear models, i.e., X with more
columns than rows (n < p). This problem studied under
the compressive sensing (CS) paradigm is of fundamental
importance in statistical signal processing, machine learning
etc. Many compressive sensing (CS) algorithms with varying
performance complexity trade-offs and optimality conditions
are available [I]-[6] for this purpose. The performance of
these CS algorithms are evaluated either in terms of mean
square error (MSE) between (5 and the estimate B returned
by the CS algorithm [7] or the correctness with which the
estimated supportI = supp(ﬂ) matches the true support Z [8].
In this paper, we evaluate CS algorithms in terms of the prob-
ability of support recovery error defined by PE = P(Z # ).

Traditionally, PE is evaluated in the large sample regime,
i.e., n — oo or (n,p) — oo [9]. In their landmark paper [10],

Ding and Kay demonstrated that subset selection procedures
(SSPs) in overdetermined linear models that are large sample
consistent (i.e., P2 — 0 as n — oo) often performs poorly
in a finite n and high signal to noise ratio (SNR) (i.e., small
02) regime. This result generated great interest in the signal
processing community on the behaviour of SSPs as o2 — 0.
Formally, a SSP is said to be high SNR consistent if its’
PE — 0 as 02 — 0. In this paper, we discuss the high
SNR consistency of popular CS algorithms that are used
for subset selection in underdetermined linear models. After
presenting the mathematical notations, we elaborate on the
existing literature on high SNR consistency and CS algorithms.

A. Notations used in this paper.

col(X) the column space of X. X7 is the transpose and
X = (XTX)~'XT is the Moore-Penrose pseudo inverse of
X (if X has full column rank). Px = XX is the projection
matrix onto col(X). I,, represents an n x n identity matrix
and 0,, represents an n X 1 zero vector. X 7 denotes the sub-
matrix of X formed using the columns indexed by J. X; ; is
the [i, j]'* entry of X. If X is clear from the context, we use
the shorthand P 7 for Px ;. a7 or a(J) denotes the entries of
a indexed by J. N (u C) is a Gaussian vector with mean u
and covariance C. X is a central chi square distribution with
j degrees of freedom (d.o.f) and XJ(/\) is a non central chi
square distribution with j d.o.f and non-centrality \. a ~ b
implies that a and b are identically distributed. |()| denotes
the absolute value for scalar arguments and cardinality for set
arguments. ||a||, = (Z ENE ) for 1 < ¢ < oo is the [, norm,

laljsc = max |a;]| is the loo norm and ||aljo = |supp(a)| is
J

the lp quasi norm of a respectively. a is called k*- sparse iff
lallo = &*. ||Allms = max [[Ax]|; is the (m,)!" matrix

[l m =1

norm. [p| denotes the set {1,...,p}. For any two index sets

J1 and Js, the set difference J1/Jo = {j € J1 : j & J=}.
) = ofg(m) it i L) —

B. Prior literature on high SNR consistency

Most of the existing literature related to high SNR consis-
tency including the seminal work by Ding and Kay [10] are
related to the model order selection (MOS) problem. MOS is
a subset selection problem where Z is restricted to the form
T = [k*]. Another interesting problem related to MOS is the
estimation of smallest & such that B satisfies 8; = 0,Vj > k
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and 3; can be zero or non-zero for j < k. In both these
cases, the statistician is required to the estimate the model
order k* or k. A number of MOS criteria like exponentially
embedded family (EEF) [11]], normalised maximum likelihood
based minimum description length (NMDL) [12], g-prior
based MDL (g-MDL) [13]l, forms of Bayesian Information
criteria (BIC) [[14], [13]], sequentially normalised least squares
(SNLS) [16] etc. are proved to high SNR consistent [10],
[T71-[19]. All these MOS criteria can be formulated as the
minimization of a penalised log likelihood

PLL(k) = [|T, = Pg)yl3 + h(k,0%)0 &

over the collection of subsets {J;},_,, where J, = [k]
and h(k,o?) is a penalty function. Necessary and sufficient
conditions (NSCs) for a MOS criterion to be high SNR
consistent is derived in [17]. Applying MOS criteria to the
general subset selection problem where Z can be any subset
of [p] involves the minimization of PLL(J) over the entire
2P subsets J C [p]. This approach though theoretically
optimal is computationally intractable. Consequently a number
of suboptimal but low complexity SSPs are developed. To the
best of our knowledge, only two SSPs, both of which are based
on the least squares (LS) estimate of /3 (i.e., BLS = X'y) are
known to be high SNR consistent [8]], [17].

C. Contributions of this paper

The existing literature on high SNR consistency in linear
regression is applicable only to regression models with full
column rank design matrices. Hence, existing literature is
not applicable to underdetermined linear models, i.e., X with
n < p. Identifying the true support Z in an underdetermined
linear model is an ill-posed problem unless certain structures
are imposed on the regression vector 5 and design matrix X.
Throughout this paper, we assume that the regression vector
B is sparse, i.e., k* = |Z| < p and k* < n. The structure
imposed on X depends on the particular CS algorithm used.

This paper makes the following contributions to CS liter-
ature from the viewpoint of high SNR consistency. We first
derive NSCs on the tuning parameter I'y such that the support
estimate Z = supp(B) delivered by

(lo-penalty) : 8 = argmin||y — Xb||3 + T'oo?|bl|o,
beRP

is high SNR consistent. It should be noted that optimization
problem in [lg-penalty is NP-hard [20]. Hence, a number
of suboptimal techniques broadly belonging to two classes,
convex relaxation (CR) [2], and greedy algorithms [J3],
[6] are developed in literature. We mainly consider two CR
techniques in this paper, viz.,

N 1
(I1-penalty) : 3 = argmin§||y — Xb||3 + oT4|b||; and
beRp

(I1-error) : 3 = arg min||bl|; subject to ||y — Xb||2 < ols.
beRP

ly-penalty and [;-error are also known as basis pursuit de-
noising (BPDN) or least absolute shrinkage and selection

operator (LASSO). We derive NSCs on I'y, I'y such that /;-
penalty and /;-error are high SNR consistent. We also derive
NSCs on the hyper parameter I's of the popular CR technique
Dantzig selector given by

(DS) : § = argmin||b||; subject to [|XT(y — Xb)|s < oTs
beRp

for the special case off orthonormal X. Orthogonal matching
pursuit (OMP) [3]], [21]-[24] is a popular greedy algorithm
with sound performance guarantees and low computational
complexity in comparison with CR based SSPs. OMP is
characterized by its’ stopping condition (SC). We also derive
high SNR consistent SCs for OMP.

Necessary conditions derived for [y-penalty, [;-penalty, [;-
error and DS analytically establish the high SNR inconsistency
of these schemes with the values of {T';}3_, discussed in
literature. High SNR inconsistency of OMP with popular SCs
is numerically established. These inconsistencies are due to
the absence of SNR adaptations in the tuning parameters. The
sufficient conditions delivers a range of SNR adaptations for
tuning parameters that will result in high SNR consistency. To
compare various SNR adaptations, we derived simple bounds
on the convergence rates of [i-penalty. Extensive numerical
simulations conducted on various subset selection scenarios
demonstrate the potential of some of these SNR adapta-
tions to significantly outperform existing tuning parameters
in the moderate to high SNR regime. In addition to being
a topic of theoretical importance, high SNR consistency of
CS algorithms have tremendous practical value. A number of
applications such as multi user detection [23]], on-off random
access [26]], CS based single snapshot direction of arrival
etc. demands support recovery with very low values of PE in
the moderate to high SNR regime. The high SNR consistent
tuning parameters derived in this article can be applied directly
for such applications in the moderate to high SNR regime.

D. Organization of paper

Section II gives mathematical preliminaries. Section III
discuss the high SNR consistency of [p-penalty, Section IV
discuss the consistency of CR techniques and Section V
discuss the consistency of OMP. Section VI validates the
analytical results through numerical simulations.

II. MATHEMATICAL PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we present a brief overview of mathematical
concepts from CS and probability theory used in this article.

