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Abstract

One of the motivations for property testing of boolean fiorts is the idea that testing can provide a fast
preprocessing step before learning. However, in most madbarning applications, it is not possible to request
for labels of fictitious examples constructed by the aldnit Instead, the dominant query paradigm in applied
machine learning, callegkctive learningis one where the algorithm may query for labels, duity on points in a
given polynomial-sized (unlabeled) sampdeawn from some underlying distributidn. In this work, we bring
this well-studied model in learning to the domaintesting

We develop both general results for tlastive testingmodel as well as efficient testing algorithms for a
number of important properties for learning, demonstgatirat testing can still yield substantial benefits in this
restricted setting. For example, we show that testing unadi intervals can be done wit (1) label requests
in our setting, whereas it is known to requi2éd) labeled examples for learning (afid+/d) for passive testing
[41]] where the algorithm must pay feveryexample drawn fronD). In fact, our results for testing unions of
intervals also yield improvements on prior work in both thessic query model (where any point in the domain
can be queried) and the passive testing model as well. Faréidem of testing linear separatorsift over the
Gaussian distribution, we show that both active and passstig can be done with(,/n) queries, substantially
less than th€)(n) needed for learning, with near-matching lower bounds. \We ptesent a general combination
result in this model for building testable properties oubthfers, which we then use to provide testers for a number
of assumptions used in semi-supervised learning.

In addition to the above results, we also develop a genetamof thetesting dimensionf a given property
with respect to a given distribution, that we show charédoésr(up to constant factors) the intrinsic number of
label requests needed to test that property. We developmiins for both the active and passive testing models.
We then use these dimensions to prove a number of lower bpimatleding for linear separators and the class of
dictator functions.

Our results show that testing can be a powerful tool in réalimodels for learning, and further that active
testing exhibits an interesting and rich structure. OurkWorddition brings together tools from a range of areas
including U-statistics, noise-sensitivity, self-cortiea, and spectral analysis of random matrices, and deselop
new tools that may be of independent interest.
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1 Introduction

Property testing and machine learning have many naturademdions. In property testing, given black-box access
to an unknown boolean functiofy, one would like with few queries to distinguish the case th&ias some given
propertyP (belongs to the class of functiofi®) from the case thaf is far from any function having that property.
In machine learning one would like to find a good approximagoof f, typically under the assumption thgt
belongs to a given clag8. This connection is in fact a natural motivation for progeesting: to cheaply determine
whether learning with a given hypothesis class is worthav[8E,[56]. If the labeling of examples is expensive, or if
a learning algorithm is computationally expensive to runif one is deciding from what source to purchase one’s
data, performing a cheap test in advance could be a sulzdtsanings. Indeed, query-efficient testers have been de-
signed for many common function classes considered in madbarning including linear threshold functions|[49],
juntas [28/ 1], DNF formula$ [25], and decision trees [Z5fee Ron’s survey [56] for much more on the connection
between learning and property testing.)

However, there is a disconnect between the most commontypreperty-testing and machine learning models.
Most property-testing algorithms rely on the ability to guéunctions on arbitrary points of their choosing. On
the other hand, most machine learning problems unfortlyndte not allow one to perform queries on fictitious
examples constructed by an algorithm. Consider, for ingtaa typical problem such as machine learning for
medical diagnosis. Given a large database of patients aith patient described by various features (height, age,
family history, smoker or not, etc.), one would like to leafunction that predicts from these features whether or
not a patient has a given medical condition (diabetes, famgte). To perform this learning task, the researchers can
run a (typically expensive) medical test on any of the pasiém determine if the patient has the medical condition.
However, researcheisannotask whether the patient would still have the disease weredhees of some of his
features changed! Moreover, researchers cannot make apuadevector out of whole cloth and ask if that feature
vector has the disease. As another example, in classifyamgrdents by topic, selecting an existing document
on the web and asking a labeler “Is this about sports or bssitie may be perfectly reasonable. However, the
typical representation of a document in a machine learnytens is as a vector of word-counts &’ (a “bag of
words”, without any information about the order in whichyheppear in the document). Thus, modifying some
existing vector, or creating a new one from scratch, wouldproduce an object that we could expect a human
labeler to easily classify. The key issue is that for mosbf@mms in machine learning, the example and the label
are in factboth functions of some underlying more complex object. Even sesasuch as image classification—
e.g., classifying handwritten digits into the numeralsythepresent—where a human labeler would be examining
the same representation as the computer, queries can Herpatic because the space of reasonable images is a
very sparse subset of the entire domain. Indeed, now-clagperiments on membership-query learning algorithms
for digit recognition ran into exactly this problem, leaglito poor results [7]. In this case, the problem is that the
distribution one cares about (the distribution of natu@hdwritten digits) is not one that the algorithm can easily
construct new examples from.

As a result of these issues, the dominant query paradigm @hima learning in recent years is not one where
the algorithm can make arbitrary queries, but instead is @aaremodel known aactive learning[58,[17,[61/ 19,
14,19,[14,36/ 21, 45]. In active learning, there is an undedydistribution D over unlabeled examples (say the
distribution of documents on the web, represented as \&ecier word-counts) that we assume can be sampled
from cheaply: we assume the algorithm may obtain a polynomieber of samples fron. Then, the algorithm
may ask an oracle for labels (these oracle calls are vieweg@nsive)but only on points in its sampl&he goal of
the active learning algorithm is to produce an accurate tigsis while requesting as few labels as possible, ideally
substantially fewer than in passive learning wheveryexample drawn fronD is labeled by the oracle.

In this work, we bridge this gap between testing and learbingntroducing, analyzing, and developing efficient
algorithms for a model of testing that parallels active héag, which we callactive testing As in active learning,
we assume that our algorithm is given a polynomial numbentgheled examples from the underlying distribution
D and can then make label queries, baty over the points in its sample. From a small number of suchigsier
the algorithm must then answer whether the function has itrengroperty, or is far, with respect 0, from any



function having that property (see Sectidn 2 for formal défins). We show that even with this restriction, we can
still efficiently test important properties for machinenaiag including unions of intervals, linear separators an
a number of properties considered in semi-supervisedit@ariMoreover, these testers reveal important structural
characteristics of these classes. We additionally dewelogtion oftesting dimensiothat characterizes the number
of examples needed to test a given property with respect oea glistribution, much like notions of dimension
in machine learning. We do this for both the active testinglei@nd the weakepassive testingnodel [32[41]

in which only random sampling of a small number points from thstribution is allowed. In fact, as part of our
analysis, we also develop improved algorithms for sevenglortant classes for the passive testing model as well.
Overall, our results demonstrate that active testing dét¢hdm interesting and rich structure and strengthens the
connection between testing and learning.

1.1 Our Results

We show that for a number of important properties for leagaiincluding unions of intervals, linear threshold
functions, and various assumptions used in semi-supérnésening—one can test in the active testing model with
substantially fewer labels than needed to learn. We in iaditonsider the even more stringguassive testing
model introduced by Goldreich, Goldwasser, and Ron [32Efwlihe only operation available to the algorithm is to
draw a random labeled sample frab) and give new positive results for that model as well. Wehfertshow that
for both active and passive testing models, wedaaracterize(up to constant factors) the intrinsic number of label
requests needed to test any given prop@rtyith respect to any given distributioP in a new quantity we call the
testing dimensiof P with respect taD. We then use these dimension notions to prove several igbatawer
bounds. We expand on each of these points below.

Unions of intervals. The functionf : [0,1] — {0, 1} is aunion ofd intervalsif the setf~!(1) consists of at most

d intervals in[0, 1]. It is known thatO(d) queries are necessary and sufficientiéarning functions from this class.
Kearns and Rori [41] showed that under the uniform distriloytthe relaxed problem of distinguishing unionsiof
intervals from functions that arefar from unions ofd/e intervals can be done with a constant number of queries
in the standard arbitrary-query testing model, and With/d) samples in the passive testing model. However, prior
to the current work, no non-trivial upper bound was knowntfa problem of distinguishing unions dfintervals
from functionse-far from unions ofd intervals (as opposed to far fro e intervals).

We give an algorithm that tests unions®fntervals with onlyO(1) queries in the active testing model. This
result holds oveanyunderlying distribution (known or unknown). Moreover, hretcase that the underlying distri-
bution is uniform, we require onlg(v/d) unlabeledsamples. Thus, as a byproduct we improve over the prior best
result in the passive testing model as well. Note that KeanusRon [[41] show tha(/d) examples are required
to test unions of intervals over the uniform distributiorttie passive testing model, so this result is tight. Moreover
one can show that in the distribution-free testing model afeMy and Kushilevitz([35] one cannot perform testing
of this class fronD(1) queries; thus, this class demonstrates a separation betivese models (see Appendik A).

At the heart of the analysis of our algorithm is a characédidn of functions that are unions of intervals in
terms of theirnoise sensitivity shown via developing a local self-corrector for this clahe noise sensitivity
of boolean functions is a powerful tool that has led to rechtances in hardness of approximation] [42, 52],
learning theory[[43, 44, 24], and differential privacy [1§/See also[[53] for more details on the applications of
noise sensitivity to the study of boolean functions.) Ourkyaresents a novel application of noise sensitivity in the
domain of property testing.

Linear threshold functions. The functionf : R® — {0,1} is alinear threshold functiorif there aren + 1
parametersuy, ..., wy, # € R such thatf(z) = sgn(wyz1 + - - - + wyx, — @) for everyx € R™. Linear threshold
functions are perhaps the most widely-used function ctassachine learning. We show that both active and passive
testing of testing linear threshold functions i¥ can be done wittO(,/n) labeled examples over the Gaussian
distribution. This is substantially less than t¢én) labeled examples needed for learning (even over the Gaussia
distribution [47]) and yields a new upper bound for the passesting model as well. The key challenge here is that



estimating a statistic due to Matulef et al. [49]—which cardone withO(1) queries if arbitrary queries are allowed
[49]—would require®(n) samples if done from independent pairs of random examplégimatural way; this is
no better than learning. We overcome this obstacle by megusbn-independent pairs of examples in the estimation,
together with an analysis and modification of the statidtat @llow for use of a theorem of Arcones [3] on the
concentration of U-statistics. At a technical level, tiésult uses the fact that even though typical valueg:ofy)?
may be quite large—i.eQ(n)—whenx andy have every coordinate selected from the standard normagnip
boolean functionf it will be the case that for “most” valueg the quantity(E,[f(x)z - y])? is quite small—which
can be shown via a Fourier decompositionfofThis in turn allows one to show strong concentration.

Interestingly, we show these bounds are nearly tight, gilower bounds of2(n'/3) andQ(,/n) on the number
of labeled examples needed for active and passive tesspgctvely. The proof of these lower bounds relies on our
notion of active and passivesting dimensionsMore precisely, by using the notion of dimension, we redilee
problem of proving the lower bounds to that of bounding therafor norm of random matrices. This task is then
completed by appealing to recent results on the non-asyinatealysis of random matrices [64]. Our lower bound
demonstrates a separation between the active model angtttasd (arbitrary-query) testing model.

Disjoint unions of testable properties. We also show that any disjoint union of testable propergesains testable

in the active testing model, allowing one to build testabiepgrties out of simpler components; this is then used
to provide label-efficient testers for several propertissdiin semi-supervised learning including the cluster and
margin assumptions. See Secfidn 5 for details.

Testing dimension. One of the most powerful notions in learning theory is thathefdimensionor intrinsic com-
plexityof a class of functions. Such notions of dimension (e.g., Wedsion[63], SQ dimension [12], Rademacher
complexity [6]) have been exceedingly effective in deterimg the sample complexity for learning classes of func-
tions in various learning models. Y. Mansour and G. Kalair§paal communication, see also [40]) posed the
guestion of whether comparable notions of dimension migist ér testing. In this work, we answer in the affirma-
tive and introduce the first such notions of dimension foipprty testing, for both our new model of active testing
and the passive testing model.

