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Abstract

We study active learning where the labeler can not only nénorrect labels but

also abstain from labeling. We consider different noise @mstention conditions
of the labeler. We propose an algorithm which utilizes atit&ba responses, and
analyze its statistical consistency and query complexitgten fairly natural as-
sumptions on the noise and abstention rate of the labelés.aldorithm is adap-
tive in a sense that it can automatically request less guwiith a more informed

or less noisy labeler. We couple our algorithm with lower thdsito show that

under some technical conditions, it achieves nearly optimary complexity.

1 Introduction

In active learning, the learner is given an input spacea label spac&, and a hypothesis clags
such that one of the hypotheses in the class generates girotiméhbels. Additionally, the learner
has at its disposal a labeler to which it can pose interadivgies about the labels of examples in
the input space. Note that the labeler may output a noisyoreas the ground truth label (a flipped
label). The goal of the learner is to learn a hypothesi&iwhich is close to the hypothesis that
generates the ground truth labels.

There has been a significant amount of literature on actaieg, both theoretical and practical.
Previous theoretical work on active learning has mostly$ec on the above basic setting[[2, 4,
1,110,125] and has developed algorithms under a number ddrdiit models of label noise. A
handful of exceptions includel[3] which allows class coindial queries, [5] which allows requesting
counterexamples to current version spaces, and_[23, 26]renthe learner has access to a strong
labeler and one or more weak labelers.

In this paper, we consider a more general setting where, ditiad to providing a possibly noisy
label, the labeler can sometimes abstain from labeling.s $benario arises naturally in difficult
labeling tasks and has been considered in computer visighlgM 5]. Our goal in this paper is to
investigate this problem from a foundational perspectare] explore what kind of conditions are
needed, and how an abstaining labeler can affect propstt@sas consistency and query complex-
ity of active learning algorithms.

The setting of active learning with an abstaining noisy lab&as first considered by [24], who
looked at learning binary threshold classifiers based oniegi® an labeler whose abstention rate
is higher closer to the decision boundary. They primarilykled at the case when the abstention
rate at a distancA from the decision boundary is less thar ©(A®), and the rate of label flips at
the same distance is less th§1r+ O(A”?); under these conditions, they provided an active learning

algorithm that given parametensand 3, outputs a classifier with errerusingO(e~*~27) queries
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to the labeler. However, there are several limitations e Work. The primary limitation is that
parametersy and 8 need to be known to the algorithm, which is not usually theedagpractice.
A second major limitation is that even if the labeler has mceperties, such as, the abstention
rates increase sharply close to the boundary, their algori$ unable to exploit these properties to
reduce the number of queries. A third and final limitationhiatttheir analysis only applies to one
dimensional thresholds, and not to more general decisiondbaries.

In this work, we provide an algorithm which is able to exploite properties of the labeler. Our
algorithm is statistically consistent under very mild citimhs — when the abstention rate is non-
decreasing as we get closer to the decision boundary. Uligktlyg stronger conditions as in [24],
our algorithm has the same query complexity. However, ifthgtention rate of the labeler increases
strictly monotonically close to the decision boundarytloair algorithm adapts and does substan-
tially better. It simply exploits the increasing abstentrate close to the decision boundary, and does
not even have to rely on the noisy labels! Specifically, whgpliad to the case where the noise rate
is at most; — ©(A”) and the abstention ratelis- ©(A~) at distance\ from the decision boundary,

our algorithm can output a classifier with eredvased on only) (¢~ ) queries.

An important property of our algorithm is that the improverhef query complexity is achieved
in a completely adaptive manner; unlike previous work|[24], our algorithm needs information
whatsoever on the abstention rates or rates of label noise. Thus our result also strengthens existing
results on active learning from (non-abstaining) noisyelels by providing an adaptive algorithm
that achieves that same performance as [6] without knowleflgoise parameters.

We extend our algorithm so that it applies to any smebtiimensional decision boundary in a non-
parametric setting, not just one-dimensional threshadd, we complement it with lower bounds
on the number of queries that need to be made to any labeleto®@er bounds generalize the lower
bounds inl[24], and shows that our upper bounds are nearignaptWe also present an example
that shows that at least a relaxed version of the monotgrpedperty is necessary to achieve this
performance gain; if the abstention rate plateaus aroundeiision boundary, then our algorithm
needs to query and rely on the noisy labels (resulting indrigfuery complexity) in order to find a
hypothesis close to the one generating the ground truthslabe

1.1 Related work

There has been a considerable amount of work on active f@grmost of which involves labelers
that are not allowed to abstain. Theoretical work on thisatgrgely falls under two categories —
the membership query model [6,/ 13| 18, 19], where the learaerequest label of any example in
the instance space, and the PAC model, where the learneeis gilarge set of unlabeled examples
from an underlying unlabeled data distribution, and camestjlabels of a subset of these examples.
Our work and also that of [24] builds on the membership quevgdeh

There has also been a lot of work on active learning undeerdifft noise models. The problem is
relatively easy when the labeler always provides the grduutt labels — see [8, 9, 12] for work
in this setting in the PAC model, and [13] for the membershiprg model. Perhaps the simplest
setting of label noise is random classification noise, wigaxeh label is flipped with a probability
that is independent of the unlabeled instance. [14] showsbaddress this kind of noise in the PAC
model by repeatedly querying an example until the learneomdident of its label; [18, 19] provide
more sophisticated algorithms with better query compiesiin the membership query model. A
second setting is when the noise rate increases closer tietigon boundary; this setting has been
studied under the membership query modellby [6] and in the P&del by [10) 4, 25]. A final
setting is agnostic PAC learning — when a fixed but arbitraagtion of labels may disagree with
the label assigned by the optimal hypothesis in the hypatluass. Active learning is known to
be particularly difficult in this setting; however, algdmihs and associated label complexity bounds
have been provided by![1, 2,/4, 10, 12, 25] among others.

Our work expands on the membership query model, and ourrglstend noise models are related
to a variant of the Tsybakov noise condition. A setting sémib ours was considered hy [6, 24]. [6]
considers a non-abstaining labeler, and provides a naamalbinary search style active learning
algorithm; however, their algorithm is non-adaptive.| [B#jes a nearly matching lower and upper
query complexity bounds for active learning with abstemtieedback, but they only give a non-
adaptive algorithm for learning one dimensional threshodohd only study the situation where the



abstention rate is upper-bounded by a polynomial functiBaesides|[24] ,|[11] 15] study active
learning with abstention feedback in computer vision aggtions. However, these works are based
on heuristics and do not provide any theoretical guarantees

2 Settings

Notation. 1 [A] is the indicator function: 1[A] = 1 if A is true, and 0 otherwise. For x =
(w1,...,mq) € R? (d > 1), denote (x1,...,14_1) by . Define lInz = log, x, logz = log% T,
s %, and d.

Definition. Suppose v > 1. A function g : [0,1]%"! — R is (K,v)-Holder smooth
if it is continuously differentiable up to |v|-th order, and for any =,y <€ [0,1]¢7}

g(y) — ZLZJ:O M('y —x)™| < K ||y — x||”. We denote this class of functions by (K, 7).

m

[Inln], (z) = InInmax{x, e*}. We use O and © to hide logarithmic factors in 1

We consider active learning for binary classification. We given an instance spaég = [0, 1]¢
and a label spac€ = {0,1}. Each instance € X is assigned to a labél € {0,1} by an
underlying functiom.* : X — {0, 1} unknown to the learning algorithm in a hypothesis spHce
of interest. The learning algorithm has access toamry X', but no access to their labels. Instead,
it can only obtain label information through interactionishaa labeler, whose relation ig° is to be
specified later. The objective of the algorithm is to seqadigitselect the instances to query for label

information and output a classifiérthat is close td:* while making as few queries as possible.

We consider a non-parametric setting asin [6, 17] whereybpethesis space is theiooth boundary
fragment classH = {hy(z) = 1 [zq > g(Z)] | g : [0,1]47 — [0, 1] is (K, ~)-Holder smooth. In
other words, the decision boundaries of classifiers in fhisscare epigraph of smooth functions (see
Figure[d for example). We assumé(z) = 1 [z4 > g*(&)] € H. Whend = 1, H reduces to the
space of threshold functiodgig(z) = 1 [z > 0] : 6 € [0, 1]}.

The performance of a classifietz) = 1 [z4 > g(Z)] is evaluated by thé! distance between the
decision boundariglgy — g*|| = f[o a1 19(&) — g* ()] dz.

