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Domain Generalization in Vision: A Survey

Kaiyang Zhou, Ziwei Liu, Yu Qiao, Tao Xiang, and Chen Change Loy

Abstract—Generalization to out-of-distribution (OOD) data is a capability natural to humans yet challenging for machines to
reproduce. This is because most learning algorithms strongly rely on the i.i.d. assumption on source/target data, which is often violated
in practice due to domain shift. Domain generalization (DG) aims to achieve OOD generalization by using only source data for model
learning. Since first introduced in 2011, research in DG has made great progresses. In particular, intensive research in this topic has
led to a broad spectrum of methodologies, e.g., those based on domain alignment, meta-learning, data augmentation, or ensemble
learning, just to name a few; and has covered various vision applications such as object recognition, segmentation, action recognition,
and person re-identification. In this paper, for the first time a comprehensive literature review is provided to summarize the
developments in DG for computer vision over the past decade. Specifically, we first cover the background by formally defining DG and
relating it to other research fields like domain adaptation and transfer learning. Second, we conduct a thorough review into existing
methods and present a categorization based on their methodologies and motivations. Finally, we conclude this survey with insights and

discussions on future research directions.

Index Terms—Out-of-Distribution Generalization, Domain Shift, Model Robustness, Machine Learning, Computer Vision

1 INTRODUCTION

F an image classifier was trained on photo images, would
Iit work on sketch images? What if a car detector trained
using urban images is tested in rural environments? Is it
possible to deploy a semantic segmentation model trained
using sunny images under rainy or snowy weather con-
ditions? Can a health status classifier trained using one
patient’s electrocardiogram data be used to diagnose an-
other patient’s health status? Answers to all these questions
depend on how well the machine learning models can
deal with one common problem, namely the domain shift
problem. Such a problem refers to the distribution shift
between a set of training (source) data and a set of test
(target) data [1], [2], [3], [4].

Most statistical learning algorithms strongly rely on an
over-simplified assumption, that is, the source and target
data are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.),
while ignoring out-of-distribution (OOD) scenarios com-
monly encountered in practice. This means that they are
not designed with the domain shift problem in mind. As
a consequence, a learning agent trained only with source
data will typically suffer significant performance drops on
an OOD target domain. The domain shift problem has seri-
ously impeded large-scale deployments of machine learn-
ing models. One might be curious if recent advances in
deep neural networks [5], [6], known as deep learning [7],
can mitigate this problem. Studies in [2], [8] suggest that
deep learning models” performance degrades significantly
on OOD datasets, even with just small variations in the
data generating process. This highlights the fact that the
successes achieved by deep learning so far have been largely
driven by supervised learning with large-scale annotated
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datasets like ImageNet [9]—again, relying on the ii.d. as-
sumption.

Research on how to deal with domain shift has been
extensively conducted in the literature. A straightforward
solution to bypass the OOD data issue is to collect some data
from the target domain to adapt a source-domain-trained
model. Indeed, this domain adaptation (DA) problem has
received much attention recently [10], [11], [12], [13], [14],
[15], [16]. However, DA relies on a strong assumption
that target data are accessible for model adaptation, which
does not always hold in practice. In many applications,
target data are difficult to obtain or even unknown before
deploying the model. For example, in biomedical applica-
tions where domain shift occurs between different patients’
data, it is impractical to collect each new patient’s data in
advance [17]; in traffic scene semantic segmentation it is
infeasible to collect data capturing all different scenes and
under all possible weather conditions [18].

To overcome the domain shift problem, as well as the
absence of target data, the problem of domain generaliza-
tion (DG) is introduced [19]. Specifically, the goal in DG
is to learn a model using data from a single or multiple
related but distinct source domains in such a way that the
model can generalize well to any OOD target domain. In
recent years, DG has received increasing attention from
the research community due to its importance to practical
applications [20], [21], [22], [23], [24], [25], [26].

Since the first introduction in 2011 by Blanchard et
al. [19], a plethora of methods have been developed to
tackle the OOD generalization issue. This includes meth-
ods based on aligning source domain distributions for
domain-invariant representation learning [27], [28], expos-
ing the model to domain shift during training via meta-
learning [29], [30], or augmenting data with image syn-
thesis [31], [32], just to name a few. From the application
point of view, existing DG methods have been applied
to handwritten digit recognition [31], [32], object recogni-
tion [33], [34], semantic segmentation [18], [35], person re-



identification [20], [31], face recognition [36], action recog-
nition [27], [37], and many more. Despite these efforts,
it is commonly acknowledged that DG remains an open
challenge. Indeed, without access to target domain data,
training a generalizable model that can work effectively in
any unseen target domain is arguably one of the hardest
problems in machine learning.

In this survey paper, we aim to provide a timely and
comprehensive literature review. Major methods and appli-
cations introduced in the past decade are summarized, with
a focus in the computer vision area. Potential future direc-
tions are also discussed. The rest of the paper is organized as
follows. In § 2, we cover the background knowledge, giving
the problem definitions and comparing DG with several
related research areas like domain adaptation and transfer
learning. Commonly used datasets for benchmarking DG
algorithms are also discussed. In § 3, we review the existing
DG methodologies proposed in the last decade and present
a categorization. In § 4, we conclude this paper with insights
and discussions on potential research directions for future
work. As the first survey paper on this topic, we hope this
timely survey can provide the research community with
clarity and motivations for further advances.

2 BACKGROUND
2.1 A Brief History of Domain Generalization

The DG problem was first introduced by Blanchard et
al. [19] as a machine learning problem, while the term ‘do-
main generalization” was later coined by Muandet et al. [17].
Unlike other related learning problems such as domain
adaptation and transfer learning, DG considers scenarios
where the target data are inaccessible during model learning.
In [19], the motivation behind DG originates from a medical
application called automatic gating of flow cytometry data.
The objective for the gating problem is to design algorithms
to automate the process of classifying cells in patients” blood
samples based on different properties, e.g., to distinguish
between lymphocytes and non-lymphocytes. Such a tech-
nology is crucial in facilitating the diagnosis of the health of
patients since manual gating is extremely time-consuming
and requires domain-specific expertise. However, due to
distribution shift between different patients” data, a clas-
sifier learned using data from historic patients does not
generalize to new patients, and meanwhile, collecting new
data for model fine-tuning is impractical, thus motivating
research on the DG problem.

In computer vision, a seminal work done by Torralba
and Efros [38] raised attention on the cross-domain general-
ization issue. They performed a thorough investigation into
the cross-dataset generalization performance of object recog-
nition models using six popular benchmark datasets. Their
findings suggested that dataset biases, which are difficult
to avoid, can lead to poor generalization performance. For
example, as shown in [38], a person classifier trained on
Caltech101 [39] obtained a very low accuracy (11.8%) on La-
belMe [40], though its same-dataset performance was near-
perfect (99.6%). Following [38], Khosla et al. [41] targeted
the cross-dataset generalization problem in classification
and detection tasks, and proposed to learn domain-specific
bias vectors and domain-agnostic weight vectors based on
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support vector machine (SVM) classifiers. In recent years,
the DG problem has also been studied for various computer
vision applications, such as instance retrieval [31], [42],
image segmentation [18], [43], [44], face recognition [36], and
face anti-spoofing [45], [46].

2.2 Problem Definition

Notations We first introduce some notations and defini-
tions that will be used in this survey. Let X’ be the input
(feature) space and ) the target (label) space, a domain is
defined as a joint distribution Pxy on X’ x V.! Fora specific
Pxy, we refer to Px as the marginal distribution on X,
Py |x the posterior distribution of ¥ given X, and Pxy
the class-conditional distribution of X given Y. A learning
function or model is defined as f : X — ). A loss function
isdefinedas £: Y x Y — [0,00).

