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Abstract

We show that, for any set af points ind dimensions, there exists a hyperplane with regressiorhdepeast
[n/(d 4+ 1)], as had been conjectured by Rousseeuw and Hubert. DualBnjoarrangement af hyperplanes inl
dimensions there exists a point that cannot escape to infinihout crossing at leagin/(d + 1)] hyperplanes. We
also apply our approach to related questions on the existartitions of the data into subsets such that a common
plane has nonzero regression depth in each subset, andcartipeitational complexity of regression depth problems.

1 Introduction

Robust statistics [13, 32] has attracted much attentioentbcwithin the computational geometry community due to
the natural geometric formulation of many of its problenmscontrast to least-squares regression, in which measure-
ment error is assumed to be normally distributed, robushesors allow some of the data to be affected by completely
arbitrary errors. Researchers in this crossover area texadaped algorithms for problems such as center point con-
struction [6,16,24], slope selection [3,7,10,18,21], tredeast median of squares regression method [11,22] pegipo
by Rousseeuw [28].

Recently, Rousseeuw and Hubert [15, 30, 31] introduegdession deptlas a quality measure for robust linear
regression: in statistical terminology, the regressigotidef a hyperplanél is the smallest number of residuals that
need to change sign to makea nonfit. This definition has convenient statistical projsrsuch as invariance under
affine transformations; hyperplanes with high regresseptlid behave well in general error models, including skewed
or heteroskedastic error distributions.

Geometrically, the regression depth of a hyperplane is theXmam number of points intersected by the hyperplane
as it undergoes any continuous motion taking it from itsahjposition to vertical. In the dual setting of hyperplane
arrangements, thendirected deptlof a point in an arrangement is the minimum number of hypegdaouched by
or parallel to a ray originating at the point. Standard téghes of projective duality transform any statement about
regression depth to a mathematically equivalent stateatemit undirected depth and vice versa.

Rousseeuw and Hubert [30, 31] showed that for maydd there exist sets af points ind dimensions such that
no hyperplane has regression depth larger flmitd + 1)]. Ford = 2, they found a simple linear-time construction
which achieves the optimah/3] bound. These facts, together with an analoggenter pointgpoints such that any
halfspace containing them also contains many data polatsjo the following conjectures:

Conjecture 1 (Rousseeuw and Hubertfor any d-dimensional set of n points there exists a hypagplaving re-
gression depthin/(d + 1)].

Conjecture 2 (Rousseeuw and Hubertfror any point set there exists a partition infa/(d + 1)] subsets and a
hyperplane that has nonzero regression depth in each subset
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Steiger and Wenger [34] made some progress on Conjectuned 2:ahey show that any point set can be par-
titioned intocyn subsets, wherey is a constant depending on the dimensibrsuch that there exists a hyperplane
having nonzero regression depth in each subset. Note tblateskyperplane must have regression depth at tgast

Their valuecy is not stated explicitly, however it appears to be quite malighly 1/(6dz(d +1)).

Questions of computational efficiency of problems relateckyression depth have also been studied. Rousseeuw
and Struyf [33] described algorithms for testing the regi@s depth of a given hyperplane. The same paper also
considers algorithms for testing theeation depthof a point (its quality as a center point). One can find the hylame
of greatest regression depth for a given point set in ta) by a breadth first search of the dual hyperplane
arrangement; standaeetutting methods [23] can be used to develop a linear-tinpeagpmation algorithm that finds
a hyperplane with regression depth within a fagtbr ¢) of the optimum in any fixed dimension. For bivariate data,
van Kreveld, Mitchell, Rousseeuw, Sharir, Snoeyink, andcRmann found an algorithm for finding the optimum
regression line in tim®(nlog? n) [19], recently improved t®(nlogn) by Langerman and Steiger [20].

Our main result is to prove the truth of Conjecture 1. We de by finding a common generalization of location
depth and regression depth that formalizes the analogygaetthese two concepts: thmssing distancéetween a
point and a plane is the smallest number of sites crossecklpyldine in any continuous motion from its initial location
to a location incident to the point. The location depth of @pis just its crossing distance from the plane at infinity,
and the regression depth of a plane is just its crossingrdistrom the point at vertical infinity. We then prove the
conjecture by using Brouwer’s fixed point theorem to find gqutive transformation that maps the point at vertical
infinity to a center point of the transformed sites; the igedransformation maps the plane at infinity to a deep plane.

We also improve the partial result of Steiger and Wenger onj&dure 2: we show that one can always partition
a data set intdn/d(d 4+ 1)] subsets with a hyperplane having nonzero regression dethch subset. We further
improve this to| (n+ 1) /6] for d = 3. Our technique of projective transformation also shedseslight on issues of
computational complexity: the two problems of testing esgion depth and location depth considered by Rousseeuw
and Struyf are in fact computationally equivalent. Known-hd®dness results for center points then lead to the
observation that testing regression depth is NP-hard far kts of unbounded dimension.

2 Overview of the Proof

Before we begin the detailed proof, we describe our proatatyy and outline some of the points of difficulty.

As discussed above, it is sufficient to find a projective tfamsation such that the image of the point at vertical
infinity is a center point of the transformed set. Equivdierthe point at vertical infinity should have large crossing
number with the plane at infinity of the transformed set, soitlrerse image of this plane has high regression depth.

