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Abstract

Out-of-distribution generalization of machine learning models remains challeng-
ing since the models are inherently bound to the training data distribution.
This especially manifests, when the learned models rely on spurious correlations.
Most of the existing approaches apply data manipulation, representation learn-
ing, or learning strategies to achieve generalizable models. Unfortunately, these
approaches usually require multiple training domains, group labels, specialized
augmentation, or pre-processing to reach generalizable models. We propose a
novel approach that addresses these limitations by providing a technique to guide
the neural network through the training phase. We first establish input pairs,
representing the spurious attribute and describing the invariance, a characteristic
that should not affect the outcome of the model. Based on these pairs, we form a
corrective gradient complementing the traditional gradient descent approach. We
further make this correction mechanism adaptive based on a predefined invariance
condition. Experiments on ColoredMNIST, Waterbird-100, and CelebA datasets
demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach and the robustness to group shifts.

Keywords: Machine Learning, Robustness, Domain Generalization, Gradient
Operation, Spurious Correlations, Representation Learning, Out-of-distribution
Generalization
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Fig. 1: Schematic visualization (a) of our optimization approach. The first two loss
gradients are scaled to two-thirds the length of the corrective gradient due to the
violation of the invariance condition. Invariance pairs for (b) ColoredMNIST, (c)
Waterbird-100, and (d) CelebA are used for the invariance condition and corrective
gradient formulation.

1 Introduction

he ability to learn representations from data makes neural networks highly appli-
cable to various tasks. However, models are inherently limited by the distribution
of the training data. In training machine learning models, we usually assume that
training data and test data are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) sam-
ples from the same data-generating process, yet this assumption often does not hold
in real-world scenarios. For instance, in autonomous driving, it is impractical and
almost impossible to ensure that the input data strictly satisfies the i.i.d. assump-
tion, as unknown situations may arise [1]. In such scenarios, it is essential that models
generalize well to unseen data by being independent of biased features. Thus, it is
important to develop methods that support generalization to unseen distributions
(out-of-distribution generalization) [2].

To effectively generalize to unseen domains or distributions, models should main-
tain consistent representations across all training environments [3]. Maintaining
consistent representations involves identifying and internalizing consistent character-
istics from the available sources. Inconsistent characteristics that should not affect
the predicted label (such as the color in ColoredMNIST, see Fig. 1b), should have no

2



impact on the learned representation. However, if these inconsistent characteristics are
poorly represented in the training data, the model may rely on them, if not prevented
from doing so [4]. Examples of models relying on such characteristics, resulting in poor
performance, include animal detection in unfamiliar environments [5, 6], COVID-19
detection on radiographic images when changing the hospital [7], and the substantial
accuracy disparities in gender classification for minority groups, especially regarding
skin color [8].

To mitigate such risks, we aim at separating consistent characteristics that define
a class from spurious attributes, which are only correlated with the class label in
the training data but do not define the class. Inspired by contrastive approaches [9],
we define “invariance pairs” as pairs of data points that differ in a single charac-
teristic – e.g., the color – while belonging to the same class – e.g., the digit. Note
that the term invariance is sometimes used differently in the field of domain gen-
eralization. We denote by invariance the transformations, such as a color change in
ColoredMNIST, that do not influence the class (Fig. 1b). This notion is in contrast to
domain-invariance, which refers to the characteristics of a domain (and typically not
a class). We utilize these data pairs to define the desired invariance. The pairs enable
us to assess the extent to which the model learned the invariance. If the output of
the model varies for such pairs, the model suffers from inconsistency in the represen-
tations. The model is considered to have incorporated the invariance when its output
remains identical for both elements of the pair.

Although the selection and creation of pairs requires manual effort, Explainable
AI (XAI) techniques can assist in identifying candidates. To identify spurious corre-
lations, misclassified samples can be analyzed. XAI methods enable the discovery of
counterfactual explanations, i.e., instances that are semantically similar but receive
different classifications [10, 11]. Specific techniques exist to generate counterfactual
explanations in images [12], as well as more advanced Counterfactual Concept Expla-
nations (CCE) [13]. The user can apply these methods and compare the model’s
learned concepts with their mental model and identify spuriously correlated features.
Such pairs can expose attributes like skin color [8], animal photo backgrounds [5, 14],
or orientation in radiographs [7]. The process helps reveal misconceptions internalized
by the model, which are used to derive invariance pairs for our method.

In this work, we introduce Invariance Pair-Guided learning (IPG) that incorporates
the invariances during training.1 In order to guide the neural network, we extend
the standard gradient descent-based approach with an additional corrective step, the
corrective gradient inspired by van Baelen [15]. The corrective gradient is specified by
pairs of input data, the invariance pairs, which define the desired invariance properties
of the model. Furthermore, adaptive scaling preserves the corrective effect depending
on the extent of invariance internalized by the model. The adaptation is realized by
the invariance pairs and an invariance condition, which we introduce, to converge
to a generalizable representation. We examine out-of-distribution generalization and
robustness of models trained with IPG on three datasets: ColoredMNIST, Waterbird-
100, and CelebA. The datasets represent scenarios with strong, including perfect,

1Our code will be made available upon publication.
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spurious correlations, either synthetically generated or naturally occurring in real-
world data. Fig. 1a illustrates how the described corrective gradient helps to avoid a
region that violates the invariance condition without any gradient momentum. Our
key contributions consist in:

• A novel corrective gradient method (IPG) using invariance pairs with adaptive
scaling via an invariance condition to improve out-of-distribution generalization.

