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Abstract

We initiate the study of active learning algorithms for classifying strategic agents. Active
learning is a well-established framework in machine learning in which the learner selectively
queries labels, often achieving substantially higher accuracy and efficiency than classical super-
vised methods—especially in settings where labeling is costly or time-consuming, such as hiring,
admissions, and loan decisions. Strategic classification, on the other hand, addresses scenarios
where agents modify their features to obtain more favorable outcomes, resulting in observed
data that is not truthful. Such manipulation introduces challenges beyond those in learning
from clean data. Our goal is to design active and noise-tolerant algorithms that remain effective
in strategic environments—algorithms that classify strategic agents accurately while issuing as
few label requests as possible. The central difficulty is to simultaneously account for strategic
manipulation and preserve the efficiency gains of active learning.

Our main result is an algorithm for actively learning linear separators in the strategic setting
that preserves the exponential improvement in label complexity over passive learning previously
obtained only in the non-strategic case. Specifically, for data drawn uniformly from the unit
sphere, we show that a modified version of the Active Perceptron algorithm [DKM05, YZ17]
achieves excess error ε using only Õ

(
d ln 1

ε

)
label queries and incurs at most Õ

(
d ln 1

ε

)
additional

mistakes relative to the optimal classifier, even in the nonrealizable case, when a Ω̃(ε) fraction
of inputs have inconsistent labels with the optimal classifier. The algorithm is computationally
efficient and, under these distributional assumptions, requires substantially fewer label queries
than prior work on strategic Perceptron [ABBN21].
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1 Introduction

Active learning is a well-established framework within machine learning that addresses the problem
of efficiently training a model when labeled data is costly or limited [DKM05, BU14]. Rather than
assuming the learner has access to all labels, the learner selectively queries labels for the most
informative examples. Consider a hiring, admissions, or loan-approval setting where evaluating
each candidate requires careful human review. Because each label is expensive, the learner must
decide which applications to examine in order to make the most progress in improving model
accuracy. Active learning methods formalize this process: they use the features of each example to
estimate whether obtaining its label will meaningfully reduce uncertainty and improve the model’s
predictions. The main challenge of active learning is to design selection rules that allow the learner
to identify these high-value examples while keeping the total labeling cost low.

Strategic classification, on the other hand, is an emerging area of modern machine learning
research that models scenarios where input features are provided by individuals who might ma-
nipulate them to receive better outcomes [BS11, HMPW16]. This phenomenon arises in many
decision-making systems where individuals are evaluated based on observable features. Return-
ing to the same examples, suppose a classifier determines whether someone is shortlisted for an
interview, admitted to a program, or offered a favorable loan rate. Individuals may modify their
observable features—such as highlighting particular achievements, restructuring their resume, or
inflating certain metrics—to increase the likelihood of being classified positively. These adjust-
ments may not reflect genuine improvements in qualification or creditworthiness but are instead
strategic changes made in response to the classifier. The main challenge in strategic classification
is that the learner only observes manipulated features. This issue is especially critical in an online
setting where data points arrive sequentially and the learner refines the classification rule over time:
individuals react to the current classifier, causing the manipulation behavior to transform—even
for similar underlying cases—and the learner’s updates rely on data already distorted as a result of
manipulation in response to past classifiers. Finally, manipulation behavior can be discontinuous:
if the cost of manipulation is just below the perceived benefit of being classified as positive, an
individual will manipulate; if just above, they will not. As a result, standard online learning al-
gorithms that achieve bounded mistakes in non-strategic settings may cycle indefinitely and make
unbounded errors, even when a perfect classifier exists [ABBN21].

In this work, we initiate the study of active learning for strategic classification. The main moti-
vation for combining these two areas is that many real-world settings—including the aforementioned
scenarios such as hiring, admissions, or loan-approval—must contend both with strategically altered
data and costly expert labeling procedures. In contrast to prior work on strategic classification,
which has largely focused on fully supervised settings1 where human experts label all training ex-
amples, our objective is to design learning algorithms that take a more active role than in the
classic fully supervised setting, enabling learning with far fewer label requests. Beyond the indi-
vidual challenges of active learning and strategic classification, we face unique difficulties arising
from their combination. Because we operate in a strategic setting in which features may have
been manipulated, there is a risk that the learner requests labels for examples that are ultimately
uninformative, derailing the active learning process and leading to classifiers that perform poorly
under the original data.

We study an online linear classification problem in which the individuals being classified are
strategic and the labels are expensive to obtain. Following the convention in strategic classifica-
tion [ABBN21], each individual arriving at the classifier wishes to be classified positively and, if

1An independent concurrent work is [ZML25] that studies strategic classification with partial feedback.
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necessary, will manipulate their feature vector to achieve this outcome. More formally, an individ-
ual’s true feature vector is z, but they may choose to report a manipulated vector x if it results in
receiving a positive classification with the current classification rule. The manipulation comes at
a cost, which reflects how far their reported vector x is from their true vector z. Specifically, we
model individuals as utility-maximizing agents, where the utility is defined as the value received
from the classification outcome minus the cost of manipulation. The goal of each individual is
to optimize x to maximize value(x) − cost(z,x)], where value(x) = 1 if the reported vector x is
classified as positive and 0 if classified as negative. The cost function cost(z,x) quantifies the cost
of manipulating the features from z to x. In this setting, if an individual can manipulate their
features at a cost of at most 1 to change their classification from negative to positive, they will do
so in the least costly way; otherwise, they will not manipulate their features. In line with stan-
dard active-learning assumptions [DKM05, BBZ07, BBL06, BU14, Han14], we assume the feature
vectors z are drawn from an underlying distribution. Formally, we assume that the true feature
vectors z of individuals are uniformly distributed within a d-dimensional unit ball centered at the
origin. In the realizable case, there exists a true classifier u such that u · z ≥ 0 for all positively
labeled points and u · z < 0 for all negatively labeled points. In the nonrealizable case, a certain
proportion of points may have labels inconsistent with the best homogeneous linear classifier u,
reflecting noise in the data. The task for the learning algorithm is to overcome the manipulations
and accurately classify the true features, z, while minimizing the number of labeling queries.

