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Abstract

Generalized approximate message passing (GAMP) is a promising technique for unknown signal re-
construction of generalized linear models (GLM). However, it requires that the transformation matrix has
independent and identically distributed (IID) entries. In this context, generalized vector AMP (GVAMP)
is proposed for general unitarily-invariant transformation matrices but it has a high-complexity matrix in-
verse. To this end, we propose a universal generalized memory AMP (GMAMP) framework including the
existing orthogonal AMP/VAMP, GVAMP, and memory AMP (MAMP) as special instances. Due to the
characteristics that local processors are all memory, GMAMP requires stricter orthogonality to guarantee
the asymptotic IID Gaussianity and state evolution. To satisfy such orthogonality, local orthogonal memory
estimators are established. The GMAMP framework provides a principle toward building new advanced
AMP-type algorithms. As an example, we construct a Bayes-optimal GMAMP (BO-GMAMP), which uses
a low-complexity memory linear estimator to suppress the linear interference, and thus its complexity is com-
parable to GAMP. Furthermore, we prove that for unitarily-invariant transformation matrices, BO-GMAMP
achieves the replica minimum (i.e., Bayes-optimal) MSE if it has a unique fixed point.

This paper is divided into two parts that can be read independently: The first part (main text) presents
the universal framework of GMAMP, discusses the construction of BO-GMAMP and its properties. The
second part (supplementary information) provides the additional explanatory for our main text including
extended technical description of results, full details of mathematical models as well as all the proofs. The
source code of this work is publicly available at sites.google.com/site/leihomepage /research.
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Bold upper (lower) letters denote matrices (column vectors). ()T and (-)¥ denote transpose and conjugate
transpose, respectively. E{-} denotes expectation. CA (i, ) denotes the complex Gaussian distribution of a
vector with mean vector g and covariance matrix 3. [Ayxn, Buxn) = %AﬁxNBMxN, I - || denotes the
ly-norm. diag{-}, det{-} and tr(-) respectively denote the diagonal vector, the determinant and the trace of a
matrix. min{-} and max{-} denotes the minimum and maximum value of a set. I and 0 are identity matrix and

zero matrix or vector. X ~ Y represents that X follows the distribution Y, =" denotes almost sure equivalence.
A matrix is said column-wise IIDG and row-wise joint-Gaussian (CIIDG-RJG) if its each column is IIDG and
its each row is joint Gaussian.



Part 1
Main text

1 Introduction

In signal processing fields, many applications can be formulated as unknown signal reconstruction problems of
standard linear models (SLM), i.e., y = Ax + n, where y is the measurement vector, A is the transformation
matrix, x is the unknown signal vector, and 7 is an additive Gaussian noise vector. For solving such problems,
approximate message passing (AMP) is a high-efficient approach by employing a low-complexity matched filter
(MF) [11 2] to suppress the linear interference. More importantly, it has been proved that AMP is Bayes-optimal
[3, 4] through the asymptotic behavior analysis of AMP described by a simple set of state evolution (SE)
equations [2].The information-theoretical (i.e., capacity) optimality of AMP was proved in [5]. However, AMP
is viable only when the transformation matrix A comprises independent and identically distributed Gaussian
(IIDG) entries [0} [7]. As a result, AMP has limited application scenarios.

In this context, a variant of AMP was discovered in [8, [9] based on a unitary transformation, called
UTAMP. It performs well for difficult (e.g. correlated) matrices A. Independently, orthogonal/vector AMP
(OAMP/VAMP) was proposed for SLM problems with general transformation matrices [10, [II]. The SE for
OAMP/VAMP was conjectured for LUIS in [I0] and rigorously proved in [II} [I2]. Specifically, OAMP/VAMP
has a two-estimator architecture, i.e., a linear estimator (LE) and a non-linear estimator (NLE). Via iterations
between the two estimators, OAMP/VAMP can achieve the Bayes optimality when the compression rate of
system is larger than a certain value [I0] 13 [I4], [I5]. The information-theoretical (i.e., capacity) optimality of
OAMP/VAMP was proved in [16]. To guarantee the local optimality of LE, OMAP/VAMP usually adopts a
linear minimum mean square error (LMMSE) estimator, resulting in high computational complexity, especially
in large-scale systems. To avoid the high-complexity LMMSE estimator in LE, the singular-value decomposi-
tion (SVD) estimator was utilized in [II]. Yet, the complexity of SVD is not much lower than LMMSE. In
[10], the LMMSE estimator is replaced by a simple MF, but the performance of OAMP/VAMP deteriorated
sharply. Additionally, a low-complexity convolutional AMP (CAMP) approach was proposed for unitarily in-
variant transformation matrix [I7]. However, the CAMP has a relatively low convergence speed and even fails
to converge, particularly for matrices with high condition numbers. Similarly, an AMP was constructed in [I§]
to solve the Thouless-Anderson-Palmer equations for Ising models with invariant random matrices. The results
in [I8] were rigorously justified via SE in [I9]. To this end, a memory AMP (MAMP) was recently designed
by replacing the LMMSE estimator with an MF in the presence of memory, where the introduced memory
can assist the MF in converging the locally optimal LMMSE [20] 21]. Hence, MAMP can achieve the Bayes
optimality with low complexity and unitarily invariant transformation matrix [20] 21].

On the other hand, SLM is not so accurate in practical applications. For instance, in wireless communica-
tions, the received signal may suffer a nonlinear impact from the receiver. Consequently, the received signal
is given by y = Q(Ax), which does not follow the SLM as @Q(-) may be a non-linear function. Indeed, it is
a generalized linear model (GLM) [22]. To alleviate the nonlinear impact, a generalized AMP (GAMP) was
proposed by introducing a maximum posterior estimator [22]. Similar to AMP, GAMP has low complexity, but
is only limited to IIDG transformation matrices. To address the limitation of GAMP, the generalized VAMP
(GVAMP) was applied for GLM with general unitarily-invariant transformation matrix [23]. The SE and Bayes
optimality (predicted by Replica method) of GVAMP were proved in [24]. Similar to OAMP/VAMP, GVAMP
has a high computational complexity. In this context, it is desired to design a low-complexity, high-accurate,
and wide-applicable AMP framework.

In this paper, we propose a novel generalized MAMP (GMAMP) framework to solve the GLM problem
in the presence of memory terms. The proposed GMAMP framework is universal that includes the existing
OAMP/VAMP, GVAMP and MAMP as special instances. The asymptotic IID Gaussianity of GMAMP is
guaranteed under a new orthogonality principle, i.e., the current output estimation error of each local estima-
tor is orthogonal to all the memory input estimation errors. To satisfy such orthogonality, we establish two
kinds of orthogonal estimators, i.e., orthogonal memory LE (MLE) and orthogonal memory NLE (MNLE).
The GMAMP framework provides new principle toward building new advanced AMP-type algorithms. As an
example, we construct a Bayes-optimal GMAMP (BO-GMAMP). We prove that for unitarily-invariant trans-
formation matrices, BO-GMAMP achieves the minimum (i.e., Bayes-optimal) MSE as predicted by the replica
method if it has a unique fixed point. Hence, BO-GMAMP overcomes the IID transformation matrix limitation
of GAMP. In addition, BO-GMAMP uses a low-complexity MLE to suppress the linear interference, and thus
its complexity is comparable to GAMP. That is, BO-GMAMP avoids the high-complexity LMMSE in GVAMP.
Finally, simulation results are provided to validate the accuracy of the theoretical analysis.



Algorithms Transform matrices Complexity Optimality

GAMP 11D Low Bayes-optimal
GVAMP General High Bayes-optimal
GMAMP (proposed) General Low Bayes-optimal

Table 1: Comparison of GAMP, GVAMP and GMAMP

Simply, the key properties of these AMP-type algorithms including GAMP, GVAMP and the expected
GMAMP are summarized in Table [I1
2 Preliminaries

2.1 Problem Model
Fig. a) illustrates an generalized linear model (GLM) consisted of three constraints:

U: y= Q(Z), (13’)
I': z=Ax, (1b)
d: x; ~ Px(x), (1c)

where A is an M x N matrix, y is an M x 1 vector, x = {z,,} is an N x 1 vector with independent and identically
distributed (IID) entries, i.e., , ~ Px(z), and Q(-) is a symbol-by-symbol function (can be non-linear). It is
assumed that the receiver knows y, A, Q(+), and the distributions of .
Our aim is to utilize the AMP-type iterative approach to find an MMSE estimation of «, i.e., its MSE
converges to
mmse{z|y, A, V,T,®} = LE{|& — z|*}, (2)

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

Definition 1 (Bayes Optimality) An iterative approach is said to be Bayes optimal if its MSE converges to
the MMSE of the system in .

