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Abstract—Vector Approximate Message Passing (VAMP) provides the means of solving a linear inverse problem in a Bayesoptimal way assuming the measurement operator is sufficiently
random. However, VAMP requires implementing the linear
minimum mean squared error (LMMSE) estimator at every
iteration, which makes the algorithm intractable for large-scale
problems. In this work, we present a class of warm-started
(WS) methods that provides a scalable approximation of LMMSE
within VAMP. We show that a Message Passing (MP) algorithm
equipped with a method from this class can converge to the
fixed point of VAMP while having a per-iteration computational
complexity proportional to that of AMP. Additionally, we provide
the Onsager correction and a multi-dimensional State Evolution
for MP utilizing one of the WS methods. Lastly, we show that the
approximation approach used in the recently proposed Memory
AMP (MAMP) algorithm is a special case of the developed class
of WS methods.

I. I NTRODUCTION
Consider recovering a random signal x ∈ RN from
y = Ax + w

(1)

where y ∈ RM , w ∈ RM is a zero-mean i.i.d. Gaussian noise
vector w ∼ N (0, vw IM ) and A ∈ RM ×N is a measurement
matrix that is assumed to be available. We consider the limiting
case where N = δM → ∞ with M
N → δ ∈ (0, 1).
In this work we approach the problem of recovering x
from (1) by referring to the family of Approximate Message
Passing (AMP) algorithms originally proposed in [1]. When
A is drawn from the class of sub-Gaussian matrices, AMP
demonstrates fast convergence rate, stability and existence of
a 1D dynamics called State Evolution (SE) that defines the
evolution of the intrinsic uncertainty in the algorithm [2]. In
particular, the SE was used to show the Bayes-optimality of
the algorithm [3]–[5] in the large system limit (LSL).
Yet, when the measurement operator A is ill-conditioned
or non-centered, AMP was evidenced to be unstable and
provide poor reconstruction performance [6]–[8]. To expand
the class of allowed measurement matrices, it was suggested
to reformulate AMP as a symmetric procedure involving two
steps that follow the orthogonality principle [9]: a denoising
step and a linear step. This procedure was proposed in [10], [9]
and [6], where the latter two works called it Orthogonal AMP
(OAMP) and Vector Approximate Message Passing (VAMP)
respectively. In [6], [10], it was shown that OAMP/VAMP1
This work was supported by the ERC project C-SENSE (ERC-ADG-2015694888). MD is also supported by a Royal Society Wolfson Research Merit
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1 While the LMMSE-OAMP and VAMP are almost identical, in the following we will stick to the name ”VAMP” when we refer to these type of
algorithms.

can operate with an ill-conditioned measurement operator and
preserves most of the main advantages of AMP, when A is
right orthogonally invariant (ROI), which is a much wider
class of random matrices. In this setup, it was shown that
in the large system limit, the dynamics of VAMP can be
defined through a 1D SE and the algorithm achieves Bayes
optimal reconstruction conditioned on the validity of the
replica prediction for ROI matrices [6].
Despite the advantages of VAMP, each of its iteration
implements an LMMSE estimator that requires inverting an M
by M matrix, which is computationally infeasible for largescale inverse problems. In [6] it was proposed to leverage the
SVD decomposition of A to reduce the computational cost, but
this would require storing large singular vector matrices, which
becomes infeasible from the memory point of view. To resolve this computational/memory bottleneck, several Message
Passing (MP) techniques were proposed, including Conjugate
Gradient VAMP (CG-VAMP) [11]–[13], Convolutional AMP
(CAMP) [14], [15], Memory AMP (MAMP) [16], [17] and
others. CAMP and MAMP are based on the general OAMP
framework [18], where the optimal LMMSE estimator is approximated by a long-memory (LM) matched filter (LM-MF),
which utilizes the information from the previous iterations. In
[15], [16] it was shown that the dynamics of these algorithms
can be described by an LM version of SE, which was used
to prove the Bayes-optimality of the algorithms under the
same assumptions as for VAMP. Importantly, these algorithms
do not require storing any large dimensional matrices and
have the computational complexity similar to that of AMP.
While CAMP demonstrates consistent performance for wellto-moderate conditioned operators A, MAMP was evidenced
to be stable for highly ill-conditioned operators [16]. However,
LM-MF has a fixed quality of approximation and, when A is
ill-conditioned, the number of iterations required for MAMP
to converge might be hundreds and thousands [16], which can
have a substantial computational cost especially if the denoiser
used in the algorithm is relatively expensive, as with NonLocal Mean [19] , BM3D [20] etc.
In this work we upscale VAMP by designing a class
of warm-started (WS) first-order methods approximating
LMMSE with a flexible number of inner-loop iterations leading to efficient operation of the algorithm. As special cases,
this class includes WS Gradient Descent (WS-GD) and WS
Conjugate Gradient (WS-CG). We show that when an MP
algorithm is equipped with a method from this class, the
algorithm converges to the same fixed point as VAMP. We
provide a closed-form solution for the Onsager correction and

