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Abstract

Let Z2={Z1,...,Z,} % P R? from a distribution P with mean zero and covariance

Y. Given a dataset X such that dhdm (X, Z) < en, we are interested in finding an efficient
estimator 3. that achieves err(S,¥) = |[S-2E% -2 — I|| < 1/2. We focus on the low
contamination regime & = o(1/v/d). In this regime, prior work required either Q(d*/?)
samples or runtime that is exponential in d. We present an algorithm that, for subgauss1an
data, has near-linear sample complexity n = (d) and runtime O((n + d)uhL ), where w
is the matrix multiplication exponent. We also show that this algorithm works for heavy-
tailed data with near-linear sample complexity, but in a smaller regime of . Concurrent
to our work, [Diakonikolas et al! [2024] give Sum-of-Squares estimators that achieve similar
sample complexity but with large polynomial runtime.

1 Introduction

1.1 Problem formulation

Let 2 = {Z1,....,Z,} " P for a distribution P over R? with mean zero and covariance

Y =Ep[(Z—p)(Z —1)7], and let the observations X € (R%)" satisfy dpam (X, Z) < en almost
surely, i.e., X is an e-contamination of Z. Defining the relative operator error

|AT2(B — A)AT/QHOlD if Col(B) C Col(A)

00 otherwise,

dpsd(A’B) = {

we design an efficient algorithm LT to compute an estimate  =ALG(X') that minimizes
err(S, %) i= dpsa(E, ). (1)
We apply this algorithm to the following two families of distributions.

Definition 1.1 (Hypercontractive subgaussian). A distribution P over R® with mean zero
and covariance ¥ is o2-hypercontractive subgaussian if for all v € R?

Ez~plexp(Z -v)] < e”V"/2,

Theorem 1 (Informal). Let n = Q(d) and ¢ = O(d~Y/2). Let P satisfy Definition [T with
o =0(1). Then err(BLG(X),X) < 1/2 with probability at least 3/4.

Definition 1.2 (Moment bounded). A distribution P over R® with mean zero and covariance
Y is k-th moment bounded by my, if for all v € R?

Ez~pl|Z - of"]% < mp(v"S0) 2,
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Theorem 2 (Informal). Let n = Q(d) and e = O (d_(%Jr%)). Let P satisfy Definition [1.2
with k > 4 and my, = O(1). Then err(BELG(X),X) < 1/2 with probability at least 3/4.

Prior to our work, the best known polynomial time estimators required n = Q(ed?) even
for subgaussian data |Diakonikolas and Kane, 2022, [Kothari et al., 2018]. Yet, information-
theoretically only d samples are necessary so long as ¢ is a sufficiently small constant. For
contamination rates e < d~1/2 (depending on the degree to which P concentrates), our algo-
rithm achieves this optimal sample complexity up to polylogarithmic factors in d. Its runtime
is (n 4+ d)**t'/2 assuming w is the matrix multiplication exponent. Thus, we substantially
improve upon the sample complexity of existing polynomial time algorithms in the small
contamination regime where d~! < ¢ < d—/2.

In recent work concurrent to ours, Diakonikolas et al. [2024] construct a family of esti-
mators based on the Sum-of-Squares (SoS) hierarchy that achieve sample complexity n =
Q(e2d'*) and runtime (n 4 d)°(/7) assuming P is hypercontractive subgaussian. In the
regime where ¢ < d~1/2 their results imply a polynomial time SoS estimator with sample
complexity n = O(d) like ours. However, the runtime of this estimator is substantially worse
than what we achieve. We defer a full discussion of related work to Section

We describe our estimator in Algorithm [ (ALG]) and give a high-level overview of its design
in Section @ In Section B we define properties of a dataset Z that collectively determine
the degree to which Z is a good dataset (Definition [34]). In Section [B, we prove [ALG robustly
estimates of Z from observations X that are an e-contamination of Z so long as Z is good.
Then, we give bounds for n and € under which i.i.d. samples from subgaussian and moment
bounded distributions are good with high probability in Sections [l and [6, respectively. These
bounds establish the robustness and sample complexity of [ALG for these classes of distributions,
thus formalizing Theorems [l and 21

1.2 Related work

Despite the study of robust statistical estimation dating back to more than a half-century
ago [Tukey, 1960, [Huber, 1964], only in the last decade have researchers developed compu-
tationally efficient algorithms with optimal or near-optimal sample complexity. Originating
from the work of [Diakonikolas et all [2016] and [Lai et all [2016], we now have polynomial time
algorithms for robustly estimating the mean of an isotropic distribution to within small /5
error from n = §)(d) observations and robustly estimating the covariance of a fourth moment
bounded distribution to within small relative Frobenius error from n = €(d?) observations,
even when a constant fraction of these observations are contaminated. In many cases, the
runtimes of these algorithms are not just polynomial but in fact quite fast |Cheng et al.,
2019, 12020, Dong et al., 12019, Depersin and Lecué, 2019, [Li and Ye, 2020] (see the book of
Diakonikolas and Kane [2022] for a more thorough survey).

For anisotropic distributions, though it is information theoretically possible to robustly
estimate the covariance of a moment bounded distribution to within small relative operator er-
ror ([I]) from n = Q(d) observations [Mendelson and Zhivotovskiy, 2018, Lugosi and Mendelson,
2020], prior to our work all known polynomial time estimators required n = Q(ed?) observa-
tions. Thus, even for ¢ = w(d~1), robustly estimating of the mean of an bounded covariance
distibution to within small covariance-normalized error required either exp(d) runtime or
n = w(d) observations. For £ > d~'/? and subgaussian data, the existence of a polynomial
time sample efficient estimator remains an open question; for moment bounded distributions,
the existence of a polynomial time estimator with sub-quadratic sample complexity n = o(d?)



remains open.

Independently and concurrently to our work, [Diakonikolas et al. [2024] derive SoS certifi-
cates of operator norm resilience: i.e., SoS proofs of the stability of a dataset’s covariance in
operator norm with respect to removing any ¢ fraction of the data. They are then are able
to convert these certicates into robust covariance estimators using standard techniques (see
e.g., Kothari et al. [2018]). Their estimators make trade-offs between n, £ and runtime; in
particular, on subgaussian data for n = §~2(€2d2) they achieve small relative operator error
in quasipolynomial time. They also mention a folklore polynomial time SoS certificate with
sample complexity n = §~2(d) for ¢ < d~Y2. In comparison, our estimator fails catastrophi-
cally for e = Q(d_l/ 2) but otherwise achieves the optimal sample complexity with much faster
runtime. Our estimator also works on moment bounded distributions (albeit for smaller ¢).

1.3 Notation

Semidefinite matrices and norms For a positive semidefinite (PSD) matrix A € R4*4,
we let Col(A) denote its columnspace, A its pseudoinverse, and A1/2 the square-root of the
pseudoinverse.

Define the extended-value inner product corresponding to A = 0 between u,v € R? by

T
(u,v) 4 = limoT (A +tI) " u = {U Aty v e C.OI(A)
tl0 +00 otherwise
and the extended-value Mahalanobis norm [|-|| , by |[v]|3 = (v, v)4. This norm has the mono-
tonicity property that if A < B, then |[v||, > |Jv||5 for all v € RZ. When A is non-singular,
we have ||v||?4 =T A7 and (u,v)4 = u” A='v. We abuse notation throughout the paper to
equate |[v]|3 = vTAtv and (u,v)4 = uT Aty in general. Also, for A, B = 0 we use AT < BT
to denote |[v] 4 < |[v]|z for all v € R% Otherwise (e.g., in the context of a generic matrix
multiplication operation), we use A" to denote the usual pseudoinverse.
We use ||| to denote both the ¢5 norm of a vector and the operator norm of a matrix.

Sets and Covariances For a dataset Z = {21,...,2,} CR% let £(Z) = 1 3" | 2,27 For
S C [n], let Zg denote the sub-dataset {z;1{i € S} | i € [n]}. Notice that Zg is still a dataset
of size n rather than size |S|, so £(Vs) = £ 3, ¢ 227 . Finally, we use H} = {1,...,n/2} and

2 ={n/2+41,...,n} to denote the two halves of [n].

2 Algorithm description

We describe our estimator [ALG in Algorithm [I] and presently give an overview of its design.
Recall the input X' to [ALG is an e-contamination of Z = {z1,...,2,} NP Let G,B C [n]
denote the “good” and “bad” subsets of X, i.e., G ={i € [n] | x; = z;} and B = [n]\ G. We
can decompose Y (X) into its good and bad components so that X (X) = X(Xg) +X(Xp). The
goal of [ALG will be to remove elements from R C [n]| until ¥(Xpng) is small, at which point
(so long as we do not remove too many good data) the remaining covariance X(Xrng) will
be close to 3(Xg) and therefore a good estimate of the uncontaminated covariance ¥(Z2).
Suppose X(Xpnr) is not small relative to X(Xg) in the current iteration of [ALG] i.e., there
exists a “bad direction” v € S ! such that vT S (Xg)1/?2(Xpar)E(XR)/2v = Q(1), and let
B, = {i € BNR | vI'S(Xg)/2x; > C/\/e}. Then for sufficiently small constant C' it will be



Algorithm 1: Robust covariance estimation (ELG)

Input: Dataset X = {x1,...,z,} C R% contamination fraction €, norm threshold
thorm, inner product threshold tinner
Output: Estimated covariance matrix Mgy
1 R+ [n]
2 while true do
3 Ry < RNHY
Ry <+~ RN Hg
while 3¢, ¢ € {1,2},i € Ry s.t. 2l 5(Xg,, )Tz > t2,, do
‘ Remove ¢ from R,
end

Sl — XRI ) E(XR2), tinner)

52 — XRQ? E(XRl )7 tinner)
10 R+ R1URy

11 S« S1US,

12 | if [|S(XR)25(Xs)S(XR) V2| < e then

© 00 N o ot

13 | return %(XR)

14 end

15 | wvg ¢ argmax,cgi—1 v7 N(XR) 128 (Xs) D (XR) /20
16 for i € [n] do

17 ‘ w; + (xS (XR)Pvg)?1 {i € S}

18 end

19 Wmax < maX;ecip) Wy

20 ¢ ~ Unif(]0, 1])

21 Remove i from R if ﬁ >¢&

22 end

the case that vTS(Xg)1/2%(Xp,Ar)B(XR)/?v = Q(1). This implies so long as we can reliably
identify elements in B, and include these elements in .S, then [ALG will not terminate while
there remain bad directions. The main idea of [ELG is that we can identify elements in B,
based on the fact that the corresponding points should have large inner products with each
other. In particular, in each iteration of [ALG we will add elements to S whose covariance
normalized inner products with at least one other remaining element in R is (1/¢).

There are two technical challenges that arise in this process. The first challenge arises in
proving points in B, have high inner product with each other; in particular, the contribution
to the inner product from the direction v can be masked by the remaining d — 1 orthogonal
directions. We show via a simple geometric argument (Lemma([B.2]) that enough contaminated
points will have €2(1/¢) covariance normalized inner product with some other contaminated
point to ensure that v X (Xpns)v = Q(vT B (XR)v).

The second challenge is to show that UTZ(XGng)v is small. In particular, while the inner
products among uncontaminated data with respect to the uncontaminated sample covariance
should be o(1/¢) for ¢ < 1/4/d, the contamination can cause the inner product of many
uncontaminated points to exceed 1/e, in which case [ELG will include these points in S. We are
able to bound (LemmaL3)) the number of uncontaminated points included in S by O(e+¢£2d)n,
which suffices to ensure v! X (Xgng)v < vTB(Xpng)v since our assumptions on P imply that



Algorithm 2: Find large inner product pairs

Input: Dataset y1,...,y, € R?, PSD matrix A, inner product threshold inner
Output: Set S of points with large inner products
S0
while 3i,j € S such that \yiTATyj] > tinner doO
‘ Add 7 and j to S
end
return S

Tk W N

any o(n)-size subset of G will have o(1) relative operator norm with respect to 3(Xr). This
means we will filter more contaminated points that uncontaminated points (in expectation)
until [ALG terminates, at which point there will be no directions in which the contaminated
data skews the covariance by too much.

