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ABSTRACT

This work introduces the Matrix Minimum Covariance Determinant (MMCD) method, a novel
robust location and covariance estimation procedure designed for data that are naturally represented
in the form of a matrix. Unlike standard robust multivariate estimators, which would only be
applicable after a vectorization of the matrix-variate samples leading to high-dimensional datasets,
the MMCD estimators account for the matrix-variate data structure and consistently estimate the
mean matrix, as well as the rowwise and columnwise covariance matrices in the class of matrix-
variate elliptical distributions. Additionally, we show that the MMCD estimators are matrix affine
equivariant and achieve a higher breakdown point than the maximal achievable one by any multivariate,
affine equivariant location/covariance estimator when applied to the vectorized data. An efficient
algorithm with convergence guarantees is proposed and implemented. As a result, robust Mahalanobis
distances based on MMCD estimators offer a reliable tool for outlier detection. Additionally, we
extend the concept of Shapley values for outlier explanation to the matrix-variate setting, enabling
the decomposition of the squared Mahalanobis distances into contributions of the rows, columns,
or individual cells of matrix-valued observations. Notably, both the theoretical guarantees and
simulations show that the MMCD estimators outperform robust estimators based on vectorized
observations, offering better computational efficiency and improved robustness. Moreover, real-world
data examples demonstrate the practical relevance of the MMCD estimators and the resulting robust
Shapley values.

Keywords Matrix-variate distributions - Covariance with Kronecker structure - Explainable artificial intelligence -
Image data - Minimum covariance determinant - Shapley values

1 Introduction

Thanks to modern data collection tools, the amount and complexity of available information are increasing rapidly, and
matrix-valued data are often observed. Compared to classical multivariate observations, where values for p variables are
recorded for one subject, matrix-valued observations are recorded on a grid of p x ¢ variables. These are then naturally
represented as a matrix with p rows and g columns. Some examples include image data, where p and q are given by
the resolution of the image, or multivariate data measured on p variables, where the measurements for a subject are
available for g replications (e.g., different time points, different spatial locations, different experimental conditions,
etc.). Frequently, matrix-valued data are analyzed as classical multivariate data by stacking the matrix columns (or
rows) to a vector of length p - gq. Thus, if n observations are available, the data are arranged in a matrix of dimension
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n X pq. Depending on the dimensions, this can create high-dimensional data, possibly with a sample size lower than
the resulting dimensionality, which constitutes a limitation for multivariate statistical methods.

As an alternative to vectorizing matrix-valued observations, we model them under the assumption that they originate
from a certain matrix-variate distribution. As in the multivariate setting, the class of matrix-elliptical distributions (Gupta
and Varga, 2012), serves as a natural ground for studying covariance estimation. The matrix-elliptical family is a
semi-parametric class of distributions parametrized by the mean M € RP*9, row covariance X% € PDS(p), column
covariance X! € PDS(q), and the so-called density generator function g : [0, 00) — R. Here, PDS(a), with a € N,
denotes the class of all positive definite symmetric a X a matrices. More specifically, a random matrix X with an
absolutely continuous distribution has an elliptical distribution, denoted M& (M, X%, 3! g) if its density can be
written as

F(X) = det(Z) 7" det (£°)"2g(6(2°N (X — M)' Q™Y (X — M), (M

with QoW = (XoW)~1 and <! = (Xe°!)~1 denoting the precision matrices among the rows and columns, respectively.
Matrix elliptical distributions can also be related to their multivariate counterparts. Formally, a random matrix X follows
a matrix elliptical distribution ME(M, % 3¢l g) if and only if its vectorized version vec X follows a multivariate
elliptical distribution & (vec(M), 3! @ X%, g) (Gupta and Varga, 2012). Here, vec(-) is the vectorization operator,
stacking the columns of a matrix on top of each other, ® is the Kronecker product. Probably the most studied matrix
elliptical distribution is the matrix normal distribution (Dawid, 1981), denoted MN (M, 3w, ECOI), with density

exp(—% tr(QeN(X — M)'Q%(X — M)))

X | M. row Ecol _
f( | ’ ) ) (27.r)pq/2 det(zcol)l’h det(EYOW)Q/Q

(@)

Regarding the estimation of location and covariance for an i.i.d. sample X = (X3,...,X,) € R"*P*4 with
X; ~ MN (M, =% 3¢°!)  we can either work with the vectorized observations or directly with the matrices. In
the former setting, the existence and uniqueness of the maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) for the covariance is
guaranteed almost surely if n > pg + 1. However, this approach does not take advantage of the Kronecker structure of
the covariance matrix and instead directly estimates the entire pg-dimensional matrix 3. In contrast, if we utilize the
knowledge of the inherent data structure, we only need to estimate the p-dimensional rowwise covariance matrix 3%
and the g-dimensional columnwise covariance matrix 3°°'. For the matrix-variate sample X, the MLEs for the mean,
as well as for the rowwise and columnwise covariance, are given by (Dutilleul, 1999):

. 1 &
M=-— X; 3
- ; 3)
. 1 & N .
= Y (X - N (X~ M) @
i=1
. 1 & N .
Ecol — Xi — M)/ Qrov Xz - M (5)
o ;( ) ( )

Soloveychik and Trushin (2016) showed that for n i.i.d. samples from a continuous p X g matrix-variate distribution,
there exists no unique maximum of the matrix normal likelihood function if n < max(p/q, 9/p) + 1, and that a unique
maximum exists almost surely if n > |P/q + 4/p| + 2. Although there are no closed-form solutions for the maximum
likelihood estimates (MLEs) of X% and 3°°!, Dutilleul (1999) proposed an iterative estimation procedure. The idea
of the so-called flip-flop algorithm is to alternate between the computation of 3% and 33¢°! based on Equations (4) and
(5), respectively, until a convergence criterion is met. The algorithm is constructed such that positive definite estimates
of subsequent iterations are nondecreasing in likelihood (Lu and Zimmerman, 2005), and it converges almost surely to
the unique maximum from any symmetric positive definite initialization of either oW op ﬁ]COI, ifn>|plg+9/p| +2
(Soloveychik and Trushin, 2016).

Existing proposals for robust covariance estimation include a generalization of Tyler’s M-estimator (Tyler, 1987)
introduced by Soloveychik and Trushin (2016), a robust estimator for structured covariance matrices with Kronecker
structure as a particular case (Sun et al., 2016), distribution-free robust covariance estimation (Zhang et al., 2022), and
ML estimation for the matrix t-distribution (Thompson et al., 2020).

We propose novel robust estimators for the parameters M, 3™V, and <ol termed the matrix minimum covariance
determinant (MMCD) estimators. These estimators generalize the minimum covariance determinant (MCD) approach
(Rousseeuw, 1985), one of the most widely used approaches for robustly estimating the mean and covariance of multi-
variate (vector-valued) data. We show that the MMCD estimators are equivariant under matrix affine transformations
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and surpass the maximal attainable breakdown point of any multivariate, affine equivariant location/covariance estimator
when applied to the vectorized data, such as the MCD estimator. Additionally, we show that the MMCD estimators are
consistent for the finite-dimensional parameters (IVI, £, 3¢°!) of the matrix elliptical distribution, thus bridging a
gap between the individual, distribution-specific, estimators in the elliptical family. Furthermore, a concentration step
(C-step) algorithm is developed to efficiently compute the MMCD estimators; see Rousseeuw and Driessen (1999) for
more details on C-step for MCD. Additionally, we introduce a reweighting step that preserves the properties of the
MMCD estimators and greatly increases finite-sample efficiency.

The robust MMCD estimators can then be employed for outlier detection using the Mahalanobis distances (Mahalanobis,
1936) for matrix-valued observations. Because it is essential to understand the reasons for the outlyingness, we extend
the concept of Shapley values introduced in Mayrhofer and Filzmoser (2023) for outlier explanation in the multivariate
case to the matrix-variate setting. Shapley values (Shapley, 1953) are well-known from explainable Al (Lundberg
and Lee, 2017), but their computation is usually time-consuming. Our proposal is computationally efficient, and the
resulting Shapley values preserve their attractive properties (Shapley, 1953).

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the MMCD estimators, then proceed to derive their
theoretical properties in Section 3. Section 4 is devoted to computational details for the MMCD estimators. In Section 5,
we propose Shapley values for outlier explanation and present their properties. In Sections 6 and 7, we illustrate the
performance of the proposed methods on numerical simulations and real-world examples. Section 8 concludes our
findings. The supplementary materials contain more information on the theoretical background in this context, proofs,
technical derivations, code, and additional numerical results.

2 The MMCD estimators

The MLE:s given in Equations (3)-(5), much like the multivariate normal MLE:s, i.e. sample mean and covariance, also
serve as valid (consistent) parameter estimators in the class of elliptical distributions; see Remark 3.0.1. However,
just like their multivariate counterparts, these are not robust against outlying observations. In order to obtain robust
estimators for the finite-dimensional parameters (M, X% 3!) in Equation (1), we optimize the weighted version
of the matrix-normal (log-)likelihood function. This principle has been similarly used in the context of other robust
estimators (e.g., Neykov et al., 2007; Garcia-Escudero et al., 2010; Kurnaz et al., 2018), and in particular, Raymaekers
and Rousseeuw (2023) show that the MCD estimator can be reformulated in terms of likelihood; the objective of the
MCD estimator is to identify the subset of h out of n samples (7/2 < h < n) with the smallest determinant of the
sample covariance matrix. This is equivalent to determining a subset of size h that maximizes the multivariate normal
(log-)likelihood function.

Extending the concept of the multivariate MCD approach, we introduce weights w = (wy,...,w,) € R™ for a
given sample X = (X, ..., X,,) that is independently drawn from MN (M, X% 3!) to formulate the weighted
log-likelihood function I(w, M, X% 31| %) as

1 . row
—5 > w, (p In(det(2°1)) + ¢ In(det(S™°)) + MMD?(X) + pg ln(27r)), )
i=1
where MMD?(X) denotes the squared matrix Mahlanobis distance defined as
MMD?(X) := MMD?(X; M, =% 3!) = tr(Q/(X — M)’ Q™% (X — M)). (7
Setting w; = 1 foralli = 1,...,n, yields the traditional log-likelihood function, and its maximization yields the MLEs

of Equation (3)-(5). However, by taking binary weights, w; € {0, 1}, with the constraint that ) ;"  w; = h, we see
that n — h contributions are trimmed. Since contributions from outliers should be trimmed, the task is to identify the
subset of regular observations H C {1,...,n} with |H| = h, where w; = 1 for i« € H and 0 otherwise. The resulting
constrained optimization problem of finding the weighted MLE can be written as
max _ [(w, M, X%, 3! %)
w, M, Zrow Fcol
n (3)
subjectto  w; € {0,1} foralli=1,...,n and Zw,- = h.
i=1

To improve clarity, we will use the following notation for subsamples of X and estimators based on it: Let H C
{1,...,n} be asubset of size h = |H|, then Xy := (X;);cy denotes an h-subset of X. An estimator for a parameter

0 based on the sample X is denoted as 6% or simply as @ if it is clear on which sample the estimator is computed.
Similarly, if an estimator is based on an h-subset, it is denoted as ff or as O, .
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Proposition 2.0.1. Let X = (X1,...,X,), /2 < h < nand h > |P/q+ 9/p| + 2, be an i.i.d. sample from
MN (M, xov 3300 Maximizing the weighted log-likelihood function (8) is equivalent to minimizing

In(det(2%! @ 3%9%)) = pIn(det(2Y)) + ¢ In(det(Z5™)) 9)
across all subsets H C {1,...,n} with |H| = h. In Equation (9),
. 1
My = - Z X, (10)
1€H
~ 1 ~ ~ ~
Sirow — —Z(Xi — Mpy)QN(X; — Mpy)', and (11)
qh icH
N 1 ~ ~ ~
Sel= — N (X, - Mpy) Q%Y (X, - M 12
o iEZH( ) Q" ( ") (12)

denote the MLEs based on the observations in H, and (V9% = (359%)~1 and Q59" = (3591) =1 denote the correspond-
ing precision matrices.

A proof is given in Supplement B. Based on this proposition, we obtain a matrix-variate counterpart to the multivariate
MCD estimator’s objective, resulting in robust estimators of the parameters M, 3% and 3yeol,

Definition 2.0.1. Let X = (X1,...,X,,), V2 < h <nandh > |P/q+ /p| + 2, be an i.i.d sample of a continuous
p X q matrix-variate distribution. The raw matrix minimum covariance determinant (MMCD) estimators are defined as

(M-, 350 3%el) = argmin  pln(det(2%Y)) + g ln(det(Z5™)), (13)
My, 50", 55!
HC{1,...,n},|H|=h
with MH ﬁ]}?w and ﬁ]‘}fl as in Equations (10), (11), and (12), respectively.

The estimators in Definition (2.0.1) almost surely exist and are positive definite if » > |p/q + 4/p| + 2 (Soloveychik
and Trushin, 2016). If p = 1 and/or ¢ = 1, optimization problem (13) coincides with the optimization problem of the
MCD estimator, and one obtains the univariate or multivariate MCD estimator, respectively.

3 Properties of the MMCD estimators

Matrix affine equivariance. The concept of affine equivariance in multivariate analysis is rooted in the idea that
the estimators used for location and covariance should transform in the same way as the parameters of elliptically
symmetrical unimodal distributions (referred to as elliptical distributions hereafter), see Maronna et al. (2019). We can
define the matrix-variate analog of affine equivariance based on the properties of matrix-variate elliptical distributions,
which are frequently employed to study the robustness properties of normal theory under nonnormal situations (Gupta
and Nagar, 1999).

