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Abstract
Previous research has shown that constraining the gradient of
loss function w.r.t. model-predicted probabilities can enhance
the model robustness against noisy labels. These methods
typically specify a fixed optimal threshold for gradient clip-
ping through validation data to obtain the desired robustness
against noise. However, this common practice overlooks the
dynamic distribution of gradients from both clean and noisy-
labeled samples at different stages of training, significantly
limiting the model capability to adapt to the variable nature
of gradients throughout the training process. To address this
issue, we propose a simple yet effective approach called Opti-
mized Gradient Clipping (OGC), which dynamically adjusts
the clipping threshold based on the ratio of noise gradients
to clean gradients after clipping, estimated by modeling the
distributions of clean and noisy samples. This approach al-
lows us to modify the clipping threshold at each training step,
effectively controlling the influence of noise gradients. Ad-
ditionally, we provide statistical analysis to certify the noise-
tolerance ability of OGC. Our extensive experiments across
various types of label noise, including symmetric, asymmet-
ric, instance-dependent, and real-world noise, demonstrate
the effectiveness of our approach.

Code — https://github.com/Virusdoll/OGC

1 Introduction
The effectiveness of supervised deep learning relies heavily
on the availability of large-scale, qualifiedly-annotated data.
Research has shown that an over-parameterized Deep Neu-
ral Network (DNN) can easily fit a dataset with randomly
assigned labels (Zhang et al. 2017), underscoring the impor-
tance of high-quality annotations. However, in real-world
scenarios, the annotation process will inevitably introduce
noisy labels (incorrectly annotated labels), which is liable to
compromise the performance of the model. Therefore, the
study of noisy label learning has attracted significant atten-
tion. The goal of noisy label learning is to train a model on a
given corrupted dataset, which contains mislabeled samples,
while mitigating the adverse effects of noisy labels, and ul-
timately enabling the trained model to generalize well on a
clean evaluation set.

*Corresponding authors.
Copyright © 2025, Association for the Advancement of Artificial
Intelligence (www.aaai.org). All rights reserved.

Cross Entropy (CE), the most widely used loss function
for classification, is nevertheless vulnerable to label noise. In
contrast, symmetric loss functions like Mean Absolute Error
(MAE) are noise tolerant but less effective for training clas-
sification models (Ghosh, Kumar, and Sastry 2017; Zhang
and Sabuncu 2018). This discrepancy has driven the stud-
ies into robust loss functions, which primarily focus on how
to make full use of both CE and MAE (Zhang and Sabuncu
2018; Feng et al. 2020; Englesson and Azizpour 2021; Wang
et al. 2019; Ma et al. 2020; Ye et al. 2023) and have achieved
notable success. Besides these, another promising approach,
clipping-based techniques, also warrants greater attention.
Among them, Menon et al. (2020) first introduced the PHu-
berCE method, which refines traditional gradient clipping
by applying gradient clipping to model-predicted probabili-
ties (see the definition in Section 3.1), offering an improved
approach to handling noisy labels. More recently, Wei et al.
(2023) proposed LogitClip, which involves clipping the log-
its to indirectly constrain the upper and lower bounds of the
gradients.

Specifically, the two aforementioned clipping-based
methods rely on the validation set to determine a fixed op-
timal clipping threshold, overlooking the dynamic nature of
gradients during the training process. However, as demon-
strated by the simple binary classification experiment in Fig-
ure 1, we observe distinct shifts in the gradient distribution
throughout training, which significantly affect the suitabil-
ity of a fixed threshold. Considering the fact that employing
a higher threshold can enhance the model’s fitting ability,
yet fails to bound the decreasing noisy gradients; conversely,
employing a strict threshold ensures the noisy gradients re-
main bounded but compromises the model’s fitting ability,
we expect a dynamically adjustable threshold for gradient
clipping that continuously adapts in response to the shifts in
the gradient distribution.

Motivated by this, in this paper, we propose an optimize-
based strategy, Optimized Gradient Clipping (OGC), which
ensures that the threshold adjusts itself as the distribution
of gradients evolves during training, maintaining an opti-
mal balance between fitting ability and noise suppression.
Specifically, OGC 1) utilizes a 2-component Gaussian Mix-
ture Model (2-GMM) to model the distribution of cross-
entropy losses for clean and noisy samples, 2) and esti-
mates the ratio of the noisy gradients to the clean gradi-
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Figure 1: KDE visualizations of gradient distributions for clean and noisy labels, along with decision boundary visualizations
for a simple binary classification task that utilizes gradient clipping with a fixed threshold. The leftmost plot in the first row
shows the raw training data. The subsequent plots illustrate shifts in gradient distributions (before clipping) at various training
epochs (50, 500, 1000, and 1500). The second row displays the corresponding decision boundaries for each epoch.

ents after clipping. This allows us to determine a clipping
threshold at each training step that restricts the gradient
ratio to a predefined limit, effectively bounding the influ-
ence of noisy gradients. Theoretically, we demonstrate that
the dynamic threshold obtained by OGC can effectively en-
hance the noise-tolerant ability of CE under either sym-
metric, asymmetric, or instance-dependent noise, which is
originally a non-robust loss function. Furthermore, we con-
duct extensive experiments on various types of label noise,
including, symmetric, asymmetric, instance-dependent, and
real-world noise, to verify the effectiveness of our proposed
method. Our key contributions are summarized as follows:
• We first recognize the crucial role that gradient distribu-

tion shifts play in noisy label learning and propose a sim-
ple yet effective strategy to obtain a dynamic threshold
that adapts to these continual shifts.

• We provide a theoretical analysis demonstrating that the
threshold obtained by OGC can make non-robust loss
functions robust against various types of label noise.

• We conduct extensive experiments to evaluate the effec-
tiveness of our proposed method across multiple types of
label noise, including symmetric, asymmetric, instance-
dependent, and real-world noise.

2 Related Works
Robust loss functions. In recent years, several robust-
loss-based methods have been developed for learning with
noisy labels. Ghosh, Kumar, and Sastry (2017) theoreti-
cally demonstrated the robustness of symmetric loss func-
tions, such as Mean Absolute Error (MAE), to label noise.
Building on this, Zhang and Sabuncu (2018) introduced the
Generalized Cross Entropy (GCE), which is a generaliza-
tion of Cross Entropy (CE) and MAE. Further, Wang et al.

(2019) combined CE with scaled MAE to propose Symmet-
ric Cross Entropy (SCE). Additionally, Menon et al. (2020)
introduced a composite loss-based gradient clipping applied
to CE, resulting in PHuber-CE. Feng et al. (2020) utilized
the Taylor series to derive an alternative representation of
CE, leading to the development of Taylor-CE. Moreover,
Ma et al. (2020) proposed the Active Passive Loss (APL),
aiming to create fully robust loss functions. Zhou et al.
(2021) developed Asymmetric Loss Functions (ALFs) to ad-
dress limitations posed by symmetric conditions. Wei et al.
(2023) introduced logit clipping (LogitClip), a technique
that clamps the norm of the logit vector to a constant up-
per bound. Recently, Ye et al. (2023) proposed Normalized
Negative Loss Functions (NNLFs), which prioritize learning
from well-understood samples.