the LM SE for this class of approximators and present a
robust method for implementing them. Additionally, we show
that the approximation method used in MAMP corresponds
to a particular form of WS-GD with one inner-loop iteration.
Lastly, we numerically compare the performance of the proposed methods against VAMP, MAMP and regular CG-VAMP.
II. L ONG M EMORY VAMP
In this section we focus on a particular instance of the
general LM MP framework [18] that is used as the basis for
MAMP [16] and for the proposed algorithm. Let rt ∈ RN and
st ∈ RN be iteratively updated as2
t
t
X
−1  X

rt =
γtτ
γtτ sτ + AT µt (St )
(2)
τ =0

st+1 =

τ =0


1 
g(rt ) − αt rt
1 − αt

(3)


where St = st , st−1 , ..., s0 and µt is a long-memory
approximation of the LMMSE estimator

−1

M SE
µLM
= ρt I + AAT
y − Ast = Wt−1 zt (4)
t
In (2)-(3), the scalars αt and γtτ correspond to the following
divergences
1
1
γtτ = ∇sτ · AT µt (St )
αt = ∇rt · g(rt ) (5)
N
N
Here and in (3), the function g performs denoising of x
assuming an instrinsic Gaussian channel
rt = x + ht
(ht )n ∼ N (0, vht )
(6)
Lastly, in (4) we have the scalar ρt = vvqw with vqt modeling
t


the variance N1 E ||qt ||2 of the error vector qt = st − x.
With these definitions, one can establish rigorous dynamics
of (2)-(3) in the LSL and under the following main assumptions:
Assumption 1: The matrix A is right-orthogonally invariant
(ROI) such that in the SVD of A = USVT , the matrix V
is independent of other random terms and is Haar distributed
[21]. Additionally, let the limiting spectral distribution of Λ =
SST almost surely converge to a compactly supported function
and be normalized such that N1 T r{SST } = 1.
Assumption 2: The sequence of functions g : RN 7→ RN
indexed by N are Lipschitz continuous with a Lipschitz
constant LN < ∞ as N → ∞ [22], [3]. Additionally, we
assumes the sequences of x and g(·) are convergent under
Gaussian noise [22].
Under these assumptions, one can ensure that the intrinsic
model (6) holds almost surely and that the error vectors qt
and ht are asymptotically orthogonal [18]
1 T a.s.
lim
qt ht = 0
(7)
N →∞ N
2 In MAMP there are additional scalar terms involved that ensure stability
and the convergence properties, but to simplify the exposition we omit them
here. However, we utilize the optimal MAMP algorithm [16] when it comes
to the numerical analysis.

