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Abstract—Vector Approximate Message Passing is an itera-
tive algorithm for computationally-efficient estimation in high-
dimensional regression problems. Due to the presence of an
‘Onsager’ correction term in its iterates, for a wide class of IV x M
design matrices A, namely those that are right orthogonally-
invariant, the asymptotic distribution of the estimate at any
iteration of the algorithm can be exactly characterized in the
large system limit as M /N — 6 € (0,00) via a scalar recursion
referred to as state evolution. In this paper, we show that
appropriate functionals of the iterates in fact concentrate around
their limiting values predicted by these asymptotic distributions
with rates exponentially fast in V.

A full version of this paper is accessible at: http://www.
columbia.edu/~cgr2130/pubs.html

I. INTRODUCTION

Approximate message passing (AMP) algorithms are a class
of iterative methods for solving various high-dimensional sta-
tistical estimation and inference problems [1]-[5]. In this paper
we focus specifically on the problem of high-dimensional
regression. In particular, we consider estimating an unknown
coefficient vector or signal xy from models of the form

iid

y=Axo+w, wpw), x Ypxo), D

where A € RM*Y with M < N and p(xg) and p(w) are prior
distributions on the signal and noise, respectively. AMP-style
algorithms can accommodate a range of estimation procedures
for the problem set-up in (1), including maximum a posteriori
(MAP) and minimum mean squared error (MMSE) estimation.

AMP is the following two-step iteration. At iteration k > 0,
the algorithm updates its estimate of the signal xy with esti-

mates X1, Xa, .... Initializing with x_; = v_; = 1, calculate
Xi = gr(rh), vy = %51+ ATviq, 2
N N .
Vi =y — Axp + ka—ldlv[gk(rk)]a 3

where gj, is the so-called ‘denoiser’, an appropriately-chosen
Lipschitz function depending on the estimation procedure to be
performed, and div[gy(ry)] is the divergence of the denoiser,
measuring the sensitivity of g at its input. The vy update in
(3) can be interpreted as a corrected residual: the usual residual
y — Ax; with an ‘Onsager correction’, %Vk_ldiv[gk. (rg)]-
Due to the presence of the correction term in the residual
step, it is possible under certain conditions to characterize the
asymptotic distribution of rj in the large system limit where
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N — oo and M/N — 6 € (0,00). In particular, for variances
T, that can be characterized exactly by a scalar recursion
referred to as state evolution, it can be shown that in this
limit, the elements of the vectors r; behave like samples from
an N (xq, 7,Iy) distribution, where xq is the true signal.

More formally, it was shown in [3] that for all loss functions
¢ in the class of pseudo-Lipschitz functions (defined in Section
3), empirical averages + Zi\; &([rx)s, [Xo]i) will converge
to E{¢(Xo + 72, Xo)} where Z ~ N(0,1) independent of
Xo ~ p(xp). In [6], this distributional convergence is refined
with a finite sample analysis showing that these empirical
averages exhibit concentration around their limits with rates
exponential in V. However, such asymptotic guarantees for the
AMP iterates have only been established when the elements
of the design matrices A are i.i.d. sub-Gaussian [3], [7] and
concentration results only for i.i.d. Gaussian elements.

Vector approximate message passing (VAMP) is an AMP-
style algorithm, recently introduced in [8]. Remarkably, it was
shown to admit an exact asymptotic characterization in the
large system limit, analogous to that of AMP, but under a much
larger class of random design matrices A. In particular, this is
the class of right orthogonally invariant A, meaning that AV
has the same distribution as A for any M x M orthogonal
matrix V. As we will see, this assumption represents a
significant relaxation of the i.i.d. sub-Gaussian condition.

