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Abstract. There has long been plenty of theoretical and empirical evidence sup-
porting the success of ensemble learning. Deep ensembles in particular take ad-
vantage of training randomness and expressivity of individual neural networks to
gain prediction diversity, ultimately leading to better generalization, robustness
and uncertainty estimation. In respect of generalization, it is found that pursuing
wider local minima result in models being more robust to shifts between training
and testing sets. A natural research question arises out of these two approaches as
to whether a boost in generalization ability can be achieved if ensemble learning
and loss sharpness minimization are integrated. Our work investigates this con-
nection and proposes DASH - a learning algorithm that promotes diversity and
flatness within deep ensembles. More concretely, DASH encourages base learners
to move divergently towards low-loss regions of minimal sharpness. We provide
a theoretical backbone for our method along with extensive empirical evidence
demonstrating an improvement in ensemble generalizability.

Keywords: Ensemble learning · Sharpness-aware Minimization · Generalization

1 Introduction

Ensemble learning refers to learning a combination of multiple models in a way that
the joint performance is better than than any of the ensemble members (so-called base
learners). An ensemble can be an explicit collection of functionally independent models
where the final decision is formed via approaches like averaging or majority voting of
individual predictions. It can implicitly be a single model subject to stochastic perturba-
tion of model architecture during training [49,51] or composed of sub-modules sharing
some of the model parameters [53, 54]. An ensemble is called homogeneous if its base
learners belong to the same model family or architecture and heterogeneous otherwise.

Traditional bagging technique [5] is shown to reduce variance among the base
learners while boosting methods [6, 57] are more likely to help reduce bias and im-
prove generalization. Empirical evidence further points out that ensembles perform
at least equally well as their base learners [31] and are much less fallible when the
members are independently erroneous in different regions of the feature space [23].
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Deep learning models in particular often land at different local minima valleys due to
with training randomness, from initializations, mini-batch sampling, etc. This causes
disagreement on predictions among model initializations given the same input. Mean-
while, deep ensembles (i.e., ensembles of deep neural networks) are found to be able to
“smooth out” the highly non-convex loss surface, resulting in a better predictive perfor-
mance [16, 21, 23, 34, 44]. Ensemble models also benefit from the enhanced diversity
in predictions, which is highlighted as another key driving force behind the success
of ensemble learning [10]. Further studies suggest that higher diversity among base
learners leads to better robustness and predictive performance [17,23,41,48]. A recent
work additionally shows that deep ensembles in general yield the best calibration under
dataset shifts [41].

Tackling model generalization from a different approach, sharpness-aware mini-
mization is a line of work that seeks the minima within the flat loss regions, along which
SAM [15] is the most popular method. Flat minimizers have been theoretically and em-
pirically proven in various applications to yield better testing accuracies [12,29,45]. At
every training step, SAM performs one gradient ascent step to find the worst-case per-
turbations on the parameters. Given plenty of advantages of ensemble models, a natural
question thus arises as to whether ensemble learning and sharpness-aware minimization
can be integrated to boost model generalizability. In other words, can we learn a deep
ensemble of sharpness minimizers such that the entire ensemble is more generalizable?

Motivated by this connection, our work proposes to improve generalization perfor-
mance by learning an ensemble of deep sharpness-aware learners. We first develop a
theory showing that the general loss of the ensemble can be reduced by minimizing
loss sharpness in both the ensemble and its base learners (See Theorem 1). Our theoret-
ical development sheds lights on how to guide individual learners in a deep ensemble
to be well-behaved and collaborate effectively on a high-dimensional loss landscape.

In addition to generalization, we also target other desiderata of ensemble learning
including diversity, robustness and low uncertainty. While the endeavor to address all
desiderata within a single framework might be ambitiously challenging, past studies
suggest that fostering diversity among the base learners is a multi-purpose approach
that can lead to improved generalizability [35, 40, 50], stability [59], and adversarial
robustness [42] in the ensemble. To this end, we contribute a novel agnostic diversity-
aware constraint that aims to navigate the individual learners to explore multiple wide
minima in a divergent fashion. The diversity-aware term attempts to minimize the pair-
wise KL divergence among the base learners. Such a term is agnostic in the sense that
it is introduced early on in the process of searching for the perturbed model. Intuitively,
we expect the term to "look ahead" for potential gradient pathways that would guide
the updated model to satisfy the goal.

