IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON INFORMATION THEORY

Memory AMP

Lei Liu, Member, IEEE, Shunqi Huang, and Brian M. Kurkoski, Member, IEEE

Abstract—Approximate message passing (AMP) is a low-
cost iterative parameter-estimation technique for certain high-
dimensional linear systems with non-Gaussian distributions.
AMP only applies to independent identically distributed (IID)
transform matrices, but may become unreliable (e.g., perform
poorly or even diverge) for other matrix ensembles, especially
for ill-conditioned ones. To solve this issue, orthogonal/vector
AMP (OAMP/VAMP) was proposed for general right-unitarily-
invariant matrices. However, the Bayes-optimal OAMP/VAMP
(BO-OAMP/VAMP) requires a high-complexity linear mini-
mum mean square error (MMSE) estimator. This prevents
OAMP/VAMP from being used in large-scale systems.

To address the drawbacks of AMP and BO-OAMP/VAMP, this
paper offers a memory AMP (MAMP) framework based on the
orthogonality principle, which ensures that estimation errors in
MAMP are asymptotically IID Gaussian. To realize the required
orthogonality for MAMP, we provide an orthogonalization pro-
cedure for the local memory estimators. In addition, we propose
a Bayes-optimal MAMP (BO-MAMP), in which a long-memory
matched filter is used for interference suppression. The com-
plexity of BO-MAMP is comparable to AMP. To asymptotically
characterize the performance of BO-MAMP, a state evolution is
derived. The relaxation parameters and damping vector in BO-
MAMP are optimized based on state evolution. Most crucially,
the state evolution of the optimized BO-MAMP converges to the
same fixed point as that of the high-complexity BO-OAMP/VAMP
for all right-unitarily-invariant matrices, and achieves the Bayes
optimal MSE predicted by the replica method if its state evolution
has a unique fixed point. Finally, simulations are provided to
verify the theoretical results’ validity and accuracy.

Index Terms—Approximate message passing (AMP), orthog-
onal/vector AMP, memory AMP, compressed sensing, right-
unitarily invariant, large system limit, state evolution, low com-
plexity, Bayes optimality.

I. INTRODUCTION

Consider the problem of signal reconstruction for a noisy
linear system:
y=Ax+n, (D)

where y € CM is a vector of observations, A € CM¥

is a transform matrix, & is a vector to be estimated and
n ~ CN(0,0%I,) is a vector of Gaussian additive noise
samples. The entries of x are independent and identically
distributed (IID). In this paper, we consider a large system
with M,N — oo and a fixed compression ratio § = M/N.
This model covers a wide range of applications, including
compressed sensing, multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO),
multiple-access system (MAC), random access, deep neural
networks, etc. In the special case when « is Gaussian, the op-
timal solution can be obtained using standard linear minimum
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mean square error (MMSE) methods. Otherwise, the problem
is in general NP-hard [2], [3].

A. Background

Approximate message passing (AMP), derived from belief-
propagation (BP) with Gaussian approximation and the first-
order Taylor approximation, has attracted extensive research
interest for the problem in [4], [5]. AMP adopts a low-
complexity matched filter (MF), so its complexity is as low as
O(MN) per iteration if A has no special structure, such as the
discrete Fourier transform (DFT) matrix or sparse matrices.
Remarkably, the asymptotic performance of AMP can be
described by a scalar recursion called state evolution, derived
heuristically in [S[] and proved rigorously in [4]. State evolution
is similar to density evolution [6], except that state evolution
was developed for dense graphs while density evolution is
only accurate for sparse graphs. State evolution analysis in
[7] implies that AMP is Bayes-optimal for zero-mean IID
sub-Gaussian sensing matrices when the compression rate is
larger than a certain threshold [8]]. Spatial coupling [8]]-[11]]
is used for the optimality of AMP for any compression rate.
The capacity optimality of AMP was proved in [[12] based on
matched forward error correction (FEC) coding.

A basic assumption of AMP is that A has IID Gaussian
entries [4], [5]]. For matrices with correlated entries, AMP may
perform poorly or even diverge [13]]-[15]. It was discovered
in [16], [17] that a variant of AMP based on a unitary
transformation, called UTAMP, performs well for difficult
(e.g., correlated) matrices A. Independently, orthogonal AMP
(OAMP) was proposed in [[18] (see also closely-related earlier
works in [19]], [20]) for right-unitarily-invariant A (see Defi-
nition [I] in [[-E). OAMP involves two local processors: a so-
called linear estimator (LE) and a non-linear estimator (NLE)
under certain orthogonality constraints, i.e., the input and
output estimation errors of each processor are orthogonal. In
particular, an MMSE-derived OAMP can be constructed based
on the locally optimal MMSE principle. OAMP is related to a
variant of the expectation propagation algorithm [21]] (called
diagonally-restricted expectation consistent inference in [22]]
or scalar expectation propagation in [23]]), as observed in
[24], [25]). A closely related algorithm, an MMSE-based vector
AMP (VAMP) [25], is equivalent to expectation propagation
in its diagonally-restricted form [22]]. The accuracy of state
evolution for such expectation propagation type algorithms
(including VAMP and OAMP) was conjectured in [18] and
proved in [24], [25]]. Based on state evolution, the replica
Bayes optimality of OAMP was derived in [18]], [24], [25]]
when the compression rate is larger than a certain threshold.
The capacity optimality of OAMP was proved in [26], [27]]
based on matched FEC coding. The advantages of AMP-type
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algorithms over conventional turbo receivers [28]], [29] are
demonstrated in [[12]], [27]], [30].

The main weakness of Bayes-optimal OAMP/VAMP (BO-
OAMP/VAMP) is the high-complexity O(M?>+M?N) incurred
by the linear MMSE (LMMSE) estimator if A has no special
structure. Singular-value decomposition (SVD) was used to
avoid the high-complexity LMMSE in each iteration [25],
but the complexity of the SVD itself is as high as that of
the LMMSE estimator. The performance of OAMP/VAMP
degrades significantly when the LMMSE estimator is replaced
by the low-complexity matched filter [18]] used in AMP. This
limits the application of OAMP/VAMP to large-scale systems
for which LMMSE is too complex.

In summary, the existing replica Bayes-optimal AMP-type
algorithms are either limited to IID matrices (e.g., AMP)
or need high-complexity LMMSE (e.g., BO-OAMP/VAMP).
Hence, a low-complexity replica Bayes-optimal message pass-
ing algorithm for right-unitarily-invariant matrices is desired.

Recently, Takeuchi proposed convolutional AMP (CAMP),
in which AMP is modified by replacing the Onsager term
with a convolution of all preceding messages [31]]. Similar to
AMP, CAMP consists of an a-posteriori NLE and a matched
filter with a correction term. The CAMP has low complexity
and applies to right-unitarily-invariant matrices. It was proved
that the CAMP is replica Bayes-optimal if its state evolution
converges to a unique fixed point [31]. However, the CAMP
has a relatively low convergence speed and may fail to
converge [32] (even if empirical damping is used), particularly
for matrices with high condition numbers. A heuristic damping
was used to improve the convergence of CAMP. However,
the damping used in CAMP is performed on the a-posteriori
NLE outputs, which breaks orthogonality and the asymptotic
Gaussianity of estimation errors [31].

B. Motivation and Related Works

As mentioned, the potential (e.g., replica) Bayes optimal-
ity generally requires locally optimal MMSE estimators. To
avoid the high-complexity LMMSE in BO-OAMP/VAMP, a
straightforward way is to approach the LMMSE by using
inner iterative methods, such as inner Gaussian message
passing [33], [34], inner conjugate gradient method [35],
[36]. However, these strategies have relatively high complexity
since they involve inner iterations. A warm-start technique
was proposed to accelerate the convergence of the reset-start
conjugate gradient VAMP (CG-VAMP) [36].

Iterative LMMSE receiver for coded MIMO systems [29],
[30] provides an important inspiration to avoid the high-
complexity inner iteration. High-complexity inner belief-
propagation decoding is replaced by a low-complexity memory
decoding, where the decoder is initialized by a memory in the
previous states and the decoder only updates once at each outer
iteration. Therefore, it is natural to ask: can we avoid the high-
complexity inner iteration at LE in [33]-[35]] using memory?
Fortunately, the answer is quite positive. AMP is such an
implicit example, where the memory Onsager term assists the
matched filter in approaching the locally optimal LMMSE.
That is the key point why AMP is Bayes-optimal (in unique

fixed-point state evolution) as well as low-complexity. More
recently, the concept of long-memory message passing, where
all the preceding messages are used for current estimation,
was clearly revealed in [31], [37], [38]. Specifically, a long-
memory AMP algorithm was constructed in [37] to solve the
Thouless-Anderson-Palmer equations for Ising models with
general invariant random matrices. The results in [37] were
rigorously justified via state evolution in [38].

C. Contributions

To overcome the difficulties in AMP, OAMP/VAMP and
CAMP, we propose a memory AMP (MAMP) framework
under the orthogonality principle, which guarantees the asymp-
totic IID Gaussianity of estimation errors in MAMP. Due to the
memory involved in MAMP, stricter orthogonality (compared
to the orthogonality of non-memory OAMP/VAMP) is re-
quired for MAMP to guarantee the asymptotic IID Gaussianity
of estimation errors in MAMP [24], [31]. In detail, the step-
by-step orthogonalization between the current input and output
estimation errors in non-memory AMP (e.g., OAMP/VAMP) is
not sufficient, and instead, the current output estimation error
is required to be orthogonal to all input estimation errors. We
present an orthogonalization procedure for the local memory
estimators to realize the required orthogonality for MAMP.

We propose a Bayes-optimal MAMP (BO-MAMP) us-
ing a low-complexity long-memory matched filter for in-
terference suppression. Using the asymptotic IID Gaussian-
ity, a covariance-matrix state evolution is established for
BO-MAMP. Based on state evolution, relaxation parameters
and damping vectors, preserving the orthogonality (e.g., the
asymptotic Gaussianity of estimation errors), are analytically
optimized to improve and guarantee the convergence of BO-
MAMP. BO-MAMP has the following two properties.

o The complexity of BO-MAMP is comparable to AMP
and much lower than BO-OAMP/VAMP.

« The state evolution of the optimized BO-MAMP con-
verges to the same fixed point as that of the high-
complexity BO-OAMP/VAMP for all right-unitarily-
invariant matrices. Hence, the optimized BO-MAMP
achieves the Bayes-optimal MSE predicted by the replica
method if its state evolution has a unique fixed point.

Part of the results in this paper has been published in [1].
In this paper, we additionally provide the derivation of state
evolution, detailed proofs and more numerical results.

D. Comparisons with Existing Works

Table [I| gives an overview of the key properties of the
past and present AMP-type algorithms including AMP, BO-
OAMP/VAMP, MF-OAMP/VAMP, CAMP and BO-MAMP,
which are summarized as follows.

« AMP is potentially Bayes-optimal, and has low complex-
ity as it uses a memory MF-LE. However, it is limited
to IID matrices, and has a low convergence speed since
only a single memory in last iteration is used [J5].

« CAMP is potentially Bayes-optimal, applies to right-
unitarily-invariant matrices, and has low complexity as
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TABLE I
AN OVERVIEW OF THE AMP-TYPE ALGORITHMS
Algorithms Matn_x_ Linear Estimator Optimality State-evolution Relative
prerequisite convergence speed
Memory MF Bayes-optimal

AMP [5] 1D (low complexity) (potential) Converges 4

BO-OAMP/VYAMP || Right unitarily | Non-memory LMMSE Bayes-optimal Converees 1
[18], [25] invariant (high complexity) (potential) 8¢ (best)

MF-OAMP/VAMP || Right unitarily Non-memory MF Sub-optimal in Converges 5
[18], [25] invariant (low complexity) ill-conditioned matrices 8¢ (worst)

CAMP [31] Right unitarily Long-memory MF Bayes-optimal Fails to converge in 3

invariant (low complexity) (potential) high condition numbers
BO-MAMP nght ul}ltarlly Long-memory'MF Bayes-op'tlmal Converges )
(proposed) invariant (low complexity) (potential)

Notes: The properties in bold indicate weakness. The relative speed means the number of iterations to achieve the same MSE performance for right-unitarily-

invariant matrices (except IID Gaussian and identical-singular-value matrices in

. “MF” means matched filter, and “potential” means that the algorithm

achieves the Bayes-optimal MSE predicted by the replica method if its state evolution has a unique fixed point. For zero-mean IID Gaussian matrices, the
convergence speeds of AMP, CAMP and BO-MAMP are almost the same. For identical-singular-value matrices, MF-OAMP/VAMP, BO-OAMP/VAMP and

BO-MAMP are equivalent.

it uses an MF-LE. Since long memory is considered,
its convergence speed is higher than AMP and MF-
OAMP/VAMP for general non-IID and ill-conditioned
matrices. However, it fails to converge for matrices with
high condition numbers [31]], [32].

« MF-OAMP/VAMP applies to right-unitarily-invariant ma-
trices, and has low complexity as it uses a non-memory
MF-LE. However, it is sub-optimal, i.e., the performance
is poor for ill-conditioned matrices [18].

« BO-OAMP/VAMP is potentially Bayes-optimal and ap-
plies to right-unitarily-invariant matrices. It has the
highest convergence speed as locally optimal LE (i.e.,
LMMSE) is used, which costs high complexity [[18]], [25]].