A. Qualifiers for design matrix X.

When n < p, the linear equation y = X/3 has infinitely
many possible solutions. Hence the support recovery problem
is ill-posed even in the noiseless case. To uniquely recover the

'In this article we consider a popular formulation of CS algorithms where
the tuning parameters are explicitly scaled by o or 2. Quite often o or o2 is
included in the tuning parameter itself. For example, lo-penalty may be written
as 8 = argmin||y — Xb||3 + Aol|b||o. Using the relation A9 = 02I'¢, the

beRP

NSCs derived in terms of I'g can be easily restated in terms of Ao also.



k*-sparse vector [, the measurement matrix X has to satisfy
certain well known regularity conditions.
Definition 1: The spark of a matrix X (spark(X)) is the
smallest number of columns in X that are linearly dependent.
Consider the following the optimization problem.

3 = argmin||b||o, subject to y = Xb. (2)
beR?

In words f3 is the sparsest vector that solves the linear equation
y = Xb. The following lemma relates the unique recovery of
sparse vectors with spark(X) in the absence of noise.

Lemma 1. 7o uniquely recover all k*-sparse vectors [3 using
(1), it is necessary and sufficient that spark(X) > 2k* [IJ].

The optimization problem (2) cannot be solved in poly-
nomial time. For polynomial complexity CS algorithms like
DS, l1-penalty, l1-error, OMP etc. spark(X) > 2k* is not
sufficient to guarantee unique recovery even in the noiseless
case. A plethora of sufficient conditions including restricted
isometry property (RIP) [, [21]], mutual incoherence condi-
tion (MIC) [4], 23], exact recovery condition (ERC) [3],
etc. are discussed in the literature. The high SNR analysis of
CR techniques and OMP in this article uses ERC and MIC
which are defined next.

Definition 2:- A matrix X and a vector 3 with support Z
is said to be satlsfylng ERC if the exact recovery coefficient
erc(X,ZI) = mémxHX X1 satisfies ere(X,Z) < 1.

It is known that ERC is a sufficient and worst case necessary
condition for accurately recovering Z from y = X/ using
OMP and the basis pursuit (BP) algorithm that solves

/3 = argmin||b||;, subject to y = Xb 3)
beRp

in the noiseless case [3]], [4]. ERC is also used to study the
performance of [;-penalty, [;-error and OMP in noisy data
[4], [23]]. Since the ERC assumption involves the unknown
support Z, it is impossible to check ERC in practice. Likewise,
verifying the spark assumption is computationally intractable.
Hence, the MIC, an assumption which can be easily verified
is popular in CS literature [23]].

Definition 3:- A k*-sparse vector 3 satisfies MIC, 1ff the

mutual coherence px = m§X|X X | satisfies px <

2k* —

If ux < %*_1, then ERC is satisfied for all k*-sparse
vector 3, i.e., erc(X,Z) < 1 [3]. Likewise, MIC guarantees
that spark(X) > 2k* [3]. Since, MIC implies both ERC and
spark assumption, the analysis conducted based on ERC and
spark are automatically applicable to problems satisfying MIC.

Remark 1. The number of measurements n is an important
factor in deciding the properties of X like spark, ux etc. In
this paper, we will not explicitly quantify n, however by stating
conditions on spark(X), ux, ERC etc. we implicitly assume
that n is sufficiently large enough to satisfy these conditions.

B. Standard Convergence concepts [Chapter 4, [28]].

A collection of random variables (R.Vs) X, 2 converges in
probability (C.ILP) toa RV Y, ie., X, By aso? = 0iff

Ve > 0, lz)im P(|X,2 —Y|>¢€) =0. ARV X is B.LPiff it is
g2—0
finite almost everywhere, i.e., for any ¢ > 0, 3R, < oo such
that P(|X| > R.) < e. For an event A, l2im P(A) = 0 iff for
0

g°—r
each € > 0, 3 02(e) > 0 such that P(A) < ¢, Vo? < o2 (e).
Next we describe the relationship between projection matrices
and x? R.Vs .

Lemma 2. Let P be an arbitrary n X n projection matrix

P
with rank j. Then for any z ~ N(u,oc%l,), I ZH2
[Pulz, (L - Pl I, — Pyuls
XJ( 2) 72 ~ X2_ 3(722)

Conszc(ijer the two full ran% sub matrices X g, and X 7, formed
by columns of X indexed by J1 C Ja. Let Py, and P g,
represent the projection matrices onto the column space of
X 7, and X 7, respectively. Then for any R.V z ~ N (u,o?1,,),

[Ps, —Pg)zl3 (H(Pm - PJ2)UII§)
o2 WNFARNA o2 :

Next we state a frequently used convergence result [17].

Lemma 3. Let z ~ x?2

A .
7(—2), where A > 0 is a constant w.r.t
SO

P
2. Then 0%z = X\ as 0% — 0.

C. High SNR consistency: Definition

The high SNR consistency results available in literature
[10], deals with full rank linear regression models. Since,
uniqueness issues are absent when rank(X) = p, this definition
of high SNR consistency demands that PE — 0 as 02 — 0
for every signal 3 € RP. In this article, we relax this definition
to account for the uniqueness issues present in regression
models with n < p using the concept of regression class.
A regression class C is defined as the collection of matrix
signal pairs (X, ) where perfect recovery is possible for a
particular algorithm under noiseless conditions. For [p-penalty,
Ci = {(X,0) : spark(X) > 2|supp(B)|} is a regression

class. Similarly, Co = {(X, ) : < ——+——1} and

Cs =A{X, B : erc(X, supp(B)) < 1} forms regression classes
for [;-penalty, [;-error and OMP. We now formally define high
SNR consistency in underdetermined regression models.

Definition 4:- A SSP is said to be high SNR consistent for
a regression class C if PE = P(f # T) converges to zero as
o2 — 0 for every matrix vector pair (X, 3) € C.

In words, a SSP is high SNR consistent if it can deliver a
PFE arbitrarily close to zero by decreasing the noise variance
o2. Even though every signal in a regression class can be
perfectly recovered under noiseless conditions (62 = 0), to
achieve a near perfect recovery at high SNR (i.e., o2 # 0, but
close to zero), the tuning parameters for the SSPs need to be
selected appropriately. In the following sections, we discuss
the conditions on the tuning parameters such that the support
can be recovered with arbitrary precision as o2 decreases.

III. HIGH SNR CONSISTENCY OF [o-PENALTY BASED SSP.

In this section, we describe the high SNR behaviour of
B = argmm”y — Xb||2 4 Too?||bllo and Z = supp(3),

where the tunlng parameter 'y is a deterministic positive



quantity. The values of I'y discussed in the literature includes
the Akaike information criteria (AIC) with I'g = 2, minimum
description length (MDL) or Bayesian information criteria
(BIC) with Ty = log(n), risk inflation criteria (RIC) of
Foster and George (RIC-FG) with Ty = 21log(p) [29], RIC of
Zhang and Shen (RIC-ZS) with Ty = 2log(p) + 2log(log(p))
[30], extended Bayesian information criterion (EBIC) with

Ty = log(n)+ HbH log((HfHO)) etc. The hyper parameter

v in EBIC is a user defined parameter. Under a set of
regularity conditions on the matrix X and f, it was shown
that [p-penalty is large sample consistent if, T'g = o(n2 =),
k*log(p) = o(n®2~) and Ty — 2log(p) — log(log(p)) — oo
as n — oo. Here, ¢; and cp are parameters depending
on the regularity conditions [32]. This result hold true for
(n,p,k*) = 0o and n < p or n < p. Note that these tuning
parameters are derived based on the large sample behaviour
of lyp-penalty. The conditions for high SNR consistency of /-
penalty are not discussed in the literature to the best of our
knowledge. Next we state and prove the sufficient conditions
for the high SNR consistency of [y-penalty.