In summary, our contributions in this paper are summarized as follows:
➀ We propose DASH Ensemble - an ensemble learning method for Diversity-aware
Agnostic Ensemble of Sharpness Minimizers. DASH seeks to minimize generalization
loss by directing the ensemble and its base classifiers towards diverse loss regions of
maximal flatness.
➁ We provide a theoretical development for our method, followed by the technical
insights into how adding the agnostic diversity-aware term helps introduce diversity in
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the ensemble and results in better predictive performance and uncertainty estimation
capability than the baseline methods.
➂ Across various image classification tasks, we demonstrate an improvement in model
generalization capacity of both homogeneous and heterogeneous ensembles up to 6%,
where the latter benefits significantly.

2 Related works

Ensemble Learning. The rise of ensemble learning dates back to the development of
classical techniques like bagging [5] or boosting [6, 18, 19, 57] for improving model
generalization. While bagging algorithm involves training independent weak learners
in parallel, boosting methods iteratively combine base learners to create a strong model
where successor learners try to correct the errors of predecessor ones. In the era of
deep learning, there has been an increase in attention towards ensembles of deep neural
networks. A deep ensemble made up of low-loss neural learners has been consistently
shown to yield to outperform an individual network [13, 21, 23, 26, 44]. In addition
to predictive accuracy, deep ensembles has achieved successes in such other areas as
uncertainty estimation [22, 33, 41] or adversarial robustness [42, 55, 56].

Ensembles often come with high training and testing costs that can grow linearly
with the size of ensembles. This motivates recent works on efficient ensembles for
reducing computational overhead without compromising their performance. One di-
rection is to leverage the success of Dynamic Sparse Training [14, 37] to generate
an ensemble of sparse networks with lower training costs while maintaining compara-
ble performance with dense ensembles [36]. Another light-weight ensemble learning
method is via pseudo or implicit ensembles that involves training a single model that
exhibits the behavior or characteristic of an ensemble. Regularization techniques such
as Drop-out [20, 49], Drop-connect [51] or Stochastic Depth [27] can be viewed as
an ensemble network by masking the some units, connections or layers of the network.
Other implicit strategies include training base learners with different hyperparameter
configurations [54], decomposing the weight matrices into individual weight modules
for each base learners [53] or using multi-input/output configuration to learn indepen-
dent sub-networks within a single model [24].

Sharpness-Aware Minimization. There has been a growing body of theoretical and em-
pirical studies on the connection between loss sharpness and generalization capacity
[11,16,25,39]. Convergence in flat regions of wider local minima has been found to im-
prove out-of-distribution robustness of neural networks [12,29, 45]. Some other works
[28,30,52] study the effect of the covariance of gradient or training configurations such
as batch size, learning rate, dropout rate on the flatness of minima. One way to encour-
age search in flat minima is by adding regularization terms to the loss function such as
Softmax output’s low entropy penalty [8, 43] or distillation losses [58, 60].

SAM [15] is a recent flat minimizer widely known for its effectiveness and scal-
ability, which encourages the model to search for parameters in the local regions that
are uniformly low-loss. SAM has been actively exploited in various applications: meta-
learning bi-level optimization in [1], federated learning [47], domain generalization
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[7], multi-task learning [46] or for vision transformers [9] and language models [4].
Coming from two different directions, ensemble learning and sharpness-aware mini-
mization yet share the same goal of improving generalization. Leveraging these two
powerful learning strategies in a single framework remains underexplored. Our work
contributes an effort to fill in this research gap.

3 Proposed method

In this section, we first present the theoretical development demonstrating why sharpness-
aware ensemble learning is beneficial for improving the generalization of ensemble
models. We later introduce how to promote ensemble diversity by enforcing a novel
agnostic diversity-aware constraint among the base learners.

Ensemble Setting and Notations. We first describe the ensemble setting and the no-
tations used throughout our paper. Given m base learners f

(i)
θi

(x) , i = 1, ...,m, we
define the ensemble model

f ens
θ (x) =

1

m

m∑
i=1

f
(i)
θi

(x) ,

where θens = [θi]
m
i=1, x ∈ Rd, and f (x) ∈ ∆M−1 =

{
π ∈ RM : π ≥ 0 ∧ ∥π∥1 = 1

}
.

Here θi and θens denote the parameters w.r.t the classifier f (i)
θi

and the ensemble classi-

fier f ens
θ , respectively. Note that the base learners f (i)

θi
can have different architectures.