To find such a transformation, we view our sp&ceas being embedded &+, tangent to a-sphere, use central
projection to lift the points ifRY to pairs of points on thd-sphere, and use central projection again to flatten them
onto a copy ofRd tangent at a different poimtof thed-sphere. In this way, we get a different transformation faste
point p of the sphere. For each such transformation we considerrd fig@) on the sphere, found by computing a
center point of the transformed point set and lifting it b&xkhe sphere again. Note tHdp) will automatically be in
the same hemisphere ps

By the Brouwer fixed point theorem, any continuous functiortlee sphere that maps points to the same hemi-
sphere must be surjective (Corollary 1)f s surjective, there exists@for whichf (p) is the lifted image of the point
at vertical infinity, giving us the transformation we want.

However, there are some technical difficulties. As sketdtsal/e f(p) is not continuous, for two reasons: first,
there may be a large set of center points, and it is difficytit a single one in a continuous way. Second, and more
importantly, as we movp continuously on the sphere, the set of center points chairgstically at those times when
p makes an angle af/2 with a member of our point set, so that the transformed intdighe point moves out to
infinity in one direction and comes back in another.

To make the set of center points change more continuouslgppeoximate the lifted point set on the sphere by a
smooth measure. It is not hard to generalize the conceptafitm depth to measures, and to extend the proof of the
existence of center points to this setting (Lemma 6), buethgll may not exist a unique center point. To chose a single
continuously varying poirft(p), we use the centroid of the set of points with location deptn/(d+1)] —e. Proving
that this defines a continuous function involves defining pprapriate metric on a space of measures (Lemma 1),
representing(p) as a composition of functions to and from this space of messand using the fact that the set of
points used to definfp) is convex with nonempty interior (Lemma 7) together with stthmess assumptions on the



measure to show that the terms in this composition are eatincous (Lemmas 2, 3, and 8).

If we now apply the same Brouwer fixed point argument, we geasformation that takes the point at vertical
infinity to a point with location depttin/(d + 1)] — e. This gives us a hyperplari¢ with high, but not quite high
enough, regression depth in the measure approximatingadotr set. To finish the argument, and prove the existence
of a hyperplane with high regression depth, we show thagthgists ar, and a measure approximating the point set
and having the required smoothness properties, such thaamwénd a hyperplane nebr with the stated bound on
regression depth for the original point set (Lemmas 4 and 5).

3 Geometric Preliminaries

3.1 Projective Geometry

Although Rousseeuw and Hubert's conjectures are defineelypur terms of Euclidean geometry, our proof fits
most naturally in the context of projective geometry. Weeflyireview this geometry here, since standard textbooks
(e.g. [8]) concentrate primarily on the planar version, esecheed higher dimensions.

Perhaps the simplest way to vigladimensional projective space is as a renaming of Euclidé#tts one dimen-
sion higher. Call grojective pointa line through the origin ofd + 1)-dimensional Euclidean space, andrajective
hyperplanea hyperplane containing the origin of the safde+ 1)-dimensional space. Then these projective points
and hyperplanes satisfy properties resembling thoskdifnensional Euclidean points and hyperplanes. Indeesl, on
can embed Euclidean space into this projective space, fiolfbe/ing way: embed a copy af-dimensional Euclidean
space as a hyperplane (d + 1)-dimensional space, avoiding the origin (so this hypemlamot a projective hy-
perplane). Then through any point of thelimensional space, one can draw a unique line through ittendrigin;
that is, the Euclidean point corresponds to a unique priggepbint. Similarly, each hyperplane in tdedimensional
space corresponds to a unique projective hyperplane. Howtere is one projective hyperplane, and there are many
projective points, that do not come from Euclidean pointslayperplanes in this way; namely tfe+ 1)-dimensional
hyperplane through the origin parallel to tth&imensional space, and &l + 1)-dimensional lines contained in that
hyperplane. We call these projective objgatsnts at infinityandthe hyperplane at infinityln particular, all vertical
Euclidean hyperplanes, when extended to the projectiveespaeet in a single projective point, which we call the
point at vertical infinity(co for short).

A projective transformatioiis a map from one projective space to another of the same diomethat takes points
to points, hyperplanes to hyperplanes, and preserves-bgp@rplane incidences. These include (extensions of) the
usual Euclidean affine transformations, but also some dthasformations in which infinite points are mapped to
finite points or vice versa.

3.2 Central Projection

Central projection is a correspondence from hyperplanepleres closely related to the extension described above
from Euclidean to projective spaces.

Suppose we are givendadimensional hyperplang in (d + 1)-dimensional space, tangent ta-@phereS. Then
given any seK of n point sites inE, we can lift this set to a sé& of 2n point sites orS, as follows: draw a line through
each site and the center 8§f this line intersectsS in two points; place a site at both points. Conversely, giaan
functionf : S— R, we can “flatten” it to a functiofi : E — R, as follows: for each pointin E, draw a line through
x and the center o§; this line intersect$in two pointsy andz, one of which (say) is in the open hemisphere &f
centered on the point of tangency;1€x) = f(y). In either case we define tipeleof the projection to be the common
point of tangency between the hyperplane and the sphere.