2.2 Assumptions

Let the singular value decomposition of A be A =UXVH where U € CM*M and V € CV*N are unitary
matrices, and ¥ is a rectangular diagonal matrix. We assume that A is unitarily-invariant, i.e., U, V and
3 are independent, and U and V are Haar distributed (or equivalently, isotropically random). Let A\, =
ﬁE{(AAH)t} and AT = [Anax + Amin]/2, Where Apin and Apay denote the minimal and maximal eigenvalues of
AAY respectively. Without loss of generality, supposing that {Amin;s Amax, At} are known. For specific random
matrices such as IID Gaussian matrices, Wigner matrices and Wishart matrices, {Amin, Amax, At} s available
[25]. Otherwise, some approximations of {Amin, Amax, At} in [20] can be used if it is unavailable.
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Figure 1: Graphic illustrations for (a) a system model with three constraints ®, I' and ¥, and (b) a non-memory iterative process
(NMIP) involving three processors ¢¢, v+ and )¢ respectively corresponding to the constraints ®, I' and ¥ in (a).



2.3 Overview of GVAMP
Fig. [[b) illustrates a non-memory iterative process (NMIP): Starting with ¢ = 1,

NLE : [‘”t] = {‘Mx‘f)] : (3a)

Z¢ 7/%(%&)
. Xpp1 | _ ’Yf(ﬂ?t, Zt)
LE: |:Zt+1 } =M (mt; Zt) = |:'Ytz(33t> Zt)] ) (3b)

where v¢(+), ¢¢(-) and () process the three constraints I', ® and ¥ separately. We call NMIP since both
Y(+) ¢:(+) and () are memoryless, depending only on their current inputs (x:, z¢), x; and z;, respectively.
GVAMP [23] is an instance of NMIP. The derivation of GVAMP and its properties including orthogonality,

asymptotic ITD Gaussianity, Bayes optimality and state evolution are briefly introduced in SI Appendix, section
1.

3 Generalized Memory AMP Framework

In this part, we first introduce the memory iterative process (MIP) and the orthogonality for MIP. Then, a
universal framework is constructed for low-complexity generalized memory AMP (GMAMP) using arbitrary-
length memory. It is worth pointing out that this universal framework is also applied to OAMP/VAMP, MAMP
and GVAMP, i.e., they are instances of this universal framework.

3.1 Memory Iterative Process and Orthogonality

Memory Iterative Process (MIP): Fig. illustrates an MIP based on two memory non-linear estimators (MNLES)
and a memory linear estimator (MLE), defined as: Starting with ¢t =1, X; = 0 and Z; = 0,

ves 2] = [5G9]. (i)

MLE : |:Xt+1 :| =M (XT’YI —ts ZT'Yz %t)

Zt+1
’yzC(X‘r.yI—)t; ZT’YZ —)t) :|
)

t 4b
_’Yt (XT«@—M;ZTWZ—HE) ( )

where X i =[Xr, 4], Ly st = Br, - 2|, X st =®r, - ®4], Zr 1 =2+ 24). Ty, Ty, Ty, and
7. belong to [1,t]. 7(-), ¢+(-) and ¢;(-) process the three constraints I', ® and ¥ separately. Furthermore, we
assume that ¢;(-), ¥:(-) are separable and Lipschitz-continuous functions [26]. Let
Xt:w+ft, Zi = Z + Sy, (53)
zy =+ fi, zy =z + 8, (5b)

where f;, f;, s; and s; indicate the estimation errors with zero mean and covariances: for 1 < <t,

Wf,t/ = |<ftﬂft’>|7 ‘Vtz,t’ = K$t7$t’>|7 (63‘)

viy = KFes Fol, iy = (e, 80)]. (6b)

We call MIP since each local processor (y¢, ¢ or 1) is not only a function of the current input,
but also some memories generated in previous iterations. Intuitively, MIP will degenerate into NMIP if

{T¢?T¢v7_’7mv7—’yz} =t.

7, . 7, >t
[x, %] — 2]
&, | e ' Vi
b e vy
Y
X Zz

Figure 2: Graphic illustration for a memory iterative process (MIP).



Definition 2 (Generalized memory AMP) Generalized memory AMP (GMAMP) is a particular case of
MIP when the following orthogonal constraints hold for t > 1:

Kftv :L‘>| = 0, |<Sta z>| = 0, (73‘)
|<ft7 IFT¢—>t>| dzh 07 |<St7 $T¢—>t>| a:s 07 (7b)
|<ft+17 F‘r,m %t>| = 0, |<$t+1, Sfr% ﬂt>| = 0, (7(3)

where ]FT(;,—M = [f7¢ T ft]a Srwﬁt = [S‘rd, T St]» FT,YI —t = [fT-ch T .ft]; ST,YZ —t = [ST-YZ c St] . SpeCiﬁcal1y7
shows that x is orthogonal to the input estimation error of ®; and z is orthogonal to the output estimation error
of ¥y, and and show that current output estimation error of each local processor (NLE or MLE) is
orthogonal to all input estimation errors, i.e., ft, 8¢, £141 and 8411 are orthogonal to 7, ¢, %, 4, F.
and S, respectively.

The orthogonality in is used to simplify the designs of ¢:(+), 1+(-) and v (-) in GMAMP. Given arbitrary
x; and 2, to satisfy (7a)), we can construct

X; = CfXy, zZ = ¢} 2y, (8a)
with
cf =1/[(xnz),  f =1/[2, 2] (8b)
Furthermore, to further improve the MSE performance of GMAMP, the following orthogonality is required for
estimations x; and z;.

Kfty wt>| = 07 |<$t7 zt>| = 07 (9)
which is a necessary model condition that minimizes the MSE of an estimation. Given arbitrary &; and z;, to
satisfy (9), we can construct

Ty = cf &y, Z, = C; %y, (10a)
with
cf :argnclinﬂwt —z|? cf :arggclizn||zt—z||2. (10Db)
t t

For more details, refer to [16].

It should be emphasized that the step-by-step orthogonalization between current input and output estimation
errors is not sufficient to guarantee the asymptotic IID Gaussianity for GMAMP. The following theorem shows a
stricter orthogonality for the asymptotic IID Gaussianity (AIIDG) property of GMAMP. Specially, the strictest
orthogonality requirement occurs with full memory, i.e., {7, , 7., 7, Ty} = 1.

Theorem 1 (Orthogonality and AIIDG) Assume that A is unitarily invariant with M, N — oo, {v:(-)} is
Lipschitz-continuous [26] and {¢¢(-),¥:(-)} are separable-and-Lipschitz-continuous [26]], Then, following gener-
alized Stein’s Lemma [27], the following orthogonality holds for GMAMP:

(F:,2) =0, (s, 2)| =0, (11a)
Kfe,Fioe)] =0, (s, B150) =0, (11b)
(Fri1, Fise) =0, ($e41, S150)] =70 (1Lc)

Since {X1 ¢, X1t} and {Z1—+, Z1+ } correspond to independent Haar matrices V. and U, respectively. There-
fore, similar to the AIIDGs of OAMP/VAMP [12,[11] and GVAMP [23,[2]|], the AIIDGs of X1_,; are guaranteed
by the Haar matriz V' and the orthogonality between x, 1, and Fy_; (see the equations on the left in ),
and the AIIDGs of Z1_,+ are guaranteed by the Haar matrix U and the orthogonality between z, 81 _,; and S1_;
(see the equations on the right in ) Let X =z - 1T and Z = z - 17, where 1 is an all-ones vector with
proper length. Then, under the orthogonality in , we have [12, [T1)]: V1 <t'<t,

v = (o (XHNT ) —@, ¢ (X+NT ) ), (12a)

Vit e = (i (Xr, >t Z+M’i24)t) —, 7 (Xr,, >t Z+M’iz%t) —x), (12b)

“’f+1,t’+1a'zs'|<’Yf(Xr% —t) Z+Miz—>t)_zv Yir(Xr,, =5t Z"'M’iz—m’)_z»a (12¢)

where Fi_y; and 81,4 are column-wise IID with zero mean, N7 _,=[m7 ---mf], N2 _,=[n} - ni], and
N7, and Ni_,, are respectively CIIDG-RJG with zero mean and covariances: for 1 <t' <,

E{(mf, mi)} = vy, E{[(nf,ni )} = vi,. (13)

Meanwhile, N7 _,, is independent of ¢, N{_,, is independent of z, n} is independent of ¢, and {INT_,,, F1_;,x}
is independent of {N7_,,, B1¢,2}.



3.2 Orthogonal MLE

In this subsection, we give a construction of orthogonal MLE {~{(-),7(-)} to satisfy the orthogonality in (TI]).
For notational simplicity, we drop the subscript ¢.