In the context of DG, we assume to have access to K sim-
ilar but distinct source domains, S = {Sk}szl, each assoc/i—
ated with a joint distribution P;g?,. In general, P)((k; # P)((ky)
with k # k' and k, k' € {1, ..., K}. Each source domain Sy
contains ii.d. data-label pairs sampled from P(ki)/, namely
Sp = {@",yFNNe with (2 4%y ~ PY. We use

i i i=1 1 I XY
P)‘?Y to denote the overall source joint distribution. The
target domain is denoted by T = {x;r}f\fl where the
data are sampled from the marginal P;. Note that the
labels in 7 are unavailable and need to be predicted. The
corresponding joint distribution of 7 is denoted by ng.
Also, PT, # P& vk e {1,.. K}

Definition Given labeled source domains S, the goal of
DG is to learn a model f using data from S such that the
model can generalize well to an unseen domain 7.

Settings DG has typically been studied under two differ-
ent settings, namely multi-source DG and single-source DG.
The majority of research has been dedicated to the multi-
source setting, which assumes multiple distinct but relevant
domains are available (i.e. K > 1). As stated in [19], the
original motivation for studying DG is to leverage multi-
source data to learn representations that are invariant to
different marginal distributions. This makes sense because
without having access to the target data, it is challenging for
a source-learned model to generalize well. As such, using
multiple domains allows a model to discover stable patterns
across source domains, which generalize better to unseen
domains.

In contrast, the single-source setting assumes training
data are homogeneous, i.e. they are sampled from a single
domain (K = 1). This problem is closely related to the topic
of OOD robustness [8], [47], [48], which investigates model
robustness under image corruptions. Essentially, single-
source DG methods do not require domain labels for learn-
ing and thus they are applicable to multi-source scenarios
as well. In fact, most existing methods able to solve single-
source DG do not distinguish themselves as a single- or a
multi-source approach, but rather a more generic solution to
OOD generalization, with experiments covering both single-
and multi-source datasets [49], [50], [51], [52].

1. In this paper, we use Pxy and P(X,Y’) interchangeably.



TABLE 1
Comparison between domain generalization and its related topics. K: number of source domains/tasks. Py’ /T : source/target joint distribution.
Vs, source/target label space. PT target marginal.

_ K -1 P:}?Y ve P{Z’ :ys vs. Vr ” Access to PY?
Supervised Learning ‘ v ‘ 4 ‘ v ‘
Multi-Task Learning ‘ 4 ‘ v ‘ v ‘
Transfer Learning | v o o o 4
Zero-Shot Learning | v | o oo
Domain Adaptation ‘ 4 4 ‘ 4 ‘ v 4 ‘ v
Domain Generalization ‘ v 4 ‘ 4 ‘ v 4 ‘
MNIST MNIST-M SVHN Caltech101  LabelMe PASCAL SUNO9 Cartoon

(a) Digits

Fig. 1.

(b) VLCS

(c) PACS

Example images from three domain generalization benchmarks manifesting different types of domain shift. In (a), the domain shift

mainly corresponds to changes in font style, color and background. In (b), dataset-specific biases are clear, which are caused by changes in
environment/scene and viewpoint. In (c), image style changes are the main reason for domain shift.

2.3 Evaluation and Datasets

In this section, we first introduce how a model’s generaliza-
tion performance is evaluated in DG, and then summarize
the most commonly used datasets. The evaluation protocol
is straightforward, which follows the leave-one-domain-out
idea [33]: given a dataset containing at least two distinct do-
mains, one or multiple domains are used for model training,
depending on whether the setting is single- or multi-source
DG; then the model is evaluated on the remaining unseen
domain(s).

In the literature, many datasets have been proposed
for benchmarking DG approaches. Notably, due to DA’s
relatedness to DG, several DG datasets are derived from
DA datasets, such as OfficeHome [59] and DomainNet [60],
both containing multiple domains. Besides the specifically
designed multi-domain datasets, some DG datasets are the
combination of several related datasets addressing the same
problem, e.g., VLCS [56] is a combination of Caltech101 [39],
LabelMe [40], PASCAL [57], and SUNOQ9 [58], all targeting
the object recognition problem but encoding dataset-specific
biases [38].

A few approaches [31], [34], [37] have also been evalu-
ated on datasets where label space changes between source
and target (termed heterogeneous DG [34]), such as Visual
Decathlon [63] for image classification and image matching
datasets like those designed for person re-identification [75].
For image classification, evaluation on the heterogeneous
setting requires learning a new linear classifier using target
data. For image matching, the source-learned representation
is directly used for comparison.

Table 2 summarizes existing DG datasets, each with basic

statistics and a short description. Below we provide more
detailed discussions and categorize them based on different
tasks/application areas.

Handwritten Digit Recognition  Several handwritten
digit datasets have been widely used as DG testbed, e.g.,
MNIST [54], MNIST-M [13], SVHN [55], and SYN [13].
MNIST contains images of handwritten digits. Extended
from MNIST, MNIST-M mixes the images with random
color patches. SVHN comprises images of street view house
numbers. SYN is a synthetic dataset containing digit images
with variations in font, background and stroke color. Exam-
ple images of these four datasets can be found in Figure 1(a).
Digits-DG [31] combines the four aforementioned datasets,
aiming to evaluate a model’s robustness to variations in font
style, color and background. Furthermore, rotation has also
been studied as a domain shift variable, e.g., in Rotated
MNIST [53] a rotation degree is regarded as a domain.

Object Recognition is generally the most studied task in
DG, as can be seen in Table 2. Below we summarize those
datasets based on their domain shift types. 1) The domain
shift in VLCS [56] and Office-31 [10] is mainly caused by
changes in environment and viewpoint. For example, in
VLCS the captured scenes vary from urban to rural, and
the viewpoints are biased toward either side-views or non-
canonical views (see Figure 1(b)).

2) Several datasets have been focused on image style
changes, including OfficeHome [59], PACS [33], Domain-
Net [60], and ImageNet-Sketch [51]. Example images man-
ifesting the image style changes are shown in Figure 1(c).
Based on studies in these datasets [37], [61], [79], [80], it
is generally acknowledged that when the source image



TABLE 2
Commonly used domain generalization datasets.

Benchmark #samples # domains Task Description
Rotated MNIST [53] 70,000 6 Handwritten digit recognition ~ Rotation degree € {0, 15, 30,45, 60, 75}
Digits-DG [31] 24,000 4 Handwritten digit recognition =~ Combination of MNIST [54], MNIST-M [13],
SVHN [55] and SYN [13]
VLCS [56] 10,729 4 Object recognition Combination of Caltech101 [39], LabelMe [40],
PASCAL [57], and SUNO09 [58]
Office-31 [10] 4,652 3 Object recognition Domain € {amazon, webcam, dslr}
OfficeHome [59] 15,588 4 Object recognition Domain € {art, clipart, product, real}
PACS [33] 9,991 4 Object recognition Domain € {photo, art, cartoon, sketch}
DomainNet [60] 586,575 6 Object recognition Domain € {clipart, infograph, painting, quick-
draw, real, sketch}
miniDomainNet [61] 140,006 4 Object recognition A smaller and less noisy version of Domain-
Net; domain € {clipart, painting, real, sketch}
ImageNet-Sketch [51] 50,000 2 Object recognition Domain shift between real and sketch images
VisDA-17 [62] 280,157 3 Object recognition Synthetic-to-real generalization
CIFAR-10-C [8] 60,000 - Object recognition The test data are damaged by 15 corruptions
CIFAR-100-C [8] 60,000 - Object recognition (each with 5 intensity levels) drawn from 4
ImageNet-C [8] ~1.3M - Object recognition categories (noise, blur, weather, and digital)
Visual Decathlon [63] 1,659,142 10 Object/action/handwritten Combination of 10 datasets
digit recognition
IXMAS [64] 1,650 5 Action recognition 5 camera views; 10 subjects; 5 actions (see [27])
UCF-HMDB [65], [66] 3,809 2 Action recognition 12 overlapping actions (see [67])
SYNTHIA [68] 2,700 15 Semantic segmentation 4 locations; 5 weather conditions (see [43])
GTA5-Cityscapes [69], [70] 29,966 2 Semantic segmentation Synthetic-to-real generalization
Terralnc [71] 24,788 4 Animal classification Captured at different geographical locations
Market-Duke [72], [73] 69,079 2 Person re-identification Cross-dataset re-ID; heterogeneous DG
Face [36] >5M 9 Face recognition Combination of 9 face datasets
COMI [74], [75], [76], [77] 8,500 4 Face anti-spoofing Combination of 4 face anti-spoofing datasets

style is close to the target image style (both sharing the
same visual cues), the performance would be higher (e.g.,
photo—painting, both relying on colors and textures); oth-
erwise, if the source image style is drastically different from
the target image style, the performance would be poor
(e.g., photo—quickdraw, with the latter strongly relying on
shape information while requiring no color information at
all). This observation also applies to unsupervised domain
adaptation. For instance, the performance on the quickdraw
domain of DomainNet is usually the lowest among all target
domains [61], [81], [62].