Other methods for noisy label learning. In addition to
robust loss functions, various other approaches are utilized
for learning with noisy labels. A sample selection-based ap-
proach aims to identify and select clean samples for training,
often leveraging the disagreement between two models (Yu
et al. 2019; Wei et al. 2020). Some research further com-
bines these methods with techniques from unsupervised or
semi-supervised learning to make full use of the unselected
corrupted samples (Nguyen et al. 2020; Li, Socher, and Hoi
2020; Wei et al. 2022b). A loss correction-based approach
modifies the loss of each sample based on label-dependent
weights (Natarajan et al. 2013), an estimated noise transition
matrix (Han et al. 2018; Patrini et al. 2017), or model pre-
dictions (Arazo et al. 2019). Additionally, a regularization-
based approach is also employed to combat label noise, in-
cluding methods such as MixUp (Zhang et al. 2018), label
smoothing (Lukasik et al. 2020), or leveraging previous pre-
diction results (Liu et al. 2020).



3 Preliminaries
3.1 Risk Minimization and Noisy Labels
In this work, we consider a typical classification problem
with K-categories. Let X ⊂ Rd be the sample space and
Y = [K] := {1, · · · ,K} be the label space. Given a
dataset {(xn, yn)}Nn=1, where each sample pair (xn, yn) is
drawn i.i.d. from an underlying “clean” distribution Dc, over
X × Y . We define q(k|xn) as the ground truth probabilis-
tic distribution across various labels for a sample xn, along
with the condition that

∑K
k=1 q(k|xn) = 1. Specifically,

q(k|xn) is a degenerate distribution where q(yn|xn) = 1
and q(k ̸= yn|xn) = 0.

We define a classifier f : X → RK as a function that
maps from sample space to logit space, parameterized by
trainable parameters θ. Specifically, we focus on the case
that f is a deep neural network (DNN). Given a sample
xn, the function f(xn) computes the logits. By apply-
ing a softmax output layer, we obtain the model-predicted
probability p(k|xn) for each category k ∈ {1, · · · ,K},
with

∑K
k=1 p(k|xn) = 1. Training a classifier f is to find

an optimal classifier f∗ that minimize the empirical risk:∑N
n=1 ℓ(f(xn), yn), where ℓ : RK × Y → R+ denotes the

loss function.
When label noise exists, we work with a corrupted dataset

{(xn, ỹn)}Nn=1, where each sample is drawn i.i.d. from an
unknown distribution Dη and ỹ denotes the possibly incor-
rect label. There are two ways to model label noise: instance-
independent or instance-dependent.

In the instance-independent approach, it is assumed that,
given the true label y, the corruption process is conditionally
independent of input sample x (Ghosh, Kumar, and Sastry
2017). So the stochastic corruption that the true label y is
corrupted into label j is specified by a transition matrix,

[ηyj ] = qη(j|y), ∀y, j ∈ [K], (1)

where ηyj denotes the probability that true label y is cor-
rupted into label j, and ηy =

∑
j ̸=y ηyj denotes the noise

rate for label y. Under this model assumption, label noise
can be either symmetric or asymmetric. For symmetric
noise, ηij = ηi

K−1 ,∀j ̸= i and ηi = η,∀i ∈ [k], where η
is a constant. For asymmetric noise, ηij varies depending on
both the true label i and corrupted label j.

The instance-dependent approach extends the setting
above and assumes that the corruption process is condition-
ally dependent on both the true label y and input sample x
(Xia et al. 2020). Similarly, the probability of the event that
true label y is corrupted into label j is given by:

ηyj(x) = qη(j|y,x), (2)

where ηyj(x) now depends on x, and ηy(x) =∑
j ̸=y ηyj(x) dentes the noise rate for sample x.
As a closing remark, the unknown “noisy” distribution Dη

can be taken as a mixture of the “clean” distribution Dc and
the “noise” distribution Dn. Specifically, qη(x, ỹ) = qη(ỹ =
y) · qη(x, ỹ | ỹ = y) + qη(ỹ ̸= y) · qη(x, ỹ | ỹ ̸= y);
qη(x, ỹ | ỹ = y) is exactly the previously introduced “clean”
distribution Dc, and we further denote Dn := qη(x, ỹ | ỹ ̸=
y).

3.2 Gradient Clipping
We first introduce the vector clipping function. Given a user-
specified threshold τ > 0, the clipping function can be for-
mally defined by:

clip(w, τ) =

{
τ · w

∥w∥2
, if ∥w∥2 ≥ τ,

w, otherwise,
(3)

where w denotes the vector to be clipped, and the output is
guaranteed to have an ℓ2 norm upper bounded by τ .

In practice, the clipping function is usually applied to a
mini-batch {(xm, ym)}Mm=1. To clip the gradients for the
model parameters θ, the operation is defined as follows:

ḡθ = clip(gθ, τ),

where gθ =
1

M

M∑
m=1

∇θℓ(f(xm), ym). (4)

Standard gradient clipping is typically employed to avoid
gradient explosion (Pascanu, Mikolov, and Bengio 2013)
and accelerate the convergence of the model (Zhang et al.
2020).

As an implicit regularization approach, gradient clipping
is adopted by practitioners to alleviate the issues caused by
noisy labels. However, Menon et al. (2020) suggested that
merely clipping the gradient of the model parameter θ does
not effectively counteract the detrimental impacts of noisy
labels. They discovered that, on a linear model, applying
gradient clipping to parameters is equivalent to applying it
to logits. However, clipping gradients on logits modifies the
loss function in a way that allows outliers to still influence
the gradients, ultimately compromising the robustness. In-
stead, they recommend applying gradient clipping directly
to the gradients of the model predicted probabilities p in the
following manner:

ḡp = clip(gp, τ), where gp = ∇pℓ(f(x), y). (5)
Applying gradient clipping to probabilities results in a mod-
ified loss function where the loss value remains nearly con-
stant when logits exceed a certain threshold. This property
helps the loss function assign small gradients to outlier sam-
ples (which are likely to be corrupted). Consequently, it
bounds the gradient caused by noisy samples, enhancing the
robustness of the loss function against noisy labels.

4 Optimized Gradient Clipping
We present the methodology of optimized gradient clipping
in this section.

4.1 Motivation
Given the observation that a fixed clipping threshold may
be ineffective in addressing the inherent variability of gradi-
ent distributions, we reconsider the problem of selecting the
clipping threshold from a new perspective.

Specifically, we are interested in understanding how the
clipping threshold τ (t) affects r(t), which represents the ra-
tio of expected gradients between clean and noisy samples:

r(t) =
E(x,ỹ)∼Dn

[∥clip(∇pℓ(f(x), ỹ), τ
(t))∥2]

E(x,ỹ)∼Dc
[∥clip(∇pℓ(f(x), ỹ), τ (t))∥2]

. (6)



This formula calculates the ratio of expected gradient (with
respect to the predicted probabilities) between noise and
clean samples after clipping at time step t. Intuitively, this
ratio reflects the extent to which noisy samples influence
the training process. As the ratio increases, the influence of
noisy samples begins to dominate, leading to model overfit-
ting. Conversely, by controlling this ratio through the opti-
mized threshold τ (t), we can effectively manage the impact
of noisy samples.

4.2 Method
Here, we formally introduce our method, named as Op-
timized Gradient Clipping (OGC). Our approach consists
of the following three components: 1) Modeling clean and
noisy distributions, 2) Determining the clipping threshold,
and 3) Applying clipping to the loss functions. Our algo-
rithm is outlined in Appendix.

To simplify our discussion, we focuses on a specific type
of loss function under the following assumption: the loss
value ℓ depends exclusively on p(y|x), the predicted proba-
bility of the given label. It should be noted that most widely
used loss functions follow this assumption. This includes
both non-robust loss functions, such as Cross Entropy (CE)
and Focal Loss (FL), and robust loss functions, such as Gen-
eralized Cross Entropy (GCE).

