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Abstract

Active learning aims to reduce the required number of labeled data for machine

learning algorithms by selectively querying the labels of initially unlabeled data points.

Ensuring the replicability of results, where an algorithm consistently produces the same

outcome across different runs, is essential for the reliability of machine learning models

but often increases sample complexity. This report investigates the cost of replicabil-

ity in active learning using the CAL algorithm, a classical disagreement-based active

learning method. By integrating replicable statistical query subroutines and random

thresholding techniques, we propose two versions of a replicable CAL algorithm. Our

theoretical analysis demonstrates that while replicability does increase label complex-

ity, the CAL algorithm can still achieve significant savings in label complexity even

with the replicability constraint. These findings offer valuable insights into balancing

efficiency and robustness in machine learning models.

1 Introduction

Modern machine learning techniques have demonstrated an impressive ability to improve
model performance by training on increasing amounts of data. While unlabeled training
data is abundant for many applications (e.g., text and image data sourced from the internet),
obtaining large quantities of labeled data, required for classification and prediction tasks, can
be prohibitively costly. For example, accurately labeling diagnostic imaging data requires
medical expertise, so curating datasets for training medical risk predictors requires a great
deal of clinician time and effort.

In response to these challenges, active learning has emerged as a powerful approach to reduce
the number of labeled samples required to learn a good model Angluin [1988], Cohn et al.
[1994b]. Active learning algorithms selectively query the labels of the data points that are
most informative, while also leveraging unlabeled data to learn.

A key challenge in active learning, as with any learning framework, is ensuring the stability
of results, which is crucial for the robustness and reliability of machine learning models.
Stability, in the context of machine learning, refers to the insensitivity of an algorithm to
perturbations in its training data. Informally, stability ensures that models do not overfit
their training data, and a variety of stability notions have been studied for the purposes of
guaranteeing generalization to unseen data and privacy-preservation of training data.

In this work we consider the strong stability notion of replicability, introduced in Impagliazzo et al.
[2022]. Replicability requires that running a learning algorithm twice, on two datasets
drawn i.i.d. from the same distribution and with shared internal randomness across both
runs, yields identical models with high probability (over the samples and internal random-
ness). Replicable learning algorithms not only generalize well under adaptive data analy-
sis Impagliazzo et al. [2022], but they also enable verification of experiments in machine
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learning. By publishing the randomness used to train a model, another team of researchers
can obtain the same model, using their own data, removing ambiguity in whether or not a
replication effort has been successful. These properties come at the cost of increased sample
complexity, however. In the case of PAC learning, it is known that the sample complexity
of replicable learners depends on Littlestone dimension, as opposed to VC dimension as in
non-replicable PAC-learning Impagliazzo et al. [2022], Ghazi et al. [2021b].

Since active learning aims to reduce the labeled sample complexity and replicability tends
to increase it, we aim to investigate the cost of replicability in active learning. Our goal is
to demonstrate that active learning can still lead to savings in label complexity even with
the additional requirement of replicability.

1.1 Our Results

We give the first replicable algorithms for active learning of finite hypothesis classes, in
both the realizable and agnostic setting. The sample complexity bounds for our replicable
algorithms show an improvement in sample complexity over passive learning analogous to
known improvements from active learning for non-replicable algorithms. More precisely, for
target error rate ε, the sample bounds for our realizable algorithm has only logarithmic
dependence on 1/ε. For replicable passive learning, this dependence is linear, and so this
represents a significant improvement in accuracy dependence. In the agnostic setting, our
replicable active learning algorithm instead has a sample complexity dependence on (ν/ε)2,
where ν is the error of the optimal hypothesis in the class C. While the dependence on 1/ε
is technically still quadratic for our algorithm, as it is for the replicable passive agnostic
learning algorithm of Bun et al. [2023], we note that when the optimal error ν is quite close
to the target error ε, this still represents a significant improvement in accuracy dependence,
and therefore we do still improve over passive replicable learning in both realizable and
agnostic cases.

Similarly to Cohn et al. [1994a], Balcan et al. [2006], Hanneke [2007], we instead obtain
a sample complexity dependence on the disagreement coefficient Θ of a hypothesis class
C for distribution D. We formally define the disagreement coefficient in Section 2, but
informally, the disagreement coefficient is a measure of the probability of disagreement
among hypotheses in a class C that are within some error ball centered on the optimal
hypothesis in C. A small disagreement coefficient means that relatively few labeled samples
are needed to rule out hypothesis that are far from optimal, with the caveat that these
samples should be points on which hypotheses in C disagree. Active learning allows us
to selectively query such points, and therefore obtain sample complexities dependent on
Θ and only logarithmically on 1/ε (or quadratically on ν/ε in the agnostic case). The
sample complexity dependence on Θ we obtain for our replicable active learning algorithms
is analogous to those in Cohn et al. [1994a], Balcan et al. [2006], Hanneke [2007]: linear
dependence in the realizable case, and quadratic in the agnostic.

1.2 Related Work

As mentioned before, our work is primarily based on concepts introduced in Cohn et al.
[1994a], Impagliazzo et al. [2022] and Bun et al. [2023]. It is to be noted that the CAL
algorithm given in Cohn et al. [1994a] was formalized with theoretical bounds and extended
by several researchers, notably in Balcan [2015], Dasgupta et al. [2007] and Hanneke et al.
[2014].

Castro and Nowak [2008] formalized the achievable limits in active learning using minimax
analysis techniques. The CAL algorithm was originally proposed for the realizable setting.
Dasgupta et al. [2007] extended the CAL algorithm to be applicable in the agnostic setting,
and showed that with certain assumptions their extension of the CAL algorithm achieved
asymptotic label complexity improvements. Other active learning techniques have since
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been proposed for the agnostic setting, notably, the A2 algorithm introduced in Balcan et al.
[2006], which was the first active learning algorithm to achieve ε-optimal performance where
the underlying distribution has arbitrary noise.

In the context of replicability, it is worth noting that a closely related term is used in
literature for differential privacy, called “stability”. This has been studied extensively on its
own in Bun et al. [2020], Ghazi et al. [2021a], Ghazi et al. [2021b], etc., as well as in relation
to replicability in Chase et al. [2023]. In Bun et al. [2020], the notion of “global stability”
was introduced and its equivalence to differential privacy was proved. In general, global
stability is a stricter requirement than replicability, since it does not allow the assumption
of shared internal randomness, unlike replicability. Hence it is not immediately clear that
our techniques can be directly extended to satisfy the definition of stability. We leave this
as an interesting open question.

While replicability for active learning specifically is a novel work to the best of our knowl-
edge, there has been some work done to achieve differential privacy in active learning
(Balcan and Feldman [2013], Bittner et al. [2020], Ghassemi et al. [2016]). The connection
between privacy and replicability was studied in Bun et al. [2023], but the equivalence be-
tween the two was established only for statistical tasks in the batch setting. Hence, it is not
immediately clear how to leverage this equivalence to obtain replicable learning algorithms
from private ones in the active learning context.

Moreover, the transformation of a private algorithm to a replicable one is not necessarily
computationally efficient. Our work gives algorithms that are efficient for finite hypothesis
classes, and hence give a more practical result than what would follow from the known
connections between privacy and replicability, even if those connections held in the active
learning setting.

1.3 Organization

The structure of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the theory of active
learning, followed by the concept of replicability in machine learning. In Section 3, we
propose an algorithm for replicable active learning in the realizable setting and analyze its
convergence. In Section 4, we adapt the algorithm of Section 3 to the agnostic setting and
provide an analysis. Finally, we conclude with suggestions for future work.

