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Abstract

Recovering jointly sparse signals in the mul-
tiple measurement vectors (MMV) setting is
a fundamental problem in machine learning,
but traditional methods like MMV orthogo-
nal matching pursuit (M-OMP) and MMV-
FOCal Underdetermined System Solver (M-
FOCUSS) often require careful parameter
tuning or prior knowledge of the sparsity of
the signal and/or noise variance. We in-
troduce a novel tuning-free framework that
leverages Implicit Regularization (IR) from
overparameterization to overcome this lim-
itation. Our approach reparameterizes the
estimation matrix into factors that decou-
ple the shared row-support from individual
vector entries. We show that the optimiza-
tion dynamics inherently promote the de-
sired row-sparse structure by applying gra-
dient descent to a standard least-squares ob-
jective on these factors. We prove that with
a sufficiently small and balanced initializa-
tion, the optimization dynamics exhibit a
“momentum-like” effect, causing the norms
of rows in the true support to grow signif-
icantly faster than others. This formally
guarantees that the solution trajectory con-
verges towards an idealized row-sparse solu-
tion. Additionally, empirical results demon-
strate that our approach achieves perfor-
mance comparable to established methods
without requiring any prior information or
tuning.

1 Introduction

Recovering structured signals from incomplete linear
measurements is a central theme in modern signal pro-
cessing, compressed sensing, and machine learning. A
particularly important setting is the multiple measure-
ment vectors (MMV) problem corresponding to sig-
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nals sharing a common underlying structure, partic-
ularly a shared sparse support. This joint sparsity
structure, prevalent in applications from neuroimag-
ing (Chen et al., 2022) to multiple-input multiple-
output (MIMO) channel estimation (Yang and Li,
2024) allows for an improved recovery over process-
ing single vectors individually. Classical algorith-
mic approaches for MMV including MMV subspace
pursuit (M-SP)(Liu et al., 2019), MMV orthogonal
matching pursuit (M-OMP) (Zhang et al., 2022; Chen
et al., 2020) and MMV-FOCal Underdetermined Sys-
tem Solver (M-FOCUSS) introduced by Cotter et al.
(2005), often depend on the optimal tuning of regular-
ization parameters or require prior knowledge of the
sparsity level. These limitations motivate the search
for tuning-free methods for achieving row sparsity.

An alternative paradigm based on Implicit Regulariza-
tion (IR) through overparameterization has recently
gained traction (Arora et al., 2018, 2019; Li et al.,
2018). Specifically, gradient descent is used on an over-
parameterized or factorized representation of the tar-
get signal rather than adding explicit penalty terms
(like £, norms) to the loss function to encourage spar-
sity. The dynamics of the optimization process, often
combined with specific initialization strategies or early
stopping, implicitly guide the solution towards desir-
able structures like sparsity or low rank. This phe-
nomenon has been analyzed in context of single mea-
surement vector (SMV) sparse recovery by Vaskevicius
et al. (2019); Li et al. (2021); Chou et al. (2023).

Motivated by the success of implicit regularization in
the single measurement vector (SMV) domain, this pa-
per explores its application to the row-sparse MMV
recovery task. We consider the standard least-squares
loss function £(X) = ||[Y — AX||% and optimize it
using gradient descent. We propose a novel over-
parameterization that leverages the Hadamard prod-
uct (®) and Hadamard power (©), which represent
element-wise multiplication and product, respectively.
This reparameterization is X = (g©21,) ® V, where
1, = [1,1,...,1]1xz is a row vector of ones that
replicates the squared elements of g € RY across the
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columns of V € R¥*L The core idea is that the gra-
dient dynamics acting on the vector g, which captures
the shared row support, will implicitly drive most of
its elements towards zero. Due to the multiplicative
structure of our parameterization, the corresponding
rows of V are simultaneously driven to zero, thereby
inducing row sparsity in the reconstructed matrix, X.
This parametrization is designed specifically to handle
multiple vectors sharing a common structure, distin-
guishing it from other IR methods that focus on SMV
by factorizing a single vector. Furthermore, it con-
trasts with matrix and tensor factorization methods
that induce a low-rank bias rather than the desired
rOwW sparsity.

Our main contributions are: (1) we introduce a novel
Hadamard parameterization for the MMV problem
and derive its gradient descent update rules; (2)we
provide a theoretical analysis of the associated gra-
dient flow, establishing formal guarantees that the op-
timization trajectory converges towards an ideal row-
sparse solution; and (3) we further demonstrate the
practical effectiveness of our approach through simu-
lations, showing it achieves comparable performance,
without any tuning, against established benchmarks
like M-OMP, M-SP, and M-FOCUSS.

This research thus aims to bridge the gap between the
evolving theory of implicit regularization and its ap-
plication in the domain of MMV recovery, offering a
novel, regularization-free algorithmic framework.

2 Related Works

This work builds upon research in several related ar-
eas, primarily MMV sparse recovery algorithms, the
increasingly studied field of IR in machine learning and
the techniques used to analyze IR dynamics.

Sparse MMV Recovery Algorithms: The chal-
lenge of recovering jointly sparse signals from MMYV is
addressed by diverse algorithms, many adapted from
SMV methods. Approaches range from greedy pursuit
algorithms like M-SP, and M-OMP to Bayesian meth-
ods like M-FOCUSS. These traditional approaches of-
ten rely on explicit sparsity-promoting penalties (like
I, norms) or greedy selection rules, sometimes requir-
ing knowledge of the sparsity level or structure. Our
work offers an alternative by achieving row sparsity
implicitly through optimization dynamics.

Implicit Regularization via Overparameteriza-
tion: A significant body of recent work focuses on the
phenomenon of Implicit Regularization (IR), where
the dynamics of gradient descent on an overpa-
rameterized model find structured solutions without
explicit regularizers (Arora et al., 2018, 2019). This

effect has been shown to implicitly favor low-rank so-
lutions in matrix sensing (Soltanolkotabi et al., 2023)
and tensor sensing (Razin et al., 2021; Hariz et al.,
2024). Crucially, implicit regularization has also been
investigated for sparse recovery in the SMV setting (Li
et al., 2021; Zhao et al., 2022; Vaskevicius et al., 2019;
Wu et al., 2020). This concept critically extends to
achieving structured sparsity, such as group sparsity,
through neural reparameterizations, where gradient
descent implicitly promotes the desired structure as
demonstrated by Li et al. (2023). The scale of initial-
ization is a pivotal factor in these processes, often de-
termining the nature of the learned solution.However,
the factorizations used in prior work are suboptimal
for capturing the joint sparsity structure inherent in
MMYV applications. Our work addresses this gap by in-
troducing a parameterization specifically designed for
this context. In this framework, the dynamics of gradi-
ent descent on our proposed factors implicitly promote
the row-sparse structure critical for joint recovery.

Analysis Techniques for Implicit Regulariza-
tion: Analyzing the dynamics and convergence of
gradient descent in overparameterized models requires
specialized techniques. While methods based on Sin-
gular Value Decomposition (SVD) (e.g., Arora et al.
(2019); Soltanolkotabi et al. (2023); Li et al. (2018))
and direct element-wise analysis (Li et al., 2021;
Zhao et al., 2022; Vaskevicius et al., 2019; Li et al.,
2023) are effective for some sparse recovery prob-
lems, they become intractable for the complex, non-
linear parametrization such as the one we propose.
We, therefore, adopt a dynamical systems perspec-
tive using gradient flow inspired by the works Razin
et al. (2021) and Hariz et al. (2024). This approach
characterizes the evolution of the norms of different
signal components over time, which reveals a cru-
cial “momentum-like” effect, where components with
larger norms grow significantly faster than smaller
ones. This effect is the key mechanism driving the
implicit row-sparse regularization in our framework.

3 Preliminaries

We define p-coherence to characterize the sensing ma-
trix and S-smoothness to describe the properties of the
loss function. We also introduce the unbalancedness
and row-unbalancedness constants, which are crucial
for analyzing the dynamics of our parameterization.

Definition 3.1. p-coherence is a measure of the
correlation between the columns of a sensing matrix
A € RMXN in compressed sensing. It is defined as
follows:
/J’(A) = ma‘X|<A’L7AJ>|
i#]

where A.; is the i-th column of sensing matriz A and
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(+,-) denotes the inner product.

Throughout this work, we assume that the sensing ma-
trix A is p-coherent with /o-normalized columns.

Definition 3.2. B3-smoothness. We say that a con-
tinuously differentiable function f(g, V) is B-smooth if
its gradient V f(g, V) satisfies

IV1e. V) = Vi@Vl = H(va )—Vif(g,V)
<Bll(eV)-(& V),
where ||(g, V) — (& V)||* = Llg — gl3 + [V - V%,

o
va gV
= [ Verte V) - Ver@ v

+|[Vvre vy - vore v

[

Definition 3.3. The constant € > 0 be defined as
the unbalancedness constant (introduced by Razin et al.
(2021)), where e = |3 ||g(t)|13 — V() ||%| for any time
t>0.

Definition 3.4. The constant e,
as the row-unbalancedness constant,
max

1.2 2
max |5g; (t) — > Vi;(t)
1€[N] 2 j J

TOWS 1.

> 0 be defined

where €, =

for any time t > 0 and all

Notations: Boldface capital letters are reserved for
matrices. Boldface lowercase letters denote vectors,
and lowercase letters denote scalars. X is the trans-
pose of matrix X. X, is the (i,7)-th element of X.
X,. denotes the i-th row of any matrix X. ||| g, || - [
represent the Frobenius norm of a matrix, and the Eu-
clidean norm of a vector. diag(g) denotes a diagonal
matrix with vector g as its diagonal elements. We use
#(X) = [[Y — AX]% to denote the squared Frobenius
norm of the residual Y — AX. The term 1, is a
matrix of all ones of size N x L.