This assumption enables us to define two key mapping
functions: 1) ϕH→ℓ, which directly maps the cross entropy
value H to the loss value ℓ; and 2) ϕ∥gp∥2→ℓ, which directly
maps ∥gp∥2, the gradient norm of the predicted probability,
to the loss value ℓ.

Modeling of clean and noisy distributions. In the real
world, we only have access to a corrupted dataset sampled
from an unknown distribution Dη , making the direct calcu-
lation of r(t) unfeasible. To address this, we propose a proxy
ratio r̃(t) to approximate the ground-truth r(t).

Given a mini-batch {(xm, ỹm)}Mm=1 sampled at time t,
we recall the cross entropy for a sample pair (x, ỹ) is given
as follows:

H(f(x), ỹ) = −
K∑

k=1

q(k|x) log p(k|x)

= − log p(ỹ|x). (7)

By respectively assuming (x, ỹ) ∼ Dc and (x, ỹ) ∼ Dn,
H(f(x), ỹ) will exhibit two distinct distributions, which ac-
cordingly induce two random variables Hc, Hn.

The two-component Gaussian Mixture Model (2-GMM),
which can be considered a non-parametric method, is com-
monly utilized to model the Cross Entropy value H in noisy
label learning scenarios (Li, Socher, and Hoi 2020). This
model enabling us to effectively characterize the clean and
noisy distributions. Here, we fit a 2-GMM on the empirical
distribution of H(f(x), ỹ) for (x, ỹ) ∼ Dη , resulting in the
following two Gaussian approximation distributions:

Hc ∼ N (t)
c , where N (t)

c = N (µ(t)
c , σ(t)

c

2
) (8)

Hn ∼ N (t)
n , where N (t)

n = N (µ(t)
n , σ(t)

n

2
), (9)

where µ
(t)
c < µ

(t)
n , N (t)

c and N (t)
n denotes the clean and

noise gaussian distribution at time t, respectively. It should
be noted that the assumption that clean samples exhibit
lower cross entropy values than noisy samples is widely ac-
cepted in the field of noisy label learning (Gui, Wang, and
Tian 2021).

Determine clipping threshold τ (t). Given the clean and
noise distributions, we can calculate r̃(t) in the following
manner (ϕH→ℓ(·) is defined in the third paragraph of this
subsection):

r̃(t) =

∫ +∞
0

∥clip(∇pϕH→ℓ(H), τ (t))∥2dPn(H)∫ +∞
0

∥clip(∇pϕH→ℓ(H), τ (t))∥2dPc(H)
, (10)

where Pc and Pn are the distribution functions of the clean
and noise Gaussian distributions N (t)

c and N (t)
n , respec-

tively. And the clipping threshold τ (t) can be obtained by
solving the following optimizing problem:

min
τ(t)

r̃(t)(τ (t)). (11)

However, directly optimizing Eq.11 may result in excessive
clipping. Specifically, one could clip as many gradients as
possible to minimize the ratio. In such cases, although most
of the noisy gradients are effectively removed, the clean gra-
dients are also impacted, leading to model underfitting. To
address this, we instead employ a conditioned version of
Eq.11 to balance the clipping of noisy gradients while pre-
serving the clean gradients:

min
τ(t)

r̃(t)(τ (t)) s.t. r̃(t) ≥ 1 + ϵ, (12)

where ϵ > 0 is a hyper-parameter, and 1 + ϵ is the pre-
defined gradient ratio. This allows us to consistently deter-
mine a clipping threshold τ (t) that preserves the desired ra-
tio, regardless of variations in the gradient distributions of
clean and noisy samples, while preventing excessive clip-
ping of the clean gradients. In practice, a straightforward bi-
nary search algorithm is applied to solve Eq.12.

Implement optimized clipping on loss functions. Ac-
cording to Menon et al. (2020, Lemma 5), a loss
function ℓ equipped with gradient clipping is equiva-
lent to a Huberised-like loss function as follows: if
∥∇p(ℓ(f(x), y))∥2 ≥ τ (t), then ℓ̄(f(x), y, τ (t)) = 1 −
τ (t) ·p(y|x)+ϕ∥gp∥2→ℓ(τ

(t)); otherwise, ℓ̄(f(x), y, τ (t)) =
ℓ(f(x), y).

Take Cross Entropy (CE) loss ℓCE as an example. By
applying Optimized Gradient Clipping (OGC), we ob-
tain CE+OGC, which is induced by a new loss func-
tion ℓ̄CE(f(x), y, τ

(t)) as follows: if 1
p(y|x) ≥ τ (t), then

ℓ̄CE(f(x), y, τ
(t)) = 1− τ (t) · p(y|x) + log τ (t); otherwise,

ℓ̄CE(f(x), y, τ
(t)) = − log p(y|x).

4.3 Robustness Analysis
In the following, we provide a formal analysis of the ro-
bustness exhibited by our proposed OGC. Specifically, we
will first introduce an indicator of robustness, “excess risk”,



Methods Sym-50% Sym-80% Asymmetric Dependent Real Average

Fixed 84.56 34.21 58.95 44.24 79.84 60.36
Linear 81.01 42.01 77.90 65.68 75.63 68.44
EMA 84.98 21.31 81.30 73.06 82.23 68.57

Optimized (ours) 85.16 43.77 81.51 78.28 81.45 74.03

Table 1: Test accuracies (%) of τ (t) adjusting methods on CIFAR-10 dataset with different label noise, bold for best results.

which is the focus of our analysis. To simplify our discus-
sion, we specifically analyze the new loss function ℓ̄CE in-
duced by CE+OGC, which is Cross Entropy equipped with
OGC. (Our results can be easily generalized to other loss
functions, such as Focal Loss (FL) and Generalized Cross
Entropy (GCE).)

Given any classifier f and loss function ℓ̄CE with τ (t), the
population risks of f under the clean distribution Dc and the
unknown distribution Dη are respectively defined as

Rℓ̄CE
(f, τ (t)) = E(x,y)∼Dc

[ℓ̄CE(f(x), y, τ
(t))],

Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f, τ (t)) = E(x,ỹ)∼Dη

[ℓ̄CE(f(x), ỹ, τ
(t))]. (13)

Let f⋆ be the global minimizer of Rℓ̄CE
(f, τ (t)), and let f̃⋆

be the global minimizer of Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f, τ (t)). With the notations,

we can then define the “excess risk” as Rℓ̄CE
(f̃⋆, τ (t)) −

Rℓ̄CE
(f⋆, τ (t)) or Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f⋆, τ (t))−Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f̃⋆, τ (t)) (which in-

dicates the performance gap of f̃⋆ and f⋆).
We first show the boundedness of ℓ̄CE, which is important

to the control of “excess risk”.
Proposition 1 Given any classifier f , for any input sample
pair (x, y) and any τ (t) ≥ 1, the CE+OGC loss ℓ̄CE is both
lower and upper bounded:

1− p(j|x) ≤ ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t))

≤ (1− p(j|x))(1 + log τ (t)). (14)

Moreover, the sum of ℓ̄CE w.r.t all classes is thus also lower
bound and upper bounded:

K − 1 ≤
K∑
j=1

ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t))

≤ (K − 1)(1 + log τ (t)). (15)

The proof is deffered to Appendix. Proposition 1 demon-
strates that Cross Entropy equipped with our proposed OGC
is always bounded. Moreover, as τ (t) approaches 1, the
bound becomes tighter. When τ (t) = 1, our loss function
is equivalent to the symmetric Mean Absolute Error (MAE).
Notably, this symmetry is a key property that makes a loss
function robust to label noise (Ghosh, Kumar, and Sastry
2017).

