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ABSTRACT
Long-tailed data is prevalent in real-world classification tasks and
heavily relies on supervised information, which makes the anno-
tation process exceptionally labor-intensive and time-consuming.
Unfortunately, despite being a common approach to mitigate label-
ing costs, existing weakly supervised learning methods struggle
to adequately preserve supervised information for tail samples,
resulting in a decline in accuracy for the tail classes. To alleviate
this problem, we introduce a novel weakly supervised labeling set-
ting called Reduced Label. The proposed labeling setting not only
avoids the decline of supervised information for the tail samples,
but also decreases the labeling costs associated with long-tailed data.
Additionally, we propose an straightforward and highly efficient
unbiased framework with strong theoretical guarantees to learn
from these Reduced Labels. Extensive experiments conducted on
benchmark datasets including ImageNet validate the effectiveness
of our approach, surpassing the performance of state-of-the-art
weakly supervised methods.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Long-tailed data has received increasing attention in numerous real-
world classification tasks [1, 8, 13, 44]. In recent years, deep neural
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networks have demonstrated remarkable effectiveness across vari-
ous computer vision tasks. A significant factor contributing to their
success has been their inherent scalability [18, 26, 42]. However,
this advantage encounters limitations when these deep neural net-
works are applied to real-world large-scale datasets, which typically
exhibit long-tailed distribution [4, 16, 23]. In particular, for critical
safety- or health-related applications, such as autonomous driving
[45] and medical diagnostics [5], the collected data is inherently
characterized by severe imbalance.

While long-tailed data has received significant attention, the
data used requires precise annotation [13, 44]. The natural char-
acteristic of long-tailed datasets, which contain a large number of
classes, poses a challenge in collecting precise annotations for each
sample [1, 13, 44]. This challenge inevitably leads to massive ex-
penses when considering the utilization of larger datasets, as label-
ing data usually requires human labor [43]. Hence, decreasing the
difficulty of labeling training data has been a long-standing problem
in the field of machine learning [24, 33, 38]. To alleviate this prob-
lem, various weakly supervised learning (WSL) methods have been
proposed. Among these methods, semi-supervised learning (SSL)
[6, 15, 24, 28, 34] and partial label learning (PLL) [9, 25, 33, 39, 47]
are two effective WSL methods for training models without the
need for extensive precise annotations.

Existing SSL methods aim to train effective classifiers with a
limited number of labeled samples [31, 37]. In contrast, PLL meth-
ods alleviate the labeling costs by utilizing less costly partial labels
[11, 38, 47]. Unfortunately, these methods undermine the super-
vised information for tail classes, which undoubtedly increases
the model’s challenge in learning the features associated with
these classes. Consequently, this motivates us to investigate a novel
weakly supervised labeling setting.

In this paper, we consider an alternative weakly supervised la-
beling setting known as Reduced Labels (RL) with less expensive
long-tailed data. Instead of selecting all supervised labels from an
extensive sequence of classes, RL only requires annotators to de-
termine whether the limited set of candidate labels contains the
correct class label or not, as illustrated in Figure 1. In the context
of a large number of classes, the process of selecting the correct
class label from an extensive set of candidates is laborious, whereas
verifying the presence of the correct label within a smaller set of
class labels is more straightforward and thus less costly.

Specifically, as shown in Figure 1, the RL setting comprises two
components: a fixed part consisting of tail classes and a random part
indicating a subset generated by randomly selecting from the set
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Random Part：

1.apple
2.aquarium_fish
3.baby
4.bear
5.beaver
6.bed
7.bee
8.beetle
9.bicycle
10.bottle
11.bowl
12.boy
13.bridge
14.bus
15.butterfly

16.camel
17.can
18.castle
19.caterpillar
20.cattle
21.chair
22.chimpanzee
23.clock
24.cloud
25.cockroach
26.couch
27.crab
28.crocodile
29.cup
30.dinosaur

31.dolphin
32.elephant
33.flatfish
34.forest
35.fox
36.girl
37.hamster
38.house
39.kangaroo
40.keyboard
41.lamp
42.lawn_mower
42.leopard
44.lion
45.lizard

46.lobster
47.man
48.maple_tree
49.motorcycle
50.mountain
51.mouse
52.mushroom
53.oak_tree
54.orange

97.willow_tree
98.wolf
99.woman
100.worm

1. whale  2.lion  3.wolf  4.woman  5.worm

…

6.train  7.turtle  8.bear  9.couch  10.None

Fixed Part：

Candidate Labels Range of  True Label

Fixed PartRandom Part

Candidate Labels Range of  Reduced Label

Selected Label

Figure 1: Comparison between True Label and Reduced Label in CIFAR-100 dataset. Instead of precisely selecting the correct
class label from a set of 100 labels, the Reduced Label only requires annotators to determine whether the limited set of candidate
labels includes the correct class label or not. Here, the correct class label is boxed in red.

of head classes. Accordingly, instead of precisely selecting correct
class label by browsing the entire candidate label set, annotators
only need to determine whether the correct class label exists in the
reduced labels set with fewer labels or label it as ‘None’ (indicating
the absence of the correct class label in reduced labels). Besides, the
incorporation of a fixed part in reduced labels enables tail samples
to acquire correct class labels, ensuring supervised information for
tail classes. This constitutes a main advantage distinct from existing
weakly supervised approaches, such as PLL methods. For example,
as illustrated in Figure 1, when considering a ‘wolf’ instance within
the tail classes, annotators are only required to identify the ‘wolf’
label by examining the reduced labels set that contains a limited
number of labels. In summary, this novel setting undoubtedly leads
to a substantial reduction in the annotator’s time spent reviewing
labels, all the while preserving the supervised information of tail
class samples. We provide more analysis and description in Section
3.5.

Our contribution in this paper is to provide a straightforward and
highly efficient unbiased framework for the classification task with
reduced labels, denoted as Long-Tailed Reduced Labels (LTRL). More
specifically, we reformulate the unbiased risk with reduced labels,
aiming to fully extract and leverage the ‘None’-labeled data and
the limited supervised information from tail classes. Theoretically,
we derive the upper bound of the evaluation risk of the proposed
method, demonstrating that with an increase in training samples,
empirical risk could converge to real classification risk. Extensive
experimental results demonstrate that our method exhibits remark-
able performance compared to state-of-the-art weakly supervised
approaches. Our primary contributions can be summarized as fol-
lows:

• A novel labeling setting is introduced, which not only de-
creases the cost of the labeling task for long-tailed data, but
also preserves the supervised information for tail classes.

• We design a straightforward and highly efficient unbiased
framework tailored for this novel labeling setting and demon-
strate that our approach can converge to an optimal state.

• Experimental results demonstrate the superiority of the pro-
posed approach over state-of-the-art weakly supervised ap-
proaches.

2 RELATEDWORK
While the weakly supervised long-tailed scenario has not been ex-
plicitly defined in the literature, three closely related tasks are often
studied in isolation: semi-supervised learning, long-tailed semi-
supervised learning, and partial label learning. Table 1 summarizes
their differences.

1. monkey
2. dog

3. panda
4. None

1. monkey
2. dog

3. tiger
4. None

✓

✓

True Label:“monkey”

True Label:“meerkats”

Fixed Part

Fixed Part

Random Part

Random Part

Figure 2: An example of correct class label present or absent
in reduced labels set.
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Table 1: Comparison between our method and related existing methods.