This work extends the VAMP asymptotic analysis to a finite
sample analysis under nearly identical conditions. Structurally,
the proof is based on an approach used for the finite sample
analysis of AMP in [6], though there are critical differences
in the required analysis for VAMP; these are detailed in
Section IV-E. In short, we develop a suite of concentration of
measure tools to prove that, as the algorithm runs, the output
retains concentration around its expected values. The idea is
that if the algorithm concentrates through iteration &, then we
can prove that it will concentrate at iteration k + 1, with only
a slightly degraded rate for the concentration.

II. VECTOR APPROXIMATE MESSAGE PASSING

VAMP is similar to that of AMP in (2)-(3), and, like
AMP, can be derived as a quadratic approximation to a belief
propagation algorithm associated to a particular factor graph.
The reader is referred to [8] for such a derivation. Here, we
provide some self-contained intuition for VAMP.



Algorithm 1 presents VAMP. We use
92(rak, v2k) = (VAT A +726]) T (Y ATy + 2xr21), (4)

where 7, = 1/7, and 7, < oo is the elementwise vari-
ance of the noise w. The function g in (4) has divergence
div [g2(rak, Y2r)] = YorTr ('ywATA + ’)/Qk:[) . Analogous to
the denoisers g in the AMP case, g1(rix,y15) must be
specified by the user, however now we have a single function
g1 with a continuous parameter -1 > 0, rather than an
iteration-indexed collection of functions as in AMP.

Algorithm 1 VAMP
Require: Number of iterations K, design matrix A, observed
y, and denoiser g; (-, v1x)
1: Initialize r19 and 19 > 0.
2. for k< 1,...,K do
3 X1k — g1(r1e,v1k) and gy < div g1 (r1g, yir)]
4 Mk < Yik/oak and Yop <= Mk — Y1k
5 rop < (MrXik — Y1kT1k) /V2k
6:  Xop < g2(rog,ver) and aop < div[g2(rak, Yor)]
7
8
9

Mok < Yor/Qor and Yi(ri1) < M2k — Yok
: Ti(kt1) < (M2xX2k — Y2rT2k) /1R
: end for

The choice of g;, and its relationship to go, can be better
understood by examining VAMP with Gaussian noise w ~
N (0,7,I5). As described above, we can view VAMP as
trying to estimate some summary (e.g. the mode or mean) of
the posterior distribution, which is proportion to the product
of the data likelihood and the signal prior, given by

N
p(xo|y) o< f(y| AXO,%ZlI) : Hp([xo]i%

where f(y | p, ) is a multivariate normal density evaluated
at y having mean p and covariance 3. Recall from (1) that
we assume X has i.i.d. elements. At each iteration, VAMP
replaces the problem of computing a posterior summary with
two easier ones. First, observe that f(y | Axg,v,'I), as a
function of [xo);, is proportional to a normal density f([xo]; |
[r1]s, [T1]i). Making the simplifying assumption that [71]; are
equal across %, then this yields the approximate posterior
N

fxo [ v, mD) - T p((xols)- 5)
i=1
If we instead approximate the priors p([Xo];) by independent
normal distributions with means [r3]; and equal variances 7o,
then we get the approximate posterior

f (v | Ax0,7,'T) - f (%0 | r2, 1) . (6)

In each iteration, VAMP uses both approximate posteriors
to update the estimate of x. Estimating xq by posterior (5)
requires specifying ry and 7y, which control the approximate
likelihood of the data. Since approximation (6) uses the true
likelihood, VAMP uses the estimate from (6) to update r; and
71 in (5). Similarly, the estimates from (5) (which use the

true prior) are used to update parameters ro and 75 for the
approximate prior in (6). By iterating these steps, VAMP uses
past estimates to improve both approximations, and then uses
the improved approximations to further improve our estimates.

In this context, g; and go perform estimation of the two
approximate models. The definitions of these functions depend
on both the signal prior and desired posterior summary. In (6),
the prior is modeled as normal regardless of the true prior.
Since the resulting approximate posterior is again normal, and
the MMSE and MAP estimates are identical, (4) is the natural
choice for g, as it calculates the mean of (6). However, (5)
depends on the choice of prior p(x() and the desired summary,
so g1 must be specified by the user accordingly.