With these preliminaries established, we now intro-
duce our IR framework for the MMV problem.

4 IR-MMV

Consider the task of recovering an MMV X € RV*L,
characterized by a common sparsity pattern across its
rows. The measurement model is given by:

Y =AX+W,

where Y € RM*L is the measurement matrix, A €
RM*N g the sensing matrix (with M < N), and W €
RMX*L pepresents additive measurement noise. The
objective is to recover X, which is characterized by
having at most K non-zero rows.

Algorithm 1 Implicit Regularization for MMV (IR-
MMV)

: Input: Sensing matrix A € RM*N  measurement
matrix Y € RMxE
2: Initialize: o, = 1074 oy = \/ﬁ , learning

rates ng = n, = 1072, number of iterations
T = 5 x 105 g(0) € RY with g(0) = a41,,
V(O) € RVXL with V(O) =aylyxr-

3: Reconstruct initial signal:
(g(0)9?1,) ® V(0).

X(0) =

4: fort=0,1,...,T—1do
A+ AT(Y - AX)
6: Update parameters:

o

g(t+1)
V(it+1)

=g(t) +4n, (8(t) © (A V(¥)1]))

)©
=V(t)+2n, (8%%(t+1)1,) ®A)
7. Reconstruct signal: X(¢+1) = (g®%(t+1)1.)®
V(t+1)
8: end for

9: Output: Estimated signal matrix X.

Instead of directly optimizing for X, we introduce
an overparameterized representation of X based on a
Hadamard product factorization. This reparameter-
ization is designed such that the inherent dynamics
of gradient descent implicitly promote row sparsity.
Specifically, we propose to factorize X as:

X = (g®21L) © Va

where g = [g1,92,...,g9n]7 € RY acts as a row-wise
scaling vector, and V. € R¥*L is a component ma-
trix. The term 17 = [1,1,...,1]1xz, ensures that the
squared elements of g are replicated across columns.
The square term on g (i.e., g©?) is introduced to keep
the row activations positive. Recall that the proposed
reparameterization when applied to gradient descent
optimization will implicitly drive elements of g cor-
responding to inactive rows towards zero. This phe-
nomenon will encourage row sparsity in the recon-
structed X, leveraging the dynamics of the optimiza-
tion process rather than explicit regularization terms.
We define the mean squared loss as:

L(gV)=]Y-A((g”1,)0 V)%
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The optimization is performed using gradient descent
on the factors g and V. At each iteration, the up-
dated factors are used to reconstruct X. The gradient
descent update rules for g and V are derived from the
loss function £(g, V). The gradient descent updates
for g and V are:

g(t+1) = g(t) —nyVeL(g(t), V(1) (1)
V(t+1)=V(t) —mVvL(g(®), V()  (2)

The reconstructed signal matrix X at time ¢ is then
given by:

X(t4+1)= (g%t +1)1,) 0 V(t+1). (3)

The approach is outlined in Algorithm 1. In line with
the analysis of matrix and tensor factorization by Gu-
nasekar et al. (2017); Arora et al. (2018); Li et al.
(2018); Arora et al. (2019); Razin et al. (2021); Hariz
et al. (2024), we also model small learning rate for gra-
dient descent through infinitesimal limit, i.e. through
gradient flow:

%gl(t) = —Vglﬁ(g(t)vv(t))’
0 =~V L0, VD),

where g;(t) represents the element of factor g corre-
sponding to the I-th element at time ¢ and V,, (¢) cor-
responds to the (I,m)-th element of factor V at time
t. In the following section, we will formally analyze
the dynamics of gradient flow to show that they guide
the solution towards a row-sparse structure.

5 Theoretical Analysis

Let A = AT(Y — AX) be the residual pre-multiplied
by AT.

Lemma 5.1 (Balancedness). For the system evolv-
ing under continuous gradient flow for the set of up-
date equations (1), (2) and (3), derived from the loss
function L(g, V) = [[Y —A(g®?1,V)||%, the following
properties hold for any time t > 0

1. Global balancedness: The quantity 3||g(t)||3 —
|V ()||% is conserved throughout the optimization
process:

1 2 2 1 2 2
Sl = IVl = 58Oz = IVO)lIz

2. Row-wise balancedness: For each individual row

i € [N], the quantity SgZ(t) — > V; 2(t) is also
J€E[L]
conserved:

fgl - >V fgl - >V

je[L] J€[L]

Proof sketch (for detailed proof see B.1). The re-
sult follows by showing that under gradient flow,

N N
%; Lg?(t) =3 LIVi(t)|3 for all t > 0. O

Lemma 5.1 proves that if the parameters are balanced
in the beginning at time ¢t = 0 (ie., 1(g(0)[3 =
[V(0)]|%), then they will remain perfectly balanced
over time, meaning 3(|g(¢)[|3 = |[V(¢)||% for all sub-
sequent time steps. It also shows that for each row 4,
the relative proportions between the scaling power of
g; and the “size” of the i-th row of V (captured by its
squared Frobenius norm) are preserved during learn-
ing. Here, the proposed IR mechanism for inducing
sparsity acts consistently at a row-level. If the opti-
mization drives g,(t) towards zero for a particular row
i, then, due to the row-wise balancedness, the corre-
sponding row V. must also approach zero, causing the
entire i-th row of X to become sparse.

Remark 5.1. In the general case, ¢ and €, are in-
dependent quantities. However, under the specific ini-
tialization of Algorithm 1 (where g(0) and V(0) are
initialized with constant values oy and vy ), it strictly
holds that €, < € for all t > 0.

Lemma 5.2 (Dynamics of row norm). Consider a sys-
tem evolving under continuous gradient flow with up-
dates as in (1), (2) and (3) with initialization g(0) =
a,1p and V(0) = oy 1N where a, and oy, are small
positive scalars. Let A(t) := AT(Y — A(g(t)®?1; ©
V(1)) and X;(t) denote the i-th row of A(t), and

%i(t) == o XK@l #0
0 if 1% ()2 =0

Then, for any time t > 0 and for all i € [N] where
gZ(t) >0 and > V2.(t)>0,

me[N]
if (Ai(),%;(t)) > 0 then,
CIXaDll2 < 24 000,50 (e + 1% 0)12)
2
CIXa (0l > 6 (0,0, %,(1) (”X“)”> :
€+ X, ()13
and if (X;(t),%,(t)) <0 then,
S0l > 2400, 5,(0) (e X012

2
X, (B < 6 0, (0),%,(0) (”X(“”> -
e+ X, (0]

Proof sketch (for detailed proof see Lemma B.3). The
proof begins by expressing the time derivative of the
row norm, %\\Xi:(t)||2, in terms of the underlying
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parameters g,(t) and > V;:(t). The upper and lower

J

bounds are then established by relating the parameter
norms (g? and > V;2) back to the matrix row norm
(IX;.ll2) using the row-unbalancedness constant,
€. O

Lemma 5.3 (Dynamics of row norms under perfect
balancedness). Assume that the system evolves un-
der continuous gradient flow, as described in Lemma
5.1, with perfect row balancedness, i.e., %gf(t) =
42[:” Via(t) for all i € [N] and for any time t > 0.
je

Then, the rate of change of the Euclidean norm of the
i-th row of X(t) is characterized by:

d

S0 = 22776 (), %,(0) 1K, ()3
Proof sketch (for detailed proof see Lemma B.J). The
proof begins by expressing the derivative %”X_i:(t)HQ
in terms of the underlying parameters (g(t), V(t)).
Then the result follows by applying row-balancedness
assumption and substituting back the row norm. [

The Lemmas 5.2 and 5.3 shows that the evolution rate
of each row’s norm is roughly proportional to its cur-
rent norm raised to the power 4/3. This implies that
when the unbalancedness constant is small, this pro-
portionality creates a “momentum-like” effect: smaller
row norms evolve more slowly, while larger row norms
change more rapidly. This dynamic, in turn, fosters
an incremental learning effect: a phenomenon where
different parts of the signal are learned sequentially
rather than all at once. This process is realized by
certain rows growing significantly in magnitude while
others remain small, ultimately leading to an implicit
regularization that favors low-rank solutions.

Lemma 5.4 (Distance bound in terms of parameters).
Let the estimated trajectory, X(t) be parametrized by
(g(t), V() and a reference trajectory X(t), be param-
eterized by (g(t), V(t)) both of which evolve under the
continuous gradient flow, as described in Lemma C.2.
Let the parameters (g(t), V(t)) and (g(t), V(t)) be at
a distance D from the origin. At any time t € [0,T],

the following inequality holds:

%) - X() H2 <sp* 3 % ((

ne[N]I€[L]

+(9.(0) = 3.(1))°)

)~ V()

Proof sketch (for detailed proof see Lemma C.3).
The proof begins by substituting the parameteriza-
tions for X(¢) and X(¢) into the squared Frobenius

distance, ||X(t) — X(t)|%. The result then follows
from an algebraic rearranging of terms and the
application of standard norm inequalities, including
the triangle inequality. O

This lemma provides the necessary link between the
matrix trajectories and their underlying parameters.
Specifically, the lemma bounds the distance between
the reference trajectory, X(t), and the estimated tra-
jectory, X(t) by the distance between their respective

underlying parameters (g(t), V(t)), (&(t), V(t)).

