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Abstract

Fine-tuning the pre-trained model with active learn-
ing holds promise for reducing annotation costs. How-
ever, this combination introduces significant computational
costs, particularly with the growing scale of pre-trained
models. Recent research has proposed proxy-based ac-
tive learning, which pre-computes features to reduce com-
putational costs. Yet, this approach often incurs a sig-
nificant loss in active learning performance, which may
even outweigh the computational cost savings. In this pa-
per, we argue the performance drop stems not only from
pre-computed features’ inability to distinguish between cat-
egories of labeled samples, resulting in the selection of
redundant samples but also from the tendency to com-
promise valuable pre-trained information when fine-tuning
with samples selected through the proxy model. To address
this issue, we propose a novel method called aligned se-
lection via proxy to update pre-computed features while se-
lecting a proper training method to inherit valuable pre-
training information. Extensive experiments validate that
our method significantly improves the total cost of efficient
active learning while maintaining computational efficiency.

1. Introduction

Training effective deep neural networks typically requires
large-scale data [11, 16, 23]. However, the high cost of ac-
quiring data, especially annotated data, poses a significant
challenge for practitioners [3, 25]. Active learning and the
pretraining-finetuning paradigm are widely adopted strate-
gies to address this challenge. Active learning reduces the
demand for extensive annotation by iteratively selecting and
labeling the most informative samples [28]. Additionally,
the pretraining-finetuning method leverages large-scale un-
supervised pre-training to create a powerful foundational
model [5, 7, 14, 17], enabling exceptional performance on
downstream tasks with only a limited amount of labeled
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Figure 1. When achieving the accuracy equivalent to randomly
selecting 100k samples through margin active learning (selecting
10k for each active learning iteration), we compared the labeling
cost savings and the increased active learning training cost be-
tween standard active learning pipelines and the efficient active
learning method, SVPp. We used a resnet50 model, and the train-
ing cost was priced based on AWS EC2 P3 instances (following
existing paper [42]), while annotation costs were estimated using
AWS Mechanical Turk1 with triple reviews.

data. To further minimize labels’ demands, researchers have
naturally turned their attention to active fine-tuning, which
fine-tunes the pre-training model with labeled samples se-
lected by active learning strategies [2, 6, 37]. However, as
the scale of pre-training models continues to grow [8], the
training cost of active fine-tuning, which often is overlooked
in traditional active learning, becomes a challenge [10].

To address this issue, recent research has introduced an
efficient active learning framework known as Selection via
Proxy based on pre-trained features (SVPp) [42]. SVPp be-
gins by forwarding the entire dataset through a pre-trained
model once, recording pre-trained features for all samples.
Subsequently, in multiple iterations of active learning, a
simple MLP classifier is trained using the pre-computed
features for sample selection. After the sample selection,
the entire model is fine-tuned once. However, we observe
that, in comparison to the standard active learning method
(fine-tuning the whole pre-trained model in each active

1https://aws.amazon.com/sagemaker/groundtruth/pricing/
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learning iteration), SVPp may compromise the effective-
ness of active learning, resulting in additional annotation
costs. As depicted in fig. 1, we noticed that while SVPp
significantly reduces active learning time (training costs),
its decline in active learning performance leads to a notable
increase in annotation costs. Practitioners therefore have to
face the hassle of weighing computational efficiency against
overall cost.

In light of this challenge, in this paper, we analyze the
factors contributing to the decline in active learning perfor-
mance when using SVPp in sec. 4. We initially observe an
intuition-aligned phenomenon: with an increase in the num-
ber of labels, fine-tuned features become more capable of
distinguishing sample categories than pre-trained features.
Consequently, this leads to SVPp selecting redundant sam-
ples, where redundancy refers to SVPp selecting the sam-
ples that the fine-tuned model can already predict correctly.
In addition, we make an intriguing discovery: during the
fine-tuning, samples selected by SVPp tend to induce more
significant modifications to the pre-trained model, resulting
in a decreased performance of the fine-tuned model.

Based on these insights, we propose an aligned selection
via proxy strategy, ASVP, to enhance the performance of
efficient active learning in sec. 5. First, we align the pre-
computed features utilized by the proxy model with the one
used in standard active learning. Specifically, we update
the pre-computed features based on the fine-tuned model
when the pre-trained features’ ability to distinguish sample
categories significantly lags behind the fine-tuned features.
In addition, we switch the training method between linear-
probing then fine-tuning (LP-FT) [20] and fine-tuning (FT)
to mitigate the impact of samples selected by the proxy
model on the model’s performance.

Extensive experiments validate that our method no-
tably improves the effectiveness of efficient active learning,
achieving comparable or better total cost savings compara-
ble to those of standard active learning, while still maintain-
ing computational efficiency.

The contributions of this paper can be summarized as
follows: (1) We empirically analyze the factors contribut-
ing to the performance drop when employing SVPp. The
proxy model picks redundant samples where fine-tuned fea-
tures outperform pre-trained ones. Also, it overlooks sam-
ples that are crucial to retain valuable pre-trained model in-
formation. (2) We propose a novel efficient active learning
approach, aligned selection via proxy (ASVP), based on the
above analysis. It improves the performance of efficient ac-
tive learning while incurring minimal computation time. (3)
We introduce a novel and practical evaluation metric for ef-
ficient active learning: the sample saving ratio. This met-
ric directly quantifies the savings in annotation achieved by
employing active learning strategies compared with the ran-
dom baseline. It also facilitates the estimation of overall

savings, including savings in both computational and label-
ing costs, thereby assisting practitioners in making a deci-
sion on whether to use efficient active learning strategies.