• An invariance pair generation approach that extends IPG, i.e., IPG with adversarial
augmentation (IPG-AA).

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 discusses related
work. In Section 3, we present IPG and IPG-AA. Section 4 evaluates the performance,
Section 5 concludes.

2 Related Work

The generalization of machine learning models to unseen distributions has been studied
in the fields of robustness [14], domain generalization [2], spurious correlations in
machine learning [16, 17], and causality [16]. We categorize related methods into data
manipulation, representation learning, and learning strategies, similar to [2, 16]. Our
approach integrates representation learning with an adaptive learning strategy.

Data manipulation addresses the problem by either augmenting existing data,
generating new data, or adding further information about the underlying concepts.
The goal of data augmentation and data generation approaches is to expand the
dataset so that the training distribution(s) and the target distribution(s) are closer.
For instance, Wang [18] implements augmentation techniques to vary image style,
while Prakash [19] embodies synthetic data augmentation to enrich the dataset. Along
domain randomization, another method applied in [19, 20], adversarial augmentation
[21–23] is a technique to improve model robustness. Among the adversarial augmenta-
tion methods, the DAIR approach reports high performance on ColoredMNIST. The
DAIR approach applies regularization based on adversarial augmentation to achieve
consistency [21]. Further, a small group of techniques instead aims to provide infor-
mation about the underlying concepts. For example, methods that complement the
estimation with the use of pseudo-labels [24, 25] or concept banks [26, 27]. In addition,
a mixup-based technique [28] utilizes class and domain (or group) labels to gener-
ate inputs. In Section 4.1, we compare our IPG approach with DAIR. Hereby, we
consider two variants of IPG: (a) IPG using adversarial augmentation, and (b) IPG
incorporating invariance pairs. In both cases, IPG shows comparable results. Replac-
ing specialized augmentation techniques with invariance pairs improves data efficiency,
without needing extra labels for spurious attributes as contained in concept banks.

Representation learning involves feature disentanglement or domain-invariant
representation learning. Domain-invariant representation learning uses techniques such
as explicit feature alignment [29–31], domain adversarial learning [32, 33], or Invari-
ant Risk Minimization (IRM) [34]. The main intuition of IRM is to enforce an optimal
classifier across all training environments. IRM is particularly interesting when faced
with strong spurious correlations, such as those observed in the ColoredMNIST dataset
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[34]. Further approaches promoting domain-invariant feature learning are EIIL [35]
and also SFB [36], which use test-time adaptation. In addition, feature disentangle-
ment is another representation learning strategy that aims to separate spurious and
general representations within the latent space. Rao [37] examines an explanation-
guided learning approach, which we refer to as EGL. The approach uses a bounding
box to formulate a regularization term in the form of an energy pointing game penal-
izing the attribution of pixels outside the bounding box, i.e., in the background. EGL
applies different XAI methods to calculate the attribution: B-cos [38], X -DNN [39],
and IxG [40]. Similarly, GALS [41] applies language-guided learning. GALS uses text
encodings of an additional text input to also regularize on the attribution of the model.
Both approaches are applicable in the presence of perfect spurious correlation. Our
approach is founded on the notion of invariance and aims to learn generalizable models
by encoding invariance information in the training process. We evaluate our method
against IRM-based approaches on the ColoredMNIST dataset and compare it with
GALS and EGL on the Waterbird-100 dataset, which has a perfect spurious correla-
tion in the training set. Other representation learning methods are excluded from the
comparison as they require multiple training domains or depend on the availability of
bias-conflicting groups. We test IPG in these scenarios in Sections 4.1 and 4.2.