Theorem 1. Consider a matrix X which satisfies spark(X) >
2k*. Then for any k*-sparse signal [, lo-penalty is high SNR

consistent if hm 'y = oo and hm Ty = 0.
—0 o2—0

Proof. The optlmlzat}on problem in [g-penalty can be stated
more explicitly as Z = argmin L(J), where L(J) =
JClp]

o i Sy = Xb||2 +T902|7|. When X7 has full rank,
supp

the solutlon to min

b:supp(b)=J
is unique and equal to a = (X7Xy7)'XZy. In this

case, X74 = P and min — XDbl||2 is equal
J Ty b:supp(b):JHy 5 is eq

— PJ)yH% Here P, = XJ(X?Xj)il}(j is a
rank(Xz). When X7

min — Xb|2 =
prouin JHY I3

mlf}‘”y X 7al|3 can be any one of the infinitely many
R

vectors a that solves X, X 7a = X% 7y. A typical solution
is denoted by & = (X, X ;) X%y, where (X,X 7)™ is
called the generalized inverse of X:;X 7 [33]. The matrix
X7 (XL X 7)™ X7 satisfies all the properties of a projection
matrix of rank(X 7). We denotes this matrix by P 7 itself with
a caveat that rank(P ) = rank(Xs) < |J|. With this con-

vention, when X 7 is rank deficient, ~ min |y —Xb||3 =
b:supp(b)=J
||(I, — P7)yll3. Hence, lo-penalty can be reformulated as

7 = argminL(J) = argmm”(l —Po)yl2+02To|lT|. 4)
JCp] Clpl

Define the error event £ = {Z # I} = {37 € [p]
L(Z)}. Applying union bound to PE = P(&) gives

Xb||5 = X
Iy = XbJ3 = min |y - Xal3

to [|(L,
projection matrix of rank |J| =
is rank deficient, the solution to

P L(T) <

PE < > P(L(J) < L(I)).

JE(p]
Py Py
= Y PLI)SLI@)+ Y PLJ) < L)).
JEeH1 JEH2 (5)

where H; = {J € [p| : I, — P7)XB # 0,,} and Hy =
{T €[p]: I, —Ps)XB = 0,}. In words, H; represent
the subsets J C [p] such that the col(X ) does not cover
the signal subspace col(Xz). For Z = {1,2}, assuming that
the columns X;, Xy and X3 are linearly independent, the
subsets 7 = {1}, J = {3}, J = {1, 3} etc. belongs to H;.
Similarly, Ho represents the subsets J C [p] such that the
col(X 7) cover the signal subspace col(Xz). For 7 = {1, 2},
J ={1,2,3}, J = {1,2,3,4} etc. will belong to Ho. We
consider both these summations separately.

Case 1 (I, — P7)X3 # 0,:- In this case, it can
happen that |J| > k*, |J| = k* or |J| < k*. Since
T = supp(B), gI" —P7)Xj3 = 0,,. Thus, by Lemmal A; =

I,-P eew
M X2 _-. Likewise, (I, — P7)X3 # 0,

_ @ —Pg)yli3 A7
o2 : XEL rank(Xj)( )

- PJ)XBHQ > 0. Hence,

implies that Ao
where A7 = |(I,

P(E7) =P(L(T) < L(T))

(6)

= ]P)((AQ —A1)0'2 +F00’2(|j| - k*) < O) .

.- isa BIPRY, 4102 5 0 as 02 — 0. By
2

Since, Ay ~ x?%_

Lemma 3l 024, Eis A7 > 0 as 0° — 0. By the hypothesis

of Theorem [l Tyo?(|7| — k*) — 0 as 0* — 0. This implies

that (Ay — Ay)o? + Too2(|J] — k*) 5 Az > 0. Now, by

the definition of C.I.P, for any ¢ > 0, 302J > 0 such that
A

|(A2 — A1)0'2 +F00’2(|j| — k*) - Aj| > TJ> < €, for

all 0 < 0%. This implies that

A
P(Es) <P ((A2 — A)o? +To(|T] — k*) < 77) <
(N
Vo? < 0%. Thus, hmO]P’(EJ) =0, VJ € Hi. This together
with |H1| < oo implies that hm0P1 =0.
Case 2 (I, — P7)XB = 0,:- spark(X) > 2k* implies
that S is the sparsest solution to the equation Xb = XJj.
Hence, (I, — P7)X/3 = 0,, implies that | 7| > k*. Since,
I, -Pgy)y
1Py )Xp =0, A= W BIVE o
Thus P(£7) becomes
P(g) =P (L(T) < L(Z)) = P((A1 — A2) > To(|T| = k7)) .
(®)

Note that both A; and A, are B.ILP R.Vs with distribution
independent of o2 and so is A; — As. Thus, 3. < oo
independent of o2 such that P(A; — A > t.) < e. Since,
| 7| > k*, by the hypothesis of Theorem[Il T'o(|7|—k*) — oo
as 02 — 0. Thus, 302 > 0, such that To(|7| — k*) > ¢,
Vo? < o%. Combining, we get P(€7) < ¢, Vo? < 0%. Thus,
(7121130]}”(5\7) = 0, VJ € Ho. This together with |Ha| < oo

implies that hm P2 = 0. Thus, under the hypothesis of

Theorem [} lo penalty is high SNR consistent. |
Remark 2. Theorem [ details a range of SNR adaptations

on I'y such that [p-penalty is high SNR consistent. However,
different SNR adaptations satisfying Theorem [I] leads to



different convergence rates of PE. The proof of Theorem [II
reveals that P is related to the probability of underestimation
and P is related to the probability of overestimation in MOS
problems detailed in [17]. To summarise, I'g with faster rate of
increase to oo will have lower values of P, and higher values
of P; and vice versa.

A. High SNR consistency of lo-penalty: Necessary conditions

The SNR adaptations required by Theorem [I] are in sharp
contrast to the o2 independent values of I'g discussed in
literature. The following theorem proves that [p-penalty with
o2 independent values of Ty are inconsistent at high SNR.

Theorem 2. Consider a matrix X with spark(X) > 2k*.
Then for any k*-sparse vector [3, lo-penalty is high SNR
consistent only if lz)im Iy =ox.

o2—=0

Proof. Define J = Z Ui, where i ¢ Z. Note that |J| =
E*+1 < 2k*, Vk* > 1 and |J| = 1 if k* = 0. Further
for any matrix X, spark(X) > 2. Hence, spark(X) > 2k*
implies that X 7 has full rank for £* > 0. This together with
7 C J implies that (I, — P 7)XS = 0,,. Expanding L(J) =
|(X, — P7)yll3 + 0%To|J| and applying Lemma 2] we have

PE>P(L(T) < LT) >P(A>Ty), (O

y'(Py —Pr)y

where A = ~ X3, Vo2 > 0. A ~ 3
implies that A = Zg where Z ~ N(0,1). Thus, PE >
(A > Fo) = P(lZl > 0) Q(\/ro), Yo? > 0.

Here Q(x) = N =, exp(—%)dt is the complementary

cumulative distribution function of a N(0,1) R.V. Hence, lo-
penalty is high SNR consistent only if 121m Iy = 0. |
o2—0

Remark 3. It follows directly from the proof of Theorem
that PE of [y-penalty with SNR independent I'y like BIC, AIC
etc. satisfy PE > 2Q(y/Ty), Vo? > 0. For RIC-FG with
'y = 2log(p), the lower bound 2Q(+/T) will be less than
0.01 only for p > 28 and 2Q(v/T¢) < 0.001 only for p > 225.
Hence, the performance of these criteria in small and medium
sized problems will be suboptimal.

Theorems 2 implies that hm I'o = oo is a necessary

—0
condition for high SNR cons1stency We next establish the
necessity of 121m 02T’y = 0 for high SNR consistency.
o2—0

Theorem 3. Consider a matrix X which satisfies spark(X) >
2k*. Then for any k*-sparse signal 8 with k* > 1, ly-penalty
is high SNR consistent only ifalzigofﬂfo =0.

Proof. Define J = Z/i, where ¢ € Z. Since, J C Z and
spark(X) > 2k*, it follows that (I, — P7)X3 # 0,.
Expanding L(J) = [|(I, — P7)y|[3 + ¢°Io|J| and applying

Lemma 2] we have

PE >P(L(J) < L(T)) > P(A < Tgo?), (10)

A
where A =y (Pz — Ps)y ~ UQX%(F) with A = ||(Pz —
P)XJ|2 > 0. By Lemmalll A 5 X as 02 — 0. Suppose

that lim 02Ty = A, where A\; > \. Then, Jo? > 0 such that

o2—0
% < 02Ty < A1, Vo < o2. This implies that
P(A <Tgo?) >PA< /\1+)\):1—]P>(A—/\> )\12_/\
21—]P’(|A—)\|>)\12_/\), Vo? < o2
(1)

Since, A 5 X as 02 — 0, for any ¢ > 0, 303 > 0
- A
such that P(JA — A| > ZL—2) < ¢, Vo2 Fix

0?(e) = min(o?,03). Then Vo? < 02(¢), PE > 1—e¢. Thus if
A1 > A, then hm PE = 1. This implies that 11m0021"0 <A

G'
is a necessary condmon for high SNR consistency. However,

without a priori knowledge of non-zero entries of 3, A is
unknown. Hence, [p-penalty is high SNR consistent only if
lim 02Ty = 0. |
02—0

Remark 4. The formulation of p-penalty given in (@) is exactly
similar to that of MOS problems given in (1) except that the
search space of MOS is a very small subset of the search space
in [p-penalty. This is reflected in the similarity of NSCs for
MOS derived in and Theorems [TI3] for subset selection.
It is also true that different values of I'y gives EEF, NMDL
etc. as special cases. Hence, Theorems can be seen as
an extension of the existing high SNR consistency results in
[10], [17]-[19] to subset selection problems. However, the
novelty of Theorems[Il{3] lies in the fact that it explicitly takes
into account the identifiability issues associated with subset
selection in underdetermined linear models. These structural
issues were not considered in [10], [T7]-[19] which dealt with
MOS in overdetermined linear regression models.