The effect of lifting a hyperplane to a sphere and then flattgthe sphere to a different hyperplane can be viewed
as a projective transformation: if one places the origimatdphere center, the operations of drawing a line through a
point, as used in both lifting and flattening, are exactlywas we embedded Euclidean space in projective space as
described earlier. The two different hyperplanes simpiyfdifferent Euclidean views of the same projective space.

If one is given a Euclidean space (without a tangent sphaeeptt of lifting to a sphere requires an arbitrary
choice: where to put the tangent sphere. Similarly if onevisrga sphere (without a tangent hyperplane) the act of
flattening to a hyperplane requires a choice of where to puptile, and is completely determined once that choice
is made. In our proof, we will find a projective transformatiiwom one space to another by choosing arbitrarily a
tangent sphere to our initial space, and then considerimgasible pole locations on that sphere.



3.3 Measure Theory

A measureon a topological spack is just a functiorm from a family of subsets oK (which must be closed under
the complement and countable union operations, and indlldee open and closed subsets) to nonnegative real
numbers, satisfying the property obuntable additivity if a setSis a disjoint union of countably many measurable
subsets, then the measures of those subsets must form agemv&eries summing t(S). We restrict our attention
to measures for which the measurable sets are juBdhad sets sets that can be formed from open sets by a sequence
of complement and countable union operations.

The usual Euclidean volume (Lebesgue measur&iiis not quite a measure under our definition, because we
want even the whole space to have finite measure, but it is aurean any restriction d&¢ to a bounded subset, or
on the surface of a sphere. One can also defitis@ete measurifom a set of point sites, in which the measure of a
setSis simply the number of sites it contains.

Any measuren on a sphere can be flattened to a measuos Euclidean space: given a &in Euclidean space,
let Sbe the copy oSlifted by central projection to a subset of the open hemisphentered on the pole of projection,
and letm(S) = m(S).

We define amooth measure on thed-sphere to be one for which there is a botrsiich that, for any s& m(S)
is at mosb times the Lebesgue measure. We define a smooth measi&torbe one formed by flattening a smooth
measure on the sphere. (This is stronger than simply requéribounded ratio between the measure and Lebesgue
measure irRY.) Since any Lebesgue measurable set is the difference afrgtatale intersection of open sets with a
measure-zero set [25, Theorem 3.15], a smooth measure ge®iy determined by its behavior on open sets. We
define a measure to m®where zerdf all open sets have nonzero measure; note that we do nateghe measure of
the open sets to be bounded below by a constant times thedshak measure.

For any smooth measures andm, on the sphere dk9 define thedistancebetweenm; andm to be the supremum
of |Imy (S) — mp(S)| whereSranges over altonvexsubsets oK (convex subsets of the sphere are defined to be sets
that can be flattened to a convex subseR®y;

Lemmal. The distance defined above is a metric on the space of smoaturas.

Proof: The distance is clearly symmetric. Any open set can be deosatpinto a union of countably many convex
sets, and we can use inclusion-exclusion to express itsureas a series each term of which is the measure of a
convex set; therefore any two distinct smooth measures hemeero distance. The triangle inequality is satisfied
separately by the valuésy (S) — my(S)| for eachS, so it is satisfied by the overall distance as wéll.

Lemma?2. Let m be a smooth measure on a sphere, and let R be the groupatibns of the sphere. Define the
measure (S) = m(p(S)) for anyp € R. Then the map fromto m, is a continuous function from R to the space of
smooth measures.

Proof: We need to show that for anyande we can find & such that all rotations withia of p are mapped to a
measure withire of m,. By symmetry of the space of rotations, we can asspiisghe identity.

For any seSand rotatiord, |m(S) — m(8(9))| < m(S& 0(S)) = O(b|d|L), whereb is the bound om in terms
of Lebesgue measure assumed in the definition of smoothnéddsia the Lebesgue measure of the boundarg.of
For any convex set, is bounded independently &by the measure of the equator of the sphere, so if we choose
d = O(1/b), any rotation amount smaller tharwill have |m(S) — m,(S)| < ¢ as desired.C

Lemma 3. Flattening a sphere to a hyperplane (with a fixed pole of mtiga) induces a continuous map from the
space of smooth measures on the sphere to the space of smesstbres ofRY.

Proof: Flattening can only decrease the distance between two mesasince the flattened distance is of the same
form (a supremum of valugsy (S) — mp(S)|) but with fewer choices fo8 (only those convex subsets of the sphere
that are contained in a particular open hemisphere).



3.4 Smoothing and Sharpening

In order to avoid complicated limit arguments, we will apgroate the discrete measure of a set of sites by a single
smooth measure, carefully chosen so that we can transldisp&ees in one measure to halfspaces in the other in a
way that preserves the measure of the cuts appropriatelg.n¢ational convention, we will use accented letters like
H’ to refer to objects related to the discrete measure, andcengad letters likél to refer to the corresponding objects
for the smooth measure.

Any pair of hyperplanes in a projective space divides thesato two subsets; we definedauble wedgé¢o be
the closure of any such subset. In particular a Euclideafispede is a special case of a double wedge in which one
of the hyperplanes is the hyperplane at infinity. Given a $sites, we say that two hyperplanes ammbinatorially
equivalentf they bound a double wedge that has no sites in its intefitwte that this is not really an equivalence
relation because of the possibility of sites on the boundéatie wedge.