Task Setting Lower Labeling Costs Decrease Browsing Labels Apply to Long-tailed Data Preserve Tailed Supervised
Information

Partial Label ✓ × × ×
Semi-supervised ✓ ✓ × ×
Long-tailed Semi-supervised ✓ ✓ ✓ ×
Long-tailed Reduced Label ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
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Figure 3: Illustration of the proposed framework.

2.1 Semi-supervised Learning
Semi-supervised learning (SSL) [2, 3, 12, 22, 32, 41, 48] utilizes la-
beled and unlabeled data to train an effective classification model,
with its major methods are broadly categorized into pseudo-labeling
and consistency regularization. Pseudo-labeling methods generate
pseudo-labels for unlabeled data and train the model in a supervised
manner using these pseudo-labeled instance [43, 48]. Consistency
regularization methods create diverse augmented versions of unla-
beled data and optimize a consistency loss between the unlabeled
instances and their augmented counterparts [22, 41]. Recent ap-
proaches combine pseudo-labeling and consistency regularization
to enhance model generalization. A notable example is FixMatch
[32], which outperforms other semi-supervised methods in classifi-
cation tasks and often serves as a foundational model for generaliz-
ing to the long-tailed data.

2.2 Long-tailed Semi-supervised Learning
Long-tailed semi-supervised learning (LTSSL) has attracted signifi-
cant attention in various real-world classification tasks [17, 19, 21,
31, 43]. While FixMatch outperforms other SSL methods, adopting
a fixed threshold for all classes can lead to excess elimination of
correctly pseudo-labeled unlabeled examples in minority classes for
class-imbalanced training data. This results in a decrease in recall
in minority classes, ultimately diminishing overall performance.
Therefore, ADSH [12] is proposed to learn from class-imbalanced
SSL with adaptive thresholds. However, this method assumes that

the distributions of labeled and unlabeled data are almost identi-
cal, which is often challenging to maintain in real-world scenarios.
Recent work, ACR [37], presents an adaptive consistency regular-
izer that effectively utilizes unlabeled data with unknown class
distributions, achieving the adaptive refinement of pseudo-labels
for various distributions within a unified framework.

2.3 Partial Label Learning
Partial label learning (PLL) methods aim to decrease annotation
costs [9, 11, 38–40, 47]. PLLmethods equip each sample with a set of
candidate labels, which includes the correct class label. Over the past
two decades, numerous practical PLL methods have been proposed.
Feng et al. introduce risk-consistency and classifier-consistency
models [11], which accommodate diverse deep networks and sto-
chastic optimizers. In the latest work, Wu et al. revisit the issue
of consistent regularization in PLL [38]. They align multiple aug-
mented outputs of an instance to a common label distribution to
optimize consistency regularization losses.

In contrast, our approach is applicable to long-tailed data, en-
hancing the model’s performance and generalization ability. Addi-
tionally, it provides correct class labels for tail samples, ensuring
supervised information for the tail class.

3 THE PROPOSED METHOD
In this section, we introduce an novel labeling setting called Reduced
Label and present an unbiased algorithm to learn from reduced
labels.
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3.1 Reduced Label
In contrast to precisely selecting the correct class label from an
exhaustive set of candidate labels, the reduced label involves iden-
tifying the correct class label from a limited number of labels or
assigning a ‘None’ label if the provided set of reduced labels does
not contain the correct class label. As illustrated in Figure 2, in the
case of a ‘monkey’ instance, the annotator is tasked with deter-
mining the ‘monkey’ label from the provided reduced labels set.
Conversely, when dealing with a ‘meerkat’ instance, if the reduced
labels set does not contain the ‘meerkat’ label, the instance is ap-
propriately annotated as ‘None’. Here, let 𝑌 denotes the reduced
labels set for instance x and 𝑌 ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , 𝐾}

(
#{𝑌 } ≪ 𝐾

)
, where

#{𝑌 } denotes the size of 𝑌 and 𝐾 denotes the number of the classes.
The introduction of reduced labels results in two distinct types

of labels: correct class labels and ‘None’ labels. Naturally, two strate-
gies emerge to harmonize the scarcity of labeled data and the weak
informativeness of ‘None’ labels: (1) While applying reduced labels
to tail samples, priority is given to generating correct class labels;(2)
When employing reduced labels on non-tail samples, the choice
leans towards producing ‘None’ labels.

Consequently, tail samples with correct class labels help alleviate
the scarcity issue, while an abundance of non-tail samples com-
pensates for the weak informativeness of ‘None’ labels. Motivated
by these considerations, we fix the tail classes within the provided
reduced labels set. As a result, the reduced labels set include fixed
part and random part. Let #{𝐹𝑃} denotes the size of fixed part and
#{𝑅𝑃} denotes the size of randompart, i.e. #{𝑌 } = (#{𝐹𝑃} + #{𝑅𝑃}),
where 𝐹𝑃 and 𝑅𝑃 denote the fixed part and random part, respec-
tively.

3.2 Preliminaries
Given a𝑑-dimensional feature vector x ∈ R𝑑 , and the reduced labels
set 𝑌 ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , 𝐾} associated with instance x, where #{𝑌 } ≪
𝐾 and 𝐾 denotes the total number of classes. Let 𝑆 indicate the
presence of the correct class label within 𝑌 . Specifically, 𝑆 = 𝑗

signifies that the correct class label 𝑗 is present in 𝑌 , while 𝑆 =

𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 indicates the absence of the correct class label, where 𝑗 ∈
{1, 2, . . . , 𝐾}, and 𝑆 ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 𝐾, 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒}. We define the dataset
D =

{
(x𝑖 , 𝑌𝑖 , 𝑆𝑖 )

}𝑁
𝑖=1 as being randomly and uniformly sampled

from an unknown distribution with density 𝑃
(
x, 𝑌 , 𝑆

)
. Here, 𝑁 is

the number of training samples, 𝑌𝑖 denotes the reduced labels set
for instance x𝑖 , and 𝑆𝑖 denotes the corresponding value of 𝑆 for
instance x𝑖 . Let 𝑁𝑘 denotes the number of samples for class 𝑘 in
training dataset, we have 𝑁1 ⩾ 𝑁2 ⩾ · · · ⩾ 𝑁𝐾 , and the imbalance
radio of dataset is denoted by 𝜌 =

𝑁1
𝑁𝐾

.
To enhance readability, let 𝑙 denote the size of the reduced labels

set, i.e. 𝑙 = #{𝑌 }. We introduce the multi-class loss function L
for correct class labels and L̄ for reduced labels when 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 .
Our goal is to learn a multi-class classifier 𝑓 : x ↦→ {1, 2, . . . , 𝐾}
that maps instances to class labels, utilizing the provided reduced-
labeled samples to minimize the classification risk.

3.3 Classification from Reduced Labels
Here, we formulate the problem of reduced labels classification
and propose a risk minimization framework. The proposed setting
produces both correct class labels and ‘None’ labels. For samples

annotated with correct class labels, we derive the following for-
mula:

𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑗, x) =
∑︁
𝑖

𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑗, x | 𝑦 = 𝑖 ) 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑖 )

= 𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑗, x | 𝑦 = 𝑗 ) 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 )

=
𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 | 𝑆 = 𝑗, x) 𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑗, x)

𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 ) 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 )

= 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 | 𝑆 = 𝑗, x)𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑗, x) .