<02

IV. HIGH SNR CONSISTENCY OF CONVEX RELAXATION
BASED SSPs

In this section, we derive NSCs on the tuning parameters
{T;}3_, such that [;-penalty, /;-error and DS are high SNR
consistent. Unlike the NP-hard [p-penalty which is compu-
tationally infeasible except in small sized problems, the CR
based SSPs discussed in this section and the greedy algorithms
like OMP discussed in Section V can be implemented with
polynomial complexity. Hence, these techniques are practically
important. Unlike the high SNR consistency of [yp-penalty
whose connections with the high SNR consistency in MOS
problems we previously mentioned, the high SNR consistency
of CR and greedy algorithms are not discussed in open
literature to the best of our knowledge. We first discuss the
l1-penalty based SSP.

A. High SNR consistency of l1-penalty: Sufficient conditions

In this section, we discuss the high SNR behaviour of
§ = argming|ly — Xb|j + Taobl and Z = supp(B).
This is a widely used SSP in high dimensional statistics. /;-

penalty is the convex program that is closest to the optimal
but NP-hard /y-penalty. Commonly used values of I'; include

Iy = 2y/2log(p) B4, T1 = /(1 +n)log(p — k*) [,




'y = 104/log(p) etc. Here, 7 > 0 is a constant. The
large sample consistency of /;-penalty is also widely studied.

For a fixed p and k*, all values of I'; satisfying —1 5 0and
n

Iy . .
—= — 00 as n — oo results in large sample consistency

under a set of regularity conditions [9]. ¢ depends on these
regularity conditions. However, the consistency of [;-penalty
as 02 — 0 is not discussed in literature to the best of our
knowledge. Next we state and prove the sufficient conditions

for the high SNR consistency of /;-penalty.

Theorem 4. [1-penalty is high SNR consistent for any matrix

signal pair (X, 8) satisfying the ERC provided that the tuning

parameter 1"y satisfies lim I'y = co and lim ol'1 = 0.
020 020

Proof. The proof of Theorem M is based on the following
fundamental result proved in [Theorem 8, [4]].

Lemma 4. Let J be any index set satisfying ERC. If y7 =
P 7y satisfies | XT (y =y )||oo < oT1 (1 — ere(X, J)), then
B satisfies the following.

Al). supp(B) C J.

A2). B is the unique minimizer of li-penalty.

AT = {2 BIG) > Dol (X5Xg) o}
supp(3), where b7 = ij is the LS estimate of 5.

In words, Lemma [ states that if the correlation between the
columns in X and residual generated by the LS fit using the
columns in 7 is sufficiently low, then the support of solution
to [;-penalty will be contained in 7. Further, [;-penalty does
not miss indices that has sufficiently large values in the
restricted LS estimate b”. By the hypothesis of Theorem
[ the true support Z satisfies erc(X,Z) < 1. Thus, if the
event & = {||XT(y — ¥l < o (1 —ere(X,I))} is
true, then supp(B) C Z. That is, I;-penalty does not make
any false discoveries. If the event & = {Vj : |[b(j)| >
L10|(X7X12) Hlooo} = {IT] = k*} is also true, then
supp(B) = Z. Thus P(Z = Z) > P(£1 N &).

We first analyse the probability of the event £;. Note that
(In — Pz)Xﬁ = (In — Pz)XzﬁI = 0. Hence HXT(In —
Pr)yle = IIXT(L, — Pr)w|. Further, |X,]. —
and Cauchy Schwartz inequality implies that maX|XJT(In

J
Pr)w| < max|X; al|(L, — Pr)wllz = [T, — Pr)wl.

Using these inequalities, we can bound P(€;) as

P(&) =P (mJaX|XJT(In —Pr)w| <Tio (1 — erc(X, I)))

> P(||(I, = Pr)w|2 < T1o (1 - ere(X,7)))
p (WP a0 e )
(12)
(T, = Pr)wl3

Note that > ~ X2 _,. is a BILP R.V with dis-
tribution mdependent of o2. Hence, if the condition hm 1"1

oo in the hypotheses of Theorem Ml is satisfied, then the lower
bound in (I2) converges to 1. Hence, lz;mO]P’(gl) =1

Next, we analyse P(&s). Since 7 isgtl?e correct support, it
follows that b? = XTI(XIBI +w) = fz+ X;:W. Since

(=2}

w ~ N(0,,0°L,), we have b? ~ N(Bz,0%(XEX7)"1).
The set 7 in A3) of Lemma [ can be rewritten as 7 =

{] : |bI(])| > O'erldj}, where Cj 1/((XTXI) 1)

_ Ixgxe "

and d;

1
loc o . The NSC for the high SNR

consistency of a threshold based SSP like this is given below.

Lemma 5. Let z ~ N(u,0°C) and K = supp(u). Consider
the threshold based estimator K = {j : |z;| > 0./C;;L'} of
K. Define the event false discovery F = {3j € K and j ¢ K}
and missed discovery M = {3j ¢ K and j € K}. Then the
following statements are true [I8]].

Li). lim P(F) =0, iff lim I'=oc.
o2 —0 02—
L2). lim P(M) = 0,iff lim oI’ < min [u|
020 020 je IR
Hence, if I'y satisfies 121111 o'y = 0, then by L2) of

a?—0
Lemma [3 all entries in Z Qill be included in 7 at high
SNR. Mathematically, hm P(&) = hm ]P’(|’T| =k*) =1
—0

hm ]P’(El) 1 and hm ]P’(EQ) = 1, it follows that
lim ]P(I I) > hm ]P)(El ﬁ 52) =1 |

020

Since,

B. On the choice of SNR adaptation in I';.

Theorem 4 states that all SNR adaptations on I'; sat-
isfying 11m0I‘1 oo and hm 01"1 0 results in the

high SNR consistency of /;- penalty However, the choice of
SNR adaptation has profound influence on the performance
of [i-penalty in the moderate to high SNR range. In this
section, we derive convergence rates for P(&1) and P(&2)
discussed in the proof of Theorem [l First consider the event
& = {IXT(y — y5)|loo < T10 (1 —erc(X,I))}. Following
, we have
P(&) >1-P (A >T2(1 - ere(X, I))2) K

where A ~ x2_,..Let X ~ x? and a® > k. Then by Lemma
10 in [17], we have

k
k -1
(x> o) < S22 exp (Shla? - klog(cﬂ)}) s
2
Let by = 1 — erc(X,Z) and by = —22=2— = ,C* . Applying (I4)
(nfk*
in (I3) gives,
1 .
P(E) 2 1 baexp ( SR - (0= 1) log(T3)] )
(15)

The R.H.S of inequality in (I3) is independent of &% for
the SNR independent I'; discussed in literature. Further, the
inequality (I3) conver%es to one faster as the growth of I'y
increases. Let I'y = — be the SNR adaptation in I';. This

adaptation satisfies Theorelel if 0 < o < 1. The convergence

rate of P(&;) will be faster for a than that of as if @ > as.

Next consider the event & = {Vj : |bZ(j)| > T'ioc;d;},
— T _ _

where b = X7y, ¢; = |/((XTXz)™!),  and d;

H(X%XI)_lnoo,oo

G

as used in the proof of Theorem [ The



following set of inequalities follows directly from union bound
and the b* (j) ~ N (8;,0%c3) distribution of b”(j).