2. Related Work
Active learning is a technique that minimizes the num-
ber of labels needed for model training by selectively re-
questing annotations for samples. Numerous active learn-
ing strategies have been proposed, primarily encompass-
ing uncertainty sampling [13, 18, 21, 30, 36], diversity
sampling (feature space coverage) [24, 31], their combina-
tions [1, 32, 38], and some learning-based approaches [33,
34, 40]. With the advancement of large-scale unsuper-
vised pre-training and fine-tuning, an increasing number
of researchers have turned their attention to active fine-
tuning, which fine-tuning the pre-trained model with sam-
ples selected by active learning strategies. Given the suc-
cess of the pre-training fine-tuning mode, most works of
active fine-tuning have focused on developing active learn-
ing strategies that can work with extremely limited anno-
tations [15, 35, 39]. Furthermore, researchers have vali-
dated the performance of existing active learning methods
when applied to pre-training fine-tuning mode, demonstrat-
ing that traditional margin sampling exhibits strong perfor-
mance [12, 42].

Efficient active learning. Most active learning meth-
ods operate in a multi-round mode, iteratively training mod-
els and selecting samples to label. This mode entails sig-
nificant training time and costs. In the context of active
fine-tuning, this phenomenon becomes more pronounced,
as larger models are better equipped to effectively leverage
data in unsupervised pre-training [8, 26].

Increasing the active learning batch size, which refers
to the number of samples selected per active learning it-
eration [9, 43], is one solution to enhance computational
efficiency. However, it weakens the performance of ac-
tive learning. Moreover, even when increasing the ac-
tive learning batch size, there remains the considerable
computational cost associated with training the entire net-
work multiple times. Therefore, recent research has ex-
plored single-shot active learning based on pre-trained fea-
tures [37]. However, as the number of labels increases, the
effectiveness of this method gradually diminishes in com-
parison to other standard active learning strategies.

Another solution to boost active learning efficiency is to
use less computationally intensive models or training meth-
ods as proxy tasks for sample selection, known as Selection
via Proxy (SVP) [10]. Typical proxy tasks include reduc-
ing model complexity, such as using models like ResNet8
or ResNet14, early stopping, or training linear classifiers or
MLPs based on pre-trained features [42]. However, these
proxy tasks often have an impact on active learning perfor-
mance and may result in savings in computation costs not
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outweighing the increase in annotation costs. As a result,
practitioners are often faced with a trade-off between com-
putational efficiency and the overall cost.

3. Preliminary
We briefly review the Selection via Proxy framework based
on pre-computed features, SVPp, as shown in fig. 2. We
denote the labeled set as L, the unlabeled set as U . The
pre-trained neural network backbone is defined as f(·; θp) :
X → Rd, where θp represents weights of the pre-trained
model, X is the data space and Rd is normalized feature
space. And we define the predictor as h(·; θh) : Rd → Rc,
where θh is weights of the predictor and Rc is the out-
put space. SVPp follows a three-step process. First, all
samples are forward-passed through f(·; θp), and the pre-
trained features are saved. Subsequently, the proxy model is
trained, and samples are selected iteratively based on the ac-
tive learning strategy. In this process, the predictor h(·; θh)
serves as the proxy model, utilizing pre-computed features
as its input. The final step is fine-tuning the pre-trained
model h(f(·; θp); θh) based on the obtained labels.

Figure 2. The Selection via Proxy based on pre-trained features
(SVPp) Framework. Stage 1: pre-computing features. Stage 2:
sample selection based on the proxy model (a simple classifier)
with pre-computed features as input. Stage 3: Fine-tuning the pre-
trained model using labeled samples.

4. Observation and Analysis
To analyze the factors contributing to the decline in SVPp
active learning performance, we investigated the differ-
ences in sample selection between the fine-tuned model,
h(f(·; θp); θh), and the proxy model, h(·; θh). Our analysis
is based on uncertainty sampling because uncertainty-based
methods are widely employed in active learning strategies.
Recent benchmarks have demonstrated uncertainty sam-
pling as the state-of-the-art approach when fine-tuning pre-
trained model [12, 42]. As illustrated in fig. 3, compared
to the samples selected by the fine-tuned model, the proxy
model misses samples from regions A and B while addi-
tionally selecting samples from regions C and D. Build-
ing on the rationale that adding samples already correctly
predicted by the model seldom improves its performance,

whereas incorporating samples the model predicts incor-
rectly often leads to performance enhancements. The im-
pact of the proxy model on active learning performance pri-
marily stems from missing samples in region B (missing
region) and selecting samples redundantly in region C (re-
dundant region).

Figure 3. Sample Selection Discrepancy: Proxy vs. Fine-tuned
Models. The two axes represent the confidence of predictions for
the proxy model and the fine-tuned model, with the positive half-
axis indicating correct predictions and the negative half-axis indi-
cating incorrect predictions. Uncertainty-based active learning se-
lects samples with the lowest prediction confidence, meaning the
proxy model chooses samples from regions O, C, and D, while the
fine-tuned model selects samples from regions O, A, and B. For
convenience in further analysis, we denote the incorrect predic-
tions made by the proxy model in region B as B1, and the correct
predictions as B2. Both the proxy model and the fine-tuned model
confidently predict the remaining white region, hence they do not
select samples from it.
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Figure 4. Comparision of exchange-head accuracy and active
learning accuracy for samples selected via fine-tuned model (stan-
dard), proxy model, and replace experiment (replacing samples
selected by the proxy model with those from the missing region).

