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Abstract

This paper addresses the design of multi-antenna precoding strategies, considering hardware limitations such as

low-resolution digital-to-analog converters (DACs), which necessitate the quantization of transmitted signals. The

typical approach starts with optimizing a precoder, followed by a quantization step to meet hardware requirements.

This study analyzes the performance of a quantization scheme applied to the box-constrained regularized zero-forcing

(RZF) precoder in the asymptotic regime, where the number of antennas and users grows proportionally. The box

constraint, initially designed to cope with low-dynamic range amplifiers, is used here to control quantization noise

rather than for amplifier compatibility. A significant challenge in analyzing the quantized precoder is that the input

to the quantization operation does not follow a Gaussian distribution, making traditional methods such as Bussgang’s

decomposition unsuitable. To overcome this, the paper extends the Gordon’s inequality and introduces a novel Gaussian

Min-Max Theorem to model the distribution of the channel-distorted precoded signal. The analysis derives the tight

lower bound for the signal-to-distortion-plus-noise ratio (SDNR) and the bit error rate (BER), showing that optimal

tuning of the amplitude constraint improves performance.

Index Terms

Precoding, Quantization analysis, Gaussian Min-max Theorem, Asymptotic performance analysis

I. INTRODUCTION

Multi-user massive multiple-input single-output (MU-mMISO) technology is a cornerstone of next-generation

communication systems. By equipping base stations with large-scale antenna arrays, significant improvements in

spectral and energy efficiency can be achieved [1]–[3]. However, when conventional deployment methods are

adopted, these advancements come with challenges, such as increased power consumption and higher deployment

costs, as each antenna requires a dedicated radio-frequency chain (RFC). At the transmitter side, the primary power-

consuming and costly components of a radio-frequency chain (RFC) are the power amplifier and the digital-to-analog
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converter (DAC). To address these challenges and reduce both costs and power consumption, several solutions have

been proposed. One approach involves minimizing the number of RFCs through antenna selection, where only a

subset of antennas is activated during each channel use [4], [5]. Another strategy focuses on designing precoding

techniques with peak-to-average-power ratio (PAPR) constraints, ensuring the transmit power at each antenna stays

below a specified threshold [6]–[8]. Similarly, constant-envelope precoding techniques enforce the same amplitude

for the precoded signal across all antennas [9]–[11]. Both approaches enable the use of low-dynamic-range power

amplifiers, enhancing their efficiency by preventing operation in the non-linear regime. Furthermore, quantized

precoding methods have been proposed, which restrict each precoded entry to a finite set of values. This not

only supports the deployment of lower-resolution DACs but also low-dynamic-range power amplifiers by inherently

limiting the power to predefined levels, thereby achieving greater overall efficiency. Quantized precoding techniques

can be broadly classified into two major categories. The first category, referred to as linear quantized precoding,

involves applying quantization to the output of a linear precoder. This precoder can be either an existing one,

typically zero-forcing or matched filter precoding [12]–[16], or carefully optimized to account for the distortion

caused by the finite resolution DAC [12], [17]–[19]. The second category, referred to as quantized non-linear

precoding, derives non-linear precoders by solving a complex optimization problem. These precoders do not admit

explicit formulation in general and are solved by maximizing or minimizing a specific performance metric of interest

[20]–[30]. In the following, we review the literature on analytical studies of quantized precoding and position our

contributions within the context of this existing body of work.

Related works. An extensive body of literature addresses the analysis and design of linear quantized precoders.

Many of these precoders are obtained by quantizing existing linear precoders such as zero-forcing or matched filter

precoders. These precoders are generally suboptimal because their design does not account for the errors introduced

by quantization. Performance analysis of such precoders has often relied on Bussgang’s decomposition, which

decomposes any quantized random Gaussian signal into a scaled signal component and an uncorrelated distortion

[12]–[15], [31]. Although Bussgang’s decomposition is typically combined with non rigorous assumptions, such as

the independence of the distortion from the channel and the precoded signal—it has consistently yielded accurate

predictions [14], [32], [33]. Recently, a rigorous justification for the applicability of Bussgang’s decomposition to

a broad class of linear quantized precoders was established in [34]. Building on Bussgang’s decomposition, several

studies have developed enhanced linear quantized precoders that account for the impact of quantization noise [35].

These designs aim to optimize various performance metrics, including mean square error (MSE) [17], [36], energy

efficiency [19], and weighted sum rate [18]. In addition to linear quantized precoders, non-linear quantized precoders

have been proposed in recent studies [24], [25], [28]–[30]. These approaches involve solving complex optimization

problems that account for finite bit resolution to meet specific design constraints [20], [23], [37], [38]. While these

precoders generally offer superior performance in terms of symbol error rate (SER), their performance analysis

remains largely unexplored due to the lack of explicit formulations.

Contributions. In this paper, we analyze the asymptotic performance of the quantized box-constrained precoding

as the number of transmitter antennas and users grows large simultaneously. This precoder is derived by applying

quantization to the output of a box-constrained precoder. In our prior work, we employed the Gaussian min-max
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theorem to evaluate the performance of the non-quantized box-constrained precoder [39]. Unlike traditional linear

quantized precoders, which typically rely on linear designs such as zero-forcing, the box-constrained precoder is

inherently non-linear. Although quantization levels inherently limit the amplitude of the precoding entries, in the

quantized precoding studied in this paper, we still reserve the box constranit, for it introduces an additional degree

of freedom that can be optimized to improve system performance, as demonstrated in our analysis. By adjusting

the box constraint, the proposed quantized precoder effectively compensates for quantization noise, marking it

as the first non-linear precoder to be theoretically analyzed for this effect. The non-linear nature of the box-

constrained precoder prevents its distribution from converging to a Gaussian distribution, even in the large system

limit, rendering Bussgang’s decomposition inaccurate. To address this, we develop a new version of the Gaussian

min-max theorem, specifically designed to analyze the impact of quantization noise. Although our primary focus is

on one-bit quantization, we believe this approach can be extended to explore non-linear impairments in non-linear

precoding scenarios where Bussgang’s decomposition is no longer applicable. Our key contributions are outlined

as follows.

1) Precise asymptotic performance analysis: we derive precise expressions for the tight lower bound of the signal-

to-distortion-plus-noise ratio (SDNR) and the bit error rate (BER) for both the non-quantized and quantized

box-constrained precoders. These expressions are presented in closed-form and depend solely on the channel

statistics and system design parameters, including the quantization level and the box constraint. Additionally,

we demonstrate that, unlike linear precoding, Bussgang’s decomposition fails to provide accurate results in

this context. We attribute this inaccuracy to the non-Gaussian nature of the precoder’s distribution induced by

the box constraint.

2) Wider scope of application: contrary to previous works that assume Gaussian signaling, our study focuses

on binary shift keying (BPSK) signaling. This choice is primarily motivated by our consideration of one-bit

precoding. However, our approach can be readily extended to higher-order symbol modulations while still

assuming one-bit precoding. Although extending the analysis to higher-resolution precoding is considered

feasible, we limit our scope to one-bit precoding to simplify the analysis and clearly convey the core ideas

underlying our proof.

3) A new Gaussian min-max theorem (GMT): our work builds on a novel version of the Gaussian min-max

theorem, specifically tailored to account for the effects of quantization noise. This new formulation draws

inspiration from our recent study on thresholded ℓ1-norm precoding [5], where we developed a Gaussian min-

max theorem to analyze the asymptotic behavior of thresholded precoding solutions. While both approaches

share foundational similarities, the inclusion of the quantization function necessitates distinct adaptations to

address its unique characteristics. We believe that these contributions are crucial and mark the emergence of

new analytical techniques for studying the non-linear effects of precoding methods.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section II presents the system model and formulates the

problem. In Section III, we review the results regarding the performance of the box-constrained precoder. Section

IV then introduces the main results related to the performance of the quantized box-constrained precoder. Finally,
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in Section V, we provide a set of numerical results that validate the accuracy of our theoretical findings, even for

typical system dimensions, and highlight the role of the box constraint in mitigating the impact of quantization

noise. All proofs are deferred to the Appendices to allow us to focus on presenting and discussing the main results.

Notations. The notation N (0, σ2) refers to a Gaussian random variable with mean zero and variance σ2. For a

vector v, we denote by [v]i or vi its i-th element, and by ‖v‖, ‖v‖1, ‖v‖∞ its ℓ2, ℓ1 and ℓ∞ norms, respectively.

For a, b ∈ R, we denote by π(a,b)(v) the set of indices of elements in v lying in the interval (a, b). For I a set of

integer indices, we denote by #I the number of elements in I. For a random sequence (Xn)n∈N, we denote by

Xn
P−→ X to indicate that Xn converges to X in probability. For p ∈ N, and a set Sx ⊂ R

p, the notation Sc
x will

denote the complement of Sx in R
p.

II. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

We consider a downlink transmission between a base station equipped with n transmit antennas and m single

antenna user terminals, over a frequency-flat channel. Each antenna is equipped with one-bit DAC while the ADC’s

of receivers are assumed to be of infinite resolution 1. The downlink received signal writes as:

y = Hxq + z

where y = [y1, · · · , ym]T denotes the received signals at all users, xq is the transmitted precoded vector, H =

[h1, · · · ,hm]T denotes the downlink channel with hk being the channel between the base station and user k,

k = 1, · · · ,m, and z = [z1, · · · , zm]T is the noise vector. The noise-free received signal, denoted as eq = Hxq,

refers to the channel-distorted transmitted signal. For brevity, we refer to it as ”distortion.”

Let s = [s1, · · · , sm]T be the vector drawn from BPSK constellation containing information symbols transmitted

to all users. Typically, precoder design involves solving an optimization problem with various objective functions. In

this paper, we assume perfect knowledge of the channel matrix H and focus on a precoder designed to penalize the

transmit-receive difference. This is achieved by minimizing the mean squared error (MSE) between the information

symbol vector
√
ρs and the channel distorted received vector Hx where ρ is a power control parameter. Given

the use of one-bit DACs, the entries of the precoded vector x are restricted to the set L = {±L} where L is the

quantization level. More specifically, we consider a precoder designed to minimize:

x̂ = arg min
x∈Sx

P(x; ρ) (1)

where Sx is a certain set to which entries of the precoded signal belongs and

P(x; ρ) :=
‖Hx−√

ρs‖2
n

+ λ
‖x‖2
n

with λ > 0 being a positive regularization parameter controlling the trade-off between minimizing the difference

and the regularization term 1
n‖x‖2. When Sx is discrete, solving the problem in (1) incurs a prohibitively high

1The bit error rate results would remain unchanged even if we assumed a one-bit ADC at each receiver, as we are already using BPSK

modulation. In this case, the detection process relies solely on determining the sign of the received signal, which aligns with the operation of

a one-bit ADC.
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computational cost, particularly for systems with a large number of antennas and users, as is typical in massive

MISO systems. To address this issue, we first compute a non-quantized solution by relaxing the set Ln to Sx =

{x ∈ R
n | ‖x‖∞ ≤ A} followed by the application of one-bit quantization to this solution. Specifically, we obtain

the precoded vector through the following steps:

x̂ = arg min
x∈Sx

P(x), (2)

Compute Z(x̂) = Lsgn(x̂),

xq = Z(x̂),

where P(x) := P(x; 1). In the context of a quantized precoder, setting ρ = 1 simplifies the problem because the

power is managed through the quantization level L. By setting ρ = 1, we acknowledge that ρ does not provide an

additional degree of freedom. All possible solutions can be fully spanned by adjusting A and λ. We assume that

the users scale the received signal by a factor κ 2. The received signal at user k can be decomposed as:

κyk = sk + κhT
k xq − sk + κzk.

In this work, we propose to analyze the following metrics.

Signal-to-distortion-plus-noise ratio. We define the signal-to-distortion-plus-noise ratio (SDNR) at user k as:

SDNRk,q =
1

E[|κhT
k xq − sk|2] + κ2σ2

and define the average SDNR across users as:

SDNRavg,q =
1

m

m
∑

k=1

1

E[|κhT
k xq − sk|2] + κ2σ2

.

Using Jensen’s inequality, a lower bound of the average SDNR is given by:

SDNRl
avg,q :=

1
1
m

∑m
k=1 E[|κhT

k xq − sk|2] + κ2σ2
.

Our analysis centers on examining this lower bound, which we conjecture to be tight based on the arguments

presented in [5].

Bit error rate. The bit error rate (BER) is defined as:

BERq =
1

m

m
∑

k=1

1{sign(κyk) 6=sk}.

To evaluate the impact of the quantization on the performance, we propose to compare the quantized box-constrained

precoder with the non-quantized box-constrained precoder given by:

x̂box = arg min
‖x‖∞≤

√
P
P(x; ρ)

where P ≥ 0 is the maximum power allowed at each antenna. Our work examines both the quantized box-constrained

precoder and the non-quantized box-constrained precoder. For clarity, we will refer to the former as the ”quantized

precoder” and the latter as the ”box precoder” when the context allows.

2We assume here that the same factor is used across all users since all users experience the same channel. The value of κ will be specified

later.
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Similarly to the quantized precoder, we assume that the users scale the received signal by a factor ς . Hence, the

received signal at user k can be decomposed as:

ςyk = sk + ςhT
k x̂box − sk + ςzk.

We characterize the performance of the box precoder using the following metrics:

Signal-to-distortion-plus-noise ratio. We define the signal-to-distortion-plus-noise ratio (SDNR) at user k as:

SDNRk,box =
1

E[|ςhT
k xglse − sk|2] + ς2σ2

and define the average SDNR across users as:

SDNRavg,box =
1

m

m
∑

k=1

1

E[|ςhT
k xbox − sk|2] + ς2σ2

.

Similarly, we can obtain the following lower bound of the average SDNR:

SDNRl
avg,box =

1
1
m

∑m
k=1 E[|ςhT

k x̂box − sk|2] + ς2σ2
.

Bit error rate. We define the bit error rate (BER) of the box precoder as:

BERbox =
1

m

m
∑

k=1

1{sign(ςyk) 6=sk}.

A natural approach to constructing a quantized precoder from a non-quantized one involves applying quantization

directly to the precoder. This methodology has been essentially used to develop quantized linear precoding, where

quantization is applied to the outputs of classical linear precoding techniques such as matched filter, zero-forcing, or

regularized zero-forcing. The performance of quantized linear precoding has traditionally been analyzed heuristically

using the Bussgang decomposition [12], [34]. The validity of this heuristic was recently established in [34] for linear-

quantized precoding. However, in this work, we impose an additional constraint by requiring the precoder vector to

belong to the set Sx := {x ∈ R
n ‖x‖∞ ≤ A}. This additional constraint results in applying quantization to a non-

linear precoder, rendering the approach used in [34] inapplicable. The constraint of bounding the precoder vector’s

infinity norm is typically motivated by the limited dynamic range of power amplifiers, as previously considered

in our work in [39]. In this context, however, this motivation does not stand out since the quantization process

inherently limits the amplitude of the precoder entries. Nevertheless, as we will demonstrate, imposing a limit A

on the amplitude of the non-quantized precoder introduces an additional degree of freedom to finer-control the

subsequent quantization noise, and thus enhancing performance.

III. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS OF THE NON-QUANTIZED BOX-CONSTRAINED PRECODER

The performance analysis of the box-precoder was recently conducted in our works [39] and [5], where we

derived closed-form asymptotic approximations for the bit error rate (BER) and the average signal-to-distortion-

plus-noise ratio (SDNR) lower bound. Our analysis leveraged channel statistics in the asymptotic regime, where

the number of antennas and users grow at the same rate. Specifically, we considered the following assumptions:

Assumption 1 (Growth rate regime). The number of antennas n and the number of users m grow to infinity at a

fixed ratio δ = m
n .
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Assumption 2 (Channel model). The channel matrix H has independent and identically distributed Gaussian

entries with zero mean and variance equal to 1
n .

In our works [39] and [5], we leverage the Convex Gaussian Min-Max Theorem (CGMT) to analyze the box

precoder. We show that the asymptotic behavior of the precoder solution and the distortion vector êbox = Hx̂box

is governed by the saddle point of a scalar deterministic max-min problem: the solutions to this problem directly

parameterize the distributions of both the precoder and the distortion vector. Below, we review the key findings

from [5] pertaining to these aspects.

A. Asymptotic distribution of the non-quantized precoder and its distortion vector

As seen in our work [5], the performance of the box-precoder is characterized by the solutions to a limiting

deterministic max-min scalar optimization problem. Below, we review our result in [5] dealing with existence and

uniqueness of the solutions to the max-min scalar optimization problem.

Proposition 1. For ρ > 0 and B > 0 consider the following max-min optimization problem:

max
β≥0

min
τ≥0

ϕ(τ, β; ρ,B) (3)

where

ϕ(τ, β; ρ,B) :=
τβδ

2
+
ρβ

2τ
− β2

4
+ EH

[

min
|x|≤B

β

2τ
x2 + λx2 − βHx

]

.

The above optimization problem admits a unique solutions τ⋆(ρ,B) and β⋆(ρ,B) if and only if λ > 0 or λ = 0

and δ ≥ 1.

For H a standard Gaussian random variable, we define X(H) the following random variable:

X(H) :=



















−B if H ≤ −Bα⋆

H
α⋆ if −Bα⋆ ≤ H ≤ Bα⋆

B if H ≥ Bα⋆

(4)

where α⋆ = 1
τ⋆(ρ,B) + 2λ

β⋆(ρ,B) . Then (τ⋆(ρ,B), β⋆(ρ,B)) are the unique solutions to the following system of

equations:






τ2δ = ρ+ E[|X(H)|2]
β = 2τδ − 2E[HX(H)]

.

Furthermore, at the saddle point (τ⋆(ρ,B), β⋆(ρ,B)), ϕ(τ⋆(ρ,B), β⋆(ρ,B)) simplifies to

ϕ(τ⋆(ρ,B), β⋆(ρ,B)) =
(β⋆(ρ,B))2

4
+ λEH [|X(H)|2].

Proof. See Appendix B in [5].

The parameters of the above scalar deterministic optimization problem will be used to characterize the performance

of the box-precoder and the quantized precoder. For the box-precoder, the parameter B is set to
√
P , whereas for

the quantized precoder the parameter ρ is set to 1 and B is set to A.
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About the case δ = 1 and λ = 0. It is important to note that the scalar max-min optimization problem admits

a unique saddle point even when δ = 1 and λ = 0. In the special case of B = ∞, δ = 1 and λ = 0 which

corresponds to the zero-forcing precoding, the maximum in β is attained at β = 0, and the uniqueness of τ cannot

be guaranteed. However, when B is finite, the uniqueness of the solution can be understood as a result of B acting

as a regularization parameter, helping to stabilize the solution.

Building on the result from Proposition 1, we will now adopt the following assumption for the remainder of the

analysis:

Assumption 3. We assume either λ = 0 and δ ≥ 1 or λ > 0.

In the following theorems, we present our results on the optimal cost of the optimization problem (1), as well

as the asymptotic behavior of the precoding vector x̂box and the distortion vector êbox = Hx̂box. Specifically, we

demonstrate that the distributions of both the precoding vector and the distortion vector converge to deterministic

distributions. These deterministic distributions are parameterized by the solutions to the associated max-min scalar

optimization problem. Additionally, we measure the deviations from these asymptotic distributions using the

Wasserstein distance. Recall that for d ∈ N the Wassertein r-distance between two measures µ and η supported in

R
d is defined as:

Wr(µ, η) := ( inf
γ∈C(µ,η)

∫

‖x− y‖rγ(dx, dy)) 1

r

where C(µ, η) denotes the set of all couplings of µ and η.

The scalar max-min optimization problem is a deterministic optimization problem whose optimal cost is

asymptotically equivalent to P(x̂box, ρ). More formally, the following result holds true:

Theorem 1 (Convergence of the optimal cost). Under Assumption 1, 2 and 3, there exists constants C and c, γ

such that the optimal cost min‖x‖∞≤B P(x; ρ) satisfies for all ǫ sufficiently small:

P

[

| min
‖x‖∞≤B

P(x, ρ)− ϕ(τ⋆(ρ,B), β⋆(ρ,B))| ≥ γǫ
]

≤ C

ǫ
exp(−cnǫ2)

where (τ⋆(ρ,B), β⋆(ρ,B)) is the unique saddle point to the scalar optimization problem in (3).

Proof. See Appendix B-A.

For x ∈ R
n, we define the empirical measure of x as:

µ̂(x) =
1

n

n
∑

i=1

δxi
.

Let ν⋆ be the distribution of the random variable X(H). In the sequel, we present our results regarding the

box precoder. Denote by τ⋆, and β⋆ the unique saddle point to (3) when B =
√
P and for a given control power

parameter ρ.

The following theorem establishes convergence rate of the Wassertein distance between ν⋆ and µ̂(x̂box).
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Theorem 2 (Convergence of the empirical measure of the precoder vector). Under Assumption 1, 2 and 3, for all

r ∈ [1,∞), there exists constants C and c such that for all ǫ sufficiently small:

P

[

(Wr(µ̂(x̂box), ν
⋆))r ≥ ǫ

]

≤ C

ǫ2
exp(−cnǫ4).

Proof. See Theorem 3 in [5].

For e, s ∈ R
m, define the joint empirical distribution as follows:

µ̂(e, s) =
1

m

m
∑

i=1

δei,si .

For G standard Gaussian random variable, and S a random variable taking +1 and −1 with equal probability,

define the variable E(G,S) as:

E(G,S) = β⋆

√

(τ⋆)2δ − ρG

2τ⋆δ
+
√
ρS(1− β⋆

2τ⋆δ
). (5)

Denote by µ̂(êbox, s) the joint empirical distribution of the distortion vector and the symbol vector. Let µ⋆
ES be the

joint distribution of the couple (E(G,S), S). Then, we prove that the joint empirical distribution µ̂(êbox, s) can be

approximated in the asymptotic regime by µ⋆
ES in the following sense:

Theorem 3 (Convergence of the joint empirical measure of the distortion vector and the symbol vector). Under

Assumption 1,2 and 3, there exists positive constants C and c such that for all ǫ sufficiently small:

P

[

W2(µ̂(êbox, s), µ
⋆
ES) ≥ ǫ

]

≤ C

ǫ2
exp(−cnǫ4).

Proof. See Theorem 4 in [5].

These results allow us to define the following asymptotic characterization of the joint distribution of the received

signal and the non-quantized transmitted symbol.

Definition 1 (Asymptotic distributional characterization of the received signal). Let S be a random variable taking

+1 and −1 with equal probabilities. For G a standard Gaussian random variable define E(G,S) as in (5). Let Z

be a Gaussian random variable independent of S and G with mean zero and variance σ2. Define

Y = E(G,S) + Z (6)

and let µ⋆
Y S be the joint distribution of (Y, S).

Our result establishes asymptotic convergence of the joint empirical distribution of 1
m

∑m
i=1 δ[Hx̂box+z]i,si and

µ⋆
Y S . In other words, the performance of the received signal by each user will be equivalent to:

Y = E(G,S) + Z. (7)

Given the expression of E(G,S) it appears natural to scale the received signal by ς = 1√
ρ(1− β⋆

2τ⋆δ
)
, resuling into:

ςY = β⋆

√

(τ⋆)2δ − ρG

2τ⋆δ
√
ρ(1− β⋆

2τ⋆δ )
G+ S +

1
√
ρ(1− β⋆

2τ⋆δ )
Z. (8)
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B. Review of the performance analysis of the non-quantized precoder

Based on the asymptotic characterizations of the precoder vector, the joint distribution of the received signal and

the transmitted symbol, we can derive the following asymptotic metrics for the box precoder:

Theorem 4 (Convergence of the precoder power [5]). Under Assumption 1, 2 and 3, the per-antenna power

Pb(x̂box) converges to:

Pb(x̂box)
P−→ P b := δ(τ⋆)2 − ρ.

Proof. See Corollary 2 in [5].

Based on the asymptotic characterization in (8), the lower bound of the SDNR satisfies the below convergence.

Theorem 5 (Convergence of the SDNR lower bound). Under Assumption 1, 2 and 3, the lower bound of the

average SDNR of the box precoder converges to:

SDNRl
avg,box

P−→ SDNR
l

avg,box :=
ρ(1− β⋆

2τ⋆δ )
2

(β⋆)2 (τ⋆)2δ−ρ
4(τ⋆)2δ2 + σ2

.

Consider a detector estimating the vector s as ŝ = sign(ςy). Based on the asymptotic characterization in (8), the

BER of the box precoder satisfies the following convergence.

Theorem 6 (Convergence of the BER). Under Assumption 1, 2 and 3, the BER of the box precoder converges to:

BERbox
P−→ BERbox := Q(

√
ρ(1− β⋆

2τ⋆δ )
√

(β⋆)2 (τ⋆)2δ−ρ
4(τ⋆)2δ2 + σ2

).

Before proceeding to the performance analysis of the quantized precoder, an important remark is necessary.

Consider the scenario where the power control parameter ρ is tuned such that P b

σ2 = SNRtx, where SNRtx represents

a target transmit SNR value within the range (0, P
σ2 ).

3 Using the result from Theorem 4, this tuning can be performed

by setting ρ such that τ⋆δ =
√

(SNRtxσ2 + ρ)δ. With this relationship, we can express SDNR
l

avg,box as:

SDNR
l

avg,box =

ρ

(

1− β⋆

2
√

δ(σ2SNRtx+ρ)

)2

(β⋆)2σ2SNRtx

4(σ2SNRtx+ρ)δ + σ2
.

From the above expression for SDNR
l

avg,box, it is clear that the performance of the precoder depends not only

on the target SNRtx but also on the noise variance σ2. This contrasts with a linear precoder, where the performance

is solely determined by the value of SNRtx. The difference arises from the non-linear nature of the precoder. In

this case, tuning ρ to achieve the target SNRtx introduces a non-linear dependency of the parameters on both the

target SNRtx and the noise variance.

3As shown later in Figure 1, the parameter ρ can be adjusted to achieve any value of Pb within the range (0, P ).
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IV. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS OF THE QUANTIZED BOX-CONSTRAINED PRECODER

The objective of this section is to derive the asymptotic performance metrics of the quantized precoder. These

metrics depend on the saddle point of the optimization problem in (3) when ρ = 1 and B = A. For simplicity,

throughout this section, we denote the solutions to the scalar optimization problem in (3) with ρ = 1 and B = A

as τ⋆ and β⋆. Before presenting our main results, we introduce the following notations. Let

ξ⋆ =
LE[|H |]
δτ⋆

,

ζ⋆ = L2 − 2L2
E[|H |]
τ⋆δ

E[|X(H)|] + L2(E[|H |])2
(τ⋆δ)2

(

(τ⋆)2δ − 1
)

= L2
E

[(

1− E[|H |]X(G)

τ⋆δ

)2]

where G ∼ N (0, 1), and the outer-expectation is performed with respect to the distribution of G. Let d̂q := Hxq

denote the distortion vector for the quantized precoder. Define:

Ẽ(G,S) =
√

ζ⋆G+ ξ⋆S,

and denote by µ̃⋆
ES the joint distribution of the couple (Ẽ(G,S), S). Then, we prove that the joint empirical

distribution µ̂(d̂q, s) can be approximated in the asymptotic regime by µ̃⋆
ES in the following sense:

Theorem 7 (Convergence of the joint empirical measure of the distortion vector and the symbol vector). Under

Assumption 1, 2 and 3, there exists positive constants χ, C and c such that for all ǫ sufficiently small:

P

[

(W2(µ̂(d̂q, s), µ̃
⋆
ES))

2 > χǫ2
]

≤ C

ǫ6
exp(−cnǫ12).

Proof. See Appendix C.

Similar to the box-precoder, the above theorem allows us to define the following asymptotic characterization of

the joint distribution of the received signal and the transmitted symbol for the quantized precoder.

Definition 2 (Asymptotic distributional characterization of the received signal). Let G be a standard Gaussian

random variable and S be a random variable taking +1 and −1 with equal probability. Let

Ỹ = Ẽ(G,S) + Z

and let µ̃⋆
Y S be the joint distribution of (Ỹ , S).

Our result allows for establishing asymptotic convergence of the joint empirical distribution 1
m

∑m
i=1 δ[Hxq+z]i,si

and µ̃⋆
Y S . Based on the expression of Ẽ(G,S), we assume that the users scale the received signal by κ = 1

ξ⋆ . By

doing so, the scaled received signal behaves like:

κY = S +

√
ζ⋆

ξ⋆
G+

1

ξ⋆
Z. (9)

Based on the asymptotic characterization in (9), the lower bound of the SDNR satisfies the following convergence.
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Theorem 8 (Convergence of the SDNR lower bound). Under Assumption 1, 2 and 3, the lower bound of the

average SDNR of the quantized precoder converges to:

SDNRl
avg,q

P−→ SDNR
l

avg,q :=
(ξ⋆)2

ζ⋆ + σ2
.

Consider a detector estimating the vector s as ŝ = sign(κy). Then, the BER of the quantized precoder satisfies

the following convergence.

Theorem 9 (Convergence of the BER). Under Assumption 1, 2 and 3, the BER of the quantized precoder converges

to:

BERq
P−→ BERq := Q(

ξ⋆
√

ζ⋆ + σ2
).

Before proceeding, let us consider a scenario similar to that of the box precoder, where the goal is to achieve

a target transmit SNR value SNRtx = L2

σ2 . Accordingly, L must be set to L =
√
SNRtxσ2. In this case, it is

straightforward to observe that SDNR
l

avg,q simplifies to:

SDNR
l

avg,q =
SNRtx

(E[|H|])2
δ2(τ̃⋆)2

SNRtxE

[

(

1− E[|H|]X(G)
τ⋆δ

)2
]

+ 1

.

Unlike the box-precoder, the performance of the quantized precoder depends solely on the target SNR SNRtx and

is independent of the noise variance σ2. This distinction arises because, despite its non-linear nature, the power of

the quantized precoder depends linearly on the value of L2. Additionally, parameters such as τ⋆ and β⋆ depend on

A, which, in this context, is not influenced by power but instead acts as a parameter controlling the quantization

noise.

Comparison with Bussgang’s decomposition based methods. Let x̂ be the output of the non-quantized precoder.