Definition 3 (Orthogonal MLE) Assume that X; = [®,,, - @] and Zy = [z, , -+, 2t]. An orthogonal
MLE is defined as

t t
X¢ Y (Xt, Zt) Zi:Tz Qizi 722’:71 ,szl
zy| (Xy; Zy) |t t ) (14a)
t Ve\At; Lt Ziszgizi *Ziznﬂz’Aﬂfi
where Q; A and P; are polynomials in AR A, G; and H; are polynomials in AAY, and
tr{P;} =0, i=1,,...,1L, (14b)
tr{G;} =0, i=m.,...,1t, (14c)
F{ ¥ QAT Pl=1 (14d)
Let £, = v (X4; Zt) — @ and 8¢ = v.(Xy; Zy) — z, recall f; = x; —x and 8; = z; — z, Vi, and assumeﬂ that
F, = [f1- - ft] and Sy = [81---8¢] are column-wise IID with zero mean, and F;, S; and z are independent.
Then, the MLE in satisfies the following orthogonalization:
(F., Fy) =0, (15a)
(s:,S0) =0, (15b)
(s, ) = 0. (15¢)
Furthermore, the orthogonality [(s;,z.)| = 0 can be easily satisfied by certain scaling (see (10))).
The lemma below constructs an orthogonal MLE based on a general MLE.
Lemma 1 Given a general MLE
t t
F&}_[%(Xt; Zt)}_ 2imr. Qizi—) iy, Pis (16a)
it ’AYz (Xt7 Zt) ZEZTZ Gizi —ZEZTE HZA;I;,L ’

where Q; A and P; are polynomials in AT A, G; and H; are polynomials in AA™, we can construct an orthogonal

MLE by

Xt ’Y:L‘(Xta Zt) q:tm (Skt + tit)
= 7 F ; (16b)
Zt ’YZ(Xt7 Zt) (]:f (it — Ztgt)
where
T
Pt = [%tr{PTm} T %tr{Pt}] ) (16C)
T
gt = [37t0{Gr} - 7tr{G}] ", (16d)
and cf and cf are the scaling coefficients given in and , respectively. Specifically,
of =N/tr{>i_, QA-Y,_ P} (17)

It is easy to verify that the MLE in satisfies , i.e., it is an orthogonal MLE.
Example: Let 7, = 7. = t, Q; = A% (p, I + AMA)"1 P, = Q,A, Gy = AQ; and H; = AQ; + I. Then, the
orthogonal MLE in is degraded to the LMMSE-LE of GVAMP in SI Appendix, section 1.

I This assumption is guaranteed by the orthogonal MNLE (in the next subsection) and orthogonal MLE by induction.



3.3 Orthogonal MNLE

In this subsection, we construct two orthogonal MNLEs ¢;(-) and ¢ (+) to satisfy the orthogonality in . For
notational simplicity, we omit the subscript ¢.

Definition 4 (Orthogonal MNLE) Let X; = [X;, -, X¢], fi=0(X;) —x, and recall ; = x; —x, Vi. Define
that By = [£, ---£]. Then, the MNLE ¢(X4) is called orthogonal MNLE if

(fe. o) = 0. (18)
The lemma below constructs an orthogonal MNLE based on an arbitrary MNLE.

Lemma 2 Assumfﬂ that Iy is CIIDG-RJG with zero mean and independent of x. Given arbilrary separable-
and-Lipschitz-continuous gb(Xt) we can construct an orthogonal MNLE by

P(Xy) = @y ((;AS(Xt) - Xt’wt), (19a)
where
w; = (F{'TFy) ' 6(X), (19b)
and wy is scaling coefficient given in or .
See Appendix B in [20] for further details. In general, w; in is determined by minimizing the MSE of
().
Lemma 3 Assume that ¥y is CIIDG-RJG with zero mean and is independent of x. For arbitrary separable-
and-Lipschitz-continuous and differentiable $(Xy), using genemlized Stein’s Lemma [Z7], we have

FO(X0) 2 By (Bt} - B{2 )] (20a)
Then, To; in can be rewritten to

00
— [B{2) - B{2)]". (21a)

Due to the symmetry of the problem, we can construct the orthogonal ¥(Z;) in a similar way.
Example: Let T = t, @) = ﬁ, @, = T d) and ¢ be MMSE estimators given by d)(xt) E{x|x;, ®}
and ¢(z;) = BE{z|z;, ¥}. Then, w,, = E{ddft} = 7‘%(}:)@@ = %i and w,, = E{;Z’t} = 7|\1ﬁ(zztt)z“z2\\ = ziz

In this case, the orthogonal MNLE in is degraded to the MMSE-NLE of GVAMP in SI Appendix, section
1.

4 Bayes-optimal Generalized Memory AMP

As mentioned, GVAMP has a high computational complexity due to LMMSE-LE, which costs O(M?N + M?)
time complexity per iteration for matrix multiplication and matrix inversion. To reduce the complexity, we
introduce a Bayes-optimal memory LE to suppress the linear interference. However, the NLEs are the same as
these in GVAMP since they are symbol-by-symbol with time complexity as low as O(N+ M) per iteration.

e (2] - [0 _

MLE : (xt+1,zt+1) :'yt([a:l ~~~mt],[z1~~zt}). (221:))

Fig. [3|is a special case of the MIP in with 7,, = 7, = 1 and 74 = 7y, = t. In this case, the orthogonality
in (7) of GMAMP degenerates to

(s, ) =0 (¢, 2) =0, (23a)
(fr, )l =70 (i, 1) =0, (23b)
KEei1, Fise) 20, K$e41, S15¢) = 0. (23¢c)

Based on this theoretical framework, we design a specific Bayes-optimal GMAMP (BO-GMAMP) algorithm
by exploiting the above constructions of orthogonal MLE and orthogonal MNLE, which guarantees not only
Bayes optimality but also low implement complexity. Meanwhile, the main properties of BO-GMAMP including
orthogonality and AIIDG are provided below. In addition, we derive the state evolution of BO-GMAMP and
prove the Bayes optimality of BO-GMAMP via state evolution.

2This assumption is guaranteed by the orthogonal MLE (in previous subsection) and orthogonal MNLE by induction.
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Figure 3: Graphic illustration with a long-memory LE and two non-memory NLEs.

4.1 Bayes-optimal Generalized Memory AMP
As an instance of GMAMP framework, BO-GMAMP is given in the following algorithm.

Bayes-Optimal Generalized Memory AMP: Let B = \'T—AAY. Consider a memory linear estimations:

Zy = 0By 1 + & (20 — Axy), (24)
%, = Az, (25)

A BO-GMAMP process is defined as: Starting with ¢ = 1 and xg = x3 = z; = 0,
_ -1
\INLE - |:$t] _ |:¢t(xt):| _ [Ct,ltﬁbt(xt) + it Ct,iwtmm}
=t Vi(ze) 011,V (z¢) + Zi;l Ot,iZt—l,+i

. X1 | o (Df ((5_1§t + 22:1 pt,iaci)
MLE : |:Zt+1 :l =M (X1—>t7 Z1—>t) = |fB§ [A(ﬁ(t + %ﬂft) _ 22:1 pt,izi] ) (26b)

) (26a)

where ¢:(-) and ¢:(-) are separable and Lipschitz-continuous functions and the same as that in GVAMP
(see SI Appendix, section 1 for further details).

The following are some intuitive interpretations of the parameters in BO-GMAMP. The optimization of
these parameters will be provided later.

e In MLE, all preceding messages {;, z;} are utilized to guarantee the orthogonality in (LI).

e 0;, optimized in (31), ensures that BO-GMAMP has a Bayes-optimal fixed point. &, optimized in SI
Appendix, section 5, accelerates the convergence of BO-GMAMP.

e {c7}, given by cf = 1/2221 Pii, and {cf}, optimized in , and {p;;} guarantee the orthogonality in
(1)) (see Theorem [2).

® (v =[Cpas 7§t,lt]T and 0; = [0¢.1,** , 0t1,] ", optimized in , are damping vectors with Zi;l Cri=1
and Zi;l 0t = 1. We set l; = min{L,t}, where L is the maximum damping length. Damping guarantees
and improves the convergence of BO-GMAMP. In general, we set L < 3.

As we can see, only matrix-vector multiplications are involved in each iteration. Thus, the time complexity
of BO-GMAMP is as low as O(M N) per iteration, which is comparable to AMP.
4.2 Orthogonality and AIIDG

The following theorem is based on Theorem [I] and Proposition 1 in SI Appendix, section 2.

Theorem 2 Assume that A is unitarily invariant with M, N — co. The orthogonality in holds for BO-
GMAMP. Therefore, following Theorem the asymptotic 11D Gaussianity in holds for BO-GMAMP
12, (11, [Z4).