Observation 1: The absence of samples from the
missing region leads to a decline in the performance
of the fine-tuned model. We employed one of the
uncertainty-based active learning strategies, margin sam-
pling, in three ways on the ImageNet dataset: (1) using the
fine-tuned model, (2) using a proxy model, and (3) a re-
placement experiment where the top 20% of the samples
with the largest margins in the selection of the proxy model
were replaced with samples from the region B2. Addition-
ally, considering that replacing samples with smaller mar-
gins in the fine-tuned model could potentially affect the final
accuracy, we conducted another replacement experiment,
replacing to least margin. In this setup, we directly replaced
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the top 20% samples with the largest margins in the selec-
tion of the proxy model with samples of the smallest margin
on the fine-tuned model (region A and region B). The accu-
racy of the fine-tuned model is illustrated in fig. 4a. Replac-
ing samples with missing region samples shows very close
active learning accuracy to that achieved based on the fine-
tuned model. However, simply replacing them with samples
that have the smallest margin in the fine-tuned model does
not improve model accuracy.

As illustrated in fig. 3, samples in region B2 are well-
distinguished in the pre-trained feature space (predicted ac-
curately and confidently by the proxy model). However,
the fine-tuned model struggles to predict these samples cor-
rectly, displaying high uncertainty in its predictions. There-
fore, we speculate that replacing the samples selected by the
proxy model with samples from this region improves active
learning performance for the following reasons:

Potential reason: The samples selected from the
missing region B2 potentially aid the fine-tuned model
in retaining valuable pre-trained feature information,
thereby enhancing active learning performance. We
conducted exchange-head experiments to determine how
much the fine-tuned model alters the feature space of the
pre-trained model. Specifically, we placed the fine-tuned
classifier on the pre-trained backbone to evaluate accuracy.
Higher accuracy indicates less alteration of the pre-trained
model by fine-tuning [29]. As shown in fig. 4b, samples
chosen by the proxy model induce the most changes in the
pre-trained feature space, while replacing the 20% samples
selected by the proxy model with missing region samples
significantly reduces alterations to the pre-trained model.

Observation 2: As the number of annotations in-
creases, the proxy model selects more samples from re-
dundant regions. The experiments on CIFAR-10 as shown
in fig. 5a. This observation aligns with intuition: as an-
notations increase, the features of the fine-tuned model be-
come more adept at distinguishing between sample cate-
gories than those of the proxy model. Consequently, there
is a gradual increase in the percentage of redundant sam-
ples chosen by the proxy model in each round. This implies
that, as annotations increase, the influence of sample selec-
tion from the redundant region becomes more pronounced
in active learning performance.

Observation 3: The samples selected from the re-
dundant region contribute little to improving the fine-
tuned model. We conducted experiments on the CIFAR-10
dataset with margin sampling. The initial pool was set to
1000 samples, and subsequently, 1000 samples were added
through (1) fine-tuning the model, (2) samples from the re-
dundant region, and (3) random selection. The results are
depicted in fig. 5b. The accuracy of adding samples from
redundant regions is almost the same as that of adding sam-
ples randomly and is lower than the results obtained by se-
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Figure 5. Observation of redundant region samples. (a) the propor-
tion of redundant region samples among the newly added samples
of each active learning round, where 10 rounds of margin sam-
pling on CIFAR-10, selecting 200 samples per round. (b) Active
learning accuracy comparison among selecting margin samples via
fine-tuning, selecting samples from the redundant region, and ran-
dom sample selection.

lecting samples using the fine-tuned model.

5. Method
In line with the analysis presented in sec. 4, addressing the
performance drop of SVPp primarily involves focusing on
the disparities between SVPp and standard active learning
in redundant and missing regions. For samples in the redun-
dant region, the fine-tuned model can predict these samples
correctly with high confidence, but the proxy model strug-
gles to differentiate them. This suggests that the features
of the fine-tuned model are more suitable for distinguish-
ing these samples. So, we suggest performing a complete
model fine-tuning as the number of these samples increases,
updating the pre-computed features to enhance the proxy
model’s discriminative capacity for this region and, conse-
quently, reducing the selection of redundant region samples.
The data selection stage of our method is shown in fig. 6.

Figure 6. The Data Selection Pipeline in our approach, Aligned
Selection via Proxy (ASVP). After acquiring new labels from the
oracle, we assess the necessity of updating the pre-computed fea-
tures. If required, the pre-trained model is fine-tuned, and the pre-
computed features are subsequently updated.

For the missing region, these samples are selected to as-
sist the fine-tuned model in preserving valuable pre-trained
information as discussed in sec. 4. So, the focus should
be on aiding the fine-tuned model in inheriting the ability
to distinguish missing region samples from the pre-trained
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model rather than selecting them. Specifically, in sec. 5.1,
we describe how to determine the moment for updating pre-
computed features. In sec. 5.2, we detail how to mitigate
the impact of the missing samples by altering the training
method of the final model.

5.1. Aligning Proxy Features

As discussed in sec. 4, with the increase in annotations, the
quality of fine-tuned features improves gradually, resulting
in a higher proportion of samples selected by the proxy
model from the redundant region. Also, adding the sam-
ples from the redundant region rarely improves the perfor-
mance of the fine-tuned model. Hence, we assess the ratio
of redundant region samples by evaluating the changes in
the performance of the fine-tuned model after adding more
annotated samples. To assess the changes in the fine-tuned
model’s performance, we employ LogME-PED [22, 41] as
an indicator. LogME-PED is an evaluation metric for pre-
trained models, where the LogME component estimates
the pre-trained model’s capability to effectively differenti-
ate given annotated samples, and PED, a physically inspired
model, simulates feature learning dynamics through multi-
ple iterations.

Specifically, in every active learning iteration, we first
compute the PED component. If convergence is achieved
within a single iteration, we infer that the fine-tuned fea-
tures will maintain similarity to the pre-trained features. So,
there is no need to calculate the LogME metric and update
the pre-computed features. However, if the PED compo-
nent converges with more than one iteration, we proceed
to compute the LogME metric. When the difference be-
tween the current LogME score and that from the previ-
ous active learning iteration is below a predefined threshold,
we deduce that the fixed pre-trained features pose a signifi-
cant obstacle to the performance improvement of the proxy
model, prompting us to fine-tune the model and update the
pre-computed features.