« BO-MAMP proposed in this paper is potentially Bayes-
optimal, applies to right-unitarily-invariant matrices, and
has low complexity since it uses an MF-LE. BO-MAMP
solves the convergence problem of CAMP. We prove
that the state evolution of the optimized BO-MAMP
converges to the same fixed point as BO-OAMP/VAMP.
Furthermore, for general ill-conditioned matrices, the
convergence speed of BO-MAMP is higher than AMP,
CAMP and MF-OAMP/VAMP, but relatively lower than
BO-OAMP/VAMP.

More specifically, distinct from the AMP, CAMP and long-
memory AMP in [37], [38] that consist of an a-posteriori
NLE and a matched filter with a correction term, the proposed
MAMP consists of an orthogonal NLE and an orthogonal long-
memory matched filter, which is similar to the structure of
OAMP/VAMP. Apart from that, distinct from AMP and CAMP
that perform a heuristic scalar damping on the a-posteriori
NLE outputs and break the orthogonality and Gaussianity, an
analytically optimized vector damping for the orthogonal NLE
outputs is derived for BO-MAMP to guarantee and improve
the convergence as well as preserve the orthogonality and
Gaussianity.

Recently, Skuratovs and Davies proposed a warm-start CG-
VAMP (WS-CG-VAMP) to accelerate the convergence of CG-
VAMP in [36]]. However, the state evolution of WS-CG-VAMP

was not provided in the first preprint version of [36] on arXiv.
After we posted the preprint of this work (which provided
a rigorous state evolution for BO-MAMP) [39]], a rigorous
state evolution was derived for WS-CG-VAMP in the latest
version of [36]. In addition, the convergence and replica Bayes
optimality of the state evolution for WS-CG-VAMP have not
yet been rigorously proved, while the convergence and replica
Bayes optimality of the state evolution for the proposed BO-
MAMP are rigorously proved in this paper.

More recently, the damping optimization technique in this
paper has been used to analyze the convergence of BO-
OAMP/VAMP in [40]], [41]] from a sufficient statistic perspec-
tive. Motivated by the damping optimization in this paper and
its statistical interpretation in [40], [41], a sufficient statistic
memory AMP (SS-MAMP) is proposed in [38]], [59] to ensure
the convergence of any MAMP-type algorithms in principle.

E. Notation and Definitions

Boldface lowercase letters represent vectors and boldface
uppercase symbols denote matrices. E{-} is the expectation
operation over all random variables involved in the brackets,
except when otherwise specified, e.g., E{a} is the expectation
of a. Var{a} is E {||a - E{a}||2}, sign(a) is the sign of a. We
say that x = xgre + ixyy is circularly-symmetric complex Gaus-
sian if xge and xy, are two independent Gaussian distributed
random variables with E{xge} = E{x;n} = 0 and Var{xg.} =
Var{xy,}. We define Var{x} = Var{xge} + Var{xyn}. I is the
identity matrix of appropriate size, O the zero matrix/vector,
1 the all one matrix/vector, A* the conjugate of A, AT the
transpose of A, AH the conjugate transpose of A, ||a|| the £>-
norm of a, and CN (u, X) the circularly-symmetric complex
Gaussian distribution with mean g and covariance X. For an
N-by-N matrix A = [a; jlnxn, diag{A} = [a11,... ,an.n1T
denotes the diagonal vector, det(A) the determinant of A, and
tr{A} the trace of A. A matrix is said to be column-wise
IID if the elements in each of its columns are IID and row-
wise joint-Gaussian if the elements in each of its rows are
jointly Gaussian. The notation X ~Y means that X follows the
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same distribution as Y. min{S} and max{S} respectively takes
the minimum and maximum value in set S. The notation ‘=
denotes almost sure equivalence, (Z) =n/(k!(n—k)!) denotes
n choose k.

Throughout this paper, unless stated otherwise, we will
assume that the length of a vector is N and x is normalized,
i.e., -E{||z||*} = 1. For simplicity, in this paper, unless stated
otherwise, BO-OAMP/VAMP refers to the MMSE variant
where the LE uses LMMSE and NLE uses MMSE.

Definition 1 (Haar Matrix): Let U, be the space of all nxn
unitary matrices. A unitary random matrix U € U, is called
a Haar matrix if U is uniformly distributed on U,,.

F. Paper Outline

This paper is organized as follows. Section II gives the
preliminaries including problem formulation and the review of
OAMP/VAMP. Section III proposes a memory AMP under an
orthogonality principle. A Bayes-optimal memory AMP (BO-
MAMP) is developed in Section IV. Parameter optimization
for BO-MAMP is given in Section V. Numerical results are
shown in Section VI

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we first give the problem formulation and
assumptions. Then, we introduce a non-memory iterative pro-
cess and review OAMP/VAMP and its properties.

A. Problem Formulation
Fig. [T(a) illustrates the system in (I)) with two constraints:

(2a)
(2b)

I': y=Az+n,
d: x;~ Py, Vi

Our aim is to use the AMP-type iterative approach in
Fig. Ekb) to find an MMSE estimate of x. That is, its MSE
converges to [42]

mmse{z|y, A, T, ®} = LE{[|Zpost — z|*}, 3)

where &0t = E{x|y, A,T", @} is the a-posteriori mean of x.

Definition 2 (Bayes Optimality): An iterative approach is
said to be Bayes optimal if its MSE converges to the MMSE
of the system in (T).

® Ve r, (0N

Fig. 1. Graphic illustrations for (a) a system model with two constraints @
and I, and (b) a non-memory iterative process involving two local processors
ve and ¢.

B. Assumptions

Assumption 1: The entries of  are IID with zero mean.
The variance of @ is normalized, i.e., —E{||z|*}=1, and the
(2 + €)th moments of x are finite for some e.

Assumption 2: Let the singular value decomposition of A
be A = UXVH where U € CM*M and V e CN*N are
unitary matrices, and X is a rectangular diagonal matrix.
We assume that M,N — oo with a fixed § = M/N, and A
is known and is right-unitarily-invariant, i.e., UX and V
are independent, and V is Haar distributed (or equivalently,
isotropically random). Furthermore, the empirical eigenvalue
distribution of AAM converges almost surely to a compactly
supported deterministic distribution with unit first moment in
the large system limit, i.e., limy_c %tr{AAH} =1 [31).
Let A, = #tr{(AAH)’} and 17 = [Amax + Amin]/2, Where
Amin and Amax denote the minimal and maximal eigenvalues
of AAM, respectively. Without loss of generality, we assume
that {Amin, Amax} and {A;,Vt < 27} are known, where 7 is
the maximum number of iterations.

For specific random matrices such as IID Gaussian, Wigner
and Wishart matrices, {Amin, Amax, A;} can be calculated from
the eigenvalue distribution P, [43]. Otherwise, the following
approximations can be used.

e {4;} can be approximated as follows. The complexity is
as low as O(MN) per iteration.
Proposition 1: The {4,} can be approximated by

A= im s |, for r=1,2,... (4a)
where s; is given by the following recursion: Starting

with # = 1 and s9 ~ CN(Opx1, ﬁINxN),

As;_q, if ¢ is odd
St = i (4b)
Alg, . if riseven
Proof: Following (4b), we can expand s; to
A(AHA)T s, ift=1,3,5, -
S, = . ®)
(AHA)2 s, ifr=2,4,6,---
Since sg ~ CN (Opnx1, %INxN), we have
dim s = gu{(ATA)} = 4, (6)
Thus, we complete the proof of Proposition [T} [ ]

o Amin and Apax can be replaced respectively by a lower
bound /ll"w of the minimal eigenvalue and an upper bound
b of the maximal eigenvalue of AAH. Theorem |2] I in
Subsection [V-E|needs {Amin, Amax} to satisfy p(6,B) < 1,
which does not change by using the bounds {/llgf;, A

(see Remark 1 in [V=A). Therefore, Theorem [2] still holds

with the bounds {/l"’w AP 3. Loose bounds may decrease

the convergence speed of BO-MAMP. Since Ay, > 0 and

Afax < NAg, we can set
Lo =0, A= (Vo). (7a)

The A0, is tighter for larger 7. In practice, we set T =
27, where 7 is the maximum number of iterations.

As is shown in Fig. [I3] the performance of BO-MAMP with
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approximate {4,} in Proposition 1 and bounds /llrgfrvl =0 and
AP = (NA;)Y/T are almost the same as that with the exact
values of {A;, Amin, Amax |-

C. Non-memory Iterative Process and Orthogonality

Non-memory Iterative Process: Fig. [T|b) illustrates a non-
memory iterative proces’ consisting of a linear estimator (LE)
and a non-linear estimator (NLE): Starting with ¢ = 1,

LE :
NLE :

(8a)
(8b)

= () = Qy + Py,
= ¢l (rt) ]

where y;(-) and ¢,(-) process the two constraints I" and @
separately, and Q; A and P; are polynomials in A" A. Without
loss of generality, we assume that the norms of Q; and P; are
finite. For any x; 1, ;2 € CN,

L+l

(9a)
(9b)

-Vt (wt,Q) Il = P: (wt,l - mt,Z)”
< ||Pellllee1 — 2]l

||71 (wt,l)

where ||P;|| is finite. Hence, 7y, (-) is Lipschitz-continuous.

We call a non-memory iterative process since both 7y, (+)
and ¢,(-) are memoryless, depending only on their current
inputs «; and 7, respectively. Let

(10a)
(10b)

Tt =X+ Gr,

T =x+ f;,

where g; and f; indicate the estimation errors with zero means
and variances:

v/ = LE(lg?. v = FEUIAIP

The asymptotic IID Gaussian property of a non-memory
iterative process was conjectured in [[18]] and proved in [24],
[25] based on the following error orthogonality. For more
details, refer to Section V-D and Section V-E in [24] for the
proof of asymptotically IID Gaussian properties (see Al and
B1 in Theorem 4 in [24]]) using the orthogonality (see A2 and
B2 in Theorem 4 in [24]), which does not rely on the explicit
constructions of y;(-) and ¢, (-).

Lemma 1 (Orthogonality and Asymptotic IID Gaussianity):
Suppose that Assumptions 1-2 and the following orthogonality
holds: for all r > 1,

(10c)

1

lim g aflg, =0, (11a)
Jim ~flg, =0, (11b)

Aim %g7 frn =0, (1lc)

Then, for the {y,(-)} in and separable-and-Lipschitz-
continuous [44] {¢,(-)}, we have: V¢ > 1,

dim v/ GE{lye(@+n)) — 2l (12a)
lim v? 2 LE{||¢.(z +n)) - 2|}, (12b)

N—>oo

IThe V' transformed error recursion of a non-memory iterative process in
coincides with that in [24]. (See also Point 2 in Subsection [[II-D] for more
details)

where n,¢ ~CN(0, vt¢I) and ) ~ CN(0,v] I) are indepen-
dent of x.

Lemma [I] is a special case of Lemma [] for the memory
iterative process in In fact, the sufficient condition of
IID Gaussian property for an iterative process is the “full
orthogonality” in (20), i.e., the current output estimation error
is orthogonal to all preceding input estimation errors in each
estimation. For a non-memory iterative process, this condition
is relaxed to the “step-by-step orthogonality” in (TT), i.e., the
current input and output estimation errors are orthogonal in
each estimation, following the generalized Stein’s lemma [31]],
[45] below. Note that in general, “step-by-step orthogonality”
in (TI) is much looser than “full orthogonality” in ([20), except
for the non-memory iterative process discussed above.

Lemma 2 (Generalized Stein’s Lemma): Let z =

[z1---2]T ~ CN(0,X,). Any Lipschitz-continuous function
t//.C—>(Csat1sﬁes. ForlSzStandlS]St
zi}
E{zj¢(z0)} = - B{zjv (2} (13a)
7 E{II z|| } l

Furthermore, any differentlableE] and Lipschitz-continuous
function ¢ : C' — C satisfies: For 1 <i <,

E{zj¢(2)} = X, E{zjz;}E{96(2)/dz;}.

The generalized Stein’s lemma has been widely used in the
design of orthogonal iterative processes (e.g., OAMP/VAMP
and expectation propagation algorithm).

(13b)

D. Overview of BO-OAMP/VAMP

The following BO-OAMP/VAMP [18], [25] is a non-
memory iterative process that solves the problem in with
right-unitarily-invariant matrix.

BO-OAMP/VAMP [18], [25]: Let p; = o2/v?, é:(-)
be a separable and Lipschitz-continuous estimator, and
define 9,(-) as an estimate of x at ¢-th iteration:

9, () = A (p, T+ AAY) ' (y — Ax)). (14)
A BO-OAMP/VAMP is then defined as: Starting with ¢ =
1, vf:landmlzo,

LE: 7, =v:(xy) = E—}/)A/t (x;) + x4, (15a)
NLE: ;4 =¢, (r,)= i [d:(re) + (ef_’H -Dr,], (15b)
where

= Lu{A% (o, T+ AAT) A}, (15¢)

v/ —J/SE(V )= vl - 1], (15d)
== gl @+ m -l (se)
vl =¢SE<v3> =/l =11, (150)

2For a complex number z = x + iy, the complex derivative is defined as
9/0z=1/2(9/dx —1i-d/dy). For a complex function ¢: C — C, we write
(0/0z) (Re[¢] +i-Im[g]) as O¢/0z.
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and n ~ CN(0, I) is independent of x. The final estimate
is ¢; (7).

