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Abstract

We investigate the phase retrieval problem perturbed by dense bounded noise
and sparse outliers that can change an adversarially chosen s-fraction of the mea-
surement vector. The adversarial sparse outliers may exhibit dependence on both
the observation and the measurement. We demonstrate that the nonlinear least ab-
solute deviation based on amplitude measurement can tolerate adversarial outliers at
a fraction of s∗,1 ≈ 0.2043, while the intensity-based model can tolerate a fraction of
s∗,2 ≈ 0.1185. Furthermore, we construct adaptive counterexamples to show that the
thresholds are theoretically sharp, thereby showing the presentation of phase transi-
tion in the adversarial phase retrieval problem when the corruption fraction exceeds
the sharp thresholds. This implies that the amplitude-based model exhibits superior
adversarial robustness in comparison with the intensity-based model. Corresponding
experimental results are presented to further illustrate our theoretical findings. To
the best of our knowledge, our results provide the first theoretical examination of
the distinction in robustness performance between amplitude and intensity measure-
ment. A crucial point of our analysis is that we explore the exact distribution of
some combination of two non-independent Gaussian random variables and present
the novel probability density functions to derive the sharp thresholds.
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1 Introduction

Recovering a signal from the magnitude of its linear samples, commonly known as phase
retrieval, has gained significant attention in various fields due to its wide range of appli-
cations, including X-ray crystallography [30, 28], astronomy [15], microscopy [29], optics
[37] and diffraction imaging [5]. Mathematically, the problem consists of recovering an
unidentified discrete signal xxx0 ∈ Fn with F ∈ {R,C} from the general measurements

bi = Ai (xxx0) + ηi, i = 1, · · · ,m.

Here, ηi ∈ R represents arbitrary measurement noise and the sample Ai(xxx0) may be
of the two forms: |⟨aaai,xxx0⟩| and |⟨aaai,xxx0⟩|2, called amplitude and intensity measurement
respectively with aaai ∈ Fn being the design measurement vectors known as a priori. [33]
offers a comprehensive review of the theory and application of phase retrieval, serving as
a valuable resource for readers seeking further insight into this subject matter.

A typical approach to recover xxx0 is to consider the least squares (LS) approach i.e.
ℓ2-loss. Candès et al. in [3] developed a gradient-based method—Wirtinger flow on the
objective related to the intensity measurements. Afterwards, some algorithms based on
Wirtinger flow emerged, including [7, 38, 43]. [3, 7] focused on intensity measurement,
while [38, 43] studied a variant of Wirtinger flow on the amplitude-based model and
showed that the amplitude-based algorithms perform better in computational complexity
and sample complexity than the intensity-based algorithms.

Since the ℓ2-loss relies heavily on the bounded variance of the noise vectors in most of
the existing literature, the above methods cannot be directly applied when corrupted by
heavy-tailed errors or outliers [42, 12]. To deal with this case, ℓ1-loss is invoked and this
leads to the least absolute deviation (LAD) approach:

min
xxx∈Fn

∥A (xxx0)− bbb∥1,

where A (xxx0) can be amplitude or intensity measurement. In real-world applications, out-
liers may be very common in the measurements due to sensor failure and occlusions. And
these failure and occlusions can often be adversarial. Adversarial outliers1 is prevalent in
many applications such as video surveillance [23], face recognition [9] and sensor calibra-
tion [25]. Dwork et al. [13] first explored the adversarial robust recovery in decoding and
considered the conflict between the adversary, who corrupts a signal, and the decoder, who
attempts to reconstruct the message. There is also a series of work considering robust re-
covery in the case of measurements being wiped or even adversarially corrupted in various
fields including compressed sensing [6, 21], matrix completion [24], robust PCA [31, 10],
low-rank matrix recovery [40]. In addition, the adversarial robustness has also been ex-
tensively researched in robust high-dimensional statistics during resent years [22, 11, 10].

However, phase retrieval under outliers or even adversarial outliers was studied in a
minority of work. Most of them [17, 25, 18] considered the intensity-based model and took

1Adversarial outliers are the data points which can be arbitrarily large and may even depend on the
measurement system (bbb,AAA) and ground-truth xxx0. For example, the noise η̃ηη of a response yyy = A(xxx0 +ηηη) =
A(xxx0) + η̃ηη is highly dependent on the measurement.
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use of PhaseLift [1, 4] to lift the signal vector xxx0 into rank-one matrix xxx0xxx
T
0. [41] demon-

strated that amplitude-based cost functions perform better than intensity-based ones by
using simulations and experiments, especially when the dataset contains noise or model
mis-match. Furthermore, outliers arise frequently from the phase imaging applications
[39, 41] due to various reasons such as detector failures, recording errors, and missing data
or even model mis-match. Such mistakes can even be adversarial, thus considering the
theoretical robustness performance of the phase retrieval model with adversarial outliers
has great practical significance.

In this paper, we first consider the following amplitude measurements corrupted by
dense bounded noise and adversarial sparse outliers:

bbb = |AAAxxx0|+ωωω + zzz, ∥zzz∥0 ≤ sm, (1)

where AAA = [aaa1, . . . , aaam]
T ∈ Fm×n is the sampling matrix, |AAAxxx| = [|⟨aaa1,xxx⟩|, . . . , |⟨aaam,xxx0⟩|].

Here, ωωω denotes the ℓ1-bounded noise, zzz represents the adversarial sparse outliers whose
nonzero entries can be arbitrarily large and may even depend on the measurement system
(bbb,AAA) and ground-truth xxx0, and s is referred to as the adversarial corruption fraction. We
call it adversarial phase retrieval problem based on amplitude measurements.

We study the reconstruction property of the nonlinear least absolute deviation (non-
linear LAD) for amplitude measurement

min ∥|AAAxxx| − bbb∥1 (2)

s.t. xxx ∈ K.

Here, K is a general set to capture the structure of the signal and we assume through-
out that xxx0 lies in it. A general structural representation is to let R : Rn → R be a
regularization function that reflects some priori knowledge of xxx0. Then K can be set as
K = {xxx ∈ Rn : R(xxx) ≤ R} where R is a tuning parameter. For example, we can choose
R(xxx) = ∥xxx∥1 if xxx is sparse. For Gaussian measurements, we show that the nonlinear robust
outlier bound condition (nonlinear ROB condition, see Section 3.1) holds for any subma-
trices consisting of a (1 − s)-fraction of the measurements with high probability under
appropriate samples, where s < s∗,1 ≈ 0.2043. Utilizing the nonlinear ROB condition, we
can show the amplitude-based nonlinear LAD (2) is additionally robust against a fraction
s∗,1 ≈ 0.2043 of arbitrary errors. To the best of our knowledge, it is the first sharp sparsity
threshold of adversarial outliers in phase retrieval based on the amplitude-based model.

And [38, 43, 34] showed that the amplitude-based algorithms perform better in sample
complexity and computational complexity experimentally and theoretically. [42] demon-
strated that amplitude-based algorithms can tolerate a larger fraction of outliers than
intensity-based algorithms by experiments but lack of theoretical guarantees. Therefore,
we are encouraged to explore and compare the robust performance of models based on the
two kinds of measurements.

In the intensity-based nonlinear LAD model, we consider that

min
∥∥|AAAxxx|2 − bbb

∥∥
1

(3)

s.t. xxx ∈ K,

3



with intensity measurements bbb = |AAAxxx0|2 +ωωω + zzz where |AAAxxx|2 = [|⟨aaa1,xxx⟩|2, . . . , |⟨aaam,xxx0⟩|2].
We use the similar analytical approach to give the sharp sparsity threshold s∗,2 ≈ 0.1185 of
adversarial outliers, which is consistent with the bound of [18]. Compared to [18], we con-
sider the nonlinear model instead of the one using PhaseLift and remove the Rademacher
distribution assumption of the outliers to give more general analysis.

Our results not only give the two sharp sparsity thresholds of adversarial outliers in
the models based on amplitude and intensity measurements, but also theoretically analyze
the robust performance of the two models and explain the superiority of the amplitude-
based nonlinear LAD model (2) compared to the intensity-based nonlinear one (3), since
s∗,1 is larger than s∗,2. We also construct adaptive counterexamples that are related
to measurement AAA and observation bbb to show that the recovery fails when adversarial
corruption fraction exceeds s∗,1 and s∗,2 in the two cases. We conduct extensive numerical
experiments to corroborate our results.

1.1 Our Contributions

We summarize the main contributions of this work. We first give a general framework in
phase retrieval for the analyses of nonlinear LAD model based on a general set K under
the corruption of adversarial sparse outliers. It is an underlying paradigm for dealing
with different measurements to elaborate the corresponding ROB conditions. We present
the probability density function (PDF) of the combination

∣∣|X| − |Y |
∣∣ and |X · Y | of two

Gaussian variables (may be not normal or independent) X, Y . The PDF of
∣∣|X|−|Y |

∣∣ may
be first presented in this paper. Based on this, we give the nonlinear ROB condition to cope
with the adversarial outliers. We then give the sharp sparsity threshold s∗,1 ≈ 0.2043 of
adversarial outliers in the nonlinear LAD model for amplitude measurement. For intensity-
based nonlinear LAD model, we give the sharp sparsity threshold s∗,2 ≈ 0.1185 without
the Rademacher distribution assumption for outliers. Our analyses of these two models
leads to the first theoretical examination of the distinction in robustness performance
between amplitude and intensity measurement such that the amplitude-based nonlinear
LAD model has superior adversarial robustness in comparison to the intensity-based one.

1.2 Comparisons to Related Work

A majority of existing work has considered stable performance in phase retrieval [4, 14, 7,
43, 19]. These work aimed to recover the signal from observations with bounded noise or
random noise. Only a handful of papers analyzed the phase retrieval problem in the pres-
ence of outliers, especially adversarial outliers [17, 25, 12]. [17] proved that the PhaseLift
with LAD can tolerate a small, fixed fraction of gross outliers and [25] restricted the signs
of sparse noise to be generated from Rademacher distribution and extended the perfor-
mance guarantee to the general low-rank PSD matrix case. [12] developed the prox-linear
algorithm to solve phase retrieval problems even with adversarially faulty measurements.
Most of them did not consider the adaptive outliers but set the outliers to obey some
specified distribution such as Gaussian or uniform distribution in numerical simulation.
[18] provided corresponding threshold s∗ ≈ 0.1185 for robust PhaseLift model, considering
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intensity measurement. They also assumed that the signs of adversarial sparse outliers
follow the Rademacher distribution as [25]. Our paper considers adversarial sparse outliers
without any additional assumptions and we give the sharp theoretical thresholds of the
adversarial corruption fraction s for both amplitude and intensity measurement.

