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Label-noise-tolerant medical image classification
via self-attention and self-supervised learning

Hongyang Jiang, Mengdi Gao, Yan Hu, Qiushi Ren, Zhaoheng Xie, Jiang Liu

Abstract—Deep neural networks (DNNs) have been
widely applied in medical image classification and achieve
remarkable classification performance. These achieve-
ments heavily depend on large-scale accurately annotated
training data. However, label noise is inevitably introduced
in the medical image annotation, as the labeling process
heavily relies on the expertise and experience of anno-
tators. Meanwhile, DNNs suffer from overfitting noisy la-
bels, degrading the performance of models. Therefore, in
this work, we innovatively devise noise-robust training ap-
proach to mitigate the adverse effects of noisy labels in
medical image classification. Specifically, we incorporate
contrastive learning and intra-group attention mixup strate-
gies into the vanilla supervised learning. The contrastive
learning for feature extractor helps to enhance visual repre-
sentation of DNNs. The intra-group attention mixup module
constructs groups and assigns self-attention weights for
group-wise samples, and subsequently interpolates mas-
sive noisy-suppressed samples through weighted mixup
operation. We conduct comparative experiments on both
synthetic and real-world noisy medical datasets under var-
ious noise levels. Rigorous experiments validate that our
noise-robust method with contrastive learning and atten-
tion mixup can effectively handle with label noise, and is
superior to state-of-the-art methods. An ablation study also
shows that both components contribute to boost model
performance. The proposed method demonstrates its ca-
pability of curb label noise and has certain potential toward
real-world clinic applications.

Index Terms—deep learning, noisy label, weighted
mixup, self-supervised learning, medical imaging

[. INTRODUCTION

VER the past decade, artificial intelligence especially
deep neural networks (DNN5s) have been widely applied
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in medical image classification tasks. DNNs have exhib-
ited impressive and often unprecedented performance, rang-
ing from early screening to determining subcategories. The
remarkable achievements have attributed to the increasing
availability of large-scale medical datasets and powerful com-
putational hardware. Normally, large quantity of medical data
with reliable labels are favorable to train DNNs. However, it
is time-consuming and laborious to accumulate and annotate
vast amounts of medical data due to the data privacy and
professional annotation requirements. Furthermore, label noise
is inevitably introduced when labeling the medical images.
Generally, contents of medical images tend to be of fine-
granularity and their categories or grades are identified through
the number (size and position) of lesions or pathological
changes. Therefore, tasks for labeling medical images are
challenging and annotators must possess relevant professional
knowledge. It is a common phenomenon that noisy labels
are in the presence of medical datasets [1]. In addition, the
frequently-used two current methods to collect medical data
and labels would also introduce noisy labels with varying
noise ratios. The first is to gather more training data with
labels through crowdsourcing [2] or digging into the existing
clinical reports [3]. The other is to utilize semi-supervised
learning framework [4], such as pseudo labels [5], to excavate
potential information from unlabeled medical data. Notably,
data with labels collected from crowdsourcing or pseudo
labels suffer from heavy noise and thus these techniques have
limited applicability in medical imaging [6]. Relatively small
datasets with noisy labels are common scenarios in the medical
imaging applications [7].

It is universally acknowledged that DNNs possess powerful
mapping capability and they can easily fit the entire training
dataset even with any ratio of corrupted labels [8]. The
memorizing of noise data leads to poor generalization on the
test dataset and the generalization performance degrades as
the noise ratio increases. Consequently, noise-resistant training
methods are highly desired when handling medical image
classification tasks. For example, a promising solution to curb
adverse effects of noisy labels is to train DNNs on those
cherry-picking samples with small losses. Previous literature
[8] has demonstrated that DNNs tend to prioritize learning
simple patterns first and then memorize the remaining data, in-
cluding noisy data. Based on this observation, Co-teaching [9],
the representative of co-training with dual-network, selected
reliable training samples to cross-update the peer network
simultaneously. It can discriminate probably clean samples
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and prevent classifiers overfitting the noisy ones. However,
its defects of discarding unreliable samples, including some
hard but correct samples which are significant to the overall
performance. Moreover, Co-teaching is highly dependent of
the noise ratio to determine the portion of selected instances.
In fact, we cannot forecast the prior noise ratio in real-
world noisy medical images classification scenarios. Although
noise ratio can be inferred using cross-validation according
to the previous research [10], estimation error of noise ratio
is inevitably introduced, which is eventually adverse to gen-
eralization performance of DNNs. Finally, the dual-network
style methods double the quantity of parameters, raising the
computing resources and training time considerably.

In this paper, to address these issues, we proposed an end-to-
end noise-robust DNNs framework, which is specifically de-
signed for medical image classification tasks. The framework
allows for a full exploration of the training data including
the noisy data and does not require any prior knowledge,
such as the noise ratio. Moreover, the framework possesses
a shared feature encoder with two exclusive heads, reducing
the number of model parameters. The framework consists of
two core components. Firstly, intra-class mixup module can
estimate the confidence scores of all the images in the noisy
subset and generate a clean representation from the noisy
subset, suppressing the influence of mislabeled data. Secondly,
a two-stage joint loss function is devised, which is integrated
intrinsic similarity loss for self-supervised module and mixup
supervised loss for noise-suppressed module.

The proposed anti-noise framework could take advantage
of all the training data including the noisy data, and handle
various type of simulation noises with varying rates. We
conduced comparative experiments to validate the superiority
of our methods on three synthetic medical datasets and one
real-world natural dataset. Compared with the state-of-the-art
methods, ours achieves the best performance at the most cases
in which noise ratios range from 10% to 40%. In summary,
the contributions of this paper are as follows:

1) This work proposes a noise-robust DNNs framework
for medical image classification based on intra-class
mixup and self-supervised techniques. The framework is
independent of backbone network and prior information
(such as, noise ratio and clean validation dataset).

