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Abstract. We introduce an expander-sketching framework for list-decodable linear regression that
achieves sample complexity Õ((d+ log(1/δ))/α), list size O(1/α), and near input-sparsity running
time Õ(nnz(X) + d3/α) under standard sub-Gaussian assumptions. Our method uses lossless ex-
panders to synthesize lightly contaminated batches, enabling robust aggregation and a short spec-
tral filtering stage that matches the best known efficient guarantees while avoiding SoS machinery
and explicit batch structure.

1 Introduction

The list-decodable linear regression (LDR) problem formalizes robust linear regression when a majority
of samples may be adversarially corrupted. Concretely, for a contamination parameter α ∈ (0, 1/2], we
are given i.i.d. inliers {(xi, yi)}i∈S⋆ drawn from the linear model

y = ⟨ℓ⋆, x⟩+ ξ, x ∼ Dx with E[x] = 0,E[xx⊤] = Σ ≻ 0, ξ mean-zero,

and an arbitrary possibly adaptive multiset O of outliers, with the promise that |S⋆|/n ≥ α where
n = |S⋆|+ |O|. The algorithmic goal is to output a list L of candidate parameters with |L| = poly(1/α)

such that, with high probability,

min
ℓ̂∈L
∥ℓ̂− ℓ⋆∥2 ≤ err(n, d, α, δ),

at sample size and runtime that are near the natural “input-sparsity” regime that is close to nnz(A)

where A stacks the covariates. The efficient learnability of LDR in the fully i.i.d. non-batch setting
is subtle: while there are polynomial-time algorithms achieving information-theoretically near-optimal
rates for several robust tasks, LDR admits statistical query (SQ) lower bounds that suggest inherent
computational barriers without additional structure [4]. On the other hand, if the data arrive in batches
such that an α-fraction of batches are genuine, one can leverage robust aggregation across batches to
attain efficient list-decodable procedures [3]. Finally, a line of work starting with [8] established the first
polynomial-time LDR algorithm via SoS-style reasoning, with list size O(1/α) and dimension-dependent
guarantees, but with heavier computation than input-sparsity-time sketching methods.
In this paper, we develop and analyze a simple, modular pipeline for LDR that requires neither explicit
batch structure nor SoS optimization. The design is guided by expander based bucketing [2] [11] [7] where
the results are aggregated robustly using geometric-median-of-means estimators in appropriate geometry,
at last, when residual energy concentrates along a direction, we identify high-contribution buckets via
the top Rayleigh quotient of the robustly aggregated sketched covariance and prune them.
Conceptually, lossless-expansion converts the combinatorial adversarial budget into a per-bucket con-
tamination cap while preserving enough inlier mass; robust aggregation then upgrades these lightly
contaminated bucket statistics into near-unbiased, low-variance moment estimates with operator-norm
control; and a sketched filtering stage removes the residual heavy directions contributed by adversaries.
Together, these components replicate the algorithmic leverage of batched LDR [3] without assuming batch
availability, and they circumvent the SQ barrier [4] by exploiting randomness external to the adversary.
The following theorem abstracts the main result we will prove in this paper.
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Theorem 1. Given n ≳ (d + log(1/δ))/α samples and using expander-batching, one can give a list-
decodable regression model that runs in time Õ(nnz(X)+d3/α) and with probability at least 1−δ outputs
a list L of size O(1/α) containing some ℓ̂ with ∥ℓ̂− ℓ⋆∥2 ≲ κ(Σ)σ

√
(d+ log(1/δ))/(αn).

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 4 reviews the expander-sketching primitives.
Section 5 presents the full algorithmic pipeline. Section 6 develops the analysis through isolation, robust
aggregation, and spectral-filtering lemmas, which combine to yield the main theorem. Section 7 reports
empirical results on synthetic data and a real-data mixture, and Section 8 concludes with extensions.

2 Notation and Assumptions

For a positive integer n, we write [n] := {1, 2, . . . , n}. Vectors in Rd are written in lowercase (e.g., x, v, ℓ)
and matrices in uppercase (e.g., X,Σ). For a matrix A ∈ Rm×d, we write Ai∗ ∈ Rd for its i-th row and
A∗j ∈ Rm for its j-th column. For a vector v ∈ Rd, we let ∥v∥2 denote the Euclidean norm; for a matrix
M , we write ∥M∥ for the operator norm and ∥M∥F for the Frobenius norm. If Z is a real-valued random
variable, its sub-Gaussian norm is

∥Z∥ψ2
:= inf

{
t > 0 : E[exp(Z2/t2)] ≤ 2

}
.

A random vector X ∈ Rd is σ-sub-Gaussian if ⟨v,X⟩ is sub-Gaussian with ∥⟨v,X⟩∥ψ2
≤ σ∥v∥2 for all

v ∈ Rd. We use c, C,C0, C1, . . . for absolute positive constants whose value may change from line to line.
We are given n labeled examples (xi, yi) ∈ Rd × R, i ∈ [n]. We collect the covariates into an n × d

data matrix X with Xi∗ = x⊤i , and the labels into a vector y ∈ Rn with yi in coordinate i. There is
an unknown regression parameter ℓ⋆ ∈ Rd and an unknown inlier distribution D over (x, y) ∈ Rd × R
with an unknown subset I ⊆ [n] of inliers, and |I| ≥ αn for some α ∈ (0, 1/2], consists of i.i.d. samples
from D. The remaining indices O := [n] \ I are outliers; the pairs {(xi, yi)}i∈O are arbitrary and may be
chosen adversarially (see below).
We assume that for each (x, y),

E[x] = 0, E[xx⊤] = Σ ≻ 0, y = ⟨ℓ⋆, x⟩+ ξ, (1)

where Σ ∈ Rd×d is the (unknown) covariance of x and ξ is additive noise.
Throughout, we work in a sub-Gaussian inlier model. The covariate x is mean-zero with covariance
E[xx⊤] = Σ ≻ 0 and is Kx-sub-Gaussian for some finite parameter Kx, i.e., ∥⟨v, x⟩∥ψ2

≤ Kx

√
v⊤Σv

for all v ∈ Rd. The noise ξ is mean-zero, independent of x, and sub-Gaussian with ∥ξ∥ψ2
≤ σ for some

σ > 0. We denote the eigenvalues of Σ by 0 < λmin(Σ) ≤ λmax(Σ) and write

κ(Σ) :=
λmax(Σ)

λmin(Σ)

for its condition number. Our accuracy guarantees will be stated in terms of σ and κ(Σ).
The outliers {(xi, yi)}i∈O are unconstrained, they may depend arbitrarily on the inlier sample {(xi, yi)}i∈I
and on n, d, α, and they may be chosen adaptively as a (possibly randomized) function of the inliers. We
assume only that the adversary is oblivious to the internal randomness of our algorithm, in particular
to the random choice of expander graphs and signs used in the sketching stage. Equivalently, the sample
T := {(xi, yi)}i∈[n] is fixed before the algorithm’s randomness is revealed.

3 Previous Works

The study of list decodable linear regression has two main directions. One line gives information theoretic
procedures that achieve near optimal error but require exponential or super polynomial time. A second
line gives polynomial time procedures that obtain weaker guarantees under stronger structural assump-
tions or with heavier algorithmic machinery. The first polynomial time progress was obtained through
sum of squares relaxations [8], with subsequent refinements inspired by later work. These algorithms



achieve list size poly(1/α) and error Õ(σ/αγ) for constants γ ∈ [1, 3/2], but with sample and runtime
dependencies that scale as dpoly(1/α), far above input sparsity time in high dimensions.
A distinct and computationally lighter line assumes access to batches of samples, an α fraction of which
are clean. The work in [3] uses robust aggregation across batches to obtain polynomial time list decodable
regression with near optimal statistical rates and list size O(1/α). Conceptually, our expander based
bucketing emulates the favorable contamination pattern of good batches. Lossless expander isolation
enforces a per bucket outlier cap while preserving a constant fraction of inliers, so that the same robust
aggregation mechanisms apply without assuming batch structure in advance.
The work in [4] establishes statistical query lower bounds for list decodable regression that are close to
information theoretic sample requirements up to polynomial factors in 1/α, revealing a sharp gap between
computation and statistics. These bounds imply that, in the worst case and without additional exploitable
structure, no polynomial time statistical query algorithm can simultaneously achieve near information
theoretic error, polynomial list size, and near linear time. Our method avoids this limitation by exploiting
external randomness through fresh sparse expander sketches that create lightly contaminated high signal
aggregates. The resulting structure lies outside the statistical query framework considered in [4].
Median of means and geometric median aggregation for vectors and operators underpin several modern
robust estimators. We use these tools to convert the expander isolated bucket statistics into accurate
global moment estimates (Σ̂, ĝ) with operator norm control. The expander induced buckets serve as
synthetic lightly contaminated batches. Relevant background includes geometric median based estimation
[10] and robust estimation under heavy tails [9]. Unlike batch based list decodable regression [3], our
lightly contaminated batches are constructed rather than assumed.
Achieving near input sparsity time requires sketching distributions with O(1) nonzeros per column that
preserve inner products and least squares structure. Sparse Johnson Lindenstrauss transforms such as
those in [7] [11], together with input sparsity time regression algorithms as in [2], form the algorithmic
substrate. Our expander sketching can be viewed as a structured CountSketch type map that, beyond
metric preservation, provides combinatorial isolation in the form of unique neighbor guarantees and
bounded collisions. Classical Johnson Lindenstrauss embeddings do not supply this isolation. It is essen-
tial for bounding adversarial interference within buckets and for enabling robust aggregation.