Adversarial analysis could be at the intersection of two lines of research, signal recovery
and privacy-preservation. In decoding, [13] first provided that adversary accounts for at
most 0.239 in the measurement by statistical methods, and the result has been successively
extended to compressed sensing [21] and low-rank matrix recovery [40]. These work could
be utilized in privacy-preservation, which is a very important and popular theme in the
era of big data. For example, [44] showed that a similar setting can be used for sparse
regression and analyzed its privacy properties. Besides, researchers have applied deep
learning to solve the phase retrieval problem such as [20, 27]. They used convolutional
neural network to denoise and create new algorithms. Their algorithms are exceptionally
robust to noise in simulation but lack of theoretical analysis. We hope that our work
serves as an important step towards privacy-preserving phase retrieval and decoding by
nonlinear encryption, and also give some theoretical support for these novel algorithms in
the future.

1.3 Notations and Preliminaries

Throughout this paper, we use the following notations. We first define two different
metrics. For amplitude-based model we use metric

dist1 (xxx,yyy) = min {∥xxx− yyy∥2 , ∥xxx+ yyy∥2} (4)

and for intensity-based model the distance between xxx and yyy can be defined as

dist2 (xxx,yyy) = ∥xxx− yyy∥2 · ∥xxx+ yyy∥2 . (5)

Evidently, we have (dist1 (xxx,yyy))
2 ≤ dist2 (xxx,yyy). For two non-negative real sequences {at}t

and {bt}t, we write bt = O (at) (or bt ≲ at) if bt ≤ Cat. For α ≥ 1, the ψα-norm (which
is the Orlicz norm taken with respect to function exp (xα)− 1) of a random variable X is
defined as

∥X∥ψα
:= inf{t > 0 : E exp(|X|α /tα) ≤ 2}.

In particular, α = 2 gives the sub-Gaussian norm and α = 1 gives the sub-exponential
norm. The random variable X is called sub-Gaussian if ∥X∥ψ2

< ∞ and sub-exponential

if ∥X∥ψ1
<∞. The Gaussian error function is denoted as erf (x) = 2√

π

∫ x
0
exp (−t2) dt.

To describe the structure of possible signals, we mainly introduce tools for character-
izing the complexity of set K. If we assume that xxx lies in some set K ⊂ Bn

2 where Bn
2

denotes the Euclidean unit ball in Rn, then a key characteristic of structure of the signal
set is its Gaussian width w (K), defined as

w (K) := E sup
xxx∈K

⟨ggg,xxx⟩, (6)
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where ggg ∼ N (0, IIIn). In particular, denote cone (K) := {tx : t ≥ 0, x ∈ K}, then
w2 (cone (K) ∩ Sn−1) is a meaningful approximation for dimension [36], it can also be said
that w2 (K) can serve as the effective dimension of set K. We point out some common ex-
amples of Gaussian width in the literature. If K = Bn

2 or K = Sn−1 then w (K) = O (
√
n).

If K = Kn,s := {xxx ∈ Rn : ∥xxx∥2 = 1, ∥xxx∥1 =
√
s}, then w (K) = O

(√
s log (en/s)

)
. The

relationship between Gaussian width and covering number can be obtained by Sudakov’s
minoration inequality in Rn [35]. Let N (K, δ) be the δ-covering number of set K then for
any δ>0, we have

w (K) ≥ cδ
√
logN (K, δ). (7)

It can be seen that Gaussian width can provide an upper bound for covering number.

1.4 Organization

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. The main results are presented in Section
2. In this section, we provide recovery guarantees based on the amplitude-based nonlinear
LAD model (2) and intensity-based nonlinear LAD model (3). In Section 3, we give a
framework for adversarial robust recovery in phase retrieval. In Section 4, we introduce
the notion of nonlinear ROB condition and show that it holds with high probability for
Gaussian measurements. We provide the proofs for our main results in Section 5. Proof
of Dvoretzky-Kiefer-Wolfowitz type inequality is presented in Appendix A and related
probability density function is presented in Appendix B. Partial proofs of nonlinear ROB
condition are presented in Appendix C.

2 Main Results

We mainly focus on the amplitude-based nonlinear LAD model (2) and intensity-based
nonlinear LAD model (3), and provide corresponding sharp thresholds for the adversarial
corruption fraction. Our theoretical conclusion aligns with the empirical evidence, indi-
cating that the amplitude-based nonlinear LAD model has superior adversarial robustness
in comparison to the intensity-based one. To this end, we assume a tractable model in
which the design vectors {aaai}i are i.i.d standard Gaussian vectors.

2.1 Adversarial Robust Recovery for Amplitude Measurement

In this subsection, we provide theoretical results for the nonlinear amplitude-based LAD
model (2). Our results show that the solution of (2) is robust to any fraction of adversarial
corruption s<s∗,1 ≈ 0.2043.

Theorem 1. Suppose that s<s∗,1 − 2ξ and s = ∥zzz∥0 /m, where s∗,1 ≈ 0.2043. If the
number of measurements satisfies

m ≳ ξ−4 · w2
(
cone (K) ∩ Sn−1

)
, (8)
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then for all xxx0 ∈ Rn with probability at least 1−O
(
e−cmξ

2
)
, the solution xxx⋆ of (2) satisfies

dist1 (xxx⋆,xxx0) ≤ C
∥ωωω∥1
m

, (9)

where C, c are positive numerical constants related to adversarial corruption fraction s.

Remark 1. By (9) we have dist1 (xxx⋆,xxx0) ≲
∥ωωω∥1
m

≤ ∥ωωω∥2√
m
. Thus, the estimation error in our

nonlinear LAD model has a better error bound than LS model.

Remark 2. In the case of ωωω = 0, the ground-truth xxx0 can be exactly reconstructed via
(2) even adversarial corruption fraction approaches s∗,1 ≈ 0.2043. If we choose K = Rn

then we have m = O (n) and if K = Kn,s then m = O (s log (en/s)). Thus the number of
measurement (8) is nearly optimal in many cases.

In the following theorem, we also illustrate that in the case of dense noise ωωω = 0,
(2) exhibits a significant inability to accurately reconstruct the ground-truth xxx0 when
adversarial sparse fraction s > s∗,1. It indicates that the threshold s∗,1 ≈ 0.2043 is sharp.

Theorem 2. Set s>s∗,1 + 2ξ where s∗,1 ≈ 0.2043. If ωωω = 000 and K = Rn, then for any
xxx0 ∈ Rn, there exists an adversarial sparse outlier zzz with ∥zzz∥0 = sm, such that the solution

of (2) is not exactly the ground-truth xxx0 with probability exceeding 1−O
(
e−cmξ

2
)
.

2.2 Adversarial Robust Recovery for Intensity Measurement

We provide theoretical results for the nonlinear intensity-based LAD model (3) where the
solution of (3) is robust to any fraction of corruptions s<s∗,2 ≈ 0.1185 and in the case
ωωω = 0, (3) fails to exactly recover the vector xxx0 when s exceeding s∗,2.

Theorem 3. Suppose that s<s∗,2 − 2ξ and s = ∥zzz∥0 /m, where s∗,2 ≈ 0.1185. If the
number of measurements satisfies

m ≳ ξ−4 · w2
(
cone (K) ∩ Sn−1

)
,

then for all xxx0 ∈ Rn with probability at least 1−O
(
e−cmξ

2
)
, the solution xxx⋆ of (3) satisfies

dist2 (xxx⋆,xxx0) ≤ C
∥ωωω∥1
m

, (10)

where C and c are positive numerical constants related to s.

Remark 3. By (10), we have dist1 (xxx⋆,xxx0) ≲
√

∥ωωω∥1
m1/2 . Besides, we can confirm that

dist1 (xxx⋆,xxx0) · ∥xxx0∥2 ≤ dist2 (xxx⋆,xxx0). Thus, we can get

dist1 (xxx⋆,xxx0) ≲ min

{√
∥ωωω∥1
m1/2

,
∥ωωω∥1

∥xxx0∥2 ·m

}
. (11)

Evidently, error bound (11) is tighter than LS model in [19].
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Remark 4. [18] considered the Robust-PhaseLift model and also obtained the threshold
s∗,2 ≈ 0.1185 when the signs of adversarial sparse outlier zzz are drawn from the Rademacher
distribution and the support of zzz is fixed. Our theoretical results of model (3) are not
dependent on these assumptions.

Theorem 4. Set s>s∗,2 + 2ξ where s∗,2 ≈ 0.1185. If ωωω = 000 and K = Rn, for any xxx0 ∈ Rn,
there exists an adversarial sparse outlier zzz with ∥zzz∥0 = sm, such that the solution of (3)

is not exactly the ground-truth xxx0 with probability exceeding 1−O
(
e−cmξ

2
)
.

3 A Framework for Adversarial Phase Retrieval

3.1 Nonlinear Robust Outlier Bound Condition

For simplification, the corrupted measurements are written as

bbb = |AAAxxx0|k +ωωω + zzz, ∥zzz∥0 ≤ sm, k = 1, 2.

In this section we have considered a unified form for amplitude measurement and intensity
measurement without distinction. Due to the adversarial sparse outliers zzz’s dependence
on the measurement system (bbb,AAA) and ground-truth xxx0, as well as the the nonlinearity of
operators |AAAxxx| and |AAAxxx|2, we give the definition of nonlinear ROB condition.

Definition 1 (Nonlinear Robust Outlier Bound Condition). For amplitude measurement
(k = 1) or intensity measurement (k = 2), and adversarial corruption friction s, sampling
matrix AAA ∈ Rm×n is said to satisfy the nonlinear robust outlier bound condition, if there
exists a constant C (s) > 0 depending on s ∈ [0, 1], such that the following holds for all
vectors xxx,yyy ∈ K,

1

m
min

{S⊂[m],|S|≤sm}

[∥∥∥|AAAScxxx|k − |AAAScyyy|k
∥∥∥
1
−
∥∥∥|AAASxxx|k − |AAASyyy|k

∥∥∥
1

]
≥ C (s) · distk (xxx,yyy) .

Nonlinear ROB condition characterizes the worst-case scenario where |AAAxxx|k−|AAAyyy|k are
corrupted in the sense of the ℓ1-norm under the given adversarial corruption fraction s.

