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Abstract

We consider the problem of clustering datasets in the presence of arbitrary outliers. Traditional
clustering algorithms such as k-means and spectral clustering are known to perform poorly for
datasets contaminated with even a small number of outliers. In this paper, we develop a provably
robust spectral clustering algorithm that applies a simple rounding scheme to denoise a Gaussian
kernel matrix built from the data points and uses vanilla spectral clustering to recover the cluster
labels of data points. We analyze the performance of our algorithm under the assumption that
the “good” data points are generated from a mixture of sub-gaussians (we term these “inliers”),
while the outlier points can come from any arbitrary probability distribution. For this general
class of models, we show that the mis-classification error decays at an exponential rate in the
signal-to-noise ratio, provided the number of outliers is a small fraction of the inlier points.
Surprisingly, the derived error bound matches with the best-known bound [Fei and Chen, 2018,
Giraud and Verzelen, 2018] for semidefinite programs (SDPs) under the same setting without
outliers. We conduct extensive experiments on a variety of simulated and real-world datasets to
demonstrate that our algorithm is less sensitive to outliers compared to other state-of-the-art
algorithms proposed in the literature.

Keywords: Spectral clustering, sub-gaussian mixture models, kernel methods, semidefinite

programming, outlier detection, asymptotic analysis

1 Introduction

Clustering is a fundamental problem in unsupervised learning with application domains ranging
from evolutionary biology, market research, and medical imaging to recommender systems and
social network analysis, etc. In this paper, we consider the problem of clustering n independent
and identically distributed inlier data points in d-dimensional space from a mixture of r sub-
gaussian probability distributions with unknown means and covariance matrices in the presence of

arbitrary outlier data points. Given a sample dataset consisting of these inlier and outlier points,
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(b) Clustering result obtained from k-means++ and spec-

(a) Original Dataset tral clustering [Vempala and Wang, 2004]

Figure 1: k-means++ and the spectral clustering algorithm proposed by Vempala and Wang
[2004] are not robust to the outliers. The original dataset consists of inlier data points (marked
as solid circles) drawn from a mixture of two Gaussian distributions with means p; = [~5,0] ",
to = [5,0] T, covariance matrices X; = 3y = I, and number of points n; = ny = 150. There
are m = 5 outlier points generated on the y-axis, which are marked as red crosses. In the
clustering obtained from both the algorithms, the original clusters are merged into one, and the
second cluster comprises entirely of the outlier data points.

the objective of our inference problem is to recover the latent cluster memberships for the set of
inlier points, and additionally, to identify the outlier points in the dataset.

Sub-gaussian mixture models (SGMMs) are an important class of mixture models that provide
a distribution-free approach for analyzing clustering algorithms and encompass a wide variety of
fundamental clustering models, such as (i) spherical and general Gaussian mixture models (GMMs),
(ii) stochastic ball models [Iguchi et al., 2015, Kushagra et al., 2017], which are mixture models
whose components are isotropic distributions supported on unit ¢>-balls, and (iii) mixture models
with component distributions that have a bounded support, as its special cases.

Taking the clustering objective and tractability of algorithms into consideration, several differ-
ent solution schemes based on Lloyd’s algorithm [Lloyd, 1982], expectation maximization [Dempster
et al., 1977], method of moments [Pearson, 1936, Bickel et al., 2011], spectral methods [Dasgupta,
1999, Vempala and Wang, 2004], linear programming [Awasthi et al., 2015] and semidefinite pro-
gramming [Peng and Wei, 2007, Mixon et al., 2016, Yan and Sarkar, 2016a] have been proposed
for clustering SGMMs. Amongst these different algorithms, Lloyd’s algorithm, which is a popular
heuristic to solve the k-means clustering problem, is arguably the most widely used. When the
data lies on a low dimensional manifold, a popular alternative is Spectral Clustering, which applies
k-means on the top eigenvectors of a suitably normalized kernel similarity matrix [Shi and Malik,
2000, Ng et al., 2002, Von Luxburg, 2007, Von Luxburg et al., 2008, Schiebinger et al., 2015, Amini
and Razaee, 2019].

Despite their popularity, the performances of vanilla versions of both k-means clustering and

spectral clustering are known to deteriorate in the presence of noise [Li et al., 2007, Bojchevski



et al., 2017, Zhang and Rohe, 2018]. Figure 1 illustrates a simple example where the two algorithms

fail in the presence of outlier points.

1.1 Our Contributions

In this paper, we consider the joint kernel clustering and outlier detection problem under a SGMM
setting assuming an arbitrary probability distribution for the set of outlier points. First, we formu-
late the exact kernel clustering problem with outliers and propose a robust SDP-based relaxation
for the problem, which is applied after the data has been projected onto the top r — 1 principal
components (when d > r). This projection step not only helps tighten our theoretical bounds but
also yields better empirical results when the dimensionality is large.

Since SDP formulations do not usually scale well to large problems, we propose a linear program-
ming relaxation that essentially rounds the kernel matrix, on which we apply spectral clustering.
In some sense, this algorithm is reminiscent of building a nearest neighbor graph from the data
and applying spectral clustering on it. In the literature, k-nearest neighbor graphs have found
applications in several machine learning algorithms [Cover and Hart, 1967, Altman, 1992, Hastie
and Tibshirani, 1996, Ding and He, 2004, Franti et al., 2006], and have been analyzed in the con-
text of density-based clustering algorithms [Du et al., 2016, Verdinelli and Wasserman, 2018], and
subspace clustering [Heckel and Béleskei, 2015].

In general, kernel-based methods are harder to analyze compared to distance-based algorithms
since they involve analyzing non-linear feature transformations through the kernel function. In this
work, we show that with high probability, our algorithm recovers true cluster labels with small error
rates for the set of inlier points, provided that there is a reasonable separation between the cluster
centers and the number of outliers is not large. An interesting theoretical result that emerges from
our analysis is that the error rate obtained for our spectral clustering algorithm decays exponentially
in the square of the signal-to-noise ratio for the case when no outliers are present, which matches
with the best-known theoretical error bound for SDP formulations [Fei and Chen, 2018] under the
SGMM setting.

Empirically, we observe a similar trend in the performances of robust spectral clustering and
our proposed robust SDP-based formulation on real-world datasets, while the first is orders of
magnitude faster. This is quite surprising since, in other model scenarios like the Stochastic Block
Model [Holland et al., 1983], SDPs have been proven to return clusterings correlated to the ground
truth in sparse data regimes [Guédon and Vershynin, 2016, Montanari and Sen, 2016]; whereas
only regularized variants of spectral clustering [Amini et al., 2013, Le et al., 2015, Joseph et al.,
2016, Zhang and Rohe, 2018] work in these parameter regimes. However, to be fair, empirically we
see that SDP is less sensitive to hyperparameter mis-specification. We now summarize the main

contributions of this paper.

1. We derive an exact formulation for the kernel clustering problem with outliers and obtain

its SDP-based convex relaxation in the presence of outliers in the dataset. Unlike previously



proposed robust SDP formulations [Rujeerapaiboon et al., 2017, Yan and Sarkar, 2016b],
our robust SDP formulation does not require prior knowledge of the number of clusters, the

number of outliers, or cluster cardinalities.

2. We propose an efficient algorithm based on rounding and spectral clustering, which is provably
robust. Specifically, we show that provided the number of outliers is small compared to the
inlier points, the error rate for our algorithm decays exponentially in the square of the signal-
to-noise ratio. This error rate is consistent with the best-known theoretical error bound for
SDP formulations [Fei and Chen, 2018, Giraud and Verzelen, 2018].

Although an extensive amount of work has been done previously to analyze spectral methods
in the context of GMMs [Dasgupta, 1999, Vempala and Wang, 2004, Loffler et al., 2019],
to the best of our knowledge, no prior theoretical work has been done to analyze robust
spectral clustering algorithms for the non-parametric and more general SGMM setting (with

or without outliers).

1.2 Related Work

Several previous works [Cuesta-Albertos et al., 1997, Li et al., 2007, Forero et al., 2012, Bojchevski
et al., 2017, Zhang and Rohe, 2018] have proposed robust variants of k-means and spectral clustering
algorithms; however, they do not provide any recovery guarantees. Recently, there has been a focus
on developing robust algorithms based on semidefinite programming and analyzing them for special
cases of SGMMs. Kushagra et al. [2017] develop a robust reformulation of the k-means clustering
SDP proposed by Peng and Wei [2007] and derive exact recovery guarantees under arbitrary (not
necessarily isotropic) and stochastic ball model settings using a primal-dual certificate. On a
related note, Rujeerapaiboon et al. [2017] also obtain a robust SDP-based clustering solution by
minimizing the k-means objective subject to explicit cardinality constraints on the clusters as
well as the set of outlier points. Besides the SGMM setting, robust clustering algorithms have
been proposed for the related problem of subspace clustering where similar theoretical guarantees
have been obtained [Wang and Xu, 2013, Wang et al., 2018, Heckel and Boleskei, 2015, Heckel
et al., 2015, Soltanolkotabi and Candés, 2012, Soltanolkotabi et al., 2014] as well as for some
other model settings [Vinayak and Hassibi, 2016, Yan and Sarkar, 2016b]. Particularly relevant
to us is the work of Yan and Sarkar [2016b], who compare the robustness of kernel clustering
algorithms based on SDPs and spectral methods. However, they analyze the algorithms for the
mixture model introduced by El Karoui [2010], which assumes the data to be generated from a low
dimensional signal in a high dimensional noise setting. Intuitively, in this setting, the signal-to-noise
ratio, defined as the ratio of the minimum separation between cluster centers (Ap,) to the largest
spectral norm (opmayx) of the covariance matrices of the mixture components, grows as Vd. The
authors show that without outliers, the SDP-based algorithm is strongly consistent, i.e., it achieves
exact recovery, while kernel SVD algorithm is weakly consistent, i.e., the fraction of mis-classified

data points go to zero in the limit as long as d increases polynomially in N, the total number of



points. Note that, in typical mixture models, the number of dimensions, while arbitrarily large,
stay fixed, and there is a possibly small yet non-vanishing Bayes error rate, which is more realistic.

For the no outliers setting, an extensive amount of work has been done to obtain theoreti-
cal guarantees on the performances of various clustering algorithms under different distributional
assumptions about the underlying data generation process. For the Gaussian mixture model set-
ting, Dasgupta [1999] is amongst the first to obtain theoretical guarantees for a random projections-
based clustering algorithm that is able to learn the parameters of mixture model provided the
minimum separation between cluster centers Api, = Q(\/gamax). Using distance concentration
arguments based on the isoperimetric inequality, Arora and Kannan [2001] improve the minimum
separation to Appn = Q(dl/ 40’maX). For the special case of a mixture r spherical Gaussians, Vem-
pala and Wang [2004] sho that for their spectral algorithm the separation can be further reduced to
Apmin = Q((rlog d)Y*0may), which ignoring the logarithmic factor in d, is essentially independent
of the dimension of the problem. These results are generalized and extended further in subsequent
works of Kumar and Kannan [2010] and Awasthi and Sheffet [2012]. For a distribution-free model
described in terms of the proximity conditions considered in Kumar and Kannan [2010], Li et al.
[2020] obtain guarantees for the Peng and Wei [2007] k-means SDP relaxation. Under the stochastic
ball model setting, Awasthi et al. [2015] obtain exact recovery guarantees for linear programming
and SDP-based formulations for k-median and k-means clustering problems using a primal-dual
certificate argument. Extending the results of Awasthi et al. [2015], Mixon et al. [2016] show that
for a mixture of sub-gaussians, the SDP-based formulation proposed in Peng and Wei [2007] guar-
antees good approximations to the true cluster centers provided the minimum distance between
cluster centers Apin = Q(r0max). Under a similar separation condition, Yan and Sarkar [2016a]
also obtain recovery guarantees for a kernel-based SDP formulation under the SGMM setting. Most
pertinent to us is the recent result obtained by Fei and Chen [2018], who show that for a minimum
separation of A, = Q(y/T0max) the mis-classification error rate of a SGMM with equal-sized clus-
ters decays exponentially in the square of the signal-to-noise ratio. Another analogous result for
the SDP formulation proposed by Peng and Wei [2007] has been obtained by Giraud and Verzelen
[2018]. Very recently, we also became aware of the result obtained by Loffler et al. [2019], who
obtain an exponentially decaying error rate for a spectral clustering algorithm for the special case
of spherical Gaussians with identity covariance matrices. However, in order for their result to hold
with high probability, they require the minimum separation between cluster centers to go to infin-
ity. In addition, their proposed algorithm can easily be shown to fail in the presence of outliers, as
discussed in greater detail in Section 4.

In addition to the clustering literature where data is typically drawn i.i.d. from a mixture
distribution, spectral and SDP relaxations for hard combinatorial optimization problems have also
received significant attention in graph partitioning and community detection literature [Goemans
and Williamson, 1995, McSherry, 2001, Newman, 2006, Rohe et al., 2011, Sussman et al., 2012,
Fishkind et al., 2013, Qin and Rohe, 2013, Guédon and Vershynin, 2016, Yan et al., 2017, Amini
et al., 2018].



1.3 Paper Organization

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the notation used
in the paper and describe the problem setup for sub-gaussian mixture models with outliers. In
Section 3, we obtain the formulation for kernel clustering problem with outliers and derive its
SDP and LP relaxations that recover denoised versions of the kernel matrix. In addition, we
also discuss the details of the clustering algorithm that obtains cluster labels from this denoised
matrix. Section 4 summarizes the main theoretical findings for our clustering algorithm, provides
an overview of the proof techniques used, and contrasts our results with the existing results in the
literature. Section 5 presents experimental results for several simulated and real-world datasets.

Technical details of proofs for the main theorems are deferred to the appendix.

2 Notation and Problem Setup

In this section, we introduce the notation used in this article and explain the formal setup of the

kernel clustering problem for sub-gaussian mixture models with outliers.

2.1 Notation

For any n € N, we define [n] as the index set {1,...,n}. We use uppercase bold-faced letters such
as A, B to denote matrices and lowercase bold-faced letters such as u,v to denote vectors. For
any matrix A, Tr(A) denotes its trace, A;; its (i, j)-th entry, and diag(A) represents the column-
vector of its diagonal elements. We define Diag(v) to be a diagonal matrix with vector v on its main
diagonal. We consider different matrix norms in our analysis. For a matrix A € RV*¥ the operator
norm || A ||z represents the largest singular value of A, the Frobenius norm [|A | = (Y, ; A?j) /2 and
fr-norm [|Ally = 7, ;|A;j]. For two matrices A, B of same dimensions, the inner product between
A and B is denoted by (A, B) := Tr(A'B) = > AijBij. We represent the n-dimensional vector
of all ones by 1,, the n x n matrix of all ones by E,, the n x n identity matrix by I, and n x m
matrix of all zeros by 0,,x.,. We define e; to be the i-th standard basis vector whose i-th coordinate
is 1 and all other coordinates are 0. We use S; to denote the cone of n x n symmetric positive
semidefinite matrices. Further, we say that a n x n matrix X > 0 if and only if X € S}.

For the asymptotic analysis, we use standard notations like o, O, and © to represent rates of
convergence. We also use standard probabilistic order notations like O, and op (see Van der Vaart
[2000] for more details). We define z < y to denote = < cy, where ¢ is some positive constant. We

use O to denote O with logarithmic dependence on the model parameters.

2.2 Problem Setup

We consider a generative model that generates a set of n independent and identically distributed
inlier points, denoted by Z, from a mixture of r sub-gaussian probability distributions [Vershynin,

2010] {Dy}}_,- The set O of outlier points can come from arbitrary distributions with |O] = m.



Given the observed data matrix Y = [y1,...,yn]|" € RV*d

consisting of these N :=n 4+ m points
in d-dimensional space, the task is to recover the latent cluster labels for the set of inlier points Z,
and identify the outliers O in the dataset.

