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Abstract

We revisit the problem of estimating the mean of a high-dimensional distribution in

the presence of an �-fraction of adversarial outliers. When � is at most some sufficiently

small constant, previous works can achieve optimal error rate efficiently [DKK+18,

KSS18]. As � approaches the breakdown point 1
2 , all previous algorithms incur either

sub-optimal error rates or exponential running time.

In this paper we give a new analysis of the canonical sum-of-squares program

introduced in [KSS18] and show that this program efficiently achieves optimal error

rate for all � ∈ [0, 1
2 ). The key ingredient for our results is a new identifiability proof for

robust mean estimation that focuses on the overlap between the distributions instead

of their statistical distance as in previous works. We capture this proof within the sum-

of-squares proof system, thus obtaining efficient algorithms using the sum-of-squares

proofs to algorithms paradigm [RSS18].

*This project has received funding from the European Research Council (ERC) under the European

Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme (grant agreement No 815464)
†ETH Zürich.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2411.14305v1


Contents

1 Introduction 1

1.1 Our Results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

1.1.1 Bounded Covariance Distributions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

1.1.2 Certifiably bounded higher moment distributions . . . . . . . . . . . 4

1.1.3 Gaussian Distributions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

1.2 Technical Overview . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

1.3 Notation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

1.4 Organization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

2 Robust Mean Estimation via Sum-of-Squares 8

2.1 Optimal Error for Bounded Covariance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

2.2 Identifiability for large corruption . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12

2.3 SoSizing the proof of identifiability . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14

2.4 Robust Gaussian Mean Estimation with known Covariance . . . . . . . . . . 17

2.4.1 Discussion about existing work . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18

2.5 Rounding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19

2.6 Application: Robust Sparse Mean Estimation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19

References 23

A Information-Theoretic Lower Bounds 27

A.1 Information Theoretic Limits of Robust Estimation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27

A.2 Lower Bound for Bounded Moments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27

A.3 Lower Bound for Gaussians . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

B Preliminaries 28

B.1 Sum-of-Squares Proofs to Algorithms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

B.2 Sum-of-Squares Toolkit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30

C Useful Facts and Additional Discussion 32

C.1 Useful Inequalities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32

C.2 Statistical Distance and Overlap . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32

C.3 Modeling Universal Constraints . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33

C.4 High Probability Statements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33

C.4.1 Bounded Covariance Case . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34

C.5 Sample Complexity Dependence on Corruption Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34

C.6 On taking moments that are a power of 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35

C.7 Subgaussian Distributions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35

C.8 Comparison between Lemma 2.5 and Theorem 1.5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35



D Theorems and Proofs 36

D.1 Theorems demonstrating optimal breakdown point . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36

D.2 Missing Proofs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41

E Robust Gaussian Mean Estimation 43

E.1 Lower Bounds for Bounded Covariance and Gaussian . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44

E.2 Inefficient Robust Estimator for the Gaussian Mean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46



1 Introduction

The problem of estimating the mean of a high-dimensional distribution given samples

from the distribution is a foundational problem in statistics. In the problem of high-

dimensional robust mean estimation, we are instead interested in estimating the mean

of a distribution when we observe corrupted samples, making it a natural extension

of mean estimation. The main challenge in high-dimensional robust mean estimation

stems from the fact that efficient estimators that work well in one-dimension often do

not generalize well to high dimensions. In particular, the error achieved by estimators

such as the geometric median and coordinate-wise median scales with the dimension

[DK23] while information-theoretically this dependence on dimension is unnecessary. On

the other hand estimators that achieved dimension-independent error such as the Tukey

Median [Tuk75] were hard to compute [JP78].

The breakthrough works of [DKK+19, LRV16] designed the first efficient algorithms for

high-dimensional robust mean estimation for Gaussians that achieved near-optimal error.

Since then, there has been a plethora of work that has focused on different aspects on the

problem of high-dimensional robust mean estimation under different distributional as-

sumptions. Some of these aspects include designing faster and more practical algorithms

[DKK+17, CDG19], designing algorithms for specific corruption models [DKK+18] and ex-

ploiting structural properties such as sparsity [BDLS17]. Much of the work in robust mean

estimation is in the following setting: The algorithm receives as input a corrupted set of

samples, a corruption parameter �, and other information about the underlying distribu-

tion. Typically, an � fraction of the samples is corrupted by an adversary with knowledge

about the underlying distribution and consequently the true mean. The key distinction

between different corruption models arises in how these � fraction of the samples are cor-

rupted. In the strong contamination model an adversary has full ability to add or remove

an � fraction of the samples, whereas in the additive contamination model, the adver-

sary is only allowed to add corrupted samples and not remove uncorrupted samples. This

distinction is critical as different models of corruption can lead to intriguing statistical-

computational trade-offs [DKS17]. In this paper, we consider the strong contamination

model and define an �-corruption as follows.

Definition 1.1 (�-corruption). Let D be a distribution on ℝ3 with mean �∗. Let {G∗
8
}=
8=1

iid∼
D. An adversary with unbounded computational power, knowledge of D, �∗, and the

algorithm inspects the samples {G∗
8
}=
8=1

and arbitrarily modifies at most an � fraction of the

samples. The algorithm receives {I8}=8=1
with the promise that at least = · (1 − �) samples

of {I8}=8=1
agrees with {G∗

8
}=
8=1

.

The corruption fraction � is also directly related to the breakdown point of the estimator.

Informally, the breakdown point of an estimator is the maximum � that an estimator toler-

ates before the estimation error becomes unbounded. We note that the type of estimators

that we consider have maximum breakdown point of 1
2 [RL05, ZJS22b]. The maximum
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breakdown is critical as it marks the threshold of statistical identifiability: If � is 1
2 , an

adversary can simulate the corrupted samples to appear from another distribution from

the same family as the true underlying distribution. An algorithm will thus receive as

input a balanced mixture and it becomes information-theoretically impossible to uniquely

identify the mean.

Efficient estimators for robust mean estimation typically work in the regime where �

is a sufficiently small constant bounded away from 1
2 . Many of these algorithms achieve

optimal/near-optimal error up to constants when � is sufficiently small [DKK+19, DKK+17,

CDG19]. While recent work has also focused on improving the breakdown point of esti-

mators and even achieve optimal breakdown point in some cases [DM22, ZJS22b, HLZ20],

these estimators do not achieve optimal error as � approaches the breakdown point of 1
2 1.

Two key methods have emerged as the workhorse behind significant recent devel-

opments in robust mean estimation: the filter approach [DKK+17, DKK+19] that it-

eratively removes and down-weighs outliers, and the Sum-of-Squares (SoS) approach

[KSS18, HL18], based on polynomial optimization. Some key recent works that use the

filter approach include [DKK+17, DKK+19, DKK+18, ZJS22b] while those that utilize SoS

include [KSS18, HL18, KMZ22, DKK+22].

Algorithms based on the filter typically assume � sufficiently small and are often sub-

optimal in terms of the breakdown point. This is partly because algorithms utilizing the

filter lack careful analysis and also because these algorithms utilize iterative procedures

that succeed only under certain conditions – conditions that may no longer hold when

� is large2. Recently, [HLZ20, ZJS22b] proposed problem-specific modifications of the

standard filter and demonstrated via careful analysis that algorithms based on this method

can indeed achieve optimal breakdown point. However, these algorithms do not achieve

optimal error as � → 1
2 .

Like the filter method, existing work using SoS is also tailored for small � [KSS18,

HL18, DKK+22] and the behavior of these estimators near the breakdown point is not well

understood. This leads us to the natural question:

Does there exist efficient algorithms achieving optimal error for the full range of corruption

for robust mean estimation under different distributional assumptions?

In this paper we answer the above question affirmatively for a large class of distribu-

tions. We consider distributions with bounded covariance, certifiably bounded higher mo-

ments (See Definition 1.4) and Gaussian distributions with known covariance and present

efficient estimators based on Sum-of-Squares that achieve optimal breakdown point of 1
2 .

For the cases of bounded covariance and certifiably bounded higher moments, our esti-

mators also achieve optimal error (up to constant factors) efficiently for the entire range of

1We note here that there case where � > 1
2 is studied in the so called list-decodable setting [CSV17, Ste18],

where the goal is to output a list of vectors such that one of them is a good estimate for the mean.
2We refer the reader to [Li19] for a related discussion.
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corruption. For the Gaussian case, our estimator achieves optimal error (up to constant

factors) in time that is quasi-polynomial in the inverse of the distance from the breakdown

point. We now state our main results and provide corresponding information-theoretic

lower bounds.

1.1 Our Results

1.1.1 Bounded Covariance Distributions

Theorem 1.2. Let D be a distribution onℝ3 with mean�∗ and covarianceΣ∗. SupposeΣ∗ 4 �2 · �3.
Let {G∗

8
}=
8=1

iid∼ D . Let {I8}=8=1
be an �-corruption of {G∗

8
}=
8=1

where � ∈ [0, 1
2). Let = = Ω

(
3 log 3

)
.

Then, there is an efficient algorithm based on SoS, running in time =$(1) that takes as input

{I8}=8=1
, �, �, and returns a vector �̂ such that

‖�̂ − �∗‖2 = $

(
� ·

√
�

1 − 2�
+ � ·

√
3

=

)

with probability 0.99.

We remark here that the $
(
� ·

√
3/=

)
term is necessary even under no corruption.

The remaining term of $
(
� ·

√
� · (1 − 2�)−1/2

)
has the information-theoretically optimal

dependence on � for any � ∈ [0, 1
2).

We also remark here that existing algorithms, based on the filter method achieve

optimal breakdown point for bounded covariance distributions [ZJS22b, HLZ20]. Among

these algorithms, [ZJS22b] obtains error$
(
� ·

√
� · (1 − 2�)−1

)
, while [HLZ20] obtains error

$
(
� ·

√
� · (1 − 2�)−3/2

)
. When � is close to 1

2 , the error obtained by these algorithms is

substantially larger than the error attained in Theorem 1.2. It was an open problem of

[ZJS22b] if there was an efficient algorithm that achieved error of $
(
� ·

√
� · (1 − 2�)−1/2

)
.

Theorem 1.2 affirmatively resolves this open problem.

We require = = Ω(3 log 3) to ensure that there exists a sufficiently large subset of

samples with bounded empirical covariance, and that the empirical mean of this subset

of samples is a good estimate for the true mean of the distribution. We refer the reader to

Lemma C.4 for more details.

Lemma 1.3 (Lower Bound for Bounded Covariance). There exists two distributions D1 and

D2 on ℝ such that for � ∈ (0, 1
2 )

1. 3)+(D1,D2) 6 2�.

2. D1 and D2 have variance bounded by 1.

3. |�-∼D1[-] − �-∼D2[-]| > Ω

(√
� · (1 − 2�)−1/2

)
.

3



We are thus the first to demonstrate that an efficient algorithm can achieve the

information-theoretically optimal error up to constants for the entire range of corruption

for the bounded covariance case.

1.1.2 Certifiably bounded higher moment distributions

We start with the following definition before stating our next result.

Definition 1.4 (Distributions with Certifiably Bounded :Cℎ moments [HL18]). 3 Let : ∈ ℕ.

A distribution D over ℝ3 with mean � has certifiably bounded :Cℎ moments if for every

even B 6 :

B
D

�
-∼D

[〈- − �, D〉B] 6 BB/2‖D‖B2.

Equivalently, the polynomial ?(D) ≔ BB/2‖D‖B2−�-∼D[〈- − �, D〉B]has a sum of squares

proof of degree at most B in variables D. We refer to this class of distributions as distribu-

tions with certifiably bounded higher moments or distributions with certifiably bounded

:Cℎ moments from hereon for convenience. We remark here that a large class of distribu-

tions have higher moments whose boundedness can be certified by an SoS proof [KSS18].

Theorem 1.5. Let D be a distribution on ℝ3 with mean�∗ and certifiably bounded :Cℎ moments in

the sense of Definition 1.4 where : is a power of 2. Let {G∗
8
}=
8=1

iid∼ D. Let {I8}=8=1
be an �-corruption

of {G∗
8
}=
8=1

where � ∈ [0, 1
2 ). Let = = Ω

(
3$(:)

)
. Then there is an efficient algorithm based on SoS,

running in time =$(:) that takes as input {I8}=8=1
, �, :, and returns a vector �̂ such that

‖�̂ − �∗‖2 = $

(√
: · �1−1/:

(1 − 2�)1/:
+

√
3

=

)

with probability 0.99.

We remark here that the $
(√
3/=

)
term is necessary even without corruption. The

remaining term achieves the optimal dependency on � for any � ∈ [0, 1
2). We remark here

that the optimal dependence on � for sufficiently small � is a well-known result [KSS18,

HL18]. The optimal error that the above algorithm attains as � → 1
2 is the first for efficient

algorithms. We require 3$(:) many samples for ensuring that the uniform distribution

over the uncorrupted samples also satisfies the SoS certifiability as in Definition 1.4 – also

see Fact 7.6 in [HL18].

Lemma 1.6 (Lower Bound for Bounded Higher Moments). There exists two distributions D1

and D2 on ℝ such that for � ∈ (0, 1
2)

3In [HL18] the authors refer to this class of distributions as explicitly bounded distributions.
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1. 3)+(D1,D2) 6 2�.

