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Orthogonal Approximate Message-Passing
for Spatially Coupled Linear Models

Keigo Takeuchi, Member, IEEE

Abstract—Orthogonal approximate message-passing (OAMP)
is proposed for signal recovery from right-orthogonally invariant
linear measurements with spatial coupling. Conventional state
evolution is generalized to a unified framework of state evolution
for the spatial coupling and long-memory case. The unified
framework is used to formulate the so-called Onsager correction
in OAMP for spatially coupled systems. The state evolution recur-
sion of Bayes-optimal OAMP is proved to converge for spatially
coupled systems via Bayes-optimal long-memory OAMP and
its state evolution. This paper proves the information-theoretic
optimality of Bayes-optimal OAMP for noiseless spatially coupled
systems with right-orthogonally invariant sensing matrices.

Index Terms—Compressed sensing, message passing, orthogo-
nal invariance, spatial coupling, state evolution.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Compressed Sensing with Zero-Mean i.i.d. Matrices

C
OMPRESSED sensing [1], [2] is a technique to recon-

struct unknown sparse signals from compressed mea-

surements. When the signals are independent and identically

distributed (i.i.d.), the Rényi information dimension [3] of

each signal characterizes the information-theoretic compres-

sion limit [4] for noiseless measurements. For instance, the

Bernoulli-Gaussian (BG) signal with signal density ρ ∈
[0, 1]—the occurrence probability of non-zero signals—has

the information dimension ρ. A goal in compressed sensing

is to establish a reconstruction algorithm that achieves the

information-theoretic compression limit.

Approximate message-passing (AMP) [5], [6] is a low-

complexity and powerful algorithm for compressed sensing.

AMP reconstructs unknown signals via message passing (MP)

between the matched filter (MF) for interference suppres-

sion and a separable denoiser. AMP using the Bayes-optimal

denoiser—called Bayes-optimal AMP—can be regarded as an

asymptotically exact approximation of loopy belief propaga-

tion (BP) [7].

The performance of AMP was rigorously analyzed via state

evolution [8], [9], which was motivated by Bolthausen’s con-

ditioning technique [10]. The asymptotic dynamics of AMP

is characterized via one-dimensional (1D) discrete systems

called state evolution recursions. When the compression rate
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is larger than a value called BP threshold [11] in this paper,

Bayes-optimal AMP was proved to achieve the Bayes-optimal

performance asymptotically for zero-mean i.i.d. sub-Gaussian

sensing matrices [8], [9]. However, there is a gap between the

BP threshold and the information-theoretic limit if the state

evolution recursions have multiple fixed points.

Spatial coupling [12] was proposed to improve the BP

performance of low-density parity-check (LDPC) codes to-

ward the Bayes-optimal performance. This improvement was

referred to as threshold saturation via spatial coupling in [12].

Spatial coupling is a universal technique to improve the perfor-

mance of iterative algorithms in the other problems [13], [14].

In particular, AMP [11], [15], [16] was shown to achieve1 the

information-theoretic compression limit for spatially coupled

zero-mean i.i.d. Gaussian sensing matrices. More precisely,

state evolution [17] for spatially coupled dense systems was

utilized in [16] to obtain rigorous state evolution recursions.

On the other hand, spatially coupled sparse systems were used

in [11] to bypass the technical difficulty in dense systems. The

two systems result in the same state evolution recursions as

each other, so that they can achieve the information-theoretic

compression limit.

Spatial coupling was also applied to AMP decoding [18],

[19] for sparse superposition codes [20] over the additive

white Gaussian noise (AWGN) channel. Decoding in sparse

superposition codes is equivalent to the reconstruction of

signals having section-wise sparsity. Spatially coupled sparse

superposition codes were proved to achieve the capacity of the

AWGN channel via state evolution [19].

Threshold saturation via spatial coupling can be analyzed

with a potential function [11], [21] that is defined from state

evolution recursions without spatial coupling. This potential-

function approach was originally motivated by [13], [14] and

simplifies the proof of threshold saturation conducted by [16].

The potential function defined in [11] is equivalent to a

replica-symmetric potential used in characterizing the Bayes-

optimal performance for systems without spatial coupling [22],

[23]. The potential was originally derived with the replica

method under the replica-symmetry assumption—non-rigorous

tool in statistical physics [24], [25]—and rigorously justified

in [26], [27]. It is possible to simplify the proof of threshold

saturation in [16] by using a relationship between the Rényi

1Achievability in [16] is different from that in [4]. A compression rate was
said to be achievable in [16] if the mean-square error averaged over all sections
converges almost surely to zero. On the other hand, [4] defined achievability
in terms of block error probability. This paper uses the achievability in [16].
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information dimension and the mutual information [28, The-

orem 6].

B. Beyond Zero-Mean i.i.d. Sensing Matrices

We have so far discussed zero-mean i.i.d. sensing matri-

ces. Beyond zero-mean i.i.d. matrices, the replica-symmetric

potential in [22], [23] was generalized to the case of

right-orthogonally invariant sensing matrices via the replica

method [29], [30]. Right-orthogonal invariance implies that the

right-singular vectors of the sensing matrix are orthonormal

and Haar-distributed [31], [32]. Zero-mean i.i.d. Gaussian ma-

trices are included in the class of right-orthogonally invariant

matrices. See [33], [34] for a theoretical progress to prove the

replica-symmetric potential in [29], [30] rigorously.

There are general ensembles beyond zero-mean i.i.d. sens-

ing matrices such that AMP fails to converge [35], [36].

To solve this convergence issue in AMP, several MP algo-

rithms [37]–[43] were proposed. The most promising algo-

rithm is orthogonal AMP (OAMP) [41] or equivalently vector

AMP (VAMP) [42]. In this paper, they are called OAMP.

A prototype of OAMP was originally proposed in [44,

Appendix D] as a single-loop algorithm to solve a fixed

point of the expectation-consistent (EC) free energy. Bayes-

optimal OAMP can be regarded as an asymptotically exact

approximation [45], [46] of expectation propagation (EP) [47].

Bayes-optimal OAMP [41] can solve reconstruction problems

beyond zero-mean i.i.d. sensing matrices while it needs the

high-complexity linear minimum mean-square error (LMMSE)

filter.

State evolution was generalized to the case of right-

orthogonally invariant sensing matrices [42], [46] to prove

a conjecture [41] for state evolution. The conjecture was re-

solved positively: State evolution recursions for Bayes-optimal

OAMP was proved to have the same fixed points as the replica-

symmetric potential derived in [29], [30], [33], [34]. See [48]–

[50] for the convergence of the state evolution recursions to a

fixed point.

The purpose of this paper is to prove that, via spatial

coupling, Bayes-optimal OAMP achieves the information-

theoretic compression limit for right-orthogonally invariant

sensing matrices. There is a gap between the OAMP perfor-

mance and information-theoretic limit when the state evolution

recursions have multiple fixed points. Spatial coupling is

utilized to fill this gap and prove the information-theoretic

optimality of OAMP.

This paper proposes both OAMP and long-memory (LM)

OAMP (LM-OAMP) [48], [49] for spatially coupled and right-

orthogonally invariant systems. LM-OAMP should be regarded

as a proof strategy to guarantee the convergence of Bayes-

optimal OAMP to a fixed point. For systems without spatial

coupling, Bayes-optimal LM-OAMP was proved in [48], [49]

to converge and to be asymptotically equivalent to Bayes-

optimal OAMP. This paper generalizes these results to the

spatial coupling case.

LM-OAMP is an instance of LM-MP, which utilizes mes-

sages in all preceding iterations to update the current message

while conventional MP uses messages only in the latest

iteration. An instance of LM-MP was originally proposed in

[51] via non-rigorous dynamical functional theory. On the

basis of rigorous state evolution in this direction, LM-MP—

called AMP for rotationally invariant matrices—was proposed

in [52], [53].
Another LM-MP was proposed via state evolution in [54],

which is a generalization of [46] to the LM case. Convolu-

tional AMP (CAMP) [54]–[56] achieves the Bayes-optimal

performance for right-orthogonally invariant sensing matri-

ces with low-to-moderate condition numbers. Memory AMP

(MAMP) [57] improves the convergence property of CAMP

for high condition numbers. See [58], [59] for the other

instance of LM-MP, inspired by [60]. Since the main purpose

of these algorithms is a complexity reduction of OAMP, this

type of LM-MP is out of the scope of this paper.

C. Contributions

The main contributions of this paper are fourfold: A first

contribution is a connection between the information-theoretic

compression limit [4] and the replica-symmetric potential for

right-orthogonally invariant matrices [29], [30], [33], [34] in

the noiseless limit (Corollary 2). This connection bridges a

gap between the information-theoretic limit and the potential-

function approach for analyzing spatial coupling [11], [21].

As a by-product, the proof in [16] can be simplified for

the case of uniform spatial coupling: For spatially coupled

zero-mean i.i.d. Gaussian sensing matrices, the information-

theoretic optimality of AMP follows immediately from the

state evolution in [17] and the replica-symmetric potential in

[11] to characterize the AMP performance.
A second contribution is a generalization of conventional

state evolution in [46], [54] to the case of spatial coupling,

right-orthogonal invariance, and LM-MP (Theorem 8). As

special cases, state evolution recursions for both OAMP and

LM-OAMP are proved in Theorems 3 and 5, respectively.

Bayes-optimal LM-OAMP is used to justify the convergence

of state evolution recursions of Bayes-optimal OAMP for

spatially coupled systems (Theorem 6), by proving the conver-

gence of the state evolution recursions for LM-OAMP and the

equivalence between Bayes-optimal LM-OAMP and Bayes-

optimal OAMP, as proved in [48], [49]. As a by-product, the

state evolution result can be utilized to evaluate the asymptotic

performance of LM-MP that aims to reduce the computational

complexity of OAMP for spatially coupled systems. However,

research for complexity reduction is left as future work.
From a technical point of view, a third contribution is

an asymptotically exact approximation of state evolution re-

cursions for Bayes-optimal OAMP (Lemma 8). The state

evolution recursions are approximated so that they are in-

cluded in the class of spatially coupled systems considered

in [11]. As a result, we can utilize the potential-function

approach [11] to analyze the properties of the state evolu-

tion recursions for Bayes-optimal OAMP. By proving that a

potential function defined in the approach [11] is equivalent to

the replica-symmetric potential for right-orthogonally invariant

matrices [29], [30], [33], [34], we arrive at the information-

theoretic optimality of Bayes-optimal OAMP for spatially

coupled systems (Theorem 4).
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The last contribution is numerical results. Bayes-optimal

OAMP for spatially coupled systems is shown to be superior

to that for conventional systems without spatial coupling in

the so-called waterfall region. For spatially coupled sensing

matrices with orthogonal rows, Bayes-optimal OAMP is a low-

complexity alternative of Bayes-optimal AMP for zero-mean

i.i.d. Gaussian sensing matrices with spatial coupling.

The second and last contributions were presented in part in

a conference paper [61].

D. Organization

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: After

summarizing the notation used in this paper, Section II reviews

compressed sensing for conventional measurements without

spatial coupling. Conditional mutual information is selected as

performance measure in signal reconstruction and connected to

the replica-symmetric potential for right-orthogonally invariant

sensing matrices, which is defined with the R-transform [32] of

the sensing matrix. After presenting basic properties of the R-

transform used throughout this paper, we prove a relationship

between the information-theoretic compression limit and the

replica-symmetric potential in Theorem 2.

Section III presents compressed sensing from spatially cou-

pled measurements. In Section IV, we propose OAMP for

signal recovery from the spatially coupled measurements.

The two main theorems—Theorems 3 and 4—are presented

in Section V. State evolution recursions for OAMP are proved

in Theorem 3. This paper also proves the convergence of the

state evolution recursions of Bayes-optimal OAMP for the

spatial coupling case in the same theorem. Theorem 4 claims

the information-theoretic optimality of Bayes-optimal OAMP

for spatially coupled systems in the noiseless case.

The proof of Theorem 3 is presented in Section VI. To

prove the convergence of the state evolution recursions for

Bayes-optimal OAMP, we follow [48], [49] to formulate

LM-OAMP for the spatially coupled system. State evolution

recursions for LM-OAMP are proved in Theorem 5—a spe-

cial case of Theorem 8 presented in Appendix G, claiming

state evolution results for the case of spatial coupling, right-

orthogonal invariance, and LM-MP. Theorem 3 is obtained

by proving the convergence of the state evolution recursions

for Bayes-optimal LM-OAMP in Theorem 6, as well as the

equivalence between Bayes-optimal OAMP and Bayes-optimal

LM-OAMP.

The proof of Theorem 4 is presented in Section VII. After

numerical results are presented in Section VIII, this paper is

concluded in Section IX.

E. Notation

Throughout this paper, the transpose and trace of a matrix

M are denoted by MT and Tr(M), respectively. The vector

en represents the nth column of the identity matrix I while

1 is a vector of which the elements are all one. The notation

O represents an all-zero matrix. For {M i}ni=1, the notation

diag{M1, . . . ,Mn} denotes the block diagonal matrix hav-

ing the ith diagonal block M i. The norm ‖ · ‖ represents

the Euclidean norm. For a symmetric matrix S, the minimum

eigenvalue of S is written as λmin(S).
For a vector vI with a set of indices I, the nth element

[vI ]n of vI is written as vn,I . Similarly, the tth column of a

matrix MI is represented as mt,I .

The notation x ∼ N (µ,Σ) means that a random vector x

follows the Gaussian distribution with mean µ and covariance

Σ. The almost sure convergence and equivalence are denoted

by
a.s.→ and

a.s.
= , respectively. The notation

a.s.
> is defined in a

similar manner.

For a scalar function f : R → R and a vector x ∈ R
n,

the notation f(x) means the element-wise application of f to

x, i.e. [f(x)]i = f(xi). The arithmetic mean of x ∈ R
n is

written as 〈x〉 = n−1
∑n

i=1 xi. For a multi-variate function

f : Rt → R, the notation ∂i represents the partial derivative

of f with respect to the ith variable.

The space of all possible N × N orthogonal matrices is

denoted by ON . The notation M † = (MTM)−1MT rep-

resents the pseudo-inverse of a full-rank matrix M ∈ R
m×n

satisfying m ≥ n. The singular-value decomposition (SVD)

of M is written as M = ΦMΣMΨ
T
M with ΦM ∈ Om and

ΨM ∈ On. The matrix P⊥
M = I −M(MTM)−1MT is

the projection onto the orthogonal complement of the space

spanned by the columns of M .

II. CONVENTIONAL COMPRESSED SENSING

A. System Model

This section reviews compressed sensing from linear mea-

surements without spatial coupling. Let M ∈ N and N ∈ N

denote the dimensions of measurement and signal vectors,

respectively. The measurement vector y ∈ R
M is given by

y = Ax+ n. (1)

In (1), A ∈ R
M×N represents a known sensing matrix.

The vectors x ∈ R
N and n ∈ R

M denote sparse signal

and noise vectors, respectively. The random variables in the

triple {A,x,n} are independent. The purpose of compressed

sensing is to reconstruct the unknown sparse signal vector

x from the knowledge on the sensing matrix A and the

compressed measurement vector y with M ≤ N .

The sensing matrix A is assumed to be sampled from the

ensemble of right-orthogonally invariant matrices uniformly

and randomly.

Definition 1: A matrix A is said to be right-orthogonally

invariant if the SVD A = UΣV T satisfies the following

conditions:

• The orthogonal matrix V ∈ ON is independent of UΣ

and Haar-distributed on the space of all possible N ×N
orthogonal matrices.

• The empirical eigenvalue distribution of ATA converges

almost surely to a compactly supported deterministic dis-

tribution with unit mean in the large system limit, where

both M and N tend to infinity with the compression rate

δ =M/N ∈ (0, 1] kept constant.

The unit-mean assumption implies the almost sure conver-

gence N−1Tr(ATA)
a.s.→ 1 in the large system limit.
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The original definition of the right-orthogonal invariance

only includes the former assumption. Nonetheless, this paper

includes the latter assumption in the definitions of right-

orthogonal invariant matrices. The latter assumption is needed

to perform rigorous state evolution analysis.
We refer to the ensemble of right-orthogonally invariant

matrices as (M,N)-ensemble. Note that (M,N)-ensemble

is defined for fixed statistical properties of U ∈ OM and

diagonal Σ ∈ R
M×N . In other words, (M,N)-ensemble

depends on the joint distribution of U and Σ while it is not

written explicitly.
It is practically important to relax the right-orthogonal

invariance to weaker assumptions, including discrete cosine

transform (DCT) or Hadamard matrices with random per-

mutation [62]. See [63]–[65] for theoretical progress in this

direction.

B. Conditional Mutual Information

We measure the optimal reconstruction performance with

the conditional mutual information I(x;y|A) in nats between

the signal vector x and the measurement vector y given

A. It might be standard to use the minimum mean-square

error (MMSE) E[‖x − E[x|y,A]‖2] in compressed sensing.

Nonetheless, the conditional mutual information is useful to

define a potential that characterizes the MMSE performance.
This paper focuses on a rigorous result [33] on the con-

ditional mutual information since another rigorous result re-

quires a strong assumption [34, Assumption 1.4] on the

condition number of the sensing matrix. To present the former

rigorous result [33] , we need the following assumptions:
Assumption 1:

• The signal vector x has i.i.d. bounded elements with zero

mean and unit variance.
• The noise vector n ∼ N (0, σ2IM ) has independent

Gaussian elements with zero mean and variance σ2 > 0.
• The sensing matrix is represented as the product A =
DW of two independent matrices D ∈ R

M×M and

W ∈ R
M×N . The matrix W has independent zero-mean

Gaussian elements with variance 1/M while D is the

product of a finite number of independent matrices having

i.i.d. bounded or Gaussian elements. Furthermore,D sat-

isfies the almost sure convergence M−1Tr(DTD)
a.s.→ 1.

The boundedness of the signal vector excludes the BG prior.

The ensemble of sensing matrices A = DW is a subclass

of (M,N)-ensemble since the Gaussian matrix W is right-

orthogonally invariant. The assumption M−1Tr(DTD)
a.s.→ 1

should be regarded as a normalization to includeA =DW in

(M,N)-ensemble. This structure A = DW was not required

in the replica conjecture [29], [30], as well as the boundedness

of the signal vector. Thus, it is still open to relax these

assumptions.
Remark 1: Without loss of generality, we can transform D

into a diagonal matrix. Consider the SVD D = ΦDΣDΨ
T
D.

Left-multiplying (1) by Φ
T
D yields

Φ
T
Dy = ΣDΨ

T
DWx+Φ

T
Dn ∼ ΣDWx+ n, (2)

where the last statistical equivalence follows from the left-

orthogonal invariance of W and the orthogonal invariance

of n ∼ N (0, σ2IM ). Thus, D can be transformed into the

diagonal matrix ΣD . SinceD is the product of a finite number

of independent matrices having i.i.d. bounded or Gaussian

elements, ΣD is in a subclass of general diagonal matrices.

The conditional mutual information can be described with

a replica-symmetric potential, which was derived in [29], [30]

via the replica method under the replica symmetry assumption.

Let fRS : [0, 1] × [0,∞) → R denote the replica-symmetric

potential, given by

fRS(E, s) = I(s) +
1

2

∫ E/σ2

0

RATA(−z)dz − sE

2
. (3)

In (3), RATA denotes the R-transform of the empirical eigen-

value distribution of ATA in the large system limit [32],

defined shortly. The first term I(s) = I(x1;
√
sx1+z1) denotes

the mutual information in nats between the first element x1 of

the signal vector and a virtual AWGN measurement
√
sx1+z1

with signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) s ≥ 0 for z1 ∼ N (0, 1)
independent of x1. The variable s is regarded as the asymptotic

signal-to-interference-plus-noise ratio (SINR). In this sense, z1
corresponds to the effective interference plus noise.

The variable E will be evaluated at E = MMSE(s), given

by

MMSE(s) = E
[

(x1 − E[x1|
√
sx1 + z1])

2
]

(4)

We use the optimality of the posterior mean estimator to obtain

the following trivial upper bound:

MMSE(s) ≤ E[x21], (5)

considering the estimator x̂1 = 0 for x1 given any observation√
sx1 + z1. When E[x21] = 1 holds, thus, the finite interval

[0, 1] is considered as the domain of fRS for E while [0,∞)
is considered for s.

Theorem 1 ( [33]): Suppose that Assumption 1 holds. Then,

the normalized conditional mutual information is given by

1

N
I(x;y|A) → inf

s≥0
sup

E∈[0,1]

fRS(E, s) (6)

in the large system limit, where the replica-symmetric potential

fRS is defined as (3).

The optimizer (Eopt, sopt) for the inf-sup problem (6)

characterizes the asymptotic MMSE and SINR for the Bayes-

optimal reconstruction of the signal vector based on the mea-

surement model (1). More precisely, the MMSE N−1
E[‖x−

E[x|A,y]‖2] converges to Eopt in the large system limit. See

[33] for the details.

C. Optimizer

The goal of this section is to investigate properties of the

optimizer in the inf-sup problem (6) as a technical step to

characterize the information-theoretic compression limit. We

first investigate properties of the optimizer in a general inf-sup

problem including the inf-sup problem (6).

Lemma 1: Let f : [Emin, Emax] → [−∞,∞) denote a

function satisfying f(E) > −∞ for some E ∈ [Emin, Emax].
Suppose that g : [0,∞) → [−∞,∞) is an upper semicontinu-

ous and concave function such that g(s) > −∞ holds for some

s ≥ 0, that the infimum of sE−g(s) over s ≥ 0 is attained at
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s = 0, an interior point s > 0, and s = ∞ for all E = Emax,

E ∈ (Emin, Emax), and E = Emin, respectively. The function

ψ(E, s) = f(E)+g(s)−sE satisfies the following properties:

• Suppose that f is upper semicontinuous and concave, and

that there are some smin ≥ 0 and smax > smin such that

the infimum of sE − f(E) over E ∈ [Emin, Emax] is at-

tained at E = Emin, an interior point E ∈ (Emin, Emax),
and E = Emax for all s = smax, s ∈ (smin, smax), and

s = smin, respectively. Then, we have

inf
s≥0

sup
E∈[Emin,Emax]

ψ(E, s) = inf
E∈[Emin,Emax]

sup
s≥0

ψ(E, s).

(7)

• Suppose that g is differentiable and strictly concave, and

that f is differentiable and non-decreasing. Then, we have

inf
E∈[Emin,Emax]

sup
s≥0

ψ(E, s) = inf
(E,s)

ψ(E, s), (8)

where the infimum on the right-hand side (RHS) is over

{(E, s) ∈ [Emin, Emax]× [0,∞] : E = g′(s), s = f ′(E)} .
(9)

Proof: The former and latter parts in Lemma 1 correspond

to [66, Corollary 7] and [66, Lemma 23], respectively. We

prove Lemma 1 under weaker conditions than in [66] by

removing unnecessary conditions in [66]. See Appendix A for

the details.

To use Lemma 1 for evaluation of the optimizer (Eopt, sopt)
in the inf-sup problem (6), we need to confirm that the first

two terms in the replica-symmetric potential (3) satisfy the

assumptions in Lemma 1. For that purpose, we start with

the definition of the η-transform for the empirical eigenvalue

distribution of ATA in the large system limit, which is used

to define the R-transform.

Let ηATA denote the η-transform of the empirical eigen-

value distribution of ATA in the large system limit [32,

Definition 2.11], given by2

ηATA(z) = lim
M=δN→∞

1

N
Tr
{

(IN + zATA)−1
}

(10)

for all z ≥ 0. Let r denote the rank of ATA. From the

definition of the η-transform in (10) we have

ηATA(z) = lim
M=δN→∞

(

1

N

r
∑

n=1

1

1 + λnz
+ 1− r

N

)

, (11)

where {λn > 0} are strictly positive eigenvalues of ATA.

We define the kth moment of the asymptotic eigenvalue

distribution of ATA as

µk = lim
M=δN→∞

1

N
Tr{(ATA)k}. (12)

The η-transform has the following basic properties, which

are trivial from the definition of the η-transform.

Lemma 2: The η-transform (10) satisfies the following

properties:

• zηATA(z) is strictly increasing for all z ≥ 0.

2The η-transform is also defined as η̃
ATA

(z) = 1 − 1/η
ATA

(−z) in
random matrix theory [67, Eq. (10.8)].

• If all moments {µk} exist, the η-transform (10) is in-

finitely continuously-differentiable for all z ≥ 0.

Proof: See Appendix B-A.

In the subsequent sections we consider sensing matrices

with bounded µk for all k while the boundedness of µk is

explicitly assumed in Section II. Thus, we need not investigate

the differentiability of the η-transform in the subsequent

sections. When all moments {µk} exist, the η-transform has

the following series-expansion:

ηATA(z) =

∞
∑

k=0

µk(−z)k (13)

if (13) is bounded in a neighborhood of z = 0.

We next consider the R-transform RATA, which is implic-

itly defined as

ηATA(z) =
1

1 + zRATA(−zηATA(z))
, (14)

with RATA(0) = limz↑0RATA(z). Solving the definition of

the R-transform in (14) with respect to RATA, we have

RATA(−zηATA(z)) =
1− ηATA(z)

zηATA(z)
. (15)

Lemma 2 implies that the domain of the R-transform is equal

to the interval (zmin, 0] with zmin = − limz→∞ zηATA(z).
The R-transform satisfies the following basic properties,

which are trivial when the R-transform is defined with an

equivalent definition: a formal power series with the coeffi-

cients equal to free cumulants [32, Eq. (2.84)].

Lemma 3: If all moments {µk} exist, the R-transform (14)

is infinitely continuously-differentiable for all z ∈ (zmin, 0].
In particular, we have

RATA(0) = µ1, (16)

R′
ATA

(0) = µ2 − µ2
1. (17)

Proof: See Appendix B-B.

Lemma 3 allows us to use differentiability and continuity

of the R-transform freely since bounded {µk} are considered

in this paper. Nonetheless, we assume explicitly regularity

conditions for the R-transform in Section II to clarify what

conditions we use in their proofs.

In this paper, we consider the R-transform satisfying the

following conditions:

Definition 2: The R-transform is said to be proper for all

z ≤ 0 if zmin = − limz→∞ zηATA(z) = −∞ holds and if

µ2 > µ2
1 holds.

The former condition zmin = −∞ in Definition 2 implies

that the domain of the R-transform is the interval (−∞, 0].
As a result, the replica-symmetric potential (3) is well defined

in the limit σ2 ↓ 0. The latter condition µ2 > µ2
1 excludes

the constant R-transform RATA(z) = µ1 for all z, because

of Lemma 3. The zero variance µ2 − µ2
1 = 0 holds when the

empirical eigenvalue distribution of ATA converges almost

surely to the Dirac distribution that takes µ1 with probability 1.

This convergence occurs when the sensing matrix is square

and has identical singular values with the exception of o(N)
singular values. Since the R-transform cannot distinguish this
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sensing matrix from the identity matrix, the constant R-

transform is excluded as a trivial case.

The following two lemmas present sufficient conditions for

technical assumptions required in proving the information-

theoretic optimality in compressed sensing.

Lemma 4: Suppose that all moments {µk} exist. Then,

• The R-transform (14) is non-negative for all z ∈ (zmin, 0].
In particular, it is positive for all z ∈ (zmin, 0] if µ1 > 0
holds.

• The R-transform (14) is non-decreasing for all z ∈
(zmin, 0]. In particular, it is strictly increasing for all

z ∈ (zmin, 0] if µ2 > µ2
1 holds.

Proof: See Appendix B-C.

Lemma 5: Let r denote the rank of A and suppose that the

ratio r/N tends to δ in the large system limit. If δ < 1 or the

following condition for δ = 1 is satisfied:

lim
M=δN→∞

1

N

N
∑

n=1

1

λn
→ ∞, (18)

then limz→∞ zηATA(z) = ∞ and limz→∞ zRATA(−z) = δ
hold.

Proof: We first prove limz→∞ ηATA(z) = 1 − δ and

limz→∞ zηATA(z) = ∞. From the representation of the η-

transform in (11), we have limz→∞ ηATA(z) = 1 − δ. For

δ < 1, limz→∞ zηATA(z) = ∞ is trivial from (11). On the

other hand, for δ = 1 we use the assumption (18) to prove

lim
z→∞

zηATA(z) = lim
z→∞

lim
M=δN→∞

1

N

N
∑

n=1

z

1 + λnz

> lim
M=δN→∞

1

N

N
∑

n=1

1

λn
→ ∞. (19)

We next prove limz→∞ zRATA(−z) = δ. Using the limit

zηATA(z) → ∞ and the definition of the R-transform in (15),

we obtain

lim
z→∞

zRATA(−z) = lim
z→∞

zηATA(z)RATA(−zηATA(z))

=1− lim
z→∞

ηATA(z) = δ, (20)

where the last follows from ηATA(z) → 1− δ.

We are ready to investigate properties of the second term in

the replica-symmetric potential (3). To investigate properties

of the first term, we use a general formula between mutual in-

formation and MMSE [68] and the smoothness of MMSE [69,

Propositions 7 and 9].