The learning algorithm can only obtain label information dpyerying a labeler who is allowed
to abstain from labeling or return an incorrect label (flijpgpibetween 0 and 1). For each query
x € [0,1]%, the labelerL will returny € ) = {0,1, L} (L means that the labeler abstains from
providing a 0/1 label) according to some distributiBp(Y = y | X = ). When it is clear from
the context, we will drop the subscript frofy, (Y | X). Note that while the labeler can declare its
indecision by outputting_, we do not allow classifiers in our hypothesis space to output

In our active learning setting, our goal is to output a boupdathat is close tg;* while making as
few interactive queries to the labeler as possible. In paldr, we want to find an algorithm with
low query complexity A(e,d,.A, L, g*), which is defined as the minimum number of queries that
Algorithm A4, acting on samples with ground trugh, should make to a labeldrto ensure that the
outputclassifieh,(z) = 1 [z4 > g(&)] has the propertljg — ¢*| = f[o,lld* lg(&) — ¢* (&) d& <

e with probability at least — ¢ over the responses @f.

2.1 Conditions

We now introduce three conditions on the response of thédaivth increasing strictness. Later we
will provide an algorithm whose query complexity improveshwncreasing strictness of conditions.

Condition 1. The response distribution of the labeler P(Y | X) satisfies:

e (abstention) For any & € [0,1]47Y, zq,2!, € [0,1], if |zq — g*(&)| > |2, — g*(Z)| then
P(L| (&, 2a)) < P(L] (2, 75));

e (noise) For any x € [0,1]%, P(Y # 1 [zq > g*(&)] | @,V #1) < L.

Conditiond means that the closeris to the decision boundai, g*(£)), the more likely the la-

beler is to abstain from labeling. This complies with thelitibn that instances closer to the decision

boundary are harder to classify. We also assume the 0/1slabel be flipped with probability as

large as%. In other words, we allow unbounded noise.
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Condition 2. Ler C, [ be non-negative constants, and f : [0,1] — [0,1] be a nondecreasing
function. The response distribution P(Y | X) satisfies:

)’.
o (noise) P(Y # 1[za > g*(@)] | 2,Y #1) <4 (1= Cloa - g"@)").

e (abstention) P(L| ) <1 — f (|Jzq — g* (&)

Condition[2 requires the abstention and noise probalsilitebe upper-bounded, and these upper
bounds decrease asmoves further away from the decision boundary. The absteméte can be 1

at the decision boundary, so the labeler may always abdt#ie @ecision boundary. The condition
on the noise satisfies the popular Tsybakov noise condifigh [

Condition 3. Let f : [0,1] — [0, 1] be a nondecreasing function such that 30 < ¢ < 1, V0 < a < 1
Y0 < b < Za, % <1 — c. The response distribution satisfies: P(L| &) =1 — f (|zq — g*(Z)]).

An example where Conditidd 3 holds#L| ) = 1 — (z — 0.3) (a > 0).

Condition[3 requires the abstention rate to increase maiczlly close to the decision boundary
as in Conditiori1l. In addition, it requires the abstentioobability P(L |(Z,x4)) not to be too
flat with respect tor;. For example, whed = 1, P(L| ) = 0.68 for 0.2 < x < 0.4 (shown
as Figurd R) does not satisfy Conditioh 3, and abstentigporeses are not informative since this
abstention rate alone yields no information on the locatibthe decision boundary. In contrast,
P(1] z) =1—+/]z — 0.3] (shown as Figurkl3) satisfies Conditidn 3, and the learndddofer it

is getting close to the decision boundary when it startsiveggmore abstention responses.

Note that here:, f,C, g are unknown and arbitrary parameters that characterize the complexity
of the learning task. We want to design an algorithm that dassrequire knowledge of these
parameters but still achieves nearly optimal query coniflex

3 Learning one-dimensional thresholds
In this section, we start with the one dimensional cake-(1) to demonstrate the main idea. We
will generalize these results to multidimensional instagpace in the next section.

Whend = 1, the decision boundary* becomes a point iff), 1], and the corresponding classifier
is a threshold function over [0,1]. In other words the hygsik space becomés = {fy(z) =
1z >6]:0 < [0,1]}). We denote the ground truth decision boundarybye [0,1]. We want to

find ad e [0, 1] such thatd — 6*| is small while making as few queries as possible.

3.1 Algorithm

The proposed algorithm is a binary search style algorithawshas Algorithnill. (For the sake of
simplicity, we assumépg i is an integer.) Algorithri]l takes a desired precisi@nd confidence
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Algorithm 1 The active learning algorithm for learning thresholds
1: Input: d, €
2: [Lo, Ro] < [0,1]
3: fork=0,1,2,...,log - — 1do

4:  Define three quartiledyy, < 2&tfe Afy « LedBe 1y o LetsHe
5. AW A A B B  Empty Array
6: forn=1,2,... do
7 Query atly, My, Vi, and receive labelx (), x{™, x
8 for w € {u,m,v} do
o: > We record whetheX (*) =1 in A®), and the 0/1 label (as -1/1) iB™) if
Xw) £

10: if X() £ then
11 AW« A™) append(1) B™) + B™) . appendfl [X () = 1] — 1)
12: else
13: A« A) append(0)
14: end if
15: end for
16: > Check if the differences of abstention responses aretatatlg significant
17: if CHECKSIGNIFICANT-VAR({AZ(-U) - A§m>} VT ‘; ) then

i=1 %198 32¢
18: [LkJrl, RkJrl] — [Uk, Rk], break
19: else if CHECKSIGNIFICANT—VAR({Al(-U) - A§m>}. K ﬁ) then

i= 2e
20: [LkJrl, RkJrl] — [Lk, Vk]; break
21: end if
22: > Check if the differences between 0 and 1 labels are statifstisignificant
B length
23 if CHECKSIGNIFICANT({—BZ-(U)}‘ X , ﬁ) then
1= 2e
24 [LkJrl, RkJrl] < [Uk, Rk], break
) B™) length
25: else if CHECKSIGNIFICANT({Bi } , W) then
i=1 08 3¢

26: [Lk+17 Rk—H] — [Lk, Vk]; break
27: end if
28: end for
29: end for

30: Output:§ = (Llogi + Rlogz,le) /2

level§ as its input, and returns an estimattbof the decision bounda#f. The algorithm maintains
an interval[ L, R] in which 6* is believed to lie, and shrinks this interval iterativelyo find the
subinterval that containg, Algorithm[d relies on two auxiliary functions (marked indeeduré R)
to conduct adaptive sequential hypothesis tests regasdinigtervals of intervdlLy, Ry].

Suppos#* € [Ly, Ry]. Algorithm[dl tries to shrink this interval to f10f its length in each iteration
by repetitively querying on quartilds;, = 3LetBe pp, = Lethe ;0 — Letdfe  To determine
which specific subinterval to choose, the algorithm useﬂ;xb’&%s and abstention responses simulta-
neously. Since the ground truth labels are determinetljey> 6*], one can infer that if the number
of queries that return label 0 &f, (V%) is statistically significantly more (less) than label lerth

6* should be on the right (left) side &f; (V). Similarly, from Conditiori L, if the number of non-
abstention responses@} (V) is statistically significantly more than non-abstentiesponses at
M, thend* should be closer ta{; thanUy, (Vy).

Algorithm([1 relies on the ability to shrink the search inrvia statistically comparing the num-
bers of obtained labels at locatiobig, My, Vi. As a result, a main building block of Algorithii 1
is to test whether i.i.d. bounded random variatifesire greater in expectation than i.i.d. bounded
random variable&’; with statistical significance. In Procedlile 2, we have tveb fienctions Check-
Significant and CheckSignificant-Var that take i.i.d. ramdeariables{X; =Y; — Z;} (| X;| < 1)



Procedure 2 Adaptive sequential testing
1: > Dg, D1 are absolute constants defined in Proposition 1 and Propugit
2: > {X,} arei.i.d. random variables bounded byls the confidence level. DetectifX > 0
3: function CHECKSIGNIFICANT({ X}, , 8)
4 p(n,d) < Dy (1—!—111%—!—\/4n([lnln]+4n—|—1n%))

Return}_" |, X; > p(n,d)
: end function
: function CHECKSIGNIFICANT-VAR({ X}, , 6)

5
6
7
8:  Calculate the empirical variance Var (Z?:l X2-L1n, Xi)z)
9
0
1

q(n,Var,d) + D (1 +In}+ \/(Var+1n§ +1) (Inln], (Var+1Ins+1) —l—ln%))

10:  Returnn >1In$ AND Y7 | X; > ¢(n, Var, )
11: end function

and confidence level as their input, and output whether it is statistically sfgaint to conclude
EX; > 0.