2) We presented a mini-group batch sampling criteria for
the attentive noisy feature mixup module, which effec-
tively suppressed the influence of noisy samples during
the training.

3) Not only simulated noisy public multi-modality medical
datasets, but also a real-world dataset validates the
superiority of our proposed method.

4) Two types of synthetic noise: instance-independent and
instance-dependent label noise, are manually introduced
into the noise-free medical datasets. Our method is
proved to resistant to different noise levels.

5) Comprehensive experimental results witness the state-
of-the-art classification performance of our proposed
method under different types of noise with different
ratios.

[l. RELATED WORK
A. Learning from noisy labels

Research literature on learning from noisy labels exhibits
great diversity in the computer vision community, roughly
spanning from noise-robust to noise-cleaning methods. First,
noise-robust methods are assumed to be insensitive to label
noise, which directly trains DNNs in the presence of noisy
labeled data. Some works address the issue of noisy label by
designing specific DNNs architectures, including developing a
dedicated architecture or adding a noise adaptation layer at the
top of the SoftMax layer [11]. The resulting architectures yield
improved generalization through the modification of the DNNs
output based on the estimated label transition probability.
However, the dedicated architecture lacks flexibility and the
noise adaptation layer hinders a model’s generalization to
complex label noise. Instead of adjusting network structure,
Jenni et. al. [12] added regularization item in the expected
training loss. Although the explicit regularization can lead
to performance gain if they are properly tuned, it introduces
sensitive model-dependent hyperparameters or requires deeper
architectures to compensate for the reduced capacity.

Second, noise-cleaning methods aim to identify and then
remove or refurbish noisy labels, cherry-picking clean samples
to update DNNs. To prevent accumulated error caused by
incorrect selection, recent approaches usually leveraged mul-
tiple DNNs to cooperate with one another. More concretely,
Co-teaching [9] maintained two identical DNNs with cor-
responding random initialization parameters simultaneously.
Each DNN was cross-updated through small-loss samples
selected by its peer DNN. In addition to clean samples,
researches attempted to selectively refurbish the noisy labels
to further exploit the noisy samples as many as possible.
SELFIE [13] utilized both the clean samples with small-
loss and refurbished samples to update the DNNs. It reduced
the possibility of the false correction while exploiting the
more training data. Noise-cleaning methods can eliminate
the noise accumulation through discarding some unreliable
samples according to elaborate selection criterion. Although
these methods have achieved significant improvements, they
only conduct the partial exploration of the training data,
excluding obscure yet useful training samples (hard samples)
as well. Besides, these types of methods suffer from defect of
heavy dependence on prior knowledge.

B. Self-supervised learning

Self-supervised learning (SSL) can be viewed as a branch
of unsupervised learning since it attempts to learn general
representation from data without any human-annotated labels.
SSL benefits almost all types of downstream tasks through
leveraging annotation-free pretext tasks. Contrastive learning
with instance discrimination task is dominant among the
existing empirical SSL methods. Contrastive learning aims
to group similar samples pairs closer and diverse samples
pairs away from each other. And the similarity of feature
representations in each pair is measured by intrinsic similarity
metric. Current contrastive learning methods generally de-
pends on a combination of intrinsic similarity and a sequence
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The whole framework of our proposed noise-robust training method. In addition to conventional supervised loss, it originally integrates

contrastive learning module for better visual representations and attentive noisy feature mixup module for reducing the influence of noisy label.

of image transformations. MoCo [14] constructs a dynamic
dictionary with a memory bank and proposes a momentum
encoder to obtain large and consistent dictionaries of vi-
sual representations. SimCLR [15], with end-to-end training
framework, illustrates the significance of diversity for data
augmentation and proved that a nonlinear projection head can
further boost the feature representation. More recently, BYOL
[16] proposed a non-contrastive learning framework which
enforces the perturbation consistency between different views,
and prevented mode collapsing by leveraging both the target
network and the slow-moving average online network. The
SSL can build a low-dimensional feature embedding space
without relying professional medical annotation information,
in which the structural similarity of the original dataset can be
well preserved. Hence, the SSL is considered as one of the best
choices for feature extraction module, especially when there
are noisy data points. In this paper, the SSL was introduced
in the whole training process, which helped to maintain the
relationship between clean and noisy medical images in low-
dimensional representation. The full exploration of all images
including the noisy portion, can boost feature representations
of encoders, make DNNSs robust to label noise.

[1l. MATERIAL AND METHODS
A. Problem Setting

Medical image classification is a representative supervised
learning task, seeking for the optimum mapping function
F(+;0) from the image space X to label space Y. X generally
consists of a training dataset Dy;.qin, = (X, yi)jil, where each
pair (X;,));) is independent and identically distributed and N
is the number of input-label data pairs. The optimal classifier
is the one which minimizes the empirical risk.