Using Taylor series expansion, (p,I + AAH)_l in can
be rewritten to a polynomial in A" A. Therefore, the BO-
OAMP/VAMP LE in (I34) is a special case of the NIM-LE
in (Ba). Without loss of generality, throughout this paper, we
assume that the ¢;(-) in NLE is a symbol-by-symbol MMSE
estimator given by

¢3t(7°t) = E{z|r;, ®}. (16)

Assumption 3: Bach posterior variance E{|x,|?|r; , ®n} —
|¢3,(rt,n)|2, Vn is almost surely bounded, where x,, r; , and ®,
are the n-th entry/constraint of x, r, and ®, respectively [24].

The MMSE estimator ¢,(-) in (T6) is Lipschitz-continuous
for « under Assumption [I] Assumption [3] and an equivalent
Gaussian observationﬂ ¢ (see [24, Lemma 2]). It was proved
in [24] that BO-OAMP/VAMP satisfies the orthogonality in
(TT). Hence, the IID Gaussian property in holds for BO-
OAMP/VAMP, which results in the following state evolution.

Proposition 2 (State Evolution): Suppose that Assumptions
1-3 hold. The iterative performance of BO-OAMP/VAMP can
be tracked by state evolution: Starting with # = 1 and vf =1,

LE: v) =yse(v)), (17a)
NLE: v* =¢se(v)), (17b)

where ysg(-) and ¢sg(-) are defined in and (151),
respectively.

The compression limit was analyzed by replica method for
right-unitarily-invariant matrices in [47], [48]]. Based on state
evolution, it was proved in [[18]], [25] that the fixed points
of BO-OAMP/VAMP are consistent with the replica predicted
MMSE. Recently, the replica method is proved in [49] for
a sub-class of right-unitarily-invariant matrices A = UW,
where W are IID Gaussian, U is a product of a finite number
of independent matrices, each with IID matrix-elements that
are either bounded or standard Gaussian, and U and W are
independent. Therefore, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 3 (Potential Bayes Optimality): Suppose that
Assumptions 1-3 hold and the state evolution of BO-
OAMP/VAMP has a unique fixed point. Then, BO-
OAMP/VAMP achieves the Bayes optimal MSE predicted by
the replica method.

In general, the NLE in BO-OAMP/VAMP is a symbol-
by-symbol estimator, whose time complexity is as low as
O(N). The complexity of BO-OAMP/VAMP is dominated
by LMMSE-LE, which costs O(M>N+M?3) time complexity
per iteration for matrix multiplication and matrix inversion.
Therefore, to reduce the complexity, it is desired to design a
low-complexity potentially Bayes-optimal LE for the message
passing algorithm.

3In OAMP/VAMP and MAMP, r; can be treated as Gaussian observation of
@, which can be guaranteed by the orthogonality in or (see Lemma
[[and Lemma ).

ITI. MEMORY AMP

In this section, we propose a memory AMP (MAMP) under
an orthogonal principle. We construct a kind of local orthog-
onal memory estimators to realize the required orthogonality
for MAMP.

A. Memory AMP

Definition 3 (Memory Iterative Process): A memory itera-
tive proces consists of a memory linear estimator (LE) and
a memory non-linear estimator (NLE): Starting with # =1,

Memory LE: Tr=Y: (:Bl, ) wt):Qty +Z;:] Pt,iwi’ (183)
Memory NLE : @41 = ¢; (71, -, 74), (18b)

where Q; A and P, ; are polynomials in A" A. Without loss
of generality, we assume that the norms of Q; and {P; ;} are
finite. Let :ct(l) = [x] - 1T, xfz) = [x],, - x,]T
and P, = diag{P,.1, - - s Prat (a block diagonal’matrix). For

any wt(l),:ct(z) e CNt,

1 2 1 2
lye (@) =y (@) = 1P (2" - 2P
< 1Pzl — 22,

(19a)
(19b)

where ||P;|| is finite since {||P;;||, Vi} are finite. Hence, y; (-)
in (I8a) is Lipschitz-continuous.

We call (I8) a memory iterative process since y,(-) and
¢+(-) contain memories {x;,1 <i <t} and {r;,1 <i < t},
respectively. Fig. 2] give a graphical illustration of the memory
iterative process. The memory iterative process is degraded to
the classic non-memory iterative process if y; (xy, -, ;) =
¥e () and ¢; (71, -+, 7)) = ¢ (T4).

Definition 4 (Memory AMP): The memory iterative process
in is said to be a memory AMP (MAMP) if the following
orthogonal constraints hold for 1 < ¢’ <t

1 a.s.

dim Latlg, =0, (20a)
dim % filg, =0, (20b)
Aim L g7 frn =0, (20¢)

Specifically, y,(-) and ¢,(-) can be partial memory estima-
tors such as

l<t, <t,

1ST¢tSl‘.

(21a)
21b)

Yt (wls Y wt) = )’t(iL'-rn, Y wt)»

¢I (wl""iwl) = ¢t(r7‘¢l""7rt)’

4The V -transformed error recursion of the memory iterative process in {1®)
coincides with that in [31] (See Point 2 in Subsection [lII-D).

xt ...xl

Ve T T, N

Fig. 2. Graphic illustration for a memory iterative process.
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In this case, based on the generalized Stein’s lemma in Lemma
the full orthogonality in (20b) and (20c) can be reduced to
the following partial orthogonality.

dim ~flg =0, 1, <t <y, (22a)

Jim Ll 20, 14 <t <t (22b)
When 7,, = 74, = t, the MAMP degenerates to the non-
memory process discussed in Section

Note that in general, the full orthogonalization in is
stricter than the step-by-step orthogonalization in (IIJ), except
for the non-memory iterative process in Subsection For
example, the step-by-step orthogonalization in (TT)) in a non-
memory iterative process (e.g., OAMP/VAMP) is not sufficient
to guarantee the asymptotic IID Gaussianity for MAMP. Thus,
a stricter orthogonality is required, i.e., the error of y,(-) is
required to be orthogonal to all input estimation errors. This
is the main difference between MAMP and the non-memory
AMP-type algorithms (e.g., OAMP/VAMP). In [[II-B|and [[TT-C|
we will show how to construct a memory LE and a memory
NLE to satisfy the orthogonality in (20).

Define the covariances as follows:

= = (v} )" = xElg'gr},
tt’ (V ) E%E{ftH.ft’}

The following lemma is proved in [31]], [46] (see “Proof of
Property (A1)” in Appendix A-D in [31])). It is important for
the state evolution of MAMP.

Lemma 4 (Orthogonality and Asymptotic IID Gaussianity):
Suppose that Assumptions 1-2 hold. For MAMP with the

orthogonality in (20), the {y,(-)} in (I8a) and separable-and-
Lipschitz-continuous [44] {¢;(-)}, we have V1<t <t,

(23a)
(23b)

V

A}l_r)nmvty = %E{[y,(:c+n]‘/’,...,:c+nfb) :c]
[ye(@+nl,....x+nl) - sc]} (24a)

Tim vi o FE{ (@], n))-a]
[q)ﬂ(:c+n;y, LTHn) 7) - w]}, (24b)
where [nf' ...n]] and [nf’ . nf’] are column-wise IID

Gaussian, row wise joint-Gaussian and independent of x. In
addition, n ~ CN(0,v{,I) with E{n;ﬁ(nt,) }=v&,I and
n/~CN(0,v/,I) with E{n/ (n))"}=v]

B. Orthogonal Memory LE
We construct an orthogonal memory LE v, (-) to satisfy the

orthogonality in (20a) and (20b).
Definition 5 (Orthogonal Memory LE): A general orthogo-
nal memory LE is defined as

’)/l(xh""mt) :Qly-"-Z;:l Pl,imi, (253)

where Q; A and P, ; are polynomials in A" A, and
Lwl@A) =1, (25b)
w{P, i} =0, i=1,....z (25¢)

Recall g; = y;(x1, -, x;)—x and f; = x;—x, Vi, and assumeﬂ
that F; = [f--- f;] is column-wise IID with zero mean and
independent of m. Then, the memory LE in (25) satisfies the
orthogonalization:

Jim ~aflg, 20, (26a)
Nninm Lfilg =0, Vi< <t (26b)
Proof: First, we rewrite to
yi(@i, @) =Q(Ax+n) + X Pri(x+ f). (27)
Then, we have
9 =(@QA-T+Y_ P+ Prifi+Qmn. (28)

L;

For 1<t <1,

1 a.s.

1\}13100 ﬁm g; = %[E{tr{meL,}} + élE<tr{fimHPt,i}}
+E{u{na’'@,}}| (29a)
=0, (29b)

S.

A}@m%fﬁgt = ﬁ[ {tr{xf,‘?‘L,}}+ZE{tr{f, Hp, i}

+Elu{nflia}}] (29¢)

(294d)

where (29a) and follow that E{xaH} = I E{an} =
E{’I’L tI:I} 0, E{fl H} El N( H.fl)I E{ } El N( CE)I
and E{f; f1} = v I, and (29b) and (29d) follow tr{Q,A -
I} = tr{P,,,} 0 (see @3)). u

The orthogonal memory LE in (23) is a generalization of the
de-correlated LE in OAMP [[18]]. The lemma below constructs
an orthogonal memory LE based on a general memory LE.

Lemma 5 (Orthogonal Memory LE Construction): Given a
general memory LE (not necessary orthogonal)

x;) = Quy + Xl Pz,

where Q;A and P,; are polynomials in AHA, we can
construct an orthogonal memory LE by

=0,

’;’t(xb”'? (303)

%(:cl,---,wz)=fty(%(wl,--uwz)—[wl---wz]pt), (30b)
where
& = xu{@ A}, o= [Fu(Pa} - FulP] L (00

It is easy to verify that y,(-) in (30) satisfies 23), i.e., it is
an orthogonal memory LE.

C. Orthogonal Memory NLE

We construct an orthogonal memory NLE ¢,(-) to satisfy
the orthogonality in (20c).

5The assumption that F' is column-wise IID with zero mean and indepen-
dent of n is guaranteed by the orthogonal memory NLE given in [III-C| by
induction [31].
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Definition 6 (Orthogonal Memory NLE): Recall f;1| =
¢i(ry,--,7) —x and g; = r; — x, Vi. An memory NLE
¢ (ry,--+,7,) is called orthogonal memory NLE if

A}iﬂjfﬂlgy 20, Vi<t <t (31)

The orthogonal memory NLE in (31) is a generalization of
the divergence-free NLE in OAMP [18]]. The lemma below
constructs an orthogonal memory NLE based on an arbitrary
memory NLE.

Lemma 6: Assumeﬁ] that G, = [g; - - - g;] are column-wise
IID Gaussian and row- wise joint Gaussian with zero mean
and limy_ e NGH = 0. Given an arbitrary separable-and-
Lipschitz-continuous ¢t(r1,- -,7;) (not necessary orthogo-
nal), we can construct an orthogonal memory NLE by

¢t(r1, Y rt) = E_lqb(ét(rla ) T‘t) - ['I"] o rt]’u’t)7 (32a)
where
= (GG 'Gldi(r1,- 1), (32b)
and s,‘/’ is an arbitrary constant.

Proof: We prove that ¢,(-) in (32) satisfies the orthogo-
nalization in (31) as follows.

i 4G

= lim LGl (ri. ) - z] (33a)

e Jim LG (1, 1) (33b)

= hm W [GH(¢,(T1, s — [ -~rt]ut)] (33c)

= N—J(G?aﬁ(rl,’wn) - Gl'Gu) (33d)

=0, (33e)
where (33B) and (33d) follow lim +GHz = o0,
follows (324), and (33¢) follows @]} [ ]

In general, & in (32a) is determined by minimizing the
MSE of ¢,(-).

Lemma 7: Assume that G; = [g; ---g;] are column-wise
IID Gaussian and row-wise joint Gaussian with zero mean
and limy e ﬁG}{w =" 0. For an arbitrary separable-and-
Lipschitz-continuous and differentiable qgt(rl,~~~,7',), using
generalized Stein’s Lemma [45] (see Lemma EI), we have

Jlim LGS paRa [E(5) - (5T 69
Then, u, in (32b) can be rewritten to
u = [E{5%} - E{52}]". (35)

Fig.[3| gives a graphic illustration of MAMP with orthogonal
¥: constructed in and orthogonal ¢, constructed in [[lI-C|

D. Connection to Related Frameworks and Algorithms

1) Connection to the Non-Memory Iterative Process in[[I-C:
In (18), let P, ; = 0,Vi <t and ¢, (r1,- -, 1) = ¢; (r;). Then

0The assumption that limpy o ﬁGfIm %2 0 and G, are column-wise IID

Gaussian and row-wise joint Gaussian with zero mean are guaranteed by the
orthogonal memory LE given in [[l-B] by induction [31].