Linear functions of a random matrix X ~ ME (M, TV, 2! g) also have an elliptical distribution (Gupta and Varga,
2012). This means that for constant matrices A € R"*P, rank(A) = r < p, B € R?*®, rank(B) = s < ¢, and
C € R"*%, the transformed random matrix Z = AX B + C has density

Z ~MEAMB + C,AT™V A’ B'S'B, g). (14)

Let Mz, 332, and 355" denote the estimators based on a sample X = (X7, .. ., X,,) generated by f (M, X%, 301,
Then the estimators of the sample 3 = (AX 1B + C,..., AX,, B + C) should transform in the same way as the
parameters in Equation (14), i.e.,

M3 = AMxB +C, 3%V =AXRVA, 3¢ = B'3¢'B. (15)

Properties (15) provide a suitable generalization of affine equivariance to the matrix-variate setting, and it is easy to
verify that they hold for the estimators given in (3)-(5). However, they do not imply affine equivariance of the location
and covariance estimators for the vectorized observations. This would only hold for transformations with the Kronecker
structure vec(AX B + C) = (B’ ® A) vec(X) 4 vec(C). We refer to Properties (15) as matrix affine equivariance
to avoid confounding definitions.

Lemma 3.0.1. Let X = (X1,...,X,,) be a sample of p x q matrices, where X; ~ ME(Mzx, %%, 2L, g), and let
3=(4,...,Z,) be the affine transformation of X, i.e., Z; = AX;B + C, A € RP*?, B € R1*9, A, B invertible,
and C € RP*4. The following then holds:
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(a) The MMCD estimators as in Definition 2.0.1 are matrix affine equivariant.

(b) MMD?(Z;; M3, X5V, B%) = MMD?(X;; Mx, XY, B¢Y), where (M3, 5%, 3% are matrix affine
equivariant location and covariance estimators of the transformed sample 3.

Lemma 3.0.1 shows that the MMCD estimators are equivariant under matrix affine transformations, and a proof is given
in Supplement B.1.

Breakdown point. The finite sample breakdown point of an estimator evaluates its resilience to contamination. It
refers to the largest proportion of observations that may be arbitrarily replaced by outliers such that the estimator still
contains some information about the true parameter (Maronna et al., 2019). Let X be a sample of n matrix-variate
observations in RP*4 and suppose £) is a corrupted version, obtained by replacing m samples of X by arbitrary matrices.

The finite sample breakdown point of a location estimator M is given by

~ m ~ ~
& (M,X) = min {2: ‘M M H: 16
(M, X) H:n{ Sup || Mz — My | = oo (16)
and the (joint) finite sample breakdown point of row and columnwise covariance estimators 32row and 35e0l g given by

e (57V 59 %) = min {m:supmax\1og<xi<2$%<2gl>>—log@i(ﬁfaswuj(i%l))\:oo}. a7

1<m<n (N m  bJ

While the MCD and the MMCD estimators coincide for the case that p = 1 and/or ¢ = 1, the following theorem
shows that the MMCD estimators achieve a higher breakdown point than the MCD estimators applied to the vectorized
samples if p > 2 and ¢ > 2.

Theorem 3.0.1. Let X be a collection of n i.i.d. samples from a continuous p X q matrix-variate distribution, where
d=|p/g+9/p|, p,q €N,p>2,q> 2 andlet M, 3*°%, and 3°°' denote the MMCD estimators, then

. . . 1
£ (M, %) = " (8", 2! %) = ~[min(n —h+ L, h— (d+1))] = =,
withn/2 <h <nandh > d+ 2.

The proof extends established methodologies from Rousseeuw (1985) and Lopuhaa and Rousseeuw (1991) to address
the matrix variate setting, leveraging additional insights and techniques outlined in Supplement B.1. Theorem 3.0.1
implies that the maximum breakdown point of the MMCD estimators is /| (n—=d)/2| and is attained if h = | (n+d+2)/2].
This means that the maximum breakdown point of the MMCD covariance estimators for p > 2,q > 2 is higher than
the upper bound for the breakdown point of affine equivariant covariance estimators applied to vectorized samples,
which is given by 1/n|(n—pa+1)/2] (Davies, 1987; Lopuhaa and Rousseeuw, 1991). However, as mentioned earlier,
affine equivariance in the matrix-variate setting does not imply affine equivariance in the multivariate setting. Thus, the
mentioned upper bound for the vectorized observations does not apply. In other words, since affine equivariance (in the
vectorized case) is not a requirement for matrix-variate affine equivariance, it is possible to achieve a higher breakdown
point for the MMCD estimators than for any affine equivariant multivariate estimator applied to the vectorized data.

To illustrate the advantage of respecting the inherent data structure of matrix-variate data for the breakdown properties,
we compare the maximum breakdown points of the MCD and MMCD estimators in Figure 1 for different combinations
of p and ¢, and for different sample sizes n. Here, the MCD estimator is applied to the vectorized data, and the
dimensionality of the samples is pg, which can get large. This affects the computability of the MCD estimator since it
requires a subset size larger than the dimension.

Consistency for elliptical distributions. Let us now consider the asymptotic behavior of the MMCD estimators. By
scaling the rowwise or columnwise MMCD covariance estimator by a distribution-specific consistency factor, we can
achieve consistency for elliptical distributions.

Theorem 3.0.2. Let Xi,...,X, be a random sample from an elliptical matrix-variate distribution

ME(M, ZrV 3% g) with positive definite covariances 7%, 2\ and let (M, Srow fJCOI) be the corresponding
MMCD estimators. Then, it holds that

a.s.

HM o M‘ a.s. 0, C(Oz)ﬁ)COl ® ﬁ:row o Ecol ® Srow 0,

where c(a),« = "/n € [0.5, 1], is a distribution-specific consistency factor as in Croux and Haesbroeck (1999).
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Figure 1: Comparison of the maximum breakdown point of the MMCD estimators for matrix-variate data with
p =1,5,10,20 rows and ¢ = 20 columns, and the MCD estimator applied to the vectorized data. When p = 1, both
estimators and their breakdown points coincide. However, increasing the number of rows yields better breakdown
properties for the MMCD estimators, as the proportion between the number of rows and columns d = |P/q + 9/p] is
approaching 2.

The proof of the consistency of the raw MMCD estimators relies on the strong consistency of the MCD estimator given
in Butler et al. (1993); Cator and Lopuhai (2012) and is provided in Supplement B.1. It shows that the consistency
factor of the MCD estimator and the MMCD estimator must coincide, and therefore, we use the consistency factor

@
cla) = ——— (13)
Fxf,q+z (Xgé;pq)

proposed by Croux and Haesbroeck (1999) to obtain consistency at the normal model, where inqu denotes the CDF

of the chi-square distribution with pg + 2 degrees of freedom, and X?,q; » denotes the o quantile of the chi-square
distribution with pq degrees of freedom.

Remark 3.0.1. Note first that for h = n, the corresponding MMCD estimators coincide with the ones defined in
(3)-(5). Therefore, a simple, yet not discussed in the literature, consequence of Theorem 3.0.2 is that the estimators
obtained maximizing the likelihood under the matrix-normal model, are consistent estimators of the corresponding
finite-dimensional parameters (M, X'V 3°V%) in the semi-parametric, matrix elliptical family.

Reweighted MMCD - improving efficiency. The raw MMCD estimators are most robust when about half of the
observations are trimmed, i.e., h = | (»+d+2)/2]. However, this leads to a low efficiency at the normal model. While
efficiency could be increased by trimming fewer samples, this would lead to lower robustness. To enhance a robust
estimator’s efficiency without compromising robustness, Lopuhaa and Rousseeuw (1991); Maronna et al. (2019)
proposed a one-step reweighing procedure. We can apply this technique for the MMCD estimators by defining weighted
ML estimators with weights depending on the Mahalanobis distances given the raw MMCD estimators.

Definition 3.0.1. Let X be a collection of n i.i.d. samples from a continuous p X q matrix-variate distribution,

where d = |P/q+ /p]|, p,q € N;p > 2,q > 2, and let M, 3%, and 3°! denote the raw MMCD estimators as in
Definition 2.0.1. The reweighted MMCD estimators are given by

1

n

M = S D)) 2 MMP (X)X (19)
STOW 1 n ‘ G .
= gy, w(MMD(X;)) ;w(MMD(XZ))(Xz M)Q(X; — M)/, and (20)
e 1 5 w(MMD(X,))(X; — M9 (X, - W), e

- pYliny w(MMD(X;))

where w : [0,00) — [0, 00) is a non-increasing and bounded weight function such that w(MMD(X;)) > 0 for at least
| (n+d+2)/2| observations that vanishes for large distances, i.e., w(MMD(X;)) = 0 if MMD(X;) > ¢; > 0.

The following theorem shows that the reweighted MMCD estimator preserves the breakdown point of the original
estimator. The simulations presented in Section 6 illustrate substantial improvements in the efficiency of the reweighed
MMCD estimators. With increasing sample size, the finite sample efficiency exceeds 90% across various selections of
p and q.
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Theorem 3.0.3. Let X be a collection of n i.i.d. samples from a continuous p X q matrix-variate distribution, where

d = |P/lg+ 9p], p,q € N,p > 2,q > 2, and let Mx, f]’ggw and 5]%’1 denote the raw MMCD estimators as in
Definition 2.0.1 with breakdown points

R A A 1
£ (Mx, X) = & (2§, B¢, %) = —[min(n —h+ 1, h— (d+1))] = =,

and let M x, i]ggw, and i]ggl denote the reweighted estimators as in Definition 3.0.1. Then,

5*(1\7[35, x)> ™ and E*(ig‘gw, 2‘;’1, x) > n

n n
A proof is given in Supplement B.1. For the algorithm used to compute the reweighted MMCD estimators introduced in
the following section, we use the weight function w : [0, 00) +— {0, 1} with

1 if ie HvMMD*(X;) < X34:0.975

w(MMD?(X;)) := {0 otherwise

(22)

Note that the h observations in the h-subset of the raw MMCD estimator have the lowest MMDs, and the condition that
all observations ¢ € H get a positive weight ensures that the reweighting step does not lead to an estimator that uses
fewer than h samples.

4 Algorithm

Rousseeuw and Driessen (1999) proposed the Fast-MCD algorithm to efficiently compute the MCD estimator. The key
idea to find the h-subset with the lowest covariance determinant is based on the concentration step (C-step): after each
C-step, the objective function is smaller or equal as before, and by repeatedly applying C-steps convergence is reached
within finitely many iterations.

4.1 Adapting the C-step

Adapting the structure of the Fast-MCD algorithm to the matrix-variate setting leads to the development of the
MMCD algorithm. This adaptation necessitates a modification in the covariance estimation during the C-step to
derive suitable counterparts for computing the MMCD estimators. However, this process encounters a challenge
due to the involvement of two covariance matrices, as depicted in Equations (11) and (12), both lacking closed-form
solutions for their estimation. To address this issue, we incorporate the flip-flop algorithm introduced by Dutilleul
(1999) within the C-step. Consider a matrix-variate random sample X = (X, ..., X, ), with X; € RP*? and any

h-subset Hoq C {1,...,n}, with [Hoa| = h > |P/q+9/p| + 2. First, the MLEs (Mg, , 3o f]'}}’oll ) are computed

old’ d
based on the observations in the subset H,1q using the flip-flop algorithm, which is non-decreasing in likelihood. Next,

compute the squared Mahalanobis distances d?(Hoq) := MMD?*(X;, Mgold,ﬁ]ﬁgd, f)};’ild) foralli = 1,...,n.
In Proposition 2.0.1, we showed that » , d?(Hglq) = hpq, hence only the terms of the log-likelihood function
involving the determinants change in this step. To construct the new subset H,ey,, sort the squared MMDs in ascending
order, resulting in a permutation 7 of {1, ..., n} such that dfr(l) (Hog) <...< dfr(n) (Ho1a), and define a new h-subset
Hyew = {m(1),...,m(h)}. Since the estimators do not change in this step, the terms involving the determinant are
constant, and by construction, the sum of the Mahalanobis distances either decreases or stays constant. Hence, the
reordering is non-decreasing in likelihood. Finally, the estimators are updated using the flip-flop algorithm based on the
obse.rvations in the subset H,ey, resulting in estimators (Mg EE,’XW , E‘j}’iew ), increasing the likelihood once more,
and it follows that

new ?

pln(det(257! ) + gIn(det(Z™ ) < pln(det(25e! ) + g In(det(Z5™)). (23)

By repeatedly applying such C-steps, we can decrease the covariance determinant in subsequent iterations as in
Equation (23). This results in a decreasing and non-negative sequence of determinants that must converge after
exploring finitely many h-subsets. Similar to the multivariate case, we obtain equality of the determinants from one
h-subset to the next if and only if the estimators do not change from one to the next iteration. However, this does not
necessarily imply that we have found a global optimum. A pseudo-code for this matrix-variate version of the C-step is
given in Algorithm 1 in Supplement C.
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4.2 The MMCD algorithm

The MMCD algorithm is a matrix-variate extension of the Fast-MCD procedure of Rousseeuw and Driessen (1999),
aiming to alleviate the C-steps dependence on the initial subset by using multiple initial subsets, iteratively conducting
C-steps on each until convergence, and ultimately selecting the solution with the lowest determinant. While this explains
the idea of the algorithm, there are more computational considerations and adjustments in the full MMCD algorithm. A
pseudo-code of the MMCD Algorithm 2 is given in Supplement C.

As in its multivariate counterpart, the MMCD procedure uses so-called elemental subsets to initialize the procedure.
This means that we use m subsets of size d+2,d = |P/q+9/p], instead of size h, to increase the probability of obtaining
at least one clean initial subset. Using m = 500 elemental subsets by default allows for a reasonable tradeoff between a
wide variety of settings where we likely obtain at least one clean elemental subset and the computational demands of
computing initial estimators. If either p < q or ¢ > p, d will be large, and using more initial subsets is recommended.
Using elemental subsets increases not only the robustness of the initial estimators but also the computational efficiency.

Moreover, the MMCD procedure only uses 2 C-step and MLE iterations for the initial elemental subsets to ensure even
faster computation of the initial estimators. In the MLE procedure, Werner et al. (2008) demonstrated that the same
asymptotic efficiency can be attained using only two iterations instead of iterating until convergence. As for the C-step,
Rousseeuw and Driessen (1999) outlined that after two iterations, subsets with the lowest covariance determinant during
the procedure can already be identified, even before reaching convergence. Moreover, simulations show that we can
identify those initial subsets that yield robust solutions after 2 C-steps, whether we use 2 MLE iterations or iterate the
flip-flop algorithm until convergence. This is described in detail in Supplement C.1, where we also show that elemental
subsets indeed yield more robust solutions than their larger counterparts in case of high contamination.