Assume that ℓ : RM × Y −→ R, where Y = [M ] = {1, . . . ,M} is the label set, is
a convex and bounded loss function. The training set is denoted by S = {(xi, yi)}Ni=1

of data points (xi, yi) ∼ D, where D is a data-label distribution. We denote LS (θi) =
1
N

∑N
j=1 ℓ

(
f i
θi
(xj) , yj

)
and LD (θi) = E(x,y)∼D

[
ℓ(f i

θi
(x), y)

]
as the empirical and

general losses w.r.t. the base learner θi, respectively.
Similarly, for the ensemble model, we respectively define the empirical and general

losses as LS (θens) =
1
N

∑N
j=1 ℓ (f

ens
θ (xj) , yj) and LD (θens) = E(x,y)∼D

[
ℓ(f ens

θ (x), y)
]
.

3.1 Sharpness-aware Ensemble Learning

Standard Sharpness-Aware Minimization. As introduced in SAM [15], given a single
model fθ, the generalization error LD(θ) can be upper-bounded by the sharpness of
the model, i.e., maxθ′:∥θ′−θ∥≤ρ LS (θ′)− LS (θ), where ρ > 0 is the perturbed radius.
More specifically, Theorem 1 in [15] shows that

LD(θ) ≤ max
θ′:∥θ′−θ∥≤ρ

LS (θ′) + h(∥θ∥22/ρ),

where h is a strictly increasing function that depends on θ and ρ. The theorem sug-
gests that minimizing the sharpness of a single model can improve its generalizability.
Upon the success of SAM, many consecutive works have been proposed to improve the
sharpness-aware minimization. However, they are all limited to a single model.
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Sharpness-Aware Ensemble learning. We now present a sharpness-aware upper bound
for the general loss of the ensemble model. To assist readability, we provide the sim-
plified version in the following theorem. The full development can be found in the
supplementary materials.

Theorem 1. Assume that the loss function ℓ is convex and upper-bounded by L. With
the probability at least 1− δ over the choices of S ∼ DN , for any 0 ≤ γ ≤ 1, we have

LD (θens) ≤
(1− γ)

m

m∑
i=1

max
θ
′
i :∥θ

′
i−θi∥≤ρ

LS

(
θ
′

i

)
(1)

+ γ max
θ′
ens:∥θ′

ens−θens∥≤
√
mρ

LS(θ
′
ens) +H(m, {∥θi∥22/ρ}mi=1),

where H is a strictly increasing function of m, ρ and set of model parameter {θi}mi=1.

In the RHS of the inequality, the first term refers to the average sharpness of each
independent base learner, while the second term focuses on the sharpness of the en-
tire ensemble model. The trade-off coefficient γ signifies the levels of sharpness-aware
enforcement for the ensemble model alone and its base learners themselves. Our The-
orem 1 indicates that the generalization performance of the ensemble model can be
improved by promoting the sharpness in both the entire ensemble as well as in the
individual base learners.

The dynamics of two modes of sharpness. Intuitively, Eq. (1) suggests an effective
ensemble dynamics where the base learners are not only encouraged to achieve good
performance individual but also to contribute synergistically to the ensemble. It is worth
noting that the former may foster the latter behavior while the latter alone is likely to
be insufficient. Sec. 3.2 will later discuss one possible antagonistic behavior within
an ensemble. We now investigate how γ should be optimally chosen by studying the
impact of these two modes of sharpness on the ensemble performance.

We conduct the experiments on the CIFAR100 dataset by varying γ and observing
the ensemble performance as shown in Fig. 1. It can be seen that varying γ does sig-
nificantly affect the ensemble performance, with the difference of more than 1.8% in
ensemble accuracy. Interestingly, the ensemble accuracy and its uncertainty estimation
capability peak at γ = 0.1 and decrease when γ increases. This empirical observation
confirms our intuition that to enhance the generalization ability of the ensemble model,
one should focus more on minimizing the sharpness of the base learners than on mini-
mizing the sharpness of the ensemble model. This observation concurs with the finding
in [2] that the ensemble model’s generalization ability is more sensitive to the sharpness
of the base learners than the ensemble model itself.