2. D1 and D2 have bounded :Cℎ moments for : > 2 in the sense of Definition 1.4.

3. |�-∼D1[-] − �-∼D2[-]| > Ω

(√
: · �1−1/: · (1 − 2�)−1/:

)
.

We are thus the first to demonstrate that an efficient algorithm can achieve the

information-theoretically optimal error up to constants for the entire range of corruption

for distributions with certifiably bounded higher moments.

1.1.3 Gaussian Distributions

Theorem 1.7. Let {G∗
8
}=
8=1

iid∼ N(�∗, �3). Let {I8}=8=1
be an �-corruption of {G∗

8
}=
8=1

where � 6 � <

1
2 for � > 0 sufficiently large. Let = = Ω

(
3$(log 1

� )
)

where � = 1 − 2�. Then there is an algorithm

based on SoS, running in time =$(log 1
� ) that takes as input {I8}=8=1

, �, and returns a vector �̂ such

that

‖�̂ − �∗‖2 = $

(√
log

1

�
+

√
3

=

)

with probability 0.99.

We remark here that the $
(√
3/=

)
term is necessary even without corruption. The

remaining term of $

(√
log 1

�

)
achieves the optimal dependence on � as � → 1

2 . To the

best of our knowledge there is only an inefficient estimator [ZJS20] that achieves this error,

under a slightly weaker contamination model. This is thus the first that the optimal error of

$

(√
log 1

�

)
could be attained for this problem in time =$(log 1

� ). We require = = Ω

(
3$(log 1

� )
)

for ensuring concentration of higher moments. We refer the reader to Section 2.4 for a more

detailed discussion on this problem.

Lemma 1.8 (Lower Bound for Gaussians). There exists two distributions D1 and D2 on ℝ

such that for � 6 � < 1
2 for a sufficiently large constant � > 0 such that

1. 3)+(D1,D2) 6 2�.

2. D1 and D2 are Gaussians with unit variance.

3. |�-∼D1[-] − �-∼D2[-]| > Ω

(√
log 1

1−2�

)
.

Our results complement the results of existing robust mean estimation algorithms

based on SoS [KSS18, HL18] – We show that SoS based algorithms work for the full range

5



of corruption and also attain optimal error rates (up to constants) even as the corruption

rate � → 1
2 . We emphasize here that there are few efficient algorithms that attain optimal

breakdown point for this problem, and efficient algorithms achieving optimal error as

� → 1
2 were unknown for different distributional assumptions. Our results make significant

progress in this regard.

1.2 Technical Overview

At a high level, SoS methods for robust mean estimation [KSS18] capture the following

intuition using a SoS proof: Two distributions that are close in statistical distance, while

belonging to a sufficiently nice distribution class must also have close means. They proceed

by first setting up a system of polynomial constraints that captures the important aspects

of the underlying distribution. This system additionally captures the fact that the input is

an �-corruption by encoding a constraint that asks the program variables to agree with

the input on (1 − �) fraction of the samples. A robust identifiability proof is then derived

in SoS that essentially argues that any feasible solution of the polynomial system will be

close to the true mean. This suffices as the goal becomes finding an appropriate degree

SoS relaxation for (approximately) solving the polynomial system under consideration.

We will stick to this blueprint when setting up the polynomial system in this work.

When the corruption is large and close to 1
2 , the important thing as it turns out will be

to focus on the overlap � between the distributions and not the statistical distance. Indeed,

the statistical distance and the overlap are complementary of one another: the sum of the

statistical distance and the overlap between two distributions is 14. We recall here that

the way the canonical SoS program [KSS18] is set up, the statistical distance between the

uniform distribution over the program variables and the uncorrupted samples is at most

2�, resulting in a corresponding overlap � of at least 1 − 2�5. As long as the distributions

belong to a sufficiently nice family, there is an intuitive relationship between the overlap

of distributions and the distance between their means: the larger the overlap, the closer

the means; the smaller the overlap, the farther apart the means.

We obtain sharp error rates by capturing this intuition with a general identifiability

proof when � → 1
2 by exploiting the underlying properties of the distributions. We then

provide an SoS version of this proof that allows us to go from identifiability proofs to

efficient algorithms.

Indeed there is the question of why we need to view the problem from the perspective

of overlap instead of statistical distance. The reason lies in how previous SoS proofs worked

for our problem.

In the SoS proof introduced in [KSS18], scaled and centered projections of data points

that did not belong to the overlap region between the two distributions played a crucial

4We refer the reader to Appendix C.2 for a discussion.

5Observe that � =
1
2 already implies that the distributions (and respectively their means) could be

arbitrarily far apart. Note that this already indicates that SoS based methods have optimal breakdown point.
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role in bounding the distance between the means. The authors used appropriate SoS

inequalities (SoS version of Hölder or Cauchy-Schwarz) to decouple the scaling and the

centered projections. While the latter was controlled by the properties of the underlying

distribution, the former related to the points not in the overlap and was a function of the

statistical distance between the uniform distributions over the program variables and the

uncorrupted samples6. This quantity provided the optimal dependency on � when � was

sufficiently small and bounded away from 1
2 . When � → 1

2 , this quantity grows but is

always bounded from above by a constant. Although we can obtain error that diverges

as � → 1
2 by being careful with the above approach and by introducing appropriate

modifications (Theorems D.1, D.2), decoupling the scaling and the centered projections

the way in which it is done in current SoS proofs proves insufficient to attain sharp error

rates when � → 1
2 for many distribution classes.

This step from optimal breakdown point to optimal error is what will thus require

a new identifiability proof – one that works primarily with overlap instead of statistical

distance. In this proof we argue that the distance between the means is bounded by the

sum of the distances between the individual means to the mean of the points in the overlap

region between the distributions. As we show in our general identifiability proof for large

corruption rates (Lemma 2.3), bounding these distances still requires a decoupling step

(into a scaling and a centered projection term) similar to the above case. However the key

difference is that the scaling term is now a function of overlap, and this decoupling obtains

the right error as � → 1
2 . For the bounded covariance case, a careful and optimized analysis

inspired by existing identifiability proofs suffices to achieve optimal error (up to constants)

for all � ∈ [0, 1
2 ). However, this happens to be a special case and these techniques do not

generalize for other distribution classes. Specifically, as � → 1
2 the general identifiability

proof for large � recovers the optimal error for bounded covariance as a special case.

In summary, we study existing SoS proofs for robust mean estimation and through a

careful analysis demonstrate their optimality in terms of the breakdown point. We then

present a new proof of identifiability for robust mean estimation for large corruption rates.

By designing an SoS version of this proof of identifiability, we achieve optimal error up to

constants even as � → 1
2 efficiently for a large class of distributions.

1.3 Notation

We use the following convention: ℕ is the set of natural numbers and ℝ is the set of

real numbers. ℝ3 is the set of real vectors in 3 dimensions. For a positive integer =, [=]
is the set {1, 2, . . . , =}. Unless explicitly stated, the base of the logarithm is 4. Unless

otherwise specified, all vector norms (‖.‖ or ‖.‖2) are the euclidean norm, and all matrix

norms are the spectral norm. We use the notation $(.),Θ(.),Ω(.), ., & to hide absolute

constants. We use 1[.] for the indicator variable. We use $̃(.) to hide logarithmic factors.

6Recall that the statistical distance is at most 2�.
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We denote the identity matrix in 3 dimensions by �3. Let �, � ∈ ℝ
3×3. Then � 4 � is the

ordering of� and � in Löwner order. We use statistical distance interchangeably with Total

Variation distance and denote it by 3)+ . We use� !(- ‖ .) to denote the Kullback-Leibler

divergence between two probability distributions - and .. We use the notation {G∗
8
}=
8=1

and {I8}=8=1
to denote uncorrupted and corrupted samples respectively. We use RHS and

LHS to refer to the right and the left of an inequality respectively.

1.4 Organization

In Section 2.1, we provide an optimized analysis that achieves optimal error up to con-

stant factors for the bounded covariance case and discuss the challenges in extending

this analysis for other cases. We overcome these challenges by presenting a new proof

of identifiability for robust mean estimation when � is large in Section 2.2 and subse-

quently capture this identifiability proof using a low-degree SoS proof to obtain efficient

algorithms. We discuss the Gaussian case in Section 2.4 before discussing the rounding

procedure in Section 2.5. We demonstrate the applicability of our identifiability proof to

the problem of robust sparse mean estimation in Section 2.6. In Appendix A we provide

information-theoretic lower bounds for the different distribution classes that we consider.

We provide an introduction to the SoS proofs to algorithms framework in Appendix B.1

and provide an SoS toolkit for all the SoS proofs that we use in Appendix B.2.

2 Robust Mean Estimation via Sum-of-Squares

Throughout this paper, we always take sufficiently many samples to ensure that the

distributional assumptions that we make also apply to the uniform distribution over the

uncorrupted samples. The number of samples required to preserve these distributional

assumptions also ensures that the sample mean of the uncorrupted samples is sufficiently

close to the true mean. Consequently, the algorithms that we present in this paper will

estimate the sample mean of the uncorrupted samples. Finally, by using triangle inequality,

we obtain the desired estimate of the true mean.

2.1 Optimal Error for Bounded Covariance

We now consider the canonical SoS program introduced in [KSS18] for robust mean esti-

mation. We provide an optimized analysis that achieves information-theoretically optimal

error for all � ∈ [0, 1
2 ) up to constant factors for the bounded covariance case. Consider

the polynomial system 2.1 in variables {F8}=8=1
and {G8}=8=1

where F8 ∈ ℝ and G8 ∈ ℝ
3.

{F8}=8=1
are indicators for if our program “thinks” a specific data point is uncorrupted or

not. Observe that whenever F8 is non-zero, we ask the program to agree with the corre-

sponding data point. We capture using the second and third constraint that our input is

8



an �-corruption. The last two constraints enforce the fact that the empirical covariance of

the program variables is bounded7.

We note that this system is feasible for the following choice of {F8}=8=1
and {G8}=8=1

:

∀8 ∈ [=] : F8 = 1{I8 = G∗
8
} and ∀8 ∈ [=] : G8 = G∗

8
.

AF,G ≔




∀8 ∈ [=] : F2
8
= F8

∀8 ∈ [=] : F8 · (I8 − G8) = 0

1
=

=∑
8=1
F8 > (1 − �)

� =
1
=

=∑
8=1
G8

Σ ≔
1
=

=∑
8=1

(G8 − �)(G8 − �)) 4 �3




(2.1)

We now define the following constants that we will require in our proofs.

∀8 ∈ [=] : F∗
8 ≔ 1{I8 = G∗8 } (2.2)

Notice that these are precisely the ground truth indicators for if sample G∗
8
was uncorrupted.

Using this definition, we have the following Lemma that we will require in our proofs.

Lemma 2.1.

AF,G 2

F




∀8 ∈ [=] : F8F
∗
8
· G8 = F8F∗

8
· G∗

8

∀8 ∈ [=] : (1 − F8F∗
8
)2 = (1 − F8F∗

8
)

1
=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8
) 6 2�

1 − 2� 6 1
=

=∑
8=1
F8F

∗
8




(2.3)

We defer the proof of the above 2.1 to Appendix D.2. We are now ready to prove

Theorem 1.2. We recall the theorem statement before proving it.

Theorem 2.2. Let D be a distribution onℝ
3 with mean�∗ and covarianceΣ∗. SupposeΣ∗ 4 �2 · �3.

Let {G∗
8
}=
8=1

iid∼ D . Let {I8}=8=1
be an �-corruption of {G∗

8
}=
8=1

where � ∈ [0, 1
2). Let = = Ω

(
3 log 3

)
.

Then there is an efficient algorithm based on SoS, running in time =$(1) that takes as input

{I8}=8=1
, �, �, and returns a vector �̂ such that

‖�̂ − �∗‖2 = $

(
� ·

√
�

1 − 2�
+ � ·

√
3

=

)

with probability 0.99.

7We observe that the positive semi-definiteness constraint can be implemented as a polynomial constraint

by considering an auxiliary matrix ' ∈ ℝ3×3 such that Σ + ')' = �3. ' is auxiliary as we will not seek an

assignment for it.
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Proof. Overloading notation, we will use �∗ = 1
=

=∑
8=1
G∗
8
. As discussed earlier, it will suffice

to estimate the sample mean of {G∗
8
}=
8=1

. Moreover, using our assumption on = in the

above theorem we further assume that empirical covariance over the uncorrupted points

is bounded from above by �3 in Löwner order for the purpose of our proof. We refer the

reader to related discussion in Lemma C.4. We assume � = 1 without loss of generality.

We now prove the following:

AF,G $(1)
F,G ‖� − �∗‖2

6 $
( �

1 − 2�

)
.

This will suffice as the estimator we obtain after rounding will satisfy the same error

guarantees as we show in Section 2.5. Starting with the following degree 4 polynomial in

�, we have

‖� − �∗‖4
=

(
‖� − �∗‖2

)2
= 〈� − �∗, � − �∗〉2

=

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − G∗8 , � − �∗〉
)2

=

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G8 − G∗8 , � − �∗〉

)2

6

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )2

) (
1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − G∗8 , � − �∗〉2

)

=

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )
) (

1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − G∗8 , � − �∗〉2

)
6 2� ·

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − G∗8 , � − �∗〉2

)
.