Theorem 5.1. Consider the system evolving under
continuous gradient flow, where parameters are ini-
tialized such that perfect row-balancedness holds for all
rows, i.e., 597(0) = Y Vi2(0) for all i € [N]. Let
J€E[L]
the sensing matriz A have {3-normalized columns and
be p-coherent. Let X(t) € RV*L be the estimated tra-
jectory obtained by the gradient flow with the proposed
parameterization X(t) = (g(t)®?11) © V(t). Let B be
the smoothness constant of the loss function, p be some
= 1
constant 0 < p < oz%,, D = N%\/2L +1 (% —|—0.5)3
and D > 2pV K. If the initial value ay,, (where
9(0) =aglp and V(0) = avlyxr, and oy = \/%ag)
1s sufficiently small, specifically satisfying:

Capp exp(—AT)
2(D +2)2 \/2LN (2L +3)’
where €,,, € (0,1), then for time T > 0, there exists a

rank-K trajectory X(t) such that the estimate X(t) is
close to X(t) until t > T or | X(t)||p > D i.e.,

IX() = X(B)|F < €app

for all t € [0,min(T,Tp)], where Tp := inf{t > 0 |
|X(t)|r > D}.

(4)

Proof sketch (for detailed proof see Appendiz C.1).
We prove this by first constructing a reference rank-K
trajectory, X(t), and then showing that the estimated
trajectory, X(t), remains close to the reference
rank- K trajectory for a sufficiently small initialization
as defined in (4). The parameters of the estimated
trajectory are initialized uniformly and balanced, i.e.,
g(0) = a,1; and V(0) = aylyxz. To construct
the reference rank-K trajectory, X(t), we begin by
defining its own parameters (g(t), V(t)), such that
X(t) = (g(t)®?11) ® V(t). The dynamics of these
parameters are governed by the gradient flow on the
loss function £(g(t), V(t)). Crucially, for any support
set Sy, the corresponding parameters are initialized
as, for i € [N/,

R V2013 vieS
gi(o>={ P K

0 Vid¢ Sy (5)
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and

Vie Sy

Vigs, vjelL], (6)

~ pl/3 Vi (0)
V,;(0) = . V. (0]

where, p < a3, is a small positive scalar. Because
these non-support rows start at zero, Lemma 5.1 and
Lemma 5.3, ensure they remain zero for all time ¢ > 0.
This construction guarantees the existence of a X(t),
which is at most rank-K matrix throughout its evo-
lution. Note that this construction is purely for this
theoretical proof; the proposed algorithm does not as-
sume any knowledge of the support set or sparsity. To
bound the distance between X (t) and X(t), we begin
by bounding the distance between the corresponding
parameters, namely, (g(t), V(t)) and (g(t), V(t)). To
bound the evolution of this distance, we rely on Razin
et al. (2021)[Lemma 6]. It states that for a locally
smooth objective, the distance between two gradient
flow trajectories will grow at most exponentially pro-
vided the initial distance between the trajectories re-
mains sufficiently small. Our initialization scheme (4),
along with (5) and (6), ensures that at ¢ = 0, the
distance between the parameters remains sufficiently
small. Since our loss function is locally smooth, the
parameter trajectories remain close.

Finally, the closeness of the parameter trajectories
is translated to the distance between the trajectories
X(t) and X(t) by applying the bound from Lemma
5.4. This leads to the theorem’s main guarantee: for
a sufficiently small initialization ay,, a 4+ the estimated
solution X(t) is guaranteed to remain within a user-

defined distance ¢,,, of the reference row-sparse tra-

jectory X(t) for a specified time duration T, or until
the trajectory leaves a defined ball of radius D around
the origin. O

This theorem provides the theoretical guarantee for
the proposed framework. It formalizes the implicit
regularization effect by establishing that with a suf-
ficiently small and balanced initialization, the algo-
rithm’s estimated trajectory, X(t) is guaranteed to
stay within a predefined error (e,,,) of a reference
rank-K trajectory, X(t). By starting near the origin,
the dynamics ensure that only a few rows that happen
to have a slightly larger initial correlation with the
true signal are selected to grow rapidly. Meanwhile
balanced initialization ensures the proportional evo-
lution of the factors required for the momentum-like
dynamics to guide the algorithm’s trajectory toward
the row-sparse solution.

The following corollary extends the theoretical guaran-
tees of Theorem 5.1. It establishes that if all reference
trajectories converges uniformly to a global minimum

of the objective function, then the estimated trajectory
produced by the gradient flow of our proposed over-
parameterization will likewise converge to that same
solution.

Corollary 5.1.1. Assume the conditions of Theorem
5.1 and in addition, assume that all reference trajecto-
ries X(t) converge to a solution X* € RN*L and this
convergence is uniform in the sense that the trajecto-
ries are confined to a bounded domain, and for any
€app > 0 there exists a time T, < T after which they
are all within a distance €,,, from X*. Then for any
€app > 0, if the initialization scales oy, o are suf-
ficiently small, for any time t € [T.,T] it holds that
”X(t) - X*”F < 2€app'

Proof sketch (for detailed proof see Appendiz C.2).
We assume that all reference trajectories X(t) con-
verge to the oracle solution X* within a finite time
T > 0. This means that for any desired approximation
erTor €,,,, > 0 we have |X(t) = X*| < €app-

From theorem 5.1, if the initialization values ay, ay
are sufficiently small, the estimated trajectory is guar-
anteed to be within a distance of €,,, from the refer-
ence trajectory at least until time 7". This is a condi-
tional guarantee that holds as long as both trajectories
remain within a bounded domain. We show that the
estimated trajectory X(¢) is also confined to a bounded
domain. We know from our assumptions that the ref-
erence trajectory X(t) is bounded. The result follows

from applying the triangle inequality. O

6 Simulation

In this section, we present simulations to reinforce our
theoretical results. We also compare the performance
of our proposed IR-MMV approach against three es-
tablished MMV recovery algorithms: M-OMP, M-SP
and M-FOCUSS. Unless otherwise specified, the de-
fault values for simulation parameters are: M = 50,
N =25, L = 100, row sparsity level K =3 (K < L).
The ground truth MMV, X/ is constructed such that
its active rows are set to constant values of 1;. The
sensing matrix A is generated by drawing its entries
from an i.i.d. sub-Gaussian distribution (to satisfy p-
coherence property) with ¢y-normalized columns. In
line with our theoretical analysis, the algorithm’s hy-
perparameters are configured as follows: g is initial-
ized with o, = 10~ to keep the initialization close
to origin, while the component matrix V is initial-
ized to ay, = \/%ag to ensure the perfect row-wise
balancedness. The learning rates for the gradient de-
scent updates for g (i.e.,n,) and V' (i.e., n,) are both
set to 1072, a small, constant value chosen for stable
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Figure 1: (a) Evolution of the norms of the components for rows in the support and non-support sets. (b) Loss

versus iterations for different initialization values of o.
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Figure 2: The evolution of coordinate norms during training for different initialization parameters «
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gradient descent. Finally, the maximum number of it-
erations is set to 7' = 107 to provide the algorithm
with sufficient time to converge from its deliberately
small initial state. For our experiments, the param-
eters of M-FOCUSS are set to p = 0.8 and X set to
noise variance as suggested by Cotter et al. (2005).

6.1 Balancedness and Incremental Learning

For this experiment, the ground truth MMV, X is
constructed such that its active rows are set to con-
stant values of 1;,2-1; and 3-1;. Recall that the
parameters are initialized to ensure perfect row-wise
balancedness. As illustrated in Figure la, the evolu-
tion of $g2(t) and ||V ,(t)|]3 is tracked throughout the
optimization process. The empirical result support the
theoretical findings of Lemma 5.1, by demonstrating
that this balance is preserved over time. This dynamic
leads to a momentum-like effect and an incremental
learning phenomenon, where rows of the MMV are
learned one at a time, a behavior consistent with prior
findings by Gissin et al. (2019); Razin et al. (2021);

g

Hariz et al. (2024) in the context of implicit regu-
larization via overparametrization. The magnitude of
the row norms directly influences the learning speed,
with smaller norms evolving more slowly and larger
norms changing more rapidly. This dynamic implic-
itly promotes structured sparsity. The time-invariant
balancedness property (Lemma 5.1) guarantees that if
an element g,;(t) approaches zero, the corresponding
row V;. will also converge to zero, rendering the entire
i-th row of X sparse.

6.2 Effect of Initialization

To analyze the effect of initialization, the experiment
is repeated for a set of different initializations, specif-
ically o, € {1072,107%,107*} and the corresponding
oy, All other parameters, are kept constant across
these runs. For this experiment, the ground truth
MMV, X is generated as in the previous section. The
simulation results highlight the importance of initial-
ization values. As seen in Figure 1b, the convergence
behavior of the loss function varies significantly with
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Figure 3: Performance of IR-MMYV averaged over 20 trials.

the choice of a. It demonstrates that smaller initial-
ization values lead to convergence to a solution with
a lower final loss. This empirical finding is consistent
with Theorem 5.1, which formally establishes that a
smaller initialization value (o) is necessary to guar-
antee a smaller approximation error (e,,,). Further-
more, Figure 2 illustrates how growth of coordinate
norms is influenced by the initialization. A smaller
value results in a slower, more gradual convergence,
while larger initial values may lead to faster but less
stable convergence.