For the set of inlier points, let @ = (71,...,m,) where ¥ > 0 and 7w '1, =1 denote the mixing
weights associated with the r sub-gaussian probability distributions in the mixture model such that
Tmax = MaXpe[;] Tk and MTmin = Mingcfy) Tg. Assume that py, ..., pu, € R? represent the means of r
clusters from which the data points are generated. Under the SGMM model, for each point i € Z,
first a label ¢; € {1,...,r} is generated from a Multinomial(7), where 7 is a r-dimensional vector
denoting the cluster proportions. We define the true cluster membership matrix Z° € {0, l}N xr
such that Zlok = 1 if and only if point ¢ € Z and ¢; = k. Thus, assuming Z?k =1, observation y; is

generated from distribution Dy, with the following form:

yi = py + &,

where &; is a mean zero sub-gaussian random vector with U]% defined as the largest eigenvalue of
its second moment matrix and opax = maxXge[,] Ok- We represent the k-th cluster by C := {i €
7 : ¢; = k} and its cardinality by ny := |Cx|. The separation between any pair of clusters k and !
is defined as Ag; := ||p, — t7]]2 with the minimum and maximum separation denoted respectively

as Amin 1= I’?;lélll Ap and Apax = r}ﬁf Ay;. In our analysis, an important quantity of interest is the

signal-to-noise ratio, which based on Fei and Chen [2018] is defined as

Amin

Omax

SNR :=

(1)

Without loss of generality, we assume that the points in Z° are ordered such that the inliers and
outliers are indexed together. Within the set of inliers again, we further assume that the points
belonging to the same cluster are indexed together. Thus, the true clustering matrix X% = 770"
is a block diagonal matrix with Xzoj = 1 if ¢ and j belong to the same cluster and 0 otherwise.

NxN

For our algorithm, we use the Gaussian kernel matrix K € [0, 1] whose (i, j)-th entry Kjj :=

v 2
exp( — %) defines the similarity between points ¢ and j for some scaling parameter 6.

3 Robust Kernel Clustering Formulation

Yu and Shi [2003] show that the normalized k-cut problem is equivalent to the following trace
maximization problem Tr(Z"KZ) where Z is a scaled cluster membership matrix. In their seminal
paper, Dhillon et al. [2004] prove the equivalence between kernel k-means and normalized k-cut
problem. Based on Dhillon et al. [2004] and Yu and Shi [2003], Yan and Sarkar [2016b] propose a
SDP relaxation for the kernel clustering problem under the assumption of equal-sized clusters. Yan
and Sarkar [2016a] further extend the kernel clustering formulation to unequal-sized clusters for
analyzing the community detection problem in the presence node covariate information. Their

formulation, which is derived from the SDP formulation for the k-means clustering problem [Peng



and Wei, 2007], however, does not account for possible outliers in the dataset.

In this section, we first consider an exact formulation for the kernel clustering problem with
equal-sized clusters and no outliers. We then extend this formulation to incorporate the case where
cluster sizes may be unequal as well as unknown, and outliers are present in the dataset. Finally,
we use the idea of “lifting” and “relaxing” to obtain two efficient algorithms based on tractable

SDP and spectral relaxations for this exact formulation.
maxizmize (K,ZZ")

subject to Z € {0,1}"*"

> Zp=1 Vi=1,...,n (2)
ke(r]

Zzikzg Vk=1,....r

i€[n]

The optimization formulation in (2) represents the kernel clustering problem without outliers
that aims to maximize the sum of within-cluster similarities subject to assignment constraints that
require each data point ¢ to belong to exactly one cluster and cardinality constraints that assume
all clusters to be equal-sized with exactly % (assumed to be integral) data points in each cluster.
For the case where the clusters are required to be equal-sized, the cardinality constraints in (2) can
be equivalently expressed in an aggregated form by requiring (E,,ZZ') = ”72

In general, however, the clusters are seldom equal-sized; in addition, their exact cardinalities are
also seldom known in practice. However, if cardinality constraints are dropped from the formulation,
the optimal solution Z* assigns all points to a single cluster. A natural way to overcome this issue
would be to maximize (K — vE,,ZZ") for v € (0,1). Note that for a valid cluster membership
matrix Z, (E,,ZZ") = "72 represents its minimum value, which is achieved exactly when all the
clusters are equal-sized. Thus, the penalized objective function essentially tries to find clusters that
are balanced.

We extend the formulation in (2) to account for possible outliers in the dataset by relaxing the
assignment constraint on each data point to belong to either exactly one cluster (if the data point
is an inlier) or to no cluster (if the data point is an outlier). The resulting exact formulation for

the kernel clustering problem with outliers is a binary quadratic program and is shown in (3).

maximize (K —~Ey,X)
maximize (K —~Ey,ZZ") X
z subject to X € {0, 1}V*N

subject to  Z € {0, 1}V*" (3) (4)

X*>0
71, < 1y.
TN rank(X) <r
The formulation in (3) involves maximizing a non-convex quadratic objective function over a
set of binary matrices Z € {0,1}V*". One way to sidestep this difficulty would be by “lifting” the

formulation from a low-dimensional space of N X r matrices to a high dimensional space of N x N



Algorithm 1 Robust Spectral Clustering / Robust-SDP

Input: Observations yi,...,yny € R? number of clusters r, scaling parameter § € R and offset
parameter v € (0, 1).

1. Construct Gaussian kernel matrix K where K;; = exp (7”%}}’]”2)

2. Solve Robust-LP (Robust-SDP) to obtain the estimated clustering matrix X (XSPF).

3. Compute the top r eigenvectors of X (XSDP) obtain U € RV*T.

4. Apply k-means clustering on rows of U to estimate the cluster membership matrix VA

5. Use X (XSDP) to determine the degree threshold 7. Set Z = {i € [N] : deg(i) > 7} and
O =[N\ 1.

matrices by defining an auxiliary semidefinite matrix X = ZZ' that represents the clustering
matrix and expressing the feasible space in terms of the valid inequalities for X. The resulting
formulation is given in (4). In the following proposition, we show that these two formulations are

equivalent.

Proposition 1. Formulations (3) and (4) are equivalent up to a rotation, i.e., if X* is an optimal
solution to optimization problem (4), then there exists a decomposition X* = G*G*" and an
orthogonal matrix O € R™" such that Z* = G*O is an optimal solution for (3) with the same

objective function value.

We defer the proof to the appendix. Note that in the formulation presented in (4), the rows of
X corresponding to outliers are essentially zero vectors. This provides us with a way to identify the
outliers. However, even this formulation is a non-convex optimization problem due to the rank and
integrality constraints imposed on X. Hence, we obtain tractable reformulations by considering
two convex relaxations for the problem. In the first, we relax the binary constraint on X, and also,

drop the rank constraint. This yields the following SDP formulation:

max)i(mize (K —vEpn, X)

subject to 0 < X;; <1 Vi, (Robust-SDP)
X > 0.

We note here that similar SDP formulations have also been proposed in the community detection
literature [Amini et al., 2018, Cai et al., 2015, Guédon and Vershynin, 2016]. Next, we consider a
second relaxation in which we also allow the SDP constraint to be dropped from the formulation.

The resulting formulation is a linear program which is specified below:

maximize (K —~Ey,X)
X (Robust-LP)
subject to 0 < X;; <1 Vi,j

For convenience, we denote the feasible region of Robust-LP by set X and its optimal solution by X.



It is straightforward to see that X admits a simple analytical solution, which can be expressed below:

R 1 if K, —~v >0,
X, = A
0 otherwise.

Algorithm 1 summarizes the robust spectral clustering algorithm. To obtain the SDP variant
of the algorithm, in step 2 of the algorithm, we solve the Robust-SDP formulation instead of the
Robust-LP formulation. We also note here that steps 3 and 4 of the algorithm simply correspond
to the application of vanilla spectral clustering to X. In general, solving the k-means clustering
problem in step 4 is a NP-hard problem. Therefore, in our analysis, instead of solving the problem
exactly, similar to Lei et al. [2015], we consider the use of a (14 ¢)-approximate k-means clustering
algorithm that runs in polynomial time. In the last step, we estimate the set of outliers ©. Based
on our derivations of the Robust-SDP and Robust-LP formulations, we note that the outlier points
in O correspond to near-zero degree nodes in the true clustering matrix X°. We make use of this
fact to determine a degree threshold 7 from the degree distribution of the nodes in X, and assign
the nodes that have degrees lesser than 7 in X to the set of outliers O. The main idea behind this
procedure is that if X closely approximates X° and the threshold 7 is appropriately chosen, then
the low-degree nodes below the threshold in X are good candidates for being outliers.

It is important to note that properly choosing the parameters # and -y is central to the per-
formance of the algorithm. For instance, if we choose the value of v to be arbitrarily close to 0
or 1, then X obtained after rounding is either an all ones matrix or an all zeros matrix, thereby
rendering the denoising step useless. In Section 4, we derive theoretical values for 6 and « in terms

of omax and Apin.

4 Main Results

In this section, we summarize our main results and provide an overview of the approach used to
obtain these results. Our main theoretical result is a finite sample guarantee on the estimation
error for X. Specifically, we show the relative estimation error for X decays exponentially in the
square of the signal-to-noise ratio with probability tending to one as N — oo, provided there is
sufficient separation between cluster centers and the number of outliers m are a small fraction of
the number of inliers points n (Theorem 1). Using the result, we show that provided the clusters
are approximately balanced, the error rate for X translates into an error rate for Z, and hence,
the fraction of mis-classified data points per cluster also decays exponentially in the square of the
signal-to-noise ratio (Theorem 2).

For analyzing semidefinite relaxations of clustering problems, a rather useful direction is the
approach described in Guédon and Vershynin [2016], which is in the context of stochastic block
models. The main idea in the analysis of Guédon and Vershynin [2016] and Mixon et al. [2016] is to
come up with a suitable reference matrix R, and then use concentration of measure to control the

deviation of the input matrix (adjacency matrix A for Guédon and Vershynin [2016], the matrix

10



of pairwise squared Euclidean distances in Mixon et al. [2016], and the kernel matrix K for us)
from the reference matrix. However, there are some important differences between our setting and
theirs. SGMMs and SBMs are fundamentally different because the kernel matrix K constructed for
a SGMM arises from n i.i.d. datapoints, leading to entries that are statistically dependent on each
other. In contrast, the adjacency matrix of a random graph for a SBM has (g) Bernoulli random
variables, which are conditionally independent given the latent cluster memberships. Therefore,
the analytical techniques required to analyze SGMMs are completely different compared to SBMs.
Both Mixon et al. [2016] and Yan and Sarkar [2016a] use suitable reference matrices for related but
different SDP relaxations. The proof techniques that we develop in this section are new and involve
coming up with a new reference matrix that allows us to carefully bound the tail probabilities. In
addition, the resulting error bound that we get from our analysis is also tighter than that of Mixon
et al. [2016] and Yan and Sarkar [2016a).

We now provide an overview of our proof approach. Our constructed reference matrix R €

[0, 1]V *N satisfies two properties:
(i) R is close to K with high probability in the ¢;-norm sense.

(ii) The solution to the reference optimization problem (5) defined below corresponds to the true

clustering matrix X° (Lemma 1).

max)i(mize (R —+vEnN,X)

()

subject to 0 < X;; <1 Vi, j

In other words, the reference matrix R is chosen in a way such that the true clustering
matrix X° solves the reference optimization problem, which is obtained by replacing kernel
matrix K in Robust-LP with R.

We show that if (i) holds, then with high probability X € X approximately solves the reference
optimization problem in (5), i.e., (R—7Ey,X) ~ (R—~vEy, X%) (see Lemma 3). Using this result,
we then prove that if (ii) holds, and the number of outliers is a small fraction of the number of inliers

in the dataset, then the estimated clustering matrix X is close to the true clustering matrix X0,

[X—XO4
1XO[1

as N — oo (see Theorem 1). Next, using the Davis-Kahan theorem [Yu et al., 2014], we show that

In other words, the relative estimation error, < € (small) with probability tending to one

provided the clusters are relatively balanced in sizes, the error rates obtained for X also hold for the

clustering membership matrix 7 obtained by applying spectral clustering on X (see Theorem 2).
For our analysis, we assume the reference matrix R to be a random matrix whose (i, j)-th entry

is defined as below:

max{Kij, Tin} if both i and j € Cr.
Rij = S min{K,;;, 7"} ifieCunjieC (1#k) (6)

[e)

~y if either i € O or 5 € O
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(k1?2
Here, 1y, := exp ( Tgé ) and T(Eutl) ‘= exp (— Tog—g) are threshold quantities defined respectively for

the diagonal and off-diagonal blocks of reference matrix over the set of inlier points. For i,j € Cy,

we obtain R;; by thresholding K;; to 7, if K;; < 7,. Similarly, for any 7 € C;, and j € C;, R;;
(k.0

out » Which we specify

thresholds the value to Téut) if K;; > Ték Y. The values of parameters 7, and 7,
later in the section, are determined such that with high probability only a few kernel entries violate
the thresholds defined for their respective blocks, and thus, property (i) is satisfied.

To ensure that our constructed reference matrix R satisfies property (i), we impose a strong
assortativity condition (similar to the analysis used for SBMs) which assumes that for the set of

inlier points, the smallest entry Rimnin on the diagonal blocks of R is strictly greater than the largest

entry RO on any of its off-diagonal blocks, i.e.,
R — min Ry > max Rij = ROX.. (7)

ijeCuikelr] 0T ieCy.jeCs kielr]

Based on the definition of the reference matrix, it is clear that Riﬁin > 1p and RO, < 7oyt =

max
maxg-£| T, éﬁtl). Thus, the strong assortativity condition in (7) is immediately implied if we require

that 7, > Tout. We now use the strong assortativity condition in (7) to show that the true clustering

matrix X is the solution to the reference optimization problem in (5) as required by property (ii).

Lemma 1. Suppose that the strong assortativity condition in (7) holds and RO < v < R | then

max min’

the true clustering matriz X° maximizes the reference optimization problem in (5).

Proof. Set RO < v < Rmm Then, for the set of inlier points, all entries on the diagonal blocks

of R —yEy are strictly positive, while those on the off-diagonal blocks are strictly negative. Thus,

X0 = arg max N(R — vEp, X), i.e., XY maximizes the reference objective function over the
Xe[0,1]NV x

feasible region comprising of all [0, 1]V *" matrices. O

Remark 1. Note that even though we do not have SDP constraints, X° = 770" ¢ S]J\r, which
implies X € X and X" € arg r)?ag(((R—nyN,X>. And thus, Lemma 1 also applies to Robust-SDP.
€

Next, we present Lemma 2, which provides a bound on the estimation error for the inlier parts
of X9 and X in terms of the difference in their corresponding objective function values for the

reference optimization problem.

Lemma 2. Suppose that the strong assortativity condition in (7) holds and RO, < v < R, then

max min’

the estimation error for X° over the set of inlier data points is

<R »yEN,XO X)
(Rln _ Rout)

min max

Xz — X3 <

Additionally, if the penalty parameter v € (RO‘lt R™ ) is expressed as v = vTin + (1 — V)Touy for

max? min

12



some constant v € (0,1), then the above bound simplifies to

<R_’YEN7X0 _X>
min{v, 1 — v}(7in — Tout)

Xz — X931 <

In the next lemma, we show that if the kernel matrix is close to the reference matrix in a £1-norm

sense, then the difference in the objective values of the reference optimization problem is also small.