! by b

See SI Appendix, section 2 for further details.
Using Theorem [2] the performance of BO-GMAMP can be tracked by using the state evolution discussed in
the following subsection.



4.3 State Evolution

Define the covariance vectors and covariance matrices as follows:

Vi = [Vig s vidT Vi = [vilext, (27a)
vy = v}, "'7’Uf,t]T> Vi = [v7lexts (27b)
Vi =[Viis i), Vi = [y lext, (27¢)
vi = [v} "'7Utz,t]T> Vi = [0 jlexts (27d)

where v{,/, v, vf, and v, are defined in ().
Hence, starting with v{ =1 and v§{ = Ay, the error covariance matrices of BO-GMAMP can be tracked by
the following state evolution.

NLE : ('Uf7 Utz) = (éSE(WfL /(ZSE (Wf))v (283)
MLE :  (viy1,vig) = eV V0). (28b)

where ¢sg(-), ¥se(-) and ysg(-) are given in SI Appendix, section 3.

4.4 Convergence and Bayes Optimality

It has been proved that GVAMP achieves the minimum (i.e., Bayes-optimal) MSE as predicted by the replica
method if it has a unique fixed point [24, 28] 29]. The following theorem gives the convergence and Bayes
optimality of BO-GMAMP.

Theorem 3 Assume that A is unitarily-invariant with M, N — oo. The proposed BO-GMAMP converges
to the same fized point as GVAMP, i.e., BO-GMAMP achieves the minimum (i.e., Bayes-optimal) MSE as
predicted by the replica method if it has a unique fized point.

See SI Appendix, section 4 for further details.

4.5 Complexity Comparison

The time and space complexity of BO-GMAMP are given below, where T represents the maximum number of
iterations and L < T < N.

e BO-GMAMP costs O(MNT) time complexity for matrix-vector multiplications {AA"Y%;} and {Az,},
which is dominant for the case T < N, O((N + M)T?) for {00 puzi} and {3 puzi}, O(T?) for
calculating {v{,,vi,}, and O(L*T) for calculation of {¢;, o:}.

e BO-GMAMP needs O(MN) space complexity to store A, which is dominant for the case T <« N,
O((M + N)T) space for {x;, 2}

The time and space complexity of BO-GMAMP, GVAMP and GAMP are compared in Table[2] In general,
L <« T < N. Hence, L and T are negligible and can be selectively ignored.

Algorithms H Time complexity ‘ Space complexity ‘
GAMP O(MN) O(MN)
GVAMP 2 2 2
O(M*N + MN O(N M MN
i e
GVAMP O(M2N + M?) O(MN)
(matrix inverse)
BO-GMAMP | (/N 4 (N + M)T?) | O(MN + (N + M)T)
(proposed)

Table 2: Time and Space Complexity Comparison
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4.6 BO-GMAMP for linear Q(-)
When Q(-) in GLM is a linear function, the ¥ constraint in can be simplified to

y=Q(Az) = Az + n, (29)

where n denotes the additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN). In this case, the {z;} and ¢; in BO-GMAMP,
see Fig. are removed. In addition, the variables {z;---2;} are replaced by y and their covariance matrix
is replaced by noise variance ﬁE{an} = 02. Then, BO-GMAMP degenerates into the standard MAMP in
[20, 21].

5 Parameter Optimization

In this section, we provide the optimized parameters {(, 0:, 6, &, i} directly. For details of the solution
to these optimized parameters, please refer to SI Appendix, section 5 and [20]. Notice that the optimized
{¢t, 04, 04, &, €f } guarantee the convergence of BO-GMAMP as well as improve the convergence speed of BO-
GMAMP.

e An optimal ¢; that minimizes vy, ;. is given by

Ve,
) % if det(V,%,) >0
ot _ 1TV, (30a)
[0,---,0,1]7T, otherwise

and an optimal g; that minimizes v, ;. is given by

LAY
t %7 if det(th_1) >0
ot = 1TV 171 ’ o
0,---,0, 1]T’ otherwise

where the error covariance matrix V,* of {@;_j, 41, ..., Ze—1, +(x¢)} (inputs of ¢;) and the error covariance
matrix V¥ of {211, 11, Ze—1, s (z)} (inputs of ) are defined in SI Appendix, section 3.

e An optimal 6; that minimizes the spectral radius of C; = I — 0;(p.I + AA") is given by
;" = (AT + )Y (31)

where p; = vf,/vf, and A = (Amax + Amin)/2 With Apin and Apay being the minimal and maximal
eigenvalues of AAH.

e An optimal & that minimizes v, ;. is given in SI Appendix, section 5. Note that §; does not change
the fixed point of BO-GMAMP, but the optimized & can improve the convergence speed of BO-GMAMP.

e An optimal ¢f that minimizes v, ;. is given by

z,opt __ ﬂtwo
(I: _ 7~, 32
t /BthO + ’Uf’t ( )

where ¢, wo and vf, are defined in SI Appendix, section 3.
6 Algorithm Summary

We have summarized BO-GMAMP and the state evolution of BO-GMAMP to Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2.
Please see SI Appendix, section 6 for specific algorithm flowcharts.

11



7 Simulation Results

In this part, we conduct simulations to evaluate our proposed BO-GMAMP algorithm. For comparison, we
provide BO-GMAMP and another two baselines: GVAMP and our BO-GMAMP without optimized parameters.
All simulation settings are detailed as follows.

We address a compressed sensing problem using the proposed BO-GMAMP. @ is sparse and follows Bernoulli-
Gaussian distribution, i.e., the elements of & are non-zero Gaussian with probability p and zero with 1 — p,
which is given by

. { 0, probability =1 — p

N(0,u~1), probability = u
A specific GLM is described as

(33)
y=Q(z) =Clip(z) + n

z=Ax , (34)
x; ~ Px(z)
where Clip(+) is a symbol-by-symbol function given by
¢, if z>c¢
Clip(z) =¢ 2z, if —c<z<c

—c, if z < —c¢
with ¢ being the judgement threshold.

Additionally, let the SVD of A be A = UXVH. The system model in is rewritten as:
z=UxV"z.

(36)
To reduce the calculation complexity of matrix multiplication in GVAMP, we approximate two large random
unitary matrices by U = FyII; and VH =TI, F;,, where II;, II; are random permutation matrices and F, F
are discrete Fourier transform (DFT) matrices with different dimensions (M and N, respectively). Note that
this transformation significantly improves the implementation speed of GVAMP. The singular values {d;} are
generated as: d;/d;y 1 = k7 fori=1,...,J —1 and Z;-le d? = N, where J = min{M, N}. k > 1 denotes the
condition number of A, representing the stability of system.

As shown in Figure[d] the proposed BO-GMAMP converges to the same fixed point with the high-complexity
GVAMP, which validates the Bayes optimality of BO-GMAMP. Although GVAMP converges faster than BO-
GMAMP, the computational complexity of GVAMP is intolerable, especially in large-scale systems (e.g., N =
8192). Furthermore, the optimized parameters ({6;,&:}) and damping vectors (when damping length L # 1)
improve significantly the convergence speed of BO-GMAMP. Other Results are presented in SI Appendix,

section 7, including the influence of compression ratio d, condition number of system s and damping length L
on the performance of BO-GMAMP.

10°
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last three lines change only one parameter in brackets.

Figure 4: MSE versus the number of iterations for GVAMP, BO-GMAMP and un-optimized BO-GMAMP.” BO-GMAMP” with
parameters u = 0.1, ¢ = 2, N = 8192, 6 = 0.5, k = 30, SNR = 40dB and damping length L = 3. ”SE” denotes state evolution. The
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Part 11
Supplementary information

1 Overview of GVAMP

1.1 Non-memory Iterative Process and Orthogonality

Non-memory Iterative Process (NMIP): Fig. b) illustrates an NMIP: Starting with ¢t = 1,

NLE : {wt] _ Vt(&)]’ (37a)

Zt wt(zt)
Cox _ (e, 21)
R R et 6™

where v,(+), ¢¢(-) and 1;(-) process the three constraints I', ® and ¥ separately. We call NMIP since both
Y(+) ¢:(+) and () are memoryless, depending only on their current inputs (x:, z¢), X; and z;, respectively.
Furthermore, we assume that {¢:(-)} and {¢+(-)} are separable and Lipschitz continuous functions [26]. Let

x; =« +f, Z = z + %y, (38a)
T, =x+ fi, 2z =z + sy, (38Db)

where f;, f;, ; and s; indicate the estimation errors with zero mean and variance:

Wf = |<ftaft>|7 Wf

vf = [(fe, fill, vy

The orthogonality and asymptotic IID Gaussianity of NMIP was proved in [12] 1T}, [24] based on the following
error orthogonality.