Assumptions Samples List size Running time
SoS based LDR [8] i.i.d. inliers and adversarial outliers dpoly(1/α) poly(1/α) dpoly(1/α)

Batched LDR [3] α fraction good batches Õ(d) good batches O(1/α) poly(n, d)

SQ lower bound [4] worst case, SQ model information theoretic lower bound not applicable information theoretic barrier
Sparse embeddings [7] preserve distances & least squares Õ(ε−2) not applicable near input sparsity time

Expander sketch i.i.d. inliers, expander based isolation O(
d+ log(1/δ)

α
) O(1/α) Õ(nnz(A)) + Õ(d3/α)

Table 1. Comparison of assumptions, sample complexity, list size, and running time for prior work on list
decodable regression and for the expander sketch based method in this work.

Prior polynomial time list decodable regression algorithms either rely on sum of squares methods, which
are computationally heavy, or assume batch structure, which is a strong modeling assumption. Our
contribution is to engineer batch like structure via expander sketching. Combinatorial isolation ensures
lightly contaminated buckets that contain a constant mass of inliers, which enables robust aggregation
and a short spectral filtering phase. This yields list decodable recovery with list size O(1/α) and near
input sparsity time while using algorithmic tools that lie outside the statistical query limitations.

4 Expander Sketching

Let G = (L,R,E) be a bipartite graph with left vertex set L = [n], right vertex set R = [B], and left
degree dL. For any subset X ⊆ L, its neighbor set is

NG(X) := { b ∈ R : ∃ i ∈ X with (i, b) ∈ E }.



A right vertex b ∈ R is a unique neighbor of X if it has exactly one neighbor in X, and the set of all
such vertices is

UG(X) := { b ∈ R : |{i ∈ X : (i, b) ∈ E}| = 1 }.

A bipartite graph G is a (K, ε)-lossless expander if, for every X ⊆ L with |X| ≤ K,

|NG(X)| ≥ (1− ε) dL |X|. (2)

Here ε ∈ (0, 1) and dL are absolute constants, independent of n, d,B, and α. Lossless expansion underlies
the unique-neighbor and collision bounds used later in Section 6.
Given r ≥ 1 independent bipartite graphs Gt = ([n], [B], Et), we form signed adjacency matrices St ∈
{0,±1}B×n by assigning each edge (i, b) ∈ Et an independent Rademacher sign and setting

(St)b,i =

σt,(i→b), (i, b) ∈ Et,

0, otherwise.

For a data matrix A ∈ Rn×d and vector y ∈ Rn, define

At = StA ∈ RB×d, bt = Sty ∈ RB .

For each bucket b ∈ [B], the rows of At,b (resp. bt,b) are those rows of A (resp. y) that hash to b in
repetition t. This preserves linear structure and runs in input-sparsity time O(nnz(A) dL).
To construct our sketching matrices, we need bipartite graphs G = ([n], [B], E) that satisfy the (K, ε)-
lossless expansion property (2), with constant left degree dL = Θ(1). We briefly review probabilistic
constructions of such graphs as described in [1], and do not discuss explicit deterministic constructions
of expander graphs. We refer the reader to this comprehensive survey [6] for a more comprehensive
treatment. A natural way to obtain expanders is to sample each left vertex i ∈ [n] and assign it dL distinct
neighbors in [B] uniformly at random. This produces a left-regular bipartite graph whose expansion arises
from standard concentration phenomena: each small set X ⊆ [n] spreads its edges almost evenly across
the right side, and collisions between edges in X are rare.
Intuitively, the randomness ensures that no small set of vertices can “hide” inside too few buckets.
Chernoff bounds together with the linearity of expectation show that the neighbor set of any |X| ≤ K

expands to almost its full possible size (1− ε)dL|X|. A classical application of the probabilistic method
formalizes this intuition.
We use a left-regular bipartite graph

G = ([n], [B], E), degL(G) = dL,

where [B] indexes the sketch “buckets.” For X ⊆ [n], let

N(X) := { b ∈ [B] : ∃ i ∈ X with (i, b) ∈ E }

be the right-neighborhood of X.
To sample G, independently for each i ∈ [n] choose dL distinct neighbors in [B], uniformly at random,
and connect i to them, allowing sampling with replacement yields a multigraph and works with the same
asymptotics.
A standard Chernoff with union-bound argument implies that very good unbalanced bipartite expanders
exist. In particular, for every ε ∈ (0, 1) and integers n,B,K, a random left-dL-regular bipartite graph is
a (K, ε)-lossless expander with high probability provided the parameters satisfy

dL = O

(
log(n/B)

ε

)
and B = O

(
K dL
ε

)
. (3)

For additional details, check the discussion provided in [5], and for a broader set of relevant techniques
and methods, see the comprehensive methods developed in [1].
When B = Θ(n) (so log(n/B) = Θ(1)), equation (3) allows constant left degree dL = Oε(1) and right
side size B = Θε(K). This is the regime typically used in expander sketching, each row of A chooses



dL buckets to contribute to, and independent repetitions simulate independent random expanders. The
simplicity, parallelizability, and tight expansion guarantees make this random construction a natural fit
for the expander sketch.
To achieve overall failure probability at most δ, we draw r = Θ(log(1/δ)) independent graphs. A Chernoff
bound ensures that, with probability at least 1− δ, the lossless expansion property holds simultaneously
across all repetitions.

5 Algorithm

This section presents our expander–sketched list-decodable regression procedure. The pipeline has five
modules: (i) sketch construction by left-regular lossless expanders with random signs; (ii) bucket-wise
normal equations to form local second-order statistics; (iii) robust aggregation across repetitions; (iv)
a short spectral filtering phase that prunes adversary-dominated directions; and (v) list generation by
seeding over independent sketches and clustering the candidates. We parameterize the method by inlier
fraction α, number of repetitions r, number of buckets B, left degree dL, filtering rounds T , and the
number of seeds R for list generation.
The core difficulty in list-decodable regression is that a (1− α) fraction of samples can be arbitrary. By
hashing every sample into dL = O(1) buckets across r independent repetitions using a (K, ε) lossless
expander, a constant fraction of buckets become lightly contaminated : they contain Θ(|S|/B) inliers
and at most C0 = OdL,ε(1) outliers. Local normal-equation statistics inside such buckets behave like
unbiased, low-variance estimates of the inlier moments. Robustly aggregating these local statistics across
repetitions yields global moment estimates (Σ̂, ĝ) that concentrate in operator norm. Solving the sketched
normal equations Σ̂ℓ̂ = ĝ then produces a candidate close to ℓ⋆. A short spectral filtering stage removes
buckets that inflate variance along top eigen-directions, preventing adversarial leverage from dominating.
Repeating with R = O(1/α) independent seeds and clustering the solutions gives a short list in which
one element is near ℓ⋆.
Sketch construction. For each repetition t ∈ [r], build a sparse B × n signed hashing matrix St by
assigning each row i ∈ [n] to dL distinct buckets in [B] with independent Rademacher signs. Form
At = StX ∈ RB×d and bt = Sty ∈ RB . This costs O(nnz(X) dL) total over all repetitions and preserves
linear relations needed for regression.
Bucket-wise normal equations. For each repetition t and bucket b, let At,b be the submatrix whose rows
correspond to original samples hashing to bucket b in repetition t (with signs), and define local moments

Ht,b ← A⊤
t,bAt,b, gt,b ← A⊤

t,bbt,b.

Under isolation, (Ht,b, gt,b) are accurate local proxies for (Σ,Σℓ⋆).
Robust aggregation. Partition the multiset {(Ht,b, gt,b)}t∈[r], b∈[B] into M blocks of roughly equal size (any
M ∈ [Θ(r), Θ(rB)] works). For each block, average the tensors to get (Hm, gm). Aggregate across blocks
using entrywise median (MoM) or the geometric median to obtain (Σ̂, ĝ). Solve the regularized sketched
normal equation

(Σ̂ + λI) ℓ̂ = ĝ

with a default ridge λ ≃ ∥Σ̂∥op√
n

(or λ = 0 if Σ̂ is well-conditioned).
Spectral filtering (up to T rounds). Compute robust residual covariance using fresh sketches (or reuse) as

Ĉ ← RobustAggregation
{
A⊤
t,b diag

(
r2t,b

)
At,b : rt,b = bt,b −At,bℓ̂

}
.

If λmax(Ĉ) exceeds the inlier target by a factor 1+η, prune (or downweight) the top-ρ fraction of buckets
with largest Rayleigh score v⊤A⊤

t,bdiag(r
2
t,b)At,bv along the top eigenvector v of Ĉ; recompute (Σ̂, ĝ) and

update ℓ̂. The potential (variance along v) shrinks by a constant factor per round; T = O(log(1/α))

suffices.
List generation by seeding. Repeat the entire pipeline for R = O(1/α) independent expander seeds.
Cluster {ℓ̂(s)}Rs=1 by single-linkage with radius proportional to the target error. Output cluster centers;
with high probability, at least one center lies within the statistical radius of ℓ⋆.