III. L ONG - MEMORY LMMSE APPROXIMATION
As seen from (4), the direct implementation of LMMSE
requires inverting an M by M matrix. To overcome this issue,
M SE
first, we reformulate µLM
as the solution to the following
t
system of linear equations (SLE)
W t µ t = zt
(8)
Next, we define a quadratic cost function [23]–[25]
1
(9)
ft (µ) = µT Wt µ − zTt µ
2
By setting ∇ft (µ) = Wt µ − zt = 0, one can verify
that ft (µ) is minimized by the LMMSE solution (4). Then,
by constructing an iterative method for minimizing (9), one
M SE
can potentially recover µLM
. This idea was previously
t
considered in the similar works including [11]–[13] but the
approximation methods there did not utilize the warm-start
(WS) approach. In this work, we consider applying WS to the
following iterative scheme
i i
µi+1
= µit + ait pit
pi+1
= −∇ft (µi+1
(10)
t
t
t ) + bt pt
where µit is the approximation of (4) after i iterations, pit is
the new search direction and ait is the step size along pit . One
special case of (10) is the Gradient Descent (GD) algorithm
[24], [25] for which we set bit = 0 for all i and choose a fixed
step size ait = at to be
1
2
=
(11)
at =
Lmax (Wt ) + Lmin (Wt )
ρt + λ †
where Lmin (Wt ) and Lmax (Wt ) are the minimum and maxT
T
min (SS )
imum eigenvalues of Wt and λ† = Lmax (SS )+L
.
2
Similarly, by defining
2
||zt − Wt µi+1
||zt − Wt µit ||2
t ||
bit =
(12)
ait =
i
i
i
T
2
(pt ) Wt pt
||zt − Wt µt ||
one obtains the Conjugate Gradient (CG) method. One can
show [24], [25] that CG is the optimal first-order method for
minimizing (9) and has a substantially faster convergence rate
compared to GD when the matrix Wt is ill-conditioned.
Although both of the methods are guaranteed to converge to
the exact solution (4) [25], the number of inner-loop iterations
required for that is i = M for CG and i → ∞ for GD, which
is as expensive as directly computing (4). To keep the number
of inner-loop iterations of (10) of order O(1) while preserving
the ability to recover the exact LMMSE solution, we suggest
combining a small number of inner loop iterations with the
following warm-start at each outer loop iteration
i−1
µ0t = µit−1
p0t = −∇ft (µit−1 ) + bi−1
(13)
t−1 pt−1
and µ00 = 0, p00 = zt for t = 0. The following theorem establishes the asymptotic property of an MP algorithm utilizing
(10) with the initialization (13).
Theorem 1. Consider the MP algorithm (2)-(3) with µt = µit
being the output of the iterations (10) with i > 0 and the
∗
initialization (13). Assume that there is such i∗ so that µit
minimizes ft (·) and that the MP algorithm (2)-(3) has a unique
fixed point achieved at iteration t∗ . Then, under Assumptions
M SE
1-2, the vector µt∗ converges to µLM
.
t∗

Proof. Let the MP algorithm (2)-(3) converge to a unique fixed
point at iteration t∗ . Consider the iteration t∗ + 1 and use (13)
to obtain
µ0(t∗ +1)

=

µit∗

p0(t∗ +1)

=

−∇ft∗ +1 (µit∗ )

+

i−1
bti−1
∗ pt∗

Because Wt∗ +1 = Wt∗ and zt∗ +1 = zt∗ , we have that
∇ft∗ +1 (·) = ∇ft∗ (·), ajt∗ +1 = ajt∗ and bjt∗ +1 = bjt∗ .
Therefore, by running the iterative scheme (10) for i iterations,
i
2i
we produce µi(t∗ +1) = µ2i
(t∗ ) and p(t∗ +1) = p(t∗ ) . Then, after
∗
∗
at most ii outer-loop iterations, we obtain µit∗ , which, by the
M SE
.