We show that these notions of testing dimension charaetétip to constant factors) the intrinsic number of
labeled examples required to test the given property wispeet to a given distribution in the active and passive
testing models, respectively. We also introduce a simpeatse” notion of testing dimension that characterizes the
set of properties testable with(1) queries in the active testing model.

We use these testing dimensions to obtain lower bounds ogubl/ complexity for testing a number of dif-
ferent properties in both active and passive testing modédgably, we show tha®(log n) queries are needed to
distinguish dictator functions from random functions iritbmodels. This shows that active testing of dictators is as
hard as learning dictator functions, and also implies a tdveeind of(2(log n) queries for testing a large number of
properties—including decision trees, functions of low Feudegree, juntas, DNFs—in the active testing mddel.

1.2 Related Work

Active learning. Active learning has become a topic of substantial impogananachine learning due to the rise
of applications in which unlabeled data can be sampled muaie iwheaply than data can be labeled, including text
classification[[50, 61], medical imaging [39], and image amakic retrieval ([60], 48] among many others][B0, 65,
[66]. This has led to significant work in algorithmic develogmhincluding a yearly active-learning competition,
with monetary prizeE. There has also been substantial progress in the theoratidarstanding of its underlying
principles, including both algorithmic guarantees and dibeign and analysis of appropriate sample complexity
measures for this setting [29,[4/ 5[ 9] 14,18 [22( 21, 36,@5),11/ 37, 51]. Active learning, unlike passive learning,

*Building on this analysis, Noga Alon (personal communimatihas recently developed a strongkk log n) lower bound for the active
testing dimension of juntas via use of the Kim-Vu polynonmadthod.
2See http://www.causality.inf.ethz.ch/activelearnpigp.




has no known strong Structural Risk Minimization boundsiclvliurther motivates our work. We note that while our
model is motivated by active learning, our techniques arg diferent from those in the active learning literature.

Other Testing Models. In addition to the standard model of property testing [57] tire passive model of property
testing [32/41] discussed above, other models have bemduted to address different testing scenarios. The
tolerant testing model, introduced by Parnas, Ron, and Rubinfel§i y&& introduced to model situations where
the tester must not only accept functions that have a givepgpty but also must accept functions that are close to
having the property. Thdistribution-freetesting model was introduced by Halevy and KushilevitZ [@&e also
[33,34,31[28]) to explore the setting where the tester doeé&now the underlying distributio. Both of these
models allow arbitrary queries, however, and so do not addiee machine learning settings motivating this work in
which one can only query inputs from a large sample of un&bebints. In AppendikA, we discuss the technical
relations between active testing and these other models.

2 The Active Property Testing Model

A property P of boolean functions is simply a subset of all boolean fuordi We will also refer to properties as
classesf functions. Thealistanceof a functionf to the propertyP with respect to a distributio® over the domain

of the function isdistp(f,P) := mingep Proop[f(z) # g(x)]. A testerfor P is a randomized algorithm that
must distinguish (with high probability) between functioim 7 and functions that are far frofR. In the standard
property testing model introduced by Rubinfeld and Sudah tester is allowed to query the value of the function
on any input in order to make this decision. We consider atsgemodel in which we add restrictions to the possible
queries:

Definition 2.1 (Property tester) An s-sampleg-querye-testerfor P over the distributionD is a randomized algo-
rithm A that draws a samplé of sizes from D, queries for the value of on ¢ points of S, and then

1. Accepts w.p. at leagtwhen f € P, and
2. Rejects w.p. at leagtwhendistp(f, P) > e.

We will use the terms “label request” and “query” intercheally. Definitio 2.1l coincides with the standard
definition of property testing when the number of samplesisnited and the distribution’s support covers the entire
domain. In the other extreme case where weyfix s, our definition then corresponds to thassive testingnodel
of Goldreich, Goldwasser, and Rdn [32], where the inputsigdeby the tester are sampled from the distribution.
Finally, by settings to be polynomial in an appropriate measure of the input doroaproperty”, we obtain the
active testingnodel that is the focus of this paper:

Definition 2.2 (Active tester) A randomized algorithm is a-query activee-testerfor P C {0,1}" — {0, 1} over
D if itis a poly(n)-sampleg-querye-tester forP over D

In some cases, the domain of our functions is {fitl}™. In those cases, we requiseto be polynomial in
some other appropriate measure of complexity of the domapraperty P that we specify explicitly. Note that
in Definition[2.1, since we do not have direct membership yjaecess (at arbitrary points), our tester must accept
w.p. at Ieast% when f is such thatlistp(f, P) = 0, even if f does not satisfyP over the entire input space. See
AppendixA for a comparison of active testing to other tegtimodels.

3 Testing Unions of Intervals

The functionf : [0, 1] — {0, 1} is aunion ofd intervalsif there are at most non-overlapping intervalgy, u], . . ., [¢q, ug]
such thatf(z) = 1iff ¢; < z < u,; for somei € [d]. The VC dimension of this class &/, so learning a union

3 We emphasize that the naraetive testeis chosen to reflect the connection with active learnings ribt meant to imply that this model
of testing is somehow “more active” than the standard pitydgesting model.
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of d intervals require$)(d) queries. By contrast, we show that active testing of unidng iatervals can be done
with a number of label requests thatiiglependentf d, for any (even unknown) distributio. Specifically, we
prove that we can test unions @fntervals in the active testing model using oKily1 /%) label requests from a set
of poly(d, 1/¢) unlabeled examples. Furthermore, over the uniform distioh, we need a total of onl(v/d/€”)
unlabeled examples. Note that previously it was not knoww tetest this class frond(1) queries even in the
(standard) membership query model even over the unifortrititionl

Theorem 3.1. For any (known or unknown) distributiof, testing unions odl intervals in the active testing model
can be done using oniQ(1/e*) queries. In the case of the uniform distribution, we furtheed onlyO(v/d/€”)
unlabeled examples.

We prove Theorerh 3.1 by beginning with the case that the Wndgrdistribution is uniform ovef0, 1], and
afterwards show how to generalize to arbitrary distributioOur tester is based on showing that unions of intervals
have anoise sensitivitgharacterization.

Definition 3.2. Fix 6 > 0. Thelocal J-noise sensitivityof the functionf : [0,1] — {0,1} atz € [0,1] is
NSs(f,x) = Pry~solf(x) # f(y)], wherey ~; x represents a draw of uniform in (z — 6,2 + ) N [0,1]. The
noise sensitivityf f is

NSs(f) = Pr [f(z)# f(y)]

x?yN(Sx

or, equivalentlyNSs(f) = E,NSs(f, x).
A simple argument shows that unionsdintervals have (relatively) low noise sensitivity:
Proposition 3.3. Fix§ > 0 and letf : [0, 1] — {0, 1} be a union off intervals. TherNS;(f) < dé.

Proof sketch.Draw = € [0, 1] uniformly at random ang ~s . The inequalityf(x) # f(y) can only hold when a
boundaryb € [0, 1] of one of thed intervals inf lies in between: andy. For any pointh € [0, 1], the probability
thatz < b < yory < b < x is at most, and there are at mo8t/ boundaries of intervals iff, so the proposition
follows from the union bound. O

The key to the tester is showing that the converse of the ab@aiement is approximately true as well: for
small enough, every function that has noise sensitivitynmath larger thaws is close to being a union efintervals.
(Full proof in AppendiXCT).

Lemma 3.4. Fix § = %. Let f : [0,1] — {0,1} be a function with noise sensitivity bounded ¥§;(f) <
dé(1+ §). Thenf is e-close to a union ofl intervals.

Proof outline. The proof proceeds in two steps. First, we show that so lonfj la&s low noise-sensitivity, it can
be “locally self-corrected” to a functiop : [0,1] — {0, 1} that is5-close tof and is a union of at mosi(1 + %)
intervals. We then show that—and every other function that is a union of at méist + 7) intervals — is5-close to
a union ofd intervals.

To construct the functiop, we consider a smoothed functigi : [0, 1] — [0, 1] obtained by taking the convolu-
tion of f and a uniform kernel of widtBo. We definer to be some appropriately small parameter. Wiign) < ,
then this means that nearly all the points in theeighborhood of: have the valué in f, so we sey(x) = 0.
Similarly, whenfs(z) > 1 — 7, then we sey(z) = 1. (This procedure removes any “local noise” that might be
present inf.) This leaves all the pointg wherer < fs5(z) < 1 — 7. Let us call these pointsndefined For each
such pointr we take the largest value< x that is defined and setx) = g(y). The key technical part of the proof
involves showing that the construction described abovelyia functiong that is5-close tof and that is a union of
d(1 + §) intervals. Due to space constraints, we defer the arguroefppendiXC. O

“The best prior result achieved a relaxed guarantee of disishing the case thatis a union ofd intervals from the case thdtis e-far
from a union ofd/¢ intervals [41].



The noise sensitivity characterization of unions of insds\wobtained by Propositidn 3.3 and Lemmd 3.4 suggest
a natural approach for building a tester: design an alguoritiat estimates the noise sensitivity of the input function
and accepts iff this noise sensitivity is small enough. Thiadeed what we do:

UNION OF INTERVALS TESTER f, d, €)
€2 —
Parameterss = =, r = O(e ™).
1. Forrounds =1,...,r,

1.1 Drawz € [0, 1] uniformly at random.
1.2 Draw samples until we obtaine (z — 4,z + 9).

1.3 SetZ; = 1[f(z) # f(y)].
2. Acceptiff 13" 7, < do(1+ §).

The algorithm make8r = O(e~*) queries to the function. Since a draw in Step 1.2 is in theréésange with
probability 26, the number of samples drawn by the algorithm is a randonabtariwith very tight concentration
aroundr(1+ %) = O(d/€%). The draw in Step 1.2 also corresponds to chooging x. As a result, the probability
that f(z) # f(y) in a given round is exactli¥Ss(f), and the averagéz Z; is an unbiased estimate of the noise
sensitivity of f. By Propositio 3.8, Lemnia 3.4, and Chernoff bounds, theralgn therefore errs with probability
less thant provided that > ¢ - 1/(dd€®) = ¢ - 32/¢* for some suitably large constant

Improved unlabeled sample complexity:Notice that by changing Steps 1.1-1.2 slightly to pick th&t fiair(x, y)
such thatz — y| < ¢, we immediately improve the unlabeled sample complexit (9/d/<>) without affecting the
analysis. In particular, this procedure is equivalent tkipig = € [0, 1] theny ~s 3 As a result, up t@oly(1/¢)
terms, we also improve over thassive testingpounds of Kearns and Ron [41] which are able only to distisigui
the case thaf is a union ofd intervals from the case thditis e-far from being a union ofl /¢ intervals. (Their results
useO(v/d/e'%) examples.) Kearns and Rdn [41] show thigt/d) examples are necessary for passive testing, so in
terms ofd this is optimal.

Active testing over arbitrary distributions: We now consider the case that examples are drawn from sorlitr@grb
distribution D. First, let us consider the easier case thais known. In that case, we can reduce the problem of
testing over general distributions to that of testing oherdniform distribution on0, 1] by using the CDF oD. In
particular, given point;, definep, = Pr,.ply < z]. So, forz drawn fromD, p, is uniform in |0, 1]@ As a result
we can just replace Step 1.2 in the tester with sampling uibbtainy such thatp, € (p, — d,p, + 6). Now,
supposeD is not known. In that case, we do not know theandp, values exactly. However, we can use the fact
that the VC-dimension of the class of initial intervals oa time equals 1 to uniformly estimate all such values from
a polynomial-sized unlabeled sample. In particutaf]/+?) unlabeled examples are sufficient so that with high
probability, everypoint = has property that the estimaig of p,, computed with respect to the sample (the fraction

of points in thesamplethat are< z) will be within ~ of the correctp, value [13]. If we defind\f&(f) to be the
noise-sensitivity off computed using these estimates, then weigeNS;_, (f) < NSs(f) < §#2NS;,(f). This
implies thaty = O(ed) is sufficient so that the noise-sensitivity estimates affecgntly accurate for the procedure
to work as before.