Our Results and Techniques. The main contribution of this paper is to solve the problem of
online learning of linear classifiers with limited label queries in the presence of strategic behavior
and in the nonrealizable setting, achieving efficient convergence incurring a bounded excess error
over the optimal classifier. Our main technical contribution is to integrate techniques from strate-
gic classification and active learning, demonstrating how active learning principles can address
fundamental limitations in classifying strategic entities. In particular, while prior passive methods
struggled in this setting, selectively ignoring certain labels and focusing on informative queries
leads to stronger guarantees and more robust performance. We also draw on techniques for noise
tolerance in active learning to handle noise in the strategic setting.

We use the non-strategic active learning algorithms of [YZ17] as our baseline, and generalize
the prediction, label-query, and update rules in several aspects. A key adaptation in our algorithm
is to focus label queries on unmanipulated examples: we request labels only for points classified
as negative and lying in the active learning query region, since utility-maximizing agents do not
manipulate when labeled negative, these samples are reliable. Furthermore, symmetry in misclassi-
fication ensures that ignoring misclassified positives is harmless: for hyperplanes through the origin,
each positive has a corresponding negative with opposite coordinates, and both provide identical
directional information for Perceptron-style updates. Consequently, concentrating solely on mis-
classified negatives preserves the theoretical guarantees while ensuring all queried data reflect true
features. Another modification compared to prior work in active learning is raising the threshold for
positive classification, as in [ABBN21]: by requiring a strictly positive dot product with the weight
vector, truly positive points eventually lie on the correct side (or can strategically manipulate to
reach it), while negatives face prohibitively high manipulation costs. Although applied successfully
in the realizable setting, the positive threshold could not be paired with prior update rules used
in the strategic setting to accommodate the nonrealizable case. Our analysis includes a reduction
from the strategic case to the non-strategic case.

Our main results are summarized as follows–Theorem 2 provides a formal statement:

1. Active Strategic Classification: We generalize active learning guarantees from non-
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strategic to strategic settings, providing theoretical and algorithmic foundations for robust
classification in the presence of manipulation. In the realizable case, our results imply achiev-
ing generalization error ε after requesting Õ

(
d ln 1

ε

)
labels and making Õ

(
d ln 1

ε

)
mistakes.

2. Noise in Strategic Classification: In the nonrealizable case, we achieve excess error Θ(ε)
after requesting only Õ

(
d ln 1

ε

)
labels and making an additive Õ

(
d ln 1

ε

)
mistakes compared

to the best classifier, when the Ω̃(ε) fraction of the inputs are inverted. We resolve an open
problem posed by [ABBN21] regarding handling noise in classification, moving beyond perfect
separability. Previous techniques were insufficient for addressing this issue.

1.1 Related Literature

Active learning has a long-standing history in machine learning [BU14]. The central idea is that
a learner can achieve better generalization with fewer labeled examples by selectively querying
the most informative ones. [Set12] provides an extensive survey of active learning algorithms and
their applications, highlighting the potential efficiency gains of this approach. From a theoretical
perspective, key paradigms and analysis frameworks include disagreement-based active learning,
first studied in the presence of noise by [BBL06], and further developed by many others [DHM07,
Kol10, BHLZ10, Han07]. Another widely studied and more practical paradigm is margin-based
active learning, where the algorithm queries only examples near the current decision boundary.
Our work falls into this category [YZ17, DKM05, BBZ07, BL13, ABL14], and is most closely
related to [YZ17], as discussed in Section 3.1.

The study of strategic classification has gained increasing attention in recent years, motivated
by the need to understand how individuals or entities may “game” machine learning systems. The
main application domains are admissions, hiring, and financial decision-making (e.g., loan lending),
where individuals have incentives to modify their input data. [HMPW16] introduced foundational
models of strategic classification, in which individuals manipulate their feature vectors to obtain
more favorable outcomes. This line of work has since been extended to examine how classifiers can
be designed to be robust to such manipulations [BKS12, MMDH19]. Several other works explore
variations of the strategic classification model, including [DRS+18, BG20, HPW23], but all rely on
fully labeled training data. In the application domains of strategic classification, acquiring labeled
data—required in all prior work—is often costly, as it typically involves human expert judgment.
This highlights the importance of developing algorithms that can learn effectively with fewer labeled
examples.

Prior work on online binary (±1) classification in strategic settings—aimed at optimizing clas-
sification accuracy—has primarily focused on two cases: (i) when the original data is perfectly
separable, as in [ABBN21], who showed that guarantees achievable in this setting can fail under
even slight inseparability (noise); and (ii) when the data is not separable, but the algorithm’s per-
formance degrades arbitrarily with the level of noise, as in [CLP20]. In both cases, prior work falls
short of providing robust guarantees in the presence of moderate noise, especially while maintaining
low label complexity.

The literatures on strategic classification and active learning both require certain modeling as-
sumptions to obtain theoretical guarantees. Our model for strategic agents follows the framework
of [ABBN21], but we study it in a more challenging active learning setting where the learner selec-
tively queries labels to minimize the need for human intervention. Even in the simpler non-strategic
case, active learning requires distributional assumptions to provably achieve label-complexity im-
provements over passive learning [DKM05, BBZ07, BBL06, BU14, Han14]. For clarity of exposition,
we adopt one of the most widely used such assumptions for learning linear separators: the true
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feature vectors are drawn uniformly at random. In Section 4, we further explain why our results
do not rely critically on this assumption.