2 Background

2.1 Active Learning Theory

We work in the PAC learning framework of Valiant [1984]. Fix a domain X , a binary label
space Y = {0, 1}, a concept class C of hypotheses h : X → Y and define the ground truth
or target function as c ∈ C. Algorithm A is said to be a PAC learner for C if there exists
a function n(ε, δ), polynomial in 1

ε ,
1
δ , such that for every distribution D over X and every

ε and δ > 0, given n(ε, δ) samples x ∈ X drawn i. i. d. from D and labels y = c(x) ∈ Y , A
outputs a hypothesis h ∈ C such that errD(h) = Pr

x∼D
[h(x) 6= y] < ε, except with probability

δ over the choice of samples.

In the agnostic setting, the ground truth is not a hypothesis in C. The learning algorithm
A will return a hypothesis h whose error does not exceed the error rate ν by more than ε.
Here, ν — sometimes labeled as the noise rate — is the error rate of the best hypothesis
h∗ = argminh∈C err(h).

Active learning is the field of machine learning that deals with algorithms that can ask
questions or queries. The aim of these algorithms is to improve the sample – and especially
label – complexity of a learner over their passive equivalent. This is especially useful for tasks
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where the unlabeled sample points are easily accessible but the labeling requires additional
(e. g. computational or manual) effort. Examples of this are image classification and speech
recognition.

The field of active learning can be further subdivided based on how queries are contrived
and how points are sampled. Algorithms that select queries via the query by disagreement
principle base their queries on the disagreement of all hypotheses that are still considered.
Stream-based selective sampling encompasses algorithms that receive one sample point at a
time and determine for each point if they want to request a label or not. Settles [2012]

2.1.1 Disagreement Coefficient

The set of x ∈ X on which at least two hypotheses h from a version space V ⊆ C disagree
is defined as

DIS(V ) = {x ∈ X | ∃h1, h2 ∈ V s. t. h1(x) 6= h2(x)}.

In the following, this set is referred to as the disagreement region or set. The respective
probability of sampling an x in the disagreement region is

∆D(V ) = Pr
x∼D

[x ∈ DIS(V )]

with probability distribution D. The distance metric for two hypotheses h1, h2

dD(h1, h2) = Pr
x∼D

[h1(x) 6= h2(x)]

is used to define a ball around a hypothesis

BD(h, ε) = {h
′ ∈ C | dD(h, h

′) ≤ ε}.

The ball BD(c, ε) where c is the target function includes all hypotheses with an error rate
of at most ε. Then, ∆D(BD(c, ε)) is the probability of sampling a point from distribution D
on which at least two hypotheses with an error rate of at most ε disagree. The disagreement
coefficient is defined as

ΘD = sup
ε>0

∆D(BD(c, ε))

ε

and describes the maximum aforementioned probability normalized by ε. Intuitively, this is
a measure of how many points have to be sampled to improve upon a set of hypotheses with
an error rate of at most ε.

This becomes clear when considering the worst case round of the CAL algorithm, which
will be explained in the next section. It is clear that the worst case occurs when all points
in the current disagreement region have to be sampled to remove all hypotheses with an
error rate greater than ε. Thus, consider the case where the target function and n additional
hypotheses remain in the version space. Each of the n hypotheses makes a mistake only on
a single point that is sampled with a probability of 1

n . Then, the disagreement region has a
probability mass of n · 1n = 1, and the disagreement coefficient for the critical error rate 1

n
is n – the number of points that have to be sampled.

In the following the subscript D will be omitted from the introduced variables for succinct-
ness if the respective probability distribution is clear from context.

2.1.2 CAL Algorithm

The CAL algorithm, which was first proposed by and named after Cohn et al. [1994a] is
based on the concept of query by disagreement and is used for learning in the realizable
case. The algorithm is given in algorithm 1 as pseudo-code. Despite the pooling of points in
each round r, the algorithm is categorized as a stream-based selective sampling algorithm.

4



The choice over requesting a label depends on whether a given point is in the disagreement
region. This is equivalent to sampling from an alternate probability distribution Dr that is
obtained by conditioning on the inclusion in the disagreement region. In this round-based
formulation the probability mass of the disagreement region is at least halved in each round.
The exit condition of the loop ensures that all hypotheses in the final version space will have
an error rate smaller than ε. This results from the fact that the target function c is never
eliminated and no hypothesis may deviate more than ε from the ground truth. Furthermore,
it follows that the number of rounds is O (log 1/ε).

A detailed label complexity analysis of such a disagreement region based algorithm in terms
of the disagreement coefficient Θ was first derived in Balcan et al. [2006]. The label com-
plexity for a finite hypothesis class as given by Hsu [2010] is

O

(
log

1

ε
·Θ log

|C| log 1
ε

δ

)
. (1)

Here, the first factor accounts for the number of rounds that the CAL algorithm will run for
and the second factor is the number of points k that are sampled in each round. Compared
to the sample complexity of a passive learner Kearns and Vazirani [1994]

O

(
1

ε
log
|C|

δ

)
, (2)

the CAL algorithm yields an exponential improvement in label complexity with respect to
the dependence on ε, assuming that the disagreement coefficient is finite.

Algorithm 1 CAL algorithm

input: δ, ε

1: Set sample size k = O
(
Θ log

|C| log 1
ε

δ

)

2: Initialize version space V = C
3: while ∆(V ) > ε do

4: Sample k points x1, . . . , xk from DIS(V )
5: Query labels y1, . . . , yk for sampled points
6: Update V ← {h ∈ V : ∀i ∈ [k] : h(xi) = yi}
7: end while

8: return Any h ∈ V

2.1.3 A2 Algorithm

The A2 algorithm was first proposed by Balcan et al. [2006], as the first agnostic active
learning algorithm. It can be thought of as a robust version of the CAL algorithm that
allows for noise. It is a disagreement-based active learning algorithm that was shown to
work in an agnostic setting with no assumptions about the mechanism producing noise. All
it needs access to is a stream of examples drawn i.i.d. from some fixed distribution.

The algorithm is given in algorithm 2 as pseudo-code. This pseudocode is chosen from Balcan
[2015], over other flavors of the algorithm as depicted in Balcan et al. [2006] and ..., for the
sake of simplicity.

To work in the Agnostic setting, the A2 algorithm must be more conservative than the CAL
algorithm. The rejection of bad hypotheses based on disagreement over a single example can
no longer be a valid step, since it would risk rejecting the best hypothesis with a non-zero
noise rate. Instead, in each round it estimates the distributional lower and upper bounds,
and eliminates all hypotheses from the disagreement region whose lower bound is greater
than the minimum estimated upper bound. Similar to the CAL algorithm, the probability
mass of the disagreement region is at least halved in each round. Since exit condition of the
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loop is relatively weaker, the algorithm concludes with one last step where a certain number
of points are all labelled and the hypothesis from the remaining version space which has the
lowest estimated error is finally chosen. The error of the final hypothesis is provably smaller
than ν + ε where ν is the noise rate, or the true error of the ground truth.

It follows from the exit condition that the number of rounds in the loop is O (log 1/Θν).