The fourth equality is due to Lemma 2.1. We used SoS Cauchy-Schwarz for the first

inequality, then used Lemma 2.1 in the penultimate step. The last inequality follows from

Lemma 2.1 as well. We now have:

1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − G∗8 , � − �∗〉2
=

1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − � − G∗8 + �∗ + � − �∗, � − �∗〉2.

Instead of splitting it into three terms and upper bounding them by SoS triangle inequality

as in previous SoS works [KSS18, HL18], we will instead simply expand the terms. We get

1

=

=∑
8=1

(
〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉 − 〈G∗8 − �∗, � − �∗〉 + ‖� − �∗‖2

)2

=
1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉2 + 1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G∗8 − �∗ , � − �∗〉2 + 1

=

=∑
8=1

‖� − �∗‖4

− 2

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉 · 〈G∗8 − �∗ , � − �∗〉
)
− 2

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G∗8 − �∗ , � − �∗〉 · ‖� − �∗‖2

)

+ 2

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉 · ‖� − �∗‖2

)
.
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The first two squared terms can be bounded by the assumption on the covariance. Now

we handle each cross term individually. We note that(
1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G∗8 − �∗, � − �∗〉‖� − �∗‖2

)
=

(〈
1

=

=∑
8=1

(G∗8 − �∗), � − �∗
〉
‖� − �∗‖2

)

= 〈�∗ − �∗, � − �∗〉‖� − �∗‖2
= 0.

Similarly, (
1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉‖� − �∗‖2

)
=

(〈
1

=

=∑
8=1

(G8 − �), � − �∗
〉
‖� − �∗‖2

)

= 〈� − �, � − �∗〉‖� − �∗‖2
= 0.

Now we have,

−
(

1

=

=∑
8=1

2 · 〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉 · 〈G∗8 − �∗, � − �∗〉
)
6

1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉2 + 1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G∗8 − �∗, � − �∗〉2

which follows from the fact that (0 + 1)2 > 0 ∀0, 1 ∈ ℝ. Putting all the pieces together we

get

1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − G∗8 , � − �∗〉2
6 2

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉2

)
+ 2

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G∗8 − �∗ , � − �∗〉2

)
+ ‖� − �∗‖4.

Therefore we have

‖� − �∗‖4
6 2� ·

[
2

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉2

)
+ 2

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G∗8 − �∗ , � − �∗〉2

)]
+ 2� · ‖� − �∗‖4

6 2� ·
(
2‖� − �∗‖2 + 2‖� − �∗‖2

)
+ 2� · ‖� − �∗‖4.

where the last inequality is due to the bounded covariance assumption. In particular

we used our assumption on = here for the uncorrupted samples. (Also see Lemma C.4).

Continuing with the proof, we get after rearranging that

(1 − 2�) · ‖� − �∗‖4
6 8� · ‖� − �∗‖2.

By SoS Cancellation,

‖� − �∗‖2
6

8�

1 − 2�
.

�
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We emphasize here that previous works based on SoS focus on the regime when �

is sufficiently small and bounded away from 1
2 , and that their proofs are inherently not

optimized when � is large and close to 1
2 . We remark here that the proof for Theorem

1.2 is much more careful and optimized compared to standard SoS proofs [KSS18]. Our

analysis also optimizes constants by avoiding inequalities such as SoS triangle inequality.

Our proof for Theorem 1.2 starts with a degree 4 polynomial
(
‖� − �∗‖4

)
as opposed

to a degree 2 polynomial
(
‖� − �∗‖2

)
. We emphasize here that starting with a degree 2

polynomial suffices for both optimal error when � is small as well as optimal breakdown

point (Theorem D.1). The reason we start with a degree 4 polynomial is that when � is

large and close to 1
2 , it allows us to bound � · ‖� − �∗‖2, where � ≔ 1−2� by an appropriate

constant, allowing us to optimal dependence on � as � → 1
2 .

Let us now consider the setting where the underlying distribution has certifiably

bounded fourth moments. Recall that distributions with certifiably bounded fourth mo-

ments also have bounded covariance. Therefore, Theorem 1.2 naturally applies to this case

as well. However, information-theoretically it is possible to exploit this stronger assump-

tion to get better dependency on both � and � when � is small and large respectively. In

particular, for bounded fourth moment distributions, the optimal dependency on � and �

for small enough � and � are $(�3/4) and $(�−1/4) respectively.

If we want to build on the proof in Theorem 1.2, a possible strategy would be to

start with ‖� − �∗‖8, and then replace SoS Cauchy-Schwarz, with SoS Hölder. We remark

here that this is the decoupling step that we discussed in Section 1.2. This will result

in a bound of 8 · �3 for the first term. While this constant factor is already sub-optimal

(notice that we require 2� · ‖� − �∗‖8 on the RHS for even optimal breakdown point),

the second term once expanded will have cross moment terms that do not cancel out

due to asymmetry unlike the bounded covariance case. While we can indeed bound the

second term with inequalities like SoS triangle inequality or related variants as has been

done in [KSS18, HL18] these lead to sub-optimal dependency on � and the analysis will

indicate a much worse breakdown point instead of the correct one of 1
2 . Even in the proof of

Theorem 1.2 above, using SoS triangle inequality will prove sub-optimal. These limitations

in existing SoS proofs, especially in the difficulty in obtaining the right dependency on �

after the decoupling step motivates our identifiability proof for large corruption rates.

2.2 Identifiability for large corruption

In previous identifiability proofs for robust mean estimation, the focus was on bounding

the distance between the means when the statistical distance between two distributions

from a nice distribution class was small. The SoS version presented above was inspired by

the initial identifiability proof of [KSS18] which focused on the regime where � was small.

When � is large the means are inherently far away since the statistical distance is large.

The distance between the means when � is large is captured more sharply by the overlap �

12



between the distributions, rather than the statistical distance as discussed earlier. We will

utilize this notion of overlap to formalize the following intuition in the next Lemma: If

two distributions from a sufficiently nice class have large overlap, then their means must

be close and if they have small overlap, their means must be far.

Lemma 2.3 (Identifiability when � is close to 1
2 ). Let D1,D2 be distributions on ℝ3 with

means �1 and �2 respectively. Assume that D1 and D2 have bounded :Cℎ moments in the sense of

Definition 1.4. Suppose 3)+(D1,D2) 6 1 − � for � sufficiently small. Then,

‖�1 − �2‖ 6 $
( √

:

�1/:

)

Proof. Consider a coupling D1(G) and D2(H) such that ℙ[G = H] > �. Then, for any fixed

vector E ∈ ℝ3

|〈�1 − �2, E〉| = |〈�1 − �′ + �′ − �2, E〉| 6 |〈�1 − �′, E〉| + |〈�′ − �2, E〉|
where �′

≔ �[- |�] and � is the event G = H with G ∼ D1 and H ∼ D2. The above proof

has the following interpretation: along any direction E, the distance between the means

�1 − �2 is at most sum of the distances between the means (�1, �2) to the mean of the

common region of overlap (�′). We now analyze the first term on the right hand side.

|〈�1 − �′, E〉| =
����〈�1 − �

-∼D1

[- |�], E〉
���� =

���� �
-∼D1

[〈- − �1, E〉|�]
���� = |�-∼D1[1[�] · 〈- − �1, E〉]|

ℙ[�] .

For the above equalities, we used standard facts from conditional probability. Notice that

by this point, we can already decouple the distance into a scaling and a moment term. We

now have

|�-∼D1[1[�] · 〈- − �1, E〉]|
ℙ[�] 6

�-∼D1

[
1[�]:/(:−1)]1−1/: · �-∼D1

[
〈- − �1, E〉:

]1/:

ℙ[�]

6

ℙ[�]1−1/: ·
(
::/2‖E‖:

)1/:

ℙ[�]

=

√
:‖E‖

ℙ[�]1/:
6

√
:‖E‖
�1/:

where the first inequality follows from Hölder’s inequality and the second inequality from

the assumptions on the moments. Similarly, we have

|〈�′ − �2, E〉| 6
√
:‖E‖
�1/: .

Putting the pieces together and picking E = �1 − �2, we get that

‖�1 − �2‖ 6 $
( √

:

�1/:

)
.

�
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Observe that for the bounded covariance (: = 2) case, the above identifiability proof

already recovers the optimal error of Theorem 1.2. We remark here that the above Lemma

is not new in the literature. Lemma 2.3 and a related SoS version of it (See Lemma 2.5)

already appear in [Hop18, HL18] in the context of clustering. This is the first that this

identifiability proof has instead been utilized to obtain results for the problem of robust

mean estimation, especially for large corruption rates. In retrospect, the reason is that for

clustering we require small overlap between clusters. For robust mean estimation near

the breakdown point, the means are far apart and the two distributions of interest have

small overlap. We remark here that the SoS version of the proof used in [Hop18, HL18] is

insufficient for our purpose as it only infers statements about ‖� − �∗‖2: . This sufficed for

their goal of showing that if there existed a subset of points with bounded moments, then

this subset had large intersection with at least one of the clusters (Lemma 1 in [Hop18]).

The goal in our problem is instead to show in SoS that the distance of the means between

two bounded moment distributions can be sharply controlled by their overlap. Their SoS

inequality alone does not suffice for our goal as it cannot obtain optimal dependency on

the overlap. We instead provide a simple and (stronger) SoS proof that achieves the desired

error.

2.3 SoSizing the proof of identifiability

We now consider the following polynomial system in variables {G8}=8=1
∈ ℝ3 and {F8}=8=1

∈
ℝ. Consistent with before, let {I8}=8=1

be an �-corruption of {G∗
8
}=
8=1

.

A ≔




∀8 ∈ [=] : F2
8
= F8

∀8 ∈ [=] : F8 · (I8 − G8) = 0

1
=

=∑
8=1
F8 > (1 − �)

� =
1
=

=∑
8=1
G8

∀E ∈ ℝ3 : 1
=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − �, E〉: 6 ::/2‖E‖:




(2.4)

The above polynomial system A is essentially the same as AF,G (System 2.1), except we

replace the bounded covariance constraint with the appropriate moment condition. We

note that feasibility is straightforward to check for this system, similar to system AF,G . We

also note that the final constraint above is a universal constraint. We refer the reader to the

Appendix C to see how to model this inside SoS. We recall Theorem 1.5 before providing

the formal proof.

Theorem 2.4. Let D be a distribution on ℝ3 with mean�∗ and certifiably bounded :Cℎ moments in

the sense of Definition 1.4 where : is a power of 2. Let {G∗
8
}=
8=1

iid∼ D. Let {I8}=8=1
be an �-corruption
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of {G∗
8
}=
8=1

where � ∈ [0, 1
2 ). Let = = Ω

(
3$(:)

)
. Then there is an efficient algorithm based on SoS,

running in time =$(:) that takes as input {I8}=8=1
, �, :, and returns a vector �̂ such that

‖�̂ − �∗‖2 = $

(√
: · �1−1/:

(1 − 2�)1/:
+

√
3

=

)

with probability 0.99.

We will prove the result for the case when � → 1
2 inspired by the identifiability proof

in Lemma 2.3. As mentioned earlier, the result for small � is well-known [KSS18, HL18]8.

Putting together the results for both the regimes of corruption gives us the guarantee of

Theorem 1.5.

Proof. We overload notation like we did in the proof of Theorem 1.2 – we will use �∗ =
1
=

=∑
8=1
G∗
8
. As argued before, estimating the sample mean of {G∗

8
}=
8=1

is enough. Defining

� ≔ 1 − 2�, we will prove the following:

A
$(:)
F,G,E ‖� − �∗‖2

6 $

(
:

�2/:

)
.

As with Theorem 1.2, this is sufficient as the estimator we obtain after rounding will satisfy

the same error guarantees. We have

� · 〈� − �∗ , E〉: 6
(

1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8

)
· 〈� − �∗, E〉: .

Here the inequality follows from the definition of � and Lemma 2.1. Then,(
1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8

)
· 〈� − �∗ , E〉: =

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(
F8F

∗
8

) :) · 〈� − �∗ , E〉:

=
1

=

=∑
8=1

(
F8F

∗
8 · 〈� − �∗, E〉

) :

=
1

=

=∑
8=1

(
F8F

∗
8 · 〈� − �∗, E〉 + F8F∗

8 · 〈G∗8 − G8 , E〉
) :
.

Here the first equality is due to the booleanity of F8F
∗
8
, and the final equality is because

of Lemma 2.1. Rearranging the terms, we obtain

� · 〈� − �∗, E〉: 6 1

=

=∑
8=1

(
F8F

∗
8 · 〈� − G8 , E〉 + F8F∗

8 · 〈G∗8 − �∗ , E〉
) :
.