3.2 Diversity-Aware Agnostic Ensemble of Flat Base Learners

From the previous section, we have known that solely enforcing sharpness on the en-
tire ensemble, that is to treat the ensemble as a single model and naively apply SAM,
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Fig. 1: Tuning for hyper-parameter γ. Both the ensemble accuracy (ACC, higher is better) and
the expected calibration error (ECE, lower is better) peak when γ = 0.1. See Tab. 4 for other
metrics.

is not an optimal strategy. However, Fig. 1 also highlights that enforcing a larger de-
gree of sharpness within individual learners does yield a positive collaborative effect.
However, we argue that the current approach still has not maximized the synergy of the
learners via this strategy alone. In the following, we provide a theoretical analysis for
one potential antagonistic behavior of the base learners.

For the current mini-batch B, we define

L̃B(θi) = LB(θi) + γ Lens
B (θi, θ̸=i).

When we enforce the sharpness within the learner θi, the model f i
θi

is updated as

θai = θi + ρ1
∇θiL̃B (θi)

∥∇θiL̃B (θi) ∥
, (2)

θi = θi − η∇θiL̃B (θai ) .

where ρ1 > 0 is the perturbed radius, and η > 0 is the learning rate.
Using the first order Taylor expansion, we have

∇θiL̃B (θai ) = ∇θi

[
L̃B

(
θi + ρ1

∇θiL̃B (θi)

∥∇θiL̃B (θi) ∥

)]

≈∇θi

[
L̃B (θi) + ρ1∇θiL̃B (θi) ·

∇θiL̃B (θi)

∥∇θiL̃B (θi) ∥

]
= ∇θi

[
L̃B (θi) + ρ1∥∇θiL̃B (θi) ∥

]
, (3)

where · represents the dot product.
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The approximation in Eq. (3) indicates that since we follow the negative gradi-
ent −∇θiL̃B (θai ) when updating the current model θi, the new model tends to de-
crease both the loss L̃B (θi) and the gradient norm ∥∇θiL̃B (θi) ∥, directing the base
learners to go into the low-loss and flat regions as expected. In this case, there is a
possibility that all the base learners, each with sufficient expressitivity, will converge
to areas surrounding the same low-loss region. Moreover, the normalized gradients
∇θi

L̃B(θi)

∥∇θi
L̃B(θi)∥

, i = 1, . . . ,m reveals that the perturbed models θai , i = 1, . . . ,m are also

less diverse because they are computed using the same mini-batch B. Our intuition
is that whenever we add constraints to the objective function L̃B(θi) of each individ-
ual base learner, if these constraints are independent and do not interact with other
base learners, the solution space of each base learner is reduced. Because each base
learner is optimized independently, this eventually leads to less diverse updated models
θi, i = 1, . . . ,m. We illustrate this intuition in Fig. 2.

Fig. 2: Illustration of the model dynamics under sharpness-aware term on loss landscape. Two
base learners θi and θj (represented by the red and black vectors respectively) happen to be
initialized closely. At each step, since updated independently yet using the same mini-batch from
θi and θj , two perturbed models θai and θai are less diverse, hence two updated models θi and θj
are also less diverse and more likely end up at the same low-loss and flat region.

Although we expect minimizing sharpness in the ensemble via Lens
B (·) would foster

a model dynamics where each learner complements each other to support generaliza-
tion, the above analysis warns us against an adverse effect where ensemble diversity
is reduced, thus depriving us of the desirable synergy. The empirical evidence for this
intuition can be found in Table 5. The question now is how to strengthen the sharpness-
aware learning of each individual base learner that interacts with other base learners
to achieve both sharpness and diversity?

To this end, we propose the following agnostic update

θai = θi + ρ1
∇θiL̃B (θi)

∥∇θiL̃B (θi) ∥
+ ρ2

∇θiLdiv
B (θi, θ̸=i)

∥∇θiLdiv
B (θi, θ̸=i) ∥

, (4)

θi = θi − η∇θiL̃B (θai ) ,
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where θ ̸=i specifies the set of models excluding θi and the i-th divergence loss is defined
as

Ldiv
B (θi, θ̸=i) =

1

|B|
∑

x∈B,j ̸=i

KL
(
σ
(
hi
θi (x) /τ

)
, σ
(
hj
θj
(x) /τ

))
, (5)

where hk
θk

returns non-targeted logits (i.e., excluding the logit value of the ground-truth
class) of the k-th base learner, σ is the softmax function, τ > 0 is the temperature
variable, ρ2 is another perturbed radius, and KL specifies the Kullback-Leibler diver-
gence. In practice, we choose ρ2 = ρ1 for simplicity and τ < 1 to favor the distance on
dominating modes on each base learner.