Y N
< Xe X1 P e Pe
< 1/¢; ¢
Orth ﬁ’ N
Ve orth o8
—E rl e rt
> /St >

Fig. 3. Graphic illustration of MAMP involving two local orthogonal
processors y; (for I') and ¢ (for @), which are realized by orthogonalization

for 9; (see B0)) and ¢, (see (32).

the MIP is reduced to the non-memory iterative process in
(). In this case, the full orthogonality in (20) for MAMP can
be reduced to the step-by-step orthogonality in (TT) using the
generalized Stein’s lemma in Lemma E} As a result, Lemma
Ml is reduced to Lemma Il

2) Connection to the Unified Framework: MAMP basically
coincides with the unified framework in [31]], [46].

« Assumptions 1-2 in this paper correspond to Assumptions
1-2 in [31]], respectively. Assumption 3 in [31] holds
in this paper, since we consider an AWGN vector n ~
CN (0, 02I). In addition, the Lipschitz-continuous 7, (-)
in (I8a) and separable-and-Lipschitz-continuous ¢, (-)
satisfy the Lipschitz continuous conditions in Assumption
4 in [31]]. In addition, the nonlinear condition in Assump-
tion 4 in [31] is un-necessary in this paper, since we
consider a noisy recovery for un-coded non-trivial IID @,
in which error-free recovery is impossible, i.e., the norms
of error vectors are non-zero in MAMP.

o The unified framework in [31]], [46] is defined on a
general error model under V' transform (see (9)-(12) in
[31]), while the MAMP in this paper is straightforwardly
defined on the estimation recursion. Recall A=UXVH,
and let y’ = UMy, n’ = U%Yn and 2’ = VHz. Thus,
y’ = X’ + n’. Then, the memory iterative process can
be rewritten to

Memory LE : z; = vig,, (36a)
r{ =X,y +Xl_ Zp, X/, (36b)

=Vr], (36¢)

NLE: x4 = ¢ (ry,...,7¢), (36d)

where X, 4 and Xp, , are the diagonal matrices corre-
sponding to Q,; A and P, ;, respectively. Based on (36),
we then obtain an equivalent error recursion under V
transform as that in [31].

o The unified framework in [31], [46] used two derivative
correction terms to realize the orthogonality in (20,
which results in the asymptotic error Gaussianity in
Lemma [d] The MAMP in this paper is straightforwardly
defined on the orthogonality in (20). Since the derivative
correction is a sufficient (not necessary) condition of the
orthogonality, the MAMP is more general than that in
[31]], [46] (e.g., for non-differentiable processors [S0]).

3) Connection to AMP and CAMP: Both AMP and CAMP
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are instances of the unified framework in [31], [46]]. As
mentioned above, MAMP basically coincides with the unified
framework in [31]], [46]. Hence, AMP and CAMP can be
treated as instances of MAMP.

4) Connection to OAMP/VAMP: An OAMP/VAMP is an

instance of MAMP as shown below.

e Let P, = -Q;A and P, = 0,Vt’ < t. Then, the
orthogonal memory LE in is degraded to the de-
correlated LE in OAMP.,

o Let u; = [0, . ,O,E{fl—‘ft’}]. In this case, the orthogonal
memory NLE in (32) is degraded to the divergence-free
NLE in OAMP.

Furthermore, BO-OAMP/VAMP is an instance of MAMP as
shown below.

o Let Q, = AH(p, I + AHA), P, = -Q:A and
P, = 0,Vt" < t. Then, the orthogonal memory LE in
is degraded to the LMMSE-LE in of BO-
OAMP/VAMP.

o Let 8,‘/’ = l—E{ dé: } $; be an MMSE estimator given by

dry &
$:(re) = E{z|r,, ®}. Then, u, = [0,--+,0,E{%2}] and
ddiy s o I $e (re)— |1 :
E{d_r,} = 1\}511% W In this case, the orthogonal

memory NLE in (32) is degraded to the MMSE-NLE in
(15b) of BO-OAMP/VAMP.

IV. BAYES-OPTIMAL MEMORY AMP

In this section, we construct a Bayes-optimal MAMP (BO-
MAMP) using a long-memory MF-LE, and provide some
properties of BO-MAMP such as orthogonality and asymptotic
IID Gaussianity, based on which we derive the state evolution
of BO-MAMP. Interestingly, with the assistance of memory,
we prove that the state evolution of the optimized BO-MAMP
converges to the same fixed point as that of BO-OAMP/VAMP
even if a low-complexity matched filter is used.

A. Bayes-Optimal Memory AMP (BO-MAMP)

The following is a BO-MAMP algorithm. The convergence
of BO-MAMP is optimized with relaxation parameters {6},
weights {£;} and damping vectors {¢;}.

Bayes-Optimal MAMP (BO-MAMP): Let B = A'T —
AAH, Consider a long-memory linear estimation:

(37
A BO-MAMP is: Starting with t =1 and | = 79 = 0,

7 =6, BP_ 1 + & (y — Axy).

Memory LE : o=y (x1, - x)
= g%’(AHft - Xl prizi), (38a)
NLE : @41 = ¢(7)

=[x, ..., 2, ¢ (11)] - o1, (38D)

where Cr1 = [Cre1,15-- -5 .(t+l,t+l]T’ and ¢, (-) is the same
as that in BO-OAMP/VAMP (see (I3b)).

See Algorithm [I] in Appendix [H| for more details of BO-
MAMP. The following are some intuitive interpretations of the

parameters in BO-MAMP. We will optimize these parameters
in Section [V]

o In a memory LE, all preceding messages are utilized
in Y!_, pri@; to guarantee the orthogonality in (20). In
NLE, the preceding messages {xj,...,x;} are used for
damping to guarantee and improve the convergence of
BO-MAMP.

« The relaxation parameter 6, = (17 + p,;)~!, optimized in
Subsection minimizes the spectral radius of 6;B
to improve the convergence speed of BO-MAMP and
ensure that BO-MAMP has a potentially Bayes-optimal
fixed point if converges.

o The weight &, optimized in Subsection adjusts the
contribution of x; to the estimate r,. Higher weight &,
means that the contribution of x; to r; increases. As a
result, the optimized &; accelerates the convergence of
BO-MAMP. However, the choice of & does not affect
the convergence and fixed point (i.e., potential Bayes
optimality) of the state evolution for BO-MAMP. See
Theorem [2] and its proof in Appendix

« The normalization parameters {&)} and the orthogonal-
ization parameters {p;;}, given in (40), guarantee the
orthogonality in (20) (see Theorem [I).

o The damping vector ¢; = [{, 1, (;,]", optimized in
Subsection [V-C] (see (6I)), is under the constraint of

t1¢.; = 1. We optimize the linear combination of
all the messages {x;} to guarantee and improve the
convergence of BO-MAMP. In particular, no damping is
applied for ¢; = [0,---,0, 11T, In practice, we consider a
maximum damping length L, i.e., the number of non-zero
entries in ¢;. In general, we set L =3 or 2.

We call (38) memory AMP as it involves a process with
memory {x;,i < t} at LE which is distinct from the non-
memory LE in OAMP/VAMP. Intuitively, A7, is an esti-
mate of x that converges to the LMMSE estimate in BO-
OAMP/VAMP. As can be seen, matrix-vector multiplications
instead of matrix inverse are involved in each iteration. Thus,
the time complexity of BO-MAMP is as low as O(MN) per
iteration, which is comparable to AMP.

B. Orthogonality and Asymptotic IID Gaussianity

For t > 0, we deﬁn

W, = A"B' A, (392)
b= te{B'} = Tiy () (-1)' ()4, (39b)
we = L(W,) = ATb, - b, (39)
Wi = AT Wisj — wisjo —wiwj, 020,/ > 0. (39d)
For 1 <i <1,
9= {5” t = (402)
Eilley 00, i<t

T1f t}/{e eigenvalue distribution p, is available, b; can be calculated by
b; = f/lmr:‘r“‘x (AT =-)!pada.
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(40b)
(40¢)

Dii =~V iwii,
Y _ t
& =— Zi=1 Pt.i-

Furthermore, ¢, ; =1 if i > t.
Proposition 3: The {r,} in (38) and the corresponding errors
can be expanded to

T = %(Qty + Yo Hyizi),
= Lty(Qtn'FZ, lHt lfl)

where g, and f; are respectively the estimation errors of r;
and x; (see (10)), and

Q; = Z;zl ﬁt,iAHBt_i,
Hz,i = ﬁz,i(wt—iI - Wt—i)-

(41a)
(41b)

(41c)
(41d)

Proof: By expanding (38a) one by one, we can obtain
(Ta) directly. Following (@Tad), the errors of a memory LE
are given by

9 =%(Qr’y+2, ]Htlxl) T
H|Qi(Az+n) + T Hii(x+ fi)] -

= L [(@m+3 Hyofi) (5 Hii+ QA -l T)a] (420

& i=1 i=1
= g_;/(Qtn + Zle Hz,ifi),
where ([@2b) is from (10), and @2d) from (39)-(@I). |

The theorem below follows Lemma [4] and Proposition [3]
Theorem 1 (Orthogonality and Asymptotic IID Gaussianity):
Suppose that Assumptions 1-3 hold. Then, the orthogonality
in (20) holds for BO-MAMP. Furthermore, the limits in (24)
hold for BO-MAMP.
Proof: See Appendix [A] [ |
Using Theorem [I] we can track the MSE of BO-MAMP
using the state evolution discussed in the following subsection.

(42a)
(42b)

(42d)

C. State Evolution

Using the IID Gaussian property in Theorem [I] we can
establish a state evolution equation for the dynamics of the
MSE of BO-MAMP. The main challenge is the correlation be-
tween the long-memory inputs of the memory LE. It requires
a covariance-matrix state evolution to track the dynamics
of MSE, which is different from AMP/OAMP/VAMP whose
MSE can be tracked by a scalar state evolution.

Define the covariance vectors and covariance matrices as:

CHE VST b V=] dixes (430
v =[v ? R R A L) I CE )
where v ; and v ; is defined in (23). Furthermore, define the
error covarlance matrix of {xy,---, s, ¢: (r;)} (inputs of ¢;)
as
¢
Ve Vil
Vi = ! : ) (44a)
V¢ ... V(p

t+Lt+l | (p41)x(2+1)

where

vl = HE{loe(r) - 2]V fir}.

Proposition 4 (State Evolution): Suppose that Assumptions
1-3 hold. The error covariance matrices of BO-MAMP can be
tracked by state evolution: Starting with v;ﬁl =1,

(44b)

v) = nE(W"),
= Bse(V)),

where {v/, v ,Vy V¢} are defined in , and ysg(-) and
ése(+) are given as follows.

Memory LE :
NLE :

(45a)
(45b)

« From (23a)), Propositionand Theorem yse(+) is given
by: For 1 <t <t,

Vz,/ = & 72: 12 79[,17;' [O’ Wiett'—i—j

vl Wil (46)

where {w;,W; ;} are defined in (39) and {&], 9, ;} in @0).
Proof: See Appendix [B] [ ]
« From (38D), and Theorem [1} ¢sg(-) is given by

('U,qil)T = CEL(VHI [I(t+l)><t Ct+1] > (47a)

where V1 is defined in @), Cr1=[Li110 5 Cetran]
is a damping vector, I(;41)x; iS a (¢ + 1) X ¢ sub-matrix
of I(;41)x(s+1) excluding the last column, and

vy = B{[¢s (xtme) = 2] [&ra1 — 211},

with &41 = [x1--- x ¢ (x+n)]" and [n---7,] ~
CN(0,V,”) being independent of x ~ P. The expec-
tation in (#7b) can be evaluated by Monte Carlo method.
See Algorithm [2)in Appendix [H]and Appendix [C|for more
details.

(47b)

In practice, {vt "
lowing proposition.

} can be simply estimated using the fol-

Proposition 5: Define z, =y — A ¢,_1(r;—1) and Zp =y —

Az, . Then, {vt .} can be approximated by: For 1 <’ <1,
vi " lim [z = 60 wo, (48a)
vl =) lim [R5 - 607w (48b)
Proof: See Appendix [ |

To reduce the time complexity, we calculate {Z,} by Z; =
[Z1...2-1 2]¢;, and store {Z;} to avoid the unnecessarily
repetitive calculation in each iteration. The calculation of z;
costs O(MN) time complexity.

After we posted the preprint of this work [39]], a rigorous
state evolution was derived for WS-CG-VAMP in the latest
version of [36]. The expanded output of WS-CG in Theorem
3 in [36] corresponds to the expanded output of memory LE
in @I) in this paper, and the output covariance of WS-CG
in Theorem 4 in [36] corresponds to the output covariance
of memory LE in in this paper. Moreover, the output
covariance of NLE in (59) in [36] is the same as in this
paper, but this work wasn’t cited in the latest version of [36].
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TABLE 11
TIME AND SPACE COMPLEXITY COMPARISON BETWEEN AMP,
BO-OAMP/VAMP, CAMP AND BO-MAMP

Algorithms H Time complexity ‘ Space complexity
AMP [5] O(MNT) O(MN)
BO-OAMP/VAMP ) )
(SVD) [18]. [23] O(M2N+MNT) O(N2+MN)
BO-OAMP/VAMP
(matrix inverse) O((M2N+M?3)T) O(MN)
(18], [25]
CAMP [31] OMNT+MT2+T%) O(MN+MT+T2)
BO-MAMP || )y Ny NT2+ T34 L3T) | O(MN+NT+72)
(proposed)

D. Complexity Comparison

We assume that A has no special structures, such as DFT
or sparse matrices. Let 7 be the number of iterations. The
time and space complexity of BO-MAMP is given below.