3) A couple of recent DG studies [83], [84] have investi-
gated, from a transfer learning perspective, how to preserve
the knowledge learned via large-scale pre-training when
training on abundant labeled synthetic data for synthetic-
to-real applications. The experiments were carried out on
VisDA-17 [62]. This is an important yet under-studied topic
in DG: when only given sufficient synthetic data, how can
we avoid over-fitting in synthetic images by leveraging the
initialization weights learned on real images? Such a setting
is particularly useful to problems where manual labels are
difficult/expensive to obtain.

4) Synthetic image corruptions like Gaussian noise and

motion blur have also been used to simulate domain shift
by Hendrycks and Dietterich [8]. In their proposed datasets,
i.e. CIFAR-10-C, CIFAR-100-C and ImageNet-C, a model is
learned using the original images but tested on the cor-
rupted images. This research is largely motivated by adver-
sarial attacks [85], and aims to evaluate model robustness
under common image perturbations for safety applications.

5) Lastly, a hybrid dataset initially proposed for multi-
domain/task learning, i.e. Visual Decathlon [63], has also
been employed, for evaluating heterogeneous DG [34], [37].
However, due to both the changes in label space and the
use of target data for training SVM classifiers, this setup
overlaps with transfer learning [86].

Action Recognition Learning generalizable models is
critical for action recognition. This is because the test data
typically contain actions performed by new subjects in
new environments. IXMAS [64] has been widely used as
a cross-view action recognition benchmark [27], [37], which
contains action videos collected from five different views.
The common practice is to use four views for training and
the remaining view for test. In addition to view changes, dif-
ferent subjects and environments might also cause failure.
Intuitively, different persons can perform the same action in



(dramatically) different ways, so it is common that a model
might not be able to recognize actions performed by new
subjects not seen during training. Also, we cannot expect a
model trained using indoor data to work well in outdoors.
In the future, it would be interesting to investigate more
domain shift variables, such as subject and environment.

Semantic Segmentation is important for autonomous
driving. Though this task has been greatly advanced by
deep neural networks, the performance is still far from
being satisfactory when deploying trained deep models in
novel scenarios, such as new cities and unseen weather
conditions [87]. Since it is generally impractical to collect
data that cover all possible scenarios, DG is pivotal in
facilitating large-scale deployment of semantic segmenta-
tion systems. To evaluate the DG performance in cross-city
scenarios, one can use the SYNTHIA dataset [68], which
contains synthetic images of different locations in different
weather conditions. As a dense prediction task, collecting
annotations for training semantic segmentation models is
very costly. To address this issue, one can study how to
generalize a model from synthetic data like GTAS [69] to
real image data like Cityscapes [70], without using any real
images.

Person Re-Identification is an important surveillance and
security application. It is essentially an instance retrieval
task, with a goal to match people across disjoint camera
views. Most existing person re-ID methods [78], [88], [89],
[90], [91] have been focused on the same-dataset setting,
i.e. training and evaluation are performed under the same
set of camera views, with performance almost reaching
saturation. Recently, cross-dataset re-ID [42], [92], [93] has
gained significant interests. The objective is to general-
ize a re-ID model learned from source camera views to
target camera views installed in a different environment.
In particular, images captured by different camera views
across different environments can exhibit drastically dif-
ferent characteristics, reflected in image resolution, view-
point, lighting condition, background, etc., thus making
cross-dataset re-ID a challenging problem. Moreover, unlike
image classification tasks where the label space remains
the same between source and target, person re-ID mainly
targets the heterogeneous setting since training and test
identities are completely different, which further exacer-
bate the DG problem. The existing DG works [20], [31],
[32] have investigated cross-dataset re-ID between Mar-
ket1501 [78] and DukeMTMC-relD [73]. A few works [92],
[93] have attempted the multiple-to-one setting, e.g., using
Market1501, CUHKO3 [94] and MSMT17 [95] for training
and DukeMTMC-relD for testing.

Face Recognition has seen significant advances in recent
years, mainly attributed to deep learning technologies [96],
[97], [98]. However, studies have shown that deep face
recognition models trained even on large-scale datasets,
such as MS-Celeb-1M [99], still suffer substantial perfor-
mance drops on unseen datasets with OOD data. For ex-
ample, the face images in a new dataset might have a lower
resolution [100], [101], [102], large variations in illumina-
tion/occlusion/head pose [103], [104], [105], or drastically
different viewpoints [106]. This has motivated research on
learning universal face representations [36].
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Face Anti-Spoofing aims to prevent face recognition sys-
tems from being attacked by using fake faces [107], such
as printed photos, videos and 3D masks. Conventional face
anti-spoofing methods do not take into account distribution
shift, which is often caused by different attack types (e.g.,
photo vs. video) or different display devices. Therefore,
their performance usually plunges when encountered with
novel attacks [45]. To make face anti-spoofing systems more
robust and secure, researchers have been working on de-
signing effective DG algorithms [45], [108]. Currently, there
are no specifically designed DG benchmarks for face anti-
spoofing. A commonly used setting is to combine several
face anti-spoofing datasets for training and test the model
on an unseen dataset, e.g., using CASIA-MFSD [74], Oulu-
NPU [75] and MSU-MFSD [76] as the sources and Idiap
Replay-Attack [77] as the target.

Very recently, Koh et al. [109] introduced the WILDS
benchmark, which consists of eight datasets with diverse
applications (e.g., animal recognition, cancer detection,
molecule classification, satellite imaging, etc.) and contains
distribution shift originated in the wild (shift in cameras,
hospitals, geographical regions, users, etc.). This could also
be of interest to readers.

2.4 Related Topics

In this section, we discuss the relations between DG and its
related topics, and clarify their differences. See Table 1 for
an overview.

Supervised Learning generally aims to learn an input-
output mapping by minimizing the following risk:
]E(%y)pryﬁ(f(x), y), where Pxy denotes the empirical dis-
tribution rather than the real data distribution Pxy, which
is inaccessible. The hope is that once the loss is minimized,
the learned model can work well on data generated from
Pxy, which heavily relies on the ii.d. assumption. The
crucial difference between SL and DG is that in the latter
training and test data are drawn from different distributions,
thus violating the i.i.d. assumption. DG is arguably a more
practical setting in real-world applications [38].

Multi-Task Learning (MTL) The goal of MTL is to simul-
taneously learn multiple related tasks (X > 1) using a single
model [110], [111], [112], [113], [114]. As shown in Table 1,
MTL aims to make a model perform well on the same set
of tasks that the model was trained on ())s = Vr), whereas
DG aims to generalize a model to unseen data distributions
(Pgy # PIy). Though being different in terms of the prob-
lem setup, the MTL paradigm has been exploited in some
DG methods, notably for those based on self-supervised
learning [49], [81], [115]. Intuitively, MTL benefits from the
effect of regularization brought by parameter sharing [110],
which may in part explain why the MTL paradigm works
for DG.