6.3 Performance with Varying Noise

The empirical performance of IR-MMYV is compared
against different MMV reconstruction algorithms (M-
OMP, M-SP and M-FOCUSS) for various values of
M and K. For these experiments, the measurement
matrix Y is generated by adding noise to the signal
(Y = AX + W), such that the Signal-to-Noise Ra-
tio is 40dB. Performance analysis is evaluated using

The results,

averaged over 20 trials, are shown in Figure 3; the
shaded regions represent the standard deviation across
the trials. The proposed method demonstrates perfor-
mance comparable to the other approaches. Critically,
it achieves this without any parameter tuning or prior
knowledge of data-specific parameters. In contrast,
the benchmark algorithms require such information to
perform optimally; both M-OMP and M-SP requires
prior knowledge of true sparsity level K. M-FOCUSS
requires proper tuning of a parameter A and/or knowl-
edge of noise variance. We defer the results on MNIST
data to Appendix D.

relative estimation error e, =

7 Conclusion

We introduce a novel overparameterized factorization
based on the Hadamard product to induce IR for struc-
tured sparse recovery of MMV. We show that the op-
timization dynamics naturally induce an implicit bias
toward row-sparse solutions. Our characterization of
the row norm dynamics identifies a momentum-like ef-
fect, where rows with larger norms grow significantly
faster than those with smaller norms, leading to an
incremental learning process that provably favors low-
rank solutions. The theoretical analysis, validated
through simulations, establishes two key properties of
the optimization dynamics. We prove that the rela-
tive scaling between the parameters is preserved both
globally and for each row throughout the optimiza-
tion process. We also provide a formal convergence
guarantee that with a sufficiently small and balanced
initialization, the algorithm’s trajectory is guaranteed
to remain close to an idealized row-sparse solution. We
show that the performance of the proposed method is
comparable to the traditional algorithms like M-OMP,
M-SP and M-FOCUSS. Critically, the performance of
the proposed framework is achieved without requiring
prior knowledge of the sparsity level of the signal or its
noise variance. This research successfully bridges the
gap between the theoretical understanding of implicit
regularization and its practical application, offering a
versatile and tuning-free tool for the complex domain
of MMV recovery.
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A Gradient Updates

This section details the derivation of the gradient descent update rules for the parameters g and V. We consider
the loss function for the proposed parameterization, X = g®21; ® V, which is reproduced here for readability:

L(g. V) =Y - A(g**1, 0 V)%

Let A :== AT (Y — AX). We begin by deriving the partial derivative of the loss function £(g, V) with respect
to a single element g, (the I-th element of g):

2

Vo l(g V)=V | > > | Y= D AuwgiViy

ie[M] je[L] ke[N]
=4 Z Z Z AikgiVi | AugVi;
ie[M]je[L ke[N]

= —4g, Z Z Ay | Yij — Z Aikgivkj Vi

i€[M] jE[L] ke[N]
= —4g, Y AT (Y- A(g™*1LV)),, Vij

JE[L]
= —4g; Y AV (7)

J€E(L]

In vector form, the gradient with respect to g is given by:
Vel(g,V)=—-4g® (AOV)1]).

Similarly, we compute the gradient of the loss function with respect to the element V;, . (the (I, m)-th element of
V):

V\/’mﬁ(g,V) = vV,m Z Z }/ij - Z Azkginj

i€[M] J ke[N]

=2 Z )/im - Z Aikglzvkm Az’lgl2
k€E[N]

= _2912 Z Ail Yim — Z AikgIQngm
] kE[N]

=-2g7 (AT (Y -A(@g1,0 V),

In matrix form this can be written as:

VvL(g V) =-2g""1, 0 A

B Characterization of the gradient flow

This section provides the lemmas and proofs that characterize the behavior of the system under the continuous
gradient flow. In the following lemma, we establish a key “balancedness” property that is conserved by the
gradient flow dynamics. Throughout this work, we denote the i-th row of any matrix Z as Z,. and let 1nxr,
denote a matrix of ones of size N x L.
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Lemma B.1 (Lemma 5.1 restated). For the system evolving under continuous gradient flow for the set of updates
(1), (2) and (3), derived from the loss function L(g, V) = |[[Y — A(g®?1,V)||%, the following properties hold for
any time t > 0:

1. Global balancedness: The quantity % Hg(t)%” — HV(t)%H is conserved throughout the optimization process:
1 1
§Hg(t)||§ —[IV@IE = 5\\8(0)”3 — IV (0)I[%

2. Row-wise balancedness: For each individual row i € [N], the quantity %gf(t)—zjem V3(t) is also conserved:

SDINGIUREVORD NG

jelr) JE[L]

Proof. Let A(t) := AT (Y — A(g®?(t)1, ® V(t))). Gradient flow is related to gradient as follows:

d
() ==V, L(g(t), V(2)).
From (7),
39\ = =4g,(t) Z Ay (1)Vi; (1) (9)
(L]
Similarly, from (8),
d
= 207 (t) Aum (1) (10)
d d_ o
CIviol3 = ( S ) > S
me[L] me[L]
me|[L]
Substituting (10)
d
EHVZ( ||2 _491 Z Vim () Ay, (1) (11)
mel[L]
From (9) and (11),
d d 9
gl(t)agz(t) = a||Vz:(t)||2
1d 5 o d 9
S0 = SIVL0)I3 (12)
1 d , d 9
S Sqm =Y SIVe
lE[N] lE[N]
1d o d 9
S Slg®lE = SIVEIE. (13)

Here, V.(t) is the {-th row of matrix V(¢). Integrating both sides of Equation (13) with respect to ¢ from 0 to ¢
directly yields the relationship:

5 (g ~ I8O)I3) = V@I~ IVO)E-
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Rearranging we get that

1 1
58I = IVOIE = 5 10)]5 — V0%
The second result follows from integrating both sides of (12) with respect to ¢ from 0 to ¢. O

Remark B.1 (Remark 5.1 restated). In the general case, € and €, are independent quantities. However, under
the specific initialization of Algorithm 1 (where g(0) and V(0) are initialized with constant values ag and oy ),
it strictly holds that €, < € for all t > 0.

Proof. Recall that the algorithm initializes the parameters as constants across all indices: ¢;(0) = «a, for all
i € [N] and V;;(0) = ay for all i € [N],j € [L].

Let e;(t) denote the unbalancedness of the i-th row at time ¢:
€ (t 791 Z

At initialization (¢t = 0), we have:

1
ei(0) = 5043 —La} =¢, Yi€lN],

where c is a constant scalar. Lemma B.1 demonstrates that this row-wise unbalancedness is conserved throughout
the gradient flow. Therefore, ¢;(t) = ¢;(0) = ¢ for all ¢t > 0.

Substituting this into the definition of the global unbalancedness constant e (Definition 3.3), we obtain:

N

> eilt)

i=1

N

e

i=1

e(t) = = N|¢|.

Similarly, for the row-unbalancedness constant €, (Definition 3.4), we have:

() = (1) = = |c|.
er(t) g%le()l max |c| = [c]

i€[N]
Comparing the two quantities, since N > 1:
€(t) = Ne(t) = e.(t) < e(t).

Finally, since these quantities are conserved throughout time, the time indexing (¢) can be dropped, yielding:

e-(t) < €(t).

O
Lemma B.2. For the system evolving under continuous gradient flow, as described in Lemma 5.1, with A(t) :=
AT(Y — A(g®?%(t)1, © V(t))) and any row | € [N], the following relationship hold for any time t > 0:
1d & T
PRTEL Z ar Vi) =4 Z =4 (AMXT (1)),
jelL]
Proof.
From (11) and (12),
1d 4 d
5&91 (t) = &Hvl (t ||2 = 491 Z Vi;(t Al; (14)
JelL]
=4 A6 Xy(t). (15)
JjelL]

The last line follows from rearranging and substituting for X;;(¢) = gl?(t)Vlj (t) in (14).

In matrix form, equation (15) can be written as 4 > (A(t) ® X(¢));; or 4 (A(t)XT(t))”. O
jel]
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Lemma B.3 (Lemma 5.2 restated). For the system evolving under continuous gradient flow with updates as in
(1), (2) and (3) with initialization g(0) = azly, and V(0) = ay 1y where ag and oy are small positive scalars.

Let X\i(t) denote the i-th row of A(t), and

%) = {n’f& FIX (Ol 0
Z 0 if |Xa(8)]2 = 0

Then, for any time t > 0 and for all i € [N] where g2(t) >0 and Y. V2 (t) >0,
me[N]
if (Ni(t), %)) = 0,

S0l < 24 (1), 5,0 (e + X, >||2“)

if (A1), %;(t)) <0:
CIXa )l > 24 (1), 5,00 (e X012

T (O < 6 A1), %,(0) <6+||xiz<t>2/3>

Proof. Note that

X'(t) >

Ni(t), %,(1)) = <A(t) X0

With this identity established, we now derive the dynamics of the row norm || X,.(¢)2:

d 1 d )
&||Xi:(t)||2 =X, 0l dt (XJ: Xij(t)) .

Recall that X;;(t) = g7 (t)V;;

1]

(t). Using Lemma B.2 and equation (9), we have

dtZX ) = 4gHOABXT (1), +16 3 V2052 (1) Ay X
k

JEL]

JE[L]

=4 (g?(t)(A(t)XT(t))ii 4y Vit)g? (t)(A(t)XT(t))n')

= 4(A(XT () (9?(75) +4 Z Vzi(t)gzz(t))

JElL]
Substituting equation (18) in (17),
KOl = 5 (AOXT () (60 + 4 Y VAW
dt i 2 = HX ()”2 i % b7 ij i

£ a0 (e X )

X,.(t
2 MO o,

2
<24 (A (e+ I1X,.( 2/3) .