Putting these results together, we have Thedrein 3.1.

®Except for events of)(§) probability mass at the boundary.
®We are assuming here that is continuous and has a pdf. I? has point masses, then instead defifie= Pr,[y < =] andp! =
Pr,[y < z] and selecp, uniformly in [pZ, p7].



4 Testing Linear Threshold Functions

A boolean functionf : R™ — {0, 1} is alinear threshold functiorfLTF) if there existn + 1 real-valued parameters
wi, ..., wy, 0 such that for eachk € R™, we havef(z) = sgn(wix; + - - wpz, — H)E The main result of this
section is that it is possible to efficiently test whetherrction is a linear threshold function in the active and passi
testing models with substantially fewer labeled examgiaes iheeded for learning, along with near-matching lower
bounds.

Theorem 4.1. We can efficiently test linear threshold functions under@agissian distribution witt) (y/n logn)
labeled examples in both active and passive testing modalsthermore, no (even computationally inefficient)
algorithm can test Witl’zﬁ(nl/ 3) labeled examples for active testing@nr/n) labeled examples for passive testing.

Note that the class of linear threshold functions requieés) labeled examples foearning even over the
Gaussian distribution [47]. Linear threshold functions ba tested with a constant number of queries in the standard
(arbitrary query) property testing modgl [49].

The starting point for the upper bound in Theollend 4.1 is aatttarization lemma of linear threshold functions
in terms of the following self-correlation statistic. To peecise, we are scaling so that each coordinate is drawn
independently froriV (0, 1)—so a typical example will have leng®(+/n).

Definition 4.2. Theself-correlation coefficiensf the functionf : R™ — Ris p(f) := E, ,[f(z) f(y) (x,v)].

Lemma 4.3 (Matulef et al. [49]) There is an explicit continuous functidii : R — R with bounded derivative
[W'|lsc < 1 and peak valugV (0) = 2 such that every linear threshold functigh: R — {—1,1} satisfies
p(f) = W(E,f). Moreover, every functiop : R™ — {—1,1} that satisfiegp(g) — W (E.g)| < 4¢?, is e-close to
being a linear threshold function.

The proof of Lemm&a4l3 relies on the Hermite decompositiofunétions. In fact, the original characterization
of Matulef et al.[49] is stated in terms of the level-1 Hermniteight of functions. The above characterization follows
easily from their result. For completeness, we include #taits in AppendixD.

Lemmd4.8 suggests an obvious approach to testing for lthezshold functions from random examples: simply
estimate the self-correlation coefficient of Definition|#4y2 repeatedly drawing pairs of labeled examples y;)
from the Gaussian distribution iR™ and computing the empirical average of the quantiiés;)f(v;) (zi, yi)
observed. The problem with this approach, however, is tietbt-productz;, y;) will typically have magnitude
©(y/n) (one can view it as essentially the result ofrastep random walk). Therefore to estimate the self-coicelat
coefficient to accuracg (1) via independent random samples in this way would reduire) labeled examples. This
is of course not very useful, since it is the same as the nuofidabeled examples neededléarnan LTF.

We will be able to achieve an improved bound, however, usirg following idea: rather than averaging
over independent pairg:, y), we will draw a smaller sample and average over all (nonpeddent) pairs within
the sample. That is, we requegtrandom labeled examples, ..., z,, and now estimate(f) by computing

(g)_1 > ici f(@i) f(z;) (i, 2;). Of course, the terms in the summation are no longer indegrendHowever, they
satisfy the property that even though the quanfity) f (y) (x,y) is typically large, for most valueg, the quantity
E.[f(x)f(y) (x,y)] is small. (This can be shown via a Fourier decomposition @ftimctionf.) This, together with
additional truncation of the quantity in question, will@ail us to apply a Bernstein-type inequality for U-statistics
due to Arconed [3] in order to achieve the desired conceoirat

The resulting LTF ESTERIs given in Figurd ]l. This algorithm has two advantages. tfirss a valid tester
in both the active and passive property testing models dime@ inputs queried by the algorithm are all drawn
independently at random from the standardimensional Gaussian distribution. Second, the algorittself is
very simple. As in many cases with property testing, howaheranalysis of this algorithm is more challenging.

" Here,sgn(z) = 1[z > 0] is the standard sign function.



LTF TESTER f,¢€)
Parameterst = \/4nlog(4n/e3), m = 8007 /€3 + 32/€S.

1. Drawz!, 22, ..., 2™ independently at random frofR".

2. Queryf(z'), f(z?),..., f(@™).

3. Setii= LY f(a?).

cSetp = () Xy f@)f(27) (2, a7) - A[[ (2, 27)| < 7],
. Acceptiff |p — W (j1)] < 2€.

(G2l N

Figure 1: LTF TESTER

Given Lemma4.l3, as noted above, the key challenge in thé pfoorrectness of the LTFASTERIs controlling
the error of the estimatgof p(f) in Step 4, which we do with concentration of measure resaltd/fstatistics. The
U-statistic (of order 2) with symmetric kernel function: R™ x R™ — R is

-1
1 — (4 i
Uz, ..., 2%) = <2> E ' g(z',a?).
1<i<j<q

U-statistics are unbiased estimators of the expectatichedf kernel function and, even more importantly, when
the kernel function is “well-behaved”, the tails of theistlibutions satisfy strong concentration. In our case, the

<
thresholded kernel functioq(x, y) = {f(w)f(y) (.9 [yl <7 allows us to apply Arcones’ theorem.

0 otherwise

Lemma 4.4(Arcones|[[3]) For a symmetric functioh : R" x R" — R, let¥? = E,[E, [h(z,y)]*] —E, y[h(z, y)]%,
letb = ||h — Eh||~, and letU, (k) be a random variable obtained by drawing, . .., z? independently at random

and settingl/,(h) = (g)_1 >icj h(a',27). Then for every > 0,

qt?
P h) —Eh| >t] <4 ).
r[[Uq(R) > 1] < dexp (822+100bt>

An argument combining Lemniia 4.4 with a separate argumemtisgdhatg is “close” to an unbiased estimator
for p(f) provides the desired guarantee for the LTESTER The complete proof is presented in Apperidix D.

It is natural to ask whether we can further improve the quempmexity of the tester for linear threshold func-
tions by using U-statistics of higher order. The lower boimd@heoreni 4.1l shows that this—or any other possible
active or passive testing approach—cannot yield a quenptadity sub-polynomial im. We defer the discussion
of this lower bound to Sectidd 6, where we will use the notibtesting dimension to establish the bound.

5 Testing Disjoint Unions of Testable Properties

We now show that active testing has the feature that a disjmiion of testable properties is testable, with a number
of queries that is independent of the size of the union; thégure does not hold for passive testing. In addition
to providing insight into the distinction between the twodats, this fact will be useful in our analysis of semi-
supervised learning-based properties mentioned belovdiandssed more fully in Appendix|G.

Specifically, given propertieBy, ..., Py over domainsXy, ..., Xy, define their disjoint unio® over domain
X ={(i,z) : i € [N],x € X;} to be the set of functiong such thatf (i, z) = f;(x) for somef; € P;. In addition,
for any distributionD over X, defineD, to be the conditional distribution ovef; when the first component is If
eachp; is testable oveD, thenP is testable oveD with only small overhead in the number of queries:



Theorem 5.1. Given propertiesPs, . .., Py, if eachP; is testable oveD; with ¢(e) queries andJ(e) unlabeled
samples, then their disjoint unid is testable over the combined distributiéhwith O(¢(e/2) - (log® 1)) queries
andO(U(e/2) - (X 1og® 1)) unlabeled samples.

Proof. See AppendikE. O

As a simple example, considé; to contain just the constant functiofsandO. In this caseP is equivalent
to what is often called the “cluster assumption,” used inissupervised and active learning [15,/ 20], that if data
lies in some number of clearly identifiable clusters, thdrpaints in the same cluster should have the same label.
Here, eachP; individually is easily testable (even passively) wiiti1/¢) labeled samples, so Theorém]5.1 implies
the cluster assumption is testable wijibiy(1/¢) queriesl However, it is not hard to see that passive testing with
poly(1/¢) samples is not possible and in fact requifis/N /) labeled example$.

We build on this to produce testers for other propertiesnafigeed in semi-supervised learning. In particular, one
common assumption used (often called thargin or low-densityassumption) is that there should be some large
margin-~y of separation between the positive and negative regiortsa(itiiout assuming the target is necessarily a
linear threshold function). Here, we give a tester for thigperty, which uses a tester for the cluster property as a
subroutine, along with analysis of an appropriate weiglgteghh defined over the data. Specifically, we prove the
following result (See AppendixIG for definitions and anadysi

Theorem 5.2. For any+, 7/ = (1 — 1/¢) for constantz > 1, for data in the unit ball inR¢ for constantd, we can
distinguish the case thdD; has marginy from the case thabD; is e-far from marginy’ using Active Testing with
O(1/(7%4€2)) unlabeled examples ar@(1/¢) label requests.

6 General Testing Dimensions

The previous sections have discussed upper and lower bdondsvariety of classes. Here, we define notions of
testing dimensioffor passive and active testing that characterize (up totaohgactors) the number of labels needed
for testing to succeed, in the corresponding testing paisocThese will be distribution-specific notions (like SQ
dimension[[12] or Rademacher complexity [6] in learning))et us fix some distributio® over the instance space
X, and furthermore fix some valuelefining our goal. l.e., our goal is to distinguish the casedbstp(f,P) =0
from the caselistp(f, P) > e.

For a given seb of unlabeled points, and a distributianover boolean functions, defing; to be the distribution
over labelings ofS induced byr. Thatis, fory € {0,1}*! let 75(y) = Prp,[f(S) = y]. We now use this to
define a distance between distributions. Specifically,rgaveset of unlabeled points and two distributionsr and
7/ over boolean functions, define

ds(m ) = (1/2) Y |ms(y) — 75y,

ye{0,1}15]

to be the variation distance betweerand =’ induced byS. Finally, letII, be the set of all distributions over
functions inP, and let setl. be the set of all distributions’ in which al — o(1) probability mass is over functions
at leaste-far from 2. We are now ready to formulate our notions of dimension.

8Since theP; are so simple in this case, one can actually test with 6r{ly/¢) queries.

°Specifically, suppose region 1 has- 2¢ probability mass withf; € P, and suppose the other regions equally share the remalaing
probability mass and either (a) are each pure but randonfi @) or (b) are each 50/50 (spis e-far from P). Distinguishing these cases
requires seeing at least two points with the same iridgxt, yielding theQ(v/N /¢) bound.



6.1 Passive Testing Dimension

Definition 6.1. Define the passive testing dimensiahyssive = dpassive(P, D), as the largesf € N such that,

sup sup Pr (dg(m,7’) > 1/4) <1/4.
melly 'l S~D1

That is, there exist distributions € IIy andn’ € II. such that a random sét of d,.ssive €xamples has a
reasonable probability (at lea%t4) of having the property that one cannot reliably distingussrandom function
from 7 versus a random function fromf from just the labels of. From the definition it is fairly immediate that
Q(dpassive) €Xamples ar@ecessaryor passive testing; in fact, one can show to’tl,,, s, ) are sufficient as well.