III. MAIN RESULT
A. Empirical Convergence and Concentration

Before stating our main concentration result for VAMP, we
first revisit the notion of empirical convergence. We say that a
sequence of vectors {v,, }5°, C R’ for some J > 1 converges
empirically (with 2nd moment) to a random vector V € R”
if E{[V]?} < oo forall 1 <j < Jandif % >0 o(v,) =
E{#(V)}, almost surely for any ¢ : R/ — R that is pseudo-
Lipschitz' of order 2, denoted ¢ € PL(2). In what follows, we
will simply write that a vector sequence converges empirically
to some random variable, without explicitly stating that the
random variable has a finite 2nd moment.

Next we give the assumptions we need for our main result.

Assumption 0. The truth x(y converges empirically to a
random variable Xy, the singular values s; of A converge
empirically to a bounded random variable S, and the initial
precision estimate -y;o converges to non-negative 7.

Assumption 1. The design matrix A is right orthogonally
invariant. If A has singular value decomposition USV7 then
this is equivalent to V being Haar distributed on the group of
M x M orthogonal matrices, denoted O(M). In other words,
V'V’ £V for any other V' € O(M).

Assumption 2. The priors p(xg) and p(w) on the signal and
noise are sub-Gaussian, and p(xg) isstrongly log-concave.

Assumption 3. The estimating functions gjare separable?,
and both g; and its derivative are uniformly Lipschitz® at 7,
for all k£ > 0. When g¢; is the MAP or MMSE estimator for the
model (5), it is separable. Henceforth, we will slightly abuse
notation by writing g, as taking both vector and scalar input.

Assumption 4. The -;;; are clipped so that they lie in some
interval [Ymin, Ymax] With 0 < Ymin < Ymax < o00. This
prevents the iteration from returning invalid values of «;; and
thus aids with convergence.

Assumption 5. We terminate the algorithm according to
stopping criteria that are given explicitly in the next section.

LA function ¢ : RY — R is in PL(2) if, for vectors v, v/ € R’ and some
constant L > 0, it satisfies |¢p(v) — ¢p(v')| < L||lv—=v'|| (1 + ||[v]| + [IV']]) -

2A function g : R — R is separable if for v € R, there exist a scalar
function g : R — R for which [g(v)]; = g([v])-

3A function ¢(w,c) is uniformly Lipschitz at co if there is an open
neighborhood U of ¢o and a constant L > O such that ¢(-,c) is
L—Lipschitz for any fixed ¢ € U, and such that [¢p(w,c1) — ¢(w,c2)| <
L+ [[wl)[e1 — cal



Essentially they imply that we stop if the MSE of our current
estimate is sufficiently small or if there is a sufficiently small
change in the estimate between successive iterations.

Under slightly milder conditions, Rangan et al. show em-
pirical convergence of the vector sequence

{(Far)is [e1ei, [xoli) Fivs s

to (X1x, Rix, Xo) where Ry, = X + /715 Z with X1 =
91(R1k,7yy) and Z ~ N(0,1) independent of Xy. Our main
result, Theorem 1, characterizes the asymptotic rate of this
empirical convergence.

Theorem 1. Under the assumptions given above, for any ¢ :
R? — R with ¢ € PL(2) and any k > 0,

P(‘]ifi(b([xlk]“ [xoli) = E{¢(X1k,Xo)}‘ > e)
i=1

—ccp Ne?
< Ccke * )

where C, ¢, Cy, and ¢y, are universal constants not depending
on € or N, with Cy, and ¢, depending on k (but not explicitly
specified), and Xy}, is defined just above.

The proof of Theorem 1 is given in Section I'V-D. It requires
a more general convergence result given in Section IV-C. The
constants 7y and 7, that describe the limiting variable X 1k
can be characterized exactly by the state evolution equations
for VAMP, which we turn our attention to now.