8We also refer the reader to our analysis for optimal breakdown point (Theorem D.2), which recovers

this result.
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Applying SoS Triangle Inequality to the Right Hand Side, we get

� · 〈� − �∗, E〉: 6 2:−1

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(
F8F

∗
8 · 〈� − G8 , E〉

) : + 1

=

=∑
8=1

(
F8F

∗
8 · 〈G∗8 − �∗, E〉

) :)

= 2:−1

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(F8F∗
8 ): · 〈� − G8 , E〉: +

1

=

=∑
8=1

(F8F∗
8 ): · 〈G∗8 − �∗ , E〉:

)

= 2:−1

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8 · 〈� − G8 , E〉: +

1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8 · 〈G∗8 − �∗, E〉:

)

6 2:−1

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

〈� − G8 , E〉: +
1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G∗8 − �∗ , E〉:
)

6 2:−1
(
2 · ::/2 · ‖E‖:

)
= 2: · ::/2 · ‖E‖: .

where the second inequality is because ∀8 ∈ [=] : F8F
∗
8
6 1 (See Proof of Lemma 2.1 in

Appendix D) and the last inequality follows from our assumption of certifiably bounded

higher moments in the sense of Definition 1.4. Putting all these pieces together, we get

� · 〈� − �∗ , E〉: 6 2: · ::/2 · ‖E‖: .
Now picking E = � − �∗, we have

� · ‖� − �∗‖2:
6 2: · ::/2 · ‖� − �∗‖: .

By SoS Cancellation,

‖� − �∗‖: 6 2: · ::/2

�
.

By finally taking SoS Square Root, we get

A
$(:)
F,G,E ‖� − �∗‖2

6
4 · :
�2/: = $

(
:

�2/:

)
.

�

We note that the above proof is much simpler compared to standard SoS proofs that

exploit inequalities such as SoS Hölder when dealing with higher moments. We now

present the SoS version of Lemma 2.3 that appears in [Hop18, HL18].

Lemma 2.5 (Lemma 5.5 of [HL18]).

A
$(:)
F,G,E

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8

) :
· ‖� − �∗‖2:

6 2: · ::/2 ·
(

1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8

) :−1

· ‖� − �∗‖:

We defer the proof of Lemma 2.5 to Appendix D.2. We note that cancellation of terms

is not always allowed in the SoS proof system. Indeed if we could cancel the terms above,

we will get the desired error we obtained in Theorem 1.5. We discuss more about this in

Appendix C.8 and show how Lemma 2.5 and Theorem 1.5 are related.
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2.4 Robust Gaussian Mean Estimation with known Covariance

We now consider the problem of robust mean estimation when input {I8}=8=1
is an �-

corruption of samples {G∗
8
}=
8=1

where G∗
8

iid∼ N(�∗ ,Σ). Here we assume � to be sufficiently

large and also assume knowledge of the covariance Σ. Through a straightforward whiten-

ing procedure9 the problem reduces to robustly estimating the mean of an identity covari-

ance Gaussian.

We note here that the class of distributions considered in Definition 1.4 includes the

identity covariance Gaussian distribution as well [HL18]. Therefore the results of Theorem

1.5 apply to the Gaussian case. Specifically, by taking : moments (where : is a constant),

there is an efficient algorithm that robustly estimates the mean of a Gaussian to error

$
(√
: · (1 − 2�)−1/:

)
when � is large.

However, the optimal error for robust Gaussian mean estimation when � is large is

$

(√
log 1

�

)
, where � = 1 − 2�. In order to achieve error $

(√
log 1

�

)
, Theorem 1.5 requires

log 1
� many moments which translates to a sample complexity = & 3$(log 1

� ) for concentra-

tion of measure arguments and running time =$(log 1
� ) = 3$(log 1

� )2

. Our algorithm thus

requires running time that is quasi-polynomial in �−1 - i.e., quasi-polynomial in the inverse

of the distance from the breakdown point. We therefore obtain the results of Theorem 1.7

as a Corollary of our more general Theorem 1.5.

Corollary 2.6. Let {G∗
8
}=
8=1

iid∼ N(�∗, �3). Let {I8}=8=1
be an �-corruption of {G∗

8
}=
8=1

where � 6 � <

1
2 for � > 0 sufficiently large. Let = = Ω

(
3$(log 1

� )
)

where � = 1 − 2�. Then there is an algorithm

based on SoS, running in time =$(log 1
� ) that takes as input {I8}=8=1

, �, and returns a vector �̂ such

that

‖�̂ − �∗‖2 = $

(√
log

1

�
+

√
3

=

)

with probability 0.99.

This is the first that the optimal error of $

(√
log 1

�

)
could be attained for this problem

in time =$(log 1
� ). To the best of our knowledge there is only an inefficient estimator [ZJS20]

that achieves this error, under the slightly weaker total variation contamination model10.

The inefficiency in [ZJS20] is due to projection under the generalized Kolmogorov-Smirnov

9We simply multiply the datapoints with the matrix Σ−1/2.
10In the total variation contamination model, the distribution is first corrupted and then samples are

generated from this corrupted distribution. Strong contamination model is a stronger model of corruption

as the adversary has knowledge of the samples directly.
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distance (See Appendix B of [ZJS22a] for more discussion). [ZJS20] do not explicitly an-

alyze their error guarantee as � → 1
2 . We analyze their estimator in Theorem E.3, and

demonstrate that it achieves this optimal error.

2.4.1 Discussion about existing work

When � is small, the information-theoretically optimal error is $(�). Efficient algorithms

achieve error of $̃(�)11 [DKK+19] and there is evidence that the additional logarithmic

factor is necessary for efficient Statistical Query algorithms [DKS17] in the total variation

contamination model12.

In order to achieve $̃(�) error, [DKK+19] utilize strong concentration properties of

Gaussians up to the first two moments. The SoS based algorithm in [KSS18, HL18] attains

this error in running time =$(log 1
� ) requiring $

(
log 1

�

)
moments. This left open a question

of if there was an inherent drawback with utilizing SoS for the Gaussian case, or if it was

an artifact of the analysis.

[KMZ22] demonstrated that with a more involved analysis that the near-optimal error

of $̃(�) error is achievable in polynomial time using SoS. Their key idea was to interleave

proofs in SoS and in pseudo-expectation. This allowed them to utilize the same concen-

tration properties of Gaussians used in [DKK+19] outside SoS, circumventing the need to

certify these properties within SoS.

The improved analysis from [KMZ22] above however does not extend for the case when

� is large. Specializing the techniques of [KMZ22] to our setting, we can interpret the proof

in [KMZ22] as formalizing the following: A Gaussian and a specific bounded covariance

distribution have means $̃(�) apart as long as they are sufficiently close in statistical

distance. We observe here that this argument is asymmetric as opposed to the ones we have

considered so far in this paper – the two distributions belong to different families. When �

is large, the tails of the individual distributions play a significant role. The overlap region

when � is large is essentially at the tail of the distributions. In particular, the distance

between the means will be dominated by the distance from the mean of the bounded

covariance distribution to the overlap region between the distributions. Therefore, we

would only be able to infer the same error of $(�−1/2) that we obtain in Theorem 1.2. In

particular, specializing the program of [KMZ22] for the identity covariance case alone

would not be sufficient to improve over $(�−1/2). We refer the reader to Appendix E for

more details and lower bounds against algorithms that estimate the mean of a Gaussian

using a bounded covariance distribution.

For the Gaussian case, [DM22] designed an efficient robust estimator that achieves

optimal breakdown point. When � < (5 −
√

5)/10 ≈ 0.28, they achieve near-optimal

11The exact term is $

(
�

√
log 1

�

)
12This is therefore also a lower bound against statistical query algorithms in the strong contamination

model.
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dimension independent error of $̃(�). However when � is large, their estimator is the

geometric median, whose error scales with the dimension. In particular, when � is large,

the geometric median has error $(
√
3 · �−1) (Lemma 2 of [DM22]). [DK23] suggest that

a variant of the filter method achieves optimal breakdown point for the Gaussian case

efficiently. The best error rate attained by filter based methods as � → 1
2 is$(�−1) [ZJS22b],

albeit for the bounded covariance case. We believe that the approach suggested in [DK23]

achieves similar error.

It remains an intriguing open question if information-theoretically optimal rate of

$

(√
log 1

�

)
for Gaussians can be achieved in polynomial time.

2.5 Rounding

Our rounding procedure is simple and is the same as the ones used in other SoS based

algorithms for robust mean estimation [KSS18, HL18]. Before proving the guarantees we

present the high-level algorithm for completeness.

Algorithm 2.7 (Robust Mean Estimation via SoS).

Input: �-corrupted samples {I8}=8=1
from a specific distribution, �, and other problem

parameters.

Output: �̂ ≔ �̃[�] where �̃ is an appropriate degree pseudo-expectation satisfying a

specific polynomial system.

For the Polynomial System AF,G (System 2.1), find any degree 6 pseudo-expectation

�̃ satisfying AF,G . Return the estimator �̂ ≔ �̃[�]. Similarly, for the Polynomial System

A (System 2.4), find any degree 10: pseudo-expectation �̃ satisfying A and return the

estimator �̂ ≔ �̃[�]. Now we have, for both cases,

‖�̂ − �∗‖2
= ‖�̃[�] − �∗‖2

= 〈�̃[�] − �∗ , �̃[�] − �∗〉

= �̃[〈� − �∗, �̃[�] − �∗〉] 6 1

2
· �̃

[
‖� − �∗‖2 + ‖�̃[�] − �∗‖2

]
where we used the SoS inequality (0−1)2 > 0 for each coordinate of the vector. Rearranging,

we get,

‖�̃[�] − �∗‖2
6 �̃

[
‖� − �∗‖2

]
We are done at this point as we have SoS proofs that bound ‖� − �∗‖2 by the appropriate

function of �, and pseudo-expectations preserve SoS inequalities.

2.6 Application: Robust Sparse Mean Estimation

In this section we demonstrate the applicability of our approach to the problem of robust

sparse mean estimation. We describe the problem below and explain how we can apply
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Theorem 1.5 in a black-box manner to obtain information-theoretically optimal error when

� is large.

Given �-corrupted samples from a distribution D on ℝ3 with :-sparse mean �∗ ∈ ℝ3,

where : ≪ 3, the goal in robust sparse mean estimation is to return �̂ such that ‖�̂ − �∗‖
is small. We recall that the set of :-sparse vectors consists of all vectors in ℝ3 with at most

: non-zero entries.

Definition 2.8 ((", C) certifiably bounded moments in :-sparse directions. [DKK+22]).

For some " > 0 and even C ∈ ℕ, we say that distribution D with mean � satisfies (", C)
certifiably bounded moments in :-sparse directions if

A: $(C)
E,I

�
-∼D

[
〈E, - − �〉C

]2
6 "2

where

A: ≔




∀8 ∈ [3] : I2
8
= I8

∀8 ∈ [3] : E8I8 = E8
3∑
8=1
I8 6 :

3∑
8=1
E2
8
= 1




(2.5)

A vector E ∈ ℝ3 is :-sparse (with ‖E‖ = 1) if and only if ∃ I ∈ ℝ3 such that E and I

satisfy A: . [DKK+22] show that sampling preserves (", C) certifiably bounded moments

in :-sparse directions for distributions D satisfying Definition 2.8 and having sufficiently

light tails. We will work in this setting, similar to the case of certifiably bounded moments.

Our goal will therefore be to robustly estimate the :-sparse mean �∗ from �-corrupted

samples of an (", C) certifiably bounded distributions in :-sparse directions when � is

large.

We remark here that the optimal error achievable in both :-sparse setting and the

dense setting is the same for � ∈ (0, 1
2 ). In particular, for D satisfying Definition 2.8, the

information-theoretically optimal dependence on � is $(�1−1/C) for � small and $((1 −
2�)−1/C) when � is large.

The focus in the sparse setting is on sample complexity. Recall from the previous

section that for concentration of measure arguments we require ≈ 3$(C) samples assuming

certifiably bounded moments up to order C. In the sparse case however, the expectation

on sample complexity is poly(:, log 3) samples. [DKK+22] build on the SoS program of

[KSS18] for distributions satisfying Definition 2.8 and obtain information-theoretically

optimal error of $
(
�1−1/C

)
with sample complexity dependence poly(:, log 3) when � is

sufficiently small. In particular their proof is not optimized and requires � < 0.003.

We demonstrate that the analysis in Theorem 1.5 will go through by utilizing the

moment upper bounds specific to this case, attaining information-theoretically optimal
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dependence on � = 1 − 2� of $(�−1/C) for � close to 1
2 , which is the first for the problem

of robust sparse mean estimation. We retain the sample complexity of poly(:, log 3) since

ours is an improved analysis of the program in [DKK+22] for large �. We now specify a

few useful definitions and facts that will make our goals clear. We recall the definition of

the (2, :) norm of a vector:

‖G‖2,: ≔ max
‖E‖2=1 E::-sparse

〈E, G〉.

We also define the following set: (: = {E ∈ ℝ3 : ‖E‖2 = 1, E is :-sparse}.
Fact 2.9 (Fact 9 from [DKK+22]). Let ℎ:(G) : ℝ3 → ℝ3 be the function that truncates G to its

largest : values and zeros out the rest of the values. For all 0 ∈ ℝ3 that are :-sparse, we have that

‖ℎ:(G) − 0‖ 6 3‖G − 0‖2,:

In particular, when G = �̂ (our estimator) and 0 = �∗ (the true mean of the distribution

D) we have estimation error,

‖ℎ:(�̂) − �∗‖ 6 3‖�̂ − �∗‖2,: .