(16)

(17)

(18)
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Note that in this case, (A;(t),%(t);) is non-negative. From the definition of unbalancedness, we have
192(t) — > V2,(1)| < €,. The inequality in step (a) follows by substituting (16), (21) and (22) in (19).

me[L]

S V(1) < e, +min Z HORLA0

me[L]

wl=

< € + 797, Z

me[L]
Recall that X, (t) = g2(t)V;,, (t):
ST VEW®) <e+ X057 (21)
me[L]
Similarly, we have:
1
S90(0) < e+ X" (22)

For the lower bound, we start from (19) and rewrite the expression as follows:

GOl = T (AOXT ) | at0) + 13w
; B0 T VB0 T Va0l
T Jel Jje
= X, @l MO% O PREIQ T
2 . , 1 1
=T, @ MO 2, X500 5 VG 3
Substituting the inequalities (21) and (22),
a. sy [ 013

When (X;,%,;) < 0, the direction of inequality in (20) and (23) reverses resulting in the second part of the
lemma. O

Now, in the following lemma we look at a special case when ¢ = 0

Lemma B.4 (Lemma 5.3 restated). Assume that the system evolves under continuous gradient flow, as described
in Lemma B.3, with perfect row balancedness (i.e., $g2(t) = > Via(t) Vi € [N] and time t > 0). The rate of
change of the Euclidean norm of the i-th row of X(t) is characterized by:

d
SIXL ()]l = 2776 (), %,(0) X, ()13
Proof.

Rewriting (19),

e (AB)X T (1)) t)+4 Z

JE[L]

2
a %Ol = 51
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Substituting perfect-row balancedness condition 3g7(t) = > V3(t):

S0l = (ADXT (1), 1) 2 22776 (Ni(1), %,(0)) X, 03/,

11X, (6)l]2 ( )2

where equality (a) follows by substituting g(t) = 22/3||X,.()|[5/* since |X,.(£)]2 = 195(t), and recalling

5 _ (AMXT ()i
(@), %) = T omn

O

Lemma B.5. For the system evolving under continuous gradient flow, the loss function L(g(t), V(t)) = ||Y —
A(g(t)®?1, © V(1))||% is locally Lipschitz continuous with respect to each component g,(t) (for all n € [N])
and Vi (t) (for all n € [N],l € [L]) over a domain of interest D = {(g,(t),V,,(t)) € RN x RN*L . |g (t)] <

By, |V.,(t)] < ByVY n € [N],l € [L]} for some constants B, > 0 and By > 0. Furthermore, L(g(t),V(t)) is
uniformly continuous with respect to time t.

Proof. We begin by proving the local Lipschitz continuity of the loss function. This requires bounding the term
‘E(g(t),V(t)) - L (g(t),V(t)) by the distance between the parameters (g(t), V(t)) and (g(t), V(t)). Let the

distance between the parameters at time ¢ be defined as

(8(1), V(1) — (g(t), > > (o -V, @) -9 0)). (24)
!! v -

JE[L] kE[N]
For brevity, we omit the explicit time dependency (t) for variables g, V, X, and A unless otherwise specified.
We now expand term ’E(g, V)-L (g, \7) ’:

2

‘E(g,V)—L(g,V) ‘ = Z Z Y — Z Aikgivkj Z Z Z Aikél%‘?kj

1€[M] j€[L] k€[N] i€[M] je[L] ke[N]
Z Z Z A, (gl%f/kj - ginJ) 2Y;; — Z Ay, (ginj +§1%ij)
i€[M] j€[L] ke[N] ke[N]

<20, Z Z Z (!71%‘71@;‘ —ginj) ; (25)

i€[M]j€[L] | kE[N]

where C; = By + N MB;BV. Last line follows by noting that g;,V;; € D, and that A is u-coherent with

Z AbnAbc
be[M]

fy-normalized columns i.e., <p <1 Let By = max{ }:

‘sz/kj - ginj‘ = ‘givk-j = 9iVi; + Vi — gIZka-j‘
= |7t (Vs Vi) + Vi 32— )|
Substituting the parameter bounds from the domain D
< B§ ’ij - ij‘ + 2By By gy, — gyl

<(y (‘ij - ij‘ + 1gx — 9k|) . (26)
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where Cy = max {1, B, 2By, B, }. Substituting (26) back into (25), we can finally write:

‘ﬁ(g,V) - L (g,\?) ‘ <20,C,M Z Z (‘ij - ij’ + 19k — 9k|> :

JE[L] ke[N]

M N
Using the norm equivalence Y > |a;j| < [ MN Z E la;;]2:

i=1j=1 i=1j=
‘E(g,V) —L (g,\?) ‘ < QClCQM\/NL\J >N ((ij — ij)z + (g, — gk)Q)
J€E[L] k€[N]

< 20,0, MVNL|(& V) - (8.V)|.

Thus, £(g, V) is locally Lipchitz continuous with respect to g; VI € [N] and V,, ¥V I € [N], m € [L]. Now, we
proceed to prove the uniform continuity of £(g(t), V(t)) with respect to ¢.

d
7‘6( Z vgn‘c gn Z Z VV ‘C ())dt nl(t)
n€[N]I€[L]

By substituting the gradient flow relations &g, (t) = =V, L(g(t), V(1)) and Ay, (t) = —Vv, 1t L(g(t), V(1)),
this becomes: '

d 2
S L), V) =~ Y (Ll - Y (T, L), Vi)
ne[N] n€[N]l€[L]
Substituting equation (7) and (8) in the above equation, we have:
2
d
3 £(81), V() = Yo (4920 D0 AV |+ D 4ga AL @) | - (27)
n€[N] le[L) le[L]

To complete the proof, we must show that the magnitude of this time derivative is bounded by a constant. First,
we establish an upper bound for A, (¢)]:

A @] = [(AT (Y - AX(1)),,)]

= Z App | Yo — Z Ape X

be[M] c€[N]
S Z AbnYE)l Z Abn Z Abc
be[M] be[M] c€[N]

Using A is {>-normalized columns and X, (t) = g2(t)Va(t), we have:

Al < Z Apn Y| + Z Z Apn Ape

be[M] c€[N] |be[M]

V(0

Substituting the parameter bounds from the domain of interest D in the above equation, we have:
|\l < MBy + NuB.By,
< M (By + NuB:By) .
Substituting this bound along with the parameter bounds form D in (27), we obtain:

d
dtﬁ(g(t),V(t))‘ <> (16L*BByM>C} + ALByM*C})

n

<ANM?LC3C?(L +1).
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Since M, N, L, B, By,,C;,C, are all finite constants, the entire expression is bounded by a constant. Thus,
L(-,-) is uniform with respect to t. O

Lemma B.6. For the system evolving under continuous gradient flow, as described in Lemma B.5:
Case I: If %|gl(0)\ = ||V.(0)]| = 0, then %ng(t)ﬂ = ||Vi.(®)|| =0 for allt > 0.

Case II: If (0)] = ||V;.(0)|| > O, then )] = |Vi:(t)]] > 0 for all t > 0.

7519; 519;
Proof. Case I: %|gl(0)| = ||V;.(¢)(0)|| = 0; We also have V,;(0) =0V [ € [L].
Recall that gradient flow is related to gradient as:

d
&gi(t) =—V5nL(gt), V(1) =4y, ZAisz‘j,
J

i

and

d
d*Viz(ﬂ ==V, wL(g(t), V(1) = 2g7 A;.

This system forms an initial value problem in both g,(¢) and V;(t). Because the loss function gradient is locally
Lipschitz continuous with respect to the parameters (g(t), V(¢)) and uniformly continuous with respect to time
t, Lemma B.5 and Teschl (2012, Theorem 2.2)!, guarantees a unique solution for g;(¢) and V;,(¢). At t =0,

d d
agi(t) =0; divzl(t)

t=0 t=0

0.

The constant functions, g,;(t) = 0, V;;(¢t) = 0 form a valid solution to the initial value problem. Since the solution
is unique, this must be the only solution.

In our setting g, (t) and V;.(t) are continuous, %L%(O” = |[V,.(0)]] > 0, and (X;(t),%;(t)), is bounded because

parameters lie in bounded domain. To complete the proof, we now show that the differential equations governing
these norms follow the format required by the cited lemma:

d 1 d,, . d 1 d )
—1g;(t)| = —g;(t); =|IV.. V)| = =————=||Vi..()]||"-
1901 = s 0 Vel = s Vol

Recalling the result from Lemma B.2, we have the dynamics of the norms in terms of (AXT)“,. By applying the
innerproduct identity (equation (16)), we have:

a0l = 2L o 0. x0). (29)
Similarly, we have
d LEOIVON ) o

Applying the perfect row-balancedness condition (namely, 3g7(t) = > V2 = [ V,.(t)[|?) to equations (28) and
J

(29) simplify to:

Clo:0] = 2v22(1) (A1), 5,0

Y(Teschl, 2012, Theorem 2.2) (Picard-Lindelsf): Suppose f € C (U,R™), where U is an open subset of R"*! and
(to,z0) € U. If f is locally Lipschitz continuous in the second argument, uniformly with respect to the first, then there
exists a unique local solution Z(t) € C*(I) of the initial value problem, where I is some interval around to.
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and
d , .
T 1Vi: Ol = 4lVi O (X (2), %:(6)) -
As all the necessary conditions of Razin et al. (2021, Lemma 5) are met, we have g,(t) > 0, ||V,.(¢)|| > 0. O

Now that we have characterized the fundamental dynamics of the gradient flow, in the next section, we develop
the essential theoretical tools needed to prove our main result.

C Supporting Lemmas and the Proof of the Main Theorem

We begin by defining the initialization schemes for both the estimated trajectory X (¢), and some reference
rank-K trajectory X ().

Initialization of estimated trajectory
At time ¢t = 0, the parameters are initialized uniformly irrespective of the sparsity support S, i.e.,
9i(0) = ay; Vij(0) = ay, Vi€ [N], j€[L].