Learning strategies can be adopted to achieve robustness and domain gener-
alization. These strategies include ensemble learning [42, 43], meta-learning [44, 45],
optimization-based methods [14], and self-supervised learning [46, 47]. Additionally,
gradient operation methods [48, 49], among others, have gained prominence. One
approach is Shock Graph, which transforms images into shock graphs representing
the shape content, thus ignoring color- and texture-based features and associated
spurious correlations [50]. Further, self-supervised learning and gradient operation
methods can encode invariances during training. Some approaches use contrastive
input pairs to promote domain-invariance by pairing similar classes across different
domains as positive pairs, and dissimilar classes as negative pairs [46, 51]. Another line
of research adopts an ”Identification then Mitigation” strategy to address spurious
correlations. Examples include JTT [52] or LfF [43]. JTT identifies misclassified sam-
ples, typically bias-conflicting, and up-weights them during a second training phase.
Similarly, LfF trains an intentionally biased model to up-weight minority samples
when training a second model. Moreover, GroupDRO offers an optimization-based
strategy that focuses on minimizing the loss of the worst-performing group [14]. Addi-
tionally, Shi [48] proposed a gradient matching scheme for domain generalization by
maximizing the inner products of gradients across different domains, aligning gradi-
ent directions to promote consistency. Several methods also aim for domain-invariant
gradients. One approach regularizes gradients to maintain similarity between original
and augmented samples [49]. Fishr [53] applies covariance-based gradient matching
across domains, as proposed by Sun [54], to achieve invariant gradients. Methods tar-
geting domain-invariant gradients have shown strong performance on datasets like
ColoredMNIST, suggesting their effectiveness when faced with strong spurious correla-
tions. In Section 4.1, we compare our IPG approach with Fishr, JTT, LfF, GroupDRO,
and Shock Graph. IPG’s invariance pair formulation does not rely on the support of

5



bias-conflicting groups. Furthermore, its invariance definition goes beyond color- and
texture-based information, overcoming the limitations of approaches like Shock Graph.

3 IPG: Invariance Pair-Guided Learning

In this section, we describe our approach to formulating the invariance pairs, the
corrective gradient, and the adaptive scaling by the invariance condition.

3.1 Preliminaries and Overview

A training set Dtr := {(xj , yj)}nj=1 consists of input samples xj ∈ X and labels yj ∈ Y
of K classes that are distributed according to the joint distribution PDtr

. For each
data point xj with class label yj , there is a spurious attribute aj , where aj is non-
predictive of yj . Let A denote the set of all possible spurious attributes. We define a
combination of values of a and y as a group g := (a, y) ∈ A × Y. In Dtr, groups are
typically imbalanced, so that the co-occurrence of values of a and values of y induces
a spurious correlation, denoted as ⟨a, y⟩. In extreme cases, which we also consider, a
group is completely missing in Dtr, resulting in a perfect spurious correlation. A test
set Dte shows a different correlation of a and y, typically by a reduction or inversion
of the correlation. Therefore, the distributions differ PDtr

̸= PDte
. Let PDg

te
denote

the distribution of the test samples of group g. Our goal is to learn a generalizable
model fθ independent of ⟨a, y⟩ resulting in comparable performance in each group
and, accordingly group robustness. Therefore, we investigate the worst-group accuracy
Accwg(fθ) [55], defined as the minimum accuracy across groups of test samples:

Accwg(fθ) := min
g∈A×Y

E(x,y)∼PDg
te

[1y=fθ(x)].

Our method extends the stochastic mini-batch gradient descent method [56] by
incorporating the following key components. First, we introduce a set of invariance
pairs, denoted I, describing the invariance that the model should respect. Utilizing I
and batches I sampled from I, we derive a corrective gradient, referred to as gd, that
is applied before each gradient step. Finally, we use an invariance condition c(I) to
adaptively scale the loss gradient. An overview is given in Fig. 2. We detail each of
those components in the following.

Fig. 2: Schematic overview of the IPG training method (dotted) as an extension to
the traditional approach using the example of ColoredMNIST.
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3.2 Rationale and Invariance Pair Definition

To compare the learned characteristics and formulate a corrective gradient gd, we
use a form of latent representation, a rationale matrix. The rationale, as proposed by
Chen [31], represents the concepts learned by the model. To this end, a neural network
used for classification is divided into two parts. First, we have the feature extractor
f , consisting of the first up to the last hidden layer, which maps inputs x to features
z := f(x). Second, the classifier h maps z to logits o, defined as o := h(z). The
rationale R connects z and the weights of h. The matrix R represents the concepts
that the neural network has learned from the training data in an accessible way [31].
Specifically, we define the rationale as a matrix consisting of the products of the
weights Wi,j of h and their corresponding feature zi:

R :=


W{1,1}z1 W{1,2}z1 . . . W{1,K}z1
W{2,1}z2 W{2,2}z2 . . . W{2,K}z2

...
...

. . .
...

W{D,1}zD W{D,2}zD . . . W{D,K}zD

 .

We use the subscripts to indicate that Rx was generated by inference on the input
x. The number of the features D and the number of the classes K determine the
shape of the matrix R ∈ RD×K . The outputs of the neural network ŷ are defined by
applying the softmax function to the logits, ŷ := softmax(o). We select R for our
method because it is fine-grained and incorporates the weights of the final layer. We
use the rationale matrix to compare the learned characteristics of the input to guide
the model during the training process.