It is worth noting that Eq. (5) only considers the logits of the non-targeted labels for
diversifying the base learners, to avoid interfering with their performance on predicting
ground-truth labels. To inspect the agnostic behavior of the second gradient w.r.t the
perturbed models θai , we again use the first-order Taylor expansion

∇θiLB (θai ) =∇θi

[
LB

(
θi + ρ1

∇θi L̃B (θi)

∥∇θi L̃B (θi) ∥

+ ρ2
∇θiL

div
B (θi, θ ̸=i)

∥∇θiLdiv
B (θi, θ ̸=i) ∥

])

≈∇θi

[
L̃B (θi) + ρ1∇θi L̃B (θi) ·

∇θi L̃B (θi)

∥∇θi L̃B (θi) ∥

+ ρ2∇θi L̃B (θi) ·
∇θiL

div
B (θi, θ ̸=i)

∥∇θiLdiv
B (θi, θ ̸=i) ∥

]

=∇θi

[
L̃B (θi) + ρ1∥∇θi L̃B (θi) ∥

− ρ2
−∇θi L̃B (θi) · ∇θiL

div
B (θi, θ ̸=i)

∥∇θiLdiv
B (θi, θ ̸=i) ∥

]
. (6)

In Eq. (6), the first two terms lead the base learners to go to their low-loss and flat
regions as discussed before. We then analyze the agnostic behavior of the third term.
According to the update formula of θi in Eq. (4), we follow the positive direction of

∇θiLd
B = ∇θi

[
−∇θi

L̃B(θi)·∇θi
Ldiv

B (θi,θ ̸=i)

∥∇θi
Ldiv

B (θi,θ ̸=i)∥

]
, further implying that the updated base

learner networks aim to maximize −∇θi
L̃B(θi)·∇θi

Ldiv
B (θi,θ ̸=i)

∥∇θi
Ldiv

B (θi,θ ̸=i)∥
. Therefore, the low-loss

direction −∇θiL̃B (θi) becomes more congruent with ∇θi
Ldiv

B (θi,θ ̸=i)

∥∇θi
Ldiv

B (θi,θ ̸=i)∥
, meaning that

the base learners tend to diverge while moving along the low-loss and flat directions.
Fig. 3 visualizes our intuition.

4 Experiments

We evaluate our methods on the classification tasks on CIFAR10/100 and Tiny-Imagenet.
We experiment with homogeneous ensembles wherein all base learners has the same



Diversity-Aware Agnostic Ensemble of Sharpness Minimizers 9

Fig. 3: Illustration of the model dynamics under diversity-aware term. Given two base learners
θi and θj (represented by the red and black vectors respectively), the gradients −∇θi L̃B(θi) and
−∇θi L̃B(θi) navigate the models towards their low-loss (also flat) regions. Moreover, the two
gradients ∇θiL

div
B (θi, θ ̸=i) and ∇θjL

div
B (θj , θ ̸=j) encourage the models to move divergently.

As discussed, our update strategy forces the two gradients −∇θi L̃B(θi) and ∇θiL
div
B (θi, θ ̸=i)

to be more congruent. As the result, two models are divergently oriented to two non-overlapping
low-loss and flat regions. This behavior is imposed similarly for the other pair w.r.t. the model θj ,
altogether enhancing the ensemble diversity.

model architecture, i.e., R18x3 is an ensemble which consists of three ResNet18 mod-
els. We also experiment with heterogeneous ensemble, i.e., RME is an ensemble which
consists of ResNet18, MobileNet and EfficientNet models. The configuration shared
between our method and the baselines involves model training for 200 epochs using
SGD optimizer with weight decay of 0.005. We follow the standard data pre-processing
schemes that consists of zero-padding with 4 pixels on each side, random crop, horizon
flip and normalization. The ensemble prediction has been aggregated by averaging the
softmax predictions of all base classifiers.3 In all tables, bold/underline indicates the
best/second-best method. ↑,↓ respectively indicates higher/lower performance is better.
We provide our algorithm and more ablation studies in the supplementary materials.

4.1 Baselines

This work focuses on improving generalization of ensembles. We compare our method
against top ensemble methods with high predictive accuracies across literature: Deep
ensembles [33], Snapshot ensembles [26], Fast Geometric Ensemble (FGE) [21],
sparse ensembles EDST and DST [36]. We also deploy SGD and SAM [15] as different
optimizers to train an ensemble model and consider as two additional baselines.