3 Properties of a good dataset

We presently introduce the properties we need the uncontaminated dataset to satisfy for [ALG
to work well. The first property we require is that all points have bounded Mahalanobis norm
with respect to the covariance over the subset H of the uncontaminated dataset, so that the
uncontaminated data will not be filtered in Line [ of [ALGl

Definition 3.1 (Bounded norm). A dataset Z = {z1,...,2n} S bnorm-norm bounded if for
all i € [n] and H € {H},H3} we have 2] 2(Zy) 2 < b2om-

The second property we require is that most inner products between uncontaminated
points be bounded with respect to uncontaminated covariance over H, in order to bound the
number of uncontaminated elements that [ALG includes in S (Line [I]).

Definition 3.2 (Bounded inner products). A dataset Z = {z1,...,2zn} 1S (Minner; binner ) -inneET
product bounded if for H € {H},H}} there exists T C [n]\ H satisfying |T| > n — |H| — Minner
and |zZTE(ZH)sz| < binner for all distinct i,7 € T.

The final property we require is that all sufficiently small subsets of the data have a
covariance that is bounded above proportionally to the sample covariance. This will ensure
that no small subset has a large effect on the sample covariance in relative operator norm.

Definition 3.3 (Operator norm resilience). A dataset Z = {z1,..., zn} is (Mop, Ctop)-0perator
norm resilient if for H € {H},H3 } we have $(Zp) = 2X(Z) and for all T C H with |T| < mqp
we have X(27) =2 aopX(ZH).

Lemma 3.1. Suppose Z = {z1,...,2n} is (Mop, op)-operator norm resilient. Let H €
{HY,H}. Then for all T C H such that |T'| > |H| — mep, we have

(1 - aop)2(Zy) 2 2(2r) X 2(2y) and S(Z2p)' < 2(27)" =< (1 - ap) '2(Za)T.
Proof This follows immediately from the definition of operator norm resilience. O

With these properties in hand, we define the notion of a good dataset.



Definition 3.4 (Good dataset). A dataset Z is (bnorm, Minner; Dinner, Mop, Ctop ) -g00od if it is
1. bporm-norm bounded;
2. (Minner; binner)-inner product bounded; and

3. (Mop, iop)-operator norm resilient.

4 Analysis of [ALG for contaminated good data

Theorem 3. Let C > 0 and €,n, bnorm, Minner binner, Mop, Qop; Linner, tnorm satisfy

1
L€ < quvoy

_1
2. thorm = (1 - aop) 2bnorm:

. . 8eawop IOg(tnorm) 1
3. tinner = max{2bmnera T I g};

4on> 12et2,,m log (tnorm)
: - Etinner ’

5. Mop > max{l + C, 1+ %}571 + 4minner'

n

Let Z be a (bnorm, Minner Dinner; Mop, Qtop)-good dataset and let X be an e-contamination of Z.
Then [BLG terminates in T iterations with E[T] < 2en and returns gpg satisfying

1+ aop

——3(Z
1 — 8etinner ( )

(1 - aop)Z(Z) = Yae =2

with probability at least 1 — C~1.

We presently prove Theorem Bl The bulk of the proof analyzes a single iteration of the
outer while-loop (Section [A.1]); in particular, we will show that every iteration this loop will ei-
ther terminate with the desired utility or will remove more contaminated than uncontaminated
elements in expectation. We will then prove the main result from the single-iteration result by
applying a standard martingale argument (see, e.g., Diakonikolas and Kane [2022, Theorem
2.17]) to bound the number of removed good elements over all iterations (Section [£.2]).

4.1 Analysis of one iteration

In this section, we analyze a single iteration of the outer while loop of [ALGl (Lines 2122]). We
show in Proposition [I] that assuming not too many uncontaminated points have already been
removed in previous iterations, the algorithm will either terminate and output an estimate of
the sample covariance with the desired error or will remove on average more contaminated
points than uncontaminated points.

Before proceeding, we introduce some notation to track the state of [ALG over an iteration.
Let R be the state of R at the start of the iteration of the outer while loop (i.e., before
Line [3] of [ALG executes) and let R be the state of R at the end of the iteration (i.e., after
Line 27] of [ALG executes). Likewise, let R"™ be the state of R after the norm filtering
(Lines BHT of [ALG)) completes execution. For all of these states of R, we subscript by ¢ € {1,2}
to denote the half of R corresponding to H}; e.g., R{™" = R*®™ NH}. Finally, we use G,B C n
to track the indices of uncontaminated and contaminated data, i.e., G = {i € [n] | x; = 2}
and B = [n]\ G.



Proposition 1. Let Z and X satisfy the conditions of Theorem[3. Suppose |G\ R**"| < Cen.
Then almost surely either

1. [ELG terminates with output Yy satisfying (1 — aop)X(Z) < Ypre = 1_135;‘;,2(3); or

2. K HB N (Rstart \ Rend)‘ ’ Rstart] ) HG N (Rstart \ Rend)‘ ’ Rstart] )

We defer the proof of Proposition [l to Appendix[B.1l In the remainder of this section, we
will state the key helper lemmas we require and give a sketch of the proof. Every iteration of
[ALG begins with a norm-filtering step (Lines BHT)). The first key lemma analyzes the state of
[ELG after executing this norm-filtering step.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose |G\ R**"™| < mqp,. Then
1. G N Rstart — G N Rnorm;
2. The norm filter terminates in at most |B N R*2| + 1 iterations; and
3. Forie€ R™™ and ( € {1,2}, we have x?Z(XRQorm)Ta;i <tm-
Proof Proceeding with the first claim, for £ € {1,2} we have
|G N R = [Hf| — [Hy N (G \ B¥°7)| = [H7| — mop.
Thus, for all ¢ € G N RSt

! S(Xpgere ) 23 < ] S(Xgnpgon) s < (1= aop) ™' a] B(Z,) s < (1— aop) 707

norm?

where the second inequality follows from Lemmal[3.1l It follows immediately from the assump-
tion thorm > (1 — aop)_%bnorm that no uncontaminated elements are filtered the first iteration
of the norm-filtering step. Repeating this argument for all the other iterations, we conclude
that no uncontaminated elements are filtered throughout. This implies the first claim of the
lemma, provided the norm-filtering step terminates.

We now bound the number of iterations before the norm-filtering step terminates. Note
that for all but the final iteration of the norm-filtering step, [ALG removes at least one element.
Our previous observation implies that this element must be from B N RS*", from which it
follows that the norm-filtering step runs for at most |B N RS*"| + 1 iterations. This completes
the proof of the first claim and hence proves the second claim as well.

The final claim follows by the termination condition of the norm-filtering step. U

After the norm-filtering step, [ALG computes S; and Ss by calls to with both
sets comprised of pairs of points with large covariance-normalized inner product (see Line
ofComputes]). We require that S; and Sy satisfy two key properties. The first property is
that 3(Xs,) upper bounds X(Xpngpem) in directions where X (Xpnppem) is large. We capture
this property in Lemma and prove it in Appendix The second property is that [ALG
does not add too many uncontaminated points to S = 57 U S3. We capture this property in
Lemma 3] and prove it in Appendix [B.3l

Lemma 4.2. Let £,0' € {1,2} for £ #{'. Let m > W. Then for all u € R and
T C Rp°™ such that |T| < m we have

4
uTZ(XT)u < max {—mtinner . UTE(XR?Ier)U, 16e10g(tnorm ) - uTE(XSZ)u} .
n

7



Lemma 4.3. Suppose tinner > 2binner;, tnorm = bnorm, and |G N R™™| > n — min{mep, §}.
Then we have

7217
|G N S| < dmipner + [B 0 R + ——19 (n — |G N R™™).

Iinner

We now briefly sketch the proof of Proposition [Il deferring the full proof to Appendix[B.1l
We use Lemma [4.2] to certify that HZ(XRnorm)T/2E(XBﬁRnorm)E(XRnorm)T/2H is small if the con-
dition in Line [I2] is satisfied, in which case [ALG terminates with output X (Xgnrem) satisfying
the first claim of the proposition. If[ALG does not terminate, Lemmas and 43l in combina-
tion with the operator norm resilience of Z ensure that the cumulative weight [ALG] assigns to
uncontaminated points in S is smaller than the cumulative weight [ALGl assigns to the contam-
inated points in S (Line [I7). This implies that Line 21] of [ALG will filter more contaminated
points than uncontaminated in expectation, thus proving the second claim of the proposition.

4.2 Proof of Theorem [3]

Define G and B as in the previous section. Let R; denote the state of R after the ¢-th
iteration of the outer while loop (and Ry = [n]). Let M; = |G \ R¢| + |R: \ G| equal the
number removed uncontaminated points plus the number of remaining contaminated points
up to the ¢-th iteration. Clearly M; > 0 for all ¢t and My = |B| < en. Let T = inf{t | M; >
Cen or [ELG terminates at iteration ¢} and define Ny = Myap.

We first show {N;} is a supermartingale; i.e., that E[N; | Ny,...,Ni—1] < Ny for all
t > 0. Observe that the event {T" < t — 1} and the random variables Ny,..., N;_1 are all
(R1,...,Ri—1)-measurable. We now condition on Ry,...,R;—1. If T <t — 1, then clearly
Ny = Ni_1, so there is nothing else to show. Otherwise, we know that [ALG has not terminated
before the ¢-th iteration and also that M;_; < Cen, which implies |G\ R;—1| < Cen. Observe
that the change from M;_ 1 to M; is equal to the difference in how many uncontaminated
versus contaminated points were removed at the t-th iteration. More precisely, because B
and G partition [n] and because R; C R;_1, we have

My — My = |G\ Re| + |[Re \ G| = (|G \ Ri—a| + |[Re-1 \ G])
=GN (Ri—1 \ Ry)|[ — [BN (Re—1 \ Re).

Because |G \ R;—1| < Cen and M, is conditionally independent of Ry, ..., R;_o given R;_1,
the second claim of Proposition [] gives that E[M; — M;_1 | &1,...,&—1] < 0. Then because
T >t —1 in this case, we know that N;_; = M;_; and Ny = M;. Recalling that Ny,..., Ny
are measurable with respect to Ry, ..., R;_1, this proves that {IV;} is a supermartingale.
Now because {V;} is a non-negative supermartingale with Ny < en almost surely, we have
by Ville’s inequality that with probability at least 1 —C~!, max; N; < Cen. This implies that
with probability at least 1 — C~1, it holds that |G \ R;| < Cen for all ¢ until [ALG terminates.
This means that the preconditions for Proposition [I hold until the [ALG terminates, at which
point the first claim of Proposition [ gives the desired claim that the output X, ¢ satisfies

1+ aep

1-— (2L S X —F
( Qop)X(Z2) = ALG_1—8€tinner

X(2).

Finally, each iteration of [ALG removes at least one point from R. Combined with the
martingale analysis above, it follows for each iteration that [ALG removes at least one bad
point with probability at least 1/2. Thus, the expected number of iterations before [ALG
terminates is at most 2|B| < 2en.