Lemma 3. Let Kz, Rz € [0, 1]™*™ denote respectively the parts of the kernel and reference matrices

with each (i, 7)-th entry restricted to the set of inlier points, then
(R — ’)/EN, XO — X> < QHKI — RZHl-

Based on the definition of the reference matrix in (6), we note that for the (7, j)-th entry on
the diagonal block of reference matrix where both 7,j € Cj, R;; deviates from its corresponding
kernel value K;; only if K;; is below the threshold value 7i,. Similarly, for the (7, j)-th entry on the
off-diagonal block where i € C, and j € C;, R;; differs from K;; only if K;; is above the threshold

k.l
value Téu,’c )

for that block. Therefore, we obtain a bound on ||Kz—Rz||1 by bounding the number of
kernel entries which deviate from their respective threshold values on the diagonal and off-diagonal

blocks. In particular, we can bound the ¢;-loss in Lemma 3 by the following:

2.2 Z ]l{Kij<Tin}+Z Z :H-{Kij>7'(k,l)} (8)

t
kE[r] i,j€Ck11<] k£l i€Ck,,j€C o

-~

A B

If the entries of the kernel matrix were independent, a straightforward application of standard
concentration inequalities would have provided us a bound. However, because of the dependence
between them, we use properties of the concept of U-statistics [Hoeffding, 1963]. In particular, we
write the first part (A) of the above decomposition in terms of the following sum of one-sample

U-statistics:

ng Z{(i,j):i,jeck,i<j} ]]'{Kij<7'in}
A = = .
§k < 9 )Ukka Uk (g — 1)/2 (9)

Similarly, we write the second part (B) of the decomposition in terms of the following sum of

two-sample U-statistics:

ZieckJECl ]]'{K” >T(k,l)}

B = ngnU Up = out 10

Z kM Uk, kl e (10)
k£l

A U-statistic of degree m is an unbiased estimator of some unknown quantity E[h(w1, ..., wp)]

(where wi,...,w, are ii.d. observations drawn from some underlying probability distribution).

It can be written as an average of the h function (also known as the kernel function) applied
on (1?1) size m subsets of the data. It is not hard to see that Uy defined in (9) is a U-statistic
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created from y;,¢ € Ci, where y; are drawn i.i.d. from the k-th SGMM mixture component. On
the other hand, Uy defined in (10) is a two-sample U-statistic created from two i.i.d. datasets
drawn from the k-th and [-th SGMM mixture component. Finally, using concentration results
for U-statistics from Hoeffding [1963] and Arcones [1995], we obtain a probabilistic bound on the
number of corrupt entries. This leads to the bound on the estimation error for X in Theorem 1,

which we present in the next sub-section.

4.1 Estimation error

We are now in a position to present our first main result, which states that if the number of outlier
points is much smaller than the number of inlier points in the dataset, then with probability tending
to one, the error rate obtained is small provided there is enough separation between the cluster

centers and the sample size is sufficiently large. We state this result formally in the theorem below.

A 2
Theorem 1 (Estimation error for Robust-LP solution X). Let 7, = exp (— 5?22,‘5“) and Téﬁfﬁl) =
2
kl

A k.l A2
exp (_W) Choose v € (Tout, Tin), where Toug := Maxy4 Téut) = exp (—ﬁ) Suppose § = O(Amin)

and the minimum separation between cluster centers Amin > 80maxx/g, then with probability at least

1 — 2r/nmin, we have that the estimation error for the inlier part ofX 18

. AZ. log Nmin
Xz — X391 < an-max{exp<— i >, } (11)
640’1211ax Nmin

In addition, the relative estimation error for X is

HX - XoHl ! AZ, " IOg Nmin M
LE—— e — ——mm C —_— — . 12
||XO||1 - TP 64012nax - rmax N'min ‘n ( )

Here, C,C",C" > 0 are universal constants, and Ny, := minge(, ng > 1 denotes the cardinality of

the smallest cluster.

Remark 2. In Section 4.3, we prove that if one does a suitable dimensionality reduction to first
project the data on the top r—1 principal components, then with probability tending to one, the pro-
jected data becomes a SGMM in a r—1 dimensional space with minimum cluster separation Ampin /2

as N goes to 0o. As a result, the new separation condition for applying Algorithm 1 to this projected

Apin > 160max/min{d, r}. (13)

Remark 3. It is possible to show the error rate for X in Theorem 1 can be improved upon by

dataset becomes

avoiding the % term in (12). Howewver, this improved error bound is obtained at the expense

of requiring a considerably larger sample size for a fized 1 — & success probability of (12).

From Theorem 1, we have that if there are no outliers in the dataset, i.e., m = 0 or if the
number of outliers grow at a considerably slower rate compared to the number of inlier points, i.e.,

m = op(n), then asymptotically the error rate for X decays exponentially with the square of the
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signal-to-noise ratio. To analyze this result in terms of prior theoretical work that has been done in
the context of sub-gaussian mixture models without any outliers, we note that Mixon et al. [2016]
show that for the k-means clustering SDP proposed by Peng and Wei [2007] which assumes that
the number of clusters r is known, the estimation error (obtained after re-scaling) in a Frobenius
norm sense HX — X0||1% decays at a rate of % provided the minimum separation Apin 2 7Omax-
In more recent work, Fei and Chen [2018] show that for their SDP formulation that minimizes
the k-means objective assuming all clusters to be equal-sized, the relative estimation error decays
exponentially in the square of the signal-to-noise ratio provided Apin 2 /70max- Giraud and
Verzelen [2018] obtain a similar error rate for the k-means clustering SDP proposed by Peng and
Wei [2007] that does not assume clusters to be equal-sized. Similar to Fei and Chen [2018] and
Giraud and Verzelen [2018], our result in Theorem 1 also guarantees a theoretical error bound that
decays as exp(—Q(SNR?)). The obtained bound is strictly better compared to Mixon et al. [2016]
as shown below:
IX = X2 < X = X°; S n? exp(—Q(SNR2)).

A key point to note in our results is that, in contrast to Fei and Chen [2018] and Mixon et al.
[2016], our proof does not assume any prior knowledge about the number and sizes of clusters.
In addition, Theorem 1 generalizes the analysis to incorporate outliers in the mixture of sub-
gaussians setting. However, the separation condition A 2 \/gamaX does not generalize well to
high dimensional settings where d > r. To overcome this, later in this section, we propose a simple
dimensionality reduction procedure that allows us to obtain the error rate in (12) for a reduced
separation of A, = \/mamax when 7 is known.

Very recently, Loffler et al. [2019] obtain an exponentially decaying bound in the square of
the signal-to-noise ratio for the spectral clustering algorithm proposed by Vempala and Wang
[2004]. However, for their analysis, they assume the data to be generated from a mixture of
spherical Gaussians with identity covariance matrices. Furthermore, for their result to hold with
high probability, the minimum separation A, needs to go to infinity. Based on the simple example
considered in Figure 1, we also note that this algorithm is not robust to outliers. .

We conclude this subsection with a comment on outliers. In our analysis so far, we have not
made any specific assumptions on the distribution of the outliers points. However, one may have
stronger theoretical results if such assumptions can be made; in particular, the following discussion

shows that our algorithm can in fact tolerate O(n) outlier points under suitable assumptions.

Remark 4. Based on the distance of each outlier point to its closest cluster center, we divide the set
of outlier points into two sets consisting of “good” and “bad” outlier points. Intuitively, the “good”
outlier points are far away from all the clusters, whereas the “bad” outlier points may be arbitrarily
close to one or more clusters. It can be easily shown that any outlier point that is “bad” and close
to a cluster center, can potentially have as many as (%) neighbors with high probability. For this
reason, the first assumption that we make about the outlier points requires that the cardinality of
the set of bad outlier points is at most o(n). On the other hand, if the outlier points are good, i.e.,

if they are far away from the clusters, then the set of good outlier points is potentially allowed to
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have a cardinality of O(n). However, these good outlier points must be either isolated points or
occur in small “bunches” or clusters so the cardinality of any one cluster, comprising entirely of
outlier points, is not too large (of the order Q(3)). One can ensure this by restricting the number

of outlier points within a small neighborhood of each good outlier i € Oy to o(n).
We now mathematically formalize these notions.

Definition 1. We denote the set of good outlier points by Oy :={i € O : ]Icnl[n]HyZ—ukH > V2Amin},
elr

which consists of outlier points whose distance from its closest cluster center is at least above the
threshold \/2Anmin. In addition, we also assume that for all i € Oy, the set of outlier neighboring
points No(i) :={j € O : |ly; —yj|| < %} has cardinality o(n).

We summarize our main result in the proposition below.

Proposition 2. Let O denote the set of outlier points. Let Oy C O be good outliers satisfying
Definition 1. Let Op := O\ O4. Suppose the parameters v and 0 are chosen as described in
Theorem 1 and the minimum separation between cluster centers Amin > 80maxVd, then provided
the size of Oy is O(n), with probability at least 1 — 31 /nmin, we have that the relative estimation

error for X is

||X_XOH1 ! { < A2 > 1Ognmin} 2T|Ob|
— o < Cr-maxqexp| — 5 |,/ + (14)
||XO || 1 640-1211&)( T'min n
Here, C'" > 0 is a universal constant and Ny, = minge(,ng > r denotes the cardinality of the

smallest cluster.
The proof of the theorem is deferred to the Appendix.

Remark 5. In Proposition 2, we have |O4| = O(n) and as long as |Op|/n is smaller than the first

term, we have the same asymptotic rate as Theorem 1.

4.2 Rounding error

As detailed in Algorithm 1, we recover cluster labels 7 from the estimated clustering matrix X by
applying spectral clustering on the columns of X. Our proof technique for analyzing the spectral
clustering step is inspired by the approach discussed in Lei et al. [2015], where the authors rely on
a polynomial-time solvable (1 + €)-approximate k-means clustering algorithm to cluster the rows of
the matrix U € RN X" whose columns consist of the r principal eigenvectors of X that correspond
to an embedding of each point in r-dimensional space. In the next theorem, we derive theoretical

guarantees on the mis-classification rate for the solution Z obtained from this rounding procedure.

Theorem 2 (Clustering error for rounded solution Z) Let Z be the estimated cluster membership
matrix obtained by applying spectral clustering on X using a (1+¢€)-approximate k-means clustering

algorithm. Define € to denote the bound on the relative estimation error ofX in the right hand
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side of (12). Suppose %ﬁ"; < 1 and the separation condition Amin > 80 max V. d hold, then with

probability at least 1 — 27’m/l;llmin, the cardinality of the set of misclassified data points S C Ci for
each k € [r] is upper bounded as

S X0 -X
S 9 gy 4 XX (15)

n n: .
kelr] min

where Nmin = mingcp, ng > 1 denotes the cardinality of the smallest cluster.

Remark 6. Based on our discussion in Remark 2, if we adopt the dimensionality reduction pro-
cedure described in Section 4.3 to first project the data on the top v — 1 principal components, then
the new separation condition for Theorem 2 to hold for the projected dataset becomes Eq (13) as

before.

We note that the added condition on € is required to translate the error of X to mis-classification
error, and is easily satisfied. If the clusters are balanced, i.e. nyi, = ©(n/r), then it will be satisfied
as long as SNR = Q(logr), n is large, and m/n is small. It can also be satisfied for an unbalanced
setting at the expense of a larger SNR and large enough nuyi,. Thus, from (15), we see that the
average mis-classification rate per cluster for inlier data points decays exponentially in the signal-to-
noise ratio as well as N tends to infinity, provided the clusters are balanced and m/n is sufficiently
small. In our proof, we first analyze the approximate k-means clustering step and show that the
average fraction of mis-classified data points per cluster is upper bounded by ||Ij —U%0||p, where
U? € RV*" represents the r principal eigenvectors of X% and O € R™ " is the optimal rotation
matrix. Next, using the Davis-Kahan theorem [Yu et al., 2014], we obtain a bound on the deviation
|U — U%0||r in terms of || X° — X]||;.

Remark 7. Based on the minimax results obtained in Lu and Zhou [2016], we note that for the
SGMM setting in which there are no outliers, i.e., m = 0, the error rate derived in (15) is optimal
up to a constant factor in the exponent. Specifically, in Lu and Zhou [2016], the optimal rate has a
factor of 1/8 within the exponent as opposed to the 1/64 factor that we obtain from (12) and (15).
In Appendiz H, we show that by narrowing down the range of values that y can take, the 1/64 factor
in (12) can be reduced to 1/33 to obtain a tighter bound.

Remark 8. It is easy to show that with minor modifications, the results in Theorems 1 and 2 also
hold respectively for the solutions X5PP gnd Z5PF obtained from the Robust-SDP formulation.

4.3 Dimensionality reduction for large d

In this section, we extend our analysis to high dimensional problems where d > r. Without loss
of generality, we make the assumption that the inlier part of the data (data matrix excluding
the outlier points) is centered at the origin, i.e., mean g = Zke[r] Ty, = 0 for the sub-gaussian
mixture model. Under this assumption, since the 7 mean vectors can lie in at most r—1 dimensional

space, we apply Algorithm 1 after dimensionality reduction. This is similar to previous works of
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Vempala and Wang [2004] on Gaussian mixture models. In order to maintain the independence
of data points, similar to Chaudhuri et al. [2009] and Yan and Sarkar [2016a], we split the data
into two random parts. One part is used to compute the directions of maximum variance using
principal component analysis (PCA) on its covariance matrix. The data points in the other part
are projected along these principal directions to obtain their representations in a low-dimensional
space.

In this procedure, we first randomly split the data matrix Y into two disjoint sets P, and P;
with their respective cardinalities No and Ny := N — N,. Using the points in P», we construct the

Ziep2(Yi—y2)(Yi—y2)T - Ziep2 Yi . .
~, where y, = =57— and obtain the matrix

sample covariance matrix ﬁ]g =
V£2_)1 e R*(—1) whose columns consist of the top r — 1 eigenvectors of 33, that represent the r — 1
principal components. We obtain the projection y; of each data point i € Py by projecting y; onto
the subspace spanned by the top r — 1 eigenvectors of ﬁ]z, ie., y, = V£2_)Tyi. Sample splitting
ensures that the projection matrix is independent of the data matrix that is being projected. Hence,
the projected data points y; in the split P; of dataset are independent of each other. This ensures
that the key assumption of independence of data points that underlies Theorems 1 and 2 is satisfied.

Next, we show that provided the number of outliers is small in comparison to the number of
inlier data points, the original pairwise distances between cluster centers are largely preserved with
high probability after projection. We state this result formally in the proposition below. In our

result, we assume that the r cluster means span the r — 1 dimensional space.

Proposition 3. Assume that >, mppy, = 0 and Ny = N® for some 0 < a < 1. Let YO € Rm*4
denote the outlier part of the data matriz, and H := ), ﬂ'kuku;— such that its smallest positive

eigenvalue n,—1(H) > 5<Ufnax + C14/ w + C2 <7Nn + al]?;%N> max {A?naxv ||YOH%,OO}>

for some universal constants Cy and Cy. Then, the projections y, obtained for inlier data points in
Py are independent sub-gaussians in r — 1 dimensional space. In addition, suppose Amin denotes
the minimum separation between any pair of cluster centers in the original d-dimensional space,
then the minimum separation after projection in the reduced space is Apin/2 with probability at
least 1 — O(r2N~—2),

The proof can be found in the Appendix. The condition on 7,_1 essentially lower bounds
the separation between the cluster means. For a simple symmetric equal-sized two-component
mixture model, it is easy to see that n,._1 is proportional to the square of the distance between
the cluster centers. It is important to note here that the sample splitting procedure discussed
in this section is mainly for theoretical convenience to ensure that the projected data points are
obtained independently of each other; in practice, as discussed in Chaudhuri et al. [2009], this
step is usually not required. We note that the cardinality of set P, is a N~(0~%) fraction of
the total number of points in Y, and hence, it vanishes for large N. On the other hand, the
mis-classification rate for our algorithm for the balanced clusters setting is upper bounded as
Zkze[r} 1Skl < Or?exp ( — 65‘3‘“ ) + C"™C which is asymptotically non-vanishing. Therefore, the

nk max

asymptotic error rate remains unaffected by sample splitting. If we make « very large, for example,
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use No = N/log N, then the condition on the smallest eigenvalue is less restrictive, but we only
label N(1 —1/log N) data points.

4.4 Extension to weakly separated clusters

In this section, we consider the problem setup in which not all clusters have a minimum separation
of Amin = 80maxVd between them, which is the condition required in Theorem 1 for the results
to hold. Specifically, we extend the theoretical results obtained in Theorems 1 and 2 to show that
if the separation between a pair of clusters is small, then with probability tending to one, it is
possible to recover the “weakly separated” clusters as a single merged cluster with low error rate.