Therefore it is sufficient to bound the (2, :) norm of �̂ − �∗. In particular, it is sufficient to

show that the our estimator �̃[�] is such that ‖�̃[�] − �∗‖2,: is small. Indeed our aim will

be to show that

〈E, �̃[�] − �∗〉 = �̃〈E, � − �∗〉.

is small for all vectors E that are :-sparse. To this end, we will show that

∀E ∈ (: :
����̃〈E, � − �∗〉

��� 6 ����̃〈E, � − �′〉
��� + ����̃〈E, �′ − �∗〉

���
=

����̃〈E, � − �′〉
��� + |〈E, �′ − �∗〉|.

where �′ is the sample mean of the uncorrupted samples. By concentration of measure

arguments (Lemma 14 of [DKK+22]) the second term will be small. It will thus suffice

to bound the first term. We now define the polynomial system and present the formal

statement.

Consider the following polynomial system in variables {G8}=8=1
∈ ℝ3 and {F8}=8=1

∈ ℝ.

Consistent with before, let {I8}=8=1
be an �-corruption of {G∗

8
}=
8=1

.

Asparse ≔




∀8 ∈ [=] : F2
8
= F8

∀8 ∈ [=] : F8 · (I8 − G8) = 0

1
=

=∑
8=1
F8 > (1 − �)

� =
1
=

=∑
8=1
G8

∀E ∈ (: :

[
1
=

=∑
8=1

〈E, G8 − �〉C
]2

6 "2




(2.6)
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Theorem 2.10. LetD be a distribution onℝ
3 with :-sparse mean�∗ and (", C) certifiably bounded

moments in :-sparse directions in the sense of Definition 2.8 where C is a power of 2. Let {G∗
8
}=
8=1

iid∼
D. Let {I8}=8=1

be an �-corruption of {G∗
8
}=
8=1

where � ∈ [0, 1
2). Let = = Ω

( (
C:

(
log 3

) )$(C)
)
.

Then there is an efficient algorithm based on SoS, running in time (= · 3)$(C) that takes as input

{I8}=8=1
, :, ", �, C, and returns a vector �̂ such that

‖�̂ − �∗‖2,: 6 $

(
"1/C · �1−1/C

(1 − 2�)1/C

)

with probability 0.99.

We remark here that Theorem 2.10 presents a complete picture for robust sparse mean

estimation under the assumption of Definition 2.8 for � ∈ (0, 1
2 ). As mentioned above,

Lemma 14 of [DKK+22] demonstrates that for the number of samples we take in Theorem

2.10, the sample mean can be made sufficiently close to the true mean, and we therefore

omit those details in our theorem statement. We have thus demonstrated a computationally

efficient estimator based on SoS that attains the information-theoretically optimal error

(up to) constants for the full range of corruption while maintaining sample complexity

poly(:, log 3).
We will prove the result for the case when � → 1

2 inspired by the identifiability proof

in Lemma 2.3. Theorem 4 from [DKK+22] attains the optimal error for small �13. Putting

together the results for both the regimes of corruption gives us the guarantee of Theorem

2.10.

Proof. We overload notation like we did in previous proofs – we will use �∗ =
1
=

=∑
8=1
G∗
8
.

Defining � ≔ 1 − 2�, we will prove the following:

Asparse $(C)
F,G,E 〈E, � − �∗〉 6 $

(
"1/C · �−1/C

)
.

Then by taking any degree $(C) pseudo-expectation satisfying Asparse, we will get the

desired guarantee by picking our estimator �̂ := �̃[�] as discussed in Section 2.5.

The proof of Asparse $(C)
F,G,E 〈E, � − �∗〉 6 $

(
"1/C · �−1/C

)
is essentially the same as the

proof of Theorem 1.5 with minor changes and we therefore defer it to Appendix D.2. �

13We refer the reader to our analysis for optimal breakdown point (Theorem D.3), which also recovers

this result.

22



References

[BDLS17] Sivaraman Balakrishnan, Simon S Du, Jerry Li, and Aarti Singh, Computation-

ally efficient robust sparse estimation in high dimensions, Conference on Learning

Theory, PMLR, 2017, pp. 169–212. 1

[BH78] Jean Bretagnolle and Catherine Huber, Estimation des densités: risque minimax,

Séminaire de probabilités de Strasbourg 12 (1978), 342–363. 28, 32

[BKS15] Boaz Barak, Jonathan A Kelner, and David Steurer, Dictionary learning and tensor

decomposition via the sum-of-squares method, Proceedings of the forty-seventh

annual ACM symposium on Theory of computing, 2015, pp. 143–151. 31

[BS14] Boaz Barak and David Steurer, Sum-of-squares proofs and the quest toward optimal

algorithms, arXiv preprint arXiv:1404.5236 (2014), nill. 30

[BS16] , Proofs, beliefs, and algorithms through the lens of sum-of-squares, 2016,

Available at https://www.sumofsquares.org/public/index.html,. 30

[Can22] Clément L Canonne, A short note on an inequality between kl and tv, 2022. 28, 32

[CDG19] Yu Cheng, Ilias Diakonikolas, and Rong Ge, High-dimensional robust mean es-

timation in nearly-linear time, Proceedings of the thirtieth annual ACM-SIAM

symposium on discrete algorithms, SIAM, 2019, pp. 2755–2771. 1, 2

[CSV17] Moses Charikar, Jacob Steinhardt, and Gregory Valiant, Learning from untrusted

data, Proceedings of the 49th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of

Computing, 2017, pp. 47–60. 2

[DHPT24] Ilias Diakonikolas, Samuel B Hopkins, Ankit Pensia, and Stefan Tiegel, Sos certi-

fiability of subgaussian distributions and its algorithmic applications, arXiv preprint

arXiv:2410.21194 (2024). 35

[DK23] Ilias Diakonikolas and Daniel M Kane, Algorithmic high-dimensional robust statis-

tics, Cambridge university press, 2023. 1, 19, 27, 34

[DKK+17] Ilias Diakonikolas, Gautam Kamath, Daniel M Kane, Jerry Li, Ankur Moitra,

and Alistair Stewart, Being robust (in high dimensions) can be practical, Interna-

tional Conference on Machine Learning, PMLR, 2017, pp. 999–1008. 1, 2, 34

[DKK+18] , Robustly learning a gaussian: Getting optimal error, efficiently, Proceedings

of the Twenty-Ninth Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms,

SIAM, 2018, pp. 2683–2702. 1, 2

[DKK+19] , Robust estimators in high-dimensions without the computational intractabil-

ity, SIAM Journal on Computing 48 (2019), no. 2, 742–864. 1, 2, 18

23

https://www.sumofsquares.org/public/index.html


[DKK+22] Ilias Diakonikolas, Daniel M Kane, Sushrut Karmalkar, Ankit Pensia, and

Thanasis Pittas, Robust sparse mean estimation via sum of squares, Conference

on Learning Theory, PMLR, 2022, pp. 4703–4763. 2, 20, 21, 22

[DKS17] Ilias Diakonikolas, Daniel M Kane, and Alistair Stewart, Statistical query lower

bounds for robust estimation of high-dimensional gaussians and gaussian mixtures,

2017 IEEE 58th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science

(FOCS), IEEE, 2017, pp. 73–84. 1, 18

[DM22] Arnak S Dalalyan and Arshak Minasyan, All-in-one robust estimator of the gaus-

sian mean, The Annals of Statistics 50 (2022), no. 2, 1193–1219. 2, 18, 19

[FKP+19] Noah Fleming, Pravesh Kothari, Toniann Pitassi, et al., Semialgebraic proofs and

efficient algorithm design, Foundations and Trends® in Theoretical Computer

Science 14 (2019), no. 1-2, 1–221. 33

[GLS81] Martin Grötschel, László Lovász, and Alexander Schrĳver, The ellipsoid method

and its consequences in combinatorial optimization, Combinatorica 1 (1981), 169–

197. 30

[HL18] Samuel B Hopkins and Jerry Li, Mixture models, robustness, and sum of squares

proofs, Proceedings of the 50th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory

of Computing, 2018, pp. 1021–1034. 2, 4, 5, 10, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 30

[HLZ20] Sam Hopkins, Jerry Li, and Fred Zhang, Robust and heavy-tailed mean estimation

made simple, via regret minimization, Advances in Neural Information Processing

Systems 33 (2020), 11902–11912. 2, 3

[Hop18] Sam Hopkins, Clustering and sum of squares proofs: Six blog posts on unsupervised

learning, 2018. 14, 16

[JP78] David S. Johnson and Franco P Preparata, The densest hemisphere problem, Theo-

retical Computer Science 6 (1978), no. 1, 93–107. 1

[KMZ22] Pravesh K Kothari, Peter Manohar, and Brian Hu Zhang, Polynomial-time sum-

of-squares can robustly estimate mean and covariance of gaussians optimally, Interna-

tional Conference on Algorithmic Learning Theory, PMLR, 2022, pp. 638–667.

2, 18, 43, 44, 45

[KSS18] Pravesh K Kothari, Jacob Steinhardt, and David Steurer, Robust moment estima-

tion and improved clustering via sum of squares, Proceedings of the 50th Annual

ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, 2018, pp. 1035–1046. 1, 2,

4, 5, 6, 8, 10, 12, 15, 18, 19, 20, 31

24



[Las01] Jean B Lasserre, New positive semidefinite relaxations for nonconvex quadratic pro-

grams, Advances in Convex Analysis and Global Optimization: Honoring the

Memory of C. Caratheodory (1873–1950) (2001), 319–331. 30

[Li19] Jerry Zheng Li, Lecture notes on robustness in machine learning, 2019, Available at

https://jerryzli.github.io/robust-ml-fall19.html. 2, 34

[LRV16] Kevin A Lai, Anup B Rao, and Santosh Vempala, Agnostic estimation of mean and

covariance, 2016 IEEE 57th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer

Science (FOCS), IEEE, 2016, pp. 665–674. 1

[Nes00] Yurii Nesterov, Squared functional systems and optimization problems, High perfor-

mance optimization, Springer, 2000, pp. 405–440. 30

[Par00] Pablo A Parrilo, Structured semidefinite programs and semialgebraic geometry meth-

ods in robustness and optimization, California Institute of Technology, 2000. 30

[Pin64] Mark S Pinsker, Information and information stability of random variables and pro-

cesses, Holden-Day (1964), nill. 32

[RL05] Peter J Rousseeuw and Annick M Leroy, Robust regression and outlier detection,

John wiley & sons, 2005. 1

[RSS18] Prasad Raghavendra, Tselil Schramm, and David Steurer, High dimensional es-

timation via sum-of-squares proofs, Proceedings of the International Congress of

Mathematicians: Rio de Janeiro 2018, World Scientific, 2018, pp. 3389–3423. 1,

30

[Sho87] Naum Z Shor, Quadratic optimization problems, Soviet Journal of Computer and

Systems Sciences 25 (1987), 1–11. 30

[ST21] David Steurer and Stefan Tiegel, Sos degree reduction with applications to clustering

and robust moment estimation, Proceedings of the 2021 ACM-SIAM Symposium

on Discrete Algorithms (SODA), SIAM, 2021, pp. 374–393. 33

[Ste18] Jacob Steinhardt, Robust learning: Information theory and algorithms, Stanford

University, 2018. 2

[Tsy09] Alexandre B. Tsybakov, Introduction to nonparametric estimation, Springer series

in statistics, Springer, 2009. 28, 32

[Tuk75] John W Tukey, Mathematics and the picturing of data, Proceedings of the Interna-

tional Congress of Mathematicians, Vancouver, 1975, vol. 2, 1975, pp. 523–531.

1

25

https://jerryzli.github.io/robust-ml-fall19.html


[ZJS20] Banghua Zhu, Jiantao Jiao, and Jacob Steinhardt, When does the tukey median

work?, 2020 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), IEEE,

2020, pp. 1201–1206. 5, 17, 18, 46

[ZJS22a] , Generalized resilience and robust statistics, The Annals of Statistics 50

(2022), no. 4, 2256–2283. 18, 34

[ZJS22b] , Robust estimation via generalized quasi-gradients, Information and Infer-

ence: A Journal of the IMA 11 (2022), no. 2, 581–636. 1, 2, 3, 19

26



A Information-Theoretic Lower Bounds

A.1 Information Theoretic Limits of Robust Estimation

Lemma A.1 (Limits of Robust Estimation [DK23]). Let D1 and D2 be distributions such that

3)+(D1,D2) 6 2� for � ∈ (0, 1
2). Without loss of generality, assume that the true distribution is

D1. Then under �-corruption, no algorithm can reliably distinguish between D1 and D2.

Proof. Notice that the adversary can corrupt the samples in a way that the algorithm

observes samples from D̃ ≔ 1
2 (D1 + D2) which is � far in statistical distance from both

D1 and D2. This makes it information-theoretically impossible to distinguish between D1

and D2 in the above setting. �

A.2 Lower Bound for Bounded Moments

Lemma A.2. There exist two distributions D1 and D2 on ℝ such that for � ∈ (0, 1
2)

1. 3)+(D1,D2) 6 2�.