Algorithm 1 Expander–Sketched List-Decodable Regression
Require: Data X ∈ Rn×d, labels y ∈ Rn; inlier fraction α; repetitions r; buckets B; left degree dL; filtering

rounds T ; seeds R; blocks M ; ridge λ ≥ 0; pruning parameters (η, ρ) ∈ (0, 1)2.
Ensure: List L of candidate regressors.
1: function Expander–Sketched List-Decodable Regression(X, y, α, r, B, dL, T,R,M, λ, η, ρ)
2: C ← ∅ ▷ candidate set over seeds
3: for s = 1 to R do ▷ independent expander seeds
4: // Sketch construction
5: for t = 1 to r do
6: Sample left-regular St ∈ {0,±1}B×n with degree dL and random signs
7: At ← StX, bt ← Sty

8: end for
9: // Initialize active bucket set

10: B ← {(t, b) : t ∈ [r], b ∈ [B]}
11: for τ = 0 to T do
12: // Bucket-wise normal equations on active buckets
13: S ← {(Ht,b, gt,b) : (t, b) ∈ B with Ht,b = A⊤

t,bAt,b, gt,b = A⊤
t,bbt,b}

14: Partition S into M blocks {Sm}Mm=1 of (near-)equal sizes
15: // Block means
16: for m = 1 to M do
17: Hm ← 1

|Sm|
∑

(H,g)∈Sm
H, gm ← 1

|Sm|
∑

(H,g)∈Sm
g

18: end for
19: // Robust aggregation (MoM or geometric median)
20: Σ̂ ← RobustAggregation

(
{Hm}Mm=1

)
, ĝ ← RobustAggregation

(
{gm}Mm=1

)
21: // Solve sketched normal equations
22: ℓ̂← Solve

(
(Σ̂ + λI)ℓ̂ = ĝ

)
23: if τ = T then break
24: end if
25: // Residual covariance via robust aggregation
26: For each (t, b) ∈ B: rt,b ← bt,b −At,bℓ̂

27: Ĉ ← RobustAggregation
(
{A⊤

t,b diag(r
2
t,b)At,b : (t, b) ∈ B}

)
28: Compute top eigenpair (λmax, v) of Ĉ
29: if λmax ≤ (1 + η) · TargetVar then break
30: end if
31: // Prune high-energy buckets
32: Score each (t, b) ∈ B by st,b ← v⊤A⊤

t,b diag(r
2
t,b)At,bv

33: Remove the top ρ fraction of B by st,b
34: end for
35: C ← C ∪ {ℓ̂}
36: end for
37: // List generation: cluster candidate solutions
38: Cluster C by single-linkage with threshold ∆ (the target accuracy radius)
39: L ← cluster centers
40: return L
41: end function



Complexity and parameter settings. Sketching costs O(nnz(X) dL) per repetition, hence O(nnz(X) dLr)

overall; we use constant dL = O(1). Forming bucket statistics is linear in the sketched size. Robust
aggregation over M blocks and d × d tensors costs Õ(Md2); solving (Σ̂ + λI)ℓ̂ = ĝ costs O(d3) (or
faster with preconditioned iterative solvers). Spectral filtering adds T = O(log(1/α)) rounds, each with
a top-eigen computation on a d× d matrix. With the default settings

B ≍ d

α
log

d

δ
, r ≍ log

1

δ
, dL = O(1), R ≍ 1

α
, T = O(log(1/α)),

the total running time is Õ
(
nnz(X)

)
+ Õ

(
d3/α

)
and the list size is O(1/α).

6 Theoretical Analysis

In this section we theoretically analyze our proposed method. Our analysis proceeds in four layers that
mirror the algorithmic pipeline.
The expander sketch gives a strong combinatorial unique-neighbor structure, where most inliers enjoy
at least one bucket that contains them as the only inlier, and such buckets admit at most a constant
number of adversaries. Concentration of inlier across buckets then guarantees a constant fraction of
lightly contaminated buckets in each repetition and, by independence, across repetitions. Median-of-
means aggregation over these buckets yields operator-norm control for Σ̂ and ℓ2-control for ĝ, which
via a perturbation bound yields an accurate ℓ̂. A short spectral-filtering phase removes buckets that
concentrate residual energy along top eigen-directions, ensuring the moments remain inlier-dominated.
Finally, R = Θ(1/α) independent seeds amplify a constant-success event into high probability, and
clustering returns a short list with a near-optimal candidate.
The next three lemmas formalize the unique-neighbor and collision bounds provided by the lossless
expander. A key combinatorial property of lossless expanders is that small subsets of left vertices have
many neighbors that are “uniquely owned” by them. In our later use, such unique neighbors correspond
to buckets that receive a contribution from exactly one inlier, which is what enables us to control
contamination and perform robust aggregation. The next lemma quantifies this property in terms of the
lossless expansion parameter ε.

Lemma 1. Let G = ([n], [B], E) be left-dL regular and (K, ε) lossless, i.e.,

|N(X)| ≥ (1− ε)dL|X| for all X ⊆ [n] with |X| ≤ K.

Then for all such X,
|U(X)| ≥ (1− 2ε) dL |X|,

where U(X) ⊆ [B] denotes the set of right vertices with exactly one neighbor in X.

Proof. We compare two ways of counting edges between X and its neighborhood; on the one hand there
are exactly dL|X| such edges; on the other hand, vertices in U(X) contribute one edge each, while the
remaining neighbors contribute at least two. Combining this with the expansion lower bound on |N(X)|
forces most edges to go through unique neighbors, which yields the stated lower bound on |U(X)|.
Fix X ⊆ [n] with |X| ≤ K. Let ub(X) = |{i ∈ X : (i, b) ∈ E}| be the degree of b into X. Then∑

b∈[B]

ub(X) = dL |X|.

Partition N(X) into U(X) (vertices with ub(X) = 1) and V (X) := N(X)\U(X) (vertices with ub(X) ≥
2). Writing u := |U(X)| and v := |V (X)|, we have u+ v = |N(X)| ≥ (1− ε)dL|X|. Moreover, since each
b ∈ U(X) contributes exactly one edge and each b ∈ V (X) at least two, we obtain

dL|X| =
∑
b∈[B]

ub(X) ≥ u+ 2v.



Subtracting the two inequalities gives dL|X| − |N(X)| ≥ v, and hence, using the lossless property
v ≤ dL|X| − (1− ε)dL|X| = εdL|X|. Therefore

u = |N(X)| − v ≥ (1− ε)dL|X| − εdL|X| = (1− 2ε)dL|X|,

which is exactly the claimed bound on |U(X)|. ⊓⊔

In addition to counting unique neighbors, we will often need to bound how many collisions occur, which
is how many times a right vertex is hit more than once by vertices in X. The next lemma formalizes this
via a collision budget. The total excess degree over 1 on the right-hand side is bounded in terms of the
loss parameter ε. This will limit how many buckets can be heavily corrupted.

Lemma 2. With the notation of Lemma 1, for all X ⊆ [n] with |X| ≤ K,∑
b∈[B]

max{0, ub(X)− 1} ≤ 2ε dL |X|,

where ub(X) = |{i ∈ X : (i, b) ∈ E}|.

Proof. Conceptually, each right vertex can absorb one edge without creating a collision, then every
additional edge incident to that vertex counts as one unit of collision. Summing over all right vertices,
the total number of collisions is exactly the total number of edges minus the number of distinct neighbors
|N(X)|, which is controlled by the lossless property.
Fix X ⊆ [n] with |X| ≤ K. As before,

∑
b∈[B] ub(X) = dL|X| counts all edges from X to N(X). For

each right vertex b, at most one incident edge can be collision-free, and all further edges contribute to
the collision count. Thus∑

b∈[B]

max{0, ub(X)− 1} =
( ∑
b∈[B]

ub(X)

)
− |{b ∈ [B] : ub(X) ≥ 1}| = dL|X| − |N(X)|.

Using the lossless property |N(X)| ≥ (1− ε)dL|X|, we obtain∑
b∈[B]

max{0, ub(X)− 1} ≤ dL|X| − (1− ε)dL|X| = εdL|X| ≤ 2εdL|X|.

This proves the claimed inequality. ⊓⊔

Since the algorithm require most inliers to have at least one or more unique neighbors, not just that the
total number of unique neighbors is large. The following lemma upgrades the global bound of Lemma 1 to
a per-vertex statement, implying that only a small fraction of vertices inX can have few unique neighbors.
This will be crucial when we argue that many inliers are well-isolated in the expander bucketing. To show
this, note that each unique neighbor belongs to exactly one left vertex in X, so the total number of unique
neighbors is the sum of the ui. Lemma 1 gives a lower bound on this sum in terms of dL|X|. Since each
ui is at most dL, a simple averaging argument shows that only a small fraction of the ui can be very
small (0 or less than θdL), which yields the desired per-vertex guarantees.

Lemma 3. For X ⊆ [n] with |X| ≤ K, let ui be the number of unique neighbors of i ∈ X, i.e.,

ui :=
∣∣{b ∈ U(X) : (i, b) ∈ E}

∣∣.
Then ∣∣{i ∈ X : ui ≥ 1}

∣∣ ≥ (1− 2ε) |X|.

More generally, for any θ ∈ [0, 1), at least a
(
1− 2ε

1−θ

)
fraction of X have ui ≥ θdL.

Proof. Fix X ⊆ [n] with |X| ≤ K. Each right vertex in U(X) is adjacent to exactly one i ∈ X, so every
such vertex is counted exactly once among the ui. Hence∑

i∈X
ui = |U(X)|.



By Lemma 1, |U(X)| ≥ (1− 2ε)dL|X|, so∑
i∈X

ui ≥ (1− 2ε)dL|X|.

First, suppose a β-fraction of the vertices in X have ui = 0, i.e.,∣∣{i ∈ X : ui = 0}
∣∣ = β|X|.

Since ui ≤ dL for every i, we have ∑
i∈X

ui ≤ (1− β)dL|X|.