To achieve this, we define the threshold on the minimum separation to be Ag := 80maxVd.
We classify each cluster pair (k,1) as “weakly” or “well” separated based on whether Ay < Ag or
Ay > Ay respectively. Let Sye := {(k,1) : Ag < Ag for k,l € [r]} denote the set of all weakly
separated pair of cluster pairs, then we redefine the reference matrix to incorporate for weakly

separated clusters as below:

max { Kij,exp (— 58)}  ifi,j € Cy or if i € Gy, j € G with (k,1) € Sye

2
R;j = < min {Kij,exp ( — T%‘l’; )} if i € Cx,j € C; with (k,1) € S5, (16)
5 if either 1 € O or j € O

Clearly, if all clusters are well separated, the reference matrix defined above reduces to the reference
matrix R in (6). However, under weak separation, we note that the solution X obtained from the
reference optimization problem (5) corresponds to the solution where the weakly separated clusters

form a single merged cluster and is of the form given below:

- 1 ifd,j € CporifieCy,je€C with (k1) € Sye
Xy = o By R D (17)

0 otherwise.

Proposition 4. Let X be the true solution defined in (17) and X be the solution obtained from the
Robust-LP formulation. Suppose A’ := rﬁgf{Akl t A < Ao} and Apin = r}ggl {Ak : Ag > Ao}

denote respectively the mazximum cluster separation below threshold Ag and the minimum cluster

. . —5A2 A2 ~
separation above Ag. Fir v € | exp (BT%““),(—}Xp( 29"2““) and set 0 = O(Anin). Assume that

A < min{éAmin, Ao}, then with probability at least 1 — 21 /nyin, the estimation error for the inlier

part ofX s upper bounded as

S A — A /E)? )
||XI - XZHI < Cn2 - max { exp ( — (Amm A /C) >, 10gnmm }

6402

max

(18)

T'min
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In addition, the relative estimation error for X is

X -X Apin — A'/8)? 1 ;
H HXH Hl < C'rexp < _ ( m(l;L . /C) ) —|—C’"rmax{ 08 Nmin m}’ (19)
1 U

)
max Nmin n
Here C,C" and ¢ = —Vglo are positive constants.

To understand the result, we consider a simple example where we have a mixture model con-
sisting of six spherical Gaussians, each having unit variance and a between cluster separation of
five units. We incrementally reduce the mean separation between the first two clusters Ajs, while
keeping the separation between the remaining clusters as fixed. The clustering matrices X obtained
from the rounding step are shown in Figure 3. As the mean separation between the first two clus-
ters is decreased, we note that they get gradually merged in X, while the remaining part of X
corresponding to the “well” separated clusters remains unchanged. To obtain the final clustering
of points from X, we first determine the number of clusters by adopting the procedure described in
Section 5.6 based on the multiplicity of 0 eigenvalue(s) for the normalized graph Laplacian matrix.
The corresponding clustering results obtained by applying the Robust-SC algorithm are shown in
Figure 2.

bR oo kBN
T

s o s 1o 1s ES)

Figure 2: Example shows the effect of reducing the mean cluster separation below the threshold
Ag. The original dataset is obtained from a mixture of six spherical Gaussians with unit
variances and a mean separation of 5 units. The separation between the first two clusters Ao
is then incrementally reduced while keeping the separation between other clusters as fixed. The
figures show the final clustering obtained by applying the Robust-SC algorithm. As the overlap
increases, the algorithm merges the first two clusters together.
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Figure 3: Clustering matrices X obtained for different values of Ao considered in ‘Ehe example
in Figure 2. As A3 is decreased, the overlap between the first two clusters in X increases.
However, the remaining part of X remains unaffected.

5 Experiments

In this section, we study the performance of our Robust-LP based spectral clustering algorithm
(Robust-SC) on both simulated and real-world datasets. For our simulation studies, we conduct
two different experiments. In the first experiment, we compare Robust-SC with three SDP-based
clustering algorithms - (1) Robust-SDP, which is our proposed kernel clustering algorithm based
on the Robust-SDP formulation; (2) Robust-Kmeans proposed by Kushagra et al. [2017], which is
a regularized version of the k-means SDP formulation in Peng and Wei [2007]; and (3) CC-Kmeans
proposed by Rujeerapaiboon et al. [2017], which is another SDP-based algorithm that recovers
robust solutions by imposing explicit cardinality constraints for the clusters and the outliers points.
Similar to Robust-SC and Robust-SDP algorithms, the formulations for both Robust-Kmeans and
CC-Kmeans are capable of identifying outliers in datasets in addition to being robust to them.
Therefore, we evaluate the performance of these algorithms in terms of both the inlier clustering
accuracy and the outlier detection accuracy.

However, the SDP-based algorithms are computationally intensive to implement, and therefore,
do not scale well to large scale datasets. For this reason, in the second simulation experiment, we
evaluate the performance of Robust-SC on larger datasets and compare it with three additional
algorithms: (1) k-means++, (2) vanilla spectral clustering (SC), and (3) regularized spectral clus-
tering (RegSC) [Joseph et al., 2016, Zhang and Rohe, 2018]. Finally, for real-world data sets, we

compare Robust-SC with all the above-mentioned algorithms.

5.1 Implementation

We carry out all our experiments on a quadcore 1.9 GHz Intel Core i7-8650U CPU with 16GB RAM.
For solving different SDP instances, we use the MATLAB package SDPNAL+ [Yang et al., 2015],

which is based on an efficient implementation of a provably convergent ADMM-based algorithm.

5.2 Performance Metric

We measure the performance of algorithms in terms of clustering accuracy for the inliers and the
percentage of outliers we can detect. We also report the overall accuracy, which is the total number

of correctly clustered inliers and correctly detected outliers divided by N.
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5.3 Parameter selection

Choice of 0: It is well known that a proper choice of scaling parameter 6 in the Gaussian kernel
function plays a significant role in the performance of both spectral as well as SDP-based kernel
clustering algorithms. We adopt the procedure prescribed by Shi et al. [2009] for choosing a good
value of 6 for low-dimensional problems. The main idea is to select # in a way such that for
(1 —a) x 100% of the data points, at least a small fraction § (say around 5-10%) of the points in
the neighborhood are within the “range” of the kernel function. In general, the value of selected 3
should be sufficiently high so that points that belong to the same cluster form a single component
with relatively high similarity function values between them. Based on this idea, we choose 0 as

follows:
(1 — ) quantile of {q1,...,qn}

H =
\/(1 — a) quantile of x3

where for all points 1,..., N, each ¢; equals the S quantile of the lo-distances {|y; — y;ll,j =
1,..., N} of point i from other points in the dataset. Depending on the fraction of outlier points
in the dataset, we usually choose a small value of « so that for a majority of inlier points, the
points in the neighborhood have a considerably higher similarity value. In all our experiments, we
set 5 = 0.06 and o = 0.2. For high-dimensional problems, we use the dimensionality reduction
procedure described in Section 4 to first project the data points onto a low-dimensional space and
then apply the above procedure to choose 6.

Choice of «v: Based on our discussion in Section 3, the parameter v plays an equally important

role in the performance of the Robust-LP formulation. For our experiments on simulated datasets,

ta
=ex - =
i b 5 )

where t, = (1 — ) quantile of X?l‘ This value is obtained by setting the distance in the Gaussian

we choose the following value of ~:

kernel function to equal the (1 — a) quantile value of {q1,...,qn}-

5.4 Simulation studies
5.4.1 Comparison with SDP-based algorithms:

For the experiments in this section, we construct three synthetic datasets - (1) Balanced Spherical
GMMs, (2) Unbalanced Spherical GMMs, and (3) Balanced Ellipsoidal GMMs. These datasets
have been obtained from a mixture of linearly separable Gaussians, and explore the effect of vary-
ing different model parameters like 7, {pq,..., .}, and {21,...,%,} on the performance of the
algorithms. In all of these datasets, we add outlier points in the form of uniformly distributed
noise to the clusters. Table 1 lists out the model specifications for these synthetically generated
datasets. Figure 4 depicts these datasets; in each figure, the clusters formed by the inlier points are
represented in different colors by solid circles, while the outlier points are marked with red crosses.

As discussed earlier in this section, we compare the performance of our Robust-SC and Robust-
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Dataset Model Specifications

1. Balanced Spherical GMMs py =[0,0]T, py =[6,3]", g = [6, 3] "
¥, = ¥y = 33 = Diag([1,1])
n1 = ng = ng = 150, m = 50

2. Unbalanced Spherical GMMs  p; = [0,0] ", uy = [20,3] 7, gy = [20, 3] T
3., = Diag([5,5]), 32 = X3 = Diag([0.5,0.5])
n1 = 500,12 = ng = 150, m = 50

3. Balanced Ellipsoidal GMMs  pq = [0,5] ", s = [0, —5] T, 31 = 3y = Diag([20, 1])
n1 = ng = 200, m = 25

Table 1: Model specifications for synthetic datasets.

Ged . Y TITN

(a) Balanced Spherical GMMs (b) Unbalanced Spherical GMMs (c) Balanced Ellipsoidal GMMs

Figure 4: Synthetic datasets generated for evaluating the performance of clustering algorithms.

SDP algorithms with two other SDP-based robust formulations, namely Robust-Kmeans and CC-
Kmeans. In addition to explicitly requiring the number of outliers and cardinalities for all clusters
as inputs, the CC-Kmeans algorithm suffers from several drawbacks. First, in contrast to both
Robust-SDP and Robust-Kmeans, the algorithm requires solving the SDP formulation twice -
once, to identify the outliers, and second, to recover the clusters after the outliers have been
removed. Secondly and more importantly, the CC-Kmeans formulation for r clusters, in general,
requires defining r separate matrix decision variables of dimensions (N + 1) x (N 4 1), each with
a positive semidefinite constraint. Due to extensive memory and computational requirements,
the CC-Kmeans SDP could not be implemented on the synthetic datasets for the listed model
specifications in Table 1. However, despite its several shortcomings, CC-Kmeans does provide
us with a benchmark on the solution quality provided the clustering problem has been entirely
specified. Therefore, we try to evaluate the performance of CC-Kmeans algorithm by considering a
smaller dataset with a total of around 150-200 data points in each dataset, obtained by sampling an
equal number of points from each cluster. We deliberately choose the clusters to be equal-sized for
CC-Kmeans because when the clusters are equal-sized, the number of SDP variables per problem
instance can be reduced (although each instance does need to be solved r times), thereby making
the problem computationally tractable.

For each dataset in Table 1, we generate 10 samples for the stated model specification and obtain
clustering results for each algorithm except CC-Kmeans, for which we perform a single simulation

run. Based on the implementation times in Table 3, it is quite evident that the CC-Kmeans
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algorithm is considerably slower (at least 10-20 times) compared to the other SDP algorithms even
for a down-sampled dataset, and therefore, we do not show further experiments on CC-Kmeans in
our simulation study.

We summarize the results obtained in Table 2. For each dataset, we report the performance
of the algorithms with respect to three metrics: (i) inlier clustering accuracy, (ii) outlier detec-
tion accuracy, and (iii) overall accuracy. On the Balanced Spherical GMMs dataset, all the al-
gorithms perform equally well with more than 95%(42%) overall accuracy. For the Unbalanced
Spherical GMMs dataset, Robust-SC and Robust-SDP are comparable with about 98%(+0.6%)
overall accuracy, whereas Robust-Kmeans performs poorly with about 56%(+£2%) overall accuracy.
Similarly, for the Balanced Ellipsoidal GMMSs dataset, Robust-SC and Robust-SDP have similar
accuracy values of 97.31%(£0.6%) and 93.86%(+5%), whereas Robust-Kmeans has a poor accuracy
of 50.52%(£1%).

Based on the high accuracy values for inlier and outlier data points, Robust-SC and Robust-
SDP consistently provide high quality solutions in terms of recovering the true clusters for inlier
data points as well as identifying outliers in the dataset. On the other hand, while Robust-Kmeans
and CC-Kmeans perform well for the Balanced Spherical GMMs dataset, they fail either on the
Unbalanced Spherical GMMs dataset, where the clusters are unbalanced in terms of their cluster
cardinalities (refer to Figure 5b), or the Balanced Ellipsoidal GMMs dataset, where the clusters

have significantly different variances along different directions (refer to Figure 5c¢).

Dataset Robust-SC Robust-SDP Robust-Kmeans CC-Kmeans

Balanced Spherical Inlier 0.9902 Inlier 0.9836 Inlier 0.9660 Inlier 1.0000
Outlier 0.9840 Outlier 0.9080 Outlier 0.7540 Outlier 1.0000
Overall 0.9896 Overall 0.9760 Overall 0.9448 Overall 1.0000
Unbalanced Spherical Inlier 0.9914 Inlier 0.9908 Inlier 0.5360 Inlier 0.9667
Outlier 0.9680 Outlier 0.8840 Outlier 0.9240 Outlier 0.9600
Overall 0.9900 Overall 0.9845 Overall 0.5588 Overall 0.9650
Balanced Ellipsoidal  Inlier 0.9468 Inlier 0.9840 Inlier 0.5038 Inlier 0.4933
Outlier 0.8080 Outlier 0.8000 Outlier 0.5280 Outlier 0.6800
Overall 0.9386 Overall 0.9731 Overall 0.5052 Overall 0.5200

Table 2: Performance of clustering algorithms on synthetic datasets. The table reports the
performance of Robust-SC, Robust-SDP, and Robust-Kmeans algorithms in terms of their inlier
clustering accuracy, outlier detection accuracy, and overall accuracy for synthetic datasets,
averaged over 10 simulation runs. For CC-Kmeans, the algorithm could not be implemented
for the entire dataset due to memory and computational limitations. Therefore, for comparison,
we specify the results for a single simulation on a down-sampled dataset with an equal number
of points from each cluster.

In addition, we note that while there is very little difference between Robust-SC and Robust-
SDP in terms of solution quality, Robust-SC is orders of magnitude faster than Robust-SDP and

other SDP-based algorithms in terms of solution times (refer to Table 3).
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Dataset

Robust-SC Robust-SDP Robust-Kmeans

CC-Kmeans

Balanced Spherical GMMs
Unbalanced Spherical GMMs
Balanced Ellipsoidal GMMs

3.24
3.18
2.71

265.62
828.56
273.52

355.65
1064.11
123.74

3718
9726
1944

Table 3: Solution times (in seconds) for different clustering algorithms on synthetic datasets.
For Robust-SC, Robust-SDP, and Robust-Kmeans, the solution times are specified for the
entire dataset, averaged over 10 simulation runs. For CC-Kmeans, the algorithm could not be
implemented for the entire dataset due to memory and computational limitations. Therefore,
for comparison, we specify the run-time for a single simulation on a down-sampled dataset with

an equal number of points from each cluster.
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Figure 5: Clustering results for different algorithms on synthetic datasets. CC-Kmeans could
not be implemented on the entire dataset due to memory and computational limitations. There-
fore, for comparison, we show the clustering results for a down-sampled dataset with equal
number of points from each cluster.
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Figure 6: Figure shows the effects of varying the model parameters on the inlier clustering
accuracy for different algorithms. The default parameter values are set to r = 15, s = 5, m = 400
and n/r = 400. In each plot, apart from the parameter that is being varied, the other parameters
are set to their default values.

5.4.2 Comparison with k-means++ and spectral clustering algorithms:

From the solution times reported in Table 3, it is quite evident that the SDP-based algorithms
are intractable for large scale experiments. Therefore, in this section, we consider a much larger
experiment setting and compare Robust-SC with more scalable k-means++ and spectral clustering
algorithms.

In the experimental setup for this section, we assume that the n inlier points are generated in
r-dimensional space from r equal-sized spherical Gaussians, which are centered at the vertices of a
suitably scaled standard (r — 1)-dimensional simplex and have identity covariance matrices. Thus,
for all clusters k € [r], p;, = s - ey, for some scale parameter s and ¥ = I,. The m outlier points
are generated from another spherical Gaussian centered at the origin, i.e., pp = 0, and having a
much larger variance (¥p = 100 - I,.).

