arXiv:1307.8371v5 [cs.LG] 16 Dec 2013

The Power of Localization
for Efficiently Learning Linear Separators with Noise

Pranjal Awasthi Maria Florina Balcan Philip M. Long
pawashti@princeton.edu ninamf@cc.gatech.edu  plong@microsoft.com

October 29, 2018

Abstract

We introduce a new approach for designing computationdfigient learning algorithms that are
tolerant to noise, one of the most fundamental problemsamlag theory. We demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of our approach by designing algorithms with inapconoise tolerance guarantees for learning
linear separators, the most widely studied and used cowotzgst in machine learning.

We consider two of the most challenging noise models stuiiddarning theory, thenalicious
noise model of Valiant [Val85, KL88] and thedversariallabel noise model of Kearns, Schapire, and
Sellie [KSS94]. For malicious noise, where the adversanyaarupt am of fraction both the label part
and the feature part, we provide a polynomial-time alganifor learning linear separators #f under
the uniform distribution with near information-theoretiptimal noise tolerance of = Q(¢). This im-
proves significantly over previously best known resultskikMS05, KLS09]. For theadversarial label
noisemodel, where the distribution over the feature vectors ishanged, and the overall probability
of a noisy label is constrained to be at mgstve give a polynomial-time algorithm for learning linear
separators ifit? under the uniform distribution that can handle a noise ratg-e © (¢). This improves
significantly over the results of [KKMSO05] which either rerpd runtime super-exponential ife (ours
is polynomial in1/e) or tolerated less noise.

In the case that the distribution is isotropic log-concave,present a polynomial-time algorithm

for the malicious noise model that toIera@s(b%) noise, and a polynomial-time algorithm for
g?(1/€)

the adversarial label noise model that also hanﬂlréshm) noise. Both of these also improve on

results from [KLS09]. In particular, in the case of malickonoise, unlike previous results, our noise
tolerance has no dependence on the dimensifithe space.

A particularly nice feature of our algorithms is that theynazaturally exploit the power of active
learning, a widely studied modern learning paradigm, whieedearning algorithm can only receive the
classifications of examples when they ask for them. We shawittthis model, our algorithms achieve
a label complexity whose dependence on the error paramétexponentially bettethan that of any
passive algorithm. This provides the first polynomial-tiaetive learning algorithm for learning linear
separators in the presence of adversarial label noise, lhasitbe first analysis of active learning under
the challenging malicious noise model.

Our algorithms and analysis combine several ingrediertsidiing aggressive localization, hinge
loss minimization, and a novel localized and soft outlienogal procedure. Our work illustrates an un-
expected use of localization techniques (previously usedlfitaining better sample complexity results)
in order to obtain better noise-tolerant polynomial-tinfgoaithms.
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1 Introduction

Overview. Dealing with noisy data is one of the main challenges in machéarning and is a highly
active area of research. In this work we study the noisy Hdality of linear separators, arguably the
most popular class of functions used in practice [CSTOOhehr separators are at the heart of methods
ranging from support vector machines (SVMs) to logistiaesgion to deep networks, and their learnability
has been the subject of intense study for over 50 years. ingglinear separators from correctly labeled
(non-noisy) examples is a very well understood problem sithple efficient algorithms like Perceptron
being effective both in the classic passive learning sgfitv/94, Vap98] and in the more modern active
learning framework [Das11]. However, for noisy settingscept for the special case of uniform random
noise, very few positive algorithmic results exist even fassive learning. In the context of theoretical
computer science more broadly, problems of noisy learniagelated to seminal results in approximation-
hardness [ABSS93, GRO06], cryptographic assumptions [BFKReg05], and are connected to other classic
guestions in learning theory (e.g., learning DNF formuléS$94]), and appear as barriers in differential
privacy [GHRU11]. Hence, not surprisingly, designing eéid algorithms for learning linear separators in
the presence of adversarial noise (see definitions belowf)gseat importance.

In this paper we present new techniques for designing afticikgorithms for learning linear separators
in the presence afaliciousandadversarialnoise. These are two of the most challenging noise models
studied in learning theory. The models were originally g for a setting in which the algorithm must
work for an arbitrarily, unknown distribution. As we will sebounds on the amount of noise tolerated for
this setting, however were very weak, and no significant i@sg) was made for many years. This gave
rise to the question of the role that the distribution playedietermining the limits of noise tolerance.
A breakthrough result of [KKMSO05] and subsequent work of Q9] showed that indeed better bounds
on the level of noise tolerance can be obtained for the umifand more generally isotropic log-concave
distributions. In this paper, we significantly improve thagsults. For the malicious noise case, where
the adversary can corrupt both the label part and the feganteof the observation (and it has unbounded
computational power and access to the entire history ofdwmning algorithm’s computation), we design an
efficient algorithm that can tolerate near-optimal amounhalicious noise (within constant factor of the
statistical limit) for the uniform distribution, and alsa@gificantally improves over the previously known
results for log-concave distribution. In particular, Usliprevious works, our noise tolerance limit has no
dependence on the dimensi@of the space. We also show similar improvements for adviatdabel noise,
and furthermore show that our algorithms can naturallyakghe power of active learning. Active learning
is a widely studied modern learning paradigm, where thenlegralgorithm only receives the classifications
of examples when it asks for them. We show that in this model atgorithms achieve a label complexity
whose dependence on the error parameteexponentially bettethan that of any passive algorithm. This
provides the first polynomial-time active learning algaomit for learning linear separators in the presence of
adversarial label noise, solving an open problem posed BL{B, Mon06]. It also provides as well as the
first analysis showing the benefits of active learning ovaspa learning under the challenging malicious
noise model.

Overall, our work illustrates an unexpected use of loctiiretechniques (previously used for obtaining
better sample complexity results) in order to obtain bettgse-tolerant polynomial-time algorithms. Our
work brings a new set of algorithmic and analysis technidoesding localization and soft outlier removal,
that we believe will have other applications in learningatyeand optimization more broadly.

In the following we start by formally defining the learning deds we consider, we then present most
relevant prior work, and then our main results and techrdgue



Passive and Active Learning. Noise Models. In this work we consider the problem of learning linear
separators in two important learning paradigms: the adgsassive learning setting and the more modern
active learning scenario. As typical [KV94, Vap98], we assuthat there exists a distributian over R¢
and a fixed unknown target functies. In the noise-free settings, in tipassive supervised learnimgodel
the algorithm is given access to a distribution ora€l& (D, w*) from which it can get training samples
(z,sign(w* - x)) wherex ~ D. The goal of the algorithm is to output a hypothesisuch thaterrp(w) =
Pr,.p[sign(w*-z) # sign(w-x)] < e. In the active learning model [CAL94, Das11] the learningpaithm

is given as input a pool of unlabeled examples drawn from tseilolition oracle. The algorithm can then
query for the labels of examples of its choice from the poble §oal is to produce a hypothesis of low error
while also optimizing for the number of label queries (alsokn adabel complexity. The hope is that in
the active learning setting we can output a classifier of kemedr by using many fewer label requests than
in the passive learning setting by actively directing therggs to informative examples (while keeping the
number of unlabeled examples polynomial).

In this work we focus on two important and realistic noise gled The first one is the malicious noise
model of [Val85, KL88] where samples are generated as fallowith probability(1 — ) a random pair
(x,y) is output where: ~ D andy = sign(w* - x); with probability n the adversary can output an arbitrary
pair (z,y) € ¢ x {—1,1}. We will call n the noise rate. Each of the adversary’s examples can depend
on the state of the learning algorithm and also the previoawsl of the adversary. We will denote the
malicious oracle a®' X, (D,w*). The goal remains however that of achieving arbitrarily ¢jpoedictive
approximation to the underlying target function with rese the underlying distribution, that is to output
a hypothesisv such thatr,. p[sign(w* - x) # sign(w - z)] <e.

In this paper, we consider an extension of the maliciousenoisdel [Val85, KL88] to the the active
learning model as follows. There are two oracles, an exaggteration oracle and a label revealing oracle.
The example generation oracle works as usual in the mationmise model: with probabilityl — ) a
random pair(x, y) is generated where ~ D andy = sign(w* - z); with probability n the adversary can
output an arbitrary paifz,y) € ®¢ x {—1,1}. In the active learning setting, unlike the standard malisi
noise model, when an example, y) is generated, the algorithm only receivesand must make a separate
call to the label revealing oracle to getThe goal of the algorithm is still to output a hypothesisuch that
Pr,p[sign(w* - z) # sign(w - x)] < e.

In the adversarial label noise model, before any exampéegererated, the adversary may choose a joint

distribution P overR¢ x { —1, 1} whose marginal distribution ové&“ is D and such thalr ;. ., p(sign(w*
x) # y) < n. In the active learning model, we will have two oracles, araneple generation oracle and a
label revealing oracle. We note that the results from ounras in this model translate immediately into
similar guarantees for the agnostic model of [KSS94] (usedimely both in passive and active learning
(e.g., [KKMSO05, BBL06, Han07]) — see Appendix G for details.

We will be interested in algorithms that run in timely(d, 1/¢) and usepoly(d,1/¢) samples. In
addition, for the active learning scenario we want our athors to also optimize for the number of label
requests. In particular, we want the number of labeled elesip depend only polylogarithmically itye.
The goal then is to quantify for a given value gfthe tolerable noise ratg¢) which would allow us to
design an efficient (passive or active) learning algorithm.

Previous Work. In the context of passive learning, Kearns and Li’'s analjfsls38] implies that halfs-
paces can be efficiently learned with respect to arbitragtriiutions in polynomial time while tolerating a
malicious noise rate df? (g). A slight variant of a construction due to Kearns and Li [K[.88ows that
malicious noise at a rate greater thgh, cannot be tolerated by algorithms learning halfspacesvie
distribution is uniform over the unit sphere. Tﬁe(g) bound for the distribution-free case was not improved



for many years. Kalai et al. [KKMSO05] showed that, when treritiution is uniform, the polf¢, 1/¢)-time
averaging algorithm tolerates malicious noise at a f¥ie/v/d). They also described an improvement to
Q(e/d"/*) based on the observation that uniform examples will tencetevbll-separated, so that pairs of
examples that are too close to one another can be removedhiaromits an adversary’s ability to coor-
dinate the effects of its noisy examples. [KLS09] analyzedtlaer approach to limiting the coordination
of the noisy examples and proposed an outlier removal proweetthat used PCA to find any directian
onto which projecting the training data led to suspicioustyh variance, and removing examples with the
most extreme values after projecting onto any suchrheir algorithm tolerates malicious noise at a rate
Q(e?/log(d/¢)) under the uniform distribution.

Motivated by the fact that many modern learning applicaibave massive amounts of unannotated or
unlabeled data, there has been significant interest in maddrning in designing active learning algorithms
that most efficiently utilize the available data, while mmzing the need for human intervention. Over
the past decade there has been substantial progress progresderstanding the underlying statistical
principles of active learning, and several general chargettions have been developed for describing when
active learning could have an advantage over the classgivpasupervised learning paradigm both in the
noise free settings and in the agnostic case [FSST97, D&®I5)6, BBzZ07, Han07, DHMO07, CNQ7,
BHWO08, Kol10, BHLZ10, Wan11, Das11, RR11, BH12]. Howevegspite many efforts, except for very
simple noise models (random classification noise [BF13]larehr noise [DGS12]), to date there are no
known computationally efficient algorithms with provablgagantees in the presence of noise. In particular,
there are no computationally efficient algorithms for th@asiic case, and furthermore no result exists
showing the benefits of active learning over passive legrininthe malicious noise model, where the feature
part of the examples can be corrupted as well. We discusti@diirelated work in Appendix A.