Proposition 1 paves the way for further noise robustness
analysis of CE+OGC loss ℓ̄CE. Firstly, under the common
instance-independent setting, we can depict the bound of ex-
cess risk for both symmetric and asymmetric label noise (see
Equation (1) for the definitions).

Theorem 1 (Excess risk under instance-independent sym-
metric label noise) Under symmetric label noise with η ≤
1− 1

K ,

0 ≤ Rℓ̄CE
(f̃⋆, τ (t))−Rℓ̄CE

(f⋆, τ (t))

≤ log τ (t)
/(

1− ηK

K − 1

)
. (16)

Theorem 2 (Excess risk under instance-independent asym-
metric label noise) Under asymmetric label noise with
ηij < 1 − ηi,∀j ̸= i,∀i, j ∈ [k], where 1 − ηi = ηii, if
Rℓ̄CE

(f⋆, τ (t)) = 0, then

0 ≤ Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f⋆, τ (t))−Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f̃⋆, τ (t))

≤ (K − 1)(log τ (t))E(x,y)∼Dc
[1− ηy]. (17)

The proofs for Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 can be found in
Appendix. These theorems illustrate that, under both sym-
metric and asymmetric label noise, with our proposed OGC
method, the excess risk between f̃⋆ and f⋆ is consistently
bounded. Meanwhile, these bounds get tighter as τ (t) de-
creases.

Next, we further extend our analysis to scenarios where
the label noise is instance-dependent (see Equation 2).
With a regular mild assumption on signal-to-noise ratio that
ηyj(x) < ηyy(x),∀x, j ̸= y, we have the following result:
Theorem 3 (Excess risk under instance-dependent label
noise) Under instance-dependent label noise with ηyj(x) <

ηyy(x),∀x, j ̸= y, if Rℓ̄CE
(f⋆, τ (t)) = 0, then

0 ≤ Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f⋆, τ (t))−Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f̃⋆, τ (t))

≤ (K − 1)(log τ (t))E(x,y)∼Dc
[1− ηy(x)]. (18)

The proof for Theorem 3 is provided in Appendix. This
theorem demonstrates that, even under instance-dependent
label noise, our proposed OGC method ensures that the risk
differences between f̃⋆ and f⋆ remain consistently bounded.

5 Experiments
5.1 Empirical Understanding
In this subsection, to enhance our understanding of the pro-
posed OGC, we conduct a series of experiments. Unless
otherwise stated, our experimental settings follow those de-
scribed in Section 5.2. For additional experimental results on
parameter analysis, including predefined gradient ratio 1+ϵ,
queue Q, time frame s, and time consumption, please refer
to Appendix.



Methods Sym-50% Sym-80% Asymmetric Dependent Real Average

GCE 85.36 34.72 59.87 66.76 81.33 65.61
GCE+OGC 86.23 38.68 80.88 77.22 81.75 72.95

Improvement + 0.87 + 3.96 + 21.01 + 10.46 + 0.42 + 7.34

Table 2: Test accuracies (%) of GCE and GCE+OGC on CIFAR-10 dataset with different label noise.

Methods Sym-20% Sym-50% Sym-80% Asymmetric Dependent Real Average

CE 81.25±0.35 51.58±0.41 35.97±5.46 76.20±0.38 60.37±0.68 64.43±0.24 61.63
FL 82.32±0.39 52.65±0.35 37.30±1.13 76.69±0.15 61.12±0.31 65.57±0.39 62.61

MAE 89.99±0.14 75.80±3.72 18.81±2.01 56.09±0.29 15.70±1.79 55.93±3.67 52.05
GCE 91.24±0.13 85.36±0.20 34.72±3.65 59.87±0.10 66.76±0.38 81.33±0.06 69.88
SCE 91.34±0.05 84.91±0.33 40.59±0.48 79.52±0.41 77.75±1.08 81.20±0.15 75.89

PHuber-CE 90.75±0.13 84.56±0.14 34.21±3.91 58.95±0.23 44.24±10.21 79.84±0.17 65.43
Taylor-CE 91.24±0.08 84.60±0.10 43.69±5.26 59.19±0.23 57.26±6.73 80.08±0.14 69.34
NCE+RCE 91.21±0.09 84.95±0.27 26.38±3.05 78.58±0.32 78.75±0.37 80.78±0.21 73.44

JS 91.65±0.05 83.79±0.21 40.74±5.98 75.45±0.35 68.24±1.10 78.55±0.31 71.40
LC-CE 91.69±0.08 79.29±0.35 35.77±3.27 75.48±0.06 61.19±0.40 74.67±0.43 69.68

NCE+NNCE 90.96±0.08 85.19±0.28 17.56±0.36 77.63±0.26 80.92±0.66 82.39±0.08 72.44

CE+OGC 91.80±0.13 85.16±0.26 43.77±2.27 81.51±0.31 78.28±0.12 81.45±0.68 76.99
FL+OGC 88.51±0.41 85.43±0.13 41.43±1.02 86.34±0.49 78.21±0.86 82.69±0.30 77.10

Table 3: Test accuracies (%) of different methods on CIFAR-10 datasets with different label noise. The results (mean±std) are
reported over 3 random runs. Bold denotes the best results and underline denotes the second-best results.

Comparison with manually designed methods. To
highlight the advantages of our optimize-based strategy, we
compare it on CIFAR-10 against manually designed ap-
proaches for tuning τ (t): 1) Linear Decrease Strategy: This
approach is defined by τ (t) = β ·(1− t

T ), where T represents
the total number of time steps and β is a parameter. 2) Ex-
ponential Moving Average (EMA) Strategy: This approach
uses the formula 1

τ(t) = α · 1
τ(t−1) + (1 − α) · 1, where α

is a parameter. We also compare our optimize-based strat-
egy with a fixed strategy proposed by Menon et al. (2020),
where τ (t) remains constant.

The experimental results are presented in Table 1, and the
experimental details can be found in Appendix.

As observed, our optimize-based strategy consistently
outperforms other approaches in most label noise scenarios,
particularly in cases with high noise rates (Sym-80%) and
instance-dependent noise. Even in scenarios where it does
not achieve the highest accuracy, it remains highly compet-
itive, with only a 0.8% difference compared to the EMA
method. Furthermore, our proposed optimize-based strat-
egy achieves the highest average performance, outperform-
ing the second-best method by 5%, highlighting its superior
overall effectiveness. These experimental results underscore
the robustness and efficacy of our optimize-based strategy
across various types of label noise.

Can OGC improves robust loss functions? Our pro-
posed OGC can be applied not only to non-robust loss func-
tions, such as CE and FL, but also to robust loss functions.
This naturally raises the question of whether an existing ro-
bust loss function can improve its performance by incorpo-
rating our proposed OGC. Here, we use Generalized Cross
Entropy (GCE) (Zhang and Sabuncu 2018) as an example

and demonstrate that equipping with OGC can enhance the
performance of a robust loss function.

Specifically, we conducted a series of experiments on the
CIFAR-10 dataset under various types of label noise. For
our GCE+OGC, GCE equipped with OGC, we set the pa-
rameters (q, ϵ0) to (0.7, 20.0). The results, which reflect the
average accuracies over the last 10 epochs, are presented
in Table 2. As observed, equipping GCE with our OGC re-
sults in consistent performance improvements. Notably, un-
der asymmetric label noise, we achieved a 21.01% improve-
ment. These results demonstrate that our proposed OGC can
enhance the effectiveness of existing robust loss functions.