B. State Evolution

To specify the state evolution, we must define sensitivity
and error functions for each of the approximate models (5)
and (6). Following [8], the sensitivity functions are defined as

Al(’yh Tl) = E{gi(Rlapyl)}v
. 72 _
As(y2,72) = lim —=Tr [(WwATA +D)7Y, (D

where Ry ~ N(Xg, 1), and the error functions are defined as
E(n,m) =E(g1(R1,m) — Xo)*,
. 1
Ex(12,m2) = lim B |ga(r2,72) = %0, (®)

where ro ~ N(xp,72I) and y ~ N (AX(),’}/;lI). Note that
the limits in (7) and (8) exist since the limiting expressions
only depend on the singular values of A (as shown in [8]),
and these are assumed to converge empirically. With these
functions defined, we can give the state evolution as follows.

N1k = Vik/ ik,
E1(Fag, Tu — O3 p k)
(1 — alk)Q ’
Mok = Vor/ 2k,
E1 (Vor, Tok — Ty Tok)
(1 — aig)?
These equations are initialized with the assumed first iteration
limiting precision ~y;¢ and 719 = E{(R1o — X0)2}.

a, = A1 (V1k, Tik)s

Yor =Mk — Vikr T2k =

Qo = Az (Fop, Tok),

Vik+1) = M2k — Vokr  Ti(k+1) =

IV. A GENERAL CONCENTRATION RESULT

Theorem 1 is a consequence of a concentration result for
a more general iteration, Algorithm 2. Relative to the large
system behavior of the iterates, the primary innovation of
VAMP can be understood in terms of the fact that it is a
special case of this iteration. We do not explicitly state the
correspondence between the two algorithms, but refer the
reader to [8, Appendix G] for details. For simplicity, we
assume that A € RY*N without loss of generality since,
as noted in [8], we can always achieve this by padding the
singular values of A with zeros. Notice that expressing A
with it singular value decomposition, A = USV7 allows for
the effect of A to be broken up within the general algorithm,
isolating the effects of the singular values S and the effects of
the orthogonal matrix V in various stages.

Algorithm 2 General Algorithm

Require: Orthogonal matrix V € RV*V separable denoisers
fps fq» divergence functions C;, parameter update func-
tions I';, initial data ug, and disturbance vectors w?”, w9,
Pr <— Vllk

o < div[fp(Pr, WP, y1k)] and yor < It (Y1k, 21k)

: v = Ci(ang) [fp(Pr, WP, 11k) — Q11 Pk

qi < VTVk

¢ aop + div[fy(ar, w9, v2r)] and v1(k41) < T2 (y2r, a2r)
s Wy < Colao) [fo(ar, w9, var) — aorqr]

The effect of the singular values can be entirely subsumed
within the denoiser f; through the disturbance vector wi.
Thus, we do not require any distributional assumptions about
the singular values beyond empirical convergence to bounded
random variables. Moreover, we clearly do not require any
distributional assumptions on U to analyze VAMP. Thus, the
large system behavior of VAMP can be characterized using
only distributional assumptions on V.

A. Notation

Before giving the concentration guarantees for Algorithm 2,
we introduce some necessary notation. Our result will imply
that iterates (p1,...,Px) and (qi,...,qx) converge empiri-
cally to mean-zero Gaussian vectors with variances 7;; and
T9j, respectively, for 1 < j < k. We denote these vectors
(P1,...,P;)and (Q1,...,Qx). It follows that u; and v; also
convergence empirically to Gaussian U; and V; as well.

The covariance matrices of these Gaussian vectors are
denoted X7, 37, 3}, and X7, respectively. Define the vector
by = (E[P1 Py, ...,E[Py—1Ps]), and b}, b}, and b} analo-
gously. By [8, Theorem 4], the Pj can be decomposed as

k-1
d
Py =Y Buli P+ Vo Z ©)
j=1
where Z is a standard Gaussian variable, independent of
(P1,...,Py_1), and the coefficients are given by
Bux = [Z_1]7"bY, and puy. = E{P7} — (b})"[2}]'bj.