1.2

To ensure perfect row-balancedness (i.e.,5g7(t) = > V;3(t)), at t = 0, we keep a2 = Lai,. This initialization
J

results in the following results, at t =0

Xi;(0) = giZ(O)Vij (0) = Oézav =2La =

L3
Qg
V2L
As a result the Euclidean norm of i-th row of the estimated trajectory at time ¢t = 0 is:

1
X502 = 7 () Vi (0)]l, = agVLa, = ﬁag =2LVLaY.

Initialization of the reference trajectory

Next, we construct a reference rank-K trajectory, denoted as X (t). For a given support set Sy, we initialize its
corresponding parameters so that the rows outside the support are zero:

3w . 13 Yu© -y,
g = VT S g g T €Sk Ly e )
0 Vi¢ Sy 7 0 Vi ¢ Sk

which results in

. 3 Vie S,
|vz-:<o>2={g o
i ¢ S

Here p > 0 is a very small positive constant. This construction ensures that the reference trajectory is perfectly
row-balanced (i.e., 1¢?(t) = >_V3), at initialization and rank-K at initialization. Note that since X;(t) =
j

g7 (t)V;;(t) the above initializations result in the following expression:

2p Vie Sy,

0 VigS, (30)

IX:.(0)]l> = {

Note that this construction is purely for this theoretical proof; the proposed algorithm does not assume any
knowledge of the support set or sparsity.

With the initializations established, the following lemma formalizes the dynamics of the constructed reference
rank- K trajectory.
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Lemma C.1. Let a K-component system be defined by parameters g(t) € RE and V(t) € REXL. Let S C [N]
be a support set of size K = |Sy| < N. Let us construct an N-component trajectory g(t) € RN and V(t) € RNxE
by embedding the K - component system into a larger N -dimensional space and padding the remaining components
with zeros. To formally relate the K-component system to its N-component embedding, we create an ordered
correspondence between the indices of the small system, {1,..., K}, and the ordered indices of the support set,
Sk = {s1,52,...,8K }. The embedding is then defined as:

o Jk(t) ifi= sy fork € [K]
%u)ﬁ‘{o i Si (31)
V() ifi= sk fork € [K]
va@),_{o ifi¢ Sk (32)

Let A be the sub-matriz of A such that A contains only columns of A that correspond to the sup-
port indices Sy. Let the dynamics of g(t) and V(t) be derived from the loss function L (g(t),V(t)) =

Y — Ag(t)?1, @V(t))”i where X(t) = (g(t)®?1L) ® V(t) follow gradient flow path. Then, the dynam-
ics of g(t) and V(t),~ derived from the loss function Ly (g(t), V(1)) = |[Y — A(g(t)9%1, © V(1))||% where
X(t) = (g(t)®?1L) ® V(t), also follow the gradient flow path. That is:

d _ _ ~
Egz(t) Vg E(g(t),V(t))7
d - L
S Valr) = ~ Vg, &0, V(1)
Proof. Let the system parameters (g(t),V(t)) be derived from the loss function Ly (g(t), V(t)) = [[Y —

AP ()1, 0 V(1)
The objective of this proof is to demonstrate that the N-component trajectory (§(t), V(t)) (which is constructed

by embedding a K-component system (g(t), V(t)) and padding it with zeros) follows the gradient flow dynamics
derived from the N-component loss function, Ln(g(t), V(1)).

The proof is divided into two parts, considering the components within the support set (i € Sk) and and those
outside of it (i ¢ Sk).

For the components within the support set (i € Sk): Let k be the index such that ¢ is the k-th element in the
ordered support set Si. Recall that the gradient flow for g, (¢) is related to the gradient as:

%%@:_WNWAQWV@y

Substituting the definition of Ly (-, -):

Taking the derivative:
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By the definition of parameters, we can replace the K-component parameters g (t), Vkl(t) and the columns of A

by their corresponding N-component parameters g;(t), f/il (t) and columns of A.

Cou(t) =130 33 A [ Yo = 2 A OV(0) | Valr).

m 1 JESK

For any j ¢ Sy, we have g;(t) = 0,V,(t) = 0, hence we can also write it as

d_

E =4g,(t ZZA”“ Yo — Z AmJgJ t) %l(t),

This expression is the negative partial derivative of the loss function (£ (g(t), V(t)) with respect to g;(t) i.e.,

2
d
d+ (t) g7(t) Z Z Z Amjgj ) )
m JE[N]
=~V wLn(E®), V(1) (33)
By the definition (31), we have:
d d
Z5.(t) = —gi(t). 4
Sa = Sa (39)
Thus combining the results from (33) and (34), we have:
d _ B -
9t = =V, Ly (8(1), V(?))- (35)

Following the same line of reasoning, we begin with the gradient flow for V,,(t)

CVult) = Vs, L (80, V()

m JESK
The last line is obtained by replacing the K-component parameters by their N-component counterparts.

For any j ¢ Sy, we have g;(t) = 0,V};(t) = 0, hence we can also write the above as

jtvkl 291 ZAW( ml ZAm]g] ))7

JE[N]

This expression is the negative partial derivative of the loss function (£ (g(t), V(t)) with respect to V;,(t) i.e.

jtvkl ZZ ( Z AmJgJ ))2’

JE[N]

- —vvﬂcN@(tm ). (36)
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By the definition (31), we have

STl = S V(o) (37)

Combining the results from (36) and (37) we have:
d - .
Ve ==V i Ln(8 V). (38)

For the components outside the support set (i ¢ Sk):

By definitions (31) and (32), §,(t) = 0 and Vj,(t) = 0 for all ¢ > 0. Also, note that V, NOL2 (&(1), V(1)) < G2(t)

3 g
and Vg Ly (8(1), V(t))  g,(t). Combining we arrive at:

(0 = 0= =V Ly(@(0), V(1) (39)
and
SVt = 0=~y L (&), V(1) (10)

Thus, from equations (35), (38), (39), and (40) we have that g(t) and V(t) both follow gradient flow path on N
component. O

Lemma C.2. Let the domain of interest be D := {(g(t), V(1)) : |gn(t)| < By, |Viu(t)] < By Vn € [N],l € [L]}
for some constants By > 0 and By > 0. For the system evolving under continuous gradient flow, the loss
function L(g(t), V() = [Y — A(g(t)®?1, ® V(t))||% is B-smooth over D, where A is a p-coherent matriz with
lo-normalized columns. The Lipschitz smoothness constant B is given by:

B =16NL*? ((N +1)uC* + MB,.C) ,

where C > max{1, B ,2By } and By = [Jr\ﬂax {Yni}.

Proof. For brevity, we omit the explicit time dependency (t) for variables g, V,A,X;g,, V.,
correspond to the respective value at time ¢ unless specified otherwise.

To establish that £(g, V) is S-smooth, we must show that its gradient is Lipschitz continuous. Let (g, V) and
(g, V) be two distinct points within the domain of interest D correspondmg to the mgnal matrices X = g®%21;, 0V
and X = g®21;, © V. Note that for all i € [N] and j € [L], Xij =9; V”, X” =g; Vl We will now analyze the
squared distance between the gradients at these two points:

A, and, X, ,

=) |V L& V) - V5L V)

ne[N]

30 Y [Inlle V) -y, L& V)

‘2
‘2
Substituting the gradient expressions from (7) and (8) into the above equation yields:

n€[N] le[L le[L] le[L] ne[N]
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Here A = AT (Y A(g®%1, 0 V)) Hence,

E£<L Z Z ‘4971 nl 4gn nl Z Z ’2971 nl 2971 nl

n€[N]l€[L] le[L] n€[N]

<L Z Z ‘4gn iV, 4gn iVl +LZ Z ’29" nl QQHA”Z

ne[N]I€[L] l€[L] n€[N]

)

Now, we try to bound the terms in each sum.
Substituting X, (t) = g2 (t) Vi (t) and using parameter bounds of domain of interest D in above equation yields
AR AY

cl cl

- g(Z‘V g('V;‘l +g('Vc gfv;'l

(G — 96)@e + 9V + 92 (Ve = V)

Substituting the parameter bounds from the domain D,

-V

cl

). (42)

‘Xcl

|gc - gc' + B; ~cl

<0 (15, - 9.

V-V,

cl

where, C' > max{1, B,,2By,}.

(A — Ay = [(AT (Y — AX)),, — (AT (Y B AX))nl

= Z A | Yoo — ZAbc cl - Z Apn | Yoo — ZAchcl

be[M] c€[N] be[M] c€[N]
= Z Abn Z Abc cl - Z Abn Z Ach 1
be[M] c€[N] be[M] c€[N]

IN

Z Z AbnAbc c T c

c€[N] be[M]

Since we have A is p-coherent with f3-normalized columns, we have

Z AbnAbc
be[M)]

< p < 1. Substituting, we

have:

IANZ - Anl' s p Z ‘Xcl - Xcl .
c€[N]

Substituting (42):

Vo = Ve

cl

|A7ll - Anl| < M02 Z (|gc —9Yc

c€[N]

).