2. D1 and D2 have bounded :Cℎ moments for : > 2 in the sense of Definition 1.4.

3. |�-∼D1[-] − �-∼D2[-]| >
√
: · �1−1/: · (1 − 2�)−1/: .

Proof. Take D1 to be the distribution that outputs 0 with probability 1. Take D2 to be

the distribution that outputs samples from D1 with probability 1 − 2�, and outputs
√
: ·

(2�(1 − 2�))−1/: with probability 2�. Notice that 3)+(D1,D2) 6 2�. Furthermore we have

���� �
-∼D1

[-] − �
-∼D2

[-]
���� =

�����0 − (2�)1−1/:√:
(1 − 2�)1/:

����� >
√
:�1−1/: · (1 − 2�)−1/:

D1 clearly has bounded :Cℎ central moments. Let �2 be the mean of D2.

�
-∼D2

[
(- − �2):

]
= �

[
(- − �2):

���- = 0
]
· ℙ[- = 0]

+�

[
(- − �2):

���- =

√
:

(2�(1 − 2�))1/:

]
· ℙ

[
- =

√
:

(2�(1 − 2�))1/:

]

=
::/2(2�):−1

(1 − 2�) · (1 − 2�) + (1 − 2�): ::/2

2�(1 − 2�) · 2�

= ::/2 ·
(
(2�):−1 + (1 − 2�):−1

)
6 ::/2.

where the final inequality follows from the fact that
(
(2�):−1 + (1 − 2�):−1

)
6 1 ∀� ∈

(0, 1
2). �
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A.3 Lower Bound for Gaussians

Lemma A.3. There exists two distributions D1 and D2 on ℝ such that for � 6 � < 1
2 for a

sufficiently large constant � > 0 such that

1. 3)+(D1,D2) 6 2�.

2. D1 and D2 are Gaussians with unit variance.

3. |�-∼D1[-] − �-∼D2[-]| > Ω

(√
log 1

1−2�

)
.

Proof. Take D1 to be the standard Gaussian N(0, 1). Take D2 to be the Gaussian N(�, 1),
with � > 0 such that 3)+(D1 ,D2) = 2�. We consider Tsybakov’s version of the Bretag-

nolle–Huber inequality [BH78, Tsy09, Can22] which relates the statistical distance and KL

divergence, especially for large KL divergences (See Appendix C for more details).

3)+(%, &) 6 1 − 1

2
exp(−� !(% ‖ &))

Via a simple calculation, we have

� !(N(�1, �
2
1) ‖ N(�2, �

2
2)) = log

�2

�1
+

�2
1
+ (�1 − �2)2

2�2
2

− 1

2

Applying this inequality for our choice of D1 and D2, we get

2� 6 1 − 1

2
exp

(
−�2

2

)

which after simplifying yields

� >

√
2 · log

(
1

2 − 4�

)
>

√
log

(
1

1 − 2�

)
− log 2

From which we conclude that

� > Ω

(√
log

1

1 − 2�

)
.

�

B Preliminaries

B.1 Sum-of-Squares Proofs to Algorithms

Let us denote by - a vector or matrix of = indeterminates over ℝ. Let

?1(-), ?2(-), . . . ?<(-), @(-) ∈ ℝ[-] by polynomials with real coefficients defined over
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these indeterminates. We use the shorthand P to denote the vector consisting of polyno-

mials ?1, ?2, . . . , ?< .

Now let us consider the following set ( ≔ {- ∈ ℝ= : P(-) > 0}, the set of all feasible

solutions of P(-) > 0. As it will become clear, we will be interested in deriving proofs of

the following form

∀- ∈ ( : @(-) > 0

A degree ℓ Sum-of-Squares proof of the statement @(-) > 0 is any finite decomposition of

@ in the following form

@(-) =
∑
8

B8(-)2 · ?̄8(-)

where ?̄8(-) is a product of a subset of polynomials in {?1, ?2, . . . , ?<} and each term in

the above sum has degree at most ℓ . For the empty set from {?1 , ?2, . . . , ?<} we define

?̄8(-) ≔ 1.

We use the following notation for Sum-of-Squares proofs.

{P(-) > 0} ℓ

- {@(-) > 0}

The above notation says that from the axioms P(-) > 0, we can derive a Sum-of-Squares

proof of the statement @(-) > 0 of degree at most ℓ in indeterminates -. We will use the

shorthand SoS to denote Sum-of-Squares.

We have the following standard fact that we require in this paper.

Fact B.1. If A ℓ

-
?(-) > 0 and ℬ ℓ ′

-
@(-) > 0 then

A ∪ ℬ ℓ+ℓ ′
- {?(-) + @(-) > 0} A ∪ ℬ ℓ ·ℓ ′

- {?(-) · @(-) > 0}

The key connection between SoS proofs and efficient algorithms is due to the pseudo-

expectation operator.

Definition B.2 (pseudo-expectation). A degree ℓ pseudo-expectation satisfying P is a

linear functional �̃ : ℝ[-]6ℓ → ℝ over polynomials of degree at most ℓ such that:

1. Normalization: �̃[1] = 1.

2. Satisifiability: ∀8 ∈ [<] : �̃[?8(-) · B2(-)] > 0 for all polynomials B such that

degree(?8(-) · B2(G)) 6 ℓ .

3. Non-negativity of Squares: �̃[@2(G)] > 0 for all polynomials such that degree(@2) 6 ℓ .

Fact B.3. If A ℓ

- {@(-) > 0} and �̃[.] is a degree ℓ pseudo-expectation satisfying A, then

�̃[@(-)] > 0.
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Fact B.4 (SoS Algorithm). [Sho87, Par00, Nes00, Las01] (Informal) Given a feasible system P
over ℝ= with bit-complexity at most (< + =)$(1), using the ellipsoid method [GLS81], a degree ℓ

pseudo-expectation satisfying P can be found in time (< + =)$(ℓ ).

We remark here that by using Fact B.4, we can compute a degree ℓ pseudo-expectation

satisfying P in time (<+=)$(ℓ ). For our purposes, we will use this �̃[.] on monomials from

our polynomial system (recall that �̃[.]maps polynomials to reals), and prove that the real

vector obtained after applying �̃[.] to the monomials will be close to the true parameter.

The key idea for statistical estimation will therefore be to have a program variable act

as an estimator and relate it to the true parameter using the polynomial @(.) in Fact B.3.

This will allow us to then work with �̃[.]. We refer the reader to [RSS18] for a detailed

exposition on bringing the above facts together to design efficient algorithms from SoS

proofs.

For our algorithms to have polynomial running time or equivalently remain efficient,

we require that (< + =)$(ℓ ) remains a polynomial in < and =. In particular we refer to an

SoS proof as low-degree if ℓ does not grow with <, =. For all our efficient algorithms ℓ is a

constant.

We refer the reader to [BS14, BS16] for a thorough overview of SoS, pseudo-expectations

and their parent object of pseudo-distributions.

B.2 Sum-of-Squares Toolkit

In this section we state the different SoS proofs we used in the paper. We also provide the

proofs for SoS Cancellation and SoS Square Root for completeness. We note that the other

proofs are well known - See [BS14, BS16].

• Squares are non-negative

2

0,1
2 · 0 · 1 6

(
02 + 12

)

• SoS Cauchy Schwarz

For vectors of variables 0 = (01, 02 . . . 0=) and 1 = (11, 12, . . . , 1=),

4

0,1 〈0, 1〉2
6 ‖0‖2 · ‖1‖2

• SoS Hölder Inequality [HL18]

Let : be a power of 2. For vectors of variables F = (F1, F2, . . . , F=) and 1 =

(11, 12, . . . , 1=),

{
∀8 ∈ [=] : F2

8 = F8
}

$(:)
F,1

(
=∑
8=1

F818

) :
6

(
=∑
8=1

F8

) :−1

·
(
=∑
8=1

1:8

)
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• SoS AM-GM Inequality [BKS15]

Let F1, F2, F3, . . . , FC be SoS polynomials. Then we have

C

F1 ,F2 ,... ,FC
C∏
8=1

F8 6
1

C

C∑
8=1

FC
8

• SoS Triangle Inequality [KSS18]

For even C

C

0,1 (0 + 1)C 6 2C−1 ·
(
0C + 1C

)
• SoS Cancellation For every � > 0,

{
-2
6 � · -

}
2

- {- 6 �}

Proof.

- =
-√
�

·
√
� 6

1

2
·
(
-2

�
+ �

)
6
-

2
+ �

2

where the first inequality is due to the fact that Squares are non-negative and the

second inequality is because of the axioms. Rearranging, and cancelling a factor of
1
2 , we get the desired result. �

• SoS Square Root

Let : be a power of 2. Then for every � > 0,

{
- :
6 �

}
:

-
{
- 6 �1/:

}

Proof. Following a similar approach as the proof of SoS cancellation, we have

- :/2
=
- :/2

�1/4
· �1/4

6
1

2
·
(
- :

√
�

+
√
�

)
6
√
�

Now replacing - :/2 by - :/4 and �1/4 by �1/8, and using the above derivation that

- :/2 6
√
�, we can derive in SoS that - :/4 6 �1/4. Repeating this procedure log2 :

many times will give us the result inductively. �
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C Useful Facts and Additional Discussion

C.1 Useful Inequalities

Fact C.1. Pinkser’s Inequality [Pin64]

For any two distributions %, & on a measurable space, we have

3)+(%, &) 6
√

1

2
· � !(% ‖ &)

Fact C.2. Bretagnolle–Huber (BH) Inequality [BH78]

For any two distributions %, & on a measurable space, we have

3)+(%, &) 6
√

1 − exp(−� !(% ‖ &))

Fact C.3. Tsybakov’s version of the BH Inequality [Tsy09]

For any two distributions %, & on a measurable space, we have

3)+(%, &) 6 1 − 1

2
· exp(−� !(% ‖ &))

Pinkser’s inequality is vacuous for � !(% ‖ &) > 2. Whenever � !(% ‖ &) > 2, BH

inequality and Tsybakov’s version of the BH inequality [Tsy09] are much more sharper

and also have the right asymptotic behavior (i.e., when � !(% ‖ &) → ∞). We refer the

reader to [Can22] for a detailed discussion.

C.2 Statistical Distance and Overlap

For any two distributions %, & on ℝ3, we have

3)+(%, &) = sup
�⊆ℝ3

ℙ
-∼%

(- ∈ �) − ℙ
-∼&

(- ∈ �) = %((+) − &((+)

= sup
�⊆ℝ3

ℙ
-∼&

(- ∈ �) − ℙ
-∼%

(- ∈ �) = &((−) − %((−)

where (+ = {G ∈ ℝ3 : ?(G) > @(G)} and (− = ℝ3 − (+.
Consider A(G) = min(?(G), @(G)). Then we have overlap �

� ≔

∫
G

A(G)3G =

∫
G:?(G)<@(G)

?(G)3G +
∫
G:?(G)>@(G)

@(G)3G

= 1 −
∫
G:?(G)>@(G)

(?(G) − @(G))3G = 1 − 3)+(%, &)

The consequence is that an overlap of � between two densities is the same as a separation

in statistical distance of 1 − �, since overlap is precisely the intersection region between

the two densities.
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C.3 Modeling Universal Constraints

In the polynomial system A (System 2.4), we utilized universal quantifiers within the

system. In particular we used the following in our system

∀E ∈ ℝ
3 :

1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − �, E〉: 6 ‖E‖: · ::/2

We note here that we assumed that the distributions we considered have certifiably bounded

moments. That is to say we have an SoS proof of the above inequality as well in variables E:

$(:)
E ‖E‖: · ::/2 − 1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − �, E〉: > 0

We note that this is equivalent to searching for a positive semi-definite matrix " ∈
ℝ(3+1):/2×(3+1):/2

(in variables {G8}=8=1
) such that

‖E‖: · ::/2 − 1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − �, E〉: =
〈
(1, E)⊗:/2, "(1, E)⊗:/2

〉

where (1, E) is the vector Ewith 1 appended to it at the beginning. The above equality allows

us to eliminate the variables E, similar to the bounded covariance case, and simply asks

to search for a PSD matrix " which only depends on variables {G8}=8=1
. We can therefore

add this positive semi-definite constraint to the program when computing the pseudo-

expectation satisfying A. We refer the reader to [FKP+19, ST21] for more information on

transforming universal quantifiers into existential quantifiers in SoS.