Heuristic techniques based on Bussgang’s decomposition model x̂ as a Gaussian random vector. In our case,

however, it is evident that x̂ cannot be accurately approximated by a Gaussian distribution when A is finite, as

indicated in (4). Nevertheless, we temporarily set aside this limitation and proceed with Bussgang’s decomposition

to evaluate its inaccuracy under these conditions. As the dimensions grow large, the variance of the elements of x̂

is approximated to δ(τ⋆)2 − 1. Following the same rationale as Bussgang’s decomposition, we analyze the output

after applying the non-linearity Z(x̂):

Z(x̂) ≃ Θx̂+ η

where Θ =
E[RZ(

√
(τ⋆)2δ−1)R)]√

(τ⋆)2δ−1
= LE[|R|]√

(τ⋆)2δ−1
, R ∼ N (0, 1), and η represents residual noise that is uncorrelated

with x̂. Thus,

E[ηηT ] = L2
(

1− (E[|R|])2
)

In.

Under the Gaussian approximation assumption, the received signal y can be expressed as:

y ≃ ΘHx̂+Hη + z.

Approximating Hη as a vector with zero mean and variance

E[HηηTHT ] = L2
(

1− (E[|R|])2
)

In,
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and pursuing similar heuristics, one might apply the distributional characterization from the analysis in (7). Based

on Bussgang’s decomposition, the following asymptotic characterization is deduced for the joint distribution of the

received signal of the quantized precoder and the transmitted symbol vector:

Y = ΘE(G,S)+L
√

1− (E[|R|])2G̃+Z =
LE[|R|]

√

δ(τ⋆)2 − 1

(

β⋆

√

(τ⋆)2δ − 1G

2τ⋆δ
+ S(1− β⋆

2τ⋆δ
)

)

+L
√

1− (E[|R|])2G̃+Z

where G̃ is uncorrelated from S and G. Recall the distributional characterization

Ỹ = Ẽ(G,S) + Z =
√

ζ⋆G+ ξ⋆S + Z

derived from rigorous analysis. One can refer to Theorem 3 and 4 of our previous work [39] to help verify that,

the distributional characterization of the quantized precoder, when the box constraint A is set to ∞, aligns with the

result obtained from Bussgang’s decomposition. However, it is evident that the two distributional characterizations

diverge when A is finite. This discrepancy highlights the limitations of the heuristic method based on Bussgang’s

decomposition in this particular setting.

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS.

In this section, we present numerical results to evaluate the accuracy of our findings and to compare the practical

characteristics of the box-precoder and the quantized precoder. Specifically, our analysis focuses on the SDNR

lower bound and BER, examining both theoretical predictions and their empirical counterparts. In all simulations,

markers represent empirical results, while solid lines indicate theoretical predictions.

A. Investigation of the impact of ρ and P and the noise variance σ2 on the performance of the box-precoder

10
-1

10
0

10
1

10
2

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Fig. 1: Averaged per-antenna transmit power P̄b of the box-precoder varies with ρ.

In previous sections, we referred to ρ as the power control parameter. This is because ρ can be adjusted to enable

the box-precoder to operate at any average per-antenna transmit power P b < P . This behavior is visualized in

Fig.1, where we observe that a smaller ρ results in a lower average transmit power. Conversely, increasing ρ causes

this power to rise, eventually approaching the maximum allowed power P . It is also important to note that, since

λ penalizes the power, there are different (λ, ρ) combinations that yield the same P b.
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This property offers a practical means of optimizing the value of the regularization parameter λ. For any given

value of λ, the parameter ρ can be adjusted to achieve the desired P b. By doing so, the value of λ that maximizes

performance can then be selected. This approach is utilized to design the optimal regularized box precoder. Next, we

investigate the impact of the noise variance σ2 under the condition that the transmit signal-to-noise ratio (transmit

SNR), defined as SNRtx = P b

σ2 ∈ (0, P
σ2 ), is fixed at a specific target SNR value, and the optimal regularization

parameter λ is numerically determined. Fig. 2 represents the SDNR and the BER of the box-precoder versus the
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Fig. 2: Performance of the box-precoder varies with noise when SNRtx = 10dB. (λ, ρ) is searched to reach the

desired P b and make performance optimal.

variance noise σ2 for different values of P . We can see that its performance degrades as noise increases, even when

the transmit SNR is maintained by simultaneously increasing P b. This degradation is attributed to the finite power

constraint P : although tuning ρ allows control of P b, a high P b close to P requires a very large ρ, which forces

the amplitude of precoded entries to approach
√
P . This restriction reduces the degree of freedom in the precoder

solution. To mitigate this degradation, a higher P is required. However, achieving this would necessitate a power

amplifier with a higher dynamic range.

B. Investigating the role of A in managing quantization noise for the quantized precoder

We consider a scenario where the parameter L of the quantized precoder is chosen to achieve a specific target

SNRtx value. This is accomplished by setting L =
√
SNRtxσ2. As previously discussed, the performance of

the quantized precoder depends solely on SNRtx and not on the noise variance σ2. Under this configuration, we

evaluate the performance of the quantized precoder as a function of A for various values of L and the regularization
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Fig. 3: Performance of the the quantized precoder versus A. Results are obtained for m = 200, σ2 = 0.09. Empirical

results are averaged over 50 realizations of (H, s, z).

parameter λ. As illustrated in Figure 3, the performance can be optimized by appropriately selecting the value of A.

Furthermore, it is observed that while the optimal range for A remains consistent across all considered parameters,

the performance improvement becomes more significant for larger values of L. Similar to the case of the box

precoder, Figure 3 provides a practical framework for simultaneously optimizing the values of λ and A to achieve

the best performance.

C. Comparing the performance of the box-precoder and the quantized precoder.

In Fig. 4, we compare the performance of the box-precoder and the quantized precoder. The results reveal that

the performance of the quantized precoder steadily improves as the transmit SNR increases. In contrast, the box-

precoder exhibits a performance peak, which is followed by a decline due to the maximum allowed power constraint.

Notably, this performance peak occurs earlier when the spatial degrees of freedom (δ) are reduced or when noise

levels are higher. As a result of the box-precoder’s performance degradation at higher transmit SNR values, the

quantized precoder demonstrates superior performance in high-SNR regimes.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we provided a precise asymptotic characterization of the performance of a quantized precoder,

derived by applying quantization to the output of the box-constrained precoder, within the asymptotic regime where
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Fig. 4: Performance comparison between the box-precoder and the quantized precoder versus the transmit SNR.

Tunable parameters (λ, ρ) for the box-precoder and (A, λ) for the quantized precoder are set to their optimal values.

The number of users m is set to 120. Empirical results for the quantized precoder are averaged over 50 realizations

of (H, s, z).

the number of antennas and users grow proportionally. Unlike the traditional use of the box constraint for low-

dynamic range power amplifiers, here it is employed to control the impact of quantization noise. The introduction

of the box constraint makes our precoder non-linear, without a closed-form solution. Unlike prior works relying

on Bussgang’s decomposition, our theoretical analysis is based on a novel Gaussian min-max theorem, which we

developed to derive accurate and rigorously proven asymptotic performance metrics. We believe that the tools

introduced here provide valuable insights that could inform future studies on the impact of hardware impairments

in large-scale multi-user systems.

APPENDIX A

ABOUT THE STANDARD CONVEX GAUSSIAN MIN-MAX THEOREM (CGMT) FRAMEWORK.

This section provides a concise overview of the existing literature on the CGMT.

Review of the CGMT. The CGMT framework consists of two probability comparisons that respectively relate

the left and right tail probabilities of a primary process to those of an auxiliary process [40], [41]. More formally,
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consider the following Gaussian processes:

Primary optimization problem: X(x,u) = uTGx+ ψ(x,u)

Auxiliary optimization problem: Y (x,u) = ‖x‖gTu− ‖u‖hTx+ ψ(x,u)

where Gm×n, g ∈ R
m and h ∈ R

n are independent and have all independent standard Gaussian entries and

function ψ : Rn ×R
m → R is continuous. Consider Sx, Su two compact sets in R

n and R
m . Then for any t ∈ R,

P[min
x∈Sx

max
u∈Su

X(x,u) ≤ t] ≤ 2P[min
x∈Sx

max
u∈Su

Y (x,u) ≤ t]. (10)

If additionally, the sets Sx and Su are convex and the function ψ is convex in x and concave in u, then the order

of the min-max operation can be inverted, and we obtain a comparison between the right-tail probabilities of the

primary and auxiliary optimization problems. Specifically, for any t ∈ R,

P[min
x∈Sx

max
u∈Su

X(x,u) ≥ t] ≤ 2P[min
x∈Sx

max
u∈Su

Y (x,u) ≥ t]. (11)

Implications for Practical Applications. In practice, inferring properties of solutions to the auxiliary optimization

problem is much easier than inferring those for the primary optimization problem. This allows us to transfer

properties from the auxiliary process to the primary process. For instance, suppose the optimal cost of the auxiliary

process concentrates around a constant φ as the dimensions n and m grow large. Specifically, for any ǫ > 0,

P

[

min
x∈Sx

max
u∈Su

Y (x,u) ≤ φ− ǫ
]

→ 0

and

P

[

min
x∈Sx

max
u∈Su

Y (x,u) ≥ φ+ ǫ
]

→ 0.

Under these conditions, the probability inequalities in (10) and (11) imply that:

P

[

min
x∈Sx

max
u∈Su

X(x,u) ≤ φ− ǫ
]

→ 0

and

P

[

min
x∈Sx

max
u∈Su

X(x,u) ≥ φ+ ǫ
]

→ 0. (12)

Thus, the optimal cost of the primary optimization problem also concentrates around φ.

If the optimal cost of the auxiliary optimization problem concentrates, and if the solution to the auxiliary

optimization problem does not belong to a certain set with probability approaching one, this property can be

transferred to the solution of the primary optimization problem. More formally, assume there exists a deterministic

set S̃x ⊂ Sx such that:

P

[

min
x∈S̃x

max
u∈Su

Y (x,u) ≤ φ+ 2ǫ
]

→ 0,

then from (10)

P

[

min
x∈S̃x

max
u∈Su

X(x,u) ≤ φ+ 2ǫ
]

→ 0,

and thus necessarily the solution of the primary optimization problem does not belong to S̃x since from (12) with

probability approaching one,

min
x∈Sx

max
u∈Su

X(x,u) ≤ φ+ ǫ.
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APPENDIX B

REVIEW OF THE RESULTS REGARDING THE NON-QUANTIZED PRECODER x̂box

In this section, we review key results on the behavior of the non-quantized precoder presented in our previous

work [5]. These results will be used as essential components in the proof of our findings for the quantized precoder.

Starting from the formulation of the non-quantized precoder, we use the relation ‖y‖2 = maxu uTy − ‖u‖2

4 to

rewrite P(x; ρ) as:

P(x; ρ) := max
u

1√
n
uTHx−

√
ρ√
n
uT s− ‖u‖2

4
+
λ

n
‖x‖2,

leading to the following primary optimization problem:

min
‖x‖∞≤B

max
u

1√
n
uTHx−

√
ρ√
n
uT s− ‖u‖2

4
+
λ

n
‖x‖2.

To analyze the behavior of the solution to this problem, we introduce the associated auxiliary optimization problem:

min
‖x‖∞≤B

L(x)

where

L(x) := max
u

1

n
uTg‖x‖ − ‖u‖ 1

n
hTx−

√
ρ√
n
uT s− ‖u‖2

4
+
λ

n
‖x‖2.

In [5], we investigated the properties of the auxiliary optimization problem, as well as a random equivalent to its

solution, to derive insights into the primary optimization problem. Below, we summarize the key results that will

be used in our proofs.

A. Asymptotic equivalent for the optimal cost.

In C.I of [5], we showed that L(x) is asymptotically equivalent to L◦(x) defined as:

L◦(x) :=
(√

δ

√

‖x‖2
n

+ ρ− 1

n
hTx

)2

+
+
λ

n
‖x‖2

in that with probability at least 1− C exp(−cnǫ2)

sup
‖x‖∞≤B

|L(x) − L◦(x)| ≤ Kǫ. (13)

By studying the behavior of L◦(x), we proved that min‖x‖∞≤B L(x) concentrates around ϕ(τ⋆(ρ,B), β⋆(ρ,B)),

where τ⋆(ρ,B), β⋆(ρ,B) is the unique saddle point of the scalar optimization problem in (3). Specifically, we

proved that there exists constants C and c and γ such that for all ǫ sufficiently small:

P

[∣

∣

∣
min

‖x‖∞≤B
L(x) − ϕ(τ⋆(ρ,B), β⋆(ρ,B))

∣

∣

∣
≥ γǫ

]

≤ C

ǫ
exp(−cnǫ2). (14)

Using both probability inequalities of the CGMT in (10) and (11), this directly implies that:

P

[∣

∣

∣
min

‖x‖∞≤B
P(x; ρ)− ϕ(τ⋆(ρ,B), β⋆(ρ,B))

∣

∣

∣
≥ γǫ

]

≤ C

ǫ
exp(−cnǫ2). (15)
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B. Asymptotic location of the solution to the auxiliary optimization.

Let yAO := X(h) where function X defined in (4) is applied entry-wise to each entry of the vector h. Then,

in C.I of [5] we also proved that, the minimizer of L(x) lies within a ball centered around yAO with probability

approaching one. More specifically, there exists constants C and c such that for all ǫ > 0 sufficiently small with

probability at least 1− C exp(−cnǫ2),

∀ ‖x‖∞ ≤ B,
1

n
‖x− yAO‖2 ≥ ǫ =⇒ L(x) ≥ ϕ(τ⋆(ρ,B), β⋆(ρ,B)) + γǫ. (16)

Moreover, based on standard Gaussian concentration inequalities, we proved that yAO satisfies the following

concentration inequalities:

P

[∣

∣

∣

1

n
‖yAO‖2 − (δ(τ⋆(ρ,B))2 − ρ) ≥ ǫ

∣

∣

∣

]

≤ C exp(−cnǫ2) (17)

P

[∣

∣

∣

1

n
hTyAO − E[X(H)H ]

∣

∣

∣
≥ ǫ
]

≤ C exp(−cnǫ2) (18)

where C and c are some constants and ǫ > 0.

C. Asymptotic characterization of the solution to the primary optimization.

Based on (16), in C.II,III and IV of [5], we establish the concentration properties of various quantities derived

from the solution of the primary optimization problem. Below, we summarize two key results in this regard.

1) Concentration of Lipschitz functionals of the solution to the primary optimization: Let f be a 1-Lipschitz

function. Consider the set Sx defined as:

D0 = {x ∈ R
n,
∣

∣

∣
f(

1√
n
x)− E[f(

1√
n
yAO)]

∣

∣

∣
≥ ǫ}.