<$t’ $t>|’ (393‘)
(8¢, 5¢)- (39b)

Lemma 4 (Orthogonality and Asymptotic IID Gaussianity) Assume that A is unitarily invariant with
M, N — oo and the following orthogonality holds for NMIP: ¥Vt > 1,

(fe, £¢) =0, (st, ) =0, (40a)
(Etv1, fr)l = 0, K$e+1,8:)] =0, (40b)
Then, fort>1,
o F (@ + /viny) — |, (41)
Vi = N e (@ 2 + oing) -z, (42)
Vi = i@,z + Voing) — 2|7, (43)

where nF ~ CN(0,I),mf ~ CN(0,I), {nF} is independent of {mi}, and nF and mi are independent of © and
z, respectively.

e

)
X Z,
N X, Ye | o, Y.
—

(b)

Figure 5: Graphic illustrations for (a) a system model with three constraints ®, I' and ¥, and (b) a non-memory iterative process
g Y Yy
(NMIP) involving three processors ¢¢, v+ and )¢ respectively corresponding to the constraints ®, I' and ¥ in (a).
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1.2 Review of GVAMP

Throughout this paper, we assume that qgt() and 1&() are MMSE estimators:
b1 (x¢) = B{z|x,, D}, (44a)
ijt(zt) = E{z[z, ¥}, (44b)

whose specific expressions are provided for the examples in section 7. As an instance of NMIP, GVAMP [23] is
given in the following algorithm. The detailed derivation of GVAMP is provided in the next subsection.

Generalized Vector AMP [23]: Let p; = vf/vf. Consider a LMMSE estimator of a:
Ai(xe) = AN (p I + AAN) "Lz, — Axy). (45)
A GVAMP process is defined as: Starting with ¢t =1, v = 1,0¥ = A1 and x; =21 =0,
mt be(x4) qu[figt(xt) +(ef = 1)x
NLE : = =%, » : (462)
z Vi(ze) 67[¢t(zt) + (e — 1)z]
1 »
Xty1 o7 Ve(@e) + @y
LE: = ¢ 46b
=] [ L [AGu(@e) +20) - 2] (46)
with
¢ =1— g lldi(a + VuTm) — all, of = den(v?) = ([ — 1), (47)
& =1 - = [ile) — =), vf = sn(v) = (] — 1), (47h)
@ St —=1)v?
@ = e Ao T + AAT) 4], = nstpon = [ G0 ]
Yy ([Et] 1) t
where z = z; + \/vin, and n ~ CN(0, I) is independent of x and z; ~ CN(0, /v, — viI).

It is proved that GVAMP satisfies the orthogonality in . Hence, the IID Gaussian property in holds
for GVAMP [12] 11}, 24], which results in the following state evolution.

State Evolution: The iterative performance can be tracked by the following state evolution: Starting with
t=1,v{=1and v§j = A\,

NLE: (vf,v7) = (¢se(vi), ¥se(vi)), (48a)
LE: (viiy,viy) =se(vf, v7). (48Db)

where Ysg(+), ¢se(-) and ¢sg(:) are defined in (7).
The following lemma was derived in [24] 28] [29].

Lemma 5 (Bayes Optimality) Assume that M,N — oo with a fized § = M/N, and GVAMP satisfies the
unique fized point condition. Then, GVAMP can achieve the minimum (i.e., Bayes-optimal) MSE as predicted
by replica method for unitarily-invariant matrices.

In general, the NLE in GVAMP is a symbol-by-symbol estimator, whose time complexity is as low as
O(N+M). The complexity of GVAMP 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 Bayes-optimal LE for the message passing algorithm.

1.3 Derivation of GVAMP Algorithm

In [23], the generalized linear model (GLM) was rewritten to a standard linear model (SLM) with "% = [z 2z
and then GVAMP was derived similarly as VAMP using vector composition and limitation. In contrast, we
first estimate x, and then find z based on the estimated x using a simple conversion expression between the
LMMSE estimations of & and z. Compared to previous work, our approach is more brief, direct and easy to
understand. The specific derivations is as follows.

I,
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1.3.1 Derivation of Orthogonal LMMSE-LE

We derive the linear MMSE (LMMSE) estimation for the linear constraint z = Ax. We assume that the receiver
knows the respective Gaussian observations x; and z; of  and z. The problem is described as

z = Az,
zi=2z+8, 8 ~N(0,viI), (49)
x=x+ fr, fi ~N(0,071).

The goal is to estimate P(x|z:, @) and P(z|z, ;) using Bayes’ rule:

P(z, x¢|x)P(x)

P(x|z, o) = Pz, 20) x P(z, z¢|x)P(x), (50a)
P(z|z¢,xt) = W x P(zt,x¢|z)P(2). (50b)

1) LMMSE Estimation of x: Since z; — x — x; is a Markov Chain, from (50al), we have

P(x|zt, ) P(x) x P(z¢|x)P(x|x:). (51)
where
_ (zt—Am)H(zthm) 7mHAHAm72mHAHzt
P(zi|z) x e 2 xe 2 , (52a)
_ (m*mt)H(m*mH _a2le_2aHa,
P(x|x;) x e 2y xe e (52b)
Therefore,
_zHabaz22HAHz, oHe 2eHa,
P(x|z, ) oc e =i e i (53)

— 32" A A (o)) T e+ 2 [(0]) T Az A (0F) T ]
)

which follows a new Gaussian distribution:

_1 -
(@—=l VI (@-a],) -1 1
pos Tpost v —3@VS e+ dfVS a]
x x
pos

P(x)|x) e 2 oxe “post o P (54)

Therefore, we have
v = D) AT A ()T (55a)
@t = Vi, [(0) 7 AT 2, + (o) 4] (55b)

For over-load case, that M < N, the above expressions can be rewritten as
@)oo = o + vy AN (0P T + vf AATM) T (2, — Amy). (56)

Let define 4;(x;) = A (p I + AAN) "1 (2, — Ax;) with p; = v7/vF. We then output the orthogonal messages
for x:

1
X¢p1 = F’Yt(mt) + x4, (57)
t

where
6] = itr{A"(p, ] + AAT)' A}, (58)

ensuring the trace of coefficient of x; is equal to zero.
2) LMMSE Estimation of z: Following the linear constraint z = Ax, we have

zgost = E{z|z,x;} = AE{z|2y, x,} = Aa:gost, (59a)
V. . =Var{z|z, x,} = AVar{z|z, x y A = AV, Al (59b)
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Proof:
E{z|z,x:} = E{Az|z, x:} = AE{z|2, 21} = Ax), (60)

post»

Var{z|z;, x:} = E{zzH\zt, i} — E{z|z, z: }E{z| 2, :ct}H

_ H oH Y 7 HAH
—E{A%% A |zt7xt}_Awpost$pOSt A

= AE{zazi, 2} — 2] 2]0n 1AM
= AVar{x|z;, z,;} A"
= AV, A" (61)

Let define z;)’ost = A:cgoSt = A(’yt(cct) + :ct). We then output the orthogonal messages for z:
Zty1 = ﬁ [A(’?t(mt) + :I?t) — e?zt] . (62)

1.3.2 Derivation of Orthogonal NLE

The following ét() and 1@( -) are the MMSE NLEs of @ and z respectively. Their specific expressions are provided
for the examples in section 7.

bi(x¢) = B{x|xy, D}, (63a)
@Zt(zt) = E{z|z, U}. (63Db)

e The orthogonal NLE of «x is given by orthogonalization:

e = (U, = Vn) " [ Be(e) — v ] (64a)
Ve A~ Vi pos

_ pri _ post 64b
7%13“ T [¢t(xt) 7mpri Xt] ( )

R o1 64
) [P (3xe) + (& — 1)xe], (64c)

t
where
Uz ost T n T

e =1— 22 g, =V v, = var{z|x!, @} = L[di(x + /vin) — = (65)

Vs
with 7 ~ CN(0, I) being independent of x.

e Similarly, the orthogonal NLE of z is given by

1 .-
2= [Pu(z) + (] = D)z] (66)
€t
with
vzpost 7
6;/) =1-—, Vzpri = wtzv Vzpost — Var{zlzt’ \I]} = %Hlpt(zt) - ZH27 (67)

Vzpri

where z = z; + \/vin, and n ~ CN(0, I) is independent of z; ~ CN(0,/v, — viI).