C.4 High Probability Statements

Let {G∗
8
}=
8=1

iid∼ D ⊂ ℝ3 and let D have mean �∗ and covariance Σ. We then have by cyclicity

and linearity of Trace that

�






 1

=

=∑
8=1

G∗8 − �∗







2

= �


Tr

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

G∗8 − �∗
)©­
«

1

=

=∑
9=1

G∗9 − �∗ª®
¬
)

= Tr


�


1

=2

∑
8,9

G∗8G
∗
9
) − 1

=

=∑
8=1

G∗8�
∗) − �∗©­«

1

=

=∑
9=1

G∗9
ª®¬
)

+ �∗�∗)



= Tr

[
�[GG)]
=

+ =(= − 1)
=2

�∗�∗) − �∗�∗)
]

=
1

=
Tr

[
�[GG)] − �∗�∗)]

=
Tr(Σ)
=
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For the different assumptions that we consider, we have the above quantity bounded by

$
(
3
=

)
. We can thus use standard concentration inequalities to bound the closeness of

sample mean to the true mean with probability at least 1 − �. For our theorem statements

we set � = 0.01. We refer the reader to [ZJS22a] (Table 1 and corresponding proofs in the

appendices therein) for precise statements in this regard. We do not concern ourselves

with the exact dependence of the sampling error on the confidence parameter � – there

is a line of research that concerns itself with optimizing the dependence on � and that is

not the primary focus of this paper. We refer the reader to [DK23] for more information

in this regard.

C.4.1 Bounded Covariance Case

Lemma C.4 ([DKK+17, Li19]). Let D be a distribution with mean � and covariance Σ. Suppose

Σ 4 �3. Let {G8}=8=1

iid∼ D. Let 
 ∈ [0, 1
2 ) and let � > 0. Then there exists universal constants 2, 2′

such that with probability 1 − � − exp(−Ω(
 · =)) such that there is a subset ( ⊂ [=], such that

|( | > (1 − 
) · = and

‖�̂ − �‖ 6 1

1 − 


(√
3

=�
+
√
2


)






 1

|( |
∑
8∈(

(G8 − �̂)(G8 − �̂))





 6 1

1 − 

· 3 log 3 + log 2/�

=2′


where �̂ =
1
|( |

∑
8∈( G8

By appropriately choosing 2, 2′, 
, �, with probability 0.99, we can

• Bound the error of the sample mean of points in ( in estimating the true mean by

$

(√
3
=

)
, and

• Ensure that the sample covariance over the set ( has largest eigenvalue at most

$
(
3 log 3
=

)
whenever 3 is sufficiently large. In particular, in our SoS proofs (especially the proof of

Theorem 1.2), we use = = Ω(3 log 3) and assume that the largest eigenvalue of the empirical

covariance over the uncorrupted samples is bounded by a constant.

C.5 Sample Complexity Dependence on Corruption Rate

It is common practice in robust mean estimation papers to report the sample complexity

dependence as a polynomial in 3 and �−1. The polynomial in �−1 is taken in such a way
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that the sampling error and robust error are the same up to constant factors 14 This lends

itself to the interpretation that in order to achieve vanishing estimation error, the number

of samples required tends to infinity (since �−1 → ∞ as � → 0). Throughout this paper

we instead explicitly state both the robust and the sampling error terms and state sample

complexity to reflect the number of samples required for our distributional assumptions

to hold to the uniform distribution over the uncorrupted samples.

C.6 On taking moments that are a power of 2

We remark here that we can relax certain conditions that we make in our theorem state-

ments. In particular, we have for indeterminate E and � > 0 the following proof in SoS.

‖E‖2
=

1

�:−2
.‖E‖2 · �:−2

=
1

�:−2
.‖E‖2 ·

(
�2

) (:−2)/2
6

2

: · �:−2

(
‖E‖: +

(
:

2
− 1

)
· �:

)

where the inequality is due to SoS AM-GM with C = :
2 . Picking E = � − �∗, we get

‖� − �∗‖2
6

2

:
·
(
‖� − �∗‖:

�:−2
+ : − 2

:
· �2

)

Finally, picking �: = ::/2 · 2: · �−1 and using the bound on ‖� − �∗‖: in our SoS proof, we

get the desired result for any : that is a multiple of 4.

C.7 Subgaussian Distributions

Recently, [DHPT24] showed that all subgaussian distributions are in fact certifiably sub-

gaussian. As a consequence, we get the optimal $

(√
log 1

1−2�

)
error even for subgaussian

distributions in quasi-polynomial time.

C.8 Comparison between Lemma 2.5 and Theorem 1.5

We have the following from Lemma 2.5:

A
$(:)
F,G,E

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8

) :
· ‖� − �∗‖2:

6 2: · ::/2 ·
(

1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8

) :−1

· ‖� − �∗‖:

The above statement effectively certifies the non-negativity of the following polynomial in

SoS: (
1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8

) :−1

︸              ︷︷              ︸
(�)

·
(
2: · ::/2 · ‖� − �∗‖: −

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8

)
· ‖� − �∗‖2:

)
︸                                                            ︷︷                                                            ︸

(�)

> 0

14The robust error is the error term that depends only on �. The other term is sampling error.
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Now, if we observe carefully, (�) is precisely the polynomial whose non-negativity we

certify in SoS in Theorem 1.5! By Lemma 2.1, we already certify the non-negativity of (�)
above.

In summary, the SoS proof of Lemma 2.5 has a factorization of two terms, and each

individual term has an SoS certificate of non-negativity. We remark here that it is generally

not the case that a SoS proof also has factors that are SoS themselves – making the above

polynomials quite interesting in their own right.

D Theorems and Proofs

D.1 Theorems demonstrating optimal breakdown point

Theorem D.1 (Optimal Breakdown for Bounded Covariance). Let {G∗
8
}=
8=1

⊂ ℝ3 such that

�∗ = 1
=

=∑
8=1
G∗
8

and Σ∗ = 1
=

=∑
8=1

(G∗
8
− �∗)(G∗

8
− �∗)) 4 �3. Let {I8}=8=1

be an �-corruption of {G∗
8
}=
8=1

where � ∈ [0, 1
2 ). Let � = 1 − 2�. Then

AF,G 4

F,G
‖� − �∗‖2

6 $

(
�

(1 − 2�)2

)
= $

( �

�2

)

We remark that Theorem D.1 implies a breakdown point of 1
2 for the estimator �̂ = �̃[�]

for a constant degree pseudo-expectation �̃ satisfying AF,G (See Section 2.5). As � → 1
2 ,

the error diverges and is $
(
�−1

)
(after taking square root). When � is sufficiently small, the

error is optimal up to constant factors while the same is not true when � → 1
2 (respectively

� → 0).

We now prove Theorem D.1.

Proof.

‖� − �∗‖2
= 〈� − �∗ , � − �∗〉 = 1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − G∗8 , � − �∗〉 = 1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G8 − G∗8 , � − �∗〉

=
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G8 − � − G∗8 + �∗ + � − �∗, � − �∗〉

=
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉 − 1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G∗8 − �∗ , � − �∗〉

+ 1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )‖� − �∗‖2

6
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉 − 1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G∗8 − �∗, � − �∗〉
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+ 2�‖� − �∗‖2

Above, we used Lemma 2.1 for the third equality and Lemma 2.1 for the inequality.

Rearranging and squaring we have

(1 − 2�)2‖� − �∗‖4
6

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉 − 1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G∗8 − �∗, � − �∗〉

)2

Notice that we have already optimized the proof for optimal breakdown point above. This

is a general approach that we use in both Theorems D.2 and D.3. The right hand side can

be bounded above by

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉 − 1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G∗8 − �∗ , � − �∗〉

)2

6 2

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉

)2

+ 2

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G∗8 − �∗, � − �∗〉

)2

by SoS triangle inequality. We now focus on the first term on the right hand side of the

above equation. By SoS Cauchy-Schwarz, we have

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉

)2

6

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )2

) (
1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉2

)

=

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )
) (

1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉2

)

6 2� · ‖� − �∗‖2

The equality above is due to Lemma 2.1 and the final inequality follows from bounded

covariance constraint. Similarly, we have

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G∗8 − �∗, � − �∗〉

)2

6 2� · ‖� − �∗‖2

Putting all the pieces together, we have

(1 − 2�)2‖� − �∗‖4
6 8� · ‖� − �∗‖2

By SoS Cancellation we get that

‖� − �∗‖2
6

8�

(1 − 2�)2

which proves the Theorem. �
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Remark: Prior works based on SoS focus on the regime when � is sufficiently small and

bounded away from 1
2 and their proofs are inherently not optimized when � is large and

close to 1
2 . In the above proof, we already optimized it to demonstrate optimal breakdown

point. To this end, it was sufficient to get a factor of 2� on the right hand side in the steps

before rearranging and squaring. We similarly replicate this proof for the other cases with

different distributional assumptions such as certifiably bounded higher moments and for

the problem of sparse mean estimation in Theorems D.2 and D.3.

Theorem D.2 (Optimal Breakdown Point for Bounded Moments). Under the conditions of

Theorem 1.5, and for � ≔ 1 − 2� we have

‖�̂ − �∗‖ 6 $
(
�1−1/: ·

√
:

�

)

with probability 0.99.

Proof. We overload notation like we did in the proof of Theorem 1.2 – we will use �∗
=

1
=

=∑
8=1
G∗
8
. As with the proofs from before, it will be enough to show that

A
$(:)
F,G ‖� − �∗‖2

6 $

(
�2−2/: · :

�2

)

Using the same idea as in Theorem D.1, we have

(1 − 2�)‖� − �∗‖2
6

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉 − 1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G∗8 − �∗, � − �∗〉

)

Raising both sides to the power of : we have

(1 − 2�): ‖� − �∗‖2:
6

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉 − 1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G∗8 − �∗, � − �∗〉

) :

By applying SoS Triangle Inequality on the RHS we get(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉 − 1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G∗8 − �∗, � − �∗〉

) :
6

2:−1 · ©­«
(

1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉

) :
+

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G∗8 − �∗, � − �∗〉

) :ª®¬
We will focus on the first term in the RHS above, as the proof for the second term is

analogous. From SoS Holder and Lemma 2.1, we have(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉

) :
6

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8

) :−1 (
1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − �, � − �∗〉:
)
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6 (2�):−1 · ‖� − �∗‖: · ::/2

where the final inequality is because of our assumptions on the moments and Lemma 2.1.

Putting it together we get

(1 − 2�):‖� − �∗‖2:
6 (2�):−1 · 2: · ::/2‖� − �∗‖:

Using SoS Cancellation we get

‖� − �∗‖: 6 22:−1 · �:−1 · ::/2

�:

By SoS Square Root we get

A
$(:)
F,G ‖� − �∗‖2

= $

(
�2−2/: · :

�2

)

which proves the Theorem. �

Theorem D.3 (Optimal Breakdown Point for Sparse Mean Estimation). Under the conditions

of Theorem 2.10 and for � ≔ 1 − 2�, we have

‖�̂ − �∗‖2,: 6 $

(
"1/C · �1−1/C

�

)

with probability 0.99.

Proof. We overload notation like we did in the proof of Theorem 1.2 – we will use �∗
=

1
=

=∑
8=1
G∗
8
. Similar to the proof of Theorems D.1 and D.2, we will show that Asparse $(C)

F,G,E

〈E, � − �∗〉 6 $
(
"1/C · �1−1/C · �−1

)
. This will be sufficient by the discussion in Section 2.5.

Indeed we have, for any E ∈ (:

〈E, � − �∗〉 = 1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈E, G8 − G∗8 〉

where we used Lemma 2.1. This can further be written as

1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈E, G8 − G∗8 〉 =

1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈E, G8 − �〉 − 1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈E, G∗8 − �∗〉

+ 1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈E, � − �∗〉

6
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈E, G8 − �〉 − 1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈E, G∗8 − �∗〉
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+ 2� · 〈E, � − �∗〉

where we used Lemma 2.1. Rearranging we get

(1 − 2�)〈E, � − �∗〉 = �〈E, � − �∗〉 6 1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈E, G8 − �〉 − 1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈E, G∗8 − �∗〉

Raising both sides to the power of C, we have

�C 〈E, � − �∗〉C 6
(

1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈E, G8 − �〉 − 1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈E, G∗8 − �∗〉

) C

6 2C−1 ·

(

1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈E, G8 − �〉

) C
+

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )〈E, G∗8 − �∗〉

) C
6 2C−1 ·

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )
) C−1

·
(

1

=

=∑
8=1

〈E, G8 − �〉C
)

+ 2C−1 ·
(

1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 )
) C−1

·
(

1

=

=∑
8=1

〈E, G∗8 − �∗〉C
)

6 2C−1 · (2�)C−1 ·
(

1

=

=∑
8=1

〈E, G8 − �〉C + 1

=

=∑
8=1

〈E, G∗8 − �∗〉C
)

where we used SoS Triangle Inequality, then SoS Hölder’s inequality and finally Lemma

2.1. Squaring, we get

�2C 〈E, � − �∗〉2C
6 24C−4 · �2C−2 ·

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

〈E, G8 − �〉C + 1

=

=∑
8=1

〈E, G∗8 − �∗〉C
)2

6 24C−3 · �2C−2


(

1

=

=∑
8=1

〈E, G8 − �〉C
)2

+
(

1

=

=∑
8=1

〈E, G∗8 − �∗〉C
)2

6 24C−2 · �2C−2 ·"2

where we used SoS Triangle Inequality again and the boundedness assumptions. Taking

SoS Square Root,

Asparse $(C)
F,G,E 〈E, � − �∗〉 6 22−1/C · �1−1/C ·"1/C

�
= $

(
"1/C · �1−1/C

�

)
.

which proves the desired statement. �
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D.2 Missing Proofs

Proof of Lemma 2.1

Proof. We provide the proofs for the three parts individually. Firstly observe that for the

first part that

F8F
∗
8 · G8 = F∗

8 (F8 · G8) = F∗
8 (F8 · I8) = F8(F∗

8 · I8) = F8F
∗
8 · G∗8

We now have for part 2 that

(1 − F8F∗
8 )2 = 1 + (F8F∗

8 )2 − 2F8F
∗
8 = 1 + F8F∗

8 − 2F8F
∗
8 = 1 − F8F∗

8

Finally for part 3 we begin by proving the following fact.{
F2

= F
}

2

F
F 6 1

Observe that

F = 1 · F 6 1

2
+ F2

2
=

1

2
+ F

2

from which we can conclude that F 6 1. In the above, we used the fact that (0 − 1)2 >
0 ∀0, 1 ∈ ℝ.