To identify undesired learned concepts, we contrast rationale matrices derived from
invariant input pairs. We use a set I of invariant pairs (x1,x2) ∈ I to define a specific
invariance. Each pair (x1,x2) consists of elements contrasting a difference that should
be invariant to the final classification. Although x1 and x2 are different, the defined
characteristic should not affect the classification result. For example, the ColoredM-
NIST dataset consists of colored digits, with color serving as the spurious attribute.
Therefore, x1 and x2 represent the same digit in different colors (Fig. 1b). These input
pairs are either generated by augmentation or manually selected, e.g., based on CCE
[13]. Multiple pairs are used to describe one invariance. In each training step, we ran-
domly sample a batch of invariance pairs I from I with replacement using the same
batch size as for the training data. We refer to the set of all the first elements of the
invariance pairs as I1 and all second elements as I2. Similarly, we apply the nota-
tion for I1 and I2. These pairs define the invariance that the model should internalize
during the learning process based on rationales.

We also consider IPG with adversarial augmentation (IPG-AA), which replaces I
with pairs generated for the current data batch. Specifically, for each input batch, we
generate a corresponding set of I based on the input batch. The set I is generated
following the original methodology, except that I is updated for each step.
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3.3 Corrective Gradient and Invariance Condition

We combine the rationales of the invariance pairs to formulate a distance measure.
With this measure, we quantify the level of internalization of the specified invariance.
As we have multiple pairs describing one invariance, we have multiple rationales for
each element in those pairs. In order to achieve one representation of the rationales
for I1, we calculate a mean rationale:

R1 :=
1

|I1|
∑
x∈I1

Rx.

In this mean rationale R1, shared concepts in all data points in I1 are aggregated,
whereby rationales that are only local in data points vanish. We calculate R2 anal-
ogously. Note that we expect ordered pairs such that the elements in I1 share the
same characteristic, which should be invariant to the shared characteristic of the ele-
ments in I2. For example, in the case of ColoredMNIST, all elements in I1 are red,
while all elements in I2 are green. Since pairs are invariant by definition, R1 and R2

should be similar to encode this invariance. To verify the learning of this invariance,
we formulate a distance measure:

d(I) := ||R1 −R2||2.

The distance d(I) is induced by the spectral norm. Therefore, d(I) refers to the largest
singular value of the difference in mean rationales, capturing the most prominent
characteristic. Based on the distance in rationales, we can encode the invariance.

To guide the neural network towards robust representations during the training
process, we use the distance measure d(I) to incorporate the invariance information. To
this end, we extend the mini-batch gradient descent by introducing a two-step update
mechanism. As a first step, we perform a correction step based on the instances in I.
We update the weights θ of the model according to the gradient of the rationale dis-
tance gd := ∇θd(I) using a weight update function σ. The step gd aims to minimize
the distance between different elements in I. As a second step, we update the weights
θ of the model based on ∇θL. However, the compatibility of both updates must be
maintained to preserve a corrective effect of gd. For this reason, ∇θL is scaled adap-
tively. We scale according to length of the gradient measured by the Euclidean norm
or ℓ2 norm. The length of ∇θL is adjusted based on an invariance condition and the
length of gd. To this end, we introduce an invariance condition by a symmetric version
of the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between the model outputs ỹ1 and ỹ2 of I1
and I2, respectively:

c(I) :=
1

2

(
KL(ỹ1||ỹ2) +KL(ỹ2||ỹ1)

)
.
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A violation occurs when c(I) exceeds a predefined threshold t. In order to adjust the
influence of the gradients, we define the rescaling function:

s(g1,g2) :=
g1

||g1||2
max{ε, ||g2||2},

which scales a vector g1 to the length of g2 based on the Euclidean norm or a minimum
length of ε [15]. In case of a violation (c(I) > t), we scale ∇θL to a fraction α ∈ [0, 1]
of the length of gd or ε. Otherwise, we apply ∇θL, whereas the vector length is limited
by twice the length of gd:

gL :=


α · s(∇θL,gd) if c(I) > t

argmin
g∈

{
∇θL,s(∇θL,2·gd)

}||g||2 else . (1)

Eq. 1 rescales ∇θL based on the length determined by the Euclidean norm of gL
(or a minimum value of ε), when the invariance condition is violated. The rescaling
of the corrective gradient based on the invariance condition allows for an adaptive
regulation of the learned invariance, when necessary. In addition, the length of gL
is limited to a maximum length of 2 · ||gd||2 to homogenize the gradient-magnitude
in regions where 2 · ||gd||2 < ||∇θL||2. In such regions, the corrective effect may be
undermined, as convergence to a subspace satisfying the invariance condition may
result in a sudden large step. For both updates, the same learning rate η is used. We
apply a KL divergence of the outputs as an invariance condition as it is more sensitive
than defining a threshold on d(I). Therefore, correction is applied earlier when the
model tends to rely on invariant features. In addition, the training process is less
constrained when the invariance condition is met. We update the weights using the
optimization function σ that can involve momentum-based techniques allowing for a
stabilizing effect. The additional corrective update step via gd reduces d(I), corrects
the overall rationale, and thus encodes the invariance.

An overview of the presented method is shown in Alg. 1 defining the extended
update function for one gradient descent step for a training-data batch given by (X,y).