2 Proof of Orthogonality and AIIDG of BO-GMAMP

In this section, we first prove the orthogonality between estimation errors through equivalent transformation,
and then derive the AIIDG of BO-GMAMP based on the Theorem 1 in main text. Let W, = AHB'A,
W, = AA"B! and w;, = Ltr{W,} = :tr{W,}, we define

i =& Hi:iﬂ 0, w; = M w; —wiqq, (68a)
Dt = Vg iWi—s, Wi j = Wity — Wwy, (68b)
e =1/ prs, Wi = Witj/0 — wwy, (68c)
B =5 —1/cf, ; = Ny — W41 (68d)
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Proposition 1 The x;y1 and its error can be expanded to

Xpp1 = Cf (Zle Giizi — Zle HM:”Z) ) (69a)
iy =cf (Zzzl Giisi— i, ]Ht,ifi) , (69b)
where
Gii =00 TAUB (69¢)
H,; = 9,07 ' Wiy — wii ), (69d)

and z.+1 and its error can be expanded to

Zir1 = ¢ (Biz +8¢), (70a)
$.11 = (¢; B — 1)z + ¢y, (70b)

where ¢} is optimized in next section, B; is defined in and

$1= 20, (Guisi — Hiifs) + 5 Af, (70c)
G = ﬁt,i(ﬁ\/t—i —w_;I), (70d)
Ht,i = ﬁt,iAWt—i- (706)

See next subsection for further details.

2.1 Proof of Proposition
According to the main text, a BO-GMAMP process is defined as: Starting with t =1 and Xg = x; =21 =0,

- lo—1
NLE - {azt] _ {%((xtg] _ [Ct,mbt(Xt) +Zi;_11Ct,ifct—zt+i7] | (71a)
=t t\Zt 00,1, V1(Be) + D1 0tiZt—1,4i
Xt41 cy (5715@ + Zt-zl Dt zmz)
MLE : (X1, Zog) = ) i=1 P , 71b
|:Zt+1 ] ’Yt( 1t 1—>t) L:tz [A(xt + %-’Bt) _ Zzzlpmzi] (71b)

where X1y =[x+ @¢] and Z1¢ = [21 -+ 24].

By expanding ([71b]) one by one, we can obtain directly. Following , the errors of MLE are given
by

t
frp1 =cf 3 (Guzi — Hyw,) —x (72a)
i=1
t
ZCf[;Gti(ASU‘FSi) —Hti($+fi)] -z (72b)
¢ ¢
=y {_1 (Grisi —Huf;) + | ‘_1(GtiA - Hy) - 1 CL'} (72c)
¢
=cy ; (Grisi —Hy f;). (72d)
Therefore, we obtain . Furthermore,

Zi1 = 03?[2521 (Giizi — Hyix;) + %Aibt] (73a)
=cj [22:1 [Gii(z+ s;) — Hy(z + fi)] + g—’t'A(:c + ft)} (73b)
=c [Zzzl (Giisi — Hyufi) + %Aft + [Z:zl(ﬂ}ti — 19”‘/4\/,5_1-) Jrg—:I] z] (73c)

=—1/c¥I
=i [Yi_1 (Gusi — Hyfi) + %:A.ft + (§—j —1/cf)z] (73d)
=c; (Biz +8). (73e)

Thus, we have (70a)). In addition, (70b)) follows (70al). Therefore, we obtain .
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2.2 Proof of Theorem 2 in Main Text

A is unitarily invariant, i.e., A = UXVH, where U,¥ and V are independent, and U and V are Haar
distributed. Therefore, when M, N — oo, we have {x, x¢, x:, f+, fi} is independent of {z, z¢, z¢, 8¢, 8¢}, and they
are column-wise IID.

It is easy to verify that, for 1 <t <t,

tr{]:[’]:t7t/} = 0, (743)
tr{Gt’t/} =0. (74b)

In addition, {f}, f;} is independent of {s,s;} and their rows are respectively IID. Therefore, we have the
desired orthogonality, for 1 < ¢/ <,

KEeq1, frr)l =0, (®¢11,80) = 0. (75)
Second, since ¢.(-) and ¥.(-) are the same as GVAMP, we have: YVt > 1,
(92 (1) — ), £4) = 0, ((¥i(z1) — 2),80) = 0. (76)
Then, following in the previous iterations, we have: t — [; < t' <,
(for £2) =0, (e, 8:) = 0. (77)
Hence, the following orthogonality holds.
Kfe, £e)l = 0, (st 8¢)) = 0. (78)

Therefore, we prove the orthogonality of BO-GMAMP, based on which the IID Gaussianity of BO-GMAMP
can be obtained from Theorem 1 of the main text [I2} [T, 24]. Thus, we complete the proof of Theorem 2.

3 Derivation of State Evolution of BO-GMAMP

Let define the error covariance matrix of {;_;,11,...,x¢_1, d¢(x¢)} (inputs of ¢;) as

T T d)
Vt—ly+1,t—1,+1 " Utp1t—1 Yeog,
¢ _ : : :
‘/t = = . & ) (79)
Vi1 t—1,4+1 T | Ve 1t
UVt t—1,+1 T Vg -1 Vg ¢ 1 x1,

and the error covariance matrix of {z;_j, 11, ..., 2t_1,¢:(z)} (inputs of 1) as

P
Vit 1t—t41 T Vg4 Ve 141t
vii=| R Y : (80)
Ve 1t—l+1 T Vi_1,t—1 vt:/l,t
P
Uti—te4r T Ui AT PR
where
,Ufjt’ = [[pe(xt) — ], for)l, (81a)
vy = ([n(ze) — 2], 800) (81b)

Then, ¢se(-), ¥se(-) and ysg(-) are given as below.

e ¢sp(+) is given by

’Utxt’ — Ctultvft’ + fo:—ll Ctvivtm*lt+i,t’7 1 S t/ <t (823)
) tT‘/t¢Ct7 t/ — t
where V,? is defined in and
vf = E{[(/)t(x—i—nt) — x| [® — xl]}, (82b)

with &, = [x1--+ 241 (e +n)]T and [y ---n] ~ CN(0,V,®) being independent of x ~ Px(z). The
expectation can be evaluated by Monte Carlo method.
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e Ygsg(+) is given by

li—1
z {Qt,ltvi}t’ + D iy 0tV g, s LS <

Ut7t' —
ol V¥ o, =t

)

where V;¥ is defined in and

vy = E{[(2) — 2" [ — 21]},

with 2, = [21-++ 21 Ve(2)]T, 2= 2 +m and [ - - - m¢] ~ CN(0, V;?) being independent of [2; ...

e Substituting and (70b]) into definition of errors, ysg(+) is given by

t/
Vitte4n = ‘Btm@f/( 21 . 119t,ﬂ9t/,j(u~1t—i,t'—jvﬁj + 571wt+t’—i—jvij))7
i=1j=
and
Vi = (€78 — 1)(ef By — Dwo + cfeivgy,
where
Uiy = (S, S

t ot
J— . . - . .y L 7Y . WIrd
B z; J; Ot (Deyvr g0y + D507 5)

t t’
& aT. .oy T e T oy &€y T
— 5 Zlﬁmwt_zvi’t, -5 21 Dy Wy V7 5 + 86, WOy
1= j=

and w;, W; j,W; ; and w; are defined in .

See next subsections for further details.

. x
3.1 Derivation of v, .,

By substituting into definition of error, we have

Vitt o1 = (Eer, £og)

t 1 H 1 H
= cycy < Zz’:l Zj:l Ntr{Gt,iGthj}”f,j + Ntr{mt,iﬂt’,j}vig‘)
t t’ _ -
= efed (S S0y it (0 iyl + BeirgoE))
where
%tr{Gt}fiGm—} = ﬂt,iﬁt/,j§_2%tr{Bt_iAAHBt _‘j}
= 0,9y ;0 2 Ltr{AN B —7T A}
= ﬁt,iﬁt’,j(silwwrt’fifj
and

%tr{]HEi]Ht’,j} = V¢V %tr{((S*th_i — wt_iI)H(éflwt,_j —wy_;I)}
- 19t,ﬂ9t',j%tr{é‘QWt,th,ﬂ. - 6_1wt*th’*j - 5_1wt’7th7i +wy—wy I}
= 00,00 ({0 Wi Wi} — wi—jwy—j — we—swy—j + wy—wy )
=0y (AT(s_lthrt/,i,j - 5_1wt+t/,i7]—+1 — wtfiwt’fj)
= V1,0 jWi—ip—j
with
Lte{672W,_ Wy} = 62 Ltr{A"B T AA" B T A}
= 572%tr{AHBt7i(/\TI _ B)Bt’fjA}
= 5 2L AtAR B —ii g4 — AR Y —imitl 4)

-1
=9 ()\thqtt’fifj - wt+t'7i7j+1)~
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. . 5
3.2 Derivation of v, .,
By substituting (70b]) into definition of error, we have