5.2. Preserving Valuable Pre-trained Features

As speculated in sec. 4, sampling from the missing region
improves model performance by reducing the alterations of
the pre-trained model by fine-tuning. Based on this, we pro-
pose preserving valuable and sensitive pre-trained informa-
tion by adjusting the training method of the final model,
instead of trying to incorporate these samples. Specifically,
after sample selection, we employ the LP-FT method [20] to
train the final model. LP-FT initiates the training process by
exclusively updating the linear head with frozen pre-trained
weights, followed by a standard fine-tuning phase. This se-
quential approach is designed to minimize alterations to the
pre-trained model induced by fine-tuning.

Furthermore, the missing region comprises two types of
samples: those the proxy model based on pre-trained fea-

tures can correctly predict (region B2) and those it can-
not (region B1). Similar to the redundant region analysis,
as annotations increase, fine-tuned features outperform pre-
trained ones. This leads to a gradual increase in samples
from region B1 compared to region B2. In this scenario,
continuing to use LP-FT may retain incorrect pre-trained
information. Therefore, we also switch the model’s training
method from LP-FT to FT, while updating pre-computed
features.

6. Results
Our method is validated on four datasets: ImageNet-
1k [11], CIFAR-10 [19], CIFAR-100 [19] and Oxford-IIIT
Pet dataset [27] with four typical active learning strategies,
The experiment setup is clarified in sec. 6.1. We propose the
new efficient active learning evaluation metric in sec. 6.2.
The results are shown in sec. 6.3 and sec. 6.4. The ablation
study is shown in sec. 6.5. The detailed study of the impact
of the position of updating features is shown in sec. 6.6. Ad-
ditionally, given the efficiency of our framework, decreas-
ing the amount of sample selected in each active learning
iteration to alleviate the redundant problem of batch ac-
tive learning strategy is feasible. The results are shown in
sec. 6.7.

6.1. Experiment Setup

Active learning strategies. To evaluate the compatibil-
ity of our proposed ASVP with existing active learning
strategies, four typical active learning strategies are in-
cluded: (1) Margin: uncertainty-based sampling, one of
the SOTA in the context of fine-tuning pre-trained mod-
els [30], (2) Confidence: uncertainty-based sampling, (3)
BADGE: combination of uncertainty and diversity [1], (4)
ActiveFT(al), feature space coverage with features from
fine-tuned model [37].

Baseline. (1) Standard active learning: training the
whole model with fine-tuning (FT) or linear-probing then
fine-tuning (LP-FT) [20] in each active iteration, (2)
SVPp [42]: selecting samples via MLP proxy model based
on pre-trained features and training the final model with FT,
(3) ActiveFT(pre) [37]: a single-shot active learning strat-
egy that selects all sample in single iteration based on pre-
trained features.

Implementations. We utilized the ResNet-50
model [16], pre-trained on ImageNet using the BYOL-
eman [4] method in all our experiments. The training
hyperparameters of the two model training approaches,
fine-tune (FT) and LP-FT, are provided in appendix 8.
For the baseline method (SVPp) and our method (ASVP),
we employed 2-layer MLPs as proxy models, where its
architecture is Linear + BatchNorm + ReLU + Linear. The
hidden layer width matched the input feature dimensions.
For the ImageNet, CIFAR-10, and Pets datasets, we
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conducted 10 active learning iterations, with each iteration
selecting 10,000, 200, and 200 samples, respectively.
In the CIFAR-100, 15 active learning iterations were
performed, with each iteration selecting 400 samples. The
difference in LogME-PED scores between consecutive
active learning iterations is set as 1 for the threshold of
updating pre-computed features.

6.2. Metric

Efficient active learning methods often exhibit a lower ac-
curacy compared to standard active learning approaches.
Understanding the additional annotation costs needed to
compensate for the accuracy gap caused by efficient ac-
tive learning allows practitioners to weigh the computa-
tional cost savings against increased labeling expenses, aid-
ing their decision to utilize these methods.

To this end, we propose a new evaluation metric: equiv-
alent saving amount. Let N1 represent the number of sam-
ples selected by the active learning strategy, and let A be the
accuracy achieved by a model trained with these N1 labeled
samples. We utilize interpolation to estimate the number
of samples, N2, required to achieve accuracy A for a ran-
dom baseline. The number of saved samples is N2 − N1

and sample saving ratio is N2−N1

N2
. The overall cost of ac-

tive learning, including annotation and training costs, equals
N1×Pl+Ctr, where Pl denotes the unit price of annotation
and Ctr represents the training cost of active learning. Ad-
ditionally, in real-world scenarios, active learning involves
multiple iterations with varying counts. We calculate the
average sample saving ratio to assess the performance.

In this paper, we primarily present the average sample
savings ratio, overall costs, and computational time. Addi-
tionally, detailed accuracy and the corresponding savings in
sample count in each active learning iteration are provided
in appendix 9.

6.3. Sample Saving Ratio and Overall Cost

The average sample savings ratios are presented in table 1,
with each experimental setting repeated three times to re-
port both the average and standard deviation. The table also
illustrates the total cost required for active learning to reach
the accuracy achieved by the random baseline at the last
active learning iteration (i.e., the accuracy achieved when
randomly selecting 100k, 2000, 6000, and 2000 samples
from ImageNet, CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100, and Pets datasets,
respectively). The training cost is assessed based on AWS
EC2 P3 instances [42], while the annotation cost is evalu-
ated using AWS Mechanical Turk, with three annotations
per sample to ensure labeling quality. Additionally, the ac-
curacy and corresponding saving in label counts on Ima-
geNet with margin sampling are shown in fig. 7. The other
results are shown in appendix 9.