The proofs of some lemmas in this section rely mmjective duality in any projective space, one can find a
correspondence between it andlaal spaceof the same dimension, in which each pomntorresponds to a dual
hyperplang*, and each hyperplarté corresponds to a dual poikt*, such thap is incident toH if and only if p*
is incident toH*. Note that, under this correspondence, the set of hyperplpassing within distan@eof pointp is
transformed into a set of points within some neighborhoduypierplang*.

Lemmad4. For any finite set of sites iRY, there exists @ such that any hyperplane H can be replaced by a combi-
natorially equivalent hyperplane Hsuch that H is incident to all sites within distanceof H.

Proof: Leto be smaller than half the height of any nondegenerate sinfptexed byd + 1 points. For anH, let &
denote the set of sites within distantef H; thenS must be coplanar. Lédp be any plane incident to all sites %,
and continuously rotatel towardsHgy around an axis where the two hyperplanes intersect. (Thttomis easier to
understand in the dual: it is just motion along a straigre egment fron* to Hg.) Note that with such a motion,
the distance frond to any point ofHp, and in particular to any of the sites $, is monotonically decreasing, so no
site can leave s&. HoweverH may move to within distancé of some sitex outside ofS; if this happens, we stop
moving towarddHy, form setS; = S U {x}, find a planeH; incident to all points ir5;, continue rotating towardd,
etc. Since there are only finitely many sites, this processt exentually terminate with a plai# incident to all sites
crossed by the motion ¢f; therefore there are no sites interior to the double wed{jpettbyH andH’. O

Lemma5. For any finite set of sites ifRY, there exists & such that any hyperplane’Han be replaced by a
combinatorially equivalent hyperplane H, such that H is stance at least from any site.

Proof: Form the hyperplane arrangement dual to the set of sitegselicemall enough that each cell of the arrange-
ment has a point not covered by aiweighborhood of any hyperplane. For dfiylet H'* be an uncovered pointin a
cell containingH*, and letH’ be the hyperplane dual t¢'*. O

We will apply Lemma 4 to the original sites, and Lemma 5 torthertical projections.

3.5 Center Points

If we are given a set of point sites B, thelocation depth(also known agukey depthof a pointx (which may not
necessarily be itself a site) is defined to be the minimum:; ak@rojectionsr : RY — R, of the number of sites with
m(s) < w(x). Equivalently, it is the minimum number of sites containedny closed halfspace containirg(The
halfspace corresponding to projectioiis {y : 7(y) < 7(X)}.)

More generally, ifmis a measure oRY, we define the théocation depthof x to be the minimum measure of any
halfspace containing Note that for amyD the set of points with location depth at le&sts an intersection of closed
halfspaces, and is therefore closed and convex.

A Tukey mediaris a point with maximum location depth. éenter pointis a point with location depth at least
m(RY)/(d + 1). As is well known [1,9, 26] a center point exists for any ditermeasure; equivalently, any Tukey
median is a center point. We extend this to arbitrary measusiig the main idea from one proof of the discrete case:
applying Helly's theorem to a family of high-measure sets.

Lemma6. For any measure m oRY, there exists a point with location depth at leagt®f) /(d + 1).



Proof: For any positive integdr lete = 1/i, let X be a compact convex set with measure at l€hste)m(RY) (such
a set always exists sin® is a countable union of nested convex bounded sets) andderise familyF of compact
convex subsets of with measure at leagtl/(d + 1) 4+ ¢)m(R%). The measure of the complemenrof any set inF
is at mosim(X)/(d + 1) — em(R%), so the intersection of an 4 1)-tuple of sets irF must be nonempty. By Helly’s
theorem [9, 14] there is a poirt contained in all members &f.

If any open halfspace disjoint from has measure larger thdd/(d + 1) + 2¢)m(RY), some closed halfspace
contained in it also has measure larger théy(d + 1) 4 2¢)m(RY), and would intersecX in a compact convex set of
measure larger thaf/(d + 1) + ¢)m(RY), contradicting the assumption thatis in the intersection of all such sets.
Thereforex; has location depth at lea&t/(d 4 1) — 2¢)m(R9Y).

Since we can makeas small as we wish (and since all points with location depiéestem(RY) must be contained
in the compact seX), we can find a cluster point of the points and this cluster point must have location depth at
leastm(RY)/(d + 1). O

Define ane-center pointo be a point with location depth at leastR?)/(d + 1) — .

Lemma7. For any smooth measure mRf', and any sufficiently smadl the set ok-center points is compact and
has nonempty interior.

Proof: Let mbe formed by flattening a smooth measoren the sphere, and letbe a center point ah. For anye
there exists @ for which any infinite strip of widthd containingc has measure at mostsince the lift of such a strip
is a narrow wedge of the sphere). Therefore, the points irpen ball of radiug aroundc are alle-center points.

Let ¢ be small enough that the location depth ofe@acenter point is bounded away from zero. The set-of
center points is clearly closed by its definition. To showt the& set is bounded, note that for ahyne can find a
neighborhood of the equator of the sphere with measure atanfug any pointx in this neighborhood, one can find
a halfspace iR containing the point that is a subset of the flattening oftieighborhood, and that therefore has too
sr(?all a measure forto be ane-center point. The complement of this flattened neighbodhis@ bounded region of
RY O

Define thee-trimmed meamf a measurento be the centroid of its set efcenter points.