The feature data distortion caused by strategic manipulation is fundamentally different from
the feature distortion considered in other classic learning theory models such as malicious-noise
model [Val84, KL88, KLS09, ABL14, ABL17]. Although in both settings the observed data is a
distorted version of the underlying distribution, the nature of this distortion differs significantly.
The malicious-noise model relies critically on the assumption that only a small fraction of examples
are corrupted arbitrarily, while the remaining examples are drawn cleanly from the true distribu-
tion. In contrast, in strategic settings every agent is strategic, and their observed features may be
manipulated whenever doing so benefits them. Since arbitrary manipulation yields no meaningful
theoretical guarantees, the literature on strategic classification typically assumes that manipulation
is structured: agents adjust their features to optimize their utility in response to the current classi-
fier. Under this assumption, the resulting distortion is distribution-dependent and tightly coupled
with the learner’s current classification rule. Algorithms designed for malicious noise, however, rely
heavily on having a large fraction of uncorrupted examples in each round—a property that strategic
settings do not guarantee. Consequently, because the structure of distortion differ so substantially
between malicious noise and strategic classification, it is unclear whether results from one model
should transfer to the other. One of our contributions is to show that a style of localization algo-
rithms [ABL14, ABL17] developed for malicious-noise tolerance can, in fact, be adapted to strategic
classification.

The intersection of active learning and strategic classification is a relatively new area of research.
While most active learning models assume access to truthful data, strategic classification explicitly
accounts for agents who may manipulate their features. From a theoretical perspective, a key
motivation for studying this combination is that ideas from active learning have historically been
transformative in improving passive learning algorithms. In several challenging learning problems
where existing passive methods failed to obtain optimal guarantees, incorporating active learning
techniques has led to major breakthroughs [ABL14, ABHU15, ABHZ16, ABL17]. In this work, we
show that active learning principles can likewise overcome fundamental limitations in classifying
strategic entities. In particular, while prior passive algorithms struggled in this setting, selectively
querying labels and focusing on informative examples yields stronger theoretical guarantees and
more robust performance. The central challenge we address is how to incorporate active learning
techniques when interacting with strategic agents who may manipulate their data, thereby balancing
the need for efficient learning with robustness to strategic behavior.

Organization of the Paper. Section 2 presents the problem setting, assumptions, and key def-
initions. Section 3 introduces our strategic active learning algorithm and proves the main results.
Section 4 discusses broader implications of our modeling choices and outlines directions for exten-
sion. The appendices contain additional proofs and the initialization procedure of the algorithm.

2 Model and Preliminaries

Strategic Manipulation and Utility Model. We study an online classification problem where
a sequence of examples in Rd arrives one at a time. Each example corresponds to an individual
with d attributes, who wishes to be classified positively. Individuals have the ability to manipulate
their attributes at some cost. Let zt denote the true, unmanipulated instance vector of the t-th
individual, and let xt be the reported (potentially manipulated) vector observed by the classifier.

We consider two settings:
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• Realizable Case: There exists a true classifier u such that all positive examples satisfy u ·zt ≥
0, and all negative examples satisfy u · zt < 0.

• Non-Realizable Case: A constant fraction ν of examples may have labels inconsistent with
the classifier u, introducing label noise.

Individuals are utility-maximizing agents who manipulate their attributes to achieve a positive
classification while minimizing manipulation cost. Each individual derives a value of 1 if classified
as positive and 0 otherwise. The cost of manipulation, denoted as cost(zt,xt), quantifies the effort
required to modify zt to xt. The individual’s goal is to maximize:

max
xt

[value(xt)− cost(zt,xt)].

If positive classification is achievable by spending cost less than 1, the agent moves, i.e., changes
its feature vector to the least costly point that ensures a positive classification. Otherwise, they
remain at zt, i.e., do not manipulate.

We consider the following setting for the Euclidean cost function, where the cost is proportional
to the ℓ2 distance between zt and xt, i.e., cost(zt,xt) = c∥xt−zt∥2. Here, c represents the per-unit
movement cost.

Instance Space and Distributional Assumptions. We denote the instance space by Z and
the label space by Y. The true feature vectors zt belong to instance space Z = {z ∈ Rd : ∥z∥ ≤ 1};
a unit d-dimensional ball. The label space Y = {+1,−1}. We assume all examples z are drawn
i.i.d. from the uniform distribution D over Z. Upon sampling an example, our algorithm observes
x, whose true instance vector z ∈ Z is drawn from D and whose label is hidden by default. Our
algorithm is allowed to make queries to a labeling oracle O, which returns the true label for z. In
line with prior work [DKM05, YZ17] on nonstrategic settings, the goal of the learning algorithm
is to classify the true instance vectors accurately while minimizing the number of label queries.
To achieve this, we leverage active learning techniques, which allow querying labels only when
necessary, reducing reliance on labeled data from a costly oracle.

In the nonrealizable setting, where there may not be a homogeneous halfspace including all +1
and excluding all −1 examples, we consider a bounded inseparability (noise) measure ν. Specifically,
we say that our setting satisfies the ν-bounded inseparability (noise) condition for some ν ∈ [0, 1]
with respect to u, if P[Y ̸= sign(u · Z)] ≤ ν.

The output of our algorithm is a unit-norm vector w defining a halfspace h of the form w ·x ≥ b,
where b ≥ 0. That is, the resulting halfspace is not necessarily homogeneous. We define the error
rate of the halfspace h as err(h) = P[1(w ·X ≥ b) ̸= Y ].

For any two vectors w1,w2, let θ(w1,w2) = arccos(w1 ·w2) be the angle between them. Our
algorithm uses norm-1 scaled version of the observed examples for the update function. We use the
following definition to denote the norm-1 scaled examples.

Definition 1 (x̂). For any non-zero d-dimensional vector x, we define x̂ as its scaled version
whose length is equal to 1; i.e., x̂ = x

∥x∥ .