>

(X:,Yi)€Dtrain

F(:;0) = argmin L(Vi, F(Xi,0))

0

ey

where L is a certain loss function and F (X}, 6) is the predicted
label of input X;. However, noisy labels extensively exist in the

actual medical image classification tasks. Specifically, we are
provided with a noisy training dataset 5train = (X, )}1)5\;1
where ), is a noisy label (i.e., possibly incorrect). In the real
situation, the ground truth of label ); is unknowable due to
various annotation limitations, misdiagnosis, or disagreements.
In those simulated noisy datasets, the prior ground truth labels
of noisy data are still pretended unknown. Hence, the risk
minimization process is unreliable, as noise labels change
the original distribution of training dataset. In this situation,
we aim to design a noise-tolerant training framework, which
optimizes the DNNs with Dy, but achieves comparable
performance based on Dypgin.-

B. Label-noise Representation Learning Framework

To alleviate the error propagation coming from the train-
ing instances with incorrect labels, we originally integrate
contrastive learning for better visual representations and at-
tentive noisy feature mixup for reducing the influence of
noise. Contrastive learning proceeds without the supervision
of image labels. Consequently, it can fully utilize all the
training samples and is immune from incorrect image labels.
Meanwhile, intra-group attentive noisy feature mixup strategy
is designed to generate ‘clean’ features combination for the
following classification through dynamically down-weighting
the noisy samples in small groups. The construction of group is
described in the following Section C. Compared to co-training-
like methods with independent dual-network, our proposed
method has a shared feature encoder with three exclusive
heads, including classifier head (C(-)), projection head (#(-)),
and mixup head (M(-)). The noise-robust training frame-
work is illustrated in Fig. [II Notably, our approach can be
implemented conveniently without the need for such prior
knowledge as noise rates, data distributions, and additional
clean samples. The technical details are described in the
following sections.
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C. Dataset Initialization and Grouping

The whole dataset can restrain individual noise data points
through internal similarity, that is the majority rule [17].
In this point, we propose a Mini-Group Batch Sampling
(MGBS) criteria for attentive noisy feature mixup module.
More specifically, we first divide the samples in each cate-
gory into multiple mini-groups and each mini-group shares
the identical given label. Then, we can obtain a mini-batch
samples X = {Xg,, Xa,, -, Xax + for each iteration, in
which the size of X¢, is M and ¢ € [1, K], and the actual
batch size can be accumulated as N, = K x M. When M =1,
MGBS is degenerated into the conventional batch sampling
method. According to the majority rule [17], the anti-noise
performance of each mini-group is enhanced when the M
increases. However, a larger M may damage the characteristics
of independent data points. We will thoroughly analyze the
size of M in the discussion section.

Moreover, each sample X is transformed into three samples
(X, Xy, Xiy,) through different combinations of image aug-
mentations. Specifically, &;, is the weak transformed image
through the basic affine transformation including rotation,
vertical and horizontal flip, with probability of 50%. Mean-
while, &;, and X, are the strong transformation versions
based on both the weak transformation and some pixel-
value transformations, supplementing gaussian filtering, color
and grayscale jitter with 50% probability. Notably, the color
jitter is only used for three-channel medical images, and the
grayscale jitter is for single channel medical images. To avoide
meaningful medical content loss, we do not perform random
crop or erasing operations. Here, X;, was fed into feature
extractor, obtaining V;, and directly contributing to calculating
supervised learning loss. &;, and X;, were fed into feature
extractor, obtaining V;, and V;, and preparing for contrastive
learning loss.

D. Contrastive Learning for Feature Extractor

Contrastive learning is a simplified self-supervised learning
method without requiring specialized architectures and extra
label memory [18]. In the context of contrastive learning, we
confirm a consensus that projections from the same image
with different views and transformations should share the same
label. We employ a projection function #(-) to map V;, and
V;, in high dimension space to U4;, and {{;, in low dimension
space, respectively. H(-) is a Z-layer neural network and we
investigate the one-layer and two-layer neural network in our
study. The intrinsic similarity between Uf;, and U;, can be
measured by a contrastive loss function as presented in the
previous work [19].

L(ui27ui3) — _log - exp(,D(u127u713)/T) 7
2 j=1,i#j Zti,tj €{2,3} exp(D(uiti7ujtj )/(72))

where, D(U;,,U;, ) refers to the pairwise similarity between
U;, and U,,, which is defined in (eq. B). 7 is a temperature
hyper-parameter that is set to 0.5 in our study. The contrastive
learning can be guided by intrinsic similarity loss L. that is

defined in (eq. ).

DUy, Us,) = Ui, 3)
R ks, [leds, |
N
Le= Z(L(uiwuis) + L(Uisvuiz)) “)
i=1

E. Intra-group Attentive Noisy Feature Mixup

To further depress the noisy-labeled samples in a mini-
group, we proposed an Intra-group Attentive noisy Feature
Mixup (IAFM) module to perform weighted fusion of samples
based on MGBS criteria. To be specific, IAFM initially
estimates corresponding confidence score for each sample in
mini-group X¢g,(i = [1,K]), and then a relatively ‘clean’
feature representation can be generated by summarizing intra-
group features V; with their corresponding learnable attention
weights (w;). The resulting feature representation from IAFM
can be defined as follows,

i wiVi
Zfil Wi
where w; and V; are confidence score and feature embedding
for the i'" sample in a mini-group, respectively. The IAFM
module can dynamically allocate the contribution from each
sample in a group during each training iteration, which encour-
ages clean and noisy samples interact with each other. Hence,
with the help of IAFM, less-deviated feature representations

can be learned for the down-stream decision-making task. The
ground-truth of mixup representation V,,;, can be calculated

as:

iy wids
Zilil Wi
In our study, samples in a mini-group are from the same
category, so that the V,,;, inherits the corresponding label,
i.e., Vmiz = V1 = Yo = -+ = Vg. Then, the V,,;, can be
fed into the last classifier and the group-pairs (Viniz, Vmiz) are
used for optimizing the classifier. Although the V,,,;» weakens
the influence of noisy samples, it smooths the independent
characteristics of real samples. Hence, we also retain the
supervised learning of independent sample pairs (X;, ;).
Finally, the classifier is updated through a weighted decision
loss function:

1 1
Lq=—Lm+ —Ls+log(c102), )
g1 g9

where £, and L, are vanilla cross-entropy loss function for
(Vimiz, Ymixz) and (V;, V;) respectively. Further, o1 and o2 are
learnable hyper-parameters which are updated in each training
iteration. Their initial values are set to 1.0.