Combining with the lower bound, we obtain (1− β)dL|X| ≥ (1− 2ε)dL|X|, which implies β ≤ 2ε. Thus
at least a (1− 2ε)-fraction of X have ui ≥ 1, proving the first statement.
For the general statement, fix θ ∈ [0, 1) and let β be the fraction of i ∈ X with ui < θdL. Then∑

i∈X
ui ≤ β(θdL)|X|+ (1− β)dL|X| =

(
1− (1− θ)β

)
dL|X|.

Together with the lower bound
∑
i∈X ui ≥ (1 − 2ε)dL|X|, we obtain 1 − (1 − θ)β ≥ 1 − 2ε, hence

(1− θ)β ≤ 2ε and

β ≤ 2ε

1− θ
.

Therefore, at least a (1− β) ≥ 1− 2ε
1−θ fraction of i ∈ X satisfy ui ≥ θdL, as claimed. ⊓⊔

The next lemma quantifies how evenly a fixed subset X of indices spreads across buckets under the
random left-regular construction. Intuitively, each element of X chooses dL buckets uniformly, so for any
fixed bucket b the inlier load Lb(X) is sharply concentrated around its mean µ = dL|X|/B. We prove this
with a Chernoff bound for sums of independent Bernoulli variables and then deduce that, in expectation,
a constant fraction of buckets have inlier load within a constant factor of |X|/B.

Lemma 4. Fix X ⊆ [n] with |X| ≤ K. In a random left-regular construction (each i ∈ [n] selects dL
distinct buckets uniformly), for any bucket b and any η ∈ (0, 1), if µ = E[Lb(X)] = dL|X|/B, then

Pr [ |Lb(X)− µ| > ηµ ] ≤ 2 exp
(
− c η2µ

)
,

for an absolute c > 0. Consequently, a constant fraction of buckets satisfy Lb(X) = Θ(|X|/B).

Proof. Fix X ⊆ [n] and a bucket b ∈ [B]. For each i ∈ X, let Zi := 1{i → b}, where the event {i → b}
denotes that b is one of the dL buckets chosen by i. Since each i independently chooses a uniformly
random dL-subset of [B], we have

Pr[Zi = 1] =
dL
B
, Z1, . . . , Z|X| are independent Bernoulli variables.

The inlier load in bucket b is Lb(X) =
∑
i∈X Zi, so Lb(X) is binomial with parameters |X| and dL/B,

and
µ := E[Lb(X)] =

dL|X|
B

.

By the standard Chernoff bound for sums of independent Bernoulli variables, there exists an absolute
constant c > 0 such that for all η ∈ (0, 1),

Pr
[
|Lb(X)− µ| > ηµ

]
≤ 2 exp(−c η2µ),

which is the desired tail inequality.
For the consequently clause, fix a constant η ∈ (0, 1), and assume µ ≥ µ0 for some absolute µ0 > 0, this
holds under our parameter choices, since µ = dL|X|/B = Θ(|X|/B). Then

Pr
[
|Lb(X)− µ| ≤ ηµ

]
≥ 1− 2e−cη

2µ0 =: p0 > 0.



By symmetry, the same bound holds for every bucket, so if we let Gb be the indicator that bucket b
which satisfies |Lb(X)− µ| ≤ ηµ, then

E
[ 1
B

B∑
b=1

Gb

]
=

1

B

B∑
b=1

E[Gb] ≥ p0.

Thus the expected fraction of good buckets is at least p0, and hence there exists a choice of the random
construction for which at least a p0-fraction of buckets satisfy Lb(X) ∈ [(1− η)µ, (1 + η)µ] = Θ(|X|/B).

⊓⊔

Lemma 4 ensures that, for any fixed subset X, in particular, for the inlier set S or any large subset
S′ ⊆ S, the inlier mass is not overly concentrated in a few buckets, as a constant fraction of buckets
receive Θ(|X|/B) inliers. This balanced load will be crucial when we later argue that many buckets are
simultaneously inlier-heavy and only lightly contaminated by outliers, yielding enough high-signal local
statistics for robust aggregation.
The next lemma formalizes that those unique buckets containing exactly one inlier in a given set, cannot
host arbitrarily many outliers once we restrict attention to a suitably large subset of well-isolated inliers.
The key idea is to combine the collision budget from Lemma 2 with the unique neighbors from Lemma 3,
and then use an averaging argument. If too many outliers accumulated in unique buckets, the total
number of collisions would violate the lossless-expansion property. We phrase the lemma in a simple
form and explain below how to discard a constant fraction step and make it rigorous.

Lemma 5. Let S denote the inlier set with |S| = αn. Assume ε < 1
4dL

. If b is a unique neighbor of some
i ∈ S, then b contains at most

C0 ≤
⌊ 1

1− 2εdL

⌋
= OdL,ε(1)

outliers.

Proof. Let S ⊆ [n] be the inlier set and U(S) its unique-neighbor set. For each b ∈ U(S), let tb denote
the number of outliers in b, i.e., the number of indices in [n] \ S that are adjacent to b. We first bound
the average of the tb and then argue that, after discarding a small fraction of buckets with unusually
large tb, every remaining unique bucket has OdL,ε(1) outliers.
Consider the set X := S ∪ O′ where O′ is the set of outliers that have at least one neighbor in U(S).
For b ∈ U(S), since b is a unique neighbor of S, we have ub(S) = 1 and hence ub(X) = 1 + tb. Thus the
contribution of b to the collision budget ∑

b′∈[B]

max{0, ub′(X)− 1}

is exactly max{0, ub(X)− 1} = tb. Summing over all b ∈ U(S), we obtain∑
b∈U(S)

tb ≤
∑
b′∈[B]

max{0, ub′(X)− 1} ≤ 2εdL |X|

by Lemma 2. Each outlier in O′ has degree at most dL into U(S), so |X| = |S|+|O′| ≤ |S|+ 1
dL

∑
b∈U(S) tb.

Combining the two inequalities and rearranging yields∑
b∈U(S)

tb ≤ 2εdL

(
|S|+ 1

dL

∑
b∈U(S)

tb

)
,

so (
1− 2ε

) ∑
b∈U(S)

tb ≤ 2εdL |S|, and hence
1

|U(S)|
∑

b∈U(S)

tb ≤
2ε

(1− 2ε)
· dL|S|
|U(S)|

.

By Lemma 1, |U(S)| ≥ (1− 2ε)dL|S|, which implies the average number of outliers per unique bucket is
bounded by

1

|U(S)|
∑

b∈U(S)

tb ≤
2ε

(1− 2ε)2
=: Cavg = OdL,ε(1).



Therefore, by a Markov’s inequality, at least a (1− θ)-fraction of the buckets in U(S) have tb ≤ Cavg/θ,

for any fixed θ ∈ (0, 1). Choosing θ to be a small absolute constant and setting

C0 :=

⌊
1

1− 2εdL

⌋
gives an absolute constant upper bound on tb for all but a constant fraction of unique buckets. In the
sequel we discard the few unique buckets with tb > C0 and keep the notation S for the corresponding
inlier subset; for this pruned inlier set, every remaining unique bucket indeed contains at most C0 outliers,
which is the form stated above. ⊓⊔

Lemma 5 shows that, after discarding at most a constant fraction of inliers and their associated buckets,
every remaining unique bucket contains only OdL,ε(1) outliers. This light-contamination property is
the combinatorial backbone of our synthetic batching, as it guarantees that the local normal-equation
statistics computed on such buckets are dominated by inliers and thus amenable to robust aggregation.
The precise constant C0 will reappear in the multi-repetition isolation lemma and in the analysis of
moment accuracy.
The final lemma in this group aggregates the isolation guarantees across multiple independent expander
repetitions. The idea is that, in each repetition, a constant fraction of inliers enjoy lightly contaminated
buckets; independence across r repetitions then allows us to find a large subset S′ ⊆ S of well-isolated
inliers that have such good buckets in a constant fraction of repetitions. This yields a constant fraction
of all pairs (t, b) that are simultaneously inlier-heavy and adversary-light.

Lemma 6. Let G1, . . . , Gr be independent left-dL regular (K, ε) lossless expanders with K ≥ αn and
ε < 1/(4dL). With probability at least 1− δ, there exist constants c, c′ > 0 and S′ ⊆ S, |S′| ≥ cαn, such
that a c′-fraction of pairs (t, b) ∈ [r]× [B] satisfy simultaneously:

Lb(S
′) = Θ(|S|/B) and (# outliers in b) ≤ C0.

Proof. Fix the inlier set S with |S| = αn. Consider a single repetition t. By Lemma 3 (with a fixed
θ ∈ (0, 1)), a constant fraction of i ∈ S have at least θdL unique neighbors in Gt. For each such unique
neighbor b, Lemma 5 (after discarding a constant fraction of heavily contaminated buckets as in its proof)
ensures that b contains at most C0 outliers, and Lemma 4 implies that a constant fraction of buckets
have Lb(S) = Θ(|S|/B). Hence there exists a constant p > 0 (depending only on dL, ε) such that, for
uniformly random i ∈ S and fixed t, the probability that i has a bucket b which is a unique neighbor in
S, satisfies Lb(S) = Θ(|S|/B), and has at most C0 outliers is at least p.
For each i ∈ S and t ∈ [r], define an indicator Zi,t for the event above. The graphs G1, . . . , Gr are
independent, so for each fixed i the variables {Zi,t}rt=1 are i.i.d. Bernoulli(p). By a Chernoff bound, for
any γ ∈ (0, 1),

Pr
[
1
r

r∑
t=1

Zi,t < (1− γ)p
]
≤ exp(−Ω(pγ2r)).

Choosing γ = 1/2 and r = Ω(log(n/δ)) and applying a union bound over all i ∈ S shows that, with
probability at least 1− δ, all but a constant fraction of inliers satisfy

r∑
t=1

Zi,t ≥ p
2r.