1.1 Our Results

1. We give a polyd, 1/¢)-time algorithm for learning linear separatorsith under the uniform distribu-
tion that can handle a noise ratepft= 2 (¢), wheree is the desired error parameter. Our algorithm
(outlined in Section 3) is quite different from those in [KK3@5] and [KLS09] and improves signif-
icantly on the noise robustness of [KKMS05] by roughly a deet!/* and on the noise robustness
of [KLS09] by a factor@. Our noise tolerance is near-optimal and is within a cortgtantor of the
statistical lower bound of¢. In particular we show the following.

Theorem 1.1. There is a polynomial-time algorithm,,,, for learning linear separators with re-
spect to the uniform distribution over the unit ballif in the presence of malicious noise such that
an € (e) upper bound om suffices to imply that for any,é > 0, the outputw of A,,, satisfies
Pr, y~plsign(w - z) # sign(w” - )] < e with probability at leastl — o.

2. For the adversarial noise model, we give a pély/e)-time algorithm for learning with respect to
the uniform distribution that tolerates a noise r@fe).

Theorem 1.2. There is a polynomial-time algorithi,,; for learning linear separators with respect
to the uniform distribution over the unit ball iR¢ in the presence of adversarial label noise such
that an< (¢) upper bound om suffices to imply that for any; § > 0, the outputw of A,,, satisfies
Pr, ,y~plsign(w - z) # sign(w* - )] < e with probability at leastl — 0.

As arestatement of the above theorem, in the agnosticgettimsidered in [KKMSO05], we can output
a halfspace of error at moél(n + «) in time poly(d, 1/«). The previous best result of [KKMS05]
achieves this by learning a low degree polynomial in time sehdependence aris exponential.
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3. We obtain similar results for the case of isotropic logeave distributions.

Theorem 1.3. There is a polynomial-time algorith,;;.,,, for learning linear separators with re-

spect to any isotropic log-concave distributiond? in the presence of malicious noise such that an
Q (@) upper bound om suffices to imply that for ang;, 6 > 0, the outputw of A;;.,,, satisfies
Pr(Ly)N;[sign(w -x) # sign(w* - )] < e with probability at leastl — 4.

This improves on the best previous bound?ofm
noise tolerance bound has no dependencé. on

) on the noise rate [KLS09]. Notice that our

Theorem 1.4. There is a polynomial-time algorithm;;.; for learning linear separators with respect
to isotropic log-concave distribution iR¢ in the presence of adversarial label noise such that an
Q (€/log?(1/€)) upper bound om suffices to imply that for any,é > 0, the outputw of A;
satisfiesPr(, )~ p[sign(w - x) # sign(w* - )] < e with probability at leastl — 0.

This improves on the best previous bouncﬂo(1 21/ )P on the noise rate [KLS09].

4. A particularly nice feature of our algorithms is that thegn naturally exploit the power of active
learning. We show that in this model, the label complexityboth algorithms depends only poly-
logarithmically in1/e wheree is the desired error rate, while still using only a polynonmamber
of unlabeled samples (for the uniform distribution, the elegence of the number of labels eris
O(log(1/€))). Our efficient algorithm that tolerates adversarial labgise solves an open problem
posed in [BBL0O6, Mon06]. Furthermore, our paper provides fitst active learning algorithm for
learning linear separators in the presence of non-triviadant of adversarial noise that can affect not
only the label part, but also the feature part.

Our work exploits the power of localization for designingisetolerant polynomial-time algorithms.
Such localization techniques have been used for analyanmple complexity for passive learning (see
[BBMO5, BBLO5, Zha06, BLL09, BL13]) or for designing activearning algorithms (see [BBZ07, Kol10,
Hanll, BL13]). In order to make such a localization strategmputationally efficient and tolerate mali-
cious noise we introduce several key ingredients desciib8ection 1.2.

We note that all our algorithms are proper in that they retutimear separator. (Linear models can be
evaluated efficiently, and are otherwise easy to work witte)summarize our results in Tables 1 and 2.

Table 1: Comparison with previog®ly(d, 1/¢)-time algs. for uniform distribution

Passive Learning Prior work Our work
malicious n = Q77) [KKMS05] n = Qe)
n = ’ ;) [KLSO09]
adversarial n = Q(e/+/log( 1/e [KKMSO05] | 7 = Q(e)
Active Learning (malicious and adversarial) NA n = Q(e)

1.2 Techniques

Hinge Loss Minimization As minimizing the 0-1 loss in the presence of noise is NP-halR¥8, GJ9O0],
a natural approach is to minimize a surrogate convex logsattia as a proxy for the 0-1 loss. A common
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Table 2: Comparison with previog®ly (d, 1/¢)-time algorithms isotropic log-concave distributions

Passive Learning Prior work Our work
malicious n= Q(—z—) [KLS09] | n = Uizz(izg)
adversarial n= U175 ) [KLS09] | 7 = Qi =h7)

Active Learning (malicious and adversarial) NA Q(m)

choice in machine learning is to use the hinge loss definéd(as =, y) = max (0 1-— M) and, for

a setl’ of examples, we let. (w,T) = IT\ 2 @yer br(w,z,y). Herer is a parameter that changes during
training. It can be shown that minimizing hinge loss with aprpriate normalization factor can tolerate a
noise rate of2(e2/+/d) under the uniform distribution over the unit balliRf. This is also the limit for such

a strategy since a more powerful malicious adversary withocacentrate all the noise directly opposite to
the target vectow* and make sure that the hinge-loss is no longer a faithfulypfoxthe 0-1 loss.

Localization in the instance and concept space Our first key insight is that by using an iterative lo-
calization technique, we can limit the harm caused by anradwe at each stage and hence can still do
hinge-loss minimization despite significantly more noiseparticular, the iterative style algorithm we pro-
pose proceeds in stages and at stagee have a hypothesis vectoy, of a certain error rate. The goal in
stagek is to produce a new vecto,vkﬂ of error rate half ofw;,. In order to halve the error rate, we focus
on a band of sizé, = O( f) around the boundary of the linear classifier whose normatoves wy,

i.e. Sy.p, = {7 ¢ |wg - z| < by}. For the rest of the paper, we will repeatedly refer to thig kegion

of borderline examples as “the band”. The key observatiodama [BBZ07] is that outside the band, all
the classifiers still under consideration (namely thoseothygses within radius, of the previous weight
vectorwy) will have very small error. Furthermore, the probabilityass of this band under the original
distributions is small enough, so that in order to make tlsrdd progress we only need to find a hypothesis
of constant error rate over the data distribution condétion being within margii, of w;. This insight
has been crucially used in the [BBZ07] in order to obtainvactearning algorithms with improved label
complexity ignoring computational complexity considéras'.

In this work, we show the surprising fact that this idea caextended and adapted to produce polyno-
mial time algorithms with improved noise tolerance as walbt only do we use this localization idea for
different purposes, but our analysis significantly depfidsy [BBZ07]. To obtain our results, we exploit
several new ideas: (1) the performance of the rescaled losgeninimization in smaller and smaller bands,
(2) a careful variance analysis, and (3) another type oflization — we develop and analyze a nogelft
and localized outlier removagbrocedure. In particular, we first show that if we minimizeaaiant of the
hinge loss that is rescaled depending on the width of the,bareains a faithful enough proxy for the 0-1
error even when there is significantly more noise. As a fiegi stwards this goal, consider the setting where
we pick 1, proportionally tobg, the size of the band, ang is proportional to the error rate afy, and then
minimize a normalized hinge loss functiép, (w, z,y) = max(0,1 — WT” %) over vectorsw € B(wg, x).

We first show thatv* has small hinge loss within the band. Furthermore withenlibnd the adversarial
examples cannot hurt the hinge lossudf by a lot. To see this notice that if the malicious noise rate, is
within S, _, 5, the effective noise rate i (n2*). Also the maximum value of the hinge loss for vectors

w € B(wy,27%) is O(v/d). Hence the maximum amount by which the adversary can afiedtinge loss

1We note that the localization considered by [BBZ07] is a maggressive one than those considered in disagreement based
active learning literature [BBL06, Han07, Kol10, Han11,W¥4] and earlier in passive learning [BBMO05, BBL05, Zha06].



is O(n2*¥+/d). Using this approach we get a noise toleranc@f/v/d).

In order to get a much better noise tolerance in the advatsariagnostic setting, we crucially exploit
a careful analysis of the variance of- = for vectorsw close to the current vectar,_,, one can get a
much tighter bound on the amount by which an adversary cart™the hinge loss. This then leads to an
improved noise tolerance 6f(e).

For the case of malicious noise, in addition we need to detll thie presence of outliers, i.e. points
not generated from the uniform distribution. We do this biydducing asoft localized outlier removal
procedure at each stage (described next). This procedsiphas weight to each data point indicating how
“noisy” the point is. We then minimize the weighted hingeso¥ his combined with the variance analysis
mentioned above leads to a noise of toleranc@ (@f in the malicious case as well.

Soft Localized Outlier Removal Outlier removal techniques have been studied before in dinéegt of
learning problems [BFKV97, KLS09]. The goal of outlier remabis to limit the ability of the adversary to
coordinate the effects of noisy examples — excessive sumdlication is detected and removed. Our outlier
removal procedure (see Figure 2) is similar in spirit to Wik LS09] with two key differences. First, as
in [KLS09], we will use the variance of the examples in a gautar direction to measure their coordination.
However, due to the fact that in rouiciwe are minimizing the hinge loss only with respect to vectbat
are close tav;_1, we only need to limit the variance in these directions. Maigance isO(b7) which is
much smaller tham/d. This allows us to limit the harm of the adversary to a greexéent than was possible
in the analysis of [KLS09]. The second difference is thatjkenprevious outlier removal techniques, we
do not remove any examples but instead weigh them apprelyriabd then minimize the weighted hinge
loss. The weights indicate how noisy a given example is. Vdsvsthat these weights can be computed
by solving a linear program with infinitely many constrainté/e then show how to design an efficient
separation oracle for the linear program using recent gépeirpose techniques from the optimization
community [SZ03, BM13].

In Section 4 we show that our results hold for a more geneesscbf distributions which we call
admissibledistributions. From Section 4 it also follows that our résuan be extended {&-log-concave
distributions (for small enough¥). Such distributions, for instance, can capture mixturfel@-concave
distributions [BL13].

2 Preliminaries

Our algorithms and analysis will use the hinge loss defined @s, x, y) = max (0, 1— M) , and, for

a setT" of examples, we let, (w,T) = ﬁ z(x,y)eT (. (w,z,y). Herer is a parameter that changes during
training. Similarly, the expected hinge loss w.bxis defined ad - (w, D) = E,p (¢, (w, x, sign(w*-x))).
Our analysis will also consider the distributidh, , obtained by conditioning> on membership in the band,
i.e.thesefx : [|z|a =1, |w-z| <~}

Since itis very natural, for clarity of exposition, we praseur algorithms directly in the active learning
model. We will prove that our active algorithm only uses aypomial number of unlabeled samples, which
then immediately implies a guarantee for passive learnatigng as well. At a high level, our algorithms
are iterative learning algorithms that operate in roundsedch round: we focus our attention and use
points that fall near the current hypothesized decisiombatyw;,_; and use them in order to obtain a new
vectorwy, of lower error. In the malicious noise case, in rounde first do a soft outlier removal and then
minimize hinge loss normalized appropriatelyty A formal description appears in Figure 1, and a formal
description of the outlier removal procedure appears iufei2. We will present specific choices of the



Figure 1 COMPUTATIONALLY EFFICIENT ALGORITHM TOLERATING MALICIOUS NOISE

Input: allowed error rate:, probability of failured, an oracle that returns, for (z,y) sampled from
EX,(f, D), and an oracle for getting the label from an example; a semueh unlabeled sample sizes
ngy > 0k € ZT; a sequence of labeled sample sizes > 0; a sequence of cut-off valuég > 0; a
sequence of hypothesis space ragiic> 0; a sequence of removal rates a sequence of variance bounds
o, precision values; weight vectorwy.