Proposition 1 ( [68]):

d

ds
I(s) =

1

2
MMSE(s). (21)

Proposition 2 ( [69]): The function MMSE(s) is infinitely

continuously-differentiable for all s ≥ 0. In particular, we have

d

ds
MMSE(s) = −E

[

{

E[(x1 − E[x1|u1])2|u1]
}2
]

, (22)

with u1 =
√
sx1 + z1 and z1 ∼ N (0, 1) independent of x1.

The following lemma implies that it is sufficient to consider

extremizers in solving the inf-sup problem (6):

Lemma 6: Suppose E[x21] = 1 and assume that the R-

transformRATA(z) is proper, continuous, non-decreasing, and

non-negative for all z ≤ 0. Then, the following identity holds:

inf
s≥0

sup
E∈[0,1]

fRS(E, s) = inf
(E,s)∈S

fRS(E, s), (23)

where S ⊂ [0, 1]× [0,∞] denotes the set of extremizers

S = {(E, s) ∈ [0, 1]× [0,∞] : E = MMSE(s),

s = RATA(−E/σ2)/σ2}. (24)

Proof of Lemma 6: We utilize Lemma 1 to prove the

identity (23). Let g(s) = 2I(s) and

f(E) =

∫ E/σ2

0

RATA(−z)dz. (25)

Then, we have ψ(E, s) = 2fRS(E, s).
We confirm that g(s) = 2I(s) satisfies all conditions in

Lemma 1. From the general formula (21) between mutual

information and MMSE, we have g′(s) = MMSE(s), which

implies g′(0) = 1 and lims→∞ g′(s) = 0. Since g′ is con-

tinuous and strictly decreasing for s ≥ 0 from Proposition 2,

g(s) is continuously differentiable and strictly concave for all

s ≥ 0. Furthermore, the infimum of sE − g(s) over s ≥ 0
is attained at s = 0, the unique solution s = s∗ > 0 to

E = g′(s∗), and s = ∞ for E = Emax, E ∈ (Emin, Emax),
and E = Emin, respectively, with Emin = 0 and Emax = 1.

Thus, all conditions for g in Lemma 1 are satisfied.

We next investigate properties of f(E), which has the

derivative f ′(E) = RATA(−E/σ2)/σ2. Since the R-

transform RATA(z) has been assumed to be proper, con-

tinuous, non-decreasing, and non-negative for all z ≤ 0,

f(E) is a continuously differentiable, concave, and non-

decreasing function of E ∈ [Emin, Emax]. Furthermore, we

find that the infimum of sE − f(E) over E ∈ [Emin, Emax]
is attained at E = Emin, an interior solution E = E∗ ∈
(Emin, Emax) to s = RATA(−E∗/σ2)/σ2, and E = Emax

for s = smax, s ∈ (smin, smax), and s = smin, respectively,

with smin = RATA(−Emax/σ
2)/σ2 ≥ 0 and smax =

RATA(−Emin/σ
2)/σ2 = RATA(0)/σ2 > smin, because of

Lemma 3 and the assumption µ2 > µ2
1. Thus, f(E) satisfies

all conditions in Lemma 1, so that we can use Lemma 1 to

arrive at the identity (23).

Lemma 6 implies that the optimizer (E, s) for the inf-sup

problem (23) satisfies E = MMSE(s). This allows us to

regard the variable E as the MMSE.

D. Information-Theoretic Compression Limit

We consider the noiseless limit σ2 ↓ 0. The Rényi informa-

tion dimension is useful to characterize the performance of the

Bayes-optimal reconstruction in the system (1) without spatial

coupling, as well as the performance of Bayes-optimal OAMP

for spatially coupled systems.

Definition 3 ( [3]): For a random variable X ∈ R, let Xn =
⌊nX⌋/n denote a discrete random variable rounded down with

the floor operation for n ∈ N. The random variable X is said

to have the Rényi information dimension dI if the normalized

entropy −E[log Pr(Xn)]/ logn converges to dI as n→ ∞.
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Theorem 2: Suppose that all moments {µk} are bounded

and assume the following conditions:

• The signal x1 has E[x21] = 1 and the Rényi information

dimension dI.
• The R-transform RATA(z) is proper, continuous, non-

decreasing, and positive for all z ≤ 0.

• limz→∞ zRATA(−z) = δ holds.

If and only if the compression rate δ is larger than dI, the

optimizer (Eopt, sopt) for the inf-sup problem (6) is noise-

limited: Eopt ↓ 0 and sopt → ∞ hold as σ2 ↓ 0. In particular,

the optimizer (Eopt, sopt) is unique as σ2 ↓ 0 if δ is larger

than dI.
Proof: See Appendix C.

Theorem 2 implies that error-free reconstruction Eopt ↓ 0
is possible as long as the compression rate δ is larger than

the information-theoretic compression limit dI [4]. The last

two assumptions in Theorem 2 provide sufficient conditions

which the sensing matrix should satisfy.

Theorem 2 reproduces a known result on the optimality of

zero-mean i.i.d. Gaussian sensing matrices [11], [16].

Corollary 1: Assume the following conditions:

• The signal x1 has E[x21] = 1 and the Rényi information

dimension dI.
• The sensing matrix A has independent zero-mean Gaus-

sian elements with variance 1/M .

If and only if δ > dI holds, the optimizer (Eopt, sopt) satisfies

Eopt ↓ 0 and sopt → ∞ as σ2 ↓ 0. In particular, the optimizer

(Eopt, sopt) is unique as σ2 ↓ 0 if δ is larger than dI.
Proof: We know that the R-transform for zero-mean i.i.d.

Gaussian sensing matrices is given by RATA(z) = δ/(δ − z)
for all z ≤ 0 [32, Section 2.4.2], which satisfies the last

two assumptions in Theorem 2. Thus, Theorem 2 implies

Corollary 1.

The replica symmetric potential (3) was used to characterize

the asymptotic performance of AMP for spatially coupled

zero-mean i.i.d. Gaussian sensing matrices in [11]. More pre-

cisely, state evolution recursions proved in [17] are equivalent

to density evolution recursions considered in [11]. Thus, prop-

erties of the state evolution recursions are also characterized

with the replica symmetric potential. To prove the information-

theoretic optimality of AMP, we can use Corollary 1 instead

of a proof in [16].

It is an interesting issue to specify the class of sensing

matrices that satisfy the last two assumptions for the R-

transform in Theorem 2. We have the following corollary:

Corollary 2: Suppose that all moments {µk} are bounded

and that µ1 > 0 and µ2 > µ2
1 hold. Let r denote the rank

of A and assume that the ratio r/N tends to δ in the large

system limit. Furthermore, postulate the following conditions:

• The signal x1 has E[x21] = 1 and the Rényi information

dimension dI.
• δ < 1 or the condition (18) for δ = 1 holds.

If and only if δ > dI holds, the optimizer (Eopt, sopt) satisfies

Eopt ↓ 0 and sopt → ∞ as σ2 ↓ 0. In particular, the optimizer

(Eopt, sopt) is unique as σ2 ↓ 0 if δ is larger than dI.
Proof: Lemmas 3 and 4 imply the continuity, non-

decreasing, and positivity properties of the R-transform

RATA(z). Furthermore, we use Lemma 5 to find

limz→∞ zRATA(−z) = δ and limz→∞ zηATA(z) = ∞. The

latter property and the assumption µ2 > µ2
1 indicate that the

R-transform (14) is proper for all z ≤ 0. Thus, Theorem 2

implies Corollary 2.

Corollary 2 implies that the information-theoretic compres-

sion limit is achievable for the non-trivial case δ < 1 when

the sensing matrixA is picked up from (M,N)-ensemble with

full rank.

III. SPATIAL COUPLING

We extend the conventional measurement model in (1) to a

spatially coupled model with the number of sections L and

coupling width W < L, defined via a deterministic base

matrix BΓ ∈ R
(L+W )×L. The (ℓ, l) element γ[ℓ][l] of BΓ

is non-zero for all ℓ ∈ LW = {0, . . . , L + W − 1} and

l ∈ L0 = {0, . . . , L − 1} satisfying ℓ − l ∈ {0, . . . ,W}.

Otherwise, γ[ℓ][l] = 0 holds. Furthermore, we impose the

power normalization

1

L

L−1
∑

l=0

W
∑

w=0

γ2[l + w][l] = 1. (26)

In particular, W = 0 implies no spatial coupling.

This paper does not postulate special structures of the

base matrix BΓ in state evolution analysis. In proving the

information-theoretic optimality, as well as numerical evalu-

ation, we focus on the following base matrix with uniform

coupling weights:

BΓ =
1√

W + 1

















1 O
...

. . .

1 1
. . .

...

O 1

















∈ R
(L+W )×L. (27)

For a given base matrixBΓ, the M [ℓ]-dimensional measure-

ment vector y[ℓ] ∈ R
M [ℓ] for section ℓ ∈ LW in a spatially

coupled system is defined as

y[ℓ] =

W
∑

w=0

γ[ℓ][ℓ− w]A[ℓ][ℓ− w]x[ℓ− w] + n[ℓ]. (28)

In (28), n[ℓ] ∈ R
M [ℓ] denotes an additive noise vector in

section ℓ and satisfies limM [ℓ]→∞M−1[ℓ]E[‖n[ℓ]‖2] = σ2 for

variance σ2 > 0. The N [l]-dimensional vector x[l] ∈ R
N [l]

represents unknown sparse signals in section l ∈ L0 and sat-

isfies the power normalization limN [l]→∞N−1[l]E[‖x[l]‖2] =
1. The matrix A[ℓ][l] ∈ R

M [ℓ]×N [l] is a sensing ma-

trix in section (ℓ, l). The random variables in the triple

{{A[ℓ][l]}, {x[l]}, {n[ℓ]}} are independent. For notational

convenience, we introduce γ[ℓ][l] = 0 for all (ℓ, l) /∈ LW ×L0,

x[l] = 0, and N [l] = 0 for l /∈ L0. Since the system (28)

is independent of A[ℓ][l] in all positions (ℓ, l) satisfying

γ[ℓ][l] = 0, we assume A[ℓ][l] = O in the positions.

We rewrite the spatially coupled system (28) in a vec-

tor form. Focus on the summation in the spatially coupled

system (28) for the bulk region ℓ ∈ {W, . . . , L − 1}. The
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Nr[ℓ]Nc[ℓ]

Nl[ℓ] A[ℓ]

ℓ

O

O
Nall

Fig. 1. Band structure of the overall sensing matrix.

summation may be regarded as the multiplication of the block

matrix (γ[ℓ][ℓ − W ]A[ℓ][ℓ − W ], . . . , γ[ℓ][ℓ]A[ℓ][ℓ]) by the

block vector (xT[ℓ−W ], . . . ,xT[ℓ])T. In the proposed OAMP,

however, the summation should be regarded as the multipli-

cation of A[ℓ] = (W + 1)−1/2(A[ℓ][ℓ −W ], . . . ,A[ℓ][ℓ]) by
~x[ℓ] = (W +1)1/2(γ[ℓ][ℓ−W ]xT[ℓ−W ], . . . , γ[ℓ][ℓ]xT[ℓ])T.

In other words, the coupling coefficients {γ[ℓ][l]} are moved

from the sensing-matrix side to the signal-vector side. The

prefactor (W + 1)−1/2 in A[ℓ] normalizes the eigenvalues of

AT[ℓ]A[ℓ] in the limit W → ∞. The prefactor (W +1)1/2 in

~x[ℓ] compensates for the normalization in A[ℓ]. Owing to this

prefactor, each element in ~x[ℓ] is kept O(1) for the uniform

coupling weights (27).

To present appropriate definitions in the boundary region,

we first introduce several notations. As shown in Fig. 1,

let Nc[ℓ] =
∑ℓ

l=ℓ−W N [l] denote the number of non-zero

columns in the ℓth row section of the sensing matrices. We

write the numbers of zero columns on the left and right

sides of the non-zero columns in row section ℓ as Nl[ℓ] =
∑ℓ−W−1

l=0 N [l] and Nr[ℓ] =
∑L−1

l=ℓ+1N [l], respectively. The

notation Nall =
∑L−1

l=0 N [l] represents the number of columns

in section ℓ.
Define the normalized non-zero blocks A[ℓ] ∈ R

M [ℓ]×Nc[ℓ]

in row section ℓ ∈ LW as

A[ℓ] =
{

|W [ℓ]|−1/2A[ℓ][ℓ− w] : w ∈ W [ℓ]
}

, (29)

where the set of indices W [ℓ] is given by

W [ℓ] = {wmin[ℓ], . . . , wmax[ℓ]}, (30)

with wmin[ℓ] = max{ℓ − (L − 1), 0} and wmax[ℓ] =
min{W, ℓ}. The set W [ℓ] reduces to W [ℓ] = {0, . . . , ℓ},

W [ℓ] = {0, . . . ,W}, and W [ℓ] = {ℓ − (L − 1), . . . ,W}
for ℓ < W , W ≤ ℓ < L, and L ≤ ℓ, respectively. Using

these notations, we find that the spatially coupled system (28)

reduces to

y[ℓ] = A[ℓ]~x[ℓ] + n[ℓ], (31)

with

~x[ℓ] =
√

|W [ℓ]|







γ[ℓ][ℓ− wmax[ℓ]]x[ℓ− wmax[ℓ]]
...

γ[ℓ][ℓ− wmin[ℓ]]x[ℓ− wmin[ℓ]]






. (32)

Algorithm 1 Orthogonal AMP with T iterations

1: For all ℓ ∈ LW , let ~xB→A,0[ℓ] = 0 and vB→A,0[ℓ] =
|W [ℓ]|N−1

c [ℓ]
∑

w∈W[ℓ]N [ℓ− w]γ2[ℓ][ℓ− w].
2: for t = 0, . . . , T − 1 do

3: for ℓ = 0, . . . , L+W − 1 do

4: ~xpost
A,t [ℓ] = ~xB→A,t[ℓ] + F

T
t [ℓ](y[ℓ]−A[ℓ]~xB→A,t[ℓ]).

5: vpostA,t [ℓ] = σ2

Nc[ℓ]
Tr
(

FT
t [ℓ]F t[ℓ]

)

+
vB→A,t[ℓ]

Nc[ℓ]
Tr
{

(I − FT
t [ℓ]A[ℓ])(I − FT

t [ℓ]A[ℓ])T
}

.

6: ηA,t[ℓ] = N−1
c [ℓ]Tr(I − FT

t [ℓ]A[ℓ]).

7: ~xA→B,t[ℓ] =
~xpost

A,t
[ℓ]−ηA,t[ℓ]~xB→A,t[ℓ]√
|W[ℓ]|(1−ηA,t[ℓ])

.

8: vA→B,t[ℓ] =
vpost

A,t
[ℓ]−η2

A,t[ℓ]vB→A,t[ℓ]

|W[ℓ]|(1−ηA,t[ℓ])2
.

9: end for

10: for l = 0, . . . , L− 1 do

11: vsufA→B,t[l] =
(

∑W
w=0

γ2[l+w][l]
vA→B,t[l+w]

)−1

.

12: Let ~xA→B,t[l + w][w] ∈ R
N denote the wth

section in ~xA→B,t[l+w] for w ∈ W [l+w] and compute

xsuf
A→B,t[l] = vsufA→B,t[l]

∑W
w=0 γ[l+ w][l]

~xA→B,t[l+w][w]
vA→B,t[l+w] .

13: x
post
B,t+1[l] = ft[l](x

suf
A→B,t[l]).

14: Let vpostB,t+1[l] be a consistent estimator of

N−1[l]E[‖x[l]− xpost
B,t+1[l]‖2] [49, Eq. (23)].

15: end for

16: for ℓ = 0, . . . , L+W − 1 do

17: ~xpost
B,t+1[ℓ] =

√

|W [ℓ]vec{γ[ℓ][ℓ−w]xpost
B,t+1[ℓ−w] :

w ∈ W [ℓ]}.

18: ηB,t[ℓ][w] =
|W[ℓ]|γ2[ℓ][ℓ−w]vsuf

A→B,t[ℓ−w]

vA→B,t[ℓ]

·〈f ′
t [ℓ− w](xsuf

A→B,t[ℓ− w])〉.
19: ηB,t[ℓ] =

∑

w∈W[ℓ]
N [ℓ−w]
Nc[ℓ]

ηB,t[ℓ][w].

20: ~xB→A,t+1[ℓ] = (1− ηB,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|)−1

·
{

~xpost
B,t+1[ℓ]− |W [ℓ]|−1/2ηB,t[ℓ]~xA→B,t[ℓ]

}

.

21: vB→A,t+1[ℓ] = (1 − ηB,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|)−2

·
{

∑

w∈W[ℓ]
N [ℓ−w]
Nc[ℓ]

|W [ℓ]|γ2[ℓ][ℓ− w]vpostB,t+1[ℓ− w]

−|W [ℓ]|−1η2B,t[ℓ]vA→B,t[ℓ]
}

.

22: end for

23: end for

24: Output x
post
B,T [l] as an estimator of x[l] for all l ∈ L0.

To represent ~x[ℓ] ∈ R
Nc[ℓ] with the overall signal vector

x = (xT[0], . . . ,xT[L− 1])T ∈ R
Nall , we define

Γ[ℓ] =
(

ONc[ℓ]×Nl[ℓ], Γ̃[ℓ],ONc[ℓ]×Nr[ℓ]

)

∈ R
Nc[ℓ]×Nall,

(33)

with Γ̃[ℓ] = diag{γ[ℓ][ℓ − w]IN [ℓ−w] : w ∈ W [ℓ]}. The

product Γ[ℓ]x ∈ R
Nc[ℓ] is a vector with |W [ℓ]| sections. In

particular, for w ∈ W [ℓ] we have the wth section {Γ[ℓ]x}w =
γ[ℓ][ℓ−w]x[ℓ−w] ∈ R

N [ℓ−w]. Using these notations, we can

rewrite the signal vector ~x[ℓ] as

~x[ℓ] =
√

|W [ℓ]|Γ[ℓ]x. (34)
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IV. ORTHOGONAL AMP

A. Overview

For the spatially coupled system (31), this paper proposes

OAMP in Algorithm 1, which consists of the two modules—

called modules A and B. Module A uses a linear filter to

compute posterior messages while module B utilizes a sepa-

rable nonlinear denoiser to refine the messages in module A.

To realize asymptotic Gaussianity for the estimation errors,

each module computes extrinsic messages via the so-called

Onsager correction of the posterior messages.

In module A for the spatial coupling case, the signal vectors

{~x[ℓ]} in the extended space are estimated in parallel for

all ℓ. Message computation for each ℓ is equivalent to that

for conventional OAMP [41], [42], with the exception of

normalization due to spatial coupling. In module A, the signal

vectors {~x[ℓ]} for all row section ℓ ∈ LW are regarded as

independent Gaussian random vectors with i.i.d. elements.

Since each element in x is broadcast over adjacent signal

vectors {~x[ℓ]} via (34), the dependencies between {~x[ℓ]}
through the original signal vector x are not taken into account.

Module B for the spatial coupling case takes the depen-

dencies into account, as well as the signal prior distributions.

In other words, module B operates in the original space

R
Nall while module A operates in |LW | extended signal

spaces {RNc[ℓ]}ℓ∈LW
. The vector ~x[ℓ] in (34) corresponds

to the signal vector in the ℓth extended space. Thus, the

original signal vector x can be reconstructed from the ex-

tended spaces via the pseudo-inverse |W [ℓ]|−1/2
Γ
†~x, with

~x = (~xT[0], . . . , ~xT[L + W − 1])T. This reconstruction of

the original signal vector is performed in module B.

The main novelty in module B is in the Onsager correction

to realize asymptotic Gaussianity for the estimation errors of

messages fed back to module A. The asymptotic Gaussianity is

realized in the extended signal space where module A operates,

rather than in the original signal space where module B

operates. To design this Onsager correction appropriately, this

paper establishes a unified framework of state evolution for

the spatial coupling case.

B. Module A (Linear Estimation)

Module A consists of two steps: A first step is computation

of posterior messages based on linear filters. The second step

is the Onsager correction of the posterior messages to realize

asymptotic Gaussianity in module B.

Let ~xB→A,t[ℓ] ∈ R
Nc[ℓ] and vB→A,t[ℓ] > 0 denote the mean

and variance messages of ~x[ℓ] in (34) passed from module B

to module A in iteration t, respectively. The variance message

vB→A,t[ℓ] corresponds to a consistent estimator of the the

mean-square error (MSE) N−1
c [ℓ]E[‖~x[ℓ] − ~xB→A,t[ℓ]‖2] in

the large system limit.

Similarly, we write the mean and variance messages of

|W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ] = Γ[ℓ]x passed in the opposite direc-

tion as ~xA→B,t[ℓ] ∈ R
Nc[ℓ] and vA→B,t[ℓ] > 0. Ow-

ing to the prefactor in |W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ], the scaled MSE

N−1
c [ℓ]E[‖|W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ]− ~xA→B,t[ℓ]‖2] is kept O(1) in the

limit W → ∞.

In a first step of iteration t, module A computes the posterior

mean and variance of ~x[ℓ] based on a linear filter F t[ℓ] ∈
R

M [ℓ]×Nc[ℓ] for each ℓ ∈ LW . The posterior mean ~xpost
A,t [ℓ] ∈

R
Nc[ℓ] in the ℓth extended space is defined as

~xpost
A,t [ℓ] = ~xB→A,t[ℓ] + F

T
t [ℓ](y[ℓ]−A[ℓ]~xB→A,t[ℓ]) (35)

for section ℓ ∈ LW . The corresponding posterior variance

vpostA,t [ℓ] is given by

vpostA,t [ℓ] =
σ2

Nc[ℓ]
Tr
(

FT
t [ℓ]F t[ℓ]

)

+
vB→A,t[ℓ]

Nc[ℓ]
Tr
{

(I − FT
t [ℓ]A[ℓ])(I − FT

t [ℓ]A[ℓ])T
}

.

(36)

For t = 0, we use the initial conditions ~xB→A,0[ℓ] = 0 and

vB→A,0[ℓ] = |W [ℓ]|N−1
c [ℓ]

∑

w∈W[ℓ]N [ℓ−w]γ2[ℓ][ℓ−w], of

which the latter is equal to |W [ℓ]|N−1
c [ℓ]Tr(Γ[ℓ]ΓT[ℓ]).

Consider the LMMSE filter

F t[ℓ] = vB→A,t[ℓ]Ξ
−1
t [ℓ]A[ℓ], (37)

with

Ξt[ℓ] = σ2IM [ℓ] + vB→A,t[ℓ]A[ℓ]AT[ℓ]. (38)

Substituting (37) into the definition of vpostA,t [ℓ] in (36), we find

that vpostA,t [ℓ] reduces to

vpostA,t [ℓ] = ηA,t[ℓ]vB→A,t[ℓ], (39)

with

ηA,t[ℓ] =
1

Nc[ℓ]
Tr
(

INc[ℓ] − FT
t [ℓ]A[ℓ]

)

. (40)

The second step is the Onsager correction to realize asymp-

totic Gaussianity in module B. Module A computes the

extrinsic mean ~xA→B,t[ℓ] and variance vA→B,t[ℓ] > 0 of

|W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ] in the extended space as

~xA→B,t[ℓ] = |W [ℓ]|−1/2
~xpost
A,t [ℓ]− ηA,t[ℓ]~xB→A,t[ℓ]

1− ηA,t[ℓ]
, (41)

vA→B,t[ℓ] =
1

|W [ℓ]|
vpostA,t [ℓ]− η2A,t[ℓ]vB→A,t[ℓ]

(1− ηA,t[ℓ])2
, (42)

with ηA,t[ℓ] defined in (40). In particular, for the LMMSE

filter (37) we substitute the posterior variance (39) into the

definition of vA→B,t[ℓ] in (42) to obtain

vA→B,t[ℓ] =
1

|W [ℓ]|
ηA,t[ℓ]vB→A,t[ℓ]

1− ηA,t[ℓ]
. (43)

The normalization in vA→B,t[ℓ] can be understood as fol-

lows: As W → ∞, the vector y[ℓ] in (31) is an extremely

compressed measurement of ~x[ℓ]. Thus, signal reconstruction

based on the LMMSE filter (37) results in poor performance.

As proved in state evolution analysis, we have 1 − ηA,t[ℓ] =
O(|W [ℓ]|−1) for ℓ ∈ {W, . . . , L − 1} as W → ∞, which

implies ηA,t[ℓ] → 1. As a result, the extrinsic variance

v̄A→B,t[ℓ] in (43) is kept O(1) as W → ∞.

The discussion mentioned above is for individual variance

messages {vB→A,t[ℓ]} and does not necessarily imply that

module A cannot refine the messages passed from module B
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at all as W → ∞. Since |W [ℓ]| extensive messages contribute

to estimation of each signal element in x, module A can

still provide an impact of O(1) on estimation performance

of module B as W → ∞.

C. Module B (Nonlinear Estimation)

Module B consists of four steps: A first step is the extraction

of messages in the original space R
N from the messages in

the extended spaces {RNc[ℓ]}ℓ∈LW
. A second step is com-

putation of a sufficient statistic for estimation of the signal

vector x ∈ R
N given the extracted messages. A third step

is evaluation of posterior messages based on the sufficient

statistic. These two steps are equivalent to direct computation

of the posterior messages given the extracted messages in

the original space. In the last step, the posterior messages in

the original space are transformed into those in the extended

spaces. Then, the transformed messages are Onsager-corrected

to realize asymptotic Gaussianity in module A.
In the first step of iteration t, module B extracts information

required for estimation of x[l] from {~xA→B,t[ℓ]} in the

extended space. Using the definitions of ~x[ℓ] and Γ[ℓ] in (34)

and (33), respectively, we find that x[l] is contained only in

{~x[l + w][w] : w ∈ {0, . . . ,W}}, with ~x[ℓ][w] ∈ R
N [ℓ−w]

denoting the wth section in ~x[ℓ] ∈ R
Nc[ℓ] for w ∈ W [ℓ]. More

precisely, we have

|W [l + w]|−1/2~x[l + w][w] = γ[l + w][l]x[l] (44)

for w ∈ W [ℓ]. Since ~xA→B,t[ℓ] is the extrinsic mean for

|W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ], the extracted message xA→B,t[l][w] ∈ R
N [l]

in the original space is defined as

xA→B,t[l][w] = ~xA→B,t[l + w][w] (45)

for w ∈ {0, . . . ,W}, where ~xA→B,t[ℓ][w] ∈ R
N [ℓ−w] denotes

the wth section in ~xA→B,t[ℓ] ∈ R
Nc[ℓ] for w ∈ W [ℓ].

The second step is computation of a sufficient statistic

xsuf
A→B,t[l] ∈ R

N [l] for estimation of x[l] and the correspond-

ing variance vsufA→B,t[l] > 0. As derived in Appendix D-A,

the mean message xsuf
A→B,t[l] in section l and corresponding

variance vsufA→B,t[l] are computed as

xsuf
A→B,t[l] = vsufA→B,t[l]

W
∑

w=0

γ[l+ w][l]
xA→B,t[l][w]

vA→B,t[l + w]
, (46)

vsufA→B,t[l] =

(

W
∑

w=0

γ2[l + w][l]

vA→B,t[l + w]

)−1

. (47)

The third step is computation of posterior messages

x
post
B,t+1 = [(xpost

B,t+1[0])
T, . . . , (xpost

B,t+1[L − 1])T]T based on

separable denoisers {ft[l]}, given by

x
post
B,t+1[l] = ft[l](x

suf
A→B,t[l]). (48)

The corresponding variance vpostB,t+1[l] needs to be a consistent

estimator of N−1[l]E[‖x[l]−xpost
B,t+1[l]‖2] in the large system

limit. See [49, Eq. (23)] for the details.
For the signal vector x[l] with i.i.d. elements, consider the

Bayes-optimal denoiser ft[l](u) = fopt(u; v
suf
A→B,t[l]), with

fopt(u; v
suf
A→B,t[l]) = E[x1[l]|u = x1[l] + zt[l]], (49)

where zt[l] ∼ N (0, vsufA→B,t[l]) denotes a zero-mean Gaussian

random variable with variance vsufA→B,t[l] and independent of

x1[l]. This definition is justified via state evolution. In this

case, the following posterior variance should be used:

vpostB,t+1[l] =
1

N [l]
E

[

∥

∥x[l]− fopt(x
suf
A→B,t[l]; v

suf
A→B,t[l])

∥

∥

2

∣

∣

∣
xsuf
A→B,t[l], v

suf
A→B,t[l]

]

. (50)

The last step is the Onsager correction of the posterior mean

|W [ℓ]|1/2Γ[ℓ]xpost
B,t+1 ∈ R

Nc[ℓ] in the extended space to realize

asymptotic Gaussianity in module A. Let

ηB,t[ℓ] =
∑

w∈W[ℓ]

N [ℓ− w]

Nc[ℓ]
ηB,t[ℓ][w], (51)

with

ηB,t[ℓ][w] =
|W [ℓ]|γ2[ℓ][ℓ− w]vsufA→B,t[ℓ− w]

vA→B,t[ℓ]

·〈f ′
t [ℓ− w](xsuf

A→B,t[ℓ− w])〉. (52)

The normalized message |W [ℓ]|−1/2ηB,t[ℓ][w] is the average

of the partial derivative of the nth element in the wth section

of |W [ℓ]|1/2Γ[ℓ]xpost
B,t+1 with respect to ~xA→B,n,t[ℓ][w] over

all n ∈ N [ℓ − w]. The extrinsic mean ~xB→A,t+1[ℓ] ∈ R
Nc[ℓ]

and variance vB→A,t+1[ℓ] > 0 of ~x[ℓ] in the extended spaces

are computed as

(1− ηB,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|)~xB→A,t+1[ℓ]

=|W [ℓ]|1/2Γ[ℓ]xpost
B,t+1 − |W [ℓ]|−1/2ηB,t[ℓ]~xA→B,t[ℓ],(53)

(1− ηB,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|)2vB→A,t+1[ℓ]

=
∑

w∈W[ℓ]

N [ℓ− w]

Nc[ℓ]
|W [ℓ]|γ2[ℓ][ℓ− w]vpostB,t+1[ℓ− w]

− 1

|W [ℓ]|η
2
B,t[ℓ]vA→B,t[ℓ]. (54)

These non-trivial messages have been designed so as to

realize asymptotic Gaussianity via state evolution. To confirm

why the Onsager correction realizes asymptotic Gaussianity,

one needs to understand a general error model proposed in

Appendix G. The Onsager correction is a natural definition in

terms of the general error model.
For the Bayes-optimal denoiser fopt(u; v

suf
A→B,t[l]) in

(49), we use (51), (52), and the well-known identity

〈{fopt(xsuf
A→B,t[l]; v

suf
A→B,t[l])}′〉 = vpostB,t+1[l]/v

suf
A→B,t[l], with

vpostB,t+1[l] given in (50), to find that the extrinsic variance (54)

reduces to

vB→A,t+1[ℓ] =
ηB,t[ℓ]vA→B,t[ℓ]

1− ηB,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]| , (55)

with

ηB,t[ℓ] =
∑

w∈W[ℓ]

N [ℓ− w]

Nc[ℓ]

|W [ℓ]|γ2[ℓ][ℓ− w]vpostB,t+1[ℓ− w]

vA→B,t[ℓ]
.