Lemma 8. For any sufficiently smaH > 0, the map from measures¢drimmed means defines a continuous function
from nowhere zero smooth measure®fo

Proof: Let m be a smooth nowhere zero measure, Enitis set ofe-center points. ThekK is an intersection of
closed halfspaces, so any poinbutsideK is contained in an open halfspaketangent toK and having measure
m(RY)/(d + 1) — e. Let Sbe the infinite slab bounded on one side by the boundaky, @ind on the other side by a
hyperplane througk. The halfspace on the other side of this slab fiérhas measure(RY)/(d + 1) — e — m(S),
andx can only become aa-center point of a measure with distance at lea&) from m. In other words, for any
outsideK there is @ = m(S) such that measures within distanicef m do not havex in their set ofe-center points.

For anyy interior toK, let § (fori = 1...29) be the intersections witK of a system of orthants centered at
y. Then any halfspace containiggcan be decomposed into a slab containing one offand a smaller halfspace
containing a boundary point ¢f; therefore by a similar argument to the one above, therejissamin{m(S)} such
that all measures within distanéef m havey in their set ofe-center points.

Thus an arbitrarily small change to the measure can onlygs#re set oé-center points in an arbitrarily small
region near the boundary &f, which can only make the centroid Kfchange by an arbitrarily small amouritl

3.6 Brouwer’s Theorem and Functionson Spheres

The following well-known fact about functions on spheres 8mple consequence of the Brouwer fixed point theorem,
that any continuous function from a closed topological diskself has a fixed point [4, 5].

Lemma9. Letf be a continuous non-surjective function from a d-spl&to itself. Then f has a fixed point.

Proof: Sincef is non-surjective, there is a poirtnot covered byf. Sincef is continuous, it avoids an open
neighborhoodN of x. Then the restriction of to S\ N is a continuous map from a closed disk to itself, and hence by
the Brouwer fixed point theorem has a fixed point.



Corollary 1. Let f be a continuous function from a d-sphere to itself sinct for all x, f(x) # —x. Then f is
surjective.

Proof: Apply the lemmato-f. O

4 The Proof

If mis a measure on a projective space, we definetbgsing distancem(x, H) between a point and a hyperplane

H to be the minimum measure of any double wedge where one bouhgperplane iH and the other contains
Intuitively, if mis a discrete measure coming from a set of point sitameasures the number of points that must be
crossed by in any continuous motion of hyperplanes that moMesntil it touchesx.

Then, the location depth of a poixts simply xm(X, c0) whereoo denotes the hyperplane at infinity. Conjecture 1
can be rephrased as asking for a hyperpldrseich thatym(co, H) is large. Therefore, location depth and regression
depth are both special cases of crossing distance.

Since crossing distance is defined purely projectivelg fireserved by any projective transformation. Thus if we
find a hyperplane with high regression depth, performingogegtive transformation that takes it to the hyperplane at
infinity will also take the point at vertical infinity to a certpoint. Conversely, if we can find a projective transforma-
tion that takes the point at vertical infinity to a center pipihe preimage of the hyperplane at infinity must have high
regression depth.

Our proof of Conjecture 1, below, finds such a transformagism composition of two central projections. The
idea of the proof is very simple: lift the sites to a spherdtdtathe sphere at a pole, compute the center point of the
flattened points, and use Corollary 1 to show that this mam fooles to center points covess. All of the technical
complication in the proof arises from our need to force “thater point” to be unique and the map to be continuous,
which we do by approximating the points with smooth measanesusing:-trimmed means of these measures.

Theorem 1. For any n points inRY there exists a hyperplane having regression dépti{d + 1)].

Proof: Use central projection with an arbitrary fixed choice of tamigsphere to lift the sites to a set af oints on a
sphere. The extension of this lifting map to the projectpace lifts the point at vertical infinity to two points on the
sphere; choose one of these two arbitrarily and cathit ~

Let o be small enough that we can apply Lemma 4 to the sites and Lé&himtne vertical projection of the sites.
Lete = 1/3(d + 1). Choose a smooth nowhere zero measanich that the measure of any hemisphene, ithe
o-radius ball around any site has measure at most one, andttierteasure of the set of points farther thiaftrom
any site is at most.

Define the functiore(x) from the sphere to itself as follows: Iet(X) be the measure formed by flattenimgt pole
X, letc(x) be thee-trimmed mean om(x), and use central projection to litx) to a pointc(x) in the open hemisphere
centered orx. By Lemmas 2, 3, and & is continuous, and clearly has no point for whictt(x) = —x. Then by
Corollary 1,cis surjective, so we can find a poimt= ¢~%(c) such that flattening the sphere tangen tnapsod to
thee-trimmed mean om(p).