Then, there exists constants C and c such that for all ǫ sufficiently small:

P

[

min
‖x‖∞≤B
x∈D0

P(x; ρ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆(ρ,B), β⋆(ρ,B)) + γǫ
]

≤ C

ǫ
exp(−cnǫ2). (19)

2) Concentration of fraction of elements in an interval: For x ∈ R
n and a, b two reals in the interval (−B,B),

denote by π(a,b)(x) the quantity given by:

π(a,b)(x) = #{i = 1, · · · , n, [x]i ∈ (a, b)}

which represents the number of elements of x in the interval (a, b). Let Sx be the set:

D1 = {x | π(a,b)(x)
n

−Q(
a

τ̃⋆
) +Q(

b

τ̃⋆
)| ≥ λ̃ǫ}

where λ̃ = min(1, (τ̃
⋆)2

32 ). Then,

P

[

min
‖x‖∞≤B
x∈D1

P(x; ρ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆(ρ,B), β⋆(ρ,B)) + γǫ3
]

≤ C

ǫ3
exp(−cnǫ6). (20)
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APPENDIX C

PROOF OF THEOREM 7

In this section, we define a constant as any quantity that depends solely on the fixed parameters δ, λ, A, σ2 and

L. Unless otherwise specified, the symbols C and c will represent constants, which may vary between different

equations or lines.

A. Preliminaries and organization of the proof.

Goal. Let d̂q = Hx̂q , where x̂q = Z(x) = L sign(x̂) with x̂ being the solution to (2). The goal of this section is

to prove that:

P

[

d̂q ∈ Sǫ
d

]

≤ C

ǫ6
exp(−cnǫ12) (21)

where Sǫ
d is the set defined as:

Sǫ
d := {d ∈ R

m | (W2(µ̂(d, s), µ̃
⋆
ES))

2 > χǫ2}

and ǫ is sufficiently small. For x ∈ R
n, define dT (x) = HZ(x). The proof of (21) amounts thus to showing that

for all x such that ‖x‖∞ ≤ A and dT (x) ∈ Sǫ
d, the value of min

‖x‖∞≤A
dT (x)∈Sǫ

d

P(x) exceeds the optimal cost P(x̂) with

probability approaching one. In other words,

P

[

min
‖x‖∞≤A
dT (x)∈Sǫ

d

P(x) ≤ min
‖x‖∞≤A

P(x)
]

≤ C

ǫ6
exp(−cnǫ12). (22)

Preliminaries. The proof relies on a novel Gaussian min-max theorem, which, as will be shown next, enables the

handling of probability inequalities involving the min-max of Gaussian processes. However, some preparatory steps

are required to enable the use of the new Gaussian min-max theorem.

First, we exploit our previous result in (15) from classical convex Gaussian min-max theorem analysis of the

solution in x that shows that:

P

[

min
‖x‖∞≤A

P(x) ≥ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + γǫ6
]

≤ C

ǫ6
exp(−cnǫ12). (23)

With this, we can upper bound the probability in the left-hand side of (22) as:

P

[

min
‖x‖∞≤A
dT (x)∈Sǫ

d

P(x) ≤ min
‖x‖∞≤A

P(x)
]

≤ P

[

min
‖x‖∞≤A
dT (x)∈Sǫ

d

P(x) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + γǫ6
]

+
C

ǫ6
exp(−cnǫ12). (24)

To prove (22), it thus suffices to show that:

P

[

min
‖x‖∞≤A
dT (x)∈Sǫ

d

P(x) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + γǫ6
]

≤ C

ǫ6
exp(−cnǫ12). (25)

Next, using the classical convex Gaussian min-max theorem, we establish that there exists a set S◦
x such that the

optimization outside a particular set S◦
x results in a higher cost than ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + γǫ6. Specifically, the set S◦

x is

defined as follows

S◦
x = Sx1 ∩ Sx2 ∩ Sx3
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where

Sx1 = {x | | 1
n
‖x‖1 − E|X || ≤ Cx1ǫ

3},

Sx2 = {x | | 1√
n
‖x‖ −

√

δ(τ⋆)2 − 1|)| ≤ Cx2ǫ
3},

Sx3 = {x | Clnǫ
2 ≤ π(−Lǫ2,Lǫ2)(x) ≤ Cunǫ

2}.

The set S◦
x consists of vectors x that satisfy: (1) concentration requirements, where 1

n‖x‖1 and 1√
n
‖x‖ are within

a tolerance of Cx1ǫ
3 and Cx2ǫ

3; and (2) a count constraint, with roughly O(nǫ2) elements of x falling within

(−Lǫ2, Lǫ2), controlled by constants Cl and Cu. The constants Cx1, Cx2, Cl and Cu are carefully chosen such that

P

[

min
‖x‖∞≤A
x/∈S◦

x

P(x) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + γǫ6
]

≤ C

ǫ6
exp(−cnǫ12). (26)

Finally, let

Sx4 = {x | ∀k = 1, · · · , 4, #πIk
(x) ≥ C0xn} (27)

where I1 = (− 4A
5 ,− 3A

5 ), I2 = (− 2A
5 ,−A

5 ), I3 = (A5 ,
2A
5 ) and I4 = (3A5 ,

4A
5 ). We can also show that there exists

C0 such that

P

[

min
‖x‖∞≤A
x/∈Sx4

P(x) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + γǫ3
]

≤ C

ǫ3
exp(−cnǫ6). (28)

Note that (28) also implies that:

P

[

∃x such that x /∈ Sx4 and P(x) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + γǫ3
]

≤ C

ǫ3
exp(−cnǫ6). (29)

Starting from (26), we can upper bound the probability term on the left-hand side of (25) as:

P

[

min
‖x‖∞≤A
dT (x)∈Sǫ

d

P(x) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + γǫ6
]

≤P

[

min
x∈S◦

x ,‖x‖∞≤A
dT (x)∈Sǫ

d

P(x) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + γǫ6
]

+
C

ǫ6
exp(−cnǫ12). (30)

By combining (24) and (30), we conclude that to prove (22), it suffices to show that:

P

[

min
x∈S◦

x,‖x‖∞≤A
dT (x)∈Sǫ

d

P(x) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + γǫ6
]

≤ C

ǫ6
exp(−cnǫ12). (31)

The keystone of the proof lies in establishing (31).

Meanwhile, the proofs of (23) and (26) rely on leveraging the results discussed in Appendix B, which are derived

from calculations involving the convex Gaussian min-max theorem outlined in Section A. Indeed to prove (26), it

suffices to check that for each set Dx = Sc
xi, i = 1, · · · , 3,

P

[

min
‖x‖∞≤A
x∈Dx

P(x) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + γǫ6
]

≤ C

ǫ6
exp(−cnǫ12). (32)

When Dx = Sc
x1 or Dx = Sc

x2, (32) follows by applying (19) to functions f = 1√
n

∑n
i=1 |[x]i| and f(x) = ‖x‖√

n
,

respectively, along with the concentration inequality in (17). As for Dx = Sx3, this follows directly from applying

(20) to the set:

D̂x3 := {x | |π(−Lǫ2,Lǫ2)(x)

n
−Q(

−Lǫ2
τ̃⋆

) +Q(
Lǫ2

τ̃⋆
)| ≥ ǫ2}
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and note that the absolute value of the derivative of function g : x 7→ Q(Lx
τ̃⋆ ) is bounded and bounded from below

to zero when x ∈ (0, 1), meaning that there exists constants m and M such that m ≤ sup0≤x≤1 |g′(x)| ≤M . This

implies that mǫ2 ≤ g(−ǫ2)− g(ǫ2) ≤Mǫ2.

To prove that (28) holds when Dx = Sc
x4, we note that

Sc
x4 = ∪4

k=1{x | #πIk
(x) ≤ C0xn}.

We may thus apply (20) to the sets

D̂k
x4 := {x | |πIk

(x)

n
−Q(

akl
τ̃⋆

) +Q(
bkr
τ̃⋆

)| ≥ ǫ}

where akl and bkl are such that Ik = (akl , b
k
l ). By leveraging the properties of the error function x 7→ Q( x

τ̃⋆ ), we

deduce (32) in an analogous way to the case of Sx4.

In the following sections, we will focus on proving (31). This proof hinges on a new Gaussian min-max theorem

that will be introduced in the next section. However, the application of this new theorem is not straightforward; it

requires some non-standard and technical steps, which will be elaborated on subsequently. We organize the remainder

of this section as follows: first, we present the new Gaussian min-max theorem as an independent theorem, as it

may be of interest in its own right. Next, we outline the technical steps necessary for its application, before finally

applying the theorem to our proof.

B. New Gaussian min-max theorem.

In this section, we present a novel Gaussian min-max theorem that facilitates the analysis of (31). We believe

this new theorem holds independent significance and can serve as an alternative to Bussgang’s decomposition for

examining the performance of quantized solutions to stochastic optimization problems.

Notations. We define R
n
⋆ as the subset of all x ∈ R

n in which none of the entries are zero. For r > 0 and x ∈ R
n
⋆ ,

we define function ρr : R
n
⋆ → [−1, 1] as:

ρr(x) =
(x− rZ(x))TZ(x)

‖x− rZ(x)‖‖Z(x)‖ (33)

where Z(x) = Lsign(x). For θ ∈ [−1, 1] and r > 0, we define the set Sr
x,θ as:

Sr
x,θ = {x ∈ R

n
⋆ | ρr(x) = θ and #π(−Lr,Lr)(x) = 0}. (34)

Theorem 10. For θ ∈ [−1, 1] and r > 0, consider two random Gaussian processes defined on Sd×S̃r
x,θ×Su×Sγ ,

where Sd ⊂ R
m and Su ⊂ R

m are compact sets of Rm and S̃r
x,θ is a compact set of Sr

x,θ defined in (34) and Sγ

is either a compact set of R or is given by the entire line of reals R. We define the following prcesses:

Y (d,x,u, γ) = uTG(x− rZ(x)) + γuTGZ(x) + ψ(d,x,u, γ)

and

Z(d,x,u, γ) =‖x− rZ(x)‖gTu− ‖u‖hT (x− rZ(x)) + γ‖Z(x)‖(θg+ νf)Tu− |γ|‖u‖hTZ(x)+

ψ(d,x,u, γ),
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where all elements of G ∈ R
m×n, g, f ∈ R

m, h ∈ R
n independently follow the standard Gaussian distribution,

ν =
√
1− θ2. and ψ : (d,x,u, γ) 7→ ψ(d,x,u, γ) is a real-valued, continuous function that is possibly random

but independent of G. Then, for any t ∈ R,

P[ min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su

γ∈Sγ

Y (d,x,u, γ) ≤ t] ≤ 4P[ min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su

γ∈Sγ

Z(d,x,u, γ) ≤ t].

Proof. The proof is deferred to Appendix D.

C. Preparatory framework for proving convergence in (31) via Theorem 10

Theorem 10 is central to establishing the convergence in (31). However, a direct application is not feasible, as

the optimization variable x does not meet the theorem’s conditions. To address this, in this section, we show that

the probability term in (31) can be upper bounded by another probability term involving a Gaussian process that

satisfies the requirements of Theorem 10.

1) Reformulation and technical challenges : To begin with, we use the technique of Lagrange multipliers to

rewrite P(x) as:

P(x) = min
d∈Rm

max
µ∈Rm

V(x,d,µ), (35)

where

V(x,d,µ) = 1

n
‖H(x− rZ(x)) + rd− s‖2 + λ

n
‖x‖2 + µT

√
n
(HZ(x)− d)

with 4 r = ǫ2. In this setup, the solution in d for any x is given by dT (x). Based on (35), we obtain that for any

compact set Sx ⊂ R
n and compact set Sd ⊂ R

m

min
x∈Sx

dT (x)∈Sd

P(x) = min
x∈Sx

min
d∈Sd

max
µ∈Rm

V(x,d,µ). (36)

The proof of (31) amounts thus to showing

P

[

min
x∈S◦

x,‖x‖∞≤A
min
d∈Sǫ

d

max
µ

V(x,d,µ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + γǫ6
]

≤ C

ǫ6
exp(−cnǫ12). (37)

Next, we exploit the following relation

‖x‖2 = max
u

uTx− ‖u‖2
4

(38)

to rewrite V(x,d,µ) as:

V(x,d,µ) = max
u

1√
n
uTH(x− ǫ2Z(x)) + ǫ2

1√
n
uTd− 1√

n
uT s− ‖u‖2

4
+
λ

n
‖x‖2

+
µT

√
n
(HZ(x)− d).

Our goal is to apply the Gaussian min-max inequality in Theorem 10 to prove (37), which in turn implies both

(31) and, as noted earlier (25). However, a direct application of Theorem 10 is not feasible for two main issues:

(1) the variable x does not belong to Sǫ2

x,θ for some θ ∈ [−1, 1] and ǫ > 0 (See (34) for the definition of set Sǫ2

x,θ),

4The relation in (35) holds for any real r. However, selecting r = ǫ2 is important for technical reasons that will be clarified later.
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and (2) the variable µ is not aligned with u. The second issue will be easily handled in section C-C4. However,

the first issue, related to the feasible x not satisfying the conditions of Theorem 10, is significantly more complex

to address. This will require the introduction of non-standard techniques, which we will develop in the following

section.

2) Variable transformation: To address the issue related to the non-compliance of the feasible x, we follow the

approach developed in our previous work in [5]. More specifically, for any x ∈ S◦
x such that ‖x‖∞ ≤ A, we prove

that there exists y close to x such that y satisfies the requirements of Theorem 10. The closeness of x to y is

defined in a way that will be convenient for the continuation of the proof. More specifically, we prove the following

result.

Proposition 2. With probability at least 1 − C exp(−cn), there exists a constant C̃ such that for all x ∈ S◦
x and

‖x‖∞ ≤ A, there exists y ∈ R
n with ‖y‖∞ ≤ A that satisfies the following properties:

|P(x)− P (y)| ≤ C̃max(ǫ6,
ǫ2√
n
), (39)

1

m
‖dT (x) − dT (y)‖2 ≤ C̃ǫ2, (40)

1

n
‖x− y‖2 ≤ C̃ǫ6, (41)

#π(−Lǫ2,Lǫ2)(y) = 0. (42)

Proof. Denote by J the indexes in {1, · · · , n} corresponding to the positions of elements in x belonging to the

interval [−Lǫ2, Lǫ2]. Let a1 and a2 be HT (Hx−s) and x at positions indexed by I and zero otherwise. According

to Lemma 7 in Appendix E, with probability 1 − C exp(−cn), ‖H‖ ≤ 3max(1,
√
δ). Then, with probability

1−C exp(−cn), there exists a constant Ca such that ‖a1‖ ≤ Ca
√
n. Moreover, we note that ‖a2‖ ≤ A

√
n. Given

σ = [σ1, · · · , σn], where σi are independent and identically distributed Rademacher random variables, consider

y(σ) defined as:

y(σ) = x⊙ 1{x/∈[−ǫ2L,ǫ2L]} + (x+ 2σǫ2L)⊙ 1{x∈[−ǫ2L,ǫ2L]}, (43)

where the notation a⊙b denotes the Hadamard (element-wise) product between vectors a and b, and the expressions

1{x∈[−ǫ2L,ǫ2L]} and 1{x/∈[−ǫ2L,ǫ2L]} represent a vector where the indicator function is applied element-wise to each

entry of the vector x. Specifically, for each entry [x]i, i = 1, · · · , n of x, 1{x∈[−ǫ2L,ǫ2L]} returns 1 if the condition

[x]i ∈ [−ǫ2L, ǫ2L] is true, and 0 otherwise. Obviously, for any chosen rademacher sequence σ, y(σ) satisfies

#π(−Lǫ2,Lǫ2)(y(σ)) = 0. It follows from the finite class lemma (Lemma 6), discussed in Appendix E, that:

Eσ

[

max(
1

n
(y(σ)− x)Tx,

1

n
(y(σ)− x)THT (Hx− s))

]

= Eσ [max(2ǫ2L
∑

i∈J
σi[a1]i, 2ǫ

2L
∑

i∈J
σi[a1]i)]

≤ 2Lǫ2 log 2
max(Ca, A)√

n
. (44)

Let Sσ be the set of all possible values of the random sequence σ. Obviously,

Eσ

[

max(
1

n
(y(σ)−x)Tx,

1

n
(y(σ)−x)THT (Hx−s))

]

≥ min
σ∈Sσ

max(
1

n
(y(σ)−x)Tx,

1

n
(y(σ)−x)THT (Hx−s)).