(1)

Then, both sides of the equation are simultaneously divided by
𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑗, x), we have

𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 | 𝑆 = 𝑗, x) = 1, (2)

where 𝑗 denotes the correct class label. Regarding samples equipped
with ‘None’ labels, let (𝐾 − 𝑙) denote the size of 𝑗 for which 𝑗 ∉ 𝑌 .
Since the remaining (𝐾 − 𝑙) labels make an equal contribution to
𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x), we assume that this subset is drawn inde-
pendently from an unknown probability distribution with density:

𝑃
(
𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑌 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x

)
=

1
𝐾 − 𝑙 𝑃

(
𝑌 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x

)
, (3)

where 𝐾 and 𝑙 denote the size of classes and 𝑌 , respectively. Fortu-
nately, as illustrated in Section 4, our experimental results substan-
tiate the reasonableness and validity of this hypothesis.

Subsequently, we derive the following theorem, which models
the relationship between correct class label 𝑗 and reduced labels
set 𝑌 :
Theorem 1. For any instance x with its correct class label 𝑦 and
reduced labels set 𝑌 , the following equality holds:

𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 | x ) = 𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑗 | x)

+ 1
𝐾 − 𝑙

∑̄︁
𝑌

𝑃
(
𝑌 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x

)
𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x) , (4)

The proof is presented in Appendix.
Broadly, our loss can be divided into two components: the tail

class loss L𝑆∈𝑇 and the non-tail class loss L𝑆∉𝑇 . The non-tail class
loss L𝑆∉𝑇 originates from a combination of supervised losses char-
acterized by a small number of correct class labels and losses asso-
ciated with ‘None’ labels. Let us consider the loss of the reduced
labels when 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 . Utilizing Theorem 1, we have the following
equation:

L̄
[
𝑓 (x ), 𝑌

]
=
∑︁
𝑗∉𝑌̄

L [ 𝑓 (x ), 𝑗 ] . (5)

This segmentation allows us to effectively manage the impact of
diverse classes within our loss framework. Put it together, our total
objective function is:

L𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 = L𝑆∈𝑇 + L𝑆∉𝑇 ,𝑆≠𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 + L𝑆∉𝑇 ,𝑆=𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 . (6)

Subsequently, Based on Theorem 1, equation (5) and equation (6),
an unbiased risk estimator of learning from reduced labels can be
derived by the following theorem:
Theorem 2. The classification risk can be described as

𝑅 (𝑓 ) = E(x,𝑌̄ ,𝑆 )∼𝑃 (x,𝑌̄ ,𝑆∈𝑇 ) L [ 𝑓 (x), 𝑆 ]
+ E(x,𝑌̄ ,𝑆 )∼𝑃 (x,𝑌̄ ,𝑆∉𝑇 ,𝑆≠𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 ) L [ 𝑓 (x), 𝑆 ]

+ E(x,𝑌̄ ,𝑆 )∼𝑃 (x,𝑌̄ ,𝑆∉𝑇 ,𝑆=𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 )
1

𝐾 − 𝑙 L̄
[
𝑓 (x), 𝑌

]
.

(7)
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3.4 Data Augmentation and Mixup Training
In order to better utilize the limited information in the reduced
labels, we incorporate data augmentation techniques commonly
used in SSL methods into our method implementation, including (1)
Random Horizontal Flipping, (2) Random Cropping, and (3) Cutout.
These techniques have been shown to achieve surprisingly signifi-
cant performance inWSL domains [32, 37, 38]. Notably, as shown in
Figure 3, for ‘None’-labeled samples, we employ two data augmen-
tation strategies: a weak augmentation utilizing techniques (1) and
(2) and a strong augmentation involving all three aforementioned
techniques.

In addition, to further improve the generalization performance of
the model, we introduce two mixup methods in our approach: input
mixup [46] and manifold mixup [36]. The introduce of these mixup
strategies serves as an effective means of data augmentation, con-
tributing to the regularization of Convolutional Neural Networks
(CNNs). Our empirical investigations reveal that the utilization of
mixup training yields noteworthy accuracy enhancements, particu-
larly in the context of long-tailed data. To provide a comprehensive
understanding of the proposed method, Figure 3 illustrates the
framework of the proposed method.

3.5 Effectiveness Analysis
Here, we analyze the effectiveness of the reduced labels. Firstly,
we investigate its impact on the annotation strength. In order to
evaluate the strength of supervised information, we define a metric
calculates the proportion of exclusion labels set, defined as𝑀𝑆 =
𝐿𝑑𝑖𝑠
𝐿𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙

, where 𝐿𝑑𝑖𝑠 denotes the number of discarded options for
selecting labels and 𝐿𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 denotes the number of total options for it.
Let 𝑁𝑡 and 𝑁𝑛𝑡 denotes the size of tail and non-tail samples. Hence,
in a dataset with𝐾 classes, the total options 𝐿𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 = 𝐾× (𝑁𝑡 +𝑁𝑛𝑡 ).
For the PLL setting, the discarded options 𝐿𝑑𝑖𝑠 = 𝑙 × (𝑁𝑡 +𝑁𝑛𝑡 ). But
for the proposed setting, the discarded options 𝐿𝑑𝑖𝑠 = (𝑙 × 𝑁𝑛𝑡 +
(𝐾 −𝑙) ×𝑁𝑡 ), since all tail samples were equipped with correct class
label in our setting. Table 2 illustrates the results of the strength
comparison of the supervised information on the CIFAR-100 dataset,
assuming a total number of samples of 20,000, with a tail sample
of 5,000. Here, ↑ 5% indicates a 5% improvement in𝑀𝑆 metrics for
LTRL method over PLL methods.

Besides, we evaluate the times of browsing labels. We define
the metrics 𝑀𝐵 =

𝐶𝑅𝐿
𝐶𝑇𝐿

, where 𝐶𝑅𝐿 and 𝐶𝑇𝐿 denote the times of
utilizing reduced labels and all true label. Hence, in a dataset with𝐾
classes,𝐶𝑇𝐿 = 𝐾 ×𝑁𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 and𝐶𝑅𝐿 = 𝑙 ×𝑁𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 , i.e.𝑀𝐵 = 𝑙

𝐾
. Table

2 also shows the 𝑀𝐵 metrics for the proposed setting compared
with fully supervised.

Table 2: Analysis of effectiveness of reduced labels on CIFAR-
100-LT dataset with #{𝐹𝑃} set to 50.

Setting 𝑀𝑆 in PLL 𝑀𝑆 in LTRL 𝑀𝐵

fully supervised – – 100%
#{𝑅𝑃 }=30 80% 85% ↑ 5% 80%
#{𝑅𝑃 }=10 60% 70% ↑ 10% 60%
#{𝑅𝑃 }=5 55% 66% ↑ 11% 55%

3.6 Estimation error bound
Here, we analyze the generalization estimation error bound for the
proposed approach. Let 𝑓 be the classification vector function in
the hypothesis set F . Using 𝜑L to denote the upper bound of the
loss function L, i.e., L[𝑓 (x𝑖 , 𝑆𝑖 )] ⩽ 𝜑L , where 𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑁 } and
𝑆𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝐾}. Because 𝜑L is the upper bound of loss function
L, the change of 𝑠𝑢𝑝 𝑓 ∈F | 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) | is no greater than
2𝜑L
𝑁𝑇𝐿

after some x are replaced. Accordingly, using McDiarmid’s
inequality [27] to 𝑠𝑢𝑝 𝑓 ∈F | 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) |, we have

𝑠𝑢𝑝
𝑓 ∈F

| 𝑅̂𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) |⩽ E
[
𝑠𝑢𝑝
𝑓 ∈F

(
𝑅̂𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 )

)]
+ 𝜑L

√︄
2𝑙𝑜𝑔 4

𝛿

𝑁𝑇𝐿
.