Transfer Learning (TL) aims to transfer the knowledge
learned from one (or multiple) problem/domain/task to a
different but related one [86]. A well-known TL example
in contemporary deep learning is fine-tuning: first pre-
train deep neural networks on large-scale datasets, such
as ImageNet [9] for vision models or BooksCorpus [116]
for language models; then fine-tune them on downstream



tasks [117]. Given that pre-trained deep features are highly
transferable, as shown in several studies [118], [119], a
couple of recent DG works [83], [84] have researched how
to preserve the transferable features learned via large-scale
pre-training when learning new knowledge from source
synthetic data for synthetic-to-real applications. As shown
in Table 1, a key difference between TL and DG lies in
whether the target data are used. In TL, the target data
are required for model fine-tuning for new downstream
tasks, whereas in DG we assume to have no access to the
target data, thus focusing more on model generalization.
Nonetheless, TL and DG share some similarities: the target
distribution in both TL and DG is different from the source
distribution; in terms of label space, TL mainly concerns dis-
joint label space, whereas DG considers both cases, i.e. same
label space for homogeneous DG and disjoint label space for
heterogeneous DG.

Zero-Shot Learning (ZSL) is related to DG in the sense
that the goal in both problems is to deal with unseen
distributions. Differently, distribution shift in ZSL is mainly
caused by label space changes [120], i.e. P} # Pg, since
the task is to recognize new classes, except for generalized
ZSL [121] which considers both new and old classes at test
time; while in DG, domain shift mostly results from co-
variate shift [17], i.e. only the marginal distribution changes
(PT # Pg).? To recognize unseen classes in ZSL, a common
practice is to learn a mapping between the input image
space and the attribute space [123] since the label space
is disjoint between training and test data. Interestingly, at-
tributes have also been exploited in DG for learning domain-
generalizable representations [124].

Domain Adaptation (DA) is the closest topic to DG and
has been extensively researched in the literature [11], [12],
[13], [14], [151, [87], [125], [126], [127], [128]. Both DA and
DG aim to tackle the domain shift problem (Pg, # P¥y)
encountered in new test environments. Differently, DA as-
sumes the availability of sparsely labeled [129] or unla-
beled [125] target data for model adaptation, hence having
access to the marginal PJ. Though there exist different
variants of DA where some methods do not explicitly use
target data during training, such as zero-shot DA [130]
that exploits task-irrelevant but target domain-relevant data
(equivalent to accessing the marginal), their main idea
remains unchanged, i.e. to leverage additional data that
expose information related to the target domain. As shown
in Table 1, studies in DA share some commonalities with
DG, such as single- [125] and multi-source [60] DA, and
heterogeneous DA [15], [131], [132], [133].

3 METHODOLOGIES: A SURVEY

Numerous domain generalization (DG) methods have been
proposed in the past ten years, and the majority of them
are designed for multi-source DG, despite some methods
not explicitly requiring domain labels for learning and thus
suitable for single-source DG as well. In this section, we
categorize existing DG methods into seven groups based on

2. It is worth mentioning that a recent ZSL work [122] has studied
ZSL+DG, i.e. distribution shift occurs in both Py and Px, which is
analogous to heterogeneous DG.
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their methodologies and motivations behind their design.
Within each group, we further discuss different variants and
indicate whether domain labels are required for learning
to differentiate their uses—those requiring domain labels
can only be applied to multi-source DG while those not
requiring domain labels are applicable to both single- and
multi-source DG. See Table 3 for an overview.

3.1 Domain Alignment

Most existing DG approaches belong to the category of
domain alignment [17], [27], [28], [45], [139], [142], where
the central idea is to minimize the difference between source
domains for learning domain-invariant representations. The
motivation is straightforward: features that are invariant to
the source domain shift should also be robust to any unseen
target domain shift. Domain alignment has been applied
in many DG applications, e.g., object recognition [28], [53],
action recognition [27], face anti-spoofing [45], [108], and
medical imaging analysis [143], [149]. Domain labels are
required for domain alignment methods.

To measure the distance between distributions and
thereby achieve alignment, there are a wide variety of
statistical distance metrics for us to borrow, such as the
simple ¢ distance, f-divergences, or the more sophisticated
Wasserstein distance [180]. However, designing an effective
domain alignment method is a non-trivial task because one
needs to consider what to align and how to align. In the
following sections, we analyze the existing alignment-based
DG methods from these two aspects.

3.1.1 What to Align

Recall that a domain is modeled by a joint distribution
P(X,Y) (see § 2.2 for the background), we can decompose
it into

P(X,Y) = P(Y|X)P(X), )
= P(X|Y)P(Y). @)

A common assumption in DG is that distribution shift
only occurs in the marginal P(X) while the posterior
P(Y|X) remains relatively stable [17] (see Eq. (1)). There-
fore, numerous domain alignment methods have been fo-
cused on aligning the marginal distributions of source do-
mains [17], [27], [134], [135].

From a causal learning perspective [151], it is valid to
align P(X) only when X is the cause of Y. In this case,
P(Y|X) is not coupled with P(X) and thus remains stable
when P(X) varies. However, it is also possible that Y is the
cause of X, and as a result, shift in P(X) will also affect
P(Y|X). Therefore, some domain alignment methods [28],
[136], [138] proposed to instead align the class-conditional
P(X]Y), assuming that P(Y") does not change (see Eq. (2)).
For example, Li et al. [136] learned a feature transforma-
tion by minimizing for all classes the variance of class-
conditional distributions across source domains. To allow
P(Y') to change along with P(XY"), i.e. heterogeneous DG,
Hu et al. [138] relaxed the assumption made in [136] by
removing the minimization constraint on marginal distribu-
tions and proposed several discrepancy measures to learn
generalizable features.



TABLE 3
Categorization of domain generalization methods. Note that methods requiring domain labels can only be applied to multi-source DG while those
not requiring domain labels are applicable to both multi- and single-source DG.

Category

Domain labels

Methods

Domain Alignment (§ 3.1)
- Minimizing Moments
- Minimizing Contrastive Loss
- Minimizing the KL Divergence
- Minimizing Maximum Mean Discrepancy
- Domain-Adversarial Learning

1, [134], [135], [136], [137], [138]
, [140], [141]
]

L {

L1

]

1, [45], [108], [144], [145], [146], [147], [148], [149], [150]

NSNS

Meta-Learning (§ 3.2)

—_ | —_—————

1, 301, [34], [37], [92], [93], [151], [152], [153], [154], [155]

Data Augmentation (§ 3.3)
- Image Transformations
- Task-Adversarial Gradients
- Domain-Adversarial Gradients
- Random Augmentation Networks
- Off-the-Shelf Style Transfer Models
- Learnable Augmentation Networks
- Feature-Based Augmentation

AN NN R

—_——————

Ensemble Learning (§ 3.4)
- Exemplar-SVMs
- Domain-Specific Neural Networks
- Domain-Specific Batch Normalization
- Weight Averaging

> NN\ X

—_———

Self-Supervised Learning (§ 3.5)
- Single Pretext Task
- Multiple Pretext Tasks

*x X

Learning Disentangled Representations (§ 3.6)
- Decomposition
- Generative Modeling

AN

Regularization Strategies (§ 3.7) X

Since the posterior P(Y|X) is what we need at test
time, Wang et al. [142] introduced hypothesis invariant
representations, which are obtained by directly aligning the
posteriors within each class regardless of domains via the
Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence.

3.1.2 How to Align

Having discussed what to align in the previous section, here
we turn to the exact techniques used in the DG literature for
distribution alignment.

