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Imbalanced Mixed Linear Regression

Pini Zilber * Boaz Nadler *

Abstract

We consider the problem of mixed linear regression (MLR), where each observed sample belongs to
one of K unknown linear models. In practical applications, the proportions of the K components are
often imbalanced. Unfortunately, most MLR methods do not perform well in such settings. Motivated
by this practical challenge, in this work we propose Mix-IRLS, a novel, simple and fast algorithm for
MLR with excellent performance on both balanced and imbalanced mixtures. In contrast to popular
approaches that recover the K models simultaneously, Mix-IRLS does it sequentially using tools from
robust regression. Empirically, Mix-IRLS succeeds in a broad range of settings where other methods fail.
These include imbalanced mixtures, small sample sizes, presence of outliers, and an unknown number
of models K. In addition, Mix-IRLS outperforms competing methods on several real-world datasets, in
some cases by a large margin. We complement our empirical results by deriving a recovery guarantee for
Mix-IRLS, which highlights its advantage on imbalanced mixtures.

keywords: mixture regression model, mixture of linear models, robust regression, iteratively reweighted least squares

1 Introduction

In this paper we consider a simple generalization of the linear regression problem, known as mixed linear
regression (MLR) [Bis06, Chapter 14]. In MLR, each sample belongs to one of K unknown linear models,
and it is not known to which one. MLR can thus be viewed as a combination of linear regression and
clustering. Despite its simplicity, the presence of multiple linear components makes MLR highly expressive
and thus a useful model for data representation in various applications, including trajectory clustering [GS99],
health care analysis [DH00], market segmentation [WKO00], face recognition [CSCGO07], population clustering
[IMP14], drug sensitivity prediction [LSL19] and relating genes to disease phenotypes [CWZT21, SLF22].

Several methods were developed to solve MLR, including expectation maximization [DV89, Bis06], al-
ternating minimization [YCS14, YCS16] and gradient descent [ZJD16]. These methods share three common
features: they all (i) require as input the number of components K; (ii) estimate the K models simultane-
ously; and (iii) tend to perform better on balanced mixtures, where the proportions of the K models are
approximately equal. As illustrated in Section 4, given data from an imbalanced mixture, these methods
may fail. In addition, most of the theoretical guarantees in the literature assume a balanced mixture. Since
imbalanced mixtures are ubiquitous in applications, it is of practical interest to develop MLR methods able
to handle such settings, as well as corresponding recovery guarantees.

In this paper, we present Mix-IRLS, a novel and conceptually different iterative algorithm for MLLR, able to
handle both balanced and imbalanced mixtures. Mix-IRLS is computationally efficient, simple to implement,
and scalable to large problems. In addition, Mix-IRLS can successfully recover the underlying components
with only relatively few samples, is robust to noise and outliers, and does not require as input the number of
components K. In Sections 4 and 5 we illustrate the competitive advantage of Mix-IRLS over several other
methods, on both synthetic and real data.

To motivate our approach, let us consider a highly imbalanced mixture, where most samples belong to
one model. In this case, the samples that belong to the other models may be regarded as outliers with respect
to the dominant one. The problem of finding the dominant model may thus be viewed as a specific case of
robust linear regression, a well studied problem with a variety of effective solutions, see e.g. [Hub81, Will1].
After finding the dominant model, we may remove its associated samples from the observation set and repeat
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Figure 1: Illustration of Mix-IRLS. The data is a mixture of K = 3 linear components. At each step,
Mix-IRLS excludes samples with poor fit (marked with 'X’) and with moderate fit (marked with ’?’), and
performs linear regression on the good-fit samples. The poor-fit samples are passed to the next step.

the process to find the next dominant model. This way, the K linear models are found sequentially rather
than simultaneously as in the aforementioned methods. This key difference makes our approach applicable
to scenarios with imbalanced mixtures, and does not require to know a-priori the number of components.

As illustrated in Figure 1, to facilitate the sequential recovery of Mix-IRLS, we found it important to
allow in its intermediate steps an "I don’t know” assignment to some of the samples. Specifically, given
coeflicient estimates of the current model, we partition the samples to three classes, according to their fit to
the found model: good, moderate and poor fit. The samples with good fit are used to re-estimate the model
coefficients; those with poor fit are assumed to belong to a yet undiscovered model, and hence are passed
to the next step; the moderate-fit samples, on whose model identity we have only low confidence ("I don’t
know”), are ignored, but used later in a refinement phase.

At each step, we perform robust regression to recover the currently dominant model. A popular robust
regression technique is iteratively reweighted least squares (IRLS) [HW77, CM97, MGJK19]. TRLS iteratively
solves weighted least squares subproblems, where the weight of each sample depends on its residual with
respect to the current model estimate. As the iterations progress, outliers are hopefully assigned smaller and
smaller weights, and ultimately ignored.

On the theoretical front, in Section 6 we present a recovery guarantee for our method. Specifically, we
show that in a population setting with an imbalanced mixture of two components, Mix-IRLS successfully
recovers the linear models. A key novelty in our analysis is that it holds for a sufficiently imbalanced mixture
rather than a sufficiently balanced one (or even a perfectly balanced one) as is common in the literature
[YCS14, BWY17, KHC21]. In addition, unlike most available guarantees, our result allows an unknown K,
and it is insensitive to the initialization, allowing it to be arbitrary.

To the best of our knowledge, our work is the first to specifically handle imbalance in the MLR problem,
providing both a practical algorithm as well as a theoretical recovery guarantee. The basic idea of Mix-IRLS,
sequential recovery using robust regression, was also proposed by [BHKO09]. They used random sample con-
sensus (RANSAC) approach instead of IRLS, and without our ”I don’t know” concept. To find a component,
[BHKO09] randomly pick (d + 2) samples from the data and run ordinary least squares (OLS) on them, in
hope that they all belong to the same component. As discussed by the authors, their approach is feasible
only in low dimensional settings, as the probability that all chosen samples belong to the same component
decreases exponentially with the dimension d; specifically, the authors studied only cases with d < 5. In
addition, the authors did not provide a theoretical guarantee for their method. In contrast, our Mix-IRLS
method is scalable to high dimensions, and theoretically justified.

Notation. For a positive integer K, denote [K] = {1,..., K}, and the set of all permutations over [K]
by [K]!. For a vector u, denote its Euclidean norm by ||u||. For a matrix X, denote its operator norm



(a.k.a. spectral norm) by ||.X|| and its smallest singular value by opin(X). Given a matrix X € R**? and an
index set S C [n], Xg € RI¥IX? is the submatrix of X that corresponds to the rows in S. Denote by diag(w)
the diagonal matrix whose entries are W;; = w; and Wy; = 0 for 4 # j. Denote the probability of an event A
by P[A]. Denote the expectation and the variance of a random variable x by E[z] and Var[z], respectively.
The cumulative distribution function of the standard normal distribution A(0,1) is ®.

2 Problem Setup

Let {(x;,;)}"_, be n pairs of explanatory variables x; € R? and corresponding responses y; € R. In standard
linear regression, one assumes a linear relation between the response and the explanatory variables, namely
Y = xiTB* + ¢; where ¢; € R are random noise terms with zero mean. A common goal is to estimate the
vector of regression coefficients 3* € RY. In mixed linear regression (MLR), in contrast, the assumption is
that each response y; belongs to one of K different linear models {B;}ﬁ;l. Formally,

yl:$j/8::+6u 2:17377', (1)

where ¢* = (ci,...,c5)T € [K]" is the label vector. Importantly, we do not know to which component each
pair (z;,y;) belongs, namely ¢* is unknown. For simplicity, we assume the number of components K is known,
and later on discuss the case where it is unknown. Given the n samples {(z;,y;)}7, the goal is to estimate
B* = {B%,...,B5%} C RY possibly by concurrently estimating c*. See Figure 4 for a real-data visualization
of MLR in the simplest setting of d =1 and K = 2.

To make the recovery of the regression vectors 5* feasible, sufficiently many samples must be observed.
The minimal number of samples depends on the dimension and the mixture proportions. Denote the vector
of mixture proportions by p = (p1,...,px), with pr, = |{i € [n] : ¢f = k}|. Then the information limit on the
sample size, namely the minimal number of observations required to make * identifiable in the absence of
noise, is ni,s = d/ min(p).

The lack of knowledge of the labels ¢* makes MLR significantly more challenging than standard linear
regression. Even in the simplified setting of K = 2 with perfect balance (p1 = p2 = 1/2) and no noise (e = 0),
the problem is NP-hard without further assumptions [YCS14].

3 The Mix-IRLS Method

For simplicity, we present our algorithm assuming K is known; the case of an unknown K is discussed in
Remark 3.3 below. Mix-IRLS consists of two phases. In its first (main) phase, Mix-IRLS sequentially recovers
each of the K components 37,..., 3% by treating the remaining components as outliers. The sequential
recovery is the core idea that distinguishes Mix-IRLS from most other methods. In the second phase, we
refine the estimates of the first phase by optimizing them simultaneously, similar to existing methods. As
discussed below, accurate estimates are often already found in the first phase, in which case the second phase
is unneeded. For brevity, we defer the description of the second phase to Appendix B.

Before we dive into details, let us give a brief overview of the main phase mechanism. At each round of
the main phase, Mix-IRLS estimates the largest component present in the data using techniques from robust
regression. Then, it partitions the samples to three subsets, according to their fit to the found component:
good, moderate and poor. Mix-IRLS refines the component estimate using only the samples with good fit,
and proceeds to the next round with the poor fit samples. The moderate fit samples are ignored in the main
phase, as we have low confidence in their component assignment - they either may or may not belong to the
found component. The partition of the samples at each round is performed with the aid of two parameters:
a threshold 0 < wy, < 1 and an oversampling ratio p > 1.