25

Using (44), we deduce that for any x ∈ S◦
x , there exists σ(x) ∈ Sσ depending on x such that:

max(
1

n
(y(σ(x))− x)Tx,

1

n
(y(σ(x))− x)THT (Hx− s)) ≤ 2Lǫ2 log 2

max(Ca, A)√
n

. (45)

With this, we are now in position to show that y(σ(x)) satisfies the properties in (39)-(41). For that, using the

property ‖a‖2 − ‖b‖2 = (a − b)T (a+ b), we can upper bound |P(x) − P(y)| as:

|P(x)− P(y)| ≤ 1

n
|(xT − y(σ(x)))THT (Hx+Hy(σ(x)) − 2s)|+ λ

n
|(x − y(σ(x)))T (x + y)|

≤ 1

n
‖H(x− y(σ(x)))‖2 + 2

n
|(x− y(σ(x)))THT (Hx− s)|+ λ

n
‖x− y(σ(x))‖2

+
2λ

n
|(x− y(σ(x)))Tx|. (46)

It follows from (43) that:

1

n
‖x− y(σ(x))‖2 ≤ 4ǫ6L2Cu, (47)

hence, with probability 1− C exp(−cn),

1

n
‖H(x− y(σ(x)))‖2 ≤ 36max(1, δ)ǫ6L2Cu (48)

and

λ

n
‖x− y(σ(x))‖2 ≤ 4λǫ6L2Cu. (49)

By plugging (45), (48) and (49) into (46), we show that

|P(x)− P(y)| ≤ C̃1√
n
+ C̃2ǫ

6

where

C̃1 = 4L(λ+ 1)ǫ2 log 2max(Ca, A),

C̃2 = 36max(1, δ)L2Cu + 4λL2Cu.

Hence y(σ(x)) satisfies (39) for any C̃ ≥ 2max(C̃1, C̃2). Additionally, from (47), we see that it satisfies (41) for

any C̃ ≥ 4L2Cu. Finally, by noting that:

‖Z(x)−Z(y)‖∞ ≤ 2L

and that x and y(σ(x)) differ in at most Cunǫ
2 entries, we obtain:

‖Z(x)−Z(y)‖2 ≤ 4L2Cunǫ
2

and thus with probability 1− C exp(−cn),

1

m
‖dT (x) − dT (σ(x))‖2 ≤ max(

1

δ
, 9)4L2Cuǫ

2.

By choosing C̃ ≥ max(1δ , 9)L
2Cu, we prove that y(σ(x)) satisfies (40) and (41). Hence, by choosing C̃ ≥

max(C̃1, C̃2) we ensure that y(σ(x)) satisfies (39)-(41).
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Corollary 1. There exists a constant C̃ such that with probability 1−C exp(−cn), for any x ∈ S◦
x∩{x|dT (x) ∈ Sǫ

d}
and ‖x‖∞ ≤ A, there exists y ∈ Sǫ

y ∩ {y|dT (y) ∈ S̃ǫ
d} such that:

|P(x)− P(y)| ≤ C̃max(ǫ6,
ǫ2√
n
)

where Sǫ
y = Sy1 ∩ Sy2 ∩ Sy3 with

Sy1 = {y ∈ R
n | | 1√

n
‖y‖ −

√

δ(τ⋆)2 − 1| ≤ (
√

C̃ + Cx2)ǫ
3},

Sy2 = {y ∈ R
n | | 1

n
‖y‖1 − E|X || ≤ (

√

C̃ + Cx1)ǫ
3},

Sy3 = {y ∈ R
n|‖y‖∞ ≤ A and #{i = 1, · · · , n, yi ∈ [−Lǫ2, Lǫ2]} = 0}, (50)

and S̃ǫ
d being defined as:

S̃ǫ
d = {d ∈ R

m | (W2(µ̂(d, s), µ̃
⋆
E,s)

2) ≥ (
√
χ−

√

C̃)2ǫ2}.

Proof. It follows from Proposition 2 that with probability 1−C exp(−cn), for any x ∈ S◦
x and ‖x‖∞ ≤ A, there

exists y that satisfies (39)-(41). Obviously, such y is in Sy1 ∩ Sy2 ∩ Sy3. It remains thus to prove that for such y

dT (x) ∈ Sǫ
d =⇒ dT (y) ∈ S̃ǫ

d.

For that, we use the fact that:

W2(µ̂(dT (y), s), µ̃
⋆
ES) ≥ W2(µ̂(dT (x), s), µ̃

⋆
ES)−W2(µ̂(dT (x), s), µ̂(dT (y), s))

≥ W2(µ̂(dT (x), s), µ̃
⋆
ES)−

1√
m
‖dT (x)− dT (y)‖2

≥ √
χǫ−

√

C̃ǫ

which shows that dT (y) ∈ S̃ǫ
d.

Based on the definition of Sǫ
y , we can derive the following result for ρǫ2(y) for all y ∈ Sǫ

y . Recall that the

function ρǫ2(y) is defined in (33).

Lemma 1. There exists a constant Cy such that for all y ∈ Sǫ
y , |ρǫ2(y) − θǫ| ≤ Cyǫ

3 where

θǫ :=
E[|X |]− ǫ2L

√

δ(τ⋆)2 − 1− 2ǫ2LE[|X |]
.

3) Reducing the convergence in (31) to the Gaussian process framework of Theorem 10: According to Corollary 1,

with probability 1− C exp(−cn), we have

min
x∈S◦

x,‖x‖∞≤A
dT (x)∈Sǫ

d

P(x) ≥ min
y∈Sǫ

y

dT (y)∈S̃ǫ
d

P(y)− C̃max(ǫ6,
ǫ2√
n
)

and consequently,

P

[

min
x∈S◦

x,‖x‖∞≤A
dT (x)∈Sǫ

d

P(x) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + γǫ6
]

≤P

[

min
y∈Sǫ

y

dT (y)∈S̃ǫ
d

P(y) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + γǫ6 + C̃max(ǫ6,
ǫ2√
n
)
]

+ C exp(−cn). (51)
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Theorem 10 allows us to handle probability inequalities involving Gaussian processes of the form:

min
y∈Sy

dT (y)∈Sd

ρǫ2 (y)=θ

P(y) (52)

where Sy and Sd are compact, θ is a fixed real in [−1, 1]. In order to relate (51) to probability inequalities involving

(52), we define for θ ∈ (θǫ − Cyǫ
3, θǫ + Cyǫ

3), the following functions:

Υ(θ) := min
ρǫ2 (y)=θ

dT (y)∈S̃ǫ
d

y∈Sy3

P(y).

where Sy3 is defined in (50). We note that

min
y∈Sǫ

y

dT (y)∈S̃ǫ
d

P(y) ≥ min
y∈Sy3

dT (y)∈S̃ǫ
d

ρǫ2 (y)∈(θǫ−Cyǫ
3,θǫ+Cyǫ

3)

P(y) ≥ min
θ∈(θǫ−Cyǫ3,θǫ+Cyǫ3)

Υ(θ)

and hence,

P

[

min
y∈Sǫ

y

dT (y)∈S̃ǫ
d

P(y) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + γǫ6 + C̃max(ǫ6,
ǫ2√
n
)
]

≤P

[

min
θǫ−Cyǫ3≤θ≤θǫ+Cyǫ3

Υ(θ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + γǫ6 + C̃max(ǫ6,
ǫ2√
n
)
]

.

(53)

To continue, we show that on the event

A :=
{

min
θǫ−Cyǫ3≤θ≤θǫ+Cyǫ3

Υ(θ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + γǫ6 + C̃max(ǫ6,
ǫ2√
n
)
}

there exists a constant Cθ such that with probability 1− C
ǫ3 exp(−cnǫ6), for any θ ∈ (θǫ − Cyǫ

3, θǫ + Cyǫ
3),

|Υ(θ̂)−Υ(θ)| ≤ Cθ|θ̂ − θ| (54)

where θ̂ = argminθ∈(θǫ−Cyǫ2,θǫ+Cyǫ3) Υ(θ).

Before proving (54), let us show how it reduces the proof of (31) to that of analyzing probability inequalities in

the form of Theorem 10. Indeed, consider R := {θi}⌈2Cyǫ
−3+1⌉

i=1 a grid of (θǫ −Cyǫ
3, θǫ +Cyǫ

3) such that for any

θ ∈ (θǫ − Cyǫ
3, θǫ + Cyǫ

3), there exists θi ∈ R such that |θ − θi| ≤ ǫ6. Hence, assuming (54), we obtain

Υ(θ̂) ≥ min
θ∈R

Υ(θ)− Cθǫ
6. (55)

Using union bound argument, we obtain using (55) that:

P

[

min
θǫ−Cyǫ3≤θ≤θǫ+Cyǫ3

Υ(θ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + γǫ6 + C̃max(ǫ6,
ǫ2√
n
)
]

≤(⌈2Cyǫ
−3 + 1⌉) max

θ∈(θǫ−Cyǫ3,θǫ+Cyǫ3)
P[Υ(θ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ)ǫ

6 + C̃max(ǫ6,
ǫ2√
n
)].

Proving the convergence in (31) reduces that to showing that for all θ ∈ (θǫ − Cyǫ
3, θǫ + Cyǫ

3)

P[Υ(θ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ)ǫ
6 + C̃max(ǫ6,

ǫ2√
n
)] ≤ C

ǫ6
exp(−cnǫ12). (56)

We observe that the optimization problem in Υ(θ) meets the criteria outlined in Theorem 10, thereby making the

associated probability inequality applicable. Although we will apply this theorem later, our immediate goal is to
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demonstrate equation (54). As seen previously, establishing (54) is crucial, as it simplifies reduces the control of

(53) to the analysis of (56). To prove (54), we will first establish the following intermediate result.

Proposition 3. For ǫ > 0 chosen sufficiently small, let θ1, θ2 ∈ (θǫ − Cyǫ
3, θǫ + Cyǫ

3). Then, if there exists

y1 ∈ Sy4(C0) such that ρǫ2(y1) = θ1, then there exists y2 with ‖y2‖∞ ≤ A such that:

ρǫ2(y2) = θ2, (57)

Z(y2) = Z(y1), (58)

‖y2‖1 = ‖y1‖1, (59)

1√
n
‖y2 − y1‖ ≤ Ĉy|θ1 − θ2|, (60)

y11y1∈(− A
10

, A
10

) = y21y2∈(− A
10

, A
10

), (61)

where Ĉy is some constant independent of θ1, θ2, y1 and y2, and Sy4(C0) is defined as

Sy4(C0) = {y | ∀ k = 1, ..., 4, #πIk
(y) ≥ C0n}.

Proof. Without loss of generality, assume that θ2 ≥ θ1
5. Let y1 ∈ Sy4(C0) such that ρǫ2(y1) = θ1. Then, for y2

satisfying (59) and (57) exists, we must have:

θ22L
2(‖y2‖2 − 2ǫ2L‖y2‖1 + ǫ4L2n)n = (L‖y2‖1 − ǫ2L2n)2

=⇒(θ22 − θ21)L
2(‖y2‖2 − 2ǫ2L‖y2‖1 + ǫ4L2n)n+ θ21L

2n(‖y2‖2 − ‖y1‖2) = 0

=⇒‖y2‖2 − ‖y1‖2 +
θ22 − θ21
nθ21θ

2
2L

2
(L‖y1‖1 − nǫ2L2)2 = 0. (62)

Equivalently, we can easily check that if y2 satisfies (59) and (62), then ρǫ2(y2) = θ2. Since we assumed θ2 ≥ θ1,

then we must look for an y2 for which ‖y2‖ ≤ ‖y1‖. Let J1,J2,J3 and J4 indexes of C0n
2 elements of y1

belonging respectively to Ik, k = 1, · · · , 4. These indexes exist since y1 ∈ Sy4(C0). For a ≥ 0, define vector y(a)

as:

y(a) = y1 ⊙ 1{(∪4

k=1
Jk)c} + (y1 + aǫ3)⊙ 1{J1∪J3} + (y1 − aǫ3)⊙ 1{J2∪J4} (63)

where ⊙ denotes the Hadamard product (element-wise multiplication). For any set of indices J , the complement

(J )c := {1, . . . , n} \ J represents all indices not in J . The indicator vector 1J returns 1 for indices in J and 0

elsewhere. Basically, this transformation consists of adding aǫ3 to C0n
2 elements of y1 lying in I1 and C0n

2 elements

lying in I3 and subtracting aǫ3 from C0n
2 elements of y1 that are in I2 and C0n

2 elements in I4. The objective is

to show that there exists a bounded constant a such that (62) holds true. Before continuing it is important to note

that ‖y(a)‖1 = ‖y1‖1. Moreover, provided that ǫ is sufficiently small, ‖y(a)‖∞ ≤ A, and satisfies (58) and (61).

Using (63), for y2 := y(a) to satisfy (62), we must choose a such that:

a2ǫ62C0n− 2aǫ3S +
θ22 − θ21
nθ21θ

2
2L

2
(L‖y1‖1 − nǫ2L2)2 = 0 (64)

5If θ2 ≤ θ1 we apply the same approach with y(a) := y1 ⊙ 1{(∪4
k=1

Jk)c} + (y1 − aǫ3)⊙ 1{J1∪J3} + (y1 + aǫ3)⊙ 1{J2∪J4}
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where

S =
∑

y1 ⊙ 1J2∪J4
− y1 ⊙ 1J1∪J3

.

Define ∆ǫ as:

∆ǫ = ǫ6S2 − n2ǫ62C0
θ22 − θ21
θ21θ

2
2L

2
(L

1

n
‖y1‖1 − L2ǫ2)2.

We note that S ≥ A
5 C0n. This can be easily seen by noting that for i ∈ J2 and j ∈ J1 [y1]i − [y1]j ≥ A

5 , and

similarly for i ∈ J4 and j ∈ J3 [y1]i − [y1]j ≥ A
5 . Since |θ2 − θ1| ≤ 2Cyǫ

3, we deduce that for all ǫ sufficiently

small, ∆ǫ > 0. Hence (64) admits a positive solution a⋆(ǫ) given by:

a⋆(ǫ) =
ǫ3S −√

∆ǫ

ǫ62C0n
.

It remains to check that for all ǫ sufficiently small
ǫ3a(ǫ)
θ2−θ1

is bounded by some Ĉy . Inded, if this is true, then

obviously: ‖y1−y2‖∞ ≤ Ĉy(θ2 − θ1) and thus 1√
n
‖y1 −y2‖ ≤ Ĉ(θ2− θ1). Using the relation |√x−√

y| ≤ x−y√
x

for x ≥ y ≥ 0, we obtain:

ǫ3a⋆(ǫ)

θ2 − θ1
≤
nǫ9 θ2+θ1

θ2
1
θ2
2
L2 (

1
n‖y1‖1 − L2ǫ2)2

ǫ9S
≤ 4(θǫ + Cyǫ

3)(2A2 + 2ǫ4)
A
5 C0L2(θǫ − Cyǫ3)4

.