Learning Objective. Our goal is to design an efficient algorithm such that with probability
at least 1 − δ, outputs a halfspace whose error is at most ε larger than u for Z. We require the
algorithm to be efficient, use the minimal number of label queries, and make at most Θ(ε) mistakes.
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Online Learning Setting. We assume that the examples arrive online, and each observed ex-
ample is an input provided by a strategic agent. The agent knows the current classification rule.
The algorithm has access to the manipulation cost. Given the current classification rule, the agent
selects a utility-maximizing action x. The algorithm observes the potentially manipulated example
x. Upon a label query, the algorithm receives the true label of the example. The algorithm operates
by a classification rule, a query mechanism, and an update rule at each point in time.

3 Active and Noise-Tolerant Strategic Perceptron

In this section, we overcome the challenges of designing active learning algorithms in strategic
settings. We propose a modified active Perceptron algorithm that adapts to strategic behavior
by selectively querying labels and leveraging the unmanipulated nature of certain points. The
modifications ensure that the algorithm remains robust to strategic actions while maintaining the
efficiency of active learning.

Our main result is as follows.

Theorem 2. Suppose Algorithm 1 has inputs satisfying the ν-bounded inseparability condition
with respect to halfspace u, initial halfspace v0 such that θ(v0,u) ≤ π/2, target error ε, con-
fidence δ, sample schedule {mk} where mk = Θ

(
d
(
ln d+ ln k

δ

))
, and band width {bk} where

bk = Θ
(

2−k
√
d ln(kmk/δ)

)
. Additionally, ν ≤ Θ

(
ε

ln d+ln ln 1
ε
+ln 1

δ

)
. Then with probability at least 1− δ:

1. The output halfspace v outputs a prediction different from u with probability at most ε.
2. The number of label queries is O

(
d ln 1

ε

(
ln d+ ln 1

δ + ln ln 1
ε

))
.

3. The number of unlabeled examples drawn is O
(
d
(
ln d+ ln 1

δ + ln ln 1
ε

)2 1
ε ln

1
ε

)
.

4. The additional number of mistakes compared to u is O
(
d ln 1

ε

(
ln d+ ln 1

δ + ln ln 1
ε

)2)
.

5. The algorithm runs in time O
(
d2

(
ln d+ ln 1

δ + ln ln 1
ε

)2 1
ε ln

1
ε

)
.

We use an initialization procedure, discussed in the appendix, to find v0 that has an acute angle
with the optimal separator.

3.1 The Non-Strategic Active Perceptron of [YZ17]

Our starting point is the algorithm proposed by Yan and Zhang [YZ17]. We begin by outlining its
main ideas before introducing our modifications for the strategic setting. The algorithm is organized
into an outer and an inner layer, similar in structure to Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2, and proceeds
in a sequence of epochs. The outer layer initializes with a hypothesis vector v0 and invokes the
inner layer in successive epochs, each with updated parameters such as the target error, confidence
level, and active learning bandwidth. The outcome of each epoch is an updated hypothesis vi,
which serves as the starting point for the next. The total number of epochs is logarithmic in 1/ε,
where ε is the final target error.

The inner layer defines both the update rule and the label-query mechanism. In the non-strategic
setting, it specifies a label-query region Rt; in the implementation of [YZ17], which assumes that
examples lie on the unit sphere, this region is the set of points whose dot product with the current
hypothesis lies in [b/2, b]. Compared to earlier active Perceptron algorithms such as [DKM05], the
use of a lower bound on the dot product ensures that each update makes sufficient progress, thereby
accelerating convergence. As for the update rule, when the algorithm makes a mistake on a queried
example, it updates the current hypothesis using wt+1 = wt ± 2(wt · xt)xt. This update rule, first
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proposed by [DKM05], guarantees that the angle between the current hypothesis and the optimal
separator u monotonically decreases. Furthermore, it preserves the unit norm of the hypothesis
vector as long as |xt| = 1.

The convergence builds on the fact that, with high probability, both the angle between the
current hypothesis and u and the width of the label-query region shrink by a constant factor at
each epoch.

3.2 Our Strategic Variant of the Active Perceptron

Similar to [YZ17], we consider an outer layer, Algorithm 1, and inner layer, Algorithm 2, for our
algorithm, where the new prediction rule, label query region, and update rule are incorporated in
the inner layer.

We begin by explaining the new prediction rule that adjusts the classification threshold to
account for manipulation costs. We then show that, under our strategic utility model, any example
that is predicted negatively has not been manipulated.

Prediction Rule. Rather than using the standard threshold vt ·xt ≥ 0, our prediction rule raises
the threshold to vt · xt ≥ 1

c , where c is the cost per unit of manipulation. This adjustment, follow-
ing [ABBN21], accounts for agents’ strategic behavior and ensures that, conditioned on convergence
to the optimal classifier, (the majority of the) truly positive points either lie on the positive side
or can manipulate to reach it. Meanwhile, truly negative points remain on the negative side and
would incur negative utility if they attempted to manipulate and be classified as positive.

To analyze agent behavior in the strategic setting, we begin by characterizing their actions
under the given utility structure and prediction rule. The following result formalizes the conditions
under which agents choose to manipulate their features and the resulting outcomes. In particular,
it shows that examples classified as negative are guaranteed to be unmanipulated, a property that
is essential for ensuring the correctness of our update rule. For completeness, we provide the proof
of correctness in the appendix.

Lemma 3 (Strategic Action). Consider the following utility structure for agents, where ∥vt∥ = 1.
Each agent receives a value of 1 if classified as positive and 0 otherwise, and pays a cost of c per
unit of movement (manipulation). The agent’s utility is defined as the value received minus the
cost incurred. Under prediction rule 1[vt · x ≥ 0]:

1. If zt · vt < 0, the agent does not move; i.e., xt = zt, and is classified negative.
2. If 0 ≤ zt · vt < 1/c, the agent moves in the direction of vt to a point where xt · vt = 1/c, i.e.,

xt = zt + (1/c− zt · vt)vt, and is classified positive.
3. If 1/c ≤ zt · vt, the agent does not move, i.e., xt = zt, and is classified positive.