Next, we give a detailed description of the main phase of Mix-IRLS. A pseudocode appears in Algorithm 1.
We begin by initializing the set of active samples as the entire dataset, S; = [n]. Next, we perform the
following procedure for K rounds. At the beginning of round k& € [K], we start from a random guess Sy, for



Algorithm 1: Mix-IRLS: main phase

input : samples {(z;,y;)}" ;, number of components K, parameters wsy, p, 1, 11
output: estimates 31,..., Bk
1 set S1 = [n]
2 for k=1 to K do
3 initialize 8 randomly
fort =1 toT; do
compute ;1 = |z, Bx — yil, Vi € Sk
compute w; = (1+nr7, /7)™, Vi€ Sk
compute 3 = (ngWkXSk)_ngk Wi ys,
end
set Spy1 = {7 € Skt Wik < Wen}
10 set S), = {p - d samples in S}, with largest w; j }
11 if k< K and |Sk+1| < p-d then
12 ‘ start Mix-IRLS over with wy, < we, + 0.1
13 end
14 | compute B = (XST;XSL)_lX;‘F,;ySL
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15 end

the k-th vector. Then, we run the following IRLS scheme for T3 iterations:

Tik = ’:E;'—Bk —yi|, Vi € Sk, (residuals) (2a)
1
ik = ———>———>, Vi € Sk, ight 2b
Wik = N i€ Sk (weights) (2b)
Br = (X4, WiXs,) ' Xd Wiys,, (estimate) (2¢)
where X = (:cl xn)T and y = (y1 yn)T, 7, = median{r; ; | i € Sg}, n > 0 is a parameter

of Mix-IRLS, and W}, = diag(wq k,wa2,...). The estimate (2c) is the minimizer of the weighted objective
Wz (ys, — Xs,0k) |2 After T} iterations of Equations (2a) to (2c), we define the subset Sy, of *poor fit’
samples that seem to belong to another component,

Sk-l,-l = {Z €Sy : W; K < wth} . (3&)

This serves as the set of active samples for the next round. In addition, we define the subset S}, of "good fit’
samples that seem to belong to the k-th component,

S}, = {p - d samples in Sy with largest weights w; x} . (3b)
This subset is used to refine the estimate by performing OLS,
hase-1 _
i = (Xg Xg;) ' X gy sy - (4)

The subsets S}, Sk+1 are in general disjoint, unless the threshold wyy is too low or the oversampling ratio
p is too large. The choice for the value of wyy, is discussed in Remark 3.2 and Section 6. A suitable value
for p depends on the ratio between the sample size n and the information limit ni,s = d/ min(p). In the
challenging setting of n &~ nj,s, p should be set close to 1; otherwise, Mix-IRLS would reach one of the K
rounds with less than d active samples, making the recovery of the yet undiscovered components impossible.
If n > nyue, then p can be set to a higher value.

This concludes the main phase of Mix-IRLS. The second (refinement) phase, described in Appendix B,
improves the estimates B,fhase'l using also the moderate-fit samples that were ignored in the first phase.
Yet, in many cases, empirically, the main phase is sufficient to accurately recover the components. This is
theoretically established in Section 6.
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Figure 2: A comparison of various MLR algorithm. Depicted is the percentage of runs, out of 50 random
initializations, for which Flatent > 20 (see (5)), as a function of the sample size n. The dimension and noise
level are fixed at d = 300 and o = 1072, Mixture: K = 3 with p = (0.7,0.2,0.1) (left panel); K = 5 with
p = (0.63,0.2,0.1,0.05,0.02) (right panel).

Remark 3.1 (Parameter tuning). Mix-IRLS has four input parameters: 7, ws,,p and T7. As empirically
demonstrated in Sections 4 and 5, there is no need to carefully tune these parameters, as in a wide range
of settings including both synthetic and real-world data, Mix-IRLS performs well with a fixed set of values,
specified in Appendix E. Moreover, in many cases, tuning Mix-IRLS parameters only slightly improves its
performance.

Remark 3.2 (Threshold adaptation). If the input threshold wyy, is too low, the algorithm will fail to detect
all the components, as the number of ’poor fit’ samples passed to the next round in (3a) is too small. This
happens when |S;| < pd for some k, as in this case there are not enough samples to confidently determine the
k-th component using Eq. (3b). To handle this case, we increase the value of wy, by 0.1, and start Mix-IRLS
over; see Line 11 in Algorithm 1.

Remark 3.3 (Unknown/overestimated K). If K is unknown, or only an upper bound K.« is given, we ignore
the resetting criterion (Line 11 in Algorithm 1), and instead run phase I until there are too few samples to
estimate the next component, namely |Sgy1| < pd. We then proceed to the second phase with K set to the
number of components with at least pd associated samples.

4 Simulation Results

We present simulation results on synthetic data in this section, and on real-world data in the next one. In
both sections, we compare the performance of Mix-IRLS to the following three algorithms: (i) AltMin -
alternating minimization [YCS14, YCS16]; (ii) EM - expectation maximization [FS10, Bis06, Chapter 14]; and
(iii) GD - gradient descent on a factorized objective [ZJD16]. We implemented all methods in MATLAB.! In
some of the simulations, we additionally ran a version of EM for which the mixture proportions p are given
as prior knowledge, but it hardly improved its performance and we did not include it in our results.

All methods start from the same random initialization, as described shortly. Other initializations did
not change the qualitative results; see Appendix E for more details. For EM and GD we added a single
AltMin refinement step at the end of each algorithm to improve their estimates. In all simulations, we
also run a version of Mix-IRLS with tuned parameters, denoted Mix-IRLS:tuned. In addition, we plot the
performance of an oracle which is provided with the true labels ¢* and separately computes the OLS solution
for each component. Details on maximal number of iterations, early stopping criteria and parameter tuning
of Mix-IRLS:tuned and GD appear in Appendix E.

Similar to [ZJD16, GK20], in each simulation we sample the entries of the explanatory variables X and
of the regression vectors $* from the standard normal distribution A'(0,1). In this section, the dimension
is fixed at d = 300. The entries of the additive noise term € are sampled from a normal distribution with
zero mean and standard deviation ¢ = 1072. Additional simulations with other values of d and o appear
in Appendix F. As discussed in the introduction, a central motivation for the development of Mix-IRLS is

IMATLAB and Python code implementations of Mix-IRLS are available at github.com/pizilber/MLR.


github.com/pizilber/MLR

—oracle ©MixIRLS *MixIRLS: tuned +AltMin EM ¢ GD —oracle ©MixIRLS *MixIRLS: tuned +AltMin EM ¢ GD

o ¢ .S

5 5
& 5 10°
c c
G S 1
° T 10
g £

102 i + 1

0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.1 0.12 0 1 2 3 4 5
fraction of corrupted samples overparameterization (K - K*)

Figure 3: Comparison of the robustness of several MLR algorithms to outliers and to overparameterization,
for the same values of d,o, K and p as in Figure 2(left), and n = 12000. Qualitatively similar results for a
balanced mixture appear in Figures 15 and 16 (Appendix F). X-axis: fraction of outliers (left panel); the
difference between the number of components K given to the algorithms and the true K* (right panel).

dealing with imbalanced mixtures. Hence, in this section, the labels ¢} follow a multinomial distribution with
highly imbalanced proportions. In Appendix F, we present results for balanced and moderately imbalanced
mixtures.

We measure the accuracy of an estimate 5 = {f1,..., 8k} by the following quantity:

1 K
Flatent(ﬁ?ﬂ*) = min } kz::l ”/Ba(k) - ﬁ;” (5)

o€[K]!

The minimization over all K! permutations makes the accuracy measure invariant to the order of the regression
vectors in 3. A similar objective was used by [YCS16, ZJD16].

All algorithms are initialized with the same vector (3, whose entries are sampled from the standard normal
distribution A(0,1). For each simulation, we run 50 independent realizations, each with a different random
initialization B, and report the median errors and the failure probability. The latter quantity is defined as
the percentage of runs whose error Flatent (5) is above 20; see an explanation for this choice in Appendix E.
Due to space considerations, some figures appear in Appendix F.

In the first simulation, we examine the performance of the algorithms as a function of the sample size
n. The results are depicted in Figure 2, and the corresponding runtimes in Figure 6 (Appendix F). Given
moderate sample sizes, all competing methods get stuck in bad local minima. Importantly, this behavior is
not due to the presence of noise, and as shown in Appendix F, the qualitative result does not change in a
noiseless setting. Mix-IRLS, in contrast, recovers the components with sample size very close to the oracle’s
minimum. Moreover, as shown in Figure 11 (Appendix F), the nearly optimal performance of Mix-IRLS
is invariant to the dimension d. It does depend, however, on the mixture proportions: for a moderately
imbalanced mixture, the oracle performs reasonably better than Mix-IRLS. Yet, even in this case Mix-IRLS
markedly outperforms the other methods; see Figure 9 (Appendix F).

Another observation from Figure 2 is the negligible advantage of the tuned Mix-IRLS variant compared
to its untuned one. In fact, in all our simulations the tuning variant had only a small advantage over the
untuned one, implying that Mix-IRLS can be viewed as a tuning-free method.

Next, we explore the robustness of the algorithms to additive noise, outliers and overestimation. Figure 13
(Appendix F) shows that all algorithms are stable to additive noise, but only Mix-IRLS matches the oracle
performance in all runs.