Theorem 6.2. The sample complexity of passive testing prop@rtyver distributionD is ©(dpassive (P, D)).
Proof. See AppendikF. O

Connections to VC dimension. This notion of dimension brings out an interesting conmecthetween learning
and testing. In particular, consider the special case tlasimply wish to distinguish functions i from truly
random functions, sa@’ is the uniform distribution over all functions (this is iretkthe form used by our lower
bound results in Sectiois 6.3 and]6.4). In that case, thévpassting dimension becomes the larggsuch that
for some (multi)sett” of functions f; € P, a typical sampleS of sizeq would have all2¢ possible labelings occur
approximately the same number of tinoeer the functiong; € F. In contrast, th&/C-dimensiorof P is the largest
¢ such that for some sampteof sizeq, each of the? possible labelings occuet least onceNotice there is a kind
of reversal of quantifiers here: in a distributional versiéivC-dimension where one would like a “typical” s€tto
be shattered, the functions that induce 2hdabelings could be different from sample to sample. Howdagrthe
testing dimension, the sét must be fixed in advance. That is the reason that it is posisibketester to output “no”
even though the labels observed are still consistent witlesfoinction inP.

6.2 Active Testing Dimension

For the case of active testing, there are two complicatiémst, the algorithms can examine their entixgy(n)-
sized unlabeled sample before deciding which points toyguerd secondly they may in principle determine the
next query based on the responses to the previous ones (ewgghtall our algorithmic results do not require this
feature). If we merely want to distinguish those propertiest are actively testable with (1) queries from those
that are not, then the second complication disappears anfirsh is simplified as well, and the following coarse
notion of dimension suffices.

Definition 6.3. Define the coarse active testing dimensi®a,sc = dcoarse(P, D), as the largesi € N such that,

sup sup Pr (dg(m @) > 1/4) <1/n%
melly 7/ €lle S~D1

Theorem 6.4. If deoarse(P, D) = O(1) the active testing of? over D can be done withO(1) queries, and if
deoarse(P, D) = w(1) then it cannot.

Proof. See AppendikF. O

To achieve a more fine-grained characterization of actisenig we consider a slightly more involved quantity,
as follows. First, recall that given an unlabeled sanipland distribution over functions, we defingy as the
induced distribution over labelings &f. We can view this as a distribution ovenlabeledexamples in{0, 1}1V1.
Now, given two distributions over functions =’, defineFair (7, 7, U) to be the distribution ovdebeledexamples
(y,¢) defined as: with probability /2 choosey ~ 77, ¢ = 1 and with probabilityl /2 choosey ~ 7, £ = 0. Thus,
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for a given unlabeled samplé, the setd1, andlIl. define aclassof fair distributions over labeled examples. The
active testing dimension, roughly, asks how well this clees be approximated by the class of low-depth decision
trees. Specifically, 1eDT;, denote the class of decision trees of depth at rho3the active testing dimension for a
given number, of allowed unlabeled examples is as follows:

Definition 6.5. Given a numbet = poly(n) of allowed unlabeled examples, we define the active testmgmsion,
dactive (W) = dactive (P, D, u), as the largest € N such that

sup sup Pr (err*(DTy, Fair(m, 7', U)) < 1/4) < 1/4,

r
rellg n’ell, U~D®

whereerr*(H, P) is the error of the optimal function i with respect to data drawn from distributidh over
labeled examples.

Theorem 6.6. Active testing of propert over distribution D with failure probability% usingu unlabeled exam-
ples requireS(dqqtive (P, D,w)) label queries, and furthermore can be done wiltw) unlabeled examples and
O(dgetive (P, D, u)) label queries.

Proof. See AppendikF. O

We now use these notions of dimension to prove lower boundg$ting several properties.

6.3 Application: Dictator functions

We prove here that active testing of dictatorships over tiitorm distribution require$2(log n) queries by proving
aQ(logn) lower bound ord,..ive (v) for anyu = poly(n); in fact, this result holds even for the specific choice of
7' as random noise (the uniform distribution over all funcéipn

Theorem 6.7. Active testing of dictatorships under the uniform disttibn requiresQ(log n) queries. This holds
even for distinguishing dictators from random functions.

Proof. Definer and~«’ to be uniform distributions over the dictator functions aner all boolean functions, re-
spectively. In particulary is the distribution obtained by choosirig= [n] uniformly at random and returning the
function f : {0,1}" — {0,1} defined byf(z) = x;. Fix S to be a set of; vectors in{0, 1}". This set can be
viewed as a x n boolean-valued matrix. We writ@ (.S),...,c,(S) to represent the columns of this matrix. For

0,1}7,
anyy € {0,1} _[{i €] :a(S) =y}

n

ms(y) and  7s(y) =277
By LemmdB.1, to prove that,.tive > % log n, it suffices to show that whep< % logn andU is a set ofn¢ vectors
chosen uniformly and independently at random frfin1}", then with probability at Ieasr}, every setS C U of
size|S| = g and everyy € {0, 1} satisfyrg(y) < 2279. (This is like a stronger version @f 4. Wheredg(r, ')
is replaced with arl., distance.)

Consider a sef of ¢ vectors chosen uniformly and independently at random ffomi}™. For any vector
y € {0,1}4, the expected number of columns §fthat are equal tg is n2~%. Since the columns are drawn
independently at random, Chernoff bounds imply that

Prns(y) > 8279] < e (FPn2 s < (—dord

By the union bound, the probability that there exists a vegte {0, 1}? such that more tha|§n2—‘1 columns of

— L po-q

S are equal tqy is at most2?e™ 75 . Furthermore, wheW is defined as above, we can apply the union bound
—L1po—a

once again over all subsets C U of size|S| = ¢ to obtainPr[3S,y : ms(y) > 2279 < n.27.¢7 7

Wheng < Llogn, this probability is bounded above by '°¢° "+ °27= 7 v which is less thar whenn is large
enough, as we wanted to show. O
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6.4 Application: LTFs

The testing dimension also lets us prove the lower boundsé@oiieni 4.1l regarding the query complexity for testing
linear threshold functions. Specifically, those boundbfoldirectly from the following result.

Theorem 6.8. For linear threshold functions under the standaredimensional Gaussian distributiody,qssive =
Q(+y/n/log(n)) anddgctive = Q2((n/ log(n))l/g).

Let us give a brief overview of the strategies used to obtafl}, i, anddq..ive DOUNds. The complete proofs
for both results, as well as a simpler proof tHaf,,s. = Q((n/logn)'/3), can be found in AppendXF.4.

For both results, we set to be a distribution over LTFs obtained by choosing~ N (0, I,,«,,) and outputting
f(z) = sgn(w - z). Setr’ to be the uniform distribution over all functions—i.e., famyz € R", the value off (x)
is uniformly drawn from{0, 1} and is independent of the value pbn other inputs.

To bounddy,ssive, We bound the total variation distance between the digtabwf Xw/\/n given X, and a
normal N (0, I,,«,,). If this distance is small, then so must be the distance letvtiee distribution ofgn(Xw)
and the uniform distribution over label sequences. In faet,show this is the case for a broad family of product
distributions, characterized by a condition on the momehtke coordinate projections.

Our strategy for bounding,..;.. is very similar to the one we used to prove the lower bound engtiery
complexity for testing dictator functions in the last senti Again, we want to apply Lemmia B.1. Specifically,
we want to show that wheq < o((n/log(n))'/3) andU is a set ofn® vectors drawn independently from the
dimensional standard Gaussian distribution, then wittbgdity at Ieast%, every setS C U of size|S| = ¢ and
almost allz € R?, we haverg(z) < 22—‘1. The difference between this case and the lower bound foatdic
functions is that we now rely on strong concentration bowrdthe spectrum of random matrices|[64] to obtain the
desired inequality.

7 Conclusions

In this work we develop and analyze a model of property tgdtiat parallels the active learning model in machine
learning, in which queries are restricted to be selectenh faogiven (polynomially) large unlabeled sample. We
demonstrate that a number of important properties for nmacleiarning can be efficiently tested in this setting with
substantially fewer queries than needed to learn. Thes@edeaslgorithms bring together tools from a range of
areas including U-statistics, noise-sensitivity, and-seirection, and develop characterizations of certamcfion
classes that may be of independent interest. We additjogiaié a combination result allowing one to build testable
properties out of others, as well as develop notions ofrisititesting dimensiothat characterize the number of
gueries needed to test, and which we then use to prove a nwhbear-matching lower bounds. In the context of
testing linear separators, for the active testing model ave tanO (/n) upper bound and ai(n'/3) lower bound;

it would be very exciting if the upper bound could be improvedt either way it would be interesting to close that
gap. Additionally, testing of linear separators over magaagal distributions would be quite interesting.
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A Comparison of Active Testing and Other Property Testing Madels

In this section, we compare the active testing model with &xisting models of property testing: the standard prop-
erty testing model as introduced by Rubinfeld and Sudah [5€]passive testing model first studied by Goldreich,
Goldwasser, and Roh [32], the tolerant property testingehdroduced by Parnas, Ron, and Rubinféld [54], and
the distribution-free property testing model of Halevy adshilevitz [35].

A.1 Standard and Passive Property Testing

Fix some sets(, Y and letP be some property of functions: X — Y. Let D be some distribution oveX. Recall
that the standard model of property testing is defined asvisll

Definition A.1 (Standard Property Tester [57]A g-query (standard)-testerfor P over the distributionD is a
randomized algorithnd that queries the value of a functighon ¢ of its inputs and then

1. Accepts with probability at Iea%[whenf € P, and

2. Rejects with probability at Iea%twhendp(f, P) > e

The most commonly-studied case is where the distribufiae uniform over the domain of the function. When
that is not the case, note that we can assume that the kestesthe distributionD. For the alternate model where
the tester does not knol, see Sectioh Al3.

Thepassiveproperty testing model is similar to the standard propexsying model, except that the queries made
by the tester in this model are drawn at random frbm

Definition A.2 (Passive Property Testéer [32]\ g-query passive-testerfor P over the distributionD is a random-
ized algorithmA that drawsy samples independently at random frdm queries the value of a functiohon each
of theseg samples, and then

1. Accepts with probability at Iea%[whenf € P, and
2. Rejects with probability at leagtwhend(f,P) > .
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The query complexity of a property under a given testing rhdine minimum query complexity of any tester
for the property in this model. We denote the query compjeaftproperties in the standard, passive, and active
testing models with the following notation.

Definition A.3 (Query complexity) Thequery complexityf P over D in the standard property testing model is
Qp.(P) := min{q > 0 : there exists g-querye-tester forP}.
Similarly, the query complexity oP over D in the active and passive testing models is

QD (P) := min{q > 0 : there exists g-query active:-tester forP}
1.c(P) := min{q > 0 : there exists g-query passive-tester forP}.

With this notation in place, we can now formally establisk tklationship between the standard, active, and
passive models of property testing.

Theorem A.4. For every propertyP, every distributionD, and every > 0,
Qp.e(P) < QD (P) < Qp (P). (1)

Furthermore, the three testing models are distinct: thedistepropertiesP, distributions D, and constantg > 0
such that)p (P) < Q% .(P) and there also exisP, D, e such thaQ}, (P) < QF, (P).

Proof. Both inequalities in[({1) are obtained with simple argumeRty the first inequality, note that we can always
simulate an active tester in the standard property testiadetby internally samplir@y a random subset of the
inputs in the domain of the functiofi and having the active tester select from those inputs. Ttenskinequality
follows from the fact that we can simulate a passive testéhénactive testing model by querying the function on
the firstQ, (P) samples drawn at random from.

The distinctness of the three models of property testingisaa immediate, but it follows from the main results
in our paper. Theorem 8.7 shows that testing dictatorshiperactive testing model requir€5log n) queries. The
same property can be tested witi{1/¢) queries in the standard testing model([8, 55], so this dstas the first
strict inequality. For the second strict inequality, colesithe property of being a union dfintervals. Theorermn 311
shows that we can test this property widti1 /e*) queries in the active testing model lsut\/d) queries are required
to test the same property in the passive mddel [41]. O

A.2 Tolerant Testing

The tolerant property testing model is an extension of taadsrd model of property testing with one extra re-
quirement: the tester must accept functions with a givepgnty P as well asfunctions that are (very) close ®.
Formally, the model is defined as follows.