ChecksSignificant is based on the following uniform concatidn result regarding the empirical
mean:

Proposition 1. Suppose X1, Xo, ... are a sequence of i.i.d. random variables with X; € [—2,2],
EX; = 0. Take any 0 < 6§ < 1. Then there is an absolute constant Dy such that with probability at
least 1 — 0, for all n > O simultaneously,

1 1
< Dy <1+lng+\/4n ([lnln]+4n+1ng)>

In Algorithm[dl, we use CheckSignificant to detect whethereakpected number of queries that
return label O at locatiofy;, (V) is more/less than the expected number of label 1 with astitl
significance.

n

> Xi

=1

CheckSignificant-Var is based on the following uniform centration result which further utilizes
the empirical varianc,, = -2 (Z;‘Zl X2-1r, XZ-)Q):

Proposition 2. There is an absolute constant D1 such that with probability at least 1 — 4, for all
n > In % simultaneously,

1 1 1 1
< - - - -
<D <1—|—1n§—|—\/<1+1n6+vn) ([1nln]+(1+1n§+vn)+ln6)>

The use of variance results in a tighter bound wher{ ¥ay is small.

>

=1

In Algorithm[d, we use CheckSignificant-Var to detect théistizal significance of the relative order
of the number of queries that return non-abstention resgsoat/;, (V) compared to the number
of non-abstention responsesMy,. This results in a better query complexity than using ChagkS
nificant under Conditioh]3, since the variance of the numibabstention responses approaches 0
when the interval Ly, Ry] zooms in org*[i

3.2 Analysis

For Algorithm[1 to be statistically consistent, we only né&ashdition].
Theorem 1. Let 0* be the ground truth. If the labeler L satisfies Condition[Iland Algorithm [l stops

to output 0, then |0* — é‘ < € with probability at least 1 — g.

We do not apply CheckSignificant-Var to 0/1 labels, becami&aithe difference between the numbers of
abstention responses@t (Vi) and My, the variance of the difference between the numbers of 0 dabels
stays above a positive constant.



Under additional Conditiorld 2 afdl 3, we can derive upper tswif the query complexity for our
algorithm. (Recallf andg are defined in Conditioris 2 ahil 3.)

Theorem 2. Let 0* be the ground truth, and 0 be the output of Algorithm|ll Under Conditions
and ) with probability at least 1 — 0, Algorithm[llmakes at most O (ﬁe_w) queries.
2

Theorem 3. Let 0* be the ground truth, and 0 be the output of Algorithm[ll Under Conditions[l|
and[3] with probability at least 1 — 6, Algorithm[llmakes at most O (ﬁ) queries.
J\2

The query complexity given by Theordr 3 is independent diat decides the flipping rate, and
consequently smaller than the bound in Thedrem 2. This ingment is due to the use of abstention
responses, which become much more informative under GonfBt

3.3 Lower Bounds

In this subsection, we give lower bounds of query compleiityhe one-dimensional case and
establish near optimality of Algorithid 1. We will give cosgonding lower bounds for the high-
dimensional case in the next section.

The lower bound in [24] can be easily generalized to Conalip

Theorem 4. ([24]) There is a universal constant 6y € (0, 1) and a labeler L satisfying Conditionsl[ll
and 2] such that for any active learning algorithm A, there is a 0* € [0,1], such that for small

enough e, A(e, 60, A, L,0%) > Q (ﬁe_w).

Our query complexity (Theorefd 3) for the algorithm is alsmast tight under Conditiorid 1 ahdl 3
with a polynomial abstention rate.

Theorem 5. There is a universal constant 6y € (0,1) and a labeler L satisfying Conditions 2
andBlwith f(x) = C'z* (C' > 0and 0 < « < 2 are constants), such that for any active learning
algorithm A, there is a 0* € [0, 1), such that for small enough €, A(e, 6o, A, L,0%) > Q (e~ ).

3.4 Remarks

Our results confirm the intuition that learning with absients easier than learning with noisy la-
bels. This is true because a noisy label might mislead thmileg algorithm, but an abstention
response never does. Our analysis shows, in particulaif tha labeler never abstains, and outputs
completely noisy labels with probability bounded by- |z — 6*|” (i.e., P(Y # Iz > 6*] | ) <

% (1—|z— 9*|7))~, then the near optimal query complexity©f(¢~27) is significantly larger than
the near optimad (e~7) query complexity associated with a labeler who only abstaiith prob-
ability P(Y =1] z) <1 — |z — 0*|" and never flips a label. More precisely, while in both cases
the labeler outputs the same amount of corrupted labelgjuitle complexity of the abstention-only
case is significantly smaller than the noise-only case.

Note that the query complexity of Algorithinh 1 consists of tkinds of queries: queries which return
0/1 labels and are used by function CheckSignificant, andegiehich return abstention and are
used by function CheckSignificant-Var. Algoritiit 1 will ptquerying when the responses of one
of the two kinds of queries are statistically significant.dgnCondition 2, our proof actually shows
that the optimal number of queries is dominated by the nurabgueries used by CheckSignificant
function. In other words, a simplified variant of Algoritinhvithich excludes use of abstention
feedback is near optimal. Similarly, under Condifidn 3, dipgimal query complexity is dominated
by the number of queries used by CheckSignificant-Var fonctHence the variant of Algorithid 1
which disregards 0/1 labels would be near optimal.

4 The multidimensional case

We follow [€] to generalize the results from one-dimensidheesholds to the d-dimension@l > 1)
smooth boundary fragment claS$K’, 7).



Algorithm 3 The active learning algorithm for the smooth boundary fragttlass
1: Input: 6, €,y
_ f—1yd-1
2 MO V). L {2 &, L2
3: For eachl € L, apply Algorithm[1 with parameter(d5/M?~1) to learn a thresholg; that
approximateg*(l)

d—1
4: Partition the instance space into cdll } indexed byg € {O, 1,..., % — 1} , Where

- |ay (1 + 1)y qa—1v (qa—1+ 1)y
LA i v v IEOR AN R VAR M

5: For each cell,,, perform a polynomial interpolationy, (z) = Zlelqm 91Qq.1(Z), where

Z; — (vqi +])/M
i — (vai +J5)/M

d—1 ¥
Qq,l(i) = H H
i=1j l

l
=0,j#Ml;—vq;
)

6: Output:g(z) = qu{0,17...7ﬂ_l}d—l gq(@)1L [T € ¢

4.1 Lower bounds

Theorem 6. There are universal constants 6y € (0,1), co > 0, and a labeler L satisfying Condi-
tions[land 2 such that for any active learning algorithm A, there is a g* € X(K, ), such that for

small enough €, A(e, 00, A, L, g*) > Q ( *257%)‘

coe)

Theorem 7. There is a universal constant 0y € (0,1) and a labeler L satisfying Conditions 2
and ConditionBlwith f(z) = C'z* (C' > 0 and 0 < o < 2 are constants), such that for any active
learning algorithm A, there is a g* € (K, ), such that for small enough ¢, A(e, 0o, A, L, g*) >

Q (e_o‘_%).

4.2 Algorithm and Analysis

Recall the decision boundary of the smooth boundary fragiclass can be seen as the epigraph of
a smooth functior0, 14~ — [0, 1]. Ford > 1, we can reduce the problem to the one-dimensional
problem by discretizing the firgt — 1 dimensions of the instance space and then perform a polyno-
mial interpolation. The algorithm is shown as Algorithin &rfhe sake of simplicity, we assume

M /~ in Algorithm[3 are integers.

We have similar consistency guarantee and upper boundglas ame-dimensional case.

Theorem 8. Let g* be the ground truth. If the labeler L satisgﬁes Condition[Iland Algorithm[3lstops

to output g, then ||g* — g|| < € with probability at least 1 — 5.

Theorem 9. Let g* be the ground truth, and g be the output ofAlgorithm Bl Under Conditions Il

d—1

and ) with probability at least 1 — 0, Algorithm[3Bmakes at most 0) ( Fome 2/5*7) queries.

Theorem 10. Let g* be the ground truth, and g be the output of AlgorlthmBl Under ConditionsI]
and[3] with probability at least 1 — 6, AlgorithmBlmakes at most O ( e/ € %) queries.
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A Proof of query complexities

A.1 Properties of adaptive sequential testing in Procedure[2]

Lemma 1. Suppose {X;}°, is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables such that EX; < 0,
|X;] < 1. Let 6 > 0. Then with probability at least 1 — §, for all n € N simultaneously
CheckSignificant({X;},—, , ) in Procedure[2 returns false.