4 Experiments

In this section, we present the evaluation method and the results.
We evaluate IPG using the following three datasets: ColoredMNIST [34],

Waterbird-100 [41], and CelebA [14]. These datasets exhibit a strong binary spurious
correlation attribute. The attributes are color (red or green), background (water or
land), and gender (female or male) for the ColoredMNIST, Waterbird-100, and CelebA
datasets, respectively. The classes are binary in each dataset: In ColoredMNIST, they
consist of digit groups 0-4 and 5-9. In Waterbird-100, the classes are waterbird and
landbird. In CelebA, they are blond and non-blond hair. ColoredMNIST is structured
as a domain generalization dataset, while Waterbird-100 and CelebA are motivated
by group robustness. Therefore, ColoredMNIST is evaluated on a test dataset, where
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Algorithm 1 IPG update step

Require: θ, X, y, I, α, η, t, ε
1: for i ∈ {1, 2} do ▷ calculate distance measure d
2: zi ← f(Ii; θf )
3: for k ∈ {1, 2} do
4: Ri,k ← θh,k · zi
5: end for
6: Ri,k,c ← 1

N

∑N
n=1 Ri,k,c,n

7: ỹi ← softmax(h(zi; θh))
8: end for
9: d← ||R1 −R2||2

10: gd ← ∇θd ▷ calculate corrective gradient
11: θ ← σ(θ, η,gd) ▷ update weights
12: ŷ← softmax(h(f(x; θf ); θh)) ▷ classify
13: gL ← ∇θL(y, ŷ) ▷ calculate loss gradient
14: c← 1

2 (KL(ỹ1||ỹ2) +KL(ỹ2||ỹ1)) ▷ scale gL on invariance condition violation
15: if c > t then
16: gL ← α · gL

||gL||2 max{ε, ||gd||2}
17: else
18: if ||gL||2 > 2 ·max{ε, ||gd||2} then
19: gL ← 2 · gL

||gL||2 max{ε, ||gd||2}
20: end if
21: end if
22: θ ← σ(θ, η,gL) ▷ update weights

the spurious correlation is opposite to the training dataset, representing an out-of-
distribution domain. ColoredMNIST has a label noise of 25%. Waterbird-100, and
CelebA are typically evaluated based on the entire test dataset, focusing on the worst-
group accuracy to measure group robustness. Waterbird-100 is a special case, where
the training dataset contains only perfectly correlated pairs. For this dataset, we also
test the reversed setting, predicting the background as a label instead of the bird type.

In order to guide the gradient in the learning phase, we select a set of invariance
pairs, denoted as I. These pairs are crucial as they define the specific invariance that
the model is expected to learn. Specifically, for the ColoredMNIST dataset, we choose
pairs of different colors, as illustrated in Fig. 1b. For the Waterbird-100 dataset, we
use pairs with the same bird but backgrounds from different environments (Fig. 1c).
The complementary image in each pair is created by flipping the color of the origi-
nal image in ColoredMNIST. For the Waterbird-100 dataset, we generate a pair by
exchanging the background randomly with one of the other type. For the reversed
version, we substitute the bird in a similar way. For CelebA, we apply a GAN-based
latent space modification, to generate a gender-swapped version of a given CelebA-
HQ image [57]. We order the generated images by the Mahalobis distance [58] of the
latent representation of a trained ERM model to other female (or male) images in the
training dataset and manually select the images (Fig. 1d).
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Table 1: Hyper-parameter configuration of IPG in experiments.

Dataset Model α t |I| η Batch Size Nr. Epochs

ColoredMNIST IPG, IPG-AA 1e−1 2e−6 300 1e−3 128 18
Waterbird-100 IPG 5e−1 2e−4 300 1e−4 32 10

CelebA IPG 1e−2 1e−4 271 1e−3 128 10
CelebA GroupDRO+IPG 85e−2 1e−1 271 1e−3 128 10

We train the models with the following specifications. The model architecture for
experiments based on ColoredMNIST is a convolutional neural network and follows the
DomainBed framework [59], commonly used for benchmarking. For Waterbird-100 and
CelebA, we use a ResNet-50 [60]. Accuracy is evaluated over 10 trials, with different
model initializations. Model selection is based on the highest mean validation accuracy
for ColoredMNIST and maximum worst-case validation accuracy for Waterbird-100
and CelebA. The hyperparameters (Tab. 1) are selected using the Tree-structured
Parzen Estimator with 100 trials per dataset [61]. This setup supports our accuracy
comparison and latent representation analysis.

4.1 Accuracy Comparison

ColoredMNIST: For ColoredMNIST, we examine IPG based on the accuracy on
the test dataset. In this dataset, the correlation of color and label inverses relative to
the samples observed during the training phase. Our approach achieves a mean test
accuracy of 72.7%. Due to the inherent labeling noise in the dataset, the theoretical
maximum accuracy is limited to 75% [34]. Tab. 2a shows an overview of the accuracy
and the standard error for the test dataset compared to state of the art approaches.
It should be noted that the performance comparison may not be entirely fair, as both
the IRM approaches as well as the Fishr method lack access to external information,
such as I, which IPG uses [34, 53, 62]. Further, the Shock Graph approach derives a
shape-based representation of the digit and therefore removes the color information
[50]. We argue that the transformation serves as a method for encoding dataset-specific
knowledge about invariant representations. Additionally, we also list an Empirical
Risk Minimization (ERM) approach as a baseline and another ERM-based approach
learning on grayscale images, serving as an oracle [34]. IPG shows the highest mean
accuracy compared to other methods, benefiting from the explicit incorporation of
invariances provided by I.