Definition A.5 (Tolerant Property Tester [64]Fix 0 < ¢; < e < 1. A g-query tolerant(e;, e5)-testerfor P over
the distributionD is a randomized algorithm that queries the value of a funcitghon ¢ of its inputs and then

1. Accepts with probability at leagtwhendp(f,P) < €, and
2. Rejects with probability at Iea%twhendp(f, P) > €.

Definition A.6. Thequery complexityf P over D in the tolerant property testing model is

Q' (P) :=min{q > 0 : there exists g-query toleran{e, , e;)-tester forP}.

D e1,e2

10Note that here we use the fact that a standard property tesvers the underlying distributio® and can therefore generate samples
from this distribution “for free”.
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One may ask whether every property that has a query-effitiégrant tester also has a query-efficient tester in
the active model. Our lower bound on the query complexitytésting dictator functions in the active model gives
a negative answer to this question: there are properti¢sdqaire significantly more queries to test in the active
model than in the tolerant testing model.

Theorem A.7. There exis?P, D, and0 < ¢; < e < 1 for whichQl5'. _(P) < Q%, . (P).

D,e1,e2

Proof. Consider the propert® of being a dictator function and I&2 be the uniform distribution over the hypercube.
Theorem( 6.7 shows th&?, . (P) = Q(logn). By contrast, standard testers for dictator functions B, &e

tolerant (1, e2)-testers with query complexit®)(1/(ex — €1)?) so the inequality in the theorem statement holds
whene; — ¢; = O(1). O

We believe that the tolerant and active property testingetsoare incomparable—i.e., that there exist properties
P (along with distributionsD and parameters; < ¢3) for which the inequality in Theorem A.7 is reversed and

tDO}q,EQ (P) > Q% ., (P). We leave the proof (or disproof) of this assertion as an gehlem.

A.3 Distribution-free testing

In the above property testing models, the tester knows tdenlying distributionD. To model the scenario where
the tester does not knol, Halevy and KushilevitZ[35] introduced the distributifnee testing model. (See al$o[33,
[34,31/26].) The model is defined formally as follows.

Definition A.8 (Distribution-free Tester [35])An s-sample,q-query distribution-freec-testerfor P is a random-
ized algorithmA that drawss independent samples from the (unknown) distributionqueries the value of the
(unknown) functionf on thoses samples ang — s additional inputs of its choosing, and then

1. Accepts with probability at Iea%[whenf € P, and
2. Rejects with probability at leagtwhendp(f,P) > .

Definition A.9. Thequery complexityf the propertyP in the distribution-free model is
Q¥ (P) := min{q > 0 : for some0 < s < ¢, there exists ar-sample g-query distribution-free-tester forP}.

Superficially, the distribution-free and active testingdals appear to be similar: in both models, the tester first
samples the underlying distributidn and then queries the value of the function on some inputs.clibkenges in
the two models, however, are mostly orthogonal and, as & résitwo models of property testing are incomparable.
This statement is made precise by the following two results.

Theorem A.10. There exist propertie® such that for every distributio® and every large enough constant- 0,
b (P) < Q¥ (P).

Proof. Fix a large enoughl > 0 and letP be the property consisting of the set of uniong aftervals. Theorerin 311
shows that for every distributio®, we haveQf, (P) = O(1/€*). To complete the proof of the theorem, we now
show thatRdf(P) = Q(/d).

Consider the following two distributions on pairs of furts f : [0,1] — {0, 1} and distributionsD on [0, 1].
For the distributionF.s, choose a se$ of d points sampled independently and uniformly at random ffon].
Define D to be the uniform distribution ove¥, and letf : [0, 1] — {0, 1} be a random function defined by choosing
f(z) uniformly at random for every: € S and settingf (z) = 0 for all z € [0,1] \ S. Clearly, every such function
f is a union ofd intervals.

The distributionF,,, is defined similarly except that in this case we $ebe a set ofl 0d points. We defineD
to be uniform overS and again defing : [0, 1] — {0, 1} by choosingf(z) uniformly at random for alk: € S and
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settingf («) = 0 for all remaining points. In this case, whp the resultingdlions are far from unions af intervals
over Ds.

Let A be a distribution-free tester for unions @fintervals. The tested must accept with high probability
when we draw a functiorf and distributionD from Fy.s and it must reject with high probability when instead we
draw a function and distribution froi,,,. Clearly, querying the functions on points that were notadrdérom the
distribution D will not help A since with probabilityl it will observe f(z) = 0 on those points. Assume now that
A makess = o(v/d) draws to the distributiorD. By the birthday paradox, with probability— o(1), the s samples
drawn from the distribution are distinct. In this case, tigributions on the values of the function on theseputs
are uniformly random so it has no way to distinguish whetherihput was drawn frondy.s or from F,,,. This
contradicts the assumption thatis a valid distribution-free tester for unions @fntervals and completes the proof
of the lower bound o) (P). O

Theorem A.11. There exist propertie®, distributionsD, and parameters > 0 such thatQdf(P) < QP (P).

Proof. Let P be the property of being a dictator function, Ietbe the uniform distribution over the hypercube, and
lete > 0 be some constant. Theoréml6.7 shows @fgt (P) = Q2(log n). By contrast, Halevy and Kushilevitz [B5]
showed that it is possible to test dictator functions in tistridbution-free model with a constant number of queries
whene is constant and s@<f(P) = O(1). O

B Proof of a Property Testing Lemma

The following lemma is a generalization of a lemma that iselydused for proving lower bounds in property
testing [27, Lem. 8.3]. We use this lemma to prove the lowamigis on the query complexity for testing dictator
functions and testing linear threshold functions.

Lemma B.1. Letw and«’ be two distributions on function§ — R. Fix U C X to be a set of allowable queries.

Suppose that for any C U, |S| = ¢, there is a setZs C R? (possibly empty) satisfyings(Fg) < %2—‘1 such that

ms(y) < Sm(y) foreveryy € R?\ Es.
Thenerr* (DT, Fair (7, 7', U)) > 1/4.

Proof. Consider any decision tred of depthg. Each internal node of the tree consists of a query U and a
subsetl’ C R such that its children are labeled ByandR \ 7', respectively. The leaves of the tree are labeled with
either “accept” or “reject”, and leL be the set of leaves labeled as accept. Each/leafl. corresponds to a set
S, C U1 of queries and a subs&t C R¢, wheref : X — R leads to the leaf iff f(S,) € T,. The probability that

A (correctly) accepts an input drawn fromris

Similarly, the probability thaid (incorrectly) accepts an input drawn framis
Gz = Z/ ngg(y)dy'
ter /Tt
The difference between the two rejection probabilitiesasrzed above by

S [ s
TgﬂEsé

ap —az < Z/T s, (y) — s, (y)dy +
\Es, LerL

lel
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The conditions in the statement of the lemma then imply that
ay — az < Z/ s (y)dy + 3 Z/ s (y)dy < §.
ter, /Tt ¢ 7Es,

To complete the proof, we note thdterrs on an input drawn frofair (7, 7', U) with probability

%(1—&1)—1—%&2:%—%(&1—&2)>%. ]

C Proofs for Testing Unions of Intervals

In this section we complete the proofs of the technical tesnlSectior B.
Proposition[3.3(Restated) Fix § > 0 and letf : [0,1] — {0, 1} be a union ofl intervals. TherlNS;(f) < dé.
Proof. For any fixedh € [0, 1], the probability that: < b < y whenz ~ U(0,1) andy ~ U(x — ,z + ¢) is

S§5—t &

)
Priz <b<y| = P > bjt = —t=—
rzl;[w Y] /0 yNU(b—t—I;S,b—t+5) lv = bt o 20 ° 4

Similarly, Pr, 4y < b < z] = g So the probability thak lies betweernr andy is at mostg.

Whenf is the union ofd intervals, f (x) # f(y) only if at least one of the boundariés . . . , by, Of the intervals
of f lies in betweenr andy. So by the union boun®r[f(x) # f(y)] < 2d(6/2) = dd. Note that ifb is within
distance) of 0 or 1, the probability is only lower. O

Lemma[3.4 (Restated) Fix 6 = 3%. Let f : [0,1] — {0,1} be any function with noise sensitiviySs(f) <

dé(1 + %). Thenf is e-close to a union ofl intervals.

Proof. The proof proceeds in two steps: We first show tfias 5-close to a union ofi(1 + §) intervals, then we
show that every union af(1 + §) intervals is5-close to a union ofl intervals.
Consider the “smoothed” functiofy : [0, 1] — [0, 1] defined by

1 r+0
f3le) = Bypal ) = 55 [ Ty
26 z—0
The functionfs is the convolution off and the uniform kerneb : R — [0, 1] defined byg(z) = £1[|z| < §].
Fix 7 = 2NS;(f). We introduce the functiop* : [0,1] — {0, 1,+} by setting

1 whenfs(z) >1—r,
g"(x) =<0 whenfs(z) <r,and
* otherwise

for all = € [0, 1]. Finally, we defing; : [0,1] — {0, 1} by settingg(x) = ¢*(y) wherey < x is the largest value for
which g(y) # *. (If no suchy exists, we fixg(x) = 0.)

We first claim thatdist(f, g) < §. To see this, note that
dist(f, 9) = Pr[f (z) # g(x)
< Prlg*(2) = ] + Pr(f(z) = 0 A g"(x) = 1] + Pr[f(2) = 1 A g*(2) = 0]
= Pr[r < f(x) < 1= 7]+ Pr(f(z) =0 A fo(x) > 1= 7]+ Prlf(2) = 1A fy(x) < 7).
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We bound the three terms on the RHS individually. For the tish, we observe th&S;(f, z) = min{ f5(z),1 —
fs(x)} and thatE,NSs(f, ) = NS;(f). From these identities and Markov’s inequality, we havé tha

Prlr < fyla) < 1- 7] = Pa{NS;(f,2) > 7] < "0d) _ €

xT

T
For the second term, l&f C [0, 1] denote the set of points where f(z) = 0 and fs(z) > 1 — 7. LetI’ C S
represent @-net of . Clearly,|I'| < %. Forz € T, let B, = (z — 6,z + ) be a ball of radiug aroundz. Since
fs(x) > 1 — 7, the intersection of and B, has mass at mos$ N B,| < 7. Therefore, the total mass 6fis at
most|S| < |T'|7d = 7. By the bounds on the noise sensitivity pfn the lemma’s statement, we therefore have

lzr[f(a:) =0A fs(x) >1—-7] <7< 8.

Similarly, we obtain the same bound on the third term. As altedist(f,g) < { + ¢ + § = 5, as we wanted to
show.

We now want to show thatis a union ofm < dé(1+ §) intervals. Each left boundary of an intervalgroccurs
at a pointz € [0, 1] whereg*(x) = *, where the maximuny < x such thaty*(y) # * takes the valug*(y) = 0,
and where the minimum > z such thaly*(z) # x has the valug*(z) = 1. In other words, for each left boundary
of an interval ing, there exists an intervdl, z) such thatfs(y) < 7, fs(z) > 1 — 7, and for eachy < z < z,
fs(z) € (r,1 — 7). Fix any interval(y, z). Sincef; is the convolution off with a uniform kernel of width2o, it
is Lipschitz continuous (with Lipschitz constaggt). So there exists € (y, z) such that the conditiongs(z) = %
x—y>25(3 —7),andz — z > 25(3 — ) all hold. As a resullt,

/ZNS6<fvt)t=/xNSa(f,t)H/zNSa(f,t)tz25(% — 7).

Yy Y x
Similarly, for each right boundary of an interval gnwe have an intervaly, z) such that
[ Nss(rt= 200 - 2
Y

The intervalg(y, z) for the left and right boundaries are all disjoints, so

2m St S )
NS;s(f) > Z/_ NS (f,1)t > 2mo (1 27)%,
i=1 7Y

This means that 451+ ¢/4)
+ €
i S €
m < S22 = d(1+35)

andy is a union of at mosd(1 + 5) intervals, as we wanted to show.