« BO-MAMP costs O(MNT) time complexity for matrix-
vector multiplications {AAH#,} and {Ax,}, which is
dominant for the case 7 < N, O((N+M)T?2) for
(i peizi} and {2Pz,,1 < ¢ < 1}, O(T?) for
calculating {v,y,t}, and O(L*T") for calculating {¢;} (see
IV-C)), which is negligible for L <« 7 < N, where L is
damping length.

+ BO-MAMP needs O(MN) space complexity to store A,
which is dominant for the case 7 < N, O((M + N)T)
space for {z,} and {z}, and O(7?) for ASS

Table [lI| compares the time and space complexity of BO-
MAMP, BO-OAMP/VAMP, AMP and CAMP. BO-MAMP and
CAMP have similar time and space complexity. For BO-
OAMP/VAMP that uses matrix inverse LMMSE, the time
complexity is as high as O((M2N + M>)7T") due to the matrix
multiplication and matrix inverse in each iteration. For SVD-
BO-OAMP/VAMP, the SVD of A requires time complexity of
O(M?N) unless A has a special structure that can use efficient
SVD. Hence, BO-OAMP/VAMP has higher complexity than
AMP, CAMP and BO-MAMP, while BO-MAMP and CAMP
have comparable complexity to AMP for 7~ < N.

E. BO-MAMP for Identical-Singular-Value Matrices

1) Over-Loaded Systems: Consider the over-loaded case
N > M and the rectangular diagonal matrix of the SVD of

Ais X = ,/%[IM Onrx(n-m)]. Therefore, we have A =1
and B = 0. In this case, the performance of BO-MAMP is
independent of &;. Thus, we can set & = &) = 1. In addition,

for 1 <i<t,
1’
We = 0
i=t

-1,
Pri= { 0, otherwise

Then, BO-MAMP can be simplified to: Starting with ¢ = 1
and ¢; =0,

t=0
t>1" (492)

(49b)

T =Y (x) = AH(y - Ax;) + x4,

Tpy1 = Pr (14) .

(50a)
(50b)

2) Under-Loaded Systems: Consider the under-loaded case
N < M and the rectangular diagonal matrix of the SVD of A
is £ = [In Oyx(m-n)]". Therefore, we have ' =1, B =0
and AMA = I. Following (50), BO-MAMP can be further
simplified to:

r=Aly,

&=¢(r),
where ¢(-) is given in (T6). In this case, one step LE and one
step NLE is sufficient, and the iteration between LE and NLE
iS un-necessary.

Comparing (30) and (BI) with the BO-OAMP/VAMP in
(13)), we obtain the following.

Proposition 6: BO-MAMP is equivalent to BO-

OAMP/VAMP (MF-OAMP/VAMP) when matrix A has
identical singular values.

(51a)
(51b)

V. OPTIMIZATION, CONVERGENCE AND POTENTIAL
BAYES OPTIMALITY OF BO-MAMP

In this section, we optimize {6;,&;, 41} step-by-step for
each iteration assuming that the parameters {0, &, (i1, <
t} in previous iterations are fixed. More specifically, we first
optimize 6;. Given 6,, we optimize &,. Then, given 6, and &;,
we optimize ;1.

A. Optimization of 6;

Proposition [/| gives a Taylor series expansion for matrix
inverse.

Proposition 7 (Taylor Series Expansion): Assume that the
matrix I — C' is invertible and p(C) < 1, where p(C) is the
spectral radius of C'. Then,

lim ¥, C'=(I-C)". (52)

The convergence condition and convergence speed mainly
depend on the spectral radius of 6, B. Next, we optimize 6,
to minimize the spectral radius of 6, B.

Consider the #-th iteration, the goal of a memory LE
is to approach the matrix inverse (oI + AAH)fl, where
pr = o2 /vff ;- Following Proposition , we need to construct
an iterative matrix C; = I — (p, I + AAY), which may not
satisfy the convergence condition p(C;) < 1, where p(Cy) is
the spectral radius of C;. To solve this problem, we introduce a
relaxation parameter ; and construct C; = I—0,(p, I+AA™)
for the matrix inverse [0, (o, I+ AAM)]~!. The spectral radius

of C; is then minimized by [33]], [34]
0, = (A" +p1)7", (53)

where A7 = [Amax + Amin] /2 and Pr = a'z/v;%t. As a result,

p(0:B) = p(Cy) (54a)
/lmax - /lmin
= o T (54b)
/lmax + /lmin + 2Pz
<1. (54¢)

Therefore, the convergence condition holds with the optimized
6, in (53). Furthermore, the convergence speed of BO-MAMP
decreases with p(6;B), i.e., the smaller p(6,B) is, the faster
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convergence speed it has. That is, the 8, in (33) optimizes the
convergence speed of BO-MAMP.

Remark 1: When Api, and Ap.x are unavailable, we can
replace Api, with a lower bound ﬁiﬁfﬁ and Ak with an upper
bound A,r,. By doing so, the condition p(6, B) < 1 still holds.
In detail, since 6, B = I — 6,(p, I + AAY), we have 19,5 =
1—0;(p; + g 4n). Since 0 < Apin < A4 g8 < Amax, We have
p(dg,B) < 1 if and only if

0<6, < ———. (55)
! pt + /lmax
Let Alpprox = (A0 +A00,)/2. Then,
1
6 s ——— (562)
Pr+ /lapprox
2
= — (56b)
2pt + /llrgm + /llrg)ax
2
—_— (56¢)
Pr + Amax

where follows p; > 0, 1% > 0 and Ay > Amax > 0.

Theorem 2] needs {Amin, Amax } to satisfy p(6; B) < 1, which
does not change by using the bounds {/llg}”,/lumpax}. That is,
Theorem [2| still holds with the bounds {/l%}‘[’],/l?fax}. Loose
bounds may decrease the convergence speed of BO-MAMP
since the spectral radius of 6; B is not minimized. In Fig. [I3]
the performance of BO-MAMP with bounds /llgf; = 0 and
AP = (NA;)Y/7 are almost the same as that with the exact
values of {Amin, Amax |-

Remark 2: The value of A, increases exponentially with
t, while ) ; decreases exponentially with ¢ —i. To avoid the
overflow, we can store { ;A;_;} or { ;w;_;} for BO-MAMP.

B. Optimization of &,

Given 6;, we optimize &; to minimize the MSE vzt of r;
in BO-MAMP. From (#6), we have

Vzl,t (‘(;:l)

t t
== 3 Y %t (0 Pwainj + V?Wz—i,z—j) (57a)
(&) 5 5 I
2
c -2c +c
_ t,lftz t,zft . 1,3 ) (57b)
W()(é:t + CI,O)
where
-1
Cro=- '21 Pr.i/Wos (58a)
i=
_ 2 ¢ -
Cr,1 =0 wo + Vv, W0,0, (58b)
-1 -
Ct2=— _21 ﬁt,i(o'zwz—i + Re("ﬁ,-)wo,t—i), (58c)
i=
t—1¢-1 -
3= 2 2 O (0'2W2t—i—j + V;/jjwt—i,t—j)v (58d)

i=1 j=I

L

in"(39) and @0), and Re(-) denotes real value operation.
Proposition [§] gives an optimized &;.

é . . y _
v; ; is defined in @30), {&/, pr,i, Or,iwi, Wi ;} are defined

Proposition 8: For a fixed 6;, a & that minimizes the MSE

v}, of r, in BO-MAMP is given by: & =1 and for > 2,

Cr,2Cr,0tCr3

opt _ ) €1,1€1,0 +Cr2
t b

+00, otherwise

, if c;1ce0+c2#0
(59

where {c;,0,¢s.1,¢12,¢,,3} are given in (58).
Proof: See Appendix [ ]
When c¢; 1¢:0 + ¢; 2 1s equal to or close to zero, to avoid
overflow in simulation, we can set & = sign{¢;"'} - Cnay if
|§f P t| > Cpax, Where Cpy is a sufficiently large number.

C. Optimization of 41

For simplicity, we let Z; be an index set for the non-trivial
(or effective) memories, and its complementary set 7, be the
index set of the trivial memories 7; = {1t : ©; = T, 7 <
7 < t}. Hence, we have ; N7, =0 and ;, UL, = {1,...,1}.
For example, consider ¢t = 5 and a sequence [xy,...,xs] with
x> = o3 and x4 = x5. We have J5 = {1,2,4} and 15 = {3,5}.

We do not allow the trivial memories join the damping
process since they do not improve the MSE performance, i.e.,

{im10=0, i€l (60)

Therefore, we only need to optimize CzI+1 = [{is100i € T4]
for the effective inputs, i.e., ¢;(7;) and non-trivial memories
{x;,i € I,}, whose covariance matrix is denoted as (th+1'
Lemma E gives an optimized damping vector sz+1'

Lemma 8 (Optimal Damping): For a fixed 6; and &, a ¢
that minimizes the MSE v?

I
t+1

| of x;1,1 in BO-MAMP is

t+1,t+
given by
(Vi 11
I _ TH—JI_I if V7 | is invertible
G = U1Vid . (61
[0,---,1,0]", otherwise

where [(V}Zﬂ]_l is the inverse of (V}Z+1 Furthermore, if (Vz]+1
[

. . &
is invertible, we have v/, ., <v/,.
Proof: See Appendix [ [ ]
Following and (61), vil can be rewritten to

1 . T s .
p; T 1 if V7, is invertible
Vi1 = o . (62)
thf L otherwise
. 45 _ ¢; ,
That is v, , = v, .Yl < ¢/ < t Furthermore, the

MSE of current iteration (i.e., x;+1) with optimized damp-
ing is not worse than that of the previous iterations (e.g.,
Cie1 = [0, -+, 1,0]7). Therefore, the MSE of BO-MAMP with
optimized {¢,} is monotonically decreasing in the iterations,
ie., {vf? .} is a monotonically decreasing sequence. Besides,
{vf? .} has a lower bound 0. Thus, sequence {vf: ,} converges

to a certain value, i.e., lim;_ v;’f, - vf. In other words,
the optimized {;+; guarantees the convergence of BO-MAMP
as well as improving the convergence speed of BO-MAMP.
Therefore, we have the following lemma.
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Lemma 9 (Convergence of {Vt'qs} ): For the BO-MAMP with
optimized {¢,} in (61), the covariance matrix {V,’} has the
following properties.

« Covariance matrix Vt"’ is L-banded, i.e., the elements in

each “L band” of the matrix are the same:

é é é

— —_ /7 7
Vpe =Vep =Vo e YIST <1V <1 (63)
That is,
Vit
é
Vit
(64)
é @ é
Vit Vi Vit

« Sequence {v;p .} is monotonically decreasing and con-
verges to a certain value, i.e.,

é é
Vi S Vi

Vi<t and  lim v — vl (65)
Therefore, the convergence of {Vl¢} is guaranteed in the
optimized BO-MAMP.

Remark 3: In Lemma if (VzI+1 is singular, we have x4 =
x;, which will lead to the damping covariance matrix in the
next iterations be singular. To avoid this, we will not allow
;41 join the damping in the next iterations if o,y = ;.
By doing so, we can always ensure that the covariance matrix
Vt¢[ of the non-trivial memories in each damping is invertible.

Proof: We prove Remark 3 by induction as follows.

e For t =1, we have Vf” = "?1 =1, which is invertible.
« Assume that V,¢’ is invertible, we next prove thf is

invertible.
- Ifv zI+1 is singular, x;. will not joi;n the dzmping in
7 _ 7 3
) Vt = V™, which
is invertible since V,qj[ is invertible.
- If q/zI+1 is invertible, from Lemma |8| and Lemma @,

the next iterations. In this case,

é

¢ ’
Vit < Ve vt' <t. (66)
Furthermore, since Vt"ﬁf is invertible, we have
v‘73<v‘75 Vi<i,iel,jeI ©7)
ii j,j’ ] ’ 1> .] t-

Otherwise there must exists one i € J; that vf’i

v? .| (see (63)). Then, det (Vt'él) =0 (see Lemma

8 in 58], [59]), which contradicts the fact that Vt‘i’f
is invertible. Following (66) and (67), we have

é é
i <V

% Vj<i,i€Iip1,] € Ly1. (68)

Then, following Lemma 8 in [58], [59], we have
det (V?7) > 0, i.e., V¥ is invertible.

t+1 t+1
Therefore, we complete the proof of Remark 3. ]
Lemma 10: Following Remark 3, we can always assume

that the memory covariance matrix V;¢I in each damping is
invertible. Then, from Lemma [§] and (62), we have

(V;‘lgf)_ll = [0, e ,09 I/V;Z?I]T’
1T(Vt</31)—11 = 1/\);%,.