We analyze the robustness of the Robust-SC algorithm under different model settings by varying
the number of clusters (r), the number of outliers points (m), and the separation between cluster
centers (A := v/2s). We compare Robust-SC with k-means-++ and popular variants of the spectral
clustering using clustering accuracy for inlier points as the evaluation metric. Figure 6 shows the
results obtained. For this set of experiments, we assume that the default parameter values are set
tor =15, s =5, m = 400 and n/r = 400. In each experiment, we assume that except for the
parameter that is varied, the other parameters are set to their default values. From the plots, we
note that Robust-SC clearly outperforms the other clustering algorithms in terms of performance.
We further demonstrate the scalability of the Robust-SC algorithm by repeating the experiment
for r = 50 equal-sized clusters with n = 50,000 inlier points and m = 1000 outlier points. For
10 simulation runs of this experiment, we achieve an average inlier clustering accuracy of 0.9926
and an average solution time of 525.34s with standard deviation values of 5.44 x 10~% and 17.8s

respectively.
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5.5 Real world datasets

For evaluating the performance of different algorithms on real world datasets, we standardize the
dataset by applying a z-score transformation to each attribute of the dataset. For high dimensional
datasets, we adopt the dimensionality reduction procedure described in Section 4, which involves
first computing the covariance matrix X, projecting the data points on to the subspace spanned by
the r—1 principal eigenvectors of 3, and then applying the z-score transformation to each attribute
in the reduced space. All of these datasets were obtained from the UCI Machine Learning repository
[Dua and Graff, 2017]. We provide below a brief description of these datasets and summarize their

main characteristics in Table 4.

e MINIST dataset: Handwritten digits dataset comprising of 1000 samples of 8 x 8 grayscale

images (represented as a 64-dimensional vector) of digits from 0 - 9.

e Iris dataset: Dataset consists of a total of 150 samples from 3 clusters, each representing a
particular type of Iris plant. The four attributes associated with each data instance represent

the sepal and petal lengths and widths of each flower in centimeters.

e USPS dataset: A subset of the original USPS dataset consisting of 500 random samples,

each representing a 16 x 16 greyscale image of one of the following four digits - 0, 1, 3, and 7.

e Breast cancer dataset: Dataset consists of 683 samples of benign and malignant cancer

cases. Every data instance is described by 9 attributes, each having ten integer-valued discrete

levels.
Dataset N - # of datapoints d - # of dimensions 7 - # of clusters
MNIST 1000 64 10
Iris 150 4 3
USPS 500 256 4
Breast Cancer 683 9 2

Table 4: Real-world datasets with their main characteristics.

For these real-world datasets, in addition to Robust-Kmeans and CC-Kmeans, we also compare
the performances of Robust-SC and Robust-SDP with three other algorithms, namely k-means++,
vanilla spectral clustering (SC), and regularized spectral clustering (RegSC).

As we previously discussed, for high-dimensional datasets, some form of a dimensionality reduc-
tion procedure is usually needed as an important pre-processing step. In the real-world datasets
that we consider in our study, two datasets, namely MNIST and USPS have high-dimensional
features. Although none of the other methods that we compare our algorithm against explicitly
recommends or analyzes the dimensionality reduction step for high-dimensional setting, for fairness,
we apply our proposed dimensionality reduction procedure in Section 4 to all the algorithms. For

reference, however, we consider a variant of the Robust-Kmeans algorithm, Robust-Kmeans-NoDR,
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Figure 7: Solution times (in seconds) for different algorithms on real-world datasets.

that does not use our proposed dimensionality reduction procedure, but is applied to the actual
data in the original high-dimensional space.

Table 5 summarizes the clustering performance of different algorithms on the real-world datasets
in terms of their overall accuracy for each dataset. Based on the values in the table, we infer that
both Robust-SC and Robust-SDP consistently perform well across all datasets, and considerably
better compared to the other algorithms considered in the study. Additionally, as we previously
observed from our simulation studies, the Robust-SC algorithm recovers solutions that are almost as
good as the Robust-SDP solutions, and for some datasets (MNIST and Breast Cancer), marginally
better in terms of the clustering accuracy, even though Robust-SC is based on a simple rounding
scheme, while the Robust-SDP algorithm requires solving the Robust-SDP formulation. For this
reason, there is a significant disparity in the solution times noted for the two algorithms (refer to
Figure 7), with the Robust-SC algorithm being approximately 100 times faster even for moderately-

sized problem instances. Additionally, comparing the performance of Robust-Kmeans and Robust-

Algorithm MNIST Iris USPS Breast Cancer
Robust-SDP 0.8450 0.8933 0.9720 0.9649
Robust-SC 0.8630  0.8800  0.9620 0.9722
Robust-Kmeans 0.8040 0.8267  0.8320 0.9575
Robust-Kmeans-NoDR ~ 0.6680 0.8267  0.6420 0.9575
CC-Kmeans - 0.8400 - -

SC 0.8580 0.6600  0.3280 0.6471
RegSC 0.7320 0.5200  0.6000 0.8873
k-means+-+ 0.7850 0.8133  0.6080 0.9575

Table 5: Performance of different clustering algorithms on real-world datasets.. This table
reports the performance of different clustering algorithms on real-world datasets in terms of
their overall clustering accuracy. Entry with ‘-’ indicates that the algorithm failed to terminate
within the specified time limit of 2 hours.
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Kmeans-NoDR on the high dimensional datasets - MNIST and USPS, we can easily see that the
dimensionality reduction step significantly improves the performance of the algorithm on high-

dimensional real-world datasets.

5.6 Estimating unknown number of clusters from Robust-SDP formulation

In several real-world problems, the number of clusters r is unknown. In this section, we discuss
how we can obtain an estimate # for the number of clusters from the Robust-SDP solution XSPP.
In general, the SDP solution provides a more denoised representation of the kernel matrix as
compared to the simple rounding scheme based on the Robust-LP solution. We propose a pro-
cedure based on the eigengap heuristic [Von Luxburg, 2007] of the normalized graph Laplacian
matrix Lz :== T — D;/2X%DPD;/2 where D? = Diag(X%Dle) and 7 = {i : deg(i) > 7}. Here,
the threshold 7 corresponds to some quantile 8 of {deg(i),i =1,..., N}. The key idea behind this
heuristic is to select a value of 7 such that the 7 smallest eigenvalues A\; < ... < Az of Lz are ex-
tremely small (close to 0) while Az is relatively large. The main argument for using the eigengap
heuristic comes from matrix perturbation theory, which leverages the fact that if a graph consists
of r disjoint clusters, then its graph Laplacian matrix has an eigenvalue of 0 with multiplicity r

and its (r41)-st smallest eigenvalue A,y is comparatively larger.
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: : &

—&§— Balanced Spherical GMMs —6—MNIST D

—&§— Unbalanced Spherical GMMs —6—Iris
08l Balanced Ellipsoidal GMMs 08}l USPS

—&— Breast Cancer
0.6 1 06r
]
0.4r 0.4r
0.2r 0.2
L v ‘ ‘ . ‘ ‘ ‘
0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10 12
(a) Synthetic Datasets (b) Real-world datasets

Figure 8: Eigenvalues of the normalized graph Laplacian matrix Lz :=1— D%l/ 2X§DPD%1/ 2

for synthetic and real-world datasets with B =0.8.

Figure 8 denotes the eigenvalues of the normalized graph Laplacian matrix for both synthetic
and real-world datasets. From the plot, it is easy to see that the eigengap heuristic correctly
predicts the number of clusters for each of the three synthetic datasets. It is important to note the
eigengap heuristic for finding the number of clusters usually works better when the signal-to-noise
ratio is large, i.e., either when the clusters are well-separated, or when the noise around the clusters
is small. However, for many real world datasets, a high signal-to-noise ratio is not always observed.
For example, in the MNIST handwritten digits dataset, there are considerable overlaps between

clusters that represent digits 1 and 7 as well as digits 4 and 9. Thus, when the eigengap heuristic is
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applied on the MNIST dataset, it returns 7 = 8 as an estimate for the number of clusters. Similarly,
for the iris dataset, two of the clusters (Verginica and Versicolor) are known to intersect each other
[Ana and Jain, 2003]. Thus, when the number of clusters is not specified, we get # = 2 instead of
the actual three clusters in the dataset.

While it is possible to obtain an estimate of r by applying the above procedure on the rounded

XSDP

matrix X obtained from the Robust-LP formulation, we see that 7 obtained from is more

accurate.

Acknowledgments

Grani A. Hanasusanto is supported by the National Science Foundation grant no. 1752125. Pur-

namrita Sarkar is supported in part by the National Science Foundation grant no. 1713082.

30



References

Naomi S Altman. An introduction to kernel and nearest-neighbor nonparametric regression. The
American Statistician, 46(3):175-185, 1992.

Arash A Amini and Zahra S Razaee. Concentration of kernel matrices with application to kernel
spectral clustering. arXiv preprint arXiv:1909.03347, 2019.

Arash A Amini, Aiyou Chen, Peter J Bickel, Elizaveta Levina, et al. Pseudo-likelihood methods for
community detection in large sparse networks. The Annals of Statistics, 41(4):2097-2122, 2013.

Arash A Amini, Elizaveta Levina, et al. On semidefinite relaxations for the block model. The
Annals of Statistics, 46(1):149-179, 2018.

LNF Ana and Anil K Jain. Robust data clustering. In 2003 IEEE Computer Society Conference
on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2003. Proceedings., volume 2, pages II-11. IEEE,
2003.

Miguel A Arcones. A bernstein-type inequality for u-statistics and u-processes. Statistics € prob-
ability letters, 22(3):239-247, 1995.

Sanjeev Arora and Ravi Kannan. Learning mixtures of arbitrary gaussians. In Proceedings of the
thirty-third annual ACM symposium on Theory of computing, pages 247-257. ACM, 2001.

Pranjal Awasthi and Or Sheffet. Improved spectral-norm bounds for clustering. In Approzima-
tion, Randomization, and Combinatorial Optimization. Algorithms and Techniques, pages 37—49.
Springer, 2012.

Pranjal Awasthi, Afonso S Bandeira, Moses Charikar, Ravishankar Krishnaswamy, Soledad Villar,
and Rachel Ward. Relax, no need to round: Integrality of clustering formulations. In Proceedings
of the 2015 Conference on Innovations in Theoretical Computer Science, pages 191-200. ACM,
2015.

Peter J Bickel, Aiyou Chen, Elizaveta Levina, et al. The method of moments and degree distribu-
tions for network models. The Annals of Statistics, 39(5):2280-2301, 2011.

Aleksandar Bojchevski, Yves Matkovic, and Stephan Giinnemann. Robust spectral clustering for
noisy data: Modeling sparse corruptions improves latent embeddings. In Proceedings of the
23rd ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining, pages
737-746. ACM, 2017.

T Tony Cai, Xiaodong Li, et al. Robust and computationally feasible community detection in the
presence of arbitrary outlier nodes. The Annals of Statistics, 43(3):1027-1059, 2015.

Kamalika Chaudhuri, Sham M Kakade, Karen Livescu, and Karthik Sridharan. Multi-view cluster-
ing via canonical correlation analysis. In Proceedings of the 26th annual international conference
on machine learning, pages 129-136. ACM, 2009.

Vasek Chvatal. The tail of the hypergeometric distribution. Discrete Mathematics, 25(3):285-287,
1979.

Thomas Cover and Peter Hart. IEEFE transactions on information theory, 13(1):21-27, 1967.

31



Juan Antonio Cuesta-Albertos, Alfonso Gordaliza, Carlos Matran, et al. Trimmed k-means: An
attempt to robustify quantizers. The Annals of Statistics, 25(2):553-576, 1997.

Sanjoy Dasgupta. Learning mixtures of gaussians. In Foundations of computer science, 1999. 40th
annual symposium on, pages 634-644. IEEE, 1999.

Arthur P Dempster, Nan M Laird, and Donald B Rubin. Maximum likelihood from incomplete
data via the em algorithm. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Methodological),
39(1):1-22, 1977.

Inderjit S Dhillon, Yuqgiang Guan, and Brian Kulis. Kernel k-means: spectral clustering and nor-
malized cuts. In Proceedings of the tenth ACM SIGKDD international conference on Knowledge
discovery and data mining, pages 551-556. ACM, 2004.

Chris Ding and Xiaofeng He. K-nearest-neighbor consistency in data clustering: incorporating local
information into global optimization. In Proceedings of the 2004 ACM symposium on Applied
computing, pages 584-589. ACM, 2004.

Mingjing Du, Shifei Ding, and Hongjie Jia. Study on density peaks clustering based on k-nearest
neighbors and principal component analysis. Know.-Based Syst., 99(C):135-145, May 2016. ISSN
0950-7051. doi: 10.1016/j.knosys.2016.02.001. URL https://doi.org/10.1016/j .knosys.
2016.02.001.

Dheeru Dua and Casey Graff. UCI machine learning repository, 2017. URL http://archive.ics.
uci.edu/ml.

Noureddine El Karoui. On information plus noise kernel random matrices. Ann. Statist., 38(5):
3191-3216, 10 2010. doi: 10.1214/10-A0S801. URL https://doi.org/10.1214/10-A0S801.

Yingjie Fei and Yudong Chen. Hidden integrality of sdp relaxation for sub-gaussian mixture models.
arXiv preprint arXiw:1803.06510, 2018.

Donniell E Fishkind, Daniel L Sussman, Minh Tang, Joshua T Vogelstein, and Carey E Priebe.
Consistent adjacency-spectral partitioning for the stochastic block model when the model pa-
rameters are unknown. SIAM Journal on Matrixz Analysis and Applications, 34(1):23-39, 2013.

Pedro A Forero, Vassilis Kekatos, and Georgios B Giannakis. Robust clustering using outlier-
sparsity regularization. IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, 60(8):4163-4177, 2012.

Pasi Franti, Olli Virmajoki, and Ville Hautamaki. Fast agglomerative clustering using a k-nearest
neighbor graph. IEEE transactions on pattern analysis and machine intelligence, 28(11):1875—
1881, 2006.

Christophe Giraud and Nicolas Verzelen. Partial recovery bounds for clustering with the relaxed k
means. arXiv preprint arXiv:1807.07547, 2018.

Michel X Goemans and David P Williamson. Improved approximation algorithms for maximum
cut and satisfiability problems using semidefinite programming. Journal of the ACM (JACM),
42(6):1115-1145, 1995,

Olivier Guédon and Roman Vershynin. Community detection in sparse networks via grothendieck’s
inequality. Probability Theory and Related Fields, 165(3-4):1025-1049, 2016.

32


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.knosys.2016.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.knosys.2016.02.001
http://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml
http://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml
https://doi.org/10.1214/10-AOS801

Trevor Hastie and Robert Tibshirani. Discriminant adaptive nearest neighbor classification and
regression. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 409-415, 1996.

Reinhard Heckel and Helmut Boleskei. Robust subspace clustering via thresholding. IEEE Trans-
actions on Information Theory, 61(11):6320-6342, 2015.

Reinhard Heckel, Michael Tschannen, and Helmut Bolcskei. Dimensionality-reduced subspace clus-
tering. arXiv preprint arXiw:1507.07105, 2015.

Wassily Hoeffding. Probability inequalities for sums of bounded random variables. Journal of the
American statistical association, 58(301):13-30, 1963.

Paul W Holland, Kathryn Blackmond Laskey, and Samuel Leinhardt. Stochastic blockmodels:
First steps. Social networks, 5(2):109-137, 1983.

Daniel Hsu, Sham Kakade, Tong Zhang, et al. A tail inequality for quadratic forms of subgaussian
random vectors. FElectronic Communications in Probability, 17, 2012.