1. Drawn; examples and put them into a working $Et
2. Fork=1,...,s = [logy(1/€)]
(a) Apply the algorithm from Figure 2 tbl” with parameters: < wy_1, v < bgp—1, © < 75, € < &k,

o? « o2 and letg be the output function : W — [0, 1] . Normalizeg to form a probability distribution
poverW.

(b) Choosen,; examples fron¥/ according tg and reveal their labels. Call this sEt
(c) Findv, € B(wg—1, 7)) to approximately minimize training hinge loss o#@s.t. ||v; || < 1:

o (0, T) < MiNye Blwy_y,m)nB(0,1)) by, (W, T) + 1/4
Normalizev;, to have unit length, yielding, = ”;’ﬁ

(d) Clear the working s&t’.
(e) Until n,,; additional data points are put i, givenx for (z, f(x)) obtained fromEX, (f, D), if
|wy, - x| > by, then rejectz elseput intoW

Output: weight vectorw, of error at most with probability 1 — 4.

parameters of the algorithms in the following sections.

The description of the algorithm and its analysis is simgiifif we assume that it starts with a prelimi-
nary weight vectorv, whose angle with the target® is acute, i.e. that satisfié$wg, w*) < 7/2. We show
in Appendix B that this is without loss of generality for thgeés of problems we consider.

3 Learning with respect to uniform distribution with malici ous noise

Let S;_; denote the unit ball ilR?. In this section we focus on the case where the marginaitalision D

is the uniform distribution ovef,;_; and present our results for malicious noise. We presentriblysis

of our algorithm directly in the active learning model, anegent a proof sketch for its correctness in
Theorem 3.1 below. The proof of Theorem 1.1 follows immesdiaas a corollary. Complete proof details
are in Appendix C.

Theorem 3.1. Let w* be the (unit length) target weight vector. There are absolpbsitive constants
,-..,c4 and a polynomiap such that, a2 (¢) upper bound om suffices to imply that for any, 6 > 0,
using the algorithm from Figure 1 withy = 1/8, cut-off valuesh, = ¢,27%d~1/2, radii r, = 27",
K=c3,Tp =2 Fd7V2 for k > 1, &, = ck?, op = (dTT‘%l +b2_,), anumbemy, = p(d,2*, log(1/6)) of
unlabeled examples in rouridand a numbern;, = O(d(d + log(k/J))) of labeled examples in rourid
after s = [log,(1/¢)] iterations, we findo; satisfyingerr(ws) = Pr, ) p[sign(w-x) # sign(w*-z)] < e
with probability > 1 — 6.



Figure 2 LOCALIZED SOFT OUTLIER REMOVAL PROCEDURE

Input: a setS = {(z1,x9,...2,)} samples; the reference unit vectardesired radiug; a parameteg
specifying the desired bound on the fraction of clean exammmoved; a variance bound

1. Findq : S — [0, 1] satisfying the following constraints:
(@) forallz € S,0<¢q(z) <1

(b) ﬁ Pwyes (@) =1-¢

(c) forallw € B(u,r) N B(0,1), ﬁ e d(x)(w - x)* < co?

Output: A functiong : S — [0, 1].

3.1 Proof Sketch of Theorem 3.1

We may assume without loss of generality that all examptesydling noisy examples, fall if;_. This is
because any example that falls outsie ; can be easily identified by the algorithm as noisy and removed
effectively lowering the noise rate.

A first key insight is that using techniques from [BBZ07], wayreduce our problem to a subproblem
concerning learning with respect to a distribution obtdibg conditioning on membership in the band. In
particular, in Appendix C.1, we prove that, for a sufficigrdmall absolute constart Theorem 3.2 stated
below, together with proofs of its computational, sampld &bel complexity bounds, suffices to prove
Theorem 3.1.

)

ez we have

Theorem 3.2. After round k of the algorithm in Figure 1, with probability at leadt —
€Dy, b, (WE) S K.

The proof of Theorem 3.2 follows from a series of steps sunmadrin the lemmas below. First, we
bound the hinge loss of the target within the bandS,, ,; ,. Since we are analyzing a particular
round &, to reduce clutter in the formulas, for the rest of this settilet us refer to/,, simply as/ and

L.(D )asL(")

Wi—1,bk-1

Lemma 3.3. L(w*) < k/12.

Proof Sketch: Notice thaty(w*-z) is never negative, so, on any clean exanipley), we have/(w*, x, y) =
max {O, 1-— M} < 1, and, furthermorew™ will pay a non-zero hinge only inside the region where

\ ' \ \ _ Pronp(wta|<r & g 1-al<be 1) |y
lw* - x| < k- Hence,L(w*) < ]%)erk—lvbk—_l(‘w cx] < 1) = DPrwND(|u_J:71-:v\k§b271) k=Ll Using
standard tail bounds (see Eq. 1 in Appendix C), we can lowenti¢he denominatdPr,..p(jwi_1 - | <

br_1) > cyby_1V/d for a constant’,. Also the numerator is at moBt,p(|w* - z| < 1) < cympV/d. For

another constant,. Hence, we havé (w*) < C,C%ZT’“ < k/12, for the appropriate choice of constants
1 k—1
andc, and makings small enough. O

During roundk we can decompose the working $&tinto the set of “clean” exampldd’ which are
drawn fromD,,, | ;. , and the set of “dirty” or malicious examplé&E, which are output by the adversary.
Next, we will relate the hinge loss of vectors over the wesglgetil” to the hinge loss over clean examples
We. Inorder to do this we will need the following guarantee fritva outlier removal subroutine of Figure 2.



Theorem 3.4. There is a constant and a polynomiap such that, ifn > p(1/n,d,1/£,1/8,1/~) examples
are drawn from the distributiorD,, , (each replaced with an arbitrary unit-length vector withopability
n < 1/4), then by using the algorithm in Figure 1 wit = d’fl + ~2, we have that with probability
1 — 4, the outputy of satisfies the following: (a):(x,y)es q(z) > (1 —¢)|S|, and (b) for all unit lengthw
such thatl|w — uljz < 7, \_él > ses ¢(x)(w - x)? < co?. Furthermore, the algorithm can be implemented in
polynomial time.

The key points in proving this theorem are the following. Wk show that the vectog* which assigns
a weightl to examples itV and weight) to examples iV is a feasible solution to the linear program
in Figure 2. In order to do this, we first show that the fract@indirty examples in round: is not too
large, i.e., w.h.p., we havéVp| = O(n|S|). Next, we use the improved variance bound from Lemma C.2
regardingF|[(w.x)?] for all w close tou. This bound is(;%1 + ~2). The proof of feasibility follows easily
by combining the variance bound with standard VC tools. mdppendix we also show how to solve the
linear program in polynomial time. The complete proof of theorem 3.4 is in Appendix C.

As explained in the introduction, the soft outlier removabgedure allows us to get a much refined
bound on the hinge loss over the clean B&t, i.e., {(w, W) as compared to the hinge loss over the
weighted selV/, i.e., ¢(w, p). This is formalized in the following lemma. Hef¢w, W) and/(w,p) are
defined with respect to the true unrevealed labels that thersary has committed to.

Lemma 3.5. There are absolute constants, co and c¢3 such that, for large enough, with probability
1-— z(kfrk o if we definez;, = \/d%’%l +b2_,, then for anyw € B(wg_1,7%), We havel(w, We) <
l(w,p) + 2L (1 + i—:) + k/32 andé(w,p) < 20(w, We) + £/32 + 21 + =2 sy

Tk

A detailed proof of 3.5 is given in Appendix C. Here were givéew ideas. The losg(w,z,y) on
a particular example can be upper boundedl by @ One source of difference betweéfw, W),
the loss on the clean examples, &fd, p), the loss minimized by the algorithm, is the loss on the [tota
fractional) dirty examples that were not deleted by the eaftier removal. By using the Cauchy-Shwartz
inequality, the (weighted) sum af+ @ over those surviving noisy examples can be bounded in tefms o
the variance in the directiom, and the (total fractional) number of surviving dirty exde®p Our soft outlier
detection allows us to bound the variance of the survivinigynexamples in terms @ (z?). Another way
that/(w, W¢) can be different fronf(w, p) is effect of deleting clean examples. We can similarly uge th
variance on the clean examples to bound this in terms Bfnally, we can flesh out the detailed bound by by
exploiting the (soft counterparts of) the facts that mosinegles are clean and few examples are excluded.

Given, these the proof of Theorem 3.2 can be summarized lagviol

LetFE = €ITD, 4 . (wg) = erTpuw,_,.b._, (V) be the probability that we want to bound. Since, for
each error, the hinge loss is at ledstve haveE < L(vy). VC theory yields, w.h.p. < ¢(vg, We)+£/16.
Lemma 3.5 then give < ((vy,p) + <L (1 + i—:) + k/32. Sincev, minimizes the hinge loss, we have

E < 20(w*,p) + 21 (1 + 7““%“3)“> + k/4. Lemma 3.5, together with the fact thatw*) < #/12,

yields & < <21 + c;),\/gj—: + 21 (1 + j—:) + 5k/5. Now notice thaty /7, is ©(1). Hence arf2(¢) bound

on 7 suffices to imply, w.h.p., th&terwk,l,bk,l (wg) < K.



4 Learning with respect to admissible distributions with mdicious noise

One of our main results (Theorem 1.3) concerns isotropictawave distributions. A probability distribu-
tion is isotropic log-concavéf its density can be written askp(—(x)) for a convex function), its mean
is 0, and its covariance matrix &

In this section, we extend our analysis from the previousi@e@nd show that it works for isotropic
log concave distributions, and in fact an even more gendsabof distributions which we call agmis-
sible distributions In particular this includes the class of isotropic log-cave distributions irR¢ and the
uniform distributions over the unit ball iR,

Definition 4.1. A sequencé,, Ds, ... of probability distributions oveR*, R?, ... respectively is\-admissible
if it satisfies the following conditions. (1.) There are co,c3 > 0 such that, for alld > 4, for z
drawn from D, and any unit lengthu € R, (a) for all a,b € [—c1,¢;] for whicha < b, we have
Pr(u-x € [a,b]) > c2|b — a| and for alla, b € R for whicha < b, Pr(u - z € [a,b]) < c3|b — a|. (2.) For
anycy > 0, there is ac; > 0 such that, for alld > 4, the following holds. Let andv be two unit vectors in
RY, and assume tha(u, v) = a < 7/2. ThenPr,.p,[sign(u - ¥) # sign(v - x) and|v - z| > c5a] < caa.
(3.) There is an absolute constant such that, for anyl > 4, for any two unit vectors, and v in R?
we havecsf(v,u) < Pry.p,(sign(u - z) # sign(v - z)). (4.) There is a constants such that, for all
constantey, for all d > 4, for anya such that,||al|2 < 1, and|ju — a|| < r, for any0 < v < ¢7, we have
Esp,.., ((a-2)?) < cslogh(1+ 1/7)(r? ++?). (5.) There is a constanty such thatPr,.p(||z|| >

@) < cgexp(—a/Vd).
For the case of admissible distributions we have the folgwtheorem.

Theorem 4.2. Let a distributionD over R¢ be chosen from a-admissible sequence of distributions Let
w* be the (unit length) target weight vector. There are seftinfjthe parameters of the algorithr from

Figure 1, such that af) <m> upper bound on the rate of malicious noise suffices to imply that for

anye, 0 > 0, a numbem,;, = poly(d, M*, log(1/6)) of unlabeled examples in rouridand a numbem,;, =
O (dlog (&) (d +log(k/5))) of labeled examples in rounkl > 1, and wy such that (wo, w*) < /2,
afters = O(log(1/¢)) iterations, findsw; satisfyingerr(ws) < e with probability > 1 — 4.

If the support ofD is bounded in a ball of radiug(d), then, we have that, = O (R(d)?(d + log(k/$)))
label requests suffice.

The above theorem contains Theorem 1.3 as a special casds Deicause of the fact that any isotropic
log-concave distribution i8-admissible (see Appendix F.2 for a proof).