5 Performance of [ALG for hypercontractive subgaussians

Let Z2={Z1,...,Z,} % P where P is o2-subgaussian (i.e., satisfies Definition [A.T)), and let X
be an e-contamination of Z. The following lemma gives the parameters for which the dataset
Z is good. We defer the proof to Appendix [C.Il

Lemma 5.1. Let § > 0, n 2> max{o*d + log(1/8),0%(d + log(n/8))}, and mep < n. Then
there exists buorm binner, Cop Satisfying

br%orm = 0(02 ’ (d + lOg(n/é)))

binner =0 2log(n2/6)bnorm

a0p:4<1+20210g< n >>m_+0< M)
2mop n n

such that with probability at least 1 — 76, Z is (bnorm, 0, binner, Mop, Qop ) -good.

Applying Theorem B with the parameters from Lemma[5.T]l gives the following performance
guarantees of [ALG on hypercontractive subgaussian data in Corollary [G.11
logn
02\/3 :
Then there exists tnom = oVd and tinper =< 02 log(n)\/gmax {1, ﬁ} such that with probabil-
ity at least 1 — 76 — C, Yprg =LALG(X; €, thorm , Linner) Satisfies

Corollary 5.1. Let C > 0 be a constant. Suppose log(n/8) < d, n 2 o'd, and ¢ <

err(Sye, X(Z)) = O(c?logn) - (eVd + /d/n).

Corollary 5.1l bounds the error of [ALG with respect to the uncontaminated sample covari-
ance X(Z). One can combine this result with the concentration of the uncontaminated sample
covariance to the true population covariance (see Lemma [A.3]) to obtain a formal version of
Theorem [II We defer the proof of Corollary 5.1 to Appendix

6 Performance of [ALG for moment bounded data

In the previous section, we were able to show show that the uncontaminated data Z is good for
parameters that imply a near-linear sample complexity in d. This is no longer the case when
Z is drawn i.i.d. from a moment-bounded distribution; in particular, the heavy-tailed nature
of these distributions means Z will not be b,orm-norm bounded unless bporm is polynomially
larger than d. In order then to achieve the near-linear sample complexity, we must consider
a clipped version of the distribution.

Let Z2 = {Z,...,Z,} X P where P has k-th moment bounded by my (i.e., satisfies
Definition [[.2)), and let X’ be an e-contamination of Z. Let bgji, > 0 be a threshold and define
z = 21{||z|lx < baip}. Let Z ~ P for Z ~ P with ¥ = E[ZZT], and let Z = {Z),...,Z,}.
Then by Lemma [A.9] we have

k—2
2 \/E) ; (2)

dpsd(zv E) < m]lz <b
clip



and by Lemma [A.11] we have

2 (0]
(52, %) = 0 [ | B ) ®)

i
Together, the above two displays imply that X(Z) will be close to X for belip 2 \/Em/{;T2
and n 2 bz“plog(d/d). If X was (hypothetically) an e-contamination of Z instead of Z, we
could then take the same approach as in the previous section by applying [ALG directly on
X to achieve the guarantee of Theorem 2l Instead, we apply a separate preprocessing step
(Algorithm 3] or to X before calling [ALGl Specifically, we pick an initial norm

threshold tcjip < ﬁbd;p and then apply [ALG to Y = [Preprocess| X, taip)-

Algorithm 3: Preprocess step
Input: Dataset X = {x1,...,2,} C R% norm threshold #norm
Output: Dataset {y1,...,yn}

1 fori=1tondo

2 ‘ Y; z;l {:EZTE(X)T:EZ < t%orm}

3 end

4 return {y1,...,yn}

The main technical challenge that arises with this approach is controlling the influence
of the contaminated points on the preprocessing step. If we set thorm too large, then the
contaminated points can conspire to prevent the preprocessing step from removing many
uncontaminated points whose norm with respect to X is larger than bjip, in which case the
remaining uncontaminated data may no longer be norm bounded (with suitable parameters);
but if we set tporm too small then we risk removing too many uncontaminated points, in which
case the remaining uncontaminated data may no longer be inner product bounded.

We show in Lemmal6.1lthat for ¢¢, < bejip the preprocessing step removes all but e-fraction
of points whose norm with respect to ¥ is larger than bcjj,. We then show in Lemma that
not only is Z itself good, but moreoever all sufficiently large subsets of Z are also good. We
defer the proofs of these lemmas to Appendices and respectively.

2k

_k_ _ 2k
Lemma 6.1. Let b, 2 m; >Vd, n 2 max{b, log(d/5), m}(d+log(1/8))}, ande S m, * 2.

~ clip

Let Y =[Preprocess|X, bcnp/\/g). Then with probability at least
k
Smk\/a>
n )

bclip

1— Cpmbn=*/2 — 25 —exp [ —Q <

k _
there exists T' C [n] satisfying |T| < 2 <8ﬂg¢l_\/&> n and) is a <g§’€>-contamination of Zipp\1-
clip clip

ke
Lemma 6.2. Let beip 2 m; > Vd and
n > max{b%;, log(d/8), m}(d + log(1/6))}.

clip
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2k
Let mop and Minner Satisfy mop S mk *n. Then there exists

bnorm = O(bclip)
binner = O(mknl/kbclip)

c|.p10g d/5 d+log 1/5 mop 1-2
Qop =

such that with probability at least 1 — O(64n~Emimer) ) 4t holds for all |F| < min{mop, Minner }
that Z[n]\F 18 (bnormy Minners Dinner, Mop, O4op)‘good-

Together, Lemmas and imply there exists tgi, such that the remaining uncon-
taminated data after the preprocessing step is good for parameters that imply the result of
Theorem 2l We formalize this claim in Corollary [6.J] which gives the main performance
guarantee of our estimator on moment-bounded data. We defer its proof to Appendix [D.4l

k
Corollary 6.1. Suppose beip 2 m; *Vd, n 2 max{bchplog(d/&,mi(d + log(1/6))}, and
_ 2k

e Smy""°. Let Y =[Preprocess| X, bd,p/\/_) For any v > 0 satisfying

k
2k
e <8mk\/3) EN <y <mF?

) 72 ~ ~ k )
bCl'P bC|Ip

there exist parameters tnorm and tinner such that with probability at least
1 - Ckm]]znl—g — exp (_Q(fyn)) _ O(é + fn_Q(kminner))7

the output Yprg m(y, 2 €, thorm tinner) Satisfies

clip

= 52. log(d/é) m enH’% 2 e2n?
err(Sie, 2(Z)) < log baip| | P - + ’“b I. + mZy' Tk log begp + e
clip cI|p

Corollary [6.1] bounds the error of our estimator with respect to the sample covariance
of the clipped data. Bounding the error with respect to X then follows from combining the
result of the corollary with the displays (2) and (). For m; = O(1) and n = €(d), taking
belip = Q(Vd) and v = O(1) gives the result of Theorem [
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A Helper Lemmas

A.1 Basic Lemmas

Lemma A.1 (Properties of dpsq). Let A, B be p.s.d. matrices such that dpsq(A, B) < ¢ < 1.
Then,

|B12AR| < VIFe and dya(B.4) < 5
—c

Proof First, suppose for contradiction that Col(A) # Col(B). Then because Col(B) C

Col(A), we can pick a normal vector v € Col(A) that is orthogonal to Col(B) and moreover,

there exists a unique vector u € Col(A) such that Af/2u = v. Then we have that

uTAT/z(B — A)AT/2u = vTBv — uT A2 AAY 2y = T,

which implies that HAT/ 2(B— A)AT/ 2| > 1, contradicting our assumption dpsa(A, B) < 1.
Thus, Col(A) = Col(B) and so by restricting to vectors in Col(A), we can assume with-
out loss of generality that A, B are both invertible. Then, because HA_l/ 2BAY2 H =
dpsa(A, B) < ¢, we know that the spectrum A~'/2BA~Y/2 is contained in [1 — ¢, 1 + ¢]. Be-
cause for any matrix M, the singular values of M M7 are the square of the singular values of
M, we have that the spectrum of BY/2A4~1/2 is contained in [v/T — ¢, /I + ¢], proving the first
claim. We then have that inverse A'/2B~1/2 has spectrum contained in [1/\/1 +c¢,1/v/1—¢],

which implies the spectrum of B~Y/2(A — B)B~1/2 is contained in [1+C -1, 1 — — 1], proving
the second claim. O
A.2 Subgaussian concentration lemmas

Throughout this section, we let Z1,..., 2, 1 P for a o -hypercontractive subgaussian distri-

bution P over R? with mean zero and covariance ¥ (Definition [L1]).

Definition A.1 (Subgaussian random variable). A random variable Y in R is o2-subgaussian
22

if for all A € R, E[e?Y"EY)] < %5

Note for Z ~ P and any v € S ! that vT21/27 is o2-subgaussian.

Definition A.2 (Sub-exponential random variable). A random wvariable Y in R is v-sub-
exponential if for all X € [—1/v,1/v], B[}V ~EY)] < e,

Lemma A.2 (Tail bounds of subgaussians [Vershynin, 2012, Lemma 5.5]). Let ¢ > 0 be a

sufficiently small constant. Let Y be a mean zero o®-subgaussian random variable in R. Then,
t2

forallt >0, P([Y] > 1) <exp(l —cX).

Lemma A.3 (Concentration of empirical covariance [Vershynin, 2012, Theorem 5.39]). Let
8 > 0 and suppose n > o*d 4+ log(1/5). Then with probability at least 1 —

(i) o 1)

Proof The result follows almost immediately from applying Vershynin [2012, Theorem 5.39]
to the random variables ©1/27,, ... 21/2Z7, . O
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Lemma A.4 (Bernstein-type inequality [Vershyninl, 2012, Proposition 5.16]). Let ¢ > 0 be a
sufficiently small universal constant. Let Y1, ...,Y, be independent v-sub-exponential random
variables. Then for any vector (a1,...,a,) € R™ and every t > 0,

- t2 t
P >t)] <2exp |—cmin 3> .
=1 V2 ”CLHQ v ”a”oo

Z a;Y;

Lemma A.5 (Square of subgaussian is sub-exponential [Vershynin, 2012, Lemma 5.14]). If
Y is o?-subgaussian, then Y? is 202-sub-exponential.

Lemma A.6 (Subgaussian fs-norm boundedness). Let § > 0. With probability at least 1 — 9,

sup HZZH2E <o O(d + log(n/9)).

1€[n]

Proof We first observe that || Z;||s, = HZT/2ZZ-H. Recalling that v X127, is 6%-subgaussian
for any v € S¥7!, we have by a standard packing argument (see, e.g., Vershynin [2012, Chapter
5]) and Lemma [A.2] that ]P’(HZT/zZZ-H > t) < 4%exp(1 — ct?/o?). Picking t? 2> o(d +log(n/é)),
we have by a union bound over i € [n] that with probability at least 1—6, sup;cp, ||ZZ||2E <2,
proving the claim. O

A.3 Moment bounded concentration lemmas

Throughout this section, we let Z1,..., 2, 18 P for a distribution P over R with mean Z€ero,
covariance ¥, and k-th moments bounded by my, (Definition [I.2]).

Definition A.3 (Moment bounded random variable). A random variable Y € R has k-th
moments bounded by my, if B[|Y |F]Y/* < my,.

Note for Z ~ P and any v € S ! that v7%1/2Z has k-th moments bounded by m.