Takayuki Iguchi, Dustin G Mixon, Jesse Peterson, and Soledad Villar. On the tightness of an sdp
relaxation of k-means. arXiv preprint arXiv:1505.04778, 2015.

Antony Joseph, Bin Yu, et al. Impact of regularization on spectral clustering. The Annals of
Statistics, 44(4):1765-1791, 2016.

Amit Kumar and Ravindran Kannan. Clustering with spectral norm and the k-means algorithm. In
2010 IEEFE 51st Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, pages 299-308. IEEE,
2010.

Shrinu Kushagra, Nicole McNabb, Yaoliang Yu, and Shai Ben-David. Provably noise-robust, reg-
ularised k-means clustering. arXiv preprint arXiv:1711.11247, 2017.

Can M Le, Elizaveta Levina, and Roman Vershynin. Sparse random graphs: regularization and
concentration of the laplacian. arXiv preprint arXiv:1502.03049, 2015.

Jing Lei, Alessandro Rinaldo, et al. Consistency of spectral clustering in stochastic block models.
The Annals of Statistics, 43(1):215-237, 2015.

Xiaodong Li, Yang Li, Shuyang Ling, Thomas Strohmer, and Ke Wei. When do birds of a feather
flock together? k-means, proximity, and conic programming. Mathematical Programming, 179
(1-2):295-341, 2020.

Zhenguo Li, Jianzhuang Liu, Shifeng Chen, and Xiaoou Tang. Noise robust spectral clustering.
2007.

Stuart Lloyd. Least squares quantization in pcm. IEEFE transactions on information theory, 28(2):
129-137, 1982.

Matthias Loffler, Anderson Y Zhang, and Harrison H Zhou. Optimality of spectral clustering for
gaussian mixture model. arXiv preprint arXiv:1911.00558, 2019.

Yu Lu and Harrison H Zhou. Statistical and computational guarantees of lloyd’s algorithm and its
variants. arXiv preprint arXiv:1612.02099, 2016.

33



Frank McSherry. Spectral partitioning of random graphs. In Proceedings 42nd IEEE Symposium
on Foundations of Computer Science, pages 529-537. IEEE, 2001.

Dustin G Mixon, Soledad Villar, and Rachel Ward. Clustering subgaussian mixtures by semidefinite
programming. arXiv preprint arXiw:1602.06612, 2016.

Andrea Montanari and Subhabrata Sen. Semidefinite programs on sparse random graphs and their
application to community detection. In Proceedings of the forty-eighth annual ACM symposium
on Theory of Computing, pages 814-827. ACM, 2016.

Mark EJ Newman. Modularity and community structure in networks. Proceedings of the national
academy of sciences, 103(23):8577-8582, 2006.

Andrew Y Ng, Michael I Jordan, and Yair Weiss. On spectral clustering: Analysis and an algorithm.
In Advances in neural information processing systems, pages 849-856, 2002.

Karl Pearson. Method of moments and method of maximum likelihood. Biometrika, 28(1/2):34-59,
1936.

Jiming Peng and Yu Wei. Approximating k-means-type clustering via semidefinite programming.
SIAM journal on optimization, 18(1):186-205, 2007.

Yannik Pitcan. A note on concentration inequalities for u-statistics. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1712.06160, 2017.

Tai Qin and Karl Rohe. Regularized spectral clustering under the degree-corrected stochastic
blockmodel. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 3120-3128, 2013.

Karl Rohe, Sourav Chatterjee, Bin Yu, et al. Spectral clustering and the high-dimensional stochastic
blockmodel. The Annals of Statistics, 39(4):1878-1915, 2011.

Napat Rujeerapaiboon, Kilian Schindler, Daniel Kuhn, and Wolfram Wiesemann. Size matters:
Cardinality-constrained clustering and outlier detection via conic optimization. arXiv preprint
arXiw:1705.07837, 2017.

Geoffrey Schiebinger, Martin J Wainwright, Bin Yu, et al. The geometry of kernelized spectral
clustering. The Annals of Statistics, 43(2):819-846, 2015.

Jianbo Shi and Jitendra Malik. Normalized cuts and image segmentation. IEEE Transactions on
pattern analysis and machine intelligence, 22(8):888-905, 2000.

Tao Shi, Mikhail Belkin, Bin Yu, et al. Data spectroscopy: Eigenspaces of convolution operators
and clustering. The Annals of Statistics, 37(6B):3960-3984, 2009.

Mahdi Soltanolkotabi and Emmanuel J. Candés. A geometric analysis of subspace clustering with
outliers. Ann. Statist., 40(4):2195-2238, 08 2012. doi: 10.1214/12-A0S1034. URL https:
//doi.org/10.1214/12-A081034.

Mahdi Soltanolkotabi, Ehsan Elhamifar, and Emmanuel J. Candes. Robust subspace clustering.
Ann. Statist., 42(2):669-699, 04 2014. doi: 10.1214/13-A0S1199. URL https://doi.org/10.
1214/13-A0S1199.

34


https://doi.org/10.1214/12-AOS1034
https://doi.org/10.1214/12-AOS1034
https://doi.org/10.1214/13-AOS1199
https://doi.org/10.1214/13-AOS1199

Daniel L Sussman, Minh Tang, Donniell E Fishkind, and Carey E Priebe. A consistent adja-
cency spectral embedding for stochastic blockmodel graphs. Journal of the American Statistical
Association, 107(499):1119-1128, 2012.

Aad W Van der Vaart. Asymptotic statistics, volume 3. Cambridge university press, 2000.

Santosh Vempala and Grant Wang. A spectral algorithm for learning mixture models. Journal of
Computer and System Sciences, 68(4):841-860, 2004.

Isabella Verdinelli and Larry Wasserman. Analysis of a mode clustering diagram. FElectron. J.
Statist., 12(2):4288-4312, 2018. doi: 10.1214/18-EJS1510. URL https://doi.org/10.1214/
18-EJS1510.

Roman Vershynin. Introduction to the non-asymptotic analysis of random matrices. arXiv preprint
arXw:1011.5027, 2010.

Ramya Korlakai Vinayak and Babak Hassibi. Similarity clustering in the presence of outliers:
Exact recovery via convex program. In Information Theory (ISIT), 2016 IEEE International
Symposium on, pages 91-95. IEEE, 2016.

Ulrike Von Luxburg. A tutorial on spectral clustering. Statistics and computing, 17(4):395-416,
2007.

Ulrike Von Luxburg, Mikhail Belkin, and Olivier Bousquet. Consistency of spectral clustering. The
Annals of Statistics, pages 555-586, 2008.

Martin J Wainwright. High-dimensional statistics: A non-asymptotic viewpoint, volume 48. Cam-
bridge University Press, 2019.

Yining Wang, Yu-Xiang Wang, and Aarti Singh. A theoretical analysis of noisy sparse subspace
clustering on dimensionality-reduced data. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 65(2):
685-706, 2018.

Yu-Xiang Wang and Huan Xu. Noisy sparse subspace clustering. In Sanjoy Dasgupta and David
McAllester, editors, Proceedings of the 30th International Conference on Machine Learning, vol-
ume 28 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 89-97, Atlanta, Georgia, USA, 17-19
Jun 2013. PMLR. URL http://proceedings.mlr.press/v28/wangl3.html.

Bowei Yan and Purnamrita Sarkar. Convex relaxation for community detection with covariates.
arXiv preprint arXiw:1607.02675, 2016a.

Bowei Yan and Purnamrita Sarkar. On robustness of kernel clustering. In Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, pages 3098-3106, 2016b.

Bowei Yan, Purnamrita Sarkar, and Xiuyuan Cheng. Exact recovery of number of blocks in block-
models. arXiv preprint arXiv:1705.08580, 2017.

Liugin Yang, Defeng Sun, and Kim-Chuan Toh. Sdpnal+: a majorized semismooth newton-cg aug-
mented lagrangian method for semidefinite programming with nonnegative constraints. Mathe-
matical Programming Computation, 7(3):331-366, 2015.

Stella X Yu and Jianbo Shi. Multiclass spectral clustering. In Proceedings of the Ninth IEEE
International Conference on Computer Vision-Volume 2, page 313. IEEE Computer Society,
2003.

35


https://doi.org/10.1214/18-EJS1510
https://doi.org/10.1214/18-EJS1510
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v28/wang13.html

Yi Yu, Tengyao Wang, and Richard J Samworth. A useful variant of the davis—kahan theorem for
statisticians. Biometrika, 102(2):315-323, 2014.

Yilin Zhang and Karl Rohe. Understanding regularized spectral clustering via graph conductance.
arXiw preprint arXiw:1806.01468, 2018.

36



A Robust Spectral Clustering Algorithm for Sub-Gaussian
Mixture Models with Outliers
(Supplementary Material)

A Background on Sub-Gaussian Random Variables and Vectors

Definition 2 (Sub-gaussian Random Variable). A random variable X with mean p is defined to

be sub-gaussian if there exists a constant ¥ > 0 such that the following condition holds:
E[e*X—0] < VN2 yaeR.

Here, i is also called the sub-gaussian parameter.

Definition 3 (Sub-gaussian Random Vector). A random vector X € R? with mean p € R? is

defined to be sub-gaussian if there exists a constant ¥ > 0 such that the following condition holds:
E[e¥’ X-m] < ¥*I0I/2 vy e RY,

Here, ¢ s also called the sub-gaussian parameter.

For additional background on sub-gaussian random variables and sub-gaussian random vectors, we
refer the reader to Hsu et al. [2012], Wainwright [2019], Vershynin [2010].

B Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. ( = ) For every feasible Z in (3), we can construct a solution X = ZZ'. By definition,
X > 0 and satisfies the constraint that rank(X) < r since rank(Z) < r. In addition, since Z is
a binary 0-1 assignment matrix whose each row ziT € {0,1}" sums to either 0 or 1, we get that
X;j =z, z; € {0,1}. Thus, X = ZZ" is feasible for (4) and has the same objective function as (3).

( <) To prove the converse, we first assume that X is a feasible solution for (4). Thus, it
satisfies the constraints X > 0 and rank(X) = [ < r. These two constraints together imply that X
can be expressed as X = GG where G € RVX" is a matrix with rank(G) = I. Next, since X is
a binary 0-1 matrix, we get that X;; = g g; = ||gi||?> = |/gi|| equals either 0 or 1. This, in turn,
implies that each row g;r of G is either a zero vector or a unit vector depending on whether the
point is classified as an outlier or an inlier.

Next, we show that there exists an orthogonal matrix O € R"*" such that Z = GO, where Z €
{0,1}M*" is an assignment matrix with rank(Z) = [ < r whose each row sums to either 0 or 1.
Since rank(G) = [, there must exist a set of [ (non-zero and distinct) linearly independent row
vectors in G that span the row-space of G. Assume that B = {uy,...,u;} represents one such set
of | row vectors from Z. We now show that the set B forms an orthonormal basis for the row-space

of G. Since each uy € B corresponds to some non-zero row of G, it immediately follows that
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|luy|| = 1 for all I’ € [I] in B. For an angle (;,;, between a pair of distinct basis vectors u;, and uy,,
we have that uZul2 = [Juy, |||z, || cos (i1, = cos ¢y, which must be either 0 or 1 since X is a binary
0-1 matrix. As u;, # wuy,, this implies that u;;ub = 0. Thus, B forms an orthonormal basis. Next,
we show that for all ¢ € [IV], the row vector g; of G must be one of the basis vectors in the set B.
We prove this assertion by contradiction. Suppose that there exists a non-zero row vector g; in the
row-space of G such that g; # uy for all I’ € [I]. Then assuming an angle (;» between g; and uy,
we get that g, uy = ||g:|||luy|| cos (i = cos Gy ¢ {0, 1} which is a contradiction since X is a binary
0-1 matrix. Thus, G can be multiplied by an orthogonal matrix O € R"*" so that each of its rows
correspond to either a r-dimensional standard basis vector or a r-dimensional zero vector in the
assignment matrix Z. Therefore, for every feasible solution X in (4), there exists a corresponding

solution Z = GO which is feasible in (3) and has the same objective function value as (4). O

C Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. Let X = arg §a))(<(K —vEy, X). From Lemma 1, we have that X° = arg gl(m)}({(R —~vEpn, X).
€ €
In addition, from the strong assortativity condition, we have

R™ — min Ry > max R;; = R°™ .
min T jeCukel] D ieCjeCikie] A

Therefore, for any R% < v < RO | we get

min

R-1EN,X"-X)=)" ) (R;-y( )=>. Y. (v—Riy)(—Xy)

ke[r]i,j€C k#l 1€Cy,j€C;
Rgllln - Z Z 1- Z] R?rilafx Z Z - (Cl)
kE[T] 1,7 €Cx k#l i€Cy,j€C
> mln(len =77 — R?JI;X)HX% - XIH1

From above, we get that the estimation error can be bounded as below:

(R—EyX-X) _ (R—9EyX'-X)
mm(Rm -,y — RQ) — min{v, 1 — v}(7in — Tout) .

min max

1X$ — Xz|1 <

(C.2)

Here, the last inequality is obtained by setting v = v, + (1 — V) Tout € (Rout R ) and noting

max? min

that 7, < R and 7oy > RO ]

min max*
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D Proof of Lemma 3

Proof.
(R —yEy, X’ - X)

= (Rz — vE,, X% — X7)
= (R7 —1E,, X)) — (Rz — 1E,, X7)
<R —VE,, XY) — (K7 — vEpn, X7) + (K7 — Rz, X7)

INS

(RZ —vEN, X%) — (K7 — VE,, X%) + (K7 — Rz, X7)
(Rr — K7, X9) + (K7 — Rz, X7)

)
< 2Kz — Rzl

Here, inequality (i) follows from the fact that (K7 — vE,, X7) > (K7 — yE,, X9), while inequal-
ity (ii) is obtained by noting that 0 < Xij, Xij <1 for all 4, j. O

E Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. We assume Rz, the part of the reference matrix defined for the set of inlier points Z to be

of the following form:

max{Kij,exp( 9‘25‘)} if 4,5 € Cy

Rij = e
mm{Kw,exp( O“Qt )} ifieCg,j€C

Here, ri, and rout are parameters which we determine in the proof. Let 7, = exp ( — r‘“Q) and

T(Eﬁ;l) = exp ( — Igut ) Therefore,

Kz —Rzlh <> Y Ligyenymnt+ Y. > 1 [Kyor ) (1 -7

out

ke(r] 4,5€Ck k;él klelr] i€Ck,j€C (E 2)
<SSt Y |
ke[r] kALK l€[r]

Here, mgk’k) and m£ ) denote the number of corruptions for the k-th diagonal block and (k,[)-th

off-digonal block respectively. Next, we let y; and y; be sub-gaussian random vectors with means

. and p; along with their respective sub-gaussian norms oy and ;. Then, we have

lyi — ¥l = 1 + &) — (g + &)1
= [l — mll* + 20 — ) (€ — &) + 1€ — €112 (E.3)
=A%+ 20, — )T (E— &)+ 11& — &1
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Assume that 7;; represents the noise part in the above term. Thus

mij =20 — ) (& — &) + 1€ — &1 (E.4)

Note that if k& = I, then the above term reduces to |y; — y;|* = ni; = [|&; — &;|*.

In the above expressions, §; and §; are both sub-gaussian random vectors with their respective
sub-gaussian norms o, and o;. Next, we use the fact § — §; is sub-gaussian with sub-gaussian

norm at most ﬂamax.