The label complexity for a finite hypothesis class as given by Hanneke [2007] is

O

(
Θ2 log

1

Θν

(
ν2

ε2
+ 1

)(
log |C|+ log

1

δ

))
. (3)

Compared to the sample complexity of a passive agnostic (PAC) learner in Kearns and Vazirani
[1994]

O

(
1

ε2

(
log |C|+

1

δ

))
, (4)

the CAL algorithm yields an exponential improvement in label complexity with respect to
the dependence on ε, assuming that the disagreement coefficient is finite, and the noise rate
is small enough.

Algorithm 2 A2 algorithm

input: ν, δ, ε
1: Initialize Vi = C, k = Õ(Θ2d), k′ = Õ(Θ2dν2/ǫ2), δ′ = δ/(1 + ⌈log( 1

8Θν )⌉).
2: while ∆(Vi) ≥ 8Θν do

(a) Let Di be the conditional distribution D given that x ∈ DIS(Vi).
(b) Sample k iid labeled examples from Di. Denote this set by Si.
(c) Update Vi+1 = {h ∈ Vi : LB(Si, h, δ

′) ≤ minh′∈H UB(Si, h
′, δ′)}.

3: end while

4: Sample S of k′ points from Di.
5: return argminh∈Vi

errS(h)

2.2 Replicability in Learning

The notion of replicability we use in our work was introduced by Impagliazzo et al. [2022],
to define randomized learning algorithms that are stable with high probability over different
samples from the same underlying distribution. Following is the definition of replicability
introduced by Impagliazzo et al. [2022], that we will be going by in our paper.

A randomized algorithm A(S; b) is replicable if there exists a function m0 : R → N such
that for all ρ > 0, and any m > m0(ρ)

Pr
S1,S2,b

[A(S1; b) = A(S2; b)] ≥ 1− ρ,

where S1 and S2 denote samples of size m drawn i. i. d. from D, and b denotes a random bi-
nary string representing the internal randomness used by A. We will call learning algorithms
that are simultaneously replicable and PAC learners replicable learning algorithms.

Replicable Statistical Query We have used the rSTAT subroutine developed in the pa-
per to design our Naive-RepliCAL algorithm. rSTAT is a replicable simulation of a statistical
query oracle.

Statistical Query was defined by Kearns [1998] using the query function φ = X → [0, 1],
such that with probability 1 − δ a mechanism M answers φ with tolerance τ ∈ (0, 1) over
distribution D over X if a ← M satisfies a ∈ [Ex∼D[φ(x)] ± τ ]. Such estimation of φ by M
is hereafter referred to as τ -estimation.
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rSTATρ,τ,φ(S) is such a mechanism that takes in parameters ρ (replicability parameter), τ
(tolerance parameter) and φ (the query), and ρ-replicably gives a τ -estimation of the query
φ over sample S with high probability 1− δ.

The sample complexity of a single query to rSTAT is shown to be

krSTAT = O

(
log 1

δ

τ2(ρ− 2δ)2

)
(5)

We have used the rSTAT subroutine as a blackbox, replicably estimating the error of a
hypothesis on sample S.

Replicable Learner for Finite Classes To develop our efficient RepliCAL algorithm, we
have drawn from the random thresholding trick used to develop a replicable learner for finite
hypothesis classes in Bun et al. [2023]. The idea is to estimate the risk of each hypothesis
in the class C by standard uniform convergence bounds, choose a random error threshold
v ∈ [OPT,OPT + α], and finally output a random h ∈ C with empirical error errS(h) =
1
|S|

∑
(x,y)∈S 1[h(x) 6= y] guaranteed to be at most v. It was shown in the paper that such

random thresholding achieves replicability with high probability when the hypothesis class
is finite.
In the realizable case, the required sample complexity for this learner was shown to be

O

(
log2 |C| log 1

ρ + ρ4 log
(
1
δ

)

ερ4

)
(6)

This result was further improved upon with regards to the replicability parameter ρ by a
boosting procedure. Then, the resulting sample complexity for the realizable case is

O


log3

1

ρ
·
log2 |C|+ log

(
1
ρβ

)

ερ2


 (7)

In our work we have extended the random thresholding concept to the active learning setting
and proved that it leads to replicable learning.

In the last section, we propose an agnostic replicable learner for finite classes, with a label
complexity of

Õ

(
Θ2

(
log

1

Θν
+
ν2

ε2

)(
log
|C|

δ
+

log2 |C| log 1
ρ log

4 1
Θν

ρ4

))
. (8)

The dependence on ρ can be brought down by boosting, and the resulting label complexity
would be

Õ

(
Θ2 log3

1

ρ

(
log

1

Θν
+
ν2

ε2

)(
log
|C|

ρδ
+

log2 |C| log4 1
Θν

ρ2

))
(9)

3 Replicable Active Realizable Learning

3.1 Algorithm

Our approach is based on the replicable learning algorithm for finite hypothesis classes given
by Bun et al. [2023]. In each loop of the RepliCAL algorithm, the version space is updated by
thresholding the empirical, conditional error rate based on a fixed, random threshold which
is selected at the start. The samples are chosen from the disagreement region equivalently
to the original CAL algorithm. After exiting the loop, all hypotheses in the final version
space will be randomly reordered. Then, the first hypothesis is returned.
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Replicability is achieved by ensuring that for two different runs of the algorithm the final
sets of hypotheses are similar and that therefore the same hypothesis will be returned with
high probability.

Algorithm 3 RepliCAL algorithm

input: δ, ε, ρ

1: Set interval size τ = O
(

ρ2

Θ log |C|

)

2: Set unlabeled sample size |T | = O
(

log2(1/ε) log(log(1/ε)/δ)
ε2ρ2

)
= Õ

(
log(1/δ)
ε2ρ2

)

3: Set sample size k = O

(
Θ ·

log2(|C|/δ) log
log 1

ε
ρ

log4 1
ε
+ρ4 log

|C| log 1
ε

δ

ρ4

)

4: Initialize version space V = C
5: Select random threshold start value vinit ←b

[
0, 1

4Θ

]

6: Select random threshold v ←
{
vinit +

3
2τ, vinit +

5
2τ, . . . , vinit +

1
8Θ −

τ
2

}

7: Sample |T | unlabeled points and define T = {x1, . . . , x|T |}

8: Approximate disagreement region ∆̂(V ) = rSTAT ρ
2N ,

ε
2 ,ψ

(T )

9: while ∆̂(V ) ≥ ε
2 do

10: Sample k points x1, . . . , xk from DIS(V )
11: Query labels y1, . . . , yk for sampled points
12: Define set Sr = {(x1, y1), . . . , (xk, yk)}
13: Estimate conditional error errDr

Sr
(h) for every h ∈ V

14: V ← {h ∈ V : errDr

Sr
(h) ≤ v}

15: Sample |T | unlabeled points and define T = {x1, . . . , x|T |}

16: Approximate disagreement region ∆̂(V ) = rSTAT ρ
2N ,

ε
2 ,ψ

(T )
17: end while

18: Randomly order all h ∈ V
19: return The first hypothesis in V

3.2 Theoretical Analysis

Theorem 1. Let C be any finite concept class. In the realizable setting, RepliCAL is a
replicable active learning algorithm for C with label complexity:

O


Θ log

1

ε
·
log2 |C| log

log 1
ε

ρ log4 1
ε + ρ4 log

|C| log 1
ε

δ

ρ4


 . (10)

Lemma 1. The RepliCAL algorithm outputs a hypothesis with error ≤ ε with probability
1− δ, and it stops after O

(
log 1

ε

)
rounds.