We can use the following looser inequality:

|A7Ll - ]\nl| < /.LC2 Z Z (|§c —9Yc

l€[L] c€[N]

Va =V

cl
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Let S= > > (\gc -4, V.=V, ) The difference is then given by:
c€[N]l€[L]
(At — Ryl < 1C2S. (43)

Similarly, we bound the term |g,,V,; — §,V,,| as:

|gnan - gn‘/nl| < |gn - gnH‘/nl| + ‘an - an||gn|
By applying the parameter bounds from the domain D:
|gnan - gnvnl| < BV|gn - gn| + Bg|an - an‘
Smax{17BngV} <|§n gn|+

SC(Ién—gn )

where C' = max {1, B,, 2By }. Since the non-negative term, |g, — g, | + ‘an -V ’

nl|?

v

nl

)

nl —

V.-V,

nl

is smaller than or equal to

the sum over all terms, we use the following looser upper bound for simplicity:

19Vt = G nz|<CZZ( ~ 9. )

L] ce[N]

Va =V,

cl

Next, we find an upper bound for the magnitude of the term |]&nl|

=17 a%),
< Z Apn | Yo — Z Ay Xy
be[M] c€[N]

By applying the triangle inequality again and substituting X o = Gz V

Z Abanl Z Abn Z Abc

be[M] M) c€[N]

Finally, applying the parameter bounds from the domain D, and the fact that A is u-coherent with /3-normalized
columns (|A4;;] < 1):

Al < Z Apn Yo | + Z Z Apn Ape

be[M] c€[N] |be[M]

gc cl

Using (g2 V

< B;BV < C3, and Y, , < By, the above equation can be written as
Al < MBy + NuC3. (45)
‘4gnAan 4gnAan = 4|(A’ﬂl - Anl)gnan + (gnan - gnan)An”

< 4|(Anl - Anl)gnan + (gnan - gnan)[\n”
< 4|Anl - Anl”gnan| + 4|gnan - gnanHAn”
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Substituting |g.V,,| < B,By, < C?, (43) and (44) in the previous equation, we have:

g, A

ol < S +4(M By + NuC*)CS
<4((N+1)puC*+ MB,C)S. (46)

nl|*

Next, we find an upper bound for the magnitude of the term ‘292Anl —232A

< 4Bg |gn - §n| Anl + 233 nl Anl

Substituting (43) and (45) in the above equation yields:

< 4B (MBy + NuC®)lg, — §,| + 2B2uC>S.

’2971 nl — 2gnAnl

Note that |g,, — §,,] < Z > <|§C - g, ) = S and B, < C. Substituting this in the previous

L] ce[N]

Va =V,

cl

equation, we have:

< 4B (MBy + NuC®)S + 2B uC*S

< 4(C(MBy + NuC®) + uC*)S
<4((N+1)uC*+ MB,C)S. (47)

Substituting the derived upper bounds ((46) and (47)) back into (41), we have:

Bi<2n Y Y (4((V+1 MC4—|—MBYC))252
n’€[N]Ul'e[L]

2
<2NIL? (4 ((N + 1)uC* + MB,,C) ) %

§2NL2<4((N+1)MC4+MBY ) Z Z ( — 9. ch—VCz)
le[L] c€E[N
Since Zl Z laij| < Mszl Z |ai;[?:
3 j= 1 Jj=
E%§4N2L3(4((N+1)NC4+MBY ) IR ( ~9e ch—ch)Q

le[L] c€[N]

)y

E; <8NL¥? (N + 1)puC* + MB,C) Z Z (lgc 9ge
l€[L] c€[N]

E; <16NL*? (N + 1)uC* + MByC) | > Z (Igc 9./’
l€[L] ce[N

v )

Thus, the loss function £(g, V) is B-smooth over D where 3 = 16N L3/? (N +1)uC* + M By,C) for gy, Vi €
DV n e [N],lell]. O
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Lemma C.3 (Lemma 5.4 restated). Let the estimated trajectory, X(t) be parametrized by (g(t), V(t)) and a
reference trajectory X(t), be parameterized by (g(t), V(t)) both of which evolve under under continuous gradient

flow, as described in Lemma C.2. Let the parameters (g(t), V(t)) and (g&(t), V(t)) be at a distance D from the
origin. At any time t € [0,T], the following inequality holds:

[x-xa), <50t 3 3 (( )= V) + (ga(0) — 3 (0).

ne[N]l€[L
Proof.
xX(t) - X0)|, = 32 |20V - Z0v.0)|
F neN] 2
= 3 ROV + ROVt~ OV, 1)~ B0V, 0|
n€[N]
= 3 [0 (Vi) - Vo 0) ¥ (>(gn<>f§i<t>)Hz
n€[N]

IN
N
=l

3

<

|
<
3
.
<
5
3
5

FEED S (C10) VAR O +an:<t>2Hj(gi<t>—g;i<t>>2)
ne

<23 (a0 X (V) = V) + 3 Vst (0 6) = 300 (0, (0) + 5, (1))

n€e[N] le[L] le[L]

Using the inequalities {|g, (1) [V,.(t) o} < [|(g(t), V()| < D and { |13, 0. 1V,.()].} < || (80, V)| < D,
we can write the above equation as:

x) X0} <2 ¥ ¥ (00 () - Vul0)” 440" (0,00 - 3,007)

ne[N]I€[L]

<sD' > ) (( )= V() + (0,0~ 3, (0)°)

ne[N]I€[L]

C.1 Proof of Theorem V.1

To prove the theorem, our strategy is to first construct an idealized, reference low-rank trajectory, denoted
as X(t), which will serve as a theoretical benchmark. This trajectory is designed to be perfectly rank-K by
initializing it such that only the rows within a specific support set, Sy, are non-zero. The initial magnitude of

these non-zero rows is controlled by a small positive scalar, p.

The core of our proof will now be to show that the estimated trajectory found by the algorithm, namely, X(t),
remains close to this reference trajectory, namely, X(t), provided the initialization is sufficiently small. It is
crucial to note that estimated trajectory, X(¢), does not assume any knowledge of the support set S;; or sparsity
level K.

We begin the proof using the idealized rank-K trajectory, X(t) as in (30). This initialization along with Lemmas
5.3 and B.6 ensures that the rows outside the support Sk are initialized at zero and remain zero under the
gradient flow dynamics. Thus, X(t) is guaranteed to be an at-most rank-K matrix for all ¢ > 0.
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To quantify the proximity between the estimated parameters (g(t), V(t)) and reference parameters (g(t), V(t)),
we use the squared distance defined in (24), namely H(g(t), Vi(t)) —(g(t) H
Bounding the Initial Distance

We first analyze the initial distance between the parameters for any row 4 that is outside the support set (i ¢ Sk ).
For these rows, we recall that the estimated parameters are initialized as g;(0) = o, and V;;(0) = ay,, while the

reference parameters are §,(0) = 0 and V,;(0) = 0 VI € [L].
The distance contributed by the non-support points (i ¢ Sy ) is

> (19:(0) = g,(0)

le[L]

2 2
= Lag + Lay;.

Using the balancedness condition at ¢t = 0 (;gf ) => Vj(t))) and o = 2La3,, this simplifies to
J

> (19:00) = 5,000 + Vo) - V)| )

le[L]

= (2L + 1) Lo}, (48)

To control how this distance evolves over time, we use Razin et al. (2021, Lemma 6). This lemma requires us to
set the initial distance to be bounded by a term related to the final approximation error € and the smoothness
constant B, which we ensure by imposing a condition on the initialization scales, which is:

5 (190 = 40 +[Va0) - 7)) < gesp(-207) (19)

le[L]

Then we have (2L +1) La} < %exp(725T), rearranging this inequality gives us the upper bound on the
initialization as:

—pT
ay < M (50)
LN (2L +1)
The distance contributed by the support set (i € Sk) at initialization ¢ = 0 is:
- 2
5 (1900~ GO +[Val0) = T ) = £l 7% 20,01 4 0% + 25 — 200
le[L]
= L((2L + 1)a} 4 2p*3 — 2(V2L + 1)ayp'/?). (51)

Let 0 < p < o3,. By applying the bound from (49) we have:

1 —
(L + 2) af +p*% — ( 2L+ 1) ayp'’? < exp (—267)

1
2LN

(s (1) o o (o) (1)
2
<Pl/3 _ <\/§—|— ;) ozv> < 2£Nexp( 26T) — 704‘, (\/ﬁ ) ) (52)

N | —
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For a real solution for p'/3

2
be designed such that ﬁexp (—=28T) — %a%, (\/ 2L — 1) > 0 holds. Thus,

< V2
V= VIN(WV2L - 1)

to exist, the right-hand side of this inequality must be non-negative. Then, let oy,

exp(—AT).

To ensure that the initialization conditions for rows both inside and outside the support set are met, ay must
satisfy the stricter of the two derived upper bounds ((50) and (50)). This leads to the initialization condition:

V2 1
V2L —-1"\/@2L+1) |

ay < \/;Wexp(—ﬂT)min{

Since 2= > JGLD for all L > 1. Note that this is still Equation (50).

Equation (52) provides a valid interval for p/3:

P \/2 9 \% as \/2 9 \% a

o\ 1/2
where €, = <2L1Nexp (—28T) — 10} (\/QL - 1) ) . But we have (\/g—&— %) ay + €, > ay, in order to keep

€, > 0. Hence the set becomes:
L 1
pl/3 € [(\/ b) + 2) ay — ea,ozv] .

For this set to be non-empty, we need lower bound to be less than or equal to the upper bound. This gives us:

L 1

§+§ ay — €, < ay.
L 1
575 Oévgea.

Rearranging both sides and substituting for €:

2
L 1\ , 1 1, 2
Z < - —>a% (V2L -1) .

( 5 2) oy 2LNeXp( 26T) 4av( 2L 1)

; (53)

Rearranging, we have:

Reorganizing,

of (VAL 1) < fexp (~207).
< 1
" VIN (\/ﬁ— 1)

a exp (—p8T).

This confirms that the interval for p (equation (53) is consistent with Equation (50).