3.2 Adversarial Sparse Outlier Separation Condition

If the sampling matrix AAA satisfies the nonlinear ROB condition, we then can give an
upper bound to the distance between the model solution xxx⋆ and the ground-truth xxx0 by
the subsequent adversarial sparse outlier separation condition.

Lemma 1 (Adversarial Sparse Outlier Separation Condition). For adversarial corruption
fraction s, assume the sampling matrix AAA satisfies the nonlinear ROB condition with
coefficient C (s) > 0, then the solution xxx⋆ of nonlinear LAD models (2) or (3) satisfies

distk (xxx⋆,xxx0) ≤ C̃ (s)
∥ωωω∥1
m

, (12)

where C̃ (s) = 2/C (s).
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Proof. By definition of xxx⋆ and bbb = |AAAxxx0|k +ωωω + zzz, we have∥∥∥|AAAxxx⋆|k − |AAAxxx0|k − zzz −ωωω
∥∥∥
1
≤ ∥zzz +ωωω∥1 .

Since ℓ1-norm can be divided into parts S and Sc, we can get∥∥∥|AAASxxx⋆|k − |AAASxxx0|k − zzz −ωωωS

∥∥∥
1
+
∥∥∥|AAAScxxx⋆|k − |AAAScxxx0|k −ωωωSc

∥∥∥
1
≤ ∥zzz +ωωωS∥1 + ∥ωωωSc∥1 .

The triangle inequality yields that∥∥∥|AAASxxx⋆|k − |AAASxxx0|k − zzz −ωωωS

∥∥∥
1

≥ ∥zzz +ωωωS∥1 −
∥∥∥|AAASxxx⋆|k − |AAASxxx0|k

∥∥∥
1
,∥∥∥|AAAScxxx⋆|k − |AAAScxxx0|k −ωωωSc

∥∥∥
1

≥
∥∥∥|AAAScxxx⋆|k − |AAAScxxx0|k

∥∥∥
1
− ∥ωωωSc∥1 .

Thus, we can further bound∥∥∥|AAAScxxx⋆|k − |AAAScxxx0|k
∥∥∥
1
−
∥∥∥|AAASxxx⋆|k − |AAASxxx0|k

∥∥∥
1
≤ 2 ∥ωωωSc∥1 ≤ 2 ∥ωωω∥1 .

Since the set S should encompass all the subsets of [m] that satisfy |S| ≤ sm, based on
the nonlinear ROB condition, we have

distk (xxx⋆,xxx0) ≤
2

C (s)

∥ωωω∥1
m

= C̃ (s)
∥ωωω∥1
m

.

4 Analysis of Nonlinear ROB Condition

In this section, we will respectively prove that the sampling matrix AAA satisfies nonlinear
ROB condition for the two cases. We further give the sharp sparsity thresholds s∗ of
adversarial outliers.

4.1 Nonlinear ROB Condition for Amplitude Measurement

When aaa ∼ N (0, IIIn), we can see that X := ⟨aaa,xxx⟩ ∼ N
(
0, ∥xxx∥22

)
, Y := ⟨aaa,yyy⟩ ∼ N

(
0, ∥yyy∥22

)
for fixed xxx,yyy ∈ Rn. Without losing generality, we assume ∥xxx∥2 = 1 and ∥yyy∥2 = α ∈ [0, 1],
and denote the correlation coefficient between X and Y as ρ. Then we have

∥|AAAxxx| − |AAAyyy|∥1 =
m∑
i=1

∣∣ |⟨aaai,xxx⟩| − |⟨aaai, yyy⟩|
∣∣ = m∑

i=1

∣∣ |Xi| − |Yi|
∣∣.

We provide the following lemma to give the PDF of |Zρ,α| :=
∣∣ |X| − |Y |

∣∣, which serves as
the primary statistical tool for our analysis. Since the subsequent analysis solely focuses
on the PDF within the context of integration, we only consider the case z>0.
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Lemma 2. We set two variables X ∼ N (0, 1) , Y ∼ N (0, α2), 0 ≤ α ≤ 1 and their
correlation coefficient ρ ∈ [−1, 1]. Then for z>0, the PDF of |Zρ,α| =

∣∣|X| − |Y |
∣∣ is:

If |ρ|<1, α ̸= 0, set Λ± = α2 ± 2ρα + 1, then

gρ,α (z) =

exp(− z2

2Λ+
)

√
2πΛ+

[
2− erf

(
1 + ρα

α
√

2Λ+ (1− ρ2)
z

)
− erf

(
− 1 + ρα

α
√
2Λ+ (1− ρ2)

z +

√
Λ+

2 (1− ρ2)

z

α

)]

+
exp(− z2

2Λ−
)

√
2πΛ−

[
2− erf

(
1− ρα

α
√

2Λ− (1− ρ2)
z

)
− erf

(
− 1− ρα

α
√
2Λ− (1− ρ2)

z +

√
Λ−

2 (1− ρ2)

z

α

)]
.

If ρ = ±1, then gρ,α (z) =
1

1−α

√
2
π
exp

[
− z2

2(1−α)2
]
.

If α = 0, then gρ,α (z) =
√

2
π
exp

(
−z2/2

)
.

Proof. We first consider when |ρ|<1 and α ̸= 0. By (3.1) in [32], the PDF of the bivariate
folded normal distribution (|X| , |Y |) is given by:

f|X|,|Y | (x, y) =
exp

[
− 1

2(1−ρ2)

(
x2 − 2ρxy

α
+ y2

α2

)]
+ exp

[
− 1

2(1−ρ2)

(
x2 + 2ρxy

α
+ y2

α2

)]
πα
√
1− ρ2

x, y ≥ 0.

By integral transformation, the PDF of Zρ,α = |X| − |Y | obeys

fρ,α (z) = 1z∈(−∞,0) ·
∫ +∞

0

f|X|,|Y | (x, x− z) dx+ 1z∈[0,+∞) ·
∫ +∞

z

f|X|,|Y | (x, x− z) dx. (13)

It can be derived from [16] that∫ +∞

0

exp

(
− x2

4β
− γx

)
dx =

√
πβ exp(βγ2)

[
1− erf(γ

√
β)
]

β>0, (14)

and similar calculation yields that∫ +∞

z

exp

(
− x2

4β
− γx

)
dx =

√
πβ exp

(
βγ2
) [

1− erf

(
γ
√
β +

z

2
√
β

)]
β>0. (15)

We will use (14) and (15) to calculate the PDF of Zρ,α. If z<0, thus

fρ,α (z) =

∫ +∞

0

f|X|,|Y | (x, x− z) dx.

For convenience, we define

− 1

2 (1− ρ2)

[
x2 ± 2ρx (x− z)

α
+

(x− z)2

α2

]
:= − x2

4β1(2)
− γ1(2)x− δ.

10



Then we can get

β1(2) =
(1− ρ2)α2

2Λ±
> 0, γ1(2) = − 1

1− ρ2
(
z

α2
± ρz

α
) and δ =

z2

2(1− ρ2)α2
.

Moreover, it can be obtained through simple calculation that

β1γ
2
1 =

(1 + ρα)2 z2

2 (1− ρ2)Λ+α2
and β2γ

2
2 =

(1− ρα)2 z2

2 (1− ρ2)Λ−α2
.

We now can evaluate the integral:

fρ,α (z)

=
exp (−δ)
πα
√

1− ρ2

∫ +∞

0

exp

(
− x2

4β1
− γ1x

)
+ exp

(
− x2

4β2
− γ2x

)
dx

=

√
β1 exp (β1γ

2
1 − δ)

α
√
π (1− ρ2)

[
1− erf

(
γ1
√
β1

)]
+

√
β2 exp (β2γ

2
2 − δ)

α
√
π (1− ρ2)

[
1− erf

(
γ2
√
β2

)]

=
exp

(
− z2

2Λ+

)
√
2πΛ+

[
1− erf

(
− 1 + ρα

α
√

2 (1− ρ2)Λ+

z

)]

+
exp

(
− z2

2Λ−

)
√
2πΛ−

[
1− erf

(
− 1− ρα

α
√
2 (1− ρ2)Λ−

z

)]
.

If z ≥ 0, then fρ,α (z) =
∫ +∞
z

f|X|,|Y | (x, x− z) dx. Similarly, we have

fρ,α (z) =
exp

(
− z2

2Λ+

)
√
2πΛ+

[
1− erf

(
− 1 + ρα

α
√
2 (1− ρ2)Λ+

z +

√
Λ+

2 (1− ρ2)

z

α

)]

+
exp

(
− z2

2Λ−

)
√
2πΛ−

[
1− erf

(
− 1− ρα

α
√
2 (1− ρ2)Λ−

z +

√
Λ−

2 (1− ρ2)

z

α

)]
.

Due to gρ,α (z) = fρ,α (z) + fρ,α (−z), we have obtained the expression.

When ρ = ±1, then Zρ,α = |X|−|Y | = (1− α) |X|. Thus fρ,α (z) = 1
1−α

√
1
2π

exp
[
− z2

(1−α)2

]
.

Then gρ,α (z) =
1

1−α

√
2
π
exp

[
− z2

(1−α)2

]
.

When α = 0, then Zρ,α = |X| − |Y | = |X|. Thus fρ,α (z) =
√

1
2π

exp (−z2/2) and then

gρ,α (z) =
√

2
π
exp (−z2/2).

Furthermore, we set the Cumulative Distribution Function (CDF) of |Zρ,α| as

Gρ,α (t) =

∫ t

0

gρ,α (z) dz.

11



Due to symmetry, we can only consider ρ ≥ 0. Thus, dist1 (xxx,yyy) =
√
1 + α2 − 2αρ.

To characterize the deviation between ℓ1-norm of largest s-fraction and smallest (1 − s)-
fraction of the random variable |Zρ,α|, we define the balance function

M (ρ, α, s) =M1 (ρ, α, s)−M2 (ρ, α, s) :=

[∫ G−1
ρ,α(1−s)

0
−
∫ +∞
G−1

ρ,α(1−s)

]
zgρ,α (z) dz√

1 + α2 − 2αρ
.