For all ǫ2 < c1 := min(1, E|X|
2L , δ(τ

⋆)2−1
4LE|X| ), ρM :=

√
2E|X|√

δ(τ⋆)2−1
≥ θǫ ≥ ρL := E|X|

2
√

δ(τ⋆)2−1
. Furthermore, for all ǫ

satisfying the additional condition ǫ3 ≤ min( ρL

2Cy
, 1), we obtain:

ǫ3a⋆(ǫ)

θ2 − θ1
a⋆(ǫ) ≤ Cy :=

64Cy(ρM + Cy)(2A
2 + 2)

A
5 C0L2ρ4L

.

Proof of (54). Let ŷ be given by:

ŷ ∈ arg min
ρǫ2 (y)=θ̂

dT (y)∈S̃ǫ
d

y∈S3

y

P(y)

Then, it follows from (29), that on the event A, with probability 1− C
ǫ3 exp(−cnǫ6), ŷ ∈ Sy4(C0) for some constant

C0 and sufficiently small ǫ. Using proposition 3, we deduce that there exists y with ρǫ2(y) = θ and such that

1√
n
‖ŷ− y‖ ≤ Ĉy|θ − θ̂| and Z(ŷ) = Z(y). Hence,

Υ(θ)−Υ(θ̂) ≤ P(y) − P(ŷ).

It takes no much effort to check that function y 7→ P(y) is CL√
n

-Lipschitz with probability 1−C exp(−cn) where

CL is some consant. Hence,

P(y)− P(ŷ) ≤ CL√
n
‖y − ŷ‖ ≤ ĈyCL|θ̂ − θ|.

The inequality in (54) is thus established for Cθ = ĈyCL.
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4) Final transformations to pave the way towards applying Theorem 10: Let θ ∈ (θǫ − Cyǫ
3, θǫ + Cyǫ

3). Our

aim is to apply Theorem 10 to show that

P[ min
y∈S3

y

ρǫ2 (y)=θ

dT (y)∈S̃ǫ
d

P(y) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ)ǫ
6 + C̃max(ǫ6,

ǫ2√
n
)] ≤ C

ǫ6
exp(−cnǫ12)

uniformly in θǫ ∈ (θǫ − Cyǫ
3, θǫ + Cyǫ

3). By tightness, for any ǫ̃ > 0 there exists a constant Kǫ̃ such that:

P[‖H‖ ≤ Kǫ̃] ≥ 1− ǫ̃.

On the event ‖H‖ ≤ Kǫ̃, we thus obtain:

∀y with ‖y‖∞ ≤ A, ‖dT (y)‖ ≤ LKǫ̃

√
n.

Hence,

P

[

min
y∈S3

y

dT (y)∈S̃ǫ
d

ρǫ2 (y)=θ

P(y) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ)ǫ
6 + C̃max(ǫ6,

ǫ2√
n
)
]

≤ P

[

min
y∈S3

y

dT (y)∈S̃ǫ
d

ρǫ2 (y)=θ

‖dT (y)‖≤LKǫ̃

√
n

P(y) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cρ)ǫ
6 + C̃max(ǫ6,

ǫ2√
n
)
]

+ ǫ̃.

From this point onward, we focus on proving the following statement6

P

[

min
y∈S3

y

dT (y)∈S̃ǫ
d

‖dT (y)‖≤LKǫ̃
√

n

ρǫ2 (y)=θ

P(y) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ)ǫ
6 + C̃max(ǫ6,

ǫ2√
n
)
]

≤ C

ǫ6
exp(−cnǫ12). (65)

Using the technique of Lagrange multiplier as shown in (36) along with the relation in (38), showing (65) amounts

also to proving:

P

[

min
y∈S3

y

ρǫ2 (y)=θ

min
d∈S̃ǫ

d

‖d‖≤LKǫ̃

√
n

max
µ

V(y,d,µ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ)ǫ
6 + C̃max(ǫ6,

ǫ2√
n
)
]

→ 0 (66)

where V(y,d,µ) is given by:

V(y,d,µ) = max
u

1√
n
uTH(y − ǫ2Z(y)) + ǫ2

1√
n
uTd− 1√

n
uT s− ‖u‖2

4
+
λ

n
‖y‖2

+
µT

√
n
(HZ(y)− d).

At optimum, the solution in u denoted by u⋆ is given by:

u⋆ =
1√
n
H(y − ǫ2Z(y)) +

ǫ2√
n
d.

Again, as previously explained, by invoking the tightness argument, for any ǫ̃ > 0, there exists Kǫ̃ such that with

probability at least 1− ǫ̃, ‖H‖ ≤ Kǫ̃ Hence, on the event {‖H‖ ≤ Kǫ̃},

‖u⋆‖ ≤ Ku,ǫ̃ := Kǫ̃A+ 2LKǫ̃ǫ
2

6Since ǫ̃ is arbitrarily small, proving (65) will imply (37).
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and thus with probability 1− ǫ̃, V(y,d,µ) = Ṽ(y,d,µ) with

Ṽ(y,d,µ) = max
u

‖u‖≤Ku,ǫ̃

1√
n
uTH(y − ǫ2Z(y)) + ǫ2

1√
n
uTd− 1√

n
uT s− ‖u‖2

4
+
λ

n
‖y‖2

+
µT

√
n
(HZ(y) − d) (67)

With this, we can upper bound the probability term in the left-hand side of (66) as:

P

[

min
y∈S3

y

ρǫ2 (y)=θ

min
d∈S̃ǫ

d

‖d‖≤LKǫ̃

√
n

max
µ

V(y,d,µ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ)ǫ
6 + C̃max(ǫ6,

ǫ2√
n
)
]

≤ P

[

min
y∈S3

y

ρǫ2 (y)=θ

min
d∈S̃ǫ

d

‖d‖≤LKǫ̃
√

n

max
µ

Ṽ(y,d,µ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ)ǫ
6 + C̃max(ǫ6,

ǫ2√
n
)
]

+ ǫ̃.

Since ǫ̃ can be chosen arbitrarily small, the proof of (66) reduces to showing:

P

[

min
y∈S3

y

ρǫ(y)=θ

min
d∈S̃ǫ

d

‖d‖≤LKǫ̃

√
n

max
µ

Ṽ(y,d,µ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ)ǫ
6 + C̃max(ǫ6,

ǫ2√
n
)
]

≤ C

ǫ6
exp(−cnǫ12). (68)

The random process (67) does not satisfy the requirements of Theorem 10 since µ is not aligned with u. To solve

this issue, we note that:

max
µ

Ṽ(y,d,µ) ≥ sup
ℓ∈R

V̂(y,d, ℓ)

where

V̂(y,d, ℓ) = max
u

‖u‖≤Ku,ǫ̃

1√
n
uTH(y − ǫ2Z(y)) + ǫ2

1√
n
uTd− 1√

n
uT s− ‖u‖2

4
+
λ

n
‖y‖2

+
ℓuT

√
n
(HZ(y) − d)

and hence:

P

[

min
y∈S3

y

ρǫ2 (y)=θ

min
d∈S̃ǫ

d

‖d‖≤LKǫ̃

√
n

max
µ

Ṽ(y,d,µ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ)ǫ
6 + C̃max(ǫ6,

ǫ2√
n
)
]

≤ P

[

min
y∈S3

y

ρǫ2 (y)=θ

min
d∈S̃ǫ

d

‖d‖≤LKǫ̃

√
n

sup
ℓ∈R

V̂(y,d, ℓ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ)ǫ
6 + C̃max(ǫ6,

ǫ2√
n
)
]

.

The proof of (68) reduces to showing:

P

[

min
y∈S3

y

ρǫ2 (y)=θ

min
d∈S̃ǫ

d

‖d‖≤LKǫ̃

√
n

sup
ℓ∈R

V̂(y,d, ℓ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ)ǫ
6 + C̃max(ǫ6,

ǫ2√
n
)
]

≤ C

ǫ6
exp(−cnǫ12). (69)

We note that the Gaussian process in (69) satisfies the requirements of Theorem 10. We will thus apply in the next

section Theorem (10) to show (69). In view of all earlier developments, this will also imply (37).
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D. Proof of (69) via Theorem 10

1) Preliminaries: The Gaussian process in the right-hand side of (69) satisfies the requirements of Theorem 10.

By applying Theorem 10, we thus obtain:

P

[

min
y∈S3

y

ρǫ2 (y)=θ

min
d∈S̃ǫ

d

‖d‖≤LKǫ̃

sup
ℓ∈R

V̂(y,d, ℓ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ)ǫ
6 + C̃max(ǫ6,

ǫ2√
n
)
]

≤ P

[

min
y∈S3

y

ρǫ2 (y)=θ

min
d∈S̃ǫ

d

‖d‖≤LKǫ̃

√
n

sup
ℓ∈R

k(y,d, ℓ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ)ǫ
6 + C̃max(ǫ6,

ǫ2√
n
)
]

(70)

where

k(y,d, ℓ) = max
u

‖u‖≤Ku,ǫ̃

(
‖y − ǫ2Z(y)‖g

n
+ ǫ2

d√
n
− s√

n
)Tu− ‖u‖hT (y − ǫ2Z(y))

n
− ‖u‖2

4

+
λ

n
‖y‖2 + ℓ(

‖Z(y)‖(θg + νf)

n
− d√

n
)Tu− |ℓ| ‖u‖

n
hTZ(y) (71)

where g, f ∈ R
m and h ∈ R

n are independent standard Gaussian vectors and ν =
√
1− θ2. The objective of this

section is to analyze the properties of k(y,d, ℓ), which will allow us to prove (69).

Consider d
AO

∞ defined as:

d
AO

∞ := L(θ⋆g+ ν⋆f)− L

√

δ(τ⋆)2 − 1

δτ⋆
E[|H |]g + L

E[|H |]
δτ⋆

s,

where θ⋆ = E[|X|]√
δ(τ⋆)2−1

. Let µ̂(d
AO

∞ , s) be the joint empirical distribution of d
AO

∞ and s. In the following Lemma,

we prove that with overwhelming probability, the empirical distribution µ̂(d
AO

∞ , s) is close to µ̃⋆
ES :

Lemma 2. There exists constants C and c such that for any ǫ > 0,

P

[(

W2(µ̂(d
AO

∞ , s), µ̃⋆
ES))

2 ≥ (
√
χ−

√

C̃)2
ǫ2

4

]

≤ C exp(−cnǫ4).

Proof. The proof relies on Lemma 5 and follows the same approach as the proof of Lemma 11 in [5]. Therefore,

the details are omitted for brevity.

Recall that the set S̃ǫ
d is defined as:

S̃ǫ
d = {d ∈ R

m | W2(µ̂(d, s), µ̃
⋆
ES) ≥ (

√
χ−

√

C̃)ǫ}.

Using the triangular inequality:

W2(µ̂(d, s), µ̂(d
AO

∞ , s)) ≥ W2(µ̂(d, s), µ̃
⋆
ES)−W2(µ̂(d

AO

∞ , s), µ̃⋆
ES)

along with the result of Lemma 2, we conclude that with probability 1− C exp(−cnǫ4)

d ∈ S̃ǫ
d =⇒ W2(µ̂(d, s), µ̂(d

AO

∞ , s)) ≥ (
√
χ−

√

C̃)
ǫ

2
=⇒ 1√

m
‖d− d

AO

∞ ‖ ≥ (
√
χ−

√

C̃)
ǫ

2
.

Hence, with probability 1− C exp(−cnǫ4),

S̃ǫ
d ⊂ Ŝǫ

d := {d, 1√
m
‖d− d

AO

∞ ‖ ≥ (
√
χ−

√

C̃)
ǫ

2
}.
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Starting from the probability inequality in (70), we thus obtain:

P

[

min
y∈S3

y

ρǫ2 (y)=θ

min
d∈S̃ǫ

d

‖d‖≤LKǫ̃

√
n

sup
ℓ∈R

k(y,d, ℓ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ)ǫ
6 + C̃max(ǫ6,

ǫ2√
n
)
]

≤ P

[

min
y∈S3

y

ρǫ2 (y)=θ

min
d∈Ŝǫ

d

‖d‖≤LKǫ̃

√
n

sup
ℓ∈R

k(y,d, ℓ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ)ǫ
6 + C̃max(ǫ6,

ǫ2√
n
)
]

+ C exp(−cnǫ4)

We shift our focus then to proving the probability inequality:

P

[

min
y∈S3

y

ρǫ2 (y)=θ

min
d∈Ŝǫ

d

‖d‖≤LKǫ̃

√
n

sup
ℓ∈R

k(y,d, ℓ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ)ǫ
6 + C̃max(ǫ6,

ǫ2√
n
)
]

≤ C

ǫ6
exp(−cnǫ12) (72)

for some constants C and c and for n ≥ 1
ǫ8 .

2) Methodology of the proof.: To prove (72), we proceed into the following steps.

Step 1: Characterization of the set containing the minimum in d. For y ∈ R
n, we define the set S◦

d (y) as:

S◦
d(y) := {d ∈ R

m, ‖‖Z(y)‖(θg+ νf)

n
− d√

n
‖ ≤ 1

n
hTZ(y)}.

Then, noting that:

d /∈ S◦
d(y) =⇒ sup

ℓ∈R

k(y,d, ℓ) = ∞

we obtain:

min
d∈Ŝǫ

d

‖d‖≤LKǫ̃

√
n

sup
ℓ∈R

k(y,d, ℓ) = min
d∈Ŝǫ

d

‖d‖≤LKǫ̃

√
n

d∈S◦
d(y)

sup
ℓ∈R

k(y,d, ℓ). (73)

Using this, we show that for each y ∈ R
n, d 7→ supℓ k(y,d, ℓ) is minimized at dǫ(y) defined below in (80), and

we check that with probability 1− C
ǫ6 exp(−cnǫ12):

min
d∈Rn

sup
ℓ∈R

k(y,d, ℓ) ≥ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆)− (γ + Cr +K)ǫ6 (74)

for some constant Cr positive.

Step 2: Characterization of the set containing the minimum in y. Let yAO be given by:

yAO := X(h)

where X as defined in (4), is applied element-wise to the vector h. By replacing d by dǫ(y), we prove that there

exists a constant CB such that with probability 1− C
ǫ6 exp(−cnǫ12),

1

n
‖y− yAO‖2 ≥ CBǫ

6 =⇒ min
d∈S◦

d
(y)

sup
ℓ
k(y,d, ℓ) ≥ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ + C̃)ǫ6. (75)

Denoting by Bǫ(y
AO) = {y | ‖y‖∞ ≤ A and 1

n‖y − yAO‖2 ≤ CBǫ
6}, we thus conclude that for n ≥ 1

ǫ8 , we

obtain:

P

[

min
y∈S3

y

ρǫ2 (y)=θ

min
d∈Ŝǫ

d

‖d‖≤LKǫ̃

√
n

sup
ℓ∈R

k(y,d, ℓ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ)ǫ
6 + C̃max(ǫ6,

ǫ2√
n
)
]

≤ P

[

min
y∈Bǫ(y

AO)
ρǫ2 (y)=θ

min
d∈Ŝǫ

d

‖d‖≤LKǫ̃

√
n

sup
ℓ∈R

k(y,d, ℓ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ)ǫ
6 + C̃max(ǫ6,

ǫ2√
n
)
]

+
C

ǫ6
exp(−cnǫ12).