4.2 Metrics

We use Ensemble accuracy (Acc) as the primary metric used to measure the gener-
alization of an ensemble learning method. To evaluate the uncertainty capability of a

3 Our code is anonymously published at https://anonymous.4open.science/r/
DASH/.

https://anonymous.4open.science/r/DASH/
https://anonymous.4open.science/r/DASH/
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model, we use the standard metrics: Negative Log-Likelihood (NLL), Brier score, and
Expected Calibration Error (ECE), which are widely used in the literature. We also re-
port calibrated uncertainty estimation (UE) metrics, such as Cal-NLL, Cal-Brier, and
Cal-AAC, at the optimal temperature to avoid measuring calibration error that can be
eliminated by simple temperature scaling, as suggested in [3]. To measure ensemble di-
versity, we use Disagreement (D) of predictions [32] and Log of Determinant (LD) of a
matrix consisting of non-target predictions of base classifiers, as proposed in [42]. The
LD metric provides an elegant geometric interpretation of ensemble diversity, which is
better than the simple disagreement metric.

4.3 Evaluation of Predictive Performance

The results presented in Table 1 demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed method,
DASH, in improving the generalization ability of ensemble methods. Across all datasets
and architectures, DASH consistently and significantly outperformed all baselines. For
example, when compared to SGD with R18x3 architecture, DASH achieved substantial
improvement gaps of 1.5%, 3.3%, and 7.6% on the CIFAR10, CIFAR100, and Tiny-
ImageNet datasets, respectively. When compared to Deep Ensemble, DASH achieved
improvement gaps of 3.0%, 6.8%, and 4.0%, respectively, on these same datasets. Our
results also provide evidence that seeking more flat classifiers can bring significant ben-
efits to ensemble learning. SAM achieves improvements over SGD or Deep Ensem-
ble, but DASH achieved even greater improvements. Specifically, on the CIFAR100
dataset, DASH outperformed SAM by 3.1%, 2.1%, and 2.3% with R10x5, R18x3, and
RME architectures, respectively, while that improvement on the Tiny-ImageNet dataset
was 3.8%. This improvement indicates the benefits of effectively collaborating between
flatness and diversity seeking objectives in deep ensembles.

Unlike Fast Geometric, Snapshot, or EDST methods, which are limited to homo-
geneous ensemble settings, DASH is a general method capable of improving ensem-
ble performance even when ensembling different architectures. This is evidenced by
the larger improvement gaps over SAM on the RME architecture (i.e., 1.4% improve-
ment on the CIFAR10 dataset) compared to the R18x3 architecture (i.e., 0.9% improve-
ment on the same dataset). These results demonstrate the versatility and effectiveness
of DASH in improving the generalization ability of deep ensembles across diverse ar-
chitectures and datasets.

4.4 Evaluation of Uncertainty Estimation

Although improving uncertainty estimation is not the primary focus of our method,
in this section we still would like to investigate the effectiveness of our method on
this aspect by measuring six UE metrics across all experimental settings. We present
the results of our evaluation in Table 2, where we compare the uncertainty estimation
capacity of our method with various baselines using the Calibrated-Brier score as the
representative metric. Our method consistently achieves the best performance over all
baselines across all experimental settings. For instance, on the CIFAR10 dataset with
the R10x5 setting, our method obtains a score of 0.067, a relative improvement of 26%
over the Deep Ensemble method. Similarly, across all settings, our method achieves
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Table 1: Ensemble accuracy (%) on the CIFAR10/100 and Tiny-ImageNet datasets. R10x5 in-
dicates an ensemble of five ResNet10 models. R18x3 indicates an ensemble of three ResNet18
models. RME indicates an ensemble of ResNet18, MobileNet and EfficientNet, respectively.

CIFAR10 CIFAR100 Tiny-ImageNet
Accuracy ↑ R10x5 R18x3 RME R10x5 R18x3 RME R18x3

Deep Ensemble 92.7 93.7 89.0 73.7 75.4 62.7 65.9
Fast Geometric 92.5 93.3 - 63.2 72.3 - 61.8
Snapshot 93.6 94.8 - 72.8 75.7 - 62.2
EDST 92.0 92.8 - 68.4 69.6 - 62.3
DST 93.2 94.7 93.4 70.8 70.4 71.7 61.9
SGD 95.1 95.2 92.6 75.9 78.9 72.6 62.3
SAM 95.4 95.8 93.8 77.7 80.1 76.4 66.1
DASH (Ours) 95.7 96.7 95.2 80.8 82.2 78.7 69.9

Table 2: Evaluation of Uncertainty Estimation (UE). Calibrated-Brier score is chosen as the
representative UE metric reported in this table. Evaluation on all six UE metrics for CIFAR10/100
can be found in the supplementary material. Overall, our method achieves better calibration than
baselines on several metrics, especially in the heterogeneous ensemble setting.