Let H denote the hyperplane at infinity with respecptdJse Lemma 4 to sharpethto a hyperplanél’ incident
to all sites within distancé of H. We wish to show thaltl’ has the stated regression depth; that is, any double wedge
bounded byH’ and a vertical hyperplané’ must contain at leasin/(d + 1)] sites. Thus lel’ be an arbitrary
vertical hyperplane, and I8V be a double wedge determinedHyandV’. Use Lemma 5 to smoottf’ to a vertical
hyperplanéeV/ that is not within distancé of any site, and le¥V be the double wedge determinedidyandV. Then
sincecd is ane-trimmed mean fom(p), W has measure at least(d + 1) — ¢, and the measure of the intersection of
W with the-radius balls around the sites must be at legétl + 1) — 2¢. ThereforeW must contain or cross at least
[n/(d+ 1) — 2¢] = [n/(d + 1)] of the balls, andV’ contains at least that many sites.

5 Analogues of Helly’s Theorem

Rousseeuw [29] expressed the hope for an alternate proobjeCture 1 analogous to that of Lemma 6, based on
some formulation of Helly’s theorem faontractible hulls(sets of hyperplanes having nonzero regression depth for



Figure 1. One of a family ofi contractible hulls such that all setsof- 1 hulls have a common intersection, but notradlo.

some point set). The natural formulation is that, if everffisigntly large subset of a family of contractible hulls has
nonempty intersection, then the whole family has nonemgsrsection. However, despite some formal similarities
between similarly defined shapes and convex polygons [@fetcan be no such result, as we now show.

We use the projective dual formulation, in which the cortitde hull of an arrangement of lines consists of those
points not interior to an infinite cell of the arrangementgu¥e 1 shows how, for a regulargon, one can find a set
of four lines such that their contractible hull (the set ofrie that cannot reach infinity, consisting of a nhonconvex
guadrilateral together with the points on the lines thewesglcontains all but one-gon vertex, does not contain the
n-gon center, and has its two outer lines perpendicular ttvtbhar-gon sides adjacent to the missed vertex. Thus, the
hull is completely disjoint from a wedge defined by two raysaeating from then-gon center, parallel to the hull's
two outer lines. If we forrm of these hulls, one peargon vertex, the union of the corresponding wedges is thiesent
plane; therefore the intersection of theontractible hulls is empty. However, any subsenof 1 hulls do have a
common intersection, including at least tirgon vertex missed by the one hull not in the subset.

However, Rousseeuw (personal communication) noted thadrBim 1 does imply some sort of special case of a
Helly theorem: the contractible hulls of &hd/(d+ 1))-tuples of sites have a common intersection. It remainsaamcl
whether this can be formalized as a more general Helly tmedwe families of contractible hulls.

6 Analoguesof Tverberg's Theorem

A Tverberg partitionof a set of point sites is a partition of the sites into subséts convex hulls of which all have
a common intersection. (To extend this definition to the grtiye plane, we define the convex hull of a point at
infinity to be the whole plane.) Theverberg depttof a pointx is the maximum cardinality of any Tverberg partition
for which the common intersection contaxsNote that the Tverberg depth is a lower bound on the locatapth.
Tverberg’s theorem [36, 37] is that there always exists atpith Tverberg depthin/(d+ 1)] (aTverberg poin, this
result generalizes both the existence of center points€samy Tverberg point must be a center point) and Radon’s
theorem [27] that ang + 2 points have a Tverberg partition into two subsets.

Similarly, define acontractible partitionof a set of point sites to be a partition of the sites into stysthe
contractible hulls of which all have a common intersectiand define theontractible partition numbeof the set
to be the maximum number of subsets in any partition. Counjec? states that the contractible partition number is
always at leasfn/(d+ 1)]. Since a hyperplanié is in the contractible hull of a set of points if and only if ajective
transformation takindH to infinity takesod to a point in the convex hull of the transformed set, the @mtible



partition number is the maximum Tverberg depth of the imagéoaunder any projective transformation. Thus the
conjecture would be proven if we could find a projective tfarmsation taking>d to a Tverberg point.

Unfortunately we have not been able to extend our previoosfiio this case. We do not know of an appropriate
generalization of Tverberg points to continuous measuamesn any case Tverberg points are not very well behaved:
the set of Tverberg points need not be connected, if it is ecta it need not be simply connected, and in dimensions
higher than two its convex hull need not be the set of all apoiats [35].

However, we can at least show that the contractible pantitiomber is always at leasfd(d + 1), an improvement
over the previous bound of Steiger and Wenger [34]:

Lemma 10. Letc have location depth D with respect to a set of n sitesnEHeas Tverberg depth at lealdd/d].

Proof: As long asc is contained in the convex hull of the sites, greedily chosm®me simplex with site vertices
containingc and remove its sites from the set. This process can contimilall sites in some halfspadé¢ containing
c on its boundary have been removed. Initialiyhas at leasD sites, and each simplex can contain odlgoints in
H, so at leasfD/d] simplices can be chosen befdids exhausted O

Theorem 2. The contractible partition number is at least/d(d + 1)].

Proof: Find a hyperplankl of regression deptfn/(d+1)] and a projective transformation takikigto the hyperplane
at infinity, and apply the lemma to the imagexafuhder this transformationd

In two dimensions, the optimal bourid/3]| was shown by Rousseeuw and Hubert [31], and a partition @ckje
this bound can be found in linear time from their construc{itb].