(56)
When the uniform coupling weights (27) are considered,

ηB,t[ℓ] is O(1) as W → ∞. Thus, the extrinsic variance (55)

tends to vB→A,t+1[ℓ] → ηB,t[ℓ]vA→B,t[ℓ] as W → ∞. This

convergence and ηA,t[ℓ] → 1 are key properties to prove the

information-theoretic optimality of Bayes-optimal OAMP.
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V. MAIN RESULTS

State evolution analysis is presented for OAMP in the

spatially coupled system (31). This paper extends a unified

framework [54] of state evolution to that for the spatially

coupled system. A general error model for the spatially

coupled system is proposed and analyzed in the large system

limit—M [ℓ] and N [l] tend to infinity for all ℓ and l while

the ratio α[ℓ][l] = N [l]/M [ℓ] kept constant. By proving that

the proposed general error model contains the error model

for OAMP in the spatially coupled system, we derive state

evolution recursions for OAMP.
In state evolution analysis, we postulate the following

assumptions:
Assumption 2: For some ǫ > 0, the signal vector x ∈ R

Nall

in (34) has i.i.d. elements with zero mean, unit variance, and

a bounded (2 + ǫ)th moment.
Assumption 2 simplifies state evolution analysis. Non-

separable denoising [70]–[72] might be needed if dependent

signal elements were considered.
Assumption 3: The rescaled row section |W [ℓ]|1/2A[ℓ]

given via (29) is picked up from (M [ℓ], Nc[ℓ])-ensemble in

Definition 1 uniformly and randomly.
An important point in Assumption 3 is that the right-

orthogonal invariance in Definition 1 is assumed not for

each section A[ℓ][l] but each row section A[ℓ] in (29). This

assumption allows us to analyze the dynamics of OAMP via

rigorous state evolution.
Another important point is that the empirical eigenvalue

distribution of AT[ℓ]A[ℓ] converges almost surely to a com-

pactly supported distribution in (M [ℓ], Nc[ℓ])-ensemble. As a

result, all moments of the asymptotic eigenvalue distribution

are bounded. Thus, we need not investigate the boundedness

of the moments to use technical results in Section II.
Assumption 4: The noise vectors {n[ℓ] : ℓ ∈ LW } in (31)

are independent vectors. Each vector n[ℓ] satisfies orthogonal

invariance, limM [ℓ]→∞M−1[ℓ]‖n[ℓ]‖2 a.s.
= σ2 > 0, and

bounded (2 + ǫ)th moments for some ǫ > 0.
The AWGN vector n[ℓ] ∼ N (0, σ2IM [ℓ]) with variance

σ2 satisfies Assumption 4. The orthogonal invariance in n[ℓ]
may be induced via the left-orthogonal invariance of the row

section A[ℓ].
Assumption 5: The linear filter F t[ℓ] in module A has the

same SVD structure F t[ℓ] = U [ℓ]ΣF t[ℓ]V
T[ℓ] as the SVD

A[ℓ] = U [ℓ]Σ[ℓ]V T[ℓ], in which Σ
T
F t[ℓ]ΣF t[ℓ] is in the space

spanned by {(ΣT[ℓ]Σ[ℓ])j}∞j=0.
Assumption 5 contains practical linear filters, such as the

LMMSE filter (81), the MF F t[ℓ] = A[ℓ], and the zero-forcing

(ZF) filter F t[ℓ] = A
†[ℓ].

Assumption 6: The scalar denoiser ft[l] in module B is

Lipschitz-continuous and nonlinear.
The Lipschitz-continuity is the standard assumption in state

evolution analysis. The nonlinearity is required to prevent

module B from outputting ~xB→A,t[ℓ] = 0. This situation

occurs in Bayes-optimal OAMP for Gaussian signaling since

module B in the initial iteration can compute the Bayes-

optimal estimator of the signal vector. Thus, the nonlinearity

should be regarded as an assumption to exclude the trivial case

in which no iterations are needed.

We first define state evolution recursions for OAMP in

the spatially coupled system (31), derived via state evolution.

Let αc[ℓ] = Nc[ℓ]/M [ℓ] =
∑ℓ

l=ℓ−W α[ℓ][l]. State evolution

recursions for module A with the initial condition v̄B→A,0[ℓ] =
|W [ℓ]|α−1

c [ℓ]
∑

w∈W[ℓ] α[ℓ][ℓ− w]γ2[ℓ][ℓ− w] are given by

v̄postA,t [ℓ] = lim
{M [ℓ],N [l]}→∞

σ2

Nc[ℓ]
Tr
(

FT
t [ℓ]F t[ℓ]

)

+
v̄B→A,t[ℓ]

Nc[ℓ]
Tr
{

(I − FT
t [ℓ]A[ℓ])(I − FT

t [ℓ]A[ℓ])T
}

,

(57)

v̄A→B,t[ℓ] =
1

|W [ℓ]|
v̄postA,t [ℓ]− η̄2A,t[ℓ]v̄B→A,t[ℓ]

(1− η̄A,t[ℓ])2
, (58)

where the limit in (57) represents the large system limit, with

η̄A,t[ℓ] = lim
{M [ℓ],N [l]}→∞

1

Nc[ℓ]
Tr
(

INc[ℓ] − FT
t [ℓ]A[ℓ]

)

.

(59)

The variables v̄postA,t [ℓ] and η̄A,t[ℓ] converge almost surely to

deterministic quantities from Assumptions 3 and 5. They can

be evaluated in closed form if the asymptotic eigenvalue

distribution of AT[ℓ]A[ℓ] has a closed-form expression.

State evolution recursions for module B are given by

v̄sufA→B,t[l] =

(

W
∑

w=0

γ2[l + w][l]

v̄A→B,t[l + w]

)−1

, (60)

v̄postB,t+1[l] = E
[

{x1[l]− ft[l](x1[l] + zt[l])}2
]

, (61)

(1− η̄B,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|)2v̄B→A,t+1[ℓ]

=
∑

w∈W[ℓ]

α[ℓ][ℓ− w]

αc[ℓ]
|W [ℓ]|γ2[ℓ][ℓ− w]v̄postB,t+1[ℓ− w]

− 1

|W [ℓ]| η̄
2
B,t[ℓ]v̄A→B,t[ℓ], (62)

with

η̄B,t[ℓ] =
∑

w∈W[ℓ]

α[ℓ][ℓ− w]

αc[ℓ]
η̄B,t[ℓ][w], (63)

η̄B,t[ℓ][w] =
|W [ℓ]|γ2[ℓ][ℓ− w]v̄sufA→B,t[ℓ− w]

v̄A→B,t[ℓ]

·E[f ′
t [ℓ− w](x1[ℓ− w] + zt[ℓ− w])]. (64)

In these expressions, zt[l] denotes a zero-mean Gaussian

random variable with variance v̄sufA→B,t[l], independent of x1[l].
In particular, for Bayes-optimal OAMP with the LMMSE

filter (37) and the Bayes-optimal denoiser ft[l](u) =
fopt(u; v̄

suf
A→B,t[l]) in (49), (57) and (58) reduce to

v̄A→B,t[ℓ] =
1

|W [ℓ]|
η̄A,t[ℓ]v̄B→A,t[ℓ]

1− η̄A,t[ℓ]
, (65)

where η̄A,t[ℓ] is defined in (59), with

F t[ℓ] = v̄B→A,t[ℓ]Ξ
−1
t [ℓ]A[ℓ], (66)

Ξt[ℓ] = σ2IM [ℓ] + v̄B→A,t[ℓ]A[ℓ]AT[ℓ]. (67)
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Furthermore, (63) and (62) reduce to

η̄B,t[ℓ] =
∑

w∈W[ℓ]

α[ℓ][ℓ − w]

αc[ℓ]

|W [ℓ]|γ2[ℓ][ℓ− w]v̄postB,t+1[ℓ− w]

v̄A→B,t[ℓ]
,

(68)

v̄B→A,t+1[ℓ] =
η̄B,t[ℓ]v̄A→B,t[ℓ]

1− η̄B,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]| , (69)

with v̄postB,t+1[l] defined in (61).

The state evolution recursions are the asymptotic counter-

part to the variance messages in OAMP. Rather, the variance

messages have been designed such that they become consistent

estimators of the variables in the state evolution recursions.

Theorem 3: Suppose that Assumptions 2–6 hold.

• The MSE N−1[l]‖x[l]− xB,t[l]‖2 for OAMP converges

almost surely to v̄postB,t [l] in the large system limit, in

which v̄postB,t [l] is given via the state evolution recur-

sions (57)–(62).

• Consider the LMMSE filter (37) and the Bayes-optimal

denoiser (49). Then, the state evolution recursions (65)–

(69) for Bayes-optimal OAMP converge to a fixed point

as t→ ∞.

Proof: See Section VI.

Theorem 3 implies asymptotic Gaussianity for the estima-

tion error x[l] − xB,t[l]: The MSE N−1[l]‖x[l] − xB,t[l]‖2
converges almost surely to v̄postB,t [l] in (61)—given via the

Gaussian random variable zt[l]. The asymptotic Gaussianity

implies that the Bayes-optimal denoiser fopt(u; v
suf
A→B,t[l])

given in (49) minimizes the asymptotic MSE v̄postB,t+1[l]. In this

sense, OAMP with the Bayes-optimal denoiser, as well as the

LMMSE filter, is called Bayes-optimal OAMP.

We next prove the information-theoretic optimality of

Bayes-optimal OAMP in terms of the Rényi information di-

mension. To use existing results [11], [21] on spatial coupling,

we assume M [ℓ] = M , N [l] = N , and the uniform coupling

weights (27). In this case, v̄sufA→B,t[l] and η̄B,t[ℓ] given in (60)

and (68) for Bayes-optimal OAMP reduce to

v̄sufA→B,t[l] =

(

1

W + 1

W
∑

w=0

1

v̄A→B,t[l + w]

)−1

, (70)

η̄B,t[ℓ] =
1

W + 1

∑

w∈W[ℓ]

v̄postB,t+1[ℓ− w]

v̄A→B,t[ℓ]
, (71)

respectively.

The overall compression rate N−1
all

∑

ℓ∈LW
M [ℓ] tends to

(1+∆)δ in the continuum limit L,W → ∞, with ∆ =W/L
kept constant, after taking the large system limit M,N → ∞
with δ = M/N kept constant. Thus, the overall compression

rate converges to δ as ∆ ↓ 0.

The continuum limit was originally considered in [11], [16]

to obtain an exact continuum approximation of state evolution

recursions for AMP. This paper takes the same limit to utilize

an existing result in [11].

To prove the information-theoretic optimality of Bayes-

optimal OAMP, we need the following results:

Proposition 3: Let {aW > 0}∞W=1 denote a positive and

diverging sequence at a sublinear speed in W : limW→∞ aW =

∞ and limW→∞ aW /W = 0. Then, |W [ℓ]| = W + 1 and

|W [ℓ]| ≥ 1 +W/aW hold for all ℓ ∈ {W, . . . , L − 1} and

ℓ ∈ {⌈W/aW ⌉, . . . ,W −1}∪{L, . . . , L+W −1−⌈W/aW ⌉}
in the continuum limit, respectively.

Proof: For ℓ ∈ {W, . . . , L − 1}, we use the defini-

tion of W [ℓ] in (30) to have |W [ℓ]| = W + 1. For ℓ ∈
{⌈W/aW ⌉, . . . ,W −1}, similarly, we obtain |W [ℓ]| = ℓ+1 ≥
W/aW +1. For ℓ ∈ {L, . . . , L+W −1−⌈W/aW ⌉}, we have

|W [ℓ]| = L+W − ℓ ≥ 1 +W/aW .

Proposition 3 implies |W [ℓ]| ≥ W/aW → ∞ for all ℓ ∈
{⌈W/aW ⌉, . . . , L+W − 1− ⌈W/aW ⌉}. It is used to control

approximation errors of the state evolution recursions in the

boundaries.

Theorem 4: Consider M [ℓ] = M , N [ℓ] = N , and the

uniform coupling weights (27). Suppose that Assumptions 2

and 3 hold. Let {aW > 0}∞W=1 denote a positive and diverging

sequence at a sublinear speed in W : limW→∞ aW = ∞ and

limW→∞ aW /W = 0. Suppose that there is some function

R(z) such that the R-transform of G[ℓ] = |W [ℓ]|AT[ℓ]A[ℓ]
satisfies

lim
W=∆L→∞

aW

∣

∣

∣

∣

RG[ℓ]

(

z

|W [ℓ]|

)

−R(z)

∣

∣

∣

∣

<∞ (72)

for all ℓ ∈ {⌈W/aW ⌉, . . . , L+W − 1 − ⌈W/aW ⌉}. Further-

more, assume the following conditions:

• The signal x1 has the Rényi information dimension dI.
• R(z) is proper, twice continuously differentiable, strictly

increasing, and positive for all z ≤ 0.

• limz→∞ zR(−z) = δ holds.

Let Eopt > 0 denotes the global minimizer of the replica-

symmetric potential fRS(E, s) in (3) with RATA(z) = R(z)
and s = R(−E/σ2)/σ2. If Eopt is unique, then, the state

evolution recursions for Bayes-optimal OAMP satisfies

lim
∆↓0

lim
t→∞

lim
W=∆L→∞

1

|L0|
∑

l∈L0

v̄postB,t [l] ≤ Eopt. (73)

In particular, Eopt is unique and tends to zero as σ2 ↓ 0 if the

ratio δ is larger than dI.
Proof: See Section VII.

Theorem 4 implies that Bayes-optimal OAMP for the spa-

tially coupled system (31) can achieve the Bayes-optimal MSE

performance Eopt for the uncoupled system (1) with the R-

transform of the sensing matrix given by R(z). Furthermore,

Bayes-optimal OAMP for the spatially coupled system can

achieve the information-theoretic compression limit dI.
Let us investigate the relationship between the original R-

transform RG[ℓ] and R for characterizing the performance

of Bayes-optimal OAMP. The ensemble of zero-mean i.i.d.

Gaussian matrices satisfies the conditions in Theorem 4.

Corollary 3: Consider M [ℓ] = M , N [ℓ] = N , and the

uniform coupling weights (27). Suppose that Assumption 2

holds and that |W [ℓ]|1/2A[ℓ] is picked up from the ensemble

of zero-mean i.i.d. Gaussian matrices with variance 1/M . Fur-

thermore, assume that the signal x1 has the Rényi information

dimension dI. Then, the condition (72) in Theorem 4 holds for

R(z) = δ/(δ− z). Furthermore, the state evolution recursions

for Bayes-optimal OAMP satisfies (73) if Eopt is unique. In
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particular, Eopt is unique and tends to zero as σ2 ↓ 0 if the

ratio δ is larger than dI.
Proof: As shown in the proof of Corollary 1, we have

RG[ℓ](z) =
|W [ℓ]|−1δ

|W [ℓ]|−1δ − z
, (74)

which implies that the R-transform R(z) = δ/(δ− z) satisfies

the condition (72) in Theorem 4. It is straightforward to

confirm that R(z) satisfies all conditions in Theorem 4. Thus,

Corollary 3 holds.

Corollary 3 implies that R(z) is equal to the R-transform

of zero-mean i.i.d. Gaussian sensing matrices without spatial

coupling. Thus, Bayes-optimal OAMP for the spatially cou-

pled system (31) achieves the Bayes-optimal performance for

the underlying system (1) without spatial coupling when zero-

mean i.i.d. Gaussian sensing matrices are considered.

We next show that R(z) does not necessarily coincide with

RG[ℓ](z) in general. To present examples in which they are

different, the following result is useful when the η-transform

of G[ℓ] can be evaluated explicitly:

Corollary 4: Consider M [ℓ] =M , N [ℓ] = N , and the uni-

form coupling weights (27). Suppose that Assumptions 2 and 3

hold. Let r[ℓ] denote the rank ofG[ℓ] and suppose that the ratio

r[ℓ]/N tends to δ in the large system limit. Let {aW > 0}∞W=1

denote a positive and diverging sequence at a sublinear speed

in W : limW→∞ aW = ∞ and limW→∞ aW /W = 0. Assume

that there is some bounded function η(z) such that the positive

eigenvalues {λn[ℓ] > 0} of G[ℓ] satisfies

lim
W=∆L→∞

aW

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

lim
M=δN→∞

1

N

r[ℓ]
∑

n=1

1

1 + λn[ℓ]z/|W [ℓ]|

−{η(z)− 1 + δ}
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

<∞ (75)

for all ℓ ∈ {⌈W/aW ⌉, . . . , L +W − 1 − ⌈W/aW ⌉}. Further-

more, let R(z) = {η(−z)− 1}/z for z < 0, with R(0) = 1,

and assume the following conditions:

• The signal x1 has the Rényi information dimension dI.
• R(z) is proper, twice continuously differentiable, strictly

increasing, and positive for all z ≤ 0.

Then, R(z) satisfies the condition (72) in Theorem 4. Further-

more, the state evolution recursions for Bayes-optimal OAMP

satisfies (73) if Eopt is unique. In particular, Eopt is unique

and tends to zero as σ2 ↓ 0 if the ratio δ is larger than dI.
Proof: See Appendix E-A

From Corollary 4 we obtain two corollaries, of which the

former is for sensing matrices with orthogonal rows while the

latter considers sensing matrices with condition number larger

than 1.

Corollary 5: Consider M [ℓ] =M , N [ℓ] = N , and the uni-

form coupling weights (27). Suppose that Assumption 2 holds

and that |W [ℓ]|1/2A[ℓ] ∈ R
M×|W[ℓ]|N is right-orthogonally

invariant and has the singular value
√

|W [ℓ]|/δ with multi-

plicity M , i.e. A[ℓ] has orthogonal rows. Assume that the

signal x1 has the Rényi information dimension dI. Then, the

condition (72) in Theorem 4 holds for R(z) = δ/(δ − z).
Furthermore, the state evolution recursions for Bayes-optimal

OAMP satisfies (73) if Eopt is unique. In particular, Eopt is

unique and tends to zero as σ2 ↓ 0 if δ is larger than dI.
Proof: We prove the condition (75) in Corollary 4. Using

r[ℓ]/N → δ and λn = |W [ℓ]|/δ yields

lim
M=δN→∞

1

N

r[ℓ]
∑

n=1

1

1 + λn[ℓ]z/|W [ℓ]| =
δ

1 + δ−1z
. (76)

Since the condition (75) in Corollary 4 holds for η(z)− 1 =
−δz/(δ + z), we arrive at

R(z) =
η(−z)− 1

z
=

δ

δ − z
, (77)

which satisfies the assumptions on R(z) in Corollary 4. Thus,

Corollary 4 implies Corollary 5.

Corollary 5 implies that R(z) is not the R-transform of

the underlying uncoupled sensing matrix with orthogonal rows

but that of zero-mean i.i.d. Gaussian matrices. Thus, Bayes-

optimal OAMP for spatially coupled sensing matrices with

orthogonal rows achieves the same performance as that for

spatially coupled zero-mean i.i.d. Gaussian sensing matrices

as long as the continuum limit is considered.

Corollary 6: Consider M [ℓ] =M , N [ℓ] = N , and the uni-

form coupling weights (27). Suppose that Assumption 2 holds

and that |W [ℓ]1/2A[ℓ] ∈ R
M×|W[ℓ]|N is right-orthogonally

invariant and has non-zero singular values σ0 ≥ · · · ≥
σM−1 > 0 satisfying condition number κ = σ0/σM−1 >
1, σm/σm−1 = κ−1/(M−1), and σ2

0 = |W [ℓ]|N(1 −
κ−2/(M−1))/(1−κ−2M/(M−1)). Furthermore, assume that the

signal x1 has the Rényi information dimension dI. Then, the

condition (72) in Theorem 4 holds for

R(z) =

∫ κ2

1

dy

κ2 − 1− Czy
, (78)

with C = 2δ−1 lnκ. The state evolution recursions for Bayes-

optimal OAMP satisfies (73) if Eopt is unique. In particular,

Eopt is unique and tends to zero as σ2 ↓ 0 if the ratio δ is

larger than dI.
Proof: See Appendix E-B.

Corollary 6 implies that R(z) in (78) is different from the

R-transform of the underlying uncoupled sensing matrix with

condition number κ > 1, which cannot be evaluated explicitly.

VI. PROOF OF THEOREM 3

A. Proof Strategy

This paper follow [48], [49] to prove the latter part in

Theorem 3. LM-OAMP for the spatially coupled system (31)

is proposed as a tool to prove the convergence of the state evo-

lution recursions for Bayes-optimal OAMP. The convergence

of the state evolution recursions for Bayes-optimal OAMP is

guaranteed by proving their convergence for Bayes-optimal

LM-OAMP and the reduction of Bayes-optimal LM-OAMP

to Bayes-optimal OAMP.

The former part in Theorem 3 is proved by generalizing

existing state evolution in [54] to the spatial coupling case.

To derive state evolution recursions for both OAMP and LM-

OAMP, this paper establishes a unified framework of state

evolution for the spatial coupling case. A conventional general



IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON INFORMATION THEORY 14

error model in [54] is extended to that for the spatial coupling

case. The proposed general error model contains both OAMP

and LM-OAMP as instances. The former part in Theorem 3 is

obtained by proving the asymptotic Gaussianity for the general

error model via state evolution.

B. Long-Memory Orthogonal AMP

1) Overview: We start with the definition of LM-OAMP.

The main difference between OAMP and LM-OAMP is in

the second and last steps of module B: In computing a

sufficient statistic for estimation of x, LM-OAMP utilizes all

messages in the preceding iterations while OAMP only uses

the messages in the latest iteration. As a result, the Onsager

correction in the last step depends on all preceding messages.

The LM processing in the second step guarantees that the MSE

for LM-OAMP is monotonically decreasing as the iteration

proceeds.

LM-OAMP requires the covariance between estimation er-

rors for different iterations in computing a sufficient statistic

for estimation of x given all preceding messages. As a result,

LM-OAMP computes mean and covariance messages in all

steps while OAMP uses the mean and variance messages.

For notational convenience, we use the same notation for

LM-OAMP as that for OAMP. This paper proves that Bayes-

optimal LM-OAMP is equivalent to Bayes-optimal OAMP in

the large system limit. Thus, we do not need to distinguish

the two algorithms as long as the LMMSE filter and Bayes-

optimal denoiser are considered.

Let ~xB→A,t[ℓ] ∈ R
Nc[ℓ] and V B→A,t[ℓ] ∈ R

(t+1)×(t+1)

denote the mean and covariance messages of ~x[ℓ] passed from

module B to module A in iteration t, respectively. We write

the mean and covariance messages of |W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ] passed in

the opposite direction as ~xA→B,t[ℓ] ∈ R
Nc[ℓ] and V A→B,t[ℓ] ∈

R
(t+1)×(t+1).

The covariance matrix V B→A,t[ℓ] has the (τ ′, τ) element

vB→A,τ ′,τ [ℓ], which corresponds to a consistent estimator of

the error covariance N−1
c [ℓ]E[(~x[ℓ] − ~xB→A,τ ′ [ℓ])T(~x[ℓ] −

~xB→A,τ [ℓ])]. Similarly, the covariance matrix V A→B,t[ℓ] has

the (τ ′, τ) element vA→B,τ ′,τ [ℓ].
2) Module A (Linear Estimation): Module A in LM-OAMP

consists of two steps similar to those in OAMP. The main

difference is in computing covariance messages, instead of

the variance messages in OAMP.

In iteration t, module A first computes the posterior mean

and covariance of ~x[ℓ] based on a linear filter F t[ℓ] ∈
R

M [ℓ]×Nc[ℓ] for each ℓ ∈ LW . The posterior mean ~xpost
A,t [ℓ] ∈

R
Nc[ℓ] in the extended space is defined as

~xpost
A,t [ℓ] = ~xB→A,t[ℓ] + F

T
t [ℓ](y[ℓ]−A[ℓ]~xB→A,t[ℓ]) (79)

for ℓ ∈ LW , which is exactly the same as (35) in OAMP. The

corresponding posterior covariance vpostA,t′,t[ℓ] is given by

vpostA,t′,t[ℓ] =
σ2

Nc[ℓ]
Tr
(

FT
t [ℓ]F t′ [ℓ]

)

+
vB→A,t′,t[ℓ]

Nc[ℓ]
Tr
{

(I − FT
t [ℓ]A[ℓ])(I − FT

t′ [ℓ]A[ℓ])T
}

(80)

for section ℓ ∈ LW , which is justified via state evolution. If

vB→A,t,t[ℓ] in LM-OAMP is equal to vB→A,t[ℓ] in OAMP, we

have the identity vpostA,t,t[ℓ] = vpostA,t [ℓ] for (36) in OAMP. As is

the case in OAMP, the LMMSE filter is defined as

F t[ℓ] = vB→A,t,t[ℓ]Ξ
−1
t [ℓ]A[ℓ], (81)

with

Ξt[ℓ] = σ2IM [ℓ] + vB→A,t,t[ℓ]A[ℓ]AT[ℓ]. (82)

For t = 0, the initial conditions ~xB→A,0[ℓ] = 0 and

vB→A,0,0[ℓ] = |W [ℓ]|N−1
c [ℓ]

∑

w∈W[ℓ]N [ℓ − w]γ2[ℓ][ℓ − w]
are used.

The second step is the Onsager correction to realize

asymptotic Gaussianity in module B. Module A computes

the extrinsic mean ~xA→B,t[ℓ] and covariance vA→B,t′,t[ℓ] of

|W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ] in the extended space as

~xA→B,t[ℓ] = |W [ℓ]−1/2
~xpost
A,t [ℓ]− ηA,t[ℓ]~xB→A,t[ℓ]

1− ηA,t[ℓ]
, (83)

vA→B,t′,t[ℓ] =
1

|W [ℓ]|
vpostA,t′,t[ℓ]− ηA,t′ [ℓ]ηA,t[ℓ]vB→A,t′,t[ℓ]

(1− ηA,t′ [ℓ])(1− ηA,t[ℓ])
,

(84)

with ηA,t[ℓ] defined in (40).

3) Module B (Nonlinear Estimation): Module B in LM-

OAMP consists of four steps similar to those in OAMP. The

first step is exactly the same as that in OAMP. A difference

between OAMP and LM-OAMP is in the second step, i.e.

computation of a sufficient statistic based on all preceding

messages. In the last two steps, LM-OAMP computes pos-

terior/extrinsic mean and covariance messages while OAMP

computes posterior/extrinsic mean and variance messages. In

particular, the Onsager correction in the last step uses all

preceding messages.

In iteration t, module B first extracts information required

for estimation of x[l] from {~xA→B,t[ℓ]} in the extended space.

This computation is the same as (45) in OAMP.

The second step is computation of a sufficient statistic

xsuf
A→B,t[l] ∈ R

N [l] for estimation of x[l] given all preceding

messages and the corresponding covariance {vsufA→B,t′,t[l]}.