Proof. This is immediate by applying Propositibh 115 — EX;. O

Lemma 2. Suppose {X;};~, is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables such that EX; > € > 0,
|Xi| < 1. Let 6 € [0, %], N > 6% 1n%[ln ln]+% (€ is an absolute constant specified in the proof).

Then with probability at least 1 — 9, CheckSigniﬁcant({Xi}fvzl , 5) in Procedure2 returns true.

Proof. LetSy = SN | X,. CheckSigniﬁcar(t{Xi}f‘V:1 ,6) returns false if and only if
Sy < Do (1+m+ /N (Inn] s N +1n ).

Pr <SN < Dg <1+1n% + \/N ([lnln]JrN—i—ln%)))
<Pr <SN < Dy <1+1n%+\/m+1/]\[1n%>>

<Pr <SN — NEX; < Dy (14—111% ++/N[nln] N + \/Nhﬁl%) —Ne)

SupposeV = g—ﬁ In %[ln 1n]+% for constant > 1 and¢. £ is set to be sufficiently large, such that (1)

§ > 4Dg; (2) 2\%’ + Do (3 + v [hlln]Jrf) + Do —V&/2 < —/3: () () = Doy/[InIn] ;2 —
\/z/2 is decreasing whem > £. Here (2) is satisfiable sinc% + Do+/[Inln], € — VE/2 —
—o00 asé — oo, (3) is satisfiable sinc¢’(z) — —oo asz — oo. (2) and (3) together implies

2\%0 +D0(3+\/W)+Do—\/¥/2g_\/;

\/LN <D0 <1+ln%+\/N[lnln]+N+\/Nlﬂ%) —Ne)

Dee(1l +1n L nln)} (S Ini{nln], L
:\/ln% oc(1 +1n 5) +DO¢ ( i ) + Dy — cf[lnln]Jrl
€

I
cf[Inln]y11n § In 5

. 1 1 Doe(1+In 3) < %
Sincellnln], <, ¢,In5 > 1 ande < 1, we hav T TinE = VE

Since[lnln];x > 1if z > 1, we have[lnln]; 2 < 1, and thus
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,:T

max

e,21n +lnc§+ln1ng + In[lnln) 4 1}]

\/[lnln]+ (igl n 5[Inln 1) -

—
=

e
Inax{e 31n— +Inct + [Inln]y %H
e

maxqe,9In - lnc{lnln] ;}}

IN

IA

3+ [In ln]Jr + [Inln];c€ + Inflnln] 4 =

(b)
< V34 /[Inln];c€ + \/[hlln]Jrl + \/1n[1nln]+%
€

where (a) follows byu + b + ¢ < 3abc if a,b,c > 1, and (b) follows by\/> ", z; < >, \/z; if

Thus, we have

\/LN (DO (1—1—111%+\/N[lnln]+N+\/Nln%> —Ne)

1 (2D, V3 + +/[Inln]; c€ + \/[ln Inj; 2+ \/ln[lnln]Jrl
<t/ln= | —= + Dy
5\ V¢ Ini
o

o

+ Dy — c{[lnln]Jr%)

¢ ln% (2—\%‘) + Dy (3 + \/[1nln]+c§) + Dy — @/z)

()W

(c) follows by /In} > Inax{l, 1n[lnln]+%}, Dy > 1, and [lnln]Jr%( Dy _@) <
Doy — /c€ < —\/c&/2if c€ > 4DE. (d) follows by our choose of.
Therefore,

Pr (SN — NEX; < Dy <1+ln% + Nlnln]L N + 1/Nln%> —Ne)

Pr <SN — NEX, < —MNIn%/?)

which is at most by Hoeffding Bound. O

Lemma 3. Suppose {X;};- < <
1. Let 6 > 0. Then with probability at least 1 — 6, for all n simultaneously CheckSignificant-
Var({X;}?_, ,8) in Procedure2l returns false.

Proof. DefineY; = X; — EX;. It is easy to check"; (ZZ 1Y2 (Z;’:lYi)Q) =
B (Z?:l X2-Lion, Xl-)Q). The result is immediate from Propositioh 2. a
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Lemma 4. Suppose {X;};-, is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables such that EX; > e, | X;| <1,
Var (X;) < 2¢ where 0 < e <1, 7> 0. Let§ < 1, N = % In 2 (€ is a constant specified in the

proof). Then with probability at least 1 — 4, CheckSigniﬁcant-Var({Xi}ZJ.V:1 ,5) in Procedure 2]
returns true.

Proof. LetY; = X; — EX;, n be the constant in Lemma1#. Sef = max(n, & + 2).
ChecksSignificant-V: r{Xi}fV:1 ,5) returns false if and only iEivzl X; < q(N,Var, ).

By applying Lemm&14 to\;, w — EX; < —7¢/2 with probability at least — §/2.
Applying Bernstein’s inequality td;, we have

N 2
1 N (—7¢)" /4
Pr| — Y, < —71¢/2 < -
r(N; - TE/) - exp< 46+2T6/3>
_ ¢In §
- P\ 16/ +8/3
< §/2
Thus, by a union bound,
N
Pr <Z X; < q(N, Var, 5))
i=1
SPI“ (M _ EXi > _76/2>
N
N
q(N, Var, d) 1 q(N, Var, d)
EA S Bt AN < _ LA T
+Pr< N EX; < Te/2andN;Xz_ N

N
q(N, Var, ) 1 q(n, Var, o)
<6/2 4 Pr <T —EX; < —7¢/2and— ;:1 Y < S - EX

N
1
<§/2+Pr (N;YZ < —T€/2>

<6
O
A.2 The one-dimensional case
Proof of Theorem[]l Sinced = (Llog% + Rlog%) /2andRy,, 1 — Lygg 1 = 2, 0— 6% > eis

equivalentto” ¢ [Ly,, 1, Ry, 1 ]. We have

-9

Pr (‘é -0

Pr(6” ¢ [Llog%7Rlog i])
= Pr (E”f 10" € [Lk,Rk] andg* ¢ [LkJrl,RkJrl])

IN

Pr (9* S [Lk, Rk] andg* ¢ [LkJrl, Rk+1])

Foranyk =0,...,log 5- — 1, defineQ; = {(p,q) :p,q €QN[0,1]andg — p = (%)k} whereQ
is the set of rational numbers. Note that, R, € Q, andQ is countable. So we have
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Pr (9* S [Lk, Rk] andf* ¢ [LkJrl, RkJrl])
= > Pr(Ly = p, Ry = qandd* ¢ [Lyi1, Ret1))
(p,q)€Qy:p<6*<q

= Z Pr (9* ¢ [Lk+1’Rk+1]|Lk =p, Rk = q) Pr (Lk =p, Rk — q)
(p,9)€QL:p<0*<gq

Define eventt, ,, , to be the eveni;, = p, Ry = q. To showPr (’é —0*
showPr (6* ¢ [Lit1, Rit1]| Bk p.q) < 21 T foranyk =0,...,log > —1,(p,q) € Qy andp <

0* <q.

Conditioning on evenEy, ,, ,, eventd* ¢ [L;.1, Ri+1] happens only if some calls of CheckSignif-

icant and CheckSignificant-Var between Liné 16 Bnd 27 of Atgom [T return true incorrectly. In
other words, at least one of following events happens foresem

> e) < &, it suffices to

O,(Cl; ¢ € [Lg, U] and CheckSignificant-Va{(Az(-u) - AE””}; , @) returns true;
o« 0 . € [Vi, Ri] and CheckSignificant-Va; (A(”) A" —%__)returns true;
bpa oo 9 t Jiz1 Alog o '
. O,(:’p g € [Lg,Ux] and CheckSignifican{(—Bf“)};1 , m‘;z{) returns true;
° O,(fp . 0* € [Vi, Ri] and CheckS|gn|f|can{(B( }}: , ri‘) returns true;

Note that sincgUy, Vi] C [Li+1, Ri+1] for any k& by our construction, i#* € [Ug, V] then
0* € [Lg+1, Ri+1]. Besides, evertt* € [Ly, U] and event* € [Vi, Ry] are mutually exclusive.

Conditioning on evenky, ;, ;, suppose for now* € [Ly, Uy].