(76)
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Step 3: Deviation argument: We prove that function H : d 7→ min
ρǫ2 (y)=θ

y∈B(yAO)

sup
ℓ
k(y,d, ℓ) satisfies with probability at

least 1− C exp(−cnǫ12)

∀d 1√
n
‖d‖ ≤ LKǫ̃, H(d) ≥ min

d∈Rn
min

ρǫ2 (y)=θ

y∈B(yAO)

sup
ℓ
k(y,d, ℓ) +

Geǫ
4

m
‖d− dǫ(y)‖2, (77)

where dǫ(y) is defined below in (80) and Ge is some constant. This directly will allow us to prove that the probability

term in (76) converges to zero. Indeed, it suffices to note that there exists a constant Cd such that with probability

1− C exp(−cnǫ2)
∀y ∈ Bǫ(y

AO),
1√
m
‖dǫ(y) − d

AO

∞ ‖ ≤ Cdǫ.

Hence, starting from (76), we obtain:

H(d) ≥ min
d∈Rn

min
ρǫ(y)=θ

y∈B(yAO)

sup
ℓ
k(y,d, ℓ) + Geǫ

4
( 1√

m
‖d− d

AO

∞ ‖ − Cdǫ
)2

which by using (74), (77) implies that with probability 1− C
ǫ6 exp(−cnǫ12)

H(d) ≥ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆)− (γ + Cr +K)ǫ6 + Geǫ
4(

1√
m
‖d− d

AO

∞ ‖ − Cdǫ)
2.

Choosing constant χ sufficiently large such that:

Ge(

√
χ−

√

C̃

2
− Cd)

2 > 2γ + Cθ + C̃ + Cr +K

we thus obtain:

P

[

min
y∈S3

y

ρǫ2 (y)=θ

min
d∈Ŝǫ

d

‖d‖≤LKǫ̃

√
n

sup
ℓ∈R

k(y,d, ℓ) ≤ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ)ǫ
6 + C̃max(ǫ6,

ǫ2√
n
)
]

≤ C

ǫ6
exp(−cnǫ12).

which shows the desired. In the sequel, we shall provide the details for each step.

3) Elaboration on proof steps.:

a) Step 1. Proof of (74): In (73), by optimizing over u and ℓ, we derive:

sup
ℓ∈R

k(y,d, ℓ) =
(∥

∥

∥

‖y − ǫ2Z(y)‖g
n

+
ǫ2√
n
d− s√

n

∥

∥

∥
− hT (y − ǫ2Z(y))

n

)2

+
+
λ

n
‖y‖2 (78)

s.t.

∥

∥

∥

∥

‖Z(y)‖(θg + νf)

n
− d√

n

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ hTZ(y)

n
.

For y ∈ R
n, define:

cǫ(y) = ‖y− ǫ2Z(y)‖ g√
n
− s,

eǫ(y) = −‖Z(y)‖√
n

(θg + νf).

With probability 1− C exp(−cn), for all y such that ‖y‖∞ ≤ A and all ǫ sufficiently small, it holds:

1√
n
‖cǫ(y) − ǫ2eǫ(y)‖ ≥ ǫ2

1

n
hTZ(y). (79)

Using Lemma 8 for any y ∈ S◦
d (y), the minimum in d of supℓ∈R k(y,d, ℓ) is:

dǫ(y) = −eǫ(y) −
1√
n
hTZ(y)

cǫ(y) − ǫ2eǫ(y)

‖cǫ(y) − ǫ2e(y‖ . (80)
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Replacing d by dǫ(y) and using Lemma 8, we have

min
d∈Rn

sup
ℓ∈R

k(y,d, ℓ) =
(

√

1

n

∥

∥

∥
cǫ(y) − ǫ2eǫ(y)

∥

∥

∥

2

− 1

n
hTy

)2

+
+
λ

n
‖y‖2.

On the event Et

Et :=
{

|g
Tg

n
− δ| ≤ ǫ6

}

∩
{

| f
T f

n
− δ| ≤ ǫ6

}

∩
{

|g
T f

n
| ≤ ǫ6

}

∩
{

| f
T s

n
| ≤ ǫ6

}

∩
{

|g
T s

n
| ≤ ǫ6

}

which occurs with probability 1− C exp(−cnǫ12), for all y such that ρǫ2(y) = θ

1

n

∥

∥

∥
cǫ(y) − ǫ2eǫ(y)

∥

∥

∥

2

=
∥

∥

∥

1

n
‖y − ǫ2Z(y)‖g + ǫ2θg

‖Z(y)‖
n

− s√
n
+ ǫ2νf

1

n
‖Z(y)‖

∥

∥

∥

2

=
δ

n
‖y − ǫ2Z(y)‖2 + 2ǫ2θ

δ

n
‖Z(y)‖‖y − ǫ2Z(y)‖ + δ +

ǫ4

n
‖Z(y)‖2δ + ε(y)

=δ + δ
‖y‖2
n

+ ε(y) (81)

where with probability 1− C exp(−cnǫ12)

sup
‖y‖∞≤A

|ε(y)| ≤ Caǫ
6

for some constant Ca. In (81), we used the fact that:

θ = ρǫ2(y) =
Z(y)T (y − ǫ2Z(y))

‖Z(y)‖‖y − ǫ2Z(y)‖ .

Since the function x 7→ (x)2+ is Lipschitz over compact sets, there exists a constant Cr such that:

min
d∈Rn

sup
ℓ∈R

k(y,d, ℓ) ≥
(
√

δ + δ
‖y‖2
n

− 1

n
hTy

)2

+

+
λ

n
‖y‖2 − Crǫ

6. (82)

Based on the results (13) and (14) reviewed in Section B, we conclude that the following inequality holds with

probability at least 1− C
ǫ6 exp(−cnǫ12):

min
d∈Rn

sup
ℓ∈R

k(y,d, ℓ) ≥ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆)− (Cr + γ +K)ǫ6.

b) Step 2: Proof of (75): Starting from (82) and utilizing (16), we can demonstrate that there exists a constant

CB such that, for all sufficiently small ǫ, the following holds with probability at least 1 − C exp(−cnǫ12) for all

y satisfying ‖y‖∞ ≤ A:

1

n
‖y− yAO‖2 ≥ CBǫ

6 =⇒ min
‖y‖∞≤A

(
√

δ + δ
‖y‖2
n

− 1

n
hTy

)2

+

+
λ

n
‖y‖2 ≥ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ +Cθ + C̃ +Cr)ǫ

6.

Consequently, we obtain:

1

n
‖y − yAO‖2 ≥ CBǫ

6 =⇒ min
d∈Rn

sup
ℓ∈R

k(y,d, ℓ) ≥ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆) + (γ + Cθ + C̃)ǫ6.
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c) Step 3: Proof of (77): Using Lemma 8, for any d ∈ S◦
d (y), we obtain the following inequality:

‖‖y− ǫ2Z(y)‖g
n

+
ǫ2d√
n
− s√

n
‖ ≥

√

( 1√
n
‖cǫ(y) − ǫ2eǫ(y)‖ −

ǫ2

n
hTZ(y)

)2

+
ǫ4

n
‖d− dǫ(y)‖2

= mǫ(y) +
ǫ4

n ‖d− dǫ(y)‖2

mǫ(y)(1 +

√

1 +
ǫ4

n
‖d−dǫ(y)‖2

(mǫ(y))2
)

where

mǫ(y) := | 1√
n
‖cǫ(y) − ǫ2eǫ(y)‖ −

ǫ2

n
hTZ(y)|.

From the inequality in (79), we know that with probability 1− C exp(−cn) for sufficiently small ǫ:

mǫ(y) :=
1√
n
‖cǫ(y) − ǫ2eǫ(y)‖ −

ǫ2

n
hTZ(y).

Thus, starting from (78), we can conclude that for all y such that such that ρǫ2(y) = θ, we have:

sup
ℓ
k(y,d, ℓ) ≥

( 1√
n
‖cǫ(y)− ǫ2eǫ(y)‖ −

1

n
hTy +

ǫ4

n ‖d− dǫ(y)‖2

mǫ(y)(1 +

√

1 +
ǫ4

n
‖d−dǫ(y)‖2

mǫ(y)
)

)2

+
+
λ

n
‖y‖2

=
(

√

δ + δ
‖y‖2
n

− 1

n
hTy + ǫ(y) +

ǫ4

n ‖d− dǫ(y)‖2

mǫ(y)(1 +

√

1 +
ǫ4

n
‖d−dǫ(y)‖2

mǫ(y)
)

)2

+
+
λ

n
‖y‖2

where with probability 1 − C exp(−cnǫ12), sup‖y‖∞≤A ǫ(y) ≤ Caǫ
6. Using the concentration inequalities in (17)

and (18), it follows that with probability 1− C exp(−cnǫ12) for sufficiently small ǫ:

∀y ∈ Bǫ(y
AO)

√

δ + δ
‖y‖2
n

− 1

n
hTy + ǫ(y) ≥ β⋆

4
.

Thus, we obtain:

min
ρǫ(y)=θ

y∈Bǫ(y
AO)

y∈S3

y

sup
ℓ
k(y,d, ℓ) ≥ min

ρǫ(y)=θ

y∈Bǫ(y
AO)

y∈S3

y

(

√

δ + δ
‖y‖2
n

− 1

n
hTy + ǫ(y)

)2

+
+
λ

n
‖y‖2 +

ǫ4

n ‖d− dǫ(y)‖2β⋆

2mǫ(y)(1 +

√

1 +
ǫ4

n
‖d−dǫ(y)‖2

mǫ(y)
)

≥ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆)− (Cr + γ +K)ǫ6 + min
ρǫ2 (y)=θ

y∈Bǫ(y
AO)

y∈S3

y

ǫ4

n ‖d− dǫ(y)‖2β⋆

2mǫ(y)(1 +

√

1 +
ǫ4

n
‖d−dǫ(y)‖2

mǫ(y)
)

. (83)

Next, we prove the following Lemma

Lemma 3. The following result holds true:

∀y ∈ S3
y ,

1

n
‖y − yAO‖2 ≤ CBǫ

6 =⇒ 1

n
‖Z(y)−Z(yAO)‖2 ≤ 4L2CBǫ

2.

Proof. Since y ∈ S3
y ,

1

n
‖Z(y)−Z(yAO)‖2 =

4L2

n

n
∑

i=1

1{[y]i≥ǫ2}1{[yAO]i<0} +
4L2

n

n
∑

i=1

1{[y]i≥−ǫ2}1{[yAO]i>0}. (84)
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On the other hand, we have:

CBǫ
6 ≥ 1

n
‖y − yAO‖2 ≥ 1

n

n
∑

i=1

|[y]i − [yAO]i|21{[y]i≥ǫ2}1{[yAO]i<0}

+
1

n

n
∑

i=1

|[y]i − [yAO]i|21{[y]i≤−ǫ2}1{[yAO]i>0}

≥ ǫ4
( 1

n

n
∑

i=1

1{[y]i≥ǫ2}1{[yAO]i<0} +
1

n

n
∑

i=1

1{[y]i≥−ǫ2}1{[yAO]i>0}

)

.

Using (84), we prove the desired.

Based on the concentration inequality in (17), we deduce

Lemma 4. With probability 1− C exp(−cnǫ2)

| 1
n
‖yAO‖2 − (δ(τ⋆)2 − 1)| ≤ ǫ.

Based on Lemma 3 and 4, we can easily see that with probability 1− C exp(−cnǫ2)

sup
y∈Bǫ(y

AO)

y∈S3

y

1√
m
‖dǫ(y) − d

AO

∞ ‖ ≤ Cdǫ

for some constant Cd, and thus:

1√
m
‖d− dǫ(y)‖ ≥ 1√

m
‖d− dAO

∞ ‖ − Cdǫ.

To continue, we use the fact that for all d such that ‖d‖ ≤ LKǫ̃
√
n, y ∈ B(yAO), there exists a constant M such

that with probability 1− C exp(−cnǫ2),

2mǫ(y)(1 +

√

1 +
ǫ4

n ‖d− dǫ(y)‖2
mǫ(y)

) ≥ M.

In view of (83), this proves that there exists a constant Ge such that:

min
ρǫ2 (y)=θ

y∈Bǫ(y
AO)

y∈S3

y

sup
ℓ
k(y,d, ℓ) ≥ ϕ(τ⋆, β⋆)− (Cr + γ +K)ǫ6 + Geǫ

4(
1√
m
‖d− d

AO

∞ ‖ − Cdǫ).

APPENDIX D

PROOF OF THEOREM 10

To pave the way for the proof of Theorem 10 we shall prove the following result involving two Gaussian processes

defined on finite sets.

Theorem 11. For θ ∈ [−1.1] and r > 0, let Ix be a finite set of vectors in R
n satisfying:







(x−rZ(x))TZ(x)
‖x−rZ(x)‖‖Z(x)‖ = θ

#π(−Lr,Lr)(x) = 0
.
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Let Iu a finite set of vectors in R
m. Let Iγ be a finite set of reals. Define the following two Gaussian processes:

Ỹ (x,u, γ) := uTG(x− rZ(x)) + γuTGZ(x) + z‖u‖‖x− rZ(x)‖ + |γ|(θz + νz̃)‖u‖‖Z(x)‖,

Z̃(x,u, γ) := ‖x− rZ(x)‖gTu− ‖u‖hT (x− rZ(x)) + γ‖Z(x)‖(θg + νf)Tu− |γ|‖u‖hTZ(x),

where all elements of G ∈ R
m×n, z, z̃ ∈ R, g, f ∈ R

m and h ∈ R
n are independent standard Gaussian random

variables. Furthermore, set ν =
√
1− θ2 and let Id be a finite of vectors in R

m and ψ be a finite function defined

on Id × Ix × Iu × Iγ . Then, for any t ∈ R,

P

[

min
x∈Ix
d∈Id

max
u∈Iu
γ∈Iγ

Ỹ (x,u, γ) + ψ(d,x,u, γ) ≤ t
]

≤ P

[

min
x∈Ix
d∈Id

max
u∈Iu
γ∈Iγ

Z̃(x,u, γ) + ψ(d,x,u, γ) ≤ t
]

.