Our method consistently outperforms the efficient active
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Figure 7. The accuracy and equivalent non-active learning label
amounts of the standard method, SVPp and our method ASVP on
the ImageNet. The equivalent non-active learning label amount
refers to the number of samples selected by a random baseline to
achieve the same accuracy as active learning.

learning method, SVPp, in terms of sample saving ratio
and overall cost reduction. It surpasses the single-shot ac-
tive learning strategy, ActiveFT(pre), when combined with
most active learning strategies. In most cases, our approach
offers similar or greater overall cost savings compared to
standard active learning. This alleviates practitioners’ con-
cerns about overall costs when using efficient active learn-
ing. Additionally, in standard active learning methods, the
lack of a clear criterion for choosing the proper training
method may lead to suboptimal results. Specifically, the
standard active learning with FT outperforms the standard
active learning with LP-FT on CIFAR-10 and Pets, while
on ImageNet and CIFAR-100, the standard (LP-FT) method
demonstrates better performance. In contrast, our approach,
by switching training methods, ensures a relatively favor-
able performance in practical applications.

Compared to the single-shot active learning method Ac-
tiveFT(pre), our approach is compatible with various exist-
ing active learning strategies and exhibits lower dependence
on the quality of pre-trained features. The reliance of Ac-
tiveFT(pre) on the quality of pre-trained features leads to
suboptimal results. This is particularly evident in datasets
like Pets, where the pre-trained feature quality is low.

6.4. Computational Time

We define the average model training time for both the fine-
tuned model and the proxy model in each active learning
iteration as Ttr,full and Ttr,proxy , respectively. The time
for processing all unlabeled samples through the whole pre-
trained model and the proxy model to compute active learn-
ing metrics and select samples is denoted as Tf,full and
Tf,proxy , respectively. The time spent on forwarding all
samples through the model to record features is represented
by Tpre. The active learning iteration count is given by Nal.
The total active learning time for standard active learning,
Ts,full, is Nal × (Ttr,full + Tf,full). The total time for
SVPp, Ts,svpp, is Nal × (Ttr,proxy + Tf,proxy) + Tpre.
For ASVP, Ts,asvp, the total time is Nal × (Ttr,proxy +
Tf,proxy) + 2 × Tpre + Ttr,full. When maintaining the
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Selection Training AL ImageNet CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 Pets Cost

Method Method Strategy Avg. Sample Cost Avg. Sample Cost Avg. Sample Cost Avg. Sample Cost Saving
Saving Ratio Saving Ratio Saving Ratio Saving Ratio Ratio

Standard FT Random - 3600 - 72 - 216 - 72 100%

Standard FT

Margin 22.70±1.90 2739 42.77±1.05 44 8.86±2.25 207 31.67±2.30 48 75%
BADGE 16.87±0.67 2962 35.95±0.78 46 8.97±2.54 212 33.01±3.17 47 77%

Confidence -19.82±1.05 3672 20.09±3.06 54 -5.24±3.16 226 27.24±3.28 50 88%
ActiveFT(al) - - 9.32±3.43 62 3.09±0.44 379 -5.20±2.28 141 152%

Standard LP-FT

Margin 30.97±0.51 2461 38.83±0.45 45 17.31±1.90 203 6.97±2.55 74 82%
BADGE 24.23±1.11 2777 25.35±1.32 51 15.35±1.55 209 6.74±3.84 70 85%

Confidence -12.71±2.66 3636 14.69±4.65 52 4.88±4.22 229 9.58±3.41 73 95%
ActiveFT(al) - - 5.38±1.81 73 8.08±0.64 478 -29.33±10.58 148 176%

Single-shot FT ActiveFT(pre) - - -3.36±4.92 75 1.89±1.68 434 -11.92±1.26 167 170%
LP-FT - - 19.58±2.21 189 10.86±1.24 410 -38.10±2.61 265 273%

SVPp FT

Margin 16.64±2.06 2795 23.63±4.01 53 1.36±1.45 213 23.48±4.09 50 80%
BADGE 13.01±1.36 3038 14.96±5.89 58 -2.11±0.85 376 -7.78±2.42 129 130%

Confidence -25.97±1.28 6756 -11.54±2.30 73 -14.43±2.49 496 2.40±7.25 67 153%
ActiveFT(al) - - -4.72±5.78 72 0.25±0.92 388 -11.63±6.85 519 333%

ASVP FT/LP-FT

Margin 30.22±1.85 2381 35.03±1.89 49 13.31±1.86 200 21.98±0.50 49 74%
BADGE 24.43±1.12 2727 33.67±0.84 47 8.16±1.98 208 6.10±5.59 57 79%

Confidence -6.37±1.23 3326 23.92±5.16 52 -0.62±1.43 362 14.81±3.17 51 100%
ActiveFT(al) - - 27.45±1.42 53 11.28±2.01 217 -7.74±4.81 76 93%

Table 1. Average sample savings ratios, with each configuration repeated three times to calculate the average and standard deviation. The
training method indicates how the final model is trained, and the selection method indicates the model used for sample selection. The
cost refers to the total cost required for active learning to achieve the accuracy achieved by the random baseline in the last active learning
iteration. The cost-saving ratio refers to the average ratio of the cost of active learning to the cost of the random baseline. The best results
are shown in red and the second-best results are in blue.

same number of active learning iterations as standard active
learning, the time saved by ASVP is primarily influenced
by 2× Tpre + Ttr,full.

Tpre Nal × Tf Nal × Ttr Ts

/hrs /hrs /hrs /hrs

Standard - 11.66 23.86 35.52
SVPp 0.92 0.07 0.11 1.10
ASVP 1.84 0.07 2.67 4.58

Table 2. Computation time comparison of various active learning
sample selection methods on ImageNet using V100 GPU.