5.2 Evaluation on Benchmark Datasets
In this subsection, we evaluate our proposed method us-
ing two well-known datasets: CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100
(Krizhevsky, Hinton et al. 2009). To demonstrate the robust-
ness of our proposed method against different types of la-
bel noise, we compare it with other state-of-the-art methods
under various label noise conditions, including symmetric,
asymmetric, instance-dependent (Xia et al. 2020), and real-
world (Wei et al. 2022a) label noise settings.

Baselines. We consider several state-of-the-art methods:
1) Generalized Cross Entropy (GCE) (Zhang and Sabuncu
2018); 2) Symmetric Cross Entropy (SCE) (Wang et al.
2019); 3) Partially Huberised Cross Entropy (PHuber-CE)
(Menon et al. 2020); 4) Taylor Cross Entropy (Taylor-CE)
(Feng et al. 2020); 5) Normalized Loss Functions (Ma et al.
2020), specifically NCE+RCE; 6) Jensen-Shannon Diver-
gence Loss (JS) (Englesson and Azizpour 2021); 7) Logit
Clipping on Cross Entropy (LC-CE) (Wei et al. 2023);
8) Normalized Negative Loss Functions (Ye et al. 2023),



Methods Sym-20% Sym-50% Sym-80% Asymmetric Dependent Real Average

CE 64.75±0.22 49.56±0.63 8.94±0.53 45.32±0.23 48.78±0.33 54.64±0.09 45.33
FL 64.58±0.77 50.27±0.28 9.52±0.55 46.55±0.14 49.67±0.35 53.80±0.11 45.73

MAE 5.46±0.69 3.63±0.12 0.99±0.01 2.81±0.45 1.36±0.27 2.79±0.80 14.86
GCE 71.14±0.23 65.18±0.52 11.99±0.37 42.59±0.56 51.43±0.69 56.58±0.21 49.65
SCE 66.01±0.23 57.00±0.37 6.44±0.17 39.93±0.41 45.53±0.46 53.45±0.13 45.23

PHuber-CE 54.08±1.67 48.94±0.34 15.79±1.07 31.97±0.41 20.22±0.91 34.71±0.66 37.33
Taylor-CE 69.87±0.36 63.84±0.12 23.10±0.59 41.94±0.29 43.44±0.75 49.76±0.48 50.20
NCE+RCE 69.95±0.19 61.31±0.10 14.87±0.39 42.65±0.25 51.24±0.22 56.40±0.30 48.74

JS 71.15±0.34 65.60±0.11 17.15±0.37 44.82±0.60 51.37±0.87 55.17±1.20 51.07
LC-CE 71.40±0.16 62.61±0.11 13.16±0.54 42.84±0.25 47.01±0.52 55.87±0.35 48.65

NCE+NNCE 69.07±0.24 62.09±0.12 7.93±0.88 50.86±0.25 55.31±2.13 57.55±0.19 50.81

CE+OGC 71.41±0.42 67.61±0.46 28.70±1.54 45.37±0.25 57.28±1.40 59.93±0.15 54.78
FL+OGC 71.13±0.34 66.65±0.09 31.33±0.42 47.84±1.06 60.83±0.85 60.30±0.28 56.36

Table 4: Test accuracies (%) of different methods on CIFAR-100 datasets with different label noise. The results (mean±std) are
reported over 3 random runs. Bold denotes the best results and underline denotes the second-best results.

Method CE GCE SCE PHuber-CE NCE+RCE LC-CE CE+OGC FL+OGC

ILSVRC2012 Val 64.96 56.60 63.47 63.75 65.08 66.47 67.40 68.28
WebVision Val 68.51 58.20 65.63 65.43 66.75 69.56 70.28 70.60

Table 5: Top-1 validation accuracies (%) of different methods on the ILSVRC12 and WebVision validation sets, under the
“Mini” setting (Jiang et al. 2018). Bold denotes the best results and underline denotes the second-best results.

specifically NCE+NNCE. Additionally, we employ Cross
Entropy (CE), Focal Loss (FL) (Lin et al. 2017), and Mean
Absolute Error (MAE) (Ghosh, Kumar, and Sastry 2017)
for network training. For our proposed Optimized Gradi-
ent Clipping (OGC), we consider two loss functions: 1)
CE+OGC and 2) FL+OGC.

Experimental details. Noise generation, training, and pa-
rameter settings are in Appendix.

Results. The results for CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 are
presented in Table 3 and Table 4, respectively. The reported
values reflect the average accuracies over the last 10 epochs.
For both datasets, the incorporation of OGC enables CE
and FL to consistently achieve the top-2 average accuracy
across various scenarios. Notably, CE and FL are among
the least robust loss functions, emphasizing OGC’s effec-
tiveness in enhancing the performance of non-robust loss
functions. Notably, CE and FL, typically among the least
robust loss functions, show significant improvement with
OGC, highlighting its effectiveness in enhancing the perfor-
mance of non-robust loss functions. For instance, in Table 3,
on CIFAR-10 with real-world label noise, integrating OGC
with CE achieves a direct improvement (+17.02%). More-
over, in Table 4, with the integration of OGC, CE and FL
consistently achieve the top two accuracies in all scenarios
except for CIFAR-10 with asymmetric label noise. Addition-
ally, due to our optimize-based strategy, our loss function re-
quires only a single hyper-parameter, significantly reducing
the time needed for hyper-parameter tuning compared to the
previous SOTA method, NCE+NNCE, which involves three
hyper-parameters. These observations underscore the effec-
tiveness of our proposed OGC.

5.3 Evaluation on Real-world Noisy Dataset
To evaluate our proposed method on large-scale real-world
noisy dataset, we conduct experiments on WebVision 1.0
dataset. WebVision 1.0 (Li et al. 2017) contains more than
2.4 million web images crawled from the internet by using
queries generated from the 1,000 class labels of the ILSVRC
2012 (Deng et al. 2009) benchmark. Following the “Mini”
setting in previous works (Jiang et al. 2018), we only take
the first 50 classes of the Google resized image subset. We
evaluate the trained networks on the same 50 classes of both
the ILSVRC 2012 validation set and WebVision 1.0 valida-
tion set, these can be considered as clean validation sets.

The experimental details can be found in Appendix. The
results of last epoch validation accuracies are reported in
Table 5. As observed, integrating our proposed OGC with
CE and FL results in significant improvements, outperform-
ing existing robust loss functions on both validation sets.
These results verify that our method is effective in enhanc-
ing noise-robustness in large-scale real-world scenarios.

6 Conclusions
In this paper, we introduce Optimized Gradient Clipping
(OGC), a novel method for noisy label learning, which em-
ploys a 2-component Gaussian Mixture Model (2-GMM) to
distinguish between clean and noisy samples, estimating the
noise-to-clean gradient ratio after clipping. This allows us
to set a clipping threshold at each training step, limiting the
influence of noise gradients. OGC enhances the robustness
of both non-robust and robust loss functions in noisy label
settings. Our theoretical analysis highlights its noise toler-
ance, and extensive experiments demonstrate its effective-
ness across various noise types.
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Technical Appendix to “Optimized Gradient Clipping for Noisy Label Learning”

A Method

A.1 Algorithm

Our algorithm is presented in Algorithm 1. For an in-depth discussion on the queue Q and the time frame s, please refer to

Appendix B.1.

Algorithm 1: Training process for Optimized Gradient Clipping (OGC)
Require: Randomly initialized model f ; Dataset Dη; FIFO queue Q with size q; Maximum training steps T ; Mini-batch size M ; Time

frame s; Loss function ℓ.