F. Overall Loss Functions

Our proposed approach utilizes a compound loss function
with three different terms. They are essentially contrastive
learning loss L., mixup loss £,,, and supervised loss L. In
the first stage that is also the warm-up period, the contrastive
learning loss function is solely exerted to guide the updating
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TABLE |
SUMMARY OF DATASET USED IN THE EXPERIMENT.
Dataset # of training  # of test  # of class size
Retina OCT 600 1500 2 224 x 224
Blood Cell 1400 2800 7 112 x 112
Colon Pathology 9000 2250 9 112 x 112
ANIMALION 50000 5000 10 64 x 64

procedure of the feature extractor. Namely, the loss function
Lstage, is expressed in eq. At this stage, the intrinsic
similarity between each data point in the whole dataset is
excavated, which enhances the stability and noise resistance of
feature extractor. In the second stage, in additon to contrastive
learning loss, the TAFM is further exerted to reinforce the
vanilla supervised learning, which is beneficial to obtain
a noise-tolerant framework. More concretely, the weighted
decision loss function plays a leading role, and the L. can
be viewed as a regularization over the whole training. As a
result, the loss function is summarized as Lsiqge, in €q. O
Here, ) is the regularization coefficient that is set to 0.1.

Lstagel = Ec (8)
Estageg = Ed + )\ﬁc (9)

G. Dataset Accumulation and Transformation

Dataset description. In this study, we altogether validated
our method on three public avaliable medical datasets, Retina
OCT [20], Blood Cell [21] and Colon Pathology [22]. We
reformatted the Retina OCT dataset as a two-class image clas-
sification task, covering normal and abnormal categories. The
abnormal consists of choroidal neovascularization, diabetic
macular edema, and drusen cases and the quantities of them
are in balance. Due to the simplicity of the binary classification
task, we randomly sampled 600 images as training dataset and
1500 images as test dataset for performance evaluation. The
Blood Cell dataset was re-constructed on a prior database of
individual cells which are originally divided into eight classes.
We omitted one category with several sub-types and selected
randomly 600 images for each category from the remaining
seven types. Among this reformatted dataset, one third was
for training and two thirds for testing. The Colon Pathology
dataset with more categories were also employed in our study.
We randomly sampled 1000 and 250 images of each category
from the whole nine types of tissues as training and test
dataset, respectively. In addition, the real-world ANIMAL10N
dataset [13] was utilized to verify the generalization of our
method. The date volume of training and testing and the image
size of each dataset are demonstrated in Table [II

Noise injection. Since our datasets are with ground-truth
labels, we need to corrupt the original labels manually to sim-
ulate noisy labels. Referring to previous study [23], we con-
sidered two types of synthetic noise: instance-independent and
instance-dependent label noise. Inside, instance-independent
label noise consists of symmetric noise and asymmetric noise.
More concretely, symmetric noise refers that noisy labels
are uniformly distributed among all categories with equal
probability P/ |C|. P is noise rate and P € [0,1], and C
is the number of categories. Asymmetric noise refers that

noisy labels are generated by flipping specific class to the
similar class or the next class circularly with probability P.
Hence, instance-independent label noise can be constructed by
the label transition matrix which describes the probability of
ground-truth label being flipped to the noisy label. Further-
more, instance-dependent label noise is investigated, which is
a more realistic noise modeling. The corruption probability is
assumed to be dependent on both the images features and class
labels. First, we utilized training dataset to train DNNs, then
we picked model with training accuracy nearly 1 — P to get
predictions of each training sample. Afterwards the predicted
labels of training samples were considered as given labels.
Consequently, the training labels were corrupted according to
its preset noise rate.

In our work, we evaluated the robustness of our approach on
varying noise rates from light noise to heavy noise. Referring
to the real-world noise rate [23] and previous work [24],
five noise rates varying from 0% to 40% with step 10%
were simulated for all the types of noise model, to validate
the robustness of our proposed method. Note that, noise
rate is set as no more than 40% because certain classes
become theoretically indistinguishable on the condition that
asymmetric noise is larger than 50%.

H. Comparative study methods

We compared our method with a benchmark model (marked
as Default) and the following state-of-the-art robust train-
ing methods (Label Smooth [25], Co-teaching [9], Co-
teaching+ [26], JoCoR [27], and Co-Correcting [24]). We re-
implemented all methods on the same network architecture
(ResNet-18) by PyTorch. To ensure the fairness of the compar-
ison, we adopted the same number of training epochs and the
same optimization strategy. In addition, we re-adapted them
with fine-tune hyperparameters on our newly fomated medical
datasets. The comparison baselines are briefly introduced as
follow:

1) Default refers to train DNNs directly on noisy datasets
without any processing strategies of noisy labels, which
is applied as a simple baseline.

2) Label Smooth can help DNNs prevent overfitting noisy
labels through using soft labels rather than hard labels.

3) Co-teaching utilized dual-network to filter out small-
loss samples respectively, then cross-updated the peer
network through the selected small-loss samples.

4) Co-teaching+ inherited the advantages of dual-network
structure and cross-updation pattern from Co-teaching.
Besides, it replenished “Update by Disagreement” strat-
egy which kept dual-network divergent.

5) JoCoR was to train dual-network simultaneously with
small-loss instances based on a joint loss, including
regular supervised loss and co-regularized loss.