Given that the computation time of the proxy model,
MLP, is significantly less than that of the fine-tuned model,
ASVP also opens up the potential for increasing the number
of active learning iterations. The computational times for
standard active learning, SVPp, and ASVP are presented in
table 2, where the running time is measured on ImageNet.
Since our method achieves the same accuracy as the stan-
dard pipeline by only adopting LP-FT, the running time of
ASVP is not reported based on practical running. This time
is estimated based on the SVPp running time. The compu-
tational time on other datasets is shown in appendix 10.

6.5. Ablation Study

Our ablation study was conducted on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-
100, and Pets and the results are presented in table 3. Addi-
tional ablation studies on other active learning strategies are
provided in appendix 11. Across all three datasets, updat-
ing pre-computed features (feature alignment) consistently
led to a noticeable performance boost. Meanwhile, switch-
ing training methods (training alignment) improved perfor-
mance on all datasets except for the Pets dataset, suggesting
that our method may not precisely determine the optimal
point for switching training methods. However, consider-
ing the practical scenario where we cannot pre-determine
whether using FT or LP-FT for training is better, our ap-
proach still aids in selecting a preferable training method.

6.6. Influence from Position of Updating Features

We examined the impact of the position of updating pre-
computed features on CIFAR-10. The number of saved
samples throughout the entire active learning iteration pro-
cess is depicted in fig. 8, with the average savings ratio
presented in table 4. The choice of updating pre-computed
features does indeed affect the final performance of ASVP.
Nevertheless, across the six different positions explored
in the experiments, ASVP consistently outperforms the
method relying solely on pre-training features (SVPp). Fur-
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Feature Training CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 Pets
alignment alignment

No No 23.63±4.01 1.36±1.45 23.48±4.09
No Yes 24.96±2.74 7.69±1.56 18.45±3.89
Yes No 31.42±2.65 6.98±2.03 27.01±0.51
Yes Yes 35.03±1.89 13.31±1.86 21.98±0.50

Table 3. Ablation Study. Comparison of the average sample saving
ratio of solely updating pre-computed features (training the final
model using fine-tuning), solely switching training methods (us-
ing pre-trained features), and the complete ASVP approach (both
updating pre-computed features and switching training methods)
under different datasets with margin sampling.

thermore, our proposed method for determining the update
location based on LogME-PED proves to be effective. On
CIFAR-10, this method selects the update of pre-computed
features at 600 labels, ranking as the second-best among the
six experimental positions, as shown in table 4. The posi-
tions of updating pre-computed features estimated through
LogME-PED are outlined in appendix 12.

Change Saving Change Saving
at Ratio at Ratio

w/o 23.63±4.01
200 33.13±2.32 800 36.03±1.48
400 32.13±4.60 1000 32.75±1.91
600 35.03±1.89 1200 31.33±1.87

Table 4. The influence of the position of updating pre-computed
feature on average sample savings ratios on CIFAR-10. The best
results are shown in red and the second-best results are in blue.
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Figure 8. The impact of the position of updating pre-computed
features on the savings of label amounts in CIFAR-10 across each
active learning iteration. The equivalent non-active learning la-
bel amount refers to the number of samples selected by a random
baseline to achieve the same accuracy as active learning

6.7. Improvement from Small Batchsize

The training costs associated with deep neural networks of-
ten lead practitioners to augment the number of samples se-
lected per active learning iteration to ensure computational

feasibility. Unfortunately, this strategy tends to result in se-
lecting some redundant samples. Given the efficiency of our
method, we can alleviate this problem. We conducted ex-
periments on ImageNet, randomly selecting an initial pool
of 10,000 samples. Subsequently, we performed 9, 45, 180,
and 900 active learning iterations using margin sampling,
selecting a total of 100,000 samples. The accuracy of the
final model and the total sample selection time for both
FT and LP-FT training are presented in table 5. The re-
sults show a general improvement in active learning perfor-
mance with an increase in the number of iterations. How-
ever, beyond 180 iterations, the performance improvement
diminishes, indicating a limit to the benefits of increasing
the number of active learning iterations.

Additionally, the accuracy of SVPp (final model is fine-
tuned) with more active learning iterations remains lower
than that of the standard active learning pipeline. However,
when using LP-FT for final model training and increasing
the iteration count to 45 or more, ASVP surpassed the stan-
dard active learning method in terms of accuracy.

# AL Training Method Sampling
iterations FT LP-FT Time / hrs

9 16.64±2.06 30.22±1.85 1.1
45 17.66±1.37 31.20±0.40 1.5

180 19.43±0.86 32.00±0.46 3.7
900 18.21±0.67 31.64±0.24 15.8

Table 5. The influence of the number of active learning iterations
on average sample savings ratios and sampling time on ImageNet.

7. Conclusion
Active learning on pre-trained models shows label ef-
ficiency but demands significant computational time,
whereas current efficient active learning methods tend to
compromise a notable fraction of active learning perfor-
mance, resulting in increased overall costs. To address this
challenge, this paper attributes the reduced performance of
SVPp to (1) the absence of samples necessary for preserv-
ing valuable pre-trained information and (2) an increased
selection of redundant samples due to fine-tuned features
becoming better than pre-trained features as the annota-
tion increases. Building upon this analysis, we propose
ASVP, a two-fold alignment approach to improve the ef-
fectiveness of the efficient active learning method with sim-
ilar or marginally increased computational time. Addition-
ally, we introduce the sample savings ratio as a metric to as-
sess the effectiveness of efficient active learning, providing
a straightforward measure for labeling cost savings. Ex-
periments show that our proposed ASVP saves similar or
greater total costs in most cases, while still maintaining
computational efficiency.
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Feature Alignment: Rethinking Efficient Active Learning via Proxy in the
Context of Pre-trained Models

Supplementary Material

8. Hyperparameters
Fine-tuning, linear probing then fine-tuning (LP-FT), and
proxy model training all utilized the SGD with momentum
optimizer, with a momentum value of 0.9. For fine-tuning
and LP-FT, the batch size in the training stage is 128 and
the batch size in the sample selection stage of the active
learning is 512.