P) = IED(jer[)v*]

b ()| > oc;T'1d;)

-
>1- 3 P(b*(j)| < oc;T1dy)

j=1
15 o(erya - By _ _b
-1 % oerig - 2y o - 2],
(16)
Applying Q(x) > 0,Vz, gives
P(&) >1—ZQ —T'1d, —B—J_). (17)
J

Jj=1
For the ease of exposition assume that 5; < 0,V;j € Z. Since,

lim o'y = 0, we have lim (-T'1d; — 27y = 0. Hence,
020 ocy

020
v B
gc

J

Jo? > 0 such that > 2,Vj. Using the bound

1 z?
Qx) < gexp ( —— ,Va > 2, we have
2
o [(ra-2)
52)21—§Ze><p 5 J . (18)
7j=1
Vo? < o%. Unlike the bound (I3) on P(&;), the R.H.S

in (I8) increases with the signal strength |3;|. Further, the
convergence rate of P(E) decreases with the increase in the

rate at which I'; increase to co. For I'y = —, the convergence

rate of P(&,) decreases with increase in a
We now make the following observations on the choice
of SNR adaptations based on (I3) and (I8). Consider SNR

1
adaptations of the form I'y = —. When signal strength is

low, i.e., §3; is low for some j € Z, it is reasonable to choose
slow rates for I'y like o = 0.1. This will ensure the increase
of P(&1) to one at a descent rate without causing significant
decrease in the convergence rates of P(€;). However, when
the signal strength is high, i.e., 3; is high for all j € Z, P(&2)
will be close to one for moderate values of SNR for most
values of 0 < o < 1. Then the gain in the convergence rate
of P(&;) by allowing a larger value of « will overpower the
slight decrease in the convergence rate in P(£2). Hence, when
signal strength is high, one can choose faster SNR adaptations
like oo = 0.5.

C. High SNR consistency of l1-penalty: Necessary conditions
In the following, we establish the necessity of SNR adap-
tations detailed in Theorem M for high SNR consistency.

Theorem 5. Suppose 37 O 1 such that the matrix support
pair (X, J) satisfy ERC. Then ly-penalty is high SNR consis-
tent only if 12im 'y =

g2 —0

Proof. Let J D 1 be an index set satisfying ERC. Define the
events & : {|XT(y = y7)|loo < T (1 —ere(X,J))} and

2 {|IT| = |T|}, where T = {j : |b7(j )| S Ciol“ld}
o = JIXEX ), ad o - 1O X7) Hooee
J

y7 =P,y and b7 = X7 7y are the same as in Lemma [ If
both these events are true, then by Lemma[] 7 = supp(ﬁ)

J D ZI. Hence, PE = ]P’(I £7)>P(E;NEs). Since T C J,
y—-y7 =1, -Ps)y = (I, — Ps)w. Replacing Z with J
in (I2), we have

P&) =P (mjax|X;fF(In —Py)w| <ol'1(1 — ere(X, j)))

> P (A <T2(1 —erce(X, j))Q) )

(19)
1T —Pr)wl3  »

where A = = ~ Xp—jg| i @ RV with dis-

tribution 1ndependent of o2 and support in (0, 00). Hence, as
long as hm I‘l >0, lim P (A<T31—erce(X,J))?) >0,

0
which in turn imply that_> hm P(El) > 0.

We next consider P(Eg) Smce T C J, we have X767 =
X 7B with appropriate zero entries in 3. Thus, b7 ~
N(Bs,0*(XEX 7)), Hence, |T| = |J] iff a false discov-
ery is made in the thresholding procedure which gives 7. From
Lemmal[3] it follows that lim P(&) = lim P(|T] = |TJ]) >0

—0 g2 —=0
as long as lim I'; < 0!

A careful ;121131818 of the events £, and &, reveals that &;
depends only on the component (I,, — P 7)w of w and & de-
pends only on the component P sy w. Since, these two compo-
nents are orthogonal and w is Gaussian, it follows that £&; and
&, are mutually independent, i.e., P(E; N &) = P(E1)P(Es).
Since, hm P(El) > 0 and hm P(Eg) > 0, it follows that

lim PE > hm ]P’(é'l N 51) = hm P(&) lim P(&) > 0

02—0 02—0 02—0

unless lim I‘1 oo. [ |
02—0

It must be mentioned that an index set J D Z satisfying
ERC need not exist in all situations where 7 satisfy ERC. In
that sense, Theorem [3l is less general than Theorem [l Never-
theless, Theorem[3lis applicable in many practical settings. For
example, if X € R"*P is orthonormal, then X satisfies ERC
for all possible index sets J C [p]l Similarly, if X satisfies

the MIC of order j, i.e., ux < 5 1 and j > k¥, then X

satisfies ERC for all j > k* size(ji index sets. In both these
situations, an index set (in fact many) 7 D Z satisfying ERC
exists and /;-penalty will be inconsistent without the required
SNR adaptation. Theorem [5| proves that the values of I'y
discussed in literature makes /;-penalty high SNR inconsistent
even in the simple case of orthonormal design matrix. Next
we establish the necessity of Ulz)ix_r)loafl = 0 for high SNR

consistency.

Theorem 6. Suppose that the matrix support pair (X,7)
satisfy ERC and k* > 1. Then, l1-penalty will be high SNR
consistent only if lzim ol'y =0.

o2—0

Proof. Let J be any index set satisfying J C Z. Since, 7
satisfy ERC, J will also satisfy ERC. Consider the event & :
{IX*(y = ¥7)llo < T1o (1 —ere(X, 7))}, where y7 =



Py. If € is true, then by Lemmald] 7= supp(B) cCJcCT.
Thus, PE > P(€). The following bound on P(£) follows
from Cauchy Schwartz inequality and the unit /3 norm of X;.

PE) =P (mjax|X;*-F(In — Pyl <ol (1 —ere(X, J))

P(|[L, = Pg)yl2 <ol'i(1 —ere(X, 7))

=P (024 < o?T3(1 — erc(X, 7))?),

(L, — P7)y|3 A -

nT“ ~ X?I—\\ﬂ(;) and A = [|(I,, —
P )X3|2 > 0. By Lemmall 02A 5 X as 02 — 0. Hence, if
0121130021“%(1 —ere(X,J))? > A, then as shown in the proof
of Theorem [3 0121210]? (0?A <o T3(1 —ere(X,J))?) = L.
However, A is unknown. Thus, to satisfy limoa2l"2(1 —
erc(X,J))? < A, it is necessary that lim o®T'f = 0 which

. . 02—0
is equivalent to 121rn o'y =0. |
o2—0

where A =

A w1de1y used formulation of [;-penalty is given by B =
argmln—Hy — Xbl|3 + A||b|ly which is equivalent to the
formulatlon in this article by setting A = I'yo. In this formu-

A
lation, [;-penalty is high SNR consistent if hm — = o0 and

2500
121m A = 0. An interesting case is that of a fixed o independent
o2—0

A like A = 0.1. This choice of A satisfy lim é = oo which is

a necessary condition for high SNR consmt%%cy However, the
satisfiability of the necessary condition in Theorem [6] depends
upon on the signal 3 (Please see the proof of Theorem [G).
Hence, when a priori knowledge of 3 is not available, a fixed
regularization parameter is not advisable from the vantage
point of high SNR consistency.

D. High SNR consistency of ly-error

We next discuss the high SNR behaviour of g =

argmin|[b|;, subject to |y — Xbls < Tso and I =
beRP

supp(B). l1-penalty is the Lagrangian of the constrained
optimization problem given by [, -error. The performance of /; -
error is dictated by the choice of I'y. Commonly used choice of

Iy include Ty = /n + 2v2n [36], Ty = \/n + 2¢/nlog(n)

etc. A high SNR analysis of /;-error in terms of variable
selection properties is not available in open literature to the
best of our knowledge. The following theorem states the
sufficient conditions for /;-error to be high SNR consistent.

Theorem 7. [y-error is high SNR consistent for any matrix
support pair (X,T) satisfying the ERC provided that the

tuning parameter I's satisfies lim I's = oo and hm ols = 0.
020 02—0

Proof. The proof of Theorem [7] is based on the result in
[Theorem 14, [4]]] regarding the minimizers of [;-error.