7 Better Tverberg Partitionsin Three Dimensions

Our general result above implies that in three dimensiomiethlways exists a partition of the sites ifitg 12] subsets
the contractible hulls of which have a common intersectia.now improve this bound somewhat|ta + 1)/6].

The idea behind our bound is to partition the sites by a plach ¢hat the two subsets, when projected onto a
horizontal plane, have equal centerpoints. We will thentide o find a Tverberg partition consisting [gfn + 1) /6]
subsets, each formed by a triangle above the partition plada triangle below the partition plane, where the triaqigle
come from an equivalence between center points and Tveploémts inR?:

Lemma 11 (Birch [1]). Let point x be a center point of a set2¥ sites inR2. Then x is also a Tverberg point for this
set of sites.

The proof of Birch’s result is simply to forrk triangles by connecting evekth point in the sequence of sites
sorted by their angles aroundWe need the following strengthening of the lemma:

Lemma12. Let pointx have location depth k in a set ofn3k sites inR?. Then there is a subset of exaclysites,
such that x still has location depth k in this subset.

Proof: Sincen > 3k + 1, andk is an integer|(n — k — 1)/2] > k. LetH be a closed halfspace withon its
boundary, containing exactkysites. Sort the sites outsitteaccording to their angles witk and lety be the median
site in this sorted order. Then the two closed wedges in thgptement oH, bounded by linexy, each contain at least
|(n—k—1)/2| > ksites, not counting. If we removey from the set of sites, then the number of sites in any halfspac
not containingy does not change, and any halfspace contaigiogntains one of these two wedges. Therefore, the
location depth ok remains equal t& and the result follows by induction an O

Corollary 2. Let pointx have location depth k in n point site®f Then x has Tverberg depth at leasin{k, |[n/3|}.

Given any oriented plariein R3, definelL (P) to be the closed halfspace to the lefRofaccording to the orientation
of P) andR(P) to be the closed halfspace to the right. ket R® — R? be a vertical projection froriR3 to R?: that
is, (X, Y, Z) = (x,y). Note thatr also acts as a continuous function from smooth measui®? ia smooth measures
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Figure 2. Thej-neighborhood of a line through 2 sites.

Figure 3. Arrangement of lines determined by pairs of sdes, subdivision of arrangement cells into quadrilaterals.

in R?, according to the formula(m)(S) = m(z—1(S)). If Sis any measurable set®®, andmis any measure oR?,
let mn Sdenote the measure defined by the forn{ofen S)(T) = m(SNT).

Given a set of point sites iR?, define pointg andc’ to becombinatorially equivalerif there is no line determined
by two sites that has on one side and’ on the other. Define thé&neighborhoodf a line L through two or more
sites to be the set of lines determined by pairs of pointsiwitistance) of two distinct sites ori. The lines of the
0-neighborhood all lie within a region bounded by two convelygons, with sides formed by lines tangent to radius-
circles around the sites dn(Figure 2). We say that a line determined by two siteg andq is d-near cif there is a
line L’ throughc in the §-neighborhood of.. For anyc andL not incident toc, L is notd-nearc for all sufficiently
small values ob.

Lemma 13. For any finite set of sites in any bounded regiorR3f there exists @ such that, for any point ¢ in the
bounded region, we can find a combinatorially equivalentpdi, having the property that any line through two sites
that isd-near to ¢ passes through.c

Proof: We first describe how to mapto ¢’; we will then show that there exists an appropriafer this map. Form
the arrangement of all lines through two or more sites, findiatg; interior to each celC; of the arrangement (other
than infinite cells with only one vertex), and divi@ into small quadrilaterals by drawing line segments fngno
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the midpoints of the finite-length edges @f (Figure 3). Within infinite cells of the arrangement, we asll a ray
from p; to infinity, not parallel to either side d;. Our choice oft’ is determined by this subdivision: each paint
interior to a quadrilateral is mapped to the unique arraregemertexc’ contained in that quadrilateral. We can use
an arbitrary tie-breaking rule to assign points on the bawied of quadrilaterals to the arrangement vertex for any
incident quadrilateral.

Now approximate the given bounded region by a square thaaitsnit. For any lind. determined by two sites,
there exists @_ such thaL is notd_-near any of the pointg;, arrangement edge midpoints, arrangement vertices not
incident toL, or points where the square crosses one of the edges of tdé/isidn. Each point in the bounded
region that is not mapped tois contained in the convex hull of some set of these pointsrathe same side df.

The complement of &-neighborhood on one side bfis convex. Thereford, will not be §, -near any point mapped
to ac’ not onL. We simply choosé to be the minimum of the valuels. O

Theorem 3. The contractible partition number iR® is at least[ [n/2]/3| = [(n+1)/6].

Proof: Letd be small enough that we can apply Lemma 4 to the sites and Lelfrttathe vertical projection of the
sites (with the bounded region of Lemma 13 being the pointsiwdistance’ of the convex hull of the sites). Let
¢ < 1/18, and find a smooth nowhere zero measuon R® such that the total measureris- 2¢, the measure within
the radiuss ball around any site is at most one, and the total measurélewdt such balls is at most Let i be a
nowhere zero smooth measureRfwith total measure.