The initialization step of the MMCD procedure yields m initial estimators, and we keep the 10 estimators with the
lowest covariance determinant. Using those as initial estimators, we iterate C-steps until convergence on the complete
data set X. The solution with the lowest covariance determinant then yields the raw MMCD estimators.

The raw MMCD estimators are scaled using the consistency factor ¢(«) given in Equation (18) to achieve consistency
at the normal model as outlined in Theorem 3.0.2. Based on those rescaled raw MMCD estimators, the reweighted
estimators described in Definition 3.0.1 are computed using the weights given in Equation (22). The reweighted MMCD

estimators are then scaled using ¢(&) = ¢(/n), where h denotes the number of observations with weights one.

The MMCD algorithm repeatedly computes Mahalanbois distances for all n samples, which is computationally
expensive when n gets large. To improve the computational efficiency for settings where n is large, we implemented the
subsampling approach proposed by Rousseeuw and Driessen (1999). The idea is to split the sample of n observations
into several smaller subsamples and compute initial estimators on those subsamples before working on the large set
with n observations.

5 Outlier detection and explainability

Given a sample X = (X1, ..., X,,) of matrix-variate observations, the task for outlier detection is to identify those
observations which are “far away” from the center of the data cloud with respect to its shape. In robust statistics, it
is common to consider the Mahalanobis distance for this purpose, assume an underlying normal distribution of the
observations, and use a quantile of the chi-square distribution as an outlier cutoff value (Maronna et al., 2019). Here,
we follow the same idea: an observation X; is flagged as an outlier if

MMD2<X“ M, 2r0w, ZA:COI) > ng;0.975 5

fori € {1,...,n} and the MMCD estimators M, 3% and 3¢°!,

Even though this information is valuable in practice, it is not very useful for understanding the reasons for outlyingness.
This is the goal of outlier explainability, where the contributions of the cells/rows/columns of the matrix-valued
observations are investigated in more detail. We will use the concept of Shapley values for this purpose and first briefly
review how this is applied to multivariate data before extending it to the matrix-variate case. For details, we refer
to Mayrhofer and Filzmoser (2023).

5.1 Shapley values for multivariate data

Let ¢ = (z1,...,%,)" denote an observation vector from a population with expectation vector pp = (1, ..., 1)’
and covariance matrix X, and P = {1,...,p} the index set of the variables. Then the outlyingness contributions
o(x, 1, 2) = dp(x) = (p1(x),...,¢p(x)) based on the Shapley value assign each variable its average marginal
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contribution to the squared Mahalanobis distance, i.e.,

[S|{p —[S] -1
p!

¢)k(maﬂ” E) = Z

! p
P AL MD?(5) = (2 — ug ) D (@5 — y)wins (24)
SCP\{k} j=1

with marginal contributions
xz; ifjes
pi ifj ¢S

as the components of #°. Here, wjy, is the element (4, k) of £ = X1, Since ¢(z) is based on the Shapley value,
it is the only decomposition of the squared Mahalanobis distance based on Equation (25) that fulfills the following
properties:

A MD?*(29) := MD?*(&°“") - MD?(25) and 27 := { (25)

* Efficiency: The contributions ¢, (x), for j =1, ..., p, sum up to the squared Mahalanobis distance of , hence
[-1 ¢j(x) = MD?(z).

o Symmetry: If MD? (&5917}) = MD?(&5Y{*}) holds for all subsets S C P\ {j, k} for two coordinates j and
k, then ¢, (x) = ¢r(x).

* Monotonicity: Let p, i € RP be two vectors and X, >e PDS(p) be two matrices. If
MD}, 5 (2°°V}) — MDZ, 5,(#%) > MD?, 5 (25°V}) — MD? (&%)
holds for all subsets S C P, then ¢;(x, u, ) > ¢;(x, fr, ).

In words, the coordinate ¢y () of the Shapley value is the average marginal contribution of the k-th variable to the
squared Mahalanobis distance and is obtained by averaging over all marginal outlyingness contributions A;, MD? (%)
across all possible subsets S C P\ {k}. Although this suggests an exponential computational complexity, which
becomes costly, especially if p is large, the second equality in Equation (24) reveals just linear complexity; for a
proof we refer to Mayrhofer and Filzmoser (2023). Equation (24) allows for another insight into the Shapley value by
comparing it to the squared Mahalanobis distance, which can be written as Zf w1 (@ — i) (g — pr)wji. While the
latter calculates an outlyingness measure by aggregating the contributions (z; — ;) (x — fi )w; of all variables for the
entire observation, Equation (24) shows that a coordinate ¢ (x) of the Shapley value only considers the contributions
that are associated with the k-th variable.

5.2 Shapley value for matrix-valued data

To define Shapley values for matrix-variate data, we can use the connection between the matrix and multivariate
Mahalanobis distance; see Equation (7). Let X € RP*? be a matrix-variate sample with mean M € RP*? and
covariance matrices X% € PDS(p) and ' € PDS(q). The pg-dimensional vectorized observation is denoted as
x = vec(X), with mean p = vec(M) and covariance matrix ¥ = X! ® ¥V, Based on Equation (24), we can
obtain outlyingness contributions for every coordinate of « and hence for every cell of the matrix X by

Ppq p q
ba(®) = (Ta — f1a) Z(ﬂﬁb — Hp)wab = (T — M) Z Z (i — ma)wid™ Wit = dir(X),
b1 =1 I1=1

witha =i+ (I — 1)pandb=j+4 (k—1)p,andforj =1,...,pand k = 1,...,q. Using matrix operations, we can
efficiently compute the p x ¢ matrix containing the cellwise Shapley values ¢;1(X) as

B(X) = (X —M)o QX — M)Q ¢ RP*Y, (26)
where o refers to element-wise multiplication.

Next, we discuss how matrix affine transformations as in Equation (15) affect the cellwise Shapley values for matrix-
variate data.

Proposition 5.2.1. Let X € RPX9 be a sample from ME(M, X% X! g), A € RP*P, B € R?%9, A, B invertible,
and C € RP*4. Then, the cellwise Shapley values are not matrix affine equivariant, i.e., ®(AX B) # A®X)B for
general positive definite A and B. However, they are

(a) shift invariant, i.e., (X + C) = ®(X),
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(b) scale invariant, i.e., if A and B are scaling matrices, thus diagonal matrices with non-zero entries, then
P(AXB) =®(X),

(¢) permutation equivariant, i.e., if A and B are permutation matrices, then ®(AX B) = A®(X)B, and

The proofs are given in Supplement D. When considering gray-scale image data, shifting or rescaling the gray-scale
information would not change the cellwise Shapley values. Further, exchanging rows and columns of the image; in
particular mirroring or rotating the image by 90°, would equivalently transform the Shapley values. Similarly to the
setting of cellwise outliers (Alqgallaf et al., 2009), cellwise Shapley values are tied to the original coordinate system and
are not matrix affine equivariant.

It can be preferable in some applications to obtain outlyingness explanations for a complete row or column of the
matrix-valued observations, especially when we want to compare multiple observations. In the following, we show how
Shapley values for rows can be obtained; Shapley values for columns can be computed based on the transposed matrix
or by adapting the following notation accordingly for columns.

Consider again the set P = {1,...,p},and S C P\{j}. The rowwise marginal contributions to the matrix Mahalanobis
distance are defined as as

A; MMD(X %) := MMD(XSYU}) - MMD(X¥),

where the i-th row of X is given as (2,1, ..., ;) if ¢ € S and (m;1,...,myq) if ¢ & S.
Proposition 5.2.2. The j-th coordinate of the rowwise Shapley value is given by
S|'(p—|S]| —1)! 5
6.(X) = |5 |' -1 A; MMD(X¥) 7
SCP\{j} P
a q q
=22 D (wi — my) (i — ma)wiVwig =) dn(X), (28)
i=1 k=1 1=1 k=1

A proof for Equation (28) can be found in Supplement D. Thus, a rowwise Shapley value is obtained by summing up
the cellwise Shapley values for the corresponding row, which is equivalent to adapting the marginal contributions to a
rowwise replacement. The vectors containing the rowwise or columnwise Shapley values can also be computed by

Grow(X) = diag(Q™V(X — M)Q©(X — M)') € R? and (29)
beol(X) = diag((X — M)'QV(X — M)Q') € R, (30)
respectively. The properties listed in Proposition 5.2.1 also apply in this setting.

6 Simulations

In the simulation studies outlined in this section, our primary focus is to rigorously assess the performance of the
MMCD estimators. We aim to validate their demonstrated theoretical properties and compare efficiency against ML
estimators. Despite our initial intention to include various robust estimators as mentioned in Section 1, practical
constraints arose as the relevant routines were exclusively accessible in Matlab, while our current framework operates
within R. For the sake of consistency and practical implementation, we concentrate on comparing the efficiency of
the raw and reweighted MMCD alongside an in-depth analysis of the MLEs, (reweighted) MMCD estimators, and
MCD estimator based on the vectorized samples on contaminated data. To ensure the highest possible breakdown point
across all simulations and examples discussed in this paper, we set h = |(n+d+2)/2| for the MMCD estimators and
h = |(n+pg+1)/2| for the MCD estimator. We conduct 100 repetitions for each simulation setting and visualize the
results through either line plots or boxplots. In the line plots, the solid lines represent average scores, while the shaded
areas depict the one standard error regions.

Finite-sample efficiency. To analyze the finite-sample efficiency, we generate samples from a centered ma-
trix normal distribution with dimensions (p,q) € {(5,20),(50,20), (100,50)} for various sample sizes n €
{20, 50, 100, 300, 1000}. For the rowwise covariance matrix we adopt the covariance matrices proposed by Agostinelli
et al. (2015), denoted X7V = ™4 ¢ PDS(p), which have random entries and generally yield low correlations. For
the columnwise covariance, we use %! = X™(0.7) € PDS(q), with entries 0%3(0.7) = 0.7/ . We assess the
normal finite-sample efficiency by comparing the ratio

D(Siie, S5ikn)

SITOW s col
D(EMMCD7 EMMCD)

b
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where D(ﬁ)mw, fJCOI) denotes the Kullback-Leiber (KL) divergence of the estimators $o% and 3¢l in the matrix
normal setting MA (M, X% 3¢°1) which is given by

D(Srow’ 2(:01) — tr(ﬂrow grow) tI‘(QCOliCOI)
— qlog(det(2°V ")) — plog(det (2°°'£°")) — pg,

with Q% = (3o%)~1 and Q! = (E!)~L. As shown in Figure 2, the efficiency of the raw MMCD estimators is
below 0.5 on average. In contrast, the reweighted estimators’ efficiency is above 0.5 for n = 100 and it rises to over 0.9
as the sample size increases.

3D

(p,a) = (5,20) (p.a) = (50,20) (p,q) = (100,50)
1.00 1
- $ ==

>
5 0.75
O 0. b
o
= T |
Q
g—o.so- e —_— e —-— s é '|'$ == *# == $
3 = =
Q
'€ 0.254
L
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Figure 2: Comparison of the finite-sample efficiency of raw and reweighted MMCD.

Robustness and matrix size. For the setting with contamination, we consider matrix-variate samples with p €
{2,...,30} rows and ¢ = {10, 20, 30} columns for sample sizes n € {100, 1000}. The clean data are generated from
a centered matrix normal distribution with X% = »rnd gpd 3ol — Emix(0.7). A fraction, ¢ = 0.1, of the clean data
is replaced by outliers, sampled from a matrix normal distribution with a mean matrix where all entries are equal to
~v = 1. The covariance matrices of the outliers are the same as for the regular observations.

We use KL divergence (31) to analyze the quality of the covariance estimation. Additionally, we analyze outlier
detection capabilities of the squared Mahalanobis distance based on the estimators, with the Xf)qyolgg quantile as a
detection threshold. We also include the Mahalanobis distances based on true parameters used to generate the data
as a benchmark and measure performance by precision and recall. Due to the excessively long computation times of
the Fast-MCD procedure in higher-dimensional scenarios, we used the deterministic MCD (Hubert et al., 2012) when
pq > 300. Since the MCD estimator requires n > pg, it is only computed for those settings.

Figure 3 shows that the MMCD estimators have lower KL divergence than the competing methods and attain a recall
similar to the benchmark approach based on the true parameters used to generate the data across all settings. The
precision of the MMCD estimators depends on the dimensionality of the matrix-variate samples as well as on the
sample size. For n = 100, the precision decreases with increasing dimensionality pg, but the effect is mitigated by an
improving performance when max{?/q, 4/p} is small. For n = 1000, the precision is close to the precision based on
the true parameters. This suggests that for small sample sizes, a correction similar to the one proposed by Pison et al.
(2002) for the MCD could lead to a better performance. In the matrix-variate setting, such a correction would not only
be dependent on pqg and n but also on /¢ and 4/p.

For small p and ¢, the comparison between the MMCD estimators and the MCD for the vectorized observations is
of special interest. For n = 1000 and ¢ = 10 they have a similar recall when p < 6, and for ¢ € {20, 30} the MCD
estimators show substantial improvements when the deterministic MCD approach is used instead of the Fast-MCD. This
can be explained by the dependence of the Fast-MCD on the robustness of the initial solutions, and with an increasing
pgq, the probability of obtaining a clean subset becomes very small. The MCD estimator shows a steep drop in precision
as p increases when Fast-MCD is used. For the deterministic MCD, we see a trade-off between precision and recall with
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Figure 3: Comparison of precision, recall, and KL divergence for ML and MMCD estimators, (deterministic) MCD
estimators with vectorized data, and true parameters as a benchmark for outlier detection for simulated data from a
matrix normal distribution with 10% contamination.

increasing dimensionality, but the KL divergence remains high. With increasing dimensionality, even the nonrobust
matrix MLEs outperform the MCD estimator which highlights the importance of respecting the inherent data structure
of matrix-variate observations.