CIFAR10 CIFAR100 Tiny-ImageNet
Cal-Brier ↓ R10x5 R18x3 RME R10x5 R18x3 RME R18x3

Deep Ensemble 0.091 0.079 0.153 0.329 0.308 0.433 0.453
Fast Geometric 0.251 0.087 - 0.606 0.344 - 0.499
Snapshot 0.083 0.071 - 0.338 0.311 - 0.501
EDST 0.122 0.113 - 0.427 0.412 - 0.495
DST 0.102 0.083 0.102 0.396 0.405 0.393 0.500
SGD 0.078 0.076 0.113 0.346 0.304 0.403 0.518
SAM 0.073 0.067 0.094 0.321 0.285 0.347 0.469
DASH (Ours) 0.067 0.056 0.075 0.267 0.255 0.298 0.407

a relative improvement of 26%, 29%, 51%, 18%, 17%, 31%, and 10% over the Deep
Ensemble method. Furthermore, in Table 3, we evaluate the performance of our method
on all six UE metrics on the Tiny-ImageNet dataset. In this setting, our method achieves
the best performance on five UE metrics, except for the ECE metric. Compared to the
Deep Ensemble method, our method obtains a relative improvement of 10%, 3%, and
14% on the Cal-Brier, Cal-ACC, and Cal-NLL metrics, respectively. In conclusion, our
method shows promising results in improving uncertainty estimation, as demonstrated
by its superior performance in various UE metrics.

4.5 Evaluation on Adversarial Robustness

In this section, our goal is to evaluate the adversarial robustness of our proposed method
against adversarial attacks. To achieve this, we conducted experiments on the CIFAR10
dataset using the R18x3 architecture and employed the PGD attack [38], which is
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Table 3: Evaluation of Uncertainty Estimation (UE) across six standard UE metrics on the Tiny-
ImageNet dataset with R18x3.

NLL ↓ Brier ↓ ECE ↓ Cal-Brier ↓ Cal-AAC ↓ Cal-NLL ↓

Deep Ensemble 1.400 0.452 0.110 0.453 0.210 1.413
Fast Geometric 1.548 0.501 0.116 0.499 0.239 1.544
Snapshot 1.643 0.505 0.118 0.501 0.237 1.599
EDST 1.581 0.496 0.115 0.495 0.235 1.548
DST 1.525 0.499 0.110 0.500 0.239 1.536
SGD 1.999 0.601 0.283 0.518 0.272 1.737
SAM 1.791 0.563 0.297 0.469 0.242 1.484
DASH (Ours) 1.379 0.447 0.184 0.407 0.204 1.213

considered the standard adversarial attack for evaluating robustness. Specifically, we
set the number of attack steps to k = 10, step size to η = 1/255, and varied the change
in perturbation size ϵ from 1/255 to 6/255.

While it is widely recognized in the Adversarial Machine Learning literature that
strong attacks are required to truly challenge defense methods (i.e., PGD attack with
more than 200 attack steps with a perturbation size of ϵ = 8/255), we chose a weaker
attack for our experiments. This decision was based on the fact that all methods we
evaluated were not specifically designed to enhance adversarial robustness, and there-
fore may not perform well against a stronger attack.

It can be seen from Fig. 4a that our DASH achieves better adversarial robustness
than all baselines on the R18x3 architecture. More specifically, our method consistently
outperforms SGD by around 3% across different levels of ϵ. While there is a huge
drop of adversarial robustness on SAM when the attack becomes stronger (i.e., 61.28%
with ϵ = 1/255 and 27.61% with ϵ = 2/255), our method is more robust with a
smaller drop (i.e., 65.53% with ϵ = 1/255 and 42.23% with ϵ = 2/255). On the R10x5
architecture, our method still outperforms SGD and SAM across all levels of attack
strength. However, it can be observed that our DASH achieves a lower performance
than DST and EDST methods if the perturbation size ϵ ≥ 2/255 as shown in Fig. 4b.
While our method does not specifically target improving adversarial robustness, the
superior performance we achieve on the R18x3 architecture suggests that our principle
of considering sharpness-aware and diverse-aware mechanisms could be a promising
direction for addressing this issue.