Proof of lemma 1 runs analogous to Balcan [2015]. Letting Vr denote the hypothesis space
at round r, we will first argue convergence by showing that the distributional size of the
disagreement region ∆(Vr) will be at least halved with each successive round, i.e., ∆(Vr+1) ≤
∆(Vr)/2 with high probability. Let V Θ

r be the set of hypotheses in Vr with large error

V Θ
r =

{
h ∈ Vr : err(h) = d(h, c) ≥

∆(Vr)

2Θ

}
.

If all hypotheses in this set are removed, the distributional size of the disagreement region
will indeed be halved

∆(Vr+1) ≤ ∆

(
B

(
c,
∆(Vr)

2Θ

))
≤ Θ

∆(Vr)

2Θ
=

∆(Vr)

2

8



where the definition of the disagreement coefficient was used.

So as long as all high-error hypotheses are removed in each round, the size of the disagree-
ment region is halved, and Algorithm 3 converges in at most O

(
log 1

ε

)
steps, because the

algorithm terminates when ∆(Vr) ≤ ε.

We now argue that with high probability, all high-error hypotheses are removed at each
round. Note that because we are in the realizable setting, err(h) = ∆(Vr)err

Dr for every h,

and so it follows that if ∆(Vr)err
Dr ≥ ∆(Vr)

2Θ , then we can lower-bound the conditional error
errDr ≥ 1

2Θ . It therefore suffices to remove all hypotheses with at least this conditional error
on the disagreement region.

From algorithm 3 it is clear that since the hypotheses in each round are chosen to fall under
a random threshold that is upper-bounded by 3

8Θ −
τ
2 , this upper-bounds the conditional

empirical error of the algorithm in each round. By applying Chernoff-Hoeffding bounds for
the realizable case, we can bound the probability that any hypothesis with conditional error
rate 1

2Θ has empirical error rate less than 3
8Θ −

τ
2 , for any of the N ∈ O(log(1/ε)) rounds

of the algorithm. We see that the number of labeled points needed in each round to ensure
good error estimates for all hypotheses with probability at least 1− δ

2N is :

O

(
Θ log

|C|N

δ

)
. (11)

We take the sample for our empirical estimate of conditional error to be greater than this
quantity, and so except with probability δ, all high-error hypotheses are removed at every
round. This guarantees convergence within O(log(1/ε)) rounds, and so in total

O

(
Θ log(1/ε) log

(
|C| log(1/ε)

δ

))

labeled samples are required for convergence.

It remains to argue accuracy of the final hypothesis. The stop condition ∆(V ) ≤ ε guarantees
that all h ∈ VN have error rate below ε. This follows from the fact that in the realizable case,
the ground truth c will never be removed from the hypothesis space because the estimated
error rate of the ground truth cannot exceed 0. Since the ground truth c is never removed,
if all hypotheses agree on a point, all of them must classify this point correctly. The size of
the disagreement region is approximated with accuracy ε

2 using a replicable statistical query

that succeeds with probability 1− δ
2N and replicability parameter 1− ρ

2N in every round on
unlabeled data. The (unlabeled) sample complexity for this query is then

O

(
N2 log log 1/ε

δ

ε2(ρ− 2δ)2

)
= O

(
log2(1/ε) log log 1/ε

δ

ε2(ρ− 2δ)2

)
(12)

A union bound over the failure probabilities of the empirical error rate estimation in each
round yields an overall failure probability of O(δ).

Lemma 2. Let the RepliCAL algorithm be run on two different sets of samples S1 =
{S1

1 , . . . , S
1
N} and S

2 = {S2
1 , . . . , S

2
N} drawn from the respective distributions {D1

1, . . . , D
1
N}

and {D2
1, . . . , D

2
N}, which are obtained by conditioning the distribution D on the disagree-

ment region of the corresponding round (1, . . . , N).

Randomly select a threshold start value vinit ←b

[
0, 1

4Θ

]
and interval width τ ≤ O

(
ρ2

Θ log |C|

)

which should divide 1
8Θ . Define Ii to be intervals corresponding to the conditional error rate

9



in the last round

I0 = [vinit, vinit + τ)

I1 = [vinit + τ, vinit + 2τ)

...

I 1
8Θτ

=

[
vinit +

1

8Θ
− τ, vinit +

1

8Θ

)

and vi = vinit +
2i+1
2 · τ be the respective thresholds.

Let

H
(i)
1 = {h ∈ C : err

D1
1

S1
1
(h) ≤ vi ∧ · · · ∧ err

D1
N

S1
N

(h) ≤ vi}

H
(i)
2 = {h ∈ C : err

D2
1

S2
1
(h) ≤ vi ∧ · · · ∧ err

D2
N

S2
N

(h) ≤ vi}

denote the hypotheses with conditional empirical error at most vi across the two independent
sets of samples S1 and S2, i.e., the ones remaining after the last round.

Then with probability at least 1− ρ
8 , for S

1 and S2 containing samples of size k′ = O
(

log 1
ρ

Θτ2

)

we have: ∣∣∣H(i)
1 ∆H

(i)
2

∣∣∣
∣∣∣H(i)

1 ∪H
(i)
2

∣∣∣
≤
ρ

4
.

To prove lemma 2, we – analogous to Bun et al. [2023], call a threshold vi “bad” if any of
the following conditions hold:

1. The ith interval has too many elements:

|Ii| >
ρ

30

∣∣I[i−1]

∣∣ .

2. The number of elements beyond Ii increases too quickly:

∃j ≥ 1 : |Ii+j | ≥ ej
∣∣I[i−1]

∣∣ .

and “good” otherwise.

Here, |Ii| denotes the number of hypotheses whose true risk lies in interval Ii, and
∣∣I[i]
∣∣ the

number of hypotheses in intervals up through Ii.

We will be proving the following:

1. If vi is a good threshold, then H
(i)
1 and H

(i)
2 are probably close

Pr
S1,S2




∣∣∣H(i)
1 ∆H

(i)
2

∣∣∣
∣∣∣H(i)

1 ∪H
(i)
2

∣∣∣
≤
ρ

4


 ≥ 1−

ρ

8
.

2. At most a ρ
8 fraction of thresholds are bad.
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Part 1 To prove the first part, we consider three cases in which mistakes can occur.

1. A “bad” hypothesis in the last round with errDN (h) ∈ Ii+j was accepted in every
round, i. e., with empirical error smaller than the threshold vi.

2. A “good” hypothesis in the last round with errDN (h) ∈ Ii−j was rejected in any round,
i. e., with empirical error larger than the threshold vi.

3. For any hypothesis in the last round with errDN (h) ∈ Ii, the empirical error is on the
wrong side of the threshold vi.

By a Chernoff bound, the probability of a hypothesis with true error rate errDN (h) ∈
Ii+j , j > 0 having a conditional empirical error rate less than vi in any round r is at most

Pr
[
errDr

Sr
(h) ≤ vi

]
≤ e

−Ω

(

j2τ|Sr|
i+j

)

≤ e−Ω(j2τ2Θk′)

where k′ = |Sr|. The probability of the first case occurring is upper bounded by this Chernoff
bound for the last round r = N . We introduce the random variable xi that counts the number
of hypotheses with errDN (h) ∈ Ii+j , j > 0 which cross the threshold vi in the last round.
Then, the expected value can be bounded by – assuming that the chosen threshold is good

E[xi] ≤
∑

j>0

|Ii+j | e
−Ω(j2τ2Θk′)

≤
∣∣I[i−1]

∣∣∑

j>0

e−Ω(j2 log 1/ρ−j) ≤
∣∣I[i−1]

∣∣∑

j>0

ρO(j
2)

≤
ρ2

30 · 64

∣∣I[i−1]

∣∣ .