5 Adversarial label noise

The intuition in the case of adversarial label noise is tleesas for malicious noise, except that, because the
adversary cannot change the marginal distribution oveimstances, it is not necessary to perform outlier
removal. Bounds for learning with adversarial label noise reot corollaries of bounds for learning with
malicious noise, however, because, while the marginatibligion over the instances fail the examples,
clean and noisy, is not affected by the adversary, the mardistribution over theleanexamples is changed
(because the examples whose labels are flipped are remawvedte distribution over clean examples).

Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 1.4, which concern adversaridl falige, can be proved by combining the
analysis in Appendix E with the facts that the uniform diattion and i.l.c. distributions are 0-admissible
and 2-admissible respectively.
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6 Discussion

Localization in this paper refers to the practice of narraythe focus of a learning algorithm to a restricted
range of possibilities (which we know to be safe given thermfation so far), thereby reducing sensitivity
of estimates of the quality of these possibilities basedammom data —this in turn leads to better noise
tolerance in our work. (Note that, while the examples in thadin roundt do not occupy a neighborhood
in feature space, they concern differences between hygeghia a neighborhood aroungd._;.) We note
that the idea of localization in the concept space is trawktily used in statistical learning theory both in
supervised and active learning for getting sharper rat&é.{l5, BLL09, Kol10]. Furthermore, the idea of
localization in the instance space has been used in masagi@dbanalysis of active learning [BBZ07, BL13].
In this work we used localization in both senses in order tgpgl/nomial-time algorithms with better noise
tolerance. It would be interesting to further exploit thdea for other concept spaces.
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A Additional Related Work

Passive Learning Blum et al. [BFKV97] considered noise-tolerant learninghaffspaces under a more

idealized noise model, known as the random noise model, iohnthe label of each example is flipped

with a certain probability, independently of the featuretee Some other, less closely related, work on
efficient noise-tolerant learning of halfspaces includ@gd94, BFKV97, FGKP06, GR09, Ser01, ABS10,

LS11, BSS12].

Active Learning As we have mentioned, most prior theoretical work on actxeding focuses on either
sample complexity bounds (without regard for efficiencypoproviding polynomial time algorithms in the
noiseless case or under simple noise models (random dtasisifi [BF13] noise or linear noise [CGZ10,
DGS12)).

In [CGZ10, DGS12] online learning algorithms in the seleetsampling framework are presented,
where labels must be actively queried before they are rede&Inder the assumption that the label condi-
tional distribution is a linear function determined by a fixarget vector, they provide bounds on the regret
of the algorithm and on the number of labels it queries wheedawith an adaptive adversarial strategy of
generating the instances. As pointed out in [DGS12], theselts can also be converted to a distributional
PAC setting where instances are drawn i.i.d. In this setting they obtain exponential iayement in label
complexity over passive learning. These interesting tesard techniques are not directly comparable to
ours. Our framework is not restricted to halfspaces. Anotmgortant difference is that (as pointed out
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in [GSSS13]) the exponential improvement they give is nasgwe in the noiseless version of their set-
ting. In other words, the addition of linear noise defined iy target makes the problem easier for active
sampling. By contrast RCN can only make the classificatisk kearder than in the realizable case.

Recently, [BF13] showed the first polynomial time algorithfar actively learning thresholds, balanced
rectangles, and homogenous linear separators under fago® distributions in the presence of random
classification noise. Active learning with respect to ispic log-concave distributions in the absence of
noise was studied in [BL13].

B Initializing with vector wy

Suppose we have an algorithBhas a subroutine that works, given access to suel. & hen we can arrive
at an algorithmA which works without it as follows. We will describe the prdecee below for general
admissible distributions. With probabilitl, for a randomu, eitheru or —u has an acute angle with*. We
may then runB with both choices¢ set to™ for any admissible distribution. Herg is the constant in
Definition 4.1. Then we can use hypothesis testingigtog(1/6)) examples, and, with high probability,
find a hypothesisy” with error less tharf®. Part 3 of Definition 4.1 then implies that may then set
wo = w’, and callB again.

C Proof of Theorem 3.1

We start by stating state properties of the distributidrwhich will be useful in our analysis in the next
section.

1. [Bau90, BBZ07, KKMSO05] For an¢’ > 0, there arec;,ce > 0 such that, forz drawn from the
uniform distribution overS,;_; and any unit length, € R,

e foralla,b € [-C/+/d,C/+/d] for whicha < b, we have
c1|b— a|Vd < Pr(u -z € [a,b]) < ca|b — a|Vd, 1)

e and ifb > 0, we have .
Pr(u-z > b) < §e_db2/2. )

2. [BBZ07, BL13] For anys > 0, there is ac; > 0 such that, for ald > 4, the following holds. Let:
andv be two unit vectors imk?, and assume thé{u, v) = o < 7/2. Then

«
' . ' . | > er—] < cgar
x{’ll;d[agn(u x) # sign(v - x) andjv - x| > ¢7 \/E] < cpa (3)

C.1 Margin based analysis

The proof of Theorem 3.1 follows the high level structure lud fproof of [BBZ07]; the new element is
the application of Theorem C.4 which analyzes the perfooeaat the hinge loss minimization algorithm
for learning inside the band, which in turn applies Theorerh, @hich analyzes the benefits of our new
localized outlier removal procedure.

Proof (of Theorem 1.1): We will prove by induction drthat afterk < s iterations, we haverrp (wy) <
2~ (k+1) with probability 1 — (1 — 1/(k + 1))/2.
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Whenk = 0, all that is required isrrp(wg) < 1/2.

Assume now the claim is true fdr — 1 (¢ > 1). Then by induction hypothesis, we know that with
probability at least — §(1 — 1/k)/2, w1 has error at most*. This impliest (w1, w*) < 7275

Let us defineSy, 4, , = {z : |wy—1 - x| < b1} andSy, b, = {z : |we—1 - 2| > bp_1}.
Sincewy_; has unit length, and;, € B(wg_1,7%), we haved(wi_1,v;) < ri which in turn implies
O(wi—1,wi) < T

Applying Equation 3 to bound the error rate outside the bamdhave both:

Pr [(wk_l cx)(wg -x) <0,z € kaﬂ,bkfl] < 9=+ ang

—(k+4
k—lybk—l] <2 (),

Pr [(wp—1 - z)(w* - 2) <0,z € S,
Taking the sum, we obtaifir, [(wy, - z)(w* - ) < 0,2 € Sy, ,p,_,] < 27*+3). Therefore, we have

err(wg) < (eerwk (i) Pr(Suy_,bey) + o—(k+3)

—1:bk—1

Let ¢, be the constant from Equation 1. We h&#€S,,, , 5, ,) < 2chb_1V/d, this implies

err(wy) < (efwak,l,bk,l(W))2C'2bk—1\/3+ 9~ (k+3) < 9=(k+1) ((eerwk,l,bk,l(wk))4clcl2 + 1/2) .

Recall thatD,,, , s, , is the distribution obtained by conditioning on the event that € S,
Applying Theorem C.4, with probability — , wi has error at most = ﬁ within S,
2

k—1:bk—1"
W k—1,bk—11
implying thaterr(w;,) < 2-*+1 completing the proof of the induction, and therefore smgiwith
probability at least — J, O(log(1/¢)) iterations suffice to achiever(wy) < e.

A polynomial number of unlabeled samples are required byatberithm and the number of labeled

examples required by the algorithmys,. m; = O(d(d + loglog(1/¢) +log(1/6))log(1/e€)). O

C.2 Analysis of the outlier removal subroutine

The analysis of the learning algorithm uses the followingptiem (same as Theorem 3.4 in the main body)
about the outlier removal subroutine of Figure 2.

Theorem C.1. There is a polynomigp such that, ifn. > p(1/n,d,1/£,1/4,1/~) examples are drawn from
the distributionD,, ., (each replaced with an arbitrary unit-length vector witropability n < 1/4), then,
with probability 1 — §, the outputy of the algorithm in Figure 1 satisfies the following:

o > cgalx) > (19I5 (afractionl — ¢ of the weight is retained)

e For all unit lengthw such that|w — ul|s < r,

2
%ZQ(w)(w-w)2§2<d_l+72>- (4)

Furthermore, the algorithm can be implemented in polyndmiriae.

Our proof of Theorem 3.4 proceeds through a series of lemivaswould like to point out that in the
analysis below we will treat each elementc S as distinct (even ife; = z; for somej). Obviously, a
feasibleq satisfies the requirements of the lemma. So all we need to show
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e there is a feasible solutiapn and

e we can simulate a separation oracle: given a provisionaitisal g, we can find a linear constraint
violated byg in polynomial time.

We will start by working on proving that there is a feasibleFirst of all, a Chernoff bound implies that
n > poly(1/n,1/§) suffices for it to be the case that, with probabillty- §, at most2n members ofS are
noisy. Let us assume from now on that this is the case.

We will show thatg* which setsy*(x, y) = 0 for each noisy point, ang*(x, y) = 1 for each non-noisy
point, is feasible. First we get a bound éH(a.x)?] for all vectorsa close tou. This is formlized in the
following lemma

Lemma C.2. For all a such thatiju — all2 < rand|alls <1
Eov,,((a-2)?) <r?/(d—1) + 7%

Proof. W.l.0.g. we may assume that= (1,0,0,...,0). We can writex = (1, x2,...,24) asz = (z1,2),
so thatz’ is chosen uniformly over all vectors iR~! of length at most,/1 — 2. Let us decompose
E.-p((a - z)?) into parts that we can analyze separately as follows.

n

E;v,.((a-2)%) = aiEpy, . (21) + a1 Y _ aiBonu, . (112) + Egnr,, (2 - 0)?). 5)
=2

ThusE,p((2" - @)?) is at most the expectation ¢f’ - a)? whenaz’ = (0, zs, ..., 24) is Sampled uniformly
from the unit ball inR~!. Thus

d
1 r2
/ 2 2
Bont (0 @) S g3 2 el < gy ®)
Furthermore, sincer;| < v whenz is drawn fromU,, -, we have

Finally, by symmetryE. v, . (z12;) = 0 for all i. Putting this together with (7), (6) and (5) completes the
proof. O

Next, we use VC tools to show the following bound on clean glam

Lemma C.3. If we draw/ times i.i.d. fromD to form C', with probability 1 — §, we have that for any unit

lengtha,
1 O(dlog(£/6)(d +1log(1/0)))
J ZC< -2)? < Bl(a- )% + \/ ; -
Proof: See Appendix H. O

The above two lemmas imply that= poly (d,1/n,1/§,1/v) suffices for it to be the case that, for all
w € B(u,r),

702

d—1

5 0 @)a- ) < 2El(a- ) < 27 +4°)
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so thatg™* is feasible.

So what is left is to prove that the convex program has a stpararacle. First, it is easy to check
whether, for all: € 5,0 < ¢(z) < 1, and whethed s q(x) > (1 —¢&)|S|. An algorithm can first do that.
If these pass, then it needs to check whether therevisaB (u, ) with ||w||2 < 1 such that

7‘2
S a2 > el 4

This can be done by finding € B(u, r) with [|w||> < 1 that maximizes", _¢ ¢(z)(w - z)?, and checking
it.

SupposeX is a matrix with a row for each € S, where the row is/q(z)z. Theny, ¢ q(z)(w-z)? =
w” XT Xw, and, maximizing this ovew is an equivalent problem to minimizing” (— X’ X )w subject to
|lw — ullz < rand||w|| < 1. Since—X7T X is symmetric, problems of this form are known to be solvable
in polynomial time [SZ03] (see [BM13]).

C.3 The error within a band in each iteration

At each iteration, the algorithm of Figure 1 concentratesaitention on examples in the band. Our next
theorem (same as Theorem 3.2 in the main body) analyzesatsaer these examples.

Theorem C.4. After roundk of the algorithm in Figure 1, with probability—#, we havezerWk
K.