Pr( k.p,q | Ek7P7‘1)

=Pr (En ChecksSignificant- Var{D(“m)}

1)
, returns trug 6" € [Ly, U], E
o) 40" € (L4 Ui, B

On event* € [Ly, U] andEy, , 4, the sequence%AE“)} and{A m)} are i.i.d., andE[AE“) -
AZ(.m) | 0* € [Ly, Uk],Ek_,p_,q} < 0. By Lemmd3, the probability above is at mgﬁt)‘;—i.
Likewise,

Pr( k.p.q | Ekpq)

=Pr (3n : CheckSignificant{ B(“)}

1o ) returns trug 0* € [Ly, U], Ek,p,q>

On event ¢ € [L,Uy] and Ej,, the sequence {Bf“)} is iid., and
E {—Bi(“) | 0* € [Ly, Uk],Ek_,p_,q} < 0. By Lemmd1, the probability above is at mgﬁg‘;—i.

Thus, Pr (0% ¢ [Lit1, Rkt1] | Erpg) < ﬁr when 6* € [Ly,U]. Similarly, when
6* € [Vi,Ri], we can showPr (6* ¢ [Lii1, Rit1] | Ekpg) < Pr (O,(”))q | Ekyp,q) +
Pr( k.p,q | Ekpq) > ﬁ

ThereforePr (0% ¢ [Lit1, Rit1] | Bk pq) < @, and thusPr (’9 —0*| > e) < §/2. O
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ProofofTheorem Define T to be the number of iterations of the loop at Liné 6,

T Z1og =17 For any numbersuy, ma, . .., my, 1y, We have:
logifl
Pr(T>m) < Pr(‘é—b‘* >6)+PI‘ ‘é—@* < eandT > Z mp
k=0
5 logzl—éfl
< gHPr(T> > mkand‘e—e* <e (1)
k=0
5 logifl
< §+ Z PI‘(Tkkaand‘é—e* <6)
k=0
5 log &= —1
< §+ Pr(Tkka ande*e[Lk,Rk])
k=0

The first and the third inequality follows by union boundseTecond follows by Theorelmh 1. The
last follows sinc%é — 07| < eis equivalenttd” € [L,,, 1, Ryo, 1], Which impliesf* € [Ly, Ry]
forallk =0,...,log 5 — 1.

We defineQ, as in the previous proof. Forall=0,...,log % -1,

Pr (T}, > my and6* € [Ly, Ry])
(p,9)€QL:p<0*<gq

= >, Pr (Tk > my|Lk = p, R, = q) Pr (L, = p, R, = q)

(p,q)€Qi:p<O*<q

Thus, in order to prove the query complexity of AlgorltIEﬂn 105(21°g 2¢ k) it suffices to
show thatPr (T, > my | Ly = p, R = q) <

< smT - foranyk = 0,. Llogs — 1, (p,q) €
Qp andp < 6* <q.

For eachk, p, ¢, define evenk, ,, , to be the event,, = p, R, = ¢. Definel, = ¢ — p = (—) , Ni
to be©® (f(l /4)1 25) The logarithm factor ofV;, is to be specified later. Defing" andS.” to
be the size of arra3(*) and B(") before Lind_Ib respectively.

To showPr (T,C > N | Ekpq) < 21—5r it suffices to show that on evefy, ,, ,, with probability

at leastl — 2] Tog L if n = Ny then at least one of the two calls to CheckSignificant betweea

22 and LméZ]? will return true.
On eventEy, p, 4, if 8* € [Ly, My] (note that on evenky, ,, ., L, and M), are deterministic), then
Vi — 6*| > & We will show

(v)
p1:=Pr (CheckS|gn|f|can<{B(”)} 410(Sgi> returns falsg Ek,p,q> < ﬁ
2e 2e

To prove this, we will first showthaffj(\}’k), the length of the arra(*), is large with high probability,
and then apply Lemnid 2 to show that CheckSignificant willnrettue if S](\}Jg is large.

By definition, S{) = XY 4". By Condiion 2, E|A" | By,
Pr(V AL X = Vi Brpa) 2 £ ().
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On eventEy ;, 4. {AE”) is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables. By the multipleaChernoff
boundPr (S§) < NS (%) | Brpa) < exp (~Nef (%) /3).

Now,

s
p1 <Pr (Check&gmﬂcan({B(”)} T 0 - ) returnsfalseS(”) Nkf ( ) | B p, q>
og e

+Pr<S](Vk < Nkf< ) |Ek,,q)

By Condition2 andV;, — 6*| > % E {Bi(”) | Ek,p,q} > ¢ (4)”. on events, ,, {B(”)} is a

2

sequence of i.i.d. random variables. Thus, On evant ,, by Lemmd2, with probability at least
1 - ﬁ, Checksignificant will return true £ N, f (%) = © (l%ln Inl/e [lnln]+7). We
k

have already proveltr ( Sy, < Nif (F) | Ex < exp (—Nif () /8). By settingN, =
J\lf)) é l sP,q l4

o (f(l /4)1 281, 1nl/€ [In1n] 125) we can ensurg; is at mosty/2 log i
Now we have proved on evehl, ,, o, if 6* € [Ly, My], then

N 1) 1)
Pr | CheckSignifican B(v) returns true E >1-—
' < g <{ } " 4log ) 4 k"p"q> - 2log i

Likewise, on eventy, ,, 4, if 0 € [M},, Ri], then

( )
_— (w) 0 >p__ 90
Pr <CheckS|gn|f|can<{ B, } ' Tlog ) returns trug Ek,p,q> >1 Tlog L
Therefore, we have showx (T, > Ny, | Ej p.q) < 21 - foranyk, p, q. By (@), with probability

at leastl — 4, the number of samples queried is at most

Lo () v () )

O

ProofofTheoremEl For eachk in Algorithm [1 at Line[3, Letly, = Ry — Lp. Let N, =
nm In 4l°g 2 wheren is a constant to be specified later. As with the previous pribsuf-
fices to shovxPr (Tx > Ny | B pg) < 21 Tos T where event;, ,, , is defined to bel, = p, Ry, = ¢,
Ty, is the number of iterations at the Ioop at Lide 6.

On eventEy, ,, ,, we will show that the loop at Liniel 6 will terminate after= N, with probability
s
at leastl — Tos L
2e€
Suppose for now* € [My, Ri]. LetZ; = Al(.“) - Al(.m), ¢ = 0* — My. Clearly, |Z;| < 1.
On eventEy, , 4, sequencg Z;} is i.i.d.. By ConditioB.E[Z; | Ey,.q) = f(C+ %) — f(¢) >

w m (a)
cf(¢+ &) since¢ < 2(¢ + ). Var[Z;| By, ,q) = Var {AE )| E;W,q} + Var [AE )| Erpg| <

E {Af“ | E,w,yq} +E [Aim | Bkpq| = F(C+ %) + f(¢) (2 2f(¢ + lz’“) where (a) follows by
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A; € {0,1} and (b) follows by the monotonicity of . Thus, on eventy, , ,, by Lemmal4,
if we setn sufficiently large (independent @f, €, 0), then with probability at least —

ChecksSignificant-valr{ Z; } '*

_ 6
4log 5-

i=1" 410 ) in Procedurél? returns true.

Similarly, we can show that on evehy, ,, 4, if 6* € [Lj, M;], by Lemmd#, with probability at least

N
L~ e CheckSigniﬁcant-va({ AW _ Az(-m)}i:l : ﬁ) retums frue.

Therefore, the loop at Lirg 6 will terminate after= N, with probability at least — 4] Thos & on
eventEy, , .. Therefore, with probability at least— ¢, the number of samples queried is at most
log 5 —1 Inl/e
T e =0 (7t (i +mnl)). 0
A.3 The d-dimensional case

To prove thel-dimensional case, we only need to use a union bound to skadwtth high probabil-
ity all calls of Algorithmd succeed, and consequently thesatboundary; produced by polynomial
interpolation is close to the true underlying boundary dutheé smoothness assumptiong6f

d—1
Proof of Theorem[8l Forq € {0,1,... 2 — } , define the “polynomial interpolation” version
of g* as

@) = > g()Qqi(&)

lel,NL

Recall that we chooskl = O (¢~1/7).

By Theorenil, each run of Algorithid 1 at the libe 3 of Algoritf8nwill return ag; such that
|91 — g;(1)| < e with probability at least — §/2M/".

lg —g”ll

= > 1(9q — 97) 1{@® € I} ||

qe{0,...,M/y—1}d-1

q { ,A’f/'y_ }d—] q T € l

(fos)

— M y— d+l)

(g —97) L{& € L.}

The second equality follows from Lemma 3 of [6] that (&) — ¢* ()| = O (M ~7) sinceg* is
~-Hdélder smooth.