Define S′ ⊆ S to be the set of such inliers; then |S′| ≥ cαn for some constant c > 0.
For each i ∈ S′ and each t with Zi,t = 1, fix one corresponding bucket b(i, t). By definition, each pair
(t, b(i, t)) has Lb(S) = Θ(|S|/B) and at most C0 outliers; since S′ ⊆ S has constant density in S, this
also implies Lb(S′) = Θ(|S|/B). Moreover, because b(i, t) is a unique neighbor of i in S, no two distinct
inliers in S′ can map to the same bucket in the same repetition, so the number of distinct good pairs
(t, b) is at least ∑

i∈S′

r∑
t=1

Zi,t ≥ p
2r |S

′| = Ω(r |S|).



Since the total number of pairs is rB and under our parameter choices B = Θ(|S|), this yields a constant
c′ > 0 such that at least a c′-fraction of pairs (t, b) ∈ [r]×[B] satisfy the two desired properties, completing
the proof. ⊓⊔

Lemma 6 is the main synthetic batching result which guarantees the existence of a large inlier subset
S′ such that, across repetitions and buckets, a constant fraction of (t, b) pairs are both inlier-heavy and
only lightly contaminated. These pairs are precisely the lightly corrupted batches on which we compute
local normal equations; the lemma ensures there are enough of them to feed into the median-of-means
aggregation, leading to accurate global moment estimates and, ultimately, to a good regressor in the list.
The next lemmas bound the error of the robustly aggregated moments from a constant fraction of lightly
contaminated buckets. We quantify how accurately we can estimate moments from block means coming
from a constant fraction of lightly contaminated buckets. The first lemma is a standard vector-valued
median-of-means guarantee applied coordinate-wise to such block means.

Lemma 7. Let z1, . . . , zm ∈ Rd be block means where at least a γ-fraction are i.i.d. with mean µ and
covariance ⪯ σ2Id; the remainder are arbitrary. Then the coordinate-wise median µ̂ satisfies, with prob-
ability at least 1− δ,

∥µ̂− µ∥2 ≲ σ

√
d+ log(1/δ)

γm
.

Proof. Let G ⊆ [m] index the good blocks, |G| ≥ γm, and write Yj := zj −µ. For each coordinate k ∈ [d]

and each good j ∈ G we have E[Y (k)
j ] = 0 and Var(Y

(k)
j ) ≤ σ2. Fix a coordinate k and a threshold t > 0,

and denote

pk(t) := Pr
(
|Y (k)
j | > t

)
≤ σ2

t2

by Chebyshev. Let Wk :=
∑
j∈G 1{|Y (k)

j |>t}. Then E[Wk] ≤ |G| pk(t) ≤ γmσ2/t2. For t such that
pk(t) ≤ γ/4 (e.g. t ≍ σ/√γ), Chernoff’s bound yields

Pr
[
Wk >

γm
2

]
≤ exp(−c1γm)

for some absolute c1 > 0. Hence, with probability at least 1− exp(−c1γm), at least |G| − γm/2 ≥ γm/2
good blocks satisfy |Y (k)

j | ≤ t. Since there are at most (1− γ)m bad blocks, at least

γm

2
− (1− γ)m ≥ γm

4

points lie in the interval [µ(k)− t, µ(k) + t] whenever γ is an absolute constant bounded away from 0 and
1 (in our application γ is fixed, so this inequality holds after adjusting numerical constants). Thus the
coordinate-wise median obeys |µ̂(k) − µ(k)| ≤ t simultaneously with probability at least 1− exp(−c1γm)

for that coordinate.
Now choose

t ≍ σ

√
1 + log(d/δ)

γm

so that exp(−c1γm) ≤ δ/d. A union bound over k ∈ [d] implies ∥µ̂ − µ∥∞ ≲ σ
√
(1 + log(d/δ))/(γm)

with probability at least 1− δ, and hence

∥µ̂− µ∥2 ≤
√
d ∥µ̂− µ∥∞ ≲ σ

√
d+ log(1/δ)

γm
,

as claimed. ⊓⊔

This lemma will be applied to block-wise empirical first moments gt,b formed from lightly contaminated
buckets; it shows that once a constant fraction of blocks are good, the coordinate-wise median achieves
the desired 1/

√
γm rate in ℓ2.

We now extend the above argument to matrix-valued block means and control the error in operator
norm. The key is to reduce to the scalar case along directions u ∈ Sd−1 and then use an ε-net over the
sphere.



Lemma 8. Let H1, . . . ,Hm ∈ Sd+ be block means with at least a γ-fraction i.i.d. as H with E[H] = Σ

and ∥H−Σ∥ψ1 ≲ σ2
x entrywise. Let Σ̂ be the coordinate-wise median. Then with probability at least 1−δ,

∥Σ̂ −Σ∥op ≲ σ2
x

√
d+ log(1/δ)

γm
.

Proof. For any fixed u ∈ Sd−1, define the scalars

Xj(u) := u⊤(Hj −Σ)u, j = 1, . . . ,m.

For good j, Xj(u) are i.i.d. with mean 0 and, by the entrywise ψ1 bound and standard properties of
sub-exponential norms, ∥Xj(u)∥ψ1

≲ σ2
x. Therefore their block means (which are exactly the entries of

u⊤Hju) satisfy the assumptions of Lemma 7 in dimension d = 1 with σ ≍ σ2
x, and the coordinate-wise

median-of-means estimator applied to {Xj(u)}mj=1 yields

∣∣u⊤(Σ̂ −Σ)u
∣∣ ≲ σ2

x

√
1 + log(1/δ′)

γm

for any fixed u, with probability at least 1− δ′.
Let N be a 1/4-net of the unit sphere, |N | ≤ 9d. Taking δ′ = δ/|N | and a union bound over u ∈ N gives

sup
u∈N

∣∣u⊤(Σ̂ −Σ)u
∣∣ ≲ σ2

x

√
d+ log(1/δ)

γm

with probability at least 1− δ. Finally, by the standard net argument for symmetric matrices,

∥Σ̂ −Σ∥op = sup
u∈Sd−1

∣∣u⊤(Σ̂ −Σ)u
∣∣ ≤ 2 sup

u∈N

∣∣u⊤(Σ̂ −Σ)u
∣∣,

so the same bound (up to constants) holds for ∥Σ̂ −Σ∥op. ⊓⊔

This operator-norm control will be used for the empirical covariance Σ̂ formed from bucket-wise statistics
{Ht,b}, ensuring that the quadratic form of the estimator is close to that of the true covariance uniformly
over directions.
We now combine the isolation guarantees from the expander sketching with the above median-of-means
bounds to obtain high-probability accuracy guarantees for the aggregated empirical covariance and cross-
moment.

Proposition 1. Under Lemma 6 and the sub-Gaussian model, there exists m = Θ(rB) block means with
a constant good fraction γ such that, with probability at least 1− δ,

∥Σ̂ −Σ∥op ≲ σ2
x

√
d+ log(1/δ)

αn
, ∥ĝ −Σℓ⋆∥2 ≲ σxσ

√
d+ log(1/δ)

αn
.

Proof. By Lemma 6, among the rB buckets (t, b) we can select a set of m = Θ(rB) buckets such that
a constant fraction γ > 0 are “good”: for each good bucket, the inlier load satisfies Lb(S′) ≍ |S|/B =

Θ(αn/B) and the number of outliers is bounded by the constant C0. For such buckets, the empirical
covariance block mean

Ht,b :=
1

Lb(S′)

∑
i∈S′∩b

xix
⊤
i

and the empirical cross-moment

gt,b :=
1

Lb(S′)

∑
i∈S′∩b

xiyi

are averages of Θ(αn/B) i.i.d. inlier terms plus at most C0 outliers. Under the sub-Gaussian assumptions
on (x, y), this implies that for good buckets the random matrices Ht,b have mean Σ and sub-exponential
fluctuations with

∥Ht,b −Σ∥ψ1
≲

σ2
x

Lb(S′)1/2
≲ σ2

x

√
B

αn
,



and similarly the vectors gt,b have mean Σℓ⋆ and

∥gt,b −Σℓ⋆∥ψ2
≲ σxσ

√
B

αn
.

Moreover, the constant number C0 of outliers per good bucket contributes only O(1/Lb(S
′)) bias, which

is absorbed in the same scale.
We now apply Lemma 8 to the collection {Ht,b}(t,b) and Lemma 7 to {gt,b}(t,b), treating the m = Θ(rB)

buckets as block means with at least a γ-fraction good. Plugging the effective variance scales above into
the bounds, we obtain

∥Σ̂ −Σ∥op ≲ σ2
x

√
B

αn
·

√
d+ log(1/δ)

γm
≲ σ2

x

√
d+ log(1/δ)

αn
,

and similarly

∥ĝ −Σℓ⋆∥2 ≲ σxσ

√
B

αn
·

√
d+ log(1/δ)

γm
≲ σxσ

√
d+ log(1/δ)

αn
,

using m = Θ(rB) and that r, γ are absolute constants (up to logarithmic dependence on δ already
encoded in the log(1/δ) term). This proves the proposition. ⊓⊔

This proposition formalizes that the robust aggregation of bucket-wise statistics yields global moment
estimates Σ̂ and ĝ whose errors match the optimal 1/

√
αn rate, which is the main statistical input needed

to control the regression parameter error.
Having controlled the moment errors, we now translate them into parameter error for the solution of
the (possibly regularized) normal equations. The next lemma is a perturbation bound for linear systems,
written in a form adapted to our notation.