We write the mean messages for section l passed from

module A to module B in all preceding iterations up to t
as XA→B,t+1[l][w] = (xA→B,0[l][w], . . . ,xA→B,t[l][w]) ∈
R

N [l]×(t+1), with xA→B,t[l][w] given in (45). For all l ∈ L0,

the mean message xsuf
A→B,t[l] in section l and corresponding

covariance vsufA→B,t′,t[l] are given by

xsuf
A→B,t[l] =v

suf
A→B,t,t[l]

W
∑

w=0

γ[l + w][l]

·XA→B,t+1[l][w]V
−1
A→B,t[l + w]1, (85)

1

vsufA→B,t′,t[l]
=

W
∑

w=0

γ2[l + w][l]1TV −1
A→B,t[l+ w]1 (86)

for all t′ ∈ {0, . . . , t}. See Appendix D-B for the derivation

of (85) and (86).
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The third step is computation of posterior messages

x
post
B,t+1 = [(xpost

B,t+1[0])
T, . . . , (xpost

B,t+1[L − 1])T]T based on

separable denoisers {ft[l]}, given by

x
post
B,t+1[l] = ft[l](x

suf
A→B,t[l]), (87)

which is the same as (48) in OAMP. The corresponding

covariance vpostB,t′,t+1[l] needs to be a consistent estimator

of N−1[l]E[(x[l] − x
post
B,t′ [l])

T(x[l] − x
post
B,t+1[l])]. See [49,

Eq. (23)] for the details.

For the signal vector x[l] with i.i.d. elements, consider the

Bayes-optimal denoiser ft[l](u) = fopt(u; v
suf
A→B,t,t[l]). In this

case, the following posterior covariance should be used:

vpostB,t′+1,t+1[l]

=
1

N [l]
E

[

{

x[l]−fopt(xsuf
A→B,t′ [l]; v

suf
A→B,t′,t′ [l])

}T

·
{

x[l]−fopt(xsuf
A→B,t[l]; v

suf
A→B,t,t[l])

}

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

xsuf
A→B,t′ [l],x

suf
A→B,t[l], v

suf
A→B,t′,t′ [l], v

suf
A→B,t,t[l]

]

,(88)

where conditioning with respect to vsufA→B,t′,t[l] is omitted,

because of vsufA→B,t′,t[l] = vsufA→B,t,t[l] for t′ ≤ t.
The last step is the Onsager correction of the poste-

rior message |W [ℓ]|1/2Γ[ℓ]xpost
B,t+1 in the extended space

to realize asymptotic Gaussianity in module A. Let

|W [ℓ]|−1/2ηB,τ,t[ℓ][w] denote the average of the partial

derivative of the nth element in the wth section of

|W [ℓ]|1/2Γ[ℓ]xpost
B,t+1 with respect to ~xA→B,n,τ [ℓ][w] over all

n ∈ N [ℓ− w],

ηB,τ,t[ℓ][w] = ηB,t[ℓ][w]
eTτ V

−1
A→B,t[ℓ]1

1
TV −1

A→B,t[ℓ]1
, (89)

with

ηB,t[ℓ][w]= |W [ℓ]|γ2[ℓ][ℓ− w]1TV −1
A→B,t[ℓ]1

·vsufA→B,t,t[ℓ − w]〈f ′
t [ℓ− w](xsuf

A→B,t[ℓ− w])〉.(90)

Furthermore, we define

ηB,τ,t[ℓ] =
∑

w∈W[ℓ]

N [ℓ− w]

Nc[ℓ]
ηB,τ,t[ℓ][w]. (91)

The extrinsic mean ~xB→A,t+1[ℓ] ∈ R
Nc[ℓ] and covariance

vB→A,t′+1,t+1[ℓ] of ~x[ℓ] are computed as

(1− ηB,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|)~xB→A,t+1[ℓ] = |W [ℓ]|1/2Γ[ℓ]xpost
B,t+1

−|W [ℓ]|−1/2
t
∑

τ=0

ηB,τ,t[ℓ]~xA→B,τ [ℓ], (92)

(1− ηB,t′ [ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|)(1− ηB,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|)vB→A,t′+1,t+1[ℓ]

=
∑

w∈W[ℓ]

N [ℓ− w]

Nc[ℓ]
|W [ℓ]|γ2[ℓ][ℓ− w]vpostB,t′+1,t+1[ℓ− w]

− 1

|W [ℓ]|
ηB,t′ [ℓ]ηB,t[ℓ]

1
TV −1

A→B,t[ℓ]1
, (93)

with ηB,t[ℓ] given in (51).

Module A in LM-OAMP requires the covariance message

vB→A,0,t+1[ℓ], which is obtained by letting f−1[l] = 0 in (93),

(1− ηB,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|)vB→A,0,t+1[ℓ]

=
∑

w∈W[ℓ]

N [ℓ− w]

Nc[ℓ]
|W [ℓ]|γ2[ℓ][ℓ− w]vpostB,0,t+1[ℓ − w],(94)

where the posterior covariance vpostB,0,t+1[l] needs to be a

consistent estimator of N−1[l]E[xT[l](x[l]− xpost
B,t+1[l])].

For the Bayes-optimal denoiser, we use

vpostB,0,t+1[l] =
1

N [l]
E

[

∥

∥x[l]− fopt(x
suf
A→B,t[l]; v

suf
A→B,t[l])

∥

∥

2

∣

∣

∣xsuf
A→B,t[l], v

suf
A→B,t[l]

]

, (95)

which is justified via the fact that the posterior mean estimator

fopt is uncorrelated with its estimation error.

As expected from [48], [49], the following proposition

implies the equivalence between Bayes-optimal OAMP and

Bayes-optimal LM-OAMP.

Proposition 4: Consider the signal vector x[l] with i.i.d.

elements, the LMMSE filter, and the Bayes-optimal denoiser.

If the covariance matrix V A→B,t[ℓ] is positive definite, then

LM-OAMP is equivalent to OAMP: The messages ~xA→B,t[ℓ],
vA→B,t′,t[ℓ], ~xB→A,t+1[ℓ], and vB→A,t′+1,t+1[ℓ] in (83), (84),

(92), and (93) are respectively equal to (41), (43), (53), and

(55) in OAMP for all t and t′ ∈ {0, . . . , t}. Furthermore,

vB→A,0,t+1[ℓ] in (94) is equal to (55) in OAMP for all t.
Proof: See Appendix F.

The positive definiteness of V A→B,t[ℓ] is justified in the

large system limit via state evolution. Proposition 4 allows us

to analyze the asymptotic dynamics of Bayes-optimal OAMP

and its convergence property via those for Bayes-optimal LM-

OAMP. In particular, the convergence property of LM-OAMP

can be analyzed more straightforwardly than that of OAMP.

In this sense, LM-OAMP is regarded as a technical tool to

prove the convergence of state evolution recursions for Bayes-

optimal OAMP.

C. State Evolution

State evolution analysis is presented for LM-OAMP in the

spatially coupled system (31). This paper extends a unified

framework [54] of state evolution to that for the spatially cou-

pled system. A general error model for the spatially coupled

system is proposed and analyzed in the large system limit.

By proving that the proposed general error model contains the

error model for LM-OAMP in the spatially coupled system,

we derive state evolution recursions for LM-OAMP.

We first define state evolution recursions for LM-OAMP.

State evolution recursions for module A with the initial condi-

tion v̄B→A,0,0[ℓ] = |W [ℓ]|α−1
c [ℓ]

∑

w∈W[ℓ] α[ℓ][ℓ−w]γ2[ℓ][ℓ−
w] are given by

v̄postA,t′,t[ℓ] = lim
{M [ℓ],N [l]}→∞

{

σ2

Nc[ℓ]
Tr
(

FT
t [ℓ]F t′ [ℓ]

)

+
v̄B→A,t′,t[ℓ]

Nc[ℓ]
Tr
{

(I − FT
t [ℓ]A[ℓ])(I − FT

t′ [ℓ]A[ℓ])T
}

}

,

(96)
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v̄A→B,t′,t[ℓ] =
1

|W [ℓ]|
v̄postA,t′,t[ℓ]− η̄A,t′ [ℓ]η̄A,t[ℓ]v̄B→A,t′,t[ℓ]

(1 − η̄A,t′ [ℓ])(1 − η̄A,t[ℓ])
,

(97)

where η̄A,t[ℓ] is the same as (59) for OAMP.

Let V̄ A→B,t[ℓ] ∈ R
(t+1)×(t+1) denote the covariance ma-

trix with the (τ ′, τ) element [V̄ A→B,t[ℓ]]τ ′,τ = v̄A→B,τ ′,τ [ℓ].
State evolution recursions for module B are given by

1

v̄sufA→B,t′,t[l]
=

W
∑

w=0

γ2[l + w][l]1TV̄
−1
A→B,t[l + w]1, (98)

v̄postB,t′+1,t+1[l] = E[{x1[l]− ft′ [l](x1[l] + zt′ [l])}
·{x1[l]− ft[l](x1[l] + zt[l])}], (99)

(1− η̄B,t′ [ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|)(1− η̄B,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|)v̄B→A,t′+1,t+1[ℓ]

=
∑

w∈W[ℓ]

α[ℓ][ℓ− w]

αc[ℓ]
|W [ℓ]|γ2[ℓ][ℓ− w]v̄postB,t′+1,t+1[ℓ− w]

− 1

|W [ℓ]|
η̄B,t′ [ℓ]η̄B,t[ℓ]

1
TV̄

−1
A→B,t[ℓ]1

, (100)

with

η̄B,t[ℓ] =
∑

w∈W[ℓ]

α[ℓ][ℓ− w]

αc[ℓ]
η̄B,t[ℓ][w], (101)

η̄B,t[ℓ][w] = |W [ℓ]|γ2[ℓ][ℓ− w]1TV̄
−1
A→B,t[ℓ]1

·v̄sufA→B,t,t[ℓ− w]E [f ′
t [ℓ− w](x1[ℓ− w] + zt[ℓ− w])] .(102)

In these expressions, {zt[l]} denote zero-mean Gaussian ran-

dom variables with covariance E[zt′ [l]zt[l]] = v̄sufA→B,t′,t[l],
independent of x1[l].

For t′ = −1, we use

(1− η̄B,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|)v̄B→A,0,t+1[ℓ]

=
∑

w∈W[ℓ]

α[ℓ][ℓ− w]

αc[ℓ]
|W [ℓ]|γ2[ℓ][ℓ− w]v̄postB,0,t+1[ℓ− w](103)

instead of (100), with

v̄postB,0,t+1[l] = E[x1[l]{x1[l]− ft[l](x1[l] + zt[l])}]. (104)

The following theorem implies that the former part in

Theorem 3 is correct.

Theorem 5: Suppose that Assumptions 2–6 hold. Then,

the MSE N−1[l]‖x[l] − xB,t[l]‖2 for OAMP and the error

covariance N−1[l](x[l] − xB,t′ [l])
T(x[l] − xB,t[l]) for LM-

OAMP converge almost surely to v̄postB,t [l] and v̄postB,t′,t[l] in the

large system limit, respectively. The asymptotic MSE v̄postB,t [l]
is given via the state evolution recursions (57)–(62) for OAMP

while v̄postB,t′,t[l] is given via the state evolution recursions (96)–

(100) for LM-OAMP. Furthermore, the covariance matrix

V̄ A→B,t[ℓ] is positive definite.

Proof: See Appendix G.

Theorem 5 implies asymptotic Gaussianity for the estima-

tion error x[l] − xB,t[l]: The error covariance N−1[l](x[l] −
xB,t′ [l])

T(x[l]−xB,t[l]) converges almost surely to v̄postB,t′,t[l] in

(99)—given via the Gaussian random variables {zt′ [l], zt[l]}.

As a conclusion of Theorem 5 and Proposition 4, we arrive

at the equivalence between Bayes-optimal OAMP and Bayes-

optimal LM-OAMP in the large system limit. The latter part

in Theorem 3 is obtained by proving the convergence of state

evolution recursions for Bayes-optimal OAMP.

Theorem 6: Consider the LMMSE filter (37) and the Bayes-

optimal denoiser (49). Suppose that Assumptions 2–6 hold.

• LM-OAMP is asymptotically equivalent to OAMP: The

messages ~xA→B,t[ℓ], vA→B,t′,t[ℓ], ~xB→A,t+1[ℓ], and

vB→A,t′+1,t+1[ℓ] in (83), (84), (92), and (93) are respec-

tively equal to (41), (43), (53), and (55) in OAMP for all t
and t′ ∈ {0, . . . , t} in the large system limit. Furthermore,

vB→A,0,t+1[ℓ] in (94) is equal to (55) in OAMP for all t.
• The error covariance N−1[l](x[l] − xB,t′ [l])

T(x[l] −
xB,t[l]) for Bayes-optimal LM-OAMP converges almost

surely to v̄postB,t [l] for all t′ ∈ {0, . . . , t} in the large system

limit, in which v̄postB,t [l] is given via the state evolution

recursions (65)–(69) for Bayes-optimal OAMP.

• The state evolution recursions (65)–(69) for Bayes-

optimal OAMP converge to a fixed point as t→ ∞.

Proof: The first statement follows from Proposition 4 and

the positive definiteness of V̄ A→B,t[ℓ] in Theorem 5. The

second statement can be proved by repeating the proof of

Proposition 4 for the state evolution recursions (96)–(100),

which describe the asymptotic dynamics of the error covari-

ance N−1[l](x[l]−xB,t′ [l])
T(x[l]−xB,t[l]) from Theorem 5.

We prove the last statement. The first two statements in

Theorem 6 imply that it is sufficient to prove the convergence

of the state evolution recursions for Bayes-optimal LM-OAMP,

because of the equivalence between Bayes-optimal OAMP and

Bayes-optimal LM-OAMP.

Let us prove the convergence. We use [49, Lemma 2]

to find that the asymptotic MSE v̄postB,t+1,t+1[l] in (99) for

Bayes-optimal LM-OAMP is monotonically non-increasing as

t increases. As a result, there exists limt→∞ v̄postB,t+1,t+1[l].

Since the second statement in Theorem 6 implies v̄postB,t′,t+1[l] =

v̄postB,t+1,t+1[l] for all t′ ∈ {0, . . . , t + 1}, the covariance

v̄postB,t′,t+1[l] converges for all t′ ∈ {0, . . . , t + 1} as t → ∞.

Thus, the state evolution recursions for Bayes-optimal LM-

OAMP converge to a fixed point.

Theorem 6 implies that LM-OAMP is equivalent to OAMP

in the large system limit, as long as the LMMSE filter and

the Bayes-optimal denoiser are considered. Theorem 3 follows

from Theorem 5 and the last statement in Theorem 6.

VII. PROOF OF THEOREM 4

A. Overview

The proof of Theorem 4 consists of three steps: In a

first step, via the change of variables, the state evolution

recursions for Bayes-optimal OAMP are connected to the

replica-symmetric potential (3). Unfortunately, the state evo-

lution recursions obtained via the change of variables are not

included in the class of spatially coupled systems analyzed in

[11], [21].

In a second step, we approximate the state evolution re-

cursions so that the obtained recursions are included in the
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class of spatially coupled systems in [11], [21]. We prove

that the approximate state evolution recursions are an exact

approximation of the original state evolution recursions in the

continuum limit.

The last step is evaluation of the fixed point of the approx-

imate state evolution recursions via existing results [11], [21].

By proving that a potential for characterizing the fixed point

is connected to the replica-symmetric potential (3), we arrive

at Theorem 4.

B. Change of Variables

To connect the state evolution recursions for Bayes-optimal

OAMP with the replica symmetric potential (3), we consider

the change of variables st[l] = 1/v̄sufA→B,t[l] and

Et+1[ℓ] =
1

W + 1

∑

w∈W[ℓ]

v̄postB,t+1[ℓ− w]

=
1

W + 1

∑

w∈W[ℓ]

MMSE(st[ℓ− w]), (105)

where we have represented the MMSE v̄postB,t+1[l] in (61) with

MMSE(·) given in (4). For t = 0, we use the initial con-

dition s0[l] = 1/v̄sufA→B,0[l], computed via the state evolution

recursions for Bayes-optimal OAMP.

The goal in the first step is to derive the following state

evolution recursion:

st[l] =
1

W + 1

l+W
∑

ℓ=l

g[ℓ]

(

η̄A,t[ℓ]Et[ℓ]

1− η̄B,t−1[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|

)

, (106)

with

g[ℓ](z) =
1

σ2
RG[ℓ]

(

− z

|W [ℓ]|σ2

)

. (107)

The functions g[ℓ](z) in (107) and MMSE(s) are connected

to the second term in the replica-symmetric potential (3)

and the derivative of the first term, respectively, via the

relationship (21) between mutual information and MMSE.

We first represent the state evolution recursion (65) for

module A with the R-transform. Repeating the derivation of

(11) for η̄A,t[ℓ] in (59) with the LMMSE filter (66), we obtain

η̄A,t[ℓ] = ηAT[ℓ]A[ℓ]

(

v̄B→A,t[ℓ]

σ2

)

, (108)

where ηAT[ℓ]A[ℓ] denotes the η-transform (10) of AT[ℓ]A[ℓ]
in the large system limit. Using the identity ηAT[ℓ]A[ℓ](z) =
ηG[ℓ](z/|W [ℓ]|) obtained from the definition of the η-

transform in (10) yields

η̄A,t[ℓ] = ηG[ℓ]

(

v̄B→A,t[ℓ]

|W [ℓ]|σ2

)

. (109)

Thus, from the representation of the R-transform in (15) at

z = v̄B→A,t[ℓ]/(σ
2|W [ℓ]|) we have

1

σ2
RG[ℓ]

(

− η̄A,t[ℓ]v̄B→A,t[ℓ]

σ2|W [ℓ]|

)

=
|W [ℓ]|(1− η̄A,t[ℓ])

η̄A,t[ℓ]v̄B→A,t[ℓ]
.

(110)

Applying this expression to the definition of v̄A→B,t[ℓ] in (65),

we arrive at

1

v̄A→B,t[ℓ]
=

1

σ2
RG[ℓ]

(

− η̄A,t[ℓ]v̄B→A,t[ℓ]

|W [ℓ]|σ2

)

. (111)

We next derive the state evolution recursion (106). Substi-

tuting the expression of v̄A→B,t[ℓ] in (111) into the definition

of v̄sufA→B,t[l] in (70) for Bayes-optimal OAMP, we have

st[l] =
1

v̄sufA→B,t[l]
=

1

W + 1

l+W
∑

ℓ=l

g[ℓ](η̄A,t[ℓ]v̄B→A,t[ℓ]),

(112)

with g[ℓ](z) defined in (107). Using the identity Et+1[ℓ] =
η̄B,t[ℓ]v̄A→B,t[ℓ] obtained from Et+1[ℓ] in (105) and η̄B,t[ℓ] in

(71), we find that (69) reduces to

v̄B→A,t+1[ℓ] =
Et+1[ℓ]

1− η̄B,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]| . (113)

Substituting this expression into (112), we arrive at the state

evolution recursion (106).

C. Approximate State Evolution Recursions

The state evolution recursions (105) and (106) with respect

to st[l] and Et[ℓ] are not included in the class of spatially

coupled dynamical systems in [11], [21]. Thus, we consider

approximate state evolution recursions with the initial condi-

tion s̃0[l] = s0[l], given by

Ẽt+1[ℓ] =
1

W + 1

∑

w∈W[ℓ]

MMSE(s̃t[ℓ− w]), (114)

s̃t[l] =
1

W + 1

l+W
∑

ℓ=l

g(Ẽt[ℓ]), (115)

with

g(z) =
1

σ2
R
(

− z

σ2
,
)

, (116)

where R(z) is defined in the assumption (72) in Theorem 4.

The approximate state evolution recursions are included in the

class of spatially coupled systems in [11], [21].

The former state evolution recursion (114) is equivalent to

the original recursion (105). On the other hand, the latter (115)

is obtained by letting η̄A,t[ℓ] = 1, η̄B,t−1[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]| = 0,

and RG[ℓ](z/|W [ℓ]|) = R(z) in the original recursion (106),

of which the last is motivated by the assumption (72) in

Theorem 4. The first two replacements are due to the following

lemma:

Lemma 7: Let {aW > 0}∞W=1 denote a positive and diverg-

ing sequence at a sublinear speed in W : limW→∞ aW = ∞
and limW→∞ aW /W = 0. Suppose E[x21[l]] = 1 holds

and that there is some function R(z) such that the R-

transform of G[ℓ] satisfies the assumption (72) in Theorem 4

for all ℓ ∈ {⌈W/aW ⌉, . . . , L + W − 1 − ⌈W/aW ⌉} and

limz→∞ zR(−z) = δ holds. Then, we have

lim
W=∆L→∞

W

aW
|η̄A,t[ℓ]− 1| <∞, (117)

lim
W=∆L→∞

W

aW

η̄B,t[ℓ]

|W [ℓ]| <∞ (118)
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in the continuum limit, for all ℓ ∈ {⌈W/aW ⌉, . . . , L +W −
1− ⌈W/aW ⌉}.

Proof: We first prove the former bound (117). Let y =
vηG[ℓ](v/|W [ℓ]|) with v = v̄B→A,t[ℓ]/σ

2. Evaluating the rep-

resentation of the R-transform RG[ℓ] in (15) at z = v/|W [ℓ]|
yields

RG[ℓ]

(

− y

|W [ℓ]|

)

= |W [ℓ]|1− ηG[ℓ](v/|W [ℓ]))

y
. (119)

We use the definition of η̄A,t[ℓ] in (109) and the assump-

tion (72) in Theorem 4 to obtain

|W [ℓ]||η̄A,t[ℓ]− 1| = |yR(−y)|+O(a−1
W ). (120)

The assumption limy→∞ yR(−y) = δ in Lemma 7 implies the

boundedness of the RHS. Since Proposition 3 implies |W [ℓ]| ≥
W/aW , we arrive at the former bound (117).

We next prove the latter bound (118). It is sufficient to

prove the boundedness of η̄B,t[ℓ] in (71). As shown in (5),

the MMSE v̄postB,t+1[l] in the numerator is bounded from above

by the prior variance E[x21[l]] = 1. The variance v̄A→B,t[ℓ] in

the denominator has to be positive since V̄ A→B,t[ℓ] has been

proved to be positive definite in Theorem 5. Thus, η̄B,t[ℓ] in

(71) is bounded.

The goal in the second step is to prove that the approxi-

mate state evolution recursions (114) and (115) are an exact

approximation of the original state evolution recursions in the

continuum limit.

Lemma 8: Suppose that E[x21[l]] = 1 holds and that all

moments for the asymptotic eigenvalue distribution ofG[ℓ] are

bounded. Let {aW > 0}∞W=1 denote a positive and diverging

sequence at a sublinear speed in W : limW→∞ aW = ∞ and

limW→∞ aW /W = 0. Assume the following conditions:

• There is some function R(z) such that the R-transform

of G[ℓ] satisfies the assumption (72) in Theorem 4 for

all ℓ ∈ {⌈W/aW ⌉, . . . , L+W − 1− ⌈W/aW ⌉}.

• R(z) is proper, continuously differentiable, and non-

decreasing for all z ≤ 0.

• limz→∞ zR(−z) = δ holds.

Then, for all ℓ ∈ LW , l ∈ L0, and iteration τ ,

lim
W=∆L→∞

aW |Ẽτ+1[ℓ]− Eτ+1[ℓ]| <∞, (121)

lim
W=∆L→∞

aW |s̃τ [l]− sτ [l]| <∞. (122)

Proof: See Appendix H.

Lemma 8 allows us to evaluate the dynamics of the original

state evolution recursions for Bayes-optimal OAMP via the

approximate state evolution (114) and (115) as long as the

continuum limit is considered.

D. Analysis via Potential

The fixed point of the approximate state evolution re-

cursions (114) and (115) was analyzed in [11], [21]. The

existing results are different in terms of the order of limits:

[11] considered lim∆↓0 limt→∞ limW=∆L→∞ while [21] took

limW→∞ limL→∞ limt→∞. In the proof of Theorem 4, we

focus on the former limit to use Lemma 8.

Define a potential function F : [0, 1] → R as

F (Ẽ) =

∫ g(Ẽ)

0

MMSE(s)ds+

∫ Ẽ

0

g(z)dz − Ẽg(Ẽ), (123)

where g(z) is given in (116). Note that F (Ẽ) depends on δ
through R(z) in g(z).

Theorem 7 ( [11]): Suppose that R(z) in (116) is strictly

increasing and twice continuously differentiable for all z ≤ 0.

Let Ẽopt denote the global minimizer of the potential func-

tion (123). If Ẽopt is unique, then

lim
∆↓0

lim
t→∞

lim
W=∆L→∞

1

|LW |
∑

ℓ∈LW

Ẽt[ℓ] ≤ Ẽopt. (124)

Proof: Consider vℓ(t) = −Ẽt[ℓ] and ul(t) = st[l] with

φ(s) = −MMSE(s), ψ(v) = g(−v), and β = 1 in [11,

Eqs. (41) and (42)]. From Proposition 2 and the assumption

on R(z) in Theorem 7, the two functions φ and ψ are strictly

increasing and twice continuously differentiable. A potential

function V (ψ(−Ẽ)) in [11, Eq. (58)] reduces to (123). Thus,

from [11, Theorem 5 and Corollary 1] there is some function

Ẽ : [0, 1] → [0, 1] such that the upper bound Ẽ(x) ≤ Ẽopt

holds for all x and

lim
∆↓0

lim
t→∞

lim
W=∆L→∞

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

|LW |
∑

ℓ∈LW

{

Ẽt[ℓ]− Ẽ

(

ℓ

|LW |

)}

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

= 0.

(125)

Applying the upper bound Ẽ(x) ≤ Ẽopt to this expression,

we arrive at Theorem 7.

Remark 2: The other existing result [21, Theorem 1] implies

lim
W→∞

lim
L→∞

lim
t→∞

max
ℓ∈LW

Ẽt[ℓ] ≤ Ẽopt (126)

under slightly weaker assumptions than those in Theorem 7,

where R(z) is assumed to be non-decreasing and continuously

differentiable for all z ≤ 0. However, this upper bound is not

matched with Lemma 8 since the limit t→ ∞ is taken before

the continuum limit.

Remark 3: The so-called BP threshold [11] was defined as

the infimum δBP of δ such that the potential function (123)

has a unique minimizer for all δ ∈ (δBP, 1]. Furthermore,

define the potential threshold δopt as the infimum of δ such

that the global minimizer Ẽopt of the potential function (123)

is unique and equal to the smallest local minimizer of (123).

When δopt < δBP holds, the potential function (123) has

multiple minimizers for all δ ∈ [δopt, δBP). In this case,

the state evolution recursions for Bayes-optimal OAMP have

multiple fixed points for all δ ∈ [δopt, δBP). Spatial coupling

is a general technique to guarantee that the state evolution

recursions converge to the best fixed point as long as δ is

larger than the potential threshold δopt.

We are ready to prove Theorem 4.

Proof of Theorem 4: We first prove the upper bound,

lim
∆↓0

lim
t→∞

lim
W=∆L→∞

1

|LW |
∑

ℓ∈LW

Et[ℓ] ≤ Ẽopt (127)
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if Ẽopt is unique. Using the triangle inequality and Lemma 8

yields

1

|LW |
∑

ℓ∈LW

Et[ℓ]

≤ 1

|LW |
∑

ℓ∈LW

|Et[ℓ]− Ẽt[ℓ]|+
1

|LW |
∑

ℓ∈LW

Ẽt[ℓ]

→ lim
W=∆L→∞

1

|LW |
∑

ℓ∈LW

Ẽt[ℓ] (128)

in the continuum limit. Applying Theorem 7, we arrive at the

upper bound (127) if Ẽopt is unique.

We next prove the identity Ẽopt = Eopt. Applying g(z)
given in (116) and the general formula (21) between mutual

information and MMSE to the potential function (123), we

have

F (Ẽ) = 2I(s) +

∫ Ẽ

0

1

σ2
R
(

− z

σ2

)

dz − sẼ, (129)

with s = R(−Ẽ/σ2)/σ2. Using the change of variables

z̃ = z/σ2 for the second term, we find that F (Ẽ)/2 is

equal to the replica-symmetric potential fRS(Ẽ, s) in (3) with

RATA(z) = R(z) and s = R(−Ẽ/σ2)/σ2. Lemma 6 for

RATA(z) = R(z) implies that the global minimizer Ẽopt of

the potential function (123) is equal to Eopt in the global

optimizer (Eopt, sopt) of the optimization problem (23).

We prove the main statement (73) in Theorem 4. Using

the following identity obtained from the definition of Et[ℓ] in

(105):
∑

ℓ∈LW

Et[ℓ] =
∑

l∈L0

v̄postB,t [l], (130)

we have

lim
∆↓0

lim
t→∞

lim
W=∆L→∞

1

|L0|
∑

l∈L0

v̄postB,t [l]

=lim
∆↓0

(1 + ∆) lim
t→∞

lim
W=∆L→∞

1

|LW |
∑

ℓ∈LW

Et[ℓ] ≤ Eopt,

(131)

where the inequality follows from Ẽopt = Eopt, the unique-

ness assumption of Eopt, and the upper bound (127). Thus,

we arrive at the main statement (73).

Finally, we evaluate Eopt. Since Eopt is the global optimizer

of the optimization problem (23), Theorem 2 for RATA(z) =
R(z) implies that Eopt is unique and tends to zero as σ2 ↓ 0
for all δ > dI. Thus, Theorem 4 holds.

VIII. NUMERICAL RESULTS

A. Numerical Conditions

In all numerical results, the BG prior with signal density

ρ ∈ [0, 1] was assumed: The signal vector x has independent

elements that take 0 with probability 1 − ρ and are sampled

from the Gaussian distribution N (0, 1/ρ) with probability ρ.

This signal vector satisfies Assumption 2.