Robustness and contamination type. In addition to the shift outliers we also consider block and cell contamination
for matrix normal samples of size (p, q) = (5, 20). In all three settings, we consider a fraction of ¢ = 0.1 contaminated

samples. Let X = (z;),j =1,...,5,k = 1,...,20, denote a sample from a centered matrix normal distribution
with rowwise covariance ™% = ¥™4 and columnwise covariance X' = X™(0.7). For block contamination,
we replaced the top left 2 x 5 block, corresponding to the entries x;,j = 1,2,k = 1,...,5, with entries from a

shifted matrix normal distribution with a mean matrix where all entries are equal to v = 1 and covariance matrices
corresponding to the top left block of X% and X!, For cell contamination, a fraction of 0.1 of the cells of the
outlying observations are randomly permuted. The shift outliers are generated with a mean shift v = 1 as before.

Figure 4 shows that the MMCD estimators are better suited for outlier detection and yield more robust covariance
estimates than the matrix MLEs as well as the MCD estimator on the vectorized observations. Overall, the results are
similar across all three simulation scenarios, only for mean shift contamination we see higher variation than in the
other two settings. This is likely because the block and cell contamination interfere with covariance estimation more
profoundly, i.e., the KL divergence of the matrix MLEs is highest for block contamination followed by cell and shift
contamination.

The supplementary materials E provide in-depth simulation studies that expand upon the scenarios discussed in this
section. These simulations analyze the effects of the level of contamination and mean shifts for multiple types of
covariance matrices. Additionally, we extend our analysis beyond the normal model to include samples generated from
a matrix t-distribution, examining performance across a range of degrees of freedom. For this scenario, we also compute
the ML estimators for the matrix t-distribution (Thompson et al., 2020). We include a summary of computation time

12
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Figure 4: Precicion, recall, and logarithm of KL divergence comparing block, cell, and sample contamination.

and consider additional performance metrics, such as the F-score (harmonic mean of precision and recall), Frobenius
error, and the angle between eigenvalues of covariance matrices.

7 Examples

7.1 Glacier weather data — Sonnblick observatory

We analyze the publicly available weather data from Austria’s highest weather station, located in the Austrian Central
Alps at an elevation of 3106 m above sea level on top of the glaciated mountain “Hoher Sonnblick” (datasource: Geo-
Sphere Austria - https://data.hub.geosphere.at). The observed parameters are monthly averages of temperature
(T), precipitation (P), proportion of solid precipitation (SP), air pressure (AP), and sunshine hours (SH). We consider
the monthly values between 1891 and 2022 and exclude five years with missing values, yielding n = 127 observations
of p = 5 times ¢ = 12 dimensional matrices. Our goal is to identify observations that show a different weather pattern
than the majority of the data and explain why the corresponding years deviate from the majority. We did not adjust for
a possible yearly trend in this exploratory analysis as we wish to understand long-term patterns and shifts in climate
without the influence of adjustments.

In total, outlier detection based on the MMCD estimators flags 23 outlying matrices, which are indicated in Figure 5 as
colored years: If the aggregated monthly measurements are above their average, the cells are colored red; otherwise, they
are colored blue. The rowwise Shapley value is then used to determine color brightness, i.e., the larger the outlyingness
contribution, the darker the color. Years with missing observations are grey; years with only white cells refer to regular
observations. It is visible that the outlier frequency increases in the last period. Moreover, more recent outliers are
characterized by increased temperature, precipitation, air pressure, and a lack of solid precipitation (e.g. snow) — a clear
signal of a climate change.

In Figure 6, we use cellwise Shapley values to understand which parameters in which months contributed most to the
outlyingness of 1895 and 2022, corresponding to the first and last outlying observation in the data set, respectively,
where the color scheme is inherited from Figure 5. The largest outlyingness contribution is due to an unusually large
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Figure 5: Yearly outlyingness contributions for the glacier weather data. Regular years are white, and years that contain
missing data are gray. Outliers are colored as follows: blue for “above average”, red for “below average”, and color
intensity proportional to rowwise Shapley value.

1895 2022
T[lC] -17 -18 -13 -7 -5 -1 2 1 2 -5 -6 -13 -1 -11 -9 -7 0 4 5 4 -1 0 -7 -9
SH[] 70 139 116 130 79 116 150 174 241 86 131 53 143 141 268 145 148 159 161 123 99 190 120 119
P [mm/m? 218 162 . 249 187 128 144 122 71 227 43 292 116 172 17 164 107 170 187 139 206 73 98 90
AP [hPa] [674 677 682 690 694 698 700 700 704 690 695 683 693 691 695 689 699 702 705 702 696 703 692 689
SP[%] 100 100 100 100 100 95 62 88 93 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 74 . 45 . 79 100 100 100
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Figure 6: Outlyingess contributions based on cellwise Shapley values for the years 1895 and 2022 of the glacier weather
data using the same color scheme as in Figure 5.

amount of precipitation in March 1895. Overall, high amounts of precipitation were observed that year, with a high
percentage of snow even in the summer months. In contrast, the largest outlyingness contributions in 2022 are due to a
very sunny March and low percentages of snowfall in May, June, and August.

7.2 Darwin data

We consider the DARWIN (Diagnosis AlzheimeR WIth haNdwriting) (Cilia et al., 2022) data set containing handwriting
samples of 174 subjects, 89 diagnosed with Alzheimer’s disease (AD), and 85 healthy subjects (H). Each individual
completed 25 handwriting tasks on paper, and the pen movements were recorded using a graphic tablet. The tasks are
ordered in difficulty. From the raw handwriting data, 18 features were extracted: Total Time, Air Time, Paper Time,
Mean Speed on paper, Mean Speed in air, Mean Acceleration on paper, Mean Acceleration in air, Mean Jerk on paper,
Mean Jerk in air, Pressure Mean, Pressure Variance, Generalization of the Mean Relative Tremor (GMRT) on paper,
GMTR in air, Mean GMRT, Pendowns Number, Max X Extension, Max Y Extension, and Dispersion Index. For a more
detailed description of the data, we refer to Cilia et al. (2018). In Cilia et al. (2022), each task was considered separately
to train a classifier, and the combination of the classifiers led to an improvement in the classification of subjects. Our
focus here lies not in the classification task but rather in explaining the differences between AD and H groups. We treat
the observations as matrices, with the rows representing the extracted features and the columns representing the tasks.
Because of linear dependencies, the variables Total Time and Mean GMRT were excluded. Further, the variable Air
Time had several extreme and unreliable measurements and was thus also excluded. This yields observation matrices
with p = 15 features and ¢ = 25 tasks.

We applied the MMCD procedure only on the healthy subjects and used the robust estimators to compute MMDs for all
observations. Thus, the MMDs presented in Figure 7 left are generally smaller for the H group, whereas all observations
from the AD group exceed the outlier cutoff value. The fact that healthy subjects also exceed the cutoff value shows the
heterogeneity in this group. In the right panel of Figure 7, we consider the average proportional contributions of the
variables to the MMDs for the H and AD groups. The outlyingness contributions are based on the rowwise Shapley
values, resulting in 15 scores for each individual. Since those scores sum up to the squared MMD, we can divide them
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Figure 7: Plot of robust MMD based on MMCD estimators for the Darwin data on the left, and average proportional
rowwise Shapley values for the H and AD subjects on the right.

by the squared MMD to get proportional contributions, and by averaging over all individuals in the H and AD groups,
respectively, we obtain the values shown in this plot. Large differences between the AD and H groups indicate variables
that are important to distinguish between healthy individuals and those who have Alzheimer’s disease. For example,
Pressure Mean and Paper Time are evidently higher in the AD group.

7.3 Video data

In this example, we examine a surveillance video of a beach sourced from Li et al. (2004). The video comprises 633
frames, each sized at 128 x 160 pixels; five selected frames are shown in Figure 8. The majority of the frames depict
the beach scene. Around frame 500, a man walks into the scene from the left and partly disappears behind the tree. As
he continues walking, he reappears on the right side of the tree and remains in the video until the end.

Frame 1 Frame 487 Frame 491 Frame 495 Frame 500

Figure 8: Selected frames of the video data.

For our analyis, we converted the original RGB video to a grayscale video, applied the MMCD procedure, and obtained
MMDs for all 633 frames, which are visualized in Figure 9. The plot on the left shows the robust MMDs for all 633
frames, and the one on the right for frames 471 to 633 to better highlight the increase in MMD when the man enters the
scenery, with a short drop in MMD when he disappears behind the tree. We indicate frames 487, 491, and 495, also
presented in Figure 10 in terms of their cellwise Shapley values. We see that the pixels that form the contours of the
man and most of the pixels of the man’s head contribute most to the outlyingness. When the man disappears behind
the tree, there are fewer pixels with high outlyingness contributions. Since the sum of the contributions amounts to
the squared MMD of an observation, this explains the behavior of the MMDs of the frames shown in Figure 9b. It is
interesting to see a certain increase in the MMD in Figure 9a between frames 400 and 450. Here, the Shapley values on
the contour of the palm tree contribute the most to the outlyingness. This could be caused by a slight shifting of the
camera or a small movement of the palm tree due to wind.
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Figure 9: Plot of robust MMD based on MMCD estimators for the video data.

Frame 487 Frame 491 Frame 495 Frame 500

Figure 10: Outlyingness scores based on cellwise Shapley values are shown in red, where darker colors indicate higher
outlyingness contributions, and the grayscale video frames are displayed in the background.

8 Summary and conclusions

Matrix-valued observations, like images or dual-factor data tables, are common in various fields. To apply multivariate
methods on matrix-valued data, the matrices are typically converted to vectors by stacking either the rows or columns.
This disrupts the inherent data structure and increases dimensionality, thereby complicating parameter estimation. Thus,
it is often preferable to model matrix-valued data directly with matrix-variate distributions. In this setting, Maximum
Likelihood (ML) estimation methods exist for estimating the mean, as well as the row and column covariances,
respectively. However, these estimators are sensitive to deviations caused by outliers among matrix-valued observations.

This work introduced the MMCD (matrix minimum covariance determinant) estimators as a robust counterpart to
the ML estimators in the matrix-variate normal model. Several desirable properties are achieved: equivariance under
matrix affine transformations, high breakdown point, and consistency under elliptical matrix-variate distributions. The
proposed reweighted versions lead to higher efficiency but not to any loss in terms of breakdown point. An algorithm
along the lines of the Fast-MCD procedure (Rousseeuw and Driessen, 1999) allows for efficient computation of the
estimators. Simulation experiments validate the theoretical properties and advantages. Depending on the ratio of the
number of rows and columns of the matrix-valued observations, the MMCD estimators show a big advantage over
robust estimation for vectorized observations regarding breakdown and computational efficiency.

We further extended the outlier explanation concept based on Shapley values (Mayrhofer and Filzmoser, 2023) to the
matrix-variate setting. This allows for an additive decomposition of the matrix-variate Mahalanobis distance of an
observation into Shapley contributions of either the rows, the columns, or the matrix cells. The resulting Shapley values
greatly aid with diagnostics, particularly in revealing those cells (rows, columns) of the matrix with the most substantial
contributions to the outlyingness of the observation.

The efficiency of MMCD estimators in outlier detection for large sample sizes is evident from the simulations. However,
our future research aims to improve and extend these estimators. For instance, smaller sample sizes might benefit from
integrating finite sample corrections proposed by Pison et al. (2002) to enhance the results. Furthermore, the iterative
computation of MMCD covariance estimators, which involves inverse covariance matrices, requires data that ensures
full-rank estimates at each iteration. This requirement may be impeded for example in image data, in case certain
rows or columns maintain constant pixel values across all observations. To solve this, regularization involving a linear
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combination of the covariance matrix with a full-rank target matrix can be used (Ledoit and Wolf, 2004), similarly to
the multivariate setting (Boudt et al., 2020).

The MMCD objective can be expressed as a trimmed maximum likelihood problem, and thus, can be extended to
tensor-valued data using ML estimation for the tensor normal distribution Manceur and Dutilleul (2013). The framework
of Raymaekers and Rousseeuw (2023) can be used to develop a cellwise robust version of the MMCD. Our ongoing
research focuses on extending the MMCD estimators and outlier explanations based on Shapley values to the field
of functional data analysis. Our goal is to introduce robust estimators and enhance interpretability for multivariate
functional data. In the future, we also plan to incorporate these robust estimators as plug-in estimators to robustify
established multivariate methodologies in the matrix-variate domain, like principal component analysis and discriminant
analysis.
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A Preliminaries

Consider an i.i.d. sample X = (X1,...,X,) € R"*PX9_ with X; ~ MN (M, E% 3! Due to the factored
covariance structure of matrix normal data, the rowwise and columnwise covariance matrices X% and X! are only
identified up to a multiplicative constant x # 0, since replacing X% by k3% and 2! by 1/xX! does not change
the pdf of X . While the Kronecker product X! @ X% can be uniquely identified, the issue of trivial non-uniqueness
of 3% and X! is commonly solved by either fixing a diagonal entry, the determinant, or the norm of either matrix
(RoS et al., 2016; Soloveychik and Trushin, 2016). For simplicity, we assume that the first diagonal entry of X! is
set to one. This implies that the uniqueness of 3! @ XY is equivalent to the uniqueness of X¢°! and X'V with the
identifiability constraint $$! = 1. The multiplicative constant for their estimators is also chosen such that 5! = 1.