6) Co-Correcting was a noise-tolerant framework, which
improved accuracy and obtained more accurate labels
through dual-network mutual learning, label probability
estimation, and curriculum label correcting.
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1. Implementation details

We utilized ResNetl8 as the backbone network, which
is standard unchanged architecture used in the paper [28],
for all the experiments on Retinal OCT, Blood Cell, and
Colon Pathology datasets. The training procedure utilized the
Adam optimizer with an initial learning rate of 0.001 and a
momentum of 0.9. The mini batch size was fixed as 8. For
each trial, it took 30 epochs to conduct the first stage training
and 70 epochs for the second stage training. Meanwhile, the
learning rate began to decline by 0.1 times per 10 epochs from
the second stage training. All experiments were performed on
an NVIDIA RTX3090 GPU with 24 GB memory.

V. EXPERIMENT AND RESULTS
A. Experiments on instance-independent label noise

This section introduces the overall comparisons to related
works, on the Retina OCT, Blood Cell, and Colon Pathology
datasets. Note that, in support of reliable evaluation, we
reported the average test accuracy of the last three epochs. As
for other evaluation metrics, we chose the model closest to the
average performance in the last three models, to conduct the
comparative study. From default method in Table [T [V] and[IV]
it can be observed that DNNSs are capable of memorizing noisy
training dataset, leading to poor generalization on the test
dataset. In addition, the generalization performance degrades
as the noise ratio increases. Thereby, it is significant to mitigate
label noise to boost the generalization performance of DNNs
in medical image classification.

Retina OCT dataset. For binary classification on Retinal
OCT dataset, asymmetric noise is degenerated into symmetric
noise model. Therefore, we merely conducted experiments
with symmetric noise and instance-dependent label noise.
Table [ presents the test accuracy of all comparison methods
on Retinal OCT dataset. We can see that although all anti-
noise comparative methods are capable of reducing the adverse
effects of noisy labels, our method achieves top performance
under various noise ratios. Even under severe noise, our
method shows impressive performance which outperforms
comparative methods by quite large margins. For example,
ours has test accuracy of 85.18% that is 29.15% higher than
56.03% from Default. More specifically, Label Smooth plays
a limited role in curbing the adverse effects of noisy data
and it tends to be complementary regularization strategy. In
contrast sample-selection methods which discard all unclean
samples, our method not only adapts self-supervised strategy
to excavates valuable information from noisy data, but also
adapts mixup strategy to mitigate effects of label noise.
Another interesting phenomenon is that the accuracy of our
method exceeds that of Default even on clean labels. Our
proposed approach can not only deal with the noisy labels
but also can boost the performance on noise-free data.

Furthermore, Table [ shows the precision, recall, and F1
score metrics of comparative study on Retina OCT dataset at
the noise rate of 30%. From this table, we again confirm that
our method outperforms others. Our method achieves around
a margin of 13.04%, 19.05%, and 17.31% over the Default
method on precision, recall, and F1 score metrics, respectively.
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Fig. 2. The ROC curves of the comparative training methods of anti-
noise on Retina OCT datasets under 10% (a), 20% (b), 30% (c), and
40% (d) noise settings, correspondingly.

The last but not the least, Fig. [2| shows the ROC curves of
comparative methods on Retina OCT datasets under 30% noise
settings. Area Under Curve (AUC) values are marked in the
legend correspondingly. As shown in Fig. Bl our proposed
model possesses the best capability of recognizing normal and
abnormal retina OCT images. AUC of our method achieves
95.81%, which is 2.47% higher than second-best Co-teaching+
method.

Blood Cell dataset. As for both blood cell dataset, we
generated asymmetric noisy labels by flipping each class to
the next class with noise rate, and conducted experiments
with both instance-independent and instance-dependent label
noise. The experimental results under different noise levels
on Blood Cell dataset are listed in Table [[V] We can observe
that our method achieves the best result especially at heavy
noise ratios. At the symmetric noise ratio of 40%, our method
far exceeds the Default method and surpasses the second-best
JoCoR in the accuracy by 4.94 percentage points. At light
noise ratio (10%), our method is still competitive and obtains
sub-optimal performance. Compared with binary classification
task on Retina OCT dataset, the performance of anti-noise
training methods when handling this multi-class classification
task, degenerates more slowly as the noise ratio increases. This
phenomenon is obvious especially for symmetric noise. We
speculated that dominance of accurate category is scarcely
influenced when noisy labels with varying noise ratios are
diluted into multiple categories.

Colon Pathology dataset. Regarding colon pathology
dataset which is a 10-class classification tasks, we gener-
ated asymmetric noisy labels in the aforementioned pattern,
and still conducted experiments with three-type label noise.
From Table [Vl all comparative methods also excel in the
classification tasks on Colon Pathology dataset, especially our
method. Ours nearly achieves the optimal performance under
different noise levels. Compared with the Default method,
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TABLE Il
THE TEST ACCURACY ON RETINA OCT DATASET. NOTE THAT WE REPORT THE AVERAGE RESULTS OF THE LAST THREE EPOCHS.
Noise Ratio  Default Label Smooth  Co-teaching  Co-teaching+  JoCoR  Co-Correcting  Ours
0 95.56 95.63 95.49 94.88 94.76 93.27 96.75
0.1 85.94 86.32 94.33 92.41 90.90 89.42 94.02
0.2 80.26 80.81 89.74 88.32 89.46 89.77 91.24
0.3 74.31 74.80 84.07 85.38 85.34 79.90 89.56
0.4 56.03 58.89 51.27 64.46 72.99 55.48 85.18
TABLE 1l high-cohesion and low-coupling features, which can reduce the
VARIOUS METRICS UNDER THE 30% NOISE LEVEL ON RETINA OCT impact of label noise and boost the classification performance.
DATASET.
Method Precision  Recall F1 Score
Default 76.89 6920  72.84 _ ] _
Label Smooth ~ 94.51 52.80 67.75 B. Experiments on instance-dependent label noise
Co-teaching 85.81 81.47 83.58 ) . .
Co-teaching+ 91.56 79.60 85.16 This section presents the experimental results of aforemen-
JoCoR 8412 8760 8583 tioned medical datasets on instance-dependent label noise. We
Co-Correcting 89.37 68.40 77.49 . . .
Ours 89.93 88.25 90.15 construct instance-dependent label noise at ratio of around