Therefore we have AF,G 2

F
1 − F8 > 0 using which we have

AF,G 2

F (1 − F∗
8 ) · (1 − F8) > 0

since F∗
8

is a constant for our system. Taking summation we have

AF,G 2

F 1

=

=∑
8=1

(
1 − F∗

8 − F8 + F8F∗
8

)
> 0

Now we know 1
=

=∑
8=1
F8 > 1 − � and 1

=

=∑
8=1
F∗
8
> 1 − �. Using this we get

AF,G 2

F 1

=

=∑
8=1

(1 − F8F∗
8 ) 6 2 − 1

=

=∑
8=1

F8 −
1

=

=∑
8=1

F∗
8 6 2 − (1 − �) − (1 − �) = 2�

By rearranging the terms we thus get AF,G 2

F 1
=

=∑
8=1
F8F

∗
8
> 1 − 2� = �. �

Proof of Lemma 2.5

Proof. Overloading notation like we did in the proof of Theorem 1.2 and using Lemma 2.1

we have(
1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8

)
· 〈� − �∗, E〉 =

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8

)
· 〈� − �∗, E〉 + 1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8 · 〈G∗8 − G8 , E〉
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=
1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8 · 〈� − G8 , E〉 +

1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8 · 〈G∗8 − �∗ , E〉

where the first inequality is due to Lemma 2.1.

We now raise both sides to the power of : to obtain(
1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8

) :
· 〈� − �∗ , E〉: =

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8 · 〈� − G8 , E〉 +

1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8 · 〈G∗8 − �∗, E〉

) :

6 2:−1


(

1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8 · 〈� − G8 , E〉

) :
+

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8 · 〈G∗8 − �∗ , E〉

) :
where the inequality follows from SoS Triangle Inequality. Now using the booleanity of

F8F
∗
8
, we apply SoS Hölder to the two terms above. Therefore we have

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8 · 〈� − G8 , E〉

) :
6

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8

) :−1

·
(

1

=

=∑
8=1

〈G8 − �, E〉:
)

6

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8

) :−1

· ‖E‖: · ::/2

where the final inequality follows from certifiably bounded central moments. Similarly

we can show (
1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8 · 〈G∗8 − �∗ , E〉

) :
6

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8

) :−1

· ‖E‖: · ::/2

Putting the pieces together we obtain(
1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8

) :
· 〈� − �∗ , E〉: 6 2: ·

(
1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8

) :−1

· ‖E‖: · ::/2.

Picking E = � − �∗ proves the Lemma. �

Proof of Theorem 2.10

Proof. As discussed earlier, it is sufficient to show

Asparse $(C)
F,G,E 〈E, � − �∗〉 6 $

(
"1/C · �−1/C

)
Indeed we have

� · 〈E, � − �∗〉C 6
(

1

=

=∑
8=1

F8F
∗
8

)
· 〈E, � − �∗〉C
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=
1

=

=∑
8=1

(
F8F

∗
8

) C · 〈E, � − �∗〉C

=
1

=

=∑
8=1

(
F8F

∗
8 · 〈E, � − �∗〉

) C
where in the first inequality we used Lemma 2.1 and the first equality follows from the

booleanity of F8F
∗
8

(Lemma 2.1). We now have by Lemma 2.1 that

1

=

=∑
8=1

(
F8F

∗
8 · 〈E, � − �∗〉

) C
=

1

=

=∑
8=1

(
F8F

∗
8 · 〈E, � − �∗〉 + F8F∗

8 · 〈E, G∗8 − G8〉
) C

=
1

=

=∑
8=1

(
F8F

∗
8 · 〈E, � − G8〉 + F8F∗

8 · 〈E, G∗8 − �∗〉
) C

6 2C−1 ·
(

1

=

=∑
8=1

(
F8F

∗
8 · 〈E, � − G8〉

) C + 1

=

=∑
8=1

(
F8F

∗
8 · 〈E, G∗8 − �∗〉

) C)

= 2C−1 ·
(

1

=

=∑
8=1

(F8F∗
8 )C · 〈E, � − G8〉C +

1

=

=∑
8=1

(F8F∗
8 )C · 〈E, G∗8 − �∗〉C

)

6 2C−1 ·
(

1

=

=∑
8=1

〈E, � − G8〉C +
1

=

=∑
8=1

〈E, G∗8 − �∗〉C
)

where the first inequality is due to SoS Triangle Inequality, the final inequality is due to

the fact that ∀8 ∈ [=] : F8F
∗
8
6 1 (See Proof of Lemma 2.1 in Appendix D). Squaring and

applying SoS Triangle Inequality, we have

�2 · 〈E, � − �∗〉2C
6 22C−2 · 2


(

1

=

=∑
8=1

〈E, � − G8〉C
)2

+
(

1

=

=∑
8=1

〈E, G∗8 − �∗〉C
)2

6 22C ·"2.

where the final inequality follows from the moment boundedness assumption in the sense

of Definition 2.8. Taking SoS Square root we have

Asparse $(C)
F,G,E 〈E, � − �∗〉 6 2 ·"1/C

�1/C = $

(
"1/C

�1/C

)
.

�

E Robust Gaussian Mean Estimation

In this section, we discuss applying the techniques from [KMZ22] to our problem when

� is large and close to the breakdown point. In particular, we will specialize Lemma 22
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in [KMZ22] for the case of robust Gaussian mean estimation with identity covariance.

Consider the following polynomial system in variables {G8}=8=1
∈ ℝ3 and {F8}=8=1

∈ ℝ.

Consistent with before, let {I8}=8=1
be an �-corruption of {G∗

8
}=
8=1

∼ N(�∗, �3).

AGauss ≔




∀8 ∈ [=] : F2
8
= F8

∀8 ∈ [=] : F8 · (I8 − G8) = 0

1
=

=∑
8=1
F8 > (1 − �)

� =
1
=

=∑
8=1
G8

1
=

=∑
8=1

(G8 − �)(G8 − �)) 4 (1 + �) · �3




(E.1)

In the above system the slack term of � > 0 takes the value of $
(
� log 1/�

)
in [KMZ22].

Overloading notation let �∗ be the sample mean of the uncorrupted samples {G∗
8
}=
8=1

.

Further we have 1
=

=∑
8=1

(G∗
8
− �∗)(G∗

8
− �∗)) 4 (1 + �) · �3.

We interpret AGauss as finding a specific bounded covariance empirical distribution

from corrupted samples. Note that this distinction is important as hoping to estimate the

mean of a Gaussian with any bounded covariance distribution might be too much to ask

for. We provide lower bounds (Lemmas E.1 and E.2) which essentially argue that there

exists a specific bounded covariance distribution and a Gaussian with identity covariance,

such that

1. When � is large, these distributions are 2� far away in statistical distance and have

means
√

1
1−2� apart and

2. When � is small, these distributions are � far away in statistical distance and have

means �
√

log 1
� apart.

These lower bounds rule out any algorithm that use only specific bounded covariance

conditions such as the one in AGauss to robustly estimate the mean of a Gaussian with

good error, especially when � is large. Our lower bound when � is small also shows that

[KMZ22]’s result is tight.

E.1 Lower Bounds for Bounded Covariance and Gaussian

Lemma E.1 (Large �). There exist two distributions D1 and D2 on ℝ such that for � ∈ (0, 1
2 )

sufficiently large

1. 3)+(D1,D2) 6 2�.

2. D1 is N(0, 1) and D2 has variance bounded from above by 1 + $(�), where � = 1 − 2�.
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3. |�-∼D1[-] − �-∼D2[-]| >
√

1
1−2� .

Proof. Let D2 to be the distribution that outputs samples from D1 with probability 1− 2�,

and outputs (1 − 2�)−1/2 · (2�)−1 with probability 2�. Notice that 3)+(D1 ,D2) 6 2� and

that the mean of D2 is �2 = (1 − 2�)−1/2.

We have the variance of D2

�
-∼D2

[(- − �2)2] = �
[
(- − �2)2 |- ∼ N(0, 1)

]
ℙ[- ∼ N(0, 1)]+

�

[
(- − �2)2 |- = (1 − 2�)−1/2 · (2�)−1

]
ℙ

[
- = (1 − 2�)−1/2 · (2�)−1

]
=

(
1 + 1

1 − 2�

)
· (1 − 2�) +

(
(1 − 2�)2 · (1 − 2�)−1 · (2�)−2

)
· 2�

= 1 + 1 − 2� + (1 − 2�) · (2�)−1
= 1 + (1 − 2�) ·

(
1 + 1

2�

)
6 1 + (1 − 2�) · 3 6 1 + $(�).

We note that we get the inequality by taking � > 1/4. Observe that if the input to the

program AGauss is 1
2(D1 +D2), it is an � corruption of D1, and the � corrupted samples

will simply satisfy the constraints, essentially allowing the algorithm to output 1
2

√
1

1−2� as

samples from 1
2 (D1 + D2) are feasible for AGauss. Moreover, we show that in the large �

regime, even when asking the bounded covariance distribution to have variance at most

1 +$(�), stronger than the analogous 1 +$(� log 1
� ) as in [KMZ22] still proves insufficient

for obtaining optimal error rates. �

Lemma E.2 (Tightness of [KMZ22]). There exist two distributions D1 and D2 on ℝ such that

for � ∈ (0, 1
2) sufficiently small

1. 3)+(D1,D2) 6 �.

2. D1 is N(0, 1) and D2 has variance bounded from above by 1 + � log 1
� .

3. |�-∼D1[-] − �-∼D2[-]| > �
√

log 1
� .

Proof. Let D2 to be the distribution that outputs samples from D1 with probability 1 − �,

and outputs
√

log 1
� with probability �. Notice that 3)+(D1,D2) 6 � and that the mean of

D2 is �2 = � ·
√

log 1
� . We have the variance of D2

�
-∼D2

[(- − �2)2] = �
[
(- − �2)2 |- ∼ N(0, 1)

]
ℙ[- ∼ N(0, 1)]+

�

[
(- − �2)2 |- =

√
log

1

�

]
ℙ

[
- =

√
log

1

�

]
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=

(
1 + �2 log 1/�

)
· (1 − �) + (1 − �)2 · log 1/� · �

= (1 − �) + � · (1 − �) ·
(
� · log 1/� + (1 − �) · log 1/�

)
6 1 + � · (1 − �) · log 1/� 6 1 + � log

1

�
.

where the inequality was because (1 − �) 6 1. In this case, the adversary can simply

generate samples from D2. The corrupted samples will satisfy the constraints of AGauss

and the algorithm will output �
√

log 1
� as samples from D2 are feasible for AGauss. �

In both lower bounds above, the adversary can essentially produce corrupted samples

that are feasible for the polynomial system, and that is key to the $
(
�−1/2

)
barrier.

E.2 Inefficient Robust Estimator for the Gaussian Mean

Theorem E.3 (Inefficient Estimator for the Gaussian Mean). (Rephrasing of Theorem 4 from

[ZJS20]): Let D be N(�∗, �3). Let � = 1 − 2�. Then for any ? such that 3)+(?,D) 6 �, there is

an estimator �̂(?) with breakdown point 1
2 such that

‖�̂(?) − �∗‖ 6 $
(√

log
1

�

)
.

Note that we only have access to ? and not D.

Proof. The error obtained in [ZJS20] is

‖�̂(?) − �∗‖ 6 2 · ℎ−1

(
1

2
− �

)

where

ℎ(C) ≔ sup
‖E‖61

ℙ
-∼D

[〈E, - − �〉 > C].

and ℎ−1 is the generalized inverse. We show that when � → 1
2 , we can bound 2 · ℎ−1

(
1
2 − �

)
from above by $

(√
log 1

�

)
. We have for D = N(�∗, �3),

∀C > 0 ℎ(C) = sup
‖E‖61

ℙ
-∼N(�∗ ,�)

[〈E, - − �∗〉 > C] = sup
‖E‖61

ℙ
-′∼N(0,‖E‖2)

[-′ > C]

= sup
‖E‖61

ℙ
-′′∼N(0,1)

[
-′′ >

C

‖E‖

]
= ℙ
-∼N(0,1)

[- > C].

For us � = 1 − 2�. Using this we have estimation error

2 · ℎ−1

(
1

2
− �

)
= 2 · ℎ−1

(
�

2

)
6 $

(√
log

1

�

)
.
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since $(�) mass on the tails of N(0, 1) is at the tail starting at $

(√
log 1

�

)
for � sufficiently

small. �
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