Here, the second condition for good thresholds and size of the samples k was used. The last
step follows from an asymptotic consideration that holds for small enough constants. Using
Markov’s theorem, we conclude that

Pr
[
xi ≥

ρ

30
|I[i−1]|

]
≤

ρ

64
.

For the second case, the probability of one good hypothesis – measured by the last round –
crossing the threshold in any round is given by a union bound over all rounds. The chance of
incorrectly rejecting a good hypothesis is highest in the last round. Therefore, the probability
can be upper bounded by

Pr
[
errDN

SN
(h) ≤ vi

]
≤ Ne−Ω(j2τ2Θk′)

and the expectation of the equivalent to xi defined as yi is upper bounded by

E[yi] ≤ N
∑

j>0

|Ii−j | e
−Ω(j2τ2Θk′)

≤
∣∣I[i−1]

∣∣Ne−Ω(τ2Θk′) ≤
∣∣I[i−1]

∣∣NρO(j2).

Again, we conclude that with probability at least 1 − ρ
64 only a fraction of ρ

30 hypotheses
will have made a mistake according to case 2.

In the third case, by definition of the first condition of bad thresholds, we directly see that
in the worst case the number of hypotheses is upper bounded by the number of hypotheses
in the interval

|Ii| ≤
ρ

30
|I[i−1]|.

Thus, in total there will be no more than ρ
10 |I[i−1]| mistakes made with high probability

1− ρ
32 . Considering two different runs of the algorithm, the symmetric difference of the final

11



hypothesis sets will be less than ρ
5 |I[i−1]| with high probability at least 1− ρ

16 .

Furthermore, the union of the sets is guaranteed to be at least
(
1− ρ

15

)
|I[i−1]| with a failure

probability of at most 1− ρ
32 as seen in the analysis of the second case.

Finally, a union bound yields the desired result

Pr
S1,S2




∣∣∣H(i)
1 ∆H

(i)
2

∣∣∣
∣∣∣H(i)

1 ∪H
(i)
2

∣∣∣
≤
ρ

4


 ≥ 1−

ρ

8
.

Part 2 Now, let us prove that almost all thresholds are good. The structure of the proof
is based on lower-bounding the number of hypotheses “contributed” by each of the “bad”
intervals, which in turn upper bounds the number of “bad” intervals, since the total number
of hypotheses is fixed by the size of the concept class, |C|.

Let the “bad” intervals be present in ℓ clusters (longest consecutive “bad” intervals bounded
by “good” interval(s)), with the jth “bad” cluster containing tj continuous “bad” intervals.

Thus, the total number of “bad” intervals is
∑ℓ

j=1 tj

First, let’s say the intervals are “bad” by condition 1 of “badness”. Then, by the definition

of 1, the jth bad cluster increases the number of hypotheses from I[ij ] by at least
(
1 + ρ

30

)tj

If the intervals are bad by condition 2 of “badness”, the jth cluster increases the number of
hypotheses (corresponding to the future interval(s) causing them to be “bad” by condition
2), by at least etj . Since e >

(
1 + ρ

30

)
, the statement that the jth cluster increases the

number of hypotheses by “at least”
(
1 + ρ

30

)tj
still holds, for both conditions of “badness”.

Since |I0| > 1, we can write:

|C| ≥
(
1 +

ρ

30

)∑ℓ
j=1 tj

(13)

It follows that the number of “bad” intervals:

ℓ∑

j=1

tj ≤ O

(
log |C|

ρ

)
(14)

Since τ has been chosen such that the total number of intervals is at least O
(

log |C|
ρ2

)
, the

fraction of intervals that are “bad” is O (ρ)

This is true for each round of our algorithm. If we want to bound the probability of choosing
a bad interval in “any” round, we have to take a Union-bound of the probability of bad
intervals in each round. By choosing ρ′ = ρ

N where ρ is the replicability-factor of the parent
algorithm, and using an appropriate constant, we can union bound over N rounds to have
the probability over all rounds to be ρ

8 . This requirement of having to choose a smaller ρ
will be accounted for while calculating the label complexity.

Three events can break replicability of the proposed algorithm: A bad interval is randomly

selected, the sets H
(i)
1 and H

(i)
2 are not close or two different random hypotheses are chosen

even though the final sets are close. The probabilities of these bad events occurring are ρ
8 ,

ρ
8

and ρ
4 respectively. Thus, a union bound yields a failure probability of at most ρ

2 , satisfying
ρ-replicability as required.

Label Complexity Finally, bounding the label complexity of the algorithm would con-
clude the proof of theorem 1. From the proof of lemma 1, we have bounds on the number
of samples required for Algorithm 3 to get an error rate of at most ε with high probability
1− δ, and converge within O(log(1/ε)) rounds.

12



Furthermore, in lemma 2, we have seen the worst case sample complexity for the thresholding

to be ρ-replicable is k′ = O
(

log 1
ρ

Θτ2

)
. Since τ ≤ O

(
ρ2

Θ log |C|

)
, we can replace τ to get sample

size as:

k′ = O

(
Θ log2 |C| log 1

ρ

ρ4

)
. (15)

This is the label complexity required in each round. Hence, the total label complexity re-
quired for ρ-replicability after N rounds is

O

(
N ·

Θ log2 |C| log 1
ρ

ρ4

)
.

While proving lemma 2, we stated that in order for the algorithm to be ρ-replicable, the
thresholding subroutine has to be run with a lower replicability parameter: ρ

N , where N is
the number of rounds. Hence, the corresponding label complexity should be corrected to:

O

(
N ·

Θ log2 |C| log N
ρ N

4

ρ4

)
.

Lemma 1 states that the number of rounds required for convergence is O
(
log 1

ε

)
. Hence, the

label complexity is

O


Θ log

1

ε
·
log2 |C| log

log 1
ε

ρ log4 1
ε

ρ4


 . (16)

The label complexity required to ensure bounded error as well as replicability can be found
by combining ?? and equation 16. The overall complexity thus derived is:

O


Θ log

1

ε
·
log2 |C| log

log 1
ε

ρ log4 1
ε

ρ4
+Θ log

1

ε

[
log
|C| log 1

ε

δ

]
 . (17)

This gives us the required label complexity

O


Θ log

1

ε
·
log2 |C| log

log 1
ε

ρ log4 1
ε + ρ4 log

|C| log 1
ε

δ

ρ4


 , (18)

as stated in theorem 1, and concludes the proof.

It can be argued that log log 1
ε is trivial w. r. t. the other terms, and the label complexity

thus reduces to

Õ

(
Θ log

1

ε
·
log2 |C| log 1

ρ log
4 1
ε + ρ4 log |C|

δ

ρ4

)
. (19)

3.3 Boosting

The label complexity can be boosted via the procedure proposed in Impagliazzo et al. [2022]
and modified in Bun et al. [2023] to improve the dependence on ρ. The boosting procedure

is based on the idea of running the replicable learning algorithm on O
(
log 1

ρ

)
different

random strings with a constant replicability parameter ρ′ = 0.01. Different sets of samples
induce a distribution of hypotheses for each random string. Because of the constant replica-
bility parameter, with high probability at least one of these distributions will have a Ω(1)
heavy-hitter, i. e. an element that is drawn with extremely high probability. The rHeavy-
Hitters algorithm given in Impagliazzo et al. [2022] is used to replicably find a heavy-hitter

13



hypothesis for which it requires O
(

log3(1/ρ)
ρ2

)
samples that are shared between the multiple

runs on different random strings.