taking symmetric noise for example, ours achieves improve-
ment on test accuracy of 9.66%, 18.49%, 27.71%, and 30.23%
under the noise rate raising from 10% to 40%, respectively.
Besides, the improvement of our method is more significant
with the increase of noise ratio. At the heavy noise rate
of 40%, our method overpasses the sub-optimal Co-correct
method with over 10% gains. Label Smooth method slightly
surpasses the Default, just with 0.81% increment. It means
that Label Smooth is not competent for heavy noise and is
unable to promote the model performance remarkably. The
other comparative methods of combating noisy labels are
highly dependent on the foreknowledge noise ratio. It can
cherry-pick limited reliable and clean samples for training
DNNss at the heavy noise rate, resulting in weak generalization
in testing data. In addition, Fig. [3 illustrate the confusion
matrices comparing test accuracy for Colon Pathology images
classification with the Default, Co-Correcting, and our method,
at the asymmetric noise rate of 30%, respectively. From
Fig. Bl we can observe that our method mainly possesses
the maximum values in each diagonal entry, which means
it significantly surpasses the other methods and generally
benefits each category to derive the more accurate predicted
label. Although the noise rate was relatively high (30%),
our proposed technique still can promote the generalization
performance of classification model on each category evenly.

Comparison of the t-SNE visualization. We furthermore
implemented the t-SNE visualization for three representative
methods, including the Default, Co-teaching and our method,
based on Retina OCT, Blood Cell, and Colon Pathology
datasets, respectively, which is shown in Fig. [5l Concretely,
we utilized the best model in the last three epochs to perform
the testing on the three medical datasets. During the testing
process, feature vectors of test images were extracted from
the last convolution layer of the well-trained model and were
visualized by the t-SNE means. The visualization results
manifest that the feature space of our method achieves the
better clustering effect than that of the other two methods,
especially on the Blood Cell dataset. We analyzed that our
method contributed to an optimized embedding space with

20% and Fig. 4] respectively displays test accuracy of each
anti-noise method on Retina OCT, Blood Cell, and Colon
Pathology datasets. The corruption probability of instance-
dependent label noise is assumed to be dependent on both
the data features and class labels. It is more realistic noise
model, but increasing the classification difficulty. As can be
seen in Fig. M the performance of each anti-noise method
is inferior when comparing results at the similar ratio of
the instance-independent noise, correspondingly. However,
all utilized methods can reduce the influence of instance-
dependent label noise in various degrees. Our method achieves
the top performance with 84.16% and 88.70% on Retina OCT
and Blood Cell datasets, respectively. On Colon Pathology
dataset, our method obtains the second-best performance with
78.66% classification accuracy. It still surpasses the other
methods with considerable increment other than Co-Correcting
method. However, Co-Correcting proceeds co-train paradigm
with dual-network, which costs nearly double computing re-
sources and training time. In addition, Co-Correcting relies
on the predetermined prior noise rate, which introduces com-
putational complexity and estimation error. In a nutshell, our
approach is competent across different noise patterns and is
superior to the comparison method in most cases.

C. Experimental results on real-world noisy dataset

In addition to manually induced noise, we further evaluated
generalization and robustness of our method on real-world
noisy dataset, ANIMAL10ON. The training details can be found
in the implementation details section. To make the fair com-
parison, the number of epochs was changed to 150 (same as
compared methods). Notably, the noise rate was set as 8% for
sample-selection style methods. Meanwhile, we report some
performance of other popular anti-noise methods based on the
ANIMALION given in original papers [13], [29]. We con-
ducted our method on different backbones, including ResNet-
18 and VGG-19. The test performance are demonstrated on
Table [VIl We can conclude that our method is flexible to use
without prior knowledge and independent of backbones. It is
superior to comparative methods both on ResNet-18 and VGG-
19, with 82.79% and 83.41%, respectively.
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TABLE IV
THE TEST ACCURACY ON BLOOD CELL DATASET. NOTE THAT WE REPORT THE AVERAGE RESULTS OF THE LAST THREE EPOCHS.
Noise Type Noise Ratio  Default Label Smooth  Co-teaching  Co-teaching+  JoCoR  Co-Correcting ~ Ours
Clean 0 98.37 98.48 98.35 98.63 98.45 95.14 97.11
0.1 95.23 96.56 95.32 97.61 94.94 93.61 96.82
Symmetric noise 0.2 88.96 92.17 93.98 94.92 92.83 92.18 96.32
0.3 78.82 83.82 89.99 90.14 91.96 89.15 95.54
0.4 68.48 74.86 89.46 82.63 90.27 84.7 95.21
0.1 93.04 95.63 92.2 96.17 92.32 92.8 96
Asymmetric noise 0.2 84.57 90.27 90.1 91.66 91.76 89.5 94.32
0.3 73.86 77.94 87.52 89.9 89.31 85.24 90.93
0.4 63.75 63.9 85.2 77.02 80.4 81.61 80.75
TABLE V
THE TEST ACCURACY ON COLON PATHOLOGY DATASET. NOTE THAT WE REPORT THE AVERAGE RESULTS OF THE LAST THREE EPOCHS.
Noise Type Noise Ratio  Default Label Smooth  Co-teaching  Co-teaching+  JoCoR  Co-Correcting ~ Ours
Clean 0 91.1 91.5 89.99 89.78 90.7 84.8 91.06
0.1 79.75 80.62 85.45 88.02 80.43 80.66 89.41
Symmetric noise 0.2 71.41 79.8 85.54 86.82 71.52 78.73 89.9
0.3 60.81 67.79 83.79 79.13 73.98 77.46 88.52
0.4 57.05 57.86 72.9 75.22 71.95 76.37 87.28
0.1 80.47 88.73 82.04 87.16 84.07 84.1 89.01
Asymmetric noise 0.2 74.2 81.64 82.57 83.44 81.27 78.56 85.1
0.3 72.48 76.16 75.65 79.7 79.22 75.61 82.47
0.4 60.28 62.62 73.03 78.67 77.65 66.19 74.42
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Fig. 4. Test accuracy of the comparative methods of combating noisy labels based on the instance-dependent noise. (a), (b), and (c) are for Retina