Minimizing Moments Moments are parameters used to
measure a distribution, such as mean (1st-order moment)
and variance (2nd-order moment) calculated over a pop-
ulation. Therefore, to achieve invariance between source
domains, one can learn a mapping function (e.g., a simple
projection matrix [135] or a complex non-linear function
modeled by deep neural networks [137]) with an objective
of minimizing the moments of the transformed features
between source domains, in terms of variance [17], [134] or
both mean and variance [135], [136], [137], [138].

Minimizing Contrastive Loss is another option for re-
ducing distribution mismatch [139], [140], [141], which takes
into account the semantic labels. There are two key design
principles. The first is about how to construct the anchor
group, the positive group (same class as the anchor but from
different domains) and the negative group (different class
than the anchor). The second is about the formulation of

the distance function (e.g., using ¢5 [139] or softmax [141]).
The objective is to pull together the anchor and the posi-
tive groups, while push away the anchor and the negative
groups.

Minimizing the KL Divergence As a commonly used
distribution divergence measure, the KL divergence has also
been employed for domain alignment [142], [143]. In [142],
domain-agnostic posteriors within each class are aligned
via the KL divergence. In [143], the KL divergence is used
to force all source domain features to be aligned with a
Gaussian distribution.

Minimizing Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD) The
MMD distance [182] measures the divergence between two
probability distributions by first mapping instances to a re-
producing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) and then computing
the distance based on their mean. Using the autoencoder
architecture, Li et al. [27] minimized the MMD distance
between source domain distributions on the hidden-layer
features, and meanwhile, forced the feature distributions
to be similar to a prior distribution via adversarial learn-
ing [183].

Domain-Adversarial Learning  Different from explicit
distance measures like the MMD, adversarial learning [153]
formulates the distribution minimization problem through
a minimax two-player game. Initially proposed by Good-
fellow et al. [183], adversarial learning was used to train
a generative model, which takes as input random noises



and generates photorealistic images. This is achieved by
learning a discriminator to distinguish between real and
the generated fake images (i.e. minimizing the binary clas-
sification loss), while encouraging the generator to fool the
discriminator (i.e. maximizing the binary classification loss).
In particular, the authors in [183] theoretically justified that
generative adversarial learning is equivalent to minimizing
the Jensen-Shannon divergence between the real distribu-
tion and the generated distribution. Therefore, it is natural
to use adversarial learning for distribution alignment, which
has already been extensively studied in the domain adap-
tation area for aligning the source-target distributions [13],

[184], [185], [186].

In DG, adversarial learning is performed between source
domains to learn source domain-agnostic features that are
expected to work in novel domains [28], [45], [144], [145],
[146]. Simply speaking, the learning objective is to make
features confuse a domain discriminator, which can be
implemented as a multi-class domain discriminator [147],
[148], [149], or a binary domain discriminator in a per-
domain basis [28], [45]. Typically, the learning steps alternate
between the feature generator and the domain discrimina-
tor(s) [28]. However, one can simplify the process to achieve
single-step update by using the gradient-reversal layer [13]
to flip the sign of the gradients back-propagated from the
domain discriminator(s) [108].

To enhance domain alignment, researchers have also
combined domain-adversarial learning with explicit dis-
tance measures like moments minimization [144], or with
some regularization constraints such as entropy [150].

Multi-Task Learning has also been explored for domain
alignment [53], [176]. Different from directly minimizing
the distribution divergence, MTL facilitates the learning of
generic features by parameter sharing [110]. This is easy
to understand: in order to simultaneously deal with differ-
ent tasks the features have to be generic enough. In [53],
the authors proposed a denoising autoencoder architecture
(later employed in [176]) where the encoder is shared but
the decoder is split into domain-specific branches, each
connected to a reconstruction task. The model was trained
with two objectives, one being self-domain reconstruction
while the other being cross-domain reconstruction, which
aim to force the hidden representations to be as generic as
possible.

Domain alignment is still a popular research direction in
DG. This idea has also been extensively studied in the do-
main adaptation (DA) literature [13], [14], [126], [187], [188],
but with a rigorous theoretical support [3]. In particular,
the DA theory introduced in [3] suggested that minimizing
the distribution divergence between source and target has
a huge impact on lowering the upper-bound of the target
error. However, in DG we cannot access the target data and
therefore, the alignment is performed only among source
domains. This inevitably raises a question of whether a
representation learned to be invariant to source domain shift
is guaranteed to generalize to an unseen domain shift in the
target data. To solve this concern, one can focus on devel-
oping novel theories to explain how alignment in source
domains improves generalization in unseen domains.
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Fig. 2. A commonly used meta-learning paradigm [29] in domain
generalization. The source domains (i.e. art, photo and cartoon from
PACS [33]) are divided into disjoint meta-source and meta-target do-
mains. The outer learning, which simulates domain shift using the meta-
target data, back-propagates the gradients all the way back to the base
parameters such that the model learned by the inner algorithm with the
meta-source data improves the outer objective. The red arrows in this
figure denote the gradient flow through the second-order differentiation.

3.2 Meta-Learning

Meta-learning has been a fast growing area with applica-
tions to many machine learning and computer vision prob-
lems [29], [37], [92], [153], [189]. Also known as learning-
to-learning, meta-learning aims to learn from episodes sam-
pled from related tasks to benefit future learning (see [190]
for a comprehensive survey on meta-learning). The meta-
learning paper most related to DG is MAML [189], which
divides training data into meta-train and meta-test sets, and
trains a model using the meta-train set in such a way to
improve the performance on the meta-test set. The MAML-
style training usually involves a second-order differentiation
through the update of the base model, thus posing issues on
efficiency and memory consumption for large neural net-
work models [190]. In [189], MAML was used for parameter
initialization, i.e. to learn an initialization state that is only a
few gradient steps away from the solution to the target task.

The motivation behind applying meta-learning to DG is
to expose a model to domain shift during training with a
hope that the model can better deal with domain shift in
unseen domains. Existing meta-learning DG methods can
only be applied to multi-source DG where domain labels
are provided.

There are two components that need to be carefully
designed, namely episodes and meta-representation. Specif-
ically, episodes construction concerns how each episode
should be constructed using available samples, while meta-
representation answers the question of what to meta-learn.

Episodes Construction  Most existing meta-learning-
based DG methods [30], [34], [92], [93], [151], [152], [153],
[154], [155] followed the learning paradigm proposed
in [29]—which is the first method applying meta-learning
to DG. Specifically, source domains are divided into non-
overlapping meta-source and meta-target domains to simulate
domain shift. The learning objective is to update a model
using the meta-source domain(s) in such a way that the test
error on the meta-target domain can be reduced, which is
often achieved by bi-level optimization. See Figure 2 for a
graphical representation.



Meta-Representation is a term defined in [190] to repre-
sent the model parameters that are meta-learned. Most deep
learning methods meta-learned the entire neural network
models [29], [151], [154]. Balaji et al. [30] instead proposed to
meta-learn the regularization parameters. In [152], a stochas-
tic neural network is meta-learned to handle uncertainty.
In [153], an MRI segmentation model is meta-learned, along
with two shape-aware losses to ensure compactness and
smoothness in the segmentation results. Batch normaliza-
tion layers are meta-learned in [92], [93], [155] to cope with
the training-test discrepancy in CNN feature statistics.
Overall, meta-learning is a promising direction to work
on given its effectiveness in not only DG but also a wide
range of applications like few-shot classification [189], ob-
ject detection [191] and image generation [192]. However,
meta-learning in DG still suffers the same issue with that
in domain alignment—a representation is only learned to
be robust under source domain shift (simulated by meta-
source and meta-target domains). Such an issue could be
aggravated if the source domains are limited in terms of
diversity. As observed from recent work [31], [175], both
meta-learning and domain alignment methods are under-
performed by methods based on directly augmenting the
source training data—a topic that will be visited later. One
might alleviate the generalization issue in meta-learning, as
well as in domain alignment, by combining them with data
augmentation. Moreover, advances may also be achieved by
designing novel meta-learning algorithms in terms of meta-
representation, meta-optimizer, and/or meta-objec’cive.3

3.3 Data Augmentation

Data augmentation has been a common practice to regular-
ize the training of machine learning models to avoid over-
fitting and improve generalization [193], which is partic-
ularly important for over-parameterized deep neural net-
works. The basic idea in data augmentation is to augment
the original (z,y) pairs with new (A(z),y) pairs where
A(-) denotes a transformation, which is typically label-
preserving. Not surprisingly, given the advantages of data
augmentation, it has been extensively studied in DG where
A(+) is usually seen as a way of simulating domain shift and
the design of A(-) is key to performance.