Label Query Region. In the modified version of the algorithm, we query labels (and perform
updates) only for examples that are classified as negative and lie within a specific range. We
define this label-requesting region as Rt =

{
x
∣∣−b ≤ wt · x̂ ≤ −b

2

}
. This design is essential for

both addressing the strategic behavior of agents and accommodating instance vectors that are
not restricted to the surface of the unit sphere. It marks a key point of departure from both
classical active Perceptron algorithms and previous work on strategic Perceptron. (1) Since we focus
on negatively classified examples, Lemma 3 guarantees that these examples are unmanipulated;
that is, the observed vector x coincides with the true vector z. This property does not hold for
positively classified examples, and thus plays no role in non-strategic active learning. (2) Unlike
prior work that restricts attention to examples on the surface of the unit sphere, our algorithm
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also queries examples from the interior. For such queries to be representative under a uniform
distribution over the unit ball, it is critical that the observed (i.e., unmanipulated) examples remain
uniformly distributed—a property that does not hold if examples are manipulated. (3) As we
show in Lemma 3, querying within Rt yields uniformly distributed samples (after normalization)
conditioned on being in that region and classified negative. This ensures the correctness of the
updates and maintains the convergence behavior of the algorithm.

Update Rule. The update rule requires only minimal modifications to account for strategic be-
havior and a more general instance space. Since examples may lie anywhere within the unit ball,
we normalize each queried example to the unit sphere by setting x̂t = xt/∥xt∥. This normalization
ensures compatibility with the geometric assumptions underlying the analysis and avoids distor-
tions due to varying magnitudes. Updates are performed only on examples that are truly positive
but misclassified as negative. As established in Lemma 3, such examples are guaranteed to be
unmanipulated and therefore reflect the true feature vectors of the agents. The update step itself
takes the form vt+1 = vt + 2 (vt · x̂t) x̂t, which mirrors the standard active Perceptron update,
except for the added normalization. This scaling step is essential for maintaining the unit norm of
the hypothesis vector, which in turn ensures the correct convergence behavior of the algorithm.

Algorithm 1: Active-Strategic-Perceptron Algorithm

Input: Labeling oracle O, initial halfspace v0, target error ε, confidence δ, sample schedule
{mk}, band width {bk}, manipulation cost c.
Output: Learned halfspace v.
Let k0 = ⌈log2(1/ε)⌉.
for k = 1, 2, . . . , k0 do

vk ← Modified-Strategic-Perceptron(O,vk−1,
π
2k
, δ
k(k+1) ,mk, bk, c).

return vk0 .

Algorithm 2: Modified-Strategic-Perceptron Algorithm

Input: Labeling oracle O, initial halfspace w0, angle upper bound θ, confidence δ, number of
iterations m, band width b, manipulation cost c.
Output: Improved halfspace wm.
for t = 0, 1, 2, . . . ,m− 1 do

Define region Rt = {x | −b ≤ wt · x̂ ≤ −b
2 }.

Observe x, where its corresponding true feature vector z is a fresh draw from D.
while x̂ /∈ Rt do

Predict positive if vt · x ≥ 1
c , and negative otherwise.

Observe x, where its corresponding true feature vector z is a fresh draw from D.
xt ← x.
Predict positive if vt · xt ≥ 1

c , and negative otherwise.
Observe label yt of xt by querying oracle O.
if yt = +1 then

Update wt+1 ← wt + 2(wt · x̂t)x̂t.
return wm.

3.3 Proof of the Main Result

We provide the proof of our main result, Theorem 2, in this section.
First, we establish that the prediction rule identified by vi in the strategic setting using adjusted

threshold 1/c, predicts exactly the same as vi in the nonstrategic setting. The following is a direct
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corollary of Lemma 3.

Corollary 4. The prediction rule 1[x · v ≥ 1/c] classifies all z such that z · v ≥ 0 as +1 and all
z such that z · v < 0 as −1, where z is the true feature vector corresponding to observed feature
vector x.

Next, we invoke a result from [YZ17] that shows in the nonstrategic setting, the difference in
the error rate of two prediction rules can be related to the angles of their normal vectors.

Lemma 5 ([YZ17] Lemma 1). In the nonstrategic setting, for any unit-sized vector v1 and v2 and
prediction rules 1[z · vi ≥ 0],

|err(v1)− err(v2)| ≤ P[1[z · v1 ≥ 0] ̸= 1[z · v2 ≥ 0]] =
θ(v1,v2)

π
.

Now, we extend the above argument to the strategic setting.

Lemma 6. Consider the prediction rule of Algorithm 2 for for unit-sized vectors v1 and v2.

|err(hv1)− err(hv2)| ≤
θ(v1,v2)

π
,

where halfspace hvi : vi · x ≥ 1/c demonstrates the positive prediction area for observed feature
vectors x, with respect to vi.

Proof. The prediction rule for vi is 1 iff vi · x− 1/c ≥ 0. Consider an arbitrary example z with its
utility maximizing action x with respect to prediction rule vi. By Corollary 4, the set of z classified
as positive or negative under the rule vi ·z ≥ 0 in the non-strategic setting exactly matches the set
classified as positive or negative under vi · x ≥ 1/c in the strategic setting, respectively. Invoking
Lemma 5 for the nonstrategic setting implies that the difference in error in the strategic setting is
also at most θ(v1,v2)/π.

A key remaining ingredient to extend the guarantees from the nonstrategic case is to show that
the update rule in our setting, i.e., strategic agents and arbitrary-sized vectors z drawn from the
uniform distribution, behaves similarly to the nonstrategic case and unit-sized inputs.

As the next step, we show that at time t the observed examples satisfying xt · vt < 1/c are
distributed according to the underlying distribution and satisfy bounded separability. This fact is
a corollary of Lemma 3.