Instead of using Equations (3)-(5) for mean and covariance estimation, it is also possible to consider the vectorized
samples z; = vec(X;) ~ N(u,X),i =1,...,n, where u = vec(M) and & = X! @ XV denote the mean and
covariance matrix, respectively. Then the maximum likelihood estimators for mean and covariance are given by

Zwl and 3= Z( — ) (x; — ), (32)

=1

respectively. The computation of the MLEs for matrix-variate samples based on Equations (3)-(5) involves estimating
p(p+1)/2 + q(q + 1)/2 + pq parameters instead of pq(pq + 1)/2 + pq parameters for the vectorized observations
according to Equation (32). This raises the question of whether fewer than pq + 1 observations are sufficient for
guaranteeing the existence and uniqueness of MLEs for i.i.d. samples from a matrix normal distribution. This question
was investigated in several papers, such as Dutilleul (1999); Lu and Zimmerman (2005); Srivastava et al. (2008); Ro$
et al. (2016); Soloveychik and Trushin (2016). We rely on the latter for the most recent proof of those conditions.
Note that it is not necessary to assume that the sample consists of i.i.d. observations. In fact, the i.i.d. assumption
can be relaxed to allow for statistically dependent samples and it is not even necessary to require identical distribution
(Soloveychik and Trushin, 2016, Remarks 2 and 6). The critical condition for existence and uniqueness is that the sample
contains at least n > |P/q+ 4/p| 4 2 observations that are not collinear. The same holds for the existence and uniqueness
of the MMCD estimators, where n is replaced by h, and for properties like the breakdown point the assumptions could
be relaxed only requiring that the sample is in general position, i.e., no subset of 7,2 < r < |P/q + 9/p| + 2 samples
lies on an  — 2 dimensional subspace. However, the i.i.d. assumption is still necessary when we consider properties
like consistency.

The idea of the multivariate MCD estimator is as follows: Let &; = (21, ..., %) € R? denote the i-th observation of
a data set in the multivariate setting, where ¢ = 1, ..., n. The objective of the MCD estimator is to find the subset of h
out of n observations whose sample covariance matrix has the lowest determinant, with »/2 < h < nand h > p. In
total, there are ( ) possible h-subsets, and thus, a strategy needs to be used to tackle the optimization problem efficiently.
This has been done with the so-called Fast-MCD algorithm (Rousseeuw and Driessen, 1999), which internally sorts the
observations based on their Mahalanobis distances. For an observation x; from a population with mean g € RP and
covariance 3 € PDS(p) it is given by

MD(w;, 1, %) = /(@; — )= (@; — p).

Since the Mahalanobis distance is vital for the computation of the MCD estimator, it will also be crucial in a matrix-
variate extension, where it can be directly derived from the Mahalanobis distance of a vectorized matrix-variate
observation X as
MMD?(X) = MMD?*(X; M, IV, £!) = MD?(vec(X))
= vec(X — M)'(2°°! @ Q™) vec(X — M)

p

p q q
=D 330N (@i — ma) (i — mywiy wid!
= tr(Q°N(X — M) Q™Y (X — M)),

where 1, w W and w“’l denote the elements (4, j) of the matrices M, Q" and Qeol, respectively. If X has a matrix

normal dlstrlbut10n then the squared matrix Mahalanbois distance has a x? distribution with pq degrees of freedom,
MMD?(X) ~ x2, (Gupta and Nagar, 1999).
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B Proofs of Section 2

Proof of Proposition 2.0.1. In optimization problem (8) we want to maximize

1 n
I(w, M, Z7°%, 51| %) = — 3 Z w; (p In(det(X)) + qln(det(Emw)))
. (33)
1 2
5 ; w; MMD?(X;) — hpg In(27)
subject to w; € {0,1} foralli = 1,...,n and ) |, w; = h. In Equation (33), MMD?(X;) is defined as in
Equation (7).

For any random h-subset H (or equivalently the corresponding set of weights w) the constrained MLEs for M, 37°%,
and 3°°! of Equation (33) can be written as:

i€H

C\TOW 1 - 9 ~ycol 9 !’ 1 9 ~col ¢ /
Sitow — %;wi(xi — Mpy)QLN(X; — My) = 7 > (Xi - My)QFH(X; — Mp)

i€eH
. 1 <& . . . 1 . . -
sieol — _ > wi(X; = Mp)' Q" (X; — Mp) = o > (Xi = My ) QY (X; — Mp)
=1 1€H

Using those estimators to compute the sum of the Mahalanobis distances MMDQ(Xi) in Equation (33) we obtain

3w MMD? (X)) =3t (95 (X — M) Q3" (X, — M)

=1 i€H
-3 ((Xi — Mp)QPN(X,; — MH)’Q%’W)
i€H
i€H

=tr (qhﬁ]‘}?wfl%’W) = hpq.

Thus, the terms in the second row of Equation (33) are all constant, and it is sufficient to maximize only the term in the
first row, which contains the (negative) determinant of Equation (9). O

B.1 Properties of MMCD estimators

Proof of Lemma 3.0.1. Ad (a): We show that the MMCD estimators are matrix affine equivariant. Let us consider the
objective of the MMCD for the transformed samples, which is to minimize

det(S51 @ 5Y) = det (B'SE, B) @ (ATEy A))
ryvcol P Srow 40 ]2
= [det(B'SL B)| [det(aSiy A)]
= [det(B') det(S5,) det(B)| 3 [det(4) det (S5 det(4)] !
= 4 det(B)P det(A)? det(EL! )P det (V)7
Since 4 det(B)? det(A)? is constant, the objective does not change, and we obtain the same h-subset. Since the

MMCD estimators correspond to the trimmed MLEs and the objective is not affected by the transformation, the matrix
affine equivariance of the MMCD estimators follows from the matrix affine equivariance of the MLEs.
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Ad (b): Suppose that (M3, f]gow, 2%01) are matrix affine equivariant estimators of location and covariance of the
transformed sample 3, then

MMD?(Z;; M3, =5, 355
=tr(Q5(Z; — M3)' QY™ (Z; — M3))
—tr ((B7'Q¢(B) " (AX;B + C — (AMxB + C)))
(A) 'Y A"Y(AX,B + C — (AMxB + C))))
=tr(BTIQFY(B) 1B/ (X; — Mx)'A'(A) QYA A(X,; — Mx)B)
= tr(QN(X; — Mx)' Q" (X; — Mx)) = MMD?(X;; My, X%, 3%").
O

The proofs of Theorems 3.0.1 and 3.0.3 require some definitions and properties related to the vector space of matrices,

which are introduced before the proofs of the theorems. Since all matrices of a fixed size form a vector space, objects
such as ellipsoids or a simplex that are defined on the more common vector spaces are also defined here. Let

E(T,U,V)={X :t2(V X -TYU (X -T)) <1} (34)

be the ellipsoid containing the matrices X € RP*9 with MMD?(X;T,U, V) < 1, where T € RP*9, U € PDS(p)
and V' € PDS(q). The volume of this ellipsoid is given by

pq/2
Vol(E(T,U,V)) = pq/2+1 HH\/ _ B, det(T)2 det (V)72 (35)

=lj=1 —:det(E(T,U,V))

= qu
where I is the gamma function, 0 < A,(U) < ... < A (U) and 0 < Ag(V') < ... < A1 (V) are the eigenvalues of U
and V, respectively. Moreover, the axes have lengths /\;(U)\; (V).

Let A be a symmetric nonnegative definite p X p matrix, then

! z' Az
M(4) zsélug 2z and - An(A) 2ekr 2z (36)
Consider another symmetric nonnegative definite p X p matrix B, then using Equation (36) we get that
M(A+B) <A(A)+M(B) and M\ (A+ B)> )\, (A)+ )\, (B). (37)

If A € PDS(p) with eigenvalues 0 < A\,(A) < ... < \;(A) then the eigenvalues of A~ are the reciprocals of the
eigenvalues of A, i.e. \;(A~") = A\ !(A). Hence, we have that
Z/A7 1z

= 1 f
}\1 (fl) z££%§P z'z

which implies that for any € R?
1 Az
<
M(A) T 2z

sa'r<z’A 'z (A). (38)

Suppose A € PDS(p), B € PDS(q) and let A(A) be an eigenvalue of A with corresponding eigenvector v(A), and
A(B) an eigenvalue of B with corresponding eigenvector v(B). Then A\(A)A(B) is an eigenvalue of B ® A with
corresponding eigenvector v(B) ® v(A). We denote the sequence of eigenvalues of A and B as 0 < A (A) <...<

A(A)and 0 < Ay (b) < ... < A1(b), respectively. It follows that the smallest eigenvalue A, (A, B) = A,(A)\ ( )
and the largest elgenvalue )\1 (A, B) = A1(A)\1(B). Moreover note that for Z € RP*4

vec(Z) (B ® A)vec(Z) =tr(BZ'AZ),
as in Equation (7), which implies that

. w(BZ'AZ)  w(BZ'AZ)
A A B) = Wz W MAB)= s gy

This leads us to the matrix-variate version of Equation (38), where for any matrix X € RP*4
||XH?D =tr(X'X) <tr(B'X'A' X))\ (A, B) = tr(B' X’ A7 X))\ (A)\1 (B) (39)
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Lemma B.1.1. Take p,q € N, d = |P/q+ 9/p|, d+ 2 < s < pq, and matrices X1, ..., X € RP*? that are in
general position, i.e., no subset of r,2 < r < s samples lies on an v — 2 dimensional subspace. For an ellipsoid
E(T,U,V) as in Equation (34), containing the matrices X1, ..., X, it holds that for every C' > 0 there exists
a constant o = a(X4,...,X;) > 0 only depending on X1, ..., X, such that |T|| = \/tr(T'T) > « implies
det(E(T,U,V)) > C, ie,

YO >03a >0 ||T||p >a = det(E(T,U,V)) > C.

Proof. The samples X7, ..., X are in general position, which implies that they span a nonempty s — 1 simplex. Since
E(T,U, V) contains those samples, it also contains the simplex spanned by those matrices. This implies that there
exists a constant a > 0 only depending on X7, ..., X, such that the length of k&, s — 1 < k < pgq, of the pq axes of the
ellipsoid E(T,U, V) is at least q, i.e., there are k out of pq indices (¢,5),1 < i < p,1 < j < g such that

In Equation (40), A;(U),i € {1,...,p}, are the eigenvalues of U, and \;(V'),j € {1,..., ¢}, are the eigenvalues of
V. For any matrix X contained in E(T,U, V'), Equations (34) and (39) imply that

IX - T||% = tr((X = T)(X - T))
<tr(VHX —TYU HX —T)M (UM (V) (41)
<A (U)A (V).

Without loss of generality, we assume that the matrix of all zeros 0 € RP*? is contained in the ellipsoid E(T,U, V),
then Equation (41) implies that ||T||2F <A (U)A (V). Take o = C/(aP?~1), then we have that

C

a1 < 1T < VAMO)MV) & C < VA(U)A(V)a ™!
and from Equaiton (40) it follows that

det(E(T,U,V)) : = det(U)"? det(V)"?
p q

> 4/ )\1(U))\1(V)apqil > C.

O

Proof of Theorem 3.0.1. We show that the breakdown points of the MMCD estimators of location and covariance
defined in Equations (16) and (17), respectively, are both m/n, withm = |min(n—h+1,h—(d+1))],d = |P/a+9/p].
First, we prove that £*(M, X) = ¢* (2%, 3¢ %) > m/,,. Let ) be the sample obtained by replacing at most m — 1
matrices of X by arbitrary p x ¢ matrices. Since n — (m — 1) > h, ) contains at least h matrices of the orginial sample
X and because m — 1 < h — (d + 1) — 1, every subset of size h of g) includes at least d + 2 matrices of the original
sample X. Hence, the MMCD estimators can almost surely be computed for any h-subset of ). Let us consider three
ellipsoids:

* Let Finax = E(0, cmaxI, I) denote the smallest sphere that contains all samples in X, where ¢;ax is chosen
accordingly.

* Let Ej, = E(0,ci 1, I) denote the smallest sphere that contains the h samples of X that are also in ), where
cp, 1s chosen accordingly.

e Let Eyimep = F (l\A/I@ , ﬁl%’w, ﬁ]%)l) denote the MMCD ellipsoid.

It follows that det(Eymmep) < det(Er) < det(Emax) =: «, where for an ellipsoid £ = E(T,U,V), det(F) is
defined in (35). Note that X is a collection of random samples from a continuous distribution and therefore it is in
general position almost surely. Further, Eynvep covers at least h samples, and those include at least d + 2 samples of
X, which span a nonempty d + 1 simplex. Lemma B.1.1 shows that there exists a constant o > 0 that only depends

22



Robust covariance estimation and explainable outlier detection for matrix-valued data ~ A PREPRINT

on those d + 2 samples such that, if HI\A/I@ H > C' it would imply det(Ennmcep) > «. As shown above, this is not
F
possible, hence HI\A/IQ H <C.
F

Similarly, since ) contains at least d + 2 matrices of the original sample X, the MMCD estimators almost surely
yield positive definite covariance estimates ﬁ]“’w and ﬁ]“’l More specifically, let X1, T C H be the subset of the at
least d + 2 matrices of the original sample that are in ). Smce [T| = d+2=[p/q+ q/p] + 2 the MLE estimators
(Mx.,, Eggq‘{v, Erow) of this subsample are almost surely positive definite. Let Ep = E(Mx.,., E?VTV, Emw) denote
the corresponding ellipsoid which is the smallest ellipsoid, of the type £ = E(T, U, V) as in Equation (34), containing
the samples X as one can think of it as the MMCD ellipsoid for those |T'| > d + 2 samples with H = T This further
implies that the volume of the corresponding ellipsoid Er is bounded from below by a constant only depending on X,
i.e. det(Er) > v > 0. As Envep is also an ellipsoid containing the samples X7, det(Envep) > det(Er) > v > 0.
Moreover, it also means that there exists a constant k£ depending only on X, such that Er C kEymcep, implying
that there exists a constant v > 0 depending only on X, such that )\,»(ZAJ%)W)AJ'(XAI%DI) >v1<i<pl<j<q
Especially, )\p(ﬁgw))\q(ﬁ%’l) > . Since also det(Enep) < o there exists a constant 6 > 0, depending only on X

such that )\i(ﬁ]‘gw))\j(ﬁl%’l) <0,1<i<p,1<j<q.