Based on how A(-) is formulated, data augmentation
methods generally fall into four groups. See Figure 3 for
an overview. Below we provide more detailed reviews,
with a more fine-grained categorization where adversarial
gradients are divided into task-adversarial gradients and
domain-adversarial gradients; and model-based augmen-
tation is further split into three sub-groups: random aug-
mentation networks, off-the-shelf style transfer models, and
learnable augmentation networks.

Image Transformations This type of approach exploits
traditional image transformations, such as random flip,
rotation and color augmentation. Figure 4 visualizes some
effects of transformations. Though using image transforma-
tions does not require domain labels during learning, the
selection of transformations is usually problem-specific. For
example, for object recognition where image style changes

3. These terms are defined in [190].
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are the main domain shift, one can choose transformations
that are more related to color intensity changes, such as
brightness, contrast and solarize in Figure 4. To
avoid manual picking, one can design a searching mecha-
nism to search for the optimal set of transformations that
best fit the target problem. An example is [35] where the
authors proposed an evolution-based searching algorithm
and used a worst-case formulation to make the transformed
images deviate as much as possible from the original image
distribution. One can also select transformations according
to the specific downstream task. For instance, [36] addressed
the universal feature learning problem in face recognition by
synthesizing meaningful variations such as lowering image
resolution, adding occlusions and changing head poses.

Traditional image transformations have been shown
very effective in dealing with domain shift in medical
images [156], [157], [158]. This makes sense because im-
age transformations can well simulate changes in color
and geometry caused by device-related domain shift, such
as using different types of scanners in different medical
centers. However, image transformations can be limited in
some applications as they might cause label shift, such as
digit recognition or optical character recognition where the
horizontal /vertical flip operation is infeasible. Therefore,
transformations should be carefully chosen to not conflict
with the downstream task.

Task-Adversarial Gradients Inspired by adversarial at-
tacks [85], [194], several data augmentation methods are
based on using adversarial gradients obtained from the
task classifier to perturb the input images [43], [159], [160].
In doing so, the original data distribution is expanded,
allowing the model to learn more generalizable features.
Though this type of approach is often developed for tackling
single-source DG, the idea can also be directly applied to
multi-source scenarios.

Domain-Adversarial Gradients When it comes to multi-
source DG where domain labels are provided, one can
exploit domain-adversarial gradients to synthesize domain-
agnostic images. For instance, [161] trained a domain clas-
sifier and used its adversarial gradients to perturb the
input images. Intuitively, by learning with domain-agnostic
images, the task model is allowed to learn more domain-
invariant patterns.

Since adversarial gradients-based perturbation is pur-
posefully designed to be visually imperceptible [85], meth-
ods based on adversarial gradients are often criticized for
not being able to simulate real-world domain shift, which
is much more complicated than salt-and-pepper noise [32].
Furthermore, the computational cost is often doubled in
these methods because the forward and backward passes
need to be computed twice, which could pose serious effi-
ciency issues for large neural networks. Below we discuss
model-based methods that formulate the transformation
A(-) using neural networks and can produce more diverse
visual effects.

Random Augmentation Networks RandConv [162] is
based on the idea of using randomly initialized, single-
layer convolutioinal neural network to transform the input
images to “novel domains”. Since the weights are randomly
sampled from a Gaussian distribution at each iteration and
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Fig. 3. Based on the formulation of the transformation A(-), existing data augmentation methods can be categorized into four groups. a) The first
group enhances the generalization of the classifier f by applying hand-engineered image transformations like random crop or color augmentation
to simulating domain shift. b) The second group is based on adversarial gradients obtained from either a category classifier (h = f) or a domain

classifier. ¢) The third group models A(-) using neural networks, such as random CNNs [
]. d) The final group injects perturbation into intermediate features in the task model.
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Fig. 4. Common image transformations used as data augmentation in
domain generalization [35], [156], [157], [158].

no learning is performed, the transformed images mainly
contain random color distortions, which do not contain
meaningful variations and are best to be mixed with the
original images before passing to the task network.

Off-the-Shelf Style Transfer Models Taking advantage
of the advances in style transfer [195], several DG meth-
ods [26], [79], [163] use off-the-shelf style transfer models
like AdaIN [195] to represent A(-), which essentially maps
images from one source domain to another for data augmen-
tation. Instead of transferring image styles between source
domains, one can exploit external styles to further diversify
the source training data [18]. Though these methods do not
need to train the style transfer component, they still need
domain labels for domain translation.

Learnable Augmentation Networks This group of meth-
ods aims to learn augmentation neural networks to synthe-
size new domains [31], [32], [164]. In [32], [164], domain-
agnostic images are generated by maximizing the domain
classification loss with respect to the image generator.
In [31], pseudo-novel domains are synthesized by maximiz-
ing for each source domain the domain distance measured
by optimal transport [180] between the original and syn-
thetic images.

Feature-Based Augmentation Though the above learn-
able augmentation models have shown promising results,
their efficiency is a main concern as they need to train heavy
image-to-image translation models. Another line of research

], an off-the-shelf style transfer model [26], or a

focuses on feature-level augmentation [20], [25], [122]. Mo-
tivated by the observation that image styles are captured
in CNN feature statistics, MixStyle [20], [25] achieves style
augmentation by mixing CNN feature statistics between
instances of different domains. In [122], Mixup [196] is
applied to mixing instances of different domains in both
pixel and feature space.

3.4 Ensemble Learning

As an extensively studied topic in machine learning re-
search, ensemble learning [197] typically learns multiple
copies of the same model with different initialization
weights or using different splits of training data, and uses
their ensemble for prediction. Such a simple technique has
been shown very effective in boosting the performance of a
single model across a wide range of applications [5], [6],
[198]. In DG, ensemble learning has also been explored,
with examples including using traditional ensemble meth-
ods like exemplar-SVMs [165] and training domain-specific
models [61].

Exemplar-SVMs  are a collection of SVM classifiers, each
learned using one positive instance and all negative in-
stances [199]. As the ensemble of such exemplar SVMs
have shown excellent generalization performance on the
object detection task in [199], Xu et al. [165] have extended
exemplar-SVMs to DG. In particular, given a test sample the
top-K exemplar classifiers that give the highest prediction
scores (hence more confident) are selected for ensemble
prediction. Such an idea of learning exemplar classifiers was
also investigated in [166], [167] for DG.

Domain-Specific Neural Networks Since CNNs excel
at discriminative feature learning [6], it is natural to re-
place hand-engineered SVM classifiers with CNN-based
models for ensemble learning. A common practice is to
learn domain-specific neural networks, each specializing
in a source domain [61], [168]. Rather than learning an
independent CNN for each source domain [168], it is more
efficient, and makes more sense as well, to share between
source domains some shallow layers [61], which capture
generic features [118]. Another question is how to compute
the prediction. One can simply use the ensemble prediction
averaged over all individuals with equal weights (e.g., [61],
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Fig. 5. Common pretext tasks used for self-supervised learning in do-
main generalization. One can use a single pretext task, like solving
Jigsaw puzzles [202] or predicting rotations [203], or combine multiple
pretext tasks in a multi-task learning fashion.