(wg) <

—1:bk—1

We will prove Theorem C.4 using a series of lemmas below. tFwve bound the hinge loss of the
targetw™ within the bandS,, ,, ,. Since we are analyzing a particular roundo reduce clutter in the
formulas, for the rest of this section, let us refer to

e /. simply as/,
o LTk('wak,hbk,l) aSL(')'
Lemma C.5. L(w*) < k/12.

Proof. Notice thaty(w* - x) is never negative, so, on any clean exaniplg), we have

w* x,y) = maX{O,l — M} <1,

Tk
and, furthermoreyw* will pay a non-zero hinge only inside the region wheré - x| < 7. Hence,

Prop(Jw* - z| < 1. & |wp—1 - x| < bp_1)

L)<  Pro (w o] <m)=

Duy b Pryp(jwg—1 - x| < bp—1)

Letc] andd, be the constants in Equation (1) respectively. We can losend the denominatd?r,.p (jwg—1-
x| < bp_1) > 2¢yby_1V/d. Also the numerator is at mo®tr,p(|w* - z| < 7,) < 2¢,h7Vd. Hence, we

« 27, .
havelL(w*) < 26,10;;: = r/12. (by settinge, = ¢} andc; = &,/2.) O

During roundk we can decompose the working $&tinto the set of “clean” exampldd’ which are
drawn fromD,,, , ;. , and the set of “dirty” or malicious examplé&E, which are output by the adversary.
We will next show that the fraction of dirty examples in round not too large.
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Lemma C.6. With probability1 — 6(kik T
[Wp| < 8cyeammy2. (8)

Proof. From Equation 1 and the setting of our parameters, the pildgabat an example falls it$,,,, |, ,

2¢1¢427%. Therefore, with probability(1 — m), the number of examples we must draw before we

encountern;, examples that fall withirb,,, , ,, , is at mostic; cany2F. The probability that each unlabeled
example we draw is noisy is at most Applying a Chernoff bound, with probability at lealst- 12(19(11@ L

|WD| < 8616477nk2k.
completing the proof. O

Next, we bound the loss on an example in terms of the norm of

Lemma C.7. Foranyw € B(wy_1,7%), and allx,

4
lw,z,y) < Z27T V.
4

Proof. A simple calculation shows:

lw,z,y) <1+ hw - 2] <1+ w1 - 2| + [Jw — w12 |2]l2
Tk Tk
Tk Cy

O

Recall that the total variation distance between two pripaldistributions is the maximum difference
between the probabilities that the assign to any event. Wetliak of ¢ as soft indicator functions for
“keeping” examples, and so interpret the inequality ., ¢(z) > (1 — &)|W| as roughly akin to saying
that most examples are kept. This means that distribgtimistained by normalizing is close to the uniform
distribution overlV. We make this precise in the following lemma.

Lemma C.8. The total variation distance betwegrand the uniform distribution ovall” is at most.

Proof. Lemma 1 of [LS06] implies that the total variation distapdeetween; and the uniform distribution

over W satisfies )
p=1- min{q(w),—}.
2 W

zeW

Sinceq(x) < 1 for all z, we have) |y q(x) < [W], so that
1
psl—mm > min{g(x), 1}.

’ ’ xeW

Again, sinceg(z) < 1, we have
1 —
pep QoW

- W
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Next, we will relate the average hinge loss when examplesvarghted according tp i.e., /(w, p) to
the hinge loss averaged over clean examples i.e.,/(w, W¢). This is relationship is better than using a
uniform bound on the variance since, within the band, ptojgdhe data onto directions closedq_; will
lead to much smaller variance. Specifically, we prove thiefidhg lemma (same as Lemma 3.5 in the main
body but with precise constants) Heifev, W) and/(w, p) are defined with respect to the true unrevealed
labels that the adversary has committed to.

Lemma C.9. Definez, = \/d’% +b2_,. For large enoughd, with probability 1 — W for any
w € B(wg—1,71), We have

k
and
2
0w, p) < 20(w, We) + £/32 + 801:477 N Wzk .
k

Proof. Asin the analysis of the outlier removal procedure, we waélat each elemeri, y) € W as distinct.
Fix an arbitraryw € B(wg_1,7%). By the guarantee of Theorem C.1, Lemma C.6, and Lemmas @.2 an
C.3 we know that, with probability — ﬁf)

1
W Z g(z)(w - 2)* < 421%7 (11)
zeW
together with
[Wp| < 8creanny2k (12)
and
1 2 2
WAl Z (w-2)” < 22, (13)
‘ C‘ (Z’,y)EWC

Assume that (11), (12) and (13) all hold.
Since)  cy q(z) > (1 - &)|W| > |[W|/2, we have that (11) implies

Z p(x)(w-2)* < 822 (14)
zeW
First, let us bound the weighted loss on noisy examples irtrdieing set. In particular, we will show

that
/ k
v/ 2 Con2F z, . (15)

> p@)(w,x,y) < Con2" + & + -
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To see this, notice that,

Z p(x)l(w,x,y) = Z p(z) max{O,l - y(wT:E)}
(z,y)eW.

(Z‘,y)EWD
1 1

< = . .
< Pr(Wp) + - > p@)w-a| = Pr(Wp) + - > p@)lw, (2, y)w - 2

(x y)EWD (z,y)eW
< Pr(Wp)
<P D) > p@)lwy(zy) | Y p 2 (by the Cauchy-Shwartz inequality)

(z,y)eW (z,y)eW
8Pr,(Wp)z \/ 64cyean2k 2,

< 8crean2® + & +

< Pr(Wp) +
p Tk Tk

where the second to last inequality follows by by (14) andaisé one follows by Lemma C.8 and (8).
Similarly, we will show that
> pla)l(w,z,y) <1+ A (16)
(@) eW Tk
To see this notice that,

_ y(w - )
Z p(x)l(w,x,y) = Z p(x) max {0, 1-— T}

(z,y)eW (z,y)eW

1
§1+7_—k§ p(x)|w - :L'|<1+ E z)(w-z)? <14 —
zeW zeW

4zk
T

where the last step follow by (14). Next, we have

W, We) = —— | S g@)w,2,9) + (Iwe (@) — () w, 2,)
[We| (odew
< ﬁ Z q(x)l(w, z,y) + Z (1- Q(SU))f(w,:U’y))
G\ @yew (z,9)EWe
1 .
<o | X drwan s X a-ge (14 wlf))
(z,y)eW (z,y)eWe
1 1
< el Z q(x)l(w, z,y) + W[ + p Z (1 —q(z))|w - 96)
(z,y)eW (z,y)eWce
< ﬁ >, a@twary) +&Wi+— | Y (- >« )
¢ (z,y)eW (z,y)EWe (z,y)EWe
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by the Cauchy-Shwartz inequality. Recall that ¢(z) < 1, and}_ - q(z) > (1 — &)|W|. Thus,

aw,vvc)g,—l, S g@) w3, ) + &W] + —VEW] [ Y (w2
Cl \ (@yew Tk veWe

V& IW [ We 223
) + &R W |+ - )

1
é W (( Z Q(:L')E(w’x,y

z,y)EW
by (25). SincdW¢| > |W|/2, we have

4&@213

Tk

We have choseg, small enough that

(z,y)eW

1
E(U),Wc) < W ( Z q(x)ﬁ(w,w,y)) +"€/32

= W ( Z p(m)@(w,x,y)) + K/32
(

={(w,p) + <% — 1) ( Z p(m)é(w,m,y)) + k/32
(

z,y)EW

< l(w,p) + <% - 1> ( Z p(m)é(w,m,y)) + Kk /32
(

z,y)EW

<Al(w,p)+ <% - 1) (1 + %) + k/32.

Applying (12) yields (9).
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Also,

p(x)l(w, z,y)

Z
_ Z w,zy)+ S pla)iw,w,y)
Z

(mvy)GWD
V32 2k
< fw,,y) +8erem2* + & + Y=L (by (27))
k
E(w)ewc g(z)l(w, z,y) /32ercanZF

= + 86164?’]2k + & +
Z(m,y)ewc q(z) Tk
. lw,z,y /32 2ok
< Zeyewe ) + 8eream2® 4 g + Y22z
Z(w,y)GWC q(m) Tk

lw,z,y /32 2k
< z(x,y)EWc ( )+8clc47]2k+§k+ C1C41) 2" 2
Wel = &W Th
\/32¢c1can2k 2
< 2(w, We) + 8crean2t + &, + %,
k

by (8), which in turn implies (10). O

(sincevz, g(x) < 1)).

Finally, we need some bounds about estimates of the hinge los

Lemma C.10. With probabilityl — m for all w € B(wy_1,71),

|L(w) — 6(w, We)| < k/32 a7
and

[l(w,p) — l(w, T)| < K/32. (18)
Proof. See Appendix H. O

Proof of Theorem C.4By Lemma C. 10 with probability —

(18) hold. Also with probabilityl —
these hold.
Then we have

W for all w € B(wy—_1,r), (17) and

(k+k2) both (9) and (10) hold. Let us assume from here on that all of

eerwk—bbkfl(wk) = eerwkfbbkfl(vk)
< L(vg) (since for each error, the hinge loss is at ldgst
< E(Uk, Wc) + Ii/16 (by (17))
32
< U(vg,p) + @ (1 + @> +r/8 (by (9))
3261647]
< U, T)+ ——— +r/4 (by (18))
* 32016477 .
< L(w",T)+ 1 + + k/4 (sincew* € B(wg_1,7%))
X 32016477
< L(w*,p) + —— + + /3 (by (18)).

23



This, together with (10) and (17), gives

8cic \/32c1e4m/€z 32¢c;c Z
2f(w*,Wc)—|— 16477+ 1 477/ k+ 1C4M <1+7—_k> +2/—;/5
k

Tk €

CTED oy 1 by (wk) <

8cic \/32¢ci1can/ez 32cic z
< 2L(w) + 1 Lean/ezk 14n<1+?k>+“/2
k

€ Tk €

8cic \/32c1c4m /€2 32c1c z
< w/3+ 1477_|_ 1c4n/ k_|_ 1477<1+_k>+ﬁ/2’
€ Tk € Tk
by Lemma C.5.
Now notice that, /7, is ©(1). Hence arf2(e) bound om; suffices to imply thatrrp,, — , — (wg) < &
with probability (1 — ). O

D Proof of Theorem 4.2

Throughout this section, assume that the clean traininghples are obtained by labeling data drawn ac-
cording to a distributionD over R? chosen from a\-admissible sequence. The main algorithm and the
outlier removal procedure remain the same with the follgaparameters.

D.1 Parameters for the algorithm

The parameters of the algorithm are set as follows.Met max{-2, 2}, wherecg is from Definition 4.1.

cegm’

Let ¢} be the value of; in part 2 of Definition 4.1 corresponding to the case wherés [, then let
b, = CllM_k.
Let ¢ andc, becy andc; respectively, from part 1 of Definition 4.1. Lef = min{M~*~1 /cq, 7/2},
wherecg is from Definition 4.1 ands = . Finally, letr;, = W wherec;, ¢ andes are
17
2.2
the values from Definition 4.1. Letl = (r? + b7 ;) and¢;, = cmin(x, %). The value ofo} for the

outlier removal procedure is*(1 + 52=)(rf +b7_,)

D.2 Analysis of the outlier removal subroutine

The analysis of the learning algorithm uses the followingrga about the outlier removal subroutine of
Figure 2.