Lemma 6. Let J be any index set satisfying ERC. If y7 =

P sy satisfies

X" (y = y )2 XY 113,
(1 —erce(X,J))? ’

T30 >y —y7l5 + @n
then B satisfies the following.

Al). supp(B) C J.

A2). B is the unique minimizer of li-error.

A3). T ={j: |b7(4)| > Tao|| X1, |5,
Here b7 = Xij is the LS estimate of B.

(B):

In words, Lemma [6] states that if the residual between y
and the LS fit of y using the columns in X 7 has sufficiently
low correlation with the columns in X and sufficiently low
lo norm, then the support of the solution to [i-error will be
contained in J. Further, [;-error does not miss indices that
have sufficiently large values in the restricted LS estimate b .
By the hypothesis of Theorem [7] the true support Z satisfies
erc(X,Z) < 1. Thus, if the event & = {(2I) is satisfied},
then Z = supp(B) C Z. If the event & = {Vj : b (5)] >
F20||XI||2 2} = {|T] = k*} is also true, then supp(f) = Z.
Thus P(Z I) > ]P)(gl n 52)

We first analyse the probability of the event &;. By Cauchy
Schwartz inequality and the fact that ||X;[|2 = 1, we have
IXT(y =yl < |y — ¥*ll2, V5. Thus, [[X"(y —y5)[1% <
ly — yZ|3. Hence, I'30% > |y — y*|3az, where ar =

”XT 2

(1 —ere(X,I))?

_vZ|2
P(gl) 2]P)<|y y HQ <1—\gazl)

o2

1+ implies (21I). Thus,

(22)

Note that y — yZ = (I, — P1)y
ly — ¥*1l3
o2
independent distribution, it follows that hm ]P’(A < I‘%agl) =

Lif lim I'; = co. This implies that hmOIP’(El) =1

02—0 o2
Next we consider the event £. The index set 7 in Lemmal6l

can be rewritten as 7 = {j : [b(j)| > oc;T'1d;}, where ¢; =
X5 12,2
.

= (I, — Pz)w. Hence, A =
~ X2_-. Since, x2_,. is a BIP R.V with o2

(X7Xz);; and d; = . The event {|T] = k*}

happens iff there is no missed discovery in the thresholding
procedure generating 7. Then it follows from hm aFl =0

and L2) of Lemma[3that 11m0]P’(52) = hm ]P’(|’T| = k*) =1.

353

Since, hm ]P’(El) 1 and hm ]P’(EQ) = 1 it follows that
hmO]P’(I I) > hm ]P)(El ﬁ 52) =1. |
02—

The following theorem states that the SNR adaptations
outlined in Theorem[7lare necessary for high SNR consistency.

Theorem 8. The following statements regarding the high SNR
consistency of ly-error are true.

1). Suppose 3T D T such that the matrix support pair (X, J)
satisfy ERC. Then li-error is high SNR consistent only if

lim 'y = oo.
o2—0

2). Suppose that the matrix support pair (X,T) satisfy ERC



and k* > 1. Then, ly-error will be high SNR consistent only
if lim o'y = 0.
020

Proof. Similar to Theorem [3 and Theorem [ |

Note that the values of I's discussed in literature do not
satisfy the NSCs outlined in Theorems[7land[8l Hence, [; -error
with these values of I'y will be inconsistent at high SNR.

E. Analysis of Dantzig selector based SSP

Here, we discuss the high SNR behaviour of B given by

3 = argmin||b||;, subject to | X7 (y — Xb)]|os < I'so. and
beRp

7 = supp(B). The properties of DS is determined largely

by the hyper parameter I's. Commonly used values include

I's = /2log(p) 21, I's = (£ + \/21og(p)) etc. No high

SNR consistency results for DS is reported in open literature to

the best of our knowledge. Next we state and prove the NSCs

for the high SNR consistency of DS when X is orthonormal.

Theorem 9. For an orthonormal design matrix X, DS is high
SNR consistent iff lim I's = co and lim ¢I's < min|S;].
o2—0 o2—0 JET

Proof. When X is orthonormal, the solution to DS is given
by 8; = (I(X"y);| = T30)_ sign (X"y);),Vj. Note that
(x)y =xif 2z >0and (z); = 0if 2 < 0. Thus 7 is obtained
by thresholding the vector |XTy| at level oI's. Since, X is
orthonormal, we have X”y ~ N(8,0°1L,). The proof now
follows directly from Lemma |

Note that no a priori knowledge of (3 is available. Hence, to
achieve consistency, it is necessary that l2im ol's = 0. It fol-
0

lows directly from Theorem [9] that the vglu_e>s of I'3 discussed
in literature are inconsistent for orthonormal matrices. This im-
plies the inconsistency of these tuning parameters in regression
classes based on ux and ERC which includes orthonormal
matrices too. We now make an observation regarding the NSCs
developed for [y-penalty, I;-error, /;-penalty and DS.

Remark 5. The SNR adaptations prescribed for high SNR
consistency have many similarities. Even though [-penalty re-
quires go? — 0 whereas other algorithms requires I';o — 0,
the effective regularization parameter, i.e., A\g = T'yo? for ly-
penalty and \; = I';o for other algorithms satisfies A\; — 0
as 02 — 0. In the absence of noise (i.e 02 = 0) equality
constrained optimization problems (2) and (@) will correctly
recover the support of S under spark and ERC assumptions
respectively. Further, when the effective regularization param-
eter \; — 0, lp-penalty automatically reduces to (@), whereas,
[1-penalty, I1-error and DS reduces to (3). Hence, the condition
X; — 0 as 02 — 0 is a natural choice to transition from the
formulations for noisy data to the equality constrained [y or
{1 minimization ideal for noiseless data.

V. ANALYSIS OF ORTHOGONAL MATCHING PURSUIT

OMP [21]-[23] is one of most popular techniques in the
class of greedy algorithms to solve CS problems. Unlike
the CR techniques like /;-penalty which has a computational
complexity O(np?), OMP has a complexity of only O(npk*).

Consequently, OMP is more easily scalable to large scale prob-
lems than CR techniques. Further, the performance guarantees
for OMP are only slightly weaker compared to CR techniques.
An algorithmic description of OMP is given below.
Step 1: Initialize the residual r = y. Support estimate [7° =
¢. Iteration counter i = 1;
Find the column index most correlated with the cur-
rent residual r'~1, ie., t; = arg max| X7 ri 71|

te(p]
Update support estimate: J' = 71 Ut,.
Update residual: v’ = (I, — P 7:)y.
Repeat Steps 2-4, if stopping condition (SC) is not
met, else, output Z = J°.
The properties of OMP is determined by the SC. A large body
of literature regarding OMP assumes a priori knowledge of
sparsity level of 3, i.e., k* and run k* iterations of OMP
(211, [22]. When k* is not known, two popular SCs for OMP
are discussed in literature. One SC called residual power
based stopping condition (RPSC) terminate iterations when
the residual power becomes too low (i.e., ||r’[|2 < oT'4) and
other SC called residual correlation based stopping condition
(RCSC) terminate iterations when the maximum correlation
of columns in X with the residual becomes too low (i.e.,
[X"r||lso < 0Ts5). A commonly used value of I'y is T'y =

n + 2y/nlog(n) and that of T'5 is T's = /2(1 + 1) log(p)
. Here n > 0 is a constant. The following theorems state
the sufficient conditions for OMP with RPSC and RCSC to
be high SNR consistent.

Theorem 10. OMP with RPSC is high SNR consistent for any
matrix X and signal (3 satisfying the ERC provided that the

hyper parameter I'y satisfies lim I'y = co and lim o'y = 0.
02—0 020

Theorem 11. OMP with RCSC is high SNR consistent for any

matrix X and signal [ satisfying the ERC provided that the

hyper parameter U satisfies lim I's = co and lim ol's = 0.
02—0 02—0

Step 2:

Step 3:
Step 4:
Step 5:

A. Proofs of Theorem [I0 and Theorem [[1]

Let us consider the two processes- OMP iterating without
SC (P1) and verification of the SC (P2) separately. Specifically
P1 returns a set of indexes in order, say {t1,%o,...} and P2
returns a single index j indicating where to stop. Then, the
support estimate is given by Z = {t1,..., t;} and the indices
after j, ie., {tj41,...} will be discarded. Let & denotes
the event {t1,...,tx-} = Z, i.e., the first k* iterations of
OMP returns all the &* indices in Z and &5 denotes the event
{P2 returns k*}. Then P(Z =) = P(£, N &).