Lemma 9. Assume ∥Σ̂ − Σ∥op ≤ εΣ and ∥ĝ − Σℓ⋆∥2 ≤ εg. Let λ ≥ 0 with λmin(Σ) + λ > 2εΣ. If
(Σ̂ + λI)ℓ̂ = ĝ, then

∥ℓ̂− ℓ⋆∥2 ≤
∥Σ−1∥op εg + ∥Σ−1∥op εΣ ∥ℓ⋆∥2

1− ∥Σ−1∥op εΣ
1+λ/λmin(Σ)

.

In particular, if εΣ ≤ 1
4λmin(Σ) and λ = 0, then

∥ℓ̂− ℓ⋆∥2 ≲ κ(Σ)
εg

λmin(Σ)
+ κ(Σ)

εΣ ∥ℓ⋆∥2
λmin(Σ)

.

Proof. Start from
(Σ̂ + λI)ℓ̂ = ĝ, Σℓ⋆ = Σℓ⋆,

and write
(Σ̂ + λI)ℓ⋆ = Σℓ⋆ + (Σ̂ −Σ)ℓ⋆ = ĝ + (Σ̂ −Σ)ℓ⋆ + (Σℓ⋆ − ĝ).

Subtracting the equation for ℓ̂ gives

(Σ̂ + λI)(ℓ̂− ℓ⋆) = (Σ̂ −Σ)ℓ⋆ + (ĝ −Σℓ⋆).

Hence
ℓ̂− ℓ⋆ = (Σ̂ + λI)−1

[
(Σ̂ −Σ)ℓ⋆ + (ĝ −Σℓ⋆)

]
.

Taking norms,
∥ℓ̂− ℓ⋆∥2 ≤ ∥(Σ̂ + λI)−1∥op

(
εΣ∥ℓ⋆∥2 + εg

)
.

We bound ∥(Σ̂ + λI)−1∥op via a Neumann-series argument. Write

Σ̂ + λI = (Σ + λI)
(
I +M

)
, M := (Σ̂ −Σ)(Σ + λI)−1.

Then
(Σ̂ + λI)−1 = (I +M)−1(Σ + λI)−1.



We have

∥M∥op ≤ ∥Σ̂ −Σ∥op · ∥(Σ + λI)−1∥op ≤ εΣ
1

λmin(Σ) + λ
= ∥Σ−1∥op

εΣ
1 + λ/λmin(Σ)

.

By assumption λmin(Σ) + λ > 2εΣ , so ∥M∥op < 1/2, and thus

∥(I +M)−1∥op ≤
1

1− ∥M∥op
.

Moreover

∥(Σ + λI)−1∥op ≤
1

λmin(Σ) + λ
=

∥Σ−1∥op
1 + λ/λmin(Σ)

.

Combining these bounds gives

∥(Σ̂ + λI)−1∥op ≤
∥Σ−1∥op(

1 + λ/λmin(Σ)
)(
1− ∥Σ−1∥op εΣ

1+λ/λmin(Σ)

) .
Absorbing the factor 1 + λ/λmin(Σ) into the denominator yields the claimed bound.
For the “in particular” clause, set λ = 0 and assume εΣ ≤ 1

4λmin(Σ), so that

∥Σ−1∥op
εΣ

1 + λ/λmin(Σ)
=

εΣ
λmin(Σ)

≤ 1
4 ,

and therefore the denominator is bounded below by a positive constant. Rewriting ∥Σ−1∥op = 1/λmin(Σ)

and κ(Σ) = λmax(Σ)/λmin(Σ) then gives the stated ≲-bound. ⊓⊔

This lemma converts accuracy of the empirical moments (Σ̂, ĝ) into accuracy of the corresponding normal-
equation solution ℓ̂, with a dependence controlled by the condition number of Σ and the ridge parameter
λ.
Finally, we combine the moment accuracy from Proposition 1 with the perturbation bound to obtain the
statistical rate for a single pipeline of the algorithm.

Corollary 1. Under Proposition 1 and Lemma 9 with λ = 0 and εΣ ≤ λmin(Σ)/4, with probability at
least 1− δ,

∥ℓ̂− ℓ⋆∥2 ≲ κ(Σ)σ

√
d+ log(1/δ)

αn
.

Proof. From Proposition 1 we have

εΣ ≍ σ2
x

√
d+ log(1/δ)

αn
, εg ≍ σxσ

√
d+ log(1/δ)

αn
.

For n large enough (as implicitly required for consistency), we can ensure εΣ ≤ λmin(Σ)/4. Plugging
these bounds into Lemma 9 with λ = 0 yields

∥ℓ̂− ℓ⋆∥2 ≲
εg

λmin(Σ)
+
εΣ∥ℓ⋆∥2
λmin(Σ)

≲ κ(Σ)σ

√
d+ log(1/δ)

αn
,

where we used that σ2
x/λmin(Σ) ≲ κ(Σ)σ in our scaling and absorbed ∥ℓ⋆∥2 into constants. ⊓⊔

This corollary states the main performance guarantee for one run of the expander-sketching pipeline: the
resulting regressor ℓ̂ achieves the optimal 1/

√
αn rate (up to condition-number and noise factors), which

will then be amplified over multiple seeds to obtain the full list-decodable regression guarantee.
We now analyze the effect of the spectral-filtering step: intuitively, if the current robust covariance Ĉ is
still significantly inflated beyond the inlier target, then its top eigenvector v must be supported mainly
by adversarial buckets, so pruning by the Rayleigh scores st,b removes a constant fraction of adversarial
leverage while sacrificing only a controlled fraction of inlier mass. Iterating yields a logarithmic number
of rounds.



Lemma 10. Let Ĉ = RobAgg{A⊤
t,bdiag(r

2
t,b)At,b} on the current active buckets, and let v be a top

eigenvector. Prune the top ρ ∈ (0, 1/4] fraction of buckets by scores st,b = v⊤A⊤
t,bdiag(r

2
t,b)At,bv. Then

either
λmax(Ĉ) ≤ (1 + η) · λmax(Cinlier) + ∥E∥op,

or the adversarial contribution to v⊤Ĉv decreases by a universal constant factor. Consequently, T =

O(log(1/α)) rounds suffice to reach the stopping condition.

Proof. Write the robust aggregate as

Ĉ = Cinlier + Cadv + E,

where Cinlier is the contribution from inlier-only buckets, Cadv from buckets with at least one outlier,
and E is the aggregation error (so ∥E∥op is small by Proposition 1). Let v be a unit top eigenvector of
Ĉ.
If

v⊤Ĉv ≤ (1 + η)λmax(Cinlier) + ∥E∥op,

then necessarily λmax(Ĉ) obeys the desired upper bound, since v⊤Cinlierv ≤ λmax(Cinlier) and |v⊤Ev| ≤
∥E∥op.
Otherwise,

v⊤Cadvv = v⊤Ĉv − v⊤Cinlierv − v⊤Ev ≥ c0 v⊤Ĉv

for some universal c0 ∈ (0, 1) depending only on η (since v⊤Cinlierv ≤ λmax(Cinlier) and |v⊤Ev| ≤ ∥E∥op).
Decompose

v⊤Cadvv =
∑

(t,b)∈A

wt,b st,b, v⊤Cinlierv =
∑

(t,b)∈I

wt,b st,b,

where A, I index adversarial and inlier buckets respectively and wt,b ≥ 0 are the (fixed) aggregation
weights. The inequality above says that the weighted average score on A is at least a fixed constant mul-
tiple of the overall average score. Hence, when we prune the top ρ-quantile of buckets by score, a constant
fraction of the adversarial mass

∑
(t,b)∈A wt,bst,b is removed, while Lemma 6 and Lemma 5 guarantee

that at most a ρ-fraction of inlier buckets (and hence at most a constant fraction of
∑

(t,b)∈I wt,bst,b) are
discarded. Consequently,

v⊤C
(new)
adv v ≤ (1− c1) v⊤C(old)

adv v

for some universal c1 ∈ (0, 1), while the inlier contribution is reduced by at most a constant factor. Thus
each pruning round decreases the adversarial contribution along v by a fixed factor whenever the stopping
condition is not yet met. Since the total adversarial mass is initially O(1) and each round shrinks it by
(1− c1), T = O(log(1/α)) rounds suffice until the adversarial part is at most Õ(α) of the inlier part, at
which point the first alternative holds and the filtering stops. ⊓⊔

This lemma ensures that spectral filtering either certifies that Ĉ is inlier-dominated or quickly drives
down the adversarial leverage along the worst direction. The logarithmic bound on T will enter the
overall runtime and will be crucial for arguing that spectral filtering does not blow up the sample or
computational complexity.
We now argue that repeating the whole pipeline a moderate number of times (with independent sketch
randomness) yields a short list containing a near-optimal regressor. The idea is that each seed succeeds
with constant probability, and clustering the resulting candidates at the target error scale both guarantees
inclusion of a good candidate and bounds the list size.

Lemma 11. Let Es be the event that a single seed produces a candidate obeying Corollary 1. If Pr[Es] ≥
p0 > 0 independently across seeds and we run R = ⌈c/p0⌉ · ⌈1/α⌉ seeds, then with probability at least
1 − e−c

′
the returned list (after clustering with radius equal to the target error) has size O(1/α) and

contains a candidate within the error of Corollary 1.



Proof. Let X ∼ Bin(R, p0) count the number of successful seeds. Then

E[X] = Rp0 ≥ c
⌈ 1
α

⌉
.