To study robustness to outliers, in the following simulation we artificially corrupt a fraction f € (0,1)
of the observations. A corrupted response §; is sampled from a normal distribution with zero mean and

standard deviation ,/%Z?Zl y?, independently of the original value y;. Figure 3(left) shows the error of

the algorithms as a function of the corruption fraction f. To let the algorithms cope with outliers while
keeping the comparison fair, we made the same modification in all of them: at each iteration, the estimate
B is calculated based on the [(1 — f)n] samples with smallest residuals. In Mix-IRLS, we implemented this
modification only in the second phase. As shown in Appendix F, empirically, Mix-IRLS can deal with a
corruption fraction of f = 0.09, which is over 4 times more corrupted samples than the other algorithms. In
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Figure 4: Black circles: music perception data [Coh80] (d = 1, n = 150). Blue lines: Mix-IRLS estimate.

the balanced setting, Mix-IRLS can deal with roughly twice as large corrupted samples (f = 0.17), which is
almost 6 times more outliers than other methods. This should not be surprising given that robust regression
is at the heart of Mix-IRLS’s mechanism.

The final simulation considers the case of an unknown number of components. Specifically, the various
algorithms are given as input a number K equal to or larger than the true number K*. Here, the error
is defined similar to (5), but with K* instead of K. Namely, the error is calculated based on the best K*
vectors in 3, ignoring its other K — K* vectors. Figure 3(right) shows that most algorithms have similar
performance at the correct parameter value K = K*, and EM succeeds also at small overparameterization, K —
K* < 3. Only Mix-IRLS, in both its tuned and untuned variants, is insensitive to the overparameterization,
and succeeds with unbounded K. This feature is attained thanks to the sequential nature of Mix-IRLS
(Remark 3.3). Similar results hold in the case of a balanced mixture; see Appendix F.

5 Real-World Datasets

We begin with the classic problem of music perception, based on Cohen’s standard dataset [Coh80]. In her
thesis, Cohen investigated the human perception of tones by using newly available electronic equipment. The
n = 150 data points acquired in her experiment are shown in Figure 4. Cohen discussed two music perception
theories: One theory predicted that in this experimental setting, the perceived tone (y-axis) would be fixed
at 2.0, while the other theory predicted an identity function (y = x). The results, depicted in Figure 4,
support both theories. As a mathematical formulation of this finding, Cohen proposed the MLR model (1)
with K = 2, where the labels ¢* are i.i.d. according to a Bernoulli distribution; see also [DV89].

In Figure 4, the untuned version of Mix-IRLS is shown to capture the two linear trends in the data.
Notably, untuned Mix-IRLS was not given the number of components, but automatically stopped at K = 2
with its default parameters. By increasing the sensitivity of Mix-IRLS to new components via the parameter
wyn, it is possible to find K = 3 or even more components; see Figure 18 (Appendix G).

Next, we compare the performance of Mix-IRLS to the algorithms listed in the previous section on four
of the most popular benchmark datasets for multi-linear regression, all of which are available on Kaggle (see
Appendix E): medical insurance cost, red wine quality, World Health Organization (WHO) life expectancy,
and fish market. The task in each dataset is to predict, respectively: medical insurance cost from demographic
details; wine quality from its physicochemical properties; life expectancy from demographic and medical
details; and fish weight from its dimensions. For these datasets, MLR is at best an approximate model,
and its regression vectors §* are unknown. Hence, we replace (5) by the following quality measure which
represents the fit of an MLR model to the data:

1 1 —
Frca ; X == C i T i — Yi 23 6
1(8: X, y) Varlg] Z_Ezyjrg[l;{l](wl Bj — vi) (6)
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Figure 5: Comparison of several MLR algorithms on the medical insurance (left) and the wine quality (right)
datasets. Note that the y-axis is on a log scale. Median estimation errors are calculated across 50 random
initializations according to (6), and error bars correspond to the median absolute deviation. While not shown
in the figure, in the right panel the median error of Mix-IRLS with K = 7 components is 6 - 1071° (machine
precision).

resembling the K-means objective for clustering [HTFF09]. To illustrate the improvement of a multi-
component model, we also report the error of a single component ordinary least squares (OLS) solution.

As the number of components K is unknown, we explore the algorithms’ performance given different values
of K, ranging from 2 to 7. All algorithms start from the same random initialization. In each experiment,
we report the median error (6) across 50 different random initializations; the minimal errors across the
realizations are reported in Appendix G. Additional details appear in Appendix E.

Figure 5 shows the performance of the algorithms on the medical insurance and the wine quality datasets.
The results for the other two datasets are deferred to Appendix G. In general, both Mix-IRLS and Mix-IRLS:tuned
improve upon the other methods, sometimes by 30% or more. In addition, Mix-IRLS:tuned clearly outper-
forms Mix-IRLS. Most significantly is the case of the wine quality dataset with K = 7 components. Unlike
the other datasets, the response y in this dataset is discrete, taking the values from 3 to 8. Hence, with
K > 6, it is possible to perfectly fit an MLR model up to machine precision error. Notably, Mix-IRLS: tuned
is the only algorithm that achieves this error with K = 7 in at least half of the realizations.

6 Recovery Guarantee for Mix-IRLS

In this section, we theoretically analyze Mix-IRLS in a population setting with an infinite number of samples.
For simplicity, we assume the explanatory variables are normally distributed with identity covariance,

zi ~ N(0,1a). (7)

The responses y; are assumed to follow model (1) with K = 2 components (57, 83) and labels ¢} generated
independently of x; according to mixture proportions p; > ps > 0. This setting was considered in several
previous works on the EM method for MLR [BWY17, DTZ17, KYB19, KQC™19].

We assume the noise terms ¢; are all i.i.d., zero-mean random variables, independent of z; and c¢;. We
further assume they are bounded and follow a symmetric distribution,

le;] <o and Ple] = Pl—¢). (8)

For analysis purposes, we consider a slightly modified variant of Mix-IRLS, described in Appendix D. In
this variant, Mix-IRLS excludes samples x; with large magnitude, ||z;||*> > R where R is a fixed parameter.
A natural choice for its value is R ~ E[||z;|?] = d, e.g. R = 2d. In a high-dimensional setting with d > 1,
such a choice excludes an exponentially small in d proportion of the samples. For simplicity, we present our
result assuming R is large, corresponding to large dimension d; the general result appears in Lemma D.1.

The following theorem states that given a sufficiently imbalanced mixture, namely ps/p; is small enough,
Mix-IRLS successfully recovers the underlying vectors 7 and 3.



Theorem 6.1. Let {(x;,y:)}52, be i.i.d. from a mizture of K = 2 components with proportions (p1,p2) and
regression vectors (87, 53), and denote their separation A = B — B5. Suppose the noise terms ¢; follow (8)
with o¢ satisfying

. ( 1 N 1 ) O _ 1 )
=7+ —+—= ) <5

o VR) A 2
where v = bpa/(4p1). Assume that Miz-IRLS’s parameters p, wy, and R satisfy p = oo,

1 1
< Wiy < —— )
L+n(l—g2lA]2 = 7"~ T+ng?|A]?

(10)
and that R is sufficiently large. Then starting from an arbitrary initialization, the first phase of Miz-IRLS
with at least one iteration (T1 > 1) recovers B* up to an error that decreases with increasing R,

1 Oe

VRo +AlAl

Specifically, in the absence of noise (0. = 0), the true regression vectors are perfectly recovered.

(11)

*
— <
max |15 — BEll <

Theorem 6.1 considers only the first phase of Mix-IRLS, as it is sufficient to recover the regression vectors
in the described setting. Indeed, empirically, the second phase is often unnecessary. The choice of an
oversampling ratio p = oo is suited to population setting where n = oco; see the discussion following Eq. (4).
The theorem proof appears in Appendix D.

Remark 6.2 (Required imbalance). Due to (9), Theorem 6.1 holds only for a sufficiently imbalanced mixture.
In the absence of noise (6. = 0), (9) imposes the constraint v < 1/2. The numerical factor 5/4 in the
definition of 7 is not strict, and 7 can actually get as close as desired to ps/p1, at the expense of increasing R
by a constant factor. Hence, the constraint essentially reads ps/p; < 1/2. It other words, the most balanced
mixture allowed by our guarantee is

p=(2/3,1/3).

More generally, there is a trade-off between balance and noise: the required imbalance ratio p;/p2 increases
with the noise level o..

We emphasize that empirically, Mix-IRLS works well also on balanced mixtures 1/2 < pa/p; < 1; see
Appendix F. Hence it is an open problem to provide theoretical guarantees in this regime as well.

Remark 6.3 (Allowed range for wyy). Theorem 6.1 limits the range of wyn, see (10). This range depends
on ¢, which in turn depends on the noise level and the mixture imbalance. For example, at a noise level
0. = 1072, proportions p = (4/5,1/5), separation of |A|| = 1 and parameter choice of n = 1, the allowed
range is 0.69 < wyy, < 0.9.

Remark 6.4 (Overparameterization / unknown K'). In practical scenarios, the number of components K is
often unknown. Remarkably, Theorem 6.1 can be extended to an overparameterized setting, where Mix-IRLS
is given an overestimate for the number of components K > 2, together with a corresponding (arbitrary) ini-
tialization (81, ..., Bk). This is explicitly discussed in Appendix C (Proposition C.1), and also demonstrated
empirically in Figure 3(right).