Let N; = | XT(I, — Pi-1)W|~ denotes the maximum
correlation between the columns in X and noise component

in the current residual r*~! and S,,;, = min|3;| denotes
jeT

the minimum non-zero value in S. Then, using the anal-

ysis in Section V of [23], N; < czfBmin, Where cz =

(1 — ere(X,Z)) Amin (XEX71)
2V k*

selecting an index from Z in the ¢*" iteration (Vi < k*).

Since, | X,|l2 = 1, it follows that N; < ||(L, — P 7i-1)w]|2.

Thus, P((‘:l) > ]P)(iflm k*{H(In — Pji—l)W”Q < Czﬂmm}).

is a sufficient condition for



One can bound P(£C) using union bound and the inequality
[(Tn = Pgi-n)wlla < [[wllz as

PES) <B(_U (I —Pgoi)wla > czfuin))
¥ H(In — PJ’L*I)WHQ CIBmzn
< Z:P( o2 o2 )
K 282 252
P(Z > Llminy _ jpp(z > Llmin
< S Pz > D) = pop(z > Tl
) (23)
where Z = w x2. Since, Z is a B.ILP R.V with

min

distribution independent of o2 and Iﬁ — 00 as 02 — 0,

we have lim B(Z > Cfﬁmm) — 0. This implies that
02—

lzij]ID(gl) =1.To summarlze if erc(X,Z) < 1 and OMP

o“—

runs exactly k£ iterations, then the true support can be detected
exactly at high SNR.

The conditional probability P(&|E;) is  given
by P(&]&) =  P({SC is not satisified for ¢ =
k' — 1} N {SCis satisfied for ¢ = k*}|&1).
Complementing and applying union bound gives
k*—1 S;
P(EY|E1) < > P({SC is satisfied for i}|&1)+ o
i=1

Sje
P({SC is not satisfied for E*}E1).

Proof of Theorem (k- For RPSC, the SC is given by
{lIr%|l2 < oT'4}. First consider P(S;) = P(||ri||2 < oTy4) for
i < k* in @4). Using triangle inequality, |[r’|l2 > ||(I, —
P 7:)XB|2 — [[(In — Pz:)w]2. Conditioned on &;, we have
J" C T for i < k* and hence I\; > 0 such that ||(I, —
P ;)X p|l2 > N, for all 0® > 0. Further, [|(I, — Pz )w]2 <
|[w]|2. Applying these bounds in P(S;) = P(||r*||2 < o)
gives

P(S;) < P(||wll2 +oT4 > N\;), Vi < k™. (25)

Since, w ~ N(0,,02I,), we have w2 = 0 as o2 — 0.

By the hypothesis of Theorem 10, 12im ol'y = 0. Hence,
o2 =0

|wll2 + T4 5 0 as 02 — 0. Now by the definition of

CIP lim P([[w|2 + ol'y > A;) = 0. This implies that
g% —0
12im0]P’(Sl-) =0,Vi < k*.
g —
Next consider P(Sk-) in 24). Conditioned on &1, all the first
k* iterations of OMP are correct, i.e., J k" — 7. This implies

that [|r*" (|3 = [|(L, — Pp)yl} = (1. —P2)w|3 ~ 02x2_..
Consequently, (Sk*) = P(||lr*" |3 > 0%T'2%) = P(Z > T?),
where Z = M 2 .. Since Z is a BIP R.V

2 ~ Xn—k

(o

with distribution independent of ¢? and I'y — oo as

o? — 0, it follows that lim P(S-) = 0. Substituting
—0

1211110]}”(5 )=0for: < k*in (]ZZ[) we have hm P(52|51) =1

02—

Combining this with lim P(&;) =1 glves hm P(I=1)=
02—=0 02—0

020 020 020
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Proof of Theorem [MIk- For RCSC, the SC is given by
{IIXTri||oo < ol's}. First consider P(S;) = P(||XTr!|» <
ols) for i < k* in @4. || XTr|s can be lower
bounded using triangle inequality as || X7r?||o, > || X (I, —
Pji'*l)XB”OO — HXT(In _Pji—l)WHOO. Further, ‘XZ”Q =1
implies that | XT(I, =P 7i-1)W| e < [[(T, — Pgi-1)w]ja <
|wl|2. Conditioned on &;, we have J* C Z for i < k* and
hence 3)\; > 0 such that || XT(I,, — P 7:)X /e > \;, for all
o2 > 0. Applying these bounds in P(S;) = P(|XTr| . <
ols) gives

]P’(Si) < ]P(HWHQ +ol's > /\i), Vi < k*.

(26)

Following the same arguments used in the proof of Theorem
10 we have lim ]P’(S-) =0,V < k™.

o2 —0

Next we consider P(S-) = P(||[ X k" ||oo > oI'5). Since,
the first k* iterations are correct, i.e., J° = Z, we have
IXTrF o = X7 (I, — Pr)yllee = X7 (L, — Pr)w|oc.
Using Cauchy Schwartz inequality and || X;||2 = 1, it follows
that || X7 (I,, —PIQWHOO < ||(I, —Pz)w]|2. Hence, P(Sk-) <

-P

(—”( QI)WH > I'2). Since, 21 wli3 ~ X2
o o

is a B.I.LP RV and the term F2 — oo, it follows that

hm ]P’(Sk*) = 0. Substituting hmO]P’(S) = 0 for i < k¥
02—
in (]E[) we have hm ]P’(82|81) = 1. Combining this with
hm P&) =1 glves hm P(I=1) = limP(E NE) =
—0 a2—0 02—0
hm ]P)(El) hm P(52|51) =1. [

| (I

Remark 6. The following observations can be made about the
convergence rates in RPSC and RCSC. The rate at which
P(&1) converges to one is independent of T’y or T's. First

1
consider P(S;) for 7 < k* and let I'y = — be the SNR

adaptation. Then the rate at which P(.S;) converges to zero
is maximum when o = 0 and decreases with increasing a.
However, the rate at which P(Sj) converges to zero increases
with increasing a.

VI. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

Here we numerically verify the results proved in Theorems
1-11. We consider two classes of matrices for simulations.
ERC matrix: We consider a n x 2n matrix X formed by
the concatenation of a n x n identity matrix and a Hadamard
matrix of size n x n denoted by H,, ie., X = [I,,H,.].
It 1s well known that this matrix has mutual coherence ux =

T[Chapter 2, [391]. We fix n as n = 32 and for this value of
n, X satisfy MIC for any /3 with sparsity k* < 5(1 +4n) =
3.3284. As explained in section II, MIC implies ERC also.
Random matrix: A random matrix X is generated using i.i.d
X;,; ~ N(0,1) R.Vs and columns in this matrix are later
normalised to have unit /5 norm. In each iteration the matrix
X is independently generated. The matrix support pair thus
generated in each iteration may or may not satisfy ERC.

All non zero entries have same magnitude (denoted by [j, in
figures) but random signs. Further, the £* non zero entries are
selected randomly from the set [p]. The figures are produced
after performing 10° iterations at each SNR level.
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Fig. 1. Performance of lg-penalty with a 5 X 10 random matrix. 8B = *1
and k* = 2.

A. Performance of ly-penalty.

The performance of /y-penalty with different values of ' is
reported in Fig[ll The matrix under consideration is a 5 x 10
random matrix. “Known k*” represents the performance of
an oracle SSP with a priori information of k*. This SSP

estimates 7 using Z = argmin ||(I, — P7)y||? and will
JClpl|T =k
have superior performance when compared with [y-penalty

which is oblivious to k*.

L.H.S of Figlll gives the performance of lo-penalty with
SNR independent values of I'y discussed in literature. AIC
uses I'y = 2, BIC uses I'g = log(n), RIC-FG uses 'y =
2log(p) [29], RIC-ZS uses 'y = 2log(p) + 2log(log(p))

[30] and EBIC uses 'y = log(n) + Tl log((j5),))- As

predicted by Theorem 2 lo-penalty with all these values of
T'g are inconsistent at high SNR. The performance of RIC-ZS
is the best among the values of I'y under consideration. The
performance of BIC and AIC are much poorer compared to
other schemes. When n = 5, I'g = 2 in AIC is bigger than
T'p = log(n) of BIC and this explains the inferior performance
of BIC viz a viz AIC. For higher values of n, BIC will perform
better than AIC.