Finally, we want to show that any function that is the uniomo d(1 + §) intervals is§-close to a union of
d intervals. Let/y, ..., /,, represent the lengths of the intervalgjinClearly, ¢, + - - - + £,, < 1, so there must be a
setS of m — d < de/2 intervals inf with total length

m—d de/2 €
> i< <re <y
i€s m (1+3)

Consider the functior : [0,1] — {0, 1} obtained by removing the intervals ffrom g (i.e., by settingh(z) = 0
for the valuesr € [by;_1, bo;] for somei € S). The functionh is a union ofd intervals andlist(g, h) < §. This
completes the proof, sine&st(f, h) < dist(f,g) + dist(g,h) < e. O
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D Proofs for Testing LTFs

We complete the proof that LTFs can be tested \@(h/ﬁ) samples in this section.

D.1 Proof of Lemmal4.3

The proof of Lemm#& 413 uses the Hermite decomposition oftfans. We begin by introducing this notion and
related definitions.

Definition D.1. TheHermite polynomialsre a set of polynomialsy(x) = 1, hy(z) = x, he(x) = %(a:? —-1),...
that form a complete orthogonal basis for (square-intégyaionctionsf : R — R over the inner product space
defined by the inner producf, ¢) = E,[f(x)g(x)], where the expectation is over the standard Gaussiarbdittm
N(0,1).
Definition D.2. For anyS € N, defineHs =[], hg,(z;). TheHermite coefficienof f : R™ — R corresponding
to Sis f(S) = (f, Hs) = E,[f(v) Hs(x)] and theHermite decompositioof f is f(x) = 3" gexn £(S)Hs(x). The
degreeof the coefficientf(S) is |S| := S, S;.

The connection between linear threshold functions and #wnii{e decomposition of functions is revealed by
the following key lemma of Matulef et al. [49].

Lemma D.3 (Matulef et al. [49]) There is an explicit continuous functidiv : R — R with bounded derivative
[W'llsc < 1 and peak valugV(0) = 2 such that every linear threshold functigh: R — {—1,1} satisfies

S fle;)? = W(E, f). Moreover, every functiop : R” — {—1,1} that satisfies 1", §(e;)? — W(E,g)| <
4¢3, is e-close to being a linear threshold function.

In other words, LemmiaDL.3 shows tha}; f(e;)? characterizes linear threshold functions. To obtain LefBa
it suffices to show that this sum is equivalentiip,,[f(x) f(y) (z,y)]. This identity is easily obtained:

Lemma D.4. For any functionf : R" — R, we have) " | f(e:)? = E.,[f(x)f(y) (z, )]
Proof. Applying the Hermite decomposition gfand linearity of expectation,
Eoylf(@)f () ()] = Y F(S)F(T)E[Hs()a: By [Hr(y)yi].
i=1 5,TeN"
By definition, x; = hy(z;) = H,,(x). The orthonormality of the Hermite polynomials thereforeagantees that

E,[Hs(z)He, (z)] = 1[S=e;]. Similarly, E, [Hr(y)y:] = 1[T =e¢,]. 0

D.2 Analysis ofLTF TESTER

We now complete the analysis of the LTEJTERalgorithm.
For afixed functionf : R™ — R, defineg : R” x R™ — Rtobeg(z,y) = f(z)f(y) (x,y). Letg* : R xR"™ —
R be the truncation of defined by setting

0 otherwise.

g*(%y):{f(w)f(y)(w,w if | (z,y)| < \/4nlog(dn/e3)

Our goal is to estimat&g. The following lemma shows th@itg* provides a good estimate of this value.

Lemma D.5. Letg, g* : R" x R™ — R be defined as above. Thigty — Eg*| < 3€°.

22



Proof. For notational clarity, fixr = \/4nlog(4n/€3). By the definition ofg andg* and with the trivial bound
|f(x)f(y) (z,y) | <nwe have

By~ Eg'| = Pr [, 0)| > 7] Buy [10) ) (20) | [0} > 7]

<n-Pr||y)]>7].
The right-most term can be bounded with a standard Cherngifinzent. By Markov’s inequality and the indepen-

dence of the variables,, ..., xn, Y1, -, Yn,

t<$7y> n tSCZ'y,L'
PI‘ [(w,y> > T:| = PI‘ [et<x7y> > et’T] S E€ _ lel Ee .
x7y

elT - elT
The moment generating function of a standard normal randammable iSEc’Y = /2 so
Ee, 4 [etriyi] = E,, [Eyi etwiyi] — Exie(t2/2)mi2'

Whenz ~ N(0, 1), the random variable? has ay? distribution with 1 degree of freedom. The moment genegatin
function of this variable i&et*” = \/ﬁ = \/1 + 2L for anyt < . Hence,

2 2 2 2
Exie(t /228 <\ [1 4 7 < e20-12)

for anyt < 1. Combining the above results and setting - yields

2

”7'52_t T
Pyl > 7] s et <o F g

The same argument shows thaf(z, y) < —7| < % as well. O

The reason we consider the truncatignis that its smalle¢., norm will enable us to apply a strong Bernstein-
type inequality on the concentration of measure of the ltstiaestimate oftg*.

Lemma D.6(Arcones[[3]) For a symmetric function : R” x R" — R, letX? = E,[E, [h(z, y)]?] — Ez y[h(z, y)]?,
leth = ||h — Eh||w, and letU,, (k) be a random variable obtained by drawing, . .. , 2™ independently at random

and setting’,,(h) = (’;)_1 >_icj bz, 27). Then for every > 0,
mt?
— < - .
Pr[|Uy,(h) —Eh| > t] < 4dexp (822 n 100bt>
We are now ready to complete the proof of the upper bound obiEma(4.1..

Theorem D.7 (Upper bound in Theorefn 4.1, restatetjnear threshold functions can be tested over the standard
n-dimensional Gaussian distribution with(/n log n) queries in both the active and passive testing models.

Proof. Consider the LTF-EsTERalgorithm. When the estimatgsandz satisfy

p—Eff<e and |7 —E[f(2)f(y) ()] <€,

Lemmad D.B and Dl4 guarantee that the algorithm correctiiindiuishes LTFs from functions that are far from
LTFs. To complete the proof, we must therefore show that gienates are within the specified error bounds with
probability at leas®/3.
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The valuesf (z1),..., f(z™) are independent—1, 1}-valued random variables. By Hoeffding’s inequality,
Prllii—Ef| < €] >1—2e ™2 =1 2700,
The estimate’ is a U-statistic with kernej* as defined above. This kernel satisfies

19" = Eg"lloc < 2[lg" [loc = 2v/4nlog(4n/e?)

and
22 < By [Eolg" (2, 9)]?] = Ey [Eo[f () f(y) (x,9) 1| (z,9)| < 7]]7].
For any two functionsp, v : R — R, when is {0,1}-valued the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality implies that

Eo[¢(x)1(2)]? < Eof¢(@)Eelé(x)i(2)?] = Eylop(@)|E[¢(x)d(x)] and SOE,[o(x)d ()] < Eulé(z)]. Ap-
plying this inequality to the expression fa¥ gives

52 < E, [E.[f(2)/(3) 2.y Zf YIYE| = 2 Jei Bl =Z

By Parseval's identity, we havg, f(e;)? < [|f||3 = || f[|3 = 1. Lemma§ Db and D16 imply that

mt2

Pr{|7 — Eg| < €] = Pr[}ir — Bg*| < 16 > 1 — 4¢” sramvntontin/ > 1

The union bound completes the proof of correctness. O

E Proofs for Testing Disjoint Unions

Theorem[5.1(Restated) Given propertiesPy, ..., Py, if eachP; is testable oveD; with ¢(¢) queries andJ (¢)
unlabeled samples, then their disjoint uniBris testable over the combined distributiéhwith O(g(e/2) - (log® %))

queries and) (U (¢/2) - (£ 1log® 1)) unlabeled samples.

Proof. Letp = (p1,...,pn) denote the mixing weights for distributioR; that is, a random draw from» can be
viewed as selecting from distributionp and then selecting from D;. We are given that each; is testable with
failure probability1/3 using using;(e) queries and/ (e) unlabeled samples. By repetition, this implies that each is
testable with failure probability usingg;s(¢) = O(q(e) log(1/d)) queries and/s(e) = O(U (¢) log(1/4)) unlabeled
samples, where we will sét= ¢2. We now test propertf as follows:

Fore =1/2,1/4,1/8,...,¢/2 do:
RepeaD(< log(1/e)) times:

1. Choose arandoffi, ) from D.

2. Sample until eithet/;(¢’) samples have been drawn fray or (8N/e)Us (') samples total have
been drawn fronD, whichever comes first.

3. In the former case, run the tester for propgPywith parametee’, makinggs(¢’) queries. If the
tester rejects, then reject.

If all runs have accepted, then accept.
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First to analyze the total number of queries and samplese site can assumge) > 1/e andU (e) > 1/¢, we have
qs(€)e' /e = O(qs(e/2)) andUs(e')e' /e = O(Us(e/2)) for € > €/2. Thus, the total number of queries made is at
most

>_as(e/2)log(1/e) = O <<J(e/2) log® %)

and the total number of unlabeled samples is at most

> 20 (e/2)log(1/) = 0 (we/z)g log? 1) |

Next, to analyze correctness, if indegde P then each call to a tester rejects with probability at nosb the
overall failure probability is at mogt /¢) log?(1/¢) < 1/3; thus it suffices to analyze the case tiatt p (f, P) > e.

If distp(f,P) = ethen}_, )i distp,(fi,Pi) = 3¢/4. Moreover, for indices such thatp; > ¢/(4N),
with high probability Step 2 draw&;(¢’') samples, so we may assume for such indices the test® feindeed run
in Step 3. Letl = {i : p; > ¢/(4N) anddistp,(fi, P;) > €/2}. Thus, we have

sz ~distp,(fi,P;) > €/4.

el

Let I = {i € I : distp,(fi,Pi) € |[€,2€]}. Bucketing the above summation by valué# this way implies that
for some value’ € {¢/2,¢€,2¢,...,1/2}, we have:

Z pi > €/(8¢ log(1/e¢)).

Z'GIE/

This in turn implies that with probability at lea3f 3, the run of the algorithm for this value efwill find such ani
and reject, as desired. O

F Proofs for Testing Dimensions

F.1 Passive Testing Dimension (proof of Theorein 8.2)

Lower bound: By design, dp.ssive IS @ lower bound on the number of examples needed for passstmg.

In particular, ifds(w,7’) < 1/4, and if the target is with probability /2 chosen fromr and with probability
1/2 chosen fromr’, even the Bayes optimal tester will fail to identify the @t distribution with probability

3 Yyefoays min(rs(y), 7s(y)) = (1 — ds(m, 7)) > 3/8. The definition ofdy,ssive implies that there exist

7 € Iy, 7’ € 11 such thatPrg(dg(m, 7') < 1/4) > 3/4. Sincer’ has al — o(1) probability mass on functions that
aree-far from P, this implies that over random draws 8fand f, the overall failure probability of any tester is at
least(1 — o(1))(3/8)(3/4) > 1/4. Thus, at leastl,,ssive + 1 random labeled examples are required if we wish to
guarantee error at mosf4. This in turn implies2(d,qssive) €Xamples are needed to guarantee error at iry@st

Upper bound: We now argue thad (d,.ssive) €Xamples arsufficientfor testing as well. Toward this end, consider
the following natural testing game. The adversary choogesdion f such that eithelf € P or distp(f,P) > .
The tester picks a functiod that maps labeled samples of sizéo accept/reject. That is4 is a deterministic
passive testing algorithm. The payoff to the tester is tledalbility thatA is correct whenS' is chosen iid fromD
and labeled byf.