Theorem 6.1 and Remark 6.4 theoretically support several empirical findings from previous sections:
unlike other methods, Mix-IRLS performs better on imbalanced mixtures than on balanced ones; it copes
well with an overparameterized K; and it works well starting from a random initialization. Our analysis
(Appendix D) sheds light on the inner mechanism of Mix-IRLS that enables these features.

Comparison to prior work. Several works derived recovery guarantees for A1tMin [YCS14, YCS16, GK20)
and GD [ZJD16, LL18] in a noiseless setting. More related to our Theorem 6.1 are works that studied the
population EM algorithm in the presence of noise [BWY17, DTZ17, KYB19, KQC*19, KC20]. These latter
works assumed a perfectly balanced mixture, p; = ps = 1/2. An exception is [KC20], who allowed for
K > 2 and an imbalanced mixture. However, their allowed imbalance is limited. In addition, they required a
sufficiently accurate initialization. A key novelty in our result is not only that we allow for highly imbalanced



mixtures, but that large imbalance actually makes recovery easier for Mix-IRLS: since ¢ is monotonically
decreasing with the mixture imbalance, the allowed range (10) of the parameter wy, increases with the
imbalance. Furthermore, our result holds for an arbitrary initialization. The downside is that Theorem 6.1
requires sufficient imbalance (see Remark 6.2), and does not provide a recovery guarantee for our method on
a balanced mixture, even though empirically, our method works well also on balanced mixtures.

Our result is novel in another aspect as well. In contrast to most existing guarantees, Theorem 6.1 holds
also for an arbitrary input number of components K > 2; see Remark 6.4.

Mix-IRLS recovers the first component by treating the samples from the second component as outliers.
Our guarantee allows the second component to consist up to 1/3 of the data; see Remark 6.2. For comparison,
in the context of robust regression, [MGJK19] recently analyzed an IRLS method, and allowed less than 1/5
corrupted samples. Our higher tolerance is possible thanks to the strong linearity assumption of MLR (1).

7 Summary and Discussion

In this work, we presented a novel method to solve MLR, Mix-IRLS, that handles both imbalanced and
balanced mixtures. Mix-IRLS is also robust to outliers and to an overestimated number of components. In
particular, under suitable conditions, it can be run with an overestimated K > K* and will automatically
find the true number of components K*.

The basic idea of Mix-IRLS - sequential recovery using tools from robust regression - was also proposed by
Banks et al. [BHK09]. Several important differences between their method and Mix-IRLS were listed in the
introduction; first and foremost is the scalability of the algorithm. It is interesting to note that [AW80] also
made a connection between MLR and robust regression, but the other way around: as a simplified theoretical
model, they assumed the outliers follow a linear model, and applied the EM algorithm to the obtained MLR
problem to detect them.

Although stronger than several existing results in certain aspects, our current theoretical analysis suffers
from two limiting assumptions: only K = 2 components, and a population setting with infinitely many
samples. While the first assumption is common in the literature (e.g., [BWY17, KQC'19], and many others),
population analysis is usually accompanied by a finite-sample one. We plan to extend our analysis to finite-
sample setting in the future. Another interesting future research direction is to formally prove Mix-IRLS’s
robustness to outliers, as was empirically demonstrated in Section 4.

Additional related work, as well as future methodological research problems such as dealing with non-
Gaussian noise, model-based clustering (where ¢} is a function of z;) and non-linear regression, are discussed
in Appendix A.
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A Additional Related Work and Future Research Directions

The most popular approach to solve MLR is, arguably, expectation-maximization and its variants. In recent
years, this approach was extensively studied both theoretically and empirically. Most of the works on EM
[FS10, HY12a, BWY17, DTZ17, KYB19, KQC™19, KC20, ZMCL20, KHC21] made two simplifying assump-
tions: (i) Gaussian noise, € ~ N(0,02I); and (ii) model-free clustering. The second assumption means that
the cluster assignment ¢ is random and independent of the sample position in space z;. In this work, we
made similar assumptions in our simulations (Section 4) and in our theoretical analysis (Section 6). Several
other works on expectation-maximization extended this setting in both directions: (i) non-Gaussian noise
[KCO07, HY12b, SYX14, YWY14, HYW17, BGRS21], and (ii) model-based clustering, where ¢ potentially
depends on z; [YH10, HY12b, IMP14]. While nothing in our approach explicitly assumes Gaussian noise or
model-free clustering, we did not explicitly address the non-Gaussian and model-based clustering settings in
our work, and we leave it for a future research.

Besides expectation-maximization, other approaches proposed in the literature are alternating minimiza-
tion [YCS14, YCS16, GK20, PMSG22], convex relaxation [CYC14, HJ18, JG21], and gradient descent applied
to a suitable objective [ZJD16, LL18, DEF*21]. These methods, as well as expectation-maximization, recover
the linear models simultaneously, and the corresponding works did not pay specific attention to the imbal-
anced MLR setting. In particular, all the available theoretical guarantees in the literature either assume a
perfectly balanced mixture [YCS14, CYC14, BWY17, DTZ17, KYB19, KQC*19, GK20, DEF*21, KHC21],
or at least a sufficiently balanced one [YCS16, ZJD16, LL18, CLS20, KC20]. In contrast, our guarantee holds
for a sufficiently imbalanced mixture.

Under certain assumptions (e.g. model-free clustering), the clustering task in MLR can be viewed as a
special case of subspace clustering; see [ZJD16, PABM™17]. More generally, MLR is a special case of finite
mixture models; see [MLR19] for a comprehensive review on this broader field. The framework presented in
this paper can, in principle, be applied to non-linear mixture models: given a robust non-linear regressor, we
can use it to separate the components of the mixture. This is another appealing direction for future research.

B The Second Phase of Mix-IRLS

The first phase of Mix-IRLS calculates estimates SP"*57 . %hase_l for the regression vectors. In the second
phase, we initialize 8 = fP"®° 1 and then run the following scheme for T, iterations. A pseudocode appears
in Algorithm 2. First, we calculate the following residuals and modified weights,

Tik = ‘x;rﬁk —vi|, Vié€|n],Vke[K], (12a)
_ 1/(Tz‘2,k + €mp)
T K

Dokt 1/(Tz'2,k/ + €mp)

where €,;, is the machine precision. Next, we binarize some of the weights in a two-step scheme. Let

W;, k , Vi€ [n], Vk € [K], (12b)

H= {z € [n]: 3k € [K] st. Gip > g} (13)

be the subset of samples with a single dominant weight. The numerical constant 2/3 is arbitrary, and the

performance of Mix-IRLS is insensitive to its exact value. (i) For each sample in H, we set its highest weight

to 1 and zero out the others; (ii) for the samples outside H, we zero out the weights smaller than 1/K, and
L - K - . .

renormalize W; ; = W; /Y 1 _; Wik - Finally, we calculate a weighted least squares,

Br = (X"TWiX) ' X TWyy, Vk € [K], (14)

where W), = diag(wy k, Wa,k, - .. ). We iterate Equations (12) to (14) T, times. This concludes the second
phase of Mix-IRLS. Note that for K = 2, the second phase coincides with the alternating minimization
algorithm [YCS14]. The final output of Mix-IRLS is 8 = (f4,..., Ok).

Both phases of Mix-IRLS employ an IRLS approach. However, as discussed earlier, they are fundamentally
different: the first phase estimates the components sequentially, while the second one does it simultaneously.
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Algorithm 2: Mix-IRLS: refinement phase (often unnecessary)

input : samples {(x;,y;)}"_;, number of components K, number of iterations T3, phase I estimates

{thaSC—I}gil
output: estimates 1, ..., Bk such that y; ~ x?ﬁk(i) for some function k : [n] — [K]

1 initialize B = AL, Vk € [K]

2 fort=1 to 15 do

3 compute ;1 = |z, B —yil, Vi€ [n], Vk € [K]

4 compute w; = (rf,k + €mp) 1/ 25:1(73‘2,1« + €mp) t, Vi€ [n], Vk € [K]
5 set H ={i e [n]:3k e [K] s.t. w; >2/3}

6 set W; ) = 1 if W, ;, = maxy W; ) and 0 otherwise, Vi€ H, k € [K]

7 set w; =0, Vi,kst. W, <1/K

8 compute W; j = W; i/ Zi{,:l Wik, Vi€ n], Yk € [K]

9 | compute B = (X "Wy X)' X TWyy, Vk € [K]
10 end

Remark B.1 (Computational complexity). Each round of the first phase of Mix-IRLS is dominated by the
weighted least squares problem (2c), whose complexity is O(n?d). The complexity of the first phase is thus
O(n%dKT;). Similarly, as each round in the second phase is dominated by the weighted least squares
computation (14), its complexity is O(n?dTz). The overall number of operations in Mix-IRLS is thus
@) (nQd(KT1 + Tz)).

C Theoretical Guarantee with an Unknown K

In Remark 3.3 of the main text, we claimed that Theorem 6.1 can be extended to the unknown K setting.
Proposition C.1 formulates this claim.

Proposition C.1. Assume the conditions of Theorem 6.1, but with K = 2 not given as input to Miz—-IRLS.
Then Miz-IRLS would correctly stop the IRLS scheme (2) after two rounds according to the stopping criterion
described in Remark 3.3.

Intuitively, this happens as the second round approximately recovers the second regression vector, so
that removing the samples with good and moderate fit actually removes all the samples and leaves no active
samples for a third round. The formal proof appears in Appendix D.1.