(8)

By symmetrization [29], we can obtain

E

[
𝑠𝑢𝑝
𝑓 ∈F

(
𝑅̂𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 )

)]
= 2ℜ𝑁𝑇𝐿

(
ℓ̂ ◦ F

)
⩽ 2𝐿𝑓 ℜ𝑁𝑇𝐿 (F) . (9)

Similarly, the change of 𝑠𝑢𝑝 𝑓 ∈F | 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) | is no
greater than 2𝜑L

𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒
after some x are replaced. Accordingly, using

McDiarmid’s inequality (McDiarmid, 2013) to 𝑠𝑢𝑝 𝑓 ∈F | 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 )−
𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) |, we have

𝑠𝑢𝑝
𝑓 ∈F

| 𝑅̂𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) | ⩽ E
[
𝑠𝑢𝑝
𝑓 ∈F

(
𝑅̂𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 )

)]
+ 𝜑L

√︄
2𝑙𝑜𝑔 4

𝛿

𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒
.

(10)

By symmetrization [29], we can obtain

E

[
𝑠𝑢𝑝
𝑓 ∈F

(
𝑅̂𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 )

)]
= 2ℜ𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒

(
ℓ̂ ◦ F

)
⩽ 2𝐿𝑓 ℜ𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (F) .

(11)

By substituting Formula (9) and (11) into Formula (8) and (10), we
can obtain the following lemma.
Lemma 3. For any 𝛿 > 0, with the probability at least 1 − 𝛿/2, we
have

𝑠𝑢𝑝
𝑓 ∈F

| 𝑅̂𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) |⩽ 2𝐿𝑓 ℜ𝑁𝑇𝐿 (F) + 𝜑L

√︄
2𝑙𝑜𝑔 4

𝛿

𝑁𝑇𝐿
, (12)

𝑠𝑢𝑝
𝑓 ∈F

| 𝑅̂𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) |⩽ 2𝐿𝑓 ℜ𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (F) + 𝜑L

√︄
2𝑙𝑜𝑔 4

𝛿

𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒
, (13)

where ℜ𝑁𝑇𝐿 (F ) and ℜ𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (F ) are the Rademacher complexi-
ties [29] of F for the sampling of size 𝑁𝑇𝐿 from 𝑃 (x, 𝑌 , 𝑆 ≠ 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒),
the sampling of size 𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 from 𝑃 (x, 𝑌 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒), 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) =

E(x,𝑌 ,𝑆)∼𝑃 (x,𝑌 ,𝑆≠𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒) ,𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) = E(x,𝑌 ,𝑆)∼𝑃 (x,𝑌 ,𝑆=𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒) ,𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 )
and 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) denotes the empirical risk of 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) and 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ).

Based on Lemma 3, the estimation error bound can be expressed
as follows.
Theorem 4. For any 𝛿 > 0, with the probability at least 1 − 𝛿/2,
we have

𝑅 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅 (𝑓 ∗ ) ⩽ 4𝐿𝑓 ℜ𝑁𝑇𝐿 (F) + 4𝐿𝑓 ℜ𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (F)

+ 2𝜑L

√︄
2𝑙𝑜𝑔 4

𝛿

𝑁𝑇𝐿
+ 2𝜑L

√︄
2𝑙𝑜𝑔 4

𝛿

𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒
,

(14)
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Table 3: Overview of the five imbalanced datasets used in our experiments. 𝜌 indicates the imbalance ratio.

Dataset # Class 𝜌 Head class size Tail class size # Training set # Test set

CIFAR-100-LT 100 50 ∼ 100 500 10 ∼ 5 12608 ∼ 10847 10000

CIFAR-10-LT 10 50 ∼ 100 5000 100 ∼ 50 13996 ∼ 12406 10000

SVHN-LT 10 50 ∼ 100 4500 90 ∼ 45 12596 ∼ 11165 26032

STL-10-LT 10 50 ∼ 100 500 10 ∼ 5 1394 ∼ 1236 8000

ImageNet-200-LT 200 50 500 10 25082 10000

Table 4: Test accuracy on (a) CIFAR-10-LT, (b) SVHN-LT and (c) STL-10-LT datasets. The best results are in bold.

Method
𝜌 = 50 𝜌 = 100

> 1000 ⩽ 1000 & > 200 < 200 > 1000 ⩽ 1000 & > 200 < 200
Many-shot Medium-shot Few-shot Overall Many-shot Medium-shot Few-shot Overall

Fully Supervised 85.70±0.17 78.50±0.26 66.45±0.80 82.05±0.03 83.86±0.44 66.83±0.15 58.25±1.70 76.91±0.12
RC [11] 77.76±0.88 48.50±1.22 – 53.43±0.26 72.28±1.22 28.46±1.86 9.55±0.83 47.54±1.57
CC [11] 84.52±0.39 72.46±0.42 58.71±0.73 73.79±0.49 83.41±0.51 65.86±0.19 – 65.13±1.59
PLCR [38] 89.44±1.07 39.53±1.31 – 58.08±1.17 85.22±0.53 18.88±0.72 – 49.25±0.74
FixMatch [32] 78.06±0.89 74.87±1.17 62.55±0.80 73.45±0.69 79.52±1.44 66.56±2.29 50.20±1.40 69.47±0.94
ADSH [12] 67.68±1.06 81.30±0.78 81.75±0.75 74.11±2.05 71.46±0.89 68.70±1.78 71.00±0.54 71.01±0.77
ACR [37] 84.35±0.31 83.16±0.26 79.15±0.85 82.88±0.07 83.86±0.14 80.36±0.04 69.05±0.45 79.79±0.04
LTRL (Ours) 86.00±0.32 83.55±0.75 82.10±0.40 83.82±0.38 84.52±0.78 81.14±1.38 78.07±1.17 80.39±0.81

(a) Top-1 classification accuracy on CIFAR-10-LT.

Method
𝜌 = 50 𝜌 = 100

> 1000 ⩽ 1000 & > 200 < 200 > 1000 ⩽ 1000 & > 200 < 200
Many-shot Medium-shot Few-shot Overall Many-shot Medium-shot Few-shot Overall

Fully Supervised 94.10±0.09 86.51±0.12 71.84±0.63 91.06±0.02 92.59±0.21 82.79±3.05 70.95±6.46 89.27±0.34
RC [11] 91.25±0.78 46.66±0.23 – 69.45±0.43 92.66±0.32 21.26±1.08 – 64.56±0.43
CC [11] 96.65±0.37 88.75±0.43 79.52±2.07 90.19±2.29 96.78±0.62 85.07±0.84 – 81.64±0.14
PLCR [38] 96.20±0.21 30.28±0.69 – 72.18±3.17 95.93±0.36 30.67±0.24 – 68.37±0.31
FixMatch [32] 93.83±0.35 89.24±0.83 84.57±0.63 91.37±0.05 93.66±0.28 88.95±0.92 76.80±2.10 90.40±0.20
ADSH [12] 92.91± 0.21 89.55±0.31 84.79±0.35 90.85±0.13 93.24±0.17 89.48±0.21 79.70±0.30 90.62±0.08
ACR [37] 95.01±0.08 90.74±0.12 83.38±0.19 92.60±0.11 94.98±0.22 88.05±1.35 73.23±0.35 91.20±0.43
LTRL (Ours) 95.83±0.21 91.55±0.66 86.92±0.65 93.16±0.43 95.34±0.41 89.96±0.61 81.52±1.60 91.86±0.11

(b) Top-1 classification accuracy on SVHN-LT.