For fixed xxx,yyy with corresponding parameters ρ, α and largest ℓ1-norm corruption set S
with size |S| = sm, in the limit of large samples (i.e. m → ∞), we see that a form of
strong law of large numbers yields that

M (ρ, α, s) =
E [∥|AAAScxxx| − |AAAScyyy|∥1 − ∥|AAASxxx| − |AAASyyy|∥1]

m · dist1 (xxx,yyy)
. (16)

Nonlinear ROB condition is uniformly established for any xxx,yyy ∈ K ⊂ Rn, we should take
into account the minimum value of function M (ρ, α, s) regarding parameters ρ, α ∈ [0, 1].
It motivates us to analyze the minimum balance function M (s).

Definition 2 (Minimum Balance Function).

M (s) = min
ρ,α∈[0,1]

[∫ G−1
ρ,α(1−s)

0
−
∫ +∞
G−1

ρ,α(1−s)

]
zgρ,α (z) dz√

1 + α2 − 2αρ
. (17)

We can useM (s) to establish the uniform lower bound of the nonlinear ROB condition.
If we set (ρ, α) = argminM(sρ,α), then it goes that∫ G−1

ρ,α(1−sρ,α)

0

zgρ,α (z) dz =

∫ +∞

G−1
ρ,α(1−sρ,α)

zgρ,α (z) dz.

We can get s∗,1 = min
ρ,α∈[0,1]

sρ,α ≈ 0.2043 with the help of computer assistance computation,

which implies M (s∗,1) = 0. Theorem 5 states that the lower bound of the nonlinear ROB
condition is dominated by M (s) for a given adversarial corruption fraction s.

Theorem 5. Let AAAxxx = {⟨aaa1,xxx⟩, · · · , ⟨aaam,xxx⟩} where aaai
i.i.d∼ N (0, IIIn). Assume that

0<s<s∗,1 ≈ 0.2043 and c0 is a positive numerical constant corresponding to l0. If

m ≳ ξ−4 · w2
(
cone(K) ∩ Sn−1

)
,

then for any s < s∗,1, AAA satisfies the s-nonlinear ROB condition for all xxx,yyy ∈ K:

1

m
min

{S⊂[m],|S|≤sm}

[
∥|AAAScxxx| − |AAAScyyy|∥1 − ∥|AAASxxx| − |AAASyyy|∥1

]
≥ [M (s+ ξ)− l0ξ] · dist1 (xxx,yyy)

(18)

with probability at least 1−O
(
e−c0mξ

2
)
.

12



(a) α, ρ ∈ [0, 1]. (b) α ∈ [0, 0.8], ρ ∈ [0.2, 0.8].

Figure 1: The threshold s for any α, ρ ∈ [0, 1].

Remark 5. The condition s<s∗,1 is to ensure M (s+ ξ)− l0ξ>0. In other words, without
this condition the above theorem still holds.

By setting s = 0 and s = 1 − ξ in the nonlinear ROB condition, we can obtain the
stability of phase retrieval with upper and lower bounds. It can be considered as a random
measurement version of stability in [2]. Specifically, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 1. In the case K = Rn, if m ≳ ξ−4 · n, then with probability at least 1 −
O
(
e−c0mξ

2
)
, we have[√

2

π

(
2−

√
2
)
− l̃ξ

]
· dist1 (xxx,yyy) ≤

1

m
∥|AAAxxx| − |AAAyyy|∥1 ≤

(√
2

π
+ l̃ξ

)
· dist1 (xxx,yyy) . (19)

The lower bound
√

2
π

(
2−

√
2
)
and upper bound

√
2
π
here are M (0) and −M (1) given

by Proposition 1 in the subsequent subsection.

4.2 Proof of Theorem 5 and Corollary 1

We divide the proof of Theorem 5 into three steps. The first step is to construct some
properties of the minimum balance function M (s). It is then stated that AAA obeys the
nonlinear ROB condition for fixed xxx,yyy. Finally, we use the standard covering-number
based argument and Sudakov’s minoration inequality to extend the result for all xxx,yyy ∈ K.

Step 1: Properties of M (s). We will prove that M (s) is a well-defined function
and has a unique zero s∗,1.

Proposition 1. The minimum balance function M (s) satisfies:

(a) M (s) is strictly monotonically decreasing on interval [0, 1];

(b) M (0) =
√

2
π

(
2−

√
2
)
and M (1) = −

√
2
π
;

13



(c) M (s) has a unique zero s∗,1, that is M (s∗,1) = 0.

Proof. (a) For monotonicity, let 0 ≤ s1<s2 ≤ 1 and (ρ1, α1) = argminM (s1), (ρ2, α2) =
argminM (s2). By definition,

M (s1) =M (ρ1, α1, s1)>M (ρ1, α1, s2) ≥M (ρ2, α2, s2) = M (s2) .

(b) It can be checked that ||a| − |b|| = |a+ b|+ |a− b| − |a| − |b|, then we have

∥|AAAxxx| − |AAAyyy|∥1 = ∥AAA (xxx+ yyy)∥1 + ∥AAA (xxx− yyy)∥1 − ∥AAAxxx∥1 − ∥AAAyyy∥1

=
m∑
i=1

(|Xi + Yi|+ |Xi − Yi| − |Xi| − |Yi|) .

For s = 0 or 1, we need consider E
(∣∣|X| − |Y |

∣∣). Thus, let
φ (ρ, α) =

∫ +∞
0

zgρ,α(z)dz

dist1 (xxx,yyy)
=

E
(∣∣|X| − |Y |

∣∣)
dist1 (xxx,yyy)

=
E (|X + Y |+ |X − Y | − |X| − |Y |)

dist1 (xxx,yyy)

=

√
2

π

∥xxx+ yyy∥2 + ∥xxx− yyy∥2 − ∥xxx∥2 − ∥yyy∥2
dist1 (xxx,yyy)

=

√
2

π

(1 + α2 + 2αρ)
1/2

+ (1 + α2 − 2αρ)
1/2 − 1− α

(1 + α2 − 2αρ)1/2
.

Then,

∂φ (ρ, α)

∂ρ
=

√
2

π

α (α2 + 1)

(1 + α2 − 2αρ)3/2

[
2

(1 + α2 + 2αρ)1/2
− α + 1

α2 + 1

]

≥
√

2

π

α (α2 + 1)

(1 + α2 − 2αρ)3/2

(
2

α + 1
− α + 1

α2 + 1

)
≥ 0.

Therefore, for fixed α ∈ (0, 1], φ (ρ, α) is increasing with respect to ρ. Furthermore,

∂φ (0, α)

∂α
=

√
2

π

α− 1

(1 + α2)3/2
≤ 0.

Then we can get

M (0) = min
ρ,α

φ (ρ, α) = min
α
φ (0, α) = φ (0, 1) =

√
2

π

(
2−

√
2
)
,

M (1) = −max
ρ,α

φ (ρ, α) = −max
α

φ (1, α) = −φ (1, α) = −
√

2

π
.

(c) The continuity of M (s) is obvious. By Proposition 1.(a) and Proposition 1.(b), M (s)
is bounded, thus it is well-defined on [0, 1]. Then by monotonicity ofM (s), the uniqueness
of zero can be obtained.
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Step 2: Proof for fixed vectors. In this step, we will establish nonlinear ROB
condition for fixed xxx,yyy.

Lemma 3. Fix xxx,yyy ∈ K, let ρ = ⟨xxx,yyy⟩
∥xxx∥2·∥yyy∥2

and α = ∥yyy∥2 / ∥xxx∥2. For 0<s<s∗,1, there exists
a positive numerical constant c1 corresponding to l1 such that with probability exceeding
1−O(e−c1mξ

2
),

min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥|AAAScxxx| − |AAAScyyy|∥1
dist1 (xxx,yyy)

≥ m [M1(ρ, α, s+ ξ)− l1ξ] , (20)

max
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥|AAASxxx| − |AAASyyy|∥1
dist1 (xxx,yyy)

≤ m [M2(ρ, α, s+ ξ) + l1ξ] . (21)

Proof. Denote h1 (x) = x · 1[0,t](x), and Γ (t) = h1

(
|Zρ,α|√

1+α2−2αρ

)
. We first prove that

for all ρ, α ∈ [0, 1] and t ∈ R+ ∪ {+∞}, there exists K0 > 0 such that ∥Γ (t)∥ψ2
≤ K0.

Since Γ (t) is bounded, thus for fixed t, ∥Γ (t) ∥ψ2 < ∞. When t = +∞, we claim that

Γ (t) = |Zρ,α|√
1+α2−2αρ

is sub-Gaussian random variable. Actually, by the definition of ∥·∥ψ2∥∥∥∥∥ |Zρ,α|√
1 + α2 − 2αρ

∥∥∥∥∥
ψ2

=

∥∥∥∥ |⟨aaa,xxx⟩| − |⟨aaa,yyy⟩|
dits1 (xxx,yyy)

∥∥∥∥
ψ2

≤
∥∥∥∥⟨aaa, xxx− yyy

∥xxx− yyy∥2
⟩
∥∥∥∥
ψ2

= ∥X∥ψ2
<∞,

where X ∼ N (0, 1). We then consider the mapping

F : R ∪ {∞} −→ R+ ∪ {+∞}
t 7−→ ∥Γ (t)∥ψ2

.

By the definition of sub-Gaussian norm, we verified that F is a continuous mapping. Apart
from this, the mapping

G : S1 −→ R ∪ {∞}

eiθ 7−→ 1 + tan (θ/2)

1− tan (θ/2)
:= t

establishes the homeomorphism between S1 and R∪{∞}, that is S1 ∼= R∪{∞}. We then
direct our attention towards the composite mapping

F ◦ G : S1 −→ R+ ∪ {+∞}
eiθ 7−→ ∥Γ (t)∥ψ2

.