190 = 93) 1{ € L}

=3 o - 00| 1Quul

lel,NL

< Y €l

lel,ne
=O(eM 41
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d—1
Therefore, overall we havy — g*|| < O (M 774! 4 eM—2+1) (%) = O(e). O

Proof of Theorem[@ By Theoreni 2, each run of Algorithii 1 at the lide 3 of AlgoritBhwill make
O (%6725) queries with probability at least — §/M<~!, thus by a union bound, the total

number of queries made 3 (%6_26_%) with probability at least — ¢. O
Proof of Theorem[IO The proof is similar to the previous proof. O

B Proof of lower bounds

First, we introduce some notations for this section. Givdaleeler L and an active learning al-
gorithm A, denote byP; , the distribution ofn samples{(X;,Y;)};_, whereY; is drawn from
distribution P, (Y| X;) and X; is drawn by the active learning algorithm based solely orktimwl-
edge of{ (X, Yj)}j;ll. We will drop the subscripts fron?y’ , and P, (Y| X) when itis clear from
the context. For a sequen€d&’; }2°, denote byX" the subsequendeXy, ..., X, }.

Definition 1. For any distributionsP,Q on a countable support, define KL-divergence as

dx (P,Q) = > P(x)In ggg For two random variableX, Y, define the mutual information
asI(X:Y) = dx (P(X,Y) | P(X)P(Y)).
We will use Fano’s method shown as below to prove the lowendsu

Lemma 5. Let © be a class of parameters, and { Py : 0 € ©} be a class of probability distributions
indexed by © over some sample space X . Letd : © x © — R be a semi-metric. LetV =
{91, .. .,6‘]\4} C O such that Vi 75], d(9i,9j) >2s>0. Let P = % ZGGVPG' IdeL (Pg || P)

<
0 for any 0 €V, then for any algorithm 0 that given a sample X drawn from Py outputs é(X) €06,
the following inequality holds:

d+1In2
In M

zggpg (d(@,é(X)) > S) >1-

Proof. For any algorithn¥, define a test function : X — {1,..., M} such that¥(X) =

arg minie{17.,.,M} d(@(X), 91) We have
) >s) > ) >s) > (0 j
21618 Py (d(@,@(X)) > s) > Ieneaéch (d(@,H(X)) > s) > ie{rlr,l%.),(JW} Py, (\IJ(X) + z)

Let V be a random variable uniformly taking values frdimandX be drawn fromP,,. By Fano’s
Inequality, for any test functio® : X — {1,..., M}

) I(V;X)+1In2
, >1- 22T
ie{Ilr.,l.&.L.),(I\,{} Py, (P(X) #1) 21 In M
The desired result follows by the fact th; X) = 1 > oo dke (Po || P). O

B.1 The one dimensional case

Proof of Theorem[3] [ Without lose of generality, lef' = C’ = 1 (C'is defined in Condition]2). Let

e < min { (%)l/ﬁ , (%)1/0‘ , %} We will prove the desired result using Lemfia 5.

First, we construcv and Py. For anyk € {0,1,2,3}, let P, (Y | X) be the distribution of the
labelerL,’s response with the ground truth = ke:

2actually we can use Le Cam’s method to prove this one dimeasicase (which only needs to construct
2 distributions instead of 4 here), but this proof can be gized to the multidimensional case more easily.
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P, (Y=Ll|z) = 1—|z—=—ke
k) (1-(e—L-k)’) /2 214k
P (Y =0lz) = (z—3 E)Q (z—3 6)5 /2 x>+ ke
= €E—x = €E—x <z €
(4+ke—2)" (14 (3 +ke—2)")/2 2<i+k
k) (14 (-t —k)’) /2 2>L+k
P (Y =1lz) = (z— 3 E)Q (-3 6)5 /2 x>+ ke
5 t+ke—x — |5 tkrke—x r < 5+ ke
(z+ke—2)" (1= (z+ke—2)")/2 z<3+k

Clearly, Pr,, complies with Conditions]{] 2 and 3.

Define P;* to be the distribution of: samples{(X;,Y;)};_, whereY; is drawn from distribution
PLk(Y|X) and X; is drawn by the active learning algorithm based solely onki@vledge of

{0, Y)Y

Define P;, = 42 P, andP" = 42 Pl'. We take®© to be[0,1], andd(6,62) = |61 — 62| in
Lemmd5. To use Lemnid 5, we need to bodrd (P || P") for k € {0,1,2,3}.

For anyk € {0,1,2,3},

Oy (1n e L)) @

I, P, (Y| X5)
o o (050 )

<n max] dkL (PLk (Y | 2) || PL(Y | x))

z€[0,1

(a) follows by the fact thatP (X;y1 | X1, Y1,... X3, Y:) = P (X1 | X1, Y1,..., X, Y5)
since X;; is drawn by the same active learning algorithm based solelyttee knowl-
edge of{(X,,Y)}J , regardless of the labeler's response distribution, and féoe that

PrMY; | X1, Y,...,X,) = P, (Yi|X3) and P Y; | X1, Y1,...,X;) = Py (Y;1X;) by defini-
tion.

Foranyk € {1,2,3},z € [0,1],

Po(-|) > Pl 1D P2 3)

Foranyk € {0,1,2,3},z € [0,1],y € {1,-1, L}
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(PL(Y =y|a)— P (Y =y]|x)’

i(PL]( =ylz)—Pr,(Y=yl|x)+ (P,(Y =y| fv)—PLk(Y=y|w))>

< (%Z(PL](Y::IJ|x)_PLO(Y:y|x))2+5(PLO(Y:y|x)_PLk(Y:y|x))2>

<6 (P, (Y =y|a) — Pr,(Y =y | 2))° 4)
7>0

1=0 "1
3 (PL],( =ylz)— P, (Y =vy| :v)) forj=0,...,3anday = P, (Y =y |z)— P, (Y =y |
x), and noting thaty = 0 under this setting.

Thus,

2
where the first inequality follows by(zl Oal) < 52 a? by letting a; =

dkL (PLk(Y |z) || PL(Y | ))

<X T Pl =19 = Bty =yl a)’

*yl )
1
<247§§PL T+ P Ty (P =919 = Prall =y 1)
<O(e%)

The first inequality follows from Lemnia10. The second indiyéollows by (3) and [4). The last
inequality follows by applying Lemniall t;,(- | #) and P, (- | ) and the assumptiom < 2.
Therefore, we havey (P || P;) = nO(e™). By settingn = ¢, we getdx (P || Py) <
O (1), and thus by Lemmnid5,
A O(1)+1n2
> >1- —— -
sup P (d(e, 0(X)) > Q (e)) >1 -

=0(1)
B.2 The d-dimensional case

Again, we will use LemmaAl5 to prove the lower boundsdedtimensional cases. We first construct
{Py : 6 € O} using a similar idea with [6], and then use LemliZhto select a subsé& C O to
apply Lemmab.

Proof of Theorem[@l Again, without lose of generality, le€ = 1. Recall that forxz =

(z1,...,74) € RY we have definedt to be (x1,...,24_1). Definem = (%)1/7. L =
d— ~ _ ~
{o,L1,..., »n=1} ' =1 fexp( =i 4z )]l{|a:l|<2} o1 (&) = Km~Yh(m(z —1) —
3) wherel € L. Itis easy to checkbl( ) is (K, ~)-Holder smooth and has bounded support
[11,11 + 1] x X [lg—1,la—1 + ] which implies that for different;, [y € £, the support of;,

andgy, do not mtersect

LetQ = {0, 1}7" . Foranyw € , defineg,,(z) = >, , widi (). For eachw € Q, define the
conditional distribution of labelef.,'s response as follows:

Forzg < A, Pr,(y =L |®) = 1- f(A), Pr,(y # lza > gu(@))z,y #L) =
L (1 fea - 9u@)°);
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Forzg > A, Pr(y =L @) = 1 = f(@a), Pro(y # Uva > 9.(@)le,y #1) = § (1-2f).
Here,A = cmax ¢(&) = e for some constanis ¢'.

It can be easily verified tha?;, , satisfies Conditionis|1 amd 2. Note that(Z) can be seen as the
underlying decision boundary for labelgy, .

Define P to be the distribution of: samples{(X;,Y;)};_, whereY; is drawn from distribution
P, (Y]X;) and X; is drawn by the active learning algorithm based solely onkih@wvledge of

{(X5, Y54

By Lemmal[I2, whene is small enough so that»?~! is large enough, there is a subset
{w® . w®} c Q such that]jw® _“’(j)Ho > mé1/12 forany0 < i < j < M and
M >2m" /% DefinePy = P, P* = LM pr.