Lemma A.7. Let Y7,...Y, € R be independent random variables with mean zero and k-th
moment bounded by my. Then

k
/ k: my_
Y, > <2
Proof We adapt an argument from Taco [2012, Section 2.1] for bounding the deviation of
the mean of k-moment bounded random variables.
> na k)

1n
P(-SVi>al|<P
1

Expanding the term in the expectation, we have

> E,.. Y

1<in,.ig<n
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Notice that for any choice of iy,...,4; such that any specific value occurs exactly once, the
expectation is 0 by independence and the mean zero assumption. For other choices of i1, ..., 1,
the expectation is bounded by mﬁ by independence and Jensen’s inequality. Thus, we count
the number of ways to choose i1,...,%; such that no value appears exactly once. For such
i1,...,t, note that only at most k/ 2 distinct values can occur. Let N, be the number of
ways to assign i1, ..., such that exactly k/2 — r values appear. Then, following [Tag [2012,

Section 2.1], N, < (%ﬁr) (% — r)k < (en)“’" (E)k/ﬂr, by Stirling’s formula.. Thus the total
number of assignments is bounded by

k/2

S < () IS () (k) (LY ek
~ - 2 ~ 2en ) — \ 2 1- 2k | — 2 '

2en

n k
1 ‘ o /e k mk

Thus,

Lemma A.8. Suppose k > 2. Then for Z ~ P we have

\/E k
E[|Z1§] < mid“? and B(1Z]ly > M) < (mjw )

Proof The last claim follows from the first and Markov’s inequality, and so we turn to
proving the first claim. We have,

k/2
d
E|Z|5] =E | [ D (2122 - ;)
j=1
i k/2
L™ yoi2
=d"PE | [ =) (=t/22.
d d; e;

d
1
k k
< d"’E EE_ 5127 . ¢

< mfd""?,

where the first inequality is from Jensen’s inequality and the assumption that k£ > 2 and the
second inequality follows from the moment boundedness assumption. O

Lemma A.9. Let Z ~ P and t > 0. Let Z = Z1{||Z||s, <t} and let i = E[Z] and
Y =E[ZZT]. Then,

k—1 k—2
_ Vd _ Vd
||:u||2 < mi <T and dpsd(za E) < mﬁ - .

t
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Proof To bound ||fifly;, recall that P has mean zero and so
Izlls = IE[Z — 21 {[|Z]ls <t}
= [[E[Z1{[Z]l5 > }]lls

= sup (V2E[Z1{||Z|g > t}] - v).
veSd—1

For every v € S%~!, we have by Hélder’s inequality and Lemma that

k—1

We now turn to the covariance. Trivially, we have Col(X) C Col(¥) and so dpsa(Z, %) < oo.
Thus, it suffices to bound v ¥1/2(2 — £)%1/2y for each v € S¥* N Col(X). To this end, we
have by Hélder’s inequality that

=

E[(21/2Z - 0)1{| 2], > t}] < E[S2Z - oFJiR(| 2|5, > )

VT2 - D)ut20 = R[(21/22 - 0)2 — (2122 - 0)?
=E[(ZV2Z - 0)*1{||Z|)y > t}]
<E[TSV2ZMEP(|1 2]l > 1)

The moment boundedness assumption gives E[|v?21/2Z|F] < mﬁ

k
P(||Z]|y, > t) < (ka\/E) , proving the claim. O

and Lemma [A8 gives

Lemma A.10 (Large points have large sample covariance norms). Let C} be a sufficiently
large constant that depends only on k. Let t > 0 and n > 2t2. With probability at least
1 — Crmkn'=*/2 we have for all i € [n] that if | Zi|s, > 2t, then ZFX(2)1Z; > 2.

Proof Almost surely span (Z) C Col(X), so we can assume both ZI¥1Z; and ZI'%(2)1Z;

are finite. We show for each i € [n] that ||Z;||s, > 2t implies ZI $(2)7Z; > t? with probability

at least 1 — Cymyn~*/2. The desired claim then follows via a union bound over i € [n].
Applying the Sherman-Morrison formula gives

1 T
2ix(2)12, = 2} <2(Z—i) + —ZZZZ-T> Zi
n
(Z75(2-0)12:)?
n+ ZIN(2.3)1Z;
n

= - Zs(z) 1z,

=ZI'n(z )z -

The final quantity is increasing in Z]' %(Z_,)1Z;, so if ZI'X(Z_;)1Z; > 2t then

22
"2

ADIFAA
i 2(2) >n+2t2_

Thus, it suffices to show that ||Z;||s, > 2t implies ZI Y (Z2_;)7Z; > 2t? with probability at least
1— Ckmﬁn_kp. To this end, we have by Cauchy-Schwarz that

1Z:lls, = (2721 Z:)* = (ZF5(2-0)*5(2-0) P51 ) < (Z]'5(2-0)12,) - (2] 515(2.0)%1 7)),
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which implies for V; = % that
illy

ZIS(20)1Z: 2 |1 2|15 (VS Ps(2) 22 v)

Because V; and Z_; are independent, we can fix V; = v and show a high probability upper
bound on v %/2%(Z_;)21/20 over the distribution of Z_;. Expanding gives

1
Txit/2 e 27 )2
TER(ZL)E P = — Y (81275 - 0)?,

i#i
where by Lemma we have
1 ek m ‘
P n_lg(zmzj.v)tlza g2< Ta\/%) .

Thus, with probability at least 1 — Cymyn /2 over the randomness of Z_;, we have that

vTR1/2%(2_;)81/20 < 2. Therefore, with at least that same probability we have
ZI5(2-)' % 2 |25 /2
from which it follows that ||Z;||y, > 2t implies ZI'Y(Z2_,)1Z; > (2t)2/2 > 2¢2. O

Lemma A.11 (Sample covariance of bounded random variables). Let Yi,...,Y, e posuch
that E[Y1Y] =¥ and ||Yi|ly, < M almost surely. Then with probability at least 1 —§ we have

n 2
b (1375 <o ([T
i=1

Proof This follows immediately from applying [Vershynin [2012, Theorem 5.41] on the
whitened data %/2Y;. Note that in our setting E[X7/2Y]] need not be 0, but [Vershyninl [2012,
Theorem 5.41] only states their concentration result for isotropic random variables. This is
not a problem because the proof of Vershynin [2012, Theorem 5.41] does not rely on the mean
being zero, it only requires that the second moment be the identity. O

Lemma A.12 (Oliveira and Rica [2022, Proposition 3.4]). Suppose Y1,...,Y,, are i.i.d. non-
negative real random variables with E[Y)!] < oo for ¢ > 2 and let Wy,...,W,, be an n-
contamination of Y1,...,Y,. Let ¢ > 0 be a universal constant, let a € (0,1). For k =
Lnm] + [enn +log(2/a)], let Ty, = infgcpn),|s|=k Xics % If k <n, then

P (\Tk — By < oy HTEC/) ccE[yf]énl—é) S1-a,

for universal constants C,C. > 0 where C. only depends on c.
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B Proofs for Section [4.1]

B.1 Proof of Proposition [

Rather than using Lemma directly, we will instead use the following corollary, which

converts the bound in Lemma from being in terms of Ry°™ and Sy to being in terms of

R™™™ and S.

Corollary B.1 (Corollary of Lemma [2]). Suppose m > M. For all T C RMOM
such that |T| < m and all v € S¥1, we have

'UTE(XRnorm)T/2E(XT)E(X norm)T/2’U
< max {%tinnery 32e 1Og(tnorm) : UTE(XR”W“ )T/zz(XS)E(XRnorm )T/zv} .

Proof of Corollary [B.1]  For ¢ € {1, 2}, applying LemmaL2] to the subset T'N R)°™ gives
for all u € R?

4m
UTE(XTORZW"‘)U < max {Ttinner : UTE(XRZ‘,’”")ua 16e log(tnorm) : UTE(XSK)U}
4m T T
< max 4 —tinner - U L (Xgnom )u, 16e10g (tnorm) - v 2(Xs)u ¢,
n

where the second inequality is because X(Xgmom) <X X(Xprom) and X(Xg,) = 3(Xg).
Then we have that

’LLTE(XT)U = UTE(XTﬁRqorm)u + UTE(XTﬁRgorm)u

4
< 2max {—mt;nner . uTZ(XRnorm)u, 16e1og(tnorm) - uTZ(XS)u} )
n

from which the desired claim follows by letting u = X (Xgnom )/20. O

We now prove Proposition [

First consider the case that ||X(Xgnom)T/25(Xs)S(Xpmem)T/2|| < ﬁd:gm). By Line [12]
[ALGimmediately terminates and outputs ¥ ¢ = 3(Xgnom ). Thus, we need to show that in this

2
case, (1 —aop) - E(Z) 2 X(Xprom) = 1—1;;:,:” -3(Z). Because we assumed n > %ﬁ(t”‘”m),

we can apply Corollary [B.Il with m = en and T = BN R"™™ to obtain

HE(XRnOrm )T/zz(XBﬂRno"“ )E(XRnorm)T/2 H
< max {86tinne,, 32elog(tnorm) HE(XRnorm)T/2E(XS)E(XRnorm)T/2H}
< 8Etinner-

Then, because X(Xpngnom ) = X (Xgnom ) =3 (Xgngrom ), we have dpsq (X (Xgnpgrom ), X (Xgom)) <
8&tinner, Which implies X (Xgnom) =< (1 — 8ctinner) X (Xggmom). We also have X(Xgngnom) =
Y (Xprom) because G N R™™ C R"™™. Furthermore, Lemma [L1] gives that |G N R"™| =
|GN R > (1—(1+C)e)n > n—mep, and so operator-norm resilience gives by Lemma B.1]
that (1 — aep)X(Z2) 2 X(Xgnpgrem) < (1 + aep)X(Z). Combining all these bounds yields,

1+ aep

1_ EZ <2Xnorm 47
(1 0p)S(Z) = (pom) < T

2(2)7
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which proves the desired claim for this case.

Now consider the case that ||S(Xgmem)T/25(Xg)S(Xgnom ) T/2|| > 4@12%' In this case,
[ALG does not terminate at the current iteration, and so we need to show that will remove
more points from B than from G on average. Observe that [ALG only removes points in the
norm filter of Line [l and the randomized filter of Line 211 Moreover, Lemma [A.1] gives that
the norm filter only removes points in B. Thus, it suffices to show that the randomized filter
will on average remove more points from B than from G i.e., that E[|B N (R"™ \ Re")|] >

E[|G N (R"™™ \ Re"Y)|]. Because B and G partition [n], this claim is equivalent to
1
EHG N (Rnorm \ Rend)H < §E[‘Rnorm \RendH.

To prove this, we first observe that after the if-statement check in Line [I2] fails, [ALG computes
vg € S% 1 such that

Eti
'Ugjz(XRnorm)T/22(XS)E(XRnorm)T/2’US — HE(XR"O”“)T/22(XS)E(XRnorm)T/2H > *
4elog(tnorm)
Then, BLG filters each point i € R™"™ with probabilty ﬁ(az, N (Xprom)120)21 {i € S}. By
linearity of expectation, we thus have
1
BR™™ \ B = —— 37 (- S 05)1 {i € 5}

wmax ZG Rnorm

1
= 3 S (Ko ) 20T S (Km0

w
Wax jes

= VLS (Xppom) 125X )T (X pmorm ) 20
Wmax
Etinner n

> . .
de log (tnorm ) Wmax

On the other hand, we can bound the expected number of good points removed by

1 .
E[GNR™\RT = —— ) (@i B(Xpeom)P05)*1 {i € S}
MaxX ;eGnRnorm
n
= w : ng(XR"O"“)T/22(XGQS)E(XRnOrm)T/2’US
n

<

w HE(XRnorm)T/2E(XGQS)E(XRnorm)T/2H . (5)

To bound HE(XRnorm)T/2E(XGQS)E(XRnorm)T/2H, we begin by bounding the number of good

points added to S. First note that [(G N R"™™)| =n — |B| — |G\ R*®"| > n — (1 + C)en.
1

Then because € < yT§E=e)) and mep > (1 4+ C')en, we may apply Lemma A3 to obtain

72tr%orm

inner

tinner

|Gﬂ S| < AMinner + |B N Rnorm| + (’I’L _ |G N Rnorm|).