Method
𝜌 = 50 𝜌 = 100

> 100 ⩽ 100 & > 20 < 20 > 100 ⩽ 100 & > 20 < 20
Many-shot Medium-shot Few-shot Overall Many-shot Medium-shot Few-shot Overall

Fully Supervised 70.96±0.33 28.96±0.84 4.92±0.11 41.18±1.53 69.31±0.76 24.33±1.39 5.13±3.07 37.74±0.23
RC [11] 48.18±0.32 23.92±0.46 1.75±0.10 28.04±0.39 48.25±0.19 20.29±0.27 1.50±0.20 27.01±0.12
CC [11] 69.86±0.53 20.92±0.32 0.67±0.13 33.02±0.16 66.37±0.94 15.41±0.25 – 31.84±0.39
PLCR [38] 63.81±0.77 14.29±0.18 – 29.08±0.58 69.03±0.74 – – 27.38±0.12
FixMatch [32] 63.91±0.14 20.21±0.06 13.71±0.13 36.20±0.05 59.53±0.88 3.83±1.46 10.62±0.23 29.88±0.32
ADSH [12] 65.50±0.66 7.04±1.13 15.54±0.19 36.32±0.14 64.40±0.42 4.25±0.57 12.95±0.43 31.10±0.38
ACR [37] 69.28±0.52 14.58±1.04 15.25±1.50 37.70±0.44 70.31±0.47 4.58±0.79 4.75±0.13 32.39±0.58
LTRL (Ours) 73.03±0.22 27.58±1.24 25.88±1.87 45.25±0.72 70.63±0.42 21.63±0.37 19.92±0.47 40.71±0.29

(c) Top-1 classification accuracy on STL-10-LT.

where 𝑓 denotes the trained classifier, 𝑅(𝑓 ∗) = 𝑚𝑖𝑛
𝑓 ∈F

𝑅(𝑓 ). The proof

is presented in Appendix.
Lemma 3 and Theorem 4 show that our method exists an estima-

tion error bound. With the deep network hypothesis set F fixed, we
have ℜ𝑁𝑇𝐿 (F ) = O(1/

√
𝑁𝑇𝐿) and ℜ𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (F ) = O(1/

√
𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 ).

Therefore, with 𝑁𝑇𝐿 −→ ∞ and 𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 −→ ∞, we have 𝑅(𝑓 ) =

𝑅(𝑓 ∗), which proves that our method could converge to the optimal
state.
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Table 5: Test accuracy on CIFAR-100-LT dataset. The best results are in bold.

Method
𝜌 = 50 𝜌 = 100

> 100 ⩽ 100 & > 20 < 20 > 100 ⩽ 100 & > 20 < 20
Many-shot Medium-shot Few-shot Overall Many-shot Medium-shot Few-shot Overall

Fully Supervised 72.94±0.56 46.83±0.22 21.06±1.20 51.14±0.29 73.06±0.24 42.63±0.38 11.13±2.50 45.33±0.18

Ca
se

1

RC [11] 38.94±0.19 9.17±0.47 1.33±0.63 17.48±0.23 35.60±0.49 7.28±0.39 0.43±0.22 15.41±0.65
CC [11] 74.31±0.15 32.88±0.04 0.70±0.11 38.56±0.31 70.51±0.77 20.86±0.49 0.44±0.12 34.89±0.94
PLCR [38] 66.43±0.51 4.83±0.69 – 25.02±0.84 66.88±0.72 – – 23.41±0.56
FixMatch [32] 68.69±0.22 45.91±0.56 20.03±0.50 45.98±0.41 68.14±0.17 38.97±0.05 10.83±1.63 40.20±0.21
ADSH [12] 64.31±0.73 43.60±1.53 19.34±1.31 44.63±1.24 64.14±0.59 37.02±1.14 10.53±0.46 38.74±1.50
ACR [37] 70.94±0.39 49.54±0.48 26.20±1.50 50.59±0.07 69.11±0.19 44.54±0.59 16.83±0.50 44.83±0.39
LTRL (Ours) 78.46±0.33 58.80±0.84 34.67±1.53 58.44±0.18 77.40±0.25 52.09±0.10 20.40±0.56 51.46±0.31

Ca
se

2

RC [11] 20.29±0.15 3.09±0.04 0.67±0.11 8.56±0.05 20.03±0.77 2.37±0.49 0.53±0.19 7.99±0.20
CC [11] 43.08±0.55 10.57±0.13 – 23.46±1.97 40.87±0.38 5.46±0.16 – 20.32±0.27
PLCR [38] 37.57±0.38 – – 13.33±0.61 39.20±0.82 – – 13.72±0.64
FixMatch [32] 37.12±0.53 35.42±1.01 28.26±1.21 33.43±0.39 38.34±0.20 30.40±0.96 17.83±1.19 28.51±0.22
ADSH [12] 36.14±0.77 37.28±1.17 29.06±0.65 33.65±0.81 38.68±0.12 31.80±0.08 18.13±0.41 29.17±0.66
ACR [37] 47.97±0.23 43.74±0.47 31.56±1.13 40.31±0.31 48.57±0.37 35.74±0.61 20.96±1.00 34.33±0.33
LTRL (Ours) 47.20±0.76 49.54±0.20 40.27±0.58 45.70±0.25 48.86±0.76 41.71±0.45 27.50±1.53 39.95±0.22

4 EXPERIMENTS
In this section, we conduct extensive experiments to demonstrate
the effectiveness of the proposed approach under various setting.

4.1 Experimental setup
Datasets.We employwidely-used benchmark datasets in our exper-
iments, including CIFAR-10-LT [35], SVHN-LT [30], STL-10-LT [7],
CIFAR-100-LT [20], and ImageNet-200-LT [10]. The more details of
these datasets is provided below.

• CIFAR-100 [20] datasets consisting of 60,000 32 × 32 × 3
colored images in RGB format. Each image in the dataset is
associated with two labels, namely "fine" label and "coarse"
label, which represent the fine-grained and coarse-grained
categorizations of the image, respectively. Source: http://
www.cs.toronto.edu/~kriz/cifar.html

• CIFAR-10 [35]: The CIFAR-10 dataset has 10 classes of vari-
ous objects: airplane, automobile, bird, cat, etc. This dataset
has 50,000 training samples and 10k test samples and each
sample is a colored image in 32× 32×3 RGB formats. Source:
https://www.cs.toronto.edu/~kriz/cifar.html

• SVHN [30] : The SVHN dataset is a street view house number
dataset, which is composed of 10 classes. Each sample is a 32×
32× 3 RGB image. This dataset has 73,257 training examples
and 26,032 test examples. Source: http://ufldl.stanford.edu/
housenumbers/

• STL-10 [7] : The images for STL-10 are from ImageNet, with
113,000 RGB images of 96 x 96 resolution, of which 5,000 are
in the training set, 8,000 in the test set, and the remaining
100,000 are unlabeled images. Here we only use its training
and test sets in our experiments. Source: https://cs.stanford.
edu/~acoates/stl10/

• ImageNet-200 [10] : The images in ImageNet-200 are from
the ImageNet dataset, which contains 200 categories with
500 training images, 50 validation images, and 50 test images

per class, with a size of 64×64 pixels. Source: https://image-
net.org/download-images

Next, we present the experimental settings on these datasets. Table
3 provides an overview of the five datasets.