Next, we will apply Lemmalb tdw ™, ..., w®)} with d(w®,wD) = [|g,,0) — g ||. We will
lower-boundi(w ¥, w¥)) and upper-boundx. (P || P").

Foranyl <i<j< M,

19 — 9w |l

= Y |- wl | Bmo e
le{1,..,m}yd—1

>ma1 /12 % Km ™7 =@=0 |a||

=Km~"[[h]| /12

=0 (¢)

By the convexity of KL-divergencelx. (P/* || P") < & jj\il dxe (P || Py, so it suffices to
upper-boundi. (P;" || P}") for anyi, j.
Foranyl <i,j < M,

dxe (PP || PJ)

<n mx da (P, (V12| P, (V | )

=n max Pr

Jmax PL (VAL @) (P, (V@Y AL | P (Y [2,Y £1))

The inequality follows ad{2) in the proof of Theoréin 5. Theaidy follows sinceP,,(y =L |x)
is the same for allb € Q.

It zq > A, then P Y | =Y #1) = PP oY | «Y #1), so
diw (Pfum (¥ &Y #L) | PP (Y |2,Y ;éJ_)) = 0. If 24 < A, thenPp_ (VY #1| x) =
f(A). Therefore,

de (P PJ) < nf(A) mas dia (PE (V|2 Y 1) | PR, (V [ 2,Y #1))
Apply LemmdI0 taP} o (Y |2, Y #1)andP} o (Y | ,Y #1), and noting they are bounded
above by a constant, we hanex,c(o 1)« diL (Pg o YleY#L) P (YV]zY ;AJ_)) =
O (A?F). Thus,

dk (P || PJ') < nf(4)0 (A%%) = nf(c'e)O(e*)

d—1 -1

By settingn = ——¢ 29~"5, we getdy, (P PP) <O (e*dT). The desired results follows

flce)
by Lemmdb. O
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The proof of Theorerml7 follows the same structure.

Proof of Theorem[Z1 As in the proof of Theorerﬁ]G lef = C’ = 1, and definen = (%)1/7.
£={0, %, 2T (@) = T exp (— 1 ) 1 {Jail < 3}, 6u(@) = Km ™" h(m(& —
I) — %) wherel € L. LetQ = {0, 13", For anyw € 0, defineg,, (&) = T+ Y widn(T),
which can be seen as a decision bounddry: max ¢(&) = ¢’e for some constants.

Letgi(Z) = 91,1 (&) = D icp 41(E), 9- (&) = g(0,0,...,0 (&) = 0. In other wordsg.. is the
“highest” boundary, ang_ is the “lowest” boundary.

For eachw € , define the conditional distribution of label&g,’s response as follows:

Pr,(y=1|z) =1—|zq — g (&)

Pruly # W(ea > go(@le,y 1) = 3 (1~ lra — 00(@))

It can be easily verified tha®;, , satisfies Conditiors [] 2, ahdl 3.
LetPi(-|x)=Pr,, ., (lz),P-(-|z)=Pr,, ,(|x). Bytheconstruction of, for any
z €[0,1]4, anyw € Q, Pr (- | =) equals eitheP (- | =) or P_(- | z).

Define P to be the distribution of. samples{(X;,Y;)}._, whereY; is drawn from distribution
Pr, (Y|X) and X; is drawn by the active learning algorithm based solely onkimewledge of

(X, 7))

By LemmalI2, when is small enough so thah?~! is large enough, there is a subset =
{w®, ... w1} c Qsuch that (i) (well-separatedflo — w@|| > m=1/12 for any0 <i <
j <M, M >2m"/%; and (i) (well-balanced) for any = 1,...,m%!, & < L 3™ !V <
2.

Define P = P", , P" = MZ pr. DefinePy, = Py ., PL = ﬁZ?il Pr,. By the
well-balanced property, for any € [0, 1%, P(- | ) is between P, (- | @) + 2 P_(- | ) and

P(-| )+ 2 P_(- | x). Therefore

Pu( @) > o7 (Pi(- | @)+ P_(- | 2)) ©)

Moreover, since’;, (- | ) can only takeP, (- | «) or P_(- | ) for anyz,

P, (- [x) = Pe(- | 2)| < |[Py(- [ x) = P_(- | )] (6)
Next, we will apply Lemmdl5 to{w®,...,w®} with d(w®,w) = ||g 0 — guw . We
already know from the proof of TheordM|G,,) — g.,o) || = © (€).

Forany0 < i < M, dk (P || B§') < nmaxgeojadie (Pr,(Y | ) || PL(Y | 2)). For any
x € [0,1)9,
dee (P, (Y ) || PL(Y | =)

1
SZW(PL( =ylz) - P (Y =y| )’

P(Y=ylx)—P_(Y =y|z))?

< reT T

Y

<0(A%)

The first inequality follows from Lemnia10. The second indiyéollows by (8) and [6). The last
inequality follows by applying Lemnial1 8, (- | ) andP_(- | ), setting the: in LemmdI1 to
beg., (&), and usingy,,(Z) < A and the assumption < 2.
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Therefore, we have

dx (P} || By') < nO (A%) = nO(e)

d—1

v ,wegetdg (P || P}) <O (6_%) . Thus by Lemmals,

a—

By settingn = ¢~

o Py (d00,00)) 2 () 21— (6__;) 2 ow
0 € 7 /48

, from which the desired result follows. O

C Technical lemmas

C.1 Concentration bounds

In this subsection, we defing, Ys, ... to be a sequence of i.i.d. random variables. Assiine
[~2,2], EY; = 0, Var(V;) = o2 < 4. DefineVj, = - (21;1 v2— L1y, Y;)Q). Itis easy to
checkEV,, = no2.

We need following two results from [21]

Lemma 6. ([/21], Theorem 2) Take any 0 < & < 1. Then there is an absolute constant Dy such that
with probability at least 1 — 9, for all n simultaneously,

i=1

4]

1 1
< Dy (1 +In- + \/TLGQ [Inln], (no?) + no?In g>

Lemma 7. ([21], Lemma 3) Take any 0 < § < 1. Then there is an absolute constant K such that
with probability at least 1 — 0, for all n simultaneously,

1 n
2<Kol14+4In= Y2

We note that Propositidd 1 is immediate from Lenirmha 6 sincéXar< 4.

Lemma 8. Take any 0 < § < 1. Then there is an absolute constant K3 such that with probability
at least 1 — 6, forall n > 1n% simultaneously,

1
no? < K <1+1n5+vn>

Proof. By LemmdT, with probability at least— ¢/2, for all n,

2

- 2 n—1 1 - 2

2 2 . z
no §K0<E l/'i—i—lng—i—l)—Ko - Vi, + (E YZ> —|—1n5—|—1

: n\“
i=1 =1
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By Lemmal[®, with probability at leagt— 6/2, for all n,

1030 B (I (R RN ST )

2
= D—g 1+1In 2 + D%o? [Inln], (no?)+ DZo?In 2
n 5 0 * e

Lop? (1 i %) \/02 [Inln], (no?) 4+ o2In
n

IN

K, (1 + 1n% + [InIn], (n02))

for some absolute constait,. The last inequality follows by, > In %

Thus, by a union bound, with probability at least ¢, for all n, no? < KoV, + Ko(K; +2) In % +
KoK [Inln], (no?) + Ko(K; + 3).

Let K> > 0 be an absolute constant such that> K, KoK [Inln], 2 < 7.

Now if no? > Ko, thenno? < KoV, + Ko(Kl + 2) ln% + % + Ko(Kl + 3), and thus

no? < 2KoVy, + 2Ko(Kq +2) ln% +2Ko(K1 +3) + K> 7
If no? < Ko, clearly [7) holds. This concludes the proof. O

We note that Propositidd 2 is immediate by applying abovererto Lemmal6.
Lemma 9. Take any d,n > 0. Then with probability at least 1 — 9,

V., < 4n02+8ln%

Proof. Applying Bernstein’s Inequality t&;%, and noting that Va;?) < 402 since|Y;| < 2, we
have with probability at least — ¢,

- 4. 1 / 1
ZYiQ < ZIn=+nc®++/8nc2ln=
— 3 96 )

1
< 41115 + 2no?

The last inequality follows by the fact thefdab < a + b.