In particular, Pr[X = 0] = (1−p0)R ≤ e−p0R ≤ e−c, so for c large enough we obtain Pr[X ≥ 1] ≥ 1−e−c′

for some universal c′ > 0. On this event, there exists at least one seed whose candidate ℓ̂ satisfies the
error bound of Corollary 1, i.e., lies within the target radius r∗ of ℓ⋆.
Now cluster the R candidates by single-linkage (or any monotone clustering rule) at radius r∗. All
successful seeds lie within distance r∗ of ℓ⋆, hence within distance 2r∗ of each other, so they merge into
a single cluster containing a near-optimal candidate. The total number of clusters is at most the total
number of seeds, namely R = O((1/p0)(1/α)), and since p0 is an absolute constant, the final list size
is O(1/α). Thus, with probability at least 1 − e−c′ , the list contains a near-optimal candidate and has
cardinality O(1/α). ⊓⊔

This lemma upgrades the per-seed guarantee into a list-decodable guarantee: by running R = Θ(1/α)

seeds and clustering, we obtain a list of size O(1/α) that, with high probability, contains at least one
regressor achieving the single-pipeline statistical rate.
Finally, we summarize the sample complexity needed to make all structural and statistical events (iso-
lation, moment accuracy, single-pipeline accuracy) hold simultaneously. The key point is that once each
bucket contains a constant number of inliers on average, the expander and concentration guarantees
ensure that all previous lemmas apply.

Theorem 2 (Sample complexity). With B = cB
d
α log d

δ , r = cr log(1/δ), and n ≳ d+log(1/δ)
α , Lemma 6

holds with probability at least 1− δ, and so do Proposition 1 and Corollary 1.

Proof. For the inlier set S with |S| = αn, Lemma 4 gives

E[Lb(S)] =
dL|S|
B

= Θ
(αn
B

)
and a Chernoff bound implies Lb(S) = Θ(αn/B) for a constant fraction of buckets whenever αn/B ≳ 1.
With B = cB

d
α log d

δ and n ≳ d+log(1/δ)
α , this condition holds and ensures that, in each of the r =

cr log(1/δ) repetitions, the hypotheses of Lemma 6 are satisfied with probability at least 1 − δ/3 (after
adjusting constants in cB , cr). On this event, Lemma 6 yields a constant fraction of lightly contaminated
buckets, and applying Proposition 1 to these buckets gives the stated moment bounds with failure
probability at most δ/3. Plugging these into Lemma 9 with λ = 0 and using n ≳ (d + log(1/δ))/α to
guarantee εΣ ≤ λmin(Σ)/4, Corollary 1 holds with failure probability at most δ/3. A union bound over
these three events yields overall success probability at least 1− δ. ⊓⊔

This theorem identifies the regime n ≳ (d+log(1/δ))/α in which the expander-based sketching and robust
aggregation pipeline achieves the desired statistical accuracy in a single seed, thereby underpinning the
final list-decodable regression guarantee after seeding and clustering.

Theorem 3 (Runtime). With dL = O(1), T = O(log(1/α)), and R = Θ(1/α), the total running time
is

Õ
(
nnz(X)

)
+ Õ

(d3
α

)
,

dominated by sketching and d× d linear algebra.

Proof. Sketching costs O(nnz(X) dLr) = Õ(nnz(X)). MoM aggregation over m = Θ(rB) blocks is
Õ(md2), and solving (Σ̂ + λI)ℓ̂ = ĝ is O(d3) per update; T = Õ(1) rounds and R = Θ(1/α) seeds
produce the stated bound. ⊓⊔

Theorem 4 (Guarantee). Under the standing assumptions and parameter choices, the algorithm out-
puts a list L of size O(1/α) such that, with probability at least 1− δ, there exists ℓ̂ ∈ L with

∥ℓ̂− ℓ⋆∥2 ≲ κ(Σ)σ

√
d+ log(1/δ)

αn
,

and the runtime bound in Theorem 3 holds.

Proof. Combine Corollary 1, Lemma 10, Lemma 11, and Theorems 2–3. ⊓⊔



7 Experiments

We evaluate our expander-sketch based list-decodable regression algorithm (Algorithm 1) on controlled
synthetic data and on a real-data mixture. Unless otherwise stated, each synthetic configuration uses
a single independently generated instance; we found that the qualitative trends are consistent across
instances, and in our code the overall runtime is dominated by the baseline methods rather than by
randomness in the data generation.3

For the synthetic model, we fix (n, d), draw covariates xi ∼ N (0, Id) independently, and generate inlier
responses from the linear model

yi = ⟨xi, w⋆⟩+ ξi, ξi ∼ N (0, σ2),

where the ground-truth parameter is sampled once per instance as w⋆ ∼ N (0, Id). An α-fraction of
samples are designated inliers and follow this model; the remaining (1 − α)-fraction are outliers with
adversarially corrupted responses. Concretely, we keep the same covariates xi but replace outlier responses
by independent draws yi ∼ Unif([−S, S]) with scale S. Unless otherwise specified, we set n = 5000,
d = 20, σ = 0.1, and S = 10, and vary α. Performance is measured on an independent clean test set of
size ntest = 2000 using (i) parameter error ∥ŵ−w⋆∥2 and (ii) test mean squared error E[(⟨x, ŵ⟩−⟨x,w⋆⟩)2],
approximated by the empirical MSE on the clean test set.
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xi w
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y i

Projection vs. Response (alpha=0.3, mode=uniform)
Inliers
Outliers

Fig. 1. Projection x⊤
i w

⋆ versus observed response yi at inlier fraction α = 0.3. Inliers follow the linear trend
defined by the model; outliers disperse due to adversarial response corruption.

We compare Expander-L (Algorithm 1)4 and its single-seed variant Expander-1 against standard
regression and robust regression baselines trained on the same corrupted data: ordinary least squares
(OLS), ridge regression, Huber regression, RANSAC, and Theil–Sen regression. All reported errors are
on the clean held-out test set, so improvements reflect robustness to training-time contamination rather
than overfitting to outliers. To visualize the synthetic geometry, Figure 1 plots x⊤i w⋆ against yi for a
representative instance with α = 0.3 and (n, d) = (5000, 20); inliers follow a clear linear trend while
outliers, sharing the same covariates but corrupted responses, destroy this structure.
We first study robustness to contamination by varying the inlier fraction. Table 2 reports test MSE for
α ∈ {0.4, 0.3, 0.2, 0.1}. Classical estimators degrade rapidly as α decreases, and even robust baselines
can fail under severe contamination; in contrast, Expander-L remains substantially more stable over
3 The source code is available on GitHub.
4 Unless otherwise stated, all synthetic experiments use the following configuration:

B = 1000, dL = 2, r = 8, R = 10, T = 7, λ = 10−3, θ = 0.10, ρ = 0.50,
with clustering radius 0.

https://github.com/HerbodPourali/List-Decodable-Regression-via-Expander-Sketching
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Fig. 2. Test MSE of Expander-L over a fine grid of inlier fractions α. The estimator remains stable down to
moderately small inlier fractions.

a broad range of α, with deterioration primarily confined to the extremely list-decodable regime. To
further resolve the dependence on α, Figure 2 sweeps Expander-L over α ∈ {1.0, 0.95, . . . , 0.05} and
shows a smooth transition from the clean regime down to heavy contamination.

α OLS Ridge Huber RANSAC Theil–Sen Expander-1 Expander-L

0.40 6.72 (±2.83) 6.73 (±2.82) 2.33 (±1.36) 25.48 (±10.06) 6.19 (±2.65) 6.77 (±2.89) 0.61 (±0.30)
0.30 9.21 (±4.04) 9.21 (±4.05) 5.78 (±3.08) 27.96 (±9.72) 8.78 (±3.75) 9.17 (±4.04) 0.91 (±0.47)
0.20 12.42 (±5.53) 12.43 (±5.53) 10.23 (±5.03) 33.93 (±1.70) 12.28 (±5.20) 12.38 (±5.50) 3.80 (±3.34)
0.10 15.84 (±6.93) 15.85 (±6.94) 14.88 (±6.52) 57.15 (±11.46) 15.21 (±7.05) 15.87 (±6.95) 9.38 (±4.78)

Table 2. Test MSE (mean ± standard deviation) over 5 seeds as the inlier fraction α decreases. Classical
estimators deteriorate under heavy contamination, while expander-based estimators remain substantially more
stable.

Then, we vary the magnitude of adversarial response corruption. Fixing α = 0.3, Table 3 reports test MSE
for S ∈ {5, 10, 20, 30}. As S increases, several baselines deteriorate sharply, reflecting sensitivity to large
response outliers; the expander-based estimators are comparatively stable across all tested corruption
magnitudes. Figure 3 complements this with a finer sweep over S ∈ {1, 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30} for Expander-
L , again indicating weak dependence on the outlier scale over a wide range.

Outlier scale S OLS Huber RANSAC Theil–Sen Expander-1 Expander-L

5 9.18 (±4.11) 8.73 (±4.90) 18.85 (±2.93) 9.08 (±4.12) 9.32 (±4.20) 5.19 (±4.02)

10 9.21 (±4.04) 5.78 (±3.08) 27.96 (±9.72) 8.78 (±3.75) 9.17 (±4.04) 0.91 (±0.47)

20 9.43 (±3.90) 4.61 (±2.02) 95.05 (±31.09) 9.05 (±3.54) 9.27 (±3.74) 1.19 (±0.32)

30 9.87 (±3.78) 4.70 (±1.68) 211.61 (±72.38) 9.90 (±3.38) 9.61 (±3.58) 1.82 (±0.51)

Table 3. Test MSE (mean ± standard deviation) as a function of the outlier magnitude S at fixed inlier fraction
α = 0.3. The expander-based estimators remain comparatively stable across corruption levels.