1: for t = 1 to T do

2: Randomly sample a mini-batch {xm, ỹm}Mm=1 from Dη

3: for m = 1 to M do

4: Hm ← H(f(xm), ỹm) ▷ Compute cross entropy for sample

5: ENQUEUE(Q,Hm) ▷ Add cross entropy value to queue

6: end for

7: if t mod s = 0 then

8: Nc,Nn ← Fit 2-GMM on Q ▷ Fit a two-component Gaussian Mixture Model

9: τ (t) ← Solve for optimal τ (t)using Equation (12) ▷ Update clipping threshold

10: else

11: τ (t) ← τ (t−1) ▷ Carry forward the last threshold

12: end if

13: Compute empirical loss using ℓ̄ ▷ Compute loss with gradient clipping

14: Update f using back-propagation ▷ Update model parameters

15: end for

16: return Trained model f

A.2 Limitations

While we have illustrated the success of OGC, it is also crucial to understand the limitations that arise in more complex settings.

When the noise distribution is complex or the noise rate is high, the 2-GMM we use may struggle to model the distributions of

clean and noise data accurately. This can lead to unreliable estimates of the ground-truth r(t), thereby damaging the performance

of our proposed OGC.

B Experiments

B.1 Empirical Understanding

Comparison with manually designed methods. In addition to the discussion in main text, we provide the hyper-parameters

used in Table 1 for the comparison of manually designed methods. For the fixed strategy, the results match those of PHuber-CE,

as the fixed strategy is equivalent to PHuber-CE. For the linear strategy, we tuned β ∈ {1, 2, 5, 10} and selected β = 10, which

performed the best on average. For the EMA strategy, we tuned α ∈ {0.99, 0.999, 0.9999, 0.99999} and selected α = 0.9999,

which achieved the best performance on average.



Can OGC improves robust loss functions? In addition to the discussion in main text, we provide the hyper-parameters used

in Table 2. For q, we adopted the optimal value as reported in the GCE paper (Zhang and Sabuncu 2018). For ϵ0, we tuned

it over {100, 50, 20, 10}, following the tuning procedure outlined in Appendix B.2, and selected the value that performed best

under 0.5 symmetric label noise.

Predefined gradient ratio 1+ ϵ. To understand the effect of 1+ ϵ, we conduct a series of experiments on the CIFAR-10 dataset

under 50% and 80% symmetric label noise. We test various values of ϵ ∈ {5.0, 1.0, 0.5, 0.1, 0.05, 0.01}. The results, illustrated

in Figure 2, reveal that a smaller ϵ (e.g., ϵ = 0.01) makes the training robust to noisy labels but leads to underfitting. Conversely,

a larger ϵ (e.g., ϵ = 5.0) reduces robustness against noisy labels and leads to overfitting. These findings highlight the necessity

of tuning ϵ to achieve optimal performance.

Regarding parameter tuning, we observe that at each training stage with a different learning rate, the optimal ϵ varies. Therefore,

we empirically set ϵ = lr · ϵ0, where ϵ0 is the only parameter to tune and lr denotes the learning rate. By using the same

parameter settings across all experiments, we consistently achieve satisfactory results.
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Figure 2: Test accuracies (%) of different ϵ on CIFAR-10 dataset with different label noise.

Queue Q. In practice, modeling distributions using a 2-Gaussian Mixture Model (2-GMM) based on a single sampled mini-

batch data has the following issues: 1) The resulting Gaussian distribution can exceed the range of cross-entropy values, H;

2) The sample size from a single mini-batch may be insufficient to model reliable distributions. To address these issues, we

employ truncated Gaussian distributions to prevent the values from exceeding the specified range. Additionally, we maintain a

First-In, First-Out (FIFO) queue Q to accumulate the cross-entropy values from the latest q samples for modeling the 2-GMM.

The queue size q influences the number of samples used for modeling the 2-GMM.

We conduct experiments with ϵ = 0.05 and q ∈ {28, 29, 210, 211, 212, 213} on CIFAR-10 dataset under 0.8 symmetric label

noise. The results are illustrated in Figure 3. As observed, while the test accuracies remain nearly consistent across different

values of q, the variance of τ (t) increases as q becomes larger. For all experiments, we set q = 212 = 4096.

Time frame s. To solve Eq 12, we initially apply discretization to divide the range of the cross entropy value H into predefined

intervals, following binary search to locate the optimal τ (t). To enhance efficiency further, we utilize a time frame s to update

τ (t), allowing us to avoid solving Eq 12 at each training step t. The time frame s controls the frequency of updating τ (t).

We conduct experiments with ϵ = 0.05 and s ∈ {23, 25, 27, 29, 211, 213} on CIFAR-10 dataset under 0.8 symmetric label noise.

The results are illustrated in Figure 4. As can be observed, when s becomes larger and exceeds a certain threshold, our τ (t)

fails to timely capture the model’s state, which consequently impairs performance. In all experiments, we set s = 25 = 32 to
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balance computational efficacy and performance.

Time consumption. In our method, we employ a 2-GMM to model the distribution of the cross-entropy loss for both clean and

noisy samples. Although a 2-GMM can be considered a non-parametric approach, the additional time required for modeling the

distribution could potentially affect the efficiency of our proposed method. To address this concern, we conduct experiments on

a single GTX1080Ti GPU, recording the time consumption and comparing it across different methods.

Specifically, we conduct experiments with CE, Phuber-CE (Menon et al. 2020) and CE+OGC on the CIFAR-10 dataset, follow-

ing the experimental settings outlined in Section 5.2. The results are summarized in Table 6. As can be observed, compared to

CE and Phuber-CE, our proposed method only marginally increases the time cost by 5 minutes (7.14%) and 3 minutes (4.16%),

respectively. In contrast, our method shows significantly superior performance. For instance, it achieves an 18% improvement

over CE under 50% symmetric label noise and nearly a 13% improvement over Phuber-CE under 80% symmetric label noise

(see Table 3). Overall, the additional time consumption of 2-GMM is minimal, while our method delivers superior performance.

B.2 Evaluation on Benchmark Datasets

Noise generation. For class-independent noise, the noisy labels are generated following standard approaches in previous works

(Ma et al. 2020; Zhou et al. 2021). For symmetric noise, we flip the labels in each class randomly to incorrect labels of

other classes. For asymmetric noise, we flip the labels within a specific set of classes. For CIFAR-10, flipping TRUCK →
AUTOMOBILE, BIRD → AIRPLANE, DEER → HORSE, CAT ↔ DOG. For CIFAR-100, the 100 classes are grouped into

20 super-classes with each has 5 sub-classes, and each class are flipped within the same super-class into the next in a circular



Methods CE Phuber-CE CE+OGC

Time consumption (min) 70 72 75

Table 6: Time consumption for training different methods on the CIFAR-10 dataset.

fashion. We vary the noise rate η ∈ {0.2, 0.5, 0.8} for symmetric noise and η ∈ {0.4} for asymmetric noise. For instance-

dependent noise, we use the part-dependent noise from PDN (Xia et al. 2020) with a noise rate of 40%, where the noise is

synthesized based on the DNN prediction error. For real-world noise, we use the “Worst” label set of CIFAR-10N and the

“Noisy” label set of CIFAR-100N (Wei et al. 2022a), respectively.