As an additional performance comparison, we examine DAIR by using adversarial
augmentation. DAIR encodes augmented inputs in the loss function. Both, the original
and the augmented input are processed by the neural network in a feed-forward step.
In this way, the spurious correlation is effectively mitigated within the ColoredMNIST
dataset. For comparison, we extend our IPG approach with adversarial augmentation,
i.e., IPG-AA, representing perfect invariance information. We then compare IPG-AA
with two variants of DAIR: one that uses adversarial augmentation (DAIR-AA) and
another using random augmentation (DAIR-RA) [21]. The accuracy on the test envi-
ronment is shown in Tab. 2b. We conclude that IPG-AA achieves a higher mean test
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Table 2: Accuracy comparison on ColoredMNIST without (a) and with (b) adversarial
or random augmentation.

(a)

Approach Accuracy

ERM 16.1± 0.8
IRM [34] 66.9± 2.5

meta-IRM [62] 70.4± 0.9
Fishr [53] 68.8± 1.4

Shock Graph [50] 71.6
IPG (ours) 72.7± 0.3

Random 50.0± 0.0
ERM grayscale (oracle) 73.1± 0.4

Optimal 75.0± 0.0

(b)

Approach Accuracy

DAIR-AA [21] 72.6± 0.1
DAIR-RA [21] 73.1± 0.1
IPG-AA (ours) 73.3± 0.4

Random 50.0± 0.0
ERM grayscale (oracle) 73.1± 0.4

Optimal 75.0± 0.0

accuracy than DAIR-based approaches or the ERM-grayscale approach. Summarizing,
IPG and IPG-AA reach state of the art results in both test scenarios.

Waterbird-100: We further evaluate the performance of IPG on the Waterbird-
100 dataset, which has a perfect spurious correlation in the training set: every
waterbird image has a water background, while every landbird image shows land or
forest. Additionally, multiple bird species represent each class, making it more complex
to learn the defining characteristics of the birds compared to the simpler background
features. The test dataset includes instances from all groups, with a particular focus on
the worst-group accuracy. We also examine a reversed setting, where labels and spuri-
ous attributes are swapped, following prior studies by Rao [37] and Petryk [41]. Unlike
the digits in ColoredMNIST, birds show more complex patterns, there is only one
training domain, and the training dataset lacks bias-conflicting samples. We compare
our approach to the explanation-guided learning method, which we refer to as EGL
[37], and the language-guided learning method GALS [41]. EGL applies different XAI
methods: B-cos [38], X -DNN [39], and IxG [40], to calculate feature attributions. Addi-
tionally, we apply an ERM based approach as baseline. Tab. 3 summarizes the results.
ERM achieves the highest overall accuracy for both Waterbird-100 versions, mainly
at the expense of the minority classes. IPG achieves higher worst-group accuracy
compared to GALS, EGL, and ERM. These findings indicate that invariance-pair guid-
ance effectively encodes the desired invariance. We conclude that IPG achieves higher
worst-group accuracy compared to the baselines on both versions of the Waterbird-100
dataset, representing a state of the art result to the best of our knowledge.

CelebA: Finally, we evaluate the performance of our approach on the CelebA
dataset, which exhibits gender as a spurious attribute. Compared to ColoredMNIST
and Waterbird-100, the formulation of pairs is more challenging, since the spurious
attribute is not synthetic. We use the image-to-image translation technique [57] to gen-
erate pairs. IPG is compared to several established methods. We evaluate GroupDRO
[14], a technique that uses group information during training, along with a combined
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Table 3: Accuracy comparison on Waterbird-100 and Waterbird-100-reverse.

Waterbird-100 Waterbird-100-reverse
Model Overall Acc. ↑ Accwg ↑ Overall Acc. ↑ Accwg ↑

EGL B-cos [37] 71.1± 0.9 41.0± 2.1 83.6± 1.1 62.8± 2.1
EGL X -DNN [37] 73.1± 3.4 47.0± 9.1 82.6± 2.0 63.9± 3.6
EGL IxG [37] 78.1± 2.6 56.1± 7.0 78.9± 1.9 56.5± 3.7
GALS [41] 79.7 56.7 86.8 72.9
ERM 99.4± 0.1 37.2± 0.2 99.4± 0.1 56.6± 2.4
IPG (ours) 85.92± 2.29 68.62± 3.37 92.13± 1.03 84.53± 2.63

Table 4: Accuracy comparison on CelebA.