In addition to test MSE, we also track the Euclidean parameter error ∥ŵ−w⋆∥2, which directly measures
how accurately each method recovers the true regression vector.
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Fig. 3. Fine-grained dependence of Expander-L on outlier magnitude S.

Table 4. Parameter error ∥ŵ − w⋆∥2 vs. inlier fraction α under uniform response outliers (n = 5000, d = 20,
S = 10). Entries are mean ± standard deviation over 5 random seeds.

Method α = 0.40 α = 0.30 α = 0.20 α = 0.10

OLS 2.5274± 0.5780 2.9475± 0.6910 3.4355± 0.7953 3.8717± 0.9083

Ridge 2.5279± 0.5780 2.9484± 0.6913 3.4361± 0.7954 3.8725± 0.9084

Huber 1.4468± 0.4837 2.3021± 0.6656 3.1025± 0.7851 3.7516± 0.8847

RANSAC 4.9677± 0.9758 5.1794± 0.8598 5.8979± 0.1983 7.5045± 0.7900

Theil–Sen 2.4228± 0.5589 2.8853± 0.6502 3.4282± 0.7515 3.7809± 0.9373

Expander-1 2.5353± 0.5916 2.9411± 0.6906 3.4296± 0.7963 3.8762± 0.9098

Expander-L 0.7451± 0.2138 0.9214± 0.2276 1.7949± 0.7413 2.9703± 0.7926

Table 4 reports parameter error as the inlier fraction α decreases under uniform response outliers.
The classical robust baselines again deteriorate once the inlier fraction drops below α ≈ 0.3, whereas
both expander-based estimators remain competitive over a wider range of contamination levels. Fig-
ure 4 provides a finer sweep of ∥ŵ − w⋆∥2 vs. α for Expander-L alone (using a dense grid α ∈
{1.00, 0.95, . . . , 0.10}), showing that the parameter error remains nearly flat down to moderately small
inlier fractions before degrading more noticeably in the extremely list-decodable regime.
Similarly, Table 5 presents the parameter estimation error as a function of the outlier magnitude S,
while keeping the inlier fraction fixed at α = 0.3. Here we again see that several baselines become highly
unstable as S increases, whereas the expander-based estimators show only a modest increase in ∥ŵ−w⋆∥2
over the tested range. Figure 5 zooms in on Expander-L and plots the parameter error over a finer grid
of scales S ∈ {1, 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30}, confirming that its parameter recovery degrades only slowly as the
corruption magnitude grows.
We also examine how Expander-L scales with dimension and sample size under the same uniform-
response outlier model (S = 10). Tables 6 and 7 report the resulting test MSE. Increasing d at fixed n

reliably increases error, especially when α is small. Increasing n yields modest improvements in several
settings—particularly for higher dimension (d = 50)—although the effect is not strictly monotone across
all (α, d) pairs. Overall, Expander-L maintains low error whenever the inlier fraction and sample size
are reasonably matched to the underlying dimension.
To complement synthetic data with a real-data stress test, we construct a list-decodable regression mix-
ture from two UCI datasets; CASP 5 as inliers and Concrete Strength 6 as outliers. We embed both
datasets into a common feature space by zero-padding Concrete to match the CASP feature dimension,
standardizing the concatenated design, generating degree-2 polynomial features without bias, and ap-

5 Physicochemical Properties of Protein Tertiary Structure: n = 45,730, d = 9
6 Concrete Compressive Strength: n = 1,030, d = 8
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Fig. 4. Parameter error ∥ŵ − w⋆∥2 of Expander-L as a function of inlier fraction α under uniform response
outliers (n = 5000, d = 20, S = 10). Each point is averaged over 5 random seeds; error bars (not shown for
clarity) are small relative to the mean in the moderately list-decodable regime.

Table 5. Parameter error ∥ŵ − w⋆∥2 vs. outlier magnitude S (outlier_scale) at fixed inlier fraction α = 0.3

(n = 5000, d = 20, uniform response outliers). Entries are mean ± standard deviation over 5 random seeds.

Method S = 5 S = 10 S = 20 S = 30

OLS 2.9416± 0.7009 2.9475± 0.6910 2.9893± 0.6631 3.0683± 0.6285

Ridge 2.9422± 0.7011 2.9484± 0.6913 2.9906± 0.6635 3.0698± 0.6288

Huber 2.8158± 0.8683 2.3021± 0.6656 2.0828± 0.4876 2.1209± 0.3995

RANSAC 4.3308± 0.3216 5.1794± 0.8598 9.5597± 1.5529 14.1854± 2.4541

Theil–Sen 2.9257± 0.7015 2.8853± 0.6502 2.9449± 0.5975 3.0982± 0.5382

Expander-1 2.9620± 0.7103 2.9411± 0.6906 2.9669± 0.6440 3.0292± 0.6092

Expander-L 2.0481± 0.9688 0.9214± 0.2276 1.0830± 0.1530 1.3054± 0.1835

α d = 20 d = 50

0.40 0.6066 (±0.2987) 5.9628 (±1.4201)
0.30 0.9085 (±0.4704) 10.6329 (±2.0730)
0.20 3.7971 (±3.3365) 21.6096 (±4.1304)
0.10 9.3781 (±4.7797) 35.0823 (±5.3862)

Table 6. Test MSE of Expander-L for n = 5000

under uniform outliers with S = 10. Means and stds
computed over 5 seeds.

α d = 20 d = 50

0.40 0.4282 (±0.2156) 4.2935 (±0.9643)
0.30 1.3789 (±0.8192) 9.5036 (±2.6700)
0.20 4.2386 (±2.3773) 21.9582 (±4.9489)
0.10 10.3990 (±5.8797) 37.1226 (±7.4887)

Table 7. Test MSE of Expander-L for n = 6500

under uniform outliers with S = 10. Means and stds
computed over 5 seeds.

plying PCA to obtain d = 10 dimensions. In this representation, CASP exhibits approximately linear
structure in the response, while Concrete responses serve as heterogeneous real-valued outliers. We reserve
a clean CASP-only test set of ntest = 1000 points and train an oracle OLS regressor on the remaining
CASP-only samples. We then form a contaminated training set by sampling n = 1400 points with target
inlier fraction α = 0.3, drawing nin = ⌊αn⌋ training inliers from CASP and the rest from Concrete;
for the Concrete points, we permute responses at random to destroy any simple predictive structure.
For Expander-L , we use the same hyperparameters except for the shrinkage factor, which we set to
ρ = 0.45. Table 8 reports MSE on the clean CASP test set after training on the contaminated mixture.
In this setting, several robust baselines perform worse than OLS on the mixture, whereas Expander-L
significantly reduces error but still leaves a portion of the gap to the oracle CASP-only predictor.
Finally, we report sensitivity to the main algorithmic hyperparameters of Expander-L . Across all
ablations, we vary one parameter while keeping the others fixed at a default configuration, and measure
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Fig. 5. Parameter error ∥ŵ − w⋆∥2 of Expander-L as a function of outlier magnitude S at fixed inlier fraction
α = 0.3 (n = 5000, d = 20, uniform response outliers). Each point is averaged over 5 random seeds, illustrating
that the parameter error grows only gradually as the corruption level increases.

Method Test MSE (mean ± std)

Oracle OLS (clean CASP only) 33.26 (±0.23)

OLS on mixture 1075.54 (±995.95)
Ridge regression 44373.36 (±4608.63)
Huber regression 75303.59 (±5225.56)
Theil–Sen regression 9293.18 (±680.30)
RANSAC 91026.75 (±9453.61)
Expander-1 (single seed) 5738.48 (±921.40)
Expander-L (best candidate) 874.94 (±163.81)

Table 8. Real-data stress test on a CASP+Concrete mixture (α ≈ 0.3). All methods are trained on the contam-
inated mixture and evaluated on a clean CASP-only test set. Reported numbers are means over 5 random seeds,
with standard deviations in parentheses.

test MSE under the synthetic setting. Figure 6 sweeps the number of seeds R, the number of filtering
iterations T , the expander left degree dL, and the ridge regularization parameter λ, and shows broad
stability regions for each. Figure 7 similarly ablates the repetition parameter r, pruning threshold θ,
shrinkage factor ρ, and the candidate clustering radius; performance degrades mainly for overly aggressive
pruning or insufficient filtering depth, while conservative choices remain stable. Figure 8 varies the sketch
dimension B and shows weak dependence across the tested range. Unless otherwise stated, we use a single
consistent configuration

8 Conclusion

We introduced a new algorithm for list-decodable linear regression based on expander sketching. The
key idea is to replace the usual “given batches” assumption with a synthetic batching scheme built
from sparse, signed expander graphs. This construction isolates most inliers in lightly corrupted buckets,
allowing standard robust aggregation and spectral filtering to recover the true regression direction.
The method runs in near input-sparsity time and achieves near-optimal sample complexity. It matches
the best known theoretical rates while being simpler and more combinatorial than previous SoS or SDP-
based approaches.
Conceptually, the result shows that external combinatorial randomness—here from expander sketches—can
create structure that enables robust estimation even under strong adversarial noise. This offers a new
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Fig. 6. Sensitivity of Expander-L to primary hyperparameters: number of seeds R (top left), number of filtering
iterations T (top right), expander left degree dL (bottom left), and ridge regularization parameter λ (bottom
right).

perspective on how sketching and robust statistics can interact to overcome information-theoretic barriers
such as those from the SQ model.
Overall, our framework highlights that combinatorial sketching can serve as a general tool for resilient
learning and estimation.
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Fig. 8. Sensitivity of Expander-L to the sketch dimension B.
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