Training details. We employ a ResNet-18 for CIFAR-10 and a ResNet-34 (He et al. 2016) for CIFAR-100. For both CIFAR-10

and CIFAR-100, the networks are trained for 150 epochs. For all the training, we use SGD optimizer with 0.9 momentum. We

set the initial learning rate as 0.1, and reduce it by a factor of 10 after 50 and 100 epochs. Weight decay is set to 5×10−4. Batch

size is set to 128. For all settings, we clip the gradient norm to 5.0. Typical data augmentations including random horizontal

flip, random resized crop and random rotation are applied. We conduct all the experiments on NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090,

and implement all methods by PyTorch.

Parameter settings. For all baseline methods, we tuned their parameters according to the guidelines provided in their orig-

inal papers. For both CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 datasets, tuning was performed using 50% symmetric label noise to ob-

tain the optimal parameters, which were then applied consistently across all other label noise settings. To ensure a fair

comparison, we employed an identical grid search approach to find the optimal parameters for each method within a com-

parable budget. Specifically, we tuned q ∈ {0.9, 0.8, 0.7, 0.6, 0.5, 0.4} for GCE, α ∈ {0.1, 0.5, 1.0, 5.0, 10.0} and β ∈
{0.1, 0.5, 1.0, 5.0, 10.0} for SCE, τ ∈ {2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10} for PHuber-CE, t ∈ {2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18} for Taylor-CE,

α ∈ {0.1, 1.0, 10.0, 50.0, 100.0} and β ∈ {0.01, 0.1, 1.0, 10.0} for NCE+RCE, π1 ∈ {0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5, 0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9}
for JS, τ ∈ {10, 2, 1, 0.5, 0.2, 0.1, 0.05, 0.02, 0.01} for LC-CE, and α ∈ {0.1, 1.0, 10.0, 50.0, 100.0} and β ∈
{0.1, 1.0, 5.0, 10.0} for NCE+NNCE. For our proposed OGC, we tuned ϵ0 ∈ {100.0, 50.0, 20.0, 10.0, 5.0, 1.0}. Detailed pa-

rameter configurations are presented in Table 7.

B.3 Evaluation on Real-world Noisy Dataset

Training details. We follow the experimental settings in previous work (Wei et al. 2023) and train a ResNet-18 network using

SGD for 120 epochs with an initial learning rate of 0.1, Nesterov momentum 0.9, weight decay 5× 10−4, and batch size 128.

The learning rate is reduced by a factor of 10 after 40 and 80 epochs. We resize the images to 224× 224 and apply the standard

data augmentations, including random cropping and random horizontal flip.

Parameter settings. For all baseline methods, we mainly followed the parameter settings in Wei et al. (2023). For our proposed

OGC, we tuned ϵ0 ∈ {400.0, 350.0, 300.0, 250.0, 200.0, 150.0, 100.0} to find the optimal parameters. Detailed parameter

configurations are presented in Table 7.

C Proofs

Our proofs are inspired by Zhang and Sabuncu (2018) and Wei et al. (2023).



Methods CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 WebVision

CE (-) (-) (-) (-)

FL (γ) (0.5) (0.5) -

MAE (-) (-) (-) -

GCE (q) (0.9) (0.6) (0.7)

SCE (α, β) (0.1, 1.0) (0.1, 1.0) (0.5, 1.0)

PHuber-CE (τ ) (2) (10) (30)

Taylor-CE (t) (2) (16) -

NCE+RCE (α, β) (1.0, 0.1) (50.0, 0.1) (50.0, 0.1)

JS (π1) (0.9) (0.5) -

LC-CE (τ ) (0.1) (0.1) (1.2)

NCE+NNCE (α, β) (1.0, 1.0) (100.0, 5.0) -

CE+OGC (ϵ0) (20.0) (20.0) (250.0)

FL+OGC (γ, ϵ0) (0.5, 20.0) (0.5, 20.0) (0.5, 350.0)

Table 7: Parameter settings for different methods.

C.1 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. We first consider p(j|x) ∈ [0, 1
τ(t) ]. For upper bound, we have:

(1− p(j|x))(1 + log τ (t))− ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t)) (19)

= (1− p(j|x))(1 + log τ (t))− (1− τ (t) · p(j|x) + log τ (t)) (20)

= p(j|x)(τ (t) − 1− log τ (t)) (21)

≥ 0, (22)

the last inequality holds because p(j|x) ≥ 0, τ (t) − 1 − log τ (t) is increasing for τ (t) ≥ 1 and τ (t) − 1 − log τ (t) = 0 when

τ (t) = 1. For lower bound, we have:

ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t))− (1− p(j|x)) (23)

= (1− τ (t) · p(j|x) + log τ (t))− (1− p(j|x)) (24)

= p(j|x)(1− τ (t)) + log τ (t) (25)

≥ 1

τ (t)
(1− τ (t)) + log τ (t) (26)

=
1

τ (t)
− 1 + log τ (t) (27)

≥ 0, (28)

the last inequality holds because 1
τ(t) − 1 + log τ (t) is increasing for τ (t) ≥ 1, and 1

τ(t) − 1 + log τ (t) = 0 when τ (t) = 1.

Next, we consider p(j|x) ∈ ( 1
τ(t) , 1]. For upper bound, we have:

(1− p(j|x))(1 + log τ (t))− ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t)) (29)

= (1− p(j|x))(1 + log τ (t))− (− log p(j|x)) (30)

≥ 0, (31)



the last inequality holds because (1 − p(j|x))(1 + log τ (t)) − (− log p(j|x)) is decreasing for p(j|x) ≤ 1 and τ (t) ≥ 1, and

(1− p(j|x))(1 + log τ (t))− (− log p(j|x)) = 0 when p(j|x) = 1. For lower bound, we have:

ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t))− (1− p(j|x)) (32)

= − log p(j|x)− (1− p(j|x)) (33)

≥ 0, (34)

the last inequality holds because − log p(j|x)− (1− p(j|x)) is decreasing for p(j|x) ≤ 1, and − log p(j|x)− 1 + p(j|x) = 0

when p(j|x) = 1.

Finally, for p(j|x) ∈ [0, 1] and τ (t) ≥ 1, we have:

1− p(j|x) ≤ ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t)) ≤ (1− p(j|x))(1 + log τ (t)), (35)

and,

K − 1 ≤
K∑
j=1

ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t)) ≤ (K − 1)(1 + log τ (t)). (36)

Moreover, when τ (t) = 1, the upper bound (K − 1)(1 + log τ (t)) is equal to the lower bound K − 1, thus,

K∑
j=1

ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t)) = K − 1, when τ (t) = 1. (37)

This completes the proof. ♢

C.2 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. Recall that for symmetric noise, we have qη(j|y) = ηyj =
η

K−1 , where η is the noise rate. Then, given any model f and

τ (t) ≥ 1,

Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f, τ (t)) = E(x,ỹ)∼Dη

[
ℓ̄CE(f(x), ỹ, τ

(t))
]

(38)

= E(x,y)∼Dc
Eỹ|x,y

[
ℓ̄CE(f(x), ỹ, τ

(t))
]

(39)

= E(x,y)∼Dc

[
(1− η)ℓ̄CE(f(x), y, τ

(t)) +
∑
j ̸=y

η

K − 1
ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ

(t))
]

(40)

= E(x,y)∼Dc

[
(1− ηK

K − 1
)ℓ̄CE(f(x), y, τ

(t)) +
η

K − 1

K∑
j

ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t))

]
(41)

=
(
1− ηK

K − 1

)
Rℓ̄CE

(f, τ (t)) +
η

K − 1
E(x,y)∼Dc

[ K∑
j=1

ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t))

]
. (42)

From Proposition 1, we have:(
1− ηK

K − 1

)
Rℓ̄CE

(f, τ (t)) + η ≤ Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f, τ (t)) ≤

(
1− ηK

K − 1

)
Rℓ̄CE

(f, τ (t)) + η(1 + log τ (t)). (43)