The hyper-parameters of fine-tuning are shown in ta-
ble 6. For ImageNet, we adopted the fine-tuning parameters
following the prior work [4]. Setting the learning rates sepa-
rately for the classifier head and the backbone. For CIFAR-
10, CIFAR-100, and Pets, we followed prior work [4] to set
the learning rate of the classifier as 0.1 and to search other
hyper-parameters. The hyper-parameters are detailed in ta-
ble 6. The learning rate of the backbone was searched from
(0.01, 0.05, 0.1 0.3) and the weight decay from (0, 0.0001).
Additionally, to maintain consistency in training iterations
between fine-tuning and LP-FT, we set the number of fine-
tuning epochs as the sum of linear probing and fine-tuning
epochs in LP-FT training.

Dataset Learning Rate Training Weight
Classifier Backbone Epochs Decay

ImageNet 0.1 0.01 50 0.0001
CIFAR-10 0.1 0.1 130 0

CIFAR-100 0.1 0.05 150 0
Pets 0.1 0.1 140 0

Table 6. The hyper-parameters of the fine-tuning.

For the LP-FT hyper-parameters, we conducted a search
within the following ranges: (0.01, 0.1) for the classifier’s
learning rate, (0.01, 0.05, 0.1, 0.3) for the backbone’s learn-
ing rate, (0.05,0.1,0.5) for learning rate in linear-probing
(LP) stage, and (0, 0.0001) for weight decay. Fine-tuning
(FT) training epochs were set at 120. For ImageNet, lin-
ear probing (LP) training epochs were searched from (5,
10), while for other datasets, LP training epochs were ex-
plored from (5, 10, 20, 30). Given the numerous hyper-
parameters in LP-FT, we sequentially search the backbone
learning rate, classifier learning rate, weight decay, and LP
training epochs. The final hyper-parameters are shown in
table 7, where the weight decay is 0 and the learning rate in
the LP stage is 0.5 across all datasets.

The proxy model was trained 50 epochs with a learning
rate of 0.01 and the weight decay of 0. During the training
stage, the batch size is 2048 and in the active learning stage,

Dataset Learning Rate Training Epochs
Classifier Backbone LP FT

ImageNet 0.01 0.01 5 45
CIFAR-10 0.1 0.01 10 120

CIFAR-100 0.1 0.01 30 120
Pets 0.1 0.1 20 120

Table 7. The hyper-parameters of the linear-probing then fine-
tuning.

the batch size is 16384.

9. Accuracy and Sample Savings

The accuracy and the equivalent non-active learning la-
bel amount of all active learning strategies on ImageNet,
CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100 and Pets are shown in the fig. 9-
fig. 22. The equivalent non-active learning label amount
refers to the number of samples selected by a random base-
line to achieve the same accuracy as active learning.
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Figure 9. The accuracy and equivalent non-active learning label
amounts of the standard method, SVPp and our method ASVP on
the ImageNet, where active learning strategy is BADGE.
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Figure 10. The accuracy and equivalent non-active learning label
amounts of the standard method, SVPp and our method ASVP on
the ImageNet, where active learning strategy is confidence.
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Figure 11. The accuracy and equivalent non-active learning label
amounts of the standard method, SVPp and our method ASVP on
the CIFAR-10, where active learning strategy is margin.
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Figure 12. The accuracy and equivalent non-active learning label
amounts of the standard method, SVPp and our method ASVP on
the CIFAR-10, where active learning strategy is BADGE.
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Figure 13. The accuracy and equivalent non-active learning label
amounts of the standard method, SVPp and our method ASVP on
the CIFAR-10, where active learning strategy is confidence.
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Figure 14. The accuracy and equivalent non-active learning label
amounts of the standard method, SVPp and our method ASVP on
the CIFAR-10, where active learning strategy is activeft(al).

10. Computation Time
The time for standard active learning, SVPp and ASVP
on V100 GPU is presented in table 8. The active learn-
ing setup, outlined in sec. 6.1, performs a total of 10 active
learning iterations on CIFAR-10 and Pets, where 200 sam-
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Figure 15. The accuracy and equivalent non-active learning label
amounts of the standard method, SVPp and our method ASVP on
the CIFAR-100, where active learning strategy is margin.
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Figure 16. The accuracy and equivalent non-active learning label
amounts of the standard method, SVPp and our method ASVP on
the CIFAR-100, where active learning strategy is BADGE.
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Figure 17. The accuracy and equivalent non-active learning label
amounts of the standard method, SVPp and our method ASVP on
the CIFAR-100, where active learning strategy is confidence.
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Figure 18. The accuracy and equivalent non-active learning label
amounts of the standard method, SVPp and our method ASVP on
the CIFAR-100, where active learning strategy is activeft(al).

ples are selected for each iteration. Regarding CIFAR-100,
it spans 15 iterations, selecting 400 samples per iteration.
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Figure 19. The accuracy and equivalent non-active learning label
amounts of the standard method, SVPp and our method ASVP on
the Pets, where active learning strategy is margin.
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Figure 20. The accuracy and equivalent non-active learning label
amounts of the standard method, SVPp and our method ASVP on
the Pets, where active learning strategy is BADGE.
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Figure 21. The accuracy and equivalent non-active learning label
amounts of the standard method, SVPp and our method ASVP on
the Pets, where active learning strategy is confidence.
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Figure 22. The accuracy and equivalent non-active learning label
amounts of the standard method, SVPp and our method ASVP on
the Pets, where active learning strategy is activeft(al).