OCT, Blood Cell, and Colon Pathology datasets, respectively.
V. DISCUSSION
A. Ablation study

Table[VII shows ablation studies of each loss component, in-
cluding supervised loss (L), mixup loss (£,,), and contrastive
learning loss (L£.), with different noise ratios. The branch
of contrastive learning loss, as a self-supervised learning
technique, is for enhancing visual representation of DNNs and
cannot independently output the predicted labels. As Table

[VIT shows, compared with the baseline model which simply
leverages Ls, L,, gets better test accuracy through attention
mixup operation under most noise ratios. Additionally, after
integrating £, into L, the model further obtains significant
improvements than any individual loss function at the varying
noise rates. It proves that attention mixup technique con-
tributes in boosting the generalization performance of model.
Moreover, DNNs model guided by L along with L., can
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Default

Blood Cell OCT

Colon Pathology

Co-teaching

Fig. 5. T-SNE visualizations of the feature vector after the last convolutional layer for each method (i.e., Default, Co-teaching, and Ours) under
30% symmetric noise based on Retina OCT, Blood Cell, and Colon Pathology datasets, respectively.

TABLE VI
TEST ACCURACY OF DIFFERENT ANTI-NOISE METHODS USING THE
ORIGINAL PAPER SETTINGS ON THE ANIMAL10N DATASET.

Methods Backbone  Accuracy
Default ResNet-18 75.09
VGG-19 79.40
Label Smooth ~ ResNet-18 75.52
Co-teaching ResNet-18 77.19
VGG-19 80.20
Co-teaching+  ResNet-18 76.50
JoCoR ResNet-18 75.76
Co-Correcting ~ ResNet-18 75.91
ActiveBias VGG-19 80.50
SELFIE VGG-19 81.80
BLRM VGG-19 82.60
Ours ResNet-18 82.79
VGG-19 83.41

TABLE VI

THE ABLATION STUDY OF EACH LOSS COMPONENT BASED ON THE
OCT DATASET. THE BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED.

Noise Rate
Ls  Lm  Le 10% 20% 30% 40%
v X X 8594 80.26 7431 56.03
X v X 85.67 84.73 80.31 58.27
v v X 90.56 8833 84.13 7435
v X v 9280 89.09 88.07 82.69
X v v 90.13 79.53 81.26 7833
v v v 9402 9124 89.56 85.18

also achieve better test accuracy under various noise levels.
The more obvious gains indicate that contrastive learning loss
is more effective at promoting the performance of model.
Both attention mixup loss and contrastive learning loss can
improve the classification accuracy individually. Afterwards
we combined £,, and L. to constrain the model training

together and the results can confirm the necessity and the
importance of supervised loss (Ls). In the end, the combi-
nation of all the three losses is validated optimal for this
medical classification task, acquiring an accuracy of 94.02%,
91.24%, 89.56%, and 85.18% under the noise rate raising
from 10% to 40%, respectively. To sum up, the results of
experiments demonstrate the effectiveness and necessity of
each loss component and the combination of them can achieve
the optimal performance.

B. Intra-class mixup vs. inter-class mixup

Different from natural images, contents of medical images
are more fine-grained. The similarity differences between
inter-class and intra-class for medical images are mostly not
obvious, which increases the difficulty of medical image
classification tasks. Medical images with different categories
or grades generally can be identified through the number
(size and position) of lesions or the degree of morphological
changes. Therefore, output images from inter-class mixup
operation may results in some confusions between the dis-
tinguishable lesions or morphological changes and belonging
labels. Intra-class mixup in the medical images may be an
effective data augmentation manner, expanding the mapping
range and boosting the model generalization. On the contrary,
inter-class mixup operation may cause inconsistency between
the image contents and given labels, bringing in adverse effects
on model generalization. We conducted evaluation of the intra-
and inter-class mixup operations respectively based on the
three above-mentioned medical datasets. Fig. @] illustrates the
histograms of test accuracy for comparison experiments. All
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Fig. 7. The influence of mixup size. (a), (b), and (c) are for Retina OCT,
Blood Cell, and Colon Pathology datasets, respectively.

the experimental results can support that intra-class mixup
operation is more beneficial than the others. Take Retina
OCT dataset for example, performance with inter-class mixup
overpasses it with intra-class mixup, by 1.62%, 5.71%, 7.06%,
and 3.42% gains, under the noise rate raising from 10% to
40%, respectively.