We can also write the inequality in terms of Rℓ̄CE
(f, τ (t)):(

Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f, τ (t))− η(1 + log τ (t))

)/(
1− ηK

K − 1

)
≤ Rℓ̄CE

(f, τ (t)) ≤
(
Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f, τ (t))− η

)/(
1− ηK

K − 1

)
(44)



Thus, for f̃⋆,

Rℓ̄CE
(f̃⋆, τ (t))−Rℓ̄CE

(f⋆, τ (t)) (45)

≤
(
Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f̃⋆, τ (t))− η −Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f⋆, τ (t)) + η(1 + log τ (t))

)/(
1− ηK

K − 1

)
(46)

=
(
Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f̃⋆, τ (t))−Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f⋆, τ (t)) + log τ (t)

)/(
1− ηK

K − 1

)
(47)

≤ log τ (t)
/(

1− ηK

K − 1

)
, (48)

where 1 − ηK
K−1 > 0, since η < K−1

K . The last inequality holds because when f̃⋆ is a minimizer of Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f, τ (t)), we have

that Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f̃⋆, τ (t)) − Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f⋆, τ (t)) ≤ 0. Similar, when f⋆ is a minimizer of Rℓ̄CE

(f, τ (t)), we have 0 ≤ Rℓ̄CE
(f̃⋆, τ (t)) −

Rℓ̄CE
(f⋆, τ (t)).

In summary,

0 ≤ Rℓ̄CE
(f̃⋆, τ (t))−Rℓ̄CE

(f⋆, τ (t)) ≤ log τ (t)
/(

1− ηK

K − 1

)
. (49)

This completes the proof. ♢

C.3 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. Recall that for asymmetric label noise, we have
∑K

j=1 ηyj = 1 and ηy =
∑

j ̸=y ηyj ,

Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f, τ (t)) = E(x,ỹ)∼Dη

[
ℓ̄CE(f(x), ỹ, τ

(t))
]

(50)

= E(x,y)∼Dc
Eỹ|x,y

[
ℓ̄CE(f(x), ỹ, τ

(t))
]

(51)

= E(x,y)∼Dc
[(1− ηy)ℓ̄CE(f(x), y, τ

(t))] + E(x,y)∼Dc

[∑
j ̸=y

ηyj ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t))

]
. (52)

From Proposition 1, we have:

Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f, τ (t)) ≤ E(x,y)∼Dc

[
(1− ηy)

(
(K − 1)(1 + log τ (t))−

∑
j ̸=y

ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t))

)]
(53)

+ E(x,y)∼Dc

[∑
j ̸=y

ηyj ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t))

]
(54)

= (K − 1)(1 + log τ (t))E(x,y)∼Dc
[1− ηy] (55)

− E(x,y)∼Dc

[∑
j ̸=y

(1− ηy − ηyj)ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t))

]
, (56)

and,

Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f, τ (t)) ≥ E(x,y)∼Dc

[
(1− ηy)

(
(K − 1)−

∑
j ̸=y

ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t))

)]
(57)

+ E(x,y)∼Dc

[∑
j ̸=y

ηyj ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t))

]
(58)

= (K − 1)E(x,y)∼Dc
[1− ηy] (59)

− E(x,y)∼Dc

[∑
j ̸=y

(1− ηy − ηyj)ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t))

]
. (60)



Hence, for f̃⋆,

Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f⋆, τ (t))−Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f̃⋆, τ (t)) (61)

≤ (K − 1)(log τ (t))E(x,y)∼Dc
[1− ηy] (62)

+ E(x,y)∼Dc

[∑
j ̸=y

(1− ηy − ηyj)
(
ℓ̄CE(f̃

⋆(x), j, τ (t))− ℓ̄CE(f
⋆(x), j, τ (t))

)]
. (63)

Now, from our assumption that Rℓ̄CE
(f⋆, τ (t)) = 0, we have ℓ̄CE(f

⋆(x), y, τ (t)) = 0. This is only satisfied iff p(y|x) = 1 and

p(j|x) = 0,∀j ̸= y. As a result, ℓ̄CE(f
⋆(x), j, τ (t)) = 1 + log τ (t),∀j ̸= y. Note that from Proposition 1, we have

ℓ̄CE(f̃
⋆(x), j, τ (t)) ≤ (1− p(j|x))(1 + log τ (t)) ≤ 1 + log τ (t),∀j ̸= y.

Moreover, per the assumption 1− ηy − ηyj ≥ 0, we have∑
j ̸=y

(1− ηy − ηyj)
(
ℓ̄CE(f̃

⋆(x), j, τ (t))− ℓ̄CE(f
⋆(x), j, τ (t))

)
≤ 0. (64)

Recall that when f̃⋆ is a minimizer of Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f, τ (t)), we have 0 ≤ Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f⋆, τ (t))−Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f̃⋆, τ (t)). Finally,

0 ≤ Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f⋆, τ (t))−Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f̃⋆, τ (t)) ≤ (K − 1)(log τ (t))E(x,y)∼Dc

[1− ηy]. (65)

This completes the proof. ♢

C.4 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof. For instance-dependent noise, we have

Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f, τ (t)) = E(x,ỹ)∼Dη

[
ℓ̄CE(f(x), ỹ, τ

(t))
]

(66)

= E(x,y)∼Dc
Eỹ|x,y

[
ℓ̄CE(f(x), ỹ, τ

(t))
]

(67)

= E(x,y)∼Dc
[(1− ηy(x))ℓ̄CE(f(x), y, τ

(t))] (68)

+ E(x,y)∼Dc

[∑
j ̸=y

ηyj(x)ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t))

]
. (69)

From Proposition 1, we have:

Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f, τ (t)) ≤ (K − 1)(1 + log τ (t))E(x,y)∼Dc

[1− ηy(x)] (70)

− E(x,y)∼Dc

[∑
j ̸=y

(1− ηy(x)− ηyj(x))ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t))

]
, (71)

and,

Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f, τ (t)) ≥ (K − 1)E(x,y)∼Dc

[1− ηy(x)] (72)

− E(x,y)∼Dc

[∑
j ̸=y

(1− ηy(x)− ηyj(x))ℓ̄CE(f(x), j, τ
(t))

]
. (73)

Hence, for f̃⋆,

Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f⋆, τ (t))−Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f̃⋆, τ (t)) (74)

≤ (K − 1)(log τ (t))E(x,y)∼D[1− ηy(x)] (75)

+ E(x,y)∼Dc

[∑
j ̸=y

(1− ηy(x)− ηyj(x))
(
ℓ̄CE(f̃

⋆(x), j, τ (t))− ℓ̄CE(f
⋆(x), j, τ (t))

)]
. (76)



From the Proof C.3 (proof of Theorem 2), when Rℓ̄CE
(f⋆, τ (t)) = 0, we have ℓ̄CE(f̃

⋆(x), j, τ (t)) − ℓ̄CE(f
⋆(x), j, τ (t)) ≤ 0.

Recall that ηyj(x) < 1− ηy(x), we have∑
j ̸=y

(1− ηy(x)− ηyj(x))
(
ℓ̄CE(f̃

⋆(x), j, τ (t))− ℓ̄CE(f
⋆(x), j, τ (t))

)
≤ 0. (77)

Finally,

0 ≤ Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f⋆, τ (t))−Rη

ℓ̄CE
(f̃⋆, τ (t)) ≤ (K − 1)(log τ (t))E(x,y)∼Dc

[1− ηy(x)]. (78)

This completes the proof. ♢