Setting the failure probability during the repeated running of the replicable learning al-

gorithm to δ′ = δ · ρ2

log3(1/ρ)
≈ O (δ · poly(ρ)) ensures that – by a union bound over all

samples – the hypotheses will be good with probability 1 − δ. Therefore, the log 1
δ term of

the non-boosted version is changed to log 1
ρδ .

This results in a label complexity of

O


Θ log

1

ε
log3

1

ρ
·
log2 |C| log log 1

ε log
4 1
ε + log

|C| log 1
ε

δρ

ρ2


 .

Analogous to equation 19, this can be approximated as

Õ

(
Θ log

1

ε
log3

1

ρ
·
log2 |C| log4 1

ε + log |C|
δρ

ρ2

)
.

3.4 Comparison to Replicability in Passive Learning

A direct comparison of the label complexity we got in equation 19 to the one in passive
replicable learning by Bun et al. [2023] as stated in equation 6, shows us a clear improvement
in the sample complexity, given the hypothesis class and underlying distribution are suitable
for active learning in the first place, as signified by a low enough disagreement coefficient Θ.

Since 1
ε asymptotically dominates log5 1

ε , we see a clear improvement in the part of the
complexity corresponding to the cost of replicability. The added complexity because of the
cost of the CAL algorithm is independent of ρ, and was already proven to be an improvement
over passive learning complexity in Balcan [2015].

Thus, the overall complexity is a definite improvement over the passive case, proving the
intuition that active learning could be a viable solution for the high sample complexity that
replicability demands.

4 Replicable Active Agnostic Learning

In this section, we introduce the ReplicA2 algorithm (Algorithm 4) for replicable active
learning in the agnostic setting. Algorithm 4 adapts the approach of Algorithm 3 to the
agnostic setting, by removing the implicit assumption that there always exists a perfectly
consistent hypothesis within the version space V .

14



4.1 Algorithm

Algorithm 4 ReplicA2 algorithm

input: δ, ε, ρ, b

1: Set interval size τ = O
(

ρ2

Θ log |C|

)
, τ ′ = O

(
ǫρ2

Θν log |C|

)

2: Set unlabeled sample size |T | = O
(

log2(1/(Θν)) log(log(1/(Θν))/δ)
Θ2ν2ρ2

)
= Õ

(
log(1/δ)
Θ2ν2ρ2

)

3: Set labeled sample size k = O

(
Θ2 log 1

Θν

(
log

|C| log 1
Θν

δ +
log2 |C| log

log 1
Θν
ρ

log4 1
Θν

ρ4

))
,

k′ = O

(
Θ2 ν2

ε2

(
log |C|

δ +
log2 |C| log

log 1
Θν
ρ

log4 1
Θν

ρ4

))

4: Define query ψ(x) =

{
1, x ∈ ∆(V )

0, otherwise

5: Initialize version space V = C
6: Select random threshold start value vinit ←b

[
0, 1

16Θ

]

7: Select random threshold v ←b

{
vinit +

3
2τ, vinit +

5
2τ, . . . , vinit +

1
32Θ −

τ
2

}

8: Sample |T | unlabeled points and define T = {x1, . . . , x|T |}

9: Approximate disagreement region ∆̂(V ) = rSTAT ρ
2(N+1)

,8Θν,ψ(T )

10: while ∆̂(V ) ≥ 16Θν do

11: Define σr =
2ν

∆̂(V )
+ 1

16Θ

12: Sample k points x1, . . . , xk from DIS(V )
13: Query labels y1, . . . , yk for sampled points
14: Define set Sr = {(x1, y1), . . . , (xk, yk)}
15: Estimate conditional error errDr

Sr
(h) for every h ∈ V

16: V ←
{
h ∈ V : errDr

Sr
(h) ≤ v + σr

}

17: Sample |T | unlabeled points and define T = {x1, . . . , x|T |}

18: Approximate disagreement region ∆̂(V ) = rSTAT ρ
2(N+1)

,8Θν,ψ(T )

19: end while

20: Select random threshold start value vinit ←b

[
0, ε

32Θν

]

21: Select threshold v in
{
vinit +

3
2τ

′, vinit +
5
2τ

′, . . . , vinit +
ε

64Θν −
τ ′

2

}
with the same inter-

val index as before
22: Sample |T | unlabeled points and define T = {x1, . . . , x|T |}

23: Approximate disagreement region ∆̂(V ) = rSTAT ρ
2(N+1)

, ε2 ,ψ
(T )

24: Define σ′ = 2ν
∆̃(Vr)

+ ε
16Θν

25: Sample k′ points x1, . . . , xk′ from DIS(V )
26: Query labels y1, . . . , yk′ for sampled points
27: Define set SN+1 = {(x1, y1), . . . , (xk′ , yk′)}

28: Estimate conditional error err
DN+1

SN+1
(h) for every h ∈ V

29: V ← {h ∈ V : err
DN+1

SN+1
(h) ≤ v + σ′}

30: Randomly order all h ∈ V
31: return The first hypothesis in V
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4.2 Theoretical Analysis

Theorem 2. Let C be any finite concept class. In the agnostic setting, ReplicA2 is a repli-
cable active learning algorithm for C with label complexity:

Õ

(
Θ2

(
log

1

Θν
+
ν2

ε2

)(
log
|C|

δ
+

log2 |C| log 1
ρ log

4 1
Θν

ρ4

))
. (20)

Lemma 3. Let ν denote the error of the optimal hypothesis in C. The ReplicA2 algorithm
outputs a hypothesis with error ≤ ν + ε with probability 1− δ, and it stops after O

(
log 1

Θν

)

rounds.

Proof of lemma 3 runs analogous to Balcan [2015]. Let Vr denote the hypothesis space at
round r. The distributional size of the disagreement region ∆(Vr) will be at least halved
with each successive round ∆(Vr+1) ≤ ∆(Vr)/2 with high probability. Let V Θ

r be the set of
hypotheses in Vr with large error

V Θ
r =

{
h ∈ Vr : d(h, h

∗) ≥
∆(Vr)

2Θ

}
.

If all hypotheses in this set are removed, the distributional size of the disagreement region
will indeed be halved

∆(Vr+1) ≤ ∆

(
B

(
c,
∆(Vr)

2Θ

))
≤ Θ

∆(Vr)

2Θ
=

∆(Vr)

2

where the definition of the disagreement coefficient was used.

Since the size of the disagreement region is halved in each round with high probability, and
the loop stops when ∆̂(Vr) ≤ 16Θν, the convergence would take at most O

(
log 1

Θν

)
steps,

since ∆̂(Vr) is an estimate of ∆(Vr) with tolerance 8Θν. The exit condition is again checked
by a statistical query on unlabeled data that approximates the size of the disagreement region
with an accuracy of 8Θν. The replicability parameter is ρ

2(N+1) and the failure probability
δ

2(N+1) in every round. Thus, the number of unlabeled data points for this estimation is

|T | = O

(
N2 log log 1/(Θν)

δ

Θ2ν2ρ2

)
, (21)

under the benign assumption that 2δ < ρ/2.