For spatially coupled systems, we assumed M [ℓ] = M ,

N [l] = N , and the uniform coupling weights (27). Two kinds

of sensing matrices were considered: One is i.i.d. Gaussian

sensing matrices |W [ℓ]|1/2A[ℓ] given via (29) that have in-

dependent zero-mean Gaussian elements with variance 1/M .

The other is artificial ill-conditioned sensing matrices [54].

The SVD structure |W [ℓ]|1/2A[ℓ] = Σ[ℓ]H[ℓ] is considered.

The singular values in Σ[ℓ] ∈ R
M×|W[ℓ]|N are defined in

Corollary 6 with condition number κ > 1. The unit con-

dition number κ = 1 indicates that the sensing matrix has

orthogonal rows, as considered in Corollary 5. The orthogonal

matrix H[ℓ] ∈ O|W[ℓ]|N denotes the Hadamard matrix with

random row permutation, which can be regarded as a practical

alternative of Haar-distributed orthogonal matrices [65].

We considered damped OAMP with the LMMSE filter and

the Bayes-optimal denoiser—called Bayes-optimal OAMP.

Damping [42] was employed in module B: The original

messages passed from module B to module A for t > 0 were

replaced by

~xB→A,t+1[ℓ] := ζ~xB→A,t+1[ℓ] + (1 − ζ)~xB→A,t[ℓ], (132)

vB→A,t+1[ℓ] := ζvB→A,t+1[ℓ] + (1− ζ)vB→A,t[ℓ], (133)

with damping factor ζ ∈ [0, 1], where ~xB→A,t+1[ℓ] and

vB→A,t+1[ℓ] on the RHSs are given in (53) and (54), re-

spectively. The damping technique is empirically known to

improve the convergence property of OAMP for finite-sized

systems.

For comparison, damped AMP with the Bayes-optimal de-

noiser [5], [16]—called Bayes-optimal AMP—was considered.

Damping [36] was applied to mean and variance messages

just before denoising since damping after denoising was not

effective.

For spatially coupled systems, different MSEs are achieved

in different sections. We focus on the largest MSE among all

sections. 104 independent numerical trials were simulated for

spatially coupled systems while 105 independent trials were

simulated for conventional systems without spatial coupling.

B. State Evolution

The asymptotic dynamics of OAMP is investigated via state

evolution. As shown in Fig. 2, the MSEs at both ends decrease

to a small value in the early stage. Then, the small MSEs

propagate toward the center sections. Eventually, the MSEs

in all sections converge to the MSE shown as the bottom

horizontal line, which is equal to the Bayes-optimal MSE

for M/N = 0.18 [29], [30], [33], while the MSE of OAMP

without spatial coupling converges to the top horizontal line.

In terms of the comparison between OAMP and AMP,

OAMP converges to the Bayes-optimal MSE faster than AMP.

When the SVDs of A[ℓ] in (29) are pre-computed, the per-

iteration complexity of OAMP is the same as that of AMP.

Since the SVD pre-computation is of course dominant in the

complexity, a reduction in the complexity of OAMP is an

important future direction.

We next focus on thresholds [11]. For systems without

spatial coupling, a threshold δ∗ is defined as the infimum of

δ =M/N such that the state evolution recursions converge to

a unique fixed point, which corresponds to the Bayes-optimal

performance. Thus, OAMP is Bayes-optimal for δ > δ∗ while

it is not for δ < δ∗.
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Fig. 2. Asymptotic MSE versus section l for zero-mean i.i.d. Gaussian
sensing matrices, L = 50, W = 1, M/N = 0.18, ρ = 0.1, and 1/σ2 =
30 dB. The top and bottom horizontal lines are the asymptotic MSEs to
which the state evolution recursions without spatial coupling converge when
the original initialization and the artificial initialization v̄B→A,0[ℓ] = 10−6

are used, respectively.

For spatially coupled systems, a threshold δ∗SC is defined

as the infimum of δ such that the state evolution recursions

converge to the Bayes-optimal MSE. In general, the threshold

δ∗SC is smaller than δ∗ when the state evolution recursions have

multiple fixed points for systems without spatial coupling.
Figure 3 shows the thresholds for systems without spatial

coupling (W = 0) and spatially coupled systems (W ≥ 1). A a

fair comparison, (1+W/L)δ∗SC is plotted for spatially coupled

systems while δ∗ is shown for W = 0. The thresholds were

numerically estimated via 1000 iterations of the state evolution

recursions.
We first focus on the spatially coupled systems with W ≥ 1.

As shown in Fig. 3, (1 +W/L)δ∗SC degrades as W increases

while numerical evaluation showed that the threshold δ∗SC itself

improves as W grows. This observation implies that a loss in

the compression rate is more dominant than an improvement

in the threshold for L = 50 and W ≥ 1. We need to consider

larger L to reduce the loss factor (1+W/L) in the compression

rate.
We next compare W = 0 and W = 1. For W = 1, as

implied in Corollary 5, the threshold δ∗SC of OAMP for κ = 1
is equal to that of AMP for zero-mean i.i.d. Gaussian sensing

matrices with spatial coupling. As the condition number κ
increases, the gap between δ∗ and δ∗SC shrinks. As a result,

W = 1 is better than W = 0 only for low-to-moderate

condition number when a loss in the compression rate is taken

into account. Thus, spatial coupling is effective for small-to-

moderate κ. Note that this conclusion depends heavily on the

signal prior: It depends heavily on the signal prior whether the

state evolution recursions have a unique fixed point for high

condition number.

C. Numerical Simulations

OAMP for spatially coupled systems is compared to that for

systems without spatial coupling. Figure 4 shows the largest
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Fig. 3. Threshold of OAMP for ill-conditioned sensing matrices, L = 50,
ρ = 0.1, 1/σ2 = 30 dB, and 1000 iterations.

MSE among all sections for sensing matrices with condition

number κ = 10. The used damping factors are presented in

Table I. Since the threshold improves via spatial coupling,

OAMP for spatially coupled systems with W = 1 achieves

small MSEs for smaller compression rates than that for W =
0.

A disadvantage of spatial coupling is in the region of

large compression rates. The MSEs for W = 1 are slightly

larger than those for W = 0 in that region, because the W -

dependency of the R-transform for the sensing matrices (29)

and the rate loss via spatial coupling. While the rate loss

decreases as L grows, the change of the R-transform degrades

the performance as W increases. Thus, small W should be

used in spatially coupled systems.

OAMP is compared to AMP for zero-mean i.i.d. Gaussian

sensing matrices. As shown in Fig. 5, the two algorithms are

comparable to each other for both W = 0 and W = 1.

Furthermore, OAMP for the unit condition number κ = 1 is

also comparable to that for zero-mean i.i.d. Gaussian sensing

matrices for W = 1. The latter result is consistent with Corol-

lary 5, claiming that the R-transform for the unit condition

number κ = 1 reduces to that for zero-mean i.i.d. Gaussian

matrices in the limit W → ∞. These results imply that sensing

matrices with the unit condition number are a low-complexity

alternative of zero-mean i.i.d. Gaussian sensing matrices for

OAMP to achieve the information-theoretic compression limit

via spatial coupling.

IX. CONCLUSIONS

This paper has established the unified framework of state

evolution for LM-MP to reconstruct the signal vectors from

right-orthogonally invariant linear measurements with spatial

coupling. The unified framework has been utilized to propose

OAMP and LM-OAMP for spatially coupled systems, of

which the latter is regarded as a tool for proving the con-

vergence of the state evolution recursions for Bayes-optimal

OAMP. For the noiseless case, Bayes-optimal OAMP has been



IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON INFORMATION THEORY 21

Simulation (W=0)

10
-4

10
-3

10
-2

10
-1

10
0

0.15 0.175 0.2 0.225 0.25 0.275 0.3

L
ar

g
es

t 
M

S
E

Overall compression rate

State evolution (W=1)
State evolution (W=0)

Simulation (W=1)

Fig. 4. Largest MSE versus the overall compression rate (1 + W/L)δ
for OAMP, ill-conditioned sensing matrices with condition number κ = 10,
L = 16, N = 213, ρ = 0.1, 1/σ2 = 30 dB, and 200 iterations.

TABLE I
DAMPING FACTORS USED IN FIGS. 4.

(M, ζ) for W = 1
(1229, 0.7), (1475, 0.6), (1536, 0.7), (1597, 0.7), (1618, 0.7),
(1638, 0.7), (1740, 0.7), (1843, 0.7), (2048, 0.7), (2294, 0.65)

(M, ζ) for W = 0
(1229, 1), (1434, 1), (1638, 1), (1741, 0.95), (1843, 0.95),
(1946, 0.95), (2048, 1), (2253, 1), (2457, 1)

proved to achieve the information-theoretic compression limit

for right-orthogonally invariant matrices with spatial coupling.

Possible directions for future research are twofold: One

direction is a construction of low-complexity LM-MP that

achieves the information-theoretic compression limit. We need

to generalize existing LM-MP, such as MAMP [57] or VAMP

with warm-started conjugate gradient (WS-CG) [58], [59], to

the spatial coupling case.

The other direction is challenging. This paper has assumed

the joint right-orthogonal invariance of all non-zero sensing

matrices in each row section. As a result, the R-transform

of the sensing matrices depends on the coupling width W .

Numerical results have shown that the W -dependency of the

R-transform degrades the performance of OAMP in the large-

compression-rate regime compared to W = 0. To circumvent

this disadvantage, we need to assume the right-orthogonal

invariance of each non-zero sensing matrix in each row sec-

tion. For spatially coupled systems under such an assumption,

however, it is challenging to establish a unified framework of

state evolution.

APPENDIX A

PROOF OF LEMMA 1

We follow an existing proof strategy [66, Appendix D] to

prove Lemma 1. If the two functions f and g were defined

on R, the former part in Lemma 1 could be proved straight-

forwardly by using the Legendre-Fenchel transform and its

inverse transform. However, we need a technical result (i.e.

W=0
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Fig. 5. Largest MSE versus the overall compression rate (1 +W/L)δ for
OAMP, zero-mean i.i.d. Gaussian sensing matrices, L = 16, N = 512,
ρ = 0.1, 1/σ2 = 30 dB, and 200 iterations. OAMP was also simulated for
spatially coupled sensing matrices with condition number κ = 1.

TABLE II
DAMPING FACTORS USED IN FIGS. 5.

(M, ζ) for W = 1
(1229, 0.7), (1475, 0.6), (1536, 0.7), (1597, 0.7), (1618, 0.7),
(1638, 0.7), (1740, 0.7), (1843, 0.7), (2048, 0.7), (2294, 0.65)

(M, ζ) for W = 0
(1229, 1), (1434, 1), (1638, 1), (1741, 0.95), (1843, 0.95),
(1946, 0.95), (2048, 1), (2253, 1), (2457, 1)

Lemma 10) to restrict the domains of f and g to [Emin, Emax]
and [0,∞), respectively.

We start with the definition of the Legendre-Fenchel trans-

form for concave functions.

Definition 4: Let φ : [xmin, xmax] → [−∞,∞) denote

a concave function such that φ(x) > −∞ holds for some

x ∈ [xmin, xmax]. The Legendre-Fenchel transform φ∗ of φ is

defined as

φ∗(y) = inf
x∈[xmin,xmax]

{xy − φ(x)} (134)

for all y ∈ R.

Extend the domain of φ from [xmin, xmax] to R, by letting

φ(x) = −∞ for all x /∈ [xmin, xmax]. If φ is upper semi-

continuous and concave on the closed interval [xmin, xmax],
the extended function φ is also upper semicontinuous and

concave on R. Since the infimum in (134) is not attained at

x /∈ [xmin, xmax], we have the following proposition:

Proposition 5: Suppose that φ : R → [−∞,∞) is a concave

function such that φ(x) > −∞ and φ(x′) = −∞ hold for

some x ∈ [xmin, xmax] and all x′ /∈ [xmin, xmax]. Then,

inf
x∈R

{xy − φ(x)} = inf
x∈[xmin,xmax]

{xy − φ(x)} (135)

for all y ∈ R.

From Proposition 5, without loss of generality, we can

extend the domain of φ to R. Similarly, we can extend the do-

main of another function on [0,∞) to R. In proving Lemma 1,
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we use the Fenchel-Moreau theorem [73, Theorem VI.5.3(e)],

i.e. the invertibility of the Legendre-Fenchel transform.

Lemma 9 (Fenchel-Moreau Theorem): Suppose that φ :
R → [−∞,∞) is an upper semicontinuous and concave

function such that φ(x) > −∞ holds for some x ∈ R. Then,

(φ∗)∗(x) = φ(x) holds for all x ∈ R.

Note that the lower semicontinuity is required in the

Fenchel-Moreau theorem for convex functions.

The following result is useful in considering the inverse

transform for the Legendre-Fenchel transform of φ with the

domain [xmin, xmax] extended to R.

Lemma 10: Suppose that φ : R → [−∞,∞) is a concave

function such that φ(x) > −∞ and φ(x′) = −∞ hold for

some x ∈ [xmin, xmax] and all x′ /∈ [xmin, xmax]. Define

Y ⊂ R denote the set of y ∈ R such that the infimum in the

Legendre-Fenchel transform (134) is attained in the interior of

[xmin, xmax], i.e.

Y =

{

y ∈ R : arginf
x∈[xmin,xmax]

{xy − φ(x)} ∈ (xmin, xmax)

}

.

(136)

Let y0 ∈ R denote the unique intersection of two affine

functions: xminy−φ(xmin) = xmaxy−φ(xmax) at y = y0. If

the infimum in (134) is attained at x = xmin and x = xmax for

y = supY and y = inf Y , respectively, and if y0 /∈ Y1 = {y ∈
(inf Y, supY) : y /∈ Y} holds, then the Legendre-Fenchel

transform φ∗ satisfies

inf
y∈R

{xy − φ∗(y)} = inf
y∈Ȳ

{xy − φ∗(y)} (137)

for all x ∈ [xmin, xmax], with Ȳ = Y ∪ {inf Y, supY}.

Proof: Since infy∈R{xy−φ∗(y)} ≤ infy∈Ȳ{xy−φ∗(y)}
is trivial, we prove infy∈R{xy−φ∗(y)} ≥ infy∈Ȳ{xy−φ∗(y)}
for all x ∈ [xmin, xmax].

We first focus on y ≥ supY . The definition of Y implies

that the infimum in (134) is attained at x = xmin or x = xmax.

For all y ≥ supY we use xmax ≥ xmin to have

xmaxy − φ(xmax)− {xminy − φ(xmin)}
≥ xmax supY − φ(xmax)− {xmin supY − φ(xmin)} ≥ 0,

(138)

where the last inequality follows from the optimality assump-

tion of x = xmin at y = supY . Thus, we obtain

φ∗(y) = xminy − φ(xmin) (139)

for all y ≥ supY . Using this expression, for all x ≥ xmin we

arrive at

inf
y≥supY

{xy − φ∗(y)} = inf
y≥supY

{(x− xmin)y + φ(xmin)}

= x supY − φ∗(supY) ≥ inf
y∈Ȳ

{xy − φ∗(y)}. (140)

We next consider y ≤ inf Y . Repeating the same argument

with the optimality assumption of x = xmax at y = inf Y , for

all x ≤ xmax we have

inf
y≤inf Y

{xy − φ∗(y)} ≥ inf
y∈Ȳ

{xy − φ∗(y)}. (141)

Finally, we focus on the remaining set Y1 = {y ∈
(inf Y, supY) : y /∈ Y} if Y1 6= ∅. Since the intersec-

tion y0 /∈ Y1 has been assumed, φ∗(y) = min{xminy −
φ(xmin), xmaxy − φ(xmax)} reduces to φ∗(y) = xmaxy −
φ(xmax) and φ∗(y) = xminy − φ(xmin) for all y ∈ {y ∈
Y1 : y < y0} and y ∈ {y ∈ Y1 : y > y0}, respectively.

Thus, the infimum of xy − φ∗(y) over y ∈ Y1 is attained at

an endpoint for Y1, which is also an endpoint for Ȳ . These

observations imply

inf
y∈Y1

{xy − φ∗(y)} ≥ inf
y∈Ȳ

{xy − φ∗(y)}. (142)

Since (−∞, inf Y] ∪ Y1 ∪ Y ∪ [supY,∞) = R holds, we

combine these inequalities to arrive at infy∈R{xy−φ∗(y)} ≥
infy∈Y{xy − φ∗(y)} for all x ∈ [xmin, xmax].

Lemma 10 is useful for restricting the domain of the

Legendre-Fenchel transform. When the intersection y0 is in-

cluded in Y1, the infimum of xy − φ∗(y) over y ∈ Y1 is

attained at y = y0 /∈ Y . Thus, the condition y0 /∈ Y1 is

necessary for Lemma 10.

We are ready for proving the former part in Lemma 1.

Proof of (7): Using ψ(E, s) = f(E) + g(s) − sE and

the definition of the Legendre-Fenchel transform, we have

inf
s≥0

sup
E∈[Emin,Emax]

ψ(E, s) = inf
s≥0

{g(s)− f∗(s)}, (143)

where f∗ is the Legendre-Fenchel transform of f on R,

which satisfies f(E) = −∞ for all E /∈ [Emin, Emax]. See

Proposition 5.

Extend the domain of g from [0,∞) to R by letting

g(s) = −∞ for all s < 0. Proposition 5 implies that the

Legendre-Fenchel transform g∗ of g on R is equal to g∗(E) =
infs≥0{sE − g(s)}. Since g is upper semicontinuous and

concave on R, Lemma 9 implies g(s) = infE∈R{sE−g∗(E)}.

From the assumption for the Legendre-Fenchel transform of g
in Lemma 1, we use Lemma 10 with Y = (Emin, Emax) and

Y1 = ∅ to obtain g(s) = infE∈[Emin,Emax]{sE − g∗(E)} for

all s ≥ 0. Substituting this expression into the RHS of (143)

yields

inf
s≥0

sup
E∈[Emin,Emax]

ψ(E, s)

= inf
s≥0

{

inf
E∈[Emin,Emax]

{sE − g∗(E)} − f∗(s)

}

= inf
E∈[Emin,Emax]

{

inf
s≥0

{sE − f∗(s)} − g∗(E)

}

. (144)

To evaluate infs≥0{sE − f∗(s)}, we use the assump-

tion for the Legendre-Fenchel transform of f in Lemma 1.

Lemma 10 with Y = (smin, smax) and Y1 = ∅ implies

infs∈[smin,smax]{sE−f∗(s)} = infs∈R{sE−f∗(s)}. Since we

have infs≥0{sE−f∗(s)} ≤ infs∈[smin,smax]{sE−f∗(s)} from

the inclusion [smin, smax] ⊂ [0,∞), we obtain the inequality

infs≥0{sE− f∗(s)} ≤ infs∈R{sE− f∗(s)}. Using the trivial

inequality infs≥0{sE − f∗(s)} ≥ infs∈R{sE − f∗(s)}, we

have infs≥0{sE − f∗(s)} = infs∈R{sE − f∗(s)} = f(E),
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in which the last follows from Lemma 9. Substituting this

expression into (144) yields

inf
s≥0

sup
E∈[Emin,Emax]

ψ(E, s) = inf
E∈[Emin,Emax]

{f(E)− g∗(E)}

= inf
E∈[Emin,Emax]

{

f(E)− inf
s≥0

{sE − g(s)}
}

= inf
E∈[Emin,Emax]

sup
s≥0

ψ(E, s). (145)

Thus, (7) is correct.

To prove the latter part in Lemma 1, we present known

properties of a differentiable and strictly concave function φ
on [xmin, xmax].

Lemma 11: Suppose that φ : [xmin, xmax] → [−∞,∞) is

differentiable and strictly concave. Let Y∗ ⊂ R denote the set

of y ∈ R such that y = φ′(x) has a unique solution x =
x∗ ∈ [xmin, xmax]. Then, the Legendre-Fenchel transform φ∗

in (134) reduces to

φ∗(y) = x∗y − φ(x∗) (146)

for all y ∈ Y∗. Furthermore, φ∗ is differentiable. In particular,

we have

(φ∗)′(y) = x∗ (147)

for all y ∈ Y∗.

Proof: The expression (146) is trivial. The differentia-

bility of φ∗ follows from the strict concavity of φ [73,

Theorem VI.5.6]. The expression (147) is due to [73, Theorem

VI.5.3(d)].

We are ready for proving the latter part in Lemma 1.

Proof of (8): Let g∗(E) = infs≥0{sE − g(s)} denote

the Legendre-Fenchel transform of g. We use ψ(E, s) =
f(E)+ g(s)− sE to have infE∈[Emin,Emax] sups≥0 ψ(E, s) =
infE∈[Emin,Emax]{f(E)− g∗(E)}. The derivative g′ is strictly

decreasing since g is differentiable and strictly concave. From

Lemma 11 and the assumption for the Legendre-Fenchel

transform of g in Lemma 1, we obtain g∗(E) = s∗E − g(s∗)
for all E ∈ [Emin, Emax], with Emin = lims→∞ g′(s) and

Emax = g′(0), in which s∗ ≥ 0 is the unique solution to

E = g′(s∗).
Let E∗ ∈ [Emin, Emax] denote a solution to the min-

imization problem infE∈[Emin,Emax]{f(E) − g∗(E)}. Since

Lemma 11 implies the differentiability of g∗, we find that the

first-order optimality condition for the minimization problem

is equal to

f ′(E∗)− (g∗)′(E∗)− µmin + µmax = 0,

µmin(Emin − E∗) = 0, µmax(E
∗ − Emax) = 0, (148)

with some Lagrange multipliers µmin, µmax ≥ 0.

It is sufficient to confirm f ′(E∗) = s∗ since E∗ = g′(s∗)
holds for E∗ ∈ [Emin, Emax]. In the case E∗ ∈ (Emin, Emax),
i.e. µmin = µmax = 0, we use (147) for φ = g and

Y∗ = [Emin, Emax] to find that the first-order optimality

condition (148) reduces to f ′(E∗) = (g∗)′(E∗) = s∗. Thus,

the solution (E∗, s∗) is included in the set (9).

Consider the case E∗ = Emin, i.e. µmax = 0. The definition

Emin = lims→∞ g′(s) implies the optimizer (E∗, s∗) =
(Emin,∞). We use (147) for φ = g and Y∗ = [Emin, Emax]

to have (g∗)′(E∗) = s∗ = ∞. Thus, the first-order optimality

condition (148) implies f ′(E∗) = ∞ = s∗. Thus, (E∗, s∗) is

included in the set (9).

Finally, consider E∗ = Emax, i.e. µmin = 0. The definition

Emax = g′(0) implies the optimizer (E∗, s∗) = (Emax, 0).
From the first-order optimality condition (148) we have

f ′(E∗) − (g∗)′(E∗) + µmax = 0. Since (g∗)′(E∗) = s∗ = 0
holds from (147) for φ = g and Y∗ = [Emin, Emax], we have

f ′(E∗) = −µmax ≤ 0. Using the non-decreasing assumption

f ′(E∗) ≥ 0, we arrive at f ′(E∗) = 0 = s∗. Thus, (E∗, s∗) is

included in the set (9).

We have proved the lower bound

inf
E∈[Emin,Emax]

sup
s≥0

ψ(E, s) ≥ inf
(E,s)

ψ(E, s), (149)

where the infimum on the RHS is over the set (9). To prove

the converse inequality, we assume that (E∗, s∗) is included

in the set (9). We use the definition of g∗ to obtain the

lower bound ψ(E∗, s∗) = f(E∗) − infs≥0{sE∗ − g(s)} =
sups≥0 ψ(E

∗, s) ≥ infE∈[Emin,Emax] sups≥0 ψ(E, s), which

implies

inf
(E,s)

ψ(E, s) ≥ inf
E∈[Emin,Emax]

sup
s≥0

ψ(E, s). (150)

Combining the two bounds, we arrive at (8).

APPENDIX B

PROPERTIES OF η-TRANSFORM AND R-TRANSFORM

A. Proof of Lemma 2

We first prove the former property. Repeating the derivation

of (11) yields

zηATA(z) = lim
M=δN→∞

{

1

N

r
∑

n=1

z

1 + λnz
+
(

1− r

N

)

z

}

,

(151)

which is strictly increasing for all z ≥ 0 since (151) is the

sum of strictly increasing functions of z ≥ 0.

We next prove the latter property. Let f(z;λn) = (1 +
λnz)

−1 denote the nth term in the summation on the RHS of

(11). Evaluating the kth derivative f (k) of f with respect to z
for any k ∈ N yields

f (k)(z;λn) =
(−1)kk!λkn

(1 + λnz)k+1
, (152)

which has the z-independent upper bound |f (k)(z;λn)| ≤
k!λkn for all z ≥ 0. Furthermore, the assumption µk < ∞ is

equivalent to the boundedness of N−1
∑r

n=1 λ
k
n in the large

system limit. Thus, we can interchange the kth derivative and

the large system limit in (11) to obtain

η
(k)

ATA
(z) = lim

M=δN→∞

1

N

r
∑

n=1

f (k)(z;λn), (153)

which is bounded. Thus, the latter property in Lemma 2 holds.
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B. Proof of Lemma 3

We first prove that the R-transform (14) is infinitely

continuously-differentiable for all z ∈ (zmin, 0). From

Lemma 2 and the implicit function theorem, it is sufficient to

confirm that the image of zηATA(z) for z > 0 is (0,−zmin),
which follows from Lemma 2.

We next prove the differentiability of the R-transform at

z = 0. Since all moments {µk} are assumed to be bounded, we

have the series-expansion [32, Eq. (2.84)] in a neighborhood

of z = 0,

RATA(z) =

∞
∑

k=1

ckz
k−1, (154)

where ck denotes the so-called kth free cumulant of the

asymptotic eigenvalue distribution of ATA. Thus, the R-

transform is infinitely continuously-differentiable at z = 0.

Finally, we confirm the well-known results c1 = µ1 and

c2 = µ2 − µ2
1 [32, p. 48] to prove (16) and (17). We use

Taylor’s theorem to expand the η-transform in (10) around

z = 0 up to the second order,

ηATA(−z) = 1 + µ1z + µ2z
2 + o(1) (155)

as z → 0. Evaluating the series-expansion of the RHS in the

R-transform (15) yields

1− ηATA(−z)
−zηATA(−z) = µ1 + (µ2 − µ2

1)z + o(1) (156)

as z → 0. Since ηATA(0) = 1 holds, we take the limit z → 0
in (15) to obtain RATA(0) = limz↑0RATA(zηATA(−z)) =
µ1. Similarly, we have

R′
ATA(0) = lim

z↑0

RATA(zηATA(−z))− µ1

zηATA(−z) = µ2 − µ2
1.

(157)

Thus, Lemma 3 holds.

C. Proof of Lemma 4

We first confirm ηATA(z) ∈ (0, 1) for all z > 0. Since

the positivity follows from the definition of the η-transform

in (10), we need to prove ηATA(z) < 1. Applying the strict

upper bound 1/(1 + λnz) < 1 due to λnz > 0 to (11), we

have

ηATA(z) < lim
M=δN→∞

( r

N
+ 1− r

N

)

= 1 (158)

for all z > 0.

We next prove the former properties. The properties for z =
0 follow from Lemma 3 and the assumption µ1 > 0. For all

z ∈ (zmin, 0), on the other hand, we use ηATA(z) ∈ (0, 1)
for all z > 0 to find that the R-transform RATA(z) in (15)

is positive for all z ∈ (zmin, 0). Thus, we arrive at the former

properties.

Finally, we prove the latter properties. The properties for

z = 0 follow from Lemma 3 and the assumption µ2 > µ2
1.

Thus, we focus on the open interval (zmin, 0). Differentiating

both sides in (15) with respect to z yields

R′
ATA

(−zηATA) =
zηATAη

′
ATA

+ (1 − ηATA)(zηATA)′

(zηATA)2(zηATA)′
.

(159)

Lemma 2 implies that −zηATA(z) is one-to-one mapping

from (0,∞) onto (zmin, 0). Thus, it is sufficient to prove that

the numerator in (159) is positive for all z > 0.

To prove the positivity of the numerator, we use definition

of the η-transform in (11) to evaluate (zηATA)′ as

(zηATA)′ = lim
M=δN→∞

{

1

N

r
∑

n=1

1

(1 + λnz)2
+ 1− r

N

}

= lim
M=δN→∞

1

N
Tr
{

(IN + zATA)−2
}

. (160)

Using this identity and the definition of the η-transform in

(10), we find that the numerator in (159) reduces to

zηATAη
′
ATA

+ (1− ηATA)(zηATA)′ = (zηATA)′ − η2
ATA

= lim
M=δN→∞

{

1

N
Tr
(

S2
z

)

−
[

1

N
Tr (Sz)

]2
}

≥ 0 (161)

for all z > 0, with Sz = (IN + zATA)−1, where the last

inequality follows from Jensen’s inequality. In particular, the

equality holds only when all eigenvalues of Sz are identical,

so that we have the strict inequality under the assumption µ2 >
µ2
1. Thus, the latter properties hold.

APPENDIX C

PROOF OF THEOREM 2

A. Overview

The converse theorem is due to [4]. Thus, we only prove

the achievability: The optimizer (Eopt, sopt) is unique and

noise-limited if δ > dI holds. We use Lemma 6 to focus

on the extremizers (E, s) ∈ S in (24) in solving the inf-sup

problem (23).