(10)



The variance pij, represents how much additional randomness
is introduced in iterate py. Similarly, we have coefficients 3,
and variances po; which play an analogous role for Q.

Define the matrix Uy having columns w; for 0 < ¢ < k,
and define Vi, Py, and Qj, analogously. Define the matrices
Ak = [Pk kal] and Bk = [Uk Qkfl], as well as

Ci = [Pr_1 Vi_1], and Dy, = [Up_1 Qp—1]. (1m)

For a matrix M, let Pyg be the projection onto the column
space of M and Py;:. = I — Py. Finally, define the sigma-
algebras generated by the columns of these matrices as

Gr =0{Uy, Py, Vi, Qu_1}, Hep1 = 0{Upy1, Pr, Vi, Qi)

12)
B. Assumptions

To prove our general convergence result, we make a number
of assumptions on the quantities in Algorithm 2. These are
broadly similar to those we made for Theorem 1 above.

Assumption 0’. The initial input uy converges empirically
to Up, and 19 converges to 5,5 > 0 as N — oo.

Assumptions 1’ & 2’. Same as above.

Assumption 3’. The denoisers f,, and f, are separable, and
both them and their derivatives are uniformly Lipschitz at each
;e for kK > 1, and ¢+ = 1,2. In the translation between the
general recursion and VAMP, the scalar components of f; are
defined as f,(qi, (&, 5:),7) = %7 where ¢ = UTw
(see [8, Appendix G]), which is separable by definition and
uniformly Lipschitz. Also, we take f,(p,%0,7) = ¢1(p +
X0, ) — Xo, which is separable and uniformly Lipschitz when
g1 1s, which is guaranteed by Assumption 3 above.

Assumption 4°. The functions C;,Cy,'1, 'y are Lipschitz
continuous and bounded over their domains. The log-concavity
of p(x0) (Assumption 2) and the clipping of v1; (Assumption
4) imply that gj(r1,v1) € [a,b] for some 0 < a < b < 1
and all r; and +; > 0. Similarly for g5. This implies that
C1,C5,I'1,T'y have compact domains. Since they are also
continuously differentiable, they are Lipschitz and bounded.

Assumption 5’. Following [6], we define stopping criteria
that determine when the algorithm has effectively converged.
First, we stop the iteration if 75 < €1 or 7o < €2. In terms
Algorithm 1, this is equivalent to stopping the algorithm when
the variance of |Ryj — Xo| or |Ray, — Xo| is sufficiently small.
Next, we stop if p1x < 61 or por < d2. By the interpretation
of p1x and poj, from the last section, this condition stops the
algorithm if the difference in the (asymptotic distributions of)
successive iterates is sufficiently small.

C. General Algorithm Concentration

Under these assumptions, we state our general concentration
result for Algorithm 2 in Lemma 1 and Lemma 2. The proofs
can be found in a longer version of this paper [9].

First, we introduce deviance terms A} and A to quan-
tify the discrepancy between the finite sample behavior of
(P1,.-.,Pk) and (q1,...,qx) and the limiting behavior (e.g.
in (9)). This is done, in the following lemma, by studying the
distributions of the vectors conditional on the previous output

of the algorithm summarized by the sigma-algebras in (12).
We state the lemma only for p; conditional on Gy, but an
analogous statement holds for q; conditional on Hy, as well.

Lemma 1. Conditioning on the sigma-algebras in (12),
d d k-1
Pola, = PiroZio + AL, and prla, = Yo Bixepe +

VPl + AL, where B3y, and p1y, are defined in (10) and
u
Ag: ( || 0“ 7\/@)2107
1Z10]|

AgzzckacfckyﬂD{uk—

8]),
| P ug

Y/ plk)zlk T T
1Z |

where Z11, € RM agre mutually independent standard Gaussian
vectors, independent of Gy, and Cy, Dy, are defined in (11).

| Pp.ragl|
(A Pc, Z,,.