(69a)
(69b)

Proof: Since Vt¢1 is invertible and denotes the covariance
matrix of the optimally damped estimates, following Lemma

and (62), we have

o = TV, (70a)
¢ =M v = 10,--,0,1]7,  (70b)

where follows the fact that the optimal damping of
[x1...2] is ;. Eq. (©9) straightforwardly follows (70).
Therefore, we complete the proof of Lemma [T0] [ ]

The calculation of {¢/} in costs time complexit of
O(T7*) due to the matrix inverse {(VZ)™'}, where 7 is the
number of iterations. In practice, to reduce the computational
complexity, instead of doing the full damping, the maximum
damping length is generally set as L (see Subsection and
the simulation results in Section [VI), which is much less than
7. In this case, the time complexity is reduced to O(L>7T").
In general, the best choice of L is less than or equal to 3 (see
the simulation results in Section . Therefore, O(L37') is
negligible in the complexity of BO-MAMP as L <« 7 < M.

D. Revision for Fixed Maximum Damping Length

Let L be the maximum damping length of BO-MAMP.
Then, the following should be revised. The NLE of BO-
MAMP in is reduced to

"mt7¢t(rl)] 'CT+17 (71)

where /1 = min{L,7+ 1} and Cra1 = [Cre110- - Gt o)
The ;41 X [;41 covariance matrix V;,; in is changed to

¢ ce y?

Tryl = (151 (Tt) = [«’E1+2—l,+1, ..

[
vt—l,+|+2,t—l,+1+2 vt—l,+]+2,t Vt—l,+1+2,z+l
Vip = ; ’ ' (5 ¢' . (712)
Viilp+2 T Vi Vitel
1% V¢ 1%
t+1,0-1lr 142 t+1,1 t+1,1+1

The NLE state evolution function ¢sg(+) in is changed
to

* ¢ lt+17] * ‘l; 7’
vq§ _{ §t+1,l,+1 vt+l,t' + Z:izl §t+1,ivt—l,+1+l+i,t" <t <t
t+1,07

¢ Vi, t=t+1

(73)
Eqn. (62) is changed to
é 1

Vi e= o t+2-Lag<t<t+l (74)

I

t+1

E. Convergence and Potential Bayes Optimality of BO-MAMP

The following theorem gives the convergence and potential
Bayes optimality of BO-MAMP.
8The time complexity of calculating {[fo_+

O(73) if we calculate it based on {(th’)"} instead of calculating it
straightforwardly.

l]"} can be reduced to
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Theorem 2 (Convergence and Potential Bayes optimality):
Suppose that Assumptions 1-3 hold. For anyﬂ non-zero &, and
{&; = &., Vt}, the state evolution of BO-MAMP with optimized
{6;, ¢} (see Section converges to the same fixed point as
that of BO-OAMP/VAMP. That is, the optimized BO-MAMP
achieves the Bayes optimal MSE predicted by the replica
method if its state evolution has a unique fixed point.

Proof: See Appendix The following are the key
points. Damping guarantees the convergence of state evolution
of the optimized BO-MAMP (see Lemma [9). The fixed
points of the optimized BO-MAMP are the same as those
of BO-OAMP/VAMP. Therefore, the optimized BO-MAMP
converges to the same fixed point as that of BO-OAMP/VAMP.
Finally, following with the potential Bayes optimality of BO-
OAMP/VAMP (see Lemma EI), the optimized BO-MAMP
achieves the Bayes optimal MSE predicted by the replica
method if its state evolution has a unique fixed point. ]

VI. SIMULATION RESULTS

We study a compressed sensing problem where a follows
a symbol-wise Bernoulli-Gaussian distribution, i.e. Vi,

probability = 1 —

05
i { N(0, u71),  probability = u (75)

The variance of x; is normalized to 1. The signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR) is defined as SNR = 1/0°2.

Let the SVD of A be A = UXVH, The system model in
(T is rewritten as:

y=UxViz +n. (76)

Note that Utn has the same distribution as n. Thus, we
can assume U = I without loss of generality. To reduce the
calculation complexity of BO-OAMP/VAMP, unless otherwise
specified, we approximate a large random unitary matrix by
VH = [IF, where II is a random permutation matrix and F
is a DFT matrix. Note that all the algorithms involved here
admit fast implementation for this matrix model. The entries
{d;} of diagonal matrix X are generated as: d;/d;+; = P
fori=1,...,J -1 and Z,-le df = N, where J = min{M, N}.
Here, « > 1 controls the condition number of A. Note that
BO-MAMP does not require the SVD structure of A. BO-
MAMP only needs the right-unitarily invariance of A.

A. Influence of Relaxation Parameters and Damping

Fig. ] shows MSE as a function of iterations and the influ-
ence of the relaxation parameters {17, 6;, &} and damping. As
can be seen, without damping (e.g., L = 1) the convergence
of BO-MAMP is not guaranteed, and the optimization of
{A7,6,,&} has significant improvement in the MSE of BO-
MAMP. The following observations can be made from Fig. {]

(i) Damping guarantees the convergence of BO-MAMP.

(ii) The relaxation parameters {A',6;,&} do not change the
convergence and fixed point of BO-MAMP, but they can
be optimized to improve the convergence speed.

9Theorem shows that the choice of &, does not affect the state-evolution
fixed point (i.e., potential Bayes optimality) of BO-MAMP. However, as is
shown in [V-B] and Fig.[d] {&} can be optimized to improve the convergence
speed of BO-MAMP.

100 T T T T
\J
~
N
101 NS
\s
SeN
Y
.
e
0 102F N
= \ "~-~.__1__:_L(no damping)
AY
\
10 \ .
. AN _p =
optimal §ELN N\ 70,71
~ N \
10,4 L L L L
0 10 20 30 40 50

Number of iterations

Fig. 4. MSE versus the number of iterations for BO-MAMP with different
parameters A7, 6,, &, LY. M = 4096, N = 8192, pu = 0.1, « = 10 and
SNR = 30 dB. “optimal” denotes BO-MAMP with optimized {17, 6;, &}
and L = 3 (damping length). The other curves denote BO-MAMP with the
same parameters as the “optimal” except the one marked on each curve.

10° 1
0.9
0.8
102
-~ < 07
=
Owo., DV._.
101 0.6
0.5
10° 0.45
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Number of iterations Number of iterations

Fig. 5. ,Op[ and £ ‘t)pt versus the number of iterations for BO-MAMP. M =
4096, N = 8192, u =0.1, « = 10 and SNR = 30 dB. Left sub-figure: L = 3;
Right sub-figure: L = 2.

The left subfigure of Fig. [5] shows the optimal relaxation
parameter &7 versus the number of iterations for BO-MAMP.
As can be seen, & P! is monotone increasing with the number
of iterations. Since £ is the weight of the current input
of a memory LE, it means that as the number of iterations
increases, the current input becomes more and more important,
while the previous inputs (memory terms) become less and
less important. In addition, when BO-MAMP converges (e.g.,
t > 16, see the “optimal” curve in Fig. , the sequence {¢;™'}
also converges to a fixed value. We currently can not explain
why the curve is not smooth at the point ¢ = 3.

The right subfigure of Fig. [5] shows the optimal damping
parameter {§?p [} versus the number of iterations for BO-
MAMP. As can be seen, before BO-MAMP converges (e.g.,
t < 17, see the curve L =2 in Fig. Eka)), the values of {Z;™}
are around 0.8. After BO-MAMP converges (e.g., 7 > 18), /™
is monotone decreasing with the number of iterations, but in
this case the value of ¢; does not impact the performance of

BO-MAMP significantly (since it has converged).
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Fig. 6. MSE versus the number of iterations for AMP, BO-OAMP/VAMP and BO-MAMP. M = 8192, N = 16384, i = 0.1 and SNR = 30 dB. SE denotes
state evolution. (a) Well-conditioned A with k =1 and L = 1 (no damping); (b) zero-mean IID Gaussian A with {E{at?j} = l/M} and L = 3.
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Fig. 7. MSE versus the number of iterations for AMP, CAMP, BO-
OAMP/VAMP and BO-MAMP. M = 8192, N = 16384, u = 0.1, x = 10,
L =3 and SNR = 30 dB. SE denotes state evolution. The AMP and CAMP
curves are from Fig. 2 in [31].

B. Comparison with AMP and CAMP

Fig. [f] shows MSE versus the number of iterations for AMP,
BO-OAMP/VAMP and BO-MAMP with (a) well-conditioned
A (e.g., « = 1) and (b) zero-mean IID Gaussian A. As can
be seen, for well-conditioned A with k = 1, the MSEs of BO-
OAMP/VAMP and BO-MAMP overlap, which is consistent
with Proposition [6] i.e., BO-OAMP/VAMP and BO-MAMP
are equivalent for matrices with identical eigenvalues. BO-
MAMP and OAMP/VAMP converge faster than AMP. For
zero-mean IID Gaussian A, the MSEs of AMP and BO-
MAMP overlap, i.e., they have almost the same convergence
speed, and BO-OAMP/VAMP converges faster than AMP and
BO-MAMP. Furthermore, the state evolution of BO-MAMP
matches well with the simulated MSE in both cases.

Fig. |Z| shows MSE versus the number of iterations for AMP,
CAMP, BO-OAMP/VAMP and BO-MAMP. To improve the
convergence, both AMP and CAMP are damped. As can be
seen, for an ill-conditioned matrix with « = 10, the MSE
performance of AMP is poor. CAMP converges to the same
performance as that of BO-OAMP/VAMP. However, the state

10°F™

N=409 *AMP
Pt \ - OAMP/VAMP

——BO-MAMP

10—1 L

NS N PN

?
! 1
! 1
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T (]
! 1
1 1
N 1
H102F i 4
= 4 A
' 1
v ¢
3L ! 1
10 . N=1638 |
? —
: ' :
(3 i H
10-4 L
10 1072 10° 10?

Running Time (s)

Fig. 8. Running time comparison between AMP, BO-OAMP/VAMP
(SVD) and BO-MAMP for zero-mean IID Gaussian matrices with N €
{256, 4096, 16384}, {E{a?j} = 1/M}, 6 =05, u =0.1, L =3 and
SNR =30 dB.

evolution of CAMP is inaccurate since the damping is made on
the a-posteriori NLE outputs, which breaks the orthogonality
and Gaussianity of the estimation errors. The proposed BO-
MAMP in this paper converges faster than CAMP to BO-
OAMP/VAMP. Furthermore, the state evolution of BO-MAMP
is accurate since the damping is made on the orthogonal NLE
outputs, which preserves the orthogonality and Gaussianity of
the estimation errors.

Fig. [8] shows MSE versus the MATLAB program run-
ning time of AMP, BO-OAMP/VAMP (SVD) and BO-
MAMP for zero-mean IID Gaussian matrix A with N €
{256, 4096, 16384} and 6 = 0.5. As can be seen, the running
time of BO-MAMP is lower than BO-OAMP/VAMP. The time
complexity improvement of BO-MAMP is more significant for
larger matrix sizes. The running time of MAMP is relatively
higher than (about double of) AMP. The reason is that, for
zero-mean [ID Gaussian A, the convergence speed of AMP
and BO-MAMP are almost the same, but the matrix-vector
multiplications per iteration in BO-MAMP is double of AMP.
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Fig. 9. MSE versus the number of iterations for BO-MAMP and BO-OAMP/VAMP with different condition numbers of A. M = 8192, N = 16384, u = 0.1,
SNR =40 dB and « € {10, 102, 103, 104}. SE denotes state evolution. We did not show the SEs of k = 10° and x = 10* since Algorithmbecomes unstable

in these cases.

C. Influence of Condition Number and Damping Length

Fig. 0] shows MSE versus the number of iterations for BO-
MAMP with different condition numbers and damping lengths.
As can be seen, BO-MAMP converges to BO-OAMP/VAMP
for all the condition number shown. However, for matrices
with larger condition numbers, BO-MAMP needs more iter-
ations to converge. Note that CAMP fails to converge when
k > 15 (see Fig. 4 in [31])). The state evolution of BO-MAMP
matches well with the simulated MSE when « = 10 and
k = 10?. We did not show the SEs of x = 103 and « = 10* since
Algorithm [2] becomes unstable in these cases. The reason is
that for large «, V,;* may become nearly singular, which results
in unstable 7;. In detail, numerical calculations of (V;y)‘1 in
(87b) become inaccurate. We are still working on this issue.
In addition, BO-MAMP with L = 3 (damping length) has
significant improvement in convergence speed compared with
L =2 when the condition number of A is large (e.g., k > 50).
It should be mentioned that L = 3 is generally sufficient for
BO-MAMP convergence, since the MSEs of BO-MAMP are
almost the same when L > 3. Thus, we did not show the
MSE curves of BO-MAMP with L > 4. This is an interesting
observation, but we still have no mathematical explanation for
this phenomenon.

D. Influence of Compression Ratio

Fig. [10] shows MSE versus the number of iterations for BO-
MAMP with N = 16384, u = 0.1, x = 10, SNR = 30 dB and
6 = M/N € {0.2,0.25,0.4,0.7, 1} (compression ratios). As
can be seen, BO-MAMP converges to BO-OAMP/VAMP for
all the matrices with small-to-large compression ratios, and the
state evolution of BO-MAMP matches well with the simulated
MSE. For the matrices with small compression ratios, BO-
MAMP needs more iterations to converge. Damping length
L =2 is enough for compression ratios § € {0.2,0.7, 1}, and
L =3 is enough for compression ratio § € {0.25,0.4}.