Corollary 7. For any negatively classified example at time t, i.e., xt · vt < 1/c, the observed
attributes are the same as the true attributes, i.e., xt = zt and zt · vt < 0. Furthermore, such
examples are distributed uniformly according to D subject to zt · vt < 0 and satisfy the ν bounded
separability.

The above corollary implies that the strategic aspect does not affect the prediction step. Next,
we show that using our update rule induces a coupling between examples inside the unit sphere
and those on its surface.

Lemma 8. Consider the update rule wt+1 ← wt+2(wt·x̂t)x̂t, where xt is sampled from distribution
D conditioned on −b ≤ wt · x̂t ≤ −b

2 . The distribution over updated vectors wt+1 matches that
of the update rule wt+1 ← wt + 2(wt · xt)xt, where xt is sampled uniformly from the ∥x∥ = 1
conditioned on −b ≤ wt · xt ≤ −b

2 .
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Proof. We construct a coupling between the samples used in the two update rules. Fix a unit vector
x̂ with ∥x̂∥ = 1, and consider the set of points x such that x/∥x∥ = x̂. Under the distribution D
(uniform over the unit ball), the density over such x induces a uniform distribution over directions
x̂ on the unit sphere. Since the update rule using x̂ depends only on the direction of x (and not
its norm), and since every x whose unit-sized scaled version is x̂ yields the same update vector,
the two update distributions are equivalent. That is, sampling from D and normalizing before
updating yields the same distribution over wt+1 as sampling directly from the unit sphere and
updating without normalization.

By Corollary 7 and Lemma 8, we can disregard the effects of strategic behavior and the arbitrary
norms of the examples, and directly apply the guarantees established in the non-strategic setting:

Theorem 9 (Adapted from [YZ17], Theorem 3). Suppose Algorithm 1 has inputs satisfying the ν-
bounded inseparability condition with respect to halfspace u, initial halfspace v0 such that θ(v0,u) ≤
π/2, target error ε, confidence δ, sample schedule {mk} where mk = Θ

(
d
(
ln d+ ln k

δ

))
, and band

width {bk} where bk = Θ
(

2−k
√
d ln(kmk/δ)

)
. Additionally, ν ≤ Θ

(
ε

ln d+ln ln 1
ε
+ln 1

δ

)
. Then with proba-

bility at least 1− δ:
1. The output halfspace v outputs a prediction different from u with probability at most ε.
2. The number of label queries is O

(
d ln 1

ε ·
(
ln d+ ln 1

δ + ln ln 1
ε

))
.

3. The number of unlabeled examples drawn is O
(
d ·

(
ln d+ ln 1

δ + ln ln 1
ε

)2 · 1ε ln 1
ε

)
.

4. The algorithm runs in time O
(
d2 ·

(
ln d+ ln 1

δ + ln ln 1
ε

)2 · 1ε ln 1
ε

)
.

Lemma 10 (Adapted from [YZ17], Lemma 3). Suppose Algorithm 2 has inputs satisfying the ν-
bounded inseparability condition with respect to halfspace u, initial halfspace w0 and angle upper
bound θ ∈ (0, π/2] such that θ(w0,u) ≤ θ, confidence δ, number of iterations m = Θ

(
d
(
ln d+ ln 1

δ

))
,

and band width b = Θ
(

θ√
d ln(m/δ)

)
. Additionally, ν = O

(
θ

ln (m/δ)

)
. Then with probability at least

1− δ:
1. The output wm is such that θ(wm,u) ≤ θ

2 .
2. The number of label queries is O

(
d ·

(
ln d+ ln 1

δ

))
.

3. The number of unlabeled examples drawn is O
(
d ·

(
ln d+ ln 1

δ

)2 · 1θ).
4. The algorithm runs in time O

(
d2 ·

(
ln d+ ln 1

δ

)2 · 1θ).
The only remaining part is proving the mistake bound of the algorithm.

Lemma 11. Suppose Algorithm 1 has inputs satisfying the ν-bounded inseparability condition
with respect to halfspace u, initial halfspace v0 such that θ(v0,u) ≤ π/2, target error ε, confi-
dence δ, sample schedule {mk} where mk = Θ

(
d
(
ln d+ ln k

δ

))
, and band width {bk} where bk =

Θ
(

2−k
√
d ln(kmk/δ)

)
. Additionally, ν = O

(
ε

ln d+ln ln 1
ε
+ln 1

δ

)
. Then with probability at least 1−δ, The ad-

ditional number of mistakes that the algorithm makes compared to u is O
(
d · ln 1

ε ·
(
ln d+ ln 1

δ + ln ln 1
ε

)2)
.

Proof. Similar to the proof of Theorem 3 in [YZ17], we define, for each iteration k, a corresponding
event with high individual success probability. Specifically, by Lemma 10, for every k, there exists
an event Ek such that Pr(Ek) ≥ 1− δ

k(k+1) . Moreover, on event Ek, items 1 through 4 of Lemma 10
hold for the input w0 = vk.

The excess error of wt relative to u is θt/π, where θt is the angle between wt and u. Consider
Algorithm 2 with initial halfspace w0 and angle bound θ ∈ [0, π2 ] such that θ(w0,u) ≤ θ. Let
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the number of iterations be m = Θ
(

d
(1−2η)2

(
ln d

(1−2η)2
+ ln k

δ

))
. Then, with probability at least

1− δ
k(k+1) , the output halfspace wm satisfies θ(wm,u) ≤ θ

2 .