• CIFAR-10-LT and SVHN-LT: We test our method under
#{𝐹𝑃} = 4, #{𝑅𝑃} = 1. 𝜌 is set to 50 and 100.

• STL-10-LT: Here, we utilize only the labeled data from
the STL-10 dataset for training. We test our method under
#{𝐹𝑃} = 3, #{𝑅𝑃} = 2. 𝜌 is set to 50 and 100.

• CIFAR-100-LT: We test our method under the following
setting: case 1): #{𝐹𝑃} = 50, #{𝑅𝑃} = 30; case 2): #{𝐹𝑃} =

50, #{𝑅𝑃} = 5. 𝜌 is set to 50 and 100.
• ImageNet-200-LT: Following ACR [37], we down-sample
the image size to 32 × 32 due to limited resources. We test
our method under the following setting: case 1): #{𝐹𝑃} =

100, #{𝑅𝑃} = 30; case 2): #{𝐹𝑃} = 50, #{𝑅𝑃} = 30. 𝜌 is set to
50.

Compared Methods. To demonstrate the superiority of our ap-
proach, we conducted comparisons with existing SSL approaches,
including the classical SSL approach–FixMatch [32], the latest imbal-
anced SSL approach–ADSH [12], the latest LTSSL approach–ACR
[37], as well as existing PLL approaches, including RC [11], CC [11],
and PLCR [38]. Among all the comparative methods, we employed
the same labeling cost as our method. Specifically, for contrastive
SSL approaches, we employed the same amount of labeled data. For
contrastive PLL approaches, we set the size of partial labels to 𝐾 − 𝑙 .
Besides, for all comparative methods, including fully supervised
methods, we applied consistent data augmentation operation.
Implementation. Following previous work, we implement our
method usingWide ResNet-34-10 on all datasets. We use SGD as the
optimizer with a momentum of 0.9 and train the network for 200
epochs with a batch size of 64. Following previous work, we evalu-
ate the efficacy of all methods through average top-1 accuracy of

http://www.cs.toronto.edu/~kriz/cifar.html
http://www.cs.toronto.edu/~kriz/cifar.html
https://www.cs.toronto.edu/~kriz/cifar.html
http://ufldl.stanford.edu/housenumbers/
http://ufldl.stanford.edu/housenumbers/
https://cs.stanford.edu/~acoates/stl10/
https://cs.stanford.edu/~acoates/stl10/
https://image-net.org/download-images
https://image-net.org/download-images
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overall classes, many-shot classes (class with over 100 training sam-
ples), medium-shot classes (class with 20 ∼ 100 training samples)
and few-shot classes (class under 20 training samples). For every
approach, we present both the mean and standard deviation across
three distinct and independent trials in our conducted experiments.

4.2 Result Comparisons
CIFAR-10-LT/SVHN-LT/STL-10-LT.The comparison results with
the latest SSL and PLL methods are displayed in Table 4. The LTRL
method consistently outperforms the existing SSL methods and
PLL methods. Furthermore, from Table 4, it can be seen that the
disadvantages of existing PLL methods, when directly applied to
long-tailed data, their predictions inevitably tend to favor the major-
ity class because of the inability to preserve supervised information
for tail classes. Here ‘−’ indicates that their accuracy is 0.

Table 6: Test accuracy on ImageNet-200-LT datatset. The ab-
breviations FS denotes fully supervised.

Method > 100 ⩽ 100 & > 20 < 20
Many-shot Medium-shot Few-shot Overall

FS 52.61±0.19 28.02±0.25 15.44±1.03 35.75±0.04

Ca
se

1 FixMatch [32] 33.72±0.14 23.81±0.41 15.11±0.53 25.84±0.66
ADSH [12] 33.82±0.45 23.61±0.93 14.56±1.37 25.05±0.95
ACR [37] 35.83±0.12 26.56±0.08 16.89±0.09 28.41±0.08
LTRL (Ours) 42.54±0.56 32.68±0.07 20.39±1.57 34.51±0.04

Ca
se

2 FixMatch [32] 29.83±0.12 12.73±0.09 15.27±1.13 21.49±0.20
ADSH [12] 29.04±0.33 13.24±0.58 19.55±0.36 21.47±0.20
ACR [37] 34.46±0.14 15.61±0.19 16.33±0.53 23.78±0.18
LTRL (Ours) 36.63±0.27 18.51±0.63 25.22±1.61 27.15±0.49

It is worth noting that both LTRL and ACR achieve better per-
formance than fully supervised methods. Among them, the im-
provement of LTRL is relatively a bit higher, specifically 1.77% on
CIFAR-10-LT, 2.10% on SVHN-LT, and 4.07% on STL-10-LT. We
hypothesize that this phenomenon arises from the inherent noise
within the dataset itself, and our method provides ‘None’ labels for
noisy samples to help the model learn a better generalization on its
own after eliminating the incorrect labels.
CIFAR-100-LT.The corresponding results are summarized in Table
5. Remarkably, the LTRL method consistently outperforms existing
SSL and PLL methods, particularly demonstrating superior perfor-
mance in scenarios involving medium-shot classes and few-shot
classes. As illustrated in Table 5, the advantages of our method
become more pronounced with larger datasets, particularly in en-
hancing the performance of tail classes. These findings substantiate
the superiority of the proposed method.
ImageNet-200-LT. Here, we verify the effectiveness of our ap-
proach on a larger dataset. Since the existing PLL methods perform
poorly on larger datasets with larger sets of candidate labels, we do
not show their effectiveness here. The results in Table 6 show that
the LTRL method has a greater improvement over all the baseline
methods, which validates the effectiveness of our method on larger
datasets.

4.3 Ablation study
Results under various fixed part. We fix #{𝑅𝑃} = 5 and vary
different #{𝐹𝑃}, i.e. case 1): #{𝐹𝑃} = 50; case 2): #{𝐹𝑃} = 40; case 3):
#{𝐹𝑃} = 30; case 4): #{𝐹𝑃} = 20; case 5): #{𝐹𝑃} = 10. Table 7 shows
the results for different settings. As the supervised information is
further decreasing, the accuracy decreases.

Table 7: Test accuracy onCIFAR-100-LT datasetwith different
size of fixed part.