Proof. For all x,x
′ ∈ Ix, (u, γ), (u

′
, γ

′
) ∈ Iu × Iγ , we obtain:

E

[

Ỹ (x,u, γ)Ỹ (x
′

,u
′

, γ
′

)
]

=uTu
′

(x− rZ(x))T (x
′ − rZ(x

′

)) + ‖u‖‖u′‖‖x− rZ(x)‖‖x′ − rZ(x
′

)‖

+ γγ
′

uTu
′Z(x)TZ(x

′

) + |γγ′ |‖u‖‖u′‖‖Z(x)‖‖Z(x
′

)‖

+ γ
′

uTu
′

(x− rZ(x)TZ(x
′

) + θ‖u‖‖u′‖|γ′ |‖x− rZ(x)‖‖Z(x
′

)‖

+ γuTu
′

(x
′ − rZ(x

′

)TZ(x) + θ‖u‖‖u′‖|γ|‖x′ − rZ(x
′

)‖‖Z(x)‖

and

E

[

Z̃(x,u, γ)Z̃(x
′

,u
′

, γ
′

)
]

=uTu
′‖x− rZ(x)‖‖x′ − rZ(x

′

)‖+ ‖u‖‖u′‖(x− rZ(x))T (x
′ − rZ(x

′

))

+ γγ
′

uTu
′‖Z(x)‖‖Z(x

′

)‖+ |γγ′ |‖u‖‖u′‖Z(x)TZ(x
′

)

+ θγ
′

uTu
′‖x− rZ(x)‖‖Z(x

′

)‖+ ‖u‖‖u′‖|γ′ |(x− rZ(x))TZ(x
′

)

+ θγuTu
′‖(x′ − rZ(x

′

)‖‖Z(x)‖+ ‖u‖‖u′‖|γ|(x′ − rZ(x
′

))TZ(x).

We thus have:

E

[

Z̃(x,u, γ)Z̃(x
′

,u
′

, γ
′

)
]

− E

[

Ỹ (d,x,u, γ)Ỹ (d
′

,x
′

,u
′

, γ
′

)
]

=
(

uTu
′ − ‖u‖‖u′‖

)(

‖x− rZ(x)‖‖x′ − rZ(x
′

)‖ − (x− rZ(x))T (x
′ − rZ(x

′

))
)

+ (γγ
′

uTu
′ − ‖γu‖‖γ′

u
′‖)
(

‖Z(x)‖‖Z(x
′

)‖ − Z(x)TZ(x
′

)
)

+
(

γ
′

uTu
′ − ‖u‖‖γ′

u
′‖
)(

θ‖x− rZ(x)‖‖Z(x
′

)‖ −
(

x− rZ(x)
)TZ(x

′

)
)

+
(

γuTu
′ − ‖γu‖‖u′‖

)(

θ‖x′ − rZ(x
′

)‖‖Z(x)‖ −
(

x
′ − rZ(x

′

)
)TZ(x)

)

.

Now, using the fact that ‖Z(x)‖ = ‖Z(x
′
)‖ together with the following equations:

θ‖x− rZ(x)‖‖Z(x)‖ = (x− rZ(x))TZ(x) and θ‖x′ − rZ(x
′

)‖‖Z(x
′

)‖ = (x
′ − rZ(x

′

))TZ(x
′

)
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we obtain:

E

[

Z̃(x,u, γ)Z̃(x
′

,u
′

, γ
′

)
]

− E

[

Ỹ (x,u, γ)Ỹ (x
′

,u
′

, γ
′

)
]

=
(

uTu
′ − ‖u‖‖u′‖

)(

‖x− rZ(x)‖‖x′ − rZ(x
′

)‖ − (x− rZ(x))T (x
′ − rZ(x

′

))
)

+ (γγ
′

uTu
′ − ‖γu‖‖γ′

u
′‖)
(

‖Z(x)‖‖Z(x
′

)‖ − Z(x)TZ(x
′

)
)

+
(

γ
′

uTu
′ − ‖u‖‖γ′

u
′‖
)(

(x− rZ(x))Z(x) −
(

x− rZ(x)
)TZ(x

′

)
)

+
(

γuTu
′ − ‖γu‖‖u′‖

)(

(x
′ − rZ(x

′

))Z(x
′

)−
(

x
′ − rZ(x

′

)
)TZ(x)

)

It is easy to check that when x = x
′

E

[

Z̃(x,u, γ)Z̃(x,u
′

, γ
′

)
]

− E

[

Ỹ (x,u, γ)Ỹ (x,u
′

, γ
′

)
]

= 0.

For x 6= x
′
, we can show that:

E

[

Z̃(x,u, γ)Z̃(x
′

,u
′

, γ
′

)
]

− E

[

Ỹ (x,u, γ)Ỹ (x
′

,u
′

, γ
′

)
]

≤ 0. (85)

Indeed, since x does not contain any elements in (−Lr, Lr),

sign(x− rZ(x)) = sign(x)

and thus:

Z(x) = Z(x− rZ(x)).

We thus obtain:

(x− rZ(x))Z(x) −
(

x− rZ(x)
)TZ(x

′

) ≥ 0 and (x
′ − rZ(x

′

))Z(x
′

)−
(

x
′ − rZ(x

′

)
)TZ(x) ≥ 0

thus implying (85). Then, based on Gordon’s inequality in Theorem 12, Theorem 11 is established.

We are now in position to show Theorem 10. We first consider the Gaussian processes:

Ŷ (d,x,u, γ) = uTG(x− rZ(x)) + γuTGZ(x) + z‖u‖‖x− rZ(x)‖ + |γ|(θz + νz̃)‖u‖‖Z(x)‖

+ ψ(d,x,u, γ),

Ẑ(d,x,u, γ) = ‖x− rZ(x)‖gTu− ‖u‖hT (x− rZ(x)) + γ‖Z(x)‖(θg + νf)Tu− |γ|‖u‖hTZ(x)

+ ψ(d,x,u, γ).

defined on compact sets. Particularly, we aim to show for any t ∈ R,

P

[

min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su
γ∈Sγ

Ŷ (d,x,u, γ) ≤ t
]

≤ P

[

min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su
γ∈Sγ

Ẑ(d,x,u, γ) ≤ t
]

,

where the feasible sets are defined in Theorem 10.

Case 1. Sγ is compact. Let R = supγ∈Sγ
|γ|. Since ψ is continuous, for any ǫ > 0, there exists δ1(ǫ) > 0 such

that for any x, x̃ ∈ S̃r
x,θ, d, d̃ ∈ Sd, u, ũ ∈ Su and γ, γ̃ ∈ Sγ satisfying:

max(‖x− x̃‖, ‖d− d̃‖, ‖u− ũ‖, |γ − γ̃|) ≤ δ1(ǫ) =⇒ |ψ(d,x,u, γ)− ψ(d̃, x̃, ũ, γ̃)| ≤ ǫ.
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Similarly, the processes Ỹ (x,u, γ) and Z̃(x,u, γ) are uniformly continuous on the set S̃r
x,θ × Su × Sγ . For any

ǫ > 0, there exists thus δ2(ǫ) such that:

max(‖x− x̃‖, ‖u− ũ‖, |γ − γ̃|) ≤ δ2(ǫ) =⇒ |Ỹ (x,u, γ)− Ỹ (x̃, ũ, γ̃)| ≤ ǫ and |Z̃(x,u, γ)− Z̃(x̃, ũ, γ̃)| ≤ ǫ.

Given ǫ > 0, there exists Kǫ such that with probability 1− ǫ,

max(‖G‖, |z|, |z̃|, ‖g‖, ‖g̃‖, ‖f̃‖, ‖h̃‖) ≤ Kǫ

we conclude that there exists a constant dǫ such that with probability 1 − ǫ, δ2(ǫ) may be chosen greater than a

certain dǫ. Now let δ(ǫ) = min(δ1(ǫ), dǫ). Then, for all δ̃ ∈ (0, δ(ǫ)],

max(‖x− x̃‖, ‖d− d̃‖, ‖u− ũ‖, |γ − γ̃|) ≤ δ̃

=⇒|Ŷ (d,x,u, γ)− Ŷ (d̃, x̃, ũ, γ̃)| ≤ 2ǫ and |Ẑ(d,x,u, γ)− Ẑ(d̃, x̃, ũ, γ̃)| ≤ 2ǫ (86)

Let δ̃ ∈ (0, δ(ǫ)), and consider Sδ
d ,Sδ

u, Sδ
γ and Sδ

x, δ̃-nets of Sd, Su, Sγ and S̃r
x,θ. Then, based on (86), we obtain,

with probability 1− ǫ

∣

∣

∣
min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su
γ∈Sγ

Ŷ (d,x,u, γ)−min
d∈Sδ

d

x∈Sδ
x

max
u∈Sδ

u

γ∈Sδ
γ

Ŷ (d,x,u, γ)
∣

∣

∣
≤ 2ǫ and

∣

∣

∣
min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su
γ∈Sγ

Ẑ(d,x,u, γ)−min
d∈Sδ

d

x∈Sδ
x

max
u∈Sδ

u

γ∈Sδ
γ

Ẑ(d,x,u, γ)
∣

∣

∣
≤ 2ǫ.

Furthermore, from Theorem 11, we have for any t ∈ R

P

[

min
d∈Sδ

d

x∈Sδ
x

max
u∈Sδ

u

γ∈Sδ
γ

Ŷ (d,x,u, γ) ≤ t
]

≤ P

[

min
d∈Sδ

d

x∈Sδ
x

max
u∈Sδ

u

γ∈Sδ
γ

Ẑ(d,x,u, γ) ≤ t
]

.

Hence,

P

[

min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su
γ∈Sγ

Ŷ (d,x,u, γ) ≤ t
]

≤ P

[

min
d∈Sδ

d

x∈Sδ
x

max
u∈Sδ

u

γ∈Sδ
γ

Ŷ (d,x,u, γ) ≤ t+ 2ǫ
]

+ ǫ

≤ P

[

min
d∈Sδ

d

x∈Sδ
x

max
u∈Sδ

u

γ∈Sδ
γ

Ẑ(d,x,u, γ) ≤ t+ 2ǫ
]

+ ǫ

≤ P

[

min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su
γ∈Sγ

Ẑ(d,x,u, γ) ≤ t+ 4ǫ
]

+ ǫ.

By taking ǫ to zero, we prove thus the desired which is

P

[

min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su
γ∈Sγ

Ŷ (d,x,u, γ) ≤ t
]

≤ P

[

min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su
γ∈Sγ

Ẑ(d,x,u, γ) ≤ t
]

. (87)

Case 2. Sγ = R. Let SR
γ = {γ| |γ| < R}. We can write:

max
u∈Su
γ∈Sγ

Ŷ (d,x,u, γ) = sup
R≥0

max
u∈Su

γ∈SR
γ

Ŷ (d,x,u, γ) = lim
R→∞

max
u∈Su

γ∈SR
γ

Ŷ (d,x,u, γ).

Similarly,

max
u∈Su

γ∈Sγ

Ẑ(d,x,u, γ) = sup
R≥0

max
u∈Su

γ∈SR
γ

Ẑ(d,x,u, γ) = lim
R→∞

max
u∈Su

γ∈SR
γ

Ẑ(d,x,u, γ).
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For d and x fixed, functions R 7→ maxu∈Su

γ∈SR
γ

Ŷ (d,x,u, γ) and R 7→ maxu∈Su

γ∈SR
γ

Ẑ(d,x,u, γ) are non-decreasing.

Using the fact that the minimum of the non-decreasing limit of a continuous function defined over compact sets is

equal to the limit of minimum of this function, we obtain:

min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su
γ∈Sγ

Ŷ (d,x,u, γ) = lim
R→∞

min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su

γ∈SR
γ

Ŷ (d,x,u, γ)

and

min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su

γ∈Sγ

Ẑ(d,x,u, γ) = lim
R→∞

min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su

γ∈SR
γ

Ẑ(d,x,u, γ).

Then (87) also holds for Sγ = R.

Concluding. As the final step to prove Theorem 10, note that if z and z̃ are negative then,

Y (d,x,u, γ) ≥ Ŷ (d,x,u, γ).

Hence,

P

[

min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su

γ∈Sγ

Y (d,x,u, γ) ≤ t
]

≤ P

[

min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su

γ∈Sγ

Ŷ (d,x,u, γ) ≤ t |z ≤ 0, z̃ ≤ 0
]

.

Using the fact that:

P

[

min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su
γ∈Sγ

Ŷ (d,x,u, γ) ≤ t
]

=
1

4
P

[

min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su
γ∈Sγ

Ŷ (d,x,u, γ) ≤ t | z ≤ 0, z̃ ≤ 0
]

,

we finally obtain:

P

[

min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su

γ∈Sγ

Y (d,x,u, γ) ≤ t
]

≤ 4P
[

min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su

γ∈Sγ

Ŷ (d,x,u, γ) ≤ t
]

≤ 4P
[

min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su

γ∈Sγ

Ẑ(d,x,u, γ) ≤ t
]

= 4P
[

min
d∈Sd

x∈S̃r
x,θ

max
u∈Su
γ∈Sγ

Z(d,x,u, γ) ≤ t
]

.

APPENDIX E

TECHNICAL LEMMAS

Theorem 12 (Theorem 1.1 in [42]). Let Xi,j and Yi,j , i = 1, · · · , I , j = 1, · · · , J be centered Gaussian processes

such that: 

















EX2
ij = EY 2

ij , ∀i, j
EXijXik ≥ EYijYik, ∀i, j, k
EXijXlk ≤ EYijYlk ∀i 6= l and j, k

.

Then, for all λij ∈ R,

P

[

∩I
i=1 ∪J

j=1

{

Yi,j ≥ λij

}]

≥ P

[

∩I
i=1 ∪J

j=1

{

Xi,j ≥ λij

}]

.
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Lemma 5 ( [43]). Let d ≥ 1 and P(Rd) be the set of all probability measures on R
d. For µ ∈ P(Rd), we consider

an i.i.d sequence (xk)k≥1 of µ-distributed random variables and denote for N ≥ 1, the empirical measure:

µN :=
1

N

N
∑

k=1

δxk
.

For α, γ > 0, denote by Eα,γ the quantity

Eα,γ :=

∫

Rd

exp(γ‖x‖α)µ(dx).

Let r ≥ d
2 . Assume that there exists α > r and γ > 0 such that Eα,γ <∞. If r > d

2 , then for any 0 < ǫ < 1,

P

[

(

Wr(µ, µN )
)r ≥ ǫ

]

≤ C exp(−cNǫ2)

where C and c are constants that depend only on r and d.

Definition 3. The Rademacher average of a bounded set A ⊂ R
n is given by:

Rn(A) = E

[

sup
a∈A

∣

∣

∣

1

n

n
∑

i=1

σi[ai]
∣

∣

∣

]

where σ1, · · · , σn.

Lemma 6 (Finite Class Lemma, [44]). Let A = {a1, · · · , aN} a finite set with ‖ai‖ ≤ L for all i = 1, · · · , N .

Then,

Rn(A) ≤ 2L logN

n
.

Lemma 7 (Corollary 5.35 in [45]). Let X be a m× n matrix with i.i.d standard Gaussian entries. Then

P

[

‖XXT ‖ ≤ 9max(m,n)
]

≥ 1− 2 exp(−max(m,n)/2).

Lemma 8. Let c and d two distinct vectors in R
m. Let b be a positive constant. Consider the following convex

problem:

m = min
e∈Rm

‖c+ e‖2,

s.t. ‖e+ d‖2 ≤ b.

Then, the above problem admits a unique minimizer given by:

e⋆ =
−c− λ⋆d

1 + λ⋆

where

λ⋆ =







0 if ‖d− c‖ ≤
√
b

−1 + ‖d−c‖√
b

otherwise
.

Moreover, at optimum, the optimal cost is given by:

m = (−
√
b+ ‖c− d‖)2.
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Additionally, for all feasible e,

‖c+ e‖2 ≥ m+ ‖e− e⋆‖2.
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