Model Additional Info Overall Acc. ↑ Accwg ↑

GroupDRO [14] g 92.9± 0.2 88.9± 2.3
JTT [52] - 88.0 81.1
LfF [43] - 86.0 70.6
ERM - 94.9± 0.2 47.8± 3.7
IPG (ours) I 89.9± 3.2 73.2± 7.5
GroupDRO+IPG (ours) I, g 92.3± 0.3 89.6± 1.3

approach integrating both IPG and GroupDRO. Additionally, we evaluate JTT [52]
and LfF [43], which operate without requiring additional information, relying instead
on intentionally biased models. We also examine ERM as a baseline approach without
guidance. Our findings reveal that ERM achieves the highest overall accuracy. The
worst-case accuracy of IPG alone (73.2%) is lower than that of JTT or GroupDRO.
However, when combined with GroupDRO, IPG achieves slightly higher worst-case
accuracy and exhibits reduced variance compared to GroupDRO alone. In general,
the corrective gradient introduced by IPG helps to improve worst-case performance,
as shown by its superior worst-case accuracy compared to ERM. Nonetheless, JTT
achieves higher worst-case accuracy than IPG without the need for additional informa-
tion. Tab. 4 summarizes the results and compares requirements for additional group
labels or pairs. A notable challenge in using IPG lies in the definition of effective pairs,
which is crucial for maintaining compatibility with the dataset domain. The applied
image-to-image translation technique, for instance, can produce outputs that deviate
in unwanted characteristics from the original image domain, such as generating blon-
der hair for women (Fig. 1d). The results indicate that while IPG enhances worst-case
performance, it still falls short of the state of the art results achieved by GroupDRO
or JTT, primarily due to difficulties in defining effective pairs.

4.2 Latent Representation Analysis

We inspect the latent representation of models trained with IPG and ERM, focusing
on their ability to learn the invariance. To analyze and compare the internal repre-
sentation of the neural network, we trained two different models. A model MIPG is
trained with IPG encoding the invariance, while a model MERM is trained with ERM
without explicit invariance information. For both trained models, we compute the
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rationale Rx from an input x for random samples of the test sets of ColoredMNIST,
Waterbird-100, and CelebA. Then, to reduce the dimension of the rationale to two,
t-SNE [63] is applied to the (vectorized) rationales Rx with a perplexity of 200. The
resulting illustration, as shown in Fig. 3, exhibits differences in the latent representa-
tion. Since all instances represent the same class, they are ideally represented in one
cluster without separation based on the spurious attribute. Especially for ColoredM-
NIST, a clear separation based on the spurious attribute color for MERM is visible
as of the inherent label noise. In contrast, for MIPG, the model shows a mixture of
red and green instances without a clear color-based separation. For the Waterbird-
100 and CelebA results, we find a higher overlap of instances differing in spurious
attributes for MIPG, while MERM shows a clearer separation of these instances. Thus,
the rationales of MIPG seem to better reflect the underlying structure associated with
y, in contrast to the rationales of MERM , which appear to be more influenced by
the spurious attribute. Fig. 3 depicts the representations for a single class, but sim-
ilar characteristics are observed for all classes. From these observations, we conclude
that the latent representation of MIPG shows visible signs of internalized invariance
through the invariance correction of IPG.

(a) ERM

y
=

1

(b) IPG

red green

(c) ERM (d) IPG

land water

(e) ERM (f) IPG

male female

Fig. 3: Visualization of the rationales for y = 1 of an ERM- and an IPG-based
approach for ColoredMNIST (a-b), Waterbird-100 (c-d), and CelebA (e-f).

4.3 Discussion and Limitations

In the previous experiments, we examined the characteristics of IPG. We found that
IPG and IPG-AA reach state of the art performance on ColoredMNIST (Tab. 2a
and 2b). We showed that IPG outperforms current approaches on the Waterbird-100
dataset and its reversed version (Tab. 3), which is particularly challenging because
of its inherent perfect spurious correlation. We also found that IPG can improve
performance on the real-world dataset CelebA without the need for the group labels
(Tab. 4). However, there are efficient methods, such as JTT that perform better. Only
when combined with GroupDRO, IPG can reach state of the art results. For real-
world datasets, the explicit pair formulation might be interesting, whereas the implicit
formulation, as in JTT, is imprecise. In addition, we have shown that the resistance to
the inherent spurious correlation comes along with well-represented latents (Fig. 3).
These results show that the proposed approach effectively encodes invariance in the
presence of significant spurious correlation.
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Despite the successful encoding of invariance, some limitations still need to be
addressed. First, the invariance condition and the corrective gradient based on ratio-
nale matrices are associated with a task outputting logits, such as classification. Using
other tasks, such as regression, is worth investigating. Second, the computational com-
plexity is increased primarily due to the additional pair calculation of 2|I| inference
steps and the corrective gradient step. Future work could investigate, whether correc-
tive gradients can be omitted in certain steps. Third, the results on CelebA indicate
that the method is highly dependent on the quality of invariance pairs. Future work
could explore ways to ensure quality. In addition, while image-to-image translation
techniques can help to produce the pairs, they can also suffer from bias, which needs to
be mitigated by manual inspection. Finally, we plan to extend to multiple invariances,
e.g., by combining the correction gradients, e.g., by averaging or addition.