5 Ablation studies

5.1 Hyper-parameter sensitivity

Table 4 reports the effect of the hyper-parameter γ on the performance of our method
by tuning it over the range of [0, 1]. Recall that γ = 0.1 means that we prioritize seeking
flatness on all individual base classifiers over the entire ensemble model, while γ = 1
means that we only seek flatness on the entire aggregated ensemble model only. We
conduct the experiment on the CIFAR100 dataset with R10x5 architecture and report
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(a) R18x3 (b) R10x5

Fig. 4: Evaluation on Adversarial Robustness. The x-axis denotes the perturbation size ϵ (*255).

results on Table 4. It can be seen that our method achieves the best performance in
both generalization and uncertainty estimation aspects when γ = 0.1 and there is a
significant drop of 1.8% in accuracy when γ = 1. In our experiments, we set γ = 0.1
as the default setting.

Table 4: Ensemble performance under various the trade-off parameters γ on the CIFAR100
dataset with R10x5 architecture.

Accuracy ↑ NLL ↓ Brier ↓ ECE ↓

γ = 0.1 80.84 0.86 0.32 0.18
γ = 0.2 80.48 0.97 0.35 0.23
γ = 0.5 80.42 0.95 0.34 0.22
γ = 0.8 79.81 1.08 0.38 0.29
γ = 1.0 78.86 1.12 0.40 0.28

5.2 Contribution of the diverse-aware agnostic constraint

In this section, our objective is to assess the impact of each component by comparing
the performance of two variants: DASH and DASHF , where the latter is our method
with flat seeking mode only. We run the experiments on the CIFAR10 and CIFAR100
datasets with RME architecture, and the results are presented in Table 5. We observed
that DASHF outperforms the standard SGD method by a substantial margin when us-
ing the flat seeking mode only. The performance improvement is remarkable, with a
gap of 1.72% and 3.73%on the CIFAR10 and CIFAR100 datasets, respectively. This
enhancement can be attributed to the improvement of each single base classifier. The
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ensemble can achieve better generalization performance by combining these classifiers.
In particular, the average accuracy of all base classifiers with DASHF is 93.21%, which
is 5.07% higher than that achieved with the SGD method.

However, in terms of ensemble diversity, measured by the Log-Determinant metric,
DASHF ’s base classifiers are less diverse than those of SGD. Specifically, on the same
CIFAR100 dataset, SGD obtains a LD score of −16.88, while that of DASHF is only
−19.47, which is a 15.3% relatively lower. The lower LD score indicates that the pre-
dictions of the base classifiers on DASHF have a higher similarity than those on SGD.
Consequently, in some hard negative samples, the predictions of all base classifiers fall
into similar incorrect patterns, and the final ensemble prediction becomes incorrect. On
the other hand, when comparing between DASH and DASHF , it can be observed that,
DASH obtains a higher LD score in both datasets, while also improves the average
performance of the base classifiers. As consequent, DASH improves over DASHF by
0.84% to 2.44% on the CIFAR10 and CIFAR100, respectively.

Table 5: Ablation study on the contribution of each component on the CIFAR10 (C10) and CI-
FAR100 (C100) datasets with RME architecture. DASHF represents our method with flat seeking
mode only.

Accuracy ↑ LD ↑ D ↑ Avg. Accuracy ↑

C10
SGD 92.61 -24.7 0.149 88.14
DASHF 94.33 -25.8 0.034 93.21
DASH 95.17 -23.3 0.068 93.41

C100
SGD 72.55 -16.88 0.853 38.09
DASHF 76.28 -19.47 0.123 73.38
DASH 78.72 -18.92 0.237 74.69

6 Conclusion

We developed DASH Ensemble - a learning algorithm that optimizes for deep ensem-
bles of diverse and flat minimizers. Our method begins with a theoretical development
to minimize sharpness-aware upper bound for the general loss of the ensemble, followed
by a novel addition of an agnostic term to promote divergence among base classifiers.
Our experimental results support the effectiveness of the agnostic term in introduc-
ing diversity in individual predictions, which ultimately leads to an improvement in
generalization performance. This work has demonstrated the potential of integrating
sharpness-aware minimization technique into the ensemble learning paradigm. We thus
hope to motivate future works to exploit such a connection to develop more powerful
and efficient ensemble models.
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