While G−1 (R+ ∪ {+∞}) = [−π
2
, π
2
], then F ◦ G is a continuous mapping on compact set

[−π
2
, π
2
]. Thereby F ◦ G is a bounded mapping, which means that there exists K0 > 0,

such that ∥Γ (t) ∥ψ2 ≤ K0 uniformly.
Let r>s ∈ (0, 1) be a fixed constant and t = G−1

ρ,α (1− r). We consider the sampling
set Γ = {Γ1 (t) , · · · ,Γm (t)} and get

E [Γ (t)] =

∫ t
0
zgρ,α (z) dz√

1 + α2 − 2αρ
=M1(ρ, α, r).
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Thus by Hoeffding inequality in [36], we derive

P

(∣∣∣∣∣ 1m
m∑
i=1

Γi (t)− E [Γ (t)]

∣∣∣∣∣ > ε1

)
≤ 2e−c0mε

2
1/K

2
0 ,. (22)

Based on the Dvoretzky-Kiefer-Wolfowitz type inequality in Lemma 9, by setting ϵ =
r − s ∈ (0, 1) and η = 1− s ∈ (0, 1), we have

t = G−1
ρ,α (1− r) ≤ Ĝ−1

ρ,α (1− s)

with probability exceeding 1 − 4e−2m(r−s)2 . Since Ĝρ,α(z) and Ĝ
−1
ρ,α (z) are monotonically

increasing function, we can get

Ĝρ,α(t) ≤ 1− s

with probability at least 1 − 4e−2m(r−s)2 . Thus, we can know at most (1 − s)-fraction of
the samples lie in [0, t] with probability at least 1− 4e−2m(r−s)2 , and the samples lying in
[0, t] are smaller than those of the remaining samples. Therefore, we have

min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥|AAAScxxx| − |AAAScyyy|∥1
dist1 (xxx,yyy)

≥
m∑
i=1

Γi (t) (23)

with probability at least 1− 4e−2m(r−s)2 due to the left side of the above inequality repre-
sents the smallest (1− s)m samples in the sampling set Γ.

Combining (22) with (23), we get

1

m
min

S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥|AAAScxxx| − |AAAScyyy|∥1
dist1 (xxx,yyy)

≥ 1

m

m∑
i=1

Γi (t) ≥ E [Γ (t)]− ε1 =M1 (ρ, α, s+ ϵ)− ε1

with certain probability. By setting ϵ = ξ and ε1 = l1ξ, we finally get (20) with probability

exceeding 1−O
(
e−c1mξ

2
)
.

Similarly, we can establish (21) if we set h2 (x) = x·1[t,+∞) (x) and Γ (t) = h2

(
|Zρ,α|√

1+α2−2αρ

)
.

Step 3: Uniform argument. By Lemma 3, for fixed xxx0, yyy0 ∈ K with parameters ρ0

and α0, with probability at least 1−O
(
e−c1mξ

2
)
we have that

min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥|AAAScxxx0| − |AAAScyyy0|∥1 − ∥|AAASxxx0| − |AAASyyy0|∥1

= min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

[∑
i∈Sc

∣∣|⟨aaai,xxx0⟩| − |⟨aaai, yyy0⟩|
∣∣−∑

i∈S

∣∣|⟨aaai,xxx0⟩| − |⟨aaai, yyy0⟩|
∣∣]

≥ m [M1 (ρ0, α0, s+ ξ)−M2 (ρ0, α0, s+ ξ)− 2l1ξ] · dist1 (xxx0, yyy0)
≥ m [M (s+ ξ)− 2l1ξ] · dist1 (xxx0, yyy0) .
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We divide the proof into three types of situations.
Case 1: In this case we assume that ∥xxx− yyy∥2 ≤ ∥xxx+ yyy∥2 ≤ 5 ∥xxx− yyy∥2. We can let

∥xxx∥2 ≥ ∥yyy∥2, then by standardization, set xxx ∈ K∩Sn and yyy ∈ K∩Bn
2 . Then we let K1

δ ,K2
δ

be the δ-net of cone(K)∩Sn−1 and cone(K)∩Bn
2 . Now for all xxx ∈ K∩Sn and yyy ∈ K∩Bn

2 ,
there exist xxx0 ∈ K1

δ and yyy0 ∈ K2
δ , such that ∥xxx− xxx0∥2 ≤ δ, ∥yyy − yyy0∥2 ≤ δ.

Set S1 be the index set of the largest s-fraction of Sxxx,yyy = {|⟨aaai,xxx⟩| − |⟨aaai, yyy⟩| |i ∈ [m]}
in absolute value. Similarly, S2 be the subset of Sxxx0,yyy0 , which collects the index of the
largest s-fraction of Sxxx0,yyy0 in absolute value. Then, we have

min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥|AAAScxxx| − |AAAScyyy|∥1

=
∥∥∣∣AAASc

1
xxx
∣∣− ∣∣AAASc

1
yyy
∣∣∥∥

1
=
∑
i∈Sc

1

∣∣|⟨aaai,xxx⟩| − |⟨aaai, yyy⟩|
∣∣

≥
∑
i∈Sc

1

∣∣|⟨aaai,xxx0⟩| − |⟨aaai, yyy0⟩|
∣∣−∑

i∈Sc
1

∣∣|⟨aaai,xxx⟩| − |⟨aaai,xxx0⟩| − |⟨aaai, yyy⟩|+ |⟨aaai, yyy0⟩|
∣∣

≥
∑
i∈Sc

2

∣∣|⟨aaai,xxx0⟩| − |⟨aaai, yyy0⟩|
∣∣− ∥∥∣∣AAASc

1
xxx
∣∣− ∣∣AAASc

1
xxx0
∣∣− ∣∣AAASc

1
yyy
∣∣+ ∣∣AAASc

1
yyy0
∣∣∥∥

1

= min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥|AAAScxxx0| − |AAAScyyy0|∥1 −
∥∥∣∣AAASc

1
xxx
∣∣− ∣∣AAASc

1
xxx0
∣∣− ∣∣AAASc

1
yyy
∣∣+ ∣∣AAASc

1
yyy0
∣∣∥∥

1
.

Similarly, we can get

max
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥|AAASxxx| − |AAASyyy|∥1

≤ max
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥|AAASxxx0| − |AAASyyy0|∥1 + ∥|AAAS1xxx| − |AAAS1xxx0| − |AAAS1yyy|+ |AAAS1yyy0|∥1 .

We then present the following lemma.

Lemma 4. For any zzz1, zzz2 and aaai
i.i.d∼ N (0, IIIn), we have

P

(
1

m
∥|AAAzzz1| − |AAAzzz2|∥1 ≥

√
2

π
(1 + ϵ) ∥zzz1 − zzz2∥2

)
≤ 2 exp

(
−c1mϵ2/K2

1

)
, (24)

where K1 =
√
8/3 and c1 is a positive numerical constant.

Proof. It can be seen that
∣∣ |⟨aaa,zzz1⟩| − |⟨aaa,zzz2⟩|

∣∣ ≤ |⟨aaa,zzz1 − zzz2⟩)| and E [|⟨aaa,zzz1 − zzz2⟩)|] =√
2
π
∥zzz1 − zzz2∥2. Furthermore, random variable |⟨aaa,zzz/ ∥zzz∥2⟩| has sub-Guassian norm

√
8/3.

Then by Hoeffding inequality in [36], we have reached the conclusion.
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Jointing the above two inequalities and Lemma 4, we obtain that

min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥|AAAScxxx| − |AAAScyyy|∥1 − ∥|AAASxxx| − |AAASyyy|∥1

≥ min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥|AAAScxxx0| − |AAAScyyy0|∥1 − ∥|AAASxxx0| − |AAASyyy0|∥1 − ∥|AAAxxx| − |AAAxxx0| − |AAAyyy|+ |AAAyyy0|∥1

≥ m [M (s+ ξ)− 2l1ξ] · dist (xxx0, yyy0)− ∥|AAAxxx| − |AAAxxx0|∥1 − ∥|AAAyyy| − |AAAyyy0|∥1
≥ m [M (s+ ξ)− 2l1ξ] · (dist1 (xxx,yyy)− 2δ)−

√
2/π (1 + ϵ) (∥xxx− xxx0∥2 + ∥yyy − yyy0∥2)

≥ m [M (s+ ξ)− 2l1ξ] · dist1 (xxx,yyy)−
[
2
√
2/π (1 + ϵ) + 2M (0)

]
mδ

≥ m [M (s+ ξ)− 2l0ξ] · dist1 (xxx,yyy) .

In the forth line we use Lemma 4 and the fact that ∥xxx0 − yyy0∥2 ≥ ∥xxx− yyy∥2 − 2δ. We can

set l0>l1 such that
[
2
√

2/π (1 + ϵ) + 2M (0)
]
δ + l1ξ · dist1 (xxx,yyy) = l0ξ · dist1 (xxx,yyy) (thus

δ ≥ c̃ξ) in the last step as dist1 (xxx,yyy) = ∥xxx− yyy∥2 ≥ ∥xxx+ yyy∥2 /5 ≥ 1/5.
Case 2: We assume that 5 ∥xxx− yyy∥2 ≤ ∥xxx+ yyy∥2. Due to xxx,yyy ∈ K, we have xxx − yyy ∈

K − K. By standardization, we let xxx − yyy ∈ (K −K) ∩ Sn. Then let K−
δ be the δ-net of

cone (K −K)∩Sn−1. Now for all uuu := xxx−yyy ∈ (K −K)∩Sn, their exist uuu0 := xxx0−yyy0 ∈ K−
δ ,

such that ∥uuu− uuu0∥2 ≤ δ.
For ρ = ⟨xxx/ ∥xxx∥2 , yyy/ ∥yyy∥2⟩, set Kρ

δ be the δ-net of ρ ∈ [0, 1]. Thus N (Kρ
δ , δ) ≤

N (K1
δ , δ)×N (K2

δ , δ). Due to ∥xxx+ yyy∥2 ≥ 5 ∥xxx− yyy∥2, we have ρ>0. There exists ρ0 ∈ Kρ
δ ,

such that |ρ− ρ0| ≤ δ, then for small enough δ, we have both ρ, ρ0>0. Then we can get

E
∣∣ |⟨aaa,xxx⟩| − |⟨aaa,xxx0⟩| − |⟨aaa,yyy⟩|+ |⟨aaa,yyy0⟩|

∣∣ = E
∣∣ |⟨aaa,xxx− yyy⟩| − |⟨aaa,xxx0 − yyy0⟩|

∣∣
= E

∣∣ |⟨aaa,uuu⟩| − |⟨aaa,uuu0⟩|
∣∣ ≤ E |⟨aaa,uuu− uuu0⟩| ≤

√
2

π
δ.