We classify the extremizers (24) into two classes: A first

class contains noise-limited extremizers satisfying σ2s > 0 in

the limit σ2 ↓ 0 while the other class includes interference-

limited extremizers σ2s ↓ 0 as σ2 ↓ 0. The noise-limited

extremizers require diverging SINR s → ∞ in the noiseless

limit σ2 ↓ 0 while the interference-limited extremizers include

extremizers with bounded SINR s <∞ in the noiseless limit.

We prove the achievability by showing

lim
σ2↓0

1

lnσ−2

{

fRS(E, s) +
dI
2
lnσ2

}

= 0 (162)

for the former class of extremizers (s, E) ∈ S that satisfy

σ2s > 0 in the limit σ2 ↓ 0. Otherwise, for any ǫ > 0 and

δ 6= dI

lim inf
σ2↓0

1

lnσ−2

{

fRS(s, E) +
dI
2
lnσ2

}

≥ δ − dI − ǫ

2
(163)

for the latter class of extremizers (s, E) ∈ S satisfying σ2s ↓ 0
as σ2 ↓ 0. The proofs of (162) and (163) are given in

Appendices C-B and C-C, respectively.

We confirm that extremizers in the former class are the

solution to the minimization problem (23) for δ > dI. Let

ǫ = (δ − dI)/2 > 0 in (163). Since the lower bound

(δ − dI − ǫ)/2 in (163) is positive, the left-hand side (LHS)

of (163) is larger than that of (162). This observation implies

that the former extremizers satisfying σ2s > 0 are the solution
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to the minimization problem (23) of the replica-symmetric

potential (3) for δ > dI.
Extremizers in the former class satisfy s → ∞ as σ2 ↓ 0,

so that E = MMSE(s) must converge to zero. These obser-

vations imply that (Eopt, sopt) = (0,∞) is the unique and

global optimizer of (23) as σ2 ↓ 0. Thus, Theorem 2 holds.

B. Proof of (162)

We first prove the following result on the R-transform:

Lemma 12: Suppose that all moments {µk} are bounded

and that RATA(z) is non-decreasing and non-negative for all

z ≤ 0. Then, the R-transform RATA(z) is bounded for all

z ≤ 0.

Proof: The boundedness of RATA(z) for z ≤ 0 follows

from RATA(0) = µ1 <∞, obtained from Lemma 3, and the

assumptions for RATA(z).
We next prove the boundedness σ2s < ∞ and E/σ2 <

∞ as σ2 ↓ 0 for the noise-limited extremizer (E, s) ∈ S
satisfying σ2s > 0 in the limit σ2 ↓ 0. From the definition

of S in (24), we use Lemma 12 to have the boundedness

σ2s = RATA(−E/σ2) < ∞ as σ2 ↓ 0. Furthermore, we

utilize the upper bound MMSE(s) ≤ s−1 [28, Eq. (6)] to

obtain E/σ2 = MMSE(s)/σ2 ≤ (σ2s)−1 < ∞, because of

the assumption σ2s > 0.

Finally, we prove the limit (162). Using a general for-

mula [28, Theorem 6] between the mutual information and

Rényi information dimension yields

I(s) =
dI
2
ln s+ o(ln s) (164)

as s → ∞. Furthermore, we use [28, Theorem 8] to obtain

MMSE(s) = dI/s+ o(s−1) as s→ ∞, which implies

sE = sMMSE(s) = dI + o(1). (165)

Substituting the former formula (164) into the replica-

symmetric potential (3), we have

fRS(s, E) +
dI
2
lnσ2 = o(ln(σ2s) + lnσ−2)

+
dI
2
ln(σ2s) +

1

2

∫ E/σ2

0

RATA(−z)dz − sE

2
, (166)

where the last three terms are bounded, because of 0 < σ2s <
∞, E/σ2 <∞, Lemma 12, and (165). Thus, we arrive at the

limit (162).

C. Proof of (163)

We first prove the three properties E/σ2 → ∞, s < ∞,

and E > 0 for the interference-limited extremizer (s, E) ∈ S
satisfying σ2s ↓ 0 as σ2 ↓ 0. From the definition of S in

(24), we have RATA(−E/σ2) = σ2s ↓ 0 as σ2 ↓ 0. Since

RATA(z) has been assumed to be positive for z ≤ 0, we have

the first property E/σ2 → ∞.

Since the last property E = MMSE(s) > 0 follows from

the second property s < ∞, we prove the second property

s <∞ by contradiction. Assume s→ ∞. The last assumption

in Theorem 2 implies (E/σ2)RATA(−E/σ2) = δ + o(1),
because of E/σ2 → ∞. Using RATA(−E/σ2) = σ2s in (24)

yields sE = δ + o(1), which is a contradiction because of

(165) in the limit s → ∞ and δ 6= dI. Thus, there are no

extremizers (s, E) ∈ S satisfying s → ∞ and σ2s ↓ 0 as

σ2 ↓ 0.

We next prove the lower bound (163). Using the non-

negativity of mutual information, we lower-bound the replica-

symmetric potential (3) as

fRS(s, E) ≥ 1

2

∫ E/σ2

0

RATA(−z)dz − sE

2
. (167)

Since s is bounded, sE = sMMSE(s) < ∞ is trivial. Thus,

we can focus on the first term in the lower bound (167) to

evaluate (163).

The last assumption in Theorem 2 implies that, for any ǫ >
0, there is some z0 > 0 such that |zRATA(−z)−δ| < ǫ holds

for all z > z0. Thus, we use E/σ2 → ∞ and the positivity

assumption for RATA(z) to have

lim inf
σ2↓0

1

2 lnσ−2

∫ E/σ2

0

RATA(−z)dz

>lim inf
σ2↓0

1

2 lnσ−2

∫ E/σ2

z0

RATA(−z)dz

>lim inf
σ2↓0

1

2 lnσ−2

∫ E/σ2

z0

δ − ǫ

z
dz

=
δ − ǫ

2
lim inf
σ2↓0

lnE + lnσ−2 − ln z0
lnσ−2

=
δ − ǫ

2
, (168)

where the last follows from the fact that z0 is independent

of σ2, as well as E > 0. Combining these observations, we

arrive at the lower bound (163).

APPENDIX D

SUFFICIENT STATISTIC

A. Memoryless Processing

Consider a virtual AWGN measurement Yt[w] ∈ R for w ∈
{0, . . . ,W}, given by

Yt[w] = γ[l+w][l]X+Zt[w], Zt[w] ∼ N (0, vt[w]), (169)

where X and {Zt[w] : w ∈ {0, . . . ,W}} are independent.

The goal of this appendix is to derive a sufficient statistic for

estimation of a scalar signal X given {Yt[w]}Ww=0.

To understand the significance of this problem, we use

(44) to find that X = xn[l] is included only in {~xn[l +
w][w] : w ∈ {0, . . . ,W}}. Since ~xA→B,t[l + w] is an

estimator of |W [l+w]|−1/2~x[l+w], we associate Yt[w] with

the message ~xA→B,n,t[l + w][w] to obtain the relationship

vt[w] = vA→B,t[l+ w].
We derive a sufficient statistic for estimation of X given

{Yt[w]}Ww=0. Since {Zt[w]} are independent, we have the log

likelihood

ln p({Yt[w]}|X) = −
W
∑

w=0

(Yt[w] − γ[l+ w][l]X)2

2vt[w]
+ Const.

(170)

Expanding the square implies that the sum
∑W

w=0 γ[l +
w][l]Yt[w]/vt[w] is a sufficient statistic for estimation of X
given {Yt[w] : w ∈ {0, . . . ,W}}.
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Consider the following normalized sufficient statistic

St =

∑W
w=0 γ[l + w][l]Yt[w]v

−1
t [w]

∑W
w=0 γ

2[l + w][l]v−1
t [w]

. (171)

Substituting the virtual measurement (169) into this expres-

sion, we have

St = X+Zt, Zt =

∑W
w=0 γ[l + w][l]Zt[w]v

−1
t [w]

∑W
w=0 γ

2[l + w][l]v−1
t [w]

, (172)

which is a zero-mean Gaussian random variable with variance

E[Z2
t ] =

1
∑W

w=0 γ
2[l + w][l]v−1

t [w]
. (173)

We derive the mean message xsuf
A→B,t[l] and variance

message vsufA→B,t[l]. Applying vt[w] = vA→B,t[l + w] to

(173) yields the variance message (47). Similarly, substituting

Yt[w] = ~xA→B,n,t[l+w][w] = xA→B,n,t[l][w]—obtained from

(45)—and vt[w] = vA→B,t[l+w] into (172), we arrive at the

mean message (46).

B. Long Memory Processing

Instead of the scalar AWGN measurement (169), consider

the virtual AWGN measurement vector Y t[w] ∈ R
1×(t+1) for

w ∈ {0, . . . ,W}, given by

Y t[w] = γ[l+ w][l]X1
T +Zt[w], Zt[w] ∼ N (0,V t[w]),

(174)

where X and {Zt[w] : w ∈ {0, . . . ,W}} are independent.

The goal is to derive a sufficient statistic for estimation of a

scalar signal X given {Y t[w]}Ww=0. The significance of this

problem is in the relationship V t[w] = V A→B,t[l + w] when

[Y t[w]]τ is associated with the corresponding element in the

message ~xA→B,τ [l + w].
We derive a sufficient statistic for estimation of X given

{Y t[w]}. Since {Zt[w]} are independent, we have the log

likelihood

ln p({Y t[w]}|X)= −1

2

W
∑

w=0

(Y t[w]− γ[l+ w][l]X1
T)

·V −1
t [w](Y t[w]− γ[l+ w][l]X1

T)T +Const. (175)

Expanding the square, we find that the sum
∑W

w=0 γ[l +
w][l]Y t[w]V

−1
t [w]1 is a sufficient statistic for estimation of

X given {Y t[w] : w ∈ {0, . . . ,W}}.

Consider the following normalized sufficient statistic

St =

∑W
w=0 γ[l+ w][l]Y t[w]V

−1
t [w]1

∑W
w=0 γ

2[l + w][l]1TV −1
t [w]1

. (176)

Substituting the virtual measurement vector (174) into this

expression, we have

St = X + Zt, Zt =

∑W
w=0 γ[l+ w][l]Zt[w]V

−1
t [w]1

∑W
w=0 γ

2[l + w][l]1TV −1
t [w]1

,

(177)

where {Zt} are zero-mean Gaussian random variables with

covariance

E[Zt′Zt] =
1

∑W
w=0 γ

2[l + w][l]1TV −1
t [w]1

(178)

for all t′ ≤ t.

We derive the mean message xsuf
A→B,t[l] and covariance

message vsufA→B,t′,t[l]. Substituting V t[w] = V A→B,t[l + w]
into (178) yields the covariance message (86). Similarly,

associating Y t[w] with each row of XA→B,t+1[l][w], as well

as using V t[w] = V A→B,t[l+w], from (176) we arrive at the

mean message (85).

APPENDIX E

PROOFS OF COROLLARIES

A. Proof of Corollary 4

It is straightforward to confirm RG[ℓ](0) = R(0) since

Lemma 3 and Assumption 3 imply RG[ℓ](0) = 1.

We next prove that the condition (72) in Theorem 4 holds

for z < 0. From the representation of the R-transform in (15)

we obtain

RG[ℓ]

(

−zηG[ℓ](z/|W [ℓ]|)
|W [ℓ]|

)

=
|W [ℓ]|{1− ηG[ℓ](z/|W [ℓ]|)}

zηG[ℓ](z/|W [ℓ]|) .

(179)

Since the normalized rank r[ℓ]/N has been assumed to

converge toward δ in the large system limit, repeating the

derivation of the η-transform (11) for G[ℓ] yields

ηG[ℓ]

(

z

|W [ℓ]|

)

= 1− δ

|W [ℓ]|

+ lim
M=δN→∞

1

|W [ℓ]|N

r[ℓ]
∑

n=1

1

1 + λn[ℓ]z/|W [ℓ]| . (180)

Applying the assumption (75) in Corollary 4 to the η-transform

ηG[ℓ](z/|W [ℓ]|) in (180) yields

ηG[ℓ](z/|W [ℓ]|) = 1 +O(|W [ℓ]|−1) (181)

in the continuum limit. Similarly, we have

|W [ℓ]|
{

1− ηG[ℓ]

(

z

|W [ℓ]|

)}

= 1− η(z) +O(a−1
W ) (182)

in the continuum limit. Using (181) and (182), we find that

the R-transform (179) reduces to

RG[ℓ]

(

− z

|W [ℓ]|

)

=
1− η(z)

z
+O(a−1

W ) (183)

for z > 0, where we have used Proposition 3. Thus, the

condition (72) holds for R(−z) = {1− η(z)}/z for z > 0.

Finally, we prove that R(z) satisfies limz→∞ zR(−z) = δ
or equivalently limz→∞ η(z) = 1 − δ. From the assump-

tion (75) in Corollary 4, it is sufficient to prove

lim
z→∞

lim
W=∆L→∞

lim
M=δN→∞

1

N

r[ℓ]
∑

n=1

1

1 + λn[ℓ]z/|W [ℓ]| = 0.

(184)

Since the summation is bounded from above by δ, we can

interchange the limit z → ∞ and the other two limits to arrive

at (184).
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B. Proof of Corollary 6

The representation (78) implies that R(z) is proper, twice

continuously differentiable, strictly increasing, and positive for

all z ≤ 0. Thus, it is sufficient to prove the condition (75) in

Corollary 4.

We know that the kth moment µk[ℓ] of the asymptotic eigen-

value distribution of G[ℓ] is given by µk[ℓ] = |W [ℓ]|k−1µk for

k > 0 [54, Eq. (64)], with

µk =

(

C

1− κ−2

)k
1− κ−2k

Ck
, (185)

which is equal to the kth moment of the asymptotic eigenvalue

distribution of G[ℓ] for |W [ℓ]| = 1. Thus, we use the series-

expansion (1 + z)−1 =
∑∞

k=0(−z)k for all |z| < 1 to have

lim
M=δN→∞

1

N

r[ℓ]
∑

n=1

1

1 + λn[ℓ]z/|W [ℓ]|

= δ + lim
M=δN→∞

1

|W [ℓ]|N

r[ℓ]
∑

n=1

∞
∑

k=1

λkn[ℓ](−z)k
|W [ℓ]|k−1

= δ +
∞
∑

k=1

µk(−z)k = δ − 1

C
ln

(

κ2 − 1 + κ2Cz

κ2 − 1 + Cz

)

,(186)

where the last follows from [54, Eq. (65)]. This implies that

the condition (75) in Corollary 4 holds for η(z), given by

η(z) = 1− 1

C
ln

(

κ2 − 1 + κ2Cz

κ2 − 1 + Cz

)

. (187)

We next evaluate R(z) = {η(−z)−1}/z, which satisfies the

condition (72) in Theorem 4 from Corollary 4. By definition,

R(z) = − 1

Cz
ln

(

κ2 − 1− κ2Cz

κ2 − 1− Cz

)

(188)

for z < 0, with R(0) = 1. It is straightforward to confirm that

R(z) can be represented as (78) for z ≤ 0.

APPENDIX F

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4

A. Overview

The proof is by induction. The proof for t = 0 is omitted

since it is the same as that for general t. The remaining proof

consists of two steps. In a first step, for some t, we assume

that ~xB→A,τ [ℓ] in (92) and vB→A,τ ′,τ [ℓ] in (93) or (94) are

respectively equal to ~xB→A,τ [ℓ] in (53) and vB→A,τ [ℓ] in (55)

for all τ ∈ {0, . . . , t} and τ ′ ∈ {0, . . . , τ}. We need to prove

that ~xA→B,t[ℓ] in (83) and vA→B,t′,t[ℓ] in (84) are equal to

(41) and (43) in OAMP for all t′ ∈ {0, . . . , t}.

In the second step, we postulate that ~xA→B,τ [ℓ] in (83) and

vA→B,τ ′,τ [ℓ] in (84) are respectively equal to ~xA→B,τ [ℓ] in

(53) and vA→B,τ [ℓ] in (55) for all τ ∈ {0, . . . , t} and τ ′ ∈
{0, . . . , τ}. We need to prove that ~xB→A,t+1[ℓ] in (92) and

vB→A,t′,t+1[ℓ] in (93) or (94) are equal to (53) and (55) in

OAMP for all t′ ∈ {0, . . . , t+ 1}. These proofs by induction

imply that Proposition 4 holds.

B. Proof for module A

For some t, assume that ~xB→A,τ [ℓ] in (92) and vB→A,τ ′,τ [ℓ]
in (93) or (94) are respectively equal to ~xB→A,τ [ℓ] in (53)

and vB→A,τ [ℓ] in (55) for all τ ∈ {0, . . . , t} and τ ′ ∈
{0, . . . , τ}. We first prove that the posterior messages ~xpost

A,t [ℓ]

and vpostA,t′,t[ℓ] in LM-OAMP are equivalent to those in OAMP

when the LMMSE filter (81) is used.

Under the induction hypothesis on the equivalence between

(53) and (92) for ~xB→A,t[ℓ], as well as vB→A,t,t[ℓ] =
vB→A,t[ℓ], we find that ~xpost

A,t [ℓ] in (79) is equal to (35)

for OAMP. By substituting the LMMSE filter (81) into the

definition of vpostA,t′,t[ℓ] in (80), it is straightforward to confirm

that, under the induction hypothesis vB→A,t′,t[ℓ] = vB→A,t[ℓ],
the posterior covariance vpostA,t′,t[ℓ] reduces to

vpostA,t′,t[ℓ] = ηA,t[ℓ]vB→A,t[ℓ] (189)

for all t′ ∈ {0, . . . , t}, with ηA,t[ℓ] defined in (40). This

expression implies vpostA,t′,t[ℓ] = vpostA,t [ℓ] given in (39) for all

t′ ∈ {0, . . . , t}.

We next prove the equivalence between OAMP and LM-

OAMP for the extrinsic messages in module A. Since we

have already proved the equivalence between (35) and (79) for
~xpost
A,t [ℓ], we find that ~xA→B,t[ℓ] in (83) is the same as (41)

in OAMP under the induction hypothesis. For the extrinsic

covariance (84), we use the identity (189) for the LMMSE

filter and the induction hypothesis vB→A,t′,t[ℓ] = vB→A,t[ℓ]
to obtain

vA→B,t′,t[ℓ] =
1

|W [ℓ]|
ηA,t[ℓ]vB→A,t[ℓ]

1− ηA,t[ℓ]
, (190)

which is equal to (43) in OAMP.

C. Proof for module B

Assume that ~xA→B,τ [ℓ] in (83) and vA→B,τ ′,τ [ℓ] in (84)

are respectively equal to ~xA→B,τ [ℓ] in (41) and vA→B,τ [ℓ] in

(43) for all τ ∈ {0, . . . , t} and τ ′ ∈ {0, . . . , τ}. We first prove

that xsuf
A→B,t[l] in (85) and vsufA→B,t′,t[l] in (86) are respectively

equal to (46) and (47) for OAMP.

As proved in [49, Lemma 3], we use the positive-

definiteness assumption of V A→B,t and the induction hypoth-

esis vA→B,τ ′,τ [ℓ] = vA→B,τ [ℓ] for all τ ∈ {0, . . . , t} and

τ ′ ∈ {0, . . . , τ} to obtain

V −1
A→B,t1 = v−1

A→B,tet. (191)

Using the identity (191), we find that vsufA→B,t′,t[l] in (86)

reduces to vsufA→B,t[l] in (47) for all t′ ∈ {0, . . . , t}. Similarly,

xsuf
A→B,t[l] in (85) is equal to (46) for OAMP.

We have proved that the second step in LM-OAMP is

equivalent to that in OAMP. In this sense, Bayes-optimal

LM-OAMP is regarded as a tool to prove that xsuf
A→B,t[l] in

Bayes-optimal OAMP is a sufficient statistic for estimation of

x[l] given not only {~xA→B,t[ℓ]} but also given the preceding

messages {~xA→B,τ [ℓ]} for all τ < t.
We next prove that x

post
B,t+1[l] in (87) and vpostB,t′+1,t+1[l] in

(88) are respectively equal to xpost
B,t+1[l] in (48) and vpostB,t+1[l]

in (50) for all t′ ∈ {0, . . . , t}. Since we have proved the

equivalence between the second steps in module B for OAMP
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and LM-OAMP, it is trivial that (87) is equivalent to (48). From

the identity vsufA→B,t′,t[l] = vsufA→B,t[l] for all t′ ∈ {0, . . . , t}, on

the other hand, we use [49, Lemma 2] for the Bayes-optimal

denoiser to obtain vpostB,t′+1,t+1[l] = vpostB,t+1[l] in (50) for all

t′ ∈ {0, . . . , t}.

Finally, we prove that ~xB→A,t+1[ℓ] in (92) and

vB→A,t′,t+1[ℓ] in (93) or (94) are respectively equal to

(53) and (55) in OAMP for all t′ ∈ {0, . . . , t + 1}. We use

the identity (191) and vsufA→B,t,t[l] = vsufA→B,t[l] to find that

ηB,t[ℓ][w] in (90) is equivalent to (52) for OAMP. For (89)

we use the identity (191) to have ηB,t,t[ℓ][w] = ηB,t[ℓ][w]
and ηB,τ,t[ℓ][w] = 0 for all τ 6= t. These observations imply

that ~xB→A,t+1[ℓ] in (92) is equal to (53) for OAMP.

Consider vB→A,t′+1,t+1[ℓ] for t′ ∈ {0, . . . , t}. Applying the

identity 〈f ′
opt(x

suf
A→B,t[l]; v

suf
A→B,t[l])〉 = vpostB,t+1[l]/v

suf
A→B,t[l]

for the Bayes-optimal denoiser to the definition of ηB,t[ℓ][w]
in (52) yields

ηB,t[ℓ][w]vA→B,t[ℓ] = |W [ℓ]|γ2[ℓ][ℓ−w]vpostB,t+1[ℓ−w]. (192)

Substituting (192) into the definition of vB→A,t′+1,t+1[ℓ] in

(93) with vpostB,t′+1,t+1[ℓ − w] = vpostB,t+1[ℓ − w] for all t′ ∈
{0, . . . , t} and using the definition of ηB,t[ℓ] in (51) and the

identity (191), we arrive at

vB→A,t′+1,t+1[ℓ] =
ηB,t[ℓ]vA→B,t[ℓ]

1− ηB,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]| , (193)

which is equivalent to (55) for OAMP.

Consider vB→A,0,t+1[ℓ] given in (94). From the definition of

vpostB→A,0,t+1[ℓ] in (95), we have vpostB→A,0,t+1[ℓ] = vpostB→A,t+1[ℓ]
given in (50). Substituting this identity into (94) and using the

identity (192) and the definition of ηB,t[ℓ] in (51), we arrive

at

vB→A,0,t+1[ℓ] =
ηB,t[ℓ]vA→B,t[ℓ]

1− ηB,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]| , (194)

which is equivalent to (55) for OAMP.

APPENDIX G

PROOF OF THEOREM 5

A. Overview

Theorem 5 is a generalization of conventional state evo-

lution [42], [46] to the long-memory and spatial coupling

cases. We follow [54] to treat the long-memory case. The

spatial coupling case was addressed only for zero-mean i.i.d.

Gaussian matrices in existing state evolution [17], [19]. This

paper generalizes the existing state evolution to the spatial

coupling case for right-orthogonally invariant matrices.

The proof of Theorem 5 consists of three steps: A first step

is to propose a general error model for the spatial coupling

case and prove the inclusion of the error models for both

OAMP and LM-OAMP in the proposed general error model.

The general error model should be defined so as to realize

the asymptotic Gaussianity of errors. Unless the general error

model is defined appropriately, the errors are not Gaussian-

distributed. The design guideline is to define the general error

model such that it can be analyzed via a natural generalization

of conventional state evolution [54].

A second step is rigorous state evolution analysis for the

general error model. This step is the main part in the proof of

Theorem 5. As long as the general error model in the first step

is defined appropriately, the second step can be established via

a natural generalization of conventional state evolution [54]. In

this sense, the significance of the general error model should

be understood via state evolution analysis in the second step.
The last step is to prove the state evolution recursions for

both OAMP and LM-OAMP via the state evolution analysis

in the second step. The last step itself is elementary since all

evaluation tools needed in the last step are prepared in the

second step.

B. Pseudo-Lipschitz Function

Before presenting the proposed general error model, we

follow [54, Section II-A] to define pseudo-Lipschitz functions.

They are used to regularize separable functions in the proposed

general error model for the spatial coupling case.
Definition 5: A function f : Rt → R is said to be pseudo-

Lipschitz of order k [8] if there are some Lipschitz constant

L > 0 and some order k ∈ N such that for all x ∈ R
t and

y ∈ R
t the following holds:

|f(x)− f(y)| ≤ L(1 + ‖x‖k−1 + ‖y‖k−1)‖x− y‖. (195)

The first-order pseudo-Lipschitz property is equivalent to

the Lipschitz-continuity. The Lipschitz constant L can depend

on the dimension t, which is finite throughout state evolution

analysis.

To use [54, Lemma 3] sequentially, we use the following

proposition, which is explicitly presented in this paper while

it was implicitly used in existing state evolution [46], [54].

Proposition 6: Suppose that f : Rt → R is pseudo-Lipschitz

of order k and consider the vector of variables x = (x1,x2) ∈
R

1×t with two sections x1 and x2. Then, the marginalized

function g(x2) = Ex1
[f(x1,x2)] over the first section x1 is

pseudo-Lipschitz of order k if E[‖x1‖k−1] is bounded.
Proof: We first prove

(a+ b)p ≤ max{1, 2p−1}(ap + bp) (196)

for all a, b ≥ 0 and p > 0. For p ∈ (0, 1], we let q = 1/p ≥ 1
to have (a + b)p = {(a1/q)q + (b1/q)q}1/q ≤ a1/q + b1/q,

because of ‖ · ‖q ≤ ‖ · ‖1 for the q-norm ‖ · ‖q. For p > 1, on

the other hand, we use Hölder’s inequality to obtain a+ b ≤
21−1/p(ap + bp)1/p. Thus, we arrive at (196).

We next prove that g is pseudo-Lipschitz. Since f is pseudo-

Lipschitz of order k, we have

|g(x2)− g(y2)| = |Ex1
[f(x1,x2)− f(x1,y2)]|

≤L
{

1 + Ex1

[

(‖x1‖2 + ‖x2‖2)(k−1)/2
]

+Ex1

[

(‖x1‖2 + ‖y2‖2)(k−1)/2
]}

‖x2 − y2‖ (197)

for some Lipschitz constant L > 0. For k = 1, the function g
is obviously Lipschitz-continuous.

For k > 1, we use the inequality (196) to obtain

Ex1

[

(‖x1‖2 + ‖u‖2)(k−1)/2
]

≤max{1, 2(k−3)/2}
(

E
[

‖x1‖k−1
]

+ ‖u‖k−1
)

(198)
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for u = x2 and u = y2. Thus, the function g is pseudo-

Lipschitz of order k.

Separable vector-valued functions are used in state evolution

analysis. A vector-valued function f = (f1, . . . , fN )T is

said to be pseudo-Lipschitz if all element functions {fn} are

pseudo-Lipschitz.

Definition 6: A vector-valued function f : RN×t → R
N is

said to be separable if [f(x1, . . . ,xt)]n = fn(xn,1, . . . , xn,t)
holds for all n.

Definition 7: A separable pseudo-Lipschitz function f :
R

N×t → R
N is said to be proper if the Lipschitz constant

Ln > 0 for the nth function fn satisfies

lim sup
N→∞

1

N

N
∑

n=1

Lj
n <∞ (199)

for any j ∈ N.

This paper considers separable, Lipschitz-continuous, and

proper denoisers while separable, pseudo-Lipschitz, and

proper functions are used to treat general performance mea-

sure. In particular, pseudo-Lipschitz functions of order k = 2
are used for the error covariance.

C. General Error Model with Spatial Coupling

We define a general error model for the spatial coupling

case. The proposed general error model is a discrete-time

dynamical system with respect to six vectors ~bt[ℓ], ~m
post
t [ℓ],

~mext
t [ℓ], ~ht[ℓ], ~q

post
t [ℓ], and ~qextt [ℓ] in the extended signal

space R
Nc[ℓ] for iteration t = 0, 1, . . . and row section index

ℓ ∈ LW .

To present the proposed general error model, we write

the SVD of A[ℓ] ∈ R
M [ℓ]×Nc[ℓ] defined in (29) as A[ℓ] =

U [ℓ]Σ[ℓ]V T[ℓ]. We define ~Bt[ℓ] = (~b0[ℓ], . . . ,~bt−1[ℓ]) ∈
R

Nc[ℓ]×t. The matrices ~M
ext

t [ℓ], ~Ht[ℓ], and ~Q
ext

t [ℓ] are de-

fined in the same manner as for ~Bt[ℓ].