assumption, corresponds to µLM
t∗

IV. A SYMPTOTIC BEHAVIOUR OF WS METHODS WITHIN
M ESSAGE PASSING
While Theorem 1 suggests that a LM MP algorithm utilizing
a WS method (10) and (13) has a potential to converge to the
fixed point of VAMP, it is still required to identify the closedform solutions for the correction scalars γtτ,i and the evolution
model of vhi t . Next, we provide these closed-form solutions
for any WS method that fits into the form of (10) such as WSCG, WS-GD (including the one from MAMP) and potentially
other methods. To do this, define the following base sequences
f t,i [j] = f t,i−1 [j] + ait g t,i−1 [j]
t,i

t,i

t,i

g [j] = −ρt f [j] − f [j − 1] +
MAMP
The recently proposed MAMP algorithm [16] approximates
(4) with a LM approximation method based on Taylor expansion of the matrix Wt . Using the ideas above, we can show
that this approximation method corresponds to a particular
WS-GD scheme with i = 1 inner-loop iteration. In particular,
in MAMP (4) is approximated as [16]

µt = I − at Wt µt−1 + āt zt
(14)
where at is the same as in (11), while āt is optimized to
minimize the variance vht from (6). To relate (14) to (10),
we let āt = ct at , where ct is some scalar, and add the
corresponding superscript i. Then, after rearranging the terms
in (14), one can obtain

µ1t = µ0t−1 + a0t p0t
p0t = − Wt µ0t−1 − ct zt
(15)
By comparing (15) to (10), we conclude that this update
corresponds to WS-GD with i = 1 approximating the cost
1
ft (µ) = µT Wt µ − ct zTt µ
(16)
2
that has a minimum at ct Wt−1 zt . By setting µ0t = µ1t−1 for
1
t > 0 and µ00 = 0, b0t = 0 and a0t = ρt +λ
† , and applying
Theorem 1 to (15) and (16), we confirm that µt converges
LM M SE
to µt∗ = ct∗ Wt−1
. However, due to the
∗ zt∗ = ct∗ µt∗
τ
normalization scalars γt from (5), we can show that the update
rt is invariant to scalar scaling of µt . Let µt = ct µit be the
M SE
approximation of µLM
used in rt and γtτ,i = N1 ∇sτ ·
t
T i
τ
A µt . Then γt is equivalent to
γtτ =

1
1
∇s · AT µt (St ) = ∇sτ · AT ct µit = ct γtτ,i
N τ
N

Substituting this into (2) leads to
Pt
Pt
τ,i
τ
T
T i
τ =0 γt sτ + A µt
τ =0 γt sτ + A µt
rt =
=
t
t
P
P
γtτ
γtτ,i
τ =0

τ =0

which is the same as if µt = µit without the scaling by ct .
Thus, the fixed point rt∗ of MAMP is the same with either
(15) or (10)-(11).

bit g t,i−1 [j]

(17)
(18)

where ait and bit depend on the chosen algorithm and ρt is as
in (4). The following table defines the three pairs of additional
sequences for i = 1, 2, ..., where δj,0 is the Kronecker delta
function.
TABLE I: Supplementary sequences
Sequence definition
fzt,i [j] = f t,i [j]
gzt,i [j] = g t,i [j]+δj,0
fµt,i [j] = f t,i [j]

Initialization
fzt,0 [0] = 0
gzt,0 [0] = 1
fµt,0 [0] = 1
t,0
[0] = −ρt
gµ
t,0
gµ
[1] = −1

t,i
gµ
[j] = g t,i [j]

Boundaries
j ∈ {0, ..., i}
j ∈ {0, ..., i}
j ∈ {0, ..., i}
j ∈ {0, ..., i+1}

fpt,i [j] = f t,i [j]
fpt,0 [0] = 0
j ∈ {0, ..., i}
gpt,i [j] = g t,i [j]
gpt,0 [0] = bi−1
j ∈ {0, ..., i}
t−1
With these definitions, we are ready to set up the main
sequences. For 0 ≤ τ < t, let rτt,d [k] and ut,d
τ [k] be defined as
rτt,d [k] =

d
X

fµt,d [j]rτt−1,d [k − j] + fpt,d [j]uτt−1,i−1 [k − j]