D Proof of Theorem 6.1

Let us first describe the modified algorithm, for which our theoretical analysis holds. For simplicity, we suit
it to the assumptions of Theorem 6.1, namely K = 2 components and 77 = 1 iterations. For clarity, a
pseudocode is presented in Algorithm 3.

First, we replace the original definition of the weights in (2b). Instead of scaling the residuals by the
square median residual 77, we assume the following formula:

w; g = 1‘5‘7771“1-2,1</R7 (15)

where R > 1 is a constant. In addition, we change the definition of the subsets in (3) as follows:
Sy =8, ={icS: |z <Rand w1 < wul, (16a)
St ={i€S;:|zl* <Rand w2 < wep} (16Db)

The equality Sy = S} corresponds to taking p = oo in (3b). As discussed after (3b), the oversampling ratio
p is related to the sample size n; in our population setting with n = oo, we thus take p = co. For the same
reason, the stopping criterion (Line 9 in Algorithm 3) reads |Sa| < co.
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Algorithm 3: Mix-IRLS: modified main phase for analysis purposes

input : samples {(x;,y;)}",, parameters 7, win, R

output: estimates ﬂ;phasc_l), 5§phasc'1)

1 set S7 = [n]

2 initialize 8y randomly

3 compute r; 1 = |z, B1 —vyi|, Vi€ S

4 compute w;y = (1+nrf, /R)™, Vie S

5 compute 3 = (X;—IW1XSI)_1X;1W1 ys, // Wh =diag(wr1,w21,-..)
6 compute 7,1 = |z, B1 —vi|, Vi€ S

7 compute w;; = (1+nr7,/R)™, Vies

8 set So =55 ={i€S1:|xi]> <Rand w1 < wen}
9 if |S2| < oo then

10 | start Mix-IRLS over with wey < we + 0.1

11 end

hase-I -
compute Bép ase-l) _ (X;;Xsé) 1X;—§y55
13 compute 7; 9 = |x?[3§pha$e'l) —yi|l, VieS
14 compute w;p = (1+nr7,/R)™!, Vie S
15 set S] = {i € S1 : [|i]|* < R and w; o < wen}

16 compute ﬂiphase'l) = (X;;XSi)’lX;—ini

[y
N

Definition (16) contains two modifications with respect to the original (3). First, we consider only samples
with bounded norm ||z;]|? < R. Otherwise, with small probability, a sample x; may have large magnitude
|z;|| and consequently have large residual r; 1, even if the estimate (3 is close to the true 8f. Second, to
uniformize the definitions of S7 and S5, we added the condition w; 2 < wyy, to the definition of S; (16b), where
wip = 1/(1 + n(x] BE*° — 4)2/R). Since w5 is calculated based on 5™ it needs to be calculated
before P!,

Theorem 6.1 is formulated in the large-R regime. The following lemma is similar to Theorem 6.1, but
with the exact dependence on R. With this lemma in hand, Theorem 6.1 immediately follows. In this section,
we use the following notation for convenience:

Oc p 13
£E= and &= —. (17)
Al VR
Lemma D.1. Let {(z;,v:)}21, K, p1,p2, 57, 55,7 and q be defined as in Theorem 6.1. Let (81, B2) be an
arbitrary initialization to Miz-IRLS, and denote D = |81 — Bf||/I|A|l. Assume the parameters of Miz—-IRLS

satisfy (10), p = oo, and

1
R>max{~,5(3max{D,1/2}+f)2|A||2n}. (18)
(¢ —&?IAl?
Then the first phase of Miz-IRLS with at least one iteration (Ty > 1) approximately recovers (5*,
I ¢

max |18, — Bill < (19)

VRE+Y
Specifically, in the absence of noise (€ = 0), Miz-IRLS perfectly recovers the two components, B = B; for
k=12

Proof of Theorem 6.1. The theorem follows by taking large enough R in Lemma D.1. O

D.1 Proof of Lemma D.1 and Proposition C.1

To prove Lemma D.1, we will use the following three auxiliary lemmas. Their proof appears in the next
subsections. In the following, unless otherwise stated, expectations are taken over all the random variables
(typically x;, €; and cf).
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Lemma D.2. Let z ~ N(0, 1) and € be independent random variables. Suppose € has a symmetric distribu-
tion, Ple] = P[—¢]. Let u € R? be a fived vector, and denote x,, = @' x where i = u/||ul|. Denote the events

& =A{lzu| <1}, (20a)
S={||z]|* < R and (z, — €)* > 52}, (20b)

for some fized positive scalars si, 59, R. Let U = @it| and v, = x — x,@. Then

Elza" |E]=1s— (1-E[2) | €]) T, (21)
T -1 1 _ 1
Bl 18] = g1 e~V g g% 22

Lemma D.3. Assume the conditions of Lemma D.1. Denote ) = n||A||?/R. Let B;t) be the t-th iterate of
(2¢) for the first component (k =1), and denote Dy = ||ﬁ§t) = Bil/IIA]l. Then

5(q — §)

Dy < 6

(14 73Dy +€)?) . (23)

Lemma D.4. Let u,A € R, n,R >0 and q € (0,1/2) be fized. Let x ~ N(0,1;) and € be independent ran-

—1
dom variables. Suppose € is bounded, |e| < &||A|| where ¢ < gv/R. Denote w(x,e) = (1 +n(zTu+ 6)2 /R) .
Further denote

P=P[w(z,e) <wy | |z|* < R] (24)

where wy, satisfies (10). Then P =0 if ||ul|/| Al < g — & and P > 0 if [ul|/|A| > 1 —q+&.

Let us briefly sketch the proof idea before we present it formally. Lemma D.2 is a technical result, used
occasionally throughout the proof. Using Lemma D.3, we show that 31 of Line 5 in Algorithm 3 is a good
approximation for the regression vector 8. As a result, any sample with bounded norm that was generated
from the first component has a small residual, and thus a large weight (Line 7 in Algorithm 3). By removing
all the samples with large and moderate weights (i.e., constructing the set S, Line 8 in Algorithm 3), we
are left with active samples from the second component only, as follows by Lemma D.4. Thus, 5" of
Line 12 in Algorithm 3 accurately estimates the regression vector 33. Then, we similarly show that 2"
of Line 16 accurately estimates the first vector 5; as well. It is worth mentioning that due to the assumed
imbalance, our method will indeed find 87 as its first component and 5 as its second.

Proof of Lemma D.1. As in Lemma D.3, let ﬁ%t) be the t-th iterate of (2c) for the first component (k = 1),

and denote 7 = 7||A||?/R and D; = ||ﬂ§t) — Bill/I1A]l. In particular, Dy = D. We shall prove by induction
that for any ¢ > 1,

Dt<q—§§7+£- (25)
p1

Combined with the assumption ¢ < 1/2, the first inequality in (25) implies that ﬂ}t) is closer to 87 than to
B5. As a consequence, after removal of samples with good to moderate fit, the remaining (poor fit) samples
are all belong to the second component, as we prove below.

Let t = 1. By Lemma D.3, after one iteration of the IRLS scheme (Eq. (2), or Lines 3 to 5 in Algorithm 3),
we have

Dlgw(l—&-ﬁ(?ﬁoﬁ-é)z) <5(q_€)(1+1> =q-¢,
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where in the second inequality we used 7 = n||A||2/R < (1/5)/(3Dg +£)?, see (18). This proves (25) at ¢t = 1.

For the induction step, suppose (25) holds for some ¢ > 1, namely D; < g — £. Recall that ¢ > 5 Invoking
Lemma D.3 again yields

5(q — &) 5(q — &)
6

Dy < 5

(1+9(3/2+¢)?) < 5o -9 <1+1> =q-¢

(14 73D, + &)%) < 5 -

where in the last inequality we used 7 < (1/5)/(3/2 + €)?, see (18). This proves (25).
Applying (25) for t =T > 1 yields

18 — 1| :
—_— = D Y < q—g’ 26&
1A] T (26a)
18T — g3l 1B; = B3l 118 - B -
> - =1—-Dp, >1-q+¢. (26D)
IA] 1A A g

Hence, for any sample z with ||z[|> < R and whose response belongs to the second component (c* = 2), the
corresponding weight w; (Eq. (15), or Line 7 in Algorithm 3) satisfies

1
2
L (2T — 2785 — ) /R

Plw; <wy | ¢* =2and ||z|* < R] =P <wy | 2> < R| >0,

as follows by combining (26b) and Lemma D.4 with u = ﬁ{Tl) — /3. In contrast, combining (26a) with the
same lemma, for u = Bng) — B, gives that for any sample  whose response belongs to the first component

(¢ =1),
1

. 5 <wg | |lz]|> < R| =0.
L (aTA™ —aT8; ) /R

Plw; < wy |¢* =1and |z|* <R] =P

Hence, by (16a), all the (infinite number of) samples in Ss belong to the second component ¢* = 2. In other
words, the choice of the threshold wy), allows to detect a subset of samples (x, y) that all belong to the second
component. Note that the resetting criterion |Sz| < oo (Line 9 in Algorithm 3) does not hold, as Sy is an
infinite set.

Since all the samples in Sy = S% belong to the second component, their responses follow the relation
y = '35 + e. The final estimate of the first phase for the second component (Eq. (4), or Line 12 in
Algorithm 3) is thus

é)hasc—l - [xx—r | SQ} 71E[zy | SZ] :E[ICET | S2]71E[I(1'Tﬂ;+e) | SQ}
— B3 +E[ea’ | S) 'Ele-x | S,

as follows by the weak law of large numbers. Rearranging and taking the norm of both sides gives

HBQphase—I _ 65

— HE [a:g;T | SQ}_lE[e-x | SQ]H- (27)

To upper bound the RHS of (27), we shall analyze each of the two terms E [zz T | S5] “and E [e-x | Sa.