Because we also assume that mep > 4minner + <1 + ) en, the above display implies

|GNS| < mep. Thus, (Mmep, dop)-operator norm resilience implies ¥(Xgns) = aopX(Z) and so

= (Ko (X5 (Koo )12 | <

‘E(XRnorm)WE(Z)E(X norm)T/ZH

= aop

‘2(2)1/2E(Xanm)TZ(Z)1/2H .
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Then Observe that E(XRnorm)T j E(XGﬂRnorm)T = E(ZGﬂRnorm)T j (1 — aop) 12(Z)T7 Where
the last bound is by Lemma Bl This implies HE XRnorm)T/zz(XGmg)E(XRnorm T/QH < Qo

_aop

Plugging this into (B]), we have that E[|G N (RM™ \ Re")[] < ;2. Because we assume

— 1- Qiop wmax

tinner > %{iﬁ””m) . %, the desired claim follows by combining this with ().

B.2 Proof of Lemma

Lemma B.1 (Anti-concentration). Let X be a non-negative random variable with E[X]| = p.
Then for all v > 0, there exists t > /2 such that

P(X >t) > %t_(””).

Proof Suppose for contradiction that for some v > 0 and all ¢ > /2 that P(X > t) <
24=(147) . Then
[e.e] [e.e] 1 [e.e]
1 =E[X] :/ P(X > t)dt < & +/ M= gt = = < / =g
0 2 “/2 2 /7 u/2

However, the right-hand side is less than 1/, yielding a contradiction. O

Lemma B.2 (Bounded number of negatively correlated points). Let vi,...,vx € RP such
that for all distinct i,j € [k], |jvi||*> < M? and vlv; < —b. Then k < MTQ + 1.

Proof Observe that

0< Z ZHU,H +3 v]v; < kM? — k(k — 1)b.
1=1 i#j
Rearranging yields the result. O

Lemma B.3 (Restatement of LemmalL2)). Let ¢,¢' € {1,2} for¢ #{'. Letm > %ﬁ(t"m).
Then for all u € R? and T C RI™ such that |T| < m we have

4
UTE(XT)U < max {Tmtinner : UTE(XRZ?”“)U’ 16€ log (tnorm) - UTE(XSe)U} .

Proof The second claim of Lemma 1] implies for all i € R}°™ that x; € Col(E(XRz?rm)).
Then because T', Sy C R)°™, we see that Col(X(X7)), Col(X(Xs,)) C Col(X (XRQ?'““))- This
implies that it suffices to prove the claim for only u € Col(3(X Roem ).

Now, let A = Z(XRzgrm)T/ 2 for convenience. Rescaling u € CoI(Z(XRZ?rm)) by A, it suffices
to show for all v € SN CoI(E(XRZ?rm)) that

4
UTAE(XT)AU < max {—mtinne,, 16€e log(tnorm) - ’UTAE(XSZ)AU} . (6)
n
Again for convenience let 8 = v AX(X7)Av. Equation (@) is immediate for 8 < 4Tmt;nner,
so suppose 3 > 4 linner- Let I ~ Uni(T'). Then IE[:EI:E}F] = 2=3(Xr), which implies

-7
np

x v i ’UT V= —.

T
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Because T' C R"™™, from Lemma [Z1] we have for all ¢ € T that
(xi : AU)2 < $ZTA23;2 < 7ﬁorm (7)

Lemma [B.1l implies for all v > 0 there exists t > 27% such that
VB (14) 5 -2y IO

P A >
(($1 U) t) 2|T| = Ynorm 2|T|t’

where the second inequality follows because (7)) implies ¢ < t2,,,,. Picking v = %log_l(tno,m)

yields P((z; - Av)? > t) > 2ZﬁT\ which implies

el (o Av= Vi = 200 o (e | i Av> VR 2 2

We will prove the claim assuming the first case, as the second case is symmetric.
Let T" = {i € T | x; - Av > v/t}. Then we have that
1 1 t
T 2 2
vt AN(Xs,)Av = - Z(az, - Av)® > - Z (x; - Av)* > E’T/ NSyl (8)

1€Sy i€T'NS,

We proceed to lower bound |77 N Sy| in terms of 3. Notice that for all 7,5 € T’, we have
(z; - Av)(z; - Av) > t. For distinct 4,5 € T'\ Sy, the fact that S; contains neither ¢ nor j
implies ]a:ZTA%j\ < tinner- Now observe the following identity that holds for all z,y € R%:

2T A%y = (z - Av)(y - Av) + (Az — (z - Av)v) - (Ay — (y - Av)v).
Defining y; := (Ax; — (z; - Av)v) for i € [n], we have for all distinct i,5 € T\ Sy that
(zi - Av)(x; - Av) +y; - y; = of A%x; < |l A% < tinner-

Combining this with the fact that (z; - Av)(x; - Av) > t, we thus see that —y; - y; > t — tinner-
4mtinne,, we have that ¢ > %
Vi Y > t/2. Also, the norm-filter step guarantees from Lemma A1 that gives that ||y;]|* <

| Az;||= < t,%orm for all ¢ € T". Thus, applying Lemma B2l to {y; | i € T"\ S} gives us

|T"\ Sy| < %‘% +1< 31&3% This implies

Because we assumed |T| < m and § > > 2tinner, and so

6 V6
17080l = 171~ 11 801> 1 (5~ 3am ) = 27

2
where the last inequality is by 5 > 4Tmt;nner and m > 12€tsorn 108 (fnorm) | Combining this with (8],

tinner
we have v AN (Xg,)Av > g = mUTAE(XT)AU, which is precisely what we wanted
to show in (). O
B.3 Proof of Lemma 4.3
Recall that in our notation, for an arbitrary dataset Y = {y1,...,ym} C R?, we denote

2(Y) = 3", iyl and for T C [m], we denote X(Yr) = L 3. Lyl
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Lemma B.4. Let Y = {y1,...,ym} C R? such that for all i € [m], yIS(V)Ty; < M?. Also
let v,b>0, T C [m] and W = {w1,...,w} CR? be such that S(W) < L25(YVr) and for all

j e k), wl () — ) )w; > b. Then k < 2 (m — |T)).

Proof
Let J ~ Uni([k]) so that we have E[wyw}] = Z(W). Then because w?(S(YVr)" —
Y(V)Hwy > b almost surely, we have that

b < E[w] (S(Vr)" — SV Nw,] = e ((E(Vr)" = Z()HEW)).
Notice Col(X(W)) C Col(X(Yr)) € Col(X(Y)), so that X(W) < L=X(Vr) implies

a(COn) - 2)HEMW) < T2 () - 20)HE).
To bound the trace, we first have
(S0 - SMNEE) = 6 = SO)'EE) = 2B () - S0n).
Then because (V) = 2(Vr) = 5 D icpm\z Yi¥i » we have

(=) E) - ZEn) = o Z o< 1D

Combining all of the above displays and rearranging proves the claim. O

Lemma B.5 (Restatement of Lemma [3]). Suppose tinner = 2binners tnorm = bnorm, and |G N
R™™| > n — min{mep, §}. Then we have

722
(G S| < 4mtinner + | B O R™™| 4+ =2 (n — |G 0 R™™)).

inner
Proof Throughout this proof, we denote R"™™ as R for ease of notation.

Now S is a union of S; and S, where S; = [ComputeS(Xr,, > (XR,), tinner) and Sy =
[ComputeS(Xr,, X(XR, ), tinner). We note that Sy C Ry and Sz C Ry. For S; C Ry, this is
because S; is constructed from pairs 4, j € [n] for which the corresponding entries in X'z, have
Y (X, )-normalized inner product exceeding tinner. However, for i € Ry, the ith entry of X',
is 0, and so has an inner product of 0 with all other entries of X'r,. A symmetric argument
appleis for Sy C Ro.

Thus, we have that H} and H} partition [n], Ry and Ry partition R, and S; and Sy partition
S. It therefore suffices to show that

72t2
|Gﬂ Sl| < 2"ninner + |B N R1| + %GHQ - |Gﬂ R2|)7 and

Inner

7 t%orm n
\GmSﬂgmmmpHBmRﬂ+7——ﬂH\\GmRm.

inner
We will only show the first inequality, as the argument for the second inequality is symmetric.
Because Sy =[ComputeS|(Xr,, X (XRr,), tinner) is constructed by adding pairs of indices 4, j €
Ry, we can, for every i € Sl, deﬁne j(i) € S1 to be the other index that i was added to S
alongside. Because the condition in Line [2] of prevents a point from being added
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to S1 more than once, we have that the choice of j(i) is unique for each i € S; and that
j(i) # j(i’) for distinct i, € S.

To bound |GNSy|, first observe that for each i € GNSy, either j(i) € BNS; or j(i) € GNSy.
By injectivity of j(), there are at most |[BN S| points i € GN Sy are such that j(i) € BN.S;.
Moreover, because S1 C Ry, we have |BNS;| < |BN Ry|. Therefore, all we need to show is

722
Hie GNS1|73G) € GNS1H < 2minner + —(|HY| — |G N Ry)).

tlnner
Now consider the set @ = {i € GN Sy | j(i) € GN Sy, |:E;TFE(ZH3)%]-(Z-)| > binner }. Because
Z 18 (Minners binner )-inner product bounded, there exists a set T with |T| > n — [H5| — Minner
such that |z} E(ZHQ)TZH < binner for all distinct ¢, j € T. By inclusion-exclusion, we have that
|QNT| > |Q] — Minner- Thus, if |Q| > 2minner + 1, we have by Pigeonhole Principle that for

some ¢ € @, both i € T and j(i) € T. This contradicts the definition of ¢ and so we have
|Q| < 2minner- Thus, it only remains to show

72tr%orm

inner

{i € GN S| j(0) € GN Sy, ol B(Zug) 20| < binner}| < (H3| — |G N Ry).

Let i € GN Sy such that j = j(i) € GN Sy and ]a;ZTE(ZHg)ij(i)] < binner- We may upper
bound |z7 ¥ (Xg,) 7| as

‘x E(XRz)

TS (Zy) x]‘ +

2 <Z(XGOR2) —2(21{3)*)9;]-(

+ |z <Z(XGOR2) - E(XR2)T)xj"

The first term is bounded by binner by assumption. Now notice that X(Xgngr,) = (ZanRr,) =
¥(Zyp) and X(Xgnr,) = X(XR,), and so by applying Cauchy-Schwarz,

2] £(r,) ;| < binner + \/ (2 (Xonm)t - z(zHgﬁ):ci\/x]T(z(XGngﬁ — 2(2Zw)1 )z

+ \/a;iT (2(Xorm,)t - Z(XRZ)T>a:,~\/x§-F (2(Xorm:)t = DX,

Combining this with the facts that ]a;?E(XRZ)Ta:j\ > tinner and bipner < %tinner, we must
have that

L 2] (S(Xanr,)" — 2(Zu)") i > Ftinner; or

3. 2] (B(Xonr,)T = %

2. ‘TZT(Z(XGORZ)T X XR2)T)xi > %tinneﬁ or
ZH?)T):EQ' > %tinneﬂ or

4. 2T (S(Xanpr,)T — 2(Xr,) )2 > Hinner-

Now define the sets

v

Q= {Z €eGNRy ‘ ‘TZT(E(XGﬂRz)T - E(ZHQ)T)‘TZ %tinner}y
Q =1{i € GNRy | 2] (Z(Xanr,)" — 2(Xro)") @i > Linner }-
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We have shown that for i € GN Sy such that j(i) € GN Sy, either i € QU or j(i) € QUQ'.
Because j(-) is injective, this allows to conclude that |G N S1| < 2|Q U Q| < 2|Q| + 2|Q'|.
Before bounding |Q| and |Q’'|, we first note that by assumption on |G N R|, we have

[Hy \ (G'N Ry)| < [[n] \ (G N R)| < min{mep, 7}.