First, we show that in the round based portion of the algorithm, hypotheses in the set V Θ
r

will be removed with high probability. By definition of the loops exit condition we have
∆̂(Vr) ≥ 16Θν. We have estimated

From the definition of the distance metric we get

d(h, h∗) = ∆(Vr) Pr
x∼Dr

[h(x) 6= h∗(x)]

≤ ∆(Vr)
[
errDr (h) + errDr(h∗)

]

≤ ∆(Vr)err
Dr (h) + ν.

Assuming that h ∈ V Θ
r we get

∆(Vr)err
Dr (h) ≥ d(h, h∗)− ν

⇒ errDr (h) ≥
1

2Θ
−

ν

∆(Vr)

≥
1

2Θ
−

1

8Θ
=

3

8Θ
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using 1
∆(Vr)

≤ 1
8Θν . This in turn implies that the empirical conditional error, which is

estimated to within tolerance 1
16Θ , must be greater than 5

16Θ .

Recall that the largest value the threshold v + σr can take is

2ν

∆̂(Vr)
+

3

32Θ
−
τ

2
<

2ν

∆̂(Vr)
+

1

8Θ
<

1

4Θ
.

Therefore

errDr

Sr
(h) ≥ errDr(h)−

1

16Θ
≥

5

16Θ
≥

1

4Θ
≥ v + σr

and therefore we will remove h with high probability 1 − δ
2(N+1) . The necessary tolerances

for the empirical estimates are achieved by sampling

O

(
Θ2 log

|C|N

δ

)

points, yielding estimatse within a tolerance of 1
16Θ . Thus, the total sample complexity for

all N rounds is

k = O

(
NΘ2 log

|C|N

δ

)
(22)

The best hypothesis h∗ is never removed from the version space V with high probability, due
to the chosen removal condition threshold of ν

∆(Vr)
+ 1

8Θ and accuracy of error estimation
1
8Θ .

Now we assume that ∆(Vr) ≤ 8Θν

err(h)− err(h∗) ≤ ∆(Vr)
[
errDr (h)− errDr (h∗)

]

ε ≥ 8Θν
[
errDr (h)− errDr (h∗)

]

≥ 8Θν

[
errDr (h)−

ν

∆(Vr)

]

Therefore, it suffices to find hypotheses with errDr

Sr
(h) ≤ ν

∆(Vr)
+ ε

16Θν to find a hypothesis

with err(h) ≤ err(h∗) + ε. Estimating the conditional error with an accuracy of ε
16Θν and

failure probability of ρ/4 requires a sample set size of

O

(
Θ2 ν

2

ε2
log
|C|

δ

)
(23)

So overall, combining equation 22 and equation 23 and substituting N we get that

O

(
Θ2

(
log

1

Θν
log
|C| log 1

Θν

δ
+
ν2

ε2
log
|C|

δ

))
(24)

many labeled samples are required for convergence to a good hypothesis.

Lemma 4. Let the ReplicA2 algorithm be run on two different sets of samples S1 =
{S1

1 , . . . , S
1
N+1} and S

2 = {S2
1 , . . . , S

2
N+1} drawn from the respective distributions {D1

1, . . . , D
1
N+1}

and {D2
1, . . . , D

2
N+1}, which are obtained by conditioning the distribution D on the disagree-

ment region Vi of the corresponding round (1, . . . , N + 1).
Randomly select a threshold start value vinit ←b

[
0, 1

16Θ

]
(and again vinit ←b

[
0, ε

32Θν

]
for

the final round N +1) and interval width τ ≤ O
(

ρ2

Θ log |C|

)
which should divide 1

32Θ(For the

final round the interval width τ ′ ≤ O
(

ǫρ2

Θν log |C|

)
, which should divide ε

64Θν ). Define Ii to be
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intervals corresponding to the conditional error rate in the last round

I0 = [vinit, vinit + τ ′)

I1 = [vinit + τ ′, vinit + 2τ ′)

...

I ε
64Θντ′

=

[
vinit +

ε

64Θν
− τ ′, vinit +

ε

64Θν

)

and vi = vinit +
2i+1
2 · τ ′ be the respective thresholds.

Let

H
(i)
1 =

{
h ∈ C : err

D1
1

S1
1
(h) ≤ vi + σ1 ∧ · · · ∧ err

D1
N

S1
N

(h) ≤ vi + σN ∧ err
D1

N+1

S1
N+1

(h) ≤ vi + σ′

}

H
(i)
2 =

{
h ∈ C : err

D2
1

S2
1
(h) ≤ vi + σ1 ∧ · · · ∧ err

D2
N

S2
N

(h) ≤ vi + σN ∧ err
D2

N+1

S2
N+1

(h) ≤ vi + σ′

}

denote the hypotheses with conditional empirical error at most vi across the two independent
sets of samples S1 and S2, i.e., the ones remaining after the last round.

Then with probability at least 1 − ρ
8 , for S

1 and S2 drawn i.i.d. from Dr and containing

samples of size O

(
Θ2 log2 |C| log 1

ρ
log4 1

Θν

ρ4

(
1
Θν + ν2

ε2

))
we have:

∣∣∣H(i)
1 ∆H

(i)
2

∣∣∣
∣∣∣H(i)

1 ∪H
(i)
2

∣∣∣
≤
ρ

4
.

To prove lemma 4, we – analogous to Bun et al. [2023], call a threshold vi “bad” if any of
the following conditions hold:

1. The ith interval has too many elements:

|Ii| >
ρ

30

∣∣I[i−1]

∣∣ .

2. The number of elements beyond Ii increases too quickly:

∃j ≥ 1 : |Ii+j | ≥ ej
∣∣I[i−1]

∣∣ .

and “good” otherwise.

Here, |Ii| denotes the number of hypotheses whose true risk lies in interval Ii, and
∣∣I[i]
∣∣ the

number of hypotheses in intervals up through Ii.

We will be proving the following:

1. If vi is a good threshold, then H
(i)
1 and H

(i)
2 are probably close

Pr
S1,S2




∣∣∣H(i)
1 ∆H

(i)
2

∣∣∣
∣∣∣H(i)

1 ∪H
(i)
2

∣∣∣
≤
ρ

4


 ≥ 1−

ρ

8
.

2. At most a ρ
8 fraction of thresholds are bad.
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Part 1 To prove the first part, we consider three cases in which mistakes can occur.

1. A “bad” hypothesis in the last round with errDN+1(h) − σ′ ∈ Ii+j was accepted in
every round, i. e., with empirical error smaller than the threshold vi.

2. A “good” hypothesis in the last round with errDN+1(h)−σ′ ∈ Ii−j was rejected in any
round, i. e., with empirical error larger than the threshold vi.

3. For any hypothesis in the last round with errDN+1(h)− σ′ ∈ Ii, the empirical error is
on the wrong side of the threshold vi.

By a Chernoff bound, the probability of a hypothesis with true error rate errDr(h) − σr ∈
Ii+j , j > 0 having a conditional empirical error rate less than vi in any round r is at most

Pr
[
errDr

Sr
(h) ≤ vi + σr

]
≤ e−Ω(j2τ2|Sr|) = e−Ω(j2τ2krep)

where krep = |Sr|. From one round to the next, it gets easier to accept any hypothesis.
Hence, the probability of the first case occurring is upper bounded by this Chernoff bound
for the last round r = N + 1. We introduce the random variable xi that counts the number
of hypotheses with errDN+1(h) − σ′ ∈ Ii+j , j > 0 which cross the threshold vi in the last
round. Then, the expected value can be bounded by – assuming that the chosen threshold
is good

E[xi] ≤
∑

j>0

|Ii+j | e
−Ω(j2τ2krep)

≤
∣∣I[i−1]

∣∣∑

j>0

e−Ω(j2 log 1/ρ−j) ≤
∣∣I[i−1]

∣∣∑

j>0

ρO(j
2)

≤
ρ2

30 · 64

∣∣I[i−1]

∣∣ .