Elexp(c' (& — €;))] = Elexp(c'&;)|E[exp(—c'¢;)]

< lc|*o lc||*o7
=S exXp 9 exp 9 (E5)

2
< oxp (1 zam)

Here, the equality follows from the independence of random variables §; and £; while the first
and second inequalities are obtained from the definition of the sub-gaussian norm. Using the
concentration inequality from Hsu et al. [2012] for quadratic forms of sub-gaussian random vectors,

we have

P (11&; — &2 > 20%(d + 2VEd + 21) ) < exp(—1) (E.6)

We take t = A“““ and assume that Ay > ¢ OmaxVd. Therefore, we get QJmaX(d—|—2\F +2t) =

Il’l ax

[ 2 A2 2cA2 c2AZ, 1,2
ol <d +2 = + 2 o ) <202, (6,2;'?;;( + = U%ln;: +2 a?n::n> = 2A12nm <a2 +Z + 202>-

2
Putting ¢ = %, we have ||&; — £]||2< 10 ‘,“2‘“ with probability at least 1 — exp ( - C,Ami“ >:

252
T max

10 A2

2

P~ &I > J3a%) <o (- o) (B
max

Setting r?n = A?mn, we can now easily obtain an upper bound on the probability of a violation

in the kernel matrlx K for the diagonal block by noting that

. 10
P(KZJ < Tin‘Za] € Ck) (Hé £ H2 mln)

A2
min
< exp < 202 ’

max

(E.8)

Next, we consider the probability of a corruption on the off-diagonal blocks. For this, we consider

the random variable (u; — p;) " (€; — ;). Since §; — §; is a sub-gaussian random vector with
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sub-gaussian norm at most \@amax, we get

(E.9)

tz (QJr%laxAzl) >
—2 .

Elexp(t(s, — )" (€ — £,)] < exp (

Thus, (p, — ;)" (& — € ;) is a sub-gaussian random variable with variance parameter V20 max Ak

I Ilerefnre, we have
i € Cryj €C) =P(|lyi — y;l? M2l jec
telg ] 1) (ly: = ¥l <7ous i € Cr,J 1)

- IP’(H& 61 20— )T (6 — &) < Azl)

P(K; > 750

out

< P<2(Nk - NZ)T(& - Ej) < rlgllth - A%l) (E.10)
- P(zmk )& g > AL - d:éf)

2
< _ (A% - Tout )
=P 1602, A2, )

max

Next, we let pyi = P(K;;j < Tin|i,j € C). Then,

_ Z{(i,j):i,jeck,i<j} ]]'{Kij<7'in}
ng(ng —1)/2

Ukk

is an unbiased estimator for pgi. Using Bernstein’s inequality for one-sample U-statistic [Hoeffding,
1963, Arcones, 1995], we have

/21
P(Ukr — >t1) <exp| — ————— |, E.11
(Ui = > 1) < exp = 2 (E11)

z(Jkk:) = ]]‘{Kij<7'in} where i, j € Cp, and

} where ¢35 = 2(c1 4 ¢2) > 0 and noting

where vy, is the variance of the indicator random variable B

€3 log Mmin

Mmin

c1,co > 0 are constants. Taking ¢; = max {pkk,

that vgr = prr(1 — prx) < prk < t1, we note that (E.11) simplifies to

t log Nmin 1
P(Ukk — Dkk > t1> < exXp ( — nkl) < exp < - k081 ) < . (E.12)

C3 Mmin Nmin

Therefore, with probability at least 1 — ﬁ, we get

1 10g T 10g T
(k) <o Mk —1) <pkk + max {pkkwg%}) <9 max {pkk%ognm}ni (F.13)

C —_
2 T'min T'min

Similarly, we assume py; = P(K;; > Téﬁél)

li € Cx,7 € C;). Then, we have that Uy, defined as below:

Yiccy jec Lk sn(hd

out

Uk =

nEny
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is a U-statistic for pg;. Following the arguments provided in Pitcan [2017] for the proof of (E.11) and
ideas in [Hoeffding, 1963, Section 5b] used to prove the Hoeffding bound for two-sample U-statistics,

we obtain the following Bernstein inequality for our two-sample U-statistic Uy;:

min{ny, n; }t3
P(Uy; — >t9) <e - E.14
Ukt = pia > t2) < exp ( c4Vg1 + csto ( )
where vy, is the variance for the indicator variable B(lC b ]1{K Sy where ¢ € C,j € C;, and
ij = Tout

2(cq +C5) log Nmin
MNmin

pr1 < ta, following the steps similar to (E.13), we have that with probability at least 1 — ——,

min

2 | i 2 1 i
mgk,l) < (pkl + max {pkh (C4 + 05). 0& M'min })nknl < 2 max {pkb (C4 + 05). O& Mmin }nknl-
(E.15)
Let pmin := min{v, 1 —v}(7in — Tout). Then, by applying union bound, we get that with probability

cq4,c5 > 0 are constants. Putting to = max {pkl, } and noting that vg = pr(1—pgr) <

at least 1 — T'/nmin r /nmln’

IXz - XZ[1 < — - |Kz — Rz
min
(i) 2 10g 7 2 1
<2 (2 _ Z max {pkk, Ci”o‘o’”mm}nz 4. Z max {pkz, (ca + ¢5) log Nmin }mm)
Pmin kelr] T'min k>1:k,l€r] fhmin
4 1 mln
< —— - max (max {pkl, 608 ™ }) < Z ng+2- Z nk”l)
Pmin  k,l€[r] ke(r] k>l:k,ler]
4 ( { cs log Tmin }) < >
= cInax | max§ Prl, —
Pmin k€[] ke|r]
4n? { C6 10g Nimin }
= -max { max ppj, ——————
Pmin k,le[r] Nmin
(E.16)

In the above equation, cg = max{c3,2(cs + c5)}. We get (i) using the results of Lemma 2 and
Lemma 3, while (i7) is obtained by combining the results in (E.2), (E.13) and (E.15). Next, we
note that

2
(4i7) A2, (A2 _ Kl 2)
< min _ 2k~ Tout )
T L { P ( %02 ) kAlhiel] T < 1602, A%, )}

max max

(iv) A2 A2
< max{exp( = “;m >,exp( mm)}
C Umax 640maX

Here, (iii) is obtained by substituting the upperbounds for the violation probabilities pxr and py

(E.17)

for diagonal and off-diagonal respectively from (E.8) and (E.10) under the assumption that Ap, >
2
domaxV/d. We obtain (iv) by assuming roth = %. Next, we show that ppin > 0 and finite

provided ¢’ is appropriately chosen and § = ©(Apy), i-e., 0 = KAy for some k£ > 0. We first note



that min{v,1 — v} > 0 for any 0 < v < 1. Thus, for the condition pyin, > 0 to hold, it suffices to

show that 7, — 7out > 0.

(k1)

Tin — Tout — Tin — MAaXxT,

kAl out
1OArznin Ail
B R e

(E.18)

10Ar2nin A12nin
= exp | — 202 | TP T op2

10 1
=P\ T2 ) TP Ty )

Thus, pmin > 0 provided ¢’? > 20. Taking ¢’> = 64 and combining the results in (E.16) and (E.17),

we get

- An? A2 1 -
1Kz = X3 < 2 e {enp (- ), 1B | (E.19)
min 640max Nmin
Setting C' = max{p;ﬁ, ¢}, we obtain the bound for the inlier part of X in (11). Next, using the

bound in (E.19) and assuming n > r, we get that with probability at least 1 — 2r/npin,

IX - X _ Xz =X3s | 2mN

< +
X1 X1 X1
@2 Ar - max { exp ( - Alznin > €6 108 Tmin } + 2m(n +m)
~ Pmin 64012r1ax 7 Nmin (%2)
(Z) 47 R { exp < B A?nin > ¢6 10g Nmin } n dmr (E.20)
" Pmin 64012nax ’ Nmin n
< 4r exp < B A2 > 4cg . 7108 Nmin N dmr
" Pmin 64012113x Pmin Nmin n
A2, log nymin ™

SC’reXp<— o )—i—C”rmaX{ ,}

6403 .« Nmin N

Here, ¢’ = %~ and C” = 8max {-%,1}. Inequality (i) is obtained by substituting N = n +m

Pmin Pmin

and using the fact that | X°||; = |X%|; = > kelr] ng > "72, while inequality (i7) follows from the

assumption that m < n. ]

F Proof of Proposition 2

Lemma 4. Let Oy :={i € O: ’Sm[n] ly: — ppll > ¢ Amin} denote the set of “good” outlier points.
elr

Assume that for any i € Oy, |lyi — il > 10 = V2Amin holds for allk € [r] . Then, for anyi € Oy,

the cardinality of the set of inlier neighboring points N7(i) == {j € Z : |ly; —y;l| <r = A\r/“i“‘} is

upper bounded as

A2

. min lognmin
‘NI(Z” Sn(exp(— 100_%1ax> +“2nmm> (Fl)
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with probability at least 1 —

Nmin ~
Proof. Consider an inlier point y; for some j € Z and a “good” outlier point y; where ¢ € O,.
Then, a lower bound on the probability of the event {K;; <~} can be obtained as below:
pl(j) =P(Ki; <~vli € Og,j € Cy)
(4) ‘ ‘
> Py;(lyi —yjll > rl i€ Oy, j€Cr)

(47)

> Py, (lly; — pell < llys — pgll —rli € Oy, 5 € Cr)

(i)
> Py, (ly; — pll <ro—7)

=1 =Py, (ly; — sl =m0 =7)

Amin
=12y, (I -l > 2
(iv) < A2, )
> 1—exp| — 8B

1002

max

2
Here, (i) is obtained by noting that v > exp (— %), and accordingly setting r = A\‘/“%“ , (i1) follows

from the triangle inequality, (z7¢) makes use of the fact that for any i € Oy, inl[n} lyi — il > ro.
elr

Finally, (iv) is obtained by applying the tail-bound [Hsu et al., 2012] for y; — p,,, which we note is
a sub-gaussian random vector, and substituting ro = Mﬁ

Next, we define Ny (2) for each outlier point ¢ € O, as the set of neighbor points of i from cluster
Cr, e, Ni(i) :=={j € Ci : |lyi —yjll < %} We obtain an upper bound on the cardinality of

N (i) by applying Hoeffding’s inequality, which gives
P(||Nw (i) = (1 = p)] < nge) > 1 — 2exp(—2¢2ny,).
Therefore, we have that

P(IN (D)) < (1= pp) + e)ni) > 1 — 2exp(—2€*ny)

we get that with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—2€%,n;) = 1 — =

Nk

logng
2ng

2 /
) (i) AN, log ng
< _ < — .
Ne(@)| < (1 —p” +€e)ng < <exp < 100rznax> + o )nk

Putting € =
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Therefore, by applying union bound, we get that with probability at least 1 — ——

Mmin

; . A2. 1
o Epirs E (oo - ) e

kelr) kelr] max (F.2)
<n|exp| — 7A12nin + 4/ 108 Mnin
- 1002« 2Mmin /)
O
We are now in a position to prove Proposition 2.
Proof of Proposition 2. From (11), we get that with probability at least 1 — 2r/npyin,
~ AQ i lOg T'min
X7 — XY 1§C’n2-max{exp<— i ), . F.3
Xz - XY s ) e (F3)

Next, we use the result in Lemma 4 and the assumptions in Proposition 2 to obtain a bound on
the entire X below:

X = X0 < Xz = Xl + 2 O] - max(INZ(i)| + [No(@)]) + 2 O] - 1
g

<Xz = X +2 - |Og] - max(INz(i)] + [No(i)]) + 2 O] -1
ety

(%) A2 1og M A2, log M
SC’n2-maX{exp<— min >, mm}+2.(’) -n-<exp(— mm>+ mm)
64012nax T'min ‘ g ‘ 100r2nax 2Mmin

+2-|04|-0(n) +2-|0] -1
A2

i 1 min
<C'n?. max{exp < - 640?:;)’“ OSIZH } + 2|0y -0(n) +2-|0]-n

Here, inequality (7) holds with probability at least 1 — 37 /npyin, and is obtained by applying union

bound to the results obtained in egs. (F.2) and (F.3). Thus, the relative estimation error can be

upper bounded as

X=X { exp < AL ) / lognmin} L 20y
HXO || 1 N 6401%1ax ’ Nmin n o’
where C’ > 0 is a universal constant. O

G Proof of Theorem 2

Lemma 5 (Approximate k-means bound (Lei et al. [2015], Lemma 5.3)). Define M, , C {0, 1}"*"
be the set of membership matrices, such that any element of it has only exactly one 1 on each
row. Consider two matrices V,V € R™" such that V. = @*B* with ©* ¢ M, ,, B* € R™". Let
G, = {i: ©} =1}, i.e., the points in the k-th cluster induced by ®*. Consider the k-means problem
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ar min V — ©BJ2. G.1
geeMmBeRWH IR (G.1)

Let (©,B) be a (1+ €) approzimate solution to (G.1) for e > 0:
V-0B|; < (1 i V - OB} G.2
u B<a+o,  min | 2 @2)

Let V = ©B. For any 6, < min;z,||b] — by, define

Sk—{zegk.ﬂvz—vzH 25}. (G.3)
Then

> ISkIoR < 4(4+26)|[V = V2. (G.4)

k=1

Moreover, if (16+8¢)||V - V| < ngd2 for all k € [r], then there exists a rxr permutation matriz J
such that é)g* = Og.J, where G = Uj_,(Gi \ Sk)-

Theorem 3 ( Davis-Kahan Theorem ([Yu et al., 2014], Theorem 2)). Let 2,3 € RP*P be symmetric
with eigenvalues A\ > ... > X\, and 5\1 > ... > 5\p respectively. Fix 1 < s < r < p and assume

that min(As—1 — As; Ar — App1) > 0, where A := 00 and A\pq1 := —o00. Letd =r —s+1, and
let U = (us,usq1,...,u,) € RP*? gnd U= (0, g1, .., 0,) € RP*? have orthonormal columns
satisfying ¥u; = A\ju; and ﬁ]ﬁj = S\jﬁj for j =s,s+1,...,r. Then, there exists an orthogonal

matriz O € R4 gych that

252X — Bp
min(As—1 — As, Ar — Ay 1)

|U- U0 < (@.5)

Proof of Theorem 2. Let UY, U € RY*" denote the top r eigenvectors of X and X respectively.
Then, using the fact that the top 7 eigenvectors of X are essentially indicator vectors for the r clus-
ters with associated eigenvalues that correspond to the cluster cardinalities ny, ..., n, in decreasing

order, we note that U° can expressed as follows:

U° = Z°Diag(1/\/n1, ..., 1/v/nr).

Next, we apply the Davis-Kahan theorem [Yu et al., 2014] to obtain the bound below:

5 @) 8 IX —XO|2 (i) 8 ||X — X012 (i) 8 ||X — XO|;
U-U%|3 < F = F < . G.6
” LR PG P WETs ) (G0

min min

Here, inequality (i) follows from the Davis-Kahan theorem, (ii) is obtained by using the fact that
there is an eigengap numin between the r-th and (r + 1)-th eigenvalues of X°, and (4ii) holds since
0< Xij7Xij <1 for all Z,j
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We now obtain a bound on the number of mis-classified data points in each cluster using the
result stated in Lemma 5. To obtain our result, we first relate the relevant quantities of interest.
We assume that the true clustering matrix Z° corresponds to ®*, V. = U0 and V =U. Next,
we let B* = Diag(1/y/n1,...,1/y/ny)O. Based on the assumption |[bj —bj[| = /- +

b 2 = L we get

Setting

1
ny

X0 - X
Z‘Sk’ Z|S[§2<642+6)H I

kelr] kelr] mm

To ensure that (16 4 8¢)||V — V|| < ny.67 = 1 for all k € [r] with high probability, we note that

(16 + 8€)||[V — V|2 = (16 + 8¢)||U — U 0|2

X — X0 (G.7)
< a(as X=X

Next, from Theorem 1, we have that suppose the separation condition Ay > 80 max Vd holds, then

with probability at least 1 — 27 /npin

2
IX - X, < T
T

2
Here, we define € := Cr exp (— Suin > +C'r max { 108 nnin , 2}, Next, we require that the following

640'1%13)( Mmin

condition holds:
64(2
M@+ Jen” (G8)
nmin r

This, in turn, ensures that (16 + 8¢)||V — VH% < 1 is satisfied with high probability.