[169]). Alternatively, weighted averaging can be adopted
where the weights are estimated by, for example, a source
domain classifier aiming to measure the similarity of the
target sample to each source domain [170]. Also, the weights
can be used to determine the most confident candidate
whose output will serve for final prediction [80].

Domain-Specific Batch Normalization In batch normal-
ization (BN) [200], the statistics are computed on-the-fly dur-
ing training and their moving averages are stored in buffers
for inference. Since the statistics typically vary in different
source domains, one could argue that mixing statistics of
multiple source domains is detrimental to learning gen-
eralizable representations. One solution is to use domain-
specific BNs [171], [174], one for each source domain for
collecting domain-specific statistics. This is equivalent to
constructing domain-specific classifiers but with parameter
sharing for most parts of a model except the normalization
layers. Such a design was later adopted in [172] for deal-
ing with MRI segmentation. In [173], the domain-specific
predictions are aggregated using as weights the distance
between a test data’s instance-level feature statistics and the
source domain BN statistics.

Weight Averaging aggregates model weights at different
time steps during training to form a single model at test
time [201]. Unlike explicit ensemble learning where multiple
models (or model parts) need to be trained, weight averag-
ing is a more efficient solution as the model only needs to be
trained once. In [175], the authors have demonstrated that
weight averaging can greatly improve model robustness
under domain shift. In fact, such a technique is orthogonal
to many other DG approaches and can be applied as a post-
processing method to further boost the DG performance.

3.5 Self-Supervised Learning

Self-supervised learning is often referred to as learning with
free labels generated from data itself (see [204] for a com-
prehensive survey on self-supervised learning). In computer
vision, this can be achieved by teaching a model to predict
the transformations applied to the image data, such as the
shuffling order of patch-shuffled images [202] or rotation
degrees [203]. See Figure 5 for illustrations.

So why can self-supervised learning improve DG? An
intuitive explanation is that solving pretext tasks allows a
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model to learn generic features regardless of the target task,
and hence less over-fitting to domain-specific biases [49].
An obvious advantage of self-supervised learning is that it
can be applied to both single- and multi-source scenarios
without requiring any domain labels.

Single Pretext Task In addition to using the standard
classification loss, Carlucci et al. [49] taught a neural net-
work to solve the Jigsaw puzzles problem [202], hoping
that the network can learn regularities that are more gen-
eralizable across domains. Similarly, Wang et al. [81] used
the Jigsaw solving task as an intrinsic supervision, together
with an extrinsic supervision implemented using metric
learning. Reconstruction has also been investigated for DG,
such as learning an autoencoder to reconstruct image pix-
els/features [53], [176].

Multiple Pretext Tasks It is also possible to combine
multiple pretext tasks. In [50], the authors combined two
pretext tasks, namely solving Jigsaw puzzles and predicting
rotations. In [115], three pretext tasks are combined, namely
reconstructing the Gabor filter’s response, predicting ro-
tations, and predicting feature cluster assignments [205].
Overall, using multiple pretext tasks gives a better perfor-
mance than using a single pretext task, as shown in [50].

Currently, these self-supervised learning-based DG
methods have only been evaluated on the object recognition
task. It is still unclear whether they will work on a wider
range of OOD generalization tasks, which would be interest-
ing to investigate in future work. Another concerns are that
in general none of the existing pretext tasks is universal, and
that the selection of pretext tasks is problem-specific. For
instance, when the target domain shift is related to rotations,
the model learned with the rotation prediction task will
capture rotation-sensitive information, which is harmful to
generalization.

Recent state-of-the-art self-supervised learning meth-
ods [206], [207] are mostly based on combining contrastive
learning with data augmentation. The key idea is to pull
together the same instance (image) undergone different
transformations (e.g., random flip and color distortion)
while push away different instances to learn instance-
aware representations. Different from predicting transfor-
mations such as rotation, contrastive learning aims to learn
transformation-invariant representations. Future work can
explore whether invariances learned via contrastive learning
can better adapt to OOD data.

3.6 Learning Disentangled Representations

Instead of forcing the entire model or features to be domain-
invariant, which is challenging, one can relax this con-
straint by allowing some parts to be domain-specific, es-
sentially learning disentangled representations. The exist-
ing approaches falling into this group are either based on
decomposition [33], [41], [177], [178] or generative mod-
eling [46], [179], both requiring domain labels for feature
disentanglement.

Decomposition An intuitive way to achieve disentangled
representation learning is to decompose a model into two
parts, one being domain-specific while the other being
domain-agnostic. Based on SVMs, Khosla et al. [41] decom-
posed a classifier into domain-specific biases and domain-



agnostic weights, and only kept the latter when dealing
with unseen domains. This approach was later extended
to neural networks in [33]. One can also design domain-
specific modules such as in [177] where domain-specific
binary masks are imposed on the final feature vector to
distinguish between domain-specific and domain-invariant
components. Another solution is to apply low-rank decom-
position to a model’s weight matrices in order to identify
common features that are more generalizable [178].

Generative Modeling has been a powerful tool for learn-
ing disentangled representations [208]. In [179], a variational
autoencoder (VAE) is utilized to learn three independent
latent subspaces for class, domain and object, respectively.
In [46], two separate encoders are learned in an adversarial
way to capture identity and domain information respec-
tively for cross-domain face anti-spoofing.

3.7 Regularization Strategies

Some approaches focus on regularization strategies de-
signed based on some heuristics. Wang et al. [51] ar-
gued that generalizable features should capture the global
structure/shape of objects rather than relying on local
patches/textures, and therefore proposed to suppress the
predictive power of auxiliary patch-wise CNNs (maximiz-
ing their classification errors), implemented as a stack of
1x1 convolution layers. With a similar motivation, Huang
et al. [52] iteratively masked out over-dominant features
with large gradients, thus forcing the model to rely more
on the remaining features. These methods do not require
domain labels for learning, and are orthogonal to other DG
methods like those based on domain alignment [45], [139]
and data augmentation [20], [31], [35]. Therefore, one could
potentially combine them to improve the performance in
practice.

4 FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS

So far we have covered the background on domain gen-
eralization (DG) in § 2—knowing what DG is about
and how DG is typically evaluated under different
settings/datasets—as well as gone though the existing
methodologies developed over the last decade in § 3. The
following questions would naturally arise: 1) Has DG been
solved? 2) If not, how far are we from solving DG?

The answer is of course not—DG is a very challenging
problem and is far from being solved. In this section, we
aim to share some insights on future research directions,
pointing out what have been missed in the current research
and discussing what are worth exploring to further this
field. Specifically, we discuss potential directions from three
perspectives: model (§ 4.1), learning (§ 4.2), and benchmarks

(§ 4.3).

4.1 Model Architecture

Dynamic Architectures The weights in a convolutional
neural network (CNN), which serve as feature detectors,
are normally fixed once learned from source domains. This
may result in the representational power of a CNN model
restricted to the seen domains while generalizing poorly
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when the image statistics in an unseen domain are signifi-
cantly different. One potential solution is to develop dynamic
architectures [209], e.g., with weights conditioned on the
input [210]. The key is to make neural networks’ parameters
(either partly or entirely) dependent on the input while
ensuring that the model size is not too large to harm the
efficiency. Dynamic architectures such as dynamic filter net-
works [210] and conditional convolutions [211] have been
shown effective on generic visual recognition tasks like
classification and segmentation. It would be interesting to
see whether such a flexible architecture can be used to cope
with domain shift in DG.