By items 2 and 3 in Lemma 10, with probability at least 1 − δ
k(k+1) , the total number of

examples seen during epoch k is: O
(
d ·

(
ln d+ ln k

δ

)2 · 1
θt

)
. Since each example differs in classifi-

cation from u with probability θ
π , the number of additional misclassified examples compared to u

is O
(
d ·

(
ln d+ ln k

δ

)2)
. The number of total time epochs, k0 = ⌈log2(1/ε)⌉ and k ≤ k0. The total

number of epochs is k0 = ⌈log2(1/ε)⌉, and we have k ≤ k0. Therefore, by a union bound over all
epochs, with probability at least 1 − δ, the total number of additional mistakes compared to u is

O
(
d · ln 1

ε ·
(
ln d+ ln 1

δ + ln ln 1
ε

)2)
.

Proof of Theorem 2. Corollary 7, Lemma 8 and Theorem 9 imply items 1, 2, 3, and 5. Lemma 11
implies item 4.

4 Discussion

In this section, we provide a discussion of several of our modeling assumptions and extensions of
our results beyond them.

Inside vs. On-the-Surface Geometric Assumptions. Much of the prior literature on active
classification, e.g., [DKM05, YZ17], assumed for simplicity and cleaner mathematical formulations,
that all examples lie on the surface of a unit ball; for illustration, the circle in Figure 1. While this
assumption was inconsequential to the goals of previous research, it becomes crucial in strategic
scenarios, where the relationship between observed and true features is strongly influenced by the
geometry of the space. In the strategic setting, this assumption implies a one-to-one mapping
between observed feature vectors, xi in Figure 1 and original feature vectors, zi, and provides a
straightforward case for analysis, as it allows the original unmanipulated positions of examples to
be completely recovered. Specifically, given a linear classifier, e.g., v · x ≥ 1/c, and observing an
example at position x, the true position z of the example on the surface of the unit ball can be
recovered through an orthogonal projection, leveraging properties of the utility function, as shown
in Lemma 3.

To illustrate the robustness of our techniques, we relax this assumption—an aspect that was
less relevant in prior work due to their different focus. While the direction of manipulation can still
be computed based on the linear classifier in action (as the direction is always perpendicular to the
classifier), the true unmanipulated position z is not recoverable from the observed x because the
magnitude of the manipulation is unknown.

Beyond Uniform Distribution. Although we focus on the uniform distribution for simplicity,
our results do not rely strictly on uniformity and the ideas we present extend more generally.
In particular, our results extend—up to constant-factor degradations in the guarantees—to any
underlying distribution whose probability densities of true examples belonging to each ray from the
center of the ball differ by at most a constant factor.

Other Active Learning Algorithms as Baseline. Although we have focused on the active
learning algorithm by [YZ17] as our baseline, and presented a modified version of this algorithm

12



v · x = 1/c

x3 = z3

x2 = z2

z1 x1

Figure 1: Illustration of observed regions of examples, where the original examples are on the surface
of a unit ball, as assumed in prior literature on active learning [DKM05, YZ17]. The colored area
shows the potential positions where the examples can be observed, following Lemma 3. Under this
assumption, there is a one-to-one mapping between the original examples and observed ones, and
observing an example xi exactly identifies the original position zi. For instance, when observing
x1 to recover the original point z1, one needs to consider the projection of x1 on the surface of the
pall, in the opposite direction of v. This one-to-one mapping no longer exists under the relaxed
assumptions that original examples can be inside the ball and not just the surface.

for the strategic setting, our ideas have the potential to the be applied to other such algorithms.
Particularly, following the new prediction rule and label query region, tailored to strategic setting,
our analysis provides a reduction from the strategic scenario to non-strategic ones that could be
applicable to a variety of active classification algorithms.

Unknown Costs and other Cost Functions. Finally, we conjecture using similar ideas as [ABBN21],
our algorithms can be generalized to scenarios where the learner does not know the manipulation
costs of strategic agents upfront and needs to learn throughout the algorithm, and scenarios with
different utility and cost functions, e.g., weighted ℓ1 costs of manipulation.
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Rakesh Vohra, editors, Proceedings of the 2018 ACM Conference on Economics and
Computation, Ithaca, NY, USA, June 18-22, 2018, pages 55–70. ACM, 2018.

[Han07] Steve Hanneke. A bound on the label complexity of agnostic active learning. In Zoubin
Ghahramani, editor, Machine Learning, Proceedings of the Twenty-Fourth Interna-
tional Conference (ICML 2007), Corvallis, Oregon, USA, June 20-24, 2007, volume
227 of ACM International Conference Proceeding Series, pages 353–360. ACM, 2007.

[Han14] Steve Hanneke. Theory of active learning. Technical report, 2014. Version 1.1,
September 22, 2014. Available at https://web.ics.purdue.edu/~hanneke/docs/

active-survey/active-survey.pdf.

[HMPW16] Moritz Hardt, Nimrod Megiddo, Christos H. Papadimitriou, and Mary Wootters.
Strategic classification. In Madhu Sudan, editor, Proceedings of the 2016 ACM Confer-
ence on Innovations in Theoretical Computer Science, Cambridge, MA, USA, January
14-16, 2016, pages 111–122. ACM, 2016.

[HPW23] Keegan Harris, Chara Podimata, and Zhiwei Steven Wu. Strategic apple tasting. In
Alice Oh, Tristan Naumann, Amir Globerson, Kate Saenko, Moritz Hardt, and Sergey
Levine, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 36: Annual Con-
ference on Neural Information Processing Systems 2023, NeurIPS 2023, New Orleans,
LA, USA, December 10 - 16, 2023, 2023.

[KL88] Michael J. Kearns and Ming Li. Learning in the presence of malicious errors (extended
abstract). In Janos Simon, editor, Proceedings of the 20th Annual ACM Symposium on
Theory of Computing, May 2-4, 1988, Chicago, Illinois, USA, pages 267–280. ACM,
1988.

[KLS09] Adam R. Klivans, Philip M. Long, and Rocco A. Servedio. Learning halfspaces with
malicious noise. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 10(94):2715–2740, 2009.