O
H Proof of Remark 7
Proof. Using the result from (E.17), we get
@ A2, (A%, — i)
Gy = max { o ( ) ki) P < - wamaxAzlﬂ
. 2 2A2
g (2

AQ ! 2A2
Smax{exp( lzném ),exp(—()zmm>}.
c Umax 160max

Here, (iii) is obtained by substituting the upperbounds for the violation probabilities pyx and py;
for diagonal and off-diagonal respectively from (E.8) and (E.10) under the assumption that A, >
d omaxVd. We obtain (iv) by assuming rout2 = "A?, for some ¢’ € (0,1). Next, we show that
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Pmin > 0 and finite provided ¢’ is appropriately chosen and 6 = ©(Ayp), i.e., 8 = KAy, for some
k > 0. We first note that min{v,1 —v} > 0 for any 0 < v < 1. Thus, for the condition pmyin > 0 to
hold, it suffices to show that 7, — Tout > O.

T T T max T(k’l)
. ¢ = Tin —
in ou in kit out

10A2, A2

10A12nin CI/AIZnin
Zoxp | = —gpt | —ew | -5

10 ¢
Z exp — W — exp — ? .

Thus, pmin > 0 provided ¢2 > 10/¢”. Next, we assume ¢ to be of the form ¢ = t/c” for some

(H.2)

t > 10 and obtain the tightest bound in (H.1) by optimizing over ¢’ and ¢”’. We note that subject

to the constraints 0 < ¢’ < 1 and ¢? = t/c”, the optimal ¢’*, ¢’* satisfy

A2, (1 _ C//)2A2 .
fxo Jlx : min min
Cc ,C =argminmax 4§ €xX - , €X -
& { P < 2ol > P ( 1602

max max
16
=arg E}l,lc]l:} max {Cl2, (1_6”)2} (H3)
B ) 1 (1 o C//)Q
—=arg ICI/I%’}/( min 0/2 s 16 .

Since t can be arbitrarily close to 10, we set ¢ = 10/¢” in (H.3) and analytically solve for the
following one-dimensional problem in ¢, which yields ¢* = 2=2/11 > (,3033. Putting ¢ = 0.3033,
we get ¢*? & 32.97. Taking ¢’2 = 33 and combining the results in (E.16) and (H.1), we get

4n? A2, ¢6 10g Nmin
. — N . H.4
Pmin A { P ( 3302 > ’ Nmin } ( )

max

Xz — X931 <

Setting C' = max{p%m, ¢6}, we obtain the bound for the inlier part of X in (11). Next, using the
bound in (H.4) and assuming n > r, we get that with probability at least 1 — 27 /nmin,

IX— Xy _ [Xz—X3[s | 2mN

X < X,
(zg) aro { exp < - A%n > c6 lognmin} N 2m(n2+m)
pmin 330max nmin (TLT)
.. 2 .
(%) ar ‘maxq exp | — Bunin ) 610 Mimin + dmr (H.5)
Pmin 330r2rlax Tmin n
< ir exp < B A%in > Yo, 7108 M + dmr
Pmin 3307 ax Pmin Nmin n
A2 . 1 min
< Clrexp | — =20 ) 4 " max { —ormin T
3301211ax Tmin n
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Here, C' = i, and C” = 8 max {C—G 1}. Inequality (i) is obtained by substituting N =n +m
and using the fact that | X°||; = |X%[; = > kelr] ni > = while inequality (i) follows from the

assumption that m < n. O

I Proof of Proposition 3

Before we prove Proposition 3, we first prove two lemmas, which yield useful results under the

assumption that the inlier part of the data is centered at the origin.
Lemma 6. If > . mepty = 0, then [|pg|| < Amax for all k € [r].

Proof. For any fixed k, we let g(k) = arg min, <,ul, ”Zﬁ> Therefore, we have that

Ky M [tz [ad?
172 = My, < 7Tl<u,>=< 7Tlu,>:0. 1.1
< o(k): |ruk||> z¢k< l Huku> 2 m{ B ) = 2 e (1)

lelr] lelr]

Thus, for every k € [r]|, we have that

Auma > 1 — g0 > <uk -t 1t ”> > sl (12)

Lemma 7. If 32y oy mepy, = 0, then ||X]| < 2A2 .

Proof. Tt can be easily worked out that when the mean p for mixture of sub-gaussians is assumed

to be at the origin, i.e., when >, mpu;, = 0, the covariance matrix 3 can be expressed as follows:

=) mmpy + Y TS (L.3)

kelr] kelr]

Using the above expression for ¥, we obtain a bound on [|X||2 as follows:

132 < || Z Wkﬂk”’l—lc—Hg + || Z szkHQ

k€lr] kelr]
< el 3 + D ml Skl
kelr] kelr] (1.4)
= Z (|l )13 + o7)
ke(r]
< AI?H&X max S 2Ar2nax

Here, the first inequality is obtained using triangle inequality, and the second inequality follows

from the convexity of norms and using Lemma 7. O

Next, we show that provided the number of outliers m is small relative to the number of inlier

points N, the operator norm || — X||3 is also small.
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Lemma 8. Let Y' € RN'*? denote the portion of the data matriz Y obtained by sampling N points
randomly without replacement from Y. Suppose 3 and 3 denote respectively the true covartance

matriz for the SGMM (without outliers) and the sample covariance matriz for Y'. Then, assuming

> ok Tty = 0, we have

. 2dN log N’ m  [log N’ ,
1= -2l < Cl\/TJr 02<N + Jg\,, ) max {A?nax, Iy® H%,oo}

with probability at least 1 — O(N'~1).

Proof. Let ' and O’ denote respectively the sets of indices that correspond to the inlier and
outlier data points in the N’ randomly sampled set of points for dimensionality reduction with
their respective cardinalities n’ and m/. Assume that Y’ € RV >4 denotes the portion of the data
matrix Y that corresponds to these N’ data points, while YZ and Y9 denote the inlier and outlier
parts of the data matrix with their respective sample means represented by 3= and ¥ . Then, we

note that the sample covariance matrix 3 can be expressed as below:

>
1 - T
T tm Z (yi=¥)(yi —Y)
i€Z’UQ’
1 VA Re—
T+ m’Y Y -wy
T
1 7' T T o' T o' n/ _7! m/ _o TL/ 7! m/ _o
:n’—i—m’(Y Yo+Y© Yr) - n’—i—m’y +n’—l—m’y n’—i—m’y +n’—l—m’y
1 T / T ’ n 2 / 1T m’ 2 ’ ' T m’n’ / ' T ’ /
_ vI'y? L vO y© 77T ool G —O'T
n’—i—m’( )~ n’+m vy n' +m/ vy (n’+m’)2(y yo Yy
n, 1 Z‘/ T I/ I/ I/ T I/ 71‘/ T n, 71/ 71'/ T 1 O/ T Ol
:n’+m’<nY Y Y T \waw )Y Y +n’—|—m'Y Y
m/ 270/7(/)/T m TL 7Il70/—|7 70/ ZIT
- (n/+m/> y'y - (n’—|—m’)2(y y +Yy )

From the above expression for 3, we obtain a bound for |32 — 2“2 by using triangle inequality as

follows:
¢ n’' 7T T I/ 7T m/ m'n’ 7T
= 2Hzgn,+m, > - < Y7y y ) Bt g Y,
A ’ m’ ’ ' T m'n’ 7 A 7T
e Y () 19750 T s (1575 T + 55 )
Next, we note that S = 1YI/TYI/ *I/yI/T is the sample covariance matrix for the set of

inlier points. Using Lemma 7 in Yan and Sarkar [2016a], we have that with probability at least
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1—0m =%, | -3p|. < C’H/%, where (' is some constant.

- dlog n/ m/ I ]. o' ml2 —0O' o)
1% =Xl < Gy , f,HEHQJr H YOI+ 7 YN + SllF? 15 + S 197 1201572
< 0y, ) Hogn’ HEII ’IIYI I3 HY(’)/H L m? Y <')I3 2m/ Y[l Y€l
>0 n 2T N2 gy N/ n'm’
dlogn/ 7 oy M Gorne  2Vm g o
=0y — —+ HE||2+N, YIS + ,HY 12+ 5= IY 7 2+ N/\F”Y l2Y |2
(I.5)

For the set of inliers points Z’, we note that the data matrix YZ' = M’ 4+ ', where M/ € R™ *d
denotes the signal part of the data with the i-th row-vector corresponding to the mean p,, for the
i-th data point, and E € R"*? denotes the noise part with its row 5;'— representing the sub-gaussian
noise for the i-th datapoint. To get a bound on || Y7 ||, we first obtain a bound on | M|y and || Z[)2
separately and then apply triangle inequality. We note that ||[M]|2 can be bounded as below:

Ml < Mg < \/Egg\lu@\\ < V' Amax. (1.6)

Here, the last inequality follows from the bound obtained in Lemma 6. Next, we obtain a high-
probability bound for [|El||e. For this, we use the result obtained in Corollary 5.39 in Vershynin
[2010] for the operator norm of a random matrix whose rows consist of independent sub-gaussian
isotropic random vectors. However, since any row vector &, of = is not necessarily an isotropic
random vector, we first represent it as §; = 21/ €, where £, is a sub-gaussian isotropic random
vector that constitutes the i-th row of Z. Using the corollary along with the fact | E||2 < omax||Z]|2,

—can’

we get that with probability at least 1 — 2e
||E'”2 < (Cl\/g_‘_ W)Jmaxa (17)

where ¢; and ¢y are constants that depend on the sub-gaussian norms {o};_,. In addition, if
specifically &, are Gaussian random vectors and &; are standard normal random vectors, then ¢;
and ¢y are constants independent of {o}}r_,. Combining (1.6) and (I.7), we get that |[YZ'|| <
Clv/nApax for some constant C%) > 0. Therefore, from (L.5), we get that with probability at least
1—-0(n'~9)

dlogn o/

YO+ 2

AmaXHYO/HZ

1 /
I= -l < &y B A2 O AL Y+

dlogn m/ / 2v/m/! /
scl\/T NN R TN

dlogn/ m/ /
< 0 T 4 o {82 YO P

(1.8)
for some constants Cy, C% > 0 . Next, we note that n’ ~ Hypergeometric(N, n, N’) with mean p, N’,
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where p, = & . Therefore, using the tail bound for hypergeometric distribution from Chvatal [1979],
we have
P(n' < (p, —€)N') < exp(—2¢*N").

Thus, we get that n’ > Z—JX/ with probability at least 1—exp(—p2 N’/2). Similarly, m’ ~ Hypergeometric(N,m, N’)
with mean p,, N', where p,,, = %¢. Again, using the tail bounds from Chvatal [1979], we obtain that

P(m’ > (pm + €)N') < exp(—26>N").

Therefore, we have m’ < mTN/ + 10}5\]],\7/ N < 2max{m 1°]gV]/VI}N " with probability at least

N
1— 7.
Next, we note that lo]gV]/V is a monotonically decreasing function in N’. Therefore, to obtain an
upper bound on the right hand side of (I.8), we use the fact that n’ > 75—1]\\7,’ and % <%+ 10}5\,],\[/

with probability at least 1 — ﬁ — exp(—p2N’/2). Combining this with the result obtained from
(I.8), we get that probability at least 1 — O(N'~1)

- 2dlog N’ m log N’ /
12 - Sl < € [PREN gy (B e {10
n

Proof of Proposition 3. We follow the approach discussed in Lemma 8 and Lemma 9 in Yan and
Sarkar [2016a] to obtain the final result in Proposition 3 by setting R = S — § with |R| <

e=Chy/ %X[%N/ + Cy (7]3 + 1035\]]/\//) max {A?nax, ||YO'H§7OO} where Cy and Cy are constants as
derived in (I1.9) in Lemma 8. O

g,m}_ (19)

O]

J Extension to weakly separated clusters

Proof of Proposition 4. Based on the definition of the new reference matrix in (16), we note that
the solution X obtained from the reference optimization problem has the same form as specified
in (17), where the weakly separated clusters form a single merged cluster. From (C.2) and (D.1),

we have - N
<R—7EN,X—X> < 2. HKI_RIHl
min(Rimnin -7 R?I%X) B min{v’ L= U}(Tm o TOUt) .

Xz — Xz]1 < (J.1)

As before, we obtain a high-probability bound on |[K7z — Rz||; in terms of the number of corrupted
entries on the diagonal and off-diagonal blocks. We note that equations (E.8) and (E.10) still hold
when A, is replaced by Apin (defined in the statement of the theorem), and thus, provide us with
upper bounds on probabilities of corruptions pgr and pg; defined respectively for the kernel entries
K;j on the k-th diagonal block and (k,1)-th off-diagonal block where (k,1) € S§,.. Additionally, we
obtain bounds on the number of corrupted entries mgk’k) and mﬁk’l) for (k,1) € S5, on the diagonal

and off-diagonal blocks of well separated clusters from equations (E.13) and (E.15) respectively.
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Next, we define the probability of a corrupted kernel entry for a block of weakly separated
clusters as py; = P(Kij < 7in|t € Cg,j € C;) where (k,l) € Sye. Consider i € C, and j € C; for
(k,1) € Sye. Then, we note that

P(Kij < Tinli € C,j € C) = P(|lyi — y;II” > riili € Ci,j € C)
=P(& — &7+ 20 — 1) " (& — &) + e — mll* > r5li € Ch,j € C1)

(%)

< P([|& — ﬁsz + 2Ax[[& — & + ARy > rhli € Crj e )
=P((I&; — &1l + Aw)* > rili € Cr,j € C1)

=P(lg; — &1l > 7in — Awili € Cr, 7 € C)

D p(le; — &1 > (rin — Aw)?i € Chyj € C)

(i) (rin — Ap)?
< _ Mmoo =R
- exp( 1002 >

max

(J.2)
Here, (i) follows from the application of Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, whereas (i) holds true under
the assumption that Ay < ryy = @Amin. We obtain the final bound in (éii). Next, we obtain a
bound on the number of corruptions on the off-diagonal blocks for weakly separated clusters. For

this, we note that Uy defined for (k,1) € Sye as below:

Zz‘eck,je()l ]l{Kij<7'in}
nEny

Uk =
is a U-statistic for pg;. Therefore, from (E.14), we have

min{ny, nl}@)
P(U; — >1ty) <e -, J.3
( kl — Pkl 2) > Xp( Catiul + Coto ( )

(k1)
1j
(k,1) € Swe, and cq,c5 > 0 are constants. Putting to = max {pkl,

where vy; is the variance for the indicator variable B = Lk, <mn} where ¢ € Ci,j € C; for
Mmin

that vg = pri(1 — pr1) < prr < t2, we follow the steps in (E.15) to obtain that with probability at

least 1 — n%, the number of corruptions mgk’l) for (k,1) € Sye is bounded as

min

} and noting

(J.4)

2(c cs) log i
m) < 2max {pkl, (et cs) log mm}nknz,
Nmin

where py; is the corruption probability for block (k,[) € Sye. Using the above result and following
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the steps in (E.16), we get

Xz - X%/ < — - |[Kz — Rzlh
2
. (k.k) (k1) (k.1
Rl 0L RN SRTCEND ST @5)
ke[’f‘] (k,l)eswe (kvl)essve

4n? { Ce IOg T'min }
< -max § max pgl, ——————

Pmin k,lg[r] Nmin

Next, we evaluate the first term within the max expression

() Az (rin — Ap)? (A2, — k%)
max pp < max{exp (— PO ), max exp(— 2), max exp(— 20112)}
k,l€[r] 050k ) (k1)ESwe 1002 .« (k,)ESS, 1607, A%,

(i) in — A 2

< max exp ( — (TQM))

(k,l)ESwe 100max

(i) (EAmin — A)?

< er (-

=exp| — (Bumin — A/2)?

6402 .
(J.6)

Here, inequality (7) is obtained by plugging the bounds from (E.17) for pxr and pg; where (k,1) €
S¢.. Inequalities (74) and (44i) follow from the fact that ri, = éApin where é = @ and Ay <
A < A for (k,1) € Sye. Combining the results in (J.5) and (J.6), we obtain the desired result
in (18). From (J.6), the result in (19) is derived by following the same steps as discussed in the
proof of Theorem 1. O
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