With the initialization conditions for ay and p established, we can bound the total initial squared distance
between the parameters. A time ¢ = 0:

s, vy ~@o). vy = 3 3 (|gi<o>—gi<o>|2+ vu<o>—mo>]2>,

i€[N]I€[L]
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Splitting the contributions of support and out-side support parameters,

|(2(0), V(0)) ~(&(0) H > D (gz (0)* +|Va(0 )—%(0)\2)

1€S . Le[L]

+zz(|gz oF

¢S, l€[L]

Substituting back the equations (51) and (48),

|80, V() ~(&(0), V)| < KL(2L + 1)ad + 20 —2VEE + Dayp*’?) + (N ~ K)(2L + 1) Lod).
< KLQ2L +1)ad + 2K Lp*3 — 2K L(V2L + 1)ay p*/® + (N — K)((2L + 1) La),

< NL(2L + 1)a?, + 2K Lp*/3 — 2K L(V2L + 1)ayp'/3,

to find a simpler upper bound, we can drop the negative term.
- 2

|(e(0), V() ~(&(0), V(0)|| < NLEL+1)ap + 2K L2,

We have 0 < p < a3, which implies p?/3 < a?,. Hence,

|0, V) ~(&0). V)| < NLL+ 1) + 2603,
< (N(2L + 1) + 2K)La3,.

Note that the substituting the upper bound on the value oy, from equation (50) yields:
. 2
|(2(0), V(0)) ~(&(0), V(0))|| < exp (~257).

Bounding the Evolved Distance
With the initial distance bounded, we can now use Razin et al. (2021, Lemma 6) 2, to control how the distance

N 2
H(g(t), V(b)) —(g(t), V(t))H evolves over time. In other words:

|0, Vi) @0, V)| < (&), vio) - (&), Vo) \fexp (261)
< (N (2L+1)+2K)exp(25) o3 (54)

holds until ¢ € [0, T] or ||(&(t), V(t))|| > D where, D = N32L + 1 (L + 0.5)% and D > 2pVK.

?(Razin et al., 2021, Lemma 6): Let 0,0 : [0,T] — R? where T' > 0, be two curves born from gradient flow over a
continuously differentiable function f: R?Y — R :

00) = <R, S6() = ~VI(0(1),1 € [0,T],

0'(0) = 0 e R | %0'(t):—Vf(6’(t)),te[O,T].

Let D > 0, and suppose that f(-) is B-smooth over Dp1 for some 8 > 0,'® where Dpi1 := {0 € RY: 6] < D+ 1}.
Then, if |#(0) — ¢’ (0)|| < exp(—BT), it holds that:

[68) = &' (t)]| < [|6(0) — 6" (0)[| exp(5t)

at least until ¢ > T or ||0'(t)|| > D. That is, Equation (13) holds for all ¢ € [0, min{T,Tp}], where Tp := inf{t > 0 :
0"®)] = D}.
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Note that,

1

(N(2L +1) + 2K)exp (26T) Lo3 < (N(2L +1) + KN+

2K
<1+

2R iy <o
R CT AT IR T (55)

The inequality (a) is obtained by substituting the upper bound on the value a, from equation (50). The following
inequalities follow by noting that K < N, and L > 1. Applying the reverse triangle inequality to (54) and using
(55) yields ||(g(t), V(£)|| < D + 2.

Using Lemma C.3, we can translate the bound on the parameters to a bound on the matrices. This yields:

HX(t) _X(t)HF < 2(D +2)2/2(NQ2L + 1) + 2K Jexp (Bt) ay,
< 2(D +2)%\/2NL(2L + 3)exp (BT) oy, (56)

where 8 = 16NL%? ((N + 1)uC* + MBy.C) as derived in C.2. Let the degree of approximation be denoted

as €4, € (0,1). To ensure this in (56) is less than a desired approximation error e we introduce a stricter

condition on the initialization as:

app’

€app exp(—8T)
2(D +2)2 \/2LN (2L + 3)

ay <

Thus for ¢ € [0,T] we have

(57)

app*

HX(t) - X(t)HF <e

The proof is complete if we can show that the condition HX(t) - X(t) HF < €4pp holds for all t € [0, min{T, T, }],
where T := inf{t > 0| |X(¢)||r > D}. Let ¢’ € [0,T] be the first instance at which

(&), V(E)|* = D?
Using the definition of distance equation, we have:
LIEW)3 + IV(E))E = D2 (58)

The proof is complete if we can show that for ¢ € [0,¢') the bound (57) holds, at t = ¢, | X(¢)|| > D.

Assuming perfect balancedness condition (3(|g(')[|3 = [[V(¢')[|%) in (58), we have:
I(&(t)113 = 2D?/(2L +1).

Recall that norm of the reference matrix X(t) is:

From row-balancedness condition (;gf t)=> \72(15)), we can write it as,

x| =5 > s, (59)

n€[N]
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N 1/p N 1/q
Using the generalized mean inequality, namely, for p < g, (i, > a:p> < (11/ > xq) .
i=1 '

Let p=1and q =3, z = g2(t).

VR
2|
[]=
R}l
SN
~
~
w
IN
/N
2|
)= -
—
Nyl
S
~
=
w
~

2 1 ~2
2 oN2 Z n(t)

~ 3
1 2D?
2N2 \ 2L +1
4D6
>
~ ((2L+1)3N?2)

Y

Substituting D in (60) gives:

2D3
>D+1. (61)

[, 2 ¥aramm 2

But at time ¢ = 0, by the choice of our initialization we have |X(0)||, = 2pv/K < D + 1. This implies that
t’ > 0. Now, we focus on the time interval ¢ € [0,¢). Note that until ¢ < ¢/, HX(t) - X(t)H < €qpp < 1 holds.
F

Using continuity with respect to time, at t = ¢’ we have

<

€ < 1.
@ = Capp

HX(t’) —X(t)

Together with equation (61), and applying reverse triangular inequality,

p Capp

IX)e = ||X()

-1

> HX(t’) .

> D.

This shows that at time ¢t = ¢, || X(#')|| , > D. This guarantees that

P < €app

HX(t’) ~X(t)

until time 7" or time ¢’ at which || X(#')||z > D. This completes the proof.

C.2 Proof of Corollary 1

Corollary C.0.1 (Corollary 5.1.1 restated). Assume the conditions of Theorem 5.1, and in addition assume
that all reference trajectories X(t) converge to a solution X* € RN*L. This convergence is uniform in the sense
that the trajectories are confined to a bounded domain, and for any €,,, > 0 there exists a time T, < T after
which they are all within a distance €,,, from X*. Then for any €,,, > 0, if the initialization scales oy, o, are
sufficiently small, for any time t € [T,,T] it holds that ||X(t) — X*|| p < 2¢€4,,,
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Proof. For €,,, > 0, there exists a time T, > 0 after which all the reference trajectories are within a distance of
€qpp from the solution X*. i.e.,

||X(t) - X*” < 6a,pp'

where t > T,,. These reference trajectories are also confined within a ball of radius D. i.e., || X(t)|| < D for all

t > 0. From Theorem 5.1, if initialization scales a,, «, are sufficiently small, then

IX(t) = X(t)]| < €qpp < 1.

This bound holds atleast until ¢ > T or || X(t)|| > D + 1. In line with the analysis done by Razin et al. (2021),
by the way of contradiction, we show that the second condition cannot hold, namely [|X(¢)|| < D + 1 cannot be
true for any ¢ € [0,7]. Let ¢’ € [0,7] be an initial time at which [|X(¢')|| > D + 1. Since ¢’ < T, the guarantee
from Theorem 5.1 is still valid, meaning, ||X(#') — X(#')|| < 1, using the triangle inequality we have:

IX () = X = 11X = X ()] > (D +1) ~ 1
>D

This is a contradiction to the assumption that X (t) is confined to a ball of radius D for ¢t = . Thus, for all
t € [0,77], the guarantee ||X(t) — X(¢)|| < €,,, holds.

app

For any time t € [T.,T] we can apply the triangle inequality:
X (1) = X*|| < J[1IX(#) = X (O] + [X(t) = X*|| < 264,

This completes the proof. O

D Result on MNIST

To demonstrate the efficacy of the proposed algorithm on real-world data, we conduct a recovery experiment on a
set of images from the MNIST dataset. The experiment uses the first 500 images from the MNIST dataset, each
reshaped into a vector of 784 pixels. The images are normalized to have pixel values between 0 and 1. A random
Gaussian sensing matrix A of size 1024 x 784 with f5-normalized columns is used to generate the measurements.
The measurement matrix Y is then computed as Y = AX, where X represents the matrix of vectorized MNIST
images. The proposed IR-MMYV algorithm is used to recover the images from the measurements Y and the sensing
matrix A. For comparison, we also show the results from the M-OMP, M-SP and M-FOCUSS algorithm. For M-
OMP and M-SP, which require prior knowledge of the row sparsity level, is set to K = 18. The simulations were
performed on the CPU of a desktop computer equipped with an Intel Core i7-12700 processor, 16GB of DDR5
RAM. The MNIST dataset was obtained under the Creative Commons Attribution-Share Alike 3.0 license.

As shown in Figure 4, the proposed method successfully recovers the digit images, achieving a visual quality
comparable to that of the other approaches without requiring any prior information about the signal sparsity.

E Code and Reporducability

The source code, and instructions needed to reproduce all experimental results are provided in the supplementary
material as a ZIP file. All experiments were conducted in a Python 3 environment with dependencies listed in
‘requirements.txt’. To reproduce all results, please follow the detailed instructions in the README.md file
included in the ZIP file.
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Method Digit 5 Digit 0 Digit 4 Digit 1 Digit 9

Original

Proposed

M-OMP

M-FOCUSS

Figure 4: Comparison of MNIST digit reconstruction using different methods. The first row shows the original
images.
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