Due to Lemma 4, we have the following concentration inequality

P

(
1

m
∥|AAAxxx| − |AAAyyy| − |AAAxxx0|+ |AAAyyy0|∥1 ≥

√
2

π
δ (1 + ϵ)

)
≤ 2 exp

(
−c1mϵ2

)
. (25)

We then obtained that

min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥|AAAScxxx| − |AAAScyyy|∥1 − ∥|AAASxxx| − |AAASyyy|∥1

≥ m [M (s+ ξ)− 2l1ξ] · dist1 (xxx0, yyy0)− ∥|AAAxxx| − |AAAxxx0| − |AAAyyy|+ |AAAyyy0|∥1

≥ m [M (s+ ξ)− 2l1ξ] · (dist1 (xxx,yyy)− δ)−
√

2

π
δ (1 + ϵ)m · dist1 (xxx,yyy)

≥ m [M (s+ ξ)− 2l1ξ] · dist1 (xxx,yyy)−

[√
2

π
(1 + ϵ) +M (0)

]
mδ · dist1 (xxx,yyy)

= m [M (s+ ξ)− 2l0ξ] · dist1 (xxx,yyy) .

Case 3: We assume that ∥xxx+ yyy∥2 ≤ ∥xxx− yyy∥2. Then xxx + yyy ∈ K + K, we let xxx + yyy ∈
(K +K)∩Sn. Then let K+

δ be the δ-net of cone (K +K)∩Sn−1. The remain classification
and arguments are similar to Case 1 and Case 2.
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By properties w (K +K) = 2w (K) , w (K −K) = 1
2
w (K), we have

max{C1w
2 (cone(K) ∩Bn

2 ) , C2w
2
(
cone (K −K) ∩ Sn−1

)
, C3w

2
(
cone (K +K) ∩ Sn−1

)
}

= C4w
2
(
cone (K) ∩ Sn−1

)
.

Then by Sudakov’s minoration inequality in (7), for any δ>0, we can get

max{logN
(
K1
δ , δ
)
, logN

(
K2
δ , δ
)
, logN

(
K−
δ , δ
)
, logN

(
K+
δ , δ
)
}

≤ C4w
2
(
cone (K) ∩ Sn−1

)
/δ2.

Finally, we can finish the proof with probability at least

1− C5

(
N
(
K1
δ , δ
)
×N

(
K2
δ , δ
)
×N

(
K−
δ , δ
)
×N

(
K+
δ , δ
)) (

O
(
e−cmξ

2
)
+ 2e−c1mδ

2
)

≥ 1− C6 exp
[
w2
(
cone (K) ∩ Sn−1

)
/δ2
] (

O
(
e−cmξ

2
)
+ 2e−c1mδ

2
)

≥ 1− C7 exp
[
w2
(
cone (K) ∩ Sn−1

)
/ξ2
]
· O
(
e−c2mξ

2
)
= 1−O

(
e−c0mξ

2
)
,

as we have provided m ≳ ξ−4 · w2 (cone(K) ∩ Sn−1).
We then present the proof of Corollary 1. We first set s = 0, then we have

1

m
∥|AAAxxx| − |AAAyyy|∥1 ≥ [M (ξ)− l0ξ] · dist1 (xxx,yyy) .

By Proposition 1, we can assumeM (s) has Lipschitz constant L. Thus |M (0)−M (ξ)| ≤
Lξ and we set l̃ = L+ l0 to get the left-hand inequality of (19). We set s = 1− ξ to get

1

m
∥|AAAxxx| − |AAAyyy|∥1 ≤ [−M (1) + l0ξ] · dist1 (xxx,yyy) +

2

m
min

{S⊂[m],|S|≤(1−ξ)m}
∥|AAAScxxx| − |AAAScyyy|∥1

≤

(√
2

π
+ l0ξ

)
· dist1 (xxx,yyy) +

2

m
ξ ∥|AAAxxx| − |AAAyyy|∥1

≤

(√
2

π
+ l0ξ

)
· dist1 (xxx,yyy) + 4ξ ∥xxx− yyy∥2 ≤

[√
2

π
+ (l0 + 4) ξ

]
· dist1 (xxx,yyy) .

In the last second inequality we use Lemma 4. Actually the right-hand inequality of (19)
can be obtained concisely using Lemma 4, but we omit it here.

4.3 Nonlinear ROB Condition for Intensity Measurement

It can be checked that∥∥|AAAxxx|2 − |AAAyyy|2
∥∥
1

dist2 (xxx,yyy)
=

m∑
i=1

|⟨aaai,
xxx− yyy

∥xxx− yyy∥2
⟩ · ⟨aaai,

xxx+ yyy

∥xxx+ yyy∥2
⟩|

=
m∑
i=1

|⟨aaai,uuu⟩ · ⟨aaai, vvv⟩| :=
m∑
i=1

|X · Y |,
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where we set uuu = xxx−yyy
∥xxx−yyy∥2

∈ Sn−1, vvv = xxx+yyy
∥xxx+yyy∥2

∈ Sn−1 and X = ⟨aaai,uuu⟩ ∼ N (0, 1) , Y =

⟨aaai, vvv⟩ ∼ N (0, 1). The correlation coefficient between random variables X and Y is
ρ := ⟨uuu,vvv⟩, then by Lemma 2 in [18], the PDF of |Zρ| := |X · Y | is

fρ (z) =


1√
2πz
e−z/2 ρ = ±1

2

π
√

1−ρ2
cosh

(
ρz

1−ρ2

)
K0

(
z

1−ρ2

)
−1 < ρ < 1,

(26)

where K0(·) denotes the modified Bessel function of the second kind of order zero. For
completeness, we attach the proof of (26) to Appendix B. Then we set the CDF of |Zρ| as

Fρ(t) =

∫ t

0

fρ(z)dz.

And we define the balance function for |Zρ|:

J (ρ, s) = J1 (ρ, s)− J2 (ρ, s) :=

[∫ F−1
ρ (1−s)

0

−
∫ +∞

F−1
ρ (1−s)

]
zfρ(z)dz.

We can only consider ρ ≥ 0, thus the minimum balance function here is

J (s) = min
ρ∈[0,1]

[∫ F−1
ρ (1−s)

0

−
∫ +∞

F−1
ρ (1−s)

]
zfρ (z) dz. (27)

Now we present the following theorem.

Theorem 6. Let AAAxxx = {⟨aaa1,xxx⟩, · · · , ⟨aaam,xxx⟩} where aaai
i.i.d∼ N (0, IIIn). Assume that

0<s<s∗,2 ≈ 0.1185 and c0 is a positive numerical constant corresponding to l0. If

m ≳ ξ−4 · w2
(
cone (K) ∩ Sn−1

)
,

then for any s < s∗,2, AAA satisfies the s-nonlinear ROB condition for all xxx,yyy ∈ K:

1

m
min

{S⊂[m],|S|≤sm}

[∥∥|AAAScxxx|2 − |AAAScyyy|2
∥∥
1
−
∥∥|AAASxxx|2 − |AAASyyy|2

∥∥
1

]
≥ [J (s+ ξ)− l0ξ] · dist2 (xxx,yyy)

(28)

with probability at least 1−O
(
e−c0mξ

2
)
.

Remark 6. The distinction between nonlinear ROB condition and ROB condition in
intensity measurement, as discussed in [18], lies in the specific ranges of consideration.
The former limits the consideration range to uuu = xxx−yyy

∥xxx−yyy∥2
, vvv = xxx+yyy

∥xxx+yyy∥2
∈ Sn−1, while the

latter considers the tangent space T = {xxxyyy∗ + yyyxxx∗ : xxx,yyy ∈ Rn}. However, both conditions
ultimately lead to the same threshold value of 0.1185.

Similar to the Corollary 1, if we set s = 0 and s = 1−ξ in the nonlinear ROB condition
for intensity measurement respectively, wo have the following corollary.
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Corollary 2. When K = Rn and m ≳ ξ−4 · n with probability at least 1 −O
(
e−c0mξ

2
)
,

we have(
2

π
− l̃ξ

)
· dist2 (xxx,yyy) ≤

1

m

∥∥|AAAxxx|2 − |AAAyyy|2
∥∥
1
≤
(
1 + l̃ξ

)
· dist2 (xxx,yyy) .

Therefore, our nonlinear ROB condition can be seen as a version with outliers in the
stability of phase retrieval in [14].

4.4 Proof of Theorem 6 and Corollary 2

In a manner analogous to the demonstration of Theorem 5, the proof of Theorem 6 will
be partitioned into three steps. For simplicity and convenience of reading, we attach the
proofs of Step 1 and Step 2 to Appendix C and due to the similarity between the proof
of Corollary 2 and Corollary 1, we omit it.

Step 1: Properties of J (s). This step provides that J (s) is a well-defined function
and has a unique zero s∗,2 ≈ 0.1185.

Proposition 2. The minimum balance function J (s) satisfies:

(a) J (s) is a strictly monotonically decreasing continuous function on interval [0, 1];

(b) J (s) has a unique zero s∗,2, that is J (s∗,2) = 0.

Step 2: Fixed vectors description.

Lemma 5. Fix xxx,yyy ∈ K and let ρ = ⟨ xxx−yyy
∥xxx−yyy∥2

, xxx+yyy
∥xxx+yyy∥2

⟩. For 0<s<s∗,2, there exists a

positive numerical constant c1 corresponding to l1 such that with probability at least

1−O
(
e−c1mξ

2
)
,

min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥∥|AAAScxxx|2 − |AAAScyyy|2
∥∥
1

dist2 (xxx,yyy)
≥ m [J1(ρ, s+ ξ)− l1ξ] , (29)

max
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥∥|AAASxxx|2 − |AAASyyy|2
∥∥
1

dist2 (xxx,yyy)
≤ m [J2(ρ, s+ ξ) + l1ξ] . (30)

Step 3: Uniform argument. By Lemma 5, we have that for fixed xxx0, yyy0 ∈ K with

ρ0 = ⟨ xxx0−yyy0
∥xxx0−yyy0∥2

, xxx0+yyy0
∥xxx0+yyy0∥2

⟩ := ⟨uuu0, vvv0⟩, with probability at least 1−O
(
e−c1mξ

2
)
,

min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥∥|AAAScxxx0|2 − |AAAScyyy0|
2
∥∥
1
−
∥∥|AAASxxx0|2 − |AAASyyy0|

2
∥∥
1

dist2 (xxx0, yyy0)

= min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

[∑
i∈Sc

|⟨aaai,uuu0⟩ · ⟨aaai, vvv0⟩| −
∑
i∈S

|⟨aaai,uuu0⟩ · ⟨aaai, vvv0⟩|

]
≥ m [J1 (ρ0, s+ ξ)− J2 (ρ0, s+ ξ)− 2l1ξ]

≥ m [J (s+ ξ)− 2l1ξ] .
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As we can see uuu0 ∈ (K −K)∩ Sn−1 and vvv0 ∈ (K +K)∩ Sn−1. Let K−
δ ,K