15

https://web.ics.purdue.edu/~hanneke/docs/active-survey/active-survey.pdf
https://web.ics.purdue.edu/~hanneke/docs/active-survey/active-survey.pdf


[Kol10] Vladimir Koltchinskii. Rademacher complexities and bounding the excess risk in active
learning. J. Mach. Learn. Res., 11:2457–2485, 2010.

[MMDH19] Smitha Milli, John Miller, Anca D. Dragan, and Moritz Hardt. The social cost of
strategic classification. In danah boyd and Jamie H. Morgenstern, editors, Proceedings
of the Conference on Fairness, Accountability, and Transparency, FAT* 2019, Atlanta,
GA, USA, January 29-31, 2019, pages 230–239. ACM, 2019.

[Set12] Burr Settles. Active Learning. Synthesis Lectures on Artificial Intelligence and Machine
Learning. Morgan & Claypool Publishers, 2012.

[Val84] Leslie G Valiant. A theory of the learnable. Communications of the ACM, 27(11):1134–
1142, 1984.

[YZ17] Songbai Yan and Chicheng Zhang. Revisiting perceptron: Efficient and label-optimal
learning of halfspaces. In Isabelle Guyon, Ulrike von Luxburg, Samy Bengio, Hanna M.
Wallach, Rob Fergus, S. V. N. Vishwanathan, and Roman Garnett, editors, Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems 30: Annual Conference on Neural Information
Processing Systems 2017, December 4-9, 2017, Long Beach, CA, USA, pages 1056–
1066, 2017.

[ZML25] Tianrun Zhao, Xiaojie Mao, and Yong Liang. Online strategic classification with noise
and partial feedback. In The Thirty-ninth Annual Conference on Neural Information
Processing Systems, 2025.

16



A Missing Proofs Related to Strategic Behavior

The following statement characterizes action x as a function of z and the prediction rule, where x
is the observed attributes vector by the algorithm.

Lemma 3 (Strategic Action). Consider the following utility structure for agents, where ∥vt∥ = 1.
Each agent receives a value of 1 if classified as positive and 0 otherwise, and pays a cost of c per
unit of movement (manipulation). The agent’s utility is defined as the value received minus the
cost incurred. Under prediction rule 1[vt · x ≥ 0]:

1. If zt · vt < 0, the agent does not move; i.e., xt = zt, and is classified negative.
2. If 0 ≤ zt · vt < 1/c, the agent moves in the direction of vt to a point where xt · vt = 1/c, i.e.,

xt = zt + (1/c− zt · vt)vt, and is classified positive.
3. If 1/c ≤ zt · vt, the agent does not move, i.e., xt = zt, and is classified positive.

Proof. Using the prediction rule in Algorithm 2, an agent with observed vector x is classified as
positive iff vt · x ≥ 1/c. We analyze the utility-maximizing behavior of agents under the given
utility structure in Section 2. The utility of an agent is defined as:

Utility(x) =

{
1− c∥x− zt∥ if vt · x ≥ 1

c ,

−c∥x− zt∥ otherwise.

As implied from Observation 1 in [ABBN21], the agent with attributes vector zt only manipulates
iff by movement cost at most c can be classified as positive. We now analyze the three cases: (i) If
zt ·vt < 0, any movement incurs negative utility, so the agent does not move. (ii) If 0 ≤ zt ·vt < 1/c,
the agent maximizes utility by moving to x · vt = 1/c in direction vt, i.e.,

x = zt + (1/c− zt · vt) · vt.

This is the minimum manipulation cost to be classified as positive. (iii) Finally, if zt ·vt ≥ 1/c, the
agent already achieves maximum utility without moving.

B Initialization Step

Algorithm 1 assumes that the initial vector v0 forms an angle less than π/2 with the true separator
u. To obtain such a vector, we adopt an approach similar to that of [YZ17, ABL14]. Intuitively,
Algorithm 3 begins with two opposite vectors and, after a small number of trials, selects the one
with lower classification error. This initialization step incurs only a constant overhead in terms of
label, time, and mistake complexities.
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Algorithm 3: Master Algorithm in Adversarial Noise Setting, (adapted from [YZ17,
ABL14])

Input: Labeling oracle O, confidence δ.
Output: A halfspace v such that θ(v̂,u) ≤ π/4.
v0 ← (1, 0, . . . , 0).
v+ ← Active-Strategic-Perceptron(O,v0, 1

16 ,
δ
3 , {mk}, {bk}, {c}).

v− ← Active-Strategic-Perceptron(O,−v0, 1
16 ,

δ
3 , {mk}, {bk}, {c}).

If θ(v−,v+) ≤ π/20 return v+.
Define region R := {Z : sgn(v+ · z) ̸= sgn(v− · z)}.
S = ∅;
m− = m+ = 0
while |S| < 8 ln 6

δ do
Observe x, where z is a fresh draw from D.
Predict negative.
if x is in R then

Query label Y .
m−+ = 1{sgnv− · x = Y }
m++ = 1{sgnv− · x = Y }
S = S ∪ {x}

if m+ ≤ m− then
return v+.

else
return v−.

By Corollary 7 and Theorem 2, we can effectively disregard the strategic behavior of agents and
apply Theorem 12 from [YZ17], which implies the following.

Theorem 12. Suppose Algorithm 3 has inputs labeling oracle O that satisfies ν-inseparability
condition with respect to u, confidence δ, and sample schedule {mk} where

mk = Θ

(
d

(
ln d+ ln

k

δ

))
,

and band width {bk} where

bk = Θ̃

(
2−k

√
d

)
.

Then, with probability at least 1− δ, the output v̂ is such that θ(v̂,u) ≤ π
4 . Furthermore:

1. the total number of label queries to oracle O is at most Õ(d);

2. the total number of unlabeled examples drawn is Õ(d);

3. the total number of additional mistakes compared to u is Õ(d);

4. the algorithm runs in time Õ(d2).
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