C. The influence of mixup size

We conducted hyper-parameter sensitivity analysis exper-
iments to determine the optimal mixup size value for each
medical dataset. Note that, when investigating different sizes
of mixup operation, we need to keep the batch size stable to
eliminate influence of varying batch size. As the batch size
being equal to the product of mixup size and the number of
sampled categories in the batch, when we changed the mixup
size, we adjusted the corresponding batch size slightly. The
experimental results based on the three noisy medical datasets
under different noise ratios (with mixup size 2, 3, 4, and 5) are
illustrated in Fig.[Zl We can observe that the best test accuracy
cannot be achieved with both small and large mixup sizes. The
attention noisy features mixup with small mixup size is hard
to generate clean feature representation, which is limited in
mitigating the impact of label noise. The attention noisy fea-
tures mixup with large mixup size corresponds to hallucination
representation which is probably completely deviated from the
real-world feature representation. The performance generally
involves a comprise between the clean feature representation
and pure hallucination representation. In Fig. [l a, for Retina
OCT dataset, the mixup size of 4 achieves the highest test
accuracies at different noise ratios. Regarding Blood Cell (Fig.
[Z1 b) and Colon Pathology datasets (Fig. [7 ¢), although there
is no clear winner for the specific mixup size, the size of 4 is
still competent and gets comparable test accuracies. Therefore,
we set the mixup size to 4 for all of medical datasets.

g. 6. Evaluation of the intra- and inter-class mixup. (a), (b), and (c) are for Retina OCT, Blood Cell, and Colon Pathology datasets, respectively.

TABLE VIII
THE TEST ACCURACY ON THREE DATASETS, FOR CHOOSING THE BEST
NOISY WEIGHT OF MIXUP OPERATION.

. . Noise Rate
Datasets Architecture Dim. 10% 20% 30% 40%
FC(1)-ReLU-Sig 512%4,4 91.49 88.60 88.09 79.11
Retina OCT FC(2)-ReLU-Sig 512%4,512,4 94.02 9124 89.56 85.18
FC(3)-ReLU-Sig ~ 512*4,512,5124 9142 85.04 8544 81.02
FC(1)-ReLU-Sig 512*4.4 96.00 9439 94.67 9544
Blood Cell FC(2)-ReLU-Sig 512%4,512,4 96.82 9632 9554 9521
FC(3)-ReLU-Sig ~ 512%4,512,512,4 96.89 97.01 96.17 95.73
FC(1)-ReLU-Sig 512%4.4 89.62 8535 8428 8553
Colon Pathology ~ FC(2)-ReLU-Sig 512*%4,512,4 89.41 89.90 8852 87.28
FC(3)-ReLU-Sig ~ 512*4,512,5124 89.10 88.05 88.60 87.28
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Fig. 8. The influence of projection layers. (a), (b), and (c) are for Retina
OCT, Blood Cell, and Colon Pathology datasets, respectively.

D. The architecture of noisy weight

We conducted comparison experiments followed the archi-
tecture of FC(IV)-ReLU-Sig (V is the number of FC layer,
N € [1,2,3]), to seek for appropriate architecture for the
noisy weight module. Table [VIII] demonstrates the multiple
architectures, dimensions (dim.), and the test accuracy on
the three medical datasets. From Table [VIIIl regarding the
Retina OCT dataset, we empirically find that in our cases
fewer or more FC layers in the noisy weight cannot achieve
the best performance under each noise level. In contrast, the
noisy weight in the architecture of FC-FC-ReLU-Sig is more
effective for classification than others. Regarding to Blood
Cell dataset, noisy weight with FC(3)-ReLU-Sig architecture
obtains better performance under each noise ratio by a small
margin, compared with FC-FC-ReLU-Sig. Nevertheless, for
Colon Pathology dataset, there is no any architecture of noisy
weight occupying the dominant position at the varying noise
ratios. In summary, we utilized FC(2)-ReLU-Sig as the noisy
weight for both Retina OCT and Colon Pathology datasets,
FC(3)-ReLU-Sig for Blood Cell dataset, respectively.

E. The analysis of projection head

We further investigated the influence of different layers for
projection head. Concretely, experimental results with projec-
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tion head consisting of one-layer or two-layer neural networks,
based on the three medical datasets, were illustrated in Fig. [8
In our training procedure, embedding features from feature
extractor were further fed into the projection head which
is indeed complementary deep convolution. On the Retina
OCT dataset, classification accuracy from the projection head
with two layers has the best performance for all of noise
levels. We speculate that in this binary classification task,
the positive cover three categories of diseases (choroidal neo-
vascularization, diabetic macular edema, and drusen), which
expands the data diversity and needs deeper structures to
explore feature representation. By contrast, projection head
with one layer is mainly advantageous on the remaining two
medical datasets. Although the two datasets possess multiple
categories and more training samples, these categories have
more discriminative power which can be supported by their
classification performance. To sum up, we utilized one-layer
projection head for the Retina OCT dataset while two-layer
projection head for the other two medical datasets in our
experiments.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper proposes an effective method for mitigating the
adverse effects of label noise using self-supervised and atten-
tion mixup techniques. Self-supervised learning can boost vi-
sual representations by leveraging the whole training datasets,
especially the noisy data. Moreover, noisy attention mixup
can reduce the influence of noisy data, enlarging the map-
ping range. Extensive experiments of three synthetic noisy
medical datasets demonstrate the superiority of our method.
Concurrently, we verified the feasibility of our method on the
real-world noisy datasets and further confirmed our method’s
stability and robustness. Notably, our approach do not need
any prior, such as noise rate and clean validation set. It opens
up the possibility of dealing with noisy labels in the real-world
medical classification applications.
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