+
δ be the δ-net

of cone (K −K) ∩ Sn−1 and cone (K +K) ∩ Sn−1.
Now for all uuu ∈ (K −K) ∩ Sn, vvv ∈ (K +K) ∩ Sn, there exist uuu0 ∈ K−

δ , vvv0 ∈ K+
δ , such

that ∥uuu− uuu0∥2 ≤ δ, ∥vvv − vvv0∥2 ≤ δ. Then set S1 be the index set of the largest s-fraction
of Suuu,vvv = {⟨aaai,uuu⟩ · ⟨aaa,vvv⟩|i ∈ [m]} in absolute value. Similarly, S2 be the subset of Suuu0,vvv0 ,
collecting the index of the largest s-fraction of Suuu0,vvv0 in absolute value. Then we have

min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥∥|AAAScxxx|2 − |AAAScyyy|2
∥∥
1

dist2 (xxx,yyy)
=

∥∥∥∣∣AAASc
1
xxx
∣∣2 − ∣∣AAASc

1
yyy
∣∣2∥∥∥

1

dist2 (xxx,yyy)
=
∑
i∈Sc

1

|⟨aaai,uuu⟩ · ⟨aaai, vvv⟩|

≥
∑
i∈Sc

2

|⟨aaai,uuu0⟩ · ⟨aaai, vvv0⟩| −
∑
i∈Sc

1

|⟨aaai,uuu⟩ · ⟨aaai, vvv⟩ − ⟨aaai,uuu0⟩ · ⟨aaai, vvv0⟩|

=

∥∥∥∣∣AAASc
2
xxx0
∣∣2 − ∣∣AAASc

2
yyy0
∣∣2∥∥∥

1

dist2 (xxx0, yyy0)
−
∑
i∈Sc

1

|⟨aaaiaaa∗i ,uuuvvv∗ − uuu0vvv
∗
0⟩|

= min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥∥|AAAScxxx0|2 − |AAAScyyy0|
2
∥∥
1

dist2 (xxx0, yyy0)
−
∑
i∈Sc

1

|⟨aaaiaaa∗i ,uuuvvv∗ − uuu0vvv
∗
0⟩| .

Similarly, we can get

max
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥∥|AAASxxx|2 − |AAASyyy|2
∥∥
1

dist2 (xxx,yyy)

≤ max
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥∥|AAASxxx0|2 − |AAASyyy0|
2
∥∥
1

dist2 (xxx0, yyy0)
−
∑
i∈S1

|⟨aaaiaaa∗i ,uuuvvv∗ − uuu0vvv
∗
0⟩| .

Before presenting our final conclusion, we provide the following lemma.

Lemma 6. For any uuu,vvv ∈ Sn−1 and aaai
i.i.d∼ N (0, IIIn), we have

P

(
1

m

m∑
i=1

|⟨aaaiaaa∗i ,uuuvvv∗⟩| ≥ 1 + ϵ

)
≤ 2 exp

[
−c1mmin

(
ϵ2

K2
1

,
ϵ

K1

)]
, (31)

where K1 =
√
8/3 and c1 is a positive numerical constant.

Proof. It can be seen that U := ⟨aaa,uuu⟩ ∼ N (0, 1) , V := ⟨aaa,uuu⟩ ∼ N (0, 1). Furthermore,
∥U · V ∥ψ1 ≤ ∥U∥2ψ2

= ∥V ∥2ψ2
= 8/3 and by the proof Proposition 2.(a) in Appendix C,

E|U · V | ≤ 1. Thus, by Bernstein inequality in [36], we have reached the conclusion as
⟨aaaaaa∗,uuuvvv∗⟩ = ⟨aaa,uuu⟩⟨aaa,vvv⟩ = U · V .
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From the above two inequalities and Lemma 6, a unified form can be obtained that

min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥∥|AAAScxxx|2 − |AAAScyyy|2
∥∥
1
−
∥∥|AAASxxx|2 − |AAASyyy|2

∥∥
1

dist2 (xxx,yyy)

≥ min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥∥|AAAScxxx0|2 − |AAAScyyy0|
2
∥∥
1
−
∥∥|AAASxxx0|2 − |AAASyyy0|

2
∥∥
1

dist2 (xxx0, yyy0)
−

m∑
i=1

|⟨aaaiaaa∗i ,uuuvvv∗ − uuu0vvv
∗
0⟩|

≥ m [J (s+ ξ)− 2l1ξ]−
m∑
i=1

[|⟨aaaiaaa∗i , (uuu− uuu0)vvv
∗⟩|+ |⟨aaaiaaa∗i ,uuu0 (vvv − vvv0)

∗⟩|]

≥ m [J (s+ ξ)− 2l1ξ]− 2δ (1 + ϵ) = m [J (s+ ξ)− 2l0ξ] .

Here, in the penultimate inequality, we use Lemma 6 for ∥uuu− uuu0∥ ≤ δ, ∥vvv − vvv0∥ ≤ δ and
in the last inequality we set l0ξ = l1ξ + δ (1 + ϵ).

Finally, we can finish the proof with probability at least

1−
(
N
(
K−
δ , δ
)
×N

(
K+
δ , δ
)) (

O
(
e−cmξ

2
)
+ 2e−c1mδ

2
)

≥1− C0 exp
[
w2
(
cone (K) ∩ Sn−1

)
/ξ2
]
· O
(
e−c2mξ

2
)
= 1−O

(
e−c0mξ

2
)
,

provided m ≳ ξ−4 · w2 (cone(K) ∩ Sn−1).

5 Proof of Main Results

5.1 Recovery Guarantee for Amplitude Measurement

The proof of Theorem 1 is based on the adversarial sparse outlier separation condition
and the nonlinear ROB condition for amplitude measurement.

Proof of Theorem 1. By Lemma 1 and Theorem 5, with probability exceeding 1−O
(
e−cmξ

2
)
,

dist1 (xxx⋆,xxx0) ≤
2

M (s+ ξ)− l0ξ

∥ωωω∥1
m

.

Since M (s) is monotonically decreasing, we have M (s+ ξ)>M (s∗,1 − ξ)>0. Based on
the proof of Theorem 5, the constant l0 can be chosen small enough such thatM (s∗,1 − ξ) ≥
2l0ξ, thus M (s+ ξ) − l0ξ ≥ l0ξ>0. This leads to our conclusion if we set C̃ (s) =
4/M (s∗,1 − ξ) and provide m ≳ ξ−4 · w2 (cone (K) ∩ Sn−1).

The demonstration of Theorem 2 primarily necessitates the construction of counterex-
amples, we now provide specific construction methods.

Proof of Theorem 2. When ωωω = 0 and xxx ∈ Rn, we consider the loss function

L1 (xxx) = ∥|AAAxxx| − bbb∥1 = ∥|AAAxxx| − |AAAxxx0| − zzz∥1 .

Thus L1 (xxx0) = ∥zzz∥1.
Firstly, we present the following lemma, which is a variant of Lemma 3.
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Lemma 7. Fix xxx,yyy ∈ Rn and let ρ = ⟨xxx,yyy⟩
∥xxx∥2·∥yyy∥2

, α = ∥yyy∥2 / ∥xxx∥2. For s>s∗,1, there exists

a positive numerical constant c corresponding to l̃ such that with probability exceeding

1−O
(
e−cmξ

2
)
, we have

min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥|AAAScxxx| − |AAAScyyy|∥1 − ∥|AAASxxx| − |AAASyyy|∥1

≤ m
[
M (ρ, α, s− ξ) + l̃ξ/2

]
· dist1 (xxx,yyy) .

(32)

Secondly, let (ρ̃1, α̃) = argminM (ρ, α, s∗,1), that is M (ρ̃1, α̃, s
∗,1) = M (s∗,1) = 0.

Without loss of generality, let ∥xxx0∥2 = 1, then set

xxx⋆ = ρ̃1α̃xxx0 +

√
1− (ρ̃1)

2α̃xxx⊥0 , (33)

where
∥∥xxx⊥0 ∣∣2 = 1. Thus, ∥xxx⋆∥2 = α̃ and ⟨xxx⋆,xxx0⟩

∥xxx⋆∥2·∥xxx0∥2
= ρ̃1.

Thridly, we construct zzz. Let S0 be the support of the largest sm absolute value of
entries in |AAAxxx⋆| − |AAAxxx0|. We establish the adversarial sparse outlier:

zzz = |AAAS0xxx⋆| − |AAAS0xxx0| . (34)

Thus, L1 (xxx0) = ∥|AAAS0xxx⋆| − |AAAS0xxx0|∥1 and L1 (xxx⋆) =
∥∥∣∣AAASc

0
xxx⋆
∣∣− ∣∣AAASc

0
xxx0
∣∣∥∥

1
.

Finally, as s− 2ξ>s1,∗, there exists l̃>0 such that

M (ρ̃1, α̃, s− ξ)<M
(
ρ̃1, α̃, s

∗,1 + ξ
)
= −l̃ξ.

By Lemma 7 , we have

L1 (xxx⋆)− L1 (xxx0) =
∥∥∣∣AAASc

0
xxx⋆
∣∣− ∣∣AAASc

0
xxx0
∣∣∥∥

1
− ∥|AAAS0xxx⋆| − |AAAS0xxx0|∥1

= min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥|AAAScxxx⋆| − |AAAScxxx0|∥1 − ∥|AAASxxx⋆| − |AAASxxx0|∥1

≤ m
[
M
(
ρ̃1, α̃, s

∗,1 + ξ
)
+ l̃ξ/2

]
· dist1 (xxx⋆,xxx0)

=
−l̃mξ
2

· dist1 (xxx⋆,xxx0)<0.

with probability exceeding 1−O
(
e−cmξ

2
)
.

5.2 Recovery Guarantee for Intensity Measurement

The proofs of Theorem 3 and Theorem 4 are similar to the amplitude case.

Proof of Theorem 3. By Lemma 1 and Theorem 6, with probability exceeding 1−O
(
e−cmξ

2
)
,

dist2 (xxx⋆,xxx0) ≤
2

J (s+ ξ)− l0ξ

∥ωωω∥1
m

.