Next we show that e*(M, X) = &* (X%, 3L X) < m/n. If m =n — h + 1, we replace m = n — h + 1 matrices of
X toobtain ), thenn — m = h -1, 1mply1ng that every subset of i samples of ) contains at least one conaminated
sample. Hence, Exivcp = E(M@,Erow ECOI) also includes at least one contaminated sample. Let || X ||, — oo for
all contaminated samples X, then at least one elgenvalue of Eamvep explodes and the MMCD location and covariance
estimators break down. Finally, consider the case where m = h — (d + 1). To construct 2), take any d + 1 samples of X
and consider the d dimensional hyperplane L they determine. Replace h — (d + 1) samples that are not in L and replace
them with matrices on L. Then L contains h points of ) and the ellipsoid covering those points has volume zero and
hence determinant zero. Since X is in general position, we can construct ) such that no other lower dimensional

hyperplane contains h points of ). Hence, 1\71@ lies on L and Fynvep = E(M@, f]g‘”, 2%)1) has zero determinant.
This implies that at least one eigenvalue is zero, hence the MMCD location and covariance estimators break down. [J

Proof of Theorem 3.0.2. Let (X1,...,X,,) be a sample of matrix-variate observations and (x1,...,&,), €; =
vec(X;), i = 1,...n its vectorized form. The MCD estimator can also be found as a solution to the following
maximization problem:

max [(w, fi, 3| (z1,...,2,)) = max —= sz (In(det(2)) + pgIn(2r) + MD*(x;, 1, 3))
w,,3 w, i,

subject to wy, ..., w, € {0,1}, Z?Zl w; = h, i € RPY, Se PDS(pq); see Raymacekers and Rousseeuw (2023) for
more insight. Similarly, the MMCD estimator is a solution to the following maximization problem:

“max  l(w, M, 3% 3 (X,,..., X,))
w7M72row72col

1 . .
= max —= Z wj (p In(det (X)) + ¢ In(det(X™V)) + MMD?(X;) + pq 1n(27r))
w, NI, Srow $icol 2 pt

subject to wy, ..., w, € {0,1}, E?Zl w; = h, M € RPX4, 3310w ¢ PDS(p), Seol ¢ PDS(q); see Proposition 2.0.1.

Denote further (wMCD,ﬂMCDZ Syep) and (wyvep, Avveps 259hcp @ ZiVep) Weights, mean and covari-
ance estimators for the vectorized sample (x1,...,x,), based on MCD and MMCD, respectively. As X; ~

MEM, Trov, 30l g), then x; ~ E(p, B! @ TV, g), with E(z;) = p = vec(M), cov (z;) = ¢, @ EV,
where ¢, is a distribution-specific scaling parameter; for more details see Theorem 2.11 in Gupta and Varga (2012).

Moreover, the mean estimator fiyicp and properly scaled covariance estimator EMCD are strongly consistent for the
population counterparts g and X! @ X™V; see e.g. Croux and Haesbroeck (1999) and Cator and Lopuhai (2012).
Especially, this implies that for every > 0 there exists n € N such that

[ amep — pl| <6, HXAJMCD -A® BH <4,

for some A ® B € PDS(p) ® PDS(gq). In the following, we will drop a.s. superscript from (in)equality signs
when it is clear from the context. For fixed weights w, the log-likelihood function I. (e, .,....x,) : (n,x) —
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I(p, 2|w, (x1,...,x,)) is continuous in both u, and X, and its continuity implies
l(waep, fveps Eniep| (@1, - -+ 2n)) — l(wnep, g, A @ Bl(z1, ..., 20))| <€,
for e = £(§) > 0. Moreover, the solution (wwycep, fveD, ﬁ]MCD) is optimal for I(-|(x1, . .., x,)), implying that

0 < l(wnep, fivep, Bmep| (1, - -+, E4)) — Hwyep, p, A @ B(z1,...,@,)) < €. (42)

Similarly, ('wMMQD, /,AI,MM.CD, 2%}[’%\40]3 ®2R§H\‘j{CD) is a maximizer of {(-|(x1, . .., x,)) in the set of all feasible weights,
means, and covariances with Kronecker product structure. As (wyep, i, A ® B) belongs to the same set,

I(wyivep s fvveD, S5icp @ SWepl (1, - 20)) > Hwyep, 1, A @ B(z1, . . ., @)

Denote further Synvcp = % Yo wammMcep,i(@; — fivvien) (2 — fiviven )’ to be the estimate of Yeol @ oW based
on the weights (subset) produced by the MMCD algorithm. As S’MMCD is optimal for [ given fixed weights wyvceD,

l(wyiep, fivep, Snep| (1, - 20)) > Hwyiven, fvven, Svven| (1, - - -, €5))
> I(wnmeb, fivnep, Siivep @ Siviep (@1, .-, @)
> l(wmep, o, A ® Bl(T1, ... ). (43)

(42) and (43) now give that

0 < l(wmcp, fivep, Emep| (E1, - - -, &) — Lwniien, famien, Syvvep|(®1, - - -, 2,)) < &,

i.e., due to Proposition 2.0.1,
0< det(SMMCD) — det(EMCD) <€, (44)

fore = e(n) > 0, arbitrarily small (¢(n) — 0, n — o). As both Smep and Syvep are weighted sample covariances
for the random sample of vectorized observations calculated using the weights satisfying the same constraints, Corollary
4.1. in Cator and Lopuhai (2012) (taking P; to be the empirical measure based on the sample (x1, ..., x,)) implies
that

fanviep = g, Sumep — () TR @ B (45)
where ¢(a)) > 0 is a distribution-specific consistency factor of the MCD given in Croux and Haesbroeck (1999).
To complete the proof consider reparametrization of I(w, a, A|(x1,...,x,)) for fixed weights w € R", mean
a € RP4, and covariance A € PDS(pq) in terms of the precicion matrix B = A~!. Denote this new parametrization
as g(Blw,a, (x1,...,z,)) = l(w,a, B~!|xy,...,x,), which is now concave in B. Especially, for w = wymncp
and @ = fimmceD, the function g(B|wavep, fivMeD, (21, - - -, €, )) is concave in B and achieves a unique global
maximum at B = Syvep. Equations (42) and (43) then give

0 <l(wyveps fivmcn, Svvep| (21, - - -, &4))
- l(wMMCD; I'AI'MMCD7 2(1i/([)%\/[CD ® 211;?[;’\‘]/[CD|(J:15 ) wn)) <g,
further implying that
0 <g(Symen [ WMMeD, e, (E1, - -, )
— 9(Z$ep @ BiWien) Hwmmen, fivven, (E1, -+, &) < €,

as both Syivep and ﬁ)i}ﬂ\/ICD ® ﬁ]ﬁmCD are a.s. positive definite for n large enough. Concavity of g and the fact that
Sl\_/l%\/ICD is its global maximum further imply that

.\ ol . B
”SMi/ICD — (Z$mep ® Zivien) I < 61,

for 8, = &;(2) — 0 as n — oo. Almost sure positive definiteness of Syvcp and ﬁlf\/fﬁ\/ICD ® ﬁ)f\ﬁfmCD, and continuity
of matrix inverse imply that

ISvnep — Sfiuep © Exfven|l <6, (46)
for § = 6(e) — 0 as n — oco. Equations (45) and (46) now complete the proof. Observe that the proof indicates that

the distribution-specific consistency factor is inherited from the MCD covariance estimator; see Croux and Haesbroeck
(1999). O
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Proof of Theorem 3.0.3. We show that the breakdown points of the reweighted MMCD estimators are at least as
hlgh as the breakdown points of the raw MMCD estimators. Let ) be the sample obtained by replacing at most

— 1 matrices of X by arbitrary p X ¢ matrices. Let M@ ZYOW and ECOI denote the raw MMCD estimators
and l\N/I@, igw, and il%)l denote the reweighted MMCD estimators based on the corrupted sample ). Further,
d(Y;) = MMD(Y; MQJ, ZAYQSW, ZAJ%’I) 1€ N ={1,...,n}, denote the matrix Mahalanbois distances of the corrupted

sample based on the raw MMCD estimators. Since m < £*(Mx, X) — 1 = £*(Z2, 3¢, X) — 1 it follows that
there exist constants kg, k1, and ko that only depend on X, such that

HMQH <ky<oo and
. . R . (47)
0 < k1 < Ap(BFIA(EF) < M(BFIM(EG') < ko < oo

Since at least | (n+d+2)/2] have a positive weight and at most | (n—d)/2| — 1 observations are replaced, there are at least
d + 2 observations of the orginal sample X contained in ) that have a positive weight. Let " C N denote the indices
of those samples, then we have that

> wd(¥r) = D w(d(¥)) + > w(d(X:) > > w(d(X:)) > (d+2)eo > 0, (48)
=1 iEN\T €T €T

with ¢g := min;er w(d(X;)) > 0. This implies that the denominators of 1\712_), 53%’“’, and f]g)’l are always positive.

Let us now show that there exists a constant oy < oo only dependent on X such that H1\~/Ig_) H < ay. From Equation (39)
F

we have that

2 o R o N N N
< () (Y — My Q05 (¥ — M)\ (S50 (55)

= d(Y) M (BF)A ().

When computing My we have that w(d(Y;)) = 0 if d(Y;) > ¢; and for all Y; € 9) that are assigned positive weights,
Equation (47) yields

Il < ||vi -

+ HMQH < erky + k2. (49)

Since the denominator of is 1\~/Ig bounded according to Equation (48), w is non-increasing and bounded, and kg and k-
are only dependent on X, there exsits a constant o only dependent on X such that

HM@HF < ag < 00. (50)

To show that the covariance does not break down, we first consider the case of the weight function w(d;) = 1(d; < ¢1),
forc; > 0. Let S C {1,..., N} denote the subset of indices of the s = |S| samples of 9 = {Y71,...,Y,} for
which d; < 1, 1€ 8. Observe that the A samples Y;, i € H are those with the smallest MD, hence T' C H

Let MQJT, EQJT, ng and ng E@S,QQJ denote the MLE estimators of Q) = (Y;)ier and Yg =
respectively. Consider the followmg three ellipsoids:

(Yi)ies,

e Let Epr = E(]\ZIQT7 2QT, flg)T) denote the ellipsoid corresponding to the MLEs of ), i.e., the smallest
ellipsoid containing those at least d + 2 samples.

* Let Eg = E(M@ o ﬁ]m o Q@ ) denote the ellipsoid corresponding to the MLEs of 2) 5.

e Let Ey = E(0, kI, I,) denote the smallest sphere containing the samples ) g, where k = c1k2 + k2 is as in
(49).

Observe first that as Er is the smallest ellipsoid containing the samples ) = X7 that are also in Eg, there exists
a constant a; depending only on Xp, such that Er C a1 FEg = E(M@S, alf]@s,ﬂg)s). On the other hand,
Egs is the smallest ellipsoid containing %) 5. As these points are also in Ey, then there exist @ = «(cp) such that
det(Es) < det(Ey) < a. Equivalent argumentation as in the proof of Theorem 3.0.1 completes the first part of the
proof.
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Let now w = w(d;) be an arbitrarily, nondecreasing, bounded weight function, such that w(d;) = 0if d; > ¢,
i = 1,...,n. The weighted log-likelihood function for the sample ), with the weights satisfying Z _Lw; = s1is
given by

l(w M yrow ECOl|fD

w\»—t

zm: (pln (det (Z°) + ¢ In(det(E°))
+ (2 (Y; — M) (Y; — M) + pgIn(27))

( (pIn(det(E°Y) + g In(det(S%)))
Z Qcol Z M)/Qrow(z M)) + pq 11’1(2’”'))

— l('w, M, Erow’ ECOI‘B)’

where w = (w(dy),...,w(d,)), the new weight function satisfies w(d;) = 1(dy < ¢1), 3 = {Z1,...,Z,}, and
Z; = Jw;Y;, 1 =1,...,n. To complete the proof it is sufficient to observe the following: Z1, ..., Z} contains at
least d + 2 points of the form ,/w; X; and are in a general position, as w; > as > 0, for some constant depending
only on X. Moreover, || Z;||% = w;||Yi||% < wi(ciks + k3) < w(0)(c1ks + k3), i = 1,...,s. The statement now
follows from the first part of the proof, observing that assumption ) ., w; = s without loss of generality, since
0<w(0) <Y w <sw0) < oo. O
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C MMCD algorithm
Algorithm 1 Iterative C-step procedure for the MMCD estimators
1: procedure CSTEP((X1,...,X,), Hoa,& > 0)
2 (Mp,,, 25" 39 ) = MLE(X))icHo.)
3 h = |Hold|
4 repeat
5: (M, B 37, = M, S50 55 ) .
6 d = (MMD?(X; My, Zov 331 ) . MMD?(X,,; My, %%, 2! )
7 Fl(i) = {{1,...,n}—>{1,...,n}:il—>j:d7r(1) <... de(n)}
8 HPGW = {zr(l)vﬂ-(?%aﬂ-(h)}
o: (M., B8Y 252 ) = MLE((X))iem,...)
10:  until [p(In(det(357" ) — In(det(E! ) + g(In(det(Z7 ) — In(det(S%™ )| < €
11: return l\A/IHnew , XA]}‘}W&W , ﬁ:f‘ﬂew’ d, Hyew
12: end procedure
Algorithm 2 Fast reweighted MMCD procedure
1: procedure MMCD(X = (X1,..., X,))
2 h = |(n+d+2)/2]
3 o = h/n
4: N=A{1,...,n}
5 for £ = 1 to 500 do
6: Hj, = sample(V, size = d + 2)
7 (My,, 3tow 3¢l dy Hy.) = CSTEPo(X, Hy,) > 2 MLE and C-step iterations
8: Sk = pIn(det(X¢°)) + g In(det(ZEoV))
9: end for
10: 7T5(i) = {{1, .. .,500} — {1, .. .,500} i g 67‘.6(1) <...< 57!’5(500)}
11: for ! € {ms(1),75(2),...,75(10)} do
12: (M, 37°v, EZCOI, d;, H;) = CSTEP(X, H)) > Iterating C-steps until convergence
13: & = pIn(det(25°)) + ¢ In(det(33o%))
14: end for
15: J = argmingc 5 (0x)
16: (I\A/L Srow 2001) = (Mj, c(a)ﬁ;ow, 2;01) > Consistency scaling for raw MMCD
17: d = (MMD?(X;; M, &V, 3300 MMD?(X,,; M, v, 330l
18: H = Hj ] {'L S N|er < X%_975;pq}
19: (M, 20w 330l = MLE(X e q) > Computation of reweighted MMCD
20: a = Hl/n
21: (M, 3tow 3ie0oly = (M, ¢(a) 2rov, 3¢t > Consistency scaling for reweighted MMCD

22:  return M, 3rov 3icol
23: end procedure
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C.1 Elemental subsets

For large n, the probability of obtaining at least one clean subset with d + 2 observations among m random subsets
tends to
I e R

with € denoting the percentage of outliers, see also Rousseeuw and Driessen (1999). Hence, the number of subsets we
must investigate to obtain at least one clean subset with a probability of /3 is

Mog(1 — B)/log(1 — (1 —£)¥*?)]. (51

In Figure 11, we plot the number of necessary subsets according to Equation (51) for 8 = 0.99 for d between 1 and 50
and ¢ between 0 and 0.5. The different green-shaded areas starting from the bottom right indicate settings where up to
m = 500 initial subsets of size d + 2 are sufficient to obtain at least one clean subset with a probability of 5 = 0.99
and the various shades of orange indicate settings where we need more elemental subsets.