If & > dpassive then (by definition ofd,,ssive) We know that for any distributiom over f € P and any dis-
tribution 7’ over f that aree-far from P, we havePrg, pr(ds(m, ') > 1/4) > 1/4. We now need to translate
this into a statement about the value of the game. Note thairixed strategy of the adversary can be viewed as
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am + (1 — a)n’ for some distributionr over f € P, some distributiont’ over f that aree-far from P and some
a > 0. The key fact we can use is that against such a mixed strategaayes optimal predictor has error exactly

Zmln ams(y), (1 — Oz)ﬂg(y)) < max(a,1 - a) Zmin(ws(y),ﬂg(y)),

while

> min(rs(y), ms(y)) = 1 - (1/2) Zyws ) — me(y)] = 1 — dg(m, @),

so that the Bayes risk is at mastx (o, 1 — a)(1 — dg(m, 7). Thus, for anyx € [7/16,9/16], if ds(7, 7’) > 1/4,
the Bayes risk is less thgf/16)(3/4) = 27/64. Furthermore, any ¢ [7/16,9/16] has Bayes risk at mo3y 16.
Thus, sincelg(m, ') > 1/4 with probability > 1/4 (and ifds(w, 7') < 1/4 then the error probability of the Bayes
optimal predictor is at mosit/2), for any mixed strategy of the adversary, the Bayes optpredlictor has risk less
than(1/4)(7/16) + (3/4)(1/2) = 31/64.

Now, applying the minimax theorem we get that for= dp.ssive + 1, there exists a mixed strategy for the
tester such that for any function chosen by the adversagypitbbability the tester is correct is at leagp + ~ for a
constanty > 0 (namely,1/64). We can now boost the correctness probability using a eaanéactor larger sample.
Specifically, letm = ¢ - (dpassive + 1) for some constant, and consider a sample of sizem. The tester simply
partitions the sampl#' into ¢ pieces, runsA separatately on each piece, and then takes majority vots.gives us
thatO(dpassive) €Xamples are sufficient for testing with any desired cotistaccess probability il /2,1).

F.2 Coarse Active Testing Dimension (proof of Theorerh 614)

Lower bound: First, we claim that any nonadaptive active testing albatithat uses< d..q,sc/c label requests
must use more than“ unlabeled examples (and thus no algorithm can succeed aigipg, <. ) labels). To see this,
suppose algorithni drawsn® unlabeled examples. The number of subsets of &izg../c is at mostneearse /6

(for deoarse/c > 3). So, by definition ofi...-sc and the union bound, with probability at leds®, all such subsets

S satisfy the property thats(w, 7') < 1/4. Therefore, for any sequence of such label requests, teéslabserved
will not be sulfficient to reliably distinguish from 7/. Adaptive active testers can potentially choose their pekit

to query based on labels observed so far, but the above imtedimplies that even adaptive active testers cannot
use am(log(deoarse)) queries.

Upper bound: For the upper bound, we modify the argument from the passsteng dimension analysis as follows.
We are given that for any distributiom over f € P and any distributiont’ over f that aree-far from P, for
k = deoarse+1, we havePrg i (dg(m, ') > 1/4) > n~F. Thus, we can samplé ~ D™ with m = ©(k-n*), and
partitionU into subsamples, Ss, ..., S, of sizek each. With high probability, at least one of these subsasnple
S; will have dg(m, n') > 1/4. We can thus simply examine each subsample, identify orteteatds(w, 7’) > 1/4,
and query the points in that sample. As in the proof for thesipasbound, this implies that for any strategy for
the adversary in the associated testing game, the beshsespas probability at leasf2 + - of success for some
constanty > 0. By the minimax theorem, this implies a testing strategyhwitccess probability/2 + ~ which can
then be boosted /3. The total number of label requests used in the processy®l.oq;sc)-

Note, however, that this strategy uses a number of unlatesl@chples(necars«+1), Thus, this only implies an

active tester fofl.,-sc = O(1). Nonetheless, combining the upper and lower bounds yigig®en 6.4.

F.3 Active Testing Dimension (proof of Theoreni 6.6)

Lower bound: for a given samplé/, we can think of an adaptive active tester as a decision defed based on
which example it would request the label of next given thatghevious requests have been answered in any given
way. A tester making queries would yield a decision tree of defthBy definition ofdgsiv. (1), with probability
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at least3/4 (over choice ofU), any such tester has error probability at le@st)(1 — o(1)) over the choice of.
Thus, the overall failure probability is at leag8t/4)(1/4)(1 — o(1) > 1/8.

Upper bound: We again consider the natural testing game. We are giveiiathamy mixed strategy of the adversary
with equal probability mass on functions/hand functions-far fromP, the best response of the tester has expected
payoff at least(1/4)(3/4) + (3/4)(1/2) = 9/16. This in turn implies that for any mixed strategy at all, thest
response of the tester has expected payoff at 83a$u (if the adversary puts more thafi/32 probability mass on
either type of function, the tester can just guess that tyjle expected payoff at leadt /32, else it gets payoff at
least(1 — 1/16)(9/16) > 33/64). By the minimax theorem, this implies existence of a ranidech strategy for the
tester with at least this payoff. We then boost correctnes®gyu - u samples and - d,.tiv. (1) queries, running the
testerc times on disjoint samples and taking majority vote.

F.4 Lower Bounds for Testing LTFs (proof of Theorem[6.8)

We complete the proofs for the lower bounds on the query cexitgl for testing linear threshold functions in
the active and passive models. This proof has three panst, Fi Sectio E.4]11, we introduce some preliminary
(technical) results that will be used to prove the lower lsunn the passive and coarse dimensions of testing
LTFs. In Section E.412, we introduce some more preliminasults regarding random matrices that we will use to
bound the active dimension of the class. Finally, in Sedfigh3, we put it all together and complete the proof of
Theoreni 6.B.

The high level idea of our proof is we will show that for a randbTF given by weight vectow ~ N (0, I,,xy,),
even if we are given the exact valwe - x for each examplex (rather than juskgn(w - x)), we still could not
distinguish these values from random Gaussian noise. Tathis end, for two distribution®, Q over RX, we
use||P — Q|| to denote the total variation distance between them. Fearce, given two distributions, 7’ over
boolean functions, and given a samplewe havedg(r, n’) = ||rg — 75|l

F.4.1 Preliminaries for d,ussive aNd deogrse

Fix any K. Let the dataseX = {x1,x2, -+ ,xx} be sampled iid according to & (0, I,,x) distributiotd. Let
X € RE*" pe the corresponding data matrix.
Supposew ~ N (0, I),x,). We let
z = Xw,

and note that the conditional distributionz§iven X is normal with meai® and (X -dependent) covariance matrix,
which we denote by.. Further applying a threshold function zayivesy as the predicted label vector of an LTF.

Lemma F.1. For any square non-singular matri®, log(det(B)) = Tr(log(B)), wherelog(B) is the matrix
logarithm of B.

Proof. From [38], we know since every eigenvaluefcorresponds to the eigenvalueesfp(A), thus
det(exp(A)) = exp(Tr(A)) 7
whereexp(A) is the matrix exponential ofl. Taking logarithm of both sides dfl(2), we get
log(det(exp(A))) = Tr(A) 3
Let B = exp(A) (thus A = log(B)). Then [3) can rewritten dsg(det(B)) = Tr(log B). O

Fixing X, let P, s x denote the conditional distribution ovef+/n given by choosingv ~ N (0, I,,«,) and
lettingz = Xw.

Hn fact, essentially the same argument would work for maigoproduct distributions, including uniform da-1, +1}"
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Lemma F.2. For sufficiently largen, and a valuek’ = Q(+/n/log(K/d)), with probability at leastl — ¢ (over X),
1Py ymyix — N0, 1) < 1/4.

Proof. For sufficiently largen, for any pairx; andx;, by Bernstein’s inequality, with probability — ¢’,

x!x; € [—2\/n10g %7 2\/n10g %]

for i # j, while concentration inequalities fof? random variables [46] imply that with probability— ¢/,

/ 2 / 2 2
xZijeln—Z nlogy,n—i-Z nlog§+2log5]

for i = j. By the union bound, setting = §/K?2, the above inclusions hold simultaneously for @lj with
probability at least — §. For the remainder of the proof we suppose this (probahilityy) event occurs.

Fori # j,

Cov(zi/vn, /Al X) = w

1  n n
= EE (Zwl -wil)(Zwl 'wﬂ)]X]
L =1 =1

1
= —E E W Win L1 T | X
I,m=1,1

1 [ 1

2 2
n ] n n n

becausé[w,w,,] = 0 (for I # m) andE[w?] = 1. Similarly, we have

1 [log 22 log 252 9]pe 2K2
Var(zi/\/ﬁX)nXZTXiellz Ogn5 142 Ogn5 n ogné .

2
210g%
n

Lets =2 log(foQ/‘;) + . ThusX is a K x K matrix, with>;; € [1 — 5,1+ g|for: =1,--- , K and
Eij S [—5,5] foralli # j.
Let P, = N(0, 2E*EY and P, = NV(0, I5*K). As the density

—;ex —lzT 1z
nle) = eraer) U YY)

and the density

1 1 7
eXpl—=Z2 Z
TF p(—52 2)




ThenL; distance between the two distributioRs and P,

/|dP2 — dP1| < 2\/K(P1,P2) = 2\/(1/2) logdet(E),

where this last equality is by [23]. By Lemrha Flag(det (X)) = Tr(log(X)). Write A = ¥ — I. By the Taylor

series
> 1 1
log(I + A) - (I+A) -
og + ; ; + Z:: ;
Thus,
Tr(log(I + A)) i 1Tr 4)
© =1 t

Every entry inA® can be expressed as a sum of at niost! terms, each of which can be expressed as a product of
exactlyi entries fromA. Thus, every entry im’ is in the rangd— K*~13%, K*~13¢]. This meang'r(A") < K'3.

Therefore, ifK 3 < 1/2, sinceTr(A) = 0, the expansion dof r(log(I + A)) <> K'8' =0 <K w>

In particular, for somes = Q(y/n/log(K/6)), Tr(log(I + A)) is bounded by the appropriate constant to
obtain the stated result. O

F.4.2 Preliminaries for dgctive

Given ann x m matrix A with real entries{a; ; }ic(n) jem), the adjoint (or transpose- the two are equivalent
since A contains only real values) ol is them x n matrix A* whose(, j)-th entry equals;;. Let us write
AL > X > .- > A\, to denote the eigenvalues ofA*A. These values are th@ngular valuesof A. The
matrix A* A is positive semidefinite, so the singular valuesdoére all non-negative. We writ®,,.(A) = A; and
Amin(A) = A, to represent its largest and smallest singular valuesli¥itize induced norm(or operator norm of
Alis

A
| Azl = max_ | Az|s.
veR™M\{0} [zl zeRm:|z)3=1

Al =

For more details on these definitions, see any standard kgebra text (e.g.. [59]). We will also use the following
strong concentration bounds on the singular values of randatrices.

Lemma F.3(Seel[64, Cor. 5.35])Let A be ann x m matrix whose entries are independent standard normal remdo
variables. Then for any > 0, the singular values ofl satisfy

Vi —vm —t < Apin(A4) < Amax(4) < V4 vm +t (5)
with probability at leastl — 2¢~*/2.

The proof of this lemma follows from Talagrand’s inequaliagd Gordon’'s Theorem for Gaussian matrices.
See[[64] for the details. The lemma implies the followingadlary which we will use in the proof of our theorem.

Corollary F.4. Let A be ann x m matrix whose entries are independent standard normal remglariables. For
any0 < t < \/n — /m, them x m matrix 1 A* A satisfies both inequalities

(Vm+t)2 | o Jmtt

H%A*A—IHSB\M_\;jt and  det (LA°A) > ¢ 6)

n

with probability at leastl — 2¢=*/2.
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Proof. When there exist8 < »z < 1 such thatl — z < ﬁ/\max(A) <1+ z,the identity%kmax( )= \/_A||
Max||, 221 ”%Axug implies that

1-22<(1-2)?< max

AxH (1+2)2<1+32
= Jlzli3= 1H*f )<

These inequalities and the identity A*A — || = max,2_; || = Az|3 — Limply that—22 < || A*A—I|| < 3.