Under-loaded systems: In under-loaded case (i.e., N < M),
we let
XNxN

A=
[ O(M-N)xN

] IF. a7
Hence, Anin = 0 when N < M. Here, we let Zf\il df =M,
i.e., the measurement energy increases with M. Fig. [TT] shows
MSE versus the number of iterations for BO-MAMP with 6 €
{1,24,32,64}. As can be seen, BO-MAMP converges fast to
BO-OAMP/VAMP in under-loaded case with small-to-large
compression ratios. In addition, the state evolution of BO-
MAMP matches well with the simulated MSE.
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Fig. 10. MSE versus the number of iterations for BO-MAMP and BO-OAMP/VAMP with different compression ratios. N = 16384, u = 0.1, « = 10,
SNR =30 dB and § = M/N € {0.2,0.25,0.4,0.7, 1}. SE denotes state evolution. Damping length L = 2 is good enough for 6 = M /N € {0.2,0.7, 1},
and L =3 is good enough for 6 = M /N € {0.25,0.4}.
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Fig. 11. MSE versus the number of iterations for BO-MAMP with different ~ Fig. 12. MSE versus the number of iterations for BO-MAMP with different
compression ratios & € {1,24,32,64}. N =512, u=0.3, k = 10, L =3  system sizes N € {512, 1024, 2048, 4096, 8192}. 6 = 0.5, u = 0.1, x = 80,
and SNR = 15 dB. SE denotes state evolution. L =3 and SNR = 30 dB.
E. Influence of System Size

Fig. [12] shows MSE versus the number of itera-
tions for BO-MAMP with different system sizes N €
{512, 1024,2048,4096,8192} and 6 = 0.5. As can be seen,

BO-MAMP works well for N as small as 512 when « = 80.
However, for very small system size (e.g., N < 100) and very

large condition number (e.g., k > 10%), the state evolution and
the parameters of BO-MAMP may be inaccurate. In this case,

BO-MAMP becomes unstable, i.e., fails to converge.
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Fig. 13. MSE versus the number of iterations for (1) BO-MAMP with exact
{/l,,/lmin,/lx} and (2) BO-MAMP with the approximate 1{/1,} in @ in

Proposition [1{ and the bounds /llm";;’] =0and A2, = (NAyr) 2T, where 7 €
{14, 30, 50,80, 100} correspond to k € {2, 20,50, 100, 200}, respectively.
N =16384, 6 =0.5, u=0.1, L =3 and SNR = 30 dB.

E Influence of Approximate {A;} and Bounds of {Amin» Amax }

Fig.[13]compares the BO-MAMP with exact {Amin, Amax» A¢ }
and the BO-MAMP with approximate {1,} in (@) in Proposi-
tion |1{and bounds /lm =0and Ah, = (NAy7) 27, where 7 €
{14, 30, 50, 80, 100} correspond to x € {2,20, 50,100,200},
respectively. As can be seen, the MSEs of BO-MAMP with
the approximate {1, } in (@) and the bounds {11, 1,7} are al-
most the same as that with the exact values of {A;, Amin, Amax }-

VII. CONCLUSIONS

This paper proposes an MAMP for high-dimensional linear
systems with right-unitarily transform matrices under the or-
thogonality principle, which guarantees asymptotic IID Gaus-
sianity of estimation errors in MAMP. A kind of orthogonal
memory LE and orthogonal memory NLE are developed to
realize the required orthogonality for MAMP. In addition, we
propose a low-cost BO-MAMP. The proposed BO-MAMP
achieves the Bayes-optimal MSE predicted by the replica
method for right-unitarily-invariant matrices (under the unique
fixed point assumption), and has comparable complexity to
AMP. Specifically, the techniques of long memory and orthog-
onalization are used to achieve the potentially Bayes-optimal
solution of the problem with a low-complexity matched filter.
The convergence of BO-MAMP is optimized with relax-
ation parameters at LE and a damping vector at NLE. It is
proved that the optimized BO-MAMP converges to the high-
complexity BO-OAMP/VAMP for all right-unitarily-invariant
matrices.

Recently, the MAMP was extended to solve the generalized
linear problem in [51f]. Apart from that, iterative LMMSE and
AMP/OAMP/VAMP have been extended to handle the coded
linear system [29], [30], [52], the intersymbol interference
(ISI) channels [28]], [52], a more general class of matrices
in the linear layers [53]], [54], and MMV problems [55]], [56].
MAMP can be naturally extended to such problems, which is
an interesting future work.
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APPENDIX A
PROOF OF THEOREM 1]

We first prove the orthogonality in (20) for BO-MAMP.
Then, following Lemma [ we get the asymptotic IID Gaus-
sianity in (24) for BO-MAMP.

First, following Proposition 3] we have

= Quy+ oy Yy Heii, (78a)
with

%tr{ELtyQ,A} = ﬁ Y intr{ARB T A} (78b)

_ 1 1
=S L 0nint{Wi} (78¢)
=1, (78d)
{5 Hy i} = 500 (tr{weid = Wi} (78¢)
=0, i=1,....1, (781)

where (78B) follows Q, = X! 9, ;ANB'™" (see @#IJ)),
follows Hy; = & ;(w;—i I — W,_;) (see @1d)),
follows &) = 2i_| 9w, (see and (@0d)) and W,_; =
AHB' A (see (394)), and and follow w,_; =
%tr{W,,i} (see (39c)). From (78), we know that the memory
LE in BO-MAMP is an instance of orthogonal memory
LE (see Definition [5). Therefore, from (26), the following
orthogonality holds: For 1 < ¢ <1,
a.

lim +zH
N— N 9

i

0, (79a)

a.s.

(1P

Aim % fi'g: = 0. (79b)

Second, since ¢,(-) is the same as the NLE in (I3B) of
BO-OAMP/VAMP, the following orthogonality holds for the
orthogonal ¢, (-) [24]: Vt > 1,

dim $g7! (@ (r) - x) = 0. (80)
In addition, following (79), we have
dim ~glfr 20, 1< <. (81)
Therefore,
dim %g7! fra
= lim ;' (d:(r,) - ) (82a)
= lim g/ ([Z1,. @ g (r)] - G =) (82b)
= lim L/ [fi..... frod(r) = x] G (82¢)
20, (82d)



IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON INFORMATION THEORY

where (82b) follows (38b), (82c) follows the damping con-
straint )\, ¢, ; = 1, and (82d) follows and (81). Fur-

thermore, since [g; - - - g;| are column-wise IID and row-wise
joint Gaussian with zero mean (which is guaranteed by the
orthogonality in (78) for the memory LE in by induction
[31]], see also [[TI-C), following the Stein’s lemma (see Lemma
2), we have: V1 <1’ <1,

s,

Jim bgl

Finally, combining and (83), we obtain the orthogo-
nality in (20) for BO-MAMP. Following (20) and Lemma [4]
we then get the asymptotic IID Gaussianity in (24) for BO-
MAMP. Thus, we complete the proof of Theorem [T}

ngn N g, Ffa 0. (83)

APPENDIX B
POOF OF (46)

Following the definition in (23a), we have

v/ = vE{gl'gr}

t t'
oy QL Hiifi) (Qen+ 3 Heify) (34b)

(84a)

a.s. .
=" lim
N—>oo

a.s. b
=1 vfjtr{HEiH,/,j}]

e le@iQu + 3 z

(84c)

= 8_,7187, Z;=1Z 1O [0 Wisrri- j +V¢ Wi—i—j], (84d)

where (84b) follows @Ib) in Proposition [3] follows that

n is independent with {f;} and {n, f;} are column-wise 1ID
(see Theorem [T)), and (84d) follows

itr{QzHsz}

= N 2 Bty { BT AAR B (85a)
= S X0y, ur{ ANBI T A (85b)
= ZE;]Z;/:]ﬁt,iﬁt’,jwtﬂ’—i—j, (85¢)
and
Nu{H{ Hy j}
=0 O jt{(Wisi —w i D (We_j — w1} (85d)
= 00,0 m A Wi Wy j—w o Wy
—wp_iWi_i+w;_jwp_;jI}  (85€)
= 0. j (N Wi Wor—j} = wiiwe
— W iWp—j +wiiwpe_j) (85
=0, 0v,; (/ﬂwm’—i—j — Wigp/—i—j+1 — Wt—th’—j) (85g)
= 0000, jWi-iv-js (85h)

where (833) follows {1d] - follows (394) and (39¢), (85d)
follows @1d), (85%) follows 39¢), @B3h) follows (39d), and
(85g) follows

N{Wii W} (86a)
= Lu{A"B7AA" B A} (86b)
= Lu{A"B"(A'I - B)B" 7/ A} (86¢)
= Ltr{AT AHB' 7T A - AR BT Ay (86d)
= /lJrWt+l’—i—j — Wiat'—i—j+15 (86¢)

where (86b) follows (39a), follows B = 27T — AHA,
and follows (39a) and (39¢). Therefore, we complete the

proof of (@6).

APPENDIX C
CORRELATED NOISE VECTOR GENERATION FOR NLE

In the state evolution of BO-MAMP (see Algorithm [2)), it
is slightly unstable if we generate 17, = [17; ---77;]T based on
CN(0,V,”) in each iteration. For example, it may result in a
non-positive semidefinite V;. It is more stable to generate 7,
one by one in each iteration as follows.

In the first iteration, we generate 17; based on CN (0, v{l).
In the next iterations, we generate 7, given 7);_; by induction
as follows.

N =i+ g, (87a)
where
=1 280 I \ZORER S (87b)
~CN(0,vg,), (87¢)
Vg, = vZ,—[le . -vzt_l]a, (87d)
Then, we can verify that
E{lln11*} = o'E{n;_ m;f Jyou +E{llg 1P} (88a)
= vl VTV v, (88D)
= v:{t, (88¢)
and
E{nin. ) = o}'E{n;_ m,T ) (884)
= [V}/’t o t 1[] [Vy ] l‘cZI (886)
= [VZ,I . vg”t_]]. (88f)

That is, n, satisfies the required covariance constraint of 7,_;.

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF PROPOSITION[3]

The following asymptotic IID Gaussianity proposition can
be proved via [31]], [46].

Proposition 9 (Asymptotically IID Gaussianity): Under the
orthogonality in (20), we have

dim R A(S1 () - ) = n|

S.

= YE{lAn, - nl?), (89a)
hm _[A(¢t 1(r-)—z)-n][A(z, —x)-n]
= LE{(An,-n)" (AR -n)}, (89b)

where t’ < t, and 7, and 7 are Gau351an random vectors with
E{nn} = vy, tI and E{n,n } = v 1. Besides, 1, and 7
are independent of A and n.

Following Proposition 9] we have

A%lm Nzt zZ = hm N||A(¢t 1(r-1) — ) - n||2 (90a)
= %E{HAnt—nH } (90b)
= Lu(A"AW?, + 502, (90c)
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and
lim Lz28z,
N—> N*<t <t

=A}1_r)nm N A1 (1) —2) - n]"[A(zy —2) —n] Ola)
= lE{(A??r -n)"' (A - n)}

Lu{ATAp?

(91b)

O +007, 1c)

Therefore, we complete the proof of Proposition [3}

APPENDIX E
PROOF OF PROPOSITION[§]

Note that v is independent of &;. For simplicity, we can
set &1 = 1. Thus it only needs to consider the case ¢ > 2.
Since vt’,(ft) =1 ~E{lr - x|’} > 0, we have v,’,( cr0) >0,
ie.,

Cr1Cr+20i0C0+¢ 32 0. (92)

In addition, we can see that v?”t is differentiable with respect
to & except at the point & = —c; o, but vz,(—c,,o) = +o0o0.
Therefore, the optimal &, is either oo or dvt ,J0& =0, ie,
(cracro+c, 2)5, (cracro+cr3) =0. Fig.[1 glves a graphic
illustration of v, 7 (¢,). Then, the optimal & can be solved
as follows.

« As shown in Fig. [I4(a), when ¢; ¢, + ¢ 2 =0, there is

no solution of 6\12',,/85, = 0. In this case, we can set

opt
t

93)

= 400,
o As shown in Fig. [T4[b), when c; 1c;,0 + ¢; 2 # 0, there is
one solution of (9v,7t/6§t =0, ie.,
Ct2Cr,0tCr 3

&= 2 (94)
Ct,1Ct, 0t Cr2

Furthermore,
Vi, t(+°°) — vy, t(fopt)
1 c PY2 _2c, 2P 4
SR Y
wo (&7 +ct0)
c,’lcfo +2ci2c 0403
= 2 Zont 2 (O5b)
Wo(fz +¢1,0)
>0, (95¢)

where follows (57), follows (94), and (95¢)
follows (02). Therefore, the optimal £ is given by (94).

Thus, we complete the proof of Proposition

Y Y
Vet Vet
Ct1 Cta
2 2
Wo & ) \ﬁ 'f
t
0 0
t
—Cro EP = too —Cto §°F’t

@) cracro* 2 =0 (b) ctaceot ct2 #0

Fig. 14. Graphic illustration of vz ;+ Wwith respect to &;.
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APPENDIX F
PROOF OF LEMMA [§]

From (@7), we have the following quadratic programming
problem.