0.5

Necessary

0.4 subsets
(2,10]

(10, 50]

I 0. 100
B (00, 250]
B 0. 500

(500, 2000]
(2000, 10000]
(10000, 100000]

[ @ooooo, inf

0.3

Contamination

0.1

10 20 30 40 50
d

Figure 11: Number of subsets of size d + 2 we have to investigate for various levels of contamination, to obtain at least
one clean subset with a probability of 99%

We assess the influence of using only 2 C-step and MLE iterations on the MMCD estimators’ objective, the determinant
of 3¢ @ 3% We consider a setting with n = 200 observations with p = 2 rows and ¢ = 8 columns. The clean
observations are generated by a centered matrix normal distribution with 2% = 2%(0.7) and X! = 2™ ((.7),
with diagonal entries o = o = 1 and off-diagonal entries 05¥(0.7) = 0.7 and ¢}(0.7) = 0.7V "I, respectively.
The outliers have a mean of 5 and the same covariance as the regular observations. We use 100 random subsets and
plot det(ﬁlCOl ® ﬁ]mw) for subsequent C-step iterations with 40% of contamination. We compare the setting when
we limit the number of MLE iterations to 2 or iterate until convergence and/or use elemental subsets with d + 2 = 6
instead of h-subsets of size »/2 = 100. Comparing the top and bottom row of Figure 12, we see that there is virtually
no difference in the objective function while limiting the ML iterations increases the computation speed. For the subset
size, we see that several of the elemental subsets yield robust solutions with a lower covariance determinant than the
larger h-subsets and that most of them are identified after 1 or 2 iterations. While 40% contamination is not often
encountered in practice, it shows that the algorithm can deal with settings with such a high level of contamination. We
also analyzed settings with lower contamination, and using elemental subsets and fewer ML iterations had no negative
effects in those settings, however, the larger h-subsets also led to robust solutions more frequently.

Remark C.1.1. Instead of using the consistency factor c(«) given in Equation (18), we could also scale the estimators
to align the MMDs with a quantile of the chi-square distribution as in Rousseeuw and Driessen (1999). Across the
simulations and the examples considered in this paper, we have only seen very slight changes in the resulting estimators
for both the raw and reweighted MMCD.
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2 MLE iterations | | MLE until convergence

Initial subset size

__ elemental subset
with 6 sampels
_. hsubset
with 103 samples

log(Determinant)
L

|
=
(o)}

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
C-step iteration

Figure 12: Logarithm of determinant for successive C-step iterations to analyze the effects of initial subset size and the
number of ML iterations.

D Shapley proofs

Proof of Proposition 5.2.1. To show that cellwise Shapley values are not matrix affine equivariant, we consider a
rowwise addition matrix A that adds the w-th row to the v-th row. For simplicity, let B be the identity matrix. Then
Equation (52) yields

(i + Twk) Wik — Yok) J =10
AX)o (CY))ir = 7 7 .
((AX) o (CY))jk {xjkyjk iy
while
TikYjk + TwkYwk J =0
AX oY) = IR ] .
(A( )ik {xjkyjk i

Hence, we do not get invariance nor equivariance for rowwise or columnwise addition matrices. This also implies that
the cellwise Shapley values are not, in general, matrix affine equivariant.

Shift invariance follows from
(X +C)=((X+C)— (M+C)) o V(X +C) — (M+C))Q = &(X),
which means that we can assume that X has zero mean without loss of generality.

Let Y = Q" XQ©, C := (A)"! and D := (B’)"!, then we can write the cellwise Shapley values as
®(AXB)=(AXB)o (CYD,). The jk-th entry of this matrix can be written as

¢jk(AXB) =((AXB) o (CY D))y = (AXB);1(CY D)y

p q p q

E E ajixilblkg E CimYmndnk
=1 =1 m=1n=1
q

q p
E § ajicjmmilymnblkdnk
=1

=1 ;m#F i n=1,n#l

M- I

1

il
2

q
52
Z @5iCi T Yin bk dnk (52)

1 n=1,n#l

+
M=
MQ

l

.
Il
-

+
NE
MQ

p
E @i CimTiYmibindik
1,m#i

s
Il
-
Il

1 m=

;i CjiTaYirbirdik.

+
M-
M=

<
Il
—
Il
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If A is a scaling matrix, i.e., a diagonal matrix with non-zero entries, we have that

1 j=i=m
Aj;Cijm = . )
0 otherwise

and similarly for B. This implies that

$ik(AXB) = zjiyr = (X oY)k = dju(X),

showing the scale invariance.

If A is a permutation matrix, i.e., a matrix consisting of any permutation of the canonical basis vectors, we have that
(A)~' = Aand

AjiCjm = AjilQjm = {0 £ m’

and similarly for B. Hence Equation (52) becomes

((AXB)o (CYD))j = > ajiciizayubdu, = (A(X o Y)B)jy,

i=1 =1

verifying the permutation equivariance. O

Proof of Theorem 5.2.2. To show that the computation of the rowwise Shapley value can be simplified, we start by
rewriting the rowwise marginal contributions to the matrix Mahalanobis distance.
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Ay MMD(X®) := MMD(X SV{eh) — MMD(X*)
P P 4 4q SU{a} sufa)
=203 D@ —ma) @ - mywip
p p q q
=200 20 D @ = ma(@5 = mwiery
q q
- Z ZZ(Iik*mik)(xﬂ mjwi wi™
i€Su{a} jeSU{a} k=11=1

_ ZZZZ(xzk mzk)(x]l mjl)wlclglwrow
- Z Z Z Z(‘Tzk mlk)(le m]l)wlclglwrow

i€Su{a} jeS k=1 1=1
q q
+ Z Z Z(‘rlk mzk)(mal - mal)wf,?lwmw
i€SU{a} k=1 1=1
q q
=D (= ma) (g — mg i wi
i€S jES k=1 1=1
q

q
=3NS @ik — ma) (i — mpewr
i€S j€S k=1 I=1
q
=SSN e — ma) (i — mpwiwr™
DN ak — man) (@i — mp)witwis

q
+ Z Z(%k — i) (Tar — Mar)wip wie™

[i=}
Il <

q q
+ Z Z(xak - mak)(xal mal)wflglwrow

q q
=237 37 (ar — ma) (i — ma el

€S k=1 1=1

q q
YD (@ak = Mak)(Tar — Mar)wiy wio".

k=11=1

Now the coordinates ¢, (X ) of the Shapley value ¢(X) are given by (w(|S|) = W)

$a(X)= Y w(|S])A, MMD(X?)

SCP\{a}
9 g
2 3 wS) Y 33 o = o~
SCP\{a} €S k=11=1
g g
1
+ E w(]S]) E E Tak — Mak)(Tal — Mal )W Wee
SCP\{a} k=11i=1
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and we can simplify the first term of the sum as
q q
3 DERITID S) ) DENEEON RS
SCP\{a} i€S k=11=1
p— q q
= 2Zw(|5|) Z ZZ Tal — M) (Tig — mlk)wf,glwrow
s=1 SCP\{a},|S|=si€S k=1 1=1
p—1 ¢q t
=2> D> D wlSh D0 D (@ man) (@ = maeff Wi
s=1k=11=1 SCP\{a},|S|=si€S
p=1 q ¢
Sl p—1S|—D! /p—2
ZQZZZ | | ( |' ‘ ) (S_l Z (xal_mal)(xik Lk)wlc’glwrow
s=1k=11=1 P ieP\{a}
1 p=1 g q
=2 s Z > (Tar — Mar) (T, — Mg )i wio™
V) B Rl ieP\{a}
1 p(p — 1) LS col, row
= 2p(p 1 2 ZZ | Z (Tar — Map) (Tik — M) Wiy Wie
k=11=1 icP\{a}
q q
=> 3 (Tar — mar) (i — M )i wio.
k=11=1icP\{a}
Since the second term is independent of the subset S and 3 ¢ py (o3 w(|S]) = 1, we obtain
q q
Ga(X) =D D (war— ma) (@i — map)wip'wig”
k=11=1 icP\{a}
q q
)0 (@ak — Man) (Tar — Mar)wip wio”
k=11=1
p q q
= Z Z Z xal mal (Ezk mzk)wlclglwzgw7
i=1 k=1 1=1
which completes the proof. O
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E Further simulation results

In order to select a simulation setting, one has to consider that the ML estimators for the parameters of the matrix-variate
normal distribution employ an iterative algorithm, which is commonly initialized by setting either the rowwise or
columnwise covariance matrix equal to the identity matrix (Dutilleul, 1999). Therefore, identity covariance matrices
will not be used for data generation as this could lead to an undesirable advantage for the estimation.

To assess the quality of covariance estimation, we consider two additional measures to the KL divergence: the relative
Frobenius error given as

Hﬁ:col ® grow _ Jcol ® zrowH
F
HECOI@EIOWHF ’

and angle error between eigenvalues given as

where a and a are the vectors of sorted eigenvalues of S1e0l @ 3310w gpd Beol @ Frow, respectively. Large values of the
KL divergence and the relative Frobenius error indicate difficulties in the estimation of the covariances. The angle error
between the eigenvalues is in the interval [0, 1], and a large value means that the shape of the covariance matrix is not
appropriately estimated. To assess the efficacy of outlier detection, we include the F-score in addition to precision and
recall. The F-score is defined as the harmonic mean of precision and recall, where precision denotes the proportion of
correctly identified outliers among all detected samples, while recall represents the proportion of correctly identified
outliers among all contaminated samples. The R code of the simulations and all simulation results are available in the
online supplement.

E.1 Effects of dimensionality and computation time

We start by considering additional metrics for the simulations discussed in Section 6. Figure 13 shows the F-score in
addition to precision and recall. The F-score shows that for n = 100 and increasing dimensionality the robust MMCD
estimators and the MLEs yield similar results. This is due to an increasing recall of the MLEs and a decreasing precision
of the MMCD estimators. For n = 1000, the F-score of the MMCD estimators is close to the benchmark and for the
MCD we see the advantage of using the deterministic MCD approach over the Fast-MCD method with increasing
sample size. In Figure 14 we see that the MCD performs best in all settings across all evaluation measures. For the
MCD we do not see a difference in the KL divergence when swapping to the deterministic procedure. However, the
angle error between eigenvalues shows clear improvements, indicating that the estimation of the shape of the covariance
matrix improves. Both in terms of the angle and Frobenius error, the MCD estimator attains better scores than the
MLEs even for higher pg, while the MLEs have better KL divergence.

We also analyze the computation times of the estimators in this setting. Figure 15 clearly shows that computation time
depends on the dimensionality of the matrix-variate samples and the number of samples for all approaches. The relative
increases of computation time of the matrix MLEs and the MMCD estimators are similar for n € {20, 100, 300} but
for n = 1000 the relative increase in computation time for the matrix MLEs is larger than for the MMCD estimators,
highlighting the effectiveness of the subsampling approach with increasing sample size. For the MCD, we observe a
decrease in computation time when pg > 300 since the deterministic MCD is used instead of the Fast-MCD procedure.
However, computing the MCD still takes longer than the MMCD approach. Hence, the matrix-variate approach does
yield higher robustness and more accurate covariance estimation with shorter computation times. Although parallel
processing is available for the MMCD procedure, it was not utilized in the simulations to ensure better comparability
for the algorithms. Depending on the number of available threads, parallel processing yields substantial improvements
in computation time.

E.2 Cellwise and block contamination

We also consider the additional metrics for the simulations comparing the three different contamination types in
Figures 16 and 17. The robustness of the MMCD estimators is again confirmed using all three metrics assessing the
quality of the covariance estimation. The angle error reveals that the cell contamination has less effect on the shape of
the covariance matrix than the other two scenarios and that all three estimators seemingly do a good job of estimating
the covariance shape. For block contamination, the MCD yields better results than the MLEs with increasing sample
size and even gets close to the MMCD in terms of angle error.
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Remark E.2.1. Our cell contamination setting does not correspond to the setting of cellwise outliers (Algallaf et al.,
2009). We first select a subset of outlying observations and permute the cells for this selection while Alqallaf et al.
(2009) select a fraction of all cells from all samples. In our setting, we can guarantee that only 10 percent of the samples
are contaminated while the cellwise contamination scheme of Alqallaf et al. (2009) would likely lead to more than half
of the samples being contaminated.

In further simulations, we considered different fractions of contaminated samples as well as multiple rowwise and
columnwise covariance matrices for cellwise and block contamination. Additionally, we analyzed the effect of the
fraction of permuted cells per observation for cell contamination, and for block contamination, we considered different
mean matrices. Those simulation results are not discussed here but are available in the online supplement.