Let u = iTl) — Bf, and decompose x = x4 + v where u L x; and @ = u/||u|. Invoking Lemma D.2
implies that the first term satisfies
1 ~AT

I; — ﬂﬂT) + —————=uu .

T -1 1
Elaa” | 5 ER 15

= Eflesl? 55

To analyze the second term on the RHS of (27), recall the definition of Sz in (16a). The weight condition of
Sa, wa < Wy, involves only the x, part of z. Together with the isotropic distribution assumption on z (7),
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it follows that x is isotropically distributed even when conditioned on S;. Hence, the second term on the
RHS of (27) satisfies

Ele-z | So]=E[e-z, | S2] @.

Inserting these two equalities into (27) yields

st _ el _ Bl 7 | Sl _ o Elled 1S €A
o= -5l = ey <980 TS < vERTTE 28)

where the first inequality follows by the bounded noise assumption (8), and the second by Jensen’s inequality
E[|z,[]*> < E[z2]. We shall now lower bound E [22 | S5]. For any pair (z,y) € Ss, the weight satisfies

1 1
=w; Swph < 55
147 (zy —€)? /R N ERINE

where the second inequality follows by (10). Rearranging and taking the square root gives that
20 — ¢l > qlAIVE.
By the triangle inequality,
(a) (b &VR (o)

2| > q|AIVR = |e| > (qVR—-¢&)|Al| = (7\/E+ pl> 1Al > (v +9IIAIVR,
where (a) follows by combining (8) and (17), (b) by the definition of ¢ (9), and (¢) by p; < 1. In particular,
E[22 | S2] > (v +6)?||A||2R. Plugging this into (28) yields
‘ I

VRY+E

This completes the analysis of the second round of the IRLS scheme, and proves (19) at k = 2.

Finally, we need to prove (19) at k = 1, by deriving a similar bound for the estimate BP"**° of the first
component. Dividing (29) by ||A|| gives
2 - .
Le 1

AT S AIVEYtE S avE 4T E

where the last inequality follows by (18). This bound is identical to (26a), but now for the accuracy of the
second component rather than the first one. Since the subset S}, which is calculated using 85" is defined
similarly to S} (see (16), or Lines 8 and 15 in Algorithm 3), the rest of the argument follows the lines of the
second component analysis described above, and we omit its details. O

phase-I ﬂ;

2 - < (29)

phase-I ﬁ;

Proof of Proposition C.1. For any i € Sy,
1 < 1
L] (85" = B3) +e)?/R 1 1) (HxiHNRwHAH)Q/R
1
T ln(L+EA? /R

W; 2 =

where the first inequality follows by (29) and (8), and the second by the condition ||z;||* < R in the definition
of Sy. For large enough R, we get

> Weh,

Wi > —0 —
RPN

where the second inequality follows by (10). As a result, S3 = () according to the definition of Ss in (3a). O
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D.2 Proof of Lemma D.2

Proof of Lemma D.2. Given that x = x4+ x, and U = @i |

T T
T zxuU—i—xuuxL—quxLu +zx).

First, let us show that the two middle terms, xuﬂxI and z,x @', vanish in expectation conditional on either
&€ or S. The case of £ is simpler: as x| is independent of x, and thus also independent of £,

Elz,z10' |E] =Elz, | €] -Elz]a" =0.
Similarly, E [acuaxﬂ =0 as well.

Next, let us analyze E [a:ux Lal S]. Unconditioned on S, z, is normally distributed around zero, and
in particular symmetric. In addition, unconditioned on S, € is symmetric and independent of z,. Hence,
P(zy,€)] = Plxy] - Ple] = P[—zy] - P[—€¢] = P[(—y, —€)]. Together with Bayes’ theorem and the fact that
P[S | (zy,€)] =P[S | (—zu, —€)], we conclude

PIS | (wu, )] - Pl(zu, )] _ PIS | (=2u, —€)] - P[(=2u, —€)]

P = =
=P[(—zy, —€) | S].
As a result, the marginal distribution of z, conditional on S is also symmetric,
Plz, | 5] = [ [(zu,€) | S]] = Ee[P[(—2u, —€) | S]] = Ee[P[(—zu, €) | S]]

Further, z,, and =, are independent when unconditioned on S, and the coupling between x, and x; under
the event S is only by the inequality || ||> < R — 22, namely it depends only on the magnitudes |z, | and
||z ||. Hence,

PIS | (wu,x )] - Pllww, )] _ PIS | (wu,21)] - Plou] - Plz]]

_ PSS (=zw,x1)] - Pl=aa] - Plzy]  PIS | (—2w,20)] - Pl(—2u, 71 )]
P[S] P[S]
=P[(—zy,xz1) | S].

This implies that E[z,2, | S] =0, so that E[z,x 4" | S] = 0. Similarly, E[z,4x]] = 0.

Next, we analyze the last term x J_II. Again, the case of £ is simple: since x, is independent of &,
E[z 2] | €] =E [z a]]| =I;— U. This proves (21).

Finally, to prove (22), we analyze the case of S. Let e; be the i-th standard basis vector. W.l.o.g., assume
U=eq = (O, .o, 0, 1)T. Decompose | = Zf;ll a;e;. Recall that conditional on the event S, x| still
has a spherically symmetric distribution. In particular, for any value of ||z || = t, the vector x is uniformly
distributed on the sphere of radius ¢. Hence, for any i # j, E[a;a; | S] = E; [E[a;a; | S, ||z.| = t]] vanishes,
which implies

d—1
Elz,z] | S] = Z alajez = z:]E[a?]eie;r
ij=1 i=1
a1|s§jez Ela? | S](14~ U).

Let o, = E[22 | S] and o) = E[a? | S]. Then
Elzz” | 8] = a,U+a (Is—U)=ay (Id - C”@‘““U) .
L
Its inverse is

1 — oy 1 1
Elea” | S]7} = — (Id + O“g“U) = —(L-U)+ —U.
1 u 1

Oy
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D.3 Proof of Lemma D.3

To prove Lemma D.3, we state and prove the following auxiliary result. In this subsection, we use the
notation A > B to indicate that a pair of matrices A, B satisfies the semidefinite positive cone inequality,
namely A — B is positive semidefinite.

Lemma D.5. Letu € R? and x ~ N(0,1;). Let z € R be a bounded random variable, |z| < zmaz, independent
21
of . Denote w(zx, z) = (1 + (zTu+ 2)2) . Then

|E [w(z, 2) - 2z]|| < \/szax, (30)

and

24/25 . .
< o (E : < |IE [w(z, 2) - <1 31
T Gl 2mn) = Omin (E [w(z,z)-zz']) < H [w(z,z) - zx ]H < (31)
Proof. If u = 0 then the lemma holds, as in this case w = 1/(1 + 22) € (0, 1], it is independent of z, and
E[z] = 0. Hence, we assume u # 0. Decompose x = z,4 + x; where v L z, and @ = u/||ul|. Since
x ~ N(0,1;), we have z, ~ N(0,1) and 2, ~ N(0,I; — @' ). Furthermore, x, and z, are independent,
and E[z,] = 0. Hence,

[E [w(z, 2) - z2]|| = [|E [w(zut, 2) - 2(zu@ + 2 )] || = [Ew(@at, 2) - 220] | + [E [w(zui, 2) - 2] - Elz L]

2
< Zmax * E[‘xu‘] = ;ZmaX7

where the inequality follows by 0 < w(z,2) <1 and E[z] = 0. This proves (30).
Next, we prove the lower bound on oy (E [w(x,z) xxT}) Let ¢ > 0, and consider the event & =
{|z,| < t}. Conditional on this event, w(z, z) > 1/(1 + (t||u]| + zmax)?). Hence,

PlE]
E [w(z,z)-xz"] = PE] - E [w(z,z) -az" | €] = 1+ (t]u] + 2max)?

E[zz" | €]. (32)
It is left to lower bound E [x:v—r | 5]. Let U = 44" . Since x, is independent of z,, it is also independent of
£. Lemma D.2 thus implies

Elza" |€]=1,— (1-E[2} | €])U.
Since x,, ~ N (0, 1), we have

1 t 2 —22/2 2
Blot ) - Tl T fBre
PE] T PlE]

Hence,

2

LTI Y ELAC
E[zz' [ €] =14 \/; PE] U.

Plugging this equality into (32) and using P[] = P[|z,| < t] = 28(t) — 1 gives

1 2 e
Efw(z,2)- 2’ | €] = L+ (tlu]l + 2max)? (W(t) — s \/;'e 2 ‘U> '

The RHS is, up to scaling, a rank one perturbation of the identity matrix. Hence, its smallest singular value

is
2 —t2/2 2 —t2/2
Omin | (20(t) — 1)Iq —t4/ —e Ul =20(t)—1—1t4/—e i
™ 0

The lower bound in (31) follows by picking t = 3, as 2®(3) — 1 — 3,/2e9/2 > 24/25.
Finally, the upper bound in (31) follows trivially by 0 < w(z,z) <1 and E [xx—r] =1y O
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Proof of Lemma D.3. Fix some t, and denote the iterates at time steps ¢t and (t + 1) by 81 = 5?) and
B = B;Hl), respectively. Further denote D = D;. According to (2¢),

n -1 n

+ T

51 = E W; 1725 E Wi 1T4Yi | -
i=1 i=1

Recall that the cluster assignment of a sample, ¢f € {1,2}, is distributed as Bernoulli with probabil-
ities p1,pe, independently of the sample z;. Let r(x,c*, ¢ 51) = ‘xTﬁl —y(c*,6)| and w(x,c*, ¢ P1) =
1/ (1 +nr(z,c*, € 51)?/R) where y(c*,e) = ' ;. + e. For simplicity of notation, from now on we sup-
press the dependencies of r,w and y on z,c*, e and ;.