j=0

ut,d
τ [k] =

d
X

t,d
gµ
[j]rτt−1,d [k − j] + gpt,d [j]uτt−1,i−1 [k − j]

j=0

with rτt,i [k] = 0 and ut,i
τ [k] = 0 for k 6∈ {0, ..., (t − τ )i}.
t,i
For τ = t we set rtt,i [k] = fzt,i [k] and ut,i
t [k] = gz [k]. The
following theorem establishes an equivalent model of µit from
(10) using the above definitions.
Theorem 2. [26]: Let µit be the output of iterations (10) with
the initializations (13). Then
t (t−τ
X
X)i
k
µit =
rτt,i [k] AAT zτ
(19)
τ =0 k=0

This result can be used to work out the evolution of vhi t ,
which in the limit corresponds to
t
2
P
τ,i
T i
γ
q
+
A
µ
τ
t
t
||rit − x||2 (a)
a.s.
τ =0
vhi t = lim
= lim
N →∞
N →∞
N
Ct2 N
t
P

= lim

N →∞

τ =0

γtτ,i qτ

2

+2

t
P
τ =0

γtτ,i qTτ AT µit + AT µit

Ct2 N

2

AT µit
1 
= 2 lim
Ct N →∞
N

2

a.s.

where we defined Ct =

t
P

t
X

−

ψτ,τ 0 γtτ,i γtτ

0

,i



τ,τ 0 =0

γtτ,i and ψτ,τ 0 = lim

1 T
qτ qτ 0 .
N →∞ N

τ =0

Here, the step (a) comes from (2), while the last step in (20)
is due to the following asymptotic identity [18]
t
1 T T i a.s. X
lim
q τ A µt = −
ψt,τ γtτ,i
(21)
N →∞ N
τ =0
Then, by substituting the result from Theorem 2 into (20), one
can obtain the closed-form solution for vhi t . Similarly, one can
plug the identity for µit into (5) to obtain the solution for γtτ,i .
This idea is presented in the following theorem.
µit

Theorem 3. [26]: Let
be the output of iterations (10)
with the initializations (13). Then, under Assumptions 1-2, the
scalar γtτ,i from (5) is equivalent to
(t−τ )i
X
a.s.
lim γtτ,i =
rτt,i [k]χk+1
(22)
N →∞

where

k=0

n
j o
1
T r SST
N →∞ N

χj = lim

Additionally, the variance vhi t from (20) evolves as
t
t
−2 
X

X
0
a.s.
γtτ,i
Ωit −
γtτ,i γtτ ,i ψτ,τ 0
vhi t =
with
Ωit

=

t
X

(23)

X

τ,τ 0 =0 j=0

k=0



νti+1 = νti + ait ηti
1

i+1
T i+1
Z
σti+1 = Ψ−1
µ
−
ν
1
t
t
t
N t t


i+1
ν
ηti+1 = vw δ − t − σti+1 1 + bit ηti
vq t

(29)
(30)
(31)

with the initializations ν00 = 0, η00 = δvw for t = 0, and

νi
i−1
i
i
− σt−1
+ bi−1
νt0 = νt−1
, ηt0 = vw δ − vt−1
t−1 ηt−1 for
1
qt
t > 0.
The following theorem establishes an alternative asymptotic
identity for γti .
Theorem 4. [26]: Let µit be the output of iterations (10) with
the initializations (13). Let σti+1 be computed from (29)-(31)
where ait and bit are finite scalars. Then, under Assumptions
1-2, we have that
a.s.
lim γti = lim σti
(32)
N →∞

Thus, in practice we suggest to use the empirical version of
(32) where vw , vqt and Ψt are substituted by their estimated
versions. Importantly, the resulting estimator does not explicitly use the moments χj , which leads to higher robustness of
the resulting MP algorithm utilizing (10) with (13) as will be
shown next.