Setting
𝜌 = 50

> 100 ⩽ 100 & > 20 < 20
Many-shot Medium-shot Few-shot Overall

Case 1 45.61±0.37 49.04±0.30 38.83±0.52 44.27±0.02
Case 2 45.08±0.24 30.95±0.39 42.15±0.55 38.91±0.56
Case 3 38.20±0.56 15.12±0.87 45.00±2.00 31.71±0.28
Case 4 34.26±0.31 11.57±0.60 27.27±0.39 24.99±0.76
Case 5 22.43±0.72 1.09±0.21 7.60±1.53 11.80±0.76

Training with/without mixup.We test several possible values of
the hyper-parameter𝛼 for the Beta distribution inmixup techniques.
The results of the mixup method experiments are shown in Table 8.
It can be observed from Table 8 that input mixup (IM) yields better
results compared to manifold mixup (MM) and the baseline.

Table 8: Test accuracy on CIFAR-100-LT dataset with/without
mixup. 𝛼 is the hyperparameter of the Beta distribution in
mixup. The abbreviations IM and MM denote input mixup
and manifold mixup, respectively.

Setting
𝜌 = 50

> 100 ⩽ 100 & > 20 < 20
Many-shotMedium-shot Few-shot Overall

Non-mixup 44.94±0.76 45.44±0.20 37.63±0.58 42.17±0.25
IM (𝛼=1) 45.03±0.25 48.23±0.38 37.90±0.50 44.01±0.02
IM (𝛼=2) 45.61±0.37 49.04±0.30 38.83±0.52 44.27±0.02
MM (𝛼=1) 42.16±0.36 45.46±0.21 35.23±0.74 42.40±0.33
MM (𝛼=2) 40.71±0.72 45.06±1.16 37.10±2.00 40.04±0.56

Fine-tuning after mixup. [14] showed that the results of models
trained using mixup can be enhanced further by removing mixup
in the final few epochs. In our experiments, we initially train with
mixup, and then fine-tuning the mixup-trained model for a few
epochs for further improvement, which is called “ft + IM/MM". The
results of fine-tuning after mixup training are shown in Table 9. It
is evident that both input mixup and manifold mixup, when used
in post-training fine-tuning, lead to additional enhancements.

5 CONCLUSION
To alleviate the labeling cost for long-tailed data, we introduce a
novel WSL labeling setting. The proposed setting not only allevi-
ates the difficulty of labeling long-tailed data but also preserves the
supervised information for tail classes. Furthermore, we propose
an unbiased framework with strong theoretical guarantees and
validate its effectiveness through extensive experiments on bench-
mark datasets. In summation, the proposed approach stands as a
promising resolution to decreasing the cost of labeling long-tailed
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Table 9: Test accuracy of training with/without fine-tuning
after mixup on CIFAR-100-LT dataset.

Setting
𝜌 = 50

> 100 ⩽ 100 & > 20 < 20
Many-shotMedium-shot Few-shot Overall

IM (𝛼=1) 45.03±0.25 48.23±0.38 37.90±0.50 44.01±0.02
ft+IM (𝛼=1) 45.60±0.32 49.00±0.40 38.17±0.34 44.40±0.47
IM (𝛼=2) 45.61±0.37 49.04±0.30 38.83±0.52 44.27±0.02
ft+IM (𝛼=2) 47.20±0.76 49.54±0.20 40.27±0.58 45.70±0.25
MM (𝛼=1) 42.16±0.36 45.46±0.21 35.23±0.74 42.40±0.33
ft+MM (𝛼=1) 42.34±0.18 45.79±0.20 35.63±0.27 41.84±0.05
MM (𝛼=2) 40.71±0.72 45.06±1.16 37.10±2.00 40.04±0.56
ft+MM (𝛼=2) 41.94±0.33 47.77±0.06 37.50±0.20 41.20±0.03

data and contributing to the advancement of weakly supervised
learning and labeling techniques.
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A PROOF OF THEOREM 1
Proof. In the proposed setting, let 𝑆 indicate the presence of the
correct class label within 𝑌 . Specifically, 𝑆 = 𝑗 indicates that the
correct class label 𝑗 is present in 𝑌 , while 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 indicates the
absence of the correct class label, where 𝑗 ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 𝐾}. Let us
models the relationship between correct class label 𝑗 and reduced
labels set 𝑌 , we have

𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 | x) =
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑆 = 𝑘 | x) + 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)

=

𝐾∑︁
𝑘≠𝑗

𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑆 = 𝑘 | x)

+ 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑆 = 𝑗 | x) + 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)
= 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑆 = 𝑗 | x) + 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)

©­«∵
∑︁
𝑘≠𝑗

𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑆 = 𝑘 | x) = 0ª®¬
= 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 | 𝑆 = 𝑗, x) 𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑗 | x)
+ 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x) 𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x) .

(15)
Here, 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 denotes the reduced labels set 𝑌 do not have cor-

rect class label. For the right half of the above equation, we denote
𝐴 = 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x) 𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x). Since all 𝑃

(
𝑌 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x

)
for 𝑗 ∉ 𝑌 make an equal contribution to 𝑃

(
𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑌 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x

)
,

we assume that this subset is drawn independently from an un-
known probability distribution with density:

𝑃
(
𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑌 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x

)
=

1
𝐾 − 𝑙 𝑃

(
𝑌 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x

)
, (16)

where 𝐾 and 𝑙 denote the size of classes and 𝑌 , respectively.

Then, we have

𝐴 = 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x) 𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)

=
∑̄︁
𝑌

𝑃
(
𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑌 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x

)
𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)

=
1

𝐾 − 𝑙
∑̄︁
𝑌

𝑃
(
𝑌 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x

)
𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x) .

(17)

By substituting Formula (17) and Formula (??) into Formula (15),
we can obtain

𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 | x) = 𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑗 | x)

+ 1
𝐾 − 𝑙

∑̄︁
𝑌

𝑃
(
𝑌 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x

)
𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x) ,

which concludes the proof of Theorem 1.

B PROOF OF THEOREM 2
Proof. Let𝑀 = 𝑃 (x), according to the Theorem 1, we have

𝑅(𝑓 ) = Ex∼𝑀
𝐾∑︁
𝑗

𝑃 ( 𝑗 | x)L[𝑓 (x), 𝑗]

= Ex∼𝑀


∑︁
𝑗∈𝑇

𝑃 ( 𝑗 | x)L[𝑓 (x), 𝑗] +
∑︁
𝑗∉𝑇

𝑃 ( 𝑗 | x)L[𝑓 (x), 𝑗]


= E(x,𝑌 ,𝑆 )∼𝑃 (x,𝑌 ,𝑆∈𝑇 )L [𝑓 (x), 𝑆] + Ex∼𝑀
∑︁
𝑗∉𝑇

𝑃 ( 𝑗 | x)L[𝑓 (x), 𝑗] .