For Nc = maxℓ∈LW
Nc[ℓ], we let Bt = {[~BT

t [ℓ],O]T ∈
R

Nc×t : ℓ ∈ LW }, Ω = {[(UT[ℓ]n[ℓ])T,0T]T ∈ R
Nc :

ℓ ∈ LW }, and Λ = {[~λT
[ℓ],0]T ∈ R

Nc : ℓ ∈ LW }, in

which ~λ[ℓ] ∈ R
Nc[ℓ] is a vector that consists of all eigenvalues

of AT[ℓ]A[ℓ]. Similarly, we define Ht = {[ ~HT

t [ℓ],O]T ∈
R

Nc×t : ℓ ∈ LW } and X = {(diag{1Nc[ℓ],0},O)P x[ℓ]x ∈
R

Nc : ℓ ∈ LW } for deterministic Nall × Nall permutation

matrices {P x[ℓ]}. The permutation matrix P x[ℓ] are used to

extract Nc[ℓ] desired elements from the signal vector x.

For vector-valued functions φt[ℓ] : R
Nc×(t+3)|LW | → R

Nc

and ψt[ℓ] : R
Nc×(t+2)|LW | → R

Nc , the general error model

for the spatial coupling case is given by

~bt[ℓ] = V
T[ℓ]~qextt [ℓ], (200)

~mpost
t [ℓ] = (INc[ℓ],O)φt[ℓ](Bt+1,Ω,Λ), (201)

~mext
t [ℓ] = ~mpost

t [ℓ]−
t
∑

τ=0

ξA,τ,t[ℓ]~bτ [ℓ], (202)

~ht[ℓ] = V [ℓ] ~mext
t [ℓ], (203)

~qpostt+1 [ℓ] = (INc[ℓ],O)ψt[ℓ](Ht+1,X ), (204)

~qextt+1[ℓ] = ~qpostt+1 [ℓ]−
t
∑

τ=0

ξB,τ,t[ℓ]~hτ [ℓ], (205)

with the initial condition ~qext0 [ℓ] = (INc[ℓ],O)ψ−1[ℓ](X ). In

(202) and (205), ξA,τ,t[ℓ] ∈ R and ξB,τ,t[ℓ] ∈ R are given by

ξA,τ,t[ℓ] =
1

Nc[ℓ]

Nc[ℓ]
∑

n=1

∂(t+1)ℓ+τ [ ~m
post
t [ℓ]]n, (206)

ξB,τ,t[ℓ] =
1

Nc[ℓ]

Nc[ℓ]
∑

n=1

∂(t+1)ℓ+τ

[

~qpostt+1 [ℓ]
]

n
. (207)

The Onsager correction of ~mpost
t [ℓ] and ~qpostt+1 [ℓ] in (202)

and (205) has been defined so as to realize the asymptotic

Gaussianity for the vectors ~bt[ℓ] and ~ht[ℓ] in the large system

limit. The significance of the Onsager correction should be

understood via state evolution in the second step.

Assumption 7: The function φt[ℓ] is separable with re-

spect to all variables and proper Lipschitz-continuous with

respect to Bt+1 and Ω while ψt[ℓ] is separable and proper

Lipschitz-continuous with respect to all variables. Further-

more, ‖ ~mext
t [ℓ]‖ 6= 0 and ‖~qextt+1[ℓ]‖ 6= 0 hold for all t.

The properties ‖ ~mext
t [ℓ]‖ 6= 0 and ‖~qextt+1[ℓ]‖ 6= 0 are

required to guarantee the positive definiteness of the covari-

ance matrix V A→B,t[ℓ] in the large system limit. Intuitively,

‖ ~mext
t [ℓ]‖ = 0 or ‖~qextt+1[ℓ]‖ = 0 implies that asymptotically

zero MSE is achieved in iteration t. Thus, additional iteration

cannot improve the MSE anymore.

A general error model proposed in [54] was used to conduct

state evolution of LM-MP in the conventional system (1)

without spatial coupling, such as CAMP [54], MAMP [57],

WS-CG VAMP [58], [59], and LM-OAMP [49]. Furthermore,

it was utilized in [74] to reproduce state evolution for AMP [8].

The proposed general error model (200)–(205) can be applied

to state evolution of such LM-MP algorithms in the spatially

coupled system (31). Furthermore, it may be utilized to

reproduce state evolution of AMP for the spatial coupling

case [17]. Since such applications are outside the scope of

this paper, however, we focus on state evolution analysis for

LM-OAMP in the spatially coupled system.

The following lemma implies that the general error model

contains error models for both OAMP and LM-OAMP in the

spatially coupled system (31):

Lemma 13: Suppose that Assumption 3–6 hold. Let
~qext0 [ℓ] = −~x[ℓ],

~mpost
t [ℓ] = |W [ℓ]|−1/2

V T[ℓ](~xpost
A,t [ℓ]− ~x[ℓ])

1− η̄A,t[ℓ]
, (208)

and

~qpostt+1 [ℓ] =

√

|W [ℓ]|Γ[ℓ]xpost
B,t+1 − ~x[ℓ]

1− η̄B,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]| . (209)

The messages ~xpost
A,t [ℓ], η̄A,t[ℓ], x

post
B,t+1, and η̄B,t[ℓ] are given in

(79), (59), (87), and (101) for LM-OAMP, respectively, while

they are given in (35), (59), (48), and (63) for OAMP.

• If ~qextt [ℓ]
a.s.
= ~xB→A,t[ℓ]− ~x[ℓ] + o(1) holds in the large

system limit and if ηA,t[ℓ] in (40) converges almost surely
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to η̄A,t[ℓ], then ~ht[ℓ]
a.s.
= ~xA→B,t[ℓ] − |W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ] +

o(1) and the properties for φt[ℓ] in Assumption 7 hold.

• If ~hτ [ℓ]
a.s.
= ~xA→B,τ [ℓ] − |W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ] + o(1) holds

in the large system limit for all τ ∈ {0, . . . , t}, if

V A→B,t[ℓ] given via (84) converges almost surely to

positive definite V̄ A→B,t[ℓ] for LM-OAMP, and if ηB,t[ℓ]

in (51) converges almost surely to η̄B,t[ℓ], then ~qextt+1[ℓ]
a.s.
=

~xB→A,t+1[ℓ]−~x[ℓ]+o(1) and the properties for ψt[ℓ] in

Assumption 7 hold.

Proof: We only prove Lemma 13 for LM-OAMP since

the lemma for OAMP can be proved in the same manner as

for LM-OAMP. Prove the former statement. By proving the

following identity:

~mext
t [ℓ]

a.s.
= V T[ℓ](~xA→B,t[ℓ]− |W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ]) + o(1),

(210)

we use the definition of ~ht[ℓ] in (203) to arrive at ~ht[ℓ]
a.s.
=

~xA→B,t[ℓ]− |W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ] + o(1).

We first evaluate the LHS in (210). Substituting the defi-

nition of ~xpost
A,t [ℓ] in (79) into (208) and using the spatially

coupled system (31), the SVD A[ℓ] = U [ℓ]Σ[ℓ]V T[ℓ], and

F t[ℓ] = U [ℓ]ΣF t[ℓ]V
T[ℓ] in Assumption 5, we have

√

|W [ℓ]|(1− η̄A,t[ℓ]) ~m
post
t [ℓ] = Σ

T
F t[ℓ]U

T[ℓ]n[ℓ]

+(I −Σ
T
F t[ℓ]Σ[ℓ])V T[ℓ](~xB→A,t[ℓ]− ~x[ℓ]). (211)

Under the assumption ~qextt [ℓ]
a.s.
= ~xB→A,t[ℓ]− ~x[ℓ] + o(1), we

use the definition of ~bt[ℓ] in (200) to find

√

|W [ℓ]|(1− η̄A,t[ℓ]) ~m
post
t [ℓ]

a.s.
= Σ

T
F t[ℓ]U

T[ℓ]n[ℓ]

+(I −Σ
T
F t[ℓ]Σ[ℓ])~bt[ℓ] + o(1).(212)

Since ~mpost
t [ℓ] is a function of ~bt[ℓ], applying this expression

to the definition of ~mext
t [ℓ] in (202) yields

~mext
t [ℓ]

a.s.
= ~mpost

t [ℓ]− |W [ℓ]|−1/2 ηA,t[ℓ]

1− η̄A,t[ℓ]
~bt[ℓ] + o(1),

(213)

with ηA,t[ℓ] defined in (40), in which we have used the identity

Tr(I −Σ
T
F t[ℓ]Σ[ℓ]) = Tr(I − FT

t [ℓ]A[ℓ]).

We next evaluate the RHS in (210). Using the definitions

of ~xA→B,t[ℓ] and ~mpost
t [ℓ] in (83) and (208) yields

V T[ℓ](~xA→B,t[ℓ]− |W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ])

a.s.
= ~mpost

t [ℓ]− |W [ℓ]|−1/2 ηA,t[ℓ]

1− ηA,t[ℓ]
~bt[ℓ] + o(1) (214)

under the assumptions ~qextt [ℓ]
a.s.
= ~xB→A,t[ℓ] − ~x[ℓ] + o(1)

and ηA,t[ℓ]
a.s.→ η̄A,t[ℓ]. Comparing the obtained two results

under the assumption ηA,t[ℓ]
a.s.→ η̄A,t[ℓ], we arrive at the

identity (210).

Let us prove the properties for ~mpost
t [ℓ] = φt[ℓ] in As-

sumption 7. The separability and proper Lipschitz-continuity

of ~mpost
t [ℓ] follow from (212) and Assumption 3. The property

‖ ~mext
t [ℓ]‖ 6= 0 is satisfied, because of (212), (213), and

Assumption 4. Thus, the former statement in Lemma 13 holds.

We prove ~qextt+1[ℓ]
a.s.
= ~xB→A,t+1[ℓ]−~x[ℓ]+o(1) in the latter

statement. We first evaluate the LHS ~qextt+1[ℓ]. Define

~qpostt+1 [ℓ] =







~qpostt+1 [ℓ][min{W, ℓ}]
...

~qpostt+1 [ℓ][max{ℓ− (L− 1), 0}]






. (215)

Applying the definition of ~qpostt+1 [ℓ] in (209) and ~x[ℓ] =
|W [ℓ]|1/2Γ[ℓ]x yields

~qpostt+1 [ℓ][w] =

√

|W [ℓ]|γ[ℓ][ℓ− w]

1− η̄B,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]| (x
post
B,t+1[ℓ−w]− x[ℓ−w])

(216)

for w ∈ W [ℓ], where we have utilized the relationship (44)

between the signal vectors in the original and extended spaces.

The difference x
post
B,t+1[ℓ − w] − x[ℓ − w] defined in (87)

depends on {~hτ [ℓ]}tτ=0 through xsuf
A→B,t[ℓ − w] in (85): We

use the definition of xA→B,τ [l][w] in (45) and the assumption
~hτ [ℓ]

a.s.
= ~xA→B,τ [ℓ] − |W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ] + o(1) to find that

xA→B,τ [l][w] contained in xsuf
A→B,t[l] is given by

xA→B,τ [l][w]
a.s.
= |W [l + w]|−1/2~x[l + w][w] + ~hτ [l + w][w]

+o(1) (217)

for τ ∈ {0, . . . , t}, with ~hτ [ℓ][w] defined in the same manner

as for ~qpostt+1 [ℓ][w].
We evaluate ξB,τ,t[ℓ] given in (207). Using the definition of

x
post
B,t+1[ℓ− w] in (87) and the representation (216) yields

∂~qpostn,t+1[ℓ][w]

∂~hn,τ [ℓ][w]
=

√

|W [ℓ]|γ[ℓ][ℓ− w]

1− η̄B,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|

·f ′
t [l](x

suf
A→B,n,t[ℓ− w])

∂xsufA→B,n,t[l]

∂~hn,τ [l + w][w]
, (218)

with l = ℓ − w. Under the assumption V A→B,t[ℓ]
a.s.→

V̄ A→B,t[ℓ], the covariance vsufA→B,t′,t[l] in (86) converges al-

most surely to v̄sufA→B,t′,t[l]. Thus, the last factor reduces to

∂xsufA→B,n,t[l]

∂~hn,τ [l+ w][w]

a.s.
= v̄sufA→B,t,t[l]

W
∑

w′=0

γ[l+ w′][l]

·eTτ V̄
−1
A→B,t[l + w′]1

∂xA→B,n,τ [l][w
′]

∂~hn,τ [l + w][w]
+ o(1) (219)

because of the definition of xsuf
A→B,t[l] in (85), with

∂xA→B,n,τ [l][w
′]

∂~hn,τ [l + w][w]

a.s.
= δw,w′ + o(1), (220)

obtained from the representation (217). Applying these results

to the definition of ξB,τ,t[ℓ] in (207), we arrive at

ξB,τ,t[ℓ] =
1

Nc[ℓ]

∑

w∈W[ℓ]

N [ℓ−w]
∑

n=1

∂~qpostn,t+1[ℓ][w]

∂~hn,τ [ℓ][w]

a.s.
=

|W [ℓ]|−1/2

1− η̄B,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|ηB,τ,t[ℓ] + o(1), (221)

with ηB,τ,t[ℓ] given by (91), where we have used

V A→B,t[ℓ]
a.s.→ V̄ A→B,t[ℓ] and vsufA→B,t′,t[l]

a.s.→ v̄sufA→B,t′,t[l]
again.
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We next evaluate the RHS ~xB→A,t+1[ℓ] − ~x[ℓ]. Using

the definitions of ~xB→A,t+1[ℓ] and ~qpostt+1 [ℓ] in (92) and

(209), as well as the assumptions ~hτ [ℓ]
a.s.
= ~xA→B,τ [ℓ] −

|W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ] + o(1) for all τ ∈ {0, . . . , t} and ηB,t[ℓ]
a.s.→

η̄B,t[ℓ], yields

~xB→A,t+1[ℓ]− ~x[ℓ]
a.s.
= ~qpostt+1 [ℓ]

− |W [ℓ]|−1/2

1− ηB,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|

t
∑

τ=0

ηB,τ,t[ℓ]~hτ [ℓ] + o(1), (222)

where we have used the definitions of ηB,t[ℓ] and

ηB,τ,t[ℓ] in (51) and (91), respectively, and the identity
∑t

τ=0 ηB,τ,t[ℓ][w] = ηB,t[ℓ][w] obtained from (89). Compar-

ing this expression to the definition of ~qextt+1[ℓ] in (205) with

ξB,τ,t[ℓ] given in (221), we arrive at ~qextt+1[ℓ]
a.s.
= ~xB→A,t+1[ℓ]−

~x[ℓ] + o(1).
The separability and proper Lipschitz-continuity of ~qpostt+1 [ℓ]

follow from (87), (216), and Assumption 6. Furthermore,

the nonlinearity of the denoiser in Assumption 6 implies

‖~qextt+1[ℓ]‖ 6= 0, so that we have the properties for ~qpostt+1 [ℓ] =
ψt[ℓ] in Assumption 7. Thus, the latter statement holds.

Lemma 13 implies that the asymptotic dynamics of both

OAMP and LM-OAMP can be analyzed via state evolution of

the general error model in the spatial coupling case.

D. State Evolution

As the second step in the proof of Theorem 5, we present

state evolution analysis for the general error model in the

spatial coupling case. The proof is based on Bolthausen’s

conditioning technique [10]. The set F = {Ω,Λ,X} is always

conditioned. Define the set Et,t′ = {Bt′,Mext
t′ ,Ht,Qext

t+1}
with Mext

t = { ~M ext

t [ℓ] : ℓ ∈ LW } and Qext
t = {~Qext

t [ℓ] :
ℓ ∈ LW }. The set Et,t contains the messages that have been

already computed just before updating ~bt[ℓ] in (200) while

Et,t+1 includes the messages just before updating ~ht[ℓ] in

(203). The asymptotic dynamics of the general error model

is analyzed via the conditional distributions of {V [ℓ]} given

F and Et,t′ .

The following theorem presents five asymptotic properties

in each module. A first property in each module is obtained

via Bolthausen’s conditioning technique. Second and third

properties are the asymptotic Gaussianity for the general

error model. The last two properties are technical results for

establishing a proof by induction.

Theorem 8: Suppose that Assumptions 2, 3, 4, and 7 hold.

Then, the following properties in module A hold for all τ =
0, 1, . . . in the large system limit.

(A1) Suppose that {Ṽ [ℓ] ∈ ONc[ℓ]−2τ} are independent

Haar-distributed orthogonal matrices. Let ~qext,⊥τ [ℓ] =

P⊥
~Q

ext

τ [ℓ]
~qextτ [ℓ], ~βτ [ℓ] = (~Q

ext

τ [ℓ])†~qextτ [ℓ], and

~ωA,τ [ℓ] = Ṽ [ℓ](Φ⊥

(~Q
ext

τ [ℓ], ~Hτ [ℓ])
)T~qextτ [ℓ]. (223)

Then, for τ > 0 we have

~bτ [ℓ] ∼~Bτ [ℓ]~βτ [ℓ] +Φ
⊥

(~Bτ [ℓ], ~M
ext

τ [ℓ])
~ωA,τ [ℓ]

+ ~M
ext

τ [ℓ]o(1) + ~Bτ [ℓ]o(1) (224)

conditioned on F and Eτ,τ in the large system limit, with

1

Nc[ℓ]

{

‖~ωA,τ [ℓ]‖2 − ‖~qext,⊥τ [ℓ]‖2
}

a.s.→ 0. (225)

(A2) Suppose that φ̃τ (Bτ+1,Ω,Λ) : RNc×(τ+3)|LW | → R
Nc

is separable, pseudo-Lipschitz of order 2 with respect

to Bτ+1 and Ω, and proper. If N−1
c [ℓ](~qextt′ [ℓ])T~qextt [ℓ]

converges almost surely to some constant κt′,t[ℓ] ∈ R in

the large system limit for all t′, t = 0, . . . , τ , then

〈φ̃τ (Bτ+1,Ω,Λ)〉 − E

[

〈φ̃τ (ZA,τ+1, Ω̃,Λ)〉
]

a.s.→ 0,

(226)

with the sets of independent random matrices ZA,τ+1 =

{[~ZT

A,τ+1[ℓ],O]T ∈ R
Nc×(τ+1) : ℓ ∈ LW } and vectors

Ω̃ = {[ñT[ℓ],0]T ∈ R
Nc : ℓ ∈ LW }. Here, each

~ZA,τ+1[ℓ] = (~zA,0[ℓ], . . . , ~zA,τ [ℓ]) has zero-mean Gaus-

sian random vectors with covariance E[~zA,t[ℓ]~z
T
A,t′ [ℓ]] =

κt′,t[ℓ]INc[ℓ] for all t′, t ∈ {0, . . . , τ}. Furthermore,

each ñ[ℓ] ∈ R
M [ℓ] has independent zero-mean Gaussian

random elements with variance σ2.

(A3) Suppose that φ̃τ (Bτ+1,Ω,Λ) : RNc×(τ+3)|LW | → R
Nc

is separable, Lipschitz-continuous with respect to Bτ+1

and Ω, and proper. Then,

〈∂τ ′φ̃τ (Bτ+1,Ω,Λ)〉 − E

[

〈∂τ ′φ̃τ (ZA,τ+1, Ω̃,Λ)〉
]

a.s.→ 0

(227)

for all τ ′ ∈ {0, . . . , (τ + 1)|LW | − 1} and

1

Nc[ℓ]
~b
T

τ ′ [ℓ]

(

(INc[ℓ],O)φ̃τ −
τ
∑

t′=0

ξ̃A,t′,τ [ℓ]~bt′ [ℓ]

)

a.s.→ 0

(228)

for all τ ′ ∈ {0, . . . , τ} hold, with

ξ̃A,t′,τ [ℓ] =
1

Nc[ℓ]

Nc[ℓ]
∑

n=1

∂(τ+1)ℓ+t′ [φ̃τ ]n. (229)

(A4) The inner product N−1
c [ℓ]( ~mext

τ ′ [ℓ])T ~m
ext
τ [ℓ] converges

almost surely to some constant πτ ′,τ [ℓ] ∈ R for all τ ′ ∈
{0, . . . , τ}.

(A5) For some ǫ > 0 and C > 0,

E
[

|~mext
n,τ [ℓ]|2+ǫ

]

<∞, (230)

λmin

(

1

Nc[ℓ]
( ~M

ext

τ+1[ℓ])
T ~M

ext

τ+1[ℓ]

)

a.s.
> C (231)

in the large system limit.

The following properties in module B hold for all τ =
0, 1, . . . in the large system limit.

(B1) Suppose that {Ṽ [ℓ] ∈ ONc[ℓ]−(2τ+1)} are indepen-

dent Haar-distributed orthogonal matrices. Let ~ατ [ℓ] =

( ~M
ext

τ [ℓ])† ~mext
τ [ℓ], ~mext,⊥

0 [ℓ] = ~mext
0 [ℓ], ~ωB,0[ℓ] =

Ṽ [ℓ](Φ⊥
~b0[ℓ]

)T ~mext
0 [ℓ], ~mext,⊥

τ [ℓ] = P⊥
~M

ext

τ [ℓ]
~mext

τ [ℓ],

and ~ωB,τ [ℓ] = Ṽ [ℓ](Φ⊥

( ~M
ext

τ [ℓ], ~Bτ+1[ℓ])
)T ~mext

τ [ℓ] for τ >

0. Then, we have

~h0[ℓ] ∼ o(1)~qext0 [ℓ] +Φ
⊥
~qext
0 [ℓ]~ωB,0[ℓ] (232)
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conditioned on F and E0,1 = {~b0, ~mext
0 , ~qext0 } in the large

system limit. For τ > 0

~hτ [ℓ] ∼ ~Hτ [ℓ]~ατ [ℓ] +Φ
⊥

( ~Hτ [ℓ],~Q
ext

τ+1[ℓ])
~ωB,τ [ℓ]

+~Q
ext

τ+1[ℓ]o(1) +
~Hτ [ℓ]o(1) (233)

conditioned on F and Eτ,τ+1 in the large system limit,

with

1

Nc[ℓ]

{

‖~ωB,τ [ℓ]‖2 − ‖ ~mext,⊥
τ [ℓ]‖2

}

a.s.→ 0. (234)

(B2) Suppose that ψ̃τ (Hτ+1,X ) : R
Nc×(τ+2)|LW | → R

Nc

is a separable and proper pseudo-Lipschitz function of

order 2. If N−1
c [ℓ]( ~mext

t′ [ℓ])T ~mext
t [ℓ] converges almost

surely to some constant πt′,t[ℓ] ∈ R in the large system

limit for all t′, t ∈ {0, . . . , τ}, then

〈ψ̃τ (Hτ+1,X )〉 − E

[

〈ψ̃τ (ZB,τ+1,X )〉
]

a.s.→ 0, (235)

with the set of independent random matrices ZB,τ+1 =

{[~ZT

B,τ+1[ℓ],O]T ∈ R
Nc×(τ+1) : ℓ ∈ LW }. Here, each

~ZB,τ+1[ℓ] = (~zB,0[ℓ], . . . , ~zB,τ [ℓ]) has zero-mean Gaus-

sian random vectors with covariance E[~zB,t[ℓ]~z
T
B,t′ [ℓ]] =

πt′,t[ℓ]INc[ℓ] for all t′, t ∈ {0, . . . , τ}.

(B3) Suppose that ψ̃τ (Hτ+1,X ) : RNc×(τ+2)|LW | → R
Nc is

separable and proper Lipschitz-continuous. Then,

〈∂τ ′ψ̃τ (Hτ+1,X )〉 − E

[

〈∂τ ′ψ̃τ (ZB,τ+1,X )〉
]

a.s.→ 0

(236)

for all τ ′ ∈ {0, . . . , (τ + 1)|LW | − 1} and

1

Nc[ℓ]
~h
T

τ ′[ℓ]

(

(INc[ℓ],O)ψ̃τ −
τ
∑

t′=0

ξ̃B,t′,τ [ℓ]~ht′ [ℓ]

)

a.s.→ 0

(237)

for all τ ′ ∈ {0, . . . , τ} hold, with

ξ̃B,t′,τ [ℓ] =
1

Nc[ℓ]

Nc[ℓ]
∑

n=1

∂(τ+1)ℓ+t′ [ψ̃τ ]n. (238)

(B4) The inner product N−1
c [ℓ](~qextτ ′ [ℓ])T~q

ext
τ+1[ℓ] converges

almost surely to some constant κτ ′,τ+1[ℓ] ∈ R for all

τ ′ ∈ {0, . . . , τ + 1}.

(B5) For some ǫ > 0 and C > 0,

E
[

|~qextn,τ+1[ℓ]|2+ǫ
]

<∞, (239)

λmin

(

1

Nc[ℓ]
(~Q

ext

τ+2[ℓ])
T ~Q

ext

τ+2[ℓ]

)

a.s.
> C (240)

in the large system limit.

Proof: The proof is by induction. In a first step, we prove

the properties of module A for τ = 0 in Appendix G-E. In a

second step, the properties of module B are proved for τ = 0
in Appendix G-F. In a third step, for some t we assume that

Theorem 8 is correct for all τ < t and prove the properties

of module A for τ = t in Appendix G-G. The last step

is a proof for the properties of module B for τ = t under

induction hypotheses where the properties of modules A and

B are correct for all τ ≤ t and τ < t, respectively. The proof

in the last step is omitted since it is the same as that in the

third step. By induction, we arrive at Theorem 8 for all τ .

The second and third properties in Theorem 8 are regarded

as evaluation tools. The property (A2) allows us to replace the

non-tractable vector ~bt[ℓ] with a tractable zero-mean Gaussian

vector. The property (A3) is useful for reducing evaluation for

the inner product of ~bt[ℓ] and its nonlinear mapping to that

for the squared norm of ~bt[ℓ]. The properties (B2) and (B3)

play the same roles as for ~ht[ℓ].
As the last step, we prove Theorem 5.

Proof of Theorem 5: We only prove Theorem 5 for LM-

OAMP since the theorem for OAMP can be proved in the same

manner as for LM-OAMP. For any t, we prove the identity

1

Nc[ℓ]
(~qextτ ′ [ℓ])T~q

ext
τ+1[ℓ]

a.s.
= v̄B→A,τ ′,τ+1[ℓ] + o(1) (241)

for all τ ∈ {0, . . . , t} and τ ′ ∈ {0, . . . , τ + 1}, with

(100). To use Lemma 13, we need Properties (A3) and

(B3) in Theorem 8 to prove the almost sure convergence of

ηA,t[ℓ] and ηB,t[ℓ]. On the other hand, we need Lemma 13

to use Theorem 8. To resolve this dilemma, we prove
~hτ [ℓ]

a.s.
= ~xA→B,τ [ℓ]− |W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ] + o(1) and ~qextτ+1[ℓ]

a.s.
=

~xB→A,τ+1[ℓ]−~x[ℓ]+o(1) for all τ ∈ {0, . . . , t} by induction,

as well as the identity (241).

The proof for t = 0 is omitted since it is the same as that

for general t. For some t > 0, assume ~hτ [ℓ]
a.s.
= ~xA→B,τ [ℓ]−

|W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ] + o(1) and ~qextτ+1[ℓ]
a.s.
= ~xB→A,τ+1[ℓ]− ~x[ℓ] +

o(1), and (241) for all τ ∈ {0, . . . , t−1} and τ ′ ∈ {0, . . . , τ+
1}. We need to prove ~ht[ℓ]

a.s.
= ~xA→B,t[ℓ]− |W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ] +

o(1) and ~qextt+1[ℓ]
a.s.
= ~xB→A,t+1[ℓ]− ~x[ℓ]+ o(1), and (241) for

τ = t and all τ ′ ∈ {0, . . . , t+ 1}.

The induction hypotheses imply that the error model for

LM-OAMP is included in the general error model as long as

at most t− 1 iterations are considered. Thus, we can use the

properties of module A in Theorem 8 for τ = t.
We first evaluate N−1

c [ℓ](~xpost
A,t′ [ℓ] − ~x[ℓ])T(~xpost

A,t [ℓ] −
~x[ℓ])

a.s.→ v̄postA,t′,t[ℓ] for all t′ ∈ {0, . . . , t}. From the induction

hypothesis ~qextt [ℓ]
a.s.
= ~xB→A,t[ℓ] − ~x[ℓ] + o(1), we use the

definitions of ~mpost
t [ℓ] in (208) and (212) to obtain

V T[ℓ](~xpost
A,t [ℓ]− ~x[ℓ])

a.s.
= (I −Σ

T
F t[ℓ]Σ[ℓ])~bt[ℓ]

+Σ
T
F t[ℓ]U

T[ℓ]n[ℓ] + o(1). (242)

Applying Property (A2) in Theorem 8 yields

v̄postA,t′,t[ℓ]
a.s.
= o(1) +

σ2

Nc[ℓ]
E

[

Tr
(

ΣF t′ [ℓ]
Σ

T
F t[ℓ]

)]

+
v̄B→A,t′,t[ℓ]

Nc[ℓ]
E

[

Tr(I −Σ
T
F t[ℓ]Σ[ℓ])(I −Σ

T
F t′ [ℓ]

Σ[ℓ])T
]

= o(1) +
σ2

Nc[ℓ]
E

[

Tr
(

FT
t [ℓ]F t′ [ℓ]

)]

+
v̄B→A,t′,t[ℓ]

Nc[ℓ]
E

[

Tr(I − FT
t [ℓ]A[ℓ])(I − FT

t′ [ℓ]A[ℓ])T
]

.

(243)

In the derivation of the first equality, we have used the

induction hypothesis (241) for all τ ∈ {0, . . . , t − 1} and
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τ ′ ∈ {0, . . . , τ + 1}. The last expression is equivalent to the

state evolution recursion (96).