Vi1 = K81, sl = (€8 — 1)(ci By — Dwo + cicivf

where
UF = (84, 8y )
t t H
= Zi:l Zj:l (ﬁtr{@'t iGt/J}Uz"Z,j + ﬁtr{Hg{th’,j}Uf,j)
t ’ t’ ’
- 21 1 Mt {HtHz(Et )}Ug;,t’ - Z; 1 Mtr{(& )HHt’,j}”f,j + ﬁtf{& AH S A}Ut v
=i Zj:l V110 j (We—ipr— 07 ; + Dprr—im V5 ;)
- % Z::l ﬁt,iwtfivitl - % Z; 1 19t/ Jwt/,jvt j + g:@tj O'Ut R%
with
w{ GGy} =000 2t { (Wi —we i DY (W _j — wp 1)}
= Vi 2 tr{Wimi W —j + wi—jwy ;T — we— Wy — wy Wi}
=4y j(N Wiy i j — Wiy i1 — Wejwy )
= V4,0 j Wi —j,
Lt {HEHy ;) = 0,00 ;4 tr{ATB' " AA" AAT B! I A}
=0 0 4 tr{ ANBT(ATT — BY(\'T — B)BY 77 A}
2
=00 it Wi — 20 Wi + Wigw iy}
2
= ﬁt,iﬁt',g‘()\T Wit —i—j — 2)\th+15/7¢7]'+1 + wt+t’7i7j+2)
= ﬂt,iﬂt’,ji)t+t’—i—ja
At {H (52 A)} = 04y {ATB' T AAT S A}
=5 rtr{ATBT (AT - B) A}
—ﬁtz ,()\ Wr—; — Wg— H—l)
= ﬁt,irt,wtﬂﬁ
H H g AHpt' —j
tr{(GE A Hy ;) = 0y jtr{5- A" AAY B A}
= Yy j 50—
and
{5t AT A} = S5 L {AT A}
_ &eby
= 9:01/“’

. . P
3.3 Approximation of v;,, v/,

In practice, {vﬁt,, Uf’t/} can be simply estimated using the following proposition.

Proposition 2 Define v, = [z, )| and v, = [z, )|, and {v{,, v, } can be approzimated by: For 1 <t' <t,

v.S. 1 _H x x
Vi = NEp Ty + Vypr g + Vi = Uz,

(97a)
(97b)



The further details are given as follows. Note that MATLAB simulations may be unstable when the above
approximate estimations are applied, so we instead adopt the more stable Monte Carlo statistical methO(ﬂ to
obtain {vﬁt,,vf’t,} in the experiments. How to accurately and efficiently estimate these two parameters is an
interesting future work.

e Following Theorem 2 in main text, for ¢ > 1, we have ®; = « + f; and f; is independent of x;. Hence,

I balle, = k(@ + £) @+ f) (98)
= % (Iz? + £ fe + 2" for + fi'z) (98b)
= v+ Uiy ~ (@ — F) o+ (e — fo)] (98c¢)
2o +ofy — vy — vf (98d)

Thus, we have (97a).

e Following Theorem 2 in main text, for t > 1, z; = z + s; and s; is independent of z. Hence,

Jim Hzizy = (24 s)M(z + sp) (99a)
= lzl? + gy stise (99b)
=V, + Uiy (99¢)

Thus, we have (97b|).

4 Proof of Convergence and Bayes-optimality of BO-GMAMP

First, we prove the convergence of BO-GMAMP in subsection using the monotonically decreasing property
of the optimized damping. Second, we prove that the fixed points of BO-GMAMP and GVAMP are the same
in subsection [£:2] Therefore, BO-GMAMP converges to the same fixed point as GVAMP. Finally, following
Lemma [5] we can say that the optimized BO-GMAMP can achieve the minimum (i.e., Bayes optimal) MSE as
predicted by replica method for all unitarily-invariant transformation matrices if it has a unique fixed point.

4.1 Convergence

Intuitively, the MSEs of {@;1, z:41} with optimized damping are not worse than that of {x¢, z;} in the previous
iteration. That is, in the optimized BO-GMAMP, {v{,,vj,} are monotonically decreasing sequences. Besides,
{vf;,vi+} both have the lower bound 0. Therefore, sequences {vi;,vf,} converge to the cetian value {v, v},
i.e., the convergence of the optimized BO-GMAMP is guaranteed.

4.2 Fixed-Point Consistency of BO-GMAMP and GVAMP

The follow lemma gives a Taylor series expansion for the fixed point of GVAMP .
Lemma 6 Assume that {x, Xy, pt, 2¢, Ze } converges to {@., Xy, px, Z«, %« }. The fized point of GVAMP is given

by
Z* - woo(z*>7 (100b)
1 o pigi
M 663AH(21=09 B')(z. - Az.) + =, (100c)
1 L
2, = = [A(AN (S 0BY) (2. — Aw.) + @) — elz]. (100d)
where
0= +p)7", (101a)
€ = 2 0 (AT — biga). (101b)

3We run another offline program with known true & and z. Specifically, for MLE T', with input {v%,v?}, the output estimation
errors {v®,v®} are obtained by the closed-form solutions derived in and (85a). While for NLE ® and ¥, with input {v®} and
{v*}, the output estimation errors {v*} and {v*} are directly measured by the generated true @ and z. When the dimensions of
x and z, i.e., the number of random samples for statistical simulation, are large enough, the estimated {v®,v*} in this program
are consistent with that in practical systems.
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See APPENDIX F-C in [20] for further details.
Notice that = (AT + p,)~! minimizes the spectral radius of I — #(p.I + AA™M). Thus, we can ensure
p(0B) < 1. Supposing that {x:, x¢, &, 0, z¢,2:} in BO-GMAMP converges to {@., Xy, &, Ox, 2«, %, }. We have

lim 9y = &0, (102a)
t—o00
A
Jim ¢ = &.el, (102b)
Jim Gy; = 01 AR B (102c)
— 00
lim Gy = &0 (W,_; — wy_iI), (102d)
t—o00
lim Hy = £,.07"AW,_,, (102e)
t—o00
lim Hy; = &0 (6 W,y — wy_I). (102f)
t—o0

According to 1' Zi’:l (i =1 and Zi‘zl 0+ = 1, we have

Ty = Poo(Xy), (103a)
Zi = Yoo(Zy), (103b)
1 | | .
x. = =5 X2 (0107 AT Bz — /(67 Wi — wil)a.] (103c)
1 . _
z. = —— [2;’;0 (0'(W; — wil)z. — 0P AW;a,) + Am*] . (103d)

Since GVAMP and BO-GMAMP have the same ¢¢(-) and ¢(-), the fixed point of BO-GMAMP is the same as
that of GVAMP in Lemma [6]
5 Parameter Optimization

The optimization of {(;, 0, 6:} have been discussed for MAMP in [20], which also applies to BO-GMAMP.

5.1 Optimization of ¢

An optimal & that minimizes v{,, ,,; is given by g‘fpt =1 and for ¢t > 2,

Ct2Co + Ci3 .
————  epcpotcp#0

£t — { CriCro + Cr2 ; (104)
400, otherwise
where
t—1
Cro = Zpti/w07 (105a)
i=1
ci1 = v 0Woo + Vi Wo, (105b)
t—1
Citg = — Z ’lgn' ('Utwl-(sﬁi()t,i + ’Ufi’ll)t,i), (105(3)
i=1
t—1t—1
ct3 = Z Z V45045 (0500 it —j + Vi Wap—i—j)- (105d)
i=1j=1
At this time, the minimum vy, ,,, is calculated as
2 b
o &P — 2008 + o
‘Vf+1,t+1( ?p )= : : . (106)

Swi (6" + cro)?
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5.2 Optimization of c;

We calculate v, .4 by

Vi1 = (Se,8)] (107a)
= LE{H (ciBr — 1)z + ci8:]°} (107b)

= (€78 — 1)*wo + <0}, (107c)

= (Bfwo + v§,)ci? — 2woBee + wo. (107d)

Since Sfwo+v;, >0, vi ;. convex of cf. Thus, v, ,,, is minimized by the solution of dv7, , ,,,/dc; =
0. Then, an optimal ¢f that minimizes vi ; ;. is given by

z,opt __ 5157.1)0

c == 108a
t BthO + Uf’t ( )
where i
vp e = (S, 84)]- (108b)
In this case, from (108) and (107), the minimum v§,, ;. is calculated as
Vi, t+1(®§ Opt) = % (109)
wy -+ B v,
Meanwhile, from and ([108)), the following orthogonality holds
(Zt+1,8e41) = 0. (110)

6 Algorithm Summary

We summarize BO-GMAMP and the state evolution of BO-GMAMP in the following Algorithm 1 and Algorithm
2.