Adaptive Normalization Layers  Normalization lay-
ers [200], [212], [213] have been a core building block in
contemporary neural networks. Following [214], a general
formulation for different normalization layers can be written
as y*# + 3, where ;i and o denote mean and variance
respectively; v and [ are learnable scaling and shift pa-
rameters respectively. Typically, (p,0) are computed on-
the-fly during training but are saved in buffers using their
moving averages for inference. Regardless of whether they
are computed within each instance or based on a mini-
batch, they can only represent the distribution of training
data. The affine transformation parameters, i.e. v and (3, are
also learned for source data only. Therefore, a normalization
layer’s parameters are not guaranteed to work well under
domain shift in unseen test data. It would be a promising
direction to investigate how to make these parameters adap-
tive to unseen domains [215].

4.2 Learning

Learning without Domain Labels Most existing meth-
ods leveraged domain labels in their models. However, in
real-world applications it is possible that domain labels
are difficult to obtain, e.g., web images crawled from the
Internet are taken by arbitrary users with arbitrary domain
characteristics and thus the domain labels are extremely dif-
ficult to define [167]. In such scenarios where domain labels
are missing, many top-performing DG approaches are not
viable any more. Though this topic has been studied in the
past (e.g., [20], [147], [216]), methods that can deal with the
absence of domain labels are still scarce and noncompetitive
with methods that utilize domain labels. Considering that
learning without domain labels is much more efficient and
scalable, we encourage more future work to tackle this topic.

Learning to Synthesize Novel Domains The DG per-
formance can greatly benefit from increasing the diver-
sity of source domains. This is also confirmed in a recent
work [217] where the authors emphasized the importance of
having diverse training distributions to out-of-distribution
(OOD) generalization. However, in practice it is impossible
to collect training data that cover all possible domains. As
such, learning to synthesize novel domains can be a poten-
tial solution. Though this idea has been roughly explored in
a couple of recent DG works [20], [31], the results still have
much room for improvements.

Avoiding Learning Shortcut Shortcut learning can be
interpreted as a problem of learning ‘easy’ representations
that can perform well on training data but are irrelevant to



the task [218]. For example, given the task of distinguish-
ing between digits blended with different colors, a neural
network might be biased toward recognizing colors rather
than the digit shapes during training, thus leading to poor
generalization on unseen data [219]. Such a problem can
be intensified on multi-source data in DG as each source
domain typically contains its own domain-specific bias. As
a consequence, a DG model might simply learn to memorize
the domain-specific biases, such as image styles [33], when
tasked to differentiate between instances from different do-
mains. The shortcut learning problem has been overlooked
in DG.

Causal Representation Learning Currently, the common
pipeline used in DG, as well as in many other fields, for
representation learning is to learn a mapping P(Y|X) by
sampling data from the marginal distribution P(X) with
an objective to match the joint distribution P(X,Y) =
P(Y|X)P(X) (typically via maximum likelihood optimiza-
tion). However, the learned representations have turned out
to be lacking in the ability to adapt to OOD data [220].
A potential solution is to model the underlying causal
variables (e.g., by autoencoder [220]) which cannot be di-
rectly observed but are much more stable and robust under
distribution shift. This is closely related to the topic of
causal representation learning, a recent trend in the machine
learning community [221].

Exploiting Side Information Side information has been
commonly used to boost the performance of a pattern
recognition system. For example, depth information ob-
tained from RGB-D sensors can be used alongside RGB
images to improve the performance of, e.g., generic object
detection [222] or human detection [223]. In DG, there exist
a few works that utilize side information, such as attribute
labels [124] or object segmentation masks [224]. In terms of
attributes, they could be more generalizable because they
capture mid- to low-level visual cues like colors, shapes and
stripes, which are shared among different objects and less
sensitive to domain biases [124]. Notably, attributes have
been widely used in zero-shot learning to recognize unseen
classes [120], [123]. In contrast, features learned for discrim-
ination are usually too specific to objects, such as dog ears
and human faces as found in top-layer CNN features [225],
which are more likely to capture domain biases and hence
less transferable between tasks [118].

Transfer Learning A couple of recent works [83], [84]
have focused on the transfer learning perspective when
designing DG methods for synthetic-to-real applications.
Given a model pre-trained on large real datasets like Im-
ageNet [9], the main goal is to learn new knowledge that
is useful to the downstream task from synthetic data, and
in the meantime, to maintain the knowledge on real images
that was acquired from pre-training. Such a setting is closely
related to learning-without-forgetting (LwF) [226]. In partic-
ular, a technique used in [83] was borrowed from LwF [226],
i.e. minimizing the divergence between the new model’s
output and the old model’s output to avoid erasing the pre-
trained knowledge. Synthetic-to-real transfer learning is a
realistic and practical setting but research in this direction
has been less explored for DG.

Semi-Supervised Domain Generalization Most existing
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DG research assumes data collected from each source do-
main are fully annotated so the proposed methods are
purely based on supervised learning, which are unable to
cope with unlabeled data. However, in practice the size of
labeled data could well be limited due to high annotation
cost, but collecting abundant unlabeled data is much easier
and cheaper. This leads to a more realistic and practical
setting termed semi-supervised domain generalization [25],
[26], [227], which has recently picked up attention from
the DG community. In [26], pseudo-labels are assigned to
unlabeled source data and an off-the-shelf style transfer
model is used to augment the domain space. In [25], feature
statistics are mixed between labeled and pseudo-labeled
source data for data augmentation. Since designing data-
efficient, and yet generalizable learning systems is essential
for practical applications, we believe semi-supervised do-
main generalizable is worth investigating for future work.

Open Domain Generalization is a recently introduced
problem setting [24] where a model is learned from het-
erogeneous source domains with different label sets (with
overlaps) and deployed in unseen domains for recognizing
known classes while being able to reject unknown classes.
This problem setting is related to existing heterogeneous
DG [31], [37] but focuses on classification applications and
emphasizes the ability to detect (reject) unknown classes,
which is often studied in open-set recognition [228]. In [24],
a variant of Mixup [196] is proposed for data augmentation
at both feature and label level, and a confidence threshold
is used to reject test samples that likely belong to unknown
classes.

4.3 Benchmarks

Incremental Learning + DG  Most existing research on
DG implicitly assumes that source domains are fixed and a
model needs to be learned only once. However, in practice,
it might well be the case that source domains are incremen-
tally introduced, thus requiring incremental learning [229].
For instance, in cross-dataset person re-identification we
might well have access to, say only two datasets at the
beginning for model learning, e.g., Market1501 [72] and
DukeMTMC-reID [73], but later another dataset comes in,
e.g.,, CUHKO3 [94], which increases the number of source
datasets from two to three. In this case, several problems
need to be addressed, such as 1) how to efficiently fine-tune
the model on the new dataset without training from scratch
using all available datasets, 2) how to make sure the model
does not over-fit the new dataset and forget the previously
learned knowledge, and 3) will the new dataset be beneficial
or detrimental to the DG performance on the target domain.

Heterogeneous Domain Shift The current DG datasets
mainly contain homogeneous domain shift, which means
the source-source and source-target domain shifts are highly
correlated with each other. For example, on PACS [33] the
source-source domain shift and the source-target domain
shift are both related to image style changes; on Rotated
MNIST [53] rotation is the only cause of domain shift.
However, in real-world scenarios the target domain shift is
unpredictable and less likely to be correlated with the source
domain shift, e.g., the source domains might be photo, art
and sketch but the target domain might be images of novel



viewpoints; or the source domains contain digit images with
different rotations but the target domain images might be in
a different font style or background. Such a setting, which
we call heterogeneous domain shift, has never been brought
up but is critical to practical applications.

5 CONCLUSION

Domain generalization (DG) has been a fast growing area,
with plenty of methodologies proposed each year and var-
ious datasets curated for benchmarking. As the first survey
paper in this topic, we have introduced the background
covering the problem definitions and the commonly used
datasets, as well as comparisons with related topics; and
have summarized the ten-year development in DG method-
ologies with a clear categorization. Potential research di-
rections based on three perspectives (model, learning and
benchmarks) have also been discussed. We hope this timely
and up-to-date survey can offer a clear overview of the DG
research and inspire more future work to advance this field.
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