1Z1]

The proof of Lemma 1 is given in a longer version of this
paper [9]. It requires studying the distribution of the Haar-
distributed matrix V (treated as random) conditional on the
sigma-algebras in (12). These results are given in [§, Appendix
D], and essentially use both the rotational invariance of V and
the fact that conditioning on the sigma-algebras is equivalent to
conditioning on linear constraints. Now, using the conditional
distributions in Lemma 1, we can state our main concentration
result for the general recursion (Algorithm 2).

Lemma 2. Throughout, C' and c are generic universal con-
stants not depending on € or N and let Cy, and ¢y, are universal
constants depending on k (but are not explicitly specified). Let
XN = cmean P(| Xy —c| > €) < CCre=s N Then,
for all k > 0 such that the stopping criteria are satisfied, we
have the following concentration results.

(a) For deviation terms Aj and A3 defined in Lemma 1,

*IIA I* =0, and *IIA I* =

(b) For ¢ : R*¥*2 — R pseudo-Lipschitz,

NZ¢ aili
NZ¢ Poi

where the Q; are jointly Gaussian with Q; ~ N(0,72;) and
E{QiQ;} = [X}1]ij, and the P; are jointly Gaussian with
Pi ~ N(O,Th‘) and ]E{PLP]} = [Ep

Klis-

o [dktlis (W) = E{é(Qo, .., Qs W)},

]) = E{¢(P05 aleWp)}a

pk]'L?[

The full proof is given in a longer version of this paper [9],
but we sketch the main ideas here. In Section IV-D we use
Lemma 2 to prove Theorem 1 and in Section IV-E we discuss
the major differences between the proof of Lemma 2 and the
corresponding AMP result given in [6].

The proof of Lemma 2 uses induction on the iteration k.
From the definition of the deviation terms in Lemma 1, we
see that establishing part (a) requires proving concentration
to 0 for various expressions involving the VAMP iterates -



particularly projections, matrix products, and matrix inverses
- which is ultimately related to establishing concentration for
inner products of the VAMP iterates, ug, px, Vi, and qi. In
the inductive step k, this is done by relating these values to
pseudo-Lipschitz functions of the previous output at iterations
0,1,...,k — 1, and thus the arguments here ultimately boil
down to applying part (b) with the inductive assumption.
Next part for (b), we sketch the result for py, and the result
for q; follows similarly. The proof uses two steps. First,
note that it was proven in [8] that (p1,...,px) converges
empirically to a zero mean Gaussian vector given in (9). Now,
if the vector ([poli,.-.,[Pk]:) is replaced by independent
copies of this limiting variable, then the result follows just
by properties of the normal distribution and pseudo-Lipschitz
functions (see Lemma B.4 in [6]). Finishing the proof then
requires controlling the difference between this asymptotic
behavior and the finite sample behavior. It follows from
Lemma 1 and the pseudo-Lipschitz property of ¢ that this
can be controlled by showing that the deviation terms A¥
concentrate to 0 fast enough and this is done in part (a).

D. Theorem 1 Proof Sketch

Theorem 1 follows from Lemma 2 part (b). In translating
VAMP (Algorithm 1) to the general iteration (Algorithm 2),
we set pix = rix — Xo and wP = xo. Along with the
definition of Xy, it follows ¢([X1x):, [%0]i) = ¢(g1([P1k]i +
[WP];, Y1), [WP];). To shorten notation we let py, := p1x+wP.
Using the pseudo-Lipschitz property of ¢ and the uniformly
Lipchitz property of g;, one can show that

N
5 3 |61 (palis116), 971) = 601 (padis o) [w7))

concentrates to 0. Then the desired result follows from show-
ing that % Zfil ?(g1([Pr)i, Y1k ), [WP]:) concentrates to the
desired limit. Since g1 (-,7;;,) is Lipschitz, the composition
&(g1(Pk, 711 ), WP) is pseudo-Lipschitz, and therefore the de-
sired concentration follows by Lemma 2 (b).