(18)
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For the right part of the above equation, we denote 𝐵 =

Ex∼𝑀
∑
𝑗∉𝑇 𝑃 ( 𝑗 | x)L[𝑓 (x), 𝑗]. Then we have

𝐵 = Ex∼𝑀
∑︁
𝑗∉𝑇

L [𝑓 (x), 𝑗]{
𝐾∑︁
𝑘

[𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑆 = 𝑘 | x)] + 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)
}

= Ex∼𝑀
∑︁
𝑗∉𝑇


𝐾∑︁
𝑘≠𝑗

[𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑆 = 𝑘 | x)] + 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑆 = 𝑗 | x)

+ 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)
}
L [𝑓 (x), 𝑗]

= Ex∼𝑀
∑︁
𝑗∉𝑇

[𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑆 = 𝑗 | x)

+ 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)]L [𝑓 (x), 𝑗]

©­«∵
𝐾∑︁
𝑘≠𝑗

[𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑆 = 𝑘 | x)] = 0ª®¬
= Ex∼𝑀

∑︁
𝑗∉𝑇

𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 | 𝑆 = 𝑗, x)𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑗 | x)L [𝑓 (x), 𝑗]

+ Ex∼𝑀
∑︁
𝑗∉𝑇

𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x)𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)L [𝑓 (x), 𝑗]

= Ex∼𝑀
∑︁
𝑗∉𝑇

𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑗 | x)L [𝑓 (x), 𝑗] (∵ 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 | 𝑆 = 𝑗, x) = 1)

+ Ex∼𝑀
∑︁
𝑗∉𝑇

𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x)𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)L [𝑓 (x), 𝑗]

= E(x,𝑌 ,𝑆 )∼𝑃 (x,𝑌 ,𝑆∉𝑇,𝑆≠𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 )L [𝑓 (x), 𝑆]

+ Ex∼𝑀
∑︁
𝑗∉𝑇

𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x)𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)L [𝑓 (x), 𝑗] .

(19)
For the right part of the above equation, we denote 𝐶 =

Ex∼𝑀
∑
𝑗∉𝑇 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x)𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)L [𝑓 (x), 𝑗].

Then, we can obtain

𝐶 = Ex∼𝑀
∑︁
𝑗∉𝑇

𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x)𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)L [𝑓 (x), 𝑗]

= Ex∼𝑀
∑︁
𝑗∉𝑇

∑̄︁
𝑌

𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑌 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x)𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)L [𝑓 (x), 𝑗]

= Ex∼𝑀∑̄︁
𝑌


∑︁

𝑗∉𝑇,𝑗∈𝑌
𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑌 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x)𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)L [𝑓 (x), 𝑗]

+
∑︁

𝑗∉𝑇,𝑗∉𝑌

𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑌 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x)𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)L [𝑓 (x), 𝑗]
 .

(20)
Since 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 denotes the reduced labels set 𝑌 do not have

correct class label 𝑗 , 𝑗 and ‘𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒’ cannot coexist. Accordingly, we
can obtain

∑
𝑗∈𝑌 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑌 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x) = 0. Consequently, for

the left part of the above equation, we have
∑
𝑗∉𝑇,𝑗∈𝑌 𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑌 |

𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x)𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)L [𝑓 (x), 𝑗] = 0. Besides, there is a

fixed part (Tail classes) in 𝑌 , i.e. 𝑇 ⊆ 𝑌 . if 𝑗 ∉ 𝑌 , then 𝑗 ∉ 𝑇 , so we
have

∑
𝑗∉𝑇,𝑗∈𝑌 =

∑
𝑗∉𝑌 . Then, we can obtain

𝐶 = Ex∼𝑀
∑̄︁
𝑌

∑︁
𝑗∉𝑇,𝑗∉𝑌

𝑃 (𝑦 = 𝑗, 𝑌 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x)𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)L [𝑓 (x), 𝑗]

= Ex∼𝑀
∑̄︁
𝑌

∑︁
𝑗∉𝑌

1
𝐾 − 𝑙 𝑃 (𝑌 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x)𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)L [𝑓 (x), 𝑗]

= Ex∼𝑀
1

𝐾 − 𝑙
∑̄︁
𝑌

𝑃 (𝑌 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x)𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)
∑︁
𝑗∉𝑌

L [𝑓 (x), 𝑗]

= Ex∼𝑀
1

𝐾 − 𝑙
∑̄︁
𝑌

𝑃 (𝑌 | 𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒, x)𝑃 (𝑆 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 | x)L̄
[
𝑓 (x), 𝑌

]
©­«L̄

[
𝑓 (x), 𝑌

]
=
∑︁
𝑗∉𝑌

L [𝑓 (x), 𝑗]ª®¬
= E(x,𝑌 ,𝑆 )∼𝑃 (x,𝑌 ,𝑆∉𝑇,𝑆=𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 )

1
𝐾 − 𝑙 L̄

[
𝑓 (x), 𝑌

]
.

(21)
By substituting Formula (21) into Formula (19), we have

𝐵 = E(x,𝑌 ,𝑆 )∼𝑃 (x,𝑌 ,𝑆∉𝑇,𝑆≠𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 )L [𝑓 (x), 𝑆]

+ E(x,𝑌 ,𝑆 )∼𝑃 (x,𝑌 ,𝑆∉𝑇,𝑆=𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 )
1

𝐾 − 𝑙 L̄
[
𝑓 (x), 𝑌

] (22)

By substituting Formula (22) into Formula (18), we can obtain

𝑅(𝑓 ) = E(x,𝑌 ,𝑆 )∼𝑃 (x,𝑌 ,𝑆∈𝑇 )L [𝑓 (x), 𝑆]
+ E(x,𝑌 ,𝑆 )∼𝑃 (x,𝑌 ,𝑆∉𝑇,𝑆≠𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 )L [𝑓 (x), 𝑆]

+ E(x,𝑌 ,𝑆 )∼𝑃 (x,𝑌 ,𝑆∉𝑇,𝑆=𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 )
1

𝐾 − 𝑙 L̄
[
𝑓 (x), 𝑌

]
which proves the Theorem 2.

C PROOF OF THEOREM 4
Proof. Let us divide 𝑅(𝑓 ) − 𝑅(𝑓 ∗) into two parts, then we have

𝑅(𝑓 ) − 𝑅(𝑓 ∗) =
(
𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) + 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 )

)
−
(
𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ∗) + 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ∗)

)
=

(
𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ∗)

)
+
(
𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ∗)

)
(23)

It is intuitive to obtain

𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ∗)

= 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ∗) + 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) + 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ∗) − 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ∗)

⩽ 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) + 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ∗) − 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ∗)(
∵ 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ∗) ⩽ 0

)
⩽ 2 𝑠𝑢𝑝

𝑓 ∈F
| 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) |

⩽ 4𝐿𝑓 ℜ𝑁𝑇𝐿 (F ) + 2𝜑L

√︄
2𝑙𝑜𝑔 4

𝛿

𝑁𝑇𝐿
.

(24)
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Similarly,

𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ∗)

= 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ∗) + 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 )
+ 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ∗) − 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ∗)

⩽ 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) + 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ∗) − 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ∗)
⩽ 2 𝑠𝑢𝑝

𝑓 ∈F
| 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) |

⩽ 4𝐿𝑓 ℜ𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (F ) + 2𝜑L

√︄
2𝑙𝑜𝑔 4

𝛿

𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒
.

(25)

By substituting Formula (25) and Formula (24) into Formula (23),
we can obtain

𝑅(𝑓 ) − 𝑅(𝑓 ∗) =
(
𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ∗)

)
+
(
𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ∗)

)
⩽ 2 𝑠𝑢𝑝

𝑓 ∈F
| 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑇𝐿 (𝑓 ) |

+ 2 𝑠𝑢𝑝
𝑓 ∈F

| 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) − 𝑅𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (𝑓 ) |

⩽ 4𝐿𝑓 ℜ𝑁𝑇𝐿 (F ) + 4𝐿𝑓 ℜ𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒 (F )

+ 2𝜑L

√︄
2𝑙𝑜𝑔 4

𝛿

𝑁𝑇𝐿
+ 2𝜑L

√︄
2𝑙𝑜𝑔 4

𝛿

𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒
,

which concludes the proof of Theorem 4.
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