By the weak law of large numbers, as n — oo, the terms (3, wixix:)_l and (31, wiz;y;) tend
to E ['w . xx—wfl and E[w - zy], respectively, with the expectation taken over z, ¢* and e. Hence, in the
population setting, the update of 81 takes the form

Ao ) [w - xxT] - Elw - zy].
Observe that the true regression vector 87 can be written as
B = (E[w- xxT])_l E [w- :ch] B = (E [w- me])_l E[w- meﬂf] .
Hence, the distance of the next iterate 5, from S; satisfies

B [w-a(y — =" 57)]]]
Omin (E[w-zzT])

185 = Bill = || (B [w- 22T]) "B [w-aly - 28] | < (33)

We first analyze the denominator of the RHS in (33). Denote 6 = 1 — 7, and for k = 1,2 let we—j be the
weight conditional on the response y having been generated from the k-th component. By the independence
of ¢* from x and e,

E [w . xazT} = p1E [wc*zl . :vgcT] ) (34)
Now, by definition,
1 B 1
T- @ Bi—a B —P/R  1+n@ 0 -7/

Invoking Eq. (31) of Lemma D.5 with v = \/n/R0, z = y/1n/Re and zmax = /n/RE||A|| gives

L2 ! T
= 3514 a3l + STAN/R = 351+ 7D 1 &7

Wer—1 =

Omin (E [wc*zl . ’IJ?T}) (35)

Plugging this into (34) yields

Omin (E [w . x:cT]) > 24 !

T 25 14+7(3D+6)* (36)

Next, we upper bound the numerator of the RHS in (33). Conditional on the response y having been generated
from the second component (¢* = 2), the weight satisfies

1 1
1+ Bi—a B —e2/R 1+ (6+A) —e?/R

Wer=2 =

where A = 7 — 5. By the triangle inequality,
IE w2y — a7 81)] | = IpiE [w-2(y — 27 8) | ¢ = 1] + poElu-aly — 2 57) | = 2] |
< PUlIE [wers - ea] || + pallE [werms - wle — T A)] |
<pE

wer—1 - €] ||+ pal|E fwer 2 - ea] | + pal|E [wer—z - e2T] || - [ A].
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We now employ Lemma D.5 to bound each of the three terms on the RHS. The first term is bounded using

(30) with u = \/n/R6, z = \/n/Re and zmax = +/n/RE||Al. The second term is bounded using (30) with

u = /n/R(6 + A) and the same z, zmax. The third term is bounded using (31) with the same u, z, Zpmax.
Putting everything together, we obtain

B [ oy~ 27 B0)] | < 20+ po)eI A+ pall ] = (\/zf-ﬂ'@z) i

Plugging this, together with (36), into (33), gives

25 ~ 25 _
18 = 611l < g (V2776 -+ p2) (143D + €7) IA] < 5 (4¢/5-+ po) (1+ 3D + ) A
5 -
=2 (1+ 76D +6?) A,
where in the last equality we used the definition g = (5pa + 4€)/(4p1) + € (9). O

D.4 Proof of Lemma D.4

Proof of Lemma D.4. Suppose |[ull/[|A]l < ¢ — € and ||z||> < R. Let @, = 2 u/||ul, so that zTu = z,]ul|.
Recall that € = ¢£/v/R (17). Since ¢ > &,

[2Tut | |wullull + €

NN < laal(g— )+ < VR(g— &) +¢ = VRq.

Hence,

w(z, €) > Wi,

>
LAl

where the second inequality follows by (10). This proves the first part of the lemma.
Next, suppose ||[u|/||A]| >1—¢+ € and ||z||> < R. Let § = 1 — |x,|/vR > 0. Then

[2Tut e |wullull + €

A - g = lelimere=e
= VE(1L - 8)(1 ~a) - 3¢
~VE((1-0)(1-q) -6/ VR),

so that
1

e (-9 —g) - 5e/VR) A2

w(z,e) <

The RHS is monotonically increasing in 6. For 6 = 0, we get w(z) <1/ (14 n(1 — ¢)?||Al|?). Hence, for any
¢ > 0, there exists a sufficiently small § > 0 such that

1
<
L+n(1 - q)?[|Al]?
Let ¢ = ww — 1/ (1 +n(1 — ¢)?||A||?). By (10), ¢ > 0. Hence, there exists § > 0 such that

1 1
- < Wth — 5
1+n(1—q)?|A2 1+n7(1—q)?|Al2

or, equivalently, w(z, €) < wy,. The probability P for this event satisfies

w(x,€) —

C.

w(z, €)

P=P[l—|e,/VR<6 | ||«|* < R = Pla} > (1 -6)°R | |[||* < R] > 0.
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E Additional Simulation and Experimental Details

All algorithms get as input a maximal number of iterations, and Mix-IRLS:tuned and GD have additional
parameters. The maximal number of iterations in Mix-IRLS, Mix-IRLS:tuned, A1tMin and EM was set to 103,
and to 10° in GD. The parameter p of Mix-IRLS and Mix-IRLS:tuned was fixed at the value of 1 in synthetic
simulations and 2 in real-world experiments. To tune 7 and wy, of Mix-IRLS:tuned and the step size ngp of
GD, we run each simulation and experimental setting with a different set of values, and choose the best values
out of 10 repetitions. The allowed values were: 7 = /®~1(0.75)/v = 1/0.6745/v where v € {0.1,0.5,1,2},
wyn € {0.01,0.1,0.5,0.75}, and ngp € {107°,5-1074,107%,...,5-1071,107'}. In the untuned version of
Mix-IRLS, we used the fixed values v = 0.5 and wy, = 0.01 for simulations, and v = 1,wy, = 0.01 for
experiments. EM was initialized with noise levels o§0), .. ,ag?) set to one as in [DEF*21], and with uniform
mixture proportions p(® = (1/K,...,1/K). We remark that initializing EM with the exact noise levels
does not improve its performance. In addition, as discussed the main text, EM hardly improves given prior
information of the true proportions p.

In all algorithms, we employed the same following stopping criterion: if the estimate does not change
much between subsequent iterations,

S8 -8V _ g
S 1802

where d is a tolerance constant, the algorithm is stopped. The tolerance  is set to 0 = min(1, max{0.01c, 2€mp })
in Mix-IRLS, A1tMin and EM, and to 0.016 in GD.

Additional simulation details. As described in the main text, the failure probability is defined as the
percentage of runs with Flupeny > Fin = 20. Let us explain the choice of threshold 20. As the numerical factor
2 is arbitrary and the results are insensitive to its choice, we focus on the scaling with o. In well-defined
standard linear regression (namely, with sample size above the information limit), the OLS error scales as
o+/d/n. This quantity ignores the condition number of XX T, as it is close to one following our normality
assumption (7). However, scaling Fiy, with o+/d/n would make the failure probability invariant to the sample
size n. Since we want to see how the different methods improve with increasing sample sizes, we set Fyy, to be
proportional to the OLS error at the information limit n = d, so that it scales as 0. In MLR, our error measure

(5) scales as (0/K) ( d/ng + ... \/d/nK>, where ny, is the number of sample that belong to component k.

At the information limit n = d/min(p) = d/px, we get the scaling (¢/K) - \/px (1/\/p1 + ...+ 1/\/PK).
This quantity is upper bounded by o. Moreover, for all mixture proportions considered in our paper, this
quantity is lower bounded by /2. Hence, also in MLR, the error threshold Fy;, scales with o.

We remark that empirically, this definition of F};, agrees with the observed critical sample sizes. At a
critical sample size, the median error undergoes a phase transition from failed to successful recovery: e.g., in
Figure 7, the critical sample size is n =~ 3500 for Mix-IRLS and n =~ 8000 for EM and GD. In the various figures,
the failure probability at the critical sample size is roughly 50%, implying the consistency of the definition
of Fyn; compare, for example, the two panels in Figure 8 or in Figure 9.

Additional experimental details. In the real-data experiments (Section 5), we ignore nominal fields and
consider only numeric and ordinal ones. Nominal fields with two categories are considered ordinal. Table 1
details the number of samples and the dimension in each dataset. The data is mean-centered and normalized
as follows: z} « (a} — Z)/||z; — Zi|| and y < (v — 9)/lly — §||, where z} is the i-th column of X and u
represents the mean of a vector w. In all datasets except fish market, a bias (intercept) term was added. In
fish market, such a term makes no physical sense, as a fish of zero dimension must weight zero.

Finally, we remark that several authors proposed tensor-based initialization methods for MLR [CL13,
SJA16, YCS16, ZJD16]. In this work, we focus on random initialization, as it is more frequently used in
real-data applications. For completeness, we also run the initialization procedure proposed in [ZJD16] using
the code generously provided to us by the authors. However, in the settings explored in this paper with
limited number of samples, this initialization did not seem to be more accurate than a random one and did
not improve the recovery results of the algorithms.
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Figure 6: Median runtime comparison in the setting of Figure 2.
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Figure 7: Same setting as in Figure 2, but with median errors instead of failure percentage.