To show that the sum above concentrates to 0, we use the
pseudo-Lipschitz property of ¢ and the Triangle Inequality to
upper bound the terms of the sum with the following:

L{l + ‘g1([pk]i’71k) - 91([pk]i,71k)‘

+ 20|91 ([pelis 1) WD) - o1 (owJss 110) = g1 ([Padis e

with constant L > 0. Next, since g; is uniformly Lipschitz,
|g1([Pris vir) = g1([Prlis Yir)l < L1+ [[Plil) i — Tl
Plugging this into the above bound, and noting that products of
Lipschitz functions are pseudo-Lipschitz, we get terms that are
products of pseudo-Lipschitz functions with powers of |y1x —
1x|- The former concentrates by Lemma 2 (b), and the latter
is shown to concentrate in the proof of Lemma 2 (b) in [9].

E. Lemma 2 Proof Discussion

Structurally, Lemma 2 is similar to [6, Lemma 5], which
is used to establish the AMP analog of Theorem 1. However,

there are a number of differences between the algorithms that
lead to important differences in the proofs, discussed here.

(1) In AMP, we study vectors Ax where A has i.i.d.
Gaussian entries and x is deterministic. For Z having i.i.d.
N(0,1) elements, Ax < Ix||Z, since ||x|| is deterministic.
Importantly, the elements of ||x||Z are independent.

With VAMP, we study vectors Vx where V is uniformly
distributed on the group of orthogonal matrices. This property
of V implies that Vx has a rotationally invariant distri-
bution. Then for Z having i.i.d. N(0,1) elements, Vx &
(IxI/I1Z]|)Z. Thus we pay for relaxing the Gaussianity
condition by picking up a ||Z|| factor in the denominator,
causing dependencies in the elements of (||x||/||Z]|)Z that
complicate the concentration arguments. By observing that the
Gaussiantiy of Z gives concentration of ||Z||/v/N around 1, it
can be shown that Vx will concentrate around the same limit
as (||x||/v/N)Z, which essentially returns us to the AMP case.

(2) Because the parameters vy, Y25 can vary with NV, so too
can the behavior of the denoisers g1, go. This is in contrast to
AMP, where the denoisers can vary by iteration but not with
N. In the concentration arguments, this must be accounted for
by using the uniformly Lipschitz condition on f,,, f, to control
this additional source of variation.

(3) The order of denoising and subtracting the Onsager term
is interchanged in AMP and VAMP. This adds an additional
layer of complication in obtaining concentration for vj: from
Algorithm 2, v, = Ci(a1g) [fp(Pk, WP, Y1k) — 0axPk], With
fp(Pr, WP, v11) — a1py failing to be Lipschitz (since oy
also has a dependence on py). This prevents us from simply
applying Lemma 2 (b) when proving concentration results for
v},. However, as with the 1/||Z|| dependence discussed in (1)
above, we handle this by using concentration of aqy to its
limit @, allowing oneto show that v, will concentrate around
the same limit as Ci(@ix) [fp(Pk, WP, Y1k) — @1xPk). This
function is Lipchitz, so (inductively) applying Lemma 2 (b)
gives the desired concentration.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

This work presents rigorous non-asymptotic performance
guarantees for VAMP characterized by the state evolution. We
show that the probability of deviation from the state evolution
predictions decay exponentially in the problem size N. A next
step is to refine the bound of Theorem 1 to specify explicitly
the iteration dependence in the universal constants C}, cx. This
will be pursued in the journal version of this work.

We expect these concentration results to extend beyond the
model (1) and assumptions considered in this work to other
settings where the VAMP state evolution has been rigorously
proved to characterize performance in the large system limit.
For example, when the denoisers are non-separable [10], the
distributional parameters of the noise and signal must be
learned [11], or the generalized linear model is studied [12].
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