(25)
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rτt,i [j]rτt,i0 [k] ψτ,τ 0 χj+k+2

+ vw χj+k+1

N →∞

(24)

(t−τ )i (t−τ 0 )i

X

γti = lim Ψ−1
t

N →∞

τ,τ 0 =0

τ =0


1
1 T i
Z µ − wT µit 1t ,
(28)
N t t N
where 1t is a column vector of ones of dimension t and the
invertibility of Ψt was confirmed in [11]. Since the product
ZTt µit is available, we can leverage the iterative structure of
(10) to work out the last unknown component N1 wT µit . For
this, we define the following recursion
a.s.

(20)

In practice, to implement (23) without the direct access to
the eigenvalue spectrum of AAT , one can use the Monte Carlo
technique [27]–[29] to estimate χj by referring to A only.
Additionally, one can estimate the scalar ψτ,τ 0 based on the
following asymptotic identity [26]
1 T
a.s.
lim
zτ zτ 0 − δvw = ψτ,τ 0
(26)
N →∞ N
While (22) and (24) provide the asymptotic identities for
γtτ,i and vhi t and can be used to study theoretical properties of
WS algorithms for approximating (4), unfortunately in practice
constructing estimators based on these results might lead to
stability issues. For this reason, we suggest to use a different
pair of estimates of those scalars. For vht , we can utilize the
property (7) of any OAMP/VAMP-based algorithms to obtain
1
1
||rt − st ||2 − vqt = lim
||ht − qt ||2 − vqt
lim
N →∞ N
N →∞ N
a.s.
= vht + vqt − vqt = vht
(27)
Thus, we suggest to use v̂hi t = N1 ||rt − st ||2 − v̂qt as the
estimator of vhi t . To work out a more robust way of estimating
γtτ,i , first, we can use (1) and st = x + qt to show that zt =
w − Aqt . Then, by defining Zt = (z0 , ..., zt ), (Ψt )τ,τ 0 =
ψτ,τ 0 and (γti )τ = γtτ,i , we can use (21) to obtain

In this section we numerically compare the performance
of the LM MP algorithms utilizing WS-CG and WS-GD
for approximating (4) against VAMP [6], regular CG-VAMP
[11], [26] and the optimized version of MAMP [16]. For
this, we consider a problem of recovering a natural image
’man’ of dimension 1024 by 1024 measured by a Fast illconditioned Johnson-Lindenstrauss Transform (FIJL). Here,
the FIJL operator A = SPHD is composed of [22]: a
diagonal matrix D with random values either −1 or 1 with
equal probability; a Discreet Cosine Transform matrix H; a
random permutation matrix P and an M by N matrix S
of zeros except for the main diagonal, where the singular
values follow the geometric progression leading to the desired
condition number. Note that
AAT = SPHDDT HT PT ST = SST
(33)
is diagonal, which implies we can use oracle information about
SST to compute the LMMSE estimator (4) and implement
VAMP as a benchmark. However, here we emphasize that
apart from VAMP, all other algorithms do not utilize this
knowledge and treat A as a general matrix.
In the following experiments, we set the condition number
of A to be κ(A) = 103 , subsampling factor δ = 0.05 and
||x||2
the measurement noise variance vw to achieve SNR ||w||
2 of

Fig. 1: NMSE over iteration number t for the LM MP
algorithms (2)-(3) with different WS approximators.

Fig. 2: NMSE over iteration number t for different Message
Passing algorithms.