Theorem D.1. For any C' > 0, there is a constant and a polynomiap such that, for allé > 27 and all
0<~vy<C,ifn>p(l/n,d1/£1/6,1/7), then, with probabilityl — ¢, the outputy of the algorithm in
Figure 2 satisfies the following:

o > cga(z) > (1—-¢)|S] (afractionl — ¢ of the weight is retained)

e For all unit lengthw such that|w — ul|s < r,

iZ:q(alc)(w-alc)2 Scln)‘(l—i-%)(?j—k’y). (19)

Furthermore, the algorithm can be implemented in polyndtmae.
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Almost identical to the previous section our proof of TheorB.1 proceeds through a series of lem-
mas. Again, we would like to point out that in the analysisobelve will treat each element; € S as
distinct (even ifx; = x; for somey). Obviously, a feasiblg satisfies the requirements of the lemma. So all
we need to show is

e there is a feasible solutiop and

e we can simulate a separation oracle: given a provisionaitisal g, we can find a linear constraint
violated byg in polynomial time.

We will start by working on proving that there is a feasibleFirst of all, a Chernoff bound implies that
n > poly(1/n,1/§) suffices for it to be the case that, with probabillty- §, at most2n members ofS are
noisy. Let us assume from now on that this is the case.

We will show thatg* which setsg*(x) = 0 for each noisy point, ang*(xz) = 1 for each non-noisy
point, is feasible.

First, we use VC tools to show that, if enough examples arearina bound like part 4 of Definition 4.1,
but averaged over the clean examples, likely holds for &lent directions.

Lemma D.2. If we draw/ times i.i.d. fromD to form C, with probability 1 — §, we have that for any unit

lengtha,
1 O(dlog(£/6)(d +1log(1/0)))
7 ZC< -2)? < El(a-2)’] + J ; -
Proof: See Appendix H. O

Lemma D.2 and part 4 of Definition 4.1 together directly im{higt

1
c(r? +42)In* (1 + 1/7)

n= pOly <d> 1/777 1/67 > = p01y (dv 1/777 1/57 1/7)

suffices for it to be the case that, for alle B(u,r),

’_;’ Y d(@)(a-2)* <2E[(a- )% < 2es(r* +7°) In (1 + 1/7),
(z,9)

so that, ifc = 2cg, we have that* is feasible.

So what is left is to prove that the convex program has a stpararacle. First, it is easy to check
whether, for allz, 0 < ¢(x) < 1, and whethed__ s q(z) > (1 — £)[S|. An algorithm can first do that. If
these pass, then it needs to check whether thereis & (u, r) with ||w||2 < 1 such that

&l Z q(z)(w - x)? > clog? <1 + %) (r 4 +2).

This can be done by finding € B(u, r) with [|w||> < 1 that maximizes", _¢ ¢(z)(w - z)?, and checking
it.

SupposeX is a matrix with a row for each € S, where the row is/q(z)z. Theny ¢ q(z)(w-z)? =
w” X7 Xw, and, maximizing this ovew is an equivalent problem to minimizing” (— X’ X )w subject to
|lw — ullz < rand||w|| < 1. Since—X7T X is symmetric, problems of this form are known to be solvable
in polynomial time [SZ03] (see [BM13]).
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D.3 The error within a band in each iteration

At each iteration, the algorithm of Figure 1 concentratesaitention on examples in the band. Our next
theorem analyzes its error on these examples.

Theorem D.3. After roundk of the algorithm in Figure 1, with probability—ﬁ‘k% we haV@fTTDwk,l,bk,l (wg) <

K.

We will prove Theorem D.3 using a series of lemmas below. tFwg bound the hinge loss of the
targetw™ within the bandS,,, , s, ,. Since we are analyzing a particular roundo reduce clutter in the
formulas, for the rest of this section, let us refer to

o /. simply as/,

o L, (D )asL(-).

Wi —1,bk—1

LemmaD.4. L(w*) < k/6.

Proof. Notice thaty(w* - x) is never negative, so, on any clean exanplg)), we have

Tk

l(w*, x,y) = max{O,l — M} <1,

and, furthermoreyw* will pay a non-zero hinge only inside the region wharé - x| < 7. Hence,

Pry. * | < oxl < b
L(w*)§ Pr (‘w*w‘ STk): r D(|w $| —Tk&|wk 1 l’| —bk 1).

Dy by

Pryp(|wg—1 - 2| < bg—1)

Using part 1 of Definition 4.1, for the values of andc, in that definition, we can lower bound the
denominator:
xf:%(\wk_l cx| <bg_1) > comin{bg_1,c1}.

part 1 of Definition 4.1 also implies that the numerator is astn

Pr (Jw* - z| < 7%) < ca7y.
xz~D

Her 1Ce, we have
C3T
L(w*) < 37k

= K/6.
~ camin{bg_1,c1} </

O

During roundk we can decompose the working $&tinto the set of “clean” exampléd’- which are
drawn fromD,, _, ,_, and the set of “dirty” or malicious exampl&Bp which are output by the adversary.
We will next show that the fraction of dirty examples in roun@ not too large.

Lemma D.5. There is an absolute positive constdrit such that, with probability — 6(kik L

\Wp| < Conni M*. (20)
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Proof. From Equation 1 and the setting of our parameters, the pildipeahat an example falls iy,
is at least)(M —*). Therefore, with probability(1 — m), the number of examples we must draw

before we encounter;, examples that fall withinS,,, ,,, , is at mostO(n, M*). The probability that
each unlabeled example we draw is noisy is at mogtpplying a Chernoff bound, with probability at least
5
1- 12(k+k2)’
[Wh| < Conni M.
completing the proof. O
Next, we bound the loss on an example in terms of the norm of

Lemma D.6. There is a constant such that, for anyw € B(wy_1,7%), and all x,

Proof.
fw,zyy) < 1+ 122 <y w2l F e = w2l
Tk Tk
br—1 + 7| |2 AMF + min{M~*D Jeg, 7 /2} |2
<p 4 AL TTRIENZ g N .
Tk comin{c] M~ ,c1}r
6c3

O

If the support ofD is bounded, Lemma D.6 gives a useful worst-case bound omdse Next, we give
a high-probability bound that holds for alladmissible distributions.

Lemma D.7. For an absolute constant with probability 1 — W

max ||z|]z < evdIn <M> .
zeWeo 5

Proof. Applying part 5 of Definition 4.1, together with a union boume have
Pr(3z € We, ||z|| > a) < co|We|exp(—a/Vd),

anda = VdIn (W) makes the RHS at mog27;. O

Recall that the total variation distance between two proipaklistributions is the maximum difference
between the probabilities that the assign to any event.

We can think ofq as soft indicator functions for “keeping” examples, and eripret the inequality
> zew 4(x) > (1 —&)|W| as roughly akin to saying that most examples are kept. Thasthat distribu-
tion p obtained by normalizing is close to the uniform distribution ové¥’. We make this precise in the
following lemma.

Lemma D.8. The total variation distance betwegrand the uniform distribution ovelV is at most.
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Proof. Lemma 1 of [LS06] implies that the total variation distandeetweerp and the uniform distribution

over W satisfies .
p=1-— min{p(aj),—}.
2 0

Sinceq(x) < 1 for all z, we haved "y, q(x) < [W], so that

1 .
p=1- W] Z min{q(z),1}.
zeW

Again, sinceg(z) < 1, we have

-owl

p<1-—
14

O

Next, we will relate the average hinge loss when examplesvaighted according tp, i.e., (w, p) to
the hinge loss averaged over clean examplgs i.e., /(w, W¢). Herel(w, W) and/(w, p) are defined
with respect to the true unrevealed labels that the adwehssr committed to.

Lemma D.9. There are absolute constants, co and c¢3 such that, for large enough, with probability
1— m if we definez;, = |/r2 + b2 _,, then for anyw € B(wy_1,7%), we have

A/2
w, We) < 0w, p) + % <1 s ;L 1/b’“)z’“> + /32 (1)
k
and A2
\/ 1 1+1/b
lw,p) < 20(w,We) + K£/32 + % + csv/n/eln 7_( + 1/be) 2 (22)
k

Proof. Asinthe analysis of the outlier removal procedure, we wélat each elemerit, y) € W as distinct.
Fix an arbitraryw € B(wy_1, 7). By the guarantee of Theorem D.1, Lemma D.5, part 5 of Defimi4.1,
part 4 of Definition 4.1, and Lemma D.2, we know that, with @bty 1 — ﬁg—)

ﬁ S gl@)(w-2)? < M1+ 1/b) 2, (23)
zeW

together with
[Wp| < ConnipM~F (24)

(for an absolute constant,) and

> (wea)? < (P +4%) I 1+ 1/by), (25)

for an absolute constant.
Assume that (23), (24) and (25) all hold.
Since)  cy q(z) > (1 - &)|W| > |[W|/2, we have that (23) implies

Z p(x)(w-x)? <2 In M1+ 1/by) 22 (26)
zeW
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First, let us bound the weighted loss on noisy examples inrdieing set. In particular, we will show
that

Y. pl@)(w,z,y) < CopM~* + & + V2 ConM F I 2 (1 + 1/be) 2

(27)
Tk
('T7y)€WD
To see this, notice that,
> sews) = ¥ plemax{or - L2
Tk
(z,y)eWD (@,y)eW.
1 1
<Pr(Wp)+ — Y pla)lw-a| =Pr(Wp)+ — 3" p@)lw, (@,y)w- ]
F (x,y)EWD F (eg)ew
<P
< pr (Wp) + S p@lwy(my) | Y p 2 (by the Cauchy-Shwartz inequality)
(z,y)eW (z,y)eW
| V2P, (Wp) (1 4 1/b /20 ConM—F n*/2(
< pr( c Pr,(Wp)In + /k)zk<C’?7M L et 2 ConM =% 1In™M=(1 4+ 1/by) 2,
p Tk The
where the second to last inequality follows by (26) and tkedae by Lemma D.8 and (24).
Similarly, we will show that
71N/ 2
S platw,ay) < 14 YA A Vbi)z (28)

.
(@y)EW b

To see this notice that,

>, plwzy) = Y p(w)max{o,1_M}

Tk
(z,y)eW (x,y)eW
1
<1+ — <
< +Tk Z p(z)|w - | 1+ Z
(z,y)eW (z,y)eW
71N/ 2
S1_1_4_\/20 In (1—i—1/b/z€)z,y67
Tk

by (26).
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Next, we have

E(w7 WC) = q(m)ﬁ(w,w,y) + (1Wc($7y) - q(gj))f(w,gj,y))

-
M

(z,y)eW

g(@)l(w,z,y) + Y (1Q(w))€(w,w,y))

_I/\
5~
=™

(z,y)eW (z,y)eWc
1 w- T
<g | T atwen s X - (1+5)
U\ @yew (2.9)EWe k
1 1
< Tl > q@)(w,z,y) + &IV + — > 1—qg@)|w- w)
U \@yew (2.y)EWe
1
< m q(m)ﬁ(w x y)+£k|W|+ Z 1_q Z

(z,y)eWe (z,y)eWe

~
D

s
m
S

by the Cauchy-Shwartz inequality. Recall that ¢(z) <1, and}_, oy qa(x) = 1 - &|W]. Thus,

U(w,We) < L ( > a@)l(w,z,y) + &IW) +— \/5k| > (w'ﬂf)z)
(

Wel 2,y)EW (@.y)EWe

Tk

1 ( Y a@)l(w,z,y) + W]+ \/gk’WHWC’C”(TZ +9) (1 + 1/bk))

= el
c (z,y)eW

by (25). SincdW¢| > |W|/2, we have

V260 (r2 4 42) I (14 1/by)
Tk '

(w, We) < IV; | ( > Q(w)f(ww,y)) + 28 +

(z,y)eW
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We have choseg, small enough that

1
E(U),Wc) S W ( Z q(x)ﬁ(w,w,y)) +"€/32

(z,y)eW

_ Peew 4(@) (
(

[Wel Z p(!ﬂ)f(w,x,y)) + Kk /32

z,y)EW

={(w,p) + <% - 1) ( Z p(m)é(w,m,y)) + k/32
(

z,y)EW

<tl(w,p) + <% - 1> ( Z p(m)@(w,x,y)) + k/32
(

z,y)EW

J In"/ 2
< tw,p) + <% . 1> <1+ VI W21+ 1)z

) + Kk/32.