For each unit vectou in R3, let P(u) denote the oriented plane normaltdor whichm(L(P)) = m(R(P)). Note
thatP(u) is unique due to the assumption timats nowhere zero. Let(u) denote the vector difference between two
points inR?: the e-trimmed means of (MmN L(P)) + x andr(mN R(P)) + x. Thatis, if these twe-trimmed means
have Cartesian coordinates , yi ) and(xg, yr) then letf (u) be the vectofx. — Xr,y. — Yr). Thenf is a continuous
antipodal function, so by the Borsuk-Ulam Theorem [2] it hazerou, where the twa-trimmed means coincide at a
common point.

Use Lemma 4 to find a plan® passing through all sites within distané®f P(u); thenL(P") andR(P’) each
contain at leasfn/2 — ¢] = [n/2] sites. Use Lemma 13 to find a poititc R? on any lines-nearc.

Thenc’ must have location depth at ledst/6] with respect to each of the two planar sets formed by velyical
projectingL(P’) andR(P’). For, leth’ be a closed halfplane wittl on its boundary, containing as few points as
possible fromL(P’) or R(P’); letk = min{|h" N L(P")|, [’ N R(P")|}. Sincec’ is notd-near any line it is not incident
to, we can rotaté’ if necessary to a combinatorially equivalent halfplanehstiiat the boundary df’ does not pass
within distance’ of any nonincident point. Next, translate the halfplanehsd its boundary moves frori towardsc
without coming within distancé of any site outsidé’. If the halfplane gets stuck by becoming tangent to a radlius-
circle around a site, rotate it towardshile keeping it tangent to that circle. This rotation pregean not become
stuck by hitting another such circle, because the two cparding sites would determine a line that either separates
from ¢’ or is d-near toc, neither of which can happen by Lemma 13. So the result oftuisess must be a halfplane
h, with boundary incident ta, that is at distance at leasfrom any site not irh’. Thereforeh intersects the radius-
circles around at mostsites ofL(P’) or R(P’), so min{ (r(mNL(P)) + x)(h), (x(mNL(P)) 4+ 1) (h)} < k+ 2. But,
sincec is ane-trimmed mean, mii(mN L(P) + w)(h), (mNL(P) + w)(h)} > n/6 — . Thereforek > n/6 — 3¢, and,
sincee < 1/18 andk is an integerk > [n/6].

By Corollary 2, we can find a s&L of | [n/2] /3] triangles having as vertices sitedifP’), such that the projection
of each triangle contains, and a corresponding sERof | [n/2] /3] triangles with vertices ilR(P’).

We now use these triangles to form contractible hulls cainigiP’. Whenever some triangle has a vertean
planeP’, we form the contractible hull of itself; this consists of all planes passing throwgand in particulaiP’.
When we do this, we remove frofiL andTRany triangle using as a vertex. Once all remaining vertices are disjoint
from P, all the triangles are disjoint from each other. We thenteakily choose pairs of triangles, one frof and
one fromTL, until we run out of triangles in one of the two sets. Each efphirs gives a six-site set with contractible
hull containingP’, because the triangle abof and the triangle beloW?’’ project to sets with intersecting convex
hulls: specifically, their intersection contains the paint 0

8 NP-hardness

We now briefly discuss the computational complexity of tasthe regression depth or contractible partition number
for a given plane. Clearly, when the dimension is a fixed @ntsthe regression depth can be tested in @1 +
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nlogn): there areD(n9—1) combinatorially distinct vertical hyperplanes, the sethase vertical hyperplanes can be
constructed by forming a arrangement in a space dual t¢dhe 1)-dimensional projection of the points, and the
number of points in each double wedge defined by a verticattpfane and the input hyperplane can be found in
constant time by walking from cell to cell in this dual arr@ngent. Standaretcutting methods [23] can be used to
design an algorithm to approximate the regression deptiimét (1 + ¢) factor, in linear time for any fixed values of
e and the dimension.

When the dimension is not a fixed contant, testing whethefdta&tion depth of a point is at least some fixed
bound is coNP-complete [17]. Teng [35] showed that the speecise of testing whether a point is a center point is
still coNP-complete.

Theorem 4. Testing whether a hyperplane has regression depth at ledet-h 1) is coNP-complete.

Proof: First, to show that a hyperplane does not have high regmressipth, we need merely exhibit a double wedge
bounded by it and a vertical hyperplane that contains fewtpoiTherefore, the problem of testing regression depth is
in coNP.

If one could compute regression depth, one could use thisrmpate the location depth of a poixby finding
a projective transformation takingto co and testing the regression depth of the image of the hypee@ainfinity.
This transformation is a reduction from testing center fxofn testing regression depth; therefore testing regressi
depth is coNP-completed

Therefore, also, computing the regression depth of a hygeeps NP-hard, since one could test regression depth
by comparing the computed depth to the vaiiéd + 1). However, these results do not rule out the possibility of an
efficient algorithm for finding a deep hyperplane.

Teng [35] also showed that the problem of testing whethefMirerberg depth of a point is at least some fixed
bound, or of testing whether the point is a Tverberg poinyscomplete. Using the same transformational ideas as
before, this leads immediately to the following result:

Theorem 5. Testing whether a hyperplane has contractible partitiomier at least fi(d + 1) is NP-complete.

The computational complexity of computing a deep hypemlana hyperplane with high contractible partition
number remains open.
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