Algorithm 1 BO-GMAMP
InPUt: Aa Y, 027 Px (‘T)7 T7 L7 {dgt()v ’(Z)t()}7 {Amaxa /\mina )‘t}
Initialization: X =z =x; =2z, = 0,v, =00, v, = A, Y1 =& = L, AT = (Apax + Amin) /2, 6 = M/N
{w;, w;,0 < i < 2T} and {w; ;,W;,;,0 < i,5 < T} by (68).
fort=1:T do

[(z},@f)] {%(z vay,) )]7 2] _ [(2/@5 —z/v.)/(1/0; — 1/%)}

(@4, 07) dr(x, vy (@:/07 —x/vy)/(1/0f —1/vy)
{vfy=vj,,t' <t} obtained by SE, f =i, t'<t} obtained by SE % NLE
1
Iy = min{L,t}, {Q -V } 11 = 1/1 e.e= vwg}}
L{¢ = V171,05 = 1/17¢, ¢ = vy¢}
[Zt} _ Le [Q%%—lﬁi] : Ut,t = Uy, {Ut,t/ :Ut’,t 22321 int—lt—ki,t'}] % Damping
A= (LR | 0F =V, {VF =05, =D 1 GUE )
0=\ +0f,/vf) {05 = 09, p;s = Vw1 < i < t}
{ei,0 <i < 3} by (103)), {t>2:{=1;=(cacotc3)/(c1cotc2)} % &
{pe = &wo, L =pi + woco,ﬁzg L} vo=(c162—2c2€+c3)e?/8, v =1/(wy ' + 5%/} 1)
z=0\a+&z— A(Cx+0ARZ), x=A"% {c* :ﬁwo/(ﬁQwo—i—vt’t)}
x=c (67 1% + Y0 piwi), z=c*[A(X +&/0x,) — X i_, pizi) % MLE
end for

Output: {@;,07}
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Algorithm 2 State Evolution (SE) of BO-GMAMP
Input: A, 0%, T, L, {(lgt(')ﬂ/}t(')}am'\‘PmZNPz»{)‘mina)‘maXa)‘t}-

Initialization: v* = co,v* = A;,z = 0,01 =¢=1, A= (Amax + Amin)/2, 6 = M/N, &y = Zy = null
{w;, 0;,0 < i < 2T} and {w; j,0;,;,0 < i,5 < T} by (68).

fort=1toT do
{nf by APPENDIX E in [20], x =z + 7]}

[(2,@2)} [%(Z v*, Q(z),0 )} _zt] _ {(2/@,2 —z/v*)/(1/0, — 1/“/2)]

(®,92) i (%, V%) ’ ED (/0 —x/v")/(1/0,—1/v")

vi=E{(z1—2)*([Z1-1 2]T—21)}, vi=E{(@;—2)*([#1-1 z]T—21)} % NLE
o [{o=1[V" ] "1u,=1/1"0, 0 —vwg}}

I, = min{L, ¢},

o= mindlo 1 (¢ = V) Lowg = 1/17¢.€ = o)

[211 _ l‘i’tl Zit:1 ‘Qiztlt+7;‘| -Ut,t =Uy, {Ut,t’ :”t',t :Eizl intlt+i,t/}] % Damping

Tt Zt1 Zit:1 GiTt—1,+i ’ | Vi =g, {Uf,t/ :Uf’,t :Zét:1<ivf—l,,+z’,t'}

0 = ()‘1L + ’Uf,t/vf,t)_lv {'lgt,i =001—1,4,05 = Vpwi—i, 1 <0 < t}

{¢;,0 < i < 3} by (T03), {t=2: & =01 =(cacotcs)/(crcotc2)} % &

{1/cf = wo(& +co), B =& /0:—1/ct }, ‘Vtt (6152 2co€+c3)c wz/‘s ‘Vtt—l/( +52/“§,t)

{vﬁt, =vi,, 1< t<t— 1} by , vtt by (85¢] . cf = Bywo [(B? w0+vtt)

{vi, =vi, 1<t <t—1} by 85a), {8 by APPENDIX E in [20], z=c;(8;z+§)} % MLE
end for

Output: v,.

7 Supplementary Simulation Results

In this section, we first give the expressions of MMSE NLE dA)t() for Bernoulli-Gaussian signaling and MMSE
NLE ¢ (-) for the clipping constraint. The details of Bernoulli-Gaussian signaling and clipping function Q(-) are
set in main text. Furthermore, we provide more simulation results of BO-GMAMP.

7.1 Derivation of Bernoulli-Gaussian Demodulation Function ¢,(-)

We derive the MMSE estimation of a Bernoulli-Gaussian signal ; ~ Px (z) based on a Gaussian observation.
The problem can be described as:

{x=b-g, b~ B(p), g~ N(ug,vg)

x=z4+n* n*~N(0,v") (111)

First, we calculate the a-posteriori probability of b as follows.

Pb=0lx) x Px=b-g+n”b=0)P(b=0) (112)
x P(x=mn"lb=0)P(b=0)
1—p _ 2

e 2v®

b

R

and

Pb=1lx) x P(x=b- g—|—mm\b—1) b=1) (113)
x Plx=g+n®lb=1)P(b=1)
o _r e 2<f;+gw>“”>

Vg + v*
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Therefore,
P(b=1Jx)
Prost = By = 0lx) + P(b = 1]x)

_ emug)?
p e 2(ugtv )

1-p =2 p — v
L e T + e 2gtv®)
VvZT ,/vg—i-vl'

1

= — (114)

u2w172ungmfvgx

(Pt = DT Fug/ve e =0T 41

Next, we calculate the a-posteriori probability of g as follows.

Plglh = 1,%) o P(x = g + n%lg)Plg) o e~ T4 e~ 52" (115)

which follows a new Gaussian distribution g ~ N (ug_ .., vg,... ), Where
Vgpows = (057 + V"), (116a)
Ugooss = Vgpost (v;lug + \v"”_lx). (116b)

Then, the a-posteriori expectation and variance of = can be expressed as
& = E{z[x} = PpostUgpos s (117a)
Uy = Var{z|x} = ppost(Vgyos, + uzpost) — @2 (117b)

7.2 Derivation of De-Clipping Function qﬂt()

We derive the MMSE estimation for the following non-linear clip constraint.

y=Q(z) =Clip(z) +n, n~N(0,0?) (118)
z =7+ n?, n® ~ N(0,v?) ’
where
¢, ifz>c¢
Clip(z) =q2, if—-c<z<e . (119)
—c, if z < —¢
The goal is estimating P(z|z,y) using Bayes’ rule:
P P
Plale.y) = PEIEPE) o pa,yi)p(a), (120)

P(z,y)
where P(z,y) is fixed and can be treated as a normalization coefficient. We have no information about P(z),

which can be ignored or treated as constants.

Since z — z — y is a Markov Chain, from (120)), we have
P(z]z)P(ylz)
P _ 121
(2lz,9) [ P(z|z)P(y|z)dz’ (121)

where P(z|z) and P(y|z) are respectively given by

 (z—m)?

P(z|z) = ﬂj?e L (122a)
\/2;76_“272)2, if z>¢
P(ylz) = ﬁe‘%, if —c<z<c- (122b)
Jﬁe*%, if 2 < —¢
Thus, we get the following a posteriori estimation and variance of z.
2 =E{z|z,y} = /zP(z|z,y)dz7 (123a)
0, = Var{z|z,y} = /ZQP(z|z7y)dz — ()% (123b)
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7.3 Simulation Results

L = 3 than when L = 2.

Next, we present some results about the influence of system parameters on the performance of BO-GMAMP. Fig
[6] shows the effect of condition number x and damping length L on the speed of convergence of BO-GMAMP,

where x € {10,30,50} and L € {2,3}. As we can see, with the increment of condition number k, the speed of

convergence slows down due to the instability of system. When & € {10, 30,50}, BO-GMAMP converges within
about 25, 45 and 60 iterations, respectively. Meanwhile, BO-GMAMP converges faster when damping length

L =2 and L = 3 almost coincide.
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——-GVAMP

°

3

o GVAMP(SE)

BO-GMAMP(L = 3)

&

\
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Figure 6: MSE versus the number of iterations for GVAMP and BO-GMAMP. k = {10, 30,50}, 4 = 0.1, ¢ = 2, N = 8192, § = 0.5,
SNR = 40dB and damping length L = 3 or 2. ”SE” denotes state evolution.
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Additionally, the influence of compression ratio § and damping length L on the performance of BO-GMAMP
is shown in Fig. Iﬂ where § € {0.4,0.7,1} and L € {2,3}. Intuitively, as the compression ratio § decreases, BO-

GMAMP converges more and more slowly because of the increasing loss of information. When ¢ € {0.4,0.7, 1},

BO-GMAMP converges within about 65, 20 and 12 iterations, respectively. Similarly, the proposed BO-GMAMP
converges faster when damping length L = 3 than when L = 2. Specially, when § = 1, BO-GMAMP curves at
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