Tk

Applying (24) yields (21).

Also,
Lw,p) = Y p@)l(w,z,y)
(z,y)eW
= > p@twzy)+ > pla)(wz,y)
(xvy)ewc (xvy)EWD

V2 ConM =% 102 (1 + 1/by) 2,
T

< Y p@)lw,z,y) + ConMF + & + -

("Evy)GWC
_ Z(m,y)GWC Q(‘T)e(w7 T, y) i C()’I’}M_k n fk n v QC/CO’I’}M_k ln)‘/z(l + 1/bk)zk
Z(z,y)EWC q(ﬂi‘) Tk
< Z(m,y)GWC E(w, T, y) n CO’I’}M_k n gk 4 RV 2C/C(]'I7M_k h’l)\/z(l + 1/bk)2k
N Z(z,y)eWC Q(ZL') Tk

D @yewe Lw, z,y) V2 ConM=F In™M2(1 + 1/bg) 2,

(by (27))

(sinceVz, g(x) < 1)).

+ ConM ™" + & +

(Wel = €W ™
2 M-Fk1 A/2 141
< 2€(w,WC)+C(mM_k+§k+ Wj (1+ /bk)zk’
e
by (24), which in turn implies (22). 0

Finally, we need some bounds about estimates of the hinge los

Lemma D.10. With probability1 — ,forall w € B(wg_1,7%),

__6
2kt k)

|L(w) — £(w, We)| < /32 (29)
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and

[{(w,p) — L(w, T)| < K/32. (30)
Proof. See Appendix H. O
Proof of Theorem D.3By Lemma D.10, with probability — Z(kfrk L for all w € B(wg—_1,7%), (29) and

(30) hold. Also with probabilityl — W both (21) and (22) hold. Let us assume from here on that all
of these hold.
Then we have
eerwk—lvbk—l(wk) = eerwk—lvbk—l(Uk)
< L(vg) (since for each error, the hinge loss is at leigst
< Llve, We) + /16 (by (29))
In*2(1 +1/b
< (v, )+ﬂ <1+ L /’“))Z ) +r/8 (by (21))
A/2
< Lo, T)+ L <1 ™7+ 1/bk ) + /4 (by (30))
A/2
< f(w,T) + @ <1 In?77(1 + 1/bk ) + K/4 (sincew* € B(wg_1,71))
In™2(1+1/b
< U )+ﬂ<1 i S /’“ )—1—5/3 (by (30))

This, together with (22) and (29), gives

/2 A2
e | ezy/m/eln™ (1 4 1/by) 2 n % (1 n In*/#(1 + 1/bk)zk> +2/5

T Dup gy (wp) < 20(w*, We) + T Tk

IN

2L(w*) + =1 - -

can csy/n/eIn™M2(1 4 1/by) 2, n % (1 n In*/2(1 + 1/bk)zk> /2

IN

eon . c3 /7’]/6 111)\/2(1 + 1/bk)zk n % (1 n ln)\/Q(l + l/bk)zk> + 5/2,

34 =1
w3 Tk Tk

by Lemma D.4.

Now notice that;, /7. is ©(1). Hence a(;—)

x with probability (1 — k+k2) O

bound on suffices toimply thatrrp,, — , — (wg) <

D.4 Putting it together

Now we are ready to put everything together. The proof of Téeo4.2 follows the high level structure of
the proof of [BBZ07]; the new element is the application oEdhrem D.3 which analyzes the performance
of the hinge loss minimization algorithm for learning irsithe band, which in turn applies Theorem D.1,
which analyzes the benefits of our new localized outlier nehprocedure.
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Proof (of Theorem 4.2): We will prove by induction drthat afterk < s iterations, we haverrp (wy) <
M* with probability 1 — 6(1 — 1/(k + 1)) /2.

Whenk = 0, all that is required isrrp(wp) < 1.

Assume now the claim is true fdr — 1 (¢ > 1). Then by induction hypothesis, we know that with
probability at least — §(1 — 1/k)/2, wy_1 has error at most/ ~(*~1), Using part 3 of Definition 4.1, this
implies thatd (wy,_1, w*) < M~*=1 /s, This in turn impliesd (wy,_1, w*) < 7/2. (Whenk = 1, this is
by assumption, and otherwise it is implied by part 3 of Deifomit4.1.)

Let us defineSy, 4., = {z : |wy—1 - x| < b1} andSy, b, = {z @ w1 - 2| > bp_1}.
Sincewy_; has unit length, and;, € B(wg_1,7%), we haved(wi_1,v;) < r which in turn implies
O(wi_1, wy,) < min{M~*=1 /e 7/2}.

Applying part 2 of Definition 4.1 to bound the error rate odésthe band, we have both:

_ M~k
Pr [(wp—1 - z)(wg - 2) < 0,2 € Syy 1y 4] < I and
xT
and
* Q M_k
12;1‘ [(wk—l r)(wt-x) <0,z € ka71,bk—1] < T4
Taking the sum, we obtaiBir,, [(wy, - 2)(w* - 2) < 0,2 € Sy, 4,_,] < 2. Therefore, we have
M—k
err(wy) < (et (W0) Pr(Suy_y b y) + —5—
SincePr(Sy, b, ,) < 2¢-b,_1, this implies
/ MF —k ’
err(wg) < (errp,, ., (wk))2c7bp—1 + —5— <M <(eerwk71’bk71 (wg))2c v M + 1/2) .
Recall thatD,,, , ;, , is the distribution obtained by conditioning on the event that € S, , 5, ,-

Applying Theorem D.3, with probability — m wy, has error at most = -4 within S,,
17
implying thaterr(w;,) < 1/M*, completing the proof of the induction, and therefore smgwivith proba-
bility at leastl — ¢, O(log(1/¢)) iterations suffice to achiever(wy) < e.
A polynomial number of unlabeled samples are required byatberithm and the number of labeled

examples required by the algorithmys, m; = O(d(d + loglog(1/¢) +log(1/6))log(1/e€)). O

k—1:0k—17

E Proof of Theorem E.1

In this section, we describe an algorithm for learnkagdmissible distribution in the presence of adversarial
label noise. As before, we assume that the algorithm hasstoe, such that (wg, w*) < 7/2. This can
be shown to be without loss of generality exactly as in the cdsnalicious noise.

Theorem E.1. Let D be a distribution oveR? chosen from a-admissible sequence of distributions, where
v € {1,2}. Letw* be the (unit length) target weight vector. There are absopdsitive constants,, ..., ¢

andM > 1 and polynomiap such that, arf2 ( > upper bound on a ratg of adversarial label noise

logQ/E”(é)
suffices to imply that for any, 6 > 0, using the algorithm from Figure 3 with cut-off valugs = ¢, M ~*,
radii 1, = AM =, k = ¢4, 7 = M ~F for k > 1, a numbern;, = p(d, M*,1log(1/4)) of unlabeled

33



Figure 3 COMPUTATIONALLY EFFICIENT ALGORITHM TOLERATING ADVERSARIAL LABEL NOISE

Input: allowed error rate:, probability of failured, an oracle that returns, for (z,y) sampled from
EX,(f, D), and an oracle for getting the label from an example; a semueh unlabeled sample sizes
ng, k € Z*; a sequence of sample sizes, > 0; a sequence of cut-off valuég > 0; a sequence of
hypothesis space radij > 0; a precision valug > 0

1. Drawn; examples and put them into a working $&t
2. Fork=1,...,s = [logy(1/€)]

(a) Choosen; examples fromiV uniformly at random and reveal their labels. Call this’Bet

(b) Findv, € B(wi—1,ry) to approximately minimize training hinge loss o@s.t. ||vg||2 < 1:
by (0, T) < Minye Bwy,_ s ,r)NB(0,1)) br (W, T) + K/4

(c) Normalizevy to have unit length, yielding;, = ||v7j:||2'

(d) Clear the working s&t’.

(e) Until n,,; additional data points are put i, givenx for (z, f(x)) obtained fromEX, (f, D), if
|wy, - 2| > by, thenrejectx elseputinto W

Output: Weight vectorw, of error at most with probability 1 — 6.

examples in round: and a numberm;, = O (dlog (%) (d + log(k/s))) of labeled examples in round
k > 1, and wg such thatd(wg, w*) < w/2, afters = [logy(1/e)] iterations, we find a separatow;
satisfyingerr(ws) = Pr(, 4)~p[sign(w - ) # sign(w* - z)] < e with probability at leastl — 4.

If the support ofD is bounded in a ball of radiugz(d), thenm;, = O (R(d)?(d + log(k/5))) label
requests suffice.

If D has a strong variance bound, then 8r(e) upper bound om suffices.

To prove Theorem E.1, all we need is Theorem E.2 below, whaaintls the error inside the band in
the case of adversarial label noise. Substituting this lanfon Theorem D.3 in the proof of Theorem 4.2
suffices to prove Theorem E.1. (In particular, for the reshaf subsectiony, b, ~ andr, are set as in the
proof of Theorem 4.2.)

Theorem E.2. During roundk of the algorithm in Figure 3, with probability — ﬁz we have

errp (wg) < K.

wi—1:bk—1

We will prove Theorem E.2 using a series of lemmas.

Define/ and L as in the proof of Theorem D.3.

First, Lemma C.5, thak (w*) < /6, also applies here, using exactly the same proof.

From here, the proof is organized a little differently thaafdse. There are two main structural dif-
ferences. First, before, we analyzed a relatively largeosenlabelled examples on which the algorithm
performed soft outlier removal, before subsampling andittg. Here, since the algorithm will not perform
outlier removal, we may analyze the underlying distribmtin place of the large unlabeled sample. The
second difference is that, whereas before, we separatalyzea the clean examples and the dirty exam-
ples, here, we will analyze properties of the noisy portibthe underlying distribution, but, here, instead of
comparing it with the clean portion, as we did before, we wolinpare it with the distribution that would be
obtained by fixing the incorrect labels. One reason thatishisore convenient is that the marginal over the
instances of this “fixed” distribution i® (whereas the marginal of the clean examples, in generabtjs n
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Let P be the joint distribution used by the algorithm, which irs the noisy labels chosen by the
adversary. LetV = {(z,y) : sign(w* - z) # y} consist of noisy examples, so thatN') < 5. Let P be the
joint distribution obtained by applying the correct labdlet P, be the distribution on the examples given
to the algorithm in round: (obtained by conditioning® to examples that fall within the band), and Iat
be the corresponding joint distribution with clean labels.

The key lemma here is to relate the expected loss with respétto the expected loss with respect to
P.

Lemma E.3. There is an absolute positive constarguch that, if we define, = , /72 + b7 | then for any
w € B(wg—_1,7k), We have

vV M=FnzlogM? (1 + 1/~
|E(I,y)€Pk€(wv z, y)) - E(w,y)eﬁkg(wv €, y))| <c ™ ( / ) . (31)

Proof. Fix an arbitraryw € B(wg—_1,7). Recalling thatV is the set of noisy examples, and that the
marginals ofP, and P, on the inputs are the same, we have

[ yer, ((w,2,9) = B yep, ((w,,9))

= B, yyep, (U(w, z,y) — L(w, z,sign(w” - 1)))|
=B yep, Layenlw, z,y) — H(w,z, —y)))|
= E(xvy)eﬁk(l(xvy)ENWwa957y) —t(w,z,—y)|)

|w - x|
< 2B y)eh, <1<x7y>eN ( -

2
= T_kE(:v,y)Eﬁk (e yyen|w - z)

< 3 \/E ) - 2)2)

(z,y NPk

by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality. Part 1 of Definition 4rblies that

P (V) < — ewerV)

< < eM ™,
(z.y)€Py Pr(x,y)eﬁ(swk—l,bk—1)

for an absolute constantand part 4 of Definiton 4.E, .5, (w-2)?) < c22logh(1+1/7). O

Proof of Theorem E.2Let

cleaned(W) = {(z,sign(w* - z)) : (z,y) € W}.