Let us prove ~ht[ℓ]
a.s.
= ~xA→B,t[ℓ]− |W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ] + o(1).

Since ~mpost
t [ℓ] in (212) is a separable and proper-Lipschitz

function of bt[ℓ], we can use Property (A3) in Theorem 8

for τ = t to obtain ηA,t[ℓ]
a.s.→ η̄A,t[ℓ]. Under the induction

hypothesis ~qextt [ℓ]
a.s.
= ~xB→A,t[ℓ]−~x[ℓ]+o(1), thus, Lemma 13

implies ~ht[ℓ]
a.s.
= ~xA→B,t[ℓ]− |W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ] + o(1).

We next evaluate N−1
c [ℓ](~xA→B,t′ [ℓ] − |W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ])T

(~xA→B,t[ℓ]−|W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ])
a.s.→ v̄A→B,t′,t[ℓ]. Using ~ht[ℓ]

a.s.
=

~xA→B,t[ℓ] − |W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ] + o(1) and the definition of

~mext
t [ℓ] in (203) yields

v̄A→B,t′,t[ℓ]
a.s.
=

1

Nc[ℓ]
( ~mext

t′ [ℓ])T ~mext
t [ℓ]. (244)

Applying Property (A2) in Theorem 8 to the expression of

~mext
t [ℓ] in (213) yields

v̄A→B,t′,t[ℓ]
a.s.
=

1

Nc[ℓ]
( ~mpost

t′ [ℓ])T ~mext
t [ℓ] + o(1)

a.s.
=

v̄postA,t′,t[ℓ]− ηA,t[ℓ]N
−1
c [ℓ]~b

T

t′ [ℓ](I −Σ
T
F t′ [ℓ]

Σ[ℓ])T~bt[ℓ]

|W [ℓ]|(1− η̄A,t′ [ℓ])(1− η̄A,t[ℓ])

+o(1)
a.s.→

v̄postA,t′,t[ℓ]− η̄A,t′ [ℓ]η̄A,t[ℓ]v̄B→A,t′,t[ℓ]

|W [ℓ]|(1− η̄A,t′ [ℓ])(1− η̄A,t[ℓ])
, (245)

which is equivalent to the state evolution recursion (97). Here,

the first equality follows from the asymptotic orthogonality

N−1
c [ℓ]~b

T

t′ [ℓ] ~m
ext
t [ℓ]

a.s.
= o(1). The second equality is due to

the definitions of ~mpost
t [ℓ] and ~mext

t [ℓ] in (212) and (213), as

well as the expression of ~mpost
t [ℓ] in (208). The last follows

from Property (A2) in Theorem 8.

Let us prove ~qextt+1[ℓ]
a.s.
= ~xB→A,t+1[ℓ]−~x[ℓ]+o(1). We have

already proved that the covariance message vA→B,t′,t[ℓ] in (84)

is a consistent estimator of the error covariance v̄A→B,t′,t[ℓ] in

the large system limit. Furthermore, we use Property (A5) in

Theorem 8 to confirm that the covariance matrix V̄ A→B,t[ℓ]
is positive definite. Using the definition of ~qpostt+1 [ℓ] in (216)

and ~hτ [ℓ]
a.s.
= ~xA→B,τ [ℓ] − |W [ℓ]|−1/2~x[ℓ] + o(1) for all

τ ∈ {0, . . . , t}, we find that ~qpostt+1 [ℓ] is a separable and

proper-Lipschitz function of {~hτ [ℓ] : τ ∈ {0, . . . , t}}. Thus,

we can utilize Property (B3) in Theorem 8 for τ = t to

obtain ηB,t[ℓ]
a.s.→ η̄B,t[ℓ], which implies that ~qextt+1[ℓ]

a.s.
=

~xB→A,t+1[ℓ]− ~x[ℓ] + o(1) holds from Lemma 13.

We derive the state evolution recursions (98) and (99) with

respect to v̄sufA→B,t′,t[l] and v̄postB,t′+1,t+1[l], respectively. The

almost sure convergence V A→B,t[ℓ]
a.s.→ V̄ A→B,t[ℓ] implies

that the covariance message vsufA→B,t′,t[l] in (86) converges

almost surely to v̄sufA→B,t′,t[l] in (98) in the large system

limit. Since vsufA→B,t′,t[l] is a consistent estimator of the error

covariance N−1[l]E[(x[l] − xsuf
A→B,t′ [l])

T(x[l] − xsuf
A→B,t[l])]

in the large system limit, we use Property (B2) in Theorem 8

to arrive at the almost sure convergence N−1[l]E[(x[l] −
x
post
B,t′+1[l])

T(x[l]−xpost
B,t+1[l])]

a.s.→ v̄postB,t′+1,t+1[l] given in (99).

Finally, we evaluate v̄B→A,t′+1,t+1[ℓ] in (241) for all t′ ∈
{−1, . . . , t} Consider the case t′ ≥ 0. Using ~qextt+1[ℓ] =
~xB→A,t+1[ℓ]−~x[ℓ], the definition of ~xB→A,t+1[ℓ] in (222), and

the asymptotic orthogonality N−1
c [ℓ]~h

T

t′ [ℓ]~q
next
t+1 [ℓ]

a.s.
= o(1)

yields

v̄B→A,t′+1,t+1[ℓ]
a.s.
=

(~qpostt′+1[ℓ])
T~qextt+1[ℓ]

Nc[ℓ]
+ o(1)

=
(~qpostt′+1[ℓ])

T~qpostt+1 [ℓ]

Nc[ℓ]
− |W [ℓ]|−1/2

1− η̄B,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|

·
t
∑

τ=0

ηB,τ,t[ℓ]
(~qpostt′+1[ℓ])

T~hτ [ℓ]

Nc[ℓ]
+ o(1), (246)

where we have used ηB,t[ℓ]
a.s.→ η̄B,t[ℓ]. From the definition of

~qpostt+1 [ℓ] in (216), we find that the first term reduces to

(~qpostt′+1[ℓ])
T~qpostt+1 [ℓ]

Nc[ℓ]
=

1

Nc[ℓ]

∑

w∈W[ℓ]

(~qpostt′+1[ℓ][w])
T~qpostt+1 [ℓ][w]

a.s.
=

∑

w∈W[ℓ]

N [ℓ− w]

Nc[ℓ]

|W [ℓ]|γ2[ℓ][ℓ− w]v̄postB,t′+1,t+1[ℓ− w]

(1− η̄B,t′ [ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|)(1− η̄B,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|)
+o(1). (247)

For the second term, on the other hand, we use the ex-

pression of ~qextt+1[ℓ] = ~xB→A,t+1[ℓ] − ~x[ℓ] in (222) and the

asymptotic orthogonality N−1
c [ℓ](~qextt′+1[ℓ])

T~hτ [ℓ]
a.s.
= o(1) to

obtain

|W [ℓ]|−1/2

1− η̄B,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|

t
∑

τ=0

ηB,τ,t[ℓ]
(~qpostt′+1[ℓ])

T~hτ [ℓ]

Nc[ℓ]

a.s.
=

|W [ℓ]|−1

(1− η̄B,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|)(1− η̄B,t′ [ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|)

·
t′
∑

τ ′=0

t
∑

τ=0

ηB,τ ′,t′ [ℓ]ηB,τ,t[ℓ]v̄A→B,τ ′,τ [ℓ] + o(1). (248)

Using the following identity obtained from (51), (89), and

(91):

ηB,τ,t[ℓ] = ηB,t[ℓ]
eTτ V

−1
A→B,t[ℓ]1

1
TV −1

A→B,t[ℓ]1
, (249)

as well as the expression
∑t′

τ ′=0

∑t
τ=0 v̄A→B,τ ′,τ [ℓ]eτ ′eTτ =

(It′+1,O)V̄ A→B,t[ℓ] for t′ ≤ t and V A→B,t[ℓ]
a.s.→

V̄ A→B,t[ℓ], we find that the last factor reduces to

t′
∑

τ ′=0

t
∑

τ=0

ηB,τ ′,t′ [ℓ]ηB,τ,t[ℓ]v̄A→B,τ ′,τ [ℓ]

a.s.
=

η̄B,t′ [ℓ]η̄B,t[ℓ]

1
TV̄

−1
A→B,t[ℓ]1

+ o(1), (250)

with

η̄B,t[ℓ] =
∑

w∈W[ℓ]

N [ℓ− w]

Nc[ℓ]
η̄B,t[ℓ][w], (251)

where we have used the fact that ηB,t[ℓ][w] in (90) converges

almost surely to η̄B,t[ℓ][w] in (102), because of V A→B,t[ℓ]
a.s.→
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V̄ A→B,t[ℓ], v
suf
A→B,t,t[l]

a.s.→ v̄sufA→B,t,t[l], and Property (B3) in

Theorem 8 for τ = t. Combining these results, we arrive at

|W [ℓ]|−1/2

1− η̄B,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|

t
∑

τ=0

ηB,τ,t[ℓ]
(~qpostt′+1[ℓ])

T~hτ [ℓ]

Nc[ℓ]

a.s.
=

|W [ℓ]|−1

(1 − η̄B,t′ [ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|)(1− η̄B,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|)
η̄B,t′ [ℓ]η̄B,t[ℓ]

1
TV̄

−1
A→B,t[ℓ]1

+o(1). (252)

We are ready to prove (241) for τ ′ > 0. Substituting (247)

and (252) into (246) yields

(1− η̄B,t′ [ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|)(1− η̄B,t[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]|)v̄B→A,t′+1,t+1[ℓ]

a.s.
=

∑

w∈W[ℓ]

N [ℓ− w]

Nc[ℓ]
|W [ℓ]|γ2[ℓ][ℓ− w]v̄postB,t′+1,t+1[ℓ− w]

− 1

|W [ℓ]|
η̄B,t′ [ℓ]η̄B,t[ℓ]

1
TV̄

−1
A→B,t[ℓ]1

+ o(1), (253)

which is equivalent to the state evolution recursion (100).

In the case of t′ = −1, for f−1[l] = 0 we repeat the same

proof as that for the case t′ ≥ 0 to find that v̄B→A,0,t+1[ℓ] is

equivalent to (103). Thus, Theorem 5 holds.

E. Module A for τ = 0

Proof of (A2): We first prove the strong law of large

numbers with respect to ~b0[0]. Consider

〈φ̃0(B1,Ω,Λ)〉 =
1

Nc

Nc[0]
∑

n=1

φ̃n,0 +
1

Nc

Nc
∑

n=Nc[0]+1

φ̃n,0. (254)

By definition, the second term is independent of ~b0[0].
Let us evaluate the first term. Under Assumptions 2 and 7,

for some κ0,0[ℓ] > 0 we find N−1
c [ℓ]‖~qext0 [ℓ]‖2 a.s.→ κ0,0[ℓ] for

the initial condition ~qext0 [ℓ] = (INc[ℓ],O)ψ−1[ℓ](X ). Consider

A3|LW |−1 = {{[~bT0 [ℓ],0]T}|LW |−1
ℓ=1 ,Ω,Λ}, a3|LW |−1 = ǫ =

0, Φ
⊥
E = I , and ω = ~b0[0] in [54, Lemma 3]. Since

~b0[0] = V T[0]~qext0 [0] is orthogonally invariant and V [0] is

independent of the other matrices {V [ℓ] : ℓ 6= 0}, we can use

[54, Lemma 3] to obtain

〈φ̃0(B1,Ω,Λ)〉
a.s.
= E~zA,0[0]

[

〈φ̃0([~z
T
A,0[0],0]

T,A3|LW |−1)〉
]

+ o(1),(255)

with ~zA,0[ℓ] ∼ N (0, κ0,0[ℓ]INc[ℓ]).
We next prove the strong law of large numbers with

respect to the remaining vectors in the same man-

ner. Since φ0 is separable and proper pseudo-Lipschitz,

E~zA,0[0][〈φ̃0([~z
T
A,0[0],0]

T,A3|LW |−1)] is also separable and

proper pseudo-Lipschitz from Proposition 6. Thus, we can re-

peat the same derivation for {~b0[ℓ]}|LW |−1
ℓ=1 and {n[ℓ]}|LW |−1

ℓ=1

to arrive at

〈φ̃0(B1,Ω,Λ)〉 a.s.
= E

[

〈φ̃0(ZA,1, Ω̃,Λ)〉
]

+ o(1), (256)

where the strong law of large numbers with respect to {~λ[ℓ]}
follows from Assumption 3. Thus, the former property (226)

holds for τ = 0.

Proof of (A3): The former property (227) for τ = 0
follows from Property (A2) and a technical result in [8, Lemma

5]. Thus, we only prove the latter property for τ = 0.

Without loss of generality, we focus on ℓ = 0. We use

Property (A2) and (227) for τ = 0 to find that the LHS of

(228) reduces to its expectation

1

Nc[0]
E

[

~zTA,0[0]
(

(INc[0],O)φ̃0 − E[ξ̃A,0,0[0]]~zA,0[0]
)]

(257)

in the large system limit, with φ̃0 = φ̃0(ZA,0, Ω̃,Λ). Using

[54, Lemma 2] yields

LHS of (228)

a.s.
=

1

Nc[0]

Nc[0]
∑

n=1

E[~z2A,n,0[0]]E[〈∂0φ̃n,0〉]

−E[ξ̃A,0,0[0]]
E[‖~zA,0[0]‖2]

Nc[0]
+ o(1) = o(1), (258)

where the last equality follows from the definition of ξ̃A,0,0[0]
in (229). Thus, Property (A3) holds for τ = 0.

Proofs of (A4) and (A5): The proofs are omitted since

they are the same as in [54, p. 4419].

F. Module B for τ = 0

Proof of (B1): The proof is omitted since it is the same

as in [54, pp. 4419–4420].

Proof of (B2): We prove the strong law of large numbers

with respect to ~h0[0]. Consider

〈ψ̃0(H1,X )〉 = 1

Nc

Nc[0]
∑

n=1

ψ̃n,0 +
1

Nc

Nc
∑

n=Nc[0]+1

ψ̃n,0. (259)

By definition, the second term is independent of ~h0[0].
To evaluate the first term, we utilize [54, Lemma 3] with

a2|LW |−1 = 0, A2|LW |−1 = {{[~hT

0 [ℓ],O]T}|LW |−1
ℓ=1 ,X},

ǫ = o(1)~qext0 [0], E = ~qext0 [0], and ω = ~ωB,0[0]. Using

Property (B1) for τ = 0 and [54, Lemma 3] yields

〈ψ̃0(H1,X )〉 − E~zB,0[0]

[

〈ψ̃0([~z
T
B,0[0],0]

T,A2|LW |−1)〉
]

a.s.→ 0, (260)

with ~zB,0[0] ∼ N (0, π0,0[0]INc[0]), where Property (A4) for

τ = 0 implies the existence of π0,0[0].
The strong law of large numbers with respect to the remain-

ing vectors can be proved in the same manner. Repeating the

application of [54, Lemma 3] for ℓ = 1, . . . , |LW | − 1, we

arrive at

〈ψ̃0(H1,X )〉 − E

[

〈ψ̃0(ZB,0,X )〉
]

a.s.→ 0, (261)

where the strong law of large numbers for X follows from

Assumption 2. Thus, Property (B2) holds for τ = 0.

Proofs of (B3) and (B4): The proofs are omitted since

they are the same as in Properties (A3) and (A4) for τ = 0,

respectively.

Proof of (B5): The proof is omitted since it is the same

as in [54, p. 4420].
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G. Module A by Induction

Assume that Theorem 8 is correct for all τ < t. We prove

Theorem 8 for τ = t. Since the properties for module B can

be proved in the same manner as for module A, we only prove

the properties for module A.

Proof of (A1) for τ = t: The proof is omitted since it is

the same as in [54, p. 4420].

Proof of (A2) for τ = t: The proof is essentially the

same as in the proof of Property (A2) for τ = 0. We prove

the strong law of large numbers with respect to {~bτ [0]} in the

order τ = t, . . . , 0. Consider

〈φ̃t(Bt+1,Ω,Λ)〉 =
1

Nc

Nc[0]
∑

n=1

φ̃n,t +
1

Nc

Nc
∑

n=Nc[0]+1

φ̃n,t.

(262)

By definition, the second term is independent of ~bt[0].

To evaluate the first term, we utilize [54, Lemma 3] under

Property (A1) for τ ≤ t. Let a(t+3)|LW |−1 = ~Bt[0]~βt[0],

A(t+3)|LW |−1 = {[~BT

t [0],O]T, {[~BT

t+1[ℓ],O]T}|LW |−1
ℓ=1 ,Ω,

Λ}, ǫ = ~M
ext

t [0]o(1) +~Bt[0]o(1), E = (~Bt[0], ~M
ext

t [0]),
and ω = ~ωA,t[0]. Using Property (A1) for τ = t and [54,

Lemma 3] yields

〈φ̃t(Bt+1,Ω,Λ)〉−E~zA,t[0]

[

〈φ̃t([(~Bt[0]~βt[0] + ~zA,t[0])
T,

0]T,A(t+3)|LW |−1)〉
] a.s.→ 0. (263)

Repeating this argument, we follow [54, p. 4420] to arrive at

〈φ̃t(Bt+1,Ω,Λ)〉−E~ZA,t+1[0]

[

〈φ̃t([
~Z

T

A,t+1[0],0]
T,

A(t+3)|LW |−t−1)〉
] a.s.→ 0, (264)

with A(t+3)|LW |−(t+1) = {{[~BT

t+1[ℓ],O]T}|LW |−1
ℓ=1 ,Ω, Λ}.

The strong law of large numbers with respect to the remain-

ing vectors can be proved in the same manner. Repeating the

application of [54, Lemma 3] for ℓ = 1, . . . , |LW | − 1, we

obtain

〈φ̃t(Bt+1,Ω,Λ)〉 − E

[

〈φ̃t(ZA,t+1, Ω̃,Λ)〉
]

a.s.→ 0, (265)

where the strong law of large numbers for Ω and Λ follows

from Assumptions 3 and 4. Thus, Property (A2) holds for

τ = t.

Proof of (A3) for τ = t: The former property (227) for

τ = t follows from Property (A2) for τ = t and a technical

result in [8, Lemma 5]. Thus, we only prove the latter property

for τ = t.

Without loss of generality, we focus on ℓ = 0. We use

Property (A2) and (227) for τ = t to find that the LHS of

(228) reduces to its expectation

E

[

~zTA,τ ′ [0]

Nc[0]

(

(INc[0],O)φ̃t −
t
∑

t′=0

E[ξ̃A,t′,t[0]]~zA,t′ [0]

)]

(266)

in the large system limit, with φ̃t = φ̃t(ZA,t+1, Ω̃,Λ). Using

[54, Lemma 2] yields

LHS of (228)

a.s.
= o(1) +

1

Nc[0]

Nc[0]
∑

n=1

t
∑

t′=0

E[~zA,n,τ ′ [0]~zA,n,t′[0]]E[〈∂t′ φ̃n,t〉]

−
t
∑

t′=0

E[ξ̃A,t′,t[0]]
E[~zTA,τ ′ [0]~zA,t′ [0]]

Nc[0]
= o(1) (267)

where the last equality follows from the definition of ξ̃A,t′,t[0]
in (229). Thus, Property (A3) holds for τ = t.

Proofs of (A4) and (A5) for τ = t: The proofs are omitted

since they are the same as in [54, p. 4420].

APPENDIX H

PROOF OF LEMMA 8

A. Proof of (121)

The former property (121) follows from the latter (122). We

first evaluate an upper bound on s̃τ [l]. From Lemma 3 and the

assumption (72) in Theorem 4, we have R(0) = 1. Using this

result, the definition of g(z) in (116), and the non-decreasing

assumption for R(z) on (−∞, 0], we have the upper bound

g(z) ≤ 1/σ2 for all z ≥ 0. Thus, from the definition of s̃τ [l]
in (115) we arrive at s̃τ [l] ≤ 1/σ2.

We next evaluate sτ [l]. From the latter property (122),

the difference |s̃τ [l] − sτ [l]| is bounded for fixed τ and all

l ∈ L0, i.e. |s̃τ [l] − sτ [l]| < d for some d > 0, which

implies sτ [l] < s̃τ [l] + d ≤ 1/σ2 + d. Thus, we can

restrict the domain of MMSE(s) to the interval [0, 1/σ2+ d].
Since Proposition 2 implies the continuous differentiability of

MMSE(s) for all s ≥ 0, MMSE(s) is Lipschitz-continuous

for all s ∈ [0, 1/σ2 + d].
Let us prove the former property (121). From the definitions

of Eτ+1[ℓ] and Ẽτ+1 in (105) and (114), we use the triangle

inequality and the Lipschitz-continuity of MMSE(s) to obtain

|Ẽτ+1[ℓ]− Eτ+1[ℓ]|
≤ 1

W + 1

∑

w∈W[ℓ]

|MMSE(s̃τ [ℓ− w])−MMSE(sτ [ℓ− w])|

<
C

W + 1

∑

w∈W[ℓ]

|s̃τ [ℓ− w]− sτ [ℓ − w]| = O(a−1
W ), (268)

with some constant C > 0, where the last follows from the

latter property (122) and |W [ℓ]| ≤W+1 for all ℓ ∈ LW . Thus,

the former property (121) holds if the latter property (122) is

correct.

B. Proof of (122)

We prove the latter property (122) by induction. The proof

of (122) for τ = 0 is trivial from the initial condition s̃0[l] =
s0[l]. For some t ∈ N, suppose that (122) is correct for τ =
t− 1. We need to prove (122) for τ = t.

From the definitions of st[l] and s̃t[l] in (106) and (115),

respectively, we use the triangle inequality to obtain

|s̃t[l]− st[l]| <
1

W + 1

l+W
∑

ℓ=l

(

T
(1)
t [ℓ] + T

(2)
t [ℓ] + T

(3)
t [ℓ]

)

,

(269)
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where T
(i)
t [ℓ] for i ∈ {1, 2, 3} is given by

T
(1)
t [ℓ] = |g(Ẽt[ℓ])− g(Et[ℓ])|, (270)

T
(2)
t [ℓ] = |g(νt[ℓ]Et[ℓ])− g[ℓ](νt[ℓ]Et[ℓ])| , (271)

T
(3)
t [ℓ] = |g(Et[ℓ])− g(νt[ℓ]Et[ℓ])| , (272)

with

νt[ℓ] =
η̄A,t[ℓ]

1− η̄B,t−1[ℓ]/|W [ℓ]| > 0. (273)

We evaluate the first term. The induction hypothesis (122)

for τ = t− 1 implies the former property (121) for τ = t− 1,

|Ẽt[ℓ]− Et[ℓ]| = O(a−1
W ). (274)

The continuous-differentiability assumption of R(z) in

Lemma 8 implies that g(z) in (116) is also continuously

differentiable for all z ≥ 0. Furthermore, from the upper bound

MMSE(s) ≤ 1 in (5) and the induction hypothesis (274) we

find that both Ẽt[ℓ] and Et[ℓ] are bounded. Repeating the same

proof as that for the former property (121) in Appendix H-A,

we obtain

1

W + 1

l+W
∑

ℓ=l

T
(1)
t [ℓ] = O(a−1

W ). (275)

In evaluating the remaining terms, we use the following

lemma on O(W/aW ) sections in both ends:

Lemma 14: Suppose that E[x21[l]] = 1 holds. Let {aW >
0}∞W=1 denote a positive and diverging sequence at a sublinear

speed in W : limW→∞ aW = ∞ and limW→∞ aW /W = 0.

For all t and ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , ⌈W/aW ⌉} ∪ {L + W − 1 −
⌈W/aW ⌉, . . . , L + W − 1}, Et[ℓ] = O(a−1

W ) and Ẽt[ℓ] =
O(a−1

W ) hold in the continuum limit L,W → ∞ with

∆ =W/L kept constant.

Proof: Without loss of generality, we focus on Ẽt[ℓ] given

in (114) and only consider the case of ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , ⌈W/aW ⌉}
since the case of ℓ ∈ {L+W −1−⌈W/aW ⌉, . . . , L+W −1}
can be proved in the same manner.

For all ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , ⌈W/aW ⌉}, we use the definition of W [ℓ]
in (30) and the upper bound MMSE(s̃t[l]) ≤ E[x21] = 1 in (5)

to have

Ẽt[ℓ] =
1

W + 1

ℓ
∑

w=0

MMSE(s̃t−1[ℓ − w])

≤ ℓ+ 1

W + 1
<

2 +W/aW
W + 1

= O(a−1
W ) (276)

in the continuum limit.

We arrive at the latter property (122) for τ = t, by proving

1

W + 1

l+W
∑

ℓ=l

T
(2)
t [ℓ] = O(a−1

W ), (277)

1

W + 1

l+W
∑

ℓ=l

T
(3)
t [ℓ] = O(a−1

W ) (278)

for all l ∈ L0. They are proved in Appendices H-C, and H-D,

respectively.

C. Proof of (277)

1) Case 1: We evaluate the summation (277) in the case of

l ∈ {⌈W/aW ⌉, . . . , L−1−⌈W/aW⌉}. In this case, we can use

the assumption (72) in Theorem 4 for all ℓ ∈ {l, . . . , l+W}.

Applying g[ℓ](z) in (107) and g(z) in (116) to (72), we have

|g[ℓ](z)− g(z)| = O(a−1
W ) in the continuum limit for all ℓ ∈

{l, . . . , l +W}. Thus,

1

W + 1

l+W
∑

ℓ=l

T
(2)
t [ℓ] = O(a−1

W ). (279)

2) Case 2: In the case of l ∈ {0, . . . , ⌈W/aW ⌉ − 1}, we

decompose the summation (277) into two terms,

1

W + 1

l+W
∑

ℓ=l

T
(2)
t [ℓ] =

1

W + 1

⌈W/aW ⌉−1
∑

ℓ=l

T
(2)
t [ℓ]

+
1

W + 1

l+W
∑

ℓ=⌈W/aW ⌉

T
(2)
t [ℓ]. (280)

Repeating the derivation of (279) for the second term yields

1

W + 1

l+W
∑

ℓ=⌈W/aW ⌉

T
(2)
t [ℓ] = O(a−1

W ) (281)

in the continuum limit.

For the first term, we use the triangle inequality to obtain

T
(2)
t [ℓ] <

∣

∣

∣

∣

g(νt[ℓ]Et[ℓ])−
1

σ2

∣

∣

∣

∣

+

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

σ2
− g[ℓ](νt[ℓ]Et[ℓ])

∣

∣

∣

∣

.

(282)

From g[ℓ](z) in (107) and Lemma 3, we have |g[ℓ](z) −
σ−2| = o(1) for all ℓ ∈ LW as z → 0. Similarly, we

use the definition of g(z) in (116), the assumption (72)

in Theorem 4, and the continuity assumption of R(z) to

obtain |g(z)− σ−2| = o(1). Furthermore, Lemma 14 implies

Et[ℓ] → 0 for ℓ ∈ {l, . . . , ⌈W/aW ⌉ − 1}. Combining these

results, we arrive at

1

W + 1

⌈W/aW ⌉−1
∑

ℓ=l

T
(2)
t [ℓ] = O(a−1

W ) (283)

in the continuum limit. Thus, (277) holds.

3) Case 3: The proof in the case of l ∈ {L −
⌈W/aW ⌉, . . . , L − 1} is omitted since it is the same as that

in the case of l ∈ {0, . . . , ⌈W/aW ⌉ − 1}.

D. Proof of (278)

1) Case 1: We evaluate the summation (278) in the case of

l ∈ {⌈W/aW ⌉, . . . , L−1−⌈W/aW ⌉}. Since we have already

proved the boundedness of Et[ℓ], we use Lemma 7 for all

ℓ ∈ {l, . . . , l+W} to find the boundedness of νt[ℓ]Et[ℓ]. We

repeat the proof in Appendix H-A to arrive at

1

W + 1

l+W
∑

ℓ=l

T
(3)
t [ℓ] <

C

W + 1

l+W
∑

ℓ=l

|1− νt[ℓ]|Et[ℓ]

=O(aW /W ) (284)

for some constant C > 0, where the last equality follows from

Lemma 7.
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2) Case 2: In the case of l ∈ {0, . . . , ⌈W/aW ⌉ − 1}, we

decompose the summation (278) into two terms,

1

W + 1

l+W
∑

ℓ=l

T
(3)
t [ℓ] =

1

W + 1

⌈W/aW ⌉−1
∑

ℓ=l

T
(3)
t [ℓ]

+
1

W + 1

l+W
∑

ℓ=⌈W/aW ⌉

T
(3)
t [ℓ]. (285)

Since we have already proved |g(z) − σ−2| = o(1), for the

first term we use Lemma 14 to obtain

1

W + 1

⌈W/aW ⌉−1
∑

ℓ=l

T
(3)
t [ℓ] = O(a−1

W ). (286)

Repeating the derivation of (284) for the second term, we have

1

W + 1

l+W
∑

ℓ=⌈W/aW ⌉

T
(3)
t [ℓ] = O(aW /W ). (287)

Thus, (278) holds.

3) Case 3: The proof in the case of l ∈ {L −
⌈W/aW ⌉, . . . , L − 1} is omitted since it is the same as that

in the case of l ∈ {0, . . . , ⌈W/aW ⌉ − 1}.
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