Then because Z is (mop, aop)-operator norm resilient, we have by Lemma [B.1] that ¥(Zyy ) <

(1 — cop) ' E(Z6nR,)-
Now to bound |Q|, we will apply Lemma [B4] to

Y={z|ieHy}, W={x;]i€Q}, and T =GNR,.

To do so, we first need to find the values of M,C,b with which we can apply the lemma.

Because Z is bporm-norm bounded, we have for all ¢ € Hy that
Ty — BT t, < Ly
2z B(W)'z = 7 Y(Zup )tz < 2b

norm?

so we may take M = %bnorm. By definition of @), we have for ¢ € Q) that

o (SO0~ 20 = BT (9260, 5(Z) s 2 honer

so we may take b = %tinner. Finally, to find 7, we first note that because Z is (mqp, Qop)-
operator norm resilient, we have that 3(Zgp) =< 3%(Z2). Since $(2) = ¥(Zup) + X(Zuy ), this
implies that X (Zyp) < 3¥(Zyy). Thus, because @ C HY, we have

3 3 3[Hn
=) = \Z)_]E(ZQ) = %E(Zﬁ’f) = ﬁE(ZHg) = GT:LP)‘Q’E(ZGORQ) = #j)@‘

and so we may take v = 3(1 — aop) . Applying Lemma [B.4] with these quantities, we can
2 2
conclude that |Q| < (=2— . bem . .8 (1H| — |G N Ry|) < (m%(mg\ —|GNRy).

1—C|lop tinner 1_Oéop)tinner

X(Yr),

To bound |Q’|, we will similarly apply Lemma [B4] to
Y={x;|i€e R}, W={x;]ieQ}, and T=GnNRAR,.

Again, we need to find the values of M, C,b with which we can apply Lemma [B.4] to these
datasets. For M, we have by Lemma [4.1] that for all i € R,

R 1
= Mw?E(XRQ)TZEi < —¢?
n

2 norm?

x?z(y)%i

so we may take M = —t.orm. By definition of @', we have for i € Q' that
V2

o (B - 200N = o (2(Xanm,) - 2 (X s = 2l

Now note that

[Ro| > |G N Ro| = [Hy| — [Hy \ (GN Ry)| >

o3

) n n
- mln{mopy Z} > 1
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so we may take b = 1—16tinner. Finally, to find ~, by the same argument as when we computed
~v for |Q], we have that

3n 3n 3‘R2‘
0 o) Q] Z608) = [T g g = Yerm) = T4 @]

and so we may take v = 3(1 — aop) . Applying Lemma [B.4] with these quantities, we can
conclude that |Q'] < 5— - Gem . 16 (|Ry| — |G Ry|) < hem (47| — |G'N Ryl). Putting it

1—Oéop tinner inner

all together, we have 2|Q| + 2|Q'| < 72t 0rm

(1_aop)tinner

(W) =2 (Vr),

(Hy — |G N Ry|), proving the claim. O

C Proofs for Section

C.1 Proof of Lemma [5.7]

We split the proof into two lemmas. Lemma [C.] shows that bporm-norm and (0, binner )-inner
product boundedness hold with probability at least 1 —30. Lemma[C.2lshows that (mop, ttop)-
operator norm resilience with probability at least 1—44. A union bound then proves the claim.

Lemma C.1 (Norm and inner product boundedness). Suppose n > max{o*d-+log(1/6), o> (d+
log(n/d))}. Then there exists bpoym and binner Satisfying

baorm = 0(02 ’ (d + log(n/é))) and  binner = 0/ 210g(n2/5)bnorm

such that with probability at least 1 — 35, Z is byorm-norm bounded and (0, binner )-inner product
bounded.

Proof Expanding out the definitions of norm and inner product boundedness, we need
to show that there exists bnorm, binner Satisfying b2.,.. = O(c? - (d + log(n/d))) and bipner =
o4/210g(n?/0)bnorm such that with probability at least 1 — 34,

ZIS(Ze)1 Z; < b2 d ZI(Zu) Z:| < binner-
62}%}2}5 i X(2up)" Zi < b an Zg}%}i’j:}:ﬁl{?l i 2(Zw2)"Z;j| < binner
i#j

We begin by using independence and subgaussianity to bound the inner products between
distinct points in terms of the norms of the points. For ¢ € {1,2} and distinct 4, j € [n] \ H,
notice that Z_; determines E(ZH?)TZj. Therefore, fixing Z_;, we have over the randomness of
Z; that ZZ-TE(ZH?)TZJ- is subgaussian with variance proxy o?|| EI/QZ(ZH?)TZ]- Hz A subgaussian
tail bound (Lemma [A.2)) gives that with probability at least 1 — 3 over the randomness of Z;,

|ZZTE(ZH7)TZJ| S oy log(e/ﬁ)HEl/zE(ZH?)TZjH
< o/1+1og(1/B) |22 (2w ) 12| 12(20) T2 25
Taking 8 = % and a union bound, we have that the above holds simultaneously for all

¢ € {1,2} and all distinct pairs ,j € [n] \ H}.
Now suppose we further condition on the events that

max dpsd(g(ZH?), 2) <

1
2e{1,2} 2
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and

sup | Zi[1% < 0% - O(d + log(n/5)) = +t2

ic [n] 2 norm?

both of which happen with probability at least 1 — ¢ by Lemmas [A.3] and [A.6] respectively.
We will now show that both of the desired claims hold.
First note that dpsa(3(Zsp), ¥) < 5 implies Y(Zup) = 3. This then implies both

|SY28(2) 82| <2 and  [|BY28(Z)12)| < V2.
Then the first claim follows immediately by Cauchy-Schwarz because

Z2T5(Za) 7 < 125 (2 ) 212 HET/2Z,~H <
% i P < gy g ”

The second claim also follows immediately because for all ¢ € {1,2} and distinct pairs
i,j € [n] \ H}, our earlier bound gives

1ZI5(210)1 Z;] < 0/1 +1og(n2/0) || S22 ) V2|1 2( 2 ) 2 2
< /2(1 + log(n2/5))bnorm.

This proves the claim. U

We adapt the following argument for operator norm resilience of subgaussian data from
Diakonikolas and Kane [2022, Proposition 3.3].

Lemma C.2 (Subgaussian operator norm resilience). Let n > o*d + log(1/8) and mep < n.
Then there exists aop Satisfying

aop:2<1+20'210g< " >>-m0p—|—0<0-2 M)
2map n n

such that with probability at least 1 — 20, Z is (Mop, top)-operator norm resilient.

Proof Let H € {H,Hy} and for ease of notation, let m = |H| = &. We will show the
required properties for H hold with probability at least 1 — 24, so that the claim follows by a
union bound over H.

We first show that with probability at least 1 — &, £(Zy) < 3X(Z). Because n > m 2
otd +log(4/5), we have by Lemma [A3] that probability 1 — 4,

1 n

psd< E YAV ) <c and dpyq (— g ZZ-ZZ-T,E> <eg,

n
i€H =1

where ¢ > 0 is a small constant we will set later. This implies % ZZ e Zi ZZ.T < (1+¢)% and
Ly Z,ZT = (1 - ¢)¥ so that

1—|—c 1+e¢c
=N "zzr< zzF 2%(Z Y (Z).
ZEZS “(U—on Z = (&) S T EE)
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Picking ¢ = £, we obtain £(Zy) =< 3%(Z), proving the first requirement.
Now we show that with probability at least 1 — J, it holds that

1
=322 < aepX(Zh)
n €T
for all T'C H such that |T'| < mgp.
By dpsd(% Sien ZiZE, %) < %, we know that % Sien ZiZL = %E. Noting that X(Zy) =
ﬁ YoicH ZZ-ZZ-T , it thus suffices to show that with probability at least 1 — 4,

1

_E Zz‘Z,'T =< Qop v,

m 4 2
€T

for all T'C H such that |T'| < mep. Equivalently, we want to show that with probability at
least 1 — §, it holds for all v € S¥~1 N Col(X) that

1 Ts1/2 7712 T 1/2 1 T
sup — E v XV4Z)7 = sup v X — g VAV
TCH miET( /) reH M et o
|T‘—m0p |T‘—m0p

ni/2y, < Fop
D)

Let V be a %—net of %71 N Col(X), which we can take such that [V| < 97 by Vershynin
[2012, Lemma 5.2]. Then [Vershynin [2012, Lemma 5.4] gives that

1 1
sup sup — Z(UTZTpZi)z <2sup sup — Z(UTET/zZi)2.
_ m m
vesd-1 TCH pyr-d veV TCH pyd
|T‘:m0p ‘T|:m0p

For each v € V, we will show that

1 T Mo d +log(1/6)
— ET/2ZZ- 2 < (142021 on)) - —2 2y ——1
;g% — Z(v )© < (1 +20%log(m/mep)) —+ @) <O‘ \/ -

i€T

|T|=mop

with probability at least 1 — 9~%4, so that the claim follows by a union bound over all v € V.
For a fixed v € V, let Y; = (UTZT/zZ,-)2. We then have that Yi,...,Y,, are i.i.d. o%-sub-
exponential random variables. Let M > 0 be a threshold we specify later. Then,

1 1 1
sup — ;< sup — Y1{Y, < M} + — Y,1{Y;, > M
sup D Vi< sup o) Vil b+ D Yild }

T |=mmop €T T |=rm0p €T i€H
m, 1
<= .M+EEZSE1{1@ > M} .
1

We now bound 1 3. ¥;1{Y; > M} with high probability. Let p = E[Y;1{Y; > M}]. Be-
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cause Y; is o2-sub-exponential, we first have that

p=E[Y;1{Y; > M}]

= /OO]P(Yil {Yi> M} > t)dt
0

= /OO P(Y; > max{t, M})dt
0
~ — max 0'2

< /0 exp(— max{t, M}/o2)d.

M o)

:/ exp(—M/a2)dt+/ exp(—t/c?)dt
0 M

= (M + 1) exp(—M/c?).

Then because Y;1{Y; > M} is also o2-subexponential, we have by a Bernstein-type inequality
(Lemma [A.4]) that

]P’(%Z[Yil{Yi>M}—u]2t> :P(Zm1{§g>M}—u]zm>

1€H i€H

. [(mt)? mt
S €Xp | —cmin W, ? .