J (s) is monotonically decreasing, then we have J (s+ ξ)>J (s∗,2 − ξ)>0. The constant
l0 can be chosen small enough to make J (s∗,2 − ξ) ≥ 2l0ξ, thus J (s+ ξ)− l0ξ ≥ l0ξ>0. If

m ≳ ξ−4 ·w2 (cone (K) ∩ Sn−1) and C̃ (s) = 4/J (s∗,2 − ξ), we then can finish the proof.
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Proof of Theorem 4. Let L2 (xxx) =
∥∥|AAAxxx| − |AAAxxx0|2 − zzz

∥∥
1
. And set ρ̃2 = argmin J (ρ, s∗,2),

thus J (ρ̃2, s
∗,2) = J (s∗,2) = 0. Then let xxx⋆ be the vector that satisfies ρ̃2 = ⟨ xxx0−xxx⋆

∥xxx0−xxx⋆∥2
, xxx0+xxx⋆
∥xxx0+xxx⋆∥2

⟩.
Set S0 be the support of the largest sm absolute value of entries in |AAAxxx⋆|2 − |AAAxxx0|2. Then
the adversarial sparse outlier we construct here is

zzz = |AAAS0xxx⋆|
2 − |AAAS0xxx0|

2 . (35)

We next provide the following lemma, which is similar to Lemma 5.

Lemma 8. Fix xxx,yyy ∈ Rn and let ρ = ⟨ xxx−yyy
∥xxx−yyy∥2

, xxx+yyy
∥xxx+yyy∥2

⟩. For s>s∗,2, there exists a positive

numerical constant c corresponding to l̃ such that with probability at least 1−O
(
e−cmξ

2
)
,

min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥∥|AAAScxxx|2 − |AAAScyyy|2
∥∥
1
−
∥∥|AAASxxx|2 − |AAASyyy|2

∥∥
1

≤ m
[
J (ρ, s− ξ) + l̃ξ/2

]
· dist2 (xxx,yyy) .

Finally, there exists l̃>0 such that J (ρ̃2, s− ξ)<J (ρ̃2, s
∗,2 + ξ) = −lξ, thus by Lemma

8 , we have

L2 (xxx⋆)− L2 (xxx0) =
∥∥∥∣∣AAASc

0
xxx⋆
∣∣2 − ∣∣AAASc

0
xxx0
∣∣2∥∥∥

1
−
∥∥|AAAS0xxx⋆|

2 − |AAAS0xxx0|
2
∥∥
1

= min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥∥|AAAScxxx⋆|2 − |AAAScxxx0|2
∥∥
1
−
∥∥|AAASxxx⋆|2 − |AAASxxx0|2

∥∥
1

≤ m
[
J
(
ρ̃2, s

∗,2 + ξ
)
+ lξ/2

]
· dist2 (xxx⋆,xxx0)

=
−l̃mξ
2

· dist2 (xxx⋆,xxx0)<0.

with probability exceeding 1−O
(
e−cmξ

2
)
.

6 Numerical Experiments for Sharp Thresholds

In this section, we conduct experiments to study the fraction of sparse outliers that the two
nonlinear LAD model can tolerate even when the sample size is very large. For simplicity,
we do not take into account the dense noise, i.e., ωωω = 000. We let the ground-truth xxx0 ∈ R5

be a standard Gaussian vector and the adversarial sparse outliers are selected following
from the counterexamples in the proof of Theorem 2 and Theorem 4. We choose the
sample size m = 500n and the entries of the sample vectors {aaai}i are i.i.d. drawn from

N (0, IIIn). We plot the relative error ∥xxx−xxx0∥2
∥xxx∥2 with the fraction of sparse noise ranging from

0 to 1 in Figure 2. We can observe that it can tolerate no more than an s∗,1 ≈ 0.2043
fraction of corruptions in amplitude-based LAD and s∗,2 ≈ 0.1185 in intensity-based LAD.
It also is clear that amplitude-based LAD is more robust than intensity-based LAD. These
meet our results in the preceding article.
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(b) The recovery threshold for nonlinear
LAD based on amplitude measurement.
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(a) The recovery threshold for nonlinear
LAD based on intensity measurement.

Figure 2: The threshold s for amplitude-based and intensity-based nonlinear LAD model.

Appendix

A Dvoretzky-Kiefer-Wolfowitz Type Inequality

The following lemma is a corollary of the standard Dvoretzky-Kiefer-Wolfowitz inequality,
similar proof can be found in [21, 40].

Lemma 9. Let Γ = {ξ1, . . . , ξm} be i.i.d. sampled from any continuous distribution
function F on R. Then for any η, ϵ ∈ [0, 1], the following holds with probability at least
1− 4e−2mϵ2 ,

F−1 (η − ϵ) < F̂−1(η) < F−1 (η + ϵ) .

Here, F̂ is the associated empirical distribution function defined by F̂ (x) = 1
m

∑m
i=1 1ξi≤x.

Proof. Standard Dvoretzky-Kiefer-Wolfowitz inequality [26] stated that

P
(√

m sup
x

∣∣∣F̂ (x)− F (x)
∣∣∣ ≥ λ

)
≤ 2 exp

(
−2λ2

)
.

Set x = F−1 (η − ϵ) and λ = ϵ
√
m, then

P
(∣∣∣F̂ (t)− (η − ϵ)

∣∣∣ ≥ ϵ
)
≤ 2 exp

(
−2mϵ2

)
.

Then we have

P
(
F̂ (t) ≤ η

)
≥ 1− 2 exp

(
−2mϵ2

)
.

Monotonicity of F̂ (x) then implies the left-side inequality. The right-side inequality follows
similarly.
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B PDF of |Zρ| = |X · Y |
We first consider the PDF of Zρ = X · Y . We define the parametric integral as follows:

Iα,β (t) =

∫ ∞

−∞

eixt√
(x− iα) (x+ iβ)

dx,

where i =
√
−1, a > 0, b > 0 and −∞ < t < ∞ are fixed real numbers. Setting x =

y + i
2
(α− β) in Iα,β (t), we then obtain

Iα,β (t) = e
β−α
2
t

∫ ∞

−∞

eity√
y2 + (β+α

2
)2
dy

= 2e
β−α
2
t

∫ ∞

0

cos (ty)

[
y2 + (

β + α

2
)2
]−1/2

dy = 2e
β−α
2
tK0

(
β + α

2
|t|
)
,

where the last step stems from the definition of Bessel function of the second kind of order
zero K0 (x). Meanwhile, from [8], the characteristic function of Zρ = X · Y is

EeitZ =
1√

(1− i (1 + ρ) t) (1 + i (1 + ρ) t)
.

Hence, by the inversion theorem, the PDF of Zρ can be expressed as

fZρ (z) =
1

2π

∫ ∞

−∞

e−itz√
(1− i (1 + ρ) t) (1 + i (1 + ρ) t)

dt

=
1

2π
√

1− ρ2

∫ ∞

−∞

e−itz√(
t− 1

i(1+ρ)

)(
t+ 1

i(1+ρ)

)dt = 1

π
√
1− ρ2

e
ρz

1−ρ2K0

(
|z|

1− ρ2

)
.

Actually when ρ → ±1, the variable Zρ = X · Y converges in distribution to chi-square
random variable χ2 (1) or −χ2 (1). Finally, due to fρ (z) = fZρ (z)+ fZρ (−z) we finish the
proof.

C Partial Proofs of Nonlinear ROB Condition

C.1 Proof of Proposition 2

(a) The expectation of |Zρ| derived from [18] is

E [|Zρ|] =
2

π

[√
1− ρ2 + ρ arcsin(ρ)

]
.

By definition, J (0) = min
ρ∈[0,1]

E [|Zρ|] and J (1) = − max
ρ∈[0,1]

E [|Zρ|]. Let

ϕ (ρ) =
√

1− ρ2 + ρ arcsin (ρ) .
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Then, by calculation ∂ϕ
∂ρ

= arcsin (ρ) ≥ 0. Thus we can get

J (0) =
2

π
ϕ (0) =

2

π
and J (1) = − 2

π
ϕ (1) = −1.

The continuity of J (s) is obvious. For monotonicity, let 0 ≤ s1<s2 ≤ 1 and ρ1 =
argminJ (s1), ρ2 = argminJ (s2). By definition,

J (s1) = J (ρ1, s1)>J (ρ1, s2) ≥ J (ρ2, s2) = J (s2) .

As J (0) and J (1) are finite, J (s) is a well-defined function.
(b) The uniqueness of zero can be derived by Proposition 2.(a). The calculation of s∗,2

has been given in [18]. Though our minimum balance function J (s) is different from that
in [18], the difference is only the coefficient of ρ, which does not affect the value of s∗,2.

C.2 Proof of Lemma 5

Let h1 (x) = x · 1[0,t] (x), and Γ (t) = h1 (|Zρ|). Similar to Step 2 in Theorem 5, we
can derive that for all ρ ∈ [0, 1] and t ∈ R+ ∪ {+∞}, there exists K0 > 0 such that
∥Γ (t)∥ψ1

≤ K0. Let r>s ∈ (0, 1) be a fixed constant and t = F−1
ρ (1− r). We consider

the sampling set Γ = {Γ1 (t) , · · · ,Γm (t)} and get

E [Γ (t)] =

∫ t

0

zfρ (z) dz = J1 (ρ, r) .

Thus by Bernstein inequality in [36], we have

P

(∣∣∣∣∣ 1m
m∑
i=1

Γi (t)− E (Γ [t)]

∣∣∣∣∣ > ε1

)
≤ 2e−c0mmin{ε21/K2

0 ,ε1/K0}. (36)

Based on Dvoretzky-Kiefer-Wolfowitz type inequality in Lemma 9 and similar to the ar-
gument in Step 2 of Theorem 5, we can get

min
S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥∥|AAAScxxx|2 − |AAAScyyy|2
∥∥
1

dist2 (xxx,yyy)
≥

m∑
i=1

Γi (t) (37)

with probability exceeding 1− 4e−2m(r−s)2 . Combining (36) with (37), we get

1

m
min

S⊂[m],|S|≤sm

∥∥|AAAScxxx|2 − |AAAScyyy|2
∥∥
1

dist2 (xxx,yyy)
≥ 1

m

m∑
i=1

Γi (t) ≥ E [Γ (t)]− ε1 = J1 (ρ, s+ ϵ)− ε1

with certain probability. By setting ϵ = ξ and ε1 = l1ξ for small enough l1 such that
ε21/K

2
0 ≤ ε1/K0, we finally get (29) with probability at least 1−O(e−c1mξ

2
). Similarly, we

can establish (30) if we set h2 (x) = x · 1[t,+∞) (x) and Γ (t) = h2 (|Zρ|).
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