5 Conclusion

This work proposes a novel method to define and learn invariance through the IPG
approach, which allows to specify invariance pairs. Based on the pairs, we define an
invariance condition and a corrective gradient. These components allow for an adap-
tive regulation of the training phase of the neural network. In this way, invariance
is encoded while maintaining the flexibility of the models. With IPG, spurious cor-
relations can be compensated to improve the out-of-distribution performance and
thus make the models more robust. IPG (i) operates on a single domain, (ii) uti-
lizes data-efficient pair formulation without requiring specialized augmentation, (iii)
applies to datasets without bias-conflicting groups, and (iv) eliminates the need for
pre-processing of the dataset. We validated the effectiveness of IPG on the ColoredM-
NIST, the Waterbirds-100(-reversed), and the CelebA datasets. For Waterbirds-100,
IPG demonstrated a notable improvement of 11.91 percentage points in mean worst-
case accuracy. On the real-world CelebA dataset, IPG is limited by pair quality,
however, IPG proved beneficial when combined with GroupDRO. In the future, we
plan to apply IPG to datasets with multiple invariances.

References

[1] Kohli, P., Chadha, A.: Enabling pedestrian safety using computer vision tech-
niques: A case study of the 2018 Uber inc. self-driving car crash. In: Advances in
Information and Communication, pp. 261–279 (2020)

[2] Wang, J., Lan, C., Liu, C., Ouyang, Y., Qin, T., Lu, W., Chen, Y., Zeng, W., Yu,
P.S.: Generalizing to unseen domains: A survey on domain generalization. IEEE
Transactions on Knowledge and Data Engineering 35(8), 8052–8072 (2023)

[3] Ben-David, S., Blitzer, J., Crammer, K., Pereira, F.: Analysis of representations
for domain adaptation. In: Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
vol. 19 (2006)

15



[4] Wimmer, L., Bischl, B., Bothmann, L.: Trust me, I know the way: Predictive
uncertainty in the presence of shortcut learning. ArXiv preprint arXiv:2502.09137
(2025)

[5] Beery, S., Horn, G.V., Perona, P.: Recognition in terra incognita. In: European
Conference on Computer Vision, pp. 456–473 (2018)

[6] Bothmann, L., Wimmer, L., Charrakh, O., Weber, T., Edelhoff, H., Peters, W.,
Nguyen, H., Benjamin, C., Menzel, A.: Automated wildlife image classification:
An active learning tool for ecological applications. Ecological Informatics 77,
102231 (2023)

[7] DeGrave, A.J., Janizek, J.D., Lee, S.-I.: AI for radiographic covid-19 detection
selects shortcuts over signal. Nature Machine Intelligence 3(7), 610–619 (2021)

[8] Buolamwini, J., Gebru, T.: Gender shades: Intersectional accuracy disparities in
commercial gender classification. In: Conference on Fairness, Accountability and
Transparency, pp. 77–91 (2018)

[9] Le-Khac, P.H., Healy, G., Smeaton, A.F.: Contrastive representation learning: A
framework and review. IEEE Access 8, 193907–193934 (2020)

[10] Wachter, S., Mittelstadt, B., Russell, C.: Counterfactual explanations without
opening the black box: Automated decisions and the GDPR. Harvard Journal of
Law & Technology 31, 841 (2017)

[11] Dandl, S., Molnar, C., Binder, M., Bischl, B.: Multi-objective counterfactual
explanations. In: International Conference on Parallel Problem Solving from
Nature, pp. 448–469 (2020)

[12] Goyal, Y., Wu, Z., Ernst, J., Batra, D., Parikh, D., Lee, S.: Counterfactual visual
explanations. In: International Conference on Machine Learning, pp. 2376–2384
(2019)

[13] Abid, A., Yuksekgonul, M., Zou, J.: Meaningfully debugging model mistakes using
conceptual counterfactual explanations. In: International Conference on Machine
Learning, pp. 66–88 (2022)

[14] Sagawa, S., Koh, P.W., Hashimoto, T.B., Liang, P.: Distributionally robust neural
networks for group shifts: On the importance of regularization for worst-case
generalization. In: International Conference on Learning Representations (2020)

[15] Van Baelen, Q., Karsmakers, P.: Constraint guided gradient descent: Guided
training with inequality constraints. In: European Symposium on Artificial Neu-
ral Networks, Computational Intelligence and Machine Learning, pp. 175–180
(2022)

16



[16] Ye, W., Zheng, G., Cao, X., Ma, Y., Zhang, A.: Spurious correlations in machine
learning: A survey. ArXiv preprint arXiv:2402.12715 (2024)

[17] Steinmann, D., Divo, F., Kraus, M., Wüst, A., Struppek, L., Friedrich, F., Ker-
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