_ 2 /d + log(1/6)
m M

we have P (2 3~ [Y;1{Y; > M} — pi] > t) < 97%. Thus, with probability at least 1 —97%5,

sup iZYQ < Hop M 4 (M + 1) exp(—M/c*) + O <U2\/M> :
TCH M m m

T
T)=mop '€

Picking

d +log(1/9) n d + log(1/9)

t> o2
~ m m

By picking M = o log(m/mep), We prove the claim. O

C.2 Proof of Corollary [5.1]

For minner = 0 and any mep < n, Lemma [5.1] gives that there exists bnorm, binner, Qtop satisfying
br%orm = 02 : O(d + log(n/é))

binner =20 V 2 lOg(n2/5) bnorm

o log(1
top = 2(1 + 20 og(n/2mop)) - 2 + O (02 CHOTM>

such that with probability at least 1—76, the uncontaminated dataset Z is (bnorm, Minner binner s Mop; Cop )-
good. To apply Theorem Bl with C > 0, we need tinner, tnorm tO satisfy

1
1.€Sm,
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_1
2. thorm = (1 - aop) 2bnorm,

8eaop log(t )y o1
3. tinner > max{2binner, e on e 1y

4. n > 12et30 10g(tnorm )

Etinner ’

(1+c

5. mep > max{l+ C,1+ norm A en 4+ 4Minner-

Picking tnorm = (1 — aop)_%bnorm, we then need to pick tinner satisfying

9)

tinner = Max < binner, Qop 1Og(tnorm)7 t%orm lOg(tnorm)7 tﬁormsn .
(1 - aop)5 En Mop

Because log(n/d) < d and n 2> o*d, we have that for a sufficiently small constant ¢ > 0
and mep < 5, the choice of agp satisfies

Ccn
o2logo
d 1
Qop = 2.0 <%log (ﬂZ)p) + ﬁ) < 7

This then implies tnorm =< 0v/d and we can simplify (@)

o I 2d 2d1 2d 2 d
o TS S0, M, )
op

Qop

Notice that we require tjnner 2 , so that Theorem [3] gives an error bound of

err(EALGa E(Z)) N Qop + Elinner < €tinner-

with probability at least 1 — C'.

logn
B < g
ecause € 35 (0_2 log02)\/a’

f

< &, This yields

we can pick mep < TTlog o7

aop S 02Vd (E + 1/n)

and allows us to choose

t,nnerma2max{\/dlog n/é), ( +
= o2 log(n )\/&max{l, ! }

1
)\/_logn d;)gn \/_logn}

This then gives the error

err(Xag, 2(2)) < etinner S O log E\/_ d+ +/d/n),

proving the claim.
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D Proofs for Section

D.1 Useful properties of P

Here we establish some properties of P that will be useful in proofs for moment bounded
data. By Lemma [A.9] we know that

k—2
dpsa (2, %) < mf < \/E) .

bclip

Then, if bejip 2 m;;%2 V/d, we have that dpsa(Z,3) < % Because HZH2 < bejip almost surely,
we have by Lemma [AT] that
- = = 3
12l < 572542 21l < |/ b (10

almost surely. Also, by moment-boundedness, we have for all v € S that
— 9 = _ _ _ 3
E[|S12Z - o|F]% < E[|S12Z - o|F]% < my (0T ST2051/20)1/2 < \/;mk (11)

D.2 Proof of Lemma

We begin with a deterministic lemma about Showing the preconditions of the
lemma, hold with high probability, we will have proven Lemmal[G.Il Before stating and proving
that lemma, we first recall the following lemma that we used to prove Lemma [£.3]

Lemma D.1 (Restatement of Lemma B.4). Let Y = {y1,...,ym} C R? such that for all
i€ [m], yI S()y; < M2, Alsolety,b >0, T C [m] and W = {wn, ..., wx} C R? be such that
(W) =2 2X(Yr) and for all j € [k], ij(z(yT)T —S(Y))w;j >b. Then k < “’bﬁ(m —1|T).

Lemma D.2. Let ¥ be a PSD matriz and let teip, beip > 0 such that teip, < Let

Z={z,...,2,} such that

%bclip-

. . 1
1nf{zZTE(Z)Tzi |3 € [n],||zilly > beip} > sz“p.

Let Z ={z,...,2%,}, where % = z1{||2||s, < baip}, and suppose that dpsa(S(Z2),3) < 1. Let
m = |{i € [n] | |zlly, > teip/V8}| and suppose that Z is (m + en, 3)-operator norm resilient.
Let X = {x1,...,2,} be an e-contamination of Z and let Y = [Preprocess|(X,tqip). Then

there exists T C [n] with |T| < m such that ) is a <1 + b82"

)E—contamz’natz’on of Z_[n]\T.
clip
Proof Let G={ic[n]|z=a}and G ={i€c [n]|z =z} Note that [G| > (1 —¢e)n
because X is an e-contamination of Z. Moreover, because Z and Z only differ on points
where ||z;]|s; > baiip > tnorm/V/2, we also have that |G| > n — (m + en).

Now define the set

T={i €] | TSz > 2, or |zl > baiph-

We first show that |T'| < m. For i € [n] such that 2] %(X)Tz; > tg“p,

3 < 2In(X)Ty < 22X, ,fﬂé)Tzi = ziTE(ZH,fmé)Tzi < QZ?E(ZH;L)T%,

clip H
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where the last inequality is by (m + en, ) -operator norm resilience of Z. Operator norm
resilience and also gives that 27 E(ZHvlz)TzZ < 22I'%(2)12; < 427212, which altogether imply
that ||2i|ls > taip/V/8. Because we also assume that bgip > v/8tlip, we have that T C {i €
(0] | |zills > teip/V/2}, which implies that |T'| < m.

Thus, all we need to show now is that Y = {y1,...,yn} isa (

Ine

e > contamination of Z[n}\T'

clip

Note for any i € [n],

Yi = :EZ']_ {$ZTE(X) €Ty < tcllp}

F1{ig Ty = 21 {zfz(X) 2 < 12

< tip and [zl < boip |

where the first line is by construction of Then for any i € [n] such that y; #
zZi1{i ¢ T}, we must have that

1. z; # z (in which case i € G), or

2. x; = z and 2] ©(X)Tz; <t and ||z]lg > beip-

clip

The first case only occurs for at most en indices ¢ € [n], and so letting S denote the set of
indices for which the second case holds, we turn to bounding |S|.

First note that S C G, so that ¥(Zg) = X(Xs) = X(Xg). Now, we have by assumption
that for all i € [n] satisfying |/z;||s; > belip, it holds that

bd,p <2ZIN(2) 2 < 2I'5(20) 2 = 22 (Xe) T2

Because we also assume that ¢, < %bcnp, we therefore have for i € S that

A5(x0) 2 < 2

7

< b

clip 3 cllp 2 E(XG)TZia

and so

1
2l (B(Xe)T = 2(x)1) 2 > §ziTE(XG) 2 > 8bd,p

We now wish to apply Lemma [DIl with ) = X, W = {z; | i« € S}, and T = G. The above

argument implies that we can take b = Sbcllp We can also take M? = n because for all i € [n],

x; E(X)Tmi <z (%az,m?)T z; < n. Finally we can also take v = 1 because

EW) = 758(Zs) 2 175 2(Xe)-

ISI ISI

Thus, applying Lemma [D.I] we conclude that |S| <

cllp (n B ‘G‘) ( clip)En.

Putting it all together, we have proven that ) is a (1+

>€—contam1nation of EM\T. O
C|Ip

Proof of Lemma [6.1] The claim immediately follows from applying Lemma [D.2] with
telip = %bc“p provided that the preconditions of the lemma hold with the desired probability.
That is, we need to show that with our desired probability, it holds that

L inf{Z]'S(2)1Z; | i € [n], || Zillg > beiip} > 1bZip;
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2. dpsa(B(2),%) < &
3. Z is (m + en, 3)-operator norm resilient, where m = |{i € [n] | || Zi|ls; > baiip/8}|.

By Lemma [A 10| the first event happens with probability at least 1 — Cpmynt=5/2.
For the second event, we recall some useful properties we established in Section [D.1l In

k

particular, because bejip 2 m,’; ?. we have that dpsd(i, Y) < % and HZ Hi almost surely for

b2, 108(2d/0) )

n

Z ~ P. This latter property implies by Lemma[A Il that dysa(X(Z2),X) = O <

with probability at least 1 —4. Because we also assume that n 2 bghp log(d/d), we can combine
these errors to conclude that dpsa(2, %) < % with probability at least 1 — .

For the last event, we begin with a high probability upper bound on m = [{i € [n] |
| Zills; > beip/8}|- Note that m is binomially-distributed with n draws and probability

P(||Zi||s; > beiip/8). By Lemma[A.§ we have that

8mk\/3>k

clip

]P)(HZZ'HE > bclip/S) < <

k
Thus, a binomial tail bound yields that with probability at least 1—exp <—Q <<M> n>> ,

bclip

k _
we have m < 2 (M) n. We therefore need to show that with high probability, Z is

clip

k
Mop, 5)-operator norm resilient for mep, = 2 8m’“_‘/a n + en. We have from Lemma [D.J
Ps 2 P bei
clip

that for mep < n, there exists

c|.p10g d/5 /d+log 1/5 (max{mop,d+log(1/5)}>l_i
n

such that Z is (mop,aop)—operator norm resilient with probability at least 1 — §. Because

k>4 and n > max{b?, plog(d/5),mi(d +log(1/6))}, we can choose aop < 3 so long as

k k
2 1-2 8 d
mk <mop> k ka < mk‘\/_>

n bclip

2k k
is bounded above by a small constant. This follows because ¢ < m, "> and bgip = m, >Vd.

Combining all the failure probabilities, the claim follows.

D.3 Proof of Lemma

We separately prove operator norm resilience and inner product resilience in the next two
lemmas, and then put it all together afterwards to prove this lemma.
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Lemma D.3 (Heavy-tailed operator norm resilience). Suppose n > b2, log(2d/8) and mep <

clip
n. There exists

Qop =

CIIplog d/<5 d—|—log 1/5 <max{mop,d+10g(1/5)}>l_
n

such that with probability at least 1 — 46, Z is (Mop, Gtop ) -operator norm resilient.

Proof Let H € {H,Hy}. For ease of notation, let m = |H| = 5. We will prove the desired
properties for H hold with probability at least 1 — 2§, so that the claim follows by a union
bound over H.

For a large constant C' > 0, we may assume without loss of generality that me, > C'(d +
log(1/9)). This is because the claim for me, < C(d + log(1/0)) is weaker than the claim for
Mop = C(d + log(1/9)), possibly up to constant factors.

We first show that £(Zy) < 3%(Z). By Lemma[AIIland (I0), we have with probability
at least 1 — 4 that

b2 log(2d/9)

clip
m

dpsa(2(2),8) = 0 bz"”log#/é) and  dpeg (mx(z‘H) i) -

Because n > m 2 b2, log(2d/d), we have that max{dpsa(3(Z2),%), dpsa(2X(Zp),E)} < ¢ for

clip A
a small constant ¢ > 0. This rearranges to imply L%(Z2y) < HE¥(Z). Because m = 2, we

can obtain the desired $(Zg) < 2%(Z) with probability at least 1 — § by picking ¢ = £. This
establishes the first requirement for (Mop, (op)-operator norm resilience.

We now show the second requirement; that is, with probability at least 1 — §, we have
for all T C H with |T| = mep that (Zp,pp) = opX(Zp). Because we are under the
event that dpsd(% Y icH 77T %) < ¢, we have that % Y oicH ZZT = %i. Thus, it suffices
to show that with probability at least 1 — ¢, it holds for all T C H with |T'| = mep that
% Y ier Z 7T = %E. Equivalently, we show that for all such 7' and all v € S¥~! N Col(X),

= Z (WTS1/2Z;)? aop
ZET

Let Vbea %—net of S*1, which we can take such that |V| < 9% by Vershyninl [2012, Lemma,
5.2]. Then Vershynin [2012, Lemma 5.4] gives that

1 —t/9 5 1 — /0 =
sup sup — Z(UTZTpZi)z <2sup sup — Z(UTZT/zZ,-)?
_ m m
vesd—1 TCH pyr-d veV TCH py-d
|T|=mop |T|=mop

For each v € V, we will bound

1 ol

Y, = sup — w272
E— mz;( i)
|T|=mop '€

with probability at least 1 —97%§, so that our desired claim will follow by a union bound over
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all v € V. Observe that

1 e
Vo— s - 3(ISZ)

TCH M ¢
IT‘;mop €T
1 Ts1/2 7 \2 . 1 Ts1/2 7 \2
= Z(U XVZ;) — Tlg% EZ(’U xV2Z;)
1€ |T|=m—mop €T
1 —1/9 5 — 1 —/9 5
I I (i oUICY A Y i VL S 15 VCY AT LS
m m TCS M — Mep = m

|T'|=m—mop

To bound the first term, we have

1 e
— > (TSP Z)? —1
1€H

| (e -

< dpsd (%E(EH% E)

b2 log(2d/9)

clip
m

To bound the second term, we will use |Oliveira and Rica [2022, Proposition 3.14], which we
restate in Appendix[A.3]as Lemma [A.12] for convenience. This proposition gives subgaussian-
like concentration for the truncated sample mean. We will apply Lemma [A.12] with 1 such
that

Mop = [1pm] + [enpm + log(4 - 97/6)].