R.H.S gives the performance of ly-penalty with 'y =

2 . .
f(o?)[log(n) + Tolls log((;),))l: ie. a SNR adaptation
1
is added to EBIC penalty. “log(—;
o

1
f(0?) = log(=;). This SNR adaptation satisfies the condi-

tions in Theorem [1 and is common in popular MOS criteria
like NMDL, g-MDL etc. [17]. The schemes represented using

= () has f(0?) =

)" in Fig[l] represents

— . Among the values of « considered

in Figlll « = 0.5 and o = 1 satisfies the conditions in
Theorem [II &« = —0.3 violates Theorem 2] and o = 2.1

violates Theorem [3] respectively. As predicted by Theorems

), @ = 0.5 and o = 1 that satisfies the
conditions in Theorem [T] are high SNR consistent. This verify

1-3, only “log(—;
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the NSCs derived in section III. Further, tlhe performance of
lo-penalty with T'g represented by “log(—)” and a = 0.5
are very close to the optimal scheme represented by “Known

k*” across the entire SNR range. This suggest the finite SNR
utility of the SNR adaptations suggested by Theorem [Il

B. Performance of l1-penalty and ly-error at high SNR.

L.H.S of Figll gives the performance of [;-penalty and
R.H.S of FigQ] gives the performance of [;-error respectively.
Both these SSPs are evaluated for the 32 x 64 ERC matrix pre-
viously defined and a 75 x 100 random matrix. “2,/2log(p)”
in L.H.S represents the performance of [;-penalty with I'; =

2\/ 210g ) [B4] and “a = (.)* represents [j-penalty with
= —2\/210g ). Similarly, in the R.H.S, “v/n + 2 Von”

represents the [j-error with I'y = \/n+2 2n [36] and
n+ 2v2n.
In both cases, & = (.) incorporates a SNR adaptation into a
well known value of I'; and I'o. By Theorems 4-8, these SNR
adaptations are consistent iff 0 < a < 1.

First we consider the performance of /;-penalty for the
matrix X satisfying ERC. It is clear from Figl that ;-
penalty with T’y = 2,/2log(p) floors at high SNR with a
PE =~ 10~%°, Hence, I;-penalty with I'; = 2,/2log(p) is
inconsistent at high SNR and this validates Theorem 3 Other
o2 independent values of T'; discussed in Section IV also
floors at high SNR. On the contrary, /;-penalty with SNR
dependent I'; does not floor at high SNR and this validates
Theorem @ Further, I'; with o = 0.1 performs better than
'y = 24/2log(p) even for 02 ~ 0.01. In the same setting,
l1-error with I'y = \/n + 24/2n is inconsistent at high SNR.
In fact PE for I's = /n + 2v/2n floors at PE ~ 107125 at
high SNR. It is evident from FiglPlthat 'y = n+ 2v2n,
where o = 0.15 and o = 0.3 are high SNR con31stent These

results validates Theorems 7-8. In fact [;-error with o« = 0.15
and o = 0.3 performs much better than the SNR independent

= /n+ 2v2n from o2 ~ 0.01 onwards.

Next we consider the performance of /;-penalty and [ -error
when X is a random 75 x 100 matrix. Here also [;-penalty
and [, -error with values of I'; and I'y independent of o2 floors
at high SNR. However, unlike the case of ERC matrix, I'y
and Ty with SNR adaptations stipulated by Theorem [] and
Theorem [7] appears to floor at high SNR. This is because of
the fact that there is a non zero probability pe,. > 0 with
which a particular realization of (X, ) pair fails to satisfy
conditions like ERC. In fact p,,. decreases exponentially with
increasing n. Hence, for random matrices pe,. dictates the PE
at which [;-penalty and [;-error floors. Note that the level at
which PFE of [;-penalty with I'; and I'y satisfying the SNR
adaptations stipulated by Theorem [ and Theorem [7 floors
is significantly lower than the case with SNR independent
I'; and I's. This indicates that the proposed SNR adaptations
can improve performance in situations beyond the regression
classes for which high SNR consistency is established.
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a = (.)” represents li-error with I'y =



[1-penalty: X-ERC l1-error: X-ERC

=2

o2

Fig. 2. Performance of /1-penalty and [q-error for a 32 x 64 ERC matrix
and 75 x 100 random matrix. k* = 3 and 8 = £1.

C. Performance of OMP at high SNR.

L.H.S of Fighl presents the performance of OMP with
RPSC and R.H.S presents the performance of OMP with
RCSC respectively. Both these SSPs are evaluated for the
ERC matrix previously defined and a 75 x 100 random matrix.
“Known k*” represents a hypothetical SSP which runs OMP
for exactly £* = 3 iterations. “f,” in the L.H.S represents

the performance of RPSC with T'y = y/n + 24/nlog(n) and

“ov = (.)” represents the performance of RPSC with I'y =

1
—/n+2y/nlog(n). Similarly, “f,,” in the R.H.S represents
O—(Y
the performance of RCSC with I's = /4 log(p) and “a0 = (.)”

1
represents the performance of RCSC with I's = e /41og(p).

Ty =4/n+2y/nlog(n) and T's = /4log(p) are suggested

in . “a = (.)” in both cases incorporate a SNR adaptation
into these well known stopping parameters. It is clear from the
Fig Bl that OMP with SC independent of o2 floors at high SNR
for both ERC and random matrices, whereas, the flooring of
PE is not present in OMP with SC satisfying Theorems
and [T1] for ERC matrix. For random matrix, the performance
of OMP with proposed SNR adaptations floors at a PE level
equal to that of OMP with known k*. This flooring is also
due to the causes explained for [-penalty and [;-error.

D. On the choice of SNR adaptations.

FigHMl presents the effect of signal strength |3;| and SNR
adaptations on the convergence rates of /;-penalty and OMP-

RPSC. “f,” represents RPSC with I'y = y/n + 2+/2log(n)

as before. “ (.)” represents ll-{)enalty with Ty =

« =
%2 2log(p) and RPSC with T'y = —/n +24/2log(n).
lgy Theorems [ and the SNR adapctfations represented by
a = (.) will be consistent for both [;-penalty and RPSC iff
0 < a < 1. However, the deviations from the base tuning

parameters (i.e., 21/2log(p) and \/n + 24/2log(n)) will be
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Fig. 3. Performance of OMP with RPSC and RCSC for a 32 x 64 ERC
matrix and 75 X 100 random matrix. £* = 3 and 8 = £1.

more pronounced as « increases. This will influence the rate
at which PE converges to zero.

At very high SNR, the performance of [;-penalty and OMP-
RPSC with larger values of a will be better. This is true for
both low and high values of regression coefficients (i.e., §; =
0.5 and 3; = 3). Throughout the moderate to high SNR range,
the performance of these algorithms with high values of o will
be poor in comparison with the base tuning parameter when
|8;] is low. In the same SNR and signal strength regime the
performance with low values of o will be better than both base
tuning parameter and high value of «. As the signal strength
improves, the performance of these algorithms improves for all
values of . However, the performance with high values of «
will be much better than the performance with low values of «
when |3;| is high. Note that the PE with base tuning parameter
floors at the same value irrespective of signal strength. The
numerical results are in line with the inferences derived from
the convergence rate analysis of /;-penalty. Similar inferences
can be derived from the numerical experiments (not shown)
conducted for other CS algorithms considered in this paper.

Note that the very high SNR regime is rarely encountered in
practice. Further, a low value of o will provide a performance
atleast as good as the performance of the base parameter in the
moderate SNR range irrespective of the signal strength and a
progressively improving performance as the SNR or the signal
strength improves. Hence, by following the philosophy of
minimizing the worst case risk, it will be advisable to choose
smaller values of « like o = 0.1 for practical applications.

VII. CONCLUSION

NSCs for the high SNR consistency of CS algorithms like
lp-penalty, l1-penalty, [;-error, DS and OMP are derived in this
paper. Aforementioned algorithms with the tuning parameters
discussed in literature are analytically and numerically shown
to be inconsistent at high SNR. Novel tuning parameters
for these CS algorithms are derived based on the sufficient
conditions and justified using convergence rate analysis. CS
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algorithms with the proposed tuning parameters are numeri-
cally shown to perform better than existing tuning parameters.
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