1 Ha, I
T % [Ct+l] (vt+lcz+1 > (96a)
t+1

st 17¢ = 1. (96b)

é
is positive semi-definite, v, , 14l

Since VI

1 is a convex

function with respect to ¢ t]+1. We write the Lagrangian function
as
LS B) = 51651V G + B0 -1T¢L). 9D
We solve the problem by
Ver L(¢.8) =0 (98a)
aL(l,.B) /o =0. (98b)
That is,
1
[ i ] = [ P 99)
. I . .. .- . H I
Since V7, is positive semi-definite, [Cm] VHICH] >

i.e., the problem in is bounded. Therefore, must
be solvable, otherwise the problem in (96) is unbounded [57,
Chapter 10.1], which contradicts [Cz+1]H(Vz]+1CzI+1 > 0. In this
case, any solution of @]) is optimal, i.e., minimizes objective
function [Ct{rl]Hq/ 1Ct+1

Eq. (99) can be solved in two cases.

1) When q/[{rl is invertible, the problem has a unique

optimal solution given by

Ct+1 [(VI

t+1

where [(VH]]’

the optimal solution is unique, we have v
2) When VI is singular, there are infinite optimal so-

lutions, and we now prove that ¢ i = 0.1 01T

one of the optimal solutions. First, 8 = 0 is impossible

otherwise we obtain a error-free recovery by damping
(.e., Vil,ml = 0), which is not true. If it happens, we
can stop the iteration since we obtain a perfect estimate
of . In other words, we only need to consider that

VI 0
l 1tTllCtJ-i-l:|i1]

is unsolvable. Furthermore, without loss of generality, we
assume that th’f is invertible (see Remark 3). Since V II+ I
is singular, and (TOT) is unsolvable, we have

/v,

is the inverse of V [IH

(100)

. In this case, since
¢ @
+le4l < Vie

(101)

1T(v¢]) 1,.95 — 1’

t+l

(102)

where vfﬁ = [vl 1oi € I]T. The proof of (T02) is

provided in Appendix [F-A] Followmg Lemma [I0] we
have lT(‘/t¢I) '=10...0 (v,,t) '. Then, Eq. (T02)
is simplified to

ve =v? =l (103)

t+1,t t,t+1
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Following (63) in Lemma [0 we further have

o _ @
Vi,t =v .12

From (I03)) and (104),
¢lo=10...

is an solution of (99), i.e., minimizes objective function
Hey I ¢ é
[<z+1] (vt+lct+1 As a by product, wej:_have Vi, t+1 >V,
: _ T
when (Vz+1 is singular, 0therw1se~ Cop = [0. 1]
better than ¢, = [0...10]", which contradicts (T03).

Thus, we complete the proof of Lemma [§]

i=1,...,t (104)

t
we know that

101" (105)

is

A. Proof of (102)

Since (V;TH is singular, we have rank(‘Vil) = ¢t. In addition,
since (101)) is unsolvable, we obtain
(1)]) <t+1.

q/I (VI

11 1

11* ]) < rank([ 1¢ff
a;} such that

In other words, there exists non-all-zero {a1, ...,
Zt | @i®; = D41, where ; represents the i-th column of V' =

[(V{-{—l’ 1]T It is easy to Verify_that Zi:l a; = 1 (see last row

t < rank( (106)

of V) and [ay, ..., a]" (V,q)f)‘]vill‘ (see the first # rows
of f/), where vffl’ = [vl a0l € I,]T. Thus, we can obtain
1TVl = 1,

APPENDIX G

PROOF OF THEOREM 2]

We prove Theorem [2| by two steps. First, we prove Lemma
[IT] that the state-evolution fixed points of BO-OAMP/VAMP
and BO-MAMP are the same. Then, following Lemma E]
and Lemma [0} we can say that the optimized BO-MAMP
achieves the Bayes optimal MSE predicted by the replica
method for all right-unitarily-invariant transform matrices if
its state evolution has a unique fixed point. Thus, we complete
the proof of Theorem [2]

Lemma 11 (Consistency of Fixed Points): The state-
evolution fixed points of BO-OAMP/VAMP and BO-MAMP
with optimized {6,, (;} are the same. It is given by

V=yse(v?) = b X 202 (02w + 08 5), (107a)
j=01i=0
= ¢se(v]), (107b)
where ¢sg () given in (I51), and
0="+p)7", (107¢)
el =520 07 (ATh; = bis). (107d)

Proof: In Appendix we show that the state-evolution
fixed point of BO-OAMP/VAMP is given by (I07). In Ap-
pendix we show that the state-evolution fixed point of
BO-MAMP is given by (107). Hence, we complete the proof
of Lemma [T1] [ |

A. State Evolution Fixed Point of BO-OAMP/VAMP

The convergence of SE for BO-OAMP/VAMP has been
rigorously proved in [40]], [41]], [58], [59]] (see Theorem 3 in

21

[40], [41] and Corollary 3 in [58]], [S9]). Define vf = tlim v;b,
vl = tlim v, p. = tlim pr=c2/v? and &) = tlim &). We give
a Taylor series expansion for the state evolution function of

LE in BO-OAMP/VAMP as follows. Note that {r;, z;, g;, f:}
are not required to converge.

Let C =9B = 0(A1"I - AAY), where 6= (1" +p,)~!. Since
p. > 0 and AAY is non-negative, the matrix p.I + AAM is
invertible. From (107c)), we then have

(oI +AAY) " g1 -C)". (108)
Furthermore, the spectral radius of C' is given by
/lmax - /lmin
C)=— < 1. 109
p( ) Amax + Amin + Zp* ( )
Following Proposition [/} we have
I-0)'=32,C" =¥2,6'B'. (110)
Following B = A"T — AAH, (T08) and (TT0), we have
= 2u{A%(p. I + AAY) A} (111a)
= 3%, Elw{AT Bl - Bitly (111b)
= 2520 07 (Xh; = bivr) (111c)
= 2200wy (111d)
Therefore, we have
py 2 zlglgo Apm wllre = z|)? (112a)
=lim lim 4| AH(p,I+AAH) "(n—Af)+f| (112b)

t—oo N —o0

= lim %% AH(p*I+AAH)

+ lim [T - —AH(p*I + AAT)”

t—o0

ftH (112¢)

_ 1 1 o O 4H
—]\}lglooﬁ”zzeo 7 AlB'n

+ Jim [1 - 252, & 2 (' B - B*)] £iF a12d)

5 o o0
T 5, 5 by b
Jj=0i=

— ————
Witj
+ ( 7)2 ZO Z() 01+]+2[ (AT) b; +j_2/l bl+J+1+bL+j+2]
Jj=0i
AT Wik j=Wisjal
- (e]) ] (112e)
——
Z;_"OZ‘_X’ 9i+j+2wiwj
— ‘/)2 IZO E: 91+]+2W i+
(87)2 20 ZO 91+]+2(/l Wivj = Wigjsl — Win)] (1121)
j=0i
Wi j
(s* (&? 20 Zo O (Wi + v ), (112¢)
j=0i

where ( m follows v} = lim v} and v} = v, — |,

) follows (T4) and (133, (I12S) follows p, =

lim p;
t—o00
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and &} = Jim &/, ([12d) follows (T08), (TT0) and AAH =
A'I-B, follows (39b) and that m is independent with
{f:} and {n fi} are column-wise IID (see Theorem [1), (TT2)
follows and (ITI), and (T12g) follows (39d). Thus, the

transfer functlon of LE in BO-OAMP/VAMP converges to

_’YSE(V ) %V 'Z() 206i+f+2(0'2wi+j+vfwi’j). (113)
=0 i=

From and (T13), we get the state-evolution fixed point
of BO-OAMP/VAMP in (T07).

B. State Evolution Fixed Point of BO-MAMP

For the BO-MAMP with optimized {6;, {;}, from Lemma
Ol we have

Jim vy =ve, Vi< (114)
Since {&; = &., Vt}, we then have
lim p, = p, =27, (115a)
lim 6, =6 = AT+ p)71, (115b)
lim 9, ; = £.0", fori <t. (115c¢)
i—o00
In addition, for finite i and j,
lim & jw,; = lim {0 Wi} =0, (116a)
tlgg@’ "W i = hm —tr{&’ "W,_;} — 0, (116b)
tll)m ﬁt 0 JW2t—-i-j = hm tr{ﬁt,iﬂt,jWZI—i—j} -0,
(116¢)
tli_)lgo 79t,iﬂt,jwt—i,t—j=tli_{£10 ﬁtf{ﬁt,iﬁt,jﬂt,th,j} -0,
(116d)
thm OH Iy = hm —tr{92t SIWyLij} — 0,
(116€)
lim 6%, = l1m —tr{92’ “IH,;H, ;j} — 0,
t—o0
(116f)

since 9 ;Wi—i, O i jWar—izj, 0¢,i0¢ j Hy i Hy j, 07" W,
0% ~=IWy,_;_; and %'~/ H, ; H, ; are all products of infinite
matrices whose spectral radiuses are less than 1 (see @)).
Therefore, we can obtain the following limits.

thm 5: hm Z ICa Wi (117a)
=& X0 W (117b)
=&.8] 6, (117¢)
and
v] = ,h_{?o vz, (117d)
= tlgglo ﬁZl 21529% i ](O'ZWZI —i—j +V¢Wt lt+])
i=lj
(117¢)
= S X 07 R Py + ). (117D

where (ITT3) follows (@0), (IT59), (TT63) and (TT6H), (ITTH
follows i’ =1 — i, follows (TT1), (T17e) follows (E6)
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and @_@’ and m follows i’ =t —1i and j’ =t _j
Thus, the state evolution function of LE in BO-MAMP
converges to:

V*y = ')’SE(Vf) e @2 Z Z 01+J+2(0- wl+j+v¢wl ]) (118)

(s* Jj=0i=0

In addition, ¢,(-) in BO-OAMP/VAMP and BO-MAMP are
the same. From (38B) and Y1 £,,,; = 1, the state evolution
function of NLE in BO-MAMP converges to

= ¢se(v)), (119)
where ¢sg(-) is the same as that of BO-OAMP/VAMP in (T31)

and (T7B). Replacing v by v in (TT8) and (TT9), we obtain

the state-evolution fixed point of BO-MAMP in (107).

APPENDIX H
ALGORITHM SUMMARY

We summarize BO-MAMP and the state evolution of BO-
MAMP in the following algorithms. Note that the subscript ¢ of
some variables (e.g., 6, ¥;, &, €, ¢; - - - ) is omitted in Algorithms
[ and [2] to reduce the storage in the program.

Algorithm 1 BO-MAMP

Input: {(lgt()}, A, y, Px, {Amin> Amax> A¢}» 0'2, 7T, L.
AT - /lmax"‘/lmin
7} by

Initialization: z; =y, # =0, ¢ = & =1,
{wi,0 < i <27} by B9, {W;,;,0 < i,j <
v = (Fryty - 602) /w.

s

I: fortr=1t0 7 do
2: % Memory LE
6=(A +0'2/vfft)_1 {9i = 00:, pi = —Oiwi—i, 1 <i <t}
{ci,0<i<3} by @8), {r=2:¢=9, = 202
{pr = —€éwo, e =woco —pr}, vy = ﬁ(ﬂfz = 2c2é +¢3)
P=éz 40— AARR), r=L(AHR -3 piay)

% &

3: % NLE
o ~ _ 2 1 Brel L
(mt+l,Vt+l)—¢t(7’7Vy), Tre] = (\,M— )7 (9:'1—#)
Z41 =Y — Az
¢ _ ¢ * _ 1171 _H 2 ’
{VH_IJ,—({VI,’H_I) —w—o[ﬁzt“zt!—éo- ],1 <t St+1}

4: 9% Damping
lp41=min{L, 1+ 1}, {g:q/;jll,v(p:ﬁ,g:vq,g} % ¢

_ L1 — 41
L4l = Zigl évimt—l,+1+l+i, Zt+1 = Z,f;] {izt—l,+1+1+i

¢ —
vt+1,t+1 =Ve
{V¢ — ( )* _ er+l é« 1<t < l}
t+1,t’ t’ t+1 L t Ly +140,87° 7 — =

5: end for

Output: {&/41, 0141}
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Algorithm 2 State Evolution (SE) of BO-MAMP
Input: A, {¢/()}.x ~ Px, {Amin, Amax s}, o2, T, L.

Initialization: ¢;; = ¢ =1, Af = m’ (00 <1 < 27} by
B9, (.0 <i,j < T} by @D, v | =E{x2}, & =0.

1: fort=1to 7 do

2 % Memory LE
{000 = 010/ (4 + a2 v). pi = =Op w1 <i <1}
{ci,0<i <3} by B8), & =wo(€ +co)
{Ifr>2:6=0, = (coco+c3)(cico+c2)}
{sz,z’ = (VZJ)*,I <t <t-1} by @6
v] = (c16* =2cpé +c3)/e7, {n: by ’ r=xin)

3: % NLE

& 2 1 1 \—1/%
&0 =6 (rv] ). X = (5 - 37 (F - %
’ Vit Vet

v? | =E{(x1 — 0 ([& x1]T -21)}
4: % Damping

—mi —_-1 ¢ __1 _,®
[+ =min{L, t+1}, {C_(Vt+ll’vt+1,t+1_W’C_VHI,HIC}

¢ _ (., w _ gl ¢ ’
{Vt+l,t' - (Vt’,t+l) - Z:i:l givt—lt+1+l+i,z”l s t}
t+1

~ ~ l
Lyl = [l'z Zi:1 évixt—l,+1+1+i]

5: end for

Output: .
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