40dB. All the algorithms use the same update of st+1 from (3),
where we implement the BM3D denoiser [20]. Additionally,
for all the algorithms we estimate the divergence αt from (5)
using the method proposed in [30], apart from MAMP case for
which we use the Black-Box Monte Carlo (BB-MC) method
[29] to improve the convergence properties. The method from
[30] allows executing the denoiser g(·) half as many times
as BB-MC, which effectively leads to an acceleration of the
algorithm by almost factor of two. Furthermore, for those
algorithms that require the access to the spectral moments
χj from (23), we generate their estimates χ̂j using the MC
method from [27]–[29] with 103 MC trials.
In the first experiment we compare the stability of two
pairs of WS-CG-VAMP and WS-GD-VAMP utilizing WSCG and WS-GD from section III with i = 1 and i = 10.
The first pair uses (22) and (24) from Theorem 3 with the
oracle values of χj , vw and ψτ,τ 0 substituted by their estimated
versions χ̂j , v̂w and ψ̂τ,τ 0 . We refer to this pair as WSCG-VAMP A and WS-GD-VAMP A respectively. The second
pair, which will be referred as WS-CG-VAMP B and WSGD-VAMP B, utilizes the alternative estimators based on (27)
and (32). For both WS-GD-VAMP A and WS-GD-VAMP
B with i = 1, we employ the same damping strategy of
length l = 3 for st as has been proposed in MAMP [16].
This was necessary since without damping the algorithms
became unstable. Here, and further in MAMP, the damping of
length
l computes the linear combination of the last l vectors

t
sτ τ =t−l+1 where the weights are optimized to minimize
an estimate of the variance vqt of the error qt = st − x. To
evaluate the performance, we compute the oracle Normalized
2
t )−x||
of the algorithms.
Mean Squared Error (NMSE) ||g(r||x||
2
The NMSE of the two pairs of algorithms averaged over 10
realizations is shown on Figure 1. As seen from the plot, the
A version of all the algorithms eventually becomes unstable,
which we relate to high sensitivity of the estimators based on
(22) and (24) to the estimation error of the parameters vw and
ψτ,τ 0 . A more detailed discussion of this nuance can be found
in the full work [26]. On the other hand, the B version of
the algorithms demonstrates stable and consistent progression
for a larger t. Additionally, we see that using WS-CG leads
to a faster dynamics compared to using WS-GD, so in the
following experiments we stick to WS-CG-VAMP B.
In the next experiment, we compare WS-CG-VAMP against

VAMP, CG-VAMP and the optimized version of MAMP that
uses the damping of length l = 3 to ensure stability of the algorithm. Additionally, we implement two MAMP algorithms:
one that uses the ground truth moments χj computed through
(23) assuming the oracle access to SST and one with the
estimated moments χ̂j . The NMSE of the algorithms averaged
over 10 iterations is shown on Figure 2. As demonstrated
on the plot, WS-CG-VAMP with i = 10 gets close to the
fixed point of VAMP within 20 outer-loop iterations, while the
same algorithm but with i = 1 has a consistent, but slower
convergence and will take hundreds of iterations to achieve
the same accuracy level. Similar dynamics are exhibited for
MAMP with access to the oracle moments χj , while the
practical version of the same algorithm converges to an inferior
fixed point. Although doing fewer inner-loop iterations leads
to a faster computation of µit , after some t the summation of
vectors sτ in (2) becomes as expensive as doing multiple innerloop iterations of WS-CG or WS-GD when A has a fast implementation. Additionally, in some applications like imaging,
executing the denoiser has a substantial computational portion
of one outer-loop iteration. As a result, one might want avoid
doing a large number of outer-loop iterations and balance the
workload between the linear and the denoising steps. WS-CGVAMP provides such an option.
VI. C ONCLUSIONS
In this work we proposed an iterative WS framework
for approximating the computationally intractable LMMSE
estimator to upscale the VAMP/OAMP algorithm. When an
LM MP algorithm uses an instance of this framework, such
as WS-GD or WS-CG, with an arbitrary number of innerloop iterations, the fixed point of such an MP algorithm is
identical to the one of VAMP. Additionally, we provided the
asymptotic expressions for the Onsager correction and the SE
of the WS framework, and proposed fast and robust methods
for estimating those parameters without any knowledge about
the singular spectrum of A. A special case of an algorithm
employing the WS framework, WS-CG-VAMP, demonstrates
fast and stable convergence even when the measurement
operator is highly undersampled and ill-conditioned. Lastly,
we show that the approximation method used in MAMP [16],
[17] can be interpreted as a particular instance of the WS-GD
algorithm with 1 inner-loop iteration.
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