F Additional Simulation Results

In Figure 2 of the main text, we showed the failure probability of the algorithms as a function of the sample
size n. Figure 6 depicts the median runtime (in seconds) of the algorithms in the same simulation. Except for
GD, the different algorithms have comparable runtimes. Figure 7 shows the median error of the algorithms.

The results for mixtures with K = 4 and K = 5, including median error, failure probability and runtimes,
are depicted in Figures 8 to 10. Specifically, Figure 9 and Figure 10(right) show the results for a moderately
imbalanced mixture. In all these settings, Mix-IRLS significantly outperforms the compared methods.

A common approach to study performance of algorithms is a study of their phase transition from failure
to success as a function of sample size and dimension. Figure 11 depicts the results of such a simulation,
conducted in a noiseless setting (0 = 0). The simulation covers a broad range of values on a 2D grid for
both the sample size and the dimensions. As in previous simulations, Mix-IRLS recovers the linear models
very close to the information limit, with negligible differences from the oracle’s performance. In contrast, the
other methods need much larger samples sizes to succeed in the recovery. In this simulation, we additionally

Table 1: The number of samples n and the dimension d in each of the datasets, ignoring NaN samples and
nominal fields.

dataset name number of samples n dimension d
medical insurance cost! 1338 7
red wine quality? 1599 12
WHO life expectancy? 1649 21
fish market* 159 5

Ihttp://wuw.kaggle.com/datasets/mirichoi0218/insurance
%http://www.kaggle.com/datasets/uciml/red-wine-quality-cortez-et-al-2009
Shttp://www.kaggle.com/datasets/kumarajarshi/life-expectancy-who
dnttp://www.kaggle.com/datasets/aungpyaeap/fish-market
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Figure 8: Same setting as in Figure 2, but with K = 4 and p = (0.67,0.2,0.1,0.03).
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Figure 9: Same setting as in Figure 2, but with K =5 and p = (0.4,0.3,0.15,0.1, 0.05).

included our implementation of the ILTS algorithm [SS19]. In contrast to the other algorithms, ILTS gets as
input estimates for the mixture proportions pg. In Figure 11, we show the performance of an ILTS:latent
version, which is supplied with the exact mixture proportions (this information is inaccessible to the other
algorithms except for the oracle).

Next, we further explore the robustness of the algorithms beyond Figure 3 in two ways. First, Figure 3
showed only the median error of the algorithms. In Figure 12, we show the corresponding failure probability.
Second, Figure 3 showed only the robustness to outliers and to overparameterization. In Figure 13, we show
the stability of the algorithms to varying noise levels.

Finally, we compare the performance of the algorithms on a perfectly balanced mixture, with p =
(1/3,1/3,1/3). The results, depicted in Figures 14 to 17, show that in this setting Mix-IRLS loses its
advantage and performs comparably to other methods in terms of sample complexity, but holds its lead in
terms of robustness to outliers and to overparameterization.

G Additional Experimental Results

As discussed in the main text, Mix-IRLS finds K = 2 components in the tone perception experiment given
its default parameters (detailed in Appendix E). With the value of the sensitivity parameter wy, set to
0.1 instead of 0.01, Mix-IRLS finds K = 3 components, as depicted in Figure 18(right). With wy, = 0.5,
Mix-IRLS already finds K = 4 components. Figure 18(left) shows that equipped with a prior knowledge
of f = 3% corruptions, Mix-IRLS identifies reasonable outliers. We note that this value of f was chosen
arbitrarily, and we do not know the true number of outliers in Cohen’s data.

In Figure 5, we showed the median estimation errors of the algorithms for the medical insurance cost
and the wine quality datasets. Figure 19 shows the results for the WHO life expectancy and the fish market
datasets. In addition, Table 2 shows the minimal estimation error across different random initializations for
all four datasets. Interestingly, even though AltMin performs consistently worse than EM in terms of the
median error, it outperforms it in terms of the minimal error. Moreover, in the special case of K = 2, A1tMin
achieves the lowest minimal error in all four datasets. However, in general, the tuned variant of Mix-IRLS
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Figure 10: Median runtimes comparison in the setting of Figure 8 (left panel) and of Figure 9 (right panel).

outperforms the compared methods, including A1tMin, also in terms of the minimal error.

Table 2: The minimal error, as defined in (6), achieved by several MLR algorithms, across 50 realizations of
the experiment, each with a different random initialization. The corresponding median errors are depicted
in Figures 5 and 19.

Dataset Algorithm K=2 K=3 K=4 K=5 K=6 K=T7
medical Mix-IRLS 0.1594  0.1086 0.0725 0.0579  0.0450 0.0428
Mix-IRLS:tuned | 0.1594 0.0905 0.0725 0.0538 0.0435 0.0430

AltMin 0.1591 0.0950  0.0900 0.0653  0.0638  0.0628

EM 0.1598  0.1230  0.0817  0.0699  0.0589  0.0438

GD 0.2676  0.2567  0.3063  0.2767  0.2458  0.2920

wine Mix-IRLS 0.4827 0.3836  0.2856  0.0802  0.0587  0.0108
Mix-IRLS:tuned | 0.4827 0.2974 0.1437 0.0764 0.0438 0.0000

AltMin 0.4747 0.2974 0.1437 0.0776 0.0311 0.0000

EM 0.5593  0.3490  0.1857  0.1100  0.0485  0.0233

GD 0.5852  0.5043  0.4592  0.4048 0.3974  0.3391

WHO Mix-IRLS 0.2276  0.1604 0.1201 0.0973 0.0789  0.0663
Mix-IRLS:tuned | 0.2276 0.1517 0.1213 0.0928 0.0789 0.0646

AltMin 0.2246 0.1610 0.1272  0.1042  0.0974  0.0830

EM 0.2315 0.1604 0.1228 0.0984 0.0776 0.0653

GD 0.2990  0.2682  0.2281  0.2400  0.2008  0.1946

fish Mix-IRLS 0.1656  0.0985 0.0808 0.0557 0.0452 0.0318
Mix-IRLS:tuned | 0.1656 0.0985 0.0731 0.0557 0.0452 0.0327

AltMin 0.1637 0.0985 0.0784 0.0703  0.0551  0.0504

EM 0.1729  0.1027  0.0771  0.0596  0.0473  0.0362

GD 0.1814 0.1511 0.1188 0.1221 0.0974 0.0887

27



oracle MixIRLS

12000 12000
11000 11000
10000 10000
9000 9000
S 8000 o 8000
@ 7000 @ 7000
2 6000 2 6000
£ 5000 £ 5000
“ 4000 “ 4000
3000 3000
2000 2000
1000 1000
100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000
dimension d dimension d
AltMin EM
12000 12000
11000 11000
10000 10000
9000 9000
§ 8000 § 8000
@ 7000 ® 7000
2 6000 2 6000
£ 5000 £ 5000
® 4000 ® 4000
3000 3000
2000 2000
1000 1000
100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000
dimension d dimension d
GD ILTS latent
12000 12000
11000 11000
10000 10000
9000 9000
E 8000 § 8000
@ 7000 ® 7000
2 6000 2 6000
5 5000 £ 5000
“ 4000 “ 4000
3000 3000
2000 2000
1000 1000
100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000
dimension d dimension d

Figure 11: The success percentage of various MLR algorithms, compared to an oracle, as a function of the
dimension d and the sample size n, with K = 3, p = (0.7,0.2,0.1) and no noise ¢ = 0. White cell means
100% success. Comparison of the top two panels show that Mix-IRLS recovery is nearly as good as that of
the oracle, whereas other methods require many more samples to succeed. The result for Mix-IRLS:tuned
is very similar to that of Mix-IRLS, and is thus omitted.
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Figure 12: Same setting as in Figure 3, but with y-axis showing the failure percentage instead of the median
erTor.

—oracle ©MixIRLS *MixIRLS: tuned +AltMin #EM ¢ GD —oracle ©MixIRLS *MixIRLS: tuned +AltMin #EM ¢ GD
0 1
g 10 = e z
E S
210 )
8 805
° (0]
-4
“E’ 10 é
Y
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
noise level noise level

Figure 13: Comparison of the stability of several MLR algorithms to additive Gaussian noise of mean 0 and
varying standard deviation o € [0, 1], for the same values of d, K and p as in Figure 3.
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Figure 14: Same setting as in Figure 2, but with p = (1/3,1/3,1/3).
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Figure 15: Same setting as in Figure 3(left), but with p = (1/3,1/3,1/3).
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Figure 16: Same setting as in Figure 3(right), but with p = (1/3,1/3,1/3).
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Figure 17: Same setting as in Figure 13, but with p = (1/3,1/3,1/3).
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Figure 18: Same as Figure 4, but with a given corruption fraction of 0.03 (left panel), and with an increased
value of the parameter wy, (right panel). Marked with red X are outliers identified by Mix-IRLS.
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Figure 19: Same as in Figure 5, but on the WHO life expectancy and the fish market datasets.

30



	1 Introduction
	2 Problem Setup
	3 The Mix-IRLS Method
	4 Simulation Results
	5 Real-World Datasets
	6 Recovery Guarantee for Mix-IRLS
	7 Summary and Discussion
	A Additional Related Work and Future Research Directions
	B The Second Phase of Mix-IRLS
	C Theoretical Guarantee with an Unknown K
	D Proof of thm:K2population
	D.1 Proof of lem:K2population and proposition:unknownK
	D.2 Proof of lem:xxt
	D.3 Proof of lem:Dt
	D.4 Proof of lem:P

	E Additional Simulation and Experimental Details
	F Additional Simulation Results
	G Additional Experimental Results