Here, the second condition for good thresholds and size of the samples k was used. The last
step follows from an asymptotic consideration that holds for small enough constants. Using
Markov’s theorem, we conclude that

Pr
[
xi ≥

ρ

30
|I[i−1]|

]
≤

ρ

64
.

For the second case, the probability of one good hypothesis – measured by the last round –
crossing the threshold in any round is given by a union bound over all rounds. The chance of
incorrectly rejecting a good hypothesis is highest in the first round. Therefore, the probability
can be upper bounded by

Pr
[
err

DN+1

SN+1
(h) ≤ vi + σ′

]
≤ Ne−Ω(j2τ2krep)

and the expectation of the random variable analogous to xi defined as yi is upper bounded
by

E[yi] ≤ N
∑

j>0

|Ii−j | e
−Ω(j2τ2krep)

≤
∣∣I[i−1]

∣∣Ne−Ω(τ2Θkrep) ≤
∣∣I[i−1]

∣∣NρO(j2).

Again, we conclude that with probability at least 1 − ρ
64 only a fraction of ρ

30 hypotheses
will have made a mistake according to case 2.

In the third case, by definition of the first condition of bad thresholds, we directly see that
in the worst case the number of hypotheses is upper bounded by the number of hypotheses
in the interval

|Ii| ≤
ρ

30
|I[i−1]|.
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Thus, in total, there will be no more than ρ
10 |I[i−1]| mistakes made with high probability

1− ρ
32 . Considering two different runs of the algorithm, the symmetric difference of the final

hypothesis sets will be less than ρ
5 |I[i−1]| with high probability at least 1− ρ

16 .

Furthermore, the union of the sets is guaranteed to be at least
(
1− ρ

15

)
|I[i−1]| with a failure

probability of at most 1− ρ
32 as seen in the analysis of the second case.

Finally, a union bound yields the desired result

Pr
S1,S2




∣∣∣H(i)
1 ∆H

(i)
2

∣∣∣
∣∣∣H(i)

1 ∪H
(i)
2

∣∣∣
≤
ρ

4


 ≥ 1−

ρ

8
.

Part 2 Proving that almost all thresholds are “good” follows the same argument as in the
realizable setting, and we can conclude that the fraction of intervals that are “bad” is O (ρ)

This is true for each round n = 1, 2, ..., N + 1 of our algorithm. By choosing ρ′ = ρ
2(N+1)

where ρ is the replicability-factor of the parent algorithm, and using an appropriate constant,
we can union bound over N rounds to have the probability over all rounds to be ρ

8 . Union
bounding over the ”bad” events gives us a total failure probability of ρ2 , as in the realizable
setting, hence proving ρ-replicability as required.

Label Complexity Finally, bounding the label complexity of the algorithm would con-
clude the proof of theorem 2. ?? gives us the worst-case sample complexity of our algorithm
required to get an error rate of at most ν + ε with high probability 1− δ.

Furthermore, in lemma 4, we have seen the worst case sample complexity for the thresholding

to be ρ-replicable is krep = O
(

log 1
ρ

τ2

)
. Since τ ≤ O

(
ρ2

Θ log |C|

)
, we can replace τ to get sample

size as:

krep = O

(
Θ2 log2 |C| log 1

ρ

ρ4

)
. (25)

This is the label complexity required in each round. Hence, the total label complexity re-
quired for ρ-replicability after N rounds is

O

(
N ·

Θ2 log2 |C| log 1
ρ

ρ4

)
.

While proving lemma 4, we stated that in order for the algorithm to be ρ-replicable, the
thresholding subroutine has to be run with a lower replicability parameter of the order of
ρ
N . Hence, the corresponding label complexity should be corrected to:

O

(
N ·

Θ2 log2 |C| log N
ρ N

4

ρ4

)
.

Lemma 1 states that the number of rounds required for convergence is O
(
log 1

Θν

)
. Hence,

the label complexity is

krep = O


Θ2 log

1

Θν
·
log2 |C| log

log 1
Θν

ρ log4 1
Θν

ρ4


 . (26)

To ensure ρ-replicability in the last round we need k′rep = O
(

log 1
ρ

τ ′2

)
labels. To ensure the

same number of intervals, the replicability-constant should be the same as the one before,
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ρ
N . Since τ ′ ≤ O

(
ǫρ2

Θν log |C|

)
, we have the label complexity in the last round as

k′rep = O

(
Θ2ν2 log2 |C| log N

ρ N
4

ε2ρ4

)
(27)

The label complexity required to ensure bounded error as well as replicability can be found
by combining equation 24, equation 26 equation 27. The overall complexity thus derived is:

O


Θ2


log

1

Θν
log
|C| log 1

Θν

δ
+
ν2

ε2
log
|C|

δ
+

log2 |C| log
log 1

Θν

ρ log4 1
Θν

ρ4

(
log

1

Θν
+
ν2

ε2

)




(28)
Or

Õ

(
Θ2

(
log

1

Θν
+
ν2

ε2

)(
log
|C|

δ
+

log2 |C| log 1
ρ log

4 1
Θν

ρ4

))
(29)

Applying Boosting to the algorithms using the same setup as in section 3.3, we can reduce
this complexity to

Õ

(
Θ2 log3

1

ρ

(
log

1

Θν
+
ν2

ε2

)(
log
|C|

ρδ
+

log2 |C| log4 1
Θν

ρ2

))
(30)

It effectively improves the label complexity by having a multiplicative factor of Θ2(for the

first N rounds) and ν2

ε2 (for the last round) instead of the 1
ε2 factor in passive agnostic learning.

For distributions which are suitable for active learning(characterized by a low value of Θ),
and for problems with a reasonablylow noise rate, both these values are much lower than
1
ε2 .

5 Conclusions and Future Work

In this work, we presented the first replicable adaptations of two classical active learning
algorithms- CAL for the realizable setting and A2 for the agnostic setting- yielding the
RepliCAL and ReplicA2 algorithms. By integrating replicability through random threshold-
ing and replicable statistical query subroutines, we demonstrated that one can maintain the
core label complexity advantages of active learning under the strong stability requirement
of replicability.

In the realizable setting for finite hypothesis classes with suitable disagreement coefficients,
RepliCAL matches the known dependence on Θ log 1/ε from CAL while introducing only a
mild overhead due to replicability. In the agnostic setting, ReplicA2 leverages the framework
of A2 to handle noise and still achieves notable improvements over naive passive bounds.
These results confirm that even under stringent stability notions, leveraging adaptive queries
can yield substantial label complexity savings.

Future works could aim at establishing lower bounds on replicable active learning to deter-
mine whether the obtained improvements are optimal. Investigating a broader class of active
learning algorithms, including those applicable to infinite hypothesis classes or structured
prediction tasks, would be valuable. Additionally, studying connections between replicability
and other notions of stability, such as differential privacy, and examining the robustness of
these algorithms under more complex data distributions are natural directions. Empirical
studies will be essential to evaluate these methods in practical scenarios, providing further
insights into their reliability and performance in real-world applications.
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