Because mop > C(d +log(4/9)) for a sufficiently large constant C, this n will satisfy n =< =,

m

Then by applying Lemma [A.12 with this n, ¢ = %, a=9"% and Y; = W; = (vT21/22))2, we
have with probability at least 1 — gé that

- ! T5t/27.92
A2 ey AN
|T|=m—mop €T
TS t/27. )4 .gd _ _
< \/E[(U %1/ len]log(él 94/6) _’_EHUTZTMZl’k]%nl—%

d + log(1/9) Mopy 1-2
SN ETTDRTE N

where the last inequality is by the moment bound on P from (II)). Therefore we have,
b2 log(2d/6§ [d + loe(1 1-2
Y, < clip g(2d/9) +m2 d +log(1/6) +m2 (mop) by m
m m m n
bZiip Log(2d/9) d+log(1/s
m m

proving the claim. O

2
Mop -z
m M



Lemma D.4 (Heavy-tailed norm-boundedness). Suppose n 2, bCIIp log(2d/6). With probability

at least 1 — 26, Z is %bc“p—norm bounded.

Proof Let H € {H},Hy}. By LemmalA.1Tland (I0), we have with probability at least 1 —J,

psd< > zz] 2) g%.

1€H

Then by Lemma [A] we have that ||SV/2(2 3., Z,Z1)1S1/2|| < 3. Observe that

so that “il/ZE(EH)Til/2|’ <3.
Recall from (I0) that HZZHE < \/gbc“p almost surely, which implies
- =+ = _ 9
ZI5(29)'Z: < |20 2y S| | Zil5 < S

proving the claim after a union bound over H. O

Lemma D.5. Suppose n 2 bchplog(2d/50) and that Z is (Mep, aop)-operator norm resilient
with probability at least 1 — 50 For v >0, let

Myes < Mop
binner > \/6(1 - aop)_lbclip -

kminner
5 2 [H|"™(n — |H|)™ ( = @> .
2

Then with probability at least 1 — 469 — 20, it holds for all F C [n] satisfying |F| < myes that
Z[n]\F s (Minner, Dinner ) -inner product bounded.

Proof We need to show that with probability at least 1 —4dy — 24, for all H € {H},Hy} and
for all F' C [n] satisfying |F'| < myes, there exists T' C [n] \ H satisfying |T'| > n — |H| — Minner
and |2} S(Zp 1) 2j| < binner for all distinct i,j € T\ F.

We prove the claim with half the failure probability for H = H, so that a symmetric
argument for H = Hy and a union bound will prove the desired claim. Note that we may take
F C H without loss of generality, as indices in F' N ([n] \ H) can be freely added to T', which
only loosens the requirements for 7.

We begin with the following supporting lemma that shows it is unlikely for too many
disjoint pairs of indices to have a large inner product with respect to the sample covariance.

Lemma D.6. Let ' C H and let A C {(i,5) € ([n]\ H)? | i # j} such that everyi € [n]\ H
appears in at most one pair in A. Let A; ; be the event that

(12)

TS(Zp)' 2 ‘ > 7(‘21/ S(Z )1 Z

Then P(N(; j)eadij) < (\/g %)kw.
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Proof of Lemma[D.6] We first individually bound P(4; ; | Z_;) for a each pair (i, j) € A.
Then because 3(Z[,)\ 7)1 Z; is independent of Z; and also measurable with respect to Z_;, we
have

P (‘ZiTE(Z[n}\F)TZj’ > “21/22(2_[n}\F) Zi

2 5) < sup P(IS2Z; 0] = ).

veSd—1

By the moment bound (III), we have for every v € S¢~! that

k
_ _ 1 — — 3 mg
P25 0| > 7) < WEUZWZ]' 0] < <\/; 7) :

From our assumptions that the pairs in A are disjoint and A C ([n]\ F)?, ‘we obtain for all
(i,7) € Aand (7,5') € A\{(4,7)} that Ay ;s is measurable with respect to Z_;. The desired
result then follows immediately. O

Now for all F' C H satisfying |F| < myes and all A C ([n] \ H)? of ™= disjoint pairs of
indices, we apply Lemma [D.6] with T'= H \ F and A and take a union bound. As there are
at most |H|™e possible F' and at most (n — |H|)™mer possible .4, we have by our choice of ¢
that with probability at least 1 — 4, it holds for all F' and A that there exists (i,7) € A for
which

1ZI'S(Z ) Z)) < 7Hzl/2z o) Z H < 7Hzl/zz " 21/2H HET/2Z H

Now suppose that Z is (Mop, top )-operator norm resilience with respect to H, which holds with
probability at least 1—4dp. Then because we assume mreS < Mop, we have that E(ZM\ r) = (1—

Qop)X(Z), and so HEl/2E (Zip\F) 21/2H < (1 — agp) ™t “21/22 Zy) 21/2H. By assumption
on n and Lemma [A. 11l we have that “21/22(211)121/2“ < 2 with probability at least 1 — dp.

Furthermore, by (I0) we know that HET/ 2ZJH < \/gbc“p by (I0) almost surely.

Therefore, by our choice of bjnner, we have that with probability at least 1 — 25y — 9§, it
holds for all F C H satisfying |F| < myes and all A C ([n] \ H)? of ™= disjoint pairs of
indices that there exists (i, ) € A for which |Z]' S(Zp,\r)Z;| < binner- Denote this event as
€. We will now show that £ will not hold if there exists F' C H satisfying |F| < myes such
that Z_[n]\ F 18 10t (Minner, binner )-inner product bounded with respect to H, proving the claim
by contrapositive.

Suppose that Zp is not (Minners binner )-inner product bounded for some F' C H satisfying
|F'| < myes. Then for all T C [n] \ H with |T'| > n — |H| — Minner, there exists distinct i, j € T
for which |ZZT E(Z[n]\ F)TZ]-| > binner- NOW we iteratively construct a set A. First initialize A
to (). Then, until A consists of e pairs, iteratively find two distinct i, j € [n]\ H that don’t
appear in A and satisfies |ZTE(Z[n \F)TZ | > binner and add the pair (i,5) to A. Note that
finding such a pair is always possible, because while A has less than 5= pairs, there are at
least n — |H| — Mijnner indices from which to choose i and j, and so our assumption implies
there is a pair (¢, j) for which \ZZ-TE(Z[H}\F)TZ]-\ > binner- This process results in A being a set
of Mizer disjoint pairs of indices such that [Z] S (2 #)TZ;] > binner for all (i,5) € A. Thus,
£ does not hold, as desired. O

With these properties in hand, we now prove Lemma
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Proof of Lemma Because n 2, bZ;, log(2d/§), we have from Lemmas [D.3] that with

probability at least 1 — O(d), Z is (mep, dtop)-operator norm resilient where

bil.p log d/é /d + log 1/5 <max{mop, d+ 1og(1/5)}>1—z
Qop = O -

Moreover, because k > 4 and n = max{bchp log(d/8), mi(d + log(1/6))}, this choice of agp
satisfies aop < ¢ for a small constant ¢ > 0. Increasing n by a constant factor if necessary, we
can also have with probability at least 1 — O(6) that X(Zyn) = 3%(Z) and ¥ (Zuy) < in(2),
rather than just 32( ). We also have by Lemma [D.4 that Z is O(bgjp)-norm bounded with
probability at least 1 — O(9).

Under these events, we first show that for all F' C [n] such that |F| < myes, the dataset
Z\p 18 O(beiip)-norm bounded and (mep, O(avop) )-operator norm resilient. We will only show
the required properties hold with respect to H = HY, as the case where H = Hj is symmetric.

For O(bjip)-norm boundedness, we have for all i € [n] that

Z E(ZH”\F) (1 - aOP) ZTE(ZH")TZ O(bchp)

where the first inequality is because |F| < myes < Mop and (Mop, op)-inner product resilience
and the final bound is by O(bcjip)-norm boundedness.
For (mep, O(aep))-operator norm resilience, we first show that

(2 F),

where the last inequality is by operator norm resilience. Because aqp < ¢ for a sufficiently
3

small constant ¢, we have that m < 7 and so E(ZH?\F) = %E(z[n}\F). Now for any
T C H} such that |T'| < mep,

_ _ _ 'S
Y(Zp\r) 2 B(2r) 2 aepX(Zhy) =2 .

E(Zngl\F) = O(QOP)E(ZH{‘\F)'

1 —agp

Finally we establish the required inner product boundedness properties. By applying
Lemma [D.5 with v = \/gmk . (%)Uk, we have that Zj,\ g is (Minners O(mgn'/Fbyi,))-inner
product bounded for all F' C [n] satisfying |F| < myes, simultaneously with probability at

least
n mres-i-minner_kmi”"er . —Q(kminner)
o ((3) )=o)

The last equality above is because we assume Myes < Minner and k > 4.

This proves the claim. O

D.4 Proof of Corollary
k
Applying Lemmal6.1] we have with probability at least 1—C’km£nl_k/2—25—exp <—Q <<M) n) ) ,

k -
there exists T C [n] with |T'] < 2 (W) n such that Y is a &’-contamination of Zj,}\p.
clip
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2k

k _
Then because (%) Sy Sm R
and mep = yn to get that there exists

M)k

bclip

we can apply Lemmal[6.2l with minner > 2 <

bnorm = O(bclip)
binner = O(mknl/kbclip)

b2 log(d/s
=0 [ [ B i

such that both Z and Z_[n]\T are (bnorm, Minner; binners Mop, Qop)-good with probability at least
1— 0(6 + n_Q(kminner))_
For ease of notation, let &/ = b2 e. To apply Theorem B to Xprq =[ALG(Y, €', tinners tnorm )

clip
we need to choose the parameters tinner, tnorm SO that

L. ¢ < gy

_1
2. thorm = (1 - aop) 2bnorm,

8eaop log(t 1
3. tinner = max{2binnera %})mrm) : ?}7

4. n > 12et 3o 10g(tnorm )

€'tinner ’

5. mep > max{l+C,1+ (1+nC pom 3/, 4+ Aninner-

k
Because v 2 (%ﬁ) , we have that mgp > 8Minner, so the fifth requirement above amounts
clip

2 /
to ¢’ < v (which is satisfied by assumption on ) and tijnner = t”°f/"€ .

Then picking tporm = (1 — aop)_%bnorm, the only remaining parameter to choose is finner
and we need it to satisfy

Ocp 08 tom) 3 108(tnom) T’ (13)

(1—aep)e’ ’ e'n v

tinner 2 HlaX{binner,

k

Because n 2 bCIIp log(d/8) and mep < my, ~*n, we have that aep < 1. This means satisfies

thorm = belip and we can simplify (I3]) to get

Qg log bepis 0% 108 beiip €702,
tinner ZJIna‘x{nflknl/kbcIiP7 = E/g Chp’ Chpfj/n CIp’ ’;:hp}.

With these parameters, we may apply Theorem [3] to obtain
err(EALca E(Zi[n]\T)) 5 Qop + 6/tinner-

Moreover, by operator norm resilience of Z,

err(E(Z[n]\T), Y(2)) = aop-

38



Putting everything together, we have
err(EALG7 E(Z)) 5 Qop + €/tinner

02 log(d/) | s

5 mkg/nl/kbclip + log bclip +mpy F

n

2 _ 272
N bc“plog beiip N ()b

clip
n v

Recalling that & = 225” and ignoring lower-order terms, we finally have
clip

b2

> log(d/d 141
err(EALG,E(Z)) 5 lOg bclip clip ( / ) n mren "k

n bclip

2,,2
2 1-2 emn
+mpy " log beiip + 5,

bclip/y

as desired.
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