Fixing z = % and applying LemmiaH.3 completes the proof of the first inkiyua

Recall that\; < --- < )\, are the eigenvalues af A*A. Then

VA* A2 2 , 2\ ™
det(Lar4) = VAAT e dw)” <A1> _ (Lﬂm(A) > .
n n n n
LemmdE3B and the elementary inequality- x < e* complete the proof of the second inequality. O

F.4.3 Proof of Theoren6.8

Theorem[6.8(Restated) For linear threshold functions under the standard Gaussiatribution inR", dqssive =
Q(+y/n/log(n)) anddgctive = Q2((n/ log(n))l/g).

Proof. Let K be as in LemmaH2 fof = 1/4. Let D = {(z1,v1),-.., (K, yx)} denote the sequence of la-
beled data points under the random LTF basedwonFurthermore, leD’ = {(z1,),...,(zKk,y))} denote

the sequence of labeled data points under a target fundt@anaissigns an independent random label to each
data point. Also letz; = (1//n)w’z;, and letz’ ~ N(0,Ixxx). Let E = {(21,21),...,(zKk,2K)} and

E' = {(z1,2}),...,(zk, 2} )}. Note that we can think of; andy; as being functions of; andz, respectively.
Thus, lettingX = {x1,...,zx}, by LemmdER, with probability at leasf4,

IPpix — Poxll < IPeix — Parxll < 1/4.

This suffices for the claim that,,ssive = Q(K) = Q(y/n/log(n)).

Next we turn to the lower bound af),.;;,.. Let us now introduce two distributior®,.s andD,,, over linear
threshold functions and functions that (with high probi&pilare far from linear threshold functions, respectively
We draw a functiory from Dy by first drawing a vectow ~ N (0, I,,x,,) from then-dimensional standard normal
distribution. We then defing : = — sgn(\/iﬁx -w). To draw a functiory from D,,,, we defineg(z) = sgn(ys)
where eacly, variable is drawn independently from the standard nornstidution (0, 1).

Let X € R™*7 be a random matrix obtained by drawingectors from the:-dimensional normal distribution
N(0,1I,,x,,) and setting these vectors to be the columnXofEquivalently,X is the random matrix whose entries
are independent standard normal variables. When we Xeas a set of; queries to a functiory ~ Dy, or a
function g ~ D, we getf(X) = sgn(ﬁXw) andg(X) = sgn(yx). Note that%Xw ~ N(0,1X*X) and
yx ~ N(0,1;x,). To apply Lemm@Bl1 it suffices to show that the ratio of thesgdf both these random variables
is bounded by for all but £ of the probability mass.

The pdfp : R? — R of ag-dimensional random vector from the distributidf ., (0, X) is

p(z) = (2m) % det(X) "2e720 ¥,
Therefore, the ratio function : R? — R between the pdfs of- Xw and ofyx is
vn

r(z) = det(X*X)ze2 (GXX) 71D,
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Note that
2T (AXX) T - Do < [|EXX) T - If[|l25 = [2XX - T3,

so by Lemm4&Fl3 with probability at leakt- 2¢~"/2 we have

a [ (vare)? ﬁ+t> Vit o
g 2 ) 43 |23
r(z) < 62( v v .

By a union bound, fot/ ~ N (0, I,,x,)", u € N with v > ¢, the above inequality for(z) is true for all subsets
of U of size g, with probability at leastt — u92e~*/2. Fix ¢ = n3/(50(In(u))3) andt = 2,/qIn(u). Then
ui2e~t*/2 < 2479, which is < 1/4 for any sufficiently largen. When||z||3 < 3¢ then for largen, r(x) <
e™/625 < & To complete the proof, it suffices to show that wher N (0, I,x,), the probability that|z||3 > 3¢

is at most%Q—q . The random variabldz||2 has ay? distribution withq degrees of freedom and expected value

E|z|3 = 3L, Ez? = q. Standard concentration bounds fgrvariables imply that
4
Pr z||2 > 3¢] <e 39 < L2749,
b el > s < et <

as we wanted to show. Thus, LemmalB.1 impkes (DT, Fair(r,n’,U)) > 1/4 holds whenever this(z)
inequality is satisfied for all subsets bf of sizeq; we have shown this happens with probabiliity greater thah
SO0 we must havé,.iive > q. O

If we are only interested in bounding,..s., the proof can be somewhat simplified. Specifically, taking
n~ % in LemmdE.R implies that with probability at leaist- n =%,

IPpix — Pprixll < IPex — Per x|l < 1/4,

which suffices for the claim thad.,qsc = Q(K), where K = Q(y/n/Klog(n)): in particular, deogrse =
Q((n/log(n))'/*).

G Testing Semi-Supervised Learning Assumptions

We now consider testing of common assumptions made in sepergised learning [15], where unlabeled data,
together with assumptions about how the target functiondata distribution relate, are used to constrain the search
space. As mentioned in Sectibh 5, one such assumption weesinging our generic disjoint-unions tester is the
cluster assumption, that if data lies M identifiable clusters, then points in the same cluster shbale the same
label. We can in fact achieve the following tighter bounds:

Theorem G.1. We can test the cluster assumption with active testing usig/¢) unlabeled examples ar@d(1/¢)
queries.

Proof. Let p;; and p;y denote the probability mass on positive examples and negatiamples respectively in
clusteri, sop;1 + pio is the total probabilty mass of clusterThendist(f,P) = . min(pi1, pio). Thus, a simple
tester is to draw a random exampledraw a random examplgefrom z’s cluster, and check if () = f(y). Notice
that with probabilityexactlydist(f, P), pointz is in the minority class of its own cluster, and conditionedtbis
event, with probability at least/2, pointy will have a different label. It thus suffices to repeat thisqassO(1/¢)
times. One complication is that as stated, this processtrregjuire a largeinlabeledsample, especially if belongs
to a clusteri such thaip,y + p;1 is small, so that many draws are needed to find a ppintz’s cluster. To achieve
the givenunlabeledsample bound, we initially draw an unlabeled sample of 6i£&//¢) and simply perform the
above test on the uniform distributidn over that sample, with distance paramet&. Standard sample complexity
bounds|[[62] imply tha© (N /¢) unlabeled points are sufficient so thaditt,(f,P) > e then with high probability,
disty(f,P) > €/2. O
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We now consider the property of a function having a large mangth respect to the underlying distribution:
that is, the distributionD and targetf are such that any point in the support Bf;—; is at distancey or more
from any point in the support ab|s—,. This is a common property assumed in graph-based and heaighbor-
style semi-supervised learning algorithins|[15]. Note thatare not additionally requiring the target to be a linear
separator or have any special functional form. For scalirgassume that points lie in the unit ballik{, where we
view d as constant antl/~y as our asymptotic parameter. Since we are not assuming aayisgunctional form for
the target, the number of labeled examples needeédoning could be as large &3(1/+%) by having a distribution
with support ovef)(1/~%) points that are all at distaneefrom each other (and therefore can be labeled arbitrarily).
Furthermore, passive testing would requitél /~%/?) samples as this specific case encodes the cluster-assamptio
setting withV = Q(1/4%) clusters. We will be able to perform active testing using/an(1/¢) label requests.

First, one distinction between this and other propertieshexee been discussing is that it is a property of the
relation between the target functiofiand the distributionD; i.e., of the combined distributio®; = (D, f) over
labeled examples. As a result, the natural notiomlisfanceto this property is in terms of the variation distance
of Dy to the closestD, satisfying the property. As a simple example illustratihg tssue, consideX = [0,1], a
targetf that is negative off), 1/2) and positive oril/2, 1], and a distributionD that is uniform but where the region
[1/2,1/2 + ~] is downweighted to have total probability mass onf2". Such aD; is 1/2"-close to the property
under variation distance, but would be nedr/i2-far from the property if the only operation allowed were lange
the functionf. A second issue is that we will have to also allow some amotigiagk on they parameter as well.
Specifically, our tester will distinguish the case that indeed has margin from the case that th®; is e-far from
having margim’ wherey’ = v(1 — 1/¢) for some constant > 1; e.g., think ofy’ = /2. This slack can also be
seen to be necessary (see discussion following the prodfi@bEni 5.R). In particular, we have the following.

Theorem[5.2(Restated) For any~, v = (1 — 1/¢) for constantc > 1, for data in the unit ball inkR? for constant
d, we can distinguish the case th&t; has marginy from the case thaD; is e-far from marginy’ using Active
Testing withO(1/(72%€?)) unlabeled examples ar@(1/¢) label requests.

Proof. First, partition the input spac& (the unit ball in RY) into regionsR;, R,, ..., Ry of diameter at most
7v/(2¢). By a standard volume argument, this can be done uSing O(1/7%) regions (absorbingc” into the O()).
Next, we run the cluster-property tester on thdseegions, with distance parametgrl. Clearly, if the cluster-tester
rejects, then we can reject as well. Thus, we may assume hedivthe total impurity within individual regions is
at moste /4.

Now, consider the following weighted graygh,. We havelN vertices, one for each of th¥ regions. We have
an edge(i, j) between region®?; and R; if diam(R; U R;) < ~. We define thaveightw(i, j) of this edge to be
min(D[R;], D[R;]) where D[R] is the probability mass if under distributionD. Notice that if there is no edge
between regiom?; and R;, then by the triangle inequality every point i must be at distance at leagtfrom
every point inR;. Also, note that each vertex has degée?) = O(1), so the total weight over all edgesG¥1).
Finally, note that while algorithmically we do not know thége weights precisely, we can estimate all edge weights
to +¢/(4M), whereM = O(N) is the total number of edges, using the unlabeled samplésizrds given in the
Theorem statement. Leét(¢, j) denote the estimated weight of eddey).

Let E,imess be the set of edges, j) such that one endpoint is majority positive and one is migjoregative.
Note that if D satisfies they-margin property, then every edge i), ;:,..ss has weight 0. On the other hand,/i;
is e-far from the~/-margin property, then the total weight of edgesfip;i.ss is at least3e/4. The reason is that
otherwise one could convef®, to D} satisfying the margin condition by zeroing out the prolibinass in the
lightest endpoint of every eddeé, j) € Eyimess, @and then for each vertex, zeroing out the probability méageints
in the minority label of that vertex. (Then, renormalize &vé total probability 1.) The first step moves distance at
most3e/4 and the second step moves distance at myasby our assumption of success of the cluster-tester. Finally
if the true total weight of edges ifi.ss iS at leasBe/4 then the sum of their estimated weighi&i, j) is at least
€¢/2. This implies we can perform our test as follows. il /¢) steps, do:

1. Choose an eddg, j) with probability proportional tao(z, j).
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2. Request the label for a randame R; andy € R;. If the two labels disagree, then reject.

If Dy is e-far from the+’-margin property, then each step has probability. itn.ss)/w(E) = O(e) of choosing a
witness edge, and conditioned on choosing a witness edg@ dlasbility at least /2 of detecting a violation. Thus,
overall, we can test usin@(1/¢) labeled examples ard(1/(v??¢2)) unlabeled examples. O

On the necessity of slack in testing the margin assumptionConsider an instance spadé = [0,1]? and two
distributions over labeled exampléy and D,. Distribution D, has probability mass/2"*! on positive examples
at location(0,i/2") and negative examples @f',i/2") for eachi = 1,2,...,2", for v’ = (1 — 1/22"). Notice
that D, is 1/2-far from they-margin property because there is a matching between gaitite support oiD | r—;
and points in the support @b, | ;—, where the matched points have distance lessth&n the other hand, for each
i =1,2,...,2", distribution Dy has probability mas$/2™ at either a positive point0,/2") or a negative point
(v',i/2™), chosen at random, but zero probability mass at the othatitwt DistributionD, satisfies the,-margin
property, and yeD; and D, cannot be distinguished using a polynomial number of utdabexamples.
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