Exploiting the fact that(w, z,y) = O ( dlog (%)) forall (z,y) € Sw,_, b,_, andw € B(wy_1,7%)

as in the proof of Lemma D.10, with probability— forall w € B(wk_1,71), we have

k+k2 !

|E(m7y)€p(€(w,x,y)) —l(w,W)| < k/32, and|E(x,y)ep(€(w,:E,y)) — {(w, cleaned(W))| < k/32. (32)
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Then we have, for absolute constaatsandcs, the following:

€ITD,, (wr) < Bgyep, ({(wr,z,y)) (since for each error, the hinge loss is at legst
< 2E(y)ep, (U(vk, z,y)) (since|lvgllz > 1/2)
1 zelog™(1+1/by)
< 2B )eh, (U(vg, x,y)) + Cl\/g X - (by Lemma E.3)
K/2
< 2w W) + e[ x 18T L) | k/8 (by (32))
€ Tk
K/2
< 2(v,T)+ 1 0y Zh log" (1 + 1/bx) + k/16 (by Lemma H.2)
€ T
log"/?(1 4+ 1
< 2w\ T)+ 1 0y Zh708 (1+1/bx) + k/16
€ Tk
K/2
< 2w W) +eqy [Tk HIETAE) g
€ Tk
. 1 2k log™?(1 4 1/by)
< 2By () 4 eny [T EEEEII) oy (a2
K/2
< 2E(ep(b(w, z,y)) +C2\ﬁ  los Ut ) +#/4 (by LemmaE.3)
€ Tk

n 2k log™/2(1+1/by,)
€ Tk

< ©

+ Kk/2.

sinceL(w*) < k/6. Sincezy /7, = O(1), there is an constang such thaty < cse/log™(1+1/by) suffices
for errp,, (wg) < k, completing the proof. O

—1:bk—1

F  Admissibility

F.1 Uniform distribution is 0-admissible

We will show the properties in Definition 4.1 hold for the wnii distribution with\ = 0. Part 1 is an easy
consequence of the corresponding known lemmas about tfermrlistribution on the unit ball.

Lemma F.1(see [Bau90, BBZ07, KKMSO05])For any C' > 0, there arec;, co > 0 such that, forx drawn
from the uniform distribution ovev/dS,_; and any unit length, € R, (a) for all a,b € [—-C, C for which
a < b,we have;|b—a| < Pr(u-x € [a,b]) < c2|b—al, and (b) ifb > 0, we havePr(u-z > b) < %e‘bQ/z.

To prove part 2, we will use a lemma from [BL13] that geneediand strengthens a key lemma from
[BBZO7].

Lemma F.2(Theorem 4 of [BL13]) For anyc; > 0, there is ac, > 0 such that the following holds. Let
andv be two unit vectors iR?, and assume thdk(u,v) = o < 7/2. If D is isotropic log-concave iR,
thenPr,plsign(u - z) # sign(v - z) and|v - z| > c2a] < 1.

This has the following corollary, which proves part 2.
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Lemma F.3. For anyc; > 0, there is aco > 0 such that the following holds for al > 4. Letw andv be
two unit vectors ink?, and assume tha(w, v) = a < /2. If D is uniform overSy_;, Pr,.p[sign(u-z) #
sign(v-z) and|v - z| > cpa/Vd] < cia.

Proof. Consider the distributiol’ obtained sampling fron®, and scaling the result up by a factoratl.
We claim that the projectio®” of D’ onto the space spanned by andwv - z is isotropic log-concave.
This will imply Lemma F.3 by applying Lemma F.2, since the mvi@ question only concerns the span of
u -z andv - .
Assume without loss of generality that the spamofc andv - = is

T = {(z1,22,0,0,...,0) : z € Rd}.

The fact thatD” is isotropic follows from the fact thab’ is isotropic and the fact that it is log-concave
follows from the known fact that, ifz1, ..., z4) is sampled uniformly fromS;_1, then the distribution of
(z1,x2) is log-concave (see Corollary 4 of [BGMNO5]). O

Part 3 of Definition 4.1 holds trivially in the case of the wmih distribution.

The fact that part 4 of Definition 4.1 holds in the case of théapic rescaling of the uniform distribution
U over the surface of the unit ball follows immediately fromnima C.2.

Part 5 follows from the fact thab is isotropic logconcave (see Lemma F.4 below).
F.2 Isotropic log-concave i admissible

Part 1 of Definition 4.1 is part of the following lemma.

Lemma F.4([LV07]). Assume thabD is isotropic log-concave ilR? and let f be its density function.
(@) We havePr,p [||X]|]2 > aV/d] < e L If d = 1 then: Prpwp [X € [a,b]] < |b—al.

(b) All marginals ofD are isotropic log-concave.
(c) Ifd =1we havef(0) > 1/8 and f(x) < 1 for all x.
(d) There is an absolute constansuch that, ifd = 1, f(z) > cforall z € [-1/9,1/9].

Part 2 is Lemma F.2.
Part 3 is implicit in [Vem10] (see Lemma 3 of [BL13]).
In order to prove part 4, we will use the following lemma.

Lemma F.5. For anyC > 0, there exists a constants.t., for any isotropic log-concave distributidn, for
anya such that,|all2 < 1, and||u — a||2 < 7, forany0 < v < C, and for anyK > 4, we have

Pr <|a':1:| >K\/r2—|—72> <
vy

x~Dy,

Ee_K.
~
Proof. W.l.o.g. we may assume that= (1,0,0,--- ,0).
Leta’ = (ag,...,aq), and, for arandomr = (z1, x2, ..., z4) drawn fromD,, ., letz’ = (zo, ..., z4). Let

p= Pr (\a'xl >K\/r2+'y2>

@Dy y
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be the probability that we want to bound. We may rewpites

Pry~p (\a x| > K+/r? 4+ ~2 and|z;| < fy)

b= Prop (J21] < 7)

(33)

Lemma F.4 implies that there is a positive constarguch that the denominator satisfies the following lower

bound:

. a1y
P <~)> 1/9} > —. 34
Pr (1| <) = ey minfy, 1/9} > £ (34)

So now, we just need an upper bound on the numerator. We have
P% (\a ~x| > K/r? +~2%and|z;| < ’y) < PrD (]a’ 2| > Ky/r?2+ 92 — ’y)
v xrr~
< PI;:) <|a' 2| > (K —1)y/r? +72) < P1;3 (la" - 2'| > (K —1)r)
xrn T

/
< Pr <‘<af) ca >K—1> §e_(K_1),
e~D \ |\ ||a’||2

by Lemma F.4, since the marginal distribution owéiis isotropic log-concave. Combining with (33) and
(34) completes the proof. O

Now we're ready to prove Part 4.

Lemma F.6. For any C, there is a constant such that, for alld < v < C, for all a such that|ju —alls < r
and|jal2 <1
Esop,,((a-2)%) < c(r? +9%)In*(1 +1/7).

Proof: Let z = \/r2 + ~2. Setting, with foresight: = 922 In?(1 + 1/v), we have
ExND’u,’y((a : x)z)
:/ Pr ((a-z)*>> a)do
0

T~ Dy y

§t+/oo Pr ((a-z)? > a)da. (35)
t

Dy

Sincet > 44/7r2 + +2, Lemma F.5 implies that, for an absolute constante have

9 c [ « 1/2
E,. ) <t4 S Y .
Do, ((a-2)%) <t+ ’Y/t exp <r2 +72> da

Now, we want to evaluate the integral. Since- /7% + 2, so

/tw P <_\/%> dov = /too exp (—va/z) da.

Using a change of variableg = «, we get
/ exp (—\/a/z) da = 2/ uexp (—u/z) du = 222(\/Z + 1) exp (—\/Z/z) )
t Vit
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Putting it together, we get

Z(Vi+ 1) exp (—V1/2)
Y

E;op,,((a-2)%) <t+ <t+ 27

sincet = 922 In?(1 + 1/7), completing the proof. O
Finally Part 5 is also part of Lemma F.4.

G Relating Adversarial Label Noise and the Agnostic Setting

In this section we study the agnostic setting of [KSS94, KKIEand describe how our results imply
constant factor approximations in that model. In the agogsbdel, data(z,y) is generated from a dis-
tribution D overR¢ x {1,—1}. For a given concept class, let OPT be the error of the best classifier
in C. In other words,OPT = argminsccerrp(f) = argmingecPr »~plf(z) # y]. The goal of
the learning algorithm is to output a hypothekisvhich is nearly as good a5 i.e., givene > 0, we want
errp(h) < ¢- OPT + ¢, wherec is the approximation factor. Any result in the adversarialdel that we
study, translates into a result for the agnostic settinghéafollowing lemma.

Lemma G.1. For a given concept clasS and distributionD, if there exists an algorithm in thedversarial
noise model which runs in time pdti 1/¢) and tolerates a noise rate of = Q(¢), then there exists an
algorithm for(C, D) in the agnostic setting which runs in time p@lyl/¢) and achieves erro© (O PT +¢).

Proof. Let f* be the optimal halfspace with err6?PT. In the adversarial setting, w.r.tf*, the noise
raten will be exactly OPT. Sete’ = ¢(OPT + ¢) as input to the algorithm for the adversarial model.
By the guarantee of the algorithm we will get a hypothésiuch thatPr, ,)..p[h(z) # f*(z)] < € =
c¢(OPT+e¢). Hence by triangle inequality, we hawerp (h) < errp(f*)+c(OPT+e) = O(OPT+e¢). O

For the case whef is the class of origin centered halfspace®ihand the marginal ob is the uniform
distribution overS;_1, the above lemma along with Theorem 1.2 implies that we cgoub@a halfspace of
accuracyO(OPT + ¢) in time poly(d, 1/¢). The work of [KKMSO05] achieves a guarantee@fOPT + ¢)
in time exponential irl /¢ by doing L, regression to learn a low degree polynorhial

H Proof of VC lemmas

In this section, we apply some standard VC tools to establishe lemmas about estimates of expectations.

Definition H.1. Say that a set’ of real-valued functions with a common domairshatterseq, ...,x4y € X
if there are thresholds,, ..., t; such that

{(sign(f(x1) = t1), ... sign(f(za) — ta)) : f € F} = {~=1,1}".
Thepseudo-dimensionf F is the size of the largest set shatteredry

We will use the following bound.

2They further show thaf; regression can achieve a stronger guarante2/t’ + ¢
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Lemma H.2 (see [AB99]) Let F' be a set of functions from a common domairto [a, b] and letd be the
pseudo-dimension @f, and letD be a probability distribution oveX'. Then, form = O (( a)? (d+ 10g(1/5))>,
if z1,..., x,, are drawn independently at random accordingl@owith probability1 — §, for all f € F,

1 m
E:(:ND _Ez_:

H.1 Proof of Lemma C.10 and Lemmas D.10

The pseudo-dimension of the set of linear combinations wdriables is known to bé [Pol11]. Since, for
any non-increasing functiop : R — R and anyF', the pseudo-dimension ¢ o f : f € F'} is at most
that of F' (see [Pol11]), the pseudo-dimension{éfw, -) : w € R%} is at mostd.

Let D’ be the distribution obtained by conditionidg on the event thatz|| < R (||z|| < 1 for uniform
distribution). For/ < n;, the total variation distance between the joint distribitof / draws fromD’ and
£ draws fromD is at mostl — m, so it suffices to prove (29) and (30) with respecfxo((17) and (18)
respectively for the uniform distribution). Applying LenanD.6 and Lemma H.2 then completes the proof.

H.2 Proof of Lemma D.2

Define f, by f,(z) = (a - ¥)%. The pseudo-dimension of the set of all such functior@(ig) [KLS09]. As
the proof of Lemma D.10, w.l.0.g., all have||z||; < R, and applying Lemma H.2 completes the proof.
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