11. Ablation Study
The results of ablation experiments with various active
learning strategies are shown in table 9, table 10, table 11.
Specifically, feature alignment refers to whether the ASVP
method updates pre-computed features using fine-tuned

CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 Pets

Standard 1.4 hrs 5.5 hrs 1.5 hrs
SVPp 0.07 hrs 0.08 hrs 0.03 hrs
ASVP 0.14 hrs 0.14 hrs 0.05 hrs

Table 8. Sample selection time of standard active learning meth-
ods, SVPp, and our proposed method ASVP on CIFAR-10,
CIFAR-100, and Pets. Experiments conducted on V100 GPU.

model features, while training alignment indicates the selec-
tion of the final model training method (FT or LP-FT) based
on LogME-PED scores. In all ablation experiments, feature
alignment consistently demonstrates notable improvements.
Training alignment, except for the Pets dataset, exhibits en-
hancements.

Feature Training CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 Pets
alignment alignment

No No 14.96±5.89 -2.11±0.85 -7.78±2.42
No Yes 18.3±4.68 3.81±0.44 -15.61±1.93
Yes No 30.34±2.06 2.25±2.25 13.93±5.21
Yes Yes 33.67±0.84 8.16±1.98 6.1±5.59

Table 9. Ablation Study: Comparing the average sample saving
ratio using the active learning strategy BADGE.

Feature Training CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 Pets
alignment alignment

No No -11.54±2.3 -14.43±2.49 2.4±7.25
No Yes -9.61±1.43 -7.86±2.16 -0.83±7.34
Yes No 21.99±3.32 -7.19±1.69 18.05±2.92
Yes Yes 23.92±5.16 -0.62±1.43 14.81±3.17

Table 10. Ablation Study: Comparing the average sample saving
ratio using the active learning strategy confidence.

Feature Training CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 Pets
alignment alignment

No No -4.72±5.78 0.25±0.92 -11.63±6.85
No Yes -1.89±6.12 5.66±0.97 -14.76±6.74
Yes No 24.62±1.31 5.86±2.24 -4.61±4.97
Yes Yes 27.45±1.42 11.28±2.01 -7.74±4.81

Table 11. Ablation Study: Comparing the average sample saving
ratio using the active learning strategy ActiveFT(al).

12. Postion of Updating pre-computed features
The ASVP method uses the difference in LogME-PED
scores between consecutive active learning iterations to de-
cide if updating pre-computed features is required. The ab-
solute differences in LogME-PED scores are illustrated in
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fig. 23, fig. 24, fig. 25. When the threshold is defined as 1,
the updating positions are detailed in table 12.

Updating Features Position

ImageNet No ≥ 100k
CIFAR-10 Yes 600

CIFAR-100 Yes 2000
Pets Yes 800

Table 12. Positions of updating pre-computed features. The num-
ber of the PED convergence iterations is used to determine if up-
dating pre-computed features is required. The positions are esti-
mated by the absolute difference in LogME-PED scores between
consecutive active learning iterations, where a difference smaller
than 1 indicates an update.
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Figure 23. The absolute differences in LogME-PED scores be-
tween consecutive active learning iterations on CIFAR-10.
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Figure 24. The absolute differences in LogME-PED scores be-
tween consecutive active learning iterations on CIFAR-100.

13. Computation Efficiency and Overall Cost
In fig. 29-fig. 37, we illustrate the overall costs (the label-
ing cost and the active learning training cost) and compu-
tational efficiency achieved by the standard active learning
method, SVPp, and our proposed ASVP across different
datasets. Compared to the existing efficient active learn-
ing method, SVPp, our method significantly improves the
overall cost while maintaining the computational efficiency.
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Figure 25. The absolute differences in LogME-PED scores be-
tween consecutive active learning iterations on Pets.

ASVP achieves comparable overall costs while significantly
reducing active learning computation time compared to the
standard active learning method. This effectively addresses
the trade-off practitioners encounter between computational
efficiency and total costs, offering confidence in the adop-
tion of efficient active learning methods.
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Figure 26. Computation efficiency and overall cost comparison of
the standard active learning method, SVPp, and our method ASVP
on ImageNet using margin sampling.
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Figure 27. Computation efficiency and overall cost comparison of
the standard active learning method, SVPp, and our method ASVP
on ImageNet using BADGE.
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Figure 28. Computation efficiency and overall cost comparison of
the standard active learning method, SVPp, and our method ASVP
on ImageNet using confidence sampling.
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Figure 29. Computation efficiency and overall cost comparison of
the standard active learning method, SVPp, and our method ASVP
on CIFAR-10 using margin sampling.
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Figure 30. Computation efficiency and overall cost comparison of
the standard active learning method, SVPp, and our method ASVP
on CIFAR-10 using BADGE.
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Figure 31. Computation efficiency and overall cost comparison of
the standard active learning method, SVPp, and our method ASVP
on CIFAR-10 using confidence sampling.
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Figure 32. Computation efficiency and overall cost comparison of
the standard active learning method, SVPp, and our method ASVP
on CIFAR-100 using margin sampling.
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Figure 33. Computation efficiency and overall cost comparison of
the standard active learning method, SVPp, and our method ASVP
on CIFAR-100 using BADGE.
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Figure 34. Computation efficiency and overall cost comparison of
the standard active learning method, SVPp, and our method ASVP
on CIFAR-100 using confidence sampling.
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Figure 35. Computation efficiency and overall cost comparison of
the standard active learning method, SVPp, and our method ASVP
on Pets using margin sampling.
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Figure 36. Computation efficiency and overall cost comparison of
the standard active learning method, SVPp, and our method ASVP
on Pets using BADGE.
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Figure 37. Computation efficiency and overall cost comparison of
the standard active learning method, SVPp, and our method ASVP
on Pets using confidence sampling.
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