E.3 Shift outliers

For shift outliers, we include an in-depth analysis of the effect of the various simulation parameters. The simulations
involve generating regular and outlying samples from a matrix normal distribution. A fraction, ¢, of the clean data is
replaced by outliers. The clean observations are drawn from a centered distribution, while the mean of the outliers
shifts based on the parameter v, i.e., the mean of the outliers is set to a matrix with all entries equal to . Three types of
covariance matrices are considered: The covariance matrix 39, as proposed by Agostinelli et al. (2015), is randomly
generated with low correlations. The covariance matrix X%(0.7) induces a relatively collinear setting, with entries
defined as:

b 1 ifj=k
qﬂm”_{07iw¢k'

The covariance matrix X™*(0.7) exhibits both large and small correlations, featuring entries as follows:

. 1 ifj =k
mix(0.7) = . .
aji (07) {&ﬂr* ifj 4k

While maintaining the same covariance structure for both outliers and clean samples, we explore the impact of increasing
the outlier covariance by scaling the covariance of clean observations by the parameter s. Each simulation setting is
replicated 100 times. Unless specified otherwise, we set ™% = yrnd yreol — 2“’“‘(0.7), and s = 1 as detailed in
Section 6. An overview of all parameters for the simulations is provided in Table 1. For (p,q) = (5, 20), all listed
parameter combinations are considered, while for (p, ¢) € (50, 20), (100, 50), we only consider s = 1.

Parameter Parameter values

Sample size n 20, 50, 100, 200, 300, 400, 500, 750, 1000
Contamination € 0.1,0.2,0.3,0.4

Rowwise covariance X% »fix(0.7), xrmd

Columnwise covariance 3! 3mix((.7), xrd

Mean shift 1,2,3,4,5

Covariance multiplier s 1,2,3,4

Table 1: Parameters considered for the simulations with p, ¢ = (5, 20).

We analyze the effect of the mean shift in a setting with contamination of € = 0.2 and compare v = 1 and v = 3. In the
upper row of Figure 18, the boxplots depict F-scores across various parameter configurations. Notably, the MMCD
estimators exhibit improved performance as sample sizes increase across all settings, consistently outperforming ML
estimators. However, for (p,q) = (5,20), in a scenario involving a minor mean shift, the F-scores derived from
MMCD exhibit some volatility with larger sample sizes. This situation arises due to the proximity of outliers to regular
observations, posing challenges in their identification. Notably, a more pronounced mean shift significantly simplifies
outlier detection. Moreover, we see that the recall of the MMCD estimators is close to one across all settings, except for
(p,q) = (5,20) and a small mean shift. The MLE estimators only detect the most severe outliers due to the masking
effect, leading to a median recall below 0.25 across all settings. With an increasing sample size, the precision of the
MMCD is improving and has very low variability. On the other hand, the MLE shows very unstable results.

Figure 19 presents the scores depicting covariance estimation. For the MMCD estimators the covariance estimation
performance is improving with the sample size across all settings. On the other hand, the sample size has a negligible
effect on the quality of the MLE estimators in the presence of outliers and a larger mean shift decreases performance.
For small sample sizes, MLE and MMCD estimators are close in terms of KL divergence, but the angle error and
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Frobenius error indicate worse performance of the MLE estimators also for small sample sizes. The relative Frobenius
error of MMCD estimators is smaller than one and thus only plotted on [0, 1]. For the MLE estimators, it is often above
one and those settings are not visible in plots.

Figure 20 shows the difference between a contamination of ¢ = 0.1 and € = 0.4 with mean shift v = 1. The KL
divergence reveals that the MMCD estimator yields more accurate results across all settings. However, for € = 0.1, the
F-scores of the MLE are increasing with the dimensionality and perform better than the MMCD for small sample sizes.
For ¢ = 0.4, only the MMCD yields reliable results.

For the setting with (p, ¢) = (5, 20) and € = 0.2, we also computed the MCD on the vectorized samples in addition to
the matrix MLE and MMCD and considered the true mean and covariance used to generate the data as a benchmark.
Figures 21 and 22 summarize the results and reveal that the MCD on the vectorized observations does not lead to robust
estimators. This issue arises because the robustness of the MCD and MMCD depends on the dimensionality of the data.
For the MCD it depends on p - ¢ and for the MMCD it depends on P/q + 4/p. To achieve a 99% probability of obtaining at
least one clean initial subset with (p, ¢) = (5,20) and a contamination ¢ = 0.2, MCD requires approximately 2.8 - 10*°
initial subsets, while MMCD only needs 16. For the setting with the smallest mean shift, the comparison between
MMCD and the actual parameters in Figure 22 highlights the difficulty of this setting since even using the actual
parameters; the recall shows a lot of variability.

In addition to shifting the mean of the outliers by v € {1,...,5}, we now consider the effect of scaling the covariance
by s € {1,...,4}. The difference between s € {2, 3,4} was negligible and Figures 23 and 24 summarize the results
for s = 2. While the MLE performs quite well for outlier detection, especially compared to the setting with s = 1 (see
Figure 20), the estimated covariance matrices are not accurate. The overall performance of the MCD computed on the
vectorized samples improves with increasing sample size n but even more samples would be necessary to obtain similar
results to the MMCD.

Finally, we compare the 4 different combinations of row- and columnwise covariance matrices with ¢ = 0.2. In
Figure 25 we use v = 1 and in Figure 26 we increase the mean shift to v = 5. The F-score based on the true parameters
is included as a reference. When X7V = XfiX(0.7), 3¢l = 3mix((.7), and v = 1, the mean shift is too small and the
outliers cannot be separated from the regular observations. Increasing the mean shift to v = 5, the separation becomes
clearer and the MMCD yields robust results. If v = 1, we still see a lot of variability in the F-score if only the rowwise
or columnwise covariance matrix is generated randomly. However, if both are generated randomly the distinction
between outliers and regular observations is easier.

E.3.1 Effects of fine-grained mean shifts

To get a more in-depth view of the effect of the mean shift we consider a finer grid for the parameter v € {0.1,0.2,...,2}
for n € {20,100,1000}, (p,q) = (5,20), e = 0.1. In Figure 27, we see that for n = 20, the MMCD has a low
precision but an even higher recall than we can achieve using the actual parameters used to generate the data to compute
the Mahalanobis distances for outlier detection. For larger sample sizes, the precision of the MMCD increases while
the recall remains high, resulting in an F-score close to the one achieved by the actual parameters. For n = 1000,
we also computed the MCD on the vectorized observations, it attains a higher recall than the matrix MLEs but lower
precision and performs worse than the MMCD in all settings. Likewise, to the results for outlier detection, Figure 28
shows similar results for covariance estimation. While the MMCD performs best in most settings it shows potential for
improvement for small n and . The simulations also show that at a level of 10 percent contamination, even a small
shift v of the outliers negatively impacts covariance estimation and, consequently, outlier detection due to the masking
effect.

E.4 Beyond normality, contaminated t-distribution

To analyze the effect of deviations from the matrix normal distribution we consider samples from a matrix t-distribution.
Similar to the matrix normal distribution, the matrix t-distribution is parameterized by a mean matrix, rowwise and
columnwise covariance matrices, and degrees of freedom as an additional parameter, see Gupta and Nagar (1999) for
more details. We also consider the ML estimators for the matrix t-distribution proposed by Thompson et al. (2020),
which are implemented in the R package MixMatrix. We consider samples from a p x ¢ = 5 x 20 centered matrix t-
distribution with v € {1,..., 30} degrees of freedom with =% = ™4 € PDS(p) and £ = =™%(0.7) € PDS(q)
for n € {20,100, 1000}, (p,q) = (5,20), € € {0.1,0.2}. The outliers are generated from a shifted distribution with a
mean matrix of all ones with the same covariance structure and the same degrees of freedom. In Figure 29, we analyze
the influence of the degrees of freedom on precision, recall, angle error between eigenvalues, and the logarithm of
the relative Frobenius error for various estimators, number of samples, and levels of contamination. The angle and
Frobenius error clearly show the advantage of the MMCD estimators for covariance estimation. If the distribution of the
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samples is known, the consistency correction outlined in Theorem 3.0.2 allows us to obtain consistency for any matrix
elliptical distribution. Since we do not know the underlying distribution in practice, we use the consistency factor for
the normal model given in Equation (18) which does affect the scale of the covariance but not the shape. This is also
reflected in the difference between the angle and Frobenius error of the MMCD estimators and MLEs for the matrix
t-distribution since the scale of the covariance has a more profound impact on the Frobenius error. In terms of angle
error, the MMCD estimators perform better than the MLEs for the matrix t-distribution for all degrees of freedom v/
while the MMCD shows high Frobenius errors for v < 4.

While the MMCD estimators and MLEs for the matrix t-distribution have a recall close to one in all settings, we see a
difference in precision depending on the fraction of contaminated samples and the number of samples. For € = 0.1, the
MLEs for the matrix t-distribution show a steep increase in precision with rising degrees of freedom for all the sample
sizes. On the other hand, for ¢ = 0.2, the precision is constant and low for all n. Similarly to the simulations based on
the normal model, the precision of the MMCD estimators is low for n = 20 and remains low for increasing degrees of
freedom. While the precision increases alongside the degrees of freedom for larger sample sizes it is still low. However,
this is what we would expect since the matrix t-distribution has heavier tails than the matrix normal distribution and the
mean shift is rather small, such that we do not see the full potential of the MMCD estimators even under the normal
model, see Section E.3.

Both the normal MLEs and the MCD estimators computed on the vectorized samples perform poorly for covariance
estimation and outlier detection when the samples are generated from a matrix t-distribution.
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Figure 16: Quality of covariance estimation comparing block, cell, and sample contamination.

40



Robust covariance estimation and explainable outlier detection for matrix-valued data ~ A PREPRINT

(p.a) = (5,20)
Block contamination Cell contamination Mean shift contamination
S \
4 -
\ \\‘_\
<}
=
] s
O -
0.15
~_.
0.104 m
a
@
>
>
>
«Q
[}
0.05
e o— i
o S
0.00
L.
l -
[ -
01 &
——————, —~
jul
=]
o
m
1 \\\ §
&
—_—
_2 -
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
0 250 500 750 1000 0 250 500 750 1000 0O 250 500 750 1000
n

Method —e— Matrix MLE == MMCD =+— MCD vectorized

Figure 17: Outlier detection capabilities comparing block, cell, and sample contamination.

41



Robust covariance estimation and explainable outlier detection for matrix-valued data

A PREPRINT

y=1

y=3

(P.a) = (5,20)

(p.q) = (30,20)

(p.q) = (100,50)

(p.9) = (5,20)

(p.a) = (50,20)

(p.q) = (100,50)

1.001

0.754

0.504

0.254

2100S — 4

1.00

0.754

0.504

0.254

IS |

i [

5

I
i
frir

-—o—o—‘/

10
H =

uoIsivald

1.00

0.754

0.50

0.254

0.004

)

AnANRER

|

/\\
———

e

|

[essy

250 500 750 1000 250 500 750 1000 250 500 750 1000 250 500 750 1000 250 500 750 1000 250 500 750 1000
n

Method —e— Matrix MLE == MMCD =—e—= MCD vectorized —e— True parameters

Figure 18: Overview of simulation results with a fraction € = 0.2 of contaminated samples. The outlier detection
capabilities are measured by F-score, precision, and recall.




Robust covariance estimation and explainable outlier detection for matrix-valued data ~ A PREPRINT

y=1 y=3
(p.9) = (5,20) (p.9) = (50,20) (p.g) = (100,50) (p.9) = (5,20) (p.9) = (50,20) (p.g) = (100,50)
8 -
\.—.—.—.—._.—.
B S E—
6 -
N*o_,_.
%.—.—.—.—'—‘_‘
41 \ g
=
[
S
24
04
= ————0
0.3+
k—.ﬂ—.—.—.—.
m
0.2+ Ve ]
=
>
=
=
®
0.1 ®o—o0—o—o0—o0—o——0
@D n————
o > o SR S
0.0+ %o %o So—e e
- 0— 00—
24 e——-o—- o o
<3
®o—e—0—0—0—o—o «Q
for )
01 o g
(]
)
—24

T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
250 500 750 1000 250 500 750 1000 250 500 750 1000 250 500 750 1000 250 500 750 1000 250 500 750 1000
n

Method =e— Matrix MLE === MMCD == MCD vectorized

Figure 19: Overview of simulation results with a fraction ¢ = 0.2 of contaminated samples. The quality of covariance
estimation is evaluated based on the logarithm of KL divergence, angle error between eigenvalues, and the logarithm of
relative Frobenius error.

43



Robust covariance estimation and explainable outlier detection for matrix-valued data ~ A PREPRINT

€=0.1 £=0.4

(p,9) = (5,20) (p,q) = (50,20) (p.q) = (100,50) (p.9) = (5,20) (p,q) = (50,20) (p,9) = (100,50)
1.004 - [/ oo an

0.754

0.504

2100S — 4

0.254

RRRARER ek

0.004

(am)boj

(A [ 1]

T I

T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
250 500 750 1000 250 500 750 1000 250 500 750 1000 250 500 750 1000 250 500 750 1000 250 500 750 1000
n

Method —e— Matrix MLE == MMCD =e— MCD vectorized —e— True parameters
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Figure 22: Outlier detection capabilities for simulations with ¢ = 0.2 and (p, ¢) = (5, 20).
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Figure 24: Outlier detection capabilities for simulations where the covariance of the outliers is scaled by s = 2.
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Figure 25: F-score and logarithm of KL divergence comparing 4 different combinations of row- and columnwise
covariance matrices, ¥y = 1, and € = 0.2.
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Figure 26: F-score and logarithm of KL divergence comparing 4 different combinations of row- and columnwise
covariance matrices, ¥ = 5, and € = 0.2.
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Figure 27: Outlier detection capabilities for simulations with mean shift v € {0.1,0.2,...,2} for n € {20,100, 1000},
e=0.1.
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