The desired result follows by noting thét, = -2+ (Z;;l vZ-1(3o0, Yi)Q) <230 YA
O

C.2 Bounds of distances among probability distributions

Lemma 10. If P, Q) are two probability distributions on a countable support X, then

@mpmmg%
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Proof.

de (P Q) = ) Px)ln

IN
&
7 N\
Sz
Ele
|
N——

. Q(x)
The firstinequality follows byn = < z—1. The second equality follows By’ P(z) (% _ 1) _
> (W — P(z) + Q(:c)) 5, Plsgen’, -
Define
PO(Y:J‘|I) = 1—|z %
(1= _1)\8 9 S 1
v —ow = {07 (IQQ/ T3
(%_95) 1+(%—x) /2 xﬁ%
Py (Y =1lz) = (z 2)a (« 2)6/ x> 3
73— T —(5— x<1i
3-2)"(1-(G-2)")/2 1
and
10t
P (Y=L|z) = 1-|z—c¢ 3
P (Y =0z) = (r—c=3)" (1-(r—c=3)")/2 2>t}
(e+2—2)"(1+(c+1-2)")/2 z<e+l
P(Y =1z) = (I_f_%)a 1+(x e—%)ﬁ /2 x>e+%
(e+3-2)" 1—(6—1-%—17)’8 j2 w<e+l

Lemma 11. Let Py, P, be the distributions defined above. If x € [0,1], ¢ <
min { ()", (2)'/" .}, then

(PoY =yla) = Pi(Y =yle)” _ ) 0
Z Py(Y = yl|z) + P (Y = y|z) =0 (" +¢%) (8)

—_
-+
a

Proof. By symmetry, it suffices to show fdr < x < . Lett = % +e—x.

We first show((B) holds fof < ¢ < e (i.e. 1 <z < 1<)

o N

We claimmin, (Py(Y = y|X =t) + P (Y = y|X = t)) > 1 (5)°. Thisis because:

e B(Y=L|X =)+ P (Y =L |X=t)=1—(e—t)*+1—1>>2-2>>1(£)"
where the last inequality follows by< (3 1er,

« 2(R(Y =0IX =) + Bi(Y = 01X = 1)) = (=0 (1= (c=0)") +1= (1417 >
tr (1+1¢7) > (g)a Therefore Py(Y = 0|X =) + P (Y =0[X =¢) > 3 (g)a
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o Similarly, Py(Y = 1|X =) + P (Y = 1|X =) > 1 (£)*,

Besides,

Y (B(Y =y|X =) - P(Y = y|X =t))°

=(t* = (e—t)")* + i (t"‘ (1—t7) = (e—t)" (1 + (e — t)ﬂ))z
+ i (= (4 7) = (= (1= (e_t)ﬁ)f

=t — (e — 1)) + % (t”‘ R ) R T t)a+ﬂ)2
+ i (t“ —(e—t)* +t*F + (e - t)‘”ﬁ)2

< (= (e— 1)) + % (1" — (e =)™ + % (ta+5 + (e— t)‘”ﬁ)z
5 (e g (190 4 (e 1))

2
=2(t* — (e—t))* + (t“*ﬁ + (e — t)‘“*ﬁ)
S2€2a +4620¢+25
§6€2a

where (a) follows by the inequality: + b)? < 2a? + 2b* for anya, b.

(Po(Y =y|z)— P (Y =y|z))? >, (Po(Y=y|z)—P1 (Y =y|z))? oo
Therefore, we geEU 130(1/ R T R =P =y < 12 % 2% when
o<l

Next, We show [(B) holds for < ¢ < i + e (ie. 0 < o < 3). We will show
(Po(Y=y|z)=P1 (Y=y|2))* _ a 2 _
B B = O (e +¢%) forY =1,1,0.

ForY =, for the denominator,

Po(Y =L[X =t)+ P(Y =L |X=t>=2—t“‘“‘6>a22_(Z)a_@)a

For the numerator,

(P =L |X =)= Pi(Y =L|X = 1) = (1" = (t = )*)" = > (1 (1 - g)a)z

By LemmdI3, ifa > 1,2 (1 — ( - ) 2 (a%)Q = 202 (ae)2 =0 (62). Ifo0<a<l,
120 (1— (1 €))7 <120 (£)% = 20-2¢2 < 20,

Py(Y=L1|z)—P(Y=1|z))? o
Thus, we havé BG=I_BO=20l — O (2o 4 ).

t20¢72

ForY = 1, for the denominator,

2R(Y =X =t) + (Y =1|X =¢t)) = t*(1—+° —l—(t—e)o‘(l—(t—e)B)

%

~
Q
—~
—

|

~
=

Y
~
Q
/N
—
|
7N
=]
~~_
™
~—
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For the numerator,

(R(Y =1|X =t) - P(Y = 1|X =1))?
:i (1= %) — (¢ — o) (1—(t—e)'8))2

1 1 2
<=t %) + 5 (t“*ﬁ —(t— e)"‘*ﬁ)

1 e N2 1 € 2
7_t2a (1 — (1= = Oc) _t2a+25 (1 — (1= = aJrﬁ)

2 =7") 3 =3

15 A € 2
<—t0‘(1—1——°‘) —t“(l—l——aW)

If @ > 1, by LemmalIB, 12 (1 — (1 — £)°) 4 120 (1 — (1 — §)2+8)? < L2 (q€)? 4

L2e (a4 B) ) = (§a +1 (a+ﬂ)2) o2 Thus, B ROCIDE - <
(%a +1a+p) ) to=2¢2) (1 - (g)ﬁ) which isO(e2) if a > 2 andO (e%) if o < 2.

If o < 1anda+ 8 > 1, by LemmaIB L2 (1 — —g)a)2 + 2o (1 (1 £)t8)? <
Lize (€)2 4 L2 (0 4 B) €)% = (§+ (a+B) )tm 22 < % (a+B) )tQO‘*Qe?.Thus,

Py(Y=1|z)— P (Y=1|z))? o /3
A < (334 p)) e/ (1- (3)
If o < 1,048 < 1, by LemmaIBi ¢ (1 —(1—%) ) +it2e (1 -

1420 (%) — 120-2¢2 Thus, I;go((l; 11\|zx))+1;11((1; 11||wx))) < o2 (1 % ) — O (e”).

(3+
)=0

Therefore, we havéeZs! = 11|f)) ;;;1((’;::11“””)))2 =0 (e* + €2).

. . Py(Y=0|z)— P (Y=0|z))? _ a
Likewise, we can get (g((y 0|‘ ))H;l((y 0“ ) = O(e"+é). So we prove
>y %’jg;ﬂ%;%fg;ﬂg; = O (e* + €?) whenz < 1. This concludes the proof. O

C.3 Other lemmas

Lemma 12. (/20], Lemma 4) For sufficiently large d > 0, there is a subset M C {0, 1} with
following properties: (i) |M| > 24/48; (ii) v — ', > <% for any two distinct v,v' € M; (iii) for

1 1 3
anyz—l -7d) 24§ ’UEM’U'L§24

Lemma13. Ifx < 1r>1,then(1—2)" >1—rzand1 — (1 —x)" <

f0<2<1,0<r<Lthen(l1-z)" > 22 andl— (1—z)" <5

l—xz+rx <

(1 e —

Inequalities above are know as Bernoulli’s inequalitiere@roof can be found in [16].

Lemma 14. Suppose €, 7 are positive numbers and 6 < % Suppose {Z} —1 IS a sequence

of i.i.d random variables bounded by 1, EZ; > te¢, and Var(Z;) = o> < 2. Define V,,
T (Z?:l Zi—1 (X, Zi)2), gn = q(n,Vy,8) as Procedure@ If n > Lini for some

sufficiently large number 1 (to be specified in the proof), then with probability at least 1 — ¢ ,
I —EZ; < —71e/2.

Proof. By Lemmd9, with probability at leagt— 6, V,, < 4no? + 8ln , which implies

qn < D1 <1+1n%+\/(4n02+9ln%+1> ([lnln]Jr(4n02+91n%+1)+1n%)>

We denote the RHS hy.
On this event, we have
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q—n—EZi < = —7T€

(@) 2D, D, 9n . 1 9n . 1 1
< P - - — - — — —
TE( —|—771 %\/ 1n5 [lnln], ( ln6)+ln5 1

2D, 9 o 1. 9
- i p Inlnl, (=) + 2 —1
Te( n 1\/777111%[“]*(7 n5)+m )

where (a) follows from? being monotonically decreasing with respectitoBy choosingy suffi-
ciently large, we havé"% + Dl\/ﬁ [Inln], (Zmnl)+ 77% —1